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0. INTRODUCTION. A number of researchers in Salishan languages have
discussed relative clause constructions. In the Coast branch of the family
Hukari (1977) and Gerdts (1982) give detailed descriptions of Halkomelem
constructions that translate into English as relative clauses. Hukari (1977)
also discusses relative clauses in Lushootseed and compares them to
similar structures in Halkomelem. But Hess and Hilbert (1980b) claim
that there are no relative clauses in Lushootseed. Jelinek (1987) discusses
| ‘headless’ relatives in the Lummi dialect of North Straits. In that analysis
' | every word that 1s preceded by a determiner is a relative clause. In the
t , Interior branch, Thompson and Thompson (1992) state that ‘it seems

s impossible to identify a particular Thompson [River Salish] structure that
would meaningfully be designated a relative clause’. In the Bella Coola
branch of Salishan Davis and Saunders (1987) explicitly argue that relative
clauses do not exist in that language. All of these studies look at very
similar, probably cognate structures. Some see relative clauses and some
do not. My purpose in this paper is to give a descriptive sketch of the
various structures the Saanich dialect of North Straits Salish has to express
| E attribution and to look at structures similar to those designated relative
clauses in other Salishan languages from a cross-linguistic and pan-Salishan
point of view. I show that there are relative clauses in Saanich but that
| the evidence I give for Saanich is not to be found in some other Salishan
| | languages.

—— —p—
r

I 1. ReLATIVE Crauses Cross-LINGUISTICALLY. Part of the problem in finding
relative clauses in Salishan languages is finding a language-independent
definition of the construction. For the purposes of this paper I take
Keenan and Comrie’s (1977) and Keenan’s (1985) cross-linguistic
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characterization of relative clauses as definitive.! Thus this paper will not
absolutely determine whether or not Saanich has relative clauses but

determine only whether or not Saanich has a structure that fits Keenan
and Comrie’s characterization.

A (restrictive) relative clause minimally has a head and a restricting
clause. The restricting clause is a subject-predicate structure having a form
more or less like that of a main clause and functions to restrict the
retference of the domain specified by the head. So for example, in the man
that I saw the head man is a domain whose reference is restricted by the
more or less sentence-like I saw.

Cross-linguistically a determiner and a relative connector are two
elements other than a head and restricting clause that may be present. In
the example given the is the determiner and that is the connector. Many
languages do not have the determiner, and the connector may take the
form of an invariant particle (that in the example), a relative pronoun
(who in place of that in the example), or it may be entirely absent (the
man I saw).

Languages differ with respect to the order of the determiner, head, and
restricting clause. There are a very few languages where the head is
internal to the restricting clause. Keenan (1985) does not distinguish
between ‘internal headed’ and ‘headless’ relative clauses.

Languages with external heads must have some way of indicating the
grammatical function of the head within the restricting clause. Languages
may have case-marked relative pronouns to do this though they are not
common outside of European languages, and some languages have
‘resumptive pronouns’, anaphors of the head, internal to the restricting
clause. A cross-linguistically common way of indicating the function of the
head in the restricting clause is by means of what has been called
‘gapping’, ‘extraction’, or ‘incomplete valence’. In the man that I saw, for
example, we know that the head is the direct object of the restricting

'I realize that this characterization is problematic particularly in that it largely ignores
the discourse function of structures that have been called relative clauses. Davis (ms.) in
particular dissects Keenan’s definition and concludes that there is ‘no coherent syntactic
Characterization of relative clauses’ but that several semantic and pragmatic factors such
as topic are basic to the notion of relative clauses.
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clause because the valence of the transitive verb saw is incomplete; there

is a gap in the direct object position of the restricting clause.
Apparently all languages have some way of producing clausal attribu-

tion.” But not all languages can be said to have relative clauses. A key

diagnostic feature of a true relative clause is that it be a unique construc-
tion. That is, if we are to say that a language has a relative clause
construction, that construction must be used exclusively for that function.
Keenan (1985:166) notes that a number of Australian languages do not
have true relative clauses’ but have the functional equivalent in a general
subordinate clause construction. It is this feature of relative clauses, their
status as a umque structure in the language, that will be of particular
interest in this paper. It is this feature that Hess and Hilbert (1980), Davis
and Saunders (1987), and Thompson and Thompson (1992) find lacking
in the attributive constructions they have found in the Salishan languages

they study.

2. ATTRIBUTION IN SAANIcH. There are at least four ways attribution can be
expressed in Saanich: in simple predicates, complex predicates, genitive
constructions, and clausal attributives. It is the latter that stands as the
major candidate for the designation ‘relative clause’, but before I describe
these it will be useful to demonstrate basic Saanich clause structure by

describing the other three constructions first.

2.1. SmvrLe Prebicates. To assert a simple attribute the simple
predicate construction is used:*

ZJelinek (1987) notes that there are some languages (Seneca) that have no subordina-
tion at all and therefore cannot be said to have any kind of clausal attribution.

SHale 1976, however, refers to these as ‘adjoined relative clauses’.

4Many of the examples given here come from natural continuous text and native
speaker conversation, but many, obviously, are artificially elicited. 1 have found all of the
structures discussed here to occur in natural text, and 1 have double checked native

speakers’ judgements of unacceptability. I use elicited examples rather than examples from
texts only as an aid to illustration and comparison.
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(1) Coq tsa  swoayqo?.
big DEM male
“The man is big.’

‘Saam.ch 1s always predicate initial, so this is a simple intransitive sentence
1dentical in structure to 2.

(2) ye?tsa swoyqo?.
go DEM male
‘The man went.’

Any word (excluding some determiners, prepositions, and a few other

particles) may be predicative and apparently any word may be preceded

by a determiner to function as a coreferential adjunct to a predicate. Thus
sWay ga? in 3 is the verb.

(3) swayqge? tso  {aq.
male DEM big
“The big one is a man.’

Adjuncts coreferential with the pronominal arguments to a predicate are
preceded by a demonstrative determiner here labeled pem®. Third person
has overt marking only in possessives, in the subject of certain subordinate
clauses, and in the subject of main clause transitives. So ¢ag, ye?, and

sway'qa? in 1, 2, and 3, respectively, are zero marked for third person
subject.

First and second person subjects are indicated by second position
clitics:

(4) cCaq_sen (5) Caq_sx™
big _JIsusy big__2SUBI
Tm big.’ “You're big.’

(6) swayqga?_son
male__]suBj
‘I'm a man.”

5
See Montler 1986 for a description of these determiners.
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» 2. CompLEX PREDICATEs. A second way attribution is expressed in
Saanich is in complex predicate constructions. Complex predicates are
composed of two or more words juxtaposed to form a construction that

functions as a unitary predicate:

(7) Coq swayqa?.
big male
‘He’s a big man.’

The first and second person subjects always follow the first of these words;
they are invariably second position clitics:

(8) <&egq_sen  swayqe?. (9) ¢aq _sxV swaygo?.
big__1surl male big_2suBs male
‘I'm a big man.’ ‘You'’re a big man.’

Otherwise a complex predicate functions as a unit. An adjunct coreferen-
tial with the zero marked third person subject can be placed after the
complex predicate just as in the simple predicate constructions 1-3:

(10) ¢oq swoyqe? tse  si?em.
big male DEM DOSS
“The boss is a big man.’

And if preceded by a determiner, a complex predicate can function as an
adjunct coreferential with a third person argument:

(11) si?ém’ tso Caq swayqel.
boss DEM big male
‘The big man is boss.’

This construction is identical to what Thompson 1979 has called the
auxiliary constructions which occur in several Salishan languages. 12-14
are examples of non-attributive complex predicates in Saanich.
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(12) ?on?e hiwal.
come  join in
‘He came to join in. / He came and joined in.’

(13) ?on?e_son  hiwal.
come__lsuBs  join in
‘I came to join in. / I came and joined in.’

(14) ye? _son  K“owyok".
go__lsuss angle for fish
‘I went/am going fishing.’

There 1s a small subclass of predicates denoting qualities that may not
occur as the second of a pair in some complex predicates.’

(16) *si?ém’ tso swayqe? Caq.

There is no obvious semantic or pragmatic reason why 15 and 16 would
not be acceptable with 15 having a reading like ‘male big one’ (cf. example
3). The word sway'qa? may occur first in this construction:

(17) swayqa? smoye8.
male deer

‘It’s a buck.’

(18) ye? tso  swoayqe? smoyaH.
go DEM male deer

“The buck went.’

PR . -

*There are some words that ¢ag may follow in complex predicates. These include the
person predicates 2asa ‘I am’, nak"s ‘you are’, and ni# ‘he/she/it is’. Jelinek 1988 details
the Syntax and semantics of another subclass of predicates in the Samish dialect of North
Straits. Much more needs to be done in discovering and describing various subcategories

of prec&i?ates in Salishan languages. For example, 72y 52 ¢aq ‘the big one is good’ and ye?
isa 72y ‘the good one went’ are acceptable but not *¢aq tsa ?ay.
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(19) swayqga? stem?.
male female

‘She’s a mannish woman.’

(20) steni? swoyqeT.
‘He’s a womanish man.’

(21) si?2ém’ tso  swayqe? siem?.
boss DEM male female
‘The mannish woman is the boss.’

In all of the examples of complex predicates thus far (7-21) it is the

attributing word that comes first. Some words (such as ¢aq) are inherently
attributive and must come first, but others, when they are paired with a
word that is equally likely to be attributive, have an attributive or non-

attributive interpretation depending on whether or not they are in initial
or non-initial position. There is yet another class of words, and these are
always attributive in complex predicates whether or not they come first:

(22) ha?eq” tso  sq“aq i? smayab.
stink bDEM dead deer
‘The dead deer stinks.’

(23) ha?eq” tsa smoya8 sq aq il
‘The dead deer stinks.’

The predicate sq™aq™i? is attributive whether it precedes or follows
smaya6. 1 have not been able to find any difference in meaning between
22 and 23. It is constructions such as that in 23 that are potentially
relative clauses. I will return to these in section 2.4.

23. Genmive ConstrucTions. There are three types of genitive
attributives. One of these types occurs only in adjuncts; a second has the
form of a simple predicate with an oblique adjunct; and a third has the

form of a complex predicate.
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The possessive person markers are affixes on the possessed term which
forms the head of the construction. First person singular and second

person are prefixes; first plural and third person are suffixes. These are
summarized in 24 and illustrated in 25.

(28) men-s tso  swiwles.
father-3ros DEM young man
“The young man is his father.’

Without the possessive suffix, the two adjuncts i 26 could only be

(24) Sg. PL. interpreted as independent, but two independent adjuncts occur only 1n
; 1o~ "““9 transitive sentences. The main verb of 26 is intransitive, therefore 29,
3 fom- which differs from 26 only in lacking the possessive suffix, is unacceptable:

-S

79) *tolsot tso men tso swiwlos.
(25) ne-ten ‘It’s my mother’ (29)

ten-4ta  ‘It’s our mother’
ton-ten  ‘It’s your mother’
ten-s ‘It’s his/her/its mother’

The adjunct in 26 has a structure that is used only in forming genitive
attributives. Therefore the adjunct in 26 represents a unique genitive

construction.
This genitive occurs only in intransitive sentences as an adjunct

coreferential with the subject (example 26) and in transitive sentences with
a first or second person subject where it is coreferential with the object

(example 30):

2.3.1. In the first, most common, type of genitive attributive the

possessed term is the head of a special genitive construction within an
adjunct:

(26) tolsot tS9  men-s tso  swiwles.

dancing pem father-3ros DEM young man
‘The young man’s father was dancing.’

(30) K"en-nox" _son  ts8  men-s tso  swiwlas.
see-TRANS_ Isupl  DeEM father-3ros DEM young man
. ‘I saw the young man’s father.’

WHT
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If the main verb is transitive with a third person subject, the two
adjuncts are interpreted as separate with one coreferential with the subject
and the other with the object:
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The adjunct ts2 mens tsa swiw’lss must form a constituent in itself with
mens as the head and swiw'las as its adjunct since this sentence is

Intransitive and reversing the order of these two adjuncts is unacceptable:

L R R i Y
RN o R
E SN 'v_'r-"-iﬁ.'l A 5,

X Pl ""‘..l.ﬂ[f';{
o 4 TR T Pl Jort "'.1
it -_I“'-r .:'i:'..::.ri:ll".\,'-ai"-"'::

seris

% :
(27) *toIsot tso swiwlos tso men-s. (31) K%on-ot-as ts9  men-s - ts9  pona?

see-TRANs-3suB] DEM father-3ros DEm  offspring

The embedded head-adjunct construction looks like a simple predicate “The son looked at his father.”

construction, but as an independent predicate it would have quite a

different meaning (which is slightly bizarre since swiw’ls is often translated

Ty (32) k“on-ot-os tso  1ona?-s tso men
boy’ and actually means ‘unmarried young man’):

see-TRANS-3sUB] DEM  offspring-3pos DEM father
‘The father looked at his son.’
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When one of the adjuncts has a possessive affix and the other does not,

the possessed form is always interpreted as object regardless of word
order. 33 has the same meaning as 31:

(33) kVon-ot-os tSo  pena? tS9  men-s.

SCE-TRANS-3sUBJ DEM offspring-3ros pEm father-3pos
"The son looked at his father.”

When both are possessive, the sentence is ambiguous:

(34) kK™an-ot-os tS9  nono?-s tS9  men-s.
s€e-TRANS-3suB) DEM offspring-3ros bEM  father-3pos
‘His son looked at his father./His father looked at his son.’

2.3.2. The second type of genitive construction can usually replace the
form described in 2.3.1, but it is not a structure used uniquely as a genitive
attributive. This construction has the form of a simple predicate with an
oblique adjunct. Example 26 has the same meaning as 35:

(35) tolsot tso men P9 X = swiwlos.

dancing pem father oBL DEM young man
“The young man’s father was dancing.’

The simple predicate sentence in 36 has the same semantics as the adjunct
in 35:

(36) men ?0 X swiwlos.
father oBL DEM young man
‘It’s the young man’s father

(It’s the father of the young man).’

This construction may not be corefential with the object in a transitive
sentence with a first or second person subject:

(37) *K"onnox”_son tso men ?0 X swiwlos.
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The head of this construction may occur with or without the possessive
affix with no apparent change in meaning. Example 38 is equivalent to 33:

(38) tolsot tso  men-s 20 X swiwles.
dancing pem father-lpos oBL DEM young man
“The young man’s father was dancing.

2.3.3. 1 digress a bit in discussing the third way of expressing genitive
attribution. I include it for the sake of completeness and because it’s

interesting in its own right.
In this construction it is the possessor, not the possessed, that is

morphologically marked. A special prefix, ¥~ ‘belonging to’,’ is affixed
to the posSsessor:

(39) tx -tipat swelat.
belonging to-David reeinet
‘It’s David’s reefnet.’

[ have little data on this construction. It has been recorded only in
main predicate constructions like this and never as an adjunct. 1 have
found it only recently in natural texts of the oldest speakers; it has never
been offered in direct elicitation. If the meaning of 39 were directly

elicited, the response would be:

(40) swelat 790 X tipat.
reefnet oL pEM David

‘It’s David’s reefnet.’

This construction is one of a number of incorporating forms that I have
found only in natural texts. One of the functions (perhaps the only

function) of incorporation in Saanich is to provide contrasting focus, which
can only be found in context. The incorporated form, 39, allows the

possessor to be put into initial, focusing position. The periphrastic form,

"This prefix is both distributionally and semantically distinct from two other prefixes
having a similar form: &"2- ‘mutative’ and &~ ‘buy’.
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40, is neutral or tending to focus on the possessed. The contrast between (45) KYon-nox¥_son tso  sway(qa? ks s-qop-a1-s [CRRE
39 and 40 can be brought out in English by putting heavy stress on David’s see-TRANS_ 1sUBJ DEM male SUB $-ChOp-MDL-3POS OBL DEM
in 39. This focusing function can best be seen in exchanges such as the
following, which occurred between two native speakers: | scaf.

firewood

(41) ©x"-sen swelot? 1 saw the man (while he was) chopping firewood.
belong to-who net

‘Whose reefnet was it?” The particle k”2 introduces certain subordinate clauses. When the subject

of the subordinate k*2 clause is indicated with the possessive atfixes (some
words also require the s- prefix), the interpretation 1s indicative. When the
subject of the k"> clause is indicated with one of the special subordinate

clause subject suffixes, the interpretation is hypothetical as in 46:

tx"-helisxeleya? tso  le?e.
belong to-Harry S. pem there
“The one there was Harry Sxeleya?’s.’

2.4. CrLausaL AttriBuTivEs. The construction that most looks like and (46) K*on-nox"_sen  tsd swoyqe? k"o XiXow-os.

most often translates as a relative clause in Saanich has a determiner see-TRANS_ IsUB] DEM male SUB €$Caping-3suB]

tollowed by the head followed by the attributing clause; there is no relative ‘Tll see the man if he’s getting away.’

pronoun or other connecting particle. The construction (shown bracketed

in 42 and 43) fits all of Keenan’s (1985) functional criteria: N The problem with attributives like those in 42 and 43 is not that they

" are like other subordinate clauses but that they are identical to main

(42) kK"on-nox”_son  [tso swayqe? XiXew]. clauses. There is no structural difference between 42-43 and 47-43:
S€E-TRANS__]suB]  DEM male escaping _
‘I saw the man who was getting away.” , (47) K¥an-nox”_son s swoyqe?. XiXow.
. see-TRANS_ JsUB] DEM male escaping
(43) K"on-nox” _son  [tsa swayqe? (ep-a;;p ?o tsa  scadl. | ‘I saw the man. He’s getting away.’
see-TRANS__ISUB]  DEM male chop-mpL oBL DEM firewood '
'l saw the man who was chopping firewood.’ (48) K¥on-nox"_son  tsd swayqe?. (ep-oy 7o tso  scal.
SEE-TRANS \_JSUBJ DEM male chop-MDL oBL DEM firewood
Unlike the Australian languages mentioned by Keenan, this is not a 4 saw the man. He’s chopping firewood.’
general subordinating construction. These two sentences contrast with 44 -
and 45: o It is on this basis that Hess and Hilbert (1980:124) demonstrate, with
examples like these, that there is no independent relative clause construc-
(44) K"on-nax" _son  tsa  swoayqe? k%o s-XiXow-s. | tion in Lushootseed. There is never any difference (other than intona-
SEC-TRANS__IsUB] DEM male SUB s-€scaping-3pos tional) between head-initial attributive constructions and juxtaposed
‘I saw the man (when he was) getting away.’ G independent sentences.
) There is an important difference between Lushootseed and Saanich.
In Lushootseed a third person subject is overtly marked only In subordi-
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nate clauses (with the -s possessive suftix) and in dependent clauses (with
the -as third person hypothetical). In main clauses third person subject as
well as the object is always zero (Hess and Hilbert 1980:38). In Saanich,
however, there is an overt marker of third person subject in transitive
torms (as well as the subordinate -s possessive and -as hypothetical
lustrated in 44 and 46).® 1In 49 the third person transitive subject

(ergative) is marked with the -as suftix; the third person object is always
ZETO.

(49) tomr-ot-os.
hit-TRANs-3sUB]J
‘He hit it.’

The attributive constructions in 42 and 43 are intransitive and have no

overt marking. It is only transitive constructions that show the restricting
clauses in Saanich to be truly dependent:

(50) ?ewxCi-t_son [k"so swayqa? fom’-at].
ASP Know-TRANS_1SUB]  DEM male hit-TRANS
‘I know the man who hit it.’

The attributing predicate in the bracketed construction in 50 cannot be
Interpreted as independent because its valence is incomplete. If it were
an independent sentence with a third person subject it would have to have
the ergative -as suffix. £am’at can indeed stand on its own as a sentence
but only with an imperative interpretation: ‘hit it!’

T'he dependence of the attributing predicate is even more evident when
the object of the restricting clause is first or second person. In order to
show this it will be necessary to describe briefly Saanich object marking.

. —

*In main clauses predicates in Saanich the third person object and third person
Intransitive subject are zero marked. A single adjunct following an intransitive predicate
Is coreferential with the subject and following a transitive predicate is coreferential with the
object. Saanich thus displays an ergative-absolutive pattern in the third person of main

clauses. Elsewhere, in first and second person and n subordinate clauses, the pattern is
nominative-accusative.

254

Attributive Constructions in Saanich

e . o
51 summarizes the object suffixes for the -af transitivizer and 52 illustrat

them.

(51) Sg. Pl.
1 -s -alx"
2 -$3
3 0

(52) a. K"an-a-so_son T looked at you.’
see-TRANS-20BJ_]SUBJ

(52) b. K¥én-a-s_sx" “You looked at me.’

see-TRANS-10BJ__Z2SUBJ

(52) c. K¥en-at-alx”_sx"  “You looked at us.’
see-TRANS-1PLOBI_ZSUBJ

(52) d. K¥on-at_sx" ‘You looked at him.’
s€e-TRANS-_ 2SUBJ

A regular phonological process deletes the /t/ of the transitivizer befilc'lz 'le
/s/ of the first or second person object. An(?ther general process reduces
a pair of contiguous schwas to one. Th1§ latter Procle?s Ergv uees 2
potentially ambiguous surface form with a high f'unctu:fna oa hen the
third person subject suffix is attached to a stem with a first person sing

or second person object:

(53) a. //K¥on-ot-s-as// ~ —> K onasas
see-TRANS-10BJ-3SUBJ

(53) b. //K¥en-at-sa-0s// —> K onasas
see-TRANS-20BJ-3SUBJ
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This ambiguity is irfvariably resolved in favor of the more highly salient
first person. That is, £™snasas has only the reading ‘he looked at me’.®

In order to say ‘he looked at you’ one must resort to the passive:

(94) K"on-ot-an_sx
S€E-TRANS-PASV_ 2SUBIJ
‘He looked at you (you were looked at).’

Returning to the attributive clauses, it was seen in 50 that when the head
of tbe 'construction is coreferential with the (third person) subject, the
restricting clause has incomplete valence. That is the third person Su;)jﬂ(lt
marker is absent; there is a gap where we would expect the subject marker
-to -be. In 55 the object of the restricting clause is first person, and in 56
It 18 second person. The third person subject is gapped, th;refore no

amblgu%ty can arise. There is no need here to switch to the passive when
the subject is third and the object second person.

(55) ?ew xCi-t_son [k"so swayqe? tom’-o-s].
ASP  KNnOw-TRANS_]JsUBJ DEM male hit-TRANS-10B3
‘I know the man who hit me.’ '

(56) ?owW xCi-t_son [k"so  swayqea? tém’-s-sa].
‘ASP know-TRANS_1suBi  DEM  male hit-TRANs-20B3
I know the man who hit you.’

The cons'truction in 55 and 56 contrasts with other subbordinate construc-
tions as in 57 and 58. Note also that in the non-attributive. subordinate
clauses in 57 and 58, where the third person subject is indi-ca;ed by the /-s/
possessive suffix, there is no need to switch to the passive.

- — - T

9
. I have recorded such a fﬂ_m} once in context with a second person object reading but
ve I.mt‘bet?n able to reelicit it. Note that £asnatalx"as, where there is no possibility
of ambiguity, is perfectly acceptable.

256

Attributive Constructions in Saanich

k¥sa swoygo? k%o s-tom’-a-59-S

(57) ?owW xCi-t_son
DEM male SUB S-hit-TRANS-20BJ-3POS

AsP  Know-TRANS__]SUBIJ
‘I know the man hit you.’

k¥so swayge? k"o s-tom'-o-s-S

(58) ?ow xCi-t_son
DEM male sUB s-hit-TRANS-10BI-3P0S

ASP  Know-TRANS_]SUBJ
‘I know the man hit me.’

The restricting clause forms a constituent with a following oblique (59)

or a non-oblique (60) adunct:

kVso swoayqe? tam'-o-so 70 tso
DEM male hit-TRANS-20BJ OBL DEM

(59) 7owW xCi-t_sen
Asp  Know-TRANS__]SUBJ

spenat.

rock
‘I know the man who hit you with a rock.’

k¥so swoyqge? tfom-ot tse  pus.

(60) ?oW xCi-t__son
hit-TRANs DEM  cat

ASP  know-TRANs_ 1suBl DEM male
‘I know the man who hit the cat.’

Oblique adjunts may come before or after a non-oblique. 61 and 62

are equally acceptable:

(61) fom-at_son k"so pus 7o k'so spenat.
hit-TRaNs__IsUB] DEM cat OBL DEM rock
‘I hit the cat with a rock.’ |

(62) tom’-ot_sen 2o k“sa spenst k'sa pus.
‘I hit the cat with a rock.’

But 63, based on 59 with the oblique object of the restricting clause moved

out, is unacceptable:

(63) *?ow xCi-t_son 7o k'so smenst kVso swayqe? tam'-o-so.
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(65) 7ew  xci-t_son
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. 'I;:lllzu(:;:]s:tl:f;;?]?i {;lrllustra;:ec(l: ;§t42,t43, 50£ 55, and 56 is uniquely used
. . . rasts with other subordinate claus
constructions like 44, 45, 57, and 58. It ner.
head-restricting clause; the restricting cl;jsseti]se}:z;digt?ae}r ;;Zrmme_r'
c]auses- and forms a constituent with oblique and non-oblique ad'uic?am
do main 'clauses. The syntactic function of the head in the réstricf‘ o
c]ausc.:-: 18 indicated by a gap. These are clearly relative clauses e
Given that there are relative clauses in Saanich, the questioil arises
to what syntactic functions in the restricting clause can be relativized a;
havF: thus far given only examples where the head is coreferential with ';h
subject' of the restricting clause. This is only because it is the absence i
the jch{rd person subject that demonstrates the dependence of tl?
f'estrlct'u}g clause. Object headed relative clauses like subject head z
mtfansnwe relative clauses do not reveal a gap because both third pe :
obje(.:ts and third person intransitive subjects are zero. Object hpe;cjog
relative clauses do show dependence in the use of special subordina?:e

subject suffixes, which are summarized in 64.

(64)  Sg. PL
1 -on -+to
2 -ox™
3 -as

(]ile’lzplgis 05 afnd 66 are parallel to 55 and 56 but in these the head is the
1Irect object of the restricti .
subject ricting clause. 67 shows the third person transitive

[k"se sway'qa? tem’-ot-on].
ASP  know-TRANs_IsUBI DEM male hit-TRANS-15UB;

‘I know the man who 1 hit.’

[k"so sway'qa? tém’-ot-ox™).
hit-TRANs-2sUBJ

(66) ?aw xCi-t_sen
ASP  know-TRANs_ IsuBy  DEM male
I know the man who you hit.’

258

Attributive Constructions in Saanich

[k¥so swayqa? tém'-ot-as).

(67) TeW xCi-t_san
| hit-TRANS-3SUBJ

asp  know-TRans_ IsuB;  DEM male
‘1 know the man who he hit.’

TP
LrERE

.+ 1 have not yet determined what other grammatical relations may be

relativized. But all examples given here were easily elicited, and I have

LIRS ks
o

& pot been able to elicit, nor have I found in texts, any comparable examples

of relativized genitives or obliques. The only functionally equivalent

structures 1 have found use other general subordinating patterns.
Two variations on this construction must be mentioned though they

perhaps cloud the picture. First, a determiner may optionally, and
apparently freely intervene between the head and the restricting clause.

Thus example 68 has the same meaning as 67:

k"so swoyga? k"so tém-ot-os.

(68) 7owW xCi-t_son
DEM hit-TRANS-2SUBJ

AsP  Know-TRaNs_ JsuB] DEM male
‘I know the man who he hit.’

I The second variation is that a transitive restricting clause without adjuncts

- may precede the head. Example 69, thus, has the same meaning as 56, but
70, with an oblique adjunct following the restricting clause is unacceptable.
Example 71 is the same as 42 but the order of the intransitive restricting

clau_se and the head is reversed:

tso  tAm'-o-59 (ts9) swayqe?.

(69) ?ow xCi-t_son
DEM  hit-TRANS-20BJ DEM male

ASP  KNOW-TRANS__JSUBJ
‘I know the man who hit you.’

(70) *?ow xCi-t_son tso  tAm-o9-$o 0 tss  spenot
AsP  know-TRaNs_ 1suBl DEM hit-TRANS-20BJ OBL DEM rock
sway o?.
male

(k¥sa) swayqe?.

(71) *K¥en-nox"_son Kk'so XiXow
see-TRANS_ JSUB] DEM escaping DEM

male

) - -
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This variation looks like the complex predicate attributive construction, but
in all non-attributive instances of complex predicates it is the second of the
pair that takes the transitive and object inflection.

2.5. HeapLess ReLaTives. Headless relative clauses have been reported
tor the Cowichan dialect of Halkomelem by Hukari (1980) and for the
Lummi dialect of North Straits by Jelinek ( 1987). In Hukari’s analysis the
headless relative clauses occur as predicative adjuncts similar to the
adjuncts in the Saanich examples 72 and 73:

(72) K™en-nox"_son  [k"so XiXaw].
SEE-TRANS _ISUB)  DEM escaping
‘I saw the one who was getting away.’

(73) oW xCi-t_son [k"so tam’-5-s9].
ASP  know-TRans_JIsuB)  DEM hit-TRANs-20R)
‘I know the one who hit you.’

In English relative clauses usually have an overt head, and thus English
uses the semantically empty pronoun ‘one’ in such constructions. Headless
translations of 72 and 73 are also possible (though not semantically
identical to the headed English translations): Isaw who was getting away
and I know who hit you. Gerdts’ (1982:61) dispute of Hukari’s claim is
primarily terminological. Gerdts (and others including Keenan (1985))
identifies ‘headless’ relative clauses with ‘internal head’ relative clauses.
It is useful to distinguish two types of ‘headless’ relatives: those with an
overt head internal to the restricting clause and those with no overt head
at all. Mallinson and Blake (1981) refer to these as ‘internal head
relatives’ and ‘free relatives’, respectively. The headless relative clauses in
Cowichan, Lummi, and Saanich are free relatives. Internal head relatives
are apparently not possible (71 would be an example).

Jelinek (1987), noting that all nonparticles are predicative in Lummi,
makes the connection between forms such as the Saanich 74 and 75.

(74) swayqe? ‘It’s a man.’
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(75) K% en-nax”_sen k“so swayqe?. 'l know the man.’

There is no reason to analyze sway'qa? in 75 any differently than A"iA"ow’

in 72. Therefore 75 contains a free relative: [ know the one who 1s a man.

The head, according to Jelinek, is referenced in the determiner. 1 can
confirm this analysis for Saanich with the following example from a

monolingual Saanich speaker born in the 1880’s and tape recorded by a
speaker of Saanich in 1971.

(76) ?ewW ma?t’e? (9 [ q“aq“e?-t-os k%so
asp  be only one person_gviD DEM including-TRANS-3SUB]  DEM

no-men_Jo? 21?7 tse  s-q alo?-s].
Tros-father_past cons DEM s-include (pl.)-3ros

‘My father and his companions included only one woman.”"”

This is an intransitive sentence with the bracketed free relative functioning
as subject. A more literal translation might be ‘the woman who my father

and his companions included was the only one.” Note that the word steni?
‘woman’ appears nowhere in the Saanich sentence. This direct object head

is entirely missing. The only indication of its existence is in the non-
obligatory, contrastive feminine form of the initial demonstrative 2. Here

the head is referenced in the determiner.

3. ConcLusioN: SaanicH CoMpPARED WITH OTHER SALISHAN LANGUAGES.
Among Salishan attributive constructions described thus far, Saanich is
most similar to the Cowichan dialect of Halkomelem as described by
Hukari (1977). The Cowichan structure is virtually identical, but for lexical
differences, to Saanich. It has a third person transitive subject marker that
is gapped in transitive, subject-headed relative clauses, and it has a set of

special subordinate subject suffixes which are used in object-headed

relative clauses. Hukari does not give examples of other attributing

'OThis is the translation given by a native speaker of Saanich. The context of this
sentence makes it clear that what it means is ‘the newdancer initiation ritual was so
rigorous in my father’s generation that only one woman was strong enough to be admitted.”
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E?l?:flr;;;(;njf(z; :E g;t:ii; ;;]b(i:qi;wfng constructions as evidence of the
attributive ' '
Cowi-ch-an in allowing a determiner to giiiieie:il:;;c?hgniiséﬁae rdfmlfl
restricting clause and in allowing a transitive restricting clause t 3 o
the head. " preceds
| Lushootseed differs from Saanich in two important ways. One
discussed above, is that Lushootseed lacks a third person trans'itive su;:gi
ma:rker; non-possessive and non-hypothetical third person subjects ind
objects are all zero. Therefore there can be no evidence from gappine £
the dependence of the attributing clause in Lushootseed e
T'he other difference between Lushootseed and Saa'nich 1s that th
f.:ognate set ot special subordinate subject suffixes (64) are used exclusiv le
n hypo’fheticals (subjunctives) in Lushootseed (Hess and Hilbert 1980"32)y
h:, Suaamch these are hypothetical only when preceded by the subordin.at(n:
k"a" (see example 46). Lushootseed has no structures like 65-67 that
w‘ould show the dependence of the attributive clause when the head is th
direct object. In functionally equivalent constructions the attributing cl )
has a full main clause subject (Hukari 1977:52). With no evidencf toa}cllfz
contrary we may conclude, as Hess and Hilbert (1980) claim, Lushootseed
has no relative clause construction per se. | -
The situation is similar in Thompson River Salish: it has no uni
relative clause construction. Thompson and Thompsm; (1992) list sev:f:qlwtl ei
‘structur'es that can be functionally equivalent to relative clauses, but th 3
subf)rdmating devices are also used for various other purpo;es ’ :ﬁg
Davis gnd Saunders (1987) also demonstrate, based on the non-uni 'ue
of attnbu’fing constructions, that Bella Coola has no relative clauge o
The diversity of the three Salishan languages lacking relative ciauses
E:Luslhootseed is Central Coast, Thompson is Northern Interior, and Bella
I'no((;);, f'oll;ms a branchl on its own) might suggest that the relative clauses
ichan a_nd‘Saamch are a recent development. These two languages
have been in intimate contact for many generations. In fact toda thg
are 1_110_re Cowichan speakers on the Saanich reserves than the);e aiz
Saanich speakers. Intermarriage is common, and all Saanich speakers can

Skl
.

| § F_
This subordinator is a
_ pparently reconstructable to Proto-Salish *w2 ‘subjunctive’
the introducer of a hypothetical clause (Thompson 1979:744)? alish *wa ‘subjunctive’ as
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at least understand some Cowichan. There 1s a great deal of phonological
and lexical diffusion between the two especially from Cowichan to Saanich.
It is reasonable to conclude that the development of relative clauses 1In

both Saanich and Cowichan is due to diffusion of an innovation.
Another possibility is that the relative construction in Saanich and

Cowichan is a relict and that the lack of relatives in languages like
1 ushootseed is a side effect of the loss of the necessary structural criteria
such as third person subject markers. Unfortunately the data are very
timited on Klallam, the language most closely related to but not quite
mutually intelligible with Saanich. Klallam has had little contact with
Cowichan; there is no known lexical or phonological diffusion between the
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N 3 two. In addition, Klallam shares one of the two crucial differences from

Saanich with Lushootseed, with which it 1s geographically contiguous:
Klallam has no overt third person markers in main clauses. A detailed
investigation of attributive constructions in Klaltam will surely help clarify

this historical picture.
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NATURAL ASPECT IN BELLA COOLA

Ross SAUNDERs and PHILIP W. DAvis

The (a)-forms of items (1) - (6) contain a prefix 2a#-, which, in these
examples, appears to be a manifestation of ASPECT.! Comparison of (1a)
with (1b) and of (2a) with (2b) indicates that it is the gloss fragments
‘keeps ..ing’ and °‘..ing’, respectively, which are associated with the
presence of 7a¢-. Both these senses of 2a#- suggest an ‘imperfective’, and
the addition of (3a) furthers this interpretation. The pairs in (2) and (3)
have, in the English, a contrast which is implemented 1n distinct lexical
itemns: hold versus lift in (2) and swim under water versus dive in (3), but we
may see the difference between ‘hold” and ‘lift” as one in which the tormer
s a sustained version of the action of the latter; and similarly ‘swim under
water’ may be viewed as a ‘sustained dive’. Thus, In (1a), we have an

| ‘iterative’, and in (2a) and (3a), a ‘continuative’.

i (1) a. ?ai-qup-is vans sa:x an
: -punch-he.her Vance  Saxwan
‘Vance keeps punching Saaxwan.’

IRella Coola is an isolated Salishan language spoken on the central coast of British
| Columbia, Canada. We wish to express here our appreciation to all those speakers who
have shared their language with us and to record a special debt to the late Mr. Charles

i Snow and Mrs. Margaret Siwallace.
' | We shall use UPPER CASE to indicate the relevance of a term to semantics. A term

ik
I : in SMALL CAPITALS is intended to have application to expression, i.c. grammar. The
following abbreviations are used in the paper: CONTR: Contrastive; PASS: Passive; DER:

i Derivation; PERF: Perfective; DIST: Distal; PREP: Preposition; DUB: Dubitative; PROX:
Proximal; QUOT: Quotative; MD: Middle; UNR: Unrealized: MP: Medio-Passive; USIT:

i
{ Usitative.






