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This paper re-examines both the morphological and syntactic evidence for a personal passive analysis in Sliammon, 
a Central Coast Salish language of British Columbia. Davis (1980) argues for a persona! passi~e analysis. based on 
evidence from Raising-to-Object (R-to-O) constructions even though the morphological eVidence po1o!s to an 
impersonal passive construction. This apparent tension between the morphology and ~e syntax results. 10 what 
Davis calls a "morpho-syntactic mismatch". In a personal passive analysis, the passive morpheme b10ds the 
subject, and the passive agent appears in an oblique phrase. The passive patient then raises. from obje~t positio.n to 
subject position triggering subject agreement. In an impersonal passive, the passive agent still appears 10 an oblIque 
phrase; however, the passive patient remains in object position, triggering object agreement instead. 

Keenan (1985) and Goodall (1993) both emphasize the diverse number of syntactic constructions in the world's 
languages which have been typologically classified as "passives". One of the most striking properties of their work 
is the wide range of constructions that are labelled as passive. Kinkade (1988) discusses four different types of 
passives in Upper Chehalis (Salish). Kroeber (1991) in his comparison across the Salishian family states that 
"passives" in most Salish languages could be analysed as indefinite-subject transitive verbs from a morphological 
perspective since they are marked by an object suffix, indicating the person/number of the patient, followed by the 
passive morpheme. Kroeber maintains that they should be classified as passives noneth7Ie.ss, since t~Cl agent c~ be 
expressed by an oblique phrase. According to Kroeber (1991), only four languages wlthm the fanuly (Squamlsh, 
Straits, Lushootseed, and Twana) have replaced the proto-typical Salish "passive" with a personal passive 
construction. These are cases in which the passive morpheme directly follows the tI'ansitivizer and the subject clitic 
marks the passive patient. 

Sliammon presents a particularly interesting case within the Salish language family since Davis (1980) claims that 
the passive shows conflicting morphological and syntactic properties. I will argue that this is only an apparent 
morpho-syntactic mismatch. Rather, the patient o.f a passiv~ predica!e is mo~ho!ogic~lly ma~~ed as a ~atient 
because it is the patient. Under an impersonal passive analYSIS, the patient remams In object pOSItion and tnggers 
object agreement. Such an analysis necessarily requires a reinterpretation of the R-to-O facts since this is the 
syntactic evidence which led Davis (1980) to claim that the passive patient behaves like a syntactic subject. A non­
derivational Object Control analysis of "R-to-O" is argued for. I conclude that passives in Sliammon are true 
impersonal passive constructions both from a morphological and a syntactic perspective. 

This paper is organized as follows: the remainder of § I provides a general introduction to Sliammon morpho­
syntax and basic clause structure. This work builds expl~citl~ on a number o~ published and unpublis~ed p~pers of 
Davis (1973, 1974, 1978, 1980) and owes much to thiS pnor research. Siiammon data presented In thiS paper 
come from my own recent fieldwork. §2 provides independent evidence for an impersonal passive analysis in 
Sliammon based on evidence from simple matrix clause passives. §3 presents a summary of previous research on 
passives and focuses on the data which give rise to this apparent morpho-syntactic mismatch. §4 focuses on a re-

'Sliammon is used as a eover term for the language spoken by the Sliammon (Sliammon, B.C.), Klahoose (Cortes Island, 
BC), Homalco (Church House, B.C.) people .. This study presents initial research findings based o~ ~ta colle<:ted from. March. 1996 to 
August, 1996. Special thanks to my Sbammon language consultant Mrs. Phylhs Dommlc who IS a nallve speaker of 
[?ay?aJu9aml, the name given to the language by its speak~rs. Mrs. ~ominic was raised by her paternal ~randparents at Squirrel 
Cove on Cortes Island and moved to Sliammon, B.C. at age mne. She IS currently 56 years of age and reSides 10 Vancouver. The 
glosses are given by the speaker. A more literal gloss is provided in parenth~ses where necessary. Each utterance is encoded with the 
eonsultant's initials followed by the utterance number, e.g. (pD 3). VF indicates that these are forms volunteered by the consultant 
during elicitation sessions. The linguistic strategies employed by this speaker are of particular interest since they differ in a number of 
ways from the generalizations made by Davis (l980). This variation will be noted throughout the paper. The Sliammon data contained 
in this paper is provided with special permission from Mrs. Phyllis Dominic and family. Anyone else wishing to cite or reproduce this 
data, either in part or in whole, should contact both Mrs. Phyllis Dominic and myself for written permission. 

This paper is a condensed version of my Ph.D. syntax generals paper (Blake 1996). I have benefitted from discussions with 
supervisory committee members H. Davis and R.-M. D~chaine. I also appreciate feedback from S. B~rton, H.pemirdache, C. Donati, 
M. Sanchez, K. Shahin, P. Shaw, S. Urbanczyk, and H. Watanabe. All errors are my own responsibility. ThiS research on MComox 
morpho-syntax has been supported by SSHRCC Doctoral Fellowship 11752-96-1924, and SSHRCC Research Grant 11410-95-1519. 
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analysis of so-called R-to-O constructions. The intermediate "raised" nominal (NP) is examined in order to 
determine what relation it bears to both the matrix predicate and the embedded clause2. In this section, I explicitly 
compare and contrast an NP-movement (NP-mvt) analysis versus an NP-pro Control analysis. I will conclude that 
an NP-mvt/R-to-O analysis makes the wrong predictions with respect to many of the syntactic struct!tres which are 
tested. I propose an NP-pro analysis in which the NP occupies the thematic object position within the matrix 
clause, and controls a null 3rd person pronominal within a non-matrix clause. §5 develops the proposed NP-pro 
Control analysis and explicitly compares the predictions made by syntactic Control, and discourse binding. §5.2 
explores the consequences of a Control analysis within the framework of Huang (1989) and illustrates the overt 
interaction between syntactic Control and discourse binding. §5.3 focuses on determining the nature of these 
"embedded" non-matrix clauses, and outlines issues for further research. 

§1.1 Introduction to Sliammon Clause Structure 

The next section deals with the basic morpho-syntactic properties of the language. § 1.2 briefly introduces the 
pronominal system of the language. § 1.3 establishes word order in simple intransitive, transitive and passive 
clauses. As shown in § 1.4-1.5 active clauses maximally contain a single overt direct 3person argument (not 
counting oblique or 'with object' Noun Phrases (NPs» which, in the absence of other overt person marking, is 
interpreted as the absolutive (subject of intransitive or objec! of transitive). The generalizations re~arding w?rd 
order and interpretation of overt NPs are then extended to a brIef survey of embedded clauses § 1.5.2 In preparation 
for a closer look at Passives and R-to-O constructions in §2-4. 

§1.2 Pronominal System 

Sliammon is a split ergative language in which l/2persons (sg&pl) are nominative/accusative, whereas 3persons 
show an ergative/absolutive pattern. The 3person subject of a transitive verb (3ergative) is identified by the 
presence of 1 -asl on the predicate. 3person subjects of intransitives and 3person direct objects of transitive 
predicates pattern together as absolutives. The 3person absolutive in Sliammon is null (0). I refer the reader to 
Davis (1978) for an indepth discussion of the pronominal system in Sliammon (also Appendix A). The distinction 
between 1I2persons versus 3persons will playa central role in this paper. l/2persons are marked by pronominal 
argument morphology on the predicate, whereas 3persons are identified by a null 3person argument pro. 

Overt subject and direct object Noun Phrases (NPs) are not overtly Case marked. The term NP is used 
descriptively to include bare nouns NP[N], nouns preceded by a determiner NP[det N], and proper names3. 
Sliammon, like other Salish languages, is a language in which the verbal complex often corresponds to a complete 
sentence as shown in (1)4. 

(1) I? l+tan- s t W-m lj-asl 5 
eat-Caus-1 sgObj-3erg 

[?eftanstomljIs] 
'They fed me' (PD 274) 

2This research has been restricted to syntactic tests involving a small class of perception predicates including 'see, watch, hear' 
which were the same set of predicates which appear in Davis (1980). It is an empirical question to what extent these research results can 
be extended to other classes of predicates. 

3NPs could be re-labelled as Determiner Phrases (DPs) within a theoretical framework which recognizes these constituents. 
Since an analysis of NPs is not central to the issue at hand, I will continue to refer to arguments of the predicate as NPs. See 
Matthewson (1996) for a discussion of the syntax and semantics of DPs in Salish. 

4 Abbreviations used in the morpheme-by-morpheme glosses are as follows: abs=absolutive, aux=auxiliary, C=Cleft, 
Caus=eausative, comp=complementizer, conj=conjunctive(subjunctive}, cont=continuative, CTr=control transitivizer, desid=desiderative, 
det=determiner, DP=Determiner Phrase, DO=direct object, d-topic=discourse topic, ep=epenthetic, erg=ergative, fut=future/unrealized, 
intr=intransitive, LS=lexical suffix, Iv=linking vowel, MC=Main Clause, nom=nominalizer, NP=Noun Phrase, NTr= Noncontrol 
transitivizer, Obj=object, obl=oblique, ON=One Nominal Interpretation Law, pass=passive, past=past/perfective, perf=perfective, 
pl=plural, poss=possessive, ptc=particle, Q=question, quot=quotative, RC=relative clause, recip=reciprocal, red=reduplication, 
reflex=reflexive, R-to-O=Raising-to-Object, sg=singular, stv=stative, SC=Subordinate Clause, Su=subject, SuCl=subject clitic, 
tranS=transitivizer, !=pragmatically odd, ·=ungrammatical, ?=marginal (un}grammatical status, 3p=tbird person. w 

5/WI surfaces as [u/o] in vocalic position, as [wI post-vocalically, as [g] pre-vocalically and as [x ] word-finally. 
See Blake (1992) for a prosodic analysis of the voweVglide/obstruent alternations in Sliammon. 
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§1.3 Word Order 

Mainland Comox clauses are predicate-initial as discussed by Davis (1973 et seq), and Kroeber (1988, 1991). This 
is shown for Intransitive Verbs in (2), Transitive Verbs in (3) and Passive predicates in (4-5). 

(2a) l?l-?lHan-e 
cont-eat-3abs 

(2b) *[John 

John/ 6 

John 

?heftlnl 

[?S?eHln John] 
'John is eating' (pO 88) 

(pO 88a) 

As can be seen from (2a), an intransitive predicate must occur in clause-initial position followed by the subject NP. 
Reversing the order yields an ungrammatical sequence, as seen in (2b). 

As can be seen from a comparison of (3a-b), an overt NP must also occur after a transitive predicate. 

(3a) I~ax-a-t-e-as te Janxw I 
cook-lv-CTr-3abs-3erg det fish 

[UXAtAS (tel Jsnxw ]7 (pO 140) 

(3b) "'[(tal jSnxw UXAtAS] (pO 166) 

'S/he cooked the fish' 

The predicate also occurs in clause-initial position in passive construction followed by the passive agent and patient 
(4-Sa). An overt NP in pre-predicative position is ungrammatical as shown by (Sb-c). 

(4) Verb-trans-3abs-pass Passive Agent Patient 

(Sa) I~ax-a-t-e-am ta saHxw ta j"anxw I 
cook-lv-CTr-3abs-pass det woman det fish 

[UXAtam (tal s~Hxw ta jsnxW I 

'the woman cooked the fish' (pO 137) 

(Sb) "'[(tal saftxW UXAtam te jenxW I 
det woman cooked det fish 

('the woman cooked the fish ') (PO 138) 

(Sc) "'[(tal jenxW UXAtam (tel s~HxW] 

det fish cooked det woman 

('the woman cooked the fish') (pO 315) 

(Sd) shows that the passive agent must occur next to the predicate and. before the passive patient 

6Proper names appear in English orthography throughout this paper. 

7The detenniner is often reduced or deleted in fast speech as indicated by the parentheses. 
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(Sd) "'[UXAtam ta (tel saHxW] 
cooked det det woman 

('the woman cooked the fish') (pO 273) 

Establishing what the word order restrictions are is relevant since it will be important to show that the position of 
the intermediate'NP in putative R-to-O constructions is not an alternative word order. This will be discussed in 
greater detail in §4.1. 

§1.4 One Nominal Interpretation in SHammon 

Gerdts (1981:59) shows that a single overt nominal in a transitive clause which could be interpreted as either the 
subject or the object due to the lack of overt Case marking on OPs, is unambiguously interpreted as the object in 
Halkomelem (Salish). On this basis, she proposes the One Nominal Interpretation Law (ON) presented here in (6). 

(6) One Nominal Interpretation Law (Gerdts 1981) 

In the absence of marking for other persons, a single 3rd person nominal is interpreted as the 
absolutive. 

Whether or not the One Nominal constraint holds of Sliammon has not been systematically addressed by previous 
authors. (7) presents a typical Sliammon clause which is consistent with the ON. (l) can only mean 'he's eating the 
cockle' and can never mean ""the cockle ate it'. 

(7) ImakW-t-e-as ta IIl?lml 
eat -CTr-3abs-3erg det cockle 

[mukWtA 5 (tal II (?em] 

'He's eating (ate) the cockle' (pO 178) 
""the cockle ate it' 

The data in the next section provides clearer evidence that the One Nominal Interpretation Law holds in Sliammon. 
These examples show that the ON cannot be violated in favour of pragmatic considerations. Consider (8): 

(8) !/ta?-a-t-e-as 
taste-lv-CTr-3abs-3erg 

ta ~ay-fuyl 

det children 

ta 

"someone's tasting (tasted) the kids' 
""the kids tasted it' 

Mrs. Dominic: "it's like you're (someone's) tasting the kids'" 

(PO 188) 

The plausible interpretation in which the single overt nominal is interpreted as the ergative is ungrammatical-the 
natural reading for (8), 'the kids tasted it' is rejected. A single overt nominal in an active transitive clause is 
interpreted as the absolutive even in cases where it yields a pragmatically odd interpretation. I conclude that the One 
Nominal Interpretation Law is a structuraI rather than a pragmatic constraints. 

8Whether or not there are any special discourse contexts in which the One Nominal Interpretation Law can be violated is 
unknown at this present time. Such an undertaking would necessarily entail a systematic survey of MComox texts and the creation of 
discourse contexts similar to those discussed by H. Davis (l994). For the present speaker I have no evidence that the One Nominal is 
ever violated. To date attempts to violate this constraint have been rejected/avoided by PD. 
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Active transitive clauses with two overt 3person nominals are systematically avoided; the corresponding passive is 
~sed instead. This is one of th~ significant differences between the Sliammon data reported by Davis (l980), as 
Illustrated by (41a), and the Shammon data collected in this study. As can be seen from (9-lOa) active transitives 
with two overt 3person nominals (NPs) are ungrammatical. This generalization is encoded in the Single Nominal 
Constraint. 

(9) */makW-t-lil-as ta JIm ta maslqWI 
eat-CTr-3abs-3erg det Jim det sea urchin 

*[mukWt~s ta JIm ta mtseqWh] 
(' Jim is eating sea urchin ') (pO 177) 

Mrs. Dominic: "It doesn't sound right in our language." 

(lOa) */~ax-a-t-Iil-as ta sa+txW ta Jan XW 1 
cook-lv-CTr-3abs-3erg det woman det fish 

*[UXAtAS ta s~+txW ta Jenxw 1 

('The woman cooked the fish') (pO 322) 

(lOb) shows that changing the position of the overt arguments does not improve the grammaticality of this form. 

(lOb) *[UX~tAS 
cooked 

ta 
det 

('The woman cooked the fish ') 

ta 
det 

A passive (=JOc) or cleft (=IOd) is used to avoid this constraint. 

(JOc) I~ax-a-t-Iil-am 
cook-Iv -CTr-3abs-pass 

'The woman cooked the fish' 

ta 
det 

(lOd) Ih1(+)?a 
VF be it ptc 

sam sa+txw 

fut woman 

sa+txW 

woman 
ta 
det 

ta 

~ax-a-t-Iil 
cook-lv-CTr-3abs 

[he? sam sa'+txw UXAth 

'it's the woman that's gonna cook the fish' 

sa'+tXW ]9 
woman 

~a 

det 

(pO 323) 

(pO 137a) 

9 All other word orders (SYO, OYS, SOY) are also excluded by virtue of the word order constraints established in § 1.2. These 
altemativf3 were tested and found 10 be ungrammatical. 

Kroeber (\99\:189-90) Comox particle? a, which often introduces Res in cleft constructions, at least when the clef tee is 
preceded by hH+) 'it's' (cf. Davis 1973). 
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In summary, only a single direct (non-focused) third person argument occurs in active transitive clauses. 
Furthermore based on the evidence presented in § 1.4, the overt nominal must be interpreted as the absolutive 
argument, i.e., as the patient. 

§1.S.2 Extension to Embedded Clauses 

I will assume that the well-formedness constraints which hold of matrix clauses in Sliammon must also hold of 
embedded clauses. These constraints will become relevent to our discussion of R-to-O constructions and the 
position of the intermediate ("raised") NP. Consider the following embedded ergative (Le., transitive) 
constructions with two overt 3person nominals. According to Davis (l980), R-to-O seems to be optional. 
However, for the consultant I worked with it is obligatory, as shown by a comparison of (1Ia-b). 

(lIa) 1 k wan - a - t -Iil 
see-lv-CTr-3abs 

~ Joe 
IsgSu Joe 

Joe 

'I'm watching Joe beat Jim up' 

qa-qay-t-Iil-as 
cont-beat-CTr-3abs-3erg 

qeqeyt~s 

Cases with two overt nominals in the lower clause are ungrammatical as in (lIb). 

(lib) *[kW ana!~ 
I'm watching 

('I'm watching Joe beat Jim up') 

Joe 
Joe 

Jlml 
Jim 

JIm] 

(PO 558) 

JIm] 
Jim 

(pO 559) 

I conclude that (lIb) is ungrammatical due to the presence of two overt nominals in the embedded clause and 
follows from the Single Nominal Constraint discussed in § 1.5. 

§2.0 Properties of the Sliammon Passive Construction 

§2 provides independent evidence for an impersonal passive analysis in Sliammon based on evidence from matrix 
clause passives. 

Davis (1974: 16) claims that the only way to avoid specific mention of the patient in Sliammon is to use the passive 
construction. Passive provides a strategy to get around the One Nominal Interpretation Law discussed in § 1.4. 
Note that in Davis' examples, the passive agent is introduced by the oblique marker 1 ?al. 

(l2) tu~'-ut-Iil-am ?a 
shoot-CTr-3Abs-pass obi 

ta 
det 

'The man shot him/her/it/them' 
(=someone was shot by the man) 

tumg 
man 

The oblique marker is not used by the present consultant as shown in (13). 

(13) 1 ta ?-a-t -Iil-am 
taste-lv-CTr-3abs-pass 

'the kids tasted the water' 

ta 
det 

ta 

6 

ta 
det 

ta 

qayal 
water 

(Davis 1974:16) 

(pO 359) 
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(14) is parallel to Davis' (1980:280, ex.11) which is also rejected by the present consultant. 

(14) */q~-q~y-t-el-~m ?~ Joe JIm] 
cont-beat-Cfr-3abs-pass obi Joe Jim 

*[qeqeyt~m ?~ Joe JIm] 
'Jim is being beaten up by Joe' (pD lOa) 

(14) shows that the oblique marker has not been elided in fast speech. If this were the case, then we would expect 
the speaker to be able to re-insert the missing element. The strategy employed by this speaker differs from Davis' 
(1980) account in that the passive agent is not overtly marked by the oblique particle I?~/. §2.1 provides evidence 
that the passive agent in Sliammon has been "demoted" nonetheless. 

(15a-b) show that the passive agent can occur as a bare nominal, i.e., without an oblique particle preceding the first 
NP. 

(15a) Iy af( 1l- a - t -el -~m Sahana t~ ~~y-~uy/l1 

VF call-lv-Cfr-3abs-pass Name det children 

[yl+iatrm Sah~na t~ ~(~uy] 
'Sahana called the kids' (pD 189) 

(15b) Iq~-q~y-t-el-~m Joe Jlml 
cont-beat-Cfr-3abs-pass Joe Jim 

[qeqeyt~m Joe JIm] 
'Joe beat Jim up' (=got beat up Jim by Joe) (pD 32a) 

For the present speaker, the passive I-~m I construction is used to accomodate two 3person discourse 
participants in a single clause. Hess (1973, 1995) notes the same generalization for Lushootseed (Salish). A 
Sliammon example is given in (16a). 

(16a) 
VF 

lta?-a-t-el-am 
taste-Iv-Cfr-3abs-pass 

ta 
det 

ta 
det 

qlga91 
deer 

H~?atam ta I!(~uy ta qegA9] 
'the kids tasted the deer' (=got tasted by the kids the deer) (PD 187) 

The passive agent must precede the passive patient as shown by the pragmatically odd sentence (16b). 

(16b) !/ta?-a-t-el-am ta qlga9 ta ~ay-fuyl 

taste-lv-Cfr-3abs-pass det deer det children 

Ht~?at~m t~ qegA9 ta ~(fuy] 
! 'the deer are tasting the kids' 
*'the kids are tasting the deer' (PD 191) 

Mrs. Dominic: "It sounds like it is the deer that are tasting the kids." 

11 Further fieldwork is required to detennine whether or not 'call' is a CVC or a CVCC rool 
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Furthermore, passives with a single overt NP are generally avoided by PD as shown by (17a-b)12. 

(17a) ?[i~?at~m t~ ~ (~uy] 

taste det children 

(,It got tasted by the kids') (pD 364) 

Mrs. Dominic: "incomplete, what are they tasting? You need to say what they are tasting." 

(17b) ?[U?atam 
taste 

('the water got tasted ') 

ta qa?YB] 
det water 

Mrs. Dominic: "who tasted it? You have to say who's tasting it." 

§2.1 Evidence that the Passive Agent is Demoted 

(pD 590) 

In this section I show that the passive agent has been demoted, thus the only direct argument of the predicate is the 
one construed as the third absolutive Patient. This is summarized in (18). 

(18) Verb-trans-3abs-pass Passive Agent Patient 

Davis (1980) presents an argument based on the position of the overt NP in R-to-O constructions that the Passive 
Agent has been demoted. Recall that an active transitive clause containing two overt nominals is excluded by the 
Single Nominal Constraint, as shown in (19a). 

(19a) */«Wan-a-t-ei 
see-lv-Cfr-3abs 

I! ya+<1l-a-t-el-as 
IsgSu call-lv-Cfr-3abs-3erg 

[yl+i8! t AS 

'I'm watching [Sahana calling the kids]' 

Sahana 
Sahana 

Sahana 

I!ay-I!uyl 
kids 

~(~uyll 

(pD 341) 

"Raising" of 'Sahana' in (19b) avoids the constraint against two overt nominals per active transitive clause, since 
'Sahana' occupies a position within the main clause and 'the kids' occupy a position within the subordinate clause. 

(19b) IkWan-a-t-ei 
see-lv-Cfr-3abs 

~ Sahana 
IsgSu Sahana 

Sahana 

'I'm watching Sahana calling the kids' 

ya+(1) - a-t -el -a 5 

call-lv-Cfr-3abs-3erg 

yl+i8!tA S 

(='I'm watching Sahana while he's calling the kids') 

I!ay-I!uyl 
kids 

f(l!uy] 

(PD284) 

(20) shows that the passive agent 'Sahana' cannot appear in this intermediate position. Davis (1980:281) claims 
that the ungrammaticality of examples like (20) provide an argument that the passive agent must have be "demoted" 
since the subject of an active predicate can be raised. 

121n principle. it should be possible to elicit passives with only a single overt nominal. Watanabe (p.c.) has evidence from 
MComox narrative texts that the passive agent (3sg/pl) may remain unexpressed. 
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(20) */Kwan-a-t-l2l-u~ Sahana 
see-lv-CTr-3abs-past IsgSu Sahana 

yaHl)-a-t-l2l-lt ~ay-~uy/13 

call-lv-CTr-3abs-pass kids 

Sahana ye+Heth ~(~uy] 

('I've seen Sahana call the kids') 
(=I've seen the kids get called by Sahana) 
*' I've seen Sahana get called by the kids' ?? 

(PD 286) 

(see PD 342) 

Based on a comparison of (l9b) and (20), I conclude with Davis that the passive agent does not occupy the subject 
position within the lower clause. (21a-b) show similar facts. In (21a) the passive agent 'Joe' occurs within the 
embedded clause. 

(21a) ItaxWa-nW-12l ~ qa-qay-91-1t sam Joel 
know-NTr-3abs-past IsgSu cont-beat-CTr.2sg0bj-pass fut Joe 

sam Joe] 

'I know that Joe's gonna beat you up' (PD 412) 
(=1 know that you gonna get beat up by Joe) 

This overt nominal cannot occupy the intermediate position between the matrix and embedded predicates as shown 
in (21b). 

(2Ib) */taxWa-nW-12l 
know-NTr-3abs 

~ Joe 
IsgSu Joe 

Joe 

qa-qay-91-1t 
cont-beat-CTr.2sg0bj-pass 

qeqey9h 

('I know that you're gonna get beat up by Joe ') 

Mrs. Dominic: "wrong word order!" 

saml 
fut 

sam] 

(PD 413) 

(2Ib) therefore provides evidence for the oblique/adjunct-like status of passive agent. 

§2.2 Analysis of the Passive Construction 

The next section provides an analysis of the structure of the passive in Sliammon. An active sentence is discussed 
first, and then the corresponding passive construction is developed in tWo steps. First, the syntactic status of the 
passive morpheme is identified, and second, the adjoined-position of the passive agent is motivated. 

(22a) is an active transitive clause in Sliammon. 

(22a) l~ax-a-t-l2l-as 
cook-lv-CTr-3abs-3erg 

[UXAtAS 

'S/he cooked the fish' 

ta 
det 

janxW I 
fish 

(PD 140) 

13Note that -it appears in non-matrix passives as discussed by Davis (1980) and Kroeber (1991). 
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The structural representation of (22a) is shown in (22b). It will be motivated in a step-by-step fashion. I will be 
assuming a Government and Binding (GB) model (foltowing Pollock 1989, Chomsky 1991) in which there is a 
separation between lexical and functional projections. 

(22b) Structure of Main Clause Active 

FP 

A 
spec F' 
proi 
t FA vp 

-aSi A 
spec e v' 

___ ti~ A 
Vir NP' 
I I J 

~ax-at ta janxW 

\4 

'S/he cooked the fish' 

The transitive verb ~axat is the head of the lexical projection (VP). The direct object NPj is generated as sister to 
V, and is theta-marked by this V-head. The subject argumentproi is base-generated in [Spec, VPj as the VP­
internal subject, and is also theta-marked by the transitive verb. Theta-role assignment is therefore uniform and 
occurs within VP. Having motivated the structure of VP, we now turn to a discussion of the functional projection 
(FP). The 3rd person agreement marker -as is a bound inflectional morpheme. As a functional head (F), it 
introduces the functional projection (FP)14. Although theta-role assignment takes place within VP, within this 
framework Case assignment occurs within FP. In (22b) the subject proi moves from [Spec, VPj to [Spec, FPj in 
order to get ergative Case. Case assignment takes place via Spec-head agreement within this functional projection. 
This is a local relation in which the head of the FP is coindexed with the argument which occupies its specifier. In 
(22b) prOi and -aSi enter into this Spec-head relation 15. Finally, the verb ~axat raises, via head movement, to 
incorporate the higher functional head -aSi. This movement yields the correct order of morphemes within the 
verbal complex (cf.22a). Now compare the structure of this active clause with the passive in (23a). 

(23a) l~ax-a-t-l2l-am ta sa+txw ta Janxw I 
cook elv -CTr-3abs-pass det woman det fish 

[UX Atam (ta) sa+txw ta JenxW] 

'the woman cooked the fish' (PD 137) 
(='the fish got cooked by the woman') 

The tree in (23b) focuses on the status of the passive morpheme -am in Sliammon. It is a partial structure in which 
the passive agent 'by the woman' has been omitted for purposes of exposition l6. 

14Since the identity of this functional projection has not been explicitly tested. it is underspecified. All that is required for this 
analysis is the existence of a higher functional head. The identification of FP remains a topic for further research. 

151 assume that absolutive Case is assigned either within VP under government. or within another functional projection 
located between FP and VP in (22b). Since the 3rd person absolutive is null (-0). there is no morphological evidence which allows us 
to choose between these alternatives. I leave this issue unresolved since it is not central to the present discussion. 

16 Although I have not been able to elicit any examples in which the passive agent is absent. Watanabe (p.c.) confirms from 
his MComox text collection that a 3sg/pl passive agent can remain unspecified. 
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(23b) Structure of the SIiammon Passive 

spec 
proi 
f 

FP 

A 
F' 

/' VP 
-ami A 

(pass) spec 9 V' 

'---ti #") A 
V NPj 

~ax-at ta JanxW 

V8 

97 

'The fish got cooked' 

The passive morpheme does not seem to affect theta-role assignment since the agent and patient may be overtly 
realized. As before, the external theta-role is assigned to proi which originates in [Spec, VPJ. The passive 
morpheme which occupies the head of a higher functional projection binds this null subject pronominal. Binding 
takes place as a result of Spec-head agreement within FP17. The passive morpheme delinks the subject from the d­
topic which has the added effect of making the agent backgrounded in Sliammon (cf. Thomason & Everett 1993 re: 
background agent in Flathead Salish)18. As with the active, the object NPj 'fish' is theta-marked within VP. It is 
Case-marked either within VP or within an object agreement phrase extemal to VP. Again both options are 
consistent with the presence of null absolutive agreement. 

The position of the passive agent is motivated by word order constraints discussed in §2.0, where we saw that the 
passive agent must precede the passive patient. 'IJ!e structure I propose appears in (23c). 

(23c) The Syntactic Position of the Passive Agent 

FP 

A 
spec F' 

FAVP 

-ami A vp 
(pass) 

NPi A 
Ita saftxW) spec e v' 

,----ti'JA 
V NPj 

~ax-at ta JanxW . 

W 

'The fish got cooked by the woman' 

17 Actually, the MComox data presents us with two alternatives: (i) the passive mOlpheme could bind the subject argument in 
[Spec, VPl or (ii) the passive mOlpheme could bind the argument in the specifier of its maximal projection (i.e., Spec-head relation in 
FP). Evidence from MComox alone does not allow us to decide between these two alternatives. Cross-linguistic evidence from 
Cowichan (Salish) does provide evidence for (ii) which is the option I have been presenting here. The Cowichan data will be discussed 
in §3.1. 

181n §2.4 we shall see that this binding relation allows the discourse topic (d-topic in the sense of HDavis 1994) to be mapped 
onto the object pro instead. The topic switching function of passives (i.e. from subject-topic in actives to object-topic in passives) will 
be further developed in IS. 
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This surface order is consistent with the passive agent (NPi) being left-adjoined to VP as shown in (23c). The 
passive agent is coindexed with the subject prOj which originates in [Spec, VPJ. This analysis derives the correct 
word-order restrictions. The passive agent has the status of an Argument-adjunct (i.e., an adjunct which is 
construed with an argument position) as discussed by Grimshaw (1990). The NP in adjunct position inherits 
subject Case from proi in order to be visible at the level of Phonetic Form (PF). As before, proi raises from [Spec, 
VPJ to [Spec, FPJ for Case. The remainder of the derivation follows from the discussion of (23b). The predicate 
~axat raises in order to incorporate the passive morpheme, yielding the predicate-initial word order in (23a). 

Before proceeding to the next section, I present independent evidence from Instrumental and Locative Adjuncts 
(generally assumed to be VP-adjoined) which provides further support for the claim that the passive agent is 
adjoined. If 'Joe' can not occupy the intermediate position between the two predicates as in (2Ib) because of its 
adjunct status, then all other thi!1gs being equal, other VP-adjuncts should be ruled out as well. This prediction is 
supported by the ungrammaticality of (24b-25b) since instrumental and locative adjuncts cannot occupy this 
"intermediate" position either. 

Instruments 

(24a) shows the canonical position occupied by the instrumental phrase 'with a stick'. 

(24a) ItaxW-nW-f/J I! sap-a-Bl-lt sam ~wi :x.iiHla~1 
know-NTr-3abs IsgSu hit-lv-CTr.2sg0bj-pass fut det stick 

It6xWan "xw I! sapaBst sam jswjI :x.6:11a~) 

'I know that they're gonna beat you up with a stjck' (pD 653) 

The instrumental adjunct cannot appear in a position between the subject clitic and the embedded predicate (24b). 

(24b) */taXW -nW-f/J 
know-NTr-3abs 

I! Jlo,l<w_j!IZ--"':x. ... a~ll~a~~ 
lsgSu det stick 

(,I know that with a stick they're gonna beat you up') 

Locatives 

(25a) shows the canonical position of the locative phrase 'at school'. 

(25a) lt9xw-nW-f/J I! qa-qay-91-1t 
know-NTr-3abs IsgSu cont-beat-CTr.2sg0bj-pass 

It6xW"n"xwl! q6qey9h 
'I know that they're gonna beat you up~' 

sap-a-Bl-lt saml 
hit-lv-CTr.2sg0bj-pass fut 

sapaBst 

sam 
fut det 

(PD677) 

school 

!lam Jlo,kw __ -"s ... kW-"y,J,]) 
(PD649) 

sam) 

The locative adjunct cannot appear in a position between the subject clitic and the embedded predicate as shown in 
(25b). 

(25b) */t9xw-nW-f/J 
know-NTr-3abs 

I! .. kw...;aIL-_sOi/Jk"",w-,u ... ) 
lsgSu det school 

('I know that ~ they're gonoa beat you up') 

qa-qay-Bl-1 t saml 
cont-beat-CTr.2sg0bj-pass fut 

q6qey9h !!amI 

(PD 650) 

Mrs. Dominic: "You know the school? You wouldn't say it this way!" 
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The consultants comments with respect to (25b) suggest that this intermediate NP-position is reserved solely for 
the thematic object of the matrix predicate. The nature of this position is the focus of §4. 

§2.3 Single Overt Nominal as Agent 

When the passive patient is a If2 person which is marked by pronominal argument morphology on the predicate, a 
single overt 3person nominal is interpreted as the passive agent. This is illustrated schematically in (26). 

(26) Verb-trans-lf20bj-pass [Passive Agent] 

In a particular discourse context, a 3person discourse topic can be interpreted as the passive agent as in (27a). 

(27a) I K'" an- n W-m ay - am I 
see-NTr-lsg0bj-pass 

'They've seen me' 
(='1 got seen by them') 

(PD7) 

Mrs. Dominic: "Just like the neighbours across the street. They've seen me sitting 
on my balcony cleaning cedar roots." 

(27b) shows an example in which the passive agent phrase 'this woman' appears without an overt oblique marker. 

(27b) I ?IHan-stW-may-am 
eat-Caus-lsg0bj-pass 

[?eHanstomaYIm 

'this lady fed me today' 
(='fed me today by this woman') 

saHx'" 
woman 

st 8 UK'" I 
today 

(PD9) 

In addition there are some third person cases in which the overt nominal is interpreted as the Agent. The discourse 
contexts are included for Clarity. 

(28) Verb-trans-3abs-pass [Passive Agent] 

Discourse Context: Talking about' Sahana tasting the deer' (PD 185). 

(29) na?-a-t-"-am ta ~ay-~uyl 

VF taste-lv-CTr-3abs-pass det children 

[ta?atam ta ~(~uyl 

'the kids tasted it' (the deer) (pD l87a) 
(=it got tasted by the kids) 

As noted earlier, the passive provides a way of circumventing the One Nominal Interpretation. 
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§2.4 Discourse Function of the Passive 

Kinkade (1988,1989,1990), Roberts (1994), and H.Davis (1994) all note the important discourse function of the 
passive morpheme in Salish. The passive appears to have the ability to reverse the canonical mapping of 
grammatical relations onto syntactic positions. Before discussing the discourse function of the passive in 
Sliammon, it will be useful to define several terms which will be utilized in this section. H.Davis (1994: 120) 
defines the discourse topic (d-topic) as follows: 

(30) Discourse Topic (d-topic) 

The d-topic is "the protagonist of a given discourse". 

As we shall see, active and passive sentences have distinct discourse functions in Sliammon. In particular, the d­
topic is mapped onto different argument positions in active/passive clauses. This is represented schematically in 
(31). 

(31a) Active Clause 

Verbactive Subj[ pro] Obj[ NP] 

Agent Patient 
d-topic 

(3Ib) Passive Clause 

Verbpassive Adjunct[ NP] Obj[ pro] 

Passive Agent Patient 
d-topic 

In (3Ia) the d-topic is mapped onto the subject pro, whereas in (3Ib) the d-topic is mapped onto the object pro. 
These definitions will also be useful in our discussion in §5. Now consider the mapping of the d-topic in 
Sliarnmon active and passive clauses. 

Consider the following discourse siruations in which both active and passive sentences can appear. In (32a) Mary­
Anne is set up as the discourse topic (d-topic). 

(32a) Mary-Anne is Jim's wife (PD 261) 

In (32b), Mary-Anne remains the d-topic. 

(32b) I ?ax Q"'ay=lgan-s Mary-Anne (st 9 UK"'ll 
bad mind-3poss Mary-Anne (today) 

mrel1?ren (st 8 oi<"'l) 

'Mary-Anne is sad (today)' (pD 262) 

(33a) is a simple transitive clause uttered in the discourse context of (32). The single overt nominal' Jim' is 
interpreted as the patient in keeping with the One Nominal Interpretation. The discourse topic 'Mary-Anne' is 
construed as the subject. This shows the canonical mapping of d-topic onto subject position in active clauses. 

03~ IQa-Qay-t-"-as 
cont-beat-CTr-3abs-3erg 

Jlml 
Jim 

[QeQeytAs Jl m) 
'she beat Jim up' 
(she=Mary-Anne) 

14 
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When a passive predicate with a single .overt NP (=~3~) is uttered !n. t~e context of (32), the.single NP 'Jim: is 
interpreted as the passive agent. The dIscourse tOpIC Mary-Anne IS In.terpreted as the. patlent of the passIve 
predicate. Since the passive morpheme binds the null subject pro, the d-toplc 'Mary-Anne' IS mapped onto the null 
3rd person pronominal occupying the direct-object position. . 

[qeqeytam JIm] (33b) Iqa-qay-t-0-am 
cont-beat-crr-3abs-pass 

Jlml 
Jim ('she got beaten up by Jim') (PD 263) 

Mrs. Dominic: "sounds like Jim beat Mary-Anne up!" 

The presence of the passive morpheme therefore undoes the One Nominal effect: a single overt NP is interpreted as 
the passive agent, and not as the patient (absolutive). 

To summarize. I have provided independent evidence based on matrix passives which support.s Kr~eber's 
characterization of these constructions as basically "transitive" in nature. I have proposed an analysis In whIch the 
passive morpheme binds a null pronominal i? sU.bject po.sition. ~is binding rel.ation therefore all?ws the dis?o!",se 
topic to map onto a null 3person argument In dIrect object posltlon. The passIve agent appears 10 a VP-adJo1Oed 
phrase coindexed with the subject. In Sliammon, passives are one of the few ways to express two 3 persons 
discourse participants in a single clause. 

Having established that Sliammon has an impersonal passive construction, I now present the 
R-to-O constructions discussed by Davis (1980). 

§3.0 Previous Analyses 

§3.1 Davis' (1980) Analysis: a Morpho-syntactic Mismatch 

Davis (1980) discusses the properties of passive constructions in three Cent.ral (Coast? Salis~ languages: 
Lushootseed, Sliammon and Cowichan. He proposes that these languages form a kind of passIve contmuum based 
on their morphological and syntactic properties. 

(34) Passive Continuum: 

Cowichan 19 .............................. Sliammon ................................. Lushootseed 

Impersonal Passive (IP) 

morph: IP 
syntax: IP 

Mixed 

morph: IP 
syntax: PP 

Personal Passive (PP) 

morph: PP 
syntax: PP 

Davis observes (following Hess 197~) that the patient .of the .passive .in .Lushootsc:ect is !Dorphologically m~ked as 
the subject, and .displays the ~ehavI?ur of.a ~yntactl: subJe~t. ThIS. IS a case In whl<:h the moryhologlcal and 
syntactic propertles of the passIve patlent co1Oclde and IS consIstent WIth a personal passIve a~alysls of. these facts. 
In a personal passive construction, exemplif~ed by. (35b) in Lushootse~, the agent appears 10 an obhque phrase 
and the passive patient serves as the syntactlc subject of the. clause as IS shovo:n by the pre~ence of the 2 per~on 
subject clitic. This is the same subject clitic which appears In the parallel actlv~ sentence 10 (35a) .. The passl\,:e 
morpheme (-ab) appears directly after the transitivizer (-t-) and before the subject !D0rphology as In (35b~. It IS 
also in complementary distribution with object agreement as shown by a companson of (35a-b). (35c) IS the 
proposed structure of the Lushootseed personal passive. 

19Lillooet, a northern Interior Salish language provides additional evidence for this ~int on t~e continuum. Henry Davis 
(p.c.) reports that passives in Lillooet retain .morp~oJogical object ~arking; however. there "I.S no eVld~?ce t~at the patient has 
undergone raising to become the surface syntactic subject. Lillooet passives also appear to be true Impersonal paSSIVes. 

15 

Lushootseed 

(35a) ?u-gWa~-ad-0 

perf-look for-crr-3abs 

'We looked for the dog' 

(35b) ?U-gW a~-t-ab 
perf-look for-CTr-pass 

'The dog looked for us' 

~a+ 

IplSuCI 

~a+ 

IplSuCI 

(=we were looked for by the dog) 
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[tl sqW abay ?] Active 
[det dog] 

[? a tl 
[obi det 

(adapted from T.Hess 1995:10) 

sqW abay?] Passive 
dog] 

(adapted from T.Hess 1995:24) 

(35c) Structure of Personal Passive in Lushootseed 

spec F' 
NPj 

A 
~a+ Fj FP2 

+ A 
spec F' 
prOi 

FA + VP 

As before, the passive morpheme (here -ab) binds the VP-intemal subject prOi. As we have noted the passive 
morpheme in Lushootseed is in complementary distribution with object agreement. Although the verb assigns a 
theta-role to the object ~j, this objec~ NP can~ot get object Case as confmned by the absen.ce of ?~ject a(1leement 
The passive morpheme binds the subject proi In [Spec, FP21. The presence of an overt subject chtlc motlvates the 
existence of FP!. The VP-internal object raises to the specifier of FP! in order to receive subject Case. The passive 
agent appears in an oblique phras~ headed b~ ~7 oblique particle I? al. The pre?ica~ raises in order to i~corporate 
the passive morpheme. The subject ~ a+ chtlclzes to the verbal complex. ThIS YIelds the morphologIcal order 
observed in (35b). 

Consider Cowichan, which is at the other end of the continuum. Davis 1980:284 (following Hukari 1976) states 
that the patient of a p.assive predi~ate in Cowic.han is morpholo~ically marked as t~e obje?t as can be seen ~y a 
comparison of the actlve and passIve sentences In (36a-b). Hukan reports that there IS no eVIdence that the patlent 
of a passive predicate ever behaves as a syntactic subject (Davis 1980:285 fn.lO). 

16 
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Cowie han (Vancouver Island Halkomelem) 

(36a) l~ma-t-sama can 
look~CTr-20bj I Active 

'I look at you' (Hukari 1976; Davis 1980:284) 

(36b) lema-t-sa' -m ?all Joe 
100k-CTr-20bj-intr (pass) by Joe Passive 

'you're looked at by Joe' (Hukari 1976; Davis 1980:284) 

This is a case in which the morphological and syntactic behaviour of the passive patient coincide and is consistent 
with an impersonal passive analysis; the passive agent appears in an oblique phrase, as in the personal passive. The 
difference is that the passive patient triggers object agreement (cf. 36c). 

(36c) Structure of impersonal Passive in Cowie han 

JP, 
spec/ '" 
P.Oi A-
IF' ~2 

I -mi / '" I (Pass) spec F' 
I prOj A 
I • F 'VJ.' 
I I -sa (Obj Ag') / '" 
I I PPi VP 
I I [?all JoeJA 
I spei;"..../J , X-

I ti.#I/", 
I V NPj 
I lemat Ij 
I \ II q 

The passive morpheme -m in Cowichan is in complementary distribution with subject agreement and is generated 
in the head of FP1. The passive morpheme binds the VP-internal subject prOi in [Spec, FPiJ via Spec-head 
agreement. The passive agent appears in an oblique phrase headed by the oblique particle I? al. The verb assigns 
a theta-role to the object NPj which moves to [Spec, FP2j in order to get object Case. In Cowichan the predicate 
must also raise in order to incorporate the inflectional morphology (F-heads) yielding the [V-CTr-Obj-passj order 
in (36b). 

Cowichan shows clearly that the passive morpheme must bind the subject prOi in [Spec, FPlj; the binding relation 
must be a Spec-head relation. If the object agreement phrase (FP2) is generated external to VP as in (36c), then the 
relation between the passive morpheme, as the head of FP1, and the subject in [Spec, VPj is non-local. Since 
binding is a local relation, we conclude that the passive morpheme in FPl cannot bind the subject argument in 
[Spec, VPj. 

If the object agreement phrase (FP2) were generated within VP (intervening between VP and V'), then the binding 
relation between the passive morpheme and the subject in [Spec, VPj would be a local relation. We could also 
correctly predict the [V -CTr-Obj-passj order. However, this analysis would have the following problem: the verb 
and the subject argument which it theta-marks would be interrupted by the intervening object agreement projection. 
This alternative would also have to be ruled out. Therefore, if we assume that the passive morpheme binds the 
subject in [Spec, VPj, we have a problem no matter where we propose to generate the object agreement projection. 
This is an example of an ordering paradox. 
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By proposing that the passive morpheme binds the subject prOi once it has moved to [Spec, FPil and that binding 
occurs as a result of Spec-head agreement, then we avoid this ordering paradox altogether. The Cowichan example 
provides evidence that the passive morpheme must bind the argument which occupies the specifier of its own 
maximal projection [=Spec, FPj. I have proposed a parallel analysis for Sliammon based on this cross-linguistic 
evidence from Cowichan. 

SIiammon 

Davis (1980:283) suggests that Sliammon passives occupy an intermediate position on the passive continuum in 
(34), since they display mixed morpho-syntactic properties. Davis claims that the patient acts like a syntactic 
subject, in that it can undergo Raising-to-Object (R-to-O), but has the morphological properties of a pronominal 
object suffix as shown by the presence of 1/2 person object agreement. In §3.1.1 I review the morphological 
characteristics of the Sliammon passive, and in §3.1.2 I present the syntactic properties of the passive construction 
as discussed by Davis (1980). 

§3.1.1 Morphological Properties of Passives in SIiammon 

Passives in Sliammon are formed on transitive stems. The patient is marked by an object suffix followed by the 
passive suffix I-ami. Note that the 1/2 sg object suffixes are fused with the control transitivizer I-t/. 

(37a) Isap-91-aml 
hit-CTr.2sg0bj-pass 

(37b) I k W a ?a 

quot ptc 

sap-nW-I:l-am 

hit-NTr-3abs-pass 

'Some kids accidently hit Doug' 

[sapgem) 
'you got hit' 

Doug kWa 

Doug det 

Doug kWa 

(pD 22) 

~ay-~uyl 

CaCpl-chiid 

~(~uy) 

(PD 675) 

The passive in Sliammon does not trigger subject agreement as shown in (38). A 1/2 person subject clitic does not 
co-occur with a passive predicate as shown in (38a). 

(38a) */sap-t-am *[saptam ~XW) 

hit-CTr-pass 'you got hit' (pD 319) 

(38b) establishes that the 3person subject suffix (Le., 3erg) does not co-occur with a passive predicate either. 

(38b) */sap-t-am-asl 
hit-CTr-pass-3erg 

*[saptamas) 
'he got hit' (pD 659) 

~ 
Instead, the passive sentences in (37) show object agreement like their active counterparts in (39). Namely, I ')tl I 
marks the 2nd person patient in both the passive and active sentences as shown by a comparison of (37a) and 
(39a). The 3rd person patient is marked by the -I:l absolutive in both passive and active clauses as in (37b) and 
(39b). 

(39a) Isap-91 U [sapge~) 

hit-CTr.2sg0bj IsgSuCI 'I hit you' (pD 739) 

(39b) Isap-t-I:l-as Rubenl [saptAs Ruben) 
hit-CTr-3abs-3erg Ruben 'He hit Ruben' (pD 743) 

18 



105 

The linear order of morphemes is summarized in the templates in (40). We see that the passive morpheme and 
subject agreement are in complementary distribution: in (40a) the presence of passive morphology is incompatible 
with the appearance of a 1/2 person subject clitic; in (40b) the presence of passive morphology is incompatible with 
the appearance of the 3rd person subject suffix. Also, note that the patient of a passive predicate is morphologically 
marked as the object inasmuch as it triggers object agreement. 

(40a) 1/2 persons 

Root-CTr-Object sua Active 
Root-CTr-Object-Passive (*SuO) Passive 

(40b) 3rd Persons 

Root-CTr-3abs0 -3erg Active 
Root-CTr-Object-Passive (*-3erg) Passive 

This provides morphological evidence in support of an impersonal passive analysis in Sliammon. The language 
does not have morphological properties of personal passive: it lacks subject agreement with the passive patient· 
moreover, it maintains object agreement with the passive patient. ' 

§3.1.2 Syntactic Evidence from R-to·O in SIiammon 

This section addresses R-to-O in active clauses as discussed in Davis (1980). He notes an asymmetry between the 
behaviour of subjects versus the behaviour of objects which will be illustrated below. Davis presents (41a) to show 
that the overt nominals 'Joe' and 'Jim' can both occur within the embedded clause. 

(41a) IpapkW-a-t 
watch-Iv-CTr 

I! 
lsgSuCI 

'I watch Joe beat Jim up' 

s qa-qay-t-s Joe Jlm/ 20 
nom cont-beat-CTr-(s)he Joe Jim 

(Davis 1980:280) 

According to Davis (1980), (41b) shows that the subject of the embedded clause can be raised to become the object 
of the matrix clause since the overt NP 'Joe' can appear after the subject clitic [I! I and before the subordinate 
proclitic (nominalizer) Is-I. 

(41b) IpapkW-a-t 
watch-Iv-CTr 

I! 
lsgSuCI 

'I watch Joe beat Jim up' 

Joe s qa-qay-t-s Jlml 
Joe nom cont-beat-CTr-(s)he Jim 

(Davis 1980) 

According to Davis, no matter which NP is raised, it is interpreted as the embedded subject. 

(41c) IpapkW-a-t 
watch-Iv-CTr 

I! 
IsgSuCI 

'I watch Jim beat Joe up' 

JIm 
Jim 

s 
nom 

qa-qay-t-s 
cont-beat-CTr-(s)he 

Joel 
Joe 

(Davis 1980) 

He concludes from active sentences like (41h-c) that Sliammon does not allow the object of the embedded clause to 
raise to the object of the matrix predicate. Davis treats first and second persons as instances of Ascension Copy 
(AC), a process which he treats as the 1/2 person analogue of R-to-O. AC is the copying the person and number 

200avis (1980) uses an abstract representation which does not reflect the phonetic realization. I have taken the liberty of 
inserting phonemic slashes. I have also modified Davis' morpbeme-by-morpheme glosses so that they are more cO!!Jistent with current 
usa.zoq,. Thy form given by Davis for 'watch' is also morphologically complex. The root appears to be Ipak I 'observe' as in 
[paK al! 'I observed s.o.' Thanks to Mrs. Elsie Paul of Sliammon who provided this form. 
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features of the embedded subject onto the matrix predicate as object agreement. Again Davis claims that there is a 
subject/object asymmetry in AC. In active clauses, embedded objects do not undergo AC whereas embedded 
subjects do. 

Consider AC in (42a): object agreement occurs both on the main predicate, and on the embedded predicate. The 
proclitic 8 is the 2nd singular possessive morpheme and marks the subject of a nominalized subordinate (non­
matrix) clause. 

(42a) IpapKW-a-t-sl I! 
watch-Iv-CTr-2sg0bj lsgSuCI 

'I watch you beat Joe up' 

[9 

[2sgposs 

(=:'1 watched you, your beating Joe up') 

qa-qay-t-I!J 
cont-beat-CTr-3abs 

Joel/ 21 

Joe] 

(Davis 1980:281) 

Davis claims that object-to-object Ascension Copy is blocked in Sliammon: it is not possible to copy the second 
person object agreement onto the matrix sentence as shown by the illformedness of (42h-c). 

(42b) */papkW-a-t-sl I! 
watch-Iv-CTr-2sg0bj IsgSuCI 

(42c) */pci'Pkw-a-t-sl I! 
watch-Iv-CTr-2sg0bj lsgSuCI 

s qa-qay-t-sl-s Joel 
nom cont-beat-CTr-2sg0bj-(s)he Joe 

qa-qay-t-sl-s Joel 
cont-beat-CTr-2sg0bj-(s)he Joe 

(Davis 1980) 
Summary of the Subject/Object Asymmetry: 

(42d) Subjects of non-matrix active clauses can undergo R-to-O/AC 
Objects of non-matrix active clauses do not undergo R-to-Ol AC 

Passives 

In parallel passive cases, Davis (1980) argues that the embedded patient 'Jim' must have been raised to subject of 
subordinate clause since it can undergo subsequent R-to-O. This is seen in the third person example in (43a). 

(43a) Ipci'pkw-a-t 
watch-Iv-CTr 

I! 
lsgSuCI 

'I watch Jim being beaten up by Joe' 

Jlm s qa-qay-t-I!J-lt 
Jim nom cont-beat-CTr-3abs-pass 

?a 
obI 

(Davis 1980:281) 

Joel 
Joe 

Davis treats first and second persons in a similar way. He argues that the passive patient 'you' must have been 
raised to subject position since it can also undergo Ascension Copying as in (43b)22. 

(43b) Ipapl<w- a-t-sl I! 
watch-Iv-CTr-2sg0bj lsgSuCI 

'I watch you being beaten up by Joe' 

s 
nom 

qa-q&y-t-sH t 
cont-beat-CTr-2sgObj-pass 

?& 
obi 

(Davis 1980:282) 

Joel 
Joe 

In embedded passives this results in object morphology (2sg0bj) appearing on both the matrix and embedded 
predicates. Davis (1980) takes this as support for a personal passive analysis in which the passive patient has 

21Davis' (1980) representations do not reflect fusion of the transitivizer and following object suffIX. This will be discussed in 
§3.2. 

22As noted in § 1.2 MComox has a split ergative system: 1/2 vs 3rd persons. In §S.2 I will propose a Control analysis of R­
to-O constructions which also accesses the differences between 1/2 vs 3rd persons. Ascension Copy will be reintetpreted as well. 
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become the syntactic subject of the embedded clause (and then has further raised to object position of the matrix 
clause). He concludes that the patient of a passive must have become the syntactic subject of its clause, since it can 
then undergo further Raising-to-ObjectlAscension Copy. The morphological facts in (37-39) are incompatible with 
this position. Davis is therefore left with the following question. 

(44) "Why should the [syntactic] subject of a Sliammon passive look, morphologically, like an object?" 

(Davis 1980:283) 

§3.2 Gerdts (1989)-T-Object Fusion: a Morpho-phonological Analysis 

Gerdts (1989) attempts to reconcile this morpho-syntactic mismatch by offering a morpho-phonological solution. 
In this next section 1 present her arguments and extend the discussion to the Sliammon data. Gerdts (1989) shows 
that Halkomelem and Sliammon both display the same morpho-syntactic mismatch-what she calls 'funny' 
passives. She also argues for a personal passive analysis in Halkomelem based on R-to-O. Gerdts proposes a 
morpho-phonological explanation based on the fusion of the overt transitivizer and object pronominals (T-Obj 
Fusion) in order to account for the unexpected object agreement. She claims that since passives must be formed on 
transitive stems and the transitivizer has been fused with the following object morphology, introduction of the 
transitivizer will necessarily entail introducing object marking. This is illustrated in (45a-b). 

T·Object Fusion in Halkomelem 

(45a) shows fusion of the Control transitivizer with the 1st person object and passive, while (45b) shows fusion of 
this transitivizer with the 2nd person object and passive. 

(45a) n1 lam-~ ?a ta sten l' 
aux look-crt hi;Qllj inti: (pass) obI det woman 

'I was looked at by the woman' (Gerdts 1989:186) 

(45b) n1 lam-~ ?a ta sten1? 
aux 100k-CTr 2sLlOllj.intr (pass) obI det woman 

'You were looked at by the woman' (Gerdts 1989: 186) 

Gerdts extends this analysis to Davis' description of Sliammon. She claims that T -Obj fusion accounts for the 
apparent morpho-syntactic mismatch noted in (44). An extension of Gerdts (1989) analysis to Sliammon 
encounters a problem: T-Obj fusion in Sliammon only occurs when the Control Transitivizer (-t) is followed by a 
1/2 person singular object, as shown in (46)23. 

Control Transitive with T·Obj fusion in SHammon 

(46a) shows fusion of the Control transitivizer -t with the 1st person singular object -say, which surfaces as 
[-Beyl; (46b) shows fusion of the same transitivizer -t with the 2nd person singular object -51, which surfaces 
as [-Bel. 

(46a) Iy at< lJ-a- i..a.)L - a m Sue sJasutl *t.say .... Say 
call-Iv-CTr.1 sgObj-pass Sue yesterday 

[yetll1liliI m Sue sJesot I 
'Sue called me yesterday' (PD 568) 

23Judging from the pronominal paradigms provided by Gerdts (1989:197) the same restriction holds of Halkomelem; T-Object 
fusion is restricted to 1{2 person singular objects with the -I- transitivizer. 
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(46b) lyat(lJ-a-.!I.1-am-ut-a 
call-Iv-crt 2Si;Qllj-pass-past-Q 

'Did Mona call you?' 

Monal 
Mona 

Mona! 

108 

*t.s1 -+ B1 

(PD572) 

The 1/2 plural objects do not fuse with t~e transiti.vizer. If the pre~nce of the morpho~ogical ~bject agre,ement is 
due to phonological fusion, then we predict that object agreemen.t Will be present on.ly With 1!? smgular objects. If? 
plural cases in which T-Obj fusion does not occur are predicted to show ordInary subject agreement. ThiS 
prediction is not borne out in Sliammon as shown by a comparison of (47a-b) and (47c-d). 

(47a) shows the absence of fusion between the Control transitivizer -t and the 1st person plural object -uw; (47b) 
shows that the 1st person plural subject is ill-formed with the passive. 

(47a) Iy a-yat( 1 )-a-1=..U.Yi. - & m kW& Joel 
cont-call-lv-CTr-lpIOllj-pass det Joe 

[yeyetlcellJ..W.. ;)m kWa Joel 

'We got called by Joe' (pD 569; 654) 

(47b) *[yeystl at-am-!Hl (pD 654) 

-pass-1 plSu 

(47c) shows the absence of fusion between the Control transitivizer -t and the 2nd person plural object -anap1, 
whereas (47d) shows that the presence of 2nd person plural subject agreement is ill-formed with passive. 

(47c) lya-ya+ClJ-a-t-anap1-am kWa ? Joel 
cont-call-lv-CTr-2pIQbj-pass det Joe 

[yeystlahlllm~psm kWa? Joel24 

'You folks got called by Joe' (PD 570; 655) 

(47d) *[yeyetlat-am-~&pl (pD 655) 

-pass-2pISu 

Moreover, since T-Obj fusion does not occur with the other transitivizers (NTr or Caus), we might expect these 
forms to show subject agreement as w~ll. This ~ould be co~sistent with a personal passive ~a1ysi~ in ~hich the 
passive patient has undergone promonon to subject. The Shammon data show that the passive panent IS always 
marked as a morphological object no matter whether T-Obj fusion has occurred or not as shown by the Causative 
paradigm in (48). 

24pD says: [?ettlnstamapem ... 1 and not *[?IHtlnstanapem ... l. This could be either (i) anticipation of the 
following labial or (ii) coronal dissimilation. The phonetic status of the 2plObj marker in PD's speech requires further study. 
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(48) Underlying representations 

/ ?1+tan-stW-may-am / 
eat-Caus-lsgObj-pass 

/? 1+tan-.5.lli=.m1- am / 
eat-Caus-2sgObj-pass 

/?I+tan-stW-uw-am kWa/ 
eat-Caus-lpIObj-pass quot 

/?I+tan-stW-anapl-am kWa / 
eat-Caus-2pIObj-pass quot 

/ kWa ?1+tan-~-am/ 
quot eat-Caus-3Abs-pass 

109 

Surface forms 

[?e+tln~Im) 
'they fed me' 

[?e+tln~&m ) 
'somebody fed you' 

[?e+tln.s..t.1UL&m kWa?)2 s 
'they're gonna fed us' 

[?e+tlnstamapem kW;!'?) 
'they're gonna feed you folks' 

[k"" a ?e+tln.s.tQ.m) 
'they fed her' 

(pO ISO) 

(pO 151) 

(pO 154) 

(pO lS6) 

(pO 152) 

I conclude that a morpho-phonological explanation of the morpho-syntactic mismatch along the lines of T-Obj 
fusion makes the wrong predictions for Sliammon. 

§3.3 Kroeber's Insight 

Kroeber (1991:38) provides valuable insight regarding so-called R-to-O constructions. He suggests that utterances 
in which the subject of a complement clause appears to be copied onto the matrix clause, or is obligatorily 
coreferent with some argument of the matrix clause could be examples involving ordinary coreference. He 
questions the existence of a special syntactic relation (Raising-to-Object or Equi-NP deletion) holding between 
matrix-clause and subordinate-clause elements (here 2sgObj & 2sgposs subject) in sentences such as (49). . 

(49) taxW-nu-ml i! [a-Aai!t-am) Sliammon 
know-NTr-2sg0bj 1sSuCI ~-sleep-Oesid 

'I know (you) that you are sleepy' (Davis 1978b; Kroeber 1991) 

Kroeber's discussion therefore calls into question the R-to-O/AC analysis proposed by Oavis (1980), at least for 
l/2persons. My findings suggest that Kroeber is correct with respect to l/2persons; these appear to be cases 
involving ordinary coreference, but that the reference of 3person pro is determined by Object Control and 
Discourse Binding (§4-5). 

§4.0 Determining the Nature of the Intermediate NP 

10 the next section I examine the Sliammon evidence regarding the position of the intermediate 3person nominal 
[John]NP in so-called "Raising-tocObject" constructions such as (SO). 

(SO) IkWan-a-t-l!J-uH [John) makW-t-l!J-as ta masHlw/ 
see-lv-CTr-3abs-past IsgSu [John] eat-CTr-3abs-3erg . det sea urchin 

[JohnJNP ta 

'I watched John when he ate the sea urchin' (pO 118) 

2SThe quotative marker is normally Ikwa/. The final glottal which appears in the phonetic forms needs to be accounted for. 
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As a maximal projection, an NP can occupy either an argument position (A-position) or an A'-position. 
Throughout the discussion, I will attempt to determine whether or not this intermediate NP occupies a position in 
the matrix clause, a position in the embedded clause, or an adjoined position between clauses~ 

10 §4.1 I will show that the intermediate NP must be outside of the embedded IP domain. §4.2 will show that the 
NP precedes the complementizer (CO head), and §4.2.1-4.2.S will show that the NP cannot be in an operator 
position: [Spec, CPl. I will conclude based on this evidence that the NP must be outside of the embedded CP 
domain. The intermediate NP 'John' in (50) is also in a relation with an empty category (ec) within the embedded 
clause as reflected by the gloss. §4.3-§4.9 compares and contrasts an NP-movement analysis with a Control 
analysis in order to determine the nature of this [NP ... ec] relation. 

§4.1 Word Order in Embedded Clauses 

Word order is relevant to the present discussion since it will be important to show that the intermediate position 
occupied by an overt NP in "Raising-to-Object" constructions is not an alternative word order in monoclausal 
environments. 10 particular, an overt NP cannot occur before the predicate in the same clause. 

(51) *[NP Predicate] 

Having clearly established the word order restrictions for simple clauses in § 1.3, I now turn to an examination of 
word order restrictions in R-to-O constructions. 
The overt nominal 'Joe' which is interpreted as the Patient of the matrix predicate and as the Agent/Experiencer of 
the embedded predicate must occur after the subject clitic /i!xw I of the matrix clause and before the embedded 
predicate as shown in (S2a). 

(S2a) /kwan-a-t-I!J-u+-a ~xw Joe makW-t-l!J-as masHlw/ 
see-Iv-CTr-3abs-past-Q 2sgSuCI Joe eat-CTr-3abs-3erg sea urchin 

[kW;(net~+a!~xw Joe m,fkWtAs m,( se4""h) 

'Oid you see Joe eating sea urchin?' (pO 197) 

'Joe' cannot occur after the embedded predicate in (S2b). This follows from the generalization that there can only 
be one overt direct argument NP per clause introduced in § 1.4-1.5. 

(52b) *[kW;(nst~+a!i!xw mukWtAs Joe 
did you see eating Joe 

('~id you see Joe eating sea urchin') 

m,( ss4Wh) 
sea urchin 

(pO 197a) 

Changing the relative order of the two overt nominals as in (52c) does not improve the grammaticality of this 
uttemnce. 

(52c) *[kW;(nst~+a!i!xw 

did you see 

('Did you see Joe eating sea urchin ') 

Joe) 
Joe 

(pO 321) 

Based on word order restrictions for simple matrix clauses (intransitive, transitive, and passive) in § 1.3, we 
concluded that an overt NP cannot occur in clause-initial position. If this is a general prohibition, then the ill­
formedness of (S2b-c) confirms that the overt NP which occurs between the matrix and embedded predicates can't 
be in a pre-predicative position within the embedded clause. 

(53) *[see-CTr-3abs-past-Q SuCI [NP eat-CTr-3abs-3erg NPl] 
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A second argument along the same lines comes from the position of auxiliaries in Sliammon. 

§4.1.1 Auxiliaries & [Spec, IP] 

The data in (54a-b) establish that 'come eat' is a single raux verb] complex in Sliammon since the subject 
morphology cannot be doubled (=54b). If 'come' and 'eat' were independent predicates, then one might expect the 
Isg pronominal clitic on 'come' and the Isg possessive morphology associated with a nominalized clause 
preceding the predicate 'eat'. The Isg subject clitic attaches to the first member of the predicate complex-to the 
auxilary 'come' as in (54a). 

(54a) /qWal <::an sam ?IHan kWa masl qw/ 
VF come IsgSu fut eat det sea urchin 

[qw,(f <::an sam ?eHrn kWa m.<seqW] 

'I'm gonna come over and eat sea urchin' (PO 230) 

(54b) shows that doubling the subject morphology via nominalization is ruled out. 

(54b) */qWal 
come 

<::an sam 
IsgSu fut 

~an sam 

t 9 
Isg poss 

(I'mgonna come over and eat sea urchin) 

?1+hn 
eat 

kWa masl qw/ 
det sea urchin 

(pO 392) 

Building on the basic word order facts and having established that 'come' is an auxilary which appears in 
predicate-initial position (as head of IP), (55) provides further evidence that the overt nominal 'Jim' does not 
occupy a position within the lower clause since it must precede the auxilary. 

O-Topic: Joei 

(55a) / y a+( ll- a - t -111- a s JIm qWal s ?IHan kWa maslqw/ 
VF call-lv-Cfr-3abs-3erg Jim come 3poss eat det sea urchin 

[ye+letAs JIm qW A las ?eftrn 

'Hei called Jim to come over and eat (sea urchin) (with him)' (PO 198) 

(55b) shows that' Jim' cannot occupy a position between the auxilary and the embedded predicate. 

(55b) */ya+(J)-a-t-l1I-as 
call-lv-Cfr-3abs-3erg 

qWal s JIm ?IHan 
come 3poss Jim eat 

JIm ?eHrn 

'He called Jim to come over and eat (sea urchin) (with him)' 

kWa masl qw/ 
det sea urchin 

(PO 717) 

I conclude that 'Jim' must occupy a position external to the embedded IP. This is consistent with predicate-initial 
ordering which prohibits overt clause-initial NPs. 
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§4.2 Complementizers & [Spec, CP] 

In this section, we consider data from ga 'if' clauses which bears on the question of whether the overt NP may 
occupy [Spec, CPl. The overt NP occurs before the complementizer ga in pre-predicative position (=56). I propose 
that the complementizer ga is the head of CP26. (56) shows that the overt nominal 'Sahana' occurs before 'ga'. 

(56) 
VF 

/papkW -a-t-11I t 9a m 
watch-lv-Cfr-3abs Isg.fut 

[Sahana] 
[Sahana] 

ga 
if 

makW-t-l1I-as sam 
eat-Cfr-3abs-3erg fut 

ta ?asxw/ 
det seal 

[Sahana] ga 

'I'm gonna watch and see if Sahana'II eat the seal' 

(57a-b) establishes that the particle 'ga' must precede the auxilary 'come'. 

(57a) /papkw-a-91 t 9am ga ?1+tan-i2J 
watch-lv-Cfr.2sg0bj IsgpossJut if come-2sgconj eat-3abs 

ga 

'I'm gonna watch you to see if you're gonna come and eat sea urchin' 

(57b) *[papkW a9~ t 9a m 
watch-lv-Cfr.2sg0bj IsgpossJut 

qW.<Iaxw ga 

come-2sgconj if 
?eftrn 
eat-3abs 

('I'm gonna watch you to see if you're gonna come and eat sea urchin ') 

(PO 448) 

kWa maslqW/27 

det sea urchin 

(PO 593) 

kWa m.< seqW] 

det sea urchin 

(PO 593a) 

In (58a) [John] occurs outside of the irrealis particle ga and is interpreted as the subject of the embedded predicate. 

(58a) /papkw-a-t-11I ~tam John ga makW-t-l1I-as ta maslqw/ 

VF watch-lv-Cfr-3abs lpl.fut John if eat -Cfr-3abs-3erg det sea urchin 

[papkwa!Ham J6hn ga mukWtas (t a) m.< seqWh] 

'we're gonna watch and see if John'II eat sea urchin' (pO 108) 
(=we're gonna watch Johni and see if hei'II eat sea urchin) (pO 746) 

(58b) shows that the irrealis particle ga 'if' cannot precede NP 'John'. 

(58b) *[papkwa!Ham ga J6hn mUkWtAs (ta) m.< seqWh 1 

we're gonna watch if John eat det sea urchin 

('we're gonna watch and see if John'II eat sea urchin ') (PO 391) 

26 Although I do not provide any independent argumentation that ga is a complementizer, this proposal seems plausible on the 
basis of the semantics of gao 

27Kroeber (1991:72) states that conditional clauses introduced by the irrcalis particle 'ga' take conjunctive (subject) person 
marking. This example also provides evidence that the conjunctive markers in MComox are mobile since they can be attached to the 
auxilary element in the same way that main clause 1(2 subject clitics can be. Kroeber (1991:73) notes that the conjunctive subject 
suffixes in Squamish also show some variation in position. 
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As we have seen in this section, the overt nominal always precedes gao Given these facts the overt nominal could 
conceivably occupy [Spec, CP], the first-available NP position preceding the complementizer 'ga' as illustrated 
schematically in (59). 

(59) [Johnl [ga 
CP C' 

'we're gonna watch and see if John'lI eat sea urchin' (PO 108) 

§4.2.1 Operator. variable chain 

An analysis of these facts such as the one sketched in (59) would commit us to saying that the NP in question 
occupies an A'/operator position (=[Spec, CP]) which lies between the matrix clause and the embedded clause. An 
NP which has undergone operator-movement would form a chain with its trace (variable) in the complement clause 
and A'-bind it. A trace of operator-movement is subject to Condition C of the Binding theory: it cannnot be A­
bound by a potential antecedent in any domain. The operator-variable chain relation is represented schematically in 
(60)28. . 

(60) 'I watched John when he ate the sea urchin' (pO 118) 

Cp[ [John!1 c'[ IP[mukWtAs tl ta 
1 __ -:-77'-,-.,...--____ ,1 

Operator-variable chain 

Head(=operator) Tail (=variable) 

Surface word order requires us to consider such an alternative. Evidence from Relative Clause (RC) formation 
§4.2.2, Clefting (C) §4.2.3 and Wh-Questions (Wh-Q) §4.2.4 establishes a morphological diagnostic for the 
Operator-variable relation in Sliammon. The morphological diagnostics in (61) are based on the following data 
from RC, C, and Wh-Q. 

Subject/Object Asymmetry-Morphological Diagnostic for Operator Movement 

(61a) When an NP is extracted from Subject position via operator movement (or is in a relation with a null 
operator-variable chain), the 3 person subject morphology on the embedded predicate is obligatorily absent. 

(61b) When an NP is extracted from Object position via operator movement (or is in a relation with 
operator-variable chain), the 3 person subject morphology is obligatorily present. 

a null 

In §4.2.5 I will compare RC formation, Clefting, and Wh-questions with R-to-O constructions and conclude that 
the intermediate nominal in question is not in an A'/operator-position ([Spec, CP]) since it does not show the 
morphological diagnostics of true operator movement as summarized in (61a). Consider first the data from Relative 
Clauses. 

§4.2.2 Relative Clauses (data from Davis 1974) 

Subject Extraction 

Davis (1974) observes that when the head of the RC bears the agent relation to the embedded predicate, the 
predicate is not marked with the 3 ergative as shown in (62a). 

28[ do not distinguish between a base-generated operator-variable cbain vs. an operator-variable chain formed via movement for 
the purposes of this discussion. 
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(62a) ... ta tome§ kWan-(n)axw-11J 

det man look at-NTr-3Abs (no 3Erg) 

•... the man that saw George .. .' 

Object Extraction 

~a!·C,. 

George 

(Davis 1974) 

In contrast when the head of the RC bears the patient relation to the embedded predicate, the predicate is marked 
with the third ergative marker -as (I posit I-as/) as shown in (62b). 

(62b) ... ta tome~ 

det man 

kWan-(n)axw-l1J-as 
look at-NTr-3Abs-3Erg 

• ... the man that George saw .. .' 

§4.2.3 Clefting 

~a!·C. 

George 

(Davis 1974) 

Cleft constructions show that same presence vs. absence of pronominal morphology as the Relative Clause 
constructions discussed above. This parallelism is noted by previous researchers including Davis (1974) and 
Kroeber (1991), and follows directly from the fact that RC formation and Clefting both involve operator-variable 
chains. 

Subject Extraction 

When the head of the cleft (clef tee) bears the subject relation to the embedded predicate, the predicate is not marked 
with subject morphology as in (63a). 

(63a) I h 1( +) 

VF be it 
?a 
ptc 

sam ta 
fut det 

saftxW 

woman 

'the woman is gonna cook it' 
(=it's the woman that's gonna cook it) 

(63b) shows that the gap in 3person agreement is obligatory. 

(63b) *[he? 
be it 

sam 
fut 

(ta) saftxw 

det woman 

('the woman is gonna cook it') 

~ax-a-t-I1JI 
cook-lv-CTr-3abs 

UXA t h _____ 1 
(no 3erg) 

(63c) shows that the clef tee 'the woman' must occur in pre-predicative position. 

(63c) *[he? 
be it 

sam 
fut 

('the woman is gonna cook it') 

(ta) saftxwl 
det woman 
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Object Extraction 

Clefting of an object requires subject (conj) agreement /-at) as shown in (64a). 

(64a) I h j( + ) sam s 
VF be it 

?a 
pte fut nom 

JanxW 
fish eat-crr-3abs-lpIconj today 

'We're going to eat this fish today' (=it's the fish we'll eat today) (pO 91) 

(64b) shows that the Ipl subject (conj) morphology is obligatory given this interpretation29. 

(64b) */hH+) ?a sam S Janxw makW-t-e st 9 ukw I 
be it ptc fut nom fish eat-crr-3abs today 

*[he? sam ~Je nxw mukWt st 9 OkW] 
(no Ipl conj) 

*We're going to eat this fish today (=it's the fish we'll eat today) (pO 387) 
!*'it's the fish that will eat it today' (sounds funny!) (PO 387a) 

Now consider the data from Wh-question formation which shows the same obligatory presence and absence of 
inflectional morphology. 

§4.2.4 Wh-Questions 

Subject Extraction 

(65a) shows that when the subject is questioned, the 3erg morphology is missing. 

(65a) Igat 
who 

makW-t-e 
eat-crr-3abs 

'Who ate the sea urchin?' (pO 682) 

The ungrammaticality of (65b) shows that the absence of the 3erg morphology is obligatory. 

(65b) */gat makW-t-e-as kWu ~a maslqWI 
who eat-crr-3abs-3erg pte det sea urchin 

*[g,(th mUkWtAs kWu ~a mAseqW] 

(,Who ate the sea urchin?') (PO 721) 

29It should only be able to mean 'it's the fish that will eat it today' (=subject extraction). This reading was not possible for 
my speaker either-I suspect that this is excluded due to semantic/selectional restrictions: 'fish' is an inappropriate subject for this 
predicate. 
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Object Extraction 

In contrast, the 3ergative agreement is obligartorily present with object extraction as can be seen from a comparison 
between (66a-b). 

(66a) Itam kWa ?a makW-t-e-as-u+ ta tawma~1 

what quot pte eat-crr-3abs-3erg-past det man 

[t~m f<wa? mukWtAsO+ ta tumI~] 

'What did the man eat?' (pO 684) 

(66b) */tam i<wa ?a makW-t-e-u+ ta tawma~1 

what quot pte eat-crr-3abs-past det man 

*[t~m kWa? mukWto+ ta tumI~] 

(,What did the man eat?') (pO 722) 

PO: laughter! No gloss given. 

If we compare the structure of Relative Clauses, Cleft constructions and Wh-Questions in Sliammon with the 
putative Raising-to-Object constructions we notice different surface effects. Since RC/Clefts/Wh-Q are typically 
analyzed as operator movement to [Spec, CP]30, then we can provide a way of testing whether or not the overt 
intermediate NP in R-to-O constructions is construed with this position. 

§4.2.5 Comparison of A'-movement and Raising-to-Object 

(67a) shows an active "R-to-O" sentence in which the overt nominal [Joe) appears in this pre-predicative position. 
[Joe) bears the agent relation to the embedded clause, and 3ergative morphology appears on the embedded 
predicate. 

(67a) I i<w a n - a - t - e - u+ 
see-Iv-crr-3abs-past 

'I watehed Joe beat Jim up' 

~ 
IsgSuCI 

Joe qa-qay-t-e-as 
Joe cont-beat-crr-3abs-3erg 

Joe qeqeytAs 

Jlml 
Jim 

Jim] 

(PO 193) 

(67b) shows that omission of the subject morphology is ungrammatical. 

(67b) */f<wan-a-t-e-u+ ~ Joe qa-qay-t-e Jlml 
see-Iv-crr-3abs-past IsgSuCI Joe cont-beat-crr-3abs Jim 

*[f<wanata+~ Joe qeqeyt _ Jim] 

('I watched Joe beat Jim up') 
(no 3erg) 

(PO 388) 

30Since Sliammon, like other Salish languages does not have overt relative pronouns I assume that relative clause formation 
involves null operator movement from argument position to Spec CPo I do not propose to give a full treatment of any of these 
construction here, as this is clearly beyond the scope of this paper. Suffice it to say that the surface morphology of the constructions is 
different. I refer the reader to Roberts (1994) for an explicit treatment of relative clauses in St'at'imcets as well as to Kroeber (1991) for 
a survey of these constructions in Salish in general. 
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(68a-68b) show parallel examples. 

(68a) [f<.w an-a - t - 0 - ut !H 
VF see-lv-err-3abs-past IplSuCI 

John 
John 

John 

'We caught sight of John eating sea urchin' 

(68b) */kwan-a-t-lil-ut §t John 
see-lv-err-3abs-past IplSuCI John 

('We caught sight of John eating sea urchin') 
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makW-t-0-as 
eat-err-3abs-3erg 

mUkWtas 

makW-t-0 
eat-err-3abs 

mukWt __ 

(no 3erg) 

ta masl qw I 
det sea urchin 

ta mtseqWh] 

(pD 116) 

ta masl qw I 
det sea urchin 

til mtseqWh] 

(PD 389) 

Obligatory retention of the third person morphology on the embedded predicate in these R-to-O constructions 
shows that the position in which the overt NP appears can not be construed as A'/operator movement associated 
with either Relative Clause Formation §4.2.2. Clefting §4.2.3. or Wh-Questions §4.2.4. If it were the same type 
of syntactic relation then we would expect the subject morphology on the lower predicate to be missing. This 
shows that whatever kind of structure we attribute to R-to-O constructions in the language. they do not have the 
same morpho-syntactic properties as RCs. Clefts. or Wh-questions. 

I conclude that RC/Clefts/Wh-Q are syntactic structures involving operator movement whereas R-to-O is not. This 
rules out movement to [Spec. CP] as a plausible analysis of R-to-O structures. I conclude that the overt NP is 
outside of [Spec. CP] as shown in (69). 

(69) [papkWa§tam 
we will watch 

J6hn cp[c'[ga 
John if 

IP[mUkWtas 
eat -err-3abs-3erg 

(=we're gonna watch and see John if pro will eat sea urchin) 

mtseqWhllcphp 
sea urchin 

Since the R -to-O constructions clearly differ from proto-typical operator movement cases. I now compare and 
contrast two different analyses which both claim that the NP in question occupies a position within the matrix 
clause. The operator movement analysis will not be considered again; although. as the reader can verify there will 
be additional evidence presented in the next sections against this proposal. 

§4.3 NP-movement vs Control 

The two analyses under consideration are (i) NP-movement §4.3.1 and (ii) Control §4.3.2 

§4.3.1 Hypothesis 1: NP-movement (A-chain) 

Within classical Government and Binding Theory (GB) of Chomsky (1981 et seq.). NP-movement to a thematic 
object position (Raising-to-Object) is excluded on principled grounds. Movement of an NP to the complement 
position which is governed by a verbal head is a violation of the Theta Criterion. since a single noun phrase (A­
chain) would be theta-marked twice. once in its d-structure position (tail of the chain) and once in its landing site 
(head of the chain). An R-to-O analysis is therefore ruled out in a principled fashion within the framework which I 
am adopting in this paper. This excludes the R-to-O analysis proposed by Davis (1980). 

With the introduction of the distinction between lexical and functional projections (Pollock 1989. Chomsky 1991). 
it is assumed that theta-role assignment occurs within VP (the VP-internal subject hypothesis) and Case-marking 
occurs in functional projections via spec-head agreement. These functional projections are the array of inflectional 
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heads (Agr. Tense. Aspect etc .• ) associated with VP. This effectively separates Case Assignment from Theta-role 
Assignment. The separation of Case assignment and Theta assignment. therefore reintroduces the possibility of 
"Raising-to-Object" since an overt NP could move to a functional projection within a higher clause in order to get 
Case without landing in a theta-marked position. As Chomsky (1993:8) notes Exceptional Case Marking (ECM) by 
V could be interpreted as raising of a subject NP from [Spec. VP] to [Spec. AgrOP] (with Verb movement in order 
to derive Sliammon predicate-initial structures). In this way the moved NP just receives object Case. This is shown 
in the partial structure given in (70). 

(70) ECM: NP-movement to [Spec, AgrOP) 

FP 

A 
spec F' 
'I' (!sgSu) A 

F FP 
(SubjAgr) A 

spec F' 
Johni A 
.. Fj VP 

(ObjAgr) A 
V IP 

watched A 
ti 

'I watched John eating sea urchin' 
him 
*he 

VP .-----. A 
1 spec e v' 
l_tiY) A 

V NP' Jhi eat 9 sea urc n 
\./" 

Although the treatment of ECM (R-to-O) constructions is still subject to debate. I consider the possibility of NP­
movement (to SpecAgrO) here since it provides an updated version of Davis' (1980) analysis. As the reader will 
recall. R-to-O provides the sole evidence that the patient of a passive predicate functions as a syntactic subject. In 
the remainder of this section. I will compare and contrast the NP-mvt hypothesis explicitly with an NP-pro Control 
account developed in §4.3.2. 

A sketch of the NP-Movement Analysis: 

NP-movement involves the relationship between an NP (antecedent) and its trace (anaphor). For our purposes. I 
assume that this A-chain could be either base-generated or derived as a result of overt movement. In the case of 
NP-movement. the NP (antecedent) which functions as the head of the chain appears in the specifier of the 
functional projection which assigns Object Case. The NP forms an A-chain with its trace occupying the subject 
position of the non-matrix clause as shown in (71). 

(71) 'I watched John when he ate the sea urchin' (pD 118) 

[f<.W3natO't~SpecFp[JOhnd cP[IP[mukWtAs tl ta 
.1-___________________ 1 

A-chain 

Head (=antecedent) 
-Theta 
+Case 
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Tail (=anaphor) 
+Theta 
-Case 
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The trace of NP-movement is subject to Condition A of the Binding Theory; like overt anaphors such as reflexives 
and reciprocals, NP-trace must be bound within a finite clause. The tail of the chain is theta-marked but not Case­
marked, whereas the head of the chain is a Case-marked position but crucially not a theta-marked position. 

§4.3.2 Hypothesis 2: NP-pro Control Analysis 

A control analysis of these facts does not involve an NP-trace relation like that of Hypothesis 1. This analysis 
claims that the intermediate NP in question is base-generated in the direct object position of the matrix clause. In 
particular, it is generated in a theta-marked position. This NP provides an appropriate antecedent for a null 
pronominal which occupies the subject position of an embedded clause. The intermediate overt NP and pro are 
both assigned independent theta-roles. I indicate the control relation by the super-scripting to keep it distinct from 
chain formation involved in NP-movement. In (72) the NP 'Johni' controls the embedded subject proi. 

(72) 'I watched John when he ate the sea urchin' 

+Thetarole 
+Case 
NP Antecedent 

prol t<l 

+Thetarole 
+Case 
[ +pronominal] 

(PD 118) 

mAseqWlll 

Since pro has properties of overt pronouns (i.e. it bears the feature [+pronominalD, it will be subject to Condition 
B of the Binding Theory. Condition B states that a pronoun must be free (not bound) within a finite clause. It does 
not say anything regarding the binding possibilities from outside that local domain. Examples such as (72) show 
that the pro in subject position of the non-matrix clause is construed with the NP in object position of the matrix 
clause. 

§5 discusses the nature of the relation between the object NP in the matrix clause and the null pronominal in subject 
of the embedded clause in greater detail. I will address the ways in which this relation is similar to and different 
from Obligatory Control. I also show that this NP-pro relation is not a straight forward extension of Discourse 
Binding to intra-sentential contexts. I postpone a discussion of these issues until §5. 

We now focus on the arguments which show that the intermediate NP occupies a true thematic object position (NP 
sister to V), and that the relation between this NP and the empty category in subject position of the embedded 
clause cannot be an NP-trace relation. This enables us to conclude that the NP-movement analysis fails to account 
for the observed data. The NP-pro relation accomodates the observed syntactic properties, and ultimately enables 
us to resolve the apparent morpho-syntactic mismatch discussed in §3.1.1-3.1.2. 

§4.4 Semantic Argument 

The purpose of this section is to provide semantic evidence which shows that the intermediate NP in question is the 
thematic object of the matrix predicate. 

§4.4.1 Absolutive Marking and Semantic Ambiguity 

The English gloss of the following example has two possible interpretations. It is difficult to know whether (73) 
means (73a) in which I'm observing an event, specifically the situation in which Joe is beating Jim up, or whether 
(73) means (73b) in which I'm observing someone. 

(73) IpapkW-a-t-0-u+ ~ Joe q<l-qay-t-0-as Jlml 
watch-lv-CTr-3abs-past IsgSuCI Joe cont-beat -CTr -3abs-3erg Jim 

[papkWata+~ Joe qeqeyt<ls Jlml 

'I watched Joe beat up Jim' (PD 14) 
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(73a) 'I'm watching [Joe beating Jim up]' 
(73b) 'I'm watching Joe, Joe beating Jim up' 
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observing event 
observing someone 

Complement Clause 
Object Control: Prolepsis 

Note that (73a) corresponds to the situation in which 'Joe' occupies the subject position within the embedded 
clause and undergoes raising to get Case whereas in (73b) 'Joe' functions as the true semantic object of the matrix 
predicate. 

The following simple clauses were elicited on different occasions to show that both predicates independently Case­
mark and theta-mark a direct object NP. 

(74) IpapkW-a-t-0-u+ 
watch-lv-CTr-3abs-past 

~ 

IsgSuCI 

'I was watching Joe' 
(=sitting/standing there looking at him) 

(74a) IK Waqa-qay-t-0-as Jlml 
quot cont-beat-CTr-3abs-3erg Jim 

[kWaqeqeytAs Jlml 

'He beat Jim up' 

Joel 
Joe 

Joel 

(pD 461) 

(PD 172) 

Note that (74a) has a definite pronoun-like interpretation 'He beat Jim up' consistent with a null subject analysis as 
presented in §4.3.2. 

The next section presents evidence which suggests that there are two independent theta-roles assigned, one to the 
NP in direct object position and one to the empty category in subject of the embedded clause. This creates a 
potential problem for the NP-mvt analysis since uniform A-chains involving an NP and its trace are theta-marked 
only once at the foot of the chain. The Control analysis is compatible with this position since the NP and pro are 
each assigned an independent theta-role and do not enter into an A-chain relation like that created via NP-mvt. 

§4.4.2 Semantic Contrast 

Consider the following discourse situations. which further support the view that the overt NP occupies the direct 
object position of the matrix predicate and bears the internal theta-role of the matrix predicate 'see'. Here the NP­
trace analysis and the Control analysis make different predictions. The NP-trace analysis maintains that the NP 
appears in a Case position within the matrix clause-it moves to get object Case but it is not associated with the 
thematic object position. The Control analysis on the other hand claims that the direct object of the matrix clause is 
assigned a theta-role, and that pro in the subject position of the embedded clause is assigned an independent theta­
role. The semantic interpretation of utterances in this section provide strong evidence that the matrix NP occupies a 
theta-marked position, and therefore supports Hypothesis 2. 

Davis (1980) claims that Ascension Copy is an optional process in which the 1(2 person object morphology of the 
lower predicate is copied onto the matrix predicate-analagous to R-to-O. The following discourse situations have 
been created in order to test this claim. Discourse Contexts 1(2 have been constructed in such a way as to favour a 
3rd person matrix object reading. A second person matrix object is ruled out. This is reflected by the object 
agreement which occurs on the matrix predicate and is illustrated schematically in (75a). Discourse Contexts 3/4 
force the opposite interpretation as in (75b). 
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(75) Discourse Context 1/2 

[ see-trans NPsubj 

see-trans-eJ (3abs) 

*see-trans-91 (2sg0bj) 

(75b) Discourse Context 3/4 

[see-trans 

see-trans-al (2sg0bj) 

*see-trans-eJ (3abs) 

NPsubj 
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NPobj 

3rd person Object 

*2nd person Object 

NPobj 

2nd person Object 

*3rd person Object 

[Vpass pro you) 

[Vpass pro you] 

I will show that the semantic constrasts illustrated in this section cannot be accounted for by a copying/raising 
analysis in which the NP/pro moves to a non-theta position. 

Discourse Context 1: 

(76) We were all out digging clams. You disappeared. No one could find you. I've seen when they 
you. (PO 479) 

In the context of the scenario in (76), (76a) was judged as fully grammatical. 

O-topic: the search partyi 

(76a) IkWan-a-t-eJ-u+ 
see-lv-Cfr-3abs-past 

~ 

IsgSuCI 

'I've seen thm!i when theYi called you' 

ya+(1)-a-91-1t-u+/31 
call-lv-Cfr.2sg0bj-pass-past 

yitlre9iho+)32 

(='I've seen lbml when you got called by them') 
(pO 480) 

called 

Notice that the gloss given by the speaker in this case suggests that there is a null pro 'them' in complement 
position of the main predicate. The object pro gets its reference from the discourse topic 'the search party'. 
Discourse Context 1 is compatible with a sentence in which the speaker sees a member of the search party. 

Furthermore, (76b) is semantically incompatible with the discourse context in (76). As my Sliammon consultant 
explained, (76b) means: " 'I've seen l!llll'. How could 1 have seen l!llll ... if you were no where in sight!" 

311n all of these examples the embedded predicate appears in the passive voice. It would be preferable to have embedded active 
examples since we are allempting to evaluate R-to-O independently from its interaction with passive. Unfortunately several allempts to 
re-elicit these examples with embedded actives have failed. Since this section focuses on the status of the matrix object, this data still 
provides evidence that the matrix object is associated with the thematic object position. Interpretative effects such as these could not 
follow from Case-driven NP-movemenl 

Another morphological analysis of the non-matrix predicate is also possible. The 3rd person plural possessor 
I-it/ is identical to the embedded passive I-it/. These non-matrix clauses could be nominalized constructions which would be beller 
glossed as 'I've seen them, their calling you'. This is a topic for future research. 

32PD noted that the predicate for 'holler' would be better in this context but that 'call' was OK too. I have not changed this 
example in order to keep the examples parallel. 
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(76b) Ikwan-a-91-h-u+ ~ yat(])-a-91-lt-u+1 
see-lv-Cfr.2sg0bj-ep-past IsgSu call-lv-Cfr.2sg0bj-pass-past 

yi+1re9~totl 

'I was watching ~ when they called you' (pO 482) 
(='1 was watching ~ when you got called by them') 

The contrast between (76a-b) confirms that an independent theta-role is assigned to the direct object position of the 
matrix predicate. The next discourse situation shows the same contrast. 

Discourse Context 2: 

(77) We're all out picking berries. You've disappeared. No one knows where you are. I've seen when 
they searched for you. (PO 449) 

In the context of (77), (77a) is fully grammatical and has the interpretation in which the matrix object 'them' and 
embedded subject 'lMl' are coreferent. --

(77a) Ikwan-a-t-eJ-ut 
see-lv-Cfr-3abs-past 

[KW'na!t~H 

~ 

IsgSuCI 

'I watched when they searched for you' 

5 i 9ay-a-91-lt-utl 
nom search-lv-Cfr.2sg0bj-pass-past 

si 96y?a9hotl 

'I watched themi when ~i searched for you' 
(pO 410,450) 
(pO 602) 

(='1 watched them when you got searched for by them') 

(77b) is ruled out given discourse context (77) since (77b) clearly means 'I watched ~ .. .' which is semantically 
incompatible with the discourse situation established above. It is the contrast between the semantic compatibility of 
(77a-b) which establishes that the matrix object occupies a theta position. 

(77b) IKwan-a-91-h-u+ ~ 
see-lv-Cfr.2sg0bj-ep-past IsgSuCI 

[KWanregehoH 

'I watched ~ when they searched for you' 

i 9ay-a-91-1t-utl 
search-lv-Cfr.2sg0bj-pass-past 

i 96y?a9hotl 

(pO 451) 
(='1 watched ~ when you got searched for by them') 

Mrs. Oominic: "No, you've said that 'you've seen me'-this can't be true here." 

1 now contrast discourse situations 1/2 with the following discourse situations in which the opposite interpretation 
obtains for the matrix object pronominal as outlined in (75b) above. These are contexts in which the 2nd person 
(hearer) is seen by the speaker. 

Discourse Context 3: 

(78) A group of us are in the woods. You and 1 decide to hide on the rest of them. I can see you in your 
hidding spot from where 1 am hidden. The others are searching for us. (PO 516) 

(78a) is fully acceptable in discourse context (78) whereas (78b) is not possible. (78a) means that 'I watched ~ 
.. .' and crucially not 'I watched them .. .' or 'I watched it .. .' as is shown by the overt matrix object agreement. 
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(7Sa) I k wan - a - 9 1 - h - u t ~ 
see-lv-Cfr.2sg0bj-ep-past IsgSuCI 

i 9ay-a-91-1t-utl 
search-lv-Cfr.2sg0bj-pass-past 

[kWanregehoH igey?~9~totl 

'I watched XQlL when they searched for you' 
(='1 watched ~ when you got searched for by them') 
*1 watched them when they searched for you' 

(pO 517) 

(pO 517a) 

Although (7Sb) is fully grammatical, it wouldn't be used in this context. The focus of the speaker is on the secone 
person (addressee) '~' not on the 'search party'. 

aS~ I~wan-at-e-ut 
see-Cfr-3abs-past 

~ 
IsgSuCI 

5 i 9ay-a-91-1t-utf 
nom search-lv-Cfr.2sg0bj-pass-past 

[kWanretoH sigey?~9~totl 

'I watched when they searched for you' 
'I watched themi when ~i searched for you' 
(='1 watched them when you got searched for by them') 
*'1 watched ~ when they searched for you' 

(pO 51S) 
(PO 602) 

(pO 602a) 

Subsequent elicitation of this example (=PO 602) shows that there is a null pro in both object position of matrix 
clause and the subject of the embedded clause. The matrix object pro gets its reference from the Cliscourse mappin~ 
of d-topic onto pro which is consistent with the approach developed by Roberts (1994) and H.Oavis (1994). I will 
propose that the embedded subject pro is controlled by the matrix object. This interaction between discourse 
mapping and Control will be discussed in §5. 

Discourse Context 4 provides an adClitional example of the pattern established for Oiscourse 3. 

Discourse Context 4: 

(79) You and I were attenCiing your graduation. We were both there. I was very proud of you. I was watching 
you. (pO 492) 

(79a) is grammatical in the context of (79) whereas (79b) is ruled out 

(79a) I K wan - a - 9 1 - h - u t ~ 

see-lv-Cfr.2sg0bj-ep-past IsgSuCI 

[kWanre9~ho+~ 

'I was watching:yQJ.l when they called you' 

yat( 1 )-a-91-1 t-u+! 
call-lv-Cfr.2sg0bj-pass-past 

ye+lregeto+l 

(='1 was watching:yQJ.l when:yQJ.l got called by them') 
*1 was watching .t!!mli when theyi called you' 

(79b) I~wan-at-e-uof 

see-Cfr-3abs-past 
[kWanretoH 

~ 

IsgSuCI 

'I've seen when they called you' 

y at( lJ-a - 91-1 t -uofl 
call-lv-Cfr.2sg0bj-pass-past 
yeoflregetoofl 

(='I've seen them when you got called by them') 
*'1 was watching:yQJ.l when they called you' 

Again the speaker sees the 2nd person (hearer) and not someone else. 
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(PO 414,493) 

(pO 603) 

(PO 495) 

(PO 495a) 

§4.4.3 Assessment of Analyses 

Hypothesis 1: NP·mvt (A·chain) 
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An NP-mvt analysis encounters serious difficulties explaining the semantic contrasts shown in §4.4 since the 
moved NP and it's trace(s) under such an analysis form a single chain. An A-chain is associated with a single 
theta-position at the base of the chain. The head of the A-chain is a Case position and crucially not a theta-position. 
If.it were a theta-position this would violate the Theta Criterion. 

Within an NP-mvt analysis we would fail to predict the Clifferent interpretations available to the matrix direct object 
in the discourse contexts discussed above. This provides strong evidence that the relationship between the matrix 
object and the subject of the embedded preClicate is not an NP-trace relation. 

(7Sa) and (79a) both show an embedded passive with a so-called R-to-O construction in which the second person 
pronominal morphology appears in both the matrix clause and the embedded clause. 

Under a R-to-O analysis (cf. Oavis 19S0), the appearance of object morphology on the matrix preClicate was argued 
to show that the patient of a passive preClicate had undergone Raising-to-Subject of the embedded clause with 
subsequent Raising-to-Object position (Davis'Ascension Copy). This body of data provides a compelling argument 
that these constructions do not involve raising at all. 

This semantic paraCligm also provides evidence that the empty category could not be a wh-trace (variable). The 
empty category in the embedded clause could not be the trace of wh-movement since it would be bound by an NP 
in an A-position. This would constitute a Condition C violation. If the NP were in an A'-position, then we would 
have trouble explaining the above interpretative effects. This data provides further evidence that the Wh-mvt 
analysis, rejected for independent reasons in §4.2, makes the wrong predictions given the Sliammon data in §4.4. 
The given data supports the fact that the NP in the matrix clause appears in a theta-position. 

Hypothesis 2: Control Analysis 

The examples in this section provide an argument for Hypothesis 2 in which the NP is base-generated in the 
thematic object position of the matrix preClicate. This direct object provides an appropriate antecedent for the null 
subject pro in the embedded clause. It is the normal interpretation of pronominals which predicts semantic pairs of 
this kind. Further support for this position comes from the interpretation of examples like (SO). 

Discourse Context: Johni is eating sea urchin. 

(SO) I papkw -a- t -e -uof 
VF watch-lv-Cfr-3abs-past 

~ 

IsgSuCI 

'I watchedhimi when~i ate sea urchin' 

m~kW-t-e-as 

eat -Cfr-3abs-3erg 

mUkWtas 

!!~ mas1 qw I 
det sea urchin 

!!~ mA 5eqWh 1 

(pO 119) 

(SO) shows that the discourse topic 'John' can be mapped onto the matrix object pro which in turn controls the null 
subject pro within the embedded clause. The interaction between discourse binCiing and Control will be explored 
more fully in §5. 

§4.5 One·Nominal Interpretation & Single Nominal Constraint 

The argument developed in this section is a conceptual argument against overt NP-movement If movement occurs 
in (81-82) then we end up with O-structures which do not respect either the One Nominal Interpretation Law or the 
Single Nominal Constraint which were established independently in § 1.4 and § 1.5. 

§4.5.1 One Nominal Interpretation 
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Base-generation of the single overt NP 'Joe' within in the embedded transitive clause would be a violation of the 
One Nominal Constraint since this NP is clearly interpreted as the subject of the embedded predicate. The NP 
would be forced to move out in order to conform to the ON constraint. 

(81) IpapkW-a-t-B-u+ 
watch-Iv-CTr-3abs-past 

[papkWato+~ 

~ 

IsgSuCI 

'I was watching Joe beating him up' 

Joe qa-qay-t-0-asl 
Joe cont-beat-CTr-3abs-3erg 

Joe qeqeytAs] 
(P0227) 

If the overt NP were base-generated within the matrix clause as the thematic object, then the ON constraint would 
be observed. 

§4.5.2 The Single Nominal Constraint 

The Single Nominal Constraint reflects the fact that only a single overt NP can be licensed in an active transitive 
clause as argued in §1.S. (82a) obeys this constraint given a Control analysis since the overt NP 'Joe' would 
occupy a position within the matrix clause. 

(82a) IkWan-a-t-0-u+ ~ Joe qa-qay-t-0-as J1ml 
see-Iv-CTr-3abs-past IsgSuCI Joe cont-beat-CTr-3abs-3erg Jim 

[i<W;(nato+~ Joe qeqeytAs J1m] 
'I watched Joe beat Jim up' (PO 193) 

If this sentence satisfies the Single Nominal Constraint, then it must be the case that the subject clitic does not count 
as an overt NP. Recall that a distinction between the behaviour of 1/2 persons versus 3 persons was introduced in 
§ 1.2. This split will also playa role in subsequent sections. 

An NP-mvt analysis would posit underlying O-Str representations which violate this constraint. (82b) is 
ungrammatical because the subject NP failed to move prior to S-Structure. 

(82b) *[i<W;(nato+~ 

I watched 

(,I watched Joe beat Jim up') 

qeqeytAs 
beat up 

Joe J1m] 
Joe Jim 

(pO 19S) 

A Control analysis would not encounter conceptual problems of this sort since both O-Str and S-Str representations 
would respect the One Nominal Interpretation Law and the Single Nominal Constraint. 

The remainder of this section shows that the overt nominal in these so-called "R-to-O" constructions behaves like a 
canonical object. Evidence is presented from reflexives and reciprocals §4.6, passivization §4.7, and wh-extraction 
and clefting in §4.8. 

§4.6 Reflexives and Reciprocals 

The following reflexive and reciprocal data shows that the intermediate "object" is able to enter into an anaphoric 
relation with the matrix subject. Massam (198S: 171) notes that reflexive relations between NPs which are indicated 
by the presence of overt morphology on the verb, are generally excluded unless both the antecedent and the 
anaphor are arguments of that verb. This provides additional evidence that the intermediate NP in "R-to-O" 
constructions occupies the thematic object position within the matrix clause. 

39 

126 

§4.6.1 Reflexives 

The following Sliammon data shows that an anaphoric relation is possible between the matrix subject and object as 
in (83). 

(83) li<w an - a -8u t Joe ?1itan-s kWa masl qw 1 
see-Iv -CTr.reflex Joe eat-3poss det sea urchin 

[kW;(ne90 t Joe ?e+tms kWa m,(seqW] 
'Joei is watching himselfi while he;'s eating sea urchin' (pO 718) 

(83) requires the embedded predicate to be nominalized. The subject of the nominalized clause appears in the 
possessive Case. Nonetheless, the two arguments of the matrix predicate are able to enter into an 
antecedent/anaphor relation. The pro within the embedded clause is controlled by 'Joe'. (84a-b) provide additional 
examples with 1 person sg/pl. 

(84a) 1 k wan - a - 9 u t - u + 
see-Iv-CTr.reflex-past 

~ 

IsgSuCI 
t 9 
Isgposs 

xWat-?am-(?)u+1 

fall-intr-past 

'I've seen myself when I was falling' 
(PO: "like in a dream") 

(84b) Itly-mut !H 
big-very 1 plSuCI 

[tfymuH 

i<w an - a -8u t 
see-Iv-CTr.reflex 

!\a ms ?1+tan-?u+ 
det 1 plposs eat-past 

?e+ta·no+ 

'We really watched ourselves when we ate sea urchin' 

§4.6.2 Reciprocals 

(pO 712) 

!\a maslqWI 
det sea urchin 

(pO 707) 

(8Sa-b) shows that an anaphoric relation holds between the matrix subject and object. In (8Sa) the 3person subject 
is the conjoined plural: [Joe and JimJ. 

(8Sa) Ipapkw=us-taw+ Joe h1?ga JIm ?1-?I+tan ta masl qw 133 

watch=LS'face' -recip Joe and Jim impf-eat det sea urchin 

[papkWustaw+ Joe he?ga J1m ?e?e+tln t a m,(seqW] 

'Joe and Jim watched each other while they were eating sea urchin' (pO 632) 

Again (8Sb) with the 1 person plural requires the embedded predicate to be nominalized. The subject of the 
nominalized clause appears in the possessive Case. Nonetheless, the two arguments of the matrix predicate are able 
to enter into an antecedent/anaphor relation. 

33There are a number of questions regarding the nature of the conjunction 'and'. I have glossed it as such in keeping with the 
translation given by the speaker. Kroeber (1991) also records 1 ?ly 1 as the conjunction 'and'. The question then is what are the 
differences between 1 ?ly 1 'and' versus Ihl ?gal 'and' for the present speaker. Judging from the few tokens which appear in the 
present corpus, 1 hI? 9.al conjoins proper names whereas I? 1 Y / appears between co-ordinate clauses. An adequate statement of 
their function and distrtbution is beyond the scope of the present paper. 
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(85b) Itly-mut §t 
big-very IplSuCI 
[dymu!lt 

papk"'=us-tawt §a 
watch=LS'face'-recip det 
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papk"'ust~wt !lams 

ms ?lttan ta 
Iplposs eat det 

?ettln t a 

'We really watehed each other when we were eating sea urchin' 

maslq'" I 
sea urchin 

m,(ssq"'l 

(PD 626;708) 

If the intermediate NP occupies the thematic object position, then it should be possible to passivize this argument. 
The next section provides evidence for passive within the main clause. 

§4.7 Passivization in Matrix Clause 

(86) shows the mapping of the d-topic [woman] onto the null pro in object position. The object pro in turn controls 
the subject pro within the embedded clause. This example provides evidence that the matrix "object" can be 
"passivized". 

Discourse Context: talking about a particular womani 

(86) Ik"'an-a-t-ICl-am 
see-lv-CTr-3abs-pass 

[i<"'anretam 

~ay-~uy 

kids 

~(~uy 

~ax-a-t-ICl-as 
cook-lv-CTr-3abs-3erg 

UXAtAS 

'the kids were watching when shei cooked the fish' 
(=shei got watched by the kids when shei cooked the fish) 

§4.8 Wh·Extraction (Operator Movment of Matrix Object) 

ta 
det 

Janx'" I 
fish 

If the intermediate NP is really the thematic object of the matrix predicate, then it should behave syntactically as an 
object. In the next section I show that the intermediate NP can be questioned. (87a) shows wh-extraction of the 
matrix subject. 

who eat-CTr-3abs pte det 

'Who ate the sea urchinT 

(87b) questions the matrix object. 

(87b) Itam i<"'a ?a 
what quot pte 

mak"'-t-ICl-as-ut 
eat-CTr-3abs-3conj-past 

[tam k"'a? 

'What did the man eatT 

ta 
det 

tawma§1 
man 

tum I§l 

(PD 682) 

(PD 684) 

(87c) shows that the intermediate NP can be questioned. Questioning the intermediate NP has the morphological 
diagnostics of object extraction since it retains the 2sg subject (conjunctive) morphology (cf.§4.2.4). This provides 
both morphological and syntactic evidence that the intermediate NP in putative R-to-O constructions occupies the 
thematic object position. 
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(87c) Igat 
who 

k"'an-a-t-ICl-ax"'-u+ 
see-lv-CTr-3abs-2sgconj-past 

'Who did you see eat the sea urchinT 
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?1+tan-ICl 
eat-3abs 

maslq"'l 
sea urchin 

(pD 688) 

(87d) shows that questioning the embedded object is ungrammatical34• 

(87d) */tam k"'a ?a 
what quot pte 

*[tam k'" a? 

k"'an-a-t-ICl-ax"'-ut 
see-lv-CTr-3abs-2sgconj-past 

(,What did you see Joe eating?') 

§4.8.1 Evidence from Matrix Clefting 

Joe mak"'-t-ICl-as-utl 
Joe eat-CTr-3abs-3erg-past 

(PD 760) 

If the intermediate NP is really the thematic object of the matrix predicate, then it should behave syntactically as a 
true object with respect to Clefting as well. (88a) is a R-to-O construction in which 'Bernie' appears after the 
subject of the matrix predicate and before the embedded clause. All of the evidence we have amassed so far 
suggests that this overt nominal occupies the direct object position of the main predicate. 

(88a) I i<'" an - a - t - ICl - uH 
see-lv-CTr-3abs-past IsgSuCI 

BernIe 
Bernie 

BernIe 

'I've seen Berniei when hei/*j beat Joe up' 

qa-qay-t-ICl-ut-s Joel 
cont-beat-CTr-3abs-past-3p Joe 

qeqeytos Joel 

(pO 678; 764) 

(88b) shows thatclefting of the intermediate NP 'Bernie' is grammatical. 

(88b) I h 1+ BernI e k"'an-a-t-ICl-an-ut qa-qay-t-ICl-ut-s Joel 
be it Bernie see-lv-CTr-3abs-lconj-past cont-beat-CTr-3abs-past-3p Joe 

[het BernIe k'" ana tee not qeqeytos Joel 
'It was Bernie that I've seen when he beat up Joe' (pD 765b) 

Clefting of the embedded object 'Joe' in (88a) is also ungrammatical as shown by (88c). 

(88c) */hH Joe 
be it Joe 

*[het Joe 

k"'an-a-t-ICl-an-ut 
see-lv-CTr-3abs-lconj-past 
ka"nateenot 

('It was Joe that I've seen Bernie beat up') 

BernIe qa-qay-t-ICl-ut-SI 
Bernie cont-beat-CTr-3abs-past-3p 
BernIe qeqeytosl 

(pD 766) 

34If the embedded object occupies a position within a temporal adjunct clause, then we may have an explanation for the 
ungrammaticality of (87d). Extraction from an adjunct clause should induce Adjunct Island effects. As will be noted in §5.3.5, it will be 
valuable to test extraction possibilities from complement clauses, adjunct clauses, and then compare those results with clauses 
embedded under matrix perception predicates. This remains a topic for further research. 
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(88c) could be used to support a temporal adjunct analysis since extraction of an embedded object will induce 
adjunct island effects similar to those observed for (87d). 

Assessment of Analyses 

This parallels the wh-question extraction data in (87). This data provides further evidence in support of the NP-pro 
'control' relation proposed here. 

§4.9 Pro and Discourse Binding 

Sliammon is a pro-drop language. This has been proposed for third persons in other Salish languages by Gerdts 
(1989), Matthewson (1993), Matthewson et al. (1993), Roberts (1994), H.Davis (1994). A non-oyert pron?minal 
(pro) appears in argument position and has a definite (third person) referenc.e. A null p~onommal re.qUlres an 
antecedent; it is anaphoric. H.Davis (1994) provides an account of the mappmg of the discourse. tOPIC~S) onto 
syntactic positions. Null pronominals in simple clauses get their reference by virtue of the context m which they 
occur. 

Additional examples from Sliammon provide support for the claim that the empty category in subject position of the 
lower clause has the properties of a null [+pronominal) and c~ucially not th?se of an NP-trace. 1 first present cas~s 
of subject pro-drop followed by an example of subject and object pro-drop m the same utterance. 1 then extend thiS 
discussion to the "R-t-O" constructions under consideration. 

Subject pro-drop 

In (89) a null pro in subject position is bound by the d-topic 'the woman' so that (89) is interpreted as 'she cooked 
the fish' in which 'she' is coreferent with 'the woman'. 

Discourse Context: The womani is at the beach. 

(89) l~ax-a-t-0-as ta 

cook-Iv-Cfr-3erg det 

Subject and Object pro-drop 

JanxW I 

fish 

[UXAtAS (tal Jenxw I 
'Shei cooked the fish' (PD 140) 

(90) shows that in the appropriate discourse context, the predicate ~ay occ~r .by itself without any overt th!rd 
person nominals (NPs). Since these clauses are generally rejected as dlscourse-mltlal utterances, they must receive 
an interpretation from the discourse context. 

Discourse Context: Johni is eating sea urchini 

(90) 1m akw -t-0-as 

eat-Cfr-3abs-3erg 

ta?1 
deictic 

Discourse Context: The womani cooked the fishi. 

(91a) l~ax-a-t-0-as 
VF cook-lv-Cfr-3abs-3erg 

(91b) ?[UXA tAS] 

'shei is cookin i~ (that)' 

ta?1 
deictic 

[mukW t!l!stal N [mukW t A S tal 

'Hei has eaten i~ (that)' (PD 109) 

(pD 139) 

In transitive clauses the direct object is usually express~~. My consultant was vert reluctant to drop .the deictic 
element in (90-91) as shown by the marginal acceptablhty of (91b). Althou~h Shammon tnay definitely be an 
obligatory subject pro-drop language, it is more difficult ~o find cases ~f ~bJect'pro-drop (but see (92) belo.w). 
Since pro in 3-3 sentences requires an antecedent, and smce the d-toplc IS typically mapped onto the subject 
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position, a secondary d-topic must be present in order to license a pro in object position. Hence, object pro occurs 
much less frequently than subject pro. This binding approach also explains the interpretation available in (92). Note 
that there is subject and object pro-drop in the embedded clause. 

(92a) I papkw -a-t -0 -u+ 
watch-Cfr-3abs-past 

C 
IsgSuCI 

Joe Qa-Qay-t-0-u+-sl 
Joe cont-beat-Cfr-3abs-past-3p 

[pa pkw at~+c Joe QeQeytos] 

'I was watching Joei beating hirni/*i up' 
(=1 was watching Joei [proi's beating proj/*i up)) 

(PD 227) 

The subject pro in the embedded clause is anaphorically dependent on NP 'Joe' in the matrix clause. Both instances 
of pro cannot be referentially dependent on NP 'Joe' since coindexing subject pro with object pro within the same 
minimal domain would constitute a Condition B violation. The second instance of pro would fail to be free. 

(92a) shows that the matrix object NP 'Joe' controls the embedded subject pro. If this NP-pro relation were a 
result of Discourse Binding, we would expect parallel mapping of discourse functions, yielding the following: 

D-Topic: Johnj 

(92b) 1 was watching Joei. Hej/*i was beating himi up. 

The D-Topic 'John' would be expected to map onto the subject pro of the embedded clause whereas the object 
'Joe' should map onto the object pro within the embedded clause. 

By comparing (92b) with (92a), we observe that the NP-pro relation is subject to syntactic control between the 
matrix object and null subject pro. As discussed above, 1 postpone further comparison between Control and 
discourse binding until §5. 

§4.10 Transitive predicates with embedded Intransitives 

The next section provides data which are problematic for a Case driven NP-mvt analysis. This data provides 
evidence in favour of a Control analysis. It also shows that under an Object Control analysis, the Control relation is 
obligatory. 

Consider the intransitive predicate 'dig cedar roots': the d-topic 'John' can be mapped onto the null pro in subject 
position as shown by (93a). 

Discourse topic: Johni 

(93a) I 91-91 Q·na~ - 0 I 

dig=LS 'root' -3abs 

[gegeQ~n~~1 

'hei is digging roots' (pD 487) 

(93b) shows that this intransitive predicate can license a single absolutive argument' John'. This provides evidence 
that it both Case-marks and theta-marks this overt NP. 

(93b) 191-91Q=na~-0 

dig=LS 'root' -3abs 
Johnl 
John 

[gegeQan~c John] 
'John's digging roots' (PD484) 
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(94a-b) show that when this predicate is embedded under a verb of perception like 'watch', the overt NP 'John' 
must occur in the intermediate position. 

(94a) Ihu? t 9am kWan-a-t-11l John 91Q=na~-11l1 

go lsgpossJut see-lv-Cfr-3abs John dig=LS 'root'-3abs 

[hlS'? t 9am kW;(net h John geQanh~] 

'I'm gonna go watch John dig roots' (PD767) 

When 'John' occurs after the predicate 'dig roots', the sentence is ungrammatical as in (94b). 

(94b) */hu? t 9am ~Wan-a-t-11l 91Q=na~-11l Johnl 
go Isgposs.fut see-lv-Cfr-3abs dig=LS'root'-3abs John 

*[hcS'? t 9a m ~W;( n e t h geQanh~ John] 
('I'm gonna go watch John dig roots') (PD769) 

Davis (1980) claims that R-to-O is optional. As can be seen from a comparison of 
(94a-b) the overt NP must appear in the intermediate position. This means that if we adopt an NP-mvt analysis of 
these facts, then we need to ensure that raising is obligatory. 

The ungrammaticality of (94b) presents several difficulties for a Case-driven NP-mvt analysis. As can be seen 
from (93b) the intransitive predicate 'dig roots' does license an overt subject NP to its right in matrix clauses. Since 
an NP can be Case marked by this predicate, then we would have to ask what motivates NP-mvt in non-matrix 
clauses? 

A Control account captures the observed facts in the following way: 'John' is base-generated as the direct object of 
the matrix predicate and provides an appropriate antecedent for a null pro within the embedded clause (=94a). The 
ungrammaticality of (94b) can be explained under the Control analysis. If 'John' were base-generated within the 
embedded clause, and were bound by (coindexed with) a null pro within the matrix clause, then this would result 
in a Condition C violation (akin to ""I saw himj when Johnj was digging cedar roots'). Given the Control analysis 
we are able to correctly predict the contrast between (94a-b). 

§4.11 Summary 

Based on the range of syntactic data presented in §4, there is substantial evidence that the intermediate NP in 
putative "R-to-O" constructions occupies the thematic object position within the matrix clause. I provide evidence 
for a Control relation in which the object NP controls a null pronominal in the subject of the non-matrix clause, as 
illustrated by the schema in (95). 

(95) Object Control Structures 

[Predicate Subject Obj[ __ l 1 [Predicate Subj[ __ l Objectl 
I I 

Object controls subject 

The syntactic data in §4 also show that this connection cannot be construed as an NP-trace relation. Therefore, it is 
impossible to maintain an NP-movement analysis of these facts. Subsequently, I will refer to these putative "R-to-
0" constructions as cases of Object Control. 

Remember that Davis (1980) claims that both the subject of an active transitive clause and the patient in passiv~ 
clause can undergo "Raising". He concludes that the passive patient must have become the subject of its clause 
since it can undergo subsequent R-to-O. His argument for a personal passive analysis in Sliammon hinges on his 
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analysis as R-to-O. Once we have shown that R-to-O/NP-mvt are not viable analyses of the full range of facts, then 
we have done away with the syntactic evidence that gave raise to the morpho-syntactic mismatch in (44). R-to-O is 
eliminated on conceptual grounds within GB Theory, and a Case-driven NP-movement analysis fails to account for 
the data in §4. 

I conclude that the passive facts are compatible with a Control account and argue that there is no evidence based on 
the data in this study that the passive patient ever occupies the subject position. In fact there is independent 
evidence from the behaviour of matrix passives in §2 which argues against Davis' hypothesis. I would like to 
propose that passives in Sliammon are true impersonal passives and that the passive patient occupies object 
position. 

§5.0 Interaction between Control and Discourse Binding 

At this point we have established that simple passives in Sliammon involve the delinking of the d-topic from the 
subject and the mapping of the d-topic onto the object pro (recall §2.4). In an active clause the d-topic would be 
mapped onto the null 3rd person subject as shown by the coindexing in (96a). In (96b) the passive morpheme 
binds the subject pro and the d-topic is mapped onto the 3rd person object pro instead. 

(96a) D-topiCj 

VP 

specA 
proj V' 

A 
V NP 

(96b) D-topicj 

FP 

sC' F 
proj 

• I 

A 
F VP 

paSSj A 
spec V' 

__ ti A 
V NP 

proj 

We have established in §4 that the overt NP in Object Control structures is the thematic object of the matrix 
predicate, and that it enters into a "Control-like" relation with subject pro in the non-matrix clause. In this section, I 
present additional evidence which shows that this intra-clausal relation is a Control relation. I will also show that 
obligatory Object Control does not follow from a straight forward extension of discourse binding to intra-sentential 
contexts. 

I first present the patterns of interpretation which we expect as a result of both Control and discourse binding. After 
considering the Sliammon data, we are able to confmn that the NP-pro relation put forth in Hypothesis 2 is an 
example of Object Control. Huang's (1989) theory of Generalized Control is presented in order to provide a formal 
theory, as well as a definition of "Control domain". Ultimately this allows us to observe the interaction between 
Object Control and discourse binding which will be developed in §5.2. 

§5.1 Control vs Discourse Binding 

Consider the interpretation of sentences like (97) in which the closest NP 'John' functions as the antecedent for 
pro. 

(97) IkWan-a-t-am - ?u+ 
see-lv-Cfr-3abs-pass-past 

[~W;(n!et~mo+ 

kWa B111 John makW-t-l1l-u+-s §a 
quot Bill John eat-Cfr-3abs-past-3p det 

'Bill was watching when John ate the sea urchin' 
(Billj was watching Johnj when he-ilj ate sea urchin) 
(=got watched by Billj Johnj when hcoi/j ate sea urchin) 
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The possible coindexing indicates that the intra-clausal relations result from syntactic Control and do not follow in a 
straight forward manner from discourse binding. If we extended d-binding to matrix-embedded contexts of this 
kind, we might expect the pro in the subject of the non-matrix clause to be coindexed with the subject of the matrix 
clause (Bill) in accordance with the Parallelism Constraint on Discourse Functions (Matthewson 1993). This 
Parallelism Constraint operates across clause boundries and ensures that coreferential NPs have the same discourse 
function (subject-subject; object-object). If the coreference possibilities in intra-clausal environments were 
determined by discourse binding, then one would expect the discourse participants to map onto parallel 
grammatical functions in the same way that they do for independent clauses. The d-binding pattern for independent 
clauses is presented in (98-101). 

Discourse Binding/Parallelism Constraint 

(98a) shows schematically the mapping of the d-topic 'Jimj' onto the null pro subjects in both independent clauses. 

D-Topic: Jimj 

(98a) Hej caught sight of Arlenej. Hej's talking to her} 

(98b) provides the Sliammon equivalent of the first independent clause. 

(98b) I kW a 
quot 

kWan-nW-I1l-as Arlenel 
see-NTr-3abs-3erg Arlene 

'Hej's seen Arlene' (he turned around and caught sight of her) 

Subject - Subject 
Object, Object 

(pD 772) 

The interpretation of (98b) shows that the d-topic is mapped onto the subject position. (98c) provides an example 
of parallel mapping of both subject-subject and object-object. The subject pro in (98c) is bound by 'Jim' and the 
object pro is bound by Arlene, the argument which occupies the object position of the previous independent clause 
(see 98b). 

(98c) IQwl-Qway-sW-I1l-asl 
imp-speak -Caus-3abs-3erg 

[QWeqWeysxWus] 

'Hej's talking to herj' (pD 774) 

(98) therefore provides an example of the canonical discourse mapping of the d-topic onto the subject pro and the 
object onto the object pro. 

(99a) provides the discourse context for (99b). (99b) shows another example of the discourse mapping of subject­
subject and object-object. 

(99a) Petej is looking for Jim} Subject-Subject 
Object - Object 

(99b) I Y a -yaf(] )-a - t -11l- as QWal-(a)s QWlt1 imp-
cont-call-lv-Cfr-3abs-3erg come-3p beach 

[y eysflahh s QW'(las QW eth 1 

'Hei's calling himj to go down to the beach' (PD782) 

(100-101) show that the discourse mapping between clauses must respect the parallelism constraint. (IOOa) 
expresses the prohibition on mapping the subject of the first clause onto the object of the second clause. 
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D-Topic: Jimj 

(lOOa) #Hej caught sight of Joe} Petek called him'i/j/'k. #Subject - Object 

(IOOb) provides the first of these two independent clauses in Sliammon. 

(IOOb) Ikw an-nW-I1l-as kW" Joe 
see-NTr-3abs-3erg det Joe 

[kWanaxWhS kW" Joe (Qweth )] 
'Hej's seen Joej (at the beach)' (PD780) 

(IOOc) was avoided as can be seen by the comments of the speaker since the d-topic/subject could not be mapped 
onto the object within the second clause. 

(100e) ('Petek called himj') 

Mrs. Dominic: "you need to say who he called" (PD 780a) 

The passive in (IOOc') was volunteered instead in order to accommodate two third person participants as discussed 
in §2. 

(IOOc') lya-yaH1>-a-t-l1l-am kWa Pete Jlm QWal-(a)s QWlt1 
VF cont-call-lv-Cfr-3abs-pass det Pete Jim come-3p beach 

[yeys+lretam kWa Pete Jlm QW,(I&s QWeth] 

'Petek is calling Jimj to go down to the beach' (PD 781) 

The next example is an attempt to map the object of the first independent clause onto the subject of the second 
independent clause as in (lOla). 

D-Topic: Jimj 

(lOla) #Pete was calling himj. Hej was talking to Joe. #Object - Subject 

(lOlb) PD: "so whose doing the talking-it is unclear who's talking to Joe" (PD 784) 

(101 b) reflects the inability of the speaker to link these two sentences. I assume that this is avoided since it violates 
the parallelism constraint on discourse mapping. Now that we have established the expected pattern for d-binding, 
we can reconsider (97) repeated here as (102). 

(l02) Ikwan-a-t-am-?uf k W a 8111 John makW-t-l1l-u+-s !ja maslQwl 
see-lv-Cfr-3abs-pass-past quot Bill John eat-Cfr-3abs-past-3p det sea urchin 

[kWanretamo+ kWa 8111 John mlfkWtos !ja m,(ssQWj 

'Billj was watching Johnj when he'ilj ate sea urchin' (PD 579) 
(=got watched by Billi Johnj when he'j/j ate sea urchin) 

If the Parallelism Constraint on the mapping of grammatical functions were responsible for determining intra­
clausal relations, then we would expect (102) to have the opposite indexing. The passive agent 'Bill' would be 
expected to bind null subject in the embedded clause. Instead the object of the matrix clause 'John' and subject pro 
of the embedded clause refer to the same individual. Discourse binding cannot account for the observed obligatory 
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control in (102) since the only available interpretation for (102) is the one in which John (object) and the subje. 
pro (he) are coreferent. 

(103) shows an active example which provides a near-minimal constrast with (102). 

D-Topic: Billi 

(103) /papl<w- a -t-0-as 
watch-lv-crr-3abs-3erg 

John makW-t-0-as ta 
John eat-crr-3abs-3erg det 

[papkWAtAS John mukWtAs 
'He's watchinll John eat the sea urchin' 
(=Hei's watching Johnj while he*i/j eats the sea urchin) 

maslqW/ 
sea urchin 

The d-topic 'Bill' binds the matrix subject pro while the embedded subject pro is controlled by the object N 
'John'. We have established therefore that the NP-pro relation does not follow from the parallelism constraint 0 
discourse binding. 

5.2 Huang's (1989) Generalized Control Theory (GCT) 

Huang (1989) proposed that all of the essential facts regarding the distribution of null pronominals (pro/PRC 
follow from his theory of Generalized Control. He proposes that there is a single null pronominal ([ +pronominal: 
which must be controlled within its control domain (if it has one). This control domain is the specification of th 
environment in which a null pronominal has a "local, unique, non-arbitrary antecedent." The formal specification j 
given in (104) as it appears in Huang (1989). 

(104a) Generalized Control Rule (GCR) 

An empty pronominal is controlled in its control domain (if it has one). 

(104b) Control Domain 

a. is the control domain for P iff it is the minimal category that satisfies both (a) and (b): 

a. a. is the lowest S or NP that contains (i) ~, or (ii) the minimal maximal category 
containing P (henceforth, MMC(P». 

b. a. contains a SUBJEcr accessible to p. 

Huang claims that if pro/PRO is not controlled in its Control Domain, then its reference is determined by factol 
which fall outside of the theory of Generalized Control. 

I propose that the relation between a 3person NP in the matrix clause and a null 3person pronominal (pro) in a nor 
matrix clause (complement clause or adjunct clause) is determined by Generalized Control. 

(105) [I saw Johni [Proi eat sea urchin]] Intra-sentential --> Generalized Control 

Relations between elements in independent clauses follows from Discourse Binding as outlined in §5.1. I postpon 
a discussion of the interaction between Control and d-binding until later in this section. First consider the intr! 
sentential relations in (106). 

(106a) [I saw Johni [Proi eat sea urchin]] 
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(50) is repeated here as (106b) in order to remind the reader of the pronominal morphology which occurs on the 
predicate in these Object Control constructions. 

(106b) IKwan-a-t-0-uH John makW-t-0-as ta masl qw/ 
see-lv-crr-3abs-past IsgSuCI John eat-crr-3abs-3erg det sea urChin 

[kWanatO"+I~ John mukWtAs ta m.(ssqWhj 

'I watched John when he ate the sea urchin' (PD 118) 

(106c) [kWanatO"fe Johnj [mukWtAs prOj ta m.(sBqWll 

An empty 3 person subject pronominal pro; which occurs within the embedded clause must be controlled within its 
control domain (if it has one). In this case the control domain is the matrix clause. So within the matrix clause, pro 
requires a "local, unique, non-arbitrary antecedent". The embedded subject pro is controlled by the matrix object 
'John' as shown in (106c). 

Huang (1989), in his discussion of what constitutes a control domain, states that the minimal S clause is the control 
domain if there is rich agreement as in Italian. In languages with poor agreement, like English or Chinese, the 
control domain for a null subject pro is the immediate superordinate clause. Although Sliammon appears to have 
"rich agreement", the control domain for a null subject pro is the immediate superordinate clause just as in English 
or Chinese. We must conclude that agreement does not satisfy the principle of recoverability in Sliammon, and so 
is not an accessible SUBJEcr. The control domain must be the matrix clause as shown by the Sliammon facts35• 

If the matrix clause is the control domain for a null pro within a non-matrix clause, then we can explain why the 
Sliammon equivalent of examples like (107) are ruled OUl 

(107) *[1 saw you [when [pro ate-3Subj sea urchin]]] (cf. PD785) 

A null subject pronominal in the non-matrix clause which is indicated by 3 person subject agreement on the 
predicate 'eat' refers to a third person. The control domain for this pro is the matrix clause. The subject pro is 
licensed in this embedded context as long as it is controlled within its control domain. It therefore must be 
controlled in the immediate superordinate clause according to the GCR in (104). Note however that the two 
potential controllers, the matrix subject 'I' and the matrix object 'you' do not bear compatible person features. 
Therefore an embedded pro which has a control domain fails to be controlled in that domain. We can therefore 
exclude instances of pro in this context and explain the ungrammaticality of (107). 

According to Huang, the theory of Generalized Control predicts that a null pronominal can occur in either an 
embedded complement clause or an adjunct clause, as long as it has a higher category as its control domain, and 
that it is properly controlled in that domain. 

Complement clauses and adjunct clauses receive uniform treatment since their control domain will necessarily be 
the matrix clause. Huang (1989) presents a theory in which obligatory control follows as a direct consequence of 
the syntactic structures in which these embedded clauses occur. Obligatory control is configurational in nature, and 
is not stated as a lexical property of the predicates involved. 

In summary, Huang claims that the reference of a null pronominal is determined by its controller (if it has a control 
domain) or is free (if it has no control domain). Within Huang's theory, any null pronominal can enter into a 
Control relation. In Sliammon, only 3rd person null pronominals enter into this Control relation since they are the 
only null arguments base-generated in the language. As noted in § 1.2, l/2persons are pronominal arguments and 

3511 seems that MComox has fmite clauses which are marked for different kinds of aspectual distinctions and therefore, appears 
to be like the Chinese cases discussed by Huang (1989) in which the embedded clause contains a null pro as the subject of a finite 
clause, but that an accessible SUBJECT is not present. It is for this reason that the matrix clause must become the control domain 
since it must contain a subject in order·to satisfy Huang's GC Rule. I do not attempt to resolve this issue further here. 
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appear on the predicate complex. Again there is the observed split between the behaviour of 1/2 persons versus 3rd 
persons. I propose the following explicit formulation for Sliammon (Salish). 

(108) The environments in which a null 3rd person pronominal element is allowed, its reference is 
determined by its controller (if it has a control domain) 

or 
If the null 3rd person pronominal has no control domain, then its reference is determined by the 
Discourse Parallelism Constraint of Matthewson (1993) and H.Davis (1994). 

Consider the following example in which the discourse topic 'Bill' has been mapped onto the null pronominal in 
subject position of the matrix clause. 

D-Topic: Billi 

(109) IpapkW-a-t-l2I-as 
watch-lv-CTr-3abs-3erg 

John 
John 

makW-t-l2I-as 
eat-CTr-3abs-3Su 

'Hei 's watching Johnj eat the sea urchin' 
(=hei 's watching Johnj while he-i/j is eating sea urchin') 

Mrs. Dominic: "John's doing the eating, and Bill's doing the watching." 

ta maslqw / 
det sea urchin 

(PD 770) 

The embedded pro receives its reference from the closest accessible antecedent within its control domain (=matrix 
S) which is 'John'. Coindexation with the matrix subjectproj is ruled out since there is a closer controller. Now 
consider the interaction of control and discourse binding as illustrated by (110). (110a) is an example of a matrix 
passive with an embedded clause of the kind under discussion. 

Discourse Context: talking about a particular womani 

(110a) IkW an-a-t-l2I-am 
see-lv-CTr-3abs-pass 

~ay-~u~ 
kids 

~ax-a-t-l2I-as 
cook-lv-CTr-3abs-3erg 

'the kids were watching (her) when shei cooked the fish' 
(=shei got watched by the kids when shei cooked the fish) 

ta 
det 

JanxW / 

fish 

(PD 393) 

(110a) has the following strocture. As argued in §2.2, the passive morpheme I-am! binds the null pronominal in 
subject position of the matrix clause. 

(llOb) [kW a' ncet -am j 
got watched 

~(~U~j proj pro 
the kids her 

[UXhthS pro 
[cooked she 

'the kids were watching (her) when she cooked the fish' 
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This allows the discourse topic 'the woman' to map onto the 3rd persons null pro in object position. This step is 
illustrated in (llOc). 

D-Topic: a particular womani 

(l1Oc) [kWancet-amj 
got watched 

~(~U~j proj prOj [UXhthS pro t& 
the kids her [cooked she det 

'the kids were watching (her) when she cooked the fish' 

These binding relations yield the matrix passive 'she got watched by the kids'. 

(pD 393) 

Now consider the reference of the subject pro within the embedded clause 'when she cooked the fish'. As 
discussed above, .the control domain for the embedded subject is the matrix clause. The closest local antecedent for 
the embedded subject is the matrix object proi. 

(110d) [kwa'ncetam 
got watched 

~(~U~j proj prOj [UXh th 5 
the kids her [cooked 

'the kids were watching (heri) when shej cooked the fish' 

prOj t& 
she det 

(pD 393) 

In this example, the discourse topic appears to be mapped onto both the matrix object and the embedded subject. 
Comparison with other data in the paradigm show that discourse binding is responsible for mapping of the d-topic 
onto the matrix object, and that the theory of Generalized Control ensures that the embedded pro is properly 
controlled within its control domain. 

To summarize, the reference of pro in embedded contexts follows from Control theory whereas the reference of 
null pronominals in matrix clauses follows from discourse binding. 

(111) Intra-sentential 
(reference of pro in Complement clauses/Adjunct clauses) Generalized Control Theory 

Matrix Clauses Discourse Binding 
(reference of pro in Matrix clauses) 

Now consider (112) which is an abstract representation of the embedded passive of Davis (1980) (=43b). 

(112) [I saw youi [when beaten up Joei proi youill 

'I saw you when you got beaten up by Joe' 

As independently motivated for passives in §2, the passive morpheme in the non-matrix clause binds the embedded 
subject pro. 1/2 persons are independently identified by agreement morphology, the 2nd person object within the 
embedded clause apparently does not need a controller. Only null 3 person pronominals need to be controlled. The 
distinction between 1/2 person versus 3 person in Sliammon which was noted in § 1.2 plays a role in Object 
Control structures of this kind. Embedded 3rd person null pronominals require a controller whereas 1/2 persons do 
not. 

§5.2.1 Control in Non·Matrix Clauses: C·command Requirement 

Both Huang (1989) and Borer (1989) allow for Control into both complement clauses and adjunct clauses. (113) 
provides examples of Control into post-verbal adjunct clauses in English. Borer (1989) claims that the difference in 
grammaticality between these two utterances can be accounted for in terms of c-command: the matrix subject 'John' 
c-commands the embedded pro in (l13a) and therefore controls it, whereas the matrix object fails to c-command 
the embedded pro in (113b) and Control is blocked. 
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(l13a) Johni saw Mary [while [proi crossing the street]]. 

(113b) "'John saw Maryj [while [proj crossing the street]]. 

(Borer 1989:80) 

(Borer 1989:80) 

If we take c-command to be central to deriving Control effects, then we need to consider whether or not the matrix 
object c-commands the pro in the subject position of the non-matrix clause in Sliammon. If the non-matrix clause in 
(114a) were a non-complement clause (=temporal adjunct), then adjunction to VP would have a number of 
consequences. We would have to ensure that the object NP could c-command into the temporal adjunct clause. I 
assume that the c-command requirement must be satisfied inasmuch as it provides us with an account of the 
English contrast noted in (113). 

(114a) IkWan-a-t-l1J-uH 
see-lv-CTr-3abs-past IsgSuCI 

[John) 
[John] 

[kWa'nat~+~ John! 
'I watched John when he ate the sea urchin' 

milI<.W-t-l1J-as 
eat-CTr-3abs-3erg 

til 
det 

[mul<.WtA 5 pro! til m,{selrn 
(PO 118) 

If the non-matrix clause were a complement clause, then the c-command requirement would be satisfied. 

§5.3 The Nature of the Non-Matrix Clause: Questions for Further Research 

So far we have established that there is an obligatory Object Control relation between a null pronominal in a non­
matrix clause and a local antecendent (object) within the matrix clause in sentences like (50), repeated here as 
(115). We have not yet discus&ed in any detail the nature of this so-called "embedded" clause. 

(115) I k wan - a - t -11J - u H 
see-lv-CTr-3abs-past lsgSuCI 

kWa'nat~+~ 

John 
John 

John 
'I watched John [when he ate the sea urchin]' 

m ill<.w -t-l1J-as 
eat -CTr-3abs-3erg 

til 
det 

[mUI<.WtA 5 pro ta m,{seqW) 
(PO 118) 

Attempts to determine to what extent this embedded clause shares properties with complement clauses or with 
adjunct clauses have been inconclusive. The non-matrix ("embedded") clause in question could be a temporal 
adjunct clause which is adjoined to VP. This hypothesis seems plausible given the consultant's gloss inevitably 
includes 'while/when', even though these elements are not realized phonetically. Preliminary data are consistent 
with either (i) an adjunct clause analysis or (ii) a complement clause analysis. Additional research is required before 
choosing between these two analyses. 

It should be noted that by adopting a theory of Generalized Control along the lines of Huang (1989) the outcome of 
this question does not effect the nature of the Object Control relation since subjects of embedded complement 
clauses and subjects of post-verbal adjunct clauses receive uniform treatment within Huang's theory as noted in 
§5.2. It is therefore an independent empirical question to what extent the non-matrix clause in question shares 
properties with complement clauses or adjunct clauses in languages such as English36• 

§5.3.1 The Morphology of the Non-matrix Clauses 

Kroeber (1991) in his study of the Comparative Syntax of Subordination in Salish provides us with some 
morphological criteria for determining the nature of non-matrix clauses.The obvious question here is how does the 
morphology of Object Control constructions in SHammon compare with the morphological properties of other non­
matrix clauses. 

36Kroeber (1991) has discussed the difficulty of detennining whether or not an embedded clause in any Salish language is a 
true argument of the matrix predicate (=complement clause). I refer the reader to Kroeber's dissertation which discusses a range of 
subordinate clauses across the language family. 
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Kroeber notes that non-matrix temporal clauses may be introduced by an introductory particle (det) but need not be. 
Kroeber also notes that some temporal clauses appear with conjunctive (subject) morphology (Sechelt/Shuswap) 
while others, such as those in Kalispel, display plain subject inflection. In his discussion of the Coast Salish 
patterns, he claims that future and habitual temporal clauses take conjunctive (subject) person marking, whereas 
temporal clauses and immediate perception complements are nominalized. In nominalized clauses the subject 
(possessor) is marked by the presence of possessive morphology. Many of the Object Control structures tested in 
this study involve 3rd person arguments. The 3erg (subject) I-asl and 3conj (subject) I-asl are identical in 
Sliammon. I-asl is also easily confounded with the 3sg possessor I-51 due to phonological reduction and 
deletion. The non-matrix clauses in Object Control structures need to be tested further with 1/2 persons in order to 
confirm the nature of their subject agreement. 

Kroeber also notes that MComox (Sliammon) sometimes uses nominalized clauses without an overt determiner 
although there are other cases in which this determiner (usually I<.w) is present in order to introduce subordinate 
clauses. Since the nominalizer has been lost in Sliammon, and the introductory particle (det) can be missing, then 
nominalized clauses may occur without any overt introductory morphology. The determiner kW does not introduce 
in any of the Object Control structures which I have tested. 

The pattern which emerges from the study of Object Control structures presented here is that non-matrix clauses 
appear to be nominalized, even though nominalization is not always present due to strict syllable-structure 
constraints in Sliammon (cf. Davis 1978, Kroeber 1991). Subjects of nominalized clauses are normally marked by 
possessive morphology (cf.83-84). Non-matrix intransitive predicates in Sliammon appear to take possessive 
morphology, whereas non-matrix transitives take conjunctive morphology as in (86). 

§6.0 Conclusions 

The major empirical and analytical generalizations which emerge from this study of perception predicates, passives 
and Control in Sliammon are summarized in §6.1-2. 

§6.1 Empirical Generalizations 

Many of the empirical findings presented in this paper are consistent with Davis' description of the language. 
Interesting differences and additional generalizations which I have discovered include the following: 

(122) a. 
b. 
c. 
d. 

The Single Nominal Constraint (as in Lushootseed) 
The obligatory nature of Object Control relation 
Difference in the syntactic behaviour of 1/2 persons versus 3rd persons 
The relationship between Discourse Binding and Control 

§1.5 
§4.10 
§5.2 
§5.2 

§5.3 asks about the nature of the non-matrix clause in Object Control structures and sets out issues for further 
research. The morphological facts relating to nominalization of the non-matrix clause are particularly interesting: 
non-matrix intransitives take possessive morphology whereas non-matrix transitives appear to take conjunctive 
marking. 

I have also provided evidence for a number of independent syntactic constructions in Sliammon based on both 
grammatical and ungrammatical utterances. The data presented here represents an indepth study of Object Control 
structures and will provide a basis for further research on Sliammon. 

§6.2 Analytical Conclusions 

The analytical conclusions which I would like to emphasize relate to my analysis of the passive morpheme and 
Object Control structures. I have approached the investigation the morpho-syntactic mismatch of Davis (1980) 
from two different directions. Based on the independent behaviour of main clause passives in §2, I show that 
Sliammon has an impersonal passive construction. 

An investigation of R-to-O constructions presented in §4 provides evidence that the intermediate NP is the thematic 
object of the matrix predicate. I have argued that the relation between the matrix object and the non-matrix subject 
pro is best analysed as one of obligatory Object Control. Under this analysis, there is no movement involved. This 
is probably the first time that obligatory Control has been identified in a Salish language and is therefore a 
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significant finding. An Object Control ~alysis of th~se f!lcts enables us to reconsi?er Davis' t1980) c,~nclusi?l 
regarding the apparent "morpho-syntactic nusmatch" m Shammon. Once we have rem.terpreted R-to-O. as O~Je 
Control, we are able to resolve this apparent morpho-syntactic mismatch. The Object Control anlySIS Whl~h 
propose is consistent with an impersonal passive analy~is in Sliammon. ~ therefore c~nclude that the morphologIc 
properties of Sliammon passives are an accurate refiecllon of the syntacllc structures mvolved. 

Appendix A 
Pronominal Markers in Sliammon 

Pronominal SUbject Markers (cf. Davis 1970 et seq., Kroeber 1991, and Watanabe 1994) 

Person Main Clause-full Main Clause-reduced I Subordinate Possessives 
(coniunctive) 

Isg ~an, ~an ~ -an t 9 
2sg ~axw ~xw -axw 9 
Ipl ~at !It -at ms 
2pl ~ap ~ap -ap -ap 
3person o Intrans (3Abs) 0 Intrans (3Abs) -as -s (3sg) 

-as Trans (3Erg) -as Trans (3Erg) -It (3pl) 

Object Suffixes-Active paradigm 

Person I Control Transitive Noncontrol TransItive Causative 
-t -(n)(a)W -s(t)W 

Isg Obj -9 (fused) -nu-m!l -stu-m!l 
2sg Obj -91 (fused) -nu-m 1 -stu-m 1 
IplObj -t-umu+ -nu-mu+ -stu-mu+ 
2plObj -t-anapl -n-anapl -st-anapl 
30bj -t-0 -(n)axw-0 -staxW -0 ov -sxw-0 

Object· Suffixes-Passive paradigm 

Person I Control Transitive Noncontrol Transitive I causative 
-t -(n)(a)W -s(tlW 

Isg ubj -9ay (fused) -nu-may -stu-may 
2sg0bj -91 (fused) -nu-m 1 -stu-m 1 
IplObj -t-uw -nu-muw -stu-mow 

12plObj -t-anapl -n-anapl -st-anapl 

13 Obj -t-0 -nu-0 (main clause) -stu-0 (main clause) 

-nag-0 (subord. clause) -stag-0(subord. clause) 
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