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ABSTRACT

This dissertation is an investigation of the stress system of Squamish
(Skwxwu7mesh), one of ten languages that make up the Central division of the North-
west Coast branch of Salishan, alinguistic group indigenous to the Pacific Northwest
region of North America. Although other researchers have previously investigated
aspects of stressin the language, this work provides the first integrated account of the
Sguamish stress system as a whole, couched in an Optimality Theoretic framework.

The first two chapters are introductory, with Chapter 1 supplying a contextual
background for the undertaking within linguistics, and especially within Salishan
linguistics, while Chapter 2 provides a thorough grounding in the phonology and
phonemics of Squamish in particular. Chapter 3 begins the formal analysis of stressin
Squamish by examining the way stress surfaces in free root morphemes, which tend to
stress penultimate syllables whenever they contain either afull vowel or a schwa
followed by aresonant consonant. Given this outcome, Chapter 4 continues the investi-
gation of basic stress patterns by looking more closely at the interactive roles of schwa,
sonority, weight, and the structure of syllables and feet in Squamish stress assignment.

With the basic stress pattern established, the remaining chapters look at the
outcome of stress in morphologically complex Squamish words. Thus, Chapter 5isan
analysis of stressin words involving prefixation, especially those resulting from CVC

and CV prefixal reduplication, since non-reduplicative prefixes are unstressable; and



Chapters 6 and 7 investigate the occurrence of stress in polymorphemic words resulting
from the addition of lexical suffixes and grammatical suffixes, respectively.

While stressin roots is generally predictable on the basis of phonological factors
aone, that in polymorphemic words may also be influenced by morphological factors,
as when aroot or suffix has underlying lexical accent, and such factors then take
precedence over phonological factors. In addition, prosodic domains play an important

and interactive role.
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Dr. E. Czaykowska-Higgins, Supervisor (Department of Linguistics)

Dr. S. Urbanczyk, Department Member (Department of Linguistics)

Dr. S. Gessner, Department Member (Department of Linguistics)

Dr. J.J. Tucker, Outside Member (Department of English)

Dr. P.A. Shaw, External Examiner (Department of Linguistics, University of British
Columbia)



Table of Contents

N 5 = o i
Tableof CoNteNntS . . ... ... i v
Abbreviations .. ... viii
AcKnowledgements . . .. ... X

Chapter 1. Introductory concepts

L0, OVEIVIBIW . .t e e e e 1

1.1. Organization of dissertation . ........... ... ... 3

1.2.LanguagebasiCs . . ... .o 4

1.2.1. Languagebackground . .. ...... ... .. ... 4

1.2.2. Inventory of SOUNAS . . . . ..ot 5

1.3. Descriptive and theoretical contexts . ..., 7

1.4. Previous work on Salishan stress systems and syllable structure . . . .... ... 7

14.1. Researchersandlanguages . ..............c..iiiiiinnn. 8

142 Typesandtendencies . ......... ... 9

1421 Salishan stressSsystems . .. ... oo i 9

1422 Sdlishansyllables . ............. .. .. . L 11

1.4.3. Syllablestructure . ...... ... ... 12

1.4.4. Stressand SONOKitY ... .ooe i 13

145 Thestatusof schwa . . ....... ... 18

1.4.6. Stressand themorphology . ........... ... ... ... ... 19

1.5. Previouswork on SqQuamish stress . ... 24

1.6. Current issues and motivation for thisundertaking . ... ............... 27

1.7. Theoretical aSSUMPLIONS . . .. ..ottt e 30

1.8. Chapter SUMMary . .. ..ottt e e e e 31
Chapter 2. Language basics: phonemics and phonotactics

2.0.INtrodUCtion . .. ... ot 32

2.1. Phonology and phonemics . ...t 32

2.1.1. CONSONANES . . . ettt e 32

2111 RES0NANES . . . oottt e 33

2.0.0.2. 0 35

2.0 2. VOWEIS . 37

2121 Fullvowels ... .. 37

2.1.2.1.1. Surfacevariationsof full vowels ... ............. 38

21.22.5Chwa . ... 39

2.1.2.2.1. Surfacevariationsof schwa. ................... 42

21.23.Diphthongs . ... ... 43

2124 Vowel length . ... .. . 46



2.2. Phonotactic constraintson syllable structure . ... ....................
221, . RO0OtShAPES . . o ot
2.2.1.1. Rootswithonevowel . .......... ... . ... ... ... ... ...
2.2.1.2. Rootswithtwovowels . ............ ... ... ... .. ....
2.2.1.3. Rootswiththreevowels . .. ......... ... ... ... ... ....
2.2.2. Minimizing adjacent consonant sequences . ..................
2.2.2.1. Roots with more than four adjacent consonants ..........
2.2.2.2. Roots with four adjacent consonants . .................
2.2.2.3. Roots with three adjacent consonants . . ... .............
2.2.2.4. Roots with two adjacent consonants . . . ................
2.2.3. Congtraintson syllable structure .. .......... ... ... . ... .....
2.2.3.1. Constraints on syllable onsets: evidence from root onsets. . .
2.2.3.2. Constraints on syllable codas: evidence from root codas . . .
2.2.3.3. Root-internal evidencefor smplesyllables .............
224.9yllabicnuclel ... .
2.25. ThebasicsyllableinSquamish .......... ... ... ... ... ......
2.2.6. SECLIONSUMMAY . . . vttt et e e e e e e

Chapter 3. Stress in Squamish roots
3.0.Introduction . ... ... e
3.1. Penultimate stressin SqQuamishroots . ...,
311 DisyllabiCroots . . .. ..o
3.1.1.1. Disyllabic rootswithtwo full vowels . .. ...............
3.1.1.2. Mixed disyllabic roots and therole of resonants . ... ......
3.1.1.3. Schwarbased disyllabicroots . .......................
3.1.2. Trisyllabicroots . ... ...
3.1.3. SECON SUMMANY . . o et et e e e e e e i e s
3.2. A phonological analysis of stressin polymorphemic words falls short . . .
3.2.1. Prefix—root combinations .............. ... ... . .. . ..
3.2.2. Root—suffix combinations . . ............ ... . . i,
3.2.3. Prefix—root—suffix combinations . . . .......................
324, SECHON SUMMANY . . o et ittt et et e e e e

Chapter 4. On weight, sonority, and syllabicity

4.0.IntroduCtion . . ... ..

4.1. Restrictions on segment moraicity and the relationship between weight
AN SONOKILY . .ttt e
42. Thestructureof syllables ......... ... . .. i i
421 Bvidencefor CV . ... .
42.1.1.Smplenuclel . ....... .. .. .
4.2.1.2. Therequirementforonsets. . ............ ... ... .....
422 Resonantascoda. .. ...
4.2.3. SyllabletypesinSquamish . .......... ... i



4.3. Thestructureof feet . ... 148

4.4. The parsing of underlying glottalized resonants . ................... 152
45, Chapter SUMMArY . ...t e 155
Chapter 5. Stress in polymorphemic words involving prefixation
5.0.Introduction . . ... 157
5.1. Stressin words involving non-reduplicative prefixes ................ 165
5.1.1. Unstressableprefixes ..........c. i 165
5.1.2. Stressable non-reduplicative prefixes or bound roots? . ......... 170
5.2. Reduplicativeprefixes .. ... ... 171
52.1. CVC-reduplication . . ...... ...t 175
522 . CV-reduplication ... ...... ... 200
5.3. Chapter SUMMAarY . .. ..ot e e 209
Chapter 6. Stressin polymorphemic words involving lexical suffixation
6.0. INtroduCtion . . ... .. 213
6.1. Lexical suffixes and suffixation in Squamish: basic patterns ... ....... 219
6.1.1. Prosodic categorization of lexical suffixes................... 221
6.1.2. Root=LexSwordswithnolexicalaccent . . . ................. 223
6.1.3. Root=LexSwordswith lexicalaccent ...................... 238
6.1.4. Summary: basicpatterns .. ... 245
6.2. Semantically determined patterns of stressin Root=LexSwords . ...... 247
6.2.1. Revithiadou’s (1999) theory of head dependence and head
dOMINaNCe . ... .ot 249
6.2.2. Lexical suffix as head: modifier—head compound structures . . . .. 253
6.2.3. Additional evidence for the modifier—head analysis ........... 263
6.2.4. Unaccented head morphemes . .......... ... ... . ... ... .... 267
6.2.5. Root as head: head—theme predicate structures . .............. 271
6.2.6. Discussionandconclusions . . . ......... .. 276

Chapter 7. Stress in polymorphemic words involving grammatical suffixation

7.0, INtrodUCHION . . . v e 282
7.1. Stressin /-at/ vs. /-an/ control transitives. abasis for domainsanalysis ... 288
7.1.1. The/-at/ control transitive: aGrSinthe PStemdomain......... 289
7.1.2. The/-an/ control transitive: aGrSin the PPhrasedomain . ...... 301
7.1.3. /-i”n/: avariationon the/-an/ transitive . . . .................. 313
714 SUMMAIY .ottt e e e e e e e e 316
7.2. The/-1?/ inchoative: aGrSinthe PStemdomain ................... 318
7.3. Personal suffixes: further evidence for adomains analysisof GrS .. .... 323
7.3.1. Reflexive suffixes . ... 325
7.3.2. Reciprocal SUffiXxes ....... ... 328
7.4. Prosodicdomainsvs.headedness .. .....c oo oottt 330
7.5. Summary: lexical and grammatical suffixation . .................... 331

Vi



Bibliography . . ... . 336

Appendix A. SQUAMISNTOOLS . . . . ..ot e 352
Appendix B. Squamish affixes .......... .. ... 384
Appendix C. Squamishmorphology . ........... ... . i, 390
Appendix D. SUffixed forms . .. ... .. e 392
Appendix E. Listof constraints . .. .......... . e 417

vii



DIR

fn.

Ft

GrS (GS)
Halc.

INC

IPA

10

TR

K

L,R
LexS(LS)
LOC

M Cat
MRoot (MR)
MStem (MS)
MWord (MW)
NAPA

Nuc (N)

OB

oT

PA

p.c.

PCat

PFX (PRE)

PL

POSS (PS)
PPhrase (PP)
PRoot (PR)
PStem (PS)
P-Hierarchy
P-Structure
PWord (PW)
R

Abbreviations and Symbols

any vowel other than schwa
about (in glosses)

Aspect

circa

any consonant

Category

Compound(ing)

Cowichan

Direction(al)

footnote

Foot

Grammatical Suffix
Halkomelem

Incorporating

International Phonetic Alphabet
Input-Output

Intransitive (suffix)

any obstruent

Left, Right (directional)
Lexical Suffix

Locative

Morphological Category
Morphologica Root
Morphologica Stem
Morphologica Word

North American Phonetic Alphabet
Nucleus

Object

Optimality Theory/Theoretic
Primary Affix

personal communication
Prosodic Category

Prefix

Plural

Possessive
Prosodic/Phonological Phrase
Prosodic/Phonological Root
Prosodic/Phonological Stem
Prosodic Hierarchy

Prosodic Structure
Prosodic/Phonological Word
any resonant consonant

viii



RED Reduplicant

Rt Root

S Singular

SB Subject

SFX Suffix

S.0. someone (in glosses)

SOA Squamish Orthographic Alphabet
. Squamish

st something (in glosses)

Syll Syllable

TR Transitive (suffix)

\% any vowel

WBYP Weight by Position

WSP Weight to Stress Principle

WT Weight

% Root

o) Syllable

U Mora

- designates a non-reduplicative prefix or agrammatical suffix
+ designates a reduplicant

designates alexical suffix



Acknowledgments

This dissertation has been a long time in the making. In fact, it has been through so
many incarnations that when | look at it, | half expect to see the proverbial cat with nine
livesinstead of thisorderly bulk of pages, duly approved by examining committee. Thefact
of itscompletion | oweto agreat extent to my dedicated and longsuffering supervisor, Ewa
Czaykowska-Higgins, who hasbeen asource of inspiration and encouragement throughout,
providing endlessand always constructive feedback on countless drafts, and who in theend
was heard to exclaim: “RUTH, | am NOT reading ANY MORE DRAFTS!” Besides all
that, she has proved a source of both funding and valuable experiencein that she permitted
me to take an active part in afew of her many projects, including the Moses-Columbia
dictionary and the Salish Volume; as well she contributed funds toward my doctoral
research from SSHRC grants awarded to her. Thanks for everything, Ewal

Thanks are aso due to the other members of my examining committee: my outside
member, John Tucker, as well as my departmental members, Suzanne Gessner, who
consented at short notice to fill avoid left by a member on study leave, and, especidly, to
Suzanne Urbanczyk, who has been helpful in many ways, not least of which was her
willingness to offer insights into the intricacies of Optimality Theory’s inner workings.

To Patricia A. Shaw, my external examiner, thank you so much for the enthusiasm
with which you responded to my magnus opus, for your very encouraging words on my
work, and for the extensive, insightful, and always useful comments and suggestions you
provided for itsfinal version.

For my first taste of Salishan, I'm deeply indebted to Thom Hess, whose enthusiasm
for Lushootseed and all things Salishan spilled over into his classrooms so that one could
not help but be infected by it; and for subsequent encounters | thank Barry Carlson and
Tom Hukari (not to mention Ewa Czaykowska-Higgins and Suzanne Urbanczyk, who have
already figured in these acknowledgements).

Over the years | have had the privilege of meeting and interacting with a variety of
other graduate and undergraduate students, and | have profited from knowing them. Among
the grad students, afellow Salishanist, Marie Louise Willett, deserves special mention for
encouraging, inspiring, and especially for providing much-needed moral supportinthefinal
stages. GR thanks ML.

Finally, to somevery specia peopleinmy life outside theworld of academiawho have
been afount of joy and who have helped me maintain at least a semblance of equilibrium
during thislong and often arduous journey.



VITA

Surname: Dyck Given Names. Ruth Anne

Place of Birth: Winkler, Manitoba, Canada

Educational | nstitutions Attended:

University of Alberta 1987 to 1993
University of Victoria 1993 to 2004
Degrees Awarded:

B.A. (Specidl), with Distinction ~ University of Alberta 1990

M.Sc. (Linguistics) University of Alberta 1993
Honours and Awards:

University of Victoria Graduate Fellowship 1993 to 1996

Conference Papers and Publications:

1992 Perception of sex-differentiation in the language of cartoons. In Proceedings of
the Nineteenth LACUS Forum. (Conference held in Montreal, Canada.)

1993 Sex-differentiation in English usage: A lingering myth? In Proceedings of the
Twentieth LACUS Forum. (Conference held in Chicago.)

2000 Schwa, sonority, stress, and the syllable in Squamish (Skwxwu7mesh).
Presented at meeting of the Canadian Linguistics Associationin Edmonton, May
27-29.

2001 Schwa, sonority, stress, and the syllable in Squamish. (Revised version of CLA
talk). Presented at Grammatical Structures in Indigenous Languages of the
North/West. Workshop held at the University of Victoria, January 27-28.



UNIVERSITY OF VICTORIA PARTIAL COPYRIGHT LICENSE

| hereby grant the right to lend my dissertation to users of the University of Victoria
Library, and to make single copies only for such users or in response to arequest from the
Library of any other university, or similar institution, on its behalf or for one of its users.
| further agree that permission for extensive copying of this dissertation for scholarly
purposes may be granted by me or a member of the University designated by me. It is
understood that copying or publication of this dissertation for financial gain by the

University of Victoria shall not be allowed without my written permission.

Title of Dissertation:

Prosodic and Morphological Factorsin Squamish (Skwxw7mesh) Stress Assignment

Author

Ruth Anne Dyck

June 4, 2004

Note: Thislicenseis separate and distinct from the non-exclusive license for the National Library of Canada.



Chapter 1

Introductory concepts

1.0. Overview
The assignment of stress in languages of the Salishan language family appears in general
to be rather complex, and Squamish, aCoast Salishan language spokenin an areajust north

of Vancouver, British Columbia, is no exception, asthe datain (1) show.*

(1) a té&gra? ‘dry’
b. how?it ‘rat’
c. hdwar ‘“accompany’
d. ¢'agp’ilis ‘ugly-faced’
e. cigay?am?it ‘poke (s.0.) in the shoulder’
f. s&’awatumicatwit ‘our helping you (pl.)’
g. smdq Var ‘crane

These datasuggest that primary stress can surface on virtually any syllableinthe Squamish
word. For example, asingle stress surfaces on theinitial syllablein (1a, c) but on the final
syllablein (1b, d). Moreover, (1e-g) show that it ispossiblefor a Squamish word to contain
at least two stresses, which may fall on alternating syllables, asisthe casein (1e), but do
not necessarily do so, as (1f) shows; in fact, as (1g) suggests, even adjacent syllables may

be stressed.

'Unless otherwise noted, all data cited in this dissertation are from Kuipers (1967, 1969,
1989); any references to the “Kuipers corpora’ likewise refer to these works.
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Although it appears complex one might posit, based on studies of stress in other
languages of the Salishan family (see, for instance, van Eijk 1985 and Roberts 1993 on
Lillooet, Carlson 1989 on Spokane, Czaykowska-Higgins 1993a on Moses-Columbian,
Bianco 1995 and Urbanczyk 1996[2001] on L ushootseed, Bianco 1996 on Cowichan, and
Shaw et a 1999 on Musgueam), that stress in Squamish is nevertheless generally
predictable and not idiosyncratic at al. Early analyses of Squamish stress (by Demers and
Horn 1978 and Davis 1984a, 1984b) focussed mainly on the more obvious patterns of
Squamish stress, failing to account for some of its more irregular features, leaving the
researcher with a number of unanswered questions; these early works held that stress was
phonologically driven. More recently, Bar-el and Watt (1998), Dyck (1998, 2000), Watt
et al (2000), and Watt (2001) have examined some morphological and prosodic aspects of
Sguamish stress. Up to the present, however, there has been no comprehensive, unified
account of the way avariety of phonological, morphological, and prosodic factors act and
interact to produce the surface stress patterns observed in all types of Squamish words,
including barerootsaswell asboth prefixed and suffixed forms; the aim of thisdissertation
isto fill thisvoid.

Drawing primarily on data from Kuipers (1967, 1969, 1989), | will show three main
facts about Squamish stress: (i) that Squamish has a tendency to stress the penultimate
syllables of words, as an examination of both roots and morphologically complex forms
shows, athough simple and complex forms do so for different reasons; (ii) that Squamish
|eanstoward stressing alternating syllablesof morphol ogically complex words; and (iii) that

the roles played by these phonological factors in assigning stress to morphologically
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complex Squamish words are secondary to and interact with the roles played by certain
morphological and morphosyntactic factors, including, but not limited to, the type of root
and affix(es) which together make up such a word. The data will show that like, for
instance, in Moses-Columbian (Czaykowska-Higgins 1993a, 1993b), Shuswap (Kuipers
1993), Spokane (Carlson 1989, 1993), Thompson (Thompson and Thompson 1992),
Sqguamish roots can be classified by whether they are accented or unaccented, and strong
or weak, while suffixes can be classified as inherently accented, inherently unaccented, or
unmarked for accent, and that where Squamish stress surfaces in a polymorphemic word
dependsin part on the particular combination of root and affix typesthat make up theword.
In addition, the morphosyntactic functions assigned to individual morphemes within the
word have aroleto play in the outcome of stress, particularly in that of suffixed forms. A
number of other phonological factors, including therelative sonority of segments, theform
and structure of syllables, the status of schwa, and the notion of prosodic domainswill also

be demonstrated to play important and interactive roles in Squamish stress assignment.

1.1. Organization of dissertation

Following thisintroductory chapter, which both servesasageneral introductionto thework
and providesthedescriptiveand theoretical contextsfor it, theremainder of thisdissertation
isorganized as follows. Chapter 2 prepares the groundwork for an in-depth discussion of
the stress system and syllable structure of Squamish by providing the descriptive contexts
for it in terms of Squamish phonemics and phonotactics. The real meat of the dissertation
then begins in Chapter 3 with the (phonological) analysis of stress in Squamish root

morphemes. Addressing a number of issues that arise out of this analysis of root stress,
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Chapter 4 examines in some detail the status of schwa, the relative sonority of segments,
and the structure of syllablesin Squamish. Chapters 5 through 7 deal with the occurrence
of stress in morphologically complex Squamish words, with Chapter 5 examining the
effectson stressof prefixation and, especially, prefixal reduplication,? while Chapters6 and
7 investigate the way stress patterns in suffixed forms, including words resulting from
lexical (Chapter 6) and grammatical (Chapter 7) suffixation. Supplementary material is
contained in a series of appendices, which include lists of Squamish roots (Appendix A)
and affixes (Appendix B), abrief summarization of Squamish morphology (Appendix C),
numerous examples of polymorphemic words involving both lexical and grammatical
suffixation (Appendix D), and alist of the OT (Optimality Theoretic) constraints utilized

in this dissertation (Appendix E).

1.2. Language basics
1.2.1. Language background
Squamish isone of 23 languages that make up the Salishan family of languages, spokenin
various parts of British Columbia, Washington State, |daho, Montana, and asmall areaon
the coast of Oregon. Salishan-speaking peoples at one time occupied
an all but continuous territory from the Pacific Ocean as far east as the
Y ellowstone and Missouri Rivers, and from the region of Riversinlet in British
Columbiato apoint far south of the Columbia River on the Oregon Coast. The
total area covered was probably greater than that of France, for it included

practically all of the present state of Washington, much of Idaho, and large
portions of British Columbia, Oregon, and Montana (Swadesh 1952:232) 2

Reduplication in Squamish is predominantly prefixal, and only prefixal reduplication is
productive in the language, according to Kuipers (1967; see also Bar-el 2000).

*Thanks to Thom Hess for pointing this passage out to me.



The Salishan areais divided roughly into two main cultural and linguistic regions,
namely, the Interior or Plateau areaand the Northwest Coast area (Thompson and Kindade
1990; Czaykowska-Higginsand Kinkade 1998). The Squamish languageitself isone of ten
languages that make up the Central division of the Northwest Coast branch of Salishan.
Traditionally inhabiting an area around Howe Sound and along the banks of the lower
Sqguamish River and Cheakamus Creek (Kuipers 1967:7), the Squamish-speaking nation
bordered on Sechelt to the north, Halkomelem to the south aswell asto the west acrossthe
Strait of Georgia on Vancouver Island, and Lillooet to the east. Today the Squamish
language is spoken primarily in and around the Burrard Inlet—Howe Sound areas of
Vancouver, British Columbia. According to recent estimates (see, for instance, Bar-el and
Watt 1998; Watt et al 2000)," the number of individuals who are native speakers of

Squamish now stands at fewer than twenty, none of whom is under the age of 65.

1.2.2. Inventory of sounds

Asistypical for Salishan languages,® the consonant inventory of Sgquamish comprises a
moreor lessfull dlate of voiceless obstruents and resonants, givenin (2); thevowel system,
againliketypical Salishanlanguages, consistsessentially of thethreemost common vowels

and a (mostly predictable) schwa; see (3).

“Peter Jacobs of the Squamish Nation suggests 15 is a more realistic number. Note that
some twelve years ago Cook (1992:368) estimated the total number of Squamish speakers
to be 12.

°For ageneralized inventory of Salishan consonants the reader isreferred to Czaykowska-
Higgins and Kinkade (1998:7, Table 2), but see also discussion in Chapter 2, section 2.1
of this dissertation.



(2) Squamish consonant inventory (adapted from Kuipers 1967:22)°
p t c ¢ kK kK g g ?
pt ¢ x ¢ ) kY g qv
{

S S XV oox XV
m n I y w h
m?’ n? 1?2 y? w? h?

(3 Squamish vowel inventory
i u
()

a

®The phonetic symbols used throughout this dissertation are those of the North American
Phonetic Alphabet rather than its international counterpart, the 1PA, the former system
being the one most commonly employed in current research in the Salishan languages. The
Sqguamish people have their own system of orthography; | do not make general use of this
system here for reasons of economy and because it is customary in works of this nature to
make use of phonetic alphabets. For the sake of comparison, however, | provide the
Squamish orthographic symbols in (i), together with the corresponding NAPA symbols
used in this dissertation.

(i) Squamish orthographic system (adapted from Bar-el and Watt 1998:427)
SOA NAPA SOA NAPA SOA NAPA SOA NAPA

p p p p m m m’ m?
t t t t' ts c ts c

s ) n n ch ¢ ch’ ¢
sh S lh { Ih’ A I I

k k K’ Kk’ kw K™ kw’ k'™
k q K q kw q” kw' g
X X XW XV XW xV h h
w w y y y’ y? 7 ?

e ) i i,ee u uoo a a

SOA:  Sguamish Orthographic Alphabet symbol
NAPA: North American Phonetic Alphabet symbol

/| follow K uipersin designating glottalized resonants as, for instance, /m?/ rather than /m’/.
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For adetailed description of the phonemics and phonology of Squamish thereader is

directed to Chapter 2.

1.3. Descriptive and theoretical contexts

The remaining sections of this chapter consist of a discussion of the descriptive and
theoretical contexts for this undertaking, beginning with what is primarily a summary of
previous work on stress and syllable structure in the Salishan languages, athough
occasional reference is made to more broadly-based work in these areasaswell: in section
1.4, | review the pertinent research for Salishan languages in general, in section 1.5, that
for Squamish in particular. Section 1.6 then outlines what is at issue for this dissertation,
bringing into focus questions and problems that need to be addressed and resolved
regarding stress and the structure of syllablesin Squamishin particular and in (at the very
least) Salishan languagesin general. The theoretical assumptions on which the analysisin

this dissertation is based are stated in section 1.7.

1.4. Previouswork on Salishan stress systems and syllable structure

This section, which comprises a review of the literature on Salishan stress and syllable
structurein general, begins, in section 1.4.1, with an itemization of Salishan languages on
which there is existing research in these areas aong with the individuals who have
performed theresearch. Thediscussionandreview of the salient literature begins, in section
1.4.2, with a synopsis of the general types and tendencies of stress systems and syllable
structures found in Salishan languages; with respect to the outline of general tendenciesin

these areas | rely heavily on summary information provided in Czaykowska-Higgins and
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Kinkade (1998). The remainder of section 1.4 is given to more detailed discussions of
particular areas of the research that deal with issues that have been shown to be especially
important in analyses of Salishan stress and syllable structure in general and which will
prove crucial in the analysis of Squamish undertaken in this dissertation. In these sections
| focus particularly on research that bears on the following areas of work in Salishan
languages: the nature of Salishan syllables (in section 1.4.3), the role of sonority in stress
and syllable structure (section 1.4.4), the status of schwaand itsrole in Salishan stress and
syllable structure (section 1.4.5), and the importance of morphological factors in

determining the outcome of processes relating to word stress (section 1.4.6).

1.4.1. Resear chers and languages

For the most part, analyses of Salishan stress to date have focussed on the stress systems
of Interior Salishan languages; this includes work by van Eijk (1981a, 1985), Roberts
(1993), and Roberts and Shaw (1994) on Lillooet (St’ at’imcets)®; Czaykowska-Higgins
(1993a) on Moses-Columbian (Nxazamxcin); Idsardi (1991b) and Kuipers (1993) on
Shuswap (Secwepemctsin); Carlson (1989) and Black (1996) on Spokane (Npoqiniscn);
Thompson and Thompson (1992) on Thompson (Nlaka pamux, Nietkepmxcin); and

ldsardi (1991a) on stress in Interior Salishan languages in general. In addition, a recent

dissertation, by Revithiadou (1999), includes a chapter in which she applies her theory of

8 ndigenous names of the languages are here given in parentheses. Except for first mention,
the practice throughout this dissertation is to refer to Salishan languages by their non-
indigenous names; in this | follow a not uncommon practice in the literature on Salishan.
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head dominance to four Interior Salishan languages, namely, Thompson, Lillooet, Moses-
Columbian, and Spokane.’

To date, the stress systems of Coast Salishan languages have received considerably
less attention in the literature than have those of the Interior branch of the family, although
the corpus of available literature has been steadily growing in recent years. Aside from

Squamish (Skwxwu7mesh), the only Coast Salishan languages whose stress systems have

been discussed in any detail in the literature are Saanich (Sencaban), a Northern Straits
dialect (Montler 1986); L ushootseed (Dx"1a80cid) (Bianco 1995; Urbanczyk 1996[2001));
Cowichan (Hul’qumi’num’), an Island dialect of Halkomelem (Bianco 1996, 1998);
Musqueam (hon’qamin’am’), a Downriver dialect of Halkomelem (Shaw, Blake,
Campbell, and Shepherd 1999; Shaw 2001), and Sliammon (2ay?aji0am),** a Mainland

dialect of Comox (Blake 1992, 2000D).

1.4.2. Types and tendencies

1.4.2.1. Salishan stress systems

The work to date shows, as Czaykowska-Higgins and Kinkade (1998) point out, that the
stress systems of Salishan languagesfall into four main categories: (i) amorphologically-

governed system, such asisfound in almost all of the Interior Salishan languages (a noted

*Thebulk of Revithiadou’ sanalysisof Salishan stress systemsfocuses on the stresssystems
of Thompson and Lillooet, with considerably |ess attention being given to those of Moses-
Columbian and Spokane.

1981 ake (2000b) reports that there exists a lack of consensus within the community asto
whether thisis the best designation for the language.



10

exception is Lillooet), which stresses the rightmost stressable syllable of a word; (ii) a
system, like that found in Lillooet (van Eijk 1981a, 1985; Roberts 1993) and Squamish
(Demers and Horn 1978; Davis 1984a, 1984b), in which stress tends to fall on the
penultimate or fina syllables of words but is subject to both weight restrictions and
morphological factors; (iii) asystem, like that of Saanich (Montler 1986), which stresses
the penultimate syllable of a word and is affected by morphologica factors but not by
weight restrictions; and (iv) a fixed-stress system, like that of Sliammon (Blake 1992,
2000b), which stresses the initial syllable of aword.

Based on the existing research on stress systems in Salishan languages, Czaykowska
Higgins and Kinkade (1998) enumerate a number of tendencies exhibited by Salishan
languages with respect to stress, namely: (i) the languages tend to exhibit three degrees of
stress (primary, secondary, and no stress), but only primary stress surfaces reliably (or, at
any rate, has been reliably transcribed); (ii) except for reduplicative prefixes, prefixes are
amost never stressed; (iii) in the presence of full vowelsinaword, schwastend not to carry
stress; and (iv) when unstressed, full vowelstend to be either reduced to schwa or deleted
entirely in most languages.

In addition, many of the languages, including, for example, Moses-Columbian
(Czaykowska-Higgins 1993a), Spokane (Carlson 1989), and Thompson (Thompson and
Thompson 1992), tend to be identified as having at least three classes of roots and suffixes

(strong, weak, and variable)*; these can be classified asforming amorphological hierarchy

Some variability exists in the literature as to both the number of different root and/or
suffix types and the specific terms used to talk about them; for instance, Montler (1986)
clams that roots in Saanich are “strong”, “weak”, or “vowelless’, while he describes
suffixesinthe samelanguage as*“strong”, “ambivalent”, “weak”, or “unstressed” . Itisclear
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with respect to stress; the position of stress in a morphologically complex word then
depends on the parti cul ar combination of root and suffix typesthat make up theword.”? The
morphological stresshierarchy for Salishanlanguagestendsto be something likethat given
in (4); see Czaykowska-Higgins and Kinkade (1998:16).

(4) Morphological stress hierarchy in Salishan languages
Strong suffix > Strong root > Variable root™ > Variable suffix > Weak root > Weak suffix
Section 1.4.5 goes into the question of the role of morphological factorsin the stress

systems of Salishan languages in more detail.

1.4.2.2. Salishan syllables
As for syllable structure, the fact that Salishan languages in general show a tendency to
surface with long strings of consonants without intervening vowels has been frequently

discussedintheliterature. In fact, somelanguages, such asBellaCoola(Nuxalk) (Newman

from Montler’ sdescription of the effects on stress of combining different types of suffixes
with different types of rootsthat his use of the term “ambivalent” isnot equal to the use of
“variable” by Czaykowska-Higginsand Kinkade (1998) and others; see Montler (1986:23-
24) for further discussion. Again, Czaykowska-Higgins (1993a) argues that in Moses-
Columbian strong and weak roots can befurther differentiated in terms of extrametricality,
and accented and unaccented suffixes further distinguished by whether they trigger cyclic
application of stress rules (dominant suffixes) or not (recessive suffixes).

2According to Revithiadou (1999), the influence on stress of the hierarchical accentual
properties of rootsand suffixesthat make up aword are, at | east for the most part, operative
at thelevel of themorphological stem, whichincludestheroot pluslexical suffix(es), rather
than the morphological word, which includes the morphological stem plus grammatical
suffixes (see Czaykowska-Higgins 1996); although there seem to be some effects that are
due to accent in grammatical morphemes, Revithiadou suggests that at the level of the
morphologica word grammatical morphemeswill receive stress unlessthey lack avowel.
For adiscussion of Revithiadou’'s analysis of stressin Salishan see section 1.4.6.

BNote that variable roots are not posited for all of the languages.
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1947; Hoard 1978; Bagemihl 1991), have even been analysed as having not only vowelless
words but words without any sonorant segments (in other words, words consisting solely
of strings of voiceless obstruents). Other syllable-related tendencies enumerated in
Czaykowska-Higgins and Kinkade (1998) include the tendency for resonants in Salishan
languagesto have syllabic variants, thetendency for glides, which generally alternatewith
vowels, to “function phonologically as consonants in morpheme structure constraints on
rootsandinreduplication” (1998:17), and thetendency for schwa (at |east when unstressed)
to occur only in closed syllables.
The following sections provide a more detailed discussion of individua research on

the various aspects of Salishan phonology and prosody.

1.4.3. Syllable structure

Ever since Bagemihl’ s (1991) ground-breaking analysis of BellaCoolasyllablestructure,*
in which he postulates a maximal syllable shape of CRVVC" despite widely disparate
claims by other researchers that Bella Coolaiswithout syllables entirely (Newman 1947),
on the one hand, and that all segmentsin the language are potential syllable peaks (Hoard

1978), on the other, the study of syllable structure in other Salishan languages has gained

1Czaykowska-Higgins and Kinkade (1998:16) note, however, that these syllabic variants
of resonants “do not seem to constitute the sole syllabic nucleus in words of most of the
Salishan languages (except Bella Coola) and rarely surface as stressed.”

>Bella Coolais notably one of the more difficult languages to analyse in terms of syllable
structure, exhibiting, as it does, not only long strings of consonants uninterrupted by
vowels, but entire words consisting solely of obstruents.

®Here, asthroughout this dissertation, C = any consonant, K = an obstruent, R = aresonant,
V =any vowel (including schwa), and A = afull vowel.
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ground, with Bates and Carlson (1992, 1998), Jmmie (1994), Blake (1992), and
Czaykowska-Higgins and Willett (1997; see also Willett and Czaykowska-Higgins 1995)
all arguing that, respectively, Spokane,”” Thompson, Sliammon, and Moses-Columbian
have amaximal syllable shape of CVC. With respect to other Salishan languages, Bianco
(1994) claimsthat syllablesin Cowichan are maximally CV CC, even though the majority
of syllables in that language are CV(C) syllables, Urbanczyk (1996[2001]) posits that
Lushootseed syllables are maximally CVC(C), and Matthewson (1994) argues for a
maximal KCVCK syllable shape in Lillooet. The individual constituents that make up
gyllables in these languages are for the most part ssimplex. However, complex nuclel are
posited for BellaCoola(VV); complex codas are posited for Cowichan (CC), Lushootseed
(CC), and Lillooet (CK); and complex onsets are posited for BellaCoola (CR) and Lillooet

(KC); in addition, Shaw (2002a) argues that Musgueam has complex KK onsets.

1.4.4. Stress and sonority

It has long been recognized that the relative sonority of segments can have a bearing on
certain phonological processes, especially when it comes to matters relating to stress and
syllable structure; for instance, for the majority of languages only the most sonorous
segmentsin thelanguage, notably the vowel s, but sometimesal so resonant consonants (see,
for instance, Bagemihl’s 1991 analysis of syllablesin Bella Coola™; also see Zec 1995 on

Kwak’ wala, a non-Salishan language), may form syllable peaks and thus become eligible

"Bates and Carlson (1992) argue for amaximal syllable shape in Spokane of C(R)VC.

8B ut, as previously mentioned, note also Newman'’ s (1947) claim that Bella Coola has no
syllablesat al and, at the other end of the spectrum, Hoard' s(1978) contention for the same
language that any segment can potentially form a syllable peak.
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to receive stress. When it comes to stress, even the most sonorous class of segments,
namely, the vowels, may be ranked among themselves with respect to relative sonority,
with /&l being considered the most sonorous, and therefore the most likely to form the
nucleus of asyllable and thus becomeeligibleto receive stress, and schwabeing considered
the least sonorous and therefore the least likely to achieve syllable status or receive stress.
Thehierarchy of segment sonority asit appliesto syllablesis expressed by Princeand
Smolensky (1993)™ in the form of a sonority scale, given in (5a), and a set of constraints
on peak and margin prominence, given in (5b).
(5) a peskg, a>eo>i,u>..>ptk

margin ptk> ... >j,u>e0>a

syll

b. Peak Prominence
*Plptk>> ... >> *Pfi,u>>*Ple,o >>*Pla

Margin Prominence

*M/a>>*M/e,0>>*M/i,u>> ... >>*M/p,t,k

Notice that voiceless stops, at the extreme right end of the peak,,, sonority scale and

syll

at the extreme left end of the marging, sonority scale in (5a), are the least sonorous

syl
segmentsand thusaretheleast likely to form syllable peaks and the most likely to be found
at syllable margins. (5b) shows these sonority scales as a series of micro-constraints on
syllable structure, where the constraint against positing voiceless stops as syllable peaks,
namely, *P/p,tk, is the highest ranked (as a result of being the most marked cross-
linguistically) and that against * P/aisthelowest ranked (and the least marked). Conversely,

[a] isthe most likely candidate for asyllable peak and the least likely to occur at asyllable

9See also Clements (1990) on the role of sonority in syllabification.
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margin. Notice also that not only are vowels ranked higher than consonants in general but
they are further ranked against each other with respect to the likelihood of their forming
syllable peaks or margin troughs. Positing individual segments or segment groups as a
series of separate constraints on sonority, asin (5b), allows these micro-constraints to be
interspersed, on a language-specific basis, among other constraints in the constraint
rankings of individual languages, and thus makes it possible to account for data in those
languages that might otherwise remain an enigma.

Prince and Smolensky’ s scales and constraints on syllable sonority, as givenin (5a,
b), are adapted in Kenstowicz (1994a) to apply to metrical feet asfollows:
(6) a peaky a>éo>iu>3s

margin. 3>11>80>4

b. Peak Prominence for metrical feet
*Pla >> *P/i,u >>*Ple,0 >> *Pla

Margin Prominence for metrical feet
*M/a>>*M/e,0 >>*M/i,u>>*M/o
The sonority scalesin (6a) and the constraintsin (6b) indicate that not only arevowels
ranked with respect to the likelihood of their forming the nuclel of syllables, but they are
further ranked with respect to their eligibility to receive primary word stress, with /a/ being
the most likely, and /a/ the least likely, candidate for stress. Thus, not only do full vowels
in general rate higher than schwain thisrespect, but, among the full vowels, thelow vowel

/&l rates higher than the mid vowels /e, o/, which in turn rate higher than the high vowels

/i, ul.
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Following Kenstowicz, Urbanczyk (1996[2001]) and Bianco (1996) have demon-
strated for Lushootseed and Cowichan, respectively, that the relative sonority of vowels
playsamajor rolein the assignment of stressin those languages. Bianco, for instance, uses

Kenstowicz's (1994a) sonority hierarchy and the interaction of Optimality Theoretic

constraintsto explain why Cowichanwordslike/?ilé?ag/ ‘in back of vehicle’ surface with

stress on the second syllable of the word rather than, as expected, on the first, since, by
default, stress in Cowichan falls on the leftmost full vowel of a word. In brief, Bianco
demonstrates the important role of relative sonority in the Cowichan stress system by
showing not only that *P/i is outranked by *Ple, in accord with Kenstowicz's Peak
Prominence for metrical feet constraint, stated in (6b), but that both of these sonority
constraints outrank the constraint in Cowichan that ensures that the optimal foot form in
that language will be a syllabic trochee parsed from the | eft edge of the word.

With regard to the relative sonority of consonants, Prince and Smolensky’ s syllable
sonority scale, depicted in (5a), shows voicel ess stops as being the | east sonorous segments
andthereforetheleast likely candidatesto achieve syllable status. The scale makesmention
of only the least sonorous consonants (namely, voiceless stops) and does not give a
portrayal of how the rest of the consonant groupings are ranked with respect to sonority.
Obvioudy, a major separation point in terms of sonority is that between obstruent and
resonant consonants, these two classes being traditionally distinguished in terms of the
feature [+ sonorant], with obstruents being [~ sonorant] and resonants [+ sonorant].

While all segments (including obstruent consonants) have occasionally been posited

as possible candidates for syllable peaks in some languages (for instance, Bella Coola; see
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Hoard 1978), the evidence cross-linguistically is undeniably that consonants, especially
obstruents, are much better candidatesfor syllable marginsthan syllable peaks. Resonants,
being sonorous consonants, are obviously more likely to be able to constitute the nuclei of
syllables than are obstruents; nevertheless, in the main they tend to be (part of) syllable
onsets or codasinstead, albeit in complex consonant clustersthey tend to appear next to the
vocalic nucleus.

Although it is not an uncommon occurrence for languages to have at least some
resonantsthat may form syllable peaks (for instance, English/m, n, I/ have syllabic variants
[m, n, |]), in Salishan languages syllabic variants for resonants are par for the course.
Czaykowska-Higginsand Kinkade (1998) cite the Thompson language asexemplifying the
way syllabic resonants in Salishan languages behave, stating that

..inThompson/m, n,I,y,w,m’, ", I', y’, w’'/ become syllabic, or vocalized,
or they are preceded by [s], when they occur between other consonants and
when they are word-final after a consonant. Word-initially before a consonant
the nasals and liquids may be syllabic or may be followed by a brief central
vowel, and glides are always followed by a central vowel; between a consonant
and a vowel a resonant has a brief syllabic phase followed by its regular
consonantal value, suggesting that itisambisyllabic at |east on the phonetic level
(Czaykowska-Higgins and Kinkade 1998:16-17).

Bagemihl (1991) uses evidence from reduplication facts to argue that resonants in
BellaCoolaare on apar with vowelswith respect to syllabicity. A strong piece of evidence

isthat syllabic resonants participate in the same sorts of reduplication patterns as vowels;

for instance, the CV C- reduplicativeform of /mmk™a/ ‘ bear berry’ is/mp+mnptk™a/ ‘ plant
of the bear berry’ rather than the expected */mn+mptk™a/, and the diminutive V-

reduplication of /K’ pc/ * sperm whale' is/?p+k’ne-i/ (cf. /t' ixtalal ‘robin’ — /?i+t ixtalay/
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‘robin; diminutive’). In addition, in forming the habituative in Bella Coola, a process that
entails lengthening of the penultimate syllabic nucleus of a reduplicative form, resonants
undergo lengthening just as vowels do; compare, for instance, the forms /sk’ak’a-c/ —
/sk’aak’ a-c/ ‘1 split again and again’ and /k’ nk’ nnca-c/ — /k’ nk’ nnca-c/ ‘1 chop again and
again, but not now’ . If avocalic nucleuswere assumed in the casesinvolving resonants, the
incorrect forms would be predicted.

Whileresonantsin Salishan syllablesare ableto form the nuclei of syllables, they “do
not seem to constitute the sole syllabic nucleusinwords. . . and rarely surface as stressed”
(Czaykowska-Higgins and Kinkade 1998:16); in ailmost all of the languages individual
words are required to surface with at least one vowel-based syllable for stress purposes.
Moreover, Kinkade (1998) suggests that schwais awaysinserted in order to allow stress

to fall on an otherwise vowelless root.

1.4.5. The status of schwa

A mgjor factor in the stress systems of all of the Salishan languages examined to date (see,
for instance, Blake 1992, 1999, 2000b on Sliammon; Matthewson 1994 on Lillooet;
Czaykowska-Higgins 1993aon Moses-Columbian; Bianco 1996 on Cowichan; Urbanczyk
1996[2001] on L ushootseed; Shaw et al 1999 on Musgueam; aswell asKinkade 1993, 1998
on Upper Chehalis and Salishan language in general) is the much mooted, distinctly
different effect on stress of schwa versus full vowels, namely, that processes of stress
assignment tend to overlook schwa in favour of full vowels, even at the expense of

disobeying default stress rules. The researchers cited here claim that schwa in their
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language of research is for the most part (if not entirely) predictable,® and therefore not
underlying. If schwaispredictable, theexplanationfor itsunstressability isstraightforward:
it issimply that, not being underlying, schwais not available for stress at the time stressis
assigned (although such an analysis is available only in a derivational model); in more

general terms, schwais not visible to stress rules.

1.4.6. Stress and the mor phology

Itisevident from Czaykowska-Higgins and Kinkade' s (1998) summary of the typology of
Salishan stress systems (as outlined in section 1.4.2.1) that morphological factors play a
considerableroleintheassignment of stressin amajority of the Salishan languages; infact,
morphological factors must betaken into consideration in at least the first three of thefour
major classificationsgiven (see, for instance, Czaykowska-Higgins 1993adetailed analysis
of Moses-Columbian, which, like the mgority of Interior Salishan languages, has a
morphologically-governed system with default stress on the rightmost syllable), and, as

pointed out in Czaykowska-Higgins and Kinkade (1998:15), work by Bianco (1995) on

Byt note that Jimmie (1994) and Black (1996) argue that schwa in Thompson and
Spokane, respectively, cannot be unreservedly predicated to be a surface phenomenon.
Black’s argument that schwa in Spokane must be underlying is based on the observation
that Spokane has three possible root shapes consisting of three consonants and no full
vowels, namely, CCoC, CoCC, and CoCoC roots, and that it isimpossibleto predict, given
an underlying structure of CCC (assuming for the moment that schwa s predictable), the
exact location in the structure at which schwa would surface. Compare, for instance, the
forms given in (i), which are taken from Black (1996:34); note that Black does not give
glosses or show stress for these exampl es.

(i) CCC CoCC CaCaC
c'pox™ A oxt ¢ onop’
¢ lax™ pal’'¢ ¢ ohok™

mok™ pacqg? molok’™
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L ushootseed suggests that even in the fourth type, namely, the fixed-stress system, stress
patterns cannot be fully explained without making some reference to the morphology. In
her analysis of stressin Northern Lushootseed, Bianco found that, although this dialect of
Lushootseed has a fixed stress system which places primary stress on the leftmost full
vowel of words, affixing a dominant suffix* to even a strong root* forces stress to shift
rightward to the dominant suffix, thusresulting in the leftmost full vowel failing to surface
with primary stress. The examples in (7), taken from Bianco (1995), show the different
results on stress of adding dominant and recessive suffixes to strong and weak roots in
Northern Lushootseed. Note that, of the two suffixes attached to the root in each of these
examples, thefinal oneisawaysrecessive. | confine my commentsto the suffix that varies

with regard to stress, namely, the one nearest the root.

?In many languages suffixes differ by whether or not they are able to trigger stress shiftin
stems to which they are affixed. Compare, for instance, the differing stress effects on
English generous when the suffixes -ness, -ly, and -ity are added to the root.

(i) génerous happy
génerous-ness happi-ness
generos-ity happi-ly

While adding -ness or -ly to the roots in these examples does not affect word stress at all,
adding -ity causes main stress to shift two syllables to the right, at the same time
maintaining a weakened stress on the originally-stressed syllable (in some instances, or in
some languages, earlier stress may be erased). Suffixes like -ness and -ly, which have no
effect on word stress, are recessive, while those like -ity, which cause stress to shift to
another syllable, are dominant. In the terminology of cyclic lexical phonology, adding a
dominant suffix to astem causes stress assigned on a previous cycleto be erased, and word
stress to be reassigned. It is important to note that a dominant suffix is not necessarily
stressed or able to be stressed; for instance, the dominant suffix -ity in the example hereis
in fact unstressable. On the other hand, a recessive suffix may, though it need not, be
stressable.

Bianco analyses strong roots as roots that contain at least one full vowel, and weak roots
as roots without an underlying vowel.
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(7) a Strong root*
i.  Dominant suffix: suffix stressed
Violi?=&k"=bix” ‘foreigners
ii. Recessive suffix: root stressed
vhad=al-op ‘burning on bottom’

b. Weak root
i. Dominant suffix: suffix stressed

VkVad=dy=ati?  ‘giveahand, help
ii. Recessive suffix: suffix stressed
Vdox=él=agi? “ space between fingers

Astheexamplesin (7) show, dominant suffixesin Northern L ushootseed surfacewith
stress regardless of the type of root to which they are attached (that is, whether strong or
weak), whilerecessive suffixesvary with respect to stress, with strong rootsretaining stress
and weak roots losing stress to the suffix. Clearly, then, morphological factors can play a
role even in so-called fixed stress systems like that of Lushootseed.

While work like that by Bianco (1995) on Lushootseed serves to underscore the
degree to which the morphology influences the placement of stressin Salishan, even in
languageswith fixed stresssystems, it isrestricted by aframework (namely, that of Lexical
Phonology) which must make extensive reference to notions of underlying and surface
structures, cyclicity of rule application, and thelike. Aswell, some of the dataappear to be
unanalysable in this framework; for instance, Bianco (1995) is unable to account for

varying stress patterns like those in (8).

%The following symbols are utilized in this dissertation: “v” is used to tag the root
morpheme of aword, “-” designates aform as being either a non-reduplicative prefix or a
grammatical suffix, “+” is used to indicate reduplicative morphemes, and “=" denotes a
lexical suffix.
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8 a vhuad=al -ap b. vhud=4 =g"it
burn=Ix.link-bottom fire=lx.link=canoe
‘burning of the bottom’ ‘ steamboat’

In each of the morphological concatenationsin (8) astrong root is seenin combination
with two recessive suffixes, the first of whichisidentical in the two words. However, the
form in (8a) surfaces with stress on the root, while that in (8b) stresses the leftmost suffix.
Bianco’'s explanation for the differential stress placement in these words is to say that
certain combinations of recessive suffixes behave like dominant suffixes, and that such
suffix combinations must belexically listed with the feature Dominant. Under thisanalysis
the suffix combination in (8b) would be lexically marked as [+ Dominant], while that in
(8a) would be marked [- Dominant], an unsatisfactory explanation at best.

Other exceptional data, such asthe seemingly idiosyncratic formsin (9) are presumed
to vary as aresult of lexicalization or borrowing.

(9) a V¢&'it=abac b. V& it=dbac
‘near side’ ‘ Saturday’

Notice that the wordsin (9a-b) actually consist of the identical root and the identical
lexical suffix; in other words, other than differing in meaning, they differ only with respect
to stress, where one has root stress and the other is stressed on the suffix. Clearly, the
analysisis unable to come up with answers for some very important questions.

Apparently idiosyncratic data like that in (8-9) cannot be accounted for in terms of

traditional theories referring to traditional notions of root and suffix “strength”. As a
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possible solution to this problem, Revithiadou (1999)** proposes that many seemingly
idiosyncratic stress patterns can be accounted for by looking deeper than the morpho-
accentual properties of roots and suffixes into the morphosyntactic relations that obtain
between the individual components of a polymorphemic word.

In brief, Revithiadou argues that in polysynthetic languages the placement of stress
in agiven word is influenced by whether that word is the result of a morphological or a
syntactic process. Based on arguments (for instance, by Czaykowska-Higgins 1996, 1998)
that the behaviour of lexical suffixesin Salishan languages resembles somewhat that of
incorporated nouns, with the lexical suffix in the role of (athematic) complement to the
root (which is head), Revithiadou reasonsthat it is necessary to posit that word stress will
differ depending on whether it is applied at the level of the morphologica stem (which
encodes the lexical content of the word, and includes the root and any locative,
reduplicative, and primary affixes, such asthe inchoative, aswell aslexical suffixes) or at
the level of the morphological word (which encodes morphosyntactic information, and
comprisesthe morphological stem plus any grammatical affixes, such as aspectual, modal,
reflexive, and reciprocal affixes).

According to Revithiadou, when the syntactic structure of aword is projected onto its
prosodic structure the most important position or constituent will be the one that surfaces
with main word stress. The structural head of amorphological stem istheroot; thus, at the

level of the morphological stem the root gets first consideration for word stress, and fails

#Asmentioned earlier, Revithiadou’ sanalysisof lexical accent in polysynthetic languages
is based on earlier work by Thompson and Thompson (1992) on Thompson, by van Eijk
(1985) on Lillooet, by Czaykowska-Higgins (1993a) on Moses-Columbian, and by Carlson
(1989) on Spokane.
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to be stressed only (i) if it isitself unaccented and is at the same time combined with an
accented affix or (ii) if it is schwa-based.

In Revithiadou's view, then, the placement of stress in polysynthetic languages is
governed by principles of word composition and head dominance. In addition, word stress
can be affected by structural differences in Root—Lexical Suffix combinations in
morphological stems. Based on work by Czaykowska-Higgins (1996, 1998), Revithiadou
notes that Root—Lexical Suffix compound structures express modifier—head relations, in
whichthelexical suffix isthe head, while Root—L exical Suffix predicate structures express
head—complement relations, in which the root is head.

Thus, instead of depending on classifications of roots and suffixes as strong, weak, or
variable, whichrefer to*anidiosyncratic property of morphemes’ (Revithiadou 1999:237),
Revithiadou argues that stress in polysynthetic languagesis the combined result of (i) the
accentual propertiesof itsconstituent morphemes, which are either lexically marked or not,

and (i) theroles played by individual constituents within the structure.

1.5. Previouswork on Squamish stress

Prior to 1999, the published literature on Squamish stress consisted essentially of three
papers. Of these papers, only Bar-el and Watt (1998) examines the occurrence of stressin
Sguamish roots in any detail. Demers and Horn (1978) merely note that root stress is
penultimate (or, more accurately, that individual morphological constituents surface with
penultimate stress) and then devote the rest of their paper to a discussion of stress in
polymorphemic words. Davis (1984a, 1984b), who assumes penultimate stressin the stem,

focusses on the problem of how stress clash is resolved in polymorphemic words.



25

Asidefrom asserting that individual morphological units( Demersand Horn) or stems
(Davis) have penultimate stress, both Demers and Horn (1978) and Davis (1984a, 1984b)
are primarily concerned with establishing which of two stresses in a morphological word
is primary and with how stress clash (that is, stress on adjacent syllables) is resolved in
morphologically complex words. In the analysis by Demers and Horn, stress prominence

isestablished asfollows: the leftmost of two stressesis prominent if (i) thereisstressclash

and (ii) the environment is either CVCVC or CVCCoC; in al other cases, the rightmost

stress is prominent. Davis (1984a, 1984b) postulates that stress assignment for Squamish
IS quantity-insensitive; however, he argues, although heavy syllables do not ordinarily
attract stress, they do play arolein resolving stress clash.

Interestingly, while Demers and Horn (1978) and Davis (1984a, 1984b) all but take
for granted that stress in Squamish is penultimate, Bar-el and Watt (1998) contend that
stressin Squamish falls on theleftmost full vowel of the prosodic word, in other words, on
theinitial (non-schwa based) syllable of aroot. Although the analysisin that paper is based
on an examination of disyllabicrootsonly (inwhichinitial stressand penultimate stressare
one and the same thing), Watt (2000) more recently claims that stress falls on the initial
(leftmost) syllable of trisyllabic roots aswell. It should be noted, however, that this claim
is based solely on the analysis of two forms, neither of which isin actual fact aroot. The
first of the formsin question is/shuhupit/ ‘rabbit’, which, although lexicalized, is clearly
areduplicative form, /s-h+vhupit/; stressin this word conforms to the expected case in

words involving /CV/ reduplication, namely, that primary stress falls on the reduplicative

prefix (which happensto be the initial syllable of the word). The second form, /malalus/
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‘raccoon’, isagain highly lexicalized but isanalysed by Kuipers (1967) aslikely consisting
of acombination of thevariableroot /vVmal, mol/ ‘round’ and thel-form? of the unaccented

(that is, accentually unmarked) lexical suffix /=ayud ‘eye’; if the root in question patterns
with strong roots (recall that variable roots pattern at times with strong and at other times
with weak roots), the stress on the initial syllable of the word is again as expected, since
strong roots retain primary stress when in combination with unaccented suffixes.

Unlike Demers and Horn (1978) and Davis (1984a, 1984b), who use a strictly
phonol ogical approach to the problem of stressin Squamish words, Bar-el and Watt (1998)
and Watt (1999) incorporate morphological as well as phonological factors in their
approach. Following work by Czaykowska-Higgins (1993a) and Alderete (1996), they
suggest that where stress falls in a morphologically complex Squamish word depends on
the presence of lexical accent in the individual morphological constituents of that word.
According to them, Squamish, likeanumber of other Salishan languages (see, for instance,
Czaykowka-Higgins 1993a, 1993b on Moses-Columbian), differentiates two main typesof
roots (strong vs. weak, or accented vs. unaccented) and three main levels of lexical accent

in affixes (inherently accented, unaccented, and inherently unaccented).

»According to Kuipers:

In a number of cases Sg. has forms with /I/ besides related forms with /y, i/.
Since Halc.[sic] /I/ is one of the regular correspondences of Sqg. 1y, i/, these Sq.
forms may be borrowings from a Halcomelem-type dialect. For such dialects|
use the term |-dialect, and the formsin question are referred to as|-forms. Such
I-forms are not limited to Halcomelem and other geographically close diaects.
They are also encountered in Salish languages of the interior, e.g. in Kalispel
(Kuipers 1967:247).
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With respect to lexical accent in roots, Bar-el and Watt (1998) and Watt (1999) take
the view that all roots consisting of only one syllable are unaccented lexically, whereas
those consisting of two or more syllables are lexically accented. While my own research,
based on the extensive Kuipers corpus, concurs with that of Bar-el and Watt in the
classification of monosyllabic roots as accentually unmarked, it showsthat, although some

polysyllabic roots have lexical accent, the vast majority exhibit predictable stress patterns.

1.6. Current issues and motivation for thisundertaking

The early accounts by Demers and Horn (1978) and Davis (1984a, 1984b) look at the
problem of Sguamish stress assignment as purely phonological. My own research and that
of Bar-el and Watt, however, shows that morphological factors, specifically, the
morphological properties of roots and suffixes, need also betaken into consideration, since
(totakearelatively smple case) in disyllabic words consisting of aroot and asuffix, stress
varies according to whether the root contains a full vowel or schwa and (at the least)
whether either or both morphemes are inherently accented, inherently unaccented, or
stressable under the right circumstances.

Although the accounts of Squamish stress found in Demers and Horn (1978) and,
especially, Bar-el and Watt (1998) make reference to the schwa versus full vowel
dichotomy, in particular pointing out and providing evidence for the general reluctance of
the language (like other Salishan languages) to stress schwain wordsin which full vowels
are also present, they do not make mention of the many instances in the data where schwa
isin fact stressed in preference to afull vowel in the same word (especially, in roots), and

consequently they have no explanation for why such cases are permitted to exist alongside
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the (perhaps more obvious) cases where schwais not stressed. The research on which this
dissertation is based showsthat stressis attracted to syllableswith weight, and that in these
terms schwaisonapar with full vowelsif it isimmediately followed by aresonant (but not
an obstruent) consonant. Essentially, it is this difference that is responsible for the noted
differences in schwa stressability.

In addition, this dissertation undertakes the analysis of the Squamish syllable, which
has not heretofore been dealt with in any detail (but see Bar-el 2000). The form and
structure of syllables turn out to be crucial in the story of Squamish stress: the underlying
reason that schwa s stressable when followed by a resonant but not when followed by an
obstruent is that resonants are parsed as codas, in contrast to obstruents, which are parsed
as onsets.

This dissertation shows further that while morphological accent does play arolein
Squamish stress, itsinfluenceiscurtailed by therelatively small number of morphemesthat
are marked accentually. As well, the role of morphosyntactic headedness, deemed all-
important in Revithiadou’ s analysis of four Salishan languages, is found to be generally
ineffectivein accounting for stressin polymorphemic Squamish words, whereasan account
based on prosodic domains is much more explanatory.

The work embodied in this dissertation contributes to our knowledge about stress
systems in general, and those of Salishan languages in particular. It treats the subject of
stress in Squamish in much greater detail than previous papers have; in particular, it
integrates the sometimes disparate manifestations of and motivations for the behaviour of

stress in roots and in words involving prefixation and/or suffixation. Furthermore, it
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provides an anaysis of the Squamish stress system within an Optimality Theoretic
framework?® and showsthat thisframework isparticul arly apt at ferreting out theintricacies
of acomplex system of stress assignment such asthat found in the Squamish language. Last
but not least, it is one more work dealing with a language which is in grave danger of
extinction.

It should be remarked that the research on which this dissertation is based is
(deliberately) drawn primarily from the extensive early fieldwork carried out by Aert H.
Kuipersinthe 1960's and documented in Kuipers (1967, 1969, 1989). Although fieldwork
isnow again in progress (by Leora Bar-el, Linda Tamburri Watt, and a number of other
researchers under the direction of Henry Davis of the University of British Columbia and
in conjunction with Peter Jacobs of the Squamish community), there is awealth of datain
Kuipersthat so far has been largely unexplored, and which must serve as the basis for all
future work. By using the earlier corpora of Kuipersthiswork is able to provide aricher
and more complete account of the stress system and syllable structure of Squamish than it
would if based only on current research; in addition, it has the advantage of referring to
current research, which in some instancesis able to shed light on certain points that were
hitherto obscure. Furthermore, to the extent that the aim of current and/or future research
in the language is to document diachronic changes in its prosodic structure, this work will

serve as avaluable tool for comparison.

*Bar-el and Watt have also used OT in their analyses of various aspects of the Squamish
language.
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1.7. Theoretical assumptions

Rule-based accounts such asthose advanced by Demersand Horn (1978) and Davis(1984a,
1984b) havefailedto explain adequately thecompl ex nature of Squamish stressassignment,
with its seemingly numerous exceptions to every rule. The sheer number and intricate
interaction of phonological and morphological factors involved in the process cal for a
different, less rigid approach, one which emphasizes cooperation between the various
factorsinvolved rather than strict adherenceto aset of rules. Optimality Theory (Princeand
Smolensky 1993; McCarthy and Prince 1993a, 1993b), isjust such a theory; and, as this
dissertation will demonstrate, itisin fact remarkably well-suited to providing explanations
to some of the more puzzling aspects of both stress assignment and syllable structure in
Squamish.

In Optimality Theory (hereafter, OT) the set of possible outputs (surface representa-
tions) corresponding toaparticular input (underlying representation) are provided by GEN,
afunction of Universal Grammar. Thisset of outputsisthen evaluated by another function
of Universal Grammar, EV AL, based on alanguage-specific hierarchical ranking of aseries
of universal constraints, CON. An important concept of OT is that its constraints are
violable; thus the actual output form of a given input is spoken of as being the optimal

rather than the perfect form.*” The optimal output will be the output that obeys higher-

Z'Thisis part of what makes OT the elegant theory it is; if language behaviour is based on
interacting but violable constraints so ranked asto provide the most complete and accurate
explanation of the data, then it is no longer necessary to come up with separate and
elaborate explanationsfor datathat are counterexampl esto posited rules. The beauty of OT,
when it works, is in its ability to find genera solutions to particular and sometimes
disparate problems, that is, by making reference to the same constraints that were used to
motivate the more obvious behaviour.
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ranked constraints, but not necessarily lower-ranked constraints. It followsthat the ranking
of constraints within a language system is of utmost importance in ensuring that, given a
list of possible outputs corresponding to aparticular input, only the optimal candidate will

be selected.

1.8. Chapter summary

This chapter has served as a general introduction to the Squamish language, its speakers,
and its place within the Salishan family of languages. In addition, it has provided the
linguistic contexts, both descriptive and theoretical, the framework, and the motivation for

the research described in the balance of this dissertation.



Chapter 2

L anguage basics: phonemics and phonotactics

2.0. Introduction

In this chapter | provide the groundwork for an in-depth understanding and analysis of the
stress system and syllable structure of Squamish. | begin, in section 2.1, with a phonologi-
cal sketch of thelanguage per se, providing adetailed description of its sound system, and
continuein section 2.2 with an account of the phonotactics of Squamish, demonstrating that
the constituency and shapes of syllablesin thelanguage areentirely dependent on language-
specific constraints (which, however, may be, and indeed often are, indicative of cross-
linguistic constraints or trends) on segment position within a string and on adjacency
factors. Throughout these sections | refer to work by other Salishanists in order to show
how the Squamish language factsline up with those of other languagesin thefamily group,

both individually and generally.

2.1. Phonology and phonemics
Thissection consists of an essentially descriptive account of the phonological system of the
Squamish language. | begin the account with a description of the consonantal and vocalic

inventories that comprise the sound system of Squamish. In the process| demonstrate and

The description of the sound system is almost entirely based on information contained in
Kuipers (1967).
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draw particular attention to the considerable extent to which the sonorant consonants of
Squamish differ from its obstruents and to the equally considerable extent to which the
sonorant consonants of the language resemble its vowels. Aswell, | include a subsection
inwhich is demonstrated the predictability of Squamish schwa. These pointswill prove to
be of paramount importance in the analysis of Squamish stress and syllable structure

undertaken in this work.

2.1.1. Consonants
The consonant inventory of Squamish, which was laid out in (2) of Chapter 1, isrepeated
herein (1).

(1) Sguamish consonant inventory
p t c ¢ kK kK q g ?
pt ¢ x ¢ ) kY g qv
{

S S XV oox XV
m n I y w h
m? n? 1?2 y? w? h?

The inventory of consonants in (1) shows that Squamish is typical of the Salishan
languages in that it has a series of voiceless (but not voiced) obstruents, al stops have
gective counterparts, all resonants have glottalized counterparts, and velar and uvular
obstruentshavelabial counterparts. Czaykowska-Higginsand Kinkade(1998:8-9) comment
onthefailureof many of the Salishan languagesto distinguish between non-labial velar and
palato-alveolar obstruents; that thisistrue for Squamish is attested in part by the presence
in its inventory of a palato-alveolar but not a (non-labial) velar fricative. As for the

corresponding plosives, athough Kuipers includes /k, k’'/ in his phonemic inventory of
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Squamish, he remarks (1967:246) that their occurrences in the lexicon are notably rare,
tending to be found only inloanwordswhich, for the most part, refer to semantic categories
such as games, birds, artifacts, and nursery-words. | reflect the questionable phonemic
status of these segmentsin Squamish by enclosing them in parentheses here. Likethe other
non-Interior Salishan languages, the Squamish consonant inventory does not include

pharyngeals, retracted consonants, or flaps or trills.

2.1.1.1. Resonants
Asregardsresonant consonants, Squamish isagaintypical of Salishanlanguagesin that the
segments found in its resonant series generally correspond in place of articulation to those
in its obstruent series, and aso in that every resonant has a glottalized counterpart. Again
like other non-Interior Salishan languages, the Squamish inventory does not include uvular
resonants.

As is frequently found cross-linguistically, the nasa and lateral resonants of

Squamish, /m, n, I/, are syllabic following another consonant (whether this consonant isan

obstruent, including the glottal stop, /2/, or another resonant) in the same morpheme?;
compare, for instance, the phonetic outputs in /tmtam/ [tmtam]® ‘when? , /glim/ [g]ém]
‘weak’, and /t'Imay?/, [t slomay?'] ‘wild cherry’ (aconcatenation of /t'alm/ ‘wild cherry’

and the lexical suffix /=ay?/ ‘tree, bush’), where the segmentsin question (underlined) are

?As | will demonstrate in this dissertation, the glides /y, w/ are similar to the nasal and
lateral resonants in thisfeature (in thisit resembles, for instance, Thompson Salishan; see
discussion in Chapter 1, section 1.4.4). Thisisapivotal element of my analysis.

3m] ~ [om], []] ~ [l], etc., are alternative pronunciationsin free variation.
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inthe same morphemeasthe preceding consonant, with thosein/muasmes/ [m6rsmos] ‘ cow’
(areduplication, though lexicalized) and /k’“&nox™/ [K' V&Cnox™] ‘to seeg; tr.’ (/-nox™/ is
a non-volitional transitivizer), where they are not. Exceptionally, when the preceding

consonant consists of the nominative prefix /s-/ syllabification may take place across the

intervening morpheme boundary, for instance, as in /smanit/ [smé&nit] ‘mountain’ and
[snox™it/ [snex™it] ‘canoe’, but does not necessarily do so, asis evident from /smnmanit/

[smanmanit, smpmé&nit] ‘ mountains . Kuipers(1969:9) statesthat nominalizer-R sequences

are “optimally in non-syllabic contact”, but adds that in reality the distinction is “hardly
observable in any but the most careful enunciation.” The fact that syllabification may
exceptionally take place acrossthisparticular morphemeboundary betokensthe high degree

of lexicalization of nominalized forms in Squamish.

2.1.1.2. /h/
Although /h/ is not as a rule grouped with resonant consonants,* K uipers (1967) classifies
Sqguamishit asalaryngea glide, basing his conclusion on anumber of observations. Inthe

first place, unlike many Salishan languages, in which the glottal fricative occurs only in

“In fact, Czaykowska-Higgins and Kinkade (1998:8) point out that in many of the Salishan
languages it isthe glottal stop (and not the glottal fricative) that appearsto function like a
resonant; the foregoing generalization notwithstanding, Czaykowska-Higgins and Willett
(1997) remark for M oses-Columbia Salishan that although “ [t] he sonorant/obstruent status
of the glottal fricative [h] has not yet been firmly established, ... it seems on the whole to
pattern with the other resonants’ (1997:386, fn. 4). While Squamish /h/ patterns with
resonants, /?/ does not: evidence from stress patternsin schwa-based or mixed roots shows
that stress fals on schwa in the (default) penultimate syllable when it is immediately
followed by aplain resonant, including /h/, but not when the following consonant is/?/; for

instance, compare /k"3la& ‘shoot’ with /A’ 2?3ng/ ‘ potlatch’ (see Chapter 3).
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syllableonsets(Czaykowska-Higginsand Kinkade 1998:8), K uipersholdsthat in Squamish
/h/ regularly appearsin syllable-final aswell asin syllable-initial position, arguing that, in
the coda of aword-final syllable, /h/ is produced as alengthening of the vocalic nucleusin

the same syllable,> with an optional schwa-coloured off-glide before a consonant (for
instance, asin /¢’ihn/ [¢'en, ¢'emn] ‘lift, raise; tr.”; /puht/ [po:°t, po:®t] ‘blow; tr.”; /c’ah/
[c a] ‘get hit, bump’). Kuipers contends further that Squamish /h/ groups with the palatal
and labio-velar glidesinthat it forms part of adiphthong serieswith schwa, as/ay, aw, ah/,°
and that (like the stop and resonant consonant series, but unlike the spirants) it has a
glottalized counterpart /h?/. Evidence for the latter comes from the existence of near
minimal pairssuch as/toh?/ *undergo; belocated’ and /tsh?/ ‘ betouched’, on the one hand,
versus/c’ah/ ‘be hit’, /q™ah/ ‘be pierced’, and /?ah/ *hurt’, on the other.

The notion of word- and syllable-final phonemic /h/ may seem speculative, since [h]

does not actually surface in these environments. Kuipers conclusion that the surface long

vowels, namely, [a; o, 0;; 1, ], stem from vowel-h forms, namely, /sh; uh; ih/, is based

on the observation of regularly-occurring morphophonemic aternations between long

vowels and corresponding vowel-h sequences. For instance, the root /q™3h/ ‘be pierced’ is
pronounced [g"¥a], that is, with a long vowel, when freestanding, but the same root is

pronounced [g"oh, g”¥ah], that is, with a short vowel-h sequence, in the suffixed form

*Ordinarily, stressed vowels in Squamish surface as half-long (see section 2.1.2.4).

®For a detailed discussion of Squamish diphthongs see section 2.1.2.3.
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/q¥shéyatnitn/ (=ayatn ‘ear’) ‘ pierce someone' s ears, tr.”. The short form of the vowel is

typical in unstressed syllables.

While Kuipers conclusion that /h/ appears syllable-finally as an underlying segment
is not questioned here, his classification of /h/ as a resonant is in conflict with evidence
presented later in this dissertation, which shows that /h/ does not behave like the other
Squamish resonantsin that it isunableto attract stressto asyllable in which it occupiesthe
coda. At least where stress is concerned, Squamish /h/ behaves more like obstruents than
like resonants. This behaviour of /h/ in Squamish is after al not surprising in the light of
Clements’ (1990) claim that cross-linguistically laryngeal s tend to pattern with obstruents

rather than with resonants, and, further, that they fall outside of the sonority scale entirely.

2.1.2. Vowels
In contrast to afairly extensive consonant inventory Squamish, likethe majority of Salishan
languages, has a minimal vowel inventory consisting of three full vowels, /i, u, &/, and a

schwa, which is mainly predictable. In addition, (as already mentioned) Squamish has a

seriesof diphthongs, /ay, aw, sh/, which correspond roughly to, and are not entirely distinct

from, the full-vowel series (Kuipers 1967).

2.1.2.1. Full vowels

Of thethreefull vowels of Squamish, /u/isfound notably lessfrequently in thelexicon than
either /i/ or /al. In this Squamish patterns after a number of Salishan languages with five-
vowel inventories (examples are Halkomelem and Northern Straits), inwhich /u/ “isfound

only in loan words, or as a syllabic variant of /w/” (Czaykowska-Higgins and Kinkade
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1998:10). Kuipers(1967) attributesthislow frequency of /u/ in Squamish to theobservation

that the distinction between /u/ and its corresponding diphthong /aw/ appears to have been

much better preserved than that between /i ~ay/ and /a~ ah/; the correspondence between

full vowels and schwa—glide diphthongsin Squamish isdiscussed in some detail in section

2.1.2.3.

2.1.2.1.1. Surface variations of full vowels

The main phonetic variants of Squamish /i/ are[e, €, ey, i]. The variant [¢] surfaces before

uvulars but not necessarily adjacent to them as long as no vowel intervenes, [ey] is

manifested between a preceding uvular and a following non-uvular consonant, and [€]
surfaces elsewhere under stress, while [i] is [€]’s counterpart in unstressed syllables.
Similarly, /u/ surfaces as [0] in stressed syllables but as [u] when unstressed; however,

unlike the other vowels, thisis essentially the only way in which surface /u/ differs from

its underlying form. The low mid vowel, /a/, has the variants [¢, &g o, @, surfacing as [,

&g around palatals (with the exception of /y/) and as[o] in the neighbourhood of labialized

consonants (but not /w/), with [a] being the elsewhere case. Under stress and word-finally
itisusually [a] that is heard, regardless of environment. The main phonetic variations of

the full vowels are summarized in (2).
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2) Surface forms of full vowels

Phoneme | Phonetic Conditioning Elsewhere

realization | environment Stressed | Unstr essed
i £, €y uvular é i
u o u
a g, @ palatal

35 labidl a a

The distribution of surface variants shows clearly that there is a stress-related
difference in the way full vowels surface in Squamish, namely, that vowel height islost
under stress. Another major difference between stressed and unstressed vowels is that
stressed vowel s exhibit greater duration than unstressed vowels (for instance, /a/ surfaces
as[&] inastressed syllable but as[a] when unstressed), with the exception that stressed /a/
is short before a word-final consonant cluster (for example, the surface form of /naxc/
‘hand’ is[nax¢], and not *[nax¢]).

As is the case in most Salishan languages, unstressed vowels in Squamish have a

strong tendency to reduce to [s] or even to zero. For instance, while the optimal surface

form for /madlalug ‘raccoon’ is[malalog], it generally surfaces as[maAlslag].

2.1.2.2. Schwa

Work by a number of Salishanists who have investigated the status of schwain Salishan
languages (see, for instance, Kinkade 1998 on Salishan languagesin general, Carlson 1989
on Spokane, Czaykowska-Higgins1993aon Moses-Columbia, Bianco 1995 and Urbanczyk

1996[2001] on Lushootseed, Bianco 1996 on Cowichan, Shaw et a 1999 on Musqueam,
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Blake 2000b on Sliammon) points to the conclusion that schwais largely predictable in
Salishan.
Thisaccordswith Kuipers' (1967:56) claim that the occurrence of schwain Squamish

isoverwhelmingly predictable. Kuipers bases hiscontention on thefollowing observations:

(i) morphemes of thetype/CoC/ (including the/Ci, Cu, Ca/ alternants of /Cay, Cow, Cah/;

see section 2.1.2.3) surface as/CC/ when unstressed and either preceded or followed by a

vowel (for instance, in/t k' ™im/ ‘dig; act.-itr.”, <vt'ak’™); (ii) root morphemes of the type
/CCl takethe partial reduplication /Ca/ (for instance, in /totsi?/ ‘ feel cold’, < V'tes); and (iii)
aresonant is nonsyllabic morpheme-initially’ (for instance, /smonmanit/ ‘ mountains’, not
* [smenemanit, smenmanit/; cf. vmanit ‘ mountain’) unlessword stressfall sbetween thetwo
morphemes (for instance, in /taydwit/ ‘ racing canoe’, a concatenation of v'tay ‘race’, =wit

‘container, canoe’). The data in (3), (4), and (5), respectively, serve to illustrate these
points.

(3) Schwa does not surface when morpheme boundary is adjacent to vowel

VK Y-im? ‘dig; act.-itr.’ Vg -im? ‘chop; act.-itr.’
n-svtq=iws ‘sideof body’ Vt'x=&?us-m ‘openone’seyes
t'4x+Vt' x=&y?us ‘have the eyes open’ Post'8+/' K™Y *pit, dugout’
to+Vtsi? ‘feel cold’ Post' &+ ‘lying across

(4) Schwa surfaces when morpheme boundaries are not adjacent to vowel
Vtog™=min?  ‘broken-off haf’  st'4g“+Vtaq™-s *‘cut upin chunks
[geog ]
t'oq +Vt' &y =ad ‘six (persons)’ t'8x+vVt ox=c ‘have the mouth open’

'Recall from section 2.1.1.1 that aresonant issyllabic when it immediately follows another
consonant in the same morpheme.



41

(5) a Morpheme-initial resonant is usually nonsyllabic
smp+/ménit  *mountains mj+/mil&’  ‘get mixed up’
n-Vmén? ‘my child’

b. Morpheme-initial resonant is syllabic when required for stress
Vagrgr-émn  ‘ax’ (cf. Vg tug®, g Veq™ ‘beat, strike’; -mn ‘formative')
Vtay-swit ‘racing canog
Theseexamplesshow that between adj acent consonants schwaautomatically surfacesunder
thefollowing conditions: (i) when required for stress, and (ii) to prevent consonant clusters
consisting of more than two consonants from surfacing. With regard to the latter point

Kuipers notes that initial onsets consisting of more than two consonants always involve

prefixation of either thenominal /s-/ or one of theforms/sx™-/ * step-’ or /tx™-/, adirectional

prefix. Kuipersfurther points out that where longer medial and final consonant clustersare
allowed to surface thisis also as aresult of morphological operations. Some examples are
givenin (6).

(6) a Consonant clusters resulting from prefixation
X™-v/¢isa? ‘ stepmother’ n-s-vVt' o =iws ‘side of body’

b. Consonant clusters resulting from reduplication
205t ox+V/t' x=&x"™ ‘branchy, many-limbed’

c. Consonant clusters resulting from suffixation
20sVxéwA'=¢q  ‘lame

Two main kinds of exceptions are found to the general predictability of schwa as

described here. Thefirst kind failsto insert schwain some non-reduplicative prefixes (for

instance, in /sx"-vman/ ‘ stepfather’, not */sox™-vman/) and thus allows complex onsets

consisting of more than two segments to surface. In the second type of exception a schwa
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appears in the root of a reduplicated stem (for instance, in /xé+vxa¢/ ‘remember’, not

* [xé+v/x&/) even when the consonant cluster does not consist of more than two consonants.

Kuiperssuggeststhat incidental svarabhakti vowelsor reducedfull vowelsmay beinvolved

or, alternatively, that such exceptions may be the result of misrecording.?

2.1.2.2.1. Surface variations of schwa

Squamish schwa differs from full vowelsin that it is both shorter, under stress aswell as

in unstressed syllables, and more variable than full vowels. In general terms, /5/ isfronted
to [e, ¢, 1] inthevicinity of palatals (for instance, in /may/ [mey, me”] ‘sink; itr.”; /C38n/
[C18n]); it is lowered around uvulars, surfacing as [a] around labialized uvulars and the
labio-velar glide, /w/ (exemplified by /t' o™/ [t'aq ™] ‘break; itr.”; /sx™dwagn/ [sx™awqn]
‘white swan’), and as [2] when the uvular is non-labialized as well as before /1?/) (for
instance, in /opx/ [gzx] ‘much’; /tal 2t/ [te'?t); and it is rounded in the environment of
dorsal labialsand labialized consonants, surfacing as[o] after labial segmentsthat havethe
feature setting [+ back], namely, the labialized velars and uvulars, /k™, g~/ (demonstrated

by /g™¥ag™tg/ ["0g™tq]), and as the mid front round vowel [ce] between a preceding or

following [- back] consonant (including theglide/y/) and afollowing or preceding [+ back,

8K uipers notes it would also be necessary to distinguish /-m§ ‘ 1st person singular object’
from /-mi§, me¥/, a formative. | suggest that two possibilities exist here. First, if the

formative could be established to have lexical meaning a constraint differentiating lexical
from grammatical suffixes might again work. The second possibility isto establish that the

underlying form of the formative is/-mi§ and thus /-mo¥ is simply its reduced form.
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+ round] consonant or glide (asin/tok’ ™/ [toek’ ] “tight’ ; /spax™/ [spcex™] * animal stomach,

tripe’; /mow/ [nocew] ‘thou’). Elsewhere, schwa usually surfaces as[A] under stress and [s]

when unstressed.
The main phonetic variations of schwa are summarized in (7).

7) Surface forms of schwa

Conditioning Phonetic
environment realization
Palatals e €1
Labiadized uvulars; /w/ a

Non-labialized uvulars; /I/ | e
Following dorsal labials 2

Between [p, t, ¢, y] and @
dorsal labials [K™, g, w]

Elsewhere: under stress

=N

Elsewhere: unstressed 3

2.1.2.3. Diphthongs

In addition to the full vowels and schwa Squamish has three diphthongs, /ay, sw, ah/, the

phonemic status of which is questionable in the absence of a clear, consistent distinction
between them and the corresponding monophthongs/i, u, &; especially in rapid speech, the
two merge very readily (Kuipers 1967:28). Moreover, it is the diphthong, and not the

monophthong, that regularly surfaces before vowels and at morpheme boundaries.
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Of the threemonophthong/di phthong correspondences, the di stinction between/i/ and

layl is weakest. A distinction does, however, appear to exist in a few environments, for
instance, before uvulars (as shown by /xoyx/ [xeyx, xe'ix] ‘war’, loyq'/ [teyq'] ‘get
trapped’ vs. Aiq'/ [1e’q'] ‘adways’, /sigl/ [se?gc]  shingles') or word-finally (for instance,
/may/ [mey, me] ‘sink; itr.” vs. /mi/ [me] ‘come’).

Evidence for aclearcut distinction between /& and /oh/ is similarly in short supply,
the main piece of evidence being that, while /oh/ normally surfaces as[a] under stressin
the final syllable of a word,’ asin /c’3h/ [c' &] ‘get hit, bump’, /tshm/ [t&m] ‘to leak’,
counterexamples exist in words like /stam/ [sta'm] ‘what? ; if the form were underlyingly

/stshm/ one would expect a surface representation of [st&m].
The best preserved distinction between diphthong and monophthong is that between
low/ and /u/. In general, the two merge only after thelaterals/A’, 1/, asexemplified by /Aup/

[to'p, teewp] ‘slide out of reach’, and before vowels; recall from section 2.1.2.1 that the

relatively clear-cut distinction between /oaw/ and /u/ is cited as a reason for the rather

infrequent occurrence of /u/ in the lexicon as compared to the other full vowels.

What has been stated here as regards the correspondences between plain diphthongs

and monophthongs generally holds also when theglideinvolved isglottalized; that is, /ay?,

°Recall from section 2.1.1.1 that in a word-final syllable Squamish /h/ is produced as a
lengthening of the vocalic nucleus of the syllable.
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ow?, oh?/ are distinct from /i?, u?, a2/ roughly to the same extent that /sy, ow, oh/ differ

from /i, u, &.
Infact, thegeneral pattern described here extendswell beyond the question of whether
adistinction exists between specific schwa—glide combinations and the corresponding full

vowels to the question of whether a distinction exists between schwa-resonant sequences

and full vowels, since there isin Squamish a manifest “ near-absence of a distinction /oR/

vs. /A/ in unstressed position” (Kuipers 1967:58). Given the predictability of Squamish
schwa (discussed in section 2.1.2.2), this points to the conclusion that the schwa—glide
diphthongs discussed in this section are not phonemic, but rather are the surface
manifestations of the underlying glides/y, w, h/ under stress (or, aternatively, under some
other condition that forces epenthesis). In question, then, is not whether full vowels and
schwa—glide diphthongs differ phonemically, but rather whether a bona fide phonemic
difference exists between full vowels and glides in Squamish. Although this position may
appear extreme, it isjustified by the observation that the glides never co-occur in the same
syllable with the corresponding vowel; that is, sequences */iy, uw, ah/ are disallowed in
Squamish. Taken in conjunction with the lack of a clear, consistent distinction between
schwa—resonant sequences and full vowels, this suggests that it is necessary to extend the
group that up to this point was limited to glides to encompass resonants as a whole. The
implication then is that in Squamish resonant consonants, already universally ranked high
on relative sonority scales, are exceptionally vowel-like in nature, so much so, in fact, that
they may takethe place of afull vowel except under stress(cf., for instance, Bagemihl 1995

on Bella Coola). The main difference between resonant consonants and full vowels in
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Squamish, then, is that the latter, but not the former, may be the recipients of stress. This
has far-reaching implications for the analysis in this dissertation of stress and syllable

structure, aswe will see.

2.1.2.4. Vowel length

According to Kuipers(1967), Squamish exhibitsthree degrees of vowel length: short, half-

long (), and long (:). Full vowels under stress are usually pronounced as half-long, while

their unstressed counterparts and stressed schwa are short. Unstressed schwa, if extant,®is

somewhat shorter than unstressed full vowels. A long vowel is the surface manifestation

of a combination of /i, u, o/ and a following /h/ in the same syllable.** As part of a

diphthong a vowel is usually short, even under stress.

2.2. Phonotactic constraints on syllable structure

In this section | give an account of the phonotactics of the Squamish language. | beginin
section 2.2.1 with an examination of the various types of root shapes found in Squamish;
this exercise provides an essential background to an understanding of how syllables are
structured in the language. In the ensuing sections | examine and analyse the constituency
and shape of Squamish syllables, focussing on syllable onsets in section 2.2.2, codas in
section 2.2.3, and nuclei in section 2.2.4. Thisleads to adiscussion, in section 2.2.5, of the

basic syllable in Squamish.

YAs indicated in section 2.1.2.2, the position taken in this dissertation is that schwa in
Squamish isasurface phenomenon; however, unstressed vowelsin the language arein any
case highly subject to processes of weakening and even deletion.

% /ah/ is not an admissible sequence in Squamish.
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2.2.1. Root shapes
Before proceeding to the analysis of the Squamish syllable asawhole and of its component
parts, in this section | examine the shapes of root morphemes in the language, roots being
the only units of meaning that can stand alone.™

Compared to some Salishan languages (for instance, M oses-Columbian; see Willett
and Czaykowska-Higgins 1995; Czaykowska-Higgins and Willett 1997), which exhibit a
relatively small inventory of root shapes, roots in Squamish show much greater variation.
For this reason the analysis given here of Squamish root shapesisdivided into three parts,
based on the number of vowels contained in the root (a preliminary investigation showed
that Squamish roots contain at most three vowels); thus, roots containing one vowel are
investigated in section 2.2.1.1, roots with two vowels are explored in section 2.2.1.2, and
those with three vowelsin section 2.2.1.3.

Note that due to the syllabicity of resonants in the environment of an immediately
preceding tautomorphemic consonant (see section 2.2.1.1.1 of this chapter) the number of
vowels present in the representation of aroot (or word)™ isnot necessarily indicative of the

number of syllablesin the root (or word). Thus aroot represented as containing a single

12See Appendix A for acomplete listing of roots included in the analysis here.

3The representations of word forms in this dissertation are as given in Kuipers (1967,
1969), which are for the most part (and unless otherwise noted) in broad phonetic
transcription. Thus, for instance, the only schwa-based roots | includein my countsin this
section are those transcribed by Kuipers as containing schwa; particularly of note hereis
Kuipers' convention of not transcribing (except under stress) schwa between CR, where R
isasyllabic resonant, although schwa can as easily surface as not in this environment. For
the same reason, the countsinclude a number of formswhich have been highly lexicalized,
most especially, words that presumably contain the /s-/ nominalizer, since nominalized
forms tend to be the only words beginning in /</.
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vowel may be, for example, disyllabic rather than monosyllabic as would ordinarily be
expected. The decision to differentiate root shapes by the number of vowels rather than by
the number of syllables in this explication of Squamish root shapes is to some extent
arbitrary; nevertheless, it isat least in part dueto adesire on the part of the writer to adhere

as much as possible in this dissertation to Kuipers' representation of the language.

2.2.1.1. Roots with one vowel
The table in (8) shows that roots containing a single vowel can take a fairly large variety
of different formsin Squamish. The vowel inthese roots may consist of either afull vowel

or schwa, and the root itself may contain as few as one and as many as seven consonants.



8) Rootswith one vowel

Full-vowel Schwa-based | Total
1C [ CA 6 6
2C | CAC 185 | CoC 104 | 289
3C | CACC 49 | coCcC 33 82
CCAC 32 | cCaC 9 41
4C | CACCC 8| cocce 6 14
CCACC 28 | cCaCC 7 35
CCCAC 7| CCCaC 1 8

5C | CACCCC 6 | CoCCCC 2
CCACCC 6 | CCaCCC 8 14
CCCACC 2 2
CCCCAC 1 1
6C | CACCCCC 2 2
CCaCCCC 2 2
7C | CACCCCCC 1 1
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Asshownin (8), Squamish rootswith asingle vowel comein 14 different root shapes.

Thirteen of theseroot shapesarefoundinrootsinvolving full vowels, whileninearefound

in roots with schwa. A comparison of these figures with those for Moses-Columbian

(Czaykowska-Higgins and Willett 1997:390), which has five root types (namely, CVC,

CCV, CVCC, CCVC,and CCVCCQ) inthefirst category and two (namely, CoC and CoaCC)

in the second, for atotal of seven one-vowe root shapes, shows that Squamish allows a

much morediversetype of root shape than M oses-Columbian. The difference, clearly seen
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inrootswith asinglevowel, isinthe number of consonantsthe root may containin addition

to the vowel. While M oses-Columbian allows a maximum of four consonants (and never

more than two in juxtaposition) in roots, Squamish permits as many as seven (and six in

juxtaposition), as seen in (9), which, in essence, is a summary of the more detailed

information on root shapes presented in (8).

9) Summary of one-vowel roots by number of consonants

Full-vowdl | Schwa-based | Total
1C 6 6
2C 185 104 | 289
3C 81 42 123
4C 43 14 57
5C 15 10 25
6C 2 2 4
7C 1 1
Total 333 172 | 505

Asthetablein (9) shows, the vast mgjority (81.6%) of roots with one vowel contain

either two or three consonants; those with two consonants al one constitute more than half

(57%) of all one-vowel rootsinthecorpus.** Moreover, only ten percent of one-vowel roots

contain more than two contiguous consonants. It is obvious from these facts that even

though some (apparently) consonant-heavy root shapes do exist in the language, Squamish

Mt is interesting to note that CV C-shaped roots are predominantly verbal/adjectival in
meaning (90%, as opposed to 10% which have nominal meaning); in contrast, both
monosyllabic roots with complex onsets and/or complex codas and polysyllabic roots are
more likely to have nominal interpretation (62% of the former and 69% of the latter are
nouns). This finding is parallel to one mentioned in Suttles (2004), who notes that in
Musqueam nouns are more likely to be disyllabic, while verbs tend to be monosyllabic.
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favours roots with fewer consonants in total and smaller (or no) consonant clusters. This
tack will be further pursued in section 2.2.2, which defines what constitutes a consonant
cluster for Squamish, a definition which is a necessary prerequisite to the subsequent

analysis (in section 2.2.3) of the syllable structure constraints that operate in the language.

2.2.1.2. Roots with two vowels

Thetablein (10) liststhe various shapestaken by two-vowel rootsin Squamish. The vowel
components of these roots consist of either two full vowels (which, in a small number of
cases, are adjacent), two schwas, or afull vowel and a schwain combination; in the latter
case the full vowel may either precede or follow the schwain the root. Thus, four types of
vowel combinations are possible in Squamish roots with two vowels. In addition, these
roots vary with respect to the number of consonants they contain, which may be asfew as

one and as many asfive.



10) Roots with two vowels
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Full-vowe Mixed aA Mixed Aa Schwa-based | Total

1C | CAA 1 1
2C | CAAC 11 11
CACA 17 | caCcA 5 22

3C | CAACC 5 5
CACAC 73 | CoCAC 17 | CACaC CoCaC 3 95
CACCA 10 | caccAa 3 13
CCACA 3| ccaca 1 4
4C | CACACC 1| CCACC 1 CaCaCC 1 3
CACCAC | 7[ceoCCAC | 3|CACCC 12
CoCCCA 1 1

CCACAC | 20| ccoCAC 4 | CCACaC 28
CCACCA 1| ccaceca 1 2
CCCACA 1 1
5C | CCACACC | 3|cecocace | 1 4
CCACCAC | 1| ccoCCAC | 6| CCACCSC 8
CCCACAC | 1 CCCACaC 2
CCCACCA | 1 1

The table in (10) shows that there are essentialy 17 different configurations for

Squamish roots containing two vowels; 16 of these root shapes have exemplarsin which

both vowels are full vowels, while schwa-based roots are represented in only two of these

shapes. Asfor mixed-vowel roots, eleven of theroot shapes are found in rootswhere schwa
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precedes the full vowel, as compared to five when the full vowel precedes schwa. Schwa
isnot found in afinal open syllable.

The most common shape of roots with two vowelsis clearly the CVCV C shape, with
95 exemplarsin the corpus; almost 45 percent of all two-vowel roots have this shape. This
percentage jumpsto 62 percent when rootswith initial and final consonant clusters (that is,
roots with a (C)CVCVC(C) shape) are included in the count.”® In fact, fewer than 17
percent of all two-vowel roots have adjacent consonants within the root as opposed to at
root boundaries. Itisclear from thisthat while Squamish hasapreferencefor final syllables
to be closed (thisis the case for 93% of al roots: 79% of roots with two vowels, 84% of
roots with three vowels, and 99% of rootswith onevowel), nonfinal syllablesare preferred
to be open.

Tofacilitate further discussion of two-vowel root shapestheinformation in table (10)
is reduced in (11) to a summary of two-vowel roots in terms of the vowel combination

types and the number of consonants found in them.

Theinclusion of roots with consonant clusters at the left boundary isjustified by the fact
that almost al of these roots have /s/ asthe initial member of the cluster; aswill be argued
in section 2.2.2, such formsarefully analysable as polymorphemic (but lexicalized) forms
containing the nominalizing prefix /s-/.

Here it should also be noted that in the few instances where apparent consonant
clusters of three adjacent consonants are found in roots with two vowels, either the second
or third member of the cluster is always a syllabification-triggering resonant.

An additional note: although rootswith two adjacent vowelshave beenincluded inthe
count, they are rare in the language. These vowel clusters consist of distinct vowels with
apparently neither glottal insertion nor diphthongization of the leftmost vowel to break up
the hiatus. | have no explanation for this phenomenon at present.
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11) Summary of 2-vowel roots by vowel combination type and number of consonants

AA A | Aa |l 3o Total

1C 1 1
2C 28| 5 33
3C 9121 2| 3| 117
4C 301101 6| 1 47
5C 6 7| 2 15
Total | 156 | 43| 10| 4| 213

Thetablein (11) showsthat of the 17 root shapes found in rootswith two vowels, the
most common are those where both vowels are full; this type comprises more than 73
percent of the total number of roots with two vowels. At the other end of the spectrum,
fewer than two percent of these roots have two schwas, and the remaining 25 percent are
composed of mixed roots (20% with schwa preceding the full vowel, 5% with the full
vowel preceding schwa). Also of note is that a large majority (78%) of roots in this
category have afull vowel asthe leftmost of the two vowels. However, when only mixed
roots are considered the preferred vowel order is actually schwa before full vowel, with
some 81 percent of mixed roots exhibiting this ordering.

Thetablein (11) further shows that, as expected (CVCVC being the most common
shape for roots with two vowels), more than half (55%) of two-vowel roots have three

consonants.

2.2.1.3. Roots with three vowels
Thetable in (12) lists Squamish root shapes containing three vowels. As the table shows,

the vowel components of these roots may consist either of three full vowels or of certain
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combinations of schwasand full vowels (specifically, aschwafollowed by two full vowels
or two schwasfollowed by afull vowel), but never solely of schwas. Roots with three full
vowels contain a minimum of three and a maximum of five consonants.

12) Roots with three vowels
Full-vowel Mixed sAA Mixed 90A | Total

3C | CAACAC 2
CACAAC 1
CACACA 2 | CoCACA 1

Al W |, DN

4C | CACACAC 1| CoCACAC 2 | CoCaCAC 1

CoCaCCA 1 1

5C | CACACACC |1 1
CACACCAC |1 1

CCACACAC | 4 | CCoCACAC | 1| ccoCacAC | L 6

Thistable showsthat Squamish has basically eight different shapes among rootswith
three vowels. Seven of these shapes have representatives in roots containing three full
vowels; incontrast, mixed three-vowel roots are represented in only three of these shapes.

As expected from the analysis of two-vowel root shapes, the most common rootsin
the three-vowel root category are those with the shape (C)CVCVCVC(C), with a closed
final syllable and open media syllables; roots of this shape comprise approximately 58

percent of al three-vowel roots in the corpus.
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A maximum of two adjacent consonants appear together in these roots, with only one
such cluster found root-finally, and six in root-initial position.® All of the roots with
clustersat theleft edge have/d asthefirst of the adjacent consonants; thusthey are actually
stems containing the nominalizing prefix /s-/. The one root with what looks to be a
consonant cluster at the right edge is/Supdlitn/ ‘iron’,*" in which the second of the adjacent
consonantsis aresonant; since post-consonantal resonants are syllabic, theroot in this case
must be said to have the syllabic pattern [CV.CV.CV.CR], which contains no consonant
clusters.

The table in (13) summarizes the information on three-vowel roots in (10) in terms
of the number of consonants and the type of vowel combinations found in them.

13) Summary of 3-vowel roots by vowel combination type and number of consonants

AAA | 3AA | 30A | Total
3C 5 1 6
4C 1 2 2 5
5C 6 1 1 8
Total 12 4 3 19

1%|n addition, two roots with the shape CVCVCCV(C) have adjacent consonants internal
to the root; in these cases the consonants in question are likely analysable as being in
different syllables so are not consonant clustersin this sense.

YAlthough Kuiperslistsit asaroot, it is probable that this word isin fact a complex form
containing the lexical suffix /=tn/ ‘implement’.
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2.2.2. Minimizing adjacent consonant sequences
The analysis and discussion of root shapes in section 2.2.1 revealed that athough some
Sqguamish roots contain contiguous pre-vocalic and/or post-vocalic consonant sequences
(somerelatively large) as opposed to single consonants, they constitute aminority of roots
inthe corpus. In this section | show that the occurrence of tautosyllabic consonant clusters
isactually even less frequent than the earlier analysis|eads one to expect. This conclusion
islargely theresult of reanalysing rootswith post-consonantal resonantsaspolysyllabicand
those with initial /9 as polymorphemic (recall that initial /s/ occurs only in nominalized
forms, which, however, are highly lexicalized). The discussion in this section will lead to
adiscussion (in section 2.2.3) of onset and codacluster constraints and henceto an analysis
of the core syllable in Squamish.

Thetablein (14) identifies root shapes, and lists the number of instantiations of each
in the corpus, in terms of the number of contiguous consonants found at the left and right
edges of Squamish roots, aswell aswithin the body of the root. The corresponding figures

for non-clusters are included for comparison purposes.™®

BThistableisto be read asfollows, using as an example the first row of datain the table:
314 occurrencesof two-consonant clustersarefoundinthecorpus. 144 of thesearein root-
initial position (in 10 different root shapes), 38 areroot-internal (in 7 root shapes), and 132
root-final (in 7 root shapes).
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14) Contiguous consonants in Squamish roots

Root types I nstantiations
Number of

contiguous | Root- | Root- | Root- Root- | Root- | Root-

consonants | initial | medial | final | Total | initial | medial | final
2 10 7 7 314 144 38 132
3 5 1 2 43 14 1 28
4 1 2 11 1 10
5 1 2 2
6 1 1 1
Subtotal 16 8 13 371 159 39 173
1 23 16 15 | 1274 578 187 509
Total 39 24 28 | 1645 737 226 682

Thistableindicatesthat morethan 77 percent of consonant instantiationsin Squamish
roots in the corpus consist of a single consonant rather than a number of consonants in
sequence; this percentage is dlightly higher for root-initial consonants (78.4%) than for
root-final consonants(74.6%), and, in addition, almost 83 percent of intervocalic consonant
instantiations are simplex. Thus, overall, single consonants are preferred over strings of
adjacent consonants, and this preference is most obviousin root-internal and in root-initial
positions.

The table in (14) shows further that the vast majority (approximately 85% overall:
90% when root-initial, 76% when root-final, and 97% when root-internal) of adjacent
consonants, where they are found, consist of only two consonants in juxtaposition. In
addition, some 12 percent of consonant sequences consist of three consonants, and fewer

than four percent consist of more than three consonants. It should be noted, moreover, that
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no more than four adjacent consonants are found in root-initial position and no more than
three adjacent consonantsarefound intervocalically; infact, sinceasingleexampleisfound
in the corpus of each of the CCCCV... and ...VCCCV.... root types, with four pre-vocalic
and threeintervocalic adjacent consonants, respectively, it can be stated that for all practical
purposes adjacent consonants are limited to three in root-initial and two in root-interna
positions.

To facilitate the analysis and discussion of syllable structure constraints in section
2.2.3, the following subsections examine the occurrence of strings of consonantsin initial,
final, and medial root positions, using the table in (14) as a guide. In each subsection,
Squamish roots will be discussed in terms of the number of consonants they contain in
juxtaposition, beginning with those shapes contai ning thel ongest consonant sequences. This

will lead to adiscussion in section 2.2.3 of constraints on syllable structure.

2.2.2.1. Rootswith morethan four adjacent consonants
There are only three examplesin the corpus of roots containing more than four consonants
in sequence. In all three of these examples the adjacent consonants are found in the post-
vocalic position in one-vowel roots.

It should be noted that two of the full-vowel root shapes with the largest number of
consonants (and consequently the longest adjacent consonant sequences) in Squamish are
in fact names of individuals; the root shapes involved are CACCCCC and CACCCCCC,

with six and seven consonants, respectively. The names in question are /gagxItn/ and
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g &xmltx™/,*® and although the long sequences of adjacent consonants (five in the first

name and six in the second) look rather formidable at first glance, they are not at al
daunting when the consonants are identified as to whether they belong to the class of
resonants or that of obstruents, that is, as KAKKRKR and KAKKRRKK. Since resonants
in Squamish are syllabic when they immediately follow another consonant in the same
morpheme (as discussed in section 2.1.1.1 of this chapter), the sequences in question will
syllabify as[KAK.KR.KR] and [KAK.KR.RKK],? respectively, each with three syllables;
thus, the first of these roots ends up with no tautosyllabic consonant clusters at al, while
in the second the number of contiguous tautosyllabic consonants is three (a resonant
followed by two obstruents).

In addition to these names, however, thereisanother exemplar inthe datathat exhibits
a five-consonant cluster (in root type CACCCCC); this is the root /sist'q'ls/ ‘single-

bladed’ .** Again, when the syllabicity of resonantsis taken into account the five-consonant

)t is possible that these should be considered morphologically complex forms, with the
first name containing the suffix /=tn/ ‘implement (nominalizer)’ and the second, /=tx™/
‘house’; male names in Squamish frequently end in these sequences (see, for instance,
Kuipers 1969:40-41). Aswell, it has frequently been observed that names of individuals
and/or places do not necessarily adhere to the normal patterns found in a given language.
However, it is not necessary to invoke either of these explanations to account for the facts
here, since they are as easily and more economically explained by referring to the syllabic
nature of resonants.

PA|ternatively, syllabification in the second root could be given as[KAK.KR.(R)RKK],
which shows the spreading of the resonant in the coda of the second syllable to the onset
of the final syllable.

21K uipers (1967:304) hypothesizesthat /sist’ ' |/ may include the morphological elements
Wt ag, t'aq/ ‘across, transverse and /=c/ ‘edge’ (here represented in the final [9]), in
addition to the diminutive suffix /-1/. The analysis of /vVt'aq’, t o'/ as the root, however,
isproblematic, asKuipershimself pointsout, inthat it impliesthat thefirst part of theword
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sequenceisbroken up as|KAKK.KRK], and amaximum of two obstruents appear together

inasingle syllable.

2.2.2.2. Roots with four adjacent consonants
The corpus contains eleven roots with four-consonant sequences; the rootsin question are
al one-vowe roots, and in al but one the adjacent consonants are root-final.

The same reasoning that was utilized in the previous subsection to account for roots
with fiveand six adjacent consonantswill suffice here; thusthe syllabicity of resonantswill

serve to explain the long sequences of adjacent consonants in the six-consonant schwa-

based rootsof type CCaCCCC, namely, /ixdnptn/ ‘floor’ and/smétgsn/ ‘ snot’. Again, when

the resonants in these roots are identified and the roots syllabified accordingly we get

must be comprised of a (diminutive) reduplication of the nominalized form of the root, as
in/si+s-vt'aq’, t'aq'/, rather than of theroot itself, asin the expected /s-t' i+Vt' aq’, t'aq’/.
In addition, my own study of reduplication in Squamish showsthat affixing the diminutive
reduplicant, which always takes the form /Ci+/, to the root usually also triggers vowel
harmony in the reduplicated form, with the (first) vowel in the root taking on the quality
of the vowel in the reduplicant; this results in the reduplicated form /C,i+VC,iC,.../, as
found, for instance, in/s-q i+vVq iml/ (< /Vq'dml/) ‘little paddie’ and /li+Vlitam (</lat&m/)
‘little table’). Furthermore, even when this vowel harmony does not take place, asisthe
casein /li+vlam?/ (< /vVlam?/) ‘little house', the vowel in the root is never reduced, much
less deleted. For thesereasons, an analysisof /si+s-vt'q .../ seemshighly unlikely. (For the
record, recent fieldwork by Leora Bar-el and Linda Tamburri Watt of the University of
British Columbia indicates that diminutive reduplication in Sguamish is no longer
productive; this was probably already the case more than three decades ago when Kuipers
performed hisfieldwork, at least if the paucity of such formsin his grammar/dictionary is
any indication.)
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[KKoRK.KR] and KRaKK.KR], respectively, so that there are at most two tautosyllabic

adjacent consonants.?

Three of the five-consonant one-vowel root shapes listed in (8) aso include clusters
of four consonantsin juxtaposition; theseinclude eight instances of type CVCCCC and one
of CCCCAC. Taking into account the resonant—obstruent opposition, the casesfound of the
first type syllabify as[CACK.CR]* in three instances, [CAC.CRK] in two instances, and
[CA.CRKK] in one instance; as was observed in other root types containing apparently
large clusters of coda consonants, no more than three contiguous consonants, and no more
than two contiguous obstruents are found in a syllable coda. Asfor thetype CCCCAC, its
sole representative in the corpus is /AmcCis/ ‘ring’, which breaks down syllabically as

[C.RR.CAC] and thus contains no tautosyllabic consonant clusters at all.*

2.2.2.3. Roots with three adjacent consonants
Asthetablein (14) shows, one-vowel roots containing three-consonant sequences, while

more prevalent than those with four-, five-, or six-consonant sequences, nevertheless

?However, these words are again suspect aslegitimate rootsin the language: for /Ax3nptn/,
cf. /s-v/xén/ ‘foot, leg’ and /=tn/ ‘implement (nom.)’; for /smétgsr/, cf. /mégsn/ ‘ nose’ and
/=qgs/ ‘nose’. Although words like these certainly appear to be morphologically complex,
they are highly lexicalized, and my primary reason for including them hereisthat Kuipers
treats them as roots (not, however, without questioning the designation).

ZFor ease of explication in this analysis of root shapes, | henceforth single out for
identification only resonants (not obstruents), and then only in those cases where they are
gyllabic (i.e., when they immediately follow another consonant); in all other cases, both
resonants and obstruents will be identified by C.

K uipers (1967:291) suggests a possible analysis of this root as a combination of /v'sol/
‘turn, spin around’ and /=Ci¢/ ‘hand (formative)’; if thisanalysisis correct the word likely
also contains the intransitive marker /-m/.
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comprise only 2.6 percent (for a total of 43) of the 1645 instantiations of consonants in
roots, and just 11.6 percent of the 371 instantiations of consonant sequences, in the corpus,
of these, 28 (or 65%) are root-final, 14 (or 33%) are root-initial, and only oneisin aroot-
medial position. All but five (four root-initial and one root-internal) of the three-consonant
sequences are positioned in roots containing a single vowel, with the exceptions being
found in two-vowel roots.

For these root types aswell, reference to the syllabicity of resonants goes along way
in explaining the adjacent consonant sequences, since in the majority of instantiations in
this category at least one of the sequential consonants is a resonant. Of the seven
exceptions, five have the consonant cluster in root-final position. These include five roots

with aroot-final coda consisting of aresonant followed by two obstruents, and two schwa-

based roots (namely, /waixg ‘the time of the last snow, when the frogs cometo life' and
sk’ ™ak™¢s/ ‘red huckleberry’) with a three-obstruent coda.®

In additionto thefiveexceptionswiththree-consonant clustersroot-finally, there exist
three exceptions, namely, /sc’'tiSm/ ‘harpoon-line (cedar)’ /sx"pilm/ [man’s name], and
/sq’V¢3m/ “ boil, abscess’, with three adjacent consonantsinroot-initial position; inall three

of these casestheinitial /' must be interpreted asthe nominalizing prefix /s-/, reducing the

initial consonant cluster of the root per seto two.

#\Vith respect to the first of these exceptions, Kuipers (1967:377) notes that speakers
intuitions imply some connection between this word and /waxas/ ‘frog’, though this does
not explain the three-obstruent sequence in the coda. It should be noted, however, that in
both of these casesthe final obstruent is/s/ (in the latter case, cf. Cowichan /sk’“agq™cad/).
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Thus, of the 43 instantiations of three-consonant sequences in roots only seven
actually contain tautosyllabic three-consonant clusters, and in only two of these cases do

the clusters consist solely of obstruents.

2.2.2.4. Roots with two adjacent consonants

Two-consonant sequences comprise amost 85 percent of all adjacent consonant sequences
in Squamish roots and, asthe table in (14) shows, 144 (or 46%) of the 314 instantiations
inthis category areroot-initial, 132 (or 42%) are root-final, and only 38 (or 12%) are root-
internal. A closer look at the rootsin which two-consonant sequences occur revealsthat in
alarge majority of cases one of the consonants involved is a resonant. The only possible
concatenationsof two-consonant sequencesinvolving at least oneresonant are RR, KR, and
RK. Given the syllabicity of post-consonant resonants in Squamish morphemes, the

sequences RR and KR, both of which have a resonant in the second consonant position,

must beinterpreted phonetically asRR and KR (or their variations RoR and KaR), and can

therefore not be considered consonant clusters in the strict sense of the word. Eliminating
these sequences from the count of two-consonant clusters reduces the number of CC
instantiationsconsiderably, asdoesfactoring out roots beginning in the nominalizing prefix
/s-1. Since intervocalic two-consonant sequences will in all likelihood parse into different
syllables, they too may be discounted as tautosyllabic consonant clusters. Of the 314
contiguous consonant sequences given in table (14), then, only 114 (or 36%) are actually

tautosyllabic and thus count as consonant clustersin the strict sense. Of these, 93 (58 RK
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sequencesand 35 KK sequences) areroot-final and 21 (all KK sequences) areinroot-initial

position.®

2.2.3. Constraints on syllable structure

Thetablein (14) showed that fully 77 percent of consonant instantiations of Squamish roots
in the corpus consist of a single consonant; thus only 371 of the 1645 consonant
instantiations consist of a sequence of two or more (to a maximum of six) adjacent
consonants. It isimportant to note that this count is not of consonant clusters in the strict
senseof theword (that is, they are not necessarily tautosyllabic consonant clusters). In fact,
as was argued in the previous section, when the syllabicity of resonants and the
polymorphemic nature of roots with initial /s-/ are taken into account the number of
tautosyllabic consonant clustersis much lower, at 121 (21 root-initial and 100 root-final).
Thus, just over seven percent of consonant instantiations in the corpus are actually
tautosyllabic consonant clusters. This suggests that from a markedness standpoint both
onsets and codas of Squamish core syllables are simple and that complex onsets and codas

are marked in the language. In this section | present arguments for simple syllables.

2.2.3.1. Constraintson syllable onsets. evidence from root onsets

It has already been stated that onsets to roots consist of single consonants in almost 80
percent of cases. Of the 159 rootsthat have adjacent consonantsin root-initial position, 144
consist of two adjacent consonants, 14 have three adjacent consonants, and one has four.

With regard to the last-mentioned, two of the consonantsin the root in question (namely,

*Because of syllable sonority restrictions (and i n accordance with the Sonority Sequencing
Principle), RK clustersin Squamish can only occur in codas.
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/imcCig/ ‘ring’) are resonants and, as well, the root contains the nominalizing prefix /s-/;

thus, after syllabification as[s-lam.Cis] no consonant cluster remains. When the remaining

158 root-initial consonant sequences of table (14) are dealt with in asimilar fashion, only
three of the roots with three-consonant sequences (all with /s-/) and 18 of those with two-
consonant sequences are left, comprising 21 roots in al with true complex onsets. Thus,
more than 97 percent of all roots in the corpus have simple onsets at their left edges. The
exceptions are listed in (15), where the complex onsets are underlined.

(15) Root-initial complex onsets

ptism ‘cross onesdlf’ tgat “ask what’ s going on, etc.’
t'q éax ‘fall backward’ sCc'tiSm  ‘harpoon-line (cedar)’

c' ¢3l ‘kingfisher’ ck'™itns ‘tuberculosis

cq¥a¢  ‘marshy land’ ¢&'gYstp  ‘Gibson'slanding’
¢&'g*vgp  ‘tieuphair (Indian fashion)’  igay¢’ ‘moon, month’

1q'i?s ‘know’ Xénptn  “floor’

ixilS ‘stand up’ kVtams  ‘husband’

k%ci?s ‘person with magic power’ q'picn  ‘sand’

q*taycn  ‘sturgeon’ sq'V¢dm ‘boil, abscess

xcdm ‘cedar box’ sx"pilm [man’s name]

x'gq¥icn  ‘make anet; itr.’

Because the first member of a complex onset cannot be a resonant for reasons
pertaining to sonority?” and the second member is prohibited from being a resonant for
reasons pertaining to syllabicity, the only cases of complex onsets are those with two

adjacent obstruents. Asthe datain (15) show, the two members of acomplex onset are not

?'Technically, the left-most of two or more adjacent consonants may be a resonant if the
second is also aresonant; however, such acombination will not result in acomplex cluster
at the left edge because the second resonant will be syllabic, [s-1(a)m.Cis] ‘ring’ being a
casein point.
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permitted to be exactly identical, nor may they beidentical intermsof place of articulation.
In fact, with four exceptions (namely, /ptasm/ ‘cross oneself’, /s-c'tiSm/ ‘harpoon-line
(cedar)’, /c'¢3l/ ‘kingfisher’, and /x*q™icn/ ‘make a net; itr.") the complex onsets in

guestion consist of a combination of afront (usually coronal) and a back (dorsal) place of
articulation. With respect to the exceptions with similar places of articulation, it should be
noted that at least two of them may in fact be complex forms rather than simple roots:

Kuipers (1967: 248, 371) suggests that /ptusm/ ‘cross oneself’ may contain the lexical

suffix /=ug/ ‘face’ and /x”g"i¢n/ ‘make a net; itr.’ the formative /-i¢n/ (in the latter case,

cf. IXx"ag™m/ * deep wooden bowl (used for eating soup)’). Infact, it is not inconceivable,

given the high percentage of roots that consist of asingle syllable, and a CVC syllable at
that, that more of the exceptional cases of complex onsets turn out to be in words that are
underlyingly polymorphemic.

In terms of manner of articulation, 14 of the onset clusters consist of adjacent stops,
two consist of adjacent fricatives, and the remaining five consist of a fricative—stop
combination in that order. No stop—fricative combinations of onset clusters were found
root-initially; whether thisis by chance is not clear at this point, but there is no reason to
suppose that it is not since, if anything, cross-linguistic evidence points to fricatives as
being dlightly more sonorous than stops and thus more likely to appear next to the vowel.

It will have been noticed that of the 21 cases of root-initial complex onset clusters,

only five comprise schwa-based roots; these are listed again in (16).
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(16) Schwarbased roots with complex onsets

c'cal ‘kingfisher’ ¢'g¥slp  ‘Gibson'slanding’
xdnptn  ‘floor’ sg'“¢dm ‘bail, abscess
Xxcdm ‘cedar box’

Thefive schwa-based rootsin (16) are in fact the only rootsfound in the corpuswhere
schwa, being the first of one or more vowels, is preceded by more than a single consonant.
Since left-edge onsets are simplex in 97.2 percent of roots (96.9% when the first vowel is
afull vowel and 97.8% when the first vowel is schwa®®), there is a clear indication that
simple onsets are preferred in Squamish, and that complex CC onsets, though permitted,

are marked.

2.2.3.2. Constraintson syllable codas: evidence from root codas
It has aready been noted that root-final consonant instantiations consist of a single
consonant in just under 75 percent of the roots in the corpus. Of the 173 instantiations of
adjacent consonants at the right edges of roots, 132 consist of two adjacent consonants, 28
have three adjacent consonants, ten have four, two have five, and one has six.

After the syllabicity of resonants in sequences of root-final adjacent consonants has
been taken into account, there remain some 93 roots with consonant clusters at their right

edges.? Of these clusters, five consist of three consonants (three RKK sequences and two

*Theinfrequent occurrence of root-initial consonant clustersin schwa-based rootsand in
mixed roots with schwa as the leftmost vowel also has something to say about the
predictability of schwain Squamish.

#This count also excludes men’s names ending in /-tx™/ (see fn. 19).
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KKK segquences) and 88 consist of two consonants (58 RK and 30 KK). Therootswith final
obstruent clusters are listed in (17).

(17) Root-final complex codas

posk’™ ‘be squeezed’ pic't ‘charcoal, ashes, black paint’
mark™t ‘get hurt’ tumlgt ‘starfish’

t'ok"s ‘explode, be fired (gun)’ cog™t ‘dark brown substance’
c'qVatc ‘marshy land’ C ot [type of woodpecker]
C axt ‘gravel beach’ natt ‘morning’

nax¢ “hand’ st'alxVc  ‘devilfish’

stitsd ‘size, measure’ C'alg’'s  ‘dlingshot’

sk’ Yak%¢s ‘red huckleberry’ sayips ‘cloth-pin’

sigé ‘shingles’ ¢lragt ?

Catg™ ‘pass through opening/hole’  ¢isk™ ‘to recede, ebb’
¢'qYalp  ‘Gibson'slanding’ ¢ atx™ ‘carve

¥ aqt ‘long (space, time)’ KYur’ kv “salt water’

kK™aid ‘be split open’ gatq ‘pass

g viitg ‘gull’ xaC't ‘fireweed’

xicq ‘fallen tree, timber’ wor'¢" ‘twenty’

wailxs ‘time of last snow’ walttq ‘to man stern of boat’
yoA'q ‘rub, paint’ 2écq ‘outside’

Pasq” ‘sed’

As with onset clusters, the magjority of obstruent-only coda clusters consist of a
combination of afront-articulated and a back-articulated consonant in either order. With

respect to manner of articulation, 21 of the 35 coda clustersin question combine a stop and

africativein someorder, 13 consist solely of stops, and one (namely, /waixs/), of fricatives.

Moreover, with three exceptions, al front—front articulatory combinations in complex
obstruent codas are to be found in stop—fricative or fricative-stop clusters. Thus, aswith
onsets, coda clusters appear to exhibit some restriction with regard to diversity in place of

articulation and a reluctance to consist of fricatives only.
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Whileright-edge codaclusters are observed morefrequently in the datathan are onset
clusters, they are nevertheless relatively infrequent, comprising approximately 13 percent

of root-final codas. Thisindicates that like onsets, codas are optimally simplex.

2.2.3.3. Root-internal evidence for simple syllables

Thetablein (14) showsthat all 39 of theroot typesexamined in the previous section, which
constitute all root typesfound in the corpus, begin in a consonant; clearly, then, onsets are
obligatory in the Squamish language. This being the case, at least the final in a sequence
of adjacent intervocalic consonants must be taken as being an onset belonging to the same
gyllable as the vowel that immediately followsit. The fact that almost 83 percent of root-
internal consonant instantiations are simplex suggests that nonfinal syllables are preferred
to be open, thus preventing the outright claim that root-internal adjacent consonants belong
to different syllables; however, it does seem likely that this is the case, given the clear

preference for simple onsets. If so, and since thereisonly one example of aroot with more

than two adjacent consonantsin root-internal position (namely, /p3lx™lal ‘BellaCoola ),*

the evidence from root-internal consonant sequences supports the claim that Squamish
syllables are optimally simplex.

If root-internal consonant sequences consist of at most two consonants, and given that
gyllabic onsets are required, nonfinal codas, where they exist, must be simple. However,

(as aready mentioned) because onsets are required, the mgjority of nonfinal syllables do

Ostrictly speaking, /pslx¥lal, pronounced [pslx™|a], has only two adjacent consonants
because of resonant syllabicity.
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not have codas. Whereascodasare required root-finally, they are not readily condoned root-

internally.

2.2.4. Syllabic nuclei
Except for 17 roots with consecutive vowels, both full, all instantiations of vowels in the
corpus are simplex; thus 96 percent of the 988 vocalic nuclel in the corpus are smple; the

nucleus may consist of either afull vowel or schwa.

2.2.5. The basic syllable in Squamish

The marked preference in the Squamish datafor simple onsets, codas, and nuclel pointsto
the likelihood that CV(C) must be considered the unmarked syllable in the language. The
examination of the data in this section on the phonotactics of Squamish leaves|ittle doubt
that, like nuclei, syllabic onsets are both required and optimally simplex. The question, if
any, iswhether the basic syllable should be defined in terms of having a coda, especially
when, cross-linguistically, a CV syllable is basic. The evidence here for Squamish shows
that open syllables are indeed preferred word-internally, and it is only at word edges that
the presence of a coda can be taken for granted. Urbanczyk (1996[2001]) accounts for a
similar phenomenon in Lushootseed in terms of the constraint in (18).

(18) C-FINAL-RoOT (Urbanczyk 2001:39)*

Align-R[Root, C]

C-FINAL-ROOT states essentially that every root has a consonant situated at its right edge.

$McCarthy (1993) earlier proposed a similar constraint to account for consonant-final
prosodic words.
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Although these sections have dealt primarily with the analysis of syllables in roots,
which end in consonants, it is not unreasonable to assume (based on cross-linguistic
tendencies to maximize onsets and minimize codas) that the root-final consonant becomes
the onset to the initial syllable of a following suffix when it begins with a vowel. This
suggests that the codain Squamish is arequirement not of the syllable but of the root, and
consequently, argues for a basic CV (and not CVC) syllable structure. However, as
subsequent discussion in Chapter 4 will show, there is evidence that, while intervocalic
obstruents are systematically parsed as onsets, intervocalic resonants tend to be parsed as
codas (following full vowels as well as schwa), and therefore, that nonfinal favoured

syllables must include CVR aswell as CV shapes.

2.2.6. Section summary
The various subsections of section 2.2 examined the shape and constituency of roots in
Squamish in order to set the stage for the subsequent analysis of syllablesin the language;
syllable structure plays an important role in Squamish stress assignment. The finding that
root-internal consonant instantiations are predominantly smplex suggests that the basic
syllable might best be described as having the (universally) canonical CV shape; however,
subsequent analysis (see Chapter 4) showsthat CV (R) ismore apt, asintervocalic resonants
are parsed into syllable codas.

While root-internal syllables tend to favour a CV(R) shape, root-final syllables are
predominantly CV C in shape; thus, virtually every Squamish root (and word) contains at
least one (and not usually more than one) CVC syllable. However, given that a good

majority of roots are monosyllabic and exactly CVC-shaped, it seems likely that CVC
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represents the canonical root (rather than syllable). Although root-initial onsets and root-
final codas are most often simplex, the existence of roots with complex onsets and/or
complex codas indicates that a maximal syllable shape must be allowed of CCVCC,

although this shape is clearly marked.



Chapter 3

Stressin Squamish roots

3.0. Introduction
In this, the first of five chapters that constitute the essence of this analysis of the stress
system and syllabl e structure of the Squamish language, | undertake to establish the default
stress pattern of Squamish, using a study of observed stress behaviour in Squamish roots
to demonstrate that in the absence of vitiating factors (both morphological and prosodic),
stressis strongly motivated to fall on the penultimate syllables of Squamish words. Having
said this, although morphologically complex Squamish words frequently do surface with
(at least secondary if not primary) stress on the penultimate syllable it is more likely to be
by accident than by design; that isto say, penultimate stressin these casesisnot determined
by the default, but rather it isthe byproduct of acombination of factorsin Squamish stress
assignment, including the accentual status of the individual morphological constituentsin
the word, coupled with atendency for alternating stress to occur in words of four or more
syllablesand agenera reluctanceto stressthefinal syllablesof words; in addition, prosodic
domains also play arole in the outcome of stressin polymorphemic words.

In propounding a default penultimate stress pattern for Squamish | side with the
researchers who first worked on Squamish stress, namely Demers and Horn (1978) and

Davis (19844, 1984b), who, however, did not so much argue for penultimate stress astake



75

it asagiven (see Chapter 1, section 1.5). In siding with the earlier researchers | go against
the more recent analysis of Bar-el and Watt (1998; see also subsequent individual and
collaborativework by Bar-el and Watt), who taketheview that primary stressin Squamish
fallson theleftmost full vowel of the prosodic word. The impression that Squamish stress
is left-oriented on the one hand or penultimate on the other is, in both cases, largely an
artifact of the effect and interaction of factors such as morphological accent, aternating
stress, and constraints against stressing word-final syllables. Based onthis, it seems at |east
equally likely that the default Squamish stresswill beleft-oriented as penultimate; however,
as | demonstrate throughout this chapter, the evidence from the Squamish datain Kuipers
(1967, 1969) favours a default penultimate stress theory.

The analysis of rootsin this chapter, and that of other word formations in subsequent
chapters, show that stress in the phonological root surfaces on a penultimate syllable that
contains either afull vowel or schwa followed by a resonant consonant. While primary
stress in polymorphemic words frequently concurs with that established for roots, it does
not necessarily do so, as anumber of factors, especially those pertaining to morphological
accent and prosodic domains, also play arolein stress. The exact nature and role of these
factors are the subject of focus in Chapters 5 through 7, which anayse prefixed (5) and
suffixed forms (6-7), respectively.

Although the interaction of phonological and morphological factors are able to
account for the patterns of stress observed in asizeable portion of the Squamish data, they
still leave gaps in the story of Squamish stress assignment, as the outcome of stressisalso

affected by factors pertaining to syllable shape, syllableweight, and therole and interaction
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of schwaand resonant consonantsin syllabification and in stress assignment. Becausethese
are issues raised by the analysis of root stressin the current chapter, they are addressed
before going on to the analysis of morphologicaly complex forms, namely, in Chapter 4.

As was remarked in Chapter 1, the analysis throughout is in terms of Optimality
Theory; the essential concepts and constraints of OT areintroduced and motivated asthey
arise, and for general reference, alisting of relevant constraints is contained in Appendix
E.

As has been reported for a number of other Salishan languages, including, for
instance, Moses-Columbia Salish (Czaykowska-Higgins 1993a, 1993b) and Spokane
(Carlson 1989), and as was conveyed in Chapter 1 (section 1.4.2.1), in what has more or
less become an accepted view for Salishan languages, Squamish has two main classes of
roots, strong and weak, and the mgjority of Squamish roots fall into one or the other of
these classifications. Asin Moses-Columbian, for instance, strong roots in Squamish tend

to contain strong (in other words, full, underlying, unpredictable) vowels, which in

Squamish are /i, u, a/, while weak roots tend to surface only with [2].> Within certain

restrictionsimposed by affix type, strong rootsattract stressin polymorphemic wordswhile

weak roots do not.

Thiscategorization of Squamishrootsasstrong/weak depending onvowel quality contrasts
with that of Bar-el and Watt (1998), who use quantitative meansto group them, classifying
polysyllabic roots as strong, and monosyllabic roots as weak. However, the examination,
inthisand the next chapter, of stressbehaviour in polymorphemic concatenationswill show
that in general both polysyllabic roots (almost all of which contain at |east one full vowel)
and monosy!labic roots with full vowels hold sway in contests for stress with affixes that
areunmarked for accent. It should be noted that it isnot the quality of the vowel per sethat
signifies, but rather the fact (as | argue in Chapter 4 and elsewhere) that full vowels are
lexical as opposed to schwa, which is not.
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The fact that Squamish schwa is predictable (for discussion, see Chapter 2, section
2.1.2.2), and therefore nonlexical, seems to suggest that so-called weak roots are weak by
virtue of thefact that they contain no inherent vocalic input. The fact that uninflected weak
rootssurfacewith stressisdueto arequirement for individual Squamish wordswith content
to have stress: stress requires avocoid and, in the absence of afull vowel, this requirement
is satisfied by means of schwa-epenthesis. If thiswere all, there would be no need to posit
adifference in root class, as the differing stress results could be easily explained in these
terms. However, there is more to it than that.

It will be demonstrated in this chapter that resonant consonants play an important role
intheway stressisassigned in bare roots, in that stressis attracted to a syllable containing
either a syllabic resonant or afull vowel (in other words, a syllable with moraic weight),
both being equally acceptable alternatives. This might lead one to conjecture that weak

roots are weak by virtue of the fact that they have no moraic weight; thus, for instance,

/g3p’/ *close’ and /waxeag/ ‘frog’, which contain neither full vowels nor moraic resonants,

would be considered weak, in contrast to /g’ ™31/ ‘ be cooked, ripe’ and /A’ 925ng/, which

lack full vowel sbut contain moraic resonants (hereunderlined). Theevidencein subsequent
chaptersindicates that this conclusionis on the right track (if oversimplistic): stressin the
prosodic stem (although not in the phonological phrase) doesfavour rootswith full vowels

or syllabic resonants, and shun roots that contain neither; for instance, compare the stress

behaviour of /-at/ transitives /q “3I-t/ ‘cook’ vs. /cx-3t/ ‘push’ .2

See Chapter 7, section 7.1.1, for discussion.
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Thissuggeststhat if theterms* strong” or “weak” are applicableto rootsin Squamish,
they must refer to roots with weight on the one hand (i.e., those with full vowels or
schwa-resonant sequences), and to roots with no weight on the other. The crucial factor,
then, is not vowel predictability, but weight. However, as the analysis of polymorphemic
wordsinvolving suffixation will show, the questionisnot really whether rootshaveweight,
but rather whether syllables have weight. A division of roots in these terms is therefore
irrelevant, at least in terms of stressability.

In addition to what are usually deemed strong and weak roots in Salishan literature,
Squamish has approximately 20 roots that are variable in that they behave at times like
strong roots and at times like weak roots with respect to stress. While weak roots surface
only with schwa (or, in combination, with its zero form, but never with a full vowel),
variable roots surface with schwa in some morphological concatenations and with a full
vowel in others.

In the main, the vast majority of Squamish roots, indeed, all the roots here included
under the strong and weak root classifications, and probably the group of variablerootsas

well, are unmarked for accent, given claimsin this chapter that root stress is predictable.

3.1. Penultimate stressin Squamish roots

An examination of Squamish roots consisting of more than one syllable shows clearly that
Squamish prefers not to stressthefinal syllables of words. In disyllabic roots (discussed in
section 3.1.1), which constitute approximately 28 percent of free roots in Kuipers (1967),
stress surfaces overwhelmingly on the penultimate syllable. However, penultimate and

initial stress being one and the samein disyllabic words, it fallsto an examination of words
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consisting of more than two syllables to authenticate the case for penultimate stressin the
language. Sincerootsconsisting of morethan three syllables have not been found, and since
eventrisyllabicroots(discussed in section 3.1.2) arein seemingly short supply, constituting
approximately two percent of Squamish roots,? the evidence from roots is sparse and
perhaps less than satisfactory; nevertheless, it does point to the conclusion that stress in

Squamish is by default penultimate.

3.1.1. Disyllabic roots
Thetablein (1) gives an indication of the demographics of stressin disyllabic Squamish
roots.*

1) Stress patterns in disyllabic roots

Root type Total Penult stress Final stress
AA 122 69% 104 | 85% 18 15%
Ad 9 5% 8| 8% 1 11%
A 46 26% 22 | 48% 24 | 52%

Total 177 | 100% 134 76% 43 24%

3Even this* approximately two percent” includes words whose status as roots can be put in
question; for discussion and specific examples see section 3.1.2.

“It is possible that some of the words included in the root counts in (1) and in the lists of
examples given in this section and the next of disyllabic and (especially) trisyllabic roots
areinfactlexicalized versionsof originally morphol ogically-complex words. Inthismatter,
| generally allowed myself to be guided by Kuipers' (1967, 1969) analysis of individual
wordsasfreeroots; however, | did occasionally exclude from my count polysyllabic words
that seemed to meto be rather obviously polymorphemic as well (but never the reverse);
thus any errors will be on the conservative side.
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Thetablein (1) showsthat in disyllabic rootsthe preferenceisclearly for stressing the
penultimate (or initial) syllable (76%) and not the final one (24%). Thisis especially true
when the penultimate syllable containsafull vowel rather than schwa, which isthe casefor
74 percent of disyllabic roots in the corpus. when the penultimate vowel is/a, u, i/ the
percentage of disyllabicrootswith penultimate stressrises by approximately ten percentage

points to just under 86 percent. Thus the preference for stressing full vowels rather than

schwa accounts for approximately 10 percent of disyllabic roots of types AA and As (that

is, roots with a full vowe in the penultimate syllable) with exceptional final stress.

However, even when the full vowel isin thefinal syllable and schwaisin the penultimate

gyllable (that is, roots of typeoA), stressis still penultimate almost half of the time; this

strengthens the case for penultimate stress in disyllabic Squamish roots.

3.1.1.1. Disyllabic roots with two full vowels

A sampling of disyllabic roots containing two full vowelsisgivenin (2). Therootsin (2)
are further categorized by whether stressis on the penultimate or on the ultimate syllable
(the a,b series); in addition, lower case Roman numerals (the i,ii,iii series) are in some
instances used to further group roots according to particular patterns that are observed to
affect stress placement in the root. It goes without saying that in disyllabic roots the

penultimate syllable and the initial syllable are one and the same.
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(2) Disyllabic roots with two full vowels’
a. Stress on penultimate syllable

yasalq®  ‘head-cover, hat' t'ayaq ‘get angry’ t'agva? ‘dry’

s’ Vumay? ‘hair (on head)’ mixat ‘bear’ ?imac  ‘grandchild’
swaq'Vat ‘blanket (Indian)’ ni¢im ‘speak, talk’ sayam ‘sour; harsh’
k' Véax™a? ‘box’ t'agal ‘be bruised’ maga? ‘snow’
P4t ‘get hurt’ ?4x™a ‘light (weight), swift’
b. Stressonfina syllable
i. taltd ‘parents Patxén ‘downstream’
ii. Taw?ic ‘fast’ say?ax ‘acrack, leak’
iii. tim?a  ‘belike t'am?i ‘go away’

When both vowelsin adisyllabic free root are full vowels, asin the examplesin (2),
stressfalls on the penultimate vowel 85 percent of thetime. Thisistrue especially when the

penultimate syllable is open (which isso for about 73% of all disyllabic roots); notice that

the penultimate syllableisopenin all but one of therootsin (2a) (the exception is/?ax™al

‘light (weight), swift’), which lists roots with penultimate stress, but that a number of the

rootsin (2b), whichlistsrootswithfinal stress, have penultimate closed syllables; examples

are/?alté/ ‘parents’ and /?atxan/ ‘downstream’. In contrast, afinal open syllableisamost

never stressed; only afew counterexamples (e.g., /tim?&/ ‘belike’ and /t’am?i/ ‘go away’)

were found in the corpus, and, in fact, such counterexamples tend to have the structure

/ICAR?A/). More generally, ten of twelve full-vowel disyllabic roots with final stress have

the structure /CAR?A(C)/, with a glottalized resonant intervocalically.®

*As mentioned previously, data are from Kuipers (1967, 1969) unless otherwise noted.

*Thetablein (1) includes atotal of 18 AA typeroots, six of which are loanwords from the
French ( e.g., /kaput/ ‘coat’) and from Chinook Jargon (e.g., /¢indk™/ ‘Chinook’) and
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The fact that a final open syllable in Squamish isin genera never stressed except
when the vowel in the penultimate syllable is followed by a glottalized resonant suggests
that afundamental difference exists between glottalized and unglottalized resonants when
it comesto assigning stress. A similar situation is reported by Zec (1995), who claims that
in Kwak’ walaglottalized resonants, unliketheir unglottalized counterparts, are nonmoraic;
see discussions in Chapter 1 and aso, especially with regard to Squamish, Chapter 4.

A closer examination of disyllabic roots in the corpus showsthat when both syllables

are closed (as, for instance, in /?at.t&/ ‘parents and /?at,xan/ ‘downstream’’), stress is

amost as likely to fall on the final syllable as on the penult. Thus, in disyllabic roots
containing two full vowels stress tends to be on the final syllable only in cases where the
initial syllableis either closed or isfollowed by a glottalized resonant.

Penultimate stress in disyllabic roots with two full vowels implies either that stress
falls on the leftmost or on the penultimate full vowel or syllable of aroot or, alternatively,

that final root stressis disfavoured. At this point in the analysis it isimmaterial which of

preservethe stress patternsfound in the source languages; for this cal cul ation the borrowed
roots are discounted. (Squamish loanwords typically preserve the stress patterns found in
the languages from which they are borrowed.)

"However, it is possible that /?atta¢/ and /2atxan/ are lexicalized forms containing, in the
firstinstance, the lexical suffix /=a¢/ ‘hand, arm’ and perhaps also either the/-at/ transitive
or a phonetically-identical suffix with the meaning ‘past, deceased’, and in the second
instance, aform of the /-n/ transitive and perhaps also /-x/, a“formative” (Kuipers 1967)
of indeterminate meaning; this would account at least for final stressin the latter case, as
the /-n/ transitive suffix typically takes stress when attached to CV CC roots or stems. The
analysisherewould presume an unattested root /?at/; thereis, however, aformative/-(?)al/,
which Kuipers suggests forms part of words like /x"Uminal/ ‘windpipe, throat’,

/mogdlx™al/ ‘tongue’, and /sman?al/ ‘ person of high class'.
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these views is taken; however, based on the results of subsequent analysis (of trisyllabic
roots, for which see section 3.1.2), | take the view that stress falls on the penultimate
syllable.

The penultimate stress patterns seen in Squamish disyllabic rootswith two full vowels
can be accounted for in OT by utilizing the following constraints (Prince and Smolensky
1993; McCarthy and Prince 1993a, 1993b)2, which parse words into binary trochees.

(3) FTBIN-0: Feet are binary at the syllabic level.
(4) FTFORM=TROCHEE: Feet are trochaic, or left-headed.

(5) PARSE-0: Syllables are parsed by metrical feet, else by the prosodic word.

While the evidence from disyllabic roots does not prove that Squamish words must
be parsed into feet, since the identical effect can presumably be achieved by a single
constraint that ensures stress does not fall on final syllables (like, for instance, McCarthy
and Prince’s (1993a) NONFINALITY constraint, which states that the final syllable in a
prosodic word isunstressed), that from trisyllabic roots does (see section 3.1.2). Moreover,
the fact that morphologically complex words consisting of more than three syllables
frequently surface with additional stresses on alternating syllables’ confirms that feet in

Squamish are binary.

8Unless otherwise noted, all constraints utilized here have their origin in these sources.

°According to Kuipers (1967, 1969) thereisin Squamish an upper limit of two stresses per
morphologically-complex word; however, recent fieldwork by Leora Bar-el and Linda
Tamburri Watt suggeststhat any limit isdictated only by the number of syllables available
for stressin aword (see, for instance, examples of morphologically complex words with
lexical suffixesin Watt 2000); in this, then, Squamish resemblesits traditional neighbour
to the east, Lillooet (see, for instance, van Eijk 1981a, 1985; Roberts 1993).
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Theanalysisin OT tableau form of themajority of disyllabic Squamishrootswith two
full vowelswould then be as demonstrated in (6).%° In the tableau, | eft/right parentheses are

used to indicate corresponding foot boundaries in the output forms.

6) /t'ayaq'/‘'get angry’

Candidates FTBIN-G | FTFORM= | PARSE-O
| TROCHEE !
= a  (fayaq) i i
b. (fayaq’) P

c. (t@yaq *1

In (6) both candidates (a) and (b) obey the constraint on foot binarity, but they differ
crucidly in that the winning candidate, namely, (a), also obeys the constraint calling for
left-headed feet while (b) doesnot. Candidate (c), which positsapartially parsed form, fails
on two of the three counts (a monosyllabic foot does not violate trochaicity). Note that the
analysis here does not show aranking order for the three constraints: the correct resultsare

obtained by any ordering.

A solid line between two constraints in a tableau denotes a crucial ranking between the
constraints, whileabroken line signifiesthat thereisno crucial order. A pointing hand next
to a generated candidate (in the first column of the tableau) identifies it as the optimal
output. Feet areenclosed in parentheses, whilesquare bracketsindicate prosodic boundaries
(e.g., phonological stem or word). Withinacell, “*” isused to indicate that aconstraint has
been violated, and “!” to show that the violation is fatal; the number of asterisksin a cell
are equal to the number of violations of a particular constraint incurred by a candidate. A
shaded cell indicates that whether or not the current candidate obeys the constraint in
question is irrelevant to the analysis because the candidate has aready fatally violated a
higher-ranked constraint. To save space | generally include among possible outputs only
the most plausi ble among them (although I may occasionally add one or two to demonstrate
apoint).
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3.1.1.2. Mixed disyllabic roots and therole of resonants
Examples of mixed disyllabic roots, or disyllabic rootswith afull vowel inone syllableand
schwain the other, arelisted in (7).

(7) Mixed disyllabic roots
a. Stress on penultimate syllable

i. k3wos" ‘blugiay’ tiwot [Indiantribe] s ™aneq [term of pity]
ii. gdnax”  ‘throat’ k™3laS ‘shoot’ stdwaq'™ [atype of mud]
hdwan ‘dog’ SBway ‘grow; itr. hdwa?  ‘accompany’

b. Stresson fina syllable
. x™awad? ‘turnip’  hatdh? ‘aunty (addressterm)’

ii. oq¥is  ‘thin’ syaxés ‘largerock’  sopiq ‘yellow salmonberry’
?acim ‘little’ xVatit ‘wedge yatix™  ‘Ash Slough’
iii. how?it  ‘rat’ hom?i ‘come’ K™¥aw?i? ‘leave

In mixed disyllabic roots with afull vowel in the penultimate syllable and schwain
thefinal syllable, examplesof whicharefoundin (7a.i), stressisvirtually alwaysonthefull
vowel in the penultimate syllable. For these, a smilar analysis to that in (6) suffices, as

demonstrated in (8), again with no indication of ranking between constraints.

(8) /kSawoad ‘blugjay’
Candidates FTBIN-O

T

TFORM= | PARSE-O

ROCHEE

—

= a  (ksawos)

*|

b. (k&awss)

*|

. (k&)wos

K uipers (1967) also lists the alternate pronunciation /k3ws/. That the disyllabic formis
preferred goes along with the observation (see Chapter 2, section 2.2.6) that roots with
nominal meaning are more likely to be found among disyllabic than among monosyllabic
shapes.
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Two exceptions with final stressed schwa (7b.i) were found; these are /sx"lawa?/

‘turnip’, a loanword of uncertain origin (Kuipers 1967), and /hat3h?/* ‘aunty (term of

address)’.

It is hardly surprising that roots with a penultimate full vowel and a final schwa
surface with penultimate stress. Thisis expected for two reasons: first, penultimate stress
isthenormindisyllabic rootswith two full vowels, aswasestablishedin section 3.2.1, and,

second, schwa is not ordinarily subject to stress, as seen, for instance, in the Squamish

isthat Squamish disyllabic words with schwain theinitial nucleus slot and afull vowel in

thefinal oneareamost aslikely to surface with penultimate aswith final stress(asthetable

in (1) shows, 48% of oA roots surface with penultimate stress), thus stressing schwa in

preferenceto afull vowel.

Asthedatain (7a.ii) show, schwain the penultimate syllable of adisyllabic root tends

to be stressed when it isimmediately followed by anon-glottalized resonant, asin/génax™/
‘throat’ and /k™3lag/ ‘shoot’. However, when, penultimate schwa is followed by an
obstruent (7b.ii), asin/?aq”id ‘thin’ and /syaxés/ ‘largerock’, or by a glottalized resonant
(7b.iii), asin /how?it/ ‘rat’, stresstends to fall on thefinal full vowel. Between the two of

them, these factors are able to account for 96 percent of oA roots, discounting borrowings.

Thus, although Squamish does exhibit the usual reluctance to stress schwa when schwa

2Compare /s-(h)ata?/ * aunt’, which has penultimate stress.



87

immediately precedes an obstruent or a glottalized resonant, when followed by a plain
resonant schwa is on a par with the other vowels where stress is concerned; that is, a
schwa—resonant sequence in the penult will trigger default penultimate stress even in the
presence of afull vowel elsewhere in the word.

Oneway to reflect the general unstressability of schwainlanguagesisto stipulate that
it must not be parsed into afoot, since only licenced syllables are eligible for stress (see,

for instance, Cohn and McCarthy 1994). Thus,

(9) *Ft(a): Schwa-headed syllables have no metrical projection.

*Ft(o) reflects the observation that schwa is generally predictable (and thus a surface
phenomenon), therefore unparsable.

Under such ananalysis, thelist of candidatesfor /kSawas/, the As root analysed in (8),
would include the partially unparsed form seen here in (10c).

(10) /kSawad ‘blugjay’
Candidates FTBIN-O

T

TFORM= | PARSE-O

ROCHEE

*FT(a)

—

= a  (kSawss)

*|

b. (k&awss)

*|

C. (k&)wos

Thetableau in (10) is not conclusive on the status of * Ft(o) in the constraint rankings

(or if indeed it isrelevant for Squamish): if FTBIN-0 >> *FT1(s), then candidate (a) would

represent the optimal form; if the reverse ranking obtained, then the partially parsed
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candidate in (c) would win. The reason for the ambivalence is that the surface form has

stress on the (penultimate) full vowel, and not on the (final) schwa. Similarly, the answer

cannot be obtained from an analysis of words like /sopig/ ‘yellow salmonberry’, which

again do not stressthe schwa-based syllable. However, rootslike/k™3las/ ‘to shoot’, which

contains penultimate stressed schwa, allow for some degree of resolution on thispoint. The

tableau in (11) shows that if in fact *FT1(a) applies in the case of Squamish, it must be

dominated by FTBIN-O.

(11) /k™élas/ *to shoot’
Candidates FTBIN-O

T

TFORM=
ROCHEE

PARSE-G | *FT(o)

—

oA (K5

*|

b.  (k¥a.&)

C. k%(l&ad) *1

The analysis in (11) shows that failing to parse schwa s not a viable option in the
analysisof mixed rootsin Squamish, at least not in that of disyllabic roots, wherethefailure
to parse one syllable automatically forces aviolation of foot binarity and foot form in the
other.

Clearly, ageneral constraint against projecting schwa, such asthat in (9), will not do
for Squamish: schwais not only stressable, but stressed schwa occursrelatively frequently

in the data, especially in roots.*® An alternative approach is one that allows schwato have

BThe fact that schwa is stressable does not suffice as an argument for its footability, since
OT constraints are not inviolable. However, subsequent analysis (for instance, in Chapter
4) will suggest that it must be footable.
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metrical projection, just as do full vowels, but with the difference that the metrical
projection of schwaisintheform of an empty nucleus, whilethat of full vowelshasmoraic
content. Thisanalysisisbased on the notion (expressed, for instance, in Kager 1990; Shaw
1992, 1996; Kinkade 1998; see also Blake 1992, 1999, 2000b) that one of the main ways
inwhich schwa differsfrom full vowelsisthat, unlike full vowels, it does not have moraic
structure. Shaw et al (1999:135) represent the differencesin the metrical projectionsof full

vowels and schwain the following way:

(12 a. full Vowels b. schwa
Nucleus Nuc Nuc
Moraic weight [I,l
Root node (I)

Features [1!]

If the main difference, as regards stress, between schwa and full vowelsis not in the
ability to project metrical structure but rather in the form that metrical structure takes, the
stressdifferences between syllableswith full vowels and those with schwa should be easily
accounted for by making reference to Prince’ s (1990) well-motivated WEIGHT-TO-STRESS
PrINCIPLE (WSP), which states that stress gravitatestoward heavy syllables; this principle
isgiven herein (13).

(13) WEIGHT-TO-STRESS PRINCIPLE (WSP): If heavy, then stressed.

The WSP evaluates the relative weight of al syllables in a particular stress domain (a

metrical foot or aword) and deposits stress on the heaviest of these syllables; clearly, under
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an assumption of weightless schwa, such asthat in (12), a syllable containing afull vowel

would be preferred over a schwa-based one for stress.

While such an analysisis able to accurately account for approximately half of the cA
roots in Squamish, specifically, those in which schwa is followed by an obstruent (7b.ii)
or by aglottalized resonant (7b.iii), it cannot account for those in which schwaisfollowed

by aplain resonant (7a.ii). The differencein stressability between Squamish syllableswith

aschwa—obstruent sequence and those with aschwa—resonant sequence (asrepresented, for
instance, by /?ag™ig/ ‘thin’ vs. /gdnax™/ ‘throat’) suggests that aweight differential exists
in Squamish between plain resonant consonants on the one hand and obstruents and
glottalized resonants on the other, with theformer being weight-bearing and thelatter being
non-weight-bearing. In spite of this difference between /R?, K/ and /R/, however, it is
important to note that the stress assignment process in Squamish does not favour asyllable
with a full vowel—-resonant sequence over one with a schwa-resonant sequence; for

instance, [9] in the penultimate syllable of /hdwan/ ‘dog’ is stressed even though the final

syllable contains a full vowel [a] followed by a resonant [n], just as it does in /?2acim/

‘little’. These kinds of casesindicatethat the WSP asformulated by Prince (1990) does not
completely accurately describe the stress assignment process in Squamish, whereiit is not

therelative weight of asyllable per sethat attracts stress; if it were, [an] would be heavier

than [ow]. Rather, what isimportant for Squamish stressisthe mere fact that asyllable has

weight as opposed to its being weightless. Thus, a heavy (bimoraic) syllable in Squamish
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isno morelikely to betherecipient of stressthan alight (monomoraic) one, but for obvious
reasons syllables with weight are to be considered over weightless syllables.

Inaccounting for thedifferencein stressability between weightless schwaand weight-
bearing full vowelsin Musgueam, Shaw et a (1999) propose a modified (and narrower)
version of Prince’s (1990) WSP, specifying that “a Nucleus [italics mine] with weight is
prominent within aFoot” (Shaw et al 1999:135). This modified version of the WSP still is
not ableaccurately to depict the situation in Squamish, where nuclear but weightless schwa,
although ordinarily not considered for stress, is stressable in the context of animmediately
following resonant consonant. Clearly, in evaluating stress-bearing potential in Squamish
gyllables the stress assignment process must look for weight in the syllable as awhole (or
at least initsrhyme) rather than in the nucleus alone. Whilein Dyck (2000) | attempted to
account for the role of weight in Squamish stress assignment by using an adaptation of
Shaw et al’ sversion and modifyingit to “asyllablewithweight is prominent withinafoot,”
| now opt for the minimally revised version of Prince (1990) given in (14).

(14) WSP’: If weight, then stressed.

Whereas Prince’' s (1990) WSP states that stress gravitates toward heavy syllables, WSP’
states ssimply that stress gravitates toward syllables with weight.

Since most syllablesin Squamish (asin other |languages) do have weight by virtue of
containing either a full vowel or a plain resonant consonant, applying the WSP’ to a
disyllabic root with full moraic structure (in the form of afull vowel or a schwa-resonant
sequence) in both syllableswill result in the root being parsed into two degenerate feet, for

example, as in (15c), which features two illicit feet, each consisting of a single light
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syllable.** To keep such clearly erroneous forms®™ from being selected as optimal, it is
necessary that the FTBIN-G constraint be ranked above the WSP'. Thisisdemonstrated by
the reanalysisin (15) and (16) of disyllabic roots initially analysed in (6) and (8).

15) t'ayaq’ ‘get angry’

Candidates FTBIN-G | WSP’ | FTFORM= | PARSE-O
| TROCHEE |
w oa (tayad) s
b. (fayay) s Lm0

c._ (t3(yag) *!

As the tableau in (15) shows, both of the candidates in (@) and (b), which must be
considered the morelikely of the three candidatesin terms of optimality, violate the WSP’
by failing to stress one or the other of the syllables, both potential stress bearers, while the
least likely candidate, namely, (), isthe only one to obey it. This calls for the constraint
ranking FTBIN-0 >>WSP’. Notethat thereisno indication yet of arelativeranking, if any,
between FTBIN-0 and FTFORM=TROCHEE on the one hand and FTFORM=TROCHEE and the
WSP’ on the other: while the trochaic form in (a) wins out over theiamb in (b), it would

do so no matter which way the constraints were ordered.

YA foot structure* (t’ dyaq') isdisallowed by definition: asarhythmic unit a(metrical) foot
cannot contain more than one strong, or prominent, syllable.

|t is a well-documented observation that in many languages stress tends not to fall on
adjacent syllables (see, for instance, Liberman 1975, Liberman and Prince 1977, and
others). In OT analyses, this tendency in languages is often dealt with by invoking a
* CLASH constraint; however, intheanalysishere, the matter isquitestraightforwardly dealt
with simply by having FTBIN-G outrank the WSP’, as suggested. (The * CLASH constraint
isutilized in the analysis of some morphologically complex words in subsequent chapters,
see also Chapter 4).
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The same generally holds true in the reanalysis of /kSawas/ in (16), earlier analysed

in (10), although the featured configuration is slightly different in that only one syllable
contains afull vowel.

(16) /kSawad ‘blugay’
Candidates FTBIN-O | WSP’

T

TFORM= | PARSE-O

ROCHEE

—

= a  (kSawss)

*|

b. (k&awss)

c. (k&®wss | *

*|

*

d.  (k&)wes

In (16) the optimal candidate, namely, that in (a), wins, asit isthe only candidate to obey
all four constraints. Because the schwa-based final syllable contains no weight, the WSP’
isnot violated by a candidate that has stress only in the first syllable.

The mixed disyllabic roots datain (7) and the subsequent discussion in this section
makeit clear that in Squamish syllables with moraic weight are those that contain either a
full vowel or aschwathat isfollowed by aresonant consonant, but not schwain any other

context.’® In the case of schwa, the presence of afollowing resonant clearly influencesthe

®Not only does Squamish fail to distinguish between heavy and light syllablesin the sense
originally intended by the WSP, but it al'so does not appear to make a distinction based on
the relative sonority of full vowels, such asis found, for instance, in Cowichan (Bianco
1996) and L ushootseed (Urbanczyk 1996[2001]); seediscussionin Chapter 4 (section 4.1).
These observations notwithstanding, as pointed out in Chapter 2 (section 2.1.2), stressed
vowels in Squamish tend to be lower and longer than their unstressed counterparts,
presumably in an effort to enhance sonority; recall from discussion in Chapter 1 (section
1.4.4) that, universally, low vowels are considered more sonorous than mid vowels, which
are more sonorous than high vowels.
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ability to stress schwa. Languages differ with respect to which (classes of) segments are
moraic; see, for instance, Zec (1995), who argues that resonants, but not obstruents, are
moraicin Kwak’ wala. Although the stress patterns observed in Squamish roots with schwa
suggest that Squamish may have a similar weight difference between obstruents and
resonants, there are a number of reasons to question such an analysis. For onething, if the
weight resides in the resonant, then a full-vowel—resonant sequence should have twice the
weight of a schwa-resonant sequence, but there is no indication that this is so (see
discussion earlier in this section). Another argument against such an analysisisthat, again

if the weight resides in the resonant, the resonant must be presumed to be a part of the

syllable preceding it rather than the one following it (thus syllabifying as/CoR.V C/ rather

than/Cs.RV C/); anceword-medial consonant instanti ationsin Squamish are predominantly

simplex (see Chapter 2, section 2.2.3.3), thiswould be in violation of universal constraints
on wellformed syllables, which tend to maximize onsets and ban codas. Moreover, the fact

that a full-vowel—resonant sequence apparently is equal in weight to a schwa-resonant

seguence suggests that the intervocalic resonant may be syllabified differently in CoORVC

than in CARVC (that is, as/CoR.VC/ in the former case, but as /CA.RVC/ in the latter).

The questions raised here are further addressed in Chapter 4, where a straightforward
solution is proposed to the problem. In the meantime, for the remainder of the analysis of
stressin roots, | simply assume that a schwa-based syllable has weight in the environment

of afollowing plain resonant, but not in that of an obstruent or a glottalized resonant.
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The tableaux that follow demonstrate the differences found in the stress patterns of
mixed disyllabic roots. First, (17) and (18) show why roots like /k¥3las/ * shoot’, which
feature a penultimate schwa followed by a resonant, surface with penultimate stress even
though the root contains afull vowel in the final syllable, while those like /sopig/ ‘ yellow

salmonberry’, which feature a penultimate schwa followed by an obstruent, surface with

exceptional stress on the final full-vowel syllable.

(17) /sopig/ ‘yellow salmonberry’

Candidates FTBIN-0 | WSP' | FTFORM= i PARSE-O
TROCHEE |
& (s5pi0) .
*= b (so.pig) :
c ()pig) |
d_ s(pig) ! L

Thetableauin (17) showsthat in order to rule out the binarity-obeying candidate with
penultimate stressin (a), the WSP’ constraint must outrank FTFORM=TROCHEE. Thus, the
crucial ranking order FTBIN-0 >> WSP’ >> FTFORM=TROCHEE can now be established,;
the relative positioning of PARSE-G, however, is still not clear.

In (18) the only two candidates to obey the high-ranking FTBIN-0, namely, (a) and
(b), both violate the WSP’ constraint by placing stress on only one of two potential sites
for stress, assuming that syllables containing full vowels and plain resonants have weight;
as aresult, candidate (@) wins because it alone obeys FTFORM=TROCHEE. Note that in the

outputs of (18a, b), the syllable boundary is arbitrarily made to follow the resonant, thus



96

leaving thefinal syllable onsetless. Thisisatemporary means used to differentiate between
the stressability of schwain the environment of afollowing resonant, and its unstressability

in the environment of afollowing obstruent. A formal analysis will follow in Chapter 4.

(18) /k™3las/ *shoot’

Candidates FTBIN-O WSP’ FTFORM= | PARSE-O
TROCHEE
= a  (kV3l.ad) *
b.  (k¥al.&) * *1

c (wsh@ | v

d  kvs(1&) *|

Finally, given the assumption that although schwa is stressable when it precedes a

plain resonant, it is not stressable in the environment of a following glottalized resonant,
the occurrence of final stressin /how?it/ ‘rat’ can be analysed asin (19), where candidate
(b) wins in spite of violations against FTFORM=TROCHEE because it aone adheres to the
higher-ranked WSP’ constraint.

(19) /how?it/ ‘rat’

Candidates FTBIN-0 | WSP' | FTFOrRM=
TROCHEE

a  (hswiit) *1

% b (how?it) *
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3.1.1.3. Schwa-based disyllabic roots
Only afew examples were found in the corpus of clearly monomorphemic words whose
syllabic nuclei contained no full vowels but only schwa. Disyllabic roots with two schwas
arelisted in (20).
(20) Disyllabic roots with two schwas
a. Stress on penultimate syllable
waxast ‘frog’ x3toh®™®  ‘far t'slom ‘wild cherry’
b. Stresson fina syllable
yoogy  ‘tocreep’ A'225ng"  ‘potlatch’
Although there are not really a sufficient number of examplesin the corpus to make
afirm claim with respect to stress in disyllabic roots with schwa as the only vocoid, stress

in such roots appears to be penultimate when neither of the two schwas is followed by a

resonant, asin /waxeg ‘frog’, but when one of the syllables in the root contains a post-

YAccording to recent fieldwork by Leora Bar-el and Linda Tamburri Watt (see, for
instance, Bar-el and Watt 1998), stressinthiswordisontheinitial, or penultimate, syllable,
as given hereand in (23a), but it should be noted that Kuipers (1967) shows the word as

having final stress, thus, as /wox3y.

18K uipers (1967) has/xstal; however, thisislikely asurfaceform deriving from underlying
Ixétah/, since typically /ah/ — [a] in Squamish (see Chapter 2, section 2.1.2.3).

9K uipers (1967) aso gives the alternate form /4’ dnqy/; again, the preferred form (that is,

the disyllabic /A’ 223nq/) demonstrates the proclivity to disyllabicity in nouns, as opposed
to verbs, which tend to have amonosyllabic (predominantly CV C) shape (see section 2.2.6
of Chapter 2)..
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schwa resonant, as is the case in /yagdy/ ‘to creep’ and /to?3ng/ ‘potlatch’ (but not in

Ix3toh®), that syllable will surface with stress, even if it isthe final syllable in the root.

The constraints posited in the previous sections are able to account straightforwardly

for the examples of schwa-based rootsin (20a, b), asthe tableaux in (21-22) demonstrate.

(21) /waxed ‘frog’

Candidates FTBIN-o | WSP’ | FTFORM=
TROCHEE

B a  (wdxos)

*|

b.  (woxds)

(22) lysqdy/ ‘to creep’

Candidates FTBIN-o | WSP’ | FTFORM=
TROCHEE

*|

a  (ysoay)

=D (yogdy)

Asthe tableaux in (21) and (22) show, only two constraints, namely, the WSP’ and
FTFORM=TROCHEE, arecalled into play inanalysing stressin disyllabic schwa-based roots.
The analysisin (22) is clearly a matter of the former constraint outranking the latter; in
other words, if there is a syllable with weight, that syllable will get the stress. In the case
of (21), where neither candidate hasweight, the WSP’ isnot called into play; consequently,

FTFORM=TROCHEE rules that the form with penultimate stress will win.

»Recall from discussionin section 2.1.1.2 of Chapter 2 that, although classified by Kuipers
(1967) as aresonant, /n/ is unlike other resonants in Squamish in that it does not attract
stress to its syllable.
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It is a matter of note that Bar-el and Waitt (1998:4) give rather more examples of

schwa-only rootsthan arefound in (20), but it should be remarked that of the six examples

they list only three are clearly monomorphemic. Of these, [k™3lo§] ‘shoot’ (cf. Kuipers
/k™3lad) isinall probability asurface form resulting from unstressed full-vowel reduction,

and assuch it ought to be classed with mixed roots of type/oA/ rather than with schwa-only

roots. Notethat the analysishereisableto account for Kuipers' version of thisroot, aswell

as for Bar-el and Watt's [k™3la§], since in both cases the presence of the intervocalic

resonant /I/ attracts stress to the penultimate syllable.

Severa of the schwa-based disyllabic “roots’ mentioned in Bar-el and Watt (1998)

are actually morphologically-complex forms. Thefirst of these forms, [$3s0lq] ‘besad’, is
the reduplicated stem /s3+V ol g/, for which stressis as expected, since reduplicated schwa-
based roots predictably surface with stress on the reduplicant. The second form, [hdm?ton]
(transcribed by Kuipers as /ham?tn/) ‘blanket’, is a combination of the variable root

IVham?, vhom?/ *be covered’ and /=tn/ ‘implement’, alexical suffix which never receives

stressin Kuipers but which appears on at least one occasion with secondary, though never
primary, stress in Watt (1999); since the suffix is not available for primary stress, word

stress will predictably fall on the root as given.

3.1.2. Trisyllabic roots
The fact that disyllabic roots tend to exhibit penultimate stress does not in itself prove that

Sguamish assigns stress to penultimate syllables; it could a'so mean that stress falls on the
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initial syllable of aword or merely that it does not fall on the ultima. To accurately gauge
whether Squamish stressisindeed penultimate, itisnecessary to look at rootsthat are more
than two syllables in length. Unfortunately, there is a paucity in the Squamish corpus of
words that are clearly monomorphemic yet consist of three or more syllables® An
examination of the datashowsthat, overall, only asmall majority (55%) of trisyllabic roots
surface with stress on the penultimate syllable. This percentage, however, increases to 82
percent when the nucleus of the penultimate syllable contains afull vowel.

A sampling of trisyllabic roots containing three full vowels appears in (23) while
examples of mixed trisyllabic roots are listed in (24). Trisyllabic roots containing no full
vowelswere not found in the corpus. Therootsin (23) and (24) are further categorized by
whether stress falls on theinitial, penultimate, or final syllable.?

(23) Trisyllabic roots with three full vowels
a. Stress on penultimate syllable

tip'ag vat ‘beafraid g uldyus ‘hightide manac’i ‘drum’
Tiwréyti  ‘maybe g’an?imaC ‘mosquito’  stay?amin [geog. place name]
b. Stress on antepenultimate syllable

yasaw?i [atypeof treg] sinulqay [name of mythological two-headed serpent]
dil?utut ‘Burrard Inlet’”  s?ix%iwat ‘to be jumping (ab. fish)’

?!Asalready mentioned, monomorphemicwordscontaining four or moresyllableswerenot
found, and, intruth, at least some of the trisyllabic wordslisted here and in Kuipers (where
trisyllabic roots constitute approximately two percent of free roots) are questionably
monomorphemic.

?No examples were found of full-vowel-only trisyllabic roots with final stress.
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(24) Trisyllabic mixed roots
a. Stress on penultimate syllable
i. potcus® ‘cradle  A’o?imin ‘sinew’  yoxi?u ‘usefirein hunting
tatawloq™ ‘bigraftt  x%aliton ‘white person’
srac’ @am?as ‘women’s shoulder blanket’
i, yox™ala? ‘eagle

b. Stress on antepenultimate syllable
malalus raccoon ndwuk’Va ‘coffin’ stdwaqin ‘graveyard, corpse

c. Stressonfinal syllable

smok’ “a?d ‘grave, dead man’s cache’

Aswith disyllabic roots, roots consisting of three syllablestend to surface with stress
on the penultimate syllableif that syllable contains afull vowel, asthe examplesin (23a)
and (24a.i) show. The case for penultimate stressis strengthened by the consideration that
the monomorphemic status of someif not all of the examplesin (23b) and (24b), which list

both full-vowel and mixed trisyllabic roots with stress on the antepenultimate syllable, is

questionable at best. For instance, in (23b) /yasaw?i/ [a type of tree] amost certainly
contains the reduced form of the suffix /=ay(?)/ ‘ bush, tree’, and it isnot inconceivabl e that
/stix™iwat/ ‘to be jumping (ab. fish)’ isalexicalized complex containing the transitive /-t/

suffix. In both of these cases, initial stress would then be fully predictable (that is, when

morphological factors aretaken into consideration). Asfor /sinutgay/ [name of mythol ogi-
cal two-headed serpent], thisword indisputably contains aform of /v ?étqay?/ ‘ snake’, and

is quite possibly a compound consisting of /v ?5tqay?/ and a second root /v'sin/. Although

In addition to this form, Kuipers (1967) lists the alternate form /p’ thc’ us/.
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IVsin/ isunattested asafree morpheme, it isfound in anumber of transitiveand intransitive
forms; examples are/V'sin-it/ ‘move (s.t. from one place to another); tr.” and /v'sin=8n-am/

‘move over one’ s feet; itr.”. More probably, /sin/ is a combination of the nominalizer /s-/

and /v/?ina, ?in-/ ‘the one, the other’, found, for instance, in /s-v2ina-gal ‘one of a pair’.
Finally, /dlil2utut/ ‘Burrard Inlet’” may well have aconnection with /v/dlil/ * bunch of native

blankets, as well as probably containing a suffix /=ut/ ‘ belonging to; connected with’.
Similarly, the morphemic status of at least two of the examplesin (24b) can be called
into question. While Kuipers lists/mélalug/ ‘raccoon’ and /stdwagin/ ‘ graveyard, corpse’

as roots, he suggests they may in fact be combinations of /vmal, mal/ ‘round’ and the |-

form of the lexical suffix /=ayus/ ‘eye’ in the first instance, and of /V'st'éwag ™/ ‘mud
whichisburnt and used aswhite paint’ and /=qin/ * head, hair’ in the second. If these forms
are morphologically complex as suggested, then initial stress is predictable at least for
Istéwagin/ (< Vst'dwag V=qin), as the now disyllabic root has stress on a penultimate
gyllable with weight, and the argument in favour of penultimate stress in roots is thus
strengthened.

The two examples in the corpus of trisyllabic roots with two schwas, namely, those

in (24a.ii; 24c), show varying stress patterns, with stressfalling on the penultimate syllable

in /yax™3la?/ ‘eagle’, where penultimate schwa precedes a resonant, and on the final

gyllablein/smok’ “a?al/ ‘ grave, dead man’s cache’, where both the initial and penultimate

schwas are followed by obstruents. In both cases, however, stress is predictable under the
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anaysis here: in /lyax™3la?/ penultimate schwais stressed before a resonant consonant and

in /smok’“a?8/ the final syllable receives stress by virtue of the fact that it is the only

syllablecontaining weight. Thelast-mentioned istheonly trisyllabic root in the corpuswith
stress on the final syllable.

Since feet in Squamish are binary at the syllabic level, the analysis of disyllabic roots
in the earlier sections of this chapter did not require that they be identified asleft- or right-
aligned to the prosodic word boundary. In the analysis of trisyllabic roots, however, it
becomes necessary to pinpoint just which of the two edges of the root must be aligned with
afoot edge. Given that stress is penultimate and feet are binary trochees, as posited here,
the point of alignment must be at the right edge of the root.?* The wording of the constraint
in (25) comes from Cohn and McCarthy’s (1994) analysis of Indonesian.

(25) ALIGN-RT-FT?®

Align (Root, R, Foot, R)
The right edge of every root coincides with the right edge of some foot.

#The analysis of morphologically complex forms in Chapters 5 through 7 will show that
root-foot alignment is best served by means of a constraint ROoT=Fo0T, and that a
constraint such asthat stated in (25) is relevant to the prosodic word (rather than prosodic
root) edge.

*This constraint congtitutes a specific application of McCarthy and Prince's (1993b)
generalized alignment schema stated bel ow:

(i) Generdized Alignment
Align (Cat,, Edge,, Cat,, Edge,) = 4«
V Cat, 4 Cat, such that Edge, of Cat, and Edge, of Cat, coincide.
Where Cat,, Cat, € ProsCat U GramCat
Edge,, Edge, € {Right, Left}

Included in GramCat are grammatical categoriessuch asWord, Stem, Root, Affix, etc., and
included in ProsCat are prosodic categories such as Prwd, Foot, Syllable, Mora, etc.



104

Aligning theright edges of foot and root ensuresthat binary trocheesare counted from
the right edge of the prosodic word, and thusthat stresswill surface, asit doesin Squamish,
on the penultimate syllable of the word.

The tableau in (26) demonstrates the OT analysis of trisyllabic roots with three full

vowels.

(26) /g™ulayud ‘high tide

Candidates FTBIN | WSP' | FTForRM= i ALIGN- i PARSE
-0 TROCHEE | RT-FT | -0
a (g“alayus i E *l E *
b. (qVu.ldyus *x x| E * E *
= C. qYu(layus) ** E E *
d. g'u(layds) *x ) *
e (gvala)(yas) | *! * E E
Lo@ulays | [ | 0
9. (quiaus | *! | ** s

In (26), candidates (e) through (g) are ruled out by the high-ranking FTBIN-0, (b) and
(d) by FTFORM=TROCHEE, and (@) by ALIGN-RT-FT. This leaves candidate (c) as the
winner. It isnow clear that the partial ranking order FTBIN-0 >> PARSE-0 must obtain in
order to prevent one of the fully parsed but multiply stressed candidatesin (e-g) from being
selected as optimal forms: areverseranking of these constraints would eliminate candidate
(c), which hasthe correct output form, along with all other partialy parsed candidates. The

place of ALIGN-RT-FT in the constraint rankings is not established in this analysis.
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The analysis of trisyllabic mixed roots, examples of which are found in (24), is

demonstrated in tableaux (27) through (29), beginning in (27) with adepiction of the root

type /oAA/, here exemplified by /yaxi?u/ ‘usefirein hunting’.

(27) lyaxitul ‘usefirein hunting’

Candidates FTBIN | WSP' | FTForRM= i ALIGN- i PARSE
-0 TROCHEE | RT-FT | -0
a  (yaxi)?u * *1 i e i *
b.  (ys.xi)?u w1 i * i *
B C. yo(xi.?u) * i E *
d. ya(xi.20) * x| x
e (ya.xi.?0) *| * i i

In (27), candidate (e) isruled out for disobeying FTBIN-0, candidate (b) because it
incurs two infractions against the WSP’ (compared to one infraction for the rest of the
candidatesin the list). Of the three remaining candidates, both (a) and (d) are ruled out by

FTFORM=TROCHEE, and (C) wins.
Analysesfor mixedtrisyllabic rootswith two schwasand afull vowel (types/ooA/ and
133A/) are represented by (28) and (29); of these, the former depicts the root /smok’ a4/

‘grave, dead man’s cache’, which stresses afinal full vowel in the absence of aresonant in

either theinitial or the penultimate schwa-based syllable, whilethelatter depicts/yax™3alar/

‘eagle’, which stresses penultimate schwain the environment of animmediately following

resonant even though the final syllable contains a full vowel. Recall from discussion in
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Chapter 2 (see section 2.1.1, 2.1.2.2, and, especially, fn. 4 of that chapter) that the glottal

[?] isanalysed as a stop, and not as a resonant.

(28) /smok’™a?dl/ ‘ grave, dead man’s cache’

Candidates FTBIN | WSP’ | FTFORM= i ALIGN-
-0 TROCHEE | RT-FT

PARSE

a  (smék™a)(2d) | *!

b.  smok'™a2(&) *

*

I C. gmo(k ¥a?d) * i

d. smo(k’W4?al) x| *
e (smék'“o)7al x| * *
f. (smok'™8)7al *! * * *

In the analysis of rootslike/smok’ ¥a?dl/, depicted in (28), the high-ranking FTBIN-O

and WSP’ constraintsstraightforwardly rule out all but the correct candidate (c), which has

no choice but to stress the final syllable, asthisis the only syllable with weight.

(29) lyax™slar/ ‘eagle

Candidates FTBIN | WSP’ FTFORMZE ALIGN- i PARSE
-0 TROCHEE | RT-FT | -0
a  (yox"sl)al * e
b. (ysxolya ") R
5 yo(xVslad) * x
d. ya(x¥old?) * S o
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In (29), candidate (b) isnot an option asit violates the WSP’ twice. Of theremaining
candidates, only (c) obeys both FTFORM=TROCHEE and ALIGN-RT-FT, and consequently,

it comes out the winner.

3.1.3. Section summary

The examination of stressin section 3.1 has shown that, all things being equal, Squamish
prefers to stress penultimate syllables, at least at the root level. In the case of disyllabic
roots, which constitute the vast majority of polysyllabic rootsin Squamish, thetablein (1)
and ensuing discussion aptly demonstrated that stress was penultimate in more than three
quarters of such roots. Moreover, discussion in sections 3.1.1.1 and 3.1.1.2 showed that
stress in the majority of cases of disyllabic roots which exceptionally stressed the final
rather than the penultimate syllable was predi ctabl e based on the environment in which the

penultimate nucleus found itself; the findings discussed in those sections are summarized

here in (30).
30) Disyllabic roots with stress on final full vowel
Root type | CVR?A(C) | CaKAC | Bor rowed | Anomalous | Total
AA 10 n/a 6 2 18
A 6 16 1 1 24
Total 16 16 7 3 42

The table in (30) shows that of the 42 disyllabic roots in the corpus that fail to place

stress on the penultimate nucleus of theroot in favour of stressing afinal full vowel, atotal

of 32, or just over 76 percent, contain either apost-nucleic glottalized resonant (CVR?A(C)

type roots) or aschwa—obstruent sequence (CoK AC typeroots) in the penultimate syllable.
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In fact, when the seven loanwords are factored out,? this explanation is able to account for
91 percent of disyllabic roots with exceptional final stress. This suggests not only that
glottalized resonants pattern with obstruentsrather than with plain resonantsin that schwa-
based syllables in which they appear are not visible to stress processes, but that their
presence in any syllable (whether it contains a full vowel or schwa) inhibits its ability to
attract stress (see Zec 1995 for a similar finding for Kwak’wala). It should be noted,
however, that in Squamish this proclivity isclearer in roots where the penultimate syllable
contains schwa followed by a glottalized resonant; a penultimate full vowel in the same
situation is much more likely than schwa to surface with stress.

Thefinding that stressfalls predictably on the penultimate syllables of disyllabicroots
is strengthened by the finding, in section 3.1.2, that the majority of trisyllabic roots also
surface with penultimate stress. In fact, in only one case did stressfall on thefinal syllable
of atrisyllabic root, and theinstancesof trisyllabic “roots’” with initial (or antepenultimate)
stress were with few exceptions shown to be in all likelihood morphologically complex.
Thus the case for penultimate stress in Squamish roots is clear. Whether this pattern of
penultimate stress holds for morphologically complex forms will be examined in section
3.2

Thissection on stress in Squamish roots has, moreover, brought to light animportant
clue to Squamish stress assignment, namely, that a general prohibition against stressing

schwaislifted when schwaisimmediately followed by aplain resonant consonant; in fact,

?°|_oanwords with final stress in Squamish tend to have their origin in either French or
Chinook Jargon, both of which stress the final syllables of words. Recall that Squamish
borrowings typically reflect the stress patterns found in the language of origin.
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a penultimate syllable containing a schwa—resonant sequence is just as likely to receive
stressasisapenultimate syllable with afull-vowel nucleus. The question of what accounts
for thisis further pursued in Chapter 4.

The OT anayses of Squamish roots in section 3.1 demonstrate that the following
constraints and rankings are necessary to account for stressin Squamish roots.

(31) FTBIN-O ALIGN-RT-FT

/ N\
/N
WSP’ \
/ \
/ \

FTFORM= PARSE-O
TROCHEE
While a ranking order is definitely indicated for FTBIN-0 over the WSP’ over
FTFORM=TROCHEE, all three of which arerequired in the analysis of disyllabic aswell as
trisyllabic roots, and while FTBIN-0 a so clearly outranks PARSE-0, the relative ranking of
PARSE-0 with respect to FTFORM=TROCHEE and the WSP’ isnot certain; aswell, the place

of ALIGN-RT-FT in the constraint rankings has not been established.

3.2. A phonological analysis of stressin polymor phemic wordsfalls short
Section 3.1 clearly established the tendency for penultimate stress in Squamish roots. An

examination of polymorphemic words consisting of fewer than four syllables” shows, at

2"Polymorphemic words consisting of four or more syllables tend to surface with multiple
stress. Since the present purpose is merely to discover whether the observed tendency for
stressto surface on the penultimate syllables of rootsextendsto Squamish wordsin general,
the discussion here will be limited to words that are not complicated by this added factor.
The subject of multiple stress, which tends to surface on alternating syllables of
morphologicaly complex words, will be addressed in Chapter 4.
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least at first glance, that such words also frequently surface with (some degree of) stresson
the penultimate syllable, whether that syllable constitutes or is part of a prefix, root, or
suffix; indeed, Demersand Horn (1978) held that both roots and morphol ogically complex
Squamish words were analysable in dtrictly phonological terms. The preliminary
examination of singly-stressed polymorphemic words in this section will show, however,
that phonological factors alone are unableto account for stressin approximately half of the
words examined; therefore, other factors must be involved.

In the subsectionsthat follow, the occurrence of stressin two- to four-syllable words
consisting of prefix—root, root—suffix, and prefix—root—suffix combinations is examined
individually in sections 3.2.1, 3.2.2, and 3.2.3, respectively. In each of these subsections,
datasetsare presented that are exemplary of the category; individual examplesin each set
are then evaluated in terms of the phonological theory of stress outlined in section 3.1 of
this chapter. To facilitate comparison of stress in the morphologically complex data with
that in roots (in section 3.1), the exemplary data in each section are subclassified in terms
of the number of syllables contained in a given word as well asin terms of which syllable
bears the word stress; for this exercise, a string of segments is deemed a syllableif in the
(surface) form given it contains either (i) afull vowel or (ii) aresonant preceded either by

schwa or by a tautomorphemic consonant (which, recall, renders the resonant syllabic).

3.2.1. Prefix—root combinations
The datain this section exemplify morphol ogical concatenations consisting of one or more
prefixesand aroot morpheme. For ease of explication, combinations exhibiting penultimate

stress (32) and those exhibiting final (33) and antepenultimate (34) stressare presented and
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discussed separately. A checkmark (v) or an X (X) beside aword indicates whether or not
that word conforms with the prediction of the phonologica analysis with regard to stress.

(32) Penultimate stressin prefix—root combinations

a. Disyllabic words

v stxV-n&+vnam? ‘be gone’ (tx™- ‘direction’)

v pavpad ‘be very hot’

X Sm+/&m ‘run aground’

v tém+v/t'om ‘snowbirds

X sx6+Vxon ‘frost’

v scigtVeaq ‘trees, logs

b. Trisyllabic words

v kKYop+Vk™Upic ‘elder siblings

v lot-Vsp'Gd’am ‘to smoke' (to1- ‘to take in; ingest’)
v 0s850+VEeq  ‘dirty’ (20s- ‘onewhich X-es)

The datain (32) show that the phonological analysis of stress outlined in section 3.1

of this chapter is able to account for the actual occurrence of stressin all but two of the

examplesgiven. Incorrect predictionsaremadein the case of /5 m3am/, wherethe predicted
form is */SmSam/, with penultimate stress, as the penultimate syllable has weight in the

form of a post-nucleic resonant, and /sxéxan/, where the predicted form is*/sxox3n/, with

final stress, as only the final syllable has weight.
In prefix—root combinations with stress on the final syllable, phonological stress

makesthe correct predictionsapproximately half of thetime, asthedatalisted in (33) show.



(33) Final stressin prefix—root combinations

A XX NANP

NNXxX\N°®F

Disyllabic words
toc+/tic
nox™-v/té?
Nox™-s-v'x8yx
ti-v1&m?
ti-vVmén?

Post' &HVEQ
205-X"6+V XV KY

Trisyllabic words
tot-vVsoplin
s-tog+v'tagiw
205-C’ ax™+V/ ¢’ X"
tut-nox™-v/¢’ it

‘skinny’

‘(go) by way of’ (nox™- ‘locative’)

‘warrior’

‘build ahouse’ (ti- ‘to make, build, produce’)

‘produce offspring’
‘lying across
1] uw1

‘eat bread’
‘horses’

“hel pful’
‘alittle closer’
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Mispredictions for the words in (33) fall generally into two categories. In the first

category, of which the disyllabic /tilam?/ and /timén?/ and the trisyllabic /staqtagiw/ are

examples, the analysis predicts that default (penultimate) stress will apply, as the

penultimate syllablein all three cases contains a full vowel; thus, the expected forms are

*[tilam?/, */timon?/, and */staqtaqiw/, respectively, al of which are erroneous. In the

second category, exemplified by the disyllabic /?asx™3x™k™/, a schwa-based word with no

moraic elements, the analysis again predicts penultimate stress, thus, */23sx"ox"k"/;

instead, stress falls on the final schwa.

Finally, the data in (34) exemplify trisyllabic morphologically complex words with

antepenultimate stress.
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(34) Antepenultimate stress in prefix—root combinations
Trisyllabic words

X ci+/caw?in ‘small type of cohoe salmon’
X sni+v/nix¥it  ‘small canoe

In (34), the phonological analysis of stressadvocated in section 3.1 clearly makesthe

wrong prediction for /sninix™it/, in which stress is expected to be penultimate, given that

the penultimate syllable containsafull vowel; thus, the analysis predictstheincorrect form

*[sninix™it/. In the case of /cicaw?in/, one would probably expect stressto fall on the full

vowel in the penultimate syllable, thus yielding the erroneous */cicaw?in/, although the

presence in the penult of a post-vocalic glottalized resonant, which has been demonstrated
to exhibit atendency to inhibit stressin the vocalic e ement immediately preceding it even
if itisafull vowel,® makesthis case less straightforward. However, evenif the glottalized
resonant were responsible for nonpenultimate stressin this case, the preferred alternative
would beto stressthe final rather than the antepenultimate syllable, given right-alignment

of foot and root.

3.2.2. Root—suffix combinations
In this section morphological concatenations consisting of aroot and one or more suffixes
are presented and discussed with respect to whether the stress patterns exhibited in such

forms can be accounted for in strictly phonological terms. Combinationswith penultimate

%Although stress is clearly inhibited in syllables where the vocalic element preceding the
glottalized resonant is schwa (discussed in section 3.1.1.2), the case isless clear when the
vocalic element consists of afull vowel; see the table in (30) and discussion surrounding
itinsection 3.1.3.



114

stressare given in (35), while those with final and antepenultimate stress are listed in (36)
and (37), respectively.

Inthemain, the phonological stresstheory isableto account for the outcome of stress

for the disyllabic and trisyllabic root—suffix combinations listed in (35); in fact, it makes

theincorrect prediction for only one of the examples given, namely, /gdqwit/, where stress

isexpected to fall onthefinal syllable, yielding */geqwit/, asthefinal syllable containsthe

only moraic element in the word.

(35) Penultimate stress in root—suffix combinations
a. Disyllabic words

v Jpic=at ‘get one’s hand caught’

v nvclyssus  ‘crazy-faced

v Jtéam-a ‘to guess; tr.’

v V& an-nox” ‘to have been of assistance; tr.’
X Vaso=wit ‘brand-new canoe’

b. Trisyllabic words

v Vagi=ylnox™ ‘bad waves

v VEmx=éyus ‘have one's eyes closed up with pitch’

v Vxoh-am=ay?t ‘haveone'schild crying’

In root—suffix combinations which exhibit final stress, for which exemplary dataare
listed in (36), the phonological stress theory espoused here for the analysis of roots makes

the wrong prediction of stressin virtually every case. Asthe formsin question al have

weight in the penultimate syllable, they would be expected to surface with penultimate

stress, yielding the erroneous forms */xdwi’ al/, */c’shug/, * /¥’ angaw?tx™/, * /¢ asp’ iug/,

*/st’aq' ic’ aw?tx™/, and */stagiwuli/, instead of which they exhibit final stress.
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(36) Final stressin root—suffix combinations
a. Disyllabic words

X Vxowh =& ‘break one'sarmy’
X Vcoh=ls ‘get hit in the face’
v Vtoq¥-min? ‘broken-off half’

X VX ang=awtx™ ‘potlatch house’

b. Trisyllabic words

X V&osp'i=ls ‘ugly-faced’
X svtagic=aw?tx” ‘log house
X sVtagiw=alt ‘colt’

In the three- and four-syllable root—suffix combinations listed in (37), stress
unexpectedly shows up on the antepenultimate syllable, contrary to the predictions of the

phonological stress. Under astrictly phonological analysisthewordsin question would be
expectedtoexhibit penultimatestress, thusyiel ding * /x¢’ itaxan/, * /ciqi?ag™/, * /cox™i?aq™/,
*[2alinit/, */haliton/, and * /xVaitdnut/, as al contain weight in the penultimate syllable.

(37) Antepenultimate stress in root—suffix combinations

a. Trisyllabic words

X x-V/@it=axan ‘thenear side

X Vcig=i?aq®  ‘get stabbed on the top of the head’
X Vcix"=i%aq”  ‘get hit on the head’

X V2%li-nit “dream about; tr.’

X vhéli=ton ‘chisel’

b. Four-syllable words

X Vx%ditn=ut  ‘whiteman’s (adj.)’

3.2.3. Prefix—root—suffix combinations
In this section morphologically complex words consisting of a root and one or more

prefixes and one or more suffixes are analysed in order to ascertain whether the phonologi-
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cal account of stress presented in section 3.1 of this chapter can adequately account for
stress in such forms. Examples of combinations with penultimate stress are givenin (38),
while those with final and antepenultimate stress are listed in (39) and (40), respectively.

(38) Penultimate stress in prefix—root—suffix combinations
a.  Trisyllabic words

v togq+/t'ag =ad ‘six (persons)’

X nox™-vVydm?=ton ‘belt’

v ? nox™-v niw?-it ‘teach, instruct, advise; tr.” (also, /nox™-v now?-it/)
b. Four-syllable words

v x"o+VxVopsin=ay? ‘cascara

v mex”-Vyuk¥=&min ‘what belongsto astingy person’

v nox¥-vniw?=iat ‘teach, instruct a child’

v nox”-vVnow?=iws=ton ‘container, box, trunk’

In the prefix—root—suffix combinations listed in (38), penultimate stress is correctly
predicted with one (clear) exception, namely, /nox™ydm?ton/, for which the analysis
predicts final stress, yielding */nox™yam?tdn/, as the final syllable isthe only onein the

word that containsweight (recall that glottalized resonantsdo not carry weight); in contrast,

stressis permitted in the penult of /nex™niw?it/, which also has a postvocalic glottalized

resonant, because the syllable contains afull vowel.
For theformslisted in (39), which are exemplary of prefix—root—suffix combinations

with final stress, astrictly phonological account of stress makes the wrong predictions for

/sisiliws/ and/ge?qi?i?/, which are expected to surface with penultimate stress, thusyiel ding

*/sisiliws/ and */ga?qi?i?/, respectively, asthe penultimate syllable in both cases contains

weight.
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(39) Final stressin prefix—root—suffix combinations
a. Trisyllabic words

v/ ? min?2+v/min?=ult “young of human or animal’

X si+/sil=iws ‘become afraid’

X ge?+/qir-i? ‘become soft’

vV st ox+V/t' x=&x" ‘many-limbed, branchy’

v nox¥-vVnow?-it/ ‘teach, instruct, advise; tr.” (also, /nox™-v/ niw?-it)

The prefix—root—suffix combinations with antepenul timate stresslisted in (40) fail to
conform to predictions made by a strictly phonological analysis of stress. In all casesthe
penultimate syllable contains weight and stress would thus be predicted to fall on that
syllable, yielding */hihiqi/, */hihilit/, */p’ip’ik™(w)it/, */nq~ig™istn/, */?ip’ aq “Vétnit/,
*[212alinit/ and * /tutsinitsut/; instead, it falls on the antepenultimate syllable.

(40) Antepenultimate stress in prefix—root—suffix combinations
Trisyllabic words

X hi+Vhig-i ‘go under’

X hi+vhil-it ‘roll; tr. (e.g., atree)’

X pi+/pik¥=(w)it  ‘shoveatoy canoeinto the water’
X n+tq”i+V/q"isston  ‘small cooking-pot’

b. Four-syllable words

X 2-Vp &g Vat-nit ‘get frightened of; tr.’

X A+ 238li-nit ‘dream about; tr.’

X tut-vsin-it-sut ‘move over alittle

3.2.4. Section summary

The various subsections of section 3.2 show that while the default phonological analysis of
stress utilized for roots is frequently able to account for stressin morphological complex
words, there are numerous instances where it fails to do so. Theindividual findings of the

|ast three subsections are here summarized.
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The results of the exercise of matching predicted to actual stress patterns in the data
presented in those sections show that just under half of the 60 concatenations eval uated fail
to conform to the expected pattern. Of the forms that yielded errorsin prediction, the vast
majority (23 of 27, or 85%) failed to stress a penultimate syllable with weight, instead
stressing either the final (in 9 cases, 3 of which are disyllabic) or the antepenultimate (in
14 cases) syllable; in words consisting of three or more syllables (of which there are 20),

stressfell on the antepenult in 14 cases and on the ultimain 6 cases. In addition, one word

with no moraic elements, namely /20s-x"4+v'x"k™/, unexpectedly stressed the final rather

than the penultimate schwa.

In contrast, only three of the 27 mishits unexpectedly placed stress on a penultimate

syllablewithout weight; the examplesin questionsare/s-xé+vxen/, IV gég=wit/, and /nox™-

vydm?=ton/; in each case the presence of weight in the final syllable (and only in the final

syllable) predicts that these words should surface with final stress.

Thefact that the phonological account of stressin Squamish roots presented in section
3.1 of thischapter doesnot succeed in accounting for stressin approximately half of singly-
stressed polymorphemic words does not in any way diminish the validity of that analysis
for the way stress patterns in Squamish roots. However, as | show in the chapters that
follow, the outcome of stress in the larger word is dominated by a combination of
morphol ogical and prosodicfactors; especially, morphol ogical accent and prosodic domains

play astrong role at thislevel of analysis.



Chapter 4

On weight, sonority, and syllabicity

4.0. Introduction

The analysis of stressin Squamish rootsin Chapter 3 showed that, everything being equal,
stressprefersto fall on the penultimate syllable of the root. However, stresswill surface on
the penult only if it contains weight, that is, if it includes either a full vowel or a schwa
followed by a resonant consonant. It was argued in Chapter 3 that Squamish schwa itself
isnot moraic: although it is stressable in the context of afollowing resonant, it is not when
an obstruent follows. Do resonants and obstruents differ in moraic status?

Earlier, the exploration of basic syllable structure in Chapter 2 suggested that the
canonical syllable shape for Squamish consists of asimple CV pattern. Thisindicates that
coda consonants are generally prohibited, even though roots (and words) in Squamish are
virtually always consonant-final. However, the fact that schwa, which has no weight, is
stressable before a resonant consonant suggests that the resonant has weight and belongs
to the same syllable as schwa, since a weightless syllable is not considered for stress if
another option isavailable. Areintervocalic resonants and obstruents parsed into syllables
differently?

Theissues addressed in this chapter arise out of these and other outstanding questions

relating to the way stress configures in Squamish. Specifically, this chapter will deal with
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issues pertaining to the interactive roles of sonority and weight in the stress system and
syllable structure of Squamish, and to the form and structure of syllables per se in the
language, as well as to that of metrical feet. These questions require clarification both in
retrospect, to better understand exactly why stress patterns asit doesin Squamishroots, and
asan antecedent to discussions arising out of the analysisof stressin polymorphemic words
in Chapters 5 through 7.

In preview, the investigations pursued in this chapter show that, unlike, for instance,
in Lushootseed (Urbanczyk 1996[ 2001]) and Cowichan (Bianco 1996), wherestressismore
likely tofall on vowelsthat are higher on the sonority scale, such as[a], than on those with
lower sonority ratings, such as the high vowels, in Squamish sonority impacts on stress
primarily to the extent that stressfalls only on vowels (including schwa), which constitute
the most sonorous class of segments universally, and that the presence of a following
resonant consonant renders schwa fully as stressable as full vowels, resonants making up
the most sonorous class of consonants.

In contrast, moraic weight playsasignificant rolein Squamish stress outcomesin that
stressis attracted to syllables with weight; weight in Squamish can beinherent (in the case
of full vowels) or a surface phenomenon (in coda consonants). However, there is no
intersyllable competition for stress in terms of relative weight': the fact that a root- (or
word-) final syllable carries an additiona unit of weight in the final consonant (given
Hayes 1989 Weight-by-Position Principle) does not afford it a stress advantage over a

nonfinal open syllable. Thus, as shown in Chapter 3, CVCVC roots (and words) surface

"However, as | argue in Chapter 5, there is such a competition between morphemes
designated as roots.
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with stress on the leftmost syllable when it has weight (in the form of either afull vowel,

asin/mixal/, or a post-schwa resonant, as in /k™3la¥/), but on the final syllable when the
penult contains no weight (for instance, in /sspig/, which has schwa followed by an

obstruent). The stress difference seen in /k¥3la§ versus /sopig/ supports the claim (see

Chapter 3) that schwa itself is weightless, and that it is the quality of the following
consonant that determines whether or not a penultimate schwa-based syllable will bear
stress. The difference in moraicity between resonants and obstruents is argued in section
4.1.

In addition to differences in weight-potential, obstruents and resonants also differ in
that, nonfinally, resonants are systematically parsed as codas, in contrast to obstruents,

which are parsed asonsets.? Syllable onsetsarerequired, however (see, for instance, section

2.2.3.3 of Chapter 2), and intervocalic resonants (for instance, in /k"3las/) are therefore

called on to fulfill this role as well, and they do so by means of ambisyllabicity. While
positing ambisyllabicity for resonants is able to satisfy the requirement for onsets within
roots (and generally within the foot),? it cannot do so when the resonant is situated at the

edge of a foot (for instance, in CV reduplications formed on disyllabic roots, like

1%%way/ (Vway) ‘grow all over’, and in Root=LexS combinations involving a

?Compare, for instance, claimsthat in Germaniclanguagesan intervocalic consonant parses
as codato apreceding syllable containing ashort stressed vowel (Murray and Vennemann
1983), in English an intervocalic consonant is ambisyllabic (Kahn 1980), and again in
English, the glide portion of a diphthong is syllabified with the preceding syllable rather

than with the following one, for instance, in [bay.a.ls.ji] ‘biology’ (Clements 1990).

3Following Urbanczyk (1996[2001]) for Lushootseed, | argue in Chapter 5 that the root is
equal to afoot.
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disyllabic root, like /xicim?al/ (< vxicim=al) ‘have one's hand itching’). Since

ambisyllabicity is limited to the foot, the parsing of the resonant as a coda in this case
forces glottal epenthesisin order to satisfy the requirement for an onset in the following

~

syllable, for instance, as/(xicim)(2a€)/, /(%S w)(?ay)/; in contrast, no glottal insertion is
necessary (or condoned) when theroot isobstruent-final (asin /vt &’ “us=&%/), astheroot-

final obstruent forms the onset to the suffix’s syllable. Evidence for these claims is put
forward in section 4.2.

Theforegoing claimslead to theinference that while obstruentsare permitted ascodas
word-finally, nonfinal syllables consist solely of CV(R). It was argued in Chapter 2 that in
surface representation roots in Squamish are predominantly CVC(VC). In contrast, in
polymorphemic wordsit isnot unusual to find strings consisting of CVCCVC, that is, with
word-internal adjacent consonants (for instance, in /xicgan/ (< vxic=g-an) ‘to fell (tree);
tr.”). Moreover, stress in these words may show up on both of two vowels in apparently

adjacent syllables, and this in spite of observationa evidence that stress clash is not

permitted in the language (cf., for instance, /t’&gatéyus/, in which stress falls on every

~

second syllable; and especially note that reduplicated forms like /33%w?ay/ may surface

with a second stress on the final syllable, but never on the intermediate one, even though

that syllableis stressed in the unreduplicated form /&way/).* If, as | argue in Chapter 5, a

“A general constraint against stressing adjacent syllablesis that stated in (i).

(i) *CrLASH (based on Liberman 1975, Liberman and Prince 1977)
Adjacent syllables are not stressed.



123

root isequal to afoot in size (see also Urbanczyk 1996[2001]), then the best analysis for
amorphologically complex CVCCV C word, virtually alwaysacombination of aCV C root
and one or more suffixes,” is one that consists of two feet, the first of which encloses the
root, and the second, the suffix(es), thus (CVC)(CVC), and not (CVC.CVC). Postulating
that CVCCVC is dipedal rather than being a single disyllabic foot recognizes that these
strings are irregular (in veering from the more typical CVCV C pattern found in roots and
elsewhere in the language, aswell asin positing nonfinal obstruents as codas, for instance,
in/(xic.gén)/). In addition, this approach addresses the question of why stressis permitted
to surface on seemingly adjacent syllables herewhen stress clash isnot generally condoned
in the language: in (CV C)(CVC) stress does not in fact surface on adjacent syllables, but
in adjacent feet. The arguments for this position are continued in section 4.3.

4.1. Restric_:tions on segment moraicity and therelationship between weight and

sonority
The way stress patterns in Squamish roots (falling, as was seen in Chapter 3, on the

penultimate syllable when it contains a full vowel or a schwa-resonant sequence, as in

/mixal/, Imanéc’i/, and /k™3la¥/, but not when schwa is followed by an obstruent or a

glottalized resonant, asin /sopig/, /smek™a?d/, and /how?it/ suggeststhat in Squamish full

vowels and plain resonants have moraic weight while schwa, obstruents, and glottalized

*Squamish has a number of suffixes that consist of a single consonant, for instance, the
lexical suffixes/=c/‘mouth’, /=¢/*back (anat.)’, /=g/ ‘ trunk, bottom, behind’ . The majority
of thewordsin question are combinationsinvolvingaCV Croot, amonoconsonantal lexical
suffix, and the /-an/ transitive; /v cig=c-an?/ ‘ poke s.0. in the mouth’ is a case in point.
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resonantsdo not. Thisobservationisstated informally here asalanguage-specific condition
on moraicity,® asindicated in (1).

(1) Only full vowels and plain resonants carry weight in Squamish.

In OT, generdizations on relative segment moraicity can be captured by means of a
series of micro-constraints formulated along the lines of those proposed by Prince and
Smolensky (1993) for syllable peak and margin prominence, and adapted by Kenstowicz
(19944) to apply to metrical feet (see discussion in Chapter 1, section 1.4.4); the relevant
constraint series are reproduced in part in (2a, b).

(2) a Constraints on syllable sonority (Prince and Smolensky 1993)
Peak Prominence for syllables

*Plptk>> ... >> *Pfi,u>>*Ple,o >>*Pla

b. Constraints on sonority for metrical feet (Kenstowicz 1994a)
Peak Prominence for metrical feet

*Pla >> *P/i,u >> *Ple,o >> *Pla

Thefirst of these constraintsseries, namely, that givenin (2a), sayssimply that vowels
aremore likely than consonantsto be found in syllable peaks and, furthermore, that certain
vowels make better syllable peaksthan certain other vowels; thusthelow central vowel /a/
is ranked above mid vowels /e, o/, which in turn are ranked above high vowels /i, u/ in
terms of peak candidacy. The second series, articulated in (2b), builds on this ranking,

stating that when stressis metrically determined a syllable with /& in the nucleus position

®anguage-specific conditions on consonant moraicity are formulated on Hayes (1989)
universal principle of Weight by Position, which states that coda consonants are moraic.
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makes the best foot head, since /&l is the most sonorous vowel, and one with schwa as
nucleus, the worst.

While Prince and Smolensky’s (1993) micro-constraints on syllable sonority and
Kenstowicz's (1994a) adaptation for metrical feet reflect different sonority values among
vowels, they do not do so among consonants (except, in the case of Prince and Smolensky,
by implication, since the leftmost grouping includes only voiceless stops). It is a well-
accepted fact, however, that cross-linguistically (see, for instance, Clements 1990) certain
classesof consonants (especially, the resonants) in onset and coda clusterstend to befound
closer to the vocalic peak of a syllable while others (obstruentsin general, but especially
voiceless stops) are more likely to be situated at syllable margins (and thus further away
from the syllabic peak). For some languages (like Bella Coola; see Bagemihl 1991) it is
postulated that resonants may themselves form syllable peaks.

Although the relative sonority of full vowels does not in general appear to affect the
placement of stressin Squamishwords,” and whileit isdoubtful (dueto lack of independent
motivation, for instance, of the type Bagemihl 1991 cites for Bella Coola; see Chapter 1,
section 1.4.4, for examples and discussion) whether resonant consonants can occupy the

nucleus position of asyllableinthelanguage, thefinding in Chapter 3 that intermsof stress

’It has been previously mentioned, however, that although the relative sonority of full
vowels has no bearing on the stress selection processitself (that is, /&l is not abetter stress-
attractor than /i, u/ in Sqguamish), in syllables selected for stress, the high vowels/i, u/ lower
to [e, 0] (Kuipers 1967; see also Bar-el and Watt 1998), thus maximizing sonority in the
prominent syllable. In addition, Squamish /o/, classified as a high-mid central vowel,

lowers to the mid central vowel [a] under stress (Kuipers 1967:25); as the default vowel,
however, schwa fluctuates widely on the surface, relying on the consonants that surround
it for its feature specifications (see Chapter 2, section 2.1.2.2.1).
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a schwa-based syllable is on a par with full-vowel syllables in the context of afollowing
resonant, but not an obstruent, suggests that the summarization in (1) is on the right track.
If it is, then the facts about Squamish weight and stress as they pertain to segment classes
in the language suggest the dichotomy in (3), which is expressed in a manner similar to
Prince and Smolensky’s (1993) constraints on syllable sonority (2a) and Kenstowicz's
(19944a) constraints on sonority for metrical feet (2b).

(3) Restrictions on segment moraicity for Squamish®
*WK, *Wa >>*/R, *WA where K = any obstruent,
R = any plain resonant
A = any full vowel
The ranked restrictions on segment moraicity in (3) suggest that it isworse to assign
weight to obstruents and to schwathan it isto assign weight to resonants and to full vowels
and, moreover, that within each of these two groupingsthereis no apparent preference for
any one class of segment over any other class of segment: that is, full vowels do not make
better bearers of weight than do resonant consonants, nor is schwaabetter bearer of weight
than are obstruents.

The claim that full vowels and resonants are more likely than obstruentsto be moraic

isunsurprising in that it follows for the most part from universal implications of segment

8Compare Morén’ s (2000:373) Universal Moraic Markedness Hierarchy, which states:

*MORA[plainstop] >> *MORA[vdstop] >> *MORA[plaincont] >>
*MORA[vdcont] >> *MORA[Nnas] >>*MORA[liq] >>*MoRA[high] >>
*MORA[mMid] >>*MORA[low]

Although this dissertation is predated by the Morén work, the conclusions presented here
on moraic markedness and on its representation in an OT framework were arrived at
independently by the author, based on her research on Squamish.
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sonority (and thus from the relationship between weight and stress): vowels make the best
syllable peaks, and sonorant consonants are more likely to be found around syllable peaks
than are obstruents, which tend to be located closer to syllableboundaries. However, unless
resonants are nuclear (and | have claimed elsewhere that they are not), it isnot likely that
they are on apar with full vowelsinterms of weight, given that there are languages that do
not permit resonantsto be moraic (for instance, see Zec 1995), but no languages that do not
permit full vowels to be moraic. Thisfactor is taken into account in the revised moraicity
hierarchy proposed in (4).

(4) Restrictions on segment moraicity for Squamish (revised)
*WK, *Wo >>* /R >> */A where K = any obstruent,
R = any plain resonant, and
A = any full vowel
The revised moraicity hierarchy in (4) indicates that it is not only worse to assign
weight to consonants than it is to assign weight to full vowels (since * WK >> *W/A and

*WR >>*/A), but it is aso worse to assign weight to both obstruent consonants and to
schwa than it is to assign weight to resonant consonants (* WK, *ws >> *W/R). Although
the analysis of rootsin Chapter 3 suggeststhat syllables containing full vowels do not hold
an advantage over those containing a schwa—resonant sequence (since stress falls on a
penultimate syllable with /oR/ even when there is a full vowel elsewhere in the word),
resonants do not have intrinsic weight; this claim is based on observations that it is only

after schwa (not after full vowels) that the presence of aresonant hasany effect whatsoever

on stress. If the moraicity of full vowelsisintrinsic and that of resonant consonantsis not,
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the moraicity of full vowels must be given precedence in the rankings (4) over that of
resonant consonants.

Incontrasttofull vowel sand resonants, which regularly surfacewith weight (although
resonants are not required to do so), thereis no evidence that either schwaor obstruentsare
ever assigned weight in Squamish, sinceneither iscapabl e of attracting stresstoitssyllable.
Asfor schwa, Kuipers(1967) observesthat even under stressit is shorter than other vowels.

Although (4) hints at an implicational relationship between moraicity and sonority,
such that weight may only be assigned to ssgments whose feature specificationsincludethe
feature [+sonorant], the fact that schwa, a vocoid usually identified as the least sonorous
of the vowels (though without prevarication more sonorous than any consonant, including
a resonant), is never assigned weight (see discussion in Chapter 3) argues against the
simplistic view of astraightforward relationship between featural sonority and moraicity.
Moreén (1999; see also Zec 1988b, 1995) claims that such a relationship exists only for
segments for which weight is nondistinctive, and not for intrinsically weighted segments.
Thus, for segmentswith nondistinctiveweight, if obstruentsaremoraicinagivenlanguage,
then resonants, which have greater sonority than obstruents, will also be moraic in that
language. In contrast, when weight is distinctive, it does not necessarily follow sonority
hierarchies. For instance, Morén points out that in Hausa (Newman 1997) only resonants,
and in Chechen (Nichols 1997) only obstruents have intrinsic weight.

Theeffect of * (WK >>*pR isbest seenin the way stress patternsin schwa-based roots

because roots (and words) are consonant-final. Accordingly, the tableaux in (5-6) contain

reanalyses of the roots /waxad ‘frog’ and /yagdy/ ‘to creep’, earlier analysed in Chapter 3.
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In addition to the moraicity hierarchy indicated in (4), these reanalyses are based on the
assumptionsput forwardinthissection, namely, that only full vowelshaveintrinsicweight,
consonants have weight by position, and schwa has no weight at all. Given Weight-by-
Position (WBYP), al codaconsonants are potentially moraic; however, resonants are better
bearers of weight than are obstruents. This observation can be captured by the constraint
ranking * WK >>WBYP >> * /R (see Morén 2000). These constraints, along with ONSET,
which requires every syllable to have an onset, are utilized in the following tableaux in
conjunction with relevant constraints motivated in Chapter 3. Recall that according to the

WSP’ prominence must be assigned to a syllable if it has weight.

(5) /waxed ‘frog’

ONSET | *WK | WBYP | FTBIN | WSP’ | FTFORM=
-0 TROCHEE
a VI *1 *
(W3.x99)
5 D, *
(W3.x99)
C. u x| *
(Wo.x39)
d. * *|
(Wo.x39)
e *1 *x
(Wéx.99)
f oY *] >k *
(Wéx.99)

In (5), candidates (e, f) areruled out by ONSET; these candidates would not be selected

in any case, (€) because it incurs an additional violation against WBYP, and (f) because it
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violates* WK. Candidates (a, ¢), which both assign amorato the final (coda) consonant of
the root, and therefore obey WBYP, are eliminated by the higher-ranking *WK. Of the
remaining candidates, (b) winsbecause it adheresto FTFORM=TROCHEE, and (d) does not.

Because weight in obstruent codas is not readily condoned, the best candidate for
Iwaxad/ isonethat contains no weight; in the absence of weight, stress surfaces by default
on the penultimate syllable. In contrast, weight is condoned in a final resonant because
unlike* WK, * WR isoutranked by WBY P; the result isthat a schwa-based root like /yagdy/,
analysed in (6), surfaces with stress on the final syllable, which is the only syllable with
weight.

(6) /ya0By/ ‘to creep’

ONSET | *WK | WBYP | *wR i FTBIN | WSP' | FTForRM=
| -0 TROCHEE
a 91 * i *|
(v8.0Y)
b. x|
(v8.0Y)
5" C. VI * i *
(vo.q3y)
d. *| i *
(vo.q3y)
o 0| R N R
(y20.3y)
P T - ; ;
(y29.8y) !
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In (6), both candidates (e, f) violate ONSET. Candidates (b, d) fail to assign weight to
the resonant in coda position, and are consequently ruled out for violations against WBYP.
The best candidates, then, are (a, ¢), which assign amorato the word-final resonant, and
of these, (c) winsover (a) becauseit places stress on the only syllable with weight, thereby
adhering to the WSP’, which (a) violates.

Thus, the constraint ranking * WK >>WBYP >> * /R is able to explain the different

stress outcomes in roots like /wéxas and /yagdy/, which, in terms of segmental content,

differ primarily in that the former has a root-final resonant, and the latter, a root-final

obstruent.

4.2. Thestructure of syllables

Aswas demonstrated in Chapter 2 (section 2.2), nonfinal syllablesin Squamish roots have
an overwhelming tendency to adhere (at least in appearance) to the cross-linguistically
favoured CV shape, in that vowels and word-internal instantiations of consonants are
usually simplex. However, codas are not banned in the language, as indicated by the fact
that virtually all roots (and words) are consonant-final. Although this is not entirely
surprising given that variant behaviour isoften found at word edges, it will be demonstrated
in this section that codas are found not only word-finally but also, in the case of resonants,
word-internally, since resonants tend to be identified with the syllable preceding it rather
than with the one following it. This predilection for intervocalic resonants to syllabify as
codas, however, interfereswith afirm requirement that syllableshave onsets, and Squamish

resolves conflict betweenthesefactorsintwo distinct ways: (i) by R-ambisyllabicity within

afoot (for instance, /l/ is ambisyllabic in the root /k™3la¥/, which constitutes afoot), and
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(i1) by R-glottalization at afoot boundary (for instance, /m/ undergoes glottalization in the

polymorphemic /xicim?a¢/ (< xicim=a€) ‘have one’s hand itching’). In the first instance,

ambisyllabicity permitsthe intervocalic resonant /I/ to serve as both codato the preceding

syllable and onset to the following syllable; in the second instance, the derived glottalized

resonant /m?/ (which, as a surface phenomenon, is assumed to comprise two segments: a

plain resonant /m/ and an epenthetic /?/) divides itself between coda and onset, with the

resonant portion serving as coda to the final syllable of the root’s foot, and the glottal
portion, asonset to the suffix’ ssyllable. Theevidencefor simple CV syllablesin Squamish
is here reviewed in section 4.2.1, while the (conflicting) evidence for resonant codas is

presented and discussed in section 4.2.2.

4.2.1. Evidencefor CV

4.2.1.1. Simple nuclei

Nuclel are vocalic and smple. The investigation of phonotactic constraints on syllable
structure in Chapter 2 (section 2.2) indicated that the vast mgority (96%) of vowel
instantiationsin roots were simplex. An examination of vocalic nuclel contained in affixes
(listed in Appendix B) shows further that, in contrast to roots, which occasionally surface
with complex nuclei, vowelsin affixes are always simplex. The simple nucleus hypothesis
is strengthened by the observation that vowels are usually short (in fact, even under stress
they are only half-long).

Importantly, although the syllabicity of resonantsfollowing another (tautomorphemic)

consonant (for instance, /k™lag§ — [k"]|as]) suggeststhat, in addition to vowels, resonants
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may also be able to occupy nuclei, the fact that schwa-epenthesisin the resulting syllables

isobligatory under stress (for instance, in [k™3las]) points to aconclusion that the resonant

isin the coda of the syllable, and not in the nucleus. Evidence from syllabification across
morpheme boundaries, presented later in this section, will uphold this analysis of syllabic

resonants.

4.2.1.2. Therequirement for onsets
Proof that onsets are required and that they are smple comes from both roots and
morphologicaly complex words. The evidence from roots in Chapter 2 showed that all
roots have a consonant at the left edge, and that this consonant is ssmple in more than 97
percent of cases; in addition, approximately 83 percent of root-internal consonant instantia-
tions consist of a single consonant. Given the cross-linguistic tendency of languages to
maximize onsetsand minimize codas, thisisaclear indication that Squamish preferssimple
onsets.

Theconclusion that onsets arerequired issupported by evidencefrom glottal insertion
at the junctures between roots and vowel-initial lexical suffixes.” The data listed in (7)
indicate three different ways in which syllabification takes place across the root—suffix
morpheme boundary. The pattern seenin (7a) isrepresentative of concatenationsthat result

in the juxtaposition of two vowels at the morpheme juncture (as a consequence of

Unlike grammatical suffixes, which are predominantly consonant-initial, the majority of
lexical suffixes, which are usually affixed directly to aroot, are vowel-initial: 65% of all
lexical suffixes (75% if only lexical suffixes with vocalic content are considered) have a
vowel at their left edges; see discussion in Chapter 6, section 6.1.1.
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combining a vowel-initial suffix with a root-final vowel™), and always result in glottal-
epenthesis between the conjoined vowels. Aswell, glottal epenthesisisfrequently (but not
aways) observed before a vowel-initial suffix when the root with which it iscombined is
consonant-final and this consonant is aresonant, asin (7b). In contrast, glottal epenthesis
never occursat the morphemejuncture between avowel-initial suffix and an obstruent-fina
root.™

(7) Glottal insertion at Root=LexS boundary

a v=v = Viv
t-xi+xta=2éwanex™ ‘the year before last; last year (vVxéta‘far’, =awanox™
‘year’)
q"V0=2us ‘tears’ (Vg™u ‘water’, =us ‘face’)
s-wi?ga=rult ‘boy’ (s-wi?ga‘man’)
b.i. R=V = RV
¢dm="2us ‘meet, come together (face to face)’
nox™-2i-v'2x"n=2us * sad-looking’
n-c’ g”ul=2a ‘glove’ (=a€ ‘hand, arm’)
xicim=?a¢ ‘have one’s hand itching’
miiw=2axan ‘side, edge’ (=axan ‘side’)

Suk’ Yum=2aw?tx"™ ‘bathhouse’ (=aw?tx™ ‘house’)

YRoot-final vowels are admittedly rare.

"Kuipers (1967:73) mentions an exceptional case where a glottal stop surfaces at this
juncture. The word in question is /nxetxit?ayus ‘far-sighted’ (cf. /v'xétal ‘far’; /=ay(?)us/
‘eye’), and Kuipers suggeststhe possibility that the root has an underlying final glottal stop
(thus, /xatak/). However, the underlying form of the concatenation /n-xsta=ayus suggests
that the glottal isthere to separate the root-final and suffix-initial vowels (underlined), as
in the examples listed in (7a); the surface form, /nxstxit?ayus/, has dropped the root-final
vowel /al and kept the epenthetic glottal stop, making it look like acase of glottal insertion
after an obstruent (cf. /t-xi+xta=?awanox™/ ‘the year before last; last year’, which is based
on the same root).
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ii. R=V = RV
n-q' il=us-m ‘Clever’
xVay=a ‘have aparalysed arm’
g“in=ac “hair on hands
K Vin=at ‘how often? (=at ‘times, instances’)
s-tam=aw?tx™ ‘what kind of house?
c. K=V = KV
gx=0s ‘be assembled’
s-Cit=us “hill” (V¢it ‘top’)
k' Vés=at ‘burn one’s hand’
k' Vg=& ‘have a branch hanging off (tree)’
t' &k’ Yus=&¢ ‘seven’
x-¢’ it=axan ‘the near side’

The examples listed in (7) contain several important clues about syllabification in
Squamish and about the structure of Squamish syllables. First, the observation that glottal
insertion is necessary in order to separate two edge-based vowels in juxtaposition (7a) not
only indicatesthat the vowelsmust be parsed into different syllables, but also reaffirmsthat
syllables are required to have onsets. Second, the contrast between surface manifestations
of V=V juxtapositions, which require glottal epenthesis(7a), and those of K=V sequences,
whichdonot (7c), isproof that syllabification takes place across the Root=L exS morpheme
boundary; if it did not, we would expect the glottal to surface regardless of the designation
of the root-final segment (that is, following a root-final obstruent as well as after a root-
final vowel, giventhat onsetsarerequired in the language). In contrast to underlyingV=V,
where glottal insertion is necessary to meet the requirement for an onset inthefirst syllable
of the suffix, in K=V this onset requirement is fulfilled by parsing the root-final obstruent
into the suffix. Third, the observation that glottal epenthesis frequently occurs following

a root-final resonant (7b.i) suggests that without the glottal, the suffix’'s syllable is
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considered onsetless, and thus that aroot-final resonant sides with the final syllable of the
root, unlike an obstruent in the same position, which does not. However, the conflicting
datain (7b.ii), which do not exhibit glottal insertion, argue against such a straightforward
solution to the problem. The next section goesinto the matter in greater depth, showing that
the different surface manifestations exhibited by the datain (7b.i), which have undergone

resonant glottalization, and (7b.ii), which have not, follow agenerally predictable pattern.

4.2.2. Resonant as coda

As suggested in the previous section, the observation that, unlike in the case of obstruent-
final roots (7c), glottal epenthesis frequently take place when the root ends in a resonant
(7b.i) impliesthat without glottal insertion thevowel-initial suffix isonsetless. Thefact that
theglottal typically showsup at ajunctural boundary following aresonant suggeststhat the
resonant (unlike an obstruent in the same position) is seen asbelonging to the final syllable
of the root rather than to theinitial syllable of the suffix. To the extent that thisis true, it
has significant undertones for the way resonants and obstruents are parsed into syllables,
implying that unlike obstruents, which are parsed as onsets, resonants are parsed as codas.
In spite of universal tendenciesto maximize onsetsand minimize codas, it hasbeen claimed
by anumber of researchersthat in particular languages and under particular circumstances,
intervocalic consonants may be parsed as codas rather than as onsets. For instance, Murray
andV ennemann (1983) suggest that in Germani clanguages an intervocalic consonant tends
to be parsed as codato apreceding syllable containing ashort stressed vowel, and Clements

(1990) claims that in English the glide portion of a diphthong is syllabified with the

preceding syllable rather than with the following one, for instance, in [bay.a.la.ji]
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‘biology’. Inother work, Wiebeand Derwing (1992, 1994) and Wiebe (1998) used segment
count and deletion tasks (in the first instance) and sound similarity judgement tasks (in the
second instance) to show that speakers of an unwritten Low German dialect consider post-
vocalic resonants to be part of a complex nucleus, reserving the coda position for post-
vocalic obstruents.

The supposition that word-internal resonants and obstruents are parsed into syllables
in different ways sheds some light on a problem first encountered in Chapter 3, where it
was observed that stress configured differently in disyllabic roots with schwain theinitial
syllableand afull vowel inthefinal, depending on the quality of the post-schwaconsonant;

that is, stress fell on schwa in the initial syllable when it was immediately followed by a

resonant, asin /k™3lag/, but not when the consonant following schwa was an obstruent, as

in/sopig/. Whiledisyllabic barerootslike/k™3las do not surface with aglottal between the

resonant and the following vowel (unlike in the morpheme concatenations seen in (7b.i),

forinstance, /C3m=?ug/), thefact that the presence of aresonant lendsweight to apreceding

schwa-based syllable suggests that the resonant is nevertheless (initially) parsed as a coda
and not as an onset; in contrast, a post-schwa obstruent, which does not lend weight to the
preceding syllable, is straightforwardly parsed as an onset. Although the word-interna
resonant is parsed as a coda first, the onset requirement forcesit to double as onset to the
following syllable as well.

Thedifferential parsingsof intervocalic resonantsand obstruentsareillustrated in (8a,

b), which use the roots /k"la§ and /sopig/ as examples.
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(8 Syllable structure of /k™3la¥ vs. /sopig/

a. /kVslag ‘to shoot’ b. /sopig/ ‘yellow salmonberry’
Foot Foot
/N / \
o o o o
/N /N /| /N
V2N BN VRV TERN /| /HN\
/o N/ | N\ /o0 /N
[ SU-) I a )] (s 2 p i q)

The depiction in (8a) showsthat parsing the post-schwaresonant into acoda provides

the schwa-based syllable with weight, while the more usual parsing of the post-schwa

obstruent (8b) does not. These depictions show also why roots like /k"3lag surface with

stress on the penultimate syllable, while roots like /sopig/ stressthefinal syllable, sincethe

former, but not the latter, have weight in the penult, the preferred syllable for stress.

The parsing of /k™3lad/ in (8a) represents the intervocalic resonant as ambisyllabic,
thus serving as onset to the second syllable aswell as codato the first. Thisisthe obvious
conclusionto bedrawn, given that syllables must have onsets and that no glottal isprovided
to fill the role of onset to the second syllable of the foot.

The putative ambisyllabicity of resonantsin Squamish can be compared to clams by,
for instance, by Kahn (1976[1980]), who contends that in American English, intervocalic

aveolar stops (which surface as taps) are ambisyllabic when a stressed open syllable is
followed by an unstressed syllable (for instance, in [siri] ‘city’ and [hiriy] ‘heating’) and,
further, that ambisyllabicity also occurs when a vowel-initial word follows a consonant-

final one (for instance, in [lerzen] ‘let Ann’). As aresult of consonant-sharing, theinitial
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syllable in ‘city’ gets a coda, and the final syllable (word) in ‘let Ann’ gets an onset.
Gussenhoven (1986) subsequently used ambisyllabicity to account for the behaviour of

intervocalic consonants in a number of other casesin both American and British English.

followsasimilar track for British English. For instance, the vowels e, o, &] tend to occur

only in stressed, closed syllables; in aword like [?li] ‘alley’, therefore, the intervocalic

/l/ must be shared between the two syllables in order to satisfy both the requirement that

syllableswith stressed /z/ be closed and the requirement that syllables have onsets. Similar

claimsfor ambisyllabicity in a number of other languages are put forward in, for instance,
Vennemann (1982), Borowsky, 116, and Mester (1984), and van der Hulst (1985).

Although Kuipers (1967) does not indicate that resonants (or any consonants) are
ambisyllabic in Squamish, and even though gemination is not common in the language,™
the investigation in this section suggests that intervocalic resonants are typicaly shared
between the syllables that precede and follow them, and that they are parsed initialy as
codas.

The absence of resonant glottalization in the forms listed in (7b.ii) indicates that
ambisyllabicity of anintervocalic resonant istherule not only indisyllabic roots, but in any
case where the resonant is situated between the two syllables of afoot. For convenience,
thedatain (7b.ii) arerepeated herein (9). The parenthesesin the rightmost column indicate

the main foot configuration for each listed form.

?Borowsky et al (1984) contend that thereisin essence no distinction between ambisyllabic
(short) and geminate (1ong) consonants, both of which are shared by neighbouring syllables;
individual languages exhibiting thistype of phenomenon will tend to have one or the other,
but not both.
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(9) R=V = RV
n-gil=us  ‘clever n-(q flus)®
xVay=a ‘have aparalysed arm’ (xVayat)
g"in=aC “hair on hands’ (q¥ina)
K Vin=at ‘how often? (K'Vinét)

Clearly, there is a distinct stress advantage to parsing the word-internal resonant in

words like /k™3las/ as a coda, since it lends weight to the penultimate syllable, which is

preferred for stress. While it is true that there is no stress advantage to parsing an

intervocalic resonant as codain wordsinvolving only full vowels (for instance, in/mixat/),

the observation that junctural R-glottalization takes placein polymorphemic combinations

like/xicim=2a¢/ (7b.i) suggeststhat resonantsin Squamish are parsed into codas asamatter

of course (and not just when an underlying CR sequence is encountered).

Corraboration for this position isfound in CV- reduplicative datainvolving CVRVC
rootsor stems. Thedatain (10a), which compare surfaceformsof CV- reduplicative forms
of roots/stems with an intervocalic resonant (which appear with their glosses in the two

leftmost columns) with those of their unreduplicated counterparts (listed in the column on

the right), illustrate that plain intervocalic resonants in the root (for instance, in /S3way/)

N4

are glottalized in the corresponding CV- reduplications (for instance, in /3%w?ay/). In

contrast, CV - reduplications of roots/stemswith intervocalic obstruents, listed in (10b), are

unchanged in this respect.

Non-reduplicative prefixes are not footed; see Chapter 5.
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(10) Resonant glottalization in CV- reduplicated stems

CV- reduplicated stem Root/Stem for reduplication
a. Root/Stem with intervocalic resonant

?i+?2im?as ‘be walking around’ ?imas

hi+hil 2it ‘roll; tr. hil-it

st&tontay? ‘female’ s-tanay?

S+dwray ‘be growing’ Sway

p &tp’ay?ag-n  ‘cure; tr. p' avag-n

Co+Cowrat=ay? ‘help each other’ ¢’ aw-at

b. Root/Stem with intervocalic obstruent
AT+A iXYay ‘brook trout’

¢ U+c’ utum ‘be cold’
s-hi+hupit ‘rabbit’

p &+p’aq”it ‘play with toy canoe’

The exemplary datain (10a) show that when a CVRV C root or stem is reduplicated,
the resonant in the root is glottalized (leftmost column); in contrast, there is no surface
glottalization of the resonant in the stem for reduplication (rightmost column), nor does
glottal epenthesis occur when the intervocalic consonant in the root/stem is an obstruent
(10b). The pre-reduplicative forms are generally disyllabic and make wellformed binary
feet. In contrast, the reduplicated stems on the left contain at |east three syllables, and the
fact that stress tends to be on the reduplicant indicates that a left foot bracket must be

aligned with theleft edge of the reduplicant.* Stressin the root/stem portion of thesewords

isreconfigured as aresult; thisis shown by /CoCow?dtay?/ (< v'¢aw-at), where stressfalls

on the second syllable of the stem (/-at/) and not on the first, as it does in the bare stem.*

“For afull analysis of stressin CV- reduplicated stems, see Chapter 5, section 5.3.2.

>Although stress does not actually fall on the reduplicant in this case, it is obvious that
stressis configured from the left edge, since stress shift takes place in the stem.
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Thusdisyllabic feet are formed at the |eft edges of polysyllabic words resulting from CV-
reduplication, and the occurrence of resonant glottalization coincides with the edge of that

foot. Thisisillustrated in (11).

(11) Foot/Syllable structure of /hihil2it/ vs. /hilit/ ‘roll; tr.’

a. /hilit/ b. /hihil2it/
Word Word
| / \
Foot Foot Foot
/ \ / \ |
(0) (0) (0) (0) (0)
/N /N /| /N /N
V2N "B VAR VRN / u /U / HN\
/SN |\ /0 /1 N\ /1N
(h i i 1) (h i h i D @ i t)

The glottalization of the resonant in these forms thus occurs when the resonant finds
itself at the edge of afoot. In thisway, the resonant can be syllabified as codato the final
syllable of theleftmost foot (which splitsthe root in two), while still providing the syllable

following it with an onset. The fact that intervocalic resonants are usually not glottalized

in bareroots (such as/k™3lag ‘to shoot’) and in disyllabic suffixed forms (for instance, in

/hil-it/ *roll; tr.”) indicates that resonants can function as both codato a preceding syllable
and onset to a following one when both syllables are contained within the same foot;
however, when the two syllables are situated in different feet, as is the case in the CV-
reduplicated stemsin (9a), the resonant must be glottalized in order tofulfill both mandates,
since ambisyllabicity is not possible across foot boundaries.

Insummary, an intervocalic resonant faces conflicting demands, namely, that it serve

as codato apreceding syllable and that it serve as onset to a following syllable. Within a
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foot it can satisfy both demands with impunity. However, at a foot edge it must find a
different means of satisfying the following syllable’ s onset requirement, and it does so by
surface glottalization. Thisshowsthat the demands placed on the resonant by the preceding
syllable (R as coda) take precedence over those of the following syllable (onset require-
ment).

The parsing of resonants as codas is covered by the new constraint in (12).
(12) Copa-R

Word-internal resonants are parsed as codas.

That some such constraint is operative in Squamish is suggested by the evidence,

presented in this and the preceding section, that glottal epenthesis frequently occurs
between aroot-final resonant and avowel-initial lexical suffix (for instance, in /xicim?ac/
‘have one's hand itching’, < /vxicim=a&/; see 7b.i), and consistently occurs following a
resonant contained within a disyllabic root/stem when it is CV- reduplicated (as in

Istéton?ay?/ ‘female’ , < s-vianay?; see10a), whereasit never occursin these environments

when the corresponding root-final or -medial consonant is an obstruent (comparative
examples from (7¢) and (10b) are/v't' &’ “us=&¢/ ‘ seven’ and /s-hi+v hupit/ ‘ rabbit’). The

significance of the presence or absence of a surface glottal stop in these contextsisthat the
intervocalic obstruent automatically fulfillsthe onset requirement of thefollowing syllable,
but the intervocalic resonant does not necessarily do so, and theindication is that the latter
is parsed as a coda.

Furthermore, given the compelling evidence (see Chapter 3, aswell asearlier sections

of this chapter) that in Squamish schwais weightless, but resonants are moraic, parsing a
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post-schwaresonant asacodaresultsin many syllables having weight that woul d otherwise

be weightless, and at the same time accounts for the ability of these syllablesto bear stress
(as, for instance, in /k™3la¥ ‘to shoot’; cf. /sopigy/).

In addition, there is some cross-linguistic justification for positing a constraint such
as CobA-R in that anumber of scholars (for instance, see Clements 1990) have observed
that (in Germanic languagesat | east) resonants make better codasthan onsetsdo, in contrast
to obstruents, which make better onsets than codas do.

CoDA-R dominates both ONSET (which states that syllables must have onsets) and
NoCopA (which banscodasin syllables). Thisisillustrated in thefollowing tableaux. Note
that the ambisyllabicity of a segment is indicated here and in subsequent tableaux by the
absenceof asyllablebreak, asin (13e); at the same time the ambi syllabic segment is set of f

from its nearest neighbours by means of a space.

(13) /k™3las/ *shoot’

H CobA | OnseT | No | FTBIN | WSP’ | FTFORM=
VINE'S -R CoDA -0 TROCHEE
a‘ “ *! * * *
(K™1as)
b. H *| * *
(K¥2.183)
C. QU *| * % *
RS
(. Hu *% *
(K“5 | &)
e M *% * *|
(K" | &)

In (13), candidates (a, b) are not considered because they parse the intervocalic

resonant as an onset rather than as a coda. Candidate (c), which does parse /I/ as a coda,
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fails to provide an onset to the second syllable, and is therefore also eliminated. Of the
candidates that pass both CobA-R and ONSET by positing the intervocalic resonant as

ambisyllabic, the trochee in (d) wins over theiamb in (e).

In contrast, when theintervocalic consonant isan obstruent, asin /sopig/, analysed in
(14), aform that posits the obstruent as ambisyllabic, such as that in (14b), is ruled out
because it incurs a double violation to NOCODA.

(14) /sopig/ ‘yellow salmonberry’

m CopA | ONSeT | No | FTBIN | WSP’ | FTFORM=
Vspiq -R CobA | -0 TROCHEE
a U * % o
(spiq)
=D 9} * *
(s0.pic)
. u * *1
(s5.piq)
d. W x| o o
(Sp.iq)
e [1q **| *
(2pig)

In (14), candidate (d) iseliminated by ONSET, (€) isruled out by NOCoDA, and (a) by
FTBIN-0. Of candidates (b, c), which differ only in stress orientation, the former wins
because, although it featuresan iambic foot rather than the preferred trochee, it places stress
on the only syllable with weight, thereby obeying the WSP’.

A comparison of the analysesin (13-14) showsthat singling out candidates featuring
anintervocalic resonant as coda (13d, €) and ruling out candidatesfeaturing an intervocalic

obstruent as coda (14d, €) can be achieved by the constraint ranking CoDA-R >> ONSET >>
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NoCoDA. The evidence presented earlier in this section (especially that pertaining to R-
glottalization) makes it clear that resonants are to be considered codas, unlike obstruents,
which are onsets (when nonfinal). However, not only are resonants more likely than
obstruents to be found in codas, but they are also better bearers of weight than are

obstruents; recall that in section 4.1 it was argued that * WK >> WBYP >> */R. Thus,
although the analysesin (13-14) give the correct stress outcomes for /k™3las/ and /sopig/,
they do not tell the whole story. The tableau in (15) looks at a sub-selection of the
candidatesin (14) in these terms. (CODA-R is omitted, as the word contains no resonants.)

(15) /sopig/ ‘yellow salmonberry’

M ONSET | No i *WK | WBYP | WSP’ | FTForRM=
Vspiq CODA | TROCHEE
]
a Hy o *
(2-pic) i
= b “ * i * *
(S.piq) i
i
C. “ * : * * |
(5.piq) i
d. u “ * | * % i * *
2o [
(SSp.iq) i

In (15), candidate (d) iseliminated becauseit parsestheintervocalic obstruent ascoda
instead of onset and consequently incurs aviolation against ONSET. Candidate (@) isruled
out for violating * WK: aweightless coda obstruent is preferred to one with weight. Again,

the winning candidate (c), which correspondsto (14b), is selected on the basisof the WSP'.

In contrast, when the intervocalic consonant is aresonant (asin /k™3lag/), thereisno

interference from * WR because this constraint is relatively low-ranked; see (16).



(16) /k™3las/ *shoot’

u

WSES

CobA
-R

ONSET

No
CobA

*UIK

WBYP

*UIR

WSP’

FTFORM=
TROCHEE

a

u
(k2,189

*1

*

Hu
(k3l.a%)

*1

**

Hu
(k"5 | )

M Hu
(k"5 | a8

*%

*1

Hu
(k¥ | &)

*1
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In (16), candidate (a) is ruled out by CoDA-R, (b) by ONSET. Candidate (d), which

links amorato the root-final obstruent coda, is eliminated by * WK, and the trochaic form

posited by candidate (c) wins over theiamb in (g).

4.2.3. Syllable typesin Squamish

The evidence in the foregoing subsections argues for the following syllable types for

Sguamish. Although Squamish has acanonical CV syllable, the evidence presented in the

preceding section, which shows that resonants are typically parsed as codas, arguesfor the

inclusion of CVR asaviable syllabletype. The syllabletypesin (17) aretherefore posited.
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(17) Nonfinal syllable typesin Squamish™

a. CA syllables b. Co syllables c. CVR gyllables
o o o
/| /| /N
/ N / N / N\
/o /o /1N
/ / | /W
/ | / | / | \
C A C ) C \ R

The syllable types depicted in (17) reflect the observation that in nonfinal position
Squamish syllables are either open (17a, b) or closed by a resonant (17c). In terms of

weight, open syllables are of two types, namely CA (17a), which contains one unit of

weight in the full vowel, and Ca (17b), which contains no weight. Closed syllables (17c)
alsodiffer with regard to syllableweight inthat CAR syllables potentially contain two units
of weight, in the full vowel and in the resonant, while CoR contains a single mora in the

resonant; thisdifferenceisindicatedin (17c) by meansof parentheses surrounding themora

associated with the vowel.

4.3. The structure of feet
It was mentioned earlier in this chapter that although moraic weight playsasignificant role
in Squamish stress in that stress is attracted to syllables with weight, relative weight isa

deciding factor between syllablesonly when one syllabl e containsweight and the other does

*Because intervocalic obstruents are parsed as onsets rather than as codas, nonfinal CVK
syllables, which are not included here, are relatively uncommon, tending to be found
mainly in polymorphemic concatenations consisting of a CVC root, a monoconsonantal
lexical suffix, and the -an transitive (seefn. 5). The configuration of these constructionsis
discussed in section 4.3.
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not. Thus, the fact that aroot- (or word-) final syllableis capable of carrying an additional
unit of weight in thefinal consonant (given Weight-by-Position) does not afford it a stress
advantage over a nonfinal open syllable. Indeed, as Davis (1984a) observes, the final
(heavy) syllable of a disyllabic word tends to get the stress only when the initial syllable
isalso heavy, not, as one would expect (given cross-linguistic tendencies favouring heavy
syllablesfor stress), when theinitial syllableislight.*” Given that CVCCVC wordstend to
be polymorphemic, usually consisting of amonosyllabic CV C root and one or two suffixes
(for instance, /VCVC=C-VC/ in IVxic=g-&n/), | argue that seemingly “bizarre’ (in Davis
terms) stressbehaviourslikethisareentirely predictableinlight of the claim made here that
CVCisafoot and not simply asyllable.”® If CVCisjust asyllablewithin alarger foot, then
the observation that stresscan surfacetwiceinaCVvVCCVC (CVC.CVC) string (for instance,
in/xicgan/ ‘to fell (atree)’ isdecidedly odd, given ageneral ban against stressing adjacent
syllables. However, if CVC isafoot, this behaviour is completely fathomable, asthereis

no ban against stressing vowels in adjacent feet'; in fact, such behaviour would be

YDavis claims that stress targets the first (Ieftmost) syllable if it islight (CV); otherwise,
stress falls on the second (heavy) syllable. Thus, a /CV.CVC/ form will surface with
penultimate stress, while a/CV C.CVC/ will havefinal stress. (It should be noted that final
stressis consistent only in cases where the root’ s vowel is schwa.)

80Observations of similar stress patterns in neighbouring Lillooet have led researchers to
concludefor that language that the intervocalic consonant cluster countsasasyllableinthe
computation of alternating stress patterns (Roberts 1993; see also Roberts and Shaw 1994;
Shaw 1996b).

9] arguein Chapter 6 that the ban against stress clash isaprosodic stem level phenomenon;
adjacent syllable stressisin fact condoned in certain types of concatenations, for instance,
in Root=L exSdual-stem compoundslike/sv'tagiw=0l3/ ‘ colt’ ([ ps(Stagiw)] ps [p<(Ul})] ps; SCE
also Watt 2001). The two prosodic stems are footed separately, with the result that the
adjacent stressed syllablesare situated in different feet. Inasimilar vein, | provide evidence
in Chapter 7 that the -an transitive suffix resides outside the prosodic stem (for instance,
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expected, given the alternating stress pattern seen elsewhere in the language (for instance,
in/(t'&ga)(?ayus)/ ‘ haveablack eye’, where stressfalls on alternating open syllableswhich
are situated in different feet).

Thestructural differencebetweenthetwo analysesisillustrated in (18), using /xicqan/

‘tofell (atree); tr.” as an example.

(18) Monopedal vs. dipedal analysis of CVCCVC string

a (CVC.CVCQ) b. (CVC)(CVC)
Pword Pword
| / \
Foot Foot Foot
/ \ | |

0) 0) 0) 0)

/N /N /N /N
/N / uou /N / Hu
/1 N/ | \ /S N/ | N\

C VvV CC V C C V C C V ¢C
x 1 cqg a n) x 1 ¢ (@ a n

The structure in (184) illustrates in part that, given *WK >> WBYP >> */R, a
CVCCVC dtring analysed as a disyllabic foot (CVC.CVC) will typically contain between
two and four moras, depending on whether the two codas consist of obstruent or resonant
consonants; the string in (18a) has amora count of three, and thus comprises a superheavy
foot. If, as| claim in Chapter 5, aroot isafoot, the paucity of trisyllabic rootsin Squamish
suggests that feet should be maximally binary at the syllabic level, and given that even

disyllabic roots (and especially disyllabic roots containing more than two moras) have a

in[pp] psXiCq] ps-an] pp); thisbeing the case, apparent stressclashisnot aproblemfor /xicqan/,
since only one of the two stresses is contained within the prosodic stem.
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relatively low frequency count, it seems that this maximal binarity applies at the moraic
level aswell.

In contrast, when the same CVCCVC string is analysed as dipedal (18b), that is, as
(CVC)(CVC), each foot contains at most two moras. While the foot posited by (18a) is
technically admissible, being binary under syllabic analysis, it isirregular for Squamish,
where obstruent-closed syllables are predominantly word-final. The unsatisfactoriness of
the analysis in (18a) is underscored by its failure to avoid adjacent-syllable stress clash.
Furthermore, there is no stress advantage to having a heavy penultimate syllable, as the
penultimate syllable is favoured for stress whenever it contains weight.

While apolymorphemic CVCCV C string favoursadipedal analysis, thebest analysis
for aCVCVC string isonethat positsthe string asasingle disyllabic foot (that is, CVCVC
is ot equivalent to a CV syllable plus a CVC foot). This was established in Chapter 3,
where it was demonstrated that CVCVC roots congtitute fully parsed binary syllabic
trochees, and will be corroborated by the examination of stressin polymorphemic datain
Chapters 5 through 7.

The clamsthat CV isasyllableand CVC isafoot have far-reaching consequences
for the analysis of Squamish stress in morphologicaly complex words in the following
chapters. For instance, the distinction proves essential in accounting for the different ways
in which stress surfacesin CV- and CV C- reduplicated stems (Chapter 5); and, as already
mentioned, the definition of CVC asafoot permits a satisfactory explanation for what has

all the appearances of stress clash in transitive forms like /xicqan/ (Chapter 7).
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4.4. The parsing of underlying glottalized resonants
In Chapter 3 (see, for instance, section 3.1.1.2), it was observed that the stressability of
schwain Squamishiscontext-driven; specifically, it wasfound that whereas stress surfaces

on aschwain the penultimate syllable when the following segment is a plain resonant (as,

for instance, in/k™3lag/), it failsto do so when the following segment is either an obstruent

or an underlyingly glottalized resonant (as, for instance, in/sopig/ and /how?it/). Whilethe

different stress results seen when schwa precedes a plain resonant and when it precedes an
obstruent can be viewed in terms of sonority differences between the two main consonant
classes, those depending on whether afollowing resonant is plain or glottalized are not as
straightforwardly explained. In this section | return to a discussion of the relationship
between schwa-stressability and the presence of post-schwa gl ottalized resonants, showing

that the reason schwa is unstressable in this context is due to glottal restructuring, which

rearranges an underlying glottalized resonant, /R?/, on the surface as [?R]*: because the

glottal stop in Squamish is grouped with the class of obstruents, rather than with that of
resonants (see discussion in Chapter 2, section 2.1.1), the preceding schwa finds itself in
the environment of a following obstruent, and not a resonant, and is therefore not
considered for stress. It is important to note that the discussion in this section pertains
specificaly to underlying glottalized resonants, and not to the surface glottalization

analysed in the preceding section.

“Thisisin contrast to the surface glottalization of underlying plain resonants that permits
a foot-final resonant to be parsed as a coda while still satisfying the requirement for an
onset in the syllable to its right; see data and discussion in section 4.2.2.
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Asinanumber of other Salishan languages (see, for instance, Blake 1992, 2000b on
Sliammon; Montler 1986 and Caldecott 1999 on Saanich; van Eijk 1985 and Caldecott
1999 on Lillooet), glottalized resonants in Squamish are subject to glottal restructuring,
especialy intervocalically. For instance, Montler (1986) noticed that in the Coast Salishan
language of Saanich theglottalization associated withtheresonant in wordsfeaturing word-

internal glottalized resonants tended to be attracted to a syllable with stress; thus the

glottalized resonant surfaced as [?R] when following a stressed vowel but as [R?] when

preceding astressed vowel. Following thisthread, Caldecott (1999) compared the phonetic
locus of glottalization in the glottalized resonants of Saanich with those of the Interior
Salishan language of Lillooet and found an opposite trend in Lillooet, where glottalization
is apparently repelled by the stressed syllable. Partial results of Caldecott’s comparative
study are given in the table in (13).

13) Comparison of locus of glottalization in intervocalic glottalized resonants
Environment | Saanich Lillooet

pre-stress \% R? R

Vv
post-stress V_V R R?

While the locus of glottalization in the intervocalic glottalized resonants of Saanich
and Lillooet is clearly governed by the site of stressin the words of those languages, with
glottalization being attracted to stressed syllables in Saanich and repelled by stressed
gyllablesin Lillooet, that in Sliammon (aMainland dialect of the Coast Salishan language

of Comox, and the focus of much research by Blake; see, for instance, Blake 1992, 1999,
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2000Db, 2001) is apparently not affected by stressat al, as (at least intervocalicaly) glottal

restructuring tends to result in pre-glottalization (?R) regardless.

In Squamish, too, the locus of glottalization appears not to be connected to the site of
word stress, and intervocalic glottalized resonants tend to surface as the pre-glottalized
sequence [?R] (or some variation thereof, like [?%, *?R, 2V, R2V]; see examples below).
Kuipers (1967:32-33) notesthat while the glottal closure tendsto occur near the beginning
of the articulation of the resonant even word-finally and before a consonant (but with

consi derablevariation both between speakersand in anindividual’ sspeech), itisespecially

likely to occur at the beginning of the resonant when the glottalized resonant falls before
avowel® or asyllabic resonant (for example, asin /ndm?n/ — [n&22mp, n&"2mn] ‘ go and
get someone; tr.”). To alesser extent (and with considerably more variation) thiseffect may

also obtain word-finally or before an obstruent (for instance, in /22y — [?&125] ‘to pity’
also hasthe less frequent variant [?& 2] s]; but compare also /x™il?t/ — [xVéZelt] ‘take out,

take of f’; /x™il2m/ — [x™€2elm] ‘rope’). For glides, it iscommon to get avocalized variant

In terms of stress, Sliammon has trochaic feet, with primary stress occurring at the left
edge of the morphological stem (Blake 2001). It is possible, then, that the locus of the
glottalization intervocalically is stress-related; however, Blake does not specify thisand it
isnot immediately clear from the examples given.

Z|n fact, Blake (2001) uses this as amajor part of her analysis of stressed schwa, arguing
that while open schwa-based syllables cannot usualy be stressed in Sliammon, the
restructuring of segmental R? to sequential ?R gives moraic weight to a preceding schwa-
based syllable, thus making it stressable. Note that all consonants in coda position are
posited as moraic for Sliammon.

In Squamish, glottalized resonants do not occur word-initially or following a consonant
(Kuipers 1967).
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of the resonant appearing after the glottal stop asareflex (examples are /2ay?x/ — [2&2'X,
2&Yx] ‘crab’; Ixéwes — [P&2's, 2&Y2's] ‘new’; /tdh?/ — [t&2* ‘undergo); and in the
environment of afollowing consonant cluster, this reflex becomes dominant (for instance,
in/Saw?cg/ — [$&20cq] ‘bony-faced’).

Thus, the evidence indicates that underlying glottalized resonants in Squamish, and
especialy those in intervocalic position, surface as pre-glottalized. This tendency can be
used to explain why aroot like /how?it/ ‘rat’ ([ho?wit] after glottal restructuring) surfaces
with stress on the final syllable even though it appears to have weight in the penultimate

syllable. After restructuring takes place, the resonant (/w/) is no longer adjacent to schwa

in the leftmost syllable and cannot lend its weight to that syllable. The glottal (which now

follows the schwa) is parsed into the second onset position, and because /?/ is classed with

the obstruents rather than with the resonants, the preceding syllable is left without moraic

content, rendering it unavailable for stress.

4.5. Chapter summary

This chapter has dealt with fundamental issues about the moraicity of segments and about
theway stringsare parsed into syllablesand syllablesinto feet. The chapter revealed in part
that resonant and obstruent consonants differ in several important ways that impact stress:
first, they differ in that, although all coda consonants have weight-potential, resonants are
more likely to be bearers of weight than obstruents are; and second, they differ in that,

unlike intervocalic obstruents, which serve as onsets, resonants are typically parsed into

codas. In combination, these factors explain why aroot like /k™3la¥ (syllabified /k™3l.a¥,
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but with /I/ also doubling as onset) surfaces with stress on the penultimate syllable, while

aroot like /sopig/ (syllabified /so.pig/) surfaces with final stress.



Chapter 5

Stressin polymor phemic wor dsinvolving prefixation

5.0. Introduction

Chapter 3 was an exercise in discovering what drives stressin Squamish at the most basic
level. The examination, in thefirst part of that chapter, of the stress patterns found in bare
roots of the language afforded evidence pointing to a hypothesis that Squamish stressfalls
onthe penultimate syllablesof words. Contravening thistrend, the preliminary examination
of stressin various types of morphological concatenations in the second part of Chapter 3
showed that polymorphemic words frequently do not surface with penultimate stress, and
it was suggested there that thiswas due at least in part to the intervention of accent-related
morphological factorsin the stress process. The more detailed investigation undertaken in
Chapters 5 through 7 shows that, in fact, a much larger factor in the assignment of stress
to polymorphemic words is that of prosodic domains; this is especialy evident in the
analysis of suffixed formsin Chapters 6 and 7, where suffixes are found to occupy space
in the four domains of phonologica root, phonological stem, phonological word, and
phonological phrase. However, the notion of prosodic domainsalso playsan important role
intheanalysisof stressin prefixed forms, undertaken in the current chapter, where both the

unstressability of non-reduplicative versus reduplicative prefixes and the different stress
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patterning observedin CV C- versus CV - reduplicativeformsare argued to be either wholly
(inthe first instance) or partially (in the second) attributable to prosodic domains.

That it is necessary to distinguish between prosodic and morphological/grammatical
structure at some level of lexical analysis has been recognized for some time; see, for
instance, Aoki (1966), Dixon (1977), Liberman and Prince (1977), Booij (1983), Booij and
Rubach (1984), Nespor (1986), Nespor and VVogel (1986), Selkirk (1980), McCarthy and
Prince (1986), all of whom recognize the existence of a prosodic lexical entity, typically
referred to asaphonol ogical word or aprosodic word, that isdistinct from (usually smaller
than) the grammatical word. Mativation for the phonological/prosodic word as a distinct
category comes in part from observations that phonological rules and generalizations
frequently do not apply across an entire grammatical word, but only to adesignated portion
thereof; in other cases, they have been argued to extend beyond the grammatical word to
include, for instance, clitics. A typica prosodic hierarchy is one that includes at |east the
following constituents (based on Selkirk 1980).

(1) Phonological utterance

Intonational phrase

Phonological phrase

Phonological word

Foot

|
Syllable

In morerecent work (for instance, in Inkelas 1993; Czaykowska-Higgins 1996, 1998;

Downing 1999; Shaw 2004a, 2004c), researchers have argued for one or more levels of
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lexical substructure below the phonological word and above the sublexical levels of foot
and syllable. For instance, Inkelas (1993) proposesthe hierarchy in (2), which differsfrom
the more traditional view in (1) in that it posits that the prosodic word dominates two
additional lexical categories, namely the phonological stem and the phonological root.
(2) P-Hierarchy (adapted from Inkelas 1993:80)*

Utterance

|
Intonational phrase Post-lexical

Phonological phrase

----- Phonological word ---------------

Phonological stem Lexica

Phonological root

The evidence for additional lexical categories in prosodic structure is based on
observations that phonological rules and generalizations sometimes require reference to
more than one prosodic domain below thelevel of the phonological phrase and outside that
of metrical structure (syllable, foot), which, according to Inkelas, existsas ahierarchy that
is separate and distinct from that of P-structure. For instance, Czaykowska-Higgins (1996,
1998) bases her conclusion of a tri-level prosodic representation of Moses-Columbian
words on combined evidence from the phonological process of retraction and from stress

assignment in the language.

Inkelas represents sublexical material dominated by the Phonological word as two strata
labelled “B” and “o”, which are here denoted as “Phonologica stem” and “ Phonol ogical
root”, respectively; see also Downing (1999).
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Accordingto Czaykowska-Higgins, in M oses-Columbiantheoccurrenceof retraction,
in which alveolars and vowels are pronounced with aretracted tongue root, is predictable
for affixes, to which it spreads from roots, whereit is unpredictable. However, the manner
of retraction spread is not uniformin different configurations of Moses-Columbian words
(prefixal, suffixal, roots). For instance, within aroot, retraction spreads from right to left,
but not vice versa: while there are roots in the data that contain retracted segments in the
leftmost portion of the word but not in the rightmost portion, the reverseis never true. In
contrast, the spread of retraction to suffixesis progressive, proceeding from the root to the
rightmost suffix. In prefixes, asin roots, spreading is regressive. However, unlike in roots
and suffixes, where retraction spread is obligatory, in prefixes, spread is optional.

These three different ways in which retraction manifests itself in Moses-Columbian
words argues for three domains of prosodic analysis. one which constitutes the phonol ogi-
cal root, where retraction is unpredictable and its spread regressive and obligatory; one
which subsumes the phonological root and all suffixes, in which domain the spread of
retraction is progressive and obligatory; and one which includes prefixesin addition to the
root—suffix combination, since prefixal retraction occurs only optionally. Czaykowska-
Higginstermsthese three levels of prosodic analysisthe phonological root, the phonol ogi-
cal stem, and the phonological word, respectively; these prosodic domains can be depicted
asin (3).

(3) [py Prefixes [ps [pr ROOt] or SUffixes] s Jowl?

“This depiction is meant to be general. It should be noted that, citing evidence from stress
facts, Czaykowska-Higginsarguesthat thephonol ogical root containsreduplicative suffixes
in addition to the morphological root.
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In contrast to sublexical prosodic units, such as the syllable and the foot, which are
often seen to span across morpheme boundaries, most researchers agree that the boundaries
of prosodic domains such as the phonological word, the phonological stem, and the
phonological root must correspond with morphological boundaries. However, and thereis
widespread agreement on thisaswell, it isfrequently the case that the boundaries between
morphological and prosodic domains are not isomorphic (with each other). For instance,
Czaykowska-Higgins (1996, 1998) claimsthat in Moses-Columbian aspectual prefixesare
contai ned withinthe morphol ogical stem but are outside the phonological stem, that out-of -
control and characteristic reduplicative suffixes form part of the phonological root even
though they are obviously not part of the morphological root, and that although all lexical
suffixes are part of the phonological stem, only the subset of nonreferential lexical suffixes
arefoundinthe morphological stem, whilereferential suffixes belong to the morphological
word. The non-isomorphism of morphological and phonological domain boundaries in
Moses-Columbian words isillustrated in (4).
(4) Structure of words in Moses-Columbian (Czaykowska-Higgins 1998:154)

a. Morphological Structure

[w ASP [ s LOC RED [,z VROOT] g RED PA LS],,s LSTR O S]yw
ITRASP
b. Phonological Structure
[y ASP LOC RED [ [pr VROOT RED] s PA LSLS TR O i ]
ITRASP

A preview of theresults of the analysis of prefixed and suffixed formsin this chapter

and the one that follows it shows that in Squamish, as in Moses-Columbian, there are

mismatchesbetween the morphol ogical and phonological structuresof words. The structure

| propose for Squamish isthat in (5).
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(5) Structure of Squamish words
a. Morphological Structure
[y PRE [1s RED RED [, VROOT]r LSLS]\s GS €tc.]
b. Phonological Structure
[opPRE [[ps[srRRED] & [ps[,rRRED VROOT] g L S]pslps [pslprl Slerl pel aw GSlpe

In (5), phonologica phrase (PPhrase) boundaries in (b) coincide with those of the
morphological word (5a). Non-reduplicative prefixes and the majority of grammatical
suffixes, both situated within the morphological word, are taken as existing outside the
phonological word (PWord) in the PPhrase, while reduplicative prefixes and lexical
suffixes, which are part of the morphological stem, are found in the PWord. Both
reduplicative prefixesand lexical suffixesare split asfar asdomain residenceis concerned:
while CV C- reduplicants and compounding lexical suffixesarethe sole occupantsof PRoot
positionswithin separate PStems, CV - reduplicantsand incorporating lexical suffixesshare
the same PStem (and in fact, CV - reduplicants share the same PRoot) as that occupied by
the morphological root.

Thedomainsanalysis| propose herefor lexical suffixesisin contrast to Watt (2001),
who arguesthat theway stresssurfacesin Squamishwordsinvolving “ strong suffixes’ (that
is, lexical suffixes that combine with roots to form compound structures) is best analysed
interms of adirect mapping between syntax and phonology. Watt’ s claim, which concerns
a subset of Squamish word configurations, is based on the assumption that there is exact
correspondence between morphol ogical and phonological boundaries (see also Watt 2000,
Bar-el and Watt 2000). In contrast, the analysis in these chapters, which extends to words

involving a variety of suffixal and prefixal forms, indicates that there are instances where
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isomorphism cannot be assumed, specifically, those outlined in (5) and the discussion that

followsit.

The remainder of this chapter is given to an analysis of prefixed forms. Preliminary

data sets of Squamish words involving prefixation are provided in (6-7), where the words

in (6) are concatenations containing non-reduplicative prefixes, while those in (7) contain

reduplicative prefixes of two types, namely, CVC- reduplicants in (7a) and CV-

reduplicantsin (7b).

(6)

()

Non-reduplicative prefixation

noX™-t&? ‘(go) by way of” (nex™- ‘on, in, at, over (asurface), by way of’)
nox™-?3nca ‘(go) by what way/means?

txV-nam? ‘go, move along’ (tx™- indicates direction)

tx™-palg” ‘fall on one' sknees

Pos-q iy ‘sick’ (?os- ‘onewhich X-esorisX-ed’)

7os-mdn? ‘give birth’

ti-na? ‘be from’ (ti- ‘from; hither’)

ti-1317s ‘from below’

tut-nox™-¢'it  ‘alittle closer’ (tut- ‘alittle (distance)’)

Reduplicative prefixation
a. CVC- reduplication

tac-tic ‘skinny’ Sm-3am ‘run aground’
mox-mixat  ‘black bear; pl.’ ?1-23li ‘to dream’
X3¢-xaC ‘remember’ g”sl-q” ‘talk excessively’

b. CV- reduplication

c'i-c'iq ‘leak’ kK'Va-k'Yay? ‘bevery hungry’
tat'ayaq  ‘beangry’ ?i-2imas ‘take awalk, be walking’
qg“vs-g¥tqg ‘passhy’ $B-dg” ‘be sad, lonesome’

Thedatain (6-7) exemplify theway stress patternsin polymorphemic wordsresulting

from prefixal processes. Specificaly, the examplesin (6) show that grammatical prefixes
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never bear stress,® even when affixed to a schwa-based root. In contrast, the reduplicative
prefixesin (7) can and do bear stress:. however, the outcome of stress varies depending on
the type of reduplication, with CV- reduplicants (7b) aways ending up with stress, and
CVC- reduplicants (7a) being stressed in combinations with schwa-based roots, but not in
those where the root contains a full vowel.

The difference between reduplicative and non-reduplicative prefixes in terms of
availability for stressis the primary indicator that these main prefix categories must be
given differentia treatments in the analysis. The two prefix types cannot reasonably be
differentiated on the basis of whether they are grammatical or have lexical content
(grammatical information is expected to be found outside the lexical core of the word), as
the class of non-reduplicative prefixes, situated at the extreme left edge of the word,
consists primarily of prefixes with meaning associations, for instance, prefixesindicating
location or directionality, as well as including a few derivational prefixes like the /s-/
nominalizer (exemplified by /s-v1én?/ ‘woven material, mat’, fromtheverbal root meaning
‘toweave').* Reduplicative prefixes, on the other hand, carry mostly grammatical meaning
(for instance, plurality in /mox+vmixat/ ‘black bear; pl.’). However, the reduplicant itself

forms part of the lexical core in away that the other prefixes do not: for instance, when
both reduplicative and non-reduplicative prefixes are present in aword, the reduplicant is

treated as part of the stem or base for prefixation; thus, the nominalizing /s-/ prefix is

3K uipers (1967) lists as prefixestwo morphemesthat are exceptional inthisregard. Itismy
opinion, however, that these morphemes are not prefixes but bound roots; this question is
addressed in section 5.2.2 of this chapter.

*Aspect is mainly indicated by means of clitics.
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situated outside the reduplicative form in /s-tog+v'tagiw/ * horse; pl.’ (cf. the singular form

/s-V'tagiw/). Thefact that non-reduplicative prefixesnever bear stressindicatesthat they are
outside the domain for stress (as has been suggested el sewhere).

Inwhat follows, | analyse the stress patterns found in Squamish wordsresulting from
non-reduplicative prefixationin section 5.1, while stressin formsresulting from CVC- and

CV- reduplicative prefixation is analysed in section 5.2.

5.1. Stressin wordsinvolving non-reduplicative prefixes

5.1.1. Unstressable prefixes

With two exceptions(seesection 5.1.2), non-reduplicative prefixes, which for the most part
are associated with meanings related to location or directionality (although some, like the
nominalizer /n-/, are grammatical) are neither stressed nor stressable in Sguamish.
Examples of Squamish wordswith unstressable non-reduplicative prefixesarelistedin (8).

(8) Unstressable non-reduplicative prefixes

noX™-t&? ‘(go) by way of’ stx¥-nanam?  ‘be gone
29s-¢'3q¢’aq  ‘dirty’ Pas-Cax™C'ix™ ‘helpful’
Pos-q'Vuq Vut  ‘prepared Pos-tatx™ ‘prepared’
ti-na? ‘be from’ ti-1317s ‘from below’
ti-?3nca ‘be from where’ tut-nox™-¢'it  ‘alittle closer’

The examplesin (8) show that all but two (specifically, /ti-/ ‘from, hither’® and /tut-/

‘alittle (distance)’) of the non-reduplicative prefixes either contain schwa and have the

*In addition, Kuipers (1967) also has/ti-/ ‘to make, build, produce’ asaprefix, for instance,
in/ti-v1&m?/ ‘build ahouse’, /ti-Vmén?  produce offspring’ ; rather than being aprefix, this
is probably abound root (cf. /ta?-g/ ‘to make, build, construct; tr.”).
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shape CoC (for instance, /nox™-/) or are vowelless and have a CC shape (for instance, /tx™);

in fact, all but two (namely, /ti-/ and, of two personal affixes that are prefixal, the 2nd
person singular possessive form®) constitute a closed syllable in shape. As well, like all
prefixes in Squamish, they are monosyllabic. Regardless of whether they contain a full
vowel or schwa, or are vowelless, non-reduplicative prefixes do not bear stress under any

circumstances, not even when a prefix with afull vowel is affixed to astem that isentirely

schwa-based (for instance, /ti-1317¢/ ‘from below’).

It is plain that phonological factors alone, for instance, those utilized in the analysis

of roots, will not yield an accurate account of stressin words containing non-reduplicative
prefixes. If they did, aword like /ti-na?/ ‘be from’ would surface with stress on the penult
(whichisthe syllable occupied by the prefix), thusthe unacceptabl e * /ti-nak/. Furthermore,
it will be noted that the prefix is always attached immediately to the left of aroot, asin
Inox™-vt&2/, or a reduplicated stem, as in /2as-C ox™+v/C ix"/, and that the word may
include more than one non-reduplicative prefix, asin /tut-nox™-v'&' it/.

Since non-reduplicative prefixes are never stressed, they are clearly outside the
domain of the prosodic word. Ensuring the correct stress outcomes for words with these

prefixes can be achieved by means of a constraint that aligns a prosodic stem with a

®The other is/?n-/, which indicates 1st person singular possession.
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prosodic word; the constraint in (9) is based on Rowicka (1999; see also McCarthy and
Prince 1993b).”
(99 ALIGN-WD-ST

Align (PrWd, L, PStem, L)

The left edge of every prosodic word coincides with the left edge of some prosodic

stem.

Two other constraints are necessary to account for the way stress surfaces in words
containing non-reduplicative prefixes. Thefirst of these, stated in (10), is responsible for
aligning the left edge of aroot with the left edge of aprosodic stem. The constraint in (10),
based on Bar-el (2000),2 recognizes the fact that roots always occupy the leftmost position
of aprosodic stem.

(10) ALIGN-RT-ST

Align (PRoot, L, PStem, L)

The left edge of every prosodic root coincides with the left edge of some prosodic

stem.

To prevent the unstressabl e non-reduplicative prefix from being footed, which would
permit it to be considered for stress, it is necessary aso to invoke a constraint aligning the
left edge of afoot with the left edge of the prosodic word; see (11).

(11) ALIGN-WD-FT

Align (PWord, L, Foot, L)
The left edge of every PWord coincides with the left edge of some foot.

"The constraint utilized here is to be differentiated from McCarthy and Prince’ s (1993b)
ALIGN-LEFT, which aligns the left edge of every stem with that of some prosodic word.

8Bar-el’s (2000:12) version reads:
ALIGN-L (RoorT, PS)
Align the left edge of the root with the left edge of the Prosodic Stem.
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Adding these constraints to phonological constraints utilized in the analysis of roots
now permits a correct assessment of stressin words contai ning non-reduplicative prefixes;
thisisillustrated in the following tableaux, which analyse a prefixed monosyllabic root in
(12) and a prefixed disyllabic root in (13). In order to get the desired stress outcome, it is
essential that both ALIGN-WD-ST and ALIGN-RT-ST dominate FTBIN-0; however, it is not

certain how these constraints are to be ranked relative to each other or to ALIGN-WD-FT.

(12) /tind2/ ‘be from’

i - \/na?/ ALIGN- i ALIGN i ALIGN- | FTBIN | FTFORM= | PARSE
[op ti- [y [s VNE2]]] WD-ST | -RT-ST | WD-FT | -0 | TROCHEE | -0
8 [ (t-[wnad)]] | ! *
b, [ [ps (ti- ne)]] d *
& Lo [ (t- n)] BE v
i [ [oe (0] | | . .

In (12), candidates (a) and (b, c) are ruled out by ALIGN-WD-ST and ALIGN-RT-ST,
respectively, leaving candidate (d) to emerge the victor. The analysisin (12) thus shows
that the best configuration for adisyllabic word involving anon-reduplicative prefix isone

that obeys constraints aligning root with PStem, and PStem with PWord.

Whentherootisdisyllabic, asisthecasein /ti-v'25néal, the eventual outcome of stress

in the word is determined by the lower-ranked FTFORM=TROCHEE. Thus, in tableau (13),
the favoured candidate is (d), which optimally aligns the root with a PStem and a Pword,
and which positsawellformed, trochaic foot on theroot. Recall from Chapter 3 that ALIGN-
RT-FT isresponsiblefor ensuring that the right edge of every root coincides with the right

edge of afoot.
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(13) /ti?dncd ‘be from where’

ti- \/?néa/ ALIGN- i ALIGN i ALIGN- | FTBIN i ALIGN FTFORM= | PARSE
[pp ti- [pw [ps TNCA]]] WD-St i -RT-ST i WD-F1 -0 i -RT-FT | TROCHEE -0
& [y ti-[os(20C8) | *! i i x i N
D, (ti [y [e 2oN)CA i x| i * i X R
C (ti [y [ M)A i x| i * i X R
55 A tic [y [ (250C8) i i i x
€ ti [y [ (200C4) i i i . .
£, (ti- [y [pe 29NC8) i i x| i i

In (13), candidates (a) and (b, c) are eliminated by ALIGN-WD-ST and ALIGN-RT-ST,
respectively, and candidate (f), which posits a single foot on the trisyllabic form, is ruled
out by FTBIN-0. Theonly difference between thetwo remaining candidatesisthat (€) posits
an iambic foot, while (d) posits atrochee; since atrochaic foot is preferred, candidate (d)
wins.

The analysisin this section has shown that in order to get the correct stressresultsfor
words involving non-reduplicative prefixes, it is necessary to posit these prefixes as being
located outside the prosodic stem (and therefore al so outside the prosodic word, sinceevery
PStem is situated at the left edge of a PWord). The analysis requires reference to various
prosodic domains, and the configuration in (14) is advocated.

(14) Prosodic domains for non-reduplicative prefixation in Squamish

[pe PREFIX- [y [ps [pr VROOTI]]]

Thisanalysisassumesthat the prosodic wordisthe domainfor stress. Prefixeslikethe
non-reduplicative ones analysed here are plainly outside the PWord domain, therefore, in

the next higher level, namely, the PPhrase. The schema in (14) shows the left PWord
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boundary as coinciding with the left edges of both PStem and PRoot: thisfollowsfrom the

constraints ALIGN-WD-ST (9) and ALIGN-RT-ST (10), both invoked in this section.

5.1.2. Stressable non-reduplicative prefixesor bound roots?

Although the majority of non-reduplicative prefixesin Squamish are never stressed, aswas
seen in the previous section, two morphemes identified as prefixes by Kuipers (1967) do
not fall into thiscategory. Examples of words contai ning these morphemes (underlined) are
listed in (15).

(15) Stressable non-reduplicative prefixal morphemes
a. /?a/ (reduced /?o-/; reduplicative /?az2-/)

s-20-Vk™&S ‘gun’ s-2&2-Vk™as ‘be wounded’
s-20-kVa+vk“las ‘to wound’ 2ar-tgac ‘gight (animals)’
2o-vxic ‘lie (down)’ s-2aR-v'xic ‘be lying down’
s2&t+v/tam ‘things, stuff’ n-s-2a-¢+v/¢avam ‘conger egl’

b. /?1-/
Ri-Vpi-s  ‘take hold;tr.  2i-Vp aR-im? ‘hold s.t. (in the hand); itr.’
f-p’ag’vat ‘beafraid’ (2i+)2i-p’ &g “at-nit ‘become afraid of’

Thedatalisted in (15) show that, in contrast to the prefixes discussed in the previous
section, /?a-/ and /?i-/ are fully stressable. Not only are these morphemes stressable, but
they are al so capable of being reduplicated; asarule only roots are subject to reduplication.
In these ways, /?a-/ and /?i-/ resemble roots more than prefixesin their behaviour, and it
is suggested here that they are bound roots rather than prefixes.

Further evidence pointing to this conclusion isfound in nominalized forms, wherethe

nominalizer, /s-/, isaways situated to the immediate | eft of the morphemesin question (in
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either their plainor their reduplicativeform); examplesare/s-2o-vk™ &8 ‘ gun’, /s-2a2-v/xic/
‘belying down’, and /n-s-2a-¢+v'¢awam/ ‘ conger eel’ . Based on these observations, | take

theposition that /?a-, ?i-/ are bound rootsrather than prefixes. Asbound roots, they are part

of a compound structure with the root that follows; as such they would presumably be
subject to rules that govern stress assignment in compound constructions’; however, | do

not analyse them further here.

5.2. Reduplicative prefixes

Asis commonly found in Salishan languages, reduplication is widespread and productive
in the Squamish language, serving a variety of grammatical functions including, but not
limited to, plurality, iteration, intensity, and distributive aspect in CV C- reduplicated roots,
and continuous action™ in CV- reduplicated roots (Kuipers 1967; see also Bar-el 2000,

20011). With the exception of afew isolated cases of apparent™ final (V)C reduplication

°Although compounding of free formsis not productive in Squamish (Kuipers 1967), in
someformationsacompound-likerelationship existsbetween alexical suffix (for instance,

/=wit/ *container’) and aroot that modifiesit; see Chapter 6, section 6.2.

19CV - reduplication can also indicate diminutive; however, there are few examplesin the
Kuipers corpus, and Bar-el (2000) indicates the process is not productive in Squamish.

"Bar-el (2000) takes the position that productive CVC reduplication as a whole denotes
plurality: whereas CV C-reduplicated nounsindicate plural individuals, CV C-reduplicated
verbsindicate plural events.

124 Apparent” because it is frequently not clear whether a particular word isthe result of a
reduplicative or asuffixal process; for instance, as (K uipers 1967:108) pointsout, /v't’ &-a¢/
‘walking-staff’ has the appearance of being a case of final reduplication but could equally
well be conceived of as a combination of /v't'a¢/ (which, however, was not recorded in
isolation) and the lexical suffix /=a¢/ ‘hand’.
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(as exemplified by /waq'3q’/ ‘snail’, /kilalal ‘butterfly’), reduplication in Squamish is

prefixal.

In phonological terms, Squamish exhibits two main types of prefixal reduplication,
namely, CV C- reduplication (referred to by Kuipers 1967 as*“total” reduplication) and CV -
reduplication (Kuipers “partial” reduplication). A very few cases exist where both CVC-
and CV- reduplicants are present in aword, resulting in double reduplication.

Complex formsstemming from theapplication of CV C- and CV - reduplication exhibit

markedly different stress patternsin that stressfalls on thereduplicant in CV - reduplication

(for instance, in /?i?ima&/ ‘be walking’; cf. /?ima& ‘walk’), but on the root (schwa-based

roots are an exception) in CVC- reduplication (for instance, stress is on the root in

/lamlam?/ *house; pl.’, but on the reduplicant in /t’3mt’am/ ‘ snowbird; pl.”). Bar-€l (2000)

attributesthisvariancein stressto differencesin the quality of thevowel in thereduplicant,
positing that CV - reduplication involves averbatim copy of theinitial two segments of the
base, and CV C- reduplication, acopy of thefirst two consonants of the base with attendant
schwa-epenthesisinthereduplicant. The CV - reduplicant hasafull vowel inall caseswhere
afull vowel existsinthe base, in contrast to the CV C- reduplicant, which is always schwa-
based. If, as held by Bar-el (see also Bar-el and Watt 1998), default stress falls on the
leftmost full vowel of Squamishwords(in contrast to theanalysishere, which indicatesthat
stressfalls on apenultimate syllable with weight), the observed variation in stress between
CV- and CVC- reduplicated forms is predictable in a general sense, although there exist

cases, especially of CV- reduplication, where a schwain the reduplicant is stressed in the
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presence of a full vowel elsewhere in the word (for instance, in /xdxic'm/ ‘to itch’; cf.
Ixoxaham/ ‘be crying’).

Clearly, thetwo typesof reduplication have different effectson stress, not all of which
can be explained in terms of vowel quality. For instance, while the addition of a CVC-
reduplicant has no impact whatsoever on the way stress patterns in the word as a whole
(except, as mentioned, when the only vowel in the base for reduplication is schwa), the

addition of a CV- reduplicant virtually always resultsin are-configuration of stressin the

word; for instance, although primary stressis on the initia syllable of the root in /2ima&/

‘walk’, it ison the reduplicant in /?i?ima¥ ‘be walking', with a possible secondary stress

on/al inthe final syllable of the root, but no stress on /i/ in theinitial root syllable.

Not only do these distinct reduplicant types exhibit different stress effects, but they
clearly also differ in shape and size. For instance, the CV C- reduplicant holds the shape of
the majority of roots in Squamish (see Chapter 2, section 2.2), while the CV - reduplicant
hasthesize of acanonical syllable. Thisdistinction formsanimportant part in theanalysis
of stressin reduplicated forms here, where the stress difference between CVC- and CV-
reduplicated stemsis taken as resulting in part from the categorization of the former with
roots (which they resemble), and the latter with affixes, and in part from differences in
domain configuration. Asroots(or rootlikeentities), CV C- reduplicantsoccupy theleftmost

position in a PStem; a CVC- reduplicative form therefore consists of two juxtaposed

3|t should be noted that Bar-el (2000) is not intended as an analysis of stressin Squamish,
but rather one of patterns of reduplication in the language.

“Bar-el (2000) analysesboth CV C- and CV - reduplicantsasroot-shaped and syllable-sized.
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in a PStem, however, in this case, the same PStem as that occupied by the morphological
root; since the root is leftmost in the stem, the CV- reduplicant is analysed as part of the
PRoot itself.”® In contrast to CV C- reduplicated stems, where stressisamatter of selecting
the most stressworthy of competing stems, stress in CV- reduplicated stems involves no

such competition. A CVC+CV+/ROOT order appears to be upheld in cases of double

reduplication (for instance, in /2ox?2i2xin/ (2ax+2i+v2ix-in) ‘ call names, call down; tr.” and
Isyoxdyxas! (s-yox+(y)o+vyaxas) ‘largerocks *°), which are, however, admittedly in short

supply.

Theanaysisof reduplicativeformsproposed hereveersfromthat advocated by Bar-€l
(2000) in two important ways. First, while Bar-el categorizes the two reduplicant types
uniformly asroots, they are given different categories here, with CVC- being analysed as
aroot (in agreement with Bar-el) and CV-, as an affix. Second, while Bar-el analyses both
reduplicant typesassyllable-sized, they are classified differentially here, whereitisargued
that, as roots, CVC- reduplicants are foot-sized, and as affixes, CV- reduplicants are
syllable-sized (the latter in agreement with Bar-el). The proposed analyses of CVC- and

CV- reduplicantsin terms of domains are indicated in (16a, b), respectively.

I her analysis of wordsin Moses-Columbian, Czaykowska-Higgins (1996, 1998) argues
that reduplicative suffixesin that languageform part of the phonological root (reduplicative
prefixes, which are never stressed in M oses-Columbian, are outsidethe phonol ogical stem).

18K uipers (1967) also lists /yaxyoxés (yox+vyoxas), with only plural reduplication, asan
aternative to this form.
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(16) Prosodic analysis of CVC- and CV- reduplication in Squamish
a. CVC- reduplication

[ew [rs [er RED-] [ps [ VROOT]]]]
b. CV- reduplication

[ew [s [= RED- VROOT]]]
Taken asawhole, the factors outlined here allow for a straightforward explanation of
why stress patterns as it does in CVC- and CV- reduplicative forms. | analyse stressin
reduplicative forms stemming from these two reduplication types individualy in the

following sections.

5.2.1. CVC- reduplication

Prefixal CV C- reduplication in Squamish appears to interact crucially with root class for
the purposes of stress assignment in that stress falls on the root when it contains a full
vowel, but on the prefix when the root contains schwa. Examples of CV C- reduplication
in combinations with roots containing at least one full vowel are givenin (17), while (18)
lists examples of combinations with schwa-based roots.

(17) CVC- reduplication based on roots with full vowels
a. Monosyllabic root (stress on root)

toc+/tic “skinny’ yot+vyut ‘burn; itr.’
Sm+v/sm ‘run aground’ lomv/1&m? ‘houses

b. Disyllabic roots (stress on root)

k¥op+vk™Upic  ‘elder siblings t'og+vVt' 4ga?  ‘bebruised all over’
mox+vVmixat  ‘black bears 2ol+V/ 23l ‘to dream’
stog+vtagiw ~ ‘horses

c. Exceptions
mls+vmos ‘cow’ cix¥+/cox™ ‘black eagle

sxVay+/x%ay ‘Stanley Park Lighthouse
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Theexemplary datain (17) show that, with few exceptions, afull-vowel rootisaways
the bearer of stressin simple CV C- reduplicative forms. The exampleslisted in (174, b),
in which the role of the reduplicative prefix is generally augmentative, are typical of the
vast majority of concatenations with this type of productive CVC- reduplication in
Squamish. Exceptions, such as those found in (17c), which stress the reduplicative prefix
even with strong roots, tend to refer to names of places, animals, birds, and the like, and
constitute a type of reduplication sometimes referred to as “characteristic” reduplication
(van Eijk 1998; see also work by Czaykowska-Higgins 1993b on Moses-Columbian, by
Montler 1986 on Saanich, and by Thompson and Thompson 1992 on Thompson; in

addition, see Shaw 2002b, 2004c)."

"Words containing this type of reduplication aretypically not easily analysable, asthe root
is frequently found neither in freestanding form nor in combination with other affixes. It
should be noted that not all researchers recognize this type of reduplication as a separate
semantic class; however, the data indicate that there exists more than just a semantic
difference between augmentative and characteristic reduplication in Squamish: they also
differ in where stressis placed in the word of which they are part, in that while strong roots
retain stressin combinationswith CV C- reduplicating prefixeswith augmentative meaning,
they lose stressto the CV C reduplicant under characteristic reduplication. Thisimpliesthat
two types of reduplication are involved: perhaps characteristic reduplication is suffixal
rather than prefixal. Needless to say, this stress distinction is not found in combinations
with weak roots, where the reduplicant is stressed in any case. It should be noted for the
record that the quantity of Squamish data that can clearly be shown to fit into a semantic
classification of characteristic reduplication israther limited, nor isthisreduplication type
productive in Squamish.

If Bar-el (2000) is correct in positing the more common, productive type of CVC
reduplication as involving a copy of the first two consonants of the root coupled with a
default vowel insert (see subsequent discussion in this section), then the reduplicant for the
type described here must presumably be specified in terms of a copy of theinitial CV C of
the root (that is, the root vowel is copied as well as the consonants). As characteristic
reduplication is not productive in Squamish, its analysis will not be undertaken in this
dissertation.
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In contrast to reduplicated stemsinvolving rootswith full vowels, wheretheroot tends
to bear the stress (17), reduplicated stems formed on schwa-based roots have stress on the
reduplicant, asindicated by the formsin (18).

(18) CVC -reduplication based on root with schwa
a. Monosyllabic weak root (stress on reduplicant)

sx¥én?+/x%en  ‘legs q”sl+vgval ‘talk excessively’
P05 ¢80+ 0q  ‘dirty’ X536+ xo¢ ‘remember’

K “ét+vk Vol “spill repeatedly; itr.’

b. Exceptions

gl +Vopl? “spoil; itr.’

The datain (18) show that when the base for reduplication is a monosy!labic schwa-
based roat, it is the reduplicative prefix and not the root that is the bearer of word stress,
thisisin direct contrast to what transpiresin combinations with strong monosyllabic roots
(the exception listed in 18b isanomal ous). Examples of reduplications based on disyllabic
weak roots (that is, disyllabic roots with no full vowels, only schwa) were not found in the
Kuipers corpus.

From an examination of the representative datain (17-18) it isevident that, if nothing
else, CVC- reduplication involves the minimal copy of the first and second consonants of
theroot, asthey appear verbatim in the reduplicant. Moreover, the vowel of the reduplicant
is predictably schwa. This could mean one of two things: either the full vowel is copied
from the base and is subsequently reduced to schwa, asisfrequently the casein unstressed
syllablesin Squamish (and throughout Salishan, aswell ascross-linguistically), or the copy
isstrictly oneof consonants, and epenthetic schwaintervenes between the copied segments

inthereduplicant. Thelatter view isthe onetaken by Bar-el (2000). However, it isamatter
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of note that (rather unexpectedly, given the somewhat temporal nature of surface schwa
elsewhere in the word) the default vowel is never missing in the reduplicant (although, as
elsewherein histranscriptions, Kuipershabitually omitsit from transcriptionsin which the
second consonant is a resonant, which is syllabic following a tautomorphemic consonant).

In the analysis of stress in CVC- reduplicative forms undertaken here, | adopt in
principle Bar-€l’ s (2000) theoretical analysis of the CV C- reduplicant, differing from her
mainly inthat | take ROOT as being equal to FOOT rather than SYLL, and inthat | assume
recursive stemsfor the reduplicant and the morphological root rather than asingle prosodic
stem structure for the combination. A dual stemsanalysisisalogical extension of Bar-el’s
anaysis, as| will show.

As already mentioned, the shape of the CV C- reduplicant isthat of the canonical root
in Squamish; in this, and in the fact that it is schwa-based, the reduplicant also resembles
the majority of non-reduplicative prefixes, analysed in section 5.1. However, unlike non-

reduplicative prefixes, which are never stressed, the CV C- reduplicant surfaces with stress

when attached to a schwa-based root; compare, for instance, /2os-vVt'4q’ "/ * broken-off
piece’ (literally, ‘that whichisbroken off’) and /x4¢+vxo¢/ ‘ remember’ . Bar-el (2000) uses

the shape similarity between reduplicant and root and the stress differences between
reduplicative and non-reduplicative prefixesto arguethat the CV C- reduplicant isarootlike
entity and thus subject to constraints on roots rather than to constraints on affixes.

The idea that CVC- reduplicants in Squamish must be analysed as roots follows a
clam by Urbanczyk (1996[2001]) for Lushootseed that for analytical purposes the

distributive (CVC-) reduplicant in that language must be considered a root and not an
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affix."® Urbanczyk usestheroot ~ affix dichotomy to distinguish between CVC- and CV-/-
VC reduplicants in Lushootseed, positing that the former are rootlike, and the latter
affixlike, in their behaviour.™ With regard to the different ways in which the two are
analysed in OT, Urbanczyk states.

The existence of Root-Faith and Affix-Faith coincideswith the quest for general
conditions in reduplicative identity. It presupposes that constraints evaluate a
class of strings. If astring is affixal, it is subject to Affix-Faith; similarly, if a
string is classified as aroot, it is subject to Root-Faith (Urbanczyk 2001:59).
Itischiefly the shape of the reduplicant that underliesUrbanczyk’ streatment of CV C-
reduplicants as roots and CV-/-V C reduplicants as affixes, in part because they reflect the
unmarked shape for roots and prefixes/suffixes, respectively, in Lushootseed. In an
investigation of the shapes of non-reduplicative prefixes, Urbanczyk (2001:49ff)
differentiates between bound-root and grammatical prefixes, noting that the shape of the
former is generally CVC-, whereas that of the latter is CV-; she notes further that while
grammatical, or CV-, prefixes are never stressed in Lushootseed, bound-root, or CVC-,
prefixes can be. This difference in prefix shape forms in large part the rationale behind
Urbanczyk’ s classification of the Lushootseed distributive asaroot. This rationale cannot,
however, be used to argue for therootlike status of CV C- reduplicantsin Squamish, where
almost all non-reduplicative prefixes, which are clearly outside the domain for stress, also

havethe CV C-shape; infact, in contrast to L ushootseed, if agrammatical versusbound-root

Thisisan extension of aproposal by McCarthy and Prince (1994, 1995) that reduplicants
are classifiable as either stems or affixes.

In contrast, Bar-€l proposesthat in Squamish both CV C- and CV - reduplicantsbehavelike
roots; in addition to the discussion on CV C- reduplication in this section, see also that on
CV- reduplication in section 5.2.2.
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distinction can be drawn for non-reduplicative prefixes in Squamish, it is the forms
suspected of being bound roots rather than the grammatical prefixes that exhibit the CV-
shape (for instance, /ti-/ *build, produce’).

A second argument (utilized by both Urbanczyk for Lushootseed and Bar-el for
Squamish) in favour of arootsanalysisof CV C- reduplicantsisthat, likeroots, they permit
marked phonological structure, such as stressed schwa. While the Squamish reduplicant
doescondone marked phonological structure, itisnot necessarily that found in morphologi-
cal roots; for instance, in contrast to roots, where unstressed schwa regularly reducesto its
zeroform (or failsto surfaceat all), the CV C- reduplicant always surfaceswith schwa, even
when it is unstressed. Moreover, the fact that schwa in the reduplicant can bear primary
word stress does not necessarily put it in aclass with roots, since at least one grammatical

suffix in Squamishis permitted to surface with stress on schwawhen the root vowel isalso

schwa (for instance, in/cxat/ ‘ push; tr.”; see Chapter 7 for an analysis of stressin transitive

forms).

Although the evidencefor therootlike status of the CV C- reduplicant isnot as clearcut
for Squamish as it is for Lushootseed, such an analysis of this reduplicant appears,
nevertheless, to be justified, especially when the factor of shapeis considered.

The morphological category of the CV C- reduplicant, then, can be stated as (19); see
Bar-el (2000:12).

(19) Morpheme Shape
RED,® Morphological Category (MCat)=Root

“Bar-¢l identifies CV C- reduplicants as RED, and CV- reduplicants as RED.,.
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The analysis of non-reduplicative prefixation in section 5.1 utilized the constraint
ALIGN-RT-ST,? which situates aroot in the leftmost position of aprosodic stem. As Bar-€l
points out, if reduplicants are analysed as roots then they too are optimally situated at the
left edge of a prosodic stem; in other words, ALIGN-RT-ST holdsfor CV C- reduplicants as
well asfor roots.

Thus, a CV C- reduplicated stem will be analysed asin (20), where both the root and
the reduplicant are evaluated in terms of ALIGN-L (RooOT, PS). The tableau in (20) repeats
the analysisin Bar-él (2000) as far as the first three candidates are concerned; however, |
have added candidate (d) to the list of candidates.

20) Prefixal status of reduplicants (based on Bar-el 2000:12

IRED; -togew/ ‘ horses ALIGN-L (Roor, PS)

* k%

& [pw Slpstaq togew]]

*|kkk*k

b. [y S [ps togew taq]]

*|*k*

C. [pw 99 S[ps togew]]

5 d. [y S[es taq [ps togew]]] d

In Bar-él’s analysis, violations against ALIGN-L (RooT, PS) are incurred on a per
segment basis. In the tableau, candidate (20a) correctly aligns the left edge of the
reduplicant (= ROOT) with theleft edge of the prosodic stem; however, theleft edge of the
morphological root is separated from that of the prosodic stem by the three segments
contained in the reduplicant: three violations are thus incurred. When the morpheme order

isreversed, asin (20b), five violations are incurred because, although the morphol ogical

?'Recall that ALIGN-RT-ST is based on Bar-el’s (2000) ALIGN-L (RooT, PS).
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root is correctly aligned, theleft edge of the reduplicant isfive segmentsto the right of the
left prosodic stem boundary. Similarly, candidate (20c) incursfour violations because the
left edge of the reduplicant is located that many segments to the left of the stem. As
mentioned, Bar-el considers only options (a-c), in which case the optimal candidateis(a),
since it has the least number of violations of the first three candidates. However, a better
candidate would be that in (d), which positsthat root and reduplicant are both left-aligned
in prosodic stems, as this candidate obeys the constraint in every respect.

Theanalysis of reduplicant and root as occurring in separate stemsisfurther justified
by observations that although the resonant in a CR sequence within a stem tends to be

pronounced as syllabic, thus CR (see Chapter 2, section 2.1.1.1), such syllabification isnot

permitted across the boundary between reduplicant and root; for instance, /s-mon+vmanit/

‘mountains’ is never pronounced */s-man+v manit/.

The constraint ALIGN-RT-ST is similar to a constraint ALIGN-WD proposed in Cohn
and McCarthy (1994) to account for the observation that reduplicative prefixes, but not
non-reduplicative prefixes, are stressable in Indonesian. However, instead of aligning the
root (like Bar-el, Cohn and McCarthy analyse a prefixal reduplicant as a root) at the left
edge of astem, they align it at theleft edge of the prosodic word. That both the reduplicant
and the morphological root must coincide with aleft prosodic word edge in Indonesianis

indicated by the observation that reduplicative forms tend to surface with two primary

2According to Kuipers (1967), casual speech permits syllabification across the boundary
between the /s-/ nominalizer and the reduplicant or root (for instance, in /s-mon+v'manit/
‘mountains’), but not between reduplicant and root.
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stresses, one on the reduplicant and the other on the root (for instance, /h&k-hak/ ‘rights’,
/buku-buku/ ‘ books; see Cohn and McCarthy 1994:32).

Unlike in Indonesian, a reduplicated stem (or for that matter, an entire word) in
Squamish does not as a rule contain more than one primary stress,”® and disyllabic

reduplicated stems do not contain more than one stress of any degree; thus, stress fals

either on the reduplicant, asin /q™4l+v/q"sl/, or on the root, as in /Sm+v'am/, but never

on both. Clearly, in Squamish root and reduplicant are contained within asingle prosodic
word, and the analysisin (20) suggests that they occupy the leftmost position in recursive
stems, asindicated in (21).

(21) Prosodic domainsfor CVC- reduplicative formsin Squamish

[ew [ps [rr RED]er [ps [or ROOT]er Jps les 1ow

In conjunction with ALIGN-RT-ST, the analysis of stress in words involving non-
reduplicativeprefixes(section5.1) utilized theadditional constraints ALIGN-WD-FT, which
specified that the left edge of afoot must coincide with the left edge of a prosodic word,
and ALIGN-WD-ST, which called for alignment between the | eft edges of (some) prosodic
stem and (every) prosodic word.

Adding ALIGN-RT-ST and ALIGN-WD-FT to the constraints that were previously
utilized intheanalysisof stressin morphological roots (Chapter 3) yieldsthe correct results
for somereduplicative forms, as shown by the tableau in (22), but not for others. (Note: all
listed candidates are assumed to hold to the indicated prosodic root boundaries, which are

consequently not shown for individual candidates.)

23K uipers mentions one or two instances of words with two main stresses.
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(22) Itactic/ ‘skinny’

[RED + Vtic/ ALIGN i ALIGN- | FTBIN i ALIGN | WSP’ | FTFORM= | PARSE
| [ Lo [ RED] [ [0 Vtic]]]] | -RT-ST ! WD-FT | -0 I -RT-Fr TROCHEE | -0
& [ (1€ [ )] | I :
D [ [ (o€ )] o E :
56 [y s (0 [ O] K :
0 [y [ (5 [ )] R
& o [ (00) [ (6O | :
o s (450) s (6] | HEE
O Lo s 196 [ ()] EN *
o L (150) s )] <« e :

In the tableau, candidates (a, b) areruled out asaresult of their failure to provide the
optimal alignment between root and stem, since (a) alignsonly the morphological root, and
(b) only the reduplicant, with the left prosodic stem edge. Candidate (g) is eliminated by
ALIGN-WD-FT, and (g, f, h) by FTBIN-0. The winning candidate, then, is (c), which beats
out (d) by assigning stressto the only syllable with moraic weight (recall that full vowels
haveintrinsic weight in Squamish), whereas (d) |eaves the syllable with weight unstressed.
The fact that of these two candidates only (d) obeys FTFORM=TROCHEE is irrelevant

because, as established in Chapter 3, the WSP’ outranks FTFORM=TROCHEE.
Although the WSP’ plays acrucial rolein the outcome for /tactic/, which has moraic
weight only in one syllable, it does not in that for /SmSam/ ‘ run aground’, which contains

weight in both syllables; recall from Chapter 3 that aschwa-based syllable hasweight when
schwa isimmediately followed by a resonant. For this reason, the same configuration of

candidates and constraints utilized in (22) would erroneously deem the (d) candidate
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optimal in (23) because it obeys FTFORM=TROCHEE; since every candidate incurs one

violation of the WSP’ by assigning weight to only one of two syllables with weight, the
WSP’ does not figure in the outcome. The inaccuracy of this analysis for /Somsam/ is
shown in (23).

(23) /Som3am/ ‘run aground’

IRED + \/éam/ ALIGN i ALIGN- | FTBIN i ALIGN WSP’ FTFORM= | PARSE
| [ow [bs [or RED] [ps [er vam]]] -RT-ST | WD-FT -0 | -RT-FT TROCHEE -0
B [y [3Am)] y S .
. [uylrelom )] o < |- :
G [ulem [ - . J
[ oM [pSam)]] - .
& [rulwl®M) [s(EMI] | . «
f [oulne(EM) [re(Eam)]]] | . «
O Loulocom (M) BN ’
N Lol [romi]] e :

In (23), candidates (a, b) are eliminated by ALIGN-RT-ST, and (g) by ALIGN-WD-FT.
FTBIN-0 subsequently rules out candidates (e, f, h). Because all candidatesrate equally on
the WSP’, it fallsto FTFORM=TROCHEE to decide between the remaining candidates (c, d),
and this leads to the erroneous selection of the trochaic form in (d) instead of the actual
(iambic) formin (c).

Notice that the analyses of /tactic/ and /Som3am/ here assume that the two syllables

constituted by the reduplicant and root are contained within the bounds of a single foot.
Thisisnot an unreasonabl e assumption to make given that the reduplicative form contains

two syllables: thepreferencefor binary trochai c feet hasal ready been established. However,
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the fact that a reduplication like /Ssm&am/ does not surface with penultimate stress even

when the penultimate syllable has weight indicates that the reduplicant and root do not
constituteasingle unit for the purposes of stressassignment. Thisarguesagainst ananalysis
of the reduplicative form as consisting of two syllables within a single foot (as suggested
by Bar-el’s (2000) RooT=SyLL). An aternative proposed by Urbanczyk (1996[2001]) for
L ushootseed is to assign the reduplicant and root to feet, rather than to syllables; see (24).
(24) Prosodic category for CV C- reduplicant (following Urbanczyk 1996[2001])

RooT=FooT

A root equals afoot.

Given that the reduplicant isaroot (19) and that the root is equal to afoot (24), the
optimal configuration for areduplicated stem is one that encloses the reduplicant and the
morphological root within separate foot boundaries, and each foot must then be evaluated
individually in terms of the constraints that are relevant in the evaluation of roots.

The notion ROOT=FOOQT is supported in part by the observation (see the analysis of
root shapesin Chapter 2, section 2.2) that the vast majority of rootsin Squamish are at least
potentially equal to abinary foot inthat either they are disyllabic (disyllabic rootsconstitute
28% of freeroots), thussatisfying binarity under syllabic analysis, or they aremonosyllabic
and closed, and therefore capable of satisfying binarity under moraic analysis (and do so
if they contain afull vowel followed by aresonant; recall from Chapter 4, section 4.1, that
the association of moras with obstruents and with schwa is highly constrained).

Urbanczyk (1996[2001]) characterizes the distributive reduplicant in Lushootseed in
similar terms, arguing that while the prosodic categorization of the root asafoot cannot be

motivated under syllabic analysis(given the canonical CV C root shape), it can be conceded
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under moraic analysis, asthe optimal foot in Lushootseed is a binary trochee; according to
Prince (1990), atrochee may consist of either two light syllables or one heavy syllable: the
first is binary under syllabic analysis, the second, under moraic analysis. An anayss of
CVC asbhimoraic requiresthat in addition to the vowel, the coda consonant must also carry
weight. Urbanczyk follows this track, noting for the record the lack of clearcut evidence
either for or against the notion that coda consonants bear weight in L ushootseed.

In Squamish there is somewhat conflicting evidence about whether coda consonants
carry weight. Under conventional syllable parsing, where onsets are optimized and codas
minimized, (and disregarding for the moment the propensity for Squamish resonants to
parse as codas) codas are generally found only word- or stem-finaly, since word-internal
coda clusters are marked. However, even though (in this conventional view) the fina
syllable of aword tendsto bethe only closed syllable, stressseldom fallson afinal syllable.
In short, the presence of a coda does not appear to have any bearing on stressin the word
in this sense, and evidence of consonant moraicity is not to be found here.

Nevertheless, evidence presented in Chapters 3 and 4 shows that at least resonant
consonants must be considered moraic, as stress is attracted to penultimate schwa-based

syllables when schwais followed by aresonant but not when the post-schwa consonant is

an obstruent (for instance, in /k"lad ‘shoot’ vs. /sopig/ ‘yellow salmonberry’). In other

words, a resonant lends weight to a schwa that precedes it, in contrast to an obstruent,
which does not. It was argued in Chapter 4 that the intervocalic resonant, unlike its
obstruent counterpart, is ambisyllabic, functioning as coda to the syllable that precedes it

while at the same time fulfilling the onset requirement in the syllable that follows. As a
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coda, the resonant is able to provide weight to the schwa-based syllable, and thus permit
its selection for stress.

There is evidence then that Hayes' (1989) Wel ght-by-Position principle holds for
Squamish. But weight assigned by positionisnot intrinsic (unlikeinthe caseof full vowels,
which do have intrinsic weight) and, especially in OT terms, the WBYP can be interpreted
as meaning that coda consonants have wei ght-potential: whether they actually surfacewith
welght depends on relevant constraint rankings. Recall from Chapter 4 that in Squamishthe
constraint ranking * WK >> WBYP >> * /R results in this weight potential being realized
for resonants, but not for obstruents. If syllable codas, where they occur in Squamish, are
capableof being moraic, the CV C- reduplicant, whosevowel isalways schwa, ismaximally
monomoraic; this follows from the analysis of Squamish schwa as nonmoraic.

Corroboration for RooT=Fo0T in Squamish comes from the analysis of stressin
trisyllabic roots. Aswas demonstrated in Chapter 3 (section 3.1.2), the optimal candidates
in the analysis of aroot like /manac’i/ ‘drum’ are those in which the leftmost of the three
syllables remains unparsed; the upshot of this analysisisthat atrisyllabic root contains at
most one prosodic foot. This, combined with the proposition put forward in the preceding
paragraphsthat aroot isalso minimally afoot in size, lends credence to the hypothesisthat
prosodically aroot is equal to afoot.

If theroot isequal to afoot and if foot binarity can be satisfied under moraic (pu) as
well asunder syllabic (00) analysis (Chapters 3 and 4), we can specul ate on the reason that

stress prefers to fall on the morphological root rather than on the reduplicant (= root) in
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/Som+v'8am/ even though both syllables contai n weight**: while each morpheme constitutes

afoot, theroot’ sfoot iswellformed (containing two moras), whereasthat of the reduplicant
is degenerate (since it contains only one mora). In fact, aroot that contains at least a full
vowel will aways be favoured over the CV C- reduplicant in terms of stress becauseit will
always contain at least one mora more than the reduplicant.

The outcome of stressin reduplicative forms, then, depends on ajoint evaluation by
RooT=FooT, which reflectsthe fact that the best roots contain wellformed binary feet, and
FTBIN-L, which takes into account the notion that the optimal foot is binary under moraic
(and not syllabic) analysis. Thus, stressis assigned to the root that most closely conforms

to an optimal foot, which contains exactly two moras.

Given RooT=F00T, theoptimal structurefor asimplereduplicated stemlike/SomSam/

isdipedal, rather than constituting a single disyllabic foot, asindicated in (25).
(25) Best foot formation for /Som3am/
(Som)(Sam)
In terms of moraic structure, the rightmost root in (25) makes the better foot: it

contains exactly two moras, whereas the foot on the left contains only one; see (26).

(26) Moraic structure for /SomSam/

TRV
(Som)(Sam)

*Recall that it isnot how much weight asyllable contains, but thefact of its having weight,
that isimportant for Squamish stress.
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While both rootsin (26) obey ROOT=FOOT (since each is enclosed in individual foot

brackets), only the one on the right adheres to FTBIN-. The four possible foot configura-

tions for /SsmSam/ are evaluated in terms of these constraintsin (27).

27) FTBIN-p, RooT=FoOT

/RED+Y/ &am/
‘run aground’

FTBIN
!

RooT
=FooT

a MM
(Sm.Sam)

*

*|*

— b Hopu
(Som)(Sam)

- Cc o
Sm(Zam)

d. Mo
(5om)3am

*|

Although the evaluation in (27) rules out both candidates (a, d), which violate both

of the featured constraints, it reaches no conclusion regarding (b, c): if RooT=FooT >>

FTBIN-L, then candidate (b) comesout ontop; with thereverse ordering, candidate () wins.

Thereisnoindicationin (27) that one of these ranked orderingsis preferred over the other,

asthe optimal stress pattern is predicted by both.

However, thefact that disyllabic roots are perfectly acceptablein the language shows

that FTBIN-0 >> FTBIN-: because roots are consonant-final, afoot based on a disyllabic

root with two full vowels contains three moras, thereby violating FTBIN-|; see (28).

(28) Moraic structure for /ni¢im/ ‘ speak, talk’

H M
(ni.¢im)
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In fact, evaluating /ni¢im/ in terms of RooT=FooT and FTBIN-u (29), proves that
RooT=FooT must dominate FTBIN-L; if the reverse ranking obtained, the partially parsed
candidate in (29c) would be favoured over the fully parsed candidate in (29a), as the foot
posited by (c) contains the requisite two moras.

29) RooT=Fo0T >> FTBIN-

/nicim/ RooT FTBIN
‘speak, talk’ =FooT -U
=oa H *

(ni.¢im)

b. M pu *! *
(ni)(¢im)

C. Hpu *l
ni(¢im)

d M *! *
(ni)¢im

At the sametime, FTBIN-0 must dominate RooT=FooT. Although the tableau in (29)
does not show this, sincein disyllabic roots every candidate that violates RooT=FooT will
also violate FTBIN-0, it is evident from the observation that control transitives formed on
monosyllabic roots with full vowels (see analysisin Chapter 7, section 7.1) are optimally

analysed as disyllabic feet, both in order to get the correct stress results and in order to
account for root—suffix vowel harmony (for instance, in /S0k’ ™ ut/ (< Suk’™-at) ‘bathe’),
which is confined to feet.

However, aranked ordering of FTBIN-0 >> RooT=FOOT >> FTBIN-| again predicts

erroneous stress results for /Ssm3am/: if the reduplicated stem is evaluated as afoot, asin
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(30a), it must surface with penultimate stresssince it containsweight, therefore * /SSmSam/

rather than the attested /SomSam/.

30) FTBIN-G >> RoOT=FOOT >> FTBIN-l, FTFORM=TROCHEE
/RED+v Sam/ FTBIN | RooT | FTBIN EFTFORM: PARSE
‘run aground’ -0 | =Foort -u | TROCHEE | -0

*sa M HY i * i

(85m.3am)

b.  p . I
(3om.3am)

¢ u o | ol
(Som)(34m) |

d p *! * *
Sm(&m)

e u o | - . -
(Bm)sam |

Ananalysisthat givesweight to FTBIN-p and/or RooT=FooT (for instance, asin (30c,

d)), till seems the better solution, since it is able to rule out undesirable candidates like

thosein (30a, €), but this can only come about if the dominating influence of FTBIN-0 is

neutralized. Usinglocal conjunctionto combinetheindividual constraintsRooT=FooT and

FTBIN-[ into a single meta-constraint RT=FT& FTBIN-|, and having this meta-constraint

dominate not only FTBIN-p and RooT=Fo0T, but aso FTBIN-0, offers a way out of the

dilemma.

Thelocal conjunction of constraintsin OT was first proposed by Smolensky (1993)

to account for observations that violating two (or more) constraints that interact in some

(same) domain is worse than violating one or the other of these constraints. For instance,



193

Smolensky uses local conjunction to account for the fact that, universally, the preferred
place of articulation for a coda consonant is a coronal one. Thus, two hypothetical forms
tab.da and tad.ba both incur violations against each of two constraints, namely, * PL/LAB,
which prohibitslabial consonants, and NOCoDA, which banssyllablecodas. Althoughthese
constraint evaluations suggest that both forms are equally bad, in fact, tad.ba is preferred
over tab.da. Smolensky explains this preference by proposing a higher ranking meta-
constraint that conjoinstherelevant constraintsas (* PL/LAB, NOCODA, segment): although
it is bad for a form to violate both *PL/LAB and NOCODA individually, as both of the
hypothetical forms do, it isworse if both constraints are violated in the same domain (in
this case, the segmental domain), as only tab.da does, since the single segment /b/ is both
labial and a codain this candidate.

The evaluation of two constraints in this manner allows for four possible outcomes;
thisisshown in (31).

31) C,& C,>>C,>>C,

| nput C.&C, C, G,
1z Candidate (a)
Candidate (b) *1
Candidate (c) *1
Candidate (d) *1 * *

In (31), candidate (a) is clearly the best candidate because it obeys the constraints C,
and C, individually, and therefore aso passes their conjunction as C,&C,. However,
candidates (b) and (c), which violatetheindividual constraints C, and C,, respectively, also

passthe conjoined C,&C,, since each violates only one of the crucial constraints; they are
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therefore better candidatesthan (d), whichiseliminated summarily becauseit violates both
C, and C, and, therefore, also the higher ranked C,&C,. If no candidate obeyed both
individual constraints, selection of the optimal candidate would depend on the relative
ranking between the two constraints; in (31), for instance, the better candidate of (b, ) is
(b), since it obeys the higher ranking constraint.

In Squamish, local conjunction of the two constraints RooT=FooT and FTBIN-u is

ideal for capturing the generalizations made earlier that the best root isequal to afoot and

that the best foot contains exactly two moras. Analysing /SmSam/ in these terms would

alow for aclear decision in favour of candidate (c) in (32) were this candidate not earlier
ruled out by ALIGN-WD-FT; recall that the constraint ranking ALIGN-WD-FT >> FTBIN-O
was established in the analysis of stressin words containing non-reduplicative prefixesin
section 5.1. Asaresult, the optimal candidateis (b), which encloses both the reduplicant’s

degenerate foot and the root’ s wellformed foot in individual foot brackets.

(32) /Somsam/ ‘run aground’

($m) Sam

IRED + vam/ RT=FT& i ALIGN- | FTBIN | RooT | FTBIN i FTFORM= | PARSE
‘run aground’ FTBIN-p ! WD-FT -0 =FooTt -l ! TROCHEE -0
I ]
a HoHp K *k S R
(%m.&am) i i
I I
5 Db, VTV i * % * i *
(3om)(3am) | i
I I
Cc. VRt i *| * * i *
Sm (3am) i i
| |
d. V| *| i * * * i * *
| |
1 1
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In (32), candidates(a, d), which areinviolation of both FTBIN-pand RooT=FO0OT, are
eliminated by the higher-ranked conjunction of these constraints. Candidate (c) isruled out

by ALIGN-WD-FT, and (b) winsin spite of the two violations it incurs against FTBIN-0.%

Thetableauin (34), which evaluatesthetrisyllabic/?am?imac/ ‘ grandchildren’ shows,

however, that theanalysisisnot complete. Not only istheconfigurationin (34f, g) unlikely,
in light of the importance of wellformed root-feet in Squamish stress assignment, but it
results in an erroneous stress result for words in which the final consonant of the
reduplicant isaresonant, selecting thetrocheein (g) rather thantheiamb in (f). The desired
result can be achieved by proposing that a foot be aligned with the right edge of the
prosodic word (as ALIGN-WD-FT aligns the left edges of word and foot); the appropriate
constraint is that in (33).
(33) ALIGNR-WD-FT

Align (PWord, R, Foot, R)

The right edge of every prosodic word coincides with the right edge of some foot.

Infact, it seemslikely, given that ROOT=FOOT already seesto foot alignment at both
edges of the root, that the constraint invoked in Chapter 3 as ALIGN-RT-FT is not needed
and can be replaced by ALIGNR-WD-FT. The tableau in (34) shows that ALIGNR-WD-FT
must dominate FTBIN-L; however, thisis not a problem in terms of replacing the earlier
constraint with that in (33): recall that the analysis of root stress in Chapter 3 did not

establish a crucia ranking for ALIGN-RT-FT. (To clarify matters, the constraint aligning

#Shaw (p.c.) points out that headlessfeet arein violation of agenerally accepted notion of
properheadedness (in which, for instance, a foot is deemed to be properly headed if it
contains a stressed syllable).
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word and foot at their left edges, invoked in section 5.1 as ALIGN-WD-FT, will henceforth

be referred to as ALIGNL-WD-FT.)

(34) /?am?imac/ ‘grandchildren’

Hu

/RED + V?imad/

RT=FT&
FTBIN-U

ALIGNL
-WD-FT

ALIGNR
-WD-FT

FTBIN

FTBIN

FTFORM=
TROCHEE

PARSE

a

O
2am(?i.mac)

*|

LS o}

VRN
(2om)(?.ma)

TR
(2om)(?1.M&)

*%|

VRN
(25m)(?.ma)

*%|

TRNTRT
(2om.27)(Ma)

*|

**

(O
(2am.2)ma¢

*|

VT
(25m.2i)mac

*|

In (34), candidate (e) is eliminated by RT=FT& FTBIN-1, while (a, f, g) are ruled out

for failing to align feet with the left (a) and right (f, g) edges of the word. The remaining

candidatesall violate FTBIN-0 and FTBIN-1, and candidate (b) eventually winsonthebasis

of FTFORM=TROCHEE.

The analysis of stressin CV C- reduplicated stems thus far has focussed on formsin

which the root contains at least one full vowel; in every case, the best candidate has been

onethat posits separate foot structuresfor the reduplicant and root, largely dueto the meta-

constraint RT=FT& FTBIN-L, but with some help from ALIGNR-WD-FT (33). These forms

have always surfaced with stress on the full-vowel root. In contrast, a reduplicated stem
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formed on aroot with schwa, such as/x3cxac/, surfaceswith stress on the reduplicant; these
forms are analysed in the tableaux that follow.

The analysisin (35) shows that the best configuration for a reduplicated stem based
on amonosyllabic root with schwa s, again one that encloses reduplicant and root within

individual feet.

(35) /g™slq™al/ ‘talk excessively’

RT=FT& | ALIGNL | ALIGNR- | FTBIN | WSP' | FTForm= | Parse
IRED + q”I/ FTBIN- | -WD-FT | WD-FT -0 TROCHEE | -0
] ]
a V1 H i i * *|
(72l g"3l) i i
(™3l g¥al) ! i
C. H M i i * % * *
(CUEDICNED) ! i
d. 01 V) i i *|* * *
(@™a)(g™3l) ! i
q*al (q"8l) i i
f. VRV *| i i * *| * *
(g”3l) g™l ! !

In (35), theconfigurationsin (e, f) areruled out by RT=FTBIN& FTBIN-L: each of these
candidates foots only one of the two Roots, and each foot contains but a single mora. In
contrast, candidates (a, b) and (c, d) each default on only one of the individual constraints
inthe meta-constraint: (a, b) each contain two morasbut fail to provide separatefeet for the
morpheme constituents, while the reverse istrue for (c, d). The candidates in (a, b), both
of which posit asingle disyllabic foot on the reduplicative form, are considered the better

of these candidate pairs, since they obey FTBIN-0, in contrast to candidates (c, d) which
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each incur two violations against this constraint. Of (a, b), thewinner is (b), sinceit alone
adheres to FTFORM=TROCHEE.

In contrast, when the schwa-based reduplicated stem contains neither full vowels nor
resonant codas (asisthecasefor /x3¢xac/ ‘ remember’), the preferred configurationisagain
that found for reduplicationsformed on rootswith full vowels. Because obstruent codas do
not surface with weight (see Chapter 4), the best candidate for /x3¢xa¢/ will posit a
monosy!labic foot on the reduplicant and another oneontheroot: adisyllabic configuration

such asthat advocated for /g”3lg™al/ will fail on FTBIN-paswell ason RooT=FooT (recall

that /g~3lg™sl/ failed only onthelatter), and therefore will not pass RT=FT& FTBIN-LL. This

Isshown in (36). LEFTMOST stipulates that the head foot of the word will be situated at the

left edge of the prosodic word.

(36) /x3¢xal/ ‘remember’

RT=FT& i ALIGNL i ALIGNR- | FTBIN | FTFORM= | LEFT i PARSE

/RED +x¢&/ FTBIN-p | -WD-FT | WD-FT -G TROCHEE | MOST | -0
[} I I
a W * |
(xa¢ x3¢) i i i
1 1 1
b. S i |
(%8¢ xac) i i i
1 1 1
5 C i i *% * i
(x8C)(xa€) i i i
1 1 1
d. i i * % * *! i
(xaC)(x5¢) i i i

e *| i * i * * i *
xa¢ (x4¢) i i i

f. *| i i * * * i *
(8¢) xa | | |
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In (36), the only candidatesto passRt=Ft& FtBin-pLare(c, d). Each of these candidates
incurstwo violations against FTBIN-0 and one against FTFORM=TROCHEE, and LEFTMOST
eventually decidesin favour of candidate (c), which stresses the leftmost of the two feet.

While the tableau in (36) does not show that FTFORM=TROCHEE >> LEFTMOST is crucial,

this order isindicated for /fom?imac/, analysed in (34), since any other ranking would

result in an optimal candidate of (34d) */(?3m)(2imac)/, which stresses the reduplicant

instead of the root.

In summary, the stress differences observed between CV C- reduplicationsformed on
rootswith full vowels, which surface with root stress, and those with schwa, which feature
stress on the reduplicant, result from aweight differential that exists between the root and
the reduplicant in these forms. Because the reduplicant contains only schwa, it surfaces

with, at most, a single unit of weight (and this only if the consonant in coda positionis a

resonant, as in /Sm3am/). The root, on the other hand, aways contains at least one

additional unit of weight (asweight isinherent for full vowels), with theresult that the root
will aways be favoured for stress. For reduplicated stems with full vowels, then, the
resolution of stress is based on a comparison of weight content in the individua
morphemes, and therefore, the best configuration is one that foots the root and the
reduplicant individually.

In contrast, when the base for reduplication is a schwa-based root, there is no such

basisfor comparison between root and reduplicant, asboth morphemesare equal in moraic

content. It falls, then, to either LEFTMOST (in the case of /x3Cxac/, which surfaces with no
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moraic content) or FTFORM=TROCHEE (in the case of /q"3lg™al/, which surfaces with two

moras in total) to resolve stress in these words. For forms like /g™¥3lg™sl/, which contain

codaresonants, the optimal configuration turns out to be one that encloses both reduplicant
and root in asingle disyllabic foot.

| now proceed to the analysis of stressin CV- reduplicative forms.

5.2.2. CV- reduplication

Examplesof Squamishwordsresulting from CV - reduplication aregivenin (37-38), which
list productive reduplicative forms, in which the vowel in the reduplicant is a copy of that
in theroot, in (37), and nonproductive /Ci-/ formsin (38). In (37), reduplications formed
onmonosyllabic full-vowel roots, schwa-based roots, and disyllabicrootsarelisted in (37a,
b, ¢), respectively.

(87) CV- reduplication
a. Monosyllabic root has full vowel
parvpad  ‘hot, feverish’ ta&+vVta  ‘loom’
ci+/cliqg ‘to leak’ t'G+v/t'uk’™ ‘be going home’

b. Monosyllabic root has schwa
Post'8+/t'K™Y “dugout, pit’ (Vt'ok'™)
smé+/mn?  ‘(be) with child’ (vVmoen?)
li+l?s ‘be below’ (los)
ss+/eg” ‘be sad, lonesome’ (Volg™)

c. Disyllabic roots
tarvtaylaq ‘beangry (Vt'éyaq)
2+/2imaS  ‘takeawalk, bewalking' (v?imad)
20+/2um?at  ‘betoo lazy (to do something)’ (v?20mat)
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(38) Ci- (diminutive) reduplication®
a. Root has full vowel(s)
112%+V1am? ‘little house

KV VixVa?  Clittle box’ (VK Vax“al)

b. Root has schwa
K™i+Vk™ ‘small canoe’ (Vk™4t)
sq i+/qiml ‘little paddle’ (Vg ¥4ml)

Thereduplicated stemslisted in (37a-c, 38) show that the CV - reduplicant bearsword

stress regardless of vowel quality in the root.

The few examples Kuipers (1967) lists of
the nonproductive diminutive reduplication (38) show that the diminutive reduplicant tends
to take the form /Ci-/ and the leftmost vowel in the root is an echo of the vowd in the
reduplicant.

Aspreviously mentioned, CV - reduplication differsfrom CV C- reduplication not only

in the size of the reduplicant, but also in the quality of its vowel, which for CV-

*Bar-el (2000) indicatesthat diminutive reduplication isnot productivein Squamish today,
and judging from the paucity of these formsin Kuipers (1967), thiswas likely already the
case some forty years ago.

?In diminutive reduplication aglottal stop isinserted between reduplicant and root when
the first consonant of the root is a resonant.

®Theforms/t’ o+vt' {20/ * soak dried salmoninwater’ and /x™a+v xVi¢(s * movesideways
are atypical, as one would expect /CA/ rather than /Ca/ reduplication in these cases,
resulting intheillformed * /t’ i+vt'i2qi/ and * /x™i+V'x™i¢us/. Theactual reduplicativeforms
suggest that [i] in the first syllable of the roots involves stems from underlying /ay/,
resulting in /t' o+v't' ay2qi/ and /x™a+V xVeycus/, with subsequent transformation of /ay/ to
[i]. However, even if this could be proven to be the case, stress would still be expected to

fall on the reduplicant rather than on the root. As these words were the only exceptional
forms of thistype in the corpus, they will be treated here as anomal ous.
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reduplicantsisamost invariably an exact copy of the vowel in the base. CV - reduplicants
aso differ from CV C- reduplicantsin that they usually bear stress.

As aready noted, the CV- reduplicant has the shape of atypical unmarked syllable,
not only for Squamish, but across many languages. As described in an earlier section,
Urbanczyk (1996[2001]) uses reduplicant shape as an argument in her classification of the
Lushootseed CVC- (distributive) and CV- (diminutive) reduplicants as a ROOT and an
AFFIX, respectively. In particular, she notes that CV- prefixal reduplicants have the same
shape as do non-reduplicative prefixes in the language. The same argument cannot be
applied inthe analysis of the CV- reduplicant in Squamish, where this shape isonly found
in one non-reduplicative prefix; the maority of these prefixes have a CV C- shape, and thus
bear a greater resemblance to roots than to affixes. Nevertheless, | ascribe the category of
Affix to the CV- reduplicant: although its shape differentiates it from the maority of
prefixesin the language, it does not resemble roots either in shape or in stress behaviour.
Importantly, the competition for stress between root and reduplicant in CV C- reduplication
isnotably absent in CV - reduplication. Themorphological category for the CV - reduplicant
istherefore held to be that in (39).

(39) Morpheme Shape

RED, M Cat=Affix

To reflect the fact that the CV- reduplicant is exactly the size of the quintessential
syllable, the prosodic category of this reduplicant is defined asin (40).

(40) Prosodic category for CV- reduplicant

AFFIX=SYLL
An affix isasyllable.
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Since the CV- reduplicant is taken to be a prefix, it has a different configuration, in
terms of prosodic domains, from that of the CV C- reduplicant, which, recall, occupied its
ownstem. Unlikethe CV C- reduplicant, the CV - reduplicant occupiesthe same stem asthat
occupied by the morphological root: thisis evident from the way stress configures in the
reduplicated stem as a unit, since stress on the reduplicant forces stress shift in the base. If
the CV- reduplicant is resident in the same prosodic stem as the root and if, as argued in
section 5.2.1, theroot isleftmost in the prosodic stem, it seems apt to propose that the CV -
reduplicant isin fact part of the prosodic root, as Czaykowska-Higgins (1996, 1998) posits
for reduplicative suffixesin Moses-Columbian. Theproposed analysisof CV- reduplicative
stemsin terms of prosodic domains, then, isthat indicated in (41).
(41) Prosodic domains for CV- reduplication in Squamish

[ps [r RED VROOT] 5 1 s

To align thereduplicant in the PRoot, | proposethe constraint, in (42), which isbased
on McCarthy and Prince' s (1993b) constraints on generalized alignment.
(42) ALIGN-[RED] ¢

Align ([RED] 4, Left, PRoot, Left)

The left edge of every CV- reduplicant coincides with the left edge of some PRoot.

The relative ranking of the constraint in (42) with respect to other constraints in the
language is not known; however, it is assumed in the anayses that follow to be at the high
end, with other constraints on alignment, rather than at the low end.

Stress in CV- reduplicative forms can now be analysed as demonstrated in the
following series of tableaux, beginningin (43) withtheanalysisof aCV - reduplicated stem

based on a monosyllabic (morphological) root containing afull vowel.



43) /p'ap' &/ feverish’
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| RT=FT& | ALIGNL

TR
[[(p'ap ac)]]

IRED + Vp &/ ALIGN- ALIGNR | FTBIN | FTFORM= | PARSE
[bs [pg RED Vp ad]] [RED] ¢ | FTBIN-Y | -WD-FT | -WD-FT -0 TROCHEE -0
a H M *1
[(p'a[p ac)]]
LS o}

c. Hou

*|

[[(p'ap &)]]

d. “ “ *! * % *
[[(p'&)(p'&)]]

e. u “ *! * % *
[[(p'8)(p' &)]]

f. 'J “ *! * * *
[[p'a(p &)]]

g. “ “ *! * * *
[[(p'd) p'ac]]

In (43), candidate (a) is eliminated by ALIGN-[RED] g, Since it aligns the reduplicant

with the left edge of the prosodic stem rather than with that of the PRoot, while candidates

(d-g) areruled out by RT=FT& FTBIN-p. Thewinner, then, isthe candidate in (43b), which

posits a disyllabic trochee posited on the entire reduplicative form.

Theanalysisof thetrisyllabic reduplicativeform /t' &’ ayaq’/ ‘beangry’ in (44) shows

that both RT=FT& FTBIN-p and ALIGNL-WD-FT must dominate ALIGNR-WD-FT, aranking

that was not forthcoming from earlier analyses. In contrast to thefour candidatesin (44a-d),

thosein (e, f) adhereto RT=FT& FTBIN-[: while none of the candidates obey RooOT=FoOT,

candidates (e, f) obey FtBin-|, since each posits a single wellformed bimoraic foot. Of

these, the left-oriented foot in (€) is preferred over the right-oriented one in (f). It is

assumed that all candidates listed in the tableau are in adherence with ALIGN-[RED] s¢.
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44) |t & ayaq'/ ‘be angry’

/RED + t'ayaq'/ RT=FT& i ALIGNL | ALIGNR | FTBIN | FTFORM= | PARSE
[es [z RED vt ayaq']] FTBIN-p | -WD-FT | -WD-FT -0 TROCHEE -0
a H VR *| i * *
(ta)(tayaq) ;
b. L *1 i * *
(tata(yag) ;
c. u H‘ u *| i * *
(ta)(tayaq) ;
d. u H u *| i * * %
(tatd(ya) ;
e HH M i * *
(rara) yaq |
f.opopp Lo * *
ta(tayaq) |

The CV- reduplicative forms analysed thus far have all contained one or more full
vowels. Theanalysisof formswith only schwacallsfor asomewhat different approach, as

shown by (45).

(45) /g3goC ~ gdqc/ ‘increase (about the moon)’

/RED + ¢/ RT=FT& | ALIGNL | ALIGNR | FTBIN | FTFORM= | PARSE
[es [z RED Vad]] FTBIN-p ! -WD-FT | -WD-FT -0 TROCHEE -0

'Toa (g8 ged)

*|

b. (g0 g8¢)

C. (g¥)(apec) *! ** *
d. (g)(a¢) ! * i
€ o (asC) - i i i

*|

f. (98) goc

In (45), RT=FT& FTBIN-U roots out candidates (c-f); although they have no surface
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weight, candidates (a, b) adhere to RoOT=F0OT and, on this basis, dlip past the meta-
constraint. Of the two, candidate (a) is preferred because it adheresto FTFORM=TROCHEE.

Theanalysisin (46), which involvesthe CV - reduplication of aresonant-final schwa-
based root, shows that the CV- reduplicant must contain underlying weight; although this

was not arequirement in the analysesof other CV- reduplicativeformsin thissection, stress
on the reduplicant in /s31g™/ cannot be accounted for in any other way.” The tableau in
(46) shows the erroneous results when the reduplicant does not have weight: instead of

stressing the reduplicant, the WSP’ rulesthat stresswill surface on the morphological root,

which constitutes the only syllable with weight.

(46) /301q™/ ‘be sad, lonesome’

IRED + SIg™/ RT=FT& EALIGNL ALIGNR | FTBIN | WSP’ | FTFORM= | PARSE
[os [ RED VSIG™]] FTBIN-U i -WD-FT | -WD-FT | -0 TROCHEE -0
. . ; N
(S3.lq™) i
=2 o) sl i *
(2.851g™) i
c. H *1 i ok - *
(S5)(016") |
d. u S - x
()(s51") |
e u b x x x
® (31") |
- . | X X X X
(s5) I |

»An analysis of the reduplicant as inherently accented would result in a misanalysis of
stress in some words, for instance, in /c’ac’ag”ag/ ‘small black flies', analysed in (48);
based on the analysis of suffixed forms involving accented suffixes (see Chapter 6), the
accented reduplicant would be expected to win out over an accentually unmarked root, but
it does not.



207

Thetableau in (47) showsthe difference when the reduplicant is given an underlying
mora. Note that weight in the reduplicant cannot be a surface phenomenon because the

reduplicant contains neither full vowel nor coda, and schwais weightless.

(47) I301g™/ “be sad, lonesome’

U RT=FT& iALIGNL ALIGNR | FTBIN | WSP’ | FTFORM= | PARSE
/RED+s|qW/ FTBIN-I.I i -WD-FT | -WD-FT -0 TROCHEE -0
[os [ RED VSIG™]] i
T
oA uou | *
(B.1q™) i
b. [N V1 i * *|
(0.851g™) i
C. pH M *1 i * % * *
(S5)(0l6") |
d. M M *| i * % *
(2)(s516") |
e Ho *1 i * * @
® (31") |
f. Il Il *| i * * * *
() =lg” ]

Unlike in (46), both of the top candidates in (47) violate the WSP’: since both
syllables have weight, there is always one syllable with weight that is not assigned stress.
Theoutcomethen dependson FTFORM=TROCHEE, with theresult that thedisyllabictrochee
in (@) is permitted to win.

Up until now, all CV- reduplications examined have surfaced with stress on the
reduplicant. While this represents the usual stress outcome for these forms, there are

instances in the data where a reduplicant with schwa loses stress to a full vowel two

syllables to its right; a case in point is/c’oc’ 2™ ald ‘small black flies', analysed in (48).
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Although the ranking RT=FT& FTBIN- >> ALIGNL-WD-FT had not been established prior

to this point, the analysis in (48) suggests that such aranking is warranted.

(48) /c’'aC’ag™ad ‘small black flies

M V) RT=FT& | ALIGNL | ALIGNR | FTBIN | WSP’ | FTFORM= | PARSE
/IRED + c'qVald FTBIN-u | -WD-FT | -WD-FT -0 TROCHEE -0

[os [pr RED V' gValg]]

a U UL *| * * *
(c'3)(c’a.q7als)

b. u UL *| * * *
(c'3.c'9)(g"als)

C. U UL *| * * * %
(c'9)(c’a.q™als)

d. u UL *| * * *
(c'a.c’9)(g"als)

e U UL *| * * *
(c'3)(c’a.q7als)

f. u U *| * * % *
(c'9)(c'3.g7als)

g. M MU *1 * *

(c'3.c's) gYals

h. u UL * *| * * %
Cc'a.C's (g7als)

= | “ u“ * * *
Cc's (C'a.q™als)

In (48), candidates (a-g) all default on RT=FT& FTBIN-L, while (h-i) fail on ALIGNL-
WD-FT; of the latter, (i) is the better candidate because it obeys FTBIN-0. If, instead of
RT=FT& FTBIN-p >> ALIGNL-WD-FT, the reverse ranking obtained, it would be a choice

between candidates (b, d), with afinal decision to be made by some constraint that indicates
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a preference to stress full vowels rather than schwa®; however, such a constraint is not

required to account for stress elsewhere in the grammar. The existence of other CV-

reduplicative forms that are similar in shape to /c’ac’ag™ag/, but which differ in stress

N4

orientation in that stress falls on schwain the reduplicant (for instance, /33%w?ay/ ‘ grow

al over’) suggests that both configurations are possible, even though forms that stress the
full vowel are more prevaent in the data. Given these factors, and especially given that a

constraint against stressing schwa is not required elsewhere in the grammar, the best

analysis for /c'ac’aq™ad appears to be that represented by candidate (i); therefore,

RT=FT& FTBIN-1 >> ALIGNL-WD-FT, aranking that is, in fact, later corroborated by the
analysis of stressin /-at/ transitive forms (Chapter 7).

The analysis in this section has shown that stressin CV- reduplicative forms can be
straightforwardly explained by assuming that the reduplicant is an affix that not only
prefixes to the morphological root, but joins it in the PRoot. For CV- reduplications
involving schwa-based roots, the correct stress outcome depends in part on an analysis of

the reduplicant as having intrinsic weight.

5.3. Chapter summary

The purpose of this chapter has been to examine and analyse the effects of prefixation on
stress in Sguamish words. The discussion in these sections shows that different stress
patterns prevail between reduplicative and non-reduplicative prefixes, in that only the

former can bear stress, and between CV C- and CV - reduplicative prefixes, in that whilethe

N otice that this does not subsume the WSP’.
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former carry stressonly in combinationswith schwa-based roots, thelatter virtually always
bear stress (in afew exceptions, stressfalls on afull vowel in theroot instead of on schwa
in the reduplicant).

Because non-reduplicative prefixes are outside the realm of stress, they are analysed
here as being outside the prosodic word. Reduplicative prefixes, on the other hand are
contained within the prosodic word. In part because of the different ways in which stress
surfaces in words involving CVC- and CV- reduplication, and in part because of their
unigueshapes, thetwo reduplicant typesareana ysed differently. CV C- reduplicants, which
have exactly the shape of the canonical Squamish root, are analysed as roots, and for this
reason also as feet. As roots, CVC- reduplicants are analysed by the same means as are
morphological roots; therefore, the two parts of a CV C- reduplicated stem areindividually
held answerable to these contraints. As each root morpheme optimally contains a foot,
stress in the reduplicated stem is decided on the basis of foot wellformedness: essentidly,
it is a competition between the two root-feet, with stress going to the bestformed foot
(moraic and syllabic trochees, in that order, make the best feet). Because the vowel in the
CVC- reduplicant isalways schwa, any root containing afull vowel will constitute a better
foot than the corresponding reduplicant; as a result, the morphological root always gets
assigned stressin these cases. I n contrast, when the morphol ogical root al so containsschwa,
neither root is better formed than the other, and LEFTMOST grants the reduplicant stress.

In contrast, CV- reduplicants, which have the shape of the canonical syllable in
Squamish, aswell asthat of acommon prefix type universally (although not in Squamish),

areanalysed asaffixesand syllables. In part because the root occupiestheleftmost position
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of a prosodic stem, the CV - reduplicant, which prefixes the root, is analysed as part of the
PRoot itself. In CV- reduplication, then, it is the reduplicative stem as a unit that must
answer to constraints on roots; the reduplicant never does so on its own (unlike the CV C-
reduplicant). Again unlike its CV C- counterpart, the CV- reduplicant is argued to contain
an underlying mora; such an assumption is necessary in order to account for stress in
reduplications of schwa-based roots. In combination, these factors permitsstressto surface
on the reduplicant, not only when it containsafull vowel, but also when it contains schwa,
the latter especially when thereisno full vowel elsewhere in the word.

Clearly, prosodic domains play an important role in the analysis of stressin words
resulting from the application of both reduplicative and non-reduplicative prefixation
processes. The prosodic domains configuration indicated by the analysesin this chapter is
provided herein (49).

(49) Prosodic domains configuration for prefixed forms

[op PRE- [y [ps [r RED] g [ps [pr RED VROOT]o: 1ps s 1ow 1ep

An important part of the analysis of stressin reduplicated stems, particularly those
involving CV C- reduplication, isthe recognition of aconnection between what constitutes
the most common root shape, namely, a CV C shape, and what constitutes a wellformed
foot, namely, abinary trochee. A best root shape of CVC, allowsfor exactly three possible

variations, and these can beranked in termsof wellformedness, with CAR being considered

the bestformed root, sinceit containsexactly two moras. Neither CAK nor CoR areoptimal,

as each contains a single mora; however, they are preferable to CaK roots, which contain

no weight at all. When two root-feet (for instance, the two roots in a CV C- reduplicated
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stem, each of which formsafoot), competefor word stress, the winner will be the one that
most closely resembles the ideal binary trochee. The conjunction of two constraints, one
of which statesthat aroot isequal to afoot, and the other, that the best foot contains exactly
two moras, thus allowsfor a satisfactory solution to the problem of stressin these complex
words.

These factors of necessity play a lesser role in the analysis of stress in CV-
reduplicated stems:. sincethe CV - reduplicant isonly part of a PRoot domain (the same one
occupied by the morphological root), it isevaluated in conjunction with the morphological
root, but never on its own merits.

The analysis of stressin prefixed forms in this chapter has hinged on the constraints
and rankingsin (50).

(50) RT=FT& FTBIN-U

|
ALIGNL-WD-FT

|
ALIGNR-WD-FT

FTBIN-O
|
WSP’
|

RooT=Fo0oT

|
FTBIN-U

FTFORM=TROCHEE
/ \
LEFTMOST PARSE-0



Chapter 6

Stressin polymor phemic wor dsinvolving lexical suffixation

6.0. Introduction
Following the analysis of stressin prefixed formsin Chapter 5, Chapters 6 and 7 continue
theinvestigation of theroleof themorphology in Squamish stressassignment by examining
and analysing stress patternsin polymorphemic words containing one or more suffixes; the
role of lexical suffixation is examined in Chapter 6, that of grammatical suffixation in
Chapter 7. In some featuresthe behaviour of stressinwordscontaining lexical suffixesand
those containing grammatical suffixesissimilar, and to this extent theintroductory section
of the current chapter serves as an introduction to suffixation as a whole in Squamish.
The data listed in (1-2) give an indication of how stress in Squamish patterns in
morphological concatenations consisting of a root plus a single suffix. These data sets
reflect at themost basiclevel thetwo main patterns of stress observedin minimally suffixed
forms with a single prominence; thus, in the examples listed in (1), stress surfaces on the
root, whileinthoselistedin (2), stressison the suffix. The datalists provide exampleswith
grammatical suffixes aswell asthose with lexical suffixes; the former are separated from

the root by means of “-”, the latter by “=".



(1) Root stress
a vVpic=at ‘get hand caught’
vnédm?-§t ‘take (s.t.) to someone’

b. n-/c &g=i%eq” ‘bald’
Vedx™=iaqY  ‘get hit on the head

(2) Suffix stress
a VxowA'=&  ‘break on€’sarm’
v coxV-§it ‘toss (S.t.) at someone’

b. Vcag”=&yaln ‘haveone'sear bleeding
sV q"sh=dya?n ‘hole through the ear’
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vaix=us  ‘blind’
vedx™-nox™ ‘hit accidentally’

VX¥ix' =wit ‘be half full’
vodg=wit  ‘brand-new canoe

vcoh=Gs ‘get hitin the face

vVpusult  “kitten

The first thing to observe about stress orientation in (1-2) is that stress has a strong

tendency to fall on the root rather than on the suffix when the root contains a full vowel,

as exemplified by the first three formsin (1), but on the suffix when the root has schwa

and the suffix contains a full vowel, as seen in (2a); the fourth example in (1a), namely,

[c3x™-nax™/, shows that when both root and suffix are schwa-based, stressfalls on the root.

Clearly, just as for bare roots, vowel quality plays an important role in the assignment of

stress in suffixed forms. The wordsin (1b, 2b) show, however, that in some instances this

general tendency is disregarded, with stress falling on the suffix even when the root

contains a full vowel, as shown by /vpus=ul¥/ in (2b), or on the schwa-based root even

when the suffix contains afull vowel, as demonstrated by /v'gég=wit/ in (1b). Thus, three

main patterns of stress are clearly observable in the examplesin (1-2); these patterns are

listed in (3).
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(3) Stress patterns in Root—Suffix combinations in Squamish

i. Stressisvariable, falling on afull vowel intheroot if available, otherwise on a

full vowel in the suffix

ii. Stressfallson the root regardless of vowel quality

iii. Stressfalls on the suffix regardless of vowel quality in the root

The stress pattern listed in (3.i), namely, that stress in suffixed forms is driven by
vowel quality in the root, accounts for stressin a sizeable portion of the datain Squamish;
thisisplainly the default pattern.* However, thefact that other patternsexist in which stress
falls consistently on the root or on the suffix regardless of vowel quality raises aquestion
astowhat isresponsiblefor stressin these exceptional cases. The stance taken hereisthat

in general when stress fallswithout exception on agiven morphemein aconcatenation (for

instance, on the suffix /=ayatn/ ‘ear’), this indicates that the morpheme in question is

lexically accented; furthermore, when stress consistently fails to surface on a given

morpheme (such as the suffixes /ay?sq™/ ‘top, top of head’ and /=wit/ *belly, container,

canoe’), this indicates that the morpheme is inherently unaccented (or unaccentable). In
on one or both morphemes, the variability of stressin the default case, namely, that given
in (3.i), fals out entirely from phonological factors, neither morpheme being accentually
marked.

To preview the mgor findings of thischapter, it will be demonstrated, first of all, that

in the majority of suffixed forms resulting from lexical suffixation, stressin Squamishis

11t may be that the pattern described in (3.i) ought to be revised to state that stressfalls on
aroot with weight (rather than onewith afull vowel), given that resonantslike to be parsed
ascodas, however, the“weight” rather than“afull vowel” hereis problematic in that while
there is consistent evidence for the latter position, evidence for the former islessreliable.
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predictable on the basis of the quality of the vowel in the root and, secondly, that stressin
many of the words that do not conform to this main pattern can be explained in terms of
lexical accent. A thirdfactor, namely, onethat cons dersthe semantic rel ationshi ps between
the morphemes involved, is brought in to account for a number of holdouts. Although,
individually or in partnership, these three factors alow for a straightforward and cohesive
account of the stress patterns seen in much of the data resulting from lexical suffixation, an
adequate account of suffixation asawhole (that is, grammatical aswell aslexical) requires
reference to prosodic domains in addition to these factors.

To some extent, the analysis here follows Revithiadou’ s (1999) account of the stress
systems of four other Salishan languages, in which she focusses mainly on the interactive
roles played by morphosyntactic headedness and lexical accent in stress assignment.
However, it should be noted that in contrast to the major roleassigned toitin Revithiadou's
(1999) analysisof stressin other Salishan languages, lexical accent playsarelatively minor
role in Squamish stress, simply because only a small minority (fewer than five percent) of
morphemes in the language are demonstrably marked for accent. Moreover, while
Revithiadou’ stheory of head-driven stressis able aptly to describe the behaviour of stress
in many suffixed forms containing lexical suffixes (which are argued here, as in
Revithiadou, to subsist at two levels of representation), its applicability to the realm of
grammatical suffixation is amost negligible. Indeed, for the vast majority of suffixed
forms, including those resulting from lexical as well as grammatical suffixation, a more
elegant and economical explanation of stress can be attained by considering acombination

of phonological factors, morphological factors, and prosodic domains.
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Thevast majority of Squamish suffixes, likeroots, are not accentually marked; for the
most part, accentually unmarked suffixes surface with primary stress only when they are
attached to schwa-based roots, especially when theroot-final consonant isan obstruent (see
discussionin Chapter 4, section 4.2). However, asmall number of affixesare marked inthe

lexicon asbeing either inherently accented or inherently unaccented (that is, unaccentable).
Accented morphemes(for instance, thelexical suffix /=ayatn/‘ear’) invariably surfacewith
primary stress, even when they are affixed to a strong root, while unaccented affixes (for
instance, the lexical suffix /=ay?aq™/ ‘top of head’), never receive primary stress, even
when affixed to a schwa-based root. As aready mentioned, an affix is taken as accented/

unaccentedif it always/never surfaceswith stress(for instance, in/caq™=ayatn/ ‘haveone's
ear bleeding’, /sq™ah=&yatn/ ‘hole through the ear’, where the suffix is accented, and in
/c3x™=i7q™/ ‘ get hit on the head’, /nc’ &g=i?2q"/ ‘bald’, where the suffix is unaccented).

Given that roots in polymorphemic concatenations are favoured for stress in the absence
of accentual marking, the primary way of detecting whether a root has accent is in
observing whether in its bare form it adheres to the patterns of basic stress discovered in
Chapter 3. Thus, because stress in roots favours penultimate syllables with weight (which

can bein the form of afull vowel or aresonant consonant), stress falls predictably on the
penultimate syllable in /mixal/ ‘ black bear’ and /gdnax™/ ‘throat’ and on the final syllable
in /?2g¥ig/ ‘thin’, but is unpredictable in /stagiw/ ‘horse’, which fails to stress the

penultimate syllable even though it contains weight. A root like /stagiw/, therefore, is

considered to be accented lexicaly.
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The multifaceted stress system observed in Squamish words involving suffixation
argues for a prosodic representation of the Squamish word that consists of four levels or
domains: the phonological root (PRoot), which holds the morphological root or one of
severa other morphemes that are categorized as a root (for instance, a reduplicant; see
section 5.2.1 of Chapter 5); the phonol ogical stem (PStem), which, inaddition to the PRoot,

includes the incorporating-type lexical suffixes and/or one of afew grammatical suffixes

(for instance, theinchoative-marking -i 2); the phonologica word (PWord), which consists

of oneor more PStems (non-referential lexical suffixesreside in the second of two PStems,
in contrast to referential lexical suffixes, which are part of the same PStem asthat occupied
by the morphological root); and the phonological phrase (PPhrase), which consists of the
PWord and any of the magjority of grammatical suffixes(the most prolific of these being the
-an control transitive). Importantly, the variable ways in which stress is impacted by the
addition of lexical suffixes alone? demand that PStem and PWord be posited as separate
domains, whilethe effectsof adding grammatical suffixes, which, although stressable, have
alimited, highly constrained impact on word stress as such, argues for the inclusion of the
PPhrase, which dominates PWord. The proposed prosodic domains analysisfor suffixation
isstated in (4).

(4) Phonological domain for suffixation in Squamish

[ee [pw [ps [pr \/ROOt]PR =L.Spdps [ps [pr =L Semplpr Ips Iew  Iee
-at, -i? -nam?ut -an

?exical suffixes can either beincorporated to theroot or exist asthe independent, although
bound, half of acompound structure; see, for instance, Czaykowska-Higgins (1996, 1998)
on lexical suffixesin Moses-Columbian.
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Theremainder of thischapter and the next are devoted to theexamination and analysis
of stressin words resulting from the addition to stems of affixes from the two main suffix
classes(namely, lexical and grammatical suffixes). Whiletheanalysisof lexical suffixation
tends to focus on simple root—suffix combinations, that of grammatical suffixation often
includes forms with multiple suffixes (and may include reduplicative forms as well); this
is because grammatical suffixes for the most part follow lexical suffixes, which tend to be
closer to the root. The chapter concludes with a discussion of how Squamish words must
be represented in terms of prosodic domains: as aready noted, the interface between
prosodic and morphological domains plays an important role in the analysis of stressin

Sguamish words.

6.1. Lexical suffixes and suffixation in Squamish: basic patterns

Liketypical Salishanlanguages, Squamish hasasubstantial number of suffixeswith lexical
meaning (at least 65, approximately half of which have meanings related to human body
parts). In addition, Kuipers (1967) lists a further 55 “formative” suffixes, alabel he uses

to identify affixes with generally indeterminate meaning; however, at least some of these

so-called formatives plainly have lexical meaning aswell; for instance, the suffix /=mix™,
mex™/ is commonly found in names of (groups of) people, asin /snandymeax™/ ‘Nanaimo
people’; /st3lmox™/ ‘person, Indian’; /20x™umix™/ ‘(population of) village'. Like roots,

lexical suffixes carry lexical meaning; however, unlike roots, they are unable to exist

independently, but are always and only found bound, in combination with some root. See
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AppendicesB and D for alist of lexical suffixesin Squamish (B) and examples of their use
in polymorphemic words (D); the Kuipers corpora serve as the source in both cases.
Squamish words resulting from the concatenation of aroot and asingle lexical suffix
exhibit one of three stress patterns, as shown in (5); thus, stress may surface on one or the
other of the morphemes but not on both (54), or it may surface on both morphemes (5b),
or it may fall on an epenthetic schwa between the two morphemes and not on either
morpheme (5¢). Illustrative examples are provided for each of the three patternsin (5).
(5) Stress patternsin Root=LexS concatenations
a. Only one morpheme is stressed
i. Theroot is stressed
IV cig=alap/ ‘ get stabbed in the thigh’
ii. TheLexSisstressed
IV cag™=&yan/ ‘have one’s ear bleeding’

b. Both morphemes are stressed®
IVt &ga?=4&yud ‘have ablack eye

c. Stressfalls on an epenthetic vowel between morphemes
IVxoyx-6=wit/ ‘war-canoe’
By far the most commonly occurring in the Kuipers corpus are the patternsin (5a),
where a single stress falls either on the root or on the suffix. It is certainly possible,
however, for stressto appear on both root and suffix, asindicated in (5b); in this case one

of the prominencesis usually primary, and the other secondary.* In the third pattern type,

3As remarked elsewhere, degree of prominence is not marked in the Kuipers Squamish
corpora.

“Although Kuipers (1967, 1969, 1984) does not mark them as such, primary/secondary
stress can be conjectured on the basis of aternative forms; for instance, the fact that
/g’ ap’ aCi?n/ ‘seize s.0.’shand’ hasavariant with asingle stress on the suffix (and none on
the root) suggests that primary stressis on the suffix.
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givenin (5c), word stressfallson neither theroot nor the suffix, but on an epenthetic schwa
imposed between the two morphemes.

Generally speaking, the patterns listed in (5a) and (5b) are not to be differentiated
from each other. In general the multiple stress patterns of (5b) are seen, if at al, in words
that are more than three syllablesin length; thisis because stressin Squamish isrhythmic,
falling on alternating syllables up to, but not including, the final syllable in the word.
However, as has already been mentioned, secondary stress, asin many Salishan languages
(see, for instance, Czaykowska-Higgins and Kinkade 1998), does not surface consistently.
Although they come into the discussion later in this chapter (see especially section 6.2.2),
the mechanics of multiple stressare not important to the analysisin this section. Rather, the
main concern here isto determine which morpheme, whether the root or thelexical suffix,
commands stress in the word. Thus, although the examples in this section tend to be of
concatenations recorded by Kuipers with a single stress, the possibility of a second stress
in longer words must be assumed.®

For the most part, the patterns of stress seen in Root=LexS words can be accounted
for in terms of two factors, namely, that of vowel quality in the root and that of lexical
accent. The discussion and analysis that follow (after a small excursus into the prosodic
categorization of lexical suffixes) begin by examining combinations in which neither the

root nor the lexical suffix contains lexical accent.

*Secondary stress (), where marked in the data, is marked as per examples cited in Bar-€l
and Watt (2000).



222

6.1.1. Prosodic categorization of lexical suffixes
A crucial part of the analysis of stressin CVC- reduplicated stemsin Chapter 5 depended
on the categorization of the reduplicant asaroot. A number of researchers have contended
that lexical suffixesin somelanguages are also rootlike entities (for instance, Carlson 1990
arguesfor Spokane, Urbanczyk 1996[2001] for Lushootseed, Blake 2000afor Lillooet and
Sliammon, and Czaykowska-Higgins, in press, for Moses-Columbian, that lexical suffixes
in these languages are bound roots). The question to be addressed in this section is not
whether lexical suffixes are historically bound roots, but how lexical suffixes should be
represented in the analysis of stressin Squamish Root=L exS words, whether asroots or as
suffixes.

An examination of the structure of lexical suffixes in the Kuipers corpora (see

Appendix B) showsthat 78 of 120 (65%) lexical suffixesareeither vowel-initial (e.g., /=ac/

‘hand, arm’) or have vowel-initial variants (for instance, /=g, 2q"™/ *head’). If consonantal

suffixes(that is, suffixeswithout any vocalic content, such as/=cg/ ‘ chin’) arefactored out,
this percentage jumpsto 75 percent. The majority of lexical suffixes, therefore, are vowel -
initial, and in this feature they do not resemble roots, which are required to have onsets
(Chapter 2, especially section 2.2.5).

Moreover, as afurther examination of the data shows, lexical suffixes are consonant-
final, amost without exception. When lexical suffixes are polysyllabic (which isthe case

approximately 25% of the time), it usualy results from the combination of two lexical

suffixes(asin/-g"uy-a¢/ ‘finger’), or the addition of aconnectiveelement such as/-ay/ (for
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instance, in /-ay-aq™/ ‘top, top of head’), or both (for instance, /-ay-og™-3n/ ‘knee’, which
combinesthe connective/-ay/ withtwolexical suffixes, /=oq™/*head’ and/=3n/*foot, leg’).

The shape of lexical suffixesin Squamish, then, argues for their analysis as a suffix
and not aroot in that the mgjority of lexical suffixes adhere to a canonical VC shape.
Support for a categorization of lexical suffixes asasuffix comesfrom the observation that

in terms of stress, the maority of lexical suffixes behave exactly like a number of

grammatical suffixes, including the/-i?/ inchoative and the/-at/ transitive. L exical suffixes

will consequently be analysed here as suffixes, and not as roots.®

6.1.2. Root=L exSwordswith no lexical accent

Examplesof Root=LexSwordswithout lexical accentsarelisted in (6), where(6a) contains
combinationsinwhichtheroot hasafull vowel, (6b), combinationswith schwa-based roots
ending in aresonant, and (6¢), combinations with obstruent-final schwa-based roots.

(6) Root=LexS: No lexical accents
a. Root has full vowel: stress on root
Vpi¢=ad ‘getoneshandcaught  Vqix=us  ‘blind’
Vcig=a?an ‘get stabbed inthecheek’ Vx“é&y=a¢ ‘haveaparalysed army’

b. Root has schwa followed by resonant
i. Stresson root

vt'dm=us ‘hurt one’s face Vg Vsl=atn ‘ear’
vx"i=ayus ‘ break through (ab. sun, moon)’ (vVx"ay)
ii. Stresson suffix
Vtom=&y? ‘want; get hungry for'  vVqow=0s-m ‘pull in one's head’
vc'oh=Us ‘get hit in the face’ vc'oh=&yus-n ‘punch s.o. in the eye

®However, given aminimal requirement for stems that they contain roots, lexical suffixes
in (dual-stem) Root=LexS compound structures (analysed in section 6.2.2) are presumed
to occupy a PRoot position.
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¢. Root has schwafollowed by obstruent: stress on suffix
VKk'¥g=& ‘have branch hanging off’ vVox“=0s ‘be assembled (people)’
Vt'x=&y?us ‘make lightning’ vhot=dy?us ‘of good colour’

In the words listed in (6), which in terms of stress orientation are exemplary of the
majority of Root=LexS combinations in Squamish, it can be observed that stress falls on
theroot if it contains afull vowel, as shown by the formsin (6a), but on the suffix when
the root is schwa-based and contains a post-schwa obstruent, as seen in (6¢). When schwa
intheroot isfollowed by aresonant, asin (6b), the results are less predictablein that stress
fallsontheroot in some cases (6b.i), and on the suffix in other cases (6b.ii). The motivation
for choosing one of the (6b) patterns over the other is not transparent; it is apparently not
dependent on the resonant’ s place of articulation’: at least /m, n, w/ are found root-finally
in both stress patterns.

The stress patterns seen in (6) are for the most part reminiscent of those seen in bare
roots, where stress fell on the penultimate syllable if it contained afull vowel (cf. 6a) or a
schwa-resonant sequence (cf 6b.i), but not when it contained schwa followed by an
obstruent (cf. 6¢). However, stressin bareroots did not exhibit the variability found in the
stress patterns of Root=L exS words with root-final resonants.

It was mooted in Chapter 4 that the stress differences observed in schwa-based roots
and complex forms where schwa is followed by a resonant on the one hand, and an

obstruent on theother, fall out from the different waysin which these consonants are parsed

'Schwa-based roots ending in /h/ are an exception in that they tend to appear only in
patterns with suffix stress. Recall that /h/ is classified by Kuipers (1967) as aresonant (see
section 2.1.1.2 of Chapter 2).
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following another consonant. While the obstruent (K) in CKVC is parsed as an onset (just
asintervocalic consonants are), the resonant in CRV C is parsed as a coda; the latter isdue
to aphonological rule stating that a resonant is syllabic following another consonant (see
Chapter 2, section 2.1.1.1). However, theexamination of resonant glottalization at junctural
boundariesin Chapter 4 (section 4.2.2) indicated that a nonfinal resonant must systemati-

cally be parsed as a coda, even when it follows a full vowel. It was demonstrated in that

section that within afoot (for instance, in the root /k™3las ‘to shoot’), the resonant does not

undergo glottalization, but supplies an onset to the following syllable by means of
ambisyllabicity. In contrast, when the resonant is situated at a foot edge, resonant

glottalization usually takes place, allowing the onset requirement to be satisfied by the

epenthetic glottal (for instance, in /hihil?2it/ ‘roll; tr.”, footed (hihil)(?it); compare the

unreduplicated form /hilit/). The constraint CoDA-R, which ensures that resonants are
parsed into codas, is virtually undominated, ranking even above ONSET.

Chapter 4 showed further that not only do resonants (and not obstruents) syllabify as
codasintheenvironment just described, but, more than that, resonant consonantsin general
make better codas than do obstruents. Thus, although WEIGHT-BY-PosITION (Hayes 1989)
demands that all consonants be moraic whenin syllable codas, the ranking * WK >> WBYP
>> * /R places a greater penalty on assigning weight to obstruents in codas than it does
when the coda is a resonant. Together, these factors are able to explain why schwain a
penultimate syllable (whether inabare root or in adisyllabic complex form) can be stressed

when it is followed by a resonant, but not when the following consonant is an obstruent:

the penult in /CoR.V C/ contains a coda, and therefore the possibility of weight (aswell as
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minimal sanctions against assigning that weight); in contrast, /Co.KVC/ has no weight-

potential in the penult because the penult is codaless.?

Trandating thesefactorsinto an OT account of stressin suffixed forms (aselsewhere)
requires their strict ranking as CobA-R >> ONSET >> * /K >> NOCoDA >> WBYP >>
*WR. These constraints are interleaved with other constraints operative in the language as
in (7).

(7) CobpA-R >> ONSET >> * WK >> RT=FT& FTBIN-4 >> ALIGNL-WD >> ALIGNR-WD
>> NOoCoDA >> WBYP >> FTBIN-0 >> WSP’ >> RooT=FOOT >> FTBIN-J >>
FTFORM=TROCHEE >> PARSE-O, * /R
Recall that FTBIN-0 and FTFORM=TROCHEE define the optimal foot in Squamish as

being abinary (syllabic) trochee, and that ALIGNL-WD-FT and ALIGNR-WD-FT overseethe

proper alignment of foot and prosodic word at their left and right edges, respectively.

RT=FT& FTBIN-U passes any candidate that obeys one or the other of the relatively low-

ranked RooT=FooT and FTBIN-p. WSP’ is responsible for assigning prominence to

syllables that contain weight.

Thetableaux in (8-9) analyse stressin Root=L exS concatenations consisting of afull-
vowelled monosyllabic root in combination with a monosyllabic and a disyllabic suffix,
respectively. Recall that only full vowels have intrinsic weight; they are therefore always
shown as linked to a mora in the tableaux. Consonants, on the other hand, are subject to
weight by position and, as such, they are not automatically given moraic status, even in

codas:. although WBY P demandsthat codas be assigned weight, the constraint ranking * WK

®Recall that schwais weightless.
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>> WBYP >> * /R gives resonants the advantage over obstruentsin this respect; as well,
extrinsic weight may not be assigned (even in the case of resonants) if to do so would result
in an overly heavy foot (recall that the best feet contain exactly two moras).

According to RT=FT&FTBIN-, the best candidate in (8) is one that encloses a root
within afoot and/or has exactly two units of weight in any and all feet formed on the word,;
for instance, see (8a), which obeys both parts of this metaconstraint. However, adhering to
RT=FT& FTBIN-U results in violations against either or both ONSET (because the suffix is
vowel-initial) and * WK (since obstruent codas are preferred not to have weight). On the
other hand, failing to assign moraic status to the (obstruent) codaisin contravention of
WBY P, while non-exhaustive parsing of the disyllabic word violates FTBIN-0. Thus, the
best foot construction for /v p’i¢=ad/ is one that encompasses both syllablesin asingle foot
and, at the same time, contains exactly two units of weight (8e, f). Of these, the trochee in

(8e) is preferred over theiamb in (8f) because FTFORM=TROCHEE.

8) /p’ical/ ‘get one's hand caught’
TR ONSET | *wK | RT=FT& | ALIGN | ALIGN | WBYP | FTBIN | FT | PARSE
Vplic=ad FTBIN-u | L-WD | R-WD -0 |Form | -0
a L * e e o
(pic)(ac)
b TR x| o e e
(p'i)(cac)
c TRt *1 o o o o o
(p'i) cat
d TR * o o o o
p'i (C&C)
woe H M *
(p'i.cad)
f VRl * *1
(p'i.C&)
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The analysisin (8) showsthat the optimal stress outcome for adisyllabic Root=LexS
word has stress surfacing on afull vowel in the root. The same is true when the combina-
tionistrisyllabic and consists of amonosyllabic root and adisyllabic suffix, asseenin (9).

The analysisin (9) considers only candidates that are in adherence with the high-ranking

ONSET constraint; aform like (cig)(a.?an), which leaves the suffix onsetless by enclosing

theroot in afoot, istherefore not included among the candidates listed in the tableau.

(9) /cigatan/ ‘get stabbed in the cheek’

VRN *WK | RT=FT& | ALIGN | ALIGN | WBYP | FTBIN | FTFORM= | PARSE
vcig=a?an FTBIN-p | L-WD | R-WD -0 TROCHEE -0
a VRV *| * * *

(ci)(ga.?an)
b. VRV *| * * *
(ci)(g47an)
C. VRNV *| * * *
(ci.ga)(?an)
d p *1 * *
(ci.ga)(?an)
e U Hu *| * *
ci (ga.?an)
[ f 'J 'J “ * * *
(ci.ga) ?an

In (9), candidate (d) isdismissed summarily for assigning amorato an obstruent coda.
RT=FT& FTBIN-U eliminates candidates (a-C): each posits one degenerate foot. Candidate
(e) isruled out for violations to ALIGNL-WD, and the winner is (f), even though it failsto
properly align afoot at the right edge of theword. This constraint ranking permitsthefinal

syllable of the preferred form to remain unparsed: as (9d) shows, afoot formed on thefinal
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syllable of thisword is prevented from being wellformed by the strong prohibition against
assigning weight to obstruents.
Tableau (9) showed that in atrisyllabic Root=LexS concatenation, thebest formisone

that leaves the final syllable unparsed.® In contrast, when a Root=L exS word has an even
number of syllables, for instance, asin /t’ aga?=ayus/ ‘have ablack eye’, both exhaustive
parsing and multiplestressare possible. Thisisillustrated in (10). The constraints* WK and

FTBIN-0 are obeyed by all candidates listed in (10), and are therefore not included in the

tableau.

(10) /t &gar=&yud ‘have ablack eye

HH du CODA | ONSET | RT=FT& | ALIGN | WBYP | FTFORM= | PARSE
Vvt aga?=ayus -R FTBIN-U | R-WD TROCHEE | -0
- T TR T *x

(t'&ga)(?4y us)

b. “ I-'l I-'l H * % *!*
(tagd)(Ray us)

C. VETENTET *| * *%
(t'&ga) ray us

d. HU J M *| * * %
(t'aga?)(ayus)

e. u “ “ “ *! * * * % * %
(t'&gal) ayus

In (10), candidates (d-e) violate both CoDA-R and ONSET, in the first instance, by

failing to parse theintervocalic resonant in the suffix asacoda, and in the second instance,

Because unfooted, thefinal syllableisnot considered for stress, even secondary stress. The
forms recorded by Kuipersin the 1960's show a general reluctance on the part of speakers
of that day to place any degree of stresson the final syllables of words; judging from Bar-el
and Watt's more recent work, thisis not an issue for today’ s speakers. As mentioned in
Chapter 1, the analysis of stressin this dissertation is based on the Kuipers corpora.
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by parsing the root-final consonant asacodarather than asan onset. While (a-c) parse both
of theseintervocalic segments correctly, (a, b) are better candidates than (c), which failsto
align the right edge of afoot with that of the word. Of (a, b), the winner is (a), which has

only trochaic feet, in contrast to (b), whose feet are iambic. Because the word contains an

even number of syllables, two wellformed feet are possible (cf. the analysis of /cigatan/ in

9), each with stress.’

The analyses in (8) through (10), which show that the root portion of a Root=LexS
word with no lexical accents is favoured for stress if it contains a full vowel, cannot
unequivocally be extended to forms involving roots with schwa. The comparative data,
previoudly listed in (6), are repeated herein (11). Note once again that the wordsin (11b),
which are based on roots containing schwa followed by a resonant, show variable stress
outcomes, with some mimicking the pattern found when the root contains a full vowel
(11a), in which case the root is stressed, and others copying the stress pattern found when

the schwa-based root is obstruent-final (11c), in which case stress is on the suffix.

°The form represented by candidate (10a) accurately portrays the word as transcribed by
Kuipers (that is, with two acute accents). However, as Kuipers (1967) himself points out,
in cases of multiple stress, only one of the stresses marked is primary, and this tends to be
the leftmost one. The expected stress outcome for the word analysed in (10) would thus be
/tégatayus/; thisresult can be achieved by including the constraint LEFTMOST inthelineup
(recall from Chapter 5 that LEFTMOST situates the head foot of a prosodic word at the left
edge of the prosodic word and, further, that FTFORM=TROCHEE >> LEFTMOST). Since this
dissertation relies on the Kuipers corpora, and since Kuipers did not mark degree of stress,
left/right orientation of main word stress is not of primary concern here.
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(11) Root=LexS: No lexical accents
a. Root has full vowel: stress on root
Vpié=a¢ ‘getoneshand caught’  vqgix=us  ‘blind’
Vcig=alan ‘get stabbed inthecheek’ Vx“é&y=a¢ ‘haveaparalysed army’

b. Root has schwa followed by resonant
i. Stresson root

Vt'dm=us ‘hurt one' sface Vg vél=ain ‘ear
vx"i=ayus ‘ break through (ab. sun, moon)’ (vVx"ay)
ii. Stresson suffix
Vtom=&y? ‘want; get hungry for'  vVqow=0s-m ‘pull in one's head’
vc'oh=Us ‘get hitin the face’ v¢'oh=&yus-n ‘punch s.o. in the eye

¢. Root has schwafollowed by obstruent: stress on suffix
VK'¥g=& ‘have branch hanging off’ vVox“=0s ‘be assembled (people)’
Vt'x=&y?us ‘make lightning’ vhot=éy?us ‘of good colour’

Aspreviously mentioned, the stress differences noted between the Root=LexSwords
in (11b.i) versus (11c) are along the lines of those discussed in Chapter 3, where it was
found that in bare roots, a syllable containing schwais able to attract stress when schwais
followed by a resonant, but not when an obstruent follows it. Recall from discussionsin
Chapter 4 and earlier in this chapter that the stressability of schwa in the environment of
afollowing resonant (but not an obstruent) follows from arule that parses resonants into
codas.

Asregards stress, the role of CobA-R is noncrucial in Root=LexS words formed on
roots containing full vowels: full vowels are intrinsically moraic, and their syllables are
therefore automatically targeted for stress. In contrast, in the analysis of Root=LexSwords
involving schwa-based roots, the high-ranking CobA-R plays a crucia role in deciding
whether the root can be stressed or not because parsing a root-final consonant as a coda

gives the otherwise weightless syllable in the root weight, and weight in a syllable makes
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the syllable visible to stress. This is illustrated in the following tableaux, which give

comparative analyses of Root=LexS words involving schwa-based roots ending in a

resonant on the one hand, and those ending in an obstruent on the other.

The first analysis, which is of a disyllabic form consisting of a CoR root combined

with amonosyllabic suffix, showswhy stressin such casesis permitted to land on theroot,

just as it did when the root contained a full vowel: although the form contains only one

inherent mora (and that in the final syllable), CoODA-R >> ONSET creates an environment

inwhich additional morascan beassigned (andinthe penultimate syllable). This, combined

with therelatively low penalty attached to assigning moraic status to resonants, permitsthe

default (penultimate) stress pattern to surface. DEP-NUC, an anti-insertion constraint, states

specifically that anucleus in the input must also be present in the output.

(12) /t'dmug ‘hurt one’ s face’

H CobA | ONSeT | RT=FT& | WBYP | FTBIN | WSP’ | DEP- | FTFORM= | *W/R
vt m=us -R FTBIN-U -0 Nuc | TROCHEE
a i *1 * * *
(' mas)
b. u *1 * * * *
(t's.mus)
C. nu *1 * * * *
(t'am.Us)
d. T * * * *1 *
(t'ams)
e o * * * *
(3 mus)
f. u *1 > * *
(3 mus)
g T *1 * > * * * *
(t'am)(us)
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In (12), candidates (a, b) are eliminated asaresult of violationsto CobA-R. Although
candidate (b) forces adisyllabic foot (unlike (a), which has amonosyllabic one), it parses
theintervocalic resonant asif it were an obstruent, that is, asan onset rather than as a coda;
because this leaves the penultimate syllable without weight, there is no alternative but to
stress the final syllable (erroneoudly). Candidates (c, g) correctly parse the resonant as a
coda, but failsto provide an onset for the following syllable. Candidate (f), which differs
from the winning candidate only in that it fails to link amorato the ambisyllabic resonant,
cannot pass RT=FT& FTBIN-p because it violates both of the conjoined constraints (unlike
(e), which violates RooT=F00T, but obeys FTBIN-L). Candidate (€) then eventually wins
over (d) because, unlikethelatter, it obeys FTFORM=TROCHEE. Asaresult, word stressfalls
on theroot, just as in combinations with full vowelsin the root.

A crucia point of the analysisin (12), which involves a resonant-final schwa-based
root, isthat in addition to being parsed as a coda, the resonant must be assigned weight; the
root’ s syllable contains no inherent weight, since it lacks afull vowel, and its ability to be
stressed is therefore contingent on weight provided in the resonant. In contrast, in similar
combinationswith afull vowel root, the best solution is one that does not assign weight to
the intervocalic resonant, since to do so would result in violations to both components of

RT=FT& FTBIN-W. Thisisillustrated in (13).
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(13) /x"ayall ‘have a paralysed arm’

VRV CoDA | ONSET | RT=FT& | WBYP | FTBIN | WSP’ | FTFORM= | *W/R
VxVay=ad -R FTBIN-H -0 TROCHEE
a T x| > *
(x"ayac)
b. T x| > *
(x"ay.ac)
& C TR > *
(x"ay &)
d. T x| * * *
(x"ay ac)

The tableau in (13) shows that although the intervocalic resonant in a Root=LexS
word formed on aroot with afull vowel is parsed similarly to that in a Root=LexS word
formed on a schwa-based root (given CODA-R >> ONSET), the optimal candidate does not
contain added weight in the resonant. In fact, any candidate that does assign weight to the
resonant, such asthat in (13d), is rejected because its foot contains an excess of weight.

Theanalysisin (12) is of acombination inwhich the resonant-final schwa-based root
bears stress (seetheformsin (11b.i)). This analysis cannot account for variantslike those
listedin (11b.ii), which feature stresson the suffix. Notethat the suffix isstressed primarily
in cases where either the root-final consonant is/h/ or the root is obstruent-final and the
suffix resonant-final. An examination of similar words in the corpus shows that stressis
typically not attracted to schwa-based roots ending in //*; in thisway at least, /n/ does not
behave like a resonant, but rather like an obstruent (see discussion in Chapter 2, section

2.1.1.2, and recall Clements’ 1990 claim that laryngeal s are outside the sonority scale). As

“An exception is/c'3ht/ (~ /c &) ‘hit; tr.” (cf. /pdnt/ ‘to bury’, /cx3t/  push (a person)’).
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such, the best analysis for words like /c’shig/ “ get hit in the face’ isone, likethat in (14),
which treats the root-final /h/ as an obstruent.

In contrast to Root=LexS words like /t' dmug/, analysed in (12), in adisyllabic form

combining a CoK or a Csh root with a monosyllabic suffix, stress cannot but land on the

suffix: because CODA-R does not apply, syllabification is governed by ONSET, and the
obstruent is forced into an onset (and not a coda), leaving no possibility of (additional)
weight in the penult. Thisisillustrated in (14). ONSET, ALIGNL-WD, and ALIGNR-WD are

obeyed by all candidateslisted inthetableau, and are therefore excluded from the tableau.

(14) /c'shig ‘get hit in the face

*WK | RT=FT& | WBYP | FTBIN | WSP’ | DEP- | FTFORM=
V¢’ h=us FTBIN-U -0 Nuc | TROCHEE
a U % % x|
(c'has)
b u * % x| o
(c'3.hus)
P u % x o o
(c'a.his)
d. L *| * *
(c'a.his)

In (14), candidate (d), which isthe only candidate to assign amorato the single coda
inthefoot, failsbecause* WK >> RT=FT& FTBIN-L. Therest of the candidates fare equally
on WBYP, aswell ason RT=FT& FTBIN-|.. However, candidate (a), which ismonosyllabic,
is subsequently eliminated by FTBIN-0, while (b) is ruled out by the WSP’ (because the
final syllable has weight but no stress assigned to it). The winning candidate, then, is (c),

which isadisyllabic iamb with aweightlessinitial syllable.
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Theanalysisin (14) sufficesfor CoK rootsingeneral (that is, aswell asfor Cohroots)
except in that CoK roots in combination frequently surface without schwa, for instance, as
in/gx™ag (from vgex™=us) ‘ be assembled (people)’ (but cf., for example, /qoxat/ ‘ much,

many’, in which schwa is extant). This may be partially due to the fact that, to a limited
extent, juxtaposed obstruents are permitted in the (initial) onsets of roots (see Chapter 2,
section 2.2.3.1). Aside from this, it is not clear whether the presence or absence of schwa
in these complex forms is a matter of free variation or, if not, what motivates schwa's
inclusion or exclusion from surface representation. It is possible, as Urbanczyk (p.c.)

suggests, that a syllabic element isindeed present and represented by avoiceless schwain

these cases (for instance, as [goxus]), although Kuipers' (1967) does not represent themin

this manner.

In acomparison of the analysesfor (12) and (14), which feature Root=LexSwordsin
which the schwa-based root ends in aresonant (12) and in an obstruent (14), respectively,
it can be observed that both forms prefer a disyllabic foot shape. The fact that they have
different stress configurations can be attributed to the presence or absence of potential
weight-bearing units in the penultimate syllable: in the absence of afull vowel, asyllable
must have a codalif it is to be assigned weight.

Thetableau in (15) analyses atrisyllabic Root=L exS word formed on a schwa-based

root ending in an obstruent, namely, /t' x=ay?us/. ONSET is again omitted, asis * WK: no

candidate in the list violates the former constraint, and all obey the latter.
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(15) /t'xéy?ud ‘make lightning’

TR RT=FT& | ALIGN | ALIGN | WBYP | FTBIN | FTFORM= | *WR | PARSE
V' x=ayus FTBIN-u | L-WD | R-WD -0 | TROCHEE e
a VIV *1 * * * i *
t' (xdy.2us) i
b. VT *1 i *
t' (xdy.2us) i
N W *] - - e ]
(t' .xay)(1us) i
d. VT *| * * i *
(' .xay)2us i
ey *| *
(' xay.?us) i
o f VR * i
(t'xay.2us) I

In (15), candidates (a, ¢, €) are ruled out by RT=FT& FTBIN-L. Candidates (b, d) are
subsequently eliminated for failing to align afoot at the left and at the right edge of the
word, respectively, and (f), which parses the entire Root=LexS complex into a single

disyllabic foot, wins.

Noticethe difference in outcome between thistrisyllabic form, which containsa CoK

root, and that which obtainswhen a CAK (full-vowel) root isinvolved (asisthe caseinthe

analysis of /cigatan/; see 9): when theroot hasafull vowel, a disyllabic foot formed on the

two leftmost syllables (which encompasses the root and the first syllable of the suffix) is
wellformed and therefore passesRT=FT& FTBIN- (see 9f). In contrast, positing adisyllabic
foot on the root and the first suffix syllable when the root features schwa followed by an
obstruent resultsin afatal violation to ALIGNL-WD (see 15d). (Although (9f) also violates

ALIGNL-WD, theviolationisnot fatal inwords containing an uneven number of syllables.)
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In the former case, the best candidate posits an unparsed syllable at the right edge of the
word, in the latter case, the best candidate is fully parsed.

The analysis of Root=LexS combinations thus far has taken into consideration only
wordsinwhich neither thelexical suffix nor theroot containlexical accents. Althoughthere
are alimited number of accentually marked suffixes in Squamish, the presence of accent
has the capacity to significantly alter the configuration of stressin words. The discussion
inthe next section providesan account of the effectsof underlying accent on concatenations
consisting of aroot and an accentually marked lexical suffix. While Squamish does also
have roots with accentual marking (that is, in addition to lexical suffixes thus marked), the
default stress pattern is such that the stress effects are not transparent, the root being
favoured for stressin any case (recall that roots are taken as accentually marked if in their
bare forms they fail to adhere to a predictable pattern of stressing a penultimate syllable
with weight). In fact, an accented root would haveto be schwa-based to show these effects,
and examples of schwa-based accented roots have not been found in the corpus. Therefore,

such examples are not discussed here.

6.1.3. Root=L exSwords with lexical accent

It was pointed out earlier that lexical accentuation has only a small part to play in the
overall stress patterns of Squamish, as the vast mgjority of morphemes in Squamish are
unmarked for accent. Recall that a lexically accented morpheme is a morpheme whose
representation in the lexicon includes aspecial marking that showseither that it is accented
(inherently) or that it is inherently unaccented (or unstressable). While roots are here

deemed lexically accented if their stress patterns deviate from the default established in
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Chapter 3, suffixes are considered accented if they aways carry the main word stress, even
with full-vowel roots, and they are considered unaccented if they consistently fail to carry
primary stress, even with schwa-based roots. Inherently unaccented roots were not found
in the corpus; if existing, such roots would be expected to avoid stress at all costs, given
that there are cross-linguistic tendencies to value faithfulness to morphological roots over
faithfulness to affixes (see discussion in section 6.2.2).

Root=LexSwordsin which stressis affected by lexical accent are exemplifiedin (16-
17), where (16) contains examples of words with an accented lexical suffix, and (17),
examples with lexical suffixes that are unaccentable.

(16) Root=LexS wordswith lexical accents: accented suffix?
a Vcag“=&ya?n ‘haveone'sear bleeding’ (cf. vcig=afan ‘ get stabbed in cheek’)
b. svVq“oh=aya?n ‘hole through the ear’

(17) Root=LexS words with lexical accents. unaccented suffix

a n-v/cag=i2eq” ‘bad (< =ay?eq™)

b. vVcdxW=i?aq™  ‘get hit on the head’ (cf. vcoh=4yus ‘get punched in eye’)

In the exemplary data, the effects of lexical accent in the suffix on overall word stress
are easily transparent: theformsin (16) show that when the suffix isaccented it will get the
stress regardless of the quality of the vowel in the root, and those in (17) show that when

the suffix is unaccented stressfalls on the root, again regardless of the quality of itsvowel.

2Comparative words with no lexical accent are given (in parentheses) only in those cases
where the presence of lexical accent resultsin astress pattern different from that predicted
by the default established in the previous section.
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The analysis of stress in Root=LexS words where at least one morpheme contains
lexical accent utilizes a constraint proposed by McCarthy (1995) as a means of ensuring
prosodic faithfulness between an input form and its corresponding output form; see (18).
(18) HEAD-MAX (McCarthy 1995)

If o € S, isaprosodic head in aword and a3, then 3 is a prosodic head.

HEAD-MAX states that a segment earmarked as a prosodic head in the input will also
beaprosodic headinthe output. In hisaccount of prosodic faithfulnessin Cupefio, Alderete
(1996) provides the following insightful commentary on the application of HEAD-MAX.

For concreteness, | assumethat the prosodic category relevant to the meaning of

HEAD-MAX is the moraic head. Therefore, HEAD-MAX asserts that, for every

underlying segment dominated by a stressed morawhich hasacorrespondent in

the output, therelated output segment will al so be dominated by astressed mora.

If it happensthat agiven input isnot specified for prosodic structure, or aninput

prosodic head has no correspondent in the output, then faithfulness to input

prosody is not relevant (Alderete 1996:6).

Adding HEAD-MAX to the lineup of phonological constraints utilized earlier in this
chapter to explain the occurrence of default stress in Root=LexS words allows for a
facilitative account of stressin Root=LexSwordswith lexical accents; thisisdemonstrated
in the series of tableaux that follow. The preliminary tableaux sets in (19-20) provide an
indication as to how stress configures in words that contain accented suffixes (19) and in
words that contain unaccented suffixes (20); in each case, the expected result is shown for
concatenationswith both full-vowel and schwa-based roots, although theresultisnot infact
affected by the quality of the vowel intheroot. To best show the effects of accent on stress,

the tableaux utilize hypothetical (abstract) Root=LexS forms consisting maximally of a

binary syllabic foot; however, the analysis of actual words will be undertaken later in the
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section. Note that lexical accent in the input is indicated as “+” for a morpheme that is
inherently accented, “—” for one that isinherently unaccented. An output form that places
stress on an input “+”-marked morpheme satisfies HEAD-MAX; one that stresses an input
“_"-marked morpheme violatesit.

19) a. Root=LexS with accented LexS: full vowel in root

+ HEAD FTForRM=
/ROOT=LEX/ -MAX TROCHEE
a VCAC=LEX *1

= b, VCAC=LEX *

b. Root=LexS with accented LexS: schwa in root

+ HEAD FTForRM=
/ROOT=LEX/ -MAX TROCHEE
a VC3C=LEX *1
= b, V/CoC=LEX *

The tableaux set in (19), which shows the analysis of Root=LexS words combining
an accentually unmarked root with an inherently accented lexical suffix, demonstrates that
faithfulness to lexical accent is more important than is adherence to trochaic foot form;
thus, stressfalls on the lexical suffix in combinations with afull-vowel root (19a), as well
asin those with a schwa-based root. In combinations featuring a schwa-based root ending

in an obstruent, thisresult does not differ from one where both morphemes are accentually

unmarked (cf. the analysis of /Vgeh=0g in 14), as stress will fall on the lexical suffix

whether or not it isaccented. However, the result does differ from the default when the root

contains either a full vowel or a syllabic resonant (cf. the analyses of /Vp' i¢=a¢/ and
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IVt dm=us/ in tableaux 8 and 12, respectively), since these roots, which have the potential
of bearing weight, are ordinarily favoured for stress, compare/caq™=ayatin/ ‘haveone’ sear

bleeding’, which has an accented suffix, with v cig=a?an ‘ get stabbed in cheek’, where the

suffix is accentually unmarked.

In contrast to (19), where deviations from the default stress pattern will be found in
combinationsinvolving aroot containing either afull vowel or aschwa-resonant sequence,
when the suffix is inherently unaccented, asin (20), the divergent results will be seenin
combinations with obstruent-final schwa-based roots, as the unaccentability of the suffix

forces stress onto the root even in the absence of weight (or weight-potential) in that
morpheme; compare /c3x™=i7aq"/ ‘get hit on the head’, which features an inherently
unaccented suffix, with /coh=&yus/ ‘ get punched in eye’, in which the suffix is accentually

unmarked.

20) a. Root=LexS with unaccented LexS: full vowel in root

- HEAD FTForRM=
/ROOT=LEX/ -MAX TROCHEE
= a VCAC=LEX
b. VCAC=LEX *1 *

b. Root=LexS with unaccented LexS: schwain root

- HEAD FTForRM=
/ROOT=LEX/ -MAX TROCHEE

= a  VC3C=LEX

b. VCoC=LEX * *
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Although the outcomein (20a), which stressesthe full vowel in theroot, would bethe
expected result even if the suffix were not unaccentable, that in (20b), which stresses a
schwa-based root, is not. Again, HEAD-MAX >> FTFORM=TROCHEE accounts for the fact
that inherently unaccented lexical suffixes do not get stress even when attached to schwa-
based roots, regardless of the quality of the post-schwa consonant.

The atypical stress results seen in (19-20) are demonstrated with actual Squamish

wordsin (21-22). Theformsevaluated in these tabl eaux are /v cag™=aya?n/ ‘ have one' s ear

bleeding’, which features an accented suffix appended to aroot with afull vowel (21), and

IV esx™=i?a0"/ ‘ get hit on the head’, which features an unaccented suffix combined with

a schwa-based root (22). Note that the lexical suffix /=ayatn/ must be anaysed as

trisyllabic: sincethefinal consonant, aresonant, followsanother consonant (the glottal stop)
in the same morpheme, it is syllabic.

Shortage of space forces the omission in (21) of a number of constraints, including
*WK, which is obeyed by all of the listed candidates, FTBIN-g, which is noncrucially
violated by (d), and PARSE-0, which is noncrucialy violated by (d, €); recall that WeYP

>> FTBIN-0 >> FTFORM=TROCHEE >> PARSE-O.
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(21) /cag™ayain/ ‘have one's ear bleeding’

+ HEAD | ONSET | RT=FT& | ALIGN | ALIGN | WBYP | FTForRM=
L MM -MAX FTBIN-p | L-WD | R-WD TROCHEE
vcagV=ayain
a VRV *| * * *
(cag™a)(yan)
b. VRV *| * * %
(caq™@(yan)
= C H M MM o
(caq™@(yan)
d. u VR *| * * % *
(cag™)(aya)n
e, VRN VETI *| * *
ca(g’aya)in

In (21), candidate (a) assigns stress to the vowel in the accentually unmarked root
rather than to one in the inherently accented lexical suffix, and fails for this reason: a
prominence in the input must have a match in the output. Candidate (d) is eliminated for
neglecting to provide thefirst syllable in the second foot with an onset; and candidates (b,
e) areruled out by RT=FT& FTBIN-pand ALIGNL-WD, respectively. Thewinner thenisthe
fully parsed candidate in (c): the high ranking of HEAD-MAX is responsible for the
emerging of a candidate with two non-trochaic feet (compare candidates (a, c)).

The tableau in (22) analyses the occurrence of stressin a Root=LexS word in which
aschwa-based obstruent-final root isin combination with an inherently unaccented suffix.
Asin(21),* WK, FTBIN-0 (whichisnoncrucially violated by candidates (a-d)), and PARSE-
o (noncrucialy violated by (e)), are not shown. All listed candidates adhere to ALIGNL-

WD, which is also omitted from the tableau.
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(22) IVcaxV=i?aq™/ ‘get hit on the head’
— HEAD | ONSET | RT=FT& | ALIGN | WBYP | WSP’ | FTFORM=

m -MAX FTBIN-4 | R-WD TROCHEE
veaxV=itaq”
—_— u x x x x
(C5.X71)(25G")
b u % x x o

(co.x™ D) (?29™)

C. “ *! * ** *

(cax™)(i.229™)

d. H *| * * *
(C3x™)(i.25G%)

e H * *| * *
(C5.X"1) 200"

In (22), HEAD-MAX summarily dismisses candidates (b, ), which assign stressto the
full vowel in theinherently unaccented lexical suffix. Candidate (d) failson ONSET, (€) on
ALIGNR-WD, and this|eaves (a) as the winning candidate, despite the fact that stressfalls
on syllable with neither inherent nor assigned weight.

Theunusual stress patternsseenin (21), where thelexical suffix ispreferredto afull-
vowel root for stress, and in (22), where an obstruent-final schwa-based root getsthe stress
even in the presence of afull vowel in the suffix, obtain as aresult of the high placement
of HEAD-MAX intheconstraint rankings, whereit dominatesall other constraints, including

ONsET, RT=FT& FTBIN-L, and both constraints governing foot alignment.

6.1.4. Summary: basic patterns

Theanalysisin the foregoing sections has shown that stressasit occursinwordsconsisting
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of aroot and alexical suffix islargely accountable in terms of the constraints and rankings

listed in (23).

(23) HEAD-MAX >> CODA-R >> ONSET >> * /K >> RT=FT& FTBIN-J1 >> ALIGNL-WD
>> ALIGNR-WD >> WBYP >> FTBIN-0 >> WSP’ >> RooT=F00T >> FTBIN-p >>
DeP-NuC >> FTFORM=TROCHEE >> PARSE-O, *W/R
With regard to stress, the presence of lexical accent in one or both morphemes

interacts with vowel quality in the root in the following way. An accented root gets the
stress regardiess. An accented suffix is stressed when it is affixed to aroot that does not
have lexical accent (hypothetically, also one that is inherently unaccented). Thus, the
interaction of lexical accent with vowel quality in theroot yieldsthefollowing possibilities
for the stress patterns examined in this section. Asbefore, “+” above amorphemeindicates
that it isinherently accented, while“—" designatesit asinherently unaccented; “1” is used
to indicate that the concatenation with which it is associated is unattested in the data.

(24) a RoOot=LexS

+
i. VCVC=LexS
ii. VCAC=LexS
iii. VCoR=LexS
+ +
iv. VCVC=LexSt
b. Root=LéxS
- +
i. VCVC=LexS
ii. VCoK=LexS

iii. VCVC=LexSt

Thecasesin (24a.iv) and (24b.ii1) rate special mention as hypothetical representations

of expected stress patterns if both root and lexical suffix were either inherently accented
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(24a.iv) or inherently unaccented (24b.iii). Although concrete proof isnot availablein that
the postulated accentual combinations were not found in the corpus, stress would be
expected to fall on the root if both morphemes were accented, but on the suffix if both
morphemes were unaccented; the hypothesized results in both instances are based on
observations (for instance, by Kempley and Morton 1982, M cCarthy and Prince 1995, and
many others) that languages tend to value faithfulness to roots over faithfulness to affixes
(see further discussion in section 6.2.2).

In summary, then, primary stress falls on the root without question if it is accented
(24a.i). In combination with an accentually unmarked lexical suffix the root also bears
stress if it contains either a full vowel (24a.ii) or a schwa-resonant sequence (24a.iii).
Furthermore, stressfalls on the lexical suffix if it, but not the root, is accented (24.i) or if

it is affixed to a monosyllabic schwa-based root without lexical accents (24b.ii).

6.2. Semantically deter mined patterns of stressin Root=L exS words

Theinteraction of phonologica and morphol ogical factorsdescribed in the previoussection
isableto account for the occurrence of stressin amajor portion of the Squamish datain the
Kuipers corpus. However, there are itemsin the datawhere stressis not explained by these

means; of special interest are Root=LexSwordsin which primary stressfalson thelexical

suffix even when in combination with an accented root (an exampleis/stagiwul/* ‘ colt’,

Recall from earlier discussion in this chapter that aroot is considered to be accented on
the basis of its failure to adhere to predictable stress patterns pertaining to roots, which
favour a penultimate syllable with weight; since /stagiw/ has final stress even though it
contains afull vowel, and thus weight, in the penult, we can conclude that it is accented.
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<Vstagiw™ ‘horse’, =ult * young specimen (human or animal)’) and wordsin which stress
falls neither on the root nor on the suffix but rather on an epenthetic schwain between the

two morphemes (for example, /taydwit/ ‘race-canoe’); more examples are listed in (25).

(25) a. pusult ‘kitten’ (cf. puS‘cat’; =ult ‘young specimen’)
musmasult  ‘calf’ (cf. mismos ‘cow’)
stagiwalt “colt’ (cf. stagiw ‘horse’)
Titutalxa “have no appetite (cf. ?itut ‘sleep’; =alxa ‘throat’)

K'Vinét “how many times? (cf. k’™in ‘“how many? ; =at ‘times’)
xatucnat ‘four times
xucnatsa ‘forty’ (cf. xarucn ‘four’; =atSa ‘ multiple of ten’)

tgaCatsa ‘eighty’

b. tamdwit ‘what kind of boat? (cf. tdm ‘what kind? ; =wit ‘belly, canoe,
container’)
taydwit ‘race-canoe’ (cf. tay ‘canoe race’)
Xoyx3dwit ‘war-canoe’ (cf. xdyx ‘war’)

xapitdwit  ‘large wooden platter’ (cf. xopéy? ‘cedar’)
c'ay?dwittn ‘canoe-shed’ (cf. c’&y? ‘be sheltered’; ¢’ &y?tn ‘umbrella’)

¥Shaw (p.c.) notes that the cognate form in Musqueam, namely, /staiw/, containsasingle
vowel, and suggests that /& in the penultimate syllable of Squamish /stagiw/ may be a
surface manifestation of schwa in the vicinity of the uvular /g/, the point being that, with
no weight in the penult, final stressin t/staqiw/ would be predictable. Thisin fact accords
with Bar-el and Watt’ s (1998) identification of the Squamish root as having the surface
form [stogéw] (from presumed underlying /stogiw/). However, it is a matter of note that
schwa in the surface form does not necessarily point to an underlying schwa; it could as
well result from an underlying full vowel, given the high incidence of unstressed vowel
reduction (see Kuipers 1967:35-36). In any case, according to Kuipers (1967:27), the
expected surface representation of schwain the environment of a preceding coronal and a
following uvular is[] (for instance, asin /%0/ [Szq] ‘befinished’). To conclude, Kuipers
(1967) consistently transcribes the root in question as /stagiw/, that is, with an underlying
full vowel in the penult, and what is more, the form is not amended in his subsequent
additions to the Squamish grammar and lexicon (found in Kuipers 1969, 1989). For these
reasons, and because the analysisis based on the Kuipers' corpora, | feel justified in using
/stagiw/ here.
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What isinteresting about the datalisted in (25a) isthat in contravention of the default

stress patterns established in prior sections, the lexical suffix gets primary word stresseven

in caseswhereit isfound in combination with an accented root, asisthe casein/stagiwuli/;

recall that in the default pattern primary stress fell without question on the accented
morpheme in such cases. In (25b), the listed examples contain a lexical suffix that is
inherently unaccented: if the default stress pattern applied, primary stressshould fall onthe

root, which has no accentual markings; and this should be the case regardless of vowel

quality in the root (cf. /cax™i?oq™/ ‘ get hit on head’). Instead, stressfalls on an epenthetic

between—morphemes schwa.

It is my contention that in the majority of such holdout cases stress is not idiosyn-
cratic, although it may appear that way, but can be accounted for by an appeal to semantic
factors, specifically, to theideaof semantic headednessin morphosyntactic structures; such
an analysisis based on Revithiadou’s (1999) theory of head dominance, discussed in the

next section.

6.2.1. Revithiadou’s (1999) theory of head dependence and head dominance

Thefoundation for Revithiadou’ sanalysis of Salishan lexical suffixes comes from a paper
by Czaykowska-Higgins (1996, 1998; see adso Czaykowska-Higgins, Willett, and Bart
1996), which analyses|exical suffixesin Moses-Columbian asbeing of two types, namely,
referential suffixes, which syntactically incorporate into the root, and non-referential
suffixes, which form alexical compound with theroot. In Moses-Columbian, thetwo LexS

types are apparently located in different morphological domains, with the non-referential,
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compound types being found in the same stem as the root, while the referential,
incorporating typesreside outside the morphol ogical steminthe morphological word. This
isillustrated in (26).

(26) Structure of words in Moses-Columbia Salish (Czaykowska-Higgins 1998:154)

Morphological structure:

[yw ASP [4s LOC RED [,x VROOT],,x RED PA LS],,s LSTR O S\

ITRASP

Building on Czaykowska-Higgins groundbreaking theoretical analysis of lexical
suffixes in Moses-Columbian, Revithiadou (1999) claims that the outcome of stressin
Root=LexS words in Salishan languages is dependent on the location of the head in the
morphosyntactic structure. Thus, in words resulting from an incorporation process, asin
the Thompson examplesin (27), thelexica suffix (which asan argument of the root never
heads the structure) getsthe stress only in exceptional cases, specifically, when the lexical
suffix isaccented or when the root is schwa-based. In contrast, in Root=LexS compounds,
likethosein (28), the lexical suffix isahead modified by the root, and consequently stress
habitually lands on the suffix regardless of the phonological and accentual properties that
influence the outcome of stress in incorporating structures. All examples listed in (27-28)
are cited in Revithiadou (1999), and all are from Thompson Salish and are attributable to
Thompson and Thompson (1996); included in parentheses are the underlying forms of the

individual morphemes involved, with lexical accent marked.™

Default stress in Thompson falls on the leftmost full vowel or, in the absence of full
vowelsin the word, on the rightmost schwa.
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(27) Root=LexS incorporations in Thompson (cited in Revithiadou 1999:229)

a. kVén=kn’ ‘grab s.o. by the back (of clothes)’
v grasp=back (/K™ énl, I=ikn’ /)

b. n/paw’ =ikn’ ‘get alayer of ice on top’
Loc/v freeze=top (/paw’/, I=ikn’/)

C. t&xV=yek’ ‘lower s.t., s.0. with arope’
vlower=rope (téx™1, I=eyek’ /)

d. n/paw’ =ymx™ ‘the ground is frozen’
Loc/vfreeze=ground  (/paw’/, /-uymx™/)

e. cok=x3n ‘get foot chopped or cut’
vhew=foot (/cakl, I=xan/)

f. mok™?=l0s-m ‘cover one' sface

vwrap=face-MIDDLE  (/mok™?/, /=us/)

(28) Root=L S compoundsin Thompson (cited in Revithiadou 1999:231)

a. pitk¥=x3n ‘dust from wheels (of vehicle)’
vdusty=foot, wheel  (/pay’ ok™, I=xon/)
A ixVel=xén ‘different shoes
v different=shoe (/A ix™ell, I=xan/)
wertwit=x3n ‘lower part of hind foot or leg’
v behind="foot (lwedwit/, /=xon/)

b. p'uAr’=qin ‘misty, foggy on top of the mountain’
vVmisty=top (/p'ui’/, gin/)
sip’ec’=qin ‘scalp (animal or person)’
v'skin=head (/sip’ éc’/, I=qin/)

c. kawpuyh=ésK’i? ‘cowboy song’
v cowboy=song (kawpuy/, I=esk’i?/)
Tal’ pix=€sKk’i? ‘dahal (game) song’
v'slahal=song (/gal’ pix/, lesk’i?/)
yuweh=ésK'i? ‘herbalist song’
vherbalist=song (yaweh/, /esk’i?/)

Although Revithiadou providesdetail ed analyses of Root=L exSconstructionsthat are
incorporating, she does not do so for compound Root=L exS structures. Instead, one is left

to assume that such an analysis would be similar to that for Root-GrS combinations (see
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Chapter 7). Both compound-type lexical suffixes and grammatical suffixes function as
heads (and as such command stress) when combined with a root, in contrast to lexical
suffixes in predicate structures, which do not.

In what follows, | make use of Revithiadou’ s hypothesis of the dominance of lexical
heads to provide asemantically driven account of the more unusual stress patterns seen in
Root=L exS formations in Squamish. The outcome of stress in formations in which the
lexical suffix is head, or modifier—head structures, will be addressed in sections 6.2.2
through 6.2.4, whilethat in formations where theroot is head, asisthe case in head—theme
predicate structures, will be discussed in section 6.2.5.

Theanalysisof stressin these sectionsrideson anumber of assumptions about lexical
suffixes put forward in Bar-el and Watt (2000). The first of these assumptionsisthat, like
in Moses-Columbian, lexical suffixes in Squamish can be categorized in terms of their
morphosyntactic status in relation to the root: some lexical suffixes, it seems especially
thosereferring to body parts, areincorporatedinto the (verbal/adjectival) root, while others
form lexical compounds with the root. | aso adopt Bar-el and Watt’'s proposal that the
incorporating processin Squamish resultsin lexical rather than in syntactic compounds (in
contrast to Moses-Columbian). In addition, | agree with Bar-el and Watt that lexical
compounding triggers the formation of a new domain for stress, specifically, a new
prosodic stem, as opposed to lexical incorporation, in which both parts of a Root=LexS
combination are contained in a single prosodic stem.

However, unlike Bar-el and Watt (2000), | do not assume that individua lexical

suffixes are to be designated asinherently weak or strong, since a particular lexical suffix
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(for instance, /=wi¥/ ‘ belly, bowels, container’) may be incorporated into the root (*weak”
structure; for instance, in /p’ &k’ ™ (w)it/ ‘launch a canoe’) in one context but may form a

compound with the root (“strong” structure’; for instance, in /taydwil/ ‘race-cano€’) in

another.

6.2.2. Lexical suffix as head: modifier—head compound structures
In this section, | analyse the occurrence of stressin Root=LexS combinationsin which the
root and lexical suffix arein amodifier—head relation. | argue that in such cases the root

and lexical suffix occupy different stem domains, as Bar-el and Watt (2000) proposeisthe

case for most non-somatic lexical suffixes, including /=ult/ ‘young specimen’; examples

of combinations with this suffix arelisted in (29).

(29) /=ul¥/ ‘young specimen’ (based on Bar-el and Watt 2000)*°
a vpus=ult ‘kitten’
b. vVmixat=ult ‘bear cub’
c. VsixVal=tlt  ‘young child
d. vmismos=ult ‘calf’
e.Vsg"may=alt  ‘puppy’
f. Vstagiw=ult  ‘colt’
g. Vshthupit=0lt *baby rabbit’

The first thing to notice about these datais that primary stress is always on the final

syllable of the word, and thus on the lexical suffix. At first glance, it looks as though the

°In Bar-el and Watt these data are presented in the Squamish orthography. All examples
listed are also found in Kuipers (1967), but marked with asingle stress (whichin all cases
accordswith the primary stressintheformshere). Thewordsin (29a, d, f) were previously
listed under (25a); however, the data in (25), which were taken from the Kuipers corpus,
do not indicate secondary stress (or any additional stress).
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lexical suffix must be accented: according to the default stress patterns examined earlier in
this chapter, the stress pattern in (29) would be the expected result when a root without
lexical accentsis combined with an accented lexical suffix. However, in (29f), the suffix
is combined with aroot that isitself accented, namely, /v'stagiw/ ‘horse’.*” This being the
case, one would expect main stress to fall on the root, and not on the suffix, and the next
best aternative would be to show equal stress on both morphemes. The possible stress
patterns for a combination with two accented morphemes are listed in (30), where
candidates are evaluated in terms of HEAD-MAX, the constraint responsiblefor ensuring IO
faithfulness between prosodic heads. Recall that HEAD-MAX ranks highest among the
constraints utilized thus far in the analysis of Squamish stress.

30) Root=LexS: accented root; accented LexS (assuming it is accented)

+ + HEAD-MAX

TRTRT
s-Vtagiw=ult

& a (stagiw)(dlY)

= b (stagiw)(Ul?) *1
C. (stagiw)(ult) *|
d. (stagiw)(ul?) *|

Thetableau in (30) showsthat, in terms of HEAD-MAX alone, the best stressresult for

a concatenation consisting of two accented morphemes is one that allows main stress to

surface on both morphemes, just asin the input. While Kuipers' /stagiwull/ does have two

YAs dready mentioned, /stagiw/ is taken as accented because it fails to adhere to
phonologically-determined stress patterns for roots, which favour a penultimate syllable
with weight.
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prominencesin Bar-el and Watt’s (2000) version, thus, /v stagiw=0l#/, primary stressison

the suffix, and the accented root has only secondary stress.

According to HEAD-MAX, a word consisting of two accented morphemes should
surface with two primary stresses as indicated in the input. This is assuming that the two
morphemes have equal status, that neither holds any sort of advantage over the other.
However, it hasbeen generally observed that cross-linguistically faithfulnessto morphol og-
ical roots is valued over faithfulness to affixes.

The idea that roots are in an elite position in relation to affixes is not new, and, as
Alderete (1998) points out, it is well supported by evidence from a variety of sources,
including psycholinguistic evidence (gleaned from word recognition studies by, among
others, Kempley and Morton 1982; Fowler, Napps, and Feldman 1985) aswell asevidence
from inventories (see, for instance, McCarthy and Prince 1995; Urbanczyk 1996[2001];
Beckman 1998) and from phonological alternations (McCarthy and Prince 1995; Selkirk
1995). In essence, the evidence suggests that lexical items are stored and accessed in the
mental lexicon on the basis of roots rather than affixes, that rootstypically condone awider
variety of contrasts than affixes, and that phonological features are more likely to be
realized in roots than in affixes.

This concept that roots occupy a position of privilege over that of affixes has been
expressed in OT asfollows:

(31) Meta-constraint on constraint rankings (McCarthy and Prince 1995)
Root Faith >> Affix Faith
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The meta-constraint in (31), which assumesindividual constraintsfor root- and affix-
faithfulness, holdsthat, all thingsbeing equal, faithfulnessto theroot will alwaysbevalued

over faithfulness to the affix. However, this meta-constraint is no better able than HEAD-

MAX to effect the desired outcome for stress in Squamish words with /=ult/: evenif it is

accented, the lexical suffix would not be expected to bear the word’ s main stress because

ROOTFAITH outranks AFFIXFAITH. Thisis seen in (32), which again evaluates /stagiwuld/.

The tableau in (32) includes two candidates not considered in (30); candidates (32d, €)
differ from (30b, c) in that they show secondary as well as primary stress markings. Note
that HEAD-MAX is obeyed by any output form that faithfully reflects the fact and location
of accent intheinput, but does not differentiate between primary and secondary stress. On
the other hand, ROOTFAITH >> AFFIXFAITH suggeststhat, given two prominences, one of
whichis primary and the other secondary, the primary prominence would land on the root
and not on the suffix.

32) Root=LexS: accented root; accented LexS (assuming it is accented)

+ + HEAD-MAX | ROOTFAITH | AFFIXFAITH

TRTRT
s-Vtagiw=ult

A (stagiw)(dlY)

b.  (stagiw)(ul?) *1 *
C. (stagiw)(ul}) *1 *
— d. (stagiw)(dl}) *|

e (stagiw)(ult) *1
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The tableau in (32) shows that adding ROOTFAITH >> AFFIXFAITH to the equation
does not ater theresults of (30): instead of the actual form (represented by (d), as per Bar-
el and Watt 2000), the best candidateisstill considered to be candidate (a), which has equal
degrees of prominence on both morphemes. Even without candidate (a), the actual form
still does not come up as optimal, as ROOTFAITH >> AFFIXFAITH favours (32€), which has
main stress on the root rather than on the suffix. Some other solution is clearly required.

Further evidence that a nonstandard approach is called for in accounting for stressin
words like /stagiwult/ comes from observations about the way stress shift functionsin the
language asawhole. Ingeneral, adjacent syllable stressis not permitted in Squamish roots,
nor isit found in the majority of morphologically complex words, where multiple stress,
whenit surfaces, usually fallson alternating syllables.”® Thisisevident, for instance, in CV -
reduplicated stems (analysed in section 5.2.2 of Chapter 5), where the addition of the CV-

reduplicant, which tends to surface with primary stress, has the effect of causing a shift in

the stress pattern of theword asawhole. For instance, /2i?imas ‘bewalking’ surfaceswith

primary stress on the reduplicant and secondary stress on the final syllable of the root,

whereasthe unreduplicated root (/2ima¥) surfaceswith primary stressonitsinitial syllable;

to avoid stress clash in the reduplicated stem, /?i+?2ima&/ becomes /?i?imas/.

®Recall from Chapter 4 (section 4.3) that adjacent stress is permitted in certain types of
polymorphemic formations when the stressed vowels are separated by two consonants. In
contrast, stress does not ordinarily fall on adjacent syllables separated by a single
consonant.
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In contrast, words like those with /=ull/, listed in (29), do not show any sign of being
subject to stress-shift effects. Instead, the location of stress (where it surfaces) in the root
portion of the polymorphemic word is exactly the same asit is in the corresponding bare

root; for instance, consider /stagiwull/ ‘ colt’ (cf. /stagiw/ ‘ horse’) and /shuhupitult/ ‘ baby
rabbit’ (cf./shthupit/ ‘ rabbit’) versus/musmosild/ ‘ calf’ (cf. /mismes/‘ cow’).* In addition
toviolating ROOTFAITH >> AFFIXFAITH, then, /=ult/-type Root=LexS words are permitted

to violate * CLASH, and do so without penalty.”

The fact that stress clash, although not permitted in the language in generd, is

condoned in LexSwordslikethosewith /=ult/ arguesin favour of aseparate stemsanalysis

such asthat proposed for these words by Bar-el and Watt (2000). Root and lexical suffix,
then, are contained in different prosodic stems, with stress being computed separately for
each stem.

Although lexical suffixesin Squamish havenot in general been classed with roots (see
analyses and discussion in section 6.1), alexical suffix that occupies astem other than that
occupied by the morphological root must be categorized as such; this follows from the

minimal requirement of stems, which isthat they contain roots. Thisarguesfor the partial

prosodic analysisin (33), which is based on /pusil/ ‘kitten’. Recall from the analysis of

®Presumably, forms based on monosyllabic strong roots coul d also show up with stress on
the adjacent syllables of the root and suffix.

21t might reasonably be suggested that stress clash is condoned in /stagiwill/ simply
because the root has underlying accent on the final syllable. However, this cannot be the
case, since adjacent stress can also show up in combinationswith an accentually unmarked
root, for instance, in /v'shthupit=UlY/ ‘ baby rabbit’.
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reduplication in Chapter 5 that roots are aligned at the left edge of a prosodic stem by
means of ALIGN(RT, ST).

33) ALIGN(RT, ST), RT=FT& FTBIN-U >> FTBIN-O

IV pus=ull/ ALIGN | RT=FT& | FTBIN
‘kitten’ (RT,sT) | FTBIN-p | -0

"2 [ps[pr (PUS)]] [es [er (2uld)]]
B Tos [er (PUST] [ps [or 2uID)]]
€ lesler (PUS)] [er (2uld)]] !

**

*|

**

In (33), candidates (a, ¢) violate FTBIN-0 by proposing that each PRoot comprises a
foot. The difference between these two candidates is that candidate (c) does not align the
left edge of the second PRoot (which contains the lexical suffix) with that of a prosodic
stem, and it failsfor thisreason. Candidate (b), whichisalonein obeying FTBIN-0, isruled
out because it transgresses against the higher-ranking RT=FT& FTBIN-L. Clearly, the best
anaysisisonethat formsasingle foot on each root (the morphological root and thelexical
suffix). This constitutes evidence for adual stem analysis. recall that the best result for the
single-stem /p’i¢ac/ (analysed in 8) was one that enclosed both morphological root and
lexical suffix in asingle disyllabic foot.

With a prosodic analysisin which the root and lexical suffix are treated as two parts
of acompound, asin (33), theresolution of stress (in other words, the decision asto which
of the members of the compound getsthe main stress) becomes a prime matter for concern.
None of the factors considered up to this point (including HEAD-MAX, ROOTFAITH >>
AFFIXFAITH, the observation that stress clash is overlooked, and the classification of the

lexical suffix asaroot) are of help in this quest. Even if the lexical suffix is evaluated as
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aroot instead of as an affix, the best candidate is till one with primary stress in both

morphemes (for instance, */pusdly/).

Datalike those with /=ul/, then, do not follow the default stress patterns established

for Root=LexS concatenationsin section 6.1. Some other solution is clearly required, and
| propose hereto useinstead the head-dominance analysisof Revithiadou (1999) to account
for the facts.

Revithiadou analyses the way stress patterns in modifier—head structures (like those
under discussion in this section) in terms of atheory of head dominance, remarking that
“the lexical suffix aways hosts primary stress regardless of whether it is unmarked or
accented, or it has a weak vowel (i.e. schwa). The accentual properties of roots are

irrelevant for stress’ (Revithiadou 1999:246).

Adopting Revithiadou’ stheory inthe analysisof stressin Squamish wordswith /=ult/

affordsinsight into why this suffix always ends up with primary stress, even in combina-
tions with an accented root: as head of the construction, the lexical suffix dominates the
outcome of stressin the word, making moot the usually powerful influence of lexical accent
anywhereelseintheword. Although the constraint HEAD-MAX isable, in conjunction with
phonological constraints, to account for stress in incorporated constructions of the type
discussed in section 6.1, the analysis of compound structures requires that additional
constraints be invoked. Thisis because, while HEAD-MAX has dominion over faithfulness
to accent where individual morphemes are concerned, it has nothing to say about stress

resolution in the prosodic word as a whole.
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Revithiadou’ s (1999) proposal is that, in addition to a constraint enforcing accentual
faithfulnessin individual morphemes, a constraint she calls FAITH(HEAD), it is necessary
to posit separately a constraint that will evaluate accentual faithfulness in the morpheme
that heads the compound, namely, her HEADFAITH(HEAD). A ranking HEADFAITH(HEAD)
>> FAITH(HEAD) then ensures that faithfulness to accent in the morphosyntactic head of a
word takes precedence over faithfulnessto accent inindividual morphemes. In other words,
while faithfulness to the accentual status of individual morphemes is lauded, accentual
faithfulness counts for more in the morphemethat isthe morphosyntactic head of theword
than it doesin any other morpheme.

In addition to HEADFAITH(HEAD) >> FAITH(HEAD), Revithiadou utilizes aconstraint
HEADSTRESS, which ensuresthat amorphosyntactic head will surfacewith stressregardless
of its accentual status or that of any other morpheme in the word; the implication is that,
in alanguage like Squamish, which has rhythmic word stress, the head morpheme will be
the onewith primary stress. Revithiadou posits the crucial ranking HEADFAITH(HEAD) >>
FAITH(HEAD) >> HEADSTRESS, stating that

Headsarenot obligatorily stressed because HEADFAITH dominateSHEAD STRESS.

This domination hierarchy allows unaccentable morphemes to realize their

floating accent outside the morpheme that sponsors them. No other constituent

than the head, however, can impose its inherent accent to the word because the

ranking HEADSTRESS >> STRUCTURAL guarantees that unmarked heads will be

stressed. ... To conclude, inthe morphol ogical word wefind asituation in which
morphosyntactic structureismapped into prosodi ¢ structureand thefunctionthat
performs the mapping assigns stress to the syntactic head of theword. Thisisa

type of obligatory head dominance: the head has to be stressed even it is not

marked with alexical accent. ... Because HEADSTRESS is in a relatively high

ranking, simple faithfulness cannot exercise any power in forming outputs. The

ranking hampers accents that belong to constituents other than the head
(Revithiadou 1999:286-287).



These constraints are expressed in Revithiadou (1999:5) as follows:

(34) a. HEADFAITH(LA)

A lexical accent sponsored by a morphological head in the input has a
correspondent in the output (HEADMAX(LA)).

A lexical accent hosted by a morphological head in the output has a

correspondent in the input HEADDEP(LA)).

b. HEADSTRESS

Morphologica heads are stressed.
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Adding the constraints in (34), which have the highest priority in the constraint

rankings, to those already motivated for Sguamish permits a satisfactory solution to the

problem of stress resolution in words like /stagiwuli/; this is demonstrated by the tableau

in(35). For the sake of consistency, | continueto use HEAD-MAX to represent the constraint

referred to in Revithiadou (1999) and above as FAITH(HEAD). Notethat * CLASH isused in

the tableau to represent in general the arsena of phonological constraints that operate in

Squamish (which al rank below HEAD-MAX) because its effect is easily noticeable, for

instance, in (35a-b) vs. (35¢-d). Asthe head morpheme, /=uli/ ishighlighted in bold in the

tableau representations.

35) HEADSTRESS >> HEAD-MAX >> * CLASH

Is-vV'tagiw=ull/ ‘ colt’
psl StAQiW] ps ps[ Ul ps

HEADFAITH
(HEAD)

HEAD
STRESS

HEAD
-MAX

*CLASH

a  [(tagiw)]=[(Ul4)]

*|

= b [(tagiw)]=[(G4)]

¢ [(tagiw)]=[(Ul4)]

*|

d. [(tégiw)]=[(0l4)]

*|
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In the tableau, candidates (c-d) are unfaithful to thelocation of the accent in the root,
and candidates (a, c) erroneously place primary stresson the (non-head) root rather than on
the head morpheme, which isthe lexical suffix; these candidates are therefore eliminated
asaresult of violationsto HEADSTRESS, HEAD-MAX, or both. Thisleaves candidate (b) to
win, even though it fails to adhere to * CLASH.

Notice that the constraint HEADFAITH(HEAD) isidlein the analysisin (35); thisis

because in the absence of evidence to the contrary, the head of the construction (here, the
lexical suffix /=ult/), is presumed to be accentually unmarked: although it always appears
with primary stressin the data, it isaso aways in the same semantic relationship with the
root.

Clearly, aphonological analysisisirrelevant totheoutcomeof stressinhead—modifier
Root=LexS words like /stagiwill/. The fact that stress can surface on adjacent syllables
shows that foot boundaries must coincide with prosodic stem boundaries (as suggested in
the discussion following the analysis of /pusilt/ in tableau 33), since asingle foot must not

contain more than one prominence. Thus, the foot configuration indicated in (35) is the

only one that can be seriously considered.

6.2.3. Additional evidence for the modifier—head analysis
The evidence presented thus far for the involvement of semantic factorsin the analysis of

Root=L exS compounds is not overwhelming, focussing as it does on concatenations, like

those with /=ult/, in which the root is always a modifier of the lexical suffix, which is

aways the head. While it is true that cross-linguistically languages tend to favour either
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left- or right-headedness in compound words (see, for instance, Selkirk 1982), it is not
unusual for aparticular language to include some compoundsthat are not governed by this
tendency. Since modifier—head compoundsin Squamish tend to be right-headed, and since
stressin these right-headed compounds is right-oriented, the existence of |eft-headed (that
is, head—modifier) compounds with left stress orientation would provide further proof of
the theory of head stress proposed by Revithiadou and advocated here.

Infact, it ispossibleto compare the outcomes of stressin compound structureswhich
differ in that oneis headed by the root and the other by thelexical suffix. Thisisillustrated

by meansof Root=L exSwordsinvolvingtwo lexical suffixesfound with numerals, namely,
/=al/ ‘times, instances and /=mut/ ‘ separate piece, individual specimen’; exemplary forms
with these suffixes are listed in (36a) and (36b), respectively.

(36) a. /=al/ ‘times, instances

VK Vin=& ‘how often?
Vxaducn=&  ‘four times
voox=a ‘many times, often’

b. /=mut/ * separate piece, individual specimen’
vK'¥in=mut  ‘how many (different ones)?
vxattcn=mut ‘four (different pieces)’
vogx=mut ‘many (different ones)’
Thedatain (36a, b) show that even when affixed to the sameroot, the lexical suffixes
/=al/ and /=mut/ differ with respect to stressin that the former always, and the | atter never,
bears word stress. However, a close examination of the semantics in the two construction

types shows that the two lexical suffixes have different functions. Specifically, unlike the

compounds with /=at/, those with /=mut/ require an overt reference to the object being
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counted, as exemplified, for instance, by /xa?icnmut sciyay?/ ‘four pieces of leather’

(Kuipers1967:151-152). Whilethe constructionsin (36a) are clear instancesof acompound
modifier—head relation in which the root modifies the lexical suffix, which is head, those

in (35b) function in tandem asamodifier of athird component in the sentence, specifically

(intheillustrative sentence from Kuipers), /sclyay?/. At the sametime, thetwo partsof the

Root=L exS compounds in (36b) form a modifier—head type of relation, but a left-headed

onerather thantheright-headed one of (36a). The corresponding stressdifferencesbetween

the right-headed compounds with /=at/ and the |eft-headed ones with /=mut/ can be seen

in (37) and (38), respectively, where the head in each construction is again highlighted in
bold. In the tableaux, the WSP’ and FTFORM=TROCHEE are taken as representative of the
series of phonological constraints that are operative in Squamish because they summarize
neatly the effect HEADSTRESS has on stress in the word; HEADSTRESS of course outranks

al phonological constraints.

(37) /kVindl/ ‘how many times?

i U HEADSTRESS | ONSET WSP’ FTFORM=
[os KYiN] [ &t TROCHEE
a VAT *| * * *
(k™in)(ad)
= b, VAT * * *
(k¥in)(ad)

The stress pattern seen in (37a) is representative of the default established in section

6.1 for Root=L exS concatenations, as it places stress on the root, which is wellformed.
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However, the candidate in (37b) wins because it stresses the head morpheme, in adherence

to HEADSTRESS.

(38) /gdxmut/ ‘many (different ones)’

U HEADSTRESS [ WSP’ FTFORM=
[ps 0X]=[ps mut] TROCHEE
= a U * *
(98x)(mut)
b. M *| *
(gax)(mdt)

According to the default stress pattern, candidate (38b) should be optimal, since it
places stress on the only weight-bearing syllable, thereby obeying the WSP’. However, the
WSP’ is outmanoeuvred by HEADSTRESS, and candidate (a), which places stress on the
head morpheme, wins.

The analysisin this section is concerned with the discussion and analysis of stressin
Root=LexS words in which one morpheme, usually the root, modifies the other, which
functions as head of the construction. The analysis has shown that, in accordance with
Revithiadou’ stheory of head stress, the head morpheme in these structures bears the word

stress even if this means stressing schwa in the presence of full vowels elsewhere in the
word (for instance, in /gdxmut/) and even if the non-head is accented (as in /stagiwull/).
However, in the words examined up to this point, the head morpheme has always been

presumed accentually unmarked. Stress in words containing an accented head morpheme

would obviously not be expected to differ from the pattern established here. It remains,
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then, to examine words in which the head morpheme is marked in the lexicon as

unaccentable.

6.2.4. Unaccented head morphemes

Thewordslisted in (39) are examples of concatenations combining the unaccented lexical

suffix /=wit/ with avariety of roots. Recall from earlier discussion that a suffix is deemed

unaccented (unaccentable) if it consistently fails to surface with stress, even when affixed
to an obstruent-final schwa-based root, which is ordinarily not stressed in the presence of
afull vowel elsewherein the word. Note that while the formsin (39a) are exemplary of
Root=L exS words in a modifier—head relation, those in (39b) exemplify a head—theme
relation; the latter are provided here only for comparison purposes, but will be discussed

subsequently in section 6.2.5. Head morphemes are highlighted in bold.

(39) Examples of Root=LexS concatenations with /=wil/ ‘ belly, bowels; container’
a. Stress between morphemes when lexical suffix is head (modifier—head relation)

Vtam-6=wit ‘what kind of boat?
Vtay-6=wit ‘race-canoe’
Vxoyx-6=wit ‘war-canoe

Vxop=i?2-6=wit** ‘large wooden platter’ (cf. vxp=ay? ‘cedar’)

b. Stress on root when root is head (head—theme relation)

Vpi-at=ut ‘go hunting in canoe

Vpék'=(w)it  ‘launch acanoe

Vear-t=wit ‘build a canoe’

V5n=wit ‘be in the centre; man the centre of a boat’

?!According to Kuipers (1967), this word has an alternative form /xapi2(t/.
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An examination of stressin the wordsin (39a) shows that when the head morpheme
of aRoot=LexSwordin amodifier—head relationship is unaccented, stress does not appear
on amorpheme that is a non-head, although such an outcome could logically be expected.
In fact, the words listed in (39b) show that this is the outcome for words in which the
morphemes are in a head-theme relation instead of a modifier—head one. Although it is
incapable of bearing stress, the modified head in (39a) assertsits dominance by refusing to
allow stress to fal on the non-head root, instead forcing it onto an epenthetic schwa
between the two morphemes.

The important role of faithfulnessto lexical accent, especialy to lexical accent inthe

head morpheme in Root=L exS words in a modifier—head relationship, is demonstrated in

theanalysisof /taydwil/ ‘ race-canoe’ in (40). The headedness constraintsare here examined

in relation to DEP-NuC, which, recall, guards against epenthesis.

40) HEADFAITH(HEAD) >> HEADSTRESS >> DEP-NUC

- HEADFAITH | HEAD HEAD DEep-
IVtay=wit/ ‘race-cano€’ (HEAD) STRESS | -MAX Nuc
a tayowit *| *
= b tay $ wit &
C. tayowit *1 * *
d. tay wit *1 *
e tay wit *1

In (40), candidates (c, d) are thrown out because they permit stressto surface on the

unaccented lexical suffix. Candidates (a, €), which do adhere to HEADFAITH(HEAD), fall



269

on HEADSTRESS, since they place stress on the (non-head) root rather than onthe head. The
best alternative, then, isto place stress on a neutral element between the two morphemes,
asin (40b), even though this violates DEP-NUC.

Note that in order for candidate (40b) to pass both HEADSTRESS and the constraints
on accentual faithfulness, the epenthetic material must be linked with the lexical material
that followsit (that is, the lexical suffix) rather than with that which precedesit (the root).
Schwais associated with the head morpheme, and for this reason its being assigned stress
satisfiesHEADSTRESS. Although schwais associated with the head, it isnot part of the head
morpheme as such, but rather of the head morpheme’s stem. Thus schwa is permitted to
bear stress without incurring violations against accentual faithfulness. Whereas the point
of reference for HEADFAITH(HEAD) and HEAD-MAX isthe individual morpheme, that for
HEADSTRESS is the prosodic stem.

These refinements areillustrated in (41), which is a partial reanalysis of (40).

(41) taydwil/ ‘race-canoe

- HEADFAITH | HEAD HEAD DEeP-

[ow [ps taY]ps [ps Wit] ol iy (HEAD) STRESS -MAX Nuc
a  [[tay] & [wit]] *1 *
b [[tays] [wid]] *! *
= C [[tay] [swid]] *
d. [[tay] [wit]] *1 *
e [[tay] [wit]] *! * *
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Theanalysisinthissection has shown that compoundsinamodifier—head relationship

have stress orientations which favour the morpheme that heads the construction, usually,

but not always, the lexical suffix, as exemplified by words with /=ull/. The preference for

head stress was further demonstrated by means of acomparison of stressin left-headed and

right-headed compounds, using words involving numerals with /=al/ and /=mut/. Finally,

an examination of words involving the unaccented lexical suffix /=wit/ illustrated that the

dominance of the head is such that when the lexical suffix head cannot bear stress, stress
falls on a schwa inserted between the two morphemes, and not on the (non-head) root. It
was posited that the epenthetic material is associated with the suffix head rather than with
the root, but not actually part of it; this was suggested by the fact that the presence of the
stressed schwa was able to satisfy the requirement imposed by HEADSTRESS without
violating faithfulness to lexical accent in the head.

Before leaving this section, it seems appropriate to provide some discussion on the

somewhat unusual intervention of schwa (apparently solely for stress purposes) between

individual morphemesin Root=LexSwordslike /taydwid/. It could conceivably be argued

that schwaepenthesisis possible here becausetheinitial consonant of the second morpheme

(=wit) isaresonant. However, although there is a demonstrated tendency for resonants to

surface assyllabicfollowing another consonant (including another resonant), such resonant
gyllabicity is elsewhere opaque to morpheme boundaries. Importantly, the epenthetic
material in this case cannot be strictly interpreted as being due to phonological processes

for two reasons. first, afull vowel isavailablefor stress elsewhere in the word (especially,
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for instance, the accentually unmarked root in /tay3wit/), and second, another set of data

with the same suffix does feature root stress (for instance, in/p’ &k’ ¥ (w)it/ ‘ launch acano€e’

(see data and discussion provided in section 6.2.5).

Asalready noted, the stress patterns observed in the head-modifying words examined
in this section do not follow the default pattern of stress established for Root=LexS in
section 6.1. The next section examines Root=LexS words that exhibit a head—theme

relation, where stress is more in keeping with the default.

6.2.5. Root as head: head—theme predicate structures

In Root=LexS predicate structures, in which the (nominal) lexical suffix plays athematic
rolerelative to the (verbal/adjectival) root, it is the root that heads the construction. Noun-
incorporating processes, which Czaykowska-Higgins (1996, 1998) and othershaveclaimed
structures like this resemble, have been noted in the literature to take place at either the
syntactic (see Baker 1988) or at the lexical (see Rosen 1989) level. In contrast to Moses-
Columbian, where Root=L exS predicates seemingly result from a syntactic process (see
Czaykowska-Higgins 1996, 1998), it has been claimed by Bar-el and Watt (2000) that in
Squamish, lexical suffixes are incorporated at the lexical level. This claim is based on
evidence from direct object doubling, which, according to Rosen (1989), can result only
from alexical, and not from a syntactic, incorporation process. The evidence provided by
Bar-el and Watt (2000:6) for Squamish is presented herein (42); the claim that incorpora-
tion in Squamish is lexical derives from the observation that direct object doubling is

permitted in the language.
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(42) Evidence for lexical incorporation: direct object doubling in Squamish®

a. i. naxawtl’=ach il. naxawtl’=shen
/naxowi’ =ac/ /naxowi’ =%n/
AUX broke=hand AUX broke=foot
“he broke his hand’ “he broke his foot’

b. i. naxawtl’ tanaxch il. naxawtl’ tasxents
/naxowA’ tanaxc/ /naxowA’ tasxenc/
AUX broke DET hand AUX broke DET foot
“he broke his hand’ “he broke his foot’

c. i. naxawtl’=ach tanaxch ii. naxawtl’=shen ta sxents
/naxowA’ =ac ta nax¢/ /naxewA’ =%on ta sxonc/
AUX broke=hand DET hand AUX broke=foot DET foot
“he broke his hand’ “he broke his foot’

Bar-el and Watt contend that since lexical suffixesin Root=L exS predicate structures
in Squamish are incorporated at the lexical level, these suffixes properly belong in the
morphological stem, and consequently in the phonological stem; thisisbased on an earlier
claim by Watt (2000) that

[a]lthough the distinction between morphological structure and phonological

structure has been motivated in the literature (Czaykowska-Higgins 1998,

Downing 1999), these domains are completely isomorphic in Skwxwi7mesh

(Watt 2000:6, fn. 9).

The supposition that lexical suffixesin Squamish areincorporated into the stem at the
lexical rather than at the syntactic level can be used to account for the default patterns of

stress in Root=LexS concatenations in Squamish, discussed in section 6.1. It was argued

in that section that stress patterned in these combinations the way it did as a result of an

*These dataare presented herein the Squamish orthography, asin Bar-el and Watt, because
not every example has an exact counterpart in the Kuipers corpus. NAPA transcriptions
have been added, and are enclosed in slash brackets. Note that Kuipers (1967) represents

‘foot’ as/sxon?/ and ‘hand/arm’ as/naxc/.
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interaction between phonological factors and lexical accent. In fact, this is the exact
combination of factors required to account for stress in Root=LexS concatenations in a
head—theme relation, as the following tableaux show. In these cases, then, thereisno need
to refer additionally to semantic factors, unlike in the modifier—head compound structures
discussed in the preceding sections.

Toillustrate the difference between the two types of construction in terms of stress,

the data setswith the unaccented lexical suffix /=wit/, earlier providedin (39), are repeated

herein (43). Specifically, when thereisamodifier—head rel ation between the morphol ogi-
cal components of Root=LexS, asin (43a), stress cannot surface on the root, sinceto do so
would violate HEADSTRESS, nor can it surface on the lexical suffix, as this would be in
contravention of HEAD-MAX; the only option is to insert epenthetic schwa for stress. In
contrast, there is no prohibition against stressing the root in a Root=LexS head—-theme

relation, and stress is therefore free to surface on the root, as in (43Db).

(43) Examples of Root=LexS concatenations with /=wi{/ ‘ belly, bowels; container’
a. Stress between morphemes when lexical suffix is head (modifier—head relation)

Vtam-6=wit ‘what kind of boat?
Vtay-6=wit ‘race-canoe’
Vxoyx-6=wit ‘war-canog

Vxop=i?-6=wit ‘large wooden platter’ (cf. vxp=ay? ‘cedar’)

b. Stress on root when root is head (head—theme relation)

Vpi-at=ut “go hunting in canoe
Vpék'=(w)it  ‘launch acanoe
V&ar-t=wit ‘build a canoe’

V23n=wit ‘be in the centre; man the centre of a boat’
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Ananalysiswas provided in the previous section for formslikethosein (43a); seethe
tableaux in (40-41) and the surrounding discussion.

The tableau in (44) provides an analysis of stress in the head-theme Root=LexS
compound /?3n=wit/ ‘be in the centre; man the centre of a boat’. Since the individual
components of head—theme compounds occupy a single stem, unlike their modifier—head
counterparts, their analysis reverts to the default patterns discussed in section 6.1.

(44) /?3nwil/ ‘man the centre of boat’

- HEAD | RT=FT1& | WBYP | FTBIN | FTFORM= [ *W/R
u -MAX | FTBIN-u -0 | TROCHEE
V2an=wit
a " R .
(?3n)(wit)
b, u . w5 " "
(?3n)(wit)
N " *) . " "
(Ran)(wit)
d " %) " - " "
(Ranwit)
o " %) . "
(3nwit)
= f pu . . "
(3nwit)

Thetableau showsthat the best analysis of adisyllabic head—theme Root=LexS word
involving an inherently unaccented lexical suffix is one that encloses the entire word in a
disyllabic moraic trochee (44f), and at the same time is faithful to the accentual status of

the (unaccented) lexical suffix. Unlike stressin modifier—head compounds, which could be
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determined solely on the basis of morphological factorsrelating to accent and headedness,
a complete analysis of stress in head—theme compounds requires a joint effort between
morphologica and phonological factors.

In contrast to Root=L exS compounds in a modifier—head relation, headedness plays
no role in the assignment of stressin head—theme compounds. In fact, itsinclusion among

the constraints evaluating head—theme compounds leads to the wrong conclusion, as the

tableau in (45), which features a partial reanalysis of the head—theme compound /v' ¢’ ohts/

‘get hit in the face’ (see earlier analysisin tableau 14), shows.

(45) /c'shig ‘get hit in the face

VI HEAD Dep- | FTFOrRM=
vc'ah=us STRESS | Nuc | TROCHEE
— a (ca.hls) *1 * *
*©F b (¢'5.hus) *

In head—themeincorporated forms, the root is always head,”® and as such is presumed
to constitute the preferred site for stress. However, because phonological rules hold sway
within the stem, stress falls on the suffix, which has a full vowel, rather than on the
obstruent-final schwar-based root. In essence, then, because both morphemes belong to the
same stress domain, they are not in competition for stress. The same is not true of

modifier—head compounds, where the head of the construction gets the stress without

24 In incorporated forms consisting of aroot and alexical suffix] the function that maps

morphological structureinto prosodic structure assigns prominencetotheroot, whichisthe
constituent into which the lexical suffix incorporates and consequently, is the head of the
construction” (Revithiadou 1999:230).
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regard to what phonological rules have to say about stress in its individual parts. Word
stress in this case is not governed by phonological considerations, but entirely by
morphological ones, and the relationship between the constituents is everything.

This section examined stressin Root=L exS concatenationsin which the lexical suffix
played athematic role relative to the predicative root, which headed the construction. This
isafrequent rolefor somatic suffixes, wherethebody part represented by aparticular suffix
isthetarget of some action of the root, which has verbal/adjectival meaning. The root and
suffix were posited as residing in the same phonological (aswell as morphological) stem,
and consequently the stress results were generally predictable in terms of the size, shape,
and alignment of feet, except when the root contained no full vowel or when the occasional
presence of lexical accent in one of the morphemes required that a constraint on accentual

faithfulness be brought into play.

6.2.6. Discussion and conclusions

In the preceding sections | discussed and illustrated the similarities and dissimilaritiesin
stress outcomes of Root=LexSwords. | argued, first of al, that, asin Moses-Columbian,
Root=LexS words are compound-like and form one of two distinctly different types of
compound structures: (i) a modifier—head compound structure, in which one morpheme,
usually the root, modifies the other, usually the lexical suffix, and (ii) a head—theme
predicate structure, in which thelexical suffix hasathematic rolerelativeto theroot, which
always heads the construction. Following Bar-el and Watt (2000), | argued that, unlike in
M oses-Columbian, where head—theme, or incorporated-noun compounds, arefound in the

morphosyntax, both head—theme and modifier—head compounds are lexical in Squamish.
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| have demonstrated in these sections that the two types of Root=LexS compounds
described here occupy different prosodic stems, asindicated by the (partial) schemain (46).
(46) Phonological domain for lexical suffixation in Squamish
Phonological domain
[PS \/ROOT :LSn(‘J PS [PS :LScmp] PS
Theevidencefor thisposition comes mainly from two observationsabout the different
waysinwhich stress behavesin these compound types. First, whileablend of phonological

factors and factors pertaining to lexical accent are highly successful in predicting the

occurrence of stressin head—theme compounds (for instance, in /gax=0s/ and /c3x"=i?aq"/

‘get hit on the head’, where schwa in the second example gets stressed only because the
lexical suffix with whichit iscombined isunaccented), the same combination of factorshas
no power of prediction in modifier—head compounds. Second, while stress shift commonly

occursin head—theme compounds asa strategy to prevent stressfrom surfacing on adjacent

syllables (for instance, compare the stress configuration in the reduplicated stem /?i?imas/

‘be walking’ with that in its root morpheme, /?ima¥), such a strategy is not employed in

modifier—head compounds, where stressclashisafairly common occurrence (for instance,
in /stagiwdli/ “colt’ and /shuhupitdll/ ‘ baby rabbit’).

Finaly, 1 have shown that head—theme compounds differ from modifier—head
compoundsinthat thelatter, but not the former, exhibit stress patternsthat refer to the head
of the structurein order to determine the outcome of stress. |n head—theme compounds, the
root isalways head, but it really does not matter, as stress is determined on the basis of the

phonology and lexical accent. Modifier—head compounds, on the other hand, tend to stress
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the head, ignoring the phonology and lexical accent; if for some reason stress cannot occur
on the head (as, for instance, when it is unaccented), it will fall on a between-morphemes
epenthetic schwa in preference to falling on the non-head morpheme (for instance, in

[tay3dwil/ ‘race-canoe’).

Thetableaux and discussion in these sections have shown that applying the constraints
and rankings proposed in Revithiadou’ s (1999) theory of head stress and head dominance
totheanalysisof stressin Squamish words containing lexical suffixesallowsfor acoherent
and comprehensive account of stressin such words. In thisaccount, lexical suffixes are not
pre-assigned to a particular stem, nor are they designated asinherently weak or strong (as
posited in Bar-el and Watt 2000), since a particular lexical suffix may beincorporated into
theroot (“weak” structure) in one context but may form acompound with theroot (“strong”
structure) in another. The differential effect this has on stress has been demonstrated with
avariety of lexical suffixesin both contexts.

Having said this, it must be noted that exceptions do exist, as attested to by the data
listed in (47).

(47) a c&y”itegq” ‘bad’ (=i7og” ‘top of head')
gixus ‘blind’ (=us‘face’)

b. x3wA'iwas ‘paddle, oar’ (xowA’ ‘be broken’; =iwas, was, us ‘stick’)

Si¢’us “harpoon for killing seals' (Si¢’ ‘beall around’)
g ™iq “was ‘stick for holding salmon over thefire’ (g’ sl ‘cooked’; sq' “alm
‘roast salmon’)

It will be noted that the list of exceptionsin (47) does not include Root=L exS words

that are clearly predicative in nature: in fact, head—theme predicate structures are very
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consistently analysablein terms of the interaction between phonological factorsand lexical
accent (if present) described above.

In contrast, the exact nature of the relationship between constituents in a non-
predicative structure is frequently difficult to pin down. Aswell, the process of forming
Root=LexS words with non-predicative meaning appears in genera to be less than
productive, and many of thewordsthat ook like modifier—head compounds are lexicalized
inthat, whilethelexical suffix may beidentifiablein other wordsaswell, theroot, if found

elsewhere at al, tendsto be found in specialized, non-independent, contexts. For instance,
the root morpheme in /v'c &g=i?eq™/ ‘bald’ (=i?og™ ‘top of head’) appears only in this

context* and never occurs as a free morpheme; in a true modifier—head compound, one
would expect stressto surface on an epenthetic schwa between the two morphemes rather
than on the (non-head) root, asthe suffix is unaccented (recall that suffixes are considered
unaccentableif they never surfacewith primary stress, even with aschwa-based root, which
ordinarily is not stressed when thereisafull vowel elsewherein theword (but see Chapter
4). Similarly, the root in /Vgix=us/ ‘blind’ (=us ‘face’) does not stand alone and is not
found in other contexts™; the expected stress result if amodifier—head compound would be
/qixug, given that the suffix is without lexical accent.

The combinationsin (47b) again show quite specialized uses, but with the difference

that the root involved in each case is also freestanding. In addition, at least in the case of

#This is assuming there is no relation between /¢’ &qi?eq™/ ‘bald’ and /c’ &9320™/ * black
cod'.

%A connection with /Vdix/ ‘ swerve, sway’ is, in Kuipers words, “semantically difficult”
(Kuipers 1967:354).
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/9" iq “Iwag/ the particular concatenation of morphemes themselves (that is, not just the

English gloss) seemstoindicateamodifier—head relation; again, if thiswerethe case, stress

would be expected to fall on the lexical suffix. It isapparently not the case that the lexical

suffix involved (/=iwas/ ‘stick’) is unaccented, since alongside /x3wA’iwas/ ‘ paddle, oar’
exists the phonologically identical head—theme predicate compound /xow2’ i?was/ ‘ (have

a) broken paddle’; note that stress under the latter interpretation is entirely predictable on

the basis of phonological factors. In contrast to /x3wA’iwas/ ‘paddle, oar’, final stressin

Iputiw?as/ ‘oar’ (Vput ‘boat’) is predictable under the analysis advocated here for

modifier—head compounds. Note that while the latter word for ‘oar’ is completely
transparent as a modifier—head compound, the former is not: in strictly lexical terms, its
glossis, infact, exactly identical to theword meaning ‘ have abroken paddle’ (that is, both

gloss as v be broken=stick).

The problem /x3wA’iwas/ ‘paddle, oar’ presents for the analysisin general (and for

a Revithiadou-style analysisin particular) isthat it does not fit the stress pattern proposed
for either modifier—head or head—theme concatenationswith lexical suffixes, asunder both
analyses the lexical suffix would be expected to carry the stress. under a modifier—head
analysis, because the lexical suffix, as (presumed) head of the construction, commandeers
stress; and under a head—theme analysis, because the phonologically determined outcome
of stress in this type of compound rules out the possibility of stressing schwa in the

presence of full vowels elsewhere in the word. Instead, stress on the schwa-based root
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follows the expected pattern for a head—modifier compound headed by the root; however,
neither the gloss nor the actual meaning indicate such an interpretation.

In summary, then, while stressin Root=L exS words in a head—theme relation can be
straightforwardly explained by Revithiadou’ s hypothesis for stressin Salishan languages,
those that do not fit this description cannot. The particular use to which individual lexical
suffixes are put appears in general to be specialized; for instance, as mentioned in section

6.2.3, thosereferring to body partsare found predominantly in head—themerelations, while

others (like /=ul¥/ ‘young specimen’) are found strictly in modifier—head relations, as

pointed out in section 6.2.4. It stands to reason that nonstandard uses would be less
productive and, assuch, morelikely to belexicalized. Regarding the productivity of lexical
suffixes, Kuipers (1967:118) remarks, referring specifically to body-part suffixes, that
whilethese suffixes“are found in nomina aswell asverba complexes’, only thelatter are

productive.



Chapter 7

Stressin polymor phemic wor ds involving grammatical suffixation

7.0. Introduction

Theanalysisof stressinboth non-reduplicative and reduplicative prefixed formsin Chapter
5, aswell asthat in wordsinvolving lexical suffixation in Chapter 6, provided evidencefor
the existence in Squamish of prosodic domains at the levels of PRoot, PStem, and PWord.
In what follows, | provide additional motivation for all three domains through an
examination of stress patterns in words involving grammatical suffixes. Specificaly, |

arguethat, likeincorporating lexical suffixes, grammatical suffixessuch asthe/-at/ control

transitive and the /-i?/ inchoative share a PStem with the morphological root, and that, like

compound lexical suffixes, grammatical suffixes such asthe causative reflexive /-nam?ut/

occupy a PRoot position located in an additional PStem within the PWord. However, the
majority of grammatical suffixes (for instance, the/-an/ transitive) are not only external to
the PStem, but also to the PWord, while still occupying aposition within the PPhrase. This
indicates the schemain (1).

(1) Phonologica domain for grammatical suffixation in Squamish
[ep [pw [s [er VRO g -2, <i2] s [s [pr -N@M2Ut] o Jps 1w -@N] e

Recall from thediscussion of Root=L exSwordsthat stressin the PStem isdetermined

on the basis of phonological and morphological considerations, including, but not limited
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to, vowel quality, moraic weight, and lexical accent: the root bears stress if it contains
weight unless superceded by lexical accent in an affix (for instance, compare and contrast
the manifestation of stressin /v'cig=ayus ‘ get stabbed in the eye’ and /vVt' x=ayus/ ‘ make

lightning’, where neither morpheme contains lexical accent and where vocalic quality in

the root clearly makes a difference, vs. /v cag=aya?n/ ‘have one' s ear bleeding’, in which
the suffix is accented; and /s-v'g“eh=aya?n/ ‘hole through the ear’, which again has an
accented lexical suffix, vs. /n-v'cag=i22q™/ ‘bald’ and /v'cdx™=i22q"/ ‘ get hit on the head’,

in which the lexical suffix isinherently unaccented).

At the PWord level, the computation of stressis a matter of evaluating competing
PStems in terms of interacting morphological and morphosyntactic factors: the stem that
contains the functional head of the construction bears primary word stress except when it
is inherently unaccented, in which case stress falls on a between—morphemes epenthetic

schwa rather than surfacing on a non-head morpheme (for instance, compare and contrast

stressin /v p’ &’ “=wi#/ ‘launch a canoe’ and /?25n=wit/ ‘ man the centre of a boat’, which
involve incorporating constructions headed by the root, vs. /tay-3=wil/ ‘race-canoe’ and
IV xoyx-6=wit/ ‘ war-canoe’ , which arecompound structures headed by thesuffix; recall that

/=wit/ is an inherently unaccented suffix). At thislevel, the outcome of stressis dependent

on morphosyntactic factors, including lexical accent intheindividua morphemesinvolved
and headedness in the word as awhole.
In contrast to both PStem and PWord level operations, the outcome of stressin the

PPhrase is based solely on phonological considerations: ordinarily, primary stress will
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surface exactly as determined at the PWord level, with the possibility of additional stress
being assigned according to a pattern of alternating syllable stress (for instance, compare
It-q’ &+ an-&cut/ (< -at-sut) ‘ be returning the way one has come’ and /g’ an+v'q’ &n-acut/
‘walk back and forth'?). In the event that the PWord contains no weight, main stress will
tend to surface on a suffix that is situated outside the PWord, provided that that suffix both

(a) containsafull vowel and (b) iseligiblefor stressunder principles governing alternating

stress (compare Vg a-ndmut/ (< vV'q“oh) ‘escape’ vs. /Vtsl-numut/ ‘to realize st.” and
IVK™la&numut/ * shoot oneself accidentally’).

Evidencefor PStem-level grammatical suffixation comesin part from the observation

that stressin Root-at and in Root-i? concatenations is assigned on the same basis asisthat

in single-stem Root=L exS combinations (analysed in Chapter 6, section 6.1), in that stress
fallsontheroot if it containsafull vowel or a schwa-resonant sequence, but otherwise on
afull vowel in the suffix. Note that schwa-based suffixes never bear primary word stress
if afull vowel is present in the root, and that grammatical suffixesin the main do not have

morphological accent.

Significantly, whilestressin morphol ogical concatenationsinvolvingthe/-at/ and/-i?/

suffixes is determined on the basis of phonological factors centring around the general
unstressability of schwawhen followed by an obstruent, the ability of stress to surface on
aPPhrase grammatical suffix (like the/-an/ control transitive), isstrictly controlled in that

the suffix’s syllable if not an even number of syllables to the right of main PWord stress

'Recall that transcriptionsin the Kuipers corporado not differentiate between primary and
secondary stress, and that only primary stress surfaces obligatorily in aword.
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(the comparative examples cited earlier were/t-of &+ q an-&cut/ * be returning the way one
has come’ and /q’ an+V ¢ én-acut/ ‘walk back and forth’), then nevertheless in a different
foot (for instance, in/v'xic=g-an/ ‘to fell (atree)’). If in alegitimate position for stress, the
suffix may bear the main word stress (leaving an optional secondary stressin the PWord),
but is consistent in doing so only in cases where the primary stresswould otherwisefall on

aschwa.

That /-nam?ut/ isaPRoot suffix in the second of two juxtaposed PStemsis suggested

by the fact that in combinations that include this suffix, stress patterns exactly asit doesin
modifier—head Root=L exS words (see Chapter 6, section 6.2.2). Recall that stressin these
dual -stem compound-typestructuresisass gned on the basi sof morphosyntactic headedness
at the PWord level, where phonological factors and lexical accent, so important in PStem
stress analysis, are generally ignored.

The domains analysis advocated here for grammatical suffixation in particular, is
indicated in part by the observation that widely differing stress behaviours are found in
concatenations with different suffixes belonging to the same suffix class, for instance, the
[-an, -at/ control transitives. Although such stress differences will be discussed at lengthin
the following sections, the exampleslisted in (2) will serve asapreliminary illustration of

the diverse ways in which stress manifests itself in words containing these suffixes.
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(2) Root + control transitive

a /-an/
i. Vcay-n ‘follow, chase Viat'-un ‘sip (afluid)’
ii. V#dm-n ‘pick berries vk¥sl-n  *warm near fire
iii. vVpéc-n  ‘bend, fold’ vesx™-n - ‘throw at’

b. /-at/
i. pa-t ‘skim off’ k“&a ‘becut’
ii. pdn-t  ‘bury’ q™al-t  ‘cook’
ii. cx-8t  ‘push’ ¥'xV-8t  ‘win, master’

The examples in (2) show that while in concatenations with the /-an/ suffix stress
concatenations with the /-at/ suffix stress surfaces on the root only when the root contains
weight in the form of afull vowel, illustrated by the examplesin (2b.i), or a post-schwa
resonant, as in (2b.ii). The fact that these (functionally similar) suffixes behave in such
different waysin terms of stress gives a strong indication that a head-dominant analysis of
grammatical suffixes, like that proposed in Revithiadou (1999; see discussion in Chapter
6, section 6.2.1), is not adequate to account for stress in Squamish inflected forms. If
headedness were what mattered, grammatical suffixes would be expected to dictate stress
in words containing them in the same way as did lexical suffixesin Root=LexS words
showing a modifier—head relation (in Chapter 6, section 6.2.2). That is, a stressable
grammatical suffix should surface with primary stressintheword simply becauseit ishead
of its construction; at the sametime, an unstressable grammatical suffix would be expected

to surface with stress on an epenthetic schwa superimposed between the two morphemes

(for instance, see analysis of /taydwit/ ‘race-canoe’ in Chapter 6, section 6.2.4). In fact,
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however, Squamish has only one grammatical suffix, namely, the reflexive /-nam?ut/, for

which thisanalysis can be said to work unequivocally, and similarly to the case of control

trangitives, other forms of the reflexive exist which do not assign stress in this way (for

instance, compare /k’ Vak’ “¢stdnam?ut/ ‘look at oneself’, which has stress on epenthetic
schwa between the causative stem and the suffix, with /k’ VaCusnumut/ ‘ see one’ sown face’
and /g~ antmut/ (< v g*ah) ‘ escape, get (oneself) through’, where stressis phonologically

determined, as shown by the fact that stressfallson thefirst full vowel in the suffix and not
on the schwa-based root).

A theory of head stress, then, can clearly not be used to account for stressin Squamish
words involving grammatical suffixes, and | argue in the following sections that domain
distinctionsand not headednessare primarily responsiblefor theway stressfallsininflected
words.

Grammatical suffixesin Squamish fall into three main categories: persona suffixes,
primary suffixes (for instance, the inchoative), and verbalizing (generally, transitive and
intransitive) suffixes. In addition, Squamish has a limited number of suffixes which add

modal and adverbial meaning (for instance, /-ka/, used to express the imperative, /-¢'/

“apparently’, and /-x™/ * till, yet”), and which can be attached to cliticsaswell asto content

words. However, for the most part, aspectual, temporal, modal, and other predicative

meaning in Squamish is conveyed by means of clitics.?

%A list of clitics used in Squamish isincluded in Appendix B.
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7.1. Stressin /-at/ vs. /-an/ control transitives. a basisfor domains analysis

Squamish has four main transitive markers.? Of these, the causative/-§/ suffix and the non-

volitional /-nex™/ have no effect on word stress at all, and are, in fact, unstressable, /-5

becauseit isvowelless, and /-nox™/ becauseit is schwa-based. In contrast, the/-at/ and /-an/

suffixes, which add volitional transitive meaning, do affect stress, but inmarkedly different
ways, as was suggested in the preceding section, and as subsequent discussion will show.

WhileKuipers (1967) portraysthecontrol transitivesas/-(V)t, -(V)n/, | assumethem
to be complexes consisting of acontrol element /-a-/ and the transitive /-t, -n/ suffixes.* In
claiming the control-designating element to be a separate morpheme, | follow analyses of
asimilar element in other Salishan languages, for instance, in Thompson (see Thompson
1976, 1985) and Upper Chehalis (see Rowicka2001). That such acontrol affix in Squamish
must be taken as underlyingly /-a-/ is suggested by the fact that thisisthe form it usually

takes under stress (for instance, compare the suffix’s vowe in /¢'it-n/ ‘bring close’ and

3n addition, Squamish has three oblique-marking suffixes, referred to by Kuipers (1967)
as complex transitivizers, since their specification includes the /-t, -n/ transitive suffix.
Regarding the use of these “ petrified complexes’, Kuipers states that

[-Sit/ [e.q., in X3l 7St “write for (someone)’] refers to the destinee of the action
(do for, give to, take from; in al my examples the destinee is human); /-nit/
[e.g., in 7173linit ‘dream about’] refersto an object that isnot the destinee of the
action but bears some other relation to it; /-min?/ [e.g., in gx*Usmin? ‘gang up
on someone; tr.’] was recorded with three stems only, and with one of these it
isaless usual aternative of /-nit/ (Kuipers 1967:78).

Asthe obliques neither bear stress nor affect word stressin any way, they will not be
discussed further here.

“Demers and Horn (1978) took the transitive suffix as underlyingly /-ary.
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ik’ ™-in/ *hang, hook up’, where stress is on the root, with that in /mik’*3n-an?/ ‘wash

s.0.’sfeet’, which has stress on the suffix), athough elsewhere it surfaces, if at all, as an
echo of thevowel intheroot to whichit isaffixed. Infact, with the/-n/ transitive, the form
of the control suffix under stressis aways|[al; thisis not necessarily the case with the /-t/

transitive, where stress tends to be on the suffix only in combinations with schwa-based

roots, in which case the control suffix takesthe form [a] in harmony with the vowel in the

root (for instance, in /cxat/ ‘push’). As we will see, this fundamental difference in the

surfaceform taken by the control morpheme addsto the evidencein favour of adifferential
anaysis of the /-an/ and /-at/ transitives in terms of prosodic domains.

In the stance adopted here vis a vis the control morpheme, | veer from an earlier
anaysis (in Dyck 1998) in which | took the view that a control transitive constituted a
single morpheme consisting of thefinal consonants/-t, -n/ preceded by an associated empty
vowel dot. A similar position was taken by Urbanczyk (1999) in a paper on echo vowels
in Coast Salishan. Riepl (2000), on the other hand, posits for (non-Coast) Upper Chehalis
that the vowel slot associated with the transitive must be fully specified, as | do here for
Squamish. | differ from him in my view of the control transitives as complex morphemes
consisting of acontrol element and atransitive suffix, although thisis not important to the

analysis here. For thisreason, | refer to them henceforth as/-at, -an/.

7.1.1. The/-at/ control transitive: a GrSin the PStem domain
Examples of words combining a root with the /-at/ control transitive are listed in (3). The

suffixed forms in (3a-c) are based on monosyllabic roots containing a full vowe (3a), a
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schwa—resonant sequence (3b), and a schwa—obstruent sequence (3c), respectively, while
transitive forms built on disyllabic roots are listed in (3d).

(3) Root + control transitive /-at/
a. Full-vowel roots: stress on root

pal-t ‘skim off’ c ayx-t ‘rush’

caw-at ‘help’ kvéS-at ‘be cut’

lix™-t ‘put down’ sin-it ‘move

cix™-it ‘reach’ it -it ‘spend gifts, distribute’
Suk’™-ut ‘bathe’ g “ay-ut ‘beat’

b. Schwa-based roots with resonant as C,: stress on root

pan-t ‘bury’ ¢an?-t ‘to support, steady’
q ™al-t ‘cook’ t317-t ‘know’

g“sh-t, "&t ‘save, rescue ¢'dm?-t ‘bite’

y3w-t ‘to praise’ t3lg-t ‘answer’

hdyqg™”-t ‘propose, suggest (to do s.t. together)’

c. Schwa-based roots with obstruent as C,: stress on suffix

cx-4t ‘push’ A XV-4t ‘win, master’
g~ ¢c-st ‘spit (blood)’ g s-st ‘play with (s.0. or s.t.)’
t' g-3t ‘insult’ gp’ -5t ‘close’

d. Disyllabic roots: stress on root
K™3las-t ‘shoot’ PaxVar-t ‘give
Pinat ‘say what? tam?aq’ -t ‘deliver’

Thedatain (3) show that when the/-at/ control transitive is added to either aroot with
afull vowel, asin (34d), or one containing a post-schwaresonant, asin (3b), stressison the
root; in contrast, when the root is schwa-based and C, is an obstruent, asin (3c), stressis
on the suffix. For roots with full vowels and for obstruent-final schwa-based roots, these
patternsexactly mimicthestresspatternsfoundinsimilarly shaped head—themeRoot=L exS

words, examined in Chapter 6 (sections 6.1 and 6.2.5). Aswell, the stress patterns seen in
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(3b), in which the schwa-based root has a post-schwa resonant, are reminiscent of patterns
seen in approximately half of smilarly shaped Root=L exS words (recall that there was
some confusion as to whether stress in these words should be left- or right-oriented, a
confusion which is not carried over to /-at/ control transitives, where stress is consistently
on the schwa-based root if it has a post-schwa resonant). Therefore, the stress outcomes
exhibited by the inflected formsin (3) can be derived in the same way aswerethelexically

suffixed forms.

The tableau in (4) provides an analyses of /k™aSat/ ‘ be cut’, atransitive formed on a

monosyllabic root containing afull vowel. The constraints and constraint rankings utilized
in (4) have all been previously established (in earlier chapters). ONSET and the WSP’ are
excluded from the tableau: each of the listed candidates obeys the former, and incurs a

single violation against the latter.

(4) /k™asat/ ‘be cut’

TR *WK | RT=FT& | ALIGN | ALIGN | WBYP | FTBIN | FTFORM= | PARSE
vkas-at FTBIN-u | L-WD | R-WD -6 | TRocHEE | -0
a O R V1 *| * * % *

(k™a)(Sat)

= b Hu *

(kVa.sat)

C. u “ * *!

(K™ 2 &)

d. “ “ *! * * * *

(k"a)sat
e pm | * * & *

k™ a(sat)
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In (4), candidate (€), which assigns amorato an obstruent in coda position, is ruled
out early. Candidates (a, d) are eliminated dueto violations against RT=FT& FTBIN-L; both
candidates also violate FTBIN-0. The remaining candidates all feature asingle disyllabic
foot formed on the complex word; of these, candidate (b) isconsidered the better candidate
because it obeys FTFORM=TROCHEE, whereas (c) does violatesiit.

Although the analysisin (4) is able to produce the correct results for the transitive

form in question, which is based on aroot with the full vowel /a/, it would not be able to

do so if the root contained avowel other than /a/ (for instance, the analysis of /v/3uk’*-at/

‘bathe’ would produce * /80K’ “at/, and not /SUk’ *ut/, as the optimal form). Thisis because

the vowel of the control suffix undergoes a process of harmonizing to that in the root.
Vowel harmony in Squamish can be achieved by means of the constraintsin (5-6),
which rule on featural identity between the input and output vowel on the one hand, and
between theroot vowel and that contained in the control suffix on the other hand. Note that
the constraint in (6) must specify exactly which morphemes are affected: vowel harmony

in Squamish is limited to these morphemes.® As well, vowel harmony is confined to the

prosodic foot (compare /-an/ transitive forms /Aatun/ ‘to sip (afluid)’ vs. /xicgan/ ‘to fell

(atreg)’®), as pointed out in Urbanczyk’s (1999) examination of echo vowelsin a number

*\Vowel harmony is also seen in diminutive reduplication, no longer a productive process
(Bar-el 2000). For instance, Kuipers (1967) lists the diminutive form of /latam/ ‘table’ as
/lilitam/, in which the root’s leftmost vowel is an echo of the vowel in the diminutive
reduplicant, which is always/i/.

®Examplesare pulled from /-an/ transitivization because thereisinsufficient evidence from
[-at/ transitives that vowel harmony isdelimited by foot boundaries: by far the majority of
[-at/ transitive forms listed in the Kuipers corpora involve CVC roots, however, the few
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of Salishan languages, including Squamish.” This prosodic restriction must also be
stipulated in the constraint.
(5) IO-IDENT
Ident[VF]-10: Corresponding vowelsin the input and output must have identical
place features.
(6) RTSFX-IDENT®

Ident[VF]-RtSfx: Corresponding vowelsin the root and control suffix must have
identical place features if contained within a single prosodic foot.

Given aninput /v'&uk’¥-at/, which has dissimilar vowelsin the root and the suffix, the

function of 10-IDENT isto ensure that each vowel will retain the samefeaturesin the output

form asit had in the input form; thus, the expected result would be */Suk’ *at/. In contrast,

the purpose of RTSFX-IDENT isto ensurethat the vowel in the root and that in the suffix are

identical within the samefoot; here the expected outcomeis either /Suk’™ut/ or */Sak’ Vat/.

Since the actual output has matching vowels in the root and suffix, and in this way shows

examplesinvolving disyllabic roots or stemstend to surface without the suffix vowel (e.g.,
/k™3last/ *to shoot; tr.). In contrast, the evidence from /-an/ transitives is extensive. (Proof

that the suffix and root vowelsin CV CC-anwords are situated in different feet is proffered
in the next section; see also discussion in Chapter 4, section 4.3.)

'Demers and Horn (1978) claim that the /-an/ suffix undergoes vowel harmony if it is
unstressed.

8Shaw (p.c.) points out that, as formulated, the faithfulness constraint in (6) is defined as
holding between corresponding segments within the same output string, whereas standard
correspondence constraints generally hold between different levels (for instance, between
Input-Output, Output-Output, or Reduplicant-Base). However, constraints calling for
correspondence between segmentsin the output of aword have been previously employed,
for instance, by Walker (2000), who utilizes anotion of “intersegmental correspondence”
to explainlong-distance voicing agreement effects between consonantsin the Niger-Congo
language of Ngbaka as well as in the Chadic language of Kera.
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adisregard for 10 faithfulness to features for one of the vowels, it is clear that a ranking
RTSFX-IDENT >> |O-IDENT obtains between these two constraints. The fact that it is the
root vowel that remains constant and the suffix vowel that undergoes harmony can be
explained intermsof the meta-constraint ROOTFAITH >> AFFIXFAITH, discussed in Chapter
6 (see section 6.2). Accurately reflecting the preference for 1O identity in the root’ s vowel
over that in the suffix requires that the IO-IDENT constraint in (5) be restated as (7-8).

(7) 10-IDENT(ROOT)
|dent[V F]-10(Root): Corresponding vowelsin the input and output forms of aroot
morpheme must have identical place features.
(8 IO-IDENT(AFFIX)
Ident[V F]-10(Affix): Corresponding vowels in the input and output forms of an
affix must have identical place features.
The interaction of the faithfulness constraints proposed in (6-8) isillustrated in (9).
Thetableau showsthat theranking RTSFX-IDENT >> 1 O-IDENT(ROOT) >> 1O-IDENT(AFFIX)
must obtain in order to ensure the correct outcome. The placement of these constraints

relative to other constraints in the language is not certain at this point.

9) RTSFX-IDENT >> |O-IDENT(ROOT) >> |O-IDENT(AFFIX)

IV 8uk’ v -at/ RTSFX | |O-IDENT | |O-IDENT
‘bathe’ -IDENT | (ROOT) (AFFIX)
a  (3uk™at) *
= b (Suk ut) *
C. (sak'Vat) *

In (9), candidate (a), which is an exact copy of theinput form, is eliminated because

it does not have matching vowelsin the root and suffix. Each of the remaining candidates
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isin adherence with exactly one of 10-IDENT(R0OT) and 1O-IDENT(AFFIX), and candidate
(b) wins because, unlike (c), it isfaithful to the root’s vowel.

Thetableaux in (10-11) analyse stressin /-at/ transitives based on monosyllabic roots
with schwa. The analyses show similar resultsto those found with Root=LexSwords, since
stressfalls on the root when it contains a post-schwa resonant, asin (11), but on the suffix
when the post-schwa consonant in the root isan obstruent (10). Recall that this differential
stress outcomeis due to fundamental differencesin the way tautomorphemic nonfinal CR
and CK sequences are parsed into syllables, in that aresonant is parsed as coda to the same

syllable as that occupied by the preceding consonant (which is onset), while an obstruent

is parsed as onset to the following syllable. In the case of the resonant, a (CoR.VC) foot
structure is condoned by the constraint ranking CODA-R >> ONSET; however, in the case
of the obstruent, the parsing (Ca.KVC) is enforced: where CoDA-R does not apply, ONSET

is undominated.

Theanalysisin (10) isof the transitive form /cxat/, which features the obstruent-final

schwar-based root /cox/. Only candidates that pass the high-ranking ONSET constraint are

considered in (10); this constraint is therefore omitted in the tableau, along with ALIGNL -
WD and ALIGNR-WD, which al listed candidates obey. The relative position of RTSFx-
IDENT >> |O-IDENT(ROOT) >>10-IDENT(AFFIX) visa vis previously established constraint

rankings is not known. These constraints are also excluded; candidates with mismatching

vowelsin the root and suffix, such as (c3xat), are therefore not listed. Asaresult of vowel

harmony, some outputs (for instance, 10a, b) for transitiveformsof schwa-based rootshave
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schwa in both syllables. Note that even though the suffix’s vowel is schwain the listed
candidates, amoraisassociated withit: giventheunderlying form/-an/, the vowel’ sweight
Isinherent, and failureto include thisinformation in the output would constitute aviolation
against 10 faithfulness (cf. discussion in Chapter 4, section 4.1). While the presence of
schwa in the root incurs a violation against DErP-NUC, its presence in the suffix does not:
since the suffix hasthe underlying form /-an/, it has nuclear content in theinput, unlike the
root, which, being schwa-based, does not. The anti-deletion constraint MAX-NUC guards

against loss of the suffix’s nucleus.

(10) /exdt/ ‘push; tr.

*WK | RT=F1& | WBYP | FTBIN | WSP’ | DEP- | MAX | FTFORM=
IV ex=at/ FTBIN-p -0 Nuc | -Nuc | TROCHEE
a u * * x| *
(c3.xat)
b u % * x| *
(Ca.x5t)
C. H * * *|
(cxat)
o d M * * *
(c .x5t)
e u %1 * * * * *
(c8xt)
f m xpx * * %
(c8xt)

In (10), candidates (e, f) are eliminated becausethey assign morasto obstruents, inthe
case of (f), in spite of being the only candidate to obey RT=FT& FTBIN-. Candidate (c),
which, along with (e, f), posits a monosyllabic form, is ruled out by FTBIN-G. In what

remains of thefield, candidate (a) iseliminated by the WSP’, and (b) by DEP-NuUC, thereby
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allowing (d) to emerge asthe winner. The winning candidate thus features adisyllabic foot

with a non-nuclear syllable in the penult.

The stress pattern and foot structure for transitives/k™é&Sat/ and /cxat/, analysed in (4)

and (10), respectively, resembl e closely those obtained for ssmilarly structured head—theme

Root=LexSwords (cf. the analyses of /p’i¢at/ and /c’ osh(is/ in Chapter 6, section 6.2.1). In

contrast, the results for an /-at/ transitive form involving a schwa-based root ending in a

resonant differ from those for a similarly shaped Root=L exS word (cf. the analysis of

/t'dmus/ in Chapter 6, section 6.1.2). Although stress in both cases fals on the root’s
syllable, the best candidate for /vpén-at/ is partialy parsed and has a monosyllabic foot

shape, asin (11c), whilethat for /v't'dm=us/ in Chapter 6isfully parsed and hasadisyllabic

foot shape (13e). Asaresult of vowel harmony, the suffix vowel inthetransitiveformloses
its essential vowel features, thus becoming more susceptible to attrition.

It wasargued in Chapter 4 (section 4.1) that, in comparison to that for obstruents, the
cost of associating a mora with resonants is very low (FTFORM=TROCHEE >> *W/R). In
tableau (11), WBY P, which incurs noncrucial violationsfrom each of the listed candidates,
the WSP’, which is noncrucially violated by candidates (a, b), and PARSE-0, which is
disobeyed by candidate (¢), are not shown dueto lack of space. Recall from earlier chapters
that ALIGNR-WD isresponsiblefor the alignment of afoot at theright edge of the prosodic
word. Recall alsothe constraint rankings RT=FT& FTBIN-u>> ALIGNR-WD >>WBYPand

FTFORM=TROCHEE >> PARSE-O.
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u CopA | ONSET | RT=FT& | ALIGN | FTBIN | DEP- | MAX | FTFORM= | *W/R

Vpn=at -R FTBIN-U | R-WD -0 Nuc | -Nuc | TROCHEE

a u *1 * *
(p3.nat)

b. T *1 * *
(p3n.at)

& C u * * * * *

(p3n)t

d. u x| * * * *
(p3nt)

e 1 x| *
(p. ndt)

In(11), candidate (a) isruled out by CoDA-R, candidate (b) by ONSET, and candidates

(d, e) by RT=FT& FTBIN-L. This leaves candidate (c) to win, even though it fails to align

afoot at the extreme right edge of the word in accordance with ALIGNR-WD.

The analysis thus far has not fully accounted for the fact that some transitive forms

(like the just analysed /pant/) surface without the suffix vowel. To facilitate discussion,

some of the data previously listed in (2) are repeated here in (12).

(12) Root + control transitive /-at/

a. Full-vowsel roots; stress on root

caw-at
cix™-it

13 hd p1
‘reach’

pal-t
[ix™-t

b. Schwa-based roots with obstruent as C,: stress on suffix
q VS8t

cx-5t

‘ push1

¢. Schwarbased roots with resonant as C,: stress on root

pan-t

‘bury’

yaw-t

‘skim off’
‘put down’

‘to praise’

‘play with (s.0. or s.t.)’




299

d. Disyllabic roots: stress on root

k™3las-t ‘shoot’ xVal-t  ‘give
Pinat  ‘say what? T&m?aq-t ‘deliver’

An examination of the datain (12) shows that the suffix vowel surfaces predictably
only under stress, as is the case in (12b); in fact, the only instance in which the vowel
manifests in the data is in combinations with a monosyllabic root containing afull vowel,
(12a), and eventhereitsappearanceisnot consistent. In the Kuiperscorpora, approximately
two-thirds of disyllabic transitive stems containing afull vowel in the root also include a
suffix vowel in the output. This suggeststhat agiven input /v'CAC-at/ should yield thetwo
possible outputs /CACAL/ and /CACt/, although judging from number counts, the first of
these formsis preferred. According to Kuipers (1967), however, there appearsto bellittle
speaker variation for aform based on agiven root, while at the same time, the presence or
absence of thevowel isapparently not predictable; these factorsindicate that lexicalization
isinvolved. Given the circumstances, the variation is probably best explained in terms of
therelatively low ranking of the Max-Nuc constraint, which, as mentioned, stipul ates that
anucleusin the input must also be present in the output; alow ranking for MAX-NucC is
indicated by the fact that unstressed vowel reduction and elision are acommon occurrence
in the language.

Although the suffix vowel is present in the output of morethan half of /-at/ transitives
involving a monosyllabic root with afull vowel, it is unusual for the vowel to surface in

combinations with disyllabic roots, as the exemplary data in (12d) show (for instance,

IVk%¥alag-at/ surfaces as /kV5ladt/, never as*/kVslagat/; cf. /kV&Sat/, whichisformed on a
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monosyllabic root). The fact that the vowel shows up in combinations with monosyllabic
roots, but not in those with disyllabic roots, suggests that it is more likely to be retained
when it is part of awellformed, binary syllabic foot than when it is not.°

Thetableauin (13) containsan analysisof atransitive form based on adisyllabic root.
Only candidates that adhere to the high-ranking CoDA-R and ONSET are considered in the
tableau; these constraints are therefore excluded, along with the low-ranked * WR, which

isviolated by all candidates.

(13) /k™3last/ * shoot; tr.’

SRV} RT=FT& | ALIGN | WBYP | FTBIN | WSP’ | DEP- | MAX | FTFORM=
VK¥|&&=at FTBIN-pu | R-WD -0 Nuc | -Nuc | TROCHEE
a HE M * * > * *
(k™3 | a)(3at)
= b Hu ok * * *
(k™3 | ast)
C. Hu * * * * *
(k™3 | ad)t
d. u “ '_,l *| * * ** *
(k™3 | a.5at)

In thetableau, RT=FT& FTBIN-u eliminates candidates (a, d); the former contains one
illformed, monomoraic and monosyllabic foot (along with a moraically and syllabically
wellformed one), the latter, an illicit trisyllabic foot. Given that vowel harmony is bound
by the foot, it might be expected that the suffix would optimally reside outside the foot

which containsthe disyllabic root, asin (a, c); especialy, theformation in (13c) resembles

°Recall from Chapter 3 that vocalic nuclei are virtually never empty in the surface forms
of bare roots, which are optimally equal to a binary foot; thisis so even when the root

contains two schwa-based syllables (for instance, /waxod/ ‘frog’).
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that of the optimal candidate for /pdnt/ (11c) inthisregard. However, these candidates (that

is, 133, ) areruled out by RT=FT& FTBIN-p and ALIGNR-WD, respectively, and in the end

the best candidate is one that encloses the entire form in a single foot.

7.1.2. The/-an/ control transitive: a GrSin the PPhrase domain

The preceding subsection showed that in words consisting of a root extended by the /-at/
transitive, stressis not only clearly dependent on phonological factors,’ but it utilizes the
same configuration of constraints required in the assignment of stressin Root=LexSwords
in which both components are contained within asingle stem. It was evident, too, that, as
in bare roots, moraic weight plays an important role in determining stress in these forms.
For these reasons, it was argued that the /-at/ suffix, like lexical suffixesin a head—theme
relation to the root, joins the morphological root in the PStem. Applying the sameanalysis
to words involving the /-an/ transitive does not work, however, even though the two

suffixes appear to be functionally identical.™* The fact is that the two control transitives

%Correspondence theory plays arolein determining vowel quality.

"Both /-at/ and /-an/ are volitional transitives, and no productive di stinction exists between
the two. Kuipers (1967) has the following to say about the two forms:

In the few cases where /t/- and /n/-forms occur of the same root, the former
refers to an action which affects its object as a whole, the latter to one which
affectsit partially or superficially, cf. /Ax™-ut/ * spit (something) out’ vs. /43x™-n/
‘spit (at someone)’, /qVat/ ‘ save, rescue (someone)’, lit. ‘ pull through’, vs. /g% a-
n/ ‘perforate (something)’; originally also /cu=t/ ‘say (something)’ vs. /cu-n/
‘tell, order (someone)’ ... The distinction is not productive; from a synchronic
point of view the suffixes/-(V)t/ and /-(V)n/ may be regarded as non-automatic
allomorphs of one transitivizer (Kuipers 1967:69);

and further:
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behave quite differently in terms of stress assignment. In short, whereas stress in words

involving the /-at/ transitive is phonol ogically determined, the same is not true for those

with the /-an/ transitive. The data listed in (14a-b) show that, in contrast to /CVC-at/

combinations, which surface with stress on the root only when it contains either a full

vowel or asyllabic resonant (and never when it containsapost-schwaobstruent), /CV C-an/

combinations always surface with root stress.

(14) CVCroot + transitive /-an/ suffix
a. Full-vowel roots: stress on root

‘follow, chase’

vcay-n
vkVay-an
Véih-n
Vxim-in?
Vidy-n
vmuy-un

b. Schwa-based roots: stress on root

vpse-n
v#m-n

c. Disyllabic roots: stress on root

Vp'dyagn
Vv 2isaw?-n
vt &nam-n

‘hide
‘lift, raise’

‘pull s.0.’shair’
‘|eave, abandon’

‘SO&k’

‘bend, fold’
‘pick berries

‘correct, cure
‘chew’

‘weigh, measure’

Vg é-n
vwét-an
V&it-n
vp'ic-in
VXK Y-
vnag ¥-un

VE3x™-n
vKY3l-n

Vtdyag -n
V' an?iw?-n
vnig “am-n

‘ stop
‘chase away’
‘bring close’
‘squeeze’
pull, drag’
‘poke’

‘throw at’
‘warm near fire

‘give
‘remove out of sight’
‘make smooth’

An examination of /-an/ transitive stems in the corpus shows that, like /-at/, the /-an/

transitive frequently surfaces with an echo vowel when affixed to a monosyllabic strong

root; some examples are found in (14a). If it is true, as was suggested in the last section,

that the occurrence of vowel harmony in Squamish is circumscribed by the prosodic foot

Thetype/CaC-an/ ishard to distinguish from /CaC-n/ in carel ess speech; though
there is no doubt that they are of two different types, it is possible that | have
erred in one or the other direction in individual instances (Kuipers 1967:75).
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boundary, then the fact that the vowel of the /-an/ suffix takes on the features of the root
vowel indicates that the v'CV C-an composite is again contained within a single prosodic
foot. Such an analysis of vV CV C-an is strengthened by the observation that in words where
the stem for suffixation islonger than CVC, the form of the suffix isaways either /-n/ or
(especially under stress) /-an/, but importantly, never /-An/, where the vowel is an echo of
afull vowel in the root. These sorts of cases will be examined later in the section, as they
have relevance for another aspect of the analysis of -an suffixation.

Although the /-an/ suffix is presumably like the /-at/ suffix in that it formsa single
prosodic foot with aCV C root (since foot-bound vowel harmony takes place), it cannot be

analysed as sharing aPStem with themorphol ogical root: unlike/-at/, /-an/in CV C-an does

not get the word stress even when the root contains no weight; compare and contrast /$3m-
n/ ‘ pick berries’ versus/pan-t/ ‘bury’, and /pdc-n/ ‘bend, fold’ (and crucially, not */pc-3n/)
versus /cx-3t/ ‘push’.

Suffix stresswould again be the expected result if the suffix occupied asecond PStem,

aswaspositedin Chapter 6, section 6.2.2 for Root=LexS concatenationsinamodifier—head

relation. In fact, were this the case, one would expect not only */Am-3n/ and */pc-3n/, but

also */q at-an/, as the head always bears the stress in such congtructions unless it is

unaccented. Although none of the forms with /-an/ in (14) surface with suffix stress, the
suffix is patently stressable. The example sets in (15-16) show that when the /-an/ suffix
appends a CVCC root or complex stem, the suffix isindeed able to surface with primary

stress, especially in the case of schwa-based roots; clearly, the suffix is not unaccented.
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(15) CVCC root + transitive /-an/ suffix'
a. Full-vowd roots: stress on suffix or on root

vxicg-n ‘fell (atree)’ (also vxicg-an?)
vhiwg-an?  ‘shove, push’

b. Schwa-based roots: stress on suffix
vVimt-dn  ‘paint’ Vc'ls-én “scour’
Véok¥x-an  ‘fry’ Vposk'™-an  ‘squeeze

c. Disyllabic roots: stress on suffix
Vlix“ig-an ‘pass out food (at potlatch)’
vwi?ga-2an ‘perform a(certain) dance’ (cf. vwi?ga‘man’)

(16) Complex CVCC stem + transitive /-an/ suffix
a. Full-vowel roots: stress on suffix or root
Vgac'=¢-an?  ‘embrace Vmik’¥=&-an? ‘wash s.0.’sfeet’
vwig'=c-an?  ‘pull, force open’ (also wig =c-n?)
VXVil?=g”-an?  ‘cut off s.0.’shead’ (also vx™il?=g~-n)

b. Schwa-based roots: stress on suffix
vVpn=g“-an?  ‘bury’ (Vpen) n-vVt'og ¥-¢-an? ‘cutin haf’ (vacross)
Vk¥ot=¢-an?  ‘splitin half’

c. Disyllabic roots: stress on suffix or root
Vtim?a=gsn  ‘makeafull turn (in canoe)’
Vsta?-an-t-as  ‘buy (3sobj tr)’
Although the exemplary datain (15-16) include forms based on roots containing full

vowels, namely, in (15a, 164), there appears to be considerable variation as regards the

location of stress in these words (cf. /vxicg-an?/, / Vxicg-n/ ‘fell (atree)’)™. In contrast,

2A few examples, notably /viit-an?/ * sprinkle(s.t.)’ and/vpik’ ¥-an?/ ‘ to smoke (meat, fish,
etc.)’, unexpectedly surface with stress on the suffix in combinations with a CV C root.

BWith respect to stressin combinationsbased on rootswith full vowels, K uipers points out:



305

forms based on roots with schwa, examples of which are listed in (15b, 16b), consistently
surface with stress on the suffix.

A comparison of the CV C-an/ transitivesin (14a-b) with the CVCC-an transitivesin
(16a-b, 15) leads to the question of why the transitive suffix never bears stressin the first
instance, but frequently bears stressin the second instance. In fact, while stressis variable
in CVCC roots or stems with full vowels, it is always on the suffix when the vowel in
CVCCisschwa; thisisin contrast to /-an/ forms of CV C roots, where stress is on the root
regardless of the quality of its vowel. Thus, to find an answer to why stress patterns as it
doesin words consisting of root and transitive/-an/ suffix, it is necessary to examineforms
based on full-vowel and schwa-based roots separately.

It was pointed out earlier in this section that the /-an/ suffix does not pattern with
PStem suffixes (exemplified by incorporating lexical suffixesand the/-at/ transitive) inthat
the presence or absence of moraic weight in the root has no bearing on stressin wordswith
/-an/ (unlike, for instance, in words with /-at/). If /-an/ is not subject to PStem constraints,
it must be subject to constraints at a higher level of the P-Hierarchy. It was argued earlier

that suffixes like/-an/ are affixed at the highest prosodic level, therefore the PPhrase: the
fact that the addition of post-clitics (for instance, compare /Cn_xicg-n/ and /xicg-an?_¢n/

‘I shall fell it") can affect the outcome of surface stressintheword supportsthisconclusion.

In the stem-type CVCC with V other than /o/ the stress may fall on stem or
suffix or even on both; the suffix is unstressed /-n/, stressed /-an(?)/, e.g. /¢n__
xicg-n/ vs. /xicg-an?_¢-n/ ‘1 (shall) fell it’, /n-x™il?-c-an/ ‘open’ (e.g. adoor;
recorded in isolation with two equal stresses), /C-n__nx™il?c-n/ ‘I open it’,
Inx™il?c-an-kal ‘open it!” (imperative suff. /-ka/). (Kuipers 1967:76).
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While the outcome of stressin CV C-an words has nothing to say about this, that in CVCC-
an words does. A comparison of stress in these structures shows that the /-an/ suffix does
not govern stress in the way suggested by Revithiadou’ s (1999) theory of head stress: if it
did, it would be expected to bear stressin CVC-an words as well asin CVCC-an words,
since in both cases it heads its construction. Instead, (at least in combinations with full-

vowel roots) stress falls more predictably on the /-an/ suffix when it is not head, but is
dominated by afollowing suffix or clitic, as described above; thus, we get /nx™il?c-an-kal
‘open it!", and not */nx™il?c-an-k&, which would be the expected result under a strict

headedness theory like Revithiadou's.

Turning now to an OT analysis of /-an/ transitive forms, it was noted earlier in this

section that the stress outcomesfor CAC-an and CaR-an transitivesdo not differ from those

in their /-at/ transitive counterparts: stress surfaces on the root in each case. In contrast,

CoK-an transitives do differ from their CoK-at counterparts in that stress falls on the root
in the first instance, but on the suffix in the second.
Thetableaux in(17-18), which analyse CoR-an and CoK-anwords, respectively, show

that both forms favour an analysis similar to that for CoR-at transitives (for instance, like

that of /pdnt/ in tableau 11). Recall that ALIGNR-WD is responsible for the alignment of a

foot at the right edge of the prosodic word. As a PPhrase suffix, -an islocated outside the
PWord. All listed candidates are in adherence with both CobA-R and RT=FT& FTBIN-|;

these constraints are therefore not included in the tableau.



(17) Admn/ *pick berries
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H ONSET | ALIGN | WBYP | FTBIN | WSP’ | DEP- | MAX | FTFORM= | *W/R
[LVAM] el pw-anl e R-WD -0 Nuc | -Nuc | TRocHEE

a *! * * *

(#m)n
= b. M * * * *

(#m)n

C. u “ *! * * * * *
(¥dm)Jon

d. “ “ *! * * * * *
(¥dm.]an)

e. u u“ *! * * % * * * *
(#3m)](an)

In(17), ONSET isviolated by candidates(c-€), and WBYPby (a). Thisleavescandidate

(b) to win. The optimal form for CoC-an transitives is shown as being essentially similar

tothat for CoR-at transitives (11c) except for alignment differencesdueto the classification

of /-at/ as a PStem suffix and /-an/ as a PPhrase suffix (the /-at/ suffix isinternal, and the

[-an/ suffix external, to the prosodic word). Although these alignment differences do not

result in a difference in surface stress for CoR- transitives with /-at/ and with /-an/, since

stressison theroot in both cases, they do result in a stress difference for CoK - transitives,

since stress surfaceson theroot with /-an/, but on the suffix with /-at/. Comparethe analysis

of /pdcn/ in (18) with that of /cxat/ in (10).
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M ONSET | *WK | RT=FT& | ALIGN | WBYP | FTBIN | DEP- | MAX | FTFORM=
|||\/EC|EB|F,W-an]PP FTBIN-py | R-WD -0 Nuc | -Nuc | TROCHEE
I g * * * *

(P3c)]n

b. “ *! * * *
(p3c)]n

C. “ *! * % * *
(p3c)]en

d. “ *! * * % *
(p3.clan)

e UL *1 *
(p3.clan)

In (18), disyllabic candidates (d, €) are eliminated for violating RT=FT& FTBIN-p and

ALIGNR-WD, respectively. Each of the other candidatesfeaturesasingle monosy!labic foot

formed on theroot, but (c) fails on ONSET, (b) violates * WK, and the winning candidate is

therefore (a). The optimal form, then, is one that posits a single degenerate foot on the

monosyllabic root, obliging the suffix consonant to be parsed by the PPhrase.

The analyses of /Admn/ in (17) and /p3dcn/ in (18) show that the optimal form for a

CoC-antrangitive (asfor CVC-antransitivesin general) isonethat alignsafoot at theright

edge of the PWord, which, for -an transitives formed on CVC roots, coincides with the

PRoot (as well asthe PStem; recall that the -an suffix islocated outside the PWord). Asa

result, stressin CVC-an transitives invariably falls on the root, whether or not it contains

weight. In contrast, intransitivesformed on CV CC stems, the boundary between PRoot and
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PWord is not isomorphic,* and this allows for a different stress outcome, especially for

combinationsinvolving CoCC stems, which surface with asingle stress on the suffix. This
is demonstrated with the analysis of /k™atc¢an?/ ‘split in half’ in (19).

(19) /k¥atcan?/ split in half’

H ONSET | RT=FT& | ALIGN | WBYP | FTBIN | DEP- | FTFORM=
(VK™ pr=C] py-aN] po FTBIN-u | R-WD -0 Nuc | TROCHEE
a m x| * ok % * *
(K™a1¢)(&n)
= b, M * * > * *
(K™at)(¢an)
C. m * * | * *
(k™3t)(¢an)
d. . * * * * *
(K™at.¢an)

In (19), candidate (a), which isthe only candidate to correctly align afoot at the right
edge of the PWord, isruled out because, by doing so, it incursviolationsagainst ONSET and
RT=FT& FTBIN-L, theformer crucially. Candidates (b, c, d) fareequally poorly on ALIGNR-

WD and WBYP, and eventually (d) beats out (b, c) on FTBIN-O.

A comparison of theresultsfor the CoCC-an transitive analysed in (19) with those for

CoC-antransitives, analysed in (17-18), showswhy stress configures differently inthetwo

¥“Although Kuipers differentiates between CV CC roots and CVCC stems, asindicated in
the separate listings of the exemplary formsin (15) and (16), respectively, bare rootswith
the form CVCC are rare, and can usually be argued to consist of a CVC root and a
consonantal suffix. For instance, /xicg/ ‘ fallentimber’ includestheroot /v/xic/ ‘ lying down,
prostrate’ and the lexical suffix /=g/ ‘bottom, trunk’. In the analysis of transtive forms
here, CVCC will therefore be analysed as a complex stem comprised of aroot and asuffix,
asindicated by [[VCVC]pg =Clps.
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types of forms. Because of the demands of ONSET, a fully parsed CoC-an transitive will

necessarily violate RT=FT& FTBIN-, astheroot-final consonant must form the onset of the
suffix’s syllable, which is vowel-initial. A better analysis is therefore one that eliminates
this requirement by failing to parse the suffix; thisis made easier by the process of vowel

harmony, which results in a reduced vowel (schwa) in the suffix, thereby permitting its

erasure. MAax-Nuc is relatively low in the constraint rankings. In contrast, a CoCC-an

transitive has a built-in onset for the suffix in the form of the final consonant of the stem.
For this reason, and because the CVCC stem is analysed as a complex form consisting of

aroot and aconsonantal lexical suffix, acomplete parsing isableto satisfy therequirements

of both ONSET and RT=FT&FTBIN-l. The result is a best candidate for CoCC-an that

consists of asingledisyllabic foot, where stressfallson thefinal syllable, whichisthe only

syllable with weight.

In contrast to -an transitivesformed on CoCC stems, which always surface with stress

on the suffix, stressin CVCC-an words containing a full vowel in the stem is somewhat
unpredictable, surfacing variably on the root, on the suffix, or on both root and suffix. The
analysisin (20) is of /xicqn/ ‘to fell atree’ (/xicq/ ‘fallen timber’ > /v'xic/ ‘lying down,

prostrate’, /=g/ ‘ bottom, trunk’).
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20) /xican/ ~ Ixicqan/ ~ Ixicgan/ ‘to fell (atree)’

oo ONSET | RT=FT& | ALIGN | WBYP | FTBIN | WSP’ | MAX | FTFORM=

vxic=g-an FTBIN-u | R-WD -0 -Nuc | TROCHEE

a W o % o o o o o
(xicg)(an)

b. W * ok | o
(xic.gan)

SRR * * ok x| o
(xic)(gan)

TR * * ok x| o
(xic)(gan)

P TRRTT * * ok o

(xic)(gan)

f TR * * ok % o o
(xic)(gn)

The tableau in (20) shows that certain analyses will not be considered, for instance,
that in (a), which violates ONSET, and that in (b), which incurs an excessive number of
violations against WBYP. The remaining candidates fare equally on WBYP and FTBIN-0,
and theranking WSP’ >>MAXx-Nuc favours candidate (e), which shows stress on both root
and suffix. In fact, however, any one of (d, e, f) is a possible outcome for thisword (and
otherslikeit), and this suggests that there may be some ambivalence asto the ranking order
of the WSP’, MAax-Nuc, and FTFORM=TROCHEE in the grammar (however, this ranking
order iscalled for elsewhere).

Although a reading of Kuipers (1967) appears to indicate that primary stress in
CVCC-an sequences with afull vowel in the stem is free to surface on either the stem or
the suffix vowel (or both), a closer examination of stress in these words as they occur in

textssuggeststhat suffix stressismorelikely to occur when the word is extended by apost-

clitic. For instance, compare the way stress configuresin /Cn_xicg-n/ vs. /xicg-an?_¢n/ ‘|
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(shall) fell it’, where primary stress falls on the root when thefirst person singular subject

clitic/¢n/ precedesthe word, but on the suffix when the same clitic followstheword.”® The
difference in stress between /Cn_xicg-n/ vs. /xicg-an?_¢n/ ‘1 (shall) fell it’, then, can be
seen as due to the additional syllable the clitic provides at the rightmost edge of the word,;
although nonfinality is not a crucial issue in Squamish stress, afinal syllable is somewhat
less likely to show up with stress than anonfinal syllable.® An analysisof /xicg-an?_¢n/
isgivenin (21).

21) /xicgan ¢n/ ~ /xicgan ¢n/ ‘1 shall fell it (treg)’

VRt ONSET | RT=FT& | ALIGN | WBYP | FTBIN | WSP’ | FTFORM=
vxic=g-an ¢n FTBIN-u | R-WD -0 TROCHEE
a “ l—l“ * | * *k% * *

(xicg)(an.cn)

b. TR * *kk| *
(xic.gan)¢n
C. VR * *% * *| *

(xic)(gan.cn)

= (. TR * *% *
(xic)(gan.cn)

e VRt * *% * *| *
(xic)(gan.cn)

Theanaysisin (21) suggeststhat, in terms of stress, the best surface form for /xic=g-
an¢n/ isonewith stresson both root and transitive suffix, with the clitic being incorporated

into the foot that contains -an.

*The fact that a post-clitic can affect stressin the grammatical word suggests that it must
be considered part of the PPhrase.

1°At least thisistrue wherethe K uipers corporaare concerned; in morerecent transcriptions
(for instance, in Bar-el and Watt 1998, 2000), it is not the case.
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This section has provided an analysis of stress in words with the /-an/ transitive. Of
particular importanceistheway inwhichstressconfiguresdifferently intransitivesformed,
on the one hand, on CVC stems, where stressisinvariably on the stem, and, on the other
hand, on CV CC stems, where the location of stress is mainly dependent on vowel quality
intheroot, falling invariably on the suffix if theroot is schwa-based. In the case of CVCC-
an transitiveswith afull vowel intheroot, stressis sometimes observed to fall on the root,
and at other times on the suffix, the latter especially when the suffix is not final in the
grammatical word (asin /xicgan_¢n/ ‘I shall fell it’). The variable stress found when the
root containsafull vowel may be a matter of free variation, as Kuipers (1967) suggests; it
may also be influenced by contextual factors, such as topicalization or emphasis.

Importantly, except for the variation found when the CVCC stem contains a full
vowel, the outcome of stressin /-an/ transitivesis entirely predictable on the basis of the
analysisthat hasserved for virtually every other word form (excepting only modifier—head
compound formations). There is therefore no reason to believe that syntactic headedness
plays any role whatsoever in the analysis of words of this type, contrary to Revithiadou's
prediction.

The analysis provided in this section is supported by the way stress patternsin words

inwhich stemsare extended by the/-i?n/ suffix, which isavariation on the/-an/ transitive.

7.1.3. /-itn/: avariation on the/-an/ transitive
In some cases the /-an/ transitive takes the form /-i?n/. Two main classes of examples

exhibit the use of thisform. Thefirst group is composed of what Kuipers (1967:71) refers
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to as“recessive’ trangitive verbs, or verbsthat, in spite of their transitive marking, behave
likeintransitiveswith respect to certain inflectional morphol ogical operations(for instance,
the 3rd singular person subject suffix, /-as/, which is required in transitive but not in
intransitive constructions with 1st or 3rd person objects, is missing in these forms; see

Kuipers 1967:93 for comparative paradigms); examples are listed in (22a). The second

body of exampleswith/-i?n/ isfound in transitive renderings of stemsendingin thelexical
suffixes/=a¢/ *hand’, /=aya?n/ ‘ear’, /=aban/ ‘cheek’, /=ayaxaltn/ ‘arm’; see (22h).

(22) Transitive/-i?n/
a. Recessive transitive constructions

i. Stressinstem
vVastg-itnt  ‘rap, knock’ VXV4&i?n  ‘splash’
Vpsk'-itn ‘puff, splash’ Vpi¢-itn  ‘flash
vkYsm-itn - ‘thump’ veik'™-itn *start, twitch (of fright)’
Vsay(?)-itn  ‘beaudible V28x™-i?n  *cough’

il. Stressin stem and on suffix
V&'iik ™n-i?n ‘gnash one' s teeth’

b. Transitives of stems ending in/=a¢/, /=ayakin/, /=akan/, /=ayaxain/
i. Stressinstem
Vp ar=&-itn' ‘ grab someone by the hand’
Vp ar=dyain-i?n  ‘grab someone by the ear’ (also vV'p a?=&yan-i?n)
vcig=ayain-itn ‘stab someone’s ear’ (also v cig=ayan-i?n)
vVqYsh=&yain-i1n  ‘perforate someone's ear’
veig=aran-itn ‘stab someone' s cheek’
vVmik’ W=ayéxa?n-i?n ‘wash someone'sarms’ (also mik’ V=ayéaxa?n-i?n)

YIn terms of stress, this form does not fit the general pattern: the analysis of CVCC stems
(see previous section) predicts */g™atqi?n/, that is with stress on the suffix rather than on
schwain the root. | have no explanation for this exception.

¥Theroot is variable, catalogued in Kuipers (1967) asp’i? (=p’ih?), p'a? (=p’ah?), p’2h
(see Appendix A).
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ii. Stress on suffix (and optionally on root)
vVmik'V=ag-i?n ‘wash someone’s hands' (cf. vmik’ “=us-n, etc.)
v ap' =ad-i?n ‘seize s.0.’s hand (with beak, etc.)’ (also v dp=ac-i?n)

The examples in (22) show that stress in words featuring the /-i?n/ variant of the

transitive /-an/ suffix functions in the same way as it does in words with the plain /-an/
transitive. Thus, when the suffix is affixed to a bare monosyllabic root, as exemplified in
(22a.i), stress surfaces on the root, while in combinations with disyllabic roots with
penultimate stress (22a.i), where the stressed syllable in the root is a multiple of two
gyllables away from the vowel in the suffix, stress surfaces on the suffix (aswell ason the
root). Similarly, when the stem consists of aroot and a lexical suffix, examples of which
aregivenin (22b), stresswill show up on the transitive suffix only if it isin an alternating
gyllable position to the designated site for stress in the stem, which is the case for the
exampleslistedin (22b.ii), but not for thosein (22b.1). Notethat it isthe grammatical suffix

rather than the stem that retains the stress when only one of two possible stresses surfaces
(as evidenced, for instance, by the variant forms /vVq' ap’ =a¢-i?n/ ~ IV &p’' =ak-i?n/). It is
unlikely that thisisdueto any stress-related differences between /-an/ and /-i2n/; rather, the
probable cause isthat, unlike for /-an/, placing stress on the vowel in /-i?n/ does not result
in stressbeing situated in aword-final illformed foot: since/-i?n/ isdisyllabic, it constitutes

awellformed foot.*®

¥Recall that resonants are syllabic after another consonant, including the glottal stop;
therefore, the sequencei?nis syllabified as[i.?n].
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7.1.4. Summary

It remainsto be explained why the /-an/ transitive differs from the /-at/ transitive in terms
of stress behaviour in combinations with both CoC roots and CoCC roots or stems; a
summary comparison is givenin (23).

(23) Comparison of stress behaviour in/-an, -at/ transitives of CoC and CoCC stems

-an at
CaC- C5C-n C5R-t C(o)K-5t
CaCC- C(o)CC-4n | CSRC-t C(o)K C-5t

Thetablein (23) showsthat stressin transitivesinvolving the/-at/ suffix isdetermined
phonologically inthat it surfaces on aroot with weight (that is, onethat containsasyllabic
resonant), otherwise on the suffix. In contrast, the quality of the second consonant of the
root or stem has no bearing on stress in transitives with the /-an/ form. Instead, stressin
transitives involving the /-an/ suffix is determined by rules governing the patterning of
alternating stress, a PPhrase-level phenomenon. Thus, it is only when the suffix vowel is
situated in a syllable that is an even number of syllables from the main stem stress that
stress can (and does, in the case of a schwa-based root) surface on the suffix. What this
difference in stress behaviour suggestsisthat /-at, -an/ transitives are resident in different
domains, with the /-at/ transitive forming part of the PStem domain, while the /-an/
transitive resides outside both PStem and PWord in the PPhrase. Thisisillustrated in (24).
In order to simplify the illustration, the PRoot domain is not included in (24); however,

recall that PStem is minimally satisfied by the presence of PRoot.



317

(24) Phonological domain for /-an, -at/ suffixation

[eo [ow [ps VROOL -at] ps ]y -@N] pp

The preceding discussion has provided evidence for the view that atheory based on
headedness cannot adequately explain the way stress patternsin grammatical constructions
in Squamish. In particular, the examination of two suffixes that appear to have exactly the
samefunction, namely, the/-at/ control transitive and the/-an/ control transitive, but which
differ markedly in stress patterns, indicated that no analysis can be complete that does not
include areference to prosodic domains. A headedness- and accent-based analysis such as
that proposed in Revithiadou (1999) for other Salishan languages, cannot explain the stress
differences observed in concatenations with /-at/ on the one hand, and those with /-an/ on
the other, for several reasons. First, although both suffixes are stressable, they are not
inherently accented; if they were, they would be expected (based on observations of stress
patterning elsewhere in the language) to surface with stress with much greater frequency
than they do, infact, in all caseswherethey are not affixed to an accented root. In the same
vein, they are not inherently unaccented becauseif they were, they should never be stressed
unless affixed to aroot that is aso unaccented. Second, if the theory of head stress were
explanatory for these data, the suffix ought to govern word stress regardless of accent
elsewhere in the word: this is precisely what happens in Root=LexS words in a modi-
fier—head relation (see Chapter 6, section 6.2.3), but not here.

In the remainder of this chapter, | provide further evidence for adomains analysis of

grammatical suffixes, beginning with an examination of theinchoative/-i?/, which, likethe

[-at/ trangitive, is presumed to be a PStem-level suffix. Following that, the survey of stress
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patterns found in words involving personal suffixes provides additiona evidence for the

PPhrase, while also showing, in the /-nam?ut/ reflexive, that grammatical suffixes can

residewithin PRoots, similarly to compounding lexical suffixes; thus, grammatical suffixes
are represented at all three of the prosodic levels posited for lexical suffixesin Squamish,

namely, PRoot, PStem, and PWord, as well asin the PPhrase.

7.2. The/-i?/ inchoative: a GrSin the PStem domain
It is proposed that the /-i?/ inchoative is contained within the PStem. Recall that at the

PStem level, theroot (or the stem for suffixation, for instance, areduplicated stem) getsthe
stressif it contains afull vowel or (although not consistently) a schwa-resonant sequence,
otherwise stress falls on the suffix. Examples of inchoative forms are listed in (25), where
(25a) contains inchoatives formed on full-vowel roots, and (25b), those formed on schwa-

based roots.

(25) Root + /-i?/ inchoative

a.  Full-vowel roots: stress on root
Vg éx™-i?  ‘become callous
vwag ¥-i?  ‘go downstream’
valim-i? * become weak’
qoxV+/q &x™-i? ‘becomevery callous
Vtdy?agri?  ‘move (from one place to another)’
t'i+/tig¥-i?  ‘be getting cold’
t'{+V/t'ix"-i? ‘be descending from ahill’
qarvq ax™-i? ‘gradually become callous
wi+/wug ™-i?  ‘be going downstream’
Vt'ig¥-i?-nit-m  ‘be caught by cold weather’
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b. Schwa-based roots:. stress on suffix
Vp'si?  ‘toland, go to shore’ (Vp'es)
VX¥si? ‘getfat’ (VX™o9)
Vai-i?  ‘get bad’ (Vaoy)
po+Vpx™-i?  ‘befading, getting pale’ (v pox™)
to+Vtsi? ‘feel cold’ (Vtos)
S+/sp-i? ‘becomestiff’ (Vsop)
to+/Y g ™-i? ‘begetting dark’ (V¥ oq™)
V¥ g ©-i2-nit-m  ‘be caught by darkness

While stress in the exampleswith full-vowel roots (25a) patterns exactly aswould be

expected in the PPhrase domain (aswell asin the PStem),? the fact that combinationswith

monosyllabic schwa-based roots, such as/x™ag in/x™s-i?/ ‘ get fat’, surface with stresson
the suffix suggeststhat /-i7/ is not a PPhrase suffix. If it were, stress would be expected to
surfaceontheroot (or inthereduplicated stem) rather than on the suffix (cf. /k™3l-n/ *warm

near fire; tr.’, < -an).
Instead, stressin inchoative forms behaves exactly asit did in /-at/ transitive forms,

as well asin Root=LexS words with an incorporated reading (Chapter 6, section 6.2.5);

“Some apparent exceptions are listed in (i):

() (EotWEIXY-1? ‘getdry (VEINY, &ix™-)
(to+)Vtaw?-i?  ‘become bright, light' (cf. tu+vtaw?-i? < tow+vtaw?-i?)
V&ix-i=gin  ‘bethirsty’ (lit., ‘have on€e’ s throat be dry’)
Vtaw?-i?-nit-m  ‘be caught by bright light’

Note that stress on the reduplicant in, for instance, /t’ i+vt'ig¥-i?/ ‘be getting cold’,
does not argue against the pattern because the stem for suffixation here is the reduplicated
stem, which, for CV - reduplication, places stress on the reduplicant (see Chapter 5, section
5.2.2).



320
recall that the correct stressresultsin those concatenations were obtained by theinteraction
between prosodic factors (mainly to do with the presence or absence of moraic weight in
asyllable) and (in the case of lexica suffixation) morphological accent. The suffix in this
caseisclearly stressable, and stress can therefore be explained on the basis of phonological
factors aone. Thus, the correct stress results for inchoative forms can be obtained by an
analysis similar to that used for /-at/ suffixation.”

The tableaux in (26-27) contain analyses of inchoative forms built, respectively, on

aroot with afull vowel (/g ax™i?/ ‘become calous’) and on one with schwa (/x™si?/ ‘ get
fat’).

(26) /g’ &x™i?/ ‘become callous

TR ONSET | RT=FT& | ALIGN | ALIGN | WBYP | FTBIN | FTFORM= | PARSE
Vo ax-i? FTBIN-u | L-WD | R-WD -0 | TROoCHEE | -0
a pHooH *| *% *% *

(qax)(i?)

= b oM *

(qax™i?)

C. TRt * x|

(g ax™i?)

d. TR x| o . o

(@ @(x™i?)

e TR % o o o o

(qa x™i?

TR % o o o o

g a(*™xi?)

ZIHowever, unlike the /-at/ suffix, the inchoative s vowel does not take on the features of
that in the root.
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In (26) candidate (a) violates ONSET, while (d-f) all violate RT=FT& FTBIN-. This
leaves the two candidates that form asinglefoot on the disyllabic concatenation (b, c), and

it fallsto FTFORM=TROCHEE to pick (b) as the better of these candidates.

When the root does not contain a full vowd (for instance, in /x™si?/ ‘get fat’), the

contest is decided by DEP-NuUC; thus the best candidatein (27) is (c), which does not have
schwain the output form. The analysisin (27) considers only candidates that have passed

the high-ranking ONSET constraint.

(27) IxVsi?/ *get fat

H *WK | RT=FT& | ALIGN | FTBIN | WSP’ | DEP- | FTFORM= | PARSE
VX¥si? FTBIN-p | L-WD - Nuc | TROCHEE -0
a 1 * x| %
(x75.59)

b. s} * *| *
(X"2.5?)

= C M *

(X™.5i?)

d. “ * *!* * *
(X™9)(si?)

e " % x| % %
X"a(si?)

f. u“ *! * * * *
X"a(si?)

In (27), theonly candidateto obey RT=FT& FTBIN-piseliminated at ahigher level for
assigning a mora to the obstruent in the coda. Candidate (e) is ruled out by ALiGNL-WD,
while (d) and (a) fail on FTBIN-0 the WSP’, respectively. Both of the remaining candidates

are disyllabic, and (c) wins at DErP-NUC.
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Thetableaux in (26-27) show that the best analysisfor aRoot-i ? concatenation formed

on amonosyllabic root is one that includes both morphemes within a single prosodic foot.

Finally, the analysis in (28) shows that in a concatenation in which the inchoative
suffix is added to a disyllabic root, the best candidate is one that leaves the rightmost
gyllable (which includes the suffix) unparsed. Although this candidate violates ALIGNR-
WD, all other candidates are ruled out at an earlier stage of the analysis. All candidates
listed in the tableau fare equally with respect to WBYP and the WSP’, which are therefore

not shown.

(28) ltayaqi?/ ‘move’

MU ONSET | RT=FT& | ALIGN | ALIGN | FTBIN | FTFORM= | PARSE
Vtayag-i? FTBIN-pu | L-WD [ R-WD -0 | TROCHEE | -0

a JpH *! *
(tayaqi?)

b. HU M *| * * *
(tayaq) i?

C. HU M *| * *
(taya)(qi?)

wod o uHp * *
(taya)qi?

e M UM *! *
ta(yaqi?)

In (28), candidate (b) is eliminated by ONSET, while (a, ¢) fail on RT=FT& FTBIN-LL.
Themoraic wellformednessof (d, €) permitsthese candidatesto dlip past RT=FT& FTBIN-,
and candidate (e) is subsequently ruled out by ALIGNL-WD, leaving (d) to win.

Thiscompletestheinitial evidencefor adomainsanalysisof stressin Squamish words

involving grammatical suffixation. The analyses contained in these sections have shown
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that grammatical suffixes are found at two prosodic levels: the /-at/ and /-an/ control

transitiveswere used to demonstrate that grammatical suffixation occursat the levelsof the

PStem and the PPhrase, respectively, whiletheinchoative/-i?/ served to cement the PStem

level analysis. Importantly, a headedness theory (like that proposed by Revithiadou 1999)
played no rolein the account of stressin words involving grammatical suffixation at either
the PStem or the PPhrase |evels.

The next section examines stress in words involving personal suffixation, which

provide further evidence for adomains analysis.

7.3. Personal suffixes: further evidence for adomainsanalysisof GrS

Sguamish designates information about subject and direct object (including plurality) by
means of suffixes added to the stem?; in addition, except for 1st and 2nd person singular,
which are prefixal, possessive affixes are in the form of suffixes. For the most part, these
main classes of personal affixes are not shown with stress in the data; however, the partial
paradigmin (29) of thefactual construction suggeststhat as suffixesthey may surfacewith

(probably secondary) stressif they are not word-final.

221t and 2nd person subject information can also bein the form of clitics, in which casethe
form is preceded by /¢-/, for instance, asin /¢n/, which relays the information ‘ 1st person

sg. subject’ (cf. the corresponding prefix /?n/). The clitic can either precede or follow the
word (e.g., as/Cn_xicg-n/ vs. /xicg-an?_¢n/ ‘| shall fell it’).
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(29) Partial factual paradigm based on /s-v¢aw-at/ (NoM-v'help-TR) (Kuipers 1967:91)

a n-¢'awat-umi b. ?n-s¢’ awat-umi-wit
1sps-  -2.0B 1sps -2.0B-PL
‘my helping you (sg.)’ ‘my helping you (pl.)’

c. ¢’awat-umi-Cot d. ¢’ awat-umi-Cat-wit

-2.0B-1p.PS -2.0B-1p.PS-PL
‘our helping you (sg.)’ “our helping you (pl.)’

e In-s¢’ dwat-an® f. ?n-s¢’ dwat-an(-wit)
1s.ps- -1s.sB 1s.ps- -1s.58(-PL)
‘my helping him’ ‘my helping them’

The forms in (29) show that stress, where it surfaces on personal suffixes, is not
limited to particular suffix classes, as it can occur at least on possessive suffixes, as seen
in (29d), and on subject suffixes, as shown by (29f). Moreover, stress does not surface on
apersonal suffix that constitutesthe final syllable of aword, asexemplified by (293, c, €),
whilethe same suffix may surface with stresswhen (at least implicitly) followed by /-wit/,
asuffix added to 3rd personal (singular) suffixes to indicate plurality.

It can further be noted that the second stressin these forms surfaces on a syllable that
isamultiple of two syllablesto theright of the stem stress. Thisisexactly the pattern found
in words with the /-an/ transitive, and indicates that personal suffixes are similarly in the
PPhrase domain.

In addition, Squamish has a number of reflexive and reciprocal suffixes, which
contribute to the stress pattern in different ways, and these are discussed here in sections

7.3.1and 7.3.2, respectively.

ZThe 3rd person object has a zero form.
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7.3.1. Reflexive suffixes
Reflexive suffixesin Squamish take one of three forms: /-sut/, which attaches to transitive

[/(-an)-t-/ stems; /-numut/, which adjoins bare stems aswell as stems extended by the /-m-/

intransitive; and /-nam?ut/, which is affixed to causative /-s-t-/ stems. The use of these

reflexivesisillustrated in (30-31).

(30) Control reflexive /-sut/

vmik’¥-in-cut ‘wash oneself’

vk ¥3lag-cut ‘shoot oneself’

g an+Vq dn-acut ‘walk back and forth’

t-q’ &+’ an-&cut ‘be returning the way one has come’
VxViag “-an-cut ‘work one' sway through’

VxVak’ Vi-an-cut ‘get drunk’ (lit. ‘make oneself drunk’)
V280™-n-cut ‘moult’ (vfall out (ab. hair))

v 2acq -an?-cut ‘throb’

po+v pt-icut ‘have a match, competition’
V&-4cut (<-t-sut) ‘finish, get ready’

Vysdw-cut (<-t-sut) ‘brag (= praise oneself)’

(31) Non-control reflexive /-numut/
VK'V&=us-numut ‘seeone'sown face
V&K Y-um-numut  ‘get a chance to take a bath’

Vk"¥3las-numut ‘shoot oneself accidentally; get a chance to shoot’
V' dyaq -numut ‘get angry’

g“a-nimut ‘escape’ (lit., ‘get through’) (Vg¥eh ‘perforate’)
Vi3l-numut ‘to realize st.’

With one exception in the corpus (namely, /v'q”a-nimut/ * escape’, lit., ‘ get through’,
based on aschwa-based root, namely, /v'q"sh/ ‘ to perforate’ ; but cf. /v't3l-numut/ ‘ torealize

something’, which is also formed on a root with schwa, but has stress on the root), these

forms never surface with stress. Moreover, /-numut/ has no observable effect on stress in
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words based on full-vowel roots, but it appears to have an effect when the root is schwa-

based, asis the case in /V'g¥a-nimut/ (< vq¥sh), although there is limited evidence. This

suggeststhat this suffix, like both the/-at/control transitive and inchoative/-i?/, is attached
at the level of the PStem, where stressfallson theroot if it containsafull vowel, but on the
suffix if the root is schwa-based. It is clearly not attached at the PWord level, where

* vV " a-numUt/ woul d bethe expected outcome; recall that at thislevel aword-final syllable

is preferred for stress over a schwa-based syllable in the root, provided that it isin an

aternating syllables pattern relative to the root’ s syllable. Stress on the root in /t3l-numut/,

the only other form in (31) that contains a schwa-based root, is aso in line with a PStem
analysis, recall that suffixes at this level tended to assign stressto aroot with weight (e.g.,

/pdn-t/ *bury; tr.” vs. /cxdt/ push; tr.’).

However, the /-sut/ form of the reflexive (30) cannot be a PStem suffix. If the /-an/
suffix is operative at the PPhrase level, then the same must hold true for /-sut/, given that

[-sut/ follows /-an/ in words in which both of these suffixes are present (for instance, in

IX*K ™i-an-cut/ ‘ get drunk’). The/-sut/ reflexive must therefore bein the PPhrase domain,

and fails to surface with stress here only because it is never found in a non- word-final
position.

In contrast to the control and non-control reflexive constructionsseenin (30) and (31),
respectively, those based on causative constructions exhibit an entirely different stress

pattern, as the datain (32) show.
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(32) Causative reflexive /-nam?ut/

K “Vatv k' VE-s-t-dnam?ut ‘look at oneself’ (cf. k’ &k’ ™¢-t ‘look at; tr.")

v?al?-s-t-6nam?ut ‘feel hurt, insulted’ (cf. ?al?-s ‘feel sorry for
someone’)

q'oC +V/q ac' =¢-s-t-6nam?ut ‘hug oneself’ (cf.  ac’-¢-an? ‘embrace’)

n-s-2i+v 2x-s-t-4nam?ut ‘take care of oneself’ (lit., ‘ cause oneself to have

shame’; cf. 2ix-i ‘have shame, be ashamed’;
Pox+2i+vV2x-in ‘call names, call down; tr.")

Theexampleslisted in (32) show that wordscontaining the causativereflexive aways
surface with primary stress on an epenthetic vowel situated between the causative stem and

the reflexive suffix. This stress pattern resembles exactly that found in a subset of words

withthelexical suffix /=wit/ (see Chapter 6, section 6.2.2), specifically, wordsin whichthe

root and lexical suffix were in a modifier—head relation. Recall from that section that
Root=L exS words exhibiting this type of relation were analysed as dual-stem compounds

in which the lexical suffix, as head, commanded stress regardless of any phonological and

regardless of morphological accent elsewhere in the word. Because /=wit/ was lexically

unaccented, it could not itself bear stress; however, it could and did prevent stress from
surfacing in the stem occupied by theroot, and it did this by preposing aschwainto itsown
stem for stress purposes. Thefact that causative reflexive constructions show the same sort

of stress pattern indicates that this suffix must be considered a PRoot level suffix, like

/=wit/, which resides in the second of two PStems.
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7.3.2. Reciprocal suffixes
Squamish has two reciprocal suffixesthat, in terms of usage, pattern somewhat similarly

to the reflexive forms; the two forms are /-way/, which, like the reflexive /-numut/, is

affixed to unmarked stems, and /-new?as/, which attaches to both causative and control

transitive stems. Examples of reciprocal constructions are listed in (33-34).

(33) Control/causative reciprocal /-way, -ay?/**
Vtéc-an?.t-way ‘stroke each other’
vcig-in?.t-way ‘poke, stab each other’
V¢ &p-n.t-way ‘ punch each other’

nox™-v?2ay?-st-way  ‘exchange (with each other)’
& o+ & ow-dt-ay? ‘help each other’ (V¢ aw)

VYt i2-st-way ‘love each other’ (lit., ‘ cause each other to be dear’)
V& smi-t-way ‘bite each other’
qo+/q x-é-ay? ‘argue with each other’

(34) Non-control reciprocal /-new?as/
VK Va&-now?as ‘ see each other’
na¢’ +V/n&S -now?as  ‘differ from each other’
S+/dM?an-m-now?as ‘be enemies (v3man ‘enemy’)
tx™-v'néo?am?-now?as ‘be how (related) to each other? (cf. tx¥-v'n¢a?-am? ‘be
how? be how much?)

Vésme=us-now?as  ‘be of assistance to each other’ (V¢dm?=us‘meet’)
VO8x™-nowas ‘ gather together; itr.’ (v be gathered together)

Pos-t'&+Vt' g -now?as ‘lie across each other’ (Vt'ag', t'aq ‘across, transverse’)
vVmés-now?as ‘stick together, adhere; itr.’ (Vmos ‘be stuck to’)

Thedatasetsin (33-34) show that, like the reflexive /-sut/ (see section 7.3.1), neither

[-way/ nor /-now?as/ has any effect on stress in the word: stress is exactly asit would be

#The reduced form, namely, /-ay?/, occurs following a stressed syllable.
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without these suffixes (for instance, stress surfaces on the schwa-based, weightlessroot in
IV géx"-nowas/ * gather together’ even though the suffix containsafull vowel, and therefore
weight). Thisindicatesthat they are neither PStem nor PRoot, but rather PPhrase, suffixes.
This conclusion is not negated by the failure of either suffix to surface with stress when it
isin a position to bear aternating stress: both /-way/ and /-now?as/ are prevented from
surfacing with stress because the result for both would mean stressing aword-final syllable.

The classification of /-way/ (33) with PPhrase-level suffixes is bolstered by the

observation that this suffix, like /-sut/, is positioned to the right of the /-an/ transitive (for

instance, in /téc-an?-t-way/ ‘ stroke each other’), which was shown in section 7.1.2 to be
operative at the PPhraselevel. In contrast, /-now?as/ (34) attachesto an unmarked stem, but

as the new examplesin (35) indicate, /-now?as/ can itself be followed by the /-an/ control

transitive, resulting in an additional stressin the word.

(35) Non-control reciprocal with control transitive: /-new?as-an/
V' &g’ -now?és-n ‘to cross (two things)’ (Vt'aq', t'aq’ ‘across)
Vma=g“-now?as-n ‘mix; tr.
VXVit?-now?as-n  ‘take apart’ (v'come off, out)
Vmés-now?as-n ‘stick together, adhere; tr.’
Via-now?as-n ‘pileup’ (Vie?, 1a(?) ‘ be touched’)

Asthe examplesin (35) show, adding the /-an/ transitive to areciprocal stem results

in asecond prominence showing up on thefinal syllable of the /-now?as/ reciprocal suffix.

Recall that primary and secondary stress are not differentiated in the Kuipers corpora;

however, notice that stressin words with a single stress occurs in the suffix and not in the
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lexical stem (for instance, asin /v x"i12-now?as-n/ and /vVia-new?as-n/): this suggests that

the rightmost stressisthe main stressin the word. This again supports the classification of
this suffix asaPPhrase-level suffix: it isin aposition for alternating stress and stressing it

does not tend to result in word-final syllable stress.

7.4. Prosodic domains ver sus headedness

According to Revithiadou (1999), the fact that a grammatical suffix isthe functional head
of aword in which it is situated givesit special status with respect to stress in the word:
specifically, unlessit is unstressable it will bear the primary word stress. The survey of
inflected forms in the preceding sections has shown that this analysis does not work for
Squamish, where the prosodic domains of PRoot, PStem, PWord, and PPhrase form an
integral part of the analysis. While at first glance the outcome of stressin words involving
inflectional suffixesat the PPhraselevel (most notably, the/-an/ control transitive) suggests
that headedness may have arole to play in the stress assignment processin that stressis
more likely to be seen on or closer to the head of the grammatical word (which is the
grammatical suffix), the effect (if any) is diminished by the greater importance given to
phonological factors in stress assignment, including a reluctance to stress inexhaustively
parsed or degenerate-footed word-final syllables, aswell as syllables that are not properly

positioned to receive alternating stress. Moreover, with the exception of onesuffix, namely,

the /-nam?ut/ (causative) reflexive, which is argued, on the basis of its similarity to the

lexical suffix /=wit/ initseffect on stress, to be aPRoot-level phenomenon, the headedness

factor has no bearing whatsoever on stressin words involving PRoot and PStem suffixes.
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Justification for adomains-based analysis of inflected formsin Squamish comesfrom
the observation that given classes of suffixes behave in markedly different ways when it
comes to their effect on word stress. For instance, the different stress outcomes observed
in words transitivized by /-at/ on the one hand, and /-an/ on the other, demands an
interpretation of the one as a PRoot-level suffix, and the other asa PPhrase-level one, even
though both are not only transitive suffixes, but control transitive suffixes. Likewise, stress
in reflexive constructions is also clearly domain-driven, as a different stress pattern is
observed with each of the three (morphol ogically determined) formsof thereflexive suffix;

consequently the control /-sut/ and non-control /-numut/ are classed as PPhrase- and PStem-
level suffixes, respectively, while the causative /-nam?ut/ isidentified asbeing situated in
the PRoot of the second of two PStems, and thus subject to PWord-level constraints.

Importantly, and this fact bears repeating, headedness is completely irrelevant to the

outcome of stress in Squamish words involving suffixes found in the PStem of a single-
stem word, for instance, /-at/, /-i1?/ and /-numut/, and it plays at most a highly constrained
roleinthe outcome of stressinwordsinvolving PPhrase suffixes, such as/-an/, and suffixes
that fall within the PRoot, such as /-nam?ut/. Given the variable ways in which stress

patterns in inflected Squamish words, an analysis of stress in these forms is patently

impossible without reference to prosodic domains.

7.5. Summary: lexical and grammatical suffixation
The general purpose of this chapter and the preceding one has been to examine the effects

of suffixation on stress in Squamish words. This subject was discussed with respect to the
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role of lexical accent in Squamish stress, the effects on stress of adding lexical suffixesto
aroot/stem, and the effects on stress of adding grammatical suffixesto astem. A particular
aim throughout these chapters has been to evaluate the Squamish stress facts from the
standpoint of Revithiadou’ s (1999) theory of head stress and head dominance, asdatafrom
anumber of Salishan languageswere used by Revithiadou to argue for the extension of her
hypothesisto polysynthetic languages. The main findings of these chaptersare summarized
in the following paragraphs.

To begin with, it was found that the role of lexical accent islimited in that relatively
few morphemes can be proven to have lexical accent; just as stress in roots is largely
predictable, soisthat in morphol ogically complex formsinvolving suffixation. Thelimited
extent to which morphological accent plays arole in the stress system of Squamishisin
contrast to Revithiadou's analysis of other Salishan languages (and non-Salishan ones as
well), which relies heavily on the analysis of a substantial number of morphemesin those
languages aslexically accented, afact that Revithiadou herself remarks on; as stress across
languages is mostly predictable, the occurrence in individual languages of words or
morphemes with lexical accent must be considered to be highly marked.

The examination of suffixed formsin Chapters 6 and 7 shows that the theory of head
stress and head domination put forward by Revithiadou has limited application to the
outcome of stress in Squamish words involving suffixation. In fact, it is only at the level
of the PWord, where the suffix is head, that the head truly assertsits authority, and it does
not do so without exception here. In the PStem, where the root is aways head, stressis

determined by the interaction between morphol ogical accent and vowel quality intheroot;
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here reference to the head status of the root is never required: the preferencefor root stress
when al things are equal can be explained in more general terms, for instance, by
McCarthy and Prince’'s (1995) RoOOT FAITH >> AFFIX FAITH. Furthermore, while thereis
asuggestion that the head has influence on stressin the PPhrase, the effect of thisinfluence
isscarcely felt, asit is diminished both by the requirements of alternating-syllables stress
and by ageneral ban on stressing word-final syllablesthat are either unparsed or parsed as
degenerate feet. Whereas headedness has limited applicability to stress in suffixed forms
in Squamish, the influence on stress of prosodic domainsis strongly felt.

The Squamishfactsprovideclear evidencethat, asDowning (1999) argued for Bantu,
the prosodic stem and prosodic word are not equivalent, contrary to McCarthy and Prince
(1986, 1993; seealso Nespor and Vogel 1986, Selkirk 1986). Furthermore, the dataprovide
someevidencethat, asposited by Czaykowska-Higgins (1996, 1998) for M oses-Columbian
(see aso Downing on Axininca Campa), the phonological root must be considered as
separate and distinct from both morphol ogical word and prosodic word. This suggestsaP-
Hierarchy (Inkelas 1989, 1993; Downing 1999) that subsumes four distinct levels, as

summarized in (36).



36) Prosodic levelsin Squamish

and phonological considerations
Moraic weight is a consideration

Domain How stress affected Examples
PRoot | Stressis subject to the default (penultimate) v'Root

Moraic weight is a consideration =LS,, -nam?ut
PStem | Stressisevaluated on the basis of lexical accent PRoot=LS,

PRoot-i?, -numut

PWord | Stressisdictated by the functiona head
Lexical accent isgenerally irrelevant
Phonological considerations don’t count

PStem=LS,
PStem-nam?ut

PPhrase | Alternating stress pattern prevails
Phonological considerations (e.g., relating to
schwa stressability) are taken into account

PWord-an
PWord-sut, -way
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Theschemain (37) comparesmorphol ogical and phonol ogical domainsfor suffixation

in Squamish, based on the patterns of lexical and grammatical suffixation examined in

Chapters6 and 7.

(87) Comparison of morphological and phonological domains for suffixation

a.  Morphological domain:
[ww  [ws [MR\/ROOt]MR =LS, =L S;p
-at, -1? -nam?ut -an
b. Phonological domain:

]MW

[ee [pw [ps [pr \/ROOt]PR =L Sidps [ps [pr=L Sompler Ies 1w Iee

-at, -i? -nam?ut

-an

The distribution in (37b) shows that suffixes in Squamish are active at three distinct

levels of the phonology: incorporating lexical suffixes and grammatical suffixes like the

inchoative and the /-at/ transitive are found at the PStem level; compounding lexical

suffixes and grammatical suffixes such as the /-nam?ut/ reflexive are found in the PRoot;

and the /-an/ transitive joins the majority of grammatical suffixes in the PPhrase. This
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differsfrom themorphol ogical domain (37a), where suffixesarefound only at the stemand
word levels. Although no suffix belongs specifically to the PWord level, the inclusion of
PWord is necessary to account for activity that occurs outside the PStem, but still at the
lexical level, for instance, the competition for stress between competing stemsin compound
Root=L exS formations in a modifier—head relation.

The findings attest to two main boundary discrepancies between the two domains.
The first of these places both lexical suffix types, all part of one morphological stem, in
separate phonological stems; and the second puts morphol ogical word-level grammatical

suffixes like the /-an/ transitive, in the phonological phrase.
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Appendix A
Squamish Roots

This appendix contains a listing of roots found in Kuipers (1967, 1969), along with their
glosses, segmental structure, and (for monosyllabic roots), whether the form occurs in
Kuipersasafreeroot. Stressisasindicated in Kuipers; as such, it is consistently included
only for roots containing more than one vowel. Individual roots are categorized in terms
of vocalic content, and appear in the following order: full vowel roots, schwa-based roots,
mixed roots, variable roots. For each of these categories, roots with one vowel are listed
first, those with two vowels follow, and so on. Roots contained in each table are listed in
the alphabetic order utilized by Kuipers (as in Kuipers, the glottal stop isignored in the
alphabet order):

ppmttccsne¢StAITkKKKYXYqgqq¥x x*hwyoaui

Table Al. Full-vowse roots: 1 vowel

Root Gloss Structure Free?
ptism cross oneself (maybe pt=us-m) KKVKR F
pan ? KVR

pum? swell KVR? F
pus cat KVK F
p'la¢’'m [small type of cedar canoe] KRVKR F
p’ac’ to sew KVK

pas hot KVK F
P ak™ float KVK

pic get squeezed, trapped KVK F
piq¥ ? KVK

pic't charcoal, ashes, black paint; coal KVKK F
mam father, daddy (address) RVR F
mat mat (Eng.) RVK F
man father RVR F
mat ? RVK F
mé&k™t get hurt RVIKK F
mag’ thick, coarse (ab. rope, yarn, wool) RVK

may forget RVR F




Root Gloss Structure Free?
mu? drop RV? F
mut ? RVK

2mt assume a sitting position RVK F
muy submerge, be soaked RVR F
mik’™ be washed, clean RVK

miq’ fish without net (in river) RVK F
tmix™ earth, land, dirt (cf. Cw. tAmex™) KRVK F
tgat ask what’ s going on, etc. KKVK F
tam [interrogative] KVR F
tag™ to drink KVK F
tax ? KVK

taw? bright, light KVR? F
tay canoe-race KVR F
taml ot starfish KVRRKK F
tug™ ? KVK

tuy go across a body of water KVR F
tim stretch KVR

tin ? KVR

tic ? KVK

tiq™ muddy KVK F
tig™ to bump; run aground (ab. boat) KVK F
t' néx™tn [man’s name] KRVKKR F
t'1g¥im? nurse; itr. KRKVR? F
t'q ax fall backward KKVK F
t'am throw white bone in /dlshil/ game KVR F
t'amk’% salmon-eggs KVRK F
tal ? KVR F
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Root Gloss Structure Free?
t ax™ to come out KVK F
t'ut former KVK F
tut ? KVK

tuk'™ go home KVK F
t'ug” ? KVK

t Gy?t medicine KVR?K F
tix™ descend KVK F
t'12¢"m flame KV2KR F
tigq” cold (ab. weather) KVK F
cam two KVR

cat send (things) KVK F
cax™ ? KVK

caq” bleed KVK F
cay? come out of houseto look at s.t. unusual | KVR? F
cu say, tell KV F
cumn eyebrow KVRR F
cut toy KVK F
ci? thereis (available) KV? =
cix™ get somewhere, reach, arrive KVK F
ciq get stabbed, speared, poked KVK

CiX act quickly, hurry KVK F
c'm?al? arrow KR?VR? F
¢’ m?il? thin, flat KR?VR? F
c'k'™itns tuberculosis KKV?RK F
¢ q-alc¢ marshy land KKVKK F
cal ? KVK

caq bald KVK
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Root Gloss Structure Free?
cag get hit KVK F
cay? be sheltered KVR? F
C ayx ? KVRK

cu? come out KV? F
¢ umit just, alittle while ago KVRK F
cut cold KVK F
c'uys crazy KVRK F
c'im? eat grease KVR? F
c'iq to leak KVK F
cigt [type of woodpecker] KVKK F
ciw? s.t. that closes up solidly (likeawound) | KVR? F
smac’'n proud KRVKR F
sm?ds head KRIVK F
smic meat KRVK F
stams warrior (cf. Cw. stamog) KKVRK F
sti?se size, measure KKVIKK F
st'l.mat old person KKRRV?K | F
st'1U?m cockle KKRV?IR F
st’&Sm disrespected people KKVKR F
sc'tiSm harpoon-line (cedar) KKKVKR F
sc' ndy? bullhead KKRVR? F
sC'ams Victoria KKVRK F
sc'id mud KKVK F
't splinter KKVK F
$2ném spearhead, spear K?RVR F
s¢ark™m smelt KKV?KR F
sté&rlq ™ in-laws KKV?RK F
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Root Gloss Structure Free?
stigm [ay] rope made of twisted cedar |eaves KKVKR F
stig® flesh KKVK F
simcis ring KRRKVK F
slawt’ herring KRVRK F
say? bark of tree KRVR? F
glil bunch of native blankets KRVR F
sk*cérs island KKKV?K F
sk¥ul school (Eng.) KKVR F
sX¥pilm [man’s name] KKKVRR F
sxVax™ pigmy-owl KKVK F
soléaw? beaver KKRVR? F
sgélx stick for digging clams KKVRK F
sgawc potato KKVRK F
sqi?Tm?g™ devilfish KKV?RK F
Siw?x steelhead KKVR?K F
sqi? dried smoked salmon KKV? F
s vlam berry (generic) KKRVR F
s Vax slough KKVK F
sx&mc sap, juice KKV?RK F
sxatx™ [man’s name] KKVRKK F
sx<Vitsn deer KKV?KR F
sKVix™ [type of small bird] KKVK =
swam horse clam KRVR F
swat who? KRVK F
swéls throw away, scatter KRVRK F
switn net, spider web KRVKR F
sy&tn widow(er) KRV?KR F
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Root Gloss Structure Free?
sat give KVK

Stax™ land-/rock-slide K2VK F
saw’?t younger children/cousins KVR?K F
sarx parent/child-in-law KVK F
sax™ rub KVK

sum? to smell, give off odor KVR? F
sitn basket (generic) KVKR F
sist'q'Is single-bladed KVKKRK F
sin}’ elder children KVRK F
s ? KVR

si?l grandparent KV?R F
siq tofly KVK F
sigé shingles KVKK F
nstit act completely, realy RK2VK F
na? be on, at; be there RV? F
nam? togo RVR? F
nat night RVK

natt morning (cf. Cw. nétat) RVKK F
nax¢ hand RVKK F
nug® noontime RVK E
nug'™ get poked RVK F
ni?2¢ be out in deep water; high sea RV?K F
nit [anaphoric] RVK F
1240t ? KRVKK F
¢an three KVR F
Cay follow KVR

¢ism place above where oneis KVKR F
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Root Gloss Structure Free?
&isk™ to recede, ebb KVKK F
Cit upper part, top KVK F
¢'més brother-/sister-in-law KRVK F
¢'qvap tie up hair (Indian fashion) KKVK F
&um? to split shakes KVR? F
& near, close by KV F
¢'i? to fast KV? F
&t be near KVK F
& dry KVIK F
¢'iq rise, come up (ab. sun, moon) KVK F
Sman enemy KRVR F
&tdm to dive KKVR F
Sam low tide KVR F
Sat ammunition KVK F
Saw? bone KVR? F
S0pn towhistle KVKR F
Suk'™ bathe KVK

S¢’ be all around KVK F
k™ (maybe [ay]) | clam KVK F
tgay¢e’ moon; month KKVRK F
oq'i?s know KKV2K F
xils stand up KKVRK F
{asm Indian rice KVKR F
fat dark KVK F
faw? recover KVR? F
tup be way off KVK F
fum? eat soup KVR? F
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Root Gloss Structure Free?
fuc’ be scabby; itch KVK F
fus slide down KVK F
fuk™ be out of the way KVK F
tim? be accepted, approved KVR? F
tit’ distribute gifts at potlatch KVK F
Hic'm [ay] emit sparks KVKR F
H¢ be cut KVK F
Hik'v get hooked (up) KVK F
tiq (do) always KVK F
Hx"m slug (zool.) KVKR F
A am salt, salt water KVKR F
X aqt long (space, time) KVKK F
A awkxn goose KVRKKR F
ray be/do still KVR F
Augm be shiny KVKR F
Ai? dear, difficult K\V? F
Kis green KVK F
Xiq arrive KVK F
Aigv¥m to smoke KVKR F
Aiw? run away KVR? F
Ngéy? [mythical animal] RVR? =
lam whisky RVR F
lam? house RVR? F
law ? RVR

[ax™Is Lillooet people KVKRK F
lix™ fall down RVK F
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Root Gloss Structure Free?
kim? nurse KVR? =
k*ci?c person with magic power KKV2K F
k*tams husband KKVRK F
k™ay to hide; itr. KVR F
k™ayl tomorrow KVRR E
K™ u?s spring salmon KV2K F
k*asn star KVKR F
K*in borrow; itr. KVKR F
K*uy joke, be funny KVR

K*im ? KVR

k™intl to fight KVRKR F
k' Vay be impossible KVR F
k'%in how much? KVR F
k'at look KVK F
k'vag’ dogfish KVK F
k'"as be warm KVK F
k' Yuc ? KVK

k'™¥ux’ k™ salt water KVKK F
K Yayk™m to troll; itr. KVRKR F
K'™id’ clean (fish, etc.) KVK F
K 7itx™m screech-owl KV?KR F
K ™i?qtn fur, skin KV2KKR F
X7gricn make a net; itr. KKVKR F
xVal stop raining KVK =
X¥i? be lost K\V? F
x¥ik’ guess right KVK F
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Root Gloss Structure Free?
XYk grey KVK F
x¥iq ? KVK

XVi2g%1?s steamship KV?KR2K F
glam? eye KRVR? F
glim weak KRVR F
gat’ be cloudy KVK F
ga?q wild rose bud KVR?K F
gagxitn [man’s name] KVKKRKR F
gay’?t fin KVR?K F
qix sway KVK

qap’ catch adisease KVK F
g axmitx® [man’s name] KVKKRRKK | F
gac be embraced KVK

qat obstruct passage KVK

qa? believe KVR? F
qax” be callous KVK =
qaw be paid KVR F
q ayt to holler KVRK F
qi tie, knot KV

qit morning KVK F
qgis be tied, knotted KVK F
qit be healed up KVK F
qix black KVK F
qiw? go around KVR?

g*picn sand (cf. Cw. pg¥acan - note metathesis) | KKVKR F
g“taycn sturgeon KKVRKR F
qra escape KV
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Root Gloss Structure Free?
g”asn clear up (weather) KVKKR F
g*u water KV

g uy get snagged KVR F
g”in be hairy KVR

g “ac tide comingin KVK F
qum? kelp KVR? F
q “uc fat KVK F
o ut ? KVK

qruy die KVR F
xat't fireweed KVKK F
Xaw?s new KVRZK F
xip get nipped KVK F
xic' itch KVK F
xicq fallen tree, timber KVKK F
xi?nm to growl KV?RR =
Xi$ cramp KVK

XiA' chop, cut KVK

xiq be scratched KVK F
x"at ? KVK F
xVay become senseless; faint KVR F
x¥uc’ be bruised KVK =
x*ag”m [type of bowl] KVKR F
X*uhg'™ loon KVRK F
X7il? come out/off KVR? F
xVig™ be arrested KVK =
ham? be covered RVR? F
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Root Gloss Structure Free?
hat good RV?K F
haw be not the case RVR F
huy be finished RVR F
hin? be/take along time RVR? F
hilk™ get ready (to go) RVRK F
hiq be under RVK

hiw? be upstream RVR? F
wartq to man stern of boat RV?KK F
wan lose mental equilibrium RVR

wad watch (timepiece) RVK F
was be away from fire RVK

wug'" go downstream RVK F
wip ? RVK

witxm fall, lide down KV?KR F
ya? tight RV? F
yamn even if, although RVRR F
y&t vomit (cf. Cw. yé?et) RV?K F
yat finally RVK F
yaq' fall down RVK F
yaq® ? RVK

yaq' v cam RVK F
yut burn RVK F
yuh be careful RVR F
2ac surface VK

2&cq outside VKK F
285" seal VKK F
?an very VR F
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Root Gloss Structure Free?
28gn wet snow WVIKKR F
28wt be behind VRIK F
28y X crab VRIK F
20pn ten (objects) VKR F
20msm wake up VRKR F
20cq go outside VKK F
2us show VK

ux” cut, carve VK

uy enter VR

2 and vV F
2imn aso 2VRR F
Qit be finished VK F
it cousin (address) VK F
2iin eat; itr. VKR =
il ? VR

g™ be rubbed VK F
X ? VK
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Table A2. Full-vowel roots: 2 vowels

Root Gloss Structure
pk’ *ayin crossbar in canoe KKVRVR
pipa paper (Eng. borr.) KVKV

péq vat be scared KVKVK
p éyaq get well, recover KVRVK
p'OA’am to smoke (ab. afire) KVKVR
p'ug “¥am to foam KVKVR
p'dhc’us, p'auc'us | cradle KVRKVK
p’uéy? black-dotted flounder KVVR?
ml&sis molasses (Eng.) RRVKVK
méga? snow RVKV?
mag~am swamp; Moss RVKVR
mita? (Indian) dance; to dance RVKV?
mixat black bear RVKVK
tda dollar (Eng. borr.) KVRV
tim?a be like KVR?V
timin muscle, strength KVRVR
tind? be from, originate from KVRV?
t'am?i go away KVRYV
t'&min animal hair KVRVR
t' &ga? salaberry; be bruised (so skin resembles salaberry) | KVKV?
t ag"al? dry KVKVR?
t'&yaq’ get angry KVRVK
t'i2qi soak dried salmon KV2KV
t'iq¥ap [man’s name] KVKVK
caw?in cohoe salmon KVR?VR
¢ o aum blackcap KKV?VR
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Root Gloss Structure
c'aut grass mat used by medicine man as head cover KVRVK
cdi? heart (physiol.) KVRV?
c'awan fresh (ab. water) KVRVR

¢’ Uk’ ¥am scale (of fish) KVKVR
c'it ax™ diving duck KVKVK
spag’ am flower KKVKVR?
sman?&t high-class person KRVR?VK
stayat brother’ g/sister’s child KKVRVK
sclyay? leather KKVRVR?
sc’'&qin cattail, bulrush KKV?KVR
sc'Uq™i? fish (generic) KKVKV?
sc’ uRlcn [alocality in Ladner] KKV2VKR
sntdlya [woman’s name] KRKVRRV
i strawberry KKV?IV

< (el |eaf (of tree) KKVKV?
stéak’ ¥am breath KKVKVR
staw?in? bed-cover KKVRIVR?
stigvayt parent/child-in-law KKVKVRK
sk™¥&wac sturgeon KKV?RVK
sk¥ic'ay? Sea-eggs KKVKVR?
sk’ ¥iwas co-parent-in-law KKVRVK
sK™acit torch KKVKVK
sgarils copper KKV?VRK
sq ¥ imay? hair (on head) KKVRVR?
sxixnam Chilcotin KKVKRVR
sX™Up’ an necklace KKVKV?R
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Root Gloss Structure
XV iwgad [type of fish] KKVR?VK
s(h)ata? aunt KRVKV?
swuq' Vat blanket (Indian) KRVKVK
saxal medium-sized clam K2VKV?
sax"i? grass, hay, straw KVKV?
sayam sour, bitter; harsh KVRVR
say?éx acrack, leak KVR2VK
sayips cloth-pin KVRVKK
stti¢ Squamish wind (cold north wind) KVKVK
stk’ ¥am cedar bark KVKVR
slyi?e big wall mat KVRV?2K
nac’im? beautiful, pretty RVKVR?
ni¢im speak, talk RVKVR
nig' ¥am smooth RVKVR
&nawas recline, lie down KRVR?VK
caMa for alittle while KV2KV
Cuds wife KVVK
&inak™ Chinook KVRVK
ciat soon KVVK
¢idg salmon-weir KVVK
Cidy be, act to small degree; alittle KVVR
&'ia&lu white lice KKVIRV
¢'ug va skunk cabbage KVKV
&'ink’™u [name of mythical serpent] KVRKYV
¢'iip be at end/edge KVVK
Sawaq carrot KVRVK
&Ryay gills (of fish) KVIRVR
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Root Gloss Structure
Styu corpse KVIRV
SikVa sugar (Eng. borr.) KVKV
dua trail; door KVVK
Sisa Sechelt KVKV?K
Hp'asi? loose skin, wrinkles KRKVKV?
X asip maple sugar/syrup (Fr.?) KVKVK
Aitna eulachon oil KVIRV
lapét cup (Fr.) RVKVK
latdm table (Fr.) RVKVR
kapu coat (Fr. capote) KVKV
k¥asl pig (Fr. cochon) KVKV

k¥ (pic elder sibling KVKVK
k'Vat'an mouse KVKVR
k' vax™ak box KVKV?
k' anut’ porpoise KVRVK
XVaK Vi get drunk KVKV
gayix [man’s name] KVRVK
gatis, galis soon KV?VK
qi?ét (do) again KV2VK
q' &may maiden KV?RVR
g é’'am Ssweet KVKVR
g uat drumstick KVVK
qiéx intestines, guts KVVK
qiig moose, elk KVVIK
g“anis whale KVRVK
q~ayax™ hire; itr. KVRVK
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Root Gloss Structure
g~ u2dp crab apple KV2VK

q G ag” seaweed KVKVK
q vi?us spring (season) KV2VK
g viitq gull KVVKK
qviils to dance KVVRK
xix“a sea-egg KVKV
xacu? lake KVKV?
x¥icls move perpendicular to aforce (Rt = x¥ay ?) KVKVK
huy&? to leave, depart (Rt = huy ‘be finished’ ?) RVRV?
hi?qg~in light, torch RV2?KVR
hity?m be in good order RVVRIR
hif big RVV
wanax™ true RVRVK
wanim orphan RVRVR
witax [type of canoe] RVKVK
yésa?q” [head-cover] RVKV?K
yag “am swest RVKVR
yawap sal RVRVK
yula? Indian rhubarb RVRV?
énut agree VRVK
Rattac parents VKKVK
2alxan downstream area VKKVR
24t get hurt VKV
280X a light (ab. weight) VKV
240 at stick in throat VKVK
28"V ay? house-fly VKVR?
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Root Gloss Structure
2aw?ic fast VRIVK
ayat black codfish 2VRVK
20mat be lazy 2VRVK
sa? large blueberry VKV?
20yum? slow down 2VRVR?
A still WKV
2isun to paddie VKVR
iSi to man bow of boat VKKV
ki and WKV
PIES fishwith lineinriver 2VRVK
ias have good time VVK
?imac grandchild ?VRVK
?imas to walk VRVK
ki?ya mother (address) KVIRV
k¥axnis sea-lion KVKRVK
k¥axnis dog-salmon KVKRVK
q1?%q a crow KR?AKA
xalu [type of spoon] KVIRV
x7alitn white person KVRVKR
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Table A3. Full-vowel roots: 3 vowels

Root Gloss Structure
papiaq Vancouver Lighthouse KVKVVK
manéc’i drum RVRVKV
ciaCis five (objects) KVVKVK
stay?amin | [geog. place name] KKVR?VRVR
dil.2utut | Burrard Inlet KRVR?VKVK
sximéatat Esquimalt KKVRVKVK
sinutqay? | [name of mythical serpent] | KVRVKKVR?
Stix¥iwat | to bejumping (ab. fish) KVKVRVK
Supditn iron KVKVRVKR
g'id&xan fence KVVKVR
q*ulayus | hightide KVRVRVK
yasaw?i | [type of tree] RVKVR?V
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Table A4. Schwa-based roots; 1 vowel

Root Gloss Structure | Free?
pac be bent, folded KoK F
pan be in the soil, dirt; be buried KaR

pat thick KaK

pslg™ be kneeling KaRK F
pak’ ™ form puffs or clouds of dust, smoke, spray, etc. | KoK

pox™ faded, pale KaK

pax ? KaK

pay be in the water, awash KaR

p'as to land, go to shore KaK F
p'ask’™ be squeezed KaKK =
p'at be sober KoK F
p’ag white KaK F
p'ag™ be split off and slab-shaped KoK F
mac’ ? RoK

mos stick to, adhere RoK F
mosn gall KoKR F
moan? child, offspring RaR? F
macn black louse KoKR F
mol round RaR

mal g™ larynx RoRK F
mok™, be wrapped up, covered RaK

mok™, be lump-shaped RoK

mok™m pick up, find things; itr. KoKR F
magsn nose RoKKR F
maq’ be full (from eating) RaK F
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Root Gloss Structure | Free?
max™ dimple RoK

may sink RaR F
tomit red paint KaRK =
tos cold KaK

tod ? KoK

tal(?) acquire knowledge; learn, study KaR(?)

tok’™ tight (e.g., ab. clothes) KaK F
tox™ settled KaK F
toh ? KaR

t'om be cut, wounded, hurt KaR

t'ams braiding KaRK F
t'alm wild cherry KaRR F
t'ok™ get stuck in the mud, mired KaK F
t'ok™s explode, be fired (gun) KaKK F
t'oq ™ break; itr. KaK F
t'ox open, branch out KaK

com(?) ? KaR(?)

calg'™ be kicked KaRK F
caq ? KoK

cax be pushed KaK

Ccox™ get hit KaK F
cog™t dark brown substance KaKK F
c'Cal kingfisher KKaR F
cam ? KaR

c'os nine (objects) KaK =
C'als be shiny KaRK F
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Root Gloss Structure | Free?
c'ok” seven KaK

cok™™ ? KoK

clox” be rotten KoK F
c’aqt [kind of woodpecker] KoKK F
c'ax be gone KoK F
C'oxt gravel beach KaKK =
K"aC’ willow grouse KKaK F
Camx pitch, resin KaRK =
$'al2x¥m | lung KKoRIKR | F
sp’ahc’ blackberries KKaRK F
smetgsn snot KRsKKKR | F
st’alx™c’ devilfish KKaRKK F
scox™m waterfall, falls KKaKR F
sc’'am to angle KKoR F
s¢aniq Gibson's landing KKaR?K F
Cal?q Howe Sound KKaR2K F
Eopx™? | wart KKoKKR? | F
s¢alg's slingshot KKoRKK | F
skem?c [small clam] KKoRIK F
sk’ “ak™¢s | red huckleberry KKoKKK | F
xawgn white swan KKosRKR | F
Spwq' raven KKoRK | F
s 'Cam boil, abscess KKKaR F
s Yalm2x™ | blackberry KKoRR?K | F
SXow? dried salmon backbone KKaR? F
SXFom? presents, gifts KKaR? F
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Root Gloss Structure | Free?
p stiff KaK F
ol turn, spin around KaR F
s?algn top K?aRKR F
0 to crack, split KoK F
X bitter, strong (taste) KoK F
sohc be left over KaRK F
nop follow closely RoK

nes oil RoK

nok™ move, stir, shake RoK

com(?) close KaR(?)

Catq” pass through opening/hole KaKK F
Calm salt-water plants KaRR F
¢aq ? KoK

Sax¥ ? KaK

¢'q¥alp Gibson’s landing KKoKK F
&am? bite; itr. KaR? F
¢ atx™ carve KoKK F
& ax™ increase; itr. KaK F
¢'ow ? KaR

&™on? go far out into sea KKoR? F
%q be finished, complete KaK F
xonptn floor KKoRKKR | F
1om pick berries KaK

fom¢’ get chipped off KaRK F
fom2x™ rain KoR?K F
fotxm tremble KoKKR F
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Root Gloss Structure | Free?
18 [agame] KoK F
ok’ wide, broad KaK F
toq™ come off (bark of tree) KaK

fox™ spit KoK

Xop cover KoK

A’atxm slippery KoKKR F
X ox™ be won, mastered KaK

Aog black KaK F
Ao dark KoK F
X ox™ hard, strong KaK F
X oyq get trapped, caught KoRK F
las bottom RoK F
lawx rib(s) RoRK F
Klox™ [agame] KRaK F
k™an start, begin KaR F
k"ot ? KoK

k¥at¢ be split open KoaKK F
k™ol ? KoR

k' Vot spill; itr. KaK F
k'l ? KoR

K ¥al? stomach KaR? F
k' “aq be split (ab. tree) KaK F
X¥at wren (?) KoK F
XWok™ be used KoK F
gop’ close, shut KoK

goms be packed together KaRK F

376



Root Gloss Structure | Free?
getxm? to dip, slide KoKKR? F
genp set, go down (sun, moon) KoRK F
ge¢ be full (ab. moon) KoK

ool spoail, go to waste KaR

gox™ be gathered together KaK

goX much, many KoK F
g x"ow?t West Coast Chinook canoe KKVR?K | F
gt ? KoK

gac fall short KoK

ges get tired (waiting) KoK

qalg be wound around KaRK F
g'ax ? KoK

q-stg pass KoKK F
g~al vomit KaK

q~at drift ashore KaK F
qroy be at lowest ebb KoR F
qec wet KoK F
qos play KoK F
q 7l ripe KaR F
XCam cedar box KKaR F
Xxop' to split, break KoK F
Xom heavy KoR F
xal remember KaK

xal? write; itr. KaR? F
Xxow?sém half-tide KoR?KKR | F
XoWA break; itr. KoRK F
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Root Gloss Structure | Free?
XayX war KaRK F
x"os be fat KoK F
X"y ? KaR

homlc [contagious disease] RoRRK F
wot be rough, wild KaK F
wotxs time of last snow RoK KK F
War' ¢’ twenty RoKK F
yam cranky RaR F
yaC’ be full RoK F
yoA'q rub, paint RoKK F
yal [aplant] RaR F
yag” clothes RoK F
yax* ? RoK F
yaw(?) spiritual power RaR? =
Palgsn Point Grey 23RKKR F
PETo kit fall out (hair) 2K F
20X wild goose 2K F

Table A5. Schwa-based roots: 2 vowels

Root

Gloss

Structure

A’a25nq, 'anqg | potlatch

Ka?oRK, KoRK

WQq’ éq’ Sna” RaKaK
Wax3s frog RaKaK
yagay tocreep | RoKoR
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Table A6. Mixed roots: 2 vowels

Root Gloss Structure
pslx“la Bella Coola KoKRV
picmaq [man’s name] KVKRaK

P g’ 3lwit white blanket KKsRRVK
tiwat [Indian tribe] KVRaK
ci%a mother KoKV
smast’ in? birthmark KRoKKVR?
stAm?x™at [type of cloth] KKaR?KVK
stek’in Haida KKoKVR
s’ &mos [geog. place name] KKV?RaK
st'swag' ™ [kind of mud] KKaRAK
sc’smk¥a tommie-cod KKaRKV
séam?ag™ great-grandparent/child | KKVR?aK
stoqtal? double blanket KKoKKVR?
st otdm grizzly bear KKaKVRR
slahil gambling KKaRVR
ssway? cedarbark KRoRVR?
s lnaq [term of pity] KKVRaK
sx¥laws? turnip KKRVRa?
sxt.nat Sunday KKoKRVK
sX¥il2.na¢ [onion-like plant] KKVR?RaK
Sopiq yellow salmon KoKVK
sSx™al urine KoKV?
ndwa spouse (address) KoRV
&3sp ugly KoKKV
SBway grow; itr. KoRVR
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Root Gloss Structure
smg va [type of flounder] KaRKV
tawlog™ big raft KVRRaK
X' K¥ani deaf KKaRV
yREYES)) feast Ka?VKR
ksawsas, k3aws | bluegjay KKVRaK
K 8x™a? lacrosse KaKV?
SEIES shoot KaRVK
K¥aqf tan shoulder KoKKVR
K¥aw?i? leave KaR?V?
X"al’ si? interspace KoKKV?
XTawax™ (be) not yet (the case) KaRVK
X"m3lwit [wife of Frog] KR?sRRVK
gdnax™ throat KoRVK
qslya (take @) steambath KaRRV
xéta far KaKV
x7alit wedge Ka?VK
hatsh? aunty (address) RVKaRV
ham?i come RaR?V
hawak accompany RoRV?
hawan dog RoRVR
how?it rat RaR?VK
Waxné&® half-tide RoKRVK
yanis tooth, teeth RoRVK
yotix™ Ash Slough RoKVK
yaginm have tuberculosis RoKVRR
2acim little 2KVM
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Root Gloss Structure
20847 why? 22KVR?
23l dream 2RV
0~is thin 2KVK
Table A7. Mixed roots. 3 vowels
Root Gloss Structure
mélalus raccoon RoRVRVK
smok’ a4l | grave KRaKa?VR
stdwagjin graveyard, corpse | KKoaRVKVR
ndwuk' ¥a | coffin RoRVKV
A'o?imin | sinew Ko?VRVR
lopask™i biscuit (Fr.) RoKoKKYV
yoatuan salmonberry RoKVVR
yox™ala? eagle RoKoRV?
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Table A8. Variableroots

Root Gloss Structure | Free?
puh, psh blow, swell CcvC

p'i? (=p'ih?), p'a? (=p’ah?), p'ah | grab, seize, get hold of cvc

mil, mal be mixed up CcvC

toh?, ta? undergo, etc. CcvC F
tak’™, t'ok’™ dig cvc

taq, t'aq across, tranverse CcvC F
tag™, t'aq'™" be broken, cut, bruised cvC F
cik’™, cak'™ ? CcvC
c'oh,ca get hit CcvC F
saq’, o crack, split cvC

noh, na? hame CcvC F
nac’, n¢’ one CvC

niw?, naw?, nu? beinside, inserted CcvC F
¢M?4?, ¢dm?lo- carry aload cvecv F
ca(?) [sh] do, act, make CvC F
¢ aw, ¢'ow help cvc

¢'i¢ [ay] be twisted; tr. CcvC F
¢'i(h), ¢'sh, ¢'a rise, mount, go upward | CVC F
tah?, ta(?) be touched CcvC F
tan, ton(?) weave CcvC F
tal, 1ol food CcvC

tug™, tog'™ come off (ab. skin, bark) | CVC F
Xay, Xi- stop, quit CcvC

kat, kat descend CvC F
k¥um?, k¥am(?) torise CvC F
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Root Gloss Structure | Free?
k'¥ah, k'Va [interjection] CcvC F
xVay, XVi- appear cvC F
gaY, qi- bad cvcC F
gan?, gon? steal, cheat CcvC F
ga(?)q, goq ? CcvC F
gan,gan return CvC

gal', qof be stopped CcvC

g aw(?), gaw(?), g*=u? side cvcC F
qay,qay,qi be high up CcvC

qil, gl exert mental power CcvC

g~ah, g¥a(?) be perforated CcvC F
g“a, g*al think CcvC

g ug”, q “ag” best, strike CvC F
Xay, Xi- ¢ cve F
Xap, xap ? CcvC

xay, Xi laugh cvC

XiC, XaC lying down CcvC

x¥am, x*om rushing current CcvC

wh, & hurt CcvC F
20y, good CcvC

2ix, X shame CcvC

is [ay] have good time CvC F
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Appendix B
Squamish Affixes

This appendix contains alisting of affixes found in Kuipers (1967, 1969), along with
their glosses. Affixes are categorized here by whether they are prefixal or suffixal. Since
reduplication is primarily prefixal in Squamish, prefixes are subclassified in terms of
whether they are non-reduplicative or personal. Suffixes are subclassified in terms of
whether they have lexical (body, other, formative) or grammatical meaning. The
appendix concludes with alist of clitics. In general, the listing of entriesin each section
again follows the alphabetic order preferred by Kuipers (see Appendix A).

Prefixes (Non-reduplicative)

sx™- (maybe s-x™-)
nox™-

{o1-

x%- (maybe > sox™)
X-

PELS

Pa (29-, 7a2-)

i-

Per sonal prefixes
(?)n-

?o-

?9-...-yap

[formative]

[formative]

‘time, season’

‘wind’

[indicates direction] (DIR-)
‘alittle (distance)’

‘from, hither’

‘make, build, produce’

‘step-’ (i.e., in stepmother)

‘on, in, at, over (asurface), by way of’ (LOC-)
‘partake of, eat, chew, smoke’

[vaguely local meaning]

[only in x-¢' &axan, x-¢'it-ay?¢ ‘ (the) near side’]
‘one which X-es, one which is X-ed’

[formative]

[formative]

1st person singular possessive
2nd person singular possessive
2nd person plural possessive
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Suffixes (Lexical - Body)

Note: Some lexical suffixes are separated from the stem by the connective element -ay-
(reduced -i-), which may or may not make a difference in meaning (see Kuipers, 1184).
The symbol “2” indicates the presence of ajunctural glottal stop, which regularly
surfaces at the boundary between the connective and the following suffix.

-C ‘mouth’

-cq ‘chin’

-¢ (also -ayZ¢) ‘back’

-¢q ‘hip, side’

-C-Us ‘forehead’

-Sn ‘foot, leg’

-t.n-ay ‘(inside of) throat’

-g (also -ayZq) ‘behind, bottom, trunk’
-gs ‘nose’

-gs-ay? ‘elbow’

-gq¥, -oq™ ‘head’

-g™uyZ3n ‘toenail’

-g~uy’ad ‘finger’

-wit (red. -ut) ‘belly, bowels, container, canoe’
-apsm, -apsam ‘back of neck, arm’
-arn, -atan ‘cheek, member of a pair’
-ans ‘tooth’

-8 ‘hand, arm’

-atxa ‘neck, throat’

-alx"cat ‘tongue’

_a|ap ‘thigh’

-axan ‘side

-ayZoq™ (red. -i?aq®) ‘top, top of head’
-ayZog™-3n ‘knee

-ayZam-it ‘shoulder’

-ayZam-ix" ‘breast’

-ay’aln (red. -aya?n, -ayan) ‘ear’

-ayZax-atn ‘arm’ (red. -i(?)axan, -i(?)arxan)
-ay2us ‘eye

-us ‘face

-inas ‘chest’

-i?2ups ‘tail’
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Suffixes (Lexical - Other)

-mut ‘separate piece, individual specimen’
-min? ‘half, side’ (nominalizer)

-t ‘deceased, late’

-tx™ ‘house’

-tn ‘implement’

-tal- ‘food, livelihood; breath’

-q ‘o’ clock’

-ga ‘side, one of apair; leg’

-qin (red. -gn) ‘hair; throat, language’

-was, -iw?as, -us ‘stick, pole

-ju-nox™ ‘waves

-alx™ ‘branch, limb of tree

-at ‘times, instances

-(a)tsar ‘multiple of ten’

-atq™u ‘fluid, water (used in cooking)’
-ax™it ‘container’ (used with numerals)
-awanax™ ‘year(s)’

-awztx™ ‘house

-ay? (sometimes -ay) ‘bush, tree’ (nominalizer)

-ay? ‘to want’ (added to verb stems & followed by itr. -m)
-ay>¢ (red. -i2¢) ‘surface, area

-ay?t (sometimes -ayt, -iat) ‘child’

ay‘agap ‘smell, taste

-ayum? ‘small object’

-ay-us ‘skin, colour, animal hair, feathers, bark of tree’
-ut ‘belonging to, connected with’

-ult ‘young specimen (human or animal)’
-ul?a ‘(little) finger’

-uy?s ‘large object, piece, chunk’

-i? (sometimes -1, -ay) ‘become, assume a state; be in a state’
-ik¥up ‘“fire

-iws ‘body, heart, inside’

-iw?it ‘location’



Suffixes (For mative)

-mn
-mix®, max™

-ic’
-it
-il8

[in names of (groups of) people]
‘bones, spin€’

[in numerals]

-ién, -aln, -o¢n  ‘back’ (?)

W)

387

-mi§, mas
-tal?, tl
-nag, no¢
-¢

-Cis

42

-l, -ul [diminutive 7]

-k™  [in some words having to do
with the seq|

-q', 9q’

-hm

-ya

-yut

-ar

-amyoax™

-amin, am?in, -azmin

-anan?

[in numerals]

[in numerals]

[in numerals)
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Suffixes (Grammatical)

-tan superlative - (in comb. w. nominalizer -s & 3poss)
-S, -S-t- causative transitivizer (= patient suffix)
-nox”, -n- lack of transitivizer

-(V)t volitional transitivizer

-(V)n, -(V)n-t- volitional transitivizer

-S-t oblique transitivizer

-ni-t oblique transitivizer

-mi-n(?) oblique transitivizer

-(V)m plain intransitivizer (= agent suffix)

-im? active intransitivizer

-m passive intransitivizer

-(@n 1% person singular subject

-(a)x™ 2" person singular subject

-as 3" person singular subject

-(a)t 1% person plural subject

-a(ya)p 2" person plural subject

-as-wit 3 person plural subject

-C 1% person singular object

-m$ 1% person singular (alternate) object

-umi 2" person singular object

-umut 1% person plural object

-umi-(y)ap 2" person plural object

-wit 3" person plural object

-S 3" person singular possessive

-¢(a)t 1% person plural possessive

-s-wit 3" person plural possessive

-numut reflexive (for unmarked stems & stemsending in -(V)m)
-nam?ut reflexive (for transitive stems ending in -s-t)
-sut reflexive (for transitive stems ending in -t)
-now?as reciprocal (for unmarked stems)

-way, -ay? reciprocal (for transitive stems ending in -t)



Clitics (Predicative)

Auxiliary:

Persondl:

Deictic:

Aspectual:
Temporal:

Modal:

Relative:
Adverbial:
Directional:

Emphatic:
Limitative?.
(Undefined):

&-
fan

Tat
Tax”
ra(ya)p
fas

na

i

kW

wa

2, 2t

2u

i

k™un
nam(?)
m(?)i
X
mat, ?a
mn

ya

k' *a
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‘to be, to act as' (precedes 1st & 2nd person subject
suffixes)

o
‘we

‘you (sg.)’

‘you (pl.)’

‘he, she, it, they’

‘there-then’ (local-temporal)
‘here-now’ (local-temporal)

‘now, then’ (temporal)

[continuous or iterative]

[future]

[past]

‘if, when’ (conditional)

‘asif, when’ (irreal)

‘wh-" (in Eng. wh-words)

‘probably’

‘go’ (local-circumstantial)

‘come, become’ (local-circumstantial)
‘appear’ (circumstantial)

‘co-’ (asin Eng. ‘co-worker’ or ‘fellow worker’)

Special suffixes (predicative)

Modal:
Adverbid

-ka
¢
_XW

[imperative]

‘apparently’
‘still, yet’



Appendix C

Squamish Morphology

Transitivizers (Patient suffixes)*

-S

-nax™(-), -n-

(W), -(V)n, -(V)n-t-

-Si-t, ni-t, mi-n(?)

causative
lack of control
volitional

oblique

Intransitivizer s (Agent suffixes)

-(V)m

-im?
-m

Tense, Aspect, Mood

wa
q
fu
t
taq’, Tit’
Person Markers
Subject
clitics
1sg ¢an
2sg Cax™
3sg -
1pl Cot
2pl ¢ap
3pl -

Subject
suffixes
-(@n
-(@x™
-as

-(ayt
-a(ya)p
-as-wit

plain
active
passive

continuous/progressive actions/states (pre-clitic)
irrealis (pre-clitic)
conditional (pre-clitic)

past time (post-clitic)
future time (post-clitic)

Object Possessive  Personal
suffixes affixes substitutes
-C, -mS (?n- 7ans

-umi ?o- Now

_____ _S -

-umut -C(a)t nimat
-umi-(y)ap  ?o-...-yap now-yap
(-wit) -swit -

'K uipers (1967:68) describes transitives as follows:

ft/-form
/s/-form
/n/-form

/nax™/-form

Active Passive
Final Medial
[-(VY/ [-(V)t-m/
/-o [-st-/ [-s-t-m/
[-(V)n/ I-(V)n-t-/ [-(V)n-t-m/
[-nax™/ [-nax™-/ [-n-/ /-n-m/
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Reflexive suffixes

-numut (added to unmarked stems and to stems ending in -(V)m)
-nam?ut (added to stems ending in causative -s-t)
-sut (added to transitive stems ending in -t)

Reciprocal suffixes
-now?as (added to unmarked stems)
-way, -ay?  (added to transitive stemsending in -t)

Demonstratives

Definite Indefinite
Present Non-present
Weak Strong Weak Strong
Proximal Distal
Unmarked ta,t'a ti tay? k™a K™acCi K™i

Feminine {a ci Pati k™{a k™4 k™s



Appendix D
Suffixed forms

This appendix consists for the most part of lists of examples of Squamish words
containing suffixes, gleaned from Kuipers (1967, 1969). Words featuring lexical
suffixes are listed in Table D1, while words with grammatical suffixes appear in Table
D2. Under each suffix listed in these tables, examples in which stress surfaces on the
suffix are listed in the leftmost column, while those where the suffix is unstressed are
listed in the column on the right. As well, the examples listed for each suffix are
informally separated in terms of vocalic content, with stems containing afull vowel
preceding those containing only schwa. Thus, individual examples do not necessarily
follow Kuipers aphabetic order (see Appendix A), although the suffixes themselves are
listed in that order. The appendix concludes with a general summarization of suffix
stressability in Squamish.

Table D1. Squamish words containing lexical suffixes

L exical suffixes

Stressed Unstressed

=mut ‘separate piece, individual specimen’ (used with numerals)

vk ™in=mut ‘ how many (different ones)?

vxa?ten=mut ‘four pieces

vn&’ -0?=mut ‘one piece’ (Vnad’, n¢-)

Vopx=mut ‘many (different ones)’

=min? ‘half, side’ (nominalizer)

V28ay=atq”=min? ‘areabelow s.0.” (v ?; =atq*u
‘water’)

vt o =min? ‘ broken-off half’

v'saq' =min? ‘ split-off half’

Vjoq =min? ‘filings (vbe polished, sharpened)

v ax=min [a plant] V&'4x=min? ‘remains of fire

=in.ay ‘(inside of) throat’ (cf. x*dminat ‘throat’)

v *uc’ =t.ndy-n ‘ choke’

Vp ask’¥=tndy-n ‘strangle’ (vbe squeezed)

={al ‘food, livelihood, breath’
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L exical suffixes

Stressed Unstressed
vgan=tal-m * steal food; eat secretly’ (vgan, gen
‘steal, cheat’; cf. gdn?gn ‘thief’)
v'sag¥=t&l-m * be out of breath’
Vyalx=ta-m ‘look for food’
=qin ‘hair’

V}& -1=qgin * have on€’s hair cut off’

s-v1i¢’-I1=gn ‘dog’

V& -1=gin-m * cut off one’'s hair’

vxayx=qin-m ‘war whoop’

vns=gin-m ‘rub oil in one’s hair’ (vnes‘oil’)

s-Vnés=qgn ‘hair oil’

s=v X’ p-d=qn ‘feathers (VX op ‘cover’)

=q“uy.a¢ ‘finger’

Vsink’ =g~ ly?ad ‘thumb’ (velder children)

Vsaw?t=qg~uy?ad ‘little finger’ (vyounger
children)

Vo X ly=q~uy?ad ‘fingernail’ (vnail?)

Vsét=q"uyad-i?m ‘extend (give) finger (for s.0.
to get hold of)’

sV n=wit=g~ly?a¢ ‘middle finger’ (cf.
?3n=wit ‘be in the centre’)

Viax"=g"uy?at-i?m ‘ spit on one's finger’

=wit ‘belly, bowels

, container, cano€e

VXX’ =wit ‘be half full’

vp &k =(w)it ‘launch a canoe’ (vfloat)

p &+vp ek =(w)it ‘ play with toy canoe’ (?)

p'i+/p ik¥=(w)it ‘ play with toy canoe’

Vx¥il=wit-t ‘laxative’ (lit., ‘to empty the
bowels')

vcig=wit-n ‘stab s.0. in the belly’
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L exical suffixes

Stressed

Unstressed

Vig~i=wit ‘ suck blood (ab. mosquito)’ (v ?-
any relation to vq“ay ‘be at lowest ebb’ ?)

VE&-t=wit ‘build acanoe’ (Véa(?), ¢ah(?)
‘make’)

vopo=wit ‘ brand-new canoe

s-V?5c=wit ‘ container, canoe’ (v?ac, 7o
‘interior’ ?)

Vpi-at=ut ‘go hunting in canoe’ (vpay ‘be on
water’)

pa+v/pi-a=wit ‘ be on hunting trip in canoe’
(Vpay)

V?n=wit ‘bein the centre

V%n=wit-s

sV n=wit=g~(y?a¢ ‘middle finger’

s-Vtam.5=wit ‘what kind of boat? (vtam
‘what?)

Vtay.5=wit ‘race-canoe’ (v'tay ‘race (in canoe)’)

svVnex™it * Squamish canoe’ (presumably <
nax™=wit - no root? - nox™- is alocative prefix)

V¢’ ay?.5=wit=tn ‘ canoe-shed’ (V' ay ‘be
sheltered’)

S-nax™+vnax™it * Squamish canoes

Vxoyx.5=wit ‘war-canoe’ (vxayx ‘war’)

s-ni+v/nix¥it ‘toy canoe

Vxop-i?5=wit, =ut (also xop-i?=wit, =ut) ‘large
wooden platter’ (vxap, xep ‘wood, wooden’ ?)

=was, iw?as, us ‘stick, pole’ (nominalizer)

(put+)vput=iw?as ‘oar’ (vboat)

vyay=was ‘ bed platform’

V8¢’ =us * harpoon for killing seals

q Vi+V/q “al=was ‘stick for holding salmon
above fire’ (vbe cooked)

=yu.nax™ ‘waves

vhi=(y)inex" ‘big waves (vhii, hi- ‘big, large’)
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L exical suffixes

Stressed

Unstressed

Vai=(y)nex™ ‘bad waves (vVaay ‘bad’)

=apsm ‘back of neck’

s-Vtay=4psm * back of head’ (v ?)

s -#i¢’=apsm ‘women’s modern haircut (till
shoulder)’

vcig=apsam-n ‘stab s.0. in neck’

vp a?=&psm-n ‘ grab s.o. by the neck’

s-vVcag=apsm ‘back of neck’ (v ?)

vtmt=3psm * red necked woodpecker’ (vtomit
‘red paint’)

Vt' 81¢a=psm [type of duck]

=a?n ‘cheek, member of a pair’

vcig=a?an-i?n ‘stab s.0. in the cheek’

vcig=a?n ‘ get one’s cheek stabbed’

nax™-vmiiw-a?n ‘ cheek’ (vside, edge)

Vo vél=ain ‘ear

Vyal=a?n ‘wing’

=ans ‘tooth, teeth’

v'smic=ans ‘gums’ (lit., ‘flesh of teeth’) (v'smic
‘meat, flesh’)

vcig=ans-n ‘poke at s.0.’s teeth’

=a¢ ‘hand, arm’

vp'ic'=ad * get one’s hand caught’

Vi@ =a¢ ‘cut one's hand’

vk “és=at *burn one's hand’ (vbe hot, burn)

Vx“ay=al ‘have aparalyzed arm’ (vbecome
senseless, paralyzed; faint; perish)

vnax¢=4G-i?m ‘to signal with the hand’

svVg¥in=a¢ *hair on hands

Vvt ak’ “us=&C * seven (objects)’ (cf. vVt'8k’¥us
‘point, indicate’; Vt'ak'™, t' ok’ *dig’)

Ve grirl=ad ‘glove (V' ?)

t'&+V/t' ak’ Vus=& ‘ seven (animals)’

sV&iip=ad ‘hand’ (V&iip ‘be at edge or end’)




396

L exical suffixes

Stressed

Unstressed

Vp a?=&¢-i?n ‘grab s.0.’shands (Vp'i? (= p'ih?),
p'al (= p'sh?), p'sh)

vxicim=a¢ ‘ have one’s hand itching’

Vp a?=&¢=iat ‘take (achild) by the hand’

vmik’ ¥=a¢-{?m ‘wash one’ s hands’

sV& =& ‘splinter in hand’ (V¢'ih, &'ah, &’a
‘rise, go upward’ ?)

vmik’¥=a¢-{?n ‘wash s.0.’s hands’

VneqV=4¢-i?m ‘warm one’s hands' (vVnug®,
neg™)

Vo &p’=ad-i?n * seize s.0.’ s hands (with mouth or
beak)' (vbe seized)

Vo ow?=4-i?m ‘pull in one’s hand’

vxis=a¢-in.t-m *have cramp in arm’

V¢ oh=4&C-i?m *lift up one’sarm’

Vg~ ul=ad-i?m * scoop up water with hands’

Vtg=4& ‘eight (objects)’ (v ?)

Vvt & =ad ' six (objects)’ (lit., ‘across-hand’)
(Vtag, t'aq’ ‘across, transverse')

V' ¢=& ‘walking-staff’

t'oq +V1' &g =ad *six (persons)’ (Vt'aq', t'aq)

vk =& ‘have a branch hanging off (atree)’
(VK ™aq ‘be split (ab. tree)’)

ts-i?=a¢ ‘have cold hands (vtas‘cold’)

VxowA' =& ‘break one'sarm’

Vnok¥=ag-i?m

sVX%aC o V=& ‘wrist’ (lit., ‘cut, joint of hand’)
(cf. svVX¥aC g™ ‘joint’)

Vo c-am?=ag-i?n * put out of reach (of s.0.’s
hands)’ (Vq'ac ‘fall short, be exhausted'; Vg c-
am? ‘fal short; faint’)

s-vVia?+v1¢=4¢ ‘top of hand’ (cf. $&2+v1¢ ‘be on
top’)

Vndw?-n=a¢-t ‘pay (s.0.)’ (cf. vnédw?-n‘putin;
tr.")

=ac¢.x™ ‘branch, limb of tree

sVt x=&x" ‘limb of tree’ (vt ax ‘open, branch
out’)

0t ax+vt' x=&X™ * branchy, having many
limbs’

v ¥lc =&x™-m * be bent, stunted (ab. tree)’ (v ?
- maybe ' “al ‘be stunted’ (?) & =c’ ‘spine’)

pi?+Vpaq -1=&x™-m * get yellow leaves (cf.
Vpaq ‘white’; cf. p'og V" +V/p iq™ ‘yellow
(paint)’)
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L exical suffixes

Stressed Unstressed
=at ‘'times, instances

VK ¥in=4t * how often?

vxalucn=4t ‘four times (v'xa?ucn)

Veiatis=at ‘fivetimes (vVciatis)

vx*ucn=at-n-cut ‘ make a fourth attempt’

vopx=4t ‘ many times, often’
=alSa? ‘multiple of 10’

vxucn=als&? ‘forty’

vt axm=at&&? ‘sixty’

Vigas=alZ&? ‘eighty’

ViaxV=1&4? * thirty’

Vioq =¢=at&R “fifty’

V' okV=¢=alEA? ‘seventy’ (also ¢ ok™=al3a?)

V' =al&R ‘ninety’ (also ¢ o=¢=at34)

=atq™u ‘fluid, water (used in cooking)’

va¥a=ag©u ‘broth’ (Vg¥ah, g7a(?) ‘be
perforated’ ?)

v2ay=atq™ * (be on the) beach; be down below’
(v 2, =alq”u ‘water’)

vnok™=&q"u-n ‘stir (soup, etc.)’

v28ay=atq”-min? ‘area below s.0.’

V& x¥=4tq”u-n ‘add water (to food in a cooking-
pot)’ (V& ox™ ‘increase’)

VK ¥=&qg~u-n ‘ pour off, strain off’ (Vk' st
‘spill; itr.”)

=at.xa ‘neck, throat’

Viitut=4txa ‘ have no appetite’ (lit., ‘ sleep-
throat’) (v?it-ut ‘to sleep; Vit ‘ be finished, done’)

vcig=atxé-n ‘stab s.0. in the throat’
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L exical suffixes

Stressed

Unstressed

vmik’ ¥=alx&m ‘wash one's neck’

=alap *

thigh’

vcig=aldp-n ‘stab s.0. in the thigh’

vcig=alap ‘ be stabbed in the thigh’

=ax™i{ ‘container’

vn&s =ax™it ‘ one (container)’ (vnad’, n¢’-)

Vciagis=ax™it ‘five (containers)’

=axan

‘side’

vcig=axéan-n ‘stab s.0. in the side’

vcig=axan ‘ get stabbed in the side’

s-V?iu?c=axan-s ‘it's sharp edge’ (vV?i-u?-c
‘sharp’; v?ay, 2i- ‘good’ & =c ‘mouth, lip, edge’
(compare vV qgi-u?-c *blunt’; vopy, qi- ‘bad’)x-
V& it-axan * (the) near side’

nox*-vmifw=axan ‘side

Vxota=éxan * (the) far side’ (vxéta‘far’)

(s-)Vmiiw=axan ‘side, edge’

=aw.tx" ‘house, room’ (nominalizer)

vcam=aw?tx™ ‘two houses (note: elsewhere he
shows stress on the root)

Vn&d =aw?tx™ ‘one house’ (vVnad’, n¢’-)

V&an=aw?tx" ‘three houses (note: elsewhere he
shows stress on the root)

s/tam=&w?tx" ‘what kind of house?

sVt ag -ic =aw?tx™ ‘log house’ (Vt'aq’,
t'aq ‘across, transverse’; cf. st’aq'-ic’
‘crosswise’)

Vsuk’ Vam=aw?tx™ ‘lodging made of cedar bark’
(V'suk’*am * cedar bark’ (stress unknown))

Vsil=aw?tx™ ‘tent’ (Vsil < Eng. ‘sail’ ?)

Vs i?=aw?tx™ ‘shed for drying salmon’ (vV'sq'i?
‘dried smoked salmon, cut up thin’)

V& ixV-im=aw?tx™ ‘ shed where things are dried’

V&K ¥-um=aw?tx" ‘ bathhouse
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L exical suffixes

Stressed

Unstressed

VX’ ang=aw?tx" * potlatch-house’

VA adn=aw?tx"™ ‘ party- or dance-house’

=awanax™ ‘year (s)’

K’ Vin=awnax™ ‘how many years old?

t-xi+vxta=awanex"™ ‘the year before last; last
year (vx5ta)

t-xi+vxta=awan-as ‘ (when it is) the year after
next’ (<=awanox™-as)

VioxV=t&a?=awanox™ ‘thirty yearsold’ (<
=alSad=awanox™; V1ix™, lox™ ‘three)

=ay?.¢ ‘sur

face, area’

Vjox™=ay?¢-n ‘untie (bundle, etc.y

(x-)V& it=ay?¢ ‘ shortcut; narrow stretch’

V'soyq' =&y?¢ * cross a mountain ridge’

nox™-v2&ys=ay?¢ ' go by the inside way’

V' g W=4y2¢ ‘ cut across (taking the shortest way)
(Vtag™, t'aq™ ‘be broken, cut’)

=ay? ‘bush, tree’ (nominalizer)

Vsi%i=4y? * strawberry bush’ (v's5i2i)

Vk™tl=ay? * alder’

Ve g Yuum=ay? ‘ blackcap bush’ (v'c' g i?um)

vc'iwg =ay? ‘elderberry tree

viam=4y? ‘ grass-like saltwater plant’

vaéa?g=ay ‘wild rose

s-Vtam=ay? ‘what kind of tree?

Vvt &ga?=ay? * salalberry bush’

vxp=4&y? ‘ cedar-tree, cedar wood’ (v'xap,xap
‘cedar’ ?)

V~¥u0p=ay? ‘ crab-apple tree’

vxép=ay?-ay ‘young cedar’

ti+vtug W=ay? ‘arbutus’ (lit., ‘tree that sheds
bark’)

x5+ xap=ay?-ay ‘young cedar growth’

ti+v'tinls=tn=ay? ‘ snakeberry bush’ (v ?)

V& &4&? ‘Douglas fir

Co+V/CiC&y?=ay? ‘spruce’ (anaysis?)

Vt'Im=&y? ‘wild cherry tree

Vx¥a?it=ay? ‘red hardwood’ (vx"a?it ‘wedge')

v mi=éy? ‘maple’ (cf. sV aml ‘paddie’)

(xo-)VxopSin=ay? ‘ cascara
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L exical suffixes

Stressed

Unstressed

v otm=4y? ‘yellow cedar’

$+v/Sw=ay? ‘grow al over (cf. V&w?=ay
‘grow’)

t'oq+Vt' g=4y? ‘vine maple

q~at+V/q t=4y? ‘driftwood; pl.” (Vq“al ‘drift
ashore’)

Vs3l2y=ay? ‘wild grape’

VX’ 'mq =&y? ‘red hardwood’

=ay? ‘wal

nt, wish’

vnam?=ay?-m ‘want to go’

vmRi=ay-m ‘want to come’

VU ic-im?=ay?-m ‘want to swim’ (Vt'i¢-im? ‘to
swim; itr.")

V&K' ¥-um=ay?-m ‘want to bathe’ (V&k'™ ‘to
bathe; itr.")

V' lg vim?=ay?-m ‘want to nurse’ (Vt'lg ™-im?
‘to nurse; itr.")

tm=4&y? ‘want; get hungry for’ (v ?)

tot-vmixat=ay?-m ‘want to eat bear-meat’

vhow?=8y?-m (also vhowa?=ay-m) ‘want to
accompany’ (Vhéwa?)

vKklax"=ay?-m ‘want to play’ (Vklox™ [atype of
game])

—ay

child’

V&k'¥=iat ‘ bathe one's child’

VK v é&&=mix*=ay?t ‘ show, exhibit (not
necessarily to children)’ (vVk'¥ag ‘look’; =mix™
‘people’)

s-v1iq¥=ayt ‘ parent- or child-in-law after death
of own child, resp. spouse’

A i+/A’i?=ay? ‘love one’s child’ (VA'i ‘dear’;
cf. VA’i-s like, love)

vk “ay=ayt-m ‘purify’ (vbe purified)

tm-s-Hi+v+ac =mix*=ay?t ‘ let people mock
one(’s name)’

VIix"=&yM-m ‘ give one’'s daughter in marriage’
(lit., “hand down one’s child’; vput down, fall

Nox™-s-C'i+V/¢ dyx=ayt ‘one in the habit of
rushing peopl€e’

down)
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L exical suffixes

Stressed

Unstressed

s-Vwanim=ayt ‘ child of deceased sibling’
(Vwanim *orphan’)

s-ap +Vgap =c=ay?t ‘bat’ (lit., ‘one who
covers the mouth of children’ (Vgap’,
gop’- ‘cover, close, shut’)

vnok™=iat ‘rock one's baby’

Vp a?=&¢=iat ‘take (achild) by the hand’

nox*-vniw?=iat ‘instruct, educate one’'s child’
(Vniw?, new?, nu? ‘beinside, inserted’)

vxoh-am=ay?t ‘ have one’s child crying’ (cf.
vxoh-m ‘to cry; itr.’)

V& oh=8y-m ‘raise one’s child’ (vV¢’i(h), ¢'sh,
¢'a‘rise, go upward’)

Vt'1g¥-im=ay?t ‘nurse one's child’

vneh=4y?-m * give a name to a person (of any
age)’

sA & +V X x¥=ay ‘young of any animal’

Nox™-s-wa+vwc=ay? ‘ one given to teasing
people

n+v/2an?us=ay Mt ‘ have two children’

n¢ +/n¢’ =&y * have one child’

¢n+vEanat=ay?M ‘ have three children’

2op+v20pn=ay?t ‘ have ten children’

=ay.aq™ ‘top

of head, top’

VWIi?XV=i2g"-m ‘ go down rapids

n-vc &g=iYeq” ‘bad

Vcig=i?eq™ ‘ get stabbed on the top of the head’

n-Vq &y=c=i2q" ‘top of head’ (vbe on top)

n-Vtiq “=i2q" ‘bump the top of one's head’

\/qp’ =&y?sq"-s=tn ‘kneecap’ (\/qap’, gop’-
‘close, cover’)

vcig=i?eq™¥-an ‘stab s.0. on top of head’

V¢ op’ =i?5g" * gr.-gr.-grandparent or child’ (v ?)

Vo ™ agr=i?eq”-n ‘ strike s.0. on the head’

vhok™=i?8q"™ * gr.-gr.-gr.-grandparent or child’ (v
?)

veaxW=i?aq™ ‘ get hit on the head’

=ay.am.it '

shoulder’

vcig=ay?am?it ‘ get stabbed in the shoulder’

v?in=ayam?it ‘my one (other) shoulder’ (v?ina,
?in- ‘the one, the other’)

vcig=ay?am?it-n ‘ stab s.0. in the shoul der’
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L exical suffixes

Stressed

Unstressed

=ay.a?n ‘ear’

vcaq¥=ayan ‘ have one's ear bleeding’

vcig=éya?n-i?n ‘stab s.0.’s ear’

n-s-v/?in=4y?a?n ‘my one (other) ear’ (v?ina, ?in-
‘the one, the other’)

Vp a?=ayain-i?n ‘grab s.o. by the ear’

Vik~=dyain ‘listen’ (v ?)

Vik¥=&ya?n-i?m ‘listen; itr.

205V ("oh=aya?n ‘ having pierced ears

v¥ah=4ya?n-i?n ‘pierce s.0.’s ears

(to+)Vix¥=dya?n-i?m ‘make sure’ (vVtox™
‘settled’)

=ay.agap ‘smell, taste’

s-Vtam=ay?agap ‘what kind of smell, taste?

sU+v/'sum=ay?agap ‘ stench’ (v'sum? ‘to smell,
stink’)

vhot=&y?agap ‘ good smell, taste’ (vVhadt, hat-)

Vi=ay?agap ‘bad smell, taste’ (vVopy)

=ay.ax.atn ‘arm’

VX agt=iaxain ‘long-armed’ (vlong (space,
time))

VX¥il?=i&xa?n ‘have one’ s arm cut off’

Vx¥ak “i=(i)axa?n ‘ have pins and needlesin
one'sarm’ (vVx“ &k i ‘get drunk’)

2in+v?in=ayéaxan ‘thunder(bird)’ (v2ina, 2in-
‘the one, the other’)

Vmik ¥=ayéxan-iIn ‘wash one’s arms’
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L exical suffixes

Stressed

Unstressed

Vp'=iYéxan-itn ‘grab s.o’sarm’ (Vp'i?, p'ae,
p'ah)

VXoWA'=i?4axa?n ‘break one's arm’

=ayum? ‘small object’

vxallcn=ayum? ‘four (pennies, marbles, etc.)’

V&20k ¥=ayum? ‘ small round object’ (V0K
‘round’)

v'sayam=ayum? * an unripe one (berry, etc.)’
(V'sdyam *sour, bitter’)

=ay.us‘eye

Vvt &ga?=ayus ‘have ablack eye’ (vhaving the
colour of asaalberry)

n-s-nex™-v?in=ayus ‘ my one (other) eye’
(V?ina, ?in-)

vcig=ayls-n ‘stab s.0. in the eye

(n-)xat+Vxit=2ayus ‘ far-sighted; seeing at a
great distance’ (vx4ta)

VX’iiq¥=ay?0s-m ‘ squeeze one's eyes tightly
shut’

vx™i=ayus ‘ break through (ab. sun, moon)’ (lit.,
‘show its ey€’) (vVx™ay, X™i- ‘appear, become
visible')

v&mx=ayus ‘ have one's eyes closed up with
pitch’ (v&amx *pitch, resin’)

t'ox+vt' x=4y?us ‘ have the eyes open’ (vt ox
‘open, branch out’)

Vvt x=&y?us-m ‘make lightning’ (lit., ‘open the
eyes (ab. the Thunderbird)")

V¢’ sh=4&yus-n ‘punch s.0. in the eye’

v&mx=ayus-n ‘ close s.0.’ s eyes up with pitch’

=ay.us ‘skin, colour, feathers, animal hair, bark of tree’

K ™i+VKk “s=&yus ‘burn off hairs (e.g., of a
sealskin)’ (VK “as ‘be warm, hot; burn, singe’)

hat=&y?us ‘ of good colour, appearance’ (vhadt,
hot- ‘good’)

Vpx¥=&yus ‘faded’ (Vpox™ ‘faded, pale’)




L exical suffixes

Stressed Unstressed
K ™i+Vk “c=ayus ‘pluck, pull out (feathers)’ (cf.
vk ™4c-n *pluck afowl’)
vnew=4y?us-m ‘grow into tree (ab. bark)’
=us ‘face’

VX¥ig ¥=0s-n ‘hang (a person)’

vaix=us ‘blind’ (v ?)

Viit=ds-n

n-/q'il=us‘clever (Vq'il, q'al ‘exert mental
powers' ?)

V' ixV=0s-m ‘go against (wind, current)’

s-V&it=us hill’ (vV¢it ‘top’)

V&i¢'=0s-n ‘strangle’ (vVbe strangled; itr.)

s-VY4ac=us ‘face’ (vVfront side)

Vix=Us-n ‘wave (aweapon, stick, etc.) at s.0.’
(Vsway, wave)

(s)n-Vq l=us ‘tears (Vq“u ‘water’)

nax™-Viq' =ls-n ‘sharpen (aknife)’ (Vyaq, -iq’
‘be sharp’)

n-s-nax™-v?in=us ‘ my one (other) cheek’ (?ina,
2in-)

v ac’=Us-n *hold one’s arm around s.0.’s head’
(vVbe enfolded, embrace) (Note: elsewhere he
shows stress on root)

n-V/c Uys=us ‘ crazy-faced’

V& asp'i=Us ‘ugly-faced’ (V& 4sp'i)

Su+v/Ew?=us ‘skinny’ (vbone)

veg=ts-m ‘look up(wards)’

vxic'-im=us ‘have one’s face itching’ (Vxic -im
‘toitch’)

v'¢’ah=0s ‘ get punched in the face’

vmik’¥=us-m ‘wash one's face

v aw=0s-m ‘pull in one's head’

vmik'¥=us-n ‘wash s.0.'s face’

Vox™=Us * be assembled (ab. people)’ (vVoex™ ‘be
gathered together’)

Viéq =us-n ‘dap s.0.’s face

v'¢’sh=0s-n ‘punch s.o. in the face

v¢'ip=us-m ‘shut one’s eyes’ (v ?)

Vox™=Us-m ‘ get together’ (vVgex™)

Vtéx=us-n ‘ cover (vertically)’

(n-)VEdm=0s-n ‘ meet; fold’

VX¥ig ¥=us-m *hang oneself’

gi+vgp’ =0s-m ‘look down into the water while
shading the eyes

Vp'i¢’ t=us-m * put charcoa on one's face
(Vcharcoal)

XVo+V/X"i=ls-n ‘tell astory to s.0." (VX oy
‘story, myth')

(n-)VEm=us ‘ come together, meet’ (vV&am(?)
‘close, come together)
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L exical suffixes

Stressed

Unstressed

Vtdmi=Us-m ‘paint one’s face’ (vred paint)

gép’ +Vqp =us ‘lie facing down’

vk'¥n>(0s-n ‘aim at’

Nax™-¢’ i+v¢'x"=us ‘sad-looking’ (vc'ax™)

v t=Us-n * go around front side of’

Vism+vim=c =us * pock-marked’ (viam ‘chip’
?)

=ul¥ ‘young specimen (human or animal)’

vpus=alt ‘kitten’ (vVpus‘cat’)

s-Vtagiw=Ult ‘colt’ (Vtagiw ‘horse’)

svVini?=alt ‘girl’ (cf. s-tan-ay? ‘woman’; vian,
fon(?) ‘weave')

svVwi?ga=alt ‘boy’ (cf. s-vwi?ca‘ man’)

min?+vmin?=0l# ‘young of human or animal’
(Vmen? *child, offspring’)

=ut ‘belonging to;

connected with’

sV &&y.min=ut ‘ Chinese (adj.)’

sV i?x-ya=ut ‘Negro (adj.)’

sV =ut ‘sed’ s

svx¥alitn=ut ‘white man’'s

Vstol.mox™=ut ‘ Indian (adj.)’

Vsi?am=ut ‘chief's (vVsi?am?)

vmixat=ut ‘bear’s (Vmixat ‘black bear’)

=inas‘chest’
vcig=inas ‘ get stabbed in the chest’ Vg in=inas ‘ be hairy-chested’
vcig=inas-n ‘stab s.0. in the chest’ s-V?il=inas ‘chest’ (v ?)
=ik™up ‘fire

tu+v'taw?=ik"up ‘be bright fire

v2acim=ik™up (also v?acim-ay=ik“up) ‘ be

small fire' (vV?acim ‘small’)
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L exical suffixes

Stressed

Unstressed

vk “as=ik™up ‘ be hot fire

vhi =ik™up ‘be big fire’ (Vhii)

vxac-n=ik*up ‘' big log around which fireis built’
(Vxic,xac ‘lying down, prostrate’)

v'saq -n=ik"up * chop firewood (V'saq’ ‘to crack,
split’)

=iws ‘body, heart, inside’

si+/sil=iws‘be afraid (v ?)

s-Vg~in=iws ‘' body hair’

Vi¢=iws ‘betired (v ?)

sVoay?=iws left side

V([ s=iws ‘ become impatient; get tired waiting’
(Vo os ‘ get tired (waiting)’)

vhiy=iws-m ‘dress up; itr.’

vp'i=iws ‘ sober up’ (vVp’ ot ‘ be sober’)

vhiy=iws-an * dress up; tr.’

svVmax™=iws ‘ smallpox’

2es-vk' ay=iws ‘ of ignoble descent’

tx™-v'ysh=iws-m ‘point to right side

Vx™ay=iws ' become paralyzed (of whole body)’

n-s-v/t' o =iws ‘side (of body)’ (Vt'aq’, t'aq’
‘across, transverse’)

nox*-v'new?=iws=tn ‘box, container, trunk’
(Vniw?, new?, nu? ‘beinside, inserted’)

s=vk¥n=iw?s-m *heartbeat’ (v ?)

Vxop K ¥=iws-n.t-m ‘be rheumatic’ (cf. v'xop’
‘split, crack’)

sV h=iws ‘pain in body’

Vjoh=iws ‘right side

sap+v'sp=iws-n.t-m *have a chill creep up one's
back (from cold or fright)’

=iw?it ‘location’ (possible additional stresson final syllable - AHK:129)

Viac=iw?it ‘ (be) on top of” (cf. vViaté ‘be on
top, be high up’)

V28y-s=iw?it ‘beinside of’ (v?ay-s‘beinside’)
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Stressed

L exical suffixes

Unstressed

VIss=iw?it * (be) below’ (Vlas ‘bottom’)

VEit=iw?it * (be) above (VEit ‘top; above')

v?ina=iw?it ‘ be beyond (v?ina, ?in- ‘the one,
the other’)

V2acg=iw?it ‘ (be) outside of (something)’
(V?acq ‘the outdoors; outside’)

V2aw?t=iw?it * (be) behind (something)’ (vbe
behind, coming after’)

Vtaye=iw?it * (be) behind (something)’ (cf. s-
Vtay?¢ * space behind’)

Vyaw?an?=iw?it ‘ (be) before, ahead’ (vyaw?an?
‘first, former”)

V2axan=iw?it * (be) downstream of’ (v/?atxan
‘downstream area’)

=itups ‘tail’

vcig=i?0ps-n ‘poke at (an animal’s) tail’

VxiA’=i?0ps-n * cut off (an animal’s) tail’

Vp'i?=i?0ps-n ‘grab st. by the tail’
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Table D2. Sguamish words containing grammatical suffixes

Stressed

Grammatical suffixes

Unstressed

-min? [oblique]

nad+vni¢im-(m)in? ‘bawl out’ (vniGim *speak’)

Vox¥=Us-min? ‘gang up on s.0.; tr.’ (Vgex™
‘gathered’; cf. vVgx™=us ‘ be assembled’)

Vtk™=&ya?n-min * hear, listen to; tr.” (cf.
Vitk™=&yan ‘listen to; itr.’)

vyaw?in?=c-min? ‘understand; tr.’

-nit [oblique]

VA i-nit ‘wish for' (VA'i?-s'like; tr.”; VA'i?
‘dear’)

VK¥Utn-nit * borrow from’ (VK™ Gin * borrow;
itr.")

Vvt &yaq -nit ‘get angry at’ (Vt'ayaq' ‘get angry’)

V?ip &g “at-nit * get frightened of’ (v?ip &g “at
‘be afraid’)

V21+23li-nit * dream about’ (V?1+23li * dream;
itr.")

tx™-vtéta-nit ‘talk about’ (tx™-v'téta‘ discuss;
itr.")

vyaw?in=c-nit ‘understand; tr.

v dn-acut-nit (-at-sut-) ‘return to’ (Vg an-acut
‘return’)

sé+v/dlg™-nit * be sad about’ (s3+vsIq™ ‘be sad’)

q' o+/q x-&t-ay?-nit * argue about’

vAme’ -nit-m * be caught by rain; start raining on
one’ (Vom¢’ ‘get chipped off’)

(q o+ x-ét-ay? *argue with each other’)

-§it [oblique]

vnam?-3it ‘taketo s.0.’ (vnam? ‘go’; vnam?-s
‘take, bring’)
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Grammatical suffixes

Stressed

Unstressed

V&it-§it ‘giveto s.0. (V3at-an ‘give; tr.)

ve'ic &p' -8t ‘work for s.0.” (Vc'ic' & ‘work;
itr.")

Vp'i?-§it ‘take away from s.0.” (Vp'i?-t ‘seize,
grab; tr.’)

Vcox™-&it ‘toss sit. at s.0.’

Vx312-8it ‘write for s.0.” (VX312 ‘write; itr.’)

-i? [inchoative]

(& o)V iIX™-i? ‘get dry’ (VEiTX™, &ix™-)

Vo éx-i? *become callous

(to+)vtaw?-i? * become bright, light’ (cf.
tu+vVtaw?-i? < tow+vtaw?-i?)

vwug ™-i? * go downstream’

V& ix"-i=gin ‘bethirsty’ (lit., ‘have one's throat
bedry’)

(go+)Vqlim-i? * become weak’

vtaw?-i?-nit-m * be caught by bright light’

q ox™+v( &x™-i? ‘ become very callous

(P’ o+)Vp'si? “to land, go to shore’ (Vp'as)

(tay+)v'tay?ag-i? ‘ move (from one place to
another)’

pa+v/px™-i? ‘ be fading, getting pale’ (vVpox™)

t'i+vtig™-i? * be getting cold’

to+Vts-i? ‘feel cold’ (Vtas)

t'i+vt'ix"-i? * be descending from ahill’

So+v/sp-i? * become stiff’ (vV'sop)

q &+vq ax™-i? ‘ gradually become callous

A o+V X g ™-i? *be getting dark’ (VA oq' ™)

w+v/wug' ¥-i? * be going downstream’

(X"o+)VX"si? *get fat’ (vVX™a9)

Vt'ig™-i?-nit-m * be caught by cold weather’

VX g ¥-i?-nit-m * be caught by darkness

-tan [sup

erlative]

s-Vqi-tan-s(-wit) ‘the worst of them’ (Vopy, gi-)

s-Vhé&M-tan-s(-wit) ‘the best of them’ (vhadt,
hot- ‘good’)

s-V(h)ii-tan-s(-wit) ‘the biggest of them’ (Vhii
‘big, large’)

s-vVacim-tan-s(-wit) ‘the smallest of them’
(vV?acim *small, little’)

-sut [reflexive]
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Grammatical suffixes

Stressed Unstressed

vmik’*-in-cut (<-in.t-sut) ‘wash oneself’

vxiq' -in-cut * scratch oneself’

vg¥&y-an-cut * mount, ride on horseback’ (vbe
on top)

Vsin-icut (<-it-sut) ‘move over’

vhil-icut (<-it-sut) ‘roll’

vnik™-icut (<-it-sut) ‘swing’

vt &m-acut (<-at-sut) ‘ be leery, on one’s guard’
(Vt'am(?), t'am)

Vp' &k™-ancut (<-an.t-sut) ‘ come to surface of
water’

vmaX’ -n-cut (<-n.t-sut) ‘ make oneself dirty’
(Vmak’, maX’)

Vmi}’-in-cut (<-in.t-sut) ‘to stoop’

v&m-an?-cut (<-an.t-sut) ‘ come to surface of
water’

VI&p' -n-cut (<-n.t-sut) * be warped’

V¢ ap’-an-cut ‘ low down (in working)’

Vo "éy?-acut ‘ change to being friendly (after
anger)’

vhi¢-icut * brag, boast’

vwaéy-acut ‘reveal about oneself’

V' Gy?t-n-cut (<n.t-sut) ‘take medicing

VK ¥ac +VKk ™(C -un-cut (<-un.t-sut) ‘ zigzag’

vk ™élas-cut (<-t-sut ?) ‘shoot oneself’

vk¥i-in-cut (<-in.t-sut) * do, accomplish’

K~a+vK™i>in?-cut (<-in?.t-sut)

q an+vq én-acut ‘walk back and forth’

t-v/of &n-acut ‘return’
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Grammatical suffixes

Stressed

Unstressed

t-q’ &g an>&cut * be returning the way one has
come’

v'cam>an?-cut (<-an?.t-sut) ‘ make a second
attempt’

Vsi¢’-an-cut (<-an.t-sut) ‘move around (s.t.)’

vx¥iag ¥-an-cut ‘work one’s way through’

V¢ &n-cut ‘thunder’ (Vc'ah)

V250-n-cut ‘moult’ (vVfall out (ab. hair)’)

vgms-an-cut * pack one's belongings

v?acq' -an?-cut ‘ throb’

pa+v/pt-icut * have a match, competition’

¢ o+vVC'x"-icut ‘ plead, beg’

v&g-acut *finish, get ready’

vmet-4cut * bend, give way (e.g., plank under
some weight)’ (vVsupple, pliable)

tm-s-v/q "&-4cut * make a plaything of’

Vydw-cut (<-t-sut) ‘brag (= praise oneselfy’

V28n.micut (<...t-sut) ‘ commit suicide’

-naw?as|[r

eciprocal]

Vp' itq’ -new?és-n ‘ put side by side’

V' &3-now?as ‘ see each other’

Vvt &' -now?éas-n ‘to cross (two things)’ (Vt'aq',
t'aq ‘across)

V& &aw-naw?as ‘ be of assistance to each other’

Vmal=g”-now?as-n ‘mix; tr.

Vi ¥-new?as ‘ bump into each other
(accidentally); itr.” (vlbump; run aground)

VX¥if?-now?és-n ‘take apart’ (v'come off, out)

VX’ i-new?as ‘have a liking for each other’ (Vi
‘dear’; VA'i-'like, love')

v8mé(n)-new?as ‘ get into a fight with each
other’ (vV&man ‘enemy’)
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Grammatical suffixes

Stressed

Unstressed

nod’ +v/né&c’ -now?as ‘ differ from each other’

S+v/8mPan-m-now?as ‘ be enemies’ (vdman
‘enemy’)

Vméal=g"-now?as ‘be mixed up’ (vVmil, mal ‘be
mixed up’; =g~ ‘head’)

tx™-vn¢a?am?-now?as ‘ be how (related) to each
other? (v?4n¢a [interrogative substitute]; cf.
tx™-vn¢a?-am? * be how? be how much?)

V&3m?=us-naw?as ‘ be of assistance to each
other’ (vV&5m?, v&m?=us ‘meet’)

VopX¥-newas *‘ gather together; itr.” (vVbe
gathered together)

Vo " iR-new?as-n *join together; gather’

Vo ™ iR-new?as (also v dw?-new?as) ‘ meet, get
together’ (Vg aw(?), g'aw(?), g "u? ‘side’)

Via-now?as-n ‘pileup’ (Vish?, ta(?) ‘be
touched’)

st &HV1' @ -now?as ‘ lie across each other’
(Vtag, t'aq’ ‘across, transverse')

vVmés-now?és-n ‘ stick together, adhere; tr.’

vVmés-now?as ‘ stick together, adhere; itr.’ (Vmes
‘stick on, be stuck to’)

-numut [reflexive]

v?2il-numut * get a chance to eat’

Vo g™ -numut ‘ strike oneself accidentally’

VK V&d=us-numut ‘ see one' s own face’

V&K’ -um-numut ‘ get a chance to take a bath’

Vc'i+/c & -numut * get a chance to work’

v/?it-ut -numut * get a chance to sleep’

vk™3las-numut ‘ shoot oneself accidentally; get a
chance to shoot’

Vvt &yag -numut ‘ get angry’

q~a-namut ‘escape’ (lit., ‘get through’) (vVg¥sh
‘porforate’)

Vt3l-numut ‘to realize sit.’
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Grammatical suffixes

Stressed Unstressed

-way, -ay? [reciprocal]

Vtéc-an?.t-way ‘ stroke each other’

vcig-in?.t-way ‘ poke, stab each other’

¢’ ap-n.t-way ‘ punch each other’

nox™-v24ay?-s.t-way ‘ exchange (with each
other)’

& o+V/¢ ow-at-ay? * help each other’ (V& aw)

X’ i?-st-way ‘love each other’ (lit., ‘ cause each
other to be dear’)

V& 3mi-t-way * bite each other’

v'sag-min.t-way ‘ split and share’

q o+V/q x-&t-ay? ‘argue with each other’ (v ?)




Summary of Suffix Stressability
Stressable Suffixes

Stressable Suffixes (if polysyllabic, no particular syllable stressed)

=min? ‘half, side’ (nominalizer)

=tnay ‘ (inside of) throat’

=tal ‘food, livelihood, breath’

=qin ‘hair’

=apsam, =apsm, =psm ‘back of neck’

=ans ‘tooth, teeth’

=a¢ ‘hand, arm’

=a¢x™ ‘branch, limb of treg

=alxa ‘neck, throat’

=aap ‘thigh’

=axan ‘side’

=awtx™ ‘house, room’ (nominalizer)

=awanex™ ‘year(s)’

=ay? ‘bush, tree’ (nominalizer) - some anomalies

=ay? ‘want, wish’

=ay?¢ ‘surface, area

=ay'ti, =iat ‘child’

=ay?oq” ‘head, top’ - stressed only in anomalies (otherwise doesn’t seem stressable)
=ayam?it ‘shoulder’ (insufficient datato tell if it’s always stressed on 2nd syllable)
=ayus ‘ey€e

=ayus ‘skin, colour, feathers, animal hair, bark of tree’ (only seen with weak roots)
=us ‘face

=inas ‘chest’

-tan [superlative]

-i? [inchoative]

Stressable on particular syllable only (but not necessarily stressed)
=q“ayac ‘finger’

=alq™u ‘fluid, water (used in cooking)’

=ayum? ‘small object’

=aran-, =atn ‘ cheek, member of a pair’

=ik™up ‘fire’ - some anomalies

=iw?as (also =was, =us) ‘stick, pole’ (nominalizer)

=iw?it ‘location’
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=i?0ps ‘tail’ - insufficient evidence
-now?as [reciprocal]
-numut [reflexive]

Stressable on particular syllable only (if polysyllabic) and always stressed
=q“ayac ‘finger’

=yUnox™ ‘waves

=&l ‘times, instances

=al&a? ‘multiple of 10’

=alq™u ‘fluid, water (used in cooking)’

=gyain ‘ear’

=aytagap ‘smell, taste’

=ayaxain ‘arm’

=ayum? ‘small object’

=0l *young specimen (human or animal)’

=iw?as (also =was, =us) ‘stick, pole’ (nominalizer)

Suffixes never stressed on final syllable of word

=tnay ‘(inside of) throat’ (insufficient data)

=tal ‘food, livelihood, breath’ (insufficient data)

=apsam, =apsm, =psm ‘back of neck’

=alxa ‘neck, throat’

=alap ‘thigh’ (insufficient data)

=axan ‘side’

=awanex™ ‘year(s)’

=ay?oq” ‘head, top’ - final syllable stressed only in 2 anomalies
=ayam?it ‘shoulder’

=ayus ‘ey€e

=ayus ‘skin, colour, feathers, animal hair, bark of tree

=inas ‘chest’

=ik¥up ‘fire

=i?ups ‘tall’ - insufficient evidence

-tan [superlative] - insufficient evidence (never appearsin final position)
-now?as [reciprocal ]

-numut [reflexive]
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Suffixesthat can be stressed wor d-finally

=min? ‘half, side

=qin ‘hair’

=ans ‘tooth, teeth’ (cf. v'smic=ans ‘gums; lit., flesh of the teeth’)

=awtx™ ‘house, room’ (nominalizer)

=ay? ‘bush, tree’ (nominalizer) - some anomalies noted

=ay?t, =iat ‘child’ - only in 2 cases as =ayt; otherwise =iat when stressed (so non-final)
=i72g"” ‘head, top’ - only in anomalies

=iw?it ‘location’

With weak root

=a¢ ‘hand, arm’

=a¢x" ‘branch, limb of tree

=ay? ‘want, wish’

=ay?¢ ‘surface, areal

=us ‘face’ (also &’ ogp'ils < V&' 35’ i=us)

-i? [inchoative] - some anomalies

Unstressable suffixes

=mut ‘ separate piece, individual specimen’ (used with numerals)
=wit ‘belly, bowels, container, canoe’

=ax™it ‘container’ (insufficient data)

=ay?oq" ‘head, top’ (some anomalies)

=ut ‘belonging to; connected with’ (insufficient data?)

-min? [oblique]
-nox™ [trangitive]
-nit [oblique]

-Sit [oblique]

-sut [reflexive]
-nam?ut [reflexive]
-way [reciprocal]



Appendix E
List of Constraints

This appendix contains alist of the OT constraints utilized (or referred to) in this
dissertation. Individual constraints are listed in the order of appearance in the text, and
page numbers (included in parentheses) denote first reference to a particular constraint.

C-FINAL-RoOOT (71): Align-R [Root, C].

FTBIN-0 (83): Feet consist of binary syllables.

FTFORM=TROCHEE (83): Feet are trochaic, or left-headed.

PARSE-0 (83): Syllables are parsed by feet, else by the prosodic word.

NONFINALITY (83): The final syllablein aprosodic word is unstressed.

*F1(2) (87): Schwa-headed syllables have no metrical projection.

WEIGHT-TO-STRESS PRINCIPLE (WSP) (90): If heavy, then stressed.

WSP’ (91): If weight, then stressed.

ALIGN-RT-FT [Align (Root, R, Foot, R)] (103): The right edge of every root coincides
with the right edge of some foot.

*CLASH (122): Adjacent syllables are not stressed.

WBYP (WEIGHT-BY-P0osITION) (123): Coda consonants are moraic.

*WK (126): Obstruents are not moraic.

*WR (126): Resonant consonants are not moraic.

ONSET (129): Syllables must have onsets.

CoDA-R (143): Word-internal resonants are parsed as codas.

NOCODA (144): Syllables do not have codas.

ALIGN-WD-ST [Align (PrW, L, PStem, L)] (167): The left edge of every prosodic word
coincides with the left edge of some prosodic stem.

ALIGN-RT-ST [Align (PRoot, L, PStem, L)] (167): The left edge of every prosodic root
coincides with the left edge of some prosodic stem.

ALIGN-WD-FT [Align (PWord, L, Foot, L)] (167, 195): The left edge of every prosodic
word coincides with the left edge of some foot.

ALIGN-L (RoorT, PS) (167): Align the left edge of the root with the left edge of the
Prosodic Stem.

RED,=Roo0T (180): Reduplicants of type RED, (that is, CV C- reduplicants) belong to the
morphologica category ROOT.

RooT=Foo0T (186): A root is equal to afoot.

FTBIN-u (189): Feet consist of binary moras.

ALIGNR-WD-FT [Align (PWord, R, Foot, R)] (195): The right edge of every prosodic
word coincides with the right edge of some foot.

ALIGNL-WD-FT [Align (PWord, L, Foot, L)] (195): The left edge of every prosodic
word coincides with the left edge of some foot.

LEFTMOST (198): The head foot of a prosodic word is situated at the left edge of the
prosodic word.

RED,=AFFIX (202): Reduplicants of type RED, (that is, CV- reduplicants) belong to the
morphological category AFFIX.

AFFIX=SYLL (202): An affix isasyllable.
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ALIGN-[RED] ¢ [Align ([RED] ,, Left, PRoot, Left)] (203): The left edge of every CV-
reduplicant coincides with the left edge of some PRoot.

DeP-Nuc (232): A nucleus in the output must also be present in the input.

HEAD-MAX (240): If o € S, isaprosodic head in aword and a3, then 3 is a prosodic
head.

ROOTFAITH >> AFFIXFAITH (255): Faithfulness to lexical accent in rootsis valued over
that in affixes.

FAITH(HEAD) [HEADFAITH(LA)] (261): A lexical accent sponsored by a morphological
head in the input has a correspondent in the output (HEADMAX(LA)); furthermore,
alexical accent hosted by a morphological head in the output has a correspondent
in the input HEADDEP(LA)).

HEADFAITH(HEAD) (261): Faithfulnessto lexical accent in the head morpheme is valued
over that in non-head morphemes.

HEADSTRESS (261): Morphological heads are stressed.

|O-IDENT [Ident[VF]-10] (293): Corresponding vowels in the input and output have
identical place features.

RTSFX-IDENT [Ident[VF]-RtSfx] (293): Corresponding vowels in the root and control
suffix have identical place features if contained within a single prosodic foot.

|O-IDENT(ROOT) [Ident[VF]-10(Root)] (294): Corresponding vowelsin the input and
output forms of aroot morpheme have identical place features.

|O-IDENT(AFFIX) [Ident[V F]-IO(Affix)] (294): Corresponding vowelsin the input and
output forms of an affix have identical place features.

MAX-Nuc (296): A nucleusin the input must also be present in the output.
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