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A DISCOURSE CONTRADICTION IN CLACKAMAS CHINOOK:
VICTORIA HOWARD'S COTOTE MADE THE LAND GOOD*

Dell Hymes
University of Pennsylivania

01d texts, transcribed by hand, are static. New texts, tape-recorded,
are dynamic. If one wants material that shows the active working of the
narrative mind, shows negotiation of what is said, what was written down
fong ago will not do. Or so it seems from much of the current work in
discourse.

Chinookan teilings of myths about Salmon show that old texts may still
sometimes answer new questions. Close examination of linguistic detail
shows the shaping and reshaping of performance in relation to tensions
bound up in the figure of Salmon himself.

THE CONTEXT IN CULTEE

This paper focusses on a Clackamas myth told by Victoria Howard to
Melville Jacobs in 1930 (Jacobs 1958: 75-80, text ©8 (from field notebook
16). 1ts context is a paper presented to this conference two years ago
(Hymes 1904) in which two teftings of ‘Salmon’s myth’ in Kathlamet Chinook
were compared.! The two tellings, both by Charles Cuitee to Franz Boas, one
in 1891, one in 1394, contrast in poetic form, especially in their second acts.
The contrast can not be explained by, indeed, would not be noticed by,
analysis in terms of ingredients of content, whether of the kind traditional in
foiklore or of the kind developed by Levi-Strauss. The one kind of form can
not be reduced to the other. Close attention to linguistic detall, including
selection of verbs of saying, presence or absence of ironic questions, and
contrasting treatment of memory slips, showed Cuitee to have paced the two
tellings differently. In both cases his concern was to reassert in the second
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act the authority of Salmon, and the male domain of fish, after a first act in
which Salmon was shown acknowledging the claims of the women's domain
of plants. In 1391 he hurries to the second act, and begins it with an
immediate reassertion of Salmon’s authority, expressed in what for
Chinookan is a marked pattern, pairing. In 1894 the second act employs
throughout a patterning that for Chinookan is unmarked, a grouping of
verses in sets of three and five. Salmon himself is not noted until some way
into the act. There are no ironic questions. All this goes together with the
fact that Cultee has an ace (one might say, a fish) up his sleeve.

The context of the myth is mutual dependence and reciprocity. The
salient food source of the Kathlamet, like so many other Northwest Coast
peoples, was salmon. The arrival of the Chinook salmon in the spring
heralded a beginning of a new cycle of fresh foods of all kinds. It signaled
an end to winter months in which survival depended on supplies saved from
the spring-summer-autum of the year before, together with what little plant
and animal food could be garnered in winter. But this myth of salmon does
not tell of the community’s celebration of salmon's arrival with a special call
and first fruit rites. It tells of young spring salmon travelling up river with
a party, only to be accosted with anal insults by five roots in turn; each tells
him that without it his people would have died (in the months before his
coming). Satmon is told the name of the root in question, and that it is an
aunt or uncle (as the case may be). He takes his party ashore, presents the
root with gifts (which become part of its appearance), places it where it will
be found, in some cases pronounces as to its future use in trade, and
continues upriver. All this is Act I. The salient male domain of fish is shown
accepting insult and offering service with regard to the female domain of



roots. (And through its good offices with regard to the roots, validating as it
were the service of the roots to the people).

This bespeaks a world of beings which cooperate in sustaining human
life, and in which the interdependence of the two genders and their domains
is affirmed. But the texts show cultural ideology to be one thing, the
attitudes of narrators something else. In Cultee's Salmon myth the first act
does affirm the ideology of the culture, but the second reinstates the
dominance of men. In each telling the second act has Salmon and his party
encounter a trio coming down river. The person in the center of their canoe,
Crow, speaks in an upriver dialect that has to be interpreted by her
spokesman, Bluejay. Crow’s words do indicate dealings with roots on the
part of her party; the first of the three nouns names the button-camas.
Bluejay informs Salmon’s party that the trio have already gone as far
upriver as the Cascades and in just one day. This claim mocks both reality
(it takes five days to travel upriver to the Cascades) and Salmon'’s step-by-
step journey. Salmon causes the heads of each of the three to be twisted,
and, in 1391, the true time it takes to reach the Cascades is twice declared.
In 1894, each of the three is placed in the world to come as well. The order
of the three is reversed. In 1891 it was Flounder (the one whose physical
form no doubt motivates the head-twisting), Crow, Bluejay (the one most
expressive of insult to chiefs). In 1894 it is Bluejay, Crow, Flounder. And
Whereas Bluejay and Crow are punished by being thrown away from the
river and its fish, Flounder is told to go down river and to be there.

In each telling Salmon's authority is reasserted. In 1891 Cultee
hurries to do s0. One of Salmon's recurrent lines is omitted in the fifth and
last encounter with a root, and Cultee goes right on. In 1394 he does not. A
recurrent line is passed over and Cultee pauses to reinstate it, out of order,
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at the end of the speech in question. (Boas’ field notebooks show this to
have happened). In 1891 Cultee hurries to reassert Salmon's authority at
the very outset of the second act, marking it by paired verses of demand and
response, as indicated above. In 1894 Salmon’s authority is reaffirmed, as
against Act I, not in interactive and poetic form, but by bringing the myth to
a conclusion that inverts the very premise of Act 1. In the winter months
before his return Salmon's people are no longer to be dependent for fresh
food on the domain of roots alone. In the river there will be also something
from Salmon's domain.
THE CRUX IN MRS. HOWARD'S TELLING

Part of the point of the Kathlamet myth appears to be an assertion not
only of a masculine domain, but of the Kathlamet domain as well. When Crow
is thrown away from the river at the end of Cultee’s 1394 telling, she is
ordered also never to speak ‘the Wasco language’ again. And the first word
said by Crow is in fact the name of button-root camas in Clackamas, close
linguistic kin of Wasco. Indeed the term ‘Wasco' very likely served the
Kathlamet for all the varieties of Chinookan upriver from them, including
that from which Crow and her companions have come2 And in this upriver
territory a line of women narrators appear also to have found in this myth of
reciprocity a source of ambivalence, and to have made it a contested terrain.
Victoria Howard, uke Cultee, tells of the provision of the foods on which the
people depend. Like Cultee, she finds the figure who encounters the foods
problematic. As we have seen, Cultee has a second act which reasserts the
authority of the male figure, Salmon, and, in 1394, a partial lack of
dependence on the domain of women. Victoria Howard has a second part
which does away with Salmon, altogether. Indeed, the process of eliminating
Salmon occurs, as it were, before our very eyes.
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Mrs. Howard unfolds a series of plants, birds and fish in sets of three.
At the outset she indicated to Jacobs that the one who encounters the foods
is a fish person, maybe Salmon. The fifth set is the second for fish. Mrs.
Howard reaches the point at which the third of the set is to be named. The
obvious culminating name of the series would be a saimon. No name is
given. The narrative is broken off. Metanarrative commentary takes its
place. A sort of close is given to the accounting for fish, acknowledging
incompieteness; what her authorities for myth, her mother’s mother and her
mother-in-taw, had said is recalled, particularly that her mother’s mother
said that the one who made the foods good was Coyote; a myth of Coyote
encountering berries is sketched, with a bit of quoted speech, what each
berry would say to him, including his special name, Stanfiya; the dictation
ends with further quotation of her mother’'s mother as to the theme of the
myth, the making (provision) of food for the people.

The narrative is broken off because the very course of its telling has
brought forth an unresoived contradiction: is ‘salmon’ a food or announcer of
foods? Of course to Chinookans saimon was both. In Cultee’s tellings,
however, the importance of the spring run of salmon as food is background
knowledge; It is Salmon as eponymous figure who is named and strides the
stage in full symbolic vitality. In Mrs. Howard's telling the issue of
background of foreground is not resoived in the story itself. The word for
‘salmon’ does not occur in either role. The identity of the myth figure is
indicated only outside the narrative itself; the sudden prospect of naming
the food brings narrative to a close.

CONTINUITY AND TRANSFORMATION

Behind this crux is a transformation not quite complete. The pattern

followed by Cuitee in his first acts has been recast, and the identity of the
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announcer of foods put in dispute. Mrs. Howard's mother's mother, from
whom she said she heard the myth, opted for an identity which links it,
somewhat incongruously, with another myth involving the Coyote named
stanklya; so, at the crux, does Mrs. Howard. Evidently there were those
for whom the {dentity of the announcer of foods remained Salmon, and Mrs.
Howard begins with that identity in mind. In the tradition as she transmits
it, perspective and sequence of incident have changed, but some of the
fanguage and the casting of the most prominent role remain those of an older
tradition.

To understand this contradiction, emergent in performance, and the
changes that lie behind it, we need first to consider what links Mrs. Howard's
narrative with those of Cultee, and what contrasts them. The examination
involves a retransiation of the Clackamas text--some details of the published
translation are incorrect, and some pose puzzles. The examination depends
also on analysis of the text into the lines and groups of lines of which it is
composed. Both the transtation and the Clackamas are given at the end of
the paper. Most of all, the examination and ultimate interpretation depend
on close comparison of linguistic detail and varfation in rhetorical pattern.
Some of this enters the body of the paper, while much is given in notes
keyed to the lines of the translation.

A scene from Cultee, Let me give here the first scene of Cultee’s 1894
telling (Hymes 1985: 403-4). It will be useful for reference.

“The Spring Salmon was going upriver.
First he came,
and he was going upriver.

Now a person is standing:

“At last my brother’s son does arrive, S
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“the one with maggots in his buttocks.
“If 1 were not a person,
“then your people would have died.”

He said:

“Who is it who talks that way?” 10

“Ahh, your father's brother, Skunk Cabbage,

“he is talking "

"Quick, let us go ashore.”

Salmon landed.

He (the plant) was given an elkskin armor, 15

five elkskin armors were given to Skunk Cabbage.

Under his blanket was put a club,

beside his arm,
and beside his (other) arm,
another one, 20
a bone-war-club.
He was carried inland,
he was put in the midst of willows.”

Linkage There is evidence that the Kathlamet narratives lie behind
the Clackamas. The first formulaic line of each food in the Clackamas
narrative is a frozen, incomplete version of a corresponding line in
Kathiamet. In Mrs. Howard's text the lines (7-9) with which the first food
hails the announcer are (in Clackamas):

Galakim:

"Adi:::! Kinfk$tx ndyka.
"Nagalgidt addtutk.
“ldmflxam 4::nga Wak4dalu ikdédina.”

7

The second word is a frozen form of the construction which begins line 7 of the
Kathlamet, Qe: ne:k$tx nafka Imaxox ngoa?é:lx ‘If not | I-became I-
person’. nik$tx is not otherwise known in these Clackamas texts, nor is a
conditional element ki-. Mrs. Howard indeed repiaces this .
construction once with a productive Clackamas equivalent, gama nesqi.
(scene {i} line 36).

Inconsistencies in translation of the first line of this formulaic speech
indicate that what it says was in conflict with what Mrs. Howard took to be
the actual point of view of the myth. (See discussion below under Travel’)

There is another lexical ink which suggests awareness of Clackamas
tradition. The first root named in Mrs. Howard's text, the button camas, is
1-k4lakiya. (The word is the same in Wasco as well). This is the first
word spoken in Cultee's texts (there rendered ta(their)-§dalakiawva, but
untransiated. One can imagine that to put this word first in Crow's recital, as
she comes downriver past the mouth of the Willamette on which the
Clackamas lived, shows awareness that an upriver version of the myth might
start with this name.

Patterning of incident The connection, and at the same time contrast,
between the tellings by Cultee and Mrs Howard is illuminated by the
patterning of incident in each encounter with a food. In Cultee’s narratives
the invariant part of narrative competence in each of the five encounters
with a root consists of seven incidents, grouped in three stanzas. (The
grouping Is marked after the first scene in each telling by the initial particle
pair, Now again’).

(1) Travel upriver

(2) Hailing ('11 1 were not’)

(3) Question ("Who?")
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(4) Answer ("Name, your father’s aunt/uncie-)

(5) Command (Go ashore")

(6) Gifting (including pronouncement with the two Arrowroots)

(7) Placing (1394 telling only)
Mrs. Howard's narrative shows only the core of colloquy:

(2) Hailing ("If 1 were not")

(3) Questions ("Who, what is it like?")

(4) Answer ("Like ..")

(6) Pronouncement ((a) "It is a person”

(b) "Name~/"Use"
(¢) Use*/"Name*)

(8) Response (“Indeed") (scenes B, C, }, L only)
The shared core of turns at taik is essentiaity fourfold; a food declares itself,
hailing the announcer and appointer of foods; it is asked about;
identification is made; the announcer responds. But whereas Cultee's
narratives have the framework of a journey, recognizing reciprocal
obligations among kin and communities, Mrs. Howard's narrative has the
framework of a pedagogic panorama, identifying persons in a common world.

With Cultee the root refers to the announcer with a kin term
(nephew); with Mrs. Howard the reference is generic (‘'your peopie’). With
Cultee there is one question, who is talking: with Mrs. Howard there are two
questions, who is talking, what does it look like? With Cultee the answer is a
kin term and a name; with Mrs. Howard the answer is a description. With
Cultee the turn at tafk that follows is a command to go ashore to change the
root (as to what it looks like and as to where it is to be found). With Mrs.
Howard the turn at talk that follows resembies a brief entry in an
ethnotogical dictionary.

7
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With Mrs. Howard there is no explicit statement of travel from one
point to another between scenes (Cultee’s (1)) or within them (Cultee's (5)
‘Go ashore’) and (7) placing the roots)). With Cultee there is no account of
what foods look like, framed as such; the only explicit statement as to their
future use has to do not with bodily ingestion (eating, medicine) but externat
trade (the two arrowhead roots).

There is something of an inverse movement as between the two.
Cultee’s telling moves from present refationship to future appearance. Mrs.
Howard's narrative moves from present appearance to future relationship.
The Cultee tellings are more in the common mythical mode of making the
world, while Mrs. Howard’s narrative is more in the mode of recognizing and
announcing a world that is.

The contrast can be sharpened by considering the tellings from the
standpoint of a child. Hearing Mrs. Howard’s narrative, a child could in
principle learn of any food, and of ways of obtaining and preparing them.
And not only of foods, but of things that might be mistaken as food--a plant
that is a bitter medicine, a fish not good to eat. It would learn an inventory
of a world. Hearing Cultee's narrative, a child would learn of the obligations
of nephews to aunts and uncles, of ritual exchange, and of acting like a chief.
On the one hand, an expansible natural history; on the other, social structure.

Patterning of verse, scege and act In Cultee's narratives the invarfant
part of narrative competence in each of the five encounters with a root
groups its seven incidents into three stanzas. The number of verses (and
sub-verses, of versicles) overall may vary, but not the number of stanzas.
The first stanza consists of the verse stating travel, and the second of the
three verses that introduce and identify the root. Each stanza is usually
marked by the initial particle pair, Now again’. The third stanza consists of
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the final three incidents, Salmon’s command that initiates change of location
(going ashore) (the fourth standard turn at talk), and whatever occurs of
gifting and placing.

In Mrs. Howard's narrative the invariant part of narrative
competence consists of just four turns at talk. The core of talk is only
occasionally mapped into a pattern that fits the usual Chinookan grouping
into sets of three or five. Only the first verse of a scene is marked by initial
particles, and that marking distinguishes the scene as a whole. It s the
status of being a turn at talk that distinguishes verse. Most scenes have four
such internal units, not three of five. Mrs. Howard does have f{ive units
within a scene some five times. This is accomplished once by having the four
turns at talk follow the introductory frame ({); once by adding a
metanarrative comment, ‘All done’ ({¥); and three times by adding a verbal
acknowledgement, ‘Indeed’ (ii, X xii).

Clearly it is the talk that is remembered, of wanted, and it is in terms
of additional talk that a conventional pattern of grouping is sometimes
realized. (The initial frame itself is stated in terms of quoted speech. (Y aiso
Mrs. Howard's summary references, once o fish and once to berries, in terms
of speech: ‘all spoke like that' (200), all those things told him like that' (224).

Could not the four turns of talk be themselves an expression of a
conventional pattern? It is possible for pairing to serve intensification.
Where it does, however, as in the second act of Cultee's 1891 telling, it occurs
within the usual kind of patterning. Thus, the pairing that intensifies the
opening of Act I1 in Cultee's 1391 telling consists of three sets of pairs). And
to argue that Mrs. Howard’s narrative shows intensification in terms of pairs
of pairs, one would have to judge that the few scenes which have five verses
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contrast by not being marked for intensity or importance. These few scenes
are, of course, essentially the same as the others. If anything, it is they who
could be considered marked, against the background of the others. Scene ({)
is obviously important as a frame. The next two scenes to have five-part
patterning are within the series that can be taken to be favored, roots--scene
(i) continues the pattern framed by scene () and scene (jy) initiates the
second trio of roots. All are feminine in gender, whereas the remaining roots
are not. In scene (X) the fifth verse, the concluding acknowledgement, can
be taken as underscoring the importance of knowing that the fish is not a
food. In that {t is parallel to the metanarrative comment that makes a fifth
verse at the end of the scene with the root that is not a food ({y). The fifth
instance comes with the one fish of feminine gender, Trout (xii). It may be
significant that the two acts without five-verse stanzas are that for the major
fish, all masculine (V), and the intermediate act for birds (I11).

This placement of the {ive scenes with five parts does suggest some
attention to distribution across the five sets of foods and would-be foods,
although imperfectly. To sum up, five-verse scenes are found at the outset
(L 1); at the beginning of the second set ({y); and at the beginning (and end)
of the fourth (x xii).

Relations between scenes and groups of scenes are another matter.
Each (004 or would-be food is part of a set of three. There are five such sets:
3 camas, 3 other roots, 3 birds, 3 minor fish, 3 major fish. The narrative is
clearly conceived in terms of such patterning and it is the presence of such
patterning that pinpoints the final scene of the final set as a culmination and
crux And when that crux arrives, the lines that follow in a metanarrative
epllogue are, if less overtly marked, still part of a sequence of five

stanzas. /L
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Here is a table of these refationships.

Roots

i prologue + 4 turns

i 4turns+  ‘Indeed’
i 4 turns

Other Roots

iv 4turns+ Al done’
vy 4 turns

v 4 turns

Birds

vii 4 turns

il 4 turns

ix 4 turns

Fish

b 4 4turns+  ‘Indeed’
b | 4 turns

b1} 4turns+  ‘Indeed’
Eish (110

b1l 4 turns

v 4 turns

P\ A 4 turns

1t would seem that the organization of the narrative in terms of
the foods and would-be foods themseives was clear and consistent to
Mrs. Howard, and that at the larger level the usual conventions of grouping
were maintained both before and after the crux at the end of the main
narrative. Within the main narrative, however, dialogue is all,
and mostly at the expense of expected form.

j2
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Pedagogy. To be sure, there is more congruence between the tellings
by Cultee and Mrs. Howard than might at first appear. The instruction made
verbally explicit by question, answer and pronouncement in Mrs. Howard's
text, as to the appearance and use of foods, is conveyed through reported
action in Cultee’s. Each gift to a root establishes physical features by which it
henceforth will be recognized, and each placement indicates where it is to be
found. Thus, the elkskin armor and bone-war-club given to Skunk Cabbage
become the yellow-brown bract and elongated staik of that plant in its
spring pride. To place Skunk Cabbage inland among willows is to teach a
listener where to look for it

Travel Conversely, travet is not wholly absent from the Clackamas
text. Mrs Howard begins, like Cultee, speaking of something arriving in the
spring--only it is a root (button camas), not an announcer (whether Saimon
or Stankiya). Each subsequent scene begins with two or more particles
(usually the pair, "Soon now' (Kwvala aga)) which express passage of time
and may imply change of location, as if the party of the announcer were
coming upon one after another of the foods of the Clackamas world. The
common particle pair indeed almost exactly parallels the first words of each
root in Kathlamet, Koala 3&4qa, transiated there by Boas ‘At last'3 But
‘soon now' in Clackamas begins a line that says, not that someone travelled,
but that someone spoke. The one possible exception reinforces the point.
When the series of fish is begun, ‘someone spoke’ is the second line (122).
The first line says Now again soon they are” {121) (cf. note (b) to line 154).
The line may imply that they (the party of the announcer) have come to a
new location, wherein the next individual now speaks; if so, a word of motion
or travel is avoided for a word of state. Again, the first spoken line in each

scene says that someone is to be seen (see note to line 13 of the translation).
Iy
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This also implies arrival, a change of location by the party of the announcer.
But again, that is implicit in Clackamas, while in Kathlamet the first words
say e has arrived’. A further indication of travel is the fact the specific use
mentioned of a second kind of wild carrots is a use not practiced by the
Clackamas themselves, but by people upriver, from whom the Clackamas
obtained the cakes in question. One can readily imagine a Clackamas
audience taking the myth to have moved upriver into the territory of those
carrot-cake trading neighbors (see note to line 86 of the translation). But
again, the indication of travel is implicit--one might almost say suppressed--
in favor of an ecological inventory.

Mrs. Howard's narrative has transformed the role of travel. In
Cultee’s narrative the relation between the other foods and Salmon is a
relation between winter and spring, recognition of the roots of the women's
domain that sustain the people in winter before the arrival of the salmon
(and other fish) in spring. In Mrs. Howard's narrative it is almost all spring.

There are indeed two kinds of arrival, that of ‘things in the ground
coming out’ (line 2) and other foods and would-be foods, and that of Salmon.
It is only the first of the things in the ground, button camas, that is spoken of
explicitly as having arrived. The foods to be surveyed are not specifically
winter foods at all, but foods of all seasons.

In suppressing Salmon's travel, Mrs. Howard both suppresses the
dramatic image of his long awaited return each spring, and denes its unique
importance. Chinookan men, like modern ethnologists, may think first of
salmon when they think of what made the peoples of the Northwest Coast so
remarkably prosperous for peoples without cultivation of plants. Mrs.
Howard’s narrative makes salmon but one of many foods (even if left in the
role of announcer /recognizer of the others). Each of the others announces

5

that without it the people would have died--and not just in winter. Cultee
in 1894 subverted the proposition that the people would have died in winter
without roots (women's domain), by having the second act end with
provision of a fish in winter as well. Mrs. Howard subverts the proposition
that in waiting for spring the people were waiting for salmon by having the
myth begin with them waiting for things in the ground.

One can indeed find in the text indications that its perspective is that of
the arrival of all the main kinds of food, birds and fish as well as plants. The
male grouse is the first bird, and with it the statement He is to be seen’ is
followed in the translation by the parenthetic remark “(about April) (line
83). The remark evidently derives from Mrs. Howard. The reference to
appearance is parallel to the statement in the narrative about things in the
ground. Again, the first fish is Mudfish, and the verd in the initial line can be
taken to refer to their appearance (being there’). As Mrs. Howard recalls
further what her mother’s mother said about Coyote and berries, she
concludes with lines about argival that are very much like those with which
the series of roots begins: Things will ripen, the berries/ Now she will tell
me at that time..” (229-230). All this indicates a pervasive orientation to
the arrival of the several kinds of foods.

That Mrs. Howard indeed saw the narrative from the standpoint of it
being the foods and would-be foods which arrive is indicated as well by the
puzzling ways in which the first line of opening formula of each scene are
translated. With the medicine of scene ({v) the printed translation is
explicitly from the standpoint of the would-be food, Now I am.." With the
staple camas ({{1) the translation refers in the third person, ‘she is, to the
root, not the announcer. Yet the Clackamas expression in these cases and
throughout is in fact not “1” or “she” but he (see note to line 18). And

/<
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although the transiation in the rest of the scenes which contain the
expression are with he’ of it all those for roots and birds, except (jv), which
has °] am’ in the main text, have “(I am)" inserted.

The stimutus for the insertions of ‘(I am)’ probably comes from Mrs.
Howard. The regularity of the insertion throughout scenes (i-{x), followed
by the regularity of complete absence (3-xv), may be due to Mrs. Howard
ceasing to indicate in the course of the transiation that for her the
perspective was that of the food or would-be food. Perhaps the unceasing
march of the formulaic lines themselves affected her. After scene ({y) in
which Now 1 am" is given, she settled on third person pronouns to render
the lines. Perhaps by scene () and the advent of the series of fish, the lines
themseives have convinced her of their perspective, or discouraged her from
insisting on her own.

All this underscores the status of the opening lines of each scene as
indeed, for Mrs. Howard, formulaic lines, perhaps incompletely recalled. It
underscores the presence of two perspectives in the narration itself. In the
dominant perspective the arrivals that frame the story are those of {oods.
Remembered words recall a perspective in which the arrivals are those of
someone eise. (These paragraphs are adapted from the conclusion of the
detailed analysis in notes (b) and (c) to line 154).

Person. The congruence and contrast in the category of person are in
keeping with all this. Each time a root is reached in Cultee’s narrative it is
identified as a person at the outset, before speech begins (e g, Now a person
is standing" in line 2 of the scene quoted above; in the first scene of 1891
Skunk Cabbage is named (and thereby Muﬂed as a person at the outset; in
the second scene of 1894 Small Arrowhead Root is identified as a woman
{and therefore person)). The spoken question is ‘Who"? and the answer the
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name of a root and a kin term, aunt or uncle. The question, in the event, is
inclusion in the rights and duties of kinship relation.

In Mrs. Howard's narrative a food is referred to as a person only after
speaking (speech evidently entitles it to that generic status), and then only
occasionally (Button-Camas (A, 1. 11), Wild Carrot (E, 1. 71), Wild Carrot (2) (F,
1. 80), the unnamed last fish (0, 1. 193). The spoken question is ‘Who™ and
the answer a description. Only then is it stated whether or not the speaker
is a definite person (singular noun with gender prefix)t and then only if it is
afood. The unnamed medicine (D) is not so identified; neither s Mudfish (}),
which is not food, nor the Chud (K), which some will eat and some will not.
(The omission of the identification for Eel (M) seems an accident, but in
keeping with Mrs. Howard's depreciation of the fish series (see below)).
Whether or not the speaker is within the category of person, in the sense of
being a participant together with the people in the maintenance of their
common world {s at issue. (On such an Indian conception of person, see
Hallowell 1960).

There is in fact an expressive gradation in form of the stem for
‘person’ itself. When a food 1S being asked about as a person, the form (with
indefinite prefix 12-) is -gwatilx. When a food is declared to be a person,
the form (with feminine or masculine gender prefix a-/1-)is gw&:Hix.
(See discussion of these forms and their transiation in note to lines 11, 14).
The schwa under stress is a reduced form of phonemic /a/, while the long
/a:/ undef stress is expressively emphatic: ‘person indeed’.

Master-servant. For such persons, participants, to be useful to human
beings is a reward 9 (see note to line 11).. A variety of myths embody this
theme, and many myths tell how the world has been changed from a
previous state for the benefit of the Indian people who are near and about to
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arrive. It will be their part to respect and observe the ways of their new
world and to realize that they depend on its powers for their own survival.
It is to this fundamental level of reciprocity that Mrs. Howard takes the
myth. In neither Cuitee’s narraiive nor hers is the announcer a creator in
the sense of a creator ex nihilo. In both the announcer is more a Moses,
recognizing and establishing for the people ways already inherent in the
nature of things. But in Cultee's narrative, as we have seen, the assumption
of reciprocity between beings underlies a tension with regard to reciprocity
between genders of which Salmon is a focus. Saimon is first servant, then
master. The tradition in which Mrs. Howard's narrative stands has
eliminated the master-servant dialectic.

This elimination goes together with the absence in Clackamas of the
Kathlamet insult with which Salmon is hailed in Kathlamet (‘maggots in his
buttocks’). The insuit might seem agreeable to anyone wishing to diminish
Salmon as dominant symbol, but it alludes to another myth (also told by Mrs.
Howard) in which Saimon is dominant male par excellence. He survives his
father's death as an egg from his father’s body without feminine
participation; he avenges his father’s death; he kills his mother’s new
husbands while forcing them to drink from beneath her legs; when he sleeps
as she paddles him to their home, and she takes fright at maggots that
appear on him (spring salmon indeed spoil easily), thus mistaking
appearance fof true worth, he throws her up on a cliff to die alone. (Later he
does restore her). (Cf. Hymes 1935: 422-3). The absence of the insult is an
absence of the heroic figure who is insulted.

There seems to be another and pertinent allusion to that other myth
of Salmon. Mrs. Howard's telling of that myth has the infant salmon egg
found and tended by grandmotherly Crows. In Cultee’s nehmg of the myth in
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question here Crow is the central figure of the trio presented as parodying
and pretending to supplant Salmon. That seems a change of the relationship
from one of dependence for survival to one of contest for dominance.
Salmon’s twisting of Crow and (in the second telling) throwing of her away
from the river seems a rejection of the dependence that the other myth
relates and assertion of dominance. Once past the aunts of Act I, women
figures either serve (Flounder) or are expelled (Crow). All this seems further
expression of the violence associated with Salmon as symbol of gender
tension, and further indication of what Mrs. Howard's narrative has
eliminated.

Gender balance. It is not that all trace of concern with relations
between genders has been eliminated. The fundamental changes in the
conception of the myth as a whole remove a heroic conception of a male
protagonist. And certain details of the narrative show sensitivity to gender.

(a) There is a gender-linked polarity in the sequence of foods and
would-be foods, as disclosed in the pronouncement at the end of each scene.
The sequence is: Roots: she, she, she; Qther Roots: she, he, he; Birds: he, she,
he; Fish: he, he, she; Fish (2): he; he; he. The polar sets are the most valued
roots (camas) and the most valued fish (eels, sturgeon, Isalmon)); the one is
entirely feminine, the other entirely masculine.

(b) The choice of initial particles for each scene reflects a polarity as
well. The standard sequence within both the series of roots and the series of
fish is Kwéla aga fgdnax "Soon now another (spoke). This is case for all
five of the roots after the first (except that the sixth adds wf€ax ‘again’
after ‘now’) and for all five of the fish after the first. The first root has no
inital particies, being embedded within the injtial frame of the myth, the

do
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first fish is specially marked with Aga wflax kwéla Now again soon
(they are there)/ someone spoke’.

The birds that come between the roots and the fish are disparately
marked. The first bird has an expectable "Soon now (someone spoke)’; the
absence of ‘another” goes together with being the start of a new set. The
second bird has ‘another’, indeed’, but extra initial marking as well: Now
again soon another (spoke). The third bird lacks ‘another and also has ‘now
again’, but in a different order: "Soon now again (someone spoke)’.. The
marking of the second bird, the one feminine bird, seems special attention to
it. The diversity of marking for the birds as a set seems to show an
individuation of interest in them, and a lack of attention to them as a set.
The roots and fish are treated, I would venture to say, as opposed sets.

(c) Recall the observations on the distribution of five-verse scenes in
the section above on Patterning of verse, scene, and incident.

' (d) The order of the three key elements of the final pronouncement in
each scene changes, as between the series of roots and the series of fish.
Here is a chart to show the relationships.

Camas

M) person; name; eat

(') person, speak truth name; dig, eat, bake

M)  person name eat: boll, bake, cook
Qther roots

i) - medicine pame is ?

(¥)  person name speak truth

(zl) person name eat: boil, mashed cake
Birds

(yil) person pame eat: soup

2
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(vili) person eat, eggs, all sorts name

(Ix) person name eat

Fish(1).

(%)  justsaysso not food name

(0 --- eat/noteat  name

(xil) person food: soup name

Fish (11).

(i) --- food: roast, smoke-dry, eat name
(xiv) person food: boil, smoke-dry, eat  name
(xy) person food; all sorts  ---

All roots which are foods are named, and then their use is given. (With
regard to (fv), which is a medicine, it may be that the position for a name is
held to fast in hopes of remembering it). All fish which are foods have their
use given, then their name. The first and third (male) birds agree with the
roots: name, use. The second (female) bird agrees with the fish: use, name.
(It is exceptional in regard to its initial markers as well; see below). Clearly
there is a contrast, and the main break is between the fish and the rest.

(e) The chart just above further shows that all six of the roots have
uses, five as foods and one (jv) as medicine. All three birds are foods. Only
among the fish are there beings without use. The first fish pretends to be a
food but is not (and therefore not declared a person); the second fish may be
eaten by some, but not by others (and therefore is not declared a person).
The fourth fish, Eels, is a food, and in the culture a quite desirable one, as the
elaboration of its use (paraltel to that for Sturgeon next) shows; but Mrs.
Howard omits to say that it is a person.

These detalls seem to show attention to gender and some diminution
of the foods that are linguistically and culturally masculine.
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Young man/ Grandfather. The authority of the announcer in Cultee’s
tellings is that of the young leader of a party travelling. He must learn. He
knows how long it takes to travel to the Cascades, but not at first some of his
own senior relatives. The authority of the announcer in Mrs. Howard's
narrative is that of someone with knowledge. It is an authority that in the
culture increases with age. The announcer asks fof information, and,
receiving it, identifies and explains. In pronouncing names and uses he
teaches what children should learn. Of course all the myths wefe told with
the assumption that children should hear them. But in Cultee’s tellings, as in
many myths, action is foremost, pedagogy implicit. In Mrs. Howard's
narrative the pedagogic function dominates; movement and action are only
implied. Both announcers affect the worid to come in which the Indian
people will be present. Cultee’s announcer does so as a young man who
accosts and shapes the world. Mrs. Howard's announcer is an older man who
discriminates and instructs. He is in effect a grandfather. A relation
between genders has become a relation between generations.

OVERVIEW

The several aspects of continuity and transformation, as between
Cultee’s versions and that of Mrs. Howard, indicate that a considerable
transformation had already occurred. The frame of the myth is that of an
arrival in the spring, but the point of view, or theme, has changed from that
of the arrival of the announcer of foods to that of the arrival of foods
themselves. Associated with this change of theme are a number of ways in
which the scenes are recast, both as to patterning and details: the foods
encountered are not f00ds of winter, but of spring (and summer and fall);
travel is subordinated, pedagogy foregrounded; the relationship between the
announcer and the foods is not that of kinship, but of fellow beings, persons,
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in the world; dominance and subordination are replaced by a concern with
participant maintenance; gender conflict is replaced by a more muted gender
Preference (except that one should not forget the great fact that Salmon,
symbol of maleness, loses out almost altogether in Mrs. Howard's version);
announcer as assertive young chief is replaced by announcer as
knowledgeable grandfather.

Three aspects of the transformation did remain unresolved.
(1) Who is said to arrive? the announcer of 100ds of the foods themselves?
(2) Is it Salmon the announcer of salmon the food?
(3) Is the announcer Salmon of Coyote?
Each of these unresolved aspects is latent and emerges at a different point in
the collaboration between Mrs. Howard and jacobs: the second at the end of
performance; the third in the aftermath of performance; the first, most latent
of all, in the process of translation. Let me review the first and complete the
consideration of the second and third.

Mrs. Howard's version sees the myth from the standpoint of the latter, as
stated in her opening frame ({) and the parallel passage in her aftermath
account of the berries (lines 229-230), and as indicated in detalls and
inconsistencies in translation (details that Jacobs has invaluably recorded
and published). But the opening formulaic lines preserve a point of view in
which it is the announcer who arrives. This inconsistency does not effect the
narration itself. It turas out to pose a problem for Mrs. Howard {n the

process of translation.

(21 Js it Salmon the announcer of salmon the food? The narrative is begun

with the first in mind, and arrives ata point at which the second is required

L
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As we have seen, a parenthetic explanation In the first scene reports that the
announcer is ‘a fish person, maybe Saimon, which also appears at the same
time of year’ (Jacobs 1958: 75), and the name ‘Salmon’ continues to be
suppiied as the identity of the announcer in subsequent passages (Jacobs’
numbered sections 2, 4, 5 (twice), 6, 7, 9, 11). But then comes scene (xv).
The scene is foregrounded by its rhetorical position as a culmination, third of
a set of three, its set the fifth such set; preceded by two other major fish
(eels, sturgeon); its actor is foregrounded by doubled pronouns at the outset
(another,/ he too’ (157-5)), and by praise otherwise accorded only the one
feminine fish, trout ('a good-looking person’ (193)), and as the
pronouncement that ends a scene unfolds, it is precisely the third element,
the name, that is missing: “He is a person./ He is 00d./ They will make all
sorts of things with him’ (194-6). It is then the narrative breaks off. 1f the
third fish of this set is salmon, the announcer who names it cannot also be
Saimon. If the announcer is Salmon, then some other fish, important as food,
but subordinate to the chinook salmon, could be named. But evidently the
logic of the narrative had been to lead to chinook salmon, Salmon par
excellence). Another name, say biueback salmon’ (vatsdéiha), would not
do. That she knows the name of chinook salmon, a common name, the
generic name for ‘fish’, is evident from other of her texts. Mrs. Howard does
not attempt a name and leave the line incompiete, as in (jy) (1ine65). She
leaves the pronouncement without any token of its third element, a name,
the only time in which this happens. To name here would be to make the
latent contradiction exphcit.

It is with regard to the names of fish, indeed, that Mrs. Howard claims
(feigns?) ignorance in the five lines of epilogue that begin the metanarrative
aftermath (193-9).
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The remark at the end of this close itself implies a specific omission.
Remarks at the end of a myth that there Is more that the narrator does not
know are in themselves conventional (cf. Hymes 1981a: 323-7, 330-1). Such
a remark conveys the point that the one myth is now complete, but not the
world of myth. The wording in line 2 10, however, includes the
demonstrative pronoun yaymayx ‘only’. Without it, the other three words
‘that-far now 1-recall’ would be a conventional close of the sort just
discussed. The inclusion of this form for ‘only’ signals here, as it does at the
end of "Seal and her younger brother lived there’ (cf. Hymes 1981a: 331)
that something specific is not recalled.

Notice that if Mrs. Howard had had Coyote in mind as announcer at
this point, she would not have had a difficulty. She could have named
salmon as the third fish. Her behavior at this point indicates that she had
not yet thought of Coyote, but still thought of Salmon.

(3) Is the appouncer Salmon of Coyote? How can one account for the fact
that Mrs. Howard initially identifies the announcer with Salmon, aithough
she counted herself as having learned it only from her mother's mother
(Jacobs 1958: 274, n. 63), whom she quotes in the aftermath as specifying
the announcer as Coyote? The likely answer is the existence of a community
tradition in which the announcer continued to be taken to be Salmon, a
tradition which Mrs. Howard's mother-in-law possibly shared.

Throughout her sessions with Jacobs Mrs. Howard identified
specifically only her mother's mother and mother-in-law as sources
(sometimes one of them, sometimes both). In regard to the other myth of
Salmon, however, Jacobs observed. (1959: 371-2): Mrs. Howard's omission of
mention as to who told her this myth allows the safe inference that many
Clackamas related it.” And the one other myth not identified as being from
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either her mother's mother, her mother-in-law, of both, is one that almost
every Clackamas would have heard, the story of Coyote's travels around the
world. Both these myths for whom 0o specific source is named were known
throughout Chinookan territory, were common property, and the myth in
question here would seem a candidate for such commonaity as well. It
seems likely that Mrs. Howard began her teiling of the myth with
recollection of a community tradition continuous with that of Cuitee,
identifying the announcer as Salmon.

Mrs. Howard’s mother-in-law, who was from the Columbia river
somewnhat to the east of the Willamette (toward the Cascades) might have
(also) been a source of such a recollection. Mrs. Howard reports her mother-
in-law as not recalling the details of the foods (205-7), and thus by
implication as not having performed (‘made’) the myth to her. But the fact
that the mother-in-law spoke explicitly of the state of her knowledge of the
myth implies that she discussed the myth; such discussion could have
included her understanding of it as being about a fish person. Moreover,
Mrs. Howard's return, after quoting her mother-in-law, to her mother’s
mother’s statement seems more than the filling out of a three-part rhetorical
form.. It seems a reassertion of her mother’s mother's identification of the
announcer as Coyote, as mention of her mother-in-law implicitly put that
identification in question.

Certainly it is unlikely that Mrs. Howard's mother’s mother had
continued to identify the announcer as a fish person, maybe Salmon, given
the repeated insistence with which Mrs. Howard® quotes her as saying that it
was Coyote (203-4, 209, 232). The closing lines of the last two stanzas (231-
3, 234-9) seem clearly to show Mrs. Howard attesting that her mother's
mother told not only of the Coyote named Stdn#iya in relation to berries,
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but in relation to ‘all the things that were made good' (236). And the special
name for this manifestation of Coyote in such a roie is in keeping with a
special name, Tanadiya, for the Coyote who travels around the land in the

major cycle mentioned above. The two names, indeed, seem refated in form.

(Individuation by a name occurs in one other Clackamas myth,
Saséylazam (Jacobs 1953, myth 4). Other myths use the common name,
It4ladas (myths 1,2, 3,5,6,7, 10, 11, 12, 30)).

At the same time the mother's mother's myth of Témadliya s quite
distinct from the preceding narrative. Coyote explicitly travels, weat past
(210, 231), and evidently on land. The announcer and the food in question
address each other directly in the vocative; there is no description, no third
Pperson reference, implying an audience (o whom jdentity and use are being
explained. There is no mention of being a person. The point of the
interaction is not recognition, but transformation; Coyote counters the
challenge of the befry by plucking it and teiling it what's to be what, that it
is to be food because our Indian-people are near. The impiication of the
challenge from the befries is that in that period they were dangerous of at
least capabie of mounting a serious obstacle to being used: °1 am going to
stab you™. The characteristic hunger of Coyote is suggested.

All this indicates a myth which in narrative form had not at all been
integrated with the preceding myth. To be sure, it provides a sequel with
comic tones in the character of Coyote, paraliel to the buriesque element in
the second act of Cultee’s tellings, and something is set right in both. There
might have been some sense of generic appropriateness. But as we have
seen, the framing and patterning of talk are quite different (whereas in the
Kathlamet myth the second act is cast in the same broad pattern of travel,
colloquy, and three part action (go to ugm shape, place), as the first).

2
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Moreover, Mrs. Howard's recotlection in lines 229-233, “Things wiil ripen,
the berries, now she will teil me at that time’, seems an opening paraiiei and
rival to that of the preceding myth, which specifies things in the ground are
comning out".

The best judgment would seem to be that a pervasive transformation
of the preceding myth, quite thinning out the roje of the announcer, has
opened the way to association of the identity of the announcer with someone
other than Saimon. The myth of Coyote and berries appears to show certain
traits common to Clackamas conception of the arrival of foods in spring. It
seems to provide separate testimony to a frame in which it is not the
announcer who arrives, but the foods, whether things in the ground, or
berries. The note of common identification between berries and announcer
struck in ‘our Indian peopie are near’ (215) fits the perspective of
participant maintenance in the myth of roots, birds, and fish.

And Coyote would be preferabie to 4 line of women sensitive to the
gender impiications of Saimon. Coyote does paratiel Saimon by entering first
a feminine domain. (Although the ptural noun-prefixes to the berry names
do not reveal gender, the berry mentioned first, the strawberry, is precisety
what a girl would be toid to go Seek after a myth recital, according to Jacobs’
notebooks (a boy would be toid to go seek a grouse. Both instructions, like
many closing formulae for myths, anticipate the arrival of spring.) But asa
male counterpart to a domain of women, Coyote has none of the standing of &
figure such as Saimon. The one is a rascal, the other a chief. The
substitution is characterologically far more favorable to women.

The myth of Coyote and the berries seems to have been somewhat
marginal to Mrs. Howard's tradition. She is not sure that her mother's

mother made the (whoie) myth to her (227), nor that she remembers alt
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(228). She initially generalizes the account of the interaction between a
berry and Coyote to they' (211). The identity of the announcer, Coyote’,
occurs to her first with his common name, 1t41agas (203, 209); the special
name comes to mind with the recollection of quoted speech (212, 225). She
lists the berries, rather than enact their interactions, repeating of each the
one remembered remark of what each would say. The opening (229-33)
occurs to her jast. There is no close of the kind appropriate to myths.

Much of this, to be sure, is a function of the circumstance of
recollection at the end of another myth. The main point appears to be a
working through of her conviction that the identity is indeed that of Coyote,
and, specifically, the Coyote named Stan#iya. Note the parallel between
the use of the generic name, 1{41adas, in lines 203, 209) and the emphatic
final placement of Stanklya in lines 232-3. The name and the certainty of
identification seem to come together in the course of a postscript.

It must have been at the end of the dictation that Jacobs asked Mrs.
Howard for a title. The published title is Stankiya gadatux tfékdi
dénmagx, Coyote he-made-them the-good things’, but as we have just seen,
the identification with Stan#iya emerges after the main story is over.
Last thoughts have redefined first thoughts.

As we have seen, Mrs. Howard's mother’s mother evidently identified
the announcer of all foods, not just berries, as Coyote. It seems quite
unlikely that she integrated the myth of the arrival of roots, birds and fishes
with the myth of the arrival of berries. She might have toid one after the
other, but the myth of the arrival of roots, birds and fishes maintained a
distinct form, a form compatible with identification of the announcer as a
transformed, grandfatherly Salmon, a form not at all suggestive of Coyote.

Insistence that the announcer was Coyote must have been a minority
30
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opinion, perhaps the opinion of a minority of one. Yet the mother's mother
must have told the myth in such a way that salmon was already to be
_counted among the fish. That is how the text came back to Mrs. Howard in
her telling of it. The further step in the merging of the two myths,
represented by the identification in the title, may have come about for the
first time in Oregon City, when Mrs. Howard performed the myth to Jacobs
toward the end of their work together.

T Part of a revision of that paper has been published as Hymes (1985).

2 This territory is evidently on either side of where the Willamette flows into the
Columbia, just above the present site of the city of Portland. Its westernmost point
presumably is the upriver boundary of Kathlamet territory, at about Rainier,
Oregon, or just above, for Saimon and his party are said to encounter the trio at
what is now St. Helens (just downriver from Portiand). Its easternmost point
presumably is the Cascades, which the trio claim to have reached in a day, some
fifty-odd miles upriver from Portiand. The Clackamas lived just south of what is
now Portland with a hinteriand perhaps extending to the Cascades. This area is
poorly known linguistically, but evidently its various communities spoke a variety
of Chinookan generally intelligible with that of the Wasco and Wishram further
upriver, though recognizably distinct. The Clackamas and Wasco both refer to their
language by the same name, kik§t. Itis sufficiently distinct from Kathlamet to
lead us to judge the two to have been different languages.

3 The preposed Kathiamet element, $€-, is not otherwise attested. A

phonesthematic hunch is that it is an intensifier.
4 The one exception is the last. In (O) the last fish of the second series is

introduced with two lines, instead of the usual one, marked by doubling
3
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of pronoun (‘another’, he too’). The initial tense prefix changes from the
remote past ga- to the generic past a-, and the person-marker prefix

is not indefinite - but masculine singular i-. There follows the
usual sequence of description with indefinite prefix pius ‘person’,

and response by the announcer with number-gender prefix pius

‘person’ (193-4). The unusual opening (two lines, generic past,
definite pronoun) mark the climax and crux '

3
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[ONE] [Announcing foods]
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Nugékim:
*tén Ixalpaléwala?
*Qé itdlg-li?”
Nugdkim:
*3:. Minkéxa gikqt vilax pélgiq.”
(-—]'Kv. Agritilx,
*dganvi axidla.
*1&éxliv Wiqaptn.
»Axka aqilaba,
"§gaxalmixma,
"§xka wifay aguifya.”
(-1 fw."

(iii) (staple Camas)
K-dlé aga dgidnax gatskim.
"fyagikl igixux.
"Qéma nésqi ndyka,
"Anga akédacu ikdddina idmilxam.”
[--1"0:. tén Ixalpalavala?
*Qé itdgiglim?”
Gaghilzam:
"3:. Qétgi daldwluv itd§akstaq.”
[--1"Aw. Ag-étilx.
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"Axka agugdpgra,
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{11] [Other Roots]
(iv) 2]
K-dl4 aga lgiénax gatokim:
"fyagikl igixux.
*Rinfk3tx ndyka.
"Nagalgit adatatk.”
[--1"Av. kén txdlpalavalar”
[--]"3:. Qéitgi dalté:]l itatagsu.
"tkbiégawvalxt.
"ih’rhuv.'
[--1"0::! Qénaga axila,
"né:gi agayalmiyma,
*j¢étpxamam.
*Imdylutk imik-$xat,
'llll';ll.lg.
"Qénaga aplex.
"tixtmaxix itg-atilx itééymam atyiya,
"aga éxka A’'mank’'mon agixa,
"itokadq atklugimida.
"1édxliv ...."
Sh::de.

(v) (Wild Carrot)

K-dld aga dginax gah’ki-.
"Iydgikl igfxux.
"Kinfkétx ndyka,
"nagalgét adétutk idmflxam.”

(-—-1"U:. Q& itélgli itg-atilx Ixalpalavalaz”
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[--)*"A::. 1g-£Hilx.
*fyaxliv Itélkaw.
*Aganwi ixéla.”

(zi) (wild Carret (2))
k416 aga vitax tyénax gatakim:
*fyagikl igfzux.
"Kinfkitx néyka,
"nagalgét adétutk idmalxam.”
[--1"0:. Q& itblg~li ig=dtix Ixslpalawala?”
[--]"3:. 1déRqdax iddigit.”
[--1"Aw. 3:. Te-Hixt.
*1déxliv 1dadax.
"Déxka aguximéxma,

"agduizxmiya,
"déxka id'inx aqdéxa.”
{111} [mirds]
(vil) (Male Grouse)

K414 aga gatokim:

"fyagikl igfxux.

"Kinikity néyka,

"nagalgét adédutk idmflxam.”
[--1"A:v. tén txalpaléwala?

~Qf itigigliv?"
Caghflxam:

"3:. Qftgl ibd:q Hégigliv.”
[--1"Aw. 1g-6Mix.

*fyaxliv 1imédmut.
37
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"Yéxka agixalmidxma,
"iticgmam itk’a aghixa,
"tixka atktugdémsda.”

(viii) (Female Grouse)

Aga witax k414 2gdnax gadokim:
"fyagikl igfxux.”

[--1"Aw. 2én Ixalpaléwvala?
"Qé itdgigliv?”

[--]73:. RedRqf witax.”

[--170:. Ag-£¥ilx.
"Axka agaxalmidxma,

"dxka vitax itgéx-lavlavks agixalméxma,

"xénawl dén afdkdi.
"1édxliv §3mddmut.”

(ix) (Quail)
K414 aga vitax gatakim:

"fyagikl igfxux.
"RinfkStx ndyka,

"nagalgdt adétutk idmflxam.”
{--1"0:. 2én Ixalpalavala?”
[--1"Qétgi déngi ilganxit,

"iktx-fla i?4akstagba.
"kiikayts itgratilx.”
[--1"4:w. 1g-4Hilx.
*fyaxliv Iséxabvala.

"ydxka agixalmiéxma.”
3t
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[1v] [Fish]
(x)(Mudfish)
Aga vitax k-dld ugrakiyax.
Gatokim:
*fyagikl igixux.
"Rinfksty ndyka,
"4nga wélu iguxélayt.”
[--]"Av. Eén Ixilpalavalaz
*Qd iddgigliw?”
[--]1"3:. Khixayts,
»gydbayk ité§akstag.”
[--1"'4::. Qénaga ixila.
*Nidqi ityalm.
"fyaxliv winaxayé.”
[--]1"4w.”

(xi) (Chub)
K-dld aga Iginax gah’kln:
"fyagikl igixux.
"Kinik$tx ndyka,
"nagalgét adétutk idmflxam.
"Anga wélu ikdddina.”
[--1"tén Ix3alpalavala?
*Qé itdgigliv?™
[--173::. Khixayts itik-3xat iltsg=limix.”
[--1"4w. §:.

"[xtmayix atyhixrayda alityalmixma,

"yéxa Hxtmax né:3qi alityalmixma.

*fyaxliv [ "
yaxliv Igugu 29
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(xii) (Treut)
K-ili aga tginax gadokim.

*fyagikl igiyux.

"Kinik$tx ndyka,

"nagalgét adétatk idmilxam.”
[--1"Av. Qi iigiglive®
[--1"3:. Qétgi ilts¢rlimix itik-$xat.

"1tdkdi itdgigliv.”
[--]"e::. Ag-dlilx.

"M;;Im,

"jti¢gmam itg=atilx alguéxmiya ih’gat':,
"atktugdimida.

"Idxliv Axddagi.”

[--]1"Aw.”
[¥] [Fish 11)

(xiii) (EeD)
K414 aga lgiénax gatakim:

*fyagikl igixux.

"Kinikéty nifdyka,

"négagalgét adétutk idmflxam.”
[--]"A:v. tén Ixapaléwala?

"Qé itigigliv?”
[--]"a: Rdékqday,

"qitgi f3l:max idalxam.”
[--]"3:::. Ikyalm,

"Aqigalgdya,

»agddlkéa,
"aqéxsimida,
"§déxka asuyimixma.”
¥o
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*1¥déxliv 13gdk-al.”

(xiv) (Sturseon)

K-dlf aga lgénax gnh’klm:
"fyagikl igfxux.
"Kinfkitx néyka,

"nagalgét adftutk idmflxam.”

[--]"U:. tén dxalpalévala?
*Qé ?4qigliv?”
[--1"3:. Rhigbay},
"txdp flaly.”
(--1"Av. 1g-dtilx.
"lt;sln.
"dqyugrdpyra;
"witax yfxka aqix3émida.
"yéxka agixalméxma.
"fyaxliv Infyun.”
) ()
K-&1§ aga dgénax,
yéix{ax nfkim:
"fyagikl igfxux.
"Kinfkitx néyka,
"nagalgét adétutk.”
[--1"Av. én Ixalpalévala?”
[--173::. HO6kdi idgatilx.
[--]1"fv. 1g=£diix.
"Ih5l-.
"Kénavi dén agydxa.”
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[TWO] [Epilogue]

(A) [Close for fish]
Ké::nawi dén x=aXqf i#Caqraga,

nisqi nmadikl itgdxliv,

hix~an gdmax itgaxliwmax.

Kénawi xdXqf nug-dkim.
tix-an k*dbt yiymayx aga inxalutkt.
(B) [Mother’s mother, mother-in-lav]
Agaskix nagimx,

"itdlapas x-aXqf nixux,

ké::navi dén dadéx dalxiléx.”

Yéxa wdksdi nagimx,

"Nisqi danxalutkt

"dén dadéx gadatux ttikdi quxildx.”

Agaskix agnulxdma:

"Itilapas dadix x-alqf gacatux dinmax.”

(C) [Stankiya and berries]
GCayéviya kdnawi dén kduxanxét.
Gatgyilxam:
"Ayaxémalgamida, Sténxiya!”
Rat gaéyixax.
"3:. Midyka amCitxIm!
"Aga qvip alxididdnwi.”
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téniva itgiya,
aga lixfax itakamuks,
itgdwi,
imicqan,
idundyax,
idamstiv,
imivinx,
itxdxan,
kdnawi dén xdXqf gatgydlxam,
"Ayaximalgamida, Sténxiya!”
(D) [Mother’s mother, $tanxiva, berries)
Yéymayx x-akqf agnulxéma.
téx-an gaginlixax ixéni,
nésqi in;a’lutkt séé.
Dénmax atgaksda kdux-anxét,
aga agnulxdma k-dbdix,
"Aga gaydviya,
"Dénmax iXxalm gaditux,
"Sténxiya.”
(E) (Einal theme]
K-ald ixéni gyuxila,
aga alagima,
"Rénavi dén ddyax itikdi gagatux,
"déxka dadax dalxildx.
"Yaxa dix griddmlamax nésqi lt;a/lm.
"déxka nisqi dalxildx.”
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Coyote made things good

[ONE] [Announcing fooeds]
(1] [Camas]
(i) (RButton camas)

This must be vhen they would say, 1
"Now things in the ground are coming out, 2
perhaps this moon, 3
perhaps the next will stand, q
the firgt button camas will have arrived.” s
Someone spoke: s
"Goodness! If 1 were not. ?
"1 hold their breath. 8
"Your people, long ago, Starvation had killed them.”
Someone said: 10
"Indeed. What does the person talking loek like?” 11
They said: 12
"Sort of flat, greyish-white.” 13
[--]1"Indeed. She is a person. 14
"Her name is Button Camas. 15
"They will eat her.” 16
(iD) (cat Ear camas)
Soon now another spoke: 1?7
"He is to be seen. 18
"If 1 were not, 19
"1 hold their breath, 20

"Long ago Starvation would have killed them.” 21
uy
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They said:

"Whoe is talking?

"What does it look like?"”
They said:

"Te be sure. Seems to be long-faced, flat.”
[--1"Indeed. She is a persen,

"She speaks the trath.
"Her name Is Cat-Ear (camas).
"She will be dug out,
“she will be eaten (raw),
"she alse will be baked in ashes.”

[--1"1ndeed.”
(1)) (Camas [staple type])
Soon nov amether spoke:

"He is te be seen.

"If 1 were not,

"Long age Starvation had killed your people.”
[--]1"Ohh. Whe Is talking?

"What Is its appearance?”
Semeone vas told:

"Te be sure. Her head is sert of round.”
[--]1"1ndeed. She is a person.

"Her name is Camas.

"Everyone will eat her.

"She will be boiled (vith hot rocks),
"she will be baked,

"she will be cooked (on het rocks underground).”%?
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{111{Other Roots]
(lv) 21

Soon nov another spoke:

"He is to be seen.

"1f 1 were not ,

"1 hold their breath.
[--1"Indeed. Who Is talking?”
[--1"To be sure. Its hair Is sort of black,

"it's tied in a bunch on top,
"it's a widow.”
[--]1"Ohh! She is just saying that,
"she will not be eaten,
"she’s bitter.
"You put her dovn your mouth,
"you vomit.
"She Is just medicine.
"Sometimes a person vwill become 111,
“nowv she vill be mashed,
"they will drink her juice.
"Her name is ...”
All done.
(v) (Wlid carrot)
Soon nov another spoke:
"He is to be seen.
"1f 1 vere not,

"1 hold your people’'s breath.”

[--]1"Ohh. What does the person talking look like?”

[--]"Sort of lengthened.”
e
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[--1"Ahh. He is a person.
"His name Is Wild Carrot.
"He speaks the truth.”

(vd) (wild carrot (2))

Soon nov again another spoke:
"(Now) he is to be seen.
"1f 1 were not,

"1 hold your people’s breath.”

{--1"0Ohh. What does the person talking look like?”

[--]1"To be sure. Their legs are long.”
[--1"1ndeed. To be sure. They are persons.
"Their name is [another] Wild Carrot.
"They will be eaten,
"they will be boiled,

"they vill be made into boiled mash-cakes.”

(1 (Birds)
(vil) (Male Grouse)

Soon now someone spoke:
“"He is to be seen.
"If 1 were not,
*1 hold your people’s breath.”
[--1"1ndeed. Who is talking?
"What is its appearance?”

The one was told:

"To be sure. Its appearance is sort of grey.”

[--]"Indeed. He is a person.
"His name is (Male) Grouse.
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"He will be eaten,

"Soup for a sick person will be made,

"That one will drink 1t.”

(viif) (Female Grouse)
Now again soon another spoke:

"(Now) he is to be seen.”
[--]1"Indeed. Who is talking?

"what is its appearance?”
[--]"To be sure. That way again.”
[--]1"Ohh. She iIs a person.

"She will be eaten,

"she also will have her eggs eaten,

~all sorts of things she's good for.

"Her name is (Female) Grouse.”
(1x) (Quall)

Soon nowv again someone spoke:

"He is to be seen.”

"If 1 were not,

"1 hold your people’s breath.”
[--1"Ohh. Who is talking?”
[--]"Something sort of stretched out,

"it is standing on its head.
"It’s a small person.”
[--]"Indeed. He is a person.
"His name Is Quall.

"He will be eaten.”
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0v] (Hsh]
(x) (Mudfish)

Nov again soon they are (there).
Someone spoke:

"Ne is te be seen.

"1f 1 were not,

"Long age Hunger had killed them.”
[--]1"Indeed. Whe is talking?

"What is its appearance?
[--]"To be sure. It is small,

"its head is very large.”
[{--]1"AhRh. He just says se.

"It's not foed.

"His name is Mudfish.”
[--]"Indeed.”
(xi) (Chub)
Sosn mow another speke:

"He is to be seen.

"If 1 vere net,

"1 hold your pecple’s breath,

"Long age Hunger had killed them.”
[--1"Whe is talking?

"What is its appearance?”
[--]"To be sure. its mouth is small, sharp.”

[--1"1ndeed. To be sure.

"Sometimes they will think they will eat it,
"but ethers will net eat it.
"His name is Chub.”
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(x11) (Irout)
Soon nowv another spoke:

"He is to be seen.

"1f 1 wvere not.

"1 hold your people’s breath.”
[--]1"Indeed. What is its appearance?
[--1"To be sure. Its mouth is sort of sharp.

"It has a handsome appearance.”
[--]"To be sure. She is a person.

"She is food,

"They will boil her soup for a sick person,
"he will drink it.
"Her name is Trout.”
[--1"Indeed.”

[(Vilrish 11}
(x111) (EeD)

Soon nov another spoke:
"He is to be seen.
"If ve wvere not.
"We hold your people’s breath.”
[--1"Indeed. Who is talking?
"what is its appearance?”
[--1"To be sure. They are long,
"Sort of blackish people.”

[--1"To be sure. He is food.
"It will be gotten,
”it will be roasted (on spits beside the fire),
”it will be smoke-dried,
"they will eat him.
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"His name is Eel.”
(xlv) (sturgeon)
Soon nov another spoke:
"He is to be seen.
"If 1 vere not.
"1 hold your people’s breath.”
[--]"Ohh. Who is talking?
"what Is its appearance?”
[--]1"To be sure. It Is very large,
"Its body is white.”
[--]1"Indeed. He is a person.
"He is food.
"he will be boiled,
»also that one will be smoke-dried,
“that one wvill be eaten.” i
"His name is Sturgeon.”
0) (2]
Soon now another,
he too said:
"He is to be seen. 189
"If 1 vere not.
"1 hold their breath.”
[--1"Indeed. Who is talking?”
[--]1"To be sure. A good-looking person.
[--]1"Indeed. He is a person.
"He Is food.

"They will make all sorts of things with him.”
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(TWO](Epllogue]

(YN ]
All sorts of things in the vater like that,

1 do not knov their names,

I can’t think how they go, their various names.

All spoke like that.
I think now I remember only that far.
(B) [Mother's mother, mother-in-law]
My mother’s mother wvould say,
"Coyote did like that,
"All those things that feed us.”
But my mother-in-lav vould say,
"1 don’t remember them,

"those things he made good to be eaten.”
My mother’s mother will tell me:
"Coyote made those things like that.”

(C) [3tankiya and berries)
He went past all the things (that are) berries
They told him:
"I am going to stab you, Stantiya!”
He would pluck it:
"To be sure. You are good eating!

"Now our Indian-people are near.”
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First vild stravberries,
nov those blackberries,
raspberries,
grey huckleberry,

meuntain huckleberries,

serviceberries,
crabapples,
chokecherries,

all these things like that told him,

"1 am going te stad you, Staniiya!”

(D) [Mether's mother, Stankiya, berries)

That is the enly wvay she will tell me.
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1 den’t knov (that) she made the (vhole) myth te me;227

1 do net remember it all.
Things will ripen, the berries,
]now she will tell me at that time, 230
"Nov he went past,
"He made the things food,
"Stankiya.”
(E) (Elna] theme]
Soon she is telling the myth,
nov she will say,
"All the things that vere made good,
"it is those that feed us.
"But these bad things that are not food,

"these do not feed us.”
$3
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Notes

5: Jacobs notes parenthetically ‘(fiat like buttons). The same camas

figures significantly in the myth of Tongue (Jacobs 1959: 370). Jacobs
comments (1958, n. 64): ‘Spier and Sapir (Wishram Ethnography, p. 182)
refer to this root as a large wild onion, and on the next page describe it as a
flat buld of a plant with small grayish flowers.” The comment confuses two
stems,-qlduwaitk ‘wild onion’ (p. 182) and -x4lakia (p. 183).

6: 1 follow Jacobs in transiating the first occurrence of -kim in each stanza
as ‘spoke’, although other occurrences are transiated ‘said’. ‘spoke’ (suggesting
‘spoke up’) seems apt for the initiating speech act of each scene.

-kim is intransitive and can have the sense of speaking broadcast; it is the
root of the term for a ‘crier’ or ‘announcer. Here it would seem to have the
sense of announcing to the world.

8 ‘breath’, equivalent to ‘spirit, life’.

9 Capitalized ‘Starvation’, because the idiom is in fact wa-(feminine
singular prefix)-Starvation immediate past-she-them-kill. The

pattern is found aiso with Hunger’, Wa-lu (see lines 127, 140). Cf. the
unidentified transitive feminine agent g-/k- discussed in regard to lines
119etal.

10: The omission of the name of the announcer here and throughout

part 1 is probably because Mrs. Howard was not sure what name to use.
Jacobs identifies the announcer in parentheses at line 6: "It (this camas) said
(to a fish person, maybe Salmon, which aiso appears at the same time of
year),..” (1958: 75). The information that the addressee is a fish person
must have come from Mrs. Howard. Jacobs eschews any cross-reference to
Kathiamet materials in the volumes of texts from Mrs. Howard. And had he

identified this addressee with the protagonist of Cultee’s myth, he would
Y



have simply said ‘Salmon’, adding a reference note to give his reason. (Cf.
the reference note cited with line 5 above). Jacobs regularly provides two
kinds of parenthetic information in these texts: substantive information
that must derive from Mrs. Howard in the course of going over the
dictation for transiation, and clarifying words, supplying referents for
pronouns and occasional amplifications (e g, a copula in a nominal
sentence). Thus line 10 is printed as "He (Salmon) said". Mrs. Howard
probably provided all the parenthetic information quoted above;
"maybe” is her idiom, not that of Jacobs.

In sum, the reservation at this point is as to which fish person it is. That
it is a fish person is taken to be the case. Coyote is not in question.
Salmon is the only specific suggestion. In confirmation, note Jacobs’ third
parenthetic clarification when Mrs. Howard turns to recollection of her
sources at lines 202-4 (1958: 79, paragraph 21). "My mother’s mother
would say, "Coyote (the Coyote named Stankiya) did (named creatures) like that
(not Salmon as indicated), to absolutely everything we eat here.”
11._14: Jacobs translates ‘person’ when the stem occurs in the form
-tg=atilx in the announcer's question, as in line 11 hefre, and lines 71, 80,
194. (Also in line 62). He translates poor fellow” or ‘poor thing' when it
occurs in the form -gwé:H1x in the culminating pronouncement
(lines 14, 27, 42, 73, 82, 95, 105, 118, 153, 181, 194). The stem can have
the meaning of ‘(mere) person’ in ordinary speech, hence someone ‘poor’, but
the structure of the discourse rules this out. Jacobs himself shows awareness
of a different force (1960: 60): "1 am uncertain whether the denotation is
specifically ‘pitiable’ or ‘person-to-be-pitied because he will be eaten and
used’, or whether the comment implies essentially gratitude, or merely hails

him so that the apt translation would be ‘good fellow! or ‘generous fellow!”
s g
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The status of the thing as a person at all s initially in question each time,
then its nature as a definite and known kind of person. The announcer's use
of -gwé:21x is an ontological affirmation. As a number of myths skow, to
be eaten and used is not to be pitiable, but a reward in the terms of the
culture Jacobs indicates this himself a few lines later on the page just cited
(1960: 60): "Foods wished to become people even as people wished for
foods™). The participants in the cultural world, Indian and others, are
persons all. In these pronouncements the context of the word is not a
matter of social hierarchy but of ontology. (Cf. A. 1. Hallowell's analysis
of Ojibwa ontology (1960)). I translate the term as ‘person’ in both contexts.
C1. note to line 23 and discussion in the text.
18: Literally, his’ plus a nominalization of the the stem o see’ followed by
‘he-has-become’. Jacobs translates variously: "It is (I am) visible now’
here’ (18); "She is (1 am visible) now’ (35), Now I am visible' (49); "It is
is visible now (I am visible)” (68); He has become (I am now) visible (77);
“He is (1 am) visible (about April)” (38); "He is (I am) to be seen now” (101);
“He is (I am) visible” (111); "He s to be seen™ (123); He is to be seen” (135);
“He is to be seen” (147); "It is visible” (160); "It is visible™ (174); "He is

visible” (189).

If the intention had been to express ] am visible, my seeing’, that
could easily have been done (1-&-gikl). If the expression referred to each
of the foods in turn in the third person, it would vary with their gender and
be feminine in the case of the three camas, female grouse, trout (-ga-), and
show concord with a dual prefix in the case of eel (-§da-), rather than be
constantly masculine (-ya-). Evidently the expression does not identify the
one speaking, but the one addressed, the leader of those who encounter the

foods. The sense could be either he can be/is seen’ (by the food), of he
§¢
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can/does see it' (‘his seeing by others’ or ‘of others’). The former is by far
the most likely, and addition of the continuative suffix ~im makes the
expression refer to his appearance’ (see 40). Either in any case implies the
other, Chinookan being pervaded by mutual relationships between two poles
(cf. Hymes 1975). One might render the expression He can be seen’, of

better, 1 think, with the phrase used sometimes by Jacobs, "He is to be

seen’.

23: Tan ‘who, what', indefinite, as distinct from $an, ‘who’, definite and only
in regard to persons. The foods are sometimes referred to as a person before
being fully identified, but that is always with the indefinite gender marked
by i2-. A full sequence develops to a close in which the leader typically
announces three things: that the food is a person (assigned a male or

female identity through gender), its name (containing gender marking), and
its mode of use. This s in keeping with the fact that the leader makes things
good, not in the sense of bringing them into existence, but in the sense

of performing an act that confirms their natures. Like a creator shaping a
world from material that already exists, the leader recognizes the properties
that roots, birds, and fish already have, once they are described to him. In
announcing their personhood, he confers or confirms their status as
participants in the mutual reciprocity and maintenance of the world. (cf. note
to lines11,14)

24 qa ‘what, how’, interrogative of manner. ,

39: Literally, ‘what its-seeing’ with continuative -im of steady state

Of process.

45, 47: The verds in these lines specify the ways of cooking that are
indicated in the parentheses.

60: The tense is aorist, immediate past continuing into the present:
§7
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You (have just) put her down your mouth, you (have just) vomited'.
65(a): Jacobs reports (1958, n. 65) that "Mrs. Howard never recalled the
name of this emetic root.”

65(b): In the culminating announcement all of the edible plants (i-vi)
begin with a statement as to status as Person. (I take the remark e just
says so’ in {v (58) to be a negation of ‘He speaks the truth’ {cf. {f (28) and
thus a part of the person component). Five (ABCEF) have altogether the
order Person, Name, Use. Thus it may be structuraity significant here that
the one case in which the description of use precedes the name (iv), is
something not eaten. But it may aiso be that the position for a name is
withheld in hopes of remembering it.

Notice that among the birds, two of the three (vii, iX) have the order
that the plants do, while Female Grouse (viii) again has the order Person,
Use, Name. This order, inverting that for Name and Use found with plants, is
the constant order for all six fish (x-xv), although person element is missing
(xi, xiii) or not clearly present (X) in three of them.

72: Jacobs records q--u-Xqt ‘she-it-longs (makes long)" (cf. the
constructions with Starvation and Hunger in the note to line 9). This is
possible, in that the initial q- could be the impersonal transitive marker, but
it is far more likely that the initial element is the third person feminine
transitive marker k-/g- found in the Starvation and Hunger constructions.
Jacobs writes q- the first three times this construction occurs (72, 1 17,128),
but then k- (141 165). It is likely that the later recordings represent

more accurate perception. Again, g-y-u-gbayX ‘she-it-makes big (with
augmentative gb- for unmarked g) occurs in line 123 and it is impossible to
imagine Jacobs mistaking q- as g-. Nor indeed does the impersonal marker

q- ever enter into voliceless-voiced alternation. Cf. note to lines 210, 229.
&



75: A third element, describing use, evidently is missing here. The last line,
He speaks the truth’, is part of the first component in regard to Cat-ear
camas (23), and also, in its negation, in regard to the medicine (56) and
Mudfish (130). Thus its occurrence last here seems out of place and a
substitution fof fatlure to remember what to say about use.

86: Jacobs reports (1958, n. 66) that the Clackamas did not make these
hard cakes of mashed boiled carrots, which had to be soaked in water
before eating, but obtained them from Chinookans upriver. Thus the
unstated location of perceiving this kind of wild carrot probably is

not in Clackamas territory, but up the Columbia also. This strongly suggests
that this version of the myth derives from one in which the sequence of
foods involved a sequence of travel. Upriver, however, the name (cf. id-
'inxt in Sapir, Wishram Texts 78:6 and n.1) has a different reference: This
is an Indian stew made of two roots (a-dwag wild carrot' and a-mumal
‘wild potato’) to which dried fish was sometimes added.”

88: Note the parenthesis at the end of the printed transiation of this line  (Jacod
s 1958: 77): "He is (1 am) visible (about April).”

115-116: Jacobs (1958, n. 67) reports of the verb in the first line: This
word has the same meaning, it is standing’, as the following word. Mrs.
Howard indicated her preference for the second of the two.” In fact, the root
-nxa has the sense 1o stretch, extend’, and only the root in the second line,
-tx=, has the sense 'to stand".

119 : Jacobs (1958, n. 68) reports that "Mrs. Howard then said that for
‘quail’ her grandmother said 1d41xg-]l. Her mother-in-law said
fdsdx-abwala (the term used in Wasco).”

154: Jacobs (1958, n. 69) comments at this point: ’I deduce that by

the time Mrs. Howard got this far in each successive paragraph, she
69

205

206

anticipated consciously the gender prefix to be used for the 00d she was
about to name [a- teinlnlno, 1- masculine). Hence the inconsistent
employment and translation of he’ and ‘she’”

(a) There is in fact no inconsistency " this far’ within a scene--that is,
with in the concluding turn at taik, pronouncement, in the correlation in both
Clackamas and English of he’ or ‘'she’ on the term ‘person’ of Yood' with the
corresponding gender prefix on a name that follows. There is some
anticipatory inconsistency of translation in the preceding turn at taik, that of
the one who reports the appearance of the plant, bird or fish. In the case of
the second grouse (¥iil) the report on appearance is 'same again’. In the case
of eels (giii), whose gender-number prefix is dual, the report of appearance
uses a plural person-marker prefix to refer to them. In all the other thirteen
cases the person-marked prefix used to refer to the being in question is the
indefinite singular (¥-, 2a-). There is no pronominal translation in ({i), and
‘(He 1s) appears to be supplied by Jacobs in (¥). In the eleven cases in which
there is a pronominal translation it is it’ in only one (x). Here the use of it
may be in anticipation of the outcome that Mudfish’s claim to be a food
for the people will be denied, no status as a person granted. The translation
is his in (i), although the gender and name in the pronouncement to
follow is feminine. That is perhaps because the fish are usually masculine.
In the nine remaining cases, a large ma]ority of the eleven in which a
pronominal translation of the indefinite prefix is given, it is gendered in
transliation, and the gender anticipates the gender to be marked in the
pronouncement: “she’, her’, her' and ‘she’ in i, {ii, {¥); he’, he’, his’, his’,
he’and his’, he'in (vl yii iX X XV, XV).

It seems likely that it was this phenomenon which Jacobs had in mind in

his note, and that in typing the texts for publication (they were printed from
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his typing) the footnote number was simply inappropriately placed.

(b) There is to be sure a phenomenon of inconsistency in pronominal
translation at the beginning of scenes, one addressed in part in notes to lines
11 and 14. In (iif) the printed transiation is ‘She is (I am)’ visible (now)’; the
name at the end will be feminine in  gender, but the term translated at the
outset as ‘she’ is the masculine possessive prefix Similarly, in (iv) the
printed transtation is Now 1 am visibie’, and the being at the end will be
feminine, but the Clackamas word at the outset again has the masculine
prefix The scene (xii) to which Jacobs appends his note 69 accurately
transiates he is’ at the outset, although the eventual name (‘grouse’, trout’)
is feminine. But the expression ‘got this far" in Jacobs’ note rules out
reference to these beginning lines. If the use of ‘she’ in transiation at the
outset of (iif), or "I am' at the outset of (jy), instead of he", is due to Mrs.
Howard, Jacobs does not tell us. Mrs. Howard may have been uncertain of
perspective and interpretation herself earty on. In the first scene Button-
camas (}) does not have he is to be seen’ at all; that, however, may indicate
that the camas, whose arrival has just been stated, is brought on the scene
with status equal, both temporally and culturally, to that of the announcer.
The second scene (i) has It is” and with () the printed transiation settles
on use of ‘Itis (i, v, vi, xiii, xiv) or He is’ (vii, vili, IX X xi, Xii, Xv) The
use of it’ may reflect the uncertain, indefinite identity of the announcer.

In Cultee’s tellings each root initially greets Saimon with third person
expressions, “At last my brother's son does arrive,/the one with maggots in
his buttocks™, before turning to 1° and “thine’. The he’ and ‘it' on which Mrs.
Howard settles are paralle].

In sum, the initial variation in pronominat transtation is most likely

due to Mrs. Howard. We seem to see Mrs. Howard initially unsure in
¢l
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translation of the relationship between participants and words within
the speech event, of the initial deictic perspective, one might say, but
settling, in translation at least, on one consistent with Cultee’s.

(¢) There remains one further puzzle, a revealing one. After the first
root, with which to be seen’ does not occur, all the roots (ii-vi) and all
the birds (vii-x) have a parenthetic *(1 am-) in the printed translation
(eg., as in the note to line 88 above). None of the fish (x-xv) do. The
invariance throughout the roots and birds, alongside variation in the English
transiation, suggests the hand of the editor, Jacobs. But why then stop?
Why not continue throughout the rest of the sequence with the fish? If
Jacobs had himself decided that the perspective of the myth is that of
the appearance of the roots, birds and fish (appearance in a double sense,
generic (becoming visible) and specific (looking like what?), there is no
apparent reason for him not to have continued inserting “(1 am)".

Could it be that Mrs. Howard took the fish as not being seen, because in
the water? But they must be seen in order to be described in the turn at
talk that follows. The additional line at the beginning of the set of fish, Now
again soon they are (there) probably refers to the being, existence of the
fish in the water.

There is an additional bit of information. With the male grouse the
statement He is to be seen’ is followed in the transiation by the parenthetic
remark ‘(about April) (line 88). The remark evidently derives from Mrs.
Howard. Her first stanza has framed the myth in terms of the time at
which things in the ground arrive. Following the roots, male grouse is the
first bird, and a reference to its appearance would be parallel. Again, the
first fish s Mudfish, and as just said above, the initial line can be taken to
refer to their appearance ('being there’). As Mrs. Howard recalls further
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what her mother's mother said about Coyote and berries, she concludes with
lines about arrival that are very much like those with which the series of
roots begins: “Things will ripen, the berries/ Now she will tell me at that
time.." (229-230).

All this indicates a pervasive orientation to the arrival of the several
kinds of foods. The stimulus for the insertions of ‘(1 am)’ probably thus
comes from Mrs. Howard. The regularity of the insertion throughout scenes
(1i-1%), followed by the regularity of complete absence, may be due to Mrs.
Howard ceasing to indicate in the course of the translation that for her the
perspective was that of the food or would-be food. Perhaps the unceasing march of
the formulaic lines themselves affected her. As we have seen, she settled on third
person pronouns to render the lines, past scene (jv) in which Now I am” is given.
Perhaps by scene () and the advent of the series of fish, the lines themselves have
convinced her of their perspective, or discouraged her from insisting on her own.

All this underscores the status of the opening lines of each scene as indeed, for

Mrs. Howard, formulaic lines, perhaps incompletely recalled.
It underscores the presence of two perspectives in the narration itself.
In the dominant perspective the arrivals that frame the story are those of {0ods.
But remembered words recall a perspective in which the arrivals are those of
someone else.
187-8: The doubling of pronouns creates two lines instead of the usual
one at the outset of the scene. In addition, the verb is not marked
with the usual remote past prefix, ga- and the indefinite person
marker 1-, but with the generic past prefix ni- and masculine singular {-.
The generic past prefix has a generalizing quality; note its use in lines 200,
202, 203, 205 in what follows. There seems to be particularly a parallel to

its use in 203, ‘Coyote like-that he-did (in relation to himself), where the
63
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scope is the entire myth. This suggests a perhaps unconscious sense in line 138 that
the scope of the entire myth is involved with the actor of this scene. The unique
use here of a definite gendered person-marker, rather

than the indefinite hitherto used invariably, further indicates anticipation of
the identity that is to constitute a narrative crux. We seem to see the
recognition emerge with the emergence of a second line. Not ‘Soon now
someone(2)-other remote past-someone(#)-said’ in one line, but "Soon now
someone other/ he-too (y-4xfax) generic past-he (1)-said’

193; In this culminating scene we find the one speaking reported in the
expression ‘it is a good person’ (He is a good person’ in the printed
transiation). The report, of course, has the role of a description of
appearance. And in fact the stem in question is used not only of conduct, but
also of appearance. To say that a man or woman is ‘good-looking’,
‘handsome’ or ‘beautiful’, one uses this term. Hence the translation here ‘A
good-looking person’. Cf. line 152, where Jacobs did render 1-Cukdi 1-24-
gigliw as He is good-looking'.

194: The printed text shows only a single turn at talk for lines 193-6.

The general structure of the interaction shows 193 to be the description
offered in response to the query of 192, and 194-6 to be the announcer's
response to that description. The particle of recognition and assent with
which 194 begins is regularly the beginning of a turn at talk in this text. For
3 as the beginning of the reported description, and aw as the beginning of
the pronouncement, cf. lines 26 : 27 (i), 41 : 42 (111), 81 : 82 (¥1), 94 : 95 (vih),
141 : 142 (g).

20]: Cf. the closing words of Mrs. Howard's narration of ‘Seal and her
younger brother lived there’, discussed in relation to closings in general in
Hymes 1981: 330-1. The presenze ;l the pronoun y?ymayx ‘that-only”
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expresses specific forgetting, lack of completeness. Without the pronoun, the
rest of the phrase would indicate only that the actors may have other
adventures in a myth worid that is open beyond any one person’s
knowledge.

204, 207, 237, 239: the word in 204, 237, 239 is d-1(x)-x1-lax ‘they-
-us (inclusive)-in refation to-is eaten, feeds’. In 207 itis q-u-xi-lax
‘impersonal transitive’, {. e, it is eaten, feeds’, or in this context,

‘(they are) good to-be-eaten’. The stem -¥xalm used in the nouns

for 1t, he or she is a food" also is in basis a verd 1o eat, eating’, and
commonly transiated by jacobs in this text as ‘edible’. | have

rendered it always as Tood', and the first construction always with ‘eat’,
thus keeping the two distinct. (Jacobs gives the first as ‘our foods' in 237, as
‘we eat’ in 239).

205-7. The printed text transiates On the other hand my mother-in-law
would say, /°1 do not recall/ who made the things that were good to

eat here.” If the Clackamas indicated ‘who', it would have a

singular pronoun initial to the verd (- or 1-) followed by tanm or

dan (indefinite or definite). In fact the Clackamas verb has initial

d- followed by dan. The construction is (not) they-1-in relation

to myself-recall what/thing those past-he-them-make they-good

eaten’. In Clackamas at least the mother-in-law is not disclaiming
knowledge of the announcer, but of the proper list of foods.

208, 226: ‘Will' reflects the use of the future text in Clackamas. This future
probably is a perfective’ future of certainty, as in Wasco (cf. Hymes 1975).
210, 229: k-d-u-fanxa-t ‘she-them-weave?-s’. In Kathlamet
-k’anxa-ti is the noun-stem for ‘gill net’, and in Wasco the stem

for ‘weaving material’. Itisa nomncn}u.muon by -k’a- of the root -nxa to

stretch, extend’ (cf. note to lines 117-8). As a generic term for berries, it is
attested only here. Apart from a term or two, for ‘wild animal’ and ‘quadruped’,
the Chinookan practice is to let the chief instance of a category,

the category par excellence, stand for the set, as in the use of ‘eagle’ for bird’
and of ‘Chinookan salmon’ for 'fish’. Perhaps this Clackamas term, drawing
attention to the uses of the plants apart from eating, highlights Coyote's
accomplishment in making them available as well for food.

21411: The printed text encloses 214-223 in a single set of quotation

marks. The quoted speech seems actually to consist of lines 2 14-5.

‘Now our Indian-people are near’ is a frequent remark at the end

of a myth (see note to line 215 just below). Lines 216-7 begin a

distinct concern, a sequence that implies ripening (cf. 229): “first.., now..”
(strawberries do precede raspberries in Oregon). The sequence appears to
lead into its summing up by “all those things’ in line 224. These ten lines
(216-225) are a sketch of the myth in question here, an expansion of the
gloss in lines 210-2 (cf. Jefferson 1985; here not.only is a gloss followed by
a fuller account, but the fuller account followed by another gloss (231-233)).
215: Notice that the noun for (Indian) people, the people proper who are

to enter and possess the 1and, is not ‘the people’, ‘my people’, of ‘our people’
in exclusive form (n$a-), but ‘our people’ (1xa-) in a form that includes
those spoken to, the berries. A pronominal expression of the conception of
participant maintenance. The implication is that it is time for the participants in
the world to come to take the form they are to have in it. Cf.

Jacobs 1960, where this recurrent expression is the title of a book
commenting upon most of Mrs. Howard's narratives, including this one (pp.
58-64).

2164260883 The inclusion of ‘Wild' in the English implies recognition of
¢
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the cultivated strawberries introduced by whites. CI. ‘wild carrot’ (v, vi).

224 k=&Xqf 1like that'is taken as going with kénawi d4n ‘all things’,

as in line 197 ('all things like that in the water’), rather than with the

verb. (Not, that is, ‘they told him like that’).

227: Jacobs inserts ‘(entire) where I insert ‘(whole). Neither gloss is an expansion
of the meaning, but a way of expressing in English the sense of the Chinookan
expression to make (-x-)a myth'. Mrs. Howard's remarks in lines 227-8, and
elsewnere, indicate that to make a myth' is to make (tell) a myth completely.
Otherwise it is not, as such, ‘made’.

228: The form of the negative particle here is emphatic né3qi as distinct from
nfdqi in line 198.
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THE STORY OF BAXYBAKWALANUSIWA
os Told by
Kitlope Elder Gordon Robertson

Nevilie J. Lincoln, Simon Freser University
John C. Rath, Heiltsuk Cultural Educetion Centre
Evelyn Windsor, Heiltsuk Culturel Education Centre

|. INTRODUCTION

This text presentation serves three goals: (1) to open to inspection
the main one of the precious few Haisla texts we have recorded; (2) to
illustrate the function of the first and second sentential connective moods in
Heisla (see the editoriel notes to follow); (3) to support Franz Boas' thesis
that, ot least in the North Wekoshon speoking eorea, there wos a stock of
relatively well-defined mythical themes but that it varied from one locel
group to enother which themes combined into a story and {n which order
(Boas 1932: 1x-x). In the present story, three themes are combined which
occur in separate stories among the Oowekeeno, namely (a) persecution by
Bax"bek"aslanusiwa, (b) the Blind Archer, (c) creating selmon out of alder
wood (Waelkus 1982:37-38, 4711, 10011, 159-160).

The text, in Heisla Wokashan, was tape-recorded in 1983 ot the
Vancouver residence of the norrator, Mr. Gordon Robertson. Although living
off-reserve most of the time, Mr. Robertson is one of the main cultural snd
linguistic resource people for the Heisla-spesking orea. He grew up in the
remote village of Kitiope at the heasd of Gerdner Cenal, not far from the
Heiltsuk Wakashan and Bella Coola Salishan spesking areas. The text is Mr.
Robertson's response to our specific reguest for information on
Bax"bek"slanusiwa, an entity the neture of which hes always remained as
intriguing as the etymology of its name (see Hilton ond Roth 19682:98-105).
Specifically, the elicitotion procedure was to read to Mr. Robertson, in
Oowekyala language, the myth of this entity as told by the late Oowekeeno
elder Simon Walkus Sr. Mr Robertson and Welkus used to know each other;
they fished together. After listening to the text, Mr. Robertson said “Yes, that
is their story. Ours is different” and remained in thought for 8 while. Then he
began telling the story that follows. His text was transcribed in 1983 and
checked twice line by line and word by word with him.
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