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Abstract: The ?ay?ajufom past tense suffix -uf exhibits unexpected interactions with second
position clitics (2PCs) given theoretical assumptions about how suffixes and clitics typically pattern.
These interactions include: an ordering paradox between the past tense and subjunctive subject
clitics, past tense allomorphs which are triggered by adjacency to possessive subject enclitics, and
the apparent transparency of the past tense suffix to allomorph selection for surrounding morphemes.
Following Huijsmans (2023) and Davis and Huijsmans (2024) I adopt the two-step model of lexical
insertion developed by Svenonius and Bye (2012) and Svenonius (2012) to account for the
linearization of 2PCs. The past tense is problematic for this model as it exhibits patterns that suggest
it enters the derivation at later phase than the clitics, while its surface order requires it to be linearized
before 2PCs. In this paper I propose that certain suffixes — including the past tense — are linearized
in the same phase as the clitics, rather than in a lower phase with most other suffixes, or in a phase
following the clitics (as proposed by Huijsmans 2023). The present analysis accounts for the
distribution of the past tense within the framework the model of clitic linearisation and lexical
insertion already established for ?ay?ajufom. In this paper I show how an analysis which treats the
past tense suffix as part of the clitic phase accounts for the complete distribution of the past tense in
relation to clitics.
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1 Introduction

The ?ay?ajubom past tense suffix -u/ exhibits unexpected interactions with second position clitics
(2PCs) given theoretical assumptions about how suffixes and clitics typically pattern. The past tense
-uf is a temporal modifier that can modify across categories, and does not occupy T (Matthewson
2005, Huijsmans 2023, Huijsmans 2024). Following Huijsmans (2023) and Davis and Huijsmans
(2024), I adopt the two-step model of lexical insertion developed by Svenonius and Bye (2012) and
Svenonius (2012) to account for the linearization of 2PCs. In this framework a derivation takes
place in phases. The lower V/vP/VoiceP phase is spelled out prior to the higher phase containing
the 2PCs, which are generated high in the clause above the vP. Each phase undergoes two separate
stages of lexical insertion, before the first stage of lexical insertion begins for the following phase
(see Mellesmoen 2025 for more details on the architecture of the grammar). The past tense is
problematic for this model as it exhibits patterns that suggest it enters the derivation at later phase
than the clitics, while its surface order requires it to be linearized before 2PCs.

Huijsmans (2023) proposes that the past tense enters the derivation at a phase that follows the
one containing the clitics. While this analysis accounts for the interactions between the past tense
and 2PCs, it requires expansion of the model beyond what is established for other areas of the
grammar. In this paper I propose an alternative analysis: the past tense is part of the clitic phase. I
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argue that the present analysis better accounts for interactions between the past tense and the clitics
within the framework of the model and the rest of the grammar.

Evidence for this treatment of the past tense suffix comes from interactions between the past
tense and clitics. These include: i) allomorphs -2uw and -?u of the past tense that occur when the
past is adjacent to possessive subject enclitics; ii) apparent transparency of the past tense with
respect to the selection of indicative subject clitic allomorphs, iii) apparent transparency of the past
tense with respect to the selection of a null ergative allomorph, and finally, iv) the paradoxical
ordering of the past tense suffix and the subjunctive subject enclitic, where the subjunctive clitic is
linearized inside the past tense suffix, closer to the host. Assuming that the past tense suffix is truly
a suffix this ordering is problematic both for the present theory of clitic linearization, and for the
theory of clitics more broadly (e.g. Zwicky and Pullum 1983).

Data used in this paper primarily comes from: Huijsmans (2023), Watanabe (2003), and direct
elicitation with a fluent speaker of the Mainland dialect of ?ay?ajufom. A small number of examples
come from Kroeber (2002).

1.1 Huijsmans’ (2023) analysis of the clitic string

?ay?ajubom has seventeen 2PCs that occupy a series of heads in the upper part of the clause; they
are strictly ordered with respect to each other.! Huijsmans (2023) shows that the linear order and
allomorphy of these 2PCs cannot be derived by appealing to either a syntax-only or phonology-
only account of clitic placement; clitic placement must take place in the morphology. In her
approach, clitic placement is driven by a morphological enclitic feature which must be satisfied
between the first and second steps of a two-step lexical insertion process. A slight modified version
of the enclitic feature is given in (1).?

(1)  [ENcLITIC] = attach following the next highest head in a span

Lexical insertion refers to the association of lexical entries with syntactic structure and occurs
between spell out and regular phonological processes. In the model of lexical insertion developed
in Bye and Svenonius (2012) and Svenonius (2012) the lexical insertion process is broken down
into two separate steps. In the first step, L-Match, lexical entries are associated with terminal nodes
based on matching features; no phonological content is inserted at this stage — lexical entries are
simply bundles of morphological features associated with terminal syntactic nodes. During the
second stage of lexical insertion, /nsert, phonological content is associated with the derivation and
lexically specified allomorphs are selected. Linearisation of clitics occurs between the two steps.

Following the first stage of lexical insertion morphological features on lexical entries are
satisfied proceeding from the bottom to the top of the phase. The enclitic feature is only satisfied
via attachment to a preceding head in a span; as defined by Brody (2000), Bye and Svenonius
(2012), Huijsmans (2023) and Mellesmoen (2025), a span is an uninterrupted sequence of heads

! All subject clitics are counted as a single clitic in this total number. This includes all forms of the subject
clitics in the three subject paradigms (indicative, subjunctive, and nominalized/possessive) as well as forms
of the subject clitics inflected for person and number.

2 Huijsmans’ (2024) defines the enclitic feature as follows: “the enclitic feature = acts as an instruction
to join the immediately c-commanding heading in the complement sequence of heads, the span, resulting in
re-bracketing” (p. 64). I assume that at the stage of the derivation where enclitic feature is satisfied that all
c-command relations in a phase have been converted into precedence relations. Therefore, the enclitic
feature refers to linear order rather than c-command.
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projecting the syntactic spine which stand in a head-complement relationship. If there are multiple
clitics in the derivation, each of the lower clitics will encliticize in sequence to the clitic directly
above them as the derivation proceeds upwards. Once its enclitic feature is satisfied a clitic forms
a single morphological constituent with the head in which it attaches to, resulting in the formation
of a clitic string in derivations with multiple 2PCs. At this stage the enclitic feature on the highest
clitic is still unsatisfied as the clitic is not yet adjoined to a preceding head. Since the enclitic feature
must be satisfied, re-ordering occurs. The highest clitic is moved downwards following the next
lowest head in the span to which it encliticises, taking the rest of the clitics in the string — which
have already undergone enclisis — with it. The next lowest head will either be the predicate or a
pre-predicative auxiliary if one is present, deriving the second position placement of the clitic
string.

At the second stage of lexical insertion phonological content is inserted and allomorphs are
selected. Allomorphs are lexically specified in the entries for each morphological item and can be
conditioned by adjacency to other morphemes as well as other factors such as the prosodic weight
of the host. I follow Huijsmans (2023) in assuming that the most specified allomorph will always
be selected when the conditions for insertion are met. For example, if the lexical entry for a clitic
includes both a general allomorph that is allowed in all environments, and a more specified
allomorph which is conditioned by adjacency to another clitic, the more specified form will always
be selected when that adjacency condition is met. Phonological content is inserted for each node
sequentially, starting from the most embedded node.

I still assume that lower suffixes undergo lexical insertion as part of the w-span, meaning that
they are spelled out as part of a phase that corresponds to the morphological word (see e.g. Bye &
Svenonius 2012, Mellesmoen 2025). While clitic linearization is driven by the enclitic feature,
suffix attachment is driven by a morphological suffix feature, given in (2). [ assume an additional
constraint which prevents an affix from attaching following a clitic.

(2)  [SUFFIX] = attach following the next lowest head in a span

The suffix feature acts as a instruction to attach as a suffix to the next lowest head. Between the
first and second stages of lexical insertion the suffix feature of the past tense is satisfied via
attachment to the predicate — which will invariably the next lowest head. The derivation proceeds
up the tree and the enclitic features on the clitics are activated. In a derivation with no pre-predicate
auxiliary, the enclitic feature of the highest clitic can only be satisfied by downward movement to
the predicate, and the clitic string attaches to the right of the past tense suffix.

This current analysis differs from Huijsmans’ (2023) account in assuming the past tense suffix
-uf and a small number of other suffixes are located above the boundary for the lower phase, and
therefore undergo both stages of lexical insertion along with the clitics in the higher phase.

2 Accounting for problems with the past tense
There are four environments in which the past tense behaves differently from other suffixes in the
language. These environments have been documented by previous authors (Kroeber 2002,

Watanabe 2003, and Huijsmans 2023) and go against expectations of how a suffix should interact
with clitics:
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1) The past tense allomorphs -7uw and -?u occur when the past is adjacent to possessive
subject enclitics.

ii) The past tense behaves as if it is transparent to the selection of indicative subject clitic
allomorph, which is selected based on the prosodic weight of its host.

iii) The past tense behaves as if it is transparent to the selection of the null ergative suffix
allomorph, which is selected when the ergative is adjacent to the reportative or the
future clitic. The null form of the ergative suffix is selected even when the past tense
occurs between the ergative and either relevant clitic.

iv) The paradoxical ordering of the past tense suffix and the subjunctive subject clitic —
where the subjunctive clitic is linearized inside the past tense suffix, closer to the host.

All four patterns pose issues for an account that assumes the past tense undergoes lexical insertion
as either part of the w-span, or as part of phase higher than the clitics. The first two of the four
environments listed above — the past tense allomorphs which surface when adjacent to the
possessive subject enclitics, and the transparency to indicative subject clitic selection — can easily
be accounted for by assuming that the past tense is part of the same phase as the clitics. The final
two problems — transparency to ergative allomorph selection and ordering with the subjective
subject enclitic — require further explanation. In the following sections I go through each of the
four problems and propose how the current proposal better explains the distribution of the past
tense while still adhering to the framework established in Huijsmans (2023).

2.1 Past tense allomorphy (Interaction #1)
There are three allomorphs of the past tense, with -2u and -?uw having the most specified conditions

for insertion (i.e. 2u and Puw will be selected in all environments in which the conditions for their
selection are met).” The lexical entry for the past tense is given in (3).

3) allomorph environment
fal/
PST & /?u/ _3SG.POSS
/Puw/ __2PL.POSS/3PL.POSS

The more specified allomorphs only occur when the past tense is adjacent to any of the three
possessive subject enclitics, or the possessive suffixes which share the same phonological form as
the possessive enclitics. I will not focus on the allomorphs of the past tense with the possessive
suffixes here, but I assume that they are derived via the same processes.* The other possessive
subjects are proclitics and are never adjacent to the past tense (Table 1).

31 treat the most general allomorph of the past tense as underlyingly -u#, following Huijsmans (2023).
Previous documentation (including Watanabe 2003) has treated the underlying form of the past tense as -
2uf. See footnote 13 on p. 99 of Huijsmans 2023 for more discussion on representation of the glottal stop in
this suffix. I represent the two allomorphs of the past tense with an initial glottal stop following Watanabe’s
(2003, p. 40) observation that the allomorphs do not glottalize a preceding resonant like -uf does.

4 When adjacent to possessive suffixes the past tense is a nominal modifier, rather than a clausal/predicative
modifier (Huijsmans 2024).
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Table 1: Allomorphs of the past tense with possessive subject clitics

POSS SBI \ + PST (-ul) + POSS SBJ
1sG  ()t0= (20)t'= V-ul
256G (20)0= (20)0=-ul
1PL Poms= 2oms= V-ul
2PL =ap \-2uw=ap
3SG =s \-2u=s
3pL =it -2uw=it

The possessive subject enclitics occur only in nominalized clauses, which are used in variety of
subordinate and complement environments (see Watanabe 2003 for more on the distribution of
nominalized clauses). The two most specified allomorphs and the environments that condition them
are shown in (4)—(6)°.

Adjacent to 2PL.POSS:

(4)  hekvce 20x¥ ho?owap? &egatul.
hil+kv=¢a ?o=x"=hu-uw=ap éag—at—ui
COP+DET=where OBL=OBL.NMLZ=go-PST=2PL.POSS  help-CTR-PST
‘Where did you guys go and help her?’ [Watanabe 2003, 163]
Adjacent to 35G.POSS:
(5) kvonetulc séedegatus.
kvan-i-t-ul=¢ s=Ca~Cag-at-2u=s
see-STAT-CTR-PST=1SG.SBJ NMLZ=PROG~help-CTR-PST=3SG.POSS
‘I saw him helping her.’ [Watanabe 2003, 49]
Adjacent to 3PL.POSS:
(6)  hekvs¢e?nol 20x¥ Bo20wit?
hil+k¥+s=¢an-ul 2o=x"=0u-uw=it
COP+DET+NMLZ=when-PST OBL=OBL.NMLZ=go-PST=3PL.POSS
‘When did they go?’ [Huijsmans 2023, 107]

If we were to assume that the past tense undergoes both stages of lexical insertion along with the
verb and suffixes in the w-span, then the environment that triggers allomorph selection would never
occur; the past tense would undergo allomorph selection at the second stage of lexical insertion,
prior lexical insertion (and linearization) of the clitics in the upper phase. By the stage in the
derivation where the possessive subject enclitic is linearized following the past tense, the past tense
will have already undergone the second stage of lexical insertion and have its surface allomorph
selected.

Alternatively if we assume that the past tense is linearized in a phase following the clitic phase
— as Huijsmans does — the suffix feature on the past tense would have to be able to ‘see’ the

3 The abbreviations used in this paper follow the Leipzig Glossing Rules, with the following additions:
CHAR = characteristic reduplication, CLD = clausal demonstrative, CTR = control transitive, INFER =
inferential, NCTR = non-control transitive, RPT = reportative, STV = stative. Affixes are marked by a hyphen
‘-, clitics by an equal sign ‘=", contractions and portmanteau morphemes are connected by a ‘+’, and
infixes are within angled brackets ‘<>’.
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boundary between a clitic and its host to derive the correct linear order where the possessive clitic
follows the past tense. I assume that after the second stage of lexical insertion the derivation is
transferred to the phonology and parsed into a prosodic word before lexical insertion proceeds for
following phase(s). Following this analysis both the lower word level phase and the clitic phase
will have already been parsed into the prosodic structure by the time linearization and the second
step of lexical insertion occurs for the higher phase containing the past tense. The suffix feature on
the past tense would have to have the ability to interrupt a prosodic word and see the boundary
between the clitic and its host and a stage in the derivation where morphological structure no longer
exists for the lower word-level phase. This is undesirable as gives too much power to the suffix
feature and requires modifications to the model to account for.

Instead, these patterns are easily accounted for if the past tense enters the derivation in the same
phase as the clitics. Between the first and second stages of lexical insertion linearisation occurs;
morphological features are satisfied from the bottom of the tree, proceeding upwards. The suffix
features on the past tense are satisfied first, and it attaches to the right of the verb. The derivation
continues upwards and the enclitic feature of the possessive enclitic is satisfied in the absence of a
higher head via downward movement and attachment to a lower head. In a derivation with no pre-
predicative auxiliary, the possessive subject encliticizes to the verb, attaching to the right of the
past tense suffix. The past tense will then be adjacent to a possessive subject enclitic at the second
step of lexical insertion and a more specified allomorph of the past tense is selected, deriving the
surface allomorphy without giving too much power to the suffix feature.

2.2 Transparency to subject clitic allomorph selection (Interaction #2)

The indicative subject clitics have two main forms, a full form (7) which directly follows a weak
root — where the only vowel is schwa — and a reduced form (8) which follows any other root.

Table 2: Full and reduced forms of the indicative subject clitics (Huijsmans 2023)

Full Reduced
1SG ¢an ¢
2SG caxw exv
1PL cat St
2PL Cap
3 0
(7)  moaqéen.
mag-¢an
get.full=1SG.SBJ
‘T'm full. [Huijsmans 2023, 82]
(8) hoyt.
huj=¢
finish=1SG.SBJ
‘I’'m done.’ [Huijsmans 2023, 82]

® There are additional forms of the reduced subject clitics which occur only when adjacent to the future
clitic sam.
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I follow Huijsmans’ (2023) account of indicative subject clitic allomorphy.” Huijsmans treats the
reduced from of the subject clitics as the more specified allomorphs which are selected whenever
the conditioning environment is met. The conditioning environment for the reduced form is a host
that is a well-formed prosodic word.® Huijsmans follows Blake’s (2000) analysis of minimality in
?ay?ajubom, which states that both bimoraic and bisyllabic roots satisfy a minimality constraint.
Blake notes that CoC roots violate minimality in order to satisfy a higher ranked constraint, as only
coda consonants are moraic (Hayes 1989), and Blake analyzes schwa as weightless. Huijsmans also
assumes that “the reduced form of the first person singular subject clitic does not bear a mora, since
it is a single consonant not associated with a syllable” (p. 84) — I assume that here as well.

When an indicative subject clitic undergoes the second stage of lexical insertion, the more
specified, reduced form of the subject clitic will only be selected if the clitic’s host contains at least
one binary foot. In a derivation where a subject clitic attaches to a monosyllabic schwa root, the
conditions will not be met, and the full form of the subject clitic will be selected. This process is
shown in (9) and (10) — repeated from (7) and (8) above.

(9) a. maq

b. (maqy)+s — not a well-formed foot

c. (maqu=¢)+r— not a well-formed foot

d. (mogq,=¢an,)r— a well-formed foot (bisyllabic)
(10) a. huj

o

(huyj)r — a well-formed foot (bimoraic)
c. (huyj,=¢)r— a well-formed foot (bimoraic)

Suffixes that are spelled out as part of the w-span are integrated into the phonological word and are
taken into account when selecting the correct allomorph of the subject clitic, as shown in (11b).

(11) a. gotx“€en.
gotx*=€an
burn=1SG.SBJ
‘I got burnt.’

b. gotxva?amé.
gotx¥-a2am=¢
burn-ACT.INTR=1SG.SBJ
‘I burn (s.t.). [Watanabe 2003, 187]

7 As Huijsmans (2023) notes (footnote 2, p. 84) there are exceptions to the patterns of indicative subject
clitic selection, with reduplication in particular. I have also noticed some roots where the form of the
subject clitic appears to be variable, and both the full and reduced forms are used with the same root. The
current analysis — which I also assume — is likely a simplified account of the pattern. More research is
needed.

8 Gloria Mellesmoen (p.c.) points out that an alternative analysis would be to say that the full form of the
subject clitics are selected when output of the w-span (i.e. the prosodic word) is monomoraic. In that case,
the reduced from of the subject clitics would be the more specified form.
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Unlike other suffixes, the past tense suffix acts as if it is “transparent” and does not impact the
selection of subject clitic allomorph. When the past tense and a subject clitic follow a weak root,
as in (12b), the full form of the subject clitic is still selected despite the intervening past tense suffix.

(12) a. &oqtéen som t9 daye.
&ag-t=¢an=som t9-?aya?
fence-CTR-PST=1SG.SBJ=FUT  1SG.POSS-house
‘I will fence in my house.’ [sf| BW.2025/04/14]
b. &aqtuléen t0 Paye.
&oq-t-ul=¢an td-?aya?
fence-CTR-PST=1SG.SBJ 1SG.POSS-house
‘I fenced in my house.’ [Huijsmans 2023, 101]

It is also not the case that the full form of the subject clitic is always selected when adjacent to the
past tense. The reduced form of the subject clitic will always be selected with a strong root,
regardless of whether the past tense is present. The reduced form is also selected if the past tense
occurs with a weak root and other suffixes — specifically suffixes which have a vowel (13).

(13) ..kvonetol¢ Set’ Bo ?emas-ol  Skvijol...
kvon-i-t-ud=¢ So=t"=0u ?imas-ul Skvijul
see-STAT-CTR-PST=1SG.SBJ DET=18G.POSS=go  walk-PST  morning
‘...I saw her when I walked this morning...’ [Huijsmans 2023, 222]

I argue against an explanation of the apparent transparency of the past tense that appeals to late
insertion. Instead, the pattern in (12b) can be easily accounted for if the past tense enters the
derivation and undergoes both stages of lexical insertion at the same time as the clitics. Only once
phonological content has been inserted for every lexical item in a phase is a prosodic word formed.
The past tense will already have phonological content inserted at the point of allomorph selection
for the subject clitic, but crucially, it will not yet be integrated into the phonological word. Although
the past tense precedes the subject clitic in the derivation, the past tense is not factored into the
prosodic weight of the host when selecting the allomorph of the subject clitic.

This still leaves the selection of the reduced form of the subject clitic following the polar
question clitic =a unaccounted for, as the reduced form of the subject clitic is always selected
following =a (14a).

(14) a. gohtaéx“om to OewOeton?
goh-t=a=¢x*=om to=0iw0iton
lift-CTR=Q=2SG.SBJ=FUT DET=table
‘Are you going to lift the table?’

b. gohtéen som Ouk*nacton.
goh-t=¢an=som Bok*nacton
lift-CTR=1SG.SBJ=FUT  DET=chair
‘I’m going to lift the chair.’ [Huijsmans 2023, 87]

I argue contrary to Huijsmans (2023) that the selection of the reduced form of the subject clitic
following the polar question clitic must be specified in the lexical entry of the subject clitics.
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Huijsmans uses the selection of the reduced form following the polar question clitic as evidence
that the subject clitics are sensitive to the prosodic weight of the host and the reduced form is
selected following the question clitic because the polar question adds weight to the host. As each
phase is parsed into a prosodic word only once the entire phase has undergone the second step of
lexical insertion, this cannot be the case, and the selection of the reduced form of the subject
following the question clitic must be lexically specified instead. The lexical entry for the first person
singular subject clitic — adapted from Huijsmans (2023, p. 90) — is shown in (15).

(15) allomorph environment
/Ean/
1SG.SBJ] &  /¢/ Jo__ or Q__
1t lo_ FUT or Q__FUT

2.3 Transparency to ergative allomorph selection (Interaction #3)

The third person ergative suffix -as is usually obligatory on transitive predicates in indicative
clauses with a third person subject (Huijsmans 2023), but does not surface when the ergative is
expected to precede the reportative =k"a, or the future clitic =som. Following Huijsmans (2023) I
assume that there are two allomorphs of the third person ergative suffix: a null form -@ and -as. |
follow Huijsmans in analyzing the null form as a lexically specified allomorph that is selected
during the second stage of lexical insertion if the ergative is adjacent to either the future or the
reportative clitic. The pattern is shown in (16) with the future clitic som. The ergative cannot occur
before the future clitic, as in (16c).

(16) a. nopises.
nop-is-as
put.in-TR-3ERG
‘He puts it in.”

b. nopis som.
nop-is-G=som
put.in-TR-3ERG=FUT
‘He will put it in.’

c. *nopiSes som.
nop-is-as=sam
put.in-TR-3ERG=FUT [Watanabe 2003, 57]

The third person ergative obligatorily occurs as an overt morpheme when a pre-predicative
element is present (17), and it is no longer adjacent to the clitics which trigger this alternation.
Huijsmans’ (2023, p. 95) lexical entry for the ergative is shown in (18).

(17) ho l’(,Wa Jvetstomses.
hu=k~a qvit-stu-ms-as
g0=RPT go.to.beach-CAUS-1SBJ+0OBJ-3ERG
‘He’s gonna take me down to the beach.’ [Kroeber 2002, 25]
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(18) allomorph environment
3ERG & fas/
9] ___{RPT/FUT/3POSS/3SBIV}
The problem in relation to the past tense is as follows; even when the past tense intervenes between
the ergative and either of the two clitics that trigger the selection of the null ergative allomorph, the
null allomorph is still selected, despite the conditions for selection not being met (19).

(19) yumoxvol k*a , kv yajis. l:<WakWa AopxVawusin.
yom-ax*-@-ul=k"a kv=Xajoys kva=k“a=Aopx“-awusin
kick-NCTR-3ERG-PST=RPT DET=rock RPT=CLD=get.broken-toe
‘He accidentally kicked a rock (I heard). He broke his toe.’ [Huijsmans 2023, 101]

The selection of the null ergative allomorph cannot be attributed to adjacency between the past
tense and the ergative, as the past and the ergative can freely co-occur in other contexts, such as in
(20).

(20) ho  kvutasol sjesol.
hu  k¥o[n]-t-as-ul sjasul
go  see-CTR-3ERG-PST  yesterday
‘He went to see her yesterday.’ [Huijsmans 2023, 100]

To account for the present problem the past tense must still enter the derivation in the same phase
as the clitics, but unlike the previous two sections additional analysis is required to derive the
correct surface form of the ergative. [ argue that, i) both the ergative and the past tense suffixes are
part of the upper (clitic) phase and undergo lexical insertion along with the clitics, and ii) the past
tense and the ergative undergo metathesis — akin to Distributed Morphology’s Local Dislocation
(Halle & Marantz 1993) — following the second stage of lexical insertion. This metathesis comes
after both stages of lexical insertion, but happens before other regular phonological operations. The
underlying order of the ergative and the past tense is then opposite to the order seen on the surface.
The apparent transparency of the past tense in examples like (19) is a result of the fact that the past
tense precedes the ergative suffix at the time of allomorph selection. The ergative suffix is adjacent
to the clitic which triggers the selection of its null allomorph during the second stage of lexical
insertion, even in a derivation where the past tense is present.

The following examples show how the surface ordering of the ergative and the past tense is
derived. The first derivation (21) — based on (20) above — shows what happens when there are
no clitics in the derivation. The second derivation (22) — based on (19) above — shows how the
reportative clitic triggers the selection of the null ergative allomorph prior to the metathesis
between the ergative and the past tense.’

° Note that the third person indicative subject is always null and is not included in these derivations.
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21)

(22)

No clitics

hu RWe[n]-t-as-ui
g0 see-CTR-3ERG-PST

ERGisurrix PST+surrix [hu]e [k¥ot]w
[hu], [k¥ot],-PST-ERG

[hu], [k¥ot],-ul-as
[hu], [k¥ot-as-ul],

With clitics

9
yam-ox*-@-ul=k"a...
kick-NCTR-ERG-PST=RPT

RPT:+enct ERGusur PSTasur [yom-ox™]e
[yom-ox¥],-PST-ERG=RPT
[yom-ox¥],-ul-@=k*a

[yam-axw-ﬂ-ukl’(‘”a](D

‘He went to see her... (yesterday).’

first-step of lexical insertion (L-match)

linearization

second-step of lexical insertion (Insert)
allomorph selection

metathesis

‘He accidentally kicked... (a rock).’

first-step of lexical insertion (L-match)

linearization

second-step of lexical insertion (Insert)
allomorph selection

metathesis

As the null ergative suffix is not overly marked on the surface, it is impossible to tell whether the
past tense undergoes metathesis with the null allomorph of the ergative. In (22¢) I assume that
metathesis applies uniformly. The analysis does not depend on this choice.

The post-metathesis surface ordering of the past tense and the ergative is seen in both
environments where the past tense and the non-null allomorph of the ergative co-occur — in object
centred relative clauses (23) and following the non-control transitivizer (24) (Watanabe 2003,

Huijsmans 2023).
(23) toy*nex*¢ [Se=[00
toX-n<i>x“=¢ $o=0u

24)

know-NCTR<STAT>=1SG.SBJ  DET=go
‘I know the one you went and helped.’

toqux“anot e Pemen

tog-ox*-an-ul $o=?imin

get.closed-NCTR-1SG.ERG  DET=door
‘I managed to close the door.’

Cegatax“ol|rc]ne
Cag-at-ax“-ul
help=CTR=2SG.ERG=PST
[Watanabe 2003, 131]

[sf| BW.2025/05/16]
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2.4 Subjunctive clitic ordering paradox (Interaction #4)

Subjunctive subject clitics primarily occur in subordinate clauses, including clauses embedded
under negation.!” The past tense suffix always occurs following the subjunctive subject enclitics
when they occur on the same predicate (25). This is entirely unexpected in nearly all theories of
clitic placement, which use the inability to host suffixes as one of the defining characteristics of
clitic-hood (Zwicky and Pullum 1983).

(25) xva?¢ kvunebota?nol.
x"a?=¢ kvon-i=Out=an-ut
NEG=1SG.SBJ see-STAT-CTR.REFL-1SG.SBJV-PST
‘I wasn’t careful.’ [Kroeber 2002, 27]

The main evidence that subjunctive subject markers are enclitics is that they invariably encliticize
to a pre-predicative auxiliary when one is present (26).

(26) xva?¢ quian hewtot.
XVa?=C¢ qwei=an hiwt-ul
NEG=1SG.SBJ come=1SG.SBJV get.home-PST
‘I didn’t come home.’ [Kroeber 2002, 31]

I argue that the subjunctive subject clitic and the past tense must undergo the same post-/nsert, pre-
phonological derivation (e.g., a constraint-based grammar as in Mellesmoen 2025) metathesis as
proposed for ergative and the past tense in the previous section. Evidence for this is supported by
the ordering of the subjunctive clitic and the past tense when other clitics are present. The past tense
suffix splits the clitic string, occurring between the subjunctive and the exclusive clitic =2ut (27a),
and the subjunctive and the inferential clitic =éa (28a).

(27) a. namsaga qwo’iasol?ot k¥ pa?a f"olic.
nomsa?ga  q“ol=as-ul=?2ut kv=pa?a thukw
wonder come=3.SBJV-PST=EXCL  DET=one  day
‘I wonder if she only came for one day.’ [sf| BW.2025/04/14]
b. *namsaga qwojoies?ot k» pa?a f"ol:(.
nomsa?ga  q“ol-ul=as=?ut kv=pa?a  ftoukv
wonder come-PST=3.SBJV=EXCL  DET=one day [sf| BW.2025/04/14]

10 Negation in 2ay?ajufom is predicative and takes a subjunctive complement clause. Subject inflection is
marked in both clauses. A subject clitic (which is typically indicative) encliticizes to the negative predicate
and a subjunctive subject clitic occurs in the subordinate clause (Kroeber 1999, Watanabe 2003, Davis
2005).
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. X2 M
(28) a. gayetom Kiana, ga cumCumomasot Ce

gay-at=t’+som Kiana  ga=Com~Com-om=as-uj=Ca
ask-CTR-1SG.SBJHFUT Kiana ~ COMP=CHAR~cold-MD=3.SBJV-PST=INFER
&enos
danu=s
dog=3SG.POSS
‘I am going to ask Kiana if her dog was cold.’ [sf| BW.2025/05/16]
b. *gayet'om Kiana, ga &iméimomotos &e
gay-at=t+som Kiana ga=éem~éem—9m—ui=as=éa
ask-CTR-18G.SBJ+FUT Kiana ~ COMP=CHAR~cold-MD-PST=3.SBJV=INFER
&enos
&anu=s

dog=3SG.POSS
[sf| BW.2025/05/16]

As described in the previous sections, between the first and second stages of lexical insertion the
morphological features on each lexical item are satisfied from the bottom of the tree, proceeding
upwards. In the derivation for (27a) the suffix feature of the past tense is satisfied first, and the past
tense is suffixed to the verb. Following the suffixation of the past tense the derivation proceeds up
the tree to the clitics. The enclitic feature of the exclusive clitic is satisfied first, and it encliticizes
to the preceding head. In this case the exclusive clitic feature is satisfied via attachment to the
higher subjunctive clitic. To satisfy its own enclitic feature the subjunctive must undergo downward
movement and encliticize to the verb, attaching outside the past tense suffix. The clitic string moves
as a single morphological constituent and the exclusive clitic moves downwards with the
subjunctive clitic. During the second stage of lexical insertion phonological content is inserted and
morphological features are no longer visible. At this stage, there is nothing binding the clitic string
together, and nothing that differentiates a clitic from a suffix. The past tense and subjunctive enclitic
metathesize, deriving the surface ordering in which the past tense splits the subjunctive subject
from the rest of the clitic string.

Exactly what triggers the metathesis is still unclear, and it is likely that it is simply a predictable
part of the morphology of the language. What is important is that both the subjunctive clitic and
the ergative suffix that undergo this metathesis with the past tense share the same phonological
form (see Table 3).

Table 3: The subjunctive and ergative subjects (adapted from Watanabe 2003, p. 52)

SUBJUNCTIVE ERGATIVE

ISG  =an -an
1PL =at -at
2SG  =ax¥ -ax¥
2PL =ap -ap
3 =as -as

The morphological features which distinguish the subjunctive and ergative from each other —
including the enclitic and suffix features — will have disappeared following the second stage of
lexical insertion. At the stage in which morphological metathesis occurs the subjunctive and the
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ergative are identical, and must be treated in the same way by the grammar. Although it is possible
that there are two entirely separate instances of metathesis which coincidentally apply to
morphemes with the same phonological shape, such an analysis misses the generalization that the
subjunctive and the ergative subjects are phonologically identical and are automatically treated in
the same way in the present model. An analysis which argues for two separate instances of
metathesis would require an additional mechanism which would distinguish phonologically
identical morphemes as this stage. Such a mechanism is not needed for any other area of the
grammar.

3 Conclusion

I have argued for an account of the past tense suffix which expands the model of clitic linearization
developed by Huijsmans (2023) and Davis and Huijsmans (2024) to account for the distribution of
the past tense without giving too much power to the suffix feature or requiring undesirable
adaptations to the model. When the past tense is analyzed as part of the clitic phase, the correct
surface allomorphy and linear ordering with respect to the surrounding suffixes and clitics can be
derived. Crucially, the current analysis reduces four exceptional patterns involving the past tense
and clitics to only two: 1) the past tense allomorphs which occur adjacent to possessive clitics, and
the “transparency” of the past tense with respect to indicative subject selection, are both accounted
for by analyzing the past tense suffix as part of the clitic phase; and ii) the “transparency” of the
past tense suffix to ergative allomorph selection, and the paradoxical ordering between the
subjunctive subject clitic and the past tense suffix, are both accounted for via metathesis. Both
claims are supported by new data which shows that the past tense is able to split the clitic string in
subjunctive clauses.

The strength of the current analysis is that it does not require significant modifications to the
present model of clitic linearisation and lexical insertion to account for the behaviours of one suffix.
The biggest drawback to Huijsmans’ late-insertion analysis of the past tense — which she identifies
herself — is that it requires a suffix to be able to ‘see’ the boundary between a clitic and its host in
order to derive the attested surface ordering. There is no other evidence in the language which
suggests that such an adaptation to the model would be justified. Instead of adapting the model to
account for the exceptionality past tense, the behaviour of the past tense and its interactions with
clitics becomes entirely predictable within the established model when the past is treated as part of
the clitic phase. Although the exceptional patterns involving the past tense and clitics initially
appear idiosyncratic and unrelated, I have shown that a unified analysis of all four patterns is
available when the past tense is analyzed as a suffix that is part of the clitic phase.
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