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1 Introduction

In a number of Salish languages, the same morpheme that is used to indi-
cate the past on verbs also occurs on nouns (e.g., Burton 1997, Wiltschko
2003, Matthewson 2005). On nouns, the past marker typically indicates
that the referent of the DP is dead or destroyed, and for possessed nouns,
the past marker can indicate that the possession relation no longer holds.
The past marker on nouns is therefore frequently translated into English
using adjectives like ‘late’, ‘former’, or ‘ex-’.

Prior analyses differ in whether they treat the past marker as actu-
ally marking nominal tense. Burton (1997) proposes that the past marker
on nouns in Halkomelem encodes past tense on nouns, while Wiltschko
(2003) argues that it realizes an interpretable tense feature on D. In con-
trast, Matthewson (2005) argues that the ‘past tense’ morphemes found on
nouns in St’at’imcets and Halkomelem are really temporal modifiers that

* 1 am deeply grateful to all the speakers who have shared their language and
insights with me over the years, especially Elsie Paul, Phyllis Dominic, Fred-
die Louie, Betty Wilson, and late Joanne Francis, whom I consulted at different
points on this topic. Without their resilience and dedication to keeping their lan-
guage alive, this work would not be possible. I am also grateful to the audience
at ICSNL 54 for helpful discussion of a much earlier version of part of this work.
Finally, I would like to acknowledge the Jacobs Research Funds, a SSHRC In-
sight grant #435-2016-1694 awarded to Henry Davis, and start up funds from
the University of Alberta that have made this research possible.

This paper is dedicated to Hotze Rullmann, who has been an important mentor
throughout my development as a semanticist. Though Hotze was not officially
on my committee during my time as a graduate student at UBC, he has always
been very generous with feedback on presentations, abstracts, and papers, and
his feedback has never failed to be important, both for his attention to detail
and his precision of thought. I have also learnt a lot from him through partic-
ipating in several research groups with him, collaborating with him on several
occasions, and being his teaching assistant for an upper-level undergraduate se-
mantics class. Thank you, Hotze, and wishing you a very happy birthday!
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optionally attach to nouns and verbs. Under this analysis, tense is not part
of the functional architecture of DPs in St’at’imcets and Halkomelem.

A similar debate exists for past markers in Guarani languages.
Thomas (2012, 2014) argues that a past marker that occurs on nouns in
Mbya is a nominal tense, while Tonhauser (2006, 2007) argues that its
cognate in Paraguayan Guarani is a predicate modifier that is not a true
nominal tense.

In this paper, I examine the cross-category use of the past marker
in another Salish language, ?ay?ajufom (a.k.a. Comox-Sliammon; ISO:
coo). I argue that the past marker -of in ?ay?ajufam does not occupy T
in either clausal or nominal contexts, presenting novel data that shows
that -of does not have a fixed syntactic position and can apply to different
constituents. I therefore argue that in both clausal and nominal environ-
ments, -of acts as a temporal modifier and provide a preliminary seman-
tics where it combines with a predicate to add a presupposition restricting
the reference time for the predicate to the past.

My analysis of -of therefore supports Matthewson’s (2005) position
that the past markers in Halkomelem and St’at’imcets are temporal modi-
fiers rather than tense. Crucially, following Matthewson’s argumentation
for these other languages, since -of is not a morphological realization of T
in ?ay?ajufom, its presence on nouns cannot be used to argue for a tense
projection in nominal environments or a tense feature on D.

This paper is organized as follows: In Section 2, I provide language
background, and in Section 3, I provide theoretical background. In Sec-
tion 4, I briefly discuss ?ay?ajufom tense and the temporal interpretation
of DPs. In Section 5, I discuss the interpretation of -of on verbs, nouns,
and adjectives. In Section 6, I present arguments that -of is not a past
tense but rather a temporal modifier. In Section 7, I provide a prelimi-
nary analysis of -of.

2 Language background

?ay?ajubom is a Central Salish language, the ancestral language of the
Tla’amin, Homalco, Klahoose, and K’6moks Nations,! whose traditional
territory lies along the northern Georgia Strait. Due to the impacts of colo-
nialism, especially the residential school system (TRC 2015), only 3% of
the traditionally ?ay?ajufam-speaking population are now first-language
speakers, while 10% are second-language learners (FPCC 2022). There

! Pentlatch and Kwak’wala are also ancestral languages of the K’6moks Nation.

198



THE ?AY?AJUOOM PAST MARKER

is currently an active and determined push for reclamation of language
and culture among the four nations.

I consulted with five Elders from Tla’amin, Klahoose, and Homalco
at different points during the background research for this paper but have
worked especially closely with one speaker from Tla’amin in the later
stages of this research.

3 Theoretical background

I follow much previous literature (Klein 1994, et seq.) in assuming that
tense provides the evaluation time for a proposition, known as the ref-
erence time (RT). Tense relates this RT to a temporal anchor. In matrix
clauses, the temporal anchor is typically the utterance time (UT). If the
tense is present, the RT for the proposition is the same as the temporal
anchor, while if the tense is past, the RT for the proposition precedes the
temporal anchor.

(1) a. The sky isblue. (RT =UT)
b. The sky was blue. (RT < UT)

Eng (1981, 1986) points out that the temporal interpretation of DPs
is at least partly independent of the temporal interpretation of the clause
they appear in. A classic example is given in (2):

(2) Every fugitive is now in jail. (Eng 1986:409)

Although the sentence has present tense, the sentence is not about individ-
uals who are fugitives now (or it would be contradictory), but rather about
individuals who were fugitives before but are now in jail. To capture this,
Eng proposes that each noun must have its own temporal argument or NP
evaluation time. However, the temporal argument of a noun need not be
syntactically represented as a nominal tense but may be rather supplied
by the context (Eng 1986:422).

The question that this paper aims to address is whether the presence
of the past marker on nouns in ?ay?ajufom should be taken as evidence
that 2ay?ajuom nouns contain tense in their syntax.?

2 Burton’s (1997) analysis of the past marker on nouns in Halkomelem as the
morphological realization of nominal tense seems to imply a tense projection,
although he does not explicitly claim a T projection in nominal environments.

199



Huusmans

4 ?ay?lajuBom tense

Following Matthewson (2006) for St’at’imcets, I analyze ?ay?ajufom as
having a null nonfuture tense (see Huijsmans 2022). Unmarked predi-
cates may be interpreted as holding of a past or present time, as illustrated
in (3), depending on the context (and subject to aspectual restrictions that
will not concern us here; see Huijsmans 2022:30-34 for discussion).?

(3) a. Context: Talking about a cat in the room.

kvot gi Patlik. ?&?eiton.

kvo[n]-t=gi  Patlik. ?i~?iltan.

see-CcTR=DPRT Patrick proGg~eat

‘Look at Patrick. He’s eating.” [PrRESENT] (vf|JF.2018/05/01)

b. t,:ﬂaiexwtes ta cars sk“ijol ?1
foa~X"-t-as to=car-s skvijul 2y
PROG~Wash-CTR-3ERG DET=car-3poss this.morning conJ

hewtom  sé&ul?0s.
hiwt-om  s=Gol-2u+s
ahead-MD NMLZz=rain-pST-3POSS
‘He was washing his car this morning before it rained. [pPasT]
(vf| PD.2019/04/10)

The future is obligatorily marked with the future clitic som (Huijs-
mans and Mellesmoen 2021, Huijsmans 2022:28). In (4), for example,
it is not possible to interpret the cooking event in the future of the UT
without the future clitic.

3 The abbreviations used in this paper follow Leipzig glossing conventions
with some additions: ACT.INTR ‘active intransitive’, cLD ‘clausal demonstrative’,
CLE.PRT ‘clefting particle’, cTr ‘control transitivizer’, pprt ‘discourse particle’,
EPEN ‘epenthetic segment’, INFER ‘inferential’, INT ‘intensifier’, mp ‘middle’,
NCTR ‘non-control transitivizer’, RPT ‘reportative’, SBRD ‘subordinate’. The top
line of each examples is an orthographic representation, and the second line is a
roughly phonemic representation using NAPA. ‘vf” stands for volunteered form,
a form provided by the speaker, while ‘sf” stands for suggested form, a form sug-
gested to the speaker by the researcher.
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(4) Context: I'm making a plan for dinner since someone gave me a
fish.
a. #éexaté to jenx¥ snanat.
Gox-at=C¢ to=janx¥ s=nanat
cook-cTR=15G.sBJ DET=fish NMLZ=evening
‘I’1l cook the fish tonight.’

b. éexatteem to jenx¥ snanat.
ox-at=t"+om to=janx" s=nanat
CcO0OK-CTR=1SG.SBJ+FUT DET=fish NMLz=evening
‘I’1l cook the fish tonight.’
(Huijsmans and Mellesmoen 2021:106)

Formally, I analyze the null non-future tense as in (5) (Huijsmans
2022:28, originally from Matthewson 2006:680 for St’at’imcets). It is a
pronominal tense, bearing an index ¢ interpreted by the assignment func-
tion g. It is restricted to non-future times by a presupposition that no part
of the RT interval ¢(i) follows the UT .

(5) [ NON-FUT; ]|#¢ = ¢(i); defined only if no part of ¢(:) is after ¢y

As in English, the temporal interpretation of DPs in ?ay?ajubom is at
least partly independent of the temporal interpretation of the clause as a
whole. For instance, in (6), the RT for the clause is a past time when the
speaker’s father was a child. However, the referent of the DP was not yet
a father at that past reference time. The evaluation time for // man ‘my
father’ is rather the present.

(6) Context: I'm telling you about one of the neat things my dad did as

a boy.
hiy?a?mol tY man k¥ nonx%i?om
hay-?om-ul t’=man k*=nanx“i?om
make-ACT.INTR-PST 1sG.poss=father DpET=small.boat
s¢uyos.
s=Cuy-?2u+s

NmLz=child-psT+3Poss
‘My dad made a little boat when he was a kid.’
(sf| BW.2023/08/03)
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5 Cross-category use of the 2ay?ajuBom past marker

There is an optional past suffix -of, which is the focus of this paper. It
occurs on verbs, nouns, and adjectives, as shown in (7) (see Watanabe
2003:483-484 for a brief discussion of the use of -of on nouns and verbs
and Huijsmans 2023 for arguments that nouns, verbs, and adjectives are
syntactically and morphologically distinct categories). The adjective in
(7¢) is serving as the main predicate; predicative nouns and adjectives are
not accompanied by a copula (see Huijsmans 2023).

(7) a. kvonetoks Se x¥ipomix*ton sjesol
kvon-i-t-ul=¢ §o=x"ip-umix“-ton sjasul
See-STAT-CTR-PST=15G.SBJ DET=sweep-ground-INs yesterday

ne? ta shed.
ni? to=shed
be.there pET=shed
‘I saw the broom yesterday in the shed.’
[verB] (vf | EP.2021/07/24)

b.  &k“akvonox” Se totylal
&kva=kvon-ox™ So=tutx“lal
1sG.sBJ=CLD=see-NCTR DET=necklace

n0?0s & t? ¢iciye?ol
na?-?uts=¢a t'=¢<i¢>iya<?>-ul

OWN-PST+3POSS=INFER 1sG.poss=grandmother<pim>-psT
yanatetol kva
xan-at-it-ui=l’<Wa
give-CTR-SBRD.PASS=RPT
29 Set® kvukvpa?ol.
2o=8o=t'=k*u<k">pa<?>-ul
oBL=DET=grandfather<pim>-pst
‘I found a necklace that must have belonged to my late grand-
mother that was given to her by my late grandfather.” [NoUN]
(vf| EP.2021/04/02)
c. pogqot te?e  qosnay.
pog-ul  ti?i gosnay
white-psT DEM shirt
“This shirt used to be white.” [apsective] (sf | EP.2023/06/29)
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In clausal contexts, the past marker is used to unambiguously estab-
lish a past RT. It therefore frequently shows up on verbs at the beginning
of a narrative or discourse about a past time. For instance, in the Hawaii
Trip storyboard (Underhill and Cable 2015), Bill answers Mary’s ques-
tion about his summer. The speaker uses -of in (8b) when Bill begins to
talk about his trip, but not on the subsequent predicates in (8c—d).

(8) a. ha?acx¥ ta?acis this summer?
ha=a=¢xv ta?aci§ this summer
g0=Q=2sG.SBJ travel this summer
‘Did you travel this summer?’

b. ho?oic kv Hawaii.
hu-2ui=¢ kv=Hawaii
go-psT=1sG.sBJ DET=Hawaii
‘I went to Hawaii.’

c. Powuld plane eight qojias ki,
2uwul=¢ plane eight qoji=as kvay
get.on=1sG.sBJ plane eight still=3sBiv early
‘I got on the plane at eight in the morning.’

d. ho¢ tos k¥ Hawaii k" nat.
hu=¢ tos  k"=Hawaii k“=nat
go=1sG.sBy arrive pET=Hawaii DET=night
‘I arrived in Hawaii at night.’ (vf| PD.2019/04/10)

In nominal environments, that is, when the past occurs within an NP
that is sister to a D,* the past marker is typically used to indicate that the
referent of the DP is dead, as in (7b), or destroyed, as in (9a); however,
when the noun names a stage-level predicate, as in (9b), use of -of can
also indicate that the referent no longer has the nominal property, while
still continuing to exist. On a possessed noun phrase, the interpretation
can also be that the possession relation no longer holds (9c-d).

(9) a. kvakvadotx¥ kv aye?os.
kva=kva=gotx kv=?aya?-2u-ts.
RPT=CcLD=burn DET=house-psT+3POSS
‘His has house burnt down (I heard).’ (vf| EP.2019/06/29)

4 The presence of D differentiates these environments from cases where the past
marker occurs on nominal predicates, which are clausal environments.
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Context: I talk to a former teacher at my highschool who is
now retired. I never had him as a teacher myself. After, I tell
my husband:
kvonoxvold 3¢ ticehol tuwa
k¥an-ax"-ul=¢ So=tica-h-ul tuwa
see-NCTR-PST=15G.SBJ DET=teacher-epEN-psT from

?ot? kvulawtxvul.

Pot'=kvul-awtxV-ul

1sG.poss=school-building-pst
‘I saw a former teacher from my school.” (sf| EP.2021/11/20)

Context: Two friends are talking about a party this evening.
They heard a mutual friend is coming. One of them realizes that
their friend s ex-wife may also come and says to her friend:

¢un sa ga qwoiss Se saltu?os?

Com=sa+ga qwei:as So=saltu-2u+s
what.is.with=FUT+DPRT come=3sBJV DET=wife-PsT+3P0OSS
‘What if his ex-wife comes?’ (vf| EP.2021/05/21)

Context: When I get home from visiting my in-laws in Chile,
1 realize I left my sweater behind somewhere. It’s not at my
husband s parents’ place, so I don 't think I'll find it again. 1 tell
you:

¢kva xVa?agux® Set tekinuk*totl.

¢=kva=x"a?ag-oxV So=t=takinuk“t-ul
1sG.sBI=CcLD=l0se-NCTR DET=1SG.POSS=sweater-pST

‘I lost my sweater.’ (vf| EP.2022/01/21)

When the past marker is attached to adjectives, the resulting interpre-
tation is either that the adjective property has ceased to hold, as in (7c),
or that the referent has ceased to exist (10B).

(10) Context: My husband and I have a multi-colored set of glasses.
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My favourite was the red one but it broke, and we threw it away.
You 're putting glasses on the table before a meal and admire the
remaining glasses in the set.

A: hehew ?ajumismot 0 kvuskvasta.

hihiw  ?aj-umi§-mut f=kvas~kva?sta
really good-appearance-INT 2SG.POSS=PL~CUp
“Your cups are really beautiful.’
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B: hel Setatemol 2o kvehet
hit  $o—tatlim-ut ?Po=kvih-it
coP DET=red-PST CLF.PRT=increase-STAT
?isx“anot 1 kvayip.
20y-sx“-an-ut 21y  kva=yop
200d-cAUS-1SG.ERG-PST CONJ cLD=get.broken

‘The red one was my favourite but it broke.’
(sf'| EP.2023/06/29)

The use of the past marker on stative predicates (including nouns,
adjectives, and stative verbs) in both clausal and nominal environments
triggers an inference that the predicate bearing the past marker does not
hold of its subject at the UT. For instance, the most natural interpretation
of (7¢) is that the dress is not white at the UT, while the referent of (9a)
is understood to no longer be a house (and therefore no longer to exist).
Following Thomas (2014) (who in turn takes the term from Altshuler and
Schwarzschild 2012), I label this the cessation inference.

While it is beyond the scope of this paper to provide a full account of
how this inference arises, I will sketch the analysis proposed in Thomas
(2014). Briefly and informally, the idea is that a tensed proposition is in-
terpreted in relation to contextually-relevant tensed alternatives: the as-
sertion of the proposition is strengthened to mean that other contextually-
relevant tensed alternatives do not hold (provided they are not entailed
by the proposition). If a past tense proposition is asserted, the alterna-
tive present tense proposition is understood not to hold, so long as it is
contextually relevant.’

The cessation inference does not arise when the context sets up a past
topic time that does not include the present, as in (11). Here, the past topic
time is the time of the speaker moving into the area. Note that (11) is a
cleft and segus ‘chief” is the main predicate in the remnant clause.

3> See Altshuler and Schwarzschild (2012) for an alternative account of how the
cessation inference arises.
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(11)

Context: Peter has been chief for a long time. I remember that he
was chief when I moved into the area many years ago, and he still
is today. I'm telling someone newer to the area.
het 20t Peter ?9 hegusol Setf 20t q“’oi
hil=?ut  Peter ?o=higus-ul So=t'=?ut q“’si
cop=EXCL Peter cLF.PRT=chief-psT DET=1sG.POss=at.first come
tayqitot 29 tePe.
tayg-iyt-ul  ?o=ti?i
MOVe-PRF-PST OBL=DEM
‘Peter was chief when I first moved here.”  (vf| EP.2023/07/07)

When the past suffix is used in nominal environments, however, ces-
sation of the nominal property is entailed. The past suffix is infelicitous
on tice ‘teacher’ in (12a) and laplEt ‘priest’ in (12b) because in each case,
the nominal predicate still holds of the DP’s referent.

(12)
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a. Context: Theres a teacher that’s been at the school as long as
we can remember, and he still hasn t retired.

hehew yYoyx*mot ?ol niSos Sen

hihiw  X™ux¥-mut ?ol=nis=as San

really long-iNT  comp=be.here=3sBiv DEM
ticeh(#ol) 21 goji?ot niS.
ti¢a-h-(#ul) Py qoji=?ut ni§

teacher-EPEN-(#PsT) cons still=ExcL be.here
“That teacher has been here a long time, and he’s still (teach-
ing) here.’ (sf| EP.2023/07/07)

b. Context: I see a news article about a parish priest in a small
town where I used to live.

ne?ol tan laplet(#ol)  ?ok™ Duncan
ni?-ut tan laplit-(#ul) 2o=k=Duncan
be.there-psT DEM priest-(#psT) oBL=DET=Duncan
Set? ne?ol oy motot. hehew
$o=t0=ni?-ul XYux¥-mut-ul. hihiw

DET=1sG.Poss=be.there-psT long.time-INT-PST really
yroy*motol  ?ol ne?os.
Xvuxv-mut-ul ?ol=ni?=as.
long.time-psT comp=Dbe.there=3sB1v
‘That priest was in Duncan when I lived there long ago. He
has been there a long time.’ (sf| EP.2023/08/31)
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While this could be taken to indicate that the past marker in nomi-
nal environments is a distinct morpheme from the past marker in clausal
environments, I do not pursue this approach. Tonhauser (2006, 2007)
and Thomas (2012, 2014) observe a similar asymmetry for the past mor-
pheme in Paraguayan Guarani and Mbya, but Thomas argues that this
asymmetry arises due to different pragmatic factors in the interpretation
of clauses and DPs, rather than to semantically distinct but homophonous
past morphemes (one applying in nominalized clausal environments and
one to nouns).

Briefly, Thomas analyzes the past marker on a noun as placing the
RT for the nominal property in the past of the NP evaluation time. So,
for instance, in (9b), the RT for fice ‘teacher’ is placed in the past of the
evaluation time for the NP ticehof ‘former teacher’, which in this case is
the same as the RT of the clause: the time of the seeing event.

Thomas proposes that the NP evaluation time is always relevant to
the interpretation of the NP (i.e., it is always topical), and therefore the
past marker on a noun always gives rise to the cessation inference: it is
understood that the nominal property cannot be claimed to hold at the NP
evaluation time.® In (9b), this means that the referent of the DP Se ticehol
‘a former teacher’ is understood not to be a teacher any longer at the NP
evaluation time, the time of the seeing event.

Given the availability of a plausible pragmatic account, I believe a
unified analysis of the past tense marker in nominal and clausal envi-
ronments is preferable. At the very least, the presence of the same past
marker applying across different environments with parallel interpretive
differences in unrelated languages suggests that there should be a more
general explanation than accidental homophony of nominal and clausal
temporal markers.

If we adopt Thomas’s account, the different interpretations that arise
when the past occurs in nominal environments can be understood in terms
of the obligatory cessation inference. The following discussion follows
Burton (1997) very closely, who also derives the various readings in terms
of a cessation inference (though he does not use this term).

When the past occurs on an individual-level nominal predicate in a
DP, the individual-level predicate is interpreted as ceasing to hold of the
referent of the DP by the NP evaluation time. The resulting interpretation

6 Cable (2017) also shows that cessation inferences that arise for clausal uses
of the optional past tense morpheme in Tlingit should be derived pragmatically,
though they are often not cancellable.
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is that the referent of the DP has ceased to exist by the time the NP is
evaluated, as in (9a), since this is the only plausible way for the permanent
property (being a house) to cease to hold of the referent (see also (7) and
(10)).

When the past occurs on a stage-level noun like an occupation, the
interpretation is that this temporary property no longer holds of the ref-
erent at the NP evaluation time. In this case, the meaning is compatible
with the individual leaving the occupation, as for the retired teacher in
(9b).

Finally, when the past occurs on a possessed noun, the RT for the
possession relation and nominal property are placed in the past of the
NP evaluation time. Following Burton (1997), the possession relation
can be represented as a predicate R which is conjoined with the nominal
predicate and has a possessum, possessor, and time argument: ... N(x,t)
A R(x,possessor,t)...” It is the conjoined possession relation and nominal
property that ceases to hold by the NP evaluation time. The cessation
inference is met so long as one or both of the conjuncts cease to hold,
resulting in both interpretations where the possession relation no longer
holds and where the entity has ceased to exist, depending on context and
plausibility.

If it is the possession relation that ceases to hold, the interpretation
may be that the possession has been lost, as for the sweater in (9c¢), sold,
or stolen. In contrast, since my grandparents will always stand in a grand-
parent relation to me, the past marker on 7 ¢iciye? ‘my grandmother’ and
19 kvuk*pa? ‘my grandfather’ in (7b) results in the interpretation that these
individuals are deceased.

6 The past marker -of is not a tense

So far, the discussion of -of leaves it plausible that it is a canonical past
tense, placing the RT for the (verbal, nominal, or adjectival) predicate
preceding a temporal anchor, and giving rise to cessation inferences in
pragmatically determined contexts. However, there is one major differ-
ence between -of and a morpheme that specifically occupies T: -of does
not have a fixed syntactic position and does not apply at a fixed point in
the semantic derivation.

This is seen in complex nominal predicates (CNPs). CNPs consist

7 Burton (1997) has a separate possession time and nominal RT but I do without
an extra possession RT here.
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of a head noun preceded by one or more modifiers which together form
the main predicate of the clause. The past marker can be found attaching
both to an adjectival modifier and the main predicate, but the position of
the past marker affects the interpretation.

When the adjectival property no longer holds, -of attaches to the ad-
jective. For instance, in (13a) and (14a), -of attaches to the adjective
titolmot ‘very small’. Because the lake and house still exist, -of cannot
felicitously attach to the head noun: (13b) and (14b) are infelicitous.®

(13) Context: Daniel is pointing on a map to a little pond that used to
be a big lake but was drained a while back for farmland.
a. tihmotol  Oayel tan sy“oyvot i
tih-mut-ut  Oayal tin  sy~uy”-ul Ay
big-inT-psT lake DEM long.time-psT coNJ
ga?qofetom.
25q-ubi[n]-t-om
open-mouth-CTR-PASS
“This used to be a big lake a long time ago but they drained it.’

b. #tihmot Oayelol tan syvoy“ot i

tih-mut Oayal-ul tin  sy~uy“-ul Ay

big-INT lake-psT DEM long.time-pST CONJ
ga?qo0stom.
g9q-ufi[n]-t-om
open-mouth-CTR-PASS

“This used to be a big lake a long time ago but they drained it.’

(sf'| EP.2023/07/23)

(14) Context: We're looking at my neighbour’s house that used to be
small but has had a lot of additions and renovations and is now
quite big. I tell you:

a. titolmotot Pa?ye? tan 21 paSetom.
titul-mut-ul  2a<?>ye?  tan ?iy pas-at-om
small-INT-PsT house<piM> DEM coNJs add.on-CTR-PASS
‘That used to be a small house, but they’ve added onto it.’

8 The fact that -of is felicitous only on the adjective and not on the diminutive
noun in (14) suggests that the contribution of the diminutive reduplication is not
at-issue.
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b. #titolmot ?a?ye?ol tan ?i  paSetom.
titul-mut  2a<?>ye?-ul tan ?iy pas-at-om
small-INT house<piM>-PsT DEM cONJ add.on-CTR-PASS
“That used to be a small house, but they’ve added onto it.’
(sf'| EP.2023/07/16)

When the described entity no longer exists (and therefore both the
nominal and adjectival properties no longer hold of it), the past marker
can appear on either the adjective or the noun (15)—(17). My consultant
sometimes preferred -of on the adjective, but also accepted placement on
the noun, unlike for (13)—(14); this preference is indicated with a question
mark for (15b) and (16b).

(15) Context: I point out an empty building in town to Daniel and
Gloria:
a. ?imotol Peltonawtx™ tita  sy“oy“ol.
2oy-mut-ul  ?ilton-awtx¥ toyta sxvux“-ul
good-INT-pST eat-building pEM long.time-psT
‘That used to be a good restaurant a long time ago.’

b. ?7?imot Peltonawtx¥ol  tita sy“oy“ol.
Poy-mut ?ilton-awtx¥-ul toyta sx“ux“ui
good-INT eat-building-psT DEM long.time-PsT
‘That used to be a good restaurant a long time ago.’
(sf'| EP.2023/07/23)

(16) Context: I'm showing you my yard and point out a stump.
a. hehew tihmotot  je?je ti?ta ?i  jeqatom.
hihiw tih-mut-ul ja?ja toyta ?iy jag-at-om
really big-INT-pST tree DEM conJ fall-cTR-PASS
‘That used to be a big tree, but it’s been felled.’

b. ?hehew tihmot Jje?jehot ti2ta ?i  jeqatom.
hihiw tih-mut ja?ja-h-ul  toyta ?iy jag-at-om
really big-INT tree-EPEN-PST DEM CONJ fall-CTR-PASS
‘That used to be a big tree, but it’s been felled.’
(sf'| EP.2023/07/23)
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(17) Context: Peter was a good leader. He's since passed on.
a. ?imototl ?oms hegus Pita.
Poy-mut-ud ?oms=higus Pita
good-INT  1pL.Poss=chief-psT Peter
‘Peter was a good former chief.’

b. ?imot ?oms hegusot Pita.
?oy-mut ?Poms=higus-ul Pita
good-INT 1pL.poss=chief-psT Peter
‘Peter was a good former chief.’ (sf| EP.2023/07/19)

The final possibility where property of the head noun no longer holds of
the subject, but the modifier property does, still needs to be investigated.
The prediction is that the past marker will only be able to occur on the
head noun in these cases.

This evidence from CNPs shows that the past marker can attach at
different points syntactically, corresponding to differences in interpreta-
tion. To account for these facts, I propose that the past marker does not
occupy T, and as such, does not constitute a true tense marker. Instead,
following Matthewson (2005), I propose that the past marker is a tempo-
ral modifier.

When the modifier of a noun ceases to hold, as in (13)—(14), [ propose
that the past marker attaches directly to the modifier (18a). When both the
nominal and modifier properties cease to hold, as in (15)—(17), I propose
that the past marker attaches to the whole complex (18b).

(18) a. N b. N
/\ /\
Mod N Pst N
PN SN
Pst Mod Mod N
-ol

Since modifiers typically precede the head of the phrase in ?ay?a-
juBom, I represent the past marker on a leftward branch. I assume that its
suffixal specification causes it to attach to the head post-syntactically in
the morphology (see Huijsmans 2022:99-109). When it is merged with a
phrase, as in (19¢), I suggest that it may either attach to the head noun or
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to the closer preceding modifier; I leave a full account of how these two
possible placements are derived to future work.

7 Semantic analysis

The common factor to the use of -of across environments is that it restricts
the RT for the verbal, nominal, or adjectival predicate to the past of a
temporal anchor. While the temporal anchor in matrix clauses is typically
the UT, the temporal anchor in nominal environments is the NP evaluation
time.

I propose that the past marker contributes a presupposition that the
RT ¢ for a predicate P precedes the contextually provided temporal anchor
t..2 In clausal contexts, the temporal argument will be saturated by the
null non-future tense. In nominal contexts, I assume that the temporal
argument is supplied by a contextually provided NP evaluation time.

(19) [-0f]¢9=APXx. At : t < te.[P(x)(t)]

Crucially, since the past marker does not occupy T, its presence modifying
NPs does not shed light on whether the NP evaluation time is syntacti-
cally represented. The past marker does not provide evidence for nominal
tense.

This analysis predicts -of to be able to combine with CNPs as a whole
or their component parts. However, this analysis also raises questions,
since the components of a CNP combine to take a single reference time
supplied by T. Why then does it matter where -of attaches? I sketch only
a preliminary account here. A more complete analysis will require an
account of how the component parts of the CNP combine semantically
and is left for future research.

When the past attaches to the modifier in (13)—(14), it adds a presup-
position that the RT for the modifier is in the past of the UT, triggering
a cessation inference since the current states of the lake and house are
salient and relevant. Since the RT for the complex predicate is ultimately
saturated by the null non-future tense, the clause’s RT ends up restricted to
the past (consistent with the temporal adverb sy*oy*of ‘a long time ago’ in
(13)). -of is infelicitous on Gayef ‘lake’ and Palye? ‘house (diminutive)’

% The fact that different noun phrases within a clause could potentially have
different temporal anchors means that having the temporal anchor provided as a
parameter of interpretation is an oversimplification. However, providing a full
account of the temporal interpretation of DPs is beyond the scope of this paper.
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because triggering the presupposition in this position would signal that
the lake property and house property required a past RT, contrary to fact.

For examples like (15)—(17), both the adjectival and nominal prop-
erty have ceased to hold of the referent (since the restaurant no longer
exists and chief has passed). For these cases, I have proposed that the
past marker attaches to the whole CNP, meaning that it contributes a pre-
supposition that the RT for the whole CNP is in the past. The cessation
inference is then that the referent of the subject DP can no longer be de-
scribed by the complex predicate.

8 Discussion

In this short paper, I have argued that the past marker in ?ay?ajubom is
not a true tense, but rather a temporal modifier that can attach at different
points within a clause. In terms of the debate regarding nominal tense in
Salish languages, this paper supports the position taken by Matthewson
(2005) where past markers in nominal contexts are modifiers rather than
true past tenses or realizations of an interpretable tense feature (cf. Burton
1997; Wiltschko 2003). The past marker in ?ay?ajufom therefore does
not provide evidence for a T projection among the functional projections
of a noun phrase.

Though the past marker does not provide evidence for a tense projec-
tion in nominal environments, it does provide further evidence that the
semantics of noun phrases involves reference to time. How the relevant
temporal arguments are ultimately supplied is a matter for future research.

In closing, I would like to point to a welcome consequence of the
current analysis. Besides accounting for why the past marker has variable
placement, this proposal has the advantage of offering an explanation for
why the past marker is not obligatory when the RT is past. Though the
past marker contributes a presupposition that the RT precedes the UT,
as a temporal modifier, it is not in competition with the null non-future
tense. Therefore, even though it carries more presuppositional content
than the null non-future tense, Maximize Presupposition does not apply
(Heim 1991; Bochnak 2016) and the past marker is correctly predicted to
be optional.
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