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Structural Asymmetries and Preverbal Positions in Shuswap 

This thesis investigates several previously undescribed properties of the 

syntax of Shuswap, a Northern Interior Salish language. The data are based 

on original fieldwork undertaken from 1981 -1 993. After a brief introduction to 

Shuswap morphofogy and syntax, 1 turn to the central questions of the thesis- 

what word orders exist in Shuswap and how they can be accomodated in 

current syntactic theory. 

Shuswap has unusually free word order of nominals relative to the verb. 

I propose that the possible word orders result from three distinct and co- 

occurring processes placing nominals in preverbal position--clefting, left 

dislocation, and focussing. An examination of preverbal norninals with respect 

to focus particles, second position clitics, island conditions, pronominal 

doubling and verbal morphology leads to the conclusion that clefteel nominals 

are base generated in a position adjoined to CP, left dislocated nominals are 

adjoined to an externaf topic position, and focussed nominals are moved to 

Spec of IP position. These structures also correctly predict word order in 

sentences with more than one preverbal nominal. 

From a descriptive viewpoint, Shuswap seems unique among Salish 

languages in the word orders that it allows. Coast Salish languages allow only 

one of these processes--clefting. Other Interior Salish languages utilize a 

range of preverbal positions but in a much more limited fashion. From a 

theoretical viewpoint, the free word order facts, along with the frequent use of 

null pronominals, and discontinuous constituents, suggest that Shuswap is a 

non-configurational language. In such languages, nominals are not organized 

in a hierarchical or asymmetrical fashion (as, for example, in English), but rather 
... 
111 



are given a ;lat structure. This thesis provides Shuswap data relevant to the 

standard tests for asymmetricai structures involving coreierence restrictions. I 

propose a rule for the antecedence of pronominals in Shuswap that crucially 

relies on the fundamental asymmetry of preverbal and postverbal norninals and 

clauses. Therefore, I conclude that Shuswap structure, contrary to first 

impressions, is best anatysed as configurational. This study thus supports the 

claim that all languages are in fact configurational in their underlying 

representations regardiess of their surface properties. 
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Introduction 

This thesis investigates the syntax uf Shuswap, a member of the Salish 

language family.' It arises from field research conducted between 1981 and 

1993 with Shuswap speakers. The Shuswap speakers that provided 

information for this study, with one exception, are all speakers of the Western 

Shuswap dialect. My primary consultant, Mona Jules, is from Deadmans Creek 

(Skeetchestn), located west of Savona. The data have been checked with 

several other speakers from Deadmans Creek, including Basile Deneau and 

Annie-May Jules. I consufted as well with the late Leslie Julss of Kamloops and 

Salish had approximately twenty-three languages (Thompson 1979), 
although several are no longer spoken. Thompson divides the family into Bella 
Coola and the main body, which contains the Coast Division, the Tsarnosan 
Division, and the Interior Division. Shuswap is a member of the Interior Salish 
Division: 

(i) interior Division 
Northern 

Lillooet 
Thompson 
Shuswap 

Southern 
Columbian 
Okanagan 
Kalispel 
Coeur d'Alene 

Within Shuswap there are two major dialects, referred to as Western Shuswap 
and Eastern Shuswap (Kuipers 1990). The dialect boundary is slightly east of 
Kamleops. The two dialects differ primarily in their phonetic inventory and have 
same lexical variation. I have observed no significant syntactic differences 
between the two dialects. 



Joe Michel of Adam's Lake (the contemporary village is near Chase). The latter 

is a speaker of the Eastern Skuswap dialect. My early research vvas in Dog 

Creek, on the Fraser River, where I conducted research with Lilly Harry, as well 

as with her niece Mary Palmantier. I had an opportunity to check several points 

with Mary Palmantier recently, and her judgements were consistent with t h ~ s e  

of the speakers with whom I am currently working. 

Previous research on Shuswap includes a doctoral dissertation by 

Gibson (1973), and a grammar by Kuipers ((1974), with a subsequent update 

(Kuipers 1990). These are excellent structural studies, focussing primarily on 

the phonological and morphological properties of the language, and I refer the 

reader to these works for information on phonology and morphology. Gibson 

(1973) provides a structural account of the eastern dialect of Shuswap, whereas 

Kuipers (1 974) provides grammatical information, a dictionary, and eight texts, 

gathered primarily from speakers of the western dialect of Shuswap. Kuipers 

(1990) updates the previous grammar, gives new texts, and includes data 

gathered on the eastern dialect. The syntax of Shuswap, however, has never 

been systematically described, and this is the first theoretical discussion on that 

topic.2 

The phenomena investigated in this dissertation arise from two early 

observations in my fieldwork. One of the observations had previously been 

There are also several ethnographic studies that include linguistic 
information (Boas l89Oa, l89Ot3, Bouchard and Kennedy 1975, Dawson 1891, 
Palmer 1975a, 1975b, Teit 1909), and a short sketch by an oblate missionary 
(LeJeune 1925). 



noted in Kuipers (1974). In wh-questions, agents and patients are treated 

differently? 

( 1 )  swdty k-wik- t -0-s 
who irr-see-t r-3sO-3sS 

'Who did he see?' 

3A broad phonetic transcription is used in this study. The Shuswap 
consanant set has the properties typical of Salish in general (Thompson 1979). 
These include an opposition between plain and ejective stops (and affricates), 
an opposition between prevelar and postvelar places of articulation, and an 
opposition between labialized and nonlabialized consonants in the prevelar 
and postvelar regions. The obstruents are voiceless, whereas resonants are 
voiced. There is an opposition between plain and glottalized resonants. 
Postvelar resonants are produced as pharyngeals. The consonants are shown 
in the following chart: 

Consonants 

Lab Alv Lat Pal  Prevelar Postvelar Glot 

Stops Plain P t k kw q qw 7 

Ejective p' k ' kJW 9' qtw 
Affr Plain t 

Ejective c ' A' 
Fric s 1 x x >! xw h 
Res Plain m n 1 Y 8 w 0 c 

glott m ri 5 Y $ w +w 

The inventory of the vowels is /i c a o u a/. Non-syllabic /i u/ are 
orthographically represented as Iy w/ respectively. 



(2) s w d t i  k-wik-t-0-m as 
who irr-see-tr-3sO-unsp 3sdep 

'Who saw him?' 

Comparing the wh-questions above to transitive constructions such as (3), it can 

be observed that the verbal morphology is the same in wh-questions where the 

patient is questioned ( I ) ,  but different when the agent is questioned (2): 

'He saw him.' 

The contrast between agent and patient wh-questions suggests a potential 

structural asymmetry. Moreover, the clitic involved in the extraction of agents 

has several other uses-including the marking of incompletive aspect, the 

marking of dependent clauses, and the marking of agent, instrument, locative, 

temporal, and quantifier extractions. This clitic strategy is one of the notable 

features ~i Shuswap syntax. 

A second observation is the unexpected frequency of SVO word order. 

While SVO order was noted in Kuipers (1574), it was claimed to be rare. 

However, in direct elicitation, SVO is as frequent as the allegedly basic VSO 

word order. This observation foreshadowed subsequent discoveries of several 

distinct preverbal positions. This thesis shows that there are three preverbal 

positions available in the syntax of Shuswap, each with distinct syntactic and 

morphological properties. The availability of these positions, as well as the 

freedom of word order in postverbal position, raise the question of the 

configurational status of Shuswap. At first, the surface properties of word order, 



discontinuous constituency, and the use of null pronominals make Shuswap 

appear to be a non-configurational language. However, evidence from binding 

theory and weak crossover shows that Shuswap has several structural 

asymmetries. On the basis of these data, I claim that Shuswap is best analysed 

as a configurational language. Finally, I investigate the argument status of 

lexical MPs. Evidence from Condition C effects, conditions on extraction, and 

weak crossover effects leads to the conclusion that lexical MPs in Shuswap are 

arguments, not adjuncts. 

The basic properties sf Shuswap clause structure are described in 

Chapter One, to provide background fer the topics discussed later. Several 

important phenomena in the grammar of Shuswap are described, including 

word order, the case system, and person marking. It is shown that Shuswap 

has a split ergative system, based on person. An investigation of aspect and 

clause type, distinctions which are commonly made in split ergative systems, 

shows that Shuswap employs a unique strategy of using clitics to mark 

aspectual and clausal distinctions. it is concluded that this is different from a 

split ergative system. It is then shown that Shuswap has agent hierarchies. 

Evidence comes from restrictions on number and animacy, and from restrictions 

on the interaction of nuli third person pronominals and lexical NPs. Finally, the 

properties of complex NPs-possessive NPs and relative clauses-are 

described. 

In Chapters Two and Three, I present evidence that Shuswap has three 

distinct preverbal positions-the external topic position, the wh-position, and the 

focus position, and that nominals in all three positions can co-occur. An 

examination of preverbal nominals with respect to focus particles, second 



position clitics, doubling, island effects, and wh-agreement shows that each 

position has distinct syntactic properties. 

Chapter Two investigates the syntactic properties of wh-position. It is 

claimed that nominals in the wh-position are base-generated, and that this 

position is adjoined to CP. Nevertheless, there is evidence that nominals in the 

wh-position obey islands. This leads to the conclusion that there is empty 

operator movement. I then turn to wh-agreement. It is shown that there are 

three complementary strategies involved in the extraction cf nominals. Direct 

arguments may extract without wh-agreement, whereas various obliques and 

adjuncts employ wh-agreement-either cliticimati~n or nominalization. Finally, I 

show that Shuswap obeys the Peripheral Gap Constraint, but only when there 

are null pronominal absolutives. 

After establishing the properties of the wh-position, in Chapter Three I 

turn to two other preverbal positions-the external topic position and the focus 

position. Neither positi~n has previously been systematically described for 

Shuswap. The external topic position is represented as base-generated 

prefixed to CP, and the focus position is represented as Spec of IP. The 

syntactic properties of these two positions are investigated. There is evidence 

thai the focus position may be multiply filled. 

In Chapter Four I address the issue of configurationality. I investigate the 

properties of binding, weak crossaver, and proper government, and show that 

there are several structural asymmetries in the grammar of Shuswap. I compare 

the Shuswap binding facts to predictions made by Speas (1990) for 

configurational and non-configurational languages. Shuswap has a binding 

pattern that resembles both a configurational and a non-configurational 

language. It does, however, have a construction that is argued by Speas to 

6 



constitute evidence for non-configurationality. I show that this construction is 

predicted by other principles in the grammar of Shuswap-restrictions on the 

distribution of null pronominal absolutives that I initially call the *NP pro 

Condition. In addition, I show that Shuswap has a condition on antecedence 

that relies on structural asymmetries. In order to be an antecedent, an r- 

expression must c-command the pronominal. Therefore, an r-expression in 

subject position can be an antecedent for a pronominal contained in the object 

NP, but an r-expression in object position cannot be an antecedent for a 

pronominal in the subject position. In addition to the standard binding 

conditions, I show that there is also a parallelism constraint operating in the 

grammar of Shuswap. I propose the Generalized Condition on the Identification 

of Empty Categories, which unifies the Peripheral Gap Constraint and the *NP 

pro Condition, and show that this condition fol l~ws from an independently 

motivated Agent Condition. Finally, I show that there are weak crossover effects 

in Shuswap. While the crossover facts follow from the condition on 

antecedence, they are nevertheless consistent with the view of 

configurationality argued for in this thesis. 

In Chapter Five, I investigate whether lexical NPs are arguments in 

Shuswap. First, I investigate Condition C effects. It is shown that lexical NPs, in 

Shuswap, show C~ndition C effects. Further support comes from Condition C 

effects in possessive constructions, relative clauses, and phrasal coordinations. 

Next, I investigate conditions on the extraction of NPs. There is evidence that 

possessors of subject NPs in intransitive clauses can extract in Shuswap. 

Finally, I look at weak crossover which provides evidence for structural 

asymmetries. The Shuswap properties of Condition C effects, extraction of 



possessors, and weak crossover effects are unexpected if all lexicai NPs are 

adjuncts. I conclude that lexical NPs r,re syntactic arguments in Shiiswap. 

This study adopts the assumptions of Government and Binding theory 

(Chomsky 1981, 1982, 1986, 1992). I shall assume that all syntactic arguments 

are generated within the VP at D-structure, as proposed by the VP Internal 

Subject Hypothesis (Diesing 1990, Fukui and Speas 1986, Kitagawa 1986, 

Kooprnan and Sportiche 1991, Kuroda 1988): 

(4) a. m-wik-t-0-s V-Mary 1-sak'l dp 
perf-see-t r-3sO-3sS det-Mary det-coyote 

'Mary saw the coyote.' 

V NP 
m-wikts I-sak'ldp 

Shuswap is represented as having underlying SVO word order (4). 1 shall also 

assume that the verb raises to the head of functional projections for person- 

marking purposes. Following Chomsky (1 991 ), I assume that there are 



agreement projections for subject and object marking, and an aspect projection 

for the dependent clitics. Verb raising is shown in (5): 

In (5) the verb has raised to lnfl and is in a position to head-govern both lexical 

NPs.4 Finally, I assume that Spec of IP is a non-thematic position. In principle, 

any nominal may move to Spec of IP to receive mild emphasis as shown in (6): 

41 adopt Rizzi's (1990) definition of government: 

(i) Head Government: X head-governs Y iff 

a. X=(A, N, P, V, Agr, T) 
b. X m-commands Y 
c. no barrier intervenes 
d. Relativized Minimality is respected. 

(ii) Antecedent Government: X antecedent-governs Y iff 



I assume that adjunction to IP is possible. Therefore, after an NP has moved 

into Spec of IP, additional adjunction of nominals to IP is allowed. In Chapters 

Two and Three, I motivate two additional syntactic positions. Both of these are 

base-generated positions. 

a. X and Y are eo-indexed 
b. X c-commands Y 
c. no barrier intervenes 
d. Relativized Minimality is respected. 

(iii) Relztivized Minimality: X a-governs Y only if there is no Z such that 

a. Z is a typical potential a-governor for Y, 
b. Z c-commands Y and does not c-command X. 



This thesis is a descriptive contribution to the literature on verb-initial 

ianguages and to the understanding of Shuswap syntax. It is argued that 

Shuswap is best anaiysed as a configurational language and that lexical NPs 

can be arguments. The thesis supports the hypothesis that all languages are 

configurational in their undertying representations. 



Chapter 1 

Basic Cravse Structure 

I .O introduction 

This chapter examines Shuswap basic clause structure. I exemplify the 

range of simple and cornpiex clauses that are used in this study and summarize 

the grammatical properties associated with each. Common types of clauses are 

discussed in 51 -1. Constructions can be distinguished on the basis of nominai 

case marking (51 -21% word order (@.3f, and person marking (51.4)- In 51.5 it is 

shown that Shuswap has a split ergative system for third person marking. Agent 

hierarchies in Shuswap are discussed in $1 -6. Finally, the properties of 

complex NPs--possessive constructions and relative clauses are discussed in 

$1 -7. 

3 - 3 Common Types of Clauses 

This section exemplifies a variety of basic constructions including 

intransitive, transitive, middfe, passive, ditransitive, and applicative 



wnsfnrctions. f refate the properties of verbal morphology to various types of 

nominals.' 

1.1.1 intransitive Cfstirses 

Intransitive constructions are shown in (1 -3): 

'She left.' 

'The house is big.' 

(3) m-X%k-0 8 - x p h  ta-skwal kBW61 t 
perf-go-3sS det-grandfather obl-snowmountains 

'Grandfather went to the snowmountains.' 

lntransitive constructions consist minimally of a predicate (I) ,  though they 

optionally take lexical arguments (2-3). Evidence for the intransitivity of these 

constructions comes from nominal case marking (51 -21, and person marking 

(51 -4)- 

lAspectuat distinctions are often indicated by complex constructions in 
Shuswap. I give all examples in this section in the completive aspect, optionally 
indicated by the prefix f m-/, since it is not complex. 
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1-1.2 Transitive Clauses 

Transitive clauses are given in (4-6): 

k'& -n-0-s ~ - n d x ~ a n x ~  8-mimx 
make-fc-3sO-3sS det-wbman 

'The woman made the basket.' 

n i  kJ-n-0-s '6-sptc'n 
cut-fc-3sO-3sS det-rope 

'The child cut the rope.' 

det-basket 

V - tuw iw t  
det-child 

8-qd?ta-s 
det-fat her-3sP 

'Mary saw her father.' 

Transitive constructions can be distinguished on the basis of person marking, 

nominal case marking, and transitive marking.2 Transitive constructions have 

Wo agreement slots for the marking of pronominals. In the examples above 

these are filled with third person object suffixes followed by the third person 

subject suffixes. The subject suffixes and the object suffixes are discussed in 

($1 -4.3) and ($1 -4.4) respectively. 

2Regular phonological rules result in the deletion of the transitive marker 
/-t-/ in certain consonantal clusters. The /-n-/, glossed here as 'full control', 
merges with the unstressed first person subject marker /-n/. 
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1.1.3 Middle Constructions 

Middle constructions are shown in (7-9): 

(7) k'61-m-0 8-rtdxwanxw ta-mimx 
make-unsp-3sS det-woman obl-basket 

'The woman made a basket.' 

(8) q'w16w-m-~ x-kyC?a ta-spaqpiq 
pick berries-unsp-3sS det-grandmother obl-berries 

'Grandmother picked berries.' 

(9) pix-m-0 x-xp67a ta-c'i? 
hunt-unsp-3sS det-grandfather obl-deer 

'Grandfather is hunting deer.' 

In middle constructions the predicate stem is suffixed with / - ( t )m/ rather than 

a transitive marker. The patient of the middle occurs with an oblique marker. 

Evidence for the surface intransitivity of this construction comes from pronominal 

marking (51.4) and from nominal case (51.2). 

The patient in middle constructions is often generic (see 7-9 above) or 

unspecified: 

'He's singing.' 



Passives 

Example of what have been called passives (Kuipers 1974) are shown in 

(1 1-1 3): 

(1  1 ) m-malx-n-t-8-im V-nJxwanxw 
perf-kick-fc-tr-3sO-unsp det-woman 

ta-nE'a?sqixa? 
obi-horse 

'The woman was kicked by the horse.' 

( 1  2) nik8-n-t-8-m ~ - s p k ' n  ta-tuwfwt 
cut-fc-tr-3sO-unsp det-rope o bl-chi Id 

'The rope was cut by the child.' 

'Mary was kissed by John.' 

Passive stems are suffixed with the transitive marker followed by a member of 

the set of object agreement markers (51.4.4). 

There is some evidence that suggests this construction may be f~rmally 

transitive? The evidence comes from the behaviour of this construction in 

nominalizations. In negatives, the notional predicate is nominalized with a 

determiner, is prefixed with /s-/, and takes possessive person markers in 

intransitives and subject and object suffixes in transitives. Intransitive and 

transitive affirmative constructions are shown in (1 4- 1 5): 

3l am grateful to Stephen Egesdal (p.c). for pointing this out. 
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'He wer~t.' 

'He punched him.' 

Negatives corresponding to the affirmatives given in (1 4-1 5) are shown in (1 6- 

17): 

(16) t a ?  k-s-h")€k-~ 
neg irr-nom-go-3sP 

'He didn't go.' 

( 1  7) t87  k-s-C(u)-n-t-0-6s 
neg irr-nom-punch-fc-tr-3s0-3sS 

'He didn't punch him.' 

We see then that both active transitives and passives take finite clause 

morphology under nominalization while intransitives do not. Thus, passives 

follow the active transitive pattern, suggesting that they are not intransitives. In 

(16) the embedded intransitive predicate takes the possessive marker / -s /  

whereas in (17) the predicate takes subject marker /-(6)s/ and the object 

marker /-04. The passive construction shown in (1 3) above tests to be 

transitive, as can be seen in (1 8): 



( 18) ta? k-s-C(u)-n-t-O-dm 
neg irr-nom-punch-fc-tr-3sO-unsp 

'Somebody didn't punch him.' 

If (18) were intransitive, the possessive marker /-s/ would be expected. This is 

not possible, as shown by (1 7): 

( 1  9) * t a ?  k-s-i(u)-n-t-0-6m-s 
neg irr-nom-punch-fc-tr-3sO-unsp-3sP 

'Somebody didn't punch him.' 

Since the norninalization facts are somewhat inconclusive in determining the 

transitivity of this construction, I shall continue to refer to it as passive (Kuipers 

1 974). 

1.1.5 Ditransitive Constructions 

1 give a ditransitive construction in (20): 

(20) kax-t-0-6s 8-John If-Mary t a - s w s w l  
give-tr-3sO-3sS det-Jo hn det-Mary obl-fish 

'John gave Mary a fish.' 

Ditransitives behave exactly like 'plain' transitives. There is a transitive marker 

and following it are two agreement positions. Only two lexica! nominals may 

occur with direct case (g1.2), showing that they are linked to the agreement 

marking on the predicate. In (20) the animate arguments are marked for 



agreement on the predicate and these nominals bear direct case. The 

inanimate patient is marked with an oblique. Notice that (21) is ungrammatical: 

(2 1 )  *kax-t-0-6s 8-John ' d - s w s w t  ta -Mary  
give-tr-3sO-3sS det-John det-fish obl-Mary 

'John gave the fish to Mary.' 

1.1.6 Applicatives 

A set of suffixes, referred to here as applicative markers, occur in 

constructions in which nominals bearing a variety of semantic roles appear as 

the grammatical sbject.4 Intransitive constructions that lack an applicative 

marker are illustrated in (22-24): 

'He's finding (something).' 

'He goes along.' 

"These markers are also called redirectives (Kinkade 1980). Kuipers 
(1974, 1992) refers to the set of /-x( i) t- / ,  /-rn(i)nt-/ and / -nwiht - /  as 

'complex transitivizers. In this study, the first two are called applicatives, while 
the last is called a limited control marker. 



(24) qwandn-0 8-stmdmal t h'k-purndka? 
want-3sS det-children irr-drtim 

'The children want a drum.' 

The grammatically transitive counterparts ~f (22-24) are shown in (25-27). They 

are marked with the applicative marker /-m(i)-/, referred to here as 

'relationalf.5 

'He found it.' 

'He went up to somebody.' 

qwan-mi'-n-0-s 8-stmdmal t k-pum6ka7 
want-rel-fc-3sO-3sS det-children irr-drum 

'The children want a drum.' 

The transitive marker / t - /  is not overt in (25-27), due to regular phonological 

processes. There are two agreement positions on the predicate, and the 

nsminals that are linked to these positions bear a member of the set of direct 

determiners, either /8-/, / I - / ,  or the irreaiis marker /k- / .  Any additional 

nominals are marked with oblique determiners: 

SThis suffix is referred to as relational in Thompson and Thompson 
(1992). Kuipers (1974:51) does not segment /-m(i )nt-/, whereas in this 
study I analyse /-m(i)-n-t-/as the relational suffix, the full control suffix, and 
the transitive marker. 



(28) m-thka-mi-n-0-s ~ -sk '~ i rndmla t  ~ s w d w $  n-sqdlmxw 
perf-sell-rel-fc-3s8-3sS det-child det-fish loc-man 

'The child sold the fish to the man.' 

In (28) the goal is marked with the oblique locative determiner /n-/. 

There is a second type of applicative. Clauses (29-30) are transitive, with 

no applicative morphology: 

k'dl -n-0-s u-stdkCn 
make-tr-3sO-3sS det-dipnet 

'He made the dipnet.' 

m-std?-t-0-s ~ - x ~ a x ~ ? d ? s  
perf-drink-tr-3sO-3sS det-beer 

'She drank the beer.' 

The applicative counterparts ~f (29-30) with are shown in (31 -32): 

(3  1 )  k'dl-x-t-0-s t a - s t d k h  
make-red-tr-3sO-3sS obi-dipnet 

'He made a dipnet for him.' 

(32) m-stg(t)?a-x-t-sm-s ta-xwaxw?d?s 
perf-drink-red-tr- 1 sgo-3sS det-beer 

'She drank the beer forlon me.' 

In clauses (32-33)' the 'redirective' suffix / -x ( f ) - /  registers that a benefactive 

or rnalefactive nominal is the grammatical object of the clause. The patient of 



the clause is marked with the oblique determiner / ta - / .  The applicative in 

clause (32) could have either a benefactive or a malefactive interpretation. 

A second use of the applicative / x ( f ) - /  is in possessive constructions 

where the possessor is the grammatical object sf the clause: 

(33) 8-Mary wik-x-t-srn-s t a - n - q E ? b  
det-Mary see-red-t r- 1 sgo-3sS obl-1 sP-father 

Wary saw my father.' 

(34) +Mary wik-x- t -s -s  t a - ? - q i ? t a  
det-Mary see-red-tr-2sgo-3sS obl-2sP-father 

'Mary saw your father,' 

The constructions shown in (33-34) with applicative morphology get 

interpretations where the possessor is disjoint in reference from the grammatical 

subject. There is agreement with the possessor as can be observed with first 

and second person object agreement in (33-34) and the head of the possessive 

construction takes an oblique determiner. Case marking within the possessive 

construction can be seen in (35): 

'Mary saw John's father.' 

The head of the possessive construction takes the oblique determiner / t a - /  

whereas the possessor takes the direct determiner /'s-/. 

There is a contrast with third person possessors: 



(36) U-Mary wik-x- t -0 -s  
det-Mary see-red-tr 3s0-3sS 

'Maryi saw her*i/j father.' 

ta-qt%a-s 
obl-fat her-3sP 

(37) U-Mary wik - t -0 -s  'd-qC?ea-s 
det-Mary see-tr-3sO-3sS det-father-3sP 

'Maryi saw heri/j father.' 

Construction (36) has applicativ~ morphology and the possessor is interpreted 

as being disjoint in reference with the subject. It constrasts with (37), which 

lacks applicative morphology, and in which the subject the possessor in the 

object may or may not co-refer. 

Finally it can be observed that the reiational and benefactive applicative 

markers can co-occur: 

'He sells it to somebody.' 

When the two applieatives co-occur, the relational applicative precedes the 

benefactive.6 

- 

6Kuipers (1 99252) discusses the combinations of the transitivizers. 
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1.2 Nominal Case Marking 

As seen in the data in the previous section, Shuswap nominals are 

preceded by a set of proclitie determiners that distinguish direct from oblique 

case.? The proclitics mark spatial or temporal deixis. They serve to foreground 

or background nominals in discourse. The nominal case markers are given in 

(39) : 

(39) Determiners 

As can be observed in the chart, proximal/distal deixis is only distinguished for 

direct case. The proximal direct case marker / I f - /  is used in refererice to 

nominals that are in view of the speaker or in discourse focus. 

Proximal Distal lrrealis 

7Gibson (1 973) calls this set complement particles, which 'mark phrases 
that expand notions of the predicate', whereas Kuipers (197457) calls them 

articles that function as case markers, claiming, as in Phis study, that their 
behaviour is syntactic. He calls the direct case markers 'absolutive' and the 
oblique case markers 'relative'. The 'proximal/distal' distinction is referred to as 

'presentlabsent'. The presentlabsent categories form a class called 'actual- 
determinate' which opposes the 'hypothetical-indeterminate.' 

Direct Case 

Oblique Case * 

d 

v- 1 - k-  

ta - / x -  t k - / x k -  



(40) mc?  kidl-n-El-s a - m a x i  xya? 
exp make-fc-3sO-3sS det-basket 

'She's going to make the basket.' 

The distal direct case marker /I-/ is used with nominals that are not in 

view of the speaker, or in reference to deceased relatives and mythological 

beings. it also indicates temporal as well as spatial deixis. It is used in 

reference to events in the completive aspect (41): 

(4 1 ) m-pfqw-in)-8-n 1-rnaxtxya? 
perf-look-(fc)-3sO-1 sS det-basket 

'I looked at the basket.' 

The direct case irrealis determiner /k- /  is illustrated in (42-43): 

(42) qwan-mi-n-43-s a-sCmdmal t k-pumdka? 
want-rel-fc-3sO-3sS det-children i rr-d ru m 

'The children want a drum.' 

(43) s w f t y  k-xw6yrn-0 k-sqdxa-s 
who i rr-bark-3sS i rr-dog-3sP 

'Whose dog barked?' 

The irrealis determiner is used to mark non-specific nominals (42) and is used 

in wh-question constructions (43). 



The oblique case markers f ta-/ and / tak-t '  ma& mafis and ineah 

aspect respedively. They hays a wide range of syntactic fundions8 Severaf 

fundions are iflustrated in (44-47). In (44-45) the oblique determiner marks the 

patient of a middle construction: 

(44) k'bt-m-O ta-rnaxixya? 
make-u nsp-3sS obi-basket 

'She made a basket." 

(45) me? k'tlrl-rn-O akwa tak-rnax6xyaq 
exp make-unsp3sS rep obi-basket 

'She's going to make a basket." 

There are further uses of the oblique maiker. It marks fwtives (46) and 

instrumentals (47): 

(46) m t ?  xay-6yp kn ta-t?ikw 
exp hot-resic 1 sind obi-fire 

't'm going to get hat by the fire.' 



(47) mt? %~-6p-8 ta-swalmihk-s 
exp angry-res-3sS obi-rif te-3sP 

We's going to get angry about his rifle,' 

The oblique determiners shown in (39) are part of a much wider set that 

mark the thematic status of oblique norninals. FOP example, locatives are 

marked with /n-/: 

(4%) 6-ix-rn-st-@-6tn X-kbkpi? nu? n-~ask'd'r 
hab- know-m-caus-3sO-1 sS+c det-chief there Ioc-Alkali Lake 

'1 know the chief there at Alkali Lake.' 

(491 mc? xay-gyp kn n-sq'il ya 
exp hot-res+c 1 sSind lac-sweathouse 

'I'm going to get hot in the sweathouse.' 

(50 )  E-lx-m-st-Ef-6s X-kdkpi? na?tlya n - x ~ b ~ t r - h  
hab-know-unsp-caus-3sU-3sS det-chief here ioc-Dog 
Creek 

'He knows the chief here at Dog Creek.' 

The distinction between direct and oblique case marking is syntactically 

determined. There is a conelatton between the direct case marker and person 

marking.. fn intransitive tlauses where one argument is marked for person on 

the predicate, there can be at most one nominal with direct case. f his is 

confirmed in the intransitive constnrction in (51) and the middle in (52): 



(5 1 )  rn-X?&k-0 'rr-xpi'la ta -skwai  k'"6l t 
perf-go-3sS det-grandfather obl-snowmountains 

'Grandfather went to the snowmountains.' 

(52) r n -q 'w t6w- rn -~  x-kyd?a ta-spaqpr'q 
perf-pick berries-unsp-3sS det-grandmother obl-berries 

'Grandmother picked berries.' 

In (51) and (52) the nominal linked to person marking on the predicate takes the 

direct case marker f a - / .  Any additional nominals not linked to person marking 

necessarily take oblique determiners9 

In possessive constructions, the possessor may precede the head (53a) 

or foliow it (53b): 

(53) a. m - q ' w 1 6 w - m - ~  If-Mary 
perf-pick berries-unsp-3sS clet-Mary 

'Mary's grandmother picked berries.' 

gft should be pointec' out that the case markers have a wider distribution 

than suggested by the presant discussion. All of the case markers can be used 
to introduce clauses. 



b. m-qJWl6w-m-0 8-k$a-s 
perf-pick berries-cnsp-3sS det-grandmot her-3sP 

'Mary's grandmother picked berries.' 

The possessor determines agreement on the head. The direct determiner 

marks the second element-either the head or the possessor in possessive 

constructions, depending on the word order. In an intransitive clause such as 

(53) two nominals are marked for direct case. The case marker on the first 

nominal in possessive constructions indicates the syntactic status of the entire 

construction. In (53) the direct determiner indicates that the possessive 

construction is linked to the person marking on the predicate. The second 

nominal, the head of the possessive construction, also takes the direct marker. 

The interaction of the oblique and direct case markers is more clearly shown by 

the contrast shown in (54-55): 

'He went to Mary's house.' 

'He went to Mary's house.' 



The first nominal takes the syntactic case marker of the entire construction and 

the second member takes the direct case marker. Thus the case marking is 

independent of the thematic status of the nominals.10 

Similarly, passive constructions only permit a single direct argument, the 

patient; the passive agent is an oblique: 

(56) rn-kJ61-n-t-0-m 8-mimx ta-n6xwanxw 
perf-make-fc-tr-3sO-unsp det-basket obl-woman 

'The basket was made by the woman.' 

Transitive clauses, however, permit two arguments to be marked for 

person on ibe predicate. Thus, it is predicted that there can be two nominal 

arguments with direct determiners linked to the person marking on the 

predicate. This is confirmed in the transitive in (57) and the ditransitive in (58): 

m-k'6l -n-0-s 8-nQxWanxw 8-mimx 
perf-make-fc-3sO-3sS det-woman det-basket 

'The woman made the basket.' 

m-kax-t-0-is 8-John ?+Mary t a - s w e w 5  
perf-g ive-t r-3sO-3sS det-John det-Mary obl-fish 

'John gave Mary a fish.' 

1oThe temporal adjunct /I-paxykw t a d  'yesterday' is a counter- 
example to the observation regarding the correlation of direct case marking and 
agreement on the predicate. It is likely that the direct determiner has been 
lexicalized. Other temporai adjuncts take different determiner/complementizers, 
e.g. Ic p a x y t w  t a d  'tomorrow1 or take nothing at all, e.g. /pyi n/ 'today, now'. 
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in the transitive comtruction (57, both the agent and the patient are marked on 

the predicate, and consequently the lexical nominals can take direct 

determiners. There are only two pronominal positions on the predicate, so in 

the ditransitive constructions only two of the three lexical nominals can take 

direct marking. This correlates with direct case marking. The remaining 

argument, the patient, is not marked on the predicate and is an oblique. 

Applicative constructions also take two direct determiners: 

m-kJdl -x-t-0-s 8-ndxwanxw 
perf-make-red-tr-3sO-3sS det-woman 

ta-mimx 
o bl-basket 

'She made a basket for the woman.' 

constructions with non-human patients, the thematic goal and the agent are 

marked on the predicate. Thus it is the lexical argument linked to the person 

marking that takes the direct determiner. The non-human patient is marked with 

the oblique determiner. 

Finally, all of the case markers shown in (39) not ody mark the syntactic 

status of nominals, but also mark clauses. Direct determiners mark the 

dependent clause in incompletive constructions: 

(60) W?CX V-pix-m as 
exist det-hunt-unsp 3sdep 

'He is hunting.' 

The distal determiner is common in factive ccanstructions: 



~ - n b $ % n x ~  
det-woman 

'I know that he kissed the woman.' 

The oblique determiner / t a - /  marks the predicate of a relative clause: 

(62) C-lx-m-st-0-Ctn 5-nCixwanxw 
hab-know-unsp-caus-3sO-1 sS+c det-woman 

'I know the woman that he kissed.' 

lrrealis case markers occur in negatives (63), yes-no questions (64), and 

wh-questions (65-66): 

(6.3) t a ?  k-s-C-lx-m-st-0-6s 
neg irr-nom-hab-know-unsp-caus-3sO-3sS 

'He d~esn't  know.' 

(64) ksnm k-s-kJWsn-(n)-0-x ~ - ? C k ' ~ a n  
did irr-nom-taste-(fc)-3sO-2sS det-salmon eggs 

'Have you ever tasted salmon eggs?' 

(65) swtt i (  ~k-s- tun- (n) -8-x  mc? yay-dp-0 
who obl-nom-say-(fc)-3sO-2sS exp angry-res-3sS 

'Who do you say is going to get angry?' 



(66) ex k - k i n m  ux 
exist irr-do 2sdep 

'What are you doing?' 

1.3 Word Order 

Word order is relatively free in Shuswap (Kuipers 1974). In fact, as the 

data below show, post-verbal word order is entirely free. I treat preverbal word 

order in chapters two and three, where I provide evidence for three distinct 

preverbal positions. 

Intransitive constructions are shown in (67-68): 

(67) m-x")ck-0 'd-xpd?a ta-skwal  kJwdl t 
perf-go-3sS det-grandfather sbl-snowmountains 

'Grandfather went to the snowmountains.' 

(68) r n - h ' q ~ k - 0  ta-skWalk'"dl t 8-xpd?a 
perf-go-3sS sbl-snowmountains det-grandfat her 

'Grandfather went to the snowmountains.' 

Note that the subject and locative can appear in either order. There is no 

adjacency restriction between the patient of the intransitive and the predicate, 

as can be seen in (68). The subject and oblique patient in middle constructions 

may appear in either order as well: 

(69) m-q 'w l iw-m-O 8-kyb?a ta -spaqpiq  
perf-pick berries-unsp-3sS det-grandmother obi-berries 

'Grandmother picked berries.' 



(70 )  m-qJWldw-m-8r ta-spaqpfq 8-kyf ?a 
perf-pick berries-unsp-3sS obl-berries det-grandmot her 

'Grandmother picked berries.' 

In addition, the oblique agent of passives and the patient can appear in either 

order: 

(7  1 )  m-k'dl-n-t-O-m 8-mimx ta-ndxwanxw 
perf-make-fc-tr-3sO-unsp det-basket obi-woman 

'The basket was made by the woman.' 

(72)  m-k'dl-n-t-0-m ta-ndxwanxw 8-mimx 
perf-make-fc-tr-3sO-unsp obl-woman det-basket 

'The basket was made by the woman.' 

We might suppose that the freedom of word order exhibited above is due 

to the fact that one nominal is oblique. However, as seen in the transitive 

clauses in (73-75), the same freedom of word order is possible, even when the 

norninals are case marked alike: 

(73)  m-k'dl-n-0-s 8-ndxwanvw v-mirhx 
perf-make-fc-3sO-3sS det-woman det-basket 

'The woman made the basket' 

(74)  m-k'dl -n-0-s - m i x  8-ndxwanxw 
perf-make-fc-3sO-3sS det-basket det-woman 

'The woman made the basket.' 



(75) rn-V6y-n-8-s 8 - ~ ~ " 6 l m x  a-sak ' l tp  (Kuipers 1974:T1:92) 
perf-meet-fc-3sO-3sS det-fox det-coyote 

'Fox met coyote.'/'Coyote met Fox.' 

We can conclude from this that contextual information, rather than grammatical 

marking, serves to disambiguate subject from object in Shuswap. 

1.4 Person Marking 

There are several sets of pronominal markers in Shuswap. In intransitive 

clauses the person markers are clitics. Different clitics are used in independent 

and dependent clauses.11 On the other hand, in transitive clauses, the person 

markers are suffixes. Shuswap also has a split system for person marking, with 

first and second person nominals behaving according to a 

nominative/accusative system, and third person nominals behaving according 

to an ergative/absolutive system. The behaviour of third person within this split 

system is discussed in 51.5.1. Several second person pronominal forms are 

shown in (76-81): 

See Kroeber 1991 for a summary of the distribution of the clitic versus 
affixal forms in Safish. 



(76) rn-kJdl-m k ta-rnaxdxya? 
perf-make-unsp 2sind obl-basket 

'You made a basket.' 

(77) W?EX V-kJ61-m ux ta-rnaxixya? 
exist det-make-unsp 2sdep obl-basket 

'You are making a basket.' 

(76) illustrates an independent clitic and (77) illustrates a dependent clitic. 

These are discussed in 51.4.1 and $1.4.2. In transitive clauses, person is 

marked by a member of the set of subject and object agreement suffixes: 

m-k'd1 -n-0-x v-mihx 
perf-make-fc-3sO-2sS det-basket 

'You made the basket.' 

m-k'dl -x-t-s-s 8-nbxwanxw 
perf-make-red-tr-2sO-3sS det-woman 

ta-mimx 
obl-basket 

'The woman made a basket for you.' 

The subject suffixes are discussed in •˜I .4.3 and the object suffixes are 

discussed in 91.4.4. 

Independent pronouns only occur emphatically. 

(80) 8-?-anwf? 8-m-k'dl -n-0-x v-mimx 
det-2sP-emph det-perf-make-fc-3sO-2sS det-basket 

'You are the one who made the basket.' 

The emphatic pronouns are discussed in 91.4.6. They are inflected with a 

member of the set of possessive pronouns-in (80) with the second person 



singular possessive prefix /?-/. Compare (88) above with the following 

construction that contains a possessive NP92 

(81) YE n y&na k-7-rnirhx 
deic qu this irr-2sP-basket 

'Is this your basket?' 

P~ssessive pronouns are discussed in 51.4.6. 

1.4.1 Independent Clitics 

The subject clitic set in independent clauses is given in (82):53 

l2The /YE- /  in (81) is referred to as a deictic verb stem in Kuipers 
(1 974:45). 

'31n Kuipers (1974:44), this is refered to as the 'clitic' paradigm. 



(82) Independent Clitics 

Singular Plural 

14Shuswap is the only member of the Salish language family that has the 
grammatical category 'exclusive' (Thompson 1974). The exclusive particle 
attaches to a stem fully inflected for third person. It is the only pr~nominal that is 
mobile: 

t a ?  k-s-qwaC6E-s kux 
neg irr-s-leave-3sP excl 

'We (exclusive) didn't leave.' 

t a ?  kux k-s-qwaEd&s 
neg excl irr-s-leave-3sP 

'We (exciusive) didn't leave.' 

t a ?  k-s-C-lx-m-st-0-6s kux 
neg irr-s-hab-know-unsp-caus-3sO-3sS excl 

'He doesn't know us (excl).' 

t a ?  kux k-s-C-1%-m-st-0-6s 
neg excl irr-s- hab- know-unsp-caus-3sO-3sS 

'He doesn't know us (excl).' 

15The second person independent clitic l -  k /  may be derived from 
/ -k-x /  (Gibson 1973). This would behave like all other dependent and 
independent clitics, being composed of a base (either /k - /  or / w  - / )  and a 
person rnarlwr. 



Evidence that members of this pronominal set are clitics comes from the position 

of the yesho question clitic /n/, a second-position clitic discussed in 92.1.2 

and 93.1.2:'" 

(83) ray-dp n k 
angry-res qu 2sind 

'Did you get angry.' 

The yesho question ciitic /n/ attaches to the first word of the clause. That a 

clitic can intervene between the stem and the person markers suggests that the 

person markers are also clitics. The independent subject clitics are illustrated in 

(84-85): 

(84) ray-dyp kn 
angry-res+c 1 sind 

'I got angry.' 

(85) ray-dp k 
angry-res 2sind 

'You got angry.' 

'"he behaviour of the question clitic with respect to intransitive and 
transitive constructions is noted in Kuipers (1 974:81). The question particle and 
subject clitic occur in the opposite order in the other Northern Interior Salish 
languages, Thompson and Lillooet. See Thompson and Thompson (1 992) for 
Thompson, and van Eijk (1 985) for Lillooet. 



1.4.2 Dependent Clitics 

A second set of clitks is used in dependent cfattses. f he  paradigm is 

given in f86):37 

(86) Dependent Clitics 

imperfective aspect is &clausal in Shuswap: the existential /w?sx/ is the 

predicate of the  independent cfause, and the notionat predicate occurs in a 

dependent clause, as iffusltrateb in (87-88): 

'1 am going," 



f -4.3 Subject Suffixes 

Subject agreement suffixes occur in transitive clauses (89): 

(89 )  Subject Suffixest 8 

Singular Pf uraf 
I f 

Examptes of the subject suffixes are given in (90-93)? 

'I saw her,' 

'i like her.' 

f8Shuswap does nut permit first person plural subjects in transitive 
constcudions. This is discussed in 9'1 -6. 

"Each subject and object suffix is given with a strong root, which bears 
stress, and a weak rwt, which doesnY bear stress. 



'YOU saw her.' 

'You like her.' 

In contrast to the intransitive clitics (83)' both the subject and object person 

markers are inside the second-position question clitic. 

(94)  rn-k'u'l-n-0-x n 3-mimx 
perf-make-fc-3sO-2sS qu det-basket 

'Did you make the basket?' 

0 bject Suffixes 

The object suffixes mark the objects of transitives. They are given in table 

(95): 



(95) Object Suffixes 

The use of the object suffixes in transitive clauses is shown in (96-99): 

'YOU see me.' 

'You like me.' 

(98)  wik-t-s-n 
see-t r-2sO- 1 sS 

'I see you.' 

'I like you.' 

The same object set is used to mark the patients of passives: 



'I got punched.' 

'You got punched.' 

'He got punched.' 

It can be seen that object person marking in the passive is followed by an affix 

glossed 'unspecified', the form of which depends upon the person of the object, 

/-(6)m/ for first person singular and third person objects, and / - t /  for first 

person plural or second person o bjects.20 

1.4.5 Possessive Affixes 

Possession is indicated on the head of the possessive construction.21 

The possessive affixes are given in table (1 03): 

20Gibson (1 973) places the /-( 6)m / in the transitive subject paradigm, 
calling it the 'obviative'. Kuipers (1 974:47) considers this construction a passive 
and calls the /-t/ or /-(6>m/ an 'extension'. He gives the following formula 

for the passive: base+transitivizer+object suffix+extension. 
21Kuipers (1974:43) states that the possessive paradigm occurs on 

nouns, nominalized intransitive verbs, and verbal derivatives with /?s/. 



Possessive Affixes 

Singular 

n- 

3-  

- S  

Plural 

-k t  

-s k ~ ~ 2 2  

-mp 

- S  

- 
incl 

excl 

The syntactic properties of possessive constructions are discussed in 51.7.1. 

1.4.6 Emphatic Pronouns 

Emphatic pronouns can occur in Shuswap to provide emphasis and to 

express pronouns in oblique relations. They are preceded by one of the set of 

determiners, depending on the syntactic status of the nominal, and are marked 

-- 

22As in the independent clitic paradigm the exclusive particle is also 
mobile in the possessive paradigm. 

(i) y i v f ?  8-ti txw-s kux 
deic det-house-3sP excl 

'That's our (excl) house.' 

(ii) y i ~ f ?  kux 8 - E i  txw-s 
deic excl det-house-3sP 

'That's cjur (excl) house.' 



with possessive affixes (see 51.4.5 above). The emphatic pronouns are given 

in (104): 

( 104) Emphatic Pronouns 

The emphatic prounsuns are illustrated in (1 05-1 09): 

( 105) m c 3  k'u'l-n-0-s 8 - m a x i x y a ?  8 - n w W s  
exp make-fc-3sO-3sS det-basket det-emph-3sP 

'She's going to make the basket herself.' 

( 106) q w z y q w a y - i t x w  0 8-3-Ci t x w  E t c'i'lm 
blue-Is 3sS det-2sP-house conj same 

'Your house is blue and so is mine.' 

'I'm the one who saw him.' 



'You're the one that saw him.' 

(109) t l -n-CdCwe X-kjWdt-m 0 as 
dir-2sP-emph det-walk-unsp 3sS 3sdep 

'She walked towards me.' 

1.5 Split Ergativity 

In this section I show that third person arguments behave differently from 

first and second person arguments, which were discussed in 91.4, suggesting 

that Shuswap has a split ergative system. Split ergative systems commonly 

make distinctions on the basis of person, aspect, and clause type (Dixon 1979). 

Halkomelem (Gerdts 1988b) has a split ergative system for person and clause 

type but not for aspect. 

While there is clear evidence of a split on the basis of person in 

Shuswap, it is difficult to determine whether there is a split along aspectual and 

clausal lines. Incompletive aspect is biclausal, taking an existential main 

predicate. The dependent clause is marked differently depending on its 

transitivity. In intransitive dependent clauses, the predicate is marked with a 

member of the set of dependent clitics. Transitive dependent clauses, on the 

other hand, are marked with subject and object suffixes, but in addition are 

extended with the third person clitic of the dependent paradigm. I conc!ude that 

dependent clauses involve a system not related to split ergativity. 



Third person marking is discussed in $1 -5.1, aspect in $1 5.2, and clause 

type in $1.5.3. 

1.5.1 Third Person Marking 

In this section C show that third person arguments behava differently from 

first and second person arguments, suggesting that Shuswap has a split 

ergative system. Intransitive clauses indicate person by a member of the 

independent clitic set discussed in 51 A.1. These are illustrated in (1 10-1 12): 

( 1  10) rn- WE?^ kn 
perf-go+c 1 sind 

'I left.' 

! 1 1 1 )  m - x " ? ~ k  k 
perf-go 2sind 

'You left.' 

'Helshe left.' 

On the other hand, person is indicated in transitive clauses by subject ($1.4.3) 

and object ($1.4.4) suffixes. The singular subject suffixes are illustrated in (1 13- 

115): 



'1 saw him.' 

( 1  14) m-wik-t-0-x 
perf-see-t r-3sO-2sS 

'You saw him.' 

( 1  15) m-wik-t-0-s 
perf-see-t r-3s0-3sS 

'Helshe saw him.' 

First and second person singular object suffixes are illustrated in (1 1 6-1 1 7). 

Third person objects behave as in (1 13-1 15) above. 

( 1  16) m-wiwk-t-sm-s 
perf-see+c-t r-1 SO-3sS 

'He saw me.' 

( 1 17) m-wik-t-s-s 
perf-see-tr-2sO-3sS 

'He saw you.' 

An inspection of first and second person marking above shows that, while there 

is a similarity between the intransitive and transitivs subject markers, there are 

three distinct paradigms. This is shown in the following chart: 



lntransitive subject markers are clitics that attach to /k/. Transitive subjects and 

object markers are suffixes. Third person markers, however, cut across the 

intransitive and transitive paradigms, as can be seen in (1 12) and (1 15) above. 

This is shown in the following chart: 

1st Person 

2nd Person 

As can be seen in chart (1 19) above, third person is /0/ for subjects of 

transitive clauses and objects of transitive clauses. This is the absolutive. On 

the other hand, the third person subject of a transitive clause is / -(C)s/,  the 

ergative. Shuswap thus has an ergative/absolutive system for third person. 

Transitive S 

-(6)n 

-(d>x 

3rd Person 

Intransitive S 

kn 

k 

0 

-s(d)m- 

- s ( f > -  - 

0 

-0- 

Transitive S 

-(d)s 

Intransitive S 

-0 



1.5.2 Aspect 

Languages often have split ergative systems according to aspect (Dixon 

1979). Third person in completives behaves according to the 

ergative/absolutive system, whereas third person in incompletives behaves 

according to the nominative/accusative system. Shuswap, however, does not 

have a split ergative system for aspect. Rather, incompletive aspect is marked 

with dependent clitics. 

Third person completives are shown in (1 20-1 21): 

'He/she left.' 

'Helshe made it.' 

These clauses display the standard behaviour of an ergative/absolutive system, 

with the absolutive /-0-/ marking the subject of an intransitive clause and the 

object of a transitive clause. The ergative /-(CIS/ marks the subject of a 

transitive clause. Intransitive incompletives are shown in (1 22-1 24): 

(122) w?&x X-x?&?k wn 
exist det-go+c 1 sdep 

'I am going.' 



( 1  23) W?EX Y-X?&k ux 
exist det-go 2sdep 

'You are going.' 

( 1  24) W?EX ?6-X?&k was23 
exist det-go 3sdep 

'Helshe is going.' 

lncompletives are biclausal in Shuswap. The main verb / W ? E X /  'exist' takes a 

dependent clause introduced with a member of the determiner set. Person is 

marked in the dependent clause with a member of the set of dependent clitics 

discussed in $4.4.2 above. 

While there is a partial resernblence between the subject sets of the 

independent clitic, dependent clitic, and transitive paradigms, they are different 

systems. This is shown in chart (1 25): 

231n Shuswap the third person dependent clitic is /was/.  The inital /VJ/ 

labializes the preceding element if it is a prevelar or postvelar. Otherwise it 
deletes. 

(i) W?EX 8-pfx-m as 
exist det hunt-unsp 3sdep 

'Helshe is hunting.' 

The cognate form in Thompson is /us/ in all environments. 
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lncompletive transitive clauses are shown in (1 26-1 28): 

( 126) W?EX 3-t-kuk'l-st-0-n as 
exist det-kab-make+c-caus-3s0-1 sS 3sdep 

'I'm making it.' 

(127) W?EX x-C-k'ul-st-0-x was 
exist det-hab-make-caus-3s0-2sS 3sdep 

'You're making it.' 

( 128 )  W ? E X  8-E-~'ul-st-0-s as 
exist det-hab-make-caus-3sO-3sS 3sdep 

'He's making it.' 

As can be seen in (126-128) above, incompletive transitive clauses are 

expressed as habituals. The predicate is fully inflected for agreement and 

additionally is marked with the third person clitic of the dependent ~ l i t i c  

paradigm. lncompletives therefore make use of dependent clauses involving 

the dependent clitic paradigm rather than involving a split ergatiue system. 



Cfause Type 

A common type of spH ergativ'@ involves a distinction between 

independent and dependent f=f;auses. it is shown above that third person in 

independent cfauses behaves acearding to the ergative/absolutive system. In 

this sedion I discuss the khaviour of third person marking in dependent 

clauses. 

The use of a biciausd cxlnstntction to express in~ompietive aspect was 

discussed in $1 -5.2 abve. In intransitive cfauses, rather than taking absolutive 

marking, the predicate takes the third person dependent critic: 

(129) wpex r-Wck was 
exist bet-go-3sdep 

'Hefshe is going.' 

it sRouM be not4  that in Halkamefem (Gerdts 1988b) there is a 

dstia&an between wbmiin;5fe and dspmden: ztauw Pjpes. Differmi C ~ Z U S ~  

types fake dffereM pr~mminal MS fa SI?~swap 2s we!!. Whife re!zf,ke clauses 

take: the same person markers as independent clauses (with the exception of 



those headed by an ergative), other types make use of dependent clitics. 

Reiative clauses are shown in (731 -5  34): 

- 4.. 

( 1  3 1 )  m-wiwk-t-B-n ~ - s q C l m x ~  ta-m-qwacec-0 
perf-see+c-tr-3sO-I sS det-man obl-perf-left-3sS 

'I saw the man who left.' 

(1321 rn-wiwk-t-8-n 8-sqd mxW ta-m-c'dk-qs-n-0-s 
perf-see+c=-tr-3sO-f sS det-man obi-perf-kiss-Is-fc-3s0-36 

3-nrfxwanxw 
det-woman 

'I saw the man that kissed the woman.' 

( 133) m-wiwk-t-8-0 X-sq61 mxw ta-m-cJdh-qs-n-8-x 
perf-see<-tr-3sO-1 sS det-man obl-perf-kiss-Is-fc-3s0-2sS 

'f saw the man that you kissed.' 

( 134) m-wi wk-t-8-n Y-sqblmxw ta-m-c't ik-qs-n-t-0-s 
perf-see*-tr-3sO-1 sS det-man obl-perf-kiss-Is-fc-tr-2sO-3sS 

't saw the man who kissed you.' 

As can be seen in the relative clause constructions, third person marking 

behaves according to the ergativelabsolutive system and dependent ctitics are 

nut used? 

-- 

q h e  system is a@dally more mmptiateb  than tt;is. When there are 
third person pronominal objects in wh-questions, relative clauses, and clefts, the 
f m s  passive is used for the extraction of ergatives. The focus passive 
construction invokes the use of dependent clitics. Thus, dependent clitics can 
show up in relative clauses as welf. This is discussed in chapter Bwo. 



However, the fuiiowing clauses are all marked with dependent clitics: 

( 135) rnc? kax-t-sf-n ta-spaqpdq E qwandn ux 
exp give-tr-2sO-1 sS obl-berries conj want 2sdep 

'!'!I give you some berries if you want.' 

( 1  36) &pipqw-st-0-n ya~Cy lu? W d x  was 
hab-watch+c-caus-tr-3s0-1 sS that one there exist 3sdep 

qJWiyi lx was 
dance 3sdep 

'I was watching him when he was dancing.' 

( 137) sq'l dinam-st-8-n 1 ~ 7  ya~Cy la-sat inm as 
listen+c-m-caus-3sO-1 sS part that one det-sing 3sdep 

'I was listening to him when he was singing.' 

Thus relative clauses must be distinguished from other types of dependent 

clauses in Shuswap, with respect to the use of the dependent clitic. 

While suggestive of the nominative/accusative pattern, Shuswap 

dependent clause marking is different from the patttern reported for Halkomelem 

(Gerdts 1988b). The extensive use of the third person clitic of the dependent 

paradigm is one of the notabfe features of Shuswap syntax. The clitic is also 

invoked in the focus system which is discussed in Chapter Two. 

To summarize, while there is clear evidence of an ergative split for third 

person in independent clauses, dependent cfauses involve a different system of 

person marking. lncompfetive asped is bictausal and the dependent clause of 

Encamptetives, iiice most dependent ciauses, takes a member of the dependent 

cMc paradigm if intransitive. T ransitives take regular subject and object 



marking and are additionally marked with third person clitics of the dependent 

paradigm. The system is different from the Halkomelem one, showing variation 

in dependent marking systems within the Salish language family. 

1.6 Agent Hierarchies 

While person hierarchies have been reported in the Coast Salish 

languages, (Gerdts 1988a, Jelinek and Demers 1983), it has been claimed 

(Thompson 1979) that such hierarchies do not play a part in the grammars of 

Interior Salish languages. However, I provide evidence here that hierarchies 

are also relevant in Shuswap. Two types of evidence are considered: first, 

gaps in the pronominal system, where certain persons are prohibited, and 

second, the distribution of lexical NPs and null pronouns. 

Transitive clauses with first person plural subject are impossible in 

Shuswap.25 Rather passive constructions are used. In (138) we see a first 

*5lt might be claimed that the lack of first person plural inclusive is 
phonological. Under the assumption that analogous to the other persons the 
transitive marker would be the same as the independent clitics without /k-/ ,  
then the transitive first plural inclusive would be /-t/. With strong roots the first 
plural marker would merge with the transitive marker. 

(i) *wik-t-0-t [w ik t ]  
see-tr-3sO-1 PIS (incl) 

'We (incl) saw him.' 

It can be observed, however, that no ambiguity arises with respect to other 
person marking. Similarly, there would be no ambiguity with weak roots: 



person inclusive agent (understood in context), and in (1 39-1 40) we see a first 

person 

( 138) 

(1 39) 

(140) 

exclusive agent: 

'We (incl) saw him.'/'He was seen (by us (incl)).' 

m-wik-t-0-m kux 
perf-see-tr-3sO-unsp excl 

'We (excl) saw him.'/'He was seen (by us (excl)).' 

m-wik-t-s-t kux 
perf-see-tr-2sO-unsp excl 

'We (excl) saw you.'/'You were seen (by us (excl)).' 

(i) *t(u)-n-t-0-6t 
punch-fc-tr-3sO-1 plS (incl) 

'We (incl) punched him.' 

Shuswap tolerates ambiguity in the pronominal system, where some speakers 
do not phonetically distinguish second and third person objects: 

(ii) w i  k-t-s-s fw i  kts]/[wikC] 
see-tr-2sO-3sS 

'He saw you.' 

(iii) wik-t-0-s fw i  ktsf/[wikCl 
see-tr-3sO-3sS 

'He saw her.' 



It is possible that there is a hierarchy involved in this restriction, possibly a 

number hierarchy. Third person plurai ergatives are aiso not allowed in 

Shuswap. In stems with plurai reduplication, it is the absolutive that is 

interpreted as the plural:26 

'He saw them.'/*'They saw him.' 

To express a plural associated with the agent, a passive is used. 

'He was seen (by several).' 

The behaviour of first and third person plurals suggests that hierarchy may be 

stated as (143): 

(1  43) Number Hierarchy 

Singular > Plural 

The number hierarchy states that singulars 01:;rank plurals. The hierarchy 

would interact with the following condition: 

26lt may be objected that the lack of a plural interpretation for the ergative 
follows from the nature of the reduplicative process. This reduplication picks out 

pturaf absolutives but not plural ergatives. Nevertheless, there is no active way 
of saying 'They saw him' with or without reduplication. 



(1  44) Number Condition 

Objects cannot outrank subjects on the Number Hierarchy. 

The interaction of the number hierarchy and the number condition makes the 

correct predictions for first and third person arguments. However, as can be 

seen in (145), it is grammatical to have second person plural subjects in 

transitive constructions: 

'You (plur) saw him.' 

This suggest that the number hierarchy must be restated to exclude second 

person : 

(1 46) Number Hierarcy (non 2nd person) 

Singular > Plural 

Additional evidence in support of the necessity of hierarchies in the 

grammar of Shuswap comes from the interaction of lexical nominals with non- 

overt pronominals (is. third person objects). The following construction has 

only one interpretation: 



'He told John.'/*'John told him.' 

It is only possible to interpret this construction in one way, where the non-overt 

pronomina! is interpreted as the ergative and the lexical NP is interpreted as the 

absolutive.27 The behaviour of constructions such as (1 47) above suggests a 

nominal hierarchy, informally stated as (1 48): 

(1 48) Nominal Hierarchy 

non-overt pronouns > lexical NFs 

The nominal hierarchy stated in (1 48) above supplements the foilowing 

condition : 

(1 49) Nominal Condition 

Objects cannot outrank subjects on the nominal hierarchy. 

The condition (1 49), given the nominal hierarchy (148), predicts that there is 

only one interpretation in constructions with third person arguments in which 

there is a single null pronominal and a single lexical NP. The null pronominal 

will be interpreted as the subject and the lexical NP will be interpreted as the 

object. Notice that the nominal condition is relational and predicts that 

constructions are possibie with null pronominals in both argument positions of a 

transitive. This is confirmed in (150): 

27The distribution of null pronominals is discussed in $4.3.1. 
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'He told him.' 

(150) is perfectly grammatical with two null pronominals. There is no absolute 

condition banning null pronominal arguments. 

There is also evidence that animacy plays a role in Shuswap. The 

nominal hierarchy stated in (148) can be overridden when the null pronominal 

is interpreted as inanimate. This is shown in (151): 

( 15 1 ) m-ni k'-n-0-s 8-John 
perf-cut-fc-3sO-3sS det-John 
'John cut it.'/*'lt cut John.'l'He cut John.'/*'John cut him.' 

The null pronominal can be interpreted as an inanimate object or an animate 

subject but not as an animate object. An animacy hierarchy is given in (1 52): 

(1 52) Animacy Hierarchy 

animates > inanimates 

The animacy hierarchy interacts with the following condition: 

(1 53) Animacy Condition 

Objects cannot outrank subjects on the animacy hierarchy. 

The animacy condition can also be observed in ditransitives (154) and 

applicatives (1551, where it can be observed that animate arguments are 



marked for agreement and take direct case. Inanimate arguments, on the other 

hand, are obliques. 

( 1  54) m-kax- t -s i -s  ta-sak'rnih 
perf-give-tr-2sO-3sS o bl-knife 

'He gave you the knife.' 

( 1  55) m-k'l(j1-x-t-s-s ta -mimx  
perf-make-red-t r-2sO-3sS obl-basket 

'She made the basket for you.' 

It is not possible to express either the ditransitive or applicative in Shuswap with 

the inanimate patient as a direct argument. 

The number, nominal and animacy conditions are unified in (1 56) as the 

Agent Condition. 

(156) a. Agent Condition 

Objects cannot outrank subjects on the agent hierarchy. 

b. Agent Hierarchies 

I. animates > inanimates 
ii. singular > plural 
iii. pronominals > nominals 

The agent hierarchies are ranked-i > ii > iii. 

Finally, it can be observed that ?here are apparent gaps in the passive 

paradigm. While third person passive agents can occur with third person 

patients, they cannot occur with first or second person patients. This is shown in 

(1 57-1 59) : 



'He got punched by John.' 

'I got punched by John.' 

'You got punched by John.' 

While the passive is grammatical in (157) with a third person patient, it is 

ungrammatical in (1 58-1 59) with first or second person patients. It is possible to 

have pronominal passive agents (160) provided that these are focussed. The 

passive agent can also be questioned (161).28 

28Passives in Shuswap differ from passives in Halkomelern, (Gerdts 
1988b) which does not permit first or second person passive agents: 

(i) *ni 16m-at-am ?a-x ?G.n?8a tea spG?ae 
aux l o o k - t r - i n t r  obl-det 1 ernph det bear 

'The bear was looked at by me.' 

Questions formed on third person passives agents are also forbidden in 
Halkomelem. 

(ii) * + w e t  n i q'"aqW-n-am kw8a Bob 
who aux club-ktr-intr det Bob 

'Who was Bob punched by?' 



'He was seen by you.' 

ta-swbtq k-wi  k-t-0-m-as 
obi-who irr-see-tr-3sO-unsp-3sdep 

'Who was he seen by?' 

In this section it has been claimed that hierarchies are involved in the 

grammar of Shuswap. Therefore they must be considered in the formulation of 

explanations for conditions in the grammar of Shuswap. In $4.3.4 1 will claim 

that hierarchies are directly involved in the identification of empty categories. 

1.7 Complex NP Constructions 

In this section, i very briefly discuss two common types of complex NPs 

that are relevant to the study. Possessive constructions are discussed in 51.7.1, 

and relative clauses are discussed in $1.7.2. 

1.7.1 Possessive Constructions 

Clauses with possessive constructions are given in (1 62-1 63): 



( 1  62) m-xw6ym-0 [x-John 8-sqdxa-s] 
perf-bark-3sS det-John det-dog-3sP 

'John's dog barked.' 

(1 63) xyum-0 ['6-John 8 - t i  txw-s] 
big-3sS det-Jo hn det- house-3sP 

'John's house is big.' 

In (1 62-1 63) the possessor precedes the head and the head is marked for third 

person agreement. It is also common to have the head precede the possessor, 

as shown in (164-165): 

( 1  64) m-xwdym-0 8 - s q i x a s  ~f-John 
perf-bark-3sS det-dog-3sP det-John 

'John's dog barked.' 

'John's house is big.' 

1 -7.2 Relative Clauses 

Shuswap has both headed and headless relative clauses. A headed 

relative clause is illustrated in (166), and a headless relative clause is illustrated 

in (167): 



(1 66) E-lx-m-st-8-6tn [v-sq61mxw 
hab-know-unsp-caus-3sO-1 sS+c det-man 

'I know the man you saw.' 

(1 67) t- lx-m-st-0-6 t n  [ I -wik- t -0-XI  
hab-know-unsp-caus-3sO-1 sS+c det-see-t r-3sO-2sS 

'I know the one you saw./'l know that you saw him.' 

In headed relative clauses, the head is marked with a member of the set of 

direct case markers, either /v-/ or / I - / ,  followed by the relative clause marked 

with the oblique case marker / t a-/. Headless relative clauses are introduced 

by the direct case marker /I-/. They may also be interpreted as factuals, as 

indicated by the second gloss in (1 67). Order appears to be fixed in headed 

relative clauses: 

'6-sq61mxw 
det-man 

'I know the man you saw.' 

The binding properties of relative clauses are discussed in Chapter Four. 



This chapter provided a sketch of the clause types that occur later in the 

study. t discussed several common clauses with respect to word order, nominal 

case, and pronominaf marking. totransitive ctauses, transitive cfauses ,  rnicldles, 

passives, ditransitlves, and appficatives, were exemplified. Severai pronominal 

systems were then discussed. tt was shown that there were sets of independent 

elitis, depefideirii clitics, subject and object suffixes, as weil as possessive 

pronouns and emphatic pronouns. Shuswap has been shown to be sptit 

ergatiw on the basis of person. Third person pronominais behave according to 

the ergativejabsofaive system: 

W e M e  made If." 



( t 7 t )  W ~ E X  ~ - W r k  was 
exist bet-go 3sclep 

'Hefshe is going." 

fncornpfetive transitive clauses, however, are expressed as habituals. They 

take the habitual prefix f 6-1  and are additionally marked with a third person 

clitic of the dependent pronominal paradigm: 

( t  721 W ~ E X  ~-t-k"~l-st-B-s as 
exist det-hab-make-=us-3sU-3sS 3sdep 

'He's making it,' 

Shuswap clause types differ in their use of pronomina! marking. Independent 

dauses, as noted earlier, use either independent clitics or subject and object 

suffixes. Dependent ciauses, on the other hand, employ dependent clitics, as 

noted for the inmmpfetives above. Not all dependent clauses employ 

dependent clitics, however. Relative ctauses take person marking that is the 

same as in independent ciauses, only using the dependent clitic for clauses that 

have ergative heads with a third person object. i conclude that Shuswap 

empioys a system different from a person split for the marking of aspect and 

clause type. Rather, the dependent clltic system is a notable feature of 

Shuswap syntax. 

Evidence was presented to support the hypothesis that agent hierarchies 

are present in Shuswap. Two types of evidence were considered: first, there 

are gaps in the pronominai system, and second, certain combinations of 



nominak and pronorninals are prohibited. Shuswap does not allow first or third 

person plural ergatives; these are expressed instead as passive agents: 

'We (incl) saw him.'/'He was seen (by us (incl)).' 

'He was seen (by several).' 

These constructions provide evidence of a non-second person number 

hierarchy. The second type of evidence can be seen in the interaction of lexical 

nominals with non-overt pronominals: 

'He told John.'PLJohn told him.' 

In transitive constntctions, lexical nominals may only be interpreted as 

absolutives. it is also shown that animacy also must be included in the 

hierarchy. Animate nominals outrank inanimate ones: 

'John cut it.'fLJt cut John.'/'He cut John.'/"John cut him.' 

Furthermore {I 76) shows that animacy conditions take precedence over the 

condition on the interaction between lexical nominals and non-overt 



prmominals. In this case, we see that it is possible to have a lexical ergative 

with a non-overt pronominal, but only if the pronominal is inanimate. These 

data led to the following Agent Condition: 

(I  77) a. Agent Condition 

Objeds cannot outrank subjects on the agent hierarchy. 

b. Agent Hierarchies 

I. animates > inanimates 
ii. singular > plural 
iii. pronominals > nominals 

The agent hierarchies are ranked4 > ii > iii. 

I then discussed the nature of complex NP constructions-possessive 

constructions and relative clauses. Possessive constructions can occur in either 

head initial or head finat order. The head is marked for agreement. There are 

asymmetries in Shuswap with respect to the extraction of possessors. These 

are discussed in Chapter Fiw. 1 next discussed the properties of two types of 

refative clauses-headed and headless. Headed relative clauses are marked 

with the oblique determiner I t a - / :  

(1 78)  C-lx-rn-st-B-6tn iv-sqdlrnxw 
hab-know-unsp-caus-3sf)-1 sS+c det-man 

'I know the man you saw.' 



(1 79) Hx-m-st-Ef-6tn 11-wik-t-Ex] 
hab-know-unsp-caus-3s0- 1 sS+c det-see-t r-3sO-2sS 

'I know the one you saw./! know that you saw him.' 

The binding properties of relative clauses are discussed in Chapter Four, and 

the extraction properties of relative clauses and of nominals out of relative 

clauses are discussed in Chapter Five. 



Chapter 2 

Wh-Position 

2.0 tntroduction 

In this chapter I examine the syntactic properties of wh-questions and 

contrastive focus conWuctions. Wh-questions are illustrated in (1 -3) and focus 

constructions are illustrated in (4-6): 

( 1 )  sw6tfi k-wi k-t -@-s 
who irr-see-tr-%O-3sS 

'Whom did he see?' 

(2) switf i  k-wik-t-0-rn 
who irr-see-tr-3sO-unsp 

'Who was seen?' 

13) (ta-)swCtfi k-wik-t-@-rn as 
(obl-)who in-see-tr-3sO-u nsp 3sdep 

Who was she seen by?" 

Speakers often translate wh question and focus constructions into 
Engfish using clefts. 



8-John lu? 1-m-wik-t-8-m 
det-John part bet-perf-see-ti--3s0-unsp 

'If's John that was seen.' 

(ta-)John tu? I-rn-wik-t-0-m as 
obl-John part det-see-ti.-3sO-unsp 3sdep 

'It's John that she was seen by.' 

in 32.1 t discuss the basic properties of wh-questions and focus 

constructions. Baseu on their ciause-initial position and on their resemblance to 

relative clauses f argue that they are clefts. It is shown that clefted nominals 

may optionally be accompanied by focus particles and may host second- 

position ciitics. bnstrudions with cleftsc! nominals are shewn to obey lsland 

Constraints. In 92.2 t discuss several strategies associated with the clefting of 

nominals. In $2.3 f discuss the Peripheral Gap Constraint. The chapter 

mncludes with 52.4. 

2-1 Basic Properties of Wh and Contrastive Focus Constructions 

The Wh-question and contrastive focus constructions in (1 -6) resemble 

the relative clauses illustrated in (7-9): 

(7) c-lx-rn-st-@-& u-sqrs'tmxw ta-wik-t-43-s 
ha-know-trnsp-caus-3sO-1 sS+c det-man obt-see-tr-3sC-3sS 

'I know the man who he saw.' 



t -~xm-st-8-dtn 8-sqClmxW 
hab-know-caus-3- sS+c det-man 

'I know the man who was seen.' 

6-lxm-st-8-dn 'd-sqdl mxW 
hab-know-caus-3sO-1 sS+c det-man 

ta-wi k-t-0-m 
obl-see-tr-3sO-unsp 

ta-wik-t-O-m as 
obl-see-t r-3sO-unsp 3sdep 

'I know the man who saw him.' 

Nominals that are questioned or placed in contrastive focus always occur 

at the beginning of the clause. There is a strong resemblance between wh- 

questions, focus mnstrudions, and relative clauses. They all have a dependent 

clause introduced by a determiner. The irrealis determiner /k-/, is used in wh- 

questions. A member of the set of direct determiners, either / I - /  or / 8 - /  is 

used in factives and headless relative clauses. The oblique determiner /ta- / 

is used in headed refative clauses. The similarities of wh-questions, focus 

constructions, and relative clsuses suggest that they be assigned the same 

structure. I adopt for Shuswap, the proposal of Gerdts (1 988b) for Halkomelem 

and Kroeber (1 991) for pan-Salish that wh-questions and focus constructions 

are efefts. The cfefted or focussed nominal is a predicate that receives 

modification by a relative clause, as represented in f 10): 



The adjoined NP in (I  0) fundions as a predicate in wh-and clefts and a head 

nominal in relative clauses.2 

In 52.1.1-2.1 -3 1 discuss wh-questions and contrastive focus constructions 

with respect to the distribution of focus particles, the behaviour of second- 

position ciitics, and island constraints. 

2.3 .f Focus Particles 

Ncrminak in the wh-position may optionally be followed by a deictic 

particfe, either o f  or / t u?/? When a particle follows the clefted element it 

2l assume Browning's (1987) analysis of clefts. 
wnly a single element can occur in the wh-position. There can only be a 

single focus particle. Compare the good construction in fi) with a single focus 
partick and the ungrammatjd one in (3) with two focus padic!es. 

( j )  u-Ear;~ 
Y X I ?  X-John f -m-c'bh-qs-n-8-s 

det-Mary part det-John det-perf-kiss-is-tr-3sO-3sS 

'It was Mary that John kissed.' 



functions as a focus particle. The distal particle / l u ? /  is used either as a 

locative or a temporal, where the nominal is either not visible or the event is 

completed (see (4-6) above). (1 1-1 6) illustrate the particle /vi ?/, which has a 

proximal spatial reference? 

( 1 1 )  swkty i k-wik-t-0-s 
who part det-see-tr-3sO-3sS 

'Who is it that she saw?' 

(12) swi t f i  i k-wik-t-0-m 
who part det-see-tr-3sO-unsp 

'Who is it that was seen?' 

(13) swkty xi? k-wik-t-0-m as 
who part det-see-tr-3sO-unsp 3sdep 

'Who is it that saw her?' 

( i t )  *V-Mary 'di? v-John xi?  I-m-cJdm-qs-n-0-s 
det-Mary part det-Jo hn part del-perf-kiss-Is-tr-3s0-3sS 

'It was Mary that John kissed.' 

Support for a single wh-position comes from wh-questions. It is not 
possible to form muhipie questions in Shuswap. Notice that although there are 
fwo apparent wh-words in (iii), the second one is interpreted as an indefinite. 

(iii) sw6tfi k-wik-t-0-s k-stcm 
who irr-see-tr-3sO-3sS irr-anyt hing 

'Who saw anything?" 

4The focus partides also function to indicate topicality in discourse, 
stominals currently in the foreground taking proximal particles, and 
backgrounded nominais taking distal particles. 



( 1  4) 8-sq6'tmxw Via 8-wik-i-8-s 
det-man part det-see-tr-3sO-3sS 

'it's the man that she saw.' 

( 1  5) 5-sqdlmxw r;i? 3-wik-t-0-m 
det-man part det-see-tr-3sO-unsp 

'it's the man that was seen.' 

( 16) (ta)-sq6tmxw X i ?  5-wik-t-0-rn as 
det-man part det-see-tr-3sO-unsp 3sdep 

'it's the man that saw her.' 

A fuff demonstrative particie may also precede the ctefted element: 

(17) ya3;q 8-sq61mxw 3-wik-t-0-s 
deic det-man det-see-tr-3sO-3sS 

'That's the man that she saw.' 

(18) ya'b;? x-sqgf mxw 3-wik-t-8-rn 
deic det-man det-see-tr-3sO-unsp 

'That's the man that was seen.' 

(19) yaxi? ~-sq<Trnx" 'd-wik-t-f3-rn as 
deic det-man bet-see-tr-3sO-unsp 3sdep 

'That's the man that saw her.' 



2.1.2 Second-Position Ciitics 

Clefted elements can host second-position clitics.5 The set of clitics 

includes the evidential clitic /nka/ (ZO), the reportative /akwa/ (21) and the 

confirmative question clitic /n/ (22). 

(20) I-spic'n nka x i  3 1-ni k'-n-0-s 8-John 
det-rope evid Part det-cut-fc-3sO-3sS det-Jo hn 

'it must be the rope that John cut.' 

(2 1 )  I-spic'n akwa vi? 1 -ni k'-n-0-s 8-John 
det-rope rep Part det-cut-fc-3sO-3sS det-Jo hn 

'They say iPs the rope that John cut.' 

(22) I-spdc'n n xi?  I -ni k'-n-0-s 
det-rope qu part det-cut-fc-3sO-3sS 

'Is it the rope that John cut? 

Wh-questions may also be followed by second- position clitics. This is illustrated 

with the evidential clitic in (23) and the reportative clitic in (24): 

(23) swdt nka Y i 3 k-ni k'-n-8-s 8-John 
who evid Part irr-cut-fc-3sO-3sS det-John 

Who was it that John apparently cut?' 

sin chapter three I show that that other preverbal nominals cannot host 
second-posltian cli%ics. 



(24) s w i t  akwa x i?  k-ni k J - n - 4 - s  ?+John 
who rep Part irr-cut-fc-3sO-3sS det-Jo hn 

'Who did they say that John cut.' 

2.1.3 Island Constraints 

A question is raised whether the wh-or the focussed nominal undergoes 

movement to the wh-position. (25-26) illustrate complex constructions, where 

the predicate takes a clausal complement: 

8-John m-wi  k-t-0-s &Mary 
det-John perf-see-tr-3sO-3sS det-Mary 

m-c'bm-qs-n-0-s 'a-sqdlmxw 
perf -det-kiss-ls-f~-3sC)-3sS det-man 

'John saw Mary kiss ihe man.' 

3-stdkEn 
det-dipnet 

'He knows that Sam made the dipnet.' 

It is possible to extract a focussed nominal out of a ciausal complement as 

shean in (27-23): 



(27) zf-sq61mxw x i?  'd-John m-wfk-t-0-s &Mary 
det-man part det-Jo hn perf-see-tr-3sO-3sS det-Mary 

m-c'fim-qs-n-B-s 
det- kiss-Is-fc-3sO-3sS 

'That's the man that John saw Mary kiss.' 

(28) x-st6kCn vi? C-lxm-st-0-6s x-Sam 
det-dipnet part hab-know-caus-3sO-3sS det-Sam 

'It's the dipnet that he knows that Sam made.' 

Similariy wh-nominals can be extracted from clausal complements as shown in 

(32-33): 

(29) swbt6 817 3-John k-m-wfk-t-0-s &Mary 
who part det-John irr-perf-see-tr-3sO-3sS det-Mary 

'Who is it that John saw Mary kiss?' 

(30) swbty V C- lxm-st-~-6s 'd-Sam 
who part irrhab-know-caus-3sO-3sS det-Sam 

'What is i? that he knows that Sam made?' 



lt is not possiErIe to extract nominafs out of refatjve clauses or adjunct 

cfauses in Sfruswap, showing that wh-and focus nominak obey the Complex 

Noun Phrase Consfraint and the Adjunct island Condition, standardly assumod 

to be diagnostics of movement,G Constntdions that contain relative clauses are 

given in (31-32): 

'John saw the woman who he kissed.' 

'The man who she Eities punched me.' 

it is not possible to extract a nominal from a relative clause: 

"Who was it tkaf John saw the warnan who kissed?" 



(34) *swbttJ k-E(u)-n-t-st(E)m-s a-sq l l rnxw 
who irr-punch-fc-1 SO-3sS dst-man 

ta-xwi-st-0-6s 
obi-ti ke-caus-3sO-3sS 

"Who does the man who likes punched me?' 

This shows that wh-nominais obey the Complex Noun Phrase Constraint. 

The following constructions contain adjunct clauses.7 

(35) 8-John lu? m-wjk- t -0-s  &Mary 
dai-Jo hn part perf-see-tr-3sO-3sS det-Mary 

I-c'bm-qs-n-0-s as V-sqClrnxw 
det-kiss-1s-fc-3sO-3sS 3sdep det-man 

'It was John who saw Mary when she kissed the man.' 

(36) 5-lxm-st-@-& xi? pnh67n 8-Sam 
hab-know-cam-3sO-3sS part when det-Sam 

1-m-k'dl-n-B-s as Y-stbken 
det-perf-make-tr-3sO-3sS 3sdep det-dipnet 

'He knows when Sam made the dipnet.' 

It is not possible to extract a wh-nominal from an adjunct clause. 

TThe construction shown in (39) may not be an adjunct clause but an 

embedded question. If this Is so, then it provides evidence the Shuswap obeys 
a different island condition, the Wh-island Constraint. 



(37) 'swdtfi !u7 3-John k-wik-t-0-s 'Is-Mary 
who part det-John irr-see-tr-3sO-3sS det-Mary 

*'Who did John saw Mary when she kissed?' 

(38) *s t i fh i  x i? E-fym-st-8-6s p n h i ~ n  X-Sam 
what part hab-know-caus-3sO-3sS when det-Sam 

*'What did he know when Sam made?' 

This shows that Shuswap wh-nominals also obey the Adjunct Island Constraint. 

On the basis of the data reievant to the Complex Noun Phrase Constraint and 

the Adju~ct Island Condition, 1 conclude that the targets of nominals in the wh- 

position involve movement in Shuswap. 

2.1 - 4  Summary 

in this section the basic properties of the wh-position have been 

discussed. 1 argue or: the basis of the resemblances to relative clauses, that 

wh-questions and contrastive focus constructions are clefts that contain relative 

ciauses. it has also been shown that only a single element can be clefted and 

that the target of the cleft is subject to island constaints. 



On the basis of Island contraints 1 propose that there is empty operator 

movement in Shuswap. Thus, 1 assume that a wh-construction as in (39a) is 

represented in (39b): 

(39) a. swCt$ k-wik-t-0-s 
who irr-see-tr-3sO-3sS 

'Who did he see?' 





The representation in (39b) shows that the variable is bound by an empty 

operator which in turn is co-indexed with the clefted wh-stem. 

2.2 The Morphological Properties of Clefts 

in this section i show that the formation of clefts involves three different 

morphological strategies depending on the thematic status of the nominal that is 

cIefted.8 Direct arguments of the predicate can be clefted without any special 

morphological marking. This is a pan-Salish phenomsnon (Kroeber 1991). 

The clefting of direct arguments is discussed in $2.2.1. However, when oblique 

arguments or adjuncts appear in the wh-position, special mophological marking 

must be used-either ctiticization or nominalization. I refer to these two 

processes as wh-agreement, following Chung (1 982, I 992).9 When passive 

agents, instruments, locatives, temporals and the quantifier /xwaxw6yt/  all are 

in the wh-position, the predicate is marked with third person from the dependent 

cfitic paradigm ($1 -4.2). This strategy is unique to Shuswap and Thompson 

(Kroeber 1991, Newman 1980, Thompson 1979). The ciitic strategy is 

discussed in $2.22. A final type of wh-agreement invoives nominalization (see 

Kroeber !991). N~rninalization occ'drs when the patients of ditransitives, 

middles and passives, abverbiais and a class of quantifiers, including many, 

8tAihiie Ktlipers (1 974) identifies the major morpnoiogical properties of 

what he cafls the 'suffixal paradigm' and of 'norninalization' and notes common 
uses of them, the ciaim that these strategies are essentially instantiations of the 
same process and the relating of this process to focus is original to this thesis. 

9These processes are called 'relative-agreement' in Kroeber (1 991 ). 



some, a few and numerals are in the wh-position. Nominalization is discussed 

in 92.2.3 . in $2.2.4 I surrtrnarize the distribution of wh-agreement in Shuswap. 

Clefts of Direct Arguments 

Direct arguments can be questioned, focussed, or relativized. The 

dependent clause carries the same agreement suffixes and clitics that are used 

in independent clauses. Absolutive arguments are illustrated in (40-45): 

(40) s ~ i t y  k-wik-t-0-s 
who irr-see-t r-3sO-3sS 

'Whm did he see?' 

(41) sw6ti( k-wik-t-0-6m 
who irr-see-tr-3sO-unsp 

'Who was seen?' 

(421 'a-John X i ?  I-m-wik-t-O-s 
bet-John part det-perf-see-tr-3sO-3sS 

'John was the one that she saw.' 

(43) 5-John 8 V  1-m-wik-t-0-m 
debJohn part det-perf-see-tr-3sO-unsp 

'John was the one that was seen.' 

(44) 8-John k-wik-t-8-s 'a-ndxwanxw ta-c'bm-qs-n-0-s 
det-John in-see-tr-3sO-3sS ciet-woman obi-kiss-is-fe-3sO-3sS 

'John saw the woman who he kissed.' 



(45) 3-John k-wi k-t-9-s 8-nbywan>tw ta-c'bh-qs-n-t-8-m 
det-John irr-see-tr-3sO-3sS det-woman obl-kiss-Is-fc-tr-3sO-unsp 

'John saw the woman who was kissed.' 

When the absotutive argument is questioned, focussed, or relativized, the 

verbal morphology is the same as in independent clauses (46-49). 

'He saw her.' 

'She is seen.' 

'He kissed her.' 

'She was kissed.' 

Constructions with demonstrative pronouns can also be clefted: 

yavi? x i?  yav6y '6-wik-t-0-s 
deic part deic det-see-tr-3sO-3sS 

That's the one that this one saw.' 

yaai? xi3 x-wik-t-B-m 
deic part de?-see-tr-3sQ-unsp 

'That's the one that was seen.' 



(52) 8-n-h%hW x x-witwjk-t-srn-s 
det-1 sP-emph+c part det-see-tr-1 so-3sS 

'I'm the one that she saw.' 

(53) x-nEi%wa? 313 8-wfjwjk-t-sl-m 
det-1 sP-emph part det-see-tr-1 SO-unsp 

'I'm the one that was seen.' 

(54) 8-?-anwf? x i?  8-wfk-t-s-s 
det-2sP-emph part det-see-t r-2s0-3sS 

'You're the one that she saw.' 

(55) V-'i'anwf? x i?  X-wfk-t-s-t 
det-2sP-emph part det-see-t r-2s0-unsp 

'You're the one that was seen.' 

(56) V-nwf?-s xi? 8-wik-t-8-s 
det-emph-3sP part det-see4 r-3sO-3sS 

'She's the one that he saw.' 

(57) 5 - n w h  x 3-wfk-t-0-rn 
det-emph-3sP part det-see-tr-3sO-unsp 

'She's the one f hat was seen.' 

In addition, it is possible to dired!y questior! (58-60) or focus (61-63) overt 

ergative arguments when there is a first or second person pr~nominal object or 

an overt nominal absolutive argument. 



(58) s w e t i  k-wik-t-8-s 3-MBTLJ 
who irr-see-tr-3sO-3sS debMary 

'Who saw Mary?Mho did Mary see?' 

(59) swktfi k-wiwk-t-sm-s 
who irr-see+c-tr-1 SO-3sS 

'Who saw me?' 

(60) swCtG k-wik-t-s-s 
who irr-see-tr-2sQ-3sS 

'Who saw you? 

(61) 8-John u-wik-t-0-s 8-Mary 
det-John det-see-tr-3sO-3sS det-Mary 

'it's John that saw Mary.l'lt's John that Mary saw.' 

'it's John that saw me.' 

'It's John that saw you.' 

First and second person subject emphatic pronouns may also be 

focussed. 

(64) 8-n-CdCwa? xi? 8-wiwk-t-s-n 
det-1 sP-emph+c part det-seeic-tr-2sQ-1 sS 

'i'm the one that saw you.' 



(65 )  Z-2-anwf? X i 3  8-wiwk-i-sm-x 
det-2sP-ernph pact det-see-t r-1 SO-2nom 

'You're the one that saw me.' 

Possessors can also occur in the wh-position: 

(66) s w i t f i  k-x"&~rn-8 k-sqixa-s 
who irr-bark-3sS irr-dog-3sP 

'Whose dog barked?' 

(67) sw6tG k -yum-0  k-ci txw-s 
who irr-big-3sS irr- house-3sP 

'Whose house is big?' 

Apparently possessors of subjects or objects in transitive clauses cannot occur 

in the wh-position: 

'Whose father saw me?' 

*swf t$  k-wfk-t-8-x k-qd?Ea-s 
who irr-see-tr-3sO-2sS irr-father-3sP 

'Whose father did you see?' 

f discuss the extraction properties of possessor extraction in 55.3.. 

In this section it has been shown that direct arg~fments can be 

questioned, filrcmseb, or reiatiiiized without employing wh-agreemeiit. In 52.2.2 

discuss one type of wh-agreement--cliticization. 



In 92.2.: it was established that direct arguments, including the ergative 

argument can occur in the wh-position. There are restrictions on ergatives 

however. The ergative arguments in $2.2.4 either co-occur with a lexical NP 

object or with a first or second person pronominal. Ergatives cannot occur in 

wh-position when there are third person pronominal objects. Instead, a passive 

is used:?O 

'Who was she seen by?' 

(7 I )  Mary 'di3 x-wik-t-O-rn as 
Mary part det-see-tr-3sO-unsp 3sdep 

'Mary is the one that saw him.' 

(72) V-Mary cJ?Cirnqs-n-@-s v-sqdlmxw 
det-Mary kiss-tr-3sO-3sS det-man 

'Mary kissed the man who likes her.' 

In addition, there is wh-agreement. The predicate is marked with a third person 

cfitic from the dependent clitic paradigm, discussed in $1 -4.2. t would like to 

'owhen the passive agent is extracted, the determiner / t  a-/ is optional. 
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claim that the Sht;lsaap ciitic: construction is a focus passive. When the passive 

agent occurs in wh-position it triggers wh-agreement. In (73) 1 illustrate a 

personal passive: 

'John was seen by Mary.' 

When the passive agent is clefted, a clitic is left on the predicate. 

(74) ta-Mary 3-wik-t-El-m as v-John 
&I-Mary bet-see-tr-3sO-unsp 3sdep det-John 

'It's Mary that John was seen by.' 

On the other hand, if the patient is clefted there is no clitic. 

(75) x-John 813 ts-wik-i-B-m ta-Mary 
det-Jo hn part bet-see-t r-3sO-unsp obi-Mary 

'It's John that was seen by Mary.' 

The cfitic strategy is not restricted to the focussing of passive agents. It is 

%!so used in locative (76) and ternporaf (77) wh-questions. 

(76) ~ h h  k-nikJ-n-t-8-m as 
where irr-cut-fc-tr-3sO-unsp 3sdep 

'Where did he cut it?' 

(77) p n h h  k-nikr-n-t-0-rn as 
when irr---ctmt-fc-tr-3sO-unsp 3sdep 

'When did he cut it?' 



The ciitic is also triggered when locatives (78-79)' temporals (801, the quantifier 

/xwax"&y tf aff (81), and instruments (82) are focussed. 

(78) a. m kax-t-si-n tl%a 
exp give-tr-2sO- 1 sS from this 

'I'tl give you some from this (container).' 

b. ~ 6 n a  m&? k a x - t - s f - n  as 
from this exp give-tr-2sO-1 sS 3sdep 

'I'll give you some from this (container)." 

(79) 8. rn-nik'-n-43-s v-spic'n n-Ckik'a? 
compi-cut-fc-3sO-3s det-rope ioc-shed 

'li was in the shed that he cut the rope.' 

b. na-EkCkJa? 8i? m-nfk'-n-0-s a s  3-sp6c1n 
loc-shed deic compt-cut-fc-3sO-3sS 3sdep det-rope 

'It was in the shed that ithe cut the rope.' 

(80) a. nik"-n-B-s X-spSc'n la-paxydwtas 
cut-fc-3sO-3sS det-rope det-yesterday 

'it was yesterday that he cut the rope.' 

b. l a - p a x y h t a s  lu7 d k ' - n - 0 - s  as  X-sp6c1n 
debyesterday deic cut-fc-3sO-3sS 3sdep det-rope 

'It was yesterday that he cut the rope.' 

(8t) a. r n ~ ?  kax-t-si-a ?*axWsyt ta-spaqpf q 
exp give-tr-2sO-l sS af i obf-berries 

'I'm going to give you all the berries.' 



b. yWax%$ mo? kax-1-sf-n as ta-spaqpdq 
261 exp give-2r-2sO-1 sS 3sdep obf-berries 

'I'm going to give you at! the berries.' 

(02) a. rn-nik-n-8-s X-spbc'n ta-sakJwmfn 
perf-cui-fc-3sO-3sS det-rope obi-knife 

'it was the knife that he cut the rope with.' 

b. te-sak"m<n let? I-in-nfk-n-0-s as X-spbc'n 
obi-knife par3 det-perf-cut-fc-3sQ-36 3sdep det-rope 

'It was the knife that he cut the rope with.' 

To summarize, cliticizaticn takes place in the clefting of temporal or spatial 

locatives, passive agents, instnrmentals, and the quantifier /xwaxw E y t / all. 

A second type of strategy-nomirraiization-4s used when oblique 

arguments occur in the wh-position. In (83-84) 1 show a ditransitive and a 

middle anstnrcfisn: 

(83)  m-kax-t-9-6s ta-sqldl t n  
cumpi-give-tr-3sO-3sS obi-salmon 

'He gave her a salmon." 

'He made a dipnet.' 



When the patient of a ditransitive (85) or middle construction (86) is clefled, the 

predicate takes an /s-/ prefix. 

(85) stdmi  k-s-kax-t-0-6s 
what irr-nom-give-tr-3sO-3sS 

'What did he give her?' 

(86) st&i k-s-k'dl -m-s 
what irr-norn-make-unsp-3sf 

'What did he make?' 

Notice that this construction shows different behaviour for intransitive and 

transitive clauses. Intransitives take possessive person marking (87), whereas 

transitives take subject and object person marking (88-89): 

(87) s t i m i  k -3 -s -k '~ l  -m 
what irr-2sP-nom-make-mid 

'What did you make?' 

(88)  st6mi  k-s-kax-t-0-dx 
what irr-nom-give-tr-3sO-2sS 

'What did you give her?' 

(89 stirhi k-s-kax-t-sf-s 
what irr-nom-give-tr-2sO-3sS 

'What did she give you?' 

Adverbiai wh-questions (90-91) and questions on numeral quantifiers 

(32-93) also take nsrninaiizations. 



(90) kdnm k-s-E(u)-n-t-sf-s 
why irr-nom-punch-fc-tr-2sO-3sS 

W h y  did he punch you?' 

'Why did he punch me?' 

(92 )  tkJWinx ta-sak'ldp k-7-s-wik-rn 
how many cbt-coyote irr-2sP-nom-see-unsp 

'How many coyotes did you see?' 

(93) tkJWinx ta-sak'ldp k-s-wik-m-s ?+John 
how many obi-coyote irr-nom-see-unsp-3sP det-John 

'How many coyotes did John see?' 

Focus constructions behave in the same way as wh-questions. This is 

shown in (94-95): 

(94) ta-sqldltn lu?  !-s-kax-t-0-6s 
obi-salmon part det-nom-give-tr-3sO-3sS 

'It's a salmon that he gave her.' 

(95) t a - s t d k h  lu? I-rn-s-k'dl-rn-s 
obl-dipnet part det-cornpl-nom-make-unsp-3sP 

'it's a dipnet that he made.' 

This is also the strategy with adverbial predicates (96-97), negatives (98-99), 

the quantifiers / xw? i  t /  many and / s? i? txw /  some other, (1 60-1 01 ), and 

numerals (1 02-1 03). 



(96) rn-wi? 8-s-yCw-rn-s 
perf-finish bet-nom-fish-unsp-3sP 

'He's finished dipnetting.' 

(97) (ta)-krntds 8-s-ydw-rn-s 
(obi)-always det-nom-fish-unsp-3sP 

'He's always dipnetting.' 

(98) ta? k-s-qwaEdE-s 
neg irr-nom-ieave-3sP 

'He didn't leave.' 

(99) ta? k-s-E-lx-m-st-43-6s 
not irr-s-hab-know-unsp-caus-3sO-3sS 

'He doesn't know.' 

(100) x W ? i t  rnc? s-kax-t-sf-n ta-spaqp5q 
many exp nom-give-tr-2sO- 1 sS obl-berries 

'I'm going to give you lots of berries.' 

( I  0 I ) s?i?4'xw mc? s-kax-t-sf-n ta-spaqp6q 
some exp nom-give-tr-2sO-1 sS obl-berries 

'I'm going to give you some of the berries.' 



( 1  02) t t i l k s t  ta-sak'l ip 8-s-wik-rn-s 8-John 
five obi-coyote det-nom-see-unsp-3sP det-John 

Yohn saw five coyotes.' 

( 1  03) s a s h  8-s-t(u)-nt-sitrn-s 
two det-nom-punch-tr-1 sO+c-3sS 

'He punched me two times.' 

I summarize the distribution of the direct, clitic and nominalization 

strategies associated with the wh-position in the following chart: 



Absolurtives 

Passive agents 

Locat ives 

Quant i fers 

(e.g. all) 

Quant i f ie rs  

(e.g. many) 

Instrumentats 

Pat ients  

midd les  

d l t r a n s  

Adverbials 

Direct 

Yes 

ves 

v e s  

yes 

The direct and wh-agreement strategies are in complementary 

distribution. Ergative and absolutive arguments can be directly extracted, 

whereas obliques and adjuncts seied one of the wh-agreement strategies- 

either cliticization or nominalization. It would be natural to attempt to tie the 

distribution of wh-agreement to s4rudural disfindions. Direct arguments in the 

wh-position do not need wh-agreement, Presumably both ergative and 

absolutive nominal expressions are structurally governed by the predicate that 



has raised to Infl. Perhaps whether wh-agreement involves the cliticization or 

nominalization strategy can be related to an oblique/abjunct distinction. 

The fact that nominalization is associated with the occurrence of middle 

and ditransitive patients in the wh-position, suggests that it applies to obliques 

that are thematically required by the predicate. Such obliques could be 

represented within the verbal projection. Nominals such as locatives and 

temporals associated with the clitic strategy could be viewed as not being 

thematically required by the predicate. They could be represented as adjuncts, 

attached outside of the verbal projection. 

However, this account runs into insurmountable problems. First of all, 

although some locatives may be viewed as adjuncts, there is also a class of 

predicates that projects a thematic grid for locatives within the verbal projection. 

It would be predicted that predicates such as / t n  tds/ put would use 

nominalizatian when the locative is in the wh-position. However, these 

locatives behave just like all locatives and use cliticization. 

( 1  04) 'rr-Mary m-tn-t-0-6s 1-mimx n-ck6kD?)a 
det-Mary perf-place-tr-3sO-3sS &let-basket loc-shed 

'Mary put the basket in the shed.' 

( 1  0 5 )  ye'bf? ta-6k6kD?a 1-Mary rn-tn-t-0-6s as 
deic obl-shed det-Mary perf-place-tr-3sO-3sS 3sdep 

I-mimx 
det-basket 

'Mary put the basket in the shed.' 



Secondly, the behaviour of quantifiers within object arguments causes 

problems with attributing wh-agreement strategies to structural differences. 

(106) m - ? h - ( n l - O - s  U-sk'"im6mlat Ixwaxwdyt I-spaqpcql 
perf-eat-fc-3sO-3sS det-child all det-berries 

'The child ate ail the berries.' 

( 1  07) xwaxw&t rn-?i ln-(n)-0-s as U-spaqpiq 
all perf-eat-fc-3sO-3sS 3sdep det-berries 

1 - ~ k ' ~ i m d h l a t  
det-child 

'The child ate ail the berries.' 

(108) m-7-h-(n)-El-n [xW?i t ta-spaqpiql 
perf-eat-fc-3sO-1 sS many det-berries 

'I ate many berries.' 

(109) x W W  rn-s-?ftn-(n)-0-n 8-spaqpiq 
many perf-nom-eat-fc-3sO-1 sS det-berries 

'I ate many berries.' 

Presumably, in both instances the nominal is in the same thematic position 

within the verbat projection. The same contrast between cliticization and 

nominalization can be observed in ditransitives. Recall that the quantifier 

/xWax%y t / all triggers the clitic strategy when it is in the wh-position, whereas 

the quantifier /xW? i t / many triggers norninalization. 



a. xwaxwsyt  ms?  kax- t -s f -n  as ta -spaqpiq  
all exp give-tr-2sO-I sS 3sdep obi-berries 

'I'm going to give you aii the berries.' 

b. *xWaxwcyt  rnc? k a x - t - s h  ta-spaqpdq 
al I exp give-tr-2sO-l sS obl-berries 

'I'm going to give you all the berries.' 

4. xw?i t rns? s-kax-t -sf -n ta-spaqp6q 
many exp nom-give-tr-2sO- 1 sS obl-berries 

'I'm going to give you lots of berries.' 

b. *xW7i  t m s ?  kax- t -s f -n  ta-spaqpsq 
many exp give-tr-2sO-1 sS obl-berries 

'I'm going to give you lots of berries.' 

in (1 10-1 1 I), the guan'tifiers were associated with the patient of ditransitives, 

Again, it is reasonable to assume that the quantifiers originate in the same 

structural position in each case. 

The evidence suggests that the distribution of the strategies of wh- 

agreement cannot be tied to syntactic structural positions. Rather, the wh- 

agreeirient pattern will have to be stipulated. 



2.3 Peripheral Gaps 

Shuswap exhibits an asymmetry with respect to wh-ext raction. In 

transitive constructions the absolutive argument can be related to wh, whereas 

the ergative argument cannot: 

( I  12) s w i t y  k-ywi -st-B-6s 
who irr-like-cam-3sO-36 

'Who does she like?'/*'Who likes her?' 

(1 13) swbtfi k-xwi-st-8-dm as 
who irr-like-caus-3sO-3sS 3sdep 

'Who likes her?'/"Who does she like?' 

In 52.2.2 1 argued that ( 5  13) was a focus passive construction. The use of the 

passive is a disambiguation device. 

Languages have a number sf strategies to resolve potential ambiguity. 

These strategies will be invoked in contexts where there are empty categories. 

This is likely to arise in languages with pro-drop, where the position sf the null 

pronominal cannot be read off of word order. 

One strategy is to set a default interpretation in the presence of suck 

categories. In Chapter Three I propose a constraint that states that in the 

presence of a null pronominal and an overt NP, the pronominal will be 

interpreted as an ergsthe and the overt NP interpreted as the absoiutive. 

Another strategy is to put some restriction on where gaps can occur, such 

as the Peripheral Gap Principle (Hankamer 1973, Woolford 1994). 



(1 14) Peripheral Gap Principle 

If any interpretation is possible for an unacceptable ambiguous structure, 
it wiii be that interpretation iirrder which the loeattion of the clele:lon site is 
peripheral rather than internal. 

The Peripheral Gap Principle can be observed in English double object 

constructions fWoo!ford 1991). In (1 15) the wh-form is related to the patient of 

the ditransitive. 

(1 15) Whoi did they &OW Fred ti? 

If wh-is related to the goat of the ditransitive a passive construction is used. 

( I  16) Whoi ti was shown ti Fred? 

In this constrxtion, NP-movement takes the goal out of a p~sition adjacent to 

the patient. The g ~ a l  is now able to undergo wh-movement. In $23.1 1 discuss 

the Peripheral Gap Principle in Jacaltec. The Shuswap facts are discussed in 

$2.3.2 . In $2.3.3 it is shown that Haikomelem, a Coast Satish language, uses 

another disambiguation strategy, the suppression of ergative marking. 

Jacaltec 

The Peripheral Gap Principle has also been shown to occur in Jaealtec 

(Craig t 977, WsoIfcrrrf 1991). Jmattec has rich verbal agreement but is not a 

pro-drop language. There are situations, however, where null pranominals can 

o,ccur. One source sf null pronorninafs is found in the interpretation of 



coreference. This is referred to as Noun Classifier Deletion by Craig, because it 

Is cfaimed that pronominais have deve toped from noun classifiers. Coreference 

is subject to a precedence condition in Jacaltec. In (1 I?), a PP has been 

pre posed. 

(719) boj  smam i x  xi1  naj (Craig 19?7:181) 
with her father cl saw clfhelhim 

'tt is with her father that he saw herlit.' 
'It is with her father that she saw him.' 

The PP contains a pronominal antecedent for one of the arguments which will 

consequently drop. It is in this context that ambiguity may arise. The 

pronominal that has been dropped can be interpreted either as the subject or 

the object. The Peripheral Gap Principle predicts that the interpretation with the 

nutf pronominal as the object will be strongly preferred. This is the case. The 

reading where the possessor is an antecedent for the subject is highly 

secondary. It is also possible to interpret the null pronominal as an inanimate. 

This is due to the fact that most inanimates lack classifiers and thus occur as null 

pronominals. 

The Peripheral Gap Principle can be seen to resolve ambiguity in wh- 

question, cleft, and relative clause constructions in Jacaltec (Craig 1977:211- 

221 ). (I 18) is a transitive clause with pronominal arguments. 

( 1  18) x-8-(y)-il naj  i x  
asp-A3-€3-see cVhe cilher 

'He saw  he^' 



!n (1 19-3 21 f the abso!utive is able !a be directly extracted in wh-question, cleft, 

and relative ciause consfmctions. 

( 1  19) msc x i 1  naj  
Who saw ctihe 

'Who did he see?' 

(120) ha' i x  xi1 na j  
cleft cilshe saw cilhe 

'It's her that he saw.' 

( 1 2 f ) w o h t a j  i x  x i1  naf 
I know &her saw cube 

'I know the woman that he saw.' 

In (1 22-1 241, the extraction of the ergative requires that the ergative 

person marking be suppressed and that the verb take the additional marking 

/-n5/. 

f 122) mac x'il-ni i x  
Who saw-suffix ctiher 

'Who saw her?' 

(123) he' naj  x'i 1 -ni i x  
clef! cllhe sawsuffix &her 

'it is he who saw her.' 

f 124) wohtaj nej x'il-ni i x  
f know cVhe saw-suffix cVher 

' f  know the man who saw her.' 



Craig claims that this operation is truly a disambiguation device. in 

constructions where no ambiguity would arise. In (1 25) it is possible to use 

either regufar verbal morphology ctr the disambiguation mechanism. 

(125) ha* naj smsk/xmakni smsm 
cleft cllhe hit his father 

Ws he who hit his father.'li"lt's him who his father hit.' 

The reason that there is no ambiguity is that it is impossible to obtain a 

coreferentiat grammatical reading fur (1 26). 

'Hisi father hit fiimt,j.' 

This is claimed to be an instance of the Constraint on the Recoverability of 

Defelion as discussed in Hankamer (1973). The sentence is grammatical with a 

disjoint reference reading. It is not possible to delete the pronominal object and 

obtain a coreferential reading. in the fotfowing construction, the null pronominal 

is interpreted as an eternent that lacks a classifier. 

(1271 xi1 smam naj 
saw his father ct 

'His father saw it.' 

Ciefting af the possessive objjsd stilt gives an ungrammatical reading. 



(128)  *ha" nsj smsk smam 
cleft cifhe hit his father 

'it is him who his father hit?' 

The disambiguation device is apparently optional in constructions with 

possessive objects in Jaaftec. 

2.3.2 Shuswap 

Like JacaRec, Shuswap afbws the absolutive in wh-question, focus, and 

relative clause csrisfluctions to occur in wh-position without wh-agreement on 

the predicate: 

(t29) sw6ti( k-ywi-st-0-6s 
who irr-like-caus-3sO-3sS 

'Who does she Iike?'P1Mlhcr likes her?' 

(130) Mary v i?  xwi-st-8-6s 
May part like-caus-3sO-3sS 

'Mary's the one he iikes.%'Mary's the one who likes him.' 

det-Mary kiss-Is-fc-3sO-3sS det-man obl-like-caus-3s0-3sS 

'Mary kissed the man that she tikes.'PCMary kissed the man who likes 
her.' 

Cls the second gloss in (I 28-130) show, the ergative argument cannot occur in 

wh-psitior, when the other argument is a third persor! pronominat. Rather a 



focus passive construction is used. Passive agents require cliticization when 

they occur in the wh-position. 

'Who saw her?'/"Who did she see?' 

(133) Nary X i ?  w i k - t - 0 - m  as 
Mary part see-tr-3sO-3sS 3sdep 

'Mary saw her.' 

( I  34) '6-Mary c'dm-qs-n-O-s 8-sq61mxw 
det-Mary kiss-1s-fc-3sB-3sS det-man 

'Mary kissed the man who likes her.' 

This asymmetry in the way absslutive and ergative gaps are treated 

confirms that the Peripheral Gap Principle is present in the grammar of 

Shuswap." It predicts the following configuration, where the absolutive gap is 

directly related to wh. 

Whi V pro ei 

llThe Peripheral Gap Principle is somewhat problematic in relying on 
word order. In Chapter Four I restate it as a condition on pronominal 
absolutives In transitive constructions (The Generalized Condition on the 

interpretation of Empty Categories). 



The Peripheral Gap Prificipie also predicts that In the following 

representation, wh-cannot be related to the ergative gap and the construction 

will be rufed out: 

This is confirmed in (1 37): 

(137) swCt(Ji k-wik-t-a-s 
who irr-see-t r-3sO-3sS 

'Who did she see?/*'Who saw her?' 

The construction shown in (137) only has one interpretation, that in which the 

wh-stern is related to the absolutive. In order to relate the first of two adjacent 

pronominals to wh, the focus passive strategy is used. 

(138) swCt(Ji k-wik-t-8-m as 
who irr-see4 r-3sO-3sS 3sdep 

'Who saw her?/"Who did she see?' 

That the Peripheral Gap Principle is related to disambiguation can be 

shown by its failure to apply with first and second person arguments: 

(139) swi to  k-wi k-t-s-s 
who i rr-see-t r-2sU-3sS 

'Who saw you?' 



(140) sw6tfi k-wik-t-0-x 
who irr-see-tr-3sO-2sS 

'Who did you see?' 

Furthermore, the Peripheral Gap Principle does not apply when the 

pronominai absofutive is inanimate: 

( 1  41) swCtyi k-nikJ-n-0-s 
who irr-cut-fc-3sO-3sS 

'Who cut it?' 

This supports the notion that disambiguation is impficated. When there is a 

single overt nominal argument, the focus passive strategy also does not apply. 

(142) s w t t f i  k-wi  k-t-0-s 8-Mary 
who irr-see-tr-3sO-3sS det-Mary 

'Who saw Mary?'/'Who did Mary see?' 

This establishes four points. First, it is possible to extract ergative arguments in 

Shuswap. Second, the Peripheral Gap Principle applies only to pronominals. It 

faiis to apply when there is an overt nominal in spite of the resulting ambiguity. 

The possibility of using (142) ambiguously suggests the following 

representations: 

The Peripheral Gap Principie need not be invoked, as it only applies to 

pronominals. Third, the grammaticality of (I 42) establishes that at least some 



nominals are capable of being syntactic arguments in Shuswap. If all nominals 

were adjuncts, it is predicted that it would be impofsibie to extract ergatives and 

that the focus passive straiegy shown in (1 44) would always be used: 

(144) s w f t h  k-wik-t-B-Ern as 8-Mary 
who irr-see-tr-3sO-3sS 3sdep det-Mary 

'Who saw Margi?'/*'Who did Mary see?' 

This construction is possible. Thils, the focus passive strategy is invoked to 

relate the first of two adjacent empty categories to wh. Finally, it cannot be 

claimed that the use of the iocus passive is optional. The two constructions do 

not mean the same thing. (142) is an instance of true quantification, whereas 

(144) is used in a distributive sense, picking out an individual from a group 

identified in the previous discourse.12 This appears to be an instance of 

discourse linking (Pesetsky 1987, Cinque 1991 ). 

There is evidence that a trace counts for the Peripheral Gap Principle. In 

the following constructions a nominal argument has been moved to Spec of IP: 

(145) swbtfii X-Maryj k-wik-t-8-s t j  & i 
who det-Mary irr-see-tr-3sO-3sS 

'Who did Mary see?'/*'Who saw hkiry?' 

'*Constructions such as (144) often elicit comments about a plurality 
reading and get translated 'which one of you saw Mary?' This would be 
appropriate when asking a group of people sitting in the room, which one of 
them saw Mary. Notice that in chapter one I provided evidence that there is an 

animacy constraint operating in Shuswap that disaliows a plural ergative with a 
singular absolutive. This would provide an explanation for the use of the focus 

passive strategy. 



( 1  469 swCt$i 8-Maryj k-wik-t-0-m as e i 
who det-Mzry irr-see-tr-3sO-iinsp 3sdep 

t j  

'Who saw Mary?'/"'Who did Mary see?' 

Nctice that when a nominal is in immediate preverbal position, the operator may 

only be interpreted as binding the absolutive nominal. This supports the 

predictions of the Peripheral Gap Principle and provides evidence that the trace 

of a n~rninal in preverbal position counts for this principle. 

The Coast Salish language Halkomelem (Gerdts 1988b, Hukari 1977) 

displays a different device in resolving ambiguity in wh-questions, that of 

suppressing agreement morphology for third person ergatives. When the 

absolutive argument is questioned or focussed, the agreement is phonetically 

null as illustrated In (147): 

(1479 w6t  kJwa ni  lam-at-76.n? 
who det aux see-tr-1 ssub 

'What did I see?' 

Constructions involving non-third person arguments have full agreement 

morphology on the predicate. 



(148) nawa ni lam-8-ama-?e.n? 
2emph aux look-tu-2obj-1 subj 

'It's you that I looked at.' 

( I  49) ?b.nWa n i  q'waqw-a$-arn?~-as 
lemph aux club-ta-1 obj-3subj 

'It's me who he clubbed.' 

On the other hand, when there is a third person object in emphatic contexts, the 

predicate is not marked for subject morphology: 

(150) ?e.nWa n i  qJWiqw -at-(*?b.n?) 
1 emph aux club-tr 

'I'm the one who clubbed it.' 

The non-third person emphatic pronouns behave like third person emphatic 

pronouns for the purposes of agreement. Observe that the predicate is not 

marked for subject agreement morphology when third person arguments are 

extracted in wh-questions and in cleft constructions: 

(151) ? w e t  kwsa n i?  k'"icJ-at tea smaya9 
who det aux butcher-tr det deer 

'Who (feminine) butchered the deer.' 

(152) n j ~  l a  s l e n i ?  ni  q'"aqW-&(*as) 
3emph det woman aux club-tr 

'It's the woman who clubbed it.' 



The Haikomelern data show a different strategy from the one used by Shuswap, 

to resolve ambiguity. 

2.4 Conclusion 

In this chapter, evidence has been presented that wh-questions, 

contrastive focus constructions, and relative clauses all employ a cleft strategy, 

as has been previously claimed for other Salish languages (Kroeber 1991). A 

wh-question (1 53), a contrastive focus construction (1 541, and a relative clause 

(1 55) are given: 

(153) sw6ty k-wik-t-8-s 
who i rr-see-tr-3sO-3sS 

'Whom did he see?' 

( 1  54) 8-John lu?  1-m-wik-t-8-s 
det-John part det-perf-see-tr-3sO-3sS 

'It's John that he saw.' 

( 1  55) e-lxm-st-0-6tn 8-sq61mxw ta-wi  k-t-0-s 
hab-know-cam-3sO-1 sS+c det-man obi-see-tr-3sQ-3sS 

'I know the man who he saw.' 



The cleft construction is represented as a base-generated position 

adjoined to CP: 

The syntactic properties of the wh-position were then described. Only 

one nominai can occur in wh-position and this nominal may be associated with 

a focus particle, such as the particle / l u ? /  in (154). Furthermore, the clause 

that is associated with the nominal in wh-position has specific properties. It is 

typically introduced by a determiner, either a direct determiner in wh-questions 

(1 53) or contrastive focus (I 54), or the oblique determiner in relative clauses 

(I 55). Nominals in the wh-position can host second-position clitics: 

( 1  5 7 )  s w i t  nka gi 7 k-ni kD-n-0-s 3-John 
who evid pat: irr-cut-fc-3sO-3sS det-Jo hn 

'Who was it that John apparently cut?' 



In addition, nominals in ?he wh-position can be extracted from clausal 

complements (l58), but not from adjuncts (1 59) or complex KFs ( 3  60): 

(158) swdtfi al? 3-John k-m-wik-t-0-s 
who part det-John irr-perf-see-tr-3sO-3sS 

'That's the man that John saw Mary kiss.' 

( 1  59) *st irhi  x i?  ti-lxrn-st-8-6s p n h h  
what part hab-know-caus-3s0-3sS when 

*'What did he know when Sam made?' 

(160) *swf t f i  Iu? 3-John k-wi  k-t-B-s ta-nbxwanxw 
who part det-John irr-see-tr-3sQ-3sS obi-woman 

*'Who was it that John saw ?he woman who kissed?' 

Under the assumption that island effects are diagnostic of movement, these 

constructions provide evidence of empty operator movement. 



I then turned to the morphological properties of the wh-position. Direct 

arguments, including the ergative, may occur in wh-position without wh- 

agreement: 

(161) s w d t i  k-wik-t-8-s 
who i rr-see-t r-3sO-3sS 

'Whom did he see?' 

However, extracted obliques and adjuncts employ wh-agreement, which is 

realized as cliticization or ncminalizatisn. When passive agents, temporals and 

locatives, or the quantifier /xwaxw6yt/ ail that are in the wh-position, the 

predicate is marked by cliticization. A passive agent in wh-position is shown in 

(1 62): 

(162) swdty k-wik-t-8-m as 
who irr-see-tr-3sO-unsp 3sdep 

'Who saw her?' 

Or! the other hand, when the patients of middles and ditransiti~es, the 

quantifiers / xw? i  t /  many, and /s?i?#xW/ some, and adverbials are in wh- 

position, the predicate is nsminalized. An extracted patient o i  a ditransitive is 

shown in ( I  63): 

( 1  63) &hi k-s-kax-t-8-6s 
what irr-nom-give-tr-3sO-3sS 

'What did he give her?' 



Next I discussed the Peripheral Gap Constraint and showed that it 

appfies in Shuswap. in trsnsitive constructions, the absolutive argument can be 

related to wh, whereas the ergative argument cannot: 

(164) swdtfi k-ywi-st-B-6s 
who irr-like-caus-3sO-3sS 

'Who does she like?'/*Who likes her?' 

In (164) the wh-question can only be associated with the peripheral position, the 

absolutive, and not the ergative. A focus passive (165) is employed to question 

the agent: 

(165) swdty k-xwi-st-&dm as 
who irr- like-caus-3sO-3sS 3sdep 

'Who likes her?'/*'Who does she like?' 

In Shuswap, the Peripheral Gap Principle only appiies when there are null 

objects: 

( 1  66) s w i t i  k-x'i-st-@-& 'd-Mary 
who irr-like-caus-3sO-3sS det-Mary 

'Who likes Mary?'/'Who does Mary like?' 

As can be seen by the ambiguity in (1661, when there is a lexical NP, the 

nominal in the wh-position can be asscciated with either the absolutive or the 

ergative argument. 



Chapter 3 

Topic and Focus 

3.0 lntrsduetion 

This chapter provides evidence that there are syntactic positions that 

precede the predicate in addition to the wh-position discussed in Chapter Two. 

A wh-question is shown in (1): 

( 1 )  swdty k-wik-t-0-s 
who irr-see-tr-3sO-3sS 

'Who did he see?' 

Nominals may occur to the left of this position, as illustrated ir? (2-3): 

(2) 8-John sw6tG k-wik-t-0-s 
det-John who irr-see-tr-3sO-3sS 

'That John, who did he see?' 

(3) U-Basile s t i m i  k-wik-t-8-s 
det-Basiie what det-father-3sP irr-see-t r-3sO-3sS 

'Basile, what did his father see?' 

I call the position that occurs at the left edge of the clause the external topic 

position, Nomiilais in this position are foiiowed by a pause. Fundisnaiiy, the 

position behaves like a switch topic position, permit$ng a pi-eviousiy mentioned 



referent in the discourse to be foregrounded.1 For example, (2) would be 

appropriate in a discourse where it is established that each member of a group 

of peop!e saw somebody and the speaker is returning one of the previously 

established members of the group, John, to the foreground.2 Similarly (3) would 

be foregrounding Basife from a previously identified set of participants. A switch 

topic would contrast with a continuing topic in Shuswap, which would typically 

use a pronominal farm rather than a name. 

Nominats may aiso occur to the right of the cleff but to the left of the 

predicate, as i!lusirated in (4-5): 

(4) swdtfi Z-John k-wi k-t-43-s 
who Set-John irr-see-tr-3sO-3sS 

'Who did John see?' 

(5) swi t f i  X-Basiie k-wik-x-t-0-s ta-'Wq'"i -s  
who det-Basiie irr-see-red-tr-3sO-3sS obl-brother-3sP 

'Who is it that Basife saw his brother?' 

i refer to the position occupied by the nominal John in (4) and Basife in (5) as 

the focus position. F~nctiofially, the nominal in focus position behaves as a 

continuing topic. The focus position is used to foreground nominals aready 

established in the discourse and to provide a mild emphasis. There are no 

noticable intonational, properties associated with this position. 

'See Herring (1990) for a discussion of switch topics. 
q h e  nominal John in (2) occurs with direct case, which 

John is being talked about. R may also occur without a marker 
John is being directly asked who a third person saw. 
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indicates that 

., in which case 



The data In (2-5) show instances of two preverbal nominals. In fact, 

sentences like (6) and (7), where nominafs swupy all three preverbal positions, 

are also possibte. 

(6) a-John swftij a-qd?Ea-s k-wi  k-t--0-s 
det-John whg det-father-3sP irr-see-t r-3sO-3sS 

'John, who did his father see?' 

(7) 8-John W-Rsry 1 ~ 7  t a - s w 6 w  1 kax-t-0-6s 
bet-Jrrttn bet-Mary part obi-fish give-t P-3s0-3sS 

'John gave the fish to Mary yesterday.' 

In (6-7) the leftmost nominal, a possessor in (6) and the thematic agent in (7), 

are in the external topic position. The wh-question stem /swf to/ in (6) and the 

nominal in contrastive focus in (7) are in the wh-position. Finally, the nominals 

in immediate preverbal position, the thematic agent in (6) and the patient of the 

diiransitive in (7), are in the focus position. 

I show rn this chapter that the three positions can be distinguished on the 

basis of wh-agreement on the predicate, second-position clitics, focus particles, 

dcubfirrg, and island effects. In 93.3 I discuss the distribution and syntactic 

propeaies of the noniraals that mupy the externat topic position. The focus 

position is discussed in 53.2. Both the externa! topic position and the focus 

pasiiion are coniras&d with the wh-pusition. The behaviow of preverbal 

ekmem in e m W A  t=rrtsrex& is bimssed in $3.3. 



3.1 External Topic Position 

This section discusses the syntactic properties of nominals in the 

externai topic position. First the distribution of nominals that can occur in this 

position is discussed in 93.1 . I .  Then the syntactic behaviour of the nominals 

that occupy this position are investigated with respect to second-position clitics 

(•˜3.1.2), island constraints (•˜3.1.3), and doubling ($3.1 -4). 

3.1 .I The Distribution sf External Topic Nsminals 

This section provides data showing that all nominals can appear in the 

external topic position. Subjects of intransitive clauses can occur in the external 

topic position: 

(8) v-k6kpi? Is? n-0 
det-chief wet l qu-3sS 

'The chief, is he well?' 

(9) X-John p n h h  k-qwat&O as 
det-John when irr-leave-3sS 3sdep 

'John, when did he leave?' 

Notice in (8) that no determiner occurs on the predicate, in contrast ts 

constructions where there are nominals in the wh-position (9). in (1 0-1 1) an 

ergative is in the external topic position: 



( 10) a-skMim6mlat 1 -paxyh tas  I u ~  m - ? h - ( n ) - ~ l - s  as 
det-child bet-yesterdsy. part perf-eat-tr-3sO-3sS 3sdep 

'The child, it was yesterday that he ate the berries.' 

( 1  1 )  'd-John swdt6 k-wik-x-t-Ef-s ta-qi?Ea-s 
det-John who irr-see-red-tr-3sO-3sS obi-father-3sP 

'Phat John, whose father did he see?' 

The ergative occurs to the left of the temporal in the wh-position in (lo),  whereas 

in (1 1) it is to the left of the wh-stem. It should be observed that there is no wh- 

agreement with the external topic. AII instances of wh-agreement are with the 

nominal in the wh-position. 

In (1 2-1 3) objects are in external topics: 

(12) 8-John pnhdqn k-wik-t-O-x was 
det-John when irr-see-t r-3sO-2sS 3sdep 

'John, when did you see him?' 

(13) 8-John pnhd?n k-k'u'l-x-t-O-x was ta-mimx 
det-John when irr-make-red-tr-3sO-2sS 3sdep obi-basket 

'John, when did you make him a basket?' 

Notice that in the appiicative construction (I 3)' a benefactive is the grammatical 

object and Phat it may occur as an external topic. Also, patients of passives (1 4- 

1 51, middles (1 €9, and ditransitives (1 7), can be external topics. 

(14) 8-spbc'n w i t 6  k-ni k'-n-t-0-m as 
det-rope who irr-cut-fc-tr-3sO-unsp 3sdep 

'The rope, who cut it?' 
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(15) a - ~ o h n  s w i t o  k-wik-t-8-m as  
det-John who irr-see-tr-3s8-unsp 3sdep 

'That John, who saw him?' 

( 16) ta-spdc'n s w i t f i  k - p a t - n i  k ' - m - 0  
obi-rope who irr-have-cut-unsp-3sS 

'The rope, who cut it?' 

( 17) ta-sql6l  tn  s w t t f i  k-kax-t-0-6s 8-John 
obl-salmon who irr-give-tr-3sO-3sS det-Jo hn 

'The salmon, who gave it to John?' 

Nominals in various oblique roles may also be external topics. (1 8) 

shows a locative, (1 9) shows a temporal, and (20) an instrumental: 

(18) n-eitxw s t d h i  lu? k-nik'-n-El-s 
loc-house what part irr-cut-dc-3sO-3sS 

'In the house, what did he cut?' 

( 1  9) I -payy6wtas s t i m i  iu? k-nikJ-n-0-s 
det-yesterday what part irr-cut-fc-3sO-3sS 

'Yesterday, what did he cut?' 

(20) ta-sakgwmfn s w d t y  k-ni kt-n-t-0-m as 
obl-knife who irr-cut-fc-3sO-unsp 3sdep 

a-spdc'n 
det-rope 

'The knife, who cut the rope with it?' 



Possessars of subjects of intransitive clauses (21 -22) and transitive 

clauses (23-24) car! be external topics: 

'That John, his dog barked.' 

(22) 8-John xyum a - t i  txw-s 
det-John big det-house-3sP 

'That John, his house is big.' 

(23) a-Mary swbty a-qb?ta-s k-wi  k-t-0-s 
det-Mary who det-fat her-3sP i rr-see-t r-3sO-3sS 

'That Mary, who did her father see?' 

(24) 5-John m-wiwk-t-sm-s 8-q6Va-s 
det-John perf-see+c-tr-3sO-1 sS det-father-3sP 

'That Jahn, his father saw me.' 

in transitive clauses, Shuswap distinguishes possessors of object NPs that are 

coreferential with the subject from those that are disjoint in reference. 

Coreferential possessors of object NPs occur in regular transitive constructions, 

whereas disjoint possessors of NPs occur in applicative construeiions, in which 

the possessor becomes the grammatical object of the clause. Both types of 

possessors may be external topics: 

(25) 8-Mary p n h h  k -w i  k-t-8-s b'-qp- I- cs-s 
det-Maty when irr-see-tr-3sO-3sS de:-father-3sP 

'That Mary, when did she see her father?' 



(26) X-John m-wi  wk-x-t-0-n ta-qi?Ca-s 
det-John perf-seei-c-red-tr-3s8-I sS obl-fat her-3sP 

'That John, I saw hi's father.' 

in (27-28) nominals with quantifiers can be external topics:3 

(27) I - x w ? i t  ta-spyu? pnhb?n k-wik-t-B-s as 
det-many obl-bird when irr-see-tr-3sO-3sS 3sdep 

'Many of the birds, when did he see them? 

(28) xwaxw6yt ta-spyu? pnhd?n k-wik-t-0-s as 
all obl-bird when irr-see-t r-3sO-3sS 3sdep 

'All of the birds, when did he see them?' 

To summarize, the external topic position is available to all nominals, 

irrespective of their thematic status. 

It should also be observed that the external topic position cannot be 

multiply filled (29), and cannot take focus particles (30): 

3Quantifiers cannot be discontinous from the nominal that they quantify 
over: 

0 )  * I -xw?i  t p n h d ~ n  k-wik-t-0-s as ta-spyu? 
det-many when irr-see-tr-3sO-3sS 3dep o bl-bird 

'Many of the birds, when did he see them?' 

O i l  *xwaxwEyt p n h h  k-wik-t-B-s as ta-spyu? 
ail when irr-see-t r-3sO-3sS 3sdep obl- bird 

'All of the birds, when did he see them?' 



(29) *V-John I-paxybwtas s w i t y  k-wik- t -8-m as 
det-John bet-yesierday who irr-see-tr-3s8-unsp 3sdep 

'That John, who saw him yesterday.' 

(30) +%-John x i?  s w d t i  k-wik-t-0-m as 
det-John part who irr-see-tr-3sO-unsp 3sdep 

'That John, who saw him.' 

I represent external topic structures in a manner proposed by Aissen 

(I 992): external topics are base-generated in a node prefixed to CP and 

dominated by E(xpression).4 This is shown in (31): 

-- 

4Aissen (1 992), following Banfield (1 973) and Emonds (1 985), 

represents the projection dominating the external topic as E(xpression). 



In $2.4.2 it was shown that clefted nominals in wh-position can host 

second-position clitics, including the evidential clitic /n k a / ,  the reportativs clitic 

/akwa/ and the confirmative question clitic I n / .  The rule for clitic placement is 

informally given in (32): 

(32) COitic Placement 

Attach second-position clitics to the first word of CP 

In (33-36) the predicate, which is in initial position, can host second-position 

clitics: 

rn-xwdym n-0 8-John 8-sq&a-s 
perb-bark qu-3sS det-John det-dog-3sP 

'Did John's dog bark?' 

xyum n-O 8-John 8-Ei  txw-s 
big qu-SsS debJohn det-Rouse-3sP 

'Is John's house big?' 

rn-xwf yrn nka-0 %-John 'a-sqdxa-s 
perf-bark wid-3sS det-John det-dog-3sP 

'I guess John's dog barked.' 



(36) xyum nka-43 8-John 8-Citxw-s 
big evid-3sS det-John det-house-3sP 

'I guess John's house is big.' 

Nominais can also host second-position clitics: 

(37) 8-John akwa 8-qC?Ca-s m-wi wk+c-t-sm-s 
det-John rep det-father-3sP perf-see-tr-1 SO-3sS 

'(Somebody said) John's fat her saw me.' 

Constructions with external topics are given in (38-39): 

'That John, his dog barked.' 

'That John, his house is big.' 

The external topic in (31) is represented as outside of GP. This predicts that 

external topics should not be abie to host second-position clitics. The prediction 

is confirmed in (40-41): 

(40) *&John n rn-xwE'ym-B 8-sq6xa-s 
def-Jshn qu perf-bark-3sS det-dog-3sP 

'That John, did his dog bark?' 



(41) *8-John nka xyum-0 V - C i  txw-s 
det-John evid big-3sS det-house-3sP 

'That John, ! guess his ~ Q U S ~  is big.' 

Instead, the predicate is the host of second-position clitics in spite ~f a nominal 

occuring to its left? 

(42) 8-John rn-xwfym n-B a-sqbxa-s 
det-John perf-bark qu-3sS det-dog-3sP 

'That John, did his dog bark?' 

(43) V-John xyurn n-El 8- t i txw-s 
det-John big qu-3sS det-house-3sP 

'That John, is his house big?' 

(44) a-John rn-xwbym nka-0 X-sqixa-s 
det-Jo hn perf-bark evid-3sS det-dog-3sP 

'That John, i quess his dog barked.' 

(45) '8-John xyum nka-0 8-Ci txw-s 
det-Jo hn big wid-3sS det-house-3sP 

'That John, I guess his house is big.' 

SExternal topics, such as the foflswing are not frequent in texts. They are 
much more frequent in direct elicitation. 

(i ... XU ... t + h a  c'x-n-t-B-6s akwa 8-kw6su 
Part name loo k-fc-t r-30-3sS rep det-pig 

'...Oh, t t i ~ s a  looked at the pig's food ...' (Kuipers 1974: T?:79 p113) 



This folbws 'from the rule of clitic placement in (32), given the analysis for 

external topics proposed here. 

3.1 -3  Island Constraints 

In 92.1 3, 5 showed that movement to wh-position obeyed island 

constraints. in contrast, the external topic position does not exhibit island 

effects. The following constructions contain temporal adjunct dauses: 

'You told me when John left.' 

p n h h  8-John 
when det-John 

p n h h  x-John 
when det-do hn 

8-ki'?xa-s k-m-qwaEiE as 
det-mot her-3sP irr-perf-leave 3sdep 

'You told me when John's mother left.' 

As can be observed in (48-43), the leftmost nominal violates the Adjunct Island 

Constraint: 



k-m-qwaCdC as 
i rr-perf-leave 3sdep 

'That John, did you tell me when he left.' 

(49) 8-John m-lax6xya~-x-t-srn-x n p n h h  
det-John perf-telisc-red-tr-1 SO-2sS qu when 

8-ki?xa-s k-m-qwaC6t as 
det-mot her-3sP irs-perf-leave 3sdep 

'That John, did you tell me when his mother left.' 

That the leftmost nominal in (48-49) violates the Adjunct island Constraint is 

predicted for external topics (Aissen 1992). No movement has taken p ixe .  The 

nominal in the external topic position is able to bind a null pronominal-an 

absolutive in (48) and a possessor in (493. 

The same point can be made for the Complex Noun Phrase Constraint. 

Relative clauses are illustrated in (50-51 ) : 

(50) m-wik- t -8-x ~-nl(jx"anx" ta-cJdh-qs-n-8-s 
pe rf-see-t r-3s8-2sS det-woman obl-kiss-Is-fc-350-3sS 

'You saw the woman that John kissed.' 



(5 1 ) m-w'fk-t-B-x 3-nbxwanxw ta-cDdh-qs-n--B-s 
perf-see-t r-3sO-2sS det-woman sbl-kiss-Is-fc-3sO-3sS 

'You saw the woman that John's brother kissed.' 

As can be observed in (52-53), a nominal may appear in the external topic 

position in violation of the Complex Noun Phrase Constraint." 

(52) 'es-John m-wik-t-0-x n 3-ndxwanxw 
debJohn perf-see-tr-3sO-2sS qu det-woman 

'That John, did you see the woman that he kissed.' 

(53) 8-John m-wik-t-0-x-n 8-ndxwanxw 
det-John perf-see-tr-3sO-2sS-n det-woman 

'That John, did you see the woman that his brother kissed.' 

We see then that nominals in the external topic position may violate the Adjunct 

lsiand Condition and the Complex Noun Phrase Constraint. This is predicted if 

external topics do not undergo movement. 

third type of standard island test is the Sentential Subject Condition. It 
is not clear that Shuswap has sentential subjects. This is discussed in Chapter 
Five. 



3.1 -4  Doubting 

The final evidence for the external topic position comes from doubling 

phenomena. In the foifowing constructions, the nominals in the external topic 

position-a subject in (541, an object in (55), and a locative in (56)--can be 

doubled with a strung deictic or a spatial deidic: 

(54) 8-Mary rn-c'ftm-qs-n-t-s-s (vi 7 )  
det- Mary perf-kiss-is-fc-tr-2sO-3sS that one 

'That Mary, she kissed you.' 

(55) 8-sp'6cJn nt-nfnkj-n-0-n (vi 7 )  
det-rope perf-cut+c-fc-3sO-I sS that one 

'That rope, i cut It." 

(56) n-Ei t x w  sp ic 'n  akwa k-njkD-n-0 - s  +John 
Isc-house rope rep irr-cut-fc-3sO-3sS det-John 

'Over at the house they say it was a rope that John cut.' 

These data are easily ammodated under my analysis since there are two 

pasitions-the external topic in CP and a nominal in the clause. In contrast, 

nomioafs In the wh-position cannot be doubled by strong deictics: 



(57) s w t t c  ic-m-qwaECI-o (*xi?) 
who ira-perf-leave-3sS that one 

'Who left?" 

(58)  sw6tG k-wik-t-8-s 8-Mary ( * ~ i ? >  
who irr-see-tr-3sO-3sS det-Mary that one 

'Who saw Maw?"fWho did Mary see?' 

(59) x h h  k-&k'-nt-Ern as ( + n a ~ i ? >  
where det-cut-ic-3sO-unsp 3sdep there 

'Where did he cut it?' 

ti5 this section I have provided evidence for an external topic position, It 

has been shown that nominals in this position cannot host second-position 

ciitics, can violate island constraints, and can double, leaving a strong deictic. I 

have posited a structure where external topics are to the left of CP. 

3 2  Focus Position 

1 prewitiotrs!y discussed two prevehaI NPs in Shuswap-nominals in wh- 

position (Chapter Two) and external topics (93.1). This section provides 

ewidence !or a third preverbal pasifion in the grammar of Shuswap. In (60-62) 

uve see that a nominai intervenes between the wh-nominal and .11e predicate: 

'Where did go?' 



(61) swi t f i  8-Mary k-wik- t -0-s 
who det-Mary irr-see-t r-SsO-3sS 

'Who did M a y  see?' 

(62) pnhd?n X-Mary k-c'dm-qs-n-8-s as 
when det-Mary irr-kiss-Is-lc-3sO-3sS 3sdep 

'When did Mary kiss her father?' 

1 refer to this position as the focus position. Notice that in (60-62) wh-agreement 

is with the question word in the wh-position-a locative (GO), an absolutive! (61)' 

and a temporal (62). This provides evidence that the focus position does not 

trigger wh-agreement. 

While the data in this sedisn establishes that nominals may occur to the 

right of a nominai in the focus position, it should be observed that there is a 

distinction between the wh-position and the focus position. When nommals are 

in the wh-position there is a determiner on the predicate. However when there 

is an nominal in the focus position the predicate does not take a determiner: 

'John left.' 

'John kissed Mary.' 



Nominals can also occur in the focus position foilowing nominals in wh- 

position with contrastive focus: 

(65) Y-Mary x i?  v-John c'dh-qs-n-0-s 
det-Mary part det-John kiss-Is-fc-3sQ-3sS 

'It was Mary that John kissed./*lt was Mary that kissed John.' 

(66) X-qt%a-s V i ?  X-Mary wik-t-8-s 
det-father-3sP part det-Mary see-tr-3sO-3sS 

'it's her father that Mary saw.' 

(67) 1-paxydwtas lu? 1-skJwimdmlat m-Wn-(n)-O-s as 
det-yesterday part det-child perf-eat-tr-3sO-3sS 3sdep 

8-spaqpCq 
det-berries 

'It was yesterday that the child ate the berries.' 

In (63) the nominal in the focus position is an absoiutive, whereas it is an 

ergative in (64-67). 



3.2.1 The Distribution of Nominais in the Focus Position 

The constructions illustrated in (63-67) above suggest that the focus 

position may be a subject position. Initial support for the claim that focus 

position is a subject position is available in the following construction, where 

the preverbal nominal cannot be interpreted as the absolutive, in spite of the 

pragmatics forcing a single plausible reading? 

( 5 8 )  @v-spaqpiq m-?i l  n-(n)-0-s I-skJWimdhlat 
det-berries perf-eat-t r-3s0-3sS det-child 

1 - p a x y h t s s  
det-yesterday 

@'The berries ate the child yesterday./*'The child ate the berries 
yesterday' 

However the focus position can be occupied by an object if the wh-position is 

fiIled:8 

have no explanation for why the second gloss is unavailable in (68). 
8Again, i have no explanation for this fact. Focussed objects may be 

allowed under other circumstances as well. For example, in the following 

sentence it is preceded by a negative predicate: 

'...but I didn't get your sister (welt) ...' (Kuipers 1974: T8:l4l pl27) 



(69) p n h h  8-qC?ta-s k-c'dh-qs-n-O-s-as 
when det-father-3sP irr-kiss-Is-fc-3sO-3sS 3sbep 

'When did Mary kiss her father?' 

(70) 8-n-EE'Ewa? 8i? V-sak'lip wiwk-t-El-n 
dat-1 sP-em ph+c part det-coyote seeac-t r-3sQ-1 sS 

'Myself I saw the coyote.' 

(7 1 )  I -paxyiwtas lu? a-spacipiq m-?fin-(n)-0-s-as 
det-yesterday part det-berries perf-eat-fc-3sO-3sS 3sdep 

I-skJwimdrhlat 
det-child 

'It was yesterday that the child ate the berries.' 

in (69) the object follows a temporal in wh-position, in (70) it follows an emphatic 

pronoun in wh-position, and in (71) it follows a temporal. 

Clauses (72-74) show that the focus position is also available to 

locatives, instruments, and the patients of ditransitives: 

(72) s t i r h i  n - t i  t x w  k-nfk'-n-43-s 
what ioc- house irr-cut-fc-3sO-3sS 

'What did he cut in the house?' 

(73) stE'hi ta-sakJwrn;h k-nfkJ-n-8-s 
what obS-knife irr-cut-fc-3s8-3sS 

'What did he cut with the knife?' 



(74) swdty ta-sql6ltn k-kax-t-0-6s 
who obl-salmon irr-give-tr-3sO-3sS 

Who did he give the salmon?' 

In summary, as seen in the data above, non-subjects can occur in the focus 

position. 

The focus position can be multiply filled, as illustrated in (75-79): 

j75j pnhion 8 - q d ~ t a - s  V-Mary 
when det-father-3sP det-Mary 

'When did Mary kiss her father?' 

(76) p n h h  5-Mary x-qi?Ca-s 
when det-Mary det-fat her-3sP 

'When did Mary kiss her father?' 

(77) pnhiqn n-Eitx" 8-John k-ni k'-n-0-s as 
when loc- house det-Jo hn irr-cut-fc-3sO-3sS 3sdep 

Y -sp6cJn 
det-rope 

'When did John cut the rope in the house?' 



(78)  p n h h  8-John n-Ci t xw  k-ni k'-n-O-s as 
when det-John loc-house irr-cut-fe-3sQ-3sS 3sdep 

3-spic'n 
det-rope 

'When did John cut the rope in the house?' 

(79) swdty 1-paxy6wtss n - 8  t x w  11.~3 k-ni kJ-n-8-s 
who det-yesterday !oc- house part irr-cut-fc-3sO-3sS 

u-spfcJn 
det-rope 

'Who was it yesterday in the house that cut the rope?' 

While the nominals in the focus position above are to the right of wh-question 

sterns, they may also co-occur with clefted nominals taking contrastive focus: 

(80) I-paxyf wtas lu? a-spaqpfq a - ~ k ' ~ i r n f m l a t  
det-yesterday part det-berries det-child 

'It was yesterday when the child ate the berries.' 

In (75-78) the wh-questions are in the wh-position and trigger wh-agreement on 

the predicate. In (79) an absdutive is clefted, therefore no wh-agreement is 

required. Finally, in (80) a temporal is clefted to indicate contrastive focus. The 

nominals to the right of the nominals in the wh-position in the above 

mnsttuctions are therefore in the focus position. 



Data is now presented to illustrate several common types of simple 

clauses with respect to the focus position. Intransitive constructions are shown 

in (81 -83): 

'John left.' 

(82) m-xWsym-@ 3-sqdxa 
perf-bark-3sS det-dog 

'The dog barked.' 

(83) xyum-0 X-E i txw 
big-3sS det-house 

'The house is big.' 

The subject of the intransitive c~nstructions in (81 -83) above is able to occur in 

the focus position: 

'John left.' 

(85) 3-sqf xa m-xwoym-8 
det-dog perf-bark-3sS 

'The dog barked.' 

(86) 8-eitxw xyum-8 
bet-house big-3sS 

'The house is big.' 



intransitives with possessive NP subjects are shown in (87-88): 

(87) h'hd?n k-X'?&k-H was 8-John X-qi?Ca-s 
where irr-go-3sS 3sdep det-John det-father-3sP 

'Where is John's father going?' 

(88) k m m  wl xwsym-El 8-John 8-sqixa-s 
whli part bark-3sS det-John det-dog-3P 

'Why did John's dog bark?' 

It is unproblematic to have the entire possessive construction in the focus 

position (89-90): 

(89) x h h  %-John 8-qi?Ca-s k-X'%k was 
where det-John det-father-3sP irr-go 3sdep 

'Where is John's father going?' 

(90) kcnm V-John 8-sq6ya-s w l  xweyrn-i3 
why det-John det-dog-3sP part bark-3sS 

'Why did John's clog bark?' 

The possessor sf the NP can also occur in this position: 

(91) ~ h i ? n  'cr-John k - X 9 ~ k - 0  was 8-qd?Ea-s 
where detJohn irr-go-3sS 3sdep det-father-3sP 

'Where is John's father gcing?' 



(92) kcnm 8-John w l  xwcyrn-0  a-sqdxa-s 
why det-John part bark-3sS det-dog-3P 

'Why did John's dog bark?' 

The following construction is a middle in which no nominal occurs in 

focus postion: 

(93) p n h h  k-rn-k'ul-m-B as ta-mihx 
when i rr-perf-make-unsp-3sS 3sdep s bl-basket 

8-n6xwanxw 
det-woman 

'When did the woman make a basket?' 

In (94-96) the agent of the middle, the patient sf the middle and both are tested 

in focus position respectively: 

(94) p n h h  ~ - n l l j x ~ a n x ~  k-rn-k'ul-rn-O as 
when det-woman irr-perf-make-unsp-3sS 3sdep 

'When did the woman make a basket?' 

(95) * p n h h  ta-mikx k-m-k'ut-m-Bas 
when obl-basket irr-perf-make-unsp-3sS 3sdep 

v- -n thp%r l~~ 
det-woman 

'When did the woman make a basket?' 



(96) ?pnhd?n ~ - n d ~ " a n y ~  ta-mihx 
when det-woman obi-basket 

'When did the woman make a basket?' 

The construction with the agent of the middle in the focus position (94) is fully 

grammaticat, On the other hand, the construction with the patient of the middle 

in the focus position (95) is ungrammatical. When both the patient and the 

agent of the middle are in the focus position, the sentence is marginaily 

accepted.9 

An active construction is shown in (97): 

(97) p n h t h  k-rn-k'ul-n-B-s as 8'-mimx Y-ndxwanxw 
when irr-perf-make-tr-3sO-3sS 3sdep det-basket det-woman 

'When did the woman make the basket?' 

In (98-180) the agent, the patient, and both are Bested in the focus position, 

respectively: 

gSpeakers typically claim that constructions such as these are awkward 
but possibie. Another typical response is that constructions such as these are 
'understandab te'. 



(98) pnhC?n 8-nd?"anxw k-m-k'ul-n-0-s as 
when det-woman irr-perf-make-tr-3sO-3sS 3sdep 

V-mimx 
det-basket 

'When did the woman make the basket?' 

(99) * p n h h  8-rnimx k-rn-kJul-n-0-s as ~-nGx"anx" 
when det-basket irr-perf-make-tr-3sO-3sS 3sdep det-woman 

'When did the woman make the basket?' 

i I QO) ?pnhi?n 8-ndxwanxw ta-mimx 
when det-woman obl-basket 

'When did the woman make the basket?' 

The actives exhibit the same behaviour as the middle constructi~ns. While it is 

possible to have the agent of the active in the focus position (98), it is not 

possible to have the patient of the active in this psit ion (99). Again, the 

sentence is marginal when both are in the focus position (1 00). 

A passive construction is shown in (1 01 ): 

( 1  0 1 )  p n h h  k-m-k'ul-n-t-0-rn as ~ - r n i ? h x  
when irr-pert-make-fc-tr-3sO-unsp 3sdep det-basket 

ta-n6ywanxw 
obi-woman 

'When was the basket made by the woman?' 



In (1 02-1 04) the agent, the patient, and both are tested in focus position, 

respectively: 

( 1  02) ?pnh67n ta-n6xwanxw k-rn-k'ul-n-t-0-m as 
when obl-woman irr-perf-make-fc-tr-3sO-unsp 3sdep 

U-mimx 
det-basket 

'When was the basket made by the woman?' 

( 1  03) pnhE'?n 8-mimx k-rn-kJul-n-t-O-rn as 
when det-basket irr-perf-make-fc-tr-3sO-unsp 3sdep 

ta-n6xwanxw 
obl-woman 

'When was the basket made by the woman?' 

( 1  04) p n h h  ' d -mhx  ta-n6xwanxw 
when det-basket obl-woman 

'When was the basket made by the woman?' 

While having the passive agent in the focus position is marginally possible, it is 

completely grammatical to have the passive patient in the focus position. 



Futhermore, when both the passive agent and the patient are in the focus 

position the sentence is gramrnaticat.lo 

A ditransitive is given in (1 05): 

( 1  65) pnhd?n k-m-kax-t-0-6s as %-John 8-ndxwanxw 
when irr-perf-give-tr-3sO-3sS 3sdep det-John det-woman 

ta-sqlcl t n  
obi-salmon 

'When did John give the woman some salmon?' 

In (1 06-1 10) the agent, goal and patient are placed in the focus position. 

( 1  06) pnhdon X-John k-m-kax-t-0-6s as 8-ndxwanxw 
when det-John irr-perf-give-tr-3sO-3sS 3sdep det-woman 

ta-sqleltn 
obl-salmon 

'When did John give the woman some salmon?' 

( 1  07) p n h h  8-nd$%nxw k-m-kax-t-0-6s as 
when det-woman irr-perf-give-tr-3sO-3sS 3sdep 

?$-John ta-sqleltn 
det-John obi-salmon 

"When did John give the woman some salmon? 
I'Wfien did the woman give John some salmon?' 

l o M y  primary consultant, Mona Jules, commented that (102) was a bit 
awkward, but gave a context where it would be used. ft emphasizes the 
woman, when there are ather women present. 



8-nbx"anxW 
det-woman 

'When did John give the woman some salmon?' 

In the ditranstive constnrction, it is possible to put the agent in focus position, but 

not the goal. Notice that ( I  07) is grammatical, but only with the interpretation in 

which the woman is the agent and John is the goal. As shown by (1 083, it is 

also possibie to put the patient of the ditransitive in focus position.ll On the 

other hand, the placement of more than one nominal in the focus position in 

ditransitives is ungrammatical: 

(109) *pnh6?n ta-sqleltn Y-John k-m-kax-t-0-6s as 
when &!-salmon det-John irr-perf-give-tr-3sO-3sS 3sdep 

Y -n6xwanyw 
det-woman 

'When did John give the woman some salmon?" 

Quantifiers are ifbstrated in (I 10-1 I I ) :  

If My primary speaker, Mana Jules, accepted this with the comment thaj it 
is "ok with emphasis". This gives support for the functionat status of this position 
as providing mild emphasis. 





( I  16) p n h h  8-John k-xw6y-m-o as 8-sqixa-s 
when det-John irr-bark-unsp-3sS 3sdep det-dog-3sP 

'When did John's dog bark?' 

( 1  t 7)  kdnm 8-John wt qwatdt 8-qd?Ca-s 
why det-John part leave det-father-3sP 

'Why did John's father leave?' 

Possessors of NPs in transitive constructions cannot extract: 

( 1 18) *pnhC?n 8-John k-wik-t-0-x was 8-qd?Ca-s 
when det-John irr-see-tr-3sO-2sS 3sdep det-father-3sP 

'When did you see John's father?! 

( 1 19) *pnhi?n %-John k -w i  k-t-(s)-s as 8-qc%a-s 
when det-John irr-see-tr-2sO-3sS 3sdep det-father-3sP 

'When did John's father see you?' 

Recall that one function of the applicative is to indicate disjoint reference in 

object possessive constructions: 

( 1  20) gnhf?n k-m-wik-x-t-El-x V-Nary 
when irr-perf-see-red-tr-3sO-2sS det-Mary 

'When did you see Mary's father?' 



The possessive is the grammatical object of the clause, and the head of the 

possessive construction is marked with an oblique determiner. The object 

(1 211, the head (1 221, or both (1 23) may occur in the focus position. 

(121) p n h h  a-Mary k-m-wik-x-t-0-x was  
when det-Mary irr-perf-see-red-tr-3s0-2sS 3sdep 

ta-@Ca-s 
obi-fat her-3sP 

'When did you see Mary's father?' 

( 122) p n h h  ta-q&'Ca-s k-m-wik-x-t-O-x was 
when obl-father-3sP irr-perf-see-red-tr-3sO-2sS 3sdep 

'When did you see Mary's father?' 

(123) p n h h  a-Mary ia-q67Ca-s 
when det-Mar).. obl-father-3sP 

k-m-wik-x-t-0-x was 
irr-perf-see-red-tr-3s0-2sS 3sdep 

'When did you see Mary's father?' 

In this section the distribution of nominals in the focus position has been 

shown. Data have been presented that shows that this position is available to 

most arguments whether thej  are dired or oblique. Thew is a te~dencj; Ir; 

adive transitive const~ddions to interpret nominals in ?he focus position as 



agents, in preference to patients. However, both agents and patients can cs- 

occur irr this position, as can be seen by instances sf rnu!tip!e focus. 

3.2.2 The Structure of the Focus Position 

In this section f discuss the basic syntactic properties of the focus 

position. I propose that the focus position is Spec of It? Subsequent to this 

position being filled, additional nominals may adjoin to IP to receive emphasis. 

A construction with a single nominal in Spec of IP is shown in (1 24): 

(124) a. s w 6 t i  X-Mary k-wik-t-0-s 
who det-Mary Jrr-see-tr-3sO-3sS 

'Who did Mary see?' 



V NP 
k-wik ts  e,  

I now represent a construction with movement to Spec of IP and adjunction to 

IP:Q 

j21 assume foliowing Chomsky (1995) that there is an aspectual 
projection. Dependent clitics are rspresented in Spec of Asp. 



(125) a. p n h h  V-Mary 8 -qd?ta-s  
when debMary det-father-3sP 

'When did Mary kiss her father?' 



I 
k-c'dmqsns, 

In (126-127) the nominal interpreted as the ergative could be in either 

external topic position or focus position. 



'John kissed Ma~y.'/*'Mary kissed John.' 

( 127) I-sk'"~rnf%lat rn-?fin-(n)-O-s 8 - s p a q p d q  
det-child perf-eat-(fc)-3~0-3sS det-berries 

I-paxydwtas 
det-yesterday 

'The child ate the berries yesterday.' 

The wh-position can be eliminated on several grounds. The predicate lacks a 

determiner, the nominal is not accompanied by a focus particle, and, finally, the 

whole construction does not have the interpretation associated with contrastive 

focus. It appears that context and subtle intonational clues would determine the 

functional status of the preverbal nominal. These issues are outside of the 

scope of this thesis. Here f wish only to establish that these positions exist. 

3.2.3 Second-position Clitics 

The external topic position contrasts with the wh-position with respect to 

clitic placement. Second-position clitics may follow a wh-nominal but not an 

external topic. However it is difficult to determine whether focus position can 

host second-position ditics. This is because it is not possible to be certain that 

the NP is, in fact, in the focus position, rather than in the wh position, as in (1 28) 

below: 



( 128) 8-John akwa w i  wk-t-sm-s 
det-John rep see+c-t r- 1 SO-3sS 
'(Somebody said) John saw me.' 

It is not possible to control for the focus position by having a nominal in the wh- 

position. The second-position clitic would then attach to the nominal in the wh- 

position. 

( 1  29) I-payydwtas akwa V-John 1-rn-wi'wk-t-sm-s as 
det-yesterday rep det-John det-perf-see+c-tr-1 SO-3sS 3sdep 

'(Ssmebsdy said) that it was yesterday that John saw me.' 

However, the lack of a contrastive focus interpretation in (128) above, as well as 

the lack of a determiner on the predicate suggest that the nominal is in the focus 

position. On the basis of this, I shall assume that nominals in the focus position 

can host second-position clitics. 

island Constraints 

Constructions with nominals in the focus position obey island constraints. 

However this is bemrrse the focus position is clause bounded. Nominals in the 

focus position cannot extract out of csmplernenis: 

( 1  30) p n h h  k-laxbxya?-x-t-sm-x w3s a-John m-qwaC6C 
when irr-tell+c-red-tr-1 SO-2sS 3sdep det-John perf-leave 

When bib you teii me that John left? 



( 13 1 )  *pnkC?n 8-John k-laxdxya7-x-t-sm-x was 
when det-John irr-!elk-red-tr-1 SO-2sS 3sdep 

When did you tell me that John left? 

It is predicted that they cannot extract out of complex NPs. Complex 

constructions containing a relative clause are shown in (1 32-1 33): 

(132) ~ h d ? n  k - M e k  was 8-sqdlrnxw ta-c'dm-qs-n-0-s 
where irr-go 3sdep de2-man obi-kiss-Is-fc-3sO-3sS 

'Where is that man going, the one that kissed Mary?' 

i 133) p n h h  k-wik-t-0-x was v - s ~ 6 l r n x ~  
when irr-see-tr-3sO-2sS 3sdep det-man 

'When did you see the man that kissed Mary?' 

A nominal that is associated with a gap in the relative clause cannot occur in the 

focus position: 



(134) * ~ h h  V-Mary k - M ' E ~  was 8-sqdlmxw 
where det-Mary irr-go 3sdep det-man 

'Where is that man going, the one that kissed Mary?' 

( 135) * p n h h  x-Mary k-wik-t-0-x was V-sqdlmxw 
when det-Mary irr-see-tr-3sO-2sS 3sdep det-man 

'When did you see the man that kissed Mary?' 

That ( 4  34-1 35) are ungrammatical follows if nominak in the focus position are 

subject to the Complex Noun Phrase Constraint. 

The Adjunct island Constraint can also be observed with respect to the 

focus position. A clause containing a clausal adjunct is shown in (136): 

(136 )  swdth ( xu~ rn )  k-wik-t-0-x 1-Ekitx-8 w a s  
who also irr-see-tr-3sO-2sS det-arrive-3sS 3sdep 

'Who did you see when Mary arrived?' 

it is not possible for the subject of the clausal adjunct to occur in the focus 

posiiion: 



(137) *swCt i  8 -Mary  (xuern) k-wik-t-8-x 
who de'r-Mary also irr-see-tr-3sO-2sS 

I -C-ki ix-0  was 
det-dir-arrive-3sS 3sdep 

'bllho did you see when Mary arrived?' 

The constructions in this section, therefore, provide evidence that nominals in 

the focus position obey island constraints in Shuswap.13 

Doubling 

Direct arguments that occur in the focus position cannot be doubled by a 

strong deictic. Compare (1 38-1 39), which are grammatical without a deictic, 

with (1 40-1 41 ), which are ungrammatical with one. 

(138) p n h h  V-John k-rn-qwaEE'E-0 as 
whan det-John irr-perf-leave-3sS 3sdep 

'When did John leave?' 

(139) swCt6 3-John k-wik-t-0-s 
who det-John irr-see-tr-3sO-3sS 

'Who did John see?' 

13Nominals in the focus position obey islands because this position is 
clause bounded and does not allow long distance extraction. 
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( I  40) * p n h h  8-John k-rn-qwatdi-0 as 81 3 
when det-John irr-perf-leave-3sS 3sdep that one 

'.When did john leave?' 

(141) * s w i t y  8-John k-wik-t-0-s 81 
who det-Jo hn irr-see-tr-3sO-3sS that 

'Who did John see?' 

On the other hand, locatives and temporals that occur in the focus position (1 42- 

143) can be doubled: 

(142) s w t t e  n-fitxw k-ni k*-n-t-0-m as 
who toc-house irr-cut-fc-tr-3abs-unsp 3sdep 

'Which one of them in the house cut him?' 

( 1  43) s w f t $  I-paxybwtas k-rn-qWaEdE-0 
who det-yesterday irr-perf-leave-3sS 

'Who left yesterday?' 

Evidence that locatives and temporals can be doubled with a deictic is provided 

by (1 44- 1 45) 

(144) sw6tG n-Ei txw  k-nik'-n-t-0-m as n a ~ j ?  
who ioc- house irr-cut-fc-tr-3abs-unsp 3sdep there 

'Which one of them in the house cut him there?' 



There thus appears to be a contradiction with respect to doubling phenomena, 

unless an explanation can be found for the behaviour of (1 44-1 45). However, 

or! the basis of the behaviour of the direct arguments, f shail assume that 

nominais in the focus position cannot be doubled. 

3.3 Embedded Contexts 

in this section i present evidence that only the cleft and focus positions 

are available in embedded contexts. A single preverbal nominal is grammatical 

in (146), but when there are two nominals the construction is bad (1 47). 

'6-n6xwanxw 
det-woman 

'You toid me that John saw the woman.' 

( f 47) *lax&ya?-x-t-sm-x 'd-John 8-nt-ixwanxw 
tetl+c-red-tr-I SO-2sS det-John det-woman 

You toM me that John saw the woman.' 

Thai (147) Is ungrammztia! prwides evidence tkzt external topics do not occur 

in embedded contexts. The construction can be saved by using a focus particle, 

as shown in (1 48): 
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( 1  48) laxbxyas-x-t-sm-x 8-Jehn 8 1  ~ - r t d x ~ a n x "  
telt-t-c-red-tr-1 SO-2sS det-John part det-woman 

'You told me that John was the one that saw the woman.'14 

It is possible to have more than one nominal without the focus particle in 

negatives. 

(1491 ta? V-qt%a-s X-Mary k-s-wik-t-O-s 
neg det-father-3sf det-Mary irr-nom-see-tr-3sO-3sS 

'Mary didn't see her father.' 

These nominals may occur in either order. 

(1501 ta? V-Mary 8 - q m a - s  k-s-wik-t-0-s 
neg det-Mary det-father-3sP i rr-nom-see-tr-3sO-3sS 

'Mary didn't see her father.' 

"Wotice that nominafizations behave differently from main clauses: 

(i) 8-John \si? ~-nr=ix";lrnx" wik-t-0-s 
det-John part det-woman see-t r-3sO-3sS 

'Ws John that the woman saw.l"It's John that saw the woman.' 

in wairi dauses the orrigr iMerpretation for the cleftea nsminai wiih a norninai in 

the f w s  position is the absolutive. fn embedded nominallzations, the clefted 

nominal is inteqreted as the ergative. 
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External topics, however, can refer to nominals in embedded clauses. Compare 

the construction in (1511, where the agent is in the focus position, with the one in 

(1 521, where it is an external topic: 

(151) y& n x i?  Y-Mary k-ta? k-s-wik-t-0-s 
deic qr; part det-Mary irr-neg irr-nom-see-tr-3sO-3sS 

'Was it Mary that didn't see her father?' 

f 152) V-Mary yr n ' bV kt07 
det-Mary deic qu part irr-neg 

1-qbvta-s 
det-fat her-3sP 

'That Mary, is she the one that didn't see her father?' 

Nominals in wh-position can atso can refer to elements in embedded contexts. 

(153) 8-Mary ' d i p  ts? k-s-wik-t-PI-s 
def-Mary pafi neg det-father-3sP irr-nom-see-tr-3sO-3sS 

'It's Mary that didn7 see her father.' 

( 1  54) X-John aiq iaxkya?-x-t-sm-x a-ndxwanxw 
det-John  pa^ te1ii-c-red-tr-l SO-2sS det-woman 

% was John you told me that saw the woman.' 



This section has presented evidence that wh-position and focus positions 

occur in embedded contexrs, but the external topic does not. 

3.4 Conclusion 

In this chapter, data have been presented to provide evidence for the 

existence of two preverbal positions in addition to the wh-position discussed in 

Chapter Two. Nominais may occur to the left of the wh-position: 

'That John, who did he see?' 

I ~ a l i  the position to the left of the wh-position the external topic position. The 

externai topic is represented as base-generated outside of CP: 



It was shown that nominafs may atso occur in preverbal position to the 

right of the wh-position: 

( 1  57) s w i t y  'Ec-John k-wik-t-B-s 
who det-Jo hn irr-see-t r-3sO-3sS 

'Who did John see?" 

This is called the focus pasifion and is represented as Spec of IP, The focus 

psitian functionally permits a nominal-or, ii muitipfy filled, several nominais- 

to take mild emphasis. 

(158) a. sw&Q &-Mary k-wik-t-•’3-s 
who det-Mary irr-see-tr-3sO-3sS 

Who bid Mary see?" 



Where there are several nominafs in the focus position, I represent them as 

adjoined to IF. 

ft has been shown that different nominals can co-occur in external topic 

position, the wfi-posifion, and the f w u s  position in Shuswap: 

(159) %-John swttfi  '6-gCWa-s k-wik-t-B-s 
4&-John who det-father-3sP irr-see-tr-3sO-3sS 

'J~ohn, who! did his father see?" 



The syntactic properties of the three syntactic positions are shown in the 

following chart: 

Wh Morphology 

Det on Predicates 

Obeys Island Constraints 

Hosts 2nd Position Ctitics 

Altows Doubling 

Tekes Focus Particles 

AItows Multiple Plominafs 

Possessors 

Subject (Inti-) 

Subject qtr) 

Object (tr) 

E Topic 

no 

no 

no 

no 

Yes 

no 

no 

Yes 

Yes 

yes 

Focus 

no 

no 

Yes 

? 

no 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

no 

no 

As can be seen in the chari, the externai topic position contrasts with the wh 

position in tacking wh-agreement: 

(160) r-John sw6tP k-wik-t-Qf-rn as 
det-John who in-see-tr-3sO-unsp 3sdep 

'That John, who saw him.' 

(1611 x-~ahrr stdki k-s-kax-t-8-s 
det-John what irr-nom-give-tr-3sO-3sS 

'That John, what did he give him.' 



in (160) wh-agreement is with the ergative in the wh-positien, and not with the 

absolutive in external topic position. Similarly, wh-agreement in (1 61) is with 

the patient of the ditransitive, and not with the external topic agent or goat, The 

focus position also facks wh-agreement: 

(162) stdriti n - t i  t x w  k-nfk'-n-0-s 
what Ioc-house irr-cut-fc-3sO-3sS 

'What did he cut in the house?' 

(163) swdty ta-sqtdl t n  k-kax-t-0-6s 
who ubl-salmon irr-give-tr-3sO-3sS 

'Who did he give the salmon?' 

In (162-1 63) there is no wh-agreement with the nominal in the focus position. In 

f f  621, there is a locative in the focus position, and we see that the locative does 

not trigger cliticization. Sirnifarly, in (1 63) we see that the patient of the 

ditransitive does not trigger nominatization. 

The wh-position takes determiner phrase complements-in cases of wh- 

questions the dependent predicate is marked with an irrealis determiner / k - / , 
which can be observed in ( I  60-363) above. Nominafs in the external topic 

psiaSon or the focus position do not take determiner phrase complements. It is 

the fa& of the determiner on the predicate, as well as wh-agreement, that 

aflows these positions to be distinguished from the wh-position. 



'John kissed Mary.' 

The external topic position is unique in that external topics can violate 

island conditions and can be doubled by strong deictics. An island violation is 

shown in (1 66) and doubling with a strong deictic is shown in (1 67): 

( 1  66) 8-John m-laxdxya?-x-t-sm-x pnhf  ?n k-m-qwaC6E as 
det-John perf-tells-red-tr-1 SO-2sS when irr-perf-leave 3sdep 

'That John, you told me when he left.' 

f ? 67) n-%xw sp6c'n akwa k-nikf-n-0-s 8-John nag;? 
Ioc-house rope rep irr-cut-fc-3sO-3sS det-Jo hn there 

'Over at the house they say it was a rope that John had cut there.' 

Nominals in the wh-position and the focus position can extract out of 

compiements: 

(1681 swftb  a - ~ o h n  k-s-Eut-s 
who parf det-John irr-no m-say-3sP 

'Who did John say that Mary kissed?' 



(169) s w i t Q  iu? V-John la~ iya?-x-1-s-s  
who part det-John tell-red-tr-2sO-3sS 

k-c'rlim-qs-n-O-s 
irr- kiss-Is-fc-3sO-36 

'Who was it that John told you that he kissed?' 

On the other hand, ntlminats ir; the wh-position (1 70-1 711, cannot extract out of 

complex NPs or adjuncts, which shows that they obey island constraints. 

(170) *swCti( lu? a-John k-wik-t-0-s ta-n6xwanxw 
who part det-John irr-see-tr-3sO-3sS obi-woman 

*'Who was it that John saw the woman who kissed?' 

(171) *swCtO lu? r-John k-wik-t-0-s X-Mary 
who part det-John irr-see-tr-3sO-3sS det-Mary 

"John see Mary when she kissed who?' 

Naminals in the f w s  psitian obey isiand constraints. However, this is 

because there is no long distance extraction into the focus position at all. 

The edernaf topic cannot host second-position cfitics ( I  ?2), whereas 

nominafs in the wh-position (1 73) can: 



( 172) *8-John nka xyum-Ef 8-ci txw-s  
det-John evid big-3sS det-house-3sP 

'That John, t guess his house is big.' 

( 173) n - t i  txw spk 'n  akwa k-nfk'-n-0-s X-John naxl'? 
ioc-house rope rep irr-cut-fc-3sO-3sS det-Jo hn there 

'Over at the house they say it was a rope that John had cut there.' 

The behaviour of second-position clitics follows from the external topic being 

prefixed outside of the CP. 

Only nominals in the external topic position can be doubled by a strong 

deidic: 

( 174) n - t i  t xw  spk 'n  akwa k-nfk'-n-0-s 8-John n a ~ f ?  
Ioc-house rope rep irr-cut-fc-3sO-3sS det-John there 

'Over at the house they say if was a rope that John had cut there.' 

Nominals in the wh-position and the focus position cannot be doubled: 

( I 75) i s w i t h  k-m-qwaf i t-8 xi? 
who irr-perf-leave-3sS that one 

'Who left?' 

( 1  76) * p n h h  8-John k-m-qwaEdE-B as 817 
when bet-Jahn irr-perf-leave-3sS 3sdep that one 

'When did John leave?' 

Further, the external topic position cannot be muRipiy filled j i  77j, nor can 

it take focus pa~ids (178): 



( 1  77) "8-John I-paxyiwtas swbt6 k-wik-t-O-m as 
det-John det-yesterday who i rr-see-tr-3sO-unsp 3sdep 

'That John, who saw him yesterday?' 

(178) *+John V swit f i  k-wik-t-0-m as  
det-John foc who irr-see-tr-3sO-unsp 3sdep 

'That John, who saw him?' 

In contrast, nominals that occur in the wh-position (1 79) and the focus position 

(180) can be accompanied by focus particles: 

(179) swE't6 8 i 7  k-wik-t-0-m as 
who paft irr-see-ir-3sO-unsp 3sdep 

'Who saw him?' 

(180) s w i t i  I-paxyiwtas n-Ci txw 1 u? k-ni k'-n-0-s 
who det-yesterday Ioc- house part irr-cut-fc-3sO-3sS 

X-sp&'n 
det-rope 

'Who was it yesterday in the house that cut the rope?' 

The focus position is unique in being able to be multiply fitled: 

(181) p n h h  a-Mary 
when det-Mary det-father-3sP 

When did Wry kiss her father?' 



( 1  82) pnh67n n-t%xW 8-John k-ni k'-n-0-s as 
when loc- house det-Jo hn irr-cut-fc-3sO-3sS 3sdep 

8-spic'n 
det-rope 

'When did John cut the rope in the house?' 

in contras the external topic and the wh-position do not allow more than one 

nominal. 

Possessors of subject NPs of intransitive constructions can occupy all 

three positions. The possessor is in the external topic position in (183), the wh- 

position in (1 84) and the focus position in (1 85). 

( 1  83) V-John yyum 8 - t i  2xw-s 
det-John big det-house-3sP 

'That John, his house is big.' 

( 1  84) sw i t f i  k-xW@m-8 k-sqbxa-s 
who I rr- bark-3sS i rr-dog-3sP 

'Whose dog barked?' 

(185) xhd?n 8-John k-h")sk-0 was 8-qd?ta-s 
wt? e re det-John irr-go-3sS 3sdep det-father-3sP 

'Where is John's father going?' 

On the other hand, possessors of transitive subjects or objects can occur in the 

external topic position, b ~ i  not in the wh-position or the focus position. 



( 1  85) V - F f s q  s tvc t i  3-qi?Ca-s k - . # i k - t - ~ - ~  
det-Mary who det-tather-3sP irr-see-t r-3sO-3sS 

'That Mary, who did her father see?' 

( 1  87) V-John rn-wiwk-t-sm-s 
det-John perf-see+c-tr-3sO-1 sS det-fat her-3sP 

'That John, his father saw me.' 

Possessors of transitive arguments can neither be questioned (1 88-1 89) 

occur in the focus position (130): 

(1 88) *swit$ k-whk- t -sm-s  k-qC?h-s 
who irr-see*-tr-1 SO-3sS irr-father-3sP 

'Whose father saw me?' 

(1 89) *wit$ k-wik-t-0-x k-qi~ta-s 
who irr-see-tr-3sO-2sS irr-father-3sf 

'Whose father did you see?' 

(190) *swdtfi %-John k-wik-8-s rc-qi?ca-s 
who bet-John irr-see-3sO-3sS det-father-3sP 

'Who saw John's father?" 

Finally preverbal positions in embedded contexts were discussed. It was 

shown that there are no embedded external topics: 



( 19 1 ) *laxtxya?-x-1-sm-x 8-John 8-nGxwanxw 
tetlic-red-tr- 1 SO-2sS det-John det-woman 

You told me that John saw the woman.' 

If a focus particle is used within the embedded clause, the construction is 

grammatical. As can seen in ( I  92) more than one nominal can occur in 

preverbai position. 

( 1  92) laxexya?-x-t-sm-x a-John x i?  'd-ndxwanxw 
telk-red-tr- l  SO-2sS det-John part det-woman 

'You told me that John was the one that saw the woman.' 

This suggests that the nominal with the focus particle is in the wh-position and 

the nsmi~al  in immediate preverbal position is in the focus position. 



Chapter 4 

Structural Asymmetries in Shuswap 

4.0 Introduction 

In this chapter, I discuss the evidence for structural asymmetries in 

Shuswap. Two types of asymmetries have been recognized in the literature- 

subjectbbject asymmetries and complemenVnon-complement asymmetries 

(Huang 1982, Rizzi 1990). SubjecVobject asymmetries are structural in nature. 

The object is the internal argument, complement to the verb, whereas the 

subject, assuming the VP internal subject hypothesis (Diesing 1990, Fukui and 

Speas 1986, Kitagawa 1986, Koopman and Sportiche 1991, Kuroda 1988), is 

the external argument in Spec of VP, as represented in (1): 



- V NP 
Object 

(internal arg) 

Huang (1 982) recognizes that subjectlobject asymmetries can be 

subsumed by a more general pattern of complemenUnon-cum plement 

ayrnrnetries, which he formulated as the Condition on Extraction domains 

&ED). Viewed this way, subjects and adjuncts are predicted to behave alike for 

the purposes of extraction; subjects and adjuncts should be unable to extract in 

contrast to complements, which are abfe to extract. Extraction is briefly 

discussed in s4.4 of this chapter and more extensively in Chapter Five. 

In non-configurational languages there are no structural asymmetries- 

rather both the subject and object are given a flat structure and are represented 

as sisters to the verb. This is shown in (2):' 

1Wwd order is not crucial in (1) and (2). In Government and Binding 

theory, linear precedence refations are independeni of hierarchical relations. 



V NP NP 
Subject Object 

in 54.1 1 discuss the properties that are associated with non- 

configurationatity. f show that Shuswap has many surface properties 

characteristic of non-configurational languages. There are many striking 

resemblances between Shuswap and the aboriginal Australian language 

Warlpiri. In particular, Shuswap has the surface properties of free word order, 

discontinuous constituents, and pronominal drop, identified by Hafe (1 982, 

1983, 1985) as typical of non-configurational languages. Shuswap has free 

word order of elements in post-predicate positions, (Chapter One), and 

moreover, there are several distinct preverbal positions (Chapters Two and 

Three), that contribute to word order variation. In this chapter, 1 investigate 

whether the word order variation found in Shuswap is to be attributed to non- 

configurationality or not. 

A Non-Configurational Parameter to account for the properties of non- 

configurational languages is briefly discussed in 54.1. The empirical evidence 

as discussed by Speas ( I  990) does not support such a parameter. Moreover, 

Jelinek (1984) argues that a parametrization of the Projection Principle is not 



desirable theoreticsftly. i adopt the hypothesis that all languages are 

configurational in their underlying representations (Speas 1990). The 

chaflenge to this hypothesis is to find the principles in the grammars of 

individual languages that have ted them to be viewed as non-configurational in 

the first place, f briefly discuss a set of syntactic properties proposed by Speas 

(I  990) that can be used to determine the configurational status of a language. 

In s4.2 1 discuss Shuswap binding. The binding facts provide evidence for 

structural asymmetries. This evidence also accounts for apparent weak 

crossover violations discussed in 94.4. In $4.3 the distribution of empty 

categories in Shuswap is investigated. An explanation is offered for the binding 

facts that are initiaIly troublesome for a configurational account. Further 

evidence for structural asymmetries comes from the extraction facts discussed in 

s4.5. Z conclude in $4.6 that Shuswap should not be considered non- 

configurational. 



4.1 Non-Configurational Languages 

Haie (1982, 1983, f %6), presenting data from the central Austraiian 

ianguage Warlpiri, argued for a type of language he called "non- 

configurational." in a non-configurational language, the grammatical relations 

of subject (the external argument) and object (the internal argument) are not 

hierarchically distinguished as in (1 ), rather the clause is given a flat structure as 

in (2). 

The superficiai characteristics associated with the label "non- 

configurational" were identified by Hale (1 983):z 

(3) a. "freew word order 
b. the use of discontinuous expressions 
c. free or frequent "pronoun drop" 

These properties can be observed in the following Warlpiri sentences. 

(4) ngarrka-ngku ka w a w i r r i  pant i - rn i  
man-erg aux kangaroo spear-non-past 

'The man is spearing the kangaroo.' 

In sentence (4) the constituents can occur in any order, with the exception of the 

auxiliary which must occur in second-position. This is shown in (5): 

21n Hale (1982) the list also includes the lack of the NP-movement 
transformation, the lack of pleonastic NPs (it, there, il, ...), the use of a rich case 

system, and complex verb words or verb-cum-AUX systems. 
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(5) ngarrka 
wawirri 
wawirri 
panti-rn 
panti-rn 

-ngku ka panti-rn! wawir! 
ka ngarrka-ngku panti-rn 
ka partti-rni ngarrka-iigku 

i ka  wawirri ngarrka-ngku 
i ka  ngarrka-ngku wawirri 

Thus, Warlpiri is argued to have free word order. 

Discontinuous constituency is shown in (6-7): 

( 6 )  w a w i r r i  yafumpu kapi-rna pant i - rn i  
kangaroo that aux spear-non-past 

'I  will spear that kangaroo.' 

(7) w a w i r r i  kapi-rna pant i - rn i  yalumpu 
kangaroo aux spear-non-past that 

'I will spear that kangaroo.' 

in Warlpiri, auxiliaries are second-position clitics that appear after the first 

constituent. This provides evidence that in (6) the forms lwawirrif and /yalumpu/ 

constitute a single constituent, On the other hand, the second-position clitic 

attaches to the nominal lwawirril in (71, providing evidence for its status as a 

constituent, discontinous from the demonstrative JyalumpuJ. 

Sentences (8-10) demonstrate pronoun drop, or missing arguments in 

various positions: 

(8) ngarrka-ngku ka pant i - rn  i 
man-erg aux spear-non-past 

'The man is spearing it.' 



w a w i r r i  ka pant i - rn i  
kangaroo aux spear-non-past 

'He/she is spearing the kangaroo.' 

pant i - rn i  ka 
spear-non-past aux 

'Hekhe is spearing him/her/it.' 

in (8) the object is dropped, in (9) the subject, and in (10) both the subject and 

the object are missing. 

Shuswap is similar to Warlpiri regarding the properties of word order, 

discontinuous constituency, and pronoun drop. As discussed in Chapter One 

for postverbal norninals and Ch~pters Two and Three for preverbal norninals, 

there is considerable freedom of word order.3 Nominals following the predicate 

are freely ordered. Moreover, there are several preverbal positions available in 

the syntax of Shuswap. Thus, the constituents in (1 1) can occur in any order as 

shown in (1 2): 

( 1  t )  c'u'h-qs-n-0-s 8-Mary ?f-qi?Ea-s 
kiss-Is-fc-3sO-3sS det-Mary det-father-3sP 

'Mary kissed her father.' 

3Hale (1983) has noted that free word order is not a diagnostic of non- 
configurationality, given that possible non-configurational languages such as 
Navajo lack free word order. 



(1 2) clBritqsns 8-Mary ~ - q b ? t a s  
c'drhqsns X-qi?Eas V-Mary 
Y - ~ a v  c'brjrqsns x-qd?Eas 
v-qi?Eas c'bhqsrs 8-Mary 
%-Mary 5-qi%as c' lhqsns 
u-qt%as '6-Mary c'dmqsns 

There is also superficiaf evidence of discontinuous constituency. In (1 3- 

14) the demonstrative or the quantifier are adjacent to their heads. 

( 1  3) @"up-st-@-& ya?Cna ta-sak'"mfh 8-John 
break-caus-3sO-3sS this obl-knife det-John 

'John broke this knife.' 

(14) kJwinx ta-sak'lgp u-s-wik-rn-s 8-John 
how many obt-coyotes det-nom-see-mid-3sP det-John 

'How many coyotes did John see?' 

Corresponding to the sentences in (13-14) are sentences in which the 

demonstrative (1 5-16) @r the wh-quantifier (1 7) are discontinuous with the 

nominal that they specify: 

( 15) @"up-st-@-& y a ? h  '6-John ta-sakJwmfh 
break-cam-3sO-3sS deic det-John obl-knife 

'John broke this knife.' 

( 1  6 )  ya?bna q'up-st-@-& ta-sakJwmft\ '6-John 
deic break-caus-3sO-3sS sbl-knife det-John 

'John broke this knife.' 



E t7) k'"inx 8-s-wik-rn-s ia-sak'ldp 8-John 
how many det-nom-see-unsp-3sP obi-coyotes beiJohn 

fn addition, Shuswap, like Walpiri, allows pronoun drop. Overt 

pronominafs are only used fw emphasis. Constructions with overt NPs are 

shown in (18-20): 

'John left.' 

(19) nik'-n-8-s Y-John 8-spic'n 
cut-fc-3sO-3sS det-John det-rope 

'John cut the rope.' 

'John was punched.' 

It is possible to have null pronominals corresponding to the overt 

absofutive NPs in (21-23): 

'He left.' 





'We punched him.' 

Shuswap thus exhibits all three of the surface properties that are centrally 

associated with the concept o i  non-csniigurationality. 

Hate (1 983) provides an account of non-configurationality that involves 

the relationship between two levels of representation-phrase structure (PS) 

and fexical structure (LS). He proposes that configurationality be stated in 

terms of the Projection Principle, which claims that the theta-marking properties 

of fexical items must be represented categorially at each syntactic level 

(Chornsky 1981, 1982). The Configurstionality Parameter is given in (26): 

(29) The Configurationafity Parameter 

a. In configurational languages, the Projection Principle holds of the pair 
(LS, PS). 

b. In non-configurational languages, the Projection Principle holds of LS 
alone. 

The Configurationzlity Parameter is also supported by Mohanan (1 984), 

who proposes two autonomtjus levels of representation: Lexical Structure and 

Configurational Structure. Lexical Structure encodes only dominance relations, 

whereas Configurational Structure encodes both dominance reisllions aiid 

precedence relations. 



in contras:, Jefinek (1984) cfaims that Hale is essentially correct 

regarding the status of empty mtegories but argues that the P~qjection Princjpfe 

is universal. She cfaims that, in isrnguages like Wifripiri, it is the ctitic pronouns 

that are the syntactic: arguments. This has come to be known as the Pronominal 

Argument Hypothesis. I discuss this hypothesis in Chapter Five. 

On the other hand, Spas f t  %XI) argws that all languages are 

cornfigurational in their undedying representations. She ctaims that the surface 

behaviour of non-configuratianai fancyages c a n  be seen as the operation of a 

smaft number of independent primipiies of grammar. Speas puints out that 

positing a configurationai or nun-configurational structure for a particular 

language leads to digere@ predictions about the language. Given ihai cefiain 

conditions universal& make reference to structurai relationships, these can be 

used to determine the mnfigurationat status of a language. Standard binding 

conditions are stated on the structural relationship of c-command. Similarly, 

slandard treatments of weak crossover effects rely on variable binding. 

Likewise, conditions on the extraction of nominats are stated in terms of proper 

government, which in part, involves a structural condition. Thus, binding, weak 

crassaver effects, and conditions on extraction can be used to determine the 

configurational status of a ianguage. in 94.2 f summarize Spas' predictions 

concerning binding in mnfigu~~f,tionat versus flat tanguages. The Shuswap 

binding facts are discussed in 542.1. Weak crossover is discussed in 54.4 

fo!iowed by the Shuswap facts in 944.1. Finalty, the predictions for conditions 

an the extraction of nominals are discussed in $4.5. 



In this section f discuss the predictions for configurational and non- 

configurational languages made by binding theory. Binding theory recognizes 

three diff went types of nominats--anaphors, pronouns and r-expressions. Each 

type of nominal obeys different structural conditions on antecedence. Chomsky 

and hsnik ( I991 ) give the foltowing conditions: 

(30) A. An anapttor must be bound in a local domain. 
5. A pronoun must be free in a local domain. 
C. An r-expression must be free. 

Speas (1 930) shows the foflowing binding facts for English. 

(31 ) a. Maryi likes he6 father. 
b. Maty'si father likes hert. 
c. He6 father likes Mavis 
d. 'Shei likes May'si father. 

f he Binding Conditions given in (30) predict that coreference irr a 

mnfigurational language ought to be possible in (31a, b, c) but ruled out in 

(31 d) . In (31 a) the r-expression Mary binds the the pronominal contained in the 

objW NP, btit the pronominat her is free within the NP. The r-expression Mary 

in (31 b) mrefers with the pronominal her but does not bind it since Mary does 

nat c-command it. fn (31~)  the pronominal does not bind the r-expression since 

it daesnY c-cornmand it. Mor$over, the object NP is struciuratly lower than the 

subjm2, so that the r-expression does not c-command the pronominal in subject 

p % o n .  Thus, as Binding Theory predicts, (31~) is grammatical (at teast for 

same speakers). In (33 d )  the pronominat she binds the r-expression Mary. This 



is ruled out as a Condition C violation. The Binding Conditions along with a 

mnfiguratioxaf st~dcture make the correct predictions for Engfish. 

Speas predicts that for a 'flat' or non-configurational language, the 

judgements will be the same as for Eng tish, except that (31 b) will also be ruled 

out: 

(32) a. M a ~ i  likes heri father. 
b. *MaryFsi father likes hen. 
c. Heri father Iikes Maryi. 
d. "Shei likes Maty'si father. 

In a flat language, (32b) is predicted to be ungrammatical. The pronominal 

object NP would be a sisier to the subject NP as represented in (33): 

Mary's, I 
N 

father 



Since Mary would not be free in (33); a Condition C violation would arise. 

4.2.1 Binding in Shuswap 

in this section I discuss the binding properties sf Shuswap. I first look at 

the Speas binding predictions for a flat language in 54.2.1 .. It will be shown that 

Shuswap is highly restrictive in its binding possibilities. In 54.2.2 1 propose a 

condition on coreference that a pronoun must be c-commanded by its 

antecedent within the clause. Coreference between clauses is discussed in 

$4.3.6 where it is shown that there are parallelism constraints in the grammar of 

Shtiswap. In addition to the standard binding facts, there are also constraints 

on the distribution of null pronominals. The status of empty categories in 

Shuswap is discussed in 54.3. 1 show in 4.3.1 that the crucial binding 

construction fcllows from a property of Shuswap grammar independent of 

binding. After briefly discissing Huang's Generalized Control Condition (1 984) 

in $4.32, 1 propose a Generalized Condition on the Idenfication of Empty 

Categories in 54.3.3. 



4.2.1 . I  Binding Predictions for a Flat Language 

In this section I discuss the Shuswap binding facts. Recall that Speas 

predicts the following behaviour for a configurational and a flat language 

repeated as (34): 

(34) Configurational Language Flat Language 

a. Maryi likes heri father. a. Rnaryi likes heri father. 
b. Mary'si father likes heri. b. *Mary'si father likes heri. 
c. Heri father likes Mavi. c. Heri father likes Maryi. 
d. *Shei likes Mary'si father. d. * S k i  likes May'si father. 

It is predicted that a flat language ought to have the same judgements as for a 

configurational language such as English, crucially differing only in (34b), which 

is predicted to be bad. In fact, Shuswap speakers judge the equivalent of (34b) 

ungrammatical, as predicted for a flat language. However, Shuswap appears to 

be more restrictive than either the configurational or the fiat language predict~d 

in (34), also disallowing (34c). I summarize the paradigm found in Shuswap as 

foIlows: 

(35) 

Config. 

a. Maryi likes heri father. Yes 
b. Mary'sj father likes hmi. Yes 
C. Heri father likes Maryi. Yes 
d. Shei likes Mary'si father. no 

Flat Skuswap 



Moreover, at first glance there appear to be good examples of (34d). I will 

argue, however, that these can be ruled out. 

First I give the Shuswap equivalents sf (34a):S 

(36) a-fiery xwi-st-8-6s a-qC?Ea-s 
det-Mary like-caus-3sO-3sS det-father-3sP 

'Maryi likes heri father.' 

(37) X-Mary c'dm-qs-n-8-s a-qb?f a-s 
det-Mary kiss-Is-fc-3sO-3sS bet-father-3sP 

'Maryi kissed heri father.' 

Recarl from Chapter One that word order is extremely free within the clause. All 

of the constructions in (38) can mean 'Mary likes her father' with a coreferential 

reading? 

=The Shuswap form / xw i  s t  6s/ 'like', while lexically a causative, 
behaves like a reguiar transitive predicate and does not exhibit any syntactic 
peculiarities. 

6Throughout this section I shall be restricting discussion to coreferential 
readings. 



(38) a xwistds a-Mary a-qt?fas VSO 
b x w i s t i s  a-q&as a-Mary VOS 
c a-Mary xwist6s 8-q67Cas SVO 
d 8-q69fas xWis t t s  a-Mary OVS7 
e 8-Mary a-qt?Eas xwist6s SOV 
f 8-q i? fas 8-Mary xw is t i s  OSV 

As confirmed by the constructions in (38), the r-expression is able to antecede 

the possessive pronoun within the object NP. 

The Shuswap equivalents of (34b) are given in (39-42): 

*'Marylsi father likes heri.' 

*'Maryisi father likes heri.' 

(41 ) V-Mary x-qd?Eas 
det-Mary det-fat her-3sP 

*'Marylsi father kissed heri.' 

(42) 8-q6?Eas 8-Mary 
det-fat her-3sP debMary 

*'Mavlsi father kissed hesi.' 

7Speakers have a strong preference for SVO order, so that the OVS 
order is generally rejected unless some appropriate context is given. I assume 
then, that OVS order is pragmatically marked, but that there is nothing in the 

granmar of Shuswap to block it. 



Speas predicts that it is the j34b) constructions that will crucially distinguish 

configurational languages from non-configurational languages. It can be seen 

that, in Shuswap, the equivalent of 'Mary'si father likes h i '  is ungrammatical, 

as predicted for a flat language? The pronominal object NP is a sister to the 

subject NP and would bind the possessive r-expression 'Mary' thus causing a 

Condition C violation. The ungrammatical readings for (39-42) c m  be 

represented as (43): 

(43) a. *[8-q69Ca-s 8-Maryili xWi-st-8-6s ti proi 
det-father-3sP det-Mary li ke-caus-3sO-3sS 

'Mary's father likes her.' 

b. *b-Maryi ~ - q 6 ? E a - ~ l i  xWi-st-0-6s ti PSSi 
det-Mary det-father-3sP li ke-caus-3sO-3sS 

'Mary's father likes her.' 

Crucially, it must be asked whether the Shuswap data in (39-42) pr~vide 

evidence for the absence of subjecl/object asymmetries. In $4.3 1 argue that the 

properks of these constructions do not follow from Condition C violations 

brought about by the object symmetrically c-commanding the subject. Rather, 

they are predicted by animacy hierarchy constraints on the distribution of empty. 

pmnominals. The properties of this construction follow from other principles in 

the grammar ~f Shklswap that have nothing to do with binding at all. 

8Censtructions such as (39-42) are grammatical with the reading 'Maryi 
likes heai father'. These are instances of (36) and can be represented as: 



The Shuswap equivalent of (34~)  is shown in (44): 

*'Heri father likes Mavi.' 
(Irrelevantly: 'Mavi likes heri father.') 

*'Heri father kissed Maryi,' 
(Irrelevantly: 'Mavi kissed heri father.') 

must be c-commanded by its antecedent. 

Finally, the equivalents sf (34d) are given: 

'I-leri father likes Maryj.' 



*'Shei likes Mary'si father.' 
(trrelevantiy: 'Mary iikes heri father.') 

ywi-st -8-6s V-qt%a-s 8-Mary 
like-caus-3s6-3sS det-fat her-3sP det-Mary 

*'Shei likes Mary'si father.' 
(Irrelevantfy: 'Maryi likes heri father.') 

*'Shei kissed Mary'si father.' 
(Irrelevantly: 'Mayi kissed heri father.') 

c'bm-qs-n-0-s u-qC?ta-s 8-Mary 
kiss-Is-fc-3sO-3sS det-fat her-3sP det-Mary 

*'Shei kissed May'si father.' 
(Irrelevantly: 'Maryi kissed heri father.') 

(46-49) confirm thatg as predicted for either a configurational or a flat language, 

careferential readings are not available when the pronominal is an antecedent 

for the r-expressisn in object position. Apparently, neither (46-47) nor (48-49) 

can mean 'She likes Mary's father' with a coreferential reading? (46-47) are 

represented in (50): 

loin Halkomelern (Donna Gerdts, p.c.) the common way of expressing 
'Mary likes her father' woukJ be the equivalent sf (46-49) 'She likes Mary's 
father.' In Halkomelem there is evidence that 'Mary's father' forms a constituent. 
These data, which show Condition C violations, thus can provide evidence for 
the adjunct status of the MP. 



'Shei likes Ma~'s* i / j  father.' 
(Irrelevantly: 'Maryi likes heri father.') 

'Shei likes Mary'~*i/j fatner.' 
(Irrelevantly: 'Maryi likes heri father.') 

The NP containing the possessive can occur in the wh-position: 

*'It's Mary'si father that shei likes.' 
(Irrelevantly: 'Maryi likes heri father.') 

However, coreference is not possible between the pronominal subject and the r- 

expression possessor, even though at S-structure there is no binding relation. 

The lack of coreference is predicted if nominals in the wh-position reconstruct at 

LF and there are Condition C effects between NPs in Shuswap.11 

"The judgements on these constructions are very delicate. Note that the 
possessive phrase constituent does not have morphological marking to 
distinguish it from a construction in which 'Mary' and 'her father' are separate 
arguments. This is further complicated by the various possible word orders. 



4.2-6 -2  Conditions on Csaeference Within the Clause 

There is a contrast in (36) and (44) repeated here as (52-53): 

(52) 8-Mary xWi-st-0-6s u-qt%a-s 
det-Mary li ke-caus-3sO-3sS det-fat her-3sP 

'Maryi likes heri father.' 

"'Heri father likes Maryi.' 

The distribution of coreference p~ssibilites shown by (52-53) points to a 

fundamental structural asymmetry. Apparently Mary can only be an antecedent 

for the pronominal possessor when it is higher in the structure, i.e. it can be an 

antecedent for an object pronominal possessor when it is in subject position. 

Mary cannot be an antecedent when it is in object position and the pronominal 

possessor is in subject position. I state the generalization in (54):12 

(54) A pronoun must be c-commanded by its antecedent. 

12The condition proposed in (54) is not unmotivated cross-linguistically. It 
has been argued for in Chamorro (Chung 199Q).Actually Chung claims both a 
structural and precedence condition for identifying an antecedent: 

If a pronoun p is coindexed with a nonpronoern a, and is not preceded 
by a, then f! must be c-commanded by a. 



At what level does the c-command condition apply? It can easily be 

observed that this cannot be a condition at S-Structure. Constructi~ns such as 

(55-56) show that surface word order does not affect coreference 

interpretations. 

8-qi%a-s xwi-st-@-& 'a-Mary 
det-father-3sP like-caus-3sO-3sS debMary 

'Hsri father likes Mayki/j.' 

8-qb.?Ea-s 8-Mary xwi-st-0-6s 
det-fat her-3sP det-Mary li ke-caus-3sO-3sS 

'Heri father likes Mary*i/j.' 

Assuming the VP Internal Subject Hypothesis (Diesing 1990, Fukui and 

Speas 1986, Kitagawa 1986, Koopman and Sportiche 1991, Kuroda ?988), 1 

give the D-Structure representatioa of 'Mary likes her father', where the 

csreferential interpretation is available: 

(57) a. 8-Mary xwi-st-0-6s 8-qm%-s 
det-Mary li ke-caus-3sO-3sS det-fat her-3sP 

'Mavi likes heri father.' 



[pro, a-qb?Easl 

The D-Structure representation of 'Her father likes Mary' is given in (58): 

(58) a. a - q i ~ f a - s  xwi-st-0-6s 'd-Mary 
det-father-3sP like-caus-3sO-3sS det-Mary 

*'Heri father likes Maryi.' 



xwist6s Mary, 

it can be seen itsat the c-command condition predicts that mrefsrence is 

possible in (57) but not in (58)- Given the configurational stntdure in (57) and 

the c-command condition for antecedence, the r-expression Mary c-commands 

the pronominal possessor and thus can be a legitimate antecedent, However, 

in (58) the r-expression is not in a structural position to c-command the 

pronominal possessor and cannot serve as an antecedent. Shuswap speakers 

consistently provide passive mnstnrdions f ~ r  the carefersntial reading of 'Her 

father likes Mary*, as shown in (59): 

The passive is given the structure in (60): 



The representation of the passive in (60) shows that the r-expression Mary c- 

commands the pronominal possessor and thus can serve as an antecedent, 

correctly predicting that coreference is possible. 

There is also the possibility that this coreference condition applies at LF. 

As claimed in Chapters Two and Three, there are three distinct preverbal 

positions that a potential antecedent may occur in. One is the cleft position. It 

was argued in Chapter Two that clefts involve empty operator movement. Thus 

the antecedent in cleft constructions would be an empty operator. In Chapter 

Three I argued that focus involved adjunction to IP (and potentially substitution 

in Spec of iP). Both wh and focus constructions involve A-bar movement. 

Apparently the r-expression Mary, which can occur in either cleft position or 

focus position at S-structure, cannot be an antecedent for the pronominal 

possessor in (55-56). The third preverbal position, the left dislocation position is 

ako an A-bar antecedent for a pronominal within the CP, but differs from the 

other positions in that nominats are base-generated rather than moved into 

them. 



I represent a cleft formed on an absolutive nominal (see (61a)) as in 

(61 b): 

(61) a. +Mary 8-qd?ta-s xwi-st-@-& 
det-Mary det-father-3sP ti ke-caus-3sO-3sS 

*'Heri father likes Mary.' 



In (62b) I represent a construction in which the absolutive nominal is in focus 

position (see (62a)): 

(62) a. 8-Mary 8 - q i ? t a - s  xwi-st-@& 
det-Mary det-father-3sP like-caus-3sO-3sS 

*'Heri father likes Maryi.' 

I claim, following standard assumptions, that there is reconstruction at LF 

sf nominals that undergo A-bar movement. In reconstruction, n~minals in A-bar 

positions at S-structure are moved back into their underlying position at LF 

(Mahajan 1990, Cinque 1991). Given that both cleft and focus constructions 

involve A-bar movement, the absolutive nominal would reconstruct into a 



structural position where it would not serve as an antecedent for the possessive 

pronoun. Thus, I propose that, given the lack of nominals counting as 

antecedents in cleft and focus position, the condition on antecedence applies at 

LF. 

The Shuswap data presented in this section provide striking evidence of 

a fundamental structural asyrnrnetery present in the language. Given the 

condition on antecedence, it can be seen that only when the nominal is in 

external argument position can it serve as an antecedent for the possessive 

pronoun in internal argument position. This is a standard subjecthbject 

asymmetry. 

A second set of facts follows from the c-command condition on 

antecedence. The c-command condition can be used to argue for the 

underlying positions of oblique nominals with respect to one another. Given 

that arguments in A-bar positions reconstruct into the positions that they occupy 

in underlying representations, then the interpretation of coreference provides 

evidence that the antecedent is structurally higher at D-structure. In the 

following constructions either the subject or object nominal can be the 

antecedent for the possessive pronoun in the locative and instrument 

respectively: 



'Johni punched Biilj at hhisi/j house.' 

'Johni cut Billj with hisi/j knife.' 

That either the subject or object can be an antecedent for the oblique provides 

evidence that at underlying representation the direct arguments are structurally 

higher than the obliques (Speas 1990). 1 provide a representation of (64) in 

(65) : 



The coreference interpretations, along with the condition on antecedence, thus 

support the underlying representations proposed by Speas, where arguments 

inside the VP are hierarchically arranged according to their thematic status.13 

In this section I have argued that the coreference facts are best stated 

over a configurational structure. Given this configurational structure plus the 

condition on antecedence, the contrast between (34a-34c) is derived, The 

interpretations of c~reference follow from the fundamental asymmetry of the 

direct arguments in Shuswap. 

4.3 The Status sf Empty Categories in Shuswap 

In this section I claim that Shuswap has a disambiguation device that 

serves to locate the site of empty categories. I propose a condition that bans the 

occurrence of absolutive pronominal objects with either overt NP ergatives sr 

their variables. 

Empty categories can arise in two ways. First, they may be null 

pronominals licenced by agreement. Secondly, the empty category may be a 

variable. Null pronsminals are shown in (66-67): 

13ln this view, the verb would raise into heads of agreement projections 

and the nominals marked for agreement on the verb would raise into the 
specifiers of these agreement projections. 
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(66) m-qWaG&0 P rQ 
perf- leave-3sS 

'He left.' 

(67) m - w i k - t - 0 - s  pro 'd-sa k'l dp 
perf- see-tr-3sO-3sS det-coyote 

'He saw the coyote./*The coyote saw him.' 

In (66) the empty pronominal is associated with the absolutive argument, 

whereas in (67) it must be associated with the ergative argument only. Notice 

from the gloss that the empty pronominal cannot be associated with the 

absolutive. 

Variables are shown in (68-69): 

(68) s w b t y  k-m-qwaEdE-8 
who irr-perf- leave-3sS 

'CVho left?' 

(69) swdtG k -m-wik - t -0 -s  8-sak'ldp 
who irr-perf- see-tr-3sO-3sS det-coyote 

'Who saw the coyote?/VVho did the coyote see?' 

The variables in (68-69) are associated with the wh stem. In Chapter Two I 

argued that the variables are bound by empty operators and that the wh stems 

are clefts. 

In $4.3.1 1 discuss the distribution of null pronominals. The pattern of 

arguments displayed in (66-67) is identical to that of Halkomelem. Gerdts 

(1988b) proposes an interpretive rule to identify the status of the overt nominal. 

I propose that it is actually the null object pronominal that is crucial in the 



grammar of Shuswap. Huang's analysis sf nuil objects is discussed in 543.2. 

In 54.3.3 1 discuss the Interprstation of variables in transitive constructions. d 

relate the Peripheral Gap Constraint to the properties of null pronominals 

discussed in $4.3.1 and propose a unification called the Generalized Condition 

on the Interpretation of Empty Categories. In $4.3.4 1 claim that the Generalized 

Condition on the Interpretation of Empty Categories is the effect of person and 

animacy contraints operating in the grammar of Shuswap. Finally, I show in 

$4.3.5 that disambiguation constraints are quite widespead in the grammars of 

verb-initial languages, drawing on similar facts from ehamorr~ and Jacaltec. 

4.3.1 The Distribution of Null Paonominals 

It is widely recognized that empty pronominal categories frequently 

correlate with rich agreement (Jaeggli 1982, Rizzi 19632). Shlrswap has both 

subject and object agreement, so it is not surprising to find pro-drop. On this 

section I discuss the conditions on pro-drop in Shuswap. 

All ri~minal arguments are optional in Shuswap. In (70-71) the predicate 

is marked for subject and object pronominal agreement and there are no overt 

pronominals. 



(70) wik-t-s-n 
see-t r-2s0- 1 sS 

'I saw you.' 

'He saw her.' 

Overt pronouns are reserved for emphatic readings. 

'It's you that left.' 

'I'm the one that cut John.' 

Under the assumption that the pronominal agreement on the predicate licences 

non-overt pronominal categories in the clause, (70-71) can be represented as 

(75) : 

(75) a. wik-t-s-n pro pro 
b. wik-t-47-s pro pro 

Potential instances of ambiguity arise when one of the arguments is an 

overt nominal. This is shown in (76): 
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(76) rn-wik-t-a-s 8-sak' l ip  
perf- see-tr-3sO-3sS dei-coyote 

'He saw the coyote./*The coyote saw him.' 

In (76), as shown by the gloss, it is only possible to interpret the null pronarninal 

category as the ergative and the overt nominal as the absolutive. 

Given a language with pronominal drop, it is reasonable to expect some 

device to interpret the order of the overt nominal and the pronominal category. 

Gerdts (1988b) proposes a rule sf One-Nominal interpretation to identify the 

overt nominal in Walkomelem: 

(77) One-Nominal Interpretation 

In the absence of marking for other persons, a single 3rd person nominal 
is interpreted as the absolutive. 

The generalization can also be observed in Shuswap. The single overt 

nominal in (78-79) can only be interpreted as the absolutive. It can also be 

observed that in the transitive clause (79) the overt nominal cannot be 

interpreted as the ergative. 

(78) 1c7-a ~ - s q i l m x ~  
well-3sS det-man 

'The man is well.' 

(79) cJ6h-qs-n-0-s 'd-sqdlmxw 
kiss-Is-fc-3sO-3sS det-man 

'She kissed the man./*'The man kissed her.' 



One-Nominal Interpretation is restricted to constrerctions with only third 

person arguments. In (80-131) there are first and second person pronominal 

categories and the overt nominal gets interpreted as the ergative: 

c'dh-qs-n-t-sm-s 8-nbxwanxw 
kiss-Is-fc- 1 SO-3sS det-woman 

'The woman kissed me.' 

c'u'm-qs-n-t-s-s 8-sqdlmxw 
kiss-Is-fc-tr-2sO-3sS det-man 

'The man kissed you.' 

This restriction must be elaborated if it is to apply to Shuswap, In (82) the 

single overt nominal can be interpreted as either the absolutive or the ergative. 

(82) n<k'-n-0-s 8-sq61mxw 
cut-fc-3sO-3sS det-man 

'He cut the man.'/'The man cut it.'/"'The man cut him.' 

However, if the nominal is interpreted as the ergative, the object is necessarily 

interpreted as inanimate. That there is a restriction on the possible 

interpretations suggests that the position of the empty category must Be 

distinguished with respect to the overt nominal. In (83) 1 represent the 

possibilities that are available to transitive clauses with a third person null 

pronominal category, given here as pro, and an overt third person nominal, 

given here as NP.14 

14The placement of the predicate is ignored in (83). 
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(83) a. pro NP 
b. *NP pro 

What is suggested by the representation in (83) is that there is some 

principle in the grammar of Salish that would force a choice between (83a) and 

(83b). I would like to initially restate the One-nominal interpretation as the 

following condition: 

(84) NP pro Condition 

*NP pro (if pro=3rd person animate) 

The *NP pro Condition has the effect of disallowing an empty pronominal 

category from following an overt nominal when both arguments are animate 

third persons. It predicts grammatical readings for clauses that have an empty 

pronominal preceding an overt nominal. The condition would allow the 

representation in (8%) and would block (85b). 

(85) a, c'dm-qs-n-8-s pro 'rf-sqdlmxW 
b. *cJdh-qs-n-O-s V-sqClmxw pro 

When there is a single nominal in preverbal position, Shuswap speakers 

interpret the construction as having a preposed object or judge the construction 

to be incomplete. 

(86) 8-sqE'lmxw c'bh-qs-n-8-s 
det-man kiss-Is-fc-3s0-3sS 

'It's the man she kissed.'/*'i%e man kissed her.' 



The &fed of construdions like (86) with preposed absolutives is that the 

interpretation is exactly the same as if the nominal were postverbal. 

To return to the binding predictions, it can be seen that (87) is ruled out 

by principles in the grarnmer of Shuswap that have nothing directly to do with 

binding at all. 

(87) U-qdstas 8-Mary xwist6s 
det-father-3sP det-Mary like-caw-3sO-3sS 

'Mary likes her father.'l*'Mary's father likes her.' 

The ungramrnatica~ reading follows from the *NP pro Condition. I represent tt-iil 

structures that violate this constraint in (88): 

(88) a *[u-Mary a-qf?fas]  xWist6s pro 
b *[x-q6?Cas 8-Mary1 xWist6s P re 
c *xwist6s [a-qk%as 8-Mary] pro 

*'Mary's father likes her.' 

What remains is to find an explanation for this generalization. In 54.3.2 1 

discuss a proposal by Huang (1984) to account for the distribution of empty 

categories in Mandarin. 

4.3.2 Generalized Control 

The *NP pro Condition is not unique to Shuswap. A similar account has 

been observed in Navajo by Speas (1990), building on the observations sf 



Ptatero on the disribufian of nuit pronominals. f later0 initiafiy fomttiated the 

condition as "NP PRO but abandoned this due to the trehaviour of refalive 

clauses. Speas restates "NP PRO in terms sf Huang's Generalized Crsrrtrot 

Rule, accounting for the relative clause data on additionai assumptions 

regarding paraitel stnncfures. 

Huang (1 984) discusses data from Mandarin suggesting that prodrop 

can also be discourse-orietited. Mandarin, Japanese, and Yorean tack 

agreement but are discourse-ohenieb and have frequent pronqminal drop, 

including objee NPs. Huang argues that in Mandafjn the object empty 

categories are not instances of proidrap but are variables bound by an empty 

operator. 

Huang shows that the dieribution of pro objms in Mandarin is much 

more restricted than thaZ of pro subjects. This is shown in (89-92): 

(89) fef hi - ie  
come-tE 

'He came.' 

(90)  Lisi  hen xihuan fd 
Lisi very like 

'Lisi likes him very much.' 

(91) Zhangsani xiwang [Lei]] keyi  kanjian t is i j  
ZIsangsan hope can see Lisi 

'Zhangsani hopes that hei can see Lisi." 



(92) "Zhangsat-ii xiwang [Lisi  keyi  kanjian [ei]] 
Zhangsan hope tisi can see 

'Zhangsani hopes that Lisi can see himi.' 

(89-W) show that empty categories can occur in both subject and object 

position. However, the distribution of objed empty categories is much more 

restricted, as can be seen in the clausal complements in (91-92). When the 

empty category is a subject, it can be bound by a nominal in the main clause 

(91) whereas when the empty category is an object (921, it cannot. Huang 

ci&rns that subject empty categoties are capable of being pronominals. On the 

other hand, empty category objects are instances of variables being bound by 

an empty operator in topic position. He then formulates the condition on the 

controf of empty pronominafs as the Gerteraiized Control Rule: 

(93) Generalized Control Rule 

Coindex an empfy pronominal with the closest nominal element. 

instances of controtted empty pronominais can then be ruled out by 

Gondition B of Binding Theory, which Huang states as the Disjoint Reference 

Ruk: 

(94) Disjoint Reference Rule 

A pronoun must tie free in its governing category. 

if the empty category crbjecls are pronominals, the Generalized Control Rule will 

cause a weak crossover viafation- However, if the object empty category is a 

variable hund by a null operator in topic position, it wilt avoid the Generalized 

C~ntrof Rule and give a gmmmaticaf reading: 



(95) OPi/j Zhangsani S ~ U Q  [Lisi bu renshi [e*itj]] 
Zhangsan say Lisi not know 

'Zhangsani said that [Lisi did not know him*i/j].' 

In (95) the empty category cannot be a pronominal. The Generalized Control 

Rule would force the empty category to be coindexed with Lisi, causing a 

Condition B violation by the Disjoint Reference Rule. On the other hand, the 

empty categoty may be a variable, thus escaping the Generalized Control Rule. 

The variable can be bound by an empty operator topic. (95) is grammatical 

under the reading where the variabie is disjoint from either Lisi or Zhangsan. If 

the variable were coindexed with either nominal, weak crossover effects would 

occur. 

Can the Generalized Control Rule be extended to Shusv\rap?l5 It must 

be determined whether empty categories are pronominals or variables in 

Shuswap. There are problems with positing the object empty categories as 

variables, bound by an empty operator. The empty category does not behave 

Cike a variable. I provide an example of a variable bound by an empty operator 

in (96): 

(96) sw6 ty k-xwi-st-0-6s 8-John 
who irr-like-caus-3sO-3sS det-John 

'Who likes John?NVho does John like?' 

15Chung (1984) argues that Generalized Control cannot be extended to 

Chamorro. 
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This construction is ambiguous. The two readings can be represented as (97a, 

b): 

The following construction illustrates the "NP pro Constraint. Notice that 

the empty category does not behave like a variable: 

'She likes John.'/*'John like her.' 

Clause (99) doesn't permit the ambiguity of the operator/variable construcution 

(96). This provides evidence that the empty category in (98) is not a variable. I 

conclude then that the empty category is a pronominal. The principle that 

predicts (98) must therefore be stated in terms of null pronominals. 

4.3.3 The Generalized Interpretation sf Empty Categ ories 

In Chapter 2.3 i discussed a constraint on the identification of syntactic 

gaps. This is the Peripheral Gap Constraint, repeated in (99): 



(99) Peripheral Gap Constraint 

If any interpretation is possible for an unacceptable ambiguous structure, 
it will be that interpretation under which the location of the deletion site is 
peripheral rather than internal. 

In this section I propose that the Peripheral Gap Constraint can be unified with 

the *NP pro Condition. 

The Peripheral Gap Constraint predicts the behaviour of wh questions in 

Shuswap. 

(100) s w t t y  k-xwi-st -0-6s 
who irr-like-caus-3sO-3sS 

'Who does she like?/*Who likes her?' 

It is possible to extract the absolutive argument in (100). As can be observed 

from the second gloss, it is not possible to extract the ergative. Yet (1 01 ) shows 

that it is not a property of the ergative itself that resists extraction? 

(101) s w i t y  k-xwi-st -0-6s 8-Mary 
who irr-like-caus-3sO-3sS det-Mary 

'Who does Mary like?'/'Who likes Mary?' 

Apparently, when there is an overt nominal it is also possible to extract the 

ergative. Thus, the Peripheral Gap Constraint must distinguish prsnominals 

from overt NPs. In (182) 1 represent the behaviour ~f variables: 

- - -  

'%issen (1 993) discusses constructions in Tzotzil which allow the 
ergative to be extracted. 
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(1 02) *e pro 
pro e 
e NP 
NP e 

The configuration that is blocked by the Peripheral Gap Constraint is the one in 

which a variable cooccurs with a null pronominal object. But this is exactly the 

configilration blocked by the 'NP pro Condition repeated as (103): 

(4 03) NP pro Condition 

*NP pro (when pro is animate) 

In fact, it is possible to unify these two condition. The structures that are 

ungrammatical are represented in (104): 

(104) *e pro 
*NP pro 

I informally state a unification of the *NP pro Condition and the Peripheral Gap 

Constraint in (1 05): 

(1 05) Generalized Condition on the lnterpretatm c'f Empty Categories 

An overt NP or a variable subject cannot occur with a null pronominal 
object. 

The Generalized Condition on the Interpretation of Empty Categories is related 

to disambiguation, allowing the position of the empty category to be identified. 

In 54.3.4 1 claim that this condition is the effect of person and animacy 

constraints. 



4.3.4 An Agent Hierarchy 

In $4.3.2 1 rejected the claim that empty categories in object position were 

variables. However, if the empty category in Shuswap is a pronominal, perhaps 

Huang's Generalized Control Rule, given in (1 06), can be extended to 

Shuswap. 

(1 86) Generalized Control Rule 

Coindex an empty pronominal with the closest nominal element. 

Thus given that the empty category in object position in the following 

construction is a pronominal, the Generalized Control Rule would obligatorily 

force coindexing : 

( 167) ~ ' 6 m - ~ p - n - 0 - s  I f - n d ~ ~ a n x * ~  Proi 
kiss-Is-fc-3sO-3sS det-woman 

*'The woman kissed him.' 

The coindexing of the empty pronominal in (107) would cause a violation of the 

Disjoint Reference Rule. The only derivation possible would be the one 

illustrated in (108), where the empty pronominal is in the subject position:17 

more precise statement of the 'nearest nominal element' of the GCR 
can be stated in terms of minimality: the 'nearest nominal element' is the 

closest nominal that c-commands the empty pronominal. Thus, in (101), given a 
configurational structure, the nominal in object position does not constitute the 



'He kissed the woman.' 

The Generalized Control Rule also predicts that, when both subject and objects 

are null prsnominals, the construction should be possible. This is confirmed in 

(1 09): 

'He kissed her.' 

While the Generalized Control Rule gives the right results, it must be asked why 

there is obligatory co-indexing. The rule is s:Jpulative and ad hoc. Rather than 

adopt it for Shuswap, I would like to pursue an alternative line of thought. 

A possible explanation for the Generalized Condition on the Idenfication 

of Empty Categories is to claim that it is really the effect sf person and animacy 

constraints. That this is plausible is suggested by the fact that inanimate null 

pronominals can occur with overt subject nominals: 

( 1  10) nfk'-n-0-s ~ - s q 6 l m x ~  
cut-fc-3sO-3sS det-man 

'He cut the rnan.'/'The man cut it.' 

'nearest nominal element.' Secondly, it needs to be stated that the nominal is 
lexical rather than null. 
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Thus, I am appealing to conditions that are otherwise needed in the grammar of 

Shhaswap. Agent hierarchies were discussed in $1 -6, where the following 

generalizations were stated: 

(1 1 1) a, Agent Condition 

Objects cannot outrank subjects on the agent hierarchy. 

b. Agent Hierarchies 

i. animates > inanimates 
i .  singular > plural 
iii. pronominals > nominals 

The agent hierarchies are ranked4 > ii > iii. 

The Agent Condition (1 11 a) and the Agent Hierarchies In (1 1 1  b) make the 

correct predictions for the interpretations available for (1 12):lB 

( 1 12) ni  k'-17-0-s 8-nbxwanxw 
cut-fc-3sO-3sS det-woman 

a. 'He cut the woman.' 
b. '*The woman cut him.' 
c. 'The woman cut it.' 

'%lotice that the statements in the Agent Hierarchy in (104) must be 
ranked, so that condition (1 O4b.i.) outranks condition (1 04b.iii.). Thus the 
circularity can be resolved in cases like (105c.) with an inanimate pronoun. 

(1 O4b.i.) states that animates outrank inanimates, but ( I  O4b.iii.) states that 
pronouns outrank nominals. This is not a problem if condiiisn (1 O4b.i.) ouiranks 
(104b.iii.). 



(1 1 2a) is predicted to be grammatical and (1 1 2b) ungrammatical, by the 

hierarchy in (1 1 l c )  that pronominalis outrank nsrninals. Thus, by the Agent 

Condition stated in (1 1 I ) ,  there can be no pronominal objects with nominal 

subjects. (1 12c) is predicted to be grammatical by by the hierarchy in (1 1 I a) 

that animates outrank inanirnates.Thus, a null inanimate pronominal can co- 

occur with an animate subject. Given that animacy conditions are otherwise 

necessary in the grammar of Shuswap, I propose that this is the superior 

analysis. 

Typological Speculations 

In this section I would like to make a typol~gical observation regarding 

the identification of empty categories in verb-initial languages. It cann~t  be an 

accident that Jacaltec, a Mayan language, Chamorro, an Austronesian 

language, and Shuswap, a Salish language, ail share exactly the same 

conditions on empty pronominal objects. kxxxding to Craig (I W7:228): 

"There is no sentence in Jaealtec with a VSQ word order corresponding to the 

reading 'Hki father hit himi." She gives data like (1 13-1 14) to illustrate this 

point: 

(1 13) xi1 [smam naj pel] [el (Craig 1 977:174) 
saw poss-father cl Peter 

'Peter's father saw it.'/*'P@ter'si father saw himi.' 



(1 14) xi1 [smam najl [el 
saw poss-father cl 

(Craig 1977:174) 

'His father saw it./*Hisi father saw himi.' 

On (1 13-1 14) it is not possible for the classifier to antecede the empty category in 

object position. The empty category is interpreted as an inanimatdg In 

Jacaltec the way to express 'Peter'si father saw himi' is to prepose the NP 

containing the possessor to preverbal position. 

(1 15) [srnam naj pel] x'il-ni [el (Craig 1 977:178) 
poss-father cl Peter saw 

'Peter'si father saw himi.' 

Notice that the preposing process involves the use of special morphology on the 

predicate.20 

In Chamorro it is also impossible to have pronominal objects. However, 

in Chamsrro prrsnorninals are lexical. 

(1 16) *Para u-latatdi gui' si Maria (Ghung 1981 :28b) 
fut 3s-scold him unm Maria 

'Maria is going to scold him.' 

19Woolford (1 991 ) argues that (1 13-1 14) provide evidence that the objed 
c-commands the subject in Jacaltec. Trechsel (1 993) rejects these claims, 
showing that they are ungrammatical for independent reasons. 

20Wo01fopZ1 (5991) states that the special morphology is triggered by NP 
movement. 



The ungrammaticality sf (1 16) is due So a hierarchy in Charnorm for irrealis 

clauses, where the subjed must be ranked hjghe: or equal to the object (Chtir7g 

1981).21 Third person pronouns are higher on the hierarchy than lexical RIPS, 

as shown by the fallowing ranking: 

(1 17) pronouns > non-pronouns 

It is possible to avoid the ungrammaticaiity of ("16) by scrambling the lexical MP 

into preverbal position, as Chung shows with the data in (I 18): 

(1 18) si Maria para u-latatdi gui' (Chung 1981 :47b) 
unm Maria fut 3s-scold him 

'Maria is going to scold him.' 

Chamorro behaves like Jacaltec in using preposing processes to avoid 

ungrammatical structures, but does not employ special m0rphology.~2 

Presumably for the purposes of the hierarchical account, pronominals do not 

outrank traces. 

In this chapter I have provided evidence tRat Shuswap does not permit 

(animate) empty pronominal objects: 

'fcharnorro, alth~ugh recently argued to be a VBS language (Chung 
1990), was previously analysed as VSO. Under a VSO analysis, the object in 
(1 16) must have scrambled into immediate post-verbal position. 

22There are special morphological devices in Chamorro referred to as 
'wh agreement' by Chung (1 982, 1992). 



( 1 19) ni  k'-n-0-s ~-ndx"anx" 
cut-fc-3sO-3sS det-woman 

a. 'He cut the woman.' 
b. "'The woman cut him.' 
e. 'The woman cut it.' 

In order to express (1 19b), a passive (1 20) or a focus passive (1 21) is 

employed: 

ni k'-n-t-B-rn ta-wdxwanxw 
cut-fc-3sO-unsp obi-woman 

'He was cut by the woman.' 

ta-ndxwanxw x i ?  V-ni k'-n-t-0-m-as 
obl-woman part det-cut-fc-3sO-unsp 

'It was by the woman that he was cut.' 

Shuswap behaves remarkably like other verb-initial languages in its distribution 

of pronominal objects. While it employs special voice morphology like Jacaltec, 

I wish to claim that the underlying explanation for this morphology is to be found 

in an animacy hierarchy similar to Chamorromz3 

2sBNhile I have limited this discussi~n to verb-initial languages, it should 

be pointed e ~ t  that Hungarian also prohibits pronominal objects with lexical NP 
subjects. See Speas (1 998). 
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4.3.6 Csreference Conditions Between Clauses 

in this section I discuss the conditions of coreferenee that obtain between 

clauses. I consider the distribution of coreference in sentential complements, relative 

clauses, and adjunct clauses. There are several questions that I wish to ask with 

respect to coreference conditions between clauses: 

(122) a Does Condition C of binding theory hold between clauses? 
b Does the condition on antecedence hold between clauses? 
c On contexts where both Condition C and the condition on 

antecedence (if applicable) are met, are there other conditions that 
are relevant for the determination of coreference? 

A sentential complement is shown in (1 23): 

a. 'Mavi told me that shei likes John.' 
b. *'Maryi told me that John likes heri.' 
C. 'Shei told me that Nlaryti~j likes John.' 
d. 'Shei told me that John likes Maty*i/j.' 

Of the range of possible interpretations available fur (1 23), there is a contrast 

between (123a), where Mary is a possible antecent for the pronominal in the 

embedded clauses, and (123c-d), where a pronominal subject in the main 

clause cannot be an antecedent for the r-expression in the subordinate 



This contrast is consistent with either the claim that the mndition on 

antecedence applies between clauses in Shuswap or the claim that Condition 

C applies between clauses. Tfie (523~-d) readings mu& provide evidence of 

Condition C violations. 

Fortunatefy, adjunct clauses can be used to disentangle which conditions 

are relevant to the detemination of mreference between clauses. An adjunct 

clause is given in (I 24): 

If-John 
det-John 

'Shei kissed himj when Mavi saw Johnj,' 

Crucially, corefewme "I pussibfe between the prunominals in the main clause 

and the r-expressions in the adjunct clause. That these pronominafs can be 

antecedents for the t-expressions is evidence that the andition on antecedence 

only applies within the ciause, Seoonbty, given that the r-expressions are within 

a@ adjumt clause, they are not bunb by the pronominafs In the main dause, 

This suggests that a Cotlb~on C amant can provide an expfanatiun why 

(I 23c-d) are ungiramm&iai with coreference. The r-expressions are bound by 

the prcrraoninals in the main clause and, since r-expressions must be free in all 

domains, it. is predied that .t;hese are ungrammatial. We now have an answer 



to the first Ma guestietns posed ;st the beginning of this section: Condition C, but 

not the c=Mit,iox on a ~ w c e x c e ,  appfies between clauses in Shuswap. 

The ungrammaticaiity of (1 23b) foliows from the same principle that 

restricts the distribMion of ntitl pronominats--the Generalized Condition on the 

Interpretation of Empty Categoties discussed in 94.3.1. T htis, (1 23b) is 

ungrammatical, but by principles outside of binding theory. 

f now turn to the third question: are there other conditions that are 

relevant for the determination of mreference? The answer is affirmative. There 

is another condition on the interpretation of coreference that can be observed in 

Shuswap. fn (125) there are no overt nominals in the complement clause, yet 

the interpretations are nevertlsetess restricted: 

(125) m-laxixya?-x-t-sm-s k-s-xwi-st-0-6s 
perf-tell+c-red+- 1 SO-3sS irr-nom-li ke-caus-3s0-3sS 

'Shei to@ me that likes him.'PSShei told me that he likes he6 .' 

There is a paralielisrn mnaru'nt operating in Shuswap: a nominal in a 

subordinate clause mreferring to the main clause subject or object must be the 

subject.*= This is not surprising as paraiteiism conditions are a common 

dsmbiguation strategy in fanguages with null pronominals (Speas 1990). 

Similar devices have been fepofled for other Saiish languages (Davis and 

%urrders 1984 for Beffa Coda, Kinkade 1989, 1990 for Columbian, Upper 

Chehalis and ather languages, Matthewson 1 993 for Li tlooet). 

25A&emativeb, the condition may more accurately be stated in terms of 
UntroP: onfy subjects may be controlled. 



In order to get the interpretation 'She told me that he likes her', a passive 

construction is used: 

(126) m-laxixga?-x-t-sm-s k-s-xwi-st-fa-6m 
perf-tell+c-red-tr-1 SO-3sS irr-nom-like-caus-3s8-unsp 

'Shei told me that shei is liked.' 

Parallelism is also observed with overt nominals in the complement: 

'Shel told me that shel is liked by John.' 

A passive complement with overt nominals can also be used as evidence 

for Condition C effects in Shuswap. 

'Shei told me that Maryilj is liked by John.' 

In (128) the r-expression Mary is within the embedded clause and cannot have 

the pronominal subject of the main clause as its antecedent. This would be a 

violation of Condition C of binding theory. 

A relative clause is given in (129): 



(I 29) c'Clm-qs-n-a-s ~ - s q d ' l r n x ~  ta-xwist-a-6s 
kiss-Is-fc-3sO-3sS det-man obl-like-cam-3sO-3sS 

a. 'Mavi kissed the man shei loves.' 
b. 'Shei kissed the man who loves NSary*i/j.' 
c. 'The man shei loves kissed Margr*i/j.' 

The interpretations (1 29a-b) provide evidence that Condition C also ~perates 

into relative clauses in Shuswap. The r-expression can bind the pronominal in 

the relative clause in (129a), but the pronominal cannot bind the r-expression in 

the interpretation (1 29b). The interpretation for (1 Zk),  where the pronominal 

cannot be an antecedent for the r-expression, provides evidence that the 

condition on antecedence applies to relative clauses but not, as seen earlier, to 

embedded clausal complements of predicates. 

In order to express the reading 'Mary kissed the man who loves her', a 

passive would be used in the relative clause. This follows from the condition on 

the use of null pronominal objects discussed in $4.3.1. 

(1 30) c'dm-qs-n-0-s 8-sqilmxw ta-xwist-0-dm as 
kiss-Is-fc-3sO-3sS det-man obl-like-caus-3sO-unsp 3sdeg 

'Maryi kissed the man shei is loved by.' 



Summary 

In this section I have shown that several conditions can affect the 

coreference judgments provided earlier. First, Condition C applies both within 

the clause and between clauses. The domain of Condition 6 is discussed 

further in Chapter Five. Secondly, the condition on antecedence applies to 

relative clauses but not to sententlal complements of predicates. Finally, I have 

established that there is a parallelism constraint that determines the 

interpretation sf coreference across clauses in exactly those environments 

where the conditions on coreference do not apply. 

4.4 Weak Crossover 

Weak crossover effects occur when a quantifier moves across a pronoun 

with which it is indexed and where neither the resulting variable nor the 

pronoun c-commands the other. This is shown in (131): 

(1 3 1 ) *Whoi does hki  mother love ti? 

Under current theoretical assumptions, the behaviour of constructions 

like (1 31 ) that exhibit weak crossover effects provides evidence for traces and 

for VP constituency. When the wh quantifier is extracted from subject position, 

there are no weak crossover effects and either individual or distributed 

Interpretations are available. 



(1 32) Whoi ti loves hisi/j mother? 

(132) shows that in English the pronominal possessor can either be a bound 

variable or a pronominal and receive a disjoint reference interpretation. 

Wh quantification involves syntactic movement in English. Assuming 

movement at LF for quantifiers and for elements in focus, the contrasts in (1 33- 

1 34) show the same behaviour with respect to weak crossover effects. 

(1 33) "Hisi mother loves everyonei. 
Everyonei loves hisi mother. 

( 1 34) *Hisj mother loves JOHNi. 
JOHNi loves hisi mother. 

The unacceptable interpretations in (1 33-1 34) are parallel to (1  33) 

assuming movement at LF. These are represented in (135): 

(1 35) "[Everyonei fhisi mother loves ti]]. 
'[JOHNi [hisi mother loves ti]]. 

These weak crossover c~nstructions are standardly ruled out in a number of 

ways.26 Chomsky (1 975) ruled them out by linear precedence relations. This 

was stated as the Leftness Condition: 

(1 36) Leftness Condition 

A variable cannot be the antecedent of a pronoun to its left. 

*%Although I am assuming the Bijection Principle here, nothing crucially 

depends on it. 



On the other hand, Koopman and Sportiche (1983) ruled out these 

constructions by conditions on the binding of variables by operators. This was 

stated as the Bijection Principle: 

(1 37) Bijection Principle 

Every operator must locally bind exactly one variable, and evety 
variable must be locally bound by exactly one operator. 

It can be shown that the Bijection Principle must apply at LF. Quantifiers and 

focus nominals in English do not move at S-structure. 

(1 38) repeats the standard weak crossover data for English. 

(1  38) 'Whoi does hisi mother love ti? 

(1 38) wiil be ruled out by the Bijection Principle in the following manner. The 

wh quantifier binds its trace (which is not c-commanded by the possessive 

pronoun contained in the complex noun phrase). The trace is therefore A'- 

bound and is a variable, assuming the Functional Determination of Empty 

Categories (Chomsky 1982).27 The possessive pronoun is in subject position 

27The Functional Determination of Empty Categories (Chornsky 198235) 
states: 

0) a. An empty category is a variable if it is in an A-position and is 
locally A'-bound. 

b. An empty category in an A-position that is not a variabie is an 
anaphor. 

c. An empty category that is not a variable is a pronominal if it is free 
or locally A'-bound by an antecedent with an independent $-role. 



and (assuming a VP) is not bound by the t r a x  in argument position. The 

possessive pronoun is therefore also a variable by this account. This 

construction will be ruled out by the B i jed i~n Principle, stated in (437) which 

forces the uniqueness of operator binding. The following diagram shows the 

configuration that violates the Bijection Principle:28 

(139) a. *Whoi does hki mother love ti? 

A'- bound 

281n the English weak crossover representations I ignore the Spec of VP 
position which I assume forms a chain with the nominal in Spec of IP. 



On the other hand there is nothing to nrle out (140): 

(1 40) Whoi ti loves his mother? 

In this construction the wh operator A'-binds its trace, which functions as a 

variable. However, the trace, which is in an argument position, A-binds the 

possessive pronoun, which is therefore a bound pronoun. The construction is 

permitted because the operator only binds one variable. This is shown in (141): 



(1 41 ) a. Whoi ti loves hisi mother? 

b. 

I loves hisi mother 

The quantifier raising and focus constructions in (1 33-1 34) can receive a 

similar account. Quantifiers in English move at LF. Thus the following 

representation of the well-formed sentence 'Everyone loves his mother' shows 

that the Bijection Principle is not violated: 



(142) a. Everyonsi loves hisi mother. 

loves hisi mother L 
On the other hand, when the quantifier moves from object position at LF, the 

Bijection Principle is violated. This is shown in (1 43): 



(1 43) a, *Hisi mother laves everyonei. 

5. 

In (1 43) the quarrtifer binds both the possessive pronoun in subject position and 

its variable in object position, in violation of the Bijection Principle. 

Finally, focus constructions provide a third argument for a structural 

asymmtry. The nominai that is focussed moves at LF to Spec CP. When it 

moves frgm subject position It A'-binds its variable, which in turn can A-bind the 

possessive pronoun in object position. This is shown in (144): 



(1 44) a. JOHNi loves hisi mother. 

b. 

V NP 
loves hisi mother 

I 
A-bound 

On the other hand, when the nominal that is placed in focus originates in object 

position, it causes a violation of the Bijection Principle, as can be seen in (1 45): 



(145) a. *Hi% mother loves JOHNi. 

b. 

CP 

This analysis of the English constructions is based on the assumption that there 

is a UP in English. Should there be no VP, (1 46) should have a possible 

interpretation and not exhibit weak crossover effects, contrary to the English 

judgements. 

(1  46) "Whoj does hisi mother love ti? 



Assuming that there is no VP, the wh operator would A'-hind its trace, which 

would then be in a mnfrgrrration to A-hind the possessive pronoun, This 

interpret ation is apparent& available in Wartpiri (Farmer, Hafe and 

f stijirnuraf 986). 

( 1 47) Ngana ka nyanungu-nyangu rnatiki-rli  
whom pres heposs bog-erg 

'Whoi is h i s  dog chasing ti?' 

fn ($47) the wh operatar can be irrierpreted as co-referential to the possessive 

pronoun. This constit&es impoeant evidence bearing on the status of 

configurationaliEy in Warfpiri. 

Hungarian a!= apparently lacks weak crossover (Georgopoulos 1991 

from Kiss 1987). 

(148) kiti szeret ti az poi anyja 
whom Ioves the mother-his 

Languages that ia& weak crossover effects present a challenge to a theory that 

claims that aft ?anguqe are confguratTonaf in their underfying representations. 

The kack 06 weak crossoven effwts must be seen to foftaw from other principles 



of grammar, such as the ability of variables to licence parasitic gaps in Mohawk 

{Baker 199l). Mhawk is dlsc~~ssed in Chapter Flve.29 fn $4.4.1 f discuss the 

weak crossover facts for Shuswap. 

4,4,1 Weak Crossover in Shuswap 

ifi this section i present a set of mnstrudions relevant to testing the weak 

crossover effect in Shuswap. I provide data. from wh quantification, quantifier 

raising, and fwus wnSfmCtions. The exact structure of these constructions is 

discussed in Chapter Two, where it is determined that they are cleft 

constructions. The Shuswap facts show weak crossover effects and provide 

evidence for configurationalify. In fact, the effects follow from the condition on 

antecedeme, which claims that an a pronoun must be c-commanded by its 

antecedent at LF (see 34-22]. This is iftostrated in (1 50): 

( 5 50) v-qC?i%s xwi-st-@-& 3-Mary 
det-father-3sP like-caus-3sO-3sS det-Mary 

"He6 father likes Plla~i.' 

=See Georgopoulos (1991) and Spas (1990) for a discussion of 
iaqusrges that do nut exhibit weak crossover effects. There have been other 
props& such as a binding condition that the variable must c-command the 
pronoun (Georgopaulos 1992)- Precedence may be necessary in the statement 
of the khaviour of anaphors and pronouns in Jzpanese {Saito and Hoji 1983). 
Georgopouios (I 9%) argues that in Parauan both precedence and c-command 
of the antmedent are necessary and uftimsttery derives the weak crossover 

effects from an extension of the ECP. Precedence has afso been implicated in 
Sirrbrrg constnrctions 'm Chamorno (Chung 1990). 



The condition on antecedence can be observed in simple constructions such as 

(150j, where Marycannot be an antecedent for the pronominal possessor in the 

subject NP. (150) fallows if the object NP does not c-command the subject NP, 

These judgements are extrerneiy clear for most Shuswap ~peakers.3~ 

Coreference in (150), as in aif weak crossover contexts, will be blocked in just 

those cases where the r-expression in object position does not bind the 

possessive pronoun. This condition on antecedence derives all of the 

constructions that show apparent weak crossover effects. Nevertheless, I wish 

to include these facts as a descriptive c~ntribution and note that their behaviour 

is consistent with the view of configurationaiity proposed in this thesis. 

ati of the speakers that f have investigated weak crossover with, only 

one is abfe to get a coreferential reading for (150). For this speaker, then, it is 
striking that weak crassover effects are present. The Thompson language 
(personal fieidnotes) appears to behave like Shuswap, disallowing coreference 
in eqliivaient structures io (1 5Oj. See Davis, Gardiner and Matthewson j i  993) 

for a discussion of the crossover facts in Northern Interior Salish. 



In the Shuswap data in ( I S ) ,  the possessive pronoun can have either a 

coreferential or a disjoint reference interpretation.3' 

(151) s w e t i  k-xwi-st-0-6s '8-qf?ta-s 
who irr-li ke-caus-3sO-3sS det-father-3sP 

'Whoi likes his/heri/j father?' 

As represented in (1 52), the wh-operator binds a variable that is interpreted as 

the subject:sz 

Wpeakers suggest that the following construction would be used if the 
pronoun and the variable refer to different persons: 

(i) swfty k-xway-xi-t-8-m as ta-qd?tas 
who i::-ti ke-:eb-tr=3sO-u::sp 3sdep &!-fat her-3sP 

3rfhr~ughout this section on weak crossover 1 assume an SVO order 
within the VP. 



The construction in (153) has only one interpretation available, that in which the 

possessive pronoun is interpreted as disjoint in reference: 

(153)  sw6tG vi? a-qC?Ea-s k-xwi -s  t-0-6s 
who past det-father-3sP irr-Ii ke-caus-350-3sS 

'Whoi does hwiq father like?' 



As represented in (4  541, the wk-operator is binding two variables-the 

pronominal possessor within the subject NP and the object: 

That this construction is impossible is predicted by the Bijection Principle. The 

pronominal possessor within the subject NP does not bind the object NP, thus 

the operator binds two variables. 



A passive can be used to indicate coreferenee between the patient and 

the possessor contained in the passive agent NP: 

(1 55) s w i t f i  x i? k-xwi-st-%-dm t a - q i ? t a - s  
who part i rr-li ke-caus-3sO-unsp det-father-3sP 

'Whoi is liked by his/he~ father?' 

As represented by (156) the wh-operator binds the variable in Spec of IP: 



The passive representation shows how the Bijection Principle violation can be 

avoided. The passive patient is in a position structurally higher than the 

possessor of the passive agent. Thus, the operator PI'-binds the passive patient, 

which in turn A-binds the possessive pronoun within the passive agent. 



4.4.1.2 Quantifier Raising 

In this section, the behaviour of quantifiers is examined with respect to 

weak crossover. In Shuswap, constructions are grammatical when the quantifer 

is within the subject NP but not within the object MP. Quantification is illustrated 

in (157): 

(1  57) xwaxwCyt t a - s w r t  xwi-st-8-6s V - q i ? t a - s  
everjbody like-caus-3sO-3sS det-fat her-3sP 

'Eveybodyi likes his/heri/j father.' 

in (157) there are two interpretations available. One interpretation has a 

quantifier disjoint in reference from the possessive pronoun. The other reading 

is a distributive one, in which there is coreference between the variable and the 

possessive pronoun. The distributive reading, where the possessor is a bound 

variable, is represented in (1 58): 



(150) a. xwaxwdyt  t a - s w c t  xwi-st-&& V - q 0 C a - s  
all obl-who li ke-caus-3sO-3sS det-father-3sP 

'Everybodyi likes hislheritj father.' 

b. 

On the other hand, when the quantifier binds a variable in object position it is 

impossible to interpret ?he possessive pronoun as coreferential: 



~ - q C ? C a s i  xWi-st -0 -6s  
det-fat her-3sP like-cam-3s0-3sS 

'Heri father likes everybodyiij.' 

In (159) the operator binds both its variable and the possessive pronoun, in 

violation of the Bijection Principle. 

In order to get a coreferential reading, a passive must be used. 



(I 60) ta-qd?tasi xWi-st-O-6m as xwaxwfyt ta-swst i  
det-father-3sP like-caus-3sO-3sS 3sdep everybody ~bl -who 

'Eveybodyi is liked by theiri father.' 

The quantifier constructions thus can be taken as evidence of a structural 

asymmetry in Shuswag. 

4,4.1.3 Focus Constructions 

Focus constructions also provide evidence of structura! asymmetries 

since they also are sensitive to weak crossover effects. (1 61 -1 62) are cleft 

c~nstructions in which the focussed element is an ergative. 

( I  61) V-Mary ~ i ?  xwi-st-B-6s V-qt%a-s 
det-Mary part like-caus-3sO-3sS det-father-3sP 

'it's MaVi that likes heri father.' 

(162) yaady 8-Mary xwi-st-O-6s 8-qd?Ea-s 
deic det-Mary li ke-caus-3sO-3sS det-fat her-3sP 

'It's Maryi that likes her, father.' 

in both of these constructions the preferred reading is one in which the 

possessive pronoun refers to Mary? 

=The second reading, that of disjoint reference, is available, but an 
appiicative construction would be preferred for this reading: 



Given the structure of the cleft proposed in Chapter Two, there is an 

empty operator in Spec of CP. The operator A'-binds its variable in Spec of IP. 

The variable in Spec of IP in turn A-binds the possessive pronoun in object 

position. There is no violation of the Bijection Principle and as predicted, the 

construction is grammatical. 

As shown in 94.2.2, there is no active construction available for the 

reading 'Her father likes Mary', due to conditions on antecedence. 

Consequently, there is no cleft available for 'it is her father that likes Mary' with a 

coreferential reading. As illustrated in (463), the construction can only mean 'It's 

her father that Mary likes'. 

(1 63) V-qk7Ea-s ~ i ?  xwi-st-0-6s 8-Mary 
det-father-3sP part like-caus-3sO-3sS det-Mary 

'It's heri father that likes Ma~*i/ j . '  

in order to express 'Her father likes Mary' with coreference, a passive 

construction would be used: 

( i )  X-Mary x i?  xwi-xi- t-0-m ta-qdqEa-s 
det-Mary part ti ke-red-tr-3sO-u nsp obi-father-3sP 

'It's Ma~jti that likes herj father.' 

(ii) yavdy 3-Mary xwi-xi- t-0-m ta-q67ta-s 
deic det-Mary li ke-red-tr-3sO-u nsp obl-father-3sP 
It's Mayi  that likes herj father, 



( 1  64) xwi-st-8-6rn 8-Mary ta-qd?Ca-s 
li ke-cam-3sO-unsp det Mary obl-father-3sP 

'Mary is liked by her father.' 

It is then possible to form a cleft on the patient of the passive, but this removes 

the environment for weak crossovsr effects. 

( 165) 8-Mary 8i? xwi-st-8-6rn ta-qC?Ea-s 
det Mary part li ke-caus-3sO-unsp obl-father-3sP 

'Maryi is the one who is liked by heri father.' 

Focus constructions in Shuswap therefore behave exactly like wh-questions 

and quantification by avoiding the weak crossover environment by the use of 

the passive. it was proposed earlier that there is a binding condition operating 

on antecedence. If this condition is plausible, it removes the argument for weak 

crossover effects and the positing of a configurational structure. Nevertheless, it 

can be seen that the antecedence condition is a more robust piece of evidence 

for structural asymmetries. Secondly, the data are consistent with an analysis 

that claims weak crossover. 

4.5 Proper Government 

A final set of facts that can be used to detect structural asymmetries is 

based on the extraction possibiMes of nominais. In English it is possibte to 

extraGt the complement of a verb, but not the subject. This is i!filstrated in (1 66): 



( 4  66) a. Wbt i  do you believe that Sam made ti? 
0. " W b i  do you kfieve that ti made the dipnei? 
C. Whsni da you believe that Sam made the dipnet ti? 

The paradigm in f f  66) demonstrates that-trace effects. The explanation for the 

distribution of the constmaions in (1 62) typically relies on some formulation of 

the ECP (Chomsb 1981, f 986, Xuang 1982, Rizzi 1990, Cinque 1991, Lasnik 

and Saito 1992). However, there are a number of conceptual problems beyond 

the scope of this study. One notzbie problem is the failure of the ECB to predict 

the grarnmaticatity of ( $ 6 6 ~ ) .  There are further problems for an account of the 

extraction fads in VSO languages. VSO languages typically lack that-traca 

effects and the kin& of stnrduraf asymmetries associated with extraction 

fChefng 1983, f 992, Chttng and Wloskey 1987). Rizzi (1990) makes the 

strong prediction that at! VSO languages wiil lack that-trace effects due to the 

fact that Inff canonir=atSy governs bath subject and object positions. He proposes 

that it is only SVQ iizngtlages that show that-trace effects. 

As predicted by Rizri ( 3  9iSf3), there is no subjectiobject asymmetry in the 

exfraction facts in Shuswap, due to Dnff being in a position to canonically govern 

both of these pssans. The extradim of an absolutive argument is shown in 

( I  67): 

(167) st&hi k-la&$ya?-x-t-sm-x k-s-k'rfl-n-8-s 
what irr-$effic-red-Ea-a-l SO-2sS irr-nom-make-tr-3sO-36 



As can be seen in (I 671, it is unprobternatic to extract an abso!utive nominal 

from the complement of a verb. 

(168) s w 6 t i  k-laxCxya?-x-t-sm-x k-s-kadl-n-8-s 
who irr-tefk-red-tr- 1 SO-2sS irr-nom-make-t r-3s0-3sS 

'6-stukh 
det-dipnet 

'Who did you tetf me that made the dipnet?' 

As can be seen in (168), it is also possible to directly extract the ergative 

argument when there is an overt absolutive nominal. This confirms that there is 

no sutsjeNobject asymmetsy with respect to extraction in Shuswap. 

f h e  extraction of adjunds is more problematic. First, there is special 

rnorphofogy assodated with the extraction of non-direct arguments. Secondly, 

thew are scopaf properties. As illustrated in (I 691, the upper predicate has the 

clitic associated with the extrac&m of temporal adjunds: 

( 1  69) pnht?n k-ta&ya?-x-t-sm-x was V-John 
when in-&?!kc-red-@-I SO-2sS 3sdep det-Jo hn 

k-s-k'rif -n-8-s 3 - s t u k h  
irr-nom-make-tr-3s8-3sS det-dipnet 

'When did you telf me that John made the dipnet?' 

This construction apparerttfy has only wide scope and the temporat cannot be 

associated with the embedded clause. It cannot be interpreted as 'when John 

made the dipnev. tsr order to indicate narrow scope, the following construction 

MUM be used: 



( 1  70) laxixya?-x-t -sm-x pnhC?n 8-John 
tel!+c-red-tr-! SO-2sS when det-John 

k-s-k'bl-n--0-s as 8-stukCn 
irr-nom-rnake--tr-3sO-3sS3sdep det-dipnet 

'When did you tell me that John made the dipnet?' 

Thus, there are focafity conditions in the interpretation of scope of temporal 

adjuncts. 

The Shuswstp extraction facts support the claims of Rizzi (1 990) that 

there are no subjWcbjed asymmetries, due to the fact that lnfl canonically 

governs both subject and object positions. I f 7  Chapter Five I look in more detail 

at extraction in Shuswap. 

in this chapter, i investigated the evidence for structural asymmetries in 

Shuswap in order to determine its configurational status. First I observed that 

Shuswap suwrficiaiiy has all of the properties associated with non- 

mnfigurationafity (Hale 1983): free word order, the use of discontinuous 

expressions, and free or frequent pro drop. in fact, the relative freedom of word 

order and pro drop are two of the salient features of Shuswap syntax. Word 

ordw has reeeivd ex3ensiiie disciission in the preceding chapters. !ii was 

sh~wn $1 -3, that pmtwrbat wwi! order was ~0rnpleteI.4 free, subject to what t 

assume are discourse principles. Moreover, in Chapters Two and Three, I 



determined that there are three distinct preverbal positions available to 

norninsts: the external topic position (•˜3.1), the wh-position (Chapter Two), and 

the focus position (53.2). Finaily, the use sf pro drop, a feature of the Salish 

language family in general, is exhibited in Shuswap. The surface properties of 

Shuswap thus suggest that it is potentially a non-configurational language. 

I then turned to the central questions of the chapter-the behaviour of 

Shuswap with respect to the standard diagnostics of structural asymmetries. 

First, the properties of binding ~onstrudions were investigated. Speas (1 990) 

predicts different distributions for configurational and non-configurational 

languages equivalent to the following: 

Configurational Fiat 
(171) a. Mayi likes he6 father. Yes Yes 

b. May'si father likes heri. Yes no 
c. Heri father likes Mavi. Yes Yes 
d. Shei likes Mary's father. no no 

Thus, the predictions for a nun-configurational language contrast with 

mnfigurational languages such as English, in not allowing (1 71 b). Given the 

jack of structural asymmetries in non-mnfigurational languages, the 

pronominal in object psition wouM bind the r-expression possessor within the 

subect NP and cause a Condition C violation. 

At first, the binding data in Shuswap appear to support the claim that it is 

non-mnfigurationai, since the equivalent of (171 b) is ungrarnmaticat. However, 

an explanation for this f a 3  is proposed in $4.3.4 which derives, not from 

binding, but from an zgeslli hierarchy. 



Shuswap, in fact, differs from both configurational and non- 

cgnfigurationai languages in not aiiowing the equivaient of (I  Tic). I proposed 

that the contrast between (172) and (1 73) follows from a fundamental structural 

asymmetry with respect to antecedence. The relevant consltructions are 

repeated in (1 72- 1 73) : 

( 1  72) a-Mary xwi-st-@-& a-qd?Ea-s 
det-Mary like-caus-3sO-3sS det-father-3sP 

'Maryi likes he6 father.' 

(173) 8-qdn" ca-s xwi-st-0-6s x-Mary 
det-father-3sP fib-taus-3sO-3sS det-Mary 

"Heri father likes M~ttyi.' 
(Irrelevantly: 'hhwi likes heri father.') 

The rekvant andition is given in (1 74): 

(174) A pronoun must be c-cummaneed by its antecedent. 

This condition, which finds support crass-linguistically In other verbinitial 

languages (Chung f %XI), provides evidence for a fundamental structuraf 

asymmetry in Shuswap. 

The evidence fur a structural asymmetry in Shuswap is contradicted by 

the equivalent af (171 b;) shwn bebw:. 



"Maq'si father likes heri.' 
f frrelevantty: 'Allaryi likes heri father.') 

However, an atternative explanation has been given for (1 75): it was proposed 

that (I 75) fofiows from a andition on the distribution of pronominal objects, 

which is independentiy required in the grammar of Shuswap. Pronominal 

objects can onfy occur when there are also pronominal subjects, not when there 

are 1exica.i NP subjects. f his is initiaify called the 'NP pro Condition. 

Next I discussed the Peripheral Gap Constraint repeated below: 

(1 76) Peripherat Gap Constraint 

If any interpretation is possible for an unacceptable ambiguous structure, 
it will be that interpretation under which the location of the deletion site is 
peripheral rather than internaf. 

Cnrciaffy the Peripheral Gap Constraint, which is a disambiguation device to 

locate the site of variables, only appties when there are object pronominals. It 

predicts that the aperator in (177) may only bind an object variabfe. 

'Who dues she tike?/"Who likes her?' 

t propclsed to unify the "NP pro Condition with the Peripheral Gap Constraint. 

Their unifimtion is termed the Generatized Condition on the interpretation of 

Empty Cafegories: 



(178) An overi NP or a variable subject cannot occur with a null pronominal 
object. 

Fuehermore, t showed that as far as Shuswap is concerned (178) follows from 

the Agent Condition (see Chapter One). This prohibits objects from outranking 

subjects on the Agent Hierarchy. Moreover, I proposed that pronominats 

outrank iexicat NPs and variabtes on the Agent Hierarchy. 

The finat condition on coreference is discussed in 54.3.6. This condition 

is a paralteiism constraint and is shown to operate between clauses. It can be 

observed in the foilowing contrast: 

(179) m-laxixya?-x-t-sm-s k-s-xwi-st-0-6s 
perf-tell+c-red-tr-i SO-3sS irr- nom-li ke-cam-3sU-3sS 

'Shei told me that shej likes him.P'Shei told me that he likes heri .' 

Across clauses it can be observed that it is only the subject NP in the 

complement clause that can k a t e  an antecedent in the higher clause. 

t then turn my agention to weak crossover. It was shown that Shuswap 

wh-questions, quantifimtion, and focus constructions exhibit weak crossover 

e4fecfs. However, the behaviour of these constructions fotfows from the 

condition on anteaxfence (1 74) given above. Therefore, the relevant data in 

Skiuswrap have no ba ing  an the issue af mnfiguratizsnatity* 



Thus, an analysis of Shuswap can be given that is consistent with 

configuratior?aiity. Fut-therrnare the treatment of binding proposed here relies 

cnrciatty upon Shuswap being configurationat. 



Chapter 5 

NPs as Arguments 

It has been claimed (Boas I91 1, Hukari 1976, Jelinek 1984, Mithun 

1987, Nichols 1986) that, in some ianguages, lexical NPs are not the syntactic 

arguments of the predicate. Rather, the pronominal markers on the predicate 

constitute the syntactic arguments, and the lexical NPs are adjuncts to the 

clause. Languages in which proaorninals constitute the syntactic arguments of 

the predicate are called pronominal argument languages. For Jelinek, this is a 

consequence of the thematic properties of pronouns. Only the pronouns are 

able to bear thematic roles in these languages. 

Jefinek (in press, Jelinek and Demers 1982) indicates that the Coast 

Sstiish language turnmi, is a pronominal argument language. Her claims for 

the adjunct status of NPs in Lummi build upon the observations of Kinkade 

f f  983) regarding the tack of a nounlverb distinction in Salish and the behaviour 

of NPs as adjuncts in discourse. it also builds upon the observations of Davis 

and Saunders ( M H )  that Bella Coola lacks clausal embedding- Given that 

nominais resemble clauses, they can be viewed as adjoined clauses. However, 

there has been fate empirical syntactic evidence to support the view that only 

pronouns are the syntactic arguments of the predicate. The issue is an 

imporla& one, i f aii nominals are adjuncts, they should not show siructurai 

asymneifies. In fad, the prorrorninai argument hypothesis predicts that there 

wilt be no asymmetries at all with respect to adjunct nominats. This hypothesis 
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would capture the free word order facts of many non-configurational languages. 

It would also provide an explanation for the relationship between rich 

agreement and pro-drop. 

Recent work on Mohawk (Baker 1991) has explored the syntactic 

consequences of a pronominaf argument language. Baker's hypothesis is that 

Mohawk is a pronominai argument language with multiple dislocation of overt 

norninals, He proposes an analysis based on the hypothesis that pronominal 

affixes absorb case. The lexical NPs are base-generated in adjunct position 

and are able to escape the Case Filter.' Therefore, nominal adjuncts will 

display no structural asymmetries. They will show apparent violations of 

Condition C of Binding Theory and tack weak crossover effects. The Condition 

on Extraction Domains also predicts that adjunct nominals, or elements 

contained in them, wilf be unable to extract. 

In contrast to iexical nominals, Baker shows that nominals in clausal 

complements are arguments. They obey Condition C, show weak crossover 

effects, and are able to extract. The difference between clauses and NPs 

derives from the fact that clauses are the syntactic arguments of predicates but 

MPs are not. 

in Chapter Four t presented evidence from binding and weak crossover 

that Shuswap has strudurat asymmetries. In this chapter i examine this 

evidence in the fight of the pronrrminai argument hypothesis. in 95.1 1 introduce 

the syntactic tests that will be used to determine the argument status of lexical 

t8itker mnsider= WQ pssir?'t!I!les OR how adjmct NPs are able to 

escape the Case Fi&er. One is that the Case Filter applies only within the 
minimal clause (IP). Another is that defauft case is assigned to nominals in non- 
argument pit ions 



NPs-Condition C effects, conditions on the extraction out of NPs, and weak 

crossover effects. Condition G effects are discussed in $5.2, csnditlans a!! 

extraction out of NPs in 95.3, and weak crossover effects in $5.4. Finally, in 

95.5 I discuss the same syntactic tests as they apply to clauses. On the basis of 

data in Shuswap I mnctude that lexical NPs are in argument positions. 

5.1 Syntactic Tests for the Argument Status of NPs 

fn this section I discuss three syntactic tests that can be used to determine 

the argument status of NPs: Condition C effects, condtians on extraction out of 

NPs, and weak crossover effects. 

Condition C of binding theory makes clear predictions regarding the 

argument status of NPs. NPs are r-expressions, and thus must be free in all 

domains. Notice in the following English constructions that the r-expression 

contained in the possessive NP (1) and the clausal complement (2) cannot be 

coreferentiai with the subject NP: 

(2) Hei said that Johnwj saw Mary. 

The tack of cxrreference in (1 -2) follows from the fad that the clausaf 

complement and the NP cont&ning the possessive are in argument position in 

English. Thus, the subject pronouns are in a structural position to bind the r- 

expression. Sentem (1) is represented in (3): 
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V NP 
saw [John'si father] 

In languages such as English, where lexical NPs are in argument position, the 

subject pronoun cannot bind an r-expression contained in the object NP. This is 

a Condition G violation. 

However, in a pronominal argument language, a construction equivalent 

to (1) is predicted to be grammatical. The subject pronoun would not bind the r- 

expression. This is represented in (4): 



V NP 
saw himj 

Thus, Condition C effects provide a test for the argument status of NPs. 

Condition C effects within NPs for Mohawk anJ Shuswap are discussed in $5.2. 

A second test for determining the argument status of lexical NPs comes 

from their behaviour in extraction domains. Huang (1 982) observes that 

subject/object asymmetries are part sf a larger complementlnon-compfement 

asymmetry. H e  relates this pattern to proper government, formulated as the 

Condition on Extraction Domains: 

(5) A phrase A may be extracted out of a domain B only if B is properly 
governed. 



The Condition on Extraction Domains unifies the Subject Condition and the 

Adjunct island Condition. i f  a. iarsguage permiis edracllot? out of NPs, this 

provides an argument that the RIP is in an argument position, provided of course 

that extraction from clear adjuncts is impossible. Secondly, it is predicted that it 

ought to be possible to extract NPs from clausal complements, but not from 

sentential subjects or adjuncts. 

If a language permits, for example, the extraction of possessors out of 

NPs, this provides evidence that such NPs are arguments. f his is represented 

in (6): 



(6) a. 'WRosei did he see er father? 

In order for the trace of the possessor to be properly governed, the NP that it is 

extracted out of must be an argument, where it can be head-governed by the 

ve&. A language that permits possessor extraction out of NP may not allow all 

possessors to be extracted. f here may be an asymmetry--& her a 

subjecVobject asymmetry or an argument/adjunct asymmetry. Notice that 

English does nut pernit possessor extraction at all. Under the assumption that 

n~rninals are in argument pcsgons in English, it does not follow that if a 

language disaffows extraction ~f sessors out of Nf s that these NPs are 

adjunct-s. 



However, languages that have lexical MPs in adjunct positions are 

predicted not to aibw the extraction out of NPs at ai!. Possessors, for example, 

if extracted out of NP, would not be properly governed by the verb: 

V NP 
saw himj 

As shown in (7), the NP out of which the possessor is extracted is in an adjunct 

position, As predicted by the Condition on Extraction Domains, this construction 

wmutd be ungrammatical in a pronominal argument language, because the 

trace of the possessor is not properly governed by the verb. Extraction out sf 

NPs in Mohswk and Shuswap is discussed in $5.3. 



A iinai test for the argument status of iexicat NPs comes from weak 

crijssoiier effects. A fanguage with lexical NPs irr argument positians is 

predicted to exhibit an asymmetry in A'-binding constructions. A possessive 

pronoun within an object NP can have a subject wh-trace as its antecedent. 

However, a possessive pronoun within a subject NP cannot have an object wh- 

trace as its antecedent. This fotlows from the Bijection Principle, which is a 

condition on variable binding. 

(8) Bijection Principle 

Every operator must locally bind exactly one variable, and every 
variable must be locally bound by exactly one operator. 

The Bijection Principle predicts that the following English construction is 
grammatical. 



(9) a Who; ti loves hisi mother? 

b 

CP 

The wh-operator A'-binds its variable in subject position, which in turn A-binds 

the possessive pronoun in object position. There is no violation of the Bijection 

Principle--the operator binds only one variable. 

However, when the wh-operator originates in object position, the 

Bijection Principle is violated and weak crossover effects emerge: 



(10) a. 'Whoi does hisi mother love ti? 

b. 

VP NP 
love e i 

f he wh-operator binds two variables in (1 0) above, thereby violating the 

Bijection Principle. The asymmetry within A'-binding constructions follows only 

if lexical NPs are in argument positions. 

It is predicted that if lexical NPs are all in adjunct positions, there will be 

no asymmetry with respect to weak crossover effects. Weak crossover effects 



will occur in all environments, irrespective of whether the wh-operator originates 

in subject or objed position. This is shown in (1 I): 

(1 1 ) a. 'Whoi ei loves himj, [hisi father],? 

b. 

CP 

V NP 
saw himj 

In (1 1) the wh-operator must bind its own trace and the pronominal possessor of 

the NP in adjunct position, in violation of the Bijection Principle. 

Thus weak crossover effects can be used as evidence in determining the 

argument status of lexical NPs. No weak crossover effects should appear when 

a wh-operator originates in subject position, as shown in (1 1) for a nominal 

argument language. However, weak crossover effects should emerge when a 
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wh-operator originates in subject position in pronominal argument languages, 

as shown in (1 1 ). In $5.4 1 discuss the behaviour of Mohawk and Shuswap with 

respect to weak crossover. 

5.2 Condition C Effects 

Mohawk does not show asymmetries with respect to Condition C effects 

in NPs. Coreference between the pronominal and the r-expression is possible, 

regsrdless of their structural positions: 

wa'-t- ha-ya'k-e' Sak rao-a'share' 
fact-du p-MsS-break-punc Sak MsP-knife 

'Hei broke Sak'si knife.' (Baker 1991 : 544 (ex 1 la)) 

ro-ya'take hn ha-s Sak rao-a'share' 
MsO-help-hab Sak MsP-knife 

'Sak'si knife helps himj.' (Baker 1994 : 544 (ex 1 1 b)) 

The behaviour of binding in (1 2-1 3) follows if NPs are in adjunct position. The 

lack of a structural asymmetry also appears in relative clauses in Mohawk. 

(1  4) war-t-huwa-noru'kwanyu-' ne rukwe' ne Uwari 
fact-dup-FsS/MsO-kiss-pu nc N E man NE Mary 

ruwa-nuhweE-s 
FsSIMsO-li ke-hab 

'Shei kissed the man that Maryi likes.' (Baker 1991: 546 (ex 17a)) 



f 1 5) wal-te-shako-norufkwanyu-' ne rukwe' ne Uwari 
fact-dup-MsSIFsO-kiss-punc NE man NE Mary 

ruwa-nu hwe'-s 
MsSIFsO-like-hab 

'The man that Mayi likes kissed heri.' (Baker 1991: 546 (ex 17b)) 

Mohawk data involving phrasal coordination do not show Condition C effects 

either. 

( 1 6) kanat-aku wa3-etsiseni-kv-' isi tanu' Sak 
town-in fact-MsS/2dO-see-punc you and Sak 

rao-skare' 
MsP-friend 

'Hei saw you and Sak'si girlfriend in town.' (Baker 1991 : 546 (ex 18)) 

The lack of Condition C effects follows directly from NPs being in adjunct 

positions. 

Shuswap, on the other hand, shows Condition C effects in NPs. R- 

expressions may be antecedents when they are subjects (17-1 8)' but not when 

they are objects (1 9-2Q): 

( 1  7) a-Nary cJdm-qs-n-0-s a-qi?Ea-s 
det-Mary kiss-Is-fc-3sO-3sS det-father-3sP 

'Maryi kissed heri father.' 



8-John q'u-g-st-0-6s ~ -sak '~ rn ih -s  
det-John break-res-caus-3sU-3sS det-knife-his 

'Johni broke hisi knife.' 

c'llrm-qs-n-0-s [a-Mary a-qf ?I%-s] 
kiss-Is-fc-3sO-3sS det-Marj det-father-3sP 

'S hei kissed Mary'svj father.' 

q'u-p-st-0-6s f8 -J~hn  ~ - sak '~m ih - s f  
break- res-caus-3sU-3sS det-John det-knife-his 

'Hei broke Johnis*i/j knife.' 

The asymmetry between (17-181, where the r-expression is in subject position, 

and (19-201, where it is in object position, provides evidence that NPr are in 

argument position in Shuswap. It is also not possible to get coreference when 

the NP containing the r-expression is in the wh-position. 

'It's Matyts*i/j father that she; kissed.' 

18-John ~-sak '~rn ih-s ]  q'u-p-st-0-6s 
det-Jo hn det-knife-his break-res-caus-3sO-3sS 

'it's John's-irj knife that hei broke.' 

The behaviour of (21 -22) is predicted if nominals in the wh-position reconstruct, 

and Condition C effects apply in Shuswap.2 

2Word order complicates matters in Shuswap. For example, in chapter 
four it was observed that constructions such as (1 9) could have any word order. 



Condition C effects can also be observed in relative clauses in Shuswap. 

f:: (23-24) !he r-expressbx is a subject and c a n  be an antecedent for the 

pronominal inside the relative clause. 

w i  k-t-@-s v-sq61 amx fta-kax-t-0-6s ta-sqldttnl 
see-t r-3s8-3sS det-man obl-give-tr-3sO-3sS obl-salmon 

'Maryi saw the man that shei gave the salmon to.' 

c'bm-qs-n-B-s V-sqilamx [ta->lcwi-st-0-6sl 8-Mary 
kiss-Is-tr-330-3sS det-man sbl-like-caus-3sO-3sS det-Mary 

'Maryi kissed the man shej likes.' 

However, when the r-expression is contained inside the relative clause, 

coreference is not possible. 

(25) wik-t-0-s 3-sqilarnx ita-kax-t-0-6s 8-Mary 
see-tr-3sO-3sS det-man obi-give-tr-3sO-3sS det-Mary 

ta-sq l i l  tn l  
obi-salmon 

'Shei saw the man that Mary*i/j gave the salmon to.' 

Thus, it is not possible to use word order to control for the required 
interpretation. Nevertheless, it should be observed that, regardless of word 
order, speakers do not interpret 'She kissed Mary's father' with coreference. In 

addition, special determiners are nut used in possessive constructions in 
Shuswap. Thus, it is not possible to determine if the possessive NP is a 
mnstikjent. 



The contrast bewen (23-24) and (25) io!bvs if relative clauses are in argument 

posiiio PS. 

Finally, Condition C effects are atso apparent in NP coordinatisns. 

(26) m-wik-t-s-s %nwf? m6ta bqJi?-s 8-John 
perf-see-tr-2sO-3sS you with brother-3sP det-John 

n-skeetchestn 
bc-s keetchsstn 

'Hei saw you with John'sq brother in Deadman's Creek.' 

The behaviour provides evidence of Condition C effects in Shuswap provide 

evidence that, in Mahawk, NPs are best anafysed as being in argument 

p~sition.3 

5.3 Extraction from NPs 

In Mohawk there is no apparent asymmetry with respect to extraction out 

of NPs. This is correctly predicied if all NPs are in adjunct positions. Extraction 

out of NP would violate the Condition on Extraction Domains, As expected 

possessors cannot extract in Mohawk: 

%me preliminary research suggests that Thompson behaves like 

Shuswap. Condition C effects do not appear in relative clauses in Lillooet 

fMatthewson, Davis, and Gardiner 1993) or Hatkomelem (Donna Gerdts p.c). 

Litboet thus appears to be following a Coast Salish pattern in this respect. 
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(271 "uhka se-nu hive'-s ne ako-kara' 
who 2sS-like-hab NE FsP-story 
It* l. 

wnose story do you iike?' (Baker i 99i : 553 (ex 34ajj 

(28) "uhka wa-hse-tshvri-' ako- hwista' 
who fact-2sS-find-punc FsP-money 

'Whose money bid you find?' (Baker 1991 : 554 (ex 35a)) 

While the wh-word in (29) cannot be extracted, apparently referential NPs can: 

(28) Mary wa-ke-tshvri-' ako-hwista' 
who fact-1 sS-find-punc FsP-money 

'I found Mary's money (not John's).' (Baker 1991 : 555 (ex 38)) 

Baker attributes this contrast to the fact that wh-words are subject to the 

Condition on Extraction domains, whereas ordinary NPs can be base- 

generated in adjoined positions. 

Under Baker's analysis, the inability to extract possessors from NP 

follows from the Condition on Extraction Domains and supports his analysis that 

all NPs are adjuncts. in contrast, at least some possessors can extract in 

Shuswap. This suggests that the ncminals from which these elements are 

extracted are arguments. Otherwise, if the nominals were adjuncts, it is 

predicted by the Condition on Extraction Domains that they would be unable to 

extract. 

Intransitive ciauses containing possessive constructions are shown 

Mow.  



(30) rn-xw&rn-8 fz-John 8-sqcxa-sl 
perf-bark-3sS det-John det-dog-3sP 

'John's dog barked.' 

'John's house is big.' 

The entire possessive construction can be preposed as a constituent: 

(32) [%-John X-sq6xa-sf m-xW6ym 
det-John det-dog-3sf perf-bark 

'John's dog barked.' 

(33) [8-John X-ei txw-s] xyum 
det-John det-house-3sP big 

'John's house is big.' 

f here Is also evidence that the possessor can extract: 

'John's dog barked.' 

'John's house is big.' 

Wh-possessive phrases behave like the possessive pnrases above. The 

errtire NP turrttaining the wh-possessive NP precedes the prebiczte (36-37): 



(36) sw6tG k-sqbxa-s k-xw6ym-0 
who irr-dog-3sP irr-bark-3sS 

'Whose dog barked?' 

(37) swit f i  k - t i  txw-s k-xy urn-0 
who trr-house-3sP irr-big-3sS 

'Whose house is big? 

In addition, the wh-possessor can prepose, leaving behind the head of the 

possessive construction. This provides evidence that possessor extraction is in 

fact involved:" 

(38) swbte k-xwbgrn-B k-sqbxa-s 
who irr-bark-3sS in-dog-3sP 

'Whose dog barked?' 

(39) swbty k-$gum-@ k-l.itxY-s 
who irr-big-3sS irr-house-3sP 

'Whose house is big?' 

On the other hand, possessors cannot extract from adjunct NPs. Recall 

that the first nominal b a r s  the syntactic case of the entire constnrction: 

(40) a m-xWfyrn-8 Z-sqbxa n-Ei txW-s 8-John 
perf-bark-3sS det-dog ioc-house-3sP det-John 

'The dsg barked in John's house." 

4Recafl that in chapter two I argue that wh-questions are base-generated 

deft constructions. Under that analysis, empty operator movement is involved. 



b rn-xwtyrn-8 5-sqbya n-John 8-ti  txw-s 
perf-bark-3sS det-dog loc-John det-house-3sP 

'The dog barked in John's house.' 

(41) m-n~s-k ta-tk'midps rndta 7 ~ i q ' ~ i - s  8-John 
perf-go-2sS obi-Kam loops with brother-3sP det-John 

'You went to Kamlaops with John's brother.' 

(42) rn-nss-k ta-tk'rntdps mdta John ~-?r l iq '~ i - s  
perf-go-2sS obf-Karnloops with John det-brother-3sP 

'You went to Karnloops with John's brother.' 

It is not possible ta extract the possessor from locative and cumitative 

mnstructions:5 

143) *a-John rn-xw6yrn-8 8-sqixa n-Ei txw-s 
det-John pe&ba&-3sS det-dog loc-house-3sP 

'The dog barked at John's house.' 

(44) *%-John m-qwaEd&k ta-Ei txw-s 
det-John perf-leave-2sS obl- house-3sP 

'You left John's house.' 

(45) *$-John m-n~s-k ta-tk'rnirlips m i t a  ?tliq'"i-s 
det-John perf-go-2sS obi-Kamloops with brother-3sP 

'You went to Karnioogs with John's brother.' 

sThe comitative construction may be ungrarnrnaticaj for independent 
reasons. The partick / m h /  'with' may be functioning as a conjunction. 

merefore the Ccmdfnzrte Stntdure Constraint would block (50). 



A similar point can be made with inst~~ments. Possessors cannot be extracted 

from instruments. Compare (45-47): 

(46) rn-nik'-m k ta-sp6cJn ta-sakJWrnfh-s 8-John 
perf-cut-unsp2sind obl-rope obi-knife-3sf det-John 

'You cut the rope with John's knife.' 

(47) "8-John m-nikJ-m k ta-spdc'n ta-sak'"mih-s 
det-John perf-cut-unsp 2sind obl-rope obl-knife-3sP 

'You cut the rope with John's knife.' 

In contrast, questions can be formed on the possessives of locatives: 

(48) swi t f i  k-Eitxw-s k-m-qwaE6E ux 
who irr-house-3sP irr-perf-leave 2sdep 

'Whose house did you leave from?' 

(49) s w i t i  k-Ci txw-s k-m-xw6ym as 8-sqixa 
who irr- house-3sP perf-bark 3sdep det-dog 

'Whose house did the dog bark in?' 

However, a wh-possessor cannot be extracted out of a NP: 

(50) *swCtfi k-rn-pwaCfl-k ta-Ci txw-s 
who irrperf-go-2sS obl- house-3sP 

'Whose house did you leave from?' 



(5 1 )  *swCtG k-m-xw6ym-0 8-sqbxa n-Ei txw-s 
who perf-bark-3sS det-dog loc-house-3sP 

'*Whose house did the dog bark in?'s 

In summary, the fact that possessors extract out of intransitive subject NPs, but 

not out of locatives or comitatives, provides evidence $hat subject NPs are 

arguments. 

At first it appears that Shuswap permits extraction of NPs out of transitive 

constructions, as shown in (52-53): 

(52) X-John rn -whk- t -B-n  'd-qC?Ea-s 
det-John perf-seeic-tr-3sO-1 sS det-father-3sP 

'I saw John's father.' 

'John's father saw me.' 

However, the equivalent data involving the extraction of wh-possessors are not 

possi bie: 

6This constmction can apparently mean 'Which sf you had a barking dog 
at his house? 



(54) * w i t 6  k-wik-t-B-x k-qi?Ea-s 
who irr-see-tr-0-2sS irr-fat her-3sP 

'Whose father did you see?' 

(55) *swit i (  k-wiwk-t-sm-s k-qd?Ea-s 
who irr-see+c-tr- 1 SO-3sS irr-father-3sP 

'Whose father saw me?' 

This suggests that the lexical NP possessor is an external topic in (52-53). 

External topics are discussed in $3.1. 

it is unclear why there is no possessor extraction out of arguments in 

transitive constructions. However, as expected, it is not possible to extract wh- 

possessors out of adjunct NPs: 

'Whose house did you see Bill at?' 

(57) *swtt f i  k-m-wfk-t-0-x 8 - B i l l  mita-kr(ikpi?-s 
who irr-perf-see-tr-3sO-2sS det-Bill wit h-chief-3sP 

'Whose chief did you see Bill with?' 

Thus we see that possessors cannot be extracted out of nominals in transitive 

clauses at all. 

In this section, evidence has been presented that there are instances of 

possessor extraction in Shuswap. I have shown that possessors can be 

extracted from the subject of intranstive clauses. Possessor extraction is more 



restricted in Shuswap than in Halkomeiem (Gerdts 1988b).7 Halkornelem 

allows possessor extraction out of absol~tive NPs in both intransitive anb 

transitive clauses. Thus there is an ergative/absolutive asymmetry. That there 

is possessor extraction out of NP at all in Shuswap and Halkomelem provides 

an argument that at least some lexical NPs in Salish languages are arguments. 

5.4 Weak Crossover Effects 

!n this section I very briefiy consider the evidence for the syntactic status 

of lexical NPs with respect to weak crossover. The Mohawk facts are initially 

surprising. If MPs are in adjunct positions it is predicted that there would be no 

bsyrnmetry. This is the case; however the constructions are grammatical rather 

than ungrammatical as predicted. Baker analyses these structures as parasitic 

gaps, structures that are currently unattested in Shuswap. Second, the 

Shuswap facts, which are discussed in $4.4, follow from a condition on 

antecedence, so that it is not clear that it is weak crossover at all that is 

responsible for the ungrammatical structures. 

Mohawk lacks asymmetries in weak crossover environments with simple 

NPs. Both (58-59) are good constructions with the pronominal having a bound 

reading. 

7Halkorneiern (Gerdts1988b) is the only other Salish language that I have 
information on at !his time. 



(58) uhka wal-te-shako-noru'kwany u-' rao-skare' 
who fact-dup-MsSIFsG-kiss-punc RASP-f riend 

'Whoi kissed his; girlfriend? (Baker 1 991 : 559 (ex 368)) 

(59) uhka wal-te-shako-nsru'kwanyu-' ako-skare' 
who fact-dup-MsSIFsO-kiss-punc FsP-friend 

'Whoi did heri boyfriend kiss?' (Baker 1991 : 559 (ex 46b)) 

In this case one would predict that if NPs are adjuncts, a bound reading would 

be impossible in both subject and object positions. There would be no 

asymmetry, but the results would be exactly the opposite. For this reason he 

analyses these constructions as parasitic gaps. Confirmation of the analysis of 

these constructions is f ~ u n d  in relative clause constructions. Parasitic gaps 

 bey island effects so that it is predicted that in relative clauses the parasitic gap 

cannot be licenced. Weak crossover effects do appear in these environments 

as shown in (60). 

(68) uhka wag-te-shako-noru'kwanyu-' ne rukwe ne 
who fact-dap-MsS/FsB-kiss-punc NE man NE 

shako-nu hwel-s 
MsSIFsO-li ke-hab 

"Whoi did the man who likes her*i/j kiss ei?' 
(Baker 1991 n 559 (ex 46b)) 

This confirms that, while Mohawk has weak crossover effects, they do not apply 

to NPs. 

As discussed in 94.4 Shuswap has apparent weak crossover violations 

as shown for the wh-questions in (61-62): 



(61) s w i t i  k-c'dm-qs-n-0-s a-qbsta-s 
who irr-~iss-is-fc-3sO-3sS det-father-3sP 

'Who, ei kissed heri father?' 

(62) s w i t y  xi?  a-qb?ta-s k-c'dm-qs-n-0-s 
who deic det-father-3sP irr-kiss-Is-fc-3sO-3sS 

'Whoi did her*i/j father kiss ei?' 

Thus a structural asymmetry can be observed with respect to operator/variable 

binding. In (61) the operator can bind A'-bind the variable in subject position. 

The variable can in turn A-bind the pronominal in object position. On the other 

hand, in (62) the operator binds two variables, violating the Bijection Principle. 

The same point was made in s4.4 with respect to quantifiers and focus 

nominals. In $4.4 i claimed that all of the weak crossover effects followed from a 

condition on antecedence: 

(63) A pronoun must be c-commanded by its antecedent. 

While there is an alternate explanation for the behaviour of these apparent 

weak crossover constructions, the pertinent observation is that there appear to 

be structural asymmetries. These asymmetries are completely unexpected if all 

lexical NPs are in adjunct positions. 



5.5 Clausal Cornplement/Adjunct Asymmetries 

in this section I discuss the behawiour of Mohawk and Shuswap clauses 

with respect to the syntactic tests of Condition C, extraction domains, and weak 

crossover effects. li is shown that both Mohawk and Shuswap clauses behave 

alike. First, there are Condition C effects in clausal complements but not in 

adjuncts. Secondly, it is possible to extract out of clausal complements but not 

out of adjuncts. 

5.5.1 Mohawk 

Mohawk shows an asymmetry with respect to C~ndition C between 

clausal complements and clausal adjuncts. A coreferential reading is possible 

In (64), but not in (651, where the clause is a complement: 



wa-hi-'n ha'-ne' ne tsi Sak 
fact-1 sSIMsO-hire-punc because Sak 

ra-yo'tv- hser-iyo 
MsS-work-nom-be-good 

'I hired himi because Saki is a good worker.' 
(Baker 1 991 : 550 (ex 24%)) 

wa-hi-hrori-' tsi Sak ruwa-nuhweq-s 
fact-1 sS1MsO-tell-punc that Sak FsSIMsQ-ii ke-hab 

'I told h h i  that she likes Sakilj.' (Baker 1991 : 550 (ex 24b)) 

The asymmetry observed above follows from the clause being in adjunct 

position in (64) but in argument position in (65). In (65) the r-expression must 

be free. It could not be bound without violating Condition C. This asymmetry 

can also be observed in the contrast between sentential subjects and sentential 

objects: 

wa-ho-nakuni-' tsi Sak wa-hi-hrewaht-e' 
fact-NsSIMsB-anger-punc that Sak fact-1 sSIMsO-punish-punc 

'That I punished Saki made himi mad.' (Baker 1931 : 543 (ex 1 0a)) 

wa-shako-hrori-' tsi Sak wa-hi-hrewakt-e' 
fact-MsSIFsO-tell-punc that Sak fact-1 sS/MsO-punish-punc 

'Hei told her that ! punished Sak*i/j.' (Baker 1991 : 544 (ex 10b)) 

Thus the pronoun can antecede an r-expression contained in a sentential 

subject but not an r-expression in the sentential object. 

Mohawk also displays a clausal csmplement~adjunct asymmetry with 

respect to extraction. In (68) a wh-element is extracted from a clausal 

complement: 
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(68) uhka i-hs-ehr-e' v-ye-atya'tawi-tsher-a- hninu-' 
who B-2sS-think fut-FsS-dress-nom-buy-punc 

'Who do you think will buy a dress?' (Baker 1991 : 551 (ex 28)) 

Subjects and adjuncts also can be extracted from clausal compiments. On the 

other hand, it is not possible to extract from sentential subjects (69) or from 

adjuncts (70): 

(69) *uhka we-sa-tsituni-" tsi 
who fact-NsS/2sO-make.ery-punc that 

'*Who did that (he) broke the knife make you cry?' (Baker 1991 : 552 
(ex 38a)) 

(70) *ohniyotyenr tsi sa-nakuni-s tsi 
why that NsS/2sO-make.mad-hab that 

wa- hya-hrewaht-e' 
fact-MsS/2sO-punish-punc 

'*Whyi did it make you mad [that Re punished you ei]?' 
(Baker 1 991 : 552 (ex 31 a)) 

Mohawk also obeys the Complex NP Constraint. 

(7 1 ) 'nahotv wa-hse-riyo-' ne erhar ne wa'-ka-nvsko-' 
what fact-2sS-kill-punc NE dog Id€ fact-NsS-stsal-punc 

'What did you kill the dog that stole?' (Baker 1991 : 553 (ex 33)) 



in sum, the data above show that there is a complementlnon-complement 

asymmetry with respect to extraction. 

5.5.2 Shuswap 

There is an asymmetry between clausal complements and clausal 

adjuncts in Shuswap with respect to Condition C:8 

(72) rn-laxixyap-x-t-sm-s k-s-wi k-t-0-6m 8-Mary 
perf-tells-red-tr-1 SO-3sS irr-nom-see-tr-3sO-unsp det-Mary 

'Shei told me that Mar)~.i/j was seen by John.' 

(73) m-laxixy a?-x-t-sm-s 1-paxyiwtas mc3 
perf-teil+c-red-tr-1 SO-SsS det-yesterday exP 

wik-t-8-s (akwa) 8-Mary If-John E paxyiwtas 
see-t r-3sO-3sS rep det-Mary det-John part tomorrow 

'Shei told me yesterday that Maryi/j will see John tomorrow.' 

Coreference is blocked in (72-731, providing evidence that Condition C applies 

to clauses. 

8Cautisn must be used in testing these construdi~ns since, as noted 
$43.6, there are para!leiism constraints in Shuswap. In these data, the r- 

expression is in subject position in the ciausal comptement. 



On the other hand, coreference is possible with r-expressions in adjunct 

clauses: 

(74) m-c'tim-qs-n-43-x 1-qwaEkF-e! es 8-Mary 
perf-kiss-Is-fc-3sO-2sS det-leave-3sS 3sdep dst-Mary 

'You kissed heri when Mavi left.' 

Thus, there is evidence that Condition C operates in clauses in Skuswap. 

Shuswap also has a clausal eomplement/non-complement asymmetry 

with respect to extraction. it is possible to extract NPs out of clausal 

complements: 

(75) s w f t b  lu? lax ivya?-x- t -sm-x  k-s-k'ul-n-0-s 
who part tell+c-red-tr- 1 SO-2sS irr-nom-make-fc-3sO-3sS 

8-st6kEn 
det-dipnet 

'Who did you tell me that made the dipnet?' 



(76)  sw6tQ lu? a-John k-s-wik-t-8-s 
who part det John irr-nom-see-ir-3sO-3sS 

'Who did John see kiss Mary?trWho did John see Mary kiss?' 

(77) s t i rh i  1 ~ 7  lax&ga?-X-f -sm-x k-s-k'ul-n-0-s 
what part tefl+c-red-tr-1 SO-2sS irr-nom-make-fc-3sO-3sS 

'What did you tell me that Sam made?' 

Notice that both subjects and objects can extract. Moreover, long distance 

extraction is possible: 

(78) S W & ~  iu? I - ? - s - ~ u ~  U-Paul 
who part det-2sP-nom-say 'det-Paul 

k-wik-t-0-s ex ta-k'u'l-m-0 as ta-st6kCn 
irr--see-tr-3sO-3sS exist obi-make-unsp-3sS 3sdep det-dipnet 

'Who do you think Paul saw making a dipnet?' 

(79) stdr;?i I Q? 1 -3 -s -c~t  8-Paul k-wik-t-0-s 
what part def -2sP-nom-say det-Paul irr-see-tr-3sO-3sS 

ex k-C-k'bl-st-43-s as 'ri-Sam 
exist irr-hab-make-caus-3s0-3sS 3sdep det-Sam 

'What do you think Pauf saw Sam making?' 



(80) stfmtj lu? I-f-lxm-st-8-bx U-Paul 
what part det-hab-know-unsp-caus-3sO-2sS det-Paul 

'What do you know that Pauf saw Sam make?' 

While it is possibte to extract nominals from csmplements, it is not possible to 

extract from adjuncts: 

(81) *swCt$ lu? a-John k-rn-wi k-t-0-s U-Mary 
who part det-John irr-perf-see-tr-3sO-3sS det-Mary 

xxi p n h h  k-c'6h-qs-n-0-s as 
Part when iff-kiss-is-fc-3sO-3sS 3sdep 

'*Whoi was it that John saw Mary when she kissed ei?' 

(82) * s t W  xi? k-C-1x-M-st-0-6s p n h h  
what part i~-hab-know-unsp-caus-3sO-3sS when 

"Whatj was it he knows when Sam made ei?' 

The asymmetry can also be see8 in instances of possessor extraction. It is 

possible to extract a possessor out of a complement clause in Shuswap (83-84) 

W not atti of an adjund clause (85-86). 





(88) sw6tfi k-Cut k k-s-xyum-s k-Ci t xw -s  
who irr-say 2sind irr-nom-big-3sP irr-house-3sP 

'Who was it that you said had a big house?' 

However, it is not possible to extract wh possessors out of adjuncts: 

(89) *swi tG k-qwaE6E k k-xw6ym as V-sqixa-s 
det-John irr-leave 2sind irr-bark 3sdep det-dog-3sP 
'"Who did you leave when his dog barked?' 

Thus Shuswap and Mohawk clauses exhibit comparable behaviour. 

5.6 Conclusion 

in this chapter 1 have examined the evidence for whether Shuswap is 

best analysed as a pronominal argument ianguage. While Jelinek (in press) 

and Jelinek and Demers (1982) analyse the Coast Salish language Lummi as a 

pronominzl argument language, I provide evidenca that lexical NPs are 

arguments in Shuswap. Evidence comes from a set of tests applied by Baker 

(1991) to Mohawk. The tests include Condition C of Binding theory, conditions 

on extraction, and weak crossover. 

First 1 investigate the Condition C effects. A language in which all lexical 

NPs are in adjunct positions should not have Condition C effects. Shuswap 

however has Condition C effects. The two languages differ with respect to NPs. 

No Condition C effects can be observed in NPs in Mohawk, whereas in 

Shuswap there are Condition C effects. This can be seen in NPs with 

possessive phrases: 

305 



'Mary kissed heri father.' 

'S hei kissed MaryWs*i/j father.' 
(Irrelevantly: 'Maryi kissed heri father.') 

Relative clauses and co-ordinate NPs also provide evidence that Condtion C 

applies to NPs in Shuswap. Thus on the basis of evidence from Condition C, 

Shuswap behaves as if lexical NPs are in argument positions. 

Huang's (1 982) Condition on Extraction Domains makes predictions with 

respect to movement phenomena. A language in which all lexical NPs are 

adjuncts would not be able to extract out of NPs. Extraction out of NPs would 

violate the Adjunct Island Condition. This is confirmed in Mohawk, where there 

is no possessor extraction, thus providing evidence that NPs are in adjunct 

position. Shuswap on the other hand, has apparent instances of possessor 

extraction, at least in intransitive clauses: 

(92) sw6tfi  k-xw6ym-0 k-sqixa-s 
who irr-bark-3sS irr-dog-3sP 

'Whose dog barked?' 

(93) swhtfi k-xyum-0 k-Ei txw-s 
who irr-big-3sS irr-house-3sP 

'Whose house is big?' 



inasmuch as these are true instances of possessor extraction, they constitute 

evidence in support of the hypothesis that lexical NPs can occur in argument 

position in Shuswap. The ergative/absolutive asymmetry observed in quantifier 

extraction also lacks an explanation is all lexical NPs are adjuncts. 

A third set of evidence comes from weak crossover effects. It is predicted 

that if all NPs are in adjunct positions there would be no asymmetry with respect 

to variable binding. All NP constructions containing a variable would be 

ungrammatical. Shuswap exhibits an asymmetry in variable binding. While 

operators can A'-bind variables in subject position, they cannot A'-bind 

variables in object position as predicted by the Bijection Principle. 

(94) s w i t y  k-cJbm-qs-n-O-s 
who irr-kiss-Is-fc-3sO-3sS det-father-3sP 

'Who; ei kissed heri father?' 

(95) swity u u-qd?Ca-s k-c'6r-h-qs-n-0-s 
who part det-father-3sP irr-kiss-Is-fc-3sO-3sS 

'Whoi did her*;/j father kiss ei?' 

While the behaviour of these constr~lctions may follow from a condition on 

antecedence rather than from weak crossover effects, nevertheless that there is 

an asymmetry at all supports an analysis that lexical NPs are in arsument 

positions. 

Finally it has been shown that Mohawk and Shuswap exhibit Condition C 

effects into clauses. As wel! there are clausal asymmetries with resped to 

extraction. In both languages nomina!~ can extract from clausa! complements 

but not from clausal adjuncts. 



This chapter thus provides evidence that supports the hypothesis that 

lexical NPs can occur in argument position in Shuswap. The claim that all 

iexical NPs are in adjunct positions leaves the range of structural asymmetries 

discussed in this study totally unexplained. 



Chapter 6 

Conclusion 

6.0 Introduction 

This study is a contribution to the understanding of verb-initial languages. 

It is also a contribution to the understanding of Shuswap syntax. Shuswap 

allows nominals to co-occur in three distinct preverbal positions-a fact 

previously unnoted, except for a brief mention in KroeSer (1 991). In addition, 

the surface properties of Shuswap make it appear to be a non-configurational 

language. However, after examining a number of syntactic tests for 

configurationality-binding, weak crossover effects, and proper government-! 

concluded that it is best analysed as configurational. Finally, I investigated the 

argument status of lexical NPs. Evidence from Condition C, conditions on 

extraction, and weak crossover indicate that lexical NPs in Shuswap are 

syntactic arguments. 



6.1 Preverbal Positions 

In Chapters Two and Three, evidence was presented that nominals may 

co-occur in three aistinct preverbal positions in Shuswap: 

( I )  a. 'd-Basile s w f t 6  'd-q?Xa-s k -w ik - t -0 -s  
det-Basile who det-father-3sP i rr-see-tr-3sO-3sS 

'Basife, who did his father see?' 

V NP 
k-wikts e k  



I call the position occupied by Basile in (1) the external topic position. The 

position occupied by /s w 6 t y /  who is called the wh-position and the position 

occupied by /a-q6?Eas/ his father is called the focus position. The external 

topic position is analysed as a base-generated position, prefixed to CP. Wh- 

position is base-generated adjoined to IP, and focus position is analysed as 

Spec of IP. Each of the three syntactic positions has distinct properties. These 

are summarized in the following chart: 

Wh Morphology 

Det on Predicates 

Obeys Island Constraints 

Hosts 2nd Position Critics 

Allows Doubling 

Takes Focus Particles 

Allows Multiple Mominals 

Possessors 

Subject (Intr) 

Subject (tr) 

Object (tr) 

Ext Topic 

no 

no 

no 

no 

Yes 

no 

no 

Ye= 

Yes 

yes 

Focus 

no 

no 

Yes 

3 

no 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

no 

no 

As can be seen in the chart, the externai topic position contrasts witfl the wh- 

position in lacking wh-agreement: 



(3) V-John swCt6 k -w i  k-t-B-m-as 
det-John who irr-see-tr-3sO-unsp-3dep 

'That John, who saw him?' 

(4) 8-John s t i r k  k-s-kax-t-8-s 
det-John what i rr-S-g ive-t r-3s0-3sS 

That John, what did he give him?' 

In (3) wh-agreement is with the ergative in the wh-position and not with the 

absolutive in external topic position. Similarly, wh-agreement in (4) is with the 

patient of the ditransitive and not with the external topic agent or goal. The 

focus position aka lacks wh-agreement: 

(5) st6h1 n - t i  t x w  k-nfk'-n-0-s 
what Ioc-house irr-cut-tr-3sO-3sS 

'What did he cut in the house?' 

( 6 )  s w t t y  ta-sql6ltn k-kax-t-0-6s 
who obi-salmon i rr-give-tr-3sO-3sS 

'Who did he give the salmon?' 

in (5-6) there is no wh-agreement with the nominal in the focus position. in (5), 

there is a locative in the focus position, and we see that the locative does not 

trigger cliticization. Similarly, in (6) we see that the patient of the ditransitive 

does not trigger nominafization. 

The wh-position takes determiner phrase complements-in wh-questions 

the dependent predicate is marked with an irrealis determiner /k-/, which can 

be observed in (4-6) above. Nominais in the external topic or the focus position 



do not take determiner phrase complements. It is the lack sf the determiner on 

the predicate, as well as vvh-agreement, that allows these positions to be 

distinguished from the wk-position. 

'John left.' 

'John kissed Mary.' 

The external topic position is unique in that external topics can violate 

island conditions: 

(9) %-John m-la&ya?-x-t-sm-x p n h h  k-rn-qwai%5-as 
det-Jo hn perf-teil+c-red-tr-1 SO-2sS when irr-perf-leave-3dep 

'That John, you told me when he left.' 

Norninals in the wh-position and the focus position show extraction 

asymmetries. They can extrad out of complements: 

(10) s w t t i j  lu? 8-John k-s-Cut-s 
who part det-John irr-s-say-3sP 

'Who did John say that Mary kissed?' 



( 1 1 )  swtt i (  l u s  a-John laxCya?-x-t-s-s 
who part det-John tell-red-tr-2sQ-3sS 

'Who was it that John told you that he kissed?' 

On the other hand, nominals in the wh-position cannot extract out of complex 

NPs or adjuncts, showing that they obey island constraints. 

(12) * s w d t i  lu? a-John k-wik-t-B-s ta-ndywanyw 
who part det-John irr-see-tr-3sO-3sS obi-woman 

'Who was it that John saw the woman who kissed (him)?' 

(13) *swdtb lu7 8-John k -w i  k-%-0-s X-Mary 
who part det J o  hn irr-see-tr-3sO-3sS det-Mary 

"Who did John see Mary when she kissed?' 

Nominals in the focus position also obey island constraints. However, this is 

because there is no long distance extraction into the focus position at all. 

The external topic cannot host second-position clitics (1 4), whereas 

nominals in the wh-position (1 5) can: 



(14) "5-John nka XYum 8-Ei t x W - s  
det-John wid big det-house-3sP 

'That John, I guess his house is big.' 

(15) n-Citxw sp6cJn akwa k-nfkJ-n-0-s 'a-John na~s'? 
loc house rope rep irr-cut-tr-3sO-3sS det-Jo hn there 

'Over at the house they say it was a rope that John had cut there.' 

The behavisur of second-position clitics follows from the exteanai topic being 

prefixed outside of the CP. 

Only nominals in the external topic position can be doubled by a strong 

deictic: 

( 16) 8-spk'n rn-nfnkl-n-8-n x i ?  
det-rope perf-cut+c-tr-3sO-1 sS that one 

'That rope, I cut. it.' 

in the wh-position and the focus position cannot be doubled: 

" / w  

(17) *swCtb k-rn-qwacoc-B 8 V  
who irr-perf-leave-3sS that one 

'Who left?' 

(45) * p n h h  X-John k-m-qwae&O-as 
when det-Jo hn irr-perf-leave-3sS-3dep 

xi?  
that one 

'When did John leave?' 

Further, the externai topic position cannot be multiply filled (19)' and 

cannot take focus particles (20): 



( 19) *8-John I-paxybwtas s w t t y  k-wik-t-B-m-as 
det-John det-yesterday who irr-see-tr-3sQ-unsp-3dep 

'That John, who saw him yesterday.' 

(20) "8-John 8 s w t t i  k -wi  k-t-0-m-as 
det-John part who irr-see-tr-3sO-unsp-3dep 

'That John, who saw him.' 

In contrast, nominals that occur in the wh-position (21) and the focus position 

(22) can be accompanied by focus particles: 

(21) swkty 813 k-wik-t-0-m-as 
who part i rr-see-tr-3sO-unsp-3dep 

'Who saw him?' 

(22) swdty 1-paxyhwtas n-Ci t x w  1 u3 k-ni kJ-n-8-s 
who yesterday ioc-house part irr-cut-tr-3sO-3sS 

8-spdcJn 
det-rope 

'Who was it yesterday in the house that cut the rope?' 

The focus position is unique in being able to be multiply filled: the 

external topic and the wh-position allow only one nominal. 

(23) p n h h  8-Mary 8-qC?b-s 
when det-Mary det-father-3sP 

'When did Mary kiss her father?' 



(24) pnh6sn n-Ci txw %-John k-ni k'-n-8-s-as 
when Ioc-house det-John irr-cut-tr-3sO-3sS-3dsp 

V-spicJn 
det-rope 

'When did John cut the rope in the house?' 

Possessors d subject NPs of intransitive csnstrtidions can occupy all 

three positions: 

(25) %-John F$Pm u-Ei txw-s 
det-John big det-house-3sP 

'That John, his house is big.' 

(26) swit f i  L-xwf ym-B k-sqbxa-s 
who irr-bark-3sS irr-dog-3sP 

'Whose dog baked?' 

(27) ~ h h  8-John k - H s k - 0  was V-&Ea-s 
where det-John irr-go-3sS 3sdep det-father-3sP 

'Where is John's father going? 

The possessor is in the external topic position in (25), the wh-position in (26), 

and the focus position in (27). On the other hand, possessors of transitive 

subjects oa objects can  oniy occur in the external topic position. 

(28) 8-Plaq sk+t;a Y 3-&Za-s k-wik-t-43-s  
det-Mary who det-f at her-3sP irr-see4 r-3sO-3sS 

That Mary, who ciid her father see?' 



'That John, his father saw me.' 

Possessors of transitive arguments can neither be questioned (30-31) nor occur 

In the fums position: 

(30) *sw i t$  k-\t4t:f(w)k-t-sm-s k-qd?Ea-s 
who irr-see-tr-1 SO-3sS irr-father-3sP 

'Whose father saw me?" 

(31) *swdtc k-wik-t-B-x k-q67Ea-s 
who irr-see-tr-3sO-2sS irr-father-3sP 

Whose father did you see?' 

In Chapter Four, I investigated the evidence for structural asymmetries in 

Shrrswap in order tu determine its configurational status. First, f observed that 

Shrrswap supe&cially has all of the properties associated with non- 

marfigurationatiay (Hafe 1983): free word order, the use of discontinuous 

expmssions, and free or frequent pro drop. In fad, the relative freedom of word 

ofder and pro drop are two of the most salient features of Shuswap syntax. 

Woad order has received extensive discussion in the preceding chapters. it was 

shorn in $1 -3 that psfYe&af word order is completely free, subject to what I 

assume are rkismurse principles. Moreover, in Chapters Two and Three, 1 



determined that there are three distinct preverbal positions available to 

norninais: the external topic position (53. I ) ,  the wh-position (Chapter Two), and 

the focus position (93.2). Finally, the use of pro drop, a feature of the Salish 

fanguage family in general, is exhibited in Shuswap. The surface properties of 

Shuswap thus suggest that it is potentially a non-configurational language. 

I then turned to the central questions of the chapter-the behaviour of 

Shuswap with respect to the standard diagnostics sf structural asymmetries- 

binding and weak crossover. 

Binding 

First, the properties of binding constructions were investigated. Shuswap 

has the following binding facts: 

(32) Shuswap 

a. Maryi likes heri father. Yes 
b. May'si father likes hec. no 
c. Heri father likes Maryi. no 
d. Shei likes Mary'si father. no 

Speas (1990) predicts different distributions for configurational and non- 

configurational languages equivalent to the following: 

Configurational Fiat 
(33) a. Mayi likes he6 father. Yes Yes 

b. Mav'si father likes heri. Yes no 
c. Heri father likes hrlayi. Yes Yes 
d. Shei likes May'si father. no no 



The binding facts for Shuswap are not the same as for either the configurational 

or the non-configurational language. However, the binding data at first appear 

to support the claim that Shuswap is non-configurational, since the equivalent of 

(33b) is ungrammatical: 

*'Mar)tlsi father likes heri.' 
(Irrelevantly: 'Maryi likes heri father.') 

H~wever, an alternative explanation was given for the ungrammaticality (34): it 

follows from a condition on the distribution of pronominal objects, which is 

independently required in the grammar of Shuswap. Pronominal objects can 

only occur when there are also pronominal subjects, not when there are lexical 

NP subjects. This is termed the Generalized Condition on the Interpretation of 

Empty Categories: 

(35) An overt NP or a variable subject cannot occur with a null pronominal 
object. 

Furthermore, I showed that as far as Shuswap is concerned (35) follows from 

the Agent Condition. This prohibits objects from outranking subjects on the 

Agent Hierarchy. Moreover, ! proposed that third person pronominals outrank 

lexical NPs and variables on the Agent Hierarchy. 

Shuswap, in fact, differs from both configurational and non- 

configurational languages in not allowing the equivalent of (33c). Tine relevant 

constmctions are given in (36-37): 



(36)  V-Mary xwi-st-8-6s ~ - q d ? t a - s  
det-Mary ti ke-caus-3sO-3sS det-father-3sP 

'Maryi likes heri father.' 

(37) V-q67Ea-s xWi-st-0-6s V-Mary 
det-fat her-3sP like-caus-3sO-3sS det-Mary 

*'Heri father likes Maryi.' 

I proposed that the contrast follows from a fundamental structi~ral asymmetry 

with respect to antecedence. 

(38) A pronoun must be c-commanded by its antecedent. 

This condition, which finds support cross-linguistically in other verb-initial 

languages (Chung 1990), provides evidence for a fundamental structural 

asymmetry in Shuswap. 

A final condition on coreference in Shuswap is a parallelism constraint 

and was shown to operate between clauses. It can be observed in the following 

contrast: 

(39) m-laxdxya?-x-t-sm-s k-s-xwi-st-0-6s 
compl-tell+c-red-tr-1 SO-3sS irr-s-like-caus-3sO-3sS 

'Shei told me that shei likes him.'/"Shei told me that he likes heri .' 

(40) m-laxCxya?-x-t-sm-s k-s-xwi -st-0-E'm 
compl-tefi+c-red-tr-t SO-3sS irr-s-like-caus-3sO-unsp 

'Shei told me that shei is liked.' 



Nominals in subordinate clauses that are coreferential to the subject of the main 

clause must be in subject position. 

6.2.2 Weak Crossover 

It was then shown that Shuswap exhibits an asymmetry in variable 

binding. Wh-question, quanitifier, and focus constructions all show weak 

crossover effects. Weak crossover effects can be observed in the following 

contrast in wh-question constructions: 

(41) swbty k-c'dm-qs-n-0-s v-qi?Ea-s 
who irr-kiss-Is-fc-3sO-3sS det-father-3sP 

'Whoi ei kissed heri father?' 

(42) swdt$ i X-qb?Ea-s k-c'dh-qs-n-0-s 
who deic det-father-3sP irr-kiss-Is-fc-3sO-3sS 

'Whoi did her*i/j fzther kiss ei?' 

As predicted by the Bijection Principle, operators can A'-bind variables in 

subject position but they cannot A'-bind variables in object position. The 

behaviour of these constructions may actually follow from the condition on 

antecedence rather than from weak crossover effects. Nevertheless the data 

provide evidence that there is a structural asymmetry in Shuswap. 



Thus, an analysis of Shuswap can be given that is consistent with 

configurationaliiy. Furthermore the treatment of binding proposed here relies 

crucially upon Shuswap being configurational. 

6.3 Nominal Arguments 

In Chapter Five, I examined the evidence for whether Shuswap is best 

analysed as a pronominal argument language. The evidence comes from a set 

of tests applied by Baker (1 991) to Mohawk. The tests include Condition C of 

binding theory, conditions on extraction, and weak crossover. Baker concludes 

that in Mohawk, lexical NPs cannot occur in argument positions in Mohawk. I 

discussed comparable structures and concluded that Shuswap has lexical NP 

arguments. 

6.3.1 Condition C 

First, I investigated the facts regarding Condition C in Shuswap. A 

language in which all lexical NPs are in adjunct positions should not have 

Condition C effects. Contrary to this prediction, Condition C can be seen in NPs 

with possessive phrases in Shuswap: 

(43) If-Mary c'bh-qs-n-0-s 8-qE'?ta-s 
det-Mary kiss-ts-fc-3sO-3sS dei-father-3sP 

'Maryi kissed hefi father.' 



(44) c'drh-qs-n-0-s [a-Mary a-qQTEa-s] 
kiss-ls-fc-3sO-3sS det-Mary det-fat her-3sP 

' S  hei kissed Maty's*ilj father.' 

Relative clauses (45-46) also provide evidence that Condition C applies to NPs 

in Shuswap: 

(45) wik- t -0 -s  8-sqClamx [ta-kax-t-B-6s ta -sqld l  t n l  
see-tr-3sO-3sS det-man obl-give-tr-3sO-3sS obl-salmon 

'Matyi saw the man that shei gave the salmon to.' 

(46) wik- t -0 -s  8-sq61amx [ ta-kax-t -0-6s v-Mary 
see-tr-3s0-3sS det-man obl-give-tr-3sO-3sS det-Mary 

t a - s q l i l  t n l  
obl-salmon 

'Shei saw the man that Mav*irj gave the salmon to.' 

When the r-expression Mary is in the relative clause, it cannot be an antecedent 

for the pronominal subject of the main clause. 

A final source of evidence showing Condition C effects comes from I\;P 

coordinations: 



(47) m-wik-t-s-s ~anwi '? mdta 6qJi?-s 8-John 
perf-see-tr-2sO-3sS YOU with brother-3sP det-John 

n-skeetchestn 
loc-skeetchestn 

'Hei saw you with Jahn's*irj brother in Beadman's Creek.' 

Thus, on the basis of evidence f r ~ m  Condition C, Shuswap behaves as if lexical 

NPs are in argument positions. 

6.3.2 Conditions on Extraction 

Huarig's (1 982) Condition on Extraction Domains makes predictions with 

respect to movement phenomena. A language in which all lexical NPs are 

adjuncts should not be able to extract out of NPs. This is confirmed in Mohawk, 

where there is no possessor extraction, thus providing evidence that NPs are in . 

adjunct position. On the other hand Shuswap allows the extraction of 

possessors, at least in intransitive clauses: 

(48) swbt l j  k-xwbym-0 k-sqbxa-s 
who irr-bark-3sS irr-dog-3sP 

'Whose dog barked?' 

(49) s w b t i  k -yum-B k - t i t xw-s  
who irr-big-3sS irr- house-3sP 

'Whose house is big?' 



Thus possessor extraction provides evidence in support of the hypothesis that 

lexical NPs can occur in argument position in Shuswap. 

Weak Crassover 

A third set of evidence comes from weak crossover effects. It is predicted 

that, i f  all NPs were adjuncts, there would be no asymmetry with respect to 

variable binding. All NP constructions containing a variable would be 

ungrammatical. However, as discussed in 56.2.2 above, Shuswap shows weak 

crossover effects in wh-question, quantifier, and focus constructions. This set of 

facts would be unexpected if lexical NPs were adjuncts. 

The arguments from Condition C effects, conditions on extraction and 

weak crossover provide evidence that supports the hypothesis that lexical NPs 

can occur in argument position in Shuswap, A claim that all lexical NPs are 

adjuncts would be totally unable to explain the range of structural asymmetries 

discussed in this study. 

6.4 Conclusion 

This thesis, as a descriptive contribution, shows that Shuswap, unlike 

most members of the Wish language fami!y, has three preverbal positions, 

each with distinct syntactic properties. Furthermore, on the basis ~f the binding 

and weak crossover facts, I conclude that Shuswap is best analysed as a 



configurational nominal argument language. This study thus supports the 

hypothesis that ali languages are configurational in underlying structure. 
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