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Transitivity in Halkomelem1
Thomas. E, Hukari
v University of Victoria

0. Introduction

Morpho-syntactic transitivity in the Cowichan dialect
of Halkomelem and its interaction with person inflection and phra-
sal adjuncts are diséussed here in a relatively superficial frame-
work. While the goal of linguistic description is an economical,
descripfively adequate account of the relationship between meaning
and surface form, it is not clear that linguistic theory is any
.closer to attaining this goal now than it was ten years ago. The
multiplicity of alternate, perhaps equivalent, syntactic analyses
of English in the literature does not augur well for a descriptive-
ly "newﬁ language such as Halkomelem, as again any number of syntac-
tic analyses would probably be compatible with the facts as we know
them. An account of the more obvious, and superficial, syntactic
relationships in Halkomelem constitutes a reasonable interim goal,
serving as a basis for further research in both Halkomelem and in
related languages.

Previous scholarship in related Salishan languages has
made occasional use of the case-related terms agent and patient.

Applying these to Halkomelem, we could label the phrasal adjuncts

2
in the following examples as agent and patient.

(1) ni? §¥slam 9 swoy?qe?. The man barbecued.
ACEN%

ni? §¥s1-m % sway?qe?
1 2 3 4



1 nonproximal
- 2 barbecue
3 middle voice

(2) ni? yak“em 2% sment.
T PATIENT

ni? yak¥-m % sment
1 2 3 4 5

1 nonproximal
2 break
3 middle voice

4 article
5 man

The rock broke. .

4 article
5 rock
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While case terms undoubtedly reflect something about the semantic

interpretation of these sentences, there is no more motivation

for distinguishing between (1) and (2) in surface syntax than be-

tween the following English examples.

(3) Mary cooked.

(4) The roast cooked.

Despite the rather strikingly close correlation between transi-
tive subject and semantic agent, as discussed below, the morpho-
syntactic categories subject and object, based on the person in-
flection system, are more immediately relevant to syntactic de-
scription in Halkomelem and the phrasal adjuncts of sentences

such as (1) and (2) are interpreted as subjects.

Although there are obvious correspondences between syn-

tax and semantic case in Halkomelem, the case relation obtaining

between a phrasal adjunct or person marker and a predicate is in

part a strictly semantic function not reflecting surface syntax.
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For example, the roots 4"aq" get hit and sow?§ seek take, re-

spectively, patient and agent subjects, where the morpho-syntac-

tic category of subject is constant despite the difference in

case relations.

(5) ni? - can
SUBJECT/PATIENT
ni? cen §¥aq"
1 2 3
(6) ni? cen
SUBJECT7AGENT

ni? cen sow?
1 2 3

I got hit.

1 nonproximal
21
3 get-hit

I sought (someone).

1 nonproximal
21
3 seek

Holding the case relations constant, the corresponding transitive

constructions, marked by a /-t/ predicate suffix, differ.

(5a) ni? §¥aq“o@am?Zss
OBJECT/PATIENT

ni? §q"aq"-t-sam?%-os
1 2 3 4 5

1 nonproximal
2 hit
3 transitive

(6a) ni? cen sew?dt.
SUBJECT/AGENT

ni? con sow?§-t
1 2 3 4

1 nonproximal
2 I (subject)

He/she hit me.

4 me (object)
5 third person trans. subj.

I sought (him/her).

3 seek
4 transitive
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Whatever the semantic relations, it is clear that subject and
object, rather than the case terms agent and patient are rele-
vant to the description of the Halkomelem person system and

that /cen/I in (5) and (6) are surface subjects. Further, there

is no evidence that agent and patient are relevant to the syn-
tactic description of phrasal adjuncts. Sentences (7) and (8)

are parallel to (5) and (6), where the phrasal adjunct /0o steni?/

the woman is interpreted analogously to the subject marker qcon/I.

(7) ni? §¥aq O steni?. The woman gbt hit.

(8) ni? sow?d Oo steni?. The woman sought (someone).

This suggests that, despite semantic differences, at some point in
the grammar the phrasal adjuncts of (7) and'(8) are syntactically
equivalent.

The syntactic and, in part, semantic status of a phrasal
adjunct correlates with the morphology of the predicate. Consider
the following sentences, all based on the root /l1ok“(a)-/ break

in two.

Root (Intransitive):

(9) ni? 1ok 9 stedt. The stick broke.

SUBJECT/PATIENT
ni? 1ok¥ t9 slelt
1 2 3 4

1 nonproximal 3 article
2 break in two 4 stick
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/-els/ activity suffix (Intransitive)

(10) ni? lokels tee swoy?qe?. . The man broke (things) in two.
SUEJECT;?%ENT

ni? lok"-els tee-sway?qe7

1 2 3 4 5

1 nonproximal 4 article
2 break in two 5 man
3 activity

/-t/ (Transitive):

(11) ni? lek¥ates tOs slelt. He/she broke the stick in two.
OBJECT/PATIENT

ni? lok¥a-t-os too s&eft
1 2 34 5 6

1 nonproximal 4 third person trans. sﬁbj.
2 break in two 5 article
3 transitive - 6 stick

Benefactive /-%c/ plus /-t/ (Transitive):

(12) ni? lsk“s¥cotes tea swoy?qe?. He/she broke (it) in two
OBJECT/BENEFACTIVE = for the man.

ni? lok¥-3c-t-os t9s swoy?qe?
1 2 3 45 6 7

1 nonproximal 5 third person trans. subj.
2 break in two 6 article
3 benefactive 7 man

4 transitive

As discussed below, the interpretation of a phrasal adjunct as
subject or object correlates with the person inflection system,
where only transitive predicates take objects. The case inter-
pretation of an adjunct iS a function of both its syntactic status
as subject or object and the predicate morphology. For example,

while the root /19kY/ break in two (9) takes patient subjects, the
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activity suffix /-els/ (10) takes agent subjects. Similarly, the
simple transitive /lok%at/ break it im two (11) takes a patient
object while the benefactive transitive /lok%oicot/ (12) takes a
benefactive object.

We consider below Halkomelem transitive and intransi-
tive predicate morphology and its interaction with person and phra-
sal adjuncts, showing that a considerable range of syntactic phe-
nomena may be accounted for by taking transitivity and the person
inflection categories of subject and object as significant lingui-

stic constructs.

1. Predicates

1.0 A root in Halkomelem is morpho-syntactically intransitive
in contrast to languages such as English (compare die and kil11). A
transitive predicate in Halkomelem may inflect for both person cate-
gories, subject and object, while an intransitive predicate may in-
flect for subject only. The sole means of introducing object inflec-
tion is through the presence of a transitive suffix, the productive
transitive suffixes being /-t/ transitive, /-nex“/ lack-of-control
and /-stox¥/ causative.

While the relationship between semantic function (case)
and syntactic category is not one-to-one in Halkomelem, the subject
of a transitive predicate is in some sense the agent (or perceiver
in the case of /lemnex"/ see). For those roots which do not take

agent subjects, the presence of a transitive suffix switches the
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case relation of a subject marker from patient (or some other non-
agentive relation) to agent, as in the following examples where

the subject marker is /cen/ I,

(13) ni? cen pas. | I got hit,
PATIENT
ni? cen pas 1 nonproximal
1 2 3 2 1 .
3 get-hit
(14) ni? con paset. I hit (it).
AGENT
ni? cen pas-t 1 nonproximal
1 2 3 4 21
3 hit
4 transitive

However,Athe ability to take agent subjects is not a function
unique to the transitive suffixes. In this section we consider

predicate suffixes which take agent subjects.

1.1 Transitive Suffixes
| As mentioned above, the productive transitive suffixes

are /-t/ transitive, /-nex"/ lack-of-control and /-stox%/ causative.

In addition, there are the apparently nonproductive forms /-3/ and

/-nes/. Such transitive suffixes constitute the sole means of intro-

ducing object inflection, which is discussed below in section two.
The suffixes /-t/ tramsitive and /-nex%/ lack-of-control

contrast semantically, marking the degree of control the subject'has

over the event. The /-nex"/ suffix implies that the subject is not
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in full control: the subject did it accidentally, he managed to
do it under adverse circumstances, or he simply was not really in
control (as in the case of /lomnox"/ see, where the subject is more
an experiencer than an agent). The /-t/ suffix is seemingly more
neutral, but implies a greater degree of control over the event.
Although this distinction does not translate readily in English,

the following examples may give some idea of the contrast.

?ik¥at throw (it) away
?2ok"nox" lose (it)

© KMzet pour (it)

© K¥odnex¥ spill (it)
k¥enat take (it)
k¥o(n)nox¥ find/get/receive (it)
ta?slt study/learn (it)
to1?nex" find (it) out
lek¥at break (it) in two
lok“nex" accidentally break (it) in two,

manage to '

The causative suffix /-stox"/, while also a transitive
suffix, is distributionally distinct, combining with stems which
do not necessarily take /-t/ or /-nex"/. For example, it com-

bines with stems ending in the activity suffix /-els/ (discussed
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below), while /-t/ and /-nex“/ do not.

&¥q¥els to club

d¥q"elstox" have/take (Wim/her) to club
R,

cok"Xels fry _
- EkYYelstox” have/take (him/her) to fry

It also occurs with resultatives, consisting of consonant-vowel
reduplication of the root plus the static /s-/ prefix, while /-t/

y
and /-nex"/ do not.

~ ton?ot stack (them) side-by-side (transitive)
‘stotin? stacked side-by-side (resultative)
's%a%in?stax" | get (them) stacked side-by-side
4an?st weave (it)

s¥otin? woven

s¥otin?stox get (it) woven

The remaining transitive suffixes are marginal. The /—§/‘
suffix, as in /new?s3/ put (it) in (root, /nsw?/ in) may be viewed
as a suppletive éllomorph of /-t/. In fact, speakers are somewhat
reluctant to accept /-3/ when the predicate is inflected for object
and usually switch to the /-t/ inflection. Another transitive
form, /-nes/, occurs with mem?/go as in /nemnes/ go toward (him/her),

and /?ews/ come here, as in /?swenss/ come toward (him/her),
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5
/?owonesam?3/ come toward me.

1.2 Intransitive Agent Suffixes

While transitive suffixes are unique in permitting object
inflection, they are not the only suffixes which take agent subjects.
The /-els/ activity suffix takes agent subjects as may (although not

necessarily) the so-called middle voice /-m/.

1.2.1 The Activity Suffix
The activity suffix /-els/ is intransitive, not inflecting

for object but taking agent subjects.

Transitive Activity
Loy?x¥t  dry (it) toy?x¥els  dry (something)
Jom?et  pick (it) Fom?lels  pick
ﬁe%eet sew (1t) ptis sew
K“tet pour (it)  k¥iels pour

This suffix provides a means of introducing an agent subject without
mentioning the thing undergoing the action, not unlike optionally
transitive verbs in English, such as pick or sew, except that such
intransitives are overtly marked in Halkomelem. As third person ob-
ject is unmarked in Halkomelem (see section two), the distinction be-
tween transitive and activity predicates may seem subtle in the fol-

lowing examples.

10



(15) ni? cen &oy?x“t.
ni? cen &ey?x¥-t
1 2 3 4
(16) ni? cen &oy?x¥els.
ni? con &oy?x“-els
1 2 3 4
(17) ni? con k“iet.
ni? con k¥i(e)-t
1 2 3 4
' (18) ni? con k“dels.

ni? con k“-els
1 2 3 4
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I dried (it).

nonproximal I dry-transitive
1 2 3 4

I dried (something).

nonproximal I dry-activity
1 2 3 4

I‘poured (it).

nonproximal I pour-transitive
1 2 3 4

I poured.

nonproximal I pour-activity
1 2 3 4

However the significance of an intransitive predicate taking agent

subjects will become apparent in section three.

The /-els/ activity suffix is apparently highly productive,

however it sometimes denotes a culturally significant activity with

specialization of meaning.

Transitive
wens throw (it)
new?a3  put (it) in
7aiqt take (it) out

3edot

lay (it) down

higat put (it) under;

bake (it)

Activity

wonels  throw out money or

blankets in the longhouse

" new?’els bring in a picture of a
person for ceremonial pur-

- poses in the longhouse
7aiqels withdraw money from the bank
1dels make a down payment; do-

nate blankets
hoqels bake

11
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The use of /-els/ in culturally significant activities may be due
to the fact that it permits the expression of an agent subject with-
out an object and this, as we will see below, is impossible under
certainkcircumstances with transitive suffixes. That is, in cul-
turally well defined contexts the thing acted upon will be under-
stood and the activity suffix then permits the speaker to focus on

the actor.

1.2.2 Middle Voice

The so-called middle voice suffix /-m/ also may (though
not necessarily) take agent subjects and does not inflect for ob-
ject. This suffix is apparently not as productive as /-els/, how-
ever there is a sizeable number of roots which normally occur with
/-m/, such as /tilem/ sing and /§“olem/ barbecue. Often the tran-

sitive/intransitive opposition parallels that of /-els/.

Transitive Middle Voice
pon?st plant, bury it pen?sm plant, bury

d¥slot  barbecue it d¥olem  barbecue

w w

=i'e

Set count it

e

o
sem count

Even in these cases /-els/ forms are frequently possible, although

not as common: /pen?els/ plant, /dolels/ barbecue, [k“Eels/ count.
It is conceivable, perhaps likely, that Halkomelem has

more than one suffix involving /m/. I have found upon experimenta-

tion that several stems which do not occur spontaneously with /-m/

12
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permit a /-e?om/ suffix.

Transitive Activity Middle Voice
 kKM3et pour it  k“3els bour ' K“3e?em pour
higat put it in; hogels bake haqge?sm bake
bake it
Coy?x¥t dry it éey7x"els. dry Loy?xMe?sm dry

These forms are apparently synonymous with the activity forms but
far less common. I have no explanation for this phonological shape
if this is the same morpheme as /-m/. Compare, for example,
Jk"Eet/ count it, /k"Sels/ count, and /K“¥em/ count to /k“ret/

pour it, /k“tels/ pour and ' /k“3e?om/ pour.

Further, in none of the examples above is it clear that
the term middle voice is an accurate description. That is, it is
not obvious that the actor is viewed as performing the action for
his own benefit. However, these are stems with which /-m/ appears
to convey the notion of middle voice, acting upon oneself or for

one's own benefit.

t8i?q¥am  comb one's hair t3i?qYt  comb his/her hair

w16 20 .
x¥t"X%asom wash one's face xYt X"ast wash his/her face

ak¥om bathe oneself Zak¥ot bathe him/her

9214

Given these are activities typically performed on people, it is under-
standable that the /-m/ forms are interpreted as actions upon oneself,
however, this would not a priori be the only possible interpretation,

yet I am aware of no ambiguity in these forms.

13
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Predicates with /-m/ do not necessarily take agent sub-
jects. For example, /haq%em/ smell, /Yai"em/-break, and /§ewom/
get paid take patient subjects. This suggests that case interpre-
tation of predicates with /-m/ is a function of the predicate
root, some roots taking subjects and others taking patients; how-
ever, it is also possible that this reflects distinct but homopho-

nous /-m/ suffixes.

1.3  Summary »

Halkomelem exhibits overt marking for transitivity, tran-
sitive predicates being marked by the presence of a transitive suf-
fix. We can distinguish between the morpho-syntactic property of
transitivity (taking both subject and object markers) and semantic
agentivity. While transitive predicates take agent subjects, so
do intransitive predicates with the activity suffix /-els/ and some-
times with the middle voice suffix /-m/.

The interaction of transitivity person and phrasal ad-
juncts will be discussed in section three below. First, however, |
we turn to a brief discussion of the Halkomelem person system.

2. Person °
2.0 Halkomelem inflects for two person categories: subject
and object, intransitive predicates taking subject markers only

and transitives permitting both.

14
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2.1 Subject

The Halkomelem subject markers are clitics, appearing in
second position in a clause. As is typical of Central Coast Salish,
there are two subject series, the independent clause series pre-

ceded by a /c- ~ &/ formative and a subordinate series without it.

Independent Clause Subject Clitics

singular plural
first person con ct
second person ¢ ceep

Dependent Clause Subject Clitics

singular plural
first person -(e)n? -ot
second person -oxV¥ -a1ap
third person -9s

Third person is ummarked in the independent clause series. How-
ever there is a transitive third person subject suffix /-ss/, ho-
mophonous with the dependent clause clitic, but distributionally
distinct. While the clitic forms, including the dependent clause
/-9s/, maintain second position in a clause, the transitive third
person suffix always remains fixed to a transitive predicate.

The position of subject clitics is illustrated in the
following sentences, where the subject clitic /cen/ I maintains
second position, after the main predicate in (19), a temporal-

spacial auxiliary in (20) and after an adverb in (21).

15



(19) KYey? con. I got/uas hungry.

1 2
1 hungry
21

(20) ?i ggg_i”eiwi7. I am hungry.
1 2 3
1 proximal 3 hungry (imperfective)
21

(21) * Alim? con ?i k¥ek¥i?. I am very hungry.

1 2 3 4

1 very 3 proximal

21 4 hungry (imperfective)
Like English tense or verb suffixes in Chomsky's (1956) treatment,
the underlying position of Halkomelem subject clitics is somewhat
arbitrary, although I am inclined to suggest that (19) represents
the basic position as Halkomelem exhibits VSO properties (see sec-
tion three).

The third person transitive subject suffix /-as/ is

unique in the system. It is a predicate suffix, not a clitic and

co-occurs with the subordinate clause third person subject clitic.

(22) ?QW?ni73§_i”iéat§§_tee smoya0 whether (he) butchered
. the deer
2ow?-ni?-os k¥il-t-as t o smoye®
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1 hypothetical 5 transitive
2 nonproximal 6 transitive third pers. subj.
3 subordinate third pers. subj. 7 article
4 butcher 8 deer

In (22) the subordinate clause clitic /-9s/ occurs after the first

16
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word of the clause /ni?/ nomproximal but the transitive third
person suffix /-os/ occurs as well, on the transitive predicate
. ’ - . - . -

/k"i¢st/ butcher (it). In contrast to this, the first or second

person subject is not doubly marked in subordinate clauses.

(23) ?aw?ni?ggz_i“iéat tee'smeyge ' whether I butchered
_ Yu. s 9 ‘ the deer
?ow?-ni?-(e)n? k¥ic-t t o smoyo®
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
"1 hypothetical ’ 5 transitive
2 nonproximal 6 article
3 I, subordinate 7 deer
4 butcher
2.2 Object

" Object markers are predicate suffixes occurring only

with transitive stems (stems containing a transitive suffix).

Object Suffixes

singular plural
first person -(s)am?3¥ -a1?x"
second person -(s)ame -als

Third person is ummarked iﬂ the object system of Halkomelem. The
singular object suffixes have allomorphs with /s/ when they occur
with the transitive suffix /-t/, combining to form /8/. This /s/
may represent an old first person singular object which has lost

its status.

17
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/-t/ /-nex¥/ /-stax¥/
Transitive Lack-of-Control Causative

lemot Zook at (it) lomnox" see (it) lomstox" show (him/

her)
first sing. lemo®(am?3) lomnam?3 | loms tam?$
second sing. lemo®amo lomnamo lomstamo
first plur. lemotal?x" lomnal?x" lomstal?x"
second plur. lemotalos lamnals lamstals

Subject and object markers combine freely, except for a
constraint paralleling that of Squamish . (Kuipers: 1967) that se-
cond person object and third person subject do not co-occur. In-
stead, the medio-passive paradigm is employed (see section 2.3).

/-s/ occurs as a short form of first or second person
singular objects in combination with transitive /-t/ (realized
as /0/). When the subject is first person, /-s/ occurs as an

optional second person form.

(24) &ewo® con ce?. I will help you.
Cew-t-s con ce?
1 23 4 5
1 help 41
2 transitive 5 future
3 you

Apparently, this form is acceptable only if the subject clitic
follows the inflected predicate. If it precedes, the full form is

required.

(25) ni? cen ce? CewsOamo. I will help you.

18
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ni? cen ce? lew-t-samo
1 2 3 4 5 6

1 nonproximal - 4 help
21 . 5 transitive
3 future 6 you

Otherwise, /-s/ is a short form for the first person singular ob-

ject.
(26) ZewsB. Help me.
(27) ni? ewoos. He/she helped me.
ni? &ew-t-s-os
1 2 345
1 nonproximal 4 me
2 help 5 third pers. trans. subj.

3 transitive

The longer forms are stylistically preferable (except perhaps for
the command form), suggesting that the short form may be a trunca-
tion rather than a continuation of an etymological first person

singular.

2.3 Passives

Cowichan passives represent a mixed category in surface
form. They are based on transitive stems and permit inflection for
object but not for subject. Two passive constructions exist: the
medio-passive ending in /-m/ and the dependent passive ending in

/-t/.

19
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2.3.1 The Medio-Passive

Medio-passive predicates are based on transitive stems,
which may be inflected for object, plus the suffix /-m/. The ob-
ject forms are not morphologically transparent, although the inflec-
tional categories of the transitive object system are maintained

except that the first and second person plural forms are homophonous.

Medio-Passive Objects

singular plural
first person -(s)elam -alom
second person -(s)am -alem
third person -m

Third person is again ummarked, save the medio-passive /-m/. Note
again the /s/ in the singular forms, which occurs with transitive

/-t/, combining to form /O/.

/-t/ Transitive /-nex*/ Lack-of-Control
lemotom <t <s looked at lomnem <t is seen
first singular lemoBelom lomnelam
second sing. lemoBam lsmnam
first plural lemotalom lemnalom
second plur. lemotalom lomnalsm

The medio-passive represents an intermediate series, between tran-
sitives and intransitives: 1like intransitives, medio-passives in-

flect for one person category only, like transitives, they inflect

20
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for object, but unlike either category, medio-passives do not take
subject clitics. Further they do not take the third person tran-
sitive subject marker /-ss/, a cﬁaracteristic of transitive predi-
cétes.
2.3.2 The Dependent Passive8

Dependent passive predicates are virtually identical
to medio-passives, except for the presence of a /-t/ suffix in-

stead of /-m/.

Dependent Passive Objects

singular plural
first person -(s)elt -alt
second pers. -(s)amot -alt
third person -ewot

FeaSibly dependent passives are based on medio-passives with the
addition of a final /-t/ suffix triggering the loss of the medio-
passive /-m/ (and no epenthetic /o/). This might account for the

relationship between the three second person singular suffixes.

transitive -(s)amo
‘medio-passive -(s)am

dependent passive -(s)amot

The medio-passive form may derive from */-(s)ame-m/ with loss of

intervocalic /m/, while this is preserved in the dependent passive

21
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with loss of the second /m/, from */-(s)ame-m-t/.

/-t/ /-nex"/
Transitive Lack-of-Control
lemotewat <t <s Looked lomnewot <t Zs seen
at

first sing. lemsBelt lomnelt

second sing. lemofamot lomnamot

first plur. lemotalt lsmnalt

second plur. lemotalt lomnalt

The third person dependent passive /-ewot/ has a par-
tial /-ew/ for which I have no explanation. Possibly this repre-
sents an empty connective.

The /-t/ suffix is tentatively assigned here to a non-
productive stative morpheme, occurring in such forms as /toyt/
upstream, as opposed to /toyel/ go upstream (with inchoative /-il/)
and the triply marked resultative /swe?wel?t/hidden (/s/ statie,

/wel/ hide, reduplicated, /-t/ stative).

2.3.3 The Status of Passives

Cowichan passives appear to be subjectless transitive
predicates, in that they inflect for object but do not permit
subjects. They differ markedly in surface form from such langﬁ—
ages as Lushootseed, Squamish ' (Kuipers: 1967) and Straits (Thomp-
son: 1971) in which subject inflection but not object is employed.
In Lushootseed, for example, the medio-passive suffix /-b/ (cog-

nate with Cw. /-m/) is affixed to the transitive stem and a subject

22
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clitic signals the patient (corresponding to the object of

a transitive).

(28) ?uk“axateb Cod. - I was helped. (Passive)

?u-k¥ax"(a)-t-b &ad
1 2 34 5

1 completive 4 medio-passive
2 help 51
3 transitive

(29) “ukVax"ac. (He/she) helped me, (Non-Passive)
2u-k¥ax¥(a) -t-s
1 2 34
1 completive 3 transitive
2 help 4 me

Even in languages where subject clitics appear in the
medio-passive. it is conceivable that this construction represents
a subjectless transitive in deep structure, with a rule moving
an object marker into subject clitic position. In any case, me-
dio-passives are closely related to transitive predicates. For
example, the case relations of a transitive predicate are not un-
done by the medio-passive. For example, a root such as /sow?§/
seek, taking an agent subject in Cowichan, maintains patient as

its object in both the transitive and the medio-passive forms.
(30) ni? sew?d@am?3ss. (He) looked for me,
(31) ni? sow?d@elom, T was looked for.

That is, the one person category associated with the medio-passive

23
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predicate maintains the same case relation as the object of the
corresponding transitive, despite whatever case relations hold for
the intransitive root. I suspect similar examples exist in Sali-
shan languages where subject inflection appears in the medio-pas-
sive. That is, there are intransitive roots which take agent sub-
jects but the surface subject of a medio-passive is nevertheless

a patient, reflecting a closer association with the object of the

corresponding transitive,

2.4  Summary

Halkomelem has two person inflection categories: sub-
ject and object. In addition, the transitive subject suffix /-os/
appears to represent a category of its own. The person systems of
Halkomelem are distributionally distinct from phrasal adjuncts, which
are discussed below. Subject and object markers are closely asso-
ciated with the predicate, object suffixes appearing on transitive
predicates and subject clitics maintaining second position in the
clause. As phrasal adjuncts follow the predicate, strictly speak-
ing the person markers are not pronominal in that they do not sub-
stitute for phrasal adjuncts. This fact has no a priori implica-
tions for linguistic description, except for the obvious point that
Halkomelem person markers clearly do not belong to the same surface
category as phrasal adjuncts. It does not follow, for example, that
Halkomelem person markers represent deep structure categories dis-

tinct from phrasal adjuncts. On the other hand, the obvious functio-
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nalparallel between person and phrasal adjuncts discussed below
does not necessarily imply the opposite, that person markers and
phrasal adjuncts should be derived from the same deep structure

category.

3. Predicates and Adjuncts

3.0 A phrasal adjunct may be direct or oblique in Halkomelem.
Direct adjuncts are interpréted as subject or object. Oblique ad-
juncts are preceded by the general preposition /?5/ and represent
the means of introducing adjuncts in addition to those which are

interpreted as subject or object.

(32) ni? ?amestss tee swiw?1os 791tee Sopten.
‘ DIRECT (OBJECT) OBLIQUE .
He/she gave the boy a knife.

ni? ?ames-t-ss too swiw?les %o tos Sopton

1 2 34 5 6 7 8 9

1 nonproximal 4 third trans. subj. 7 oblique
2 give 5 article 8 article
3 transitive 6 man 9 knife

3.1 Direct Adjuncts
3.1.1 Intransitive Constructions

The direct adjunct of an intransitive predicate is in-
terpreted as the subject., An intransitive construction may have
a subject clitic, a direct adjunct or neither (the ummarked third
person). Although subject clitics are syntactically distinct

from direct adjuncts, maintaining second position in a clause, the
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two are functionally equivalent in intransitive constructions.
For example, if a subject clitic is interpreted as the semantic

agent, then a direct adjunct is also the agent.

(33) ni? con k“Zem. T counted.
SUBJECT/AGENT
ni? con k“%e-m nonproximal I count-middle
1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4
(34) ni? K“Zem % swo ?qe?. The man counted.
§UEJECT;AGENT
ni? k¥Ze-m too swoy?qe?
1 2 3 4 5
1 nonproximal 4 article
2 count 5 man

3 middle voice

Similarly, if a subject clitic is interpreted as patient, then
so is a direct adjunct.
(35) ni? cen pas. I got hit.

SUBJECT/PATIENT

ni? con pas
1 2 3

1 nonproximal
21
3 get-hit

(36) ni? pas % swiw?1es. The boy got hit.
SUBJECT/PATIENT

ni? pas tea swiw?1os
1 2 3 4

1 nonproximal 3 article
2 get-hit 4 boy
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While the relation between subject clitics and direct adjuncts
must be accounted for in any descriptively adequate grammar, it
does not necessarily follow that they are transformationally re-
lated. In any case, subject clitics and direct adjuncts in intran-

sitive constructions are interpreted analogously.

3.1.2 Transitive Constructions

3.1.2.1 The interpretation of a direct phrasal adjunct with a
transitive predicate is a function of the person system. The di-
rect adjunct is interpreted as object if the predicate is not in-

flected for first or second person subject or object.

(37) ni? lemotos t o spe?ed. He/she looked at the bear.

ni? 1ema-t-es.tea spe?ed
1 2 34 5 6

1 nonproximal 4 third pers. trans. subj.
2 see 5 article
3 transitive 6 bear

This contrasts with intransitives, where a direct adjunct is inter-
~preted as subject. That is,/%ee spe?e8/the bear (37) is interpre-
ted analogous iy to /~-sam?8 /me (object) in (38) rather than /can/I
(subject) in (39).
(38) ni? lemoQam?3os. He/she looked at me.

OBJECT

ni? lem-t-sam?%-as-
1 2 3 4 5

1 nonproximal 4 me (object)

2 see 5 third pers. trans. subj.
3 transitive
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(39) ni? cen lemot. I looked at (it).
SUBJECT
ni? con lem-t nonproximal I see-transitive
1 2 3 14 1 2 3 4

It is not obvious why a direct adjunct of a transitive
predicate should be interpreted as object rather than subject un-
der these circumstances. One might argue that the /-os/ third
person transitive subject suffix fills the role of subject. How-
ever this argument loses its force in face of the fact that a sub-
ject adjunct and the /-ss/ suffix may co-occur, as shown below.
Further in Lushootseed (Puget Salish), a direct adjunct under simi-
lar conditions is interpreted as object, yet the third person suf-

fix 1is not used.

(40) tuSuuc ti spa®c. ' (He/she) saw the bear.
OBJECT

tu-Sut-c ti spa’c

1 2 3 4 5

1 remote 4 article

2 see 5 bear

3 transitive

The object interpretation of direct adjuncts of tran-
sitive predicates represents an almost ergative characteristic.
One may compare intransitive roots and their corresponding tran-
sitives, where the case relation holds constant.

(41) ni? %eﬁ” tea X¥i?1om. The rope broke,
PATIENT



ni? %e&” tea X¥i?lom The rope broke,
1 2 3 . 4
1 nonproximal : 3 article
2 break " 4 rope
(42) ni? t4“ates 9o ¥i?lem. (He/she) broke the rope.
PATIENT

ni? t4“a-t-as % #“i?1em

1 2 34 5 6

1 nonproximal 4 third pers. trans. subj.
2 break ' 5 article
3 transitive 6 rope

However too much may be made of this. As we have noted above, the
case relation of an adjunct to a root need not be patient, as in the
case of /sow?{/ seek, where the parallel does not hold (see sen-
tences (6) and (6a)). Further, the person system is, if anything,
accusative, where the object of a transitive predicate does not cor-

respond formally to the subject of an intransitive.

3.1.2.2 When two direct adjuncts occur with a transitive predicate

the first is interpreted as subject and the second as object.

. ) )
(43) ni? §¥aq“stes t o swa%?ge7 t o sge7e9.

The man clubbed the bear.

ni? §¥aq"-t-os % sway?qe? % spe?eQ

1 2 34 5 6 7 8
1 nonproximal 5 article
2 club 6 man
3 transitive 7 article
4 third pers. trans. subj. 8 bear

29



98

Such examples suggest that Halkomelem is a VSO language. It seems
significant to note, however, that this is not a common construc-
tion. An example of its infrequency is the fact that in one twen-
ty-five minute text (a traditional story) I fﬁund no examples of
a transitive predicate with two direct adjuncts. Nevertheless, the
construction does occur spontaneously, if infrequently.

3.1.2.3 Elsewhere the interpretation of a direct adjunct is a
function of the person system. If a transitive predicate is inflec-

ted for first or second person subject, a direct adjunct is inter-

preted as object.

(44) ni? Egg_&ewet Qo steni?.
SUBJECT OBJECT

ni? con Cew-t Qo steni?
1 2 3 45 6

1 nonproximal
2 I (subject)
3 help

I helped the woman.

4 transitive
5 article
6 woman

Similarly, if a transitive predicate is inflected for first person

object, a direct adjunct is interpreted as subject.

(45) ni? Zewo®am?3es Qo steni?.
OBJECT SUBJECT

ni? &ew-t-sam?$-os Qo s¥eni?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1 nonproximal
2 help

3 transitive

4 me (object)

30

The woman helped me.

5 third pers. trans.
6 article
7 woman

subj.
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3.1.2.4 To summari;e, a direct adjunct of a transitive predicate
is preferentiélly interpreted as goal unless the goal role is
filled. That is, if the predicate is inflected for.goal than a
direct adjunct is interpreted as subject. Similarly, when there
are two direct adjuncts then one (the first) is interpreted as sub-
ject. In the remaining cases a direct adjunct is interpreted as

goal.

3.1.3 The facts as discussed above indicate a functional trade-
offbbetween person inflection and direct adjuncts in Halkomelem.
Thié does not 1ead‘to any obvious unique syntactic analysis. One
can conceive of a number of descriptions compatible with the data,

including the following:

I. Adjuncts afise within the predicate complex, in
the positions maintained by the person system,'and
are transformationally moved to the end of the clause.
That is, the position of person markers is basic

(VOS) .

II. Person markers arise from pronominal adjuncts, being
derived through agreement rules (as in English sub-
ject-verb agreement) or through movement rules. That
is, the position of direct phrasal adjuncts is basic

(vso).
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III. Person markers and direct adjuncts are distinct

categories in deep structure.

While it is not clear that these alternatives are empirically dis-
tinguishable in Halkomelem, I tend to prefer III, if on no other
grounds than the fact that this most closely reflects the surface
syntax of Halkomelem and hence represents in some sense the neutral
hypothesis.

I give the following phrase markers as tentative deep
structures. The categofical symbols are merely for the purpose of
exposition and conceivably could be replaced by other conventions
such as feature matrices in the x-bar convention (Chomsky, 1970).
Further, several alternatives are possible for the representation
of person. While I give syntactic status to person, this could
be a function of the lexicon. The essential point in the follow-
ing examples is that the role of a direct adjunct can be viewed
as a function of the person system, where the interpretation as

subject or object is determined by the semantic component.

3.1.3.1 First and Second Person
Let us call the predicate complex, including auxiliaries,
the predicate and person markers, the proposition. Sentence (46)

is in itself a proposition.

(46) ni? con lemoBams. I looked at you.
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S
|
Proposition
Auxiliary Predicate Subj .
ni? Pred, Obj. cen
lemst samo

As mentioned above, it is conceivable that person is a function
of the lexicon and that object and subject do not represent deep
structure categorical symbols. For the purpose of discussion,
however, let us assign person to syntactic nodes and, as suggested
in section 2.1, 1 take the postverbal position as basic for cli-

tics.

3.1.3.2 Adjuncts

It is not clear that subject and object adjuncts are
structurally distinct. I suggest that they are not and that
one or two direct phrasal adjuncts (labeled NP here) may appear

as sisters to the proposition.

(47) ni? lemotas tea spe?ef. (He/she) saw the bear.
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Proposition NP
/\
Auxiliary Predicate Subj. DTt. N
-
ni? Pred. Obj. 3s | T spe?e®
lemot ITI

(48) ni? lemotos tee swoy?qe? tea spe?ef.

The man saw the bear.

S
PropoSition NP NP
VA NVAN
Auxiliary Predicate Subj. Det. N Det. N
|
ni? Pred. Obj. 9s tee swoy?qe? t o spe?ed

lemot ITI

The interpretation of a direct adjunct is a function of semantic
interpretation rules binding the adjuncts to third person within.
the person system. Such rules would reflect the facts discussed
above in this section. For example, a single direct adjunct will
be interpreted as co-referential with third person object and if
the object is not third person the adjunct will be bound to the
subject. Similarly, the first of two direct adjuncts will be co-

referential with third person subject and the second with third
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person object.

3.2 Oblique Adjuncts

Oblique adjuncts, introduced by the preposition /?¢/,
do not correspond functionally to the person categories of sub-
ject or object, providing a syntactic means of introducing an
additional adjunct. In some cases an oblique adjunct corresponds
semantically to a direct adjunct of a lexically related predi-

cate. Three cases of this are discussed here.

3.2.1 Activity Predicates

Activity predicates with the /-els/ suffix are intran-
sitive although, like transitives, they take agent subjects.
(49) ni? con &ok“Xels. T fried.

SUBJECT

ni? con Zok“¥-els
1 2 3 4

1 nonproximal 3 fry
21 4 activity
(50) ni? Ek“Xels %o steni?. The woman fried.

However an additional adjunct, not corresponding to subject or

object, is possible if introduced by the preposition /?a/.

(51) ni? cen Ek¥¥els 70 too sceetton.

OBLIQUE

- I fried the salmon.
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ni? con &ok“¥-els ?o tee sceelton
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1 nonproximal 5 oblique
21 6 article
3 fry 7 salmon
4 activity

(52) ni? &k"Xels 4o steni? ?o % sceetton.

“SUBJECT ~ OBLIQUE

The woman fried the salmon.

Note the parallel'between this construction and the corresponding
transitive with Cok“Xt fry it, where the object acted upon
(sceetton salmon) is expressed as a object direct adjunct.

(53) ni? cen &ok“%t t9 sceetton. I fried the salmon.
SUBTECT OBJECT

ni? cok"Xtos ¥o steni? t s sceelton.
(54) ni? &k“Ytos 4o steni? tOo sceet
SUBJECT OBJECT

The woman fried the salmon.

There is an obvious semantic correspondence between the object of
a transitive and the oblique adjunct of an activity predicate.
Nevertheless, activity predicates are syntactically intransitive,
not inflecting for object, permitting only one direct adjunct and
not taking the third person transitive subject suffix /-ss/.

It is interesting to note that this construction provides
a means of introducing the agent as an adjunct without mentioning
the thing acted upon. As we have mentioned above, normally tran-
sitive predicates occur with only one adjunct, which is interpreted

as object (unless there is a first pers. object). But the direct ad-
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junct of an activity predicate is the subject (and the agent),

yielding the following contrast.

b4

(55) ni? lek“atss tee sledt. _ He/she broke the stick.

b4

ni? lok¥a-t-os tS sle¥t
1 2 34 5 6

1 nonproximal 4 third Ipers. trans. subj.
-2 break in two 5 article
3 transitive 6 stick
(56) ni? lokYels 4o sieni?. The woman broke (something).
ni? lok¥-els 4o siteni?
1 2 3 4 5
1 nonproximal 4 article
2 break 5 woman
3 activity

The fact that activity predicates take agent subjects and do not
inflect for goal provides a means of expressing the agent alone,
which may account for its frequent use in culturally well-defined
activities (see section 1.2), when the object acted upon would be

known.

3.2.2 Middle Voice
Middle voice predicates are syntactically parallel to

activity predicates. They are intransitive and may take agent

subjects.
(57) ni? cen §"olem. I barbecued.
SUBJECT
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ni? cen §%ol-m 4 I barbecued.
1 2 3 4
1 nonproximal 3 barbecue
21 4 middle voice
(58) ni? §%sleom ¥ sieni?. The woman barbecued.
SUBJECT :

As in the case of activity predicates, the thing acted upon may

be introduced obliquely.

(59) ni? cen J¥slom ?o tee sceetton. I barbecued the salmon.
SUBJECT OBLIQUE

(60) ni? §¥olom o s¥eni? ?o % sceetton.
SUBJECT OBLIQUE

The woman barbecued the salmon.

The correspondence between transitive object and intran-
sitive oblique adjunct holds for middle voice forms as well, as in

the following three sentences, using the root /k¥ot/ spill/pour.

Transitive

(61) ni? ggg_i“iet fea coffee. I poured the coffee (out).
SUBJECT OBJECT

Activity

(62) ni? con kYdels ?o 9% coffee.
SUBJECT OBLIQUE I poured the coffee.

Middle voice

(63) ni? ggg_i“ie7em 29 tea coffee. I poured the coffee.
SUBJECT OBLIQUE
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3.2.3 Benefactives

Unlike the examples above, benefactive predicates are
transitive, however the object of a benefactive is the beneficia-
ry, not the thing or individual acted upon. Benefactive stems
are formed with the benefactive suffix /-ic/ plus the transitive
marker /-t/. The fact that benefactives are transitive is illu-

strated in the following examples.

(64) ?i con ce? lok“eicOame. I will break it for you.
SUBJECT OBJECT

?i con ce? lak“-4c-t-samo
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1 proximal 5 benefactive
21 6 transitive
3 future 7 you

4 break in two

(65) ni? dokYeicotes tee swiw?los, He/she broke (it) for the

TRANS. SUBJ. OBJECT boy.
ni? 4ok¥-3c-t-os tsa swiw?les.
1 2 3 45 6 7
1 nonproximal 5 third pers. trans. subj.
2 break in two 6 article
3 benefactive 7 boy

That is, benefactives inflect for object as well as subject and
take the third person transitive suffix /-ss/.

A benefactive predicate may take an adjunct in addition
to those corresponding to subject and object. This is an oblique
adjunct semantically corresponding to the object of a simple tran-

sitive.
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Benefactive

(66) ni? cen lek“o¥cot % no sye?ys 20 t95 slelt.
SUBJECT OBJECT OBLIQUE
I broke the stick for my friend.

ni? con lok¥-dc-t too no sye?ys ?o %5 ste¥t
1 2 3 45 6 7 8 9 10 11

1 nonproximal 5 transitive 9 oblique
21 6 article 10 article
3 break in two 7 my 11 stick
4 benefactive 8 friend
Transitive
(67) ni? con lok¥at toe sleit. T broke the stick.
SUBJECT OBJECT

ni? con lakYa-t tee scedt
1 2 3 4 5 6

1 nonproximal 4 transitive
21 5 article
3 break in two 6 stick

3.2.4 Oblique Adjuncts‘in Deep Structure

The oblique adjuncts discussed in previous sections
are often interpreted, as we have seen, parallel to objects of
transitive predicates. It does not necessarily follow that they
are syntactically related. On the other hand, it is not clear
that oblique adjuncts represent a distinct syntactic category in
deep structure. Other adjuncts with distinct interpretations are
also preceded by the general preposition /?5/, including passive
agents, instrumentals and various locatives. In fact, any ad-

junct-type construction which does not stand in a subject or ob-
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ject relation to a predicate is formally identical to the ob-

lique adjuncts discussed above, being preceded by /?o/. The po-
sition taken here is that oblique adjuncts represent a distinct
deep structure category. Evidence for this analysis (which is ‘
- not altogether compelling) is presented in section 4. Sentence .

(66), then, may be assigned the following deep structure. '

(66) ni? con lek“edcot % no sye?ys ?o % seit.

I broke the stick for my friend.

S
Proposition NP Oblique '
| /N

Auxil. Predicate Subj. _ Déif/\\\\N Prep. NP |
- VAN -

ni? Pred. Obj. con Ar{{/azéh. sye?yo ?9 DTt. N

|

1ok¥otcot lII 2% mw 9 s2edt

A similar analysis would hold for other oblique adjuncts
discussed above. For example, the deep structure of (51) would

be the following.

(51) ni? cen Eok¥Rels 2o tea sceetton. I fried the salmon.
Proposition Oblique
Auxi%iary Pr?dicate Sufj. Pﬁep. NP
ni? Pred. cen %9 D?ff//ﬁ\\\T
- &KYXels % sceetten
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3.3  Summary

The intent here has been to illustrate that transitivity
and the morpho-syntactic categories of subject and object are
central to Cowichan syntax, even at the expense of semantic rela-
tions. While certain semantic regularities obtain between construc-
tions, this is not necessarily an area for syntactic description.
For example, the relationship between objects of transitive predi-
cates, such as /q%elat/ barbecue (it) and oblique objects of in-
transitives such as /d%elem/ barbecue may be a function of the
lexicon and lexical rules of semantic interpretation along the
lines suggested by Jackendoff (1975). Further, it has been sugges-
ted that adjuncts do not represent the fundamental relationships
in Cowichan, but rather that the person categories of subject and
object are central and that direct adjuncts are interpreted ana-
logously. It is not clear at this time, however, whether this is

a claim with empirical substance.

4. Attributive Clauses

Attributive clauses offer evidence for the central nature
of the subject and object categories in Halkomelem, as I have dis-
cussed elsewhere (Hukari: 1975, 1976). When the understood re-
lationship between a head and its attributive clause is subject or
object the clause contains no special markings (other than the use
of subordinate clause subject clitics). When any other relation-

ship is understood to hold between a head and its attributive clause
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a nominalizer appears.

4.1 Understood Subject or Object
When the understood relationship between a head and its
attributive clause is subject, the attributive lacks a subject

clitic.

(68a) ni? 7o & ?ow? statol?stox" 4o steni? ni? ?ex%e?t kYo no

men ?o k¥Qo sceeiton.

Do you know the woman who gave my father the salmon?

ni? % & ?ow? statel?stox” %o steni? ni? ?ex"e?t ko no
1 23 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11

men ?o kYo sceeitsn
12 13 14 15

1 nonproximal 9 give (food)
2 question 10 article

3 you 11 my

4 conditional 12 father

5 know 13 oblique

6 article 14 article

7 woman 15 salmon

8 nonproximal

(68b) ni? ?ex“e?tss k8o no men ?o k¥Oo sceetton.
(He/she/it) gave my father the salmon.

The lack of a third person transitive subject suffix /-as/ in
(68a) is significant in that it overtly marks the understood sub-
ject relationship.

When the understood relation is object, no overt mar-
king is present in the attributive clause, although the presence
of a subordinate subject clitic is, by default, an indication of

the understood object relation.
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(69a) ni? ct 3oyXt k"o smoye® ni? k¥idotox".
We ate the deer which you butchered,

ni? ct dey¥t k¥9o smoye® ni? k¥ilet-oxV
1 23 4 5 6 7 8

1 nonproximal 5 deer

2 we 6 nonproximal
3 eat 7 butcher

4 article 8 you (sg.)

(69b) ni? % & k¥ilot ko smoyed.
Did you butcher the deer?

ni? % & k¥i%et k"G smoyed
1 23 4 5 6

1 nonproximal 4 butcher
2 question 5 article
3 you (sg.) 6 deer

Subject and object in Halkomelem may be thought of as syntacti-
cally referential positions, permitting anaphoric relationships

to obtain between heads and attributive clauses.

4.2 Understood Oblique Adjuncts
When the understood relationship between an attributive
clause and a head is that of oblique adjunct, the predicate head

of the attributive clause takes the /s-/ nominalizer.

(70a) ni? ct &oy?x¥t k¥ sceetton ni? ?on?s?ex"e?tal?x”.

We dried the salmon which you gave us.

ni? ct &ey?x¥t k"o sceetton ni? ?en?-s-?ex“e?t-al?x"
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
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1 nonproximal 6 nonproximal

2 we 7 your (sg.)

3 dry 8 s-nominalizer
4 article 9 give (food)

5 salmon 10 us

(70b) ni? 7o & ?exYe?tal?x" ?o k“So sceeiton.

Did you give us the salmon?

ni? ?s ¢ ?ex%e?t-al?x% ?o k%@ sceeiton

1 23 4 5 6 7 8
1 nonproximal 5 us
2 question 6 oblique
3 you (sg.) 7 article
4 give 8 salmon

. This overt marking of understood oblique relationships sets oblique
adjuncts off from the syntactically more central categories of sub-
ject and object. Further, other relations introduced by the prepo-
sition /?s/, such as locatives and instrumentals, are formally dif-

ferentiated from oblique adjuncts in attributive clauses.

4.3 Understood Instrumentals and Locatives
Understood instrumental and locative relations between
heads and attributive clauses are signalled by the instrumental nomi-

nalizer /3(x*)-/.

(71a) ni? ?e & lomnex" k“@s sment ni? nedpas.
Did you see the rock that hit me?

ni? ?o ¢ lomnex® k8o sment ni? ne-3x%-pas
1 23 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

1 nonproximal 6 rock

2 question 7 nonproximal
3 you (sg.) 8 my

4 see 9 instrumental
5 article 10 hit

b5
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(71b) ni? cen pas ?o k“Qs sment.

(72a)

(72b)

The use of /3(x%)-/ rather than /s-/ to mark understood instrumental B

I was hit by the rock.

ni? cen pas ?e k%o sment
1 2 3 4 5 6

1 nonproximal 4 oblique
21 5 article
3 hit 6 rock

S

m?i ?ames@am?3 ?o t o XOom ni? I(s)on?iw?s k“Go sey?.

Come give me the box the wool is in.
O

(ho)m?i ?amost-sam?S ?o t o XOom ni? $xY-s-hen?iw?-s k“Qo sey?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13
1 come 7 nonproximal
2 give 8 instrumental
3 me 9 static
4 oblique 10 be-in
5 article 11 third possessive
6 box 12 article
13 wool

ni? ?o son?iw? k%o sey? ?o k"o XSQom.

Is the wool in the box?

ni? ?o s-hen?iw? k"o sey? ?o k"Qo XOom
1 23 4 5 6 7 8 9

1 nonproximal 6 wool

2 question 7 oblique
3 static 8 article
4 be-in 9 box

5§ article '

and locative relations suggests these categories are grammatically

distinct from the oblique adjuncts discussed in section 3.2. How-

ever, this may not be compelling evidence for treating oblique ad-

juncts as distinct from locatives and instrumentals in syntax. It

is conceivable that nominalized attributives should be treated as
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deep structure nominals and, if so, the grammar would not contain
nominalization transformations which differentiate between oblique

adjuncts on one hand and locatives and instrumentals on the other.

4.4  Summary

The specifics of attributive clause formation (if trans-
formations are necessary) are not pertinent to the present study.
However it is significant to note that subject and object relations
do not require special markings, which offers independent'evidence

of the central nature of these two categories in Halkomelem syntax.

5. Conclusions

Subject and object, as represented in the person systems
of Halkomelem, have been presented here as central grammatical ca-
tegories. This implies that certain semantic regularities in the
language are not a function of syntax. For example, the following

relationships have been noted above:

i. subjects of many (not all) roots éorrespond semantically

to objects of transitives;

ii. subjects of transitive predicates are agents (or at least

thematically higher than instrument or patient);

iii. oblique adjuncts of benefactives correspond to objects of

simple transitives;
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iv. oblique adjuncts of middle voice /-m/ and activity /-els/

predicates correspond to objects of transitives.

Obviously these facts must be accounted for in the grammar, however
this need not be a function of syntactic description. It seems
equally, if not more, plausible to account for such case or thema-

tic relations in the lexicon by lexical redundancy rules along the

lines of Jackendoff (1975).
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Footnotes

This work was supported in part by the Canada Council,

Humanities and Social Sciences Division, grant no. S73-0828.

I am indebted to the Halkomelem-speaking students of the Univer-
sity of Victoria Native Indian Language Diploma Program for their
many insights into the language. In particular, Mrs. Ruby Peter
has served as a primary consultant through much of the research

leading to this paper.

I do not object to the terms agent and patient per se,
but if they are intended to reflect syntactic categories rather

than semantic ones, the usage is misleading.

- The term Zack—ofkcontrol is awkward, however, I have not
found a mére appropriate label in the literature. /-nex"/ is
_liSted heré as the underlying form, however it is conceivable that
the /e/ represeﬁts a phonological strengthening of /o/. The /e/

form occurs optionally with weak stems (having no inherent vowel).

The resultative of stems in CoC is formed by CV-redupli-

cation plus infixation of /i/, replacing the stem /o/.

Conceivably /-nes/ is a morphologically complex form,
however, the examples given exhaust the data collected to date,

which are insufficient for further analysis.
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The person system of Halkomelem has been discussed exten-
sively by Dr. Wayne Suttles in unpublished materials prepared for

his classes.

The form /&/ in Cowichan represents a loss of /-x“/, com-
pare Musqueam /&"/ or Saanich /sx"/. Apparently the /c-/ forma-

tive is palatalized before /x“/.

The dependent passive construction apparently occurs only

in subordinate clauses.
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