29

Nxaramxcin Lexical Suffixes: A Working Paper1

Ewa Czaykowska-Higgins and Marie Louise Willett
‘University of Victoria

Agatha J. Bart
Nxa?amxcin Language Preservation Project

0. Introduction

Lexical suffixes, bound morphemes which carry primarily lexical rather than grammatical
content, occur in all Salish languages, although their number and the extent to which they are
used in each language varies. Most lexical suffixes refer to nominal concepts, with the largest class
consisting of body part suffixes, and they can have concrete senses (e.g., =alt ‘child’) or more
metaphorical senses (e.g., =ana? ‘ear’ also is used to mean ‘all over’). In all the Salish languages
there exist independent nouns whose meanings are similar to those of the lexical suffixes, but
whose phonological forms are usually distinct from those of the corresponding lexical suffixes. This
fact has raised two questions in particular: the first concerns the lexical suffixes’ origins, the
second, their function in words and sentences.

As regards the first question, studies such as Egesdal (1981), Mattina (1987), and Carlson
(1990) all suggest that lexical suffixes likely developed from a process of compounding of root
morphemes. According to these researchers it is possible to find phonologically and semantically
related pairs of lexical suffix and independent noun. Thus, for instance, in Spokane, Carlson has
found about two dozen such pairs. Furthermore, Spokane has a synchronic process of root-
compounding, and Carlson shows that the same types of head-modifier relations exist in root-root
compounds and in root-lexical suffix forms.

As regards the second question, it is well known that lexical suffixes are associated with
thematic roles in words and in sentences--in the sentence k’st’atp kn ‘I cut down a tree’, for instance,
the lexical suffix =alp ‘tree’ serves as the theme of the root VK'it’ ‘cut’. The fact that lexical suffixes
are associated with thematic roles means that constructions in which they appear resemble, at
least superficially, constructions in non-Salish languages which researchers of those languages
have labelled noun incorporation. The term ‘noun incorporation’ has been defined as “the
combination into one word of the noun object and the verb functioning as the predicate of the
sentence” (Kroeber 1909: 37), or, in one example of more recent work as “a process whereby nouns
combine with verbs to produce a complex verb” (Rosen 1989: 294). The Nxa?amxcin example
K’at’alp kn ‘I cut down a tree’ certainly seems at first glance to fit in with both of these definitions,
and this apparent resemblance to what has been called noun incorporation in other languages has
naturally led researchers on Salish to wonder if lexical suffixes are incorporated nouns. Kroeber
(1909) and Sapir (1911), for instance, concluded that in spite of their thematic properties, lexical
suffixes are not incorporated nouns because they so often do not resemble phonologically the
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corresponding independent nominals (see also Hagege 1978, 1981). In contrast, Gerdts and
Hinkson (1996), have suggested that some uses of lexical suffixes in Halkomelem and elsewhere in
Salish are instances of noun incorporation (as defined in the work of Rosen 1989). Importantly,
however, Gerdts and Hinkson suggest that lexical suffixes can also be used in noun-compounds and
in applicative constructions, and that they exhibit different degrees of grammaticalization, with
“an increasing abstraction of meaning [being] concomitant with a gradual decategorialization”
(Gerdts and Hinkson 1996). In addition, Saunders and Davis (1975a,b, 1977) and Davis and
Saunders (1973), while not specifically addressing the question of whether lexical suffixes are
incorporated nouns, have proposed that some lexical suffixes in Bella Coola are “incorporated” into
predicates as a result of a semantico-syntactic process of lexical suffix copy, an early precursor of
the type of syntactic analysis that has been given for noun incorporation constructions in non-
Salish languages by Baker (1988, 1996) and Sadock (1980, 1985).

Our intent in this paper, therefore, is to determine to what extent, if any, lexical suffixes in
Nxa?amzxcin exhibit properties which have been attributed to incorporated nouns in recent
literature on the subject, represented by the work of Mithun (1984), Rosen (1989), Baker (1988,
1996), and Sadock (1980, 1985). Since all these researchers have more or less different
categorizations of the types of constructions that are included under the label of noun
incorporation, and since they attribute similar but not identical properties to noun incorporation
we do not attempt to address here the issue of whether lexical suffixes truly are incorporated
nouns. We do show, however, that lexical suffixes in Nxa?amxcin exhibit to varying degrees four
properties which one would expect them to have if they were incorporated nouns.

First, all researchers on noun incorporation agree that incorporated nouns assume thematic
roles in sentences, but there has been some discussion concerning the question of what kinds of
roles incorporated nouns can assume. We show that in Nxa?amxcin there is evidence that lexical
suffixes assume theme, goal, locative and instrument roles, and suggestive, though potentially
problematic evidence that they may assume an agent role. Second, Mithun (1984) and Rosen
(1989) in particular have suggested that transitivity facts may differ depending on the type of
noun incorporation. Therefore we-consider how using lexical suffixes affects transitivity, showing
that in fact both transitive and intransitive predicates are possible with lexical suffixes, Third,
certain types of noun incorporation constructions have been argued to allow doubling (i.e., the
presence of an overt NP coreferential with the incorporated noun). We illustrate that Nxa?amxdin
does not allow doubling if the lexical suffix has a theme or a goal thematic role, but that in all cases
the language does allow an independent nominal to be coreferential with a lexical suffix in the
predicate if the independent nominal is marked as oblique. And fourth, we look at referentiality, an
important property in Baker (1996) and Sadock (1980)’s analyses of noun incorporation as
syntactic in certain languages. We present the results of referentialty tests on Nxa?amxcin and
suggest that these results do not provide conclusive evidence that lexical suffixes are referential
but they also do not provide conclusive evidence that they are not referential.

.. The paper is organized as follows: section 1 briefly describes the different types and uses of
lexical suffixes; section 2 describes the thematic roles lexical suffixes may assume; section 3
considers transitivity effects and doubling; and section 4 discusses referentiality.

1. Nxa?amxcin Lexical Suffixes -

In Nxa?amxcin there are approximately 90 affixes that can be categorized as lexical
suﬂixeg. Lexical suffixes occur in a number of different types of words, may or may not assume
thematic roles within the structures in which they are found, and can be more or less semantically
fused or lexicalized together with the roots with which they cooccur, or together with other lexical
suffixes. In this section we very briefly discuss the different subclasses within the lexical suffix
category as a way of providing a context for the data that we present in subsequent sections.



To begin with, it is possible to separate the lexical suffixes into essentially three subclasses
based on the types of meanings that they have: 1) Body-part Suffixes: 28 affixes refer specifically
to body-parts (e.g., =akst ‘hand’, =alps ‘back of neck’, =cin ‘moutl’, =us ‘face’, etc.); 2) Object Suffixes:
33 affixes refer to objects other than Body-parts; this set of objects seems random in the sense
that there is no particular meaning element common to the entire set (e.g., =a?st ‘stone’, =alt ‘child’,
=atxw ‘house’, =wil ‘vehicle’, etc.) ; and 3) Miscellaneous: about 25-30 suffixes belong to a
miscellaneous category either because their meanings are unclear, or because they are neither
Body-parts nor specific Objects (e.g., this category includes =tn and =min, both of which are used to
create ‘nominal’-like forms). In what follows we discuss only the first two subclasses (for a
complete list of Nxa?amxcin lexical suffixes, see Czaykowski 1982).2

Some of the suffixes that belong to the Body-part and Object subclasses occur with more
than one meaning -- although these meanings are often obviously related -- and thus cross-cut the
two subclasses. For instance, =cin ‘mouth’ is a Body-part suffix that also has the meanings
language, food, edge, creek’; =ana? ‘ear’ refers also to ‘side of head’, and ‘all over’ (e.g., k-Vtaw’-w'=4na?
‘get rained on’; Vtaw’- rain); and =us refers to ‘face, eye, fire, road’. At present there is no obvious
evidence to suggest that Body-part and Object lexical suffixes have different formal properties, but
since Body-part suffixes refer to objects which are inalienably possessed, whereas many of the
Object lexical suffixes do not, one might wish to explore the possiblity that they behave differently
in future research.

The types of words in which lexical suffixes are found to occur can be very broadly
characterized as follows. First, lexical suffixes occur in forms which are more or less compositional,
or transparent, and which are translated into English with noun-like meanings.3 It is often
difficult to tell the degree to which these types of forms are lexicalized.

(1) a  skux®pdkst ‘handbag’
s-k-Viux¥-p=4kst
NOM-LOC-vhang-INCH=hand

b. nnaqgalqwp
n-Vnaq=4lqvp
LOC-Vrot=mouth/throat

c. spapgica?
s-Vpapq=ica?
NOM-Vwhite=outside

d picisédlp ‘peach tree’
jpicis:élp .

peach=tree

‘rotten breath’

‘weasel (white phase)’

2 Nxa?amxcin allows more than one lexical suffix to occur in a word. In such cases, the
lexical suffixes behave in two different ways: first, in a sequerice of two lexical suffixes, the first may
combine semantically with the root to form a Root+LS stem (e.g., in na-VxWir=kst=4tkW¥ -m ‘reach
into water’ the first lexical suffix, =akst ‘hand’ forms a stem with the prefix na- ‘lo¢’ and the root
VxWir- ‘reach’ meaning ‘reach with hand’, and the second suffix =4tkW ‘water’ specifies the location of
the reaching) ; second, the two (or three) lexical suffixes may combine semantically with each other
to form a compound lexical suffix which behaves as a semantic unit (e.g., in k-Vmafah=cn=4kst ‘he
sprained his wrist’ =cin=akst is a compound lexical suffix meaning ‘wrist’ [K- ‘loc’, Vmafiah- )
‘sprain+out of control’ ). The phonological properties of the two types of lexical suffix sequences are
identical (see Kinkade 1973, Czaykowski 1982, Czaykowska-Higgins 1996 for discussion of lexical
suffix sequences).

3 In this paper we take no position on the question of whether Salish languages, and
Nxa?amxcin in particular, distinguish lexically between nouns and verbs. Throughout the paper,
therefore, we use the terms ‘nominal, NP, verb’ loosely (see Kinkade 1983, van Eijk and Hess 1986,
Demirdache and Matthewson 1995 among many others for discussion of this issue).
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e smiyawdixw
s-Vmiyaw=4lxw
NOM-Veoyote=house

f. miXixwin ‘house paint’
VmiX=ixw=tn
Vpaint=house=instrument

g wont™4nps ‘magpies’
¥on-V§™4n=ps
DIS-Vwhite=tail

‘Castle Rock (opposite Brewster): “Coyote’s house”

In these types of cases, which for purposes of this paper we call Root+Lexical Suffix Compounds,
the lexical suffix may assume a thematic role in relation to the Root, but the entire Root+Lexical
Suffix Compound does not take on a predicate-like role in sentences in which it occurs. For
example, in (2) the forms nk’smk’smisxans ‘its legs’ and ¢’q’slps ‘its ribs’ serve as independent
nominal-like arguments in the discourse:

(2) ?axa? nk’omk’smisxons wa? stkotkélom k*a? c’q’dlps k*a? sqopmins wa? ckit’sm’.....

?axa? n-k’om-Vk'sm=Gs=xon-s wa? stkotkst-om kva?
these LOC-DIS-Vsurface=top=leg-POSS spec keep separate-Mid and

No'q'=4ip-s k¥a? sqgo-min-s  wa?  ckitsm’....
rib=tree-POSS and vhorn-POSS SPEC cut off

‘Its legs are kept separate and its ribs and its horns are cut off...’

Second, lexical suffixes occur in forms in which the meanings are compositional, the lexical
suffix has a thematic role, and the entire Root+Lexical Suffix stem takes on a predicate-like role in
a sentence. We shall refer to these types of forms as Root+Lexical Suffix Predicates. The example
in (3), a continuation of the text example given in (2), illustrates two Root+Lexical Suffix
Predicates; the Predicate forms are underlined; the other two examples illustrate Root+Lexical
Suffix Compound usage:

3) ...k"a? cpol’k"4w’s ... ?a npol’k™ds Ix k¥a? swétn snak™iptlgs k*a? k’sspon chacomndw’s

..kva? c-Vpalk=4w’s ... 2a n-Vpolkv=tis Ix  k¥a? swétn
and ASP-Vbreak apart=middle PRT LOC-vbreak=neck they and uh..

s-na-Vk'ipt=Igs k¥a? Vk’sspon c-Vhac-mn=dw’s
NOM-LOC-backbone=clothes and Vneck ASP-Vtie on-REL=middle

and broken in the middle ... They break its neck and uh tie its neck and backbone together

In these types of cases, the lexical suffix appears to serve as an argument within the context of
the entire sentence in which the Root+Lexical Suffix Predicate occurs. Thus, cpol’k*4w’s and
npol’k“is serve as main predicates which advance the utterance in the sentence; the two lexical
suffixes =4w’s ‘middle’ and =ds ‘face, etc. might perhaps be independent arguments. In fact, =is
seems to introduce a ‘neck’-like object into the discourse; this object is later referred to by an
independent nominal K’sspon ‘neck’.4

4 Note that the lexical suffix =us does not actually mean ‘neck’; it is generally translated
with meanings such as ‘face’ (its most common meaning), ‘eye, fire, road’. However, there does seem
to be a tendency for at least some lexical suffixes to behave as classifiers (see for example, Rosen
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While the properties of Root+Lexical Suffix Compounds are of interest in themselves, the
purpose of this paper is to focus only on the properties of forms which very clearly belong to the
category of Root+Lexical Suffix Predicates.5 We suspect that future research will require us to
examine Root+Lexical Suffix Compounds more closely, and that it will reveal certain parallelisms
in the semantics of the two types of forms, particularly since at least some instances of
Root+Lexical Suffix Compounds are likely to be “lexicalized” versions of Root+Lexical Suffix
Predicates.

2, Thematic Interpretations *

The first property of Root+Lexical Suffix Predicates that we focus on involves the thematic
interpretations assumed by lexical suffixes in such constructions in Nxa?amxcin. Since definitions
of thematic roles and a proper theory of thematic relations are under considerable discussion in the
linguistic literature (see, for example, Jackendoff 1987, 1990, Tenny 1994, Dowty 1991), in this
paper we define the different thematic roles assumed by lexical suffixes rather loosely, along the
lines of the definitions laid out in Jackendoff (1972) and Gruber (1965).

In the literature on various Salish languages it has been shown that lexical suffixes can
assume the role of theme, instrument or locative within a clause (Kroeber 1909, Sapir 1911,
Saunders and Davis 1973, Davis and Saunders 1975a, b, 1977, Gerdts and Hinkson 1996, among
others). The Nxa?amxcin evidence suggests that Nxa?amxcin is like the other Salish languages in
allowing lexical suffixes to be semantically interpreted as themes, locatives, or instruments. In
addition, the Nxa?amxcin data also suggest that lexical suffixes may be interpreted as goals.
Finally, there is some evidence that lexical suffixes may take on an agent thematic role, although
this evidence needs to be examined more closely in future research. We begin first by looking at
the evidence for themes and goals, followed by evidence for the locative and instrumental thematic
roles, and turning finally to the agent cases.

1989 for a definition) and that may be what is happening here.

In cases where a lexical suffix might have a classifier function, a type of doubling is
permitted although not required, with the lexical suffix normally serving to provide the more general
meaning, and the independent nominal providing a specific referent. In the examples in (i) we see
the lexical suffix =us ‘eye’acting as a classifier. =us is used in other types of forms which refer to
‘window’, and one can imagine that it is literally understood as the ‘eye or face’ of a house’ and
therefore its meaning and that of the independent nominal are obviously related.

@) n-Vpsk’a?=tis n-s-Vxol=s=#ix¥=tn ‘big windows’ \p'isk'a? ‘big’
nc-Vcom'a?=is n-s-Vxal=s=4lx"= ‘small windows’ com’a? ‘small’
In the examples in (i), however, the lexical suffix =xn generally refers to foot; so its meaning is not
obviously related to that of the independent nominal ‘snowflake’ (this discrepancy was remarked
upon by the Nxa?amxcin speaker who gave these forms to Dale Kinkade.)
(i) Vp'isk’a?=xan s Vmak*t ‘big snowflakes’
c-Vcom’a?=xon s Vmdk*t ‘small snowflakes’

§ Czaykowska-Higgins (1996) claims that there are two types of lexical suffixes in
Nxa?amxcin, referential and non-referential. Referential lexical suffixesare defined as suffixes which
have referential i serve as arg ts in , and hence play a role in the syntax,
while non-referential lexical suffixes are defined as having non-referential meanings and playing no
role in the syntax. The same lexical suffix may serve as either referential or non-referential,
depending on the Root with which it combines. Since the term ‘referential’ is difficult to pin down,
we do not use it here to distinguish classes of lexical suffixes. However, for the most part, forms
that Czaykowska-Higgins would analyze as ining non-r ially used lexical suffixes
correspond to our Root+Lexical Suffix Compound class, while forms that Czaykowska-Higgins would
analyze as containing referentially used lexical suffixes correspond to our Root+Lexical Suffix
Predicate class.
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The theme role is defined here as the relation representing an object undergoing motion or
change. Lexical suffixes denoting a theme role surface both with root-']ptedjwtersgth!;gt semantically
require two arguments (4) and with root-predicates that select an internal argument as their only
argument (namely, unaccusatives; see 5 & 6). In sentences whose meaning parallels those in (4)-
(6), but in which an independent nominal rather than a lexical suffix appears, the independent
nominal corresponding to the lexical suffix is marked as a direct argument (see 5b):

T b_gmg

(4) Kat'sip kn
VK'at’=stp
cut=tree 1sS
I cut down a tree.

(5) a. wackétx¥

Vwock=4tx"

fall over=house

The tipi blew over.

b.  wick wa ?aci spR'aix"s
Nwick  wa  ?aci  spNdix¥-s
Vfallover SPEC DET tipi-POSS
His tipi blew over.

(6) sal'al'4lt
Vsal’-oP'=4lt
erazy-OC=child
Someone’s child went crazy.

These types of cases, where the lexical suffix assumes the role of theme are the most common
throughout the corpus of Nxa?amxcin data.

The term goal is defined as the thematic role expressing the object toward which the activit
of an event is directed. The examples in which the lexical suffix is to il)e interpreted as a goal art‘an y
less common than those where it is a theme, and, in fact, all the cases that occur in the data
involve the lexical suffix =alt ‘child’. This may be because =alt ‘child’ is the only lexical suffix whose
meaning could easily be interpreted as a goal, or it may be an artefact of the data corpus.
Nevertheless, such cases are readily interpretable and easily produced by native speakers.

Goal

W] katx4lt t
Vkatx=4lt
Vgive=child OBL ball
He/she gave a ball to his/her/a child.

pikla?

8) kn Tomtalt
\2omt=4lt:
1sS Vfeed=child
Ifed my child.



9 a. kizomtalt t sw’Snazrx
ki-\2omt=4lt
LOC-Vfeed=child OBL huckleberries
She sent the children huckleberries

b. kizome wa  sccom’dlt t sw'na?x
ki-V2om-n-t-@-s
LOC-Vfeed-n-t-@-s SPEC children OBL huckleberries
She sent the children huckleberries.
(10) citu kn sc’ax“4lt
s-Vcox¥=4lt

always 1sS NOM-Vlecture=child
I always lecture/advise the child.

In sentences with meanings paralleling those of the goal lexical suffix examples in (7)-(10), but in
which the goal is an independent nominal rather than a lexical suffix, the goal is often marked as a
direct argument. Thus in (9b), a sentence which parallels (9a), the goal sccom’4lt ‘children’ is
marked as a direct argument, and is even preceded by the morpheme wa which may be an
absolutive marker (see Willett 1996).

The locative thematic role is defined as the thematic relation expressing location towards
which an event is directed, or the location in which an event/object is situated. For our purposes
this includes cases which might be subsumed under the thematic relation of goal/theme, such as
the examples in (11) and (13). The reason for including such examples under the locative role
category is that they differ from the goal/theme cases seen above in that sentences with parallel
meanings but with independent nominals instead of lexical suffixes are found to have the
independent nominal marked as an oblique rather than as a direct argument. Thus in (13b)
?acp’dX ‘tree’ is preceded by the locative preposition 1:

Locative
(11) ncokomnétk¥n
n-Veok-mn=4tk¥-n-t-@-n

LOC-Vhit-REL=water-TR-30-1sS
I threw it into the water.

(12) kn kiogalxdlq¥
. k-Viog-olx=4lq*
1sS LOC-Vsit-AUT=pole
I sat on the log.

(13) a.  kn tkswolxdlg”
t-Viiw-ilx=4lq"
1sS LOC-Vclimb-AUT=pole
I climbed the tree

b. kn tk'iwlx 1 ?acp’dk’
t-Vidw-ilx
1sS LOC-Vclimb-AUT PREP tree
I climbed the tree

The thematic role of instrument is used to refer to objects which are the means by which an
activity is effected. Instruments are rarer than locatives, and in all our examples the lexical suffix
which assumes the instrument interpretation is a Body-part suffix. It remains to be determined
whether this is always true, or whether it simply reflects a gap in the data.

Instrument MD
(14) yot'™¥akst i kn
Vyof™=4kst
force=hand 1sS
I used a lot of force with my hand.
(15) xal’xal’4kstmn

xol'-Vxal'=akst-mn
DIS-Vturn=hand-REL
stir something (literally: turn with hand)

(16) a. yorxnmis wa  ?aci  xKYt
'yor'=xn-min-t-@-s
Vpush=foot-REL-TR-30-3sS SPEC DET rock
He pushed that rock aside with his foot

b. yor'mis t sc’u?xns
r’-min-t-@-s
push-REL-TR-30-3sS OBL foot
He pushed it aside with his foot’

As is the case with locatives, independent nominals representing instruments are marked as
oblique objects (see 16b in which t ‘oblique’ precedes the word ‘foot’).

The thematic role of agent is defined as the object to which is attributed will or volition
toward the action represented in the predicate. There are in our data five examples in which a
lexical suffix might possibly be interpreted as the agent of the action. These are listed below. In
each case the lexical suffix =alt ‘child’ can be interpreted as having some will or volition in relation to
the activity represented in the verb:

Agent

an lox“conmalt
lox*=con-m=4lt
Very=mouth-MID=child
Someone’s baby cried.

(18) x“ay’smélt ?aci Linda
x*ay’-om=4lt
Vrun away-MID=child - DEM Linda
Linda’s child ran away.

(19) ?aci sgol'tmix¥ citu sx“ot’pélts
s-Vx¥at'-p=4lts
DET man DET NOM-Vtake off-INCH=child
That man’s child is always racing/dashing ahead.
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(20) cilu  smox“tdlts ?aci sm?dmm
s-Vmox¥-t=4lt-s
DET NOM-Vlaugh-CHAR=child-POSS DET woman

That woman’s child is always laughing.

(21) ?aci sm?4mam snk“nam4ltox¥
s-n-Vk¥na-m=4lt-ox¥
DET woman NOM-LOC-Vsing-MID=child-IMPF
That woman'’s child is singing.

Taken at their face value, the stems (i.e., cry, laugh, dash ahead, take off, sing) to which the lexical
suffixes in (17)-(21) are affixed appear to be unergative: in other words, they appear to be
intransitive predicates which select one, external, argument. If we could show that these
predicates are indeed unergative, then this might allow us to conclude less tentatively that the
lexical suffixes do in fact represent agents, since external arguments are often associated with an
agent thematic role. The selectional restrictions and subcategorization frames of roots and of
derived stems in Nxa?amxcin have yet to be examined in any detail, however, and therefore we
cannot be sure of the (unergative) status of the stems to which the lexical suffixes are affixed. At
present, therefore, the agent data are suggestive, but not conclusive.6

In this section, then, we have suggested that Nxa?amxcin allows lexical suffixes to assume
the thematic roles of theme, goal, instrument, locative, and, possibly, agent. In the literature on
noun incorporation it is generally claimed that incorporation is limited to themes, instruments, and
locatives, and in fact Baker (1996) has gone so far as to claim that it is an impossibility in
languages which show what he defines as “true noun incorporation” to incorporate either goals or
agents. Given that Nxa?amxcin allows lexical suffixes to assume the goal role and that it may
allow lexical suffixes to serve as agents, we can conclude tentatively that the language allows more
freedom in the types of thematic roles exhibited by lexical suffixes than is generally found to be the
case for what have been called incorporated nouns in other languages.

3. Transitivity and Doubling

In this section we outline the properties of Root+Lexical Suffix Predicates with respect to
transitivity and doubling. The data show that if the lexical suffix on a predicate is a theme or a
goal, the Root+Lexical Suffix Predicate may be either transitive or intransitive. In addition, an
independent coreferent nominal may occur in a construction containing a theme/goal lexical suffix,
but only if that independent nominal is marked as an oblique Noun Phrase (NP). In transitive

6 It is interesting to note that in all instances of what may be an agent thematic role, the
lexical suffixes are affixed to stems derived by adding -m ‘middle’, -t ‘stative/characteristic’, -p
‘inchoative’ to a root morpheme. In the current literature on Salish there is a debate concerning the
question of whether argument structure differences between predicates are part of the meaning of
roots (as suggested in Thompson and Thompson 1992, Gerdts 1991, Howett 1993, Thomason and
Everett 1993, Thomason 1994), or whether argument structure is “radically decompositional ....
[with] all roots having the same (minimal) argument structure, [and] differences [between
predicates] being derived from different affixation possibilities” (Davis 1996: 2; see also Egesdal
1993). If this latter position is the correct one, then the fact that all four stems to which lexical
suffixes are affixed are derived stems rather than bare roots might be evidence that the roots are in
fact unaccusative in the lexicon, and that therefore at that level the lexical suffixes represent
internal arguments and hence, possibly, themes rather than agents.
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constructions, moreover, an independent direct argument nominal may occur, but it is never
coreferential with the theme/goal lexical suffix; instead it (as well as the object marker on the
transitive predicate) is interpreted as the possessor of the lexical suffix. .

If the lexical suffix on a predicate is a locative or an instrument, the Root+Lexical Suffix
Predicate may also surface as transitive or intransitive. As in the theme/goal cases, an
independent obliquely-marked nominal which is coreferent with the lexical suffix may also occur in
a sentence containing a Root+Locative/Instrument Lexical Suffix Predicate. However, the locative
finstrument lexical suffix cases differ from the theme/goal cases in that in a transitive
Root+Locative/Instrument Lexical Suffix Predicate, a direct object may occur but is never
ix‘xltteﬁrpreted as a possessor of the lexical suffix, nor, of course, as being coreferent with the lexical
suffix.

We begin this section by focussing on cases in which the thematic role of the lexical suffix is
a theme/goal.

3.1 Root+Theme/Goal Lexical Suffix Predicates

The data indicate that Root+Theme/Goal Lexical Suffix Predicates may surface as
intransitive, as in (22) and (23):

(22) Kot'alp kn
VK't'=atp
Veut=tree 1sS
I cut down a tree.

(23) katx4lt t
Vkatx=alt
Vgive=child OBL house
He gave his child a house.

stx“dl

These examples bear resemblance to a particular type of noun incorporation that has been
referred to in the literature as “lexical compounding” (Type I) by Mithun (1984) or “compound noun
incorporation” by Rosen (1989). This type of noun incorporation is considered by Mithun and
Rosen to combine a Verb and Noun stem into an intransitive verb. The incorporated N stem is
interpreted as being the theme, instrument or locative of the predicate.

It is not possible for Root+Theme/Goal Lexical Suffix Predicates to take a direct object that
corresponds semantically to the lexical suffix (i.e., no intransitive constructions of the form
Root+LS; DO; occur). This is a direct result of the fact that these forms are intransitive and,
therefore, cannot license an NP in direct object position. In addition, it is not possible for a
Root+Theme/Goal Lexical Suffix Predicate to be marked transitive in order to allow for a direct
object NP that corresponds to the lexical suffix, as demonstrated by (24) and (25):

(24) * t'asaksn kalxs
VP’s=akst-t-§-n kalx-s
Vslap=hand;-TR-30-1sS hand;-3POSS
(I slapped her hand.)

(25) * ck™ana?ston xA’ut

c-Vk¥an=a?st-t-f-n
LOC-Vtake=rock;-TR-30-1sS rock;
(I took the rock.)
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These examples are in contrast with Mithun’s (1984) “classificatory noun incorporation”, Rosen’s
(1989) “classifier noun incorporation” and Baker’s (1988, 1996) syntactic noun incorporation data
in which [N+V] forms take transitive morphology and (optionally) direct object NPs corresponding
to the incorporated noun. Some examples of this latter kind of construction are given for
Tuscarora and Rembarnga:

(26) Tu  ne-hra-taskw-ahkw-ha? ha? tsicr.
du-M-animal-pick up-SERIAL. EMPH dog
‘He picks up domestic animals.” (He is a dog catcher.) (Williams 1976:60)
(27) Re kata?-p par-kafa?-ta-nin.
paperbark-NOM  3sg.obj.3pl. TRANS.S-paperbark-stand-(CAUS)- Past.C
ast.Cont

“They would spread paperbark (on the ground).” (McKay 1975:296)

Unlike in languages like Tuscarora and Rembarnga, in Nxa?amxcin an independent nominal and a
semantically linked lexical suffix in an intransitive predicate can only surface in the same clause if
the nominal is marked by t ‘oblique’ (in the case of a theme lexical suffix) or by a preposition such
as K1 (in the case of a goal lexical suffix), as in (28) and (29), respectively:

(28) Mdry tumistdix™ t stax¥tox“il
tumist=atx¥
Mary Vsell=house OBL houses
Mary sells houses.
(29) kizomtalt K1 sccom’alts t sw’Sna?x
kt-Vemt=alt sccom’alt-s
LOC-Vfeed=child to child-3POSS OBL huckleberries
She sent her children huckleberries.

The Nxa?amxcin data also indicate that Root+Theme/Goal Lexical Suffix Predicates may be
marked transitive. In such cases, an independent nominal direct object is allowed. However, the
direct object is always interpreted as the possessor of the lexical suffix, as in (30) and (31):

(30) Kat’atpon J6hn
VK'it'=atp-t-9-n
Ycut=tree-TR-30-1sS  John
I cut down John’s tree.
(31) katxélten Mary ¢ yip’aztan
Vkatx=alt-t-9-n
Vgive=child-TR-30-1sS Mary OBL toy
I gave Mary’s baby a toy.

These possessors are clearly independent direct arguments; they do not surface with possessor
morphology. Example (32) shows that possessors are followed by the morpheme 1in Nxa?zamxcin,
while (33) and (84) illustrate that when the possessor of a lexical suffix is expressed as a direct
argument it cannot be followed by 1:
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(32) kmik’cCa?aix*s wa J6hn 1 stx“iils
k-VmiX’=alc’a?=aix"-t-9-s stxul-s
LOC-Vpaint=side=house-TR-30-3S WA John POSS house-3POSS
He painted the outside of John’s house. .

(33) * K'ot'atpon J6éhn 1
KP=ap t-0-n
Yeut=tree-TR-30-1sS  John POSS
(I cut down John's tree.)
(34) * katxdlton Miry 1 t yiip'a?ton
Vkatx=alt-t-8-n
Vgive=child-TR-30-1sS Mary POSS OBL toy
(I gave Mary’s baby a toy.)

Ifng1 overt object NP is present, the possessor is determined by the object morphology on the
predicate.

(35) t'asdksn
V's=akst-t-f-n
Vslap=hand-TR-30-1sS
I slapped her hand.

Similar data have been discussed in Mithun’s (1984) Type II noun incorporation (“the
manipulation of case”). She gives the following Blackfoot clause as an example:

(36) Nit-ssik-o’kakiﬁ-aw 6ma ninaawa.
I-break-back-him that man

‘I broke the man’s back.’ (Mithun 1984:858)

Finally, it is possible in Nxa?amxcin for a transitive Root+Theme/Goal Lexical Suffix Predicate to
cooccur with a coreferent independent nominal, provided that that nominal is marked as an
oblique. An example of this kind of construction is seen in (37), which contains not only an oblique
nominal coreferent with the lexical suffix =aip ‘tree’, but also a direct object possessor of the lexical
suffix.

37 K’at'stpon Johnt  caq'slps
Kat'=4ip-t-g-n Voaq'=8ip-s
Yeut=tree-TR-30-1sS John OBL Vfir=tree=his
I cut down John’s fir tree.

Aside from the possessor examples in (28), (29) and (37), Nxa?amxcin lexical suffix
constructions do not resemble Mithun’s II noun incorporation. A characteristic property of
this type of noun incorporation is that oblique arguments can be raised to non-oblique status when
a lexical suffix combines with a predicate. Mithun gives Yucatec Mayan as an example:

(38) a. k-in-C’ak-9-k ce’ icil in-kool
INCOMP-I-chop-it-IMPF tree in my-cornfield
‘I chop the tree in my cornfield.’
*
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35

b.  k-in-Cak-Ce’-t-ik in-kool
INCOMP-I-chop-tree-TR-IMPF my-cornfield
‘I clear my cornfield.’ (Mithun 1984:858)

The non-incorporated version in (a) has both a direct object NP (‘tree’) and an oblique NP .
(‘cornfield’). When the direct object is incorporated, as in (b), it appears that the oblique NP can
assume a vacated licensed position and surface as a direct NP. Comparable examples are not
possible in Nxa?amxcin as shown in (39):

(39) a. kédixc t stxdl wa  xxal'a?
Vkatx-t-p-s
Vgive-TR-30-38 OBL house WA baby
He gave a house to the baby.

b. katxalt t stx%il
Vkatx=alt
Vgive=child OBL house
He gave his child a house.

c. * katxalc stx*ul
Jkatx=alt-t-g-s

give=child-TR-30-3S  house

Thus, Nxa?amxcin lexical suffix constructions only resemble Mithun’s Type II noun incorporation
with respect to examples like (30), (31) and (36) where the possessor of a lexical suffix assumes the
direct object position. The promotion of oblique arguments is not possible.

In summary, we can schematize possible Root+Theme/Goal Lexical Suffix Predicate
combinations as follows (coindexing indicates semantic correspondence):

(40) Intransitive Predicates
i Root =LS (compound NI: Mithun, Rosen)
i Root = LS; OBL NP;
il *Root = LS; NP;

Transitive Predicates
i Root= LS; -TR-Opossi (NPposs i) (manipulation of case NI: Mithun)
il *Root = LS;-TR NP; (classifier NI: Mithun, Rosen;

syntactic NI: Baker)
il Root = LS; -TR OBL NP;
iv. Root = LS; -TR NPposs ; OBL NP;

The schematization in (40) summarizes the following facts: theme/goal lexical suffixes can combine
with roots to form intransitive or transitive predicates. In the latter case, a direct object must be
interpreted as the possessor of the lexical suffix (whether that direct object is an obligatory object
marker on the transitive verb, or an optional independent nominal NP). Independent NPs that are
semantically linked to the lexical suffix surface as oblique in transitive or intransitive
constructions.
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3.2 Root+Locative/Instrument Lexical Suffix Predicates

. Predicates which contain a locative or instrument lexical suffix can surface as transitive or
intransitive, as shown below: :

(41) i

nit’pmatk™

n-Vit'p-m=atk*
LOC-Vjump-INCH-MID=water
He jumped into the water.

(42)
x"irxanom k“arc k*4s t slixsxnc
Vx¥ir=xn-m
Vreach out=foot=MID and pick up OBL toe-POSS
He reached out with his foot and picked it up with his toes.

(43) i

ncokamnétk¥n

n-Vck-min=atk¥-t-g-n
LOC-Vhit-REL=water-TR-30-1sS
I threw it into the water.

(44) Instrument Transitive
yor'xonmis wa  ?aci  xKit
r=xn-min-t-@-s
push=foot-REL-TR-30-3S SPEC DET rock
He pushed that rock aside with his foot.

Note that in (44) there is an independent nominal wa ?aci xk’it marked as a direct argument of the
transitive predicate. In this case, unlike in the theme/goal lexical suffixes cases seen in section 3.1,
the independent nominal is not interpreted as the possessor of the lexical suffix, but is interpreted
as a direct object of the transitive predicate which is non-coreferent with the lexical suffix. We
have seen no evidence that a locative or instrument lexical suffix can combine with a root that is
marked transitive and that it can license a possessor of the lexical suffix as direct object. Thus, we
have found no locative/instrument lexical suffix examples paralleling (30) and (31).

An independent locative or instrument nominal can cooccur with a corresponding lexical
suffix provided the locative or instrument nominal is overtly marked as oblique. Some examples
are given in (45) and (46). Note that both these examples have transitive marking on the
predicate; we do not have corresponding examples with intransitive predicates, although we
predicate they should be able to occur:

(45) nlof¥4tk¥n 1 sdwik¥
n-Vis¥=atk¥-t-g-n
LOC-Vplace=water-TR-30-1sS POSS water

I put it into the water.
(46) ya9"v4kstmn t ?ink4lx [...]
Vy§™=akst-min-@-n 2in-kalx

?=hand-REL-30-1sS = OBL 1sPOSS-hand
I used force on it with my hand [...]

14



In (45) the independent locative is marked by the preposition 1 in’ and in (46) the independent
instrument is marked by the instrument marker t (otherwise the oblique marker). Itis not
possible for a direct argument locative/instrument NP to cooccur with a corresponding
locative/instrument lexical suffix, as indicated by the following ungrammatical examples:

47) * nlofv4tk¥n sdwik¥
n-vis¥=atk¥-t-0-n
LOC-Vplace=water-TR-30-1sS water
I put it into the water.

(48) * yot™ékstmn ?inkdlx [...]
Vy&™=akst-min-t--n ?in-kalx

?=hand-REL-TR-30-1sS 1sPOSS-hand
I used force on it with my hand [...]

This follows from the fact that the transitive predicate licenses a null pronoun in direct object
position in (47) and (48) and, therefore, there is no licensed position available for an unmarked
locative or instrument.

It is difficult to see where the locative/instrument Root+Lexical Suffix Predicates fit into the
broader picture of noun incorporation since incorporated locatives and instruments receive little
discussion in Mithun (1984), Rosen (1989), and Baker (1988,1996), the last of whom considers
them not to be instances of true (i.e. syntactic) noun incorporation.

In summary, it appears that Root+Locative/Instrument Lexical Suffix Predicates exhibit
the following combinations:

(49) Intransitive Predicates
i Root = LS :
ii. Root = LS: OBL NPi (no examples yet available, but predicted to be correct)
biil *Root = LS; NP;

Transitive Predicates

i Root= LS;-TR-O ; (NP

il *Root = LS;-TR NPy/NPpossi

iii. Root = LS; -TR OBL NP;

IAQ Root = LS; -TR OBL NP; (no examples available, but predicted to be correct)

The locative/instrument lexical suffixes resemble the theme/goal lexical suffixes in that they can
combine with roots to form intransitive predicates and transitive predicates. They are unlike
theme/goal lexical suffixes in that the transitive predicates they form can take direct objects which
are are not, and in fact cannot be interpreted as possessors of the lexical suffix. Finally, an
independent oblique nominal form and a corresponding locative/instrument lexical suffix can
cooccur in a clause.

4. Referentiality

One of the issues discussed in the literature on noun incorporation concerns the question of
whether incorporated nouns can be interpreted as referential in meaning. Thus for instance,
Sadock (1980) states that in Greenlandic an “incorporated object can [...] set up the reference for
the object of a succeeding transitive verb,” and that constructions paralleling (50), in which bed
and it are coreferential, occur in the language:
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(50) I bedi-bought yesterday, and Mary liked it;.

Baker (p.c.)? claims that examples like (50) are not good tests for referentiality since “the referent
of the pronoun is simply determined pragmatically, with no explicit syntactic antecedent.” He
suggests instead that sentences like (51) are better tests for referentiality:

(51) Mary saw a bed; at the store yesterday, so I went and bed;-bought.
(Baker, p.c.)

In this type of construction it is important, according to Baker, that the incorporated noun is
coreferential with an independent nominal that precedes but does not c-command it.

Both Baker (1996) and Sadock (1980) use the claim that incorporated nouns may be
referential as evidence that noun incorporation in Mohawk, Southern Tiwa, and Mayali, or
Greenlandic, respectively should be analysed as the result of syntactic, as opposed to lexical
processes. Thus the question of whether lexical suffixes are referential or not may be an important
one to answer in any future attempt to provide an adequate analysis of their properties.

An examination of the Nxa?amxcin data reveals that speakers of the language can interpret
lexical suffixes in both types of constructions as being coreferential with a corresponding
independent nominal or pronominal in the sentence. Thus (52)-(54) parallel the example in (50): in
thes ecases the lexical suffix introduces a participant into the discourse, and is co-referential with a
null pronoun in a following clause:

(52) kn 3‘il:>lq"’p k¥a? ?acminsn
q'il=olq*p V?ac-min-stu-@-n
1sS vhurt=throat and +rub-REL-CS-30-1sS
My throat; hurts and I am rubbing it;.

(53) yas  hiy'palt k*a? t'osalowisc
Vhiy™-p=4lt Vas=alowis-n-t-@-s
after Vscold=child and Vslap=breast-TR-30-3S
After she scolded the child;, she slapped it; around.

(54) kn 2omt4lt t st'ik™om yas 7?its k¥a? ¢’4w’am
V2omt=4lt \ritn-n-t-@-s 1
1sS  Vfeed=child OBL carrot after Veat-TR-30-35 and burp
Ifed the child; some wild carrots. After she; ate them she; burped.

Similarly (55)-(57) illustrate cases that parallel (51): in these examples the lexical suffix in the
2fcond clause is interpreted as being coreferential with an independent nominal in a preceding
ause.

(65) qilt ?ingonix* k¥a? kn minslq*pm
?in-Vgontix¥ min=0lq*p-m
hurt POSS-Vthroat and 1sS Vrub=throat-MID
My throat hurts and I am rubbing it.

7 Personal communication with Anna Maclachlan. Qur thanks to Anna for passing this
communication on to us.
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(56) J6hn kK'at’alps wa
K'at'=4lp-n-t-¢-s
John Veut=tree-TR-30-3S SPEC tree
John cut down the tree; and I burned it;.

?act’iq¥ k¥a? kn ?incd yédk’itpom
Vy&k'=ip-om
and 1sS DET vVburn=tree-MID

(57) Titxsc sq¥asq™8sa?s k¥a? t'ucélt
VRitx-stu-@-s VPuc=4lt
Vsleep-CS-30-3S baby-POSS and +lay down=child .
He put the baby to sleep then he laid it down.

Nxa?amxcin thus appears to satisy both tests for referentiality. However, we do not believe that
it is possible to conclude from these tests that lexical suffixes may have truly referential
interpretations. If one considers the types of constructions which are being tested, one realizes
that in both sets of cases, and not just in the first set (as Baker p.c. suggests), the pragmatics
essentially force coreferentiality between the lexical suffix and an independent nominal or
pronominal when these types of constructions are used out of context. These results are likely
independent of the language being tested. Speakers of English whom we consulted, for instance,
uniformly agreed that in sentences like (58) and (59) berry was definitely coreferential with the
pronoun them or the independent noun strawberries.

(58) 1 went berry;-picking yesterday, and Mary ate them;.

(59) The strawberries; are ripe now, so I went berry;-picking.

More adequate tests for referentiality seem to be needed, therefore, to determine whether lexical
suffixes (and incorporated nouns) truly are referential. In closing, however, we would like to
suggest that although neither of the tests can be regarded as conclusive, the fact that cases like
(58)-(59) are interpreted as having a lexical suffix coreferential with an independent pronoun does
suggest that lexical suffixes may ultimately turn out to have referential interpretations, since it
shows that lexial suffixes are sufficiently salient in the discourse to be used to introduce
participants into it.8 i

5. Final Remarks
In this paper we have shown that lexical suffixes in Nxa?amxcin do indeed exhibit a number

of properties attributed to incorporated nouns in non-Salish languages. In section 2, we saw that
lexical suffixes may take on different thematic roles, including theme, goal, locative, instrument,

8 Our thanks to Tom Hukari for this point. Note, however, that even the fact that lexical
suffixes appear from such examples as (52)-(54) to be salient in the discourse may not be enough to
interpret them as referential. In (3) above, we saw an example where a lexical suffix =us was used
to introduce the participant ‘neck-like object’ into the discourse; however, the lexical suffix seemed to
be acting as a classifier in this instance. In note 5 we pointed out that in cases where one might
wish to analyze lexical suffixes as classifiers, doubling of some kind does seem possible. In Rosen
(1989: 307) it is suggested, following comments by Ken Hale and Joan Bresnan, that true classifiers
have few noun-like or referential features and that it is this fact which allows them to occur in
constructions with a doubled NP. If this hypothesis is correct, and if, further, the lexical suffix =us

- is a classifier, then an example like (3) suggests that even if a lexical suffix introduces a participant
into a discourse it need not be fully referential. Again, this is an issue which requires further
study.
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37

. an independent nominal in the

‘and possibly agent. In section 3 we saw that lexical suffixes can occur in both transitive and
intransitive predicates, but that the thematic role assumed by the lexical suffix determines how
any independent nominals in the sentence are to be interpreted: if the lexical suffix is a theme or a
goal, a direct argument nominal is always interpreted as the possessor of the lexical suffix; if the
lexical suffix is a locative or instrument, a direct argument nominal is never interpreted as a
possessor of the lexical suffix and is always interpreted as non-coreferential with the lexical suffix.
In all types of constructions containing lexical suffixes, the lexical suffix may be coreferential with
same clause as long as that independent nominal is marked as an
oblique argument by the oblique marker t, or by a preposition. Finally, in section 4 we suggested
thu%g we cannot come to any conclusions concerning the referential/non-referential status of lexical
suffixes.

Although lexical suffixes exhibit a number of incorporated noun-like properties, they
nevertheless do not fit neatly into any of the different types of noun incorporation categories
defined in the recent literature on the subject. Coming to any firm conclusions regarding the
incorporated noun status of lexical suffixes in Nxa?amxcin, therefore, will require more
investigation into their properties.
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