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Halkonelem Nonseamental Morpholoey

Thomas E. lukari

Halkomelen shows considerable diversity in the farm-
al expression of mornhological categories, as is freauen-
1y the case in Salishan lanauages. In addition to suff-
ixation and a limited amount of nrefixatinn, one finds
reduplication, infixation and stem mutation. The latter
three constructions are examined here with the intent nf
raising questions regarding their status in linguistic
theory. t will be shown that they share properties which
set then apart from simple segmental morphology such as
prefixation or suFFix§tinn. Not only are they dependent
on tihe phonological form of the stem (e.g., reduplication
copies the sten), but all three represent formal modifi-
cations of an internal stem in Halkomelem, to the exclus-
ion of any prefixes except reduplicative material.,

The term '"nonsegmental morphnlogy" will be used here
to dencte any mornhological construction in which a con-
stituent morphene is not represented by a sequence of ad-

jacent nhonological segnents. Reduplication is nonseg-
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mental, as the reduplicative slement has no underlying
phonological representation independent of the stem vhich
it reflects, although at the point in the derivation af-
ter the sten is reduplicated, the construction will meet
the criteria for segmental morphology (providing the re-
duplicative form is not infixed). For example, one re-
duplicative pattern discussed below is an allomorph of
the Halkomelem imperfective, consisting of a copy of the
first stem consonant and vowel (with stem vowel reduct-
ion). l

1a. tilom sing 1b. titslen singing (inn.)

2a. lémet 1look at it 2b, 1elamat looking at it

It i5 not simply that Halkomelem has an imperfective pre-
fix with allomorphs including [{i-] and [lé-]; rather,
the reduplicative element constitutes a copy of part of
the stem, so it seens inappropriate to think of the mor-
pheme as having a phonological shape until the stem under-
gnes a copying rule.

Infixation is nonsegmental in that the infixed ele-
ment may interrupt a monomorphemic stem, so that while
the infix consists of a sequence of adjacent phonological

segments, the stem does not. One allomorph of the
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Halkomelem plural is the infix [-1-], which interrupts

roots in the following examples:

3a. pus cat 3b. palss cats

4a. téecsl arrive 4b. télocel  they arrive

The position of the infix is based on the phonological
shape of the root, appearing after the first consonant
and vowel in these examples, so the morpheme [pus] is

interrupted by the infix 'in [pﬁiss].

Stem mutation is nonsegmental in that a morphological
category is signalled by change in the phonological
string of the stem rather than by phonological segments
independent of the sfem. Two Halkomelem imperfective pat-
terns involving stem mutation are illustrated in the fol-

lowirig examples:

5a. pq¥at break it (substance) 5b. paq¥t  breaking it
3 -~ .

6a. cak“Xt fry it 6b.  Eek¥¥t frying it

The former example shows resyllabification (coincidentally
mimicking metathesis) and the latter shows an alternation

between a lax (shwa) and a tense vowel.
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In addition to considering nonsegmental morphoiogical
constructions themselves, we should look at the relation-
ship between such constructions. Halkomelem shows non-
segmental morphology in at least the following categories:

i, imperfective--denoting an ongoing action or process,
or one customary in the past;

ii. plural--expressing marked plurality, either many
participants or an act carried out repeatedly;

iii, diminutive--denoting smallness, endearment or depre-
cation;

iv. resultative--denoting a resultant state (and usual-

1y signalled doubly by nonsegmental morphology and

a stative [s-] prefix).
Because of certain limitations in the data, the syntagnatic
relationships between these categories will receive rather
brief treatment here, but a second point, the allomor-
phic relationships between formal constructions, will be
explored in somewhat more depth. A variety of formal de-
vices may be used in expressing each of the four categor-
ies above, depending on such factors as the phonological
shape of the stem, the presence of other morphological
categories and, apparently, lexical government. »

A question arises as to whether or not various dis-

tinct formal constructions expressing apparently the same
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norphological category constitute allomorphs of one mor-
phene. Generally, in inflectional morphology complenent-
ary forns with the same function and meaning are considered
to be allomorphs of one morpheme, as in the case of

tihe English plural forms boxes, oxen and teeth., In deri-

vational morphology, we may be willing to live with a
variety of distinct morphemes with similar (or at least
overlapping) functions and meanings, as in the following
nominalizations where the suffixes ion and ing are gram-
matically c¢quivalent yet probably considered to be morph-
emically distinct (cf., Aronoff, 1976).

the extermination of ants

the shooting of hunters
Aronoff (1376) restricts allomorphy to elements which
are phonologically related, as in the case of the nominal

suffixes ation, ition, ution and ion, where allomor-

phy rules (reseubling phonological rules, but morpholog-
ically triggered and restricted to specific morphenmes)
alter a basic Ation form. However, he excludes inflec-
tional morphology from his primarily English-based study
and apparently he does not find analogous problems, where

alloumorphs share no phonological resemblance, in deriva-
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tional morphology.

I will assume below that the four Halkomelem cate-
gories iﬂ question are to be treated more like the Eng-
lish plural--that formal diversity represents allomorphy,
although I am by no means convinced all four categories
are inflectional (assuming that there is a distinction
to be made between derivation and inflectiqn). Because
of its high frequency, it seems plausible to consider the
HHalkomelem imperfective‘an inflectional category. The
resultative, while fairly frequent, shows a character-
istic of derivational morphology, namely, resultative
forms are distributionally distinct from their nonresul-

tative counterparts. Stems which may co-occur with the

'highly productive transitive suffix [-t] seem to occur

freely in the resultative construction instead, but the
two constructions do notce-occur (although resultative

stems take the causative [-stox¥] suffix).

7a. yak¥st break it (transitive)
7b. syayek¥ broken (reSultative)

7c. syayok¥stax“ have broken it (causative-resultative)

The plural and diminutive fall somewhere in between the
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other two categories in that there are no clearcut reasons
for considering them to be either inflectiénal or deriva-
tional (beyond, perhaps, a metalinguistic assumption that
categories of their semantic domains should be considered

inflectional if they are productive),

1. Imperfectives. The Halkomelem imperfective may be
signalled by ¢V- reduplication, resyllabification, stress
shift, or vowel tensing (not all of these being mutually

exclusive)é

sa. tak¥ f1y 8b. %a%ek¥ flying
9a. potfot sew it 9b. pépatPst sewing it
10a. Xtek“sm carve 10b. X5tok¥em carving4

lla. pgq”at break it 11b. paq“t breaking it
12a. Caok“¥t fry it "12b. &ek“Xt frying it

13z, iéya&om snoke 13b. ié;&aé smoking

The formal expression of the imperfective is predictable,
based on the Shape of the stem. Stems of the shape CV,
CVC or C¥CVX reduplicate, while those of the form CVX or
CoCCX do not (the former undergoing resyllabification

and the latter Showing a tenSe vowel in the imperfective).

It seems interesting that the allomorphs of the im-
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perfective should be phonologically predictable, partic-
look 1like the products of phonological operations. This
raises the question of where in the derivation of a word
reduplicafion and other nonsegmental morphological pro-
cesses take place. It is clear from the Halkomelen data
that the phonological shape of a derived stem, not an

underlying root shape, is relevant in determining the

appropriate imperfective allomorph. Stems of the shape

CCV in combination with the transitive suffix [-t] occur
as independent roots in the form CoC, with a medial shwa
vowel and loss of the final vowel. While the transitive
stem undergoes resyllabification (as do other CCVX Stems),

the root form reduplicates.

l4a. tset put it near 14b. tésat putting it near
15a. tes get near 15b. tetas getting near

1 . . :
16a. tq“at break it 16b. taq“t breaking it

17a. teq” break 17b. totoq¥ breaking

Conversely, the lexical suffix [-ales] 'stitch, eye(let)'
may trigger root vowel reduction, so a CVC root Such as

[3i¢] 'get Sliced® will then pattern as a CCVX stem.
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18a. 3idot sillced it 18b. tizalet slicing it

19a, icalest slice out a 19b. #5¢olost slicing...
piece of weaving

On the other hand, the activity suffix [-els] triggers

vowel reduction only in the aspectually unmarked form,

indicating that Imperfective formation precedes vowel

reduction in this case:

20ua, yeq f£fall 20b. yeyoq falling

2ia, yoqels fell (trees) 2lb, yéyoqels felling
Yo 9 . [ )

22a. petVat sew it 22b. pépat®at sewing it

23a. pthels sev 22b, pepot®als sewing ‘

Wille the corpus in this area is rather limited, it sug-
gests that some rules precede those which form imperfec-
tives. I suspect, however, that the vowel reduction rule
triggered by the lexical suffix [-alss) falls into the
class of morphologically governed rules Aronoff calls
allemorphic rules, which precede the phonological deri;
vation, and hence it is not clear that the imperfective
formation rules must be ordered within the phonology
proper. Similarly, the rules accouating for the CaC root

shape of CCV stems probably precede the phonological deri-
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vation and therefore do not require us to order imper-

“fective formation rules within the phonology.

While the shape of the Stem determines the impérfec-
tive allomorph, it is not the whole Stem that is rele-
vant, since prefixes are ignored. For example, the [x"-]
prefix is ignored in (24). If it were not, the imperfec-
tive would show resyllabification rather than reduplica-

tion, as in (25), where the initial consonant is not a

prefix:

24a. x“3aq%est slap in 24b. x¥iatoq¥est slapping in
face Hhe face

25a. x“k¥at pull it 25b. x“ak¥t pulling it

Similarly, the [c-] 'have/make' prefix is ignored in (20),

unlike (27) where the initial consonant is part of the

root and triggers resyllabification:

26a. csiten have/make a  26b. csisaten making a basket
basket

27a. cset tell him/her 27b. cdsat telling him/her

“

Assuming the imperfective 1s an inflectional-category

(which seems plausible), the order of elements in (24)
and (26) runs counter to normal expectations. That is,

inflectional morphemes are generally external to deri-

el - — - -
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vational morphemes, So we would expect an inflectional
prefix to precede a derivational prefix such as [c-] or
[x“-}. This suggests that reduplicative elements are

not actually affixes in Halkomelem.

1.1. Reduplicating Imperfectives. As noted above, stens
of the shape CV, CVC or CVCVX show CV- reduplication in
the imperfective. In most cases, the reduplicative ele-

ment is stressed and the stem vowel is reduced:

YA

28a. cewot help him/her 28b. Lolawoat helping hin/her

~ - M s
29a, siX¥om wade out 29b. sisoX“sm wading out

However, if the stem vowel is shwa, Stress teads to fall

on the penultimate syllable:
. - - ? .
30a. tdnem weave 30b. tetonsm Weaving

Stems with a strong initial syllable (containing a long

vowel, V?, Vh or root-final V) malntain stress on the Stem

and the reduplicative slement ha$ unstressed shwa:S

3la. te?t try it 31b. tote?t trying it

’ . . . 1 Yarad . . .
52a. tfuum pick berries 32b. tfatSGum picking berries

I will assume here that the reduplicative syllable is as-
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signed Stress if the voWwel is tense (not shwa)-~-possibly

by the reduplication rule--but that a special stress rule
reassigns stress to strong syllable stems (with subsequent

reduction of unstressed yowels):6

1] 9
cewat te?t
q . o Y~ 9 1 129
reduplication  cecewat tete?t
. . 4 b
restressing sesnsas tete?t
i) i k) . *
reduction Cécowot totert

This solution is not altogether satisfactory, since the
restressing rule undoes the previous stress assignment,
rather than reducing it to, say, secondary stress.

A further complexity is found in the following exam-

ples:

33a. ysq" burn 33b. heyq" burning
34a, lek“at break it 54b. h5lk“et breaking it

35a. 1e?¥ put it away 35b. hdlo¥ putting it away

A reduplicated voiced sonorant followed by shwa becomes
[h], including Co forms which arise through reduplicat-
ing strong syllable stems as in (35). However the redup-

licative element bears stress, unlike other Cs redupli-
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cations. I assume here that a second restressing rule
applies after the rules mentioned above, shifting stress

to the first syliable:

1e?§

reduplication 1lele?d
Y.

restress lele?s
. . o

euuction lole?d

.9 ¢

restress 2 lote?s
IS T
sonorant to h holes

. . 1
reduction holal

Again, previous stress placement ;ules are undone in the
derivation. Further, vowel reduction must appiy twice,
the final instance reducing the strong syllable maintained
in imperfectives such as (31), where the second re-

stressing rule does not apply.

1.2. Resyllabification. Stems beginning in a conSonant
cluster (ignering prefixes) show a stressed vowel be-
tween these consonants in the imperfective, The quality
of the vowel is predictable (cf. Jones, 1976); if the
vowel is followed by a consonant cluster it is tense ([a]

or [e]), and otherwise it 1s shwa:

36a, #%ile§ stand

37a. pqYat break it
38a. k“Set count it
39a., k¥¥alest count

stitches

Note that (38) and (32)
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36b. ¥5%els¥ (be in the process
of) standing

37b. paq¥t breaking it
38b. k“e¥t counting it

" 39b. k¥3%slest counting

stitches

are based on the same root [k“Ze]

and that the vowel of the lexical suffix [-alas] in the

latter blocks vowel tensing.

Further, the distinction between [a]} and [e] is pre-

dictable; [a] occurs if the following consonant is

rounded and [e] occurs elsewhere. While this may at first

seem to be a case of metathesis (cf., 37 and 38), the

vowel of the perfect stem may be shwa and in such cases

the imperfective vowel still follows the distribution

noted above:’

40a. ©Xat push it

4la. ¥qYet wet it

40b, Sext pushing it

41h., *aq“t wetting it

I assume here that a morphologically triggered rule in-

serts a stressed shwa between the initial consonants

and that the vowcl is subsequently tensed to [a] or [e]

in the appropriate phonological contexts as described
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above:
viq ¥ Suv Yuy
1Xiles K"set salost
. . L0 2., » i)
vowel insertion %oXile¥ . k"a%et k¥3¥alest
k] rd
truncation cieeaan k¥a3t ceerenes
. Y’ x
tensing IR k"eSt ceeseaas
. . “ 2 ] -
recuction 15%a10% e k¥33alest

1.3, CVCC stems, CVCC stems show an alternation between
shwa in the aspectually unmarked form and either [e]} or
[8] in the imperfective. At an earlier point in the in-
vestigation of these forms, Michael Jones and I felt the
tense imperfective vowel of these forms was related to
the tensing rule mentioned above for CCV stems (Jones,
1976); however, additional data has not supported this
position. VWhile the tense vowel may have been historic-
ally predictable, it does not appear to be So currently.
In a number of cases the vowel is [a] when the third
consonant is a rounded back velar (as opposed simply.a

rounded second consonant in section 1.2):

42a. Cok¥¥t fry it 42b. &ek“Xt frying it

43a., kopXt sprinkle it  43b. kepXt sprinkling it
(sand)
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44a. Catq¥t grind it 44b. catq“t grinding it
45a. c-qYemx* skinny 45b. yo-q“amx¥-al getting

s skinny

However, other forms do not conform to this and “sone var-
iation has been noted:
46a, x¥-8ayq¥t dig it 46b. x“"Geyq¥t ~ x“ayq“t
digging it
47a. %0pt®t suck it into 47b. %ept®t ~ 2aptft sucking
the moyth it into the mouth

Some of these stems co-occur with the intransitive

[-m] suffix, in which case the tense¢ vowel appears in

both the perfect and imperfective forms:

Yo fall apart 48b. ¢atq¥em falling apart

(from cooking)
(cf. 44)

v, i)
48a. catey

~ - .
49a. iépaxam fall (leaves) 43b., &épxam falling
(cf. 43)
This pattern also occurs in three stems for which corres-

pondiang transitives have not been elicited:

b3

sl k] . % 9 N
50a. %tataq”eum snore 50b. %aty“em snoring

5la. kYeiodom make a 51b., i”éi&oﬁ naking v
popping sournd :

52a, %aysdsm smcke 52b. AeyJem smoking
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It is cleuar that the transitive [-t] suffix is not in-
strumencal in the phonological alternation, since the in-
dependent root forms occur in scme cases and they follow

the salle pattern as the transitive stems:

53a. Gok“% fry (cf. 42) 53b. fek¥X% frying

34a. sowq seek 54b. sewq - seeking

s5a. Sow&t look for him 55b. Se&&t looking for
hin

No attempt will be make to analyze these here, other than

to suggest that the tense vowel may have to be take: as
underlyiag and, conceivably, that it is preserved in imper-
fective forms because of a morphologically triggsred stress-
ing/tensing rule. This does nct account for the preser-
vation of the tense vowel in the iantransitive [-mj per-

fect foras. In any event, such stems dJdo not reduplicate,
although they presuiniably would meet the structural de-
scroption for imperfective reduplication, assuming the

ruls applics to stems beginniang in CV,

1.4.Inperfective allomorpas., Phonological criteria sceen
to determine the formal expression of the :lalkomelen im-

perfective: stems bpeginaing in a consonant cluster under-
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go vowel-insertion (resyllabification), triconsonantal
stems (e.g., CVUC(-t)) sho+ (possibly preserve) a tense
vowel, and other stems undergo CV- reduplication.

Clearly these processies are not purely phonological
--despite the fact the choice of one process or anotier
is based on plonological criteria--since it is a norphe-
logical categery, not a phonological context, which trig-
gefs the processes in the first place. On the other hand

it is at least possible that these processes are formally

stated as rules within the paonology. That is, they could

interact with phonological rules in such a way tiaat they
would necessarily be ordered among them. I sinmply peint
out the alternatives here, as I currently have no basis
for choosing between then.

We have seen above that some rules nust alter the
shape of stems before the imperfective rulss apply. For
example, transitive CCV-t stems undergo resyllabification,
but their indspendent root counterparts evideantly have
the shape CaC Wwhen the imperfective rules apply and there-
fore undergo reduplication instead. Similarly, the lex-
ical suffix [-ales] triggers reduction of the root vowsl

. 1 . o N
in stems such as [¥ic] ‘get sliced’, meeting the struc-
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tural descripticn for resyllabification instead of redup-
lication. A critical question to which no definitive ans-
swer can Yot be given is whether such rules knowii to pre-
cede iuperfective fofmation are allomorphic rules (cf.

Aronofi, 197¢) or part of the phonology.

2. Plurals. Halkomelem plurals are formed ty CaC redup-
lication, Co reduplication or [-i-] infixation--the lat-
ter being the most productive? I am not aware of phono-
logical criteria distinguishing forms undergoing CoaC
reduplicaticn from those which take the iafix., Co re-
uuplication 15 confined tu a small class of stems begin-
ning in CeC, @&pd hence the class is partially defined by
phonolugical shape, although the najority of stems meet-
ing this criterion do not show this pattern.

wille the selection of plural allomorphs is evident-
1y lexically determined in part, there is scme interact-
ion between morphological categories, as almost all dim-
inutives pluralize by infixation, regardless of what al-
lerorph their nondiminutive counterparts take. The inter-
action of morphological categories will be considered in

section 5.

2.1, CaC reduplication. There are no restrictions on the
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phonological shape of stems viich undergo CaC reduplica-

tion. Those stems which do prescrve stress on the Stem

vowel do so if the stenm has a vowel 28 its sccond segment:

s6a,.sila grandparent 56b. ils grandparents

3
sols
57a, tilem sing 57b. toltilem they sing

CCV stems, however; resyllabify and lose their vowel:

58a. pq¥at  treak it 58b. paq¥p3q¥(a)t break them

5%a., qpet gather it 59b. Qongdp(e)t gather then

If this were sinmply a matter of reduplicating the conson-
ants of CLV stems, onez might predict forms such as

X [poq¥pq¥at], ussuning the reduplicative forr takes on
an epenthetic vowel souehow. The surface shapes suggest
that the input to the rule is not CCV, but CoC(V). If

we Wish to maintain that the input to the inmperfective
formation rules is CUV in these cases, it seems necess-
ary to assune sSome allomorphy rule iaserts suwa in these
stens before the application of the CoC reduplication

rule, call it a syllable readjustment rule:

pq-at
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syllable v
readjustnent peq-at

CoC reduplication poq“p5q¥at

. .
vowel reduction paq“peq¥at

I will assume here that stress placement in CaC
reduplications is a function of the reduplication rule,
str2ssing the first vowel of the stem. This accounts

‘fo} the reduction of the root-£final vo#el in plurals such
as (58b), if we assuume aa unstressed vowel is reduced to
shwa, Further, imperfective plurals suggest that the
shwa cf the reduplicative syllable is generally due to
vowel readuction., Although the data are limited, at least
some plural stems Show a stress difference sigualling
the imperfasctive:
oa, teltilom they sing 60b, tiltaloem they are

singing

ola. k¥ork“iatal they fight 01b. kK“inkYentel they are
fighting

LW Yz * 52 EXVEINE W )
v2a. KYe%k"itew they live 62b., k"13¥k"a%ow they are
with inlaws living with inlaws
If btoth plural fornms are ths result of one reduplication
riule, the immerfective forns can be explained by a stress
snift rule morphologically triggered by the imperfoective,

shifting stress to the reduplicative form., The unstress-
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ed vowel in each case is subsequently reduced to shwa:

tilem (pl.) tilem (imp. pl.)
CVC redup. tiltilem tiltilem
o Y23y, )
imp. stress ceenesaee tiltitom
i) i3 239 i
vowel reduct. taltilom tiltalam

The analysis awaits further data, but it seems likely
that the reduplication pattern is actually CVC, with

stress-conditioned vowel reduction,

2.2, Co Reduplication. A small group of stems appear to
undergo either Ci infixal redup}ication or Co reduplica-
tion with [i] replacing shwa in the second syllablé (these
being alternative analyses of the same data.,) In the
majority of cases the stem begins in CoaC (althougi most
CsC stems do not follow this pattern), making it diffi-

cult to tell wiich analysis is the better:

63a. k“smlsx" root ) 63b. k¥ak"imlax" roots
64a. $5ys% older sibling 64b, $agiyot older siblings

65a. x“4lmax" Indian 65b. x“ax“ilmex“ Indians

These also show the sonorant-to-h alternation (sce 1.1
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scnorant) would otherwWise result:

66a. 15%“ton blanket 66b. holiX“tsn blankets

67a. ndqem dive 67b. honiqsm they dive

Other forms, if they are to be related, suggest that
the pattern is (o with vowel change in the Sstem. Two
plurals show [e] instead of [i] as the vowel (although

these could be transcription errors):

6Sa. qdlam eye 68b. qeqelom eyes

69a, sXano foot/leg 69b. sXoXens legs?

This is strikingly parallel to resultatives discussed

in section 4 below, wuere [i] and occasionally [e] is

inserted (the difference being apparently lexically gov-
erned). Further, one Stem shows Cs reduplication despite
the fact that the first syllable of the singular has a

tense vowel:lo

- z . N N s .
70a. stiwon niece/nephew 70b., statiwon nieces/nephews

In addition, two long-vowel forms have been observed to

nave Cos plurals:
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71a. stuup Stove 71b. statlup stoves

72a. spaai raven 72b. spopaal ravens

Wiile Co reduplication With [i~e] insertion seems to me
to be the more obvious solution, the facts do not pre-

clude infixal CV reduplication., ilowever a similar prob-
lem arises in resultatives below, where additional data

tend to suggest that [i~e¢] insertion is more promising.

2.3. Infixation. The infix [-i-] seems to be productive
outside the domain of actions and processes, where CaC
reduplication predominates. For example, the following

loan Words show infixed plurals:

73a, &if chief 73b. Eelof chiefs

,o . -2 N
74a, meCa$ match 74b. melalas matches

The infix occurs in most cases after the first consonant

and vowel of the stem, taking an epenthetic sihwa after

it unless followed by a lateral:

75a. x“-2aq%est slap in face 75b. x“-talaq“est
them in the

76a. tecel arrive 76b. télacel they

77a. nitbat mash it 77b. melat®st mash them
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78a. $ex door, path 78b. Se?slt doors, paths

79a. q"t5ySen shoe 79b. q¥aliaySen shoes

Note in (75) that an initial prefix is ignored,.although
a root consonant cluster is interrupted in (73), illus-
trating that the infix occurs after the first consonant
of stems winich begin in a consonant cluster. The lower-
ing of [i] to [e¢] shown in (73) and (77) is regular, al-
tiiough it 1is confined to the environment of the plural
infix and may therefore be¢ morphologically governed.

A putative exception to the placement of the infix
is diminutive stems, as the infix occurs in the redup-
licative prefix (sce section 3 below for diminutive

reduplication):

80a. Set door/trail

SO0b., Se?¥% 1little door, path
80c. $5%e?3¥% 1little doors, paths
§la, pus cat

81b. pu?ps 1little cat

Slc. palﬁ?ps little cats

But this hardly constitutes an exception to the princi-

ple of ignoring prefixes, since the diminutive form can
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be thought of as nonsegmental. That is, it is not clear
whether reduplicative "prefixes'" are prefixes in the sense
of segmental morphology. IHowever, tihe position of the in-
fix within the phonological string seems exceptional in
(80) and (81), since it precedes the stem vowel rather
than following it. This is evidently phonologically con-
ditioned--possibly by the ‘strong sSyllable’ environment
discussed in section 1l.1. Although almost éll the forms
in wnich the context is met are diminutives, the follow-
ing example suggests the infix precedes the Sequence V?;
82a. sqé’eq younger sibling 82b. sqelé7eq younger
siblings
Further, the infix preceding a long vowel is at least a
marginally acceptable alternate to Cas feduplication in

(83):
83a, stuup stove 83b. stallup ~ statlup stoves

Why strong syllables should be ignoréd remains a mystery

at present,
s

3. Diminutives. Diminutives are signalled solely by re-

duplication. The two basic diminutive reduplicative pat-



183

terns are CV? and Ci?, the distribution of the two being
phenologically predictable. Ci? occurs Wwherever one
would expect Ca?, given the distribution of Co redupli-

cation in inperfectives (but also including CCV stems,

unlike imperfectives), and CV? occurs elsewhere:”

S4a. S-cep® uncle/aunt 84b. 3-ce?cpd uncle/aunt (dim.)

85a. s-k“ati crazy 85b. s-k“47k¥ti? crazy (dim.)

86a. ¥-k“é%om basket 86b. 3-k"i?k“&?em 1little
basket (dim.)

87a. s-k“9e? island 87b. s-k¥i?k"9e? little is-
land (dim.)

88a. 1eplit priest 8sb. 1ilpiit priest (dim.)

$ya., s-t%um berry 89b. s-19i?t%um little berry
(dim.)

The distribution of CV? and Ci? can be accounted
for by stress conditioning, with Ci? occurring whenever
the reduplicative form does not t;ke (primary) stress,
paralleling the analysis of imperfective reduplication.
At least two analyses are possiblé: either [i] is in-
serted whenever Co? would arise or the basic pattern is
Ci? reduplication with subsequent vowel assimilation
just in case the reduplicative form maintains (primary)

stress. While I have no reason to prefer one analysis
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over the other at present, I give sample derivations for

the latter analysis, leaving the alternative to tne read-

er:
stfuum » pus
Ci? reduplication st9i?t8uum pi?pus
stress shift st9}21%Gun R
vowel assimilation .......... pu?pus
vowel truncation Ceereeeae pu?ps
s18Y210%um pu?ps

4, Resultatives. The resultative construction is doubly
marked by a stative prefix [s-] and nonsegmental morpho-
logy. The latter is indistinguisihiable from the imperfec-
tive except that a tense vowel--[i] or [e]--occurs when-
ever the form would otherwise not have a tense vowel,
The discussion below is confined to such cases.
Resultatives are most frequently based on monomor-

pihenic stems and, as noted above, do not co-occur With
transitive (noncausative) suffixes. The following forms

. v . . .
can be analyzed either as Co reduplications accompanied

by the replacement of the stem vowel by [i~e] or as Ci~

e reduplicative infixes (the distinction between [i] and

[¢] being lexically governed in either case):
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30a. pek" to surface 30b. spopek¥ afloat (result.)
Jla. tes  get near 91b. states  be near

J2a. Ok¥at straighten it 92b. s828&kY be straigit

33a. KYe% spill 3b. sk¥sk¥it poured, spilled
Jda. k¥Eét count it 94b. sk“sk¥i% Dbe counted
35a. Gox“ vanish 95b. $8268ix¥ gone

Other forms suggest the pattern is Co (i.e. CV)
reduplication plus the insertion of [i] or [e] within
the stem. The following forms (incidentally showing the
sonorant to [ii] shift and loss of [h] after a fricative)
exenplify cases Where the tense vowel cannot be part of

a reduplicative infix:

J6a. mano offspring J6b. S(h)eﬁn37 already nave
. had a child
37a. ndgam dive 37b. s(h)snqém dived and
still under
3Sa. snax“st canoe 38b., s(h)enx“i¥ arrived by
canoe

It seems likely that the second syllable receives a tense
stressed vowel in these forms. The imperfective of ‘can-
oe*,for example, could serve as a basis for deriving

(38b):
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93a. c-ndx"st get/have 39b. c-hdnx¥s¥ getting/making
. a canoe a canoe
Forms with lexical suffixes do not necessarily re-
duplicate, although they may have a tense vowel in tie
resultative. The lexical suffix [-3en] “foot/leg’ shows

a resultative (non-underlying) [i] vowel in (100b):
100a. ce¥bn-om get up on 100b. sce¥in be standing on

While this lexical suffix occurs most frequently with a
reduced vowel (shwa), it shows its full grade [e] with’

Some stems:

101, ma$én-on take shoes off (root: me? ‘come off?) .

102, 1ok“Sen get a broken foot (root: 1sk¥(a) ‘break’)

This suggests that the'[-§iﬁ] form arises through tensing
or replacing the siwa of the weak form as in (100a) rathn-
er than through preserving an underlying [i]. Again, the
vowel cannot be derived by reduplicative infixaéion sug-
gesting that this is not the Source for the tense¢ vowels

of (90) througih (95) either.

5. Syntagmatic relationships. Several factors are of

interest in considering how nonSegmental constructions
combine, including which categories co-occur, their deri-

vational order and the formal relationships between them.
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5.1. Plural combinations. The plural combines with the
other three caiegories. As resultative and imperfective
plurals are formally parallel, they will be discussed

together.

5.1.1,Imperfective and resultative plurals. The imper-
fective or resultative functions as the base for plural
formation in the cases where the combined categories are
signalled by devices which normally signally tiacm in-
dividually. In one case, the plural seems to function
as the base, however the regular imperfective and resPl*

tative formation rules are not part of the derivation.

{lultiple reduplication occurs in only one class,
where imperfective reduplication is not transparent:
the h-reduplicating imperfectives, where an initial son-

orant becomes [h]:

103a. m5éat swallow 103b. hsﬁAat swallowing
103c. moiméaat swallow 103d., hoﬁ5ﬁ&at swallowing
(p1.) (pl.)
105e. s-(h)emiq f£ull 103f£. s-(h)ommigq #full,pl.
104a. 1ak¥at break it 104b. h5lk¥st breaking it
104c. 1lak¥15kYst break 104d. helsik¥et breaking
then them
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104e. s-(n)olik¥ broken 104f. s-(i)ollik¥ broken
: (pl.)

I assume that the imperfective or resultative is thé base
for CVC plural formation in these examples, and that‘iu-

ternal [h] elides as does the second syllable shwa of the
resultative plural (probably conditioned by the following

stressed syllable):

A ES] PR R
s-homiq homqot
B . . . i ted .,
CVC reduplication  s-ihomhbmiq honnangat
.. LR [ PR
h elision s-amomlq hemamgat
. e 9.0
shwa elision S-9umiq ceettane
%19 LR R
sammlq hamamqat

Plural infixation occurs in resultative construct-

ions based on CCV roots:

105a, pq“at break it 105b. spopiq¥ broken
105c, spalapig“ broken (pl.)
106a, sqet tear/split it 106b. (s)sesiq torn

106¢. (s)sslesiq . torn (pl.)

This clearly illustrates the relevance of phonological
criteria. In other contexts (such as transitives, dis-

cussed below) CCV roots undergo plural reduplication
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rather than infixation. Note too that h-reduplicating re-
sultatives undergo very similar derivations, yet they

reduplicate in the plural.

CCV stems apparently form their imperfective plurals

on. imperfective bases:

107a. OXot push it 107b. SeXt pushing it

107c, BoX%95%et pusih (pl.) 107d. SoXOekt pushing (pl.)

108a. pq¥at break it 10¢b. paq®t breaking it
10Cc. paq“paq¥st break 10¢d. peq¥paq¥t breaking
. then 3 then

While it is conceivable that the plurals could serve as
the stems here, with imperfective vowel tensing occurring
after C¢VC reduplication, the reverse order is quite
plausible and it accords with the derivation of h-redup-

licating forms:

imp. rules ekt

CVC reduplication, etc. OaXdekt

CVCC stens may form plurals on imperfective or re-
sultative stems, altinough the reverse analysis is not

out of the question:
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109a. %oyXt eat it 109b. feyXt eating it
109c. %oyisy¥t eat (pl.) 107d. *eviéyXt eating (pl.)

110a. 2ept®t suck it 110b. %ept®t sucking it into
into tlhe mcuth the mcuth

110c. %opiopt®t suck them 110d. %opiepi®t sucking then

- into the nouth into the mouth
Thus:
Aéptt topidpit
CVC reduplication, ectc. ieﬁiéﬁ%t -------- ‘
inperfective form. = =------- isﬁiéﬁ%t

Again, it seemns preferable to assume imperfective form-
ation precedes plural formation, falling in line with
the derivational order of the forms abcve.

One irregular root lends support to the derivation of
c&mplex plurals from inperfective or resultative bases in
the case of stems which undergo internal change. Consid-

er the following:

~ - “ ~ ”v 3 3
l1lla. X“&ensm run 111b. X“an€enom running
- v’ . - ”v b -
111lc. Xx“oleonZenam they 111d. X“anX“anlenem they are
run running

Tie imperfective plural clearly is not based on the sim-
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ple plural, waich is formed by infixation. The only ap-
parent choice here is to»derive the imperfective plural
from the imperfective. The imperfective is, by the way,
nct altogether irregular if we assume the underlying
form to be [X“n&enam]; like other stems beginning in

a consonant cluster, it undergoes resyllabification with

. 2
subsequent tensing to [a].

Stems which undergo CV reduplication in the imper-
fective or resultative do not combine these forms with
the piural (other than cases such a§ 103d and 105c).
Instead, the plural form is modified by shifting stress
to the reduplicated syllable, exemplified for imperfec-
ives in (60) throughi(GZ) and for resultatives in the

following:

112a. %eqet lay it down 112b. siétaq 1laid out
112c. siédtoq 1laid out (pl.)

, P - .Y oy,
113a. yak"ot break it 113b. syayak"” broken

115c. syak“yox® broken (pl.)

Althaougih I have no simple plural forms corresponding to
these imperfectives, on the basis of other CVC plurals,

Where the stem retains the stressed vowel (cf. 57b),
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this pattern can be accounted for by plural reduplica-v
tion plus a shifting of the stress to tie reduplicated
syllable. This is the only instance where stems clearly
fail to undergo their regular imperfective or resultative
formation rules. Given that other stems undergo the
latter rules before plural formation, it is surprising that
these forms do not. A possible explanation is - that CVC
reduplication will not operate on CV reduplications, al-
though opaque h-reduplicatang forms undergo CVC redupli-
cation (perhaps because tﬁey are opaque). In any event,
theSe forms seem to be excebtions to the regular deriva-

tional. order.

5.1.2. Diminutive plurals. !ost diminutive plurals are
formed by plural infixation in the diminutive stem, as
noted above. Such forms will not be elaborated on; how-
ever, one siould note that the selection of the plural
allomorph in this case is determined by the morphological
context--the fact that the stem is diminutive--not nroper-
ties of the root. A Second diminutive plural construct-

ion--Co reduplication--occurs rather infrequently and ‘is

optionally replaced by the more productive pattern:
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114a. sq¥515¥ bird 114b. sq¥iq“1e¥ bird (dim.)
114c. sq¥s1q¥ele¥ birds 114d. sq“sq¥s1s% birds (dim.)
115a. sq¥eudy dog 115b. sq¥iq¥mi? dog (dim.)
115c. sq“smq“ené} dogs  115d. sq“eq"5mi? dogs (dim.)
116a. sXana foot 116b. ski¥ne? foot (dim.)
116c. skaxens feet 116d. sXe¥%sne feet (dim.)

. > 29 -
117a. mostinox" person 117b. memstimsx¥ person (dim.) .

< < . /
117c. molstimex“ people 117d. momos t imox™ people (dlm.)3

These dininutive plurals may be modifications of dimin-
utive stems with stress either maintained on or shifted
to the sten vowel. If so, they show the same derivational

order as the productive pattern.

5.2, Diminutive combinations. The diminutive combines
with the other three categories, orerating on imperfec-
tive or resultative bases, but forming the base for plur-
al infixation, as noted above. Since diminutive plurals
have already been described, thiey are discussed here only
in the context of a more complex construction, the

diminutive imperfective/resultative plural.

5.2.1. Vininutive imperfectives and resultatives. The

imperfective or resultative stem functions as tihe base
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for diminutives. Predicates denoting actions or pro-

cesses do not Seen to occur as simple diminutives.  In
elicitation, imperfective diminutives are given instecad
(although these predicates can also occur as diminutive

resultatives or diminutive plurals ).

An exhaustive listing of imperfective and resulta-
tive diminutives would go beyond reasonable space limits,
so a few typical examples‘will be cited, illustrating
that the diminutive is the expected feduplication of the
base formed by the other category:
118a, helét filjing it 118b. hi?hdlét filling it

(1lac) (din.)

118c. s-(h)oalié fu1l 113d. seelie ful1 (dim.)”
(s-he?halic)
119a. ca¢é?t putting it  119b, C¢i?cece?t ditto (dim.)
on

119¢. scace? on 119c. sc¢i?cecé? ditto (dim.)

121a, kYeit p uring it  121b. k“i?k¥est ditto (dim.)
' (kY%e-)

Y

121c. sk¥ok“iz spilled  121d. sk¥e?k¥ok¥iz ditto (dim.)

122a. %epXt sprinkle it  122b, %i?&ép¥t ditto (dim.)

122c. shep% sprinkled 122d. ski?4ép%x ditto (dinm.)

While examples (121) through (122) may seem irregular,
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since normally the stem vowel is reduplicated, it turns
out that the imperfective and resultative stem vowels
are never copied in the diminutive (with one exception
noted below), I have suggested elsewhere (llukari, 1377)
that the imperfective/resultative stem receives stres§
in the derivation prior to diminutive formation, block-
ing the éopying of the vowezl (or causing the copy vowel

to reduce).

Stems which undergo CV reduplication in the imper-
fective (with a tense vowel) are unusual in showing re-

duplicative infixation for the diminutive:

123a. 2atal™ flying 123b. %ota?isk¥ ditto (dim.)
124a. ﬁéﬁe%et feeling it 124b. 6aﬁé7ﬁe§9t ditto (dim.)

125a. q“aq%sq¥a?q™t club- 125b, &“a&“§7&“aq”a7q”t ditto
ing him on the head (dim.)

Vien the reduplicated vowel is siwa in the imperfective,

the diminutive form precedes the imnerfective sten:
- N s - 9 . .
126a. *sidnen weaving 126b. %i?%s%onen ditto (dim.)

Tiis is the only clear case of reduplicative infixation.

5.2.2. Complex diminutive forms. Three nonsegmental cat-
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egories can combine in the following derivational order:
imperfective or resultative, dininutive and, last, plur-
al. As with sinple diminutives, the plural allomorph 1S.

the infix:

i . *r Y, -
128a. sei?cocd? on, dim. 128b. sceli?cecel? on (dim.

pl.)
2: i7paq¥t breaking 127b. pali?paq¥t breaking it
123a. piipad it (pq”ag) (dim. pl.)

. - b N s
i?3935nom weaving 130b., %eli?%odonem weaving.
130a, ¥i?%o%o g !
The stems which undergo diminutive infixation, however,
do not Seen to occur in this construction. They can
occur simply as dininutive plurals or as double dimin-

utive plurals:

kJ . . .
131a. ieti?tolem  singing 131b. toli?telom sing (din.

(dim.) pl.)
. - 2w -
2?30k . flyin 132b. 4i?%0%a?%ak" flying
13?3. FoRariok Ed{m.§ (double dim.)

132¢c. %eli?d0ta?dok¥ flying (double dim. pl.)

v

piminutive seems to be the only nonsegmental cate-
gory which can occur doubly in a construction, probably
émphasizing smallness. If the initial syllable of the

diminutive bears primary stress, apparently the double
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diminutive reduplicative element does not take stress

and reduces to shwa (assuming it is the initial c¢lement):

v 3 . - o RTE P * .
“33om counting 133b. k¥i?k“s%am counting

(£¥Ee-) (dim.)

K
133a. K

)

. 5 £ ’ . .
133c. k¥ox"i?k¥e¥om counting (double dinm.)

Zlsewhere, the double diminutive element is Ci? and the
sinple diminutive element reduces (again, assuming the

double dininutive reduplicative form is first):

1342, q"anx%sl getting thin | 134b. q¥i?q¥amx¥el ditto

(q¥smx™) (dim.)

134c. q¥i?7q¥%q”am¥“el getting very thin (double dim.)
g g

6. Observations, While this prelininary study has ap-
proached ilalkonelem nonsegmental morphology in an in-
formal manner, it provides a context for raising a

number of questions concerning tihe nature of nounseg-

nental morpiiology and rules of the lexicon.

6.1. Affixal and nonaffixal morphology. The question
arises as to Whether segmental and nonsegpental mor-
phology are formally distinct and, if so, in what ways.
The preceding sections have shown that ifalkonelem non-

segmeatal morpnenmes stand in rather special formal re-
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lationsiips to stems; first, the phonological siape

of tiie stem determines the realization of the morpheme
and, second, the stem does not include segmental pre-
fixes. Tuese seen to be areas of potential difference

between segmental and nonsegmental morphemes.

While the shape of the stem is critical to the
realization of nonsegmental morphemes, it can also play
a role in segmental morphology, although I think a dis-
tinction can be made. lThe shape of the stem may deter-
nine allomorphic selection and possibly even morphenic
selection (in derivational morphology). An example of
such selection is given by Aronoff: comparative adjec-
tives are formed with the -er suffix in English if the
Stem is monosyllabic or disyllabic and ends in -y. I
Will assume here that it is not material whether we
view this as morphenic selection or allomorphic select-
lon (with more as another allomorph in the latter view),
liere it is the distribution of a form that is at issue,
not its shape. We cam speak of a constant allonorphic
shape and its distribution with respect to stems. An
analog in nonsegmental norphology is tihe distribution

of CV reduplication as opposed to resyllabification
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in ilalkomelen imperfectives. Phonological criteria
determine which process (i.e. general allomorph) is
appropriate, but in addition, the realization of the
forn is a function of some operation on the stem. It
is in the latter area that nonsegmental morphology is
unique.

The second characteristic of ilalkomelem nonsegmen-
tal morphology is that it operates on roots, ignoring
nonreduplicative prefixes. This raise; tiie question
of whetlier or not morpheme boundaries occur in nonseg-
nental morphological constructions. Surely morphzne
boundaries cannot occur wWitain stem mutations, unless
these can be analyzed as infixes and, in turn, we find
that infixes are flanked by boundaries. It is not ob-
vious that infixes and reduplicative elements are set
off from stems by boundaries in ilalkonelen. he fact
that reduplicative elements may in turn be reduplicated
(¢.g. 118b) and infixes go into reduplicative elements
(30¢) while segmental prefixes are ignored (75b) sSuggests
boundaries may not be present. On the other hand, cer-
tain processes are sensitive to reduplicative elements.

We noted that CVC plural formation cannot apply on CV

.y

A00

reduplicated imperfectives. Yet again, opaque h-redup-
lications may be reduplicated in turn for the plural
(103d), so it is not clear that a boundary per se is

relevant,

6.2. Derivational order. As noted above, nonsegnental
morphology seemns to operate on roots in Halkomelen.

voes this reflect derivational order, or is it a charac-
teristic of the processes which spell out the snape of
tihe construction? The answer Seems to be the latter.

If we assume that the sequential order of morpnemes in a
construction generally reflects derivational order, then
process morphology in ilalkomelen is infixal, violating
this order. VWhile this may be axiomatic for infixation,
it could be less obvious than it is in lalkomelen, as
the position of an infix could be determined by the
pionological snape of the stem--disregarding all mor-
phene boundaries--which is not the case in ilalkomelem
plural infixation, where sc¢gmental prefixes are ignored.
The contrary argunent wou}d be that plural infixation

is earlier in the derivation than any segmental prefixa-
tion, which strikes me as implausible. This observa-

tion carries over to reduplication.
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Given that Halkomelen process morphology is infix-
al--in the sense of operating on the root rather than
the full stem--the next question is whether the gramma-
tical and phonological operations which form such con-
structions are distinct . Horavcsik (1976) claims in-
fixation is a two-stage process, with the infixal ele-
ment starting out as either a prefix or a suffix which
is subsequently moved into tﬁe stem. This could be ex-
tended to reduplication, if copying and infixation are
treated as formally distinct processes. I am not aware
of evidence for or against a two-stage analysis of tie
ilalkomelen plural infix, athough this seems implausible
for reduplication, as I would expect to find cases in
ilalkomelen or closely related languages where the redup-
licative elenment precedes derivational prefixes or fol-
lows derivational suffixes. That is, one would antici-

pate cases where copying takes place but not infixation

and, as far as I know, this situation does not occur in.

Ilalkomelen or its neigabors.

I can conceive of at least three analyses of infix-
ation and reduplication:

i, the entire formation process (including placement)

oz,

“is done in the lexicon by word formation rules be-
fore the phonological derivation;

ii, formal shapes are concatenated as prefixes or suf--
fixes (including copied elements) in the lexicon
by word formation rules and infixed later, possib-
ly by phonological rules;

iii, morphenic features are assigned by word formation
rules in the lexicon, trlpg»rlng processes in the
phonology.

Wanile (1iii) may turn out to be correct, it makes the

weakest claims about the relationship between morphology

and phonology. The preferable alternative is (i),

which all norphological processes are in the lexicon.

Evidence from Luisefo suggests that in at least some

cases reduplication must precede some phonological rules

(the typical case) and follow others, As the Luiseflo

material has been widely cited in the literature,l will

not repeat it here (cf. Munro and Benson (1273), Wilbur

(1973), Anderson (1975), iyman (1375) and Aronoff (1376)).

If it turns out to be the case that reduplication rules

are ordered within the phonology (and I suspect this is

génerally not necessary). then (i) is untenable. I leave

this as an open issue.

6.3, Allomorpihy. The term allomorph is used here in re-

ferring to distinct representations of morphemes (or
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classes of representations in case of processes) Wiere
the difference is not a product of automatic phonologi-
cal operations. For example, the distinction between
CV reduplication and resyllabification in the ifalkome-
len imperfective has not been treated here as a conse-
quence of a puonological rule. While phonological cri-
teria determine which process is appropriate, the pro-
cesses are triggered by a morphological category, not

a pihonological context. An alternative analysis is logi-
cally possible, wiere all imperfectives reduplicate but
under certain conditions the stem. is truncated, making

the reduplication opaque:

pq¥a-t break it

Imperfective .
reduplication p-pq at

[} w
truncation p-q-at
vowel insertion, "
t
etc. paq
An analogous solution could be posited for CVCC stems
wiich show vowel tensing in the (surface) imperfective.
vithout indepeadent motivation, such solutlions Seem im-
. . . .
plausible, adding a level to the derivation that contri

butes nothing beyond reducing allomorphy to phonological
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operations. The solution becomes more interesting

if, as a linguistic universal, all cases of allomorphy
where the distribution of allomorphs is phonologically
conditioned are reduceable to plausible phonological
explanations, If tiis can be maintained, our metatheory
woul& select the seemingly more abstract analysis in-
volving opaque reduplication over positing a number of

separate allomorphs.

At least some cases of allomorphy are not phonoléd-
gically predictable ‘in ilalkomelem. Leaving aside the
distinction between CVC reduplication and infixation
for the moment, we have seen that Cs reduplication’in
the plural has no apparant phonological conditioning.
If this is accepted as a genuine case of allomorphy (as
oppo§ed to a phonologically reduced version of CVC re-
duplication) then rules spelling out morphological pro-

cesses may operate at an allomorphic as opposed to mor-

_piemic level. I point this out since, if reduplication

is done by word formation rules, then apparently such
rules may sSpell out allomorphs, If so, some formal de- °
vice other than a word formation rule must relate mor-

phologicaly parallel but formally distinct construc-
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tions such as CVC and Cs reduplicated plurals.

Sinilariy, if CVC reduplication and [-i-] infix-
ation are allomorpihs of one morpheme, then very differ-
ent rules spell out the Same morpheme in different con-
texts. Again, a pnonological explanation seems unlike-
1y since the distribution of tihe two types is not phono-
logically predictable. Further, the forms are not even
renotely pnonologically similar, making a phonological

derivation of one from the other highly implausible.

Vur findings sec¢m to be at variance with Aronoff
(1976), wnhere word formation rules operate at tihe mor-
phemic level and allomorphic differences are derived
through allomorph} rules which resemble phonological
rules but arcbmorpnologicallly governed. A possible
revision would be to assign a morphological feature by
neans of a word formation rule and to allow allomorpny
rules to spell out the form of the construction rather
than sinply to readjust a form derived tiarough a word
formation rule. This scems, however, to make tiie notion

of a word formation rule seem trivial.
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Footnotes

1 This work is confined to Vancouver Island ifalkomelem
(helgominem). I wish to thank Ruby Peter of Juncan
and Ellen White of Nanaimo (originally of the Kuper
Island area), who were my primary consultants.

2 This probably does not exihaust the categories expressed
by nonsegmental morpiology. For example, I ran across
a durative form (c) in a text. ihile I was able to
elicit similar forms for stems of the CCV shape, I
still do not know if this construction is gonfined to
such stems, as I have not been succeéssful in extending
the category to all predicates.

a. Xcat figure it out
b. Xect figuring it out (imp.)

c. Xe?¥cit pondering on it (durative?)

3 iy thanks go to Michael Jones, whose M.A. thesis pro-
vides a substantial contribution to the following dis-
cussion of imperfectives. Jones follows Thompson and
Thompson (1971) in calling this category the "actual,"”

4 Voiced sonorants are glottalized in the imperfective
excepting prefixes, stem-initial position, before a
stressed vowel and certain other positions beyond
the scope of this study. While glottalization 1s
morphologically triggered, it does not seem to lnter-
act critically with the basic formation processes and
so it is omitted from the discussion.

5 Simple CV roots are rare and the only.approp;i?te ex-
ample collected to date is a resultative, which should
illustrate the same reduplication pattern.

a. x¥et bring it dows
b. s-x%Yox"e - be already down
Root-final [h] is my analysis of roots with the shape

CV in isolation but CVV when followed by trgnsitive
[-t]. See also Kuipers (1967) for an analysis of [Vh]
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ia. Stne - name (nom.) /s-neh/
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b. neet call him by:name

c. henet - calling him by name

Rules will not be formally stated here, Since their
status:is. in question-andiany formalizations would
contribute little to the discussion.

The root final vowel, if it is tense, is predictable:
[a]l if preceded by airouad consonant and’ [e] elsewhere.
ihe distinction between shwa and a tense vowel in this
position is not: predictable. 'I assume the distribu-
tion of ' [a] and [e] in this position is described by

a redundancy rule,

Pluralization of predicates may apparently focus on
the event (happeirting repeatedly) or a participant
(i.e. several subjects or objects). I give styl-
ized translations here, using a plural subject for
intransitive predicates and a plural object for
transitives, as these secem to me to be the preferred
translations. :

I have also recorded [sXsXina].

gxamples (70) througch (72) show that the stem Shape
CaCV is not an esseutial criterion for this plural
allomorpa.

In addition, [?] elides 1if followed by the sequence
obstruent plus soncrant, as in (114b) and (115b).

The vowel [a], as cpposed to [e], seems irregular
here, however the distribution of [a] in imperfec-
tives may be more complex than noted in section
1.2. A:preceding round back-velar consonant may be
the triggering factor in the presence of [a] in the
following.

a, q"sot put it in the water

208

b. q¥ast *putting it in the water

13 Note that the sonorant-to-h rule does not affect tiais
form. A p0551ble explanation is that these diminutive
“plurals are modifications of the diminutive singular
and that the vowel of the diminutive element is lost
after the sonorant-to-h rule (i.e. a counter-feeding

order) .,

14 The [e] vowel in the diminutive element results fron
a dissinilation.rule waich operates form some Speak-
ers: diminutive [i] lowers to [e] when followed by
a high vowel in a subsequent syllable.

15 I assume hé;e that lexical rules are formation rules
along the lines of Aronoff (1275) rather tuan redun-
dancy rules as proposed by Jackendoff (1275).
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This paper contains a presentation of the paradigns
and phonology of the pronominal merkers in Sliammon.
Mo attempt is made to describe their usage fullyr, since
an account of the syntax of the language is beyond the
scope of this papsr.
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