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MORE ON THE CONTROL SYSTEM OF THOMPSON SALISH 

Laurence C.  Thompson 
M. Terry  Thompson 

Un ive r s i ty  o f  Hawaii 

There is now a good d e a l  o f  informat ion a v a i l a b l e  on c o n t r o l  systems i n  s e v e r a l  S a l i s h  
languages ( inc lud ing  a number o f  papers  by P h i l  Davis and Ross Saunders on B e l l a  Coola 
c o n t r o l  phenomena--e.g. Saunders and Davis 1978, Davis and Saunders 1979, 1980; Beaumont 
1977 on S e s h e l t ;  Galloway 1978 on Halkomelem). We have ou r se lves  t r i e d  t o  document such 
phenomena, drawing on ou r  exper ience wi th  S t r a i t s  languages ,  Tillamook, and Lushootseed, 
and p a r t i c u l a r l y  w i th  Thompson River  S a l i s h  (Thompson and Thompson 1974, Thompson 1978, 
1979). Work on t h i s  problem has  cont inued,  w i th  concen t r a t ion  on t h e  Thompson S a l i s h  
system, and it seems important  t o  s h a r e  some new t h i n g s  we have been l ea rn ing .  

1. Semantic f e a t u r e s .  A t  an  e a r l i e r  s t a g e  we thought  t h a t  most morphemes of t h e  
language were marked e i t h e r  [ t  c o n t r o l ]  o r  [- c o n t r o l j ;  t o  handle some morphemes which in -  
t roduced e s p e c i a l l y  s t r o n g  noncontrol  no t ions  we used a second f e a t u r e  [+ l i m i t e d  c o n t r o l ; .  
I n  a t t empt ing  t o  exp la in  t h e  system t o  va r ious  people  we have found t h a t  it has  no t  been 
easy t o  make ou r se lves  unders tood.  C e r t a i n l y  p a r t  o f  t h e  problem has  r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  no t ion  
o f  [+ l i m i t e d  c o n t r o l ] :  a number o f  people  have found t h i s  no t ion  d i f f i c u l t  t o  g ra sp  i n  
its r e l a t i o n s h i p  t o  [? c o n t r o l ) ;  o t h e r s  have presumed t h a t  it r e f e r r e d  t o  s i t u a t i o n s  in-  
volving l e s s  t han  f u l l  c o n t r o l ,  bu t  more c o n t r o l  t han  [- c o n t r o l ; .  This  k ind of no t ion  
may i n  f a c t  be  important  i n  some languages--perhaps, f o r  example, f o r  Be l l a  Coola (Ross 
Saunders,  p.c.)--but such a d i f f e r e n c e  does no t  seem t o  be  formal ized f o r  Thompson S a l i s h .  
I n  any case ,  it has  seemed e s s e n t i a l  t o  f i n d  a d i f f e r e n t  way t o  mark morphemes which con- 
vey s t r o n g l y  noncontrol  i deas .  

What seems now a more workable s o l u t i o n  has  evolved wi th  t h e  a t tempt  t o  analyze t h i s  
p a r t  o f  t h e  semant ic  system o f  t h e  language wi th  b ina ry  f e a t u r e s .  A f e a t u r e  [emphatic],  
which is needed t o  s p e c i f y  o t h e r  t y p e s  o f  emphasis i n  t h e  system, s e r v e s  t o  s e p a r a t e  s t r o n g  
from l e s s  s t r o n g  c o n t r o l  no t ions .  So morphemes which formerly  were marked [ t  l i m i t e d  con- 
t r o l ]  a r e  now handled by [- c o n t r o l  t emphat ic] .  I t  w i l l  be seen s h o r t l y  t h a t  t h i s  per-  
m i t s  a meaningful b ina ry  scheme which was impossible  t o  work o u t  wi th  t h e  former approach. 

2. The marking o f  morphemes. A s  work has  progressed we have a l s o  become aware t h a t  
whi le  t h e  marking o f  p r e d i c a t i v e  words i s  r e l a t i v e l y  simple--they a r e ,  f o r  t h e  most p a r t ,  
e i t h e r  [+ c o n t r o l ]  o r  [- c o n t r o l l - - t h e  way they  come t o  have t h a t  marking is no t  s o  s imple .  
A scheme o f  r e l a t i v e  dominance is i n  ope ra t ion ,  s o  t h a t  from t h e  po in t  o f  view o f  i nd iv id -  
u a l  morphemes t h e r e  i s  indeed a s c a l e  o f  degrees  o f  c o n t r o l .  This  has  a l s o  made c l e a r  
t h a t  more morphemes than  we used t o  t h i n k  a r e  simply unmarked f o r  c o n t r o l .  

A t  t h e  moment, f i v e  degrees  a long  t h e  c o n t r o l  a x i s  seem adequate  t o  handle t h e  combi- 
n a t i o n s  we have observed. These a r e  s p e c i f i e d  i n  Table :, along wi th  some examples? 

- c o n t r o l  - c o n t r o l  unmarked t c o n t r o l  + c o n t r o l  
[t emphatic] [- emphatic] f o r  c o n t r o l  [- emphatic] [t emphatic] 

Jph ) f i n d 1  J n i p  ' c u t '  Jq'fI7 'wa te r '  4n6s   go^ 
4qwanCqc: .Jp& ' s w e l l '  q w i k  ' s e e '  //=ekst// 4kan ' h e l p '  

' s l ck  Jn& ' soak '  4fi7 ' l i k e '  'hand, arm' -$76qwe7 ' d r ink '  
Jcam ' bu rn t  Jkal  ' d e t ach '  / / = x h / /  ' f o o t '  

-nw6b 'non- - 5  ' i n -  -S ' c aus .  ' 
c t l .  mdl. ' c h o a t i v e '  //-Inin// 
//'VC// ' out -  ' r e l a t i o n a l '  

o f - c o n t r o l '  TIQT F 3 . 

//-8me// //-n// I c t1 . l  'mdl. ? I 

//-a&/ ' au ton.  ' 



The fami l i a r  pa t t e rn  is  exhibi ted by t h e  r o o t s  i n  t h e  second column, which a r e  marked 
[- con t ro l  - emphatic]. With a f f i x e s  t h a t  a r e  unmarked f o r  con t ro l  r e s u l t i n g  forms a r e  
[- c o n t r o l ] ;  f o r  example, causa t ive  i n f l e c t i o n  involves only unmarked a f f i x e s :  

nil(-s-t-x" 'you c u t  it acc iden ta l ly  
p&-s-t-X" 'it swelled up on you' 
cam-s-t-6xw '(you weren't watching your cooking and) it burned on you' 

In  t h e  pas t  we had supposed t h a t  a l l  t h e  l e x i c a l  su f f ixes  were unmarked f o r  con t ro l ,  s ince  
forms l i k e  t h e  following have noncontrol fo rce :  

nik?=kst kn ' I  go t  my hand/finger c u t '  
p k = x n  kn 'my f o o t  is swollen' 

We had a l s o  supposed t h a t  a  r o o t  l i k e  4 k a l  'detach '  s imi la r ly  had [- con t ro l ]  marking. 
Then how could we account f o r  de r iva t ives  l i k e  the  following with [+ c o n t r o l ]  force? 

7es-kaX'/kal=xZn kn 'I have my shoes o f f ,  I go bare foo t '  
kl=Gkst-mn-e 'I r e l e a s e  i t ,  l e t  go of i t '  (with r e l a t i o n a l  i n f l e c t i o n ,  which 

involves no control-marked a f f i x e s )  

What eventual ly became c l e a r  i s  t h a t  4 k a l  'detach '  is unmarked f o r  con t ro l ,  while the  
l e x i c a l  su f f ixes  / /=eks t / /  'hand, lower arm' and //=x5n// ' foo t ,  l e g '  a r e  marked f o r  con- 
t r o l  with weak [t c o n t r o l ]  fo rce .  That is, t h e i r  [+ c o n t r o l ]  marking i s  not s t rong  enough 
t o  convert [- control :  stems, but  does accomplish t h i s  with stems t h a t  a r e  unmarked f o r  
control .  Such a f f ixes ,  then,  a r e  marked [+ con t ro l  - emphatic], while a f f i x e s  l i k e  t h e  
con t ro l  middle and t r a n s i t i v e  and the  autonomous s u f f i x  a r e  [t con t ro l  t emphatic]: they 
convert even [- control]  stems t o  [t con t ro l ] .  E.g. 

nit-m kn ' I  c u t  some th ings ,  do some c u t t i n g '  
n i f - e - s  ' she c u t  it '  
p&-ix ' [snake o r  toad]  swel l s  up' 

Why then were we fooled about s o  many examples of 4 k a T  'detach ' ,  which seemed t o  have non- 
con t ro l  fo rce?  That nuance was being added by o ther  a f f i x e s ,  t h e  most common of which i s  
t h e  inchoat ive:  

kX-zp 'it came a p a r t ,  go t  disconnected' 
kal-p-s- t -6ne 'I acc iden ta l ly  disengaged it' 

We were a l s o  q u i t e  f a m i l i a r  with t h e  s t rong  noncontrol marking of  words involving t h e  
noncontrol middle -nw6b and t h e  out-of-control  end-reduplication ( f o r  extensive exempli- 
f i c a t i o n  of t h e  l a t t e r  see C:rlson and Thompson i n  t h i s  same c o l l e c t i o n ) .  These a f f i x e s  
regu la r ly  convert [ t  c o n t r o l ;  stems t o  [- con t ro l ] .  E.g. 

?uqwe?-nwgfn 'he ( f i n a l l y )  managed t o  ge t  a  dr ink '  
nds'as kn ' I  managed t o  go' 

We had a l s o  i d e n t i f i e d  a  few roo t s  t h a t  c l e a r l y  c a l l e d  f o r  [- c o n t r o l  + emphatic] marking. 
Those noted i n  t h e  e a r l y  period of study simply lacked t h e  usual  con t ro l  middle and t r a n s i -  
t i v e  formations. E.g. 

ph-mn-e 'I found it' ( requ i r ing  r e l a t i o n a l  i n f l e c t i o n )  

One troublesome f a c t  was t h a t  the re  were a  number of con t ro l  middle and t r a n s i t i v e  forms 
with obvious s t rong  noncontrol  meanings: 

t a l x w - e - t - h e  'I looked and looked but couldn't f i n d  it '  
x66-m kn 'I vomited v i o l e n t l y ,  vomited up blood' 
xir-e-s 'he missed t h e  t a r g e t ,  missed what he was shooting a t '  

These were considered t o  be cases of f r i n g e ,  product of  what does seem l i k e l y  t o  be a  ten- 
dency f o r  //-n-t//  t r a n s i t i v e  i n f l e c t i o n  (which should mark con t ro l  p o s i t i v e l y )  t o  t ake  
over  cases  where we would expect  simple //-t// in f lec t ion .  Now it seems obvious t h a t  they 
represent  [- con t ro l  + emphatic] r o o t s ,  and such stems a r e  not  converted t o  [+ con t ro l ]  
even by [+ con t ro l  t emphatic] a f f i x e s .  

An i n t e r e s t i n g  byproduct of  t h i s  p a r t  o f  t h e  inves t iga t ion  is t h a t  we may be g e t t i n g  
b e t t e r  information on what t h e  semantic coverage of / / -n- t / /  t r a n s i t i v e  i n f l e c t i o n  is--or 
once was. The roo t  ,fqwQn$w ' s i ck ,  ill' i s  marked [- c o n t r o l  t emphatic]; it appears with 
both / / -n - t / /  t r a n s i t i v e  and / / - s - t / /  causa t ive  i n f l e c t i o n ;  note the  semantic con t ras t :  

qun6gW-5-t-i-5 ' (she was spraying some i n s e c t i c i d e  and i t )  made us s i c k '  
qln6gw-e-t-i-s ' (she cooked something f o r  us  and i t )  w d e  us s i c k '  

I t  may well  be t h a t  t h e  p r e - t r a n s i t i v e  s u f f i x  / / -n/ / ,  r a t h e r  than simply marking [+ con- 
t ro l ! ,  ind ica tes  something l i k e  d i rec ted  a t t e n t i o n .  (Both the  above forms a r e  [- c o n t r o l ]  
i n  fo rce .  ) 

3. Implicat ions.  This means, of course,  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  a  good dea l  of work now before 
us. Although we have extensive l e x i c a l  mate r ia l s  on Thompson Sa l i sh ,  we o f ten  do not have 
the  c r u c i a l  combinations of  morphemes necessary t o  determine t h e  con t ro l  marking of par- 
t i c u l a r  roo t s  and aff ixes.  On t h e  b r igh t  s i d e ,  however, we have learned some i n t e r e s t i n g  
things.  For example, it now appears t h a t  most funct ion morphemes--including t h e  l a r g e  
range of pa r t i c les - -a re  unmarked f o r  con t ro l .  We have i d e n t i f i e d  very few morphemes with 
[+ con t ro l  - emphaticj marking, and s o  f a r  no r o o t s  a r e  involve?. On t h e  o ther  hand, 
the re  a r e  many more roo t s  i n  the  category unmarked f o r  con t ro l  Than we had e a r l i e r  suspec- 
ted.  Among them a r e  cases l i k e  4fi7 ' l i k e ,  f i n d  p l e a s i n g ' ,  which a r e  t y p i c a l l y  handled 
not with t r a n s i t i v e  i n f l e c t i o n  but  with possessive i n f l e c t i o n :  

n-s/&? kw ' I  l i k e  you, you a r e  p leas ing  t o  me' 

Although t h i s  seems t o  be a  l o g i c a l  way t o  provide f o r  two p a r t i c i p a n t s ,  both of whom a r e  
p a t i e n t s  (experiencers) ,  the  form i s  r e a l l y  not  e i t h e r  [+ control :  o r  [- c o n t r o l ] .  There 
is a l s o  the  p o s s i b i l i t y  of r e l a t i o n a l  i n f l e c t i o n  f o r  such cases,  giving a  d i f f e r e n t  shade 
of meaning: 

f i ? - e n - C - n  I 1  l i k e  you; I  f i n d  you pleasing '  

F ina l ly ,  we may mention the  matter  of an important dichotomy of [+ con t ro l  + emphatic] 
roo t s  which emerges pr imari ly i n  connection with t h e  [- con t ro l  + emphatic] a f f i x  'out- 
o f -con t ro l ' .  Such m o t s  a r e  e i t h e r  agent-oriented o r  pa t i en t -o r ien ted .  E.g. 

n i s  kn '1 go ( t o  a  p a r t i c u l a r  > l a c e ) '  
n i s ' a s  kn ' I  managed t o  go' 
ti% kn ' I  s e l l  (something t o  someone)' 
t k ' u  kn ' I  am so ld  something' 

Some not ion of t h i s  p a r t  of t h e  semantic s t r u c t u r e  can be gained from t h e  f e a t u r e  
matrix appended here. This i s  t e n t a t i v e ,  because many d e t a i l s  r e - i in  t o  be worked o u t ,  
but it may a t  l e a s t  be suggest ive of t h e  u=js we a r e  now looking i: the domain of con t ro l .  

'we a r e  g r a t e f u l  t o  many persons and agencies  f o r  support c? :his research.  For t h e  
Thompson Sa l i sh  mate r ia l s  offered here we a r e  indebted t o  P.nnie Y-rk of Spuzzum. Among t h e  
many colleagues who have helped with discussion of t h e  con t ro l  ;rc>lem we should mention 
espec ia l ly  M .  Dale Kinkade, Barry Carlson, and Sarah Be l l .  The rssearch has been supported 
by t h e  National Science Foundation, the  National Endowment f o r  tke Xumanities, the  B r i t i s h  
Columbia Provincial  Museum, and the  Melvi l le  and Elizabet?. ; acoh  3esearch Fund. This par- 
t i c u l a r  study of  con t ro l  phenomena was one of  t h e  sub jec t s  of ir.te:sive s tudy during t h e  
1979-80 sabba t ica l  year ,  during which L. Thompson was generous% s.~y;ported by a  Fellowship 
from t h e  John Simon Guggenheim Memorial Foundation. 

The usual phonemic symbols a r e  supplemented here by a  s l ash  ( ' )  t o  mark n o n - i n i t i a l  
roots  i n  forms, by t h e  equals  s ign  ( = I  t o  i n d i c a t e  l e x i c a l  s u f f k e s ,  and t h e  ra i sed  dot  ( ' )  
t o  ind ica te  redup l ica t ive  a f f i x e s .  



Function Morpheme 
A + 

I 
i 

Lex- 
\ 

Non- Con- 
i c a l  con- t r o l  
Suf- trol Lex- 
f i x e s  Lex- i c a l  
Un- i c a l  Suf- 

marked Suf- f i x e s  

Roots 
Un - 

marked 
f o r  

Con- 
t r o l  

1 

Un- Em- Agent- Pa t ien t -  

rphc+ 
~ o s t  DESID- TRAN- RELA- CAUS- 

em- phat- O r i -  O r i -  Func- ERA- SI- T I O N -  A- 
phat- i c  ented ented t i o n  TIVE TIVE AL TIVE 

i c  Non- Con- Con- Mor- 
Non- con- t r o l  t r o l  phemes 
con- t r o l  Roots Roots 

\ .  
~ o a y - ~ a r k i n ~  Goal-Marking 

/ - A +  -,,+ 
IN- OUT- NON- NON- TRANS- I N -  AU- C9H- CON- - . .. 

CHO- OF- CON- CON- LOCA- DI- TON- TROL TROL 
A- CON- TROL TROL TION- REC- 0- MI>- TRAN- 

TIVE TROL MID- TRAN- AL TIVE MOUS DLZ SI- 
DLE SI- TIVE 

TIVE 
f o r  f i x e s  t r o l  Roots (e.g. 1 Con- Roots na- LO- -mgm -t- -rnin- -s- -9p 'VC -nwbb -nw&'- - 6 1 ~ 1  -xi- -ayx -& -n- 

I t r o l  CALIZ- ... 
(e .g.  (e.g. (e.g. (e.g. (e.g. (e .  . (e.g. (e.g. ER; 
= e h w  =er(ih =x5n wik pGy pa$ rigs t6w ekw 

I" I 

'house') ' e a r '  ) ' foot ')  ' see '  ) 'ove? ' lose ' )  'go'  ) ' s e l l t  ) HEARSAY 
turn  ' ) 

Feature matrix f o r  Thompson Sa l i sh  morphemes with respect  t o  CONTROL funct ions 
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COLVILLE -fit 

Antllony h k t t i ~  
University of Pbntana 

0. c o l v i l l e L ( ~ v )  -Gt is one of tliose apparent suf f ixes  with exanplif icat ion s o  

l imited tlut ident i f ica t ion  of its function i s  p r o b l a ~ t i c .  I will t r y  t o  slioi+ tllzt, 

notxithstanding the  synchronic obscuri ty of tlie suf f ix ,  one miglit be ab le  t o  puzzle 

out  sane of its h is tory  by means of Cv-internal and comparative evidence. 

.It l e a s t  three functions and meanings a r e  associated with - G t ,  and I will proceed 

a s  thougli we were dealin2 $;it11 tllree d i s t i n c t  hano:>ilonous suffixes.  Tlle First suf f iu ,  

-Stl, i s  connected i i i th -btya7, and can be ten ta t ive ly  glossed 'susceptible t o  lnitrdion 

a d  approxkmtion; approxinating . . . I .  The second suf f ix ,  -fit2, i s  reminiscent of 

a l ex ica l  suf f ix  iiitli tlie ~ndaninz 'surface ' ;  and the  t h i r d ,  -fit3, i s  the full-vowel 

grade of tile s t a t i v e  silffiu - t  rihen C of the  root i s  a rounded consoiu,lt (but not  ii), 2 
and lillere tlie s t r e s s  valence of tlie root  is iicak. 

1. The analysis  of -5t i:ito th ree  separate suffixes i s  not indilcible from tile 

CY data  alone, but ra ther  r e q ~ ~ i r c - s  supportin: evidence f ran  otlier i n t e r i o r  Sa l i sh  

languages .1 

1.1. -fitl. Cv llas a v e p  f a <  fonns l i k e  

Lyw-1;i-St ' s t r a i g h t ,  real(1yj  ' 
Zut 7af-aln-Gt-an ' i t ' s  not d i b l e '  

i n  \;liicli - G t  has the  inaaning zii-en here ( for  short  ' - ab le1) .  Thcre i s  evidence t h a t  

o ther  i n t e r i o r  Salisll (IS) I a ? g a g c s ,  a id  consqii-:ltly Proto IS, a l s o  1nve a n  a f f i x  

-.>t of s imilar  meaning. 

The best  evidence i s  f r a ?  i a l i s p e l  ( lh)  an~l  Coeur dt.41ene (Cr). Speck rapor t s  
tilat i h  " (-I*)-ut 'ca] ,abil i t>- '  ::.:?resses apti tud?,  Imi<er, o r  a b i l i t y  t o  do s o n e t l ~ i n ~ . " ( ~  vil,*') 

Slie s t a t e s  tllzt tlie Eunct ion a:.: d i s t r i b u t i o n  of -In {precxlinz -u t )  i s  not undcrstood, 
a21 gives elcven exrunpl-s i n  :?.: t z x t ,  plus tlio otlier examples i n  a footnote, a t o t a l  

of th i r tcen  exmplcs b a s d  or. : : i x  roots .  O f  tli:se 13 examples, 5 Inve -In before - G t ,  
and tile r o n a i n i n ~  3 do not .  ?.is -in must be a stan-fonning sdf f ix  r e q u i r d  By the  
l a n z a g c  before tlie a f f i v a t i o r  of - 5 t .  :.lore sig: i i f ical ly,  a l l  but tlio of tile eucunplcs 

IWJC word-final -In, wl~icli Speck presumes t o  be ':niddl-'. Shc o f f e r s  no cuplanation f o r  

the  lack of f i n a l  -In i n  tTio of ti12 forms. The exljn;)lc.s are: 




