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| ntegr ating Approachesto Diver sity:
Argument Structure on the NW Coast

MARIANNE MITHUN

1 Introduction

Among the central concerns of linguistics are discmg which characteris-
tics are shared by all languages, how languagesliffen, and why individ-
ual languages take the particular shapes they dch &sues can be ap-
proached from a variety of directions. Generallisgc theory can orient us
to the kinds of categories and structures to igatt and suggest generali-
zations over the patterns observed. Typologicakveam identify possible
ranges of structural variation across languages randrring correlations
among features. Historical linguistics can untangtecesses by which
grammatical structures come into being. Work orgleage contact can re-
veal ways in which structural features can spremdss genetic boundaries.
Each of these lines of work, as well as others,duadributed to our under-
standing of similarities and differences among laggs. Certain patterns,
however, remain intractable when considered frognare approach alone.
Here we shall examine parallels in grammaticalcstme that can be ex-
plained only when multiple approaches are combined.

The structure to be examined is among the most amyntited in ty-
pological characterizations of individual languagi® expression of core
argument categories. In an ambitious survey ofcbsisiictural features in
174 languages, Nichols (1992:65-6, 181) lists gpes of argument struc-
ture, for which she adopts the term ‘alignmenthfrRelational Grammar.
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a) Neutral (in which there are no inflectional opjions)

b) Accusative

c) Ergative

d) Three-way

e) Stative-Active (in which she includes Agent-Batisystems)
f)  Hierarchical

Focusing on morphology, Nichols concludes (1992) 184t these patterns
show high genetic stability and resistance to beimg.

An intriguing pattern of argument marking occursome languages in-
digenous to the Northwest Coast of North Ameridae Northwest Coast is
a well-known linguistic area, comprising a humbérdistinct, genetically
unrelated language families (Thompson and Kinka®l@0l The area is
shaded in Figure 1.

gt

Figure 1. The Northwest Coast linguistic area
(Adapted from Suttles 1990:iii)

Some languages in the center of the area, memibéhe &akashan, Chi-
makuan, and Salishan families, show a particulanlysual pattern of identi-
fying core arguments. Viewed from a cross-linguaigterspective, these lan-
guages provide excellent examples of diversity:ghtterns they exhibit are
unlike those of the majority of the world’s langeag Yet compared with
each other, they show surprising similarity: th®istems are strikingly par-
allel in abstract structure, though not in substaoth the diversity and the
similarity cry out for explanation. Why should suahstructure exist, and
why should it be shared? The similarity cannot lseramon inheritance, for
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the languages are not genetically related; it iskely to be the result of
chance, because the structure is so rare; if Ngcisotorrect, it should also
not be attributable to language contact, becauselttimain of the grammar
is assumed to be highly resistant to borrowing.

The three language families can be seen in Figurehizh shows the
center of the Northwest Coast area.
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(Adapted from Suttles 1990:ix)
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The Wakashan family in the west consists of twabhas, North Wakashan
and South Wakashan. North Wakashan contains tlamguages: Haisla,
Oowekyala/Heiltsuk (Haihais, Bella Bella), and Kweadla (Kwakiutl).
South Wakashan also contains three languages: Alddtlkkuchahnulth),
Nitinaht (Ditidaht), and Makah. The Chimakuan famiii the south contains
just two languages: Quileute and Chemakum. Thesl&aii family stretches
eastward, with twenty-three languages in all. Thaséle in Figure 2 are
Bella Coola (Nuxalk), the Northern Coast languagesl the Central Coast
languages.

2 TheStructures

In languages of the Wakashan family, core argumamsdentified only by
pronominal enclitics attached to the initial predé& Lexical nominals carry
no case marking and constituent order does noindissh grammatical
role. Examples of the pronominal pattern can ba de#ow in Nuuchah-
nulth (Nootka). First person singular s, and second person singular is
=k. Third persons are unmarked.

(1) Nuuchahnulth (Wakashan) pronominals: Nakaya@$va, 2003a

wapsiyay=s ‘I went home’ 2003:195
wikyagy=ssuutip wiigGap ‘I will not harm you’ 2003:383
nayaa=s ‘ understood’ 2003:169
yuuyimpcKi=s ‘| was born’ 2003:163
SiiGsiy=s ‘| cried’ 2003:166
yiicimyay=s ‘ am old’ 2003:451
wapsaap'at=s ‘They sent ménome’ 2003:167
n’aacsaat=s q"ayac'iikyi ‘The wolf was watching nie 2003:383
wa:pSiywayic=k ‘They say yolare going home&997a:33

wicsaGapyic=k ‘You are doing it the wrong way’1997a:32
nayuugsyaqyyic=ksii¢ip ‘You will come along with me’  2003:510
huGtaksiyyaqyic=k ‘You will know' 2003:640
K"istuupsuu=k ‘You are extraordinary’ 2003:489
c'iisGiiyic=k ‘You are dirt!” 2003:624
g"isyanitii=k ‘whatever they did to ydu 2003:371

yayayaqy atyic=kyayatapyat ‘Many will ask youquestions’  2003:503

The same Nuuchahnulth forms correspond to Englighjests (‘1 went
home’) and English objects (‘They sent meme’), so the system does not
appear to be nominative/accusative. The same farmsised in transitive
and intransitive clauses_(Will not harm you’, ‘I cried’), so it is not erga-
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tive/absolutive. The same forms are used for sadmagents and patients (I
went home’, ‘Iwas born’), so it is not agent/patient. The saomen§ are
used in events and states (lent home’, ‘I am old’), so it is not ac-
tive/stative.

A similar pronominal pattern can be seen in then@iuan family to the
south. The sentences in (2) are from the Quileanguage. Here, too, the
system does not appear to distinguish subjectobjatts: the same second
person singular pronominal enclitititS is used in_‘youbought it from me’,
‘he will skin you, and ‘it was killed for you The system is not erga-
tive/absolutive: the same clitic is used in theansitive ‘youleft’ and the
transitive ‘youhit us’. The system is not agent/patient: the storma is used
for the semantic agent in ‘yare placing it wrong’ and the semantic patient
in ‘you were hurt'. It is not active/stative: the sameards used in the action
‘you will come along’ and the state ‘yawuill know'.

(2) Quileute (Chimakuan) pronominals: Andrade 193133

taapeweUtsiU=lits ‘you left’ 1931:36.12
xwa't'satilo=lit§ ‘you hit us’ 1933:236
xwa't'sasto=lits ‘you were hitting us’ 1933:236
tipatlista=Iits ‘you bought it from me’ 1933:239
luwagawépas=its ‘you are placing it wrong’ 1931:48.48
téUwa’apku=lits ‘you are invited’ 1931:38.9
g'isitsil=litS ‘you were hurt’ 1933:245
kulesel=f'ilit§ ‘you will be named’ 1933:245
ba'k’eta’yu=lits ‘you had been asked’ 1933:245
sayd’aga=lits ‘he likes_you 1933:244
xalitsil=1'ilitS ‘he will skin you 1933:244
t'ata’aqa=litS ‘he knows_you they know yol 1933:244
ada’adapsel=elits ‘he spoke to you 1933:244
t'Sigaselé=lits ‘it was killed for you 1933:245
taxt'seUpitsel=ilits ‘they warmed youfeet’ 1933:245
t'la’q’ast'adalatsel=ilits ‘he slapped yowith his tail’ 1933:245

A pronominal pattern similar to those in Nuuchaltimaind Quileute can
also be seen in a third family, the Salishan fatalyhe east.
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(3) Sooke (Salishan) pronominals: Efrat 1969

iéy=sn ‘I’'m going’ 1969:99
k'"tix "=sn ‘| can see it’ 1969:95
yaR"tx“=sn ‘I’'m bringing it there’ 1969:95
m¢é kK*pnaud=sn ‘I hurt you’ 1969:94
¢itii=sn ‘| slipped down’ 1969:99
mék™@pniig=sn ‘I might get hurt accidentally’ 1969:101
pémyx"tiiy=sn ‘it's raining on_meé 1969:101
R"ayatiE't2y=sn ‘they must be crying for me  1969:185

The first person singular pronominal cliticFsn whether it represents the
agent of a transitive or intransitive, the patieha transitive or intransitive,
or a beneficiary, and whether the clause portraysvant or state.

The three languages show remarkable parallelisitihéir pronominal
marking. All three show hierarchical structure.rost transitive clauses,
only one participant is represented pronominallye Thoice of which par-
ticipant to represent does not depend on gramnhatite but on person.
The systems in the different languages are noticlEnhowever.

3 TheWakashan Family

Though the parallels among the hierarchical systartise three families are
striking, the systems are not perfectly equivatamn within families.

3.1 South Wakashan: Nuuchahnulth

Nuuchahnulth, also called Nootka, consists of almemof dialects spoken
primarily along the western side of Vancouver lglan British Columbia.
(The term ‘Nuuchahnulth’ is used in some contegtsnclude speakers of
two languages, Nootka and Nitinaht. It is used Herejust the Nootkan
dialects, which are considered mutually unintdbligi with Nitinaht.) In
Nuuchahnulth, only one participant is usually idfeed by a pronominal
clitic in a clause, whether coreferential lexicalminals are also present or
not. Two principles determine which argument issgo

a) First and second persons have priority ovedthir 1,2 >3

b) If only first and second persons are involved,
the semantic agent has priority over the patient: A > P

If a first or second person acts on a thirB(2/3), just the agent is repre-
sented: ‘Isent (him)’, ‘Yousent (him)'. If a third person acts on a first or
second (3/13/2), just the patient is represented: ‘(He) sent, hiEge) sent
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you'. If only first and second persons are involvef2(121), it is the agent
that is represented: $ent (you)’, ‘Yousent (me)’. Third persons are not
represented overtly.

Ambiguity is avoided by the use of a suffiat. This suffix functions
much like a passive, with or without a specifieérig Nuuchahnulth is rep-
resented here by the Ahousaht dialect.

(4) Nuuchahnulth’at: Nakayama 1997b:168, 170

a. haganyairits
hagan-'atit=s
invite-PASSIVEPAST=1.5G

‘I was invited.’
b. macdiyats ma:cKin
m’'a-¢i-'at=s ma.:cKin

bite-MOMENTANEOUS-PASSIVEE1.SG  mOosquito
‘| was bitten by a mosquito.’

Lexical nominals are unmarked for grammatical rele,the absence of a
case marker on the word ‘mosquito’ in (4b) abovesdnot identify it as a

core argument. Word order is also not criteriahuGes are generally predi-
cate-initial, but the order of referring expressipan the relatively rare oc-
casions when more than one appears in a clausectsefliscourse rather
than syntactic relations. These patterns can beisg®).

(5) Ahousaht Nuuchahnulth: Nakayama 2003b:142

sukliy  yusqc’uuyi d‘ayuc'iikStaqumt,
suk'iy  yugg-c'u:-yi: g"ayuc':ik-Staqumt
take fog-insidesEFINITE  wolf-groups

take the fog bag wolf tribe

‘The wolf tribe took the fog bag
pun’isayyat

pu-n'i-‘say-ya:
run.in.group-downslope-on.beaehgrRAL
and ran down the beach.’

The Nuuchahnulth’at suffix is used like passives in many other lan-
guages to background a nonspecific agent in gestiements.
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(6)

Nuuchahnulth backgrounded agents: Nakayamaet 298

y'ay'ixyatyis m'uksy'i  yugyn'uK'at.
y'ay'ix-"at-yis m'uksy’'i  yuqy-n'uk-'at
SWift-PASSIVEINDICATIVE.3  rock hold-at.hangdHIFT

‘You can move fast [under water] when you are mgjdocks.’

It is also used extensively, as in many other laggs, to manipulate argu-
ment structure in discourse so that the protag@ibte only core argument.
The passage in (7) is from a narrative by spealear@® Louie about the
hero Kwaaxti. The suffix appears in the third aodrth lines to displace the
agents, the wolves, in favor of the protagonist.

(7

Nuuchahnulth discourse tracking of protagonist:
Nakayama 1997a:174

naya:y k'ati, ...

heard Kwaaxtii

‘Kwaaxtii heard them [the wolves that were howling]
wik'ay GayuR'iy.

not answer

He didn't answer them.

yu:ktisyay'agis  k™ati:,

he is being followed Kwaaxtii

They [the wolves] were following Kwaaxtii.
misp’u:gsy’iGat yin

he could be smelled so clearly because

They could smell his odor so clearly since
waw'ik.

one who always breaks wind

he kept breaking wind ...

yayisaqgsipaw’ippasyay’a:stimcm’it.
is going to trick Son of Mink
The Son of Mink [Kwaaxtii] was going to trick them

There has been some discussion about the preceisargtical status of

the -'at suffix. Most authors have identified it as a passiamong them
Sapir (1924), Sapir and Swadesh (1939), Swadesb3J1®Rose (1981),
Rose and Carlson (1984), and Emanation (1988). tWhi€985) observes
that it is used more frequently in discourse thasspres in other languages
to insure the core status of the most topical pigant. He proposes that the
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suffix functions more like the inverse markers dfj@gnhquian languages.
Davidson (1998, 2002) refers to it as a ‘passiwetise’. Whether the
marker is grammatically equivalent to a passivaromverse depends on the
transitivity of the-"at clauses. Prototypical passive clauses are grammati
cally intransitive, while prototypical inverse ckas are grammatically tran-
sitive. But formal transitivity can be difficult tassess in Nuuchahnulth,
since only one argument at most can usually beifgdy an overt pro-
nominal, and there is no case marking on lexicahinals. Nakayama
(1997a,b) identifies’at as a ‘perspective shifter’. The issue of termigglo
is important, particularly for typological compaiss, and each of the points
of view described above has merit. The term chdsenhe marker is not
significant for our purposes here, however.

To ensure that a first or second person has pyiovier a third for clitic
choice in Nuuchahnulth, third person agents ar&dracnded with the’at
construction. The suffimustbe used when a third person acts on a first or
second person (3/B/2). It cannotbe used when a first or second person
acts on a third_(B, 23).

(8) Nuuchahnulth priority of 1, 2: Nakayama 193883
n'aacsaats g"ayac'iikyi
n'a:csa-'ats q“ayac'i:k-iyiU
SEePASSIVE1.SG  WOIf-DEFINITE
‘The wolf was watching me.’ (= ‘| was seen by thelf’)

In clauses describing interactions among first sadond persons (1/2
and 2/1), termed ‘local relations’, that construction cannot be used. The
pronominal clitic always represents the semantenagrhe semantic patient
may be identified by an independent word or separkuse.

(9) Nuuchahnulth local relations: Nakayama 2003;38.0

a. wikyaqys suutip wiigGap
wik-yaqy=s sut<ip wi:g-Gap
NnotFUTUREL.SG you-doing.to unpleasant-do
‘L will not harm you.’

b. nayuugsyaqyyick siicip
nayuU-gs-yaqy=yic=k si<ip
accompanying-in.vessellTURESINDICATIVE=2.5G 1-doing.to
‘You will come along with me.’
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One type of Nuuchahnulth clause does show encfiticevo arguments.
This is imperatives.

(10) Nuuchahnulth imperatives: Nakayama 199722003:475,
1997a:41
a. nayaataGyisim
naya:-at&="i0sim
hear-trying.to.catChRUTURE.IMPERATIVE.2 SG/1.SG.
‘(You) Listen to me'

b. na:yu:gstaydin
nayuU-'aU-gsta="i&in
accompanying-amongwPERATIVE.2.PL/1.PL
‘(You all) Join_u$

Other languages in the Wakashan family do not sbeactly the same
system. Those most similar to Nuuchahnulth arewvleeother South Waka-
shan languages Nitinaht and Makah.

3.2 Nitinaht and M akah

Immediately to the south of the Nuuchahnulth diglemn Vancouver Island
is the Nitinaht language (also known as Nitinatjdaiht, and Ditidat). Fur-
ther south, across the Strait of Juan de Fucaeatdhthwest tip of Washing-
ton State in the United States, is its closesttiveldViakah. Both of these
languages contain a suffik:t that is cognate with the Nuuchahnuitht
and that serves similar functions. Klokeid (197&)dls the Nitinaht marker
a passive, and Davidson labels the Makah cognaitevarse, but their func-
tions are the same.

(12) Nitinaht-i:t : Klokeid 1978:165
Ts'oqwicitl-yit=ibt=ya John yofRwi:t Bill
ts’oqwicitl-yi:t=ibt=ya John yoRwi:t BiIll
SpearPASSIVE=PAST=INDICATIVE John by Bill
‘John was speared by Bill.’
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(12) Makah-'it : Davidson 1998
a. c’akwaDyaIgfayﬁwaUd

c’akwaU-akA-yay-yit=waOt=a
One-DURATIVE-CON-SPECIFIGINVERSE=QUOTATIVE:3.SG/3.SG
yukyaddak
yukyaA-dak
news-having
‘Finally someone informed him.’

b. piyuUyay'it c’axaUyawiq
piyuU-yay= yit c'ax’-yak'=iq
MiSSSPECIFIGINVERSE-3.5G/3.5G spear-thing.forarTICLE
‘The spear missed him [Raven].’

c. huyeyyukiyubitwaUd huUfyaduUOktyady'ivaOd yayiOtdap
yuUksud
‘Long ago, it is said, Bear invited Raven to a féas

The use of the'it suffix in (12b) reflects the fact that Raven, atcal figure
in legends all over the area, is the protagonighefstory and more topic-
worthy than the spear. The sentence in (12c), thighit suffix on ‘invited’,
was the opening to another Raven story.

In both Nitinaht and Makah, as in Nuuchahnulthstfiand second per-
sons have priority over third for representatiorthia pronominal clitic. De-
scribing Nitinaht, Touchie makes the comment below.

There are a number of combinations which requipassive construction.
When there is a third person subject and a firsteaond person object the
passive suffix’it is used with the subject marker suffix for firstsecond
person.yaca:seyik'tqu:suwso you can be stepped on’ shows a derived
stem followed by the passive suffix (which has lisstvowel and glottal-
ized the preceding) and the second person plural conditional modéngnd
-qu:suw (Touchie 1977:71.)

Speakers have no choices in these contexts. ibtadi second person acts
on a third (1/3 or 2/3), théit construction cannot be used. If a third person
acts on a first or second (3/1 or 3/2), tlieconstruction must be used.
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(13) Nitinaht hierarchy 1,2 > 3: Klokeid 1978:18%5

a. Ts'axwicitl yiitl s
ts’axwecitl=yi:tl=s
SpearFUTURE=1.SG
‘[ will spear (him).’

b. Ts'oqwicitl yiitibt s yoRwi:t Bill
ts’oqwicitl-yi:t=ibt=s yoRwi:t Bill
SpearPASSIVEEPAST=1.5G by Bill
‘Bill speared me (lit. ‘l was speared by Bill.")

(14) Makah hierarchy 1,2 > 3: Davidson 2002:11998

a. kuduUksaUyayits Bill.
kuduUk-sa:p=yay=it=s Bill
awakeeAUSATIVE. PRFSTEMPORAL=PAST=INDIC.15G BIll
‘I woke BIll.’

b. kuduUksaUyay'its Bill.
kuduUk-sa:p="ay="itit=s Bill

awake€eAUSATIVE.PRFTEMPORAL=INVERSE-INDIC.1.5G Bill
‘Bill woke me.’ (lit. ‘l was awakened.’

c. yuUk3uOd weUyid ti0
yuOksuOd  waU=yitic ti0
Raven SaymVERSE=2.5G3.5G this

‘Raven tells you

c’axsaUt'apbeUqyga

c’axw-st'ap-beUqy=ga
SpeaIRECIPROCAI:DESIDERATIVE:SUBORDINATE3.SG
that he wants to have a spearing contest.’

When only first and second persons are involved, Nlitinaht and
Makah systems differ from that in Nuuchanulth. Theuse is transitive, and
two enclitics appear. Both speech act participargsrepresented.

(15) Nitinaht local relations 1/2, 2/1: transitigitics:
Klokeid 1978:163

a. Ts'oqwicitl ibt s is
ts’ogwicitl=ibt=s=is
spearPAST=1.5G=2.SG.SUBJECT
‘You speared mé



INTEGRATING APPROACHES TADIVERSITY /13

b. Ts'oqwicitl ibt sits
ts’ogwicitl=ibt=s=itsR
spearPAST=1.S G=2.SG.OBJECT
‘| speared you

(16) Makah local transitives 1/2 and 2/1: David2602:120, 270

a. yajceyapsyayitdiUcuR
yay-seyap-3iy="ay=it=diUcul}
two-many.day$RFTEMPORAL=PAST=INDICATIVE .1 PL/2.SG
hiUduUp
hida-uUp
x-expect
‘We expected yodor two days.’

b. hiOdapaUy'ubicis
hada-pai="a0y="ap=icis
X-iN.air=TEMPORAL=CAUSATIVE=INDICATIVE .2.5Gd1.5G
‘You are holding meup.’

The passive/inverse cannot be used with combiratafrfirst and second
persons.

Among the South Wakashan languages, then, thertidéecal system has
penetrated the grammar of Nuuchahnulth the mogilgelgxcept in impera-
tives, only one argument is represented by a pramadrenclitic. This is the
speech act participant (first or second persoiféfe is just one (1,2 > 3),
or the agent if there are two (A > P). The othentS8dNakashan languages,
Nitinaht and Makah, show the first principle (1,23 but not the second.
When both arguments in a clause are speech adtipants in those lan-
guages, both are represented by clitics.

3.3 North Wakashan

The hierarchical system is weaker still in the hert branch of the family.
The North Wakashan language that is geographith#yclosest to Nuu-
chahnulth is Kwak'wala (also referred to as Kwakithe term for the

speakers), spoken on the northern end of Vancdalard and the adjacent
mainland. In Kwak'wala, subjects are identified dxyclitics attached to the
first element of the clause, and objects by suffixethe predicate.
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a7 Kwak'wala subjects and objects: Boas 1947:282

a. g'ax=n aésady-oy
come=1sGSUBJECT beg-20BJECT
‘l come to beg yau

b. g'ax-2m=2nu@
COMEREDUPLICATION=1.EXCLUSIVE.PL.SUBJECT
yédl-al-oy
invite-in.return-20BJECT
‘We come inviting_you

Kwak'wala does not show the hierarchical systenthef South Wakashan
languages, but it does show a significant gap énpttonominal object suffix
paradigm: there are no suffixes for first persojects. Boas makes the re-
mark below.

It will be noted that the objective forms of thesfiperson, and those of the
inclusive and exclusive, have been lost. They peisithe Heiltsuk dialect
of Milbank Sound, where we find for these forfisda, corresponding to
the-2nd of the Koskimo. (Boas 1911:532)

Periphrastic constructions are used in their pldde forms are built on
predicates of motion.

Whenever the activity does not influence the obgintctly, but is rather
directed toward the object, periphrastic forms,akhinay be termed “the
locative”, are used. These are formed with the wkxtto go’ andga:x ‘to
come’, the former being used for the second andl theérsons; the latter,
for the first person, inclusive, and exclusive,sieverbs being treated as
transitive verbs with objects. ... These periphrafticns take the place of
the object of the first person inclusive and exsles(Boas 1911:544-5)

(18) Kwak'wala periphrasis: Boas 1947:281
dzé:nog'wadza Q'ap’éde ga:x®n

‘Really the Dzonoqg'wa carried naavay.’

The bulkier form of this construction suggests tihd a more recent addi-
tion to the grammar, utilized to fill the gap iretbriginal object suffix para-
digm.
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The other North Wakashan languages, Heiltsuk aridldjacontain full
sets of pronominal subject clitics and object seffi which are used in all
combinations. The first person singular objectigudén be seen in (19).

(19) Heiltsuk (Bella Bella) first person objectfsu Boas 1928:66.23
Aintse:d-2nda
‘Snuff meup!

The regular Heiltsuk first person object suffinrda ‘me’ and the
Kwak'wala periphrastic alternative can be comparetthe sentences in (20)
from a Heiltsuk/Kwak'wala bilingual text. The teatiginated in Rivers Inlet
Heiltsuk and was later translated into Kwak'waldeTtranslator, a native
speaker of Kwak'wala, specifically avoided the w$e first person object
suffix ‘me’, substituting the periphrastic consttioa based on the vega:x
‘come’.

(20) Heiltsuk/Kwak'wala bilingual text: Boas 19268
a. Heiltsuk
la awala méd-2nda la:laa égasaxtax
now really lead-me tomy purification.place
b. Kwak'wala
ala la wa:ttla ga:x®n la:xx®n q'e:q¥lase:
really now lead _me tomy purification.place

The third North Wakashan language, Haisla, alsdaios full sets of
pronominal subject clitics and object suffixes, ethare used in all combi-
nations.

(21) Haisla: Lincoln, Rath, and Windsor 1990:47

Wa gi=nuyJhasiya,

wa gi=nuy-mha-sifiya,

NEW.TOPIC DEM-tell.historyMEDIAL .DEICTIC-3.thereoBLIQUE-1.SG.OBJECT
‘Here, now, is what they told me

qi=gagapids

gi=gag-ap-ands

DEICTIC.there-KinbEICTIC-1.SG.GENITIVE

my grandparents.’
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The comparison of the pronominal systems in athef Wakashan lan-
guages shows that a full hierarchical system caleoteconstructed for
Proto-Wakashan. The most extensive system appeaxsiuchahnulth, in
the geographical center of the Wakashan area. Nilmciith has both a per-
son priority (1,2 > 3) and a role priority (AgentRatient). The languages
immediately to the south, Nitinaht and Makah, shast the person priority
(1,2 > 3). The language immediately to the north Mifuchahnulth,
Kwak’'wala, shows just a restriction against firsetgon objects. Periphrastic
constructions must be used in their place. The \&tzka languages still
further to the north, Heiltsuk and Haisla, showrestrictions at all.

4 The Chimakuan Family

Directly to the south of the Wakashan family is @leimakuan family, rep-
resented by just two languages, Chemakum and Qeil&leither is spoken
today. Documentation of Chemakum is scant, but gQadeute materials
are in Andrade (1931, 1933, 1953a,b). Core argwsnard represented in
Quileute by pronominals attached to the predicateether coreferential
nominals are also present in the clause or not.shlpes of the subject cli-
tics vary with mode.

(22) Quileute subject pronominals with indicativAsdrade 1933:204

SINGULAR  PLURAL

1 =li =lo

2 =[its =ka
3.MASCULINE.NEUTERVISIBLE =Ras =a'as
3 MASCULINE.NEUTERINVISIBLE .KNOWN =at$ =a'ats
3.MASCULINE.NEUTERINVISIBLE .UNKNOWN =x" =xa'ax"
3.FEMININE.VISIBLE =aks =a'aks
3.FEMININE.INVISIBLE .KNOWN =aks =a’'aks
3 FEMININE.INVISIBLE .UNKOWN =k" =k"
tipaUli'i-li ‘I will trade’ 1931:50.4
xabat'si't'$oU-li ‘| always wish’ 1931:8.6
pasqa-li ‘| imagine’ 1931:3.17
RwaseléU'i-li ‘| will bring back’ 1931:20
gweéUli-li ‘| shall pull it out’ 1931:24
kulésOwoU-li ‘| call you [my friends]’ 1931:8.5
RelékpidUdo-li ‘| forgot’ 1931:3.17
hétku-li ‘ am sick’ 1931:46.32

t60wa-li ‘| have diarrhea’ 1931:46.32
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The shapes of the object suffixes vary accordingspect. One aspect re-
quires thega- object forms, two others require ttie forms, and two more
require thes- forms.

(23) Quileute object pronominals: Andrade 1933:233

1sG -gala -tila -sta
1pL -qalo -tilo -sto
2 -qalawo -tilawo -SWo

Examples of pronominal objects with different agpese in (24).

(24) Quileute pronominal object forms: Andrade33234
xwatse-tilalitS ‘you hit mé
xwatse-stdits ‘you kept on hitting me
tSi'a-tila-Bas ‘he takes care of me

tSi'a-stalRas ‘he continues to take care of me
t'si0xi-stdax”  ‘Show it to me

In transitive combinations, object suffixes precedbject enclitics.

(25) Quileute transitives: Andrade 1933:239

kwatola-sweli ‘I am trying it on you
try.on-yowr|

kwatola-st&litS  ‘you are trying it on me
try.on-me=you

But not all pronominal combinations occur. Secoatspns must always
be chosen over third for subjecthood (2 > 3). Hmisrity is maintained as
in the South Wakashan languages by regular usassiyes. Quileute con-
tains a number of passive suffixes that functiorchmiike passive markers in
other languages. They can be used, for examplydm the mention of an
unimportant or unidentified agent.
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(26) Quileute passives, -qa, -tsil/-tsel, -sil/-selAndrade 1933:243-5

hayod-qa=li ‘I am invited’

q’isi-tsil=lits ‘you were hurt’

kule-seti'ilits  ‘you will be named’
téU’lo-gaRas ‘he will be met at the beach’
yal6-qalo ‘we were approached’

tsoxo-tsil ‘they were shot’

They can also be used, with oblique lexical speaifon of an agent, when
the patient is more topical, as below.

27) Quileute passive with oblique agent: Andr&€a3:281

yiR &'tAcit tAatci as gagd Re’

yiR  &tAcit tAatc-i as ga-ga’ Re’

the chief realizesuBoRD that  takePASSIVE OBLIQUE
t' Lot'6Lo6t.

t'Lot'6Lo6t

star

‘The chief realized that they had been taken awethe stars.’

Quileute differs from Nuuchahnulth in that lexigaminals may be pre-
ceded by articles that distinguish case. Subjeasdestinguished from all
other nominals. The oblique ‘stars’ in ‘they hadebeaken away by the
stars above is preceded by the same article as therg@mzatient ‘box’ in
‘The chief brought the box

(28) Quileute clause: Andrade 1931:279
[Ewo: yiB atcit Re’ axuyo’
[Ewo: iR atcit Re’ axuyo’
brought thesusJecT chief theoBLIQUE box
‘The chief brought the box.’

In Quileute, as in Nuuchahnulth, the regular pa&ssienstruction is ex-
ploited to insure the priority of second personerdhird. If a second person
acts on a third (2/3), the clause cannot be passivilf a third person acts
on a second, however (3/2), the clause must bevass so that the sec-
ond person is the subject.
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(29) Quileute obligatory passivization: Andrade33244-5

sayd’a-qalits ‘he likes you’
t.(liyou are liked")

xali-tsil-T'ilitS ‘he will skin you’

(lit. ‘you will be skinned’)
ada’adap-seklits ‘he spoke to you’

(lit. ‘you were spoken to’)
t'ata’a-ga-lits ‘he/they know you’

(lit. ‘you are known’)
taxt'seUpi-tselilits ‘they warmed your feet’

(lit. ‘you were foot-warmed’)

t'la'q’ast’adaRa-tselilitS  ‘he slapped you with his tail’
(lit. ‘you were tail slapped’)

Quileute thus shows a partial hierarchical systent, it is one step
weaker than that of its Wakashan neighbors Makah Nitinaht immedi-
ately to the north, and two steps weaker than Naiuchlth to the north of
those. Quileute prohibits transitives with thirdrgmns acting on second
(3/2). Makah and Nitinaht prohibit transitives withird persons acting on
either second or first (3/2, 3/1). Nuuchahnulthhilods all transitives except
in imperatives (3/2, 3/1, 2/1, 2/1).

5 The Salishan Family

Similar pronominal patterns can be seen in neighgdanguages in a third
family, Salishan. Some Salishan languages showigt®bs on participant
combinations in transitive clauses, but the deteflsy from language to
language. (A number of Salishan languages avoidbgmations involving
first person plural agents, but that prohibitiomdg pertinent here.)

The northernmost Salishan languages, spoken alengdrth coast of
British Columbia, show no restrictions on persombmations. These are
Bella Coola or Nuxalk (Nater 1984), Comox (Harr@81, Hagége 1981,
Watanabe 2003) and Sechelt (Beaumont 1985).

Salishan languages just to the south of these dalo@gcentral coast
show a mixture of patterns. Squamish (Kuipers 19670 Halkomelem
(Galloway 1993) prioritize just second persons avénd (2 > 3). When a
third person acts on a second (3/2), passivizasorequired. Describing
Halkomelem, Galloway makes the observation below.
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The Halkomelem passive is translated as in suclidgngxamples as ‘| am
told’, ‘we were sent’, and ‘you’ll be seen’. lt#so often translated with an
impersonal third person subject. ThigljaUm ‘you are called, you were
called’ can also be translated ‘he/shelit called, tbey called you'. This is
especially true when ‘you’ or ‘you folks’ is the jelt. These never occur
with a third person subject in set 5, so passivegooften substitute. (Gal-
loway 1993:187)

Immediately to the south of Squamish and Halkometeenthe Straits
languages: North Straits, originally spoken along southern tip of Van-
couver Island and adjacent islands and mainland/ashington State, and
Klallam, originally spoken primarily along the nbrshore of the Olympic
Peninsula in Washington State. North Straits ctsm$ several dialects.
The Saanich dialect shows the priority (2 > 3) Iguamish, Halkomelem,
and the Chimakuan language Quileute. Montler (1BB®). reports:

In Saanich a second person object almost neversedth a third person
subject. In eliciting paradigms, sentences suchesooked at you' appear
in the passive, ‘you were looked at’, as in

ken-at-2Q sk
SEEEONTROLTRANSITIVE-PASSIVE 2.SUBJECT
‘he looked at you’ (lit. ‘you were looked at’)

Compare

k'V'én-at-s-ag
SEEEONTROLTRANSITIVE-1.0BJECF3.ERGATIVE
‘he looked at me’

Other dialects of Northern Straits, as well as ldkal show a stronger
hierarchy. In Sooke, Lummi, and Klallam, both fiestd second persons are
given priority over third (1,2 > 3). This is thensa hierarchy as that of Niti-
naht and Makah, spoken in the same area. Sookeptesmmere seen earlier
in example (3). Some Lummi examples are in (31dWwellransitive predi-
cates can carry object suffixes and subject clitkssin (31a,b). If a third
person acts on a first or second person, however 8&8), the clause must
be detransitivized, as with the suffi, as in (31c,d).
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(31) Lummi: Jelinek and Demers 1983:168

a. [¥i-t-olids=s?n
KNOW-TRANSITIVE-1.2 OBJECT=1.SG.SUBJECT
‘I know you.’

b. Rei-t-olids=s¥
KNOW-TRANSITIVE-1.2 OBJECT=2.SUBJECT
‘You know me.’

c. [¢i-t-U=s2n
KNOW-TRANSITIVE-INTRANSITIVE=1 SG.SUBJECT
‘he knows me’ (lit. ‘I am known’)

d. Rei-t-U=sx"
KNOW-TRANSITIVE-INTRANSITIVE=2 SUBJECT
‘he knows you’ (lit. ‘you are known’)

The same pattern appears in Klallam (Thompson &mipson 1971).

Slightly further to south on the Washington mamda Lushootseed
shows no such restrictions (Hess 1973, 1992). fstither south, Upper
Chehalis (Kinkade 1963) and Tillamook (Edel 193ge&dal and Thomp-
son 1998) also show no restrictions. (There isfiitsent documentation of
Pentlatch and Nicola to assess the patterns i tloguages.) The Interior
languages Lillooet (van Eijk 1997), Thompson (Theom and Thompson
1992), Shuswap (Gibson 1973, Kuipers 1974), Okamdlsattina 1973),
and Kalispel (with dialects Spokane and Coeur did)e(Vogt 1940) also
show no restrictions. (Spokane, the westernmodéedtiaf Kalispel, does
show evidence of an innovation for transitives witlst person singular
objects. In place of the object suffix, a partisleised (Carlson 1972).)

In the Salishan languages, as in Wakashan and €hamaclauses with
two lexical arguments are rare. In some, they are permitted at all.
Obliques, including those representing passive tagand antipassive pa-
tients, are distinguished from core arguments legish particles.

6 TheDistribution of the Systems

The geographical distributions of the Wakashan,n@teian, and Salishan
languages, can be seen in the map in Figure 3 below
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Figure 3. The Wakashan, Chimakuan, and Salishaguages
(Based on Kroeber 1999:xxxi)

The distribution of the hierarchical systems issprged schematically in
Figure 4, where the names of the languages aragatdaaccording to their
geographical relationships and the extent of thérarchical systems in
each is listed next to its name.
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WAKASHAN FAMILY SALISHAN FAMILY
Haisla Bella Coola Lillooet Shuswap
Heiltsuk Comox Thompson Okanagan
Kwak'wala  1>2,3 Sechelt Columbian Coeur d’Alene
Nuuchahnulth 1,2>3;A>P 2>3 Squamish Kalispel

2>3 Halkomelem

Nitinaht 1,2>3 1,2>3 N. Straits
Makah 1,2>3 1,2>3 Klallam

CHIMAKUAN FAMILY

Quileute 2>3 Quinault Twana Lushootseed
Lower Chehalis Upper Chehalis
Tillamook Cowlitz

Figure 4. Geographical distribution of hierarchicsystems

All of the languages and dialects with hierarchiytems are clustered in a
geographical area with Nuuchahnult at its centée geographical picture
is striking. There is every indication that the ibasystem was spread
through contact.

The fact that no hierarchical system can be recactsid for any of the
parent languages, along with the geographicaliligion of the individual
variants, indicates that the systems developed #fte individual families
had fragmented. The system is most extensive inchahnulth, located in
the center of the Wakashan-speaking area. Nuuchbhhgives priority to
first and second persons over third (1,2 > 3) avithin these divisions, to
agents over patients (A > P). The immediately afjadanguages Nitinaht
and Makah (Wakashan), the Sooke and Lummi dialefcéorthern Straits,
and Klallam (all Salishan) show the next stronggstem: first and second
persons have priority over third (1,2 > 3). Langembeyond these, Quileute
(Chimakuan) to the south, and the Saanich dialécNarthern Straits,
Halkomelem, and Squamish (all Salishan) to the, gairitize just second
persons over third (2 > 3). Kwak'wala (Wakashan}he north shows the
weakest restriction, with a gap in the object suffaradigm for first per-
sons. The other languages in these families, matard geographically
from the Nuuchahnulth core, show no restrictions.

Other shared phonological, grammatical, and lexieatures indicate
longstanding multilingualism in the Northwest Coasta (Thompson and
Kinkade 1990). But how could such a tightly-integrth pervasive part of
the grammar as core argument structure, expregsedund morphemes, be
borrowed, especially without the pronouns thems&lv8ince we do not
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have documentation of these languages over hundfegisars comparable
to that for many European and Asian languagesatissver can be only a
matter of conjecture. But if we bring the diachmdimension into the puz-
zle, along with considerations of language usecare see a likely pathway
for the development.

We know that in languages with subject categogeakers’ choices
for subjecthood are not random (Chafe 1994, Mitlamad Chafe 1999).
Speakers generally choose first and second pearsthird for subject
status; humans over non-humans; and animates aeimates. They typi-
cally choose identifiable (definite) participantgeo unidentifiable (indefi-
nite) ones. They choose given referents (thosed@reinder discussion or
part of the context, usually pronominal) over nawually lexical). They
also tend to choose semantic agents over semaatienfs. This is not a
random set of tendencies, but rather featuresctietacterize good starting
points for the presentation of information. Speakmesent ideas from their
own point of view or that of their audience. Thégrswith common knowl-
edge as a point of departure. Agents typicallyigas¢ transitive events,
which are then experienced by patients. These resatoften coincide in a
single participant. First persons are given andaknolhe agents of events
are often identifiable human beings.

But on occasion the priorities are at odds. Thealspe (first person)
may not be the semantic agent, for example. Atettiieses, speakers make
stylistic choices. The choices made may range raptess evenly over the
full set of possible priorities. On one occasiomeginess may take prece-
dence, on another it might be identifiability, othad it might be person, on
a fourth agency, etc. But certain tendencies cao amerge and gain
strength within a speech community. In some langsafpr example, the
preference for identifiable (definite) subjects Hzexcome so strong that
speakers routinely place definiteness at the topheir priority list. The
choice of second person over others for subjectliaodcertainly be inter-
preted as a mark of politeness, and it can gagufrecy as speakers exploit
it for social purposes. A tendency to present imition from the point of
view of those involved in the conversation (firatlasecond persons) is easy
to understand and is generally widespread.

Such rhetorical propensities can spread easilyjjusbtfrom speaker to
speaker within a speech community, but also, incti@ext of bilingualism,
from language to language, particularly when pataiructural alternatives
exist in both of the languages spoken by the hilidg The transfer would
thus not have been one of grammatical structurerdiber of behavior: an
increased use of existing structures. Work by Rihe (1979, 1983, 1990)
documents modern cases in which second languageetsacarry stylistic
options into the new language from their first laage. (This work was
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kindly pointed out to me by Jurgen Meisel.) Suckcanario would easily
account for the development of the hierarchicatesys on the Northwest
Coast.

This rhetorical strategy, a tendency to prioritggeeech act participants
(first and second persons) over others in subfdetton, could have spread
some time ago among speakers of the Wakashan, Kimmaand Salishan
languages of western and southern Vancouver Iskrd the adjacent
mainland in British Columbia and Washington Statethe original moment
of transfer, it may have been no more than a sityleption. Once it had
entered the various languages, it apparently iseién frequency in each,
perhaps propelled by ongoing multilingualism, thodlye continuing influ-
ence of neighboring languages would not have beerssary. At a certain
point, the regular tendency to prioritize some pessover others was rein-
terpreted by learners as a grammatical requirement.

The fact that it was the seeds of the hierarctggalem that were trans-
ferred through contact, rather than the finishextdrchical system itself, can
be seen in the differences among the pronomingétsysof the modern lan-
guages. For Nuuchahnulth at the core of the anedhierarchical system has
penetrated the syntax to all clauses except impegafl,2 > 3; Agents >
Patients). For its closest neighbors (Nitinaht, BtakSooke, Lummi, Klal-
lam), the hierarchical systems just prioritize gteact participants over
others (1,2 > 3). Fur more distant neighbors (Q@&le Comox, Halkome-
lem, Saanich), the systems only prioritize the adskee (2 > 3).

7 Conclusion

Considerable progress has been made in recent tm@ag understanding
of the reasons behind similarities and diversitsoas languages. The pro-
gress has come from a variety of lines of work, agnthem general linguis-
tic theory, typology, historical linguistics, artetstudy of language contact.
Each approach has proven useful in its own righsdme cases, we stand
to learn still more if we combine sights from seler

Here we have seen that we can explain the disioibwif a seemingly
‘unborrowable’ grammatical structure across genlgties if we do not con-
fine our examination of contact phenomena to sigalfsynchronic resem-
blances. Once we introduce the diachronic dimensexognizing that geo-
graphically adjacent languages may share fundainferatiaures not because
the features themselves were borrowed, but bedhease precursors were
borrowed, we are in a stronger position to exptgime previously inexpli-
cably shared traits. For the most part, the strastalescribed here reflect
tendencies already lurking in all languages. Theatdlity introduced with
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stylistic options, and a propensity to exploit thagptions, provided the pre-
cursor to parallel grammatical developments.
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