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How do you say, "Tou are our father."” in Salish?

Thom Hess
Indian Studies

Univéfsity of Wééhihgton

In Puget Salish the paradigm that designates possession (among other things)
~has at some time in the past taken one of its forms, the first person plural,
from a different series of person markers. In comparing Paradigm I with Para-

- digm II, it is seen that the form §gg_of the first person plural occurs in both

whileiéach of the other persons and numbers has contrasting forms between the

two sets.
d°bad my father | XY &d I go
adbad your father 2%XY x¥ you go
bads  his father ux he goes
badfe} cur father XY Zot  we go

badlop father of yoﬁ zpl) XY olep you (pi).gé

Paradign I _ Paradigm II

gle?t¥ed  if I go
gYsaXMexY  if you go
gY¥o%XYss  if he goes
gYouXYori  if we,gé
g¥s?uxX%olep 1if you (pl) go

Paradigm III



54

By comparing Paradigms II and III, it will also be observed that s
actually consists of two elements, §; designating an independent predication
and -9% (with alternants -9%i ~ 1&1 ~ fégi) marking first person plural. Never-
theless, at some level in the speakers' feéling for the language (and at some
time in the past), the Co% was felt to be enough of a single unit that both its
constituents were brought into the absolute paradigm.1

However, the integration of this form to the absolute paradigm is not com-
plete. Besides its shape; there are three places in the grammar where r§ggJ:
betrays its different origin. One such place is the order of suffixes from the
root. In Paradigm IV it is seen that the absolute suffixes -lsp (~ -1ap) 'sec-

ond person plural' and -S 'third person' occur before the aspectual suffix -ox"

(~ -hox” ~ -ax¥ ~ -hax“) 'change of condition' while -&ot must follow it. This
position of -§gl is the same as that of the subject forms.‘ Comﬁare Parédigms
IV and V. | |

dOsxak KMi g¥adsux¥ax¥ I want to go now.

ds¥ad kvi g"(a)éd$5ﬁi"9x“ I want you to go now.

ds¥ak x¥i g"a§7ﬁi“§?x“ | T want him to go now.

d°s¥ad x¥i g¥os?uX¥ox¥8et I want us to go now.

Psxat ki g”@s7ﬁiulapgx“ I want you (pl) to go now.

Paradigm IV

1 The term absolute is used in preference to possessive because the latter implies
a narrower range of meaning and use than these affixes entail. The term is taken
from Mattina (pp. 37-38, 100) who credits L. C. Thompson for suggesting it.

——— -
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7ﬁi“ax? &od I go now.
20xX¥ox® Cox You go now.
WX Vox¥ He goes now.
| uXvox¥ ok We go now.
’V"ax" Colop  You (pl) go now.
Paradigm V

A more dramatic difference in patterning between -Co} and the other

absolutes is found in Paradigm VI. The expected form for 'You are our

adbad &d I am your father. dabédiéax" You are my father.
bads Cod I am his father. bads Zox“ You are his father.
badlop &d I am the father #ad%? Sx¥  REJECTED

of you (pl).

d°bad (ti?i}) He is my father. d°%51%ettod Clep You are my :
PN IR : - brothers-in-law.
adbad (ti?i}) He is your father. :
XolXottads &alep You are his .

bads (ti?i%) He is his father. brothers-in-law.

badde® (ti?i%) He is our father. *XoiXottodlot Colep REJECTED

badlop (ti?i%) He is the father o ) How advowd e ang tomn,.
. .of you (pl).. C Lt

Paradigm VI .

father.', *badlo% Cex¥, does not occur. 'Rather one must resort to the independent

pronominal series saying eithe:‘bﬁdéei‘ji_dag“i‘or‘dag“i 1o badéet. (Both are

glossed as "You are our' father.') Two members of the subject series cannot

occur in the same predicate. Although functioning in the absolute paradigm, &o%
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is nevertheless perceived to be sufficiently a member of the'sﬁgject set that the
sequence -Co% &ax" is not said. o

It might be suspected that the uﬁéréﬁhétiéality of this seéﬁ;nce is a special
limitation on these two forms. (Such p&fticular restrigfions éfe’reported in some
Salish languages.z) However, an égaﬁinééién of dependé&ficlédéég shows that the
restriction is not thus limited but rather involves all logical sequences of -éat

and subject forms. See Paradigm VII.

"(a)adxaitadad 1f I am your brother- g¥ad¥%sttod ax¥ If you are my brother-

- Fu in-law. Nt 5, S PR in"law.
g“axaitadsad If T am his brother- g¥aXodtodsax" If you are his brother-
in-law. in-law.

g¥oXottodlepad If I am the brother-  *g“oXottodotax“ REJECTED
in-law of you (pl). o '

LY R G

g¥odXettodas  If he is my brother- "(a)adxa&xaitudail 1f we are your

, in-law. e brothers-in-law.
g¥(e)adXottodas If he is your brother- .
h in-law. g“aia&iaitadsaii If we are his
ghoxottodas 1f he is his brother— brothers-in-law.
© in-lawi S er e P
*g¥oXo¥todCotas REJECTED g¥oXoIXuttodlape¥i If we are the brothers-
¢ 4 . e K  in-law of you (pl).

g¥sXottodlapes If he is the brother-
- 7 7" in-law of you (pl).

g¥odXotxXot todalep 1f you are my brothers~in-1aw. |
g¥oXoiXot todsalop 1f you are his brothers—in-law.

*gVoXolXottedéotalop  REJECTED

.Paradigm VII R S a

2 e L L 5 = o e
For example, in both Halkomelem and Squamish, a third person subject form and a
second person suffix‘dp not cooccur. (Suttles, Constructions; and Kuipers 1967 p.89)
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In order to expresg'If you are our brother-in-law', one must resort to a construction

outside Paradigm VII, e.g., 7obil ox" g¥oXortodlo® which entails two clauses with

¢ox" in one and -Cot in the other: 7abii Cux" '"Perhaps you' (independent clause) and

g¥oXo¥tadlo? '(if) our brother-in-law' (dependent clause).

Independent clauses have no ‘overt form for third person in the subject series.
‘Hence, a statement such as bad&#% "He is our father.' is grammatical and appears to
fit in Paradigm VI. However, dependent clauses do have a surface third person sub-

" ject suffix; and again -&o% and the subject suffix are mutually exclusive. One can-

not say *g"sbad€slos but must instead say ?obil g“sbdd&od 'Perhaps he (if) our
father.';,i.e.,'If he is our father.' ' ‘ e

The same limitations prevent sequences of :§g§_piﬁé“é1ther the dependent or
independent forms of the second person plural -alop and &lop. See Paradigms VII
and VI,

The fact that -Co% is not well integrated into the absolute series suggests
that this borrowing is relatively recent. However, éompatative evidence‘ﬁéints the
other way, to a fairly old period when the adoption of -&o% occurred. First, the
dual role of the first person plural is found in such widely dispersed languages as
Thompson and Tillamook. Those known to me are Thompson (Thompson and Thompson n.d.
P. 51),'Sqﬁaﬁish:(Kuipers pp.85¥87)9 Halkomelem (Suttles, Pronouns), Upper Chehalis

(Rinkade pp. 32-33, 251-252), and Tillamook (Edel pp. 29, 43-44):

apsg}ute ‘ subjec;w
Thompson : -ket k-et (for indicative intransitive)
Squamish -&(a)t ()t
Halk;mglem. -ct c-(9)t
Pugét ‘. -Co | &-o% (-ati)
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absolute : : subject
Upper Chehalis  -&% ' - &  (for completive)
Tillamook -yit , _ Yy

~

Second, the source formation, i.e., the subject suffix plus the "gtemf £;
k-, etc., has evolved into quite different distributioms. For example, in Thompson
the source, g;;g; is ;imiteﬁ to ind}ggtive predicat;ong‘which are‘intrangitive
~ (Thompson ané'Thompgpn_ﬁ,d. pp. 22-51) while in Puget “c-o¥ls found in all independent
clauses and igino depenggt onggvregardless of the transitivity_gf the predicate.
Presumably tpis adoption of ihevfirst person plural from one clags to éﬁéthe; occur-
red before the diverse develgbméﬁ;s of the source formation. (Of course, parallel
development, i.e. drift, may_insteaﬂ accounf for the simila:.adcptions of forms from
one paradigm to anothér.) N

Finally, at 1egst two other Salish_languages have simila; restrictions on the
co-occurrence of thg‘first person plural absqlute and,;he secﬁndhgerson subject.
These are Squamish agd Spokang. In factual constrqgtions_of ;ﬁe former language
bo;h subject,apd possessivgﬁ(i.e., absblute) forms aré‘:gquired éxpept for thé first
person plural which has oply the possessive. (Kuipers pp.87,_9Q&92)> In Spokane
the first person plural_absolggg is simp;y_not mafked‘sq thét.g::sgélix“ means either
"You are our Indian."o? 'Yoﬁ’ére aniIndiap.f (Carlson pp.;i28j129)

It would be iﬁteresting to know ﬁhether the other Salish.laﬁguages thét have
a common first person plural form for absolute and subject also exhibit the limit~ .
ations of co-occurrence discussed here. It would also be enlightening to know
whether or not similar restrictions obtain for languagés such as Clallam and Comox
which have separate formations for these two classes. (Thompson'and”Thdmpson 1971,
pp. 261, 286) The stﬁﬁy of historical problems depéhds as much on answers to these
sorts of questions as it does on phonological correspondences.

6
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