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S With the predicate 'know (a fact)' the subject of
e sube

nate clunse caon occur or nob vccur as the
diract object of the main clause.

18a)  ®&%tam Ex° You(sg.)} are sicepy.
180)  $5%s-nu-mi & 6 k5¥tan I know that you(sg.) .

_ are slcepy.
1au1Y fei¥e-nix” % 8 d8%tam I know that you(sg.)
) ars sleepy.

T have been told that sentence 18v) is the older

rasing and that sentonce 1Bb') is the newer phrasing.

s

If this is so, then this may be en instance of simpli-
fication of the gramwer in the direction of English.
T would like to hear of comparative data from other

aiish languai_;es .
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Bella Coola Syntax: Negation and Particles

Philip W. Davis : Ross Saunders
Rice University o Simon Fraser University

0.0 We are concerned in this paper with the syntax and semantics

of Negation and the class of morphemes that we shall call Pa'.rti.cles.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:

€ Aap ti-7imik-tx

£0 man .

*The man is going’ .
(2y  -hap 1 ti-Pimlk-tx '

*The man is still going® ™
{3) ?aX¥ Aap-s ti-Pimlk-tx

Neg go-he man
- “The man isn’t going®

{4 7aX¥ Aap-s I ti-7imik-tx
“The man isn’t going yet?
(5) 7aX” I dap-s ti-7imlk-tx

*The man isn’ t going yet®
Syntactically, Particles can be recognized by their variable posi-
tioning in positive and negative sentences. In the absence of
Negation, they ocour after the Comment; in negative'sentences, :
Particles may (sometimes, mst. CE. section 2 below) cccur after
the negative morpheme ?aX¥. 3 This criterion identifies the fol-
lowing set of elements, gwen here mth a label and some typical |
glosses 4 :

1 | : ,




Particle
ku
ma
?alu

Label

Quotative
Dubitative
Attemptive

Inferential
Pubitative

Optative
Bcpei:table
Confirmative
Surprisative
Expective
Interrogative

Perfective
Imperfective
Usitative
Absolutive
Individuative
Persistive

Nen-Contrastive
Conjunctive
Particle

Contrastive
Conjunctive Particle

Table 1

245

Gloss(es)

Yhe said’
maybe’
Tery?

‘T figure’

*I wish/hope®
Yagain'
‘really” ’
T SOI

Yexpected® -

[yes/no ques-
tions]

‘now?

*now?
"usually”
falways'
‘the one?’
'still, yet'
l‘andl

Ybut?

vhere semantically compatible, Particles may co-occur; and when they

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

(6)

z

¢ t
k“-a ma 7alu su lu tu ku g ks &ak® : i

...k

ck

_ The criterion of variable positioning according to the pre- ‘

sence or absence of Negation also identifies the Imperative mor-
phemes as Particles. ' ‘

(7 Rrap-X
. 'GO:'
(8) 7aX¥ t¥¥ kap-nn
Neg go~you
"Don’t go!"
(M spuX
Vit it
(10)  7ax® ¥ sp-ix¥
Neg hit-you/it
"Don’t hit ity¥:
(1) kst
"Pix itf¥
12)  ?aX” X" ks-tax"
Neg fix-you/it

"Don't fix it!Y .

Bella Coola distinguishes an Ihtransitive, a Transitive and a Caus-
-ative paradigm.. In the latter two, each combination of Agent and ‘
Patient---for two numbers (singular and plural) and three persons---
is marked by an appropriate suffix on the Comment. For Inmtransitive
Comments, the person and mumber of the Agent is marked. Each of
these paradigms has an Imperative marker corresponding to ‘each of
the second person Agent suffixes in the Indiéative mood, . The Impera-
tive suffixes for each of the three paradigms are given in Tables
TE-1V. . )
Intransitive(e.g. *ap "go¥)

-X Vyou(sg.}® =(m)aX¥ *you(pl.)*

Table II

3
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Transitive(e.g. §f3 *hit?)

8g. PL. :
\Rﬁm‘ 1 2. 3 1 2 3
Agen .
sy X =e-  tX td-X X
P, - c-ax t-ax¥ tup-gX¥ ---  t-aX*
Table III

Causative(e.g. ks *fix")

Sg. Pl.
\Pat\ient -1 2 3 1 2 3
Agen )
Sg. tum-X - XY tumd-X tutan-X
P1. tuman-X t-aX¥ tumui-aX* --- tutan-X
Table IV

In Table IT the /n/ of the plural appears vhen the stem ends with -
a vowsl , /y/ or /w/. In Table III the spaces indicated by a dash
are filled by the simple reflexive morpheme cut pius the Imperative
suffixes of the Intrensitive paradigm, i.e. cut-X and cut-ax”. The
two spaces that are blank represent semantically ancmalous combina-
tions and have mo manifestation. The spaces marked by a dash in
Table IV are filled by the Causative Reflexive timut plus the In-
transitive Imperative Suffixes. The empty spaces are again seman-
tically anomalcus.

vhen the Inperative co-olCurs mth Negation, it takes the shape
tX Yyou{sg.)’---cf. 8, 10 and 12---or X! *you{pl. 3% and immediately
follows '?_a_li The Comment then takes the normal Indicative mood

4

XY 't \)L.\)
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suffix, i.e. -ou in 8, ~ix* in 10 and -tix” in 12. )

ithere Particles of the Imperative and Non-Imperatwe class co-
occur, the sequence is Imperatnre plus Non-Imperative.
1.0 In this section we examine the syntactic behavior of "a.‘{"’ i
mere detail. The Eng11sh distinction of no vs. not is not main-
tained in Bella Coola; ?aX” expresses both glosses. Thus, PaX®
geeurs by itself as an acceptable utterance, and in this respect:
it is like any contentive in the language. They may all occur in
isolation. In what follews we attempt to provide additional evi-

- dencé of the contentive rature of ?ax¥.

1.1 Bella Coola appears to provide a convenient way of identif)r- &
ing embedded seritericés, viz., when an Intransitive Cament, e.g.
kap, appears in an elﬁbedded sentence with a third person singular
Agent, there is an obligatory -s agreement suffix that occurs on

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

Campare . : ) -
(13) ?ainap-it s-xap-s : ’ ‘
know-we/it go-he

"We know he's going®
(14) hap
"He’s poing?
'I'hat the negative morpheme occurs similarly, as in 15 and 16,
(15) ?ainap-it- s-?aXM-s
YWe know it’s not/he didn’t etc.?"
(16)  7ax*
'It’s not so/He didn’t etc.”
further suggests that the negative element is a contentive morpheme '
as rap ‘go' 1s.
Constructions of restrictive modification occur w:.th overt
and with covert or deleted heads:

5
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(17} ti-?imlk ti-va-tx
man good

Vthe man who is good!
(18) ti-ya-tx
*the good one®
In these examples wa assume there to be a head that is constrained
or restncted to a particular one {or ones) by identifying it as
occurnng in a constraining proposition. Simply, the head is modi-
fied by a sentence in vhich the head also occur5.7 Whatever the
ultimately correct formal expression of this may be, the construc-
tions of 17 and 1% are paralleled by those in 19 and 20:.
19 ti-?imlk ti-?aX¥-tx
*the man who's not?
(20 ti-?aX¥-tx
“the one who’s/that’s not!
In those instances where the modifying proposition is intransitive,
the Agent of the medifying { § legm [0 ]Ag ].1.01J 15 is deleted,

so that the contentive cccurring on the surface is the Comment alone.

In 17 and 18, it is the Comment ya of the proposition [ (good]pon +
[ [manl_’JLg ]Tap Ig that modifies the head, ¥man®. In 19 and 20, the
material that remains is the negative morpheme, implying that ?aX¥
is (part of} the Comment of a modifying preposition.
Like other contentives, ?aX" may occur alone with the Impera-
tive morpheme: ’
{21 7ax™ X"
*Don't¥¥
(22} pur-tx¥
Yaring it¥?
The Particles occur with ?aX™ as well as with other contentives:
(23 XM 1
Not yet/It's not yet so done etc.”

b
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(29 yatu . ' .
He’s still good’ S
There is a morpheme ka- *Unrealized’ that precedes Comments.
{25)(i) ?ainap-it s-kaslap-s
YWe know he will go¥
(ii)?ainap-i¥ s-Aap-s ‘
YWe know he went’

(26)(1) ta-s-ka-?ati-naw-tX"
-be-they-

ithe time they were going to be here, but weren t'
(ii)}ta-s-?ati-naw-tX¥
. Ythe time they were here®
This morpheme may also occur before ?aX™:
zn ?ainap-it s-ka-?aX¥ ka-dap-s
X *We know he won’t go?
(28)  ?ainap-it s-72X¥ ka-rap-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 ?_ax_"' is

net a, reduiﬁant re-occurrence of the ka- preceding *ap-s. This

can be‘ inferred from the unacceptability of 29:
(29) *?ainap-i% s-ka-?aX" ap-s .
Sentence 29 is semantically anomalous. If we gloss ?aXY as- Ybe not

the ca§e that §' and provide more literal glosses for the three sen-

. tences above,

(30) (i) -(27)5"113 know it is not the case he will go’
(ii) =(28)" 'We Toiow it will not be the case he will go'
(ii1)=(29) YWe know it will not be the case he went?
then the anamaly of 20 is more apparent. What that sentence claims
is that given a realized or actualized state of affairs (that the
man has gone), there will be an unrealized negai:im of it. The

“rf
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utf:erance is then semantically —contradictoiy Senteriee 31 shows
that th1s non-occurrence indeed results fram a semantic contra-
dlctmn rather tha.n frcm _some syntact:.c malfunctmn'

£31). .o 'f’a'h'lap 1'! s- ka-'?ax“ 1ap-s 7a1u )
‘I’he Attemptlve Particle Qalu entails that the action descnbed by
ap is not effected; hence, the Unreahzed negation of it, ka-?aX¥,
now Ibec;anes:ca"patz,bl:e with the propqs_n:mn_that follows it, and
it does t}_{is_ independently of é second occurrence . of ka-.
1.2 We have tned to show that there is reason to believe that
7aX" Negation is a conteative morpheme on the order of hap, ya,
?imlk; etc. and not simply a. grammatical morpheme affixed (or more
100501)': b_ca.md) to a following Comment. The arguments have been
both formal and semantic. By these same criteria,-other elements
that tgre;ede recognized Comments, &.g. '?éii Resultative, nu- with
many diverse glosses, tm- *only/ jus_t",. sm- *from the very begin-
ning’, etc., rust be éjudged to be non-contentives.
2,0, In ﬂ'};'LS section we turn to 2 more detziled examination of Par-
ticles. . Above iIn sentences 4 and 5, we ,fq.md_t.hat two possible,
locations of a P_ariiqle ina sé_ﬁtehce were correct. Examples that
are analogous to those are 32-46:

(32)(1) 2aX" k¥ ya-s
: (ii) 7axM ya-s k¥
(35)(i) ?aX" ma ya-s
. (i1) ?aX¥ ya-s ma
(34)(i) . 7aX* %alu ya-s
. (i1) 7aX ya-s Palu
(35}(i). ?aX” ck ya-s
(ii) ?ax® ya-s ck
(36)(1). ?aX* su ya-s
(ii) ?aX” ya-s su

252

(7). %ax” tw yass
(3} 7aX¥ ya-s tu
(33)(1) 2ax™ ¢ .ya-s
(i) ?ax" ya-s &
(39)(1) ‘?ax én ya-s
. (1) Pax¥ ya-s_.(':n :
(40)(i) . X & yass
(ii) ?aX“’ ya-s ¥
(41)(}) 7gX¥ mas ya-s
(ii) 7ax“ ya-s mas
(42)(1) ?aX¥ i ya-s
{ii) 7ax¥ ya-s lu .
(43)(1). ?aX” td ya-s
(i) ‘?a}(“ yas tu
“(44)(1). 73.)(“! tu 3 ya-s
(ii) ?aX" ya-s t &

(45)(1) ?aX* su ks dap-s

(ii} 7aX™ xap-s su ks
(46)(4) . ?aX" su & dap-s
(i), 7ax“' %ap s sué

While there appears to be cmparatwe freedom in the posxt:.onmg

dual placement. Compare 47-54.
(AN (1) -a¥ &ak“ 5X-5
(i1)*%aX¥ sx-s Ea®
(48)(i) ?aX* a ya-s .
. fii)*"a)(“’ va-s.a’
(49)(i) ?ax¥ ?idik ya-s
(il)*7aX¥ ya-s ?ilik
(50)(1) 7aX™ 1u & ya-s
(11)*?aX” ya-s In &

_ of Particles in negative sentences, not all of them pernut this
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(51)(i) ?aX¥ ku Ks'ya-s
(i)*7aX” ya-s Tu ks
A(S")(i]“ "’é.‘(“ tu ks ¥3-5
L (11}*‘?3_‘{"’ yas 5 tu-ks
(53_)(1) ?ax¥ '?11uk ya 5
()M7aX yass 24luk
(54)(1) ?aX¥ ?ituk ya-s
(11)%?aX¥ ya-s ?ituk . :

This second set of Non- Imperatlve Partlcles 47 54 a:re not accept-
~ able t.o some spea.kers. Others. will accept. all these (11) expressmns
" with the exceptlon of 4811 that seems to be umversall)' incorrect.

We noted. in sectmn 0. 1 that some of 'the Non- Inrperatnfe Parti-
cles may occur in sequence AL e. ‘ co- -occur'; for exarxple
(553 iap 7alu ti t1—71m1k tx _—
*The man didn’t make 1t to go e:.ther‘

In this znsta.m_e reversmg the sequence of Particles y1e1ds an in-
correct utte“ance 2s 6 suggests. ‘Since both 7a1u and tu occurnng'
witheut: the other may directly follow the negatwe morpheme or
contentives such gs *ap, we might expect to find four possible per-
mutaticns of 55 when negated. But only three are correct:

(563(1) 7aX" hap-s 7alu ti ti-?imlk-tx
(i) Pax¥ 7a1u 0 hap-s ti-?imik- -tx
(1i1)?aX¥ ?4lu Aap-s ti ti-?imlk-tx

‘ C{(iV)*?aXY 18 Aap-s ?alu ti-?imlk-tx
It is difficult to establish a principle that wi__ll"predict the
cdrrect.facceptable placements. COne that immediately suggests it-
self is this: the order _of'Particles as given in 6 must be main-
tained. That is, if ?aly precedes ti in positive sentences, in
negative ones we may find 56i-iii because all maintain that seciuence;
and 56iv is incorrect because it violates it. This will work for
some combinations; for example, it correctly predicts that, with

10

respect to ma and é the :l.ncorrect sentence 15 *"‘aX"' E j_g:g_ma

But t.he prmclple falls in at least two other ways. Fu'st, it )
15 smply v1olated The Partu:les ‘-’alu and’ c.k must’ occur in that -
sequence ‘in pos;t:we sentem:es. . The above prmc:Lple would pre- R
dJ.ct a sentence analogcms to. 561v to be 1ncorrect' but "‘aX” ck
_R_P_:_s_ '-’alu 1s ar;cepted as we11 as the three other poss:.blhtxes.
Secmdly, the pr1nc1ple smply fails ‘to say anyﬂamg at all about h
certam sentences. Above in 33 and 35, ma and ck are shown to be

améng the freely occurrmg Particles, i.e. e1t.her dn'ectly after

- ?aX" or after the Comnent' and by 6 they occur in the sequence

ma ck Yet when they both occur in the same negatwe sentence, -
we fmd the follﬂwmg. )
(57)(1) 7ax¥ Aap s ma’ ck

(11)*7a}(“ ma ¢k }ap s

(111)‘?ax"' ma ap-s ck

(w)*?ax" ck-hap-s ma
The incorrectness of iv is correctly predxcted‘ ii should be ac-
ceptable but it is’ not. Apparently co-occurrence of certain
Particles affects the p0551b1e pos1t10n1ng in negat:we sentences.
Comparison of the cmbmatlon of ma ck with ma é (above in this

'paragraph) indicates this to: be 1d1053mcrat1c to each combination.

There 15, then, no general ‘statement that will predict the accept-
able pos1t1cm5 when Partlcles occur in ccxnbmatmns in negative
sentences‘ '

2.1 We have as yet sald nothing of the semanitics of Particle
placement, viz. ‘whether the a],ternatwe p051t10n5 yield semantic-
ally dlstmct utterances. The answer to this deperds in part on
the scope of Parucles. In 58-61 we schematically repi-gsent faur

possible mterpretatmns'
(58} Neg —3» (Commt — Part)’
(59) (Neg —> Comment) < Part)

11
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(603 {Neg ¢~ Part) —> Comment

(61) (Neg —» Part} —> Comment
The arrows indicate the direction of semantic constraint; that is,
in 60 the Particle constrains Megation, and im 61 Negation con-

strains the Particle. The first two, 58 and 39, are possible in- .

terpretations of a sentence such as ?aX* ya-s mas; 60 and 61 are

possible interpretations of 7aX" mas ya-s. Thus, paralleling S8- -

61 we might have 62-65:
(62)(=58) ?aX" ya-s mas

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

(63){=59) ?aX" ya-s mas

"It's always the case he’s not good®
{i.e. he was not once good)

{64} (=60) ?aX¥ mas ya-s

¥1t’s always not the case he's good?
(i.e. he was not once good)

(65}(=61) ?aX" mas ya-s

*It's not always the case he's good®
(i.e. once he was not geood)

We can determine the scope of Particles by integrating ocur test
sentences into a. conversation and ncting whether a retort pro-
duces an agréement or a disagreement. That is, 1f speaker A
says 7aX” ya-s mas and then speaker B replies with the equivalent
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.

(68) A ?aX¥ ya-s mas

B ma-*ap s-ya-s
cne~time  good-he

*Once he was good*

212
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(67) A 7aX¥ ya-s mas
B ma-hap s-7aX¥ ya-s
*Once he was not good
(68) A 7?aX¥ mas ya-s
B ma-kap s-ya-s
(69) A ?aX" mas va-s
B  ma-ap s-?aX" ya-s ]
The possible conversations given in 66-69 yield a disagreement in -
each instance. In 66, A must therefore have claimed 'He's always
not good*, i.e. 59, so that B’s answer, *Once he was good’, pro-
duces the disagreement. Had the meaning of A’s utterance been 58,
i.e. ¥It'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 conversely, that Parti-
cles are cutside the scope of Negation). Cenversation 67 yields

a disagreement because A has claimed "He’s always good* (and not
YHe's not always good'); and B counters ‘He was good once*.

Tﬁat 59 represents the meaning of Neg + Comment + Particle
sequences can be seen as well in 701 -

(70) ?aX¥ hap-s tu ti-?imlk-tx
Were the meaning of 70 that of :58, it could be glossed as rit’s
not the case the man went, too', entailing that somecne else did.
But 70 has the meaning that neither the man nor the ome(s) with
vhom he is compared went} no one went. Thus 70 is to be glossed
"It’s also the case the man didn’t go* which reflects 59, not 58.

In 68, A must not have claimed YIt’s not always the case he
was good?, i.e. 61; otherwise B's answer would have been in agree-
ment. If A’s utterance has the meaning *It’s always not the case
he is good®, i.e..60, then B's reply disagrees with A’s, as is

jl:h_e case. In the last conversation, B’s reply says ‘He was rot’

13




gaed once" but A has sald that he is always not good, and another
dlbagreement is produeed,

Tt appears then that Particles have the material to their left
withini their sémaritic scope==-a Comment ifi positive sentences’ and
" a Negation and/or Coiment in negative sentefices depending upon the

pldcémént if the Particle, There is a left boundary to this
§céope. This limitdtion follows fram the nm-eﬁuivalency of sen-
terices siuch as 71 and 72¢
©(71)  ?adnap=it s-TaX” rap-s m
o Ve kdiow he's not goirig either?
Ip3) 7adnap-it ti 5-aX¥ Aap<s’
¥We, too, kiiow he's not going?
These show that; in the surface representatioss, the Particles’
scope extends leftward to the first sentence boundary, but not be-
yond.

We have determined that 7dX" ya-s mas has the meaning of 59
and that ?a¥¥ mag ya-s, the meaning of 60, but we have not yet
cinsidered whether fhese meanings themselves are distinct and
hence whether 63 and 64 represent differing underlying structures.
Both entzil that it is true of whatever Topic-Agent they are pre-
dicated of, thiat that Agent never once went. The inference may
then be that all negative Sentences with a Particle directly fol-
lowing Megation are paraphrases of negdrive sentences that differ
only in having the Particle not directly following Negation, but
moved one place to the right. Discussion of the following sentences
will show that this is not so and that in the case of mas it is
an "accident” the entailments of the two placements are campatible.

(73){i) 7aX¥ xap-s tit ti-?imlk-tx

(ii) ?ax¥ i ap-s ti-?imlk-tx
Above in 70(=731), we saw that *aX” jap-s tu ti-?imlk-tx implied
that no one succeeded in going, neither the man nor some other

14
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irdividial with whom he is comparéd with tespect to the act of go--
irg. When that seiitence is considered along with 73ii, 7aX¥ fu.
Mip-s ti-7imlk-tx, we find that that implication is not required.
That is, the speskér in describing the actions -of a single person

"(A) may havé 5aid that hé (A) is doing this and that, but not.the

other, ard then added *It’s also not the case that he’s going?,
i.e. 60, witliat necessarily implying that theré dces not exist some
second person who is. But the speaker, alternatively, may have
beén describing the actiors of two péople (A and B) and noted that

_ B i fiot going and then added of A that ¥It’s also not thé case

that A is going'; Hers, the implication is that neither A nor B
will go; as it is in 73i. Sentence 73ii, then can be ambigucus .
when examined cut of centext, while 73i is not; 731 always seems

to imply 4 compatiscn of the Topic-Agent with some distinct indi-
vidual, while 73ii does not. Saying it aviother way, 73ii can mean
more than 73i. This difference is also reﬂécted in native speak-
ers’ explanations of when it is appropriate to use one or the

other expression. Sentence 73i (4nd others on the model of it)

is appropriately used to answer a question; or, in the presence

of en indecisive conversation between two people, a third persen---
who is bétter scquainted with the facts---may butt in with 73i to
résolve the confusion. Sentence 73i is more bound to a context than
73ii. As implied by the semantic schema of 59, Negation and the
Comment that is negated constitute a formal unit that the Particle
constrains when it cccurs last in the sequence as in 73i. To com-
pare ‘not-going' with some other occurrence of it, there has to ’
have occurred somewhere in the comversation a previous mention of
the not- gomg‘ that is the basis of canpanson. This e:éplains,

_ then, why 73i and sentences like it aré more ccmtextually bound.

They require the participants be conscious of a spec1f1c Negatmn +
Comnent to facilitate a Negation + Comment + Particle sequence,

15




whereas a Negation + Particle + Comment sequence as in 73ii requires
only conscicusness of a series of possible activities, states, etc.
To employ 73i of A zlone, the speaker would have to compare the
'not-going? of A with the “not-going’ of A, a semantic anomaly at
the very least.
2.2 As noted above in passing, there is some variation among speak-
ers of Bella Coola concerning the placement of Particles. We first
note areas of agreement: (i) in Degative sentences all Particles
may precede the Comment and follew ?aXM; (ii) in positive sentences
Particles always follow the Corment; (iii)scme Particles---those
listed in the {ii)-sentences of 32-46---may alternatively may al-
ternatively follow the Comnent in negative sentences. Disagree-
ment exists with Tespect to the particular Particles that may occur
as described in iii. One speaker (MS) allows all but Question to
so eccur. This same spesker ‘also allows dual occurrence of all
Particles both after Negation wrd after the Comment, with the ex-
ceptibn of ?i...k Contrastive Conjunctive Particle, a Question.
and sk Optative; for example,
(74) 7aX" mas Rap-s mas ti-?imlk-tx
There is an odd correspondence in that the cnes MS may not use
twice in the same negative sentence are the same three a more con-
servative speaker (CS) will not permit to cccur after the Comment
in negative sentences.
3.0 In this final section we attempt to incorporate the above
chservations 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}:
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G S
Comfient "Topic - (Adjunct)

. ) Agént- (Patient)
In treating Negation generally, there are two majér, opposing
views: that Negation is a higher predicate of an embedded 5 (Lakoff
1970 and 1971) and that Negation is an underlying constituent of the-
S in which it appears on the surface (Jackendoff 1972). Following -
Klima 1964, many (e.g. Culicover 1976) distinguish sentence from
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 cne a (VP-)constituent negation:

(76) He's not, not working (he’s just fooling around sane)
Bella Coola has no correlates to this type:

(' #2a%Y ?aX™ ksnmak-s
Yet there does appear to exist an opposition between sentences in
which Negation is more closely bound to the Comment and those in

. which it is not, viz. 73i and ii. 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) - 5,
Comient ' Topic
I .
Negl . Agent
|
. : )
Comgent © Topic

Negz Predicaté ‘
(Notice that what we have to this point called Comment is now -
termed the Predicate.) Such a structure immediately poses

1#
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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
problem in Spanish, suggests a solution (p. 665) in terms of a
surface structure constraint: "each S-node can dominate only

oné particle no." The argumeht for using surface structure con-
straints rests to a large degree upon sentences in Spanish in
which two rio’s may eppear; it is only in derived structures in
which the two end up daminated by all the same $'s that the con-
straint appiies. Bella Coola differs from Spanish in that it
never zllows both Negl and Neg2 to appear overtly in the same sen-
tence. The constraint can then be stated in terms of 78 and not
some intermediate or surface structure.

In section 1 we noted that ?aX" occurs with a person-
mmber marker -s (cf. 3-5, 13 and 15). Negation never oceurs
with any other of the possible persbn-nwnber markers:

(79)(i}  *72inap-i% s-?a¥"-c )

-1

(ii)  *7ainap-it s-7aX¥-mu
. “yod

- (iii) *?ainap-it s-?aXM-aw
-they

Further, the incorrectness of 80i and 80ii compared with the ac-
ceptable §0iii and 80iv,
(80} (1) *PaXY ti-?imlk-tx
(ii) *7sinap-it s-7aX¥-s ti-?imlk-tx
(iii) ya ti-?imlk-tx
*The man is good*
(iv) ?ainap-it s-?aX¥-s
"We know that it’s/he’s not?
indicates that Negation camtot be predicated of nominal-like ele-
ments, e.g. ti-?imik-tx. Other terms that elicit third person
sinpular agreement suffixes in Bella Coola are sentences themselves:

18
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(81 ?ainap-it s-ya-s tu s-Agp-aw

' "We know that it's indeed good they went’
Sentences such as 15, 16, 21 and 23 and phrases such as 19 and
20 are all heavily context bound, as one -would 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 simpiy selects the Topic of $; for deletion. In this connec-
tion we observe that that same ‘I‘opic-.lﬂ\gent-Sz may be replaced by

* a pronoun (¢f. Davis and Saunders 1977):

(82) dnap-ik s-?aX¥-s ¥
"We know that wasn’t the time?

Second, the constraint that -s is the only person-number marker to
occur with Negation is predicted since S, is the only possihle
Topic-Agent of Negation, and sentence agreement is always third
person singular. Third, since ka- Unrealized is prefixed to Com-
ments and independently to 7aX", the structure of 78 allows us to
state that both generally and correctly. And fourth, 78 explains
the "contentive" behavior of Negation observed in sectiom 1.

However, negative sentences in Bella Coola present an addi-
tignal anomaly. Consider 83: ’

CO(83)(1)  7eXM rapes ti-Timlk-tx
(ii) *?aX¥ ap-P ti-?imlk-tx .

We have already remarked t}aat an obligatory -s on third person
singular Predicates has served as a reliable index of enbeddedness.
Its absence in clauses of restrictive modification, as in 17 ard
18, in our framework results from the dele'tion of the Topic-Agent
before agreement suffixes are added (cf. Davis and Saunders 1973).
In this respect, negative clauses of restrictive modification
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are regular, Compare the phrases of 84:

(84)(1)  ti-74mlK i-?aX! ya- “tx

. (11) "tl—"mlk t1 2ax” ya-s-1x
The problern 15 then why 831 but not 8311. The answer may be
smply that negatlve sentences are 1ndeed embedded. Such embed- .
ding wwld not be um.que in Bella Coola, but 1ts obllgatormess
‘would be. Consxder sentences 85 and 86 '

(85) ka-"’a:h -0 snac _
‘ *(vhen) Snac will be here'
(86) }\a-'v’a'h -5 snac

"(hhen) Snac will be here"
and this shert conversatton cons:.stmg of a questmn and pos-
sible ANSWers:

(873(1) pa.x 1ks s-ka-7at-ix" wa-sut-nu-c
' when : -pamt-you/ 1t -house—your-

"L’hen are you gomg to pamt your house?*

(ii) *ka-?z%i-@ snac’

(iii) ka-7ati-s smac
Sentences 85 and 86 show that -s may or may not oceur, but it is

a nistake to conclude that the two are paraphra.ses (The English

glosses do not help ) and that in ‘some sentences =5 is optmnal
It is 87 that shows this conclus:.on to be mcorrect. The question
requ:rcs mfomatwn that answers 'when?' and 1n Bella Coola
this ncw, un]cnown information must lie in the Comment of the answer
(cf. Davis and Saunders 1973) Thus, if the answer is *When Snac
will be here?, that naterlal rust all function as a Comment i.e.
as a sentence embedded under Comment. Thls explams wh)r 87ii is
wrong in thié context (It doesn’t answer the question,) and also
why 87iii is ka-7ati-s with the -s. It is embedded, and the -s
cbligatorily appears, The structure of §7iii is

20

_ tion which, as well, always evokes an -s. These constituently

88 : s

Cqmﬁéﬁz“—---._hhfaiic
Agent
ka ali snac
wiule the structure of 8711 is 89:
€2 W s
Comfent ~ - To;ﬁic
Agént
' ka 7aii - snic S .

The Agent of 88 is not wertly expressed but it is understood that
"when Snac mll be here' 15 predlcated of “that I will paint my
house" and 1t can be e:('p11c1tly stated.

(90) ka—'?ah -5 snac s-ka-?at-ic wa-sut-c-c ' 1
) -I/it -house-my-

"I 11 paint my house when Snac is here?

(L:Lt Tt's when Snac will be here that
' pamt my house’)

Returning to Negaticn, we see now that is not unique in oc-
curring with -s; but it is unique in that that is the cnly way it
can occur. It is 4s if Bella Coola does mot permit the expression
*The man is not going®, but only VIt's not the case that the
man is going'. A similar phenomenon occurs in Kawaiisu (Southern-
MJJTIJ.C sub-family of Uto—Aztecan) and is discussed in Mimnro ms.

The propused desr:rrptmn of Negatlon given in 78 may also
provide an explanatlon for thls since Sy wcsuld always be embed-
ded in negative expressions and weuld then always occur with ‘the
overt marker of agreement -5 rather than the alternative -2 Tarker.
Notice, however that this would not account for constituent nega-

negated sentences ‘may be the set that are more comparable to 86.
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Both, for ezéample, occur in constrained comversational contexts
as answers to questions and so forth.

There is cne 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-al-ic in 90, and others
above, but B-ka-?a%i-s snac in 86. That prefix is absent in
negative expressions:

(91  *?aX¥ s-iap-s ti-%imlk-tx.

In a previocus paper {Davis and Saunders 1974), we argued that this
s- 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 iss
(923 ya s-rap-s ti-?imlk-tx
i1t’s good the man is going®

Such a prediction may be aveided by assuming that there is a Tule
of Negation Lowering in Bella Coola that sppends Neg; to S, to the
left of the Comment and that this rule precedes the addition of
the prefix -, This weuld have the effect of removing (pruning)
5 and thus removing the embedded status of S2 and thus avoiding
s-. (Qur inclination now is that s- is not "meaningless’ and that
in Bella Coola, at least, 5- in all its occurrences is closely
associated with prepositions. Al such s-S’s are headless clauses
of restrictive modification. Cf. Davis and Saurders In prep. b.}
3.2 Particles, as well as Negation, have been treated as higher
predicates. Steele (1975), for example, treats thew 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, intc the sentence of which they are predicated.
Althmgh there is no formal indication in Bella Coola that Particles
are contentives in the way Negation seems to be a contentive, we

2L
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may ex'pand 78 to include them as follohfs:

(93) . 5 o
Conmmn
Particle '_ Agelant |
8

Comment ' - Topic

Neglr | Angt

o s,

Comment Topic

Neg2 Predicate

‘According to one of the typological constraints on the positioning

of Particles in sentences that Steele proposes, Bella Coola
places them after the first constituent of the sentence in which
they m:o:ur.B If Neg, is absent, that positive is always after
the Comment of S,. This happens when S, is position and also when
the Comment of §, is constituently negated. ¥hen 3, is sentence-
negated, Neg; is first lowered (if we assume that rule), thereby
replgcing the Comment of S2 as the first sentence constituent} and
Particles by the same rule of placement, then follow Neg,.

This structure allows for the placement of Particles in a
relatively neat fashion and explains, as well, why Particles are
never within the semantic domain of Neg, viz., Particles, by 93,
can be predicated of §’s containing Neg, but not the reverse.

211 this works nicely even when Imperative is incorporated; fol-
lowing this model, it, too, would seem to be a higher predicate
intermediate between Particle and Neg,. Notice that Imperative
never occurs with constituent negation, Neg,. But this seem reascn-
able; given what constituent negation means and its boundedness
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to context to pred:.cate Imperatlve of such negatlon would be as
sema.nt:.cally odd as the pred1cat1cm of Imperat:.ve of mdrrect dis-
caurse would be. )

nces suc.h as 57111 and 74 that
- _stence seems to imply. the dual occurrence
of Part:.cle somewhere mthm 93, We have determned that the place-
ment of Partn;les can be meaningful. 'I‘hat d1fference s m part
fomally accounted for by 93 and the dlfferent].al apphcat:.on of
the tule of Partzcle Lowermg---placmg Partlcle after the Comment
of SZ when Neg, is present but after Ne:g:l when it is present. h
This says nothmﬁr about the sentences 57iti and 74' assummg they
are not pa*aphrases requn-es st111 further mod1f1cat10n. " This
mgnt be solved as follows In the same Way Imperatlve was in-
corporated into the stmcture of a3 between Partlcle and Negl, we
cl15tmgu15h betheen Partlcle and F‘m‘tlcle2 allcmrmg Part, to
occur as a Coment between Neg1 and Neg2 + Predzcate.

) T‘here is some sl:.ght evidence that thls is correct. In
mtroducmg the sequences of Partlcles in &, we qualeled that
statement oE order with "usually" The follmmg two sentences
are correct'

(94)[1) Aap L"’
(11) ?-ap ma k"‘
and a d1 ference in neanlng is clauned to exist between them.

One e\(pla.natlon gl\ren of this dlfference is thls' 941 is the
"real way of talnlng"- A tells B that he, A, may (rna) g0, and
then B reports that information using }ap k¥ ma. 94ii is “"like
as if it’s 2 qqestion, just lilte_ I'm ask:fmg,'if he’ll be going."
-\dditional‘evidence comes from the dnel appearance of Particles
as in 74. In texts (Da\us and Saunders In prep. 2} we find tu
Confu'matwe ocourring twice:

24

AU
(95) - "?ai:'?aysk"tnmku -
Resultative-do-he Quotatwe Conflmatwe
Conf:.rmatwe S‘urpnsatwe
o “'Sure enough. he did exactly as he planned'
And in '
(96} - tix, k“ gt lu 61 kit ta-syut -tX

be-him. Quotatlve Contrastive Expective Perfec-
tiye Contrastive Confxrmatwe Perfective spirit

*It was. the sp1r1t“

' the d:l.scontmuws ...k appears to edopt the position of the infix-
ed matenal n &8, but E~ 4 Perfectlve cccurs twice, both before

a.nd after tu. Altematlve orders of Particles and the double occur-
rence of Partlcles, esp. that in 56, may find an explanation in the
Part; —Partz dlstmctlon and the hzerarc}nahzatmn it implies.

N

on s,
Comfient . ’i‘opic-.?gent :
Part1 - .8 .
Comment ‘Topic-Agent
. . |
Imp S2
Conment Topic-Agent
o
Negl S,
Comnent Topic-Agent
Part:2 5 N
¢ Comment _ Topic

Ne Ptedicate

Th:.s raises a problem that the structure of 93 avozded° namely,
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Partz now seems to fall within the domain of Negl, a result that
is not confirmed elsevhere. This structure alsoc contains a curi-
ous redundancy, i.e. Part, -Neg, and Part,-Neg,. 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 “objective content" of a
proposition from whatever remains. This is similar to what we
have called the Narrated Event (Saunders and Davis 1977b).° 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
{Laneacker’s objective content) which now includes information
that relates the Marrated Event to the Sveech Situvation. A simple '
example of the latter is deixis. The Pa;‘ticles of Bella Coola

‘and Negation seem to fall into a category of information that

may be called relational. As Langacker points out, this second
information type may be accounted for by simply extending the
structures that account for chbjective content to incorporate re-
lztional centent. This is what yields the "higher predicate"
analysis of 93 and 97. There is, of course, 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 assume a struc-
ture something like 98:

(98)
s
(Negl) Comment (Partz) Topic
"a.‘(“'/\(\PExrtl) (Negz) Predicate Agemient

26
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Notes

lpelia Coola is a Salishan language spoken on the north

central coast of British Columbia, Canada. We wish to express

our gratiﬁu&e to those who have helped us to an understanding _
of their language, especially Charles Snow and Margaret Siwallace.

We want also to acknowledge financial support by the National o
Science Foundation (SOC 73-05713 AOL and BNS 73-05713 A02) and T
the Canada Council (S73-1973 and §75-0225) that has made this

work possible. '

2'I'he shape gu:_ occurs after vowels and resonants mnlwy);
otherwise, 1a occurs. The prefix ti- and the suffix -tx are
deictics that we gloss here as “the®. Cf. Davis and Saunders
1975 for detail. ' '

3Bella Coola is a VS0 language. In Davis and Saunders 1673,
we presented an underlying structure as follows:
8

Contient Topic Adjunct .

Agemient

The Patient and Adjunct constituents are optional. Adjunct may

be further expanded as § or as Preposition plus Object, Non-

demonstrative pronmuns as Agents and Patients are generally de- B T
leted {cf. Davis and Saunders 1976). Because of this we find sen-.

tences with a surface representation that consists solely of a C

‘ “Ihe semantics of Particles is treated in Ssunders and Davis
l1976a, 1976b, 1977a and 1977b. Some of these have ablauted vari-
ants: ck ~cki, & ~ &i and k¥ ~ k“u. The Particle ?i...k is
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m:tddle p051t10n Some of these labels, e.g. Dub].tatwa and In-
fe*ent;al Dubltatwe, are taken frcm Newman ms

'I‘wo of these, ku and 1u never ocaur in 1solatmn without.

some other Partlcle, e.g. k_i *sp X was/vere the one(s) who'
and 1u & Yalready'.

6Several of the Partlcles have a gramancally determined
varzant shape when t.he)r Follow the Imperative or the Exhortative
-if: é*-ac Ez:~ac’:n fc"'--aT{“' :_"atu it ~ atu, 1uc~a1ué
g_ﬁ_ ~ 1'11.1.

7The strucmre of restnct:.ve mod1f1cat1on is assumed to be

Agent
Patient
i
. 51
C l‘em: ) opic
SZ Ag(’snt

The Topic of 5, is the. *head* and S,; as Comment, is predicated of
" that T0pi_c, thus copstraining it. $2 also contains a recurrence
or the $y Topic lexical item, and the occurrence in §, is deleted.
The deletion of that identical lexical item in 5, accounts for
the absence of the -s Sufflx, third person singular, that would
othervise be expected on Intransnwe Comments in embedded Sen-
tences. Pronaminal heads, e.g. *he who...¥, yield forms like 18.
The pronoun head is deleted, Modified heads that are not deleted
are moved to the left of 8, or remzin in their underlying posi-
tiqns to the right of Sz. Cf. Davis and Saunders 1973 and 1974
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for details. o

There is one exceptlon to thls‘ 7:|1:aX" "no’, where the
Contrastwe Conjunct:.ve Particle 71. .k occurs without infixed -
mater:.al and appears mn.tlally before 7aX¥. 'ﬂus is a frozen

form and is not product:.ve. Not:.ce as well that K? -———9,&

9'I‘htazsa dlStlnCthIlS are not mew. Cf. also Jakobson ms.
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