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.1..:.. i-lith the predicate 'know (Il faot) I the subject of 

th,,~ subo::,<UT'.e.te cluuse cnn occur or not occur as the 
direct objeot of the main clause. 

l8al 

16'0 ) 

lab' ) 

You(sg.) are sleepy. 

I know that you(sg.) 
are sleepy. 

I knm-r that YOU(3g.} 
are sleepy. 

I have been told that sentence 1Sb) is the older 

:irLYa,3ing anl that sentence 18b I) is thE: n<:nier phrasing. 

If "this is so f then this may be en instanca of sirnpli­

i"ioation 0: the gra.."T.:~:ar in the direction of English. 

! .... 7ould li~:e to hear 01' comparative da.ta :from other 
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0,0 We are concerned in this paper with the syntax and semantics 

of Negation and the class of morphemes that we shall call particles.1 

The two are treated together because- -they interact _formally, and 

this interaction illuminates the grammar of each. 

0.1 The interplay of Negation and Particles can be seen in the 
following five sentences: 2 

(1) 

(2)' 

(3) 

j\ap ti-?imIk-tx 
go man 

j1'he man is goi!lg~ 
. ;\ap Iii ti-?imlk-tx 

YThe man is still going9 

?aXw ~ar-s ti-?imIk-tx 
N.eg go-he man 
~The man isn't, goingi 

(4) ?aXw, hap-s lu ti-?imlk-tx 
YThe man isn't going yeti 

(5) ?aXw Iu ~ap-s ti-?imlk-tx 
YThe man isn't going yeti 

Syntactically, Particles can be recognized by their variable posi­
tioning in positive and negative sentences. In the absence of 
Negation, they occur after the Comment; in negative sentences, 
Particles may (sometimes, mus~: Cf. section 2 below) occUr after 
the negative morpheme ?aXw•3 This criterion identifies the fol­
lowing set of elements, given here with a label and sane typical 

gIosses.4 

1. 
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Particle 

k" 
rna 
?alu 

ck 

cak'"' 
su 

tu 

ku 

lu 

a 

, 
c 

mas 
ks 
.,; 
tii 

?i. .. k 

Label 

(uotative 

tubitative 

Attemptive 

Inferential 
Dubitative 

Optative 

Expectable 

Confinnative 

SUrprisative 

Expective 

Interrogative 

Perfective 

Imperfective 

Usitative 

Absolutive 
Individuative 

Persistive 

Non-Contrastive 
Conjunctive 
Particle' 

Contrastive 
Conjunctive Particle 

Table I 

Gloss(es) 

~he saidt 

'maybe t 

'try~ 

'I figure~ 

Z4S 

'I wish/hope' 

'again' 

'really' 

'so' 

vexpectedi 

[yes/no ques­
tions] 

"/now' 

'now' 
"usually' 

'always' 

'the one' 

"still, yet' 

'and' 

\'ihere semantically compatible. Particles may co-occur; and when they 

do, the sequencing given in 6 is usually observed. S 

(6) ~ tii 
kl.l· a rna ?alu su lu tu ku 1" ks ~ak" .,; ck 

~ ?i. .. k 

, 

The criterion of variable positioning according to the pre­

sence or absence of Negation also identifies the Imperative mor­

phemes as Particles. 

(7) .ap-X 

'Go!' 

(8) ?aX'" tX\.I ),.ap-nu 
Neg go-you 

'Don't go!~ 

(9) s/>-tX 
jHit it~' 

(10) ?aX'"' tX'" sp-ix'"' 
Neg hit-you/it 

'Don't hit it~~' 

(11) ks-tX\.I 

'Fix itP 

lIZ) ?aX'"' tX'" ks-tux'"' 
Neg fix-you/it 

tDon't fix it!' 

Bella Coola distinguishes an Intransitive, a Transitive and a Caus­

"ative paradigm. In the latter two, each combination of Agent and 

Patient---fo:r; two numbers (singular and plural) and three persons--­

is marked by an appropriate suffix on the CO!!!lIent. For Intransitive 

Conunents, the person and number of the A~ent is marked. Each of" 

these paradigms has an Imperative marker corr:esponding -to "each of 

the second person Agent suffixes in the Indicative mood. The Impera­

tive suffiices for each of the three paradigms are given in Tables 

U":IV. 

Intransitive(e.g • .t!E. 19o'} 

-x tyw(sg.)V ,(n)aX" 'yoo(pl.)' 

Table II 
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Transitive(e.g. ~. ~hiti) 

-............E.atient 
Agen""t"'--. 

Sg. 

PI. 

Causative(e.g. 

--..tatient 
Agenl:""-. 

Sg. 

PI. 

1 

c-aX'" 

Sg. 
2. 

ks ~£ixn 

Sg. 
1 2 

tuJr.-x 
tuman-X 

PI. 
3 1 2 

t-X tu~-X 

Table III 

3 1 
PI. 

2 

t-X'" tumu::i:-X 

t-aX'" tumu::i:-aX'" 

Table IV 

3 

t-X 

t-aX'" 

3 

tutan-X 

tutan-X 

In Table II the Inl of the plural appears when t.l,.e stem ends with 

a vm .. el , Iyl or 1",'/. In Table III the spaces indicated by a dash 

are fill0.1 by the simple reflexive morpheme OJt plus 0e Imperative 

suffLxes of the Intra.'1sitive paradigm, i.e. cut-X and cut-aX"'. The 

No spaces that are blank represent semantically anomalous combina­

tions and have no manifestation. The spaces marked by a dash in 

Table IV arc filled by the Caus3;tive Reflexive ~ plus the In­

transitive Imperative Suffixes. The empty spaces are again seman­

tically anomalc:us. 
l'ihen the Imperative co-ocCl.Irs with Negation, it takes the shape 

tX ~you(sg.) ~---C£. 8, 10 a..""1d 12---or tXl.I ~you(p1.) ~ and immediately 

follows ?aX1J. The Comment then takes the nonnal Indicative mood 

4 

s, 1:.1--" 

fl t, .. ~w 

, 

suffix, Le. -,!!!!. in 8, ,..i.xw in 10 and -tux'" in 12. 

Mlere Particles of the Imperative and Non- Imperative class co­

occur, the seqUence is Imperative plus Non-Imperative. 6 

1.0 In this section we examine the' syntactic behavior of ?a-X'" in 

more detail. The English distinction of ~ VS. not is not main­

tained in Bella Coo1a; ?ax'" expresses both glosses. Thus, ?aX'W 

OCOJrs by itself as an acceptable utterance, -and in this respect 

it is like any coritentive in the language. They may all occur in 

isolation. In What, follows we attempt to provide additional eVi-
. dence of the contentive nature of ?aX"". 

1.1 Bella C001a appears to provide a convenient way of identify­
ing embedded sentences, viz., ~en an Intransitive Comment, e.g. 
~J appears in an embedded sentence with a third person singular 

Agent, there is an obligatory -~ agreement suffix that OCOlrs on 

the Comment. This suffix is absent in non-embedded sentences. 

Canpare 

That 

(13) ?afnap-ii s-Aap-s 
know-we/it go-he 

~We know he's going~ 
(14) 'ap 

WHets goingi 

the negative morpheme OCOlrs similarly, as in 15 and 16, 

(15) ?il."lnap-ii s-?aXIJ-s 

~We know it's not/he didn't etc.~· 

(16) ?aX" 

~Itts not so/He didn't etc.-

further suggests that the negative element is a contentive m<;lrpheme 

as ~ ~go~ is. 

Constructions of restrictive modification OCOJr with overt 

and with covert or deleted heads: 

-. -," 
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(17) ti-?imlk ti"-ya-tx 
man good 

~the man who is good~ 

(18) ti-ya-tx. 

~the good one~ 

In these examples we asstune there to be a head that is constrained 

or restricted to a particular one (or ones) by identifying it as 
occurring in a constraining proposition. Simply, the head is modi­

fied by a sentence in Which the head also occurs.7 Whatever the 

ultimately correct formal expression of this may be, the construc­

tions of 17 and 1-3 are paralleled by those in 19 and 20: 

(19) 

(20) 

ti-?imlk ti-?aXw-tx 

"the man \\no's not~ 

ti-?a'(w-tx 

vthe one \lho's/that's not~ 

In those insl:ances Where the modifying proposition is intransitive, 

the-Agent of the modifying [[ ]Com [ [ lAg ]TOp ]5 is deleted, 
so tilat the contentive occurring on the surface is the Comment alone. 

In 17 and 18, it is the COffiiIlent E of the proposi:tion r [goodlcom + 
[ [man lAg lTop 15 that modifies the head, ~manj. In 19 and 20, the 

material that remains is the negative morpheme, implying that ?aX'" 

is (part of) the Comment of a modifying proposition. 

Like other contentives, 

tive morpheme: 

(21) ?aXW tXW 

VDon'tP 

(22) pu' -tX" 

wBring it~" 

?aXW may occur alone with the Impera-

The Particles occur with ?aXw as well as with other contentives: 

(23) ?aXW Iii 
"iNot yet/Itts not yet so done etc. v 

, 
i 

(24) ya iii 
vHe's still goodt 

There is a morpheme ka:" jUnrealizedv 

(25)(i) ?a~ap-i1 s-ka~~ap-s 

vWe know he will goV 

(ii)?ainap-i1 s-Aap-s 

VWe know he went i 

(26)(i) ta-s-ka-?a1i-naw-txW 

-be-they-

that precedes Comments. 

vthe time they were going to be here, but weren't~ 

(ii)ta-s-?a1i-naw-tXW 

Vthe time they were here~ 

This morpheme may also occur before ?aX..,: 

(27) ?ainap-i~ s-ka-?aXw ka-~ap-s 

"iWe know he won't goV 

(28) ?ainap-H s-?aX'" ka-Aap-s 

"We know he won't go" 

Although the English glosses may be identical for 27 and 28, the 

Bella Coola utterances are distinct. The ka- preceding ?aXw is 

not a,,:;¢uildant re-occurrence of the ka- preceding ~-!. This 

can b~l1nferred fran the unacceptability of 29: 

(2'9) .?ainap-H· s-ka-?aX'" ~ap-s 

5entenfe 29 is semantically ananalous. If we gloss ?aXw as· ~be not 

the ~,e that S~ and provide more literal glosses for the three sen­

tences above, 

(30) (i) =(27)~iWe ~ow it is not the case he will go~ 
(ii) =(28) vWe kriow it will not be the case he ,:,ill got 

(iii)=(29) vWe know it will not be the case he went"i 

then the ananaly of 29 is more apparent. What ~t sentence claims 

is that given a realized or actualized state of affairs (that the 

man has gone), there will be an unrealized. negation of it. The 
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u~teranc~ i,s t~en -semantically -cont!adictory. Sentenae 31- shows 

that.this nOn-ocCu~rence indeed r~sults from a semantic contr~­
diction.rather than.fram some syntactic malfunction: 

-f:31) ~?a~~-ii: s-ka-?-ax\l·J,~p.,s ?a~u 
The A~t~tive PClrticle ?i11u entails that the action de~cribed by 

~ is not effected; ',hence, the Unrealiz~ negation of it, ,ks-faX'" , 

now,be~ames campatib~e with the propositio~ that follows it, and 

it does thls independently of a second OCOlrrence of ka-. 

1. 2 We have tried to show that there is reason to believe that 

?aX'J Negation is a cOij.tentive morpheme on the order of ~. E. 

?imlk, e,~c. _and not simply a grarrnnatical morph~me affixed (or more 

loosely,b~d) to a following Comment. The arguments have been 

botJ:l formal and semantic. By these same criteria, other elements 

that precede recognized Comnents, e.g. ?a1::- Resultative, ~ with 

many diverse glosses. tJn- "only/justV
, SIl\- _ 'from the very begin­

ning'. etc .• Tmlst be ajudged to be non-contentives. 

2.0, In th~s section we turn to a more detailed examination of Par­

ticles. , Above in sf#ntence_s 4 and 5. we _found that two possible 

locations of a Particle in a sentence were correct. Examples that 

are analogous to those 'are 32-46: 

(32)(i) ?aX'J k'J ya-s 

(ii) ?aX'J ya-s k'J 

(33)(i) ?a'('J rna ya-s 

(ii) ?aX'" ya-s rna 

(34)(i) ?aX'J ?alu ya-s 

(ii) ?aX'J ya-s ?alu 

(35)(i) ?a.'('J ck ya-s 

(ii) ?a'('J ya-s ck 

(36)(i) ?a.'('J su ya-s 

(ii) ?aX'J ya-s su 
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2~t. 

(37)(i) ?aX'" tu- ya-s 

(ii) ?~..,. ya-s, tu 

(38)(i) ?aX'" ~:_ya-s 

(ii) ?aXw y~-s ~ 

(39)(i1, ?axw bt ya-s 

(ii) ?aX'" ra-s ~ 
(4O)(i) ?aXI.I 1'" Y3:,5 

(ii) ?aX'" ya:-s 1'" 
(41)(i) ?aX.\I mas ya-5 

eii) ?aX'" ya-$ mas 

(42)(i) ?~" Iii ya-~ 
(ii) ?aX'" ya-5 lu 

(43) (i) ?aX'" til ya-5 

(ii) ?aX'" ya':'5 oj 

-(44)(i) ?aX'" tu ~ ya-5 

(ii) ?aXII ya-$ tu ~ 

(45)(i) ?a'{l01 su ks ~ap:-s 

(ii) ?aX'" ~ap-s su ks 
(46) (i) ?aX'" su,c ~ap-s 

(ii) ?aX'" );ap-s su C 
While there appears to, be cOll,parative freedan in the positioning 

of Particles in negative sentences, not all of them permit this, 

dual placement. Compare 47-54. 

(47) (i) ?aXY cakY sx:-s 

(ii)*7aXY sx-s takY 

(48)(i) ?aX". y.-s 
(ii)*?aX'J ya-:-s a 

(49)(i) ?aX'J ?icik ya-s 

(ii)*?aXY ya-s ?i~ik 

(50)(i) ?aX" 1u ~ y.-s 

(ii)*7aXY ya-s lu C 

.;. 
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(51)(i) ?aJ[u ku )<s ra-s 
. (ii)*?aXw ya-s 111 ks 

(SZ)(i) ~aXw tu };$ ya-s 

'~ii)*?axW ya-~' ~ ks 

~53)(ij ?aXW ?iluk ya-s 

'(ii)iI?aXw ya:':'s ?iluk 

(54')(~) ?aXW ?ituk ya-s 

(ii)*?aXw ya-s ?ituk 

This second set of Non-Imperative particles, 47-54. are not accept­

able to some·speakers. Others will accept all the~e (ii)-expressions 

with the e~ception ot'48ii, that seems to be umversally incorrect. 

We noted in section 0.1 that some of',the,Non-rmperative Parti­

cles may occur in sequeI].ce; ,Le. 'co-:-9cOJrj for example. 

(55) ~ap ?a1u to'ti-?imlk-tx 

~The man didn't make it to go ei~er~ 

In this instance reversing the sequence of Par~icles yields an in­

correct utterance as 6 suggests. 'Since both ?alu and tti, oCOJrring' 

wit~out, the other may di.rectly fo1101'l t~e ne~ative morpheme or 

contentives such as ~, we might expect to find four possible per­

mutations of 55 when negated. But only three are correct: 

(56)(i) ?aX"" ~ap-s ?alu tU ti-?inlk-tx 

(ii) ?a.Xw 7aiu ttl. ~ap-s ti-?imlk-tx 

(iii) ?a."<W 7alu '~ap-s tU ti -?imlk-tx 

(iv)*?aXu tu ~ap-s ?alu ti-?:ir.l1k-tx 

It is difficult to establish a principle that will predict the 

correct/acc~ptable placements. One that illlllediately suggests it­

self is this: the oreer of Particles as given in 6 must be main­

tained. That is, if ?alu precedes tU in positive sentences, in 

negative ones we may find 56i-iii because ali maintain that sequence; 

and 56iv is incorrect because it'violates it. This will work for 

sane combinations; for example, it correctly predicts that, with 

10 

respect "to ma and ~. the' i,nco~t;!ct sentence is ·?aXw '£ ).~p-s !!!!: 
But·.the principie '£aiis in ',at least'two other ways~ First,. it 

is :~implY 'ViOlated. The Particles', ?alu arui' ck rust' occur in that 

sequerice' ~'positi~e sentenc~s. The above .principle would pre­

diCt ~:~eritence ahaio~ais 1:o.S6iv to be' incorrect; but ?aXw ck 

~ap-s >'~iu: i~ acc~pt# ~ weii as the three other possibilities. 

Secofldly, the 'principle,si.J!Jply· £aiis 'to say .anything at all about 

certain seritences. Abov~' ifi 33 and 35; ma and ck are shown to be 
. '., --

among the freely occurrin~ Particles; i.e. either directly after 

?aXw or after the Coinment; and by' 6 they occur in the sequence 

rna ck. Yet 1ffie~ they both OCOJr in the same negative sentence, 

~'f~d tit~ foll~ing: . 
(57) (i) ?aJ[u 'ap-' mack 

(ii)*?aX~ ~ ck' ~ap~s 
. (iii)?aX~ rna Jtap-s ck 

(iv)*?a~e ck ·).ap-s rna 

The incorrectness of iv is correctly predicted; ii shwld be ac­

ceptable, but it is not. Apparently co-occurrence of certain 

Particles affects the' possible positioning ,in negative sentences. 

Comparison of Jth~ canbination of ma ck with 1!!! £. (above in this 

paragraph) indicates this to'be idiosyncratic to each combination. 

There is; then, no general statement that will predict the accept­

able positions 1ffien,Particles occur in combinations in negative 

sentences. 

2.1 l'le have as yet said nothing of the semantics of Particle 

placement. viz. Whether the a\ternative positions yield semantic­

ally distinct utterances. The answer to .this depends in part on 

the sC9pe of Particles. In 58-61 we schematically repr~sent four 

possible interpretations: 

(58) Neg -'> (Comment ~ Part) 

(59) (Neg -'> Comment) <-- Part) 

11 
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(60) 

(61) 

(Neg ~ Part) --7 Corranent 

(Neg ----'" Part) ---) Comment 

The arrol'.'S indicate the direction of semantic constraint; that is, 

in 60 the Particle constrains Negation, and in 61 Negation con­

strains tile Particle. The first two, 58 and 59, are possible in­
terpretations of a sentence such as ?aXw ya-s mas; 60 and 61 are 

possible interpretations of ?aXw ~ ya-s. Thus~ paralleling 58-

61 we might have 62-65: 

(62)(=58) ?aXw ya-s mas 
~It's not the case he is always good~ 
(i.e. once he was not good) 

(63)(=59) ?aXl.I ya-s mas 

~It's always the case he's not good"i 
(i.e. he was not once good) 

(64)(=60) ?aXl.I mas ya~s 

WIt's always not the case he's good~ 
(i.e. he was not once good) 

(65)(=61) ?aXw Il'.as ya-s 

~It's not ahmys the case he's good.~ 
(i.e. once he was not good.) 

l~e can detenm.ne the scope of Particles by integrating our test 

sentences into a conversation and noting Whether a retort pro­

duces an agreement or a disagreement. That is, if speaker A 

says ?aXw ya~s ~ and then speaker B replies with. the e'luivalent 

of >"He·was bad once.~ we should find the two in agreement if A's 

utterance has the meaning of 58. If the exchange produces a dis­

agreement, then A's utterance cannot have meant ·58. 

(66) A ?aXl.I ya-s mas 

B rna-Aap s-ya-s 
ene-time good~he 

vOnce he was good~ 

, 
r i 

(67) A ?aXw ya-s mas 

B ma-Aap s_?aXw ya-s 

iOnce he was not good v 

(68) A ?aXw mas ya-s 

B ma-~ap s-ya-5 

(69) A ?aXw mas ya-s 

B rna-Aap s_?aXw ya-5 

The possible conversations given in 66-69 yield a disagreement in 

each instance. In 66, A nust therefore have claimed vHe's always 

not goodV , i.e. 59, so that B's answer~ vOnce he was goodW
, pro­

duces the disagreement. Had the meaning of A's utterance been 58, 

Le. WIt's not the case he's always good~, then B's reply would 

have been in accord with A's sentence and would have simply expand­

ed upon it. This implies that Particles following a Comment include 

a preceding Negation within their scope (and conveY'sely~ that Parti­

cles are outside the scope of Negation). Conversation 67- yields 

a disagreement because A has claimed -He t S always good ~ (and not 

~He's not always good~); and B counters vHe ~as good once~. 
That 59 represents the meaning of Neg + Comment + Particle 

sequences can be seen as well in 70~ 
(70) ?a'<w ~ap-s tti ti-?imlk-tx: 

Were the meaning of 70 that of .58, it could be glossed as WIt's 

not the case the man went, too~. entailing that someone else·did. 

But 70 has the meaning that neither the man ~r the one(s) with 

Whom he is compared went; no one went. Thus 70 is to be glossed. 

Vlt's also the case the man didn't goY which reflects 59, not 58, 

In 68, A must not have claimed jlt's not always the case he 

was good V, i.e. 61; otherwise B's answer would have b~en in agree­

ment. If A's utterance has the meaning vIt's always not the case 

he is good~. Le •. 60, then B's reply disagrees with A's, as is 

the case. In the last conversation, B's reply says iRe was not 
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gdcd OIice"; but A has said that he is always not good~ and another 

disagreement is produced; 
If appears then that Particies have the materiai to their left 

within their semantic scope---a Comment in positive sentences and 
a Negation and/or C6mment in negative sentences depending upon the 
placement.if the Particle. There is a left boundary' to this 
scope. This limitation follows from the non-equivalency of sen­
tences such as 71 and 72: 

(71) ?ainap-i~ s_?aXw ~ap-s tU 
~l~~ know he's not going either" 

(72) ?ainap-it tU s-axw ~ap~s 
"We, too, krtow he's not going" 

These shO\'.· that, in the surface -representations, the Particles' 

scope extends leftward to the first s~ntence boundary. but not be­
yond. 

l1e have detennined that ?aX':' ya-s ~ has the meaning of S9 

and that ?a'{'" mas y~-s, the meaning of 60, but lI'e have not yet 

considered ,_nether these meanings themselves are distinct and 

hence ~hether 63 and 64 represent differing underlying structures. 

Both entail that it is true of Whatever Topic-Agent they are pre­

dicated of, that that Agent never once went. The inference may 

t.ien be that all negative sentences with a Partlcle directly fol-

10ldng ~;egation ate paraphrases of negative sentences that differ 

only in having the Particle not directly following Negation, but 

moved one place to the right. Discussion of. the follCMing sentenc'es 

"ill shOi" that this is not so and that'in the case of mas it is 

an "accident" the entailments of the two placements are ccmpatible. 

(73)(i) ?aX'" ~ap-s tU ti-?~lk-tx 
(il) ?aX'" tii ,),ap-s ti-?imlk-tx 

Above in 70C .. 73i). we saw that 'aX'" ~ tU ti-?im1k-tx implied 

that no one succeeded in going, neither the man nor some other 

14 
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iIidividiial with whom h~ is ccmpared with respect to tb.e act of go­

mg., When that sentence is considered along with 73ii, ?aX" hi. 
Aap-s d-11.lll1k-tx. we' fInd that that, implication is not required-. 

That is, tiil~ Speaker in describing the actions' of a single person 

(A) may have said that he (A) is doing this and that, but not the 

other, and thert Maed vI~'s aiso not the case that he's goingi, 

Le. 60, without necessariiy llhplying- that there does not. exis't sane 

second persbn-who is. But the speaker, alternatively, may have 

been describing the actiOns of' two people (A and B) and noted that 

B is not going and then added of A that ~It's'aiso not the case 

that A is going~ _ Here', the implication is that neither A nor B 

wili go, as it is in 73i_ Sentence 73ii, then can be ambiguous 

when examined. rut of context, while 73i is not; 73i always seems 

to imply a comparison of the Topic-Agent with some distinct indi­

vidual" while 73ii does not. Saying it another way, 73ii can mean 

more than 73i. This difference is also reflected in native speak­

ers' explanations of when it is appropriate to use one or the 

other expression. Sentence 73i (and others on the model of it) 

is appropriately used to ans1'.'er a question; or, in the presence 

of an indecisive conversation between two people, a third person--­

who is better acquainted with the facts---may butt in with 73i to 

resolve the confusion. Sentence 73i is more bound ,to a context than 

73iL As implied by the semantic schema of 59, Negation and the 

COlmllcnt that is negated constitute a formal unit that the Particle 

constrains when it OCOlrs last in the sequence as in 73L To com­

pare Vnot-going~ with some other OCOlrrence of it, there has to 

have ocOlrred somewhere in the conversation a previous ment~on of 

the Ynot-going~ that is the basis of ccmparison. This explains, 

then, Why 73i and sentences like it are more contextually bound. 

They require the participants be conscious of a specific Negation + 
Comment to facilitate a Negation + Comment,+ Particle sequence, 

1., 
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whereas a Negation + Particle + Comment sequence as in 73ii requires 
only consciousness of a series of possible activities, states. etc. 

To e~loy 73i of A alone, the speaker would have to compare the 
~not-going~ of A with the ~not-goingt of A, a semantic anomaly at 

the very least. 
2.2 As' noted above in passing, there is scme variation among speak­

ers of Bella Coola concerning the placement of Particles. We first 

note areas of agreement: (i) in negative sentences all Particles 
may.precede t.1te Conment and follow ?aX\J; (ii) in positive sentences 

Particles ah:ays follow the Commentj (iii)some Particles---those 

listed in the (ii)-sentences of 32-46---may alternatively may a1-

ternativel)' follow the Comment in negative sentences. Disagree­

ment exists \.,rith respect to the particular Particles that may occur 

as described in iii. One speaker (~IS) allows all but Question to 

so OCOlr. This same speaker' also allows dual occurrence of all 

Particles both after }legation (!x,d after the Canment, with the ex­

ception of ?i.. ,k Contrastive Conjunctive Particle, !. Q..testion 

and t.ak\j Optative; for exar.tple, 

(74) ?aX'" mas '),ap-s mas ti-?imlk-tx 

There is an odd correspondence in that the ones MS may not use 

nd.ce in the same negative sentence are the same three a more con­

servative spe3ker (CS) will not permit to occur after the Comment 

in negative sentences. 

3.0 In this final section we attempt to incorporate the above 

observations on Negation and Particles into the syntactic struc­

tures of the language as we have developed them to this point. 

In 75 we give the structure attributed to simple, positive sentences 

(cf. also fn. 3): 

.if" 

, 
r 

Cormilent 

5 (75) 

Tobic (Adjunct) 

Ag~ent) 
In treating Negation generally, there are two major, opposing 

views! that Negation is a higher predicate of an embedded S (Lakoff 

1970 ~ 1?71) and that Negation is an underlying '.cortstituent of the' 

S in Which it appears on the surface (Jackendoff 1972). Following 

Klima 1964, many (e.g. Culicover 1976) distinguish sentence frorn 

constituent negation. ,We will first present a possible descrip­

tion of Negation and then incorporate Particles into it. 

3.1 English permits sentences that appear to show two negations, 

one a sentence negation and One a (VP-)constituent negation: 

(76) He's not, not working (he's just fooling around some) 

Bella.,Coola has no correlates to this type: 

(77) *?aX'" ?aX\j ksnlnak.-s 

Yet' there does appear to exist an opposition between sentences in 

which Negation is more closely bound to the Coument and those in 

'l'Jh~ch it is not, viz. 73i and i1. If we equate the first with 

'constituent Negation and the second with sentence Negation, we 
may tentatively describe Negation by modifying 75 in this way: 

(78) 

cc:muilent 
I 

Negl 

Topic 
I 

Agent 
I 
52 

COlIIlI~ic 
Ne~icate 

(Notice that what we have to this point called COIIIlIent is now 

termed the Predicate.) Such a structure ~ediately poses 

.. 
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difficulties that it predicts sentences such as 77 to be pos­

sible, yet they are not. Rivero (1970), in dealing with a similar 

proble::!. in Spanish. suggests a solution (p. 665) in tenns of a 

surface structure constraint: "each S-nooe can daninate only 

one particle ~. Of The argument for using surface structure c~n­

straints rests to a large degree upon sentences in Spanish in 

which biO no's may appear; it is only· in derived structures in 

which the biO end up daninated by all the same SiS that the con­

straint applies. Bella Coola differs from Spanish in that it 

~ allo\.,.s both Negl and Negz to appear overtly in the same sen­

tence. The constraint can then be stated in tenns of 78 and not 

some intermediate or surface structure. 

In section 1 we noted that ?aX.1.I occurs with a person­

number marker -~ (cf. 3-5, 13 and IS). Negation never occurs 

with any ot."'er 

(79)(i) 

(ii) 

(iii) 

of the possible pers~-number markers: 

*?a1nap-ii s-?aXI.I~c 
-1 

*?a1nap-i~ s-?aX\.I-nu 
-yoo 

*?ainap-ii s-?aXI.I-aw 
-they 

Further, the incorrectness of 80i and 80ii compared with the ac­

ceptable BaHi a..,d 80iv. 

(80)(i) 

(ii) 

(iii) 

(iv) 

*?aX'" ti-?imlk~tx 

o1:?ainap-H s-?a'("'-s ti-?imlk-tx 

ya ti-?imlk-tx 

~The man is goodY 

?ainap-i~ s-?aXl.I-s 

~Ne know that it's/he's not" 

indicates ~~at Negation cannot be predicated of nominal-like ele­

nents, e.g. ti-?imlk-tx. Other terms that elicit third person 

singular agreement suffixes in Bella Coola are sentences themselves: 

18 

> 

-

1.61., 

(81) ?a1nap-ii: s-ya-! tu s-hap-aw 

¥We know that it's indeed good they went i 

Sentences such as IS I 16, Zl and 23 and phrases such as 19 and 

20 are all heavily context bound, as one ·""wld expect, and in all 

cases there is a "missing" positive proposition immediately re­

coverable from the (non-)linguistic context. "They are, probably. 

examples of ellipsis. If the structure of Negation is as given in" 
78, four aspects of Negation are relatively easily accounted for. 

First, elision has a separate constituent to operate upon; in 78 

it simply selects the Topic of 51 for deletion. In this connec­

tion we observe that that same Topic-Agent-Sz may be replaced by 

a pronoun (cf. Davis and Saunders 1977): 

(82) ?afnap-i~ ~-?aXl.I-s tXl.I 

vWe "know that wasn't the time i 

Second, the constraint tha~ -~ is the only person-number marker to 

occur with Negation is predicted since 52 is the only possible 

Topic-Agent of Negation, and sentence agreement is always third 

person singular. Third. since ka~ Unrealized is prefixed to Com­

ments and independently to ?aX\.!, the structure of 78 31101'15 us to 

state that both generally and correctly • .And fourth, 78 explains 

the "contentive" behavior of Negation observed in section l. 

HOweY.er, negative sentences in Bella Coola present an addi­

tional ancma.ly. Consider 83: 

(83)(i) ?aXl.I ~ap-s ti-?imlk-tx 

(ii) *?aX.\.! ~ap-0 ti-?imlk-tx 

We have already remarked tp.at an obligatory -~ on third person 

singular Predicates haS served as a reliable index of embeddedness. 

Its absence in clauses of restrictive modification, as in 17 and 

18, in rur framework results from the deletion o~ the Topic-Agent 

before agreement suffixes are added "( cf. Davis and Saunders 1973). 

In this respect, negative clauses of restrictive modification 

1!!i 



are regular. Compare the phrases of 84: 

~84)~i) ~i·?im~ ti-~aX~ ya-~' 
(i~) tI~i-?imik ti_~aXli ya-s-~ 

The prob+~m ~s ~en why' 83i, put not 83ii. The answer may be 
sir.1ply ~~t negativ~ sentences are indeed embeqded. Such embed­
ding WOUtd n~~' be ~i~u~'in Bella C~ola, Put- its' 9bligator~~ss 
wwld be'. Con~ider ~~ntences 85 anq. 86: 

(8S) ~a,.?ati-0 $~ac 
~('\.JhenJ. Snac win be here~ 

(86) ka-?a~i-s snac 

v (\~'hen) Snac will be here~ 

and this short conv~rs~~~on consistin~ 9£ a question and pos­

sible answers: 

(87)(i) pax~iks s-ka-?ai-ix~ wa-sut-~u-c 
,men -paint:'yoo./it -house-your-

"When are you going to paint your house?V 

(ii) *ka-?aii-¢ snac 

(iii) ka-?a~i-s snac 

Sem:ences SS and 86 show th~t ~ mayor may not occur, but it is 

a r.Ust,*e to conclude that the two ~re paraphrases (The English 

gloss~s 40 not help.) and tha~ in some sentences ',:! is optional. 

It is 87 that sho .... -s this conclusion to be incorrect. The question 

requires information· that ans' .... ers Vwhen?V, a.rid in Bella Coola 

this nel';, unkncil\'n infoDnation rust lie in the Corrment of the answer 

(c£. Davis and Saunders· 1973). -Thus, if the answer is vWhen Snac 

,dll be here~, that ~terial rust all function as a Comment, Le. 

as a sentence cmb~dded under Corranent. This explains why 87ii is 

..... Tong in this context (It doesn't 9.nswer the question.) and also 

why 87iii is ka-?aH-s with the~. It is embedded, and the .:!. 
obligatorily appears. The structure of 87iii is 

zo 

, 

The Agent of 88 is not overtly, expressed, but it is understood. that 

YWhen Snac will pe he~ev ,is pr~icated of ~that I will paint my 
hoo.se i ; and it can be eXplicitly stated. 

(90) ka-?aii-s snac s-ka-?a!-ic wa-sui-c-c 
-I/it -hause-my-

VI'l! paint my, house When Snac is herev 

(Lit. iIt's When Snac will be here that 
I'll ~aint mY Jiouse~) 

Returning to Negation, we see now that is not unique in oc­

curring with.:£.; but it is unique in that that is the only way it 

can occur. It is as if Bella Coola does not permit the expression 

~The man is not goingV, but only ~Itts not the case that th~ 

man 'is going~. A siniilar phenomenon occurs in Kawaiisu (Southern­

Numic sub-family of Uto-Aztecan) and is discussed in ~ul}ro InS. 

The proposed description of Negation given in 78 may also 

provide an explanation fbr this, since.52 ~ould alway~ be embed­

ded in negative expressions and would then always occur with 'the 

overt marker of agreement -5 rather than the alternative -0 marker. 

Notice, however, that this-;;ould not account far constitu~t nega­

tion whi~, as well, always evokes an.::!. These constituently 

negated sentences may be the set that are more comparable to 86. 
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Both. for e..xarnple, Occur in constrained conversatioJ¥ll contexts 

as answers to questions and so forth. 

There is one final problem involving the form of negative 

sentences. Embedded sentences in Bella Coola implicate an ~ 

prefix~ Cf. s-ya-s and s-;\ap-aw in 81, s-ka-at.-ic in 90, and other? 

above, but ~-ka-?a1:i-s snac in 86. That prefix is absent in 

negative expressions: 

(91) *?aX~ s-~ap-s ti-?im1k-tx 

In a previous paper (Davis and 5aunders 1974), we argued that this 

~ was an automatic (and. hence, meaningless) accretion of sentences 

in certain syntactic positions, e.g. embedded as Topic-Agents and 
Topic-Patients. If that were true, then 91 should be correct as 

92 is: 

(92) ya s-~ap-s'ti-?im1k-tx 

i It's good the man is goingi 

Such a prediction rna)' be avoided by assuming that there is a rule 

of Negation Lowering in Bella Coola that appends Negl to S2 to the 

left of the Comment and that this rule precedes the addition of 

the prefix~. This would have the effect of removing (pruning) 

S1 and t.i.us removing the embedded status of S2 and thus avoiding 

s~. (Our inclination nm.; is that s- is not ''meaningless',' and that 

in Bella Coola, at least, ~ in all its occurrences is closely 

associated \fith prepositions. All such s-S's are headless clauses 

of restrictive modification. Cf. Davis and Saunders In prep. b.) 

3.2 Particles, as well as Negation, have been treated as higher 

predicates. Steele (1975), for example, treats them" as such in 

a study of ''modals'', a class of items that includes what we have 

here called Particles. These higher predicates are then lowered, 

as Negation may be. into the sentence of which they are predicated. 

Althcugh there is no formal indication in Bella Coola that Particles 

are contentives in the way Negation seems to be a contentive, we 

2.2, 
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may expand 78 

(93) 

to include them as follOWs: 

corrunent" 
I 

Particle 

S· 
Q 

TOpic 
I 

Agent 
I 
S1 

TOpic 
I 

Agent 
I . S 

~ 
Comment Topic 

~ed' Neg2 Pr l.cate 

. According to o~e of ~e typological constraints on the positioning 

of Particles in sentences that Steele proposes " Bella Coola 

places them after the first constituent of the sentence in lffiich 

they ocOlr. 8 If Neg! is absent, that positive is always after 

the Conunent of 52' This happens when S2 is position and also when 

the Comment of 52 is constituently negated. When S2 is sentence­

negated, Negl is first lowered (if we assume that. rule), thereby 

replacing the Comment of 52 as the first sentence constituent; and 
Particles by the same rule of placemen~, then follow Negl • 

This structure allows for the placement of Particles 1n a 

relatively neat fashion and explains, as well, why Particles are 

never within the semantic danain of Neg, viz" Particles, by 93, 

can be predicated of S's cont~ining Neg, but not the reverse. 

All this works nicely even when Imperative is incorporated.; foi­

lowing this model, it, too, would seem to be a higher predicate 

intennediate between Particle and Negl , Notice that Imperative 

never ocrurs with constituent negation, Neg2. But this seem reason­

able; given ~t constituent negation means and its boundedness 
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to '~~te~tJ_ to: ,predicate_ imperat~ve of su~ negation would be as 

s~~tif~~~~ ~d ~ the ~red~cati~ ?~ imPer~tive of indirect dis-
course,woUld be, 

11;. :i~ ' __ th~:_"i~coJ~~a~i~ __ of".~ell~ences _such, as 57iii and- 74 that 
are t!~bl~S;;';~~' -'~~i}';~i~t~c~-~~~-~~~~~IY the dual ri~Currence 
of Particie somewhere l'Iithht 93. We ha~e de~ennin~ that th~ place­

m~rlf ~~ P~~tifi~~ .c~ be meani~gful. Th~t di£fe~e~ce _is in part 
fo~allr acccx.u:tc4 __ for ~Y 93 an~ the d~fferentia1 application of 

the rule of Part~~l~ L?w~ring---placing Parti~le after the Comment 
of S2 \~hen Negz, ~s _~:esen~, b':lt after ·Negl when it is present. 

This say~ not.hing ~bO'..1t the _~entences 57iii ~d. 74; assuming they 

-~~e not par~phrases. ~~<i1:1ires still further mod:~fic_,:~:t~on. This 
might be solved ~ fpllows. In the s~e way Imperative was in­

corp,?rated into ~e structure of 93 bet\~e~m Pa~ticle and Neg1, we 

dis~in~ish be~~en p:art~clel ~ Particl72 . ~l~(lwing Part2 to 

occur ~ a C~T!1lllent be~we~n Negl a,nd Ne~2 + Predicate. 

The~e is ~ome sli~ht evidence that this is correct. In 

introducing, the .s~uences of Particles in 6, we '!-ualified, that 

s~~tem~nt of order with ''usually''~ The foll~ing two sentences 

are correct: 

(94)(~) ~ap kW rna 

(ii) J.ap mil: kW 

~d a,differ~~ce in ~eani~g is claimed to exi$t between them. 

OJ:le explanation given of this differen<:e is ~is: 94i is the 

"real way of talking','; A tells B that he, A, may (rna) go, and 

then B ~eports that information using ~ ~w~. 94ii is "like 

as if it's a q~estion~ just like 1'm asking_'if he'll be going." 

Additional e~idence comes from the dual appearance of Particles 

as in 74. In texts (Davis and Saunders In prep~ 'a) we find tu 

Confinnative ocrurring twice: 

, 

(95) 1a";_-?ay~s l<w_ tu tu ku 
Re~ltat~ve-do-he Quotative Confirmative 
C~~~~ive ~rprt~a~iv~, 

And in 
(96) 

v Sure enrugh., he did ex~ctly as he planned i 

tix. k~ 1i l~ H k tu.l:. ta-syut-tX 
b~ _'him- Quotative Contrastive Expective Perfec­
tt~e ~ontr~tive,Conf~rmative Perfective spirit 

~It was, the spiri~v 

the discontinurus ?i. .. k appears to adopt the position of the infix­

ed mate~i~i l~ ~i, but C'" ci Perfectiv~ occurs twice. both before 

and l!fter tu~ A]:te~~tive orders of P~ticles and the double OCOlr­

re~ce 6f Particies, esp. that in ~6, mayfind an explanation in the 

parti-Parti dist~nction and the hierarchialization it implies. 

(97) 50 .. 

tonun~Agent 
I I 

Part! ,~ , 

Comment Topic-Agent 
I I 

Imp 52 

Comm~Agent 
I I 

Negl ~. 

COIIllllent Topic -Agent 
I I 

Partz 84 

cormi~pic 
Ne~cate' 

This raises a problem that the structure of 93 avoided; namely, 



Partz nOl'r seems to fall \rlthin the dcmain of NegI' a,result that 

is not confimed else\.mere. This structure also contains a curi­

ous redundancy, Le. Partl-Neg! and Partz-NegZ" This may follow 

from a distinction between sentence and constituent negation. If. 

both exist, one might expect them to be similar in form. 

3.3 Langacker (1974) distinguishes the lIobj ective content" of a 

proposition from whatever remains. This is similar to what we 
have called the Narrated Event (Saunders and Davis 1977b). 9 

By 

Narrated Event we intend the historical event, state etc. inde­

pendent of the telling of that information in the Speech Situation. 
In the telling, the Narrated Event is nart of the Narration 
(LanQ'acker's objective content) which now includes infonnation 

that relates the Narrated Event to the Soee;ch Situation. A simle 

example of the latter is deixis. 111e Pa~ticles of Bella Coola 

"and ~egation seem to fall into a category of information that 

w~y be called relational. As Langacker points out, this second 

infonnation type may be accounted for by simply extending the 

structures that accoun~ for objective content to incorporate re­

lational content. This is "nat yields the "higher predicate" 

analysis of 93 and 97. There is, of course J no guarantee such an 

approach is the correct one; it raises problems as well as solving 

them. A simpler. less abstract solution would be to asstune a struc­

ture something like 98: 

(98) 
s 

Comment (PartZ) 

(Ne~icate 
Topic 

/"":--'p . Agent atlent 

Notes 

IEella CO?la is a Salishan language spoken on the north 

central coast of British Coltunbia, C~a_. We wish to express 

our gratitude to those 'Who have h"elped us to an w.derstanding 

7.10 

of their language, especially Charles Snow and Hargaret 5iwallace. 

We want also to acknowledge financi~l support by the National 

Science Foundation (SOC 73-05713 ADI and BN5'73-057l3 AD2) and 

the Canada Council (573-1973 and 575-0225) that has made this 

work possible. 

2The shape 1ii occurs after vowels and resonants (m n 1, w y); 

otherwise, Iii occurs. The prefix ti - and the suffix: -tx are 

deictics that we gloss here as vthe~. Cf. Davis and Saunders 

1975 fqr detail. 

3Bella Coola is a VSO language. In Davis and 58W1ders ~973. 
we presented an underlying structure as follows: 

S 

corron~unct 
Ag~ient 

The Patient and Adjunct constituents are optional. Adjunct.may 

be further expanded as S or as Preposition plus Object.- ·Non': 

demonstrative pronouns as Agents and Patients are ge~erany de- . 

leted (cf. Davis and S8W1ders 1976). Because of this we ,find sen­

tences with a surface representation that consists s,?le1Y:,of a 
Comment. '. 

4nte semantics of Particles is treated in Saunders and Davis 

1976a, 1976b, 1977a and 1977b. Some of these have ab1autedvari­

ants: ck'" cki, £. - c.i and ~.., ,- '!'"U. The Particle ?i ••• k is 
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discClntiJUlouS and ~2l1rs,~th tti~ iu, su~ ~f~ 1"'u filling the 

~d~l~:poSit~on. So~e of thes;-iab;ls:-e.;'- Dubitative and In­

feren~i~l Qubit;1tiV~! ilr~ t¥en ;r011l N~\oIIllaJl InS. 

5Th~ ~f th~~~~ hi ~ i~, ~~er oC~~ fu i~olation withcut 

some other Particle, e.g. leu ks ~so X was/were the one(s) whow 

and hi c. j tilreadyV ;, 

, 6s:V~r~i of the P,!-rticles have a ~annnatically detei1itined 

~'arian~ shape ,.nen th~y follow the Imperative or the EXhortative 
-it: £ .... ac, en .... aen o 1\1 ... 801'"'. -6i .... atU, tu .... atu, lu £.. .;. alu £. 
iU ... iiU. - --

7The structure of restrictive modification is assumed to be 

J Agent }' 

~atient 
I 
81 

The Topic of 51 is the ~head~ and 52' as Comment, is predicated of 

that Topic, thus constraining it; 5Z also contains a recurrence 

or the 51 Topic lexical item, and the occurrence in 52 is deleted: 

The deletion of that identical lexical item in 5Z accounts for 

the absence of the ~ suffix, third person'~ingu1ar, that would 

othel1~ise be expected on Intransitive Comment? in embedded sen­

tences. Proncminal heads, e. g. ¥he ",no .•• ~, yield forms like 18. 

The pronoun head is deleted. ~Iodified heads that are not deleted 

are moved to the left of S2 or remain in their underlying posi­

tions to the right of 52' Cf, Davis and Saunders 1973 and 1974 

, 
r 

for details. 

8There is one exception to this! ?ilaXw ~noj, Where the 

Contrastive Conjunctive Particle "1 ... k oci:u~s without infixed 

niat¢rial and appears initially before ?aX"'. This is a fro~eD: 
form 3ild is not productive. Notice as weli that k2 --; 1. 

9These distinctions are not n~. Cf. also Jakobsen IllS. 
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