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Notes
Proto-Salish *y and the Velar Nasal Problem?!
1 A1l Colville data were taken from A. Mattina's unpublished fourth version of v Steven . Egesdal
Colville Dictionary. University of Hawaii
The resonant y,2? a froat velar fricative articulated with
2 Two suffixes: -ilx 'motion', -alx 'plural’ little friction, has been aidded as a 'latecomer' to the overall
Salish phoneme inventory on the basis of its recent 'discovery'
3 The list of cognates is based on Kinkade's 1977 materials. iz Tillooet(Li), Thompson(Th), Shuswap(Sh), and nortnerr dialects
of Ckanagan(¥0k). Its existence as a Salish phoneme caame to light
4 Karen Booker discusses general pattern in the use of mumber-paired roots in her only after detailed resegarch on these northern lanquages of the
paper entitled "A Cross-Linguistic Study of Number Suppletion in North Am- Ir;te:tor uncovered this exceedingly rare souni.
erican Languages'. Here she notes the types of words cammonly suppleted, farlier studies on Salish comparative phonalogy by Boas and
and some constraints on the occurrence of these pairs. Faekerlin (1927), Vogt (1949k), Swadesn (1952) and Reichard (1958)
dealt very little with the northern Interior lanjuages, and it is
tnerefore not surprisiny to f£ind a complete lack of refererce
to v in their studies. Interestiryly enough, Boas' comparative
References Salishan vocabularies (AP35 manuscript) show forms for at least two
- wvorlls now known to cortain y: 'tree' and 'lynx'. He transcrihbes y
Carlson, Barry, Spokan Dictionary. Unpublished computer printout. as either r or § (= x, i.e front velar), e.ge
(1) Th, Li sye“p; 3h (s)cy2’p : 'tree'3 (2) PIS *smya“’w) ‘'lynx's
Kinkade, M. Dale, "Singular vs. Plural Roots in Salish', presented at the 1977 Inter- Poas 1S., itefl 2652 Roas 4S5., itea 1]6:
national Salish Conference, Omak, Wa. Li cEra‘ap i sZmzxa“u
fh cira“p Th sZmEra‘a
Mattina, Anthony, "Colville Grammatical Structure', University of Ilawaii PhD Dissert- Sh tsgra:p Sh SERC"a” 1
ation, 1973. Nk tcire’p
Reichard, Gladys, "'Stem-list of the Coeur d'Alene Language", IJAL, Vol. X, nos. 2,3. Xulp2rs was the first to rccognize y as a Salish phouneae,

ard ne also posited 1t as 1 2rotc-Salish (PS) phonewe in 1979
on th2 basis of 1ts occurrence 1r SnuswWwape In describing als
proposed ?S phon=2me inv:suntory, he writes:

'y (phoretically related to y ir the same Jay as, e.j. Dutcha
v to labiodertal w) is £ouri in Shfuswap] only: 15 the otnszt
interior languayges it has merjed with y.' (Xuipers 13970:43)

In the same year watkins' (1970) dissertation shows y us a phonzme
ia a northein diilect of Ckarnajan (VOk). Shocftly thereafver Lil-
looet was add=d to tlL: list of lanjiajes haviay y, followed Ly
Taomnson. Thompson was at first thoujht to show a reflex < for

P53 *y, J41ith y occurtrinty as a frontei alleophone 0of & in the =nvi-
roraent of hijh vowels and y. Arfter lirecting specilai attentiorn
+nwaris elicitation of this rare sound, nowever, contrasts recame
apparent and y was raised to phonemic status (L.C. Thompson, p<C.).
Ir adliticn, a number oY ths Th rocts contarliry y were fouri to
bave cognates in other northerrn Interior languages; €.9. Th vay

(®S *1 > Th y), ‘'insert' an? 5u lay, 'foke' (additioral exaamples in
apperdix).

Jnierstaudirag of y ircreased as uwore and better materials
becaae available. Fuip:irs (1974) s51¢3ested Soutnern Interior cog-
rates for Shuswap forms witn y 1n the comparative Salisn data ir-
clulel in his Shuswvap dictiorary, e.ye. Sh yal, *'stronyg', Coeur
d*Alene Jar?, ‘'ficm?'; Sn (s)cya‘’p, ‘tree', Colville (SOk) cii’p,
'tree'. TLater, XKuipers (1976, 1979) tormally outlined the reflexes



shifted before the PS *y > intermediate Cr *y.
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for PS *y in the Interior languages, e.g.

PS %y
1i, Th, Sh, NOk : 7y
Ka, Cm, SOk 'S
Cr H |

Incidentally, the charge of PS *y > 1j> Y ia Cr parallels the
change of PS #y > Cr d; Vogt (1940b:15) recognized the Ka y :
Cr d4 correspondence ip his brief but insiqghtful comparative south-
ern Interior Salish study.

It is important to note that in the

proposed PS *y > #*y > Cr J the original PS5 *y must have already
There was probably

B S an intermediate stage or so in the PS *y > Cr d shif;, l1.€. *y >
ca > 1 xdy > d. Ps *7, on tke other hand, may have moved directly to a
(é - palatal stop, i.e. Cr 3.
= oy Reflexes of PS *y for Coast Salish, however, have beer, and
LR continue to be, elusive. Tvo possible correspondences have been
gll +X suggested, both of which are based on single forms. The first sug-
J gestion was a PS *y : CS y correspondence, based on the word for
' te?'/'lynx', €.3.3
core 7h '(3)g ?S *smya’w? s 'lynx'/'coyote'
INTERIOR
Sh semnye*w?)/smaye’w) : *lynx’'
Th,L1i smye’w)? s 'lynx!?
KOk A $wmqaw coyole
SOx {smya“w : '‘coyote')
Sp smye“w : 'coyote!
“a,op (s)kwtisamiye” : ‘cougar'
Cm %t%lya'u : ‘coyote’'
cr snivi“w : ‘coyote!
-7 \ ' CCAST
PL o Tyt beaye L4 (Coast) sb(i)ya"w : 'coyotezécﬁ

This term, however, seems more likely to have been a borrowing
into the Coast larguagye Lushootseed. Mattina arnd Mortler (1978:327)
mark it as a borrowed termel in their Colville dictionary (SJ3k) (pec-
haps due to the 1nexpected a-vowel?). In Coeur d'Alene{ one would ,
expect a J rcather taan a y as the reflex for PS *y, so it is proba?;y
a loan therc as well. Kalispel kwtisamiye® 'cougar' contains kwti’n
'hig' and sa3mlyc®; the second morpheme is probably cogrnate with NInt
smye“w(?) 'lynx® ani the crigiral PIS meaning vas probably also 'lyax'
(Lyrx canadens1s?) .¢  The other Kalispel form §uye’y 'cqyote' is
either a borrouwlng or reflects an early semantic shift from the cri-
ginal *lynx'. TIkis is discussed below. The fact that more common-
v used words already exist for ‘covote' in the Kalispel dialects .
h&vinq smye’w (spiflye” < Nez Perce or Sahaptin; smE)ale"/s;E’ale P
with cognates thronjnout the Interior), increases the suspicion that
saye’w is a borrowed term. o

Borrowing of animal terms is not surprising when one consi-
ders that the different Salish peoples occasionally used common
grounds for hunting arnd gathering, and there would surely have bgen
many occasions on which common flora and fauna would have been dis-
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cussed. Even a cursory look at Salish animal nomenclature points
to extensive borrowing of terms. In the case of smye’w), it prokh-
ably was originally an Interior term for 'lynx' which undervent
local semantic reinterpretations.? In Columbian it probably be-
came ‘coyote’, another common medium-sized predator of the Plateau
which shows some physical similarity to the lynx, a somewhat ‘'dog-
like* feline. The occurrence of sb(i)ya®wv, *coyote' in Coast Salish
Lushootseed could then be traceable to Coluabian, a language with
which it shared a linguistic border ard some contact (in spite of
the intervening Cascades). The Colville-Okanagan, Coeur d'Alene,
and Kalispel forms could also be explained as borrowvwings from Colum-
bian.

The second correspondence (not a direct reflex) proposed for
PS *y is ¥, again based on a single form (Ruipers 1979:8):
(4) PS *ya"p : 'stand', 'vertical!
INTERIOR

'stick"

Li, Th, Sk, NOK : 7ye'p *stand', 'vertical!’

Li, Th, NOx : sye’p ‘tree!

Sh H (s)cye’p ‘'tree!

S0k : yi‘p *standing’

SOk T cyi®p ‘tree!

CCOAST

Sy : xpa’y’? ‘cedar'

14 : ¥pa“y’ec fcedar!'

K1 (borrowing) : xpa®y’? *cedar sbakes'; 'dried cedar'
K1 (native) : ;ia"t+l ' (red) cedar'

Cx xa‘pay

The connection of I35 y with CS ¥ draws oL Kuipers® (1979)
uvular-velar loublets hypothesis, which advances the sujgestion
that uvulars ard velars were in some kird of soind symbolism
relationship in ?S. PS *k and *7] may Leen appeared in alternate
forms of tne same root, with perhaps *gq denoting a larger
item and *k a smaller one (Sahaptin and Nez Perze to the south
cf Salish show this kiad of k-y sourd symbolism; cf. Rigsby a=nd
Silverstein 1969Y:56; Nichols 1971). The parallel variation for
the resonaats would have been *Z and *y, and since the CS reflex
for *4 is ¥, one may find CS Iorms with y that would correspond
to th2 (missing) *4 partner of the attested *y. He thus suggests
use of the 'large' uvular partner of the root to refer tc what is
on the Coast a larje tree. The semantic conanection is not unreas-
onable. If the *yap meant something like 'long cylindrical object
stards stickiay straight up from the qgrourd' (as it does seer to),
then it is unot difficult to imajine different languages (i.z=. IS
and CS3) making the same logical assignment to trees of this des-
cription. The C5 word may have meant something like °*larye stand
erect-tree', with the augmentative fora of the root *yap, ‘'stand
erect' and the lexical suffix -a”y), ‘fplart/tree': *d4ap-a‘y’.

It is 1important to rote in considering tais example, howvever,
that the uvular-velar sound-size symbolism elsewhere in NW America
has been found to he sporadic, not general, although in sowme lang-
auges it is fourd to be yuite common (Nichols 1971). xap is appar-
ently also limited in its occurrence to this single word im CS.
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These two thiags taken together weaken the case for a PS *yap : CS
¥p(-a°y?) etvaology considerably.®
A search for further examples has yielded a few possibilities:

(5) Cowlitz

sle:zn” ‘earring’

¥0M-poke/pierce-ear

cf. Sh lay *poke’
This could be cojnate instead with the element 1li”x occurring 1in
Th 1i°g=xn, 'foot' and 1li°g=kst, *hand', which seems to mean
something like 'fringe’.

( perhaps to be analyzed s-le:x-n?)

{6) Songish
¥ac 'lake', *poni', *'swamp' (cf. Ld : ga“®u? *lake')
Th 73k 'high-water*?

As long as the matter of the Coast reflexes of a PS ¥y remains
uncertain, th2 status of the reconstruction will be troublesonme.
Neither one of the proposals offered thus far can be viewed as sat-
isfactory corsidering the lack of solid confirming evidence frow
the Coast. It migat be argiei that the PS *y was simply lost in ths
Coast languaag2s. Agair we need convincing cognates. This paper in-
cludes an avzandix giving all roots or st2ms containing y, which may
aid irn identifyiag possible cognates in the Coast languages.

Yt is of coiirse possitle that all forms involving PS *y were simply
lost in the €3 languaces; y 15 certairly rare enough where it does
occur (in the NIat larguayes).

Thoapsan (1979) bkints towards an alternative source for the
ETrt y and its SInt y/3¥ countarparts - a PS *n. In discussing thke
vossibility of a PS *n, he writes (Tkhompson 19739:716):

tEtyro.0jies thoughat to coutalrn IS *y but cacwing icappropriate
reflexes in certain languages tay well reflect a *n. And the rare
Proto-Interior *y may refle-t the same element.'

Thompson appeiars tc poiant to 7 as an irterrediate Proto-Intetior
Salish (PI3) phocaems whick would corresrcrnd toc the rcflexes of

23 *n on the Coast. how woiali this fit int> the overall PS

sound systex? what woull the reflexes of this PS *1 be iun CS
larguages? Iaese are jisstions which must te corsidered. Before
turning to th2se, however, -nzments on Thompson's *hint' by Kuipers
(1979) neel > be addressei.

In the sage acticle in which ke progosed the PS *y : CS x cor-
resporndence, fuirpers critiyiles some of Thordson's ideas, in sonme
cases apparsatly misunderstaniing some of the reflexes of Thompson's
revised PS so1ind system. 1 It connectlon witu the suggested PS
*7 he says:

*A phonene *7 is tentatively alded for theoretical reasons--
it couil pocssibly account for the Yorthera IS velar rfesonant
vy and for some unexplainzd cases of y. The uvular resonants
are givea as *y, *y), *yw, *y)dw, in adlition there are two
laryngeals *4, *4). 5ne concludes that the *y, *3) represent
an alternative for IS y, 7.' (Kuipers 1979: 2)
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'Another consideration is the existence of the velar con-
sonant y in the Northerm IS, but as the parallel velar-
1vular forass relate 1t to 4, it is unlikely to go back to a
nasal.' (ibid. 12)

Kaipers' first coament requires some correction. Thompson's
uvular resonants hecose pharyngeals in the aodera Interior laang-
uages, i.e. 4, 4w, 4), 4)dw, The PS pharyrngeals, *4, *4), he pro-
poses were lost in all languages except Ckanagan. These are
reconstructed on the basis of retracting roots in the Interior
languages. Thompson's PS *y, *y), then, are not possible alterna-
tives for the NInt y, y?. XNInt y, y? are reflexes of his PS5 ¥y,
*n), Kuipers' second comment assumes that he has made a strong
case for the uvular-velar doublets hypothesis. So far as *y/%4
for Proto-Salish, the hypothesis seems to be based on the single
case discussel above.

Returning now to the guestioas of the place of PS *1 in the
overall PS system and the reflexes of PS #7 in CS, we observe
here a Jood deal of open-endedl speculation.

Thompson's tentative suggestion of a PS #*n (it is listed
with a query in his PS phoneme cnart) is added theoretically
(as Kuipers points out) as a logical counterpart to wvhat appears
to be a more motivated PS *)w., The PS *7nw nas probable reflexes
m and n in Salish, ard because a labialized consonart is assumed
to he more marked than a its plain counterpart, a sSystem without
plain *pn seeas somewhat suspect typologically; tais leads to
speculation about what @ay have happened to an expected oarallel
*1). The #*nw is part of a P5 labio-velar set Thompson (1979)
proposes, ¥ (n’w) kw ard k?w to acccunt for the odd corres-
fordeaces or m, @ and p, p? ir scame languajes to 1, N? &, &?
(cespectively) in Straits languages. Kuipers €inds fault with the
proposal of tnese labio-velars, especially the PS5 #*nw.!'! AZrer
poirting out forms in Straits waich he considers problematic it
consilering Thompson's proposal, he states:

'Finally, twough typoloyical corsideratiors must always tiake
second place to factual evidence, they do aid to the counter-
avidence [l.e., evidernce agairst Thoampson?s proposed 2S5 *kw,
sk)w, #7, #*nw], A phoneme nw would be eaoujh of ar oddivy
to require a firm adstructiorne'

Acceptance of the PS *r and its lalkialized counterpart #nw
will of course te met with 1 yood deal of skepticism. This skeptic-
isp has as its souCce SOME 11CCRSClOus prejudices or tacit assump-
ticns cn how proto-systems should look. Pirst, there seems to be a
definite nrejadice that velar rasais ic rnot maxe for very jovol proto-
phonemes; i.e. instances of n (and nw) are best treated as secon-
dary developm2nts (e.9. ng > J¢ > n witk loss of g). Part of this
attitide no doubt comes from Indo-European schclarship, vwhere n can
e shown to be a secondary developmert in tue languages that have it.
5econi, labialized consonants also secm to be considered lesser candi-
dates for proto-phonemeship.!2 This may stem f£roa notions on mark-
edness; i.e. labialized consonants are considered to be rather marked
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and therefore unlikely candidates for inclusion in proto-systems, or
simply from the experience that with familiar languages such elements
seem to function as clusters.

It is also true that proposals for new proto-phonemes usually
are met with resistance. Scholars are reluctarnt to tamper vith what
has been established. Algoquianists will not touch Bloomfield's
PA *p, even though there is the possibilty of it being improved upon,
considering the reflex in Arapaho/Atsina is €; maintaining Bloons-
field's reconstruction indicates a highly marked unconditiored *p >
Ar/At (> k) > € (this is discussed below). Indo-Europeanists are
not content with the unnatural p,t,k,kw / b,d,g,9% / bh,dh,gh,q%wh
stop system; yet, Nevw suggestions are met with cool reception.!?

perhaps it is time to guestion some of these tacit assuaptions.
Pirst, the prejudice concerning PS *n's right to proto-phonene-
ship is addressed, shoving that such a PS rphoneme is reasonable in
in light of data found in other Amerindian languages. Second, the
notion that (proto-)systeus lacking latials are oddities is yues-
tioned, as Thompson's proposal of PS *r, *pw is necessarily
affected (adversely) Lty this notion. Third, distribution of ¥y
in lanquages neighboring the Salish linguistic area is studied as
a possitble explanation of how a proposed PS *7n may have becoue
vy as a reinterpretation due to areal influence. Fourth, irregularc-
ities in the sound correspndences in certain Salish languages are
presented, which may bring additioral support to the PS *np, *nv
proposal.

There are several cases of phorological irregularities in cer-
tain Amerindian languages outside Salish which point toward nw as
a means of explaining anomalies. Campell (1976) proposes an under-
lying /nw/ in Huevapan Nakuatl to account for what he considers an
anomalous (9] - [v] alternation. Although /nw/ never surfaces
as [gw], Campell argues for its existence at the underlying level
based on an apparent parallel with ar underlying /kw/ accounting for
a [k] - [w] alternatiorn, in additicn to other supportive phonological
evidence he finds in the language.

Moryan (1980:9-11), in his thesis proposing a distant genetic
relationship bertween Kootenay ard Salish, suggests a *special sound
correspondence' between Kootenay m/n, w and Salish =*pw., He adds,
however, that there is internal evidence which points to /nv/ as
an earlier Kootenay phoreme, commenting (11):

1The peculiar alternation between /m/ and /n/ in certain mor-
phemes in Kooteray cries ont for some sort of explanation or an in-
terrally recoastructed phoneme having both nasal and labial proper-
ties, but which is distinct from /m/. The total lack of [n] in
any form of Kootenay phonology and the internally evident likelihood
that an earlier form of Kooteray had labialized velar and uvular
consonant phonemes make */nw/ a candidate for such an internally
reconstructed phoneme, even without reference to reconstructad Sal-
ishan phonolony.'

Other puzzling souna charges concerning labial and velar
(rasal) correspondences can be tound in the proposed Proto-Uto-
Aztecan system (Voegelin, Voegelin, and Hale 1962).

P-UA *v > TUbatulabal and Hopi 7w

P-UA *m > Southern Paiute 70w
The conditioning factors given for such changes are obscure.
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The Tubatulabal and Hopi change was supposedly conditioned by a
preceding a high nasalized vowel (in the proto-language). A ques-
tion then arises as to the origin of this proto-nasalized vowel.
Perhaps a labio-velar (*nw) might Lbe seer as a reasonable alter-
rative here. Munro (1968) suggests Proto-Uto-AztecarL *vw as a pos-
sible source for Luiseflo n. Again, a P-UA *nw might be seen

as an alternative.

Another case where nw might be considered as a proto-
phoneme is Athgbaskan; Leer (1979) proposes Proto-Athabaskan *y
and *¥, with *y shoving reflexes i, I, n, and g (voiceless)
and *V presumably being lost (no reflexes were directly given nor
could any be inferred from his material). Here, too, 7n or nw
might be seen as reasonable alternatives. After all, how different
is a ¥ from a (front velar) n or ¥ from nw articulatorily
or acoustically?

Turning novw to the notion that phorological systems lacking
latials are oddities, one finds that systems or proto-systems lack-
ing labials are perhaps not as odd in North America as ore might
expect, considering that both Proto-Athabaskan (Krauss 1964, Leer
1979) and Proto-Iroyuoiarn (Mithun 1979) are reconstructed without
labials. Proto-Caddoan mijht also be added to the list; cf. Chafe's
(1979:222) comment concerning the proposed Proto-Caddoan *p > Wichi-
ta, Kitsai w, kw (unconditioned change):

‘It is of course pcssible that the original sourd was *kw

rather thar *p, in which case Wichita ard Kitsai have pre-

served the earlier sitnation and the other larguages have

innovated. '
Tlingit, of which the genetic conmnection to Athabaskan-Eyak will pre-
sumably be established (cf. Krauss 1964), also lacks labials. Haila,
too, is weak in labials. Reference to these languages or lanquage
farilies north of Salish territory is presumably what Thompson(1979:
716) alludes to 1in his comment [after proposing labio-velars fcr Pro-
to-Salish instead of labials]:

*This wouli fit interestingly with other languages in the

area which are weak 1in labials.*

Problems exist with proposed proto-labials anrnd their labio-
velar reflexes 1in other languages. Proto-Algonkian (Bloomfield 1946)
*p > ?roto-Arapaho-Atsina *k (Goddard 1974, Haas 1978), develop-
ing further to g in that language; Proto-Algonkian *p corresponds
to p, X in 1ts distant Californiarn relative, Yurok (bcth go back to
Proto-Algic, where most scholars would presumably recomnstruct a
Proto-Algic *p?).

PA *pepoen Yurok kipuen ‘cucn!

PA  *pyen Yurok kelom- ‘vinter'

(Haas 1978: 254, 259) .
The first case, PA *p > Arapaho, Atsina (> k) > c involves an nurn-
conditional change. The change of Proto-Algic(?) *p > Yurok k
vould presumably be conditioned by a front vowel. <Conditioned
changes of the second type are understardable; Tibetan p > € and
Latir p > Roumarian &, k in palatalizing environaents are similar
changes.1* Unconditional changes of p > k, however, are strik-
ingly odd, and firmly documented diachroric charges of this sort
appear to be nonexistent in the world's languages.

y is found ir a number of languages to the north of the
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Salish linquistic area, i.e. Athabaskan, Coast Tsimshian, and
Eskimo-Aleut, and this may be important in the development of
Salish y. Sherzer (1976:34) gives y as a trait of all dialects
of Eskimo and 'perhaps all languages of the Western Subartic.*
While his statemernt may be an over-generalization concerning the
Athabaskan languages of the area, y has been recorded in at least
Kutchin, Dogrib, Slave, Chipewveyar, Tanana, Yukon Ingalik, Hare,
Clilcotin, Sarsi, Carrier, and Ahtena (inferred from Hoijer 1963,
Krauss 1964, Sherzer 1976, Rice 1977, and Cook 1977). Perhaps others
can be added to the list. Sarsi, Chilcotin, and Carrier border on
the Nlnt Salish languages to the north; all have y. It would also
be interestinj to krow if the Athabaskan enclave of Nicola had vy, as
it must have hal some effects on the NInt Salish lanquages. Sapir
(1931), doijer (1963), and Kraus (1964) do not reconstruct a Proto-
Athabaskan #*y; but Leer (1979) does reconstruct it. It is impossible
at this time to say arything about relative chronologies between the
NInt y and a putative Proto-Ath *y or modern neighboring Chilcotin,
Carrier, and Sarsi 7y.
It is significant, however, that 7y occurs in these languages to
north of Salish, paralleiinj the occurrence of y in the NInt; and
that 7y is not found in languages ir arny areas to the immediate south
or west of Salish, again paralleling the lack of 7y in SInt and Coast
Salish. 15

Assaaing then that a labial-less PS system is reasonable aund that
a PS5 *n could have become a y in NInt dnue to areal influence, con-
sideration must be given to the development of PS *1 outside of the
¥Int languayes. It 1s perhaps reasonaktle to posit a Proto-Interior
Salish *y with reflexes Nint y and SInt y, J (with the exception of
v in NJk, which lelorgs to the southern subgroup)!é Evidence fronm
Thompson (River) Salish would seem to support this, where y is beirny
replaced by y. This may be traceable to borrowing from a SInt langnage
{SCk?) or younger bilinjual Thompson-Englishspeakers replacing rare 7y
with more commor y. Certair root doutlets, however, point to a sound
change in progress, ©2.g9. cl?ay and clay: 'erect long cylindrical object!
(Thompson, Thkoampson, et al In preparation: 233, 234).

what are th2 reflexes of PS * 1 on the Coast? A aumber of
possibilities exist.
1. #*np conld have vocalized in unstressed syliables where it fell
between consorants , as is the case for m and n in a number or moi-

‘..ern languages; it could have then bheen reduced from such unstresscl

syllables, along with many other unstressed vowels.

2. *n could have tee; fronted to r; this wonld parallel the
frozting of k, k?» > €, C). Possitle examples of this may be:
Saanich:  gwa’n ‘fast' L A¥Im

Thompson: xwa’n(-t) ‘'fast’ b Rl

Klallam: €la‘n)-t ‘*coume back home!

Thoapson: pla‘nd-t ‘return (home)?*
Tie Th root gwar commonly occurs with the immediate aspectual
suffix -t; this may be the same element in the second Thompson fornm,
which always has firal -t. Az assimilaticn of a PS *n > n/__(~)t
is rot nard to imagine ir these cases. The case is further strerg-
thened by the Thompson root gway, which appears in just a few deriva-
tives; e.g. Ivwy-e’kst-e Do it fast!

by i lafrow
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vy-e’kst-m-t-m We did it fast

g¥y-e°cn ki I eat fast

Iwi-gwy-u“cn They all eat fast
(Note also that P-UA *p fell together with *n in several Uto-Aztecan
languages: e.ge. Papago, Nahuat, etc.)
3. *n could have been fronted early with a loss of nasalization to
#y, in which case its reflexes would be Ld dz, St €, other CS y.
4, *y could have been fronted to y after *y had shifted to Ld dz
ard st &, in which case it may account for those ‘urexpected'
instances of y in Ld and St. )

Wwe need, then, to check the NInt forms coatainirg 7y againstc
forms in various Coast lanjuages, keeping in mind these new possitle
reflexes: n and y (and Ld 4z, St €). We also need to consider care-
fully all forms in Straits languages involving labials; some are.oh-
vious loans, but it may yet be possible tc discover complementation
between the palatal stops and velar 7 on the one hand, on the other,
labials in words that appear not to be loans.

The arqument for a PS *7, along with Thompson's labio-
velar set may come down to the theoretical approach one takes towards
Leconstructioa of proto-systems. Should one recoastruct ‘naturai’
looking proto-systems with unnatural rules to account for mdiern
reflexes? Or shonld one reconstruct ‘'annatural’ looking proto-systams
with natural rules to account for modern systems? Kuipers (1979)
seems to prefer the first course, l.e urconiitioned chance of
PS *m > m, n; PS *p > p,&. Trompson (1979) seeas to prefer the secord
course, i.e. PS *pw > m, 7; PS *kw > p, €. What 2ight tip the scale
in favor of the second course is the following notion: doesn't it
seem logical that languages would move from less natural systeas to
nore natural ones - and by natural rules?
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Footnotes

1This paper was written as part of a seminar on comparative
Salish at the University of Hawaii during Spring Semester 1981.
I am grateful to the seminar members, Anatole Lyovin, Mariana
Maduell, Claudine Poggi, Joar Romick, and Terry Thompsoa. Their
conments and suggestions were helpful in improving both the content
and organization of this paper. I owe a special thanks to L. C.
Thompson, the seminar's 'chief!, for his generous guidance throughout
all phases of researching and writing this paper. My research on the
Salish languages has been generously supported by the Melville arnd
Flizabeth Jacobs Research Fund and the National Endowment for the
Aumanities.,

2y is used throughout the paper for both y and 7y« y? is found
in the modern languages only as a secondary phoneme, e.g. Th smye’y’u’?
*lynx kitten' (diminutive).

3The Li and Th forms for *tree' may not be directly comparable
with the Sh an1 Y0k forms for *tree'. The Li and Th words seenm
to be composed of a s-nominalizer and the root ye’p, 'to erect s.t.'.
In the Sh and N0k forms the (c) may be a prafix before the cognate
roct ye“p, but this is not certain. Another possibility might be
a weak root cay plis the lexical suffix -e”p ‘'bottom'.

Sources for the data cited are as fcllows: S5h Kuipers (1974);

Y0k watkins (1979); SOk Macttina and Montler (1978); Th Thompsor arnd
Thompson (In preparation); Li Lyovin, field notes; Ka Vogt (1940);
Sp-Ka Carlsox (In preparation); Cm Krueger (1967); Cr Reichard (1939a);
L4 Yess (1976); K1 Thompson and Thompson, field notes; Sg Kuipers
(1967, 1969); Cz, Kinkade (In preparation); Sqg Mitchell (196%).

*Kuipers (1976:12) gives PS *s-my-a®w? : *lynx*, ‘coyote'. It
is propos=d more conservatively bhere as a PIS form with the meaniry
*lynx*. The etyaology of the form has probably been lost. It is
pa2rhaps relat=d to the NOk root may, 'fasten' and the Th lexical
suffix -2°w? fouand in: glwy-e'w) : *to pick berries'

ripe-?

SKuipers (1976:3) advanced the suggestion of PS *y > C3 y, as
vell as tne *y > SINt y. He writes: 'Only northern IS retains a full
complen=nt {0f PS resonants], elsewhere y > y.' Thompson (1379:714)
echoes tnis sujgestion, stating PS *y .was ‘perhaps y on tne {o2ast.'
The example on waich the suggesticn was based was Kuipers' 2?S
*s-my-a“w) 'lynx/coyote', showing up as Ld as sb(i)ya’wv ‘'coyote'.

éKa 'cougar' : kwtu’n - samiye’(w) > kwtisamiye’ (w)

*big* *lynx?
//7kwtu n// > kweay /__s; V > @ (reducrion); y > 1
kwtu’a > kwtuy > kwty > kwti
I tharx Barry Carlson for bringing this to ay attention.

?The modern distribution of the lyax (Lynx canadensis) coin-
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cides nicely with the aboriginmal NInt liguistic area (Ingles 1965:
389; Covan and Guiget 1965). This may indicate that the term
*s-my-a“w?) was not a PS word but one coined by coastal Salish moving
into the Interior upon encountering the novel feline. The bobcat
(lyrx rufus) has a much wider modern distribution, taking ia the
whole of what was the aboriginal Salish area. The proposed PS #*p)k’am
*bobcat' (Kuipers 1976:12) is well-attested on througaout amuch of
Salish. The tera for *lynx', on the other hand, appears to be lack-
ing or language specific throughout Salish other than the NInt, and
this may indicate the *'lynx' (Lynx canadensis) wvas not a rfamiliar
animsal to the Coast and SInt Salish peoples. The details concern-
ing these two felines have yet to be worked out. Sources often
prove to be of little use, because the term 'lynx' is used for both
felines; this is similar to problems with vocabularies that Jdo not
alvays differentiate fisher, marten, and veasel.

8If § is indeed the correct Coast reflex for PS *4, then the res-
flex of PS *y might also be devoiced; so x, s, and s could be possible
€S reflexes to check against NInt 7.

9Here the aigymentative~dimirutive patterr would appear to be
reversed; i.e. 72k suggests a more augmentative notion, while sg yac,
Li xa“€u® are relatively colorless or tend tovard the diminutive.

10For direct comparison of the protosystems proposed by the two
authors they are cited together here:
Kuipers (1979)

P t [o] k q kw qw
p? 0 ¥ k) q? X R a
+ s X % X xw E]
B n 1 y b4 4 v Lw h i 1
n? n? 1) y? ') £) w) 4w »
Thomgsor (1979)
(r) t c k 134 9q qw ’
(D)) t) c) *7 K? K)w qw q)w .
s 4 X oxw g xv h_
(=) 1 o1 L N 1 i ¥ 6
(m?) n’ ) 1 nlw ¥ 22 L)
y v -
Y) w)
i u
E)
a

11iThompson first proposed the labio-velar set to account for
these correspondences in 1965 in a paper read at the u4th CAIL, Denver.
Suttles (1965) indeperdently called attention to the same correspnan-
derces, which he attributes to original labials; extart labials in
Straits languages, he says are all due to borroving. Rankin (1974)
points out that the labio-velar to bilabial shift is fairly common
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in the world's languages. It occurs in Roumanian (< Latin), Welsh Appendix
and Breton, Oscan-Umbrian, Ancient Greek, Alabama-Kosati, Caddo ari
Choctaw-Chickasaw among others. Proto-Uto-2dztecan *kw > Papago b can
be added to this list (Voegelin, Voegelin, and Hale 1962:48). 1. PIS *13y ‘'pierce!

Sh lay '‘put in'; ‘'poke!

12Note, however, that Haas (1978) gives kw as a conscnart in Th yary *irsert tight!
her *'basic core for North America'. i lay 'insert' (lay?-c-a’n? : to cOIKk s.t.; with secoriary
€e Ga glottalization)
p t k3 k kw NOk 1lay *stab'; 'sting'
n n Cm liy 'stab' poke | Speosy
Cr lej 'pierce'; 'prick®

v
W 1 2. PIS *ya’p 'erect'; ‘vertical!’
Sh re’p 'to put up'; ‘'to stand s.t. up'
13jopper (1973) proposes a distiction of plain, ejective Th ye’p ‘erect!
and murmured stop series in PIE as an alternative to the traditional Li ye’p ‘to put up*
voiceless, voiced, and voiced apirated series, respectively. This NOk ye’p *long object stards'
serves to make the PIE stops look more like a 'nmatural' system; e.j. SOk yi‘p *starding*
instead of the traiitional t, d, dh he proposes t, t?, & (d = mur-
mured stop). 3. ‘tree' (presimably etymologically connected with 2)
Sh (s)ycre’p
147 am indebtel to Anatole Llyovin for information or Tibetan Th sye’p
p > ¥change ; the similar Latin g > Roumanian (some dialects) k, T Li sye®p (Lyovin); cye’p (Kuipers)
is discussed in detail by Rankin (1974). NOk cye’p
52k cayi®o, cyi‘p
1sswadesh (1953:35) proposes Proto-Wakashan *y, *7y?, 1n
spite the fact that these have not come down in any of tae modern 4. PIS *smya’vw(?) ‘*lynx*'; ‘coyote!
languages. This would have implications for a the greater areal semye’w)/spaye’w? *lynx*
picture. Unfortiunately, He offers no evidence in the way of ref- smye’w) flynx!
lexes for Pw *7y, *y) or sample etymologies. He presumably bases i snye‘w) *lynx!?
the reconstruction or some irregular alternations caused by the 2 smiya“w ‘coyote!
*sonantizing influernce of certain suffixes® (n - x, y; ibid.: 3¢, gfhiya’w ‘zoyote!
cf. alsc Sapir 1938). <Considering the lack of supporting data, the kwti-samye’w ‘mourntain lion'; '‘cougar!
proposal for P# *y, *y) must be considered only tentative and scarce- kwti-samive’ *a0untain lion'; ‘*cougar®
ly compelling. Thus, the inciderce of y remains solely to the rorth ¥a saya'w '*zovote!
of Salish, parallelirg 1ts occurrence in the NInt languajes, while Cr smiyiw ‘coyote!
it is lacking in all ar=2as neighboring the CS and SIat languages.
. . S. PIS *yal 'strong’
16Morgan (1930:10) yives a *special sound correspondence’ Sh rl-yal-t ‘strong’
of Kootenay y : Salishan y. This parallels the PIS *y > SInt y i 4i-4al *serorg'
(ard Y) shift., Xcoteray probably occupied an area south anl vest " 809k  yar? ‘push s.to?
of its present or even pre-contact! location, which would give it Ka el) 'to try bhard'; ‘'make arn eiforc!
an affiliation more <ith the SInt thar the NInt linguistic area. Cr Jar? ‘firm*
Tt shoull also b= noted that a putative Proto-Kooteray-Salish *p
could logically have developed tc Kootehay y either indepenierntly 6. 2IS *tay
or as pdart of a later 'wsave' across the whole family area - a Th tay *besprinkle!’
sprcal which, hosever, 1ia rot affect Northern Interior dialects NJk tay twater flows'*
of Ckanagan, where thes areal influence was inducing (or had al- S)X  tay *water runs'
r2aly resulted in) tne shift of *n to 7. Fa ti?m-u”le’xw? 'Spring' = 'melt ground*
Cr tray? frour liguid®* (3Jiottaiizaction?)
tim)? ' (srow) melt!

(Cm ysr-amin

7. PIS *ye(”)?
Sh yi? 'this'




Ka

8.
Th
NOk

9.
Sh
Th
Cm

10.
NOk

S2k

1.
a.
b.
C.
d.

12.
a.
t.
Ca

d.
e.
f.

13.
a.
t.

14.
a.
ba
C.
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ye *this?
PIS *yon?
yan *shiver!
van titch'
PIS *say

s3y 'shake off*

say 'aspirate; blow wvith mouth’

- -’ - e .
k-sp-a“¥’-n ‘shake a tree' s&l-k T sGook b (0FE)
PIS *yec? *hawk!*

ye‘cyc *hawk!?

yy’i“cye *hawk!

Additional Shuswap forms corntaining 7y: .

cey *hurn' Cn C’V'y - f\'r\_(‘ W'(C‘L O-'VV\Q/‘

pery fcool s.t. off!

y?al fevenirng!

t)yi’-n-s f'to compete with s.o.; to doubt one's word®

Additional Thompson forms containing 7y; , S
cray *vertical! ? v Cwn il cayhawas win LadAgs "'
L3 *high-water'

Y3s 'begin to get dark' e.g. ’es-t-y3°s-e :
‘it's just beginning to get dark’

yot ‘numb?

73t *stick blade in*

kay *Sweep!

Additional Northern Okanagan fcras with 7y: L.
yov thurrow' e.j. yoy-xo'tn : 'badger' Cw wa»f"yzx"u_ﬁuh
cay 'fasten' e.j. Ny-me’r : *safety pin* ! .

LN SN A ! ’
. - N3 WA - .

Additvion Coeur d'Alene forms with 3: 1 e
Jaz ‘pin'; 'brace’ = . /0
2.—1; ' '‘mark by scratchking!' Can Y2 - A~ \))7:\ ax ¥t
Fay2Jiy?(-t) *he ugly'; *'homely'; ‘ugly!?

\Sy\ﬁzvi'ﬂﬁ%,i kammovs
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