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Abstract: Salish languages have famously been claimed not to differentiate lexical categories of
verbs, nouns, and adjectives (e.g., Kuipers 1967; Kinkade 1983; Jelinek and Demers 1982, 1994).
However, these claims have been countered with evidence for distinct lexical categories in a number
of languages, including St’at’imcets (e.g., Van Eijk and Hess 1986; Demirdache and Matthewson
1995; Davis and Matthewson 1999; Davis 2011), Straits (Montler 2003), Nsyilxcon (Lyon 2013), and
Hul’q’umi’num’ (Gerdts and Schneider 2023). In this paper, I argue that distinct lexical categories of
noun, verb, and adjective are also found in ?ay?ajufom (a.k.a. Comox-Sliammon). I present syntactic
evidence for these categories drawing on tests developed for St’at’imcets (e.g. Davis 2011; Davis
and Matthewson 1999; Demirdache and Matthewson 1995). I also present morphological evidence
building on observations in Watanabe (2003). These findings reinforce the increasingly prevalent
view that nouns, verbs, and adjectives exist throughout the Salish language family.
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1 Introduction

Lexical categories such as noun, verb, and adjective play an important role in the organization of a
language’s sentence structure, or syntax. Words of the same lexical category share a distribution. In
English, for example, nouns appear immediately following determiners and adjectives: the big {dog,
news, building}. Knowing a word’s lexical category is therefore useful for language learners figuring
out where the word can appear in a sentence. Establishing lexical categories cross-linguistically is
also of interest for our understanding of human language more broadly, since we ultimately want to
know whether categories such as noun and verb exist universally across languages (as claimed in,
e.g., Chomsky 1965).

Salish languages have famously been claimed to lack lexical categories of verbs, nouns, and
adjectives, having a single open class category (e.g., Jelinek and Demers 1982, 1994; Kinkade
1983; Kuipers 1967). However, a series of papers provide important evidence for distinct cate-
gories of nouns, verbs, and adjectives in St’at’imcets (e.g., Van Eijk and Hess 1986; Demirdache
and Matthewson 1995; Davis and Matthewson 1999; Davis 2011). These arguments have also been
replicated for Nsyilxcon (Lyon 2013), and evidence for distinct lexical categories is also available
for Lushootseed (Van Eijk and Hess 1986), Straits (Montler 2003), and Hul’q’umi’num’ (Gerdts and
Schneider 2023).
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In this paper, I extend these arguments to ?ay?ajubom (a.k.a. Comox-Sliammon; Central Salish).
Watanabe (2003:72—76) provides initial evidence from morphology (word formation) for lexical
categories in ?ay?ajubom. Building on this evidence, I show that there are distinct categories of
nouns, verbs, and adjectives in ?ay?ajufom, providing both syntactic and morphological evidence
for these categories. In the process, I also note where the results of applying the tests used in previous
work are inconclusive or give different results for ?ay?ajufom.

The organization of this paper is as follows. In Section 2, I provide language background for
?ay?ajuBom and situate this paper relative to documentation projects underway. In Sections 3 and
4, I illustrate the difficulties for identifying lexical categories in ?ay?ajuBom, due to the flexibility
with which words of different categories are used in different syntactic roles and the prevalence of
morphology that applies across categories. In Section 5, I argue for a category of nouns distinct from
other open class elements. In Section 6, I argue that verbs and adjectives can also be distinguished
for a three-way noun, verb, adjective contrast. In Section 7, I then apply these diagnostics to some
challenging cases for categorization. Finally, in 8, I conclude with a discussion of the implications
of these findings for the ongoing dictionary project as well as for our understanding of the status of
lexical categories in the Salish language family.

2 Language background

?ay?ajubom is a Central Salish language, the ancestral language of the Tla’amin, Homalco, Kla-
hoose, and K’6moks Nations whose traditional territory lies along the northern Georgia Strait in
BC. As 0f 2018, the First Peoples’ Cultural Council reported 47 first language speakers, all over 60,
while in 2022, the First Peoples’ Cultural Council reported that only 3% of the population of the
traditionally ?ay?ajuBom-speaking peoples identify as fluent.

At the same time, 9% of the population identify as language learners, and there is a dedicated
group of language champions documenting, learning, and teaching the language. The language is
taught in local schools, a language nest in Homalco, various mentor-apprentice pairings, and adult
language classes in Tla’amin and Homalco. Tla’amin, Homalco, and Klahoose are all contributing
documentation to FirstVoices' webpages. In addition, the four nations are partnering with linguists
on two major documentation projects: a dictionary and a teaching grammar. Both are targeted es-
pecially for learners and teachers of the language.

Itis in the context of the dictionary project that the question of lexical categories in ?ay?ajubom is
especially pertinent. Including lexical category information in a dictionary can be helpful to readers,
especially language learners, aiding understanding of how the words may be used. However, in order
for such categorization to accurately reflect the grammar of the language, it is necessary to determine
whether/how these lexical categories are grammatically relevant in the language, and language-
internal diagnostics for identifying lexical categories are needed. Relying on English translations
can, of course, be misleading and risks imposing English grammar on the language.

3 Predicate-argument flexibility in ?ay?ajufom

The claim that Salish languages lack lexical categories is rooted in the flexibility with which words
of different lexical categories are used. In characterizing this flexibility, it is useful to refer to pred-
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icates and arguments. So, what are predicates and what are arguments? Typical arguments are
subjects and objects. A subject is the entity the sentence is about, and every sentence has a subject:
Rex is a dog, the dog barked. A predicate typically carries the main information of a sentence,
telling you something about the subject, such as what the subject is, does, or feels: Rex is a dog, the
dog barked, the dog is excited. An object is an additional argument found with certain predicates,
naming the entity towards which the action or state described by the predicate is directed: the dog
chased the squirrel, the dog loves the cat. In ?7ay?ajuBom and other Salish languages, the predicate
comes first, followed by its arguments.

In this section, I will show that nouns, verbs, and adjectives can all occur initially, functioning
as the main predicate, or occur later in the sentence with a preceding determiner, functioning as an
argument. In the literature on Salish languages, this is known as predicate-argument flexibility.
Initial examples from Watanabe (2003) showing nouns, verbs, and adjectives behaving predicatively
are given in (1).?

(1) a. ?amotc.
?amut=¢
be.home=1sG.sBJ
‘I am at home.’ [VERB]

b. manc¢x“um.
man=¢xV=om
father=2sG.sBJ=FuT
“You’re going to be a father.’ [NouN]

c. Mary k"ut® nan.
Mary k“=ot®=nan
Mary DET=1sG.Poss=name
‘My name is Mary.’ [NouN]

d. poq tot® 7aye?.
poq to=t*=?aya?
white pET=1sG.POSs=house
‘My house is white.’ [ ADJECTIVE]
(Watanabe 2003:66—68)

2 The abbreviations used in this paper are: 1=first person, 2=second person, 3=third person,
ACT.INTR = active intransitive, CAUs = causative, CHAR = characteristic reduplication, cLp = clausal demonstra-
tive, cLE.PRT = clefting particle, comp =complementizer, cony = conjunction, cop = copula, cos = change-of-
state reduplication, cTrR = control transitive, bEm = demonstrative, DET = determiner, pim = diminutive, DPRT =
discourse particle, EPEN = epenthetic, ERG = ergative, EXCL =exclusive, ExcLAM = exclamative, F={feminine,
rFuT = future, INDEF = indefinite, INFER = inferential, INs = instrumental, INT = intensifier, Mp = middle, NcTR =
non-control transitive, NEG = negative, NMLZ =nominalizer, 0BJ = object, oBL =oblique, PAss =passive, PL =
plural, poss = possessive, PRF = perfect, PROG = progressive, PST = past, Q = question particle, RpT =reportative,
SBJ =subject, sBJv =subjunctive, sG = singular, sTAT = stative, TR = transitive. The top line of each ?ay?ajufom
example (following the context, if present) is an orthographic representation, while the second line is a roughly
phonemic transcription using NAPA. ‘vf’ stands for ‘volunteered form’, a form offered by the speaker, while
‘sf” stands for ‘suggested form’, a form supplied by the author for the speaker to judge for grammaticality
and/or felicity in a given context.
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Below, I provided additional examples with the same word serving both as the main predicate and
as an argument.

The predicate-argument flexibility of verbs is shown in (2). Here, the verb wuwuwum ‘singing’
is first preceded by a determiner as the subject of the sentence in (2a) and then occurs as the main
predicate in (2b), while the complex locative predicate ne? 7o ta?a ‘be over there’ occurs as the main
predicate in (2a) and then as the subject argument following the determiner #» in (2b).>

(2) a. [ng? 75 ta?a] [t wuwuwum).
[ni? ?29=ta?a] [te=wu~wuw-om]
be.there OBL=DEM DET=PROG~SiNg-MD
“The singing one is over there.’ (vf| EP.2022/09/16)

b. [wuwuwum|  [to ne? 25 ta?al.
[Wu~wuw-om] [to=ni? 20=ta?a]
PROG~SINg-MD DET=be.there OBL=DEM
‘The one over there is singing.’ (vf| EP.2022/09/16)

Predicates with noun-like and adjective-like meaning show similar flexibility. In (3a), ¢icno?
‘little dog’ appears as the direct object, preceded by the determiner 72, while in (3b), ¢icno? ‘little
dog’ appears in initial position as the main (nominal) predicate. The predicate in (3a), k*inatas ‘s/he
is carrying [it]’, appears as the argument in (3b), preceded by a determiner.

(3) a. Context: Weinvited Betty for dinner, but she is a little later than we expected, so we 've been
looking out for her. Then I see her coming, and she's carrying her dog.

q“oq“ol ti Betty. [k“inatos] [to &1ého?s].

qro~qvoi=ti Betty [k“in-at-as] [to=8a<é>hu<?>-s]

PROG~come=cLD Betty carry-cTR-3ERG DET=dog<DIM>-3POSS

‘Betty is coming. She’s carrying her little dog.’ (sf| EP.2023/05/19)
b. Context: I see Daniel carrying something down on the beach. I'm wondering what it is.

tam &e to k“inatas... [¢1éno?]a?kva [to k¥inatos].

tam=&a to=kvin-at-as [éa<é>nu?|=ala+tk“a [to=k“in-at-as]

what=INFER DET=carry-CTR-3ERG dOg<DIM>=EXCLAM+RPT DET=CAITy-CTR-3ERG

‘I wonder what he’s carrying... Oh, it’s a puppy he’s carrying.’ (vf| EP.2022/10/29)

The same pattern is found with adjective-like words. The colour term faf’em ‘red’ appears
following a determiner to act as the subject in (4a), while the colour term k*usem ‘blue’ appears
initially as the main predicate in (4b).

(4) a. Context: A bunch of kids are looking for Easter eggs. I help one of the kids out.
[ne? ? ta?a]  [to tat®em].
[ni? ?o=ta%a] [to=taf®-im]
be.there oBL=DEM DET=red-mD
‘There’s a red one over there.’ (vf| EP.2022/10/29)

3 The oblique marker 22 is often elided, especially in this construction with ne? ‘be there’.
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b. Context: Felipe and I are at a store to buy a replacement cushion for one of our out-
door chairs. We need a blue one to match the others in our set. We ask a person at the
store, who points us to some we just looked at, but those ones are red.

[kvusem] [k¥ut® yak], hoy ?ot to fatem  to ne? ?9 ta?a.
[kvos-im| [k"=ot®=Xak]. huy=?ut  to=tat®-im  to=ni? ?o0=ta?a
blue-Mp DET=1sG.Poss=desire finish=eExcL DET=red-mpD DET=Dbe.there OBL=DEM

‘I want a blue one. There’s only red ones over there.’ (vf| EP.2022/10/29)

Similarly, the property yaya# ‘tall’ appears as a prenominal modifier in the direct object in (5a) and
as the main predicate in (5b).

(5) a. Context: I need help moving something that’s on a high shelf. Theres a tall guy stand-
ing nearby with a few others.

[gayet]t®om [to xaxat tumi$ ne? 29 ta?a).

[gay-at]=t®=om [to=XaXa} tumi$ ni? ?o=ta?a]

ask-ctr=1sG.sBJ=FuT DET=tall man be.there oBL=DEM

‘I’'m going to ask the tall man over there.’ (sf| EP.2022/09/16)

b. Context: My car had broken down and a nice stranger helped me out. I had described the
guy to you, and later at a gathering you point out someone and ask if it is the guy: hiye
tita 22 c¢egalehot ‘Is that the one who helped you?’ I reply:
xva?, [xaxat] [Se écgabot].

x“a? [XaXat] [So=Cag-aO-ui]
NEG tall pET=help-CTR;15G.0BJ-PST
‘No, the one who helped me was tall.’ (sf'| EP.2022/10/29)

The preceding examples show that nouns and adjectives do not require a verbal element in order
to function as the main predicate. This is unlike in English, where nouns and adjectives must be
accompanied by a copula (a ‘to be’ verb) in order to be predicates, as in: Sparky [is a dogn ] pred.
and That man [is tall 54;] preq. Unlike in English, then, the presence/absence of a copula does not
distinguish between verbs and nouns/adjectives used predicatively.

Note that there is no null (silent) copula that could be accompanying the noun and adjectives
functioning as predicates above. Ifthere were, we would expect noun phrases headed by a determiner
(= determiner phrases) and prepositional phrases to also be able to function as the main predicate, as
pointed out in Jelinek and Demers (1994): a null copula should create a predicate from a determiner
phrase or prepositional phrase, as an overt copula would. This is not the case.

In (6a-b), a determiner phrase appears initially and the sentences are ungrammatical. Instead,
a cleft structure must be used where the initial determiner phrase is introduced by the overt copula
het (6¢), which is used in clefts and equatives. Alternately, 72t gey may appear directly as an NP
predicate without a preceding determiner (7), in which case the copula A& is not used.*

4 Lyon (2013), the most extensive work on copular constructions for a Salish language, examines copular
constructions in Nsyilxcan. Interestingly, there is no overt copula in Nsyilxcon, and Lyon finds evidence for
a null copula, but only in equative constructions. There is no null predicational copula, meaning that nouns
and adjectives are used directly as predicates, even though null copula exists in the language.
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(6) Context: I'm pointing out my younger brother in a crowd.
a. *[totumi§ ng? ta?a] tot® qey.
[to=tumi§ ni? ta?a] to=t®=qix
DET=man be.there DEM DET=1sG.POss=younger.sibling
Intended: ‘My younger brother is the man over there.’

b. *[tot® qey] to tumi§ ng? ta?a.
[to=t®=qiX] to=tumi§ ni? ta?a
DET=1sG.poss=younger.sibling pET=man be.there DEM
Intended: ‘The man over there is my younger brother.’

c. het [totumi§ ng? ta?a] ?ot® qey.
hit [to=tumi§ ni? ta?a] ?o=tb=qix
cop DET=man be.there DEM CLF.PRT=1sG.POoss=younger.sibling
‘It’s the man over there who is my younger brother.’ (sf'| EP.2023/06/16)

(7) Context: Introducing my younger sister.
[?at% gey] Be’e.
[?otb=qiX] 01?1
1sG.poss=younger.sibling F.DEM
“This is my younger sister.’ (vf| EP.2021/01/08)

Similarly, a prepositional phrase cannot occur initially as the main predicate, as shown in (8a). It
must be accompanied by an overt verbal locative element, such as ne? ‘be there’.

(8) Context: I notice Felipe's glasses in the living room and figure he might go looking for them
later; so I tell him:
a. *[?o to kvanaCumawtx¥] 0 talahawuston.
[?0=to=kYanac-om-awtx"] O=tala-h-awus-ton
OBL=DET=Sit-MD-room/building 2sc.poss=dollar-EPEN-eye-INs
Intended: ‘Your glasses are in the living room.’

b. ng? [?5 to k¥anaciumawtx*] 0 talahawuston.
ni? [?o=to=k¥anac¢-om-awtx"] 0=tala-h-awus-ton
be.there oBL=DET=sit-MD-room/building 2sG.ross=dollar-EPEN-eye-INS
“Your glasses are in the living room.’
Consultant’s comment: “You would say ng?.” (sf| EP.2023/01/14)

Crucially, the overt copula Ae? is not found when nouns and adjectives are used predicatively,
and there is no null copula, or (6a—b) and (8a) would be grammatical. Nouns and adjectives must
therefore serve directly as the main predicate when they occur initially in examples like (1) to (5)
and (7) above.

Before leaving this section, it is worth mentioning what determines which word appears as the
predicate or argument. The predicate position is associated with focus, or emphasis, in Salish lan-
guages (Davis 2007; Koch 2008). This is illustrated in (9), for instance, repeated from (3) above.
In (9a), the verb comes first, which is the default order. In (9b), focus is shifted to what is being
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carried, and the noun ¢iéno? is initial as the predicate.’

9) a.

Context: We invited Betty for dinner, but she is a little later than we expected, so we 've been
looking out for her. Then I see her coming, and she's carrying her dog.

qvoq“ol ti Betty. [kvinatos] [to &1ého?s].

qro~qvoi=ti Betty [k“in-at-as] [to=8a<é>hu<?>-s]

PROG~come=cLD Betty carry-cTR-3ERG DET=d0og<DIM>-3POSS

‘Betty is coming. She’s carrying her little dog.’ (sf'| EP.2023/05/19)
Context: I see Daniel carrying something down on the beach. I'm wondering what it is.
tam &g to k"inatos... [81éno?]a?kva [to k“inatos].

tam=Ca to=kvin-at-as [8a<é>nu?|=ala+kva [to=k“in-at-as]

what=INFER DET=carry-CTR-3ERG dOg<DIM>=EXCLAM+RPT DET=CAITy-CTR-3ERG

‘I wonder what he’s carrying... Oh, it’s a puppy he’s carrying.’ (vf| EP.2022/10/29)

4 Morphology and lexical categories in ?ay?ajufom

The other main motivation for claims that Salish languages lack lexical categories is the prevalence
of morphology that applies across lexical categories. In ?ay?ajufom, for instance, the same type
of plural reduplication applies to nouns, adjectives, and verbs, as in (10).° Applied to nouns, the
interpretation is a plurality of entities described by the noun (10a), while applied to verbs, the in-
terpretation is a plurality of the events described by the verb, distributed in time and space (10b)
(see Huijsmans and Mellesmoen 2021). Adjectives with this plural reduplication are less frequent
but also occur where the property holds multiple times of an entity, as in (10c), or holds of multiple

entities.
(10) a.
b.
c.

gigat ga te?e tomtumti§?

gi~gat=ga ti?i  tom~tumis

PL~WhO=DPRT DEM PL~man

‘Who are those men?’ [voun] (v | EP.2021/06/19)

togqtogtéux™ mommomKeyuston.

taq~tog-t=Cax™ mom~momKayuston

PL~close-CTR=2sG.SBJ PL~window

‘Close all of the windows.’ [vers] (vf| FL.2022/04/21)

pPaqpaq to &e?.

pag~white to=¢a?

PL~White DET=0cean

‘The ocean is white.” (describing whitecaps) [aprecTivE] (v | EP.2023?203?11)

Diminutive reduplication is another type of reduplication that applies to words of multiple cat-
egories (though it is less frequent on verbs).

> There is another focus strategy for nouns as well: clefting. In clefts, the noun is preceded by the copula A&,
as in (6¢) above.
¢ Thank you to Gloria Mellesmoen for help with the reduplication facts discussed in this section.
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(11) a. qvagi Kvut to titol memyat  ne? to="7asq.

qvatgi Kvo[n}t to=titul  mi<m>Xat ni? to 7asq

come+DPRT see-CTR DET=small bear<pim> be.there DET=0uUtside

‘Come, look at the little black bear outside.’ [voun] (vf | EP.2020/09/25)
b. ?€?ax¥

?<i?>ax¥

SNOW<DIM>

‘snow a little bit’ [verB] (Watanabe 2003:386)
c. ftitaf®em O10jepoq™.

t<it>af®-im  0<i®@>japuq"
red<piM>-mMD hat<pim>
‘It’s a little red hat.’ [Apsective] (v | EP.2022/12/17)

The past tense suffix also notably can appear on nouns and adjectives as well as verbs. On nouns,
the interpretation is often that the described entity is deceased or destroyed (12a) (see Huijsmans
2022:103 for more on the possible interpretations),” while on adjectives, the interpretation is that
the property held formerly (12b). On verbs, the interpretation is that the event occurred in the past
(12c¢) (or, for stative verbs, that the state held in the past).

(12) a. Kvakva dotx™ kv ?aye?os.
Kva=kva=qotx" k“=?aya?-ui-s.
RPT=CLD=burn DET=house-PsST-3POSS
‘His house burnt down (I heard).’ [voun] (vf | EP.2019/06/29)

b. hehew tihmotot  to ¢“otom.
hihiw tih-mut-u¢ to=q%otom
really big-INT-PST DET=river

‘The river was really big.’ [apiecTivE] (vE| EP.2023/06/10)
c. cekva Se Kvasta yepot skvijot?

ca=kva §o=K“asta yop-ut sk¥ijut

where=cLp DET=cup get.broken-psT this.morning

‘Where is the cup that broke this morning? [vers] (vf | EP.2023/01/28)

These are illustrative cases, but certainly not the only cases of morphology that apply across cate-
gories. As aptly put by Montler (2003:132), it is striking that despite the morphological richness of
Salish languages, “there seems to be a scarcity of general, simple, morphological tests for member-
ship in syntactic categories.”

Nevertheless, in the following sections I will argue that nouns, verbs, and adjectives can be
distinguished in ?ay?ajufom. I show that words from different lexical categories can be differen-
tiated based on their syntactic distribution, despite the predicate-argument flexibility illustrated in
the preceding section. I also present morphological evidence for nouns and adjectives (building on
Watanabe 2003:72-76), despite the prevalence of morphology that applies across categories. I first
argue for a lexical category of nouns (Section 5) and then differentiate adjectives from verbs (Section
6).

7 See also Burton (1997) for Halq’eméylem and Matthewson (2005) for St’at’imcets.
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5 Nouns

In this section, I present syntactic evidence for the category of noun in ?ay?ajubom (Section 5.1)
and then additional morphological evidence (Section 5.2). Finally, I discuss two tests for nounhood
found in previous literature that are not conclusive in ?ay?ajufom: relative clauses (Section 5.3) and
possessives (Section 5.4).

5.1 Syntactic evidence

Demirdache and Matthewson (1995) and Davis and Matthewson (1999) show several environments
where nouns are permitted but non-nouns are not. The first is heading complex nominal predicates.
Complex nominal predicates are multi-word predicates consisting of a noun preceded by one or more
modifiers. The modifiers may be adjectives, as in (13) to (15), or nouns, as in (16) to (17). This
complex forms an intransitive predicate which is followed by its argument.®

(13) a. [Ralsom tumu§] Daniel.
[Aats-om  tumis] Daniel
strong-MD man  Daniel
‘Daniel is a strong man.’

b. [xaxal tumis] Daniel.
[XaXat tumis§] Daniel
tall man  Daniel
‘Daniel is a tall man.’ (sf| BW.2022/09/09; EP.2022/09/22)

(14) Context: Gloria is going to get one of a litter of kittens. There are some fluffy grey ones, some
fluffy black ones, and some short-haired grey ones. She wants one of the fluffy grey ones,
though she hasn t picked one specific one yet.

[@¥oSum poq memmaw| k¥ yaks Gloria.
[@¥e8-im puq mi<m>maw] kv=xXak-s Gloria
fluffy-mMp grey cat<pim> per=desire-3ross Gloria
‘Gloria wants a fluffy grey cat.’ (sf'| EP.2022/10/29)

(15) Context: I'm picking out a new mug and there are all different sizes and shapes at the store.
1 decide I want one of the big blue ones and tell the lady:
[tih kvusem Kvasta] ?ot® yak.
[tih kvos-im Kvasta] ?ot=xak
big blue-mMp cup IsG.poss=desire
‘I want a big blue mug.’ (sf| EP.2022/11/05)

8 In examples (14) to (17), the argument of the complex nominal predicate is a headless relative clause. In
(15) and (17), the determiner preceding the headless relative is elided. Determiner elision is quite common
in ?ay?ajubom (Reisinger, Huijsmans, and Matthewson 2021:752, fn. 2; Kroeber 1991:91-92; Watanabe
2003:379).
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(16) Context: I'm looking for a family doctor, and 1’d like to have a female one.
[sattxy dakto] k“ut® tetbey?om.
[saitx™ dakta] kv=ot®={¢i~{tiy-?2om
woman doctor DET=1SG.POSS=PROG~search-ACT.INTR
‘I’m searching for a female doctor.’ (sf| EP.2023/02/04)

(17) Context: I'm looking into getting a dog, and I want to get a male one.
[tume§ &éno?]  ?2ot® yak.
[tumi§ Ea<é>nu?] Pot*=Xak
man  dog<pmm> 1sG.poss=desire
‘I want a male puppy.’ (sf| EP.2023/02/04)

While in St’at’imcets only individual-level adjectives are permissible as modifiers (Davis and Matthew-
son 1999), in ?ay?ajubom the modifier can be a stage-level adjective, as in (18) to (19), or an
individual-level adjective, as in (13) to (15) above.

(18) Context: I'm at a bakery choosing what to buy. There are some loaves of bread that just came
out of the oven and are still warm. I really want one of the loaves that's fresh from the oven
but I haven t settled on which kind, so I say to the lady:

[kvas saplen] k“ut® yaX.

[kvas saplin] k“=ot®=x%ak

hot bread bpET=1sG.Poss=desire

‘I want a hot loaf.’ (sf| EP.2023/01/14)

(19) Context: Someone asks me if 1'd like something to drink: tea, coffee, or water. I just want
some cold water to cool down since it is a hot day. I say:
[fuméum  qaye] kvut® xak.
[(oth~&om qaya] kv=ot®=xXak
cold~cHAR water DET=IsG.Poss=desire
‘I want some cold water.’ (sf| EP.2023/01/14)

The order of the adjectives seems to be flexible:

(20) [poq g¥e$um memmaw| kv yaks Gloria.
[pud qves-im mi<m>maw] kv=xak-s Gloria
grey fluffy-mMp cat<prm> peT=desire-3ross Gloria
‘Gloria wants a fluffy grey cat.” (cf. (14)) (sf| EP.2022/10/29)

(21) [kvusem tih Kvasta] ?ot® yak.
[k¥os-im tih Kvasta] ?ot*=Xak
blue-mp big cup IsGc.poss=desire
‘I want a big blue cup.’ (cf. (15)) (vf| EP.2022/11/05)

Crucially, however, the final word of this type of complex, which acts as the head, must be a
noun. Other individual-level predicates cannot head the complex, despite semantic plausibility.
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(22) *[yaxat j\a%ssm] Daniel.
[Xaxat Xais-om| Daniel
tall strong-mp Daniel
Intended: ‘Daniel is a tall strong one.’ (sf| BW.2022/09/09; EP.2022/09/22)

(23) Context: Same as (14).

a. *[memmaw  qYoSum  poq| kv yaks Gloria.

[mi<m>maw q“o§-im  puq] kv=xak-s Gloria

cat<prm> fluffy-mp grey per=desire-3ross Gloria

Intended: ‘Gloria wants a fluffy grey cat.’ (sf| EP.2022/10/29)
b. *[poq memmaw  q“o$um| kv yaks Gloria.

[pud mi<m>maw q“o$-im] kv=Xak-s Gloria

grey cat<pim> fluffy-mp pET=desire-3poss Gloria

Intended: ‘Gloria wants a fluffy grey cat.’ (sf| EP.2022/10/29)
c. *[q¥oSum memmaw  poq] k¥ yaks Gloria.

[@Vo8-im mi<m>maw puq| kv=xXak-s Gloria

fluffy-mMp cat<prm> grey DET=desire-3poss Gloria

Intended: ‘Gloria wants a fluffy grey cat.’ (sf'| EP.2022/10/29)

(24) Context: Same as (15).
a. *[tih Kvasta kvusem] ?ot® xaX.
[tih Kvasta k“os-im] ?ot®=Xak
big cup  blue-mp 1sc.poss=desire
Intended: ‘I want a big blue mug.’ (sf| EP.2022/11/05)

b. *[kvasta tih kvusem] ?ot® yaX.
[Kvasta tih kvos-im] 2ot®=Xak
cup big blue-mp 1sG.poss=desire
Intended: ‘I want a big blue mug.’ (sf| EP.2022/11/05)

c. *[k"usem Kvasta tih] ?ot® xaX.
[k¥os-im Kvasta tih] ?ot?=Xak
blue-mp cup  big 1sc.poss=desire
Intended: ‘I want a big blue mug.’ (sf| EP.2022/11/05)

There are also no morphological or phonological differences that could account for the different
distribution of nouns and adjectives above. Many of the lexical items in the examples, both nouns
and adjectives, are monomorphemic. Adjectives with the middle suffix do not behave differently
than those that are bare. Phonologically, the nouns and adjectives are of similar weight. Since the
restriction on the head of complex nominal predicates cannot be explained in semantic, morphologi-
cal, or phonological terms, I conclude that this restriction is a syntactic restriction: complex nominal
predicates require something of the syntactic category noun as a head.

There are two other cases that seem to distinguish between nouns and non-nouns. The first is
following y"oy* ‘a long time’. The predicate of the subjunctive clause modified by y*oy* can be a
verb (25), but not a stage-level noun like tice ‘teacher’ (26a) or hegus ‘chief” (27), despite semantic
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plausibility. Note that stative verbs are grammatical (26b) in this position, so the contrast cannot be
characterized as in terms of stative vs. eventive predicates.

(25)

(26)

27

a. y¥ox“olKva 2ot k¥uk“tomas.
Xvuxv-ui=Kkva Tot=k¥o~k"t-om=as
long.time-PST=RPT COMP=PROG=Sick-MD=3SBJV
‘She’s been sick for a long time.’ (vf| EP.2019/06/29)
b. yxYoyx“*motot 2ot papemos 71 kvahoy.
X¥uX¥-mut-ut 2o¥=papi-m=as 2y k“a=huy
long.time-INT-PST coMp=work-MD=3sBJv coNJ cLD=finish
‘He worked for a long time, and now he’s retired.’ (vf| EP.2022/02/18)
Context: We're talking about a teacher who just recently retired.
a. *y“oyx"motot ?at ticehas.
Xvux“-mut-ut ?ot=tica=as
long.time-INT-PST comp=teacher=3sBiv
Intended: ‘He was a teacher for a long time.’ (st | EP.2023/02/04)
b. Kvak“a hoy Sums tic¢ehot. yroyx*motot
Kva=kva=huy  So=ms=ti¢a-h-u} XVux¥-mut-ut
RPT=CcLD=finish DET=1sG.Poss=teacher-EPEN-PST long.time-INT-PST
741 nisos.
?ot=nis=as
comp=be.here=3sB1v
‘Our teacher is retiring. He was here a long time.’ (vf| EP.2023/02/04)
Context: We're talking about someone who was chief in Tla’amin for a long time, but is not
currently chief.
*yvoyvot 701 7oms hegusos.
xvuxv-ut ?7o1=?oms=higus=as
long.time-psT comp=1pL.Poss=chief=3sB1v
Intended: ‘He was our chief for a long time.’ (sf'| EP.2023/02/04)

Note that nouns are compatible with the subjunctive in the right context, so this also is not a mor-
phological restriction.

(28)

Context: A response used in pictionary (a game where one player draws and other players
guess what is being drawn) to a wrong guess.

x*a?, x“a? dayKvos.

x“a?, xVa? dayk“=as

NEG, NEG eagle=3sBiv

‘No, it’s not a eagle.’

This then appears to be a syntactic restriction. Though the test is only applicable to stage-level
predicates, it also points to a difference between the lexical categories of noun and verb.
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5.2 Additional morphological evidence for nouns

The other means for distinguishing nouns is morphological and is pointed out in Watanabe (2003).
Nouns, but not verbs, can take the possessive -4 V- affix (where V stands for a copy vowel). This
affix derives a stative verb.?

(25) a. Zayeha? /?aya<ha>?/ ‘have a house’  (Zaye? /?aya?/ ‘house’)
b. g*asaham /q¥asa<ha>m/ ‘have a flower’ (g¥asom /q¥asam/ ‘flower’)
c. nuxvehet  /moxVi<hi>¥/ ‘have a canoe’  (nux*et  /mox¥il/  ‘canoe’)
d. *P’emahas */?7ima<ha>§/ - (?emas  /?7imas/ ‘walk’)
e. *hasahom */hasa<ha>m/ — (hasom  /hasam/  ‘sneeze’)
£ *jehel *fji<hi>h/ - (it fjok/ ‘run’)

(Watanabe 2003:73)

Preliminary investigation, as illustrated in (26) to (30), confirms Watanabe’s generalization and
indicates that adjectives also are not compatible with the -4 V- affix (28) to (29).

(26)  &sMohot.
danu-hu=¢
dog-Poss=1sG.sBJ
‘I have a dog.’ [voun] (sf'| EP.2023/02/11)

(27) Context: I see Gloria with an umbrella on a rainy day.
{eaytehen Gloria.
tayti<hi>n Gloria
umbrella<poss> Gloria
‘Gloria has an umbrella.’ [voun] (sf| EP.2023/02/11)

(28) Context: Gloria and I were each given a scarf. I got a red one and she got a blue one.
*kvusechem Gloria.
k¥aos-i<hi>m  Gloria
blue-mp<pross> Gloria
Intended: ‘Gloria has a blue one.’ [apiecTiVE] (sf| EP.2023/02/11)

(29) Context: Answering the question &e?nohohatx™? ‘Do you have a dog?’
*¢?, titoholg.
217 titu<hu>i=¢
yes small<poss>=1sG.SBJ
Intended: ‘Yes, a small one.’ [apseCcTIVE] (sf | EP.2023/06/16)

9 If lexical categories did not exist in Salish languages, the presence of such apparently category-shifting
morphology would be quite puzzling, as pointed out in Gerdts and Schneider (2023).
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(30) Context: We're talking about the strange pets some people have, and we start discussing spiders.
1 tell you that Daniel has a pet spider that jumps.
*Kvikv{echem Daniel.
Kvi<kv>{e-i<hi>m  Daniel
jump<pL>-mD<P0Oss> Daniel
Intended: ‘Daniel has a jumping one.’ [vers] (sf | EP.2023/02/11)

5.3 Relative clauses as a non-test

In St’at’imcets, evidence for a distinction between nouns and words of other lexical categories is also
found in relative clauses (e.g., Davis and Matthewson 1999; Demirdache and Matthewson 1995).
Relative clauses are embedded sentences that add additional descriptive content modifying a noun.
In the sentence [ recognize [the man [who is standing over there]], there is a relative clause who
is standing there embedded in the determiner phrase. This relative clause modifies the noun man,
providing additional information to help identify the individual being referred to. The modified noun
man is the head of the relative clause.

In St’at’imcets, relative clauses can be headed or headless (e.g., Davis 2010, 2011). If headed,
the head must be a noun (e.g., Davis 2010, 2011; Demirdache and Matthewson 1995). This rules
out examples like the following, where the relative clause is headed by a non-noun, namely a verb
or adjective.

(31) a. ats'x-en=lhkan [na=saq'w=a spzuza7]
see-tr=1sg.sbj [det=fly-exis bird]
‘I saw a flying bird.’

b. *ats'x-en=lhkan [na=sdq'w=a kwikws]
see-tr=1sg.sbj [det=fly-exis small]
‘I saw a flying small (thing).’

c. *ats'x-en=lhkan [na=kwikws=a saq'w]
see-tr=1sg.sbj [det=fly-exis  small]
‘I saw a flying small (thing).’ (Davis 2011:4)

In ?ay?ajubom, relative clauses can precede or follow the head noun (32). In both cases, the
relative is introduced by a single determiner, and attempts to include a second determiner are judged
ungrammatical.!”

(32) Context: I've been learning to sew in a sewing class. When were in town, [ see the lady who
has been teaching me and point her out.
a. ng? ta?a fo sattx™ [(*10) titiwSemstoms].
ni? ta?a fo=saltx¥  (*to)=ti~tiwS-om-st-ums
be.there bEM DET=woman (¥*DET)=PROG~teach-MD-CAUS-15G.OBJ
‘The lady that’s teaching me is over there.’ (sf| EP.2023/01/14)

10 The third person ergative suffix -as, which usually marks third person subject agreement in indicative tran-
sitive clauses, is not found on the predicate of the subject-centered relative clause titiwsemstoms ‘who is
teaching me’; this suffix is absent where there is subject extraction (Watanabe 2003:126-127).
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b. ne? ta?a {o [titiwSemstoms] (*1o)=saitx".

ni? ta?a {o=ti~tiw§-om-st-ums§ (*to)=saltxv
be.there DEM DET=PROG~teach-MD-cAUs-15G.0BJ (¥*DET=)woman
‘The lady that’s teaching me is over there.’ (sf| EP.2023/01/14)

It is possible to stack relative clauses without an overt nominal head, with one relative clause
appearing to serve as the head for the other (33b) to (35). The cases I include here all involve a tense
mismatch between the two relative clauses to rule out an alternate interpretation where these are serial
verb constructions within a single relative clause (see Montler 2008 on serial verb constructions in
Klallam and Schneider 2021, 2022 on serial verb constructions in Hul’q’umi’num”).

(33)

(34)

(35)

Context: At a gathering, you strike up a conversation with a few people and one is a lady from

Klahoose that I don 't recognize. Later, I ask you:

a. getga { saltx¥ tawa ?0k¥ to?q qveqraysx“axvot?
gat=ga {=sattxv tawa ?o=k“=to?q q“i~q“ay-sx*-ax"-ut
who=pPRT DET=woman from oBL=DET=Squirrel.Cove proG~talk-CAUS-2SG.ERG-PST
‘Who is the woman from Squirrel Cove that you were talking to?’

b. getga { tawa ?0k™ to?q qYeqraysx“ax“ot?
gat=ga {=tawa  ?o=k“=to?q qVi~qay-sx*-axv-ut
who=bpPrT DET=from oBL=DET=Squirrel.Cove PROG~-talk-CAUS-2SG.ERG-PST
‘Who is the woman from Squirrel Cove that you were talking to?” (sf| EP.2023/06/10)

Context: A weaving workshop was offered in Tla amin, and you and I attended. A few different
ladies came from different places to teach different techniques. One was _from Homalco but [
didn 't know her. I think you did recognize her, so the next day, I ask:

get ga { tawa ?2ok¥ ?0p titiwSemstumot sjesol?
gat=ga {=tawa 29=k¥=?up ti~tiws-om-st-umut sjasut
who=ppPRT F.DET=from oBL=DET=Church.House proG~teach-mp-cauUs-1PL.OBJ yesterday
‘Who is the lady from Homalco who was teaching us yesterday?’ (sf| EP.2023/06/10)

Context: I was at a weaving workshop yesterday. Today I see one of the other workshop
participants at a gathering, talking with some other ladies. I want to know who she is, so 1
ask Gail, who was also at the workshop and seemed to know her:

get ga { ng? ta?a ng?ot x¥oxvope?e¢ snanatoi?

gat=ga {=ni? ta?a ni?-ut XVu~X“upi?i¢ snanat-ut

who=ppPrRT DET=be.there DEM be.there-psT PROG~Weave evening-psT

‘Who is the lady over there who was at weaving yesterday?’ (sf| EP.2023/06/10)

The following examples show that a relative clause can also directly follow an adjective in the

absence of a head noun, as in (36b) and (37); here, the adjective appears to head the relative clause.
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(36) Context: I needed help getting something down from up high at a gathering. A young guy
helps me but I don't get a chance to get his name. After, I think to myself.
a. getée Se yaxal tumi§ degabot.
gat=¢a $o=XaXat tumi§ Cag-a0-ut
who=INFER DET=tall man help-cTR;15G.OBJ-PST
‘I wonder who the tall man who helped me is.’

b. gstée Se yaxat d&egabot.
gat=8a $o=Xaxat dag-a0-ut
who=INFER DET=tall help-cTR;15G.0BI-PST
‘I wonder who the tall one who helped me is.’

(37) Context: I'm at a bakery choosing a cookie. There are chocolate chip cookies and oatmeal
raisin cookies. A batch of each kind just came out of the oven, and they are still hot and some
have already been out for a while and cooled. I really want one thats fresh from the oven, so
1 say to the lady:
hehew ?ajeqapmot to cookies. het toKvas neg? ta?a ?ot xai
hihiw ?9j-aqap-mut  to=cookies hit to=Kvas ni? ta%a ?ot'=xak
really good-smell-INT DET=cookies cop DET=hot be.there pEmM 1sG.poss=desire
‘The cookies smell so good. I’d like one of the hot ones over there.’ (sf| EP.2022/11/05)

Unlike in St’at’imcets, then, an overt head of a relative clause does not have to be a noun,
which means that relative clauses cannot be used to distinguish between nouns and non-nouns in
?ay?ajubom. It is beyond the scope of this paper to give an analysis of the syntax of these relative
clause structures. It may be that despite appearances, these structures are headed by a noun, but this
noun is unpronounced. The analysis of St’at’imcets relative clauses found in Davis (2003, 2010),
for instance, posits a null pro NP in headless relative clauses. In addition, Hukari (1983) and Gerdts
and Hinkson (2004) observe noun elision occurring in Hul’q’umi’num’ (Island Halkomelem), and
Davis (2003, 2011) also observes this in St’at’imcets, given the right discourse context.!! Regardless
of how these structures are ultimately analyzed, however, they cannot serve as a diagnostic for the
syntactic category of noun as they do in St’at’imcets, so I leave them aside here.

5.4 Possessives as a non-test

Van Eijk and Hess (1986) for St’at’imcets and Gerdts and Schneider (2023) for Hul’q’umi’num’
discuss possessive inflection as another useful test for nounhood: nouns are inflected with possessive
affixes, whereas predicates of other categories must be nominalized before being inflected with
possessives. In ?ay?ajubom, unfortunately, this is not a clear test for nouns (as also pointed out in
Watanabe 2003:75).

?ay?ajubom has lost all prefixes, including the nominalizer prefix s-. The absence of the prefixal
nominalizer s- means that predicate nominalization is only visible via possessive morphology, as in
(38).

' The cases of noun elision discussed in the cited works all involve elision of a noun following an adjective,
however, while in (33b) to (35), there is no adjective preceding the noun. Thanks to Henry Davis, p.c., 2023,
for raising this point.
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(38) hel te?e piéu 70 yanab?os.
hit ti?i pocu ?o=Xan-ab-?u-s
cop DEM basket CLF.PRT-CTR;1SG.OBJ-PST-3POSS
‘She gave me this basket.’ (vf| EP.2021/10/02)

Unlike in Hul’q’umi’num’, then, non-nouns cannot be identified by their need to be nominalized
prior to combining with possessives.'?

Davis (1999, 2000) points out that while possessive affixes on nouns and nominalized predicates
may be indistinguishable, possessives marking subjects in nominalized clauses in a number of Salish
languages can be distinguished because they are clitics, not affixes (likely reflecting the proto-Salish
system). Clitics and affixes are distinguished by position: affixes are fixed to a particular head,
while clitics attach to the initial word of the clause or phrase, which may be an auxiliary or modifier
preceding the head.

The following two examples illustrate this contrast for ?ay?ajufom. In (39), the third person
possessive is a clitic marking the subject of a nominalized clause: it attaches to the auxiliary qW‘oi
‘come’ rather than the main predicate sewt ‘get home’. In contrast, in (40), the third person posses-
sive marks possession on a noun and is a suffix: it attaches to the head noun Paye? ‘house’, rather
than the preceding modifier yaws ‘new’.

(39) yepate sqwois hewtot.
yay-at=¢ s=qwsi=s hiwt-ut
remember-CTR\STAT=15G.SBJ NMLzZ=come=3poss get.home-psT
‘I remember when s/he got home.’ (vf| EP.2021/03/14)

(40) somk»i tayq?eyt k" yxaws ?aye?s
som=k"i tayq-?iyt k¥=Xaws ?aya?-s
FUT=CLD MOVe-PRF DET=new house-3Poss
‘She will have moved into her new house by now.’ (vf | EP.2022/05/06)

However, in ?ay?ajubom, even this contrast is partially neutralized, found only with the third
person possessive markers and the second person plural possessive marker. First person singular
and first and second person plural possessive markers are proclitics in nominal as well as clausal
environments.'> This is illustrated in (41), where the second-person singular possessive marker
procliticizes along with the determiner to an adjective preceding the noun rather than affixing to the
noun directly.

12 Similarly, nominalized clauses are marked with the proclitic nominalizer s=, but this is often elided leaving
the possessive clitics as the only morphological means for identifying a nominalized clause as well. The
proclitic nominalizer is actually obligatorily absent where the subject is expressed by a possessive proclitic
(Watanabe 2003:109-110).

13 Except when marking subjects of nominalized predicates in headless oblique-object centered relative
clauses. They are clitics in all other nominal and nominalized environments, including when marking the
subject of nominalized predicates in headed oblique-object centered relative clauses (Watanabe 2003:138).
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(41) Context: I don't have enough cups for a gathering and [ want my brother to bring some. He
has several sets, and I think his blue ones would look nice and festive. I tell him:
gotex™ Set® Kviskvasta. q“olsta?amcéx™ ga
got<i>x" So=t®=K¥os~Kvasta q“ol-st-a?am=¢x“=ga
run.out<STAT> DET=1SG.POSS=PL~CUp COME-CAUS-ACT.INTR=2SG.SBJ=DPRT
25 §e0 k¥usem K“iskvasta.
20=80=0=k"os-im Kvos~Kvasta
OBL=DET=2SG.POss=blue-MD PL~cup
‘I don’t have enough cups. Please bring your blue cups.’ (vf| EP.2023/02/11)

The possessive morphology found marking possession on nouns and subjects of nominalized clauses
is therefore frequently indistinguishable.

Out of all this complexity, one possible morphological diagnostic remains, but requires caution.
Predicate nominalization is fairly restricted in ?ay?ajubom, documented only in oblique-object cen-
tered relative clauses (Watanabe 2003:135-140). If a third person possessive or second person plural
possessive is attaching as an affix rather than a clitic, it is therefore likely marking possession on a
noun rather than marking the subject of a nominalized clause. However, care must be taken to rule
out an alternate analysis in terms of predicate nominalization.

Watanabe (2003:76) also points out that the interpretation of possessives differ semantically with
nouns and verbs. With nouns, possessives are interpreted as possessors, whereas a possessive asso-
ciated with a verb is interpreted as a participant in the eventuality described by the verb. Therefore,
though possessives provide at best only subtle morphological evidence for distinguishing between
nouns and verbs, the shift in semantic interpretation is another possible cue to lexical category.

5.5 Summary

In this section, I argued that a lexical category of noun must be distinguished in ?ay?ajufom. I pre-
sented syntactic evidence from complex nominal predicates and morphological evidence involving
the possessive -4 V- affix for this claim. I then discussed certain tests for nounhood used in other
Salish languages that do not work well for ?ay?ajufom, in order to illustrate where there is variation
between languages in the evidence available for this category.

6 Adjectives

In this section, I turn to distinguishing adjectives from nouns and verbs. I first present syntactic
evidence that adjectives are a distinct lexical category (Section 6.1) and then provide additional
morphological evidence (Section 6.2). The result is a three-way distinction between nouns, verbs,
and adjectives.

6.1 Syntactic evidence for adjectives

Davis (2011) provides evidence for a distinction between verbs and adjectives in St’at’imcets based
on word order. While verbal predicates can be nominal modifiers in pre- or post-nominal relative
clauses, adjectives must precede the noun they modify. The same pattern holds in ?ay?ajufom.

As noted in Section 5.3, relative clauses can be precede or follow a head noun in ?ay?ajufom,
as in (42).
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(42) Context: I need help with something during a gathering. There's one guy just sitting and few

others busy with various tasks.

a. gaystt®om to [ne? ta?a k“anag| tums.
gay-at=t®=om to=ni? ta?a kvana¢  tumi$
ask-cTR=1sG.SBJ=FUT DET=be.there DEM Sit<STAT> man

b. gayett®om to tumi§  [ne? ta?a k“anag).
gay-at=t®=om to=tumi§ ni? ta?a kvanac
ask-cTR=1sG.SBJI=FUT DET=man be.there DEM sit<STAT>
‘I’1l ask the man who is sitting there.’

(vf| EP.2022/09/16)

In contrast to relative clause modifiers, adjectives must precede the noun they modify, as illustrated

in (43) to (45).

(43) Context: I need help moving something that’s on a high shelf. There’s a tall guy stand-

ing nearby with a few others.

a. gayett®om to yaxat tumis.
gay-at=t®=om to=XxaXa¥ tumis
ask-cTtr=1sG.sBJj=FuT DET=tall man
‘I’m going to ask the tall man.’

b. *gaystt®om to tumiS  xayat.
gay-at=t®=om to=tumi§ XaXat
ask-cTr=1sG.sBJ=FUT DET=man tall
Intended: ‘I’m going to ask the tall man.’

(sf| EP.2022/09/16)

(44) Context: I bought a new table second hand, and I'm really happy with it. I tell you:

a. C¢kvi yoq?om?it ?5 Se ?2imot Bewbeton
¢=kvi yog-?om-?ayt ?79=80=7¢j-mut Biwbiton
1sG.SBJ=CLD bUy-ACT.INTR-PRF OBL=DET=good-INT table

79 S muk¥umawtx¥.
70=8o=mokvomawtx"
oBL=DET=second.hand.store

‘I bought a really nice table at the secondhand store.’

b. *¢kvi yoq?om?it 75 8¢ BewBeton  ?imot
¢=k"i yoq-7om-?oyt ?0=80=0iw0iton ?oj-mut
1sG.sBJ=CLD buy-ACT.INTR-PRF OBL=DET=table good-INT

79 Se muk*umawtx¥.
?o=8o=mokVomawtx™
oBL=DET=second.hand.store
Intended: ‘I bought a really nice table at the secondhand store.’

(vi/sf| EP.2022/11/05)

(45) Context: We're approaching my house, and I see someone has stuck a paper to one of my

windows. I say to you:
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a. Kvunetacx™ to pipa?  ne? pe?est to tihmot

K¥on-i-t=a=¢x" to=pipa  ni? pi?i-?-it to=tih-mut
See-STAT-CTR=Q=2SG.SBJ DET=paper be.there stuck-EPEN-STAT DET=big-INT
momKeyuston.
momKayuston
window

‘Do you see the paper? It is stuck on the big window.’

b. *K“ungta¢x¥ to pipa?  ng? pe?eet to momKeyuston
KVon-i-t=a=¢x" to=pipa  ni? pi?i-2-it to=momkKayuston
See-STAT-CTR=Q=2SG.SBJ DET=paper be.there stuck-EPEN-STAT DET=window

tihmot.
tih-mut
big-INT

Intended: ‘Do you see the paper? It is stuck on the big window.”  (sf | BW.2022/08/30)

The distinction cannot be reduced to a difference between eventive and stative predicates, since
the relative clause in (42) involves only stative predicates, yet is not restricted to occurring pre-
nominally. The contrast also cannot be reduced to a difference between individual-level and stage-
level predicates, since stage-level adjectives also cannot follow the noun they modify.

(46) Context: We're leaving some dough on the counter to rise and my husband goes to grab one
of the hand towels hanging in the kitchen to cover it with. I tell him:
a. hesx¥ ?a?yts {fuk¥amamen 200 pon?ost.
hi[#]-sx¥ ?a?yes {®ok“-am-amin ?00=pon-?us-t
cop-caus clean wipe-dish-INs 2sG.poss=cover-face-cTrR

b. *hesx¥ feukvamamen ?a?yis 200 pon?ost.
hi[#]-sx* t%k“-am-amin ?a?yas ?00=pon-?us-t
cop-caus wipe-dish-iNs clean  2sG.poss=cover-face-cTrR
Intended: ‘Use a clean towel to cover it.’ (sf| EP.2022/12/09)

Davis (2011) is also careful to show that the pattern cannot be explained by a preference for
lighter material to precede the head noun and heavier material to follow it. While relative clauses
tend to be heavier than adjectives, the same pattern holds even with prosodically heavier adjectives
and lighter relative clauses. For instance, in (47), a monosyllabic relative clause is permissible both
preceding and following the head noun (and was volunteered following it).

(47) Context: I notice one guy is sleeping during a meeting. I whisper to you:
a. getéega tita  Kidt tums?
gat=Ca=ga toyta k<i>&t tumis
WhO=INFER=DPRT DEM sleep<sTAT> man
‘Who is that man that’s sleeping?’

b. getéega tita  tumi§ Xidt?
gat=8a=ga toyta tumis k<i>ét
WhO=INFER=DPRT DEM man sleep<sTaT>
‘Who is that man that’s sleeping?’ (vi/sf| EP.2022/11/05)
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In contrast, bisyllabic adjectives cannot follow the noun they modify, as shown in (43) to (46) above,
and even phrasal adjectives are barred from appearing post-nominally, as in (48) and (49).

(48) Context: The last few times I made soup, my pot wasn t big enough, and I ended up dividing
it into several pots. I tell Felipe:
a. hot®om yoq?om [?5][k K¥chet tih honkAala].
hu=t®=om yog-2om [?o=][k*=K¥ih-it tih honkAala]
g0=15G.SBJ=FUT buy-ACT.INTR [OBL=|DET=increase-sTAT big pot
‘I’m going to go buy a bigger pot.’

b. *hot®om yoq?om [?o][k¥ honkAala  K“ehet tih].
hu=t’=om yog-7om [?o=][k¥=honkAala Kvih-it tih]
g0=1S8G.SBJ=FUT bUy-ACT.INTR [OBL=]|DET=pot increase-sTAT big
Intended: ‘I’m going to go buy a bigger pot.’ (vt/st'| EP.2023/01/28)

(49) Context: My friend Gloria is going to get one of a litter of kittens. There are some really fluffy
grey ones, some medium haired grey ones, some fluffy black ones, and some short-haired grey
ones. There is one grey one fluffier than all the rest that she wants.

a. hel [Schehew qYuSummot memmaw]  Su?otom [?9=]Gloria.
hit [$o=hihiw q%o§-om-mut m<im>maw] Su?-ut-om [?o=]Gloria
cop peET=really fluffy-mp-INT cat<pim> choose-cTr-Pass [oBL=]Gloria

‘Gloria chose the really fluffy grey kitten.’

b. *het [§¢ memmaw  hshew gq*uSummot] Su?otom [?o=]Gloria.
hi{ $o=m<im>maw hihiw q%o$-om-mut] Su?-ut-om [?9=]Gloria
cop DET=cat<pim> really fluffy-Mp-INT choose-cTrR-Pass [oBL=]Gloria
Intended: ‘Gloria chose the really fluffy grey kitten.’ (sf| EP.2023/01/28)

Another type of evidence for distinguishing verbs and adjectives comes from complex nominal
predicates. In the previous section, I showed that nouns and both stage-level and individual-level
adjectives can precede the head noun. Verbs cannot precede the head noun as a modifier in a complex
nominal predicate.

(50) Context: My cousin is taking part in a performance, as one of the singers. There are other
performers dancing. As the performance starts, I am looking for him, but haven t found him
yet. I tell you:

*[wuwuwom  tum§] Set® ?ayis.
[Wu~wuw-om tumiS] $o=t®=?ayis
PROG~-SINg-MD man  DET=1sG.POSs=cousin
Intended: ‘My cousin is one of the men singing.’ (st | EP.2023/02/04)

(51) Context: Remarking on someone’s dog, which keeps barking nearby:
*[paye? guguhom &eMo] tita.
[paya? gu~guh-um  danu] toyta
always proGg~bark-mp dog  DEM
Intended: ‘That’s a really yappy dog.’ (st | EP.2023/02/04)
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(52) Context: I'm showing an old picture to Daniel and Gloria. There are a few men smoking in
it, and I remember Freddie told me that one of them is a former chief (but I don't remember
which one).

*[§adeyin?em tumt§] to hegusot.
[§oé-ayin-2<i>m tumi$] to=higus-ut
bite-end-ACT.INTR<STAT> man  DET=chief-psT
Intended: ‘The former chief is a man that’s smoking.’ (sf| EP.2023/02/04)

We’ve seen already in Section 5.1 that adjectives, even if they are individual-level adjectives,
cannot head complex nominal predicates. The class of adjectives can therefore be distinguished from
both nouns and verbs by their behaviour in complex nominal predicates. At this point, we therefore
have syntactic evidence for a three-way distinction between nouns, verbs, and adjectives.

6.2 Additional morphological evidence for adjectives

Having established that there are distributional differences between nouns, verbs, and adjectives, it
is worth pointing out that these categories can also be distinguished on the basis of morphology. A
set of adjectives can take ~VC reduplication (reported in Kroeber 1988 as a set of stative predicates).
This reduplication derives a change-of-state eventive predicate, a verb.

(53) pas  /pas/  ‘numb’ pasas  /pasas/ ‘get numb’
Gipy Jéopx/ “‘getdirty’ cipapy /8opopk/ “‘get dirty’
tih /tih/ ‘big’ tihih /tihih/ ‘get big’ (Kroeber 1988:143)

Predicates of other categories do not appear to be able to take this reduplication. It is ungrammat-
ical applied to the following nouns, for instance, even though the meaning is plausible (and available
for the plain nouns which seem to instead be zero-derived eventive predicates in this case):

(54) a. kv q‘”oi saitxv.
kWi=qW91 sattx
CLD=come woman
‘She is becoming a woman.’

b. *kvi qui sal<ai>txv.
kwi=qwai sai<ai>txv
CLD=come woman<cos>
Intended: ‘She is becoming a woman.’ (sf| EP.2023/01/28)

(55) Context: We are observing a young man who s just starting to be a teenager.
a. ti qwoi tumts.
ti=qwsi tumis
CLD=come man
‘He is becoming a man.’ (vf| EP.2023/01/28)
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b. *ti qwoi tumomis
ti qwei tum<um>i§
CLD come man<cos>
Intended: ‘He is becoming a man.’ (sf| EP.2023/02/04)

It is also ungrammatical on verbs, though this is probably to be expected given that it is not clear
what it would contribute semantically when applied to something already eventive.

(56) Context: I see the berries are ripe on a bush.
a. tiqvol ey,
ti=qrol  &ox
cLD=come get.ripe
‘They’ve gotten ripe.’

b. *ti qvol Eeyoy.
ti=qvol  &ox~ox
CcLD=come get.ripe~cos
Intended: ‘They’ve gotten ripe.’ (sf| EP.2023/02/24)

(57) Context: A cup came out of the dishwater broken. When I see it, I say:

a. yup tot® Kvasta.
yop to=t®=Kvasta
get.broken DET=1sG.Poss=cup
‘My cup broke.’
b. *yipop tot® Kvasta.
yop~ap to=t®=Kvasta
get.broken~cos DET=1sG.Poss=cup
Intended: ‘My cup broke.’ (st | EP.2023/02/04)

As predicted given this change in category, a derived change-of-state verb can appear following
a head noun in a post-nominal relative clause, as in (58).

(58) Context: The rabbits in Edmonton turn white in the winter. I see one that is white earlier than
expected. I tell Felipe:
Kvunux*oi¢ Setukle  [kvi paqaq].
K¥on-oxv-ul=¢ So=tukli  [k“i=paq~aq]
see-NCTR-PST=15G.SBJ DET=rabbit cLp=white~cos
‘I saw a rabbit that had already turned white.’ (sf'| EP.2023/06/10)

6.3 Summary

In this section, [ have argued that adjectives can be distinguished from verbs based on word order:
an adjective must precede a noun it modifies, whereas a verb can appear in a pre-nominal or post-
nominal relative clause. In addition, adjectives, but not verbs, can precede a head noun in a complex
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nominal predicate. Adjectives can also be distinguished from nouns, since only nouns can head com-
plex nominal predicates, as discussed in Section 5.1. At this point, then, there is syntactic evidence
for a three-way contrast between nouns, verbs, and adjectives. Adjectives are also distinguished
morphologically from nouns and verbs by their ability to take change-of-state reduplication.

7 Applying the tests to ‘borderline’ cases

Now that I have established tests for lexical category, it is possible to examine some of the words
that are difficult to categorize. For instance, the resultative stative — variably realized as a suffix
-it, an infix -i-, or pitch accent () — derives a stative predicate from an eventive one. The question
is whether this is accompanied by a syntactic change of category from a verb to an adjective.

The results so far are mixed: sometimes statives are acceptable preceding and following the
noun they modify and sometimes they are only accepted preceding it. It seems that statives derived
from change-of-state roots behave as adjectives. They must precede a noun they modify:

(59) Context: I'm looking for a little container for my seedling. Irealize I can put a broken cup that
I’'m fond of to use.
a. hel] som Se yepet Kvasta ?o yedasen.
hit=som $o=yop-it Kvasta ?0=yod-as-an
COP=FUT DET=break-STAT cup  CLF.PRT=USE-TR-1SG.ERG
‘I’11 use the broken cup.’

b. *hel] som §g Kvasta yepst 25 yedasen.
hi{=som §o=K“asta yop-it 29=yog-as-an
COP=FUT DET=cUp break-STAT CLF.PRT=use-TR-1SG.ERG
Intended: ‘I’ll use the broken cup.’ (vi/sf| EP.2023/01/28)
(60) Context: Instructions in a recipe.
a. miyq“atcx® to jexvet pato.
miyqv-at=¢x" to=jaxv-it pato
MIiX-CTR=2SG.SBJ DET=melt-sTAT butter
‘Mix in the melted butter.’
b. *miyqvatcx¥ to poto jexmet.

miyq¥-at=¢x" to=poto  jaxv-it
MixX-CTR=2SG.SBJ DET=butter melt-sSTAT

Intended: ‘Mix in the melted butter.’ (sf| EP.2023/05/19)
(61) Context: Some kids are explaining the game they are playing.
a. t%fPey?omst ?70k” ponét tala.
tei~teiy-2om=5t ?o=k"=pon-it tala

PROG~s€arch-ACT.INTR=1PL.SBJ OBL=DET=DbUry-STAT money
‘We’re searching for buried treasure.’

b. *t%ftey?omst 20k tala ponét.
tei~teiy-2om=5t ?79=kv=tala pon-it
PROG~S€arch-ACT.INTR=1PL.SBJ OBL=DET=MONEy bury-sTAT
Intended: ‘We’re searching for buried treasure.’ (sf| EP.2023/05/19)
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Preliminary evidence also suggests that stative predicates built from change-of-state verbs can serve
as modifiers in complex nominal predicates, as expected if they are adjectives. This is shown in
(62F).14

(62) Context: Felipe and I are walking on the beach, and I see something odd-looking up ahead.
Me: tam &g tita?
tam=¢a toyta
what=INFER DEM
‘What is that?’

F: {anét pamayiton.
tan-it pamayiton
get.beached-sTaT buoy
‘It’s a beached buoy.’ (st | EP.2023/05/25)

In contrast, a stative derived from an atelic eventive predicate behaves syntactically like a verb;
these can both precede and follow a noun they modify.

(63) Context: There is a picture with a lot of people, both men and women. One of the men
is smoking. I ask you:
a. getga to tumis  dadeyin?em?
gat=ga  to=tumi$ {oé-ayin-?<i>m
who=DPRT DET=man bite-end.of-ACT.INTR<STAT>
‘Who is the man with a cigarette hanging out of his mouth?’

b. getga to aéeyin?em tumt§?
gat=ga  to=§od-ayin-7<i>m tumis
who=pPRT DET=Dbite-end.of-ACT.INTR<STAT> man
‘Who is the man with a cigarette hanging out of his mouth?’ (sf| EP.2023/01/14)

In addition, preliminary evidence indicates that statives built on atelic eventive predicates cannot be
modifiers in complex nominal predicates, as shown in (64) (repeated from (52) above).

(64) Context: I'm showing an old picture to Daniel and Gloria. There are a few men smoking in
it, and I remember Freddie told me that one of them is a former chief (but I don t remember
which one).

*[dadeyin?em tum$] to hegusot.
[Goé-ayin-2<i>m tumis] to=higus-ut
bite-end-ACT.INTR<STAT> man  DET=chief-psT
Intended: ‘The former chief is a man that’s smoking.’ (st | EP.2023/02/04)

The stative morpheme therefore poses an interesting puzzle: in some cases it triggers a syntactic
category change and in some cases it does not.

14 My consultant said that tanét wasn’t needed in (62F) since it would be redundant in the context, but it would
be possible to answer like this.
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Words with characteristic CoC reduplication are also difficult to categorize. Predicates like gaf?
‘tease’ are reduplicated as gaf%gaf?, and then variably translated as a noun: ‘a tease’, a verb: ‘always
teasing’, or described as characterizing a person, which suggests a category of adjective. The tests
developed here show that gaf%gaf® patterns as a verb, since it is able to precede and follow a noun it
modifies.

(65) Context: There’s a group of people visiting and there's one guy who's a real tease, always
making everyone laugh. I ask you:

a. gstga ti?ta gotégot® tumis?
gat=ga toyta gof®~got® tumis
who=DPRT DEM tease man

‘Who is that man who is a tease?

b. getga ti?%ta tumid gotegot®?
gat=ga toyta tumis got®~gote
who=DPRT DEM man tease
‘Who is that man who is a tease? (sf| EP.2022/09/16)

More testing of predicates with characteristic reduplication is required, including checking if predi-
cates of this type can serve as the modifier in complex nominal predicates.

Words with the indefinite object suffix -anaq are also often translated as if they were nouns: e.g.,
titiwSemstanaq as ‘one who teaches’ and ceceganag as ‘one who is always helping’, but pattern
with eventive predicates in taking progressive reduplication. The tests developed here show them
to be verbs. Neither titiwSemstanaq nor ¢eceganaq can appear as the head of a complex nominal
predicate, as shown in (66a) and (67a). The root c¢ag- ‘to help’ instead appears in a derived noun
Cewtan ‘helper’ in order to appear in the complex nominal predicate in (66b) and the borrowed
noun tice ‘teacher’ is used in (67b). Alternately, titiwsemstanaq can be modified instead by cigat
‘skilled” (67c), which appears to be restricted to modifying eventive predicates.

(66) a. *[hehew ?imot dedeganaq] Gail.
[hihiw ?2oy-mut &a~d&ag-anaq] Gail
really good-INT PrROG~help-INDEF.0B) Gail
Intended: ‘Gail is a really good helper.’

b. [hehew ?imot  &swton] Gail.
[hihiw ?oy-mut d&aw-ton] Gail
really good-iNT help-ins Gail

‘Gail is a really good helper.’ (sf/vf| EP.2022/09/09)
(67) a. *[hehew ?imot  titiwSemstanaq] Daniel.
[hihiw ?oy-mut ti~tiws-om-st-anaq] Daniel

really good-INT PROG~learn-MD-CAUS-INDEF.0BJ Daniel
Intended: ‘Daniel is a really good teacher.’

b. [hehew ?imot tice]  Daniel.
[hihiw ?oy-mut ti¢a]  Daniel
really good-iNT teacher Daniel
‘Daniel is a really good teacher.’ (sf'| EP.2023/06/16)
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c. hehew cCigat ?0kv titiwSemstanaq Daniel.

hihiw Cogat ?o=k"=ti~tiw§-om-st-anaq Daniel
really skilled-INT OBL=DET=PROG~learn-MDp-CAUS-INDEF.0BJ Daniel
‘Daniel is a really skilled teacher.’ (vf| EP.2023/06/16)

8 Conclusion

In this paper, I have argued for distinct categories of nouns, verbs, and adjectives in ?ay?ajubom,
drawing especially on previous work on St’at’imcets for syntactic tests (Demirdache and Matthew-
son 1995; Davis and Matthewson 1999; Davis 2011) and Watanabe (2003) for morphological evi-
dence. I showed that complex nominal predicates can only be headed by nouns, while only nouns or
adjectives can appear as a modifier preceding the head noun. I showed that adjectives must precede
a noun they modify, while verbal modifiers in relative clauses may precede or follow the noun they
modify. In addition to this syntactic evidence, I presented morphological evidence for lexical cat-
egories, drawing on observations in Watanabe (2003). I showed that the possessive -4 V- affix only
applies to nouns, deriving a stative verb, while change-of-state ~VC reduplication applies only to
adjectives, deriving an eventive verb.

The existence of distinct lexical categories of noun, verb, and adjective has implications for the
?ay?ajubom dictionary in progress: category labels can be productively included. Going forward,
the tests presented in this paper can be applied where the lexical category of an item is in question,
as for the items discussed in the preceding section of this paper.

Including lexical category information in the dictionary will help learners anticipate where the
words may appear in a sentence. When providing these categories, however, it is important that
learners do not assume that nouns, adjectives, and verbs pattern in ?ay?ajufom as they do in En-
glish. In particular, it is important that predicate-argument flexibility is highlighted, perhaps in the
introduction to the dictionary, so learners recognize that words of any lexical category may function
as the main predicate or combine with a determiner to function as an argument (forming a relative
clause in the case of a verb). Example sentences in the dictionary could also include cases where
nouns and adjectives are used predicatively and where verbs appear in relative clauses to help illus-
trate the range of uses that are possible for words of each category.

More broadly, the findings of this investigation contribute to establishing that distinct lexical
categories exist across the Salish language family. Evidence for lexical categories has now been
amassed for St’at’imcets (e.g., Van Eijk and Hess 1986; Demirdache and Matthewson 1995; Davis
and Matthewson 1999; Davis 2011), Lushootseed (Van Eijk and Hess 1986), Hul’q’umi’num’ (e.g,
Gerdts and Schneider 2023), Klallam and Northern Straits (Montler 2003), and Nsyilxcon (Lyon
2013), as well as ?ay?ajubom, all of which exhibit the predicate-argument flexibility and non-
selective morphology that originally prompted the claims that these categories do not exist in Salish
languages. However, I have also shown that there is variation in the restrictions placed on words
of these categories, which means that the same tests cannot always be applied. Hopefully, further
cross-Salish investigation will establish which tests provide consistent results across languages, as
well as uncovering a wider range of possible tests.
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