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ABSTRACT

Bella Coola and Lushootseed are two members of the Salishan family of Native American lan-
guages spoken in British Columbia and northern Washington State; Lushootseed is a part of the
fairly numerous Coast-Salish branch of the family while Bella Coola, although spoken by a
coastal culture, represents a phylogenetic isolate and is perhaps the oldest offshoot of the
Salishan group (Kroeber 1991). Although these two languages have been previously treated as
being highly divergent, a good degree of underlying similarity is revealed by the development
of a unified framework for the description of their grammars in terms of the morphosyntactic
and communicative strategies they employ in the expression of meaning,.

The first section of the thesis is an enumeration and characterization of the lexical categories
of the two languages, including the conceptual nature of verbs, nouns, and nominalized clauses.
The second section outlines and compares their syntactic structures, including the canonical sim-
ple clause, various types of relative and relative-like clauses, and verbless sentences. The
analysis of these last constructions shows how the thematic structure of the sentence (Halliday
1970) determines the speaker’s choice of syntactic structures, with the most salient aspect of the
event being accorded most-prominent (predicate) status. Also central to the discussion is the
nature of deictics in these languages, which appear to function both as pronouns and the heads
of nominals. Together with the thematic structure, the nature of deixis influences discourse,
topic-selection, and other areas of the grammar such as the semantics of relativization and the
propositional structure of NPs. In addition, attention is paid throughout the discussion to the
on-going debate on certain controversial topics in Salishan—particularly those of predicate
structure of verbless sentences (Kinkade 1983}, noun/wverb distinctions (Kinkade 1983, van Eijk &
Hess 1986), and transitivity (Hess 1994)—and some effort is made to draw cross-linguistic par-
allels which are often lacking in the Salishan literature, which has hitherto favoured lan-
guage-specific analyses and idiosyncratic terminology over the elucidation of more generaliz-
able principles that govern a wide range of languages.

Examiners:

Dr. L. Saxon, Supervisor (Department of Linguistics)
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1 Introduction

This work is an attempt at a partial comparative grammar of Bella Coola and Lushoot-
seed—two members of the Salishan family of Native American languages spoken in British
Columbia and northern Washington State. While Lushootseed is a part of the fairly numerous
Coast-Salish branch of the family, Bella Coola—although spoken by a coastal culture—repre-
sents a phylogenetic isolate and is perhaps the oldest offshoot of the Salishan group (Kroeber
1991). Of the two, Bella Coola departs most significantly from the general pattern of Salishan
languages, having been heavily influenced by the neighbouring Wakashan family, and up until
now it has been described in very different terms from Lushootseed—which in its turn has been
analyzed in a manner distinct from a number of it closer relatives. By attempting to develop a
unified framework for the discussion of these two languages, I hope to shed light on some com-
mon underlying morphosyntactic and communicative strategies they employ in the expression of
meaning. To the extent that this has been successful, it may be worthwhile to consider how well
this unified treatment can be extended to other members of the group.

I will begin the discussion with an enumeration and characterization of the lexical cate-
gories of the two languages, including the nature of verbs, nouns, and nominalized clauses, the
distinctive properties of which play an essential role in the syntax considered in the second
part of the thesis. The issue of lexical category is a contentious one in Salishan studies, due in
large part to the ability of these languages to assign syntactic roles to words with little appar-
ent regard for the lexical category to which they belong. This has led a number of researchers
(e.g. Kuipers 1968; Kinkade 1983; Jelinek 1993b) to propose that Salishan languages—and per-
haps neighboring Chemakuan and Wakashan—are unique in not respecting the hitherto uni-
versal (Chomsky 1965} distinction between noun and verb. It will be argued in Section 2, how-
ever, that much of the motivation for the elimination of th.e noun/verb distinction stems fron'_l
an overly structuralist approach to language and ignores the fundamental conceptual bases of

lexical categories, which are used in the remainder of the section to characterize the lexical
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inventory of Bella Coola and Lushootseed and to explicate a number of grammatical processes
which generate the lexical units needed for the discussion of the syntax in Section 3. In this sec-
tion, the principal clause structures of the two languages are analyzed and compared, including
the canonical simple clause, various types of relative and relative-like clauses, and verbless
sentences. The discussion of the simple clause includes an evaluation of the terms “subject” and
“object”, which have been avoided by the primary researchers on both Lushootseed (Hess) and
Bella Coola (Davis & Saunders). Another problem that receives a great deal of attention in
Section 3 is that of the verbless sentence. Salishan languages in general show a propensity for
forming sentences with predicate nominals which, in the absence of a copula, surface as verbless
sentences. While such sentences—with and without copula—‘are attested in a wide range of the
world’s languages, very little work has been done in examining their syntax, which in Lushoot-
seed and Bella Coola will be shown 1o be intimately linked to what Halliday (1970) has
dubbed the “thematic structure” of a sentence. Thematic structure is, in essence, the division of
the sentence into “topic”—“what the sentence is about”—and comment or “rheme”—"what is
being said about the topic”; in Bella Coola and Lushootseed, it is this structure that determines
the speaker’s syntactic choices, with the rhematic portion of the sentence—be it a verb or be it
a noun—serving as the sentence predicate.

The remainder of Section 3 is dedicated to a direct comparison of the syntax of complex sen-
tences in the two languages which—in spite of some superficial differences in distribution of
sentence-types, word-order, and morphology—are shown to be highly similar in terms of their
fundamental organization. This is particularly true of the structure of sentences in which
embedded clauses play the roles of arguments of a verb or of modifiers of a noun. These sentences
not only demonstrate a great degree of convergence in what structures are and are not permitted,
but also provide important clues as to the nature of deictic elements in these languages. A great
deal of controversy surrounds the status of determiners (of which deictics form a subclass) in

natural language and this issue has sparked debate among linguists from a wide variety of the-
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oretical persuasions. The key issue in this debate is the nature of the relationship between noun
and determiner. The traditional anal}‘rsis (Chomsky 1965; van Langendonck 1994) holds that in
a noun — determiner string, it is the noun that is the head; recently, however, that view has
been challenged and a number of researchers (Hudson 1984; Abney 1987) have proposed the
opposite structure, with the determiner as the head—an analysis that has found much favour
among Salishanists (e.g. Jelinek & Demers 1994; Davis & Matthewson 1995a). The facts of
Bella Coola and Lushootseed seem not only to support this so-called “DP” (Determiner Phrase}
analysis, but also tend to favour an even more radical proposal made by Kinkade (1983} that
determiners function as the heads of dependent nominals in precisely the same way that a noun
functions as the head with respect to a modifying element such as an adjective or relative
clause. While it may be going too far to claim identity of DP and relative clause (as Kinkade
seems to do), the fact remains that there is a high degree of structural, and hence (one would
expect) semantic, convergence between the two.

While theoretical issues naturally play a role in the discussion here, the focus of this work
is above all an elucidation of the data, and to facilitate this [ have chosen to make use of two
distinct but complementary syntactic frameworks—Mel'¢uk’s (1988) Meaning-Text Model
(MTM) and Langacker’s (1987, 1991) Cognitive Grammar (CG). Both of these theories depart
significantly from the predominant theoretical framework in North American syntax, Govern-
ment and Binding Theory (GB), although each in different ways. Unlike GB, which relies on
notions of phrase-structure and constituency to generate linguistic structures, the MTM belongs to
the tradition of dependency grammars, which represent the structure of the sentence in terms of
the grammatical relations between words; the Meaning-Text Model, as its name implies, works
on a principle of two—way; mapping between meaning (semantics) and text (phonology) which
passes through a series of intermediate stages in the syntax and morphology. As a “generative”
grammar which seeks to characterizes “all and only” the grammatical sentences of a language,

the MTM is largely descriptive in nature and as such is superbly suited to the identification and



4
analysis of syntactic structures, to which end it is employed in Section 3 below. Cognitive

Grammar, on the other hand, does not lay claim to generativity but instead seeks to conceptual-
ize the structure of language through imagery and appeal to general cognitive processes; CG
works by building bipolar (semantic-phoriological) compositional representations into which
units of the sentence (all of which are considered to be meaningful) are combined. While not
ideal for the description of language in terms of its structure, CG is eminently suited to reveal-
ing the conceptual bases of linguistic categories and forms and providing semantic explanations
of sometimes impenetrable syntactic facts. What these two frameworks have in common—and
what distinguishes them from structuralist approaches to language—is the belief that linguis-
tic structure is in essence symbolic and that it is the semantic or conceptual content of an utter-
ance that determines its surface form. This is what I refer to here as the “conceptual” approach
to grammar.

My principle sources of data for this discussion have been (for Bella Coola) the published
works of Davis & Saunders (in particular Davis & Saunders 1978, 1980, and 1984a) and Nater
(1984) and (for Lushootseed) the work of Hess (especially Hess 1976, 1993b, and Hess & Hilbert
1976), including some unpublished texts which Dr. Hess has been kind enough to provide me.
All examples are cited in their original sources with the exception of certain sentences
attributed to Kroeber (1991), where these are used in the same context in which he has pre-
sented therﬁ; all examples taken from prepared texts are provided with a line number. Exam-
ples cited from Hess & Hilbert (1976) are also given with a volume number in upper case Roman
numerals. While striving to remain faithful to the original sources, I have standardized the
orthography of the data to that of the system used by Hess and by Bates et al. (1994) for the
transcription of Lushootseed, which differs only in small respects from that adopted for Bella
Coola by Davis & Saunders; this system conforms closely to the IPA conventions used widely
among Americanists and should present no problems for the reader. In glossing data, however,

my practice has been to choose the English gloss that best fits the meaning of the original sen-
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tence not only in terms of “propositional” content, but also in terms of thematic—and, where
possible—syntactic structure. On more than one occasion this has meant departing from the
gloss provided in the original source. As far as terms go, I have tried to keep as closely as possi-
ble to the morphological terms used in the original sources, except where terminological dis-
tinctions have important consequences for the syntactic analysis (as in, for example, the term
“passive” applied to Lushootseed); there are, however, more than a few places in the discus-
sion of Bella Coola where marked discrepancies exist between the glosses of individual mor-
phemes provided by Nater on the one hand and by Davis & Saunders on the other: where
choice of terminology does not seem to be crucial, I have generally opted for the term whose
meaning seems more transparent. In the discussion of the syntax, I have by and large abandoned
existing terminology in favour of those terms for which I argue in this text, although in most
cases this represents the re-introduction of familiar terms in place of unusual ones; previous dis-
cussions of Salish have favoured language-specific analyses and the use of idiosyncratic termi-
nology over the elucidation of more generalizable principles that govern a wide range of lan-
guages. In departing from this tradition, I hope to have created a model for Bella Coola and

Lushootseed more in line with the structural descriptions of other languages of the world.



2 Lexical Categories

As a fixst step in the grammatical description of Bella Coola and I.;ushootseed, it is neces-
sary to define the basic lexical units whose combination and recombination form the basis of
their syntax: unfortunately, the definition of lexical categories in Salishan languages is no
mean feat. In this language family, traditional approaches to the lexicon based on the syntac-
tic distribution of lexical items are frustrated by the lack of extensive morphological marking
of lexical category and the ability of these languages to use any of various lexical categories to
fill syntactic roles that, in Indo-European languages, are reserved for a specific class or classes
of words. This unusual flexibility has led a number of researchers to make radical claims about
the lexical inventory of Salish. Kinkade (1983), for instance, proposes that the lexicon be
divided only into “predicates” and “particles” (words that can not be predicates), while Nater
(1984) argues for a fundamental distinction in Bella C:)ola between “transitive” and
“intransitive” roots. Both of these authors argue that the morphology and syntactic distribu-
tion of lexical items provides evidence only for these distincﬁons,'leaving no role in the lan-
guages for the more traditional distinctions between “verb”, “adjective”, and “noun”. Such
extreme structuralism, however, begs the question of the fundamental underlying meaning of
these traditional lexical categories—that is, by defining the class to which 2 word belongs
solely on the basis of its syntactic distribution, the idea of lexical category loses any semantic
or conceptual basis that it might have had, An alternative to this would be to approach the
whole issue from the opposite direction and to begin by defining lexical category on jus..t such a
conceptual basis, then allowing these considerations to drive the syntax. As will become clear
in the course of the discussion below, when applied to Lushootseed and Bella Coola this
approach delivers some interesting results and shows the two languages not only to be more sim-
ilar to each other than might have been hitherto supposed, but also reveals a great degree of
coincidence between the syntactic patterning of our conceptually-defined lexical categories and

that of their counterparts in a variety of languages.
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In terms of theoretical approach, what is needed to define lexical categories on a concep-
tual basis is a framework which in some way equates the structural properties of a language—
including its lexical categories—with its semantics. One such approach is Cognitive Grammar
(Langacker 1987, 1991). Cognitive Grammar (CG) treats language as a product of the ordinary
cognitive functions of the human mind, and it is founded on the notion that the grammatical
forms and processes of language are fundamentally symbolic and meaningful. Because of this
direct link between form and meaning, CG posits no independent levels of syntax or morphology,
but instead treats the syntactic properties of language as a product of the combination of strictly
bipolar linguistic units (morphemes), one pole representing the phonological characteristics of
the unit and the other its semantic characteristics. The semantic pole of a morpheme represents
a link between a coriceptualization or idea in the speaker’s mind and its counterpart in the real
world and corresponds to the logician’s idea of a predicate in that it serves to establish a (one
to one) relationship between a morpheme’s phonological pole and its referent. Langacker (1987,
1991) thus uses the term “predicate” to refer to the semantic pole of a single morpheme and
“predication” to refer to the semantic pole of any expression—in the discussion that follows,
however, I will extend the latter term to include the single morpheme as well and reserve the
term “predicate” for use in its more common syntactic sense.! A predication will generally rep-
resent a class or “type” of entity (e.g. the semantic pole of “fish” represents the class of things
which are felt to be sufficiently related to the prototypical fish) and all languages have pro-
cesses whereby a “type” can be linked to a specific “instance” (that is, the type “fish” can be
linked to a specific object which is thereby identified as an instance of the category “fish”). An
instance of a type can be further specified via a process called “grounding” which serves to
“establish the location” of an instance with respect to the “ground” of the utterance—"the

speech event, its participants, and its immediate circumstances” (Langacker 1991: 548). For a

1The reader should be forewarned that the CG literature—and the work of Langacker in particular—is filled
with a great many new terms and idiosyncratic uses of old ones. I have tried to keep this to a minimum here
and make distinctions and definitions as dear as possible when these are likely to depart from the reader’s
expectations. Potentially confusing or unfamiliar terms are defined in the Glossary at the end of this work.
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noun or nominal expression, grounding is usually accomplished by means of a determiner or deic-
tic (in those languages that have them); for a clause, grounding is accomplished by the realiza-
tion of tense, modality, or (in the case of Bella Coola and Lushootseed, which have neither)
the full specification of all event-participants. Thus, the semantic pole of an object or event in
itself constitutes the representation of a type (“fish” or “sitting”) which can then be linked to a
particular instance of that type (“guppy”, “his sitting”); this instance can then be converted
into a nominal (“that guppy”) or a finite clause (“he sat”) to form a grounded instance—an
instance distinguished from all others and situated in time and/or space with respect to the
knowledge of the speaker and hearer.

Another fundamental notion of Cognitive Grammar—and one that is of special relevance
here—is the basic distinction it makes between “things” on the one hand and “relations” on the
other. This conception is founded on what Langacker terms the “billiard-ball” model of the
universe—the cognitive construal of the universe as consisting of discrete objects or “things”,
their relations (spatial, temporal, etc.) to one another, and their energetic interactions over
time. Because the units of language in CG must reflect the basic cognitive organization of this
view of the universe, the predications of individual morphemes must reflect one of the two
basic categories—"things” (nouns) or “relations”. Relational predications are further subdi-
vided into atemporal (adjectives, adverbs, prepositions) and temporal relations (verbs). In
terms of representation, the semantic pole of an object or “thing” is realized schematically as a
plain circle; the representation of relational predications, on the-other hand, is somewhat more
complex as it necessarily involves at least two entities—a “thing” which serves as the clausal
“figure” and some other entity whose relation to the clausal figure is the meaning of the predi-
cation. This is shown schematically in (1). The predication in (1)(a) is one which expresses the
relation between an object—the clausal figure or “trajector” (tr)—and some other entity or
“landmark” (lm) which is not itself a “thing”; entities which are not “things” that serve to

characterize a trajector are referred to as “referential landmarks”. Examples of this type of



(1)  Semantic poles of relational predications

(a) - (b) .
lm Im

relational predication include colours (which represent the location of the trajector on the spec-
trum of colours—see (51)(a) in Section 2.3.1 below), other adjectives expressing size, age, qual-
ity, etc., and most adverbs. The predication in (b), on the other hand, expresses a relation
between two objects, the trajector—who represents the principle focus of the expression—and
the landmark, whose relationship to the trajector constitutes the meaning of the morpheme.
The most common representative of this type of atemporal relation in English is a preposition
such as “over” in “the canopy over the doorway” which serves to locate the trajector— “the
canopy”, realized in ordinary syntactic terms as the head of the NP—relative to the landmark
(“the doorway”, realized as the complement of the prepositional phrase (PP)). Atemporal
relations may be even more complex than those represented in (1) and in principle there are no
limits to the number of entities (“things” and “relations”) that they may encompass (as in the
English “between” which requires three figures or “among” which requires four or more).

Like atemporal relations, a verb also expresses a relation between an object (its trajector)
and some sort of landmark—verbs, however, are clonceived of as temporal relations and so are
generally represented as a series of component relations or states over time, as in (2), which rep-
resents the semantic pole of the verb “fall”. Here the trajector is represented at various points
in time (shown by the horizontal arrow) during its descent towards the landmark, which would

(2)  Semantic pole of “fall”

O

tr Otr .
O 6.

;

lm
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be conceived of as some unspecified surface or point below the original position of the trajector.
Naturally, the landmark of a relational predication could just as easily be another object, as in
the verb “to approach”, where the changing position of the trajector is defined with respect to
the object being approached. Grammatically, the trajector of a verb will be realized in a clause
as the grammatical subject and the landmark (if it is a thing) will typically be realized as the
direct object. This is illustrated in (3), which represents a partial “compositional” schema of
the sentence “the plane approaches the runway”.

(3)  “the plane approaches the runway”

....... -tr
tr
O 3
Im Jtm ]m-g!rg___._____

e |

plane approach runway

In this diagram, the schematic form of the verb “approach” is “elaborated” by the specifica-
tion of the participants in an instance of “approaching”—in this case “plane” and “runway”,
which are represented as schematic “things" at the first (lower) level of composition. The par-
ticipants are incorporated into the schematic form of the verb by being associated with specific
elaboration-sites (the shaded dircles) with which they are placed in one-to-one correspondence
(indicated by the dashed lines). The result is the composite predication shown at the next

highest level, which has incorporated the meaning of the two nominals into that of the verb.

2Note that these particular characteristics of the landmark are not explicitly represented in the diag‘ram be-
yond the fact that the notion of “below” is implied by its physical layout on the page. This is typical of repre-
sentations in CG, which do not strive to be complete {or even unique) but instead are intended as graphic
shorthand devices for the representation of key concepts in the context of a particular discussion.
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In English, the next step in the composition of the event as a whole would be the specification

of a particular and unique instance of “the plane approaching the runway” by grounding the
clause in time and modality.

Note that in the diagram in (3) it is the meaning of the verb which incorporates the mean-
ings of the two nominals, rather than the meaning of one of the nominals which incorporates
that of the other two (which might happen in modifier constructions such as “the plane that is
approaching the runway”). In technical terms, this means that in (3) the verb is the “profile
determinant” (as indicated by the dark box which surrounds it in the first level of composition}
and so it is the “profile” of the verb that takes precedence over the profiles of the other two
predications. Consider the following set of English sentences:

(4) (a) The glass broke.

(b} A hammer broke the glass.

(c) A man broke the glass with a hammer.

(d) The glass was broken with 2 hammer.

{(e) A hammer was used to break the glass.
Each of these sentences could be used to describe the same event—one in which a man picks up a
hammer and smashes a glass with it—yet they all differ in the way in which they present the
event in question by profiling it in different ways. Sentence (a), for instance, can be said to pro-
file only the glass because no other participant is specified, whexleas the profile of (b} includes
both the glass and the instrument used to destroy it and (c) includes an additional participant,
the wielder of the hammer. While the profile of (d) specifies the same number of participants
as (b), the two sentences differ in the relative importance or “saliency” accorded these partici-
pants: the trajector (primary clausal figure) of (b) is the hammer, realized as the subject,
whereas in (d} it is the glass. Similarly, (e) resembles (b} both in the participants involved and
in their relative saliency, but (e) makes explicit the role of the hammer as an instrument, leav-
ing open the possibility of elaborating the unprofiled agent (the man), whereas in (b) this is

simply not possible. Differences in profiling and construal play a crucial role in Cognitive

Grammar and figure prominently in many aspects of the discussion below.
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2.1 Noun-Verb Distinctions

One of the more contentious issues in the study of Salish (and the neighbouring Wakashan
and Chemakuan) has centred on the question of whether or not a fundamental distinction exists
between the categories of verb and noun in these languages. While it is often assumed that such
a distinction is a universal one (e.g. Chomsky 1965; Schachter 1985), a number of researchers
(e.g. Kuipers 1968; Kinkade 1983; Jelinek & Demers 1994) have claimed that this generaliza-
tion does not hold for the Salishan family as a whole, and specific assertions to this effect
have been made about Bella Coola by Nater (1984). Lushootseed data is used by Kinkade (1983)
to argue against noun-verb distinctions, although it is also used by van Eijk & Hess (1986) to
demonstrate the existence of these categories, a position that seems to be finding some favour in
a number of more recent works (e.g. Kroeber 1991; Mattina 1994; Demirdache & Matthewson
1994; Davis & Matthewson 1995a). The central and most prevalent argument for the lack of a
noun-verb distinction in Salish and other languages of the Northwest has always been an essen~
tially syntactic one, based on the ability of “nouns” and members of other “non-verbal” lexical
categories in these languages to function as sentence predicates. Kinkade (1983) offers examples
from a variety of Salishan languages, including:3

(5) Kalispe
(a) poxit+s
father+3po
“Ihe is] his father”
(b) an+§o$'(f1t
2po+father
“[he is] your father”
(c) Kk"+in+poxit
- 2s+lpo+father
“you [are] my father”

Spokane
(d) ppétigs tu  sk¥é+t+s

D name+[strative]+3po
“his name [was] Pp4tigs”

3Sentences in Salish are by and large predicate-initial. This is discussed in more detail in Section 3.1.
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(e) ntoléne? Iu? sx"+K*Gl+mn
D  [agt]+do+[instrument]
“the helper [was] Nifaldne?”
(Kinkade 1983: 28 — 29)

This type of sentence is also well attested in Bella Coola and Lushootseed:

(6)  Bella Coola
(a) mantc
father+1s
“] [am] a father”

(b) ?inu ti+tman-+ct+tx
2s  D+father+lpo+D
“my father [is] you”
(Nater 1984: 33)

(c) ti+?imlk+tx ti+sptis d-+xnas+ex
D+man+D D+hit+3s-3s D+woman+D
“the one the woman is hitting [is] the man”
(Davis & Saunders 1978: 39)
Lushootseed
(d) stubs &d
man 1s
“I [am] a man”
(e) stubs
man
“[he is a] man”
(f) sbiaw H ?uR”
coyoete D go
_ “the one who goes [is] Coyote”
(van Eijk & Hess 1986: 324)
In each of the sentences in (5) and (6), 2 nominal element serves as the sentence predicate,
which Kinkade takes as evidence that these nouns are in some sense “verbal”: given that there
is no way to classify words as either nouns or verbs based on their ability to function as predi-
cates, he goes on to argue, there is no syntactic criterion on which a noun-verb distinction can be
made. Even if there were no syntactic evidence for the distinction, however, this is not evidence
for the absence of the distinction itself, and much of the force of Kinkade's argument rests on the

tacit equation that he makes between the terms “verb” and “predicate” (an equation made

explicitly by van Eijk & Hess 1986), something which is far from clear cross-linguistically.
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While English and most Indo-European languages restrict the role of predicate to verbs or to

non-verbal elements dependent on a copula, the use of nouns and nominals by themselves as sen-

tence predicates is well-attested in a wide variety of languages such as:

(7)  Tagalog
(a) Mga guro  sila
[plural] teacher 3p
“they [are] teachers”
(Schachter 1985: 7)

Arabic
(b) dool sawwa?in wifsfin

those drivers  bad

“those [are] bad drivers”

(McGuirk 1986: 28)

Buriat (Mongolian)
(c) baabaj+mni aduudan, eZy+mni xoniSorjum

father+1po horseebreeder mother+lpo shepherd

“my father [is] a horse-breeder, my mother [is] a shepherd”
(Bertagaev & Tsydendambaev 1962: 55)

Nanay (Tungusic)
(d) ¢ naj aloosimdi
this man teacher
“this man [is] a teacher”
(Skorik 1968: 146)*
In all of these examples a noun (and to my knowledge no one has proposed that they are any-
thing else) serves as an equative predicate in precisely the same sort of structure as that illus-
trated in Salish in (6) above. Thus, while Kinkade is correct in his assertion that nouns are
predicative in Salishan, they are predicative in many other languages as well, many of which
(e.g. Buriat and Nanay) have complex systems of verbal and nominal inflection which clearly
distinguish the two classes (Skorik 1968).
In addition to the ability of nouns to function as predicates, another characteristic of Salish
that has been made a great deal of is the relatively free application to both verbs and nouns of

a number of morphological and grammatical elements which are highly specific to one or the

other of these lexical categories in European languages. Kinkade (1983) points out that deictic

4The orthography of the previous two examples is uncertain, as they have been transcribed from a Cyrillic-
based system into the standard English transcription for Russian.
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elements—usually associated with nominals alone—can be applied to any word in a Salishan
sentence, be it “verb” or “noun”:
(8)  Lushootseed
(a) ti%i¥ sqsbay? ti ?utfalattab %3 %t wiwsu
D dog D [pnt]+chase+[caus]+[md] P D children
“the one the children chased [is] the dog”
(Hess 1993b: 128)
Upper_Chehalis
(b) 7%t wattlagin  tat actmalkv+
D loosen+tie+3p D [stat]+wrap+[intransitive]
“he unwrapped the package”
(Kinkade 1983: 35)
As can be seen in (8)(a), the Lushootseed deictic elements ti?if “that” and # “the” may be
applied both to words that we would expect on semantic grounds to belong to the class “noun”—
sq"sbay?“dog”, which constitutes the sentence predicate—and to an expression which seems to
be “verbal”—?udalatab ?s ti’it wiwsu “chased by the children”. Similarly, in (b) the deictics ?it
“this” and tat “that” are applied to verb phrases, one of which functions as a complement and
the other of which functions as a predicate, supporting Kinkade’s argument that deictics do not
serve, as they do in English, to distinguish the lexical category of their heads. This does not,
however, mean that they do not in some sense serve to distinguish syntactic category—that is,
that verbs (or, more accurately, verb phrases) bearing deictics are used to fill nominal roles in a
sentence and are, in effect, treated syntactically as nominals.5 In Lushootseed and Bella Coola,
this hypothesis is supported in part by the pattern of distribution of the deictics themselves,
which are almost invariably found associated with sentence-complements, but are found
attached to predicates very rarely and only in those cases in which the predicate is open to
interpretation as a predicate nominal; if the same pattern holds true in Chehalis, this would
point to a gloss of the sentence in (b) along the lines of “the it-is-wrapped [is] the he-

unwrapped-it” or, more idiomatically, “the wrapped up one [is] the one he unwrapped”.® Thus,

while the occurrence of deictic elements with both “verbs” and “nouns” does—like the use of

SThis position will be given some further justification in section 3 below.
6Kinkade (1983: 30) himself offers a similar gloss of ?actéw# it 2acmsIK"# “the wrapped up one is big”.
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nouns as predicates—argue for the flexibility of lexical categories with respect to the syntactic
roles which they may fill in a sentence, it does not in itself necessitate the abolition of these
lexical categories altogether.

Another common source of evidence for the unity of verb and noun in Salishan comes from the
distribution of a number of “aspectual” affixes which seem to apply to members of both cate-
gories whereas—once again on the basis of comparison with more widely known languages—
these might be expected to be restricted to verbs. It should be noted, however, that the same
type of evidence is pressed into service by van Eijk & Hess (1986) to demonstrate the opposite
view, that nouns and verbs can be classified (in Lillooet and Lushootseed) into distinct morpho-
logical categories on the basis of their ability to take certain aspectual prefixes. Even Kinkade
(1983) concedes that the distribution of such affixes is to a very large degree semantically-
driven and so is not a reliable indicator of lexical class, although this position begs the question
of the conceptual basis of the lexical categories themselves, something alluded to by van Eijk &
Hess with reference to both aspectual prefixes and, most significantly, possessive morphemes.
As might be expected, if the category of noun is taken as referring to the semantic class of
“person, place, or thing” (van Eijk & Hess 1986: 320), only nouns occur with possessive affixes,”
whereas verbs that appear in association with these affixes must also bear a prefix, s-, most
generally classified in Salishan languages as a “nominalizer”. According to van Eijk & Hess,
the net effect of this prefix is to “freeze” an action and create a new (nominal) lexical item
whose reference is the action or event as a whole, conceived of atemporally (as opposed to being
conceived of as a process over time). As will be discussed in the following section, the process of
morphological nominalization is used to create both new lexical items (Lushootseed ?sfad “eat”
> s?tad “food”; Bella Coola g“ilac “crush berries” > sq"ilac “wine”) and to create more complex

deverbal nominals when these are required to fill certain syntactic roles in a sentence:

7This last appears not to hold for Bella Coola, which has fused the Fossessive and the intransitive-subject
paradigms (see 2.4.3 below), although this can be treated as morphological syncretism.
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(9)  Lushootseed

(a) ti”it bibs%b %  t?i} su?sud“a?+s, tetyika, ti%it tut+d+s+hubtutbicid
D mink and D yooungerecousint3po D [irr]+1po+np+tellestory+2s
“what I will tell you about [is] Little Mink and his younger cousin, Tetyika”
(Hess 1993b: 175, line 5)
Bella Coola
(b) tits+nap+is ci+xnas+cx
D+np+give+3s-3s D+woman+D
“what he gave the woman”
(Nater 1984: 102)
The fact that such a process exists at all is a good argument for the existence of a distinction
between verb and noun, without which the function of the s- morpheme would not be clear.8
The final argument for a noun-verb distinction in Salish, and perhaps the most compelling
one from a conceptual or cognitive point of view, is the semantic argument touched on briefly in
the preceding paragraph in the context of van Eijk & Hess’s (1986) interpretation of the func-
tion and distribution of possessives and the nominalizing suffix. In Salish, just as in English,
those words that denote people, places, and things in the real world are by and large those
that take possessive affixes, most commonly appear with deictic elements, and most commonly
(but by no means always or exclusively) serve the syntactic role of complement to a predicate.
Words denoting actions or states serve most often as predicate and (generally) do not take a
deictic in this role, and they can be combined with affixes expressing certain kinds of aspect
semantically related to the notions of process and duration. In Cognitive Grammar, this concep-
tual distinction between noun and verb is a fundamental one. CG lexical categories are defined
in terms of the semantic content or profile of the predication in question, the primary distinction
being made between those predications that represent “things”—"a region in some domain of
conceptual space” (Langacker 1987: 494) that may refer to an object, person, place, etc.—and

those which profile a relation between such things and thus constitute a superordinate category

subsuming verbs, adjectives, adverbs, and so on. The fact that, as van Eijk & Hess (1986) point

8Kinkade (1983) analyzes s- in Upper Chehalis as a marker of “continuative aspect”. While there may be cer-
tain semantic similarities between this aspectual notion and the notion of a process construed as an abstract
entity (see Section 2.2.2), the fact that thgjfp]icaﬁon of 5- in Lushootseed and Bella Coola also causes roots
to pattern syntactically and morphologically as nouns argues against its interpretation as an aspect marker.
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out, the boundaries of the classes identified by syntactic and morphological criteria coincide so
closely with these semantic categories argues strongly for such a division: if class membership
in either of the two categories were arbitrary, then we would expect far more cross-over than
we actually see—yet as things stand, words which are nouns in most of the world’s languages
tend to fall into one group while those things that are verbs (and adjectives) fall into the other.
From a structuralist point of view, it is certainly true that the absence of clear morphological
marking of lexical category and the flexibility with which Salishan languages use these cate-
gories in various syntactic roles means that words and roots in isolation are often ambivalent as
to which lexical category they belong to; however, the appropriate category for a given word
becomes readily apparent when the admittedly sparse structural evidence is combined with
semantic criteria, allowing us to make the familiar and (probably) universal category distinc-

tion between verb and noun.

2.2 Morphological Nominalizations

As noted above, one reason to suppose that a real distinction between the lexical categories
of noun and verb exists in Bella Coola and Lushootseed is the existence in these languages of dis-
tinctive, morphologically-marked processes for the derivation of syntactically nominal ele-
ments from verbs. Cross-linguistically Langacker (1991) identifies three classes of nominaliza-
tion, each of which is distinguished from the other according to the organizational level of the
clause at which the nominalization process occurs. The first class, which will be referred to
here as “lexical nominalization”, involves only the verb stem, forming a lexical noun from a
lexical verb (for example, the derivation of explosion from explode) and the nominalized word
is considered, like any other noun, as a generic type rather than a specific instance of the entity
represented by the predication. The se;:c;nd class, “factive nominalization”, involves the nomi-
nalization of a verb (sans tense and modality) and its objects and attributes—excluding the sub-
ject—and as such represents not a type of event but an ungrounded instance (that is, a particular

event or type of event which has not been located in “conceptual space” by the speaker with
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respect to time, modality, and clausal profile); in English these are represented by the present

participial or gerund phrase and in Russian by the prichastie (commonly translated as “parti-
ciples”). This category is far more frequently and obviously attested in Lushootseed than in
Bella Coola. The final class of nominalization creates a nominal element from an entire clause
and constitutes a fully grounded instance referring to one specific event (or set of events) that
has been fully located for the listener in conceptual space; this type of “sentential nominaliz-
ation” is apparently absent from Lushootseed, but in Bella Coola it is a common method of form-

ing subordinate clauses.

2.2.1 Lexical Nominalization

In both Bella Coola and Lushootseed, all morphological nominalizations, including lexical
nominalizations, are realized by means of nominalizing prefixes—s- and dax"- in Lushootseed
and s- and si- in Bella Coola. Because the s-prefix is more common and less-restricted in usage, I
will focus on this morpheme, although the other nominalizers will be discussed briefly in Sec-
tion 2.2.4. Consider these examples of lexical nominalizations formed with the s-prefix:

(10) Lushootseed

(@) s+Patad “food”
np+eat
(Hess 1993b: 202)
(b) s+tilib “song”
np+sing
(Hess 1993b: 254)
(© s+?uladx” “salmon”

np+(to) fish
(Hess 1993b: 204)

Bella Coola

(d) s+qilac+ “juice, wine”
np+crush eberries+[perf]
(Nater 1984: 101)
(&) s+bta “spittle”
np+spit

(Nater 1984: 101)
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{f) st+aka “canoe”

np+build*cance

(Nater 1984:; 101)
In each of these examples, a2 noun is derived from a verb representing a type, rather than an
instance, of an event (i.e. “eating” in general as opposed to a specific instance of “eating”) and
thus derives a new lexical item (“food”, not “what was eaten”), According to Langacker (1991),
the English counterparts to the kind of nominalizations in (10) are derived through a process he
calls “alternate profiling” whose compositional properties are shown in (11), illustrating the
distinction between the two English nominalizing suffixes, -e¢ (shown in (a)) and -er (in (b)):

(11) English nominalizing morphemes

() N (b)

Z

Im Im

— | ——— E— —.
Vv NM A" NM
(adapted from Langacker 1991: 24)

In both cases illustrated, the verb (V) and nominalizing morpheme (NM) combine to form a noun
(N). The profile of the verb stem is a process over time (the arrow) relating two participants,
the subject or trajector (ir) and the direct object or landmark (Im). On the other hand, NM does
not profile the temporal extension of the event, but profiles only one of the two participants. In
(a) the nominalizing morpheme profiles only the landmark of the process (i.e. the nominaliza-
tion represents the object, as in “interviewee”) and in (b) the morpheme profiles the trajector
(the subject, as in “interviewer”). Because NM is the profile determinant (shown by the heavy
box around it), the profile of the composite structure (N) is the profile of NM—that is, a noun

coresponding to one of the two participants profiled by the process illustrated in V.
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In Bella Coola and Lushootseed, on the other hand, there is only one nominalizing mor-
pheme used in ordinary lexical nominalizations, meaning that the profile of a deverbal noun is
going to depend on the combinatorial properties of the stem to which it is attached. This is
most easily expressed in terms of the valency of the stem involved. Valency is the number of
arguments (actants) for which a verb subcategorizes (Trask 1993); in Bella Coola and
Lushootseed, a verb with a valency of two (that is, which subcategorizes for two actants) may
be either transitive—having a subject (trajector) and a direct object (landmark)—or intransi-
tive, having a subject and an oblique object (which is unprofiled and, therefore, not a land-
mark), as in the following example from Lushootseed:

(12) (@ ?ut?uted tsi éalas 25 ti basq®
[pnt]+eat Df child P D crab
“the girl ate crab”
(Hess 1993a: 38)
(b) s+?utad
np+eat
“food”
(Hess 1993b: 202)
In (a) the object eaten—that is, the food—is realized as an oblique rather than a direct actant,
requiring use of the preposition ?s; in (b) it is the oblique actant that is profiled by the nominal-
ization. Such actants are referred to as “peripheral” actants (see 3.1.1).% The same syntactic
pattern holds for the stems in (10), all of which may form the predicates of sentences with a
subject (the agent) and an oblique object which becomes the profile of the s-nominal. Note that
in many cases the object has been semantically incorporated into the meaning of the stem; thus,
?aXa “build a canoe” in Bella Coola includes the notion of what is built (which would be the
direct object in English), as does the corresponding terms in Lushootseed, payaq. This is not

unusual in either language, although it is interesting that such implicit objects may be realized

overtly in a sentence, in which case they appear as oblique (peripheral) actants, as in

9The term “peripheral” is borrowed from Davis & Saunders (1984a), where it has much the same meaning as
it has here, although the distinction for these writers is a semantic rather than a syntactic one.



(13) Bella la
@ ?aXatyuks+aw x+at+s+ak+aw+c
builde canoe+[plural[+3p P+D+np+build*cance+3p+D
“they were building their own canoes”
{Davis & Saunders 1980; 133, line 91)

Lushcotseed
(b) lacu+payeq ?a % sdi?+dax*it
[progl+carvescanoe P D [rdp]+huntingecanoce
“[he] was carving out a hunting canoe”
(Hess 1993b: 177, line 34)

Instruments (realized in clauses as peripheral actants using the preposition x-) of some divalent

stems in Bella Coola are also profiled by the s-nominalizer, as in

(14) (2 s+qik” “tools”
np+fix [sth]
(b) s+lq “mind, brains”
np+think [of sth]

(Nater 1984: 102)
For most transitive verbs in Bella Coola, however, the same pattern as intransitive divalent

verbs is found, with the non-subject argument surfacing as the profile of the nominal, as in

(15 (a) s+knix “food”
np+eat
(b) s+ki¢ “laundry”
np+wash

(Nater 1984: 102)

Because transitive verbs in Lushootseed are derived from monovalent radical stems (see 2.3.1),
divalent transitives in this language do not seem to undergo lexical nominalization, a “patient-
profiling” nominal such as those illustrated in (15) being derivable from the radical itself.
Nominalizations of trivalent verbs in both Bella Coola and Lushootseed, like the instrument-
centred and divalent intransitive forms, profile the peripheral actant of the clause.

With the exception of Bella Coola transitive stems (which are in themselves somewhat
exceptional—see Section 2.3.2), then, we seem to have a pattern whereby the profile of a lexi-
cal nominalization corresponds to a peripheral' actant of the stem which has been nominalized.

There are, of course, exceptions to this generalization. Consider the examples in (16):
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(16) Lushootseed
(@ s+gax” “ice
np+frozen

]

(Hess 1993b: 243)

(b) s+Hax+il “night”
np+dark+[trm]10
(Hess 1993b: 234)

© s+ali? “soul”
np+alive
(Hess 1993b: 224)

Bella Coola

(d) st+ps “north-east blizzard”
np+hiss
(ther 1984: 101)
(&) s+xum+aq”s “tears”
nptstream+eye
(Nater 1984: 101)
(® s+?usqatlic “smallpox”
np+come®out+skin

(Nater 1984: 101)
Stems such as q'ax‘” “frozen”, hali? “alive” (Lushootseed), and ps “hiss(ing)” (Bella Coola) are
monovalent (they are, in fact, not strictly speaking verbs, but radicals—see 2.3.1 below) and
when nominalized by the s-prefix profile the only figure in their profile, their trajector or that
thing which possesses the property that they delineate. Other monovalent expressions which
are more clearly verbal are derived stems such as #a%il “grow dark” (Lushootseed) and 7usqa-+li¢
“come out of skin” and these, too, profile their only argument when they are nominalized. Note,
however, that in all of these cases the trajectors of the radicals—that is, “that which
freezes”, “that which grows dark”, “that which comes out of the skin”—is not a definite agent
or entity; in clauses, subjects of this type are often realized by null or expletive arguments in a
wide variety of languages and in Cognitive Grammar this type of subject is often treated as an
abstract setting in which the event occurs (Langacker 1991; Smith 1994). Because of the abstract

nature of the trajector of these types of expression, words such as faXil might just as easily lend

10[trm] = “transmutative”, a morphological category having the meaning “to begin to be” (Mel'%uk 1994b).
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themselves to an interpretation as “a darkening” or even “when it grows dark”; this type of
shifting of a profile from one of the participants to the event or relation as whole is amply
illustrated for nominalized clauses and will be discussed further below. For now it is enough to
note that the abstract nature of the trajector of the words in (16) may well lead to their inter-
pretation as nominalized event-types as opposed to event-participants.

In addition, Nater (1984) gives a number of nouns derived via s-nominalizations from words
such as ck*“heavy” (> sck* “weight”) which correspond to English adjectives; note that in such
examples, the profile of the nominalization is the state described by the relational predica-
tion—that is, the nominal profiles the predication’s referential landmark. Once again, because
these “adjectival” radicals serve more to describe states than events per se,11 their trajectors
are difficult to construe outside of a specified instance or context, making the referential land-
mark the more informative choice for profiling. An English adjective like “big” can be applied
to anything and does little to aid us in defining its trajector or imagining the type of event in
which that trajector might have taken part; on the other hand, a more “verbal” radical such as
the Lushootseed £ilib “sing” or Bella Coola ?2Xa “build a canoe” tél]s us quite a bit about the
potential event participants and so its nominal interpretation is quite easily shifted to one of
these.

In view of all of the possible construals of s-nominalizations, it might seem initially that
there is not only one but several related meanings for this prefix. In CG, however, this does not
require us to treat the s-prefix as a different morpheme in every case—instead, we can treat the
various profiles of lexical nominalizations as the products of various “subschemas” of a more
abstract nominalizer whose meaning includes the creation of a “thing” from a relational predi-
cation, but does not specify what aspect of the relation becomes the nominal profile. Which of
the subschematic meanings of the s-prefix a listener will select in interpreting a lexical nomi-

nalization depends on the stem involved; aside from monovalent (radical) stems and Bella

1 Although in CG states are treated as subtypes of events in which there is no change in the trajector-land-
mark relation over time.
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Coola transitive radicals, s-nominalizations profile a verb’s peripheral actant. This associa-
tion between peripherality and the s-morpheme (noted for Bella Coola in Davis & Saunders
1984a) is an important one in both languages, and figures prominently in the discussion of the
nominalization of clauses in the next section and in the syntactic distribution of morphological
vs. syntactic nominalizations and relative clat;ses, which will be discussed in more detail
throughout Section 3 below. s- is also used for other types of nominalizations which involve
more than a mere shift in profile, and so the question of how best to represent the s- morpheme

will be postponed until after the discussion of these categories.

2.2.2 Factive Nominalization’

The second class of nominalization, factive nominalization, is virtually absent from Bella
Coola (with one potential exception—see 3.2.1 below), whereas in Lushootseed it is one of the
most distinctive features of the grammar. In CG, a factive nominalization is considered to have
all the attributes of a clause except subject, tense, and modality, although at the same time
sharing many of the syntactic and morphological properties of a noun. Such nominalizations are
commonly referred to in Indo-European languages as “participles”, a term that I will extend
here to cover the analogous structures in Lushootseed.12

Consider the following “non-finite clauses”:

17) x*ul paXaX ti?s? d+s+?abyid
only worthless D  lpo+np+give
“what I give [to him] is only junk”
(lit. “my given [to him] [is] only worthless”)
(Hess 1993b: 185, line 14)
In (17) the grammatical subject of the nominalized clause, the giver, is represented by the first-

person pronominal d- from the possessive paradigm (see 2.4.3), whereas in the next example,

121 the discussion of Enﬁ]:’lsh grammar, a distinction is traditionally made between participles and gerunds,
the former filling an attributive role in a sentence and the latter acting as a nominal @I‘rask 1993). Aside from
the facts of their distribution, however, the two categories seem to be identical and most likely reflect two
uses of the same type of lexical item. In Russian, the term “participle” is used to refer to the attributive usage
of this dass of nominalization, coinciding with the English usage, whereas in some discussions of Altaic lan-
guages such as Turkish (e.g. Comrie 1981} “participle” is used for both substantive and attributive roles; the
term “gerund” is more often used in Altaic &omne 1981; Poppe 1970), Spanish (Solé & Solé 1977), and in
traditional Russian grammars (¢.g. Pulkina 1982) to refer to what are more accurately described as “verbal
adverbs” for this reason I have chosen the term “participle” rather than “gerund” to use here.
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(18) ?utdudx’ ti?it s+as+d*u? %5 ti?it ?iidad+s ?al ti?a? hik¥ &a?
[pntl+see D  np+[stat]+gather P D relatives+3po P D  big stone
“[he] saw the gathering of his relatives by the big stone”
(Hess 1993b: 185, line 3)
the subject of the participial clause sasq"u? “gathering” is an overt third-person NP, ti%i# ?iisads
“his relatives”, and is realized as a possessor, being marked by the preposition %. (Compare
this to the corresponding finite clause 2asq”u? ti?it ?iisads “his relatives are gathered”, in
which the subject is not set off by a preposition.) In this example the participle is marked for
verbal aspect (?3s- “[stative]”)). The next sentence,
19 xtul paXaX ti?it s+?abyidts %t &a?.
only worthless D  np+give+3po D  stone
“what he gives to Stone is only junk”
(lit. “his given Stone [is] only junk”)

(Hess 1993b: 187, line 32)
shows an example of a participle, s?ayid “giving”, with a third-person subject (represented by
-5, the third-person possessive affix) and an overt object, ti7i# &Xa? “Stone” (an anthropomor-
phized boulder who is given worthless gifts by Coyote). On the other hand, (20)

(20) Juril+ex” %2 ti%? tuts+?slad 2 tsi sKalgeb ?s ti%? qa  wiwsu.
enjoytnow P D  [irr][+npteat P Df monster P D  many children
“[he] enjoyed [the thought of] the monstress’s eating the many children”
(Hess 1976: 657)
contains a participle, s?slad “eating”, with both an overt object—ti?s? ga wiwsu “these many
children”—in an oblique relation to its predicate, and an overt subject—tsi sXalgab “the mon-

stress”—also marked by ?, in this case a mark of the possessive. Note that the participle in

(20) carries general aspectual marking,13 as does the example in (21):

(21) hay lax+dutb+ax” %9 H2H} CiXCX
then remember+[Lo.cl+[md]+now P D fish-hawk
ti”it tuts+cut+t+abts %5 t?it sdotx*ad

D  [pastl+np+speaketo+{caus]+[md]+3po P D bear
“then fish hawk remembers what bear said to him”
(lit. “then his was-spoken-by-bear is remembered by fish hawk”)
(Hess 1993b: 194, line 46)

131n Lushootseed there are two classes of affixes that express aspect or aspect-like concepts. The first, to
which the stative ?as- belongs, only appears on radicals or words derived from radicals (and so appears
closer to the root than the nominalizing prefix s-); the second class, that of the past fu- in (21) and the irrealis
tu-in (20), may be applied to both radicals and nouns. See Hess (1993b: 83ff) for details.



27
Here tuscuttab “[past]+being spoken” has been passivized by the affixal combination -t+ab,

deriving the grammatical subject of the participle (marked by the third-person possessive suf-
fix) from the object of the verb cut “speak to”.

The term “participle” is not one that is commonly used in the Salishan literature; however,
the non-finite clauses in (17) — (21) bear close comparison with participial clauses in Altaic and
Indo-European languages as enumerated in Comrie (1981) and Comrie & Thompson (1985). One
particularly salient feature is the requirement that the grammatical subject be realized in the
role of possessor. The same occurs in English sentences such as

(22) (a) I gave Mary a ball.
(b) my giving Mary a ball

English participles depart from the Lushootseed pattern in that they are able to take non-pos-
sessive subjects, which are (more or less) synonymous with possessive subjects, e.g. “John/John’s
giving Mary the ball”. Interestingly, Comrie (1981) reports the same pattern in Tatar, as in
(23) (a) min kiir+gén+ne bel+de

1s-[acc] see+[past part]+[acc] know+[past]

“he found out that I had seen”

(lit. “he knew me seeing”)

(b) mintem kir+gintem+ne bel+de

1st[gen] see+[past part]+1po+[acc] know+[past]

“he found out that [ had seen”

{lit. “he knew my seeing”)

{Comrie 1981: 82)

Here the subject of a “verbal noun” is expressed either as an actant in the accusative case or as a
possessor in the genitive. As suggested by Taylor (1994) for deverbal nouns in English, the use of
the genitive/possessive to realize the subject in factive nominalizations can be linked to Lan-
gacker’s (1991) “reference-point” analysis of the possessive construction. Under this analysis,
the possessive is seen as a relational predication which profiles its landmark (the possessor) as
a point of reference with which the trajector (the possessed) can be located in conceptual space

and identified as the particular instance or instances of an entity to which the speaker is refer-

ring. This is illustrated in {24). The landmark of the possessive morpheme serves as a reference



(24) Possessive relation in CG

(adapted from Langacker 1991; 171)

point for the location of the trajector (also profiled) within its “dominion”; the dominion of an
entity is defined as the set of objects which it can be used to locate, either in a spatial sense or in
the abstract sense in which the reference point serves an indexical or deictic function.!4 The
landmark or possessor can be construed as an intermediate point on the mental “pathway”
through which the listener makes “contact” with the possessed entity (Langacker 1991); this
path is also profiled in (24), as shown by the heavy dashed arrow.

According to Taylor (1994), the possessor of a deverbal noun in English may be identified
with either the subject or object of the verb from which it is derived because these can be used to
identify the particular instance of the entity 'designated b}‘r the possessed element; thus,
“Harry” in “Harry’s love” is used to single out a particular instance of “love” for the hearer's
attention—that instance of “love” of which Harry is the protagonist. Whether or not the pos-
sessor refers to the subject or the object of the clause depends on the utility of the respective
arguments for correctly identifying the entity being singled out by the speaker: while some
deverbals (like “love”) select inevitably for subjects and others select for the object (“fright”),
many deverbals seelm to allow for either interpretation, depending on the argument’s

“topicality” and its “informativity” (the precision with which it allows the hearer to pin-

14Ror a more detailed discussion of the notion of “dominion” and some of the ramifications it has for the se-
mantics and pragmatics of possessive constructions, the reader is referred to Langacker (1991: 167 — 180).
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point a specific event). The details of Taylor's argument are not directly relevant to the issue of

factive nominalizations, in which the possessor always refers to the clausal subject, but these
two criteria do seem to offer an explanation of why it is that possessor-subjects are selected for
by participles—which retain more of their clausal properties than other deverbals (cf. Grim-
shaw’s 1991 notion of “argument structure”). In clausal constructions, subjects are known to be
highly topical cross-linguistically (Keenan 1976; Li & Thompson 1979; Givén 1979) and, in the
case of Lushootseed and Bella Coola, subjects almost invariably correspond to discourse topics.
Because of this topicality, subjects often serve the function of anchoring new information in dis-
course (see also Langacker (1991),.where “topic” is defined in precisely these terms) and, thus,
they serve as the reference-point against which new information can be located in the discourse
space.15 Objects are not available for this function, as they are included within the scope of the
factive nominalization (and, hence, can not be used as a reference point for their own location).
Another feature of clauses that participles retain is marking for voice and aspect. English
uses combinations of auxiliary verbs to do this, though it is nowhere near as expressive as

Lushootseed in this respect. A better Indo-European parallel is found in Russian prichastie:

(25) (a) present active imperfective
muZdéina, priglagajuschij druga na obed
man invite friend to lunch
“the man inviting a friend to lunch”

(b) present passive imperfective
muZdina, priglaaemyj drugom na obed
man invite friend to lunch
“the man being invited by a friend to lunch”

(c) past active imperfective
muZdina, priglajavschyi druga na obed
man invite friend to lunch
“the man who was inviting a friend to lunch”

(d) past passive imperfective
kniga, chitannaja mal’¢ikom
book read boy
“the book which was being read by the boy”

15This is discussed further in the context of deixis and the instantiation of types in the conclusion.
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(e) past active perfective
muZdina, priglasivsii druga na obed
man invite friend to lunch
“the man who has invited a friend to lunch”

(f) past passive perfective
muZdna, priglasjonnyj drugom na obed
man invite friend to lunch
“the man who had been invited by a friend to lunch”

Russian participles can (and, in the past passive perfective, frequently do) serve as nominals
and resemble factive nominalizations in terms of semantic and syntactic structure. Most often,
however, they are used attributively and bear the morphological agreement features of adjec-
tives, which serve to mark the participle’s role as modifier of the noun corresponding to its
grammatical subject. Lushootseed participles are also used attributively, as are nouns, as in
(26) (a) ti?%a? hik” ?al?al
D  big house

“this big house”
(Hess 1993b: 117)

(b) ti?a? kiyuuq“s statudaq
D  seagull slave
“these seagull-slaves”16
(Hess 1993b: 117)

(0 t?9? tut+stas+faba?+s K¥ag*icad
D  [past]+np+{stat]+backpack+3po elk
“this elk he’d been backpacking”

(Hess 1993a: 142)
In sentences like (c), Lushootseed participles take on the function of the English relative clause;
this is highly reminiscent of the situation in many Altaic languages, as in Uzbek
(27) men+in yoz+gan xat+im
I+[gen] write+[past part] letter+ls
“the letter that I wrote”
(lit. “my having-written letter”)
(Comrie 1981: 82)
In Uzbek, as in related languages such as Mongolian, the participle is considered by grammari-

ans to be a noun (Comrie 1981; Poppe 1970); in Lushootseed, the distributional properties of par-

161he plural meaning is gleaned from the context, as plural marking of nouns is optional in Lushootseed.
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ticiples and their appearance in association with the possessive affixes (taken by van Eijk &
Hess 1986 as a definitive marker of nouns) also argue strongly for their nominal status.

If Lushootseed participles are accepted as nominals, the question of how to describe the
nominalization process arises; clearly, alternative profiling, as illustrated in (11) for English
-ee/-er, is inadequate, as the factive nominalization does not simply profile a participant in a
type of event (or relation), but rather profiles either a participant in an instance of an event
type (as in (19)) or a specific event as a whole (as in (20)), construed as an abstract nominal.
This is reminiscent of what Langacker (1991) terms the “conceptual reification” of a processual
relation, represented in (28). The first part of the diagram shows the semantic pole of a verb,

which is represented as a relational process between the trajector (the circle) and its landmark

(28) Conceptual reification of a verb
(a) /iﬁ\ (b)

. (the rectangle} over time (the arrow); a verb is considered to be a sequential progression of com-

(Langacker 1991: 24)

ponent states—here represented by a sequence of three trajector-landmark pairs—which pro-
files a given segment of time over which the relation holds (shown by the thickened line over-
lying the arrow). These component states form an abstract region in conceptual space which is
only latent in the verb (shown in (a) by a lightened ellipse), but which may be profiled in a
representation such as that given of the factive nominalization in (b), where the profile is no
longer a relation scanned sequentially over time (i.e. a verb) but a region containing a series of
entities corresponding to the component states of a process—in other words, a noun.

In those cases where a participle represents an event as a whole, such as fus?slad 7?5 tsi

sAalqab 7 ti?s? ga wiwsu “the monstress’ (future) eating the many children” from (20), the nom-
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inalization process can be represented as the compositional schema in (29), which shows succes-
sively the elaboration of the verb’s peripheral actant and the additional of the s-prefix.

(29)  Factive nominalization of fus?alad ?s tsi sXalqab 7s ti?s? qa wiwsu

‘
/\

—
s-
u; /\
—>

tr

----- ®

?atad %3 ti?a? qa wiwsu

Here at the initial level the verb stem ?afad “eat”—represented schematically by a single
component state—is combined with its oblique object ti?s? ga wiwsu “the many children”
(abbreviated by “A”); the cross-hatched elaboration-site (e-site) is an actant in the process,17
as indicated by the dashed line (marking correspondence between the two entities). At the next
level of composition, the nominalizing morpheme—once again, s-, just as it is in lexical nomi-
nalizations—is added, shifting the profile of the composite structure from the processual rela-
tion (“eating the children”) to a region of conceptual space wh’ic.hr refers to an instance of
“eating the children”. The final stages in the composition of the nominalization (not shown)
would be the elaboration of the trajector (tr),'accomplished by the addition of the possessor, 7
tsi sXanab “of the monstress”. While a processual relation (a verb) is usually grounded in

Lushootseed by this final elaboration of the subject, as a nominal the participle must be

171t is a peripheral actant—realized as a prepositional gehmse, not shown here in the diagram—rather than a
direct object, and so, as noted above, it is considered to be unprofiled.
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grounded by the addition of a deictic, which creates a fully grounded instance of the eating—in

other words, expressing a unique real-time instance of the process, an actual event which is
identified or located in conceptual space.

It should be noted that the net effects of the s- morpheme in (29) and in the lexical nominal-
izations discussed in the previous section are somewhat different and require additional sub-
schema of the s-morpheme has been selected.18 The application of this subschema seems to
apply in those cases where all of the event-participants have been specified.1? In cases where
all of the actants of the verb are not specified, the profile of the participle corresponds to an
unrealized participant, although in all cases it is a peripheral actant which must be profiled:
just as the subject is not an eligible target for profiling by the participle, neither is the direct
object. Even when the direct object is not expressed, as in ds?abyid “my given [to Stone]” (“what I
gave to Stone”) from (17), the object’s identity is unambiguous in discourse and would be repre-
sented in the syntactic structure, although it is elided in the surface form of the sentence. This is
seen in cases where neither subject nor direct object are overt and the realization of a peripheral
actant shifts the meaning of the nominalization to the event itself. Compare (19) to

(30) julil+ax™ 73 ti?%e? s+?abyid %5 ti sbiaw
enmoytnow P D  np+give P D Coyote
“[he/she] enjoyed the giving of Coyote [to him/her]”
(Hess, personal communication)

Here the prepositional phrase ?5 ti sbiaw serves the role of peripheral actant (the gift) and the
participle seems to represent the event as a whole, indicating the presence of all of its actants.
This requirement that the profile of the nominalization correspond to a peripheral actant
seems to stem from the nature of a participle, which is by definition a nominalization whose
scope includes the profiled objects of a verb; in Lushootseed, however, it seems that the profile

of a stem includes only subject and direct object (the direct actants) and peripheral actants must

be expressed overtly as a PP. In the absence of this overt expression, the identity of a periph-

18The issue of the CG representations of the schema and subschemas of s- will be left until Section 2.2.3.

ote, however, that at the level of composition at which nominalization is applied, the subject has not as of
yet been elaborated, suggesting that the subject (or trajector) element of a relational predication has a certain
privileged status in the process of nominalization, something noted cross-linguistically by Keenan (1976).
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eral actant is not included in the scope of the nominalization and thus becomes an eligible can-

didate for profiling by the participle itself.

2.2.3 Sentential Nominalization

In sentential nominalizations, the nominalizing morpheme is applied to a fully grounded
instance of a relational process—that is, to a tensed verb (in languages that have tense) and its
direct actant(s). In English and related languages, sentential “nominals” are not realized mor-
phologically, but are created through the use of complementizers (“[that he walks in his sleep]
drives her crazy”; “I see [that you have found your own way home]”), which allow a finite
clause to serve a nominal (actantial) role in a sentence. In Bella Coola, however, clauses that

serve as actants must be nominalized using the s-prefix, as in

B @ I;WI ti+s+pux+ag]ayx+gw
halibut D+np+(to)fish+[l.o.c.]4-330

“what they caught [is] a halibut”
(Nater 1984: 102)

(b) wic 7ac watst?alps+tutm graxd
[idn] D D+np+eat+[caus]+3s-[;ass] raven
“what Raven was fed [was] this”21
(Nater 1984: 102)

(© ’ailnap+istk¥+¢ ta+qiiqtii+tX wa+s+k¥actattu+m
know+3s-3s+{qt]+[perf] D+baby+D D+np+name+[caus]+3s-[pass]
x+ti+man+t

P+D+father+1p-po
“the baby knew what he had been named by our father”
(Davis & Saunders 1980: 108, line 121)
Here, the nominalized sentences function as actants of the predicate—the subject of a verbless
sentence in (a) and (b) and as an object of a verb in (c}—and, like lexical nouns in analogous sen-
tences, they are marked with deictic elements. The profile of the sentential nominalization

corresponds to a peripheral actant of the nominalized verb (e.g. the oblique object of puX “to

fish” in (31)(a)). Sentential nominalizations also serve as circonstantial clauses (Section 3.2.5):

20The verb here puXaylayx “to fish” is intransitive, being closer to the English “to fish (for)”, although it im-
lies that the fishing was successful.
LThe category of “identifier” is discussed in 2.4.3 below. The causative form of aips “eat”, which means

“to feed”, takes as its subject the one who feeds and as its object the one who is fed, the food being peripheral
in the clause.
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(32) (a) kamalax“s stkatlip+cuttc
nexteyear np-+irr]+turn+[refl]+1s
“it [is] next year [when] I will come back”
: (Nater 1984; 103)

(b) ZRiliwat+s s+’mtts
quick+3s np+geteup+3s
“he [was] quick [as] he got up”

(Nater 1984: 104)

(¢) taws+ulmx+¢ st+?atwlaa+ii+c
damp+ground+now np+rain+[past]+D
“the ground is damp, it having rained”
(Nater 1984: 105)

In (32) the profile of the nominalization corresponds to an event as a whole (or, in (b), to the
temporal extension of that event) and acts as an adverbial modifier. Like adverbs and other
sentence particles, such nominalizations are not usually marked with deictics. Sentential nomi-
nalizations also serve as sentential complements (3.2.4), as in
(33) (@ ?anayk+c s+ka+Kap+c
want+ls np+irrJ+go+ls
“I want to go”
(Nater 1984: 104)
(b)  ?alnap+it s+?inus ti+ka +Xag
know+3s-3p np+2s D+[irr]+go
“they know that it is you who will go”
(lit. “they know that the going one [is] you”)
(Nater 1984: 103)
Finally, sentential nominalizations, like Lushootseed participles, serve in roles corresponding
to English oblique-centred relative clauses:
34) ti+cilsx“'+tx ti+s+nap+is ti+tAmstattx  Htstaltmx+tx
D+rope+tD D+np+give+3s-3s D+person+D D+chief+D
“the rope that the person presents the chief with”
(Davis & Saunders 1984a: 218)

This sentence shows a sentential nominalization in a modifying relationship to a noun, the

deictics on the relative clause being a result of the rule of deictic spreading (see 3.1.1).22

22 Jyust ag in Lushootseed, Bella Coola can use simple nouns as modifiers in precisely the same manner that
the sentential nominalization in (34} is used:

(i) (a) Kxtic ti+staltmx ti+?imlk+tx
see+3s-1s  D+chief DimantD
“] see the man [who is] chief”
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Unlike Lushootseed participles, however, sentential nominalizations in Bella Coola are
not obviously nominals except in those cases like (31) where they function as actants of a predi-
cate by profiling event-participants and, possibly, (33) and (34), where their syntactic roles are
at least ones that are commonly filled by a noun. Indeed, as Kroeber (1991) points out, in Bella
- Coola “the term ‘nominalized” loses much of its meaning, since ‘nominalized’ clauses in fact dis-
play no distinctively nominal properties: one might almost as well simply label s- a subordina-
tive prefix ...” (p. 59). Nevertheless, it is striking (as Kroeber himself goes on to point out) that
it is the same morpheme (s-) which is used in lexical nominalization, in oblique-centred rela-
tive clauses, and in those cases where a sentence is required to fill a syntactic role usually filled
by a noun or a lexical word; cross-linguistically, s- serves a nominalizing function in all Salis-
han languages and, as we have seen, in Lushootseed it is used to form participles. Thus, it is
well worth asking whether we can attribute a single semantic representation to this morpheme
that will allow a unified treatment of all the phenomena that have traditionally been lumped
together under the heading of “nominalization”.

According to Langacker (1991) the underlying distinction between factive and sentential
nominalization lies at the compositional level at which the reifying process illustrated in (28)
takes place; whether the resulting nominalization is factive or sentential depends entirely on
the degree to which the relational entities appearing in the profiled region of conceptual space
have been elaborated—that is, whether the target of nominalization consists of a non-finite
verb and its objects, or a fully grounded instance of a verb and all of its actants. Applying this to
the Bella Coola data, this means that instead of adding the nominalizing morpheme to the
verb at the compositional level following the addition of the objects and preceding the addi-

tion of the subject, as in Lushootseed participles, Bella Coola sentential nominalizations add

(b) *Ex+ic  t+?imlk ti+staltmx+tx
see+3s-1s D+chief D+mantD
(Davis & Saunders 1978: 41)

Note that, unlike other types of modifiers (which maaﬁneither precede or follow their head), simple nominal
modifier constructions are ob]igftorily head-final, almost certainly as a means of disambiguation. Davis &

Saunders (1978} offer this as a further diagnostic of a noun-verb distinction in the language.
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the nominalizer at the next level up from the subject, as in the composition of snapis “that he

presented him (with)” from (34):

. (35) Composition of snapis
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In this diagram, the elaboration of both the landmark and trajector are carried out at the same
level of composition by a single morpheme -is representing both the third-person transitive
subject and the third-person transitive object of the verb (see Section 2.4.3). (Because nap “give”
is trivalent, its representation includes one unprofiled, peripheral actant (dotted circle).) As
Bella Coola verbs are not marked for tense, it is presumably the complete elaboration of the
verb's profiled actants (and particularly the elaboration of the subject, which serves as a refer-
ence point for the event in discourse) that results in the grounding of an instance of a relational
process. The application of the s- morpheme at the next level of composition thus results in a
sentential nominalization. The fact that the realization of both subject and object is accom-
plished with a single portmanteau morpheme may allow us to explain the divergence of Bella
Coola from Lushootseed (and other Salish languages): the fusion of historically separate sub-
ject and object markers makes it impossible to carry out factive nominalizations in this language

because both subject and object are necessarily elaborated at the same level of composition in
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‘transitive verbs. In the case of intransitive verbs, the convergence of intransitive subject and
possessive morphemes (see 2.4.3} removes any morphological distinction between intransitive
participles and intransitive sentential nominalizations, effectively eliminating the participle
as a distinctive grammatical class from Bella Coola (with one potential exception—see 3.2.1).

Note, however, that the particular subschema of the nominalizing s- in (35) differs from
that presented in the composition of the Lushootseed participle in (29). In the Lushootseed
exampie the nominalizer shifts the profile of the nominalization to the event as a whole (all
of the actants of the verb having been specified). In the Bella Coola sentential nominalization,
just as in the Lushootseed participle in (19), the profile of the nominal is a peripheral actant of
the verb and so the subschema of s- that applies is one that shifts the profile of the clause from
the trajector-landmark relation to the formerly unprofiled actant (as shown by the heavy cir-
cle in the topmost level of (35)). The reified process itself forms the context in which the pro-
filed actant (in (19) and (35), the gift) is identified (the nominalization representing a ground-
ed instance—a specific gift exchanged in a specific context by specific people—rather than a
type). This subschema, then, is crucially different from that seen in (29), in that it is applied in
any case where a clause with an unspecified peripheral actant undergoes nominalization. In a
pattern reminiscent of that observed above for lexical nominalizations, this subschema encom-
passes the third actant of trivalent verbs, the second actant of divalent intransitive verbs, and
the instrument of many verbs representing actions that are felt to have inherent instruments
(although Lushootseed prefers another prefix for instruments—see 2.2.4).

So far we have two subschemas of the s-nominalizer, one which profiles a peripheral
actant and one which profiles an event. Returning for 2 moment to our examples in (31) — (34), we
can see that the first of the two subschemas applies to the examples of sentential nominaliza-
tions used as actants (31) and as meodifiers of a noun (34), while the second case seems to cover
the sentential complements (33). The circonstantial uses of the s-clause, however, are a little

more interesting. Consider the examples from (32) as well as the following:
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(36) (@) Pustxtaw ?ulatsut+aw stki+s ti+snx+ayx
goeint3p P+house+3po np+set+3s D+sun+D
“they go into their houses when the sun sets”

(b) 7as?utgnak+s 7ut ti+qlattayx = watst+?asquptn+ak+a+k”
takeepail+3s P D+water+D D+np+soundedrum+hand+3p+[qt]
“she took her pail to the water while the drums were sounding”

© ’iptaak++ic tatst?ilusHiics
grabt+hand+[perf]+3s-1s D+np+pass+[perf]+1s-3s
“I grabbed his hand as he went past me”
(Nater 1984: 102 - 104)
In each of these three examples, the nominalized clause represents a fully elaborated event
with all of its actants and so we would expect the profile of the nominalization to be that of an
event as a whole. In these sentences, however, the relationship of the nominalized clause to
the matrix clause seems to be that of an adverbial expression—that is, an expression of tempo-
ral extension—indicating that what is profiled by the s-nominalization here is the time over
which the event in the embedded clause took place. This profiled slice of time, then, is com-

bined with the matrix clause, whose temporal extension it serves to define. This would require

(37) Profiling of adverbial clause

an additional subschema of the s-prefix, given in (37), which profiles the time over which the
event takes place. Langacker (1991) offers a similar analysis of English expressions such as

(38) Working in the garden, I saw her go by.
Here the participial phrase—morphologically identical to a factive nominalization—serves
to specify the time at which “I saw her go by” by identifying this time as being the same as (or
some part of) the time during which “I” was “working in the garden”. The major difference
between the English pattern of parﬁcipial adverb and the Bella Coola adverbial s-clause is

that English (and many other Indo-European languages) seems to require that the trajector of
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the subordinate clause be coreferential with the trajector of the main clause, whereas Bella
Coola has no such restriction.

What is particularly interesting about Langacker’s analysis is that he ties the idea of
“subordination” of clauses to the type of shift in profile that we have seen effected by the
Bella Coola s-prefix. According to Langacker, subordination of one clause to another means
that, in effect, the profile of the subordinate clause is subsumed in some way by that of the
matrix clause. The profile of the English sentence in (38), for example, is that of the event of
seeing, the act of working having been reduced to additional information about the event in the
matrix clause. Clearly, the s-prefix in Bella Coola and Lushootseed has precisely this function
as well: by nominalizing clauses and thereby transforming events into abstract nouns that can
serve as actants or modifiers, s- in effect subordinates the profile of the nominalized events to
that of the matrix clause.23 Thus, Kroeber’s observation cited earlier that Bella Coola s- often
functions like a subordinator can ﬁot only be extended to cover all cases of sentential nominal-
ization in Bella Coola, but can be applied to Lushootseed as well, since—according to our analy-
sis here—nominalization of a clause is, in fact, subordination. Of course, whether all cases of
subordination in Bella Coola are nominalizations is another matter. It is certainly not out of
line to suppose that adverbial and other types of adjuncts to a predicate might indeed be nomi-

nals—nouns can play this role in many languages (e.g. English “he knocked three times on the

door”) and many Bella Coola adverbs are derived from lexical nouns. Similarly, s-clauses that

function as adverbials in one sentence may well surface in a more noun-like role in another. On

2E’Ix'ltex'estingly, this subordinating function extends itself to verbless sentences as well. Because verbless
sentences with third-person pronominal subjects are, in effect, one-word sentences consisting of a noun plus
(optionally) agreement features, this may create the rather bizarre situation where the nominalizing prefix is
(apparently) applied to a noun, as in

(i) paa-tic x+a+s+John
name+3s-1s P+D+np+john
“1 will name him John”
(lit. “T will name him the one who is John")
(Nater 1984: 101)

This approach to non-verbal elements bearing the nominalizing prefix offers a syntactic explanation of the
observation made in Davis & Saunders (1984a) that the s-prefix 15 used to express “peripheral” information
about an event: by subordinating the profile of the clause which it is applied to that of the matrix clause, the
nominalizing morpheme is, in effect, marking peripherality.
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the other hand, semantically it is not clear that the subschema in (37), which profiles a tempo-

ral extension, does indeed meet the criteria for noun-hood, although it certainly could be argued
that was?asquptnakak” “while the drums were sounding” constitutes a reification of a time in
the same way that a word like “day” (the time over which the sun passes from horizon to hor-
izon) does. In any case, it is also unclear to what extent this is a meaningful question—for the
purposes of our discussion, it is enough to note that the creation of adverbial clauses is another
function of the nominalizing prefix.

Thus, it does seem—in spite of their sometimes limited nominal characteristics—that
Bella Coola sentential nominalizations can be derived with the same morpheme that is used in
Lushootseed factive nominalizations and that this morpheme is used in lexical nominaliza-
tions in both languages. In total there appear to be three major subschemas of the meaning of
this prefix, one (applied to verbs and clauses) which profiles a peripheral participant in an
event, a second (applicable to radicals and fully-elaborated clauses) which merely reifies an
event or relation, and a third (in Bella Coola) which profiles the temporal extension of an
event, thereby creating an adverbial.24 The schematic meaning of the s-prefix—that is, what
all of these meanings have in common—is the conceptual reification of an event to create a
semantic “thing” which can then be manipulated by the syntax as a noun. This is represented in
(39). The schematic relations between the various representations of the s-prefix allow us to
posit a range of meanings for nominalizations realized by the same morpheme. Selection of the
appropriate subschema can be accounted for by the degree to which the nominalized event l;as
been elaborated and (in the case of the third subschema in Bella Coola) by syntactic environ-
ment. Whether or not the nominalization refers to a type of “thing” or event, to an instance of a
“thing” or event, or to a grounded instance of a “thing” or event depends entirely on the scope of

the nominalization (that is, the compositional level at which it is applied). The nominaliza-

24This is excluding the more “exceptional” cases of trajector-oriented nominalizations of radicals, the pa-
tient-oriented nominalizations of Bella Coola transitive stems discussed above, and a particular type of pur-
pose dause found in Lushootseed, which will be discussed in Section 3.2.5.



(39) Schema for the s-nominalizing prefix

-0
-0 |l
O

tion is lexical and refers to.a type if it includeés no participants, otherwise it must be interpreted
as a factive (Lushootseed) or sentential (Bella Coola) nominalization.

As a final note, the last distinction drawn here between type and instance nominalization
parallels closely that drawn by Grimshaw (1991) between the nominalization of words that
have “event-structure” (and hence represent an actual event and must include actors, realized as
arguments) and the nominalization of words which do not (and which therefore represent a
type of event involving no specific actors). For instance, the deverbal nouns in (40)

(40) (a) The frequent expression of one’s feelings is desirable.
(b) The constant assignment of unsolvable problems ...
(c) The instructor's examination of the papers ...

{Grimshaw 1991: 50 — 51)
have both event structure and argument structure (and, hence, obligatorily take of-phrase
"objects”), whereas the same nouns in (41) do not.

(41) (a) The expression is desirable.
(b) The assignment is to be avoided.
(¢) The examination took a long time.

(Grimshaw 1991: 50 — 51)
Grimshaw (1991: 49ff) argues that because the nominalizations in (40) have event structure,
they must also have argument siructure, a conclusion that is compatible with the data here,
although from the point of view of a conceptually-based approach to grammatical processes, it
seems more plausible to reduce this structural claim to a semantic one and propose that only

those nominalizations that represent an event may meaningfully take the argument structure of

the verb from which they are derived.



43
2.2.4 dox“- and si-

Although the discussion of morphological nominalization up to this point has been focused
on the nominalizing prefix s-, Lushootseed and Bella Coola each have an additional nominal-
izer which, although not cognate in the twc languages, serves a similar function in both. These
prefixes are used in much the same way as s- to form lexical and factive/sentential nominaliza-
tions, the difference being that the profile of the nominal is an entity which is not subcatego-
rized for by the predicate of the clause which has been nominalized (Davis & Saunders 1984a).
In general, nominalizations formed with the second nominalizer profile an instrument, motive,
or setting and in this sense they can be grouped together as a semantic class specifying
“background” or “incidental” information about the profiled event. As the morphosyntax of the
second prefix is in all other respects similar to that of s-, the following discussion will be lim-
ited to providing a few examples of the uses of the prefixes in each language and a few words
about their CG representations. .

The second nominalizer in Bella Coola is si-, which can form both lexical nominalizations

(42) (@ si+X“ik+ak “toy” (lit. “what one plays with in the hand”)
np+play+hand
(b) si+g""m “motor” (lit. “what makes a vehicle move”)

np+move (a vehicle)

(© sitqalkm “spring” or “autumn” (lit. “root-digging time”)
np+digeroots
{Nater 1984: 107)

and sentential nominalizations.

(43) (a) ?alquiuus titsi+Kxtis
picture  D+np+see+3s-3s
“[where] he saw it [was] a picture”

(b) ?iJ"(c'lnialx+aw+(': ?ab+ox  sittx+apsmit
getefedeup+3p+now P+her np+cut+sidesofeneck+3s-3p
“they got fed up with her then, so they cut off her head”

(c) klkl ti+si+?aipstc
herring D+np+eat+ls
“what I am eating [is] a herring”
(Nater 1984: 106)
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These clauses nominalized by the si- morpheme take the same pronominal endings as the corre-

sponding matrix clause or s- nominalization would.2>

The peripheral nominalizer in Lushootseed is dax*-. According to Hess {1993b), this prefix
serves to indicate the notions of “means, place, time, or reason for an event or state” (p. 133)—
all of which are otherwise shown by means of some type of adjunct or circonstantial element

such as a PP.26 Like s-, dax”- can be used to form factive nominalizations:

4 @ qIqiay? %l dex®rutlalatd+s ti?e? " sq“abay?
[rdp[+sticks D  np+[pnt]+chase+[caus][+3po D  dog
“it was with sticks that they chased the dog”
(Hess 1993b: 133)

(b) baca+t+abtax” ti?it K*ataq dex*+?iba¥ %a ti?it bibsteb
fall+[caus]+[md]+now D cattailemat np+walk P D mink
i i su?suc’f"‘a?+s
and D  younger*cousint3po
“[s.0.] threw down a cattail mat for Mink and his younger cousin to walk on”
(Hess 1993b: 178, line 44)

() ?utsax’sb bib3sb g@sl tad’+il ?at ti?it dax’+as+tad’+il+s
[pntl+jump mink  and inebed+[trm] P D  np+[stat]+inebed+[trm]+3po
“Mink jumps and gets into bed in his sleeping-place”
(Hilbert & Hess 1977: 23, line 94)
Just as in participles in s-, in the dox*~ nominalizations in (44) a possessive is used to represent

the clausal subject. dex™- is also used in lexical nominalizations, but it appears to be unusual in

this type of construction, which is more often realized with the morpheme sax™-.

(45) (a) sax"+grod+il “chair”
dp+sitting+[trm]
() sax*+AuX+il+ali “refrigerator”
dp+cold +{trm]+[location]

(Hess & Hilbert 1976: 11, 9)
Historically, this morpheme may have been a component of dax™-, which appears to have been

derived from a combination of affixes (Hess, personal communication).

25Note that the verb in (c), 7afps, is intransitive and requires the use of the ?af preposition (2s opposed to x-,

which marks an oblique object) to express the participant that is eaten, as in ?afpsc %at-+tiklk! “1 am eating a

ii;rlf'ingf" G{ﬁabﬂr 1984: 106). leaving us with the odd diagnosis of a verb of eating which does not subcategor-
or fo

261n a number of environments, particularly in forming instrument clauses, s- may optionally be used instead

of dax'“. This is hardly surprising, given the rather fuzzy line which divides those elements that are subcate-

gorized for by an verb and those w%:ich are closely associated with it either semantically or by convention.
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As can be seen from the examples above, the actual meaning of the second nominalizer is
highly variable; it can serve to profile the instrument or means by which an action is per-
formed, the motivation for that action, or the time or location where the action takes place. In
terms of developing a CG representation of the peripheral nominalizer, each of these meanings
would have to be treated as separate and distinct profile-variants, each singling out a different
aspect of the nominalized event. In (43)(a) and (44)(c), for example, the profile of the nominal-
ization is the setting, whereas in (42)(b) and (44)(a) it is the instrument; (44)(b) profiles the
motive for the action, (43)(b) profiles its consequences, and {42)(c) a time during which the
action occurs. All of these variants, however, are related in that the information they specify
is in some way “circonstantial” to the profiled event—that is, it represents information that in
other syntactic environments might be realized as some form of adverbial or predicate-adjunct.
In this way, all the uses of the second nominalizer can be considered as particular instances of a
single highly schematic morpheme which has the effect of profiling any participant or rela-
tion which is not part of the ordinary construal of the profiled event; the difficulty of capturing .
such an abstract characterization in a diagram of the type that I have been using here for CG
representations should be obvious and .I will not attempt to do so. It should be pointed out, how-
ever, that this is not to be taken as an argument against the use of this criterion in the defini-
tion of morphemes in Cognitive Grammar. Just as the notion of peripherality plays an impor-
tant role in a number of aspects of the grammar of our two languages, the notion of being
“adjunct” or “circonstantial” in some way to the primary focus of the clause enters into the pic-
ture in the uses of the second nominalizer and, as vague or elusive as these concepts might seem,
they are certainly viable notions in terms of the construal of an event in the mind of a speaker,
who must make choices in terms of how aﬁ event is to be profiled and what information is most

central, choices which must inevitably have consequences in the syntax and morphology.
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2.3 Relational Predications: Verbs and Adjectives

As noted above, Cognitive Grammar makes a fundamental distinction between predications
that designate an object or entity (nouns) and relational predications, which profile a relation-
ship or interconnection between entities (Langacker 1987). Within the class of relational predi-
cates, we can distinguish between temporal (verbs) and atemporal relations (adjectives).2” In
Lushootseed and Bella Coola, these two classes are intimately related, although in slightly
different ways. In Lushootseed all relational predicates appear to be, in their basic form,
atemporal (that is, what in English would be adjectival) and require the addition of suffixes—
many of which increase the valency of the stem—in order to take on a truly verbal, temporal
meaning; in Bella Coola, ‘on the other hand, there is an underlying distinction between those
relational predications that are inherently transitive temporal relations and those that form a
class of intransitive atemporal radicals corresponding to the same class in Lushootseed. Because

of this difference, the two languages will be dealt with separately in the sections that follow.

2.3.1 Lushootseed

Hess (1993c¢) defines the most basic descriptive unit of the Lushootseed verb to be the radi-
cal stem—that is, the stem with no accompanying affixes. Hess also notes that when these
stems occur as sentence predicates, they typically express states (and are often accompanied by
the stative prefix 4s-) or correspond to verbs of experience. With only a handful of exceptions,
the profile of radical stems never includes more than a single participant which corresponds to
the patient, theme, or goal of the corresponding transitive verb. Consider:

(46) (a) ?utpus dad

[pnt]+beehitebyeflyingeobject 1s
“I [am/was] struck (by a flying object)”

27 Adverbs and adpositions are also characterized as types of atemporal relations; Langacker (1987: 243),
however, does not recognize these as fundamentally distinct within the category of atemporal relations. In-
stead, they are to be considered as language-specific grammatical dasses which are more readily distinguish-
able on the basis of their syntactics than on their semantics alone. Adverbs and prepositions in Bella éoola
and Lushootseed resemble their English counterparts and so will not be dealt with m any great detail, al-
though it should be noted that both adverbs and prepositions—when fully elaborated—may function as in-
transitive predicates in precisely the same way that adjectives do.
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(b) ?utpusu+d &d
[pnt]+be°hit-by°ﬂyin§°object+[caus] 1s
“1 pelted [him/her]"2

© ?utéax” Gad
[pnt]+beestruck 1s
“1 [was] struck”

(d) ?utdax¥a+d &ad
[pnt]+besstruck+[caus] 1s
1 struck [him/her]”

(Hess & Hilbert 1976: 11, 136)
In the (a) and (c) sentences, the radicals serve as monovalent intransitive predicates, and in (b)
and (d) they act as a base for the addition of valency-increasing suffixes, which create transi-

tive verbs. Radicals can also serve attributive roles in a sentence, as in

@7) t”? ha”t ?u+kvik“st qu?
D  good [pnt]+irickle water
“this nice trickling water”
(Hess 1993a: 117)

Conversely, adjective-like words describing states or qualities are also candidates for the addi-
tion of verbalizing and valency-increasing suffixes, as in

48) (@) hik” stubs
big  man
“big man”

(b) ?u+higt+il+ex™ ti?it Xad+s
[pntl+big+{trm]+now D  mind+3po
“his courage grew”
(Hess 1976: 191)

© xul &x* ?as+hig¥+ad to ad+?iigad
only you [stat]+big+[caus] D 2po+people
“uphold your people”
(Bates et al. 1994: 109)

These also appear in copular sentences which are syntactically and morphologically identical
to sentences such as those in (46) with a radical verbal stem as predicate,
(49) (a) beaq” stubs

fat man
“fat man”

28The stem-final /u/ in 7upusud is part of the root, but is deleted word-finally and before many suffixes. A
very large number of Lushootseed roots follow this pattern (not always with /u/, as in (d) below).
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(b} hala’b+ex¥ &d baq”

really+now 1s fat
“I [am] really fat”
(Bates et al. 1994: 38)
These facts suggest that at the level of the radical there is no clear morphosyntactic distinction
between verb and adjective, the only potential exceptions to this generalization being one or
two inherently transitive stems and a handful of adjectives like JuX “old” and ha?# “good”
which do not appear with the stative aspectual prefix (Hess, personal communication).

This potential conflation of the categories of verb and adjective fits well into a proposal
made by Givén (1979) that the lexical class “adjective” does not represent a universal category,
but rather a language-specific portion of the continuum of time-stability. This continuum runs
from the active pole, depicting rapid change of state (verbs) through temporary states (verbs
/adjectives) to permanent-inherent properties (adjectives/nouns) and objects and other things
that do not change their identity over time or change it slowly (nouns). Givén notes that where
languages vary is as to how the middle portion of the continuum is lexicalized. In some
languages temporary states are typically realized as verbs (Krio, Topotha) while in others
they are most often adjectives (English); other languages differ as to whether permanent-
inherent states are usually adjectives (English, Bantu) or nouns (Walbiri). In Lushootseed,
rather than the temporary states being classed as verbs, we have verbal radicals forming a
morphologically uniform class with both the temporary and inherent-permanent adjectives.
Interestingly, the radical stems that seem the best candidates for forming a distinctive class of
adjective in Lushootseed—those that do not take the stative prefix—are those that lie at the
high end of the permanent-inherent end of the spectrum and some of these (such as IuX “old”)
are used regularly as nouns.

As noted above, in Cognitive Grammar both verbs and adjectives are seen as relational
predications, the distinction being between those whose profile includes the concept of change
or duration over time (verbs) and those which profile an ate;nporal relation (adjectives).

Returning to Givén's continuum, we can see that languages differ as to whether words which
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designate temporary states are treated as temporal (verbal) or atemporal (adjectival) rela-
tions. In languages that express tense in their verbal morphology, the distinction between tem-
poral and atemporal relations is often made in the syntax by the appearance of a copula in
predicate-adjective constructions. Compare, for example, the two Russian sentences in:
(50) (a) more by+l+o sinee
sea  be+[past]+[neuter] blue
“the sea was blue”
(b) vo rZi sine+l+i vasil’ki
in rye bluet[past]+[plural] comflowers
“in the rye, the cornflowers were blue”
(Ozegov 1986: 623)

In sentence (a) the adjective sinij “blue” is construed as an atemporal relation, illustrated in
{51)(a) below. Here sinij is seen as designating a region (Im) on the colour scale which corre-
sponds to the speaker’s conception of blue; however, being atemporal, it requires the addition of
the copular form bylo to express the notion of tense; in contrast, the verb sinet’ “be blue” profiles
the same relation but includes the notion of duration and so can be inflected for tense, as in (50)
(b), shown in (51)(b). In Lushootseed, however, tense is not marked in this way and there is no
copula, leaving us no effective way in which to distinguish between monovalent intransitive
verbs and adjectives: therefore, to the extent that it is 2 meaningful question, the present ana-
lysis will assume that the radical is indeed an atemporal—basically adjectival—relation

which forms a copular sentence with its subject, a stand by no means at odds with the Lushoot-

seed (and general Salishan) propensity for forming sentences with non-verbal predicates.

(51) Atemporal and temporal relations in Cognitive Grammar

(a) O —
colour
In ' In
blue blue tr
tr
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2.3.2 Bella Coola

Although the term “radical” has not been previously applied in the literature on Bella
Coola, this language, like Lushootseed, builds up words of a variety of lexical classes from
unaffixed stems; as in the discussion above, the term radical will be used for those bare roots
which represent relational predications. Nater (1984) divides radicals in Bella Coola into
transitive and intransitive classes (the latter of which he extends to include nouns). Transitive
radicals are similar to transitive verbs in Indo-European languages and seem to contain some
notion of both temporal and transitive interaction between subject and object. Intransitive and
transitive radicals are not morphologically distinguishable in uninflected form; transitives are
identified by their ability to appear with affixes from the transitive pronominal paradigm:

(52) () Kkx+is ti+?imlk+tx d+xnast+cx
see+3s-3s D+man+D D+woman+D
“the man sees the woman”
(b) s;;+g'_s_ t+7isimmiki+tx wa+wac+uk+sc
hit+3p-3s D+boy+D D+dog+[plural]+D
“the boy is hitting the dogs”
(Davis & Saunders 1978: 38)

Unlike Lushootseed radicals, these transitive radicals seem to have the same syntactic distri-
bution as ordinary verbs and are precluded from acting as modifiers outside of a relative clause
construction.

Intransitive radicals, on the other hand, seem to correspond to radicals in Lushootseed,
forming a morphosyntactic category which subsumes both adjectives and intransitive verbs. As
in Lushootseed, Bella Coola radicals which would be adjectival in English and other more
familiar languages can take verbalizing suffixes:

B53) () caci“'+9
straight+3s
“it [is] straight”
(b) ?at+cad’+e

[res]+straight+3s
“it has been straightened”
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© caq+tute
straight+[caus]+3s-1s
“I straighten it”

(d cac'[‘”+ayx+a
straight+[l.o.c.]+3s
“it has accidentally been straightened”

() caq+aynix+ic
straight+[l.o.c.]+3s-1s
“I accidentally straightened it”
(Saunders & Davis 1993; 273)

According to Nater (1984), the morphosyntactic properties of those radicals that correspond to

English intransitive verbs and those that correspond to English adjectives are identical; as

illustrated in (54) below, intransitive stems may be used both attributively and predicatively.
(54) (@) tat+ya ta+?imilk -+

D+good  D+man+D
“that good man”

(Nater 1984: 47)

(b) yate ti+?lk+x tH+stksttu+s ti+c'1w>"<“"mtimut
good+3s D+man+D D+np+fix+[caus]+3s-3s D+car
“the man is good at fixing cars”

_ {Davis & Saunder 1984a: 222)
© Kx+ic ﬁ+&p ti+Amsta-+tx
see+3s-1s D+go  D+persont+D

“I see the person who is going”
(Davis & Saunders 1978: 40)

(d) hpﬁlw wa+Xmsta-c
go+3p D+person+D
“the people are going”
(Davis & Saunders 1978: 38)
In the first of each pair of sentences in (54), an intransitive stem is used attributively (as an
adjective} and in the second the same word is used as a sentence predicate. Note that neither
the radical ya, corresponding to the English adjective “good” in (a), nor the radical Aap “go” in
(c) can take intransitive pronominal endings in this environment (Nater 1984), nor does ﬁ'ap
require the addition of the s-prefix (or any other morpheme) to indicate its status as a modifier

(cf. English “the *go/going person”). A transitive stem in a similar position, on the other hand,

requires the syntactic realization of both subject and object and thus takes the form of a relative
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clause (which bears pronominal affixation). ane again, as in Lushootseed, the absence of a
copular verb and inflection for tense in Bella Coola leaves us with no effective means of differ-
entiating between radicals representing temporal (verbal) and atemporal (adjectival) relat-
ions, and these will be treated here as in Lushootseed—as members of a single, conflated cate-

gory of atemporal predications representing a portion of Givén’s continuum of time-stability.

2.4 Other Categories

In addition to the major word classes described above, there are a number of other lexical
categories that play various roles in the grammar of Lushootseed and Bella Coola. What fol-
lows is a brief enumeration of these classes and their grammatical functions, focusing on those

properties most essential for understanding the analysis of the syntax in Section 3.

2.4.1 Prepositions
Lushootseed has a set of four prepositions, all based on the same root, given in (55).

(55) Lushootseed prepositions

?al in, on, at, when

dx¥?al | toward, until, in order to, the reason for
tul?al | from

lit?al | by way of, by means of, source, cause

(Hess 1993b: 105)
In addition, there is the morpheme ?5, used to mark instrumental and other oblique NPs, which
Hess (1993a; 1993b) classifies as a particle. Syntactically, 7» behaves much like a case-marking
preposition in that it is most often followed by an NP (noun + deictic) whose grammatical role
is subcategorized for by the sentence predicate; it also serves to mark a possessive relationship
between NPs and actantial relations between participles and overt NPs. Unlike the other
prepositions here, however, it never appears as the head of a predicative (sentence-initial) PP
and is apparently devoid of lexical meaning—properties not exclusive to but more typical of a
particle. It seems most likely that 75 is, in fact, some sort of hybrid of the two categories

(having neither all nor exclusively the prototypical features of either); for the purposes of this
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discussion I will refer to it as a prepesition, mainly to bring the Lushootseed morpheme into line

with the Bella Coola x, which more obviously falls into the preposition category.
As mentioned above, prepositions can serve predicative roles in sentences in Lushootseed
when they serve as heads with respect to dependent nouns:
(56) dx*?al ta hud to s+x¥it+il ?a t biac
P D buming D np+fall+[trm] P D meat
“into the fire fell the meat”
{Kroeber 1991; 224}
It should be noted, however, that while the preposition dx*?al itself is the syntactic predicate
of constructions such as this (appearing as the top rode in the D-tree and being the immediate
governor of the subject, 5 sx"ifil % ta biac “the falling of the meat”—see Section 3), semantically J
the import of a verbless sentence like this is to equate the identity of the subject with the PP as
whole (i.e. to say something like “the falling of the meat [was] into the fire”). As discussed in
Section 3.1.3.1, the predicate of a verbless sentence is ordinarily its theme, and here the prepo-
sition and its complement combine to fill that function.
In Bella Coola, prepositional phrases are formed with one of four clitics; three of these are

proclitics, and the remaining one is an enclitic (and so more strictly a post-position).

(57) Bella Coola adpositions

dynamic
; ?at- ud-
distal ot oy 1g”
proximal < 5 2 i et
via away from

(adapted from Nater 1984: 48)
These clitics distinguish static/dynamic and distal / proximal. This gives contrasts such as

(58) (a) sp+iix“+is ta+?imlk+tx tatwalttx x+tatstn
hit+head+3s-3s D+man+D D+dog+D P+D+stick
“the man hit the dog on the head with the stick (which he had in his hand)”

(b) spHix“+is ta+?imlk+tx tatwac+tx Zattta+stn
hit+head+3s-3s D+man+D D+dog+D P+D+stick
“the man hit the dog on the head with the stick (that he picked up)”
(Nater 1984: 48)
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(¢) ?alp+s ?at+tutqaax-+tx"
eat+3s P+D+salmonberries+D
“he ate the salmonberries (which he found)”
(d) ?alp+s x+tutqaaX+tx”
eat+3s P+D+salmonberries+D
“he ate the salmonberries (which he had)”
{Nater 1984: 50)
Note that Davis & Saunders (1975) relate the semantic categories of these prepositions concep-
tually to those of the deictics discussed in Section 2.4.4 below.

According to Kroeber (1991), Bella Coola differs from Lushootseed in not allowing preposi-
tional phrases to serve predicative roles in the sentence. Instead, he argues, the nominals
expressing the object of the preposition are used in locative expressions functioning as the sen-
tence predicate, as in the following example he presents from Nater:

(59) (@) Kx+is ?at+ti+?atquitus
see+3s-3s P+D+picture
“he saw it in a picture”
(b) Patquiuus ti+si+Kx+is
picture  D-+np+see+3s-3s
“[where] he saw it [was] a picture”
(Nater 1984; 106)
The exception to this pattern, he notes, are temporal phrases, which appear as predicates in
constructions such as
(60)  7al+atmuus+aaX s+?at+?ay+s X+
P+D+four+day np+[res]+thus+3s P+that
“it [was] four days [that] he was like that then”
(Kroeber 1991:219)
The second clause here is a circonstantial clause (see 3.2.5), functioning essentially as some type
of adjunct to the main predicate, which is intransitive and has no overt actants. Not only tem-
poral prepositional phrases appear in this type of construction. A number of locative predicates
appear in the texts in Davis & Saunders (1980), including the following:
(61) ?ul+at+?axt  s+Rap+tutm tayx stka+itnm+tu+m
P+D+upriver npt+go+[caus]+[pass] thiseone np-+{irr]+goeup+[caus]+[md]

?at+ti+smt x+tatnanmk tatat+Xapa+t+tk
P+D+mountain P+D+animal D+[res]+pack+[trans]+D
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“it [was] upriver where this one was taken, where he was carried to 2 mountain by
the animal that was packing him”
(Davis & Saunders 1980: 9, line 46)
In addition, I have found one potential (albeit rather opaque) example of a PP used as the pred-
icate of a sentence with a DP-radical construction as the apparent subject:
(62) ?at+atcaay+k’+¢  s+K“psttayxHiwa+s+kV+¢ wa+ckta
P+D+all+[qt]+[perf] np+tidyeup+[l.o.c.]+[sem]+3s+{qt]+[perf] D+happen
“then the things that were happening seemed all to settle down”
(Davis & Saunders 1980: 93, line 53)
Although examples like (61) and (62) seem to belie Kroeber’s observation, the use of preposi-
tional phrases as sentence predicates does seem to be unusual; this may be due in large part to
the great variety of intransitive stems expressing location in Bella Coola which may be used to
form less marked constructions such as
(63) (a) Pus+tx™+nu ka+inu+s cit+sx+lx-+likt+m+ck
[dir]+inside+2s [irr]+2s+3s D+bad+[inc]+completely+[md]+[idb]
“come inside if you are the one who got angry and ran away”2?
{Davis & Saunders 1980: 104, line 88)
(b) Pus+bx¥+tut+m xHX ?ab+tX¥  ubHtutsut+sHXY
[dir]+inside+[caus]+3s-[pass] P+3s P+then P+D+house+3po+D
“she was then taken inside his house”
(Davis & Saunders 1980; 131, line 38)
Sentences such as these, with an intransitive radical (a) or derived transitive verb (b), may
have the advantage of a clearer communicative structure. In sentences which begin with a
prepositional phrase, the rheme—as noted for Lushootseed above—is the prepositional phrase
as a whole, the preposition-nominal dependency forming a conceptual unit, whereas what is
actually rhematic in discourse may well be the nominal alone. For example, in the sentence in
(59)(b), the rhematic element is “picture” (identifying where the topical element was seen),
rather than the complex notion “in the picture”, which may be (judging from the paucity of such

sentences in the data) a conceptually or pragmatically unnatural selection of rheme.30 It is also

interesting to note that in examples such as that in (61), where prepositional phrases do occur

29This is the gloss provided ; however, the sentence doesn’t seem to contain the notion “ran away”.

30n English, of course, we can freely choose either variant: “A picture is where I saw it” /”In a picture is
where I saw it”. Note, however, thatthe second of the two has a somewhat more formal flavour to it and
might seem less natural in conversation.
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as sentence predicates, the focus of the speaker includes notions of spatial or temporal direction
or motion and hence the semantic content of the preposition itself forms an integral part of the
speaker’s message. This is especially true of temporal expressions, which may help to explain

why these are the most commonly attested form of prepositional predicate.

2.4.2 Adverbs

In Lushootseed there are two types of adverbial morphemes which Hess (1993b) refers to as
“predicate adverbs” because they serve as modifiers of the sentence predicate; given the termi-
nological choices I have made here, however, this term is unfortunate in that it is easily con-
fused with the term “predicative”, which has been used to designate those lexical items (some
of which belong to the category of adverb) that can serve as predicates of sentences. To avoid
confusion, I will refer to adverbial elements that may function as sentence predicates as
“adverbs” and to those which can not as “adverbial particles”. The latter set is given in (64):

(64) Lushootseed adverbial particles

cick/cay | very
| ck¥aqid always
da?x"/daw | justnow
dax® [?]
gra?x” eventually, soon
put very much so, in a great way
tilab immediately, bluntly; right there
X"ot ti as though, like
X*ul just (that and nothing else)

(Hess 1993b: 114)
The second set, which may take a variety of roles in the sentence, including that of predicate, is
given in (65). Many members of this second set such as ha?t “good”, hik"“big”, and bak™ “all”
also belong to the class of radicals and may serve as modifiers of nouns and as bases for the
formation of verbs.
When modifying a predicate, adverbs of either class appear sentence-initially and are fol-

lowed by words which Hess (1993a) refers to as “particles”; these include subject pronominals
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(65) Lushootseed adverbs

bak™ all higab excessively, too (much)
cotul previously, in advance hal also, too
cuk”/cug” | only, uniquely Aub well; ought, should
day only, uniquely, separate; || tuX” in contrast to the usual or
foremost, especially; expected
completely, all
gshawe it seems x"tub ultimately, in fact
ha?k¥/hag” | ago, long ime X7 no, not
ha7} well, good x"u?sla? maybe, perhaps
(ha)la?ab really, a lot yaw only if, not until
hik* big, very

(Hess 1993b: 115)

(2.4.3) and the interrogative particle ?u. If there is more than one adverb, particles follow the
first adverb, retaining sentence-second position.

(66) (a) cick” Zas+taghex” 77 qawqs
very [stat]+hungry D  Raven
“Raven [is] very hungry”

(b) cick” &d ?2ax"?uk*ab
very 1s wantego
“I very [much] want to go*

(Hess 1993b: 114)

(Hess 1993b: 115)
(¢) daytax” %d cick” ?aslaquil
indeed+now 1s very late
“indeed I [am] very late”
(Hess 1993b: 116)

Bella Coola adverbials are formed from various nominal expressions of time and location:

67) (a) ?a’mianmii > ka?a’?mianmiis
spring next spring
(b) malax® > kamalax¥s
year next year
(¢} malax” > tumalx*a
year last year

(Nater 1984: 99 — 100)
When these expressions do not appear predicatively, they appear sentence-finally. Like
Lushootseed, Bella Coola also has a set of adverbial parﬁcles-which do not function as sentence
predicates, although these generally occur at the end of a sentence; Nater lists only few, all of

which denote direction.
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(68) Bella Coola adverbial particles

?uuxnk downwards
2uduk upwards

tq"nk hither

txuli ,this way, here
txula that way, there
tX"nayaax across the river

(Nater 1984: 134)

2.4.3 Pronominals, Possessives, and Agreement Features
Lushootseed makes use of two sets of pronominals and a set of clitics to represent subjects,
and an additional set of suffixes for the expression of objects.3!

(69) Lushootseed pronominals

matrix subject coordinate subordinate
s &d ' &ada -ad (-ad) -b3/-c
2s &t &a . -ax® (-ax*) -(bi)cid
1 Fox* &Ma -ati (-o4i) -bul
2 dalop &alapa -alap (-alap) -butad
3s -as.(as)

The first three categories in the table are subject pronominals. The first is the ordinary set of
pronominals used for subjects of matrix and relative clauses, while the second is used for subjects
in the second of two coordinated clauses. The third set represents subjects in some types of circon-
stantial clause and is the only paradigfh which includes a morpheme for the third person. The
fourth set represents objects and these may occur with other pronominals, as in
(70)  turbuk*+tu+buted ot
[irr]+goehome+{caus]+2p 1p
“we will take you folks home”
(Hess 1993b: 54)

In addition to the above, Lushootseed also has a reflexive suffix, -ut (¢f. Bella Coola -cut
below) and a reciprocal suffix, -2g*sl “each other”.

Possessives are represented by the affixes in (71), which are closely related to the pronomi-

nal series given in (69). Note that this paradigm lacks an affix for first person plural and

317he use of the terms “subject” and “object” will be discussed in Section 3.1.2 below.
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(71) Lushootseed possessive affixes

instead has substituted the corresponding subject pronominal, which appears following the pos-
segsed NP. Syntactically, the possessive relation may be marked in a number of ways, as in (72):
(72) (a) X"ubt+s
paddle+3po
“his paddle”
(Hess 1993b: 77)
(b) X"ubt+s ti hadli
paddle+3po D Henry
“Henry’s paddle”
(Hess, personal communication)
(© Xwubt 7 ti hadli
paddle P D Henry
“Henry’s paddle”
(Hess 1993b: 77)
If the possessor is represented by a pronominal element, it takes the form of a suffix attached to
the possessed (that is, the governing NP is marked in much the same way that a verb in
another language might bear agreement features for a subject or object) as in (a); if the possessor
NP is overt, it can be realized in one of two ways, either as (b), an overt NP cooccurring with the
possessive suffix, or as (c), an NP adjoined to the possessed by the 7s particle in exactly the
same way that a peripheral actant would be adjoined to a VP. According to Kroeber (1991), the
pattern in (b) represents an older, pan-Salishan pattern which may be in the process of giving
way to the pattern in (c) in the language of the final speakers,
Both Lushootseed and Bella Coola have a set of independent predicative pronominals, used
" as objects of prepositions or as full predicates meaning “I am, you are, etc.”. These are given in

(73). Note that the Lushootseed independent pronominals, unlike the subject pronominals in

(69), have a full set of third person forms. Lushootseed also has another independent pronomi-



(73)  Independent pronominals

singular plural
Bella Coola | Lushootseed | Bella Coola
?nc dibat tmit
~ ?inu gralap(u) fup
tix/ cix caadi¥ wix

60

nal, dif, which stands in for topical NPs or sentential or abstract topics, acting as a predicate
nominal, as in the following example:

(74) dit  dex™tu+tasa+d &b ti%e? Ha

this np+[pnt]+pay+[caus] Ip-po D  stone
“this [is] why we are paying Stone”
(Hess 1993b: 185, line 11)
Note, however, that dif also seems to serve in some sentences as a copular predicate, linking two
overt NPs. The best interpretation of this sentence-type, which is communicatively marked,
will have to await further study.

Nater classifies the third person predicative pronominals of Bella Coola in a separate
class of words called “identifiers”, which are similar to the predi/cative pronominals, but
differ in that they can serve as copular verbs, linking two overt actants in a sentence, as in

(75) (@) tix [ayx ti+manc
[idn] D  D+father
“this is my father”
(b) tix+t b 7ac
[i{dn]+belongingete 3s things
“these things are his”
(Nater 1984: 115)

Both predicative pronominals and pronominal identifiers may also take verbal suffixes such as
the imperative-causative (rendering “let it be that ... 1) or -nix “to think, consider” to create
sentences such as ?inunixic ta Frank “I thought you (?inu) were Frank”.

In ordinary sentences, Bella Coola has an exiremely complex system of pronominal suffixes
consisting of separate paradigms for intranstive, transitive, passive, causative, and passive-

causative constructions, most likely formed by the fusion of various permutations of Proto-Sal-

L
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ish pronominal suffixes and passive/causative affixes. The exact nature of these suffixes—that
is, whether they are to be treated as inflectional features or as incorporated pronouns—will be
addressed in Section 3.1.2. For subjects of intransitive verbs, the paradigm in (76) is used.

(76) Bella Coola subject/possessor suffixes

{Davis & Saunders 1978: 63)
The third person singular suffix -s is usually omitted in main clauses and appears to be more or
less obligatory in subordinate clauses, although its distribution is subject to considerable stylis-
tic variation (Davis & Saunders 1978; Nater 1984); this paradigm is also used to express posses-
sion in the same way as the Lushootseed affixes in (71). For example,
(77) (a) staltmx+c
chief+1s

“] am chief”
(Davis & Saunders 1978: 63)

(b) tit+staltmxtc
D+chief+1s
“my chief”
(0 tit+staltmx+s Mary
D+chief+3s Mary
“Mary’s chief”
(based on Nater 1984: 36)
These suffixes, like the archaic Lushootseed pattern, can cooccur with an NP, as in (c).

While Bella Coola differs from Lushootseed in its historical fusion of the possessive and
intransitive-subject paradigms, there is an interesting comparison to be made between the use of
" the Bella Coola subject/possessor affixes in sentences like that in (77)(a) and the use of the pos-
sessive to express the subject of participles in Lushootseed (and other languages) discussed in

2.2.2 above. In these nominalizations, the possessive morpheme is used as a point of reference

with which to locate or identify the nominalized event for the listener. The subject is generally
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the discourse topic and the trajector (most prominent element) of the nominalized clause and is
thus the most logical reference point with which to identify a particular event in discourse. In
Bella Coola, this may help to explain, at least synchronically, how the collapse of the posses-
sive and (intransiﬁ;re) subject paradigms into a single set of morphemes:was possible: under the
reference point analysis, the two categories can be seen to be conceptually related subschemas of
a more general semantic category with the deictic function of identifying one particular entity
with respect to another.32 When it is a “thing” that needs to be located, the morpheme is given
its possessive interpretation, and if it is an event, the affix is given a subject interpretation by
the hearer. Thus, the close association of subject and possessor in intransitives in Bella Coola,
and in nominalizations in Lushootseed, English, and Altaic can be seen as the result of a close
semantic link between the two concepts, rather than as the by-product of historical accident or
abstract structural similarities.33

Bella Coola transitive verbs make use of the pronominal paradigms in (78) and (79).
According to Nater (1984), the transitive endings are formed from the fusion of object+subject
pronominal suffixes. Note, however, that the third person singular object marker in the

causative paradigm has been reduced to zero; the first-person subject+second-person object suf-

(78) Bella Coola transitive suffixes.

object -
subject Is 2s 3s 1p 2p 3p
1s - -cinu® -iec - -tutap* -tic
2s -ox” - -ix" -tudx” - -tix"
3s -cs -ctt - -is tuls - -tap? -tis
1p - -tuinu* -it - -tutap® -tit
2p -cap - -ip -tulp - -tip
3p -cant -ctt -it -tudt -tap? -tit

(Davis & Saunders 1980: 252)

32There are many other languages in which subjecthood and possession are related; see, for example, Basa-
kov (1971) on the common diachronic origins of possessives and personal pronouns in Altaic languages.

33 See, for instance, Chomstll?l’s (1970) account of subjects as specifiers of VP, corresponding to SPEC posses-
sors of NP; this analysis could in many ways parallel that given here if the abstract structural position SPEC
were to be interpreted as having some sort of conceptual content—in this case, a sort of indexical or deictic
function, which is in fact suggested by the name given to the category.
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(79) Bella Coola causative suffixes

object

subject 1s 2s 3s 1p 2p 3p
1s - -minu* -c - -minap* -tic
2s -mx” - " -mudx” - -tix™
3s -ms -mtt -s -muis -mtt -tis
1p - -mu}-nu* -1 - -mutap” -tit
2p -man(c-a)p - -p -muip - -tip
3p -mant -tap? -t ~mut -tap? -tit

(adapted from Davis & Saunder 1980: 253)34

fixes in both paradigms (marked with an asterisk) reverse the usual object-subject order of mor-
phemes, while the third-person subject-+second-person object markers (marked with a cross) are
all passive suffixes (see (81) below). When subject and object reference coincide, the reflexive
morpheme -cut- is used with the intransitive suffixes from (76). Bella Coola also has a pair of
reciprocals, -tmax*/-nmax"—the first expressing control or intention and the second expressing
inadvertence or lack of control.

The use ;)f a passive in suffixes for second-person object/third-person subject seems to follow
from a general principle of Bella Coola pragmatics that requires a second person to always be
least peripheral in a clause, as in

60 (@ @ Kctet  xHi+limlktx
seet2s-3s P+D+man+D

“the man sees you”

(i) *Kx+ct  ti+?imlk+tx
see+2s-3s D+man+D

(b) () Kkx+tap  x+ti+?imlk+tx
see+2p-3s P+D+man+D
“the man sees you-all”

(i) ‘*Kx+ap t+?imlk+tx
see+2p-3s D+man+D

34Note that Davis & Saunders include the morpheme -f4- as part of the causative paradigms in both the active
and the passive forms (thus, - is given as -fuc); however, in all cases this morpheme is easily identified and
separated from the &ronominal suffixes, which are essentially the same in form as the non-causative endings.
Nater (1984) gives the corresponding paradigms without this affix, which he analyzes as a causative. Given

its obvious similarity to the Lushootseed causative -tx* (~ -tu-), I have chosen to follow Nater in this regard.



Kx-+tap x+a+?imlk+sc
see+2p-3p P+D+man+tD
“the men see you-all”

© @

() “*Kx+tap  at+?imlk+sc
see+2p-3p D+man+D
(Davis & Saunders 1978: 63)
That pronominal suffixes used in these sentences are indeed passives is shown in the (i) exam-
ples by the obligatory realization of the third person actant as an oblique object, marked with
the preposition x- . As noted above, this passive morpheme has completely replaced its active
counterpart in the transitive paradigm. A similar phenomenon occurs in the formation of sub-
ject-centred relative clauses, which are passivized to promote m@d-pemon objects to subject
position.35 Along much the same lines, the first-person subject+second-person object transitive
pronominal suffixes reverse the usual object-subject order of the morphemes, suggesting that at
one time the second-person participant may have been accorded some kind of special status in
this type of sentence as well.

The final pronominal paradigms are the passive and passive-causative suffixes:

(81) Bella Coola passive pronominal suffixes

passive passive-causative
1 2 3 : - 2 3 =L
singular -tinic ~ct -im -minic -mt -m
plural -tinit -tap -tim -minit -tap -tim

(adapted from Davis & Saunder 1980: 252 — 253)

Pagsive and passive-causative verbs are intransitive and show only subject agreement.

2.4.4 Deixis

Both Lushootseed and Bella Coola make use of pre-nominal deictic elements. These ele-
ments typically have two forms, one unmarked for gender and another (formed by the insertion
of the infix -s- after the initial consonant of the morpheme) indicating that the referent is

female; in both languages this is often the only method of distinguishing male from female, and

33Forrest (1994) analyzes these facts as the remnants of an earlier system of “inverse” voice (Thompson
1989; Givon 1994) which may have been a feature of Proto-Salish. '
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(82) Lushootseed deictics

non-contrastive| hy pothetical /
remote

k"1
k¥si

Zle

fem || tsi?it tsi?s? tsi

(Hess 1993b: 97)

gender seems to be natural.36 The Lushootseed deictic elements are given in (82). The distal and
proximal forms may be used on their own as pronominals, and only these have reduplicated
plural forms, #%i%# and ti%1?s?, which are not obligatorily used in plural contexts. Deictics are
used with all nouns, including participles and proper nouns. There is also a set of adverbial
demonstratives (~ English “here”, “there”), which distinguish distal, proximal, and remote.

(83) Lushootseed adverbial demonstratives

distal

non-fern | tudi?/tadi? di?a? k"adi
fem tara? ti*a? 5

{Hess 1993b: 99)
The deictic system of Bella Coola is even more involved. In addition to the “proximal
indefinite” forms #i-/ci- which resemble the Lushootseed unique-reference deictics, Bella Coola
has a large set of deictics consisting of proclitic-enclitic pairs. The paradigm for these elements
distinguishes gender/number, distance, and demonstrative/non-demonstrative.37 As the table
shows, the enclitic makes the demonstrative/non-demonstrative distinction and the proclitic

distinguishes proximal, middle, and distal; nouns which bear only the proclitic have an

36Nater states that Bella Coola does have grammatical gender and posits three classes—female, non-female,
and neutral. The neutral class, however, has no forms of its own but instead alternates between feminine and
non-feminine forms; furthermore, all of Nater's examples of this alternation seem to indicate that it is, in fact, a
reflection of natural gender, as in #i+skma “bull moose” /ci+skma “cow moose”. As Nater himself ou
membership in a given gender dass is predictable on a semantic basis: the only example he gives what‘gl?n
be gurely ammatical gender is ci+waac “wristwatch”. Thus, it seems preferable to follow Davis & Saunders
and treat Bella Coola gender as a natural, feminine /non-feminine distinction. Hess (personal communication)
notes that in Lushootseed the feminine deictic fsi is used occasionally with genderless objects (for example I:i};-
men referring to their hunting canoes) and small animals. Note also that although the Lushootseed feminine
ictic is pronounced [ci], it will be presented here in the standard Lushootseed orthography (tsi) which is used
in the data to indicate the presence of the feminine infix.

37In addition to its locative meaning, the cfroximal,f middle/distal distinction also distinguishes among ob-
jects on the basis of reality / familiarity / definiteness; see Davis & Saunders (1975a, 19%;1 for an account of
the semantics of Bella Coola, deixis.



(84) Bella Coola deictic clitics

middle distal
demon non-dem demon non-~demon
ta—ta% ta—4 ta—Htx ta—t |
?ii—?ilayl ?id—1 ?it—cix ?i—?it
ta—tax” ta—t ta—tax ta—txX”

(Davis & Saunders 1980: 254)

indefinite reading {approximately that of “a/an” in English). Abstract nouns appear with the
proximal-plural proclitic wa-.

An important issue with respect to deictics, not only in Bella Coola and Lushootseed, but in
Salish in general, has to do with their status as either the heads or complements of the nouns
with which they appear. Determiners (which is the class that subsumes the deictics of
Lushootseed and Bella Coola) have traditionally been considered as subordinate in some way
to the nouns they are associated with—either as specifiers in phrase-structure grammars
(Radford 1988) or as dependents in dependency grammars (Mel'%uk 1988). Some recent work,
however, has centred on the proposal that determiners may in fact be the heads of the noun
phrases (NPs) in whic.h they occur (Abney 1987; Hudson 1984, 1990—for a critical appraisal of
these proposals for English, see also van Langendonck 1994), and a number of quite common phe-
nomena in Salishan languages have given rise to specific proposals for Determiner Phrases
(DPs) in Straits Salish (Jelinek & Demers 1994) and Lillooet (Davis & Matthewson 1995b).
Perhaps the most convincing structural evidence for a DP analysis in Bella Coola and Lushoot-
seed is the phenomenon of syntactic nominalization (see Section 3.2.3 below), the formation of
nominals from finite clauses with no morpholog.icaI marking, as in the Lushootseed sentence

(85) put Zutba+’itut ti%i4 ?a(s+d)x"+pak”+ah+sb
only [hab]+[add]+sleep D [stat]+[dp]+lie+ass+[md]
“this He-Lies-With-His-Ass-In-The-Air would only sleep”
(Hess 1993b: 183, line 57)

This is also seen in some verbless sentences with nominal predicates (Section 3.1.3.1)



67
(86) Lushootseed

(a) sq¥sbay? ti ?u+&alat+t+ab %3 ti”it wiw'su
dog D [pnt]+chase+[caus]+[md] P D children
“the one chased by the children [is] the dog”
(Hess 1993b: 127)
Bella Coola
(b) ti+?imlk+tx ti+sp+is d+xnas+cx
D+man+D D-+hit+3s-3s: D+woman+D
“the one the woman hit [is] the man”
(Davis & Saunders 1978: 39)
Structures such as these suggest that it is the appearance of the deictic which marks the status
of the clause as a nominal and, in effect, licenses its appearance in a specific syntactic role, a
property which is generally attributed to the phrasal head in constituency-based grammars.

In dependency theory, however, the properties of a head are not automatically inherited
by its dependents and so the apparent “licensing” of one element in a given syntactic environ-
ment by its association with another is not necessarily proof of the direction of the dependent-
head relation (although it may well be an indication thereof). In the Meaning-Text Model,
syntactic dependency is established on the basis of the distribution or “passive valency” of
wordforms (as opposed to the “active valency”, which is the set of syntactic units that a word-
form subcategorizes for). For a given syntactic unit U of a language, the passive surface-syntac-
tic valency of U is defined by Mel’¢uk (1988) as “the list of surface syntactic roles in which U
can appear either as a dependent ... or as an absolute head (i.e.,, an element that is dependent on
nothing)” (p. 112). When considering the relation of two wordforms, w; and w,, at the surface
syntactic (SS) level, the direction of the dependency (that is, which of the two is the head and
which is the dependent) can be established by one of two criteria, the relevant one for our pur-
poses being Criterion B.I, which states that the surface-syntactic head of a “phrase w;—w, is
the wordform that determines the passive SS-valency of the phrase to a greater degree than

the other wordform” (Mel’¢uk 1988: 132).38 In order to express this criterion in more rigorous

terms, it is necessary to speak of the passive surface-syntactic valency of a lexeme L containing

38The notation wi—wy indicates a dependency whose direction has yet to be determined.



(87) Criterion B.I (imposition of passive $S-valences)
IFF {VALg: (L{wy)—L{wy)) = VALE, (L(wy))
OR VAL (L(w)—L(wy)) N VALE (L(wy)) >
VALSs (L{w)—L(wa}) N VALS:s (L(wy))}

AND VALSE. (L{w;)—L(w,)) # VALEs (L{wy))

THEN wordform w; is the $S-governor of wi—that is, w, —w;

(Mel’¢uk 1988: 133)

a wordform w, or VAL$,, (L(w)); the direction of the dependency w;——w is then decided by
comparing VAL, (L{w4)), VALE, (L(wy)), and VAL, (L(w;)—(L(w3)) according to the
formulation of Criterion B.I given in (87). In plain language, this rule states that v:rl is a depen-
dent of w; if the environments in which w; appears are a) the same ‘envimnments in which the
syntagm w;——w, appears, or i:) those environments in which the distribution of w, and w——
w; coincide are numerically greater than those in which wy and wy—w, coincide (as long as
w; does not meet the first condition, in which case it is the surface-syntactic governor).

One of the clearest applications of this criterion comes in the case where one of the word-
forms, w;, occurs only in the context of the relation wi——w,, as is the case, for example, with
prepositions in many languages, which occur only in association with NPs. The passive valency
of a PP differs from that of an NP, meeting the second condition of B.I, while the fact that
prepositions may occur only in the context of a PP means that the passiﬁ valency of the prepo-
sition is precisely that of the prepositional phrase, The same argument holds for most deictics
in Bella Coola and Lushootseed. The Lushootseed deictics and the Bella Coola proclitics and
non-demonstrative enclitics, like prepositions, appear only in the context of a nominal, making
VALE,, (D) equal to VAL, (D+nominal). By the same token, VAL, (nominal) » VALZ,
(D+nominal), as there are two environments in which nominals regularly appear without a
deictic marker. The first of these is as the predicate of a verbless sentence, although the fact

that deictics may appear on some predicate nominals makes this a weak indicator of a differ-
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ence in passive valency. The second environment where nominals appear without a determiner
in the surface syntax is when they modify other nouns. This is clearest in Lushootseed:

(88) (a) ti?%? kiyuuqs statudaq
D  seagull slaves
“these seagull slaves”
(Hess 1993b: 117)

(b) *ti?a? ti?a? kiyuuq*s stetudaq
D D seagull slaves

In Bella Coola, however, the deictic proclitics do appear on nominals, as in

(89) Kxtic ti+staltmx Hi+2imlk+tx
see+3s-1p D+chief D+man+D
“] see the man [who is] chief”
(Davis & Saunders 1978: 41)

Note, however, that they appear on other modifiers of nouns as well, as in

(90) (a) kx+ic titya  ti+?imlk+tx
see+3s-1s D+good D+man+D
“I see the good man”

(b) kx+ic ti+?2imlk ti+ya+tx
see+3s-1s D+man D+good+D

“I see the good man”
{(Davis & Saunders 1978: 40)

Here, as in all phrases consisting of 2 noun and modifiers, the prodlitic is applied to the modi-
fying element(s) as well as to the noun, although the enclitic appears only phrase-finally. The
fact that the deictic proclitics must agree with one another, that they may appear associated
with a relative clause construction (see 3.2.1 below),
(91)  Kx+it H+2imlk H+quptestx
seet3s-3p D+man D+hit+1s-3s+D

“they see the man who is hitting me”
(Davis & Saurniders 1978: 46)

and that their spread is blocked by the appearance of another DP,
(92) () ?aiKyuk+it t+’imlk H+quptsix cixnas+ex

know+3s-1p D+man D+hit+[part]+D D+woman+D
“we know the man who hit the woman”
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(b) *?atkyuk+it ti+’mlk ti+qup+t citxnas+oxttx

(c) *?atkyuk+it i+?imlk ti+tqup+t ci+xnas+ix

(d) *PatKyuk+it +?imlk+tx H+qup+t ci+xmastex
(Davis & Saunders 1978: 50)

may indicate that this is best treated in terms of a rule of deictic spreading.3? This rule would
be applied in the morphology—meaning that at the level of surface syntax, the passive valen-
cy of the deictic-nominal string does not include the role of modifier of a noun and, therefore,
the deictic can be treated as the surface syntactic governor under Criterion B.L

There is, however, a small set of deictics in both languages that, in addition to their use as
the heads of DPs, also appear independently as pronominals: these are the Bella Coola demon-
strative enclitics and the Lushootseed demonstratives £?it and ti%? (and their feminine coun-
terparts). Because these appear on their own, it is not immediately obvious if they conform to
Criterion B.I or not and it is necessary to enumerate more precisely the passive 55 valences of
the syntactic units we are comparing in order to determine if these deictics, too, act as syntactic
governors.40 This is done in the table in (93). From the table we can see that the intersection of
the set of syntactic environments in which pronominally-used deictics occur (VAL (Dpro)}
and the set of environments where DPs occur (VALE, (D+nominal}}—the double-outlined box—
is greater than that of DPs and bare nominals (VAL (nominal)) outlined in bold. This

pattern conforms to the second condition of Criterion B.I given in (87). Once again, this is clearer

(93) Comparative VAL, of deictics, DPs, and bare nominals

VAL $s (Dyr) VA {(D+nominal) | VAL, (nominal}

actant of verb actant of verb —
object of preposition | object of preposition =
redicate (Lush only) redicate predicate
— adverbial adverbial
— — nominal modifier

39These facts will be dealt with again later in Section 3.1.1, where they will be used to formulate a rule for
deixis spreading in the context of our discusgion of the syntax. s

40The fact that these deictics are pronominals is in'itself a point in favour of the DP analysis, and this
argument has been applied to En&h and related languages (R. Hudson, personal communication).
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in Lushootseed, where deictics can serve as sentence predicates, as in
94) ti?%? to Ha
D D stone
“the stone [is] this [one]”
{(Hess 1993b: 103)

Such a structure is not possible in Bella Coola, which employs the set of identifiers (see 2.4.3)
for sentences of this type; this means that if Bella Coola adverbial s-clauses are included in the
class of nominals, VAL §§;,(D,) is (numerically) equal to VAL $,,(nominal). Even if this is
the case, however, it would still be desirable to take the deictic as head, given that the same
wordforms can be analyzed as heads when used as parts of deictic circumfixes. Not applying
the DP analysis to pronominal deictics would also create a discrepancy between these deic-

tics—which would be the dependents of the nominals with which they appear—and the oth-

ers, which we have already shown to be the heads of their phrases,

2.5 Summary

The net result of the analysis presented in the preceding sections is an essentially two-way
division of the major lexical categories of Bella Coola and Lushootseed, classifying them ini-
tially as predications profiling either entities (nouns and nominals) or relations between enti-
ties (verbs and adjectives). In the case of Bella Coola, relational predications can be further
subdivided into temporal (transitive) and atemporal (intransitive) categories; in Lushootseed,
the relational predications expressed by radicals are all atemporal and require the use of suf-
fixation for the expression of unambiguously temporal relations, verbs being built up via various
layers of affixation (see Beck 1995 for further discussion). In neither language does the lexical
class of adjective form a distinctive morphosyntactic category. It should be noted that the lexi-
cal classes proposed here are considerably different from other proposals that have been made
for Salishan languages (see in particular Kuipers 1968 and Kinkade 1983), which often make
the initial division between predicates and non-predicates and then fail to differentiate any

further “underlying” distinction (beyond valency) within the predicate category. Such analy-
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ses, however, run into a number of problems, including those outlined in van Eijk & Hess (1986)
and in the discussion above. Even had they succeeded, however, these analyses remains inher-
ently unsatisfying from the point of view of conceptual frameworks such as CG or the MTM,
which seek to base the morphosyntactic properties of language on underlying semantic and con-
ceptual content. Because of the pervasive structural ambivalence of Salishan roots with respect
to their class membership, the construction of a straightforward syntax of these languages on
purely structural grounds becomes a daunting task and often leads to analyses that paint these
languages as much more exotic and mysterious than they really are. Alternatively, as will be
argued in Section 3, allowing ourselves to make reference to the conceptual content of roots in
order to identify their lexical category, as we have done here, both makes the task of describ-
ing the syntactic behaviour of these roots and their derivatives much simpler, and permits an
analysis that brings Bella Coola and Lushootseed more in line with patterns observea by other

researchers across the broad spectrum of human languages.
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3 Clause Structure

For the purposes of discussing the structure and syntax of clauses in Lushootseed and Bella
Coola, 1 will set aside (for the most part) the framework of Cognitive Grammar used up until
now in favour of an approach which allows a more direct consideration of the syntactic charac-
teristics of these two languages, namely the Meaning-Text Model {Zholkovskij & Mel'¢uk 1965;
Mel’¢uk 1988). As noted in the introduction, this sudden shift of theoretical approach should
not be taken to mean that the framework used in one section is incompatible with that used in
the other, or that the insights achieved in the context of one theory are not attainable in the
other: the implication is merely that one theory seems better suited for énne type of discussion,
while the other is better adapted for another. For the purposes at hand, the Meaning-Text
Model (MTM) provides a more apt tool for describing syntactic structures and the conditions
under which they are formed, and so it is the MTM that will serve as the theoretical frame-
work for the bulk of the discussion that follows.

The Meaning-Text Model, first put forward in Moscow by Zholkovskij & Mel'¢uk (1965),
operates on the principle that language consists in a mapping from the content or meaning

(semantics) of an utterance to its form or text (phoneﬁcs).l Intermediate between these poles—

(1)  Representations at the Semantic, Syntactic, and Morphological levels

Morth

Py s

(adapted from Mel’&uk 1988: 49)

as illustrated in (1)—are two additional levels of representation, the syntactic and the mor-

phological; these intermediate levels are formal devices which allow the mapping of content

1
For further discussion of this principle and others lying behind the Meaning-Text approach to linguistics,
the reader is referred to Mel't’.‘l.sc (]988) and the referglnz:ges contained therein.
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from the diffuse, unordered network of the Semantic Representation (SemR) through the tree-

structures of the Syntactic Representation (SyntR) to the linear chain of morphemes of the
Morphological Representation (MorphR) and, ultimately, the temporally-ordered string of
phones of the Phonetic Representation (PhonR). In addition, each of the syntactic, morphologi-
cal, and phonetic levels makes use of two stages, the deep and surface representations. This
gives us a total of seven levels of répresentaﬁon, shown in the left column of the table in (2).2

(2) Representations and components of the MTM

i representations rules i
{SemR}
i} semantic component
{DSyntR}
ﬁ deep syntactic component
{SSyntR]
ﬂ surface syntactic component
{DMorphR}
ﬂ deep morphological component
{SMorphR}
ﬂ surface morphological component
{DPhonR}
II phonological component
{SPhonR}
. J

(adapted from Mel'¢uk 1988: 50)
The correspondence between levels, represented by a double-headed arrow, is achieved by a set
of rules or components which serve to translate a representation at level # into the form of a rep-

resentation at level n+1. Thus, for example, the surface syntactic component contains the rules

2Because of the formal devices used in each representation more than anything else, each level also has a
Communicative, Anaphoric, and a Prosedic Representation. These have not been extensively formalized as of
yet and will not enter into the discussion directly.
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necessary for the mapping between a SSyntR—which takes the form of an unordered depen-
dency tree whose nodes represent lexical items (see below)—and a DMorphR, which takes the
form of an ordered chain of morphemes. Rules are written as “n «» n+1 | {w}”, where “n” is a
structural feature of a given level, “n+1” is the corresponding feature at the next level, and “w”
is the conditions that dictate the application of the rule. Note that all rules in the MTM are
intended to apply in either direcion—that is, from n to n+1 (in the direction meaning > text)
and from n+1 to n (text > meaning); they are also not to be interpreted as transformations, but
instead constitute interpretive devices which establish equivalencies between the symbolic
conventions of one level and those of another.3

Because we are interested here in the syntax of our two languages, the most relevant levels
of representation are the two syntactic levels, the DSyntR and the SSyntR. In terms of syntax,
the MTM belongs to the school of dependency grammars (e.g. Tesniere 1959, various works of the
Prague School, and, more recently, Hudson 1984, 1990), which operate on the principle of posit-
ing hierarchical relations between individual lexical items in a syntactic structure, as opposed
to the essentially constituency-based approach used in more familiar phrase-structure gram-
mars such as Government and Binding Theory or Head-driven Phrase Structure Grammar
(Pollard & Sag 1994). The relations holding between elements in a syntactic structure are
referred to as “dependencies” because they establish a hierarchical relation between two ele-
ments “X” and “Y” such that one of the two is seen as the governor or head of the other, this lat-
ter element being referred to as the “dependent”. Dependency relations in the MTM are consid-
ered to be anti-symmetric, anti-reflexive, anti-transitive, and unidirectional, so that in a par-
ticular configuration of dependencies or a “dependency tree” (D-tree) each element has a single
governor located higher than itself in that tree.4 Consider, for instance, the D-tree diagram-

ming the SSyntR of the English sentence “we ate the chocolate cake”:

3For a more thorough discussion of the distinction, see Mel'&uk (1988).
4 See, however, Hudson (1990, 1994) for a dissenting view which allows multiple and reflexive dependencies.

1)
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(3)  SSyniR of “we ate the chocolate cake”

In the D-tree in (3), each element has a single syntactic governor except for the verb “eat”
which occupies the top “node” in the dependency tree (indicated by a circle) and, hence, consti-
tutes the sentence predicate. The elements here (and in any D-tree} are not considered to be lin-
early ordered: word-order is a feature of the DMorphR and is conditioned by SSynt relations
and considerations of thematic structure. At the SSyntR, each node on the tree corresponds to a
lexical item appearing in the surface form of the utterance and each dependency (indicated by
an arrow) is labeled with a name referring to the type of grammatical relation holding between
the elements, In this particular example, the four relations shown are: “predicative” (pred),
the relation holding between a syntactic predicate and its subject; “objectival” (object) which
holds between predicate and direct object; “modificative” (mod) which is the relation between
a head and some modifying element such as an adjective; and “determinative” (dtrm) which
holds between a noun and a determiner. Of the four, the first three are considered to be univer-
sal whereas the fourth, dtrm, holds only in those languages which have determiners: in princi-
ple, surface syntactic relations (SSyntRels) are language-specific, although in practice there is
a high degree of commonality across a wide range of the world’s languages.

Unlike the SSyntR, the DSyntR makes use of a limited set of universal relations between
head and dependent to label arcs in the D-tree. By way of illustration, compare the surface
forms of the sentence illustrated in (3} and the parallel Lushootseed sentence,

(4) Put?sted tsi &fas 73 ti basq”
[pnt]+eat Df child P D crab

“the girl ate crab”
(Hess 1993a: 38)
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- Unlike English eaf, Lushootseed 7sfad is intransitive and so introduces the thing eaten with

the preposition ?3, inserted into the SSyntR by a process in the deep syntactic component of the
rules (which translates the DSyntR into the SSyntR), discussed more fully in 3.1.1 below.5 The
insertion of the preposition is occasioned by the lexical entry of the verb, which requires that
this particdpant be realized in the (language-specific) “oblique” relation to its governor in the
SSyntR. At the DSyntR, however, the object ti basq*“the crab” in (4) and “the cake” from the
English sentence in (3) would stand in precisely the same relation to the sentence predicate.
Consider the DSyntR of (3) given in (5).

(5)  DSyntR of “we ate the chocolate cake”

In the DSyniR, each node corresponds to a “generalized lexeme” (a category consisting of
“content” words and a few other items which are not relevant to our discussion here). It is in the
DSyniR that items from the lexicon first appear and these are subscripted for all “meaning-
bearing” morphological values such as the past tense in (5) (more precise terminological defini-
tions are given in Mel’€uk 1988). Grammatical relations at this level are either actantial—
that is, designate arguments of the verb—or correspond to one of the attributive, coordinative,
or appendency relations. Of these four categories, we will only be concerned here with the
attributive (attr) and the actantial relations. The atiributive relation holds between a gover-
nor and all its modifiers. The actantial relations, on the other hand, hold between a predicate
and all of the participants for which its lexical entry subcategorizes; these are referred to as its
deep syntactic actants (DSyntAs). The number of such actants is referred to as its “valency”.

Actantial relations are numbered, rather than labeled, and each DSyntRel corresponds to the

SWhile this verb meaning "eat” is intransitive, there is a transitive ym, Jak¥ad. Most Lushootseed verbs
have a transitive (patient-oriented) and intransitive (agent-orimtedi form derived from the same root.
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particular SSyntRel dictated for it by the translative rules of the deep syntactic component and

the requirements of the lexical entry of its governor. Further aspects of representations in the

deep and surface syntax will be dealt with as they arise in the discussion.

3.1 Simple Sentences

In any discussion of the simple sentence (that is, the sentence with a single predicate) in
Lushootseed and Bella Coola, one is immediately confronted with a number of interesting prob-
lems. The first is the tremendous flexibility which these languages show vis-a-vis the syntac-
tic roles open to members of various lexical categories, which has led to a proliferation of
unusual and often idiosyncratic terminology being employed in the description of the various
parts of a sentence. This is especially true with respect to the terms “subject” and “object”,
which have been presupposed up until now and will be dealt with specifically in Section 3.1.2.
The fact that both languages allow members of almost any lexical category to act as sentence
predicates, coupled with the absence of a copular verb, further complicates matters by creating
a wide variety of verbless sentences. While these sentences (enumerated and discussed in Sec-
tion 3.1.3) appear exotic to speakers of English, they are, in fact, not unique cross-linguistically:
verbless sentences, even those with nominal predicates and complex clausal subjects, are
attested in 2 number of languages and language families other than Salishan, although this
fact seems to have been overlooked both by Salishanists and by syntacticians, among whom
there has been a serious lack of attention to the theoretical treatment of such structures. An
attempt to deal with some of the issues raised by verbless sentences will be made below, as will

an examination of their particular uses in the grammars of Lushootseed and Bella Coola.

3.1.1 The Canonical Clause
The structure of the canonical clause in Bella Coola and Lushootseed is well-described in
grammatical terms in the principal sources on both languages, although the terminology used in

these sources is not always the terminology that will be used here. Like other Salishan lan-
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guages, Lushootseed and Bella Coola are basically predicate-initial, the unmarked sentence
consisting of a verb followed immediately by its actants:

~(6)  Lushootseed
(a) ?u+?oydx” &d tsi dadas
[pnt]+find 1s Df child
“I found the girl”
(Hess 1993b: 24)
Bella Coola
(b) Kx+is ti+?imlk+tx ci+xnas+cx
see+3s-3s D+man+D D+womant+D
“the man sees the woman”
(Davis & Saunders 1978: 38)
In Bella Coola in particular this word order is rigidly followed, the leftmost NP which follows
the verb—all other things being equal—representing the grammatical subject of the sentence,
resulting in a VSO pattern. Word order in Lushootseed is more flexible and tends to be governed
by pragmatic and rhematic factors that are far beyond the scope of the present discussion.
Given that word-order in the MTM is a feature of the morphological level, it will not be dealt
with here beyond those instances where it plays a role in our examination of the syntax.

In Lushootseed matters are complicated by some additional factors. As mentioned in Section
2.4.2 above, adverbial particles are sentence-initial and other particles such as pronominals
and interrogatives (Section 3.1.3.2, fn. 29) are obligatorially sentence second, as in

(7) (@ hik¥ &x* % Rutxett+qid

big 2s [int] [hab]+sick+head
“do you generally get severe headaches?”

(Hess 1993b: 115)

(b) tu+hik¥ &d stubd luHuX+il+ad
[irr[+big 1s man [irr[+old+{trm]+1s
“T'm going to be a big man when I grow up”®
(Hess 1976: 191)

The second—and more pervasive—factor is that the language does not allow for the expression

of two overt third-person NP actants unless one of these is realized as a prepositional phrase,

6Note that in both (7)(a) and (b) the radical hik""big” is a modifier of the sentence predicate and precedes its
head, taking sentence-initial position, both when modifies a vetb as in (a) or when modifies a noun as in (b).
The sentence-second subject pronominal in both sentences separates the radical from its syntactic head.
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as in the middle form ((8)(a)) or the passive, which is derived from a combination of a
causative with the middle suffix as in (8)(b):
(8) (a) ?u+gal+ob ti luX 25 ti sqolalitut
[pnt]+lookefor+[md] D old P D guardianespirit
“the old man quested for a guardian spirit”
(Hess 1993b: 43)
(b) ?u+g‘”aé+t+ab % ti dalas tsi &adas
[pnt]+lookefor+[caus]+[md] P D child Df child
“the boy looked for the girl”?
(Hess 1993b: 44)
Outside of such constructions, a second third-person actant is obligatorially elided by a rule in
the surface-syntactic component of the grammer, most likely a result of the absence of case-
marking or rigid word-order requirements to differentiate the roles of third-person NPs in a
clause. This results in sentences such as that in (9) with two fully recoverable semantic argu-
ments but only one overt NP:
@  utduutc ti%it sq“elated
[pnt]+see+[appl] D  berry
“[Bear] looked at the berry”
{Hess 1993b: 193)
Which of the actants is elided is determined by whether the verbalizing suffix on the radical

stem is agent- or patient-orienting; agent-orienting suffixes (such as -m “[middle]” in (8)(a))

create intransitive verbs, whereas patient-orienting suffixes (such as -s “[applicative]”) transi-

7Hess (personal communication) does not accept the term “passive”, particularly in the third person, as in

() 2u+2ay+dx” e ti sq“sbay?
nt}+find+[Lo.c] 3s D dog
’]Ehe/ she] found the dog”
(i)  ?u+?ay+dutb %9 ti dadas ti sq“obay?

[prt]+Hind+[Lo.c]+[md] P D child D
'%1e boy found the dog” *e
(Hess 1993b: 29)

where the unrealized (elided) actant in (i) surfaces in the Obliz:le t}13].t:usiti01'l in (i) and the overt NP appears to
undergo no change in syntactic role, Under the analysis here, the finder (whose identity would be understood
from discourse) in (i} is considered both to be subject and to be present in the syntax, and so does undergo
demotion to oblique object in (i), just as the direct object of (i) undergoes promotion, although this %romotion
receives no overt morphosyntactic marking beyond the change in verbal suffix (ma:ki.nﬁ‘any non-oblique NP
as the clausal subject). For further justification of the term “passive”, see Beck (1995). Note also that, as Hess
quite correctly points out, the pragmatic uses and thematic structure of the Lushootseed passive are comple-
tely different from those of its English counterpart (hence the active glosses); in discourse terms, the Lushoot-
seed passive may fall into the functional category of “inverse” (Thompson 1989; Givén 1994). Jacobs (1994)
offers such an analysis for the corresponding voice in Squamish based on statistical studies of topicality
properties; it remains to be seen what the results of applying this method to Lushootseed would be.
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tivize the radical and force the elision of the subject in favour of the direct object (unless the
subject is a first- or second-person pronominal, as in (6)(a)). An interesting consequence of this is
that it causes the trajector, the primary clausal figure, to be left aside in favour of the sec-
ondary clausal figure, the direct object. Given the highly topical nature of subjects in Lushoot-
seed, this is not entirely surprising. As noted above, Langacker (1991) treats a topic as an entity
with reference to which clausal participants in a given stretch of discourse are identified.
Cross-linguistically, topics may be merely a general reference-point to which the clause as a
whole is related, or they may be clausal participants themselves—most commonly subjects
(Givén 1979; Li & Thompson 1976). In Lushootseed, there seems to be a pragmatic constraint
that requires the discourse topic to be both a clausal participant and to be identified with the
clausal subject. In (9) above, for example, the subject of the sentence, while not stated directly,
is in context quite unambiguous, as the sentence occurs in a stretch of discourse in which the topic
has been identified as “Bear”. Once established as the discourse topic, “Bear” is held in the
minds of the speaker and the listener as a reference-point for identifying the primary clausal
figure, and hence the subject/trajector, in subsequent text. The subject is understood to be present
without being realized in each and every sentence—resulting in a pattern in which the primary
figure is often the one which receives the least overt expression, not unlike that found in more
familiar null-subject languages like Chinese (Li & Thompson 1979), where the topical subject is
left unrealized, to be filled in by context. This pattern will be explored further in Section 4.
This constraint on the realization of third-person actants in Lushootseed is of further sig-
nificance in that it highlights an important theme that runs throughout the grammar of both
Bella Coola and Lushootseed, that of the distinction between “direct” actants and “periphe-
ral” ones, a distin'ction first introduced in Section 2.2.1 above. While Bella Coola does not have
the same type of constraint against overt realization of actants that Lushootseed does, it is true
that no Bella Coola clause admits more than two third-person NPs—that is, subject and direct

object—unless the additional actants are introduced by prepositions:
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(10) tx+is ti+Xmsta+tx  ti+dlsx¥Hx x+ti+tqlattx
cut+3s-3s D+person+D D+rope+D P+D+knife+D
“the person cut the rope with the knife”
(Davis & Saunders 1984a: 212)
In (10), the actant introduced by the preposition is considered to be “peripheral” in the sense
that it is construed to be a less salient feature of the event as it is being described by the speaker
than are the subject and object (Davis & Saunders 1984a); in Cognitive Grammar terms, the sub-
ject and object are said to be profiled, whereas the peripheral actant is not. Because the selec-
tion of which participants in an event are to be profiled is one of construal (see Langacker 1991
for further discussion), the actants that are peripheral in an utterance and those which are
direct can be selected for by alternations in voice,
(1) (@ txHm ti+qslsx*+tx x+ti+Amstattx  x+i+tdta+tx
cut+3s-[pass] D+rope+D P+D+person+D P+D+knife+D
“the rope was cut with the knife by the person”
(b) tx+ate titAmstattx  x-Hti+gslex¥+tx  x+ti+tdtattx
cut+[ap]+3s D+person+D P+D+rope+D P+D+knife+D
“the person cut through the rope with the knife”
@ tx+amk+is ti+dmstattx  xHittqlattc  Pubrtitdslschb
cut+[2/3]+3s-3s D+persontD P+D+knife+D P+D+rope+D
“the person used a knife to cut the rope”
(Davis & Saunders 1984a; 213 - 214)
In each of the above examples, the same event is described, but from a different perspective,
emphasizing the role of certain actants and de-emphasizing the role of others (cf. the English
examples given in (4), Section 2). Similar principles hold in Lushootseed, and in both languages
the issue of construal and peripherality of clausal participants is closely bound to issues such as
rhematicity and discourse structure, although detailed discussion of these aspects of the gram-
mar will have to be left for the future. What is important to bear in mind for the moment is the
crucial notion of “direct” versus “peripheral”, this distinction having an important effect on

the structure of sentences in both these languages, particularly in the formation of relative

clauses (3.2.1) and the distribution of morphological nominalizations (3.2.2).
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In terms of structural representation in the MTM, simple sentences in Lushootseed and Bella

Coola can be represented using the standard dependency trees described above, although in one
respect at least they show an interesting divergence from the English pattern illustrated above.
Consider the correspondences between DSyntR and SSyntR of a simple sentence in Lushootseed,
(12) (@) ?u+qaltb tsi Rk 7 t s?uladx”
[pnt]+ripe+[md] Df old P D salmon
“The old woman roasted the salmon”
(Hess 1993b: 43)

whose D-trees are given in (13).

(13) DSyntR and SSyntR of (12)

q"31 (fprt][md]} sl {fpré][md]}
“roast” “roast”
1 2 oblique
tsi ti tsi 73
attr attr
Iu s?uladx® Tuz ti
“old” “salmon” “old”
s?uladx®
“salmon”

There are a couple of interesting features of the structure shown here. One of these is the inser-
tion of the preposition 72 as head of DSyntA 2 in the SSyntR. In the MTM, “structural” preposi-
tions such as this are considered to be surface-syntactic expressions of DSynt relations and are
determined by the lexical properties of the sentence predicate: in this case, the verb g*slb is
intransitive, meaning that its second DSyntA must be realized in the “oblique” SSyntRel. The
oblique relation requires a preposition (most often 7» in Lushootseed, x in Bella Coola) and is
expressed in the SSyntR by the structure: [verb] Oty EE py [actant].

The second, and more striking, point of interest is the representation of the deictics, which
—as discussed in Section 2.4.4—pattern in Lushootseed and Bella Coola as syntactic heads.
This has some rather striking implications for the syntax of these languages in that it requires

the treatment of the DP as an attributive relationship between a(n esseritially) pronominal
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element (the deictic) and an attributive element—in this case a noun, although DPs are also
formed from adjectives, morphological nominalizations, and finite clauses, as in (Lushootseed)

(14) (a) t?? luX
D old
“this old fellow”
(Bates ef al. 1994: 139)
(b) ti”?a? d+s+?abyid
D  lpo+np+give
“what I give [him]”
(Hess 1993b: 185, line 14)

{c) H tutkvi&i+d &d
D [past]+butcher+[caus] 1s
“what I butchered”

{(Hess 1993a: 140)
The net effect of this approach is to set up the DP as a structural parallel to the noun-modifier
structure which includes, among others, the relative clause (c¢f. the analyses of Kinkade 1983
and Jelinek & Demers 1994, which argue for the structural identity of DP and relative clause).
This analysis will be pursued further below, in the context of some of the more complex syntac-
tic structures involved. Note that for now the SSyntRel between deictic and nominal is repre-
sented as the standard “determinative” relation atiributed in the MTM to determiners; this
will be reconsidered in the conclusion, once the full range of structures covered by the DP have
been analyzed.
Now, consider the following sentences in Bella Coola:
(15) (@) kocic ti+?imlk ti+ya+tx
see+3s-1s D+man D+good+D
“I see the good man”
(b} Kx+ic ti+ya  ti+7imlk+tx
see+3s-1s D+good D+man+D
“1 see the good man”
(Davis & Saunders 1978: 40)
These can be represented by the D-trees in (16). The first thing to note about these structures is
that they give rise to two synonymous texts, (a) and (b). As D-trees in no way indicate word-

order, this is completely non-problematical in the MTM, and merely indicates that the “modi-

ficative” SSyntRel does not in itself, ag it does in many languages such as English, determine



(16) DSyniR and SSyntR of (15)(a) and (b)

»
B
1 2
5 ti- -tx
S —
Zimi,
a man

linear ordering in the DMorphR. The same holds true of some modifiers in Lushootseed as well,
which can often either follow or precede their nominal head.

Also of interest in (16) is, once again, the role played by the deictics. In Bella Coola, deictic
proclitics surface attached to all elements of an NP, while the deictic enclitic appears (if at
all) only on the rightmost element in the phrase, be this element the phrasal head or a depen-
dent. At the SSyntR, however, the deictics are still considered to be present only as heads of
their associated nominals, just as in (13) above: deixis spreading is considered here to be a fea-
ture of the morphology (as are analogous things such as agreement marking for case, number,
gender, etc., in other languages), inserted by rule in the surface syntactic component and thus
first appearing in the DMorphR. The spreading rule must also account for a number of facts
observed by Davis & Saunders (1978) about the distribution of deictics in complex sentences
which have already been mentioned briefly above. These are illustrated in (17) and (18):

(17) () *Kxtic  titya Pad+citxnastex  ti+Amstatix
see+3s-1s D+good P+D+woman+D D+persont+D

(b) Kx+ic titya ti+Amstattx ?ad+ci-+xnastex
see+3s-1s D+good D+persontD) P+D+woman+D
“1 see the person [who is] good for the woman”
{(Davis & Saunders 1978: 41)
While (15) showed that the ordering of nominal head and modifier is free (the enclitic attach-

ing itself to the rightmost of the two), in (17) we see that a dependent of the modifier may not
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intervene between the modifier and its head (and, hence, between the proclitic and the enclitic

portions of the deictic), even if this requires that the dependent be separated from its governor
by another element. In (18):

(18) (a) "?aﬂiy'uk-l-i'l H+7imlk gi-quﬁﬂ ci+xnas+ex+ix
know+3s-Ip D+man D+punch+[part] Df+woman+Df+D

(b) *7aikyuk+it H+7imlk H+quptt ci+xnas+x
know+3s-1p D+man D+punch+[part] Df+woman+D

© *Pafkyuk+t ti+7imlcrtx H+quptt ci-+xnas+ex
know+3s-1p D+man+D D+punch+[part] Df+woman+Df

(d) ?atkyuk+id ti+?imlk ti+qupttbe ci+xnas+cx
know+3s-1p D+man D+punch+[part}+D Df+woman+Df
“we know the man who punched the woman”
(Davis & Saunders 1978; 50)

we see that 1) a dependent of the modifier may not bear the enclitic portion of the deictic,
either in association with its own deictic (a) or in place of it (b), and that 2} the enclitic (if pre-
sent) must appear on the rightmost eligible element in the linearized NP, rather than specifi-
cally on the head. These facts can be accounted for by the surface-syntactic rule given in (19):

(19) Deixis spreading (Bella Coola)

Wp
dim
X w&ere "i:rfg%lsts of
il @ (Woro+ X) ... (Woro +Y) + W+ Z | oo 0 Wen ro-
N is any SSyntRel.
b
hf
Z

What this rule does is condition the linearization of a sub-tree headed by a deictic. The sym-

bols on the righthand side of the rule refer to fixed (+) or variable (...) word-order, and taken as
a whole, the rule reads “for any subtree headed by a deictic (W), the corresponding string in the
DMorphR will consist of pairings of the proclitic portion of W with the immediate dependent

of W (i.e. X) and all of its modifiers; these pairs will be freely ordered with respect to one
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another and the enclitic portion of W will be appended to the rightmost of them, followed by
any dependents of Y”. The net effect of this rule, beyond the spreading of the deictics them-
selves, is to ensure that dependents of a modifier are linearized to the right of the head-modi-
fier string, which will be an important factor in our consideration of the nature of many complex -

sentence types in the discussion below.

3.1.2 Subjectand Object

Deépite the fact that the terms “subject” and “object” are expressly avoided by the primary
researchers on both Lushootseed (Hess) and Bella Coola (Davis & Saunders),8 many linguists
feel that these categories—in particular that of “subject”—are universals of natural language
(Keenan 1976; Perlmutter 1980; Mel'¢uk 1988; Hudson 1990). This is particularly true in CG,
where Langacker (1991) makes an explicit link between the notion of “subject” and that of
“figure” in the figure/ground alignment of perceptual psychology, the clausal subject being the
primary clausal figure or trajector (and, hence, the clausal counterpart to the trajector/figure of
other predication types). In the MTM as well, “subject” is considered to be a fundamental syn-
tactic role (Mel'¢uk 1988) and plays an essential part in the analysis of phenomena such as pas-
sivization, voice, and ergativity. Unfortunately, even among those who advocate the univer-
sality of “subject”, there is no agreement as to a universal definition: while the category may be
active in all languages, the particular manner in which it manifests itself and the specific
properties that it has in a given language can only be defined in terms of that language itself
(Keenan 1976; Mel'¢uk 1988). The extent of the consensus seems to be that the subject is, at the
very least, “syntactically privileged” (Mel’¢uk 1988: 161) in the sense of possessing some set of
syntactic properties which (a) pertain (as a set) to no other clausal elements (Keenan 1976), (b)
accord the subject the highest degree of clausal “salience” (Langacker 1991), and (c) make the
subject “the argument to which the predication is attributed—that is, the primary syntactic

argument of a sentence” (Bavin 1980: 2). In the context of a specific language, however, it

8Note, however, that Nater (1984) does make use of these terms.
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remains to the linguist to determine which particular properties are diagnostic of the subject
and to what extent this category plays a distinctive role in that language.?
To this end, a number of attempts have been made at setting out methodological procedures
for identifying subjects, two of the best and most comprehensive being those of Keenan (1976)
and Mel'¢uk (1988). The first step in identifying the subject in a language, according to both
researchers, is to identify a “basic sentence type” (Keenan 1976) and to enumerate the syntactic
properties of the actants in such a clause in order to determine which of them has the greatest
number of those properties typical of subjects cross-linguistically.10 More complex sentence
types may then be examined with an eye towards identifying which of the actants in these
structures share the greatest number of properties with the subject of the basic sentence. For
Mel’uk, the basic sentence type is formed on the monovalent (intransitive) verb, whose single
actant must correspond to the grammatical subject. In Lushootseed and Bella Coola, the actants
of intransitive stems are represented by a specific set of pronominal elements:
(20) Bella Coola
(a) ksnmak+c
work+1s
“T work”
(b) ksnmak+it
work+lp
“we work”
(© ksnmak+nu
work+2s
“you work”
(d) ksnmak-+ap '
work+2p
“you folks work”
(e) ksnmak+s/e

work+3s
“[he /she] works”

¢t Foley & van Valin (1984), who challenge the universality of “subject” and posit instead the notion of
“pivot”, which seems closely related (if not identical) to the characterizations of “subject” given here.

10The properties typical of subjects in natural languages have been enumerated many times by a variety of re-
searchers; for the purposes of this discussion I will focus on those outlined by Keenan and Mel'¢uk, and
specifically those which can be applied in the discussion of Bella Coola and Lushootseed. '
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® ksnmak+aw
work+3p
“they work”
(Nater 1984: 36)
Lushootseed

(g) u+?a% dad
[pnt]+come 1s
“I come”

th) ?u+?ak ot
[pnt]+come 1p
“we come”

(@) ?2u+?sX Cax®
[pnt]+come 2s
“you come”

@ ?u+?eX calop
[pnt]+come 2p
“you folks come”

&) ?u+?ai o
[pnt]+come 3s/p
“[he/she/they] come”11

(Hess 1993b: 3 -6)

Having established these pronominal elements as candidates for subjecthood, their syntactic

properties can then be compared to those typical of subjects cross-linguistically, as can the syn-

tactic properties of the full NPs with which they can be interchanged. This is quite straight-

forward for Lushootseed, where subject pronominals, their referents, and elided third-persons
in corresponding syntactic roles have the following subject-like properties:

¢ non-deletability (Mel'¢uk 1988): the referent of the subject can never be removed from

the profile of the event. Note that this does not prohibit the elision of the subject (that

is, its lack of overt realization):12 in practice, Lushootseed subjects are more often

11The “o” symbol here represents a gap left by elision in the surface-syntactic component of the grammar.
rather than a structural element such as a zero pronoun (see Mel'¢uk 1988, Chapter 8, for a discussion of
syntactic or lexical zeros in Russian). In these constructions, the absence of a subject-marker seems to signal

e third-person (plural or singular) identity of the subject, which is identified with the discourse topic and
is—in context—unambiguous.

Elision, the non-realization of an understood (and hence semantically gtesent) participant should not be
confused with deletion, which would remove the idea of that participant from the clause entirely. Compare,
for example, the meaning of “this book has been sold ”, which implies an unnamed seller who has been elided
from the sentence, and “this book sells well”, which profiles only the commercial transaction but in no way
includes or implies a seller, the seller having been deleted in the semantics.
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elided than not, but in every case the subject is understood from the context of the dis-
course and so is included by the speaker (and hearer) in the profile of the event.

relativizability (Keenan 1976; Keenan & Comrie 1977; Mel’¢uk 1988): the subject is a
legitimate target for the formation of relative clauses, direct questions, negatives, etc.
(these sentence types will be discussed below); in Lushootseed sentences with first- or
second-person subjects, both subject and object are relativizable, but in sentences with
third-person subjects, only the subject itself may be relativized (see 3.2.1 below).

control of reflexivization (Mel'¢uk 1988): the subject is the actor in a reflexive verb.

Consider:

(a) ?u+?ab+tu+bs 2}
[pnt]+eat+[caus]+1s 3s
“[he/she] feeds me”

(b) 2u+?at+tut+but dad
[pnt]+eat+[caus]+[refl] 1s
“I feed myself”

{Hess 1993b; 55)
topicality (Keenan 1976; Givén 1979; Li & Thompson 1979): subjects are highly topical
cross-linguistically; in Lushootseed, the subject is almost invariably identified with
the discourse topic and, if not, some form of marked clause-structure is usually invoked.
switch reference {Keenan 1976): changes of subject in discourse often trigger the use of
grammatical “switch reference” markers; in conservative Lushootseed style, the suffix
-ag*id is added to a verb whose subject does not correspond to the discourse topic
(Kinkade 1990; see Hess 1993b: 151 for an example, which is too lengthy to give here).
Since this suffix does not change the discourse topic, but instead marks the subject as
being non-topical, it may not be in a strict sense a switch-reference marker; neverthe-
less, it seems close enough in function to switch-reference that the substance of Keenan's

criterion (that the identity of the subject with the discourse topic is often marked

overtly in the grammar) can be extended to include this morpheme as well.
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» passivization (Keenan 1976; Mel’¢uk 1993): the subject is widely recognized to be the

syntactic actant that is “demoted” to an oblique role via passivization, the “promoted”

actant becoming the subject of the new sentence. Consider

(22) (@) Putley+dx” %d tsi dalas
[pnt]+find+[l.o.c.] 1s Df child
“1 found the girl”
(Hess 1993a: 24)
(b) ?u+’ay+dutb dd % ti dabas
[pnt]+find+[Lo.c.]+[md] 1s P D child
“the boy found me”

(Hess 1993a: 34)
In sentence (a) the subject pronominal ¢ad corresponds to the semantic role of agent, yet
in (b) the pronominal represents the goal of the action, the agent/subject of (a) having
been demoted to a peripheral role in the sentence.
¢ conjoinability (Keenan 1976): subjects are generally realizable as morphologically
independent pronouns which can be conjoined with full NPs. The Lushootseed pronomi-
nals fit into this category quite nicely, being morphologically independent wordforms
(clitics), which are sentence-second:
(23) (a) 7ostlagil &d
[stat]+late 1s
“T [am] late”
(b) da};+axw tod dck” ?3s+laqil
indeed+now 1s very [stat]+late
“indeed, I am very late”
(Hess 1993b: 116)
In addition, they are also conjoinable with full NPs.
(24) la+7ibas &f 7 tse mali
[prog]+walk 1p and D Mary
“Mary and I are walking”
(Hess & Hilbert 1976; 141)

Object pronominals, on the other hand, are suffixes and may not be conjoined, conjunction

of objects requiring their overt expression.



 subject of participles (Langacker 1991; Taylor 1994): when a clause undergoes factive

+
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nominalization, the subject is realized in the role of possessor; this is discussed for

Lushootseed in Section 2.2.2 above. In addition to the argument arising from cross-lin-

guistic comparison discussed above, the fact that for any given verb the possessor of the

derived participle always refers to the same actant rather than varying pragmatical-

ly argues strongly for according that actant privileged syntactic status (i.e. subject).'

* agentivity (Keenan 1976; Langacker 1991): subjects tend prototypically to be agents.13

In Bella Coola, on the other hand, the category of subject is a bit harder to establish.

Unlike the Lushootseed pronominals, the Bella Coola pronominal elements are best treated as

agreement features, as witnessed by their ability to cooccur with overt third person actants,

) @

(b)

©

kut+ank+iiX"+s ti+smt+tayx
surface+sidet+top+3s  D+mountain+D
“it is on the topside of this mountain”
(Davis & Saunders 1980: 69, line 100)

slaX+taw wa+amat al+tx"
many+3p D+stay P+there
“the ones staying there [were] many”
(Davis & Saunders 1980: 181, line 70)

Kx+is ti+?imlk+tx ci+xnas+cx
see+3s-3s D+man+D D+woman+D
“the man sees the woman”
{Saunders & Davis 1975b: 357)

With intransitive predicates taking third-person singular subjects, this pattern appears to be

pragmatically governed, a zero suffix being the more common variant in matrix clauses (Davis

& Saunders 1978; Nater 1984). In addition, the agreement-feature analysis also seems to follow

from the fact that the pronominals for the transitive paradigms incorporate both of the non-

oblique actants into a single suffixal morpheme (as opposed to representing analyzable and

morphologically independent wordforms) and serve to mark the verb for the passive/active

distinction as well. This leaves us either in the unenviable position of either having a complete

13 See, however, Bavin (1980} and Mel'&uk (1988) on the pitfalls of using semantic roles to establish syntac-

tic categories.
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paradigm of pronouns which are syntactically and phonologically zero, being realized only by

their triggering of agreement features on the verb, or of having to stipulate that the language
has in fact no true pronouns at all.14 In the latter case, all unrealized actants would have to be
considered as being present in the SSyntR and then subsequently elided in the surface-syntactic
component of the grammar by an ellipsis rule, much like the rule suggested for the elision of
third-person subjects in Lushootseed. In terms of intransitive verbs, of course, this still allows us
to identify the actant (overt or otherwise) that triggers intransitive agreement as the clausal
subject (a primary indicator of subject-status in many languages; Keenan 1976), but because
(unlike Lushootseed) the intransitive pronominal paradigm is distinct from the paradigm
employed by transitive verbs, there is no direct way to identify which of the actants of a tran-
sitive clause corresponds to the (unmistakable) intransitive subject. Instead, it is once again nec-
essary to examine those properties typical of subjects and to see which of these apply:

* leftmostness (Keenan 1976): according to Keenan, all other things being equal, the left-
most NP in a clause will typically be interpreted as the subject; in Bella Coola transi-
tive clauses, the leftmost NP is that which corresponds (in most cases) to English and
Lushootseed transitive subjects; the leftmost NP can also be identified as the subject on
the basis of the remaining subject-properties listed below.

* passivization: in the Bella Coola passive, the demoted actant corresponds to the left-
most NP in active clauses with two overt direct actants,

(26) (a) napt+is ti+Amstattx ti+staltmxrtx x+i+qlsx+x
give+3s-3s D+person+D D+chief+D P+D+rope+D
“the person is giving the chief the rope”15

*“the chief is giving the person the rope”
(Davis & Saunders 1984a: 211)

14Erom a historical-typological point of view this is a ve interesting, although by no means unique, situa-
tion, and—given the common genetic origins of Bella Coola and Lushootseed (and the philological origins of
the Bella Coola pronominals)—this seems to lend support to the type of diachronic dine of person agreement
pr%posed br Givén (1979) and Ho&per & Traugott (1993), whereby pronouns may become progressively more
and more closely associated with their predicates, eventually becoming clitics (Lushootseed) and, fmalY , af-
fixes which in turn begin to occur in conjunction with their overt referents, resulting in a pattern of verb-ac-
tant agreement. Bella Coola would appear to have just crossed over this final threshold.

15The direct object of the verb nap “give” in Bella Coola is the recipient, rather than the gift as it is in English.
A more precise gloss might be “the person presents the chief with the rope”.
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(b) nap+im ti+staltmx+tx x+i+Xmstattx  x+t+qlsx+tx

give+3s-[pass] D+chief+D P+D+person+D P+D+rope+D
“the chief was given the rope by the person”
(Davis & Saunders 1984a: 213)

In (a), the leftmost NP is unambiguous in its role as the giver, although both the giver
and the recipient trigger verb-actant agreement; in (b), however, we have an intransi-
tive clause in which the verb agrees with only the recipient (the second NP in (a)), and
the leftmost NP of (a) (the giver) is demoted to an oblique position, marked by the
preposition x- and thus behaving like a subject undergoing passivization. Note also
that Davis & Saunders (1984a) use the term “passive” for this structure, which in
itself—according to most definitions (Trask 1993)—presupposes the category “subject”.

* subject of participles: although the category of participle is not a particularly robust
one in Bella Coola, there is one construction involving a wordform identified by Nater
(1984) as a participle (see Section 3.2.1). This is found in relative-like constructions
formed on a third-person singular subject with a third-person (singular or plural) object.
Compare the following sentences with (26)(a) above:

(27) (@) ti+Xmsta ti+nap+t ti+staltmx-+tx x+Hi+qlsx¥+tx
D+person D+give+[part] D+chief+D P+D+rope+D
“the person who gave the chief the rope”
*“the person to whom the chief gave the rope”
(b) ti+staltmx ti+nap+is ti+Xmstattx  x+i+qlsx +tx
D+chief D+give+3s-3s D+person+D P+D+rope+D
“the chief whom the person gave the rope to”
*“the chief who gave the person the rope”
(Davis & Saunders 1978: 218)
In these constructions, the head of the participle in (a) is unambiguously the subject of
the lower clause (the leftmost NP in (26)(a) above), while in (b) a relative clause
headed by the object (second NP in (26)(a)) requires the full finite form of the verb.16

This pattern is diagnostic of the participle in that when these are used attributively,

16Note that this pattern of relativization—which applies only in the third person—represents an exception
to the Accessibility Hierarchy of Keenan & Comrie (1977) in that in Bella (E)ola a third person singular sub-
ject acting on a third person object is not accessible to relativization, requiring a participle instead, whereas
the direct object—which is lower on the hierarchy—is accessible.
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they generally serve to modify a noun corresponding to the grammatical subject of the
nominalized clause.

coreference (Keenan 1976; Mel’¢uk 1988): subjects are the NPs most likely to be corefer-
ential across clause boundaries; in Bella Coola, all other things being equal, the subjects
of clauses in complex sentences are taken to be coreferential:

(@) spHik“+is ti+?imlk+tx  titnus?uuli+tx ka+Kx+is ti+nus?uuli+tx
hit+head+3s-3s D+man+D D+thief+D [irr]+see+3s-3s D+thief+D
“the man; will hit the thief, when he; sees the thief ,”

*#the man; will hit the thief, when the thief , sees him;”
(Davis & Saunders 1984b: 152)

(b) 515+i.i32“'+is ti+?imlk-+tx  ti+nus?uuld+tx ka+Kx+is
hit+head+3s-3s D+man+D D+thief+D [irr]+see+3s-3s
“the man; will hit the thief, when he; sees him,”
*#the man; will hit the thief, when he, sees him,”
(Davis & Saunders 1984b: 153)

© sp’t+ij5&“’+is t+?imlk+tx  H+nus?uulfstx ka+kx+s ti+?immlki+tx
hit+head+3s-3s D+man+D D+thief+D [irr]+see+3s-3s D+boy+D
“the man; will hit the thief, when he, sees the boy”
*“the man; will hit the thief, when he, sees the boy”
*“the man, will hit the thief, when the boy sees him; ”
*“the man, will hit the thief, when the boy sees him,
(Davis & Saunders 1984b: 154)
(d) spHik“Hs ti+?imlk+tx ka+Kx-+m ti+nus?uuli+tx x+tx
hit+head+3s-3s D+man+D [irr]+see+3s-[pass] D+thief+D  P+3s
“he; will hit the many, if the thief; is seen by him,”
*“the man; will hit him, if the thief, is seen by him,”
(Davis & Saunders 1984b: 153)
In the first three examples above, the subject of the matrix clause controls the reference
of the subject of the lower clause; in the fourth example, the elided subject of the matrix
clause is identified with the overt subject of the lower clause. While this principle can
be overridden by pragmatic factors (discrepancies in subject-verb agreement, full real-
ization of NPs, use of prepositional phrases, pronominal elements marking gender, etc.),
it is extremely robust and is described in detail in Davis & Saunders (1984b), although

these authors—having avoided the term “subject”—are forced to state the principles of

coreference in rather more abstruse terms.
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In addition, certain properties apply to both transitive and intransitive subjects that tend to
identify them as such:

* iopicality: subjects in Bella Coola intransitive and transitive clauses are highly topi-
cal (Davis & Saunders 1978).

* agentivity: subjects in both clause types in Bella Coola are also prototypically agents,
leading Davis & Saunders (1984a; 1984b) to coin the term “executor” to designate the
most active (agent-like) participant in a clause.

* non-deletability: as in Lushootseed, the subject of the intransitive verb may be elided
but never deleted; however, in transitive verbs, the same applies to the object, which
triggers verb-agreement.

* relativizability: also like Lushootseed, both subjects and objects of transitives may be
the target of relativization, interrogatives, and negatives, which once again fails to
distinguish between transitive subject and transitive object.

Having made a case for the term “subject”, we still have to consider the notion of “direct
object”. Unlike “subject”, “direct object” has not received a great deal of attention in the liter-
ature as a potential linguistic universal, perhaps because the term has been rejected in GB
theory (Trask 1993). Nevertheless, there are frameworks such as Lexical-Functional Grammar
(Bresnan 1982) and Relational Grammar (Perlmutter 1980) in which the direct object is consi-
dered to be a universal category, and in CG Langacker defines the direct object as the secondary
clausal figure (that is, the figure with the highest saliency after the subject). Cross-linguis-
tically, this “secondary” status is realized in a number of different ways, including some sort of
prominence in the linear order of sentence elements (generally the placement of the object in
special proximity to the verb, as in English), special case-marking (most often accusative or
absolutive), or even verb-object agreement. Typically, objects are also the patients/experiencers
of transitive verbs, are obligatorily included in the profile of the clause, and in some languages

may share some of the properties of grammatical subjects listed above. What these object-
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characteristics have in common is the marking of the direct object as being less “oblique” or
“peripheral” than other objects or participants in the sentence and thereby grouping it with the
subject as being more “direct”. This description fits exactly the distinction drawn here between
“direct” and “peripheral” actants, the former appearing as DPs in the sentence and the latter
requiring the use of a preposition to be realized. Consider the following transitive sentences:

(29) Lushootseed
(a) ?u+tucu+d %d ti sqighac ?s ti%i} lisad
[pnt]+shoot+{caus] 1s D deer P D arrow
“I shot the deer with that arrow” :
(Hess & Hilbert 1976: II, 131)
Bella Coola
(b) sﬁﬁ)‘i“’-i-is ti+?imlk+x H+nu?uulX+tx ?at+Hi+stntHtx
hit+3s-3s D+man+D D+thief+D  P+D+stick+D
“the man hit the thief with the stick”
(Davis & Saunders 1984b: 151)
Given that (as argued above) the pronominal ¢ad “I” in (a) and the leftmost NP in (b} are sub-
jects, then clearly there exists in both sentences a second participant, a patient, which is real-
ized in a non-oblique manner in the clause (cf. the realization of the instrument as a PP in both
sentences). In Bella Coola, the case for object-hood is even stronger in that the second NP

induces verb-agreement; in Lushootseed, the second direct NP can also be represented by a spe-

cial set of object suffixes, as in

(B30) (@) Zut?eX+tx” Sd t ladas
[pnt]+come+[caus] 1s D child
“I brought the boy”
(Hess 1993b: 5)
(b) ?u+?ak+tu+b dad 7 tsi luX

[pnt]+come+[caus]+[md] 1s P Df old
“the old woman brought me”

© ?ut?of+tu+bs tsi luX
[prt]+come+{caus]+ls Df old
“the old woman brought me”
(Hess 1993: 53)
These suffixes, however, are not independent wordforms and do not have any of the clitic (and,

hence, subject) properties discussed for the likes of ¢ad above. This data set is also highly sig-
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nificant in that it reveals the role of the second direct participant in passivization, as the
introduction of the passivizing combination of suffixes in (b) causes the counterpart of the
patient in (a) to become the subject, indicating that this patient is likely a direct object
(although cross-linguistically the direct object is not the only actant promoted by passiviz-
ation). The same holds true in the Bella Coola passive, as in the examples in (26) above.

All in all, then, it seems that there is some motivation in both languages for the terms
“subject” and “object”. While it is certainly true that there is an unusually close “fit” in Bella
Coola and Lushootseed between the semantic structure of an utterance and the syntactic role
that each participant in an event is assigned by the grammar, this fit is not one-hundred per-
cent and so the invocation of a syntactic category—however frequently the reference of this cat-
egory corresponds to semantic role—seems justified. Even if this were not the case, the use of
“subject” and “object” is highly desirable from a typological perspective, in that it allows
closer comparison of the grammatical processes of Bella Coola and Lushootseed with those of
languages in which syntactic categories are perhaps not so closely aligned with the semantic
roles they prototypically represent. In a conceptual approach to language, where syntax is
taken to be a symbolic means of encoding an underlying semantic structure, the fact that
Lushootseed and Bella Coola so consistently represent “agents” or “executors” as subject, and
“patients” as object is interesting and highly significant, but in terms of explicating the gram-
matical devices used to express these roles, it is both useful and necessary to make reference to

the syntactic categories with which they are typically encoded.

3.1.3 Verbless Sentences

As noted above, Salishan languages such as Bella Coola and Lushootseed—as well as the
neighbouring Wakashan and Chemakuan languages—are noted for their propensity for forming
sentences predicated on a non-verbal element. This areal phenomenon has been the basis for a
number of claims that these languages are unique in not respecting a fundamental distinction

between noun and verb. Although I have offered a number of arguments against that position, it
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still remains to be seen what implications for the syntax of Lushootseed and Bella Coola follow
from maintaining these lexical categories in the face of the high incidence of sentences predi-
cated on something other than a verb. This investigation will be undertaken in the next section,
beginning with a discussion of the forms, syntax, and semantics of simple verbless sentences and

leading to an examination of their uses in the formation of Wh-questions and negatives.

3.1.3.1 Simple Verbless Sentences

The simple verbless sentence, like the simple canonical clause, is a construction with a sin-
gle predicate which, in Bella Coola and Lushootseed, may be a2 member of any major lexical
category other than a verb. This allows for sentences predicated on nouns, often with complex
clausal subjects, as in

(31) Lushootseed
{a) s?uladx” t?it
salmon D
“that [is] a salmon”
(Hess & Hilbert 1976: 1, 7)

(b) sq“abay? ti?s? s+u+gval+ab+s
dog D np+[pni]+lookefor+[md]+3po
“the one [he/she] is looking for [is] the dog”
(lit. “his/her looked for [is] the dog”)
(Hess 1993b: 108)

Bella Coola
(c) mnat+t
child+1p
“we [are] children”
(Nater 1984: 36)

@ pi ti+s+puk+aylayx+aw
halibut D+np+(to)fish+[L.o.c.]+3p
“what they caught [is] a halibut”
(Nater 1984: 102)

Sentences predicated on words corresponding to English adjectives are also well-attested:

(32) Lushootseed
(a) la+gad &d
[progl+slow 1s
“T [am going] slow
(Bates ef al.: 183)

’
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Bella Coola
(b) K“+e+tu ta+smik ta+Kx-+ic ?ala?awa
big+3s+indeed D+fish D+see+3s-1s acrossetheestreet
“the fish that I saw across the street [was] indeed big”
(Davis & Saunders: 222)

Because such words represent atemporal relations, the sentences in (32) are considered to be
verbless sentences, as are sentences formed on other radicals that look more like English verbs:

(33)  Lushootseed
(a) ?utpus &ad
[pnt]+beehiteby eflyingeobject 1s
“I [was] struck (by a flying object)”
(Hess & Hilbert 1976: 11, 136)

Bella Coola
(b) plikm+ap
capsized+2p
“you folks [are] capsized”
{(Nater 1984: 36)

Verbless sentences may also be predicated on other types of atemporal relation such as adverbs,

(34) Lushootseed
(a) tudi? ta duk”ibat
wayeoverethere D Changer
“Changer [is] way over there”
(Hess 1993b: 103)

Bella Coola
(b) Ziliwa+e s+’mt+s
fast+3s np+geteup+3s
“he [was] quick as he got up”
(Nater 1984: 37)

numerals,

(35) Lushootseed
(a) sali? ti?%s? sq“ig"ac
two D deer
“the deer [are] two”
(Hess 1993b: 103)

Bella Coola
(b) smaw+lic¢te ti+nup+c
one+skin+3s D+shirt+1s
“my shirt [is] one”1?
(Nater 1984: 119)

17The exact role of the lexical suffix -li¢ “skin” here in not dlear, although the addition to a predicate of a
lexical suffix representing a body part or other item associated with it is a distinctive feature of Bella Coola.



101
and, in Lushootseed, prepositional phrases (see Section 2.4.1 for a discussion of these sentences).
As noted in Section 2.1, verbless sentences of the type illustrated above—particularly those
with nominal predicates—are attested in a wide variety of the world’s languages. One
remarkable feature of the verbless sentence in Lushootseed and Bella Coola, however, is the
way in which what is generally thought of as “verbal” morphology such as agreement features
or pronominal clitics appears associated with a non-verbal predicate. This is quite obvious in
Bella Coola, where all predicates bear intransitive subject agreement (as in (31) and (33)), and
also surfaces in some Lushootseed subordinate clauses, which use a special series of subject-
clitics (see Section 2.4.3), as in this example,
(36) ha?t i sqad’u? %8 4 sbellq“i? g at+sgedu?+as
good D hair P D buffleheadedrake [subj]+hair+3s
“the drake bufflehead’s hair is pretty, if it is hair”
(Hess 1993b: 95)
This pattern is unusual, but it is not unique, being attested in divers languages such as Buriat,
(37) ferme daag3a bitb
farm manager 1s-[pro]+1s-[agr]
“the farm-manager [is] me”18
(Bertagaev & Tsydendambaev 1962: 58)
and Beja (a Semitic language of Sudan):
(38) (a) titk*aa+t+oo+’k=t+u
D-sister+f+[gen]+2s=f+3s
“she [is] your sister”
(Hudson 1974: 126)
(b) wi+?aanda g‘a?+eetn+e bhiur=u
[rel]+men drink+[part]+3]i>+[re1] coffee=3s
“what men drink [is] coffee”19
(Hudson 1974: 117)
This last example is of particular interest to us here, as it represents a sentence-type—a verb-

less copular construction with a clausal (in this case, participial) subject—which is well-

attested in Lushootseed and (perhaps to a lesser extent) in Bella Coola. Compare (38)(b) with:

18The interlineal gloss here may not be complete vis-2-vis the case morphology of the nouns, as this informa-
tion is not provided in the source; the first line is taken from a Cyrillic transcription of the original utterance.
19The equals sign is used here to mark the morphological boundaries of the pronominal clitic. Hudson ana-
lyzes these clitics as copular verbs, although beyond their use in this type of construction there seems to be
nothing inherently verbal about them.
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(39) Lushootseed
(a) s?uladx¥ ti?%9? s+u+?stad % ti?it pispi§
salmon D  np+[pnt]+eat P D cat
“what the cat eats [is] a salmon”
(Hess 1993b: 133)

Bella Coola
(b) ti+sXaxt+k¥ ti+nu+yax*+Hm+k*+alu+¢ ab-+5
D+cariboo+[qt] D+[agt]+calletoedo+3s-[pass]+[qt]+[att]+[perf] P+then
“the one they tried to call to do it then [was] the cariboo”20
(Davis & Saunders 1980: 90, line 33)
Such sentences are also attested in a wide variety of other languages such as Mongolian (Poppe
1970), Kalmyk, Even, Nanay, Ul’ch, Udeg, Aleut, Nivkh, and Ket (Skorik 1968).

An interesting feature of sentences like these (in Bella Coola and Lushootseed, at any rate)
is the discourse pattern that conditions their distribution: in both languages the choice of
which element of the sentence will function as predicate depends on the thematic structure of
the utterance, rather than on the constraints imposed by lexical category. Simply put, any ele-
ment that is strongly rhematic will become the sentence predicate, and the remainder of the
clause will become its dependents. While there is no room to go into this pattern in great detail

here, two illustrative Bella Coola question-and-answer frames are given in (40):21

(40) (a) “alacix*+e+?iks ci+xnas+cx
doewhat+3s+[int] D+woman+D
“what is the woman doing?”
(my sentence)

spHis d+xnas+cx  t+?imlk+tx
hit+3s-3s D+woman+D D+man+D
“the woman is hitting the man”
(Davis & Saunders 1978: 39)

(b) watks  ti+spHis ci+xnas+cx
who+[int] D+hit+3s-3s D+woman+D
“who did the woman hit?”

(lit. “who [was] the one the woman hit?”)

204§¢” here refers to breaking through the earth to an underground river.
21Both of the frames are presented in Davis & Saunders (1978); however, no Bella Coola version of the ques-

.

tion “what is she doing?” is offered (English is used in the text). Sentence (40)(a) is based on the question
?alacix"?iks “what is he doing?” given in Nater (1984: 116).
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ti+?imlk+tx ti+sp-+s ci+xnas+cx

D+man+D D+hit+3s-3s D+woman+D

“the one the woman hit [is] the man”

(Davis & Saunders 1978: 39)

Here the question in (a) elicits a “narratively focused” sentence (that is, a sentence typical of a
narrative sequence focused on the flow of events rather than on the introduction of a new partic-
ipant). On the other hand, the question in (b) asks for the identity of a particular participant
in an event and elicits a response in which that participant serves as the sentence predicate,
the “residue” or topical information presented in the question appearing as the subject (not
unexpectedly, given that subjects in Bella Coola are almost invariably topical). The same pat-
tern also seems to hold for Lushootseed, where verbless sentences are often used to introduce new
discourse topics and to shift topics in the course of a narrative (see Section 4 below).

What is interesting about this pattern for us here is that, in terms of thematic structure,
sentences in Bella Coola and Lushootseed tend towards an equative configuration in which a
rhematic predicate is equated with a topical subject.22 This is especially clear in verbless sen-
tences, which serve to establish an identity between two elements, one topical (the subject) and
one rhematic (the predicate). In Cognitive Grammar, predicate nominals are treated as atem-
poral relations which identify a landmark (the predicate nominal itself) with a trajector (the
clausal subject). Under this analysis, non-verbal predicates in Lushootseed and Bella Coola
(many of which are inherently atemporal relations) make an established or presupposed dis-
course topic the trajector/subject of this type of relational predication, thus providing new
information about the topic. Consider the diagram in (41), which represents the two Lushoot-
seed sentences sq“shay? ti?a? “this [is] a dog” and sq*sbay? ti?it “that [is] a dog”. This diagram
shows the equation (dotted curve) of an abstract or generic type—"dog”, which represents the
class of all dogs—to a particular instance of that type which is identified with a pronominal

deictic, establishing its identity through the establishment of its location.23 The difference

22 ¢f. the proposal by Kinkade 1983, who argues that in Salish all overt complements—including overt sub-

&ects of verbal predicates—are, in fact, appositive adjuncts to the clause. See also Jelinek & Demers (1994).

31t should be noted that the term “location” in a discussion of deixis can have a variety of (language-spe-
cific} meanings (Anderson & Keenan 1985) which range over locations in physical, conceptual, or even dis-



104
(41) Predication of types

(a) e w (b} T -
- i sq"abay? Ei}'lpe . sq"sbay?
Speg}'l?;:aﬁon L o Specification e ® A
o¥ g’ dog”
[
Domain of Domain of
Instantiation Instantiatio
H?37
“’ﬂ‘ls

between (2) and (b) resides in the relative spatial locations of the type’s instantiation (the dog |
in question) vis-3-vis the speaker (S): use of the deictic to point to a particular dog ties the ref-
erence of the type to a specific instantiation by equating it with already located in the domain
of instantiation, distinguishing it from others of its class.2% Because a predicate can also offer
new information assumed to be shared (in most cases) by both speaker and hearer as information
about a fype, the verbless sentence may also serve the function of linking shared information
about the domain of instantiation to generic (or presupposed) information possessed by the
listener.25 An example such as (31)(d)—p*i tispuKaylayxaw “what they caught [is] a
halibut”—can thus be paraphrased as something like “we know that they caught something
and you know what a halibut is, well, that something they caught is a halibut”.

Probably because a great deal of discourse has to do with the linking of particular instances
of objects to categories or properties, verbless sentences tend not to appear with a grounded pred-
icate nominal (that is, nominal predicates tend not to be headed by deictics). This is not a logi-
cal necessity, however, and is by no means always the case. For example, the question in (40)

(b)—waks tispis cixnascx “who did the woman hit?”—presupposes an event known both to

ce (e ; "latter” vs. “former”). For a discussion of the parameters of deixis in Bella Coola, see Davis
& Saun ers (1975); most of their observations are also applicable to Lushootseed, a]thcru% a more detailed
comparative study than can be undertaken here would no doubt produce interesting

e domain of instantiation can, roughly speaking, be defined as the mental model or “map” of conceptual
space shared by speaker and listener in which elements of discourse are identified with elements which are
known or can be seen, etc.

251 this sense verbless sentences (like sentences formed ona copula in languages that use them) have a cer—
tain deictic usage in that they serve to ground their predicate in the domain oigxflstantmuon 1;1dprecrsely

same way that a deictic (also a syntactic head) serves to ground an instance of the type defined by its nominal
dependent. This parallel will be explored further in the conclusion.
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speaker and listener and elicits a response referring the questioner to a particular instance of
“man” that is assumed by the speaker to be known {(or knowable) to the questioner through its
location in conceptual or discourse space. Consider (42). This diagram represents the identifica-
tion {curved line) of two entities at specific locations in the domain of instantiation (relative to
the speaker, who is not shown). As indicated in the question, the listener is aware that there
exists some entity who meets the type specification “someone that the woman hit”. In the
response to the question, the speaker presupposes this entity (as well as its location in the
domain of instantiation} and identifies it with a specific instance of the category “man” which
he assumes to be known to the speaker. The paraphrase here would be along the lines of “you
know that the woman hit someone and you know that man, well, that someone is that man”.
Seen in this light, the use of deictics in such constructions is very similar to the use of pronouns
in that they represent (stand in for) the instantiation of a type named by a nominal; it should
also be pointed out that the relation of correspondence (the arrow) between deictic and nominal
in (41) resembles the relation of identification (i.e. the predicative relationship) that holds
between pronominal deictic and predicate nominal in (42), These similarities will be explored
further in Sections 3.2.3 and 4 below.

What is particularly interesting about this semantic approach to the verbless predication
is the direct way that it is reflected in the syntax. In the MTM, a verbless sentence would be
treated in the 5SyntR as a D-tree with a non-verbal element governing a dependent in a predi-

{(42) Predication of an instance

tiZimlktx tispis cixnascx
“the man that the woman hit”

S T%Peﬁ ?imlk spis cixnascx
pecification “man” “someone that the woman hit”

Domain of
Instantiation

ti- -tx
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(43) SSyntR of (31)(a)

s?uladx”
" Sa]m Onn

pred
it

cative relation as in (43), which represents the sentence in (31)(a), s?uladx™ #?i “that [is] a sal-
mon”. Here the predicative relation between subject and predicate nominal corresponds seman-
tically to the identification of instance with type illustrated in (41). While the role of the top
node of the D-tree as a predicate is clear in communicative and semantic terms (that is, it is
rhematic and it is what is being located for the listener in conceptual space), in syntactic terms
the only distinguishing feature of a predicate (in the absence of lexical restrictions such as
those in English) is its position at the top of a tree (or a sub’lcree) as the governor of an actant.26

The SSyniR of the response in (40)(b), illustrated in (44), realizes the predicative relation
in precisely the same manner as (43). While the structure appears somewhat counter-intuitive,

the predicative relation between the two deictics here is a direct reflection of the equation of

1

{(44) SSyniR of response in (40)(b)

26Tn the case of embedded verbless sentences, it is the configurational criterion rather than the semantic one
that must be considered to be definitive. Note also that a gredicate of any D-(sub)tree will be defined in the
DSyntR, where relations are separated into actantial (DSyntRel 1 — 6) and non-actantial (attributive, appen-
dency, and coordinative).
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the two deictics in (41), giving the sentence a structure along the lines of “that one who the

woman hits [is] that one who is a man”.27 Note also that the determinative relation that
holds between the deictic heads and their dependents also has an exact counterpart in the cor-
respondences drawn between the types and their instantiations in (42). In addition, this syntac-
tic dependency also bears a close resemblance to the correspondence between a relational type
and its instantiation (for example, the correspondence between an adjective and a nominal
which it modifies), most commonly realized by the modificative SSyntRel. Some of the impli-
cations of these similarities, along with some of the syntactic features of trees such as that
illustrated in (44), will be discussed in the section on syntactic nominalization (3.2.3) and in the

conclusion.

3.1.3.2 Wh-Questions and Negation

One of the more interesting features of the syntax of Lushootseed and—to a lesser extent—
Bella Coola is the use of the verbless sentence in the formation of communicatively marked
structures such as Wh-interrogatives and a class of negative sentences that I will refer to as
“existential negatives”.28 In Lushootseed Wh-questions, a verbless sentence takes an interroga-
tive word such as g*at “who” or stab “what” as its predicate and the predicate of the corre-

sponding declarative appears as its subject, preceded by the hypothetical /remote deictic k*i:

27 Cf. Lawrence Nicodemus' glosses of Coeur D’Alene, cited by Kinkade 1983 and discussed in 3.2.3 below.
281 ushootseed yes/no questions place the interrogative particle 7u after the predicate, first adverbial
particle, or subject pronominal:

® 2u+ bk &Glap 2u ti dadas
[Pnt]+gmhome+[caus] 2p [int] D child
“do you folks take the boy home?”
{Hess 1993b: 6)

There is generally no other difference between question and declarative sentence. Similarly, Bella Coola uses
the enclitic -a affixed to the predicate to indicate interrogation, often in combination with other clitics such as
ka (irrealis) which may be affixed to nominal stems, meaning “any”, as in

(i) ?ati+a ?ala?awx™a ka+caacaws
exist+[int] here [irr]+church
“are there any churches here?”
(Nater 1984: 124)

While these sentence-types are interesting from the point of view of their morpholo%;tsﬁrntacﬁcany they con-
form to the canonical clause-type outlined in 3.1.1 above and need not be discussed er
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@5) () ?u+’sy+dutb % i sq"sbay? ti Cladas
[pnt]+find+{l.o.c.]+[md] P D dog D child
“the dog found the boy”
(Hess 1993a: 29)
(b) g'at K'i ?u+?ay+du+b ? ti sq“abay?
who D [pnt]+find+[lo.c.]+[md] P D dog
“who did the dog find?”

(lit. “who [was] the one found by the dog?)
(Hess1993a: 128)

© ?u+huy+yi+t+ab % t(i) ad+bad %t &adas
[pnt]+make+[ben]+[caus]+[md] P D 2po+father D child
“your father made [it] for that boy”
(my sentence, based on (d))

(d) stab k"i stuthuy+yi+t+ab+s ?5 t(i) ad+bad
what D np+[pnt]+make+{ben]+[caus]+[md]+3po P D 2po+father
tivit
D child

“what is your father making for that boy?”2%
(Hess 1993a: 137)

As in ordinary verbless sentences, the subject appears as either a syntactically (b) or morpho-
logically (d) nominalized form, depending on whether or not the predicate corresponds lto a
direct or a peripheral actant of the subject-clause. Note, however, that only g"at and stab may
be the predicates of questions like (45)(b) with syntactic nominalizations as subjects; othér Wh-
words, by nature, ask for information about peripheral roles in the sentence. These are:

(46) Lushootseed Wh-words

?dig“at “say what”

K¥id “how many”

dad “where”

?axid “why” (Northern Lushootseed)

dal “how, why” (Northern Lushootseed)
xid “how, why” (Southern Lushootseed)
?ii¢4d “which”

pa(djtab “when”

(Kinkade 1994)

29Note here the realization of the subject of the nominalized passive, ti?i# dadas “the boy”, follows the pat-
tern of the possessive illustrated in (72)(b) in Section 2.4.3, the overt NP cooccurrin mtﬁ the possessive
suffix -s. The persistence of this pattern in this particular environment (expressing the subject of a passive
participle) may well stem from the potential ambiguity that might arise from using a prepositional phrase, 72
ti?i# dadas, which would be indistinguishable from the agent-phrase (also headed by ?s).
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In questions formed on these words, the subject clause is nominalized with the s- prefix, as in
questions formed on peripheral actants (45)(d) and in sentences like
(47) ?as+lal+ox” k% tu+sthuy+s
[stat]+thow+now D [irr]+np+manage+3po
“how will he manage?”
(Hess 1993a: 136)
This pattern of syntactic versus morphological nominalization will be dealt with further in the
context of complex sentences (Section 3.2); Bella Coola patterns for forming Wh-questions,
which are somewhat more complicated than those in Lushootseed, will be dealt with in the
section on sentential complements (Section 3.2.4).
Lushootseed makes use of two patterns of negation. The first is the adverbial negative,
which involves the placement of the negative adverb x"{? in sentence-initial position, as in
(48) (@) x1? le+pifpi§ %t
[neg] [clitic]+cat D
“that [is] not a cat”
(Hess 1993b: 121)
(b) x"i? &d la+?aciltalbix®
[neg] 1s [clitic]+Indian
T [am] not an Indian”
(Kroeber 1991: 79)
The adverbial nature of the negative x"i? is shown by the distribution of the overt subjects: in
(a)} the subject, ti?i, is an NP (or, more strictly speaking, a DP) and so directly follows the pred-
icate, but in (b) the subject pronominal precedes the predicate in the presence of an adverb (see
2.4.2 above). This structure negates the identity of something and requires the affixation of the
proclitic 13- (homophonous, but not synonymous, with the progressive prefix Ia-} to the predicate

or to any adverb following the negative (Hess 1993b). The effect is one of negating the sentence

(49) Adverbial negation in (48)(a)

Pispisilprogl}
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predicate in much the same way as a negative does in more familiar Indo-European languages,
and these sentences admit of the same type of structural representation, as in (49).

Negation in Bella Coola works much the same way, making use of the morpheme ?ax*,

(50) Pax” ka+puK+c
fneg] [ixx]+come+l1s
“I will not come”
(Nater 1984: 122)

In forming the adverbial negative sentence, ?ax"is used as an adverb and is placed sentence-ini-
tially (an unusual place for an adverb in Bella Coola), the sentence predicate appearing with
the irrealis ka. Like yes/no questions, this type of negation in both languages is merely a
variation on the canonical simple sentence and need not be considered further here.

In Lushootseed, however, there is a more interesting type of negation—the existential
negative. Like the adverbial negative, existential negation makes use of sentence-initial x"i?,
but here the negative adverb serves as the sentence predicate. The predicate of the correspon-
ding declarative sentence is morphologically nominalized with s- and appears with the hypo-
thetical deictic k*f and subjunctive prefix g*s-, as in

(1) (@ *ut?sted SHXF
[pnt]+eat 2s
“you ate”
(my sentence, based on (b))
b) x9? ki g'+ad+s+u+?ated
[neg] D [subj]+2po+np+[pnt]+eat
“you did not eat”
{(Hess 1993b: 125)
These sentences have the import of negating the existence or truth of the statement in its
entirety. The same structure can be used to deny the existence of a thing or a type,
(52) xMi? K"i g¥at+pidpis
[neg] D [subjl+cat
“there are no cats”
(Hess 1993b: 123)

as well as to negate the possession of something (or, more precisely, deny the existence of some-

thing in someone’s possessive domain):
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(3) X ki g'o+d+pidpis
[neg] D [subj]+1po+cat
“I don’t have a cat”
(Hess 1993b: 123)

(Cf. the Russian possessive expressions of the form u menja (net) ... “there is (not) to me ...”.)
Structurally, these sentences are extremely interesting. Consider the SSyntR of (51)}(b) in (54).
Some features of the structure given here will be discussed in more detail in the section on mor-
phological nominalizations below; for the moment it is enough to note that the predication
based on the negative particle, which is not a direct actant of the subject clause, meets the dis-
tributional conditions for morphological nominalizations. The nominalization of the declara-
tive sentence to form the clausal subject has two important effects. The first is to ensure that it
is the negation itself which is rhematic in the sentence, while the statement that is negated is
relegated to the role of topic—or, in other words, to the role of a proposition that is presup-
posed in discourse. This seems to coincide very well with a proposal made by Givén (1979) to
the effect that the discourse function of a negative speech act is to deny a presupposition that
has either been made by the listener or that has been held in discourse up until the point of
utterance. If the affirmative statement is indeed presupposed knowledge—and therefore topi-
cal in nature—then the fact that the negative adverb (the only new or rhematic portion of the
sentence) is the sentence predicate falls out from the same basic principles of rhematic organi-
zation that govern the formation of all other types of verbless sentence: it is the negation that
carries the greater part of the communicative load and so it is the negative adverb that
becomes the sentence predicate.

Another interesting feature of the structure in (54) is the way in which the syntax directly
encodes the scope of the negative adverb. With the negative itself the sentence predicate, the
grammar ensures that the meaning of the sentence as a whole is the negation of the entire sub-
ject-clause in much the same way that the logical operator of negation applies to a proposition
in predicate calculus. Thus, sentence (51)(b) comes out in a literal gloss as “your eating [is] [neg]”,

which translates nicely into a logical statement —(eat(you)) whose bracketing reflects exactly



112
(54) Existential negation in sentence (51)(b)

x¥i?
[neg]

the form of the D-tree given in (54).30 This contrasts very strongly with languages like English,
whose syntactic structure does not obviously or unambiguously reflect the semantic scope of neg-
ative elements. The “illogic” of English syntactic structure has lead to the creation of such
elaborate systems as the LF of Government and Binding Theory in an attempt to mold the syn-
tax of negation and other forms of quantification to the rules of formal logic. Given the rather
transparent coding of negative quantification in Lushootseed, however, the utility of such an
approach in this language is not immediately apparent: while some work has been done on the
problems of quantification in other Salishan languages (e.¢. Demirdache et al. 1994; Jelinek
1993a), this problem has not been addressed directly in Lushootseed and awaits further study.
According to Nater (1984) Bella Coola 7ax" also appears as a predicate in existential nega-
Hives such as,
(55) ?aX” ti+ka+lalas 7ala”ac
[neg] D+[irr[+boat here
“there is no boat here”
(Nater 1984: 123)

Note, however, that the use of these is restricted to the denial of the existence of objects and

the negative adverb is not used to subordinate declarative predicates. This suggests that sen-

tences such as (55) may not in fact be predicated on the negative itself, but may simply be verb-

30C0mpare the s&tacl:ic structure of the negative of identity in (49), where the negative adverb—like any
other modifier—has scope over nothing in tﬁe D-tree, serving merely to qualify its head.
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less sentences with predicate nominals in which ?aX*has been given its customary sentence-ini-
tial position—a structure which is also suggested by Nater’s gloss (as shown), which includes

the negative as a quantifier within the sentence predicate.

3.2 Complex Sentences

In traditional grammars, the term “complex sentence” is generally reserved for those sen-
tences that contain one or more subordinate clauses (Trask“1993); given the propensity in Bella
Coola and Lushootseed for nominalizing subordinate clauses in a wide range of contexts, how-
ever, it has been necessary here to extend the term to include those sentences in which the sub-
ordinate clause has undergone morphological nominalization, aithough strictly-speaking these
could be analyzed as simple, rather than complex, sentences. In many respects the .two lan-
guages here appear to differ greatly in the ways in which the various types of complex sentence
are realized and yet in the discussion that follows it will be seen that, at the level of the syn-
tax, both Bella Coola and Lushootseed.show a high degree of convergence in the realizations
and functions of subordinate clauses. This convergence is strongest in those sentence types in
which the subordinate clause either modifies a nominal (as in a relative clause) or plays an
actantial role in the sentence, and so these sentences will be discussed initially, followed by
some more divergent patterns such as the Bella Coola sentential complement (barely attested in
Lushootseed) and the rather broad category of adverbial or “circonstantial” clauses (Tesniere
1959). It is in the range and function of this latter category—commonly referred to as sentence
adjuncts—that the languages differ most strikingly. Finally, it should be noted that for reasons
of space, compound sentences and other sentence-types involving coordination of clauses will not

be dealt with in the discussion that follows.

3.2.1 Relative Clauses
A relative clause (RC) construction in the MTM is analyzed as a nominal taking a full finite

clause as its modifier; coreferential or redundant NPs are then deleted by a rule of EQUI-dele-
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tion in the DSynt or SSynt component.3! In both Lushootseed and Bella Coola, which lack a

complementizer, RCs are formed by establishing a modificative SSyntRel between the nominal
head and the predicate of the lower clause. In this way, RCs in Lushootseed and Bella Coola
can be treated as identical in syntactic structure, although they appear more distinct than they
are due to the rule of deictic spreading in Bella Coola and various language-specific restrictions
on RC formation and distribution.
Where the two languages coincide most obviously is in the subject-centred RC:
(56) Lushootseed
(a) ?u+Sutdx? &t i dadas ?u+ttest+od ti’it stubd
[pnt]+see+[l.o.c] 1p D boy [pnt]+beshit+[caus] D man
“we saw the boy [that] hit the man”
(Hess & Hilbert 1976: 11, 125)
Bella Coola
(b) Kx+it ti+?imlk ti+quptcs+tx
see+3s-3p D+man D+punch+1s-3s+D
“they see the man who is punching me”
(Davis & Saunders 1978: 46)
In this construction Bella Coola and Lushootseed are similar in that the embedded relative
clause is identical in form to a matrix clause, and in both languages the RC follows its nominal
head. The major difference between the two examples is that in Lushootseed the relationship
of the RC to its head is not marked overtly (the embedded clause having the same form as a
matrix clause), whereas in Bella Coola the RC’s status as modifier is marked by the appear-
ance of the deictic clitics; this, however, can be analyzed as the result of the rule of deictic
spreading, responsible for the propagation of the deictics associated with a nominal to all of its
modificative dependents. As this rule takes effect at the morphological level, in the surface
syntax the deictics would be present only as the heads of their respective nouns, making the
Bella Coola SSyntR of (56)(b) identical to that of the Lushootseed example in (56)(a), as in

(57). The coreferential NP triggers verb-agreement in Bella Coola and so must be present in the

SSyntR (agreement features being a property of the morphological levels of representation).

3lwhere in the rules EQUI deletion takes place depends on such things as agreement and other morphosyntac-
tic features of RCs in a given language (Mel'¢uk, personal communication).



(57) Subject-centred relative clauses

(a) Lushootseed

Sudx"{fpni}

obiect ﬂhit "
H2i

stubs

tfboy,l! [ m a n”
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(b) Bella Coola Kx

These would then be deleted in the surface syntactic component between the SSyntR and the

DMorphR by the EQUI deletion rule presented in (58):

(58) EQUI deletion

ERGREEEEEE

Z

where Z is coreferential with
W; A is SSyntRel “pred” or
“object”.

This is a straightforward rule, stating simply that any direct actant of an RC which is corefer-

ential with the head noun will be deleted in the DMorphR along with its dependents (the

notation “Z” indicating the sub-tree headed by “Z”). The rule in (58) as formulated includes the

linear precedence of the nominal head. In Bella Coola, where there is verb agreement, the

linear precedence of an RC with overt DP actants is ruled out by deictic spreading, which

requires that all elements to which the deictic proclitic is attached be adjacent to one another.
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This appears to leave the door open to RCs without overt actants preceding their heads, but the
fact that these do not occur can be accounted for either by an extension of the “head-first”
restriction by analogy or by appeal to some kind of “weight” constraint (cf. the English “heavy
NP constraint”) whereby full clauses are considered too “heavy” to precede their heads. In the
case of Lushootseed, the precedence of head over modifying clause clearly has a pragmatic
basis: if the head noun were to follow its dependent, it would be open to interpretation as an
actant of the embedded clause and would lose its overt link to the matrix verb which—in the
absence of morphological agreement—is indicated only by prosody and proximity.32
Bella Coola also forms object-centred relative clauses, such as
(39) ?aikyuk+it ti+?imlk ti+qup+i+is ci+xnas+cx

know+3s-1p D+man D+punch+{perf]+3s-3s D+woman+D

“we know the man who the woman punched”

(Davis & Saunders 1978: 49)
which would have the same representation as the sentences in (57), except that the NP in the
lower clause marked at SSyntR for EQUI deletion would be the object rather than the subject. In
Lushootseed, on the other hand, object-centred relative clauses with third-person subjects do not
occur; in cases where English would make use of an object-centred RC, Lushootseed uses a passive
construction in the embedded clause, thereby avoiding the object-centred form, as in

(60)  Put+u+dx” dad ti sq¥sbay? Putéax’a+t+sb % ti?it &adas
[pnt]+seet[lo.c] 1s D dog [pnt]+clubbedHcaus]+H{md] P D boy
“I see the dog that the boy hit with a club”

(lit. “I see the dog that was hit with a club by the boy”)
(Hess & Hilbert 1976: 124)

32There is, however, at least one example in the data at my disposal of a derived intransitive (passive) RC
preceding its head:

(1) ?}E:Huﬂak""ﬂd i%0?  Xu+i&il+tu+b ha?t s?uted
bl]+[pnt]+eat+[caus] D [habl+arrive+[caus]+[md] good food
“she wtlJ)uld eat the good food that was brought”
(Bates et al. 1994: 105)

Because the embedded clause has only a single direct actant—represented by its head—there is not the possi-
bility of ambiguity that might have arisen with a transitive RC: the syntactic head can only be coreferential
with the embedded subject. The interpretation of this structure as a syntactic nominalization (see Section
3.2.3} is ruled out as this would require the deictic ti%s7 to function as the head of RC; since the only possible
role of the head of an intransitive RC is that of subject, this would make the deictic coreferential with the em-
bedded subject s”alad “food”, which should trigger EQUI-Deletion. This is good evidence for the pragmatic
nature of the head-initial RC constraint, which appears from (i) to be violable, circumstance permitting.
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The passivization of the lower clause allows the formation of a subject-centred—rather than an
object-centred—RC, creating a structure identical to that in (57). This is most likely a prag-
matic constraint on the language, as there is no direct means other than the passive for marking
the syntactic role of both of two third person NPs in a clause and so, if object-centred forms were
used, they would be identical to subject-centred RCs in which the roles of the actants were
reversed (that is, t sq*abay? ?ulax"ad ti?i# dadas could mean either “the dog that the boy hit” or
“the dog that hit the boy”). Clauses with first- and second-person subjects do not undergo pas-
sivization when forming object-centred relative clauses (Hess, personal communication).

Like Lushootseed, Bella Coola also accords special status to certain types of RC with third-
person subjects; in this language, however, there is a prohibition against third person singular
subject-centred RCs with third-person objects. As discussed briefly in Section 3.1.2 above, rela-
tives of this sort are realized using what Nater (1984) terms a “participle”. Consider:

(61) (@) Kx+ic ti+Xmsta ti+qup'o+‘l+t+tx
see+3s-1s D+person D+punch+[perf]+[part]+D
“I see the person punching [him /her]”
(b) Kx+ic ti+qup+i+t ti+Amsta-+tx
seet+3s-1s D+punch+[perf[+[part] D+person+D
“I see the one punching the person”
{Davis & Saunders 1978: 40)
(© 7atKyuk+it ti+Xmsta ti+quu+xp+i+tanttx
know+3s-1p D+person D+[rdp]+punch+[perf]+[part]+D
“we know the person punching them”
(Davis & Saunders 1978: 46)
If Nater is correct in his assessment of the -t/-tan forms as participles, then these structures
must be analyzed as factive nominalizations and treated as nominal modifiers. This would
make sentences such as those in (61) parallel to this sentence from Buriat
(62) Badmin duu duulatxtie $agna+ba+d
Badmin song sing+[part]+[acc] hear+[past]+3s
“he listened to Badmin singing a song”
(Bertagaev & Tsydendambaev 1962: 128)

where the subject of the participial phrase, Badmin, is realized as an unmarked (in this lan-

guage, nominative) NP rather than a possessor. It should be noted, however, that there is
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really very little evidence for the status of the -t/-tan forms as factive nomina;ﬁzaﬁons. While
it can be argued that the absence of the usual subject/object agreement features on the participle
indicates that they are not full finite clauses, Davis & Saunders {1978; 1984a) analyze -t as an
alternative form of agreement and treat Nater's participles as finite. In actual fact, there is
very little to choose between the two interpretations of the data, although the agreement
analysis does have the minor drawback that the order of the subject and object agreement fea-
tures in the -#/-tan forms (which would be broken down as [/t/ “3s-subject” + /@/ “3s-object”] and
[/t/ “3s-subject” + /an/ “3p-object”]) reverses the usual object-subject order of agreement mor-
phemes (a suffixal order which is predominant not only in this language but also cross-linguis-
tically). In addition, it is not entirely desirable to have to postulate a whole new set of agree-
ment features for such a restricted environment as long as there is some other quite natural and
viable alternative, particularly when this alternative (factive nominalization} is attested in
other related languages. For these reasons I will follow Nater’s analysis here and treat the -£/
-tan forms as the final remnants of a system of participles in the language, most likely
conserved in this one environment as a means of disambiguating between subject- and object-
centred relative constructions with third-person actants, which would otherwise be
indistinguishable.

A final similarity in the patterns of relativization in the two languages that is not imme-
diately obvious is that neither forms RCs on monovalent clauses. Instead, where an intransitive
RC is required, the radical is used, forming a structure of the same type as the adjectival-
attributive construction. This is most apparent in Bella Coola, where radical modifiers bear no
subject agreement and, like adjectives, display variable word-order relative to their heads.

(63) (a) Kx+ic titya  ti+?imlk+tx
see+3s-1s D+good D+man+D
“I see the good man”
(b) Kx+ic t+?imlk  ti+ya+tx

seet+3s-1s D+man D+good+D
“I see the good man”
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(© Kkx#ic ti+Xap ti+Amsta+tx
see+3s-1s D+go D+person+D
“I see the person [who is] going”

(d) Kx+c ti+Xmsta ti+Rap+tx
see+3s-1s D+person D+go+D

“I see the person [who is] going”
{Davis & Saunders 1978: 40)

Relative clauses, on the other hand, do show full subject and object agreement and invariably
follow the nominal element they modify.

Because Lushootseed does not show verb-agreement, the non-clausal status of intransitive
modifiers is not evident syntactically except in that, as in Bella Coola, intransitive “clauses”
acting as modifiers show variation in linear ordering with respect to their heads:

(64) (a) t?? ?as+liqUil+abac  stubs
D [stat]+sores+body man

(b) ti?3? stubs ?as+’cici""ﬂ+abac
D man [stat]+sores+body

“this covered-with-sores man”
(Hess 1993b: 117)

Once again (like Bella Coola) the same pattern is shown by other radicals which are more
“adjectival” in nature, and it should be remembered that, lexically, intransitive radicals in
Lushootseed are inherently atemporal (and, hence, non-verbal) in nature (see 2.3.1). Intransi-
tive modifiers do, however, resemble RCs in that they may take on their own adverbials, as in

(65) Lushootseed
(a) ?sst(h)aydx &d tsi sladoy? ?astiallil ?al €7t
[stat]+know 1s Df woman [stat]+live P there

“I know the woman living there”
(Hess 1993b: 145)

(b} k"i g"st ?as+ﬁci“’i1+abac bada?
D belong [stat]+sores+body boy
“the boy belonging to Covered-with-Sores”
(Hess 1993a: 142)

Bella Coola
(c) Kx+ic ti+Amsta ti+7'xap ?at+citxnas+cx
see+3s-1s D+person D+go P+D+woman+D
“I see the person [who is] going with the woman”
(Davis & Saunders 1978: 40)
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(@ Kxtic tithmsta ti+ya ?ab+citxnastox

seet+3s-1s D+person D+good P+D+woman+D
“] see the person [who is] good for the woman”
(Davis & Saunders 1978: 41)

It should be noted, however, that in terms of the allowable word-order, the two languages dif-
fer slightly. In Lushootseed, a complex modifier of the type in (65)(b) is allowed to precede its
head if it is felt not to be “too long” (Hess 1993b); in Bella Coola, on the other hand, complex
modifiers must follow their heads. The variation in word-order observed in simple radical-
modifier constructions is accounted for as long as the modificative dependency is not used as a
criterion for establishing linear precedence in the SSynt component. Instead, linear precedence
seems to be established by “weight” constraints in Lushootseed and, in Bella Coola, by deictic
spreading, which requires all elements marked with the deictic proclitic to be together. Struc-
turally, radical modifiers closely resemble their more complex RC cousins. Consider the D-trees

for (65)(a) and (c), given in (66). These are the same structures as those in (57) above, except

that the medifiers of the nominal objects are not full clauses and, thus, do not qualify as RCs.
(66) Radical modifiers

(a} Lushootseed haydxw;[ stat]) (b) Bella Coola Kx
“know”

pred object
dod @ tH- -tx
ﬂ'IH’ ﬂ'I!.F
staday? Xmsta
mod| “woman” mod| “person”
Yatlil ([stat]} “going”
Jlliving.ﬂ
?al ?at
ti7it ci- -cx
”th.ere"
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3.2.2 Morphological Nominalizations

One of the predominant sentence types in both Bella Coola and Lushootseed is that in
which a morphologically nominalized clause—either a participle in Lushootseed or a senten-
tial nominalization in Bella Coola—takes up a nominal role in a sentence (see Section 2.2).

These nominals function in both languages in a variety of syntactic roles, including subject,
i
(67) Lushootseed
(a} x*ul paRaX %7 dts+?abyid
only worthless D  1po+np+give
“what I give [him] [is] only junk”
(Hess 1993b: 185, line 14)

Bella Coola
(b) wix Pac wats+?alps+tu+m
[idn] D D+np+eat+[caus]+35—£gass] Raven
“what Raven was fed [is] this”
(Nater 1984: 102)

direct object,

(68) Lushootseed
(a) ¥ul &d tuta+?ul+ox” ti2a? Hu)tad+s+?ab-+ix”
only 1s [irr]lH{progl+go+[caus] D  [irz]+2potnp+teat+]caus]
“I will just deliver what you are going to feed [them]”
(Hess 1993b: 143)

Bella Coola
(b) Kx+ic  titstnapHx® ti+snaaX+tx
see+3s-1s D+np+tgive+3s-2s D+slave+D
“I see what you are giving to the slave”
(Davis & Saunders 1978: 40)

predicate,

(69) Lushootseed

(a) d+s+xal ki sttax*+s t3) suld
Ipo+np+want D nptbuy+3po D  drum
“his buying a drum [is] my desire”
(Kroeber 1991: 86)
Bella Coola
(b) s+k¥at+am+s+k +tu+é a+sulut+ac 2at-+X"

np+improve+[inc]+3s+{qt]+{enf]+[perf] D+channel+D P+then
“then [it was] that channel began to improve”
(Davis & Saunders 1980: 197, line 51)

33The lack of a determiner before g*a%™ “raven” indicates it is being used as a proper name; Nater (1984) at-
tributes this dropping of deictics before proper nouns to influence from English.
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object of preposition,

(70) Lushootseed
(a) yactabt+ax” i luk ?5 ti?it s+al+il+tu+b+s+ax®

tell+[md]+now D old P D np+oneshore+[trm]+[caus][+[md]+3po+now

“the old man told [s.o.] of their being brought ashore”
(Hess 1993b: 143)

Bella Coola
(b) wixtt+tut+s+?ak¥at+HcHx"
P+D+npt+buy+3s-1s+D

“since my buying it”
(Nater 1984: 102)

and modifier of nouns,

(71} Lushootseed
(a) ?ut+padatd ti*it stabig’s s+?abyid+s
[pnt]+display+[caus] D goods np+give+3po
“he displayed the goods that he was giving [to s.0.]”
(Hess 1993b: 145)

Bella Coola
(b) Kx+ic ti+snaaX ti+s+nap-+ix+tx
seet+3s-1s D+slave D+np+give+3s-2s+D

“I see the slave that you are giving him”
(Davis & Saunders 1978: 40)

This last type of nominalization is used in both languages in place of the oblique-centred RC.
Morphological nominalizations have already been analyzed as complex nominals in Sec-

tion 2.2 and here they will be treated as lexical items inserted into the DSyntR just as nominal

modifiers are inserted in sentences like:

(72) Lushootseed
(a) ti?%3? kiyuuq“s stetudaq
D  seagull slave

“these seagull-slaves”
(Hess 1993b: 117)

Bella Coola
(b) Kx+ic ti+staltmx  H+2imlk+tx
see+3s-1s D+chief D+man+D

“T see the man [who is] chief"34
(Davis & Saunders 1978: 41)

341, Bella Coola, there is a distinction between the word-order of an ordinary nominal-modifier construction
(head-final) and the same construction with a morphological nominalization, which is head-initial, pattern-
ing it with the RC. Even so, this can be explained in terms of the “weight” of a nominalized clause and /or the
requirements of deictic spreading, plus the fact that the identity of the head in such a construction is unam-
biguous, the s-clause modifier being morphologically distinctive.
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Aside from the conceptual analysis of the morphological nominalization as a lexical category,
there are other considerations which lend some support to the analysis of these clauses as com-
plex lexical items. The most important of these is the unified treatment of the s-nominalizer
which we have been able to sustain up until. If we were to posit morphological nominalization
as a function of the syntax, then this unified treatment would have to be abandoned (or at any
rate would be less tenable} as it would, in effect, require two different functions for the prefix,
one derivational (the creation of new lexical items) and one inflectional (the marking of clauses
as being in a certain kind of subordinate relation to their heads).

In structural terms, what we are dealing with here is fairly simple. Consider (73), which
shows the SSyntR of (67)(a) and (68)(b) above.35 While these bear a close resemblance to the
D-trees of RCs and radical modifiers given above, the distinguishing feature of structures such
as these is that the embedded clause has been nominalized (and, in Lushootseed, the subject of
the clause is realized as a possessor).

(73) SSyntR of (67)(a) and (68)(b)

a) Lushootseed  paXaX b)BellaCoola  Ex
“worthless”

Even though morphological nominalizations can be treated as lexical items, there are syn-

tactic restrictions on their appearance. Consider:

35As noted in 2.2.2 above, the Lushootseed sentence contains an elided actant, ti’>? dXa? “Stone”, an anthro-
pomorphized boulder who is the recipient of “my” (= Coyote’s} gifts. This participant is considered to be pre-
sent in the syntax, but removed by a rule of ellipsis in the surface-syntactic component.
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(74) ~ Lushootseed

(a) ?u+Fu+rdx® &t ti &adas ?uttestad %t stubs
[pnt]+see+[l.o.c] 1p D boy [pnt]+beshit+[caus] D man
“we saw the boy [that] hit the man”

(Hess & Hilbert 1976: II, 125)

(b) tilsb ?u+graX+aghil ti?%e? tutst+as+loba?+s k¥ag"itad
immediately [pnt]+looset+ds D [past]+np+[stat]+carry+3po elk
“immediately, the elk that he had been backpacking got loose”36

(Hess 1993a: 142)

Bella Coola

(c) Kx+it ti+?imlk  ti+qup+estix
see+3s-3p D+man D+punch+1s-3s+D
“they see the man who is punching me”

(Davis & Saunders 1978: 46)

(d) Kx+ic ti+snaaX ti+s+nap+ix"ttx
seet+3s-1s D+slave D+np+give+3s-2s+D
“I see the slave you are giving him”

(Davis & Saunders 1978: 40)
In all four examples, full clauses are used to modify nouns, yet only in the (b) and (d) sentences
are these clauses nominalized. The distinction between the two sentences in each pair lies in
the fact that in the relative clauses the noun that is being modified is a direct actant of the
predicate of the embedded clause—that is, it represents either the subject or the direct object. In
the nominalized clauses, however, the modified noun represents a peripheral actant.3” The
upshot of this is that the use of morphological nominalizations as modifiers is restricted to
those cases where the nominal being modified is coreferential with a peripheral actant of the
nominalized clause. Similarly, morphological nominalizations appear only as subjects of sen-
tences in which the predicate corresponds to a peripheral actant and, when used as the actant

of a verb, the participant they represent is generally a peripheral actant of the nominalized

clause (although, more in Lushootseed than Bella Coola, it can also profile an event as a

36Note the word-order in this example, where the nominalized clause precedes its head. This distinguishes
morphological nominalizations from RCs, which generally do not precede their heads, and groups them with
radicals and other types of non-clausal modifiers. This head-final construction is not possible in Bella Coola,
where word-order is crucial for establishing certain kinds of syntactic relations; the word-order variant of
(d) below, Kxic tisnapix” tisnaaxtx, is glossed “I see what you gave to the slave”, snaax “slave” being inter-
greted as the direct object of the embedded predicate rather than as the head of the nominalized dlause.

7 According to its gloss, sentence (74)(b) seems intuitively not to fit this pattern, as in English the notion of
“carrying” intrinsically profiles an object; in Lushootseed, however, daba? seems to function more like the
English expression “be loaded down (with)".
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whole). As we have seen already, this pattern tying nominalization to peripherality is an
important, and pervasive, feature of the grammar of both languages and plays an major role in

a number of the syntactic processes discussed below.

3.2.3 Syntactic Nominalizations
In addition to the process of morphological nominalization discussed above, both Lushoot-
seed and Bella Coola are able to create “syntactic” nominals by allowing finite clauses to take
up nominal roles as dependents of a deictic and, hence, act as nouns in a clause while at the same
time remaining unmarked morphologically. Such “nominalizations”, which resemble
“headless” relative clauses, are seen in two environments. The first, and more ordinary, is in
the role of actant of a verb or object of a preposition. Consider these examples.
{(75) Lushootseed
(a) ?u+lak*+ad Gt i tutktidi+d &d
[pnt]+eat+[caus] 1p D [past]+butcher+[caus] Is
“we ate what I butchered”
(Hess 1993a: 140)
®) put ZRurba+?itut ti?it ?a(s+d)x“+pak*+ah+ab
only [hab]+[add]+sleep D [stat]+[dp]+lie+ass+[md]
“this He-Lies-with-his-Ass-in-the-Air would only sleep”
(Hess 1993b: 183, line 57)

Bella Coola

{c) nuttuin+uc+ik+uus+k™+tu ?it?ayi
[agt]+show+mouth+insidescontainer+flate surface+[qt]+[enf] thateone
ci+umat+ayx+s tutknix+im+tx*

D+destination+[l.o.c.]+3s D+eat+3s-[pass]+D
“The one who was carrying off their food was heard”
(lit. “the one that was carrying off that which is eaten made itself perceived
[by gnawing] with its mouth inside the boxes [where the food was stored]”)
(Davis & Saunders 1980: 62, line 41)
In (a), a finite clause stands in for the object of a verb (?ulak*sd “eat [sth]”), as does the under-
lined clause in (c} (object of the embedded predicate umatayxs “[she] carries it off”); in (b) the
finite clause acts as the subject of ?itut “sleep”. While being morphologically identical to a

matrix clause, the “nominalization” in each profiles a missing actant of the embedded clause,

either the object (as in (a)) or the subject (as in (b} and (c)). These sentences would have SSyntRs



126
as in (76), where the syntactically nominalized clauses are simply treated as dependents of the

deictics that precede them:38

(76) Syntactic nominalizations in (75)(a) and (b)

@ lok¥ {[pnt][caus]} ®) ?itut
ﬂ'eatﬂ Sleepﬂ'
i adverbial
&t t put H?i
J'o‘.we.”

) OI'LIY”

K"ici ({past][caus]} pak“ah(fhablfadd])
red “butcher” “lie with ass
in the air”
X &ad i
H'II.F

séatx™ad
"bear”

The second environment where syntactic nominalization occurs regularly is in subjects of

verbless sentences, as in (7739

(77)  Lushootseed
(a) sqsbay? ti ?utfalatt+ab % % wiwsu
D [pnt]+chase+[caus]+[md] P D children
“what the children chased [is] the dog”

(b) wiwsu t 2u+ala+d ti?a? sq“sbay?
children D [pnt]+chase+[caus] D
“the ones who chased the dog [are] the children”
(Hess 1993b: 127)

Bella Coola

(c) ti+staltmx ti+nap+s  H+Xmstattx x+i+qlsx+x
D+chief D+give+3s-3s D+person+D P+D+rope+D
“the one the person gave the rope to [is] the chief”

381n (76)(a), X is used to stand in for the identit{of the animal that was butchered, which is not named by the
speaker. The animal’s identity would normally be understood from discourse, but is unknown in this case be-
cause the sentence is not in context in the source (Hess 1993a),

3%The Bella Coola sentences here are glossed in the source as RC constructions rather than as verbless sen-

tences; however, Davis & Saunders (1978: 39} state that such structures can be interpreted as sentences and
give the example

(i) H+?imlk+ix ti+sl:'s+is ci+xnas-+ex
DHmantD  D+hit+35-3s D+woman+D
“the one who the woman hit [is] the man”
(Davis & Saunders 1978: 39)

Nater (1984) also states that full sentences can be constructed in this way, but he gives no examples.
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(d) ti+qlsx®  ti+nap+amk-+is ti+Amsta-+tx
D+rope  D+give+[2/3]+3s-3s D+persont+D
“what the person gave [is] a rope”
(Davis & Saunders 1984a: 218 - 219)
In structural terms, these sentences have SSyntRs as in (78):

(78) Syntactic nominalization in verbless sentences ((76)(a) and (c))

)

i~ -tx

. P
wiwsu
“children”

In spite of the relative simplicity of the structures proposed in (76} and (78), an important
issue that still needs to be resolved is the status of the DPs which appear in the embedded
clauses in the syntactic structure but which are elided from the surface form of the sentences.
Just as in a relative clause, redundant DPs do not surface in the text of an utterance but seem to be
syntactically active (at least in Bella Coola, where they trigger verb agreement), which might
indicate that they are removed in the 5Synt component by the same (or a similar) rule of EQUI
Deletion that applies to RCs. While there is no direct syntactic evidence for this, an analysis
along these lines would allow us to explain the distribution of syntactic vs. morphological nom-
inalizations in the same way we dealt with the RC vs. morphological nominalization question
above. Just as RCs appear only where their heads correspond to a direct actant of the embedded
clause, syntactic nominalizations also seem to appear only when the referent of the nomi-

nalization corresponds to the subject or object (i.e. a direct actant) -of the embedded clause.
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Compare the syntactic nominalizations from (77) above, given here in (79)(a) and (c), to (79)(b}
and (d):
{(79) Lushootseed
(2) wiwsu ti Pu+alat+d ti?a? sq¥abay?
children D [pnt]+chase+[caus] D  dog
“the ones who chased the dog [are] the children”
(Fless 1993b: 127)
b) q¥qtay? %t dox*+u+calatd+s ti?a? sq“abay?
sticks D np+[pnt]l+chase+[caus]+3po D  dog
“what they chased the dogs with [is] sticks”
(Hess 1993b: 133)
Bella Coola
(c) titstaltmx ti+map+s  ti+Xmstattx x-+ti+qlex™+x
D+chief D+givet+3s-3s D+persontD P+D+rope+D
“the one the person gave the rope to [is] the chief”
(d) ti+qlsx"Hx ti+s+nap+is ti+Amsta+ttx  t+staltmxtx
D+rope+D D+np+give+3s-3s D+person+D D+chief+D
“what the person gives to the chief [is] the rope”
(Davis & Saunders 1984a: 218 )
In the (a) and (c) sentences, the profile of the syntactic nominalization is that of one of its own
profiled participants (the subject), while in (b) and (d) a peripheral actant of the lower clause
is singled out for profiling and so a morphological nominalization is required. Thus, it may be
possible to extend the rule of EQUI Deletion to cases where the profile of the syntactic nomi-
nalization is coreferential to one of its direct actants, although it is not clear how to write such
a rule on structural terms as up until now EQUI has been triggered by coreference of a direct
actant with nominal head of the clause within which it appears. In syntactic nominalizations,
however, the governor of the clause is not a noun, but a deictic.

One interesting possibility in this regard falls out from the position held by proponents of
the DP analysis in dependency grammar {(e.g. Hudson 1984, 1990) that determiners are, in fact,
pronouns. If we extend this analysis to syntactic nominalizations, these become subtypes of the
relative clause headed by a pronominal deictic element. The EQUI Deletion rule can then be

reformulated to include those instances where the deictic is coreferential with one of the direct

actants of the embedded clause. There are a few minor drawbacks to this type of analysis. The
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fact that any deictic, not just those which allow normal pronominal use, can head a syntactic
nominalization in Lushootseed is problematical, as is the fact that in Bella Coola the deictic
proclitics—which are not normally pronominal—are obligatory in syntactic nominalizations
whereas the enclitics—which are pronouns—are often omitted. Nevertheless, the relative
clause analysis does have the advantage of simplicity and of reducing the range of structures
and rules needed to process the languages. It also provides an explanation of the fact that, in
both Bella Coola and Lushootseed, it is the deictic that marks an NP for gender rather than
the noun itself; while this is not in itself a remarkable or reliable indicator of the deictic’s sta-
tus as a pronoun, the fact that not only lexical nouns but also syntactic and morphological nomi-

nalizations may be marked for gender, as in the Lushootseed sentence in (80), is suggestive.40

(80)  ?a(s)+3uutc tsi?a? staday? ?al tsi s+u+tuk™+x¥+s
[stat]+see+[a£pl] Df woman P Df npt[pnt]+go*home+{caus]+3po
H?a? s
D child

“I see the woman taking the boy home”
(lit. “I look at the woman, at she who is the one taking the boy home”)
(Hess, personal communication)
Here the feminine deictic, tsi, introduces the participle, agreeing in gender with the erstwhile
subject, which is realized with the -s possessive suffix.

An additional advantage of treating deictic heads as pronouns is that this allows for a pos-
sible explanation of the origins of deictics when these head a clause. Such constructions have
the appearance of being semantically anomalous in that deictics, which function as means of
“grounding” or locating objects in conceptual space (Langacker 1991), should not properly apply
to processual relations (verbs being grounded by things such as tense, modality, and—in Bella
Coola and Lushootseed—their subjects). Alternatively, the analysis of the deictic as having a

pronominal as well as a grounding function would allow these elements to stand in for a clausal

participant and, in effect, to function as a nominal element heading a relative clause. To make

40gee also the Bella Coola example in (75)(c). The nominalization ciumatayxs “she that carries off” bears the
feminine deictic and so is understood to profile a female hp;articipant (in this case, the subject). This is particu-
larly interesting because, in the context of the story in which it appears, this participant 1s never identified
beyond the specification of her gender.
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this clearer, let us compare the D-trees of the following sentences, the first from Bella Coola
and the second from Lushootseed:

(81) (@ ‘’atnap+tl stlaptaw wa+?imlkukisc
know+3s-1p npt+go+t3p D+men+D
“we know that the men are going”
(Davis & Saunders 1978: 42)
() ?u+lok+ad %t i tutkvidi+d ad
[pnt]+eat+[caus] 1p D [past]+butcher+|caus] 1s
“we ate [what] I butchered”
(Hess 1993a: 140)
The first sentence employs a structure identical to that used in the English gloss, that is, a sen-
tential complement acting as a direct object; because what is known is the entire event “that the

men are going”, the complement of the verb must be the whole clause, rather than any of its

actants. In the DSyntR, this would be represented as in (82).4! In (81)(b), on the other hand,

(82) DSyntR of (82)(a)

?ainap
“know”

o ?:ap “go”

wa- -5C
attr

?imlk

“men”
what is eaten is not the event as a whole (“that I butchered [sth]”), but instead it is the object of
“my butchering”, a thing rather than an event. This would seem to require a different DSyntR
than that represented in (82), one in which the identity of the object of the matrix clause
appears, as in (83). As above, “X” is used here to stand in for the identity of the animal that
was butchered. In the surface syntactic componel:lt of the grammayr, the coreferential elements

would then trigger BQUI deletion, eliminating the object of the RC.

41The DSyntR rather than the $SyntR will be considered here because the SSyntRel which holds between a
predicate and a sentential complement is different from that between predicate and object (see Section 3.2.4).
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(83) DSyntR of (81)(b)

10K {[caus][pnt]}
H'eat”

K"i& {[caus][past]}
1 “butcher”

Finally, the pronoun analysis offers an interesting explanation of a fact mentioned by
Kinkade (1983): according to Kinkade, Lawrence Nicodemus, a speaker of Coeur D’Alene (an
Interior Salish language) who had some linguistic training, regularly glosses DPs as RCs, as in

(84) Xestitda? x"e &7
good+flesh D  deer
“they are good to eat those which are deer”
(Nicodemus 1975, cited in Kinkade 1983: 34)

Under the pronominal analysis of determiners, an even more literal gloss might be “the ones
who are deer [are] good meat”, the determiner x"e serving as the head of a relative clause
formed from the sentence “they are deer”. While it is difficult to know how seriously to take
such considerations, it should be pointed out that Kinkade’s interpretation of Nicodemus (that
all overt NP complements—which are obligatorily headed by determiners—are full clauses)
has had a certain intuitive appeal among some Salishanists and has come to play a crucial role
in some of the more modern theoretical work on these languages, particularly that of Jelinek
(1993a; 1993b} and Jelinek & Demers (1994).

Whether they are properly analyzed as heading a modificative relation or not, it is cer-
tainly true that in Bella Coola and Lushootseed deictics may govern a wide range of elements,

including nouns, morphological nominalizations, participles, finite clauses, and radicals. These

last are of particular interest to us here because DPs with radical complements have the
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appearance of syntactic nominals formed on intransitive clauses. Compare the examples in (76}
above and the sentences in (85):
(85) Lushootseed
{a) sbiaw ti 2u¥¥
coyote D go
“the one who goes [is] Coyote”
(van Eijk & Hess 1986: 324)
Bella Coola
{b) ﬁ+7{ap
D+go
“Is.0.] who goes”
(Nater 1984: 52)
Like radicals which appear as modifiers of nominals, radicals that undergo syntactic nominal-
ization are difficult to distinguish from finite clauses in a similar role. Indeed, in Lushootseed
there is no evidence for a given intransitive’s status as radical or clause beyond appeal to what
we know about lexical categories, which seems to indicate that all bare radicals are atemporal
and so would not represent clausal modifiers. In Bella Coola, it would appear that examples .
such as (85)(b), which do not show intransitive verb-subject agreement, can be used as evidence
of the status of such constructions: indeed, Nater (1984) makes just such an argument, claiming
that intransitive stems headed by radicals do not allow pronominal suffixation, as in
(86) *ti+Xap+c
D+go+ls
“my one who goes”
(Nater 1984: 31, 55)
This would be very convenient for us here in that it would allow us to extend the parallel with
RCs which, as noted in 3.2.1 above, also do not allow finite intransitive modifiers. Unfortun-
ately, these appear to be well-attested in the texts in Davis & Saunders (1980) in sentences like
(87) scalt watumattaw 7ad+t”
Scalt D+geteto+3p P+D
“where they went to then [was] Scatt”
{Davis & Saunders 1980: 56 — 57, line 20)

It may be, however, that the predicates of embedded clauses such as this are, in fact, nouns

which have been used as the basis for a verbless sentence, giving us an alternative gloss for (87)
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as “their place-they-went-to then [was] Scatt”.*2 This appears to be the position taken by

Nater, who uses the ability to take the intransitive/possessive paradigm in this environment
as a measure of nominal status. Given the number of instances of nominals such as (87) in the
texts in Davis & Saunders (1980), it is not clear how successful this strategy would be, or what
effect it would have on the distribution of items in the lexicon (however desirable it might be

for the analysis here). This is a question, that, once again, will have to await future study.

3.2.4 Sentential Complements
This sentence type is well attested in only one of the two languages, Bella Coola, where it
is used extensively and in a number of novel constructions that are most germanely dealt with in
a special study of the language rather than in a comparative work such as this.43 Here I will
limit myself to a discussion of a few constructions which are of interest because of the contrast
they offer with the corresponding structures in Lushootseed or because of the attention they
have received in the literature. The Bella Coola sentential complement is a type of morpholo-
gical nominalization, albeit one that reflects a distinct usage from those discussed above. As in
English, Bella Coola has a number of verbs that seem to subcategorize for complements repre-
senting an event or a state of affairs, as in these exa.mples with 7atnap “know”:
(88) (a) ?atnap+il wa+?imlkuk+sc s+Raptaw
know+3p-1s D+men+D np+go+3p
“we know the men [and] that they are going”44
(b) ?ainap+til s+Xap+aw wa+?imlkuk+sc
know+3s-1p np+go+3p D+men+D
“we know that the men are going”
(© “’alnap+it  s+Raptaw

know+3p-1p np+go+3p
“we know them [and] that they are going”

42Nater (1990) defines umat as “place where one is taken/goes”.
35ee, for instance, Black (1994) for a discussion of some of the uses of 7ay “do, make, happen”, which often
appears as a predicate with a nominalized sentential complement expressing an action or event.
Cf. ?aikyukil wa’imlkuk waXapsc “we know the men that are going”—radical modifier—or Kxic ti%imlk
tiqupcstx “they see the man who is punching me”—relative dause.
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(d) ?ainap+tit s+Raptaw
know+3s-1p np+go+3p
“we know that they are going”
(Davis & Saunders 1978: 42 — 43)
According to Davis & Saunders (1978), the sentences here represent a contrast between sentences
with a single sentential complement—(b) and (d}—and sentences with two coordinated com-
plements—(a) and (c)—one sentential and one an ordinary NP (elided in the surface form of the
utterance). Given the coreference of matrix object and embedded subject and the lack of overt
coordination (usually marked by the conjunction ?i(n) “and”), however, it seems more likely tto
be an “object-raising” structure.45 While English object-raising constructions involve raising out
of non-finite clauses (e.g. “I expect him to be here on time”), languages such as Blackfoot (Frantz
1978) and Greek (Joseph 1978) allow raising out of finite clauses, as does Turkish:

(89) herkes ben+ti smif+im+i gec+ti saniyor
everyone ls+[acc] class+lpo+[acc] pass+[past] believe
“everyone believes me to have passed my class” :

(Joseph 1978: 209)
The parallel is more obvious in Bella Coola structures with first- and second-person objects:

(90) ainap+uinu s+Rap+nu
know+2s-Ip  np+go+2s
“we know you [and] that you are going”

(Davis & Saunders 1978: 43)
Here, the matrix verb agrees with the second-person singular object rather than the sentential

complement (which in (88)(b) is seen to trigger third-person object agreement), a pattern typical

of object-raising.46

451 am indebted to Leslie Saxon for this observation.
46This situation leads to some ambiguity when the subject of the embedded clause is a third person, as in:

(i) ?atnap-+it s+xap+s
know+3s-3s np+go+3s
“we know him [and] that he is going”
“we know that he is going”
(Davis & Saunders 1978: 56}

According to Davis & Saunders (1978), this sentence is amenable to either of the glosses given in (i).
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Langacker (1994) has analyzed raising constructions as a means by which a speaker can
make reference to a particular event by singling out a particular participant; for example, the
English expression “we know that he is going” uses the profile of an event as the clausal land-
mark (the object of the verb), whereas the object-raising construction “we know him to be going”
accords special prominence (landmark status) to the matrix object/embedded subject—the
embedded clause in English being an ungrounded relational predication (in this case an infini-
tive). What this does, in effect, is reduce the saliency of the event involved—in technical
terms, it subordinates its profile to that of the matrix clause—hence the appearance of the s-
nominalizer in Bella Coola (see 2.2.3)—while raising the saliency of the participant. This
analysis concords nicely with the structural features of the Bella Coola sentence, in which the
embedded clause takes the same form as subordinate circonstantial clauses (Section 3.2.5}—a
morphologically nominalized clause (usually) without a deictic. This would suggest a SSyntR
for (88)(a) as in (91)(a), which is contrasted with (91)(b), illustrating the ordinary sentential
complement in example (88)(b). Note that the SSyntRel “completitive” (comp) is used to

express the relation between the sentence predicate and the sentential complement in order to

(91) Comparative structures of (88)(a) and (b)

a) ?atnap
R’know”
pred omp

abmect
o d/ Zap (fnom])

" O Wa-1-s¢ 2" r .
we (&)
dtrm P B

allow for the distinctive syntactic characteristics of this kind of clause—the absence of the
deictic associated with the “objective” SSyniRel and the apparent peripheral status of the

subordinated clause vis-a-vis the predicate, as indicated by its realization as a morphological
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nominalization. On the other hand, unless we posit an elided third-person object NP in sen-
tences such as (91)(b), the “completitive” does differ from other circonstantial relations in that
the nominalized clause triggers third-person object agreement. There appear to be no analogous
structures in Lushootseed.
There are, however, three environments in Lushootseed which seem to allow for an ordi-
nary sentential complement. These are jussive complements,
(92) (@ hili+d g“a+yaXab+as

tell+[caus] [subj]+getewater+3s.
“tell him to get water”

(b) ?u+gtii+d %&d ti%it sqab+q“abay? tu+tuk“+as
[pnt]+call+{caus] 1s D [rdpl+dog [irr]+return+3s
“I called the dogs home”

(Kroeber 1991: 74 — 75)
and embedded interrogatives and clauses expressing fears, as in

(93) (a) tabad g¥a+Zad+as ki tuttatlil &t
guess [subjl+where+3s D [irr]+live 1p
“guess where we are going to live”

b) x9? kYi gra+d+stas+(h)aydx” g'atstab+as
[neg] D [subjl+lpo+np+[stat]+know [subjl+what+3s
K"i lat+g¥ad+ad
D [prog]+lookefor+[caus]
“] don’t know what he is looking for”47
(Hess 1993b: 141)

© tlu)+ras+xac &d grattidib+ad
[past]+[stat]+afraid 1s [subj]+swim+ls
“I was afraid to swim”
(Kroeber 1991: 77)
In all of these cases the subordinate clause is marked by the appearance of the subordinate sub-
ject suffixes (see 2.4.3). It should be pointed out, however, that whereas the clauses in (92) and
(93)(a) and (b) seem to be fairly robust examples of complementation, (93)(c) may well be an

example of a circonstantial clause (3.2.5), in which case its structural features are unremark-

able. This hypothesis about (93)(c) is strengthened by the fact that it is formed on a radical,

47Hess (1993b) notes that the use of the subordinate pronominals in embedded interrogatives is disappearing
and is considered to be elevated style; commonly such sentences are realized without pronominal ton.
|
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Xac “afraid”, and as such should only be able to admit a subject as an actant, leaving the addi-
tional clause to play an attributive role in the syntactic structure. These considerations might
militate for a reglossing of (93)(c) as “in the context of swimming, I was afraid”, eliminating
the need to treat this sentence as an example of a sentential complement.

Another Bella Coola sentence-type in which the sentential complement plays an importaﬁt
role is in the formation of certain Wh-questions. As discussed in Section 3.1.3.2, Lushootseed
Wh-questions are verbless sentences predicated on interrogative words and take a nominalized
clause as subject. In Bella Coola, interrogative words are also predicative, as in:

94) (@) stamt+otks
what+3s+[int]
“what [is] it?”

(b) wa+nutks
who+2s+[int]
“who [are] you?”

(¢ stam+o+ks wa+?anayk+m+ix"¥  s+ka+gaaxlam-+ix"
what+3s+[int] D+want+[md]+3s-2s np+[irr]+drink+3s-2s
“what do you want to drink?”
(lit. “that which you desire to drink [is] what?”)
(Nater 1984: 103)

(d) stam+naw+ks ?ac s+smiktaw
what+3p+[int] 3p np+fish+3p
“what kind of fish are these?”
(it. “as for the fish, they [are] what?”)
(Nater 1984: 116)

(e) wikato+ks wa+?amat+nu  s+?apsui+nu
whateplace+3s+[int] D+place+2s  np+live+2s
“what place [is] your place where you live?”48
(Nater 1984: 104)
In each of the examples above, the interrogative shows subject agreement in the intransitive

paradigm. In (a), (b), and (d) the subject is an elided actant, whereas in {(c) and (e) the subject is

complex and bears the deictic wa-, as we would expect with an abstract actant of any predicate.

48The sentential nominalization s?apsutnu is an example of a circonstantial clause (see 3.2.5), most likely
modifying the predicate, rather than the subject, ?amat. This type of structure is impossible to render exactly
in an Enﬁlish gloss, although it would be similar to a topicalized question such as “As for your living, where
is your place?”; circonstanfials in Bella Coola often seem to represent a sentence topic as here or in the previ-
ous two examples. This will be touched on briefly again in Section 3.2.5.



138
In general it appears that this configuration—equivalent to that used in Lushootseed—holds

when the interrogative corresponds to a direct actant of the subject clause.4® However, Bella
Coola deals with questions formed on peripheral actants in a different manner altogether:
instead of a clausal subject, the interrogative takes a sentential complement, as in:
(95) (a) maaskanmaak?i+e+ks s+katscusmuctit
atewhatetime+3s+{int] np+[irr]+eat*dinner+lp
“what time shall we have dinner?”
(b) maaskui?i+e+ks s+?atkult+c ?at+?inu
howemuch+3s+[int] np+owe+ls P+2s
“how much do 1 owe you?”>0
(Nater 1984: 103)
This structure is far from transparent, mainly because of the lack of a subject or subject agreement
(often @ in matrix clauses). The most obvious clue to the structure is the lack of deixis on the
nominalized clause, a feature of the sentential complement. This suggests a SyntR for (95)(b) as
in (96), which is more literal glossed as “it [is] at what time that we shall eat dinner?” 3!

(96) Interrogative complements

maaskanmaak?iks
“at what time”
. ed
kascusmuc
“haveedinner” o
pred “it”
g
ﬂ'weﬂ'

Interrogative words in Bella Coola, as indicated by the interlinear glosses in (94) above,
are in fact formed (in most cases) by the addition of an enclitic -ks to stems that Nater classes

with the identifiers (see 2.4.3 above). When the -ks is dropped, many of these stems combine

49Unfortunately, interrogatives are hardly discussed at all in Nater and are not dealt with in the published
works of Davis & Saunders, and so it is difficult to provide all the relevant examples or to be ag precise in
making generalizations about syntactic patterns as might be desirable. A more detailed study of interrogative

atterns, based on careful examinations of textual examples, will have to await further research.

OThe English gloss of ?afkult as “owe” is misleading, as the Bella Coola word is intransitive and the
gjimnﬁty owed is a peripheral actant. A better fit might be “For how much is it that I am indebted to you?”.

The nature of the subject of such sentences—represented as a zero pronoun in (96)—remains to be investi-

gated, although it seems likely that it is either an expletive (¢f. English “it” in “it is raining”) or an elision of
some notion such as “time” which might be complementary to the meaning of the predicative elernent.
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with deictics to serve as indefinite expressions such as tistam “something”, tiwa “someone”, or

tipax™ “sometime” (Nater 1984: 117), and some may function as English relative pronouns do in

the reporting of indirect speech. A list of these elements is given in (97).

(97) Bella Coola indefinite/interrogative words
stam “what”
wa “who”
ka “which”
wika “where
?inut?i “say what?”
wa(l)ctu “whatis ... ’s name”
maask?u “how much”
maaskanmaak?i “at what time”
?astam “where’s”
?ustam “whither”
pax*?u “when”
?alacix?i “how/why; what is he doing”
?a¥?alacix"?i “how is he doing?”
kanmx?i “what is his nationality?”
wat?i “whose”
wikali?u “whence”

(Nater 1984)
Two of these roots—wa “who” and ka “which”—also play an important role in the syntax of
another type of sentential complement that merits some attention. Consider the following:52

(98) (@) ?alKyuk+it s+wats titya  ti+?imlk+tx
know+3s-1p np+who+3s D+good D+man+D
“we know the man who is good”

(b) ?atKyuk+it stwats titRap t+7imlk+tx
know+3s-1p np+who+3s D+go D+man+D
“we know the man who is going” "

© 7aiKyuk+it s+wa+s ti+s+nap+ix" ti+snaaX-+tx
know+3s-1p np+who+3s D+np+give+3s-2s D+slave+D
“we know what you are giving to the slave”

(d) 7aikyuk+it s+ka+s ti+s+nap+ix" ti+snaax-+tx
know+3s-1p np+[irr]+3s D+np+give+3s-2s D+slave+D
“we know which one you are giving to the slave”
(Davis & Saunders 1978: 41 — 42)

52n Davis & Saunders (1978), all of the examples that conform to this pattern are based on the verb 7a#kyuk
“know”. How (or if) this word contrasts in meaning or syntactics with ?afnap is not clear, although the lat-

ter does not seem to appear with swa-/ska-constructions and 7a#Kyul seems not to take other types of senten-
tial complement, at least in the limited data at my disposal.
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(€) ?atkyuktcant stwatc
know+1s-3p np+who+ls
“they know who I am”
(Davis & Saunders 1978: 60)
At first these structures appear rather impenetrable. The first difficulty comes in interpreting
the syntactic role of the wa-/ka-, which appears to function as a relative pronoun, acting as the
predicate nominal of an embedded verbless sentence. For (98)(a) this might look like (99).

(99) Embedded predicate of (98)(a)

?imlk
m ﬂ‘manﬂ'
ya
ffgood.ﬂ‘
While the non-interrogative use of wz and ka as matrix predicates seems to be ruled out (an
indefinite predicate/rheme being communicatively anomalous), both seem to act as the predi-
cates of embedded clauses (or, more precisely, of nominalized verbless sentences). Embedded
interrogative clauses also follow this pattern, using the interrogative words as predicates:
(100) (a} kascayul+cant s+watc
ask+1s-3p npt+who+l1s
“they asked me who I was”
(b) ?a¥* ?1q+anix-+ic s+maask-+lanx"+s ti+Amsta+tx
[neg] guesstable+3s-1s np+howemany+years+3s D+person+D
“I can’t guess how old that person is”
(Nater 1984: 117)
In addition to examples of the type illustrated above, Nater also gives a parallel sentence,
using the identifier cix instead of wa:
(101) Kxtim+tk  stcixts ?it
see+3s-[pass] np+{idn]+3s her

“now it was seen that it was her”
(Nater 1984: 103 - 104)
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Given that identifiers can serve as copular verbs in both matrix and embedded clauses, the
structure in (101) can be taken as structurally parallel to those in (98).

The second problematic feature of the sentences in (98) is that, judging by their glosses, they
should be either relative clauses (as Davis & Saunders 1978 classify them) or syntactic nomi-
nalizations, but structurally they have none of the characteristics of either, completely lacking
deictic marking. Based t;n syntactic characteristics, they resemble much more closely the object-
raising constructions in (88). This is espedially evident in (98)(e), where the matrix verb shows
object-agreement with the embedded subject. By analyzing the swa-/ska- sentences as examples
of object-raising, we get a gloss of (98)(c) as “we know it to be what you gave to the slave”, a
structure along the lines of (102), in which the complement—coreferential with the object—is a
deictic governing a morphologically nominalized clause profiling the peripheral actant (the

gift) of the embedded clause napix* tisnaaxtx “you presented the slave [with it]”. >3

(102) swa-sentential complements

“slave”

53Note that, as above, the identity of one of the event-participants (the gift—elided in the DMorphR) is repre-
sented in the S5yntR as an “X” as it is not recoverable in the context in which the data appears in the source.
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3.2.5 Circonstantial Clauses -

Unlike the other classifications of sentence types considered up until now, the group of cir-
constantial clauses (often referred to as adjuncts) is a deep syntactic rather than a surface syn-
tactic one, encompassing all of those clauses which function as adverbials or circumstantials in
the sentence—in other words, those clauses which stand in an attributive relation to a predi-
cate-head in the DSyntR. At the surface syntactic level, however, circonstantial clauses can
stand in a variety of SSyntRels to their heads and so do not form a uniform class of surface syn-
tactic structures, either across the two languages in question or within the languages them-
selves. In Lushootseed, they are marked either by a morphological nominalization, a preposi-
tional phrase, or fall into a structural category marked by the appearance of the subordinate
subject pronominals (Section 2.4.3); in Bella Coola, on the other hand, sentential nominaliza-
tions without deixis are most commonly, though not exclusively, used. For the purposes of com-
parison, I will use Lushootseed as a point of departure for the discussion that follows, since of
the two languages it displays the most structural diversity.

The first type of circonstantial is the conditional clause. Lushootseed uses the subordinate
subject clitics—usually in conjunction with the subjunctive prefix g"%s- —to form conditionals.
The subordinate status of the circonstantial clause is marked only in the form of the subject pro-
nominal; otherwise, the clause appears exactly as a matrix clause, as in (103).

(103) (a) paXak dx™?al dag*i g'e+x*aX3ad+ad
worthless P 25 [subj]+breakeaeleg+ls
“it doesn’t matter to you if I break a leg”
(b) grattag'+s &x¥ ?u  gttabsttalothax”
[subjl+buy+{caus] 2s [int] [subj]+extend *hand+money+2s
“would you buy it if you had money?”
(Hess 1993b: 95)
In Bella Coola, virtually the same structure is used, the non-nominalized subordinate clause
being preceded by the irrealis ka:
(104) (a) 7ak*at+tx katyats

buy+[imp] [irr]+good+3s
“buy it if it is good”
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(b) ’ist+(s)laxH+c+alu ka+?ax®  katsxliwatt+c
eat+rmuch+[perf]+1s+[att] {irr]+[neg] [irr]+sick+[perf]+1s
“I would eat a lot if I didn't feel sick”54

(Nater 1984: 124)
Unlike Lushootseed, however, there appears to be no special subordinate clause marking. Inter-
estingly, in Bella Coola sentences like,

(105) (a) ?ikax” ?afnap+ic kattix+s ta+Art
Ineg] know+3s-1s [irr]+[idn]+3s D+Art
“I don’t know if that is Art”
(b) Kyuk-+tx ka-+nuXalk+mx+s
identify+[imp] [irr]+Bella®Coola+native+3s
“find out if he is a Bella Coola”

(Nater 1984: 124)
the same type of subordinate clause takes the place of a nominalized sentential complement.
Note the appearance of third-person singular agreement (-s) on the identifier in (a): identifiers
in matrix clauses do not generally show subject-agreement (Nater 1984), which may mean the
appearance of the -s here is an indication of the subordinate status of the ka-clause (subor-
dinate clauses not allowing the omission of third-person subject agreement). Sentences such as
this represent the closest parallel that I can find to the Lushootseed pattern of circonstantial
clause formation illustrated in (103).

The second type of Lushootseed circonstantial to be considered here is a temporal adverbial
construction expressing a regular or habitual situation or relation between two events, most often
glossed as “when X” or “whenever X”.

(106) (@) du+xak¥+il &d Ruth(u)+as+tagh+ex+ad
[irr]+tired+[trm] 1s [hab]+[irr]+[stat]+hungry+1s
“I get tired whenever I am hungry”
b) tukv ju+ba+sad+as
goehome [irr]+[add]+dark+3s
“come home when it gets dark” :
(Hess 1993b: 94 — 95)

Like the examples in (103), these sentences make use of the subordinate pronominal paradigm,

and also show that, in this type of subordinate clause, the subject may or may not be coreferen-

54Note the iteration of the clitic ka- on both negative adverb and predicate, reminiscent of deictic spreading.
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tial with that of the main clause (cf. (a) and (b)). The corresponding Bella Coola sentenceé also

lack deixis, but are nominalized, the nominalization serving as.an indicator of their subordina-
tion (the semantic basis for this is discussed in 2.2.3 above):

(107) (a) ?ustax’+aw ?ulatsuttaw s+kit+s  ti+snk+layx
goein+3p  P+house+3po np+set+3s D+sun+D
“they go into their house when the sun sets”

(b) 7i52c'1m+aw stkstimut+aw
walk+3p npt+work+3p
“they walk as they work”
(Nater 1984: 104)

Bella Coola uses the same pattern to handle regular adverbial clauses expressing the duration
of a particular event or a particular circumstance in which that event occurred:

(108) (@) ZXiliwa+s s+’mt+s
quick+3s np+geteup+3s
“he [was] quick [as] he got up”
(Nater 1984: 104)

b) kamalaX” s+ka+1if;+cut+c
nexteyear np+[irr]+return+[refl]+1s
“[it is] next year when I will return”
(Nater 1984: 103)

Lushootseed, on the other hand, maintains the distinction between the two semantic types
(habitual condition vs. temporal duration) by realizing the latter as a prepositional phrase
whose complement is a nominalized clause:
(109) (a) ?as+Xicil 67t &Ka? 7 2%t s+utdala+d+s ti?it sbiaw
[stat]+angry D stone P D np+[pnt]+chaset[caus]+3po D coyote
“Stone [was] angry as he chased Coyote”
() x"ul lscu+’i?lad+sb ?s ti?s? sq¥alatad %5 %t Ruts+q“al+s
only [s-p]teat+[md] P D  berry P D [habl+np+ripe+3po

“he would just eat the berries as they ripened”
(Hess 1993b: 143)

Bella Coola also uses prepositions with certain types of temporal adverbials, such as:
(110) kié+1iktn+aa52apsm+tit+k“’+é uul+a+ts+?atmnt+aw+k”
crooked+completely+3p-3p+[qt]+[perf] P+D+np+die+3p+[qt]
“they twisted their necks until they were dead”
(Davis & Saunders 1980: 50, line 75)

In Lushootseed, other types of circonstantials are also realized with prepositional phrases:
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(111) (@) lacu+?abyid &t ti%s? &Ka? 75 ti%e? stabighs st
[s-pl+give 1p D  stone P D  treasure 1p-po
dx"?al ti’a? tu+s+?ibes &t
P D  [irrf][+np+travel 1p-po
“we are giving our belongings to this stone because we are going on a trip

"

(b) ?u+?ux+c+ab % ti’%it stub$ tsi staday?
[pnt]+go+[appllHfmd] P D man Df woman
dx*?al k"i g¥a+s+?atdilut+s
P D [subjl+np+takeetoedinner+3po
“the man went after the woman to take her to dinner”

(0 Pastxa?%a’tb &d dx"?al k"i gYa+d+s+ia?
[stat]+hurry 1s P D  [subjl+lpotnp+arrive
“I'm in a hurry to get there”

(d) ?as+xd?xi? dd dx"7al ti d+s+u+baddebid tsi?it
[stat]+ashamed 1s P D lpo+np+[pnt]+lying Df
“I am ashamed of lying to her”

(e tuHil+c tul?al k*i baK¥ tu+cax*+as+hiwil
[past]+take+1s P D all [past]+[1po-np]+[stat]+go-ahead55

“he took me away from all that trouble I used to get into”
(Hess & Hilbert 1976: 116 — 117)

It should be noted, however, that Hess (1993b) provides a number of examples of clauses of the

type illustrated in (111) that follow the Bella Coola pattern of a sentential nominalization

(rather than a PP) serving as a circonstantial in clauses expressing purpose.5® Consider:

(112) (a) locu+?abyid &t ti”%e? &Ra? 7 ti%s? stabighs &t  ti?%? tu+s+?ibed &t
[s-pl+give 1p D stone P D goods 1p-po D  [irr]+np+travel 1p
“we are giving our belongings to this stone because we are going on a trip”
(b) ZRu+?ah+il+d alg¥s? jutdax“+?a(h)+s ki stab tu+s+?sted+s
[hab]+exist+[trm]+[caus] plural [irr]+np+be+3po D sth [irr]+np+eat+3po
“they would put it away so there would be something for them to eat” :
(Hess 1993b: 144)

Here, (112)(a) in particular appears to be an exact paraphrase of (111)(a) above: it is not clear

what distinction, if any, exists between the two structures. Another interesting feature of these

35 cax*- is formed from d- “my” plus the nominalizer dax*-.
S6Kroeber cites an example of a purpose clause using the subordinate subject suffixes,

(i) fu+x"i?+as tilab lo+d'ix
[irr]+[negl+3s immediately [progl+break
“so it does not break right away”
(Kroeber 1991: 80)

although this is only a sentence fragment and it is not clear what relations hold among the sentence elements.
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sentences is that the clause in (112)(a) is introduced by a deictic, while that in (b} is not. This

distinction appears to be more semantic than structural as the reference of (a) is a definite event
whereas in (b) it is a hypothetical possibility whose circumstances and characteristics are
unknown. While it is difficult to judge from the data at hand, this distinction appears be one of
factivity (Kiparsky & Kiparsky 1970),57 where the event in (a) is presupposed to be true and,
hence, to have a specific reference, but (b), on the other hand, is not presupposed to be true (it
might not happen or is in some way not completely defined) and so has no specific reference (i.e.
location in the domain of instantiation).

One final type of circonstantial peculiar to Bella Coola merits some mention here, primar-
ily because it receives a fair amount of attention in Davis & Saunders (1984a) and is well-illus-
trated in Nater (1984). This is the use of a circonstantial in sentences such as

(113) (@) ya tt+s+?atuk*ala
good D+np+Indianedoctor
“he [is] good as an Indian doctor”
(lit. “[as for being] an Indian doctor, he [is] good”)
(b) yatyaak+c ti+s+nix+ic watsclaakd
good+hand+1s D+np+saw+3s-1s D+lumber
“I [am] adroit at sawing lumber”
(Nater 1984: 103)
These examples become a little clearer when compared with the sentence in (114):
(114) ya+nu s+Amsta+nu
good+2s np+person+2s
“you [are] a good person”
(lit. “[as for] your being a person, you [are] good”)
(Nater 1984: 104)
In this sentence, the subordinate clause—a nominalization of the verbless, equative sentence
Xmstanu “you [are] a person”—is clearly a circonstantial, marked by the absence of a deictic. In
effect, the role of the nominalized clause here is to define the conditions under which the sub-

ject—"you”—is felt to be good. By the same token, the examples in (113) can be analyzed as

statements about the “goodness” of the sentence-subject in the context of the circumstances

57Not to be confused with the term “factive” as it is used in Section 2.2 above.
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defined by the circonstantial clause.>8 The exact relation of the circonstantial to the main
clause here is not immediately clear, although in (113), (114) and in the questions illustrated in
(94)(d) and (e) above, it seems to resemble topicalized wa-marked NPs in Japanese, for example
(115) kyoo+wa asat+kara ame+ga futteimasu+ne
today+[topic] morning+since rain+[subject] rain+[prt]
“as for today, it has been raining since morning”
(Aray et al. 1981: 167)

Such topic constructions, attested in a variety of languages, seem to coincide with the circon-
stantial clause in providing “background” information about the event profiled by a speaker.

In terms of syntactic representation, then, we are dealing with a set of structures which are
identical in the DSyntR (that is, identical in terms of universal syntactic relations) but which
display a variety of forms in the SSyntR. The key to dealing with these structures would be to
specify the appropriate rules in the DSynt component so that each sentence type receives the
appropriate representation at the SSynt level; because of the complex and varied nature of the
structures involved, a detailed elaboration of these rules—which would be quite distinct for
each of the languages—is somewhat beyond the scope of this work. What is interesting about
Lushootseed and Bella Coola is that the necessary rules would have to make reference to the
semantic content of the clause in question rather than to structural features or lexical categories.

Once again, as in so much of the grammar of these two languages, issues of construal and prag-

matic effect can be seen to play a crucial role in determining syntactic structure.

3.3 Summary

In spite of a large number of superficial differences, it should be apparent from the discus-
sion above that, in terms of the formation and distribution of syntactic structures, Bella Coola
and Lushootseed show a high degree of convergence, particularly with regards the most fre-

quent and least-marked sentence types. The simple sentence, with either verbal or non-verbal

8This analysis leaves open the question of the deictics, which also appear on some adverbial circonstantials
(see (36), Section 2.2.3). It is g;obable that a semantic process similar to that in Lushootseed purpose clauses
is at work here as well, but this will have to be left for future investigation.
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predicate, is virtually identical in the two languages, having the same surface syntactic struc-

ture and making use of the same rheme-initial communicative pattern. In terms of complex sen-
tences, the two languages are also highly similar, as can be seen in the table in (116), which
summarizes the primary structural types outlined above:

(116) Summary of complex sentence-types in Bella Coola and Lushootseed

lexical category
type role features with same comments
function
. . : subject- and object-
relative clause | modifies noun full clause radical, noun centred RCs only
sentential RC (full clause) seems not to be an
inalizati actant headed by noim admissible predicate
o o deictic in Lushootseed
g replaces oblique-cen-
morphological ;r::;l;f;er, nominalized tred RC; participle in
nominalization di ! t clause - Lushootseed, senten-
precicara tial in Bella Coola
. . infrequent in Lushoot-
Seirestial actant morl-)hol_ogux:al noun seed, used extensively}
complement nominalization in Bella Coola

The final category discussed in Section 3.2.5, the circonstantial clause, shows considerably more
divergence, particularly as Lushootseed often makes use of a structure which is marked by a
special set of subordinate pronominal suffixes that do not exist in Bella Coola. In the formation
of Wh-questions and negatives as well, the two languages seem to differ somewhat. Both lan-
guages use interrogative words as predicates, but Lushootseed uniformly uses a nominalized
form of the corresponding declarative sentence as subject of a question, whereas Bella Coola
does so only rarely in Wh-questions—which more often use a sentential complement structure.
Similarly, Lushootseed predicates a negative sentence on the negative adverb in virtually all
environments, while Bella Coola appears not to predicate sentences on negatives, preferring the
pattern of adverbial negation reserved in Lushootseed for negatives of identity. In other
respects, however, the syntactic structures employed by the two languages seem virtually iden-
tical, the apparent divergence between them resulting mainly from differences in the surface

syntactic component of the grammar and the requirements of their morphology.
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4 Conclusion

As mentioned in the introduction, my main objective here has been to present some of the
essential facts of Bella Coola and Lushootseed grammar and to cast them in such a light that
the great similarities between them have become apparent. In terms of lexical categories, both
languages have been shown to maintain a conceptual distinction between nouns on the one hand
and relational predications—including verbs—on the other, and both languages have a sophis-
ticated system for deriving complex nominals which serve to represent entire events or individ-
uals whose identities are defined by their participation in those events. Both languages also
coincide in their realization of intransitive stems as monovalent “radicals”, a lexical category
of atemporal relations which corresponds conceptually to the English adverb or adjective, but
which in Bella Coola includes intransitive “verbs” as well. Lushootseed takes this pattern a
step further. In this language, virtually all verb-forming roots are intransitive and atemporal:
unambiguously temporal relations require the addition of verbal morphology such as transi-
tivizers, middle suffixes, and causatives. This de facto conflation of the categories of verb and
adjective seems to support both the contention made by Givén (1979) that adjectives do not rep-
resent a universal lexical category and the primary division in the lexicon proposed by Lan-
gacker (1987)—that between the conceptual categories of “thing” and “relation”.

Perhaps the most interesting result of the above discussion has been the great similarity
that has emerged between the deictic and the pronoun and between those structures headed by a
deictic in the 5SyntR and those structures, either modificative or predicative, that are headed
by a noun or a nominal element. Deictics in these two languages seem not only to have their
ordinary function of grounding “things”, but also can be used pronominally to stand in for a
clausal figure. Consider, for example, an expression based on a Lushootseed radical such as

(1)  ti*e? IuX
D old

“this old fellow”
(Bates et al. 1994: 139)
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In such expressions the relational predication luX “old” serves to locate its trajector relative to

a scale of age (cf. the predication “blue” illustrated in (51)(a), Section 2.3.1); in English the
trajector of such a predication is generally elaborated by a noun, either a referential noun (as in
“the old man") or sorne sort of syntactic dummy inserted to meet the constraints of the grammar
(“the old gne”). In Lushootseed, however, the possibility exists to elaborate the predication
with a deictic element which, as a pronominal, can act simultaneously as the trajector and as a
grounding element for the predication, in effect serving to locate a particular instantiation of
the relation in question (“oldness”) by locating an entity with that property in conceptual space
for the listener. This is illustrated in (2). Precisely the same analysis can be applied to the

cases of syntactic nominalization described in 3.2.3. Verbs as temporal relational predications

(2)  Instantiation of type defined by an atemporal relation

tr
o IuX
e
Spegiﬁation oee “old”

Im

Domain of
Instantiation
ti?a?

contrast with finite clauses, which are temporal relational predications that have been

grounded—in Bella Coola and Lushootseed, by the elaboration of all of their profiled actants.
In the case of a syntactic nominalization, however, we have a clause—a relational predica-
tion—one of whose actants is elaborated by a deictic acting both pronominally and as a ground-
ing element, as shown in (3), illustrating the Lushootseed syntactic nominalization # tukidid
¢ad “what I butchered” (see (82)(b), Section 3.2.3 above). Because the irajector of the clause is
overily realized, the cross-hatched elaboration site for the deictic is interpreted as being the

clausal landmark, making the nominalization as a whole an instantiation of that participant
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(3) Instantiation of a type defined by a temporal relation

tr
1¥pe
Specification tukidid &ad
Im “I butchered [it]"

—

Domain of
Instantiation

ti

(that is, the nominalization represents the object of the clause). The deictic thus elaborates a
clausal figure in the same way that a pronoun might, while at the same time grounding the
type (“something such that I butchered it”) in the domain of instantiation.

The case of morphological nominalizations can be handled in much the same manner,
although the situation here is somewhat different in that the s-nominal is, in terms of lexical
category, a noun and so the pattern of instantiation resembles more the predication of types
found in verbless sentences, illustrated in Section 3.1.3.1 (41)(a) and reproduced here in (4) for
convenience. Compare (4) with (5}, representing the Bella Coola construction wa+s?atpstum
g"ax” “what Raven was fed” (given in (67)(b), Section 3.2.2). The deictic here functions in pre-
cisely the same manner that a deictic associated with an ordinary noun would, grounding a type
by locating it in the domain of instantiation. Given the deictic’s pronominal properties, how-
ever, the correspandence between type and instance in (5) becomes precisely that which we find

(4)  Predication of types

of ?
Specifeation, o ¢C) ST
-

Domain of
Instantiati
tH?a?
I this#
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(5)  Instantiation of morphological nominalizations

e
Specification Eoioio s?alpstum q*ax"
g / “what Raven was fed”

Domain of
Instantiation
wa

in (4) and in ordinary noun-modifier relations, where the head noun serves as an instantiation

of a type defined by its modifier, the reference of the deictic depending on which of the
subschemas of the s-nominalizer (illustrated in (39), Section 2.2.3} applies. In this case, the
food—an oblique object in this construction—is not realized in the clause, shifting the profile of
the s-nominal to that of a peripheral actant.

Further comparison of the predication of types in (4) with the structures illustrated here in
(2), (3), and (5) reveals some interesting parallels. The first thing to note is that, by dint of its
grounding function, the deictic in all four cases stands in the same type-instance relation to some
element. In terms of the semantics of this relationship, these structures carry the same proposi-
tional meaning;: in each case the deictic—acting as a sort of pronoun—is identified as a member
of a certain class of things. This fact might lead us to expect a similar convergence in syntactic
structure, which is certainly the case of structures (2), (3), and (5), each of which appears in the
SSyntR as a DP, a subtree in which the deictic is the head for its dependent type specification.
In the case of the verbless sentence, however, we have the inverse of this pattern, with the
type forming the top (predicative) node of the D-tree in the SSyntR and the instantiating deic-
tic serving as its dependent. The key to understanding this difference lies in understanding the
thematic structure of the verbless sentence. The communicative goal of the predication of a type
is to provide new (rhematic) information about a topic—that is, about some entity ‘(represented

by the deictic} which has already been instantiated in conceptual or discourse space. Because of
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the thematic structure of sentences in Bella Coola and Lushootseed, the rhematic nature of the
type specification requires that it be realized as the top node in the D-tree and, hence, as sen-
tence predicate. The DP examples, on the other hand, can not stand on their own as fully elabo-
rated clauses and so have no thematic structure (or, whatever thematic structure they have is
subordinated to that of the larger clause in which they appear), resulting in the inverse config-
uration where the deictic stands as the syntactic head: in the DP, the deictic bears the greater
part of the communicative load, its primary purpose in these constructions being the identifica-
tion of new locations in the domain of instantiation, rather than providing new (hence, rhema-
tic) information about established ones.

Among the DPs, however, there may well be enough semantic and syntactic similarity to
allow for an analysis of the SSyntRel between dependent and head as being the same in all
three cases. Mel ¢uk (1988) identifies three criteria which can be used to establish the equiva-
lency of one SSyntRel with another, the most applicable for our purposes being Criterion C.II
(p. 142). Stated informally, Criterion C.II says that, given two structures XO——9$QY and
ZO——PQOW (where “Y” and “W" stand for sub-trees of at least one element), the relation “r”
can be said to be equivalent to “s” if the sub-trees “Y" and “W" are reciprocally substitutable. In
the case at hand, each of our structures represents semantically a deictic element in the domain
of instantiation standing in a type-instance relation to some element, either an atemporal rela-
tion (2), a temporal relation (3), or a “thing” (5), each of which would appear in the (surface)
syntactic structure as a dependent. Each of these elements could also be governed by a noun, in
which case—based on cross-linguistic comparison—the SSyntRel holding between the two
would be a modificative one. Modification has the semantic import of establishing a particular
thing (the noun) as being an instantiation of a type, either by establishing identity (noun modi-
fying noun) or by designating the instantiation as a figure in some sort of relational predication.
In terms of Criterion C.II, then, if we let “X” be any noun and “Z” be any deictic, “Y” and “W”

can correspond to any of the three types of dependent represented in (2), (3), and (5) and can be
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reciprocally interchanged one with the other without creating an ungrammatical structure.
This would seem to indicate that the SSyntRel holding between a noun and a modifier-depen-
dent and a deictic and its dependent in a DP is, in fact, one and the same.l

The need for grounding clausal participants by identifying them with some location in con-
ceptual space relative to the speaker is a central preoccupation of the grammars of Lushootseed
and Bella Coola, both of which have developed elaborate systems of deixis for precisely this
purpose. As a final illustration of this principle, let us consider the most basic discourse pattern
in these languages, illustrated by the following short Lushootseed text:

6) (@ 67 bib3&b 7 ti%it su?suda?+s, tatyika,
D  [rdp]+mink and D youngerscousint3po Tetyika
ti?it tu+d+s+yshub+tu+bicid
D [irr]l+1po+np+tell+[caus]+2s
“what I will tell you about [is] Little Mink and his younger cousin, Tetyika”

(b) hay, ?udi?tda(ha)p ti?it bibséab % % suPsuga?+s, tatyika
(iny] [pnt[+troll D [rdp]+mink and D youngerecousin Tetyika
“well then, Little Mink and his younger cousin, Tetyika, trolled [for fish]”

() ?uHi?da(hs)b ag’s?
[prt]+troll  [plural]
“[they] trolled for fish""2

(d) huy, Su+dx“+ex¥ tPit &Malu?
[intj] seet{Lo.c]tnow D whale
"well, [they] caught sight of Whale”

(e) huy, bapa+d+ax” alg“a?
[intj] annoyed+[caus]+now [plural]
“well, [they] annoyed [him]”

() bapat+d+ax* alg"a? ti?it &Malu?
annoyed+[caus]+now [plurall D whale
“[they] annoyed that whale”

IThere is, of course, a semantic difference between a DP and a noun-modifier construction (the DP grounds its
dependent); this, however, results from the semantic content of the deictc itself, rather than from the relation
that holds between governor and governed.

2Hess (1993b) says of the [plural] morpheme: “By means of this word speakers make explicit that a third per-
son referent is plural whe as agent, patient, or Illnossessor, e.g., 'they’, ‘then’, their(s}” (p. 219). It is most
likely not in itself a pronoun, however: 1t is not obligatorily sentence-second as are subject pronorminals, nor
does it have any of the other forms (such as subordinate or coordinative) that the pronouns do. In fact, it is
not obligatory and can be left out when discourse makes the plural nature of the third person clear. It also
cooccurs with the third-person subordinate clause pronoun -as and the possessive suffix -s. For the purpases
of the discussion here it will be considered a “su Emtarf’ morpheme, indicating that a third person
actant (which in these sentences has been elided};?s plural.
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(g) huy, x"ak“it+s+ab+ax” 73 7 &“alu?
[inf] sickeof+[appl]+[md]+now P D whale
“well, [they] were gotten sick of by this whale”
(h) huy, baci+t+ab+ax“' P73 H?%E &Mslu?
[intj] besinemouth+[caus]+[md] P D whale
“well, they were swallowed by this whale”
@) dix"[si]dat % [s]+dag“abacil+ax® alg¥s %5 H?it &Valu?
threesdays D np+insideesmallespace+now [plural] P D whale
“they [were] inside that whale for three days”
(lit. “the being inside of that whale [was] three days”)
(Hess 1993b: 175 — 176, lines 5 — 13)
In this text, taken from the opening of a story about Little Mink and his cousin, Tetyika, who
were swallowed by a whale, the speaker makes use of a careful strategy of grounding new, rhe-
matic information firmly in already-established (i.e. topical) material that he has previously
located for the speaker in discourse space. Naturally, when beginning a new story it is necessary
to establish a topic on which the rest of the sentence can be built and to do this the storyteller
will generally make use of one of a set of structuraily-marked sentences, in this case a verbless,
nominally-predicated sentence, (6)(a). (6)(a) links two type specifications (“my telling to you”
and “Little Mink and his cousin”) to two instances (the deictics) which are identified with one
another, as in the verbless sentence illustrated in (42), Secton 3.1.3.1, and here in (7)(a).

(7}  Sentences (a) and (c)

sentence (a) bibgéab _ judsyshubtubicd sentence {(c}
Type e MaK” " foyout li%tidahab
Specification O D"trolh
Spe;[lyﬁ'lg:tmn "they"

Domain of
Instantiation
tivik btbﬁcab

In the first structure, “Little Mink and his cousin” is rhematic, as shown by its realization as

sentence predicate (lm); the story-telling, which is a shared activity of the speaker and lis-
tener, is considered more topical and, hence, the subject (tr) of (a). This sentence is identified by

its structure as a topic-setting sentence, and so its theme, “Little Mink and his cousin”, is estab-
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lished as discourse topic and becomes the point-of-reference in discourse-space on which all new
information will be grounded. The storyteller can then link the established topic to the narra-
tive by using it as the subject of sentence (b), thereby grounding the first event in the story, Lit-
tle Mink and his cousin’s going fishing. Thus, in (c) the subject of the sentence is unambiguously
“Little Mink and his cousin” and it is they who serve to identify for the speaker the particular
instance of “trolling” which is being discussed. This is illustrated in (7)(b).3

Next in sentence (d), a new participant, the whale, is introduced, but the discourse topic is
still “Little Mink and his cousin”, which is also the subject of the sentence: thus, the event—the
sighting of the whale—is grounded in discourse relative to Little Mink, as in (8):

(8)  Sentence (d)

2
Specification

Domain of
Instantiation

ti?i} bib&dab

Note that, once again due to considerations of graphic presentation, the diagram has been sim-
plified and does not include the instantiation of “whale” by its deictic. The fact that this has
happened, however, is illustrated by the structure of sentence (e). This sentence contains no
overt actants and relies on the fact that both “Little Mink and his cousin” and “whale” have
been previously located in the domain of instantiation to ground the new information, the
(transitive) relational predication bapad “to annoy [s.0.]”. The primary grounding function for

this stretch of discourse, however, still remains with the topical “Little Mink and his cousin”

3Here 1 have eliminated sentence (b) from the diagram to make the link between the non-overt subject and the
discourse topic clearer, a practice that I continue in the diagrams below. Note also that the diagrams in (7)
acmal_}}}',i}‘lustrate the same sentences with a singular subject, Little Mink, rather than the plural subject in the
texts. This is primarily for the sake of simplicity, as the problem of how coordinate structures should be rep-
resented in terms of grounding is a thomny one. While there is some psycholinguistic evidence (Gernsbacher
1990) that may indicate that coordinate structures are grounded by the first element in the coordination in
English, it is not clear how robust this evidence is or if it is applicable cross-linguistically.
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which is still the grammatical subject of the clause; a further indication of this may be the sto-

ryteller’s feeling that a repetition of (e) is in order in (f), which makes overt the less topical
participant, “whale”. “Whale” also surfaces in overt form in (g) and (h), where new events are
introduced, the event in each case being grounded in discourse by the elided subject, “Little Mink
and his cousin” 4 Finally, in sentence (i), a change in topic is signaled by a marked structure, a
verbless sentence predicated on “three days”, the length of time that Little Mink and his cousin
spent in the belly of the whale.5

Interestingly, when examined from this perspective, this discourse pattern bears a close
resemblance to the model of language comprehension proposed by Gernsbacher (1990). Using
experimental techniques for measuring the time required to process linguistic input in English,
Gernsbacher proposes a three-phase model of how incoming linguistic information is organized
into conceptual structures. The first phase in the process is termed “laying a foundation” and
corresponds to the stage where the listener is processing completely new information (that is,
information which contains no established discourse topic); information processing is slower in
this phase, but once an appropriate foundation for the communication has been laid (via
grounding participants in the domain of instantiation), subsequent information can be anchored
to that foundation and is processed more rapidly. This is the “mapping” stage. Finally, when
the structure is complete, the process of “shifting” occurs and a new topic is introduced, laying
the foundation for a new discourse structure. These three stages seem to correspond very nicely to
the pattern observed in (6), where the storyteller begins with a topic-marking structure to iden-
tify the figure on which the discourse is to be grounded (lays a foundation), narrates the next
sequence of events with respect to that figure (maps the events onto the foundation), and then

makes use of a second topic-shifting structure to signal the end of that particular episode (shifts

4Note also the use of the passive in these two sentences, which serves to maintain “Little Mink and his
cousin” in subject position and, hence, maintain continuity of topic.

SIn this particular story, the new togic is replaced in the following line by a third topic, Little Mink himself
(who manages to trick the whale and kill him), “three days” being a rather limited theme for discussion. The
dynamics of topic-shifting and the various patterns of discourse—most of which, naturally, are much more
complex than the example cited here (although they all appear to be variations on this theme)—is an area for
more detailed investigation.
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to a new structure). Because of the rather transparent deictic nature of verbless sentences in
establishing a direct identity between type and instantiation, they seem ideal candidates for
the foundation-laying process. Making use of this structure in (6)(a), the storyteller establishes
Little Mink and his cousin as discourse topics and then maintains them as topical, non-overt
subjects, introducing new events and participants, while at the same time keeping the narrative
firmly grounded on the communicative foundation he has set out, a foundation to which every
sentence is linked both semantically (via the type-instantiation pattern illustrated in (7) and
(8)) and grammatically (via the use of “Little Mink and his cousin” as the elided subject).
While it is not always easy to establish clear connections between syntactic and psycholinguis-
tic research, the parallels here are suggestive and certainly merit further investigation.6
Finally, a word about the theoretical frameworks used in this discussion is in order.
Although the Meaning-Text Model and Cognitive Grammar differ in many fundamental
respects, they do have in common the notion of the conceptual basis of language and linguistic
processes; this has allowed me up until this point to use the two theories side by side—as dis-
tinct but complementary theoretical tools—virtually without commentary or cross-theoretical
glossing. Each framework has an area in which it is stronger, and each has one in which it is
weaker. One of the obstacles to the wider acceptance of Cognitive Grammar (aside from the
fundamental challenge that it poses to most of the basic assumptions of structuralist and trans-
formational-generative linguistics) is its dismissal of the issue of syntactic and morphological
structure as part and parcel of its rejection of the Autonomy Thesis (Langacker 1991). While set-
ting aside syntactic autonomy has opened the door to a conceptual approach to language in
which grammar and grammatical processes can be considered fundamentally meaningful and
symbolic, the complete elimination of structure has made it difficult to address many of the
issues of how these meaningful symbolic units and processes are realized. Simply put, it is one

thing to claim that a given structure has a given meaning or set of meanings, but it is still neces-

6See also Pu & Prideaux (1994) for a discussion of topic-setting structures in English and Chinese.
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sary to be able to describe that structure in terms of its syntactics, morphology, and distribution.

Consider, for example, the Lushootseed constraint on the realization of two overt NP direct
actants discussed in Section 3.1.1. This constraint is more than likely a grammaticalization of a
pragmatic constraint against the redundant realization of an understood discourse topic,
underscored perhaps by the potential confusion that might have arisen between subject and
object, given the lack of overt case marking. Nevertheless, while the dictates of the constraint
require the elision of an NP from the surface fo/rm of a clause, at the semantic level the NP is
still considered to be present and active—in fact, more often than not it is the clausal subject and
so, in the semantic representation, it must be realized as the primary clausal figure (trajector).
Short of introducing some sort of structural considerations, there seems to be no way to express
the absence of these NPs in the surface form.” The same problem arises with considerations of
word-order, the spread of agreement features and deixis, and the categorization of sentence
types and various syntactic patterns whose common structural characteristics linguists have
always felt (at least intuitively) to merit some form of taxonomic recognition.

While it is certainly true that many, if not all, of these problems are not insurmountable
even within the confines of the CG formalisms, it is equally true that such solutions—however
pleasing they may be to theoreticians—may simply be more trouble than they are worth to the
practicing linguist in search of concise and powerful tools for the description of linguistic struc-
tures. And this is precisely what the MTM provides. As shown above, the MTM allows us to
describe in direct terms the syntactic strategies employed by languages to encode various types
of meaning and does so in a way that not only facilitates the comparison of structures with one
another within a given language, but also permits straightforward and meaningful comparison
of structures cross-linguistically, allowing the linguist to highlight their similarities and dif-

ferences and to construct structural taxonomies and typologies of clause- and sentence-types.

7One possibility would be to have the elision take place at the phonological pole of the predication. Never-
theless, the conditions for the afptﬁlicaﬁon of the elision still need to be expressed in structural terms: their
displacement to another part of the grammar—whatever it is called—does not address the basic problem.



160

Where the MTM is weaker, however, is in addressing the question of the structures’ meanings.
Although the MTM does base its syntactic structures squarely on semantic structures (and, hence,
on meaning), the approach taken to the form of semantic representation in the theory is the
postulation of semantic primitives (Mel'¢uk 1989) in the sense of Leibnitz {or, more recently,
Wierzbicka 1988), who essentially sought meaning in the subdivision of lexical items into
increasingly smaller semantic units, with the ultimate goal of reducing these to a fixed inven-
tory of semantic “atoms” which, when recombined, would be responsible for the full range of
possible meanings in human language. Setting aside for the moment the metaphysical question
of how desirable (or undesirable) such an approach might be in defining the conditions of
human consciousness, its practical consequence is that the semantic structure of an utterance
becomes a vast network of interconnected nodes and the simplest expression becomes a complex
web of “semantemes” (semantic units—see Mel’¢uk 1988, 1989) and the arcs between them.
While these semantic representations do seem in principle capable of expressing the full range
of subtleties and nuances of meaning found in the uses and construals of the words and expres-
sions of human language, in practice they appear (at least to the inexperienced user) unwieldy
and cumbersome. A further disadvantage of an approach based on semantic primitives is that
often fundamental similarities between the meanings of different morphemes—or even differ-
ent meanings of the same morpheme—are not immediately obvious, and processes such as
metonymy or the metaphoric use of morphemes (in particular abstract morphemes) are not as
transparent as they might be in an approach such as Cognitive Grammar. The advantage that
Cognitive Grammar has in this regard is its reliance on visual imagery and metaphor. These
are derived largely from the relationship it claims to cognitive and perceptual psychology,
many of whose primitives—such as figure/ ground organization, the prototype model of catego-
rization, and the primacy of alternate profiling and construal of perceived events—have been
incorporated into the theory (see Langacker 1987 for further discussion). In this respect the

semantic structures of CG seem to have 2 greater claim to psychological reality (although the
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extent of this claim remains to be tested) than those of the MTM, which—like the work of peo-

ple like Chomsky—are based on predicate calculus and Enlightenment era Rationalism.

All of this, however, does leave the door open to a certain form of reconciliation. One possi-
bility—the one that has been adopted informally here—is to use the theories in such a way
that the strengths of one shore up the weaknesses of the other. The MTM relies on a foundation
of semantic structure to build its syntax and CG is strongest in its characterization of semantic
structures and the cognitive factors that underlie them. There seems, in principle, no reason
that a Cognitive Grammar predication could not be used as the basis for a Meaning-Text depen-
dency tree—which is essentially what I have done here, by inserting CG lexical categories into
MTM syntactic structures. In the context of a more theoretically-oriented work, this practice
might require a more rigorous examination of the relationship between the two approaches
than I have attempted here and, no doubt, would have resulted in a re-evaluation of some of
the formalisms used on both sides. In pragmatic terms, however, the uniting of the two theories
in a common cause seems to have been a straightforward and natural one, and the results, itis to

be hoped, speak for themselves.



2/3
acc
add
agr
agt
ap
appl
att
attr

caus

hab
idb
idn
imp
inc
int
int]
irr
lo.c.

List of Abbreviations
first person md
second person mod
third person neg
2/3 permutative nom
accusative NP
additive np
agreement P
agent PP
antipassive )
applicative part
attemptive pass
attributive perf
benefactive/detrimental pnt
causative po
circumstantive pred
confirmative pro
completitive prog
deictic prpl
directional prt
determiner phrase qt
derivational prefix rdp
derivational suffix refl
determinative rel
ferninine res
genitive s
habitual s-p
inferential dubitative 8.0.
identifier sem
imperative stat
inchoative sth
interrogative subj
interjection tr
irrealis trans
lack of control trm
landmark
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middle
modificative
negative
nominal

noun phrase
nominalizing prefix
preposition
prepositional phrase
plural
participle
passive
perfective
punctual
possessive
predicative
pronoun
progressive
prepositional
particle
quotative
reduplication
reflexive
relativizer
resultative
singular
stative-progressive
someone
semblative
stative
something
subjunctive
trajector
transitivizer
transmutative

Where necessary, these terms are defined in the fext.
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Glossary

actant—in the MTM, a dependent of a predicate in the DSyntR which is subcategorized for by
that predicate; roughly, the argument of a verb.

circonstantial—from the French circonstant (Tesniere 1959), originally any nominal element
dependent on a verb but not an actant; extended here to cover clauses in the same role. Corre-
sponds more or less to “adjunct” phrases/clauses in X-bar theory.

composition—in CG, the process by which the semantic poles of morphemes are combined to
form complex predications.

conceptual space—in CG, a spatial metaphor for the mental:model of the universe constructed
by the speaker, similar in many ways to the “world” used in logic and semantics.

dependent—in the MTM, an element whose presence in a syntactic structure is determined by
another element, as in the actant of a verb (whose lexical properties require/allow the
presence of an actant),

direct actant—the subject or object of a verb.

domain of instantiation—in CG, “the domain in which the instances of a type are primarily
thought of as being located and are distinguished from one another on the basis of their
locations” (Langacker 1991: 547); roughly, the mental map on which items in discourse are
located by the speaker and identified with “things” that are known, can be seen, or are pre-
supposed to exist.

elaboration—in CG, the process by which figures of a predication are specified by their identi-
fication with particular objects or “things”, as in the specification of the actants of a verb.

entity—in CG, any “thing” or relation that can be referred to.

figure—from perceptual psychology, any object or entity which stands out from its surroundings
and is thus perceptually salient.

grounding—in CG, establishing the location of an instance with respect to “the speech event, its
participants, and its immediate circumstances” (Langacker 1991: 548); “things” are
grounded in the domain of instantiation, usually by means of deixis, whereas clauses are
grounded in time via tense or modality—although in Lushootseed and Bella Coola, which
have neither, grounding is accomplished by the complete elaboration of the event-partici-
pants, in particular the subject.

head—in the MTM, the syntactic governor of a dependent element, in other words, an element
which determines the appearance of some other element in a D-tree.

instance—in CG, an example of a type.
instantiation—in CG, the process of “conceiving of a profiled entity as having a certain location

in the domain of instantiation, thus constituting an instance distinct from other instances of
the same type” (Langacker 1991: 549).
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landmark—in CG. a secondary figure in a predication (= direct object in Lushootseed and Bella
Coola transitive clauses).

peripheral actant—an actant of a verb which is not subject or direct object; realized in Bella
Coola and Lushootseed as a prepositional phrase.

predicate—the top node of a dependency-tree.

predication—in CG, the semantic pole of an expression; here, the semantic pole of any mor-
pheme or expression

profile—in CG, the entity that an expression designates; in a clause, the profile is that set of
participants and relations that are included by the speaker in the utterance and which the
expression is intended to designate. The profile of an event may vary depending on the way
it is construed by a speaker and the speaker’s communicative intent.

radical—an atemporal relation which constitutes a lexical category of intransitive stems in
both Bella Coola and Lushootseed; these are bare roots which conflate the function of
adjective, intransitive verb, and verb-forming stem.

reference point—in CG, any entity which is used to locate another in conceptual space.

relational predication—the semantic pole of any morpheme whose function is to express a rela-
tionship between entities, in particular between a “thing” and a relational landmark (as in
adjectives of colour, monovalent intransitive verbs, etc.) or between two or more “things”
(divalent verbs, locative prepositions, etc.).

rheme—that part of an utterance which is communicatively most salient in discourse; generally
associated with “new” information or the gist of the speaker’s message.

subschema—a particular, more specific, instance of an abstract schematic morpheme; for
instance, “baseball”, “basketball”, and “football” are all subschemas of the more abstract
category “ball”. Note that the schematic “ball” is defined prototypically (i.e. in terms of a
set of properties which are considered most typical of balls), but subschemas of the same
category need not share all of the properties of the prototype (as footballs are not spheri-
cal, a property which is often considered definitive of the category “ball”).

thing—in CG, “a region in some domain” (Langacker 1991: 555); more loosely, a discrete entity
or object—including abstract objects, concepts, or reified events—as opposed to a relation,

topic—what a sentence is about, the presupposed or “given” information in discourse to which
the new or “rhematic” information in a sentence is related.

trajector—the primary figure in a predication, the most salient entity; in a clause, the subject.
transitive verb—a verb which has two direct actants (subject and direct object).

type—a schematic class of entities which share a certain set of properties or are felt to be in
close enough conformity to a prototype to be included together in the same class.

valency—the number of actants for which a verb or other element subcategorizes.
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