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ABSTRACT. A number of surface constraints on the clause structure of Hallke=
melem are given in this paper. It is shown that these constraints are not
random phenomena but rather part of the systematic organization of Halkomelem
according to a person/animacy/nominal type hierarchy. It is seen that the
higher ranked nominals prefer to appear as subjects or objects and not as
obliques or chomeurs. The overall result of these constraints is that more
clausal patterns are avoided than allowed in Halkomelem, thus greatly simp-

lifying clausal organization.

0. INTRODUCTICON, 1In Halkomelem, a Salish language spoken in southwestern
British Columbia, as in most matural languages, there are frequently several
paraphrases available to express an event.’ For example, the event of "the
woman's having cooked the salmon" can be expressed in an active (1),
passive (2), or antipassive (3) clause.?’
(1) ni gq’vsl-st-os 6o steni? t%  sce.iten

aux cook -tr-3erg det woman det salmon

'The woman cooked the salmon.'
(2) ni q’vwal-ot-om 73 8o steni? t% sce.%ten

aux  cook —-tr-intr obl det  woman det salmon

'The salmon was cooked by the woman,'
(3) ni g'wol-om :E] steni? %o t%  sce.ttan

aux cook ~intr det  woman obl det salmon

'The woman cooked the salmon.'
In other cases, however, a full range of paraphrases is impossible; for
example, the passive clause in (5), corresponding to the active clause
in (4), is ungrammatical.
(4) ni con g’vel-st t9  sce.iten

aux lsub cook ~tr det salmon

"I cooked the salmon.'
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All of these linguistic techniques are employed in the context of
achieving a social geoal, i.e., of telling a story which has relevance for
all participants. The interplay of linguistic devices, stylistic choices

and social Interaction together lend meaning to actual language use.
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(5) *ni q’vwal-ot-om 7?9 -’ ?e.n?9s tea sce.tton

aux cook =tr-intr obl-det lemph det salmon

'The salmon was cooked by me.'
This paper presents a number of constraints in Halkomelem designed to
account for missing clauses like (5) above. I c¢laim that each constraint
is not an isolated phenomenon but rather part of the systematic organization
of Halkomelem syntax. When taken together, the constraints reveal that
Halkomelem is organized according to a hierarchy based upon the features of

person, animacy, and nominal type (proper vs. common).

1. PERSON/ANIMACY HIERARCH!ES. It has been noted in the grammars of
several languages that the person or animacy of a nominal can influence
its presentation In the surface structure of the clause. For example,
Southern Tiwa as discussed in Allen and Frantz (1978) shows an organization
in terms of the following hierarchy:
(6) 1lst and 2nd persons >

3rd person animate >

3rd person inanimate.
This hierarchy is manifested in the grammar according to the hierarchy of
grammatical relations: subject > object. Clauses are acceptable in Southern
Tiwa only if the subject is equal to or superior to the object according to
the hierarchy in (6). Thus, the sentences in (7)-(9) are grammatical
because in each case the subject outranks or equals the object.

(7) ti-seuan-mu-ban

¥
i

1sg:3isg-man—-see-pst
'T saw the man.'
(8) men-seuan-mu-ban
2gg :31sg-man—see~pst
"You saw the man.'
(9) seuanide @-liora-mu-ban man
3:3isg-lady-see-pst

"The man saw the lady.,'
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However clauses equivalent to 'The man saw me.' and 'The man saw you.'
would be unacceptable because in this case the subject nominal (the third
person inanimate 'man') would rank lower than the object nominal on the
hierarchy in (6). In Southern Tiwa, Allen and Frantz claim, these clauses
would be rendered as passives.
(10) seuvanide-ba te-mu-che-ban

man-instr lsg-see-pass-pst

'l was seen by the man.'
(11) seuanide-ba a-mu~che-ban

man-instr 2sg-see-pass-pst

'You were seen by the man,'
Since passive is used ag a2 means to circumvent the hierarchy in (6), it is
clear that the hierarchy refers to the final rather than the initial level
of structure. This paper shows that a similar hierarchy operates in Halko-
melem grammar, specifically the hierarchy in (12):"
(12) 2nd person »

lst person >

3rd person, animate, common >

3rd person, animate, proper >

3rd person, inanimate,
Although a single construction can not be used to demonstrate the status of
this hierarchy (unlike in Southern Tiwa, where the choice of active versus
passive clauses demonstrates the relative status of each nominal), consider-
ation of several c¢lausal types leads to the above formulation,
In the following discussion, I am assuming the following hierarchy of gram—
matical relations:®

(13) ergative >

subject >
object >

oblique >
chomeur.

I show that the hierarchies in (12) and (13) taken together with some con—

straints on Halkomelem structure account for the non-occurrence of clauses

which would otherwise be predicted to be possible.6
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The following sections provide evidence for the view that Halkomelem is
making use of the hierarchies in (12) and (13) in its clausal organization,
Unlike the Southern Tiwa case given above, a single clause type does not
suffice to establish the Halkomelem hierarchy. Rather a varilety of con-
structions must be examined to motivate a person/animacy/noun type hierarchy
for Halkomelem. Working from bottom to top on the hierarchy in (12), I
give evidence in sections 2 and 3 that animate nominals outrank inanimate
ones, Section 4 shows that animate common nominals outrank proper and
inanimate ones. Section 5 argues that lst and 2nd persons outrank 3rd
persons. Section 6 shows that 2nd persoh outranks lst person in Halkomelem.
Finally, Section 7 gives the overall picture of Halkomelem clausal organi-

zation which results from this discussion.

2, ADVANCEMENTS TO OBJECT. The first evidence that animate nominals outrank
inanimate nominals comes from clauses inveolving advancements to object, In
such clauses, a nominal which is semantically the recipient, benefactive,
causal, or directional appears as the object, as exemplified in (14)-(17)

respectively.7

(14) ni Pam-ag-t~as k¥os swiw?les o Kk¥%Os puk”
aux give-adv-tr-3erg det boy obl det book
'"He gave the boy the book.'
(15) ni con 2ilag-otc-ot 2E] ne-monvos 7?2 k¥0s gvYiay?3an?
aux 1lsub buy-adv-tr det lpos—child obl det shoe
'I bought my daughter shoes.'
(16) ni 6’ey?k’v-me?'~t-os kv¥0s sqg¥omey?
aux startle -adv-~tr-3erg det dog

'He was startled at the dog.'
(17) ni ys® -%e?ws?-n -ss-ss s  steni?

aux ser-come ~adv -tr-3erg det woman

'He's coming toward the woman.'
While in principle it is possible to have a causal (the indirect cause of a
state of mind or experience) as either a final oblique or a final object (in
an oblique-to-object advancement clause), in practice oblique causals tend

to be inanimate while object causals tend to be animate, as seen in (18)-(21).
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(18) ni cen si%si? (E=) k¥6s tintin

aux lsub frighten obl det bell
'l was frightened of the bell,'

(19) 7?%ni con  s8i%si?-me?-t k¥9s tintin

aux lsub frighten-adv-tr det hell

'l was frightened of the bell.'

(20) ??ni cen  sSivsi? 75 k¥0o spopslgvie’e?

aux lsub frighten obl det screech owl

'I was frightened of the screech owl.'

(21) ni cen 5i%git=-me?-t

aux lsub frighten-adv-tr

k¥0s spepelqgvie’e?

det screech owl

'] was frightened of the screech owl.'

The same generalization holds for directicnals; inanimate directionals are

expressed as obliques while animate directionals are expressed as objects

in a directional-to-object advancement construction; the latter is

signalled by the verbal suffix -n-.

(22) ni nem? % k¥ stavlu?

aux go obl det river

'*He went to the river,'

{23) *ni ne%em-n-ss-os kv¥os sta?lu?

aux go —adv-tr—-3erg det

'He went to the river.!

(24) ?? ni nem? do~k’ John

aux go . obl-det John

'He went up to John,'

(24) ni ne%em -n-os-os kvoe

aux go  —adv-tr-3erg det

'He went up to John.'

river

John
John

Given the assumption that objects are higher on a hierarchy of grammatical

relations than obliques (including causals and directionals), then an expla-

nation for the above distributions can be given. A nominal must be of suf-

ficient rank before it can advance to object; animates, but not inanimates

meet this condition, therefore animates must be of a higher rank than inani-

mates.



Halkomelem Clausal Organization 25

This observation provides an explanation for why indirect object-to-object
and benefactive—to-object advancement appear to be obligatory in Halkomelem;
that is, there are no clauses such as (26) and (27) which do not involve
advancement which correspond to the object advancement clauses in (14) and
(15) above.
(26) *ni 7am-at-ss kvos  puk¥  (%8) kvoe swiw?les

aux give-tr-3erg det bock (obl) det boy

'He gave the book to the boy.'
(27) *ni cen ?ilsg=st k¥oe qvey?Fen? (72} 63 ne-men?e

aux lsub buy- tr det shoe (obl) det 1lpos=-child

'T bought shoes for my daughter.'

In (26) and (27), an animate oblique nominal would occupy a lower position
than would the inanimate object nominal on the grammatical relation hierarchy
in (13), 1If, however, the clause involves indirect object or benefactive
advancement, at the final level of structure the animate object would outrank
the inanimate chomeur on the hierarchy in (13). Thus, the nominal hierarchy
in (12) and the grammatical relation hierarchy in (13) conspire to prohibit
final structures such as (26) and (27).

3. ANTIPASSIVES. Data from antipassives provide a second argument for
distinguishing inanimate from animate nominals in Halkomelem. Antipassives
are finally intransitive clauses due to the demotion of the notional object
to chomeur; hence it appears in the oblique case, as illustrated in (28)
and (29).
(28) ni cen g’¥al -am %5 k¥0o  sce.¥ten

aux lsub cook ~—intr obl det salmon

"I cooked the salmon.'
(29) ni pan?-sn k¥oe  sweylge? =  k¥6o sgewd

aux plant-intr det man obl det  potato

'"The man planted the potatoes,’
In the antipassives above the oblique marked nominal is inanimate. In
contrast, antipassives are not possible when an animate nominal is involved,

as seen in the antipassives in (31) and (33).
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(30) ni pen-at-os kvoa sway?ge? v  sieni?

aux plant-tr-3erg det man det woman

'The man planted (i.e., buried) the woman.'
(31) *ni pan?~am kves swoy?ge? 7o ia steni®

aux plant-intr det man obl det woman

'"The man planted the woman.'

(32) ni sew?g’~tal?xv-as

aux  seek-tr-Ilplobj-3erg

'"He looked for us.'
(33) *ni sow?q’  7e-%'  dnimet

aux seek obl-det lplemph

'He looked for us.'
This contrast provides evidence for distinguishing animates from inanimates
in Halkomelem. Furthermore, such a condition indicates that animates are
ranked higher than inanimates. If only lower ranked - and not higher
ranked - nominals are subject to demotion, then inanimates are ranked
lower than animates since the latter, but not the former, can be demoted
in an antipassive.
By comparing the generalization concerning advancements to object and anti-
passive, we see that animates - but not inanimates -~ allow advancement, while
inanimates - but not animates -~ allow demotion. The higher ranked nominal

seems to be preferring the higher grammatical relation and vice versa.

4. AN ERGATIVE CONSTRAINT. 1In Halkomelem, it is possible to have an inani-
mate nominal as final subject in an intransitive clause, for example, in
(34) and (35):
(34) ni q’vsl kvoe sce.tton

aux  bake det salmon

'The salmon baked.'
(35) ni kvod kveo ti

aux spill det tea

'"The tea spilt.'
However, an inanimate nominal cannot serve as the subject in a transitive

clause, as (36) and (37) show.



Halkomelem Clausal Organization 27

(36) *ni g’ vaq¥-st~os t%  sment t%  le?lem?
aux hit -tr-=3erg det rock det  house
'The rock hit the house,'

(37) *ni 0¥a-0~as kvos  spehels

aux  push-tr+lobj-3erg det wind
'The wind pushed me,'
This contrast leads to the following constraint:
(38) Inanimate nominals cannot be ergatives,
The same condition holds for proper nouns; while proper nouns can be sub-
jects of intransitive clauses, e.g., (39) and (40), they do not appear as
subjects in transitive clauses, e.g. (41) and (42).%°
(39) ni t’ilem k%os Arncld
aux sing det  Arnold
'Arnold sang.'
(40) ni glay s Mary
aux die det  Mary
"Mary died.'
(41) *ni q’val-st~os t%  Bob tee sce.tton
aux  cook ~tr-3erg det Bob det salmon
'Bob cooked the salmon.'
(42) *ni Iam-aQam?E~as E ) Mary
aux  look at-tr+lobj-3erg det  Mary
'Mary looked at me,'
Thus, (38) can be expanded as follows:
(43) Inanimate or animate proper nominals cannot serve as eréatives.
Furthermore, it can be demonstrated that (43) is a surface constraint
rather than a semantic condition in Halkomelem as there are several ways
to circumﬁenp constraint (43).
First, a notionally transitive clause can be presented as a passive, as in
(44)-(45); in this case the inanimate nominal or the animate proper nominal
is a final chomeur rather than a final ergative.
(44) ni g’ vagw-ot-as t9s  le?lem? %o t% sment
aux hit -tr-intr det house obl det rock

'The house was hit by the rock,'
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(44) ni g'vagv-st-os t9%s le?lom? 70 835 sment
aux hit ~tr-intr det house obl det rock

'The house was hit by the rock.'
(45) ni q’vol-at-am 29’ Bob t%  sce.tten

aux  cook ~tr-intr obl-det Bob det salmon

'The salmon was cooked by Bob.'!
Secondly, if the clause can be made finally intransitive by means of anti-
passive (this is possible only if the object is inanimate: see section 2
above), then animate proper nominals are allowed, as in (46) and (47).
(46) ni g’vel-am t% Bob % t%  sce.iten

aux  cook -intr det Bob obl det salmon

'Bob cooked the salmon.'
(47) ni pen?-sm kvees  Arnold 70 k¥0a  sgewd

aux plant-intr det Arnold obl det potato

'Arnold planted the potatoes.’
Finally, the nominal can be presented as a head of a cleft or pseudo-cleft,

as exemplified in (48)-(49).

(48) nit tfs sment ni  q'Yagv~st t%  le?lsm?
3emph det rock aux hit -tr det house
'It's the rock that hit the house,'

(49) nit t95 Bob ni g'wel-at t%  sce.itasn
3emph det Beb  aux cook -tr det salmon

'It's Bob who cooked the salmon,'
These data show that constraint (43) is circumvented as long as the last re-
lation of the nominal is not an ergative; in the cleft of psuedo-cleft
examples, although the nominal is the final ergative in the embedded clause,
the last relation the nominal has in the entire sentence is head of the
cleft or the psuedo-cleft. If we consider the surface relation of a nominal
to be the very last relation that it holds, the nominal is a final but not
a surface ergative. Thus constraint (43) can be restated as follows:
(50) An inanimate nominal or an animate proper nominal cannot serve as a

surface ergative,
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What explanation can be offered for the fact that inanimate and animate
proper nominals cannot serve as surface ergatives while other nominals, such
as the animate common nominals and the lst and 2nd person nominals can? If
we place 3rd person proper nominals lower on the hierarchy in (12) than 3rd
person common and lst and 2nd person nominals, and if we place ergatives
higher than absolutive subjects in the hierarchy in (13), then an expla-
nation is possible. Since ergative is the highest position on the gram—
matical relations hierarchy, only mominals of higher rank serve as ergatives,
Inanimates and 3rd person proper nouns, because they are lower ranked nom-

inals, cannot serve as ergatives,

5. A CHOMEUR BAN. Thus far we have seen that inanimate nominals are dis~
tinguished from animates and that, furthermore, 3rd person proper nominals
are distinguished from 3rd person common nominals, as well as lst and 2nd
person nominals., In this gection, it is shown that lst and 2nd person
nominals can be distinguished from all others because they canmot serve as
chomeurs in passive clauses.
As seen in (2), (44), and (45) above, 3rd person inanimate, animate common,
and animate proper nominals can appear as chomeurs in passives. In contrast,
Ist and 2nd person nominals cannot appear as chomeurs, as seen in (51b)-(52b),
the passive counterparts of (5la)~(52a).
(51) a. ni cen q'vwal~-at kv6o sce.dton
aux lsub cook -tr det salmon
'I cooked the salmon.'
b. *ni q’vel-at~am 2a-i’ 2e.n%o kYO0 s;e.itan
aux  cook -tr-intr obl-det lemph det salmon
'The salmon was cooked by me.'
(52) a. ni & lem -t ) steni?
aux  2sub look at-tr det woman
'"You looked at the woman.'
b. *ni lom~at~am ¥s steni? -k’ news
aux  look at —-tr-intr det woman obl~det 2emph

'The woman was looked at by you,'
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1f we assume that lst and 2nd persons outrank 3rd person nominals, and
further, that chomeur is a low ranked position on the hierarchy of gram-
matical relatioms, then the ban on lst and 2nd person chomeurs would follow
from the strategy of keeping high ranked nominals in the higher grammatical
relations.
In comparing the chomeur ban to the ergative constraint in the preceding
section, it is interesting to note that three types of nominals are allowed
to be ergatives: Ist persons, 2nd persons, and 3rd person common nominals,
Three types of nominals are allowed as chomeurs in passives: 3rd person
common nominals, 3rd person proper nominals; and 3rd person inanimates.
Notably, since 3rd person common nominals can appear as either ergatives or
chomeurs, active/passive pairs, such as (53)-(54) are possible.
(53) ni lom~at~as ts steni? kves  swoy?qe?

aux look at -tr-3erg det woman det man

"The woman looked at the man,'
(54) ni lom~at-am k¥s swaytgen? 7a +a  steni®

aux look at -tr-intr det man obl det woman

'The man was looked at by the woman.'

6. A TRANSITIVE CONSTRAINT. 1In the preceding section, lst and 2nd person
nominals were posited to be of a higher rank than 3rd person nominals. In
this section, it is argued that of these two types of nominals, 2nd person
outranks lst person.
As mentioned above, only lst, 2nd, and 3rd person common nominals can serve
as subjects in a transitive clause. However, not all subject/object combi-
nations involﬁing these nominals are possible. It is possible to have a lst
person subject with either a 2nd person or 3rd person object, as seen in (55)
and (56).
(55) ni can g’ vagv-o0amo
aux lsub  club =-tr+2obj
'T clubbed you.'
(56) ni coan q’vaqv-ot k%ea  Bob
aux lsub club ~tr det Bob
'T clubbed Bob.'
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It is also possible to have a 2nd person subject with either a lst or 3rd
person object, as (57) and (58) show.
(57) ni & q’vagv-26am?¥
aux  2sub  club -tr+ obj
'You clubbed me,'
(58) ni ¥ g’ vagv-ot k¥0s  Bob
aux 2sub club -tr det Bob
"You clubbed Bob,'
Also, it is possible to have a 3rd person subject with a lst person object,
as shown in (59): '
(59) ni g’ vag¥-s0am?¥-as
aux club =-tr+lobj-3erg
'He clubbed me.'
However, a transitive clause with a 3rd person'subject and a 2nd person
object is not permitted;
(60) *ni lom—-oBame-s 5 steni?
aux look at-tr+2obj-3erg det woman
'The woman looked at you.'
(61) *ni g’ vag¥-s8ame-35
aux club ~tr+2obj~3erg
'He clubbed you.'
(62) *ni q’vagv-atal~-ss
aux club -~tr+2plobj-3erg
'He clubbed you pl.’' X
As was the case with other disallowed transitive clauses (dis¢ussed in
section 3), the prohibition of 3rd person subject with 2nd person object
can be circumvented by various devices,? First, passive can be used, as
seen in (63) and (64).
(63) ni lom—sba.m %% % siteni?
aux  look at-tr+2obj+intr obl det woman
'You were looked at by the woman,'
(64) ni g’ vagv-otala-m ?8 kY05  sway?ge?
aux club -tr+2plobj-intr obl det " man
'You pl. were clubbed by the man,'

31
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Second, the third person nominal can serve as the head of a cleft or a
psuedo-cleft, as in (65) and (66),
(65) ni% ¥2 sleni? ni lame-20ams

3emph det woman aux  look at-tr+2obj

'It's the woman who looked at you.'
(66) nit k¥8a  swey?ge? ni q’vagw-atals

3emph  det man aux club ~-tr+2plobj

'It's the man who clubbed you pl.'
The latter data show that like the ergative constraint stated in (45) above,
the ban on third person subjects with second person objects must be stated
as a surface constraint., In (65) and (66), the last grammatical relation
that the 3rd person nominal has is head; thus although the nominal is a
final subject (in a clause with a 2nd person object) it is not the surface
subject. Thus, clauses like (65) and (66) are allowed.
A hierarchy of nominals together with the hierarchy of grammatical relations
assumed can account for why transitive clauses with lst person subject and
2nd person objects or clauses with 3rd person subject and lst person objects
are allowed while clauses with 3rd person subjects and 2nd person objects
are prohibited, If we posit that 2nd person outranks lst person in the
nominal hierarchy of Halkomelem, and furthermore, that an object must not
outrank its subject by more than one step on the hierarchy, then the correct
pattern of transitive clauses is predicted. A transitive clause with a 3rd
person subject and a 2nd person object is prohibited because 2nd persons are
two steps higher in the nominal hierarchy than 3rd persons, as seen in the
graphic summary in (67).
(67)

object 2nd person object
subject
lst person

object

subject 3rd person ' subject
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7. CONCLUSION, The sections above offer an explanation for the non-
occurrence of many clausal types which, given the morphological and syn—
tactic characteristics of the language, would seem to be possible, A
number of restrictions on clause structure, repeated in (68), were given,
(68) a. 1st and 2nd persons cannot be chomeurs in passives,

b. 3rd persons cannot be ergatives in the presence of a 2nd person

object,

c. 3rd person proper nouns and inanimates cannot be ergatives,

do  Ankmates cannot be chomeurs in antipassive.

e. Animates tend to advance to object but inanimates tend not to.
I have argued that the above restrictions are best formulated as surface
constraints; e.g., the ban against proper noun ergatives can be circum—
vented in a variety of ways - via passive, antipassive, or extraction -

depending on other restrictions that may apply.

These surface constraints are not isolated phenomena but reflect the organ~

ization of Halkomelem by means of the semantic hierarchy in (69).

(69) 2nd > 1st > 3rd animate common > 3rd proper > inanimate.

It is seen that high ranked nominals prefer to appear as subjects and
objects not as obliques and chomeurs, while lower ranked nominals are not

allowed to appear as ergatives,

Table 1
ACTIVE PASS | VE ANTIPASSIVE
object chomeur chomeur
2 1 3 2 1 3 2 1 3 3p 3i
5 s
N L A A u 2 * A : 2z A% ok, A
b 1 A A b 1 * A b 1 * * XA
] * i i
e 3¢ A A . Jc % & A : 3¢ & % & ox A
c 3P L c 3P * % A c 3p &k & * A
Colsiox s o Y ol o« oa g t 3% k ok ox A
KEY: 1 = 1st person € = common
2 = 2nd person p = plural
3 = 3rd person i = Inanimate
A = acceptable * = not acceptable

the surface constraints play a wajor role in the organization of Halkomelem
grammar. 1 have summarized the clausal pattern and the restrictions on them

in Table 1. The overall result is that there are more types of clauses that

are avoided than are allowed in Halkomelem. A greatly simplified eclausal

organization is thus achieved.
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The following abbreviations are used for glossing the Halkomelem data:

adv advancement suffix obl oblique
aux auxiliary rl plural

det determiner pos possessive
emph  emphatic pronouns ser serial

erg ergative sub subject
intr intransitive tr transitive

obj chject 1,2,3 first, second, and third person
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2.

Given that several possible paraphrases exist for many clauses, why is
one and not another chosen? The answer to this question, of course,
requires a systemic look at Halkomelem texts and natural discourse to

link cognitive factors to grammatical usage.

Verbs in passives have several features which distinguish them from
transitive clauses. First, while verbs in active clauses have a transi-
tive suffix, verbs in passive clauses have a transitive suffix followed
by an intransitive suffix - -sm (in main clauses); Gerdts (1981) gives a
rule for transitive marking which accounts for its appearance om both
finally transitive and passive clauses. Second, while active clauses
have agreement with a third-person subject (3erg), passive clauses lack
agreement.

In an antipassive, there is no transitive suffix on the verb, rather
there is one of several intransitive suffixes: @, -om (intransitive), or
-els (activity). The patient in an antipassive is in the oblique case.
Furthermore, the agent, although it is a third person subject, does not
cue verbal agreement (3erg). These properties of antipassives follow
from an analysis that posits that the antipassive is finally intransi-
tive. The patient nominal, although it is an initial object, is demoted
to object-chomeur at final level. Thus, the final structure of the

clause, since it has a subject not no object, is intransitive.

Silverstein (1976) posits the following hierarchy to be universally
available: 1st person > 2nd person > 3rd proper > 3rd animate > 3rd
inanimate. !

The hierarchy which I posit for Halkomelem differs in two respects.
First, second person outranks first person, and third animate common out-

ranks third proper.

The relational hierarchy generally assumed is: subject > object >
indirect object > obliques. The hierarchy I posit here differs in three
non-controversial respects. First, ergatives (that is, subjects in
transitive clauses) outrank other subjects. Second, I have differenti-
ated obliques and chomeurs; this is seen to be necessary in Halkomelem

since pronominals can serve as obliques but not as chomeurs. Finally,
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no reference need be made to indirect objects since Halkomelem does nof

make use of this relation in final structure.

The constraints given in sections 5 and 6 have been discussed for Halko-
melem and other Coast Salish languages; see Jelinek and Demers (1983) and
references therein. However, this work differs fronm previous discussions
in that it posits that the constraints are not random phenomena but are
consistent with an overall pattern of clausal organization captured by

the hierarchy proposed here.

Gerdts (1981) argues for an advancement analysis: the relevant nominals
are indirect objects or obligues at the initial level of structure which
advance to objects at a later level; if there is an object at initial

level (e.g., the patients in (14) and (15)), it is a chomeur and appears

with the oblique preposition 7s.

It is clear that there is variation among Halkomelem speakers with

respect to the strength of this constraint.

That several means of circumventing this constraint are possible gives
evidence that a constraint is more appropriate treatment than one which
stipulates obligatory passive in these cases. The latter analysis has

been given by Jelinek and Demers and others cited therein.




