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ABSTRACT

In this thesis I discuss the semantic basis of the morphological form of predicates
in Nte?képmx, a Northern Interior Salish language. Intransitive and transitive use of
roots in Nte?képmx is morphologically marked; intransitives use a set of primary affixes
and transitives use a set of transitivizers. I document the behavior of these morpho-
syntactic affixes with a subset of the predicates of Nte?képmx to determine what is
optional, what is obligatory and what is blocked. I link this to an analysis of argument
structure of predicates and subsequently create a classification of predicate types.

I present an overview of the intransitive and transitive morphology of Nieképmx
in Chapter One. In Chapter Two I discuss current literature regarding the syntactic and
semantic diagnostics of unaccusative and unergative verbs. I create a semantic
classification of the set of roots, and discuss the behavior of roots with morpho-syntactic
affixes to determine the diagnostic potential of the affixes. In Chapter Three I discuss the
potential of an intransitive-transitive classification of roots.

The data show that there is an unergative and unaccusative distinction in the
language, specific aspectual morpho-syntactic diagnostics distinguish unaccusatives and
causative and desiderative distinguish unergatives. The traditional analyses of Salish
languages as having a majority of unaccusative roots and no underlying transitives is

confirmed.
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INTRODUCTION

Nie?képmx (also known as Thompson River Salish, or Thompson in the linguistic
literature) is a Northern Interior Salish Language spoken in an area of British Columbia
bounded by the communities of Spuzzum, Lytton, Merritt and Kamloops.

Comprehensive documentation and initial theoretical work has been done on
Nie?képmx by Laurence C. and M. Terry Thompson working primarily in conjunction
with the late Annie York of Spuzzum (Thompson and Thompson 1980, Thompson 1985,
Thompson and Thompson 1992). Other published work includes an analysis of
narratives and other work on discourse by Steven M. Egesdal (Egesdal 1992), a
comparative study of subordination in Salish that includes N{e?képmx data, and other
work by Paul D. Kroeber (Kroeber 1991). Continuing work on prosodic phenomena is
being done by Mandy Jimmie (Jimmie, to appear).

At the local level, the language is being taught in an adult Basic Education class
in Lytton by Mamie Henry (Mestanta Technical Institute), and in Merritt by Mandy
Jimmie (Secwépcmc Centre). A book of stories and biographical information has been
compiled by Darwin Hanna (Hanna to appear).

This work is based on data from a number of sources produced by Thompson
and Thompson: a grammar ‘The Thompson Language’ (1992), drafts of a Thompson-
English dictionary (1979 and 1990) and an English-Thompson list (1987), and a text
"Push-Back-Sides-of-His-Hair" (1990). These materials were supplemented by
consultation with Dorothy Ursaki (originally of Spences Bridge and now of New

Westminister - henceforth DU). The database under discussion is therefore characteristic



largely of the Spuzzum and Spences Bridge dialects. This work has benefitted from
additional discussions with Mandy Jimmie and Nora Jimmie of Merritt (Field Methods,
University of British Columbia (1987-88)), and Beatrice Hanna of Langley (originally of
Lytton).

The focus of this thesis is a discussion of the semantic basis of transitivity
alternations in N¥e?képmx. Intransitive and transitive use of roots in Nie?képmx is
morphologically marked; most intransitives use a set of primary affixes, and virtually all
transitives use a set of transitive extensions in combination with a transitive morpheme.
Roots do not take all possible intransitive and transitive derivational affixation. The
purpose of this work is to document which derivational affixes are allowed with a set of
predicates to determine what is optional, what is obligatory, and what is blocked. It will
then be determined whether this can be linked in a principled way to an analysis of the
argument structure of predicates. This will lead to a classification of predicate types.

In Chapter One, I present an overview of the intransitive and transitive
morphology of Nie?képmx. Chapter Two contains a discussion of current literature
regarding syntactic and semantic diagnostics of unaccusative and unergative verbs. I
apply the semantic diagnostics to a set of Née?képmx roots, and discuss the behavior of
roots with a set of morpho-syntactic diagnostics to determine if they can elucidate
underlying structure. Nie?képmx signals changes in event structure by adding
morphology. I assume that argument structure can be derived from an interaction
between the Thematic Hierarchy and an Aspectual/Causal Hierarchy. The thematic

structure of a root is invariant, but there can be multiple event-structure possibilities for



a given thematic structure. The argument structure determines which argument fills deep
structure object and deep structure subject. In Chapter Three I discuss the potential of
an intransitive/transitive classification of roots in N¢e?képmx. Chapter Four contains
conclusions and recommendations for future work.

My primary set of data is the subset of roots in Nte?képmx that can appear as
free form intransitives in a main sentence. This group of roots cross-cuts the broad
semantic categories found in the literature. I document the morpho-syntactic processes

available to this subset of roots and compare the behavior of a set of bound roots.



CHAPTER ONE
1.0 Overview of Nie?képmx Morphology

Nie?képmx' (henceforth N¥) words are created using a lexicon of roots, lexical
suffixes and a finite set of derivational affixes and pronominal affixes.

Thompson and Thompson (1990, 1992)* have documented aproximately 2000 of
the roots in N¥. Roots are the content morphemes of the language expressing concepts,
processes, events, and states. They are comparable to English nouns and verbs. However,
it is important to note that in Salish languages there is no clear consensus of a noun-verb
distinction corresponding to the distinction found in English (Kuipers 1968, Kinkade

1983, Demers and Jelinek 1984, Hess and van Eijk 1985, Thompson and Thompson

1. N/¥eTkép=mx is the native term for the language in use in the Lytton-Spences Bridge area (Darwin
Hanna pc). Thompson and Thompson (1992) note that there is no single term that encompasses the entire
speech community, "although n¥e?képmx is sometimes extended for that purpose”. The term "designates the
people of the central part of the territory" (Thompson and Thompson 1992:1). The prefix n- is a locative,
=mx is a lexical suffix meaning ’people’. The stem is "etymologically obscure™ (Thompson & Thompson
1992:1)

2. Because much of the data I am using is from these existing sources, for the sake of uniformity I use the
phonemic transcription, parsing strategies and set of morphological markings laid out in Thompson and
Thompson (1992). Language materials in use at band schools in Lytton and a forthcoming collection of
stories use a phonemically based spelling system created by Randy Bouchard. Thompson and Thompson
(1992:197-198) contains a table comparing the two spelling systems.

For reference, the core set of the Thompson’s morphological markings is reproduced here.
In a complex form in N¥e?kepmx,
Marker denotes a(n)

[.

infix
underlying root
surface stem of a root
non-reduplicating suffix
reduplicating suffix
= lexical suffix (lexical forms incorporated into the stem/base)

A double set of markers (-= or --) signifies secondary derivation.

Thompson and Thompson (1990, 1992) use [...] in the gloss to mark explanatory material such as
context, and (...) to denote optional material, usually an implied object.

1 \gh:_‘
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1992). A more neutral term for the discussion of lexical forms in Nt is predicate.

All roots® can be used to create predicates. The majority of roots express
actions, events or states. With the exception of the small set of seventy-four free form
roots* (see Appendix 1) which have a main intransitive form without affixation (but
allow stative and out of control affixes), roots require primary affixation to create simple
intransitives. All roots combine with the set of derivational transitivizers to create

transitive predicates.” Reciprocal and reflexive forms are complex intransitives that are

3. Throughout this work I will use VCVC- to denote a bound root. Free forms and surface derived forms
will have no marking on them.
The following Thompson and Thompson (1992) set of abbreviations for morpheme glosses is used:

MDL middle suffix RLT relational
INC inchoative ST stative
AUT autonomous LCL  locative
DRV directive NOM nominalizer

CAU  causative
Where the underlying form of transitivizers and pronominal affixes is masked by phonological processes and
third person is a zero morph (Section 1.2) the surface breakdown of forms does not always conform to a
morpheme by morpheme gloss. Rather than use zero morphemes in the transcription I employ the
combinations 3\3, 3\1sg. 1sg\2pl etc. to designate what pronominal object and subject are.

4. There is a set of forms that I consider more nominal, which brings the number of free forms up to
aproximately one hundred of the two thousand items documented in the database. I will deal with a subset
of free forms. This set is comprised of the forms that were known to Dorothy Ursaki and accepted as free
form intransitives.

5. There are phonological processes that mask the underlying forms of affixes. This is especially relevant
in the case of transitive predicates which contain concatenations of the transitivizers (directive -n-t-,
indirective -xi-t-, causative -s-t-, and relational -min-t-) and pronominal affixes.

In these combinations, the loss of vowels in unstressed syllables leads to the loss of the transitive morpheme
/-t/ or to the simplification of resultant clusters, and to effects on the /-n/ of the directive and relational
suffixes.

For the purposes of this discussion it is important to note that in general,

t >0 n’,s _ nsx"
s --> ¢
cs -->¢
tt -->t
and continued



formed on transitive stems.

There are roots that have limited productivity. For example, forms such as q*zém
‘moss’ and tinx ‘sinew’ allow only a minimal number of derived (nominal) forms. There
is no consistent morphological means of distinguishing between nominals and predicate
in N+.° These more nominal forms will not be discussed in detail in this work.
1.1 The Pronominal System

Salish languages can be described as pronominal argument languages (Jelinek
1984, 1985).7 Predicates are complex forms with obligatory affixal or clitic marking of
verbal arguments. Nominals corresponding to the verbal argument suffixes are optional.
Adjoining nominals can be marked as direct, oblique or locative.® Although there is
much variation, preferred word order is VOS (Kinkade 1990: 341, Matthewson 1993: 2-
3).

In Ni, intransitive forms mark a single argument, although often a second is
implied. A nominal corresponding to subject is marked with the direct marker /e/ or /4/,

an implied object (unmarked on the predicate) is marked with the oblique marker /te/

n -->0 mm’___ st

X
n -->e before a homorganic obstruent
np --> ne

(Thompson & Thompson 1992:35-43)
See Thompson & Thompson (1992) for a more complete overview of phonological processes.

6. One means of distinguishing nominals from predicates is that all nominals require a middle affix to form
an active predicate, whereas not all active and stative roots do.

7. See Mattina (1993) for another point of view.

8. Locatives will not be discussed in this work.



or /X’e/, as in 1-2:

1.

q¥c-5¢c e tmix”
vmove-OC3 DIR earth
It is an earthquake

X’4¢-t kn to CiX’
Jsticky-IM 1sg  OBL  pitch
I got stuck up with pitch

Transitives mark two arguments, which surface as syntactic subject and object. Both are

marked with a direct marker, as can be seen in examples 3 and 4.

3.

qéy’-es e s/miakVe?-s
shoot-DRV-0-3\3 DIR NOM/friend-3psv
he shot his friend

n/k¥an’-cém-s e q“u?
LOC-J/poison-DRV\1ob-3 DIR water
the water poisoned me

Ditransitive predicates are associated with two objects, one of which is not overtly

marked on the predicate. Direct marks what in English glosses would correspond to the

indirect object, as in examples 5 through 7:

5.

qVéc-ne to s/rax=4ans
Viill-3\1sg OBL NOM-/eat
I filled him up with food

u?ex pték“¢-xo-ne to s/ptéki-s
AUX story-IND-3\1sg OBL  NOM;/story-3psv.
I am telling it for him, his story (347c)

mas-x-t-x" e smidec to s-/zélt-s
Jsmash-IND-2sg. DIR woman OBL NOM-/dish-3psv.
you smashed the woman’s dish

This is a characteristic of all Salish languages (Mattina 1993).

The Nt system of pronominal affixation can express a maximum of two arguments

on the predicate. Intransitives in simple (main) clauses are marked by the use of

indicative enclitics to mark person and number of the single argument (Example 2).
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Transitives and ditransitives utilize sets of distinct subject and object suffixes in VOS
order (Examples 3 through 7). There is a separate set of suffixes that mark indefinite
subjects, in what have been termed ‘passive’ or ‘indefinite’ forms, used in conjunction
with the regular set of object affixes. There is also a set of genitive/possessive pronominal
markers used with nominals and to express arguments of predicates in nominalized
subordinate clauses. The pronominal paradigms relevant to the discussion are
summarized in Table 1 below.

Table 1: Personal Pronominal Markers

Intransitive Transitive Suffixes
Clitics
(Indicative) Object Subject Indefinite Subject
Sg.
1. kn -sém -(é)ne/-n -séy-me
-sey/ -si -si-me
2. k% -s(i) -(&x” -s(i)-t,
_nxw
PL
1 kt -€y/ -i -€m -€y-t
-(e)t -i-t
2. kp -lym/-im -(é)p -liym-et,
-im-et
Gen
3. 0 0 -(é)s, -0-(é)m
-es

(Thompson 1985:407)
1.2 Simple Intransitive Predicates
The majority of roots in Nt are bound forms (Examples 1-4, 5, and 7) that never

surface in unsuffixed form. Only a minimal set of the 1800-2000 roots documented by



Thompson and Thompson (1990, 1992) are free form intransitives.
The basic template for intransitive bases and primary/secondary affixation’ in N¢
is presented in the following table, along with relevant examples. Material in parentheses

is optional.

Table 2: Template for Simple Intransitive Predicates
(PREFIX)-[VROOT(-REDUP.)=(LEXICALSUFFIX)], .,p-(1/2 AFFIXATION)

es- -VC -op/[-2-]10 -mémn
stative out-of-control inchoative (INC) desiderative
(ST) (0C) -t (DESID)
immediate (IM)
_éyx
autonomous (AUT)
-ome
middle (MDL)
Examples of Simple Intransitive Predicates

STATIVE

8. Tes-péw-t
ST-Vswell.up-IM
swollen

OUT OF CONTROL

9. %e q“4z-z kn

ANT J(sweat-OC 1s
I might sweat (342c)!!

INCHOATIVE
10.  =n-5p
Vshiver-INC

shiver, feel cold, chilly

9. I discuss only a subset of affixes that create intransitive forms in N#. These are the most relevant to the

discussion because their use is regular and they are common in the data. There are a number of other
aspectual affixes but examples of their use is limited, although they are productive. See Thompson and
Thompson (1992) for a complete overview.

10. The alternates for Inchoative distinguish between strong (stressed) roots /-?-/ and weak (unstressed)
roots /-op/. Because glottalization in N¢ can come from a number of sources, my discussion of inchoative
will focus primarily on forms created from weak roots with the suffix /-sp/, although see Section 2.53 for
some examples with /-7-/.

11. Examples that have numbers in parentheses are elicitation forms from DU. The number refers to their
listing in my field notes. Examples from other consultants have initials. ‘Sf stands for suggested form.

-9.



IMMEDIATE

11, péw-t
Vswell.up-IM
swell up, swollen

AUTONOMOUS

12, péw-ix
Vswell.up-AUT

[of snake, toad] puff up, swell up
MIDDLE
13. ?4?e-me

Vlullaby-MDL
sing lullaby
FREE FORM
14.  xVesit kn

Jwalk 1sg.cl
I walked (221)
DESIDERATIVE
15.  x"esit-mémn kn
Vwalk-DESID 1sg
I want to walk

1.2.1 Primary Affixes

This section deals with the most productive and common subset of the aspectual
and other affixes that create intransitive forms in N¥. These are primary affixes, because

they affix directly to the root or to stems (created by roots and lexical suffixes)'? to

create intransitives.

Many bound roots potentially take all primary affixes and transitivizers. Some may

have a second set of transitive derivations based on a single primary affix, as illustrated

below:

16.
Intransitive form
16.a. ki-3p
Vseparate-INC 3
it came apart

12. I will not discuss the nature of lexical suffixes in this work. See Thompson and Thompson (1992) for

an overview of these forms.

- 10 -



Transitive forms

16.b. ki-st-és
Jseparate-CAU-3\3
someone separates things

16.c. kot-p-st-és

Jseparate-INC-CAU-3\3
someone manages to detach something

There is a small set of roots, as in 17, that allow only one primary affix; all other
derivation is based on this base rather than on the root.
17.

Intransitive forms

17.a. %e/?ay-m’

AFF/laugh-MDL
laugh, smile

17.b.  ?e/tuy-m-i¢
AFF/J1augh-MDL-habitual
always laughing

Transitive form

17.c. ?e/?y-m-s-c
AFF/Vlaugh-MDL-CAU-3/3
make someone laugh

Thompson and Thompson (1992) divides intransitive affixes into two groups
reflecting aspectual function and ‘voice’ (defined as "specifying varying relationships
between states and actions and their subjects (1992:99)). These can be regarded as
distinguishing affixes that mark agentivity. They classify primary affixes as plus, minus,
or unmarked for the feature of agent control depending upon whether they affect the
agency of a root’s arguments (See Chapter Two for further discussion).

Aspectual affixes are discussed as referring to static (henceforth stative) or
dynamic events. Stative aspects have an emphasis on a resultant state rather than on a

change of state.
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Immediate /-t/, as shown in 18 through 20, designates states and actions that have
just gone into effect, and impending states or action. It can also designate general

characteristics of things.

18. a. b. C.
Viiq- 2iq’-t ?iq’-m
Jscrape.skin Vscrape-IM Jscrape-MDL
scraped off to scrape hair off deerhide

[hair of buckskin]

19. Jnik’- nik’-t nik’-m
Jeut Jeut-IM Jeut-MDL
get cut cut s.t.
20. ix- ix-t ?ix-m
Jscratch/stripe Jscratch-IM Jscratch-MDL
be scratched/ make a stroke/
make scratch noise stripe

Stative /2es-/ designates completed actions and states where the event
precipitating the change of state is more remote, as shown in 21 through 23. Statives are

also used for descriptives, including permanent qualities of objects and for stating

possession.
21. a. b. C.
Vpuys- Pes/piys piys-t-x*
Vkill ST-Vkill 3 Vkill-TR?-3/2ag
he’s been killed you kill him
22. Vkbi- Pes/kdd
Jseparate ST-Jseparate
detached
23. Ni il Pes/x ak™
Jburst ST-Jburst

already burst

Many free form roots can also be found with alternate intransitive forms created with

stative /?es-/.

-12 -



24. a b

r9q%e? Pes/70q%e?
Jdrink 3 ST-Vdrink 3
he is drinking he is drunk
25. a. b. C.
2écq” kn wi? 2écq™-t es-/26cq”
Jbake 1sg EMP Vbake-IM ST-Vbake
I baked (just) baked (already) baked (410al)

It is possible to get combinations of the stative aspects.

26. a. b.
Jiyax™- Pes/?yx"-t
Jpit.steam ST-Vpit.steam-IM

it is already steamed
Inchoative /-2-/ or /-ap/ is one of the dynamic aspects. The two allomorphs are
conditioned by root strength; /-?-/ is infixed into strong roots (underlying stress) and /-ap/
is suffixed to weak (no underlying stress) roots. This affix marks a developing or
changing event that occurs without the intervention of an agent. Noises, natural

phenomena, and some involuntary bodily processes are often marked by inchoative.

27. a. b. C.
Vki- k¢-4p ?es/kdt
Jseparate Jseparate-INC 3 ST-Jseparate
it comes apart apart, off, detached
28. a. b. c.
Jpéw- pl?)éw péw-ix
Vswell JVswell-INC Vswell-AUT
begin to swell [of toad] swell, puff up

Free form intransitives are not found with inchoative alternates.

Middle /-ome/ marks states and activities in which there is an agent subject.
Middle forms tend to be continuing or progressive. It is the most common primary affix,
and is used to create an intransitive from what would be considered nominal forms (see

Appendix 1). With many middle intransitives there appears to be an implied non-specific

-13 -



object. In other cases there is a reflexive reading. Many characteristic functions and
activities of animates and objects are middle intransitives. Some examples of derivations
with the middle affix are:

29. Jk¢=ékst-m
Jseparate=hand-MDL 3
he lets go (of something)

30. Jck-3m

Vpush-MDL 3

he pushes/propels himself
31. Jon-3m

Jring-MDL 3

[bell] rings, [clock] strikes
Free form roots (with minor exceptions) do not allow middle affixation.

Autonomous /-oyx/ references actions controlled by a specific agent (usually
+human). It also marks lexical items related to posture and movement, and to some

inanimate states (dynamic).

32. a. b. C.
Jq¥éc- qVe-iyx q%c-5c e tmix"
Jmove move-AUT 3 vmove-OC DIR earth
move about, carthquake

set out [person]

33. a. b.
Jeaq¥- caq™-ix
Jred/brown Jred/brown-AUT 3

[berries] turn red, ripen
Free form roots do not take autonomous affixation.
Out of Control /-VC-/ indicates that an event or a state has developed without an
obvious cause, spontaneously or with the intervention of an agent that is not ‘in-focus’
in the discourse. It can also have an ‘exceptional volition’ reading, where the act has

taken persistence or requires a special skill on the part of the protagonist. This
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reduplicative affix is quite productive in Salish languages (Carlson and Thompson 1982).
In Nt it adds to both agentive and patient-oriented roots. When it is added to strongly
agentive roots, it usually results in an intransitive with an ‘exceptional volition’ agent
reading. Thompson and Thompson (1992) note the significance of out-of-control creating
a non-volitional patient form with some agentive roots (1992:57). I will return to this

point in Chapter Two. Some forms that exemplify the split are:

34.  4a%=4n[-n]s kn
Veat[-OC] 1sg (+ctl)
I manage to eat (agent oriented out-of-control form)

35. téw-u kn
Jsell.to 1sg (+ctl)
I get sold (something), someone sells me something (patient oriented)

The out of control affix is quite productive and is used with both bound and free form
roots.

A single secondary affix, desiderative /-mémn/ is presented in this work. This suffix
attaches directly to roots, is not found in combination with the primary affixes, and is
never used as a base for lexical suffixation. Therefore I designate this a secondary affix.
As can be seen in the examples below, desiderative marking primarily creates intransitive
forms with the semantics of ‘want X'.

36.  xVesit-mémn kn I want to walk (235sf)
Jwalk-DESID 1sg

37.  nes-mémn kn I want to go
Jgo-DESID 1sg

38.  naq”-mémn kn I want to steal (265 sf)
Jsteal-DESID 1sg

These forms can be transitivized by adding the transitive /-t/ or by adding causative or
indirective suffixes. There are no data on relational use (see Section 2.5.7).
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1.3 Transitive Predicates

Transitive predicates are created by the addition of an extension (-n- directive ,-s-
causative, -min- relational, or -xi- indirective) in sequence with the transitive affix (-t- TR)
to a stem.” In this work these combinations are referred to as transitivizers and can be
considered to be unitary forms (i.e. (-n-t-) = directive). Some combinations of extensions
are possible; these are min-xit, min-st, xi-st. The two argument positions are marked by
pronominal suffixes following the transitivizer. The transitivizers are listed below in
Table 3.
1.3.1 Transitivizing Suffixes

Table 3: Template for Transitive Predicates

[BASE]-(EXTENSIONS)-TRANSITIVE-OBJECT-SUBJECT

1 -t DRV

- -t- CAU

-xi -t- IND

-min -t- RLT
-min-s -t- RLT CAU
-xi-s -t- IND CAU
-min-xi -t- RLT IND

The formation of a directive transitive (DRV) with /-n-t-/ denotes a transitive with
a subject (Agent) and a direct object (Patient/Theme). These forms usually indicate
intentional punctual actions. This transitivizer is barred from attaching to some roots (for
example, roots like q?ém ‘[of baby] nurse’). With other roots it forces a change in

semantics (for example, zoq" ‘die’, analyzed as a patient-oriented root by Thompson and

13. There is a closed set of roots that may occur with just the transitivizer /-t-/. However, reflexive and
reciprocal forms based on directive transitives of these roots often have the full extension /-n-t-/.

14. See Table 1.

15. Abbreviations will be defined below.
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Thompson (1992), becomes zoq“-e-s ‘kill something’. Some examples of roots with

directive are:

39.

40.

41.

74q¥e?-ne I drank it (MJ24b)!6

Jdrink-DR-3/1sg

k%is-e-s drop something, let fall intentionally, throw down
Viall.drop-DRV-3/3

coqV-t-es he writes it [a letter]

Jwrite-TR-3/3

Causative transitives (CAU) created with /-s-t-/ are the most common of the

transitive predicates. In general, in the case of roots with a clear actor in the

corresponding intransitive form, the causative transitive reads that there is someone

affecting that actor. In forms where there is a non-agent in the corresponding intransitive

form, the causative has an accidental causation reading, as can be seen in the forms

below. Some forms allow both readings, as can be seen in examples 44a and 44b.

42.

43.

44.a.

44.b.

Pq¥e?-s-t-p you people give him something to drink (cause him to
Jdrink-CAU-0-3/2pl drink), give/serve drinks to someone

nés-s-t-x" you were able to take him along (MJ26a)
Jgo-CAU-3/2sg

k"i(s)-s-c drop something accidentally
Viall.drop-CAU-3/3

kVis-s-cm-s she caused me to fall
JHall.drop-CAU-10bj-3/3

The indirective transitivizer (IND) of the form /-xi-t-/ has also been referred to

in comparative Salish literature as a benefactive or applicative (Mattina 1993, Carlson

1980, Kinkade 1980, Thompson and Thompson 1980), and can be compared to the

16. MJ = Mandy Jimmie.
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English preposition *for’. It marks ditransitive predicates where the object pronoun refers

to an indirect/oblique object and there is an unrealized implied object.

45.

46.

47.

2iq¥e?x-c drink a beverage belonging to someone, somebody drank some
Jdrink-IND-3/3 drink of yours (MJ24e)
k%is-xa-ne I dropped it to him (intentionally)

Jdrop.fall-IND-3/1

c’oq’V-xi-t-€s he writes [a letter] to/for someone
Jwrite-IND-3/3

Forms created with the relational transitivizer (REL) /-min-t-/ have semantics that

are very hard to pin down. Thompson and Thompson describe it as refering to ‘objects

toward which the subject is moving, or in relation to which the action is accomplished’

(1992:73). It provides transitives for many stems that cannot otherwise be transitivized.

The meaning of predicates created with /-min-t/ are often abstract.

48.

49.

coq’-min-s he ran into him (NJ531)

Vhit/throw-REL-3/3

ce?x"-min-s be happy to see someone, appreciate/ be grateful for something
Vhappy-REL-3/3 (p36D)

Some combinations of transitivizers are possible. Causative occurs with indirective

and relational. Relational and indirective can combine as ‘min-xit’ but not as ‘xit-min’.

Combinations with directive are not allowed.

50.

51.

52.

nés-min-s-t-x" you were able to bring it there (MJ26b)
JVgo-REL-CAU-TR-3/2sg

nés-xi-t-s-t-x* you brought it there for him (MJ26d)'7
Jgo-IND-CAU-3/2sg

ce?x%-mi-x-c congratulate someone (about something), appreciate/ be
Vhappy-RLT-IND-TR-3/3 grateful for something

17. This form is problematic because it contains two instances of the transitivizer t and no reduction of the
vowel in -xi-.

- 18 -



1.4 Complex Intransitives: Reflexives and Reciprocals

Reciprocals and reflexives in N¢ have complex internal structure. They are lexical
forms, as they are based on transitive affixes, but take the intransitive clitics to mark the
(linked) single argument. The template for the structure of complex intransitives is given

below in Table 4 with accompanying examples.

Table 4: Template for Complex Intransitives

[BASE}-(EXTENSION(S))-TRANS.-RECIP./REFL. CLITIC

-n- -t- -wax™/-sut
-min- -t-

Xi- t-

-S- -t-

-min-s-t-

Examples of Reciprocal forms:'®

53, KVux™s-e-t-wax™ be jealous of each other
Jjealous-DRV-TR-RECIP 3

54. xok-s-t-wax" know each other
Jknow-CAU-TR-RECIP 3

55.  zu-min-t-wax" help each other (NJ21)"
Jtake care of-RLT-TR-RECIP 3

56.  xcxit-waw'x" kt we bet for one another, placed
Vbet-IND-RECIP 1pl bets for one another (14a)

57.  ?es-zu-min-s-t-wax" take care of/guide one another

Jtake care of-RLT-CAU-TR-RECIP 3

S8. témon kas ¢uk’¥-min-s-t-waw’x" kp don’t you remember each other?
vhook-RLT-CAU-TR-RECIP 2pl (18d, MJ15)

18. All my examples are of reciprocals for ease of comparison. Reflexive forms are very common. See
Thompson & Thompson (1992).

19. NJ = Nora Jimmie.
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1.4.1 Re-transitivized Predicates

Reflexive and reciprocal intransitives can serve as the base for the addition of the
relational and causative transitivizers. As the examples below show, causative is the most
commonly used re-transitivization. There do not appear to be any re-transitivizations
based on causative reflexives or reciprocals in the data base, nor could this combination
be elicited. Below in Table 5 is the template of the structure of re-transitivized forms

with accompanying examples.

Table 5: Template for Re-transitivized Forms

[BASE]-EXTENSION-TR.-RECIP.(/REF).-EXTENSION-TRANS.-OBJECT-SUBJECT

-n -t -wax® - -t
-min -t waxy s -t
xi -t wax¥ s -t
-n -t wax®¥  -m -t

Examples of Re-transitivized Reciprocals:

59.  x(o)c-e-t-wax"-s-t-x¥ you bet with him
Vbet-DRV-TR-RECIP-CAU-TR-3/2sg

60.a x’q%-e-t-wiwx" to fight each other (19a)
JTight-DRV-TR-RECIP 3

60.b x’q"V-e-t-wawx"-s-cm-s he made us fight each other, it was his idea
Jight-DRV-TR-RECIP-CAU-TR-1sg/3 that I fought this person (19b)

61. nok’-n-t-waw’x" -s-cm-s that person caused me to change something
Jexchange-DRV-TR-RECIP-CAU-TR-1sg/3 with him (MJ22)

62. ?¢ok’V-min-t-wa’xV-s-cm-s someone caused us to remember each
Vhook-RLT-TR-RECIP-CAU-TR-1sg/3 other (MJ16)

63. XoC-Xi-t-waw’x"-§-t-€-s he made us bet against each other
Jbet-IND-TR-RECIP-CAU-TR-1pl/3 (14d)

64. x’qV-e-t-waw’x"-m-t-yxs two people fighting over one person

JTight-DRV-TR-RECIP-RLT-TR-3/3pl.emph
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65. nok’-n-t-waw’x"-min-s someone was able to trade/exchange a
Jexchange-DRV-TR-RECIP-RLT-(TR)?-3/3 particular thing (MJ23)

There was one questionable form elicited that re-transitivized with the indirective,
but this form also requires a causative. It was problematic in a number of ways: in terms
of stress, in the vowel in the indirective not being reduced, and because there was no
coalescence of /t-s/. I could not duplicate this form in elicitation with my primary
consultant.

66.  nok’-n-t-waw'x"-xit-s-cm-s he caused me to change something for him
Jexchange-DRV-TR-RECIP-IND-CAU-1-3.ag (MJ22a)

Re-transitivization is a productive process, but not a commonly used one.

Consultants prefer to give nominalized bi-clausal forms of the type:

67. ?exe john pattu an-s/naq” my stealing was John’s work (267a)
JVwork PSV-NOM-steal

The pronominal arguments marked on the re-transitivized forms often differ from what
is expected. For example, in 60.b and 62, one might expect the object to be plural. With
respect to the semantics of retransitivized forms, semantic judgements by consultants are
not as clear as for plain reflexives and reciprocals. Note also that in examples 56 versus
63, reference of the indirective changes from benefactive to malefactive.
1.5 Discussion

This overview of the morphology of N¢ predicates raises a number of points. In
the creation of intransitives there is a distinction between bound roots that require
primary affixation and roots that surface as free form intransitives. The latter (with minor
exceptions) do not take the majority of primary affixes (immediate, autonomous, middle,

and inchoative) but specific roots do allow the stative /?es-/ and out of control affixation.
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These points will be discussed in Chapter Two.

Looking at the productivity of transitivizers it can be seen that causative and
relational are different in nature from directive and indirective. Thompson and
Thompson (1992) records causative as the most commonly used transitivizer. Intransitive
stems (root plus primary affix) are usually transitivized with causative or relational;
directive transitivization of these forms is exceptionally rare, indirective transitivizations
are only slightly less so. The data from re-transitivized forms in the examples above also
show causative to be generally productive. Relational has a different nature from that
of causative. It is not used as regularly, although it has a greater range than directive and

indirective. These points will be addressed in Chapter Three.
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CHAPTER TWO

2.0 Intransitive Forms of N{e?képmx Roots
2.1 Introduction

In theory, the difference in productivity of the intransitive affixes in N¥ can be
linked to differences in underlying argument structure of lexical items. Indeed, there has
been a great deal of cross-linguistic work (Perlmutter 1978, Perlmutter and Rosen 1984,
Grimshaw 1987, Levin and Rappaport 1989) documenting and discussing what is termed
the split-intransitive hypothesis, a syntactic distinction between two classes of intransitive
forms. Originally articulated as the Unaccusative Hypothesis (Perlmutter 1978) the split
distinguishes between unaccusative and unergative classes of lexical items. This distinction
is stated in terms of argument structure, as an unergative has a single agent argument,
and an unaccusative a single patient argument. This translates into a configurational
difference (unergatives have a subject generated at deep structure, unaccusatives have
a deep structure direct object) that has ramifications for the syntactic behavior of these
forms at the clause and sentence level. There are language-specific syntactic processes
serving as diagnostics to distinguish between the two classes of intransitives.
It has been noted across languages that lexical items that are recognized as unaccusative
and unergative tend to separate into regular semantic classes.

In this chapter I discuss the literature on semantic and syntactic diagnostics for
unaccusativity with particular attention to Gerdts’ (1991) discussion of unaccusativity in
Halkomelem Salish. I apply the semantic diagnostics to the set of Nt free forms to

distinguish two general classes of roots that are potentially unergative and unaccusative.
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I discuss the intransitive and transitive behavior of these roots to determine the
diagnostic potential of the transitive affixes and to determine if semantic classes match
with morphological marking.

2.2 Unaccusative and Unergative Intransitives

Semantic diagnostics of unaccusative versus unergative predicates distinguish
either agentivity (for example, actor volitionality) or inherent lexical aspect (for example,
the nature of and limits on the event specified by the predicate). Languages can vary
with respect to which parameter governs the split. Across languages, unergatives
generally refer to lexical items of volitional action, manner of motion with protagonist
control (for example ‘run’), manner of speaking and involuntary bodily processes, or
atelic activities (events with no clear endpoint). The semantic classes that are associated
with unaccusative are non-volitional actions, states (existing or happening), motion verbs
with no inherent protagonist control (for example ‘roll’), and psychological predicates.
Telic activities (events with defineable endpoints) such as verbs of motion with inherently
specified direction (for example, ‘arrive’) and predicates of duration also tend to be
unaccusative. (Grimshaw 1987, Levin and Rappaport 1989, Grimshaw 1990, Gerdts
1991:230)).

Syntactic diagnostics of unaccusativity are processes that distinguish between
unaccusatives and unergatives on the basis of their configuration. Passive is a diagnostic
in some languages, as it may apply to unergatives but not to unaccusatives. Other
syntactic diagnostics, such as auxiliary selection in Romance languages and there-insertion

in English, are considered to mark unaccusativity.
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There is however, evidence that the syntactic-semantic link is not a simple one.
There is the potential for unaccusative mismatches. A syntactic mismatch means that
syntactic diagnostics are actually sensitive to a specific semantic feature rather than an
argument configuration based on the correspondence between a set of features. Levin
and Rappaport (1989) refer to Zaenen’s (1988) discussion of Dutch, revealing that
prenominal perfect participles in Dutch modify telic intransitives rather than all
unaccusatives as a class. Zaenen also shows that impersonal passivization in Dutch
functions to distinguish verbs with protagonist control rather than the class of unergatives.
This type of result has led some researchers to consider that unaccusativity is not a
unified phenomenon and therefore there is no need for a syntactic distinction between
intransitives.

Semantic mismatches have been discussed by Rosen (1984), who notes that across
and within languages lexical items of the same semantic class can vary with respect to
their unaccusative and unergative properties. For example, she finds that the verb
translated as ‘die’ in Italian is unaccusative, but in Choctaw it is unergative. Within the
class of bodily process roots in Italian, some exhibit unergative behavior and others
unaccusative behavior.

These conflicting data show that syntactic configuration cannot be universally
predicted on the basis of general semantic class, and that syntactic diagnostics must be
carefully chosen to ensure that they indicate the entire class of unaccusatives rather than
a single semantic feature. Yet, I follow Gerdts (1991) who claims that ‘lexical semantics

can serve to suggest the class of a verb, with syntactic diagnostics verifying its assignment
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to a particular class’.

Gerdts discusses Halkomelem (Coast Salish) (henceforth Hk) data with respect
to two syntactic tests, desiderative and causative, that show there is some basis for
proposing that the unergative/unaccusative distinction is relevant to the grammar of the
language. Gerdts considers the morphological processes of causativization to be an
indicator of Causative Clause Union, a highly constrained rule in Hk requiring the
downstairs clause to be unergative. According to her analysis, desiderative morphology
marks multi-predicate clauses, where the suffix marks the addition of a predicate that
inherits the argument structure from the main predicate. This rule requires that the
‘cognizer’ referent of the desiderative is the subject of the main predicate. Her results
show that unergatives allow both causative and desiderative constructions, while
unaccusatives split into three subclasses: a group of process verbs that allow desiderative,
with a shift in semantics to a ‘future’ meaning, a group of state verbs that allow
causatives, with a shift in semantics to a ‘resultative’ meaning, and a group of mixed
process and state verbs that allow neither of the two constructions.

In the second part of the paper Gerdts presents evidence from derived statives
(addition of stative morphology) and derived processes (addition of inchoative
morphology). This evidence confirms her conclusions that causative and desiderative
together provide a syntactic test for distinguishing unergatives and unaccusatives and that
event structure plays a role in the classification of intransitive predicates in Hk.

Gerdts cites Hukari (1976) as noting that ‘the overwhelming majority of

Halkomelem roots are unaccusative (1991:237). Thus her data are composed of roots
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with primary affixation that appear as surface unergatives and unaccusatives.

One of the purposes of this paper is to observe the workings of causative and
desiderative affixation in N¢ to see if the processes are comparable to Hk. It is
noteworthy that in N¢ the desiderative marker is a secondary affix that adds directly to
the root or to stems formed with lexical affixation. I do not consider desiderative a
primary marker, because although it is in complementary distribution with the primary
affixes, it does not appear inside lexical suffixes, as they do. These forms are intransitive
and can be transitivized with the set of transitive affixes. In Hk, the desiderative affix
forming intransitive forms is attached outside the transitive affix /-t-/.

2.3 Semantic Features of Nie?képmx Roots and the Notion of Control

Thompson and Thompson (1992) consider roots in N¥ to be underlyingly
intransitive, with the majority being unaccusative or patient-oriented in nature. Rather
than selecting a set of ‘unsystematically selected intransitive verbs that [potentially]
involve suffixation’ (Gerdts 1991: 237) I have chosen as my database for this study the
subset of roots that can stand as free form intransitives. I chose this set on the
assumption that primary affixes might signal a change in argument structure, and
therefore confuse the issue of root argument structure.

This set of forms can be split into general classes according to the semantic
diagnostics cited above. This analysis can be motivated using evidence from the
Thompson and Thompson (1992) and Thompson (1985) analysis of the feature of control
in N¢. Thompson and Thompson discuss ‘patient-oriented’ and ‘agent-oriented’ roots in

Nt using the term control to characterize roots and some derivational affixes. The
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distinction indicates whether the subject of a predicate is in volitional control of the
action expressed by the root/stem.!

A brief summary of Thompson and Thompson (1992) and Thompson (1985)
follows. The semantics of control correspond to a subject’s degree of control over an
action or an event. Out-of-control entails an action that is accidental, spontaneous,
accomplished after much effort, or as a result of luck. Control marking means that the
subject is agent and acting with purpose or volition. Variations can specify that the
subject is acting with ‘self-interest’, or have other idiomatic meanings. All roots, lexical
suffixes, and grammatical affixes are either control, non-control or unmarked. Pronominal
suffixes and clitics are never marked. This is therefore a lexical feature of roots and
grammatical suffixes. The N¥ predicate with its combination of control-marked roots and
affixes is marked control or non-control according to a dominance hierarchy which
specifies the relative strength of the constituents. Intransitive and transitive predicates
depending on the combined control status of their constituents, are either unmarked,
marked for control, or marked out-of-control. The majority of roots in N¢ are assumed
to be non-control. Thompson and Thompson (1992) give a number of fifty control roots
in N¢. However, perusal of all sources found thirty one bound and free forms (see
Appendix 2). The analysis of control distinguishes the workings of the agentive
component (but not the aspectual element) discussed in the literature on the
unaccusative/unergative distinction.

In Nt intransitives there is no pronominal distinction made between lexical items

1. This use of the term control is not the configurational control of Government & Binding Theory.
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classified by Thompson and Thompson (1992) and Thompson (1985) as patient-oriented
and agent-oriented, as shown below:

PATIENT

1. qlilkn ...

Jangry 1sg (patient)

I was rather angry
2. .-xiyq’ kn

JHaint 1sg (patient)

...I fainted [yesterday\other context] (389a)
3. wiix"t

Jsnow 3 (non-agent)

it is snowing (257a,370a)

AGENT
4. pték™¢ kn u?ex
Jnarrate 1sg (agent) AUX
I am telling a story (347)
5. x"esit kt

Jwalk 1pl (agent)

we walked/travelled
6. shéw kn

Jyawn 1sg (non-patient)

I yawn (280a, 333)

To a large extent, I believe the distinction between unergative and unaccusative
intransitive predicates can be associated with the distinction made between control and
non-control roots, as shown in examples 1 through 6. This gives partial support to the
analysis of an unaccusative/unergative distinction; what is needed is evidence that the
aspectual part of the equation is also relevant in N4. I propose that the control features
of roots and derivational affixes as documented in Thompson and Thompson (1992) and
Thompson (1985) should be linked to agentivity, and may be subsumed into a distinction

between unaccusative and unergative use of predicates. Although the two systems do not

match precisely, for example involuntary bodily process roots are often non-control, and
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there is a single weather root that is marked control, it will be seen that these particular
root classes do not pattern with the agentive and stative forms which make up the bulk
of the data set.

In the following sections I propose to use the semantic categories from the
crosslinguistic literature on unaccusatives and unergatives, making special reference to
Thompson and Thompson’s notion of control to classify a representative subset of the
roots of N¢.

2.4 Preliminary Semantic Classification of Intransitive Roots

The following tables present preliminary semantic groupings of free forms and a
selected set of bound forms. The semantic criteria for this classification are 1) agentivity
as determined by the Thompson and Thompson (1992) analysis of control, 2) obvious
states and the telic/atelic distinction. The distinction will be motivated in the following
sections by applying a variety of morpho-syntactic tests (Sections 2.5.1-2.5.8).

Table 6 and table 7 group the free and bound forms in two sets under the major
headings of Unergatives and Unaccusatives according to the semantic criteria given
above, with sub-headings for subsets. These tables will be revised on the basis of the
evidence from the morpho-syntactic tests and a final table will be presented in the
Discussion.

2.4.1 Free Forms

In Table 6 I give an initial listing of potential unaccusative and unergative forms.
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Table 6: Preliminary Semantic Classification of Free Roots

A. UNERGATIVES

Agentive Actions (atelic, +control)

1
x"esit
walk

7
midt
visit

13
q’amin
throw

2 3 4
tiq¥e? nés naq™"
drink go steal

8 9 10
q?ém p’ant’ kY ace
[infant] nurse  return descend

to water

14
kén
help

Agentive Actions (atelic, no control marking cited)

15
¥oyt
sleep

21
kéze?
tell a lie

16 17 18
paq®” twép m’an’
watch back up give

22 23
pték™¢ z&x
tell a story, get dressed
be a lie be a storyteller

Involuntary Bodily Processes (telic, -control, actor)

24
wéx’k’
vomit
(-ctl)

25 26 27
75 -sxe shéw méc’x
sneeze yawn blink
(-ctl)

B. UNACCUSATIVES

State or Change of State (telic)

1
z6q%
die

7

z

xani
hurt

2 3 4
k%is xiyq’ pzé¥
fall faint worthless
8 9 10
¢axi $yak™ maq’
cold bumped into  satiated
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nox”
run.animal

11
kVime
ascend

to water

19
X'éy
stop

5
ye
feel good

11
xiy
go ashore

6

tax
paddle

12
qayt

reach,top

20
2écq”
bake

6
an 6Xw
sick

12
cakY
finished



13 14 15 16 17 18

yax™ ptak¥ X'y'aq® X’4q’ cek’v fhax™
wound.heals®>  ooze break tumble.down  shine bang/noise
19 20 21 22
clox” plax™ 8k’ lpax”
hot weather/  punctured exhausted have a hole through
food
Weather (atelic, inanimate state
23 24 25 26
wiix™t xVak%¥ tek¢ Xax"is
SNOwW frost rain hail
(+ctl)
Psychological Predicates (states)
27 28 29
paq™u? ¥yixm qgolil
afraid jealous angry

2.4.2 Bound Forms

For comparative purposes, the set of bound form roots listed in Table 7 has been
chosen. This set can be broken down into unergatives and unaccusatives, but there is a
third set of forms. These are unanalyzed at this point because they appear to have an

active reading. They are not however listed as control roots.

2. The dictionary form of this root is X’m’4q.

3. DU allows this root only with an inanimate referent. In Thompson & Thompson (1990) the root can refer
to a healer.
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Table 7: Preliminary Semantic Classification of Bound Roots

A.UNERGATIVE
Agentive Action (bound control roots)
1 2 3 4
Jis- Vk¥én- Vx'éx- Vo'(é)-
discard grasp joke give
7 8 9 10
Jpiyt- Jqal- Jqot- Jci(n)-
lie down bite cheer say
13
Jeid-
point

Bodily Processes

14 15 16 17
vxUac'- Jikéy- Jstp’- JC'ék-
eject/vomit urinate breathe itch

B. UNACCUSATIVES

State or Change of State (no control marking)

1 2 3 4
Jpéw- Jq¥éc- Jqbz- VX’ok™-
swell move startle burst

7 8 9 10
Jk%as- JX’5z- JxAwW'- Jtey-
crazy lazy thirsty hungry

13 14
\/k,wélc,' \/’céqw_
curve brown/red

Psychological Predicates

15 16
Jeéx- VzZéw'-
shy/shame annoy (-ctl)
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5

Vpilex-
inform/tell

11
J4im-
cut brush

18
JxVic'-
defecate

5
Ji5x™-
escape

11
vk’ ém-
stealthy

Vpiys-
kill

12
Jtéw-
sell to

19
Jqaz-

sweat

6
Jméd-
rest

12
Vki-
separate
(unmarked for ctl)



C. UNANALYZED FORMS

1 2 3 4 5 6
Jys¥- Jeig- Jax"- J¥sq©- Jnik’- Jix-
hide dig sweep put on top cut/slice scratch

7 8 9
Jiép- Viéq- Jeéw-
extinguish sit (plural) reach

In the remainder of the Chapter I discuss the behavior of these roots with the set
of primary affixes, the causative and the desiderative. The results from this analysis will
corroborate the semantic classification of bound and free roots. It will also show that the
unanalyzed set (Table 7, Set C) which at first would appear to be active-agentive, in fact
pattern with the unaccusatives.

2.5 Morpho-Syntactic Diagnostics

I begin with the primary affixes and their behavior with free roots and bound
roots. The first of these is the middle suffix.
2.5.1 Middle

In Capter One, it was shown that middle marks events in which there is an agent
subject. It is the most common primary affix, and many middle intransitives appear to
imply a non-specific object. In other cases there is a reflexive reading. Middle is marked
for control. Given this characterization, I would assume the middle affix to be marking
agency. Free forms differ primarily from bound forms in that (with a few exceptions)
they do not take the middle affix.

Grammaticality judgements by DU show that of the free forms listed in
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Table 6 only three take a middle form.* All these forms have a semantic change

associated with them, as can be seen in the examples below.

7. cek’™-m wi? she lit her lamp
Jshine-MDL 3 PCL

8. xV4k¥-m make something frosty [object or glass]
Jirost-MDL 3

9. nés-om kn I brought some with me
J/go-MDL 1sg

Of the bound roots listed in Table 7, bound control ditransitives accepted the

middle suffix.’

10. pilex-m inform (someone about something)
Vinform-MDL

11. clin-m speak for someone (to somone for a purpose)/ choose a spouse
Vsay-MDL

12. téw-m kn I am selling (something to someone)(404b)

Jsell.to-MDL 1sg

13. ci¥-m kn I pointed, indicated (something to someone)
Jpoint-MDL 1sg

Two middle forms were grammatical for the control root V¥im-, as can be seen below.

14.  %¥im-om kn I cut brush (230)
Jeut.brush-MDL 1sg

15. ¢im-p-m® to cut brush (275)
Jeut.brush-INC-MDL

4. The dictionary listing for two forms allowed middles, méc’x ‘blink’ (to wink at someone), and 44x" ‘heal’
(shaman specializing in marital relations) but these were not accepted as grammatical by DU.

5. These include forms that are listed in the dictionary as free forms, but which were not accepted by DU
without primary affixation.

6. This form is the only example of a predicate with two primary affixes on it, and as such is an exception

to the rule of mutual exclusivity for all primary affixes except stative and immediate, which can occur
together.
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These results, and those in 10 and 13 are expected given the agentive-active nature of
these roots.
Of the bound involuntary bodily process roots the majority take middles with the

characteristic agentive reading.

16.  x™ic-om kn I threw up (247b)
Jvomit-MDL 1sg

17. tkéy'-m to urinate
Jurinate-MDI,

Some bound involuntary bodily process roots, however, were ungrammatical in the

middle form. These forms allow only an inchoative form or an out-of-control-form.

18. *citW-m make something bleed (*326b)’
Jbleed-MDL 3

19.  u?ex kn [-7]is¥ I am bleeding (326a)

1sg Vbleed-INC

20.  *qaz-m sweat
Vsweat-MDL

21. ?e qaz-z kn I might sweat (342¢)
Jsweat-OC

The unanalyzed items listed in Table 7 easily took the middle form, as exemplified below.

This appears, at this stage, to show that these forms are indeed active-agentives.

22. yt¥-5m hide (something)
Vhide-MDL

23.  cig-m dig (somthing)
Vdig-MDL

24. ?%x™-m sweep (something)
Vsweep MDL

7. This form is listed as grammatical in the dictionary.
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25.  ¥p-m extinguish [fire/light]
Jextinguish-MDL

Of the forms listed as bound state and psychological predicates, few in the database had
middle alternates except the following four forms. Note that the middle of only two of
these forms has an implied object, c’éx-m ‘shame’ and x4w’-m ‘thirsty’ do not have this
characteristic reading.

26. k#-5m subtract
Jseparate-MDL

27.  caq"-m paint (something) red
JVbrown/red-MDL

28. céx-mkn I am ashamed/shy (96)
Vshame-MDL 1sg

29. xaw’-m thirsty
Vthirsty-MDL

The rest of the bound states had no elicited data or were ungrammatical.

30. *q5z-m
Jstartle-MDL

31.  *téy-m (327b)
Jhungry-MDL

The results of this section are inconclusive. The middle affix applies to active-
agentives (the bound ditransitive control forms), involuntary bodily processes, and the
unanalyzed set. There are also examples of middles with the bound states and
psychological predicates. I conclude that the small number of middles in this set of bound
forms is due to an elicitation gap, because middle is documented as a productive form
in the language. Therefore, the middle affix does not provide conclusive evidence for an

unergative/unaccusative split in N¢.
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2.5.2 Autonomous

The autonomous suffix references actions that are controlled by a specific agent,
although it also attaches to some inanimate states (dynamic). Autonomous is considered
to be marked non-control.

Data on autonomous forms were not extensive, but free forms from a range of

semantic classes were deemed ungrammatical by the consultant, as the following show.

32. *xVesit-ix
Jwalk-AUT

33. *shéw-ix
yawn-AUT

34, *dyak™-ix
Vbumped-AUT

35. *plrax™-ix
Vpunctured-AUT

Bound forms often take an autonomous affix, as can be seen from the range of forms

from the active, stative, and unanalyzed sets.

36. X'éx-ix joke, jest
Jjoke-AUT

37. x3%-ix to cheer oneself up
Jcheer-AUT

38. $q¥-iyx mount a horse
Jput on top-AUT

39. ytWiyx hide oneself
Jhide-AUT

40.  péw-ix [of snake, toad] puff up, swell up
Jswell.up-AUT

41. ké-iyx get away from a situation
Jseparate-AUT
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42.

43,

44,

45.

No involuntary bodily process roots or psychological predicates were elicited with the
autonomous affix. Autonomous appears to apply across the board, thereforeit is not a

useful diagnostic of an unaccusative/unergative distinction.

k%ol -iyx [road] curves sharply
Jeurve-AUT

caq%-ix to turn red of own accord
Jbrown/red-AUT

k’ém-ix sneak along
Jstealthy-AUT

mét-ix take a rest

Jrest-AUT

2.5.3 Inchoative

agent. Inchoative is considered to have non-control marking. Given its nature as an
aspectual marker, and its lack of effect on agency, the inchoative has potential to be an

aspectual diagnostic of an unaccusative/unergative distinction.

exception of the one stative form listed below.

46.

There are no data regarding the use of inchoative with bound control (agentive) roots.

Bound involuntary bodily processes that take inchoative are:

47.

48.

Inchoative marks a developing action that occurs without the intervention of an

Free form intransitives are not found with inchoative alternates, with the

he Cé[?]k™ it might shine (409)
Jshine.[INC] 3

u?ex kn c[-?7]it¥ I am bleeding (326a)
1sg Vbleed-INC

3n-3p shiver, feel cold
Jshiver-INC
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It can be seen from the following forms that inchoative can be used as a primary affix

with the set of questionable roots:

49.  ytW.5p disappear
Vhide-INC
50.  #q%-5p landed there

Jput on top-INC
It is common with stative bound forms.

51.  kot-3p it came apart
Jseparate-INC

52,  «ci[-7q red
Jbrown/red-INC

53.  qbz-op to be startled
Jstartle-INC

54. xkV-4p burst
Jburst-INC

The use of inchoative presents the first set of data that the aspectual element
distinguishes between roots in N¢. The examples in 47 through 54, from the unanalyzed
set and the bound statives, show that: (1) The unanalyzed forms are patterning with the
states (Examples 49-54), and, (2) Involuntary bodily processes do not pattern with the
other agentives. The inchoative creates a change of semantics to non-control in examples
57 and 58. It is also of note that there is no inchoative use possible with the agentive free
forms, and that there is a complete gap of data for the agentive bound forms. It appears,
therefore, that inchoative applies only to unaccusative roots, which is evidence that the
questionable set of forms are unaccusatives. As this affix is aspectual in nature, this is

evidence that the aspectual element is important to a distinction between roots in N#.
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2.5.4 Immediate

Immediate designates states and actions that have just gone into effect, and
impending states or action. It is unmarked for the feature of control. As such, it is a
second potential aspectual diagnostic.

There was a single immediate free form accepted as grammatical from a range
elicited of DU.

55. x“ak%-t it is frosty
Jirost-IM

As can be seen, with the bound roots immediate is a common alternate for the
unanalyzed set:

56.  nik-t get cut
Jeut/slice-IM

57.  axt just now swept
Jsweep-IM

and stative roots:

58.  péw-t swell up, swollen
Jswell.up-IM

59. zéwt tired of something
Jannoy-IM

60.  téy-tkn I am hungry (327a)
Vhungry-IM 1sg

The majority of these forms also have alternate intransitives with other primary affixes,
as will be seen in the discussion. The use of the immediate affix provides corroborative
evidence for an unaccusative/unergative split. All forms have a patient reading; therefore,

like inchoative it is diagnostic for unaccusativity.
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2.5.5 Stative

Stative designates accomplished actions and states with a remote cause. It is
considered to be unmarked for control (Thompson and Thompson 1992).

Statives elicited with free form roots showed that grammaticality of forms varied
within each semantic grouping:

61. *Pes/x" esit (385b sf)

ST-ywalk

62.  *?es/nés (405b sf)
ST-Vgo

63.  ?es/taq™e? drunk
ST-Vdrink 3

64.  7e(s)/shéw yawning
ST-Jyawn 3

65.  *teskiyq’ (389f sf)
ST-faint

66.  *?es/xani (384f sf)
ST-Vhurt

67. es/z6q” already dead
ST-Vdie 3

68.  ?es/q*nox™ be sick
ST-Jsick 3

69.  *7es/ptik" (390h sf)
ST-Jooze

70. *2es/c’16x"™ (419 sf)
ST-Vhot.weather/food

71. 2es/x’yaq™ already broken [rope, string] (262 sf)
ST-Jbreak 3

72.  ?es/plax” it is punctured (383c sf)
ST-Jpuncture

All psychological predicates and weather roots tested as ungrammatical in the stative
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form. Bound control roots regularly take a stative alternate with a corresponding shift

to a patient reading:

73. ?es/k"én it has been taken
ST-Jgrasp

74.  %es/piys already killed
ST-Vkill

75.  7es/piyt lying down
ST-Vlie.down

76.  ?es/¥im [of brush] already trimmed
ST-Jcut.brush

77.  7es/cid it is pointed out
ST-Jpoint

The questionable set (78-79) and statives (80-83) show a corresponding shift:

78. ?es/ciq already dug
ST-Vdig

79. es/¥ép [of fire] extinguished/out
ST-Jextinguish

80. Pes/kdd detached
ST-Jseparate

81.  %es/caq” red
ST-Vbrown/red

82. Qes/zéw already tired
ST-Jannoy

83. Pes/xak% already burst
ST-Vburst

Stative appears with causatives and other derived forms, so there is no evidence for the
order of attachment of this form. It may be a late process, as Gerdts (1991) suggests.
I have no explanation for why stative does not appear with some free forms, but does

appear with others. It is of note that with the bound control forms stative creates a



patient form (recall there was no evidence for inchoative or immediate use with these
forms). Stative does not appear to be a diagnostic in the same way as inchoative and
immediate, because it applies both to agentive and non-agentive forms. However, its use
with the bound control forms may be analyzed as evidence that at some level these forms
are unaccusative as well.
2.5.6 Out-of-Control

This reduplicative affix indicates that an event or a state has developed without
an obvious cause. It is quite productive and adds to both agent- and patient-oriented
roots. Recall that it is marked non-control, because when it is added to agentive roots,
it gives an exceptional volition agent reading in some cases and a non-volitional patient
reading in other cases.

Out-of-control forms were limited in the data. However, agentive forms that took
out-of-control had the characteristic exceptional energy required or non-volitional

reading, depending on the semantic requirements of the form, as in:

84.  xVesit-ot manage to walk
Vwalk-OC

85.  7es/74q™[-0q"] €? get a drink somehow
ST-Vdrink-OC

86.  nés-os manage/ are enabled to go
JVgo-0OC

87.  mic[-acje?q manage to get up
Jsit-OC

88. noéx-ox” animal is forced to run
JTun-OC

89.  twép-ap move backwards inadvertently, get moved back
Jback up-OC



90. xéy-i be stopped, come to a halt
Vstop-OC

The state roots pattern in the same way.

91.  z6q™-oq% murdered
Jdie-OC
92.  Yyix[-ox]m-me-t-m have someone get a little jealous of one

jealous-OC-RLT-3/indef sub.

Two forms appeared to alternate between the agentive and non-agentive readings.

93. ¥oy[ -7t manage to go to sleep/get put to sleep
Jsleep-OC

94. cik%-uk% it got finished (with difficulty)/someone finished it
JTinish-OC

There were exceptional control and stative free forms that were ungrammatical with an
out-of-control affix. These were k™fice ‘descend to the water’(412i), kwiice ‘ascend to the
water (413i), and pz’é¢ ‘worthless’ (398n).

The bound control roots,® show the same pattern, as the agentives and states, as

can be seen in:

95.  %is-as be discarded (out-of-control)
Jdiscard-OC
96. k%n-n taken by someone (uncontrolled)
Jgrasp-OC
97. puy[-i]s get killed or beaten up (out-of-control)
Vkill-OC
98. chnn be talked about (out-of-control)
Jsay-OC
99. téw-ukn I have been sold something (despite resistance) (out-of-control)

Jsell-OC 1sg

8. This includes forms that Thompson & Thompson (1992) designate as +control, and the +control free
forms in their data that DU would not accept as grammatical without the middle primary affix.
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So did the rest of the bound roots of the unanalyzed set, listed below. Note that one of
these forms (example 100) has the exceptional volition reading more characteristic of

agentive forms.

100. 4q%-6q% manage to mount
Jput on top

101. 4ép-op someone else has put it [a fire] out
Jextinguish

102.  k¢-5% removed by someone

Jseparate-OC

103.  céqV-oq” come to be red inappropriately
Jbrown.red-OC

104. méi-od put to pasture, laid off
Jrest-OC

105. ciq-oq dug up (by someone)
Jdig-OC

Given the fact that the out-of-control affix applies to free and bound forms alike,
it is not a diagnostic of unaccusativity versus unergativity. The distinction that Thompson
and Thompson (1992) note between exceptional volitional and patient readings for
agentive free form roots appears to be merely a factor of the root semantics pushing a
particular reading, as the bound agentives take an out-of-control reading where an
exceptional volition reading would be expected. Out-of-control has no effect on the
argument structure of a root.

2.5.7 Desiderative

The next set of morpho-syntactic processes I compare are desiderative and

causative. These two diagnostics were chosen on the basis of available comparative work

in Hk (Gerdts 1991). Gerdts shows that these two tests serve as a diagnostic for an
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unaccuisative/unergative distinction in Hk. I apply them to the data to determine if the
same results apply in N¢. First I will consider the desiderative data. Recall that the
desiderative is a secondary affix that attaches directly to roots. It is unmarked for control.
Desiderative is a productive process in N{, but is not one of the more common
formations (like causative, directive, or middle). There is a tendency for the consultant
to use a clausal formation in the same form of the English gloss.

To recapitulate Gerdts (1991), unergatives in Hk allow desiderative with the
typical gloss of ‘want X’. Some unaccusative process verbs allow desiderative, with a shift
in semantics to a future meaning, and some process verbs disallow desiderative. State
verbs never take the construction.

Desiderative forms were easily elicited, as were grammaticality judgements. A

majority of free form agentives were grammatical, as can be seen in:

106. x"esit-mémn kn I want to walk (235sf)
Jwalk-DESID 1sg

107. nes-mémn kn [ want to go
Jgo-DESID 1sg

108. naq™-mémn kn I want to steal (265 sf)
Jsteal-DESID 1sg

109.  nox"-mémn [bird, horse] wants to run
Jrun-DESID 3

110. tax-mémn kn I want to paddle (242 sf)
Jpaddle-DESID 1sg

111.  *?uq™e?-mémn kn I want to drink (271 sf) (DU: would somehow mean liquour)
Jdrink-DESID 1sg

Involuntary bodily process root ranged in grammaticality according to their semantics,

as 112 through 115 show:
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112.  wex’k’-mémn kn I want to throw up (248a)
Jvomit-DESID 1sg

113.  shew-mémn feel like yawning, begin to yawn
Jyawn-DESID 3

114.  ?*?5-sxe-mémn kn I want to sneeze (246 sf)
Jsneeze-DESID 1sg

115.  *mec’x-mémn kn I want to blink (298b sf)
Vblink-DESID 1sg

There were two exceptional free form states that took the desiderative. These are listed

in 116 and 117:

116.  zoq"™-mémn he is near death, wants to die (310 a,b)
Jdie-DESID 3
117.  u?ex xan’i-mémn it is dangerous, he is asking to get hurt (348c sf)

hurt-DESID 3

The rest of the states were ungrammatical in the desiderative, as can be seen in:

118.  *kVis-mémn to want to fall(313b sf)
JTall-DESID 3
119.  ?*xiyq’-mémn to want to faint (389 sf)

VTaint-DESID 3

120.  *q"nox"-mémn to want to be sick (350b sf)
Vsick-DESID 3

121. *maq’-mémn to want to be satiated (3971 sf)
Jsatiated-DESID 3

122.  *¢ax"-mémn wound wants to heal (351e sf)
Vheal-DESID 3

123.  *x’y’aq-mémn string wants to break (262a sf)
Jbreak-DESID 3

124. *c’lox™-mémn weather wants to be hot (419e sf)
Vhot-DESID 3

125.  *¢lux™-mémn noise wants to be made (416e)

Vnoise-DESID 3
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126. *cok™-mémn want to shine (409¢)
Vshine-DESID 3

127.  *plux”-mémn want to be punctured (383)
Jpuncture-DESID 3

No data were elicited for psychological items. It is noteworthy that the only evidence of
the second future reading found in Hk was with the weather roots. Three of the weather

forms had an inceptive/future reading to the desiderative form. The others were

ungrammatical.

128.  wux™t-mémn it looks like snow (257b sf)
Vsnow-DESID

129.  tek¢-mémn it looks like rain (253 sf)
Jrain-DESID

130. fap-mémn becoming dusk (372)
Jdusk-DESID

Transitive desideratives are created by adding transitive /-t-/ directly to the
desiderative affix. Indirective and causative are also possible transitivizers. There were
no data regarding relational use.

131.  x"esit-mémn-ne ¢ sqiqxa? I want to walk the dog (239)
Jwalk-DESID-TR-3/1 DIR Vdog

132.  tax-mémn-ne ¢ stoq’awé I want to paddle the boat (243 sf)
Jpaddie-DESID-TR-3/1 DIR Jboat

133.  x"esit-mémn-s-t-m we want him to walk (236sf)
Jwalk-DESID-CAU-3/1pl

134. x%esit-mémn-xo-c-n te sqiqxa? I want to walk your dog for you (237)
Jwalk-DESID-IND-3/1sg OBL Vdog

Some transitivizations of acceptable desiderative intransitive forms were ungrammatical.

135.  *naq™-mémn-s-ne I want him to steal (266a sf)
Jsteal-DESID-CAU-3/1

It is of interest that while desiderative constructions in Hk and N¢ are similar in that in
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both languages desideratives can be both transitive and intransitive, they differ in that
in Hk the desiderative morphology is added to a base which includes the transitivizer,
whereas in N¢ the desiderative suffix becomes part of the base that transitivizers are
added to.

The desiderative appears to distinguish actor-events. Except for the examples of
z6q" ‘die’ and x4ni ‘hurt’, which are grouped semantically and morpho-syntactically as
patient-oriented forms, desiderative is only grammatical with agentive roots and some of
the bodily process forms. Only some bound involuntary bodily process roots are
ungrammatical. Once again, involuntary bodily processes are not patterning with
agentives as a unitary group. It is of particular note that, apart from the two exceptions
of ‘die’ and ‘hurt’ listed above, desiderative never suffixes to states. Weather roots (one
of which is documented by Thompson and Thompson to be control) are an anomalous
set as they form desideratives with future semantics. Desiderative morphology is then a
diagnostic of unergativity in N#.

2.5.8 Causative

In N, causative is the most productive of the transitivizers. As was seen in the
introduction, it is the transitivizer most commonly used to transitivize primary affixed
roots and to re-transitivize complex intransitives. The results of elicitation show that it
applies nearly across the board. There are some exceptions to this productivity.
Causative does not occur with ?écq” ‘bake’, ndq™ ‘steal’(267 sf), m’an ‘give’, twép ‘move

backwards’, zax ‘get dressed’, Slax” ‘noise’, VX’az- ‘lazy’, maq’ ‘satiated” (397i sf) and the

9. The root maq’ does not take any transitivizers.
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weather roots x"ak" ‘frost’, ték¢ ‘rain’, X’ax"us ‘hail’, and ¥4p ‘dusk’. There is, however,
a causative form based on the weather' root ‘snow’ in the database (see example 136)

that shows that if an appropriate context and protagonist can be found a causative is not

blocked.
136.  wux"t-s-t-és [Coyote] makes it snow (this form was rejected by
Jsnow-CAU-3/3 by DU (257c sf))

The set of items to which causative does not apply is not a unitary one, and the forms
should be considered idiosyncratic.

Causative, therefore, is not selective in what semantic classes (and, by logical
extension, syntactic classes) it applies to. Therefore it cannot be used in conjunction with
desiderative to distinguish unaccusatives in the same way as in Hk.

However, the interpretation of causative transitivization in N with agent-oriented
and patient-oriented roots can be shown to distinguish semantic classes.

With actor-activity roots causative has a straight causal reading, as in:

137.  xVesit-s-c help someone to walk, take someone for a walk
Jwalk-CAU-3/3
138. nox™-s-c force an animal to run

JVrun-CAU-3/3

139.  tax-m-s-cm-s he made me paddle (270)
Jpaddle-RLT-CAU-1sg-3

Two involuntary bodily processes, in 140 and 141, take causative.

140. wéx’k’-s-cm-s he caused me to vomit
Jvomit-CAU-1sg-3

10. The weather roots do not take directive or indirective forms. They often have relational forms with
indirect subject pronominals.
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141.

shew-s-t-és
Jyawn-CAU-1pl/3

they made us yawn (and they kept talking) (281 sf)

The bound form control roots also appear to have this causal reading:

142.

143.

puyt-s-c
Jlie down-CAU-3/3

2es-t/xot-as-cém-x"11

put someone to bed

you cheered me up

ST-QLT-Jcheer-CAU-1sg-2sg

However, with the majority of state roots, as Thompson and Thompson (1992) have

documented, there is an accidental reading to causative activity.

144.

145.

146.

147.

148.

149.

150.

151.

152.

153.

26q%-s-c
Jdie-CAU-3/3

q%néx™-s-c
Jsick-CAU-3/3

Xan’i-s-cm-s xa?2
Vhurt-CAU-2sg-3

$ytik"-sm-s

vbump.into-CAU-1sg-3

ptiak¥-st-one
Jooze-CAU-3/1sg

X’yaq%-st-éne
Vbreak-CAU-3/1sg

ZX’4q-s-c
Jtumble-CAU-3/3

pl'ux”-st-o-ne
Jpuncture-CAU-3/1sg

(?e) xiyq’-s-cm-s x870
Jiaint-CAU-1sg-3

c’16x"-s-cm-s
Vhot-CAU-1sg-3

kill someone accidentally

do something that indirectly results in making someone sick

he hurt me accidentally

he accidentally bumped me (381b)

I (accidentally) caused it (my sore) to ooze (390d)

I accidentally broke the rope (379b)

he made it fall down (accidentally)

I punctured it accidentally (383a)

thats what made me faint (389c2)

(no animate cause allowed)

it makes me hot

11. The form listed in the dictionary is q4% ‘cheer’. DU is unfamiliar with this form.
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One state root has two sets of causatives, one with the accidental reading and one with
the straight causal, as in:

154.  k%i-st-one I dropped it accidentally (314)
Jiall-CAU-3/1sg

155.  k™is-s-cm-s she caused me to fall
Jfall-CAU-lsg-3

The directive form of this root is:

156. kVis-es drop something intentionally, let fall intentionally
Jfall-DR-3/3

One patient-oriented root does not take the accidental reading.

157.  céx™-so-ne wi I shone a light on his face (intentionally) (409)
Jlight-CAU-3/1sg

Psychological predicates do not take the accidental reading. Some have two sets of
forms.

158.  t¥yixm-s-cm-s u?ex he makes me jealous (358)
Jjealous-CAU-1sg-3

159. qlil-s-one I made him angry
Jangry-CAU-3/1sg

160. piq*u?-s-cm-s he scared me (300) or he is afraid of me (302)
Vafraid-CAU-1sg/3

161. paq™u-so-ne I am afraid of him (303)
Jafraid-CAU-3/1sg

In the following section, I tabulate these results and discuss them.
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2.6 Discussion

The data from the primary affixes inchoative, autonomous and middle show only
that free forms do not take these affixes and bound forms do. It is important to
remember that all bound forms do not take all primary affixes. This thesis makes no
attempt to distinguish the reasons why bound roots differ in this respect.

From their behavior with primary affixes, the fact that they appear to allow all
primary affixes, and the fact that the agency of the predicate changes with affixation, the
following forms that were the unanalyzed set should be grouped with the state predicates.
I review the behavior of these roots with primary affixation below in example 162. In

example 163 I show comparative affixation with a set of state roots.

162. a b c d e
1. Jys¥- Jeig- Jax"- J¥5q¥- Jik’-
Jhide Jdig Jsweep Jput on top Jeut
MIDDLE
1l y¥-5m cig-m ?4x”-m - nik’-m
Jhide-MDL Jdig-MDL sweep-MDL Jcut-MDL
hide s.t. dig s.t. sweep S.t. cut s.t.
AUTONOMOUS
ii. yeV-iyx - - $q%-iyx -
Jhide-AUT Jput on top-AUT
hide oneself mount a horse
INCHOATIVE
iv.  yt™-ép . - +q"-5p -
Vhide-INC Jput on top-INC
disapppear landed there
STATIVE
V. - Pes/ciq - - nik’-t
ST-dig Jeut-IM
already dug get cut
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IMMEDIATE

V1. - - ax-t - -
Jsweep-IM
just been swept
OUT-OF-CONTROL
Vii. - - - $qV-6q" -
Jput on top-OC
manage to mount
163. a b c
i. Jkot- Jeag™- Jpéw-
Jseparate Jbrown.red Jswell
MIDDLE
1i. k#-5m caq™-m -
Jseparate-MDL Jbrown.red-MDL
subtract paint (s.t.) red
AUTONOMOUS
iii. k#-iyx caq™-ix péw-ix
Jseparate-AUT vbrown.red-AUT Jswellup-AUT
get away turn red of [of snake, toad]
from s.t. own accord puff up, swell up
INCHOATIVE
iv. k#-5p ci[?]q% pl?)éw
Jseparate-INC Jbrown.red Vswell-INC
it came apart red begin to swell
IMMEDIATE
V. - - péw-t
JVswell.up-IM
swollen
STATIVE
Vi. Pes/kdd Pes/caq” Pes/péw-t
ST-Jseparate ST-Jbrown.red ST-Vswell.up-IM
detached red swollen
OUT-OF-CONTROL
vii. k-3¢ céq™-oq” -
Jseparate-OC Jbrown.red-OC
removed by come to be red

someone inappropriately
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It can be seen that the inchoative and immediate of all these forms have patient
readings. It is also noteworthy that these roots appear to create alternate forms with all
primary affixes. The stative affix appears to behave differently from the other primary
affixes. Unlike the other primary affixes listed above it can attach to some of the free
forms. It is productive with bound forms as well. There seems to be no obvious pattern
to which forms it will attach to and which forms it will not attach to.

While the out-of-control affix has no diagnostic value, the desiderative and
causative appear to be relevant morpho-syntactic diagnostics of underlying root structure.
The aspectual affixes are a primary set of diagnostics of unaccusativity, as these affixes
(inchoative and immediate) attach only to patient-oriented roots. Therefore, the set of
questionable roots, despite their vague reading as actions, are in fact unaccusatives. The
odd set is the agent-oriented/unergative roots which do not allow these affixes. Therefore,
anything that the aspectual affixes attach to are unaccusatives. Table 8 summarizes the
general patterns of distinctions in semantics of the classes with these morpho-syntactic

affixes.

Table 8: Morpho-Syntactic Diagnostics of Unaccusativity/Unergativity

Semantic Class Desiderative Causative Immediate Inchoative

Agentive-Action grammatical causal reading ungrammatical ungrammatical

Bodily Proc. grammatical  causal reading variable variable
State ungrammatical accid. reading grammatical grammatical
Psychological no data causal reading no data no data
Weather future reading causal reading no data no data

or unknown
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The distinction between bound and free forms is not made on the basis of
semantic class or syntactic class. Free forms pattern both unaccusatively and unergatively,
and they belong to a range of semantic classes.

Desiderative forms with two exceptions distinguish agentive forms. Weather roots
have a future reading with this affix. The results from the analysis of the desiderative in
Nt partially match those of Gerdsts, in that the items that can be semantically classed as
potential unergatives allow desiderative formation. The potential unaccusatives split into
state/change of state roots that do not allow desiderative, and the anomalous set of
weather roots which form a future with this suffix. There are two exceptions, in that z6q"
‘die’ and xan’i ‘hurt’ pattern with the unergative forms.

Causative distinguishes state roots with an accidental reading from agentive,
psychological, and involuntary bodily process roots with a causative reading. The results
of an analysis of the patterning of causative show that while causative is productive in
applying to all classes of roots, the unaccusative state roots are distinguished by having
an accidental reading.

The primary aspectual affixes (immediate and inchoative) are strong diagnostics
of unaccusative, as can be seen from the fact that there is always a patient reading on
the root when they are attached. This means that the questionable forms listed in the
preliminary classification are in fact unaccusative roots.

It is noteworthy that the bound control forms allow a middle form. It is also of
interest that the involuntary bodily process roots, and psychological and weather

predicates behave in a manner that is not as clearly characterizable as simply
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unaccusative or unergative.

These results show that the two elements of aspect and agentivity play a role in
N¢; there is an unergative and unaccusative distinction in the language. The semantic
classification is therefore a useful tool for distinguishing between unaccusatives and
unergatives, and the cross-linguistic generalizations hold. In table 9 I present a revised
classification of the bound and free forms discussed in this Chapter. The data from the
morpho-syntactic diagnostics show that there are: a set of agentive/unergative forms; and
a set of state/unaccusative forms. The results also show that involuntary bodily process
roots, weather roots, and psychological predicates must be considered seperate sets. It
is of note that involuntary bodily processes are not behaving as a unitary set. This result

matches the patterning of these forms cross-lingusitically, as discussed in Rosen (1984).
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Table 9: Classification of Free Roots

A. UNERGATIVES

1
x"esit
walk

7
midt
visit

13
¢q’amin
throw

19
X’éy
stop

25
JkK¥én-
grasp

31

Jqal-
bite

2
2aqVe?
drink

8
q?ém
[infant] nurse

14
kén
help

20
2%cq”
bake

26
JXéx-
joke

32
Jqot-
cheer

3
nés
go

9
p’ént’
return

15
oyt
sleep

21
kéze?
tell a lie,
be a lie

27
J’'(é)-

give
33
Jei(n)-

say
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4
naq"
steal

10
KVice
descend

16

paq”
watch

22
pték™¥
tell a story,
be a storyteller

28
Jpilex-
inform/tell

34
JHm-

cut brush

5
nox¥
run.animal

11
kYame
ascend

17
twép
back up

23

zax
get dressed

29
Jpiys-
kill

35
Jtéw-
sell to

6
tax
paddle

12
qayt
reach.top

18
m’on’
give

24
Jas-
Jdiscard

30
Jpiyt-
lie down

36

Jeid-
point



B. UNACCUSATIVES

1 2 3 4
*éxw ptﬁkw k’y’éqlz k’éq’
wound.heals! ooze break tumble.down

5 6 7 8
cek’v pilivd clox™ plax"”
shine bang/noise hot weather/food punctured

9 10 11 12
cék’ lpax¥ z6q% k%is
exhausted have a hole through die fall

13 14 15 16
xiyq’ kn pz'éd ye q*nox™
faint worthless good sick

17 18 19 20
xani $axi $yak™ maq’
hurt cold bumped into satiated

21 22 23 24
xiy cak% Jq¥éc- Jqsz-
go ashore finished move startle

25 26 27 28
JXok™- JEx"- Jmé¢- JkVas-
burst escape rest crazy

29 30 31 32
JX’6z- Vxaw’- Jiey- VK’ém-
lazy thirsty hungry stealthy

33 34 35 36
Jk¥alc- JeéqW- Jys¥- Jcig-
Jeurve brown/red hide dig

37 38 39 40
Jax"- J¥5q¥- Jnik’- Jix-
sweep put on top cut/slice scratch

41 42 43
Jiép- Jiéq- Jeéw-
extinguish sit (plural) reach

LI 4

12. The dictionary form of this root is X’m’aq.

13. DU allows this root only with an inanimate referent. In Thompson & Thompson (1990) the root can
refer to a healer.
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C. PSYCHOLOGICAL PREDICATES

1 2 3 4
paqtu? ¥yixm qolil Joéx-
afraid jealous angry shy/shame

5
JZéw'-
annoy (-ctl)

D. WEATHER

1 2 3 4
wix™t x"ak" tek¢ x’ax™is
Snow frost rain hail (+ctl)

E. INVOLUNTARY BODILY PROCESSES

1 2 3 4
wéx’k’ ?5-sx€ shéw méc’x
vomit (-ctl) sneeze (-ctl) yawn blink

5 6 7 8
vxUac- JVtkéy- Jstp’- Je'ék-
eject/vomit urinate breathe itch

9 10
vx'ic'- Jqaz-
defecate sweat

In Chapter Three I take the free forms discussed here and analyze them to

determine if there is evidence for underlying transitives in Ni.
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CHAPTER THREE
3.0 Transitive Forms of Roots
3.1 Introduction

In this chapter I discuss the potential for underlying transitive and intransitive
roots in N¥. Opinion on this issue has been split. Gerdts (1989) hypothesizes underlying
transitives and intransitives, as does Kuipers (1968). The opposite view that all roots are
intransitive is the more traditional one, held by Thompson and Thompson (1992).

Apart from causative, the transitivizing suffixes do not apply across the board.
Directive, indirective and relational are blocked for different items. The focus of this
chapter is to discuss the set of free roots with respect to their behavior with the set of
transitivizers. I bring in some comparative data from bound forms. The basis for
distinguishing between transitive and intransitive roots is the logical assumption that the
transitive use of predicates will be based on their thematic underpinnings. Therefore,
directive should apply only to transitive roots, and never to a form that is classified as
an unaccusative. Indirectives should apply to ditransitives.

First I set up a preliminary semantic grouping of forms that could potentially be
transitive versus those that could be intransitive. I base this classification on whether the
root appears to imply a patient as well as an agent. To aid in the classification of
ambiguous forms, I bring in relevant data from Chapter Two. Some roots will potentially
fit into both categories. In the sections following, I will present the use of the
transitivizers with each set of roots as morpho-syntactic tests of transitivity. In Section

3.4 I present a discussion of the results and suggest what their implications are for the
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argument structure of predicates.

It is of note that a conclusive test for transitivity would be if a root surfaced only
in a transitive form. There do not appear to be any roots of this nature in the database.
A second test is if roots only surface as a middle (intransitive) or as a transitive form.
There are a number of roots that surface only as middles, but their semantics would
indicate that there is no patient possible (?ay-m ‘laugh’, p’4q’-m ‘bloomy’, X’y-5m ‘wade
into water’) and their transitivization potential is limited to causatives. From a perusal
of the database it appears that most roots allow at least two primary affix alternates.
While it is questionable to use middle as a sole diagnostic of transitivity it may be useful
in conjunction with directive and indirective in a discussion of bound forms.

3.2 Preliminary Semantic Grouping for a Transitive/Intransitive Distinction

Following the semantic grouping of roots into the two main classes of States and
Agentives, the class of what could be termed variable roots, and the minor classes of
Psychological, Weather, and Involuntary Bodily Process Predicates, the semantic grouping
into potential transitive and intransitive sets is reasonably straightforward. Transitive
forms must be agentive and allow a patient. Intransitives can be either agentive or non-

agentive forms. I present an initial grouping in Table 10 below.
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A. TRANSITIVE ROOTS

1
riqe?
drink

6
paq”
watch

Ditransitive Roots

11
Jm’on’-
donate

2
naq’™%
steal

7
2écq”
bake

12
Jei(n)-

say

B. INTRANSITIVE ROOTS

Agentive Roots
1

xVesit
walk

6
k“ame
ascend

Non-Agentive Roots

11
Xani
be hurt

17
$axi
be cold

23
c’5k’
exhausted

29
nés

go

35
C’ ék:W
shine

41
Wyixm
jealous

2
q?ém
nurse

7

qayt
reach.top

12
xiyq’
faint

18
dax”
wound heals

24
Ipax¥
have hole

30
k%is
fall/drop

36
wéx’k’
vomit

42
golil
angry

tax
paddle

¢q’amin
throw

13
Jeid-
point

¥oyt
sleep

kéze?
lie

13
pz'éd
worthless

19
ptak”
ooze

25
plax"
punctured

31
z6q™
die

37
?3sx€
sneeze

43
wixX’
snow

miét
visit

cak”
finish

14
Jiéw-
sell

4
p’ént’
return

9
xiy
go.ashore

14
ye.
feel good

20
X’aq’
tumble.down

26
$ytk™
bumped

32
x’éy
stop

38
shéw
yawn

44

xVakV
frost

pték™¢
narrate

10
k3n
help

KYice
descend

10

Zax
get dressed

15
an 6Xw
be sick

21
Slax™
bang/noise

27
kK¥5¢
spill

33
twép
back up

39
méc’x
blink

45
ték¢
rain

16
maq’
satiated

22
c’lox™
hot

28
X’y’aq
break

34
noéx”
animal run

40
paq*u?
afraid

46

XaxVis

hail



3.3 Morpho-Syntactic Diagnostics

If the set of transitivizers were going to be diagnostic of underlying transitivity, it
would be logical to assume that use of the directive would mark an underlying transitive
form. The indirective should apply to transitive forms with underlying goal arguments.
Neither of these transitivizers should ever apply to a non-agentive form. Causative, it has
been seen in Chapter Two, applies productively to all predicates. Relational use may
mark a transitivization option for an underlying intransitive form.
3.3.1 Directive

Directive patterns differently from the the relational and causative because it
does not, with minor exceptions, appear to transitivize forms with the primary affixes, nor
does it ever re-transitivize complex intransitives, or combine with other transitivizers. The
indirective appears to pattern with the directive, except that it is found in combination
with other transitivizers.

The following examples document the grammaticality judgements of DU with
respect to the use of directive with the forms in Table 10.

A. Transitive Roots: Directive Use

61. 29q%e?-n-s drink something
Jdrink-DRV-3/3

62. taxes propel something [canoe,boat]
Jpaddle-DRV-3/3

63.  pték“t-es tell someone a story
Jnarrate-DRV-3/3

64.  %cq¥-e-s bake something
Jbake-DRV-3/3
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63.

66.

67.

cik%-e-s complete something
Jfinished-DRV-3/3

*naq™-n-t- (268)

Jsteal-DRV-

*mitt-n-t- (344c)

Jvisit-DRV-

Of the roots that I would consider to be transitive, ndq" and mitt are exceptions

in that they do not allow directive. Other forms in this classification pattern as expected.

Comparative data from the bound agentive/control roots show that these forms which

semantically would be considered transitive take the directive.

68.

69.

70.

Tis-c discard something
Jdiscard-DRV-3/3
k%én-s take something, grab

Jgrasp-DRV-3/3

plys-c kill something/ someone
Jkill-DRV-3/3

All forms that can be considered underlyingly ditransitive take the directive.

Ditransitive Roots: Directive Use

71.

72.

73.

74.

m’an’t-és give someone (something)/feed someone
Jgive-DRV-3/3

cid-e-s point out someone/thing
Jpoint-DRV-3/3

téw-e-s sell (something) to someone
Jsell-DRV-3/3

cli-n-ne I told him (something)

Vsay-DRV-1sg/3

B. Intransitive Roots: Directive Use

Agentive Roots appear to take directive as in:
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75. kéze?-s lie to someone, deceive someone
Jlie-DRV-3/3

76. k%ice-(n)-s put something into the water
Jdescend.water-DRV-3/3

T7. k“ame-n-s move something from the water
Vascend.water-DRV-3/3

78. z4x-e-s clothe/ dress someone
Jdress-DRV-3/3

Roots that were documented in Chapter Two as unaccusative also take the directive as

as can be seen in:

79. $ytik™-5-cm-s he bumped me
vbumped.into-DRV-1sg-3

80.  KkWVoi-t-és pour, dump something out
J3pill-DRV-3/3

81l.  xiq“-t-éne I broke it on purpose (379a)
Jvbreak-DRV-1sg/3

82. cléx¥-es make something hot
vhot-DRV-3/3

83.  cok-t-és finish the last of something
JVexhausted-DRV-3/3

84.  IpixV-e-s he made a hole in it

Jhave a hole-DRV-3/3

85. pz'ét-e-s not care about something (uncommon form)
Jworthless-DRV-3/3

86.  q"nox%-e-s make someone feel bad [directly responsible]
Jsick-DRV-3/3
87.  ptk¥-o-t-éne I burst it on purpose (my sore) (390¢)

Jooze-DRV-3/1sg
Roots from both the agentive and unaccusative sets were ungrammatical, as in:
88.  *xesit-n-t- (233a)

Jwalk-DRV-
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89.  *tVoyt-n-t (309¢)

Jsleep-DRV-

90.  *psnt-n-t- (406¢)
Jreturn-DRV-

91.  *qayt-n-t- (388d)
Jreach.top-DRV-

92.  *xiyq-n-t- (389)
JHaint-DRV-

93.  *maq-n-t- (397j)
Jsatiated-DRV-

94,  *yaxin-t- (355)
Jeold-DRV--

95.  ?*x4ni-n-t- (384e)
Jbe hurt-DRV-

96.  *x'aq-n-t- (377)
Jtumble.down-DRV-

97.  *plix"-n-t- (383)
Jpunctured-DRV-

The forms that are classified as intransitive, therefore, are problematic in that a
large number of them take directives. This problem might be mitigated somewhat if it
pertained to the agentive forms, for it can be seen that the directives for these forms
reference locations and goals rather than theme arguments. These forms might be
considered exceptional. It can be seen that some of the involuntary bodily process roots

have the same type of reading.

98. wéxk-es vomit on something
Jvomit-DRV-3/3

99.  ?osxé-ne I sneezed on him (323c)
JVsneeze-DRV-3/3

The problematic forms are the forms that are clearly unaccusative/state roots that

- 68 -



allow the directive (as in examples 79 to 87). These forms have the characteristic
directive semantics, and as such, cannot be considered exceptional.
The forms that I would consider to have both a transitive and intransitive

argument structure on the basis of their change in semantics all take directives as

expected.

100. nés nés-c convey, take someone somewhere
Jgo/take Jgo-DRV-3/3

101.  kwis kVis-e-s drop something
Jtall/drop Jdrop-DRV-3/3

102.  z6q” z6q™-e-s kill something
Jdie/kill Jdie-DRV-3/3

103. ceéxV CékV-e-s shine light on somthing, light the way

Jlight/shine  Vlight-DRV-3/3
The inanimate agentive form below is anomalous, as the transitive form appears to have
an intransitive reading with a change in root semantics to ‘crawl’, as opposed to a causal
reading or a directive reading such as ‘to run a race’.

104.  nox™ nox"-e-s [many-legged creature] crawl
Janimal.run Janimal.run-DRV-3/3

The following agentive forms are problematic if they are considered to be underlyingly
intransitive because they reference a theme argument, and could not be subsumed under

the rubric of exceptionality.

105. xéy-e-s stop someone (from doing something)
Jstop-DRV-3/3

106.  twép-e-s cause/force something to move backwards
JVback.up-DRV-3/3

Psychological and Weather roots pattern as would be expected if they were intransitive.
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107.  *paq“u?-n-t- (300a)
Vafraid-DRV-

108.  *qolil-n-t- (391b)
Jangry-DRV-

109. *wixX’-n-t-
Jsnow-DRV-

110. *xVak™-n-t-
JTrost-DRV-

111.  *ték¢-n-t-
Jrain-DRV-

112.  *x’ax™is-n-t-
Vhail-DRV-

On the basis of the examples (in 79 through 87) which show that roots that clearly
pattern as unaccusative states (Chapter Two) take directive, it would appear that the
assumption that directive is a diagnostic of underlying transitivity is flawed.

3.3.2 Indirective

If the indirective transitivizer were a diagnostic of transitivity, then indirective
forms would require underlying agent and goal arguments. The following are examples
of the behavior of the hypothesized transitive and intransitive classes with indirective.
Note that these examples would have to be underlyingly ditransitive to take the
indirective. This is clearly an non-intuitive and inelegant way of approaching this first
set of agentive forms.

A. Transitive Roots: Indirective Use

113.  ?4q%e?x-c drink a beverage belonging to someone
Jdrink-IND-3/3

114. naq“x-c steal something for someone
Vsteal-IND-3/3
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115.

116.

117.

118.

mi¢t-x-com-s she will visit for me (344¢)
Jvisit-IND-1sg/3

?u?ex pték“#-xo-ne te s/pték¥-s I am telling it for him (his story) (to people)((347c)
Jnarrate-IND-3/1sg OBL NOM-/story

?ecq¥-x5-ne I baked it for him in the pit oven (296d)
Jbake-IND-3/1sg

cik%¥-xo-ne I finished it for him (357d)
JTinish-IND-3/1sg

If indirective was a diagnostic of underlying structure, it should not appear as frequently

as it does.

The ditransitive roots pattern as expected, as the examples below show.

Ditransitive Roots

119.

120.

121.

122.

clt-x-c accept someone, speak for someone
Jsay-IND-3/3
cli¥-x-c point toward someone

Jpoint-IND-3/3

téw-m-x-C sell (something) belonging to someone
Vsell-RLT?-IND-3/3

*m’Sn’-xi-t- (2890 sf)
Jgive-IND-

It can be seen from the results below that intransitive roots which should not take

indirective allow it with some forms.

B. Intransitive Roots: Agentive

123.

124.

125.

kYice-xo-cm-s wi? tén-s/qdxqox he is taking my horse down towards the river (412h)
Jdescend.water-IND-1sg-3...

k™ame-xs-cm-s wi? tén-s/qéxqox he is taking my horse away from the rivers edge (413h)
Jascend.water-IND-1s-3...

xiy-x-s-cm-s he might land it for me (417f)
V1and-IND-1sg-3
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126.

127.

128.

129.

YA 2

p’én’tx-c return (something) to someone
Jreturn-IND-3/3

*x"esit-xi-t- (233a)
Jwalk-IND-

*¢Woyt-xi-t- (309b)
Jsleep-IND-

+qayt-xi-t- (388f)
Jreach.top-IND-

Intransitive Agentives are problematic because they have the regular semantics of an

indirective form.

B. Intransitive Roots: Non-Agentive

Unaccusative intransitives are inconclusive, but appear to pattern in the same way

as the agentives.

130.

131.

132.

pz’é%-xit-fyxs xo to?a to x"4pit they thought nothing of his property (398;)
Jworthless-IND-3/3pl ....

*¢y k™ -xi-t (3814d)

Jbumped.into-IND-

*plix™-xi-t- (383b)

Jpunctured-IND-

The forms with two potential argument structures, it can be seen, patterned as

expected with the exception of z6q™ ‘die’. These forms would not normally be considered

ditransitives.

133.  nés-xo-ne te s/saq™-s I am taking along their papers (345a)
Jgo-IND-3/1sg OBL NOM-/paper-3psv.

134,  Jkwis-xo-ne I dropped it to him (315)
Jdrop-IND-3/1sg

135. xéy-xa-cm-s he stopped it for me (runaway horse) (414h)

Jstop-IND-1sg-3
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136.  twép-x-cm-s wi? ten/kéd he backed it up for me, my car (4131f)
Vback.up-IND-1sg-3

137.  cékV-x"-cm-s he shines the light for me
Vight-IND-1sg-3

138.  *z6q"xi-t (311a)
Jdie-IND-

Involuntary bodily process roots and psychological roots split into those that allow
an indirective and those that do not. The expected result is that these forms would not
accept indirective.

139.  wéx’kK’xt-om ¢ s/q™¥6qVac’ her feet were vomited on
Jvomit-IND-3/3indef. DIR NOM-/feet

140.  ?7esx-éne I sneezed on him (323c)!
Jsneeze-IND-3/1sg

141.  *shéw-xi-t- (320b)
Jyawn-IND-

142. %yixm-xs-ne te citx™-s I am jealous of his house (358)

Jjealous-IND-3/1sg OBL Vhouse-3psv

143.  *paqtu?-xi-t- (301a)
Jafraid-IND-

144.  *qgolilxi-t (306b)
Jangry-IND-

The results of this section show that indirective patterns much like directive, in
that it is not blocked on non-agentive forms. It also marks many roots that are not
intuitively thought of as indirective. These data suggest, therefore, that because
indirective must bring added argument structure to a root, and since it seems to apply
across the board, this transitivizer presents no evidence for an underlying

transitive/intransitive distinction.

1. This form is inconclusive, it may be a directive with a locative reading, or it may be indirective.
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3.3.3 Causative

The causative transitivizer is of a different nature from directive and indirective.
Recall that it is very productive, applying to all semantic classes of roots. It is also used
exceptionally to transitivize complex intransitives, and is the most common transitivizer
used with primary affixed stems. For examples of the use of causative with the free form
set, see Chapter Two. This transitivizer is not a useful diagnostic for elucidating a
transitive/intransitive split.
3.3.4 Relational

The relational transitivizer is not as clear-cut a diagnostic as directive and
indirective are, nor is it obviously non-applicable as is the causative. Given its nature as
the transitivizer of last resort, I hypothesize that it may be a transitivizer of intransitive
roots. It is available to re-transitivize complex intransitives and can be used with primary
affixed stems. The data following show, however, that the results are far from being as
comprehensive as the directive and indirective.

Of the potential transitive forms, the available data show that it is possible to get

a relational on the majority of the following forms.

145.  naq¥-m-s steal something from someone
Jsteal-RLT-3/3

146. mi¢t-m-s visit someone
Jvisit-RLT-3/3

147.  *ck™-min-t- (357)
Jfinished-RLT-

Ditransitive roots all take a relational, as the forms below show.

148. cit-m-s talk about someone
Jsay-RLT-3/3
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149.

150.

téw-m-s sell something

Jsell-RLT-3/3

m’4n’-min-m-s give (something) away to someone
Jgive-RLT-?7-3/3

Intransitive roots of an agentive nature generally allow a relational, being blocked

in a number of cases.

151.

152.

153.

154.

155.

156.

x"esit-mt-is he walked to meet us
Jwalk-RLT-1pl/3

p’én’t-m-s [of weather or season] come back return to someone
Jreturn-RLT-3/3
n/k“tce-me-s go downriver after something

LOC-Jdescend.water-RLT-3/3

n/k"ime-me-s go upriver after (to get) something
LOC-Vascend.water-RLT-3/3

*qayt-min-t- (388g)
Jreach.top-RLT-

*¢Woyt-min-t- (321b)
Vsleep-RLT-

Of the non-agentive intransitive roots, which would all be expected to all take relational,

it can be seen that some do not allow it.

157.

158.

159.

160.

*pz’é¢-min-t- (398i)
Jworthless-RLT-

*plix™-min-t- (383b)
Jpunctured-RLT-

ye-min-s he likes.... (394h)
Jgood-RLT-3/3

*4yiik-min-t- (381d)

Jbumped.into-RLT-

The forms with two alternate argument structures take the relational affix except where

the semantics would bar it.
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161. nés-m-cm-s he took me with him (269 sf)

Jgo-RLT-1sg-3

162. twép-am-cm-s he backed up on me (4131f)
Vback.up-RLT-1-3

163.  *z6q"-min-t- (310d)
Jdie-RLT-

The majority of involuntary bodily process roots and psychological roots take the

relational, as can be seen in the forms below.

164. wéx’k-m-s vomit something up
Jvomit-RLT-3/3

165. mécx-m-s blink at someone
Vblink-RLT-3/3

166. shéw-mt-m someone makes one yawn

Vyawn-RLT-3/indef

167.  ?3sxe-min-t- (323e)
Jsneeze-RLT-
168. %yixm-me-s be jealous of someone

Jjealous-RLT-3/3

169. golil-m-ne I got mad at him (306)
Jangry-RLT-3/1sg

170. *paq*u?-min-t- (304a)
Jafraid-RLT-

3.4 Discussion

If one starts from a conservative assumption that N4, like English, has underlying
intransitive and transitive roots, and presupposes that directive and indirective were
markers of underlying transitives, we find some minor evidence that there are transitive
roots in N%. From the discussion of the out-of-control data in Chapter 2 comes data that
there are agentive roots with an exceptional volition reading in the out-of-control forms.

If semantics of the effects of this affix are split up, these might appear to maintain their
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agent participant. These forms do not take the directive suffix. One could hypothesize
that these forms were underlyingly intransitive. The second set of agentive roots takes
the characteristic non-volitional (patient) reading when the out-of-control affix is added.
These forms allow the directive transitivizer and could be considered transitive. The
bound control forms that take the out-of-control reading would then be transtive by this
analysis.

However, the majority of evidence points to the fact that rather than there being
an intransitive/transitive split in N¢, the morpho-syntactic diagnostics discussed and
exemplified in this Chapter also distinguish agentive and non-agentive forms.

In the following tables, I summarize the data from the diagnostics in Sections 3.3.1
to 3.3.4 above. In these tables, an asterisk marks an ungrammatical form, and a plus sign
marks a grammatical form. A dash signifies a gap in the elicited data. A combination of
plus and asterisk symbols means that the form was given in the dictionary, but was

considered ungrammatical by DU.
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Table 11: Morpho-Syntactic Behavior of Unergative Roots

Root Gloss MID | CAU | DRV | IND | RLT
1 ?uq¥e drink * + + *
2 ptek™¢ narrate/tell a story * + + + -
3 tax paddle (a canoe) * + + +
4 keze? be/tell a lie * + + - -
5 kKYuce descend-water */+ + + + +
6 k“ume ascend-water * + + + +
7 nes go + + + + +
8 m’an’ give, donate * * + * +
9 zax get dressed * * + - -
10 | ?ecq™ bake */+ * + + *
11 | Xey stop * + + + *
12 Yoyt sleep * + * * *
13 | cuk” finished/end * + + + *
14 miét visit * + * + +
-min-

15 | plen’t return + + * + +
16 | qayt reach-top * + * * *
17 | xVesit walk * + * + +
18 micoq’ to sit * + - - -
19 | q?em nurse * + * i i
20 nox animal-run * + + - +
21 | nagq¥ steal * * * +
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Table 12: Morpho-Syntactic Behavior of Unaccusative Roots

Root Gloss MID | CAU | DRV | IND | RLT
1 | xy go ashore * + * + -
2 clox™ [weather] be hot * + - -
3 cek’™ shine/give light + + + -
4 xan’i be/get hurt * + * - -
5 | xyq faint * + * - .
6 daxi be cold * + * * *
7 | plux” punctured * + * * x
8 zxX’aq’ things piled up fall * + * - -
9 Slux” it is a noise/s.t. bangs * - - - -
10 maq’ satiatied * * * - -
11 ‘l’anz be healed/heal up *+ + + - +
12 | q¥nox” be sick/ill * + + - -
13 zoq% die/be dead * + + * *
14 | kVis fall, be born * + + + *
15 $yuk® bang (into s.t.) * + + * *
16 | kVad [liquid] flow * + + - -
run, spill
17 | xXm’aq / X’iyeq™ [cord] break, * + + - -
pull apart
18 | pux” [ice/glass] have - + + - -
a hole
19 | ptuk” ooze out, spring * + + - -
water source
20 pzet foolish * + + + *

2. Dorothy Ursaki does not allow a middle form #4x"-m. However, the dictionary has the form:
shaman specializing in marital realations

$ax¥-m tok ywin’
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Table 13: Morpho-Syntactic Behavior of Miscellaneous Roots

Root Gloss MID | CAU | DRV | IND | RLT
1 Posxe sneeze * + + 9 N
2 wéx'’k’ vomit * + + + *
3 shew yawn * + - * -
4 Paq*u fear/frighten * + * * *
5 qolil angry/mad * + * * +
6 X’ax" us hail * * * - +
7 tekd rain * * * - +
8 wux"t SnOw * */+ * - +
9 fap dusk * * * - +
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CHAPTER FOUR
4.0 Conclusions and Future Work

The focus of this thesis was a discussion of the semantic basis of transitivity
alternations in N¢e?képmx. Because intransitive and transitive use of roots in Nte?képmx
is morphologically marked, the purpose of this work was to document what derivational
affixes are allowed with a set of predicates. This led to a classification of predicate types.

In Chapter One, I presented an overview of the morphology of Nte?képmx. Chapter
Two comprised an application of the semantic diagnostics from the literature on
unaccusative and unergative (Grimshaw 1987, Levin & Rappaport 1989, Grimshaw 1990,
Gerdts 1991) to a set of Nte?képmx roots. A set of morpho-syntactic diagnostics, including
primary affixes, and (following Gerdts 1991) desiderative and causative affixes, was analyzed
to determine if they could elucidate underlying structure.

The results of the data collection documented in Chapter Two show that unergative
and unaccusative is a relevant distinction in N¥. There is a distinction based on agency that
marks unergatives, as seen from the causative evidence and corroborated by the desiderative
diagnostic. Unaccusatives are distinguished by the aspectual markers of inchoative and
immediate. It is apparent from the data that the psychological, involuntary and weather
predicates do not pattern evenly with either the unergative or unaccusative groups. This
evidence corroborates Rosen (1984) by showing that for some roots the semantic
underpinnings of argument structure vary from language to language. This can be seen most
clearly with the involuntary bodily process roots which do not behave as a unitary set, and

with the weather roots. This is the only set where the desiderative has a future reading. This
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shows that the weather forms cannot be grouped with the state/unaccusative predicates. It
is possible that there may be some process roots that allow a future reading, and that these
were missed in elicitation. Another possibility is that the full extent of the use of such form
is being lost by my consultant. It is of note that during the elicitation of the weather forms
DU attempted to create a second translation of these forms by setting them in a sentence
such as ‘the earth wants to rain’.

In Chapter Three I discussed the potential of an intransitive/transitive classification
of roots in Nde?képmx. It can be seen from this discussion that there is little evidence for
transitive roots in N¢. The morpho-syntactic tests in combination do show agency as a
relevant semantic dimension, corroborating the evidence from Chapter Two. But there are
forms that are clearly documented as unaccusative in Chapter Two that take directive and
indirective forms. These data show that these transitivizers cannot be diagnostic of an
underlying transitive form.

I conclude therefore, following Thompson and Thompson (1992), that roots in N# are
underlyingly intransitive. Given the proportion of agentive versus non-agentive roots, it is
also clear that the traditional view holds that in Salish most forms are patient-oriented.

The implications of these data for cross-linguistic work are that transitive roots are
not universal. The data from Chapter Two show that the unaccusative and unergative
distinction is a viable one in N4. The behavior of the involuntary bodily process, weather and
psychological predicates tends to corroborate Rosen (1984), showing that for a limited set
of forms in the data, the semantic underpinnings of argument structure can vary from

language to language.
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In retrospect, there are a number of methodological considerations that would
contribute to a clearer analysis of these data. This thesis is based on the extensive work
done by Thompson & Thompson with Annie York and other consultants, and on items
elicited from DU, a fluent and very linguistically astute consultant. However, the
grammaticality judgements come from a single source (DU), as the Thompson database does
not distinguish between elicitation gaps and forms that are ungrammatical. An attempt was
made to find a second consultant with whom to verify forms, but it was difficult to gain
access to a speaker with the degree of fluency required.

A second consideration is that the semantic classification in Chapter Three is largely
intuitive. A more conclusive, syntactic test of these judgements would be to elicit intransitive
forms with oblique object nominals.

My primary set of data was the subset of roots in Nte?képmx that can appear
as free form intransitives in a main sentence. This group of roots cross-cuts the broad
semantic categories found in the literature. However, it is important to note that while
choosing the set of free forms gave a finite set of common roots with an identifiable subset
of agentive forms, the majority set (and potentially more interesting set) of roots is that of
the bound forms. Further work on these forms would explain the distinction between bound
and free forms. It is of note that the inchoative and immediate forms (the aspectual affixes
distinguished in the data) do not attach to the free forms. Thus the next step would be to
determine if the distinction is an aspectual one. Looking at the type of roots that surface as
free forms, one can see that these roots are very common. Their status as free forms may

be linked to this semantic familiarity.
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Future work would be to map the semantic structure of bound roots in light of the
conclusions reached in this thesis. An interesting issue is the event-structure/aspectual nature
of the primary affixes and their patterning with roots. The results of Chapter Two show that
the forms discussed as primary affixes are not a unitary set, as stative and out-of-control

behave quite differently with respect to free forms from the other affixes.
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Free Form Roots

APPENDIX 1

Agentive Activity

bake in ashes

drink

descend-water

ascend-water

stop

give (s.t.), make a donation/ s.t. given
to sit

(make a) visit

steal

go to (place), go for (purpose)...
animal-run

narrate, tell a story/narrator, story-teller
come back, go back, return, revive...
to paddle (a canoe)

go, move backwards

[of infant] nurse, suck at breast
reach the top, summit of s.t.

go ashore

walk, go, take a trip, travel

get dressed, put one’s clothes on...
sleep

help

watch

sell

point

cut brush

say

be a lie/falsehood, tell a lie/falsehood
that’s all, as soon as, be completed, finished

Non-Agentive Forms

1. 2écq”
2. 0q7e?
3. k™ ace
4. k™ ame
S. X’éy

6. m’dn/m’3n’
7. micaq’
8. mitt

9. naq™”
10.  nés

11.  no6x”
12. pték"%
13. pén’t
14. tax

15.  twép
16. q?em
17.  qéayt
18. xiy

19. x"esit
20. Zax

21. Yoyt
22.  ken
23. paq”
24,  téw
25. cué

26. 4im
27.  chOn
28.  kéze?
29.  cbk”

1. k¥is

2. $yak”
3. plrax”
4. xan’i
5. xiyq’
6. kyax”
7. kvat
8. X’m’aq

fall down, be born

bang/bump (into something)

puncture, touch (s.t.), finger goes through
be/get hurt

faint, lose conciousness

perforated

[of liquid] flow, run, spill

[of cord] break, pull apart
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10.
11
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.

N A o o N

bl Sl

ptak”
zX’aq’
flax®
c’ak
laxi
AW
X'oz
maq’
pz’éd
qwl’l OXW
wmeéx

xzim
W

z0q

ooze out, water source, spring

(things piled up) come down, fall; (of house) cave in

s.t. bangs, makes a racket
exhausted, finished

be cold

be healed, heal

lazy

be full, satiated

free, easily done, worthless, reckless, foolish
be sick, ill

live, be alive

big, large, great

[person, animal, plant] die, be dead

States:Inanimate

28y

cd
crox”
c’lox”
c¢’max
kot
kK'dax”
lpax™
Xy’
X’'méx
néx"”
q’lux”
xtaq
zndk
c’ek’™”
clax™

present, here

burn/blacken, burn up, burn black

wash out [of road,hill]

(be) hot, hot [weather, object]

[of berries] mashed, [of clothes] worn out
detached, apart

severed, cut off

[of ice/glass] have a hole through

difficult (to do), hard, elevated [language]
braided

strongly, very, intensively

curled

[obj/substance] develops a hole

coiled [of snake, rope]

shine, give light

be a noise

Involuntary bodily processes

shéw
?5-sxe
wéx’k’

yawn
sneeze
vomit
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Nk LN

Nk e

WO NREPDD =

Psychological
céx

k"a

paq u?

qgalil

yixm

shame

crazy, insane
fear/scare/frighten
angry, get angry/mad
jealous, envious

Weather/Nature

X’ax"as
tékd
wix™t
tap

x ak’™v

(to) hail

to rain

to snow

it is dusk, twilight

get frosty, there is frost

Nominal Forms

?2ék™n
2eyk
Mmc
Tixic
citx”
cyé
képu(w)
kix

k¥ alu?x”
Hk"
Iwéy’st
X’émn
X’éms
X'ix"ed

X mk’
mc’ait
gqomit
q¥éx”
qtéd
qQ'a
q“zém
séw’t
sox"m’
tinx
tmix"™
xnix”

4.7

zmen

bait/salmon roe
kinnickkinnick berry
grandchild

white worms (in rotten wood)
house

basket

coat

elder sister/cousin
dog salmon

prayer beads
autumn

body hair/fur

birch basket
different/strange, wrong one
whistle/drinking tube
pus

hat

blanket

grease

water/river

moss

slave

edible sprouts, blackcaps, sunflower seeds

sinew
land, earth
ladder

bird nest/one’s origins
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APPENDIX 2

Control Roots

Free Forms
1. x"esit walk
2. cli(n) say
3. naq” steal
4. tax paddle
5. Mq”e? drink
6. nox” animal run
7. Him cut brush
8. cut point
9. nés go
10.  kén help
11.  midt visit
12. mla(m) heal
13. p’ont return
14. q?ém to nurse (breastfeed)
15.  qéayt reach top
16. g’amin throw
17. téw sell to
18.  k™iceh descend to water
19.  k™ameh ascend from water
20. m’4n donate
21.  sox“est descend (this form may be a re-analyzed reflexive)
22.  tékd rain
Bound forms
1. J2as- discard
2. Vk%én- grasp
3. Xéx- joke
4, Jné- give
5. Jpilex- inform/tell
6. Jplys- kill
7. Jpuyt- lie down
8. Jqdl- bite
9. Jqei- cheer
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