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Supervisor: Dr. Barry F. Carlson
Abstract

The primary purpose of this study is to specify the structural characteristics
of the phonological representations of Spokane lexemes which are relevant for the
rules of the morphology and the rules of the phonology. In order to reveal the
complexity of the issue of structure, it is necessary to examine three sets of data:
non-compound forms, compound forms, and structurally reanalyzed forms. These
data provide evidence that the phonological representation of each lexeme
includes specifications for both form and structure.

Framed within the Lexeme-Morpheme Base Morphology of Beard (1987,
1993, 1995), this study establishes that certain morphological spelling operations
necessarily refer to a specific sub-string of the phonological representation which
cannot be isolated phonologically. The phonological representations of Spokane
lexemes are, therefore, analyzed as composite structures. As such, the
phonological representations of non-compounds possess (at least potentially)
complex morphological structure which includes the notions Root and Stem, while
those of compounds possess additional specifications for structure based on the
fact that each comprises two distinct Stems. Conversely, the structurally
reanalyzed forms provide evidence that historically complex structure has been
reduced to simplex form. Structurally reanalyzed forms possess morphological
structures which are identical to that of the non-compound but which are distinct

from that of their historically related forms.



iii
This study also establishes that the structural characteristics of a lexeme’s

phonological representation remain salient for the phonology. It is demonstrated
that the domains of the phonological representation to which the phonology
attends are isomorphic with the domains of the phonological representation which
emerge from the Morphological Spelling component (at least at the lowest level of
structure). [ utilize the facts of primary stress assignment. as well as the facts of
retraction and nasal shift. to provide evidence for such phonological structures

and, turther. to specify the parameters of primary stress assignment in Spokane.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

1.0 Focus of the investigation

This study was originally conceived as an investigation of primary stress
assignment in Spokane. In order to assess the facts of primary stress assignment, I
made a detailed survey of the published and, when available, unpublished
literature and completed seventy-five hours of elicitation with Pauline Flett, a
speaker of the snx™um’ne? dialect of the Spokane language (Black 1995a).1 My
methodology was primarily morpheme-based and entailed creating numerous word
lists based on the presence of a particular morpheme in the words. In this way I
was able to track each occurrence of a morpheme in context, that is to say as it
appeared with various Roots and affixes. Furthermore, I was able to assess the
position of stress with respect to a particular morpheme or combination of
morphemes. Despite the valuable insights gained through these efforts, the facts
of primary stress assignment of Spokane proved to require an investigation beyond
the morpheme.

Driven by the data and now properly focused, the primary purpose of this
study is to specify the structural characteristics of the phonological representations
of Spokane lexemes which are relevant for the rules of the morphology and the

rules of the phonology. In order to reveal the complexity of the issue of structure,

1Funding for this research was generously provided by the Jacobs Research Fund
administered by the Whatcom Museum Society, Bellingham, Washington.



it is necessary to examine three sets of data: non-compound forms, compound
forms, and structurally reanalyzed forms. These data provide evidence that the
phonological representation of each lexeme includes specifications for both form
and structure.

Framed within the Lexeme-Morpheme Base Morphology of Beard (1987,
1993, 1995), this study establishes that certain morphological spelling operations
necessarily refer to a specific sub-string of the phonological representation which
cannot be isolated phonologically. The phonological representations of Spokane
lexemes are, therefore, analyzed as composite structures. As such, the
phonological representations of non-compounds possess (at least potentially)
complex morphological structure which includes the notions Root and Stem, while
those of compounds possess additional specifications for structure based on the
fact that each comprises two distinct Stems. Conversely, the structurally
reanalyzed forms provide evidence that historically complex structure has been
reduced to simplex form. Structurally reanalyzed forms possess morphological
structures which are identical to that of the non-compound but which are distinct
from that of their historically related forms.

This study also establishes that the structural characteristics of a lexeme’s
phonological representation remain salient for the phonology. It will be
demonstrated that the domains of the phonological representation to which the
phonology attends are isomorphic with the domains of the phonological

representation which emerge from the Morphological Spelling component (at least
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at the lowest level of structure). I utilize the facts of primary stress assignment, as
well as the facts of retraction and nasal shift, to provide evidence for such
phonological structures and, further, to specify the parameters of primary stress

assignment in Spokane.

1.1 Review of the literature

Spokane is a member of the Southern Interior branch of the Salishan
language family and represents one dialect within the Spokane-Kalispel-Séli§
language continuum. Today the few remaining speakers of Spokane, numbering
approximately forty, live primarily on the Spokane Indian Reservation located
about fifty miles northwest of Spokane, Washington. Other languages of the
Southern Interior branch include Colville-Okanagan, Coeur d’Alene, and Moses-
Columbia.

Traditional treatments of the morphological and phonological structure of
Spokane words, as for Salishan languages generally, center on the concept of the
morpheme. Studies on morphological structure are typically limited to an
examination of Roots and affixes, their meanings, and their linear order.
Significant for present purposes is the fact that in these studies the Root
morpheme is invariably identified as the crucial element in the realization of a
number of reduplicative affixes. While studies on phonological structure are also
typically limited to an examination of Roots and affixes, the morphophonological

features of those Roots and affixes are of central concern. Of the various



4
morphological and phonological studies of Spokane, those which are most relevant
for this investigation are the descriptive and theoretical works concerned with
primary stress placement.

As in other languages of the Interior, the idiosyncratic stress properties of
individual morphemes have been presumed to play a crucial role in the
assignment of word stress in Spokane; that is, in addition to being attentive to the
phonological form of a word, the phonological processes are also presumed to
attend to morpheme boundaries which serve as the source of non-phonological,
word-internal structure (which define the phonological constituents relevant for
the phonology) as well as morphological properties which are lexically defined for
each morpheme. Descriptive accounts of the Spokane stress system have
proposed three classes of Roots and suffixes ---strong, weak, and variable--- which
form a morphological stress hierarchy:

strong suffix > strong Root > |

variable suffix > variable Root >
weak Root > weak suffix.2
When morphemes are combined to form words, the morphemes are assessed
according to that hierarchy and primary stress is assigned to the ranking member
(Carison 1972a, Carlson 1976, Carlson 1980a, Carlson 1989, Carlson and Bates

1990, Carlson and Bates 1991, Bates 1990, and Bates and Carlson 1992a).

ZMost of the literature specify a hierarchy which includes the variable Root class.
Carlson and Bates (1991) expands the hierarchy by including the 2eruit-class of Roots
which I understand as a sub-class of variable Root.



Compare the placement of primary stress in examples (1)-(3).3 Notice
that in the forms on the left, the Root vowels bear primary stress, while in the
forms on the right the vowels of the suffixes bear primary stress.¥ These facts
have been interpreted as indications that certain Root morphemes are stress-

retentive while others are not.

(1a) ?acxn (1b) ?amx*ntén
J’ILc’&n-t-ens Jtamx¥-n-t-en
Jlook at-Ctr-Tr-1sgTrS® Jshave-Ctr-Tr-1sgTrS
I looked at him. I shaved it.

(2a) qs?imSi (2b) hecalpmi
qt-s-V/2im’s-mi hec~/?al-p-mi
Unr-Nom-vVmove-Cont Act-Vlose-Inch-Cont
He’s going to move. He’s losing.

(3a) qécis (3b) ?axTils
vgec-ils Vaxil-il§

JTun-Aut Jdo certain way-Aut
He ran. He’s busy doing a number of things.
(Black 1995a)

3Unless otherwise indicated, the source for the data provided in this chapter is
Carlson and Flett (1989).

4Primary stress is indicated by the stress mark which appears in the transcription
and is highlighted by the underscore which appears on the morpheme segmentation
line. Note that the morpheme by morpheme breakdown which appears on the
morpheme segmentation line conforms to the phonological form and morphological
structure traditionally assumed for Spokane. The phonological form of these
morphemes will be modified in accordance with the findings discussed in Chapter 2.
The issue of morphological structure is discussed in Chapter 3.

3 Regarding the morpheme segmentation line, Roots are preceded by square root
signs, grammatical suffixes by hyphens, and lexical suffixes by equal signs. Prefixes
are followed by hyphens, infixes appear in parentheses, reduplicant prefixes are
followed by plus signs and reduplicant suffixes are preceded by plus signs.

6Regarding gloss-line abbreviations, see page vi of the preliminary pages.



Stress assignment in Spokane is further complicated by the fact that,
despite the presence of a putative stress-retentive Root in a particular form,
certain suffixes may necessarily ‘attract’ primary stress. Consider the examples in
(4) both of which contain the Root K¥uP. In each case stress has been assigned to
the vowel of a different morpheme in the word. In (4a) primary stress falls on the

vowel of the Root K™*uf, while in (4b) it falls on the vowel of the grammatical

suffix /Sis/ Indirective.
(4a) K™ afstmn (4b) K TsiSmn
JK*uf-si-t-um-en JK*uf-§iS-m-n-t-en
vmake-Redir-Tr-2sgTrO-1sgTrS Jmake-Indir-Der-Ctr-Tr-1sgTrS
I made you something. I made it for somebody.

Note that in the form in (4a) stress has been assigned to the Root vowel, this
despite the fact that the form possesses numerous suffixes each of which contains
a vowel. This suggests that the Root K™uf is a stress-retentive root. The form in
(4b), however, indicates that this morpheme-based system of stress assignment
must also include a category of stress-attracting suffixes which occupies a more
prominent position in the morphophonological hierarchy than that of stress-
retentive Roots. Simply put, the examples in (4) indicate that within the
morphophonological hierarchy, certain Roots (e.g., K*uF) dominate certain suffixes
(e.g., /3i/) and are themselves dominated by other suffixes (e.g., /5i§/).

An additional consideration regarding the morphophoaological hierarchy of
Spokane morphemes has been the placement of primary stress in forms

comprising the various combinations of suffixes. Consider the examples in (5).
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The word in (5a) comprises a stress-retentive Root followed by suffixes which are
not stress-attracting, as is evidenced by the fact that stress has been assigned to
the Root vowel. Compare this stress pattern with that in (5b). The word in (Sb)
comprises a stress-shifting Root followed by the same suffixes as in (5a). In this
case, primary stress has been assigned to the vowel of the leftmost suffix, this

despite the fact that other vowels are available for stress placement.

(5a) nxélstn (5b) &stsitn
n-/xel-Si-t-en ¢-Jsit-§i-t-en
Loc-/fear-Redir-Tr-1sgTrS Loc-/stand-Redir-Tr-1sgTrS
I'm afraid for him. I guarded something for him/her.

The data indicate that in addition to the patterns in which the Root vowel
or the vowel of the leftmost suffix is stressed there are other options for the
placement of primary stress. Consider the examples in (6). That in (6a) bears
primary stress on the vowel of the rightmost in a series of three suffixes, while that
in (6b) bears primary stress on the vowel of the second of three suffixes.

(6a) n?ayu?tgné?¥x”

n-/?ay =ew't=qin=g(?)¢x"

Loc-/sit (pl.)=scattered=head=house(P1)

They lived up there. They were sitting at the head of the village.

(6b) snqaw'sqinSn

s-n-/qe?=ews=gin=$in

Nom-Loc-/squeezed=mid=head=foot

middle toe

To complicate the issue of stress placement even more, the data set also includes

forms which display competing stress patterns for identical and near-identical



sequences of morphemes as illustrated by the forms in (7) and forms which may

or may not display stress on the vowel of a prefix as illustrated by the forms in (8).

(7a) nmiycn (7b) nmicin

n-Vmiy=cin n-/miy=cin

Loc-Vknow=mouth Loc-Vknow=mouth

He knows his stories. His stories are interpreted.
(8a) hi tis (8b) x"6x"Tq™

hi ti+Jtis§ x’o+JVx"olq™

Part Dim+/sweet Dim+Jroll

It’s small and sweet. buggy

(Black 1995a)

As 1s demonstrated by the data provided above, the descriptive treatments
of the Spokane stress system necessarily deal with a wide array of complex and
often conflicting patterns. Recent theoretical treatments have attempted to
explain the facts of primary stress assignment of Spokane in a variety of metrical
accounts. Characteristic of these accounts is the assumption of morpheme
compositionality for each word and the assumption that each morpheme maintains
a predictable morphophonological relation with respect to other morphemes.
Given that fact, these approaches attempt to capture any unexpected variations in
stress placement by identifying Roots or affixes in exceptional ways.

Bates and Carlson (1989) and Carison and Bates (1990) utilize a metrical
grid framework and claim that Roots and suffixes bear the lexically-specified
features [+/- stressable] and [+/- strong] which are realized within the grid. These
analyses assume that all Roots are lexically accented and also rely on two stress

rules: Weak Shift and Clash Avoidance. In order to account for variations, these
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studies split the classification of lexical suffixes; instead of viewing them as a single
class of morphemes, some are viewed as [+stressable] and [+strong] and others as
only [+stressable]. Carlson and Bates (1991) modifies these earlier analyses by
incorporating aspects of Czaykowska-Higgins (1993b) (the notion that cyclicity is a
property of individual morphemes) and Idsardi (1991b) (the notion that
morphemes can induce Foot boundaries). In order to account for variations,
Carlson and Bates (1991) identifies certain Spokane Roots as members of a
special variable sub-class of Root morphemes labeled the ?emuit-class; as such,
these Roots are presumed to stress grammatical suffixes differently from lexical
suffixes. Despite such attempts, these analyses cannot fully account for the array
of patterns displayed by Spokane words.

The Stonham (1990) analysis assumes a conventional cyclic application of
the stress rules resulting from the structure of the lexicon, itself; that is to say,
derivational affixes attach in a cyclic stratum, while inflectional affixes attach in a
non-cyclic stratum after the last derivational cycle.7 In addition, Stonham utilizes
two lexical features to distinguish among the classes of suffixes: [+/- extrametrical]
and [+/- unstressed). The feature [+/- extrametrical] is also used to distinguish
among Roots. In order to account for unexpected variations, Stonham (1990)
identifies the lexical features of lexical suffixes of the Spokane language and the

Spokane-Kalispel-Séli§ language continuum, respectively, on a morpheme by

"The Stonham (1990) account of the inflectional affixes is particularly problematic
due to the fact that it is based on the earliest description available (Carlson 1972a),
some of which was later significantly revised.
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morpheme basis (instead of viewing them as members of a single class of
morphemes). This analysis cannot fully account for the array of stress patterns
displayed by Spokane words. Furthermore, it wrongly predicts the position of
primary stress in numerous forms.

Idsardi (1991b)8 presents a boundary placement, non-cyclic account of
stress in which morphemes are lexically marked for idiosyncratic Foot boundaries;
that is to say, morphemes are lexically specified to start or end a metrical Foot.
With respect to Spokane, a strong Root or strong suffix is associated with a Foot
boundary on the left, a weak Root with a Foot boundary on the right, and a
variable suffix with no lexical boundary. The language is presumed to build left-
headed Feet, and word stress is assigned to the rightmost Foot. Idsardi contends
that a boundary-placement approach allows stress to be "read off" the
morphological representation. As Idsardi does not attend to the numerous
variations exhibited by the Spokane data, he does not provide any special
mechanisms to account for those variations. As such, this analysis does not
attempt to handle the array of patterns displayed by Spokane words.

Smith ( 1991)9 presents a "four-degree analysis of primary stress" for

Montana Sélis, a sister dialect of Spokane. Smith assumes four degrees of lexical

81dsardi (1991a) and (1992) do not attend to the stress facts of Spokane at all but
do discuss the facts of the related languages Shuswap (1991a) and Shuswap and
Moses-Columbia (1992).

9Smith (1991) focuses primarily on stress assignment in Montana Séli§, dealing
only peripherally with stress assignment in the sister dialect Spokane.
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accent and a rule which assigns primary stress to the rightmost vowel bearing the
highest degree of accent. Degree of lexical accent is determined on a morpheme
by morpheme basis and is often characterized as indeterminant. As such, Smith’s
analysis cannot predict in any principled way the position of primary stress in the
Spokane word.

Czaykowska-Higgins (1993b)10 presents a metrical account of the stress
facts of Moses-Columbia and assumes "that two rules of stress assignment interact
with the morphological properties of cyclicity, accent and extrametricality" (p. 197).
In order to account for variations, Czaykowska-Higgins (1993b) argues that Roots
in Moses-Columbia bear the lexical diacritic [+/- extrametricality assigning] and
suffixes bear the lexical diacritic [+/- accented]. As such, this analysis relies on
additional sub-classifications of Roots and suffixes; that is, the classification of
Roots distinguishes among four types of Root, while the classification of suffixes
distinguishes among five types of suffix. This work also attributes certain
anomalous stress patterns to the fact that these forms contain lexicalized Stems.
While such an analysis accounts for the surface forms of Moses-Columbia, it
cannot fully account for the array of stress patterns found in Spokane.

Although the various lexical diacritics and theoretical mechanisms
mentioned above can account for much of the Spokane data, they nevertheless fail

to account for the placement of primary stress in numerous forms. The fact is

10Czaykowska-I-Iiggins (1993b) focuses primarily on stress assignment in Moses-
Columbia, dealing only peripherally with stress assignment in Spokane.
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that the patterns displayed by the data demand an investigation beyond the
morpheme. Most recently, Czaykowska-Higgins (to appear) provides a broader
perspective on the structure of the Salishan word in a discussion on Moses-
Columbia, a Salishan language of the Southern Interior closely related to Spokane.
This important study attends to the larger domains within which morphemes are
organized and provides structural templates for both the morphological and
phonological structures of words in Moses-Columbia. Czaykowska-Higgins (to
appear) proposes that the word consists of two coexisting structures, a three-part
morphological structure as well as a three-part phonological structure. Although
each such structure has additional internal structure which conforms to the earlier
morpheme-based treatments, this study moves beyond the limitations of a strictly
morpheme-based structure to conceptualize the domains relevant for the
morphology and the phonology above the level of the morpheme. As such, it
represents "a first step in the process of understanding better the morphology and
phonology" of Salishan languages, generally. Following this line of inquiry, the
expressed purpose of the present investigation is to specify the structural
characteristics of Spokane words which are relevant for the rules of the

morphology and the rules of the phonology.
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1.2 Organization of the present study

Although I assume various sub-theories available in generative linguistics to
present the facts of Spokane (including feature geometry and prosodic, moraic,
and underspecification theories), I rely primarily on the assumptions of the
Lexeme-Morpheme Base Morphology of Beard (1987, 1993, 1995). In addition, I
incorporate some of the important observations provided in the lexeme-based
studies of Anderson (1982, 1992) and Aronoff (1976, 1994). The dissertation is
organized in the following way. Chapter 2 provides an overview of the phonology
of Spokane which includes a description of the phonemic inventory and the
phonetic values realized by those phonemes, a sketch of the lexically defined
prosodic constituents, and a discussion of various morphophonological processes.
Chapter 3 provides an overview of Lexeme-Morpheme Base Morphology, specifies
the morphological structures of Spokane lexemes within such a theoretical
framework and establishes that the phonological representations of non-
compounds and compounds alike are composites. Chapter 4 focuses on the
phonological structures of Spokane composites and establishes that the domains
which prove relevant for the morphology are equally salient for the phonology; in
addition, this section defines the parameters of primary stress assignment.

Chapter 5 focuses on the structurally reanalyzed forms of the language and
proposes that the reanalysis of morphological structure accounts for the unusual
stress patterns which occur in the Spokane language. Chapter 6 summarizes my

conclusions.
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Chapter 2

Overview of the Phonology of Spokane

2.0 Introduction

This section specifies the phonemic inventory of Spokane and the phonetic
values that are realized by these phonemes, sketches the lexically defined prosodic
constituents of Spokane and, finally, provides a brief overview of various

morphophonological processes productive in the Spokane language.

2.1 Phonemic inventory and phonetic values

Throughout this section, I assume a theory of feature geometry which
organizes the features hierarchically (as discussed in Clements 1985, Odden 1991,
Sagey 1986, Steriade 1987a, McCarthy 1988, 1994, Rose 1996, among others) and
a theory of feature underspecification which identifies the underlying features of
each phoneme (as discussed in Anderson and Ewen 1987, Archangeli 1984, 1988,
Archangeli and Pulleyblank 1989, 1994, Christdas 1988, Clements 1987, Kiparsky
1982a, 1985, Mester and It6 1989, Pulleyblank 1986, Steriade 1987b, among
others). Despite such assumptions, [ present the phonemic inventory of Spokane
using the derivative notion segment. I leave the identification of the features

underlyingly specified for these segments to future research.
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2.1.1 Consonants
The inventory which appears in (1) constitutes the set of phonemic
consonants of Spokane. Included are twenty-four obstruents, all of which are
voiceless, and sixteen sonorants, all voiced. Notably, Spokane lacks an unrounded
velar series. Historical studies indicate that this gap is the result of the shift of *k,
*K, and *x to & ¥, and §, respectively (Carlson 1972:6). Although the sound /k/

is included in the inventory, it must be noted that the few words which contain /k/

are loanwords.



(1)  Consonants

Bilabial Alveolar Palato-  Palatal  Velar Uvular  Pharyngeal Laryngeal

Alveolar
Obstruents
Stops p t (k) k¥ q q" ?
p’ t’ k’w qi q
Affricates c ¢
¢ ¢
k’
Fricatives s $ xV x x h
{
Resonants
Nasals m n
m n
Approximants 1 1 y w NI
r b y w N

16
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Spokane utilizes both plain and ejective voiceless stops, the ejective stops
occurring at the same places of articulation as the plain stops (with the obvious
exception of /?/). While the uvular stops may be labialized or non-labialized, the
velar stops are usually labialized, the only exceptions being the /k/ loanwords. In
addition to the stops, the inventory includes a pair of voiceless alveolar affricates
(one plain and the other ejective), a pair of palato-alveolar affricates (again, one
plain and the other ejective), as well as a lone voiceless alveolar lateral ejective
affricate. All stops and affricates are usually clearly released and strongly
aspirated in initial, medial and final position. The data indicate, however, that
before vowels these consonants are only weakly aspirated and, further, that they
may remain unreleased when followed by a homorganic resonant. The obstruent
inventory also includes seven voiceless fricatives.

Within the class of obstruents, the laryngeals /h/ and /?/ deserve special
mention. Spokane /h/ is a relatively rare sound which usually occurs in word
initial position. Within a consonant cluster, /h/ seems to weaken to approximate a
voiceless [e], but on occasion it may also surface as [?]. Conversely, Spokane /?/
commonly occurs in initial, medial and final position. As observed in Carlson
(1972a), "when /?/ occurs directly after a stressed vowel, the aspirated release is
heard as a voiceless vowel...."(p.10). In unstressed syllables the sequence [vowel +
1/} is often realized as a glottalized vowel. In the event that a stop or affricate
precedes a [/?/ + vowel] sequence, a voiceless vowel surfaces before the /?/.

These voiceless echo vowels which follow or precede the /?/ usually surface with
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the same quality as the vowel adjacent to /?/, but they may also show the rounding
influence of an adjacent labial obstruent. It should also be noted that /h/ and /?/
only surface adjacent to a vowel and frequently metathesize around that vowel.

Previous analyses, including Carlson (1989) and Bates and Carlson (1992a),
have proposed a ‘spreading’ laryngeal feature [+ constricted glottis]; both
Diminutnive and Repetitive reduplication show accompanying laryngealization
(spread of [+ constricted glottis] rightward) of resonants in the word. The data in
Black (1995a) support this claim.

There are sixteen resonants in the consonant inventory. These include
nasals and approximants, all occurring in both plain and glottalized forms. All
resonants are voiced; in addition, glottalized resonants have a constricted quality.
In final position, resonants have a clear aspirated release. Before an obstruent or
word finally, the lateral approximant /l/ usually devoices and sounds very much like
the obstruent /#/. The central approximants /1/ and /r/ are relatively uncommon
sounds in the language and only occur as the C, of a Root. In keeping with the
tradition set for Spokane orthography, the symbols r and r will be used to
represent these phonemes throughout the dissertation. Regarding the pharyngeal
central approximants, Carlson (1972a) remarks that "they are only marginally
present in the language" (p.7) and their distribution limited to the C, or C,
position within a Root. The data in Black (1995a) confirm this observation.

In the event that a consonant is followed by a non-pharyngeal resonant and

a full vowel does not follow, the resonant may serve as syllabic nucleus or as coda
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of a syllable headed by schwa. If such a resonant appears word initially preceding
another consonant, it may also serve as syllabic nucleus or as onset of a syllable
headed by schwa. Such pairs of surface forms occur in free variation.

The phonetic values of nasals, glides and pharyngeals deserve additional
comment. Given a particular conditioning environment, nasals may surface as [i}
(or [i?] in the case of glottalized nasals), as [y] or not at all. The phonemes fy/,
K/, fw/ and AW/ often surface as [i], [i?], [u] and [u?], respectively, depending on
the position of primary stress, the effects of unstressed vowel deletion and the
demands of syllabification. Likewise, the data in Carlson and Flett (1989) and
Black (1995a) suggest that pharyngeals /§/ and /'/ may surface as [?a], while /$%/
and / ¥/ may surface as [?2] (and possibly [?aw] or [?0w]) for the same reasons. 1

As with laryngeals, the pharyngeals (at least /§/) may metathesize around
an adjacent vowel. The data also support the existence of a ‘floating’ pharyngeal
feature associated with certain Roots which spreads rightward to all surface vowels

(as discussed in Carlson 1972a, Mattina 1979c, Doak 1989, and Bessell 1990).

2.1.2 Vowels
Although previous analyses of Spokane have assumed a five-vowel
inventory (one which excludes schwa), the data indicate that the six-vowel

inventory proposed in (2) is necessary in order to account for the parallels which

IFor discussion of these processes, see section 2.3 of this chapter.
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exist between the surface values of epenthetic schwa and the vowel(s) present in
weak Roots, as well as to account for the position(s) occupied by schwa in weak

Roots and affixes.

(2) Vowels
i u
e 3 o
a

Although the vowel inventory is limited to six phonemes, surface values for these
phonemes indicate a complex interaction between vowels and consonants; that is,
the phonetic quality of each phoneme is colored by accompanying consonants.

The data indicate that vowels do not occur in word-initial position or in clusters.2

2.1.2.1 Full vowels
The vowel /i/, which most frequently surfaces as [i] in stressed or
unstressed position, may also surface as [°i] following a uvular or as [i®] preceding

a uvular.3

2According to Vogt (1940a), the same cannot be said for Spokane’s sister dialect,
Kalispel. Vogt lists occurrences of vowel-initial words (p.15) as well as vowel clusters

(p.16).

3Carlson (1972a) interprets /i/ "as close to [e] or perhaps [e] with a central on-
glide" (p.10) after postvelars. Likewise, S. Egesdal (p.c.) contends that the contrast
between /i/ and /e/ (in Montana SéliS) is neutralized after uvulars. The data in Black
(1995a) cannot support such an analysis for Spokane, as numerous Spokane words
surface with /i/ clearly articulated as [®i] in this environment.
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[i] cil It’s five. (Carlson 1972a)
[?i]] qifn I sweet-talked him/her. (Black 1995a)
[i(®] cign I dug it. (Black 1995a)

Although this phoneme is not subject to retraction (which is triggered by the
presence of a uvular consonant to the right of the relevant vowel), it is subject to
pharyngealization (which is triggered by the presence of a Root pharyngeal
consonant which follows or a floating pharyngeal feature associated with particular
Roots).4 As a consequence of pharyngealization, /i/ surfaces as [a). The following
form, based on the Root sen, serves as an example in which the /i/ of the affix /il$/
is pharyngealized (and realized as {a]) due to the floating pharyngeal feature

which accompanies the Root:
[a] gssntwals He will get gentle.  (Carlson and Flett 1989)

The vowel /e/ frequently surfaces in free variation as [€] or [&] in stressed
and unstressed positions. This phoneme may also be realized as [£ ] when
preceded by a uvular, or as [e] before /y/ or /y/ (and a uvular does not precede

the vowel).

[e] méxnx” You shuffled the cards. (Black 1995a)
[#] k"én I took it. (Carlson 1972a)

[7] qéy He lives. (Carison 1972a)

4For discussion of such processes, see section 2.3 of this chapter.
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[e] n?éysn I bought it.  (Black 1995a)
The phoneme /e/ is subject to the processes of retraction and pharyngealization;
consequently, it commonly surfaces as [a]. The following form, based on the Root
sap, serves as an example in which the vowel /e/ of the lexical suffix =ep is

retracted (and realized as [a]) due to the uvular which follows it:
[a]  spépgn He gets hit on the back of the head. (Carlson 1972a)

The following form, based on the Root ¢’an, serves as an example in which the
vowel /e/ of the lexical suffix =enc is pharyngealized (and realized as [a]) due to

the floating pharyngeal feature which accompanies the Root:
[a] Ctnmanimstn I tied the cinch. (Carlson and Flett 1989)

The vowel /u/ is usually realized as [u] in stressed and unstressed position,

but may also surface a bit lower as [u].0

[u] smx™ul It’s blood. (Carlson 1972a)

[u’] q am'nx  You grabbed it. (Black 1995a)

SCarlson (1972a) contends that /u/ may surface as [0] when preceded by a uvular
and provides the following example:

[0] mx™af It’s a cradle board. (Carlson 1972a)

As I cannot verify the quality of the underlying vowel in this form (that is,
underlyingly the vowel may be full or schwa) and as I have been unable to locate
other such forms, I cannot confirm such a claim.



The phoneme /u/ also shows the effects of retraction and pharyngealization,
surfacing as [d] in the relevant environment. The following form, based on the
Root ?upn, serves as an example in which the vowel /u/ of the Root shows the

effects of long distance retraction; it is retracted (and realized as [2]) due to the

uvular which follows it:
[5] ?opnéstasq’t ten days (Carison and Flett 1989)

The following form, based on the Root pat, serves as an example in which the
vowel /u/ of the lexical suffix =ule?x” is pharyngealized (and realized as [2]) due

to the floating pharyngeal feature which accompanies the Root:
[5] snptdle?x™  noodles, macaroni, dumplings (Carlson and Flett 1989)

The phoneme /o/ surfaces as [5] consistently and can be found adjacent to
pre-uvulars, uvulars and pharyngeals. As mentioned above, many surface
occurrences of [2] are a consequence of the retraction or pharyngealization of the
phoneme A Nevertheless, some realizations of [5] do occur in a neutral
environment, indicating the synchronic need to recognize /o/ as a distinct

phoneme.

6Many surface occurrences of [5] are also a consequence of the rounding and
retraction or pharyngealization of the phoneme /o/. Likewise, many surface
occurrences of [a] are a consequence of the retraction or pharyngealization of the
phoneme /3/. A detailed discussion of schwa follows directly.
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[5] sp6ct7 scab, sore  (Carlson and Flett 1989)
[0]  hoysk™i Stop (plural) it! (Carlson and Flett 1989)

The phoneme /a/ surfaces as [a] but may also show coloring from the
surrounding consonants. As I find such variations perceptually difficult to
ascertain, I follow Carlson (1972a) which identifies this phoneme as "basically low
and central [a], but there is some variation to a more front allophone after [¢] and
to a more back variant before postvelars" (p.12). Many occurrences of [a] result
from morphophonemic changes affecting the surface values of the phonemes /i/
and /e/. Although the data indicate that [a] usually surfaces adjacent to a
pharyngeal, followed by a uvular or in the environment of a floating pharyngeal
feature, there are a few cases in which [a] surfaces in a neutral environment;

hence the synchronic need to posit the phoneme /a/.

fa] hinas It’s wet. (Carlson and Flett 1989)

Important to note is the fact that although the phones [a] and [5] function

as phonemes, they most frequently serve as allophonic variants of /e/ and /u/. As

"In these examples, the surface realization [2] is probably not analyzable as a
consequence of the presence of a floating pharyngeal feature. The presence of a
floating pharyngeal feature in a Spokane Root generally correlates with the presence
of a mobile pharyngeal consonant in the Okanagan cognate Root. As the Okanagan
cognates for these forms are both specified as lacking a pharyngeal consonant
underlyingly in Mattina (1987a), positing a floating pharyngeal feature in the Spokane
Root is not readily justifiable.
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mentioned above, when /e/ and /u/ are followed by a uvular, they invariably show
the effects of retraction, surfacing as [a] and [9], respectively.8 As these sounds
serve as the basic allophones of /a/ and /o/, the distinctions between /e/ and /a/ as
well as between /o/ and /u/ are, therefore, effectively neutralized in such contexts.
In addition, the process of pharyngealization, triggered by the presence of a
pharyngeal consonant or a floating pharyngeal feature, effectively lowers and
backs the phonemes /i/ and /e/ to [a] and lowers the phoneme /u/ to [3], serving to

neutralize the distinctions between /i/, /e/ and /a/ as well as between /o/ and /u/.

2.1.2.2 Schwa
The vowel schwa serves as an underlying vowel as well as the epenthetic
vowel” in Spokane. Although previous analyses of Spokane do not include schwa

10 the available data indicate that it is

in the underlying vowel inventory,
necessary to do so. In order to account for the parallels between the surface

values of epenthetic schwa and the vowel(s) present in weak Roots, it must be

8While vowels in the Prefixal domain are subject to local retraction, they are
beyond the purview of long distance retraction. For discussion, see section 2.3 of this
chapter.

9Conditions for epenthesis are discussed in section 2.3 of this chapter.

10carison and Thompson (1982) mentions that weak Roots in Spokane "generally
go back to Proto-Salish Roots with schwa," but makes no claim as to the synchronic
status of schwa.
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acknowledged that schwa is the relevant phoneme in such Roots. In addition,
since the position occupied by schwa within weak Roots is unpredictable, schwa
must be analyzed as present underlyingly. Such an analysis is consistent with the
system posited for Proto-Salish in Thompson (1979b) in which "roots were either
‘strong’, with tense vowels; or ‘weak’ with *3" (p.721).

The facts of primary stress assignment indicate that there are two types of
Root in Spokane: strong and weak.11 Previous accounts, including Bates and
Carlson (1989) and Carlson and Bates (1990) (among others), have proposed that
the underlying phonological representations for weak Roots do not differ from
those of strong Roots. Both weak and strong Roots are presumed to contain at
least one full vowel underlyingly. These analyses locate the difference between

these types of Root solely with respect to morphological propertit‘:s.12 As such,

ligee Chapter 4 for a detailed discussion of primary stress assignment in
Spokane. Suffice it to say for now that the most reliable way to determine the strong
or weak status of a Root is to check whether or not the Root vowel bears primary
stress when the Root is followed by particular affixes (e.g., subject and object person
marking). In the event that the Root vowel does bear primary stress in such a
context, then it is identified as a strong Root; otherwise, it is identified as a weak
Root. Whenever a Root is identified as strong or weak, it can be assumed that it was
evaluated using such a diagnostic.

12Speciﬁcallly with respect to the two works cited, while both weak and strong
Roots bear the lexical diacritic [+ stressable], strong Roots also bear the lexical
diacritic [+ strong]. The fact that weak Roots lack a lexical diacritic [+ strong] is,
then, presumed to account for the difference between Roots by inducing putative
Weak Shift, whereby stress is shifted off the weak Root vowel rightward to the nearest
vowel.
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these accounts miss an important generalization; that is, in the event that the
vowel of a weak Root bears primary stress, the quality of that vowel almost
invariably matches the quality of an epenthetic vowel which has been inserted in a
comparable phonological environment for purposes of stress placement. Let us
now consider the phonetic values of schwa.

I assume that schwa possesses underlying feature specifications which are
limited to [-consonantal] and [+ sonorant] dependent on the geometric Root
node. Similar to the phonetics of full vowels, the precise phonetic realization of
schwa is influenced by the consonants which surround it. In the event that schwa
occurs in a neutral environment, it is assigned default features which vary
depending on the status of schwa as unstressed or stressed. Unstressed schwa
positioned in a neutral environment surfaces as [a],13 while stressed schwa
positioned in a neutral environment surfaces as [i]. Not surprisingly, however, the
surface values of schwa in a non-neutral environment are more complex.

Carlson (1972a:14) summarizes the phonetic values for unstressed schwa as
follows: [1], lower high front centralized in the neighborhood of palatal consonants;

[u], centralized high back and rounded in the neighborhood of rounded front

13De:spite the fact that the surface position of unstressed schwa is purported to
be generally predictable, the facts remain enigmatic. In addition, its identity as a
reduced or excrescent vowel given a particular environment has yet to be sorted out.
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velars; [2], central low rounded in the neighborhood of rounded postvelars; [a],
low back unrounded in the neighborhood of plain postvelars; and, [3], mid central
unrounded elsewhere. The data in Black (1995a) indicate that unstressed schwa
may also surface as [€] or [&] in the presence of a laryngeal as well as [a] in the
same envircnment when subjected to retraction or pharyngealization. In other
environments, unstressed schwa remains unaffected by the processes of retraction
and pharyngealization.

Schwa differs from full vowels in that it is not valued by the constraints of
stress assignment in the same way.14 In the event that a form lacks an
underlying full vowel, primary stress will necessarily appear in a position occupied
by schwa. In these circumstances, the phonological constraints of Spokane require
schwa to be realized as a full vowel; as such, it is also subject to the
morphophonemic processes of retraction and pharyngealization.

As with unstressed schwa, the precise phonetic realization of stressed schwa
is also influenced by the consonants which surround it. With very few exceptions,
the conditioning enviroments can be identified for surface realizations of
epenthetic schwa.l® In stressed position, its surface realizations in the

environment of post-velars are as follows:

14This may be a consequence of the nuclear and non-nuclear moraic status of full
vowels and schwa, respectively, as discussed in Shaw (1992).

15Uniess otherwise indicated, the source for the examples provided to illustrate
the surface values of schwa is Carlson and Flett (1989).
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[a] when immediately preceded by an unrounded pharyngeal16 as in p'atap It

burned. 17

[2°] when immediately preceded by an unrounded uvular!® as in tgém He

touched it;

[5] when immediately preceded by a rounded pharynge:al19 as in 1Y¥6m He put
them together; and,

[u’] when immediately preceded by a rounded uvular as in &n Iq™am / broke up

something (like rocks). 20

Important to note is the fact that although the retraction associated with

uvulars does spread leftward (as illustrated in the discussion of full vowels), it does

165ince pharyngeals only occur as Root segments, the data set lacks an example
in which an unrounded pharyngeal immediately follows a stressed epenthetic schwa.

17 This example is unusual to the extent that in such cases the weak Root vowel
is usually deleted in such forms. Regardless, the phonetic value of stressed schwa is

predicted to be [a].

18The data set lacks an example in which an unrounded uvular follows a stressed
epenthetic schwa. This is not unexpected since uvulars which result from
morphological spelling operations are always accompanied by a full vowel, thereby
eliminating the need for schwa epenthesis.

19As mentined in footnote 16, since pharyngeals only occur as Root segments,
the data set lacks even one example in which a rounded pharyngeal immediately
follows a stressed epenthetic schwa.

20The data set lacks an example in which a rounded uvular follows a stressed
epenthetic schwa. As mentioned in footnote 18, this is not unexpected since uvulars
which result from morphological spelling operations are always accompanied by a full
vowel, thereby eliminating the need for schwa epenthesis.
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not spread rightward to an adjacent epenthetic schwa; however, some type of
assimilation does take place as illustrated by the fact that schwa preceded by an
unrounded uvular surfaces as [ ] instead of some version of [i]. Regarding the
processes of rounding and pharyngealization, each spreads rightward beyond the
Root to an adjacent epenthetic schwa.

In environments lacking a post-velar, an epenthetic schwa in stressed

position surfaces as follows:

[2] when immediately preceded or followed by /?/ or /h/ and no rounded
consonant occurs adjacent to the schwa as in X’?ém He looked for something;

[u] when immediately preceded by a rounded consonant as in ck™am He
pulled;?}

[a] when targeted by a floating pharyngeal feature as in &n p'Cam [ poured a gravy
like substance; and,

[i] elsewhere as in &n p'im | marked something.22

Significantly, the stressed values for epenthetic schwa almost invariably
match the stressed values of weak Root vowels. The stressed vowel of a weak

Root has the following surface realizations in the enviroment of a post-velar:

21As the data set lacks the appropriate examples, I have yet to determine
whether or not epenthetic schwa surfaces as [u] when immediately followed by a
rounded consonant.

22The data set includes one exception: the form recorded in Carlson and Flett
(1989) as k*ném He grabbed something. Forms with k¥en are also exceptional to the
extent that they display both strong and weak stress behaviors.
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[£"] when immediately preceded by an unrounded or rounded uvular (and not
followed by a post-velar) as in q'éy It’s striped and hecx“tx“ét It’s cut in pieces of
different size;23
[5] when immediately followed by a rounded uvular as in hectdq” It is sewn
together;
[5] when immediately followed24 by a rounded pharyngeal as in heccoS™ It’s
fringed:%>
[a] when immediately preceded or followed by an unrounded pharyngeal as in
tmsSac wild creature, untamed horse and hi yaY’ It’s gathered,
[a] when followed by an unrounded post-velar as in hi X’aq’ The weather is hot
and hecp'dyq /t’s ripe; and,
[a] when an unrounded consonant appears between schwa and the rounded post-

velar which follows as in calx™ It’s clustered.

These data indicate that, although the retraction associated with uvulars

23The data set includes one exception: the form recorded in Carlson and Flett
(1989) as hecq™um It’s a pile.

24The data set contains only one weak Root whose vowel is preceded by a
rounded pharyngeal, e.g., hect¥0x™ It’s strung up. In this case, the vowel is also
followed by a rounded uvular consonant; consequently, it is not possible to assess how
a preceding rounded pharyngeal affects the surface quality of the vowel. Based on
the surface values of weak Root vowels immediately preceded by other rounded
consonants, however, my prediction is that rounding does not spread rightward within
the Root.

25The data set includes two possible exceptions to this generalization: the form
recorded in Carlson and Flett (1989) as XaT"€ muddy; and the form recorded in
Carlson and Bates (1990) as cllax™x™ It suddenly bunched up.



does not spread rightward to the adjacent vowel within the weak Root, it does
spread leftward within the Root. Nevertheless, some type of assimilation does take
place as is illustrated by the fact that a weak Root vowel preceded by an
unrounded uvular surfaces as [a:"] instead of some version of [i]. Recall that this
was also noted for epenthetic schwa. Regarding the process of rounding, while
rounding does spread leftward within the Root to the adjacent weak Root vowel,
it does not spread rightward within the Root. Recall that the facts of epenthetic
schwa indicate that rounding does spread rightward beyond the Root.
Interestingly, pharyngealization triggered by a Root pharyngeal consonant spreads
both leftward and rightward within a weak Root and rightward beyond the Root
to an adjacent schwa.

In environments lacking a post-velar, a weak Root vowel in stressed
position surfaces as follows:
[2] when adjacent to /?/ or /h/ and no rounded consonant immediately follows the
Root vowel as in &n &?€? I got close and c382€Y It’s just about time for him to
get here;
[2] when immediately followed by /r/ (and presumably /r'/) as in Er&ér It’s all cut

up already;26

26I'he data set does not contain even one Root which begins with /r/; as such, it
is not possible to state the surface value of schwa in such an environment. In the
event that stressed epenthetic schwa is immediately preceded by Root final /r/,
however, schwa surfaces as [i]: Crim He cut with scissors.
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[u] when followed by a rounded consonant as in ?emak™ It is skinned; 27
[a] when targeted by a floating pharyngeal feature as in hi ssan’ A little thing is
gentle;28 and,

[i] elsewhere as in X’il He’s stll. 29

Having specified the surface values of epenthetic schwa and the vowels of
weak Roots, we can conclude that the similarities observed are not coincidental.
The only notable distinction between epenthetic schwa and the vowels of weak
Roots is the fact that while rounding will not spread rightward within the Root, it
will spread rightward beyond the Root as well as leftward within the Root to an
adjacent schwa. Otherwise, the surface values are identical. Such uniformity is
more than mere coincidence and indicates that weak Roots do, in fact, contain
schwa vowel(s).

Despite the parallels observed above, these facts do not serve to establish
the status of Root schwa as underlying. In fact, since schwa is the epenthetic
vowel, it is tempting to analyze Root schwa as a consequence of epenthesis. A

plausible explanation for the distinction between strong and weak Roots is, then,

ZTThe data set includes two exceptions to this generalization: the forms recorded
in Carlson and Bates (1990) as mllik*kK™ It turned into solid lumps and as CehhékK™K™
It suddenly became uncovered.

28The source for this form is Black (1995a). It may also be translated as
Something is a little gentle.

29The data set includes two exceptions: the Roots £as and &ay which surface as
[Cés] It’s bad and [Céy] It’s dark, respectively.
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that strong Roots contain full vowel(s) underlyingly, while weak Roots lack
vowel(s) (full or schwa) underlyingly. Such an explanation has been proposed for
Moses-Columbia, another Salishan language of the Southern Interior closely
related to Spokane (Czaykowska-Higgins 1993b). In such an analysis, the
presence and position of schwa is argued to be predictable and a consequence of
epenthesis.

Although such an account adequately explains the facts of Moses-Columbia,
such a proposal cannot account for the Spokane facts, primarily because the site
of such Root schwa epenthesis is not predictable in Spokane. The co-existence of
monosyllabic weak Roots of the shape CCaC (e.g., pax”, €lox” and mak™) and
CaCC (e.g., X'axt, p'al€ and p'acq™) as well as bisyllabic weak Roots of the shape
CaCaC (e.g., €onap’, €ahak™ and malak™) illustrates the problems associated
with such an analysis. Given the varied locations of Root schwa and a lack of
uniform conditioning environments, its position within such Roots can only be

accounted for by acknowledging its presence underlyingly.

2.1.2.3 Schwa-class vowels

In addition to the position variability of Root schwa, the facts related to
certain affixes also provide support for the presence of underlying schwa. A
limited number of Spokane suffixes contain vowels which are valued by the
parameters of stress assignment as schwas, yet do not fit the profile of phonetic

values presented above. The vowels of such suffixes have an almost invariant
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phonological form when stressed, the only exception being those affected by
pharyngealization. Such vowels cannot be analyzed as epenthetic since their
surface positions are unpredictable. The suffixes under consideration are listed
below and presented with their stressed surface values.

[ém] Passive30

[én] 1 singular transitive subject

[€x"] 2 singular transitive subject

[€s] 3 singular/plural transitive subject

[ép] 2 plural transitive subject

[si] 2 singular transitive object (nt stems)

[dm] 2 singular/plural transitive object (st stems)

[tal] putative transitive control marker

[Si] Redirective

[mi] Nonperfective

While the surface values of [si], [$i] and [mi] are consistent with the phonetics of
stressed schwa discussed in section 2.1.2.2 and may, in fact, correspond to
underlying schwa, the surface values of the other suffixes can not be accounted for
by assuming that each contains schwa (that is, the phoneme underspecified as

[-consonantal] and [+sonorant]) and that their surface values simply result from

coloring by neighboring consonants. The fact is that viewing the data from this

30This suffix is also employed for forms which refer to a first person plural
subject and a third person object.
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limited perspective has not provided an adequate explanation of the facts,
indicating the need to explore additional dimensions of the language. Fitzgerald
(1995)3 1 suggests that

Although the synchronic analysis of a language is often

presented with little or no reference to the language’s history,

there are cases in which knowledge about the development of

the language can provide valuable insight into its synchronic

processes. (p.1)
Acknowledging this fact, I suspect that the underlying phonological features of the
vowels of such suffixes, as well as the explanation for the surface values of those
vowels, can best be ascertained in an historical study of those suffixes. In lieu of
such a study, I assume for present purposes that the vowels of these suffixes
comprise a class of schwa-like vowels to the extent that the stress system treats
them as such; however, they differ from schwa and full vowels since they possess
specifications for phonological feature(s) in addition to [-consonantal] and
[+ sonorant], but which are distinct from those accorded to any full vowel.
Furthermore, I utilize the symbol /o/ to indicate that the underlying vowel of such
suffixes is a schwa-class vowel as represented below. I leave the determination of
the actual featues of such vowels to future research.

fam/ Passivez'2

/an/ 1 singular transitive subject

3 1Fitzgerald (1995) provides a valuable historical treatment of Coeur d’Alene
vowel harmony.

32 As mentioned above, this suffix is also employed for forms which refer to a first
person plural subject and a third person object.
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/ox™/ 2 singular transitive subject

fas/ 3 singular/plural transitive subject

fop/ 2 plural transitive subject

/sa/ 2 singular transitive object (nt stems)

fom/ 2 singular/plural transitive object (st stems)
/A3l/  putative transitive control marker

[Sa/  Redirective

/ma/ Nonperfective

2.2 Prosodic constituents

Throughout this section I assume a theory of prosodic phonology which
recognizes the position of Mora within the prosodic hierarchy (as discussed in
Hayes 1989, Hyman 1985, Ito 1988, McCarthy and Prince 1986, 1990, Zec 1988a,
1988b, among others). Such a hierarchy is presumed to include the following
units: Prosodic Word, Foot, Syllable (o), and Mora (w.).

I follow Bates and Carlson (1992a) and identify the inventory of Spokane

Mora types as in (3):

a
<
Q) -
<—F

They explain that
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The mora structures in (a) and (b) come from the lexicon
under Bagemihl’s [1991] analysis. The (b) types can be
altered into the (c) types by the onset rule, which removes a
mora from a prevocalic consonant; this is a product of
universal core syllabification. A language-particular property
of Spokane ensures that no rules operate to remove a mora
from a post-nuclear consonant; i.e., sonority may not fall
within the mora. (p.6)

The facts related to Diminutive and Out-of-Control reduplication provide
independent evidence for the Mora structure represented in (3c). These types of

Mora can be organized into lexical Syllable types as presented in (4):

(4) a. Monomoraic b. Bimoraic
o c
I /'\
B [T

Bates and Carlson assert that Spokane lexical Syllables have a maximum of two
Moras each and that additional "bimoraic combinations are ruled out by
independent principles, universal and language-specific" (p.7). They assume that
such Syllables are built lexically and, further, that the Moras of such Syllables are
linked to geometric Root nodes which correspond to CV and CVC/CC segmental
sequences, respectively. As the Mora, not the Syllable, is presumed to be the
prosodic unit which serves to license non-prosodic phonological units for Spokane,
unsyllabified segments remain throughout a derivation (Hyman 1985, Zec 1988a,
1988b, Hayes 1989, Bagemihl 1991).

The data indicate that while Spokane words of the minor lexical categories
and bound affixes may be monomoraic, Spokane words of the major lexical

categories minimally comprise a bimoraic Syllable or Foot. At the core of each
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word’s phonological representation is a morphophonological Root whose form
consists minimally of a canonical CVC sequence. As such, this bimoraic Foot
constitutes the minimal Prosodic Word in Spokane. Despite the fact that the
Spokane system places minimal structural requirements on the Prosodic Word, it
does not seem to place any maximal structural requirements on the Prosodic
Word.

At the phonetic level, syllabification remains enigmatic to a large degree.
Typically, Spokane surface forms are not easily analyzed into traditional Syllable
types. It is not uncommon to encounter words with long strings of obstruent
consonants as in (5). The word in (5a) comprises two Syllables (as indicated by
the space); the cluster of seven obstruents is phonetically realized as the complex
onset of the first Syllable and contains no audible trace of reduced or excrescent

schwa to facilitate articulation of that phonological string.

(5a) [sx"estsqd x=x?] sx"cStsqaxe? shepherd (Black 1995a)

The word in (5b) comprises three Syllables (as indicated by the spaces). In this
case the six initial consonants are not realized as a complex onset; instead, the
first four consonants are broken up by schwa (their status as reduced or
excrescent is uncertain) and realized in two distinct Syllables. In addition, another
schwa (presumably excrescent) occurs between the [t] and the [w] of the final

Syllable.

(5b) [X'ax Xax tuwil§]  XKxXxtwil$s They became fast.  (Black 1995a)
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Regarding the word in (5c), my best assessment of its phonetic realization is one
which recognizes three Syllables: the first lacking any vocalic element, the second
containing a schwa between the [p’] phones as well as between [p] and [x"] (their
status as reduced or excrescent is uncertain), and the third Syllable containing a
schwa between [p] and [x"] (its status as reduced or excrescent is also uncertain)
as well as a full vowel [u].

5c) [Es¢ papx™ pax“it] Csippx px it She’s not aging gracefully.
p P
(Black 1995a)

2.3  Morphophonol

After morphological processes occur to create complex words, complex
phonological processes may also occur. These include primary stress assignment,
vowel epenthesis, ablaut and deletion, consonant vocalizations and cluster
simplification, vowel assimilation, as well as reduplication and infixation.

The process of stress assignment relies on a complex set of constraints to
assign primary stress within a Spokane word. Intimately related to stress
assignment is the process of vowel epenthesis whereby the neutral vowel schwa is
inserted for the purpose of bearing primary stress. As the facts of stress
assignment and related epenthesis are covered fully in Chapter 4, I refer the

reader to that chapter and omit a discussion of those processes here.
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2.3.1 Vowel epenthesis, ablaut and deletion

Schwa epenthesis is also invoked to meet the needs of laryngeal
consonants. The phonotactics of the language require that a laryngeal consonant
share the Place features of an adjacent vowel (which often produces a glottalized
vowel). Consequently, if a laryngeal is not adjacent to a vowel in underlying
representation, schwa is epenthesized. Consider the form in (6). The stress facts
indicate that the underlying phonological representation for the Root contains only
one schwa positioned between /m/ and /K~/. Nevertheless, schwa is
epenthesized33 to meet the articulatory needs of the laryngeal consonant; as a
result, the vowel [&] surfaces between /?/ and /m/.

(6) ?emik™

Jtmak™

JVskinned

It is skinned. (Carlson and Flett 1989)

The data indicate that Spokane makes limited use of the process of
ablauting whereby certain aspectual distinctions correlate with a change in the
quality of the stressed vowel. Examples of ablaut are rare and extremely difficult
to elicit, suggesting that ablaut is no longer a productive process in Spokane. The
forms in (7) serve as an illustration. In (7a) stressed epenthetic schwa surfaces as

[i], as expected in this neutral environment. In (7b), however, {u] surfaces in the

same position.

3 3Evidently, this type of epenthesis happens quite late, as is evidenced by the fact
that vowels epenthesized for this reason never participate in stress assignment.
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(7a) CZmip

JCam'-p

Jdark-Inch

It got dark.  (Black 1995a)

(7b) Cm'ap

JCom’-p

Jdark-Inch

It suddenly got dark. (Black 1995a)

By far the most common morphophonological process exhibited by the data
is that of unstressed vowel deletion. After primary stress has been assigned within
a word, unstressed vowels which are not protected by adjacent laryngeals or
pharyngeals are usually deleted (Carlson 1976). Consider the examples in (8).
Observe that in each case only one vowel surfaces, that which bears primary

stress. Deletion occurs regardless of an unstressed vowel’s underlying status as full

or schwa.

(8a) Slminx™
J/$al-min-n-t-ax”
Jchop-Rel-Ctr-Tr-2sgTrS
You used the axe to chop it. (Carlson 1972a)

(8b) wcenun
Jwic+¢é-nu-n-t-an
Jsee+OC-Suc-Ctr-Tr-1sgTrS
I saw it by accident. (Carison and Flett 1989)
Despite the productivity of the process of unstressed vowel deletion, it is

not always the case that a Spokane word surfaces with only a single vowel. One

type of conditioning environment associated with surface realizations of unstressed
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vowels involves the presence of a neighboring laryngeal or pharyngeal
consonant>* and is illustrated by the examples in (9) and (10). In (9a-b) both
the stressed vowel and the vowel adjacent to the glottal stop surface, while in
(10a-b) the stressed vowel as well as the vowel adjacent to the pharyngeal surface.
Regarding (10a), a vowel also surfaces adjacent to the laryngeal [h].

(9a) C¥?ac’xmist
Z¢-/?ac’x-mist
Loc-/1ook at-Refl
He’s looking out for #1. (Black 1995a)

(9b) Xe?ntén

JX'a?-n-t-an
J1ook for-Ctr-Tr-1sgTrS
I looked for it. (Black 1995a)

(10a) hec'rayrntnwé?x“"iz’5
hec-V/Taymt-m-n-t-we(?)x"-ma
Act-/angry-TrDer-Ctr-Tr-Recip(Pl)-NonPer
They are angry at each other. (Black 1995a)

(10b) q™atpmi
Jq¥af-p-ma
Jslide-Inch-NonPer
It’s sliding.  (Carlson and Flett 1989)

34The fact that a neighboring laryngeal or pharyngeal consonant protects an
unstressed vowel from deletion suggests feature sharing. The feature geometry
expressed in Rose (1996) claims that (in languages which utilize pharyngeals or uvular
continuants) both laryngeals and pharyngeals possess a primary specification for
Pharyngeal node as daughter to Place. As these consonants lack specification for
Oral node, it is plausible that the phonotactics of the language require that they share
the Oral Place features of an adjacent vowel.

35The vowel [i} derives from [m] as a consequence of nasal shift which is
discussed below.



2.3.2 Consonant vocalization and cluster simpilification

Unstressed vowels also surface when certain resonants are vocalized in
order to comply with the phonotactics of the languagc:."’6 Carlson (1976)
explains that the underlying semi-vowels fy/, y/, /w/, and W/ in Roots or affixes
become (i}, [i?], [u], and [u?], respectively, when they are not adjacent to vowels.
Examples are provided in (11).

(11a) suSmin

s~/was-min
Nom-/comb-Instr
a comb (Carison and Flett 1989)

(11b) nifx"as
n-Jyelx¥=us
Loc-J/covered=eye
One of his eyes is covered. (Carlson and Flert 1989)

Recall from the discussion of unstressed vowel deletion that the presence
of a pharyngeal typically precludes the deletion of an adjacent vowel.
Nevertheless, data from Carlson and Flett (1989) as well as Black (1995a) indicate
that there are instances in which pharyngeal resonants surface as vowels. The
pharyngeals /§/ and /¢/ may surface as [a], while /f*/ and / £/ may surface as [o]
(and possibly [aw] or [ow]). Such surface vowels may be accompanied by a glottal
stop. The forms in (12) serve as examples. As pharyngeals possess only marginal

status as phonemes, such vocalizations may be indicative of their decline.

36Repetitive infixation is also the source of certain surface vowels and is discussed
below.
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(12a) sn?otups

s-n—/TVi¢=ups

Nom-Loc-Jone piece=rump

pants (Carlson and Flett 1989)

(12b) scocost™

s-cat¥+Jcat"

Nom-Dist+VTringed

It’s fringed.  (Carlson and Flett 1989)

A process known as nasal shift is also responsible for the surface
occurrence of unstressed vowels.3’ This process involves the shift of a nasal
consonant to [y], or [i] if syllabic, when it is immediately followed by a coronal
fricative38 (Carlson 1976, Carlson and Lin 1995) and when its position within
the word meets particular structural requirements. The process of nasal shift may
be fed by other morphophonological processes. For example, after primary stress
assignment, unstressed vowel deletion and alveolar cluster simplification (see
below) have applied, the resulting environment may trigger nasal shift. Carlson
and Lin (1995) assert that nasal shift most frequently occurs when the final /n/ of
a Root or suffix is immediately followed by /s/.

Examples of nasal shift are provided in (13). The form in (13a) illustrates

the case in which various phonological processes create a nasal/coronal-fricative

37 As the process of nasal shift is quite complex and entails additional diachronic
and synchronic dimensions which are beyond the scope of this dissertation, this
overview remains quite limited. For a more detailed discussion, see Carlson (1976),
Kinkade (1982a), Kuipers (1982b), Thompson and Thompson (1992), and Carlson
and Lin (1995).

38The glottal fricative /h/ may also trigger nasal shift.
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sequence, thereby feeding nasal shift and resulting in a surface [y]. Each of the
forms in (13b) and (13c) illustrates a nasal shift which ultimately results in the

surface value [i] due to the demands of syllabification.

(13a) syéys
Jsyen-n-t-as
Jeount-Ctr-Tr-3TrS
He counted it. (Carlson 1976)

(13b) s?itis

s~/ 2i¢n-s

Nom-/eat-3Poss

histher/their food (Carlson 1972a)

(13c) k" upis

Vk¥up-m-§

J/push-Mid-Imp

Push something! (Carlison and Lin 1995)

Important to note is the fact that the trigger for nasal shift is not always
identifiable as one which involves a coronal fricative. Such is the case for the
unstressed variant of the Nonperfective affix /ma/. Consider the examples in (14).
In both cases primary stress has been assigned to a full vowel, and unstressed
vowel deletion has applied to eliminate all but the stressed vowel and the vowel(s)
protected by the laryngeal(s). Notice that the only trace remaining of
Nonperfective /ma/ is the consonant [y] in (14a) and the vowel [i] in (14b). In
these instances, nasal shift has occurred without a coronal fricative trigger.

(14a) c&ye?cqqméy?ey
¢n hec-ga+Vqam=eye?-ma

1sgIntrS Act-Dim+Jswallow=pretend-Nonperf
I'm fishing. (Black 1995a)
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(14b) hecCsmnciti

hec-/Ces-m-n-t-sut-ma

Act-vbad-Der-Ctr-Tr-Refl-NonPerf

He was a troublemaker. (Carlson and Flent 1989)

Interestingly, nasal shift of word final /m/ does not extend to all words
whose final member is /m/. Compare the forms in (15). Observe that while the
/m/ of (15a) surfaces as [i], that of (15b) surfaces as [m].39
(15a) c&ye?c?acxi

¢n hec-/?ac’x-ma

1sgIntrS Act-Vlook at-Nonperf

I am watching. (Black 1995a)

(15b) ?acxm

J?acx-m

JVlook at-Mid

He looked. (Carlson and Flett 1989)

Carlson and Lin (1995) acknowledge that nasal shift is "not fully general"
and that while some sequences of nasal and coronal fricative display shift, others
"show nasal deletion, others fricative hardening, still others no effect” (p.1). The
data indicate that such surface variations may, in fact, be determined by the
structural position of a particular nasal/coronal-fricative sequence within the word.

While nasal shift typically occurs within the Prefixal domain, within the Suffixal

domain and across the boundary between the Root and Suffixal domains, it does

39An explanation for this may lie in the fact that /m/ has only been incorporated
into prosodic structure at the moraic level, while /ma/ has been incorporated into
prosodic structure at the moraic and syllabic levels, perhaps forcing the vocalization
of the [m] of /ma/ after unstressed vowel deletion. Nevertheless, this cannot account
for the surfacing of /ma/ as [y] in (14a).
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not take place within the Root domain or across the boundary between the Prefix
and Root domains.40 Furthermore, the data indicate that if a nasal/coronal-
fricative sequence is lexically specified within the Root or results as the
phonological reflex of a single morphological spelling operation, the sequence will
remain unaffected by nasal shift, deletion or fricative hardening.

The forms in (16) are examples of deletion of a nasal consonant in a nasal-
coronal fricative sequence across the Root-Suffixal boundary.

(16a) syéitn
Jsyen-¢-t-an
Jcount-Redir-Tr-1sgTrS
I counted something for him. (Carlson and Lin 1995)

(16b) syéstn

Jsyen-si-t-an

Jcount-Sub-Tr-1sgTrS

I added the figures for someone.  (Carlson and Flett 1989)
The forms in (17) illustrate nasal/coronal-fricative sequences in which no change is
incurred. In each case, the relevant sequence occurs lexically specified within the
Root; consequently, the conditions for rule application (shift, deletion or
hardening) are not present, no rule applies and the sequence surfaces intact.
(17a) swéns

s-/wens

Nom-/dance )
wardance (Carlison and Flent 1989)

40For a detailed discussion of the morphological and phonological structures of
Spokane words, see Chapters 3 and 4, respectively.
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(17b) tins
Jtin$
muscle
muscle (Carlison and Flett 1989)

The forms in (18) serve to illustrate phonological changes to nasals in the
prefixal domain. In (18a), the /n/ of the proclitic /&n/ vocalizes to [i] since it is
adjacent to /s/ within the prefixal domain. In (18b), the /n/ of /hin/ deletes
adjacent to /s/ within the prefixal domain.

(18a) dism?ém
¢n s-/m?em

1sgIntrS Nom-/woman
I am a woman. (Carlson and Flert 1989)

(18b) hism?ém
hin-s-/m?em
1sgPoss-Nom-Jwoman
She is my woman. (Carlson 1972a)

Additional examples provided in (19) show that not all nasal/coronal-fricative
sequences trigger a phonological change in the prefixal domain. The /ns/
sequence in (19a) surfaces presumably because it is the phonological reflex of a
single morphological operation. The /ns/ sequence in (19b) surfaces because the
relevant rules do not apply across a prefixal-Root boundary.
(19a) nsnéas

nas+./nas

Dist+Jwet

It’s all wet.  (Carlson and Flett 1989)
(19b) hinsince?

hin-/since?

1sgPoss~/younger brother (adult)
He is my younger brother. (Carlson and Flett 1992)
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Another morphophonological process productive in Spokane frequently
simplifies clusters of alveolars. Here termed cluster simplification, this process
seems limited to two specific morphophonological strings: /nten/ (which occurs in
transitive verbs marked only for first singular subject); and /ntas/ (which occurs in
transitive verbs marked only for third singular/plural subject). Let us first consider
the /ntan/ sequence which is illustrated in (20). In the event that primary stress is
not assigned to the schwa-class vowel of such a sequence, this unstressed vowel is
routinely deleted resulting in the consonant cluster /ntn/. This effectively creates a
string of consonants which Spokane speakers frequently simplify, presumably by
first deleting the /t/ (creating the cluster /nn/), and further simplify by retaining
only a single [n] at the surface level.

(20a) n?emtéw’sn

n-/?emut=ews-n-t-an

Loc-/sit=middle-Ctr-Tr-1sgTrS

I sat among them. (Carlson and Flett 1989)

(20b) six“n

Jsix"-n-t-an

Jpour-Ctr-Tr-1sgTrS

I poured it.  (Carlson and Flett 1989)

Although speakers frequently simplify this specific type of cluster, they
nevertheless do so inconsistently. Many transitive verbs marked only for first
singular subject surface with [ntn] clearly articulated. In fact, individual speakers
utilize dual pronunciations for numerous words and maintain that no meaning or

function change is conveyed by the difference in pronunciation, suggesting that this

process is still working its way through the language (Wang 1969, Labov 1981).
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The forms in (21) serve as examples.

(21a) tiSntn

Jtis-n-t-an

Jsweet-Ctr-Tr-1sgTrS

I sweetened it. (Black 1995a)
(21b) tiSn

Jti§-n-t-an

Jsweet-Ctr-Tr-1sgTrS

I sweetened it. (Black 1995a)

With respect to /ntn/ sequences, cluster simplification seems limited to
those alveolar clusters in which the medial /t/ of the sequence is the phonological
reflex of a morphological spelling operation distinct from that of the /n/ which
follows it. In the event that a sequence /tn/ is the phonological reflex of a single
morphological spelling operation, then simplification does not apply. Consider, for
example, the form in (22) in which the sequence /tr/ is the reflex of a single
spelling operation. Notice that the cluster /ntn/ surfaces as [ntn].

(22) snqi?mintn

s-n-/q'ay-min-tn

Nom-Loc-/striped-Instr-Instr

post office  (Black 1995a)

As mentioned above, cluster simplification applies to the
morphophonological string /ntas/ which appears on transitive verbs marked only
for third singular/plural subject. In this case, however, the process seems to apply
consistently for all such forms. Consider the examples in (23). Since primary

stress has not been assigned to the schwa-class vowel of this sequence, this

unstressed vowel has been deleted resulting in the consonant cluster /nts/. This
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effectively creates a string of consonants which Spokane speakers routinely
simplify presumably by first deleting the /t/ which creates an /ns/ sequence. Recall
that this derived cluster is the conditioning environment for the application of

nasal shift. The result is that the nasal surfaces as [i].

(23a) fik"is

Jtik¥-n-t-as

Jpop-Ctr-Tr-3TrS

She popped it. (Black 1995a)
(23b) qicis

Jgic-n-t-as

J1oll-Ctr-Tr-3TrS

He rolled it. (Black 1995a)
Interestingly, such cluster simplification does not apply to the sequence /ntsaas/
which appears on transitive verbs marked for second singular object and third
singular/plural subject, this despite the fact the /tsa/ sequence is derived by distinct
morphological spelling operations. Consider the form in (24). As in the forms
above, primary stress has not been assigned to a schwa-class vowel of such a
sequence and these unstressed vowels are deleted producing the sequence /ntss/;
nevertheless, deletion of the medial /t/ has not occurred. Instead, one of the /s/
phonemes has been deleted and the remaining sequence /ts/ has coalesced to form
the affricate [c].
(24) nicnc

Jni€-n-t-sa-as

Jeut-Ctr-Tr-2sgTrO-3TrS
He cut you. (Carlson 1972a)
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2.3.3 Vowel assimilation: rounding, retraction and pharynge:alization41

Vowel assimilation is quite common in Spokane. As mentioned in section
2.1.2 above, the phonetic quality of each vowel, particularly schwa, is colored by
accompanying consonants. The spread of the labial node feature [+round] from a
rounded consonant to an adjacent schwa was discussed in section 2.1.2.2. Recall
that the facts pertaining to stressed schwa indicate that while rounding does not
spread rightward within the Root to an adjacent schwa, it does spread leftward
within the Root to an adjacent schwa and rightward beyond the Root to an
adjacent schwa.

Among the most interesting of the Spokane vowel assimiliation processes
are those typically identified in the literature as vowel harmony, retraction and/or
pharyngealization (Carison 1972a, Mattina 1979c, Doak 1989, Bessell 1990, 1992,
1994, and Fitzgerald 1995). The data indicate that it is necessary to categorize
such assimilation in Spokane into two distinct types, here termed retraction and
pharyngealization. Motivation for such a distinction rests on the fact that while

retraction triggers assimilation of the vowels /e/, /u/ and /a/, pharyngealization

triggers assimilation of /i/, /e/, /u/ and /a1 42

41The facts point to a local assimilation process in which schwa surfaces as [& ]
or [®] when preceded by a uvular or followed by /r/, or when it is adjacent to a
laryngeal. Such facts may provide support for the claim of Rose (1996) that
laryngeals possess primary specification for Pharyngeal node as daughter to Place, as
well as for the claim of Doak (1989) that /r/ possesses specification for Pharyngeal
node. I omit any discussion of this process here.

42These processes can be viewed as applying to /o/ and /a/ redundantly.
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Spokane displays two sub-types of retraction: long-distance and local.
Long-distance retraction is a regressive harmony process whereby the presence of
a uvular consonant causes non-prefixal /e/, /u/ and /a/ vowels which precede it to
surface as [a] or [0]. The data set does not include even one form comprising a
Root vowel /e/ or /u/ followed by a Root uvular. Important to note is the fact the
domain of long-distance retraction is limited as follows: such retraction is a
regressive process which applies leftward within the Root or leftward from the
Suffixal domain to the leftmost vowel within the Root domain. This process never
applies rightward within or beyond the Root domain. Furthermore, the Prefixal
domain is beyond the purview of long-distance retraction.

Presumably, this process targets those vowels underspecified for the Dorsal
feature [high] (or perhaps the feature Advanced Tongue Root [ATR]) and
spreads the Retracted Tongue Root [RTR] feature of the uvular consonant.43
Consider the surface forms of the Root cer in (25). Notice that the Root vowel in
(25a) surfaces as /e/, while that of (25b) surfaces as /a/ due to the presence of the

uvular consonant /x/ to its right. Observe that the vowel in the Prefixal domain is

unaffected by retraction.

43Rounded uvular consonants will also spread the labial node feature [+round]
to a schwa which immediately precedes within the Root or to a schwa which
immediately follows beyond the Root. Recall that the spread of [+round] is a strictly
local phenomenon.
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(25a) hecnce?rénéi
hec-n—\/'c’e(?)r=em':-ma"‘4

Act-Loc-V/ache(Inch)=stomach-Nonperf

He has dysentery. (Black 1995a)

(25b) hecéca?raxni

hec-¢-/ce(?)r=axn-ma

Act-Loc-Vache(Inch)=arm-Nonperf

His arm is aching.  (Black 1995a)

Long-distance retraction also affects the surface values of vowels derived
from consonants as the examples in (26) illustrate. Let us first consider the non-
retracted vowel sounds which appear in (26a). This form contains the vowels /u/
and /e/ underlyingly. As primary stress is assigned to the first vowel /u/, the
second vowel is lost as a result of unstressed vowel deletion. This leaves the /w//
positioned between two consonants, triggering its vocalization to [u?]. At the
phonetic level two vowels surface: one derived from the underlying vowel /u/ and
the other from the underlying consonant /. Having said that, compare the
quality of the vowels in (26a) to the corresponding vowels in (26b). In (26b) both
vowels surface as [5] as a consequence of the long-distance retraction triggered by
the /q/ of the lexical suffix =ags.

(26a) n?alu?sm
n~/tul=ews-m

Loc-Vmeet=middle-Mid
It’s united.  (Carlson and Flett 1989)

The underlying quality of this Root vowel has yet to be determined. It is
equally plausible that the underlying vowel is schwa.
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(26b) sn?olo?saqgs
s-n-v/?ul=ew's=agqs

Nom-Loc~/meet=middle=road
place where two roads meet (Carlson and Flett 1989)

The data indicate that a process of local retraction is also active in the

Spokane language. Local retraction is a regressive harmony process whereby a

uvular consonant causes prefixal /e/, /u/ or /o/ vowel which immediately precedes it
to surface as [a] or [0]. As with long-distance retraction then, this process targets
a vowel underspecified for the Dorsal feature [high] (or perhaps [ATR]) and
spreads the [RTR] feature of the uvular consonant. Surface vowels which derive
from consonants are also subject to local retraction. This process differs from
long-distance retraction in three ways: it is a strictly local phenomenon; it can
occur across the boundary between Prefix and Root domains; and, its application
is blocked by intervening consonants (except laryngeals). The forms in (27) serve
as examples of local retraction.
(27a) qa?qe?sin

ge?+i q’e?=s§in45

Dist+Jpinched=foot

shoes (Carlson and Flett 1989)
(27b) q%oq aw

q*aw+JVq"aw

Dist+/crazy
They are crazy. (Carlson and Flett 1989)

45The underlying quality of this Root vowel has yet to be determined. It is
equally plausible that the underlying vowel is schwa.
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Given the forms in (27), one might assume that the [RTR] feature spreads
from a uvular consonant rightward to the adjacent vowel; however, the phonetics
of proclitics indicate that local retraction must be analyzed as spreading leftward
from a uvular consonant to the adjacent vowel. Compare the phonetic
realizations of the proclitic /q?/ which appear in (28). Observe that the epenthetic
schwa (inserted to meet the needs of the laryngeal) surfaces with the vowel [2] in
(28a) and [a] in (28b). In order to account for this difference, one can only
assume that local retraction, like long-distance retraction, is regressive.
(28a) qe?k™ntwénx”

q? k¥en-n-t-we(?)x"

1plIntrS Vgrab-Ctr-Tr-Recip(Pl)
We embraced each other. (Carlson and Flett 1989)

(28b) qa?qsccnwéx™i
q? qt-s-/Cic-n-t-wex"-ma
1plIntrS Unr-Nom-/arrive-Ctr-Tr-Recip-Nonperf
We are going to meet. (Black 1995a)

The data indicate that the processes of local and long-distance retraction

do not retract underlying /i/ or [i] derived from /y/ or /y/ as illustrated by the

forms in (29).
(29a) cign
Jcig-n-t-an
Jdig-Ctr-Tr-1sgTrS
Idugit (Carlson and Flett 1989)

(29b) ¢&six¥gn
¢~/six¥=qin
Loc—~/pour=head
I poured it on his head. (Carlson and Flett 1989)
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(29¢) hecqiqé?i

hec-qey+JVqe(?)y

Act-Dist+Jlive(Pl)

They were camped. (Black 1995a)

This fact distinguishes retraction from other morphophonological processes known
as pharyngealization which do retract such phones. As with retraction, it is
necessary to distinguish between two types of pharyngealization: progressive and
regressive. Progressive pharyngealization is a harmony process whereby a floating
(that is, one lacking a geometric Root node) Pharyngeal node specified for the
feature [RTR] associated with the morphological Root spreads rightward to all
surface vowels (typically, the vowel bearing primary stress as discussed in Doak
1989), causing non-prefixal /i/, /e/, /a/, and /u/ vowels to surface as [a] or [5]. The
forms in (30) serve as examples. Although the presence of the floating pharyngeal
is not indicated in the underlying representation, the effects of progressive
pharyngealization are observable in the quality of the stressed vowel of each
surface form.

In (30a) and (30b) the vowels /i/ and /e/, respectively, are lowered and
backed to [a]. In (30c) the vowel /u/ is lowered to [2]. In (30d) a schwa-class
vowel has been lowered and backed to [a]. In (30e) epenthetic schwa has also
been lowered and backed to [a].

(30a) gssntwals
q#-s-/san-t-wil§

Unr-Nom-/gentle-Stat-Dev
He wili get gentle.  (Carlson and Flett 1989)
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(30b) Cicnmancémstn

Ct-J/can-m=ené-m-s-t-an

Loc-tie-Mid=stomach-TrDer-Caus-Tr-1sgTrS

I tied the cinch. (Carlson and Flett 1989)
(30c) snptdle?x”

s-n-/pat=ule?x”

Nom-Loc-/boil=ground

noodles, macaroni, dumplings (Carlson and Flett 1989)
(30d) np'tntan

n-/paf-n-t-an

Loc-/gavy-like substance-Ctr-Tr-1sgTrS

I poured a gravy-like substance. (Carlson and Flett 1989)
(30e) ¢cap

J¥ac-p

Jdrip-Inch

It dripped. (Carlson and Flett 1989)
Unlike retraction, progressive pharyngealization forces the assimilation of /i/,
indicating that this process can override the underlying Dorsal node specification
[+high] or perhaps [ATR]). While the vowels of Root and Suffixal domains are
subject to progressive pharyngealization, those of the Prefixal domain are not.

The data indicate that a process of regressive pharyngealization is also
productive in the Spokane language. Regressive pharyngealization can be defined
as a harmony process whereby all Root vowels /i/, /e/, //, and /u/ followed by a
Root pharyngeal consonant surface as [a] or [5]. Support for this claim is
provided by the fact that the data set does not include even one form comprising
a Root vowel /i/, /e/, or /u/ followed by a Root pharyngeal.

Pharyngeal consonants also trigger a type of local assimilation which

spreads rightward within or beyond the Root to an adjacent vowel. Unlike the



pharyngealization described above, however, this process does not affect all
vowels. While it affects the surface quality of /e/, /u/, and /a/, it does not affect
the phoneme /i/. Support for this claim is proviced by the fact that the data set
does not include any forms comprising a Root /e/ or /u/ preceded by a pharyngeal
consonant. Regarding Root schwa, the data set contains at least one weak Root
in which an initial pharyngeal consonant triggers pharyngealization of the Root

schwa which immediately follows it (provided in (31)).46

(31) facntés
JTac-n-t-as
Jtie-Ctr-Tr-3TrS
He tied it. (Carlson and Flett 1989)

Conversely, the data set includes two Roots comprising a Root-initial pharyngeal
consonant which is immediately followed by /i/ clearly articulated (provided in
(32)). This suggests that this local process does not spread rightward within the
Root to the full vowel /i/.
(32a) hi TVi¢

hi VT¥i¢

Part Jone piece
It’s one piece. (Carlson and Flett 1989)

*The data set also contains another weak Root in which a final pharyngeal
triggers pharyngealization of the schwa which immediately follows it beyond the Root.

If¥6m

V1at¥-m

JTit together-Mid

He put something together. (Carlson and Flett 1989)
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(32b) ¢&f¥imlls
¢-~/THim'-Is
Loc-Vseasoning-?
He got a seasoning...to go with his meal. (Carlson and Flett 1989)
The data set does not contain evidence to indicate whether or not this type of

local assimilation can occur across the boundary between Prefixal and Root

domains.

2.3.4 Reduplication and infixation

Spokane employs a number of morphological spelling operations which
crucially rely on locating a substring of the morphophonological form for the
purpose of affixation. Particularly notable are those characterized as reduplication
(operations which result in the bound realization of reduplicated Root material)

and infixation.

47

There are four types of reduplication productive ™’ in the Spokane

language: Diminutive, Distributive, Out-of-Control and Repetitive. Diminutive

reduplication is a morphophonological process whereby the first mora of the Root

48

is copied and prefixed directly to the Root™ and is accompanied by

4TThe meaning of the term ‘productive’ is difficult to ascertain even for robust
languages; it is even more difficult when languages are in a serious state of decline
as is the case for Spokane. Suffice it to say that for present purposes the notion of
productivity can only be measured with respect to the number of forms present in the
data set that reflect the fact that a particular morphological spelling operation has
occurred.

48Also, it must be acknowledged that the Diminutive reduplicant prefixes directly
to the Root, unless it co-occurs with the Distributive reduplicant in which case the
order is Dim-Dist-Root.
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glottalization of all resonants to its right.49 It is correlated with various
interpretations including smallness in size, modesty, endearment, diminished
degree of quality or activity, among others. The forms in (33) and (34) illustrate
the effects of this morphological operation on the bare Roots cur and pak™,
respectively. In each case, the initial consonant of the Root appears prefixed to
the Root.

(33a) heccur It’s salty. (Carlson and Flett 1989)

(33b) ccar A litle thing is salty. (Carlson and Flett 1989)

(34a) hecpik” It’s piled up. (Carlson and Flett 1989)

(34b) ppak” It’s a litrle pile. (Carison and Flett 1989)

Distributive reduplication is a morphophonological process whereby the first

two moras of the Root are copied and prefixed directly to the Root.>0

43 Diminutive reduplication is characterized a bit differently in previous
(morpheme-based) studies. Carlson (1972a) initially analyzed the Diminutive as a C,
infix due to certain phonological characteristics associated with what [ term the
reanalyzed facts; in subsequent work, it has been identified as a prefix. Bates and
Carlson (1992a) identify the Diminutive reduplicant as a bimoraic syllable template
whose initial mora is empty and whose second mora is occupied by the feature
[+constricted glottis]. In addition, that study also presumes that the Diminutive takes
as its base for copying and prefixation a strictly prosodic constituent due to certain
phonological characteristics which are again associated with what [ term the
reanalyzed facts. For a discussion of the reanalyzed facts, see Chapter 5.

0 earlier (morpheme-based) accounts, Distributive reduplication has been
represented as a CVC copy of the Root which prefixes directly to the Root.
Subsequent accounts use prosodic descriptions for the morpheme as in Bates and
Carlson (1992a) which represents the Distributive as a phonologically empty bimoraic
syllable which fills out its melodic content as C,C, or C,VC, depending on the shape
of the Root.
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Distributive is correlated with a range of interpretations, including distributed
plural, distributed action, and intensified experience or activity, among others.

The forms in (35) and (36) serve as examples.

(35) crcir They are salty. (Carlson and Flett 1989)

(36) hecpk™pik™ They're piled. (Carlson and Flett 1989)

Ouut-of-Control reduplication is morphophonological process which signals
noncontrol’! and is correlated with a range of interpretations. These include,
but may not be limited to, the interpretation of a predicate as: an accidental,
spontaneous, or natural occurrence; emphatic noncontrol on the part of a
participant; an occurrence which results from the actions of others (as opposed to
the speaker); and, success in accomplishing something after much time or effort
(Carlson and Thompson 1982).

As with the other types of reduplication, Out-of-Control reduplication

3 1’I'hornpson (1979a) identifies the control system as central in the grammars of
Salishan languages, and Spokane does not prove to be an exception to this
generalization. The notion of control refers to an agent’s ability to determine the
direction or outcome of an event. The control status of a word may be
morphophonologically marked or unmarked. Spokane, like other Salishan languages,
employs numerous markings which correspond to lack of control, including Out-of-
Control reduplication. Carlson and Thompson (1982) remark that Out-of-control
reduplication serves to signal emphatic noncontrol; that is, an activity, state or process
takes place spontaneously and is not controlled by an agent.



copies Root material and affixes that material to the Root.72 This type of
reduplication has two allomorphs depending on the prosodic shape of the Root,
one monomoraic and the other bimoraic. In CVC(C) Roots, the second mora is
targeted for copying and for suffixation of that copy. In Roots of the shape
CVCVC, CCVC, CVCVCVC, among others, the C,VC, is targeted for copying,
and, like its monomoraic allomorph, the second mora of the Root is targeted for
suffixation of that copy. In either case, the reduplicant suffixes to a bimoraic Foot
or Minimal Word.

The forms in (37)-(39) serve as examples of the monomoraic allomorph
suffixing to the bare Roots laq’, maq™, and ?ac’x. In each case the Out-of-Control
reduplicant surfaces as a copy of the C, of the Root which is suffixed to the
second mora of the Root.

(37a) heclaq It’s buried.  (Carlson and Thompson 1982)
(37) laqq It got buried. (Carlson and Thompson 1982)

(38a) hecmoq™ It’s a mound, a hill. (Carlson and Thompson 1982)
(38b) mq""'()q""5 3 Something came up. (Carlson and Thompson 1982)

32 earlier (morpheme-based) accounts, Out-of-Control reduplication has been
traditionally described as a VC, copy of the Root which suffixes directly to the Root
(Carlson 1989, Carlson and Flett 1989, Bates and Carlson 1989, Carlson and Bates
1990). Subsequent analyses argue that this reduplicant is a phonologically empty
CVC syllable whose affixation triggers the copying of the melodic content of the
rightmost syllable (Bates 1990) or the Prosodic Foot (Bates and Carlson 1992a) which
is subsequently attached to a circumscribed syllable of the base.

5 3Regarding (38b), the vowel which precedes the Out-of-Control reduplicant is
epenthetic. This is a typical surface occurrence with respect to Roots containing only
schwa. For details, see Chapter 4.
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(39a) ?acx He looked.  (Carlson and Thompson 1982)

(39b) ?accx He watched or observed.  (Carilson and Thompson 1982)

The forms in (40)-(41) serve as examples of the bimoraic syllable
allomorph of OQuz-of-Control reduplication suffixing to the Roots €anap’ and ptax”.
In each case the reduplicant surfaces as a copy of the C,VC, of the Root which is
suffixed to the second mora of that Root. Notice that the form in (40) lacks
suffixal material to the right of the Root, while that in (41) possesses suffixal
material to the right of the Root.

(40a) Cinp It’s banded. (Black 1995a)
(40b) Cnnipp It suddenly got banded. (Carlson and Bates 1990)

(41a) ptax“nx” You spit it out. (Black 1995a)
(41b) pttax"x"nx™ You accidentally spit it out. (Black 1995a)

Repetitive reduplication is morphophonological process which displays
characteristics of both reduplication and infixation. As suggested by its label,
Repetitive expresses the repetition of an action or state (and may have other
interpretations). It has two surface allomorphs: an infix /e/ and /e/ preceded by a
copy of the first Root consonant. Both allomorphs occur with accompanying
glottalization of all resonants to the right of the affix (Bates and Carlson 1989,
1992a, 1992b). It is infixed following an initial unsyllabified Root consonant. In

the event that such an environment does not exist, this operation positions /e/



before the initial Root consonant>* and the initial Root consonant is then
reduplicated as onset to the /e/. Bates and Carlson (1992b:654) remark that the
variability of this environment is a consequence of the fact that realization of the
Repetitive "happens late in the derivation of Spokane words, after stress
[assignment] and a regular rule of unstressed vowel deletion.”

The surface effects of this morphological spelling operation are
illustrated in the forms (42), each of which contains the Root $al. Example (42a)
is a form which lacks Repetitive, while (42b) displays Repetitive. Notice that the
the Repetitive has been infixed between the C, and C,, the requisite environment
for infixing having resulted from unstressed vowel deletion. The form in (42c)

shows the surface realization of Repetitive when the initial Root consonant is not

available.

(42a) Sintéx™ You chopped it. (Bates and Carlson 1989)

(42b) Sefn'tén’ I chopped it up repeatedly. (Bates and Carlson 1989)

(42c) Sesil Something is chopped repeatedly. (Bates and Carlson 1989)

Important to note is the fact that these four types of reduplication may co-
occur. Although co-occurrence of the four types of reduplication in a single word
is rare, the data set does contain a few forms which do display all four. The form

in (43) serves as an example.

5“'Despite the fact that in such cases the Repetitive is positioned before the initial
consonant of the Root, it is, nevertheless, infixed within the constituent identified in
Chapter 3 as the Morphological Root. Support for this claim is provided in Chapter
4 sections 4.1.4 and 4.2.2.
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(43) XXTIXelil He keeps having little (uncontrolled) seizures (as in
epilepsy). (Carlson 1989)

In addition to reduplication, Spokane relies on two types of infixation: one
labeled /?/ Plural and the other labeled /?/ Inchoanive. Although both infixal
operations are characterized by the same phonological form (the phoneme /?/),
they, nevertheless, target distinct morphophonological entities regarding the
infixation site.

The /?/ Plural marker expresses the notion that a group acts together
(e.g.,‘'they work as a group’), possesses someone or something in common (e.g.,
‘their grandmother’), is affected by the action(s) of another (e.g., ‘he pushed
them’), or amounts to a particular quality or state of being (e.g., ‘they are heavy’).
The /?/ Plural marker is positioned directly after the stressed vowel; the fact that
stress assignment must already have occurred in order for /2?/ to be positioned
properly indicates that this marker is realized quite late in the derivation. An
example of /?/ Plural infixation is provided in (44). While the form in (44a) lacks
the Plural marker and is, therefore, ambiguous with respect to the number of the

subject, that in (44b) is overtly marked for plural subject with 113

(44a) cu?ntés He/shefthey hit him. (Black 1995a)

(44b) cu?ntél?s They hit him. (Carlson and Flett 1989)

The other infix, the /?/ Inchoative marker, is correlated with the notion of

55The f?/ Plural marker may also be interpreted as indicating a plural object.
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noncontrol and indicates the occurrence of an action or state without the aid of an
agent. This true infix always appears in the position directly before the Root
vowel regardless of the status of that Root vowel as full or schwa.’® That the
Inchoative locates the infixation site only with respect to the Root vowel is the
case regardless of the complexity of the word.?’ The positioning of the /?/
Inchoative relative to the Root vowel indicates that it is realized quite early in the

derivation, prior to unstressed vowel deletion. The forms in (45) and (46) serve as

examples.
(45) ¢rp It became pinched. (Black 1995a)
(46) c?énm It became tender to touch. (Carlson 1993a)

This concludes the discussion of Spokane morphophonology and completes
the overview of Spokane phonology. We now turn to the issue of word-internal

morphological structure and the composite nature of Spokane lexemes.

562/ Inchoative most often occurs with strong Roots, while /p/ Inchoative most
often occurs with weak Roots. Although weak Roots with /?/ Inchoative are not
common, the data set does include a smail number of them.

57Lacking appropriate examples, I am uncertain of the position of the /?/
Inchoative marker in Roots with multiple underlying vowels.
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Chapter 3

The Morphological Structures of Spokane Lexemes

3.0 Introduction

In order to reveal the complexity of the issue of morphological structure, it
is necessary to examine three different sets of data: non-compound forms,
compound forms and structurally reanalyzed forms. These data provide evidence
that the phonological representations of non-compounds possess (at least
potentially) complex morphological structure which includes the notions Root and
Stem, while those of compounds possess additional specifications for structure
based on the fact that each comprises two distinct Stems. Conversely, the
structurally reanalyzed forms provide evidence that historically complex
morphological structure has been reduced to simplex form. The morphological
structures of the phonological representations of non-compounds and compounds
are examined in this chapter. A discussion of the facts of reanalysis is delayed
until Chapter S.

The data indicate that certain morphological spelling operations necessarily
refer to a specific sub-string of the phonological representation which cannot be
isolated phonologically. Consequently, the facts point to two basic categories
regarding the morphological structure of phonological representations: non-
compound and compound. It will be demonstrated that the phonological

representation of the non-compound maximally possesses an adjoined structure
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which specifies the Root as the morphological Head! of that structure as
represented in (1), while the phonological representation of the compound
maximally possesses an adjoined structure with two structurally distinct Stems as
represented in (2). As illustrated by the compound representations, Spokane
utilizes two types of compound: Free Stem and Bound Stem compounds. The
phonological representation of the Free Stem compound comprises two Free
Stems adjoined within a Morphological Stem and lacks a morphological Head.
The phonological representation of the Bound Stem compound comprises a Free
Stem and a Bound Stem (typically labeled lexical suffix) also adjoined within a
Morphological Stem and specifies Stem, as the morphological Head.

(1)  [ys Prefixes [,; Root ]; Suffixes ]y

(2a) [ys Prefixes [Free Stem], [Free Stem], Suffixes ]y

(2b) [ums Prefixes [;Free Stem]y,, [Bound Stem], Suffixes ]y,

In section 3.1, I provide a brief orientation to lexeme-based morphology
within which the Spokane facts are interpreted. In sections 3.2 and 3.3, I provide
evidence to support the claim that the phonological representations of Spokane
lexemes, non-compounds and compounds alike, are composites as conceived of in
Anderson (1992). Section 3.4 provides a summary of the composite nature of

Spokane lexemes.

The term Head refers to a morphophonological constituent which is targeted by
morphological spelling operations. It does not refer to a constituent which is
presumed in many theories to determine the syntactic category of a derivationally
complex word.



71

3.1  Morphology within a lexeme-based framework

Spokane is generally categorized as a polysynthetic language; as such, it is
not uncommon to find single words functioning as full sentences. Typically,
descriptive and theoretical analyses of the Spokane word, as in Salishan generally,
have been presented within a morpheme-based framework; that is, one in which
the fundamental unit of morphological analysis is understood to be the morpheme.
In such a framework, free as well as bound morphemes are generally perceived as
signs and, as such, have status as lexical items with directly related associations of
form and meaning. The structure of Spokane words, then, is presumed to break
down into constituent lexical and grammatical morphemes, the standard
assumption being that a word can be decomposed into morphemes and composed
by concatenation of those morphemes.

Bloomfield (1933) provides the early structuralist position which defines the
morpheme as a "linguistic form which bears no partial phonetic-semantic
resemblance to any other form" (p.161) and identifies the task of morphological
analysis as the segmentation of a phonological string into such lexical units.
Bloomfield claims that:

Since every complex form is made up entirely of morphemes,

a complete list of morphemes would account for all the

phonetic forms of a language. The total stock of morphemes

in a language is its lexicon. (p.162)

This view of the morpheme as the basic unit of morphological analysis has served

as an essential assumption in American structuralism and remains central to much

of the theoretical and descriptive work on morphology.
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The discipline of phonology has also demonstrated a particularly strong
reliance on the morpheme as the fundamental linguistic object. In phonological
analyses, morpheme boundaries serve as the source of non-phonological, word-
internal structure which often seems required in order to define the phonological
groupings that constitute domains for the phonology. Recall the complicated rules
of juncture stipulated in Sound Pattern of English by Chomsky and Halle (1968) to
account for the phonological processes associated with the presence of boundary
elements. Even the more constrained phonological theories which followed
demonstrate a reliance on the morpheme: the levels central to Lexical Phonology
(Kiparksy 1982a, 1982b) that correspond to the application of cyclic phonological
rules; or, the cyclic morphemes posited by Melvold (1987) for Russian and
Czaykowska-Higgins (1990, 1993b) for Moses-Columbia to account for the
placement of stress. These are but a few indications of how valued the morpheme
is within phonological theory and how important it seems to get a look inside a
word.

Despite the significance of the morpheme in linguistics generally,
morpheme-based morphological theory encounters numerous difficulties, as
detailed in Anderson (1992), Aronoff (1976), Beard (1995), among others, which
center on "the facts of morphological asymmetry ... that one affix may express zero
to several grammatical functions and any one function may be expressed by zero
to several affixes" (Beard 1995:43). Given such difficulties, I reject the view that

the morpheme is the fundamental unit of morphological analysis and adopt the
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assumptions of the Separation Hypothesis (as developed by Beard 1981, 1987,
1995), which contends that there is "no direct connection between the side of
morphology that deals with sounds and the sides that deal with syntax and
semantics" (Aronoff 1994:8). That is to say, morphophonological Stem
modification is viewed as independent of morpholexical and morphosyntactic
category manipulation. Since this hypothesis is more in line with lexeme-based
theories than with morpheme-based theories, I choose to view the facts of
Spokane from the general perspective of the Lexeme-Morpheme Base
Morphology (LMBM) of Beard (1987, 1993, 1995). In addition, I incorporate
some of the important observations provided in the lexeme-based studies of
Anderson (1982, 1992) and Aronoff (1976, 1994).

In contrast to morpheme-based morphology, LMBM views the basic lexical
elements of language as lexemes. Lexemes are narrowly defined as open-class
signs; that is, lexemes are potential or actual "major class lexical items (nouns,
verbs, adjectives) [which] consist of nonnull, mutually implied (directly articulated)
phonological, grammatical, and semantic representations" (Beard 1995:15).
Lexemes entail a direct mapping of sound and cognitive meaning. As such,
lexemes are the only items stored in the lexicon. In LMBM, then, the domain of
the sign relation is the lexeme, rather than the morpheme.

In addition to lexemes, LMBM recognizes grammatical morphemes as the
basic non-lexical elements of language. Following Beard (1995), grammatical

morphemes are those closed-class markers (free morphemes, clitics, and bound
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affixes) which are defined "in terms of an indirect, context-sensitive, often
paradigmatic means of reference" (conditioned and indirectly articulated) (Beard
1995:45). Grammatical morphemes entail an indirect mapping of sound and
grammatical function; their realization is triggered by morpholexical and
morphosyntactic features present in the grammatical representations of lexemes.
Grammatical morphemes, then, "express only the closed classes of grammatical
categories and never those of general cognition" (Beard 1995:379). Free
morphemes are independent items which mark inflectional grammatical categories
and require syntactic positions (e.g., articles, adpositions, and pronouns). Clitics
are phrasal affixes which also mark inflectional grammatical categories.2 As
such, they are understood to function as morphological spelling operations which
modify the phonological (p-) representations of lexemes at the level of phrasal
category in accordance with the General Theory of Affixation (as proposed in
Anderson 1992 and adapted by Beard 1995). Bound affixes may mark lexical as
well as inflectional grammatical categories. They are morphological spelling
operations which modify the p-representations of lexemes at the level of lexical
category. The spelling operations associated with grammatical morphemes are
purely morphophonological operations and in no way determine the grammatical
(g-) or semantic (r-) representations of lexemes. All three types of grammatical

morphemes (free morphemes, clitics and bound affixes) are realized by an

2Beard (1995) preserves Zwicky’s distinction between Clitics (Anderson’s 1992
special clitics) and Contractions (Anderson’s 1992 simple clitics).
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independent Morphological Spelling (MS-) component.

Although changes in the grammatical representation of a lexeme are
usually (but not necessarily) correlated with a modification of the phonological
form of the lexeme (addition, deletion, substitution, reordering, etc.), such a
correlation does not signify that lexical and inflectional operations are synonymous
with morphological spelling. LMBM views lexical and inflectional operations as
separate from the morphological means of marking the grammatical features
provided by those operations3; that is, the changes specified by the morpholexical
operations which occur in the lexicon and the morphosyntactic operations which
occur in the syntax are distinct from any morphophonological changes. If a
morphophonological change is triggered, it is realized by a morphological spelling
operation of the MS-component which stipulates a particular Stem
(p-representation) of a lexeme and a phonological modification of that Stem;
simply put, morphological spelling operations map whole Stems to whole Stems.

Following Beard (1995) and in accordaﬁce with the Separation Hypothesis,
then, I assume that lexical and inflectional operations which serve to determine
the grammatical representations of lexemes occur prior to and in components
distinct from that of mofphologica] spelling. Lexical (L-) derivation occurs in the

lexicon to relate one lexeme to another and "accounts for the grammatical

3While Aronoff (1994) and Beard (1981, 1987, 1993, 1995) explicitly take the view
that lexical and inflectional operations are distinct from morphological spelling,
Anderson (1992) does not seem to share this view, at least with respect to lexical
derivation. Anderson’s use of the term Word Formation Rule suggests that
derivation is synonymous with morphophonological marking (Anderson 1992:184).
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relations of word formation" (Beard 1995:97). Such L-derivational operations
refer to, or operate on, a base which is a complete lexeme (having syntax,
semantics, and sound) or a syntactico-semantically defined set of lexemes (Aronoff
1994:40). Inflectional (I-) derivation is carried out in the syntax on the output of
the lexicon to provide the lexeme with the relevant morphosyntactic features (e.g.,
case, person, number, gender, aspect); this type of derivation "accounts for the
grammatical relations of inflection" (Beard 1995:97). After lexical and syntactic
rules have applied but before the application of phonological rules, the spelling
mechanism of the MS-component then operates on the output of these L- and I-
derivations (Integrated Spelling Hypothesis), spells out "the phonological
modifications of the Stem which express the various categories of g in any given
lexical representation, /, or copies free grammatical morphemes into appropriate
structural positions provided by syntax" (Beard 1995:48). As suggested by Beard,
the MS-component may actually be a sub-component of the phonology proper.

Although L- and I-derivational operations alter the basic g-representation
of a lexeme in distinct components of the grammar, the grammatical features
provided by such operations are presumed to "merge into one complex feature
inventory so far as the MS-component is concerned" (Beard 1995:53). While the
spelling mechanism accesses the p-,g-, and r-representations of lexemes (as well as
the representations of syntactic projections), it only operates on the p-

representation. Beard explains that
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When the spelling operations begin to apply, the first
operation can only modify the phonological base... for that is
the only phonological representation available. The MS-
operations, therefore, have no alternative... but to begin at
the confluence of g, p, and r features. It then builds outward
from the base, responding to each feature or set of features
that serve as conditions on operations. Operating from the
base outward, the mechanism will arrive at the inflectional
features of the terminal node last, after all lexical features
have been expressed. (Beard 1995:53-54)

The possibility of an ordered set of features and the linear realization of bound
affixes is presumed to be a universal parameter which is set by individual
languages (Anderson 1992). The actual linear placement of bound affixes is
accomplished via the specifications for phonological changes encoded in the
morphological spelling operations. These spelling operations identify a position in
the input Stem where a specific change is to be realized. Anderson (1992:210)
defines the parameters for the placement of affixes as follows:

a. The affix is located in the scope of some constituent which

constitutes its domain. This may be either a morphological

constituent (the word-structural head vs. the entire word) or a

prosodic one (prosodic word).

b. The affix is located by reference to the {first vs. last vs.

main stressed} element of a given type within the constituent

in which it appears.

c. The affix {precedes vs. follows} the reference point.

The Spokane data provide ample evidence that both the word-structural Head as
well as the entire word (below termed Stem) are relevant to Spokane’s

morphological spelling operations. In addition, it will be seen in Chapter 4 that
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certain spelling operations rely on particular phonological features, pinpointing, for
example, the vowel that bears primary stress or the vowel of the Head constituent.
Finally, all such operations specify whether the affix precedes or follows the
relevant reference point.

Typically, bound morphemes are identified as morphophonological reflexes
of L- or I-derivational features. As nothing in this analysis relies on the
correlation of a morpheme with L- or I-derivation, I see no need to provide and
justify classifications for bound morphemes which may be subject to revision at a
later date. Nevertheless, when such labels are used herein, I have informally
utilized the criteria specified in Anderson (1992) as a guide to aid in distinguishing
between the two.4 Expanding on the work of Wasow (1977), Anderson lays out
six criteria which distinguish lexical processes from syntactic processes: structure
preservation, syncategorematicity, locality, reference to grammatical vs. thematic
relations, relative order, and exceptionality. Furthermore, he specifically
categorizes the properties of inflection as configurational, agreement, phrasal, and
inherent.

Beard (1995:68-69) reminds us that despite the fact that LMBM includes a
spelling mechanism which "is capable of processing each step of a complex

derivation,” it does not mean that this mechanism necessarily does so each time

4Beard (1995) provides three diagnostics for discriminating bound morphemes
which mark lexical categories from those which mark inflectional categories: the Free
Analog and Peripheral Affixation tests as well as the Arbitrariness Criterion. I am
at present unable to take advantage of these diagnostics.
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such a form is utilized. Citing a speaker’s dependency upon large amounts of
permanent, long term memory, Beard asserts that it is probable that a complex
form is only "partially assembled" by lexical, inflectional and spelling operations
each time the form is spoken or encountered. He concludes, then, that
"Specifically realized tokens of this model may receive partially assembled stems
directly from the lexicon."

As the aim of this chapter is to identify the structures of Spokane lexemes
that constitute domains for the morphological spelling operations, the analysis
provided herein is limited to the side of Spokane morphology that deals only with
the p-representations of lexemes; that is to say, the lexical operations of the
lexicon and the inflectional operations of syntax will not be examined here. I
leave the study of these sides of Spokane morphology to future research.”
Furthermore, this study will not concern itself with the complete specifications of
the morphological spelling operations (for example, which (set of) features
trigger(s) which phonological changes), but will focus simply on the structural
characteristics of the p-representation to which a particular morphological spelling
operation refers and whether the affix precedes or follows that reference point.
Finally, I must alert the reader to the fact that the structure of the p-
representation is not presumed to map to a corresponding structure in the g-

representation or the r-representation of the lexeme.

SN. Mattina (1996) provides an analysis of Colville-Okanagan (a Salishan
language of the Southern-Interior closely related to Spokane) which attends to the
operations of L- and I- derivation.



3.2 The morphological structure of non-compound lexemes

Having stated the general assumptions of LMBM, I will now establish the
composite nature of non-compound lexemes by identifying the morphological
constituents which are essential to Spokane morphology and which represent a
constrained morphological structure within the p-representation of the Spokane
lexeme.

Evidence from morphology provides support for an analysis of the p-
representation of a non-compound lexeme which includes a flat constituent
structure in which affixes are adjoined to the Root as Head constituent as
represented in (3). If a particular form lacks prefixes and/or suffixes, then the
relevant morphological domain edges necessarily coincide.

(3)  [ms Prefixes [ Root ], Suffixes ]y,

I follow Aronoff (1994) in defining the notions Root and Stem as
morphophonological entities which designate the p-representations of lexemes and
further distinguish the two by defining Root with respect to a lexeme and Stem
with respect to a morphological spelling operation. Aronoff (1994) explains:

One might say that root thus abstracts away from all

morphology. The most important thing about roots, in the

sense for which [ wish to reserve them, is that they be

morphologically unanalyzable. A root is what is left when all

morphological structure has been wrung out of a form. (p.40)

The Root and the Stem are both p-representations, but one, the Stem, is the

morphophonological reflex of L- and I-derivation and the other, the Root, is not.

The Root is an unadorned Stem and as basic as the p-representation of a lexeme
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can get. Important to note is the fact that the Stem is the domain of both lexical
and inflectional morphemes; that is to say, lexical and inflectional morphemes do

not occupy distinct structural domains.

3.2.1 The Morphological Root domain in Spokane

Anderson (1992) cautions that the motivation for positing non-phonological,
internal structure cannot be "the mere fact that some Word Formation Rule has
applied in creating the word, but rather the fact that the structure in question is
referred to by a rule of the morphology..." (p.298).6 The question then becomes:
Is the Root a legitimate constituent within the p-representation of a Spokane
lexeme? And the answer seems to be yes. Salishanists have long recognized the
significance of the Morphological Root for Salishan languages and have gathered
substantial evidence to illustrate this point.

Although the p-representation of a Spokane lexeme obligatorily comprises
a Root member which is purported to be optionally accompanied by afﬁxes,7 this
fact is not enough to justify its status as a constituent; however, there exists
considerable documentation which provides support for its inclusion within the
morphological structure. The Root is a salient morphological constituent in

Spokane, as is demonstrated by the fact that numerous morphological spelling

SGiven my assumption that L- and I-derivation are separate from morphological
spelling, I interpret Anderson’s remark as one which refers to morphological spelling.

7Although there are examples of Roots surfacing without affixation, most
Spokane words comprise a Root with accompanying affixation.
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operations make reference to it. These include, but are not limited to, four types
of reduplication, morphological spelling operations which result in the bound
realization of reduplicated Root material. As will be seen directly, reduplication
crucially depends on locating the Morphological Root for copying and affixational
purposes. First we will consider evidence which establishes the existence of the

left edge of the Root, and then that of the right edge.

3.2.1.1 Evidence for the left edge of the Morphological Root

As discussed in Chapter 2, Diminutive reduplication is a productive
morphological spelling operation whereby the first mora of the Morphological
Root is copied and prefixed to the Root and is accompanied by glottalization of
all resonants to its right. It is correlated with various interpretations including
smallness in size, modesty, endearment, diminished degree of quality or activity,
among others. The forms in (4b) and (5b) illustrate the effects of this operation
on the bare Roots saq and x“aw, respectively. In each case, the initial consonant
of the Root appears prefixed to the left edge of the Root.
(4a) hec saq It's cracked. It’s a gully.  (Carlson and Flett 1989)
(4b) hec ssaq It’s a linle bit cracked. It’s a small gully. (Black 1995a)
(5a) hi x"aw He’s peppy. (Carlson and Flett 1989)
(5b) hi x*"aw'  Small one is peppy. (Black 1995a)
Unfortunately, these Roots cannot serve as reliable indicators that the

phonological identity of the Diminutive depends on locating the Morphological
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Root and subsequently copying and affixing that copy to the left edge of that
Root. This is due to the fact that these examples lack prefixai material; that is to
say, given these forms, this morphological spelling operation may be attending to
the left edge of the entire Stem or perhaps to a purely phonological constituent.
The examples which follow do, however, provide evidence which confirms that the
structure referred to by Diminutive reduplication is the Root constituent.

Consider the words in (6) and (7); in each case the Root begins with a CC
cluster. Observe that for the reduplicated forms in (6b) and (7b), the Diminutive
surfaces as a copy of the initial consonant of the Root CC cluster; that is, the
morphological spelling operation identifies the left edge of the Root as the initial

consonant of the cluster.

(6a) ptix*m He spit. (Carlson and Flett 1989)

(6b) pptax'm’ spit, diminutive (Bates and Carison 1992a)

(7a) tyés She crawled. (Black 1995a)

(7b) tty'és creep/crawl, diminutive (Bates and Carlson 1992a)

Now consider the forms in (8) and (9). Notice that, despite the fact that these
words begin with a CC cluster, it is the second consonant of the cluster which has
been copied and affixed. This indicates that the spelling operation identifies the
left edge of the Root as the second consonant of that cluster; the initial consonant

is, therefore, analyzed as prefixal material. As the phonological shapes of the
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words in (8)-(9) are comparable to those in (6)-(7),8 the different locations for
reduplication cannot have been determined on purely phonological grounds.

These facts indicate that Diminutive reduplication clearly relies on the presence of
morphological structure, and they provide evidence for the existence of the left
edge of that structure, specifically that of the Morphological Root.

(8a) spum pubic hair  (Carlson and Flett 1989)

(8b) sppim a little pubic hair  (Black 1995a)

(9a) cte?K™Sitn I brought it ashore for you. (Black 1995a)

(9b) ctreK™ A small thing came ashore. (Black 1995a)

Next we consider additional evidence to illustrate that certain
morphological spelling operations are attentive to the left edge of the Root
constituent. As discussed in Chapter 2, the data indicate that Distributive
reduplication is also a productive morphological spelling operation whereby the
first two moras of the Morphological Root are copied and prefixed directly to the
Root. Distributive reduplication is correlated with a range of interpretations which
includes distributed plural, distributed action, and intensified experience or activity,
among others. The words in (10)-(11) illustrate the phonological changes

associated with this type of reduplication.

8Unfortunately, the data set does not include even one non-compound with an
obstruent-glide cluster where the obstruent is a prefix; consequently, I cannot provide
a form which exactly parallels that in (7).



85

(10a) ?acmtx” You watched him.  (Black 1995a)
(10b) ?ac?acxntx™ You examined it. You looked it over carefully.
(Black 1995a)

(11a) sicm blanket (Black 1995a)
(11b) sc’sicm blankets (Black 1995a)

In order to illustrate that Distnibutive reduplication is attentive to the left
edge of the Morphological Root (and not that of the Morphological Stem or to a
purely phonological constituent), it is again necessary to compare forms which lack
prefixal material to those which include prefixal material. First examine the words

in (12)-(14), each of which comprises a Root with an initial CC cluster. Notice

that the result of Distributive reduplication is a prefixal copy of that CC cluster.

(12a) ptax*m He spit. (Carlson and Flett 1989)
(12b) ptptax” Several spit. (Bates and Carlson 1992a)
(13a) tyés She crawled. (Black 1995a)

(13b) tityes They crawled (individually). (Black 1995a)
(14a) Kk tant He’s big. (Black 1995a)

(14b) k™tk“tunt They’re all big. (Black (1995a)

Now consider the words in (15)-(17), each of which exhibits an initial CC cluster.
In these forms the phonological material which has been reduplicated does not
include the initial consonant of the cluster. Instead the second and third

consonants have been reduplicated.

(15a) stitm boat (Black 1995a)
(15b) stititm boats (Black 1995a)



(16a) sPaxt friend (Black 1995a)
(16b) sPxPaxt [friends (Black 1995a)

(17a) &x“enwéx™ They passed each other. (Black 1995a)

(17b) & ex¥enwéx™ A group of people passed another group of people.

(Black 1995a)

As with Diminutive reduplication, then, Distnibutive reduplication indicates
that this spelling operation identifies the left edge of the Morphological Root as
one which is distinct from that of the Morphological Stem. As the phonological
shapes of the words in (12)-(14) are comparable to those in (15)-(17), the
different targets for reduplication cannot be identified on purely phonological
grounds. The facts of Distributive reduplication clearly rely on the presence of
morphological structure and again provide evidence for the existence of the left
edge of that structure, specifically that of the Morphological Root.

Repetitive reduplication is another productive morphological spelling
operation which provides additional evidence for the existence of the left edge of
the Morphological Root. As discussed in Chapter 2, the presence of the Repetitive
correlates with the repetition of an action or state (and may have other
interpretations). It has two surface allomorphs: an infix /e/ and /e/ preceded by a
copy of the first Root consonant. Both allomorphs occur with accompanying
glottalization of all resonants to the right of the affix. This spelling operation
locates the Morphological Root and attends to the left edge of that Root. Then,
depending on the syllabic affiliation of the initial consonant (or lack thereof), this

operation positions /e/ after that initial consonant or before that initial consonant
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with concomitant reduplication of the initial Root consonant (with accompanying
glottalization) 9 Recall from the discussion of Repetitive in Chapter 2 that the
variability of this environment is a consequence of the fact that realization of the
Repetitive "happens late in the derivation of Spokane words, after stress
assignment and a regular rule of unstressed vowel deletion" (Bates and Carlson
1992b:654).

The surface effects of this operation are illustrated below. Example (18a)
is a form which lacks Repetitive, while (18b) is the same form with Repetitive.
Notice that the the Repetitive has been infixed between the C, and C,, the
requisite environment for infixing having resulted from unstressed vowel deletion.
(18a) sIntéx™ You chopped it. (Bates and Carlson 1989)

(18b) Sefn’tén’ I chopped it up repeatedly. (Bates and Carlson 1989)

To illustrate how essential it is for the spelling operation to locate the consonant
at the left edge of the Roat, it is important to include examples which display a
consonant cluster at that edge. Consider the forms in (19). The form in (19a)
shows the Root $al augmented by Diminutive reduplication, as is evidenced by the
fact that a copy of C, of the Root appears prefixed to the Root (with
accompanying glottalization). The form in (19b) shows the same Root augmented

by Repetitive reduplication; in this case, lacking an unsyllabified Root consonant,

9Evidence from phonology indicates that this morpheme is always positioned as
an infix before or after the first consonant of the Morphological Root. For details,
see Chapter 4 sections 4.1.4 and 4.2.2.
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the spelling operation positions /e/ before the first consonant of the Root (with
accompanying glottalization) and reduplicates the initial consonant of that Root.
Importantly, when Diminutive and Repetitive co-occur as in (19c), the environment
created by the Diminutive (a lone consonant after unstressed vowel deletion has
applied) is not viewed as the optimal infixation site for the Reperitive since it does
not correspond to the left edge of the Root.10 Consequently, the spelling
operation positions /e/ before the first consonant of the Root; the operation, then,
reduplicates the initial consonant of that Root to fill the onset of the syllable
headed by /e/ and most likely to maintain the prosodic shape of the Root as one
which is consonant-initial. The form then surfaces with two copies of the Root-

initial consonant followed by /e/ and the Root itself.

(19a) ssif A small thing is chopped.  (Bates and Carlson 1992a)
(19b) Sesif Something is chopped repeatedly. (Bates and Carlson 1989)
(19c) ssesi? One small object is chopped repeatedly. (Carlson 1989)

In order to ensure that this morphological spelling operation is attending to
the Morphological Root and not some other morphological or phonological entity,
we must consider additional forms which comprise initial consonant clusters. The
examples in (20) are such forms; the underlying Root introduces each example

and the /e/ of Repetitive appears underlined in each surface form. In examples

10That Diminutive is realized before Repenirive must be the case since the
morphological spelling operation responsible for Diminutive applies prior to
unstressed vowel deletion, while the morphological spelling operation responsible for
Repetitive applies after unstressed vowel deletion.
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(20b) and (20c), the Repetitive surfaces as [a] due to the presence of a pharyngeal
and a uvular consonant, respectively. Observe that for (20a) and (20b) the
spelling operation identifies the C, of the p-representation as the initial consonant
of the Root, and in (20c) it identifies the C; as the initial consonant of the Root.
This indicates that this morphological spelling operation can not be attending to
the Morphological Stem. As with the Diminutive and Distributive reduplications,
these data also demonstrate that these different targets for Repetitive reduplication
cannot be identified on purely phonological grounds. The facts of Reperitive
reduplication then provide evidence for the presence of morphological structure,
specifically for the existence of the left edge of the Morphological Root.
(20a) Vmalk™

sm'efK"éye? shadow (Bates and Carlson 1992a)

(20b) J1aS¥
nfaf6Y™e?  wore a loose dress without a belt (Bates and Carlson 1992a)

(20c) Jptax”
snpatax"m’n’ spittoon (Bates and Carlson 1992a)

The evidence provided by Diminutive, Distributive and Repetitive
reduplications should suffice to establish the existence of the left edge of the
Morphological Root constituent. I now move on to Ous-of-Control reduplication
which demonstrates that morphological spelling operations are also attentive to

the right edge of the Morphological Root.



3.2.12 Evidence for the right edge of the Morphological Root

Although numerous morphological spelling operations seem to refer to the
right edge of the Morphological Root, it is, nevertheless, difficult to argue
definitively that all of those operations necessarily rely on such a constituent for
placement of affixes. There is one operation, however, which crucially depends on
locating the right edge of the Morphological Root and, therefore, adequately
illustrates that the right edge of the Morphological Root is salient. The operation
is one which signals noncontrol and is labeled Qut-of-Control reduplication. As
discussed in Chapter 2, this type of reduplication is correlated with a range of
interpretations. These include, but may not be limited to, the interpretation of a
predicate as: an accidental, spontaneous, or natural occurrence; emphatic
noncontrol on the part of a participant; an occurrence which results from the
actions of others (as opposed to the speaker); and, success in accomplishing
something after much time or effort (Carlson and Thompson 1982).

Out-of-Control reduplication locates the Morphological Root and then,
depending on the prosodic shape of that Root spells one of two allomorphs, one
monomoraic and the other bimoraic. In CVC(C) Roots, the second mora is
targeted for copying and for suffixation of that copy. In Roots of the shape
CVCVC, CCVC, CVCVCVC, among others, the C,VC, is targeted for copying
and, like its monomoraic allomorph, the second mora of the Root is targeted for
suffixation of the copy. To facilitate this discussion of Out-of-Control

reduplication, I have placed above each set of examples the underlying
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representation for each Root.

The forms in (21)-(23) serve as examples of the monomoraic allomorph. In
each case the Our-of-Control reduplicant surfaces as a copy of the C, of the Root
which is suffixed to the second mora of the Root.!! Particularly noticeable is
the surface form of (23b). Observe that, in order to comply with the phonological
changes which specify the position of affixation as following the second mora of

the Root, the reduplicant is positioned after the second and before the third

moraic consonant of the Root.12

(21) Vlaq

(212) heclaq It’s buried.  (Carlson and Thompson 1982)
(21b) laqq It got buried. (Carlson and Thompson 1982)
(22) Vmaq¥

(22a) hecméq™  It’s a mound, a hill. (Carlson and Thompson 1982)
(22b) mq¥oq™ Something came up. (Carlson and Thompson 1982)

(23) Jack
(23a) ?acx He looked.  (Carlson and Thompson 1982)
(23b) ?accx He watched or observed.  (Carlson and Thompson 1982)

The examples in (24)-(26) illustrate the bimoraic syllable allomorph of Out-
of-Control reduplication. In each case the reduplicant surfaces as a copy of the

G, VG, of the Root which is suffixed to the second mora of that Root. Notice that

11Regarding (22b), the vowel which precedes the Out-of-Control reduplicant is
epenthetic. This is a typical pattern displayed by Roots containing only schwa. For
details, see Chapter 4.

12Despite the appearance of an infix, the Ous-of-Control reduplicant is always
suffixed to the right edge of the Morphological Root, as demonstrated by the
phonological patterns surveyed in Chapter 4.
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(24) and (25) lack suffixal material to the right of the Root, while (26) possesses
suffixal material to the right of the Root.

(24) ociq?

(24a) ?6cqe? He went out. (Carlson and Flett 1989)

(24b) Cs?occiqq  Someone turned somersaults. (Carlison and Bates 1990)
(25) «/Canap

(25a) Cinp It’s banded. (Black 1995a)

(25b) Cnnipp It suddenly got banded. (Carlson and Bates 1990)

(26) Vptax”

(26a) ptax“nx” You spit it out. (Black 1995a)

(26b) pttax™x"ntx™ You accidentally spit it out. (Black 1995a)

The forms in (21)-(26) do not themselves provide evidence for the right
edge of the Morphological Root, since it can be argued for these forms that Ous-
of-Control reduplication locates its target with respect to the left edge of the Root
constituent; that is, it may be the case that this morphological spelling operation
locates the left edge of the Morphological Root and then, for copying and
affixational purposes, counts two moras or two syllables from left to right.

What is needed, then, are examples of Roots with suffixal material which
mimic the Root shapes that are associated with the bimoraic allmorph, yet do not
themselves trigger copying and affixation of that allomorph. The examples in
(27)~(29) are such examples. In each case (except (29a)) a CVC Root is followed
by a -VCC suffix. Despite the presence of this suffix and the similarity in shape
between this set of examples and those in (24)-(26), the morphological spelling
mechanism views these as CVC Roots and, after locating the Root, targets the C,

for reduplication and affixation, as is evidenced by (27b), (28b) and (29b).
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Consequently, the target for copying and attachment of Out-of-Control
reduplication cannot be identified on purely phonological grounds. These facts
then provide evidence for the presence of morphological structure, specifically for

the existence of the right edge of the Morphological Root.

@27) viaqh

(27a) qils He lay down. (Carlson and Flett 1989)

(27b) $qqils He fell forward. (Carlson and Flett 1989)

(28) V1€

(28a) niCéws’s It was tied. (Black 1995a)

(28b) nICCéwWs It accidentally got tied. (Carlson and Flett 1989)
(29) Jtem

(29a) ctémn I suspected him. (Carlson and Flett 1989)

(29b) ¢tmmitm  He’s accusable. (Carlison and Flett 1989)

3.2.13 Summary: the Morphological Root

We have examined four different morphological spelling operations, each
of which crucially depends on locating the left or right edge of the Morphological
Root as Head constituent, as opposed to locating the left or right edge of the
entire Stem. Recall that if the phonological string were the only material available
to these spelling operations, then it would not be possible to predict the substring
targeted for reduplication or the affixation site. Any attempt, then, to identify the
Morphological Root on purely phonological grounds meets with failure. The fact

that these morphological spelling operations necessarily depend on a specific sub-

13The quality of this Root vowel has yet to be determined. It is equally plausible
that the underlying vowel is schwa.



94
string of the form which cannot be isolated phonologically thus supplies an
argument for positing non-phonological, internal structure labeled [;Root],. At
the very least, then, all non-compounds (of major lexical categories) comprise the
minimal morphological structure associated with the Morphological Root.

As such, the structure of the p-representations of non-compounds, each of
which comprises a Morphological Root as its Head constituent, is similar to the
Georgian, Icelandic and Russian words formed by adjunction discussed in
Anderson (1992). Anderson identifies these words as ‘composites’ and claims that
"a limited presence of structure-building operations” (p.304) is necessary in order
to account for them. I modify his position to the extent that such operations do
not build structure; rather they attend to and preserve the pre-existing structure
which is part of the p-representation of every Spokane lexeme. Having said that,
we can then acknowledge that the morphological spelling operations of Spokane
recognize and preserve the structural integrity of the Head constituent of a p-
representation and adjoin affixal material to that Head resulting in the complex
structure [y ... [x --.] -..]- Although Anderson views the presence of such internal
structure as exceptional, the fact remains that for Spokane such structure is
typical. The data indicate that the output of the morphological spelling operations
of Spokane routinely comprises an adjoined structure with the Morphological
Root as the Head of that structure as represented in (30).

(30) [us Prefixes [ Root J,; Suffixes ]y

As suggested by the representation in (30), affixal material is always adjoined to
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the Head constituent within the Stem domain of a non-cornpound;14 that is,
morphological spelling operations are defined in such a way as preserve the
structural integrity of the Head constituent. This is the case regardless of the
source of the grammatical feature as lexical or inflectional which is marked by a
particular affix. That this must be so is supported by the fact that the Head
constituent remains salient in the event that Head-referencing operations such as
reduplication are triggered subsequent to other spelling operations which affix
phonological material to that Head.

This concludes the arguments for positing the adjoined structure provided
in (30). We now turn to a brief discussion of the characteristics of the

Morphological Stem.

3.2.2 The Morphological Stem domain in Spokane

The p-representation labeled Stem can be viewed as a Morphological Root
which may be extended on either side by affixation. A Root, then, is also
understood to function as a Stem but carries with it the special structural
properties mentioned above. Aronoff (1994) identifies the Stem as a
morphophonological entity which serves as "the phonological domain of a
realization rule; that sound form to which a given affix is attached or upon which

a given nonaffixal realization rule operates” (p.39). A Stem is the p-

141, my knowledge, Spokane morphology displays only three exceptions to this
generalization: the infixes /?/ Inchoative, the Repetitive, and the /?/ Plural.



representation of a lexeme which serves as the input to a spelling operation;
likewise, it is the p-representaion which results from such a spelling operation. As
the p-representation of a lexeme, a Stem is understood to reside, potentially or
actually, in the lexicon.

In order to meet the demands of syntax, a Morphological Stem may be
required to bear "the particular morphosyntactic features realized by inflectional
morphology {and to bear] the phonological markers (affixes and such) by means of
which these features may be recognized" (Aronoff 1994:11). Simply put, such a
Stem is the p-representation of a lexeme in a particular syntactic context where it
receives morphosyntactic features (e.g., case, person, aspect) which are often
realized as bound affixes. Cross-linguistically, the morphemes correlated with I-
derivation, the morphophonological realization of morphsyntactic features, are
typically realized ‘outside’ the morphemes correlated with L-derivation, and
Spokane does not seem to contradict this assertion; however, the presence of a
Head constituent, the Morphological Root, does make the placement of
inflectional material ‘inside’ lexical material feasible.

Despite any distinctions between morphological spelling operations which
are triggered by the presence of lexical grammatical features and those triggered
by the presence of inflectional grammatical features, the bound realization of both

types of affixation exists to the left or the right of the Root within the Stem
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domain.]> Since the identity of a particular affix with respect to the source of the
feature as lexical or inflectional which it marks is irrelevant to this discussion of
morphological structure, I have not provided any such labels for the morphemes.
Instead I simply identify them by the terms traditionally used.

Recall the forms in (17) above. A breakdown of the morphological
domains for each of those p-representations is presented in (31). Both forms
display affixal material in the Prefixal and Suffixal domains of the Morphological
Stem. In (31a) the /¢/ Locative marker occupies the Prefixal domain, and the /n/
Conutrol and /t/ Transitive markers followed by the /wex™/ Reciprocal marker occupy
the Suffixal domain. The form in (31b) displays the same p-representation with
one important addition; the Distributive reduplicant follows the /¢/ Locative marker
in the Prefixal domain.

(31a) &x“cnwéx”

[ms € [ ¥79¢ ]y ntwex™ Jys

¢-Vx"ac-n-t-wex™

Loc-Vpassed by-Ctr-Tr-Recip

They passed each other. (Black 1995a)

(31b) cx cx¥cnwéx®

[ms &¥7aC [ ¥7aC |y ntwex™ Jys

¢-x"ac+Vx"ac-n-t-wex"

Loc-Dist+passed by-Ctr-Tr-Recip
A group of people passed another group of people. (Black 1995a)

15As stated in the preceding footnote, the only exceptions to this generalization
are: the infixes /?/ Inchoative, the Repetitive, and the /?/ Plural.
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As you can see, both words share the same Root and much of the same Stem

material; however, their relationship is one of derivation. In form (31a) the Root
[mslx"ac]ulus of the lexeme PASS BY serves as the base Stem (or p-

representation) for the formation of the derived Stem [yC[, X" ac]yntwex™ ]y of

16

the lexeme PASS EACH OTHER. ~ As you can see, this Root has been

augmented with affixes in both the Prefixal and Suffixal domains and constitutes
the inner core of the Stem. The Stem [j¢[;;X" oc]yntwex"]ys, then, serves as the
base Stem for the formation of the derived Stem [j,sCx"ac[x"ac]yntwex"]ys of the
lexeme GROUP OF PEOPLE PASS EACH OTHER which appears in (31b). As such,
this Stem has also been augmented as is evidenced by the presence of the copy of
the Root in the Prefixal domain.

Additional examples can be found in (32)-(37) below.- The form in (32) is
marked by the /hec/ Actual which when realized on an /st/ Transitive Stem
expresses Transitive Customary aspect; this Stem also displays the subject marking
for first person singular. The form in (33) also expresses the customary aspect;

however, in this case it is the Genitive Customaryl7

which requires the
realization of /hec/ on an /st/ Passive Stem. The Genitive Customary expresses
grammatical subject with affixation from the Possessive paradigm (as is evidenced

by the presence of /hin/ first person singular possessive) and grammatical object

16 ere I follow the convention of employing capital letters to refer to a lexeme.

17 1abel this form Genitive Customary following A. Mattina (1993) on Okanagan,
this despite the fact that the English translation does not convey the customary.



with a proclitic from the set of Absolutive person referents. Observe that the
proclitic exists within the Prefixal domain of the Morphological Stem in

accordance with its status as a phrasal affix.

(32) hec?ak™stn

[ms hec [ Puk™ ]y ston Jys

hec~/?uk¥-s-t-an

Act~/bring-Caus-Tr-1sgTrS

I always bring him. (Carison and Flett 1989)

(33) Kk"yeck¥ilstm

[ms k*hinhec [; k™ul ]y stam ]y

k" hin-hec-/k"ul-s-t-am

2sgGO 1sgPoss-Act~/send-Caus-Tr-Pass

I'm sending you. (Carlson and Flett 1989)

The Stems of (34) and (35) have been marked to express the Absolutive
Imperfective and Absolutive Inceptive aspects, respectively. While the expression of
either aspect requires morphological spell-out of the suffixal material /ma/, each
specifies different prefixal material. The imperfective correlates with /hec/, and
the inceptive with /qt¢s/. Each of these Absolutive aspectual categories marks
grammatical subject with proclitics from the set of Absolutive person referents.
While third person referents are unmarked, all others are signaled by a proclitic.
Example (35) exhibits the proclitic /q?/ first person plural which, as the
representation indicates, exists within the Prefixal domain of the Morphological

Stem.



(34)

(35)

hecsllpmi

[ms hec [ sal ]y Ipma Jys
hec-V/sal+l-p-ma

Act-Verror+OC-Inch-NonPer
He made an error. (Carlson and Flett 1989)

qagsécnwéx™i
[ms 9?q#s [y Cic ]y ntwex"ma Jyg
q? qt-s~/Cic-n-t-wex™-ma

1plInttS Unr-Nom-/arrive-Ctr-Tr-Recip-NonPerf
We are going to meet. (Carlson p.c.)

The forms in (36) and (37) display one of several markers which express

the Imperative. In (36), the intransitive predicate x"uy has been marked for the

imperative singular with the suffixal material /5/ and in (37) for the imperative

plural with the suffixal material Awy/.

(36)

(37)

W

x"ays
[msler X0y 1y $ Ims
Vx* uy-§

Vgo-ImpSg
Go (singular)! (Carlson and Flett 1989)

W

X aywi
[msli X"y Ju WY Jus
VxVuy-wy

Jgo-ImpPI
Go (plural)! (Carlson and Flett 1989)

100
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3.2.3 Summary: the morphological structure of non-compounds

The complexity of the morphological constituent structure of the
p-representations of non-compound lexemes in Spokane is limited to a flat
constituent structure as represented in (38):

(38) [ys Prefixes [ Root J; Suffixes ]y

The left and right edges of the Morphological Root as Head constituent have
been justified with evidence provided by the reduplication facts. As such,
morphological spelling operations are presumed to adjoin affixal material with
respect to pre-existing morphological structure of a Head constituent, the
Morphological Root, while preserving the structural integrity of that Head.

This minimal structure may seem quite meager when compared to the
complex constituent structure posited in morpheme-based studies. Nevertheless,
the significance of any structure should not be judged by its lack of complexity but
rather by the fact that the structure posited is adequate for descriptive and
explanatory purposes and that it is not excessive; that is to say, the structure
generated is only that structure which is referred to by morphological spelling

operations.
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33 The morphological structures of compound lexemes

Compounding is a type of L-derivation which involves the combining of
lexical bases!8 and is generally presumed to operate at the level of grammatical
relations; particular Stems are selected for compounding based on the category
Noun, Verb, and Adjective associated with their bases. As such, compounding
"does not necessarily involve bound morphological realization" (Aronoff 1994:16).
Anderson (1992:294) reminds us that the lexeme which results from compounding
"belongs to some lexical category (not necessarily that of any of its parts)" and
occupies the same syntactic position in phrase structure as non-compound
members of the same category.

Compounding engenders additional morphological structure for the p-
representation of a Spokane lexeme to the extent that two distinct Stems are
structurally incorporated into a larger entity. The presence of such structure is
indicated by the fact that it is referred to by morphological spelling operation(s).
The consequences of compounding are, therefore, non-trivial with respect to the
(potential) structural complexity of the p-representation of the Spokane lexeme.
As such, compounds are also analyzed as composites as conceived of in Anderson
(1992).

Significantly, Spokane displays two types of compounds: Free Stem

compounds and Bound Stem compounds. The p-representations of both types of

18Recall that a lexeme comprises the properties of sound form, syntax and
semantics. The term base as defined by Aronoff (1994:40) refers to this "complete
lexeme or syntactico-semantically defined set of lexemes" (Aronoff 1994:40).



103

compounds maximally comprise two structurally distinct Stems within a flat
structure as represented in (39). A Free Stem compound is that which
incorporates two independently occurring Stems into an adjoined structure and
lacks a morphological Head as represented in (39a). This type of compound is
discussed in Section 3.3.1. A Bound Stem compound is that which incorporates a
Free Stem as Stem, and a Bound Stem (typically labeled lexical suffix) as Stem,
into an adjoined structure and specifies Stem, as the morphological Head as
represented in (39b). This type of compound is discussed in Section 3.3.2. Ifa
particular compound lacks prefixes and/or suffixes, then the relevant

morphological domain edges necessarily coincide.

(39a) [us Prefixes [Free Stem]; [Free Stem], Suffixes ]y

(39b) [us Prefixes [;Free Stem],, [Bound Stem), Suffixes ],s

3.3.1 Free Stem compounds

This view of Free Stem compounds includes a description of the facts
(Section 3.3.1.1), a diachronic view of Free Stem compound formation (Section
3.3.1.2), as well as a synchronic analysis of this compounding process (Section

33.1.3).

3.3.1.1 Description of the facts
Carlson (1990) provides a valuable description of Spokane compounds. He

assumes word-internal morphological structure for such forms based on the lexical
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categories of the combining elements!? and identifies two major classes of
compounds: verb plus noun combinations which function as verbs ([V-N}y,); and,
modifier plus noun combinations which function as nouns ([M-N],). He also
observes that particular markers must appear between the two constituents.
These markers include an /s/, traditionally labeled Nominal, which is presumed to
identify the second member of a compound as a Noun, or a /4/, traditionally
labeled Connective, which is presumed to link the two members.2? The data set
of Free Stem compounds under consideration is relatively small comprising
approximately one hundred members. Despite this paucity of examples, Carlson
(1990:69) notes that "Salish informants today can readily generate new
compounds, suggesting that compounding was a productive process when the
language was viable."

By far, the most frequently occurring type of compound is [V-N],,

representing more than sixty percent of the data set. Consider the forms in (40)

19Although the debate over the universality of the categories ‘noun’ and ‘verb’
(Birch 1993, Davis and Matthewson 1995, Demirdache and Matthewson 1994, Jelinek
1993, Jelinek and Demers 1994, Kinkade 1983b, Kuipers 1968, N. Mattina 1994, van
Eijk and Hess 1986) continues, N. Mattina (1994) offers numerous tests which
provide evidence for such categorial distinctions, at least for the Okanagan language
of the Southern Interior branch of Salishan.

20The data set contains one exception to this generalization: ?eskx™icle?x"stn
alfalfa (Carison and Flett 1989).



105
and (41).21 Both forms are representative of the [V-N]y, compounds which
possess the putative /¥/ Connective between the Free Stem members. Forms (42)
and (43), on the other hand, serve as examples of compounds which lack /#/ but
possess the putative /s/ Nominal. Lacking any obvious L- or I-derivation
subsequent to compounding,?'2 these forms function as intransitive predicates.

The most important characteristic of a Free Stem compound is that each member

of the compound can occur independent of another Stem.23

(40) ?alping“éwtn
[[?alp]y ¢ [nq ewtn]\]y
[[lose] ¢ [whiskeyl]]

Jal-p-t-n~/q ew=tn
Jlose-Inch-Conn-Locvdrunk=Instr
He lost whiskey. (Carlson and Flett 1989)

(41) plintamgqge?
[[pul]y ¢ [ntamqe?]y]v
[[kill] ¢ [bear]]

Jpul-¢-n~/¥am=qe?
Jkill-Conn-Locy?=?
He killed a bear. He beat his wife. (Carlson 1990)

21Each example includes two bracketed representations, one which indicates the
syntactic category of each member of the compound and another which provides the
English gloss for each compound member. The syntactic bracketing does not
necessarily correspond with the bracketing for the morphological constituents which
will be provided later in Section 3.3.1.3.

22Free Stem compounds may undergo L- and I-derivation subsequent to
compounding. These facts will be included in the analysis provided in Section 3.3.1.3.

23Regarding example (41), compounds with puls as the first member occur
without a final /s/. I have no explanation for this. Ewa Czaykowska-Higgins (p.c.)
informs me that there are cases in Moses-Columbia where s — @ / _ {.
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(42)  K“isqélix"”
[[k*en]y [sqelix™]n]v
([grab] [man]]
Jk"en-sVqel =mix*24

Jgrab-Nomvbody=person
He grabbed at a person. (Carlson and Flent 1989)

(43) cnkvistéwen
¢n [[KVen]y [stewen]y]y
[[try] [groceries]]

¢n VK en-sytew=cn

1sgIntrS Jtry-Nomtransact business=food

I went after groceries. (Carlson and Flert 1989)

A careful survey of the data reveals that it may be necessary to admit three
additional category combinations to the class of verbal compounds: an adjective-
verb sequence [Ad-V]y; an adjective-adjective sequence [Ad-Ad]y; and, a verb-

verb sequence [V-V],.. The category of the first member of the form in (44)

appears to be an adjectival Stem, as does that in (45).

24The quality of this Root vowel has yet to be determined. Forms with k¥en
display speaker variability with respect to the stress facts. The data set contains
competing stress forms; that is, when the Root is followed by suffixes which contain
schwa(-class vowels) or which are vowelless, stress may be found on the Root vowel
(suggesting the presence of a full vowel in the Root) or on a schwa(-class vowel) in
the Suffixal domain (suggesting the presence of schwa in the Root). It may be the
case that two distinct Roots are involved, one with a full vowel (k¥en) and one with
schwa (k¥amn).



(44) fTaypixist
[[fayPlap ¢ [x"istlv]v
[[hurry] ¢ [walk]]

Jtay-p-¢-Vx"ist
Jhurry-Inch-Conn-/walk
He hurmed so he could leave. He walked fast.  (Carlson 1990)

(45) Cstppx'px ut
[[€as]ap ¥ [PPX PX Gtlaply
{[bad] ¢ [little bit old]]

JCas-4-p’'+px¥+Vpxut
Ybad-Conn-Dim+ Dist+old
She is not aging gracefully. (Black 1995a)
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Regarding verbal compounds, it may be the case that certain [V-N]y or [Ad-N]y

compounds whose second member begins with /s/ Nominal may be better

categorized as [V-V],, or [Ad-V]y to the extent that the second member of such

verbal compounds may actually be a verbal element. Such nominalized verbal

Stems are common in Spokane and function in both main and subordinate clauses.

Examples of such verbal compounds are provided in (46) and (47).

(46) cnkK“is?accx
¢n [[K™en]y [s?acCxlyv]y
[[try] [look at]]

¢n VK"en-s-—/?ac(c)x
1sgIntrS try-Nom-vlook at(+OC)
I went to look on.  (Carlson and Flett 1989)

(47) xss?4cCx
[xas]ag [s?aCCx]yv]y
[[good] [look at]]

Vxas-s~/tac(c)x
Jgood-Nom-/look at(+QC)
She’s good to look at. (Carison and Flett 1989)
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Carlson (1990) also acknowledges that, although the vast majority of [V-N]
compounds function as verbs, such compounds "often serve as nominals rather
than verbals" (p.71).25 This suggests that a verb-noun sequence must be
included in the class of nominal compounds. Examples (48)-(50) illustrate this
claim. Each compound comprises a verbal Stem followed by a nominal Stem,
each of which can be found elsewhere functioning independently; despite this [V-

N] combination, however, these compounds receive a nominalZ® interpretation.

(48) x"Is?itn

[[x"el}y [s?itn]y]y
[[leave] [food]]

Jx"el-s-/?itn
JVleave-Nom-/eat
memonial feast, goodbye meal (Carlson and Flett 1989)

(49) lapsix“ép

[[laplv [stx"ep]n]n
[[emerge] [hole in the bottom]]

Vap-s-/¥ox"=ep
Jemerge-Nom-J/opened =bottom
hemorrhoids (Carison and Flett 1989)

2Carison (1990) remarks in a footnote that M. Dale Kinkade has suggested that
among the nominal compounds, some may be analyzed as VN or MN.

26Carison (1990) reports that the form provided in (48) may also be used as
verbal [V-N]y, compound and interpreted as He abandoned food.



(50)

compound: the [M-N]y category. In such compounds, the first member may be a
nominal or an adjectival element. The forms in (51)-(53) serve as examples of

nominal compounds comprising an initial nominal member, and those in (54)-(55)

n?ep4c’7in’c
([n?ep]y ¥ [C?inC]n]y
[[wipe inside] # [gun]]

n-/?ep-¢-/c?=inc
Loc-vwipe-Conn-/?=weapon
guncloth (Carlson 1990)

This brings us to the typical configuration associated with the nominal

an initial adjectival member.

(31)

(52)

(33)

sqlix*scom’
[[sqelix*]y [scom’]x]x
[[man] [bone]]

svqel=mix"-s-/cCom’
Nom-vbody-person-Nom-vboney

skeleton (Carlson and Flent 1989)

stfansénélx™

[[stfan]y [snelxIy]n
[[antelope] [hide]]

s-/tfan-s-/Cn=ekx™
Nom-v?-Nom-/?=hide
antelope hide (Carlson 1990)

?aplsca?k™aiq
[[?apl]y [sca?k™atq]y]y

[[apple] [blossom]]

Jtapl-s-/ce(?)k¥=aiq
Japple-Nom-shine(Inch)=fruit
apple blossom (Carlson 1990)
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(54) nx“e?sk“ést
[[f’xwe'?]m [sk¥est]n]n
[[in many] [name]]
n-/x"e?-s-vk%es-t

Loc-Vmany-Nom-/name-Stat
He has or is known by many names. (Carlson and Flett 1989)

(55) Kk™tismyéw

[[k™tun],, [smyew]n]n

[[big] [mountain lion]]

Jk*tun-s-/myew

Jbig-Nom-/mountain lion

mountain lion, cougar (Carlson and Flett 1989)

The interpretive principles which apply to compounds remain unclear.
While [AD-V]y, and [Ad-Ad}y, compounds are analyzable as semantically right-
headed and [V-N]y compounds as semantically left-headed, the semantic
headedness of [V-V],, compounds seems to vary. The situation is similar for
nominal compounds. While [N-N]y and [Ad-N]y are generally interpreted as

semantically right-headed, the semantic headedness of [V-N]y compounds shows

considerable variability.

3.3.1.2 Diachronic view of Free Stem compounding

Speculating as to the origins of compounding, one possibility is that a rule
of compound formation may have resulted ﬁom the reanalysis of biclausal
sentences as monoclausal. Evidence for such a claim comes from synchronic

descriptions of the Interior languages Okanagan, Lillooet and Thompson.
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Kroeber (1991), having surveyed an enormous inventory of descriptive works on
the languages of the Salishan family generally, notes that the Southern Interior
language Okanagan as well as the Northern Interior languages Lillooet and
Thompson all utilize a proclitic, particle or determiner of the form /¢#/ to introduce
certain types of complement clauses.2’ Although this marker of subordination
is not synchronically available for Spokane, the fact that it is in current usage for
these other languages suggests the possibility that it goes back to Proto-Interior
Salish.28 The possibility, then, that the Spokane compound marker /3#/
represents a relic of the /#/ clausal subordinator is quite feasible.

A similar claim can be made for some of the compounds which lack /3/;
that is, a rule of compound formation may have resulted from the reanaylsis of
biclausal sentences, whose second clauses were nominalized predicates, as
monoclausal. Two aspects of syntax are relevant here: first, the fact that the
languages of the Southern Interior utilize nominalized predicates in certain types
of complement clauses;29 and second, that the languages of the Southern
Interior "are less likely to mark subordinate clauses by means of an introductory

particle or proclitic than are the other [Salishan] languages" (Kroeber 1991:146).

27Regardir1g the relevant clause types, refer to Kroeber (1991) pages 143 and 149
for Okanagan, pages 115 and 118 for Lillooet, and page 117 for Thompson.

28Synchrom'cally, the grammar of Spokane does mark certain subordinate clauses
with markers which are diachronically related to the proclitic /4/. Subordinate clauses
may be marked with the morphemes /+u?/ or /#i?¢/. These morphemes are also used
to mark noun phrases.

29Nominalized predicates are also employed in main clauses in the Southern
Interior languages.
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The form of sentences which comprise a main clause and a nominalized
subordinate clause closely resembles the form of many compounds. In fact
Kroeber (1991:159), remarking on such a compound, states:

Another aspectual construction found at least in Okanagan,

Kalispel, and Coeur d’Alene transparently originated as a

complement construction with nominalized complement. In

these languages, the sequence *way ‘finished’ ... + s-

Nom(inal) has become a sort of prefix instead of a syntactic

construction of verb plus complement clause.

Importantly, this same construction can be found in Spokane and is analyzed
herein as a compound form in which way functions not as a prefix but as the first
compound member.

These facts suggest the possibility that such syntactic structures have been
reanalyzed as lexical structures and that the rules responsible for them have been
analogically extended from syntax to the lexicon. Nevertheless, relying on the
reanalysis of biclausal sentences as monoclausal as the model for the formulation
of a rule of compounding cannot account for the numerous compounds which do
not reflect such a pattern. Others seem to reflect the argument relations specified
in subcategorization frames, others the appearance of noun phrases, and still

others the incorporation of an adjunct phrase. Examples which illustrate the

variability of structures involved are provided in (56)-(58) (repeated from (40),

30Kroeber (1991:159-160) provides an interesting explanation as to why such
forms became subject to reinterpretation. He also ambiguously identifies *way s- as
a prefix or compound element. Spokane way is not a prefix, but a Root which is
frequently selected for compounding.
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(51) and (55) above). In fact, the data set, albeit small, exibits a wide variety of
compound types which, if a reanalysis account is presumed, suggests that

numerous rules responsible for syntactic structures may have been extended

analogically to the lexicon.

(56) ‘?alpinq éwtn
[[?alp]v ¢ [nq"ewtn]y]y
[[lose] ¢ [whiskey]]

J?al-p-¢-n~/q"ew=tn

Vlose-Inch-Conn-LocVdrunk=Instr
He lost whiskey. (Carison and Flett 1989)

(57) sqlix¥scom’
[[sqelix™]y [sCom]y]n
[[man] [bone]]
svqel=mix"-s-/cCom’
Nom-/body-person-Nom-/boney
skeleton (Carlson and Flett 1989)

(58) k™tismyéw

[[k™tun],q [smyew]n]n

[[big] [mountain lion]]

Jk¥*tun-s-/myew

Vbig-Nom-/mountain lion

mountain lion, cougar (Carlson and Flett 1989)

Alternatively, Beard (1995) proposes the Unitary Grammatical Function
Hypothesis which states that a universal set of primitive grammatical functions is
available to both the lexicon and the syntactic component; consequently, L-

derivational rules and I-derivational rules are presumed to operate on the same

set of base-generated functions which are later marked by an integrated MS-
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component. Beard accounts for the fact that the same set of grammatical
functions are accessible to the lexicon and syntactic component by proposing an
adaptation of Botha’s (1980, 1981) Base Rule Theory in which a general
grammatical component, simply termed the base, "accounts for all the grammatical
relations of language common to syntax, inflection, and the lexicon" (Beard
1995:328).

Such functional L-derivations of the lexicon (as labeled by Beard) may
result in non-compound forms (for example, driver) or compound forms (for
example, truck driver) and may add a range of meaning to the base lexeme. Beard
contends that

The meaningful elements added by functional derivations are

grammatical relations: Subject, Object, Means, Locus, and so

on which are also the fundamental functions of the Case

categories Nominative, Accusative, Instrumental, and

Locative. (Beard 1995:306)

The linear sequencing of the lexical items which make up compounds is then
presumed to be determined by independent principles along the lines of "linear
precedence rules whose parameters are determined by the Head Spelling Default
and the language-specific ordering of head-modifiers" (Beard 1995:349). Beard
extends this hypothesis to include the idea that if the same set of grammatical
functions are available to both the lexicon and the syntax and if the grammatical
morphemes of both are provided by a single integrated spelling component, then

it would not be unusual to find the same morpheme marking the same function

for both levels. Beard (1995:312) asserts that in such cases the MS-component
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may "ignore the distinction between L- and [-derivation and mark only the
function in question." Such an explanation speaks nicely to the occurrence of the
/4/ marker of compounds which in Spokane diachronically may have served to
mark lexical as well as syntactic structures and in other langauges of the Southern
Interior synchronically still marks lexical as well as syntactic structures. The /&/
marker of Spokane can be viewed synchronically as a present-day lexical marker
as well as a relic of a syntactic marker.

Regardless of the final explanation for the origins of compound structures,
the synchronic source for Free Stem compounds can only be (a set of) operations
which occur in the lexicon, at least within the lexeme-based model decribed
herein. Since L-derivation can only take place in the lexicon, the option of
deriving compounds in the syntactic component is not available. Free Stem
compounding can be described as L-derivation formulated with respect to
grammatical relations. In one possible analysis, those relations (and their
grammatical structures) have been analogically extended from syntax to the
lexicon. In the other, those relations have always been available to both the

lexicon and syntactic component via a separate base component.

3.3.1.3 Synchronic analysis of Free Stem compounding
In order to accommodate the presence of compounds in Spokane, I
presume that the grammar of the language includes certain lexical operations

which combine lexemes for the purpose of creating new lexemes. With respect to
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Spokane, such an operation may represent an analogical extension of existing
syntactic rules to that of the lexicon; that is, syntactic constructions may have been
lexicalized resulting in the creation of new lexical items, that of compound
lexemes. Conversely, such an operation may represent the manipulation of base
structures in the lexicon, structures which are also available for manipulation in
the syntax. Regardless, it is not surprising that such operations have the familar
look of phrase structure rules, as for example [[ ]y [ ]n]n» but with properties
different from those of syntax. The structure of Free Stem compounds is a flat
structure as represented in (59). Observe that the Stem; and Stem, are

structurally distinct constituents and are adjoined within the Morphological Stem.

(59) [ms Prefixes [Free Stem]; [Free Stem], Suffixes ],

Like other L-derivations, Free Stem compounding is lexeme formation; it is
effected by a class of operations which occur in the lexicon to relate one lexeme
to another in terms of some change(s) in the grammatical representation of the
lexeme. This type of lexical operation can be viewed as one which refers to two
bases>! and operates primarily (but not solely) at the level of grammatical
relations "to specify the internal constituency of lexical categories and optionally
their heads" (Anderson 1992:299). The Stems of the bases used in compounding

typically lack affixation which is uncontroversially identified as inflectional (at least

31Recall that a base is a complete lexeme (having syntax, semantics and sound)
or a syntactico-semantically defined set of lexemes.
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to the extent that such affixation is syntactically engaged). This conforms to the
assumptions of strict modularity whereby syntactic information is not available to
the lexicon.32 Subsequent to compounding, this newly formed lexeme may be
subjected to L- and I-derivation, the output of which enters the MS-component.

As mentioned above in section 3.1, the focus of morphological spelling
operations is the lexeme, or base, which is “the confluence of the g, p, and r
features." The MS-component, then, is presumed to perform spelling operations
from this base outward. Although Beard (1995) does not discuss the implications
of this theoretical point for compounds, it is reasonable to extend his remarks to
the spell-out of compounds. Not surprisingly, compounds incur additional
complexity for the MS-component to the extent that the spelling mechanism of the
MS-component must simultaneously attend to two inner lexemes, that is two
distinct confluences of features, before attending to the features of the compound
lexeme. It seems reasonable to assume that, at some point prior to the
application of the spelling operations pertaining to the compound lexeme, these
inner lexemes are submitted to the phonological component and their p-
representations actually modified in accordance with the rules of the

phonology.33 This is in line with the claim of Anderson (1992:293) that

327his is not completely true since it is possible for high-frequency, regularly
inflected forms to be listed in the lexicon. For a discussion of this issue, see
Stemburger and MacWhinney (1988).

33Perhaps this is a consequence of the language system itself to the extent that
once the morphological spelling mechanism has reached the Morphological Stem
limit of a p-representation, that Stem immediately enters the phonology proper.



118

There is every reason to believe that the stems combined, as

lexical items, will already have undergone rules at various

levels; but a newly formed compound might itself then be

subject to phonological adjustments....
As such, I stipulate that each inner Stem of the p-representation of a compound
lexeme is phonologically complete to the extent that it displays full vowel(s), a
preliminary determination of primary stress (which is signaled herein by an
underscore), and perhaps other phonological effects; each also lacks internal
structure. Significantly, the prefixal and suffixal material relevant to the
grammatical features of the compound lexeme reflect the fact that the p-
representation of the compound lexeme as a whole has yet to enter the
phonological component. In the interest of maintaining strict modularity, the MS-
component is, then, probably best understood as a sub-component of the
phonology proper, as suggested by Beard (1995).

As with other types of derivation, then, compounding is viewed as separate
from the morphological means of marking it; that is, the changes specified by
derivation are distinct from any phonological changes which may be triggered by
the features provided by such derivation. If phonological changes are specified,
they are, therefore, effected by morphological spelling operations. This brings us
back to the theoretical position of Anderson (1992) which requires that the
motivation for positing non-phonological word-internal structure can not be the

mere fact that a derivational operation has applied to create a word, but rather
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the fact that the structure in question is referred to by a morphological spelling
operation. The relevant question to put to the data is then: Is there any evidence
to establish that the Stem members of a Free Stem compound are legitimate
constituents within the p-representation of a Spokane lexeme? And the answer
seems to be yes.

The structure created by Free Stem compound formation is referred to by
a morphological spelling operation which modifies the structured Stems by
positioning a /3/ between them.3* Anderson (1992) reminds us that many
languages have operations that perform such changes. I propose the
representation in (60) as the morphological spelling operation available in the
grammar of Spokane which makes reference to the structure of Free Stem

compounds:3 3

(60) [[XIN[YIWIn —> [[XIN¥[Y]nIn

Representational differences among the various operations differ only with respect
to the lexical category subscripts.

Recalling the examples presented in (40)-(55), an objection to the

34,¢ present, the structural status of /4/ as an adjoined element remains unclear.
Since Free Stem compounds lack a Head constituent (see discussion below), neither
Stem seems more appropriate for adjunction. For now, I simply locate /#/ between
the two Stems and make no further claims regarding its structural relationships to
Stem, and Stem,.

35The realization rule in (60) is modeled after a Word Formation Rule proposed
in Anderson (1992:297) for German.
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representation in (60) might be the unexceptional presence of /#/. In response to
such an objection, let me first say that the complementarity of the two sounds /s/
and /#/ cannot be accounted for by positing a choice between phonemes within the
rule itself (e.g., { /s/ or /#/ }), as the basis for phoneme choice would be
indeterminable. Furthermore, it is unlikely that the surface form of a Free Stem
compound depends on the presence or absence of the /s/ Nominal marker as
suggested by Carlson (1990), since an initial /s/ in the second member may or may
not be identifiable as /s/ Nominal. The data in Carlson and Flett (1989) include at
least two examples in which the /s/ of the second member is not necessarily
analyzable, even diachronically, as the /s/ Nominal marker. In (61a) the /s/ may be
analyzed (at least diachronically) as the first sound of the Diminutive reduplicant
and in (61b) as the first sound of the Distributive reduplicant.30
(61a) ntfek™sésm’Ts goldenrod < [[nfek™] [sésmTs]]

(61b) K Tsx™six™tmis He adopted a child. < [[K™ul] [sx"six"1t] mntas]

A more plausible explanation for the presence or absence of /#/ lies in the
general patterning of sounds in Spokane. The data indicate that Spokane tends to
avoid sequences in which certain segments precede a coronal fricative in derived
environments. As a result, it is unusual to see, for example, the sequences /n#/,

/ns/, or /4s/.37 Viewed in this way, the distribution of /#/ and /s/ is simply a

36Both E. Czaykowska-Higgins (p.c.) and A. Mattina (p.c.) suggest that this may
be an antigemination effect (that is, ss — s); this may be so, but see (47) above.

3 7However, the reverse sequences [¢n], [sn], and [s¢] are commonly attested even
in derived environments.
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consequence of the phonotactics of the language. The /#/, positioned between the
Stems, is necessarily lost in the event that the second member of the compound
begins with /s/. On my view, then, it poses no problem to include /#/ in
representations which define such morphological spelling operations, as the
absence of this sound in this structural position can be predicted phonologically.

Free Stem compounds may undergo L- and I-derivation subsequent to
compounding. As with non-compounds, the morphological spelling operations
triggered by L- and I-derivational features preserve the structural integrity of the
compound Stems, spelling out the bound affixes in the Prefixal and Suffixal
domains of the Morphological Stem.38 Regarding the issue of a morphological
Head, it seems to be the case that Free Stem compounds lack a Head constituent.
While the spelling operation which realizes the /4/ marker does attend to and
preserve the structural integrity of the two Stems, it does not provide any evidence
that either Stem is specified as the Head. What is required are forms which
indicate that one (or more) type(s) of reduplication (discussed in section 3.2.1
above) reference such a Head. Unlike the data set of non-compounds, that of
Free Stem compounds does not include one example in which a morphological
Head is clearly referenced by such spelling operations.

This is not to suggest that Free Stem compounds do not display the
morphophonological effects of reduplication; approximately eight words bear such

marking. Consider the forms provided below. Observe that the forms in (62)

38with the exception of the infix /2?/ Plural.
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display reduplicants on the Stem, of each compound. In (62a) the phonological
effects of Diminutive and Distributive are present on the Stem,; in (62b) that of
Out-of-Control reduplication is present on the Stem,. Interestingly, the exact same
Stem, which appears in (62b) (reduplicant and all) has also been incorporated into
the structure of three other Free Stem compounds (accounting then for four of
the eight compounds which display reduplication).

(62a) Cstppx px™at She is not aging gracefully. (Black 1995a)

(62b) cnkK“is?acCx I went to look on.  (Carlson and Flett 1989)

Now consider the fact that the forms in (63) display the marks of reduplication on
the Stem, of the compound. In (63a) the phonological effects of Distributive
reduplication are present on the Stem,, while in (63b) that of Out-of-Control

reduplication is present on the Stem,.

(63a) sx"Ix"IsCem’éye?  field mouse (Carlson and Flett 1989)

(63b) yaft¥sqélix” He’s afraid of people. (Carlson and Flert 1989)

I hypothesize that the reason for the positional variabilty of the reduplicants rests
on the fact that the p-representations of the Stems associated with the lexemes
selected for compounding already included the reduplicants prior to compounding.
Any attempt on my part to elicit these eight forms without the reduplicants has
met with failure. In addition, any request to add reduplicants to Free Stem
compounds which lack them has been met with confusion on the part of the

speaker. Consequently, I leave the constituents found within the Free Stem
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compound unmarked for Headedness.

Returning now to the data set, I present morphological representations for
a representative sample of the compounds discussed above. In view of the fact
that phonological rules are presumed to have applied to the Stem of each inner
lexeme prior to the application of the spelling operations pertaining to the
features of the compound lexeme, these morphological representations are
presented so that Stem, and Stem, reflect that assumption.:"9

The forms in (64) and (65) are verbal compounds which show the presence
and absence of the /#/ compounding marker, respectively. Recall that the absence
of /#/ is predictable due to the occurrence of /s/ as the initial sound in the second
member. There is no evidence to suggest that these compound lexemes were
subjected to L- or I-derivation at the lexical category level subsequent to
compounding. Regarding (65), however, the presence of the proclitic /&n/
positioned within the Prefixal domain of the Morphological Stem indicates that
syntactic features at the phrase level triggered morphological spelling.
(64) “?alping“éwtn

[[?alp)y ¢ [nq“ewtn]y]y
[[lose] ¢ [whiskey]]

[msl ?alip ]; ¢ [ nq¥ewtn L]y

Jat-p-¢-n~/q*ew=tn
JVlose-Inch-Conn-Locv/drunk=Instr
He lost whiskey. (Carlson and Flett 1989)

39The presence of syntactic category labels for the various levels of affixation in
the representations which follow is not intended to suggest that the category
membership of each base is preserved.
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(65) &nk™is?accx

¢n [[K¥en]y [s?acCx]y]y
[[try] [look at]]

[ms €n [ K¥en ], ¥ [ s?7acCX Llys
¢n VK¥en-s-/?ac(+C)x

1sgIntrS Jtry-Nom-v/look at(+OC)
I went to look on.  (Carlson and Flett 1989)

The forms in (66) and (67) are nominal compounds which possess a verbal (left)
member. Example (66) displays the /3/ marker, while (67) does not due to the
occurrence of /s/ as the initial sound of the second member. While both
compound lexemes may have been subjected to subsequent derivation, neither
form displays any grammatical morphemes which might express such derivation.
(66) n?eptc?in’c

[[n?ep]y ¥ [C2in¢]y]

[[wipe inside] + [gun])

[ms[ n?ep’ J; [ N L]ys

n-J/?ep-¢~/c?=in¢

Loc-Jwipe-Conn-/?=weapon
guncloth (Carlson 1990)

(67) lapsix“ép

[[laplv [stx"ep]n]x
[[emerge] [hole in the bottom]]

[msl 1ap ], ¢ [ stx"ep Llus

Jlap-s—/¥ax"=ep
Jemerge-Nom-/opened=bottom
hemorrhoids (Carlson and Flett 1989)
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The forms in (68) and (69) are nominal compounds, neither of which displays the
/t/ marker, as is expected due to the presence of /s/ as the initial consonant of the
second member. Again there is no evidence to suggest that that these compound
lexemes were subjected to derivation subsequent to compounding.
(68) stfanscnékx”

[stfan]y [sCnelx*]y]y

[[antelope] [hide]]

[ms[ st¥an ]; ¢ [ scnex™ Llms

s-/tfan-s-/tn=elx"

Nom-/?-Nom-/?=hide
antelope hide (Carlson 1990)

(69) tamsk™ést

[tam],4 [sk™est]y]n
[[not] [namel]]

[msl tam ], [ sk™est J]ys

Jtam-s-/k"es-t

Jnot-Nom-v/name-Stat

He has no name. (Carlson and Flett 1989)

The fact that the compounds presented above may not have been subjected
to derivational operations subsequent to compounding does not indicate that L-
and I-derivational operations cannot apply to compound lexemes. Certain
examples in Carlson (1990) clearly illustrate that compound lexemes are routinely
subjected to derivation. This is transparently obvious to the extent that the p-

representation of a compound lexeme displays the morphophonological reflexes,

bound grammatical morphemes, triggered by the presence of certain grammatical
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features provided by derivation. L-derivations may alter the grammatical
representation of lexemes to include a category change, to convert it from an
intransitive verb to a transitive verb, as well as other modifications; such
grammatical features are often realized as bound affixes by the morphological
spelling mechanism. Likewise, I-derivations provide the morphosyntactic features
which are also often realized as bound affixes.

Together the forms in (70) and (71) serve to illustrate that L-derivation
may apply to a compound triggering the realization of bound affixes, in this case
the /s/ Nominal marker prefixed to the p-representation within the Morphological
Stem of the compound lexeme. The example in (70) is a simple verbal
compound. The form in (71) employs the same verbal compound; however, this
form is lexically a noun due to L-derivation subsequent to compounding. When
the lexeme entered the MS-component, the grammatical category feature provided
by L-derivation triggered the realization of the /s/ Nominal marker.

(70) fapsqélix®™

[[faplv [sqelix”]n]v
[[shoot] [person]]

[msl tap ]1 ¢ [ sqelix™ L lus

Jtap-s-/qel=mix"
Jshoot-Nom-/body=person
He shot a man. (Carlson and Flett 1989)
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(71) stapsqélix”

[ s [[faplv [sqelix™n]vin
[[shoot] [person]]

[ms s [ fap ], ¢ [ sqelix™ Llus

s—/tap-s-/qel=mix"

Nom-/shoot-Nom~/body=person

Indian tradition of shooting a gun at midnight on Christmas Eve

(Carlson and Flent 1989)

The forms in (72) and (73) more clearly illustrate the fact that, as with non-
compounds, the derivation of compounds relates one lexeme to another.
Regarding (72), observe that the only phonological change to which the p-
representation of the compound lexeme has been subjected is the addition of the
/¥/ marker. The form in (73) indicates that this compound lexeme was selected
for L-derivation, effectively altering the grammatical representation to create a
new transitive (and still compound) lexeme. The grammatical representation of
this lexeme was then subjected to I-derivation, by which it acquired various
morphosyntactic features. This compound lexeme then entered the MS-

component where the morphophonological reflexes of various grammatical

features acquired in derivation were realized as the bound suffixes.

(72) nfkK¥iXaqgne?
[[ntuk™]y ¢ [X'agne?]y]y
[[be laid inside] ¢ [pocket]]

[msl nfuk™ ], ¥ [ X'aqne? J,]ys
n-/tuk™-¢-/X'aq=ene?

Loc-vbe laid-Conn-v?=ear
It’s laid in one’s pocket. (Carlson 1990)
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(73) ntkKiX’aqne?mis

[{[nfuk™]y ¢ [Xaqne?]y]y mntas]y

[[be laid inside] ¢ [pocket]]

[sl nfuK™ ], # [ Xagne? 1, mntos Jys

n-/tuk™-¢~/X'aq=ene?-m-n-t-as

Loc-/be laid-Conn-/?=ear-TransDer-Ctr-Tr-3TrS

He put it in his (or someone else’s) pocket. (Carlson 1990)
The forms in (74)-(76) serve as additional examples. In (74) and (75), the p-
representations of the compound lexemes have been altered morphophono-
logically to correlate with a transitive verb as well as with the relevant
morphosyntactic features. In (76), the p-representation has been altered to
correlate with an intransitive verb marked for Nonperfective. Note the absence of
the /4/ marker in these examples, a consequence of the occurrence of /s/ as the
initial consonant of the second member.
(74) Xe wilspiX'nx”

X'e [[[wayly [sp'aX]yv]y ntax"]y
{[finish] [bare]]

Xe [nsl Wiy 1y # [ spiX’ ], ntox™ ]y

X’e Jway-s-/paX-n-t-ax”
ready Viinish-Nom-vbare-Ctr-Tr-2sgTrS
You already finished disassembling it. (Carlson 1990)

(75) K“Tsq“sé?mis
[[[K™uf]y [sq”se?]y], ntas)y
[[make] [boy]]

[ms[ K™uf ], ¥ [ sq¥se? ], mntas [y
JK"ul-s-/q"se?-m-n-t-as

Jmake-Nom-/?-Trans-Der-Ctr-Tr-3TtS
He adopted a bay. (Carlson 1990)



129
(76) hescce?rsp?isi

[hec [[Ece?r]y [sp?us]y], mal]y

[[ache] [heart]]

[ms hec [ Ece?r ], ¢ [ spTus ], ma s

hec-é-s/'c’e(?)r-s-sfp?us-mam

Act-Loc-V/ache(Inch)-Nom-vheart-Nonperf

His heart is aching. (Carlson and Flett 1989)

A final example serves to illustrate the fact that Free Stem compound
formation is a recursive process to the extent that compound lexemes themselves
may be subjected to the compounding process. Anderson (1992) and Bybee
(1985), among others, contend that compounds are lexical items. More
specifically, Bybee (1985:106) states that,

Even though compounding may be productive in the sense

that new compounds are freely created, the results of the

compounding process are lexicalized.

As lexemes, these Free Stem compounds are stored in the lexicon. Once listed in
the lexicon, a compound lexeme is then a potential candidate for Free Stem
compounding. Consider the form in (77). This Free Stem compound comprises

two Stems, the second of which is itself analyzable as the compound which bears

the /s/ Nominal marker, [yss[pul], ¢ [C?ulix"],]\s.

40The quality of this Root vowel has yet to be determined. It is equally plausible
that the underlying vowel is schwa.
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(77)  KisplicPalix®

[[K¥en]y [spultc'?ulix™],]y
[[try] [kill deer]]

[ms[ K™en ]; + [ spultculix™ J;]us

JK*¥en-s-/pul-+-/c?=ulix”

Jiry-Nom-/kill-Conn-/?-ground

He went 10 go kill a deer. He went deer-killing. (Carlson 1990)
Important to mention is the fact that this second member is not represented as
having any internal structure. This is consistent with the assumption that, at some
point prior to the application of the spelling operations pertaining to the features
of the compound lexeme, these inner lexemes are submitted to the phonological

component and their p-representations modified in accordance with the rules of

the phonology.

3.3.2 Bound Stem compounds

Next we consider the class of forms here identified as Bound Stem
compounds. This discussion includes a description of the facts (Section 3.3.2.1), a
diachronic view of the development of Bound Stems (Section 3.3.2.2) and a

synchronic analysis of the compounding process (Section 3.3.2.3).

3.3.21 Description of the facts
Bound Stem compounding is a type of lexeme formation in which a lexeme

which possesses a Free Stem and a lexeme which possesses a Bound Stem are
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combined to form a compound lexeme. Bound Stems are those which cannot
occur independently of Free Stems; as such, these Bound Stems are usually
analyzed as affixes and bear the traditional label lexical affixes in the literature.
The data set under consideration includes approximately 1500 forms.41

Included in the category of lexical affixes are approximately one hundred
bound forms which typically contribute nominal or locative information to a word.
Carlson (1990) tells us that the semantic range of a lexical affix "may be fairly
limited, as with =axn arm, or broad enough to include a range of reference, as
with =ice? skin, hide, blanket, shell and =esSn’ knobbed object, rounded object,
berry, fruit, rock, forehead" (p.74).42 He also notes that there are very few
prefixes in the class of lexical affixes.

Carlson (1990) explains that lexical affixes join with a Root ("or a root
extended by a small set of grammatical suffixes" (p.74)) to form a complex Stem.
Examples of lexical affixes in context are provided below; lexical suffixes are
preceded by the symbol = , while lexical prefixes are followed by the symbol = .

Each of the forms in (78)-(80) comprises a plain Root followed by a lexical

suffix; no grammatical morphemes have been affixed to this complex. In each

41'I'hjs number excludes all forms which show any degree of reanalysis;
consequently, of the 2150 forms which can be analyzed diachronically or
synchronically as containing a lexical affix, approximately 650 forms have been
excluded from this discussion of Bound Stem compounds. The 650 forms have been
included in a discussion of structural reanalysis provided in Chapter 5.

42Despite the fact that multiple glosses may be associated with a particular lexical
affix, only one gloss has been cited on the gloss line for each such form.



132

case the lexical suffix provides information as to the location of the event or state.

(78) ?emtis
JImut=us
Jsit=fire
He sat at the fire.  (Carlson and Flett 1989)

(79) ?emk™écst
Jmak¥=eést
Jskinned=hand
She skinned her hand. (Carlson and Flett 1989)

(80) pXqin

Jpax'=qin

vbe bare=head

He’s hatless. (Carlson and Flett 1989)
The forms in (81)-(82) are representative of the lexical prefixes presumed to be
productive for Spokane. Again, no grammatical morphemes have been affixed to
the Root plus lexical affix complex in these forms. Unlike the suffixes which
appear in the examples above, these prefixes do not necessarily contribute
nominal or locative information. Although the lexical prefixes of (81) and (82)
may be analyzed as expressing nominal and locational meaning, that of (83) seems
to function attributively. It may be the case, however, that (83) expresses a
locative notion to the extent that a state of being (in this case, poor little) may be
a metaphorical extension of location.
(81) pu?alik

pu?=Valik

spouse=JAlex

She is Alex’s wife.  (Carlson 1972a)
(82) “?Teptcitx™

?ept=Jeitx”

have=Jhouse
He has a house. (Carlson 1972a)
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(83) smttwit
sm’ =t-J/twit
poor little=Dim-vboy
He'’s a poor little boy. (Carlson 1972)

Interestingly, there are numerous examples which demonstrate that
additional lexical affixes may be incorporated into a Root plus lexical affix
complex. Consider the forms in (84) and (85). The form in (84a) displays a Root
followed by only one lexical suffix =atq, while the form in (84b) displays this Root
plus lexical suffix complex augmented by the lexical suffix =etp.

(84a) stsatq

s-JtiS=aiq

Nom-/sweet=fruit

huckleberry  (Carlson and Flett 1989)

(84b) st'Siqéip

s-/TiS=atq=eip

Nom-/sweet=fruit=plant

huckleberry bush (Carlson and Flett 1989)

Likewise, the forms in (85) and (86) illustrate the same point. The Root plus
lexical suffix complex in (85a) underlies the formation of the form found in (85b).
In this case, the Root plus lexical suffix complex has been augmented with the
lexical prefix sx”= Agentive as illustrated in (85b).

(85a) qi?sqéaxe?

Jqay =sqaxe?

Jmark=animal

a brand on an animal (Carlson and Flett 1989)

(85b) sx*qi?sqaxe?
sx¥=Jqay =sqaxe?

Agentive=Jmark=animal
one who brands (Carlson and Flett 1989)
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Similarly, the Root plus lexical suffix complex in (86a) underlies the formation of
the form found in (86b). In this case, the Root plus lexical suffix complex has
been augmented with the lexical prefix 2ul= Collective as illustrated in (86b).
(86a) Csis

JCas=us

Jbad=face

He’s ugly. (Black 1995a)

(86b) ?uilsis

ut={Cas=us

Col=Jbad=face

group of ugly people (Black 1995a)

The data set does not contain any examples which demonstrate that lexical suffixes
can be added to Stems comprising a lexical prefix.

While forms with one lexical suffix are numerous, those with two lexical
suffixes are less common. Forms comprising three or more lexical suffixes are
extremely rare. Nevertheless, a survey of the data reveals that lexical suffixes can
occur in groups of three.43 The form in (87) serves as an example of those
forms which contain three lexical suffixes. While lexical suffixes may co-occur in a
form, there is no evidence that lexical prefixes can cooccur. The data set does not
contain even one form comprising two or more lexical prefixes, suggesting that the
maximum number of lexical prefixes realized in a single word may be one.

(87) n?ayu?tgné?¢x™
n-/7ay =ewt=qgin=e(?)tx"

Loc-/sit (pl.)=scattered=head=house(P])
They were sitting at the head of the village. (Carison and Flett 1989)

43The data set includes one reanalyzed form which, diachronically speaking, can
be traced to four lexical suffixes. For discussion, see Chapter 5.
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Many Root plus lexical suffix complexes occur with bound grammatical
prefixes and/or suffixes which appear ‘outside’ the complex. These facts suggest
that Stems comprising a Root plus lexical suffix complex have been subjected to
subsequent morphological spelling to produce the Stems provided in (88).

(88a) n?uk”cintx”

n-/?2uk¥=cin-n-t-ax"

Loc~/bring=food-Ctr-Tr-2sgTrS

You brought food to him.  (Carison 1990)

(88b) cyecx"K“élpi

¢n hec—/x"ak™=elp-ma

1sgIntrS Act-/clean=floor-NonPerf

I am sweeping the floor. (Carlson and Flett 1989)

(88c) hecxméncéstn

hec-/xm=enc-s-t-an

Act-JVlike=stomach-Caus-Tr-1sgTrS

I liked it. (Carlson and Flett 1989)

The data available for Root plus lexical prefix complexes are less clearcut. As the
data on lexical prefixes is extremely limited, it is only possible to make some
preliminary observations as to their status within the grammar. The data available
suggest that such Stems are not commonly selected for derivation beyond that
which is marked by the lexical prefix. Consider the forms in (89)-(91). Since
related forms appear with the suffix and without the prefix (as in the (a)
exampies) but not the reverse, it is likely that the Stems which appear in the (a)
examples have been subjected to subsequent morphological spelling to produce

the Stems with lexical prefixes which appear in the (b) examples. In (89b) and

(90b), the prefix marks an Agentive nominal; in (91b) the prefix marks the spousal
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relationship between the taker and the one taken.

(89a)

(89b)

(90a)

(90b)

(91a)

(91b)

q™am

vtaq®-m

Vsew-Mid

She sewed something. (Carlson and Flert 1989)

sx"tq*am

sx"=Jtaq"-m

Agentive=sew-Mid

one who sews / tailor (Carlson and Flett 1989)

welmscit?4

Jv/(e)f-m’-s-t—sut45
JToolish(Rep)-Mid-Caus-Tr-Refl

He did something foolish. (Carlson and Flett 1989)

sx"wefm’scit

sx" =JWw(e)l-m’-s-t-sut
Agentive=oolish(Rep)-Mid-Caus-Tr-Refl
adulterer (Carlson and Flett 1989)

k"ném

Jk¥an-m

Jtake-Mid

He took something. (Carlson and Flett 1989)

pu?k*ném

pu?=Jk%an-m

spouse =take-Mid

He or she took a spouse.  (Carlson and Flett 1989)

Lexical affixes also display an interesting pattern with respect to Head-

44The glottalization which appears on the resonants in (90a-b) is a consequence
of Repetitive reduplication.

45The underlying quality of this Root vowel has yet to be determined. It is
equally plausible that it is /i/ or /3/.
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referencing operations. While the data set is replete with Root plus lexical affix
complexes which display the morphophonological effects of reduplication, the
pattern displayed by those forms indicates that lexical affixes are never selected as
the Head. Consider the forms comprising a Root plus lexical suffix complex
provided in (92)-(94). In each pair the (a) examples are plain forms and the (b)
examples are reduplicated forms based on the same Stem as the corresponding (a)
forms. The form in (92b) displays the Diminutive, that in (93b) the Distributive,
and that in (94b) the Out-of-Control reduplicant. Observe that in each case the

putative Root has been selected as the Head.

(92a) ck™in'é
Jeak¥=in'¢
Jpull=weapon
a bow (Carlson and Flett 1989)

(92b) cck*in’¢
c+Jcak¥=in¢
Dim+Jpull=weapon
a short bow (Carlson and Flett 1989)

(93a) scu?sin
s-/cu?=sin
Nom-v?=foot
foot  (Carlson and Flett 1989)

(93b) scu?c’u?sin
s-cu?+Jcu?=sin
Nom-Dist+J?=foot
feet  (Carlson and Flett 1989)



(94a)

(94b)
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ntk™a+q™rt40

n~/tak” =atq™ It

Loc-v/set down=throat

It lies in the mouth. (Carlson and Flett 1989)

ntkKY K atq Tt

n-/?ak" +K"=atq It

Loc~/set down+ OC=throat

It accidentally fell in the mouth.  (Carlson and Flett 1989)

Now consider the forms comprising a Root plus lexical prefix complex provided in

(95)-(96). Since the data set does not include the plain forms, only the

reduplicated forms are provided. The form in (95) displays the Distributive and

that in (96) the Out-of-Control reduplicant. Observe that in each case the putative

Root has been selected as the Head.

(%5)

(%6)

mn'¢l4ilis

mn’ =+il+3il-n-t-as

between legs=Dist+/sprinkle-Ctr-Tr-3TrS

He sprinkled blood between her legs. (Carlson 1990)

snk™ K™ arr

s-nkK™¢=VvK*uf +f

Nom-together with=Jmake+OC

marriage partner (Carlson and Flett 1989)

461 am uncertain as to the source of the glottalization which appears on the /I/
in (94a-b).
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3.3.2.2 Diachronic view of Bound Stem compounding

The works of Egesdal (1981), Mattina (1987b) and Carlson (1990) together
have established that, in many cases, lexical affixes can be historically traced to
independent nouns as well as to lexical items of other catcgories.47 Egesdal
(1981), using data from Coast and Interior Salishan languages from a variety of
sources, locates the origin of Salishan lexical suffixes in noun-incorporation (i.e.,
noun-verb compounding). He argues his case by demonstrating how closely the
Salishan facts conform to the ‘universals’ of noun incorporation proposed by
Mardirussian (1975) and by establishing the similarities between the relics of
Muskogean noun incorporation (as discussed in Haas 1978) and the facts of
Salishan lexical suffixes. He concludes by expressing the need for "more evidence
to substantiate the eytmological link" between lexical suffixes and independent
nouns. This work then serves as a springboard for subsequent studies on the
source of lexical affixes. Mattina (1987b) advances the research program by
providing evidence that, in the languages of the Salishan family generally, lexical
affixes are indeed historically related to independent nouns. He documents the
synchronic link between 37 lexical suffixes and their respective independent nouns;
furthermore, he identifies 15 lexical prefixes and establishes nominal
correspondences for half of them. Carlson (1990), working exclusively with

Spokane data, takes this task further by establishing that the source of lexical

47Although documentation and analysis of forms which contain lexical affixes is
abundant for Salishan languages generally, research as to the history and present
status of lexical affixes is still in the early stages.
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affixes extends beyond independent nouns to include both nominal and non-
nominal independent lexical items.

Regarding the development of lexical suffixes, Carlson (1990) views forms
which contain such affixes as "parallelling the structure of compounds" and
contends that there are two types of Root and lexical affix combinations in
Spokane: VN and MN combinations. He proposes that their course of
development proceeded in a variety of ways."'8 Some such affixes lost their
initial consonant(s). Such is the case for many lexical suffixes, a few of which are
provided in (97):

(97a) =ene? ‘ear, surface’ from the noun téne? ‘ear’;
(97b) =elix” person’ from the noun sqélix” ‘Indian, man’; and,

(97c) =ulix" ground, dirt, earth’ from the noun stilix" ‘ground, dirt, earth’.

Another course in the development of lexical suffixes resulted from the fact
that the /#/ compound marker had been reanalyzed as the initial segment of the
second member of a compound. The examples in (98) serve to illustrate this
point:

(98a) =+tums ‘person’ related forms not yet attested in Spokane;
(98b) =¢#niw't ‘side’ related forms not yet attested in Spokane; and,

(98c) =tcey ‘wrine’ related to the form tcéy wrinate’.

48The examples which follow can be found in Carlson (1990) and/or Carlson and
Flett (1989).
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The fact that forms related to the lexical suffixes in (98a-b) have yet to be attested
is not surprising given the fact that the data currently available for Spokane was
not collected with this research program in mind.

Other lexical suffixes demonstrate a third course of development in which
the positioning of a vowel before the putative /s/ Nominal marker of the second
member of a compound or before the putative /3/ compound marker (after
reanalysis as initial segment of the second member) occurred. Such suffixes also
indicate that the vowel originally present in that member was lost. Examples are

provided in (99) and (100):

(99a) =eslK™ wood’ related to the Root luK™ ‘stick of wood’;

(99b) =esSn’ ‘small round objects related to the word ssén’s ‘stone’;

(100a) =edc'e? inside of body, animal’ possibly related to the Root ¢?
(meaning undetermined) which is found in the form c?ulix" whitetailed

deer’, among others; and,

(100b) =atq™It ‘throat’ as in the form tk™aiq™tn ‘neckiie’.

Interestingly, the data set also indicates that allomorphs of the same lexical suffix
may have developed from compounds which incorporated a non-nominalized Stem
as well as a nominalized version of the same Stem. Consequently, one allomorph
contains what corresponds to the putative /#/ compound marker and another
contains what corresponds to the putative /s/ Nominal marker. Compare the

example in (100b) to that in (101):
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(101) =asq™1t / asqlt throat’ as in the form sx“’masq’lt49 greasewood.
It is likely that these allomorphs are related to the form q*1q"élt ‘He talked 50
These data nicely reflect the fact that both nominalized and non-nominalized
Stems are appropriate candidates for compounding; as such, their parallel
development as lexical suffixes is not surprising.

Another set of lexical suffixes also exhibits the positioning of a vowel before
the second member of a compound; however, in this case there is no /#/ or /s/
present. Such suffixes also display Root vowel loss. The examples in (102)

illustrate this development.

(102a) =ewt ‘boat, conveyance’ related to the form s'qu’wi‘}5 1 ferry (boat)’;
(102b) =atq fruit, berry, race, game’ related to the form staq ‘valley serviceberry’,

and,
(102c) =etk™ water’ related to the form hi tak™ Jt’s muggy’.

And finally some lexical suffixes developed from the second members of

1n this particular form, the lexical suffix has lost the labialization on the uvular
consonant.

504. Mattina (1987b) identifies two Halkomelem nouns related to this lexical
suffix: sq*3ltal front of neck with an alternative pronunciation of sq™3l4al; and q¥al#€
make breathy noise. Based on these correspondences, it seems reasonable to posit
a relationship between Spokane’s lexical suffixes =atq™1t and =asq™1t/=asqlt and the
Spokane words based on the Stem q”elt, despite the absence of glottalization on [q¥]
of that Stem. I have yet to investigate the phonological development of this Stem
and the processes responsible for the deglottalization.

31Carison and Flett (1989) note that, in another dialect of the Spokane-Kalispel-
SéliS continuum, the word for ferry boat is stqéw¢, which displays phonological
changes that exactly match those of the lexical suffix =ewd.
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compounds without consonant loss or vowel addition. The examples in (103)
serve to illustrate. Observe that the suffix in (103b) has incurred the loss of a
vowel.

(103a) =cin ‘mouth, lips, speech, tongue, food’ related to Root can ‘hum, speak
softly’;

(103b) =tn Instrumental related to the Root tel ‘placed (as for storage or
safekeeping)’; and

(103c) =sin foot, leg’ related to the Root $an ‘accompany’.

Although the development of lexical prefixes does not seem as varied as
that of lexical suffixes, such an assessment remains tentative since "the survey and
comparison of lexical prefixes lags behind that of lexical suffixes" (Mattina 1987b).
Minimally, the development of lexical prefixes in Spokane entails two things: the
loss of a vowel originally present in an initial compound member; and/or, the
analysis of the /#/ compound marker as the final sound of an initial compound
member. The forms in (104) serve as examples:

(104a) sx"= Agentive asin sx"t£q*am ‘ailor, one who sews’ and related to the

Root Vsux" ‘know, understand, be acquainted with’); and
(104b) nK™¥= ‘together with, as one’ as in snK“K“ifT ‘marriage partner’

(related to the Root Vnk™u? ‘one’).

Despite the fact that these putative affixes share a common historical
development, that is to say they can be traced to the Stems of independently
occurring lexemes, these affixes do not synchronically comprise a unified class of

linguistic phenomena. The semantics and phonological patterns associated with
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these forms indicate that, while most have maintained their lexical status as the p-
representations of lexemes, albeit as bound forms, others have lost their status as
the p-representations of lexemes and have developed into bound affixes which
mark grammatical categories. As an example, consider the fact that while forms
like =cin express a range of cognitive meaning (in this case mouth, lips, speech,
tongue, food, edge) which cannot be reduced to grammatical categories, forms like
sx"= and =tn simply mark the grammatical functions Agentive and Instrumental,
respectively. Furthermore, while the phonological patterns associated with forms
like =cin indicate that they have maintained their status as structurally
independent Stems, the phonological patterns associated with forms like =tn
indicate that they do not have status as structurally independent Stems; rather
they pattern with other suffixes.

On my view, the development of lexical affixes represents an analogical
readjustment and redefinition of what were at an earlier stage Free Stem
compounds. As mentioned above in Section 3.3.1.3, Free Stem compounds are
listed in the lexicon. As such, these bases are stored with their internally-
structured compound Stems, not unlike the case for idiomatic phrases. Once in
the lexicon, however, these bases are subject to phonological, grammatical and
semantic change. Important for our purposes is the fact that the compound Stems
of these bases routinely undergo morphological reanalysis (which entails the
specification of a Head constituent, as is evidenced by the presence of

reduplicated material) and phonological reanalysis (whereby certain sounds are
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added, deleted, or even reorganized with respect to the structured members of the
compounds, as is evidenced by the varying shapes of the lexical affixes witnessed
above). Such reanalysis can be viewed as a consequence of analogical change
motivated perhaps by a propensity to update the output of L-derivational
operations which produce compounds (Bynon 1977); that is, on analogy with the
existing morphological structure of Spokane non-compounds (which, as you recall,
is an adjoined structure with the Morphological Root as the Head of that
structure), the p-representation of a lexicalized Free Stem compound may be
modified so as to realign it with the prototypical p-representation which specifies a
Head constituent. A consequence of this reanalysis is that the relationship
between a compound Stem member and its related independent Stem becomes
opaque and, further, that that compound Stem member develops a dependent
relationship with respect to the other member of the compound. In addition,
some of these Stems have passed through yet another stage of development in
which they have lost their status as the Stems of lexemes and have been

reanalyzed as bound grammatical affixes.

3.3.23 Synchronic analysis of Bound Stem compounding
The focus of this section will remain limited to those putative lexical
suffixes which have maintained their lexical status as the Bound Stems (p-

representations) of lexemes. A small number of putative lexical suffixes have lost
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this lexical status and function only as bound grammatical markers. Any
reference, then, to bound morphemes can be presumed to include those putative
lexical suffixes which, despite their historical link to free Stems, synchronically
mark grammatical functions. The data available for putative lexical prefixes
suggests that many such prefixes most likely also function as bound grammatical
markers and not as the Bound Stems of lexemes. However, given the paucity of
Spokane examples which include lexical prefixes (approximately twenty), I have
omitted most such prefixes in the synchronic analysis of the morphological
structure of the p-representations of Spokane compounds.

Building on the works of Egesdal (1981), Mattina (1987b) and Carlson
(1990), I propose that the best way to analyze Spokane forms comprising lexical
suffix(es) (which have maintained the semantic and phonological characteristics of
lexemes) is as Bound Stem compounds. The structure of such compounds is
represented in (105) and varies from that of Free Stem compounds to the extent

that it possesses a morphological Head.
(105) [ys Prefixes [Free Stem],, [Bound Stem], Suffixes ]y

These Bound Stem compounds incorporate one lexeme which possesses a Free

Stem and another which possesses a Bound Stem to form a compound

52

lexeme.”“ As such, these forms are structurally comparable (but not identical) to

3 2Interc:stingly, Speck (1980) groups Kalispel compound and relevant lexical affix
forms in the same chapter, separate from the discussion of derivational and
inflectional morphology.
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the class of bound combining forms often identified in the literature as pseudo-
compounds, prefix-stem combinations, and ‘cranberry’ forms which are exemplified
by the following English examples: monosyllable and photosynthesis; conceive and
submit; and, cranberry and huckleberry. Following Anderson (1992), I assume that
the Bound Stem compound is formed by L-derivation and possesses word-internal
structure similar to that of the Free Stem compound. Unlike the Free Stem
compound which is formed with respect to grammatical relations, however, the
Bound Stem compound is presumed to be a consequence of analogical creation.

Regarding the structural characteristics of such compound lexemes present
in the lexicon, Anderson (1992:318) emphasizes that

...there is no reason to doubt that internally structured

compounds can also be present there, even in the cases

where one (or more) of the elements contained within the

structure are not independently available as lexical items.
Like Free Stem compounds, then, Bound Stem compounds are stored in the
lexicon in a structurally analyzed form. Unlike Free Stem compounds, however,
the bound members of Bound Stem compounds are not presumed in this analysis
to have a lexical existence independent of the compound forms in which they
appear. [ propose that the productivity of such compounds is a consequence of
analogical creation which serves to "renew and extend the lexical and conceptual
resources” of the language (Bynon 1977).

Like other types of L-derivation, including Free Stem compounding, Bound

Stem compound formation is lexeme formation. In this case, lexeme formation is

effected by a class of analogical rules which operate in the lexicon to relate one
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lexeme to another in terms of some change(s) in the grammatical representation
of the lexeme. In this case, however, the rules serve to create Bound Stem
compounds from existing lexical entries and to parse newly encountered Bound
Stem compounds. As such, this type of compound is created as well as
interpreted by rules of analogical compound formation; that is, new Bound Stem
compounds are formed and decoded via lexical inter-substitution with existing
Bound Stem compounds. Anderson (1992) tentatively offers the following
procedure as one which might serve analogical creation:

On the basis of lexicalized complex forms, we can suggest that

languages have rules of analogical compound formation. That

is, given the compounds [y[y X, ] [v Y]] and [y[x X; ] [ Z]],

such a rule provides the license for coining [y[y X, ] [y Y 1

The semantics of such words are presumably arrived at by a sort

of ‘triangulation’ from what we know about the meanings of the

parts and the wholes that we already have. (p.297)
Equally valid may be the more traditional analogical equation described in Bynon
(1977). For example, the analogical spread of -(e)s as plural marker in English
can be represented as:

... Stone : stones = wound : X, where X is wounds rather than

wound, the form that would be expected as a result of regular

sound change.... It does not, of course, imply that the lexical

item stone itself constituted the direct model for the lexical

[item] wound...; all of these are merely convenient repre-
sentatives of their classes. (Bynon 1977:33-34)

Regardless of the exact mechanism used in analogical creation, rules of Bound
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Stem compound formation can be viewed as those which refer to classes of
bases>> to create or interpret new internally complex words based on an
established pattern in the language. As with Free Stem compounding, the Stems
of the bases used in analogical compounding typically lack affixation which is
uncontroversially identified as inflectional (at least to the extent that such
affixation is syntactically engaged). This again conforms to the assumptions of
strict modularity whereby syntactic information is not available to the lexicon.>4
Subsequent to compounding, this newly formed lexeme may be subjected to L-
and I-derivation, the output of which enters the MS-component.

As with Free Stem compounds, it seems reasonable to assume for Bound
Stem compounds that the Stems of the lexemes selected for compounding are
phonologically complete to the extent that each displays full vowel(s), a
preliminary determination of primary stress (which is signaled by an underscore),
and perhaps other phonological effects; each also lacks internal structure.
Significantly, the prefixal and suffixal material relevant to the grammatical features
of the compound lexeme reflect the fact that the p-representation of the

compound lexeme as a whole has yet to enter the phonological component.

Again, in the interest of maintaining strict modularity, the MS-component is

33Recall that a base is a complete lexeme (having syntax, semantics and sound)
or a syntactico-semantically defined set of lexemes.

54 As mentioned in reference to Free Stem compounds, this is not completely true
since it is possible for high-frequency, regularly inflected forms to be listed in the
lexicon. For discussion, see Stemburger and MacWhinney (1988).
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probably best understood as a sub-component of the phonology proper, as
suggested by Beard (1995).

Bound Stem compounds may undergo L- and [-derivation subsequent to
compounding. As with non-compounds and Free Stem compounds, the
morphological spelling operations triggered by L- and I-derivational features
preserve the structural integrity of the compound Stems, spelling out the bound
affixes in the Prefixal and Suffixal domains of the Morphological Stem.>?
Regarding the issue of a morphological Head, it seems to be the case that, in
addition to specifying the internal constituency of the Bound Stem compound, the
Stem, must also be identified as the morphological Head of that structure. This is
necessary in order to account for the forms in which a Head constituent is
referenced by the morphological spelling operations of reduplication.

Given this perspective on the formation of Bound Stem compounds, I
present structural representations for a representative sample of the Bound Stem
compounds discussed above. In view of the fact that phonological rules are
presumed to apply to each Stem member prior to the morphological spelling
operations pertaining to the features of the compound lexeme, these
morphological representations are presented so that Stem;;, and Stem, reflect the
fact that certain phonological rules have already applied; notably, each comprises
a full vowel which bears (preliminary) primary stress.

The forms in (106)-(108) serve as examples of Bound Stem compounds,

S5With the exception of the infixes /?/ Inchoative, Repetitive, and /?/ Plural.
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which do not display bound affixation.

(106) qe?sin

[msli 9€? Jrn [ 3in Lodws

vq e?=§in>0

Jsqueezed=foot

shoe (Carlson and Flent 1989)
(107) ?uris>’

(msle WIT ]y [ 1S Jolms

Jwar=us

Jburn=fire

He has a fire burning. (Carlson and Flett 1989)
(108) xsasqt

[msli ¥€s Ju [ asq’t Jolus

Jxos=asq't

Jgood=day

a good day (Carlson and Flett 1989)
Bound Stem compounds may, however, undergo derivation subsequent to
analogical compounding which provides grammatical features which later trigger

the application of morphological spelling operations.

The examples in (109)-(111) illustrate the structure of a Bound Stem

36The underlying quality of the Root vowel from which the Stem, derives has yet
to be determined. It is equally plausible that the underlying vowel is schwa.

571 am uncertain as to the source of the glottalization which appears on the /r/
in this form.
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compound whose Head has been subjected to morphological spelling operations
subsequent to derivation.”® In each case the relevant reduplicant has been
adjoined to the Stem, since it is the morphological Head. The compound in (109)
displays the Diminutive reduplicant, that in (110) the Distributive reduplicant, and
that in (111) the Our-of-Control reduplicant. Observe that while the Diminutive
and Distributive reduplicants have been positioned before the Stem, in the Prefixal
domain of the Morphological Stem, the Out-of-Control reduplicant has been
represented as simply occupying a position between the two Stems.>® In
addition to the reduplicants, the forms in (110) and (111) display the /s/ Nominal
marker and the /n/ Locative marker, respectively, in the Prefixal domain of the
Morphological Stem.

(109) cck¥in’¢
[ms € [ cuk” Jy; [ in€ LLlys
c+Jcak¥=in'¢

Dim+pull=weapon
a short bow (Carlson and Flett 1989)

58The surface occurrence of ‘Head-referencing’ morphology within Bound Stem
compounds does not necessarily signal that a morphological operation has applied to
the Head of that compound. In many cases Stems bearing reduplicated Root
material are listed in the lexicon; as such, they are potential candidates for
compounding as was seen with Free Stem compounding. Nevertheless, it seems
reasonable to assume that the forms in (109)-(111) derive from compound Stems
which lack such markers. This claim is supported by the fact that their non-
reduplicated counterparts are available as provided in examples (92)-(94) above.

59Although I assume that the Ous-of-Control reduplicant adjoins to right edge of
Stemyy;, I do not provide any additional bracketing. At present, it is unclear what
kind of constituent is created by adjunction in such cases; consequently, I forestall
complicating the representation with additional bracketing.
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(111)
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scu?cu?sin
[ms s€u? [ cu? ]y [ Sin Jlus
s-Cu?+vJcu?=sin
Nom-Dist+?=foot
feet  (Carlson and Flett 1989)
otk K atq Tt
[ms 1 [ QK™ Jiy K7 [24Q7 1t Jolys
n-/taK™+K"=atq™1t

Loc-/set down+ OC=throat
It accidentally fell in the mouth.  (Carison and Flert 1989)

The following examples further illustrate the position of bound affixes. The

forms in (112) and (113) include bound affixes positioned to the right of the Stem,

in the Suffixal domain of the Morphological Stem. The form in (112) displays the

/n/ Control marker, and that in (113) displays the /§s/ Redirective marker; both

forms also display the /t/ Transitive and /om/ Passive markers. The form in (113)

also displays affixal material in the Prefixal domain of the Morphological Stem.

This includes the proclitic /q*u/ as well as the /n/ Locative marker.

(112)

tgétk“ntm
[msle t2q Jiy [ etk™ ], ntom Jys
Jtag=etk"-n-t-am

Jtouch=water-Ctr-Tr-Pass
It was soaked. (Carlison and Flett 1989)
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(113) q*un?uk¥ciStm

[ms Q7 un [i 2uk™ Jgy; [ cin ], Sotem Jys

q*u n~/?uk¥=cin-$a-t-am
1sgO Loc-vbring=food-Redir-Tr-Pass
She brought food to me. (Carlson and Flett 1989)

The form in (114) displays the bound affixes which express Genitive Imperfective

(the /hec/ Actual marker and the Possessive marker) as well as the /n/ Locative

marker, all positioned in the Prefixal domain of the Morphological Stem. In

addition, the /m/ Middle marker occupies the Suffixal domain. The example in

(115) displays bound affixes which express Absolutive Imperfective (the procltic /én/

and the /hec/ Actual marker) as well as the /n/ Locative marker, all positioned in

the Prefixal domain. In addition, this form displays the /ma/ Nonperfective marker

in the Suffixal domain.

(114)

(115)

yecn?emtéw'sm

[ms hinhecn [ ?emut [, [ eWs ], m Jys
hin-hec-n-/?mut=ew's-m
1sgPoss-Act-Loc-/sit (sg.)=middle-Mid

I'm waiting for him. (Carlson and Flett 1989)
¢yecngfutétk™i

[ms Cnhecn [ gfwet ]y, [ etk™ ], ma Jys

¢n hec-n~/qfwet=etk™-ma

1sgIntrS Act-Loc-/stand on=water-NonPerf
I'm bathing my feet. (Carlson and Flett 1989)
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As mentioned earlier, a Bound Stem compound may contain more than

one putative lexical suffix. The examples in (116)-(117) serve to illustrate the fact
that, like Free Stem compounding, analogical compounding is a recursive process
to the extent that the Bound Stem compounds, as Free Stems, may be selected for
analogical compound formation. As is the case for Free Stem compounds, a
Bound Stem compound, once listed in the lexicon as a Free Stem, is a potential
candidate for compounding. Consider the form in (116). This compound

comprises two members, the first member of which is itself analyzable as the

compound [ys[i;SenTy; [cin]ylys.

(116) Sn'cnétk™

[mslu Sn'cin Jy; [ etk™ olus

JSen'=cin=etk"

Jstone=edge=water

rocky riverbank (Carlson and Flett 1989)
The example in (117) shows a similar history to the extent that the first member
of the compound is analyzable as the Bound Stem compound [ys[,;7ayewt]y,
[qin];]us; furthermore, the first member of this inner compound is again
analyzable as the Bound Stem compound [ys[;;?2Y ], [eWt],]ms-
(117) n?ayu?tqné?4x”

[ms 1 [ ?aywtqin Jiy; [ e(M)x¥ Jlys

n-~/?ay =ewt=gin=e(?)ix"

Loc-Jsit (pl.)=scattered=head=house(Pl)

They lived up there. They were sitting at the head of the village.
(Carlison and Flett 1989)
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The examples in (118) and (119) illustrate that Bound Stem compounds,
like other Stems stored in the lexicon, may be incorporated into a Free Stem
compound as well. In the Free Stem compound of (118) the source for the Stem,
is the Bound Stem compound [ps[;; 9€? ]g; [ 5in LJus- In the Free Stem

compound of (119) the source for the Stem, is the Bound Stem compound [ ¢t

(i taq Jy; [ ene? Llys

(118) ?alpiqe?sin

[msl ?alip ], + [ qe?Sin J,]ys

V?al-p-¢-/qe?=sin

Vlose-Inch-Conn-/?=foot

He lost his moccasins. (Carlson and Flett 1989)
(119) citgna?sqélix™

[msl Cttqene? ], + [ sqelix™ Jo]ys

¢t-Jtaq=ene?-s-Jqel=mix"

Loc-vtouch=ear-Nom-v/body=person

He got his hand on it (e.g., a louse in the hair). (Carlson and Flett 1989)
Those Bound Stem members which have a complex history of compounding are
not represented as having any internal structure; only the latest in a series of
compound formations is presumed to have internal structure. This is again
consistent with the assumption that the Stem members of compounds, even Stems
which are themselves Bound Stem compounds, will have already been subjected to

certain rules of the phonology prior to the application of the spelling operations

which pertain to the compound lexeme.




157

3.3.3 Summary: the morphological structures of compounds

The facts of Spokane compound formation indicate that compounding is
effected by lexical operations; that is, they occur in the lexicon, to relate one
lexeme to another in terms of some change(s) in the grammatical representation
of the lexeme. In the case of Free Stem compounds, compounding is
accomplished by operations which refer to two bases and operate primarily at the
level of grammatical relations to combine the relevant Stems of those bases and to
specify the internal constituency of the p-representation of the resulting compound
lexeme. Regarding Bound Stem compounds, compounding is accomplished by
rules of analogical compound formation which refer to classes of bases to create
or interpret new internally complex words based on an established compound
pattern and to specify the internal constituency of the p-representation of the
resulting compound lexeme. Such operations engender additional structure in that
two Stems are structurally adjoined. The presence of such structure in either type
of compound is indicated by the fact that it is referred to by the spelling
operations of the MS-component. As such, compounds are also analyzed as
composites as conceived of in Anderson (1992). Significantly, while the p-
representations of Free Stem compounds do not seem to include specifications for

a morphological Head, those of Bound Stem compounds do include specifications

for a morphological Head.
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3.4  Conclusions

Throughout this chapter, I have provided evidence to support the claim
that Spokane lexemes, non-compounds and compounds alike, are composites as
conceived of in Anderson (1992). The p-representation of the non-compound
maximally possesses a flat constituent structure which specifies the Morphological
Root as Head of that structure as represented in (120). As such, morphological
spelling operations are presumed to adjoin affixal material with respect to the pre-
existing morphological structure of the Head constituent, while preserving the
structural integrity of that Head.

(120) [y Prefixes [ Root ]y Suffixes ]

The p-representation of the compound maximally possesses a flat structure
which includes two structurally distinct Stems as represented in (121). The Free
Stem compound comprises two Free Stems adjoined within a Morphological Stem
and lacks a morphological Head as in (121a). The structure of Bound Stem
compounds varies from that of Free Stem compounds to the extent that it
possesses a Free Stem as Stem, and a Bound Stem as Stem,, and further that it
specifies the Stem, as the morphological Head as in (121b).

(121a) [msPrefixes [Free Stem], [Free Stem], Suffixes]y

(121b) [msPrefixes [ Free Stem]y, [Bound Stem], Suffixes]y,s

This concludes the discussion of the morphological structures of Spokane

lexemes. We now turn our attention to the issue of phonological structure.
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Chapter 4

The Phonological Structures of Spokane Lexemes

4.0 Introduction

This chapter examines the phonological structures of Spokane lexemes and
establishes that the phonological component attends to the p-representation of the
lexeme which results as the output of the MS-component. As such, the structural
characteristics of that p-representation remain salient for the phonology. It will be
demonstrated that the domains of the p-representations to which the phonological
component attends are isomorphic with the domains of the p-representations
which emerge from the MS-component (at least at the lowest level of structure).
Once these p-representations enter the phonology proper, however, the
preexisting domains of those p-representations are organized into hierarchical
structures. I argue that p-representations of Spokane non-compounds and
compounds maximally possess the phonological structures represented in (1) and

(2), respectively:

(1)  [pw Prefixes [ps[pr RoOt Jpg Suffixes Jpslpw’

2 [pw Prefixes [pg[ Stem ], [ Stem ], Suffixes Jpslpw

Throughout this chapter I rely on the facts of primary stress assignment and, when

necessary, the facts of retraction and nasal shift, to provide evidence for the

IThis structure is adopted from Czaykowska-Higgins (1995, to appear).
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phonological structures identified in (1) and (2).

In Spokane, a lexeme is assigned one primary stress, the position of which
is determined by a variety of factors. Although secondary stress (or any other
degrees of stress) may be phonetically detectable, its phonological relevance has
yet to be ascertained; hence, I leave any descriptive or theoretical discussion of
secondary stress for future research. For present purposes I recognize only a
distinction between stressed and unstressed vowels. Loosely defined, the term
primary stress refers to an impression of prominence due to an increase in
loudness of a syllable headed by a stressed vowel and is most likely correlated with
increases in length and pitch. Spectrographic analyses of primary stress have yet to
be accomplished for Spokane.

In addition to utilizing the stress facts to provide evidence for the
phonological structures identified in (1) and (2), I will take advantage of this
opportunity to specify the parameters of primary stress assignment in Spokane,
which have yet to be precisely defined. It will be seen that, in addition to
assessing the structure of the p-representation of a particular lexeme, stress
assignment attends to four additional aspects: the quality of the vowels present
within the Phonological Stem constituent; the presence or absence of a vowel
within the domain identified as the optimal domain for stress placement; the
underlying [consonantal] status of sonorants within that optimal domain; and, the
leftmost edge within that optimal domain.

In section 4.1, I provide evidence based on the facts of primary stress
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assignment, retraction and nasal shift to support the claim that the p-
representations of non-compound lexemes maximally possess the phonological
structure posited in (1) above. In section 4.2, I provide evidence also based on
the facts of primary stress assignment, retraction and nasal shift to support the
claim that the p-representations of compound lexemes, both Free and Bound
Stem compounds, maximally possess the phonological structure posited in (2)
above. Section 4.3 serves to summarize my conclusions regarding the phonological

structures of Spokane lexemes and the parameters of primary stress assignment.

4.1  The phonological structure of non-compound lexemes
Recall from the analysis provided in Chapter 3 that the morphological

structure of the p-representation of a non-compound lexeme is a flat constituent
structure in which affixes are adjoined to the Morphological Root as the Head of
that structure as illustrated in (3):

3) [\us Prefixes [;; Root ]i; Suffixes Jys

The stress facts, as well as the facts of retraction and nasal shift, demonstrate that
these same domains are relevant for the phonology. The data effectively
demonstrate that the domains of the morphological structure of (3) are
isomorphic with the domains of the phonological structure (at least at the lowest
level of structure). In addition, however, the facts indicate that a hierarchical
relationship exists among the phonological domains.

I follow Czaykowska-Higgins (1995, to appear) in representing the maximal
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phonological structure of the p-representations of non-compounds as in (4):
(4)  [pw Prefixes [ps[pr Root Jpg Suffixes ]PS]PWZ
Unlike the flat constituent structure of the Morphological Stem, the domains of
the Phonological Word exist within a hierarchical relationship. The bracketing
provided in the representation is intended to call attention to the complex
relationships held among these domains as are evidenced by the application of
various rules of the phonology. The fact that the Phonological Root (PR) is
characterized with both left and right edge bracketing is meant to highlight the
special phonological treatment it receives within the Phonological Stem (PS).

Likewise the Phonological Stem (PS) displays both left and right edge bracketing

2Czaykowslt:a-Higgins (1995, to appear) provide an analysis of the morphological
and phonological structures of words in Spokane’s sister language Moses-Columbia.
Although the phonological constituents bear the same labels in those analyses and the
present analysis, it is important to acknowledge the differences regarding the content
and structure within each domain. The ‘content’ differences may reflect the fact that
the two languages have distinct grammars, while the structure posited within each
domain (or lack thereof) results from theory internal assumptions. The differences
are few in number but significant.

The PR domains differ in that Czaykowska-Higgins analyzes the Our-of-
Control reduplicant of Moses-Columbia as included in the PR domain, whereas in the
present analysis of Spokane, this marker is realized within the Suffixal domain of the
PS. Another important difference can be found with respect to lexical suffixes.
Czaykowska-Higgins analyzes these as lexical and morphosyntactic suffixes and places
these in the Suffixal domain of the PS, whereas the present analysis views them as
Bound Stem members of compounds which constitute phonological domains distinct
from the Suffixal domain of the PS. The Prefixal domain of the PW is also filled out
differently to the extent that the Czaykowska-Higgins’ analyses of Moses-Columbia
do not include a discussion of the position of proclitics as members of this
phonological domain, whereas in the present analysis of Spokane it is necessary to
include them. Finally, it must be acknowledged that Czaykowska-Higgins’ analyses
are morpheme-based and assume additional structure within each of the domains PR,
PS, and PW,; recall that the present analysis is lexeme-based and does not assume
additional structure within each of those domains.
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as does the Phonological Word (PW), since such bracketing specifies the bounds
of certain phonological processes. For example, the PS represents the province of
primary stress assignment and long-distance retraction; the bracketed
characterization of the PS constituent serves to exclude the Prefixal domain which
is beyond the purview of both processes (Carlson 1972a, 1976, 1980a, 1989, 1993,
Carlson and Bates 1990, 1991, Bates and Carlson 1989). In addition, it must be
emphasized that the Prefixal and Suffixal domains do not occupy trivial positions
within the phonological structure of the non-compound lexeme; in fact, these
domains are also given careful consideration by the rules of the phonology as will
be seen below.

Certain characteristics of the phonological structure of non-compounds are
not obvious in the representation. It is important to recognize that the left edge
of the PS and that of the PR always coincide, as do the right edge of the PS and
that of the PW. Other edge correspondences depend on the presence or absence
of prefixal and suffixal material. For example, in a form which completely lacks
affixes, the left and right edges of the PW, PS and PR coincide and, therefore,
represent a single domain.

I begin this examination of the phonological structure of non-compounds by
first considering the stress facts associated with bare Roots. I then proceed to
forms which include bound affixes. Finally, I provide a summary of the facts

concerning non-compound composites.
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4.1.1 Bare Roots

Before examining non-compound lexemes which display bound affixes, let
us first consider the facts of primary stress assignment in forms which comprise
only a bare Root. There are two types of Root in Spokane: strong and weak.>

Strong Roots are those which contain at least one full vowel, while weak Roots

contain only schwa.4

Each of the forms found in (5)-(8) possesses only one vowel. Regarding
the forms in (8), the first vowel which appears in each surface form is epenthetic.
This is determined by the phonotactics of the language which require the
phonemes /?/ and /h/ to be accompanied by a vowel, underlying or epenthetic, in
order to surface.’ Those forms in the lefthand column are strong Roots with full
vowels; conversely, those forms in the righthand column are weak Roots, each
with schwa. Observe that, despite the difference in the quality of the vowels (full
vs. schwa), primary stress has been assigned to the Root vowel in every case.

Since each of these forms comprises only a Root, I have chosen to omit the

3Early analyses of Spokane Roots posited two categories, strong and weak, based
on the position of primary stress in a particular form. In an attempt to describe
additional stress facts, subsequent analyses added a third category (the variable class).
This study recognizes only two types of Root.

4The most reliable way to determine the quality of a Root vowel is to check
whether or not the Root vowel bears primary stress when the Root is followed by
affixation which contains a schwa(-class vowel) (e.g., subject and object person
marking). In the event that the Root vowel does bear primary stress in such a
context, then it is a full vowel; otherwise, it is schwa. Unless noted otherwise,
whenever a Root vowel is identified as full or schwa, it can be assumed that it was
evaluated using this diagnostic.

3 For discussion, refer to Chapter 2.
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representation of the relevant phonological structure [pyw[pslpr  lprlpslpw-

Strong Roots

(52)

(6a)

(7a)

(8a)

hi pax”
hi Vpux”
Prt Jgive off odor
It smells.
(Carlson and Flett 1989)

énwé?®
én Jwe?
1sgIntrS shout
I shouted.
(Carlson and Flett 1989)

yérx”
Jyefx”
Jcovered
It’s covered.
(Carlson and Flert 1989)

?emit
Jmut
Jsit
He sat.
(Carlison and Flett 1989)

Weak Roots

(5b) hi +6q™~
hi Viaq™
Prt Vbare
It’s bare.

(6b)

(7o)

(8b)

(Carlson and Flett 1989)

hi X'im

hi VX'am

Prt Vpointed

Something sharp is sticking out.
(Carlson and Flett 1989)

yérk™

Jyark™

Jbent

It’s bent. It’s crooked.
(Carlson and Flett 1989)

?emuk™
Jmak™
Jskinned
It is skinned.
(Carlson and Flert 1989)

It is also important to note that the stressed vowels in the righthand column,

despite their underlying status as schwas, surface as full vowels.

Additional data indicate that, in the event that a bare Root contains

multiple full vowels or multiple schwas, the leftmost vowel among them will

receive primary stress. Consider the forms in (9)-(11). Each form is based on a

bare Root which contains two or more vowels. Observe that the leftmost vowel is

6The position of proclitics within the phonological structure of non-compounds
is addressed in Section 4.1.3.
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stressed despite the number of vowels present underlyingly.7

Strong Roots Weak Roots
(9a) ?6cqe? (9b) cak™
Jociq? Jcalax®
Jgo out Jclustered
He went out. It’s clustered.
(Carlson and Flett 1989) (Carlson and Flett 1989)
(10a) k™at?ul (10b) Cinp
Jk¥ut?ul JCanap’
Jeel Jclamped
eel  (Black 1995a) It’s clamped. (Black 1995a)
(11a) mérwi? (11b) Cinx"
Jmerwi? JCon'ax™
Jseasoning Jcrowd
seasoning crowding, pesty
(Carlson and Flett 1989) (Carlson and Bates 1990)

Since each of these forms contains either full vowels or schwas, these facts
cannot reveal what role, if any, vowel quality plays in the placement of primary
stress; that is, in a form which comprises a bare Root with full and schwa vowels
and whose leftmost vowel is schwa, is primary stress assigned to the leftmost full
vowel or to the leftmost vowel, full or schwa? Non-compound composite forms
discussed in Section 4.1.2.2 (examples (49-51)) of this chapter, as well as
reanalyzed forms discussed in Chapter 5, indicate that within the domain identified

by the phonology as the optimal domain for stress placement, the leftmost

TThese Roots may be historically related to complex forms and their synchronic
status as Roots may be a consequence of reanalysis. See Chapter 5 for discussion.
Regarding (9b), (10b) and (11b), evidence for the underlying status of the second
schwa rests on the fact that the spelling operation Ouz-of-Control reduplication selects
the bimoraic (instead of the monomoraic) allomorph for each of these Roots.
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underlying full vowel within that domain is chosen to bear primary stress. Further,
they indicate that, in the event that only schwa vowels are present in the relevant
domain, the leftmost schwa among them receives primary stress. For now, I
simply state the preliminary version of primary stress placement as follows: stress
the leftmost vowel within the relevant domain (as evidenced by the bare Root facts).
I shall modify this statement below as required by the data. We now turn to

forms which display suffixal material.

4.1.2 Roots with suffixal material

The stress facts associated with non-compounds comprising a Root followed
by suffixal material clearly demonstrate that the phonological structure of non-
compounds includes a Root domain which is distinct from a Suffixal domain. It
will be seen that the right edge of the Root marks the boundary between two
phonological domains; that is, at the lowest level of phonological structure, the
affixal material which is positioned to the right of the Root constituent exists in a
domain distinct from the Root.

A comparison of forms comprising strong Roots with accompanying suffixal
material to those comprising weak Roots with accompanying suffixal material
indicates that, in addition to attending to domains, the process of primary stress
assignment assesses the quality of the vowels in each domain in order to locate the

optimal domain for stress placement. It will be demonstrated that the process of
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stress assignment is sensitive to the presence or absence of a full vowel. The facts
provided below indicate that the parameter of primary stress placement in
Spokane must be modified to address this issue and, further, to specify the
convention for assigning primary stress in the event that the form completely lacks
a full vowel. For the purposes of this section I present forms which lack prefixal
material. Since the examples discussed in this section include only those domains
contained within the PS constituent, I have chosen to omit from the

representations reference to the PW edges.

4.1.2.1 Consonantal suffixal material

We get a clear indication of the relevance of the Root and Suffixal domains
of the phonological structure posited for non-compounds by assessing the stress
facts of forms comprising Roots augmented by suffixes which underlyingly lack a
vowel. Among the consonantal suffixes under consideration are /m/ Middle, /p/
Inchoative, and the monomoraic allomorph of Out-of-Control reduplication, as well
as various /mperative markers.

We begin by scrutinizing the stress patterns displayed by forms comprising
a Root followed by the /m/ Middle marker. Consider the forms in (12)-(14), each
of which comprises a Root followed by /m/ Middle. Forms with strong Roots can
be found in the lefthand column, and those with weak Roots in the righthand
column. Significant for present purposes is the fact that primary stress has not

been assigned to the same position in each form. Notice that in the forms on the
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left, primary stress has been assigned to the Root vowel, while in the forms on the

right primary stress has been assigned to an epenthetic vowel which appears to the

right of the Root before the /m/ Middle8

Strong Roots
(12a) xagm
[esler ¥aq Jpr m Jps
V¥aq-m
Jpay-Mid
He paid. He put money down for
something.  (Black 1995a)
(13a) cipm
[eslpr CiP’ Jpr M Jps
JCip-m
J/pinch-Mid
She pinched something.
(Black 1995a)
(14a) méxX'm
[psler MEX’ Jpg m Jps
JmeX-m
Jmix-Mid
He shuffled (the cards).
(Black 1995a)

Weak Roots

(12b)

(13b)

(14b)

qyim

[esler 93Y lpr @ lps

Jqay-m

Jstriped-Mid

She wrote something,
(Black 1995a)

Xq“tm

[esler X'3Q" Jpr m Jps
JXaq¥-m

Jpoke-Mid

He poked a hole in something.

He used an awl.  (Black 1995a)
g'mim

[pslpr 9@m ]Jpg m Jps

Jqom-m

Jswallow-Mid

He swallowed.
(Carlson and Flett 1989)

These stress patterns indicate that for the purpose of determining the optimal

position for primary stress, the grammar assesses the number of domains present

and the quality of the vowel(s) present in each domain. The pattern displayed by

the strong and weak Roots demonstrates that full vowels are more highly valued

than schwa. The pattern displayed by the weak Roots demonstrates that in forms

which lack a full vowel and possess suffixal material, the rightmost domain (even

8The fact that epenthesis occurs in such forms for the purpose of bearing primary
stress has been previously observed in Bates and Carlson (1989) and Carlson and
Bates (1991).
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one which completely lacks a vowel) is more highly valued than the weak Root
domain. That the epenthetic vowel exists within the Suffixal domain of the weak
Root forms is a necessary assumption. If we were to assume that in such forms
the epenthetic vowel occupied a position within the Root domain to the right of
the final Root segment, then not only could we not explain the motivation for
epenthesis, but we could not explain why epenthesis does not take place in bare
weak Root forms.

Observe that while the position of the epenthetic vowel in the weak Root
forms appears to the right of the Root in the Suffixal domain, it occupies a
significant position in that domain. The possibilities for epenthesis within the
Suffixal domain of such forms are limited to two: the position which precedes the
consonantal suffix or the position which follows that suffix. Significantly, the
position selected for epenthesis (that which precedes the suffix) conforms to the
leftmost domain edge emphasized in the preliminary version of primary stress
placement which states stress the leftmost vowel within the relevant domain.

Identical to the stress patterns exhibited by forms which display /m/ Middle
are forms comprising a Root followed by /p/ Inchoative. Typically, /p/ Inchoative
is the suffix associated with weak Roots, while infix /?/ Inchoative is associated with

strong Roots.” Consequently, the forms under consideration comprise only weak

9Although strong Roots with /p/ Inchoative are not common, the data set does
include a small number of them. Unfortunately, such forms also occur with
additional markers and so are not suitable for this section of description.
Nevertheless, the stress patterns exhibited by those forms match those of other strong
Roots described throughout this document.
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Roots. Consider the examples in (15)-(17). In each case primary stress has been
assigned to an epenthetic vowel which appears to the right of the Root before the
/p/ Inchoative.
(15) tyip

[eslpr £3Y lpr P lps

Jtay-p

JTall-Inch

He fell off. (Carlson and Flett 1989)
(16) Xlip

[es[pr X3l Jpr P lps

JXal-p

Jstill-Inch
It stopped. It became still. (Black 1995a)

(17) pxip

[eslpr POX Jpg P lps

Vpax-p

Jbare-Inch

It came apan. It came off. (Black 1995a)

This same stress pattern is also exhibited by Roots which have been
augmented by Out-of-Control reduplication. Consider the forms in (18)-(20).
Each comprises a Root followed by the C, monomoraic allomorph of Out-of
Control reduplication. Recall that this type of reduplication copies the second
mora of the Root (in this case the C,) and suffixes that copy to the second mora
of the Root. Observe that the strong Root forms in the lefthand column bear
primary stress on the Root vowel, while the weak Root forms in the righthand

column bear primary stress on an epenthetic vowel which appears to the right of

the Root and before the reduplicant.
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Strong Roots Weak Roots
(18a) péx™x” (18b) cqéq
[eslpr P'eX” Jor X lps [esler €29 Ier Q lps
Jpex+x¥ Jcagq+q
Jbright+OC Jplace+OC
It got bright all of a sudden. It stopped.
(Carlson and Thompson 1982) (Carlson and Thompson 1982)
(19a) laqq (19b) x1il
[esler 129 Jpr d Ips [psler X3l Jpg 1 Jps
Viag+q JXal+]
Jbury+OC Jstill+0C
It got buried. He died.
(Carlson and Thompson 1982) (Black 1995a)
(20a) cncipp (20b) ¢pip
€n [ps[pr CIP lpr P’ Jes [esler 1P Jpr P’ lps
&n JCip+p Jiep'+p
1sgIntrS pinch+OC Jmark+OC
I accidentally got pinched. It got marked unexpectedly.

(Black 1995a)

(Carlson and Thompson 1982)

In addition to forms whose Out-of-Control reduplicant is clearly added as a
suffix, it is important to consider forms in which the reduplicant appears as an
infix. In such cases it is necessary to establish whether this morphological spelling
operation of the MS-component has actually infixed the reduplicant within the
Root constituent or has suffixed the reduplicant to the Root by effectively
redefining the boundary of the Root itself.

Recall from the discussion provided in Chapter 2 that there are Roots of
the shape C,VC,C, within which the Out-of-Control reduplicant surfaces between
the G, and G, that Root. The words in (21) and (22) serve as examples. Based
on the strong Root forms which appear in the lefthand column, it is not possible

to determine whether the reduplicant has been incorporated into the form as a
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‘true’ infix within the Morphological Root domain or as a suffix, since the full
vowel of the Root is predicted to bear primary stress. The weak Root forms
provided in the righthand column,10 however, suggest that the reduplicant and

the original C; of the Morphological Root exist within the Suffixal domain.

Strong Roots Weak Roots

(21a) ?accx (21b) piidt
[esler 7aC Jpr CX Jps [esler Pa¥ Jpr ¥t Jps
Jac(c)x Jpat()t
J1ook(+0C) Jthick(+0OC)

He watched or observed. It’s dense. (Black 1992a)
(Carlson and Thompson 1982)

(22a) K“élIE (22b) &sk*rirell "
[esler K™l Jpg IC Jps [pwCS[pslpr k"3 ]pr Tt Jpslpw
JK¥el(1)¢ ¢-s-/k"af (D)t
Jinverted(+OC) Loc-Nomyred(+OC)t
It tpped over by accident. He got sweaty.

(Carlson and Thompson 1982) (Carlson and Flett 1989)

In the event that the reduplicant exists within the Root domain, the schwa
of the weak Root is predicted to bear primary stress. In the event that the
reduplicant and, by implication, the consonant to its right exist within the Suffixal

domain, primary stress is predicted to appear on an epenthetic vowel at the left

10These weak Root forms are a consequence of reanalysis. While the /t/ Stative
marker appears on the morpheme segmentation and gloss lines for these forms (as
well as others throughout this document), this is only to maintain consistency with
traditional descriptions. Although the /t/ Stative marker has a place in the discussion
of the grammar of Spokane diachronically, the facts of reanalysis indicate that it has
no synchronic relevance. For discussion, see Chapter 5.

1The source for this glottalization is unknown.

12A5 this form also displays prefixal material, it is represented within PW
bracketing which specifies the edges of the Phonological Word. Words with prefixal
material are discussed in detail in Section 4.1.3.
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edge of the Suffixal domain. In fact, the forms in (21b) and (22b) display primary
stress on an epenthetic vowel to the right of the Root C,. Taking the facts in
(18)-(20) and (21)-(22) together then, it seems reasonable to assume an identical
phonological structure for Roots of the shape CVC and Roots of the shape CVCC
which have been augmented by Out-of-Control reduplication; that is, such Roots
minimally comprise a Root domain followed by a Suffixal domain. These facts
suggest that this morphological spelling operation of the MS-component has
suffixed the reduplicant to the Morphological Root by redefining the boundary of
the Root at the second mora. This is consistent with the claim that when such
forms enter the phonology proper, the boundary between the Phonological Root
and Suffixal domains is also defined at that second mora.

As with the other forms comprising a Root followed by consonantal
suffixes, these stress patterns indicate that there are two phonological domains
present in these forms, the Root and Suffixal domains, and that the quality of the
vowel present in the Root domain determines which domain is selected as the
optimal domain for stress placement. When strong and weak Root forms which
have been augmented with consonantal suffixes are compared side by side, the
stress facts associated with these forms indicate the need to elaborate on the
parameter of stress assignment. Two additional factors must be included: first,
that the phonological structure of forms which contain suffixal material comprises
two distinct domains; and second, that the quality of the Root vowel plays a

significant role in locating the domain of primary stress placement. Before



175

revising the parameter of primary stress assignment, however, we must review
some additional facts pertaining to consonantal suffixes.

We now consider various /mperative markers as well as the Imperative
Plural marker. Each of the forms in (23) and (24) displays a marker correlated
with the Intransitive Imperative; those in (23) include the suffix /§/ in commands
directed at an individual, while those in (24) include the suffix /wy/ in commands
directed at two or more individuals. The forms in the lefthand column are.based
on strong Roots, and those in the righthand column on weak Roots. Notice that
in the forms on the left, primary stress has been assigned to the Root vowel, while
in the forms on the right primary stress has been assigned to an epenthetic vowel
which appears to the right of the Root before the the suffixal material. The
position of the epenthetic vowel in the weak Root forms corresponds to the left
edge of the rightmost domain. These patterns exactly match the stress patterns of

strong and weak Root forms containing the consonantal suffixes reviewed above.

Strong Roots Weak Roots
(23a) x™ays (23b) slis
[es[er x""uy Jer Sles [esler $3l Jpr Slps
JxMuy-§ J3al-§
Jgo-ImpSg Jchop-ImpSg
Go (singular)! Chop (singular)!
(Carlson and Flett 1989) (Carlson and Flett 1989)
(24a) x"aywi (24b) Ssliwi
[esler X*uy Jpg Wylps [esler $31 Jpr Wylps
VX~ uy-wy V3al-wy
Jgo-ImpPI Chop-ImpP!
Go (plural)! Chop (plural)!

(Carlson and Flert 1989) (Carlson and Flett 1989)
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The same patterns occur in forms which display the /k*/ Transitive

Imperative marker associated with /st/ Transitive Stems. Consider the words in
(25)-(26). Forms with strong Roots can be found in the lefthand column, and
those with weak Roots in the righthand column. Notice that in the forms on the
left, primary stress has been assigned to the Root vowel, while in the forms on the
right primary stress has been assigned to an epenthetic vowel which appears to the
right of the Root before the /s/. The presence of additional consonantal material,

that of Imperative Plural, at the right edge of the Suffixal domain has no effect on

stress placement.

Strong Roots Weak Roots
(25a) pilsk” (25b) wy'isk¥
[esler Pul Jpg StK™ Jps [esler WaY Jpr StK™ Jps
Jpul-s-t-k¥ Jway-s-t-k"*
Jkill-Caus-Tr-Imp VHnish-Caus-Tr-Imp
Kill (singular) him! Finish (singular) it!
(Carlison 1972a) (Black 1995a)
(26a) pilsk™i (26b) wy'isk®i
[esler Pul Jpg StK™Y Jps [esler WaY lpr Stk™Ylps
Jpul-s-t-k*-y Jway-s-t-k¥-y
JXkill-Caus-Tr-Imp-Pl JHnish-Caus-Tr-Imp-Pl
Kill (plural) him! Finish (plural) it!
(Carlson 1972a) (Carlson and Flett 1989)

Also exhibiting these stress patterns are forms which express another type
of Transitive Imperative, that associated with /nt/ Transitive Stems. Unlike /st/
Stems, /nt/ Stems do not require bound affixation to mark the transitive imperative
form of the verb. The Imperative Plural marker, however, is identical to that
displayed by /st/ Stems. Consider the forms in (27)-(28) each of which expresses

the Transitive Imperative form of an /nt/ Stem. Again, forms with strong Roots can
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be found in the lefthand column, and those with weak Roots in the righthand
column. As in previous examples, the strong Root forms bear primary stress on
the Root vowel, and the weak Root forms on an epenthetic vowel which appears
to the right of the Root before the /n/. The stress patterns of these /nt/ Transitive

Imperatives are identical to those of the Intransitive and Transitive Imperatives

discussed above.

Strong Roots Weak Roots
(27a) k™apnt (27b) Slint
[es[pr K*up Jpr 0t ]ps [esler S31 Jpr Dt Jps
Jk"ap-n-t JSal-n-t
Jpush-Ctr-Tr Jchop-Ctr-Tr
Push (singular) it! Chop (singular) it.
(Black 1995a) (Carlson 1972a)
(28a) k™upnti (28b) Sslinti
[esler K*up lpr Dty Jps [esler $al Jpg Nty lps
Jk"ap-n-t-y JSol-n-t-y
Jpush-Ctr-Tr-Pl Jchop-Ctr-Tr-PI
Push (plural) it! Chop (plural) it!
(Black 1995a) (Carlson 1972a)

These data suggest that the presence of multiple consonantal suffixes does
not influence the position of primary stress; that is, strong Root forms bear stress
on a Root vowel and weak Root forms bear stress on an epenthetic vowel which is
positioned at the left edge of the Suffixal domain regardless of the number of
consonants in that domain. The regular positioning of the epenthetic vowel is
supported by additional examples of weak Root forms provided in (29)-(30).
These forms display the /p/ Inchoative marker as well as the Imperative or
Imperative Plural markers. As with the other weak Root forms, the presence of

multiple consonantal suffixes does not alter the pattern of stress placement; in
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each case stress has been assigned to a vowel epenthesized at the left edge of the

Suffixal domain.

(29a) Ewiip$

[psler €3W lpr PSlps
JCaw-p-§

Jquiet-Inch-ImperSg
Be quiet (singular)! (Carlson and Flett 1989)

(29b) Ewhipwi
[pslpr €W Ipr PWYlps
JCaw-p-wy

Jquiet-Inch-ImperP1

Be quiet (plural)!  (Carlson and Flett 1989)
(30a) Xlipsk™

[es[pr X3l Jpg PStK™ Jps

JX'al-p-s-t-k¥

Jstill-Inch-Caus-Tr-Imp

Stop (singular) it!  (Carlson 1972a)

(30b) Xlipsk™i

[eslpr X'31 Jpg StK™Y Jps

VX'al-p-s-t-k™-y

Jstill-Inch-Caus-Tr-Imp-Pl

Stop (plural) it! (Carlson 1972a)

Although the number of consonantal suffixes present in the Suffixal domain
does not serve to influence the positioning of the epenthesized vowel, the type of
consonant does factor into its positioning. Compare the forms in (30) with the
one in (31). The forms in (30) are /st/ Stems comprising the weak Root X’al, the
/p/ Inchoative, and the Imperative, while the form in (31) is an /nt/ Stem
comprising the weak Root fac, the /p/ Inchoative, and the Imperative Plural. The
phonological structures of these words is presumed to be identical. Each word

comprises two domains: a Root domain and a Suffixal domain. Despite this
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uniformity of structure, however, the placement of primary stress in (31) differs
from the pattern observed thus far. In this case, stress has been assigned to an
epenthetic vowel in the Suffixal domain, but that vowel is not positioned at the
leftmost edge of the domain; instead it appears before the nasal /n/.
(31) facpinti

[esler ToC Jpr Pntyles

J¥ac-p-n-t-y

Jtie-Inch-Ctr-Tr-Pl

Tie it (pl.)! (Carlson and Flett 1989)
This suggests that, in a Suffixal domain which has been identified as the optimal
domain for stress placement but which lacks a vowel, the underlying features of
the consonants in that domain are assessed for the purpose of stress placement;
the location of epenthesis is then guided by the presence or absence of certain
underlying features. The forms in (32) and (33) serve as additional examples in

which the presence of particular resonants, specifically nasals, in the Suffixal

domain serves to influence the surface position of the stressed vowel.

(32) K¥pim
[pslpr ¥oK™ Jpr Pm]ps
J¥oK™¥-p-m
Jpierce-Inch-Mid
He speared it. (Carison and Flett 1989)

(33) sK™X'ptin 3
[pw S [ps[pr K oK Jpr Pti]pslpw
s-/K"¥aX-p-tn
Nom-/appear-Inch-Instr
the east (Carlson and Flett 1989)

13As this form also displays prefixal material, it is represented within PW
bracketing which specifies the edges of the Phonological Word. Forms with prefixal
material are discussed in detail in Section 4.1.3.
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Evidently, the underlying features of nasal resonants help to guide the
placement of primary stress, while those of the approximant resonants /y/, /y/, w/
and W/ do not, as is demonstrated by the fact that stress has not been assigned
with respect to /w/ or fy/, specifically in (26b), (29b), and (30b).14 Given the
facts cited above, I suspect that while nasals and the approximants fy/, '/, /w/ and
/W[ bear specifications for [+sonorant], of these only the approximants possess the
underlying specification [+consonantal], clearly identifying these sounds as
consonants and effectively disqualifying them for consideration in primary stress
assignment. On the other hand, I presume that nasals do not possess an
underlying specification for [+consonantal], and that this feature is simply
provided to nasals by default after stress has been assigned. Interestingly, while a
nasal’s underlying lack of specification for [+consonantal] helps to guide stress
placement, it also prevents the nasal from bearing primary stress. Spokane does
not appear to permit nasals or any other segment underlyingly unmarked for the
feature [-consonantal] to bear primary stress. This is contrary to the analysis
provided in Bagemihl (1991) for the Salishan language Bella Coola.

The issue of consonantal suffixes deserves one final comment regarding
metathesis. Although forms comprising a weak Root, whose final consonant is a
laryngeal and which is followed by consonantal suffix(es), may display a stress

pattern identical to those identified above, other explanations have been proposed

14y, is, as yet, uncertain whether or not the other non-nasal resonants available
in the phonemic inventory of Spokane serve to influence stress placement.
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to account for that pattern. It has been suggested that in such forms metathesis of
the Root vowel may occur, rather than epenthesis. 15 Consider the examples
below. Each of the Roots in the forms in (34) contains a Root final laryngeal.
Given the tendency for laryngeals to metathesize around vowels in order to meet
the demands of syllabification, it is entirely possible that, for the purpose of stress
placement, the laryngeal has metathesized to the left of the Root vowel. Although
I have no evidence to establish definitively the source of the stressed vowels in
these forms, I suspect that these stressed vowels cannot have resulted from
metathesis. If metathesis were at work, then it would be necessary to stipulate
that this strictly phonological process is able to reposition the Root vowel, not
simply with respect to the Root final consonant, but with respect to a
Morphological Root domain, to create a Root with a prosodic shape which is
inconsistent with the minimal prosodic requirements set for Roots (that is, one
that is minimally CVC). Having said that, | maintain that the stressed vowel
which appears in such forms is a consequence of epenthesis.

(34a) t?ém

[pslpr t32 Jpg M Jps
Jta?-m

Jpound-Mid
He pounded something. (Carlson and Flett 1989)

(34b) q“?ém
[esler 9732 Jpr M Jps
Jq"a?-m
JTamiliar with-Mid
He’s familiar with it. (Carlson and Flett 1989)

15Thanks to Barry Carlson for bringing this to my attention.
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The stress patterns of the data examined thus far indicate that the process
of primary stress assignment assesses multiple aspects of the p-representation of a
lexeme. The stress pattern of a lexeme whose p-representation consists of a bare
Root indicates that the p-representation comprises a single domain and that the
leftmost vowel within that domain receives primary stress. The stress pattern of a
lexeme whose p-representation consists of a Root accompanied by suffixal
material indicates that the p-representation comprises two domains and that stress
is assigned with respect to those domains as well as to other aspects of the p-
representation including: the quality of the vowels present within those domains;
the presence or absence of a vowel within the domain identified as the optimal
domain for stress placement; the presence or the absence of a sonorant umarked
for the feature [+consonantal] within that optimal domain; and, the leftmost edge
within that optimal domain.

These stress patterns, then, provide preliminary evidence for four
parameters of primary stress placement. These parameters account for the stress
patterns exhibited by bare Root forms and forms with consonantal suffixes and are
listed below.

Parameters of Primary Stress Placement for Non-compound Lexemes
(First Revision)

a. In a form comprising a single domain, locate primary stress
on the leftmost vowel.

b. In a form comprising a Root domain which contains full
vowel(s) and a Suffixal domain which lacks a vowel, locate
primary stress on the leftmost full vowel within the Root
domain.
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c. In a form comprising a Root domain which lacks a full

vowel and a Suffixal domain which lacks a vowel, locate

primary stress with respect to the leftmost sonorant unmarked

for the feature [+consonantal] in the Suffixal domain;

epenthesize schwa before that sonorant and place primary

stress on it.

d. In a form comprising a Root domain which lacks a full

vowel and a Suffixal domain which lacks a sonorant

unmarked for the feature [+consonantal], locate primary

stress on an epenthetic schwa at the left edge of the Suffixal

domain.
Additional support for these parameters can be found in the Spokane forms which
display suffixal material containing schwa(-class vowels) and/or full vowel(s), as will
be seen directly. Such forms will also necessitate a revision of the stress

parameters identified above.

4.1.2.2 Suffixal material containing vowel(s)

The stress patterns displayed by forms which include suffixal material
containing vowel(s) provide confirmation of the presence of two domains and that
full vowels are more highly valued than schwa(-class vowels). These data also
indicate that, in forms which lack a full vowel in the Root and Suffixal domains,
the presence of schwa(-class vowels) in the Suffixal domain eliminates the need to
epenthesize a vowel for the purpose of stress placement.

Let us first consider the examples in (35)-(38), each of which comprises a
Root followed by suffixal material containing schwa(-class vowels). Forms based

on strong Roots can be found in the lefthand column, and those based on weak
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Roots in the righthand column. In the strong Root forms, primary stress has been

assigned to the full vowel of the Root. As expected, the weak Root forms display

a different pattern; in these cases, however, primary stress has not been assigned

to an epenthetic vowel but to the schwa-class vowel already present in the Suffixal

domain.

Strong Roots

(35a) qicntx”
[esler Qi€ Jpr Ntax” Jps
Jqic-n-t-ax”
Jroll-Ctr-Tr-2sgTrS
You rolled it. (Black 1995a)

(36a) pdfmstn
[pslpr POF ]pr mstan Jps
Jpofl-m-s-t-an
Jscatter-Mid-Caus-Tr-1sgTrS
I scattered it around.
(Black 1995a)

(37a) k“uptts
[eslpr K up Jpg ttas Jps
Jk¥up-4-t-as
Jpush-Redir-Tr-3TrS
He pushed it for him.
(Black 1995a)

(38a) Cépntm
[esler €ep Jpr ntam Jps
JEep-n-t-om
Jpass gift-Ctr-Tr-Pass
Gifts have been given to someone
(as after a house fire).
(Carlson and Flert 1989)

Weak Roots

(35b)

(36b)

(37b)

(38b)

Sintéx"™

[ps[pr $ol Jpr DtOX™ Jps

J3al-n-t-ax™

Jchop-Ctr-Tr-2sgTrS

You chopped it.
(Black 1995a)

wi?stén

[psler WaY Jpr Ston Jps

Jway-s-t-an

J/stop-Caus-Tr-1sgTrS

I stopped him.
(Carlson 1972a)

?2emuk™ités

[esler ?maK™ Jpg #tas ]ps

J2mok™-¢-t-as

Jskinned-Redir-Tr-3TrS

He took the rind off for him.
(Black 1995a)

£q*ntém
[esler £39" Jpr Ntom Jpg
Jtaq*-n-t-am
Jslap-Ctr-Tr-Pass
He was slappped.

(Carlson and Flett 1989)

These data are consistent with the claim that, in forms comprising suffixal

material (and no prefixal material), two phonological domains are present. The
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stress patterns displayed by these forms correspond nicely with those which
contain only consonantal suffixal material, but supply additional information about
the parameters of stress placement. As with the forms considered earlier, the
strong Root forms bear primary stress on the Root vowel indicating that a full
vowel is more highly valued than schwa. The weak Root forms bear primary
stress on a vowel which appears to the right of the Root within the Suffixal
domain. As the Suffixal domain already contains a vowel, the grammar has no
need to epenthesize a vowel for the purpose of stress assignment. The stress
pattern displayed by these weak Root forms indicates that, in a form lacking a full
vowel, primary stress is still located with respect to a sonorant unmarked for
[+consonantal] in the rightmost domain. Unlike the forms in (31)-(33), this
sonorant is a schwa-class vowel, and as a vowel it is specified as [-consonantal]; it
can, then, bear primary stress, thereby eliminating the need for epenthesis.

Weak Root forms which display the bimoraic allomorph of Out-of-control
reduplication exhibit this same pattern. Recall from Chapter 2 that Roots of the
shape C,C, VG, and C,VG,VC, (among others) trigger the copying and affixation
of the C,VC, bimoraic allomorph to the second mora of the Root. These forms
also raise the issue of the status of the allomorph (and the material to its right) as
infix or suffix, just as C,VC,C, shaped Roots which display the monomoraic
allomorph of this type of reduplication did. Similarly, the stress facts indicate that

the bimoraic allomorph and the material to its right reside in the Suffixal domain.
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Consider the forms in (39)-(40) which comprise the weak Roots ¢p'ax” and
€anap’, respectively, and which have been augmented with the bimoraic
allomorph of Out-of-Control reduplication.16 In each case, primary stress has

been assigned to the vowel of the reduplicant.

(39) cppox™x”
{esler €P3 Jpr PXX" lps
Jepa(pax™)x”
Vpierced(+0OC)
It got pierced by accident. (Carlson and Bates 1990)

(40) Cnnipp
[pslpr €an0 Jpg N3PP Jps
JCana(nap)p’
vbanded(+0OC)
It suddenly got banded. (Carlson and Bates 1990)

In the event that the reduplicant exists within the Root domain, the leftmost

16Out-of-Control reduplication is evidently sensitive to the derived prosodic
structure of the Root; when the underlying prosodic structure of a Root is altered as
a consequence of unstressed vowel deletion, the choice of allomorph of the
reduplicant may also be altered. Compare the following weak Root forms based on
colox” and observe that a single Root may be associated with both allomorphs of
Out-of-Control reduplication:

(i) clix*ntén I laid a bunch of round things down accidentally.
(Carlson and Thompson 1982)
(i) chax™x" It suddenly bunched up. (Carlson and Bates 1990)

These data indicate that the OC marker can be realized quite late by the
morphological spelling mechanism, after the phonological processes of primary stress
assignment and unstressed vowel deletion have occurred. Subsequent to the spell-out
of OC, the form enters the phonology, yet again. These facts indicate that, in the
interest of maintaining strict modularity, the MS-component is probably best
understood as a sub-component of the phonology proper, as suggested by Beard
(1995).
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schwa within that domain is predicted to bear primary stress as demonstrated by
the bare Root forms in (9)-(11) above. In the event that the reduplicant and, by
implication, the consonant to its right exist within the Suffixal domain, primary
stress is predicted to appear on the schwa in that domain. Significantly, the forms
in (39) and (40) do not bear stress on the leftmost vowel of the form; instead
primary stress has been assigned to the schwa of their respective reduplicants.
These facts are consistent with the assumption that this morphological spelling
operation of the MS-component has suffixed the reduplicant to the Morphological
Root by redefining the boundary of the Root at the second mora. When such
forms enter the phonology proper, the boundary between the Phonological Root
and Suffixal domains is also defined at that second mora. These stress facts are
consistent with the stress pattern already established for weak Roots; that is, since
these weak Roots lack full vowels, primary stress has been assigned to a schwa to
the right of the Root within the Suffixal domain.

The stress patterns of forms with multiple schwa-class vowels in the Suffixal
domain provide additional support for the claims made thus far. Consider the
examples in (41)-(42). Strong Root forms can be found in the lefthand column,

and weak Root forms in the righthand column.
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Strong Roots Weak Roots

(41a) kalstmn (41b) wi?stimn
[eslpr K™ul Jpg staman Jpg [eslpr WY lpg Stoman Jpg
vk"ul-s-t-am-an Jway-s-t-am-an
vsend-Caus-Tr-2sgTrO-1sgTrS Jstop-Caus-Tr-2sgTrO-1sgTr1S
I send you. (Carlson 1972a) I stopped you.

(Carlson 1972a)

(42a) k™Gmstmn (42b) ?ursitmn
[ps[pr K™um ]pg Sotoman Jps [esler Wor Jpr $atoman Jps
vk*um-$a-t-am-an Jwar-§a-t-om-an
Jsave-Redir-Tr-2sgTrO-1sgTrS Jburn-Redir-Tr-2sgTrO-1sgTrS
I saved it for you. (Black 1995a) I burned it for you.

(Carlson and Flett 1989)

Notice that in the strong Root forms primary stress has been assigned to the Root
vowel. This is identical to the pattern observed above for strong Root forms with
consonant(s) and/or a single schwa(-class vowel) in the Suffixal domain, and again
indicates that a full vowel is more highly valued than schwa. The stress patterns
displayed by the weak Root forms are also consistent with the patterns observed
above for weak Root forms containing suffixal material with and without schwa(-
class vowels). In addition, however, these weak Root forms indicate that the
vowel closest to the left edge of the relevant domain is the optimal vowel for
stress placement. Notice that, although primary stress is positioned in the Suffixal
domain of the weak Root forms, it has been assigned to the leftmost schwa-class
vowel within that domain. This pattern is the same as that illustrated by bare
Roots containing multiple vowels. Recall that those facts indicated that primary
stress is assigned to the leftmost vowel within the relevant domain.

We now consider forms which contain a full vowel in the Suffixal domain.
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The stress patterns exhibited by such forms provide support for a claim that stress
is optimally assigned to a vowel in the rightmost domain which contains a full
vowel. Unlike the data reviewed previously, the words examined in this section
demonstrate that even strong Root vowels are unstressed when followed by a full
vowel in the Suffixal domain.

Consider the examples in (43)-(46). Forms based on strong Roots can be
found in the lefthand column, while those based on weak Roots can be found in
the righthand column. Each form comprises a Root followed by suffixal material
which contains a full vowel. Observe that in every case stress has been assigned to

the full vowel in the Suffixal domain, strong and weak Root forms alike.
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(43a)

(44a)

(45a)

(46a)

Xe?k™ls
[eslpr X'€?k” Jpg ilS Jps
X e()k™-iI8
JVleave(Inch)-Aut
medicine man
(Black 1995a)

X" Inintm
[ps[prx"el Jpr nuNtam Jps
Vx“el-nu-n-t-om
Jabandon-Suc-Ctr-Tr-Fass
He was abandoned.

(Carlson and Flent 1989)

¢nwcncit

Cn [ps[prWiC Jpg ntsut Jpg

¢n Vwié-n-t-sut

1sgIntrS Jsee-Ctr-Tr-Refl

I saw myself (as a reflection).
(Carlson and Flett 1989)

qe?witwéx™
q? [pslprWiC Jpgntwex™]pg
q? Jwic-n-t-wex"
1plIntrS /see-Ctr-Tr-Recip
We saw each other.
(Carlson and Flett 1989)
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Weak Roots

(43b)

(44b)

(45b)

(46b)

enx*tils
¢n [ps[pr X"9t ]pg il§ ]ps
¢n JxVat-il§
1sgIntrS Varise-Aut
I arose.
(Carlson and Flert 1989)

mq" ndn

[es[prmaq™ Jprnuntan]ps

Jmaq™¥-nu-n-t-an

vmound-Suc-Ctr-Tr-1sgTrS

I finally made a mound.
(Carlson and Thompson 1982)

¢nlencit
Cn [ps[prlaC Jpr ntsut Jps
¢n VlaC-n-t-sut
1sgIntrS Jtie-Ctr-Tr-Refl
I tied myself up.
(Carlson and Flert 1989)

tu?ntwénx”

[esler W Jpg NtWeX™ Jps

J¥ow-n-t-we(?)x”

Jstab-Ctr-Tr-Recip(Pl)

They stabbed each other.
(Carlson 1972a)

The same stress pattern occurs for strong Root forms with the C,VC,

bimoraic allomorph of the Out-of-Control reduplicant. Compare the words in (47)

and (48). Example (47) demonstrates that the full Root vowel of ptax” bears

primary stress when followed by suffixal material which contains only a schwa-class

vowel. In example (48), however, the full Root vowel of ptax” remains unstressed

when a copy of that full vowel is positioned in the Suffixal domain as a
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consequence of Out-of-Control reduplication.17

(47) ptax*nx”
[pslpr Ptax” Jpg Mtax™ Jps
Jptax”-n-tax™
Jspit-Ctr-Tr-2sgTrS
You spit it out. (Black 1995a)

(48) pttax"x ntx” e

[esler Pta Jpg tax ¥ ntax™ Jpg

Jpta(tax™)x"-n-t-ax"

Jspit(+OC)-Ctr-Tr-2sgTrS

You accidentally spit it out. (Black 1995a)

The data set also includes some forms which indicate that when a full
vowel and schwa-class vowel co-occur in the domain determined to be the optimal
domain for stress placement, the full vowel is more highly valued than the schwa-

class vowel. In such forms the leftmost full vowel in the relevant domain receives

primary stress. This is the case even in the event that a schwa occupies a position

17As mentioned in Footnote 16, Out-of-Control reduplication is evidently sensitive
to the derived prosodic structure of the Root; when the underlying prosodic structure
of a Root is altered as a consequence of unstressed vowel deletion, the choice of
allomorph of the reduplicant may also be altered. Compare the following strong
Root forms based on ptax” and observe that a single Root may be associated with
both allomorphs of Out-of-Control reduplication:

(a) ptx"nin I managed to hit it with spit. (Carlson and Thompson 1982)
(b) pttax"x"ntx™ You accidentally spit it out. (Black 1995a)

These data indicate that the OC marker can be realized quite late by the
morphological spelling mechanism, after the phonological processes of primary stress
assignment and unstressed vowel deletion have been applied. Subsequent to the
spell-out of OC, the form enters the phonology, yet again. The facts indicate that, in
the interest of maintaining strict modularity, the MS-component is probably best
understood as a sub-component of the phonology proper, as suggested by Beard
(1995).
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closer to the left edge of the domain than does the full vowel. The relevant forms
are presented in (49)-(51) below. The important thing to notice about the stress
patterns of these words is that primary stress has not been assigned to the leftmost

vowel within that domain; instead, it has been assigned to the leftmost full vowzl.

(49) c¢n'Scat
[es[pr Con’ Jpg Satsut Jps
J¢an'-§a-t-sut
Jhold onto-Redi-Tr-Refl
He called for help. (Carlson and Flett 1989)

(50) meystwén~18
[esler M€Y Jpr SOtWeEX™ Jpslpw
Jm(e)y-So-t-we(?)x"
Jtell(Rep)-Redir-Tr-Recip(P1) 1
They told stories to each other. (Carison and Flett 1989)

(51) ImmStwé?x”

[eslpr lem Jpg mSatwe?x™ Jps

Jlem-m-$a-t-we(?)x"

Jglad-Mid-Redir-Tr-Recip(PI)

They exchanged gifts. (Carlson and Flett 1989)

Unfortunately, the data base does not include even one form in which two
full vowels co-occur in the Suffixal domain. What is needed are forms which

display, for example, the /nu/ Success marker followed by the /wex™/ Reciprocal

marker within the Suffixal domain. Lacking such examples at present, I cannot

18The glottalization which appears on the resonants of this form are a
consequence of Reperitive reduplication. The position of the Repetitive within the
phonological structure of non-compounds is disccussed in Section 4.1.4 of this
chapter.

19The underlying quality of the Root vowel is /a/.
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provide any examples to illustrate the stress pattern of such a combination.20

Nevertheless, based on the patterns of bare Roots with full vowels, I predict that
for forms which contain two full vowels in the Suffixal domain, the leftmost full
vowel within that domain will bear primary stress.

As demonstrated by the stress patterns displayed by these forms, forms
comprising Roots followed by suffixal material with vowel(s) provide support for
the claim that the phonology sees two distinct domains within these forms: a Root
domain and a Suffixal domain. These stress patterns also support the claim that
full vowels are more highly valued than schwa. Consequently, a revision of the
stress placement parameters as stated in Section 4.1.2.1 is provided below.

Parameters of Primary Stress Placement for Non-compound Lexemes
(Second Revision)

a. Locate primary stress on the leftmost full vowel within the
rightmost domain which contains a full vowel.

b. Lacking a full vowel, locate primary stress with respect to
the leftmost sonorant unmarked for the feature
[+consonantal] in the rightmost domain. If that sonorant is a
schwa(-class vowel), place primary stress on it; otherwise,
epenthesize schwa before it and place primary stress on it.

c. Lacking a full vowel and lacking a sonorant unmarked for
the feature [+consonantal] in the rightmost domain, locate
primary stress on an epenthetic schwa at the left edge of the
rightmost domain.

20The /mist/ Reflexive marker may, in fact, be diachronically identifiable as the
/min/ Instrumental marker followed by the /n/ Control, /t/ Transitive and /sut/ Reflexive
markers within the Suffixal domain. In such a sequence the /i/ of /min/ Instrumental
is predicted to bear primary stress; subsequent to stress placement the /nt/ sequence
and the vowel /u/ were presumably lost due to regular phonological processes.
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This concludes the examination of words comprising only a Root and
suffixal material. We now turn our attention to forms which contain prefixal

material.

4.1.3 Roots with prefixal material

Regarding forms in which Roots have been augmented with prefixal
material, we gain some insight as to the status of the phonological domain which
occurs to the left of the Root domain. The stress patterns exhibited by the data
indicate that prefixes are never stressed; even in forms which possess prefix(es)
with full vowel(s) and Roots with only schwa, prefixal vowels remain
unstressed.2] The data effectively demonstrate that the left edge of the stress
domain, the Phonological Stem, coincides exactly with the left edge of the Root.
As the Prefixal domain resides beyond the purview of stress assignment, it is
necessarily represented as existing ‘outside’ the Phonological Stem constituent
which is the province of primary stress assignment. That the Prefixal domain
represents a legitimate member of the Phonological Word is evidenced by the fact
that it lacks a primary stress of its own and, further, that it displays the effects of

phonological processes which do not occur across word boundaries.

21Ali:hough the Prefixal domain is beyond the purview of stress assignment, the
effects of reanalysis give the impression that reduplicative prefixes may participate
in stress assignment. For a detailed discussion of reanalysis, refer to Chapter 5.
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As has already been demonstrated with non-prefixal forms, stress
assignment is particularly attentive to the presence of vowels, especially full
vowels. This suggests that prefixes which possess at least one vowel underlyingly
have the best possible chance of influencing stress placement. I have, therefore,
limited the discussion to those forms with prefixes which contain an underlying
vowel.

Consider the forms in (52)-(54). Those based on strong Roots can be
found in the lefthand column, while those based on weak Roots can be found in
the righthand column. Each form comprises a Root preceded by a prefix,
specifically the Diminutive reduplicant. Recall from Chapter 2 that Diminutive
reduplication copies the initial Root mora (C, or C,V depending on the shape of
the Morphological Root) and prefixes that copy to the Morphological Root with
accompanying glottalization of all resonants to its right.22 Observe that stress is
never assigned to the vowel of the prefix, regardless of the quality of the Root

vowel.

22g, Czaykowska-Higgins (p.c.) raises the following important issue: if the
glottalization which accompanies Diminutive and Repetitive reduplication spreads to
resonants in the Suffixal domain, then does this mean that these spelling operations
are, in fact, targeting a constituent larger than the Morphological Root domain? On
my view, it does not. I assume that morphological spelling operations can only attend
to and preserve that structure available within the MS-component; that is, only the
flat constituent structures defined (maximally) in Chapter 3 for non-compounds and
compounds are relevant to such operations. Information regarding larger constituents
such as the phonological structures of the phonological component are presumed
unavailable to such operations. The rightward spread of glottalization is then
presumed to occur after the spell-out of Diminutive and/or Repetitive in the phonology
proper.



Strong Roots

(52a)

(53a)

(542)

hi £
hi [pw ti [pslpr UiS Jprlpslpw
hi Ci+J?is
Prt Dim+.sweet
It’s small and sweet.
(Black 1995a)

hi ssaf
hi [pw su [ps[er SUF Jprlpslew
hi su+suf
Prt Dim+.cold
It’s little and cold.
(Black 1995a)

hi fté¢

hi [pw te [ps[pr tet Jprlpslew

hi fe+Jtet

Prt Dim+soft sticky mass

A small amount is sticky.
(Black 1995a)
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Weak Roots

(52b)

(53b)

(54b)

hi q¥q"is
hi [pwq™a [ps[pr 9735 lprleslew
hi g¥a+JVq"as
Prt Dim+ Jiimsy
A small thing is flimsy.
(Black 1995a)

hi pPp'6q™

hi [pwP'@ [psler P2q" Jerleslew

hi pa+JVpaq™”

Prt Dim+.powdered

It’s a little bit of powdery stuff.
(Black 1995a)

hi tti¢
hi [pw 3 [pslpr 3% Jprleslew
hi fa+Jtat
Prt Dim+/dirty
A small thing is dirty.
(Black 1995)

The same pattern is exhibited by forms which surface with the Distributive

reduplicant. Recall from Chapter 2 that Distributive reduplication copies the first

two moras of the Root (C,VC, or C,C, depending on the shape of the

Morphological Root) and prefixes that copy directly to the Morphological Root.

Each of the forms in (55)-(57) contains this type of reduplicant. As with the

Diminutive, stress is never assigned to the vowel of the Distributive reduplicant,

regardless of the quality of the Root vowel.



Strong Roots
(55a) hoyhoy
[pw Doy [ps[pr hOY lprlpslpw
hoy+vhoy
Dist+Vfinished
It’s completely done.
(Carlson and Flert 1989)

(56a) tstis
[ew tiS [pslpr €iS Jprlpslew
tiS+VTis
Dist+Jsweet
They’re sweet.
(Carlson and Flent 1989)

(57a) crcar
[pw €ur [ps[pr Cur Jprlpslew
cur+Jcur
Dist+/salty
They are salty.
(Carison and Flett 1989)

197

Weak Roots
(55b) Crcér
[pw €ar [ps[pr €2r lprlpslew
Car+JCoar
Dist+cut
It’s all cut up already.
(Carlson and Flett 1989)

(56b) pnpin
[ew P'an [ps[pr P'ON Jprlpslpw
pan+Jpan
Dist+long objects on ground
Long objects are lying on the
ground.
(Carlison and Flett 1989)

(57b) q*mq™am
[ew 9 om [pslprq" om]prlpslerw
q~am+Jq om
Dist+Jl1oosely piled material
They’re piles.
(Carlson and Flett 1989)

The presence of such prefixes in forms which also contain suffixes does not

influence the stress patterns of Spokane words; the stress patterns remain identical

to those in forms which completely lack prefixal material. The words in (58)-(59)

are examples of forms which display both prefixes and suffixes. The strong Root

forms bear primary stress on the Root vowel, while the weak Root forms bear

stress on a schwa in the Suffixal domain.
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Strong Roots Weak Roots
(58a) n?a?ax"m’ (58b) qqcip
[pw 0?2 [psler 7aX” Jpg M’ Jpslew [ew G2 [psler 93¢ lpr P leslew
n-?a+VJax"-m’ gqa+vqac-p
Loc-Dim+/scrape-Mid Dim+ shrunken
He scraped from inside out. It shrunk a little bit.
(Carlson and Flett 1989) (Black 1995a)
(59a) q*iq“élstn (59b) facfacim
[ewq"el [ps[pr q€l Jpr ston]pslpw [pw T3C [ps[pr T2C Jpr M Jps]pw
q“el+Jq"el-s-t-an fac+JTac-m
Dist+talk-Caus-Tr-1sgTrS Dist+tie-Mid
I talked to him. He tamed a horse.
(Carlson and Flett 1989) (Carlson and Flett 1989)

Likewise, strong and weak Root forms with prefixes bear stress on a vowel in the

Suffixal domain when that domain contains a full vowel. These stress patterns are

also identical to those displayed by forms which completely lack prefixal material.

The words in (60) serve as examples.

(60a)

(60b)

su?s?unwéx”

[pw S€W [ps[pr SEW Jpg NtWEPX™ Jpslpw

sew +./sew-n-t-we(?)x"

Dist+ask-Ctr-Tr-Recip(Pl)

They asked questions of each other. (Carlson and Flett 1989)

éntqtqneut 2

[pw €ntaq [ps[pr t3q Jpr OtsUL Jps Jpw

¢n taq+Vtag-n-t-sut

1sgIntrS Dist+vtouch-Ctr-Tr-Refl

I crossed myself. (Carlson and Flett 1989)

23The proclitic /én/ is represented as part of the Phonological Word. A
discussion of the phonological status of proclitics follows directly.
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These data indicate that the presence of prefixes which contain a vowel in
no way influences the stress pattern of the form. The fact is that the stress
patterns exhibited by such forms exactly match the patterns of those which
completely lack prefixal material. Nevertheless, it may be the case that these
stress patterns remain the same, not because the Prefixal domain is beyond the
purview of stress assignment; instead, it may be that, given these data, the
parameters of stress assignment can apply in no other way. More specifically,
since these reduplication processes by definition replicate the vowel of the Root,
these reduplicated forms are not significantly different from their non-reduplicated
counterparts; that is, in a form with a full vowel, stress is located with respect to
the full vowel in the rightmost domain, and in a form with only schwa, stress is
located with respect to the rightmost domain (with or without schwa). The
Prefixal domain would never be the rightmost relevant domain in these cases.

The type of evidence that is needed to establish that the Prefixal domain is
beyond the purview of stress assignment is a set of weak Root forms which display
a full vowel in the Prefixal domain. In fact, Spokane does utilize non-reduplicative
prefixes which contain a full vowel; these include, but are not limited to, the first
and second person singular prefixes from the Possessive paradigm, /hin/ and /han/
respectively, and perhaps the aspectual prefix /hec/ Actual, 24 among others.

Forms with these inflectional prefixes display the same stress pattern as those with

24The vowel /e/ of the Actual prefix may be a consequence of epenthesis. Recall
that laryngeals must be accompanied by a vowel. For discussion, refer to Chapter 2.
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the reduplicative prefixes examined above and confirm that the Prefixal domain is

beyond the purview of stress assignment. This fact is demonstrated by the words

in (61)-(63). To be comprehensive, I have included both strong and weak Root

forms. Observe that even in forms which contain only schwa in the Phonological

Stem constituent, but a full vowel in the Prefixal domain, stress is still not assigned

to the Prefixal domain.

Strong Roots
(6la) hacx"élm
[pwhanhec [ps[prx"€llpr Mpslpw
han-hec-/x"el-m
2sgPoss-Act-/abandon
You are abandoning someone.
(Carlson 1972a)

hintim’
[pw hin [ps[prtum’]prlpslew
in-/tum’
1sgPoss-/woman’s mother
She is my mother.
(Carlson and Flett 1992)

(62a)

(63a) hecplp'alk™stm
[pw hecp'ul [ps[pr PUlK™ ]Jpgstom Jpslpw
hec-p'ul+J/pulk™-s-t-om
Act-CVC+Jrolled up-Caus-Tr-Pass
Someone rolls things up
(customarily). (Black 1995a)

Weak Roots

(61b)

(62b)

(63b)

hagsl€im
[pw hanqgs [ps[prlaC]prm Jpslpw
han-q#-s-v1a€-m
2sgPoss-Unr-Nom-/tie-Mid
You're going to tie him.

(Black 1995a)

higsacim
[pw hing#s [ps[pr ToC Jpr M]pslpw
hin-g#-sv/Tac-m
1sgPoss Unr-Nom-/tie-Mid
I’'m going to catch him.
(Carlson and Flent 1989)

hecx™*tx“ét

[pw hecx™at [ps[prX" ot]prlpslew

hec-x"at+/x%at

Act-Dist+Jcut off

It’s cut in pieces of different
size. (Carlson and Fleut 1989)

It must be acknowledged that, in addition to prefixes, proclitics also occupy

the Prefixal domain of the Phonological Word. Evidence for this is provided by

the fact that the phonological forms of proclitics are subject to phonological

processes which occur within the Prefixal domain but do not occur at the
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boundary between Phonological Words. Consider the forms in (64)-(66). In each

case the form of the proclitic has been altered. Notice that in (64) and (65) the
underlying /n/ of /€n/ surfaces as [y] and [i], respectively, each a consequence of

nasal shift, and in (66) the vowel of the proclitic surfaces as [a], a consequence of

local retraction.25

(64) cyec?acx
[pw Cnhec [ps[pr ?aC% Jpg M3 Jps]pw
¢n hec-/?ac’x-mo
1sgIntrS Act-/look-Nonperf
I am watching. (Carlson and Flett 1989)

(65) cigsx™isti
[pw €nq#s [ps[pr X"ist Jpr M3 ]ps]pw
¢n qt-s-Vx"ist-ma
1sgIntrS Unr-Nom-/walk-Nonperf
I'm going to walk.  (Carison 1972a)

(66) qaqsécnwéx™i

[ew Q2q#s [ps[pr Cic Jpr ntWex"ma Jpslpw

q? qt-s-JCic-n-t-wex™-ma

1plIntrS Unr-Nom-/arrive-Ctr-Tr-Recip

We are going to meet. (Black 1995a)

The stress patterns displayed by forms with prefixal material indicate the
need for a revision of the parameters of stress assignment as stated in Section
4.1.2.2 above. Specifically, the parameters must state that the Phonological Stem

is the domain of stress assignment. The final version of these parameters is

provided below; the revised portions appear underlined.

Z5For a discussion of these processes, refer to Chapter 2.
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Parameters of Primary Stress Placement for Non-compound Lexemes
(Final Revision)

4.1.4

a. Locate primary stress on the leftmost full vowel within the
rightmost domain of the Phonological Stem which contains a
full vowel.

b. Lacking a full vowel in the Phonological Stem, locate
primary stress with respect to the leftmost sonorant unmarked
for the feature [+consonantal] in the rightmost domain of the
Phonological Stem. If that sonorant is a schwa(-class vowel),
place primary stress on it; otherwise, epenthesize schwa
before it and place primary stress on it.

c. Lacking a full vowel in the Phonological Stem and lacking a
sonorant unmarked for the feature [+consonantal] in the

rightmost domain of the Phonological Stem, locate primary
stress on an epenthetic schwa at the left edge of the

rightmost domain of the Phonological Stem.

Roots with infixes

Spokane makes use of three ‘true’ infixes. These include the /?/ Plural, the

f?/ Inchoative, and the Repetitive markers. True infixal morphemes behave

differently from ‘apparent infixal’ morphemes to the extent that true infixes are

not adjoined but positioned within a particular morphophonological constituent.

Recall that this is unlike the situation for the ‘apparent infix,’ the Qus-of-Control

reduplicant; although the surface position of the Out-of-Control reduplicant within

certain forms suggests that the reduplicant has been infixed, it has actually been

adjoined as a suffix as demonstrated by the stress pattern displayed by those

forms.

Recall from the discussion in Chapter 2 that the /?/ Plural expresses the
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notion that a group acts together (e.g.,‘they work as a group’), possesses someone
or something in common (e.g., ‘their grandmother’), is affected by the action(s) of
another (e.g., ‘he pushed them’), or amounts to a particular quality or state of
being (e.g., ‘they are heavy’). The marker is positioned directly after the stressed
vowel; the fact that stress assignment must already have occurred in order for /2/
to be positioned properly indicates that this marker is realized quite late by the
spelling mechanism, after certain phonological processes have applied.26 Given
that fact, it is necessary to represent forms which include this marker as having
already been subjected to certain rules of the phonology, particularly that of
primary stress assignment. Regarding the issue of structure, it is most likely that
the application of phonological rules at this point in the derivation has not
resulted in the elimination of any internal structure. Since the evidence provided
by the facts of Out-of-Control reduplication indicate that Root edges persist in
non-compounds even after the application of primary stress assignment and
unstressed vowel deletion,27 I assume that such forms maintain all internal
structure and I provide p-representations in accordance with that assumption.

The forms under consideration appear below. Forms lacking the /?/ Plural
marker appear in the lefthand column; the representation of the phonological

structure of each word corresponds to the phonological form of the word prior to

26These facts indicate that, in the interest of maintaining strict modularity, the
MS-component is again probably best understood as a sub-component of the
phonology proper.

27See footnotes 16 and 17 of this chapter for examples.



204
the application of the phonological rules. Forms with /?/ Plural appear in the

righthand column; the representation of the phonological structure of each word

necessarily corresponds to the phonological form of the words after the
application of the phonological rules.

The examples in (67) and (68) are representative of strong Root forms.
Notice that the position of primary stress is identical in the forms lacking /?/ and
in those with /?/. As far as primary stress placement is concerned then, there is no

difference between the structures of those forms which lack /?/ and those which

include /2/.28

28Since the morphological spelling operation /?/ Plural attends solely to a feature
of the phonological form (the stressed vowel), and since stress is assigned only within
the Phonological Stem, it is not surprising that the site of infixation always
corresponds to a position within the Phonological Stem. Nevertheless, I do not
interpret the fact that the domain of infixation coincides with the Phonological Stem
to mean that this morphological spelling operation attends to the phonological
structure of the p-representation (as opposed to the morphological structure);
instead, I view it as mere coincidence.
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(67a) tyés (67b) tyé?s

(sl tyes Julus [msl tY€?S Julms

[pwles[pr tyeS lprlpslew [pwlesler tYE?S lprlpslpw

Jiyes Viye(?)3

Jcrawl Jerawi(Pl)

She crawled. (Black 1995a) They crawled. (Black 1995a)
(68a) ?axaxlils (68b) 7axaxfi?is??

[ms 2% [ 2ol [y IS Jpgs [ms ?ax [;2axif ]y i708 Jys

[pw X [psler 2l Jpg iIS Jps]lpw [pw?aX[ps[pr?aXif Jpri?I8]ps]pw

X+ dl-ils X+ Vxil-i(7)1S

Dist+Jdo certain way-Aut Dist+Jdo certain way-Aut(P1)

He’s busy doing a number of They’re busy doing a number of

things. things.
(Carlson and Flett 1989) (Carlson and Flett 1989)

The examples in (69) and (70) are representative of weak Root forms. Again,
observe that the position of primary stress is identical in the forms lacking /?/ and

in those with /?/.

29The source for the glottalization which appears on the /I/ is unknown.
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(69a) XIXil (69b) XIXi?l
[ms X3l [ X3l Julms [ms X1 [ X721 Julms
[pw X3l [ps[pr X3l Jprlpslpw [pw Kl[pslpr X121 Jprlpslew
Xal+VXal Xal+VXa(l
Dist+/still Dist+/still(P1)
Each of them is stll They are stll (collectively).
(Black 1995a) (Black 1995a)
(70a) cu?ntés (70b) cu?nté?s
(sl caW ]y ntas Jys [msly cu? Iy nté?s Jys
(pwlesler €W Jpg NtoS Jpslpw [ewlpslprCu?]pr Nt€ZS]pslpw
Jcaw-n-t-as Jcaw-n-t-3(?)s
Vhit-Ctr-Tr-3sgTrS Vhit-Ctr-Tr-3sgTrS(P1)
He hit him. (Black 1995a) They hit him.

(Carison and Flett 1989)

The next true infix under consideration is the /?/ Inchoative marker. Recall
from Chapter 2 that this morpheme is correlated with the notion of noncontrol
and indicates the occurrence of an action or state without the aid of an agent.
This true infix is positioned directly before the vowel of the Morphological Root
regardless of the status of the Root as strong or weak30 That this spelling
operation locates the infixation site only with respect to the Root vowel is the case
regardless of the morphological complexity of the word. The positioning of the
Inchoative relative to the Root vowel indicates that it is realized quite early by the

spelling mechanism, prior to unstressed vowel deletion. Unlike the

30wnhile the /2 Inchoative marker typically, but not exclusively, marks strong
Roots, the /p/ Inchoative marker typically, but not exclusively, marks weak Roots.
The data set includes a small number of strong Roots marked by /p/ and a small
number of weak Roots marked by /?/. For a detailed discussion, see Carlson (1993a).
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representations provided for forms with the /?/ Plural then, those provided for
forms with the /?/ Inchoative necessarily correspond to the phonological form of
the word prior to the application of the phonological rules.

The words in (71) and (72) serve as examples. Strong Root forms can be
found in the lefthand column, and weak Root forms in the righthand column.
Notice that in each case the Root vowel bears primary stress. These Inchoative
forms bear stress on the same Root vowels as do their bare Root counterparts. A
possible analysis of these facts is that, similar to Qus-of-Control reduplication, the
morphological spelling operation responsible for the /?/ Inchoative marker
redefines the right edge of the Morphological Root to minimally exclude the Root
vowel and the Root final consonant. The position of primary stress would then be
assigned in accordance with the first parameter of primary stress placement for
the strong Roots and the second parameter of primary stress placement for weak
Roots. However, since such an operation would create a Root form inconsistent
with the canonical Root form (that is, one which is minimally CVC), I interpret
these facts simply to indicate that the /?/ Inchoative marker is infixed within the

Root before the Root vowel.31

31As the data set lacks appropriate examples, the infixation site of the /?/
Inchoative marker for Roots with multiple vowels is, as yet, unknown.



Strong Roots

(71a)

crip
[uslu P’ Julwms

(pwlpsler €D lprlpslew

Weak Roots

(71b)

é2én’
[msle €700 Jylus

[pwlpsler €790 Jprlpslpw

Ve(D)ip VE()er'

Jpinch(Inch) Jtouch(Inch)

It became pinched. It became tender to touch.

(Black 1995a) (Carlson 1993a)

(72a) X?4q (72b) ¢'?4n32

[mslu X?2q" Jlms [msli €791 Jigdws

[ewlesler X729 Jprlpslew [ewlesler €700 Jprlpslew

JX(?)aq JC(?)en

vhot(Inch) JVtight(Inch)

He got a fever.

It tightened up on its own.
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The weather got hot. (Carison 1993a)

(Carlson and Flett 1989)

The last true infix under consideration is the Repetitive. Recall from
Chapter 2 that this type of reduplication refers to the repetition of an action or
state. This morphological spelling operation locates the infixation site only with
respect to the Morphological Root regardless of the morphological complexity of
the word, as was demonstrated in Chapter 3. It has two surface allomorphs: an
infix /e/ and /e/ preceded by a copy of the initial Root consonant. Either
allomorph occurs with accompanying glottalization of all resonants to its right.

Interestingly, the Repetitive may have a surface appearance of infix or

‘prefix’. The realization of the Repetitive as infix or ‘prefix’ by the spelling

32The surface value of this vowel is determined by the presence of a floating
pharyngeal feature in the Root.
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mechanism occurs after the application of the rules of the phonology; this is
indicated by the fact that forms comprising the same Root may surface with the
different allomorphs, depending on the resulting shape of the Root after primary
stress assignment and unstressed vowel dc:lc:tion.33 Given this fact, it is
necessary to represent forms which include this marker as having already been
subjected to rules of the phonology. As mentioned above with respect to /2/
Plural, it is most likely that the application of phonological rules at this point in
the derivation has not resulted in the elimination of any internal structure. Since
the evidence provided by the facts of Out-of-Control reduplication indicate that
Root edges persist in non-compounds even after the application of primary stress
assignment and unstressed vowel dc:letion,34 I assume that such forms maintain
all internal structure and I provide p-representations in accordance with that
assumption.

Consider the examples in (73). Both forms have at their core the
Morphological Root $al; nevertheless, the Repetitive appears as infix in (73a), but

as ‘prefix’ in (73b).

33These facts indicate that, in the interest of maintaining strict modularity, the
MS-component is probably best understood as a sub-component of the phonology
proper.

345ee footnotes 16 and 17 of this chapter for examples.
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(73a) Sefn'tén’>>
J3(e)f-n'-t-an’
Jchop(+Rep)-Ctr-Tr-1sgTrS
I cut it up repeatedly. (Bates and Carison 1989)

(73b) sesir36
(Se+)Vsar
(Rep+)Jchop
One small object is cut repeatedly. (Carlson 1989)

The forms in (74) serve as additional examples of Repetitive surfacing as infix and
‘prefix’. The form in (74a) is a weak Root form, and that in (74b) is a strong

Root form.

(74a) fedntén’>’

JI(e)C-n'-t-on’

Jtie(+Rep)-Ctr-Tr-1sgTrS

I nied it over and over. (Carlson 1980a)
(74b) n'en’i€ n'x*38

(n'e+)VniC-n’-t-ax™

(Rep+)Vecut-Ctr-Tr-2sgTrS

You kept cutting. (Carlson 1980a)

Despite its appearance as a ‘prefix’, the Repetitive can only be classified as

an infix, as is indicated by the long-distance retraction facts associated with such

35The source of the glottalization which appears on the resonants is Repetitive
reduplication. The underlying quality of the Root vowel is schwa.

36The source of the glottalization which appears on the resonants is Repetitive
reduplication.

37The source of the glottalization which appears on the resonants is Repetitive
reduplication. The underlying quality of the Root vowel is schwa.

38The source of the glottalization which appears on the resonants is Repetitive
reduplication.
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forms. Recall from the discussion in Chapter 2 that long-distance retraction takes
place only as far left as the left edge of the Root and does not include the
material in the Prefixal domain. The data provided below indicate that Repefitive
exists within the domain of long-distance retraction.

Compare the pairs of examples provided below.3? In the lefthand
column are forms which lack the Reperitive marker, but which contain prefixal
material. Notice that the vowel which occurs in the Prefixal domain remains

40 Conversely,

unaffected by the presence of the uvular consonant of the Root.
the forms in the righthand column include the Repefitive and demonstrate that
this affix exists within the Phonological Stem constituent, since it shows the effects
of long-distance retraction. This indicates that while the morphological spelling
operation which realizes the Repetitive marker positions /e/ before the initial Root
consonant, that position nevertheless exists within the Morphological Root
domain. The operation then reduplicates the initial Root consonant to fill the
onset of the syllable headed by /e/ and most likely to maintain the prosodic shape

of the Root as one which is consonant-initial. If this were not the case, the

phonological component would not have included this marker within the

3%The representations of the forms in (75b), (76b), and (77b) present the
Repetitive marker prior to the application of long-distance retraction since this
necessarily occurs after infixation.

40Recall from Chapter 2 that the identity of a vowel as full or schwa or as
underlying, epenthetic or the result of consonant vocalization is immaterial with
respect to retraction. Any vowel (with the exception of [i]) within the Phonological
Stem domain which surfaces as a full vowel will show the effects of retraction
regardless of its status.
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Phonological Root which, as a domain of the Phonological Stem, exists within the

purview of long-distance retraction.

(75a)

(76a)

(77a)

Cyec?aqi
[pwCnhec [ps[pr?aqlprmd Jpslpw
¢n hec-/?aq-ma
1sgIntrS Act-/scrape-Nonperf
I am scraping.

(Carlson and Flett 1989)

hecqix™i
[pwhec [ps[pr QiX™ Jpr M9 ]ps)pw
hec-/qix™-ma
Act-Vherd-Nonperf
He’s chasing.

(Carlson and Fletrt 1989)

hecpacq™
[pw hec [ps[pr PCq™ Jor lpslew
hec-vVpacq™
Act-/stripped off
It was stripped off.
(Carlson and Flert 1989)

(75b)

(76b)

(770)

tataqq
[bw [esler t€taq Jpgr q lpslew
te+J¥aq-q
Rep+sit-OC
He kept sitting.
(Carlson 1980a)

Fafaqgn?l

[ew [eslpr FEFAq Jpg I Jpslpw
fe+JTaq-n'-t-an’
Rep+vbury-Ctr-Tr-1sgTrS

I just covered things as I went

along.
(Carlison 1980a)

XaX'4aqi?s+2

[ew [eslpr X'€X4q Jpg ils Jpslpw

Xe+JXaq-n'-t-as

Rep+vhot-Ctr-Tr-3TrS

He heated it over and over.
(Carlson 1980a)

A possible objection to the claim that the Reperitive marker is positioned

within the Root domain is the fact that the vowel of the Repetitive never receives

primary stress, even when the Root domain is identified as the optimal domain for

stress placement. In response to such an objection, I suggest that the vowel of the

Repetitive is not considered as a potential ‘stress site’ since the realization of

4IThe source of the glottalization which appears on the resonants is Repetitive
reduplication.

42The source of the glottalization which appears on the resonants is Repetitive
reduplication.
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Repetitive necessarily occurs after primary stress assignment and unstressed vowel
deletion. Hence it never exerts influence over the positioning of primary stress.

The stress patterns displayed by forms which comprise the Plural,
Inchoative or Repetitive indicate that these are infixes which do not contribute to
the structural complexity of the p-representations of Spokane non-compounds.
The Plural marker is simply positioned ‘inside’ the existing constituent(s) with
respect to the stressed vowel. The Inchoative and Repetitive markers are
positioned ‘inside’ the Root with respect to the Root vowel and the left edge of

the Root, respectively.

4.1.5 Summary: the phonological structure of non-compounds

The stress facts, as well as the facts of retraction and nasal shift, confirm
that the phonology attends to the p-representation of the non-compound lexeme
which results as the output of the MS-component. The phonological patterns
displayed by the data indicate that the domains of the p-representations to which
the phonological component attends are isomorphic with the domains of the p-
representations which emerge from the MS-component (at least at the lowest level
of structure). As such, the structural characteristics of the p-representation of
non-compound lexemes remain salient for the phonology. Once these p-
representations enter the phonology proper, their preexisting domains are
organized into a hierarchical structure. The p-representations of non-compounds,

then, maximally possess the phonological structure represented in (78):
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(78) [pw Prefixes [ps[pr RoOt Jpg Suffixes]pslpw

The Phonological Stem represents the province of primary stress assignment and
long-distance retraction; the stress facts firmly established the significance of both
the Root and Suffixal domains within that constituent. Additional stress facts
established that the Prefixal domain remains beyond the purview of primary stress
assignment as well as long-distance retraction. Despite the invisibility of the
Prefixal domain with respect to these processes, this domain nevertheless
constitutes part of a larger phonological entity which also contains the
Phonological Stem constituent. They are, therefore, represented as distinct
members within the Phonological Word constituent. That the Prefixal domain
represents a legitimate member of the Phonological Word is evidenced by the fact
that it lacks a primary stress of its own and that it displays the effects of
phonological processes, namely local retraction and nasal shift, which do not occur
across word boundaries.

Finally, it must be acknowledged that the stress patterns reveal that the
process of primary stress assignment is based on three parameters which not only
assess the structure of the word, but also attend to: the quality of the vowels
present within the Phonological Stem constituent; the presence or absence of a
vowel within the domain identified as the optimal domain for stress placement;
the underlying [consonantal] status of sonorants within that optimal domain; and,
the leftmost edge within that optimal domain. The final version of the stress

placement parameters is restated below.



Parameters of Primary Stress Placement for Non-compound Lexemes

investigation now turns to the phonological structure of compound composites.

4.2

a. Locate primary stress on the leftmost full vowel within the
rightmost domain of the Phonological Stem which contains a
full vowel.

b. Lacking a full vowel in the Phonological Stem, locate
primary stress with respect to the leftmost sonorant unmarked
for the feature [+consonantal] in the rightmost domain of the
Phonological Stem. If that sonorant is a schwa(-class vowel),
place primary stress on it; otherwise, epenthesize schwa
before it and place primary stress on it.

c. Lacking a full vowel in the Phonological Stem and lacking a
sonorant unmarked for the feature [+consonantal] in the
rightmost domain of the Phonological Stem, locate primary
stress on an epenthetic schwa at the left edge of the
rightmost domain of the Phonological Stem.

This concludes the examination of non-compounds. The focus of the

The phonological structure of compound lexemes
Recall from the analysis provided in Chapter 3 that the morphological
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structure of the p-representations of compound lexemes comprises a flat structure

which includes two Stems as illustrated in (79) for Free Stem compounds and (80)

for Bound Stem compounds.

(79)
(80)

[ms Prefixes [Free Stem], [Free Stem], Suffixes ]y

[ms Prefixes [ Free Stem]y;, [Bound Stem], Suffixes]y

The stress facts, as well as the facts of retraction and nasal shift, indicate that
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these same domains are also relevant for the phonology. The data effectively
demonstrate that the domains of the morphological structures of (79) and (80) are
isomorphic with the domains of the phonological structure (at least at the lowest
level of structure); unlike the domains of the morphological structure, however,
those of the phonological structure are organized within a hierarchical relationship
as represented in (81).

(81) [pw Prefixes [pg[ Stem ], [ Stem], Suffixes]plpw

The bracketing provided in the representation illustrates the complex relationships
which exist among these domains as evidenced by the application of various
phonological rules, particularly that of primary stress assignment. The fact that
the Stem; and Stem, members are characterized with left and right edge
bracketing highlights the special phonological treatment each receives within the
Phonological Stem (PS). The Phonological Stem (PS) and the Phonological Word
(PW) constituents display both left and right edge bracketing, since such
bracketing specifies the bounds of certain phonological processes.

The presence of Stem, and Stem, complicates the phonological structure of
the p-representation of Spokane lexemes only slightly; in fact, the hierarchical
relations which exist within the phonological structure of compounds are very
similar to that of non-compounds. The Phonological Stem constituent includes the
Stem,, Stem,, and Suffixal domains; as with non-compounds, this constituent has a
special status to the extent that it represents the province of stress assignment and

long-distance retraction. The Prefixal domain exists ‘outside’ the Phonological
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Stem constituent; as with non-compounds, this domain constitutes part of the
Phonological Word.

Certain characteristics of the phonological structure are not obvious in the
representation. It is important to recognize that the left edge of the PS and that
of the Stem, always coincide, as do the right edge of the PS and that of the PW.
Other edge correspondences depend on the presence or absence of prefixal and
suffixal material. For example, in a form which completely lacks affixes, the left
edges of the PW, PS and Stem, coincide as do the right edges of Stem,, PS, and
PW and, therefore, represent only two domains.

As presented in this study, the p-representations of compounds differ in a
significant way from those of non-compounds to the extent that the Stem, and
Stem, members of the compound lexeme are structurally non-complex and
phonologically complete words. Each inner Stem of a compound lexeme is
presumed to have been subjected to rules of the phonology43 prior to the
application of morphological spelling operations which pertain to the compound
lexeme. 4

Having said that, I have chosen to represent the Stem members of the p-

43 Again, in view of such facts and in the interest of maintaining strict modularity,
the MS-component is probably best understood as a sub-component of the phonology
proper.

44As mentioned in Chapter 3, this may be a consequence of the language system
itself to the extent that once the morphological spelling mechanism has reached the
Morphological Stem limit of a p-representation, that Stem immediately enters the
phonology proper.
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representations of compound lexemes as having already been subjected to rules of
the phonology. Consequently, each Stem member of a compound displays full
vowel(s), a preliminary determination of primary stress (which is signaled by
underscores), and perhaps other phonological effects; each also lacks internal
structure. Significantly, the prefixal and suffixal material relevant to the
grammatical features of the compound lexeme reflect the fact that the p-
representation of the compound lexeme as a whole has yet to enter the phonology
proper.

I begin this examination of the phonological structure of the p-
representations of compound composites by first considering the stress facts
associated with bare compounds. I then proceed to forms which display bound
affixes. Finally, I provide a summary of the facts concerning compound
composites. As Free Stem compounds and Bound Stem compounds have
phonological structures which are identical, the two types of compound are

considered in parallel.

4.2.1 Bare compounds
Before examining the compounds which display bound affixes, let us first

consider the facts of primary stress assignment in forms which comprise only a
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bare compound.45 The stress patterns exhibited by such forms provide
evidence that the phonological structure of the bare compound minimally includes
two domains which correspond to Stem, and Stem,,.

The bare compounds provided in (82)-(85) serve to illustrate this claim.

The forms on the left are Free Stem compounds, while those on the right are
Bound Stem compounds. Notice that each form bears primary stress on a vowel
of the Stem, member of the compound. Given this stress pattern, it cannot be the
case that these forms comprise a single phonological domain. If these forms
comprised a single domain, primary stress would have been assigned to the
leftmost full vowel in that domain, as was demonstrated by the stress patterns of
non-compounds. The stress pattern of these compounds indicates that there are
two domains present in the phonological structure of these forms and that primary
stress has been assigned to a vowel in the rightmost domain (Stem,) of this

structure.

45As mentioned above, compounds which lack affixal material have a
phonological structure in which the edges of the PW and PS coincide exactly with the
left edge of Stem, and the right edge of Stem,. For the purpose representational
simplicity, I have chosen to omit any reference to the PW and PS edges in this
section.



Free Stem Compounds
(82a) faypix“ist
[ Sayp ], + [ x"ist I,
Jray-p-¢-/x"ist
Vhurry-Inch-Conn-/walk
He walked fast.
(Carlson 1990)

(83a) ?alpinq“éwtn
[ ?alip ], # [ nq¥ewtn ],
J?9l-p-¢-n-/q"ew-tn
Jlose-Inch-Conn-Loc-/drunk-Instr
He lost whiskey.
(Carlson and Flent 1989)
(84a) x"Is?i¢n
[ 5%l ], + [ s?itn I,
JxVel-s-/itn
Jabandon-Nom-/eat
memorial feast, goodbye meal
(Carlson 1990)
(85a) Kk¥is?accx
[ K¥en ], ¢ [ s?accx ],
VK" en-s-Jy?ac'(c)x
Jtry-Nom-/look at-(OC)
He went to look on.
(Carlson and Flett 1989)
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Bound Stem Compounds

(82b)

(83b)

(84b)

(85b)

x latq

[x"el ]; [ atq ]

Jxel=atq

Jabandon=fruit

He abandoned the race,
the game, or his wife.

(Carlison and Flett 1989)

?emtis

[ ?emut ], [ us |,
J?mut=us

Jsit=fire

She sat at the fire.
(Carlson and Flett 1989)

pXqin

[ pix' ], [qin ],
Jpax'=qin
Jbare=head

He’s hatless.

(Carison and Flett 1989)

?emk™écst

[ 7emuk™ ], [ edst I,
Jmak¥=edst
Jskinned=hand

She skinned her hand.
(Carlson and Flett 1989)

Of course, given only these facts, one might simply assume that the Stem,

of each compound actually resides in the prefixal domain and is therefore beyond

the purview of stress assignment. However, the data set also includes numerous

examples which demonstrate that the vowel(s) of the Stem, are subject to long-

distance retraction as illustrated by (86) and (87). As such, the Stem, of a

compound clearly exists within the Phonological Stem.
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(86) c¢nC#?acsosalq™ 16

[pw EnC¥ [pg[ €€ |, ¢ [ sosalq™ Jo]pslew

¢n i-/2aé-s-Jwis=alq"™

1sgIntrS Loc~/?-Nom-/stand up=tree

I stood under a tree. (Carlson and Flett 1989)
(87) Cc?arqin

[c7er ), [ qin ],

Je(?)er=qin

Jache(Inch)=head

He has a head ache. (Black 1995a)

A review of the stress patterns of bare compounds must also include those
forms whose Stem members derive from compounds themselves. Recall from the
discussion in Chapter 3 that compounds are stored in the lexicon; as such, a
compound lexeme is itself a potential candidate for compounding. Not
surprisingly then, the class of bare compounds includes compounds comprisng
Stems which are themselves compounds. The forms provided in (88)-(90) serve as
examples. Free Stem compounds can be found in the lefthand column and Bound
Stem compounds in the righthand column. Observe that in each case, primary

stress has been assigned to a vowel of Stem,.

46As this form displays a proclitic and a prefix, PS and PW bracketing are
included in this representation. Discussion of the position of proclitics and prefixes
is provided in section 4.2.2.



Free Stem
(88a) KYisplictralix™
[ K¥en ], ¢ [splic?ulix” ],
VK" en-s-/pul-+-/c?=ulix”
Jtry-Nom-/kill-Conn-/?-ground
He went to go kill a deer.
(Carlson 1990)

(89a) lapsix™ép
[lap ], ¢ [ stx"ep ],
Vlap-s-/¥ax"=ep
Jemerge-Nom-/opened=bottom
hemorrhoids
(Carlson and Flett 1989)
(90a) citgna?sqélix™
[ citqene? |, + [ sqelix™ ],
¢t-JVtag=ene?-s-/qel=mix"

Loc-JVtouch=ear-Nom-/body=person

He got his hand on it (eg., a
louse in the hair).
(Carlson and Flett 1989)
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Bound Stem Compounds
(88b) CPulix™élx”
[ Culix” |, [ ex™ ],
JO?=ulix"=elx"
J?=ground=hide
whitetailed deer skin
(Carlson and Flett 1989)

(89b) sp'éstaxn
[ specst | [axm ],
Jsap'=etst=axn
Jtanned hide=hand=arm
sleeve (Carlson and Flett 1989)

(90b) ?ecsuséice?
[ 2edswis |, [ etce? |,
Jeé-s-/wis=etce?
J?-Nom-/stand up=inside
He stood in the room.
(Carlson and Flett 1989)

Regarding the Free Stem compounds, the Stem, member of (88a) derives from

the Free Stem compound [py s [ps[pul]; ¢ [c?ulix™],]ps]pw, While that of (89a)

derives from the Bound Stem compound [py s [ps[t0X"]; [€PLlpslpw- In 90a, the

Stem; member derives from the Bound Stem compound

[pw €t [ps[taq], [ene?],]pslpw- Regarding the Bound Stem compounds, the Stem,

members of (88b) and (89b) derive from the Bound Stem compounds

[ewlpsce?]; [ulix*],]pslpw and [pwlps[siP]; [€€st]]pslpws Tespectively. In (90b), the

Stem, derives from the Free Stem compound [py{ps[?€€]; ¢ [sWiS],]pslpw-

The stress pattern associated with the set of bare compounds indicates that

the phonological structure of such forms includes two domains which are, in fact,
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isomorphic with the Stem, and Stem, constituents of the corresponding
morphological structure (at the lowest level of structure). In every case, primary
stress has been assigned to the full vowel which bears preliminary primary stress
within the rightmost domain. We now turn to those compounds which display

affixal material.

4.2.2 Compounds with affixal material

The data indicate that the only time that a vowel of Stem, does not bear
primary stress is when the Suffixal domain includes a full vowel. Neither the
presence of suffixal material with a schwa-class vowel nor any type of prefixal
material serves to influence the position of primary stress placement.

The forms in (91)-(92) are representative examples of compounds which
include a schwa-class vowel in the Suffixal domain. Notice that in each case
primary stress is positioned on the vowel of Stem, which bears preliminary
primary stress. As this is the same stress pattern exhibited by bare compounds,
the presence of consonants or schwa-class vowels in the Suffixal domain clearly
exerts no influence on primary stress placement.

(91) Xe wi?sq@ix*n

Xe [ps[ Wiy ], ¥ [ sqix™ ], ntan Jps

Xe Jway-s-/qix"-n-t-an

Part finish-Nom-/drive away-Ctr-Tr-1sgTrS

I have already cleared them away. (Carison and Flett 1989)

(92) tK"épmstx”
[ps[ Cuk™ ], [ ep ], mstax™ Jps
JVtakK"=ep-m-s-t-ax"”

Jset down=bottom-TransDer-Caus-Tr-2sgTrS
You will start out with this. (Carlson and Flett 1989)



224

An additional example provided in (93) illustrates the stress pattern which results
when the Out-of-Control reduplicant occurs. The monomoraic allomorph of the
reduplicant appears suffixed to Stem, of the compound lexeme. Observe that the
position of primary stress is unaffected by the presence of the reduplicant.
Primary stress is still assigned to a vowel of Stem,.
(93) nfK¥K¥atq Tt
[pw 0 [ps[ fuk™ ], K™ [ aq™Tt I, Jpslpw
n-/tak™ +kK¥=atq™t

Loc-/set down+ OC=throat
It accidentally fell in the mouth.  (Carlson and Flett 1989)

47

While there are numerous examples of Free Stem and Bound Stem
compounds with prefixal and suffixal material, there are fewer than ten
compounds with full vowels in the Suffixal domain, all of them Bound Stem
compounds. In the event that the suffixal material contains a full vowel, primary
stress is assigned to that vowel. The forms in (94)-(96) serve as representative
examples. Observe that in each case primary stress appears on the full vowel of
the Suffixal domain.

(94) n?acxén’cit

[ew 1 [ps[ ?ac’% ], [ i€’ ], ntsut Jpgpw

n-J/?acx=icn’-n-t-sut

Loc-V1ook=back-Ctr-Tr-Refl
He looked back upon something. (Carlson and Flett 1989)

47Although [ assume that the Ouz-of-Control reduplicant adjoins to the right edge
of Stemy,, I do not provide any additional bracketing. At present it is unclear what
kind of constituent is created by adjunction in these cases; consequently, I forestall
complicating the representation with additional bracketing.
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(95) qe?Cuplsmnwéx”
[pwq? [ps] €wup ][ els | mntwex™ Jpslpw
q? Jtow-p=els-m-n-t-wex"

1plIntrS Vquiet-Inch=feeling-TrDer-Ctr-Tr-Recip
We felt lonesome for each other.  (Carlson and Flett 1989)

(96) cmsSqnmist

[pw € [ps[ miS ]; [ gin ], mist Jps]pw

¢~/ mi§ =qin-mist

Loc-v?=head-Refl

He was discouraged. (Carlson and Flett 1989)

The compound data are consistent with the facts of non-compounds
regarding the role of prefixal material with respect to stress placement; that is, the
presence of bound prefixes which contain vowel(s) exerts no influence on the
placement of primary stress. As with non-compounds, then, the Prefixal domain
of the compound is beyond the purview of stress assignment. Consider the
following forms. The Prefixal domains of the Free Stem Compound in (97) and
the Bound Stem compound in (98) include the /het/ Back/Again marker*® and
the /?2ut/ Collective marker, respectively. Despite the presence of the vowels of
these markers in the Prefixal domain, primary stress has been assigned to a vowel
of Stem,. Note also that the effects of long-distance retraction do not extend to
the Prefixal domain in these forms.

(97) cnetocsqélix”

[pw Cnhet [ps[ Wi€ ], ¥ [ sqelix™ Llpslew

¢n het~/wic-s-/qel=mix"

1sgIntrS Again-/see-Nom-vbody=person
I could see people again.  (Carlson and Flett 1989)

48The vowel of the /het/ Back/Again marker may be a consequence of
epenthesis.
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(98) ?utqyos??
[ew 7ut [ps[ q7ay 1; [ us Lleslew
ut-/qVay=us
Col-/black=face
black people (Carlson and Flett 1989)

Both types of compound frequently surface with the /hec/ Actual marker in the
Prefixal domain.>? Compounds which include this prefix display the same stress
pattern as those with the /het/ Back/Again and /?ut/ Collective markers; that is,
the presence of a vowel in the Prefixal domain does not serve to influence the
placement of primary stress. Examples of Free Stem compounds with the /hec/
Actual marker are provided in (99)-(100), while those of Bound Stem compounds
with /hec/ Actual appear in (101) and (102). Observe that in each case primary
stress has been assigned to a vowel of Stem,.
(99) hescce?rsp?usi

[ew hec [ps[ €c'e?r |, ¢ [ sp?us ], md Jpslpw

hec-&~/Ce(?)r-s-~/pus-ma

Act-Loc~/ache(Inch)-Nom-/heart-Nonperf

His heart is aching. (Carlson and Flett 1989)
(100) heck™Ticlqintni

[pw hec [ps[ K™uf ]; ¢ [ Clqintn ], md Jpslpw

hec-/K*ul-¢-/cal=qin-tn-ma

Act-Vmake-Conn-/stand=head =Instr-Nonperf
He’s making a war bonnet. Carlson and Flett (1989)

49The surface value [0] of the vowel of the Stem, is a consequence of
pharyngealization.

50As mentioned above, the vowel /e/ of the Actual prefix may be a consequence
of epenthesis.
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(101) hecme?&stmttamsi
[pw hec [ps[ m?estm ], [ ¢tums ], m3 Jps)pw
hec-Vma?=eclst-m=¢tums-ma
Act-vbother=hand-TransDer-=person-NonPerf
He is bothering people. (Carlson and Flett 1989)

(102) hecéca?raxni

[pw hect [ps] cal?r ], [ axn ], mo Jpslpw

hec-¢-/ce(?)r=axn-ms

Act-Loc-Vache-(Inch)=arm-NonPerf

His arm is aching.  (Carlson and Flert 1989)

Significantly, the compounds in (100) and (102) also demonstrate that the process
of long-distance retraction does not extend to the Prefixal domain, but is instead
confined to the Phonological Stem constituent. If this prefix were within the
purview of long-distance retraction, then the vowel of /hec/ Actual would have
lowered and backed to [a], regardless of its status as an underlying or epenthetic
vowel.

As the data set of Free Stem compounds does not include any forms which
display Head-referencing prefixes relative to the compound lexeme (since this type
of compound lacks a Head), none are included here; however, there are numerous
examples of Bound Stem compounds with such prefixes. Those in (103)-(104)
display the Diminutive and those in (105)-(106) the Distributive. Observe that in
such forms stress is never assigned to the vowel of the reduplicative prefix;
instead, it appears on a vowel of Stem,.

(103) sx*x“yén'e?

[pw SX™i [ps[ XY 1, [ €n'€? JJpslow

s-x"a+Jx"ay=ene?

Nom-Dim+sharp=ear
small prickly pear cactus  (Carlson and Flett 1989)
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(104) ctri?pus
[ew €€ [ps[ tYIp ]; [ us Llpslew
&-ta+Jtay-p=us
Loc-Dim+Tall-Inch=eye
A little foreign object fell into her eye. (Carlson and Flett 1989)

(105) ¢?ac?acxisntx™
[pw €?ac’ [ps[ ?2ac’s ], [ us ], ntax™ Jeslpw
¢-?ac +V?acx=us-n-t-ax"
Loc-Dist+V1look=eye-Ctr-Tr-2sgTrS
You examined her eyes. (Black 1995a)
(106) cplpikrice?
[pw Cpul [ps[ pulk™ ], [ ice? Llpslew
¢-pul+Vpulk¥=ice?
Loc-Dist+JTolled up=covering
cigarettes (Carlson and Flett 1989)

As with non-compounds, the Prefixal domain of compounds is also
occupied by proclitics which, as expected, have no influence on the placement of
primary stress. Such procltics reside in the Prefixal domain as the forms provided
below illustrate. Those in (107) and (108) are Free Stem compounds, while those
in (109) and (110) are Bound Stem compounds. Observe that the proclitic in each
exhibits a sound change, triggered by the presence of a sound within the Prefixal
domain, which does not occur across the boundary between Phonological Words.
In (107) the vowel of the proclitic surfaces as [a], a consequence of local
retraction due to the adjacent uvular. In (108)-(110) the /n/ of the proclitic
displays the varied effects of nasal shift.

(107) qagsk™isladm
[ew q7q#s [ps[K™en |, ¢ [ slagm L ]pslew
q? qt-s-VkK¥en-s-Vlaq-m

1plintrS Unr-Nom~/try-Nom-/bury-Mid
We’re going to bury it. Carlson and Flett (1989)
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(108) Xxx" cigsk™isxécti
Xx" [pw nqts [ps] K™en ], ¢ [ sxect |, md Jpslpw
Xx™ ¢n qt-s-/K"en-s-V/xect-ma
? 1sgIntrS Unr-Nom-/try-Nom-/dig-Nonperf
I'm going to go dig roots.  (Carlson and Flett 1989)

(109) cigstx™pisi

[pw €nqis [ps[ #x™up ], [ us ], md Jpslpw

¢n gqi-s-/¥ax™-p=us-mo

1sgIntrS Unr-Nom-/opened-Inch-eye-Nonperf

I’'m going to rope a horse. (Carlson and Flett 1989)

(110) cyeccix K™ élpi

[pw EnhecEt [ps[ x"uk™ ], [ €lp ], ma Jpslpw

¢n hec-¢¢-/x"ak™ =elp-ma

1sgIntrS Act-Loc-/clean=floor-Nonperf

I'm sweeping my floor. (Black 1995a)

To complete this discussion of the phonological structure of compounds, let
us briefly review the facts related to ‘true’ infixes. Recall that such infixes do not
contribute to the structural complexity of the p-representations of the non-
compound; the same is true for compounds. For present purposes, the infixes
under consideration include only the /?/ Plural and the Repetitive markers. As the
data set lacks Free Stem compounds which display either of these markers, only

Bound Stem compounds are offered as examplcs.51 Representative forms are

provided below.

S1The fact that the data set lacks Free Stem compounds which display the
Repetitive (as well as /?/ Inchoative) is not surprising since the spelling operation
responsible for that morpheme refers to a Head. Recall that Free Stem compounds
lack a Head. The absence of Free Stem compounds which display the /?/ Plural is
unexpected, however, since the spelling operation responsible for that morpheme
does not refer to a Head; rather, it refers to a phonological entity, the stressed vowel.
I suspect that the lack of such forms is simply a gap in the data.
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Each of the Bound Stem compounds in (111) and (112) displays the /?/
Plural marker. Recall that this infix is positioned directly after the stressed vowel
which indicates that it is realized quite late by the morphological spelling
mechanism. Given that fact, it is necessary to represent compounds which include
Plural as having already been subjected to the rules of the phonology, particularly
that of primary stress assignment; hence the phonological structure of each word is
represented with a p-representation which correponds to that which results after
certain phonological processes have applied. The stress patterns associated with
these compounds remain unaffected by the presence of the Plural marker. As
with non-compounds, infixation depends on locating the stressed vowel; not
surprisingly, this marker does not serve to influence stress placement.
(111) x“e?tci?n

[ewles[ x™e?t J; [ ci?n Llpslpw

Jx¥a?-t=ci(?)n

Jmany-Stat=mouth(P!)

Their voices grew in number. (Carlson and Flett 1989)
(112) hecCscnwéx™i

[pw hec [ps[ €s 1, [ cn ], WEX"i Jpslpw

hec-/Cas=cin-n-t-we(?)x"-ma

Act-/bad=mouth-Ctr-Tr-Recip(Pl1)-NonPerf

They’re saying bad things to each other.  (Carlson and Flett (1989)

Lastly, let us consider the stress patterns of compounds with the Repetitive
marker. Recall that Repetitive locates the infixation site with respect to the Head
and that it is also realized quite late by the morphological spelling mechanism as

evidenced by the effects of unstressed vowel deletion on the allomorph selected.

As in compounds with the /?/ Plural marker, then, it is necessary to represent
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compounds which include the Reperitive as having already been subjected to
certain rules of the phonology prior to infixation. Since the vowel of the Repetitive
necessarily occurs after primary stress assignment, it can never exert influence
over the positioning of primary stress.

Although Reperitive has two allomorphs, the /e/ allomorph (with
accompanying glottalization) is the most relevant to a discussion of compounds.
Since stress is never assigned to the Stem,;, of the compound, the vowels of that
Head are ususally deletcd,52 thereby creating the requisite environment for
infixation after the initial consonant of the Head. Examples of compounds with
Repetitive are provided in (113) and (114). Observe that in each case a vowel of
the Stem, has been assigned primary stress. As with non-compounds then, the
presence of the Reperitive marker does not influence the position of primary stress.
(113) éncewcin'm’>

[pw Cn [ps[ cew ], [ cin’ ], m Jps]pw

¢n Jc(e)w =cin’-m’

IsgIntrS Vsay(+Rep)=mouth-Mid
I repeated something mockingly.  (Carlson and Flett 1989)

32The only exceptions being those forms in which the Head comprises a /?/ or
/h/; in such cases the vowel of the Head may necessarily surface to meet the needs
of the laryngeal.

53The source of the glottalization which appears on the resonants is Repetitive
reduplication. The surface [e] is a consequence of Repetitive reduplication. The
underlying Root from which Stem, derives is cuw.
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(114) ntek™Isncat>?

[pw D [ps[ $eK™ ], [ Is ], 'tst Jpslpw

n-/}(e)K"=els-n’-t-sut

Loc-/strung together(+Rep)=feeling-Ctr-Tr-Refl

He’s mulling it over. (Carlson and Flett 1989)

The stress patterns of compounds with affixal material indicate that the
only element exerting any influence on the position of primary stress is the
presence of a full vowel in the Suffixal domain. The only parameter relevant for
primary stress assignment in compounds, then, is a modified version of the first
parameter proposed for non-compounds.

Parameter of Primary Stress Placement for Compound Lexemes

Locate the optimal domain for primary stress placement with

respect to the rightmost domain of the Phonological Stem

which contains a full vowel. If that optimal domain contains

a vowel which displays preliminary primary stress, position

stress on it; otherwise position primary stress on the leftmost
full vowel within that optimal domain.

423 Summary: the phonological structure of compounds

The stress facts, as well as the facts of long-distance and local retraction
and nasal shift, confirm that the phonological component attends to the p-
representation of the compound lexeme which resuits as the output of the MS-
component. As is the case with non-compounds, the phonological patterns

displayed by compounds indicate that the domains of the p-representations

54The source of the [e] and the glottalization which appears on the resonants is
Repetitive reduplication. The underlying Root form from which Stem, derives is $iK™.
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relevant for the phonology are isomorphic with the domains which emerge from
the MS-component (at least at the lowest level of structure). As such, the same
structural characteristics of the p-representations remain salient for the phonology.
The phonological patterns of compounds demonstrate that once these p-
representations enter the phonology proper, their preexisting domains are
organized into a hierarchical structure. The p-representations of compounds,
then, maximally possess the phonological structure provided in (115).
(115) [pw Prefixes [pg[ Stem ], [ Stem ], Suffixes Jpslpw

The Phonological Stem, which includes the Stem,, Stem, and Suffixal
domains, represents the province of primary stress assignment and long-distance
retraction. As with non-compounds, the Prefixal domain constitutes part of a
larger phonological entity which also contains the Phonological Stem. These
constituents are, therefore, represented as distinct members within the
Phonological Word. That the Prefixal domain represents a legitimate member of
the Phonological Word is again evidenced by the fact that it lacks a primary stress
of its own and displays the effects of phonological processes, namely local
retraction and nasal shift, which do not occur at the boundary between
Phonological Words.

It was stipulated that the p-representations of compounds differ in a
significant way from those of non-compounds to the extent that each inner Stem
of a compound lexeme is presumed to have been subjected to the rules of the

phonology prior to the application of morphological spelling operations and
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phonological processes which pertain to the compound lexeme. As a
consequence, the Stem, and Stem, of each p-representation possess full vowels
which bear (preliminary) primary stress and lack internal structure. As such,
compounds only display the stress pattern associated with strong Root forms; that
is, a vowel of the Stem, bears stress unless a full vowel is present in the Suffixal
domain.

Finally, the stress patterns exhibited by compounds can be accounted for
with a modification of the first parameter of primary stress assignment proposed
for non-compounds.

Parameter of Primary Stress Placement for Compound Lexemes

Locate the optimal domain for primary stress placement with

respect to the rightmost domain of the Phonological Stem

which contains a full vowel. If that optimal domain contains

a vowel which displays preliminary primary stress, position

stress on it; otherwise position primary stress on the leftmost
full vowel within that optimal domain.

43  Conclusions

Throughout this chapter I have relied on the facts of primary stress
assignment and, when necessary, the facts of retraction and nasal shift to
demonstrate that the domains of the p-representations to which the phonology
attends are isomorphic with the domains of the p-representations which emerge as
the output of the MS-component (at least at the lowest level of structure). These
facts also demonstrate that once these p-representations enter the phonology

proper, the preexisting domains of the the p-representations of non-compounds
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and compounds are organized into the hierarchical structures provided in (116)
and (117), respectively.

(116) [pw Prefixes [ps[pr RoOt Jpr Suffixes Jpslpw

(117) [pw Prefixes [ps[ Stem ], [ Stem ], Suffixes Jpslpw

Finally, it must be recognized that the stress patterns exhibited by the data

require the following parameters:
Parameters of Primary Stress Placement for Non-compound Lexemes

a. Locate primary stress on the leftmost full vowel within the
rightmost domain of the Phonological Stem which contains a
full vowel.

b. Lacking a full vowel in the Phonological Stem, locate
primary stress with respect to the leftmost sonorant unmarked
for the feature [+consonantal] in the rightmost domain of the
Phonological Stem. If that sonorant is a schwa(-class vowel),
place primary stress on it; otherwise, epenthesize schwa
before it and place primary stress on it.

c. Lacking a full vowel in the Phonological Stem and lacking a
sonorant unmarked for the feature [+consonantal] in the
rightmost domain of the Phonological Stem, locate primary
stress on an epenthetic schwa at the left edge of the

rightmost domain of the Phonological Stem.

Parameter of Primary Stress Placement for Compound Lexemes

Locate the optimal domain for primary stress placement with
respect to the rightmost domain of the Phonological Stem
which contains a full vowel. If that optinal domain contains
a vowel which displays preliminary primary stress, position
stress on it; otherwise position primary stress on the leftmost
full vowel within that optimal domain.

This concludes the discussion of the phonological structure of p-representations of

compounds. We now turn our attention to the issue of structural reanalysis.
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Chapter §

The Structural Reanalysis of Spokane Lexemes

5.0 Introduction
Having identified the morphological and phonological structures of the p-

representations of Spokane lexemes, we now turn our attention to those forms
which seem to contradict the validity of those structures. This chapter examines
the irregular phonological patterns exhibited by seemingly anomalous forms and
hypothesizes that these patterns are the consequence of structural reanalysis.

In Chapter 3, we encountered one type of reanalysis. Recall that Free
Stem compounds, as stored lexical items, became susceptible to reanalysis which
resulted in the development of Bound Stem compounds. In this case, the
lexicalized Free Stem compounds were reanalyzed morphologically (with respect
to the specification of a Head constituent) and phonologically as a consequence of
analogical change. The data also indicate that another type of reanalysis occurs in
Spokane, specifically, the structural reanalysis of the p-representations of lexemes.

The expression ‘structural reanalysis’ refers explicitly to a psycho-linguistic
process whereby language speakers and learners interpret the internal structures
of particular p-representations in configurations which are distinct from those of
an earlier language state. The process of reanalysis is limited to the extent that
forms are reanalyzed only on analogy with an existing morphological structure.

The complex structure of a non-compound may be reanalyzed so that affixal



237

material is integrated into the Head constituent, resulting in the simplex structure
[gRoot],. The complex morphological structure of compounds may also be
reanalyzed so that the two Stem domains may be restructured as a solitary Head
constituent, and, further, that affixal material may be integrated into that Head,
resulting in the simplex structure [;Root]y,.

Before considering the anomalous facts, let us review the basic structures of
the p-representations of Spokane lexemes. The data indicate that there are two
basic categories regarding the morphological structure of p-representations: non-
compounds and compounds. Non-compounds maximally possess the flat
constituent structure which appears in (1), while compounds maximally possess the
flat constituent structures which appear in (2a) for Free Stem compounds and

(2b) for Bound Stem compounds.

(1) [ Prefixes [y Root ] Suffixes ]y
(2a) [ysPrefixes [ Free Stem ]; [ Free Stem ], Suffixes],,s

(2b) [ysPrefixes [y Free Stem ]y, [ Bound Stem ], Suffixes]ys

The data also indicate that there are two basic categories regarding the
phonological structure of p-representations: non-compounds and compounds. The
phonology hierarchically organizes the structural domains of p-representations into
two different structures: one for non-compounds as in (3) and another for both

types of compounds as in (4).
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(3)  [pw Prefixes [ps[pr Root ]pg Suffixes Jpslpw
(4) [pw Prefixes [ps[ Stem ], [ Stem ], Suffixes Jpslpw

After identfying these morphological and phonological structures, I

concluded that the phonological domains of the p-representations to which the
phonology attends are isomorphic with the morphological domains of the p-
representations which emerge from the MS-component (at least at the lowest level
of structure). Having acknowledged these basic structures and the fact that there
is a direct correlation between morphological and phonological domains, let us

now consider the anomalous facts.

5.1 The anomalous_facts

The data set under consideration for this study comprises approximately
8050 forms, including 5900 non-compounds and 2150 compounds. Of these, the
vast majority —more than 7000 non-compounds and compounds combined---
follow predictable and regular phonological patterns regarding primary stress
assignment, long-distance retraction and nasal shift. Fewer than 1000 forms,
approximately 350 non-compounds and 650 compounds, display seemingly
anomalous patterns; that is, such forms display phonological patterns which are
inconsistent with the phonological (and, therefore, morphological) structures

identified above.l

1Actually, there are fewer that one thousand forms which display an anomalous
stress pattern. The number of anomalous non-compounds has been purposely
inflated. For an explanation see footnote 11 below.
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Consider the non-compounds that appear in (5) and (6). Those with a
completely predictable stress pattern can be found in the lefthand column, and
those with an apparently anomalous stress pattern in the righthand column. Both
examples in (5) have been augmented with the suffixal material /ilS/ Autonomous.
As demonstrated by the data provided in Chapter 4, /il§/ exists to the right of the
Root within the Suffixal domain; as such, the full vowel of /il§/ is predicted to bear
primary stress regardless of the status of the Root vowel as full or schwa, as
determined by the first parameter of primary stress placement for non-
compounds. Notice that only the form in (5a) is consistent with this claim. In

(5b) stress is actually positioned on the vowel of the putative Root.

Composite non-compound Anomalous form
(5a) ¢nx™ils (5b) qécls
én Vx¥at-ils Jqec-il§
1sgIntrS Varise-Aut Jrun-Aut
I arose. He ran.
(Carlson and Flett 1989) (Carlson and Flett 1989)

Now consider the non-compounds in (6), each of which bears phonological
material corresponding to the Diminutive reduplicant. Recall that the Diminutive
reduplicant, as a prefix, exists to the left of the Root within the Prefixal domain;
as such, it remains beyond the purview of stress assignment and, therefore, never
receives primary stress. Notice that the form in (6a) is consistent with this claim,
as it bears stress on the Root vowel and not on the vowel of the reduplicant. The

form in (6b), however, seems to contradict this claim, since stress appears on the
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vowel of the putative reduplicant.

Composite non-compound Anomalous form
(6a) hi £Yis (6b) x"ox™Iq™
hi ti+J1is x o+Vx olq™
Part Dim+Jsweet Dim+Jroll
It’s small and sweet. buggy (Carlson and Flett 1989)
(Black 1995a)

The same inconsistencies are demonstrated by Free and Bound Stem
compounds. Of the approximately one hundred Free Stem compounds included
in the data set, one among them exhibits a seemingly anomalous stress pattern.
Compare the forms in (7). The compound in (7a) bears stress on the vowel of the
Stem, member of the compound as predicted by the parameter of primary stress
placement for compounds, while the form in (7b) bears stress on the vowel of the

putative Stem, member of the compound.

Composite compound Anomalous form

(7a) cCulpsp?is (7b) cK™arslk™ptn
¢-~/war-s-/plus VK ul-s-/luK"=ep-tn
Loc-vburn-Nom-vheart Loc-/make-Nom-vwood=bottom-Inst
indigestion firepoker (Carlson 1990)

(Carison and Flett 1989)

By far the most interesting set of anomalies falls within the category of
Bound Stem compounds; that is, those forms which contain putative lexical
suffixes. Such forms display the most varied phonological behavior, particularly
with respect to stress assignment. Consider the forms in (8) and (9). While the
forms on the left follow a predictable stress pattern in which primary stress has

been assigned to a vowel of Stem, in accordance with the parameter of primary
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stress placement for compounds, those on the right display an apparently
anomalous stress pattern. In (8b) primary stress appears on the vowel of the
putative Stem,, and in (9b) it appears on a putative prefix, the Diminutive
reduplicant. The form in (9b) also contains a violation of long-distance retraction

to the extent that it displays the effects of retraction on the vowel of the putative

prefix.
Composite compounds Anomalous forms
(8a) nifxas (8b) Ccéwsm
n-Jyelx"=us Jcew =us-m
Loc~/covered=eye Jwash=face-Mid
One of his eyes is covered. He washed his face.
( Carlson and Flett 1989) (Carlson and Flett 1989)
(9b) ndK™pqin'tx™ (9b) chéhizqn
n-ti+J3¥k"-p=qin-n-t-ax* ¢-hu+vhuy =qin’
Loc-Dim-/chained-Inch-head-Ctr-Tr-2sgTrS Loc-Dim+piled=head
You hung a little thing up on a It’s something little in a
nail or a tree limb. pile.
(Carlson and Flent 1989) (Carlson and Flett 1989)

The forms in (10)-(12) illustrate the variability of stress placement in such
forms. Out of approximately 650 anomalous Bound Stem compounds, some 500
display a pattern where a vowel of the putative Stem, is stressed as in (10). Of
these, the vast majority conform to the shape of (10a) with a single putative lexical
suffix; the data set includes approximately 25 forms which pattern as in (10b) with
two putative lexical suffixes and approximately one form which patterns as in (10c)

with three putative lexical suffixes.
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(10a) ¢nasqgn
¢-Vnas=qin

Loc-J/wet=head
His head is wet. (Carlson and Flett 1989)

(10b) sc‘:q""q"’é)’qsc':én’2

s-¢-q" +JVq"ay =aqs¢=sin’

Nom-Loc-Dim+Jblue=?=foot

overalls | bluejeans (Black 1995a)
(10c) k™ilpo?sqn

Jk¥al=ep=ews=qin

Jred=bottom=middle=head

lipstick (Carlson and Flett 1989)
Of the approximately 650 anomalous Bound Stem compounds, fewer than 50 bear
primary stress on the vowel of a putative prefix as illustrated by the form in (11).
This form also contains a violation of long-distance retraction to the extent that it
displays the effects of retraction on the vowel of the putative prefix.
(11) ?6?pnéstgn

u+Jupn=edst=qin

Dim+ten=hand=head

one thousand (Carlson and Flett 1989)
In addition, of the 650 anomalous Bound Stem compounds, approximately 100
display anomalous stress patterns where primary stress appears on the vowel of a
putative lexical suffix which occurs in a sequence of such lexical suffixes. Of these,

the vast majority display a pattern where the first such lexical suffix in a string of

two or more lexical suffixes is stressed as in (12a) and (12b). The form in (12c)

2The glottalization which accompanies the resonants is a consequence of
Diminutive reduplication.
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serves as an example of those forms comprising a string of three lexical suffixes in
which the second among them bears primary stress. Regardless, these stress
patterns are unexpected since the vowel of the rightmost such suffix is predicted to
bear primary stress, as establised in Chapter 4. The patterns displayed in (12b)
and (12c) are extremely uncommon; the data set includes approximately 5 words
which pattern as in (12b) and approximately 10 words which pattern as in (12c).
Observe that the form in (12c) also contains a violation of nasal shift to the extent
that the /n/ of the underlying /ns/ consonant cluster surfaces intact.

(12a) &capqntn

JCad=ep=qin-tn

Jlong object lies=bottom=head-Inst

a yoke (Carlson and Flett 1989)
(12b) prqapo?sqn

Jpraqg=ep=ews=qin

Jturned back=bottom=middle=head

(old horn type) phonograph

(Carlson and Flett 1989)

(12c) snqawsqinsn

s-n-J/qe?=ews=qin=$in

Nom-Loc-/squeezed=middle=head =foot

middle toe  (Carlson and Flett 1989)
The entire data set contains only one form which comprises four putative lexical
suffixes, provided in (12d). As with the forms cited above, this form also displays
an anomalous stress pattern; in this case, primary stress appears on the third such
lexical suffix in the string.
(12d) yercn'etpawastqn

Jyer=itn'=etp=ewest=qin

J? =back=plant=middle=head
Coyote’s fourth son (Carlson and Flett 1989)
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It is important to acknowledge that these anomalous stress patterns cannot
be attributed to the fact that the putative Stem; members possess distinct
morphological or phonological properties which serve to influence the outcome of
stress placement. The fact is that compounds comprising similar Stem members
can display both predictable and anomalous patterns. Consider each pair of
examples provided in (13) through (16) below. The words in the lefthand column
display a predictable stress pattern where primary stress is assigned to a vowel of
Stem,; conversely, those in the righthand column display an anomalous pattern
where primary stress is assigned to a vowel of the putative Stem,. Significantly,
these stress patterns occur despite the fact that the Stem, of the forms within each
pair is based on the same Root. Likewise, forms with the same Stem, show such
variability. Observe that the Bound Stem [us], bears primary stress in (13a), but
remains unstressed in (14b). The same is true for the Bound Stem [ule?x"], which

bears primary stress in (16a), yet remains unstressed in (15b).

Composite forms Amomalous forms
(13a) nifx™as (13b) ¢&yalx™¥qn
n-Jyefx¥=us c-Vyelx¥=qin
Loc-Jcovered=eye Loc-/covered=head
One of his eyes is covered. a bandana
(Carlson and Flernt 1989) (Carlson and Flett 1989)
(14a) spqice? (14b) cpqpigs
s-V/pig=ice? ¢-piq+Vpiq=us
Nom-/white=blanket Loc-Dist+white=face
white blanket whitemen

(Carlson and Flett 1989) (Carlson and Flett 1989)
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Composite forms Anomalous forms
(15a) nX’a?qétk” (15b) Xaqle?x”
n~/Xa(?)q=etk" JXaq=ule?x”
Loc-vhot(Inch)=water vhot=land
The water is hot. the South/hot land/hot earth
(Carlson and Flett 1989) (Carlson and Flert 1989)
(16a) pex™ale?x” (16b) ¢pax“qn
Jpe(?)x¥=ule?x” éc~/pex¥=qin
Jbright(Inch)=ground Loc-V/sorrel=head
firelight brown hair
(Carlson and Flett 1989) (Carlson and Fletnt 1989)

The most problematic of such anomalous forms are those which show competing

stress patterns for identical and near-identical sequences as illustrated in (17) and

(18).

Composite forms Anomalous forms

(17a) nmicin (17b) nmiycn
n-/may=cin n-/may=cin
Loc-/know=mouth Loc-vknow=mouth
His stories are interpreted. He knows his stories.

(Carlson and Flett 1989) (Carlson and Flett 1989)

(18a) cncx™ttéls (18b) cxVétls
¢n ¢-Vxet+t=els c-VxVet=els
1sgIntrS Loc-vhate +OC=feeling Loc-vhate=feeling
I became irate. (Black 1995a) He’s feeling mean.

(Carlson and Flett 1989)

As discussed in Chapter 1, recent theoretical works present various metrical
accounts to explain the Spokane stress system (Bates and Carlson 1989, Carlson

and Bates 1990, 1991, Stonham 1990, Idsardi 1991b, Smith 1991, Czaykowska-
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Higgins 1993b3). Characteristic of these accounts are the assumptions of
morpheme compositionality and that each morpheme maintains a predictable
morphophonological relation with respect to other morphemes. Given that fact,
these approaches attempt to capture the unexpected variations in stress placement
by identifying Roots and/or suffixes in exceptional ways; that is to say, these
accounts rely heavily on morphological diacritics which are relevant for the
phonology. Although the various diacritics and theoretical mechanisms proposed
in these studies can account for some of the Spokane data, they fail to account for
the placement of primary stress in numerous forms, most noticeably those with
competing stress patterns. Equally problematic is the fact that these studies enlist
an inordinate amount of theoretical machinery to handle a minority of forms.

On my view, the key to analyzing forms with apparently anomalous
phonological patterns relies on two principles: first, that the p-representations of
Spokane lexemes (maximally) possess the morphological structures as specified in
(1) or (2) above which remain salient for the phonology; and second, that such
structure, once stored in the lexicon as part of the lexical representation, becomes
vulnerable to reanalysis as one of several functions of lexicalization. The
development of these apparent anomalies represents yet another analogical
adjustment of lexicalized forms which at an earlier stage in the language possessed

a composite structure.

3As mentioned in Chapter 1, some of these studies deal only peripherally with
the Spokane language.
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5.2  Hypothesis of structural reanalysis
Having acknowledged the morphological and phonological structures of the

p-representations available in Spokane and the fact that the basic domains of the
phonological form are an integral and salient feature of the p-representation of
every lexeme, the phonological patterns exhibited by Spokane lexemes prove
invaluable when it comes to identifying the structures of the anomalous forms.
That is to say, since a direct and regular correlation exists between the
morphological and phonological structures, it is possible to infer the morphological
structure of a particular form by how the phonology attends to that form.

Despite the presence of morphophonological material which attests to the
anomalous forms’ diachronic structural state as composite, the phonological
patterns exhibited by such forms indicate that their synchronic structural state is
one which has resulted from the reanalysis of morphological structure. This is not
to suggest that the phonological patterns of such forms reveal structures which are
distinct from those already identified for non-compound and compound
composites; instead, they indicate that the structures relevant to the present
language state of such forms are distinct from the structures relevant to an earlier
language state of the same forms.

Structural reanalysis can be viewed as one of several functions of
lexicalization. In the wake of lexicalization, lexical items become vulnerable to
various types of linguistic change, particularly changes with respect to phonological

form and semantic properties; however, the anomalous facts of Spokane suggest
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that the potential for change as a consequence of lexicalization must also include
adjustments with respect to the morphological structure of the p-representation.
Since morphological structure and phonological form are distinct aspects of a p-
representation, neither, either or both aspects may be subject to change.
Similarly, since the phonological, grammatical, and semantic representations of a
lexeme represent discrete fieids of a lexical representation, none, any, or all may
be adjusted. The Spokane facts illustrate this quite well since the changes
displayed by such lexicalized forms range from no change to changes in multiple
dimensions. At issue here are those forms which indicate a reanalysis of
morphological structure; such reanalysis may or may not be accompanied by
phonological, grammatical, or semantic changes.

Following Pagliuca (1976), MacWhinney (1978), Bybee (1985), among
others, I assume that the frequency with which a lexeme is used or encountered
(and not simply the fact of its being lexicalized) significantly contributes to the
potential for structural reanalysis4. This occurs to the extent that a highly
frequent form is learned by rote memorization, stored in the lexicon and simply
retrieved "without an analysis into constituent parts, and without relating it to
other words" (Bybee 1985:90).

Regardless of the synchronic or diachronic status of a lexeme’s

morphological structure, the structural shapes available to the p-representations

4Neither Pagliuca, MacWhinney nor Bybee specifies morphological structure as
subject to reanalysis. I simply extend to morphological structure their argument
regarding transparency.
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remain limited to those already present in the grammar; that is to say, such forms
are reanalyzed on analogy with the existing morphological structure [Root]y.

The complex morphological structure of a non-compound may be reanalyzed to
the extent that various affixes are integrated into the Head constituent which
includes the Root material. The complex morphological structure of compounds
may also be reanalyzed to the extent that the two Stem domains may be
restructured as a solitary Head constituent, and, further, that various affixes may
be integrated into that Head. Viewed in this way, the phonological patterns

exhibited by the anomalous forms are, in fact, quite regular.

5.2.1 Structurally reanalyzed non-compounds

Highly frequent non-compounds show stress patterns which are inconsistent
with the phonological (and, therefore, morphological) structures typically
associated with certain Root and affix combinations. Consider those forms
displaying the putative /t/ Stative marker which is both numerous with respect to
the number of Roots with which it has combined as well as in terms of the high
frequency of occurrence for each such combination. Significantly, the forms based
on weak Roots display stress patterns which are inconsistent with the phonological
structures presumed for such forms. The non-compounds in (19) serve as
illustrations. If the representations for the forms in (19) included a Suffixal
domain, then the surface forms predicted for such representations would be *X’xét

and *s&sk"Tit, where primary stress is positioned on an epenthetic vowel at the
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left edge of that Suffixal domain. In fact, primary stress surfaces on the Root
schwa, indicating that the underlying structure of each form does not include a
Suffixal domain and that the putative /t/ Stative is actually the Root-final
consonant.® As such, the stress patterns conform to the second parameter of

primary stress placement for non-compounds whereby stress is assigned to the

Root schwa.
(19a) hi Xaxt (19b) sésk™irt®
[pwlpslpr X%t Jprlpslpw [pw SEs [ps[pr K"aft Jorlpslpw
[msle Koxt Jilus [ms s€s [i K™alt Jylys
hi VX'ax-t s-C-s-Vk"Val-t
Part J/fast-Stat Nom-Loc-Nom-red-Stat
It’s fast. (Black 1995a) sweat (Carlson and Flett 1989)

The forms provided in (20) demonstrate that these weak Roots display a
predictable stress pattern when phonological material appears in the Suffixal
domain, primary stress having been positioned on a schwa(-class vowel) in that
domain. The stress pattern in (20a) again conforms to the second parameter of
primary stress placement for non-compounds. Since the form completely lacks a
full vowel, primary stress has been located on the schwa-class vowel in the Suffixal
domain. The stress pattern in (20b) conforms to the third parameter of primary

stress placement for non-compounds but assumes additional complexity. In this

5The data suggest that all /t/ Starive forms have been subjected to reanalysis, and
further, that this morphological spelling operation is no longer productive in Spokane.
For discussion, see section 5.3.2 of this chapter.

6The source for the glottalization on the /l/ is unknown.
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case, the morphological spelling operation Out-of-Control reduplication has
redefined the right edge of the Root domain to exclude the /t/. The reduplicant /I/
and the /t/ then exist in the Suffixal domain. Lacking a full vowel (in the Root or
Suffixal domain) as well as an appropriate sonorant in the Suffixal domain,

primary stress has been assigned to an epenthetic vowel at the left edge of the

Suffixal domain.
(20a) Xxtmstéx" (20b) &sk™Tift

[pwlpslpr X%t Jpg mstax™ Jpslpw [pw &s [ps[pr K7OF ]Jpg It Jpslpw
[msly Xoxt ]y mstax™ Jys [ms €s [1 K™ ]y Tt Jis
JX ax-t-m-s-t-ax™ &-s-Vk al +I-t
JTast-Stat-Mid-Caus-Tr-2sgTrS Loc-Nom-J/red +OC-Stat
You made it go fast. He got sweaty.
(Black 1995a) (Carlson and Flett 1989)

Reanalysis of non-compounds is not restricted to the restructuring of the /t/
Stative marker within the Root domain. Other markers which have been
subjected to reanalysis include the suffixal material /m/ Middle, /min/ Instrumental,
/mist/ Reflexive, /ilS/ Autonomous, /wil§/ Developmental, [p/ Inchoative and Out-of-
Conurol reduplication, the infixal material /?/ Inchoative, and the prefixal material

7

resulting from Diminutive and Distributive reduplication.” Additional examples of

reanalysis can be found below; in each case, the stress pattern suggests that the

"Not all forms displaying these suffixes have been subjected to reanalysis; that is
to say, the data indicate that the morphological spelling operations which realize
these affixes remain productive. It must also be noted that consonantal prefixes are
presumed vulnerable to reanalysis; however, since they lack a vowel by definition,
reanalysis will not display surface effects with respect to stress assignment.
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Root domain contains more that just a canonical Root.

Regarding each of the forms in (21), the phonological material from both
the Prefixal and Suffixal domains has been integrated into the Root domain.
Observe that in each case primary stress has been assigned to the vowel of what
was once the Distributive reduplicant.8 For (21a) this pattern is determined by
the first parameter of primary stress placement for non-compounds where primary
stress is located on the leftmost full vowel within the Root domain. Example
(21a) provides additional evidence that the reduplicant has been integrated into
the Root domain to the extent that long-distance retraction has applied to the
vowel of that phonological material resulting in the surface vowel [a]. For (21b),
the stress pattern is determined by the second parameter of primary stress
placement for non-compounds. Lacking a full vowel, primary stress has been

located with respect to the leftmost schwa in the Root domain.

(21a) cnq“ayq“it (21b) sifsft
[ewn [psler q eyq eyt Jprlpslew [pwles(pr soFsalt Jprlpslew
[ms €n [y q7eyqeyt Jylus [wsly safsalt Jylms
¢n q*ey+Jq ey-t saf +/sal-t
1sgIntrS Dist+Jplenty-Stat Dist+wrong-Stat
I've got plenty. He’s always confused.
(Carlson and Flett 1989) (Carlson and Flett 1989)

8Similar forms have been analyzed as a type of suffixal reduplication termed
Characteristic for the Southern Interior language Moses-Columbia (Czaykowska-
Higgins 1993a) and the Northern Interior language Thompson (Thompson and
Thompson 1992). Such an analysis is not appropriate for Spokane since the
semantics of such forms do not necessarily differ from that associated with the
Distributive.
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Likewise, each of the forms in (22) demonstrate that phonological material
from both the Prefixal and Suffixal domains can be integrated into the Root
domain. In (22a), the Diminutive reduplicant and the /t/ Stative have been
restructured within the Root domain; in (22b), the Diminutive reduplicant and
/min/ Instrumental have been restructured within the Root domain. Since in each
form the vowel of what was once the reduplicant is a full vowel, primary stress has
been assigned to that vowel, as predicted by the first parameter of primary stress

placement for non-compounds.

(22a) tarx™t (22b) rin€m'n’10
[pwlpsler tutux®t Jprlpslpw [pwlpslpr DINIEMIN’ Jprlpslow
[msl Cutux™t Jylus [ms(y MINICmIN’ Jylvs
fu+JPux"-t” Ni+J/ic-m'in’
Dim+ Hly-Stat Dim +cut-Instr
Something small flew. pocket knife
(Black 1995a) (Carlson and Flett 1989)

Additional examples of reanalyzed forms are provided below. The forms in (23)
indicate that prefixal material alone may be restructured within the Root domain,
while those in (24) indicate that the same is true for suffixal material. In all cases,
stress has been assigned in accordance with the first parameter of primary stress

placement for non-compounds.

9The underlying quality of this Root vowel has yet to be determined. It is equally
plausible that the underlying vowel is schwa.

107pe original source for the glottalization which appears on the /m/ and final /n/
of this form is Diminutive reduplication.



(23a) ndx"nox”
(pwlpslpr NOX nOX" lprlpslpw

[ms [ nox™n0x" Ju Jwms

nox™+Jnox*11

Dist +Jwife
wife/wives
(Carlson and Flett 1989)

(24a) t6cmn

[pwlpslpr ¥ocmin Jpglpslpw

[ms[y tocmin [yl

JYoc-min

Jmash-Instr

potato masher

(Carlson and Flett 1989)

(23b)

(24b)
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KVak™r
(pwlpslpr K uk™ul Jprlpslpw

[msly K¥uk™uf Jylus

K¥u+JK"ul

Dim+make

Something small is created.
(Carlson 1989)

Ciwls

[PW[PS[PR Ciwils ]PR]PS]PW

[ms[es CIWIIS Tog)us

JCiw-ils

Jclimb-Aut

He climbed.

(Carlson and Flett 1989)

As suggested by the forms in (20) above, reanalyzed forms may be

subjected to subsequent L- and I-derivation. The grammatical features acquired

during derivation may trigger morphological spelling operations; consequently, a

reanalyzed non-compound may comprise the Head of an adjoined structure.

Consider the form in (25a). In this case, /?/ Inchoative infix represents part of the

Root domain, as is evidenced by the fact that it is reduplicated as a consequence

of Distributive reduplication. Observe that the vowel of the Root domain bears

primary stress, indicating that the reduplicant exists beyond the purview of stress

YThe underlying quality of this Root vowel has yet to be determined. It is
equally plausible that the underlying vowel is schwa.
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assignment in the Prefixal domain. Similarly, the stress pattern of (25b) indicates
that while /mist/ Reflexive has been reanalyzed as part of the Root domain, the
reduplicant exists in the Prefixal domain. In both cases, stress has been assigned

in accordance with the first parameter of primary stress placement for non-

compounds.
(25a) n?an?as (25b) mcmicmi?st

[pwn?a [ps[prD?aS Jprlpslew [pw muc [ps[prmucmi?st]pg Jpslpw
[ms N?a [ n?as Jylus [ms muc [ muemi?st i lus
n?a+Jn(?)as muc+vmuc-mi(?)st
Dist+Jwet(Inch) Dist+ball-Refl(PI)
It got all wet. They made themselves into a
(Carlson and Flett 1989) ball. (Carlson and Flett 1989)

The forms in (26) serve as additional examples. If the structure of the
form in (26a) included a Suffixal domain containing the suffix /ilS/ Autonomous,
then the surface form predicted for such a representation would be *&tqqeqcif’s,
where primary stress is positioned on the full vowel in the Suffixal domain. In
fact, primary stress has been assigned to the putative Root vowel, indicating that
the phonological material [gecilS] occupies a single domain and that stress has
been assigned in accordance with the first parameter of primary stress placement
for non-compounds. Observe that the Diminutive and Distributive reduplicants
maintain their status as prefixes and remain beyond the purview of stress
assignment. The forms provided in (26b)-(26d) demonstrate that this reanalyzed

form behaves predictably with affixation and in compound formation. In (26b)
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and (26c), the position of primary stress conforms to the first parameter of
primary stress placement for non-compounds. In (26d), the position of primary

stress conforms to the parameter of primary stress placement for compounds.

(26a) é{qchécﬁlz

[pw Ctqeqgec [ps[pr qecils Jprlpslew

[ms €tgeqec [y qecils Jylvs

¢t-qe+qec+Jqec-ifs

Loc-Dim+ Dist+run-Aut

He ran about anxiously on the floor. (Carlson and Flett 1989)
(26b) cqéclSmntm

[pw € [ps[pr qecilS Jpg mntom Jpglpw

[ms € [ gecilS Jy; mntam ]y

¢-/qec-ilS-m-n-t-am

Loc-vTun-Aut-Mid-Ctr-Tr-Pass

Someone ran toward him in a wild mood. (Carlson and Flett 1989)
(26c) qclsémn

[pwlrpsler QeCilS Jpg emn]pslpw

[ms[n gecilS ] emn Jys

Jqec-il§-emn
Jrun-Aut-Hab
One who likes to run. (Carlson and Flernt 1989)

12The glottalization which appears on the /I/ of this form is a consequence of
Diminutive reduplication.
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(26d) nqclsétk™
[pwlpsl nqecis |, [ etk™ Llpslew

[mslz nqeciS Jyy; [ etk™ Jolvs

n-/qec-il§=etk™

Loc-V/run-Aut-water

He ran in the water. (Carison and Flent 1989)

Given that the forms in (20b), (25a), (25b) and (26a) display Head-
referencing morphology, specifically OQut-of-Control, Diminutive and/or Distributive
reduplication, it is reasonable to assume that the process of structural reanalysis
includes the marking of a Head constituent. Reanalysis of the complex
morphological structure of the p-representations of non-compounds can be
viewed, then, as a process which serves to integrate phonological material from
the Prefixal and/or Suffixal domains within the same domain as the Root material
on analogy with the existing morphological structure [;; Root ];;, the Root as Head
constituent.

It is also important to note that the reanalyzed structure may remain
obscured depending on the vowel quality of the diachronic Root.13 A

composite non-compound structure comprising a strong Root (that is, one which

1311 view of this circumstance, I have inflated the number of reanalyzed non-
compounds. Despite the fact that weak Roots, but not strong Roots, followed by
consonantal suffixes display the phonological effects of reanalysis, I assume that an
equal number of such strong Root forms have also been reanalyzed. Similarly, while
only strong Roots, but not weak Roots, followed by suffixal material which includes
a full vowel display the phonological effects of reanalysis, I assume that an equal
number of such weak Root forms have also been reanalyzed.
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possesses a full vowel) and consonantal suffix will bear stress on a Root vowel, as
will its reanalyzed counterpart. Likewise a composite non-compound structure
comprising a weak Root (that is, one which possesses schwa) and a suffix which
includes a full vowel will bear stress on the full vowel of the suffix, as will its
reanalyzed counterpart.14 Both stress patterns conform to the first parameter

of primary stress placement for non-compounds.

5.2.2 Structurally reanalyzed compounds

Highly frequent compounds also show stress patterns which are inconsistent
with the phonological (and, therefore, morphological) structures typically
associated with such forms. Consider the fact that forms based on mus four,
culturally a highly significant and frequently used number referent, display
phonological patterns distinct from all other number referents to the extent that

stress seems to be exceptionally marked.l> The examples provided in (27)-(31)

14The data set contains a single exception to this generalization provided below.

X'aqist

[pw psler X'aqmist Jpg Jpslpw

[ms[ X'aqmist J;lys

JX'aq-mist

Jstuck-Refl

He stuck himself.  (Carlson and Flett 1989)

It is possible that this form was created on analogy with the reanalyzed compound
X'aqne? pocket and does not derive from the weak Root X’aq.

15 The only exceptions to this generalization are: the word ?26?pnéstgn, usually
glossed as one thousand, but which is also used simply to refer to a very large number
of ...; and, the word &cilcl five people.
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serve as illustrations. The Stemy;, member of each form in the lefthand column

derives from the Root nk™u?, while that of each form in the righthand column

(diachronically) derives from the Root mus. The Stem, member within each pair

of examples derives (at least diachronically) from the same Bound Stem.

Composite forms

(272) EnkK™étce?
&-Vnk™u?=etce?
Class-Jone=animal

one animal
(Carlson and Flett 1989)

(28a) énk™ésén
¢~/nkMu?=essn’
Class-/one=round object
one round object
(Carlson and Flett 1989)

(29a) nk™alq¥
Jnk*u?=alq”
Jone=long cylindrical object
one long object
(Carlson and Flett 1989)

(30a) nk™ékx"
Jnk*u?=etx"
Jone=hide
one skin
(Carlson and Flett 1989)

(31a) ci? cnk™asq't
ci? c-/K*u?=asq’t
? Loc-Jone=day
It was one day ago.
(Carlson and Flett 1989)

Reanalyzed forms

(27b) CEmisice?
¢~vmus=eice?
Class-/Tour=animal
four animals
(Carlson and Flett 1989)

(28b) Ccmussn’
¢~mus=esSn’
Class-vfour=round object
four round objects
(Carlson and Flert 1989)

(29b) méslq”
Jmus=alq"
JTour=long cylindrical object
four long objects
(Carlson and Flett 1989)

(30b) muaskx”™
Jmus=etx"
JIour=hide
four skins
(Carlson and Flett 1989)

(31b) mobsq't
Jmus=asq’t
JTour=day
four days
(Carlson and Flett 1989)



260
Recall that since each Stem member of a compound is run through the phonology
before being structured within the compound, each necessarily contains a full
vowel, regardless of the underlying phonological form of the source Root for each
Stem. The strong/weak distinction between Stem members is, therefore,
nonexistent. Observe that all forms in the lefthand column (that is, those whose
Stem, derives from nk™u?) display primary stress on a vowel of the Stem,
member. This is typical of all number referents except those whose Stem, derives
from mus, as demonstrated by the forms in the righthand column.16 In that
case, each bears primary stress on the vowel of the putative Stem,.

Diachronically speaking, the forms in both column at one time possessed
the structure typified in (4) and its morphological correlate in (2b), both of which
minimally comprise [Stem], [Stem],; however, synchronically, the forms in the
lefthand column possess a structure distinct from those in the righthand column.
The stress patterns displayed by the two sets of number referents indicate that
those in the lefthand column have maintained the structure [Stem],;, [Stem],
despite their lexicalized status as compounds, while those in the righthand column
have incurred a change of structure resulting in a single domain [; Root ],;. In
the case of the forms on the left, stress has been assigned in accordance with the
parameter of primary stress placement for compounds; for those forms on the

right, stress has been assigned in accordance with the first parameter of primary

1645 specified in footnote 15, I am aware of only two exceptions to this
generalization.
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stress placement for non-compounds.

Additional examples of the reanalysis of compound structures can be found
below. In each case the stress pattern suggests that the complex compound
structure has been reduced to simplex form. On my account, the form in (32)
historically derives from the Bound Stem compound [y, €yirly; [qin],]ys (the
Stem,;,; member of which derives from the weak Root form [ys€[yyar]ylys)- If
this form comprised two Stem domains underlyingly, then the stress pattern
predicted for such a representation would be *€irqin, where primary stress is
positioned on the full vowel of Stem, in accordance with the parameter of primary
stress placement for compounds. In this case, however, primary stress has been
assigned to the vowel of what was once the Stemy,, indicating that the two Stem
domains have been reanalyzed as one and that stress has been assigned in

accordance with the first parameter of primary stress placement for non-

compounds.
(32) &irgn

[pw [psler Cyirqin Jprleslew
[msli €yirgin Jylus
¢~/yar=qin
Loc-V/round=head
round head (Carlson and Flett 1989)
Similarly, the form in (33) derives from the Bound Stem compound

[ms[utPiPli: [usl]ums (the Stemy;, member of which derives from the weak Root

form [ys[it9pP)uPlus). If this form comprised two Stem domains underlyingly,
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then the stress pattern predicted for such a representation would be *s&¢t'ppis,
where primary stress is positioned on the full vowel of Stem, again in accordance
with the parameter of primary stress placement for compounds. In this case,
however, primary stress has been assigned to the vowel of what was once the
Stemy,,, indicating that the two Stem domains have been reanalyzed as one and
that stress has been assigned in accordance with the first parameter of primary

stress placement for non-compounds.

(33) sctpips

[ew S€ [pslpr tPIPUS Jprlpslew

[ms S€ [ tPIPUS Jilms

s-C-J/T :;p-p=us17

Nom-Loc-/upright-Inch=round object

a connection like a section of pipe (Carlson and Flett 1989)

One final example indicates that a story similar to that of reanalyzed Bound
Stem compounds holds for reanalyzed Free Stem compounds. The form in (34)
historically derives from the Free Stem compound [ys[K™uf], [sluk™p], tn]Ms.18
If this form comprised two Stem domains underlyingly, then the surface form

predicted for such a representation would be *¢K"Tslik™ptn, where primary stress

17The second /p/ may, in fact, be the Ouz-of-Control reduplicant. It is unclear
what the source of this morpheme is.

181nterestingly, what was once the Stem, member of this form, itself, derives
historically from the Bound Stem compound [yS[luk™ ]y, [ePl.)ms Which was
subsequently reanalyzed as [sluk™ep];;.
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is positioned on a vowel of Stem, in accordance with the parameter of primary
stress placement for compounds. In this case, however, primary stress has been
assigned to the vowel of what was once the Stem,, indicating that the two Stem
domains have been reanalyzed as one and that stress has been assigned in
accordance with the first parameter of primary stress placement for non-

compounds.

(34) cK™afsiKptn

[pw € [pslpr KTUF¥SIUK™D Jpgr tn Jps]pw

[ms € [ K™uf#sluk™ ]y tn ]Ms19

E-~VK uf-s-Vluk™=ep-tn

Loc-Vmake-Nom-/wood=bottom-Inst

firepoker (Carlson 1990)

The pattern displayed by the forms in (32)-(34) matches that displayed by the
approximately 474 anomalous forms as represented in (10a) above.

Recall that compounds, as stored lexical items, are potential candidates for
compounding. For example, the Bound Stem compound [y[;€im]y, [i€n').]]ms
provided in (35a) was later selected to function as the Stem;;; member within
another Bound Stem compound [ys[;;miCn’]y, [est],]us provided in (35b). Once

formed, the compounded compound is also lexicalized. Despite their lexicalized

19The structural positions of /¢/ and /tn/ have been arbitrarily located in the
Prefixal and Suffixal domains, respectively. It is also possible that these affixes have
been reanalyzed as part of the Head constituent.
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status, both of these compounds have maintained their structural integrity as
indicated by the fact that primary stress appears on a vowel of Stem, in

accordance with the parameter of primary stress placement for compounds.

(35a) sn€micn’ (35b) sn€mcn’écst
[pw sn ps[€im ], [i€n" Llpslpw [pw sn[ ps[Cmiln’ ]; [e€st Jolps]pw
[ms sn [y €im ]y [ €00 J)ms [ms sn [ €miCn’ ]y, [ eCst Llys
s-n~/Cim=icn’ s-n-/Cim=i¢n’=ecst
Nom-Loc-~/body=back Nom-Loc~v/body=back=hand
back (Carlson and Flett 1989) palm of the hand

(Carlson and Flett 1989)

This is not always the case, however, as evidenced by the stress pattern of the
form provided in (35c). This word historically derives from the compounded
compound [ys[yEmicn’]y, [Sin],]us comprising the same Stem;;, member as that
found in (35b). The stress pattern indicates that the synchronic morphological
structure of the p-representation of this lexeme comprises the single domain
[ms[y €micn’Sin ] lys in Which Stem,;, and Stem, of the original have been
integrated into a single Head constituent. As such, primary stress is predictably
assigned to the leftmost full vowel of that domain in accordance with the first

parameter of primary stress assignment for non-compounds.
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v 3w

(35c) snmicn’sn
[pw snlps[pr EmICnSIn Jprlpslpw
[ms sn [ CmiCnSin Jylys
s-n-/Cim=ién’=$in

Nom-Loc-/body=back=foot
sole of the foot (Carlson and Flett 1989)

The forms provided in (36) serve as additional examples. The composite
Bound Stem compound [y[;cuw]y; [Sin)lys @s in (36a) was presumably
incorporated as the Stemy,;, of the Bound Stem compound
[ms[Cu?sin]y, [esSn’],]us. At a later stage in the language, this composite
compound was reanalyzed and the Stemy;, and Stem, members restructured within
a single domain as indicated by the stress pattern of (36b). The pattern displayed
by the forms in (35c) and (36b) matches that displayed by the approximately 85
anomalous forms represented as in (12a) above. While the stress pattern of (35c)
conforms neatly to that predicted by the first parameter of primary stress
placement for non-compounds, that of (36b) suggests that the relevant parameter
must be revised to exclude certain vowels (those which are protected from
deletion by laryngeals or pharyngeals and those which result from consonant
vocalization) which do not bear preliminary primary stress. This issue receives

additional attention below.
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(36a) scu?sin

[pw sles[ Cuw’ ], [ Sin Llpslew

[ms Sl CuW Jigy [ $in Jolus

s~/Cuw =§in?0

Nom-/?=foot

foot (Carlson and Flett 1989)

(36b) scu?sinssn’

[pw slpslpr Cu?Singssn’ Jpglpslew

[ms S[u Cu?Sinessn’ Jylus

s-/Cuw =§in=ess$n’

Nom-/?=foot=round object

deer hoof (Carlson and Flett 1989)

A similar explanation holds for those extremely uncommon anomalous
forms represented by (12b) and (12c). Although I am unable to provide an
appropriate example to illustrate this for the five words which pattern as in (12b),
I have located forms which do so for the ten words which pattern as in (12c).
Consider the forms in (37). Presumably, the composite Bound Stem compound
[mslud'e?]y; [eWsl)us as in (37a) was selected as the Stemy,; of the Bound Stem
compound [ys[q?eWs]y; [qin)slms as in (37b). This compound was then selected
as the Stemy;, of the Bound Stem compound [ys[;d?awsqin]y, [Sinl,lys. At a

later stage in the language, this composite compound was reanalyzed and the

Stemy;, and Stem, members restructured within a single Head constituent as in

207pe underlying form of this Root is unattested. At present, it is equally
plausible that the underlying form is cuw’, caw, or cu?.
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(37c¢); reanalysis is indicated by the fact that primary stress has been assigned to

the vowel of what was once the Stemy,, indicating that the two Stem domains

have been reanalyzed as one.

(37a) hecnq?éw's
[pw hecn [ps[yy q€? |, [ WS Llpslew

[ms heen [ q€? ]y, [ eW's Llws

hec-an’e?=eWs21

Act-Loc-V/pinched=middle

It’s in between. (Carison and Flett 1989)
(37b) snq'?aw’sqin

[ew st [pslu 9?ews ], [ gin Llpslpw

[ms S0 [4 q7eWs ]y, [ Qin Jolus
s-n-/qe?=ews=qin
Nom-Loc-V/pinched=middle=head
middle finger (Carlson and Flett 1989)
(37c) snqg'?aw’sqin$n
[pw ST [ps[pr G?aWsQInSin Jprlpslpw
[ms sn [ q7aW'sqinsin Ji]lms
s-n-/qe?=ews=qin=§in

Nom-Loc-V/pinched=middle=head =foot
middle toe  (Carlson and Flett 1989)

2lThe underlying quality of this Root vowel has yet to be determined. It is
equally plausible that the underlying vowel is schwa.
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The forms in (36b) and (37c) raise certain questions regarding a speaker’s
ability to discern between those vowels which bear preliminary primary stress and
those which remain throughout the derivation simply because they are protected
by laryngeals or perhaps because they result from consonant vocalization. While
speakers ignore the vowels [u] and [a] of the reanalyzed forms in (36b) and (37c¢),
respectively, as a potential position for primary stress, they, nevertheless, recognize
a prefixal vowel which has been restructured within the Head constituent as a
candidate for primary stress. Consider the data below.

As with non-compounds, the structural reanalysis of compounds is not
restricted to Stemy;; and Stem, as illustrated by the examples in (38) and (39).22
In each case, the stress pattern conforms to the first parameter of primary stress
placement for non-compounds. In (38), primary stress has been assigned to the
vowel of what was once a Distributive reduplicant, indicating that both the original
prefix as well as the original Stem, member have been integrated into the same
domain as the Stem;;; member. Similarly for the form in (39), primary stress has
been assigned to the vowel of what was once the Diminutive reduplicant, indicating
that both the original prefix and Stem, have also been integrated into the same
domain as the Stem,;; member. This pattern matches that displayed by the

approximately 50 anomalous forms as represented in (11) above.

22Unfortunatc:ly, the data set does not include even one reanalyzed compound
which clearly shows that suffixal material has been restructured within the Head
constituent. Nevertheless, it is reasonable to presume that such reanalysis is possible.
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(38) polpign
[pwlpslpr POIPQIGIN Jpg]pslpw

[ms[u polpolqgin Jylys

pol+Jpol=qin23

Dist+J?=head

thimbleberry (Carlson and Flett 1989)
(39) s?artq¥ip

[pwlps s [pr ?a?atq etp lprlpslrw

[ms s [ ?a?atq etp Julms

s-7a+J?atq=e%{p

Nom-Dim+Jponderosa pine=plant

small ponderosa pine (Black 1995a)
At present I have no explanation for the fact that the vowels of prefixes which
have been integrated into the Head constituent are visible for stress placement
while other vowels are not. It may be the case that the phonological process of
unstressed vowel deletion occurs across the board at the lexical level, effectively
eliminating even the vowels adjacent to laryngeals, and that other phonological
processes such as epenthesis (to meet the needs of the laryngeals) and consonant
vocalization (to meet the needs of syllabification) occur at the post-lexical level.
For now I simply acknowledge this problem and leave it to future research.

As is the case for reanalyzed non-compounds, reanalyzed compounds are

23The underlyi uality of this Root vowel has yet to be determined. It is
ying quality \
equally plausible that the underlying vowel is /u/.



270

subject to subsequent L- and I-derivation. The grammatical features acquired
during derivation may trigger morphological spelling operations; consequently, a
reanalyzed compound may comprise the Head of an adjoined structure. As such,
a reanalyzed compound displays a predictable phonological pattern. The forms in
(40) serve as illustrations; both are based on the reanalyzed compound
[ms[utamqin]ylys. Notice that, while the form in (40a) bears primary stress on the
leftmost full vowel of the Head constituent, the form in (40b) bears primary stress
on the full vowel in the Suffixal domain. Both patterns conform to the first

parameter of stress placement for non-compounds.

(40a) cfamqgn
[ew € [ps[pr tamqin Jpg nton Jpslpw
[ms € [ tamqin ] ntan Jys
¢-/fem=qn-n-t-an
Loc-Jgathered=head-Ctr-Tr-1sgTrS
I grabbed his hair.  (Carlson and Flert 1989)
(40b) Efmgnwérx”
[pw € [ps[pr tamgqin Jpg ntwe?x™ Jps Jpw
[ms € [4 famqin Jy; ntwe?x™ Jys
¢-J/tem=qn-n-t-we(?)x"
Loc-vgathered=head-Ctr-Tr-Recip(PI)
We grabbed each other by the hair. (Carlson and Flett 1989)

The same patterns are displayed by the forms in (41), both of which are based on

the reanalyzed compound [yg[;;?ucsin]ylys. In (41a), primary stress appears on
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the leftmost full vowel of the Head constituent. In (41b), the full vowel in the

Suffixal domain bears primary stress.

(41a)

(41b)

n?acsncn

[pw 1 [ps[pr 7ucsin Jpg ntsean Jpslpw

[ms 1 [ Pucsin ] ntsaan Jyg
n-/?uc=§in-n-t-sa-an
Loc-VTollow=foot-Ctr-Tr-2sgTrO-1sgTrS

I followed your tracks or example. (Carlson and Flett 1989)
n?uc?ucsnciiti

[pw N?uc [ps[pg 7ucsin Jpg ntsutms Jps Jpw

[ms n?uc [ ?ucsin ] ntsutma ]y
n-2uc+v?2uc=sin-n-t-sut-ma
Loc-Dist+JTollow=foot-Ctr-Tr-Refl-NonPerf

He'’s visiting all the places that persons in love go to ease heartache.
(Carlson and Flett 1989)

It is also important to acknowledge that reanalyzed compounds, as stored

lexical items, are available for both Bound Stem and Free Stem compounding.

When reanalyzed compounds are selected for compounding, they behave like

typical Stem members to the extent that primary stress predictably appears on a

full vowel of the second member of the compound. Consider the Bound Stem

compound in (42). The Stemy, member derives from the reanalyzed compounds

[ms[i?ucsin]ylys and the Stem, member from the Bound Stem [etce?],. Notice

that a vowel of the Stem, member bears primary stress in accordance with the
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parameter of primary stress placement for compounds.

(42) n?ucsnéice?

[pw 1 [ps[ ucsn ], [etce? Lylpslpw

[ms 1 [ 2ucsn ]y, [ edce? Lous

n-/?uc=sin=e{ce?

Loc-VTollow=foot=animal

He followed the tracks of game animals. (Carlson and Flett 1989)

The same stress pattern is displayed by numerous compounds as illustrated
by the forms in (43) and (44). Each of the forms in (43a) and (44a) comprises a
reanalyzed compound as Head constituent of a non-compound structure. Observe
that in each case primary stress appears on the leftmost full vowel of the
reanalyzed compound. Now compare these patterns to those in (43b) and (44b).
Each of these forms incorporates the same reanalyzed compounds as the Stem,;,
member of a Bound Stem compound, and in each case the vowel of the Stem,

member bears primary stress in accordance with the parameter of primary stress

placement for compounds.



(43a)

(44a)

s?alu?s

[pw S [pslpr uleWS Jprlpslow
[ms s [ 2ulews Jylus

s-Ltul=ew'sZ4
Nom-v/meet=middle
separated, divided
(Carlson and Flent 1989)

pistp

[pwlps(pr PiSetP lprlpslew
[mslu Pisetp Julus
Jpas=etp
Jscrape=plant

cattail leaves
(Carlson and Flett 1989)
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(43b) sn?olo?saqs

[ew sn [ps[?ulo?s |; [ags |o]pslpw

[ms sn [ tulo?s iy [ ags Llws

s-n-?ul=ews=ags
Nom-Loc~/meet=middle=road
place where two roads meet
(Carlson and Flett 1989)

(44b) pstpaxn
[ewlesl PiStp ], [ 2 Llpslew
[ms [u PSP Juy [ 260 Jolys
Jpas=etp=axn
Jscrape=plant=arm

cattail mat
(Carlson and Flernt 1989)

Reanalyzed compounds are also available for Free Stem compounding and

may be incorporated into the compound structure as the Stem, or the Stem,

member. In any case, a vowel of the Stem, member bears primary stress as

illustrated by the forms in (45) and (46). Observe that the same reanalyzed

compound appears as the Stem; member in (45) and the Stem, member in (46).

(45)

skeleton

sqlix"sc6m’

[ewles[ saelix™ ], + [ scom’ Llpslpw

[mslu sqelix™ Jy; ¢ [ sCom’ Jo)ys

s~/qel=mix"-s-/Com’

Nom-vbody=person-Nom-vbone
(Carlson and Flett 1989)

24The underlying form of this Root is unattested.
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(46)  xltsqélix*2>

[pwlesl xlit ]; + [ sqelix™ Llpslpw

[vsle ¥t ]y ¥ [ sqelix™ Lus

Jxoal-t-s-/qel=mix"

Jinvite-Stat-Nom-/body=person

He invited all the people.  (Carlson and Flett 1989)

As mentioned above, since compounds are stored lexical items, they may
be subjected to structural reanalysis; this also applies to compounds which include
a reanalyzed compound as a Stem, or Stem, member. The forms provided in
(47b) and (48b) serve as examples. On my account, the reanalyzed compound
[msluq™ useplylms as in (47a) is presumed to have been incorporated as the Stem,;,
member of the Bound Stem compound [ys[, 9" usply; [qin]),]ys Which at a later
stage was reanalyzed as a single domain [,s[;q" uspqin]y]ys as in (47b). As such,
stress is assigned to the leftmost full vowel in accordance with the first parameter

of primary stress placement.

2SInterestingly, the Stem,;; member of this word is a reanalyzed non-compound
which also exhibits changes in phonological form. Generally speaking, the surface
form predicted for the weak Root form [y,s[;;¥al]y t]ms is xlit; this surface form was
reanalyzed as the underlying phonological form of the lexical item. For discussion
of such changes, see section 5.2.3 of this chapter.



(47a) nq™usp
[pw 1 [ps[pr 9" useP lprlpslew
[ms 0 [ g7 usep Julms
n-~/q us=ep
Loc-/gathered=bottom

drawstring bag
(Carlison and Flett 1989)
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(47b) qVospqn
[pw [pslpr 9" uspqin Jprleslpw
[msl 97 uspqin Jylus
Jq us=ep=qin
Jgathered=bottom=head

cape gathered around the neck
(Carlson and Flett 1989)

A similar story can be told for the form in (48b). Presumably, the

reanalyzed compound [y[;;WisSin]y]ys as in (48a) was incorporated as the Stemy,,

member of the Bound Stem compound [ys[yWisSn}y, [qin],]ys Which at a later

stage was reanalyzed as a single Head constituent [y[,wisSnqin]]ys. Again,

stress is assigned to the leftmost full vowel in accordance with the first parameter

of primary stress placement for non-compounds. The pattern displayed by the

forms in (47) and (48) matches that displayed by the approximately 25 anomalous

forms as represented by the form in (10b) above. Although I am unable to

provide examples to describe the history of the one anomalous form as

represented by the form in (10c), I suspect a similar explanation holds for it.
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(48a) wissn (48b) cwissngn
[ewlpsler WisSin Jpgleslew [ew € [esler WisSnQin Jpgleslew
[msler WisSin Jyrlms [ms € [ WisSnqin Jylus
Jwig=§in®0 E-~/wis=gin=qin
Jstand up=foot Loc-/stand up=foot=head
It’s long. long hair
(Carlson and Flett 1989) (Carison and Flent 1989)

The structural reanalysis of compounds deserves one final comment
regarding the issue of a morphological Head. As suggested by the presence of the
Distributive reduplicant in the Prefixal domain of the form in (41b) above, the
structural reanalysis of the p-representations of compounds includes the marking
of a Head constituent. Reanalysis of the complex morphological structure of such
p-representations can be viewed, then, as a process which serves minimally to
integrate the phonological material of the two Stem domains of a compound into
a single Head constituent on analogy with the existing morphological structure [
Root ]y, the Root as Head constituent. Additional examples displaying head-
referencing morphology can be found in (49) and (50). For the purpose of
comparison, the plain forms are provided in (a), while their reduplicated
counterparts are provided in (b). The reanalyzed compound in (49b) displays the

Distributive reduplicant, while that in (50b) displays the Diminutive reduplicant.

26The underlying quality of this Root vowel has yet to be determined. It is
equally plausible that the underlying vowel is schwa.



(49a)

(50a)

¢k™lsn

[pw € [psler K™ilSin Jpglpslew
[ms € [ K™1ISin Jy]ms
¢-Vk%il=§in

Loc-/red=foot

He has one red foot due to heat

or cold.
(Carlson and Flett 1989)

qatqice?
[ewlpslpr gatqatice? Jprlpslow
[mslu gatqatice? Jylums

qat+JVgat=ice?
Dist+?=outside covering
grouse

(Carlson and Fletnt 1989)
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(49b) EK"Ik™ilsn

[pw Ck™il [ps[pr K™iISIn Jpr]pslpw
[ms €K™l [ K™IISin Jyy]ms

¢-k¥al+Vk al=$in
Loc-/red=foot

He has red feet due to heat or
cold.

(Carlson and Flett 1989)

(50b) qqatqice?

[pwaa[ps[prgatqatice?prlps lpw

[ms qa [ qatqatice? Jylys

qa+qat+Jqat=ice?
Dim+Dist++/?=covering
litle grouse

(Carlison and Flett 1989)

5.2.3 Structural reanalysis accompanied by other lexical changes

Although the phonological patterns of the forms discussed in sections 5.2.1

and 5.2.2 indicate a change in the morphological structure of the p-representations

of those lexemes, such change is not accompanied by phonological changes in that

p-representation or by any (perceptible) grammatical or semantic changes;

however, this is not always the case. The Spokane data set includes a number of

forms which have incurred additional changes to their lexical representations.

The forms in (51) serve as examples of those non-compounds which have
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been subjected to structural reanalysis as well as to a change in phonological form.
Observe that the stress pattern of the form in (51a) conforms to that predicted for
a weak Root form which has been augmented with /p/ Inchoative; nevertheless,
the form in (51b) demonstrates that the Root in question is actually the strong
Root X’x"up, one which presumably resulted from structural and phonological
reanalysis of diachronic [ys[;X'ax"]yP]us @s synchronic [Xx"up],. Interestingly, this
phonological change is one in which the surface form predicted for the weak Root
followed by such suffixal material is reanalyzed as the underlying phonological

form of the lexical item.

(51a) Xx™ap (51b) Xx™apitn
[pwlpslpr XX"Up lprlpsipw [pwlpslpr Xx™up lpr tton Jpslpw
[msl XX7up Julms [msly Kx*up ]y #ton [y
JXax¥-p JXax"-p-¢-t-an
Jwin-Inch Jwin-Redir-Tr-1sgTtS
He won. He surpassed. I won his things from him.
(Carlson and Flett 1989) (Carlson and Flett 1989)

This combined change in both morphological structure and phonological
form is not restricted to forms which bear the /p/ Inchoative marker. Additional
examples can be found in (52) and (53). The stress pattern of the form in (52a)
suggests that the word is based on the weak Root xal which has been augmented
with /m/ Middle; however, the pattern exhibted in (52b) indicates that structural
reanalysis and phonological change have transformed this weak Root form into

the strong Root xlem.
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(52a) &lém (52b) cxlémis
[pw € [ps[pr Xlem Jprlpslpw [pw € [pslpr Xlem Jpg ntos]pslpw
[ms € (1 Xlem Jyys [ms € [ Xlem ]y ntas Jyg
¢-Vx9al-m é-Vxal-m-n-t-os
Loc-vambush-Mid Loc-/ambush-Mid-Ctr-Tr-3TrS
He ambushed someone. He ambushed him.
(Carlson and Flent 1989) (Carlison and Fletr 1989)

A similar explanation holds for the forms in (53). While the stress pattern of
(53a) suggests that the word is based on the weak Root ¢aq which has been
augmented with the Outr-of-Control reduplicant, the patterns exhibited by
additional data indicate that structural reanalysis and phonological change have

transformed this weak Root form into the strong Root ¢q*aq™.

(53a) cq“aq”
[pwlpslrr €972q" lprlpslpw
[mslu €9%aq” Julus
Jcaq¥+q%

Jery+0C
He cried. (Carlson and Flett 1989)

(53b) ¢cq¥aq™mn
[ew € [psler €q"aq" Jpr mntan Jpslpw
[ms € [4 €q"aq” ] mntan Jys
¢-/¢aq”+q"-m-n-t-an

Loc-/cry-+OC-TransDer-Ctr-Tr-1sgTrS
I cried about it. (Carison and Flett 1989)



(53c) ncdq¥q“éls

[ew 0 [ps[ €q¥aq™ ], [ €ls Jopslew

[vs 0 [ ©972Q" [y [ElST2hves

n-J/caq*+q"=els

Loc-Very+OC=feeling

He feels like crying. (Carison and Flett 1989)

The forms in (54) and (55) serve as examples of words which exhibit both
structural reanalysis and semantic specialization but have not incurred any change
in phonological form. Regarding reanalysis, if each form comprised two domains
underlyingly (a Root domain preceded by a Prefixal domain), then the surface
forms predicted for these representations would be *xsxés and *s¢m’d6m’, where
primary stress is positioned on the Root vowel. In fact, in each case primary
stress has been assigned to the vowel of what was once the Distributive
reduplicant, indicating that this phonological material has been integrated into the
Root domain. Regarding (54), the vowel quality of the putative Distributive
indicates that long-distance retraction has applied, providing additional evidence

that this CVC sequence has been integrated into the Root domain.

(54) xasxs
[pwlpsler ¥95%05 Jprlpslpw
[vsln Xosx0s]iglms
Xas+JVxas

Dist+Jgood
licorice root  (Carlson and Flett 1989)
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(55) scémcm’

[ew § [pslpr Com'Com’ Jpglpslpw

[ms S [x ComCom’ Jylms

s-com’+JCom’

Nom-Dist+Jbone

carbuncle (Carlson and Flett 1989)

The data set also includes numerous reanalyzed compounds which exhibit
semantic change. In each case the phonological material of the Stemy;, and Stem,
of the original compound have been reanalyzed as a single Head constitituent.
Those provided in (56) through (58) describe what I call generalized activities to
the extent that they correspond to activities of a very routine nature. The form in
(56) refers to working on vehicles in general; it does not refer to the work done
on a particular vehicle. The same is true for the forms in (57) and (58). In (57)
the activity referred to is that of turning off lights in general, not that of turning
off a specific light. In (58) the form refers to the generalized activity of buying
groceries; it does not refer to the purchase of a particular food item. Observe
that in each case stress has been assigned to a vowel of what was once the Stemy,,
indicating that the phonological material of Stem;, and Stem, have been
integrated into a single domain. As such, stress has been assigned to the leftmost
full vowel in that domain in accordance with the first parameter of primary stress

placement for non-compounds.
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(56) sx*K™afut

[pw SX” [pslpr K ufewW!l Jprlpslpw

[ms sX* [ K- ufew] Jylys

sx" /K ul =ew]
Agentive~/make=vehicle
auto mechanic (Carlson and Flett 1989)

(57) ¢piépstn

[ew P [ps[pr tePUS Jpg Stan Jpslpw

[ms ¥ep [n tepus i ston]ys

tep+Jiep=us-s-t-an

Dist-Vextinguish=fire-Caus-Tr-1sgTrS

I tumed off all the lights.  (Carlson and Flett 1989)

(58) cntéwcen

[pw €0 [ps[pr tewcin Jpglpslew

[ms €n [ tewcin Jylms

¢n Jtew=cin

1sgIntrS Vdo business=food

I bought grocenies.  (Carlson and Flett 1989)

Similarly, the activities expressed by the forms in (59) through (61) are also
quite generalized; however, these activities are a bit more abstract, perhaps
expressing their meaning metaphorically. The form in (59) does not refer to the
generalized activity of land-stealing, nor does it refer to the stealing of a particluar

piece of land, but to something like the legal notion of trespassing. Likewise, the

form in (60) does not refer to hand-crossing generally or to the crossing of a



283
specific hand, but to the notion of revenge. And finally, the form in (61) does not
mean to mouth-hide generally or to hide a specific mouth; it simply means to
gossip. Observe that in each case stress has been assigned to the vowel of what
was once the Stemy;,, indicating that the phonological material of Stemy, and
Stem, have been integrated into a single domain and that stress has been assigned

following the first parameter of primary stress placement for non-compounds.

(59) cnaq™lenx™

[pw & [pslpr D2Q" UlE?X™ Jprlpslew

[ms € [ naq  ule?x” Jylus

é-v/naq”'=ule?x”

Loc-/steal=land

He trespassed. (Carlson and Flett 1989)
(60) ¢n 2éyésti

[pw €0 [ps[pr 7€yeCst Jpr M2 Jpslpw

[ms €n [1 ?eyecst Jy ma Jys

¢n J?ey=ecst-ma

1sgIntrS Jcross=hand-NonPerf

I got revenge. (Carlson and Flett 1989)
(61) wék“cnmn

[ewleslpr Wek™cin Jpr mnton Jpslpw

[ms[ wek™cin J; mntan Jys

Jwek”=cin-m-n-t-an

vhide=mouth-Der-Ctr-Tr-1sgTrS
I gossiped about somebody. (Carlson and Flett 1989)



5.3 Some consequences of structural reanalysis for the grammar

Regardless as to whether or not the reanalysis of morphological structure is
also accompanied by phonological, grammatical or semantic adjustments,
structural reanalysis carries with it a variety of consequences for the grammar of

Spokane. Some such consequences are reviewed below.

5.3.1 Renewal and extension of lexical and conceptual resources

One consequence of reanalysis is that it serves to "renew and extend the
lexical and conceptual resources” of the Spokane language (Bynon 1977).
Consider the fact that the ability to produce a particular composite form typically
remains available to Spokane speakers despite the existence of a diachronically
related reanalyzed form. That is to say, the process of reanalysis may add the
reanalyzed lexical item to the lexicon; it does not necessarily replace or displace
the existing lexical item(s) which originally served as its base, nor does it render
any morphological spelling operations inactive.

The data set contains numerous examples of reanalyzed forms as coexistent
with composite counterparts. Consider the forms below. The stress patterns of
the forms in (62a) and (62b) indicate that the non-compound composite form
[ms[1SoX’]y; m]ys has been reanalyzed as [y[$aXx’m]y]ys and stored in the lexicon
as such. Despite reanalysis, however, the original weak Root form [ys[pSoX lylus
remains available to Spokane speakers as is demonstrated by the fact that both

[ms[rSoX'm]ylys and [ys[:S9X ]y]ms are utilized in compound formation. Consider
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the compound forms in (62c) and (63). While the Stemy,;, of (62c) is based on the
weak Root form [p[,SaX'm]y]ys, that of (63) is based on the weak Root form
[ms[1S9X )]s however, both forms comprise identical Stem, members as well as
/m/ Middle in the Suffixal domain. The co-occurrence of these compounds

indicates that these two historically related Stems coexist in the lexicon.

(62a) S$Xmim (62b) S$X’misk™
[ew [psler SoX'm Jpg m Jpslpw [pw [pslpr SoX'm Jpr stk™ Jpslpw
[msls $oX'm ]y m Jys [msly S9X'm Jiy; Stk™ Jys
JSXm-m JSaX-m-s-t-k¥
Jstraight-Mid Jstraight-Mid-Caus-Tr-Imp
He lined them up all in a row. Put (singular) them all in a row!
(Carlson and Flett 1989) (Black 1995a)

(62c) SX'méix"m
[ew [ps[ $iX'm ], [ etx™ ], m Jpslpw
[msli SIX'm Jigy [ e4x™ [, m Jps
JSoX'm=etx"-m
Jstraight=house-Mid

He put houses in a row. He straightened up a house or a room.
(Carlson and Flett 1989)

(63) $Kéix"m
[ow [ps[ $iX’ ], [ edx™ ], m Jpslpw
[msli SIX' Ty [ €8x ], m Jps
JSax’=etx"-m

Jstraight=house-Mid
He went from house to house canvassing. (Carlson and Flett 1989)
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Similarly, the forms in (64) and (65) indicate that the lexicon contains the original

Stem [ys[nas]ylus as well as the reanalyzed Stem [p[yn?as]ylys- Observe that

both forms serve as the base for Distributive reduplication.

(64a) hi nas
hi [pwlpslpr Nas Jprlpslpw

hi [usli nas Julus

hi Vnas

Part Jwet

It’s wet.

(Carlison and Flett 1989)

(65a) n?as
[pwlpsler N7 Jprlpslow

[mwl n?as Jylus

Jn?as

Jgot wet

It got wet.

(Carlson and Flent 1989)

(64b)

(65b)

nsnas

[pw Das [ps[pr Nas Jprlpslpw

[ms nas [ nas Jylus

nas+.Jnas

Dist+Jwet

It’s all wet.

(Carlson and Flett 1989)

n?an?as

[pw n?a [ps[pr N?aS Jprlpslpw

[mMw n7?a [y n?as Jylys

na?+./n?as

Dist+Jgot wet

It got all wet.

(Carison and Flett 1989)

The same observations hold for compounds. Recall from the description of

the anomalous facts that Spokane speakers utilize forms which show competing

stress patterns for identical and near-identical sequences as illustrated in (66).

This is possible since the reanalysis of a Bound Stem compound does not preclude

the production of a composite compound based on the original Stem members

which still reside in the lexicon.
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Composite form Reanalyzed form

(66a) nmicin (66a) nmiycn
[pw n [ps[ miy ], [cin ] Jpslpw [pwlpslpr nMiycIn Jprlpslew
[Mwn [ miy Jy [cin ], Jus [mslx nmiycin Jilvs
n-/may=cin n-/may=cin
Loc-/know=mouth Loc-Vknow stories
His stories are interpreted. He knows his stories.
(Carlison and Fletnt 1989) (Carlson and Flett 1989)

Related to this issue of extension/renewal of lexical and conceptual
resources is the potential for speakers/learners to create new Bound Stems from
the existing stock of Bound Stems. Based on the fact that reanalysis of certain
compounds results in a stress pattern in which, for example, the first putative
lexical suffix in a string of such lexical suffixes bears primary stress,
speakers/learners may determine that such lexical suffix strings are functioning as
a single Bound Stem. Consequently, it is possible that they may subject such
forms, yet again, to structural reanalysis, this time on analogy with the complex
structure associated with Bound Stem compounds.

For example, the stress patterns of the forms in (67) and (68) suggest that
these forms historically derive from the Bound Stem compounds [isp'eply;[qin],
and [ Ccep]y,[qin], which were at a later stage structurally reanalyzed as the
single Head constituents [;; spepqin]y and [y €cepqin]y, respectively.

(67) spapqn

Jsap'=ep=qin

Jhit with stick=bottom=head
He beat someone on the head. (Carlson and Flett 1989)
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(68) ¢&capqntn

J€ac=ep=qin-tn

Jlong object lays=bottom=head-Instr

a yoke (Carison and Flett 1989)
Given enough forms comprising the sound sequence /epqin/ (or perhaps /apqin/),
it is possible that speakers/learners might analyze this sequence as a Bound Stem.
It is also possible, then, that this type of re-reanalysis might result in the creation
of new Bound Stem members which are productively employed in compounding.
Such re-reanalysis can occur, however, only if the numbers warrant it; that is, a
relevant proportional base must exist in the lexicon in order to justify such an

analogical readjustment. Currently, it is unlikely that such re-reanalysis has

occurred, since such forms are extremely rare.

5.3.2 Productivity of morphological spelling operations

Although reanalysis, itself, does not render morphological spelling
operations inactive, the accumulation of reanalyzed forms may affect the
productivity of the relevant spelling operation. While most of the morphological
spelling operations responsible for affixes which have been subjected to reanalysis
remain available to speakers, one operation in particular appears to have been
lost. Evidence from putative /t/ Starive forms indicates that structural reanalysis,
signaled by the idiosyncrasy of form which results from reanalysis, has adversely

affected the productivity of that operation. Although historical studies must
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recognize certain /t/ occurrences as relics of the once productive /t/ Stative marker,
/t/ Stative seems to have no synchronic relevance for the grammar of Spokane.

The possible loss of this operation speaks to the problem of productivity as
discussed in both Aronoff (1976) and Anderson (1992) and perhaps provides some
support for the intuition that

..the accretion of particular idiosyncratic senses attached to

instances of a given formation leads to a state in which

speakers (and language learners) trust it less, and thus its

productivity reduces. (Anderson 1992:197)
If this proves to be an accurate assessment, then the accumulation of reanalyzed
forms may be a critical factor contributing to a decline in the productivity of

morphological spelling operations. If so, other such operations could be expected

to be lost.

5.3.3 Saliency of the notion Head

Despite the fact that the process of reanalysis redefines the complex
structure of non-compounds and compounds as simplex on analogy with the
existing morphological structure [y Root ]y, it may be the case that such reanalysis
has introduced a degree of instability with respect to the saliency of the notion
Head constituent. The data set provides two types of evidence which suggest that
reliance on a Head constituent is weakening, albeit only slightly. These include
forms in which nasal shift has applied in an unexpected way as well as forms with

unusual realizations of Out-of-Control reduplication.
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Let us first consider the facts related to nasal shift. Recall from Chapter 2
that nasal shift involves the shift of a nasal consonant to [y] or [i] when it is
immediately followed by a coronal fricative and when its position within the word
meets particular structural requirements. As discussed in Chapter 2, if a
nasal/coronal-fricative sequence is lexically specified within the Root, then the

sequence remains unaffected by nasal shift as demonstrated by the form in (69).

(69) swens
[pw S [pslpr WeDS Jpglpslow
[ms S [ wens Jylms

s-/wens
Nom-/dance
wardance (Carlison and Flett 1989)

The same pattern is exhibited by reanalyzed forms as demonstrated by the forms
in (70) and (71). The reanalyzed compound in (70) displays the nasal shift
violation /n$/ occurring at what was once the boundary between Stems. The
reanalyzed non-compound in (71) displays the nasal shift violation /ms/ which

results as a consequence of unstressed vowel deletion.

(70) €4q™?upcinsn
[pwCHps[prq" WpCInSinprlpslpw
[ms €% [ @ Wpcinsin Jylvs
¢+-V/q uw-p=cin=§in

Loc-/broken-Inch=edge=foot
broken ankle (Carlson and Flett 1989)
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(71) Cmbsms
[pw € [ps[pr musmus Jprlpslpw

[ms € [ musmus Jy]ys

¢-mus+/mus

Class-Dist+VTour

four persons (Carlson and Flett 1989)

Significant for present purposes is the fact that reanalyzed forms which
derive from Reflexives comprising the suffix /mist/ Reflexive undergo nasal shift
despite the fact that such material has presumably been restructured within the
Head constituent. The forms in (72) and (73) serve as examples. In each case,
nasal shift has been fed by the process of unstressed vowel deletion, whereby the
unstressed vowel /i/ is deleted leaving /m/ adjacent to /s/. As a result, the
phoneme /m/ is presumed to have shifted to [i]. These facts at least suggest the
possibility that speakers/learners are in the process of adjusting the structural
constraints which limit the application of nasal shift; that is to say, the application

of nasal shift may be achieving a wider distribution.

(72) c¢n?épiist
[pw €n pslpr ?ep'mist Jpg Jpslpw
[ms €n [ ?ep'mist Jils
¢n J?ep’-mist

1sgIntrS wipe-Refl
I wiped it for myself. (Carlson and Flett 1989)
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(73) yéq”ist
[pw ps[pr Yoq mist Jprlpslpw

[msle yog™mist Ji; Jns

Jyoq%-mist

Jlie-Refl

He lies. (Carlson and Flett 1989)

The other type of evidence which suggests that reliance on a Head
constituent is weakening includes those forms with non-comforming surface
realizations of Out-of-Control reduplication. Recall that this type of reduplication
realizes a monomoraic or a bimoraic copy of Root material as a suffix positioned
after the second mora of that Root. Furthermore, this operation effectively
redefines the right edge of non-canonical Roots at the second mora. In any case,
a consequence of this spelling operation is morphological structure which
comprises two domains, a Head and a Suffixal domain.

The data set includes a small number of forms which display unusual Ous-
of-Control patterns; those in (74) and (75) serve as representative examples.
Observe that in the case of (74b), reduplication seems to have targeted the
segment at the right edge of the Root (and not the second mora of the Root) for
copying and affixation of the reduplicant. Regarding (75b), reduplication seems to
have targeted the consonant which follows the stressed vowel for copying and
affixation. Significantly, both examples suggest that Qus-of-Control reduplication
has not redefined the right edge of the Root and that the morphological and

phonological structures of these forms comprise only single domains. If
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reduplication had redefined the right edge of the Root, then a Suffixal domain,
which includes the reduplicant and all the phonological material to the right of the
reduplicant, would be present. In that case, primary stress would have been
assigned to a vowel in that domain. Specifically, if the structure of (74b) were
[msly yor ]y K¥K¥ lys, stress would have been assigned to an epenthetic vowel
within the Suffixal domain in accordance with the third parameter of primary
stress placement for non-compounds. In actuality, however, stress appears on the

Root schwa indicating that this form comprises a single domain.

(74a) yerk™ (74b) yérk™kK™
[pwlpsler YOrk™ Jprlpslpw [ewlesler YOrk"K™ Jprlpslpw
[msle YOrK™ Julms [mslu YOrkK™K™ lylms
Jyark™ Jyark™ +K¥
Jbent Jbent+OC
It's bent. It got bowed by accident.
(Carlson and Flett 1989) (Carlson and Bates (1990)

Likewise, if the morphological structure of (75b) were [ stix[tiX]xeCst]ys, Stress
would have been assigned to the full vowel within the Suffixal domain in
accordance with the first parameter of primary stress placement for non-
compounds. The position of primary stress remains on the same vowel as the
non-reduplicated form indicating that [fDxxCst] occupies a single domain. In both
cases it appears that the Out-of-Control reduplicant has been infixed with no

consequence to the morphological structure of the form.
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(75a) st'xtixcst (75b) txtiexCst
[pwstix[psler tixelst Jprlpslpw [pwtD¥[pslpr DRXCESt Jprlpslpw
[msStiX[y tixecst Jylus [msti¥[s DRESt Jylms
s-Uix+JVtix=edst fix+Jtix+x=elst
Nom-Dist+Jfanned out=hand Dist+/Tanned out+OC=hand
out-spread fingers Out-spread fingers come up in
(Carlson and Flett 1989) fright (to guard the face).

(Carlson and Flert 1989)
Although forms which display these patterns of nasal shift and Ous-of-
Control reduplication are extremely rare and as such may simply be classified as
exceptions, they nevertheless point to the possibility that speakers are in the

process of adjusting the grammar in the wake of structural reanalysis.

5.4 Conclusions

Having examined the stress patterns of the seeming anomalous forms and
having interpreted the morphological structure of those forms based on those
patterns, it seems reasonable to conclude that such patterns are the consequence
of structural reanalysis of the p-representations of lexemes. The data indicate that
language speakers and learners have analyzed the internal structures of particular
p-representations in configurations which are distinct from an earlier language
state. The data also indicate that the process of reanalysis is quite constrained to
the extent that forms are reanalyzed only on analogy with the existing
morphological structure [,; Root ];.

It was demonstrated that the complex structure of a non-compound may be
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reanalyzed so that that affixal material is integrated into the Head constituent.
Likewise, the complex morphological structure of a compound may be reanalyzed
so that the two Stem domains may be restructured as a solitary Head constituent,
and, further, that affixal material may be integrated into that Head. It was also
demonstrated that structural reanalysis may be accompanied by other types of
lexical changes, most notably changes in phonological form and semantic
properties. As such, structural reanalysis has consequences for various areas of
the grammar including the renewal and extension of lexical and conceptual
resources, the productivity of morphological spelling operations, and the saliency
of the notion Head. Other than the fact of reanalysis, however, these reanalyzed

forms do not display any unusual morphophonological behavior.
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Chapter 6

Conclusions

- I3

6.0 Significance of the present study

Viewing the morphophonological structures of Spokane words from the
perspective of a lexeme-based framework has provided an analysis of the domains
relevant for the morphology and the phonology which reveals the intricate and
systematic nature of the Spokane grammar, specifically with respect to the
phonological representation of a Spokane lexeme. By characterizing the
phonological representations of Spokane lexemes as composites and by
introducing the issue of structural reanalysis, the usual difficulties associated with
the facts of primary stress placement disappear and the complex factors assessed
by this phonological process become visible. Such an approach eliminates the
need for the battery of lexical diacritics and theoretical mechanisms commonly

employed in earlier analyses of the Spokane language.

6.1 Review of the main points

The data indicate that certain morphological spelling operations necessarily
refer to a specific sub-string of the phonological representation which cannot be
isolated phonologically. Consequently, the facts point to two basic categories

regarding the morphological structure of phonological representations: non-
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compound and compound. It was demonstrated that the phonological
representation of the non-compound maximally possesses an adjoined structure
and specifies the Morphological Root as the morphological Head of that structure
as represented in (1). The left and right edges of the Morphological Root were
justified with evidence provided by the reduplication facts. As such, morphological
spelling operations are presumed to adjoin affixal material with respect to pre-
existing morphological structure of a Head constituent, the Morphological Root,
while preserving the structural integrity of that Head.
(1)  [ms Prefixes [; Root }; Suffixes ]y

Likewise, it was demonstrated that the phonological representation of the
compound maximally possesses an adjoined structure with two structurally distinct
Stems as represented in (2). As illustrated by the compound representations,
Spokane utilizes two types of compound: Free Stem and Bound Stem compounds.
The phonological representation of the Free Stem compound comprises two Free
Stems adjoined within a Morphological Stem and lacks a morphological Head.
The phonological representation of the Bound Stem compound comprises a Free
Stem and a Bound Stem (typically labeled lexical suffix) also adjoined within a
Morphological Stem and specifies Stem, as the morphological Head. The
presence of such structure is substantiated by the fact that it is referred to by
morphological spelling operation(s); the /#/ marker in the case of Free Stem
compounds and the various types of reduplication in the case of Bound Stem

compounds. As such, morphological spelling operations are presumed to adjoin
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affixal material with respect to the pre-existing morphological structure which

includes two Stem constituents, while preserving the structural integrity of those

Stems.

(2a) [ys Prefixes [Free Stem], [Free Stem], Suffixes ]y,

(2b) [ms Prefixes [Free Stem]y;, [Bound Stem], Suffixes ]y

The data also indicate that the phonological component attends to the
phonological representation of the lexeme which results as the output of the MS-
component. As such, the structural characteristics of that phonological
representation remain salient for the phonology. I utilized the facts of primary
stress assignment, retraction, and nasal shift to demonstrate that the domains of
the phonological representations to which the phonological component attends are
isomorphic with the domains of the phonological representations which emerge
from the MS-component (at least at the lowest level of structure); and, further,
that once these representations enter the phonology proper, their preexisting
domains are organized into hierarchical structures. Consequently, Spokane non-
compounds and compounds maximally possess the phonological structures

represented in (3) and (4), respectively:

3) [pw Prefixes [ps[pr Root Jpg Suffixes Jpslpw

4 [pw Prefixes [p5[ Stem ], [ Stem ], Suffixes Jps]pw

In addition to utilizing the stress facts to provide evidence for the
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phonological structures identified in (3) and (4), I utilized these facts to specify the
parameters of primary stress placement in Spokane. It was demonstrated that, in
addition to assessing the structure of the phonological representation of a
particular lexeme, stress assignment attends to four additional aspects: the quality
of the vowels present within the Phonological Stem constituent; the presence or
absence of a vowel within the domain identified as the optimal domain for stress
placement; the underlying [consonantal] status of sonorants within that optimal
domain; and, the leftmost edge within that optimal domain. The process of
primary stress placement employs three parameters for non-compounds and a

single parameter for compounds as defined below:

Parameters of Primary Stress Placement for Non-compound Lexemes

a. Locate primary stress on the leftmost full vowel within the
rightmost domain of the Phonological Stem which contains a
full vowel.

b. Lacking a full vowel in the Phonological Stem, locate
primary stress with respect to the leftmost sonorant unmarked
for the feature [+consonantal] in the rightmost domain of the
Phonological Stem. If that sonorant is a schwa(-class vowel),
place primary stress on it; otherwise, epenthesize schwa
before it and place primary stress on it.

c. Lacking a full vowel in the Phonological Stem and lacking a
sonorant unmarked for the feature [+consonantal] in the
rightmost domain of the Phonological Stem, locate primary
stress on an epenthetic schwa at the left edge of the
rightmost domain of the Phonological Stem.
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Parameter of Primary Stress Placement for Compound Lexemes

Locate the optimal domain for primary stress placement with

respect to the rightmost domain of the Phonological Stem

which contains a full vowel. If that optimal domain contains

a vowel which displays preliminary primary stress, position

stress on it; otherwise position primary stress on the leftmost

full vowel within that optimal domain.

The data also indicate that the structural reanalysis of the phonological
representations of Spokane lexemes is an important aspect of the Spokane
grammar. Structural reanalysis is defined as a psycho-linguistic pfocess whereby
language speakers and learners interpret the internal structures of particular
phonological representations in configurations which are distinct from those of an
earlier language state. The process of reanalysis is quite constrained to the extent
that forms are reanalyzed only on analogy with the existing morphological
structure [y Root ]y. The complex structure of non-compounds may be
reanalyzed so that affixal material is integrated into the Head constituent. The
complex structure of compounds may be reanalyzed so that the two Stem domains
are restructured as a solitary Head constituent, and, further, that affixal material
may be integrated into that Head. Structural reanalysis may be accompanied by
other lexical changes, most notably changes in phonological form and semantic
properties. As such, structural reanalysis has consequences for various areas of
the grammar including the renewal and extension of lexical and conceptual

resources, the productivity of morphological spelling operations, and the saliency

of the notion Head.
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6.2 Considerations for future research

It is important to recognize that, while the analysis provided for Spokane
regarding morphological and phonological structures as well as structural
reanalysis is consistent with the facts of the other dialects of the Spokane-Kalispel-
Sélis language continuum, the facts of structural reanalysis for Spokane do not
necessarily match the facts of the other dialects in the continuum. Given careful
examination, the phonological patterns exhibited in the other dialects indicate that,
while the lexical changes associated with reanalysis occur within the limits set by
the existing grammar, such changes are not determined solely by that grammar;
rather, the patterns indicate that the lexical changes are instituted by the speakers
of a particular dialect. As such, each dialect is deserving of individual study.

A similar consideration must also be extended to the other languages of the
Interior. While a preliminary examination of the data collected from those
languages indicates that the issues of morphological and phonological structures as
well as that of structural reanalysis may be relevant for their grammars, this
description of the synchronic structures of the phonological representations of
Spokane lexemes cannot be presumed to match those of the other languages of

the Interior. Again, each language is deserving of individual study.
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