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ABSTRACT: Fwakwala possesses a set of constructions which appear
analogous to English relatives. It is certainly possible to rep-
resent these constructions as arising from urnderlying senterces.
Internal evidence suggests, however, that relatives are better
deseribed as nominal even tn thetr underlying form, and are :
appositionally related to ary nominal with which they are associated.
The concept of apposition is not restricted in usefulness to '
relatives; arguments are given to demomstrate that subordinate
constructions are also linked to their matrix senterces

through apposition. The discourse function of subordinate forms
Vi1s-a~vis their morphological characteristics raises serious
questiornsabout the absolute validity of the lexical Labels WP

and S in Kwakwala grammar. These questions refer not merely to

the well-known freedom of stems with respect to morphological
frames but to whether or not the notions S, V and NP can ke
well-defined in a-non-trivial way in Kwakwala. Some speculations =
are offered on the relation of these issues to !’uakwala historical -
development. :



30,

Apposition and Relativization in Kwakwala®
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O Students of kwa.kwala and of Northwestern lanouages generally,
owe a debt to I-'ranz Boas and George Hlmt so Ureat that it almost
defies assessment. There is no lack of lip-service to the extraordin- -
ar)}' quality of their Eontrih.x'tion, but to fully appreciate the |
value of their work it is necessary to be aware of the difficulties
one encounters in the fine details of analysis in Kwakwala. Boas is
known for his programmatic statements oﬁ linguistic relativity, but
unlike its earlier advocates he pursued this doctrine in writing
gramars of a language whose structural plan, from the European's point
of view, is forbiddingly remote and inaccessible.

There can be no doubt of the difficulty Boas faced. Serious work
on hwakwala had only been carried out by Hall, the Anglican missionary
in Alert Bay fram 1877 to'1910. In a letter from Alert Bay written in
late sunmier of 1689 Boas wrote: |

*Hall, the missionary here, was unfortunately \}ery [?]1, a

thing I could have guessed from his so-called grammar. I have

stunbled upon a few problems which were very obvious but which he

did not recognize during all the twelve years he has been here." |
(Rohner, 1969, p. 112.) One such problem was the statﬁs of the person/ .
deic;tic system, outlined below. A glance at Hall's grammar reveals
only the hamest understanding of this system which so thoroughly pervades
I\waxmala.. Boas thus had no guide to the system, and was forced to work
it out almost from scratch. Among other difficulties, he had to overcame
the various false leads that Kwakwala presents in its deictic paradigms.
These paradigms show considerable overlap in the formal shape.of person
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suffnces, and the separation of these suffzxes mto mdlcatlve,

possessive and subordinate categories seems to me to represent

one of the outstanding intellectual achievements of Amerindian

linguistics. Of the work itself Boas camments,

"the language . [Kwakwala] is terribly hard and complicated. The

Chinook and Tsimshian are easy in comparison... the Kwakiutl is

much harder than I thought. It is the first Indian language I

have worked with which has irregular verbs, etc. and they are :
terribly difficult to handle... I think it is even harder : ' .
than Eskimo." , : ;

(Rohner 1969, pp. 248-251.)

In his 1911 sketch Boas observes that "since prononljjxal
representatives of all nouns that form part of the sentence °
are used for expressing their syntactic relations, the discus—
sion of the syntactic structure of the sentence is essentially
a dlscussmn of the pronoun " (p. 527 ) Thls of course represents
a conception of the domain of syntax different from current ideas,
and in. this paper I offer same suggestions about Kwalméla syntax‘
in terms Qf these more fecent concerns. In particular, I propose
in the discussion below .that of the two campeting transformational-
generative models most widely invoked during the past decade---
to which I will refer as transformationalist and léxicalist, |
respectively--only one geels cox?npatible in-a non-ad hoc way
with the facts of Kwakwala relative formation. - ...~

The issue of models is mporta.nt to the fleld lmgulst workmg -
w1th non-Indo- European languages who is unsure of how the meta-
language of grammzlucal descnpuon is to be applled to the facts
observed. Those theoreticians who appo_sed the movement in the

late '60s and earlyr *70 toward highly abstract underlying represent- |
2 _ .
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étions ms:.sted on gmuch tighter})arallelisn}_ beu\reenwmldgl"lying‘
and surface 'isyﬁtac:_f:"téiré;')’réseﬁfatidn thari the Aspects model had -
required (e. g., Chamsky 1970), a principle which has sigixificant
implications for the statis of descriptive work in the Northwest.
Northwestern iancuaﬂes .often profe so refractory to the applications
of certain metaﬂ1eoret1ca1 concepts--partlwlarly those arising
fram tra.nsfomatlonahst approaches--that syntactlc formulatlons
based on these concepts frequently seem devoid of empirical
content. The fact that increasingly researchers rely on lexical
relations rather than transformations to capture generalizations
about the behavior of related constructions means that we no longer
have to treat such constructions as arising from identical or

carly identical sources simply because they are in some sense
related.

In this context, I hope to show that the label ''relativization,"
while convenient, is not fully appropriate to the description of
a class of constructions in Xwakwala which, on the basis of
their English translations, do appear to correqund to English
relative clauses. I shall also suggest that neither "passivization'
nor "topican:ation" are appropriate descriptions of a type of
relation between sentences which elsewhere has been designated
by one or both of these rubrics. An apparerit connection between
these two types of construction requires explanation and makes

it necessary to discuss them together.

»

1. Kwakwala, and Wakashan generally, belongs to the southern
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typological sub-area within the Northwest which also ix_lclud%_
Chemakuan, Salishan and to some exteni Tsmshlan The chara‘cter_i-.
zaiioh VSO is not entirely appropriate for a mmber of these
lénguages, thdug'h' it is frmuenﬂy givén. In the case of Kwalmala :
the correct fornula is VSX, where X is a rion-subjei:t constimént,
indicating that.there is some freédam in the arrangement of these
constituents.

Sentence constituents belong to one of three mofphological‘
classes whose membership can, for the most part, be precisely
defined in terms of both syntagmatié and inflectional possibilities.

These classes are stems, auxiliaries and particles; the latter |
appear to derive hisi:orically from stems. Inflection is marked

by either suffixation or, in the case of particles, quasi-

suffixal treatment akin to the appearance of final -m on English |
object pronouns. Stems are morphemes or morpheme sequences which
permit suffixation referring to subject noun phrases. Auxiliaries

do not permit such suffixation, but do take tense and person markers
and invariably precede the stems with which they form constiuents. |
Auxiliaries have very restricted denvatlonal suffixation compared
with stems. Particles do not take tense or denvatmnal sufflxatlon,
they usually precede stems, forming constltuents which I will refer 8
to as NPs on the basis of the case mark:mg function of the partlcles. :

The major grammatical constltuents of the sentence are
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;mflected according o, cntena of dlscourse centrahty (prmary or
non-prmary) , mediated or urmediated status, v151b111ty, proxmty

and person. The dlstlnctlon medlated, umnedlated enccmpasses

possessive and foreﬂrctmdmg constructmms' the tradltlonal dlnslon

between indicative and possessive classes of suffixes does not
take sufficient account of the wide range of grammatical contexts
in which mediated inflection occurs. Some of these contexts will
be described below. Discourse cenfrality is the parameter

which separates what is usually described as nominal inflection
from predicate inflection and which also separates subordinate
fror non-suberdinate constructions. The advantage of the notion

of discourse centrality is that it helps ac;,count for the fact

that certain constuctions in Kwakwala appear to have simultaneously
noninal and sentential force (see below, Sec.6.)

Proximity is defined with respect to the speech situation:
rear the speaker, necar the hearer(s), near neither. However{ there
is some evidence that proximity may be defined not only according
to the deixis of the actual speech situation but also with respect
to the subject of the sentence vis-a-vis other participants in
the situation, at least in narrative discourse.

Person is defined according to the speech situation as speaker,
hearer, other, speaker plus hearer, speaker plus other. The
pérson'mrkers referring to the latter two categories are possibly
historically derived from collocation of the person marker for
speaker (-‘m), and, respectively, the person marker for hearer (-s)

and the deictic suffix for other proximate to hearer (-u«x*) (see

1 Y
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Person Markers

Oblique

. Subject ) Object o .
1st sg. -unk urmarked Lenk
2nd s -uk -us
3rd urmarked . -q -s
1st incl. -uns urmarked C-ems.

excl. -omx" urmarked o™
Deictic Markers (Third Person)
Subject " Object - Oblique
prox. visible : _
1st + -k -qok -sdk
- -ga -xga -sga
ond + _m.(u _qu -su:g"
- -u? 4¥ ~ -qu? -su?
3rd + -iq -q -s
- -i? -qi -si
Deictic Markers (NPs)
prox _
1st (-)gada -Jsgéda -sgada
2nd -ux¥da (-)x"a ~ -qxx"da (-)sux”
3rd -ida (-)xa (-)sa
Postnominal Deictic Suffixes ’
proX. visible
1st + -k ,
- -ga ‘Unmediated or
ond + “ix Fig. 1: Direct Reference
- -ax ~ -ad -
3rd -+ )
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rhal*  nominal

- ~--1st singular “C Ist ~-gen . -g + verbal oblique

- o -gon -ga "

2nd 0 4 . -=sn  -q9 "

. [N . N - V - ¥ -a "
3rd ' + -an -¢ "

- -a "

2nd 1st + ' . -gas -g "
. ' . -ga ‘u
2nd + -us -q "

2 "

3rd + . -is -9 "

- -a "-

1st incl 1st | + -gons -g "
2nd . + -9ns -q "
- _& "

3rd + -¢ "
- -a "

excl 1st + _ -gonux“ -g "

"
2nd + | -onx"  -q "
2 1]

31‘d + _¢ v "
- _a 1"

Fig. 1: mediated status markers for
1st and 2nd person.

*An empty space in this colum indicates
the same suffix as that given immédiately
above. '

8
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Figure 1; ﬂie glottal s:top Boas recorded for the first 'person exclusive
category is variable, and the fricative, which he recorded as velar, is
definitely wular.) R T

Visibility is defined with respect to the speaker's ab111ty to seé"
something or sameone in the situation referred to. | B

Synchronically, -da is always used in non-subordinate contexts to
mark a subject NP in conjunction with preceding Sten- I%D?U- (except
in a very restricted set of contexts; see Boas 1911, p%543.) ‘In
contemporary Kwawala, the "postnoqtinals" are formations which seem
to exhibit concord with person suffixes in the predicate', but it
seems likely that originally they represented stem-suffix construc-
tions which became fixed in final position. In any case, the term
“postnominal' is not an entirely appropriate label, since it J.mphes
that the forms to which postnominals are attached do not have |
predicative status. As I shall suggest below, subordinate constructions
represent aninstance in which the nominal/predicate and even nominal/ v

sentential distinction is morphosyntactically untenable, and therefore

a different sort of distinction is required to describe the situation.

2. One of the most typical Kwakwala predicate cohstmctions con-
sists of the sequence y[Stem - 1%2"’ - da]V NP. Following this

construction there may be an NP ;'ollowing the first, with the form
xa NP or sa NP; both may be present, depending on the syﬁtactic possj}:?
ilities of the verb. The irmediately pbstverbal NP~is identified as
agent if the predicate is transitive; xa NP designates the obj ec;‘

and sa NP an oblique constituent. (In all such statements I use

[
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xa and sa to stand for their respective series of partic‘les-.) o This
Usually there is no difficulty in eliciting two other sentence | cert
types related to the one just described according to the following Tpr
pattern: in a
o » deri
(1) a. Stem-deictic-da NPy xa NP, sa NP3 - | seen
nepid-i-da gunanem xa guk” sa tisom 4 tos
throw-remote-da child obj house obl rock 7 _ " the
“The child hit the house with a rock (by throwing.)"
b. Stem-su(") -deictic-da NP, sa NP; sa NP3
nopid-su(?)-i-da guk” sa genansm sa tisom
throw-su(?) -remote-da house obl child obl rock
""The house was hit by a rock (thrown by) the child."
c. Stem-ayu-deictic NP3 xa NP, sa NPy
nopid-ayu-i-da tisom xa guk sa gunanem
throw-ayu-remote-da rock obj house obl child
"The rock was what the child threw at the house.”
Th
The use of -su(?) and -ayu permits the topicalization--that is, . to
the apparent promotion to subject status--of xa and sa NPs. The : NE
term "topicalization" seems clearly preferable to "pas.f.ivization" l
becagse the type of construction represented by (c) is ﬁhardly a :1
candidate for the designation *'passive," and (c) ‘and (b) are A ay
morphologically parallel and therefore ought to be app:oa;hed as "
much as possible as instances of a single phenomenon. -ayu, moreover, t
also is used to produce instrumental NPs with the form stem - ayu. T

10



Th:Ls productive p0551b111ty of -ayu sugoests that there 15 a

certain derivational character to ‘the use of these sufflxes which
I prefer to label ''focus" elements. -su(?) and -ayu seem to occur
in a spectrum of focus a.fflxatlon, whlch includes suff:lxes whose '

é'é‘ . = ‘7:2
derivational character qulte clear. In the case of -um, whlch
seems to add the meaning ''that which is the source or cause of---"
to stems, the patterning of constituents is much the same as in

the case of -ayu, with one obvious difference:

(2) a. kokolida gonanuma sa beg“”anvm
"The child is afraid of that man."”
kot-1-i-da gonanom sa bog“anum

be afraid of-con-_ranote—da child sa man

b. keiumida bog“anema xa gonanem
"The man frightens that child."”
kok-om-i-da beg¥anum xa genanum

be afraid of -source -remote -da man xa child

The use of -um permits what would otherwise be a sa N0
to appear as subject but, unlike -ayu, requires that the

NP which is subject following a predicate with the shape
V[Stem] be preceded by xa, as in the above example when the
predicate is V[Stem-amlv. -9l has a very narrow dlstnbutlon,
‘applylng only to a limited range of stems w1th meanmgs llke

"be afraid-of," "be surprised at" a.nd s0 on. In general,

then, -om exhibits a distinctly derivation type of co-occur- - .
rence pattern. . i _ | ' . .

44



'I"ms, while def;uutnre evn.dence -on the pomt 15 ‘not yet avallable ’
mere 1s some reason to thmk that top1ca11zat10n, Qr focus shlftlng, .
is an essent1a11y chal process, by which predicates are created
vw}uch impose a certam case 1ntq1__‘pretat10g on their subjects and on
other NPs assqciated with ‘;he clq_use_. We may gloss -ayu as "means of,"
on the basis of its use as both a predicate formant and as a nominal
formant, and in parallel fashion we may assign the gloss ""goal of"
to -su(?). It is worth noting that -ayu and -su(?) themselves exhibit
between them the continuum-nature of focus afflxatlon. On the one
hand, -su(?) is far more general syntactically than -ayu in that
it can be used to topicalize any NP preceded by xa, while -ayu
can only topicalize non-agentive NPs. On the other hand, -su(?) is
restricted to predicates of action or condition; -¥ must be used
for xa-focus when the predicate refers to the senses or to same
mental function such as knowing.

It is worth pointing out that a foregrounding process superficially
similar to topicalization exists in Kwakwala: in both cases constituents
are moved to the left. Foregrounding, however, involves selection
of a constituent for special emphasis and asssigmment of verb status
to this constituent through the use of mediz;ted status suffixes. Thus

note the parallelism of (3) and (4):
(3) oxdus 7ompaqus

'"Your father is sick.”

¢uxd-us ?omp-q-us

sick-your (hearer prox/vis)‘ father-hearer prox/vis-hearer cbl

17
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(4) Lik'us doG*viaqus
"It's a gull you see.”

éif(“-ué, doq¥-%-q-us | | |

gull-your (hearer'prox/vis)’ see-goal fo;:us_—hearér prox/vis-hearer obl :
The gloss "your" in (3) and (4) is conveniént-, buﬁ a more accurate B
interpretation would be "second person mediates between- ve.r_"b'a.nd -
sﬁbj ect." The association of both possessive and agent/eﬁcpefiencer
meanings is ‘characteristic of ‘the morphology of both verbs and NPs;
depending upon grammatical context,. fhé nature of 'this mediation in-
volves either possession or participation, a situation which,
as W. S. Allen has illustrated, is not at all uncommon améngst the
world's languages (Allen 1964.) It is particularly significant in this light
that the possessive suffixation following the deictic elements in NPs |
is, as indicated in Fig. 1, identical with the oblique person markers
in the verb, since the oblique case refers to non-objects and is

frequently used to specify the agent in topicalized constructions.

3. In the following discussion I use the temm "relative' rather than‘
nrelative clause" for reasons which will become evident. Constructions
containing relatives appear to be énaldgou_s to English relative con- ’
structions in which the relative pronoun ié absent, as in "I saw the man
John plays cards with:" '
(5) doq¥vlonia xa bug“anom Aspida?s sa tisum

"I saw the man who threw the rock."

dogq¥-1-unx xa bug"'anaxﬁ fup-x?id-a?’s sa Hisom

see-experience-I obj man ﬂxrdw-frapéitidn-fhird per obl rock
Phrases such as hopid(-a?s) sa tisom are generéllyl used foliowing

13
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an \IP as m example ( 5). However, they also appear as NPs themselves, w1th

-), P

| no “recedm,, NP. NPs appear mtlun clauses as SubJ ect obJect obllque and/or
-1nd1rect constlments. For each of these statuses there 1s a con-, T
structlon in wluc.h stem (- focus) (-medlated) appea.rs p051t10na11y and

morphologically as an NP:

(6) a. gollux“da mex?idix
"The one who hit it is tired.”
golk-ux“-da mex-x?id-x
be tired-prox-da hit-transition-proximate
b. dog“olunia x"a mux?id(sow)ix

"] see the one who (got) hit."

doq”-1-vn* x"a mox-x?id (-su?)-x

sec-experience-1 obj (hearer prox) hit-transition-
(goal focus) -prox

c. &osuvwn*a sa mux?idsu
"] was given (it) by the one who was hit."
Zo-su(?)-unx sa mox-x?id-su(?)

give-goal focus-I obl hit-transition-goal focus

d. &uwonia sa geldas lax“a mux?idsowix
"] gave the box to the one who got hit."
¢o-unx sa geldas lax“a mex-x?id-su(?)-x

give-1 cbl box indirect (hearer prox) hit-transition-
goal focus-proximate

There are some other important clues to the proper description
of Kwakwala relatives. In the first place, and most obviously, .
there are no sentential markers in relative constructions. In the

second place, the forms used to refer to a past setting for the

14
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relative is nqt the normal past suffix -xd bﬁt vt.he fqm -xde,

which Boas glosses. as ‘V"transiti‘on from present to the:'past; or
ratllgr fram existence to non-existence."” (Boasr 1911, p. 486.)

The resenblance between the two suf_fixes is scxnewhat‘ misleading,

for at the time of Boas' early work the ordinary past tense suf-

fix seans to have had the shape -x?id, identical with the transitional-
aspect suffix. The reason for Boas' emendation of the first part of
his gloss may be due to the universally nominal character of the |
formations produced by the use of -xde: g;)l "first," gulxde "what had
been first;' xosa¥a ''disappear,' xvsalaxde "one who had disappeared
and was no more heard,'" and so on. There is thus considerable sig-
nificance iﬁ the fact that (NP) stem (-focus) receives -xde rather

than -xd as ''tense" inflection.

4. To the best of my knowledge, Stephen Anderson was the first to note
an important property of Kwakwala relative formations which sheds
light on the status of the grammatical description of the

relative vis-a-vis an immediately preceding NP. Note that

one can say

(7) hi?um bug¥anom 1f1ax7idse»&a;?s sa &udaq

"That is the man the woman hit."

hi-?om bog¥anum hox-x?id-su?-a?s sa &udaq

distal-old information man hit-transition-goal focus-third per obl woman
but not | _ | |
(8) *hi%em beganvm mox?idida &udaq (xa) |

15



o The second form would be formally canparable to Ellollsh "'I'hat s

i%the man tlex\}ranan:hlt " whlle”tl\xe flrst sentence is zmalogous to
‘r-‘-;"'i‘ixat 's the man h1t by the wanan.'f One could sunmanze the pattem
111ustrated m ( 7) ( 8) --whlch apphes to wplcallzatlon w1th -ayu

- a.nd other sufflxes as well as to -su(?)--as a constraint permlttmg
| only subJ ects to be moved out of lower Ss under relatnuzatmn.
’I'Ius characten..atlon of the pattem in questlon presupposes

-

a process of relatnrlzatlon comparable to that usually proposed
tor E;,,llsh 1nvolvmo deletlon of an NP in a lower S just in
case this NP is coreferential with the NP with which this lower S
forms a constituent, or some variant ef this rule, such as re-
placement of the lower NP by a wh-fomm.

The constraint accounting for (7) and (8) as formulated above
accounts for the data, but doesn't tell us very much. It does not
explain the fact that the form of the relative clause after various
""clean-up' transformations have applied is precisely the same as
the form of a constituent which has a nominal distribution. We
could account for this resemblance by supposing that the relatives
in (6) are actually clauses attached to an unspecified higher NP -
which is then obligatorily deleted, leaving the postnominal deictic
nmarking free to ''float" onto the relative stem. This further as-
sumption would also impose an ordering: deletion of the unspecified
NP must precede the rule Iby which deictic suffixes are attached to
stems. |

Arguments of this sort are often unsatisfying because of ad hoc

16
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de\rlces, such as the unspec:Lf:Led NP just alluded to, whlch must be j

' mtroduced, to make the analy51s work. In this instance we can go

_ beyond suéh general arguments and show why a structure such as

‘(9) is emplrlcally msatlsfactory as a way of generatmg Kwa}a«ala

-

relatives:

(9)

where relativization can only occur when the NP coreferential with
NP; is the subject of S. Consider the following sentences:
(10) a. hi%om GYigilasa?s sa bog”anum

"That's what the man did."

hi-?um G"i-gil-as-a'?s sa bug"anum

distal-old mformatlon 1dent1ty-do der suf-third per obl man

b. qokolaﬁwnhax G“J.'?stawasa?s sa guldas
"I know the color that that box is."
dox-1-a-?em-unk X G"i-?stu-as-a?s sa guldas

know-experience-lex-old in-I-obj identity-color-der suf-third pef §
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The stem G¥i- has a rather abstfact\meaning which resists satisfactory -
translation into Englishj the rubric "identity" which I use here seems.

as good as any. GYi- entails identity in two of its English senses:

close similarity on the one hand and an indication of the property

or attribute specified by the suffixes added to the stem on the other.
In tfxe latter respect GYi- functions as an "empty" stem. Formations
containing -x?id "transiiion" or -gil "'do" refer to actions or deeds,
and can have essentially the same distribution as other stem (-focus)

constructions, such as those illustrated above in (6).
(1Da. ?ikux" GYigilas

"That would be good to do." -

?ik-ux” G¥i-gil-as

good-hearer prox/vis identity-do-der suf

b. &orulalhunkax G¥igilasa?s sa bog“anom |
"I know what tne man did."
dox-1-a-?em-enk X GYi-gil-as-a?s sa boganum

know-experience-lex-old info-I obj identity-do-der suf-third per obl man

In principle, then, the transformationalist treatment of relative form-
ation suggested earlier should have to posit underlying structures same-
thing like (9) for (11)a and b and similar sentences. This is, however,
an inadmissable solution, because there is no case relati.onship which
can be established between V[G”i- ch‘:ic_llv which corresponds .to the

thing which is done. Oblique NPs refer to either agent or insfrument,

while an object NP associated with a verb based on G"i-x?id/gil-

18
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corresponds to "it” in "He did X to it." Thus there is no structure . | '
[ x?id ‘
stv® gil ' |
coreferential with same abstract or unspecified NP outside this

(! -x']V NPy..plg in which an NP; exists which could be
structure representing the product or outcome of. the action. Obviously,
t.heh, (9) éannot be the source of (11). Therefore it appears’that

at least one class of forms exists which reciuires a differént treatment
from those which are compatible with the transfonna’tionalistﬂ approach,
and if the solution which fits this special class also fits the rest

of the data, then it seems preferable to the tranformationalist solution,
ali other things being equal. .

I suggest that we can account for the apparent‘subj ect specificity
of relative formation in a less ad hoc way than the transformationalist
versioﬁ provides if we accept the description of relatives as NPs at
sane level. The issue of whether or not NPs can have subjects
is not pertinent here, because there is no evidence, as far as I am
aware, that transfqmations are required to account for similar NPs.
The arguments in the preceding paragraph, moreover, seem to suggést
that in at least some cases one camnot derive NPs from underlying

Ss. The relative construction will not, therefore, be described as

NP

(12)

but rather as

79
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(13

or something similarf There is no subject in NP,; hence there

is nothing to be raisedvand/or deleted. NP, is connected appositionally

to NP, and the shape of the stem in the former identifies the

preceding NP as means, goal or agent. Hence it is natural that

{8) is ungrarmatical, since the constituent following the first

NP cannot apply appositionally. This solution is completely com-"

patible with the distributional and morphological evidence for the

status of NP, which has already been alluded to and with the

derivational character of focus suffixation. The latter consideration

makes the label ''topicalization' somewhat infelicitous, since

it suggest movement of NPs out of some original order, and the terms

should therefore be restricted to identifying a particular word-

building process utilizing focus suffixes to create predicate forms,
Is it in fact realistic to identify stem (-focus) as NP? At

least one fact of Kwakwala makes this uncertain. A rule exists

to the efrect that independent object markers must immediately

follow the subject or an intervening sa NP. Thus one cannot say

(14) *¢owi sa goldas kesowa sis Zampus gaxun
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but rather

(15) &wwi sa gbidas gan.caﬁ kesowa sis_?mtp.xs - . v
"He gave me the bax your father made." N

Véo-i sa guldas gaxun f(g-su(") sis ?onp-us

give-third per Temote/invis obl box me carve-goal obl/hearer father]

If we insist on representing the full relative construction as

- (13), then (15) violates the A-over-A constraint, since a string
dominated by a label NP is moved out of a string itself dominated -

by NP. One way around this difficulty would be to assume thét

NP, and NP, are not daminated by NP, but, say, directly by S. In
other ‘words, it may be that NP, and NP, do not form a constituent.
On the whole, however, I am not convinced that NP is necessarily

the proper label for such contituents at all.

5. To complete this review of arguments pertaining to relativization
it will prove useful to survey bfiefly sdne morphoéyxitadtic properti
of subordinate constructions in Kwakwala. Boas distinguished two
forms of subordination, temporal and ccusal (e.g., Boas 1911, p.
547), but it is obvious that the latter is distinguished from the
former only by virtue of the stem with which the subordinate cvon-‘
struction is associa{téd. In causal subordinz;tion subordihato;d méter
is associat»ed ﬁﬂ1 the stem qa-, "in 6rder to/becauée," which is’
not the case in temporal subordination. If we examine the structure

qf embedded subordinate material, such as'

a2l
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"ie knows I'm tired."
dor-1-ux¥-xgun qulk-ik

kndw-experience—ﬂw.ird pér-speaker sub tired-speaker sub

we observe that the verb/NP subordinate suffix pair, -xgon... -ik,

is just what we encounter in causal and temporal subordination.

Tnere is good reason to believe, then, that we have a‘single
gramatical entity which we may, for the time being, label subordination
generally, with the particular interpretation supplied by

features of the context.

The actual relationship between qulkik and the verb in (16)
is not obvious, because the morphological link between them,
-xgen, is formally different fram any of the case-marking
particles or mediated-status suffixes, although there certain
similarities to both. Two pieces of evidence strongly suggest,
however, that golkik is not the object of Jox-1- in (16).

In the first place, qulkik cannot appear as the predicate subject
when V{ﬁoi—l-]v is topicalized. There is no pair of sentences
comparable to English 'le knows that I am tired"/'That I am tired is
known by him." Instead, one can say
(17) dorskixgun gelkik

"(It is) known I'm tired."
dox-%-xgon qolk-ik
know-goal -speaker sub» tired-speaker sub

2L

Boa

but

dox
"It
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. Kwal

(18)

Ther
form
furt
What
"tag
pers
”Tﬁe

verb



 Boas _Suggests that the x in -xgon is related to the .J.c,,wﬁich;fdms |
the basis of object markers (Boas 19i1, p. 547.) Both object
and oblique particles have anaphoric functions corresponding to
" English "it." If, therefore, c{alkik is not the object in (16) |
but is related to the verb in someway analdgous to "I'm tired"
in English "le knows it, I'm tired," then the topicalizéd form of
dok-1 will naturally give rise to a structure analogous to
"It is known (by him), I'm tired." |

anfimatibn of this analysis may be found in a second

. Kwakwala paraphrase of (16) using a topicalized verb:

(18) doivutenirasa bax“wsaxgon qulkik
""They know I'm tired."
dok-%-onk sa bax“os-xgen qulkik
}aw'w-goal—speaker obl people-speaker sub’ tired-speaker sub

There seems to be some preference for use of a plural third person subject
form when an experi‘ence predicate is tOpicalized, a féct which lendsv
further support to the description of topicalization as a lexical proce.ss.
What is mportant about (18) however, is that not even the ansphoric
""tag" which x may provide for qolklk is topicalized; 1nstead first
person is topicalized. The sense of (18) is somethmg like

"They khow me, I'm tired." -xgun is no longer attached to the.

verb but to an obllque NP bax 9S. Here there 1s no rom,

granmatlcally spea.kmg for an object NP, since the structure |

S_[ 'V[sten-focus'-vX]V sa NP xa .NP]S does not mst in Kwakwala.

23



If we exanine the urmarked corre}ate of (18), -
~ (19) doxelida bax“es ga:gun?:a.\gan qalklk
"'E\'réf)-rone knows I'm tirga."

Jor-1-i-da bax¥es gaxenk-xgen qelkik

know-experience-third per prox/invis people me-speaker sub tired-speaker sub

we note that the first person object form gaxen appears and the same
remarks apply as those for (18): there are no clause or sentence strucm‘res
in Kwakwala immediately dominated by the same S node which contain

two object NPs. ilence it is clear that -xgon does not mark object

NPs and that we probably need a different description of gelkik

in (16)-(19). I suggest that -xgon is in fact a postclitic which
establishes an appositional relationship between the subordinate

material which follows it and the V NP; ... n which precedes it.

It is worth pointing out that this suggestion gains plausibility
from the fact that gun exists as an independent possessive particle.
It would be well beyond the scope of this paper to present an
internal reconstruction of the person markers, but there is excellent
evidence that g- was originally a stem with the meaning "'in speaker's
vicinity;" unlike other deictic elements this was an independent el-
ement which survives as such, in my opinion, in the stem gax- ''came
{toward speaker).'" An original sequence *x g-un X, with X carrying
out the anaphoric function alluded to eariier, would be structurally

exactly parallel to the sort of construction one finds in

(20) &osuwonraxa sa guidas

"] was given, the box."
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¢o-su(?) -unk x sa goldas

give-goal-I obj obl box

which 1s literally "I was glven it, the box." : P
This line of reasom.ng, whlch is qulte mdependent of that followed *

“above in con51der1n° relat1ve fomatmn, prov1des a second instance

in which apposition seems to be the most straighforward solution.

6. Apart from its significance for apposition as a grammatical
relation in Kwakwala, the subordinate construction bears directly

on the issue, raised at the end of section 5, of the proper 1ex1ca1

label for relatives. There are two facts in partlcular which
demand explanations: (1) there is a formal similarity between
the morphological shape of NPs and the shﬁpe of subordinate
constructions and (Zj subordinate coﬁstructions can be used
independently in discourse, functioning as sentences, despite
this NP-like morphology and the absence of the verbal morphology
which establishes links between verb and subjecf in the ummarked,
non-subordinate sentences. It must be stressed that such sub-
ordinate sentences can be used in the total absence of any
grammatically subordinate verbal context.

The morphological facts are fairly staightforward. The
subordinate stem (e.g. golk- in the examples in section 6)
takes suffixes which refer to the translation sﬁbject,'as
follows: |

1st person: -ik
-igen

2nd person  -a?aqus
3rd persgn ‘-(7)as‘(independent use) or -a’i’(appositiCnals
| 28
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As I have indicated elsewhere (Levine 1977) the status of the
-i segment which appears in the first person forms 15 not clear.
There is no question, however, that that the rest of the

first person morphology, -g and -g-om, and the second person
ending, -q-us, belong to the paradigm of nommal suffixation

indicating medizted status. It is necessary to make this notion

more specific. By mediation I mean a grammatical situation in

‘which thé link between a form and the- fesf of 'the'sentence in

which the form appears involves reference to some entity

which is identified as in some sense responsible for that which
the form denotes. Thus, in (3), there is evidence from subordinate
constructions that ?ompus is the subject of &uxd-, because the
postclitic which appears on the leftmost verb in parallel forms
such as gorolalasixs qulka?on ?omp "you know my father is tired”
is -xs, which is appropriate for third person subj ects. However,
the relationship between &uxd- "sick" or qulk- ''tired" and the
following NP is not made directly, but is as it were rTouted
through first person. Thus the difference between §“vlyak“uxda
guk¥ix "The house is old" and §oalyak“en guk" "™y house is old"

is that the link between guk“ "house" and §“wls- '"old/rotten"

"is meliated by first person in the latter case but is in some

sense absolute in the former. That the nature of this mediation
is not necessarily possession is shown in the phenomenon of
foregrounding, exemplified by (4). It is quite clear that

in (4) second person is not conceived as the owner of sight,
but rather as the experiencer and, more generally, the locus or

Zb



—— -

origin of the event represented in the suﬁjec’:t NP, The mediated o
status suffixes which show up in NPs .are exactly parallel; |
they refef the M; to a participant who 1s eithe;j possessor
or agent associated with the NP. As (4) shows, théx_‘e isa
redundam/ in this process in Kwakwala, since both verb and
NP call éttention to the mediating participant, so that we
can appfoximate (4) by S[ V[gull-\ria youj\,; ﬁP [see-goal-via you]Np.
- Given what else is known about Kwakwala grammar, we should be
inclined to find this redundancy suggestive of what may have
been, or .indeed still be, a somewhat looser connection betweén
the verb and the following NP tl;13n at first appears. I have
discussed this possibility elsewhere (Levine 1978) and can
do no hore in this context than suggest it fqr consideration.

Now, of the suffixal forms referring to person in the
subordinate endings given above, all but the appositional
form of the third person subordinate are identical to correspond-
ing elements in the nominal mediated status paradigm. This
tertainly gives the'subo_rdinate stems an NP-like appearance,
and Boas was of ,the opinion that such staﬁs "must be considered
nqminal in their character." (‘Boas.19ll, p-. 547.) What is r_enarkable,
then, is that t;heée extremely NP-1like forms can be used as
independent s;ﬁtencé with no appoéitional relaf.ion to any preceding
- gramatical material. There is no {vay, even in such independent .
uses, to introduce an NP subject directly; one must use.

a construction such as:
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(21 qa’lka?'as sa bug“ansm

he man is tivedt oo
qolk-a-?as sa boglanem
tired-sub-third per obl man
which is anal&;éus tb "he"s' tired, the man." Yef. m spite of
the evmnntly non-verbal character of subordlnate sters,
such stems have from the discourse pomt of view a fully sentential
status.
lfe can combine this observation with one made earlier, that
when one wishes to foreground a constituent one makes it
the verb of a sentence. Foregrounding in general seems to
be a process of special emphasis, underlining or in some sense
marking a constituent as the primary information in a stretch
of discourse. If, then, the ve;b in Kwakwala is the status as-
signed to the most central element in discourse, it is a corollary
that non-verbal elements are non-central in some sense. |
I suggest that the kinship between subordinate constructions
and NPs in structural appearance ariseS from their common membership
in the class of discowrse peripheral constituents, while verbs
represent the discourse central element in a sentence. But to some
extent such a dichotomy breaks down the syntactic distin;tion
between S and NP-like constituents, since now either type of
constituent may be used 1ndependently 1f the discourse con-
ditions are nght For example, if someone is sick and I try to

coerce this person into gomg ‘outside to shovel Snow, someone else

28



| may say simply

_(22) éaxcia"a?s

| "He s 51c:k"
c’:ax~<i-a-a7s
sick-?-sub-third per

and this sentence will bé téken as an objection to my: attenpﬁs at

coercion, even if no&xiné else is said. The reason is that (22)

is a subordinate fomm, and is peripheral in the discourse conteﬁtt,

part of which is unstated--in particular, quite possibly, the

central fact of the discoufse, that the sick person is someone I

am trying to.force outside.In other words, use of '.the subgjrdinate

indicates that the person who says (22) does not regard this

infqrmation as most crucial for its own sake, but only salient because
of the fact that it is inappropriate for .a sick person to behave
as I want him or her to. So the force of (22) is, '"But (how can
you make such demands?)he's sick." In sentences like (17) or
(18), where the subqrdinate appears in explicit sentential
context,.the interpretation I have jU‘»St offered is equally

well mqtivated, because the crucial fact, in terms of the appos-
itional status of the st}Bord;nate, is that "It is known by him,"
which is paired with the less significan itemiza-ltion of what is ~.

If the foregoing line of reasoning has any mérit; we have to

confront the issue posed by the use of labels such as NP and -
S in Kwakwala. The pnvﬂege of mdependent occurrence is st111

4
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an 1mportant criterion for a551gn1n° sentent1al status to.
StTEtChEb of alsccurse' ﬂnomlnal" elements are not supposed
to be able to constltute actual statements except under very
restrlcted dicourse condltlons The situation in Lwakwala
dlscourse sug est that the dlstlnctlon S/NP may not be the
best, a£ least from certain points of view, for ﬁhe
description of the languagé. Naturally this has implications
for the proper lexical labelling of relatives, but, obviously,

is of tremendous significance for qll aspects of grammatical

decription in Kwakwala.

7. It is impossible within the confines of a paper such as

this one to explore subordinate constructions and the

discourse central/peripheral distinction in any detail; I have
considered these problems at greater length in Levine 1978. Among
otlier matters I have.attempted in this latter paper to consider

the implications for synchronic Kwakwala morphosyntax of an at
least partially clear evolution in the various person-marker
paradigns. This evolution appears to have begun at an early

stage with a set of independent stems whose meanings were connected:
to case or deixis. These stems gradually became frozen into particles
and--possibly through the workings of rules for vowel epenthesis or
deletion--into suffixal and postclitic elements which now dominate
the person markers. The history of these processes is complex and
much is obscure, but if the reconstruction of what are now case-

marking particles and anaphoric suffixes as independent stems is

30
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basicailly correct, then Kwakwala at an earlier time did not have

structures like NP[ particle[xlparticle NP]NP, but rgther_

NP]Y. The earlier 1anguage would appear to have

yl vy
relied extremely heavily, perhaps exclusively, upon appositional
relations amongst a number of constituents of this latter type,
with each such constituent having the form V(erb) S(ubject) and
wiﬂl a special morphology reserved for particularly important
items--items which have become the sole morphosyntactic V of
the modern language.

It is clear that this procéss of reinterpreting stems as
particles has been going on for a lqng time, but one cannot
help speculating on the role played by contact with Indb—European
speakers in accelerating such developments. One of the most '
significant thrusts of contemporary work in Indo-Buropean
syntaxes is the'body of evidence for a very-heavy use of em-
bedding as a feature of the base rules. In addition, such languages
seem to require that a stretch o'f discourse contain at least
one form with uniquely predicative morphology in order to qualify
as a sentence. In the Northwest, where so many languages givé
the appearance of omitting either or both of these characteristic
..'feaUures, contact with English may well have resulted in a
" superficial convergence between English and native linguistic .
structures. T Ty

Certainly this has not been true in all cases. Within the



assimilated to Indo- European syntactlc form in any 51an1f1cant
- way. Kwakwala, and perhapa horthern Wakashan generally, seens’
to have been ersulng 1ts own partlcular llne of grammatlcal
evolutlon in a dlrectlon rather agalnst the typoloalcal
grain of - the rest of the southern Northwest Coast.

It is 1neV1tab1e that in a short paper such as this a
large mumber of 1mportant points and ideas must be left
undiscussed. There is currently a revival of interest in
Kwakwala after many years of neglect, and scholars attempting
to build on the superb foundation laid by Boas and Hunt
will have to adapt many current concepts of grammatical struc-
ture to the extremely difficult problems posed by the details
of Kwakwala syntax. The arguments given in this paper are offer-

ed as a tentative first step toward such an adaptation.
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