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Abstract

Multi-predicate Constructions in Nuuchahnulth

David Inman

Chair of the Supervisory Committee:
Chair Emily M. Bender
Department of Linguistics

This dissertation documents and models two types of multi-predicate constructions in Nuuchahnulth:
serial verb constructions, and a construction involving the suffix -(¢)4, which is called the predicate
linker. I define a serial verb construction (SVC) as any clause with two verbs present and no overt co-
ordinating element. I document the circumstances under which this occurs, give its grammatical con-
straints, and classify SVCs in Nuuchahnulth into four syntactically distinct categories. I also examine
the linker suffix and provide a grammatical description for it. Unlike SVCs, the linker coordinates two
elements which serve as predicates in the syntax, a category which includes not just verbs, but common
nouns and adjectives as well. I use the properties of the linker and SVCs to shed light on words that are
category-ambiguous. Finally, this is all implemented inside of a DELPH-IN style computational gram-
mar within the head-driven phrase structure grammar (HPSG) framework. My analyses are then tested

against a set of speaker-vetted sentences illustrating the phenomena.
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Chapter1

INTRODUCTION

1.1 Theresearch question

In this dissertation, I approach the following research question: What are the morphosyntactic prop-
erties of Nuuchahnulth clauses that contain more than one predicate? To answer this, I focus on clauses
without coordinating word forms with meanings like ‘and’ or ‘or’ I examine two such constructions:
serial verb constructions (Chapter 4) and a morpheme called the predicate linker (Chapter 5).

Both of these strategies are used to coordinate multiple elements. 1 give a typical serial verb construc-
tion below in (1), where the verbs nuutksi ‘go around (in a circle)’ and kamatgsiA ‘run’ are juxtaposed,
and a typical linker construction in (2), where the linker -(q)A coordinates the verbs fig¥aas ‘sit’ and

nadaat ‘read’

(1)  hi$ukagisuu nuutksii kamatqsia.
hisuk=!lagA=suu  nuutksia kamatq-8iz
all=FUT=NEUT.2PL go.around.MO run-mMoO

‘All of you will run around (the circle).” (C, tupaat Julia Lucas)

(2) tiqvaash?i$ nacaat tucsac?i.
tigw-a's-(q)h=2i$ nacaat tucsac=?i-
sit-on.horizontal.surface-LINK=STRG.3 read  girl=ART

‘The girl is sitting and reading.’ (T, Fidelia Haiyupis)

These forms of covert (in the case of a serial verb construction) or non-canonical (in the case of the
linker) coordination are sometimes taken for granted in other syntactic literature on the language, and

have not yet been a focus of study on their own. Most recent researchers sketch out the basics of the
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Nuuchahnulth clause structure, as I will in Chapter 3, but do not include coordination strategies in these
sketches.! There are however other researchers who have addressed one or both of these coordination
strategies: Rose (1981) provides an abbreviated discussion on both strategies, Jacobsen (1993) mentions
both in his overview of the Nuuchahnulth clause, Nakayama (2001) has a discussion on serialization,
and Davidson (2002) also discusses serialization, although by a different name.2 The work I describe
here goes beyond what is present in these previous accounts.

With respect to serialization, Rose (1981, p. 153-154) discusses “noncued coordinate clauses” How-
ever, in her brief account she mixes examples of two clauses with examples of only one clause, and does
not give the syntactic properties of this construction. Jacobsen (1993, p. 248—252) addresses what he calls
“verb serialization” within his larger discussion on the Nuuchahnulth clause. He defines this as multiple
verbs that share second-position subject information.? However, his analysis is limited due to its brevity
(three and a half pages), and there are some cases where I think his categorization is incorrect: he ana-
lyzes some adverbs as verbs (7iih in its adverbial use ‘very’* Paanagh ‘really’, gii ‘for a long time’) and he
categorizes as serialization some verbs that are plausibly subject-raising (the negator wik, hasiik ‘finish’).
Nakayama (2001, p. 102—-109) gives the longest and most complete treatment of the phenomenon, which
he calls “serialization.” He approaches this task from a primarily semantic and functional perspective,
whereas my approach prioritizes the syntactic properties of serialization strategies and gives a formal
account of their properties. Nonetheless, there is a surprising degree of overlap in our serialization cat-
egories.> Finally, Davidson (2002, p. 149-152) discusses the same phenomenon, which he calls “bare
absolute constructions” and analyzes as a type of adverbial clause. I will argue that these constructions
are a form of coordination, and detail the differences between syntactic categories within this group.
The work I present in Chapter 4 represents a much more detailed accounting of the syntactic properties

of serial verb constructions in Nuuchahnulth than has been given in the literature so far.

ISee Chapter 3 in Wojdak (2005), Chapter 2 in Woo (2007a), and Chapter 2 in Waldie (2012).

2Davidson objects to the term “serialization” for this part of the grammar, but he is describing the same phenomenon as
the other researchers.

3This is functionally the same definition used by Nakayama and Davidson, and the one I will use in §4.1.
#?iih can also be used as an adjective, where it means ‘big’

5See §4.2 and especially footnote 4 of Chapter 4.
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The linker morpheme has received considerably less attention than serialization in the literature.
Sapir and Swadesh (1939, p. 241) list it as an incremental suffix with the simple gloss ‘meanwhile’ and
the description “sometimes used as a formative suffix”. Rose (1981, p. 151) gives one example of this mor-
pheme in her discussion on coordination, which she also glosses as ‘meanwhile’ Jacobsen (1993, p. 245)
briefly mentions the linker, and defines it as ‘while’. As I will discuss in Chapter 5, the syntactic prop-
erties of the linker are more complex than the English gloss ‘while’ or ‘meanwhile’ would indicate, and
clauses containing a linker morpheme share some syntactic properties with serial verb constructions.
To my knowledge, these three mentions of the linker are the only published original linguistic research
on the morpheme. The linker is extremely common in fluent Nuuchahnulth. It occurs in syntactic ex-
amples in other work, although it is rarely examined as having its own syntactic properties. For instance,
Nakayama (2001) gives an example of serialization where one verb has the linker morpheme attached.®
An opposition between bare serialization and linker constructions has been noted by Werle, who is ac-
tively working with speakers of the language (p.c.). On the analysis I present here, the addition of a
linker morpheme creates an entirely different syntactic structure from serialization. My description of
this morpheme presented in this dissertation is the first extended look at its morphosyntactic properties

and the most complete in the literature to date.

My documentation and analysis of these two multi-predicate constructions fills a gap in the existing
literature. It illuminates properties of the Nuuchahnulth clause, particularly what elements within the
language can be coordinated and how. My analysis of the linker morpheme also sheds light on syntac-
tic categories within the language and their properties (§5.2). With my research question defined and
situated within existing Nuuchahnulth linguistic work, I will now give some background situating the

language itself.

6Ex (257) on p.102
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1.2 Background on Nuuchahnulth

Nuuchahnulth (ISO 639-3 nuk, formerly called Nootka?) is a Wakashan language of the South Wakashan
branch. It is spoken along the west coast of Vancouver Island, from the Kyuquot-Checleseht nation in
the north to the Huu-ay-aht nation in the south. The language is a dialect continuum with a significant
range of lexical and, to a lesser extent, grammatical variation among dialects. My Ucluelet consultants
(in the south) expressed some difficulty with Kyuquot-Checleseht speech, and vice versa my Kyuquot-
Checleseht consultant found southern speech strange and difficult at times. Despite this, there is a large
amount of overlap between the dialects and speakers of one dialect can accommodate themselves to the

speech of other dialects.

I follow Werle’s dialect definitions (Werle, 2013, 2015-2019), a schema which breaks the language into
four dialect regions: Kyuquot-Checleseht (abbreviated Q), Northern (T), Central (C), and Barkley Sound
(B). I will mark all data in this dissertation with the speaker, their name, and which dialect region they
are from.

As aresult of economic changes and more importantly the policy of residential schools in Canada, all
native speakers of Nuuchahnulth are older, with the youngest speaker I know of in her later sixties. Most
of the speakers I worked with were put in residential schools in their childhood, although two speakers

I worked with were not.

Linguistic work on Nuuchahnulth began with Sapir (1911). Along with the collaboration in particular
of Tseshaht speaker and linguist Alex Thomas, Sapir collected language texts beginning in 1910 to around
1923. The first publication of this data was Sapir (1924), followed much later, with the help of editor Morris
Swadesh, by the “Nootka Texts” volume (Sapir and Swadesh, 1939) and later still by the follow-up volume
“Native Accounts of Nootka Ethnography” (Sapir and Swadesh, 1955). A planned third and final volume
was intended to be entitled “Nootka Legends and Stories”, however Sapir passed on after the first volume

and Swadesh passed on after the second. Their remaining work was published posthumously in several

“The name Nootka was applied to Nootka Sound and the people living there by Captain James Cook, likely upon being
told as he approached in his ship to ‘circle round’ (nuutkaa) to the other side of the harbor (Campbell, 1997, p. 396). The word
Nuuchahnulth (nuuéaariut) is a more recent endonym created by members of the Nuuchahnulth tribes and means ‘along the
mountains.
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volumes beginning in 2000 (Sapir et al., 2000, 2004, 2007, 2009). This delayed and multi-part “third vol-
ume” was published after the exonym Nootka had been replaced by the endonym Nuuchahnulth, which
caused changes to the titles of these publications. However, these volumes were also published with sub-
titles indicating they were some numbered part of the “Sapir-Thomas Nootka Texts.” The name “Nootka
Texts” has thus become ambiguous with respect to the first volume of this work or the work as a whole.
In an attempt to differentiate, I will refer to the entire collection as either the “Sapir-Thomas Nootka
Texts” or the “Sapir-Thomas texts”, and reserve plain “Nootka Texts” for the first published volume (Sapir
and Swadesh, 1939). It should be kept in mind that the Nuuchahnulth published in these volumes is
approximately 100 years older than the Nuuchahnulth of my consultants, and represents the language
at an earlier stage of its development. In addition, some of the speakers represented in these texts were
monolingual in Nuuchahnulth, while all of my consultants were bilingual, and most of them spend most
of their time using English.

Linguistic research on Nuuchahnulth has continued since the Sapir-Thomas Nootka Texts, although
no collected publication of transcribed fluent Nuuchahnulth has yet matched their work in size. Most
linguistic publications following the Sapir-Thomas texts have been in the form of grammars and theo-
retical (as opposed to textual) work. I reviewed much of it in §1.1, and will frequently reference both the

theoretical and textual literature on Nuuchahnulth throughout this dissertation.

1.3 Structure of the dissertation

I will begin by describing my methodology (Chapter 2), which will cover both my fieldwork and my
grammar implementation work. I will then describe the basics of the language’s clause structure (Chap-
ter 3), and then the two types of multi-predicate constructions I examined: serial verbs (Chapter 4) and
the predicate linker (Chapter 5). Each of these three chapters is divided into two components (possibly
comprising multiple sections): the first focusing on data and theory-neutral descriptions of the phenom-
ena, and the second describing how I have modeled and implemented this within a computationally
readable grammar in the Head-driven Phrase Structure Grammar (HPSG, Pollard and Sag 1994) formal-
ism. The serial verb chapter also includes a discussion on phenomena included and excluded by the

definition, and the linker chapter includes a section applying facts about the linker to words whose syn-
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tactic category or argument structure is unclear. For readers most interested in the descriptive facts and
not the details of my HPSG analysis, they can focus on the descriptive sections, which will be sufficient
for this purpose. For readers who are interested in syntactic modeling, the implementation sections
should be accessible to both linguists working within HPSG as well as syntacticians working in other
frameworks, although the details of my analyses will be framework-specific. I then give an overview of
the results of my implemented grammar on targeted test suites (Chapter 6), and finally conclude with a
discussion of my findings about Nuuchahnulth, the HPSG analyses I have developed, and directions this
for future investigation opened up by this work (Chapter 7).

There are two appendices included. The first defines the orthographic conventions and pronun-
ciation of orthographic symbols (Appendix A). The second describes the glossing conventions I have
adopted, perhaps most significantly among them those conventions used to describe some of Nuuchah-
nulth’s vowel-length-altering morphological rules, the meaning of special symbols like ! and ©, as well as
a list of grams (Appendix B). If some grams or notational conventions are confusing to the reader, they
can consult this appendix.

Although the two multi-predicate constructions (serial verbs and the predicate linker) that I analyze
share some similar properties, the chapters are largely separate from each other. It is possible for the
interested reader to just focus on one chapter or the other, although I will be assuming basic facts about

the Nuuchahnulth clause structure, outlined in Chapter 3.
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Chapter 2

METHODOLOGY

This work has proceeded along two tracks. The first has been gathering primary data through field-
work and using existing corpora in the language to uncover grammatical facts. The second is the imple-
mentation of the analysis of these grammatical facts through a computational syntactic framework. I

will address my methods for each part separately.

2.1 Gathering data in Nuuchahnulth

Before I began my project on serial verbs and the linker, I first learned enough Nuuchahnulth to
become at least conversant in the language. I did this by reading the published literature (especially Sapir
and Swadesh 1939), attending language learning classes in Port Alberni (many of them with my colleague,
Amie DeJong), and direct study with Adam Werle, some of which was funded through summer Foreign
Language and Area Studies (FLAS) fellowship. The language lessons I participated in were taught by
Adam Werle and often included elders and native speakers who would assist, correct, and aid in teaching.
It was through this venue that I first met fluent Nuuchahnulth elders.

In the summer of 2016, Adam and I traveled to Hot Springs Cove and collected texts from some
Hesquiaht elders. On request, that data is not presented in this dissertation, but some of that work has

informed my analysis, which I have confirmed with other speakers.

2.2 Data sources

I began learning and working with Nuuchahnulth at the start of 2015. Before I collected my own
data, I looked at data from a variety of sources to generate appropriate questions. My sources were
previous syntactic work on the language, especially Jacobsen (1993), Nakayama (2001), Wojdak (2003),

Waldie (2004), and Woo (2007a). I also relied on corpora published by linguists, especially the Sapir-
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Thomas Nootka Texts (Sapir, 1924; Sapir and Swadesh, 1939, 1955; Sapir et al., 2000, 2004, 2007, 2009).
Matthew Davidson has digitized the first story and the subsequent first two volumes (Sapir, 1924; Sapir
and Swadesh, 1939, 1955) and has provided me access to it. Without this work, searching through the
texts for grammatical constructions would have been much harder.

In addition to these resources, I looked at community-produced texts such as “Son of Thunderbird”
and texts I received from linguists Adam Werle and Henry Kammler. The largest of these was an in-
progress Bible translation Adam Werle and Sophie Billy were working on and several recordings Henry
Kammler made with the late Barbara Touchie. I looked through these sources for examples of the phe-
nomena I was looking for, annotated and cataloged them, and used some of these examples as prompts

for speakers.

2.3 Elicitation methods

I spent January, February, and part of March of 2018 in Port Alberni working with native speakers
and gathering data specifically for this dissertation. In that period of time I worked with Julia Lucas (Nu-
uchahnulth name tupaat, who is Hesquiaht by marriage but Ahousaht by birth, and speaks the central
dialect), Bob Mundy (Uclueleht tribe, Barkley Sound dialect), Marjorie Touchie (Uclueleht tribe, Barkley
Sound dialect), Fidelia Haiyupis (Ehattesaht tribe, northern dialect), and Sophie Billy (Checleseht tribe,
Kyuquot-Checleseht dialect). I also present data I gathered earlier from Simon Lucas (Nuuchahnulth
name yuutnaak, Hesquiaht tribe, northern dialect), the late husband of Julia Lucas. I later spent much of
March and April of 2019 in Uclueleht, working with the same speakers, and some of this work was funded
by and the First Nations Education Foundation, who received copies of transcriptions and translations
of the work they funded.

I have made an effort to make my work, especially my recordings and transcriptions, available to the
communities I have worked with. Some of my work with Fidelia Haiyupis and Sophie Billy was funded
by the Ehattesaht tribe, which has received copies of my notes and recordings. The Uclueleht Nation
has received the notes and recordings I made with Bob Mundy and Marjorie Touchie. I have also made
recordings and transcriptions available online to language learners. Some of this information is restricted

to people who have the right password to access the folder. I take precautions not to collect data that is
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sensitive to audience restrictions, and so for most of these materials, password-restricted access is not
done out of a concern with individuals’ rights to view information, but with the fact that many of these
materials are works in progress and I do not want possibly-inaccurate transcriptions to be disseminated

widely among people who are lower-level language learners.

When working with speakers, I tended to work two to four hours at a time and tried to structure
sections in three parts: grammatical questions and elicitations, vocabulary questions and clarification
questions on existing texts, and text elicitation. The purpose of this was to avoid wearing speakers out
with too many grammatical questions in a row, and to collect other important data. While there has
been good primary linguistic documentation in Nuuchahnulth, particularly in Sapir and Swadesh (1939)
and Rose (1981), there are many differences across the language’s wide spread of dialects that remain
undocumented and unknown. Although one of my speakers did not like giving lengthy texts, I was able
to collect connected, fluent texts from all other speakers, which is a lasting artifact and can be used to
answer questions beyond the scope of my dissertation. In total, I have about seven hours of recordings
from my fieldwork, about three hours of which are texts that are continuous or mostly continuous Nu-

uchahnulth.

2.4 Methods of elicitation

I used eight methods of elicitation, the aim of which was to obtain the most natural Nuuchahnulth
examples or grammatical judgments relevant to the phenomenon under investigation. Some methods
worked better than others, although none of them worked all of the time. Anecdotally, I found that
staying in Nuuchahnulth for longer periods of time helped more than anything else, although this was
quite difficult. Only one of my consultants was literate in the language, and while she would correct
my pronunciation sometimes by writing out a word, she preferred to work in an oral environment and
have me read my notes back to her. These elicitation sessions then occurred in either a completely or

nearly-completely oral context. All Nuuchahnulth speakers I worked with were bilingual in English.
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2.4.1  Describing images

The aim of this methodology is to avoid the metalanguage (English) through the visual medium. The
speaker is presented with a series of images and asked to describe what is going on using only Nuuchah-
nulth. One set [ used was a series of photos I took of dogs at a reserve. The dogs are standing at a pier.
They begin barking at the water. A boat approaches the pier. The dogs go up to meet the man in the
boat, who pets them. The purpose of this was to elicit a few serial verb constructions, the equivalent of
“The dogs are at the wharf” (locations are verbs in Nuuchahnulth), and “The man pilots the boat to the
dock” (which would require two verbs). In addition to photo series, I also used hand-drawn pictures on
index cards, and existing picture-story books.

I found this method occasionally fruitful but limiting. Sometimes (especially with my hand-drawn
cards), speakers would spend a lot of time questioning what the picture was meant to represent. Even
with photos, they wanted to know what to focus on: Who is the man in the photo, and who is he related
to? While broad grammatical structures could be gathered this way, other methods were more fruitful

for eliciting targeted phenomena.

2.4.2 Answering questions

Another way of getting natural speech is by asking questions to elicit the phenomenon. In this
method, I would tell a short story and ask a question about what happened. I hoped to elicit a response
that used the grammatical phenomenon I was investigating.

For instance, one of my setups was the following (spoken in Nuuchahnulth): “I saw two creatures
come out of the forest. One was a dog, one was a wolf. The dog approached me. The other went back
into the forest. He ran. It was the dog that approached me. What did the wolf do?”

The expected answer is “The wolf ran into the forest,” which requires coordinating the two verbs ‘run’
and ‘into the forest.’ I had very low success rates with this kind of elicitation and quickly abandoned it.
Speakers would select the most semantically salient verb, in this case ‘into the forest, and drop the other

verb in the construction. For instance, one response I got to this prompt was (3).
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(3) hitaagAi?ak qvayaciik.
hitaaqAii=!aX q“ayaciik
in.forest Mo=NOwW wolf

‘The wolf went into the forest.” (T, Fidelia Haiyupis)

I had similar issues with other question-answering. Speakers preferred to answer as succinctly as
possible, which was not useful for the phenomena I was investigating. There may be a more fruitful way

of using this kind of elicitation method, but I was unable to find it.

2.4.3 Recording texts

My fieldwork also involved recording fluent texts from Nuuchahnulth speakers. This work is a valu-
able endeavor in itself, but it also allows speakers to give examples of these phenomena in a fluent con-
text. Both linker and serial verb constructions occur naturally in running texts, and in the relevant chap-

ters I will give counts of grammatical phenomena in texts I collected as well as some historical texts.

2.4.4 Rephrasing stories

The typical person is interested in language as a means of communication and not a set of abstract
grammatical rules. Rephrasing traditional stories or short narratives is one way of trying to get natu-
ral versions of grammatical phenomena, especially if the original requires them. I tried three forms of
retelling: (1) asking a speaker to summarize in a few sentences a text I had previously gotten from them
(in Nuuchahnulth); (2) asking a speaker to summarize my own story (in Nuuchahnulth and English); (3)
asking a speaker to retell a traditional story they know.

I did not have good results with (3), but I did better with (1) and (2). Not every consultant I worked
with had the patience to resummarize their own text, but those that did could be persuaded to give a
quick summary in a few sentences. For retelling my own stories, I told stories both in Nuuchahnulth
and English. With Nuuchahnulth stories, speakers quickly got frustrated (“But you already said it”), so I

got furthest by telling stories in English and asking for a summary in Nuuchahnulth. This unfortunately
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turned this exercise into something closer to a translation task, although the aim here was summariza-
tion and not direct translation. For example, “I like to walk in the forest in the mornings. There are lots of
blue jays in the forest. They must like me, because they follow me around the forest. How do I describe
my mornings?” The first part of the story has the opportunity for three coordinated expressions in a sen-
tence: location, action, and time. The final part also has the possibility for two coordinated expressions:

alocation and an action.

2.4.5 Forced choice

Forced choice gives the speaker a few examples to choose from when trying to select the best way
to describe something. This strategy was a mixed bag. Very frequently speakers would reject both, or
offer a third way of saying it and refuse to choose between those presented. However, giving speakers
a limited set of choices sometimes led them to describe what made one sentence bad, or why all sen-
tences were bad. For example, speakers would say, “That way of putting it could mean something else.”
When presented with options, speakers were much more likely to volunteer reasons why a sentence was
sounded bad.

For example, I presented speakers with a situation where I am being witnessed doing something by
another party. I've left home to go after whales, and my wife sees me hunting while she is standing on

the shore.

(4) 7 naacsaatah tuucmaakqas ?u?u?iih ?iihtuup.
naacsa=lat=(m)a’h ~ tuucma=?ak=qas ?u-R.2iih ?iihtuup
see.CV=PASS=REAL.1ISG woman=POSS=DEFN.1SG X-go.after whale

? ‘My wife saw me going after a whale.

(5) ? naacsaatah tuucmaakqas ?u?u?iih?at ?iihtuup.
naacsa=lat=(m)a’h  tuucma=?ak=qas ?u-R.?iih=lat  ?iihtuup
see.CV=PASS=REAL.ISG wWoman=POSS=DEFN.1SG X-go.after=pAss whale

? ‘My wife saw me going after a whale.
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In this case, my consultant Bob Mundy strongly rejected (5). This gave me evidence about the limits of
“clitic spreading” (see discussion at the end of §3.1.3). Enclitics that sometimes copy across an utterance
(like passive =/at) cannot spread into an embedded clause.

I also attempted to put together a list of sentences testing for ordering preferences. I presented the

below to Checleseht speaker Sophie Billy.

(6) mamuukwitsin hit maatmaas.

mamuuk-wits=(y)in hit  maatmaas

work.DR-going.to=WEAK.1PL be.at house.pL

? ‘We will work at Mahtmahs.

(7)  hilwitsin maatmaas mamuuk.

hit-wits=(y)in maatmaas mamuuk

be.at-going.to=wWEAK.1PL house.PL work.DR

? ‘We will work at Mahtmahs.

Sophie Billy preferred (7). I believe both utterances are grammatical, but there is an overall preference

to express locations first. I will go into more depth about this preference in Chapter 4.

2.4.6 Translation

I also used translation from English, which I consider a less preferable form of elicitation due to
the possibility that the speaker will adopt English-like syntactic structures instead of Nuuchahnulth-
like structures. However, some speakers were most comfortable with this kind of elicitation task, and
it is easier to do. With one speaker, we worked slowly over a couple of sessions through an abridged
translation of The Little Prince.

There were other, shorter versions of this kind of elicitation. For instance, “We are going to go camp-
ing. I want the children to help their mother. I want them to pack. I want them to carry the luggage.
What should I tell them?” The purpose of this was to get a command form, which is always marked with

overt second-position inflection, with a serialized verb construction where the verbs must necessarily
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share the command mood. The construction would minimally have two sequential verbs and perhaps a

benefactive verb to express “for your mother.”

2.4.7 Grammatical judgments

Itis a cultural Nuuchahnulth value not to overtly correct people, and especially not to do so in public.
While this is perhaps a good cultural practice for creating a healthy community, it is bad for linguists
trying to learn what is and is not grammatical in a language.

Straight grammatical judgments—is this utterance a part of the language or not?—are necessary in
linguistic descriptions. These are also necessarily linguist-constructed. I would put together these sen-
tence myself, and ask about them. In my first few attempts, speakers would typically respond with “I
suppose you could say it that way,” or “I understand you.” Even asking “Would you say that?” or “Am I
saying it correctly?” speakers were typically hesitant to offer a correction unless the sentence was com-
pletely unintelligible.

The way I attempted to get around this was by asking speakers if what I said sounded like their dialect,
like something they might say, and (most significantly) if they could repeat it. If a speaker consistently
would rephrase the utterance when repeating it, I took it to mean that my version was likely ungram-
matical. If I gave an example sentence out of the blue, I tried to provide context. I often had the best
success with getting clear judgments by rephrasing speaker utterances. I would add, remove, or move
an element, and sometimes change the setup. Speakers were much more willing to give a firm yes or no

in this context.

2.4.8 Constructing a sentence

There were many instances where I would ask speakers, “Can you think of a case where you would
use this word?” I constructed this method on the fly, as speakers would reject examples I thought were
grammatical, or I could not come up with a context that would elicit the construction I was looking
for. In most of these cases, I was trying to get an example of a word with a linker morpheme attached

(Chapter 5).
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2.5 Data collation

I collated the examples of the grammatical phenomena I was interested in to create a database of
examples. These examples came from a set of stories I had previously interlinearized, from a subset of
stories in Sapir and Swadesh (1939), from my elicitation sessions with consultants, and from my tran-
scriptions of texts I collected. I entered these examples into a spreadsheet that was tagged with the phe-
nomenon that the example illustrated, and used this to find patterns in the grammatical data. To port
this data to a test suite that the implemented grammar could run on, I simply ran a script that would

generate a format readable by the implemented grammar.

2.6 Implementation through the DELPH-IN framework

My grammatical analysis has been through the DELPH-IN! framework, which is a computationally-
implemented formalism of Head-driven Phrase Structure Grammar (HPSG, Pollard and Sag 1994) using
Minimal Recursion Semantics (MRS, Copestake et al. 2005). My implementation is built on a base that

uses the Grammar Matrix (Bender et al., 2002; Flickinger and Bender, 2003; Bender et al., 2010).

My first step was to answer the questionnaire on the Grammar Matrix webpage, which generates
a baseline grammar in the DELPH-IN Joint Reference Formalism, known as ‘TDL’ for type description
language (Copestake, 2002a). TDL is a series of declarative statements that describe grammatical types,
and the Grammar Matrix is a database of common grammatical types across the world’s languages. As
an example type, in Fig. 2.1 I replicate a part of the TDL from the Grammar Matrix that describes the

basic head-complement type.

http://www.delph-in.net
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Figure 2.1: TDL for basic-head-comp-phrase

basic-head-comp-phrase := head-valence-phrase & head-compositional &
binary-headed-phrase &
[ SYNSEM phr-synsem-min &
[ LOCAL.CAT [ VAL [ SUBJ #subj,
SPEC #spec,
SPR #spr 1],
POSTHEAD #ph,
HC-LIGHT #light ],
LIGHT #light ],
HEAD-DTR.SYNSEM [ LOCAL.CAT [ VAL [ SUBJ #subj,
SPEC #spec,
SPR #spr 1],
HC-LIGHT #light,
POSTHEAD #ph 1],
NON-HEAD-DTR.SYNSEM canonical-synsem ] .

This type definition first states that the basic-head-comp-phrase type inherits all the constraints of
head-valence-phrase, head-compositional, and binary-headed-phrase. 1 will gloss over what is present in
these inherited types. It also adds to the constraints of the types it inherits from, stating that, minus
the comps list (where complements are stored), the mother node inherits the vaL(ence) values of its
head-daughter, and some other elements of its daughter’s caT(egory) values. The non-head-daughter
is specified only to be some kind of syntactic-semantic item. A further type definition, basic-head-1st-
comp-phrase, inherits from basic-head-comp-phrase and specifies what happens to the head-daughter’s

complements (Fig. 2.2).

Figure 2.2: TDL for basic-head-1st-comp-phrase

basic-head-1st-comp-phrase := basic-head-comp-phrase &
[ SYNSEM.LOCAL.CAT.VAL.COMPS #comps,
HEAD-DTR.SYNSEM.LOCAL.CAT.VAL.COMPS < #synsem . #comps >,
NON-HEAD-DTR.SYNSEM #synsem ] .

This code states that the non-head-daughter is identified with whatever the first thing is on the head-

daughter’s comP(lement)s list, and the mother node’s complements list is reduced by one. In the case
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where the head-daughter only has a complements list with one item on it, the value #comps will be a
null element, and the mother node will have an empty comps list. This means that the parent node is
no longer looking for any complements. This process is called cancellation, and it is how HPSG keeps

track of the saturation of a verb’s argument structure.

All of the above type specifications are from the Grammar Matrix, and part of the provided analy-
ses when the system generates an output grammar based on a user’s answer to questions. So far, basic-
head-1st-comp-phrase says nothing about whether the head daughter or non-head daughter appears first.
In my generated grammar, I have a head-comp-phrase that inherits from both the basic-head-1st-comp-
phrase above, as well as the head-initial constraint, which simply says that the head is the leftmost el-
ement in the structure. Together with a few other constraints, this defines the basic head-complement

type in my Nuuchahnulth grammar.

Once this output from the Grammar Matrix was generated, I could then develop my own, more com-

plex syntactic analyses. For instance, I added a type which allows for a dropped subject (Fig. 2.3).

Figure 2.3: TDL for nuk-head-opt-subj-phrase

nuk-head-opt-subj-phrase := decl-head-opt-subj-phrase &
[ HEAD-DTR.SYNSEM [ LOCAL.CAT [ HEAD [ FORM finite,
AUX + ],
VAL.SUBJ < synsem-min > ],
NON-LOCAL.SLASH <! 1> 1] 1.
This rule inherits from the decl-head-opt-subj-phrase rule in the Grammar Matrix. It further specifies
that the node having its subject dropped (the head daughter) needs to be a finite auxiliary (which in

my grammar is how I specify second-position enclitics, §3.1.3), and that it has no gapped elements (an

empty SLASH list). This rule definition is not generated by the Grammar Matrix.

I have limited the scope of my work in two major ways. Firstly, | am not modeling the morphophonol-
ogy. There are two reasons for this. Morphophonology is theoretically separate from morphosyntax, and
as a result of that assumption the DELPH-IN formalism is focused on the morphosyntax. Because this is
a project modeling multi-predicate constructions, the morphophonology is also not the most relevant

component of the grammar. What this means is that a sentence like Puumacuk*aiah qu?usin ‘1 am talk-
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ing about Raven’ is represented in my grammar in its already-segmented form, “?u-L.mac¢uk =!az=(m)a'h
qu?usin.”

Secondly, I am not separating dialect features into different grammatical models. My data comes
from many different dialects of Nuuchahnulth, which each have different morphemes and slightly dif-
ferent grammatical rules. In my grammar’s lexicon, I have simply entered all dialect variations. This
means that on generation, the grammar is happy to mismatch morphology from different dialects, which
is an overgeneration. A larger project would catalog this information by dialect in a larger metagrammar
which could then produce separate grammars targeting each dialect. While worthwhile, this project was
set aside so I could focus on the multi-predicate constructions.

Development was done against multiple test suites of example sentences, which included both gram-
matical and ungrammatical examples. The three test suites I used are: (1) a test suite for basic grammat-
ical sentences; (2) a test suite of serial verbs; (3) a test suite of linker constructions. For the first test suite,
basic components of the grammar, I used simple example sentences from stories, sessions with consul-
tants, and sentences I came up with but whose grammaticality or ungrammaticality I was very confident
about. In the end, a lot of this test suite was sentences that I created. For the second and third test suites,
the phenomena under investigation in this dissertation, I used only grammatical examples from my elic-
itation and corpora work, and ungrammatical examples from my elicitation sessions. These came from
my collated data (§2.5). All test suites were loaded intoa [incr tsdb()] database (Oepen, 2001). This
test suite of sentences could be run against each version of the implemented grammar and checked for
changes to the parse coverage. Beyond parsing/not-parsing, each example sentence was tested for se-
mantic faithfulness. Semantic validation had to be done manually, but regression tests allowed for pars-
ing results to be compared with previous iterations of the grammar rather than independently reverified
every time the grammar changed. I report on the results of these tests in Chapter 6.

I have focused on the parsing component of the grammar. The biggest challenges in this task involved
restricting dialect variation, as mentioned above, as well as restricting certain second-position elements
which may recurse (an issue explored in more depth in Bender 2010). These issues do not affect the
descriptive validity of the analyses presented.

The result of the implemented grammar is a series of files that describe lexical and grammatical rules,
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a lexicon, and a set of “trigger rules” for generation. The format for most of these files is TDL, a series of
grammatical descriptions equivalent to HPSG attribute-value matrices. The regression tests in [incr
tsdb ()] are also outputted to readable databases which show the resulting coverage of the grammar
run over test cases. All of these materials are available at https://bitbucket.org/davinman/

nuuchahnulth-grammar/.
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Chapter 3

THE BASIC CLAUSE

Before addressing the main theme of this dissertation, the multi-predicate constructions present
in Nuuchahnulth, I will first give an overview of the language’s basic clause structure and define some
important terminology for lexical and syntactic distinctions present in the language. As with the fol-
lowing chapters, I will first give the data (§3.1), followed by my HPSG analysis (§3.2). I will begin with
the predicate/participant distinction (§3.1.1, §3.1.2), an important syntactic split which roughly maps to
how verbs and nouns are used in English, but subsumes many lexical categories in Nuuchahnulth. I will
then give my understanding of the second-position clausal enclitics (§3.1.3), followed by another set of
second-position elements traditionally understood to be suffixes (§3.1.4). Finally, I will give an overview
of the aspectual system (§3.1.5). In the HPSG analysis, I will give my implementation for these in the
same order: the predicate/participant distinction (§3.2.1), the clausal second-position elements (§3.2.2),

suffixing second position (§3.2.3), and aspect (§3.2.4).
3.1 Data

311 Syntactic Predicates

Like many languages of the Pacific Northwest, Nuuchahnulth is predicate-initial and has a great deal
of flexibility with respect to what parts of speech can be used predicatively (Sapir, 1911; Swadesh, 1938;
Jacobsen, 1979). Because the term “predicate” and its associated derivations (“predicative” and so on) are
often ambiguous between syntactic and semantic concepts, I have found that linguists often talk past
each other when trying to describe the syntax of South Wakashan languages. Throughout this work I
will use special vocabulary in an attempt to reduce this confusion.

I will reserve the word predicate to refer to the syntactic component that provides the main semantic

relation of a clause and connects elements like subject and object to one another. In English, a syntactic
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predicate must be verbal, as in (8,9). The verb barks serves as the predicate of (8), and has the dog as its
subject. In (9), is serves as the predicate, connecting its subject the grass to its complement green. I will
refer to the syntactic units that predicates connect as participants—this term encompasses both subject
and complements. The sole participant of (8) is ‘the dog’, and the participants of (9) are ‘the grass’ and

‘green.

(8) [The dog]participant [barks]predicate
(9) [The gl’aSS] participant [IS] predicate [green] participant

In contrast to predicate and participant, which are syntactic concepts, I will use relation and argu-
ment to refer to their correlates in compositional semantics. The relation is the atomic semantic unit
that relates arguments to each other, typically represented with capital letters. For example, in (8), the
English word barks has the relation BARK. Every semantically contentful morpheme has a relation, in-
cluding syntactic participants (DOG, GRASS, GREEN).

Relations have some number of semantic arguments. For this definition of an argument I include
every component of the relation. For example, BARK can be modeled with two arguments: the event of
barking itself, and the barker. This could be represented in a Davidsonian manner (Davidson, 1967) as
BARK(e, x). I distinguish relation itself BARK at least formally from the number and type of its arguments.!
When I find it important to highlight the separation between the semantic relation and the number of
its arguments, I may also refer to the relation as a predicate symbol? This semantic scheme is a sim-
plification of the fuller semantic framework that I will use later, Minimal Recursion Semantics (MRS,
Copestake et al. 2005).

I have assumed two types of arguments so far: events (abbreviated e) and entities (abbreviated x, y,
2, .. .). Events have properties like tense, aspect, mood, and evidentiality. Semantically, I will assume that
adverbs modify events. Entities (which I will also call referential indices, or referents) have properties

like person, number, and gender. I will assume that adjectives modify entities. Another type of argument

IConceptually, it is plausible that the argument number and relation are intertwined. I am here only making a distinction
formally.

2From terminology used by the DELPH-IN consortium. http://moin.delph-in.net/ErgSemantics/Basics
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will appear later when I turn to the specifics of modeling using Minimal Recursion Semantics: a handle,
which I will abbreviate with 4. Handles keep track of scopal properties: If two elements in the semantics
have identical scope (with relation to quantifiers, for instance) they will share the same handle. I will
omit this component of the semantics here, and simply talk about events and entities.

I have already said that the English predicate barks may be represented as a semantic relation with
two arguments BARK(e, x). The syntactic participant green can be modeled in the same way: GREEN(e, x).
The syntactic properties of barks and green—predicate vs participant—are separate from their semantic
properties.

Though Nuuchahnulth has syntactic categories like verb, noun, and adjective (Jacobsen, 1979; Woj-
dak, 2001; Davidson, 2002; Inman and Werle, 2016b) any of these may function as syntactic predicate or

” «

participant depending on where they fall in the sentence. The terms “verb phrase,” “noun phrase,” and
“adjective phrase” are valid insofar as they refer to a phrase headed by a verb, noun, or adjective, but they
are not illuminating for determining syntactic roles, as any of these categories may be predicates.

In (10), the verb riaacsiicii ‘se€’ is serving as the clausal predicate, while hatmiiha quu?as‘drowning
person’ is serving as a participant. In (1), the adjective g*acdaf ‘beautiful’ is the predicate of the sentence,
while the noun haak¥aaX ‘young girl’ is a participant. In (12) the noun pisatuwit ‘gym’ is the predicate

and there are no participants. In this case, postposed Paanahi ‘only’ is a predicate-modifying adverb and

not fulfilling any argument role of the relation Gym.

(10) naacsii¢iA?i$ hatmiiha quu?as.
naacsa-iCiA=?i'§  halmiiha quu?as
see.CV-IN=STRG.35G drowning person

‘He sees a drowning person.’ (T, Fidelia Haiyupis)

(1) q“acal?is haakvaa#?i.
q“acal=2is haakvaaA=?i"
beautiful=STRG.3 young.girl=ART

‘The young girl is beautiful.’ (C, tupaat Julia Lucas)
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(12) pisatuwilma ?aanahi.
pisatuwil=ma- ?aanahi
gym=REAL.3 only

‘It’s only a gym.’ (B, Marjorie Touchie)

Descriptively, it is sufficient to say that nouns, verbs, and adjectives may all be clausal predicates in
Nuuchahnulth, in the same way that English requires clausal predicates to be verbs. I believe that this
data, along with evidence from participant clauses (§3.1.2), is sufficient to claim that common nouns
semantically introduce events in Nuuchahnulth (Inman, 2018). I will give my method for modeling this

in §3.2.1.

312 Syntactic Participants

Just as verbs, nouns, and adjectives may all be predicates, they may also all be participants. Example
(11) showed a straightforwardly nominal participant, the noun and article haak*aaA?i ‘the young girl.

However, verbs (13) and adjectives (14) may also serve as participants.

(13)  ?uh?iis Tihak kamatquk?i.
?uh=?i's  fihak kamatq-uk=?i
be=STRG.3 cry.DR run-DR=ART

‘The running one is crying.’ (C, tupaat Julia Lucas)

(14)  wikii¢?aat Ziixéus Aakuu?i.
wik=li-¢=Paat Adix¢us AaRuu=1i
NEG=CMMD.2PL=HABIT laugh.at.DR other.PL=ART

‘Don’t laugh at others.” (C, tupaat Julia Lucas)

As detailed in Jacobsen (1979) and Wojdak (2001), when an adjective or verb is used as a participant,
as in (13, 14), the article =7i* is required to make the sentence grammatical. When the participant is

headed by acommon noun, as in (10), the article is optional. Proper nouns differentiate themselves from
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common nouns in that they may never take the article (Inman, 2018). They are also never in predicate

position.

My analysis of these facts is that the article =7i" is in fact a relativizer like “what” or “who” in English
that creates a participant from a notional predicate (Davidson 2002, p. 136; Inman 2018).3 This means
that verbs, adjectives, and common nouns all introduce events. Noun phrases may be relativized without
the article, but other predicate phrases must be headed by the relativizing second-position article =7i.

That is, the semantics of the verb kamatquk ‘run’ and the noun pisatuwit ‘gym’ look like:
(15) RUN(e, x)

GYM(e, x)

The event variable e allows for tense, aspect, mood, and evidentiality values (TAME). This e is also
necessary for adverbial modification, which both verbs and nouns can undergo. However, when either
type of word is used as a participant in the syntax, it is the entity variable x that is needed by the se-
mantics. =i provides the relativizing function to accomplish this for all predicate types. Only common
nouns may undergo this process without the overt relativizer =7/ attached. The analytical mechanisms
for this will be addressed more fully in §3.2.1. Here, it is enough to say that verbs, adjectives, and com-
mon nouns are all semantically eventive. The predicate/participant distinction in the syntax reflects
the accessibility of the event or entity variable: syntactic predicates may have their event accessed and

modified, while syntactic participants may not, and instead expose an entity.

There is a strong tendency in Nuuchahnulth for each clause to have one overtly-expressed partici-
pant (Rose, 1981, p. 38), but if there are two participants expressed, they can come in any order. There is
a preference in most dialects for VSO ordering (Jacobsen 1993, p. 267; Werle, p.c.), and a preference for
VOS in the Ehattesaht dialect (Werle, p.c.). This preference is not absolute, and to make the sentence un-
ambiguous, speakers can use Puuk™it to mark any non-highest argument, i.e. objects and indirect objects

(Woo, 2007a,b).

3This analysis is also derived from correspondence with Davidson and Werle, who noticed that =7 is not only mor-
phologically in the same position as mood portmanteaus but has also supplanted the third person definite mood in some
dialects.
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3.1.2.1 Participant Fronting

It is possible for speakers to move a participant in front of the predicate for focus, as in (16). This

left-dislocated participant is notably outside the calculation for second-position inflection (§3.1.3).

(16)  Aaaq Pu?aatamin, waa?akwe?in qu?usin.
Raaq ?Pu-?ata=(m)in waa=lak=we-?in qu?usin
oil  X-lack=REAL.1IPL say=NOW=HRSY.3 raven

‘“We need oil,” said Raven.’ (B, Marjorie Touchie)

Wh-words and phrases also front, obligatorily, as in (17). In this case, the second-position enclitics

attach to the wh-word, so this fronting is “inside” the second-position calculation.

(17) qumaacinik hit ¢uuma€aas.
qurhaa-¢i-t=nik hit  ¢uuma%aas
how.many-day.DR=PST.QUES.2sG be.at Port.Alberni

‘How many days were you in Port Alberni?’ (Q, Sophie Billy)

It is not only wh-words that front in this manner. Quantifiers tend to front as well. In the case where
the fronted quantifier is part of a larger syntactic unit (for instance, as an participant of the non-highest-
argument marker -L.(¢)it), the entire phrase is fronted along with the quantifier (19, cf.18). In cases where

a (non-nominal) phrase is fronted like this, it cannot appear outside the clausal enclitics (20).

(18)  ha?ukquu?aata Puusit ha?um.

ha?uk=quu=?aata  ?uus$-L.(¢)it ha?um

eat.DR=PSSB.3=HABIT some-DO.TO food

‘He would only eat some things.’ (B, Bob Mundy)
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(19) ?uusil?aata ha?uk.

?uus-L.(¢)it=?aata ha?uk

some-DO.TO=HABIT eat.DR

‘He ate some things.’ (B, Marjorie Touchie)

(20)  *?uusit ha?ukquu?aata.

?uus-L.(¢)it ha?uk=quu=?aata

some-DO.TO eat.DR=PSSB.3=HABIT

Intended: ‘He would only eat some things.’ (B, Bob Mundy, Marjorie Touchie)

If a quantifier fronts without the enclitic complex, its interpretation is always as as a bare nominal,

meaning ‘something’ or ‘someone) and not quantifying anything in the sentence (21).

(21) ?uus naacsamitsAa hilgh nacigs.
?uu$ naacsa=(m)it=s=Aa hil-(q)h  nacigs
some see.CV=PST=STRG.1SG=also be.at-LINK Tofino

‘I also saw some at Tofino. (C, tupaat Julia Lucas)

My analysis of these facts is to describe two types of fronting: (i) focus-fronting of participant nom-
inals, which falls outside the calculation for second-position enclitics and adds focus information to a
word; and (ii) non-focus quantifier fronting, which falls inside the second-position calculation, does not
add focus, and fronts the entire phrase with the quantifier (here, the phrase headed by object-marking
-L.(¢)it). Non-focus fronting does not mean that the word is necessarily not focused, only that its left-
extracted position is not giving it focus. This is significant as, according to many analyses, wh-words
must be focused Lambrecht (1996, Chapter 5). Table 3.1 gives the parts of speech that clearly undergo

each type of fronting.
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Table 3.1: Fronting properties of different words

nouns | quantifiers | wh-words
Focus fronting v v X
Non-focus fronting | X v v

313 Second-position clitics

The majority of clausal inflection in Nuuchahnulth is in a complex of second-position enclitics which
attach to the first word of the clause, modulo fronting (§3.1.2.1). Table 3.2 shows the ordering of the clitic

complex, and is adapted from Werle (2015). A fuller list of these enclitics is given in Appendix B.3.

Table 3.2: Order of second-position enclitics

=?i's
I =ma
=u
morph | =?aagA | =lap | =lak | =lat ok =(m)it =ha =Aa' | =Yaala | =?at
=0
. subject-mood
meaning | FUT | CAUS | NOW | PASS | POSS | PST also | HABIT | PL
portmanteaus

The subject-mood portmanteaus are the one required element of this complex (Waldie, 2012, p. 33—
35). “Mood” here refers to a heterogeneous complex of semantic information, including evidentiality
(Jacobsen, 1986; Waldie, 2012). The =0 morpheme, which indicates the third person “neutral” mood,*
merits some special attention. While there is no phonological element associated with this inflection,
all of the other enclitics appear in their typical order around where it would be. A predicate with no
enclitic, or with one or more of the non-subject-mood enclitics (such as past, or habitual and plural) is
always interpreted as being in the neutral mood with a third person subject. I do not put a =() in my
morpheme-segmented lines, except below in (25) to show that it is notionally present. The syntactic

information about neutral mood and 3rd person subject has to come from somewhere and this can be

“Neutral means that there is no evidentiality information provided, or that the evidentiality claim of the previous clause
carries over.
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modeled as a phonologically empty morpheme providing it. I address this more in the implementation
section (§3.2.3).

The examples I have given so far have all shown this clitic complex attaching directly to the clausal
predicate. However, it may also attach to preceding adverbial modifiers (22), conjunctions (23), and ad-
positions (24).5 Likewise, the relativizing enclitic article (§3.1.2) may also attach to a preceding modifying

adjective (25) and not directly to the head noun, as seen in (11).

(22) yuuq“aa?aqis naacuk.
yuuq“aa=!laqA=s naacuk
also=Fur=1s6  look.for.Dr

‘I'will also look for it (C, tupaat Julia Lucas)

(23) ?ah?aa?aZna hu?acadii ?ahkuu.
?ah?aa?ai=na- hu?a-ca-¢iA ?ahkuu
and.then=sTRG.1PL back-go-M0 D1

‘And then we came back here.” (C, tupaat Julia Lucas)

(24) ?uukvilwitasah haalin ¢ims.
?u-L.(¢)it-witas=(m)ah ~ haafin  ¢ims
X-DO.TO-going.to=REAL.1SG invite.DR bear

‘I'm going to invite bear’ (B, Marjorie Touchie)

5The claim that Puuk¥it in (24) is an adposition is somewhat controversial, and probably more dependent on framework
than linguistic facts. Woo (2007a) analyzes this word as little-v, a category which does not exist in HPSG analyses. What this
unit does is mark participants that fulfill a certain role with respect to the verb, similar to case-marking. An analysis that treats
this particle as an adposition can generate the same set of sentences as a little-v analysis, and is necessary within the HPSG
framework. In this model, non-agentive arguments may be realized by a Participant Phrase or an Adposition Phrase headed
by -L.(¢)if. This means that in (24), the word Puuk™it is an adposition phrase modifying the following (non-contiguous with
Puuk™it) noun ¢ims. This adposition/little-v has the same complement non-adjacency properties of serial verbs (see §4.2).
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(25) rhuyaa haa Aa?uu?i mahtii.
thu-(y)a-(=0) haa Aa?uu=?i" mahti-
burn-cv(=NEUT.3) D3 other=ART house

‘The other house was burning.’ (C, tupaat Julia Lucas)

Every clause in Nuuchahnulth contains an enclitic, even ifit is only the notional =() third person neu-
tral enclitic. With the exception of participant fronting (§3.1.2.1), the enclitic always appears on the first
word of the clause, which is either the predicate or a preceding adverb or coordinator. I use this data to
claim that the clitic complex is the syntactic head of the clause in Nuuchahnulth, and the clitic complex
selects for a predicate complement. The second-position enclitic complex is then an auxiliary that in-
herits its valence (number of complements) from its predicate complement, and this predicate comple-
ment also provides the main semantic relation of the clause. Because of its second-position properties,
the analysis of Nuuchahnulth clitics requires some special attention in HPSG (§3.2.2), but descriptively
I can simply call the enclitic complex the head of the Nuuchahnulth clause.

One final fact about the clause worth mentioning is clitic spreading (Davidson, 2002, p. 254—255).
The presence of a clitic in situ within the second-position complex is required. However, some of these
clitics may appear multiply within a clause: first in the second-position enclitic complex, and then later
on the predicate(s) of the sentence. This occurs in cases where there is a preposed adposition (26),° a pre-
posed adverb (27, 30), a preposed quantifier (28),7 or a clefting construction (29). In all these cases, there
is a syntactic reason for the second-position enclitic complex to fall on something other than the main
predicate of the clause, and some of the clitics then appear multiply: first within the second-position
complex (obligatorily) and then later on the main predicate (optionally). To my knowledge, the only
clitics that “spread” like this are =/aA ‘now’ (26, 27), =/at PASSIVE (28, 29), and =/ap CAUSATIVE (30). I
will come back to how multiple instances of the valence-altering clitics =/at and =/ap function within

serialization structures in §4.2.2.

6For the argument that Puyi is an adposition, see §5.2.2.

“In this instance the quantifier has a linker attached. The semantics of the linker will be addressed in Chapter 5.
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?uyi?eAna hawii?ez kaaZhsi?eAquu.
?uyi=?aA=na hawiiA=!aZ kaZh-$iA-LS=!a’=quu
at.a.time=NOW=NEUT.1PL finish=Now be.light-M0O-GR=NOW=PSsB.3

‘We stop when it starts getting light. (C, tupaat Julia Lucas)

yuuq~aa?aiwe?in Aihmarhit Punaakak yaaq“apak?itq kwicia.
yuuqvaa=lak=we-?in Aihmarhit ?Pu-nak=!laA yaq¥-L.apak=?itq  kvi-¢ix
also=NOw=HRSY.3 = woodpecker x-have=Now who-beyond=DEFN.3 stick-MO

‘And also Woodpecker had his man who was best of all in marksmanship.” (B, Frank Williams,

Sapir and Swadesh 1939, p. 50)

?uush?atquus naacuk“at, ?iighukum ?anis we?ic.
?uus-(q)h=!lat=quus naacuk=!at ?iighuk=lum ?ani=s we?ic
some-LINK=PASS=PSSB.1SG look=PAss tel.DR=CMMD.GO COMP=1SG sleep.DR

‘If anyone is looking for me, tell them I'm sleeping’ (B, Marjorie Touchie)

?uh?ats?al ?um?iigsakqs mawaa?at Aiisuwit.
?uh=lat=s=?at ?2um?iigsu=rak=qs mawaa=lat  Aiisuwit
be=PASS=STRG.1SG=HABIT mother=POSS=DEFN.1SG bring.PF=PASS school

‘It's my mother who brings me to school. (T, Fidelia Haiyupis)

?igsitapAaa hin?atap hiinaak?i.8
?igsita=!lap=Aaa hin?atap hiina=?ak=?i"
still=cAus=also in.water.CAUS quartz=POSS=ART

‘Again they put the quartzes under water.’ (B, Sapir and Swadesh 1955, p. 60)

It is significant that in all the above examples, this syntactic doubling does not indicate any semantic

doubling. In all of the examples, the unit that the second-position enclitic attaches to is not notionally

8Corrected to hiinaak?i from hiinaak?i.
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compatible with the semantics of “now;” or the application of a causative or passive.® That is, the ex-
amples here all show a strictly syntactic, not semantic, phenomenon.!® This syntactic “doubling” is re-
stricted to the clause in which the semantics of the morpheme apply. This can be seen in (31, 32) below,
where the =/aZ ‘now’ morpheme cannot be introduced in the subordinate clause, where it would alter

the semantics in a bizarre or unintelligible way.

(31) tapatsi?as Pucalii ¢aak?i.
tapat-$iA=lai=s Pu-ca-CiA ca?ak=?i
think-MO=NOW=STRG.1SG X-g0-MO river=ART

‘I decided to go to the river. (T, Fidelia Haiyupis)

(32) *fapatSi?aks Pucaci?ai ¢a?ak?i.
*fapat-SiA=lak=s ?u-ca-Cii=lad caPak=?i
think-MO=NOW=STRG.1SG X-g0-MO=NOW river=ART

Intended: ‘I decided to go to the river. (T, Fidelia Haiyupis)

3.1.4 Second-position suffixes

Another set of second-position elements are suffix verbs (Kammler and Vajkonny, 1996—2014), which
I will (somewhat anticipating my analysis) call second-position suffixes. Nuuchahnulth has a series of
suffixing elements that attach to the leftmost item of their object. Although it is outside the scope of
this dissertation, there is good independent reason to believe that these elements are suffix-like in the
traditional sense, rather than clitic-like (Werle, 2007). Briefly, they are more tightly phonologically inte-
grated into their root than the clausal enclitics, they can attach to bound roots (the clausal enclitics may
not), and they occasionally produce unpredictable semantics. I will here simply assume their status as

lexical suffixes with unusual syntactic properties, rather than phrasal clitics.

9The possible exception to thisis (26), if Puyi is understood as a full verb. As mentioned above, I believe it is an adposition.

10This is not the case under serialization, where causative and passive morphology may affect only one of the verbs

(§4.2.2).
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These elements have been the locus of a fair amount of recent linguistic research in Nuuchahnulth,
significantly Waldie (2004), Wojdak (2005, 2007), and Woo (2007a). Each researcher has tended to
present these elements using a different descriptive name—suffix verbs (Kammler and Vajkonny, 1996—
2014), denominal verb suffixes (Waldie, 2004), affixal predicates (Wojdak, 2005, 2007), and second-position
suffixes (Werle, 2007). My understanding is closest to Werle’s, and I adopt his term “second-position suf-
fix” as a description for the suffix class, although I will also use Kammler and Vajkonny’s “suffix verb.”
It is my opinion that the reason for these differing terms and analyses has less to do with theoretical
differences in researchers’ approaches and more to do with the complexity of the phenomenon itself.

I doubt any one approach to this component of Nuuchahnulth grammar has exhaustively covered the

phenomenon, and neither will my small addition here.

Wojdak (2005, 2007) gives the most detailed account of the properties of these elements, analyz-
ing them from within the Minimalist Program. She breaks them into two broad categories: affixal main
predicates (in my terminology, verbs which take participant complements) and affixal auxiliary predi-
cates (verbs which take a predicative complement). I think this split is correct (although I will add some
more basic categories), but disagree with her overall account in at least one important way that is not
attributable to our difference in frameworks. Wojdak claims that these suffixes are insensitive to the cat-
egory they attach to, but are ordered through linearity effects (p.52—54) and that this is at root a syntactic
and not morphological process. This claim captures a lot of good generalizations but I think it misses

some complicating factors.

For instance, Wojdak claims (p.52—53) that the main predicate suffixes may attach to their nomi-
nal complement or a modifier of that complement (nouns, adjectives, quantifiers, wh- and relative pro-
nouns). This is true, however these suffixes also routinely attach to adverbs (see 39 below), in which case
the adverb is clearly modifying the suffix verb itself. She also claims that the auxiliary predicates do not
take the root 7u- (p.150), but this is not universally true of this class of suffixes, which enjoy a lot of lexical

diversity (§3.1.4.2).11

Her account of syntactic incorporation also has difficulty with idiosyncratic meanings, which one occasionally encoun-
ters with these suffixes. This is perhaps an unfair critique, however, as idioms are difficult for most syntactic theories, and
these idiosyncrasies could be understood as idiomatic.
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Wojdak attempts a full accounting of the incorporation properties of all these suffixes, and in par-
ticular gives an excellent account of their scopal properties. I have the luxury of only addressing this
incredibly complex part of Nuuchahnulth grammar in passing to my main point. I will give the attach-
ment properties of the main predicate suffixes (§3.1.4.1) and auxiliary predicate suffixes (§3.1.4.2) as I
understand them and have modeled them, without staking a claim to the exhaustiveness of this analy-
sis. Despite some differences in my analysis, I would point the interested reader to Wojdak (2005) for
the most complete account to-date of these suffixes.

I break the second-position suffixes broadly into three categories: (i) main predicate suffixes (§3.1.4.1),
which are transitive (and ditransitive) verbs that take participant (semantically referential) comple-
ments; (ii) auxiliary predicate suffixes (§3.1.4.2), which modify predicates (semantic events) whose sub-
jectthey control; and (iii) location suffixes (§3.1.4.3), which Wojdak (2005) treats as a subtype of the main
predicate suffixes, but I believe have some special properties. Finally, I note some suffixes which do not
appear to fall under any of the above categories (§3.1.4.4) and may represent further diversity among
this class. I am only intending here to give an overview of these categories with sufficient detail to help

illuminate my later analyses of multi-predicate constructions.

3.1.4.1 Main predicate suffixes

The main predicate suffixes semantically relate referents (not events) to one another. They can be

either transitive or ditransitive. That is, their basic semantic type is:

(33) RELATION(e, X, Y, (2))

This includes relations such as HAVE, TAKE, FIND, GATHER/HUNT, CONSUME, and so on (expressed with
-nak, -L.li%, -L.waZ, -R.liih, and -liis respectively). The only ditransitive in this group that I know of is the
suffix -ayi’, which expresses the relation GIVE.

I'will use the suffix verb -na'k ‘have’ to illustrate the syntactic attachment properties of these suffixes.
Each sentence in (34—36) shows a longer direct object of ‘have’: song, two songs, two long songs. The

suffix verb always attaches to the first element in the object.



(35)

(36)

?u-, which I gloss as X. This morpheme does not add any semantics to the phrase, and ?u- attachment is
always the citation form of suffix verbs. In this construction, the object can either appear after the suffix

verb (37) or be dropped (38). Syntactically, the second-position effect persists, if the 7u- root is seen as

nuuknaaks.
nuuk-na-k=s
song-have=STRG.1SG

‘Thave a song/songs.’ (T, yuutnaak Simon Lucas)

Paianaks nuuk.
Paia-nak=s nuuk

two-have=STRG.1SG song

‘I have two songs. (T, yuutnaak Simon Lucas)

?aAanaks yaaq nuuk.
?aAa-na‘k=s yaaq nuuk.

two-have=STRG.1SG long song

‘I have two long songs. (T, yuutnaak Simon Lucas)

part of the object, but carrying no semantic content.

(37)

?unaaks ¢iiqyak.
?u-nak=s ¢iig-yak
X-have=STRG.1SG chant-for

‘Thave a chant.” (T, yuutnaak Simon Lucas)

45

Instead of attaching to a semantically contentful word, the suffix verb can attach to the empty root



(38)
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?iighiis Punaak.
?iighii=s ?u-na‘k
still=STRG.1SG X-have

I still have it (T, Fidelia Haiyupis)

It is also possible for these elements to attach to an adverb. In this case, the adverb is always modi-

fying the verb’s event, as in (39).

(39)

qiinaakitah Siniiz.
qgii-na'k=(m)it=(m)ah {iniiz
long.time-have=PST=REAL.1SG dog

‘I have had a dog for a long time.” (B, Bob Mundy)

This second position only has domain over the VP, and is separate from the clausal second position

(§3.1.3). Asseen already in (38), the clausal second position occurs separately from the second position of

the suffix verb. I give two more examples of this clear separation in with a negator (40) and a conjunction

(41).

(40)

wikii 2aanamacuk pisaq 2uyaghmis.
wik=!ir ?ana-L.macuk.DR piSaq ?uyaqh-mis
NEG=CMMD.2SG only-talk.about bad news-NMLZ

‘Don’t only talk about bad news.” (C, tupaat Julia Lucas)

?ah?aa?aZs Puukviil yaqwii?akgs Ziisyuu pikcas.
?ah?aa?ai=s ?u-L.(¢)iil yaq-(t)wii=?ak=qs Aiis-yuu pikcas
and=STRG.1SG X-make  what-do.first=POSS=DEFN.1SG mark-RS picture

‘And then I made my first picture.’ (T, Fidelia Haiyupis)
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These suffixes typically cannot attach to verbs, as seen in (42, 43). This makes sense if their semantics
expect an entity and not event. With nouns and adjectives, suffix verbs incorporate a semantic entity or
referent (either that of the noun itself or of the adjective’s modifyee). With verbs, there is no clear entity

to compose with.

(42) *cignaakaA?i§ huuSii?ath
cig-nak=!aA=?i"§ huufii?ath
speak-have=NOW=sTRG.3 Huuayaht

Intended: ‘The Huuayahts have someone speaking.’ (C, tupaat Julia Lucas)

(43) *Aihnaakax?i$ hinasiz maatmaas haaSinwitas ¢iSaa?ath
Aih-na'k=!aA=?i"$ hinasiz maatmaas haafin-witas ¢isaa?ath
row-have=NOW=STRG.3 arrive.at.beach.MO house.PL invite-going.to Tseshaht

Intended: ‘They had a rower arrive at the village to invite them to Tseshaht.' (C, tupaat Julia Lucas)

The reason I attempted the forms cignaak and Zihnaak above is they both appear in the Sapir-
Thomas Nootka Texts (Sapir and Swadesh, 1939, 1955). My consultant Julia Lucas decided that cignaak
must be the equivalent of the modern word cighsii ‘speaker’ and corrected Aihnaak to Zihaas. Below are

examples of the words as used in the Sapir-Thomas texts.

(44) cignaakaZ ?ah?aa yuuq“aa huuSii?ath.
cig-nak=!az ?ah?aa yuuq“aa huufii?ath
speak-have=Now DTOP also Huuayaht
Intended: ‘The Huuayahts have someone speaking.’ (B, Tom Sayaaéapis Sapir and Swadesh 1955,

p.169)
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(45) ?ah?aa?ai Aihnaakai hinatimyisnaka% hitaqAit?ath?i maatmaas
?ah?aa?ad Aih-na'k=!ai hinatimyis-nak=!aZA hita-laqA-°it-?ath="2i
and.then row-have=Now invite-have=Now EMPTY-inside-at.beach.DR-live.at=ART

maatmaas

house.pPL

‘Then they had someone go in a canoe to invite the tribes of the inside region.’ (B, Tom Sayaaéapis

Sapir and Swadesh 1955, p. 297—298)

I believe that the -na'k form here has different lexical properties from the -na'k form discussed above
that is in use in the modern language. The -na‘k seen in (44, 45) has the meaning of subject have someone
do X on subject’s behalf. It appears to be productive, as it also occurs on hinatimyis ‘invite’ in (45), and
a few other forms as well in the Sapir-Thomas texts. This is a very interesting form of suffix verb, but
between the semantic difference and the fact that it is unrecognizable to contemporary speakers I've
worked with, I believe that this is a case of two separate lexical meanings of a suffix. I think that the rest
of my (and Wojdak’s) analysis for main predicate verbs, where verbal roots are generally not seen, still
holds.

Despite the general rule that main predicate suffixes do not attach to verbal roots, some in fact do,
but this yields unpredictable semantics. For instance, the suffix -L./iZ ‘take’ can idiosyncratically attach
to the verb root 72ik¥- ‘claw’ to yield riiik*i% ‘take by clawing.” This does not describe two actions: a clawing
event, and then a taking event, but one event of seizing in talons or claws. This instrumentive reading
is unpredictable and does not occur productively. Another example is the suffix -(y)u?at ‘see’, which
I have most commonly encountered attaching to the verb root na¢- look’ to form rnacurat ‘see (esp. a

person).'? This lexical doubling ‘see-see’ is again unpredictable. I treat all these cases of verb attachment

2Though less common, is possible for -u?af to attach in the “normal” way of a suffix verb as well, as in (46).

(46)  ?iihu?alitah quu?as ?ukiaa Adam.
?iih-(y)u?at=(m)it=(m)ah quu?as ?u-(k)la- Adam
big-see=PST=REAL.1SG person X-call ~ Adam

‘I saw a big person named Adam. (B, Marjorie Touchie)
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as unanalyzable, single lexical items.

This class of suffixes also attaches to bound root forms, when available. This can be seen in words
like quurac-iic ‘belonging to a Native person, where the bound root form quurac- ‘person’ is used instead
of the free form quu?as. This also occurs with tu¢-naak ‘have a wife, where the bound root form fu¢
‘woman’ is used instead of the free form fuucsma. If a word does not have a special bound form, the free
form is used.

The first class of second-position suffixes, then, are transitive and ditransitive verbs that take enti-
ties or referential (not eventive) arguments. They attach to the first element of their complement, either
the noun itself or a modifying adjective, or they may attach to the semantically empty root 7u- and take
complements in the normal manner. They may also attach to an adverb, in which case the adverb mod-
ifies the semantics of the suffix verb itself. They do not generally attach to verbs, but when they do it is

lexically specific and the result is semantically unpredictable.

31.4.2 Auxiliary predicate suffixes

The second class is auxiliary predicate suffixes. These tend to have modal or modal-like semantics

(see Waldie 2012, p. 29—30,71-77), and relate an event an entity. That is, the basic semantics are:

(47) RELATION(e, X, €2)

They are also all subject control verbs (Wojdak, 2005, p. 160): the subject of the auxiliary predicate must
match the subject of the predicate’s complement. This means that the x of the relation above is always
identified with the (possibly passivized) subject of the verb introducing ez.

Syntactically, these suffixes behave in some similar ways to the transitive verb suffixes and exhibit
second-position syntax with respect to their object. As I used -na‘k to exemplify the main predicate
suffixes, I will use -mahsa ‘want to do’ to exemplify the auxiliary predicate suffixes. The most straight-
forward way to use these suffixes is to attach them to a verbal predicate, as in (48). These suffixes are
subject control verbs, and so the subject of the wanting event in (48) is the same as the subject of the

grabbing event.
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(48) hi$uka# caakupiih suk¥iAmahsa haa paacsacum?i
hisuk=!aA caakupiih su-k*iA-mahsa haa paacsac¢um=?i
all=Now man.pL  hold-Mmo-want.to.do D3 footballl*=ART

‘All the men want to get that paacsacum.’ (C, tupaat Julia Lucas)

Like with the main predicate suffixes, this class of suffix can also attach to an adverb. It modifies the

whole expression, as in (49).

(49) ?aanimahsas waa ?in ¢amihta?aZni ?iih?iiha ...
Yaani-mahsa=s waa ?in  c¢amihta=laA=ni ?iih?iiha
really-want.to.do=REAL.1SG say COMP proper=NOW=NEUT.1IPL do.something.important ...

I really want to say that we are doing something important ... (T, yuutnaak Simon Lucas)

It is much less common, but these suffixes can attach to a non-verbal predicate. I found one example
of -mahsa attaching to a noun in the Sapir-Thomas texts (50). In this case, the non-verbal element hawit
‘chief’ is being treated predicatively and eventively: ‘be a chief (i.e. wealthy)’ and not ‘a chief. I take this

as corroborating evidence of the inherent eventiveness of common nouns (§3.1.1).

(50) ?uunuuzitah ?ahkuu hawitmihsa waa?aZz.
?uunuuA=(m)it=(m)ah ?ahkuu hawil-mihsa waa=!ak
because=PST=REAL.1SG D1 chief-want.to.do say=Now
““It was because of this that I wanted to be wealthy (= a chief),” he said (B, Tom saayaaéapis, Sapir

and Swadesh 1955, p. 25)

Unlike the main predicate suffixes, these suffixes attach to the empty root ?u- only idiosyncratically,
and when they do they may have a default interpretation. The suffix -mahsa happens to be one that does

attach to 7u-. In the absence of an object, Pumahsa has the interpretation of wanting someone sexually.

14A paacsacum is not quite a football. It is a ball that is used in a certain kind of tupaati competition. The object is for
competitors to seize the ball and lift it above their head.
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(51) ?iighuka’ hi$uk ma?as ?in Pumahsiidia.
?iighuk=!aA hiSuk ma?as ?in  ?u-mahsa-i'¢iA
tellLpr=Now all  village comp x-want.to.do-IN

‘He told the whole village that he wanted her (as his wife).’ (C, tupaat Julia Lucas)

Other suffixes I put in this category, however, cannot take the ?u- root, despite otherwise behaving
in a similar manner to -mahsa. This includes -witas ‘going to do) -L.sinki ‘try to do’, and -ga'th ‘claim,
pretend.’ I treat the 7u- attachment of these event-taking suffixes as lexically specified.

Auxiliary predicate suffix verbs semantically modify a complement that is an event. Typically this
means they syntactically attach to a verb (48), but they can modify the event properties of other predi-
cates (50). These suffixes exhibit the same second-position properties of the main predicate suffix verbs,

and may attach to a modifying adverb (49). They only idiosyncratically attach to the root form 7u-.

3.1.4.3 Location suffixes

I believe there is a separate category of second-position suffixes, which is location suffixes that relate
a figure to a ground. This includes -¢u’ ‘inside a container’ and -/as ‘outside.’ These suffixes freely attach
to both nouns and verbs, and for both they modify the location, either the location of the noun (e.g., 7ink
‘a fire’ and Pink™as ‘a fire outside’) or the location of the verb (e.g., pisat- ‘play’ and pisatas ‘play outside’).
It is possible that these may be simple event modification, since nouns are eventive (§3.1.1), and collapsi-
ble with auxiliary predicate suffixes. However, there are further differences. Locative suffixes also tend
to attach the the empty root Aita- or hina-, instead of ?u-, as in hitaas ‘outside’. But they also sometimes
attach to 7u- as well, as in Pucuu ‘inside (something). I do not have an analysis for this, and leave de-
scription of the locative suffixes for future work. I have not analyzed these suffixes in my implemented

grammar.

3.1.4.4 Other categories

With the possible exception of the location suffixes, all these categories so far are eventive. The main

predicate suffixes relate two referential arguments, but are themselves events that can be modified by an
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adverb, and behave as a predicate in the syntax (§3.1.4.1). The auxiliary predicate suffixes relate a referent
and an event, but are events in their own semantic representation and are syntactic predicates (§3.1.4.2).

There appear to be a few suffixes that are treated as participants in the syntax, or at least ambiguously
predicate or participant, as is the case for common nouns. This category, if it exists, may only consist of
yak/éak for, used for’ and -fai ‘the sound of’ These endings can be placed on verbal suffixes, such as
pisat- ‘play’ to form a noun, pisatyak ‘manner of play’ or complex roots to form a more complex noun,
as in pikcéas-cu ‘pictures-inside’ to form pikéaséuyak ‘television. However they can also be used with the
empty root 7u-, as in the following sentence, taken from a recording of the late Barbara Touchie by Henry

Kammler:

(52) Paanacilsamah hamatap hitukvitii maamahti 2uyak mamu?asrhinh?i, shacks ?uktaamit.

?ana-L.(¢)il-LS.sa=(m)ah  hamatap hil=uk=(m)it=ii LR-mahti- ?u-yak
only-DO.TO-AUG1=REAL1SG  know be.at=POSS=PST=WEAK.3 PL-house X-used.for
mamu-las-thinh="?i" shacks ?u-(k)ta=(m)it

work-outside.DR-PL=ART shacks X-call=psT

‘The only thing I remember is they would go to the houses used for working outside, called shacks.

(B, Barbara Touchie)

There is also the ending -ck*i" ‘evidence, remains of, which can attach to bare roots to form nouns (Ja-
cobsen, 1986, p. 20—22), such as yacckii ‘footprint’ from yac- ‘walk’, but which can also attach to fully in-
flected predicates and create a predicative meaning (Waldie, 2012, p. 73—75), such as hawiigAck™i?is ‘they
must have been hungry’ from hawiigX ‘be hungry’ It is possible that -ck*i- is ambiguously a participant-
forming suffix or an auxiliary predicate suffix, or that it belongs to another class altogether. As with the
locatives, and as with -jak/éak ‘for’ and -Sai ‘the sound of; I do not have an implemented analysis for

this category, nor know how many suffixes belong to it.

3.1.4.5 Note on adpositions

I will make an argument later on that some of the main predicate suffixes are best modeled as ad-

positions (§5.2.3). Most importantly, this will include the object-marking -L.(¢)it, which Woo (2007a)
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analyzes as little-v within the Minimalist Program. The reason I use the term ‘adposition’ rather than
little-v is largely theory-internal: There is no such category as little-v within HPSG, and I need to account
for the grammatical phenomenon somehow. We are describing the same data, and I don't think this dif-
ference in framework makes any difference in empirical claims. Anticipating the need for prepositional
suffixes, I will simply note that the way I treat -L.(¢)if will not differ greatly from how I treat ordinary
main predicate suffixes except that the type of the phrase will be defined as an adposition rather than

verb.

315 Verbal aspect

Finally, I will sketch the aspectual system of Nuuchahnulth and my understanding of it. Sapir and
Swadesh (1939, p. 240—241) analyze the aspect system as containing twelve forms. Below, I repeat their
examples based on the verbal root mitx*- ‘turn’ from Sapir and Swadesh, transliterated into the modern

orthography.

1. Durative mitx¥aa — ‘turning about, circling’
2. Inceptive mitx*ii¢iA — ‘to start turning about’
3. Graduated Inceptive miitx*i¢iA — ‘starting to turn about’
4. Pre-inceptive miitx™i¢iAsiA — ‘to start starting to turn about’
5. Inceptive iterative'® miitxviciit — ‘to start turning about at intervals’
6. Repetitive miitxmiitx¥a — ‘turning round and round’
7. Repetitive inceptive miitxmiitx$ix — ‘to start turning round and round’
8. Momentaneous mitxsil — ‘to make a circuit, turn’
9. Graduative miitxsiX — ‘making a circuit, turn’
10. Pre-graduative miitxsiAs$iA — ‘to start making a circuit, turn’
1. Iterative mitxmitxs — ‘to make a circuit, turn at intervals’

12. Iterative inceptive mitxmitxssiA — ‘to start in on a spaced series of circles, turns’

15This form is rare in the modern language and complex. I will not give it much attention, but it is discussed in detail as
the “Iterative II” in Davidson (2002, p. 242—244), where he claims that it is not inceptive but merely a formal alternate to the
typical iterative.
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Several of these aspects are composites. The only unitary aspects in this list are: durative, inceptive,
repetitive, momentaneous, and iterative. The graduative (a long-short template, or LS) may be applied
to inceptive and momentaneous forms, and the momentaneous may apply to any of the forms that do

not terminate with a momentaneous or inceptive aspect.

In her dissertation, Rose (1981, p. 263—269) splits Sapir and Swadesh’s durative category into two:
a durative aspect (marked with -ak or -uk) and a continuative aspect (marked with a -(y)a-). This dis-
tinction was continued in both Nakayama (2001, p.26—-27) and Davidson (2002, p .232—-237). Davidson
describes the durative as expressing ‘intransitive imperfective state’ or ‘imperfective process, and follows
Rose in analyzing the continuative as a dynamic situation, in the sense that energy input is necessary to
continue the action. At least in Davidson’s version, the continuative can go on to take the inceptive (p.

246) and although he does not give it in his aspect chart, the durative can go on to take the perfective (p.

155).

Taking this system as a baseline and the ‘traditional’ view, the number of total possible aspects in-
creases to 14, and a flow chart of aspect forms looks like Fig. 3.1. The nodes in the figure are fully inflected
aspectual forms (save for the leftmost starting node, which is an aspectless verbal root), and the lines
show the basic allomorph that is added to the stem to create a new aspect form. Not every root takes
every form, but if one basic aspect form is possible (e.g., the repetitive) then the forms after it are pos-
sible (e.g., the repetitive momentaneous). I have regularized the naming conventions somewhat from
Sapir and Swadesh, and in the graph give next to each aspect form a number affiliating it with their list
repeated above. Number 13 is for the continuative aspect and 14 is for the durative-momentaneous. A

box is drawn around perfective forms.

In this schema, which is the one I have implemented in my grammar (§3.2.4), the continuative and
inceptive are unusual aspect types. The inceptive can either go on the bare root or the continuative (but
not other aspects), and the continuative is the only basic imperfective aspect form that can neither take

the momentaneous -siZ nor the graduative.
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Figure 3.1: Traditional verbal aspect flowchart, based on Sapir and Swadesh (1939)

perfective perfective
-$iA Momentaneous (8) ———— -LS -~ Moment.-Grad. (9) - -§iAx ——— Mom.-Grad.-Mom. (10)
— -iv¢ix ——— Inceptive (2) —— -LS — Incept.-Grad. (3) — -§ix ——— Inc.-Grad.-Mom. (4)
0
I
T
-i"CiA
|
-(y)ar Continuative (13)
Root -uk Durative (1) $ik Dur.-Mom. (14)
-LR2L.a Repetitive (6) -$iR Repet.-Mom. (7)
—— -LR2L.§ — Iterative (11) -$iX Iter.-Mom. (12)
-LL.siit Iterative II'6 (5)

Adam Werle has convinced me (p.c.) that the view of the aspect system represented in Fig. 3.1 is
inaccurate, and that the “inceptive” is in fact the same as the momentaneous. The -i¢iX form is sim-

ply the form that the momentaneous takes under certain morphophonological conditions, namely: (1)

16The account of the Iterative Il in Davidson (2002, p. 242—244) has the morpheme derived from the momentaneous form,
not the root. The processis: change the final 1 to a £, and lengthen the first two vowels and the last vowel. He also notes (p.243)
that some forms add the ending -/aat instead and apply the template. I believe that this -/aaf is almost certainly derived from
=laX ‘now. This complex derivation process is probably correct (as the incorporation of frequent enclitic =/aZ into the process
shows), but to show Iterative II morphology in a linear fashion, this derivation can be represented as a template (LL) + the
segmental morphology of a lengthened and mutated momentaneous form (-$iit, -¢iit, etc., and the irregular -/aaf).
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after the continuative; (2) on monosyllabic roots that have a coda. In the limited tests I did with consul-
tants, this appears to be correct. There are a small number of verb roots that can take both an inceptive
and a momentaneous-graduative, but not a bare momentaneous aspect. In the cases I tested, speakers
were convinced that the momentaneous-graduative and inceptive forms had exactly the same meaning.
One example is the root mut- which refers to the tide coming up. The continuative mufaa means ‘tide
coming up’ while speakers tend to translate muufsii as ‘tide is coming in," insisting this is distinct from
mutaa. The word muutsiX looks like a momentaneous-graduative (with a lengthened first vowel), but
speakers said there was not a word *mufsii, which would be the bare perfective.!” I asked if there existed
a word mutiiciZ and both speakers I asked (Fidelia Haiyupis, northern dialect, and Bob Mundy, Barkley
sound dialect) said yes, and insisted it had the exact same meaning as muufsiX. This follows from Werle’s
understanding of the -i'¢iA form as the momentaneous applying after a continuative (mufaa + -i*¢ii =
mutiicik).

There is also the fact that there are certain monosyllabic, closed syllable roots which always take the
-i'¢iX and never -$iA. These forms are idiosyncratic and have to be learned. For instance, the perfective
form of the negator wik is wikii¢iA and never *wiksi. Likewise the adjective Aac ‘fat’ becomes Aaciicii
‘become fat’ and not *facsik, and Puh ‘be’ becomes PuhiiciX ‘become, not *Puhsii8 According to this
analysis then, the “inceptive” is not a unique aspect form but a morphophonologically conditioned al-
ternate of the so-called momentaneous. This collapse makes the aspect system of Nuuchahnulth look
a little more typical of languages around the world. There is a perfective aspect, marked with a large

number of allophones but chiefly -§iZ and -i¢iZ, and then a variety of imperfective aspects (repetitive,

7There exists a fairly large number of verb forms that have what looks like a graduative template (LS) but do not seem to
have any graduative meaning, and the template cannot be removed. As far as I know this only happens with momentaneous
(or perfective, as I will call it below) forms and durative forms. muuf$ii ‘tide coming in’ belongs to this group of perfective
forms that include a LS template. It is joined by yaacsii ‘walk’ from the root yac- ‘walk’, and tuupsii ‘become dark’ from tupk-
‘black.’ The durative forms with an LS template include the yaacuk ‘walking’ also from the root yac- ‘walk; $iiiuk ‘move house’
from $iA- ‘move, and Aithak ‘paddling’ from Zih- ‘paddle’ In my implementation, I simply treat these as irregular verb forms,
but more work needs to be done to understand why this lengthening template applies to these particular roots.

18]t is tempting to assume Puf ‘be’ is the result of the empty root ?u- plus some following element yielding the -4. This
may historically be the case but there’s no evidence for any -4 suffix in the contemporary language. The linker suffix -(¢)k
(see Chapter 5) is the closest element phonologically and semantically. However, if this were the etymology of the word, we
would expect unattested *Puqh, not Puh. If Puh is derived from the empty root ?u- plus some suffix, its origins are obscured.
In any case, in the modern language the word is monomorphemic.
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iterative, durative, continuative, and graduative). Certain verb stems that are perfective may take the

graduative (once) to become imperfective, and imperfective verb stems may take the perfective -$iZ.

This simplified view is summarized in (3.2) below.

Figure 3.2: Revised verbal aspect flowchart

perfective perfective
-$ik Perfective — -LS — Perf.-Grad. - -$iAx ——— Perf.-Grad.-Perf.
— -(y)a- — Continuative -i'¢iA —— Cont.-Perf. ——— -LS > Cont.-Perf.-Grad. -§ix —— Cont.-Perf.-Grad.-Perf.
Root -uk Durative -$ik Dur.-Perf.
-LR2L.a —— Repetitive SR Repet.-Perf.
-LR2L.§ Iterative -$ik Iter.-Perf.

-LL$iit ———  Iterative II

Despite this revised analysis, most of my work was done under the traditional understanding of the
aspect system (Fig. 3.1), and I will continue to use the inceptive marking IN in this document. When I
turn to the implementation, I will describe the implementation of an aspect system that includes the

inceptive (§3.2.4).
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3.2 HPSG Analysis and Implementation

I will now go over how I have modeled the described syntactic facts about clauses in my implemented
grammar within the head-driven phrase structure grammar formalism (HPSG, Pollard and Sag 1994)ct. I
tested this implementation through use of the DELPH-IN joint reference formalism (Copestake, 2002b)
and the Grammar Matrix typological database (Bender et al., 2002). Though the framework I use is
particular, much of this analysis should be intelligible to people working in other frameworks. For those
more familiar with other syntactic formalisms, I will attempt to give some basic guidance to decoding

the formalism.

In HPSG, each node in a tree is a large attribute-value matrix describing the properties of the node
(this includes leaf nodes or words). Attributes are things like HEAD and a value may be something like
noun. This is written as [HEAD noun]. Values can be a simple atomic symbol or they can be another
attribute-value matrix. For instance, noun, which is a possible value for HEAD, is itself a matrix with
further information inside it, such as [FORM finite]. HPSG is dedicated to fidelity to the surface string
order, and there is no movement. Syntactic relations are described through valence lists present at each
node in the tree. The two most common of these lists are suBj(ect) and comp(lement)s. As the tree is
constructed, information is added to (or more precisely, unified with) susj and comps values, which is
how valence information is preserved. Long-distance dependencies which in other theories are modeled
through movement are here modeled by moving a valence item from the suBj or comps list into a SLASH

list, which propagates up the tree until the extracted element is found.

In addition to the matrices for each lexical entry, phrase structure rules (PSRs) have to be described
for each possible ordering. So there may be a head-complement-rule which describes how a head node
combines with a non-head node to its right. This is analogous to merge in Minimalism, although in HPSG
the rules about which merges are allowed are specified within each PSR and using the same attribute-
value structure formalism as in lexical specification. A PSR may specify that one of its daughters has to
have a certain property: for instance, when discharging a long-distance dependency, the head daughter
should have something on its sLAsH list, and the non-head daughter needs to have properties consistent

with what the head daughter says about the item on its SLASH. This unification is indicated through
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reentrancies (drawn as boxes with the same label) which specify that two items in the attribute-value
matrix are in fact the same.

In another case, a PSR might say that its head daughter needs to be [HEAD.AUX +]. In this case, that
rule cannot operate on a node that is defined as [HEAD.AUX —]. However, HPSG allows for values to be
underspecified. A node may not know if it is an auxiliary or not, in which case it is simply [HEAD.AUX
bool].1® A node of this type can unify with PSRs that require [AUX +] and [AUX —]. However, once it goes
through that kind of rule, its Aux value is set. This is how the framework allows words and even phrases
to be used in different ways in different syntactic positions. Complex forms of type hierarchies are im-
portant to unification in HPSG. While the type bool only has two subtypes, + and —, the types available to
aspect may be far more complex, which then allows for more complex types of underspecification and
unification.

My grammar is built on top of analyses present in the Grammar Matrix (Bender et al., 2002), and
where possible I reuse distinctions and analyses present there. In particular, I use some of the features
defined in the Grammar Matrix (like PRD, AUX), and inherit from generic phrase structure types like
decl-head-subj-phrase and basic-unary-phrase. 1 will not expect familiarity with all these pre-defined
types, and will attempt to give in my diagrams here all the relevant components of rules and type def-
initions, including those that are defined in the Grammar Matrix. However, most descriptions given
here are subsets of full descriptions present in my implemented grammar, which can be found at http:
//bitbucket.org/davinman/nuuchahnulth-grammar/. [will not go over every analysis here, but
only those I believe are the most significant for later discussion: the predicate and participant distinction
(§3.2.1), the second-position clausal elements (§3.2.2), the second-position suffixes (§3.2.3), and verbal

aspect (§3.2.4).

3.21 Predicates and participants

As argued in §3.1.1, nouns, adjectives, and verbs all introduce semantic events, and yet when used

as participants, the grammar needs to distinguish nouns from adjectives and verbs (§3.1.2). I use the

%pool is short for Boolean, and is defined as the underspecification of + and —.



60

feature PRD (predicative) located in the HEAD feature to model the predicate/participant distinction in
Nuuchahnulth. I have a supertype, predicate-lex, which states that its HEAD.PRD value is +. All the lexi-
cal types that are predicative—verbs, adjectives, and common nouns—inherit from this supertype. So
every lexical entry for a verb, adjective, or common noun inherits the property [HEAD.PRD +], and can
be treated as a predicate where the grammar demands it.

Participants are simply specified as [HEAD.PRD —]. A word can be specified as [HEAD.PRD -] by its
lexical inheritance (e.g., proper nouns are defined as non-predicative), or through the application of a
rule. As detailed in §3.1.2, all dependent clauses headed by the enclitic =7i" are participants. I will address
the analysis for this in §3.2.2. However, common nouns also need to be treated as participants as well
as predicates. I achieve this through a lexical rule (that is, something that must apply prior to syntactic
rules) that alters the syntactic properties of the noun. Recall that as predicates, common nouns have an

event variable and a subject. Part of my type description for a common noun is given in (53).

(53)  [common-noun-lex
HEAD.PRD +
CAT SUBJ <>
VAL
SYNSEM.LOCAL COMPS <>
INDEX
CONT.HOOK
XARG
ARG-ST |:LOCAL.CONT.INDEX [PERSON 3rdﬂ
PRED pred
RELS ARGO [ event]
ARG [ ref-ind}

This rule can most easily be read bottom-to-top. It states that common nouns are semantically a re-
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lation between two arguments: an event, and a referential index (or entity).2° The referential argument
is identified with the INDEX attribute of the only thing in the noun’s syntactic ARG(ument)-sT(ructure).
ARG-ST is used in HPSG as a translation layer between the semantics (the RELS list) and the syntax (in the
SYNSEM layer above). All items on a word’s ARG-ST correspond to items in its valence lists (most notably,
suBJ and comPs) or on the long-distance dependency sLAsH list. The lone item in the noun’s ARG-ST is
identified with its subject, and it has no complements. The semantic argument that is available in the
syntax, at the path SYNSEM.LOCAL.CONT.HOOK.INDEX, is that of the event variable in the relation, and so
the noun is treated as eventive in the compositional semantics. A pointer to the referential argument is
kept on the XARG, a part of the reentrancy set for manipulating values in the semantic representation,
conT(ent). Finally, the HEAD.PRD attribute is set to +, indicating that common nouns, and all subtrees
headed by acommon noun, are predicative. Thisis a syntactic reflex indicating that the INDEX is pointing
to an event.

The above common-noun-lex type functions as desired when nouns are acting as predicates. But to
treat nouns as participants, they must go through a lexical rule first. The major parts of the lexical rule

are in (54).

(54) [ noun-relativizer-lex-rule

noun
CAT.HEAD
PRD -
SYNSEM.LOCAL SUBJ ()
VAL
comps ()
CONT.HOOK.INDEX

noun
CAT.HEAD
DTR SYNSEM.LOCAL PRD +

CONT.HOOK.XARG

20Note the underspecified PRED value. Not to be confused with my use of “syntactic predicate,” the PRED(ication) value
in the DELPH-IN HPSG implementation is the name of the relation. So the Nuuchahnulth word §inii1 ‘dog’ has the meaning
{INIIA, or for intelligibility for an English-language readership, poG.
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This rule takes a daughter whose HEAD value is noun. It creates a new lexical item that has no subject
or complements, and is not predicative, making it a participant. It moves the noun’s XARG value into its
INDEX, so that in the compositional semantics, it denotes an entity or referential index and not an event.
The article will do something similar to this, but as it is part of the second-position inflection complex,

I will address it with other second-position elements below.

3.2.2  Second-position inflection

Asdetailed in §3.1.3, Nuuchahnulth clauses are headed by their second-position inflection. I describe
the second-position elements as auxiliary verbs that select for a complement that is [HEAD.PRED +].
I called this complex of a second-position element and its predicate a predicate phrase (abbreviated
PredP), although within the formalism I have adopted, this will always be a VP.2!

The second-position elements take a predicative complement which is required to appear to their
left, and they inherit all the items on their predicate’s valence lists. Once the second-position element
picks up this complement, it is (by design) irrelevant to the syntax what part of speech that complement

was. The basic type definition for a second-position clitic is given in (55).

(55)  [2p-lex-item

[HEAD.MOD ()

SUBJ < [LOCAL.CAT.HEAD.PRD —]>

OPT -
SYNSEM.LOCAL.CAT HEAD.PRD +
VAL
POSTHEAD —
COMPS D
LOCAL.CAT
SUBJ
VAL
COMPS

21“Predicate” is not a possible value for the feature HEAD, and so I use the value verb for second-position elements. So all
phrasal units headed by a second-position enclitic complex will be verbs.
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This lexical type states that second-position clitics are non-modifying words which have both a sub-
ject and a complements list. The clitic’s first complement is a non-optional predicate that occurs to its
left,22 which has a subject and some number of complements (possibly zero). Its first complement’s sub-
ject is identified as its own subject, and its first complement’s complements list is appended to its own
complements list. So if this lexical item finds a predicate with an empty complements list (whether that
predicate is noun, verb, or adjective), it becomes a transitive item (an item with one complement): Its
subject is its complement’s subject, and its only complement is the intransitive predicate it picked up.
If this lexical item finds a predicate with a single item on its complements list, it becomes ditransitive
(that is, has two complements). Once again, it will have a subject identified with that first complement’s
subject, and then its complements list will include two items: first the transitive predicate it picked up,
and then the transitive predicate’s own complement. And so on for ditransitive predicates.

As indicated in §3.1.3, there are two major types of clausal second-position lexemes: the predicative
varieties that head a clause, and the article. The predicative versions are part of the mood complex, and
belong to the type mood-2p-verb-lex (56), which inherits from (is a subtype of) 2p-lex-item above. This
rule needs to state that this lexical item makes a predicate and inherits its complement’s semantic event.
Then the lexical entry for each morpheme further specifies the clitic’s particular properties: the mood

of the complement, and the person and number properties of the subject.

(56) -mood-zp-verb-lex

HEAD.PRD +

CAT
SYNSEM.LOCAL VAL.COMPS <[ . .INDEX ], .. >

CONT.HOOK.INDEX

22This is done through the value of POSTHEAD—a feature in the Grammar Matrix (Bender et al.,, 2002), but which is there
used to constrain the ordering of modifiers with respect to their head. Here I use it to constrain the ordering of complements.
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The article lexeme also inherits from 2p-lex-item, but adds different constraints, shown in (57). The
article needs to state that it creates a participant (that is, a non-predicate), that it is picking up its com-
plement’s subject’s semantics (that is, the referential index and not the event), and that that referent is

in the third person.

(57) [article-lex
HEAD.PRD -

CAT

SYNSEM.LOCAL VAL.COMPS |:...SUBJECT [...INDEX H,

CONT.HOOK.INDEX [PNG.PER 3rd}

The above definitions for second-position elements license trees that have simple second-position
elements. I will give sample trees for the three types of predicates introduced in §3.1.1: verbs (10), adjec-
tives (1), and nouns (12). Trees for each of the sentences are given in (58), (59), and (60) respectively.
The attribute-value matrices have been somewhat simplified to fit on the page, and semantic features
(through HOOK.INDEX and HOOK.XARG) have been elided. Identification of semantic features is shown
simply by identifying aslot (e.g., the x the relation SEE(x, y)) with an entire feature structure. In the imple-
mented grammar, this is done through the identification of values with the HOOK features. Finally, there
are some phrase structure rules that have not yet been introduced. They are present to complete the
trees. The main points I am illustrating are second-position argument composition and the predicate-

participant distinction, which is created by the HEAD.PRD value at each level of the tree.
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PredP
head-adj-scop

67

/\

PredP

comp-head-phrase |

HEAD.PRD +
SUBJ <>
COMPS ()

REL cyM([1)

/\

Noun
common-noun-lex 2p-mood-lex
HEAD.PRD + HEAD.PRD
SUBJ SUBJ
REL cym([)

‘ COMPS
pisatuwit
gym )

Aux

+

HEAD.PRD

SUB]J

< [PERNUM 3sg]>
(G
|

REAL.3

Adv

adverb-lex
HEAD.MOD <>
ONLY([1])

?aanahi

REL

only

)

(58-60) show predicates of different lexical categories. This is straightforward because all these lexi-

cal categories are [PRD +], and thus can be the complement of the inflecting second-position element. In

the same way, predicative elements like verbs (61) and adjectives (62) can become participants through

composition with the article =

0.
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This analysis depends on viewing the second-position enclitic complex as its own syntactic word.
Since my implementation currently lacks a morphophonological component, I have whitespace-separated
the second-position enclitic complex. It also requires that only one of the enclitics inherit from (55): one
of the enclitics must be the stem of the syntactic word. Every enclitic is optional, with the exception of
the subject-mood portmanteaus. Given this, I have modeled the subject-mood portmanteau as the root,
with preceding enclitics attaching to the subject-mood portmanteau as “prefixes” and following mor-
phemes attaching as “suffixes” that modify the appropriate syntactico-semantic properties.

This creates an analytical issue for the third person neutral mood, which is null-marked. Notionally,
there is an invisible “=()” in the string, but to avoid it being written in the output,  use some work-arounds
in the DELPH-IN architecture. There are two cases where the null third person element may be formally
introduced: (1) when there are other enclitics (the habitual or causative, for example) but no subject-
mood portmanteau; (2) when there are no enclitics at all, only the understood null third person neutral
mood. My grammar handles the two cases differently.

In case 1, the string “=()” is generated just like any other enclitic. I introduce a special inflectional flag
(Goodman, 2013) SOME-INFLECTION and set its value to — just for the third person neutral. This means
that a string consisting only of “=()” is not fully inflected and not allowed to combine directly with other
words in the syntax.23 For all of the prefixes and suffixes, I allow them to overwrite the string “=()” with
themselves, and these inflectional rules set the SOME-INFLECTION flag to +. This means that the first
prefixing or suffixing element to be added to the enclitic makes it a fully inflected word, and removes
the “=()” from the output. So the string “=?aata” (habitual) is underlyingly “=()=?aata’, and the subject and
mood information is generated by the “=()".

In case 2, there is no additional enclitic to overwrite the “=()” string, so this approach does not work.
In this case, I create a lexical rule which takes any fully-inflected predicative word and creates a second-
position auxiliary out of it with the information of the third person neutral mood embedded in its seman-
tics. I do not believe this analysis is notionally different from a null morpheme. It has the vice of being a

little more complicated, but the virtue of not outputting any unpronounced elements in the string. The

23The reason for this is that all phrase structure rules require that their daughters be infl-satisfied, which includes soME-
INFLECTION na-or-+. So effectively, all syntactic rules forbid SOME-INFLECTION — on their daughters.
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predicate-to-third-person-neutral rule looks like this:

(63)  [neutral-srd-pred-lex-rule

verb
AUX +
HEAD
PRD +
CAT FORM finite
SYSNSEM.LOCAL -
SUBJ [LOCAL...PNG.PER 3rd]
VAL
COMPS
CONT. ..MOOD neutral

INFLECTED infl-satisfied

HEAD.PRD +

DAUGHTER
LOCAL.CAT SUBJ <>
VAL

COMPS

As discussed in §3.1.3, the second-position clausal enclitics can also attach to a preceding modifier
of the predicate. In the case of the main clause predicates, they may attach to preceding adverbs, and
for the article it may attach to preceding adjectives. Because there is no movement in HPSG, my analysis
cannot simply say that clitics “move” into position of the leftmost item in the phrase. There are benefits
to this design decision (faster computation, fidelity to the ordering of the surface string, bidirectional-
ity of parsing and generation), but second-position phenomena is one of the areas that requires extra
analytical work in HPSG.

In both the cases where the mood enclitic attaches to a preceding adverb (22) and when the article
attaches to a preceding adjective (25), the second-position enclitic containing the subject information
is attaching to a modifier of a later predicate. In the version of the lexical entry seen in (55), these clitics
are selecting for predicate complements, to which they assign semantic information (such as tense),

and take on their subject and complements. However, in the case where the clitics attach to a modifier,
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I cannot model the clitics as selecting for a predicate. I instead need the clitic select for a modifier, and
assign its semantic information to the modifyee.

I do this through alexical rule which creates the appropriate modifier-selecting structure from lexical
entries of the type in (55). Because the mood enclitics are creating a structure that is a semantic event
and the article enclitic is creating a structure that is an entity, the manipulations done to these two
categories need to be somewhat different. I have two types for this: auxiliary-unary-type-raise-clause and
auxiliary-unary-type-raise-article. Each of these inherit common properties from a common supertype,

auxiliary-unary-type-raise-super, the key parts of which are replicated below.2*

(64) auxiliary-unary-type-raise-super
TYPE-RAISE  +
HEAD
AUX +
SYNSEM.LOCAL.CAT HEAD.AUX —
VAL.COMPS < SYNSEM.LOCAL.CAT | POSTHEAD - ,[SYNSEM...POSTHEAD +}>€B
OPT -
TYPE-RAISE  —
HEAD
AUX +
ARGS SYNSEM.LOGAL.CAT
VAL.COMPS < [SYNSEM. . .POSTHEAD }>@

This supertype states that type auxiliary type raising is a unary operation that takes some auxiliary
which has not been type raised, marks it as type raised, and adds one item to its complements list. The
item that was previously the first complement and was [POSTHEAD —] (that is, had to be realized to the
left) is now the second complement and is [POSTHEAD +] (that is, realized to the right). The supertype
does not say much about the added complement, as that is left for its two subtypes, in (65) and (66)

below.

24For brevity, | have pretended in (64) that I can modify the POSTHEAD value from + to —. In fact, in my implementation I
have to copy up every other value, changing only POSTHEAD.
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(65) auxiliary-unary-type-raise-clause
HEAD verb
SUBJ <>
CAT
SYNSEM.LOCAL VAL
COMPS |:LOCAL.CAT.HEAD.MOD <>], 2] ...

CONT.HOOK

2p-mood-lex

ARGS CAT.VAL.SUBJ <>
SYNSEM.LOCAL

CONT.HOOK

This rule specifies that the old subject is the same as the new subject, and the semantic value and
type of the construction (the HOOK) is the same as the old one. That is to say, it is still an event, and
has the same subject. The new complement introduced has a MOD value which is identical to the sec-
ond complement (what was previously the first complement). So the auxiliary-unary-type-raise-clause
appends a new element to the beginning of the complements list which is a modifier of the old first
complement.

There is a possible competing analysis for this phenomenon, where adverbs can simply directly mod-
ify the second-position enclitics. The reason I do not take this approach is  need to constrain the relative
ordering of complements. The predicate complement of second-position enclitics typically occurs to
their left, which I define by constraining their complement to be [POSTHEAD —]. With a modifier, how-
ever, the predicate appears to the right (along with any additional adverbs). So in this analysis I would
still need to alter the enclitic complex to change its complement to [POSTHEAD +], and require it to have
a preceding modifying adverb. This type-raising analysis allows the syntactic structure of the auxiliary
enclitics to remain similar regardless of whether they are attaching directly to their predicate or to a
preceding modifier.

The article type raising rule is given in (66). It contains a few differences to account for the difference

in semantic type.
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(66)  [auxiliary-unary-type-raise-article

[HEAD noun

[sugp ()

)

CAT VAL
SYNSEM.LOCAL COMPS
SUBJ <>
LOCAL.CAT.VAL Yo

COMPS

lLOCAL. ..MOD < [LOCAL.CAT.HOOK }>

CONT.HOOK

CONT.HOOK

article-lex

ARGS SUBJ <>
SYNSEM.LOCAL.CAT.VAL

COMPS

Like its sister rule, the first item on the complements list is a modifier. However, instead of that mod-
ified value being identified with the second complement, it is identified with the second complement’s
subject. This is because that complement can be any predicate: noun, verb, or adjective. Since predi-
cates are events that have their referential index associated with their subject, the modifying adjective
needs to grab a hold of the subject value. Related to this, the rule’s semantic content (its HOOK) is iden-
tified with that modified element’s hook, rather than the HOOK of the original article-lex. With these
rules in place, I can now parse sentences with a leading adverb, and participant phrases with a leading

adjective. The enclitic will simply go through the appropriate type-raising lexical rule first.

3.2.3 Second-position suffixes

In §3.1.4 I give some examples of second-position suffixes (as opposed to the clausal second-position
auxiliary enclitics). The two classes that I have implemented are the “main predicate” suffixes and the
“auxiliary predicate” suffixes. As a reminder, main predicate suffixes are verbs that take nominal com-
plements and attach to the first element of their complement (67-68, repeated from 34—35). Auxiliary
predicate suffixes are suffix verbs that behave in the same way, except that they take a predicative (and

eventive) complement rather than a nominal (and non-eventive) one.
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(67) nuuknaaks.
nuuk-na-k=s
song-have=STRG.1SG

‘T have a song/songs. (T, yuutnaak Simon Lucas)

(68) ?aAanaks nuuk.

Paia-na'k=s nuuk

two-have=STRG.1SG song

‘I have two songs.’ (T, yuutnaak Simon Lucas)

I will first show my implemented analysis of the main predicate suffixes. As a reminder, all these
type descriptions are partial representations of the full description, which is present in the implemented
grammar. Certain features—such as well-formedness for inflection and restricting daughter types by
morphological class—are omitted in the interest of space and clarity.

I will here point out that an analysis of second-position suffixes in Nuuchahnulth in HPSG has been
done in Waldie (2004). However, Waldie’s analysis uses linearization: an augmentation to basic HPSG
theory that allows for word scrambling using an additional feature called the word-order domain bom
(Reape, 1993). My analysis, grounded in the DELPH-IN formalism, does not have linearization. In my

analysis, I am constrained by the surface order of suffixation.

3.2.3.1 Main predicate suffixes

Main predicate suffixes are the class of verbal suffixes that may attach to a noun, in which case the
noun satisfies the verb’s complement, an adjective, in which case the adjective modifies the verb’s (pos-
sibly dropped) complement, or an adverb, in which case the adverb modifies the verb itself (§3.1.4.1).

I model all second-position suffixes as lexical incorporation that occurs through the application of
two successive lexical rules. The first lexical rule applies to the incorporated element (the noun, adjec-
tive, adverb, or, in the case of auxiliary predicate suffixes, verb) and modifies its properties. Then the rule

that attaches the suffix applies, and relates its syntactico-semantic features to the type that prepared the
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root for incorporation. The reason for this two-step process is to avoid having lexical duplication for suf-
fix verbs. Since the behavior of the suffixes changes based on the syntactic category of what they attach
to, that difference must be captured somewhere. It can be captured by having different versions of each
suffix based on what they attach to, or in this two-step manner which an initial lexical rule first prepares
an element for incorporation.

All of the first-stage, preparatory rules share some similarities, which I abstract into a higher type,
incorporating-lex-rule (69). This rule states that all incorporation rules apply to non-auxiliaries, and cre-
ate verbs that are predicative, non-root, nonfinite forms. The parent node will have some non-predicative

subject and no modifiers.

(69) —incorporating—lex—rule

VAL.SUBJ <|:LOCAL.CAT.HEAD.PRD —i|>

[verb
SYNSEM.LOCAL.CAT PRD +
HEAD AUX -

FORM non-root-nonfinite

Mop ()

DAUGHTER [SYNSEM.LOCAL.CAT.HEAD.AUX -

The subtypes of incorporating-lex-rule that prepare nouns, adjectives, and adverbs for incorporation
are given in (70, 71, 72) below. The noun incorporation rule (70) simply states that it needs a root form

noun daughter and will not have any complements.

(70) noun-incorporation-lex-rule

SYNSEM LOCAL.CAT.VAL.COMPS ()

noun
DAUGHTER SYNSEM.LOCAL.CAT.HEAD
FORM root
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The adjective incorporation rule (71) states that it needs an adjective daughter, also in root form, and

goes on to identify the adjective’s subject’s index with its own complement’s index.

(71) | adj-incorporation-lex-rule

SYNSEM LOCAL.CAT.VAL.COMPS <[LOCAL.CONT.HOOK.INDEX D
adj
HEAD
FORM root
DAUGHTER | SYNSEM.LOCAL.CAT
VAL.SUB]J <[LOCAL...INDEX D

The adverb rule, given further below in (72), is the most complex. Parallel to the other rules, it takes
a daughter that is in root form and an adverb. It inserts a value into its complements list which is not
an auxiliary and not type-raised.?% It identifies the XARG of its complement—that is, the complement’s
subject—with its own XARG. Since the syntactic structure of incorporated adverbs is Adverb-SuffixVerb
Object, this XARG identification will, down the line, have the effect of tying the suffix verb’s subject to the
(yet-to-be-added) complement’s subject. Finally, the rule identifies its daughter’s modified element’s

Lrop with the parent’s GTop, which I will discuss in detail below.

25This is important so that certain rules, for instance intransitive-verb-to-adjective, cannot be the complement of an
incorporated adverb.
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(72)  [adv-incorporation-lex-rule

AUX -
TYPE-RAISE — >

CAT.HEAD
CAT.VAL.COMPS LOCAL

SYNSEM.LOCAL CONT. . .XARG
XARG
CONT.HOOK
GTOP
adv
FORM root
DAUGHTER SYNSEM.LOCAL.CAT.HEAD

MOD <[LOCAL. . .LTOP }>

This use of LTOP and GTOP is, admittedly, a bit of a hack. Non-scopal modifiers in MRS are “quan-
tificationally equivalent” with what they modify, which means they share scopal properties (Copestake
et al., 2005). Non-scopal modifiers include words like green or fast in English. Non-scopal modifiers al-
ways share the same scopal properties with what they modify, so that in the scope tree for a sentence
they share a node with their modifyee. Scopal modifiers, on the other hand, do not share the same sco-
pal properties as what they modify, and have their own nodes in a sentence’s scope tree. These scopal
domains are modeled in the MRS through a handle, which I abbreviate with 4. Handles are related to
each other through a geq relation where scopal properties can be defined: a HIGHER scope and a LOWER
scope. A simple semantic expression for I only sing, with the scopal adverb only, looks like (73), which
shows why my incorporation rules need to worry about handle values. The handle for only scopes higher

than the handle for sing, as defined in the geq relation.

(73) _sing 7
only ,
LBL 2 ¢
LBL  h qeq
ARGO e | |ARGO e[TENSE present] » | HIGHER
h LOWER
ARG1 ARG1 x[PERNUM Isg}
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In the adv-incorporation-lex-rule (72), I need to preserve the adverb relation’s LBL value (a handle,
stored in LTOP) so that, when the suffix verb is attached, that LBL is around for me to associate with the
verb. This is not what the GToP value is intended for, but it works, and that GTOP is not associated with

anything else once the suffix verb is applied, so no harm done.2¢

Once one of the above incorporating rules has applied, the main predicate suffix can be added. There
are different rules for preparing each of the lexical categories (noun, adjective, and adverb), but there is

one rule for adding suffixes, given in (74).

This rule introduces a new semantic relation (C-CONT.RELS) that has not yet been assigned a semantic
predication value. All this rule states is that it is an event (ARGo e) that relates two referents. The parent
also will have an event index, since its INDEX is the same as the introduced relation’s ARGo. It will also

inherit the relation’s ARG1 as its XARG and its LBL as its LTOP (these are standard relationships for verbs).

The rule passes up its daughter’s subject and complements. All of its possible daughters will min-
imally have a subject, defined in the parent type (69). The noun incorporation rule does not add any
complements, while the adjective and adverb incorporation rules do, so a main predicate suffix applied
to an incorporated noun will only have a subject, while incorporated adjectives and adverbs will have a
complement. Finally, the new relation’s LBL is identified with the daughter’s GTop. This was only defined
for incorporating adverbs, and this will have the effect of allowing scopal adverbs to scope over the verb

in the semantics.

26The reader may have noticed that all my rules so far are treating the suffix verbs as though they are transitive only—there
is only at most one item in the comps list. However, in §3.1.4.1I noted one ditransitive suffix verb. I do in fact parse ditransitives
in my implemented grammar, but it requires parallel copies of all these incorporating rules, in order to account for a longer
comps list. I pull a similar trick to the GTop trick here in those rules, where I temporarily store the second complement in
the intermediate rule’s SPEC. This is not what this list is intended for, but once again, after the suffix verb applies, that list is
hidden. As with all these rules, the full versions can be seen in my implemented grammar.
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(74) _2p—Suﬁix—trans[t[ve—verb—lex—rule

SURBj <[ . INDEX } >

CAT.VAL COMPS

SPEC ()

SYNSEM.LOCAL SPR ()
INDEX [0]

CONT.HOOK | XARG

LTOP
ARGO €[0]
ARG1
C-CONT.RELS
ARG2
LBL
SUBJ <>
CAT.VAL
COMPS
DAUGHTER SYNSEM.LOCAL L
XARG
CONT.HOOK
GTOP

All that is missing is the new relation’s predication value, the small-caps symbol that indicates what
meaning is. For instance, the suffix -na‘k inherits from the type 2p-suffix-transitive-verb-lex-rule and adds

only the following:

(75) |nak
PHON “na’k”

C-CONT <|:PRED HAVE]>

To make this more concrete, I give a derivation of the word nuuknaak ‘have a song’ in (76) below,

somewhat condensed and abbreviated for space.
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PHON

RELS

nuuk-noun-lex

SYNSEM.LOCAL

t{nuuk”
VAL.SUB]J
CAT
HEAD.FORM
INDEX
CONT
XARG

<SONG( e, x)>

nak
PHON “‘nuuknaak”
SUBJ [...INDEX }
VAL
CAT
COMPS
SYNSEM.LOCAL
| HEAD
INDEX [0]
CONT.HOOK
| XARG
C-CONT.RELS < (1], 2] x)>
RELS <SONG..>
DAUGHTER
noun-incorporation-lex-rule
PHON ‘nuuk”
SUBJ <>
LOCAL.CAT | VAL
comps [4]()
SYNSEM verb
HEAD AUX -
FORM non-root-nonfinite
CONT [6]
DAUGHTER

< .. .INDEX >

root

81

I model the root 7u- as a special lexeme that does not introduce semantic content, but has properties

that allow it to go through the incorporation rules in such a way that it obtains the right subject and

complement(s) once the suffix applies. I want it to go through the adverb and adjective incorporation
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rules, since those are the rules that pass up the complements list of the suffix verb unaltered, but without

introducing any modifying semantics. The lexical type description for 7u- is given in (77).

(77) Pu-lex
PHON “Pu”
SUBJ <[LOCAL.CAT.HEAD.PRD —]>
VAL
CAT.HEAD.PRD —
COMPS LOCAL
CONT.HOOK.INDEX
SYNSEM.LOCAL CAT adjective-or-adverb
PRD +
HEAD |AUX
FORM root-and-nonroot
MOD <>
CONT.HOOK.XARG

This lexical entry shares some properties with incorporating-lex-rule (69). ?u- associates its comple-
ment’s INDEX with its own XARG, so that the semantics of the suffix verb’s ARG2 become associated with
its complement. It also constrains its head value to be a supertype of adjectives and adverbs and places
its complement on its MoOD list. This is so that this lexeme can only go through the adverb and adjec-
tive incorporating rules, but without adding any modifying semantics. Finally, the morpheme ?u- itself,
despite being a root form, is defined as the supertype of root and non-root. This definition of a type as
root-and-nonroot is conceptually strange, but it is so that the main predicate incorporating lex rules (69),
which require a root form, can accept 7u-, but so can the auxiliary predicate incorporation rules below
(80), which require a nonroot form. I cannot leave its FORM value completely underspecified, because I
do not want it to be considered finite or nonfinite by other rules, values that are separate form root and

nonroot.
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3.2.3.2 Auxiliary predicate suffixes

Auxiliary predicate suffixes are suffix verbs that take a predicate complement, rather than a nominal
predicate (§3.1.4.2). This attachment property can be seen in the suffix -mahsa ‘want to do’ in (78-79)

below, repeated from (48-49).

(78)  hisukaX ¢aakupiih suk¥iAmahsa haa paacsacum?i
hisuk=!aA caakupiih su-kviA-mahsa haa paacsacum=?i
all=Now man.pL  hold-Mo-want.to.do D3 football=ART

‘All the men want to get that paacsacum. (C, tupaat Julia Lucas)

(79) 7?aanimahsas waa ?in ¢amihta?aZni ?iih?iiha ...
Yaani-mahsa=s waa ?in  Camihta=!laA=ni Riih?iiha
really-want.to.do=REAL.1SG say COMP proper=NOW=NEUT.1IPL do.something.important ...

‘I really want to say that we are doing something important ... (T, yuutnaak Simon Lucas)

The strategy I apply to auxiliary predicate suffixes is extremely similar to that for main predicate
suffixes. Like main predicate suffixes, incorporation proceeds in two steps: first a lexical rule that moves
the needed syntactic properties into place, and then a final inflecting lexical rule that supplies the suffix
itself. Because auxiliary predicate suffixes handle all predicates in the same way (§3.1.4.2), I only need two
“preparatory” lexical rules: one for predicates (80), and one for adverbs (81). As with the main predicate

suffixes, these lexical types inherit from incorporating-lex-rule (69).

The lexical rule pred-incorporation-lex-rule (80) below asserts that its daughter is a predicate (a noun,

adjective, or verb) and not a root form. It then passes up that word’s subject and complements.
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(80) pred-incorporation-lex-rule
SUBJ <>
SYNSEM.LOCAL.CAT.VAL
COMPS
PRD +
HEAD
FORM non-root
DAUGHTER SYNSEM.LOCAL.CAT r
SUBJ <>
VAL
COMPS

The rule for adverbs, adv-incorporation-pred-lex-rule (81) does much of the same work that the previously-
described adverb incorporation rule for main predicate suffixes does (72). The modifications are that,
rather than identifying the complement’s INDEX with the mother’s XARG, the complement’s INDEX is
identified with the mother’s INDEX. This will have the effect of allowing the adverb to modify the com-
plement. The complement’s XARG is also identified with the subject. This will give the subject-control
properties of the suffix. The rest of the structure is the same as in (72), and in fact in my implementation,

the commonalities are stored in an abstract type that both daughters inherit from.

(81)  |adv-incorporation-pred-lex-rule
SUBJ <LOCAL.CONT.INDEX >
AUX -
CAT.HEAD
CAT.VAL TYPE-RAISE  —
COMPS LOCAL -
SYNSEM.LOCAL INDEX
CONT.HOOK
XARG
INDEX
CONT.HOOK
GTOP
adv
CAT.HEAD
DAUGHTER SYNSEM.LOCAL MOD [LOCAL...LTOP }
CONT.HOOK.INDEX
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Once again, a final type applies the actual suffix verb itself, this time called 2p-suffix-pred-verb-lex-
rule. This type is similar to the version seen for main predicate suffixes in (74), and there is in fact only
one difference: the ARG2 of the C-CONT is an event type rather than a referent and is identified with the
daughter’s INDEX rather than its XArRG. Other than that, the rules are identical. Again, I put the common
restrictions in a supertype from which both subtypes inherit. The daughter subtype 2p-suffix-pred-verb-

lex-rule is given in (82).

(82) | 2p-suffix-pred-verb-lex-rule

DAUGHTER [SYNSEM.LOCAL.CONT.HOOK.XARG

Some special care has to be taken with 7u- attachment. I need to block certain auxiliary predicate
suffixes from taking it, while allowing it for others. I do this by defining morphological hierarchies. Some
suffixes, like -mahsa, inherit from a type which underspecifies its daughter as either a predicate lexeme
or ?u-. Others, like -Witas, inherit from a morphologically-defined type which forbids its daughter to be

of the lexical type ?u-. I give a sample derivation of the word Paanimahsa ‘really want to’ in (83).27

271 will here and throughout suppress the HCONs list, which is the list that introduces geq relations that define scopal
properties. I will fold geq relations it into the RELS list. This is only a convenience to save space.



mahsa
PHON “Paanimahsa”
SUBJ [...INDEX }
CAT.VAL
COMPS
SYNSEM.LOCAL L
INDEX [0]
CONT.HOOK | XARG
LTOP
PRED WANT-TO
ARGo [Ole
C-CONT ARG1 [1]x
ARG2 [2]e
LBL
DAUGHTER
[ adv-incorporation-pred-lex-rule
SUB]J < {LOCAL.CONT.INDEX D
CAT.VAL
INDEX
SYNSEM.LOCAL COMPS LOCAL.CONT.HOOK
. XARG
INDEX
CONT.HOOK
GTOP
DAUGHTER
Paani-adv-lex
PHON “Paani”
SYNSEM.LOCAL.CAT.HEAD [ MOD <|:...LTOP D
PRED really| |qeq
RELS ARGO e , | HIGHER
ARGl [2]h LOWER
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3.2.4 Verbal aspect

As described in §3.1.5, I have implemented the traditional understanding of the aspect system in my
analysis rather than the revised one. I have done this in two parts. First, I defined a hierarchy of aspectual
values for meaning. For each final word form in the morphological diagram given in the traditional
understanding of aspect (Fig. 3.1), there is anode in the meaning graph in Fig. 3.3 corresponding to it. This
graph has two main subtypes of aspect: meaning, which encompasses categories like momentaneous,
inceptive, repetitive, and so on, and a separate type xperf, which defines whether something is perfective
or imperfective. I have added an additional type to the meaning hierarchy labeled “start,” which is meant
to represent a final perfective form in morphology that already has perfective marking (momentaneous-
graduative-perfective, inceptive-graduative-perfective). These perfective forms are always inceptive or
mark the beginning of an action, thus the label “start.” All possible aspect values in this graph are leaf
nodes that inherit from at least one meaning subtype and exactly one perfective subtype. Perfective
types (the second from last row) inherit from perf, and imperfective types (the last row) inherit from
impf. This will allow later parts of the grammar to refer to perfective and imperfective aspects, without

having to worry about which specific perfective or imperfective aspect a word is (§4.3).

Figure 3.3: Traditional aspectual hierarchy

ASPECT
meaning xperf
/\
perf impf
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While this describes the values of the ASPECT feature and their interpretations, this is not yet a way
of morphologically applying them to a root. In fact, this hierarchical description makes straightforward
application impossible. The momentaneous value mo is defined as [PERF +], and the momentaneous
graduative mo-grad is [PERF —]. So the aspect value mo-grad cannot, in this schema, apply to a lexeme
that has the aspectual value mo, because a thing cannot be both [PERF +] and [PERF —]. So I cannot apply

the aspectual morpheme form and the corresponding aspectual value at the same time.

Asindicated at the start of this section, I handle this by separating value (described above) from form.
Separate morphological rules apply aspectual form via suffixation and others apply aspectual meaning
(the valuesin Fig. 3.3). Fig. 3.4 shows the pathway of possible lexical rule applications for momentaneous-
derived forms. A root first takes the morphology for momentaneous morphology (-8i2, -¢iz), without
adding any aspectual meaning. If this is the only suffix on the lexical form, in order to be fully inflected
the lexeme must go through another rule that constrains the aspectual value to mo (momentaneous and
perfective) but adds no morphology. Another suffix may apply instead, adding the graduative template
(-LS), once again without adding any aspect value. The aspect value of mo-grad (momentaneous and
imperfective) must be constrained by a separate rule after the suffix is applied. Only the final rule in the
morphological pathway, applying after the momentaneous and graduative suffixes, adds both suffixing

morphology (-8iA) and aspectual value mo-grad-perf (momentaneous, “start”, and perfective).

Figure 3.4: Application of morphology to momentaneous forms

)
\
-SiA/CiA
0 — \
LS
0 /

(root

[ASPECT mo]

[ASPECT mo-grad | [ASPECT mo-grad-perf ]



89

3.3 Summary

Because of Nuuchahnulth’s predicate flexibility, I have defined special terminology to distinguish
between semantic and syntactic phenomena. I use relation to refer to atomic semantic units and argu-
ment to refer to the variables that those semantic units relate. I refer to syntactic predicates, which are
elements in the position in the clause where semantic arguments may be filled. Participants are the syn-

tactic units that fulfill a predicate’s semantic arguments, and thus are a syntactic correlate to arguments.

Verbs, adjectives, and common nouns may all be used predicatively, but proper nouns cannot be. All
of these lexical categories can be used as participants, but verbs and adjectives require an “article,” which
I argue is a relativizer. Each clause is headed by a second-position element which provides, among other
things, subject agreement. Adverbs may precede the clausal predicate, in which case the second-position

enclitics appear after the adverb.

A series of suffixes may also occur in a second position, not with respect to the clause as a whole
but with respect to their complement. The only two types of second-position suffixes I model are main
predicate suffixes, which relate two or three entities to each other (with meanings like ‘have, ‘take,” and
‘give’), and auxiliary predicate suffixes, which are subject-controlling predicates that relate an entity to

an event (with meanings like ‘going to’ and ‘want to’).

Finally, I describe the complex aspect system in Nuuchahnulth and give its traditional interpretation
and a proposed revised interpretation. In either interpretation, the system has a few perfective forms and

a large number of imperfective forms.

All of these facts are modeled in an implemented grammar based in the HPSG formalism. The predi-
cate/participant distinction is modeled through a boolean-valued feature [PRED +|-], which keeps track
of the eventiveness or referentiality of the element’s semantic index. Common nouns, adjectives, and
verbs are all words that introduce events and contain a syntactic subject, they must go through a lexical
or syntactic rule in order to be used as participants, which causes them to expose a referential index or
entity instead of an event. Second-position clausal elements are modeled as syntactic words that attach
to the leftmost element in the phrase as an auxiliary verb that heads the entire clause. Second-position

suffixes on the other hand are modeled as lexically incorporating suffixes which behave differently de-
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pending on the lexical item they incorporate. The aspectual system’s meaning is modeled as a type
hierarchy which separates notional meaning from perfectivity. Aspectual form is added in the syntax
separately from aspectual meaning. With this basic sketch of the clause and my HPSG analysis of it, I
will be able to describe my understanding of serial verbs (Chapter 4) and the predicate linker (Chapter 5),

and how I model these phenomena.
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Chapter 4

SERIAL VERBS

In this chapter, I will describe what I mean when I refer to serial verb constructions (SVCs) in Nu-
uchahnulth (§4.1), Iwill give my data on the construction (§4.2), and finally I will describe my analysis as
implemented in my grammar (§4.3). I will ultimately define four different types of serial verb construc-
tions in Nuuchahnulth and analyze them as a type of coordination that occurs within a single clause and

beneath the scope of subject agreement and tense.
4.1 Serialverb definition

To investigate the properties of serial verb constructions (SVCs) I first have to define what I count
as such a construction in the language.! It is difficult to find a single widely accepted definition of serial
verbs in the linguistic literature. Even in their typological survey, Aikhenvald and Dixon (2006) give
several definitions, some of which conflict with each other. They define SVCs as multiple verbs that (i) are
monoclausal; (ii) from a “single predicate”; (iii) form a “single event”; (iv) form one unit phonologically;
(v) are negated singly. Some of these properties are either vague or not universally applied to all serial
verbs. Aikhenvald and Dixon give no clear definition for a single predicate or a single event. Without a
formal semantic representation, the interpretation of a single event is left open for individual linguists,
and the definition of a single predicate (when it is not synonymous with a single event) seems to come
down to monoclausality (i). While serial verbs may be phonologically connected (iv), they give several
examples where the serial verbs are separated by intervening words (such as a direct object), and give
instances of serial verbs (on their definition) where one verb is negated while the other is not. So none
of these definitional properties are necessary and no single one seems to be sufficient. Some properties

are left underdefined. Leaving some definitions vague and not having universal tests is almost certainly

Jacobsen (1993) was the first to apply the term “verb serialization” to this phenomenon in Nuuchahnulth.
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necessary when attempting to define a phenomenon across all of human language, as Aikhenvald and

Dixon do.

I am only looking at one language, Nuuchahnulth, and will tailor my definition of a serial verb con-
struction to the language, while attempting to keep the definition as neutral as possible with respect
to syntactic framework. My functional definition of a serial verb construction in Nuuchahnulth is as

follows:2

(84) Any clause containing two or more verbs without an overt coordinator and where the verbs share

the semantic interpretation of the second-position clausal inflection? is a serial verb construction.

Each matrix and dependent clause is marked with a second-position enclitic, and so the boundaries
of a clause are often easy to determine. The one exception to this is that the third person neutral mood
is null-marked. For this reason, when working with speakers I deliberately elicited examples not in this
person-mood combination. However, in running text it is unavoidable that many constructions will have
third person subjects. Because of the restriction that serial verb constructions lack an overt coordinator,

constructions containing a linker morpheme (Chapter 5) do not count as SVCs.

The requirement of sharing second-position clausal inflection is clearly Nuuchahnulth-specific. How-
ever, it is designed to capture the distinction between a single clause with a serial verb construction and
two separate clauses. The way to determine a clause boundary will differ language to language. Because
clause boundaries in Nuuchahnulth include subject information, the verbs necessarily share a subject.
This may be true of all SVCs, but I make no such claim here. My definition says nothing about the se-
mantics or event properties of an SVC, only that a serial verb construction is one where verbs relate to
one another within the limits of a clause. There is room for a great deal of difference and diversity within

SVCs that meet this definition.

2Although he does not articulate it in these terms, I believe this definition is equivalent to that used in Nakayama (2001,
p- 97-113).

3I will later show that some of the elements in this clausal complex do not scope over the entire clause, but narrowly
over a verb. See §4.3.2.
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4.1.1  Semantic compositionality

I have an analytical preference for semantic compositionality where possible. Semantic composi-
tionality means that one can create the semantics of the sentence directly from the semantics of lexical
items and combinatoric rules in the syntax. In my analysis (§4.3) I will be able to maintain composi-
tionality for Nuuchahnulth SVCs. This may be a result of the facts about Nuuchahnulth as well as my

framework, and I make no claims about semantic compositionality for SVCs cross-linguistically.

As an example of an SVC analysis that does not maintain compositionality, I will use Butt (1995)’s
analysis of Urdu serial verbs. A key component of Butt’s analysis is the notion of a “complex predicate,”
which is the creation of a new atomic unit of meaning from two separate words. The two components of
a complex predicate may have a hierarchical relation in the syntax of the language (which differs from
the monoclausality requirement in Aikhenvald and Dixon 2006), but form a new semantic unit. The
semantic relation for the word ‘write’ might be WRITE(x, y), but when combined with the Urdu permissive
verb LET(a,b), the new semantic relation is LET-WRITE(x, , z). The composed semantic relation in this

case has a different number of arguments from either of its dependent relations.

Despite the apparent relationship between WRITE, LET, and LET-WRITE, this analysis, without the
development of a fuller semantic formalism, violates semantic compositionality. We write a relation and
its elementary predication with upper-case letters as a shorthand for the ‘meaning’ of that morpheme.
However, this convention is only for human readability, since we are not actually defining what those
units mean but just using them as placeholders for “whatever the fuller lexical semantics are.” We could
write the meaning of write as MEANING1647 with no loss of specificity. Butt’s analysis creates a situation
where there is a new mathematical operation in the semantic representation: ‘let’ LET + ‘write’ WRITE =
LET-WRITE. There is no formal relationship between these three meaning representations except through
that equation. It is just as though the equation had been MEANING1647 + MEANING2119 = MEANING8780.
Even though the meaning of Urdu’s let-write is semantically compositional in the language, the meaning
representation of Butt’s “complex predicate” in the formalism is non-compositional with respect to its

members.

This is not necessarily a bad thing in all contexts. Some sort of arbitrariness is necessary when mod-
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eling multi-word expressions like idioms, which have for a long time been understood as not fully com-
positional (Chafe, 1968), although multi-word expressions can vary in their semantic compositionality
(Nunbergetal., 1994). Itis possible that many SVCs are not-quite compositional and a non-compositional
semantic relation is an appropriate model. However, when this kind of rule is productive and has pre-
dictable semantics (as I will claim is the case for SVCs in Nuuchahnulth), I believe it is preferable to ad-
here to semantic compositionality in the formal analysis. Otherwise, one ends up with a list of semantic
equations which is nearly the size of the set of verbs in the lexicon, if not larger.

In Lexical-Functional Grammar (LFG), which is the framework that Butt uses, the elementary pred-
ication (the all-caps semantic relation) of a word is linked to the number of its arguments. That is, the
meaning of ‘write’ isn't merely WRITE, but WRITE(x, y). In MRS (Copestake et al., 2005), which is the se-
mantic framework I use, the elementary predication and its arguments are separated from each other.
That is, the meaning of ‘write’ is represented with the relation or elementary predication separate from

its arguments:

(85) |PRED WRITE

ARGO e
ARGl X
ARG2 )

This separability is something the formalism shares with Neodavidsonian representations (Parsons,
1990), and it is this framework that will allow me to maintain strict semantic compositionality in my

analysis of serial verbs in Nuuchahnulth.

4.1.2  Non-SVCs

I have defined Nuuchahnulth serial verb constructions in (84) as any clause (defined by the position
of second-position clausal enclitics) which contains more than one verb, without any overt coordinator,
and where the clausal enclitics are semantically interpreted as belonging to all verbs in the construc-

tion. There are a few types of constructions that nearly fit this definition, but are excluded. The first is
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juxtaposed clauses (86).

(86) haca pawalsik [pause] 2uupiq [pause] 2uuspigqaéa wawaa.
hata  pawal-8iX 2uuspiq 2uudpig=qa-éa wawaa.
maybe lost-MO  something.bad.happens.m0 something.bad.happens.Mo=DUBV say.cv
‘“Maybe he gotlost... something happened... perhaps something happened,” they said.” (C, tupaat

Julia Lucas)

(86) comes from a text about a man who was lost at sea and returns. Although one could claim
that the first two verbs, pawatsiX and Puuspiq, are in an SVC, the prosody used in the utterance indicates
something else. The repeated uuspiq, complete with a second-position clitic, suggests that these are
clauses (the first two under null-marked third person neutral mood) that are adjacent. This kind of
structure occurs in speech as people are rephrasing or redescribing an event. (87) has the same structure,

and is from a description of Raven in a narrative text.

(87) ?ayiissia, hiyiis$iA ha?umuk?i.
Paya-liis-SiA his-liis-$iA ha?um=uk="?i
many-consume-MO all-consume-M0O food=POSS=ART

‘He ate a lot, he ate all of the food.’ (B, Marjorie Touchie)

Like (86), (87) is in the third person, and I believe the two verbs are part of two separate clauses,
rather than a serialization structure. When these sorts of constructions occur outside the third person,
the adjacent clauses require an overt enclitic, and so this apparent ambiguity (serialization vs adjacent
clause) only occurs in the third person.

The second kind of construction that falls outside my definition of an SVC is temporal expressions.
The way to express a duration of time is to juxtapose the time period with the rest of the clause. If the
time expression is in the durative aspect, the interpretation is ‘for x time’ (88). If the time expression is

in a perfective aspect, the interpretation is ‘after x time’ or ‘at the end of x time’ (89).



(88)

(89)
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sucaclintiis hit cuumaSaas.
suca-Cit=int=(y)iis hit  ¢uumafaas
five-day.DR=PST=WEAK.1SG be.at Port.Alberni

‘I was in Port Alberni for five days.” (Q, Sophie Billy)

?ah?aa?aﬁqaéa nupq?ichsi?eA naacsaaz hiskvii?ath éapac hintsiA Puucayuk hiskvii?ath.
?ah?aa?ak=qa-éa nup-qRich-$ii=lai haacsa=lax  hisk“ii?ath &apac hintsii
and=DUBV one-year.DR-MO=NOW see.Cv=NOW Hesquiaht canoe arrive.M0.GR
?u-L.cayuk hiskvii?ath
X-go.DR  Hesquiaht

‘And one year later the Hesquiahts saw a boat arriving toward Hesquiaht.' (C, tupaat Julia Lucas)

Although these two types of temporal expression are distinct, it is possible to use the second con-

struction, which uses a perfective form, to express a duration, i.e. it has become X length of time that

Y has been done, as in (9o). The opposite (interpreting the durative form to mean ‘after’) is not possible

to my knowledge.

(90)

?ah?aa?aZ muuciil$izna hit siya ?ah?aa?aA haakvaaZuk Matthew, kwaa?uucukgs.
?ah?aa?a’A muu-C¢it-Sii=na hit  siya ?ah?aa?aA haakwaaZz=uk  Matthew
and four-day.DR-MO=NEUT.1PL be.at 1SG and young.girl=poss Matthew

kwaa?uuc=uk=qs
grandchild=POSS=DEFN.1SG
‘We were there for four days, me and Matthew’s daughter, my granddaughter. (C, tupaat Julia

Lucas)

What differentiates these expressions from serial verb constructions, as well as linker constructions

(see Chapter 5) is the interpretation of the subject. While the temporal component can take the subject-

mood portmanteau (88, 9o), the person expressed in the subject clitic is not in any way the subject of the

temporal expression. In (88), T is not the subject of ‘five days.’ This is also the case for the subjects of the
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verbs in (89, 90). Instead, the time expression seems to be opaque to the subject information present in
the clause. So while this construction does have two verbs in a single clause, the interpretive scope of
the second-position enclitics, and particularly the subject-mood enclitic, only falls on one of the verbs

(the non-temporal one). Thus, this type of construction is excluded from my scope for serial verbs.

4.2 Data

4.21  Types of serial verb constructions

Descriptively, I have categorized observed serial verb constructions into four types. These types are
not motivated a priori by any external typological theories or a commitment to these categories, but were
created an attempt to make sense of my data. In contrast to the description in Nakayama (2001, p. 102—
109), my serialization types are differentiated from each other syntactically rather than semantically.#
In my analysis (§4.3) [ will create a type that collapses (a modified version of) Type I and III, but I leave

them separated here in an attempt to maintain a distinction between data and analysis.

4.211  Type I: Simultaneous

This SVC links two verbs together that necessarily occur simultaneously. Semantically, they can often
be described loosely as “manner and action”—where one verb is expressing the main action, and another
is expressing how it is done. This includes motion and manner of motion (e.g., ‘go’ + ‘walk’ as in g1), a
semantically light verb like “do” coordinating with the actual action (e.g., ‘only-do’ + ‘lie-down’ as in 92),

and metaphoric motion and action (e.g,, ‘go-back’ + ‘become-alive’ as in 93).

4There is however considerable overlap in our categories. Nakayama’s “Action + Manner” (p.102-103) maps onto my
Type I (§4.2.1.1), “Action + Location” (p.104-105) maps onto my Type II (§4.2.1.2), “Action + Relational” (p.106-109) maps
rather loosely onto my Type III (§4.2.1.3), and “Action + Action” (p.105) maps onto my Type IV. That two researchers could
come up with these categories independently, one from a more semantic and one from a more syntactic perspective, lends
considerable credibility to this categorization. My points of departure from Nakayama have to do with his “Action + Time”
(p103-104) category, where I believe his temporal elements are adverbs, and certain of his “relational” elements in his “Ac-
tion + Relational” category, which are functional elements and not full verbs—either little-v on Woo’s (2007a) account, or
adpositions on mine.
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(93)

?uucu?ukwitasah yaacuk ¢uumaSas.

?uucu?uk-witas=(m)ah  yaacuk ¢uumaSas

g0.to.DR-going.to=REAL.1SG walk.DR Port.Alberni

‘I'm going to walk to Port Alberni.’ (B, Bob Mundy)

?anastintwa?$ tawil$a.
?ana-sila=int=wa?$ tawil-$ix
only-do=pPsT=HRSY.3 lie.down-mo0

‘He just laid down.” (Q, Sophie Billy)

hu?acaci?agqAsuuk tii¢acii.
hu?a-ca-¢ii=laqA=suuk tii¢-°acii
back-go-MO=FUT=NEUT.2PL live-IN

“You will come back to life.” (C, tupaat Julia Lucas)
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This construction is not limited to the semantics of “manner and motion.” Speakers can also coordi-

nate verbs that describe resultative and simultaneous actions (e.g., feel sorry for + mistreat as in 94), or

what I sometimes call serial repetition, which includes cases where a transitive and intransitive verb are

both used to express an action (e.g., eat + eat in 95, and cry + cry for in 96), or where two transitive verbs,

one more specific and less specific, are used (e.g., say + talk about in 97). The only unifying property of

this SVC type seems to be simultaneity.

(94)

wikiis xaxaal taakviil siya.
wik=li's xaxaal  taakviil siya

NEG=CMMD.258G>1SG feel.sorry mistreat 1SG

‘Don't feel sorry for me, mistreating me.’ (C, tupaat Julia Lucas)
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(95) ?Puii¢ai ha?uk.
Pu-liic=!lai=!i’ ha?uk
X-eat.DR=NOW=CMMD.2SG eat.DR

‘Eat it!” (Q, Sophie Billy)

(96)  fihakit?i$ ?u?uuyuk® Pum?iigsak?i.
fih-ak=(m)it=?i's Pu?uuyuk Pum?iigsu=?ak="?i"
Cry-DR=PST=STRG.3 cry.for mother=POSS=ART

‘She cried for her mother’ (C, tupaat Julia Lucas)

(97) waa?a’ii¢ Puumack" ?uushyimskgs.
waa=!aA=(y)ii=¢ ?u-L.macuk ?uus-(q)hyur-mis=uk=qas
say=NOW=WEAK.3=HRSY X-talk.about some-be.related.or.friends-NMLZ=POSS=DEFN.1SG

‘Theard he was talking about my friends or family’ (Q, Sophie Billy)

This kind of SVC can “stack” beyond coordinating just two verbs, to at least three (98).

(98) huRacadizwitasah $iiAuk wataak yuutu?if?ath.
hu?a-ca-¢iA-witas=(m)a'h SiiAuk wataak yuulu?if?ath
back-go-M0-going.to=REAL.1SG move.house.DR go.to.MO Ucluelet

‘I'm going to move back to Ucluelet. (B, Bob Mundy)

It is possible for one of the verbs and its object (that is, the full VP of one of the serial verbs) to

interrupt the other verb and its object, as in (99, 100, 101).

5This is not the normal form of the verb ‘cry for’ which is PuPuuyuk. Compare with -RL.ayuk in Sapir and Swadesh (1939,
p- 317).
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(99) ?uuctiihs, , [Aihaa], , Queens Covepy ,.
?uuctiih, ,=s [Aih-(y)a']y . Queens Cove;,
go.toward.DR=STRG.1SG drive-Cv Queens Cove

‘I am driving to Queens Cove. (T, Fidelia Haiyupis)

(100)  ?uliis?aiin, , [ha?uk], , suuhaa,y; ..
?u-liis, ,=laA=lin [ha?uk], , suuhaa,;,
X-eat=NOW=CMMD.1PL eat.DR spring.salmon

‘Let’s eat spring salmon! (B, Bob Mundy and Marjorie Touchie)

(101)  hiniicintiis?int, , [2uci¢?, , ciquuwlis; , ]y, , taatna?iskqs,y, ;.
hina-iic, ,=int=(y)iis=?int [Ru-ci-Cid, , cig-uwil=2igp; ,]vp » L.<t>-tana=Pis=uk=qasep ,
EMPTY-Carry=PST=WEAK.1ISG=HABIT X-g0.to-MO pray-building PL-child=DIM=POSS=DEFN.1SG

‘I would always take my children to church.’ (Q, Sophie Billy)

I noticed in the course of working on this project that this type of SVC has a strong tendency to
agree in perfectivity. As a reminder, verb forms that end in the “inceptive” or “momentaneous” aspect
are perfective,® while all other forms are imperfective.

Despite my belief that there is a preference for aspectual matching, speakers were often very flexible
on the grammaticality of perfective mismatching when asked about it directly. I made several attempts
to work out whether this was a grammatical rule in one-on-one sessions with speakers, but often received
contradicting information, with speakers sometimes correcting a construction to match in perfectivity
and other times volunteering mismatched verbs. I tried to resolve the issue by annotating SVCs that
occurred in running texts. The texts I used came from a number of sources: (1) Sapir and Swadesh (1939);
(2) Texts gathered by Adam Werle and provided to me (some from speakers I have not worked with and
some I have); (3) Texts I elicited with speakers. Some of these were texts I have interlinearized and some

I have not.

6The inceptive and momentaneous may in fact just be a simple perfective aspect. See §3.1.5.
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I went through these texts and marked instances of what I believed to be SVCs. Because a large num-
ber of cases in running text are third person, and thus possibly involve more than one clause with a null-
marked third person, I had to make educated guesses about whether some third person constructions
were single clause SVCs or two separate clauses. I used a few heuristics to discriminate. (I) If surrounding
clauses always began with an overt (non-neutral) third person inflection, then I considered it less likely
that a null neutral mood third person would appear in the midst of them, and so the two verbs were
likely within the same clause. (II) If the verbs shared an overt object, I considered it more likely that they
were within the same clause than that one had a dropped object. (III) If both verbs in the possible SVC
were in an embedded clause, then I considered this proof they were serialized. I ranked possible SVCs
on a confidence level of 1-4, with 1 being uncertain, 2 a toss-up, 3 likely, and 4 completely positive. I then
counted how many times the two verbs in the SVC matched or mismatched in perfectivity. For a few
cases (see below) I was uncertain about the perfectivity of a verb, but confident that it was in a serial
verb construction. I created half-counts of 0.5 in these cases. I then threw away all SVCs ranked as 1 or
2. The remaining data are presented in Table 4.1 below. I have broken this data into five sections: Data
from the Nootka Texts (that is, strictly from Sapir and Swadesh 1939), which is roughly 100-year-old Tse-
shaht Nuuchahnulth, and then one for each of the modern dialect regions (Barkley, Central, Northern,
and Kyuquot-Checleseht). The majority of the Central data comes from my consultant Julia Lucas, and
the majority of the Kyuquot-Checleseht data comes from an in-progress Bible translation from Sophie
Billy. I lumped these together with other smaller sources, which (from my limited data) appear to have
similar broad characteristics.

Table 4.1: Type I SVCs and Perfectivity

Word count TypeISVCs Perfectivity mismatches

Nootka Texts 2220 22 1
Barkley speakers 942 10 3
Central speakers 2456 26 9.5
Northern speakers 1621 12 3.5
Kyuquot-Checleseht 6928 36 0
speakers

Perfectivity mismatches almost do not occur in my sampling of the Nootka Texts. The 1 count comes
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from 2 cases that were given a o.5. The first is due to the verb ?uhtin?ap ‘make out of’, which appears
to be made with the imperfective form of the suffix -Atin ‘made of’, but could plausibly be interpreted
as perfective (since it is an act of creation), which then coordinates with perfective Puk™iitsii ‘make’.
Another case was given a 0.5 count because it coordinated the verb g*is ‘do thusly’ with ha?uk"iZ ‘do in
return’ (perfective).” It is possible to interpret g*is as imperfective (there is a clear perfective g¥issii),
but it is also possible that ‘do thus’ is in a different kind of non-serialized relationship with the following
verb, or that g*is does not have aspect.

Mismatches are much more common among modern speakers, occurring about a third of the time.
Many of these cases share some common features: 5 include the imperfective verb Ainiic ‘carry’ coordi-
nated with a perfective verb of motion; 3 include imperfective Pucaap ‘put’ coordinated with a perfective
verb of motion; and 2 include imperfective Puk™iit ‘make’ with a perfective verb. I single out these cases
because they are cases where the corresponding perfective forms, hiniicsii, ucayap, and Pukviitsix are
relatively rare, and the semantics of these verbs are such that they may be lexical exceptions to perfec-
tivity matching. These three verbs account for half of the mismatching cases in Table 4.1. The remaining
cases are mostly various motion verbs mismatching with one another: imperfective ?uyiig ‘be in a canoe’
and perfective wataak ‘go’ (Bob Mundy, Barkley dialect); perfective Pucacii ‘go’ and imperfective Aatwaa
‘paddle’ (Julia Lucas, Central dialect); perfective watsiX ‘go home’ and imperfective kamitgk” ‘run’ (So-
phie Billy, Kyuquot-Checleseht dialect); and so on. It is significant that mismatches like this do not occur
in any of my annotations of Sapir and Swadesh (1939). My interpretation of these distributional facts is
that there was either a grammatical requirement or grammatical preference in the past for a serial verb
construction to have matching perfectivity, but in the present status of the language that preference has
significantly relaxed.

In an attempt to directly confirm this perfectivity preference, I put together a short set of forced-
choice tests, which included perfectivity matching, to see if speakers would choose matching verb forms
or non-matching verbs. The results were mixed, and I believe this is partly due to cultural factors making

this kind of forced-choice test difficult and partly due to the limits of the test itself. Speaker responses

“This exact same construction g¥is + ha?uk™iA also appears in a text from Earl Smith, a Northern dialect speaker, and so
may also be a formulaic expression.
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were different in this out-of-the-blue forced choice from their responses when working with sentences
presented in context.

In elicitation sessions where sentences were situated within a given context, a stronger preference
for perfectivity matching did in fact emerge. This happened in two ways: Speakers typically rejected a
rephrasing of matched perfectivity sentences that used mismatched perfectivity, and speakers (when
ruminating on a sentence) would sometimes repeat it until they reached matching perfectivity, and say,
“Yes, that's the best way to put it.” This is consistent with my interpretation that the perfectivity require-
ment is an older component of the grammar that has relaxed in the modern language.

An example of this kind of judgment from speakers can be seen in (102, 103). In (102), a sentence that
was provided initially by my consultant, the two verbs are both in the durative aspect. In the ungram-

matical (103), which I suggested, the second verb has been moved to the momentaneous.

(102) ?uucayukwitass yuutu?if?ath yaacuk.

?uucayuk-witas=s yuutu?il?ath yaacuk

g0.DR-going.to=STRG.1SG Ucluelet walk.DR

‘I'm going to walk to Ucluelet.’ (C, tupaat Julia Lucas)

(103)  *Puucayukwitass yuutu?if?ath yaacsia.
Puucayuk-witas=s yuutu?il?ath yaac$ia
g0.DR-going.to=STRG.1SG Ucluelet walk.MO

Intended: ‘I'm going to walk to Ucluelet.’ (C, tupaat Julia Lucas)

In another context, the same consultant Julia Lucas had the precisely opposite judgment of perfec-
tivity mismatching. (104, 105) below are a near inversion of (102, 103) above. The verb ‘go’ is second,
rather than first, in the construction, and the clause is in the future tense with =/agA rather than the
modal intentional future -wifas. When Julia rejected (105) she said, “No, Puuciyuk because you are on

your way.’
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(105)

104

Aiihsi?aqas ?uuciyuk yuutu?it?ath.
AiihsiA=laqA=s ?uuciyuk yuutu?if?ath
drive.MO=FUT=STRG.1SG g0.DR Ucluelet

‘I'm going to drive to Ucluelet.” (C, tupaat Julia Lucas)

*Riihsi?aqas ?ucadia yuutu?if?ath.
AiihsiA=!aqA=s ?u-ca-CiA yuutu?if?ath
drive.MO=FUT=STRG.1SG X-go-MO Ucluelet

Intended: ‘I'm going to drive to Ucluelet.’ (C, tupaat Julia Lucas)

In an initial session with Bob Mundy and Marjorie Touchie when I examined this issue, they ex-

pressed a strong preference for perfectivity matching (106-108). In other sessions and with other sen-

tences they did not express this preference.

(106)

(107)

(108)

ha?ukwitasin ?u?iis suuhaa.
ha?uk-witas=(m)in ?u-liis  suuhaa
eat.DR-going.to=REAL.1PL X-eat.DR spring.salmon

‘We're going to eat spring salmon.’ (B, Bob Mundy and Marjorie Touchie)

*ha?ukwitasin ?u?iis$iX suuhaa.
ha?uk-witas=(m)in ?u-liis-§iA  suuhaa
eat.DR-going.to=REAL.IPL X-eat.DR-MO spring.salmon

Intended: ‘We're going to eat spring salmon.” (B, Bob Mundy and Marjorie Touchie)

ha?uksi?aZin ?u?iis$ii suuhaa.
ha?uk-$iZ=!laZ=(m)in ?u-liis-§iA  suuhaa
eat.DR-MO=NOW=REAL.IPL X-eat.DR-MO spring.salmon

‘We start eating spring salmon.’ (B, Marjorie Touchie)
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My best interpretation of this apparently contradictory data is this: perfective aspect on ‘going’ verbs
is dispreferred in the future tense, because the typical interpretation of perfectivity is that an action is
completed. This helps explain the grammaticality judgments in (104, 105), although it doesn’t do any-
thing to explain why the verb AiiAsiA is in a perfective aspect. Without this complication of tense, as
in (102-103, 106-108), a preference for perfectivity matching can emerge, although this is no longer an
absolute preference (Table 4.1). Requirements on perfectivity matching are eroding, and perfectivity
preferences for verbs of motion appear to be the least strict.

Sensitivity to perfectivity matching also varied by consultant. Fidelia Haiyupis consistently preferred
perfectivity matching. Even in cases like (109) below, which I suggested, she responded that it was fine,

but then went on to rephrase it as (110).

(109) ?yaacukvints ?ucaciz fa?uk?i.
yaacuk=int=s Pu-ca-CiA fa?uk=?i
walk.DR=PST=STRG.1IPL X-g0-MO lake=ART

Intended: ‘I walked to the lake. (T, Fidelia Haiyupis)

(10)  yaacukints ?uuctiih Ya?uk?i.
yaacuk=int=s ?uuctiih Ca?uk="?i"
walk.DR=PST=STRG.1PL go.toward.DR lake=ART

‘I was walking to the lake. (T, Fidelia Haiyupis)

For one of my consultants, Sophie Billy, who is the youngest speaker and the only Checleseht speaker
I worked with, there was absolutely no preference for perfectivity matching in her speech. This could
be a property of Kyuquot-Checleseht, her generation, or her idiolect, and I have no way of knowing. In
elicitation sessions, she would productively produce matching (111) and mismatching (112) SVCs, and I

was unable to get any judgments on perfectivity matching from her in rewording tests.
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(1) walSa?Ak hu?aci¢Z ¢cuuma¢aas.
wat-8iA=!laA=k hu?a-ci-¢iA ¢uumafaas
go.home-MO=NOW=QUES.25G back-go-m0 Port.Alberni

‘Did you go home to Port Alberni?’ (Q, Sophie Billy)

(n2)  yaacukwitsiis walsiz.
yaacuk-wits=(y)iis wal-$ix
walk.DR-going.to=WEAK.1SG go.home-m0

‘I'm going to walk home. (Q, Sophie Billy)

4.21.2  Type II: Location and action

Most location words in Nuuchahnulth are verbs, more closely aligning with English ‘be at a place’
rather than ‘at a place. Locative verbs are simply juxtaposed with the action performed there. This
strategy is used for transitive hif ‘be at’ as well as intransitive locations like hitaas or Aaa?aas ‘be outside’

and hitingis ‘be at the beach!

(ung)  hil?ii wiinapua.
hit=!i- wiinapuz
be.at=CMMD.25G stop.MO

‘Stop there.” (B, Bob Mundy)

(114) hitaasitah ciiqciiqa.
hitaas=(m)it=(m)a'h cig-LR2L.a
be.outside=PST=REAL.1SG speak-RP

‘I was outside speaking. (B, Bob Mundy)
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As with Type 1, it is possible in this construction for the transitive location verb Ait ‘be at’ to be split

from its object by the other verb (115), or the other verb and its object (116).

(15)

(116)

hilqiimit?i§?at huuxs?atu nudii.
hit-qii=(m)it=?i-§=?a-t huuxs?atu nué-ir
be.at-on.top=PST=STRG.3=HABIT restDR  mountain-NMLZ

‘He rested on top of mountains.’ (T, Fidelia Haiyupis)

hilqii?aZin naacsii¢iA ¢ums nucii.
hil-qii=!aZ=in naacsa-i'¢iA ¢ums nudc-ir
be.at-on.top=NOW=WEAK.1PL see.CV-IN  bear mountain-NMLZ

‘We saw a bear (we being) on top of the mountain.’ (T, Fidelia Haiyupis)

Unlike Type I SVCs, there does not appear to be any requirement that the verbs match in their aspect.

This may be partly because some locatives do not inflect for aspect. For the basic verb Aif ‘be at’ there is

no perfective form of *hit$ii or *hitii¢i, and hit can serialize with both perfective (113) and imperfective

verbs (115). There exist perfective forms for some of the other location words, for instance hitingsax

‘go to the beach’ from hitingis ‘be at the beach. However, there is still no requirement for perfectivity

agreement here, as these location verbs can serialize with both perfective (116) and imperfective verbs

(114).

Unlike Type I verbs, there is a strong ordering preference. When presented with alternative con-

structions, all my consultants insisted that the location verb must come before the action verb (117-122).

(117)

maciit?aznis mamuuk.
maciil=laA=ni$ mamuuk
inside-NOW=STRG.1PL work.DR

‘l am working inside.’ (C, tupaat Julia Lucas)
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(18) *mamuukaZni$ maciil.
mamuuk=!aZ=ni-$ maciit
work.DR=NOW=STRG.1PL inside

Intended: ‘T am working inside.’ (C, tupaat Julia Lucas)

(19)  hit?aZin mamuuk watyookgs.
hil=!aZ=(y)in mamuuk watyuu=?ak=qa's
be.at=NOW=WEAK.1SG work.DR home=POSS=DEFN.1SG

‘We are working at my home. (Q, Sophie Billy)

(120)  *mamuukiin hit watyookgs.
mamuuk=!aZ=in hit  walyuu=?ak=qas
work=NOW=STRG.1SG be.at home=POSS=DEFN.1SG

Intended: ‘We are working at my home.’ (Q, Sophie Billy)

(121) Aaa?aaséi Yaaqfaaqa.

haaPaas=Cir faq-LR2L.a

outside=CMGO0.2sG yell-rp

‘Go yell outside.” (T, Fidelia Haiyupis)

(122)  *nunuukdi Aaa?aas.

nunuuk=¢i- ZAaa?aas

sing.DR=CMGO.2SG outside

Intended: ‘Go sing outside.® (T, Fidelia Haiyupis)

8(122) can be “saved” by adding a linker to the location, i.e. nunuukéi Aaa?aash. This creates a new type of construction,
which I will discuss in Chapter 5.
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As 1did for Type I SVCs (Table 4.1), I annotated texts to see if this preference was reflected in natural
language. There were fewer location words in my sample, so Table 4.2 includes examples I rated as 2-4

on my scale of SVC likelihood (probable to certain). The results were surprising.

Table 4.2: Type II SVCs and Ordering

Word Count Type Il SVCs Location second

Nootka Texts 2220 8 4
Barkley speakers 942 1 o)
Central speakers 2456 5 1
Northern speakers | 1621 2 o)

Kyquot-Checleseht
speakers
Total 14167 22 8

6928 7 3

The results of this table seem to contradict my speakers’ judgments above. I1ooked more deeply into
each case where the location is the second verb in an SVC. They break cleanly into two cases: (1) Cases
where the location verb is in a perfective aspect; and (2) cases where Ait is occurring second.

Four of the above cases are instances where the second verb is a perfective location word. (123, 124)

are typical examples.

(123) ?Pu?uriihsi?aZiwe?in hitingsa?az.
?u-R.2iih-SiA=laA=we'?in  hitingsaA=!aA
X-go.after-MO=NOW=HRSY.3 at.beach.mo=Now

‘She went out to get them going down to the beach.” (B, Big Fred, Sapir and Swadesh 1939, p. 54)

(124) kamitquk¥int hitaaqAix q“ayaciik.
kamitq-uk=int hitaagiix  qvayaciik
run-DR=pST  in.forest MO wolf

‘The wolf ran into the forest. (T, Fidelia Haiyupis)

My interpretation of these data is that the location ordering requirement only applies to imperfective

locations, being somewhere rather than moving somewhere. It is possible then that perfective locations
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behave in some ways like Type I SVCs (§4.2.1.1). (124) also contains a perfectivity mismatch which is very

unusual for Fidelia Haiyupis, who was the speaker I worked with who was most consistent with perfectiv-

ity matching in Type I SVCs. I do not have a full analysis of perfective location words, and unintentionally

focused on imperfective forms in my fieldwork. In my analysis (§4.3.3.2), I will define perfective location

words as non-locations so they can be parsed as Type I SVCs. However, this is unsatisfactory given the

mismatches above, and I must leave questions about how to fully treat this for future work.

The remaining five cases of location-second SVCs are cases using the location word £it ‘be at’ as the

second verb. The examples (125, 126) are from my Central consultant Julia Lucas where the phrase Ait

faahuusrath ‘being at Ahousaht’ behaves as a modifying element of a verb. The /if-second construction

also occurs in the Sapir-Thomas texts (127).

(125)

(126)

(127)

Puyimit?is?aal?at ?ah?aa tuupsi?eAquu hit faahuus?ath.
Puyi=(m)it=?i-§=?aat="at ?ah?aa tuupsii=laZ=quu hit  Yaahuus?ath
and.then=pST=STRG.3=HAB=PL DTOP get.dark. MO=NOw=pPSsB.3 be.at Ahousaht.

‘It was when it would get dark at Ahousaht.” (C, tupaat Julia Lucas)

?ah?aa?a%qaéa hiskwii?ath hinin hil Yaahuus?ath.
?ah?aa?afx:qa'éa hiskvii?ath hinin hit  Yaahuus?ath
and.then=DUBV.3 Hesquiaht arrive.M0O be.at Ahousaht.

‘And then the Hesquiahts would arrive at Ahousaht.” (C, tupaat Julia Lucas)

muul¢iilsi wiinapi hit paaciina?a.
muut-Cit=si- wiinapi  hil  paaciina?a
four-day.DR=NEUT.1SG not.move be.at Port.SanJuan

‘[ waited at Port San Juan for four days.’ (B, Tom Sayaachapis, Sapir and Swadesh 1939, p. 148)

There are a few ways I can analyze this: (i) call the location-first ordering restriction a preference than

a grammatical requirement; (ii) relax ordering constraints for both it and perfective location words; (iii)

analyze the above uses of Aif as a different (non-SVC) construction.
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Option (i) is unappealing to me because despite this data speakers were able to clearly articulate
their preference for location-first SVCs. More than one consultant said, without any prompting, “Put it
the other way, so you say where you are first.” Option (ii) would require two location SVC constructions.
I instead selected option (iii), and analyze the above examples of Aif as non-SVCs. Instead, I analyze
hit as heading a modifying adverbial phrase in these cases. Ait is already an unusual defective verb—it
cannot take perfective morphology. By analyzing Aif as both a verb and the head of adverbial phrase, I
preserve speaker’s intuitions about locations having to occur first in presented SVCs, but also account for
the conflicting data. Once these two cases—perfective location verbs and modifying /it are accounted
for—I had no counterexamples to location ordering in my annotated corpus.

Finally, this restriction on location serialization can be interpreted as a grammaticalization of a larger
preference in Nuuchahnulth for modifying expressions to precede what they modify. Adverbs will pref-
erentially precede the verb (and speakers will correct themselves and others by moving adverbs before
to a verb). The preference for location-first SVCs seems to be stronger than the adverb-first preference,

and I interpret it as a grammatical rule for non-perfective location SVCs.

4.21.3 Type IlI: Adposition-like verbs

A fuller discussion of adposition-like verbs will have to wait for §5.2.3. It is enough here to men-
tion that, according to the analysis in Woo (2007a), a series of words with meanings that in English are
expressed with prepositions are, in Nuuchahnulth, expressed with verbs. This includes verbs with com-
mitative, benefactive, and instrumentive meanings. All of these words are suffixes that attach in the
default case to the semantically empty root 7u-. I have included in this category ?uuhwat ‘use’, Puurink
‘use, Puuratup ‘for’, Puchin ‘for’, and Puk¥ink ‘with’ (all from Woo (20074, p. 15)), as well as Puupaat ‘with.
This is not meant to be a complete list. These verbs can enter into an SVC (128, 129), and these construc-
tions have the same property of SVC Types I and II, where a second verb can “interrupt” a transitive verb

and its object (130).
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(128)  hiinasiAaya?i§ haawacsacum?i ?uuhwat k¥aacsa¢um.
hina-a-siA-LS.aya=?i"§ haawacsa¢um="?i" ?u-L.hwat kvaacsa¢um
EMPTY-on.a.platform.MO-GR=STRG.3SG table=ART X-use chair

‘Using the chair he climbed onto the table. (T, Fidelia Haiyupis)

(129) ?Puupaatwitasnis$ yuk“iigsu Pucaciz Campbell River.
?uupaal-witas=ni$ yukv“iigsu ?u-ca-¢iA  Campbell River
with-going.to=STRG.1PL younger.sibling x-go.to-m0 Campbell River

‘I'm going with my younger sister to Campbell River. (C, tupaat Julia Lucas)

(130) ?uchins mamuuk Trudeau.

?u-chin=s mamuuk Trudeau

X-BENEF=STRG.1SG work.DR Trudeau

‘I'm working for Trudeau.’ (T, Fidelia Haiyupis)

Like Type II SVCs, adposition-like verbs freely serialize with both perfective (129) and imperfective
verbs (128, 130). Some of the verbs in this class have perfective forms as well (131, 132, 133, 134). As with

the non-perfective forms, there is still no requirement for perfectivity matching (131, 132).

(131) Aahs?uchin¢iz mamuuk.
Aah=s ?u-chin-¢iA mamuuk
NOW=STRG.1SG X-BENEF-MO work.DR

‘I started to work for him/her/them. (T, Fidelia Haiyupis)

(132) ?uu?atupsiiwa?i$§ mamuuk Friendship Center.

?u-L.?atup-$iA=wa'?i§ mamuuk Friendship Center

X-BENEF-MO=HRSY.3 work.DR Friendship Center

‘Thear she started to work for the Friendship Center. (C, tupaat Julia Lucas)
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(133) ?ukvinksiAwitassi§ haarhiigsakgs Pucadiz nadigs.
?u-(¢)ink-§iA-witas=si§ maarhiigsu=?ak=qs ?u-ca-¢iA nacigs
X-with-M0O-going.to=STRG.1SG older.sibling=POss=DEFN.1s5G Xx-go-M0 Tofino

‘I'm going to go with my older sister to Tofino.’ (C, tupaat Julia Lucas)

(134) ?uuhwal$iAima?at muuna.
?u-L.hwal-$iA=ma-=?al muuna
X-use-MO=REAL.3=PL motor

‘They started using motors.’ (B, Bob Mundy)

As with Types I and II, there are cases of Type IlI serialization where one of the coordinated verbs is

separated form its object by the intervening verb, as in (135).

(135) ?Puu?atupah éaapaciﬂ yaa quu?as?i.
?u-L.2atup=(m)ah éapac—L.(é)iﬂ yaa quu?as=?i’
X-BENEF=REAL.ISG canoe-make D3 person=ART

‘I'm making a canoe for that person.’ (B, Bob Mundy)

Type III serialization in my ontology involves two verbs, one of which expresses an adposition-like
meaning. They are like Type ITlocation serializations in that there is no requirement that the verbs match

in perfectivity. But they are different in that there is no ordering preference.

4.2.1.4 1V, Sequential or separable action

In all the above types of serialization, the verbs are describing in some way “the same action” or
something that is at least simultaneous. When Aikhenvald and Dixon (2006) talk about serial verbs
describing the “same event” I believe this is an attempt to capture the sort of unity seen in these (and
other) types of serialization. When I model the semantics of these constructions (§4.3) I will preserve

semantic compositionality and thus the different verbs will each have separate semantic event variables,
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and so they are not the “same event” in this formal way. But in all SVCs Types I-III there is, at minimum,
some kind of “meanwhile” interpretation applied to the two verbs, and this is not insignificant. When I
turn to the modeling, I will introduce a separate semantic relation for this “meanwhile” component.
The sequential/separable action subtype of SVC is different from the other serialization types. In
these constructions, there is no interpretation of simultaneity and there is sometimes a (perhaps prag-
matic) interpretation of sequentiality. For instance, (136) is from an exhortative text, and immediately

follows the command “Don’t throw your clothes on the floor.”

(136)  sukvi?i kagsaap.
su-kwiA=li- kag-sap
hold-M0=CMMD.25G put.away-MO.CAUS

‘Take it and put it away. (C, tupaat Julia Lucas)

When presented with a possible reordering (137), my consultant said it was in the wrong order, and

didn’t make sense.

(137)  #kassaapi suk“ik.
kag-sap=li- su-kvik
put.away-MO.CAUS=CMMD.25G hold-m0

# ‘Put it away, then take it. (C, tupaat Julia Lucas)

This ordering effect is apparent in other constructions where one action leads to another. (138) was
a sentence given by a consultant, and when I asked about (139) her response was that it sounded back-

wards.

(138)  ?uci¢i?im pankuupaa yaksiZ siicit.
Pu-ci-¢iA=!im pankuupaa yak-$iA si-L.(¢)it
X-g0.to-MO=CMFU.2SG Vancouver appear-MO 1SG-do.to

‘Come to Vancouver and see me.’ (Q, Sophie Billy)
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(139) #yaksi?im sii¢il uci¢A pankuupaa.
yak-$iA=!im si-L.(¢)it ?u-ci-¢A  pankuupaa
appear-MO=CMFU.25G 15G-do.to X-go.to-MO Vancouver

# ‘See me and come to Vancouver. (Q, Sophie Billy)

This construction can also be used to describe planning actions (140) or when giving formal instruc-

tions to children (141).

(140)  Aiptqgi?in kanisyakukqin wataak hitingis?i.
Aiptq-$ik=lin kan-°is-yak=uk=qin wataak hitingis=?i’
pack-MO=CMMD.1PL camp-at.beach.DR-for=POSS=DEFN.1SG go.to.MO at.beach=ART

‘Let’s pack our camping stuff and go to the beach.’ (B, Marjorie Touchie)

(141) na?aatah?atma?aata nunuuk?i naacsa huyaal?i.

nataatah=!at=ma'=?aala nunuuk=?i- naacsa huyaal=?i-

listen=PASS=REAL.3=HABIT sing=ART  see.CV dance.DR=ART

‘One listens to the singing and watches the dancing’ (B, Marjorie Touchie)

The sequential interpretation of (141) is not required: it is possible (indeed, likely) that the children
will be watching dancers and listening to singing at the same time. This sentence can be used to describe
both eventualities: listening to a song and then watching dancing, or listening while also watching.

As with other SVCs, it is possible to get more than two verbs in this construction.

(142) na?aathi naacuuh huuhtiksiih.
na?aath=?i naacuuh huuhtiksiih
listen.DR=CMMD.25G watch.DR learn.M0.GR

‘Listen, watch, and learn.’ (Q, Sophie Billy)
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There is no requirement for perfectivity matching, which is predicted if this SVC has a sequential

(or at least, not necessarily simultaneous) interpretation. The examples below show the verbs in this

construction disagreeing (143) and then agreeing (144) in aspect. There is a slight difference in meaning.

(143)

(144)

?uRuk“agh?i Aiptqsi hiniic muéiétup.
Pu?ukvagh=!i- Riptq-$ix hina-iic mudié-(s)tup
ON.your.own=CMMD.28G pack-MO EMPTY-carry.DR clothing-kind

‘Pack and carry your own clothes.” (C, tupaat Julia Lucas)

2u?ukvaqh?i AiptqiiX hiniic§ii muéictup.
?u?ukvagh=!i- Riptq-$iA hina-iic-$ix mudié-(s)tup
ON.your.own=CMMD.25G pack-MO EMPTY-carry-MO clothing-kind

‘Pack and take along your own clothes.’ (C, tupaat Julia Lucas)

Type IV SVCs do not allow VPs to be interrupted, as seen in Types I-III. The context I gave in eliciting

(145-147) was as follows: You are sitting outside, eating a picnic that you brought in a pail. A dog comes to

eat your food, and you pick up your food and chase it off. The context entails an ordering of the actions

(first picking up the bucket, then chasing away the dog), but it is possible to give the verbs in either

ordering depending on how the story goes. (145) was suggested by my consultant, and I suggested (146)

and (147).

(145)

cassaaps {iniiA ¢axaciic.
cas-sa'p=s {iniiA cax“ac-iic
chase-M0.CAUS=STRG.1SG dog bucket-hold.Dr

‘I chased the dog, (I) carrying the bucket.’ (C, tupaat Julia Lucas)
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(146)  Cax“aciicsi$ cassaap Tiniiz.
cax“ac-iic=si'$ cas-sa'p finiid
bucket-hold.DR=STRG.1SG chase-mo0.caus dog

‘Carrying the bucket, I chased the dog’ (C, tupaat Julia Lucas)

(147) *cassaaps Cax“aciic finiiA.
cas-sa'p=s cax“ac-iic {iniia
chase-M0.CAUS=STRG.1SG bucket-hold.Dr dog

Intended: ‘Carrying the bucket, I chased the dog. (C, tupaat Julia Lucas)

(148) and (149) are a minimal pair showing the same kind of judgment from speaker Sophie Billy,
where in (149) there is a “typical” (to Types I-III) V1 VP2 Obj1 structure. Much like (145-147), despite
the verb of motion ‘go’ and the action ‘carry’, this is not a Type I construction but carries a pragmatic
assumption about temporal ordering. Sophie consistently translated Ainiic patqukkgs as ‘get my luggage,
and as a preparatory step for moving to Vancouver. The interpretation of (148) is sequential action: First

carry one’s things, then go to Vancouver.

(148) hinii¢Zintiis patqukkqs Puci¢A Vancouver.
hina-iic=!aA=int=(y)iis patquk=uk=qas ?u-ci-¢iA Vancouver
EMPTY-carry=NOW=PST=WEAK.1SG baggage=POSS=DEFN.1SG X-g0-MO Vancouver

I carried® my belongings and went to Vancouver. (Q, Sophie Billie)

(149) *hinii¢Aintiis ?uci¢A Vancouver patqukkgs.
hina-iic=!aZ=int=(y)iis ?u-ci-¢iA Vancouver patquk=uk=qa's
EMPTY-Carry=NOW=PST=WEAK.1SG X-go-MO Vancouver baggage=POSS=DEFN.1SG

Intended: ‘I carried my belongings and went to Vancouver.’ (Q, Sophie Billie)

9Sophie used the word ‘pack’ here, which I have changed to carry. It is a feature of Vancouver Island English that the
word pack can mean both to put materials into a suitcase, and also to carry luggage. From my understanding of the word
hiniic 1 believe the semantics of Sophie’s pack here align more closely with Standard English carry.
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4.2.1.5 Summary and overview of SVC types

I have defined four different types of serial verb constructions, all with slightly different properties.
These properties are summarized in Table 4.3. The one issue not cleanly summarized is perfectivity
matching, which seems to historically have been necessary for Type I SVCs, but is either being lost or has

already been lost in the modern grammar.

Table 4.3: Summary of SVC Types

Description Perfectivity matching Verb-object splitting Ordering restriction
Typel | Simultaneous ) 4 None
TypeIl | Location X 4 Location first
Type III | Adposition-like X 4 None
Type IV | Separable / Sequential X X Temporal ordering

Finally, there are a few things true about all SVCs. Cross-serial dependencies are never possible, as

illustrated in (150, 151).

(150) Puubwal?is k¥aacsacum Aamaasiz haawacsa¢um?i.
?u-L.hwal=?i"§ k¥aacsacum AamaasiA haawacsacum=2i
X-use=STRG.3 chair climb.mMo table=ART

‘Using a chair he climbed onto the table.’ (C, tupaat Julia Lucas)

(151)  *Puuhwal?i$ Aamaasiz k"aacsa¢um haawacsacum?i.
?u-L.hwal=?i"§ Aamaasii k¥aacsacum haawacsacum=2i
X-use=STRG.3 climb.Mo chair table=ART

Intended: ‘Using a chair he climbed onto the table.” (C, tupaat Julia Lucas)

Also, more than one type of serialization can cooccur in a clause. (152) is an example of Type IV (sep-
arable action) serialization and Type III (adposition-like) serialization in a single clause. As in English,
the sentence itself is ambiguous with respect to whether the adposition is scoping over both the previous

verbs or just one.
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(152)  Aiptqsi?i hiniic muéi¢tup Puu?atup 2um?i.
Riptq-Sik-lic hina-iic muéié—(s)tup ?u-L.?atup ?um?i
pack-MO=CMMD.2SG EMPTY-carry.DR clothing-stuff X-BENEF  your.mother

‘Pack and carry clothes for your mother. (C, tupaat Julia Lucas)

4.2.2 Interaction with valency changing operations

These serialization strategies can all interact with operations that change the valence of the verb:
in Nuuchahnulth the most common of these are the causative, the passive, and the possessive (under
“possessor raising,” Davidson 2002, p. 307—-309; Braithwaite 2003). What is unique about these three
morphemes in Nuuchahnulth is that they are all part of the second-position clausal clitic complex, which
normally attaches to the first word of a clause and scopes over the clause as a whole. This makes their
interaction with SVCs interesting and not a priori predictable. Does the valency changing operation
affect both verbs in the SVC, or does it target just one? I will leave aside possessor raising when answering
this question, as it was easier to get examples of the causative and passive.

All serialization strategies may have the causative attach to and affect the valence of one verb and
not the other, as shown in (153) (Type I), where the causative only affects the semantics of the verb -ca-
‘g0’ and not to the verb Ai¢ix ‘shoot’. The same kind of construction occurs with wataakap ‘make go’ in
(154). In these examples, the causative is not in the clausal second-position complex, but appears lower

down on the verb whose valence properties it modifies.

(153) ?ah?aa?aZna RGiA ?ucaap haa hupat?i.
?ah?aa?aZ=na- Ri-¢ix ?u-ca=!lap haa hupal=?i-
and.then=NEUT.1PL shoot-MO X-go=CAUS D3 sun.or.moon=ART

‘Then we shoot them toward the moon.’ (C, tupaat Julia Lucas)
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hinii¢i qalaatikuk?itqak gicuwit wataakap.
hina-iic=!i- qataatik=uk=?i'tqak gicuwil wataak=!lap
EMPTY-carry=CMMD.2SG youngest.sibling=p0Oss=DEFN.25G school go.MoO=caus

‘Take your younger brother to school’ (B, Bob Mundy)

I attempted to get interpretations from speakers where the causative appeared once and was inter-

preted on two verbs in a serial verb construction and was unsuccessful. It is possible that I did not find

the right context, but I now believe that in SVCs the causative morpheme scopes narrowly over the verb

it attaches to. I have already shown an example where a causative morpheme applies to the first verb in

a sequence, but not the second (145), which is repeated in (155) below for convenience. The same struc-

ture is shown in (156). It is also the case that when both verbs have a causative interpretation, speakers

will use the causative on both verbs (157).

(155)

(157)

cassaaps 9iniiA cax“aciic.
cas-sa'p=s {iniiA cax“ac-iic
chase-M0.cAUS=STRG.1SG dog bucket-hold.DR

‘I chased the dog, (I) carrying the bucket.’ (C, tupaat Julia Lucas)

?uuwa?aiquuk cipatmil'® hasahsapsuuk kassaap.
?u-Lwai=laA=quuk cipatmit hasah-sa'p=suuk kas-sap
X-find=NOw=PSSB.2SG sea.serpent.scale precious-MO.CAUS=PSSB.2SG put.away-MO.CAUS

‘If you find a sea serpent scale, you treasure it and put it away. (C, tupaat Julia Lucas)

haptsaapint ?ucaap hitaayitk".
hapt-sap=int ?u-ca=lap hil-aayit=uk
hide-Mo0.cAUS=PST X-go=CAUS be.at-above=pPOSss

‘She hid them on her roof’ (Q, Sophie Billy)

10The normal word for a seaserpent scale is éipalmis (see Sapir and Swadesh 1939, p. 271). However, Julia Lucas insists that
for her it is cipatmit.
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I have already given an example where the passive scopes over both verbs in an SVC while appearing
singly, in (141). However this was a case where the passive morpheme is being used to indicate generic
action (“what one does”) as a command. This is not a valence changing operation. When the passive
morpheme is used to change valence properties, the pattern is identical to the causative and it appears

to scope narrowly over the verb in an SVC, as in (158, 159).1

(158)  ?uh?ats TiniiA Aawiici?at kamatquk.
?uh=lat=s {iniiA Aaw-i-¢iA=!at kamatq-uk
be=PASS=STRG.1SG dog near-IN=PASS run-DR

‘It was the dog that ran toward me.’ (C, tupaat Julia Lucas)

(159) ¢imgstuAitah nana?iici?at.
¢imgstuA=(m)it=(m)ah nana?ii¢iA=!at
be.happy.MO=PST=REAL.1SG understand.MO=PASS

‘I was happy being understood.” (B, Bob Mundy)

Causative and passive morphemes in SVCs scope narrowly over the verb they modify. This contra-
dicts an earlier observation that these morphemes are in the clausal second position (§3.1.3). That ear-
lier claim is dependent on the observation that these clitic elements move to adverbs that precede the
main predicate. My modified analysis based on evidence from serial verb constructions is that the serial
verb constructions (as here defined) coordinate clauses that contain everything except subject, tense,
mood and related information. The coordinated elements may be small clauses themselves that contain
valence-modifying morphology. In an SVC, enclitics like the causative and passive only modify their
particular coordinated clause, and not the entire structure.!? I call this phrase the “maximal predicate

phrase”—the largest phrase in an utterance that includes a predicate, its modifiers, and valence-altering

1Tn (158) the passive also appears on the clefting copula ?u/. Voice agreement is a required feature of clefts.

12The enclitic that occurs in-between the causative and passive in the rigid clitic ordering is =/aX ‘now’, and is one of the
elements that was listed as “copying” to predicates across a clause. It is possible then that there is evidence here to suggest
that the attachment properties of some of the early clitics, causative =/ap, now’ =/aA, passive =/at, and maybe possessive =uk
all have different scoping properties from the later clitics. This hypothesis would require further investigation.
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enclitics, but does not include enclitics with subject, mood, or tense information. This concept will come

up again in Chapter 5.

4.2.3 Summary

I have used a particular definition of serial verb constructions (SVCs) in Nuuchahnulth that attempts
to capture a family of phenomena while making the minimum number of assumptions: Any clause that
contains two verbs without a coordinator, and where one verb is not clearly subordinating the other, is a
serial verb construction. I have further broken this construction type into four subtypes: (I) simultane-
ous SVC, (II) location SVC, (III) adposition-like SVC, (IV) separable or sequential SVC. Type I historically
requires aspectual agreement of the verbs involved, although this requirement appears to have loosened
for modern speakers. Types II-IV do not require aspectual agreement. Type II requires that locations
occur as the first element. Types I-III allow for a verb to be separated from its object (e.g., Verb1 Verbz
Verb1-Obj), while type IV disallows this kind of verb-object separation. Causative and passive morphol-
ogy narrowly affect the verb in the SVC that they attach to. Together with the fact that this morphology
will attach to preceding adverbs, I take this as evidence for a distinct and targetable syntactic phrase in-
termediate between the verb phrase and a fully inflected clause, which I call a maximal predicate phrase.
This intermediate element is a phrase that lacks subject and mood, and it is what is coordinated in SVCs.

I now turn to my formal HPSG analysis of this data.

4.3 HPSG analysis and implementation

4.3.1 Defining verb types

The SVCs are sensitive to three verb types: locative verbs, adposition-like verbs, and others. To keep
track of this, I introduce a HEAD feature HTYPE. Every type of verb defines its HTYPE to be either locative,
adpositive, or normal. The value nohtype is used for non-verbs. These are arranged into a type hierarchy
as in Fig. 4.1. This schema allows location verbs to be distinguished from non-location verbs, which will

be useful when addressing the collapse of the requirement for perfectivity matching described in §4.2.1.1.
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Figure 4.1: HTYPE hierarchy

htype

/’\

nohtype location non-location

adpositive normal

In order for HTYPE to be useful, it must also be inherited by second-position elements from their
predicate. To this end, I add to the definition of 2p-lex-item, last seen in (55) in §3.2.2. I only show the

added the component pertaining to the HTYPE in (160) below.

(160) | 2p-lex-item
b

HEAD.HTYPE

SYNSEM.LOCAL.CAT HEAD.HTYPE
VAL.COMPS LOCAL.CAT
VAL.COMPS

As aresult of this, all phrases headed by a verb, and all phrases headed by a second-position element
that has a verb (or an adverb modifying a verb) as its complement will end up with the HTYPE of that

verb, and be eligible for coordination with the appropriate SVC type.

4.3.2  Valence operations and scope

The second-position enclitic complex hosts the second-position elements in the basic clause (§3.1.3).
But evidence from serial verb constructions shows that the valence changing causative and passive clitics

scope only over a single verb (§4.2.2), unlike the subject clitics which scope over all coordinated verbs

(§4.1).
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The valence enclitics as defined in §3.2.2 scope only over the first predicate that the second-position

enclitics modify. This analysis correctly accounts for valence changes that affect the first predicate, but

it is not yet able to account for valence operations on the second verb in an SVC. In order to allow other

verbs to take valence-changing morphology, I add homophonous versions of the causative and passive

that apply without depending on a subject enclitic to attach to. These versions of this morphology need

to not be able to head a sentence.

I accomplish this using a null morpheme trick very similar to that described for the third person neu-

tral mood in §3.2.2, which was accounted for in the DELPH-IN morphophonology as a null morpheme

=() that was erased when additional morphology attached to it. I need the same sort of phonologically

null root that accepts only causative and passive morphology, and does not create an element that is

considered a second-position auxiliary, which are the heads of sentences. The lexical entry for this zero

morpheme looks like (161).

(161)

svc-zero-morpheme

SYNSEM.LOCAL.CAT

INFLECTED.SOME-INFLECTION

HEAD

VAL

[MoD ()

FORM non-root-nonfinite
AUX  +

PRD +

OPT -

COMPS
LOCAL.CAT

HEAD.PRD

VAL

SUBJ < |:LOCAL.CAT.HEAD.PRD —:|>

+

— <>

COMPS

o

This lexical entry is very similar to the second-position lexical entries given in (55) and (56). The dif-

ferences are that this lexical entry is defined as not fully inflected, and its form is nonfinite. The nonfinite

constraint prevents phrases headed by this morpheme from forming clauses that head a sentence. The

specification [SOME-INFLECTION —| ensures that the zero morpheme must go through some lexical rule
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before it can participate in the syntax.

I create special versions of the causative and passive morphemes which are morphologically con-
strained to only attach to this zero stem. While the syntactic properties of these morphemes are identi-
cal to (and inherited from a common type with) the versions used in the main clause enclitic complex
(§3.2.2), I require different morphological properties: These are suffixes rather than prefixes (which al-
lows greater ease in applying the semantics of causative + passive), and the other elements in the enclitic
complex (including tense and subject information) cannot be generated here.!3

In the case where verbs do not have valence-changing morphology attached, I need a unary rule
that elevates them to a second-position auxiliary in much the same way as I did for the third person
neutral mood (63) in §3.2.2.14 This rule is given in (162) below. It only modifies a few head features of
the verb, and constrains it to not be in the main clause. Constraints not given in (162) are left the same.

Importantly, the subject is not constrained.

(162) [ neutral-non-head-verb-lex-rule

AUX +

HEAD |FORM nonfinite
SYSNSEM.LOCAL.CAT

PRD  +
MC -
AUX -
SYNSEM.LOCAL.CAT.HEAD | FORM nonfinite
DAUGHTER
PRD  +
INFLECTED infl-satisfied

18There is room here for a more parsimonious analysis that treats all valence-altering enclitics as one category and clausal
enclitics as another, thus avoiding the need for this lexical doubling. Such a reanalysis is beyond the scope of this work.

14] require this in order to coordinate two verbs: my coordination rule needs the second element to either be headed
by one of these non-clausal auxiliaries (elements which extend the svc-zero-morpheme) or headed by a verb. If I leave the
coordination rule underspecified with respect to whether something is an auxiliary, I will allow the full clausal auxiliaries
with subject information to appear on the second verb. I either need two coordination rules—one which allows for the
second SVC to have a verb head, and one which allows for a non-clausal auxiliary head as described here—or I will need a
unary rule which changes a verb to a non-clausal auxiliary. I have chosen the latter.
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4.3.3 Coordination rules

The way that the Grammar Matrix models coordination is through binary branching in two to three
parts (Drellishak and Bender, 2005). First a bottom coordination rule which marks the “end” of the co-
ordination and attaches the coordinator (if there is one), (optionally) a middle coordination rule which
attaches intermediate (non-initial and non-final) coordinands, and a top coordination rule that com-
bines with the top (or first) coordinand and marks the “start” of the coordination structure. In the case
where there is no overt coordinator, there is only a bottom coordination rule and a top coordination
rule, since the structure can be accounted for through sequential applications of top-bottom rule pairs
(Drellishak and Bender, 2005, p. 9). Since I am analyzing serial verb construction in Nuuchahnulth as
a type of coordination and am using the same framework on which the Grammar Matrix is based, I use
the same strategy as Drellishak and Bender for SVCs. There is no overt coordinator in these cases, so I
only have bottom and top coordination rules.

All serial verb constructions inherit from the same two supertypes, an svc-bottom-coord-rule (163)

and an svc-top-coord-rule (164).

(163) svc-bottom-coord-phrase

HEAD verb
CAT
VAL.SUB]J <>
LOCAL
SYNSEM
CONT. . .MOOD
COORD +
NON-LOCAL
verb
HEAD |FORM nonfinite
AUX +
CAT L
LOCAL r
NONCONJ-DTR | SYNSEM SUBJ <>
VAL
comps ()
CONT. . .MOOD
NON-LOCAL
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This rule creates a parent node that is part of a coordinated phrase [COORD +], and inherits its daugh-
ter’s (a non-conjunction’s) contentful subject, non-local, and mood information. It only applies to ele-
ments that have an empty complements list and are nonfinite auxiliaries, which excludes elements with
finite second-position morphology but includes elements with a simple passive or causative morpheme.
I restrict the lower coordinand to always have an empty complements list because there are never cross-
serial dependencies in SVCs (§4.2.1.5). Only the first coordinand can have its complement realized after
coordination, but the second must have its complements satisfied in situ. This coordination can then

be discharged through the svc-top-coord-rule (164).

(164) svc-top-coord-phrase
HEAD
CAT SUBJ <>
SYNSEM.LOCAL VAL
COMPS
COORD -
COORD -
HEAD
CAT SUBJ <>
LCOORD SYNSEM.LOCAL VAL
COMPS
MOOD
CONT.HOOK.E
TENSE [6]
COORD +
HEAD verb
CAT
RCOORD SYNSEM.LOCAL VAL.SUBJ <>
MOOD
CONT.HOOK.INDEX.E
TENSE [6]
ARGS <,>
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This rule coordinates two daughters, a left coordinand (LCOORD) and a right coordinand (RCOORD).
The right coordinand must be [COORD +] (created through an application of a bottom-coord-rule). The
mood and tense properties of both coordinated elements are identified with each other, as are their sub-
jects. The parent node inherits its HEAD properties and its comps list from the leftmost element in the
coordination. This is so it can inherit the HEAD properties of the clausal auxiliary, and so that comple-
ments may occur after the second verb in the SVC. When there are more than two verbs coordinated,
this coordination is done through repeated applications of bottom/top coordination rules. The different
types of SVCs can apply successively, so long as their HEAD properties are consistent with the constraints
of a particular SVC type’s bottom-coordination-rule.

From these supertypes I constrain specific subtypes that inherit from them for each of the four serial
verb constructions (§4.2). I turn now to these specific constructions, their rule definitions, and example

trees.

4.3.31 Type I: Simultaneous

I gave evidence that Type I SVCs have historically required perfectivity matching (§4.2.1.1), but in
the modern language that requirement has relaxed. I here present an analysis that assumes perfectivity
matching is required. I will delay the revised analysis that no longer requires perfectivity matching re-
quirement to the section addressing Type III (§4.3.3.3). Under an analysis where Type I SVCs no longer
require verbs to match in perfectivity, the distinction between Type I and Type III collapses and they can

be accounted for with a single coordination strategy.

Because coordination is structured in two halves—a bottom coordination rule and a top coordina-
tion rule—I need two sets of rules, one set which requires perfective aspects and one set which requires
imperfective aspects. All the rules in (165-168) inherit from svc-bottom-coord-rule (163) or svc-top-coord-

rule (164) as appropriate.
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(168)

[ sver-perf-bottom-coord-rule

COORD-REL.PRED
SYNSEM.LOCAL COORD-STRAT

CONT.HOOK.INDEX.E.ASPECT

NONCON]J-DTR. . .HTYPE normal

svci-perf-top-coord-rule
SYNSEM.LOCAL.COORD-STRAT  “I-perf”

CAT.HEAD.HTYPE
LCOORD-DTR.SYNSEM.LOCAL

[ sver-impf-bottom-coord-rule

COORD-REL.PRED
SYNSEM.LOCAL COORD-STRAT

CONT.HOOK.INDEX.E.ASPECT

NONCON]J-DTR. . .HTYPE normal

sver-impf-top-coord-rule
SYNSEM.LOCAL.COORD-STRAT  “I-impf”

CAT.HEAD.HTYPE
LCOORD-DTR.SYNSEM.LOCAL

CONT.HOOK.INDEX.E.ASPECT
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MEANWHILE

(11_ p e rf»
perfective

normal

CONT.HOOK.INDEX.E.ASPECT  perfective

MEANWHILE

({1 _[‘mpf”
imperfective

normal

imperfective

The bottom-coord rules introduce the semantic component (MEANWHILE), and both rules constrain

a string COORD-STRAT, which is used to keep track of which coordination strategy is being used. This is so

that different coordination strategies cannot combine (Drellishak and Bender, 2005), e.g. a the perfective

bottom coordination rule should not be able to feed the imperfective top coordination rule. (169) below

shows a heavily simplified parse tree for the Type I SVC in (102). I show the non-branching neutral-non-

head-verb-lex-rule (162) in this tree, but will suppress it in later trees to save space.



/\ NONCONJ-DTR [verb2]
VP NP ‘
comp-head proper-noun-lex Verb
2
SUB REL UCLUELET r 7
4 neutral-non-head-verb-lex-rule
CoMPs <> \ SUBJ
HEAD.HTYPE yuuhu?it?ath AUX +
ASPECT HEAD FORM  nonfinite
/\ HTYPE normal
\% Aux ASPECT [PERF —}
verb 2p-mood-lex ‘
SUBJ SUBJ [PERNUM 1sg} Verb
COMPS > r r 7
< SUBJ verb
HEAD.HTYPE normal COMPS COMPS 2 SUBJ
dr ) -
ASPECT HEAD.HTYPE AUX
PERF - i
ASPECT HEAD FORM  nonfinite
REL co.ro([1} [2]) ) ‘ ) HTYPE normal
‘ _ dr
=8 ASPECT [5
Puucayuk PERF -
REL wALK([T)

sver-impf-top-coord
SUBJ
LCOORD

ASPECT

RCOORD [SUBJ ]

HEAD.HTYPE normal

[ere -]

/\

VP

head-comp

SUBJ

HEAD.HTYPE

ASPECT

VP

130

sver-impf-bottom-coord

SUBJ

ASPECT

yaacuk

COORD-REL.PRED MEANWHILE

|
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4.3.3.2 Type II: Location and Action

Type II SVCs include location words, which must be the first word in the construction (§4.2.1.2).
Only imperfective location words have this constraint. Since location words are generally suppletive
between perfective and imperfective forms, in my lexicon I separately describe imperfective forms as
HTYPE location and perfective forms as HTYPE normal. Finally, to constrain ordering in SVCs, the top
coordination rule for Type II SVCs is the only top coordination rule that unifies with HTYPE location, and
the bottom coordination rule allows verbs of any type, thus requiring imperfective locations to occur

first in all SVCs.

(170) | svez-bottom-coord-rule

COORD-REL.PRED MEANWHILE
SYNSEM.LOCAL “»
COORD-STRAT 2

(171) | svea-top-coord-rule

COORD-STRAT “9”
SYNSEM.LOCAL )
CAT.HEAD.HTYPE location

A simple example of this coordination structure is shown in (172), which is a tree structure for sen-

tence (121).
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(172) VP
[ svea-top-coord 1
SUBJ
SUBJ
LCOORD
HEAD.HTYPE location

RCOORD [SUBJ }

, 

VP VP
comp-head svez-bottom-coord
SUBJ SUBJ
HEAD.HTYPE COORD-REL.PRED MEANWHILE
/\ NONCONJ-DTR
Verb Aux ‘
- 8 Verb
verb 2p-mood-lex
SUBJ SUBJ [PERNUM 1pl} verb
COMPS 2( ) - SUBJ
) SUBJ
HEAD.HTYPE location COMPS HEAD.HTYPE normal
’
REL BE.oUTSIDE((L) | COMPS REL YELL((T)
‘ HEAD.HTYPE ‘
Aaa?aas ‘ faaqfaaqa

4.3.3.3 Type III SVCs: Adposition-like verbs

Type III SVCs describe the coordination of adposition-like verbs (§4.2.1.3). The only distinction be-
tween Type I and Type III SVCs is that Type III permits perfectivity mismatching. On the analysis that
Type I SVCs require matching perfectivity between the two verbs, then Type III SVCs need their own
coordination structure. As with the analysis for Type I (§4.3.3.1), I will need two strategies for this: one

where the adposition-like verb is the first in the SVC (173, 174), and one where it is the second (175, 176).

(173) sveg-vi-bottom-coord-rule

COORD-REL.PRED MEANWHILE
SYNSEM.LOCAL

«, »”

COORD-STRAT 3.1

NONCON]J-DTR. . .HTYPE normal
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(174) | sveg-vi-bottom-coord-rule

COORD-STRAT “2.1”
SYNSEM.LOCAL

CAT.HEAD.HTYPE  adpositive

(175) | sveg-v2-bottom-coord-rule

COORD-REL.PRED MEANWHILE
SYNSEM.LOCAL

COORD-STRAT “3.2”

NONCON]J-DTR. . .HTYPE adpositive

(176) | svcg-v2-bottom-coord-rule

COORD-STRAT “2.2”
SYNSEM.LOCAL

CAT.HEAD.HTYPE non-location

The first pair of coordination rules (173, 174) require one adposition-like and one normal (i.e., non-
locative) verb. The second pair (175, 176) require one adposition-like and one non-location verb. This
asymmetry is so that a sentence that has two adposition-like verbs can only go through the second ver-

sion, preventing unnecessary parse ambiguity. An example tree of this kind of serial verb is given in (177),

which is a tree structure for (130).
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(177) VP
head-comp
SUBJ
comps ()
VP Noun
['sves-top-coord 1 noun
SUBJ REL TRUDEAU
COMPS <> ‘
SUBJ Trudeau
LCOORD COMPS <>
HEAD.HTYPE adpositive
RCOORD [SUB] }

VP

VP
comp-head svcg-bottom-coord
SUBJ SUBJ
COMPS > COORD-REL.PRED MEANWHILE
NONCON]J-DTR
HEAD.HTYPE
/\ Verb
Verb Aux
r . verb
verb 2p-mood-lex
SUB]J i
SUBJ i
SUEJ PERNUM 159 HEAD.HTYPE normal
comps (=) i
SuBj REL WORK([1])
. 3 iti COMPS
HEAD.HTYPE adpositive COMPS ) ‘
REL BENEF([1, [2]) -
‘ HEAD.HTYPE mamuuk
?uchin ‘

If the perfectivity requirement on Type I SVCs is relaxed, as seems to be the case in the modern lan-
guage (§4.2.1.1), then Type I and Type III SVCs can be modeled in the same manner: as the coordination

of any two non-locative verbs. The coordination rules for this analysis are given in (178, 179) below.



(178) | svcs+1-bottom-coord-rule

COORD-REL.PRED
SYNSEM.LOCAL
COORD-STRAT

NONCON]J-DTR. . .HTYPE non-location

(179) sveg+i-bottom-coord-rule

« »”

COORD-STRAT 143
SYNSEM.LOCAL

MEANWHILE

[

1+3

CAT.HEAD.HTYPE non-location

4.3.3.4 Type IV SVCs: Sequential action

Type IV SVCs (§4.2.1.4) differ from Types I-1II in only two ways:

»
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1. These SVCs add a requirement that each coordinated verb phrase must have a satisfied comple-

ments list, to avoid the complement splitting (Verbi VP2 Verbi-object) that the other SVCs allow.

The other SVCs only require that the bottom coordination rule have an empty comps list (163).

2. The semantics of Type IV SVCs do not require that the two verbs describe simultaneous action, and

they can possibly describe sequential action. I model this by changing the elementary predication

from MEANWHILE to AND.

The coordination rules that capture these differences are given below.

(180) | sveq-bottom-coord-rule

COORD-REL.PRED AND

SYNSEM.LOCAL
COORD-STRAT

NONCON]J-DTR. . .HTYPE normal

“_»

4



(181) | svegq-top-coord-rule

«_ »

COORD-STRAT 4

SYNSEM.LOCAL VAL.COMPS ()
CAT

HEAD.HTYPE normal

(182) shows a tree structure for the Type IV SVC in sentence (136). I have omitted complement-

dropping rules for brevity.

(182) VP
sveq-top-coord
SUBJ

SUBJ
HEAD.HTYPE

LCOORD

normal

RCOORD [SUBJ }

, _ 

VP VP
comp-head sveq-bottom-coord
SUBJ @
comps () COORD-REL.PRED AND
/\ NONCONJ-DTR
Verb Aux ‘
r q Verb
verb 2p-mood-lex
SUBJ SUBJ [PERNUM 2sg] verb
COMPS - SUBJ
HEAD.HTYPE normal SUBJ
- COMPS 21 COMPS
REL rakE(T} [@) COMPS
- HEAD.HTYPE normal
HEAD.HTYPE
L _ REL caus(@2]), 2lPuT-away(3))

sukwii

4.3.4 Summary

kagsaap

To distinguish different serial verb constructions (SVCs) from each other, I create a HEAD feature,

HTYPE, which can take on the values location, adpositive, normal, or nohtype (§4.3.1). SVCs of different
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varieties require verbs with different HTYPEs.

I also create homophonous versions of the valence-changing causative enclitic =/ap and the passive
enclitic =/at that add causative and passive semantics but do not make a finite verb in the same way
as the typical clausal enclitics. This allows valence changing morphology to act separately on different
verbs in SVCs (§4.3.2).

I model the four serial verb constructions (SVCs) in Nuuchahnulth as coordination processes that
lack an overt coordinator (§4.3.3). Each coordination structure requires two rules, one which begins the
coordination (a bottom-coord-rule) and one which ends it (a top-coord-rule). SVCs that have disjunc-
tive properties (such as perfective or imperfective, or adposition-like verb first or adposition-like verb
second) require two sets of rules to model. In the case where perfectivity matching is no longer a re-
quirement for Type I SVCs, as seems to be the case for many Nuuchahnulth variants today, Type I and
Type III SVCs can be modeled as the same type of coordination, where any two non-locative verbs are

coordinated.
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Chapter 5

THE LINKER

The linker morpheme in Nuuchahnulth -(¢)4, like serial verb constructions (Chapter 4), is a method
by which the language can combine multiple predicates into a single clause. In this chapter I will ex-
amine how this construction behaves: how it differs from serialization (§5.1), how the linker can be ap-
plied to answer questions about syntactic categories in Nuuchahnulth (§5.2), and finally how I analyze

it within the HPSG framework (§5.3).
5.1 Data

In this section I will present the data I have collected on the linker morpheme and how the construc-
tion is used. As with serial verbs, I will keep this section fairly theory-neutral, saving the specifics of an
HPSG analysis for §5.3.

The morpheme -(g)/ is one of the last possible suffixes on a word.! It is typically pronounced as the
sequence gh following a vowel or nasal, and otherwise as 4. The Central Ahousaht elder tupaat Julia
Lucas almost always pronounces the linker as the full gk regardless of the phonological environment,
with the exception of certain light verbs. This frequent full pronunciation of the linker is an Ahousaht
and Tla-o-qui-aht feature (Werle, p.c.).

The suffix is translated as ‘meanwhile’ in Sapir and Swadesh (1939), and was first dubbed the “linker”
by Adam Werle (p.c.), on the understanding that it “links” two predicates together. It coordinates two
elements with each other within the syntactic domain marked by the second-position enclitics. I will
first compare the linker coordination strategy to other coordination strategies (§5.1.1), then examine the

morphological attachment properties of this special coordinator (§5.1.2), and finally look at its syntactic

properties (§5.1.3-5.1.8).

IExceptions are the auxiliary predicate suffixes, which follow it (§3.1.4.2).
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5.1.1  Comparison with other coordination

The linker morpheme is not the only form of overt coordination in Nuuchahnulth. The two words as-
sociated with ‘and’ coordination are ?ah?aa?a, which coordinates sentences and VPs, and Puh?i(i)s/?7:s,
which coordinates participants.

Much like English and, Pah?aa?a’ may occur at the beginning or in the middle of a sentence. I dis-
tinguish sentence-initial and sentence-medial Pah?aa?aX by prosody, pause, and the presence of clausal
enclitics.

When introducing a sentence, ?ahraa?al can host the clausal clitics (183, 184) or the clitics can be

deferred to the following predicate (185).

(183) ?ah?aa?aiitwe?in?aata wiinapi ha?ukwitasin waa?at, nayii?akaiquué tiqs¢iit ha?um?i.

?ah?aa?ai=(m)it=we-?in=?aata wiinapi ha?uk-witas=(m)in ~ waa=!at nayii?ak=laA=quu=¢
and=PST=HRSY.3=HABIT hold.still.DR eat-going.to=STRG.1PL say=PASs immediately=NOW=PSSB.3=HRSY
tig-sci-°it ha?um=?i

sit-beside-indoors.DR food=ART

‘Then he would stop and wait for someone to say, “We are going to eat,” and immediately he would

sit down by the food.’ (B, Marjorie Touchie)

(184) ?ah?aa?aAsa hu?aas naacsii¢iz naani.

?ah?aa?ai=sa hu?aas naacsa-i'CiA naani

and=NEUT.1SG again see.Cv-IN  grizzlybear

‘And then I also saw a grizzly bear (costume used in a ceremony). (C, tupaat Julia Lucas)

(185)  ?ah?aa?ai Pukvitapaksuuk ?iih ciyapuxs.
?ah?aa?ak ?u-kvi¢=lap=lak=suuk ?iih ciyapuxs
and X-wear=CAUS=NOW=NEUT.2SG big hat

‘And you have them wear a big hat (C, tupaat Julia Lucas)
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Sentence-intermediate Pahraa?aX coordinates two VPs, which share the semantics of the subject-

mood enclitic (186, 187).

(186)

(187)

?aa nunuuksiAnis?aat ?7ah?aa?aA huuthuuta huuuu tuupsi?eiquu.

?aa nunuuk-§iA=ni-§=?aat ?ah?aa?az hul-LRz2L.a huuuu tuupsii=laA=quu

oh sing.DR-MO=STRG.IPL=HABIT and dance-rp  whoa.long.time get.dark. MO=NOW=PSSB.3

‘Oh, we sing and dance, hey for a long time, when it gets dark.” (C, tupaat Julia Lucas)

?aAa Caakupiih ¢aani?i§?aal?at taaqyiit 2ah?aa?ai Tapksia 2uukvit.

?ala cakup-L.iih caani=?i'§=?aat=?al taaqyiit ?ah?aa?a’ Yapk-Sii
two man-PL little.while=STRG.3=HABIT=PL stand.inside.DR and grapple-Mo
?u-L.(¢)il
X-do.to

‘Two men stand inside for a little while and try to grapple each other [in wrestling games]. (C,

tupaat Julia Lucas)

As with English and, Pah?aa?aX can be used in this way to imply order (188).

(188)

?Putwii?aqiin nunuuk ?ah?aa?ai ha?uksii.
?u-(t)wii=lagA=lin nunuuk ?ah?aa?aX ha?uk-$ia
X-first=FUT=CMMD.1PL sing.DR and eat.DR-MO

‘First we will sing and then eat.’ (C, tupaat Julia Lucas)

Pah?aa?al is sometimes used to coordinate participants (189).

(189)

?aiamit?is?aal?al Yaahuus?ath ?ah?aa?a’ hiskwii?ath.
?aia=(m)it=?i$=?aat=?al = Yaahuus?ath ?ah?aa?aZ hiskvii?ath
two=PST=STRG.3=HABIT=PL Ahousaht and Hesquiaht

‘There were two, the Ahousahts and the Hesquiahts.’ (C, tupaat Julia Lucas)
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The coordinator ?uf?i(i)$ (and sometimes 7is in Barkley Sound) is more constrained. It typically
only coordinates participants (190), although innovative speakers sometimes use it to coordinate other

constituents.

(190) ?uhint?int Puk“iit nuwiiqsknaqs ?uuhwat humiis ?uh?iis ¢istuup.
?uh=int=?int ?u-(¢)iit nuwiiqsa=?ak=naqs ?u-L.hwal humiis  ?uh?ii§ ¢is-(8)tup
be=PST=HABIT X-make father=POSS=PST.DEFN.1SG X-use red.cedar and  line-kind

‘It was my dad that made it using red cedar and rope.” (Q, Sophie Billy)

Pah?aaraX coordinates clauses (which differ in subject), VPs (which share a subject), and partici-
pants. Puh?i(i)$ coordinates participants. I will end up arguing that the linker coordinates a different
syntactic category: maximal predicate phrases (§5.1.7), a category that includes VPs but is not identical
toa VP.

One of the elements of the second-position enclitic complex, =1a- (see §3.1.3) also serves a coordi-
nating function. I gloss this element as ‘also’ although its semantics are broader than that. It can be used
alone to link a sentence to what came before (191), and can also be used along with clausal coordinating
Pahraarai (192).

Context for (191): A person is giving a gift to a young woman at a coming of age ceremony.
(191) ?uucsasaiZa haa haakvaaA?i.

Pu-iic-LS.sa=!aA=2a haa haakwaai=?i

X-OWNn-AUG=NOW=also D3 young.woman=ART

‘And it now belongs to that young woman.' (C, tupaat Julia Lucas)

Context for (192): The speaker is recounting a story where she is waiting for a phone call.
(192) ?ah?aa?aiZa tuupsirei.

?ah?aa?ai=2Aa" tuupsii=lai

and=also get.dark.Mo=NOW

‘And then it became night.’ (C, tupaat Julia Lucas)
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There is also the coordinating suffix -L.pich, which is translated as ‘doing while . . .-ing’ in Sapir and
Swadesh (1939). It generally attaches only to verbs, and its attachment properties are highly lexicalized.

For instance, all speakers I worked with recognized the word §iihpich, as in (193).

(193) Siihpichwe?in Bob mamuuk.
{ih-L.pich=we'?in Bob mamuuk
cry-while=HRSY.3 Bob work

‘Bob is crying while working.? (B, Marjorie Touchie)

The attachment properties of -L.pich are fairly unpredictable. fiihpich shows a case where the suffix
attaches to a bare root (7ih-), and it is ungrammatical for it to attach to inflected iiAsi (194). Speakers
accepted the bare root nuuk- combining with -L.pic¢h to form nuukpich as well (195). However, at least for

my consultant Julia Lucas, the inflected form nunuuk was acceptable as well (195).

(194) *fiihsiApichwe?in Bob mamuuk.
fiihsiA-L.pich=we'?in Bob mamuuk
cry.MO-while=HRsy.3 Bob work

Intended: ‘Bob was crying while working. (B, Marjorie Touchie)

(195) nuukpich tuuxtuux“a waa¥it?is.
nuuk-L.pich tux¥-LR2L.a waa€it="?is
sing-while  jump-rp frog=pIm

‘The little frogs are singing while they jump. (C, tupaat Julia Lucas)

(196) nunuukpich tuuxtuuxva waafit?is.
nunuuk-L.pich tux¥-LR2L.a waa€it=?is
sing.DR-while jump-rp frog=DImM

‘The little frogs are singing while they jump.’ (C, tupaat Julia Lucas)

2Bob was not actually crying. This was an example sentence Marj used in a joint work session, and was a joke.
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This bound root/inflected stem alternation is not predictable. Marjorie Touchie volunteered waa?akpich
(197), which Bob Mundy agreed to as well. Neither speaker accepted bare root “waapich, although this
is the version of the word that occurs in Sapir and Swadesh (1939). Fidelia Haiyupis (a Northern dialect

speaker) rejected both forms.

(197) waa?akpich?aZma ?amawatu?a quuquu?aca.
waa-?ak-L.pich=laA=-ma*  ?amawatu?a quuquu?aca
shy-DR-while=NOw=REAL.3 Bob.Mundy speak.Nuuchahnulth

‘Bob is shy to speak Nuuchahnulth.” (B, Marjorie Touchie)

There is no constraint on ordering for the word containing -L.pi¢h, as shown in (198, 199).

(198)  wiikfaZpich?i ha?uk.
wik-SaA-L.pich=l ha?uk
NEG-make.a.sound.DR-while=CMMD.2SG eat.DR

‘Eat quietly. (T, Fidelia Haiyupis)

(199) ha?ukvi wiikSaZpich.
ha?uk=!i- wik-faA-L.pich
eat.DR=CMMD.2SG NEG-make.a.sound.DR-while

‘Eat quietly. (T, Fidelia Haiyupis)

The ending -L.pi¢h is also not fully productive. There are some words to which it simply does not
attach, such as *Pu?iicpich ‘eat, *ha?ukpich or *ha?upich ‘eat’ All speakers rejected attempts to attach
the ending to nouns, *quuraspich ‘while being a person, *g*ayaciikpich ‘while being a wolf.

The data around contemporary uses of -L.pi¢h is complex and contradictory. In the grammar repre-
sented in the Sapir-Thomas Nootka Texts, -L.pi¢h appears to attach only to verbal roots. In the modern
system, the morpheme occasionally attaches to non-roots (193, 196), but still does not attach to nouns.

Which stems the morpheme attaches to is highly idiosyncratic and varies speaker to speaker, and likely
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dialect to dialect. The linker, on the other hand, has a much greater degree of freedom in its sites of at-
tachment (§5.1.2), it is for most speakers completely productive, and the scope of its coordination goes

beyond that of the word it attaches to (§5.1.7).

5.1.2 Attachment properties

The linker shows considerable flexibility in the stems it attaches to, attaching to nouns (200), adjec-

tives (201), verbs (202), and adverbs (203).

(200) 1uucmaqhitqaéa?aal taaksiA piiSmita.
1uucma—(q)h:(m)it:qa'éa:?aal taaksiA piismita
woman-LINK=PST=DUBV=HABIT always gossip.Cv

‘There was a woman who kept gossiping.’ (C, tupaat Julia Lucas)

(201)  tikwaamitwa?i$ ¢ims haa?akqh.
tik"-(y)a=mit=wa?i§ ¢ims haa?ak-(q)h
dig-cv=PST=HRSY.3  bear strong-LINK

‘The bear was digging and strong.’ (C, tupaat Julia Lucas)

(202)  ciginkaina Aihaagh.
cig-(¢)ink=!aA=na- Aih-(y)a-(q)h
speak-with=NOW=NEUT.1PL drive-DR-LINK

‘We talked while driving.’ (C, tupaat Julia Lucas)

Context for (203): My friend is going bald. I'm also going bald but I don’t look in the mirror much and

haven’t noticed.3

3This scenario was constructed to mirror an example present in Sapir and Swadesh (1939).
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(203) yuuq“aaqghs Yasqii ?aanahi wik hin?alsiz.
yuuqvaa-(q)h=s fasqii ?aanahi wik hin?at-§iz
also-LINK=STRG.1SG bald only = NEG realize-MO

‘T'm also bald but I don’t know it (C, tupaat Julia Lucas)

However, the linker cannot attach to complementizers (204, 205).

(204) ?Puuscuk?isit ?ani ?unah?isitqa.
Puuscuk=?is=(m)it ?ani ?Punah=?is=(m)it=qa
difficult=biM=PST COMP small=DIM=PST=EMBD

‘It is a little difficult (to do) because it’s small.” (B, Bob Mundy)

(205)  *Puuscuk?isit Panigh Punah?isitqa.
Puuscuk=?is=(m)it ?ani-(q)h  ?unah=?is=(m)it=qa’
difficult=bIM=PST COMP-LINK small=DIM=PST=EMBD

Intended: ‘It is a little difficult (to do) because it’s small. (B, Bob Mundy)

From only this data, the linker appears to distinguish morphologically between content and function
categories. Another way of expressing this content/function division is by appealing to what can serve as
a syntactic predicate in Nuuchahnulth (§3.1.1). Nouns, adjectives, and verbs may all be predicative, and
while adverbs are not syntactic predicates themselves, they directly modify a predicate. I will return to
the matter of adverbs in §5.1.7. Complementizers, on the other hand, are only connective material and
cannot be the main predicate of a clause, nor can they modify or otherwise be part of a predicate phrase.
In the following sections, I will as a terminological convenience occasionally refer to the predicate in a
linker construction that hosts the linker as the “linked predicate” and the predicate that lacks it as the

“unlinked” or “non-linked predicate.”



146

5.1.3 Clause heading

In a sentence with two predicates, one with the linker and one without, the ordering does not typi-
cally make a difference.* It is possible for either predicate in an utterance to host the linker, as in (206,

207).

(206) hitaashitah ciiqciiqa.
hitaas-(q)h=(m)it=(m)a‘h cig-LRz2L.a
be.outside-LINK=PST=REAL.1SG speak-RP

‘I was speaking outside.’ (B, Bob Mundy)

(207) ciiqciiqaghitah hitaas.
cig-LR2L.a-(q)h=(m)it=(m)ah hitaas
speak-RP-LINK=PST=REAL.1SG  be.outside

‘I was speaking outside.’ (B, Bob Mundy)

Just as either predicate in a construction may take the linker, the linker may occur either on the first

(208) or second (209) predicate in the utterance.

(208)  Aaa?aashintnis ciiqciiqa.
haa?aas-(q)h=int=ni§ cig-LR2L.a
be.outside-LINK=PST=STRG.1PL speak-RP

‘We were speaking outside.” (T, Fidelia Haiyupis)

(209)  ciigciiqamitni§ Zaa?aash.
cig-LRz2L.a=mit=ni"§  Aaa?aas-(q)h
speak-RP=PST=STRG.1PL be.outside-LINK

‘We were speaking outside.” (T, Fidelia Haiyupis)

4There are some cases where altering the ordering affects grammaticality judgments. I address these in §5.1.9.
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Although there is flexibility as to which predicate takes the linker, clauses may not be headed by a

single linked predicate. This can be seen for main clauses in (210-212) below.

(210) qii?ilitah Zupkaa.
qii-°it=(m)it=(m)a‘h Aupk-(y)ar
long.time-indoors=PST=STRG.1SG awake-Cv

‘I was awake a long time.” (B, Bob Mundy)

(211)  *qii?ititah Zupkaaqh.
qii-*it=(m)it=(m)a'h Aupk-(y)a(q)h
long.time-indoors=PST=STRG.1SG awake-CV-LINK

Intended: ‘I was awake a long time. (B, Bob Mundy)

(212)  *qiitithitah Aupkaa.
qii-°it-(q)h=(m)it=(m)a'h Aupk-(y)a-
long.time-indoors-LINK=PST=STRG.1SG awake-CV

Intended: ‘I was awake a long time.” (B, Bob Mundy)

In my analysis, (210) contains one predicate, Aupkaa, and a modifying adverb gii?it. Despite the two
words available on which to attach alinker morpheme, there is only one predicate phrase in the utterance
(here headed by a verb). There is nothing for the linker to coordinate this predicate phrase with. A linked
predicate with nothing to link to (or coordinate with) is ungrammatical.

This pattern can be seen in dependent clauses as well, where a single predicate with a linker mor-

pheme is also ungrammatical (213, 214).

(213) ?uufagstuzah ?anik hit ?ahkuu.
?uufagstuAi=(m)ach  ?ani=k hit  ?ahkuu
be.happy.MO=REAL.1SG COMP=2SG be.at D1

‘I'm happy you're here.’ (B, Bob Mundy)
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(214) *Puufaqgstuzah ?anik hith ?ahkuu.
?uufagstuA=(m)ach  ?Pani=k hit-(q)h  ?ahkuu
be.happy.MO=REAL.1SG COMP=25G be.at-LINK D1

Intended: ‘I'm happy you're here.” (B, Bob Mundy)

Although the word /it ‘be at’ frequently takes the linker in texts, in (214) it is the sole predicate of the
dependent clause. I was able to replicate a similar example with my Checleseht consultant Sophie Billy,

from the other end of the dialect continuum (215, 216).

(215) taacii¢iintiis ?in hil ¢ims?ii mahteekitk.
haaca-i¢iA=int=(y)iis  ?in  hit ¢ms=?" mahtii=Rak=?itk
see.CV-IN=PST=WEAK.1SG COMP be.at bear=ART house=POSS=DEFN.25G

‘I saw there was a bear at your house.’ (Q, Sophie Billy)

(216)  *haacii¢Zintiis ?in hith ¢ims?ii mahteekitk.
haaca-i¢iA=int=(y)iis  ?in  hil(q)h  ¢ms=?" mahtii=2ak=?itk
see.CV-IN=PST=WEAK.1SG COMP be.at-LINK bear=ART house=POSS=DEFN.2SG

Intended: ‘I saw there was a bear at your house.’ (Q, Sophie Billy)

From these examples, I conclude that the linker obligatorily coordinates two predicates.

5.1.4 Linkers on non-verbs

The examples so far have focused on linkers attached to verbs. Verbal coordination has a straightfor-
ward analog with English. However, as detailed in §5.1.2, it is possible for the linker to attach to a wide
variety of non-verbs. I will claim that the linker performs the same function in all cases—that is, it links
syntactic predicates of any type (§3.1.1), not just verbal predicates.

Anecdotally, the most common type of non-verbal predicate that receives the linker is quantifica-
tional adjectives (henceforth, quantifiers). The presence or absence of the linker on a quantifier signif-

icantly changes the possible interpretations for the sentence. With a bare (non-linked) quantifier, the
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quantifier may be interpreted as a syntactic object (217) and may not come before the verb (218). When

a linker is attached, the quantifier must be interpreted as the subject and may either come before (219)

or after the verb (220).

Context for (217—220): My family and I are looking for a Christmas present for my sister.

(217)

(218)

(219)

(220)

Puuwaint?is Puus.
Pu-L.waZ=int=?i'§ ?Puus
X-find=PST=STRG.3 some

‘He/she found something. (T, Fidelia Haiyupis)

*Puusint?i$ Puuwai.
Puus=int=2i$ ?u-L.wai
S0me=PST=STRG.3 X-find

Intended:'He/she found something. (T, Fidelia Haiyupis)

Puuwaiint?is Puush.
?u-L.waZ=int=?i"§ ?Puus-(q)h
X-find=PST=STRG.3 some-LINK

‘Someone found it’ (*He/she found something) (T, Fidelia Haiyupis)

Puushint?is$ Puuwai.
?uus-(q)h=int=2i"§ ?u-L.wai
some-LINK=PST=STRG.3 X-find

‘Someone found it’ (*He/she found something) (T, Fidelia Haiyupis)

In (219, 220), the two predicates being coordinated are some and find. Because quantifiers are pred-

icates in Nuuchahnulth, the same analysis applied to two verbs coordinated with the linker can apply

here: These are two syntactic predicates that share a subject. That is, there is a (null) third person subject
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that is shared between the predicates some and find: “There exists an x such that SOME(x) and FIND(x,y).”
This subject sharing makes the objective reading impossible in (219, 220).

Though a subjective interpretation of Puus in (217) is dispreferred, in other contexts this kind of read-
ing is licensed. In (221), my consultant Julia Lucas used a parallel construction where an unlinked ?uus

‘some’ is given a subjective interpretation.

(221)  ?Puus?iis?aal wicik, uus Tacik, ?uus ?urhaagA ?uuyip.
Puus="i$=2aat wicik, ?uu$ 9acik,  ?uu$ ?Purhaaqi ?Pu-ivyip
some=STRG.3=HABIT not.talented, some talented, some able.to  Xx-get
‘Some are not talented, some are talented, some are able to get (the challenge).” (C, tupaat Julia

Lucas)

In (221), the first two verbs are intransitive, so there is no other syntactic interpretation for 7uus
‘some’ other than the subjective one. The final verb is transitive, but the parallelism with the first two
clauses primes the listener to interpret 7uus as subjective. The fact that Julia did not add a linker in (221)
shows that a subjective interpretation is possible for non-linked quantifiers, in the right context.

This observation about quantifiers holds true for other adjectives and also nouns, as seen in (222—
224). The initial sentence puts two clauses together with a complementizer (222), but can be rephrased

without a complementizer by using the linker (223, 224).

Context for (222—224): I arrived on the beach in a canoe. I left my canoe and went into town. While I'm
inside, my canoe is carried out on the tide and capsizes. One person left behind on the beach sees it.

(222) was suggested by my consultant, and we worked to rephrase it as (223) and (224).

(222) ¢awaakitwa?i$ naacsa nii?atu capac.
cawaak=it=wa'?i§ naacsa nii?atu capac
one=PST=HRSY.3 see.Cv sink  canoe

‘T hear that one (person) saw the canoe sink.’ (C, tupaat Julia Lucas)
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cawaakhitwa?i$ naacsa nii?atu ¢apac.
¢awaak-(q)h=it=wa'?i§ naacsa nii?atu capac
one-LINK=PST=HRSY.3 see.CV sink  canoe

‘T hear that one (person) saw the canoe sink.’ (C, tupaat Julia Lucas)

quu?asghitwa?i$ naacsa nii?atu capac?i.
quu?as-(q)h=it=wa'?i§  naacsa nii?atu capac=?i
person-LINK=PST=HRSY.3 see.CV sink  canoe=ART

‘T hear that a person saw the canoe sink.’ (C, tupaat Julia Lucas)

Julia Lucas was adamant that (222) and (223) meant exactly the same thing. If this is true, then the

linker is not adding any deep semantic content.> Using the same setup, I elicited sentences from Barkley

speaker Bob Mundy. He initially proposed the sentence in (225). I proposed (226) by removing the linker,

which he rejected, and then (227), which he accepted.

(225)

(226)

naacsii¢iAwe?in ¢awaakh nii?atu capac.
naacsa-i'¢iA=we'?in ¢awaak-(q)h nii?atu capac
see.CV-IN=HRSY.3  one-LINK sink  canoe

‘T hear that one (person) saw the canoe sink. (B, Bob Mundy)

*haacsii¢iAwe?in cawaak nii?atu capac.
naacsa-i-CiA=we'?in cawaak nii?atu capac
see.CV-IN=HRSY.3  one sink  canoe

Intended: ‘T hear that one saw the canoe sink.” (B, Bob Mundy)

5My analysis ends up putting in a relation AND. While this may not be totally meaningless, it is nearly meaningless.
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(227) naacsii¢iAwe?in ¢awaakh quu?as nii?atu ¢apac.
naacsa.cv-i'¢iA=we'?in ¢awaak-(q)h quu?as nii?atu capac
see-IN=HRSY.3 one-LINK  person sink  canoe

‘T hear that one person saw the canoe sink.’ (B, Bob Mundy)

Bob’s response to removing the linker in (226) was to say, “It'’s not complete. One what? What did
one see?” Following the basic structure of the Nuuchahnulth clause (Chapter 3), the two syntactic par-
ticipants of the predicate naacsii¢i ‘see’ in (226) should be ¢awaak ‘one’ and nii?atu éapac ‘sink canoe’.
But ¢awaak, as an adjective, cannot be a full NP participant without an article (Jacobsen, 1979). So it is
a syntactically disconnected word and the utterance is nonsensical. The presence of the linker in my
consultant’s initial proposed sentence (225) forces ‘one’ to be a predicate with the same subject as the
predicate ‘see’ Thatis, “There is an x such that SEE(x,y) and ONE(x).” The other participantin (225) nii?atu
apac ‘a canoe sink’ is the clausal complement of the seeing act.

(227) shows that the coordinated elements may be more than one word. ¢awaak ‘one’ is a syntactic
predicate taking the subject quu?as ‘person’. This dependent linked clause also interrupts the matrix
predicate raacsii¢ii ‘see’ and its clausal object nii?atu éapac ‘the canoe sink’ in a manner similar to SVC

interruptions (§4.2). A rough bracketing of (227) based on this preliminary analysis is given in (228).

(228) [naacsa.cv-iCiA=we'?in [¢awaak-(q)h quu?as]inked clause [Dii?atu éapac]participan@fjee]

see-IN=HRSY.3 one-LINK person sink canoe

5.1.5 Complement ordering

Briefly addressed already, like serial verb constructions (§4.2), the linker construction allows predi-
cates to be separated from their complements by the coordinated phrase. I have already shown that the
non-linked predicate may be separated from its complement by the intervening linked predicate (225,
227, 228). The reverse ordering is also possible: The linked predicate may be separated from its direct
object by the non-linked predicate. In (229) the verb if ‘be at’ and its object ‘my house’ are contiguous,

but in (230) they are separated by the non-linked predicate mamuuk ‘work.
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(229)  hithitin mahtii?akqas mamuuk.
hit-(q)h=(m)it=(m)in mabhtii=?ak=qas mamuuk
be.at-LINK=PST=REAL.1PL house=POSS=DEFN.1SG work

‘We worked at my house.” (B, Bob Mundy)

(230)  hithitin mamuuk mahtii?akqas.
hit-(q)h=(m)it=(m)in mamuuk mahtii=Pak=qas
be.at-LINK=PST=REAL.1IPL work house=POSS=DEFN.1SG

‘We worked at my house.” (B, Bob Mundy)

Not only is (230) grammatical but this is often the structure speakers prefer. For one of my con-
sultants, Ehattesaht speaker Fidelia Haiyupis, this kind of object separation was acceptable when the
linked predicate was separated from its object (231) but not when the non-linked predicate was sepa-
rated from its object (232, 233). This may be a feature of Northern dialects, the Ehattesaht dialect, or my

presentation of the material. It is unclear from the small amount of data that I have.

(231)  hithsii§ 2uukviit éupéup$umt mahtii?ak?ik.
hit-(q)h=si§ 2u-L.(&)iit éupéupsumt mahtii=?ak=2ik
be.at-LINK=STRG.1SG X-make  sweater house=POSS=DEFN.25G

‘I am making a sweater at your house.” (T, Fidelia Haiyupis)

(232)  ?uuctiihs Queens Cove Aihaaqh.
?uuctiih=s Queens Cove Zih-(y)a-(q)h
go.toward.DR=STRG.1SG Queens Cove drive-CV-LINK

‘I am driving to Queens Cove.’ (T, Fidelia Haiyupis)



(233)

For most speakers, however, both types of “interruption” are possible, as in (234, 235).

(234)

(235)

*2uuctiihs Aihaagh Queens Cove.
?uuctiih=s Aih-(y)a-(q)h Queens Cove
go.toward.DR=STRG.1SG drive-CV-LINK Queens Cove

Intended: ‘T am driving to Queens Cove. (T, Fidelia Haiyupis)

hilqhs?aat nacaat Ziisuwit.
hil-(q)h=s=?aal nacaat Aiisuwit
be.at-LINK=STRG.1SG=HABIT read  school

‘Iread at school’ (C, tupaat Julia Lucas)

hilqghs?aat ?ahkuu nacaat.
hil-(q)h=s="aat ?ahkuu nacaat
be.at-LINK=STRG.1SG=HABIT D1 read

‘I read here.’ (C, tupaat Julia Lucas)

5.1.6  Semantic interpretations of suffixes and clitics
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Nuuchahnulth has a series of clausal second-position enclitics, which include tense and subject-

mood portmanteaus (§3.1.3). In a linker construction, as in a serial verb construction (§4.2), both predi-

cates share the same subject, mood, and tense.

(236)

hith?um mahtii?akqs wiinapu.
hit-(q)h=lum mahti=?ak=qs wiinapu
be.at-LINK=CMFU.28G house=POSS=DEFN.1SG Stop.MO

‘Stop at my house. (T, Fidelia Haiyupis)
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The command portmanteau =/um in (236) syntactically scopes® over both predicates. Fidelia did not
accept this as possibly meaning that someone else was stopping. If these clitics belong to the clause as
a whole, which there is good independent reason to believe (Rose 1981, p. 35—-36; Woo 20074, p. 42—50),
the linker coordinates predicates within the clause, just as SVCs do.

(237) and (238) show a situation where this obligatory subject sharing creates an odd interpretation.
I was asking about different activities depending on the weather. The felicitous expression without the

linker is in (237). My rephrase in (238) with the linker was met with an immediate laugh.

(237) nacaalah?aata rhizaa?aZquu.
nacaat=(m)a-h=?aala riA-(y)a'=laA=quu
read=REAL.IPL=HABIT rain-Cv=NOW=PSSB.3

‘I read whenever it rains.’ (B, Bob Mundy)

(238) #nacaalah?aata hiZaagh.
nacaal=(m)a-h=?aata riz-(y)a-(q)h
read=REAL.IPL=HABIT rain-CV-LINK

# ‘I read and I am raining.’ (B, Bob Mundy)

The causative =ap and passive =/at scope narrowly in linker constructions the same way they do in
serial verb constructions (§4.2.2). Example (239) is from a story describing a ceremony where, under the
right circumstances, someone “dies” and is brought back to life. It shows a causative morpheme only

applying to the verb with the linker (gahak ‘die’) and not to the following verb (hiniis ‘carry’).

(239) qahakh?apaZ hiniis ?uca?ap hith?iitq ¢aacaayiqs.
qah-ak-(q)h=!ap=!ak hina-iis ?u-ca=lap hil-(q)h=?itq ¢aayiq-R2.§
die-DR-LINK=CAUS=NOW EMPTY-caITy.DR X-go=CAUS be.at-LINK=DEFN.3 do.Tsayik.ceremony-IT

‘Making him dead they carry him along to the place where they do Tsayik. (B, Hamilton George,
Sapir and Swadesh 1939, p. 106)

6Because of the utility of the concept of scoping in this discussion, I will use the word “scope” from here on to refer to a
syntactic element that has an effect over another syntactic element. This should not be confused with semantic scope.
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Example (240) shows passive =/at behaving similarly in an example from Bob Mundy. Zawiici?at ‘be

approached by’ is modified by a passive valence change, but the linked predicate Aith is not.

(240) Zawiici?atah tane?is hith mahtii?akqas.
Aaw-i¢iA=lat=(m)a'h  tana=?is hil-(q)h  mahtii=?ak=qa's
near-IN=PASS=REAL.1SG child=DIM be.at-LINK house=POSS=DEFN.1SG

‘A child came up to me at at my house.” (B, Bob Mundy)

Together with the evidence of scoping in serial verb constructions, I take this as good reason to be-
lieve the enclitics are split with respect to their syntactic domain. Some enclitics scope only over the
predicate they attach to: minimally this set of enclitics includes causative =/ap and passive =/at. These
enclitics still occur in second position with respect to their phrase, a phrase which includes a predicate,
its modifiers, and valence-changing enclitics, but not subject, tense, and mood. In Chapter 4 at the end of
§4.2.2 this concept occurred as well and I termed it a “maximal predicate phrase.” These maximal predi-
cate phrases are the units I believe are coordinated in linker constructions.” While the valence-changing
enclitics have a domain of the maximal predicate phrase, other enclitics scope over the entire clause,
including all coordinated structures: minimally this set of enclitics includes tense, the subject-mood
portmanteaus, and the habitual morpheme.

In addition to the clausal second-position enclitics, some of the suffix verbs—the auxiliary predicate
suffixes—modify predicates and have an interpretive scope beyond the word they attach to (§3.1.4.2).
The modals in this position seem to be shared across linked predicates, in a similar fashion to the non-

valence-changing enclitics.

Context for (241): I am taking a friend home and we are leaving a gathering.

“They are also the units coordinated in serial verb constructions: The maximal predicate phrase in this case simply is a
verbal predicate phrase.
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(241) waalSizwitasni$ Aihaaqh.
wal-$iA-LS-witas=ni$ Aih-(y)a-gh
go.home-MO-GR-going.to=STRG.1PL drive-CV-LINK

‘We're going to drive home. (C, tupaat Julia Lucas)

Both verbs in (241) share the semantics of the modal suffix -wifas, because both the driving and the
going home are intentional, not-yet-occurred events. I was unable to find a context where the modal
interpretation attached to only one predicate. I confirmed the sharing of the subject portmanteau =nis
by asking if it were possible to say (241) to mean that we were going to walk home but someone else was
driving elsewhere. My consultant said no: (241) must mean that it is we who are going to go home and
we who are doing it driving in a car.

Both predicates in a linker construction share the semantics of the second-position enclitics, which
means they share a subject. They also share at least auxiliary predicate suffixes. The causative and pas-

sive, on the other hand, scope narrowly over the predicate they attach to.

5.1.7 The linker and the predicate phrase

Like many bound morphemes in Nuuchahnulth, the linker appears to attach to the first word in some

clause. This has already been seen in (203), repeated as (242) below.

(242) yuuq“aaghs Yasqii Paanahi wik hin?atsiz.
yuuq“aa-gh=s fasqii ?aanahi wik hin?at-$ia
also-LINK=STRG.1SG bald only = NEG aware-MO

‘I'm also bald but I don’t know it (C, tupaat Julia Lucas)

The two predicates being coordinated in (242) sentence are ‘also bald’ and ‘only not know (it).” The
linker appears on the preposed adverb yuug*aa of the first predicate yuug*aa fasqii. This syntactic
domain is once again the maximal predicate phrase: a predicate plus its modifiers (and any valence-

changing enclitics). The linker is a second-position element attaching not to the first word in a clause
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but the first word in a maximal predicate phrase. This is typically the predicate itself but it may, as in
(242), be a preceding adverb. Again, the domain of a maximal predicate phrase is distinguished from a
clause only by the absence of the widest-scoping second-position enclitics: mood, tense, and subject.
Examples like (242), where the linker attaches to a preceding adverb, are difficult to gather directly as
they require special context and it is possible to express the same meaning without the linker. However,
this is not a unique case conjured by a linguist coercing his consultants. A few examples of this kind of
construction occur in the Sapir-Thomas Nootka Texts. In (243) the linker also attaches to the preceding
adverb of its maximal predicate phrase ‘still at war, and links that to the still later predicate phrase ‘grab

their guns.’

(243) ?e?imgh?aZquuwe?in hitahtadia suk“i?aA puu?ak?i?at.
?e?im-(q)h=laA=quu=we'?in  hitahta-CiA su-kwiA=laA  puu=?ak=?i=?at
first-LINK=NOW=PSSB.3=HRSY.3 go.out.to.sea-MO hold-MO=NOW gun=POSS=ART=PL
‘As soon as they left the land, they would take their guns.” (B, Qwishanishim, Sapir and Swadesh

1955, P- 395)

In (244), the two predicate phrases being coordinated are ‘single a long time’ and ‘going to the river

to bathe’. As in (243), the linker attaches to the preceding adverb of the first predicate phrase.

(244) qiigh?ak xac¢taa hatinGas?a’ haak“aa#?i 2ucaci?ah ¢arak?is?i.
qii-(q)h=!a% xactaa hating-las=!a haakwaaZ=?i"
long.time-LINK=NOW  single.woman bathe-in.order.to=NOw young.woman=ART
Pu-ca-CiA=laA ¢aPak=?is=7ir
X-g0-MO=NOW river=DIM=ART
‘Having been single a long time the girl went to a little stream in order to bathe. (B, Big Fred

Sapir and Swadesh 1939, p. 68)
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5.1.8 Dangling linkers

There are a handful of cases where the linker does not appear to be linking its predicate to anything.

I believe that the interpretation shows that there is an elided phrase, as in (245).

(245) Yafath?i?aata.

fafat-(q)h=!i-="aata

be.comforted-LINK=CMMD.2SG=HABIT

‘Take care! (B, Bob Mundy)

The literal meaning of (245) is “Be comforted, in whatever you're doing.” But “whatever you're do-
ing” is dropped from the sentence. This kind of farewell construction has been noted by researchers
Adam Werle and Henry Kammler, who have understood the linker here as linking to a dropped element
(p-c.). This is my explanation for this kind of construction as well. Especially when compared with the
assertions that other such examples are ungrammatical (§5.1.3), I believe that examples like (245) are

formulaic expressions and hide an elided coordinand.

5.1.9 Ordering preferences

Despite the relative flexibility of which predicate in a construction gets the linker (§5.1.3), there are

some cases where speakers have a preference for one ordering over another.

In a forced choice test, when speakers had a preference they always erred on the side of expressing a
linked location word first (Table 5.1). Unlike in the serial verb case (§4.3.3.2), all speakers believed both

forms sounded like good Nuuchahnulth, even if they had a preference for one.



Table 5.1: Ordering of linked location predicates

Total SB FH JL BM+MT
1 mamuukwitasni$ hith ma?asukqs
Pair1 | 2 hithwitasni$ ma?asukqas mamuuk | 3 1 1 |1
equally good 1 1
1 ciigciigamitni$ maciith
Pair 2 | 2 maciithitnis ciiqciiqa 1 1
equally good 1 1
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In a rephrasing test, Bob Mundy expressed a preference for the linker to be both on the location

word, as well as on the first predicate. (246—-249) are the versions I tried, in order. He found them all

intelligible, but not equally good. (248) with the linker on the location and on the first word was best.

(247) with the linker on the location word was okay but he remarked that it was a little off. (246) Bob

described as ‘backwards) and (249) he rejected.

(246)

(247)

??ciiqciiqaghitah hitaas.
cig-LRz2L.a-(q)h=(m)it=(m)a'h hitaas
speak-RP-LINK=PST=REAL.1ISG  be.outside

?? T'm speaking outside.” (B, Bob Mundy)

?ciiqciigamitah hitaash.
cig-LRz2L.a=(m)it=(m)a'h hitaas-(q)h
speak-RP=PST=REAL.1ISG  be.outside-LINK

? ‘I'm speaking outside.’ (B, Bob Mundy)

hitaashitah ciiqciiqa.
hitaas-(q)h=(m)it=(m)a‘h cig-LRz2L.a
be.outside-LINK=PST=REAL.1SG speak-RP

‘I'm speaking outside.” (B, Bob Mundy)
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(249) *hitaasitah ciiqciiqagh.
hitaas=(m)it=(m)a'h cig-LRz2L.a-(q)h
be.outside=PST=REAL.1SG speak-RP-LINK

Intended: ‘T'm speaking outside.” (B, Bob Mundy)

In these examples, the preference for the linker to occur on a location word is strongest, and then
second to that is the preference for the linked predicate to occur first. Evidence from Checleseht speaker
Sophie Billy suggests that the preference for location verbs to host the linker is a feature across Nuuchah-
nulth dialects. Sophie has the least productive use of the linker in her fluent speech. I mainly have exam-
ples from her using the linker on location verbs, quantifiers, and because words. There is only one word
outside of these categories I have ever seen her apply a linker morpheme to, the verb Aawaa ‘be near,
which is very nearly a location word. She rejected linker constructions that other speakers used, such
as on adjectives like ~aa?ak ‘strong’ (201) or on numerals like ¢awaak ‘one’ (223). For Sophie, linkers are

not just preferred to be on locations but they are ungrammatical in many other cases.

Annotating natural texts reveals a different set of facts from ranked choice tests. Using the same
corpus for annotating serial verb constructions in Table 4.1 and consisting of 14167 words, I annotated
for the presence and ordering of linker morphemes in linker constructions. I split data according to
attachment sites: verbs, adjectives, nouns, adverbs, and wh-words. The only wh-words in my corpus
were g*is ‘do thus’, g¥aa ‘how’ and 7aaqin ‘how/why. I split the verbal category into locations, because
words, and others, and the adjective category into quantifiers, numbers, and durations (numbers that

are inflected for perfective aspect). The results are in Table 5.2.

Table 5.2: Occurrence of linker constructions in naturally occurring Nuuchahnulth

Verbs Adjectives
Location Because Others Quantifier l\gumber Duration Nouns  Adverbs = Wh-words

Linkerist/2nd | 1st | 2nd | 1st | 2nd | 1st | 2nd | 1st | 2nd | 1st | 2nd | 1st | 2nd | 1st | 2nd | 1st | 2nd | 1st | 2nd
Nootka Texts | 2 6 o o o 2 o o) o 1 3 o 1 o 2 o 2 o
Barkley 4 2 1 1 3 o 1 o o o o o) o) o) o o o o
Central 1 12 8 o o o 6 2 1 1 o o o 1 o o o o
Northern 5 | 19 1 o 2 o) 1 1 o o) o) o) o o o o) 2 1
Kyuq.-Checl. | 2 8 o o o) 1 5 o o o) 1 o) o) o o o) o) o
Subtotal 14 | 47 | 10 1 5 3 13 3 1 2 4 o 1 1 2 o 4 1
Total 61 n 8 16 3 4 2 2 5
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Fully half of linkers in the corpus appear on location words, mostly 4. After locations, the most
common uses are on quantifiers and because words (Puunuul, ?unwii). The use on nouns and adverbs is
the least common, with no instances of linked adverbs in my corpus of modern Nuuchahnulth, although
speakers do recognize and understand examples of this type.

Ordering preferences are not clear from this sample. Because words, quantifiers, and wh-words with
a linker are all strongly likely to occur first in this data set. However, these categories are more often the
first word in a clause: quantifiers and wh-words tend to front, and because words, as main predicates,
tend to occur initially (§5.2.1). The distribution of linked location words is directly opposite Bob Mundy’s
opinion in a forced choice task. There is an asymmetry that may be causing this, however: Without the
linker present, locations almost always appear first (§4.2.1.2). So in most cases where a location word
occurs second in a clause, there is a strong likelihood that it will have a linker attached to it, while if it
occurs initially the linker may be present or absent. From the remaining categories there may be a slight

preference for linkers to occur initially, but it is in no way clear.

5110 Data summary

The data presented so far leads me to the following conclusions:

1. The linker may attach to any content word in Nuuchahnulth. This includes nouns, adjectives
(including quantifiers), verbs, and adverbs, and excludes complementizers.® (§5.1.2)

2. A clause may not consist of only a linked predicate. (§5.1.3)

3. The syntactic properties of the linker do not alter depending on whether it attaches to a verb or
other part of speech. (§5.1.4)

4. Itis possible for either predicate in a linker construction to be separated from its complement by
the other predicate. (§5.1.5)

5. Both predicates in a linker construction share second-position clausal inflectional information,
including subject, but valence-altering enclitics scope over predicates individually. (§5.1.6)

6. The linker does not add semantic content to a predicate. (§5.1.6)

8There is more to say about a possible class of adpositions. This is addressed in §5.2.3.
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7. The linker attaches to the first word in a maximal predicate phrase, even if that first word is an
adverb that precedes the predicate. The maximal predicate phrase is a predicate phrase with
its modifiers that has not yet picked up the clausal information of the second-position enclitics.
(§51.7)

8. In certain pragmatically restricted environments, the linker can be used without attaching to a
matrix clause. A plausible interpretation in this context is the presence of an elided predicate.
(§5.8)

9. There is a preference for linked predicates to occur on location words, and in some cases to occur
on the first predicate (§5.1.9).

I will ultimately account for these facts by modeling the predicate linker as a suffixing coordinator
with the semantics of AND. The relative insensitivity of the linker morpheme to category is additional
evidence that verbs, adjectives, and nouns are part of a natural predicate class in Nuuchahnulth (§3.1.1).
The linker is one of the places in the grammar that is insensitive to which member of this predicate class
it picks out. When the linker attaches to adverbs, it is always still coordinating the following predicate
which the adverb is modifying. Before moving on to my full analysis (§5.3), I will first use syntactic facts

about the linker to answer questions about syntactic categories.

5.2 Application of the linker to categoricity questions

There are some words in Nuuchahnulth whose part of speech properties are not entirely clear. Woo
(2007a) examines Nuuchahnulth'’s large (but closed) set of adposition-like words, and ends up catego-
rizing them as special types of verbs (some of them little-v, from a Minimalist perspective). There are
other words whose status is somewhat unclear, such as Puunuul/?unwiiX ‘because of an event’, Puusaahi
‘because of a thing) and ?uyi ‘at a time’. Some of these words accept the linker and others do not. Since
the linker typically occurs freely on content words such as verbs (§5.1.2), if these words are normal verbs,
the linker should be able to attach.

Briefly, I show here that Puunuui/?unwiil ‘because of an event’ and Puusaahi ‘because of a thing’
accept the linker and are verbs (§5.2.1). Puyi ‘at a time’ does not accept the linker, and appears to be an

incipient adposition (§5.2.2). Most of the adposition-like verbs can also accept the linker (§5.2.3), but
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not the special non-subject marking adpositions Puuk¥it and ?uhtaa. This aligns with Woo’s findings,

where these words are part of the functional little-v category and thus non-predicative.

5.2.1  ‘Because’ words

There are at least three words in Nuuchahnulth that roughly translate to English ‘because’: uusaahi
(all dialects), Puunuui® (Barkley and Central, recognized but rare in Northern and Kyuquot-Checleseht)
and PunwiiX (Northern and Kyuquot-Checleseht only). To distinguish the two arguments of the because
semantic relation, I'll refer to the result and the cause. The because words themselves I'll call becausatives.

Puunuul and PunwiiX appear to be dialect variants with the same meaning and use patterns. They
may be used as the first word or main predicate in a clause (250—-253), where they take the second-
position enclitic complex, including the subject-mood portmanteau. It is hard to conceive of the relation
BECAUSE having a subject, and indeed the subject agreement marks the subject of the result. The result
in these cases follows the becausative (250—-253), and the cause occurs either after a complementizer

(250—252) or is dropped and realized it in a later clause, if at all (253).

(250)  ?unwiiAiis maciit ?in rhiZaa.
Punwiid=(y)iis maciit  ?in  rmik-(y)a
because=WEAK.1SG inside.DR COMP rain-DR

‘I'm inside because it is raining. (Q, Sophie Billy)

(251) ?uunuuZs hinii?iA ?in iZaa.
TuunuuA=s hinii?iA  ?in  miA-(y)a
because=STRG.1SG inside.MO COMP rain-cv

‘I came inside because it is raining.’ (T, Fidelia Haiyupis)

9Ahousaht speaker tupaat Julia Lucas consistently pronounces this word as Pun?uui. 1 do not know whether this is a
feature of her particular idiolect or a sub-Ahousaht dialect feature of which she is the only known (to me) speaker. I transcribe
the word as she pronounces it.
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(253)
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un?uu’ Aihasum ?uklinui ?in ?uh?atqaéa ?u?aatuk witwaak.

2un?uui Aihasum ?u-klinuX ?in ?uh:!at:qa'éa ?u-laaluk  witwaak
because Red.Mist X-call.MO comP be=PAsSs=DUBV X-look.after warrior.PL

‘The reason why he was called Red Mist is that he led warriors.’ (C, tupaat Julia Lucas)

Puunuuzitah wik Zut we?i¢. tihakita nayaqak.
PuunuuA=(m)it=(m)a-h wik Zul we?i¢. Gihak=(m)it=ma- nayaqak
because=PST=REAL.1SG NEG good sleep. cry=PST=REAL.3 baby

‘1 didn’t sleep well because (of it); the baby was crying. (B, Bob Mundy)

It is also possible for the becausative to occur second in the construction after the result, in which

case the cause may (254) or may not (255, 256) be introduced by a complementizer.

(254)

wik?aaqhe?icuu ¢ukvik 2uunuui ?ani wik?aata ¢amihta Aussia.
wik=PaaqA=(m)e?icuu ¢u-k“iA ?Puunuuki ?ani wik=?aala ¢amihta Aus-$ik
NEG=FUT=REAL.2PL wash-MO because COMP NEG=HAB proper dry-MO

‘You're not going to wash because it won't dry properly.” (B, Marjorie Touchie)

Context for (255, 256): Two teams are playing tug of war. Our team is strongest and we won.

(255)

hite?itapin ?uunuu? nasukqin.
hite?itap=(m)in ?uunuuz nasuk=qin
Win=REAL1IPL  because strong=DEFN.1PL

‘We won because we are strong.’ (B, Marjorie Touchie)

tuunuumitnis 2unwiiA haa?akin.
tuunuu=(m)it=ni'§ ?unwiiA haa?ak=(y)in
win=PST=STRG.IPL because strong=wEAK.1PL

‘We won because we are strong. (T, Fidelia Haiyupis)
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While the cause can be introduced with a complementizer, as seen in (250, 251, 252, 254), the com-

plementizer may never be used to introduce the result (257, 258).

Context for (257, 258): There are two teams playing tug-of-war. One has access to supernatural medicine
and they are the winners.
(257) ?un?uu%hitqaéa?al hita?ap ?in Tu?inak.

2un?uui-(q)h=(m)it=qaéa=2al hita?ap ?in  Su?i-na’k

because-LINK=PST=DUBV=PL  win coMP medicine-have

‘They won because they had medicine.” (C, tupaat Julia Lucas)

(258)  # Pun?uuihitqaéa?al Su?inak ?in hita?ap.

?un?uuihitqada?al Cu?i-nak ?in  hita?ap

because-LINK=PST=DUBV=PL medicine-have coOMP win

Intended: ‘They won because they had medicine.’® (C, tupaat Julia Lucas)

As seen in (257), the becausative can have a linker attached.! The exact same types of constructions
that have been seen so far can also be produced with a linker on the becausative: with the becausative

occurring first (259), with it occurring second (260), and with and without the complementizer.

(259) ?uunuuzh?azitwe?in Tihak ?ani wikiituk taatne?is.
?uunuu-(q)h=!laZ=(m)it=we'?in fih-ak ?ani wikiit=uk  L.<t>-tana=?is
because-LINK=NOW=PST=HRSY.3 Cry-DR COMP none=p0sS PL-child=bDImM

‘She cried because she had no children.’ (B, Marjorie Touchie)

10The actual meaning of (258), ‘they had medicine because they won’ would be the opposite of what makes sense in the
story. “It’s backwards,” in Julia’s words.

1Bob Mundy translated the linker attachment in this way: Puunuul is ‘because’ and Puunuuih is ‘that's why. This is a
fairly succinct way of translating the presence of the linker.

12] have no instances of a dropped complementizer when the becausative is first: that is, a theoretical example of be-
causative =inflection result cause. This construction may be ungrammatical or simply dispreferred, as it makes it difficult to
determine which complement is the cause. A fuller explanation would require further analysis and work with speakers.



(260)  hinii?iAs ?unwiiih miAsiA.
hinii?iA=s Punwiia-(q)h miA-$ia
inside.MO=REAL.1SG because-LINK rain-Mo

‘I am inside because it started raining’ (T, Fidelia Haiyupis)

All these sentences have similar constructions. The result is expressed adjacent to the becausative
(before or after) and its subject is marked in the second-position enclitic complex, which may fall on
either the becausative or the result. The cause is an embedded clause that is optionally introduced by a
complementizer. The sentential cause complement may have its own subject-marking enclitics, which
are always in a dependent mood (255-256).

It is tempting to analyze becausatives as having two syntactic complements: a result and a cause.
However, the fact that the linker freely attaches to the becausative complicates this. What does the
linker actually link the becausative to? It can't be the cause, since the cause can be marked with a com-
plementizer that explicitly subordinates the phrase. The only possibilities are that this is a “dangling”
linker (§5.1.8), coordinating the becausative with something in the discourse context that is syntactically

dropped, or that it is coordinating the becausative with the result.

The best analysis is the second one. Becausatives have a single complement (the cause), and the
linker, when present, is coordinating the becausative with the result. This makes the structure of because
expressions look like adposition-like verbs in a serial verb construction (§4.3.3.3). Like adposition-like
verbs, becausatives can appear with or without a linker without changing the meaning of the utterance.'®
Becausatives then are typically in a structure where they are coordinated with their result. This can be

achieved either covertly through a serial verb construction or overtly with the linker.

Finally, Puunuui/PunwiiZ must take a result that is a verbal predicate. A nominal complement is

ungrammatical, as shown in (261) (repeated from (253) and (262).

18To compare with adposition-like verbs, see the following section §5.2.3.
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(261) Puunuuitah wik Zut we?ic. fihakita nayaqak.
PuunuuA=(m)it=(m)ah wik Zut we?i¢. Tihak=(m)it=ma- nayaqak
because=PST=REAL.1SG NEG good sleep. cry=pST=REAL.3 baby

‘I didn’t sleep well because (of it); the baby was crying.’ (B, Bob Mundy)

(262) *wikitah Zut we?i¢ ?uunuu2 nayaqak?is?i.
wik=(m)it=(m)a-h Zul we?i¢ Puunuui nayaqak=?is=?i
NEG=PST=REAL.1SG good sleep because baby=DiM=ART

Intended: ‘I didn’t sleep well because of the baby. (B, Bob Mundy)

The evidence suggests the following for Puunuui and PunwiiX. These words are verbs that take a
single sentential causal complement, which is verbal and may optionally be introduced by a comple-
mentizer. The semantic relation of the becausatives is CAUSE and has a single argument (the cause)
which is related to a result through syntactic coordination, either in an SVC in a manner analogous to
the behavior of adposition-like SVCs, or via a linker construction.

While Puunuu and Punwiil behave as verbs with a sentential complement, ?uusaahi typically re-
quires a participant complement. The ungrammatical example (262) can be made grammatical by switch-

ing out Puunuul for Puusaahi (263).

(263) wikitah ZAul we?i¢ Puusaahi nayaqak?is?i.
wik=(m)it=(m)ah Zul we?i¢ ?uusaahi nayaqak=?is=?i’
NEG=PST=REAL.1SG good sleep because.of baby=DiM=ART

‘1 didn’t sleep well because of the baby. (B, Bob Mundy)

The participant cause must occur immediately following Puusaahi, as shown in (264, 265).



Puusaahi fu?i hita?ap.

Puusaahi  Tu?i hita?ap

because.of medicine win

‘They won because of the medicine. (C, tupaat Julia Lucas)

*?uusaahi hita?ap Tu?i.

?uusaahi hita?ap fu?i

because.of win medicine

Intended: ‘They won because of the medicine.’ (C, tupaat Julia Lucas)

Puusaahi may take a sentential causal complement only if the cause is preceded by the complemen-

tizer (266—268).

(266)

(268)

?uusaahi hita?ap ?in fuyinak.
?uusaahi hita?ap ?in  Quyi-na'k
because.of win coMmP medicine-have

‘They won because they had medicine.’ (G, tupaat Julia Lucas)

?uusaahis wik Zut wa?i¢ ?in waawaatyuq“a {iniia.

?uusaahi=s wik Zul  wa?i¢ ?in  walyuq-LR2L.a Siniiz

because.of=STRG.1SG NEG good sleep comp bark-rp dog

‘1 didn’t sleep well because the dog was barking.’ (C, tupaat Julia Lucas)

?uusaahimta Puusuqta ?anis titaa?atimt.

?uusaahi=imt=ma- Puusuqta ?ani=s tifaa?atu=imt
because.of=PST=REAL.3 be.hurt.cv comp=1sG fall. down=psT

‘I got hurt because I fell down.” (B, Bob Mundy)
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Puusaahi is also able to take the linker, although like the use of the complementizer, this changes the

syntactic category of its complement from a noun or participant to a clause.!*

(269) Puusuqtumt?is ?uusaahigh wikaatuk“int.
Puusuqta=umt=?i"§ ?Puusaahi-(q)h wik-laaluk=int
hurt=psT=STRG.3  because-LINK NEG-look.after=psT

‘He got hurt because he wasn't paying attention.” (N, Fidelia Haiyupis)

Like PuunuuX/?unwiiX, Puusaahi is a verb taking a single argument, a cause. This is associated with
the result through either a serial verb construction or with a linker. Unlike Puunuul/?unwiiZ, ?uusaahi
takes a nominal causal complement, although this can be changed to a sentential complement with
either the introduction of the complementizer or by attaching the linker to Puusaahi. This latter phe-
nomenon, where a word’s syntactic behavior changes on account of the linker, is unique in the language

so far as I know, and I have not modeled it in my implemented analysis.

522 Puyi

Ofthe possibly-verbal, possibly-adpositional words in Nuuchahnulth, ?uyiis one of the most ambigu-
ous cases (Adam Werle, p.c.). The meaning of 7uyi is ‘at (a time)’ and it typically cooccurs with another
predicative word in a sentence. In this case, the clausal enclitics scope over both predicates (270—274).
The temporal complement of uyi can be a nominal either occurring after (270) or before Puyi (271), it can
be expressed in a clause with the possible mood (272) or the definite mood (273), or it can be dropped

from the clause entirely (274).

(270)  uyawitsiis saantii uci¢i ciquuwhi.
Ruya-wits=(y)iis saantii Pu-ci-CiA  ciquwil=?i"
at.a.time-going.to=WEAK.1SG Sunday X-go.to-MO church=ART

‘I'm going to church on Sunday. (Q, Sophie Billy)

14This is an extremely rare case of linker attachment causing a syntactic shift when it attaches to a word.
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waatakin yuutu?it?ath ku?at ?uyi.

wataak-LS=(m)in yuutu?it?ath ku?at  ?uyi

g0.t0.MO-GR=REAL.1IPL Ucluelet morning at.a.time

‘We're going to Ucluelet in the morning.’ (B, Bob Mundy)

Puyimah?aata nanaanic ku?ii¢i?eAquu.
?uyi=ma-h=?aata nanaanic¢ ku?al-i-¢ii=!aZ=quu
at.a.time=REAL.1SG=HABIT read morning-IN=NOW=PSSB.3

‘I read in the mornings.” (B, Bob Mundy)

Puyimtah YimtnaaksiA cakupsi?eAqas.
Puyi=imt=(m)ah fimt-na'k-$iA  cakup-SiA=laA=qa's
at.a.time=PST=REAL.1SG name-have-MO man-MO=NOW=DEFN.1SG

‘I was a full man when I got my name.’ (B, Bob Mundy)

Puyi?um kithSiz siicit.
Puyi=lum kith-8iA si-L.(¢)it
at.a.time=CMFU.2SG ring-MO 1SG-do.to

‘Call me then! (C, tupaat Julia Lucas)

Puyi has a tendency to double in fluent speech: as the first predicate of a two-predicate utterance,

then later following its object (275, 276). The doubling is always grammatically optional, so that (276) is

grammatical without the doubling, as in (277).

(275)

?uyimtin?aata wataak May ?uyi?e?.
Puyi=imt=(m)in=?aata wataak May ?uyi=lai
at.a.time=PST=REAL.IPL=HABIT go.to.MO May at.a.time=NOw

‘We would go (there) in May. (B, Bob Mundy)
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?uyis?aat yaacuk ku?at ?uyi.

Puyi=s=?aat yaacuk ku?at  ?Puyi

at.a.time=STRG.1SG=HABIT walk.DR morning at.a.time

‘I walk in the morning. (C, tupaat Julia Lucas)

Puyis?aal yaacuk ku?at.

Puyi=s=7aat yaacuk ku?at

at.a.time=STRG.1SG=HABIT walk.DR morning

‘I walk in the morning. (C, tupaat Julia Lucas)

Except for the strange case of doubling, the features of Puyi so far are in line with other verbs. The

clitic-sharing across predicates and the structure of (277) in particular is identical to other serial verb

constructions (§4.2).

However, a significant point of differentiation from typical verbs is that ?uyi does not accept the

linker (278, 279). When I presented (278), Marjorie Touchie immediately corrected me and said that

the way to say this would be with Puyi Pamii. There are also no instances of linked ?uyigh in Sapir and

Swadesh (1939, 1955).

(278)

(279)

*Puyigh?aZah ?arhii mamuuk hit makuwit.
?uyi-(q)h=!laA=(m)a'h Parhii mamuuk hit makuwit
at.a.time-LINK=NOW=REAL.1SG one.day.away work at.a.location store

Intended: ‘I will go to work at the store tomorrow.” (B, Bob Mundy & Marjorie Touchie)

*Puyigh?aZs ?arhii mamuuk hit makuwit.
?uyi-(q)h=!aZA=s ?arhii mamuuk hit makuwit
at.a.time-LINK=NOW=STRG.1SG one.day.away work at.a.location store

Intended: ‘I will go to work at the store tomorrow. (C, tupaat Julia Lucas)
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Puyi then behaves much like a verb in an SVC, but with two exceptions: (i) Unlike verbs (and all
predicative words), it cannot accept the predicate linker; (ii) It can optionally double in constructions
where it is separated from its direct object. I believe the reasons for this are that Puyi is an historic verb
that has undergone a grammatical category shift that has caused it to lose its status as a predicate.

The shape of Puyi looks like the empty root ?u- combined with some verbal suffix. Although there
is no contemporary productive suffix -yi meaning ‘at a time, Sapir and Swadesh (1939, p. 320) list -(y)iya
with the definition ‘at . . . time, in . . . weather’ There are some instances of -(y)iya in the Sapir-Thomas
texts, such as 7ahraayiya ‘at that time’ (Sapir and Swadesh, 1939, p. 16), ¢awaayiya ‘one time/one day’
(Sapir and Swadesh, 1939, p. 19), and Puyiya ‘at the time. . .’ (Sapir and Swadesh, 1939, p. 112). It seems
likely to me that Puyi historically derives from this suffix verb -(y)iya.

?uyi retains many verbal properties, entering into SVCs as though it were an adposition-like verb
(§4.2.1.3), including being split from its direct object by the intervening VP. It is set apart from other
verbs in having lost its status as a predicate, as seen from its inability to accept the predicate linker. This
is, I believe, a case of grammaticalization in progress, with uyi moving from a verb to an adposition.

This process can also be seen in the word’s “doubling” in the right contexts. This could be analyzed
as a simple repetition with argument-dropping, but that doesn’t explain why this structure only occurs
with this one word. The better explanation is that Puyi is a word in-between two syntactic categories.
As a verb, it can enter into serial verb constructions. But as an adposition, it can take a nominal com-
plement. In “doubling” contexts, Puyi occurs twice: once entering into an SVC as a verb, and then again
taking a complement as an adposition. In these contexts, the verbal 7uyi takes as its complement an
adpositional phrase headed by adpositional Puyi. Under this analysis, this doubling phenomenon only
appears because this word is in a transitory step of a grammaticalization process, which ends with Puyi

becoming an adposition and losing its remaining verbal properties.

5.2.3 Adposition-like words

In her dissertation, Woo (2007a) examines the syntax of what she terms “prepositional predicates”
and ultimately agrees with previous researchers that these words are verbs. The words she considers

are: (1) fuuhwat ‘using), (2) Puurink ‘using), (3) Puchin benefactive, (4) Puuratup benefactive/recipient, (5)
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Puukéamatciqh ‘do together with someone), (6) Pukink ‘go with, (7) Puukit ‘do to’, (8) Puhtaa ‘do to’, and
(9) Puh subject marker.

Woo separates these words into two categories. The first six of these prepositional predicates intro-
duce an extra argument into the clause, and using the Minimalist Framework, Woo categorizes them
as full verbs (V) which, when working in concert with a main verb, coordinate at the level of vP. By my
definition, this would be a serial verb construction (§4.1). This full verb analysis is supported in part by
the fact that the first set of words can occur as the sole predicate of a sentence.

However, the last three words (Puuk™it, Puhtaa, and Puh) optionally mark arguments already inherent
in the main verb. They require a main predicate to form a grammatical sentence (or may only be used
alone in special circumstances, like question-answering). These Woo categorizes as flavors of little-v.

Although I approach my analysis from within a different framework, I agree with Woo’s broad cate-
gorization. I checked speaker’s intuitions about attaching the linker -(¢)4 to these adposition-like words
and the judgments I received support Woo’s bifurcation into two categories, the first of which is ver-
bal. Structurally, verbs should be able to coordinate either covertly through a serial verb construction or
overtly with a linker morpheme. If a word is a member of a grammatical category (like an adposition or
Minimalism’s little-v), it is non-predicative, and therefore in my analysis the predicate linker should not
be able to attach.

Not all speakers recognize or use all of the adposition-like words Woo lists, so I was not able to test all
of these words with all speakers. There is also a morphophonological problem testing ?us (which would
be *?7uhh with the linker). However, I have collected data on these from her list: (1) Puuhwat, (3) Puchin,
(4) PuuPatup and Puupaat(h) (not in Woo's list), (6) Puk*ink with, (7) Puuk*it, and (8) Puhtaa. In short,

the words Woo calls verbs mostly accept the linker, while her “little-” words do not.

5.2.31 Tuuhwat

The adposition-like verb Puuhwat ‘using’ can accept the linker in a sentence without any change of

meaning.
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wikcukwap?ic Aiishiisa uuhwat Aiis¢uuyak.
wikcuk=lap=?ic Ais-LR2L.a Puubwal Ziis¢uuyak
€asy=CAUS=STRG.2SG write-RP  using computer

‘It’s easy for you to write using a computer.’ (T, Fidelia Haiyupis)

wikcuk“ap?ic Aiisiiisa Puuhwath Ziiscuuyak.
wikcuk=!lap=?ic Ais-LR2L.a Puubwal-(q)h ZAiiscuuyak
€asy=CAUS=STRG.2SG write-RP  using-LINK  computer

‘It’s easy for you to write using a computer.” (T, Fidelia Haiyupis)

Puchin

The adposition-like verb Puchin ‘for, on the behalf of’ can also freely accept the linker.

(282)

?uchins mamuuk ?uushyumsukgs.

?uchin=s mamuuk ?uus-(q)hyu-mis=uk=qs

BENEF=STRG.1SG work some-related.or.friend-NMLZ=POSS=DEFN.1SG

‘I'm working for my friend. (T, Fidelia Haiyupis)

?uchingh?aZs mamuuk ?uushyumsukgs.
?uchin-(q)h=!aZ=s mamuuk ?uus-(q)hyu-mis=uk=qs
BENEF-LINK=NOW=STRG.1SG work some-related.or.friend-NMLZ=POSS=DEFN.1SG

‘I'm working for my friend. (T, Fidelia Haiyupis)

5.2.3.3 fuuratup

There is speaker disagreement on whether the adpositive verb Puuratup ‘on the behalf of, for the

benefit of’ freely accepts the linker. My consultant tupaat Julia Lucas, a Central speaker, accepted it

(284, 285) but my Barkley Sound consultants Bob Mundy and Marjorie Touchie did not (286, 287). This



176

may be another case of a change in progress, where for my Barkley consultants, Puuratup is in the midst

of a grammaticalization process and becoming an adposition.

(284)

(286)

2akulis suwa hiyahi éapac 2uu?atup haak“aaxuk?itk.
?akuti=s suwa hiyahi éapac ?uu?atup haak“aak=uk=?itk.
loan=STRG.1SG 2SG D1 canoe BENEF  young.woman=POSS=DEFN.2SG

‘I'm loaning you that canoe for your daughter.’ (C, tupaat Julia Lucas)

?akulis suwa hiyahi éapac ?uu?atuph haakwaazuk?itk.
?akuli=s suwa hiyahi éapac ?uu?atup-(q)h haakwaaZ=uk=7?itk.
loan=STRG.1SG 28G D1 canoe BENEF-LINK  young.woman=POSS=DEFN.2SG

‘I'm loaning you that canoe for your daughter.” (C, tupaat Julia Lucas)

huyaatah uu?atup taatne?is.
huyaat=(m)a‘h Puu?atup taatna=?is.
dance.DR=REAL.1SG BENEF  child.pL=DIM

‘I dance for the children.” (B, Bob Mundy, Marjorie Touchie)

*huyaatah ?2uu?atuph taatne?is.
huyaat=(m)a‘h ?uu?atup-(q)h taatna=?is
dance.DR=REAL.1ISG BENEF-LINK  child.pL=DIM

Intended: ‘T am dancing for the children.’ (B, Bob Mundy, Marjorie Touchie)

5.2.3.4 ruupaat(h)

Though this word does not appear in Woo (2007a), it is another adposition-like verb that appears to

have the same meaning as Puk*ink ‘with’. Only Julia Lucas recognized Puupaat as an independent word

which could optionally take the linker -(¢)/ (288, 289). For my other consultants who knew the word

(Bob Mundy, Marjorie Touchie, and Fidelia Haiyupis), they only recognized ?uupaath and not uupaat.
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They could articulate this straightforwardly (i.e., “Puupaat is not a word”) but also rejected Puupaat in

examples (290—293).

Puupaat (but not Puupaath) occurs in Sapir and Swadesh (1939, 1955), so my interpretation of this is

that for some speakers, Puupaat has relexicalized to include what was formerly a separate linker mor-

pheme. That is, a relexicalization process occurred that looks like:

Puupaat > Puupaat + -(q)h > Puupaath.

(288)

(290)

(201)

ciigmatapiwitasni$ 2uupaat yukviigsakgs.
cig-mal-L.api-witas=ni$ ?uupaat yukviigsu=?ak=gs.
speak-move.DR-above-going.to=STRG.1PL with  younger.sibling=POSS=DEFN.1SG

‘l am going to speak along with my younger sister. (C, tupaat Julia Lucas)

ciigmatapiwitasni$ 2uupaatqh yukviigsakgs.
cig-mal-L.api-witas=ni$ ?uupaat-(q)h yuk“iigsu=?ak=gs.
speak-move.DR-above-going.to=STRG.1PL with-LINK ~ younger.sibling=POSS=DEFN.1SG

‘ am going to speak along with my younger sister. (C, tupaat Julia Lucas)

?uupaathitwe?in tane?isukqas huué¢rhuupuk?i pisataswitas.
?uupaath=(m)it=we-?in tana=?is=uk=qa's tuuérhuup=uk=?i- pisat-las-witas
with=PST=HRSY.3 child=DIM=POSS=DEFN.1SG sister=POSS=ART play-outside.DR-going.to

‘My child went with his sister to go play. (B, Bob Mundy)

*Puupaalitwe?in tane?isukqgas tuué¢rhuupuk?i pisataswitas.
?uupaat=(m)it=we'?in tana=?is=uk=qa-s huuérhuup=uk=?i- pisat-las-witas
with=PST=HRSY.3 child=DIM=POSS=DEFN.1SG sister=POSS=ART play-outside.DR-going.to

Intended: ‘My child went with his sister to go play.” (B, Bob Mundy)



(292) ?Puupaathint?i§ mamuuk AiisAiisa?apt.
?uupaath=int=?i"§ mamuuk ZiisAiisa?apt
with=PsT=STRG.3 work.DR Adam

‘I worked with Adam. (T, Fidelia Haiyupis)

(203) *Puupaalint?i§ mamuuk AiisAiisa?apt.
?uupaat=int=?i"§ mamuuk ZAiisAiisa?apt
with=PST=STRG.3 work.DR Adam

Intended: ‘T worked with Adam. (T, Fidelia Haiyupis)

5235 Puk¥ink

Puk¥ink ‘with’ freely accepts the linker without a change in meaning (294-297).

(204) ?ucatiiwitasah nuéii?i 2ukvink ?e?ii¢im?akgqas.
Pu-ca-dik-witas=(m)alh  nudii=?i 2ukvink ?etiiéim=?ak=qas
X-g0-MO-going.to=REAL.1SG mountain=ART with parent.PL=POSS=DEFN.1SG

‘I'm going to the mountains with my parents.” (B, Bob Mundy, Marjorie Touchie)

(295) ?Pucadiziwitasah nudii?i 2uk¥inkh ?e?iiéim?akqas.
?u-ca-Cii-witas=(m)ah nudcii=?i- 2ukvink-(q)h ?e?iiéim=2ak=qa's
X-g0-MO-going.to=REAL.1SG mountain=ART with-LINK = parent.PL=POSS=DEFN.1SG

‘I'm going to the mountains with my parents.” (B, Bob Mundy, Marjorie Touchie)

(296)  ?ukvinkints AiisAiisa?apt 2ucadik yuuhu?il?ath.
?ukv¥ink=int=s  ZiisAiisa?apt ?u-ca-¢iA yuulu?il?ath
with=PST=STRG.1 Adam x-go-MO Ucluelet

‘I went with Adam to Ucluelet.’ (T, Fidelia Haiyupis)

178
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(297) ?ukvinkhints AiisAiisa?apt Pucadii yuutu?il?ath.
?ukv¥ink-(q)h=int=s  AiisAiisa?apt ?u-ca-¢iA yuuhu?il?ath
with-LINK=PST=STRG.1 Adam x-go-MO Ucluelet

‘I went with Adam to Ucluelet.’ (T, Fidelia Haiyupis)

5.2.3.6  Puukvit

Unlike the fully predicative verbs above, Puukit ‘do to’ does not accept the linker.

(298)  haliilint?i§ ?iihatis?ath 2uukvil ¢igaa?ath Ciicstatwitas.
hatiil=int=?i"§  ?iihatis?ath ?u-L.(¢)it ¢idaaRath Cciicstal-witas
ask=pPsT=sTRG.3 Ehattesaht DO.TO  Tseshaht do.tug.of.war-going.to

‘The Ehattesahts invited the Tseshahts to play tug of war. (T, Fidelia Haiyupis)

(299) *haliilint?i$ ?iihatis?ath 2uukvith ¢iSaa?ath ciicstatwitas.
hatiil=int=?1"§  ?iihatis?ath ?u-L.(¢)il-(q)h ¢idaa?ath Cdiicstal-witas
ask=psT=STRG.3 Ehattesaht DO.TO-LINK = Tseshaht do.tug.of.war-going.to

Intended: ‘The Ehattesahts invited the Tseshahts to play tug of war. (T, Fidelia Haiyupis)

5.2.3.6.1 Pufitaa Like the more common object marker Puukit, the marker Puhtaa does not appear
to accept the linker. Pufitaa is an archaic word in modern Nuuchahnulth. My only consultant who rec-
ognized it was Julia Lucas, when listening to a recording of her older sister who used the word fluently
in natural speech. She recognized the word without the linker, but rejected rephrases with the linker

attached.

5.2.4 Summary of the linker and class-ambiguous words

Data about the attachment of the predicate linker can help shed light on the syntactic category of

words whose categoricity is unclear. Puunuu, PunwiiX, and Puusaahi ‘because’ all behave like verbs, and
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the free attachment of the predicate linker helps determine their argument structure. ?uyi does not ac-
cept the linker, and is in the process of transitioning to an adposition. The adposition-like words that can
accept the linker seem to be clearly verbal. However, the argument-marking words Puuk™it and Puhtaa do
not accept the linker, as is expected if they belong to a non-predicative and functional category, whether

they are called little-v within Minimalism (Woo, 2007a), or perhaps adpositions in other frameworks.

5.3 HPSG analysis and implementation

In this section I will go over my implementation for the linker morpheme (§5.3.1), the becausatives
(85.3-2), and 7uyi (§5.3.3). The implementation of adposition-like verbs has already been given (§4.3.1),
where they are treated as verbs. I have in this section given corroborating evidence of their inherently

verbal qualities. The special adpositions/little-v elements Puuk™it and Puhtaa are not addressed here.

5.3.1 The predicate linker lexeme(s)

The predicate linker attaches either directly to the predicate it is coordinating, or to a preceding
modifier of that predicate (§5.1.2). Its syntactic position is in this way very much in line with that of
second-position suffixes (§3.1.4), and so I will use the same analysis I developed for auxiliary predicate
second-position suffixes like -Wwitas and -mahsa in §3.2.3.2. That is, I reuse the preparatory lexical rules
for auxiliary predicate suffixes, pred-incorporation-lex-rule (80) and adv-incorporation-lex-rule (81), the
output of which can then be the daughter of the rule which adds the predicate linker. The reason for the
two-step process is to accommodate attachment to different parts of speech without having multiple lex-
ical rules for adding the suffix itself. My modeling of the linker morpheme thus treats it morphologically
as an auxiliary predicate suffix, although it will have some different semantic and syntactic properties.

There are two main ways that the predicate linker differs from other suffixes in this morphological
category. The first is that it adds more syntactic information: for example, it adds a complement (the

coordinated predicate!®), and requires matching subjects between the two coordinated predicates. The

15The normal means of coordination is through syntactic features LCOORD and RCOORD (see §4.3.3). In (300), coordina-
tion is taking place through the comps list instead, which allows the predicate linker rules to inherit from lexical supertypes
for second-position suffixes that do not involve coordination.
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second way it differs is that there are two positions the linker can be in: on the initial coordinand, with
the second-position enclitics, or on the later coordinand without the enclitics. Notionally, the predicate
linker is simply an “and” coordination and falls on one of the coordinands. However, I am going to need
two versions of the suffix, one for attaching to the first coordinand and one for attaching to the second. In
the case where the linker falls on the first coordinand along with the second-position enclitics, it needs to
select for a later complement (the other coordinated predicate) that still has a non-cancelled subject on
its valence list and is nonfinite. In the case where the linker falls on the second coordinand and without
the second-position enclitics, it needs to select for an earlier complement (the other predicate) that is

governed by a second-position enclitic complex and is finite.

I create a predicate linker supertype 2p-linker-verb-lex-rule-super for both of these subtypes (linker-
first and linker-last). This supertype is part of a type hierarchy that includes suffix-verb types such as

2p-suffix-pred-verb-lex-rule (82). The type definition in (300) shows its inherited properties.

This rule states that the linker, when added through incorporation, adds the relation AND which
coordinates two events (an L-INDEX and an R-INDEX). All these events share the same mood and tense,
semantic properties which are constrained through the second-position enclitics. The first event (the
L-INDEX) is identified with the daughter, which is the element that the linker has been added to, and the
R-INDEX is identified with the index of a new item on the comps list, that is, the to-be-linked element.
This new element is placed first on the comps list, before the complements of the original verb.!® Finally,
the subjects of both coordinands are identified with each other by identifying their xArGs with each

other.

16This is a constraint imposed by the limitations of the DELPH-IN formalism. Itis possible that the daughter is intransitive,
in which case the daughter’s complements list is null. I cannot append a contentful list to the end of a null list, so I must first
add the element that is known to be non-null (the other coordinand) followed by the possibly-null element. This does not
cause any problems with constructing a string, since the second complement can be realized first through a head-comp-2
rule.



(300)

SYNSEM.LOCAL

C-CONT

DAUGHTER

—2p—linker—verb—lex—rule—super

SUBJ
CAT VAL
COMPS
INDEX
CONT.HOOK
XARG
PRED AND
MOOD
C-ARG [0 e
TENSE
MOOD
L-INDEX e
TENSE
MOOD
R-INDEX e
TENSE
CAT
SYNSEM.LOCAL
CONT.HOOK

<

)

LOCAL

HEAD.PRD

VAL

INDEX

XARG

CAT.VAL.COMPS

CONT.HOOK

+

suy (1)

COMPS

()

INDEX
XARG

182

D [C]

The two rules for attaching the linker to the first or the second coordinand are given in (301, 302)

below and inherit from (300) above.

(301)

-2p-linkerﬁrst-lex-rule

SYNSEM.LOCAL.CAT

HEAD

VAL.COMPS

AUX

FORM nonfinite

VAL.SUBJ
LOCAL.CAT
POSTHEAD

cons

+
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(302) 2p-linker-last-lex-rule
AUX  +
HEAD .
FORM finite
SYNSEM.LOCAL.CAT AUX 4+
HEAD .
VAL.COMPS LOCAL.CAT FORM finite|||,...
POSTHEAD —

When the linker attaches to the first coordinand (301), the complement needs to still be looking for
its subject, be nonfinite, and occur after the linker. The mother node is nonfinite and not an auxiliary so

that it can be the complement of the second-position enclitic complex (§3.2.2).

When the linker attaches last (302), it is looking for a complement with the second-position enclitics
attached (a finite auxiliary) and which will be to the left of the linker. The linker will be the head in this
construction, so I constrain it to be a finite auxiliary in order to head the sentence. (303) below is a tree
structure for the sentence in (220) and shows the linker attaching to the first coordinand, and (304) is a

tree for (209), showing the linker attaching to the second coordinand.
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(303) PredP

head-comp
SUBJ

()

INDEX

//\

COMPS

HEAD.PRD
SUBJ

COMPS

INDEX
REL

Pred

_2p—l£nker—ﬁrst—[ex—rule

+

AUX  +

HEAD FORM nonfinite
PRD  +

SUBJ

comps ()

INDEX

soME(elL} x{1]), AND(e[A], [R])

?uusqh
some.LINK

[comp-head ]
HEAD.PRD +
SUBJ
AUX  +
HEAD FORM nonfinite
PRD  +
COMPS
SUBJ <>
comps ()
INDEX
INDEX

PredP

Aux
2p-mood-lex
HEAD.PRD +
SUBJ 3rd
HEAD.PRD
COMPS SUBJ
COMPS
=lak
NOW

¥

SRE

VP

[head-opt-comp

AUX  +
HEAD FORM nonfinite
PRD  +
SUBJ
comps ()
| INDEX

|
VP

neutral-non-head-verb-lex

AUX  +

HEAD FORM nonfinite
PRD  +

SUBJ

COMPS <[INDEX ]>

INDEX

REL FIND(elR}, x5))

Tuuwai
find




(304)
_verb
HEAD.PRD
SUBJ
COMPS
INDEX
XARG

5.3.2

SUBJ

VP

comp-head

)

comps ()
INDEX

,/ 

VP
comp-head
HEAD
SUBJ
comps
INDEX
XARG

[oe +]>
)

/\

+

(®)
B ()
[R]

[ rel

ciiqciiga
speak.RP

Szl

SPEAK(€[R} 1))

The becausative lexemes

Aux
2p-mood-lex
AUX  +
HEAD FORM finite
PRD  +
SUBJ <1PL>
HEAD.PRD
COMPS SUBJ
COMPS
=mitni$

STRG.1PL.PST

A
2p-linker-last-lex-rule
AUX  +
HEAD .
FORM finite
SUBJ <>
AUX
HEAD FORM
PRD
COMPS < SUBJ
COMPS
INDEX
| XARG
INDEX

REL

haalaash
outside.LINK

o ) )
>

finite

+

oUTSIDE(e[L], x1l), AND(e[4] [L] [R])

The because words, as defined in §5.2.1, can be treated simply as adposition-like verbs. Puusaahi is

a plain transitive verb that takes a nominal complement,'” and Puunuul is a verb that takes a clausal

complement that is not a main clause. These verbs can then take a linker like any other verb, or enter

into adposition-like SVCs. Type definitions for these verbs are given in (305, 306).

7The analysis presented here does not account for the syntactic changes Puusaahi undergoes when the linker attaches,
or when its complement is introduced by a complementizer (§5.2.1).




(305)

Puusaahi
PHON

SYNSEM.LOCAL

[Puunuui

PHON

SYNSEM.LOCAL

“Puusaahi”
verb
HEAD .
HTYPE adpositive
SUBJ <[...INDEX D
CAT HEAD
VAL
CAT VAL
COMPS LOCAL
POSTHEAD
. INDEX [2]
HOOK.INDEX [0]
PRED CAUSE
CONT ARGO [0] e
RELS
ARG1 X
ARG2 x
“Puunuul”
verb
HEAD .
HTYPE adpositive
SUB]J <[...INDEX ]>
HEAD
CAT
VAL
CAT
COMPS LOCAL VAL
POSTHEAD
| MC
...INDEX [2]
HOOK.INDEX [0]
PRED CAUSE
CONT ARGO [0] e
RELS
ARG1 x
ARG2 e

verb
AUX

SUBJ

COMPS

+

+

FORM finite

()
()

186




533 The Puyi lexeme(s)

I have claimed that 7uyi is a word in transition: It is an historic verb that has lost some of its predica-
tiveness and is undergoing a change to an adposition. It is possible for the word appear twice, once in
an SVC-like construction, and then again following its object.

The way my grammar has been constructed, if I simply constrain ?uyi to be [PRD —], the second-
position enclitics will not be able to attach to it, since they select for a [PRD +] complement (§3.2.2).
And yet I still want second-position enclitics to attach, but I want to prevent linker attachment. So my
analysis requires more moving parts than just a [PRD —| constraint.

To model Puyi I constrain it not just to be [PRD —] but also [HEAD adposition]. This lexical entry will
not yet be able to form a clause (it cannot be the complement of a second-position enclitic), but it will
be able to go through lexical incorporation rules, which will allow second-position suffixes like -wifas
‘going to’ (§3.2.3) to apply. While it can undergo auxiliary predicate suffixation, the [PRD —] constraint
will block the application of the linker rule (300). The lexical type for uyi is (307) below.
(307) [Py
PHON “Puyi”

[ _adposition
HEAD |HTYPE adpositive

PRD -
CAT SUBJ <[ . .INDEX }>
VAL LOCAL.CAT.HEAD noun
SYNSEM.LOCAL COMPS OPT -
.. .INDEX

HOOK.INDEX [0]

PRED AT-A-TIME
CONT ARGO [0] e
RELS
ARG1 X

ARG2 X
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This lexical specification assumes a nominal complement. However, Puyi can take a clause in the
possible or definite mood. I know of no way to underspecify between a noun (with a semantic individual)
and a clause (with a semantic event), so I have to define a separate version of 7uyi that takes this kind of

complement. I give this version of the lexeme in (308), only giving the parts that differ from (307).

(308)  [Puyi-clausal-comp
PHON “Puyi”

CONT.HOOK.INDEX

HEAD.PRD +
LOCAL.CAT
CAT.VAL.COMPS

OPT -

HOOK.INDEX [0]
SYNSEM.LOCAL

PRED AT-A-TIME

CONT ARGO [0] e
RELS ARG1 x

ARG2 e[MOOD possible—or—deﬁnite}

While (307) and (308) can go through the unary lexical incorporation rules that add second-position
suffixes (see §3.2.3), as [PRD —] lexical items they cannot yet be the complement of a second-position en-
clitic. To address this, I create alexical rule adp-to-pred-verb-lex-rule (309) that turns a [PRD —] adposition
or adpositive verb!8 into a [PRD +] verb. Once this rule applies, the word will be blocked from acquiring
further second-position suffixes because it will no longer inherit from any morphological type that can
be a daughter to these rules (predicate-lex, common-noun-lex, and so on). But it will be able to be the

complement of the auxiliary second-position enclitics, since it is now [PRD +].

180nce a lexical entry for 7uyi goes through the incorporation rules to acquire a second-position suffix, it will become a
[PRD —] verb, but stay [HTYPE adpositive].
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(309) _adp—to-pred—verb—lex—rule

verb
SYNSEM LOCAL.CAT.HEAD | PRD +
HTYPE adpositive

verb-or-adposition

SYNSEM.LOCAL.CAT.HEAD PRD -

DAUGHTER i
HTYPE adpositive

INFLECTED infl-satisfied

These rules are sufficient to model cases where ?uyi does not double, that is, appear twice with a

single complement as in (275, 276). To accommodate doubling I will need a second form of Puy:.

I define another version of the word (310) which will be a verb that does not supply any semantic
content and selects specifically for the adposition version of 7uyi. This lexical entry is also defined as
[PRD —] to prevent the linker from attaching, and must go through the adp-to-pred-verb-lex-rule (309) in
order to be used in the syntax. This version of Puyi can be involved in an SVC, however it must have a
complement headed by the adposition form of'itself. It will only appear in sentences with a double ?uy;,

and only as the initial instance of the word.
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(310) Puyi-2

PHON “Puyi”
verb
AUX -
HEAD .
HTYPE adpositive
PRD -
SUBJ <[ . .INDEX D
CAT - e T
adposition
SYNSEM.LOCAL o
LOCAL.CAT.HEAD |HTYPE adpositive
VAL
PRD -
COMPS
OPT -
.. .INDEX
.. .XARG 2]

HOOK.INDEX
CONT

RELS ()

Example trees of Puyi without doubling (311) and with doubling (312) are given below (sentences

taken from (277) and (276) respectively).
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(1) VP
head-comp
SUBJ
comps ()
VP NP
[ sves-top-coord | bare-np-phrase
3
SUBJ REL MORNING(e, [3lx)
COMPS <> |
LCOORD ku?at
| RCOORD i morning
VP VP
comp-head sveg-bottom-coord
SUBJ SUBJ
COMPS <> COORD-REL.PRED MEANWHILE
/\ NONCON]J-DTR
\% Aux ‘
\Y
adp-to-pred-verb-lex-rule 2p-mood-lex 5
ver
Verb HEAD.PRD +
HEAD SUBJ " SUBJ
PRD v
" g comps ()
SUB SUB
J [ COMPS ] @ e REL wALK(e, [ilx)
COMPS <> COMPS ‘
‘ ‘ yaacuk
Adp =s?aat walk.DR
) ) STRG.1SG.HABIT
adposition
HEAD.PRD —
SUBJ
COMPS <>
| REL Ar(e, [, [3k) |

Puyi
at.a.time
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(312)

awnee
fng
(M@ @ 2)rv gect:! Surwow
AHV SdNOD el
m fans 7
- add (A7) ‘@)ONINHOW  THH
i@
uonsodpn aspayd-du-aing
dpy dN
() samoo
] [ans
[€]
- aad
pay-duiod
ddpy

- s

qaem
ynoeek

(AT 2)¥TVM

()

2 4La-[NOONON

|

P4009-110770G-E4S

() sawoo
m [ans
duwios-pvay

dA

Jwnele
1Ang

ATDE%%L Hv SAINOD

m [ans
- aid
LIGVH OST'DULS
Q&®>
feels=
7 A
SdNOD 7
1 SdNOD
[ans SdANOD
bst [ [ans [ans

+ ayd + add
x3]-poout-dz aJNn.1-x3j-q4aa-paLd-o3-dpp
xny A
Hv SdNOD
m fans|@
poay-duiod
dA

- -

agoodd
aiao001

AHV SANOD

[ans

P1009-d03-E24s
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534 Summary

My analysis of the linker (§5.3.1) requires two versions of the morpheme: One for the case where the
linker appears on the initial coordinand and accepts the second-position enclitics, and one for the case
where the linker appears on the second coordinand. In both cases, the predicate with the linker attached
is the head of the clause, which is necessary so that coordinands are associated with the AND relation the
linker introduces. When the linker appears on the first coordinand, it selects for a complement that does
not have the second-position enclitics and is lacking a subject. When the linker appears on the second
coordinand, it selects for a complement that has already picked up the clausal enclitics (is headed by a
finite auxiliary). Both versions of the linker are applied as the last step of a lexical incorporation process
as first defined in §3.2.2. This incorporation process allows the linker to attach either to a predicate or to
a preceding modifying adverb.

The because words (§5.3.2) do not require any special rules. I simply constrain them to be complement-
taking verbs that are [HTYPE adpositive], which ensures that they enter into the appropriate serial verb
construction.

Finally, Puyi is defined in three flavors (§5.3.3): two that are non-predicative ([PRD —]) adpositions,
one selecting for a nominal complement and another for clausal complements, and a third that is a non-
predicative verb that selects for a phrase headed by one of the adpositive Puyis. The [PRD -] definition
shared by all versions allows them to pass through the incorporation rules that attach auxiliary predicate
suffixes, but blocks linker attachment. In order to be used as a predicate in the syntax (for example, as the
target of second-position enclitics), Puyi must go through a rule that converts it into a verbal predicate,
the application of which means it is no longer able to be the target of incorporation. The adpositional
versions of Puyi introduce the relation AT-A-TIME that provides the semantics of the word. The verbal

version of Puyi introduces no semantics, and only occurs in clauses where there is doubling.
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Chapter 6

IMPLEMENTED GRAMMAR RESULTS

To test my grammatical analyses and implementation, I created three test suites against which I
ran my grammar using the [incr tsdb()] framework (Oepen, 2001) and the LKB parser (Copestake,
2002b). The test databases were broken into three groups, following the three data chapters of this dis-
sertation: One for the basic clause (Chapter 3), one for serial verb constructions (Chapter 4), and one for
linker constructions (Chapter 5).

All of the test sentences were pre-segmented. I did not create a morphophonemic analyzer as part of
this work, so the parser assumes strings are segmented correctly. A finite state transducer that segments
Nuuchahnulth strings remains an area for future work.

Parses produced by this grammar are always associated with a semantic representation in Minimal
Recursion Semantics (Copestake et al., 2005). I validated semantic representations manually, which
means that each parse is not simply grammatical but is associated with a precise and correct semantic

representation which can be of use in downstream tasks.

6.1 Basic clause test suite

I composed this test suite by hand to illustrate basic features of the Nuuchahnulth clause structure,
as described in Chapter 3. This set of sentences was mostly created by me and not vetted by native
speakers. These are all simple sentences and I have a high degree of certainty that my judgments about
their grammaticality are correct because they conform to patterns I have observed in my data and are
described in the literature. The point of test suites with simple sentences is to illustrate grammatical
phenomena in isolation, so that the grammar engineer can focus on one or a few specific phenomena
at a time. For instance, (313) tests that the grammar correctly separates the second-position enclitic

location from the second-position suffix verb location. (314) on the other hand is a test asserting that
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adjectives that modify the objects of suffix verbs can’t appear as a word to the left of the suffix verb.

(313) yuuq“aamah ?unaak finiiz.
yuuq¥aa=(m)ah ?u-nak  finiix
also=REAL.1SG  X-have.DR dog

‘T also have a dog’

(314) *?aAas nuuknaak.

Paka=s nuuk-na‘k

two=STRG.1SG song-have

Intended: ‘I have two songs.

This test suite overall has 246 sentences, 167 of which are grammatical examples and 79 of which are
ungrammatical. Coverage of the grammatical sentences at the time of this publication was at 84.4%, and

overgeneration (parsing of ungrammatical sentences) at 1.3%. The results are summarized in Table 6.1.

Table 6.1: Performance on basic clause structure

Total Parsed Unparsed Avg parses per sentence
Grammatical sentences 167 141 26 112

Ungrammatical sentences | 79 1 78 2

The unparsed grammatical sentences represent grammatical phenomena I have not covered. The
two largest categories are: perfective morphology on non-verbs,! and variants of morphemes that I did
not model (the generic interpretation of the passive, the bare plural marker indicating the plurality of an
object). The lone ungrammatical sentence I parsed was intended to be an example of a sentence with
an incorrectly positioned verb, but was parsed as a serial verb construction. On reflection, I believe the

sentence is grammatical, but has extremely odd semantics.

1T believe this turns nouns and adjectives into verbs (e.g. “become a person”), and there may be yet another example of
second-position phenomena with perfective morphology optionally moving to a preceding adverb.



6.2 Serial verb construction test suite

Unlike the test suite for the basic clause, all sentences in this test suite came from native speakers,
either from interview sessions or from running texts. This test suite had 309 sentences, the vast majority
of them grammatical examples. Coverage is 11.3% as of the publication of this document. The majority of
cases I did not cover are due to grammatical phenomena I have not implemented: wh-words (especially
wh-word incorporation), certain deictic demonstratives, cleft constructions, and so on. Overgeneration

is at 16%, which I will address below. A summary of the results is given in Table 6.2.

Table 6.2: Performance on serial verb constructions

Total Parsed Unparsed Avg parses per sentence
Grammatical sentences 284 32 252 5.78

Ungrammatical sentences | 25 4 21 2.75

The 4 cases of overgeneration break into two categories. As I detail in §4.2.1.1, there is an historic
preference for perfectivity matching in Type I SVCs, which speakers inconsistently apply when giving
grammaticality judgments. I have two types of rules to model this: one set of which requires perfectivity
matching for Type I SVCs, and models Type III SVCs as separate (§4.3.3.1), and one of which collapses
this distinction between Types I and III and does not require perfectivity matching (§4.3.3.3). When I
run broad-coverage parsing, I use the latter rule, since it parses more sentences, including sentences that
speakers use. But this necessarily means that those examples of perfectivity mismatching that speakers
did not like are happily parsed. This covers 3 of the overgeneration cases.

The last case of overgeneration is (315) below, which is an example showing the ungrammaticality of

cross-serial dependencies (mentioned in §4.2.1.5).

(315) *na?aatah?atma?aata naacsa nunuuk?i huyaat?i.

nataatah=!at=ma-=?aala naacsa nunuuk=?i- huyaal=?i-

listen=PASS=REAL.3=HABIT see.CV sing=ART  dance.DR=ART

Intended: ‘One listens to the singing and watches the dancing’ (B, Marjorie Touchie)



197

My grammar happily parses this but not with the cross-serial branching structure. This yields the
nonsense meaning “One listens to the dancing and watches the singing.” This parse is dispreferred on
semantic grounds, which I am not modeling. I believe it is a legitimate syntactic sentence, just with
unintelligible semantics. My “overgeneration” problem then comes down to not ruling out semantic
anomalies, and not modeling a change in progress in the language’s grammar.

The average number of parses for these sentences is relatively high because they tend to be long
(which increases parse ambiguity), and in many cases there is no way to distinguish between Type I SVCs
with the meaning “meanwhile” and Type IV “sequential/separable” SVCs. In such cases, my grammar

generates both possible parses.

6.3 Linker test suite

Like the SVC test suite, the linker test suite only includes sentences from native speakers or vetted
by native speakers. For the same reasons as before, coverage is relatively low, as speakers use grammat-
ical constructions I have not yet modeled. This test suite consisted of 205 sentences, 177 grammatical
and 28 ungrammatical. Coverage as of this publication is 12.4% and overgeneration is 7.1%. Results are

summarized in Table 6.3.

Table 6.3: Performance on linker constructions

Total Parsed Unparsed Avg parses per sentence

Grammatical sentences 177 22 155 2

Ungrammatical sentences | 28 2 26 2

One of the two cases of overgeneration is example (238), which is intended to show that the linker re-
quires subject matching, so that “I read rain-link” has an anomalous semantics of “I read and am raining.”
My grammar however happily parses the sentence and applies this anomalous semantics to it. This is
another case of a legitimate syntactic construction, but one that is semantically strange. The other case
is shown in (316). I cannot explain why this example was judged as ungrammatical, and only noticed the
oddness of it upon running my grammar against this test suite. Perhaps Puutaq does not permit linker

attachment.
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(316) *mamuukaZnis 2uutagh ma?asukgs.
mamuuk=!aA=ni§ ?uutaq-(q)h ma?as=uk=qs
work.DR=NOW=STRG.1PL fix-LINK house=POSS=DEFN.1SG

Intended: ‘We are working to fix my house.’ (T, Fidelia Haiyupis)

6.4 Value of implementation and testing

The test suites I used to evaluate my grammar both drove grammar development and validated the
formal adequacy of my analyses for describing the multi-predicate constructions I investigated. I at-
tained high coverage over my simple examples for the basic clause, and precise syntactic and semantic
analyses for the sentences my grammar parsed in my SVC and linker test suites. The latter two test suites
show that my grammar is able to correctly parse and generate the appropriate semantics for naturally
occurring Nuuchahnulth sentences that contain multi-predicate constructions. Sentences in these test
suites my grammar did not parse represent linguistic phenomena beyond the scope of this work, and

opportunities for future investigation and modeling of other components of Nuuchahnulth grammar.
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Chapter 7

CONCLUSION

In this work, I have collected data on and analyzed multi-predicate constructions in Nuuchahnulth,
and provided descriptions of the syntactic properties of clauses under these forms of coordination. I
have also given a formal analysis of these phenomena within the HPSG formalism. Though there have
been a flurry of syntactic studies on Nuuchahnulth in the past 20 years (Nakayama, 2001; Davidson, 2002;
Waldie, 2004; Wojdak, 2005; Woo, 2007a; Waldie, 2012), none of them have gone into this level of detail

on the properties of these particular types of constructions.

7.1 Summary of findings

The two multi-predicate constructions I have described are serial verb constructions and predicate
linker constructions. Serial verb constructions come historically in four types, which split on semantic
interpretation (required simultaneity versus possible sequentiality) and verb type (locations, adposition-
like verbs, and others). The modern system appears to be losing a requirement for one type of serializa-
tion to have verbs match in perfectivity, in which case the number of constructions is simplifying from
four down to three.

The predicate linker coordinates any two elements that are predicates. This provides significant
supporting evidence that Nuuchahnulth has a broad category of syntactic predicates which encompasses
verbs, adjectives, and common nouns. All of these lexical categories introduce events in the syntax and
have subjects.

Both strategies share certain properties. With the exception of sequential/separable serial verb con-
structions, both serial verb and linker constructions permit complement separation, that is, a structure
like Verbr Verbz Verbi_Object. Both constructions show the causative and passive scoping narrowly over

each coordinated predicate, positioned within what I've termed the maximal predicate phrase—the
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largest constituent consisting of a predicate, its complements, and modifiers. Maximal predicate phrases
are the units coordinated in linker constructions and SVCs (in which case they must be verbal predi-
cates), and exclude subject, tense, and mood information, which appear at the syntactic domain of the
clause and scope over any coordinated elements.

This work directly poses other questions about Nuuchahnulth grammar. In particular, if the causative
and passive morphemes scope narrowly over the maximal predicate phrase, what about the other ele-
ments of the “second-position enclitic complex”? The variable domain properties of these enclitics has
been noted before (most directly in Davidson 2002, p. 106-109,253—255), but I believe this work is the
first to describe the precise syntactic domain of some of them. What are the domain properties the pos-
sessive, which is also valence-increasing, and the “now” morpheme =/a, which frequently “copies” or
“spreads” across a clause? Perhaps these morphemes also have a syntactic domain smaller than the full
clause, a feature which can be investigated by looking at multi-predicate clauses.

For typologists, this dissertation provides a descriptive resource for coordination structures in Nu-
uchahnulth and can be used for comparative work on serialization and coordination. I am myself inter-
ested in whether certain properties common to these coordination strategies—especially verb-object
interruption by an intervening coordinand, and coordinating across different (predicative) syntactic

categories—are more widespread within the Pacific Northwest and across the world.

7.2 Summary of HPSG analysis

Although I have presented the HPSG analysis and the more theory-neutral facts separately, this work
was actually heavily intertwined. Without the work of implementing a grammar, there are several de-
scriptive facts in this dissertation that I would not have noticed. This is how I became convinced of the
basic eventiveness of common nouns, adjectives, and verbs (§3.1.1) and how I noticed that suffix verbs
have different semantic relationships with their stem depending on its lexical category (§3.1.4). It is also
how I first noticed that even when collocated with the rest of the second-position enclitics, the causative
and passive morpheme still scope narrowly over a single predicate (§4.2.2, §5.1.6), and it drove the shape
of my analysis for the grammaticalization process I claim generates doubled 7uyi (§5.2.2). Despite the

organization of this dissertation, my description and grammar implementation were interdependent
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processes that informed one another.

The analyses I have presented generalize over related syntactic phenomena by creating abstract su-
pertypes that cover all common traits. I have developed several components that may be of broader
interest to those working within the formalism. The first is my analysis of second-position suffixes as a
type of lexical incorporation which proceeds in two steps, the first of which prepares a word for suffixing
and the second of which adds the syntactic and semantic properties of the suffix. This process requires
the creative use of some valence lists and semantic pointers, and may be useful for other phenomena
that resemble category-flexible lexical incorporation.

My analyses also depend on defining new head properties or using existing ones in new ways, such
as PRD for predicative types, and HTYPE for keeping track of verbal types. These categories function in
and of themselves for the analyses presented, but further evidence of their utility within Nuuchahnulth
would support their utility as conceptual categories within the language (especially HTYPE).

My analysis of serial verbs as a kind of coordination opens up questions about modeling serialization
more generally. Are serial verbs modelable as coordination in other languages as well, or is there some
property of serial verbs in Nuuchahnulth that make them more amenable to this analysis? I made some
modifications to the coordination structures present in Drellishak and Bender (2005) to accommodate
the properties of Nuuchahnulth serialization: in specific, the capacity for the first verb to be separated
from its complement by the intervening verb phrase. It may be useful for other researchers to add this

to their typological accounts of coordination.

7.3 Contributions and future directions

The main contributions coming out of this work for Nuuchahnulth and South Wakashan studies are:
a fuller account of the syntax of serial verb constructions (Chapter 4); an account of the syntax and mor-
phological properties of the linker morpheme (Chapter 5); strong evidence for a targetable phrase below
the level of the clause, which I call the maximal predicate phrase and which is the element involved in
these coordination strategies (§4.2.2, §5.1.6); and new morphological tests for determining syntactic cat-
egory using the linker (§5.2). I have also added to the body of evidence showing that common nouns,

adjectives, and verbs all introduce semantic events (§3.1.1) and are (in my terminology) predicative. This



202

is an analysis strongly supported by the behavior of the linker morpheme, which freely coordinates ele-
ments from these categories. My account of the lexical properties of suffix verb attachment (§3.1.4) and
linker attachment (§5.1.2, §5.2) should enable further investigation into the subtle distinctions of lexical
categories within South Wakashan.

My implemented grammar contains several novel analyses, sometimes by using features in new ways
and sometimes by developing new strategies, and I have documented those analyses both here in prose
and in my implemented grammar which is publicly available.! By approaching multi-predicate construc-
tions in Nuuchahnulth from within the particular syntactic framework of head-driven phrase structure
grammar (HPSG) and using a computer-readable implementation in the DELPH-IN architecture, I have
made contributions both to the understanding of Nuuchahnulth grammatical structures and to partic-

ular methods for linguistic modeling.

IThe full grammar can be downloaded by visiting http://bitbucket.org/davinman/
nuuchahnulth-grammar/
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Appendix A

ORTHOGRAPHY

Nuuchahnulth orthography is phonemically transparent. The writing system is fairly recent, intro-
duced in Sapir and Swadesh (1939), informed in part by Sapir's work Tseshaht speaker and linguist Alex
Thomas. The orthography is within the North American Phonetic Alphabet (NAPA) tradition, and bears
a resemblance to that loose set of standards. I will sketch the phonemic inventory here, none of which
deviates from what is present in Carlson et al. (2001).

Nuuchahnulth has five vowel qualities, /a, e, i, 0, u/ with a short/long distinction. Mid-vowels typi-
cally only occur long, although the Barkley and Central dialects have umlaut rules that derives short /e/

from /a/.! The consonant inventory is shown in Table A.1.

Table A.1: Nuuchahnulth consonants

plainplosives p t A ¢ ¢ k kv q q*
glottalized plosives p t & ¢ & ko kv T 2
fricatives I s § x x¥ x x* h h
resonants m n y w
glottalized resonants m n y w

Below are the cases where the Nuuchahnulth symbols have a value other than their expected IPA

interpretation:

- }is the voiceless lateral fricative, ¢

- %is the voiceless lateral affricate, t¢

IThe Barkley Sound rule is regressive, /a?i/ — /e?i/, and it applies consistently across the whole language. The Central
rule is progressive, /i?a/ — /i?e/, and applies more irregularly, although it appears to occur most in frequent morpheme

combinations.
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- Ais the corresponding ejective, t

- cis the voiceless alveolar sibilant affricate, ts

- ¢is the corresponding ejective, ts’

* §is the voiceless postalveolar sibilant [

- ¢ is the voiceless postalveolar sibilant affricate a
- ¢is the corresponding ejective, Ej\’

- x is the voiceless uvular fricative,

* x"is the corresponding labialized fricative, "
- his the voiceless pharyngeal fricative, h

- y is the voiced palatal glide, j

* 1, n, y, w, are preglottalized: ?m, ?n, ?y, ?w

- {is the so-called pharyngeal stop, which has been claimed to be a pre-glottalized pharyngeal [?]
(Shank and Wilson, 2000), or in the most complete study, an epiglottal stop with a pharyngeal
off-glide [2] (Esling et al., 2005). To my ears it has multiple realizations, and it is difficult for me
to distinguish from ? before /a/. It patterns in the phonology with the ejective series,? thus its

placement in the chart.

2In places where the grammar would generate § or gV, § is always found instead. § also occurs where cognate Makah
words have either q or g*.
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Appendix B

SEGMENTATION AND GLOSSING CONVENTIONS

Many of the segmentation and glossing conventions I use are non-standard and adapted particularly
to the challenges of Nuuchahnulth. I will first address some of the special notations in the segmentation
line, and then give the grams I use. In this appendix, I have attempted to give all non-Leipzig standard
(Comrie et al., 2008) glosses in the dissertation. These glossing conventions are a version of those pre-
sented in Inman and Werle (2016a), and most grams are also developed in Werle (2016—2019). This is
only meant to give enough of a background to make the interlinear glossed text (IGT) in this dissertation

intelligible and interpretable to linguists.

B.1  Segmentation symbols

There are four parts of Nuuchahnulth phonology that require special symbols in the morpheme seg-
mentation: two types of consonant mutations, variable-length vowels, and segments that only appear
after a vowel or nasal.

Consonant mutation is triggered by certain affixes, following patterns called “hardening” and “soft-
ening” (Werle, 2010). A “hardening” suffix causes the preceding segment to become glottalized, resulting
in an ejective in the case of stops and affricates, and otherwise inserts a glottal stop. The hardening pat-
tern for fricatives differs between hardening suffixes and hardening clitics. Suffix hardening typically
converts the fricative into a glottalized glide, whereas clitic hardening inserts a glottal stop. There is a
special morphophonemic rule that the A of the momentaneous aspect (§3.1.5) under hardening always
becomes ? instead of A.

A “softening” suffix causes the preceding segment to weaken, which converts fricatives to glides and
otherwise inserts a glottal stop. Nuuchahnulth only has suffix (and not clitic) softening.

Following Werle (2010), I use ! to represent hardening, and ° to represent softening, across both clitics
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and suffixes. The ! notation was first introduced by Boas (1900), and ° by Jacobsen (1973). Like Werle, I
abandon Sapir’s use of ' and ‘ for mutations, and use the same symbols for both suffix and clitic mutations.

Examples of all three types of suffix and clitic hardening and softening are shown in (317-319).

(317) wiinapas?api.
wiinapi-las=!lap=!i-
stop-outside.DR=CAUS=CMMD.2SG

‘Stop (the car or driver of the car).” (C, tupaat Julia Lucas)

(318)  ¢iyiiA
Cis-liA
line-outside.M0O

‘line up outside’ (T, Fidelia Haiyupis)

(319) hiSumyit?aqAnis hawii?aZqu ?apwin naas.
hisumt-°it=?aqA=ni$ hawiii=!laA=qu’ ?apwin naas
gather.together-indoors.DR=FUT=STRG.1PL finish.MmO=NOw=pssB.3 half = day

‘Let’s get together at midday. (T, Fidelia Haiyupis)

Nuuchahnulth also has vowels that may be long or short depending on where they fall in the word.
These vowels are long in the first two syllables of a word, and short in the third syllable or later. It is hard
to say what their “underlying length” property may be: they are a third length category. Following the
established system in Wakashan studies, I represent these syllables in the morpheme line as the vowel
followed by a -.! Both long and short realizations of variable-length vowels are shown for the ending =ma-

in (320, 321).

IThis innovation is thanks to Rose (1981), who amended Sapir and Swadesh (1939)’s more cumbersome *
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(320) Rakii¢i?aima tasii.
?aia-i¢iA=laA=-ma’ tasii
two-IN=NOW=REAL.3 road

‘There are two roads (now).” (B, Bob Mundy)

(321) Aulmaa ¢usuk?i.
Aut=ma- cusuk="2i"
go00d=REAL.3 New=ART

‘The new one is nice.” (B, Bob Mundy)

Many affixes in Nuuchahnulth have a leading consonant that regularly disappears under certain
phonological conditions, typically when preceded by a non-nasal consonant. Again, following the estab-
lished literature in South Wakashan and first introduced by Sapir, I write these disappearing consonants

in parentheses. Both realizations for the suffix -L.(¢)if are shown in (322, 323).

(322) 7Paagqicitk naacsa.
?aqi-L.(¢)it=k naacsa
what-DO.TO=QUES.25G see.Cv

‘What are you watching? (C, tupaat Julia Lucas)

(323) fu?ikviAs suutit.
Tu?ikwiA3=s sut-L.(¢)it
give.medicine.MO=STRG.1SG 2SG-do.to

T'm giving you medicine.’ (C, tupaat Julia Lucas)

Some of these disappearing consonants change based on their environment. A ¢ regularly becomes

a k after a u. This correspondence is not shown. Which consonants of an affix are disappearing also

3The momentaneous ending is typically -k*i1 after u, -¢iA after other vowels and nasals, and -§iA after other consonants.
This is a rare instance of -k*iX occurring after something other than a u, and might be an indication that there was a u here
in an earlier stage of the language.
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changes from dialect to dialect. I have attempted to segment disappearing consonants as appropriate

for each dialect.?

B.2  Template notation

Nuuchahnulth has a set of vowel length and reduplication templates, typically triggered by a suffix
containing segmental phonology. These templates specify reduplication and vowel length of up to the
first two syllables of the word. I gloss these templates with the symbols L, S, R, and Rz, attached to the
suffix which triggers the template.

In my notation, L and S indicate Long and Short vowels, and are ordered with respect to their occur-
rence: LS for a long first vowel and a short second vowel, SS for two short vowels, and so on. R indicates
an onset-nucleus reduplication pattern, and Rz a pattern that is onset-nucleus for polysyllabic roots, and
full reduplication for monosyllabic roots. R2 is a pattern that only occurs with the iterative and repetitive
aspects, and a limited number of plurals. In this notation, vowel length is always specified prior to redu-
plication: LR means a long reduplicant (followed by a vowel whose length is unaltered), and RL means a
reduplicant followed by a lengthened base. If multiple templates apply, the vowel length specifications
of the final morpheme win out, and reduplication remains.

There are two cases where a template is not attached to segmental morphology, yet I always gloss
the template as though it were a prefix or suffix. The first is certain templatic patterns for plurals, such
as Rz or LR, which I segment as if they were prefixes. Non-segmental morphology doesn’t naturally have
a place, so it is a little arbitrary. However there is one reason to prefer an analysis of plural templates as
prefixal: Some of these plural templates include an infix <t> which always inserts after the first vowel
(so a left-peripheral infix, closer to prefix than suffix). The one other case is the graduative aspect, which
is simply realized as the template LS. I segment this as a suffix occurring after other aspect forms. The
graduative only occurs following other aspect marking, and after the graduative applies, other aspect
suffixes may follow. Segmenting this template as though it were a suffix preserves the morphological

ordering of the aspect system.

“Notably, my consultant Julia Lucas fairly consistently pronounces the /q/ in the linker suffix -(¢)A. I still transcribe the
suffix in the segmentation line with the parentheses, as she sometimes fails to produce the /q/ when attached to quantifiers.
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Table B.1 gives a list of most types of templates found in the language, including an example of the

two patterns for the R2 template.

Table B.1: List of lexical suffix templates

template gloss surface form

L cu-L.?atu cuu?atu
dive-sink.into.water dive down into water

LS hasit-LS.sa haasilsa
have.news-AuG1 interesting

3s Paya-i*¢iA-SS.(q)aq Payicidaq
many-IN-AUG2 became very many
tuc-R.lih tutuciih

R i L .
sea.urchin-go.after.food | getting sea urchins

IR kuh*-LR.inqit kuukuhingit
hole-at.ribs hole at the ribs
q“i-LRS.ityak q“iiq“ityak

LRS
what-fear whatever one fears

AL ?u-RL.¢iyat Pu?uukviyat
X-pursue pursue it

Ro R2-nuuk nuuknuuk
PL-song songs

LRaL taPat—LRzL.a taata.apata
think-rp consider

LRoL huut-LR2L.a huuthuuta
dance-rp dance
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B.3 Grams

B.3.1  Aspect

In my glosses, I use the older and more traditional categorization of aspect, although there is a reanal-
ysis of the system that I accept (§3.1.5). The table below is adapted from a system I helped Adam Werle
devise. I use his grams for the conservative names of the aspects. There is a straightforward collapse
from the conservative aspect system to the (hypothesized) revised aspect system, which I include in the
table. By using the most conservative glossing I avoid losing information. Although not properly aspect,

Iinclude in the table the resultative morpheme, which, when used, occurs in lieu of aspect morphemes.

Table B.2: Aspects and resultative

revised analysis conservative analysis gram forms

. momentaneous MO | -CiA, -$ik, -k"ik, -uA

perfective . , I TTREST
inceptive IN -Caci, -i'Cik
durative durative DR -(?)ak, -(?)uk, -L.hi
continuative continuative cv -(y)ar
graduative graduative GR -LS
repetitive repetitive RP -LR2L.a
iterative iterative IT -R2.¢, -R2.§
’ resultative resultative ‘ RS ‘ -yu, -¢ur

As discussed in §3.1.5, these aspects can be divided into perfective and imperfective categories. Verbs
ending in momentaneous or inceptive aspect are perfective, while the rest are imperfective. The dura-
tive and continuative aspect are weakly differentiated, and plausibly there is a supertype, continuous,
that subsumes both. In Werle’s notation, this is cT. To avoid confusion between “continuous” and “con-
tinuative,” I have assigned every morpheme either continuative or durative aspect, and avoided the un-

derspecified continuous.

B.3.2 Mood

The category traditionally called “Mood” in Nuuchahnulth is not the same as “mood” as usually used

by linguists, which stands in opposition to aspect and tense. Instead, Nuuchahnulth “mood” is a mor-
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phological category that fuses mood and evidential information with subject person and number, as
well as containing other propositional information such as interrogative and imperative marking (Ja-
cobsen, 1986). The fullest accounting of the semantics and syntax of these particles is given in Waldie
(2012, Chapter 4), and this section is merely a small sketch. These moods can be split into matrix clause
moods, dependent clause moods, and commands. Commands are special matrix clause moods that con-
tain object agreement, while all other moods only contain subject agreement. Table B.3 gives a list of the
moods, their abbreviations, and their third person forms. I use a mix of the “practical names” and “tech-
nical names” given in Werle (2015) for the mood complex, selecting the name that most closely correlates
with the gram. For commands, I list second person singular forms without an object, or a third person
object, as third person agreement is null.

The meanings of these moods are mostly but not entirely consistent across dialects. The strong mood
and real mood have the same meaning: a strong claim to reality, with the real mood used in the Barkley
Sound dialect and the strong mood used in the Central and Northern dialects. The strong mood is in free
variation in the Kyuquot-Checleseht dialect with the weak mood, which has come to be used as a matrix
clause mood.

Typically a clause can have only one mood ending, although there are some exceptions: the possible
mood in the third person can be followed by the hearsay, yielding a matrix mood meaning something

like ‘what is typically done, so I hear’, and the hearsay mood can be followed by the dubitative.
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Table B.3: Mood enclitics

name gram  third person
Matrix Moods

real REAL | =ma’

strong STRG | =70'S

neutral NEUT | =()°

question QUES | =ha’

hearsay HRSY | =we'?in, =wa'?is

inferential INFR | =Ca-Sa$

dubitative DUBT =qa'cv'a
Dependent Moods

weak WEAK | =(y)ii

definite DEFN | =7i'tq

possible PSSB =quu

dubitative formative | UNK1 | =(w)uus

dubitative relative UNK2 | =(W)uusi

embedded EMBD | =qa’

purposive PURP | =lee?ita, =laahi

article® ARTL | =70

hearsay article ARTH | =¢a
Command Moods

command CMMD | =li"

‘g0’ command CMGO | =i

‘come’ command cMmeMm | =ik

future command CMFU | =lim

B.3.3 Other clausal morphemes

Other clausal morphemes that occur in the second-position enclitic complex (§3.1.3) include tense

(and some related notions) and valence-changing morphemes, given in Table B.4.

5Although the third person neutral is null-marked, the first and second person neutral mood forms are non-null. In the
IGT, I do not actually gloss third person neutral with a J, out of an aversion to inserting unpronounced items into an analysis,
and due to the fact that my implemented grammar does not make use of null-marked elements in the gloss line.

6The article in Nuuchahnulth is also part of the mood complex, occupying the same morphological position and com-
plementary with the other moods. More on this can be found in Inman (2018).



Table B.4: Tense, valence-changing, and other clausal morphemes

meaning  gram morph

now Now | =laX

future FUT | =Paaqi, =lagh
past PST =mit
habitual HAB | =raata
plural” PL =Pat
causative | CAUS | =lap

passive® PASS | =lat
possessive | POSS | =rak, =uk
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The “now” morpheme (Now) should not be understood as a simple present, as it is often used in

conjunction with the past and future tense, and can occur in a sentence that takes place at any time. It

indicates that an event is occurring next in a sequence, and that the current clause is the next in some

progression.

B.3.4 Other predicative morphemes

There are other elements that modify predicates in some way: the linker, and the root-maker or stem

formative. The linker is described in detail in Chapter 5. The stem formative -q (STEM) is used to create

a bound root from a free word so that certain affixes can attach. Examples are saantiquwit ‘church’, from

the word saantii ‘Sunday’ + -uwit ‘indoor room’. There is also himwicaqyak ‘myth’, from himwiéa ‘myth

telling’ + -yak ‘instrument, device for. Although it is restricted to verbs (unlike the linker and the stem

formative), I include reciprocal -(c)staf in this list.

“This plural is separate from the plural that occurs as part of the mood portmanteaus, and may refer to the plurality of

the subject or object of the verb. It is the only way to express the plurality of a dropped third person subject.

8The passive morpheme is also used for inalienable possession and generic statements. I do not gloss it differently ac-

cording to its use.
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Table B.5: Predicate-bound morphemes

meaning gram morph
linker LINK | -(q)h
root-maker | STEM | -q
reflexive RECP | -(c)stat

B35 Augmentative and diminutive

Nuuchahnulth has two augmentatives and at least two diminutives. The -SS.(g)ag augmentative
straightforwardly means ‘big’ while the -LS.sa augmentative has a broader augmentative meaning, in-
cluding ‘real, ‘true) and ‘very’ I give the more common -sa the AuGi label. The diminutives have no

appreciable difference in meaning, so I gloss both as pim.

Table B.6: Augmentative and diminutive

meaning gram morph

augmentative (“real”) | AuG1 | -LS.sa
augmentative (“big”) | AuGz | -8S.(q)ag
diminutive pim | (¢k), -7is

B.3.6 Semantically empty roots

Many suffixes in Nuuchahnulth contain complex semantic content, and often attach to semantically
light or meaningless roots. Two semantically contentless roots are used in such cases: hita-/hina- and
?u-.

The root 7u- is used in place of an object for transitive suffixes to attach to. Many transitive verbs
in Nuuchahnulth are suffixes that may attach to the first syntactic word of their direct object (§3.1.4.1).
In lieu of attaching to their object, these suffixes may attach to semantically empty ?u- instead. After
attaching to 7u-, the direct object of the verb may be expressed as a separate word, or dropped altogether.

Because of its nature as a “placeholder” for a syntactic object, I use X as the gloss for this morpheme.
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(324) fumtnaak

fumt-na‘k
name-have

‘having a name’

(325) runaak fumt-ii
Pu-nak fumt-i-
x-have name-NMLZ

‘having a name’

The roots hita-/hina-° are more unpredictable in their distribution. They tend to be a place of at-
tachment for location suffixes (§3.1.4.3), although occasionally other suffixes can attach to them.!® To

distinguish these grams from 7u- X, I gloss this root as EMPTY, as can be seen in (326, 327).

(326)  hitagsii
hita-qsiz
EMPTY-in.a.vessel.MO

‘enter into a vessel’

(327) hinutta

hina-ulta

EMPTY-out.of.canoe

‘get out of the canoe’

9There appears to be no way to predict whether Aita- or hina- is used for a particular word, although there is a clear
phonological resemblance.

10An example is hiniic ‘carry’, hina-iic.
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Table B.7: Semantically empty roots

meaning gram  morph
— EMPTY | hita, hina
— X ’u

B.3.7 Deictics

Nuuchahnulth dialects each have a set of demonstrative deictics. In the Central, Northern, and
Kyuquot-Checleseht dialects there are six: four locative deictics and two non-locative deictics. The
Barkley dialect only has one non-locative deictic: the topical deictic, and so has five altogether. For
the locative deictics I use a numbering scheme 1-4, with 1 being the closest and 4 the furthest away. For
the shared topical deictic I use DTOP, and DDYN for the topical ‘this. This distinction among deictics

originates from Werle (2015). I use the Central deictics to demonstrate the glossing schema below.

Table B.8: Deictics, Central dialect

meaning gram morph
this D1 Pahkuu
that by you D2 Pahnii
that D3 haayahi
that (far) D4 huuyahi
this (dynamic) | DDYN | hiyahi
that (topical) | pTOP | Pah?aa




