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0. Introduction

The Cowichan (Cw) dialect of Halkomelem shows a contrast bet-
ween subjects and objects, on one hand, and all other NP relations
on the other, as evidenced by fairly straightforward syntactic cri-
teria discussed in sections (1) through (3) below. In marked con-
trast, the language does not abound with syntactic constructions
which differentiate between subjects and objects, as seen in sect-
ions (2) and (3). I suggest that a dichotomy between direct (sub-
ject or object) and oblique (other) noun phrases is fundemental to
Cw, with direct NP being appositional to the person system, where
the subject and object roles are primary to the person system and
are assigned to direct NP derivatively.
1. Direct and oblique noun phrases

Cw subjects (S) and objects (0O) are pivotal in the sense of Dix-
on (1979), being the two grammatical categories which are accessible
when conditions of coreferentiality are imposed on syntactic const-
ructions (cf, section 3). The pivotal/nonpivotal dichotomy is ref-
lected both in the person system, wherc only S and O are marked, and
in the NP system, where S and O NP are direct, having no introductory
preposition, and all other NP are oblique, being introduced by the
preposition //70//.2
1. ni? ?amosBam?%os o dé’mi” 7 k*8o ¢3moX.

AUX give-TRANS-me-3SUBJ ART young-woman PREP ART  gum
SUBJECT OBLIQUE




The young woman gave me the gum.

2. ni? con ?amost o qé%mi? %  k"8o ¥3mox.
AUX 1 give-TRANS ART young-woman PREP ART gum
OBJECT OBLIQUE

I gave the young woman the gum.

In (1), for example, the NP indicated as an oblique is introduced
by a preposition, while the subject NP is not. The grammatical ob-
ject is a verb suffix in (1), while the subject is a person marker
(clitic) in (2) and the object is a direct NP. This functional trade-
off between direct NP and person markers will be discussed further
in section 2 where I suggest that the S/O distinction in the NP sys-
tem is derivable from the person system by interpretive binding rules
rather than being a structural distinction inherent to noun phrases.
2. Subjects and objects

Subject and object noun phrases are not differentiated by clear
syntactic criteria in Cw, despite the fact that S and O are distinct
in the person system. As one can surmise from the examples in the
previous section, there are no S/O case markers. Further, either
VSO or VOS word order is possible, although generally only one direct
NP occurs per clause, as discussed below. Nevertheless, the role
of a NP normally can be derived from the syntactic context, as illus-
trated by the following sentences which exemplify the functional
trade-off between person markers (subject clitics and object verb
suffixes) on one hand and direct NP on the other.

3. ?1i con ce? Céwot Qo siéni?,
AUX T FUT help-TRANS ART woman

I will help the woman.



4, ?i ce? Ccéwofam?%os Qv sténi”.
AUX FUT help—TRANS-me—SSUBJ ART woman

The woman will help me.
Clearly the role of a direct NP in a transitive construction contain-
ing one first or second person marker is derivable from the context.
By default, the direct NP in (3) must be the object and it must be
the subject in (4). In each case one S/O role is already filled by
a first or second person marker, hence only the remaining role is
available for assignment to the direct NP,

The role of a direct NP is usually derivable even if a transi-
tive construction contains no first or second person markers. If
thereis onlyone direct NP (as is generally the case), it is taken
to be the object, not the subject.

5. ?i ce? Cdéwotos Qo siténi?,
AUX FUT help-TRANS-SSUBJ ART woman

He/she will help the woman.
For transitive constructions containing only one direct NP, then,
this NP is interpreted as the object unless the verb has a first or
second person object marker, whereupon the NP is (by default) the
subject. |

The remaining case, where a sentence contains two direct NP,
is at best marginal in Cw (despite the examples sprinkled through-
out this paper). The preferred interpretation may be VSO, although
VOS is apparently possible, as indicated by the English glosses for

the following sentences.

6. ni? “amostos Qo sténi? tY% skvdaR%on? % t% ¥3mox.
AUX give- ART woman ART (name) PREP ART gum
TRANS-3SUBJ



The woman gave S. the gum. /S. gave the woman the gum.

7. ni? “amostos t9% skvaf%n? 6o sténi? %o t% &3mox.
AUX give- ART (name) ART woman PREP ART gum
TRANS-3SUBJ
Ditto. - |

Not even word order then clearly differentiates subject and object
NP in Cw. Further, a sentence generally contains only one direct NP,
whose role is derivable from the syntactic setting: the person ele-
ments present in the sentence.

I suggest that noun phrases in Cw may be paratactic or apposi-
tive to é clause which contains person elements: object verb suff-
ixes, which are products of the lexicon, and syntactic subject clit-
ics. Subject/object functional (semantic) relations could be defined
over these person elements. The roles of noun phrases would then
be determined by anaphoric rules which bind NP to person markers.
These binding rules would constitute a formal description of the
facts discussed above.> While this approach seems plausible for Cw,
given the somewhat marginal role of NP, it is of course possible that
a highly desirable universal syntactic theory‘might require that NP
be fundamental in defining syntactic roles. Base generated syntax
along the lines of Brame (1978) offers a model which, on the contrary,
may be incompatible with any claim that the S/0 roles of noun phrases
are basic in Cw rather than derived. In base generated syntax, oper-
~ations such as deletion and adjunction‘do not exist, hence Cw surface
structures containing person markers but no noun phrases would be
essentially the same at the base level and could not receive func-

tional (semantic) interpretations if S/O roles were primary to NP,



as no NP would be present in the base structures.

In summary, I suggest that Cw direct NP are appositional, rec-
eiving interpretations as a result of being bouhd to person elements.
If this is so, we should not expect to find a syntactic contrast be-
tween subject and object NP per se, since these functional roles are
primary to the person system, not to noun phrases. Beyond this, it is
not clear at present what empirical consequences this conjecture
might yield in a formal syntactic description.

3. Syntactic frames

The salience of the direct/oblique dichotomy in Cw is support-
ed by an examination of additional syhtactic constructions., In sec-
tion 3.1 the interplay between S/O interpretations of direct roles
in three simple clause constructions is reminiscent of NP interpret-
ations discussed in section 2 above. Three complex constructions
are discussed in section 3.2, which again point to the centrality
of the direct/oblique dichotomy. On the other hand, an examination
of predicate pronoun constructions in 3.4 suggests that a distinct
relative clause forming strategy exists for bound objects as opposed
to subjects. Even here, though, the facts are compatible with a
theory of appositional noun phrases.

3.1 Simple clauses

The third person (human) plural verb:postclitic //?€é¥ton// re-

fers to the subject if possible,

8. ni? tilom ?éé*ton (*t% s%bl7iqo$j.4 They sang.
AUX sing PL ART children

9. ni? kv3lo%tos ?8é3ton, They all shot him at once.
AUX shoot-TRANS-3SUBJ



10. ni? daytos ?€é3ton Kv Cowxilom. They all killed
AUX kill-TRANS-3SUBJ PL ART Tzuhalem Tzuhalem.

It will also refer to the passive patient, since this is the only
direct role in a passive.

11. ni? daytom 7éétton. They were all killed at once.
AUX kill-TRANS-PASS

But it receives an object interpretation if this is the only uncom-
mitted role.

12. ni? con 13mnoxv ?¢é3ton, I saw them (all together).
AUX I see-TRANS PL

13. ni? con X}ast %éétton. I fed them.
AUX 1 feed-TRANS PL

Subjects, then, receive priority, but the pluralizer may refer to
the object if the subject is unavailable,

The quantifier //moK*// all generally precedes the verb, although
it may precede the element it modifies (e.g., NP or subject clitic).
It seems preferentially to modify objects, all things being equal.

14. ni? moK» “u”-cdéwotal’xvss. He/she helped us all.
AUX all help-TRANS-us-3SUBJ

15, nem? ct ce? mokv u?-déwotilo,
AUX we FUT all help-TRANS-you-PL

We are going to help all of you.
But apparently it can modify either the subject or the object, given

a plural subject clitic.

16, ni? ct moK» u?-Foyxt t% s?xva”?,
AUX we all eat-TRANS ART clam

We ate all the clams. / We all ate the clams.
The construction may be more complex than the examples above

would lead one to believe. When the quantifiermodifies a transitive



third person subject the subject suffix is deleted,

17. ni? % moKv 3Zoyxt t% s?axva?,
AUX Q all eat-TRANS ART clam

Did they all eat clams?

This is a property of subject-bound relative clauses, as discussed
below. It need not follow that (17) contains a relative clause
however, since this may be a general property of subject binding
which is applicable both to relative clauses and to quantifiers, >
For the preseﬁt //moKw// yields no conclusions about the subject/
object distinction, but the ambiguity of (16) seems typical of the
interplay between subject and object interpretations in Cw.

For one last simple syntactic context, let us consider the
role of deictic articles in overriding the object interpretation
of noun phrases. While this is not a test frame, it is again indic-
ative of the interplay between subject and object interpretations
which one might expect if NP are appositional and derive their inter-
pretations/from the context.

While a single direct NP normally has an object interpretation
unless the object role is taken, an NP with an article
containing the predicative deictic //ni%// be he/she/it receives a

subject interpretation. Compare the following sentence pairs.

18a. ni? qaytos k*Bo sway?qe”. He/she killed the man.
AUX kill-TRANS ART man
3SUBJ
b. ni? daytos t%it  swdy’qe?. The man killed him/her.
AUX kill-TRANS that-one man
3SUBJ



19a. ni? g*3lotss k"8s scéétton,
AUX Dbarbecue-TRANS ART  salmon
3SUBJ

He/she barbecued the salmon.

b, ni? ("3lotos Bu®it  siéni?,
AUX Dbarbecue-TRANS that-one woman
3SUBJ

The woman barbecued <it.
These articles have primarily a discourse function of signalling
(perhaps highlighting) old information. That is, the participant
has been introduced earlier in the discourse context. That they
should also function to signal a subject interpretation fits well
with an appositional,referential approach to S/O NP roles, partic-
ularly if subjects are referentially more prominent in discourse,
as I suggest elsewhere (Hukari, 1979), since then the subject inter-
pretation can be viewed as a by-product of the discourse prominence
assigned to these articles,

The three constructions discussed above are, I think, indicative
of the interplay between subject and objects interpretations in Cw,
As fhese are the two pivotal roles modifiers (such as //?&é¥ton//)
and NP may be bound to either, but under most conditions the con-
text will dictate the appropriate interpretation.

3.2 Relative clauses

" Keenan and Comrie (1977 and 1979) have noted that languages may
employ distinct relative clause forming strategies for different
| grammatical relations, the basic strategy being used for relative
clause subjects but perhaps extending to objects, indirect objects

and so on down a hierarchy of grammatical relations.6 As T have noted



elsewhere (Hukari, 1977), Cw possesses more than one relative clause
forming strategy: direct relations are unmmarked in relative clauses,
while other relations (i.e., obliques) require nominalization. This
again points to the pivotal status of Cw subjects and objects, but
offers no criteria for distinguishing between subject and object noun
phrases.

Let us say a grammatical role in a relative clause is bound
when that role is understood to‘be the referent of the noun phrase
containing the relative clause.” For example, the subject of the
relative clause in (20) is bound, as is the object in (21).

20. Felix saw the person who took Alice's crayons.

21. Felix saw the crayons (which) Frederick took.

In Cw, both subject and object binding are unmarked in relative
clauses, however the omission of the transitive third person verb

suffix signals transitive subject binding, removing potential ambi-

guity. ®

22a. ni? %% € "u”-statel®stox” %o sténi? ni? ?éxve’t
AUX Q you know-TRANS ART woman . AUX give-TRANS

k8o no men ?5 k“8s scéétton,
ART  my father PREP ART  salmon

Do you know the woman who gave my father the salmon? [SUBJECT]

b. ni? 7&xvwe”tos k¥8o no men %5 k"8o scéétten,
AUX give-TRANS ART my father PREP ART  salmon
3SUBJ
23a. ni? ct Zoyxt k*8o smdyo® ni? Kwidet-oxv,

AUX we eat-TRANS ART deer AUX butcher-TRANS-you

We ate the deer which you butchered. [OBJECT]

b, ni? % € Kvidot k*80  smdyoB.
AUX Q you butcher-TRANS ART deer

Did you butcher the deer?



Transitive subject and object bound relative clauses actually do
differ formally, but since third person objects are never marked in
Cw, the absence of a subject marker in subject binding leads to no
particular conclusions. Barring evidence to the contrary, we could
claim, for example, that the bound person marker is deleted, vacuous-
ly if it is an object. In section 3.3 below a construction which
may contain a relative clause suggests that first and second person
object suffixes are not deleted when they are bound. If so, then
distinct strategies are used for subjects and objects. I return to
this below.

Bound oblique relations require nominalization of the rélative
clause verb, When the oblique object relation is bound, the verb
of the relative clause is preceded by an //s-// nominalizing prefix
(and the subject is a possessive)f

e
24a., ni? ct CJdoy?x"t k"G5 scéé¥ton ni? on?-s-?éxvwp?tal’?xv.
AUX we dry-TRANS ART  salmon AUX your -NOM-give-TRANS-us

We dried the salmon which you gave us. [OBLIQUE OBJECT]

b. ni? % ¥ ?éxve”tal?xv 75 kvOo scééiton.
AUX Q you give-TRANS-us PREP ART  salmon

Did you give us the salmon?
I have suggested elsewhere (Hukari, 1977) that nominalizing the pred-
icate allows a semantic oblique object to stand in a subject relaticn
and that the function of nominalization in relative clauses is to
create relativizable roles, that is, subjects. While this observa-
tion seemed essentially correct at the time, I had reservations due
to the difficulty in eliciting such nominalizations in independent

clauses. Subsequent field work supports this analysis., As it turns



out, such sentences are limited in their discourse functions but they

are grammatical, as illustrated by the following examples.9

25a. ni? ne-s-q¥slom to?i scéétton.
AUX my-NOM-barbecue this salmon
INTR -
This salmon is what I barbecued.
b. ni? con q“3lom % tY% scéédton,
AUX I barbecue PREP ART salmon
INTR

I barbecued the salmon.

26a. ni? ce? no-s-X3aslamo to®i scéédton.
AUX FUT my-NOM-feed- this salmon
TRANS-you

This salmon is what I will feed you.

b. ni? con ce? X}asQamo e to?i scéétton.
AUX 1T FUT feed-TRANS PREP this salmon
you

I will feed you this salmon.
The first sentence in each pair contains a nominalized predicate
while the second has a corresponding simple predicate. Note the
systematic relationship between the subjects of nominalized predi-
cates and the oblique objects of the corresponding simple predicates,
~bearing out the hypothesis that nominalization 'promotes' oblique
objects to subjects, which are available for binding in relative
clauses. Similar observations can be méde about other oblique re-
lations, such as the instrumental in the following example, where
the instrumental nominal prefix /,/%xv¥-// is analogous to //s-// above.
27a. ni? na-%-pasa’q- ton”a éloméla.v

AUX my-INSTR-hit this bottle
. head \\< ‘(:)(w’

This bottle is what I got hit on the head with.



27b. ni? con pasa’q® % ton”?a ¥lomélo.
AUX I hit-hcad PREP this bottle

I got hit on the head with this bottle.
It seems reasonable to conclude that only direct roles are available
for binding in relative clauses, This again underscores the_pivotal
status of direct roles.
3.3 Interrogatives and cleft constructions

Variant word order, as in interrogatives, is a potential area
of syntactic differentiation among grammatical roles. In Cw however,
predication rather than simple permutation is the primary device in
forming questions (and cleft sentences), where the questioned or
emphasized NP is expressed as a predicate and the remainder of the
sentence is a relative clause. Despite superficial appearances, no
movement rules are involved and the constructions simply reconfirm
the facts discussed above in section 3.2,

The interrogative pronouns //}wet// who and //stem// what func-
tion as predicates and may therefore take subjects. The subject of
an interrogative predicate may be as elementary as the deictic art-
icles //to?i// this or //t%ey?// that.

28. stem to?i, What is this?
what this

29. 3Iwet tOey?. Who is that?
who that

A participant in a clause is questioned by predicating on a appro-
priately bound relative clause, the distribution of relative clause
types following the patterns discussed in section 3,2,

30a. twet tY% ni? Kwidet t9%  smdyo®. Who butchered the deer?
who ART AUX butcher- ART deer



b. ni? Kvidotos t% swdy?qe? tY% smdyol.
AUX butcher-TRANS ART man ART deer
3SUBJ

The man butchered the deer.
3la. dwet Kvo ni? ?amostos . %o o  télo.

who ART AUX give-TRANS- PREP ART money
3SUBJ

Who did he/she give the money to? [OBJECT]

b. ni? %amostos 1o sténi? % 1o télo.
AUX give-TRANS- ART woman PREP ART money
3SUBJ

He/she gave the woman the money.

10
32a. stem kvQo ni? on?-s-?éxve?Ramot.
what ART AUX your-NOM-give-TRANS-you-SUB.PASS

What did he give you?/What were you given? [OBLIQUE OBJECT]
b. ni? ?éxvs?aam 7o t% scééiton,

AUX give-TRANS- PREP ART salmon
you-PASS

He gave you a salmon. /You were given a salmon.
The formal identity of the subordinate clauses in these examples
with relative clauses is of course immediately apparent. Note how-
ever that an article precedes the relative clauses here. A more
accurate description of the construction is that the subject of the
interrogative predicate is a NP consisting of an article and a rel-
ative clause, as in the following diagram.

" [Interrogative] [ART Relative Clause]
PRED NP

Such headless relative clauses are common in Cw and freely occur as

noun phrases, as evidenced in the following example.

33. ni? con 13mnox* k"0 ni? Kvidot t% smdyol.
AUX I see-TRANS ART AUX butcher ART deer
TRANS

I saw the one who butchered the deer.



Clearly both the interrogative predicate and the subject NP in the

diagram above are elements which occur independently of each other

and should follow from any descriptively adequate grammar without

further elaborations. That is,-there is no apparent necessity for

a fronting rule.

Similarly, a cleft-like construction in Cw is formed by pred-

icating the emphasized participant on the remainder of the sentence,

the latter being again a headless relative clause.

34a.

ni? Kvidotos t% swdy?qe? t% scéditon %  t9% ¥opton.
AUX butcher- ART man ART salmon PREP ART knife

The man butchered the salmon with a knife.

sw5y?qe? t9 ni? Kwidet t9% scééiton 20 tY% %3pton.

It was a man that butchered the salmon with a knife. [SUBJECT]
scéétton t% ni? Kwidotos t% swdy?qe? % t% §5ptan.v
It was a salmon that the man butchered with the knife. [OBJECT]
¥5pton t% ni? ¥-Kwidots t% swiy?qe? t9% scééiton.

It was a knife that the man butchered the salmon with.

* [ INSTRUMENT ]

Due to the greater possibilities in discourse situations, a

wider

range of articles is likely to appear in such cleft sentences

than in interrogatives, drawing from the following set of articles.

‘unmarked marked (feminine, diminutive)
basic t9% 8o
remote kv8o *o \
hypothetical/ Xv kvs
deceased
That these éonstrucions employ articles, not some homophonous forms,

is shown by the following sentences where the sex of the referent



determines the appropriate article.
35. swdy’qe? t9% ni? Kwidot  t% scéétton % t% ¥5pten.

man ART AUX butcher- ART salmon PREP ART knife
TRANS

It was a man that butchered the salmon with the knife.
36, déMmi? G0 ni? Kvidot tY% scééiton % t% ¥5pten.

young- ART
woman

It was a young woman that butchered the salmon with a knife.
Similarly the following interrogatives contrast in their presuppo-
sitions as to the sex of the referent.

37. dwet t9% ni? Kvidot t% smdyel.

who ART AUX butcher ART deer
TRANS

Who butchered the deer?

38. twet o ni? Kvidot t9 smdyod.
ART

Who butchered the deer? [FEMININE REFERENT ]

That is, in uttering the second question, the speaker is taking on
the presuppostion that the referent is female, while no such pre-
suppositon holds for the use of the unmarked article in (37).

It appears then that interrogatives and cleft sentences are
essentially the same syntactic construction, composed of a predicate
interrogative pronoun or a noun, followed by a NP which is composed
of an article and a headless relative clause, Since it is the inter-
nal structure of the relative clause that signals the understood
~grammatical role of the questioned or emphasized element (the pred-
icate), these constructions shed no further light on the subject/ob-
ject distinction in Cw.

3.4 Predicate pronouns



Predicate pronoun constructions, like interrogatives and clefts,
appear on first examination to involve permutation, with special
clause-initial pronouns instead of the usual first or second person

markers.

39. ndwo %e ce? xvwt¥oxwwils.
be-you Q FUT wash-dishes

Is it you that is going to wash dishes?
40. 7?en? ce? kv3lost k*Oo smdyol.

be-1 FUT shoot- ART deer
TRANS

It is me that will shoot thé deer.

Unlike clefts and interrogatives, no article appears after the clause-
initial pronoun, making it less obvious this construction is composed
of a predicate and a subordinate clause.

Placing the whole construction in a subordinate context reveals
that the pronouns must be predicates rather than subject markers in
the examples above, since the third person subordinate subject clitic
//-2s// (3SUB) then appears on the pronouns—-which is compatible
with the hypothesis that the pronouns are predicates, but not subjects,

41. ?wo ?e ndwe-es i xvt¥oxvwils,
not Q be-you-3SUB AUX wash-dishes

Isn't it you that washed dishes?
42, 7%wo 7%en?o-es i kv3lo¥t k¥Qo smdyoS.

NOT be-I-3SUB AUX shoot- ART deer
TRANS

It wasn't me that shot the deer.
Negation, as in (41) and (42), is a subordinate context., If the sub-
ject is first or second person, it is marked both by a main clause

clitic and a subordinate clause clitic, as in (43).

16



43, %wo con ?i-on? Kv3%oqgot t9% 1isek.
not I AUX-T  be-counting ART sack
container

I am not counting the sacks.
If the subject is third person, .the subordinate clause third person

clitic appears on the first word after the negative.

44, %wo ?i-os Kv3%oqotos  t9% 1isek.
not AUX-3SUB be-counting ART sack
container

He/she isn't counting the sacks.

Clearly (41) and (42) pattern as if the pronouns are predicates, not
subjects, which accounts for the third person marking.

Evidence for the subordinate clause status of the remainder of
the construction emerges when the pronominal predicate is interpreted
as the object and the subject is first or second person, since the
subordinate subject forms then appear.

45, ?8n?Q %e %1  c3sofam?-oxv u?-xvwtPoXvwils-on?.
be-1 Q AUX be-telling- wash-dishes-T
TRANS-me-you

Is it me that you are asking to wash the dishes?
Not only is this a subordinate clause subject marker, but its appear-
ance on the verb rather than the clause-initial auxiliary //?i//
identifies the construction as a relative clause, since in all other
subordinate contexts these clitics follow the first word of the clause
(as do main clause subject clitics).

Sentence (45) brings evidence to bear on relative clause forming
strategies (assuming the subordinate clause is, in fact, a relative

clause). In section 3.2 I noted that when the relative clause (trans-

itive) subject is bound it is deleted and I speculated that deletion



(or some formal equivalent) might be the general strategy, applying
vacuously except for the one case when an overt marker would other-
wise appear, the transitive subject marker. In sentence (45) the
first person object form has not-been deleted, although it is inter-
preted as being bound to the predicative pronoun. It appears then
that Cw has a distinct relative clause forming strategy for objects--
that the object form remains,

The retention of the bound object marker holds for both active
and passive verbs, which can be taken as evidence that passive pat-
ients are objects}

46, 7en”0c i 7amosBim?$os %o 1o télo.

be-I AUX  give-TRANS PREP ART money
me-3SUBJ

It was me that he gave the money to.
47. 7%n?0 i “amesBilom % Yo  téls,

be-1I AUX give-TRANS PREP ART money
me-PASS

It was me that was given the money.

When the subject is bound, as in (39) and(40) above, no marker ap-
pears in the relative clause, so clearly passive patients follow the
object strategy, a point to which I return in section 4,

The predicat pronoun construction seems to offer the best evi-
dence of a subject/object distinction., But this evidence does not
constitute counterevidence to an appositional NP analysis, since the
construction in question involves anaphoric binding rather than a
movement rule. That is, it was not necessary to postulate a move-
ment rule which éppeals to a formal distinction between subject and

object noun phrases. Even here, then, the facts are compatible with

1€



the claim that noun phrases are appositional in Cw and receive their
S/0 interpretation through binding to person markers.
4. Passives

As the prototypical major movement rule in transformational
grammar, the passive would seemingly offer fruitful ground for dif-
ferentiating among NP roles. The Cw passive however points to the
indeterminancy of the subject/object distinction (or. at least, the
difficulty in finding suitable test frames in Cw), While a compel-
ling argument either for or against object-to-subject advancement
in Cw does not follow from the facts available, the evidence below
leads me to suggest that object-to-subject advancement generally
does not occur in Cw passives.

At issue here is more than the search for syntactic test frames
which differentiate subjects and objects. If, as I suggest, passive
patients are objects in Cw this may bear on a universal definition
of the passive. A number of relational grammarians, including Perl-
mutter and Postal (1978), have claimed that object-to-subject advance-
ment is an essential property of passives and triggers the removal
of the transitive subject (to chomeur status). This position is by
no means universal (cf, Comrie, 1977) and apparently Perlmutter and
Postal no longer rule out the spontaneous removal cf elements to
chomeur status (cf, Perlmutter, 1979). If Cw passive patients are
syntactic objects then object-to-subject advancement is not a part
of a universal characterization of the passive--or the Cw construction
is not a passive.

We might of course wish to exclude the Cw construction from a



universal characterization of the passive a priori on the grounds
that passive patieﬁts must be subjects (assuming they are not in
Cw). It is not clear to me that this is an assailable position,
since it is definitional, but a Comparison with other Central Coast
Salishan passives which do exhibit object-to-subject advancement may
reveal family resemblences. Two points will (or may) then emerge
from the following discussion: that the Cw passive may not involve
object-to-subject advancement and that, despite this, the Cw con-
struction shares a sufficient number of characteristics with its
neighbors (and presumably with passives in general) to seriously con-
sider it a passive construction.

vapassives are marked by an //-m// suffix (//-t// in certain
subordinate constructions) which appears on the transitive verb stem
after any object suffix (see the appendix). The agent, if expressed,
is a prepositional phrase while the patient is a verb object suffix
(first or second person) or a direct NP, as exemplified below, leav-
ing first and second person forms aside for the moment.
48a, ni? (volotes  k¥Bo scéétten,

AUX barbecue- ART salmon
TRANS-3SUBJ

He/she barbecued the salmon. [ACTIVE]

b. ni? dvolotom 2 %o s#éni? k"®o scééiton,
AUX barbecue- PREP ART woman ART  salmon

The salmon was barbecued by the woman. [PASSIVE]
The passive agent may either precede or follow the patient NP,
In using the //-m// suffix to signal the passive, Cw shares a

trait with its Central Coast Salishan neighbors. That is, in Cw and
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in neighboring languages //-m// on an overtly transitive stem signals
the passive, a construction in which the agent (when it is expressed)
is a chomeur rather than a subject (see below). Further, Cw shares
wil Squamish the constraint that-the passive is obligatory given a
second person patient and a third person agent (Kuipers, 1969)--and
Squamish is a language in which passive patients are subjects. These
facts go beyond fortuitous coincidence, suggesting that there is a
general passive construction shared among a set of fairly closely
related languages, but perhaps with individual differences among the
language (such as the status of the patient).

Cw differs from many of its neighbors in maintaining an object

inflection on passive verbs., Consider the following set of sentences.

49, ni? dvaq“eBelom. I was clubbed.
AUX club-TRANS-me-PASS

50. ni? ¥ qvaqvoBam?s. You clubbed me.
AUX you club-TRANS-me-PASS

51. ?imo¥ con. I walk.
walk T

Unlike the English passive, Cw passives do not pattern quite like
intransitive verbs., That is, a first or second person passive pat-
ient is not signalled by the element which signals intransitive (or
active transitive) subjects. Rather, the patient is a verb suffix
which closely resembles active objects (see the appendix).

This object inflection is a characteristic shared by Sliammon
(Davis, 1980) and Sechelt (Beaumont, 1977), Consider the following

Sliammon examples (Davis).



52. sdp-t-si-om. You are clubbed.
club-TRANS-you-PASS

53. sdp-t-si ¢. I club you,
club-TRANS-you I

54. ?imo% Exv. ” You walk.
walk  you

As in Cw (and more transparently so), the object inflection is main-
tained in the passive, making passives appear less like intransitive
constructions than in English or in the majority of Central Coast
Salishan languages.

In Lushootseed, Squamish (Kuipers, 1969), Clellam (Thompson and
Thompson, 1971) and probably in Twana (Drachman , 1969) passive pat-
ients are subjects and hence passive verbs appear to be intransitives,
Compare the following Lushootseed sentences to the Cw and Sliammon
examples abovel.2

55. ¥axva-t-ob Coxv. You are clubbed.
club-TRANS -PASS you

56. Caxva-t-sid Cod. I elub you.
club-TRANS-you I

57. ?ibo% Eoxv You walk.
walk

The passive (55) more closely resembles an intransitive (57) than
it does a corresponding active such as (56), since the patient is
the subject and the verb contains no person marker.

Given that Cw passive patients are marked by object morphology,
it need not follow that they necessarily pattern as syntactic objects.
Davis, in fact, concludes that Sliammon passive patients are syntac-

tic subjects despite the object morphology. His conclusions are
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based on certain syntactic conditions on anaphora which will be dis-
cussed below. Since this logical possibility appears to be realized
in a closely related language, it seems reasonable to consider a
range of syntactic constructions in Cw which exhibit anaphoric con-
ditions in order to determine whether passive patients behave as
syntactic subjects or objects.

The syntactic status of passive patients in Cw is not as easily
determined as that of agents. The preposition preceding the passive
agent (e.g., sentence (48b) above) indicates it is not a direct NP
let alone a syntactic subject. This is born out by relative clauses,
_since passive agents are not available for relative binding. Patients
on the other hand are available for relative binding, as shown in
the following example.

58. 1émot tY% scééiton i KviKwodotom?.

look- ART salmon AUX be-butchering-TRANS-PASS

TRANS

Look at the salmon that is being butchered.

While this is compatible with object-to-subject advancement, it also
fité the contrary hypothesis that passive patients are syntactic
objects. Since passives do not have the transitive third person
subject marker, the relative clause shows no evidence of subject
deletion, which is compatible with the assumption that the patient
is a subject, B& the same token, if the patient is an object we
would also expect to see no special marking or deletion, as in the
corresponding active relative clause.

59, 1émot tY% scéékton ni? K+iKvodotos.

look ART salmon AUX be-butchering-TRANS-3SUBJ
TRANS



Look at the salmon he is butchering.
All we can conclude from this is that passive NP patients are direct
noun phrases and pivotal.

The predicative pronominal -constructions discussed in section
3.4 above may offer evidence against object-to-subject promotion.
Consider again sentences (39), (46) and (47).

39. ndwo %e ce? x"tYoxwwils. Is it you that is going to wash
be-you Q FUT wash-dishes dishes?

46, ?en”Qo 71 ?amosRAm?éss %o 15 télo.

be-1I AUX give-TRANS- PREP ART money
me-3SUBJ

It is me that he gave the money to.
47. ?én"00 ?i  “amesBélom 7o o  téls.

be-I AUX give-TRANS PREP ART money
me-PASS

It is me that was given the money.

Both active and passive patients show a verb person suffix agreeing
with the predicative pronoun, as opposed to a bound subject in>(39),
which is missing from the relative clause. This parallelism is even
more significant, as I noted above, if we take the clause following
the predicative pronoun to be a relative, since this shows that bound
objects of relative clauses follow a different strategy from bound
subjects--one common to both active and passive objects.

A construction in Sliammon taken by John Davis (1980) to be
ascension copying (an agreement phenomenon analogous to object-to-
subject raising) occurs also in Cw., There is agreement between the
object of the matrix verb and an element of the subordinate clause.

In Sliammon, Davis reports that the subordinate clause element must
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be either a subject or a passive patient, not an object, which suggests
w{”‘zc’ki .
that Sliammon passive patients are syntactic ebjects. In Cw, however,

the situation differs, as illustrated by the foilowing examples.

48. ?i con X&cBi’mo u?-ni?-ox¥  ce? “u?-cdéwofam”s.
AUX I be-figuring AUX-you  FUT help-TRANS-me
TRANS-you
I am wondering if you are going to help me.
50. wOT: *?i  con X&cBa’mo u?-ni?-0s ce? “u?-céwodiam.
AUX T be-figuring AUX-3SUB FUT help-TRANS
TRANS -you you-PASS
FOR: I am wondering if they will help you./You will be helped.
51. 71 con Xect ?u?-ni?-0s ce? Pu?-céwobaam.
AUX I be-figuring AUX-3SUB  FUT help-TRANS-you-PASS
TRANS

I am trying to figure out if they will help you.
It would appear that identity must hold between the matrix object
and only the subject of the subordinate clause; the passive patient
in (50) will not do. However it is not clear that the S/0 distinct-
ion is relevant here, since in (51) it could be the understood pass-
ive agent that is coreferential with the matrix object. This is
supported by the following example, where the plural marker must
refer to a human entity, the matrix object in.this case (since the
subject is singular), indicating that thematrix verb has a referring
human object which is seemingly coreferential with the passive agent
of the subordinate clause.

52. ?i con Xect ?&étton u”?-ni?-os ce? u?-céwoBiim,

AUX I be- PL AUX-3SUB FUT help-TRANS-
: figuring- _ you-PASS
TRANS

I am trying to figure out if they will help you.

This is somewhat perplexing since generally passive agents are not
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available for anaphora (Hukari, 1979), As it turns out, anaphora
need not hold with the subject of the subordinate clause so long as
the bound participant is identifiable as the agént of the event,
Given our discussion of interrogatives in section 3.3 above, it seems
clear that the first person element is not the subject of the clause
immediately subordinate to the matrix sentence in the following ex-

amples, despite the fact that it refers to the agent of the event.

53. ?i  X&écle?lom? u?-Iwet-os Kv  déwot-an?,
AUX be-figuring- who-3SUB ART help-TRANS-I
TRANS-me -PASS

They are trying to figure out who I am going to help.

54, ?i  X&che?lom? ?u?-stem-os ks ni? dayt-on?
AUX be-figuring- what-3SUB ART  AUX kill-TRANS-I
TRANS -me -PASS

They are trying to figure out what I killed.
For the verb in question, then, agency rather than subje;thood seems
to be the operating parameter. While this condition is probably
lexical, I have found no verbs which exclude coreferentiality with
a subordinate object while accepting coreferentiality with a subord-
inate subject or passive patient,

It does not appear that passive patients advance to subjects
in Cw, given the data examined here. The evidence is hardly over-
whelming, so we cannot disallow the possibility that crucial support
for advancement will be forthcoming. However the fact that passive
patients follow the object strategy in relétive clauses is positive
evidence that they are syntactic objects.

Despite my conclusion that Cw passive patients are syntactic

objects, it appears that something akin to raising may occur in
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special contexts. A passive main clause may be doubly marked for
the patient, having both a verb suffix and a subject clitic, although
such sentences are rare and apparently only marginally acceptable,

55. nem? (con) Jo lomstélom~ % k¥Qu stoqiw,
go I QUOT see-CAUS- PREP ART horse

I am going to be shown the horse.
The quotative enclitic //ds// increases the acceptability of the
subject clitic, for reasons which are not altogether clear.
The subordinate passive //-t// will optionally cooccur with a possessive
corresponding to the patient in nominalizations,

56a. ?5wo kvs (s-)lomnéélt, 13
not ART NOM-see-TRANS-me-SUB.PASS

They never get to see me.

b, ?3wo Kv¥o no-s-lomnéélt.
not ART my-NOM-see-TRANS-me-SUB.PASS

Ditto.
The possessive, of course, would normally signal a subject of a
nominalized clause. Note that with //-t// passives there is no third
person subject (or possessive) marking, so the subject/possessive role
is available, This double marking never occurs with subordinate //-m//
passives

57a. ni? con u?-yolé?lom?003mo K¥ on?-s-?1 wet  qvaqvoBamot.

AUX T be-looking-TRANS ART your-NOM then club-TRANS
you AUX you-SUB, PASS
I saw you get clubbed.
b. ni? con u?-ysl&?lom®e0i’mo kv(s)os wok q*aqvoOaam.
AUX T be-looking-TRANS ART-NOM-AUX  then club-TRANS-
3POSS you-PASS
Ditto.
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Ao
c. NoT: *ni? con “u?-yolé”?lom?003’mo Kv on?-s-?i wot (™aq-oBedem,
your-NOM then club-TRANS-
AUX you-PASS

FOR: I saw you get hit.
Possibly the third person possessive, corresponding to the subject,
in nominalized //-m// passive clauses blocks advancement,

These two cases of subject (or possessive) marking for passive
patient involve double marking, since the object inflection remains
on the verb, If this were the general pattern in Cw, one might make
a case for object-to-subject advancement, where the 'history' of the
patient remains in the form of an object suffix. Possibly that is
the direction Cw would have taken, left to its own devices., The fact
is, however, these doubly marked constructions are rare and can hardly
be taken as evidence when considering the predominant pattern.
5. Conclusions

I have noted a major distinction in Cw between direct and obli-
que NP and proposed that direct NP are appositional to subject and
object markers, whence they derive their subject/object interpretation.
It follows that there is no hierarchical or other formal distinction
between subject and object NP, It remains to be seen whether this
hypothesis is empirically testable.

Despite the pausity of syntactic test frames for the subject/
object distinction, facts such as the relative clause formation stategy
(section 3.4) evidenced in predicate pronoun constructions suggest

that passive patients generally are objects, not subjects, in Cw.
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Appendix
Active Object Inflections

//-t// transitive //-nexv%// limited [/-stoxV// causative

1s
2s
Ipl

2pl

1s
2s
Ipl

2pl

1s
2s
1pl

2pl

control

1émoam?%  Look at me lomnam?% see me

lomstam?% show me

1émoBamo lomnamo lomstamo
1émotal ?xv lomnal?xv lomstal ?xv
1émotalo lomnalo lemstalo
1émot 15mnox” 1amstox®
Passives
1€émoBélom lomnélam lomstélom
1émoBaam lomnaam lomstaam
1émotalem lsmnalom lemstalom
lémotalom lomnalom lomstalom
1émotom 15mnom 13mstom
Subordinate Passives

1émoBelt lomnélt lomstélt
1émoRamot lomnamot lomstamot
lémotalt lomnalt lomstalt
lémotalt lomnalt lomstalt
1émotewot lomnéwot lomstéwot
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Footnotes

1 My sincere thanks go to Mrs. Ruby Peter of Duncan, B.C., who is
a fluent speaker of Cowichan and has been my primary consultant
for this paper. All forms cited here are Cowichan unless other-
wise specified, although most examples would be acceptable through-
out Vancouver Island Halkomelem.

This work was supported in part by a grant from the Social
Sciences and Humanities Research Council of Canada.

2 For a discussion of oblique objects see Hukari (1979a). 1T use
the term oblique rather loosely here. In addition to oblique
- objects, various adverb-like phrases are oblique in that they
are introduced by a preposition.

3 While a formal treatment of binding is beyond the scope of this
paper, a highly informal consideration of a few examples may
lend substance to. the proposal. Suppose direct NP must be bound
to third person elements (and assume further that unmarked trans-
itive objects are third person, @ ).

a. *ni? con CdéwsBamo Qo sténi?,

b. ni? con CcBwot-@ Qo sténi”.

c. ni? déwofam?%ss Qo siéni?.

In (a) both person elements are filled by non-third person forms,
hence the direct NP cannot be bound and the sentence is ill-formed.
In (b), the subject is filled by a non-third person form, but the

object is open, therefore the direct NP must be bound to it,
which I indicate by cross-indexing.

b'. ni? con d%wot-@i 35) s%éni7i.

In (c) the object is filled but the subject is open, therefore
the direct NP must be bound to the subject.

c'. ni? d%wo@ém7§osi 5 s}eni7i.

For a treatment of binding in English relative clauses and other
constructions see Brame (1978)

4 //7€étton//, like the subject clitics, operates instead of a NP,
not in conjunction with one.

5 Clearly quantifiers merit further investigation.
6 This is the NP accessibility hierarchy. Keenan and Comrie claim

that a given relative clause strategy operates over a continuous
range of this hierarchy:
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SUbject > Direct Object 7 Indirect Object’> OBLique object >
GENitive > Object of COMParison

7 1 anticipate that relative clause binding will be congruent with
a general approach to binding, including the binding of NP and
quantifiers to person markers. See also footnote 3.

8 Compare the following, which are disambiguated by the subject
suffix, ,

t% swdy?qe? ni? daytos the man who he killed

t% swdy?qe? ni? dayt the man who killed him

Example (22b) translates as 'He/she gave my father the salmon."
9 These sentences seem to require an immediate context and deixis,

as suggested by the translations, That is, the speaker is iden-

tifying something in the context of which the predicate is true.

10 Note the possessive prefix //on?-//, agreeing with the passive
patient here. See section 4 for comments on this phenomenon.

11 Donna Gerdts' consultant rejects active object binding but accepts
passive patients (Gerdts, 1979). My primary consultant, Mrs. Peter,
has varying intuitions, but finds passive patients no better or
worse than active objects., A fluent Cw speaker in his eighties
accepts both,

12 A text in Drachman's dissertation (Drachman, 1969) contains one
passive, where a second person patient is a subject clitic.

13 This is a different negative pattern from the one discussed earlier.
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