REANALYSTIS AND ELABORATION IN YUMAN NEGATIVESl
Pamela Manro

1. Introduction

Comparison of the negative constructions in the ten languages
of the Yuman family is difficult. Usually, several distinct ele-
ments function in the negation of even the simplest sentence, and
it is often hard to single out one 'negative morpheme." The con-
structions involved vary a good deal from language to language, and

traditional application of the comparative method seems unenligh-
tenin=.

In this paper I will take a backwards spproach to reconstruc-
tion: working from a universal logical structure for simple nega-
tive sentences, I will show how the synchronic proliferation of
surface negative forms could have developed by way of intermediate
stages which can be justified in terms of tendencies ohservable in
Yuman today. (The specific negative constructions used in each
language will be presented below as this analysis is developed. )

The underlying structure which I assume for some stage of
(pre?-)Proto-YTuman (which was probably an SOV language, as all its
daughters are) is

(1) 8p
7N

S
NP Y
) NEG

--where the embedded 8, contains the negated lexical material of
the sentence. (1) expresses an idea something like 'That 8¢ is not
true.' But this simple underlying structure was elsborated almost
beyond recognitinon as the modern daughter languages developed.

Many linear strings generated directly from (1), particularly
in a languace with few unambiguous subordination markers, have an
unfortunate communicatien-disturbing property which suggests a
fundamental motivetion for change in such structures. In the sim-
plest realization of (1), the negative verb follows the apparent
assertion of §): first the listener is told something, but then
without warning the stetement he has just accepted is denied. Most
of the modifications of the Yumean negative we will consider below
could have arisen as efforts to escape such a confusing contradiction,
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either by emphasizing the negative or somehow bringing it into a
position of greater prominence, or by assuring the hearer that the
necated sentence was really ncver true.

The basic Yuman negetive verb (in structures like (1)) was,
evidently, just a vowel, or, perhaps, a diphthong--the simplest
example of the Yumen canonical verb form (C)V(C). The realizations of
this root in the modern negstives include a:w, a, o:, 0, u, e, and .
Comparative Yuman vowel correspondences are not well underatood, but
something like aw or a:w loocks like the best source for these diffe-
rent synchronlc forms. (Tha claim that Proto-Yuman had only a three
vowel system--unlike some of its daughters--is one reason far choo-
sing aw in preference to, say, 0:.) I will use the shorthand *aw in
this paper to refer to whatfver the reconstructed proto-negative
eventually turns out to bte.®

One unelaborated but semantically weakened reflex of *aw iz the
synchronic Yuma "hortatory" suffix -u, in which the negative is im-
plied rather than direct:

(2) ?=a?a:v-u 'Iet me hear it'; 'May I hear it'
1-hear-hortatory

(by the ususl sincerity conditions on exhortations, (2) must also
mean 'I don't hear it now'). Notice that (2) has exactly the linear
pattern of (1), namely §; + NEG, but that in (2) the original inde-
pendent negative verb has been grammaticized, and appears incorporated
as a suffix on the lexical wverb. Obviously, too, a good deal of the
original negative force is lost (or presuppositionalized) in a tenta-
tive statement like (2). Thus, the basic Yuman negative structure was
greatly woakened semantically, and had to be reinforced. In the syn-
chronic langusges ordinary simple negation (which an exhortation cer-
tainly would not exemplify) is expressed by syntactically much more
complex structures.

The proliferation of Yuman negative constructions provides a
good example of what seems to be a common syntactic phenomenon: the
weakening and consequent elaboration of some basgic element (like the
negative) whose original meaning either loses force with constant use
or else is adversely affected by other factors, like the possibtle vio-
lation of the listener's expectations discussed sbove.

2. The Dieguefio case

Negative sentences in Dieguefio, like (3), provide a fairly good
example of the type of changes that may be observed in a synchronic
realization of (1).

(3) 7-a:m-x %ma:w ‘I didn't go'; 'I don't go'
l-go-unrealized l-neg
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This sentence differs from the expected realization of (1) in et
least three ways: first, the negative a:iw begins with an unexplained
m-; the negative verb is warked (with the ?- prefix) for a first-
person subject, which is not indicated by (1); and the "unrealized"
marker -x is suffixed to the negated lexical verb.

The historical derivation of (3) from (1) wes evidently a fairly
eomplicated process. Assume, first, that (1) corresponds to a linear
string like

(YL L ... ]Sl NEG ]So

In Yuman languages, all verbs are marked to agree in person with their
subjects. The subject of the megative verb *aw (which was to become
a:w in Dieguefio) is the whole embedded sentence 8., so the third-
person subject marker would be prefixed to the negative verb. Since
the Proto-Yuman (and basic synchronic Dieguefio) third-person subject
marker is ), this prefixation results in no actual change in the
phonological representation:

(5) [ e 1g # - NEG}

aw

Sy is logically a subject complement, but in synchronic Dieguefio and
some other Yuman languages sententisl subjects are not marked with the
subject case marker which occurs on noun subjects. Frequently, in
these languages, lower and higher verbs appear in a sort of loose
coordination, and e suffix on the lower verb indicates whether its
subject is the same as or different from the subject of the higher
verb. With an underlying structure like (1) the subject of the lower
verb must always differ from the (sentential) subject of the higher
verb, so, in the construction just described, the different-subject
("switch-reference") suffix would follow the verb of the lower sen-
tence.

This device was evidently available for Proto-Yuman. The diffe-
rent~subject marker, which we would expeet to appear on the lower
verb in_(5), is -m (definitely reconstructable for the proto-lan-
guage).> a

(6Y [ ... %l—m B - {mm

aiw

Thus, by some stage of pre-Dieguefio the sequence - m Q - a:;w became
fixed: given the underlying structure (1), there could never be any
alternation between different- and same-subject markers before the
negative verb. TInevitebly, the switch-reference -m lost its original
contrastive function, and was reanalyzed as a prefix on the syllable
which always followed it in a scntence negation. The underlined
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non-constituent string above came to be felt as a single morpheme,
the new Dieguefio negative verb ma:w. Prefixes are, as it happens,
much more commecn than suffixes in Yuman morpholggy; also, CV roots
are predictably more eommon than simple V ones.

(7) [ «so ]51 $ - maw

After this stage, a transformation similar to Subject Raising
applied to copy the subject of the lower sentence as the subject
of the higher verb ma:w, resulting in a structure like

(8) 8y
|
oy
8y NEG
NP(M\‘

If the subject of 5y was 'I', then, the ?- first-person marker would
appear on the negative es well as the lower verb:

(9) [ ... ? - VERB ]Sl ? = masw

The majority of Dieguefio verbs have plursl stems used to distin-
suish singuler from plural subjects, but the negative verb ma:w has
no alternate form used in agrecment with a plural subject. One ex-
planation for this fact could be that the raising process which re-
lates (1) and (8) is still part of the synchronic grammar of Dieguefio.
The deep-structure subject of (m)a:w (by (1)) is of course a (singu-
lar) sentence, even if the subject of that sentence is plurel. Thus,
if the raisineg transformation is assumed to follow whatever transfor-
mation gencrates Dieguefio plural verbs, the fact that ma:w appears
not to agree with its subject in number can easily be explained. The
reason for this, of course, is that in the derived structure (8) 8
is no longer a subject complement. Agreement is however with the
underlyin~s rather than the derived subject.

This series of changes from the "universal" structure (1) to the
semantically rather peculiar (8) illustrates two general characteris-
tics of the synchronic Yuman negatives: presence of an associated
morpheme m, and avoidance of a2 surface subject complement of the nega-
tive verb.

Yuman languages show a very strong tendency to avoid overt sen-
tential subjects whenever possible. Although in languages like Mojave
nominalized sentences may be marked with the subject case morphege -§,
such a construction is impessible in Dieguefio (and also Cocopa).
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Thus, as was already mentioncd, subordinate clauses whose verbs are
marked with the different-subject suffix -m are often sewantically
subjeet complements.

Another example of the avoidancg of sententiasl subjects can be
secn in the Mojave aspectuasl system, where the perfective of a sen-
tence with an intransitive or stative wverb may be cxpressed with the
underlyin~ structurec

(10) 8o

S BE

Transitive or active verbs have the perfective structure

(11) So

. ) \
NPy NP v
i |
Sy DO
-
NP]-_-A
Apparently by analogy with (11), and as part of the general tendency

to aveld subject complements, & similar raising transformation to
that disecussed above appliecs to (10), producing

(12) 8
'/i‘\_\\\
NP, NP v
| I
Sl BE

/
NPi._;:::>

for the surface structure of intransitive perfective sentences. Just
like the derived negative structurce (8), this new form (12) is seman-
tically odd (end consequently difficult to paraphrase), but apparently
it follows a language-specifically more acceptable syntactic pattern.

The final medificaticn of the derived Dieguelio negative structure

which oceurred was the marking of the lexical wverb with the geoneral
nonindicative unrealized/uneccomplished marker -X, which is also used
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to indicatc the future in Dicguefio:

(13) ?-a:m-x 'T'11 go!
l-go~unrealized

This last medification yields the regular Diguetio negative, as in

(3) 7=2:m-x ?-ma:w 'I didn't go'
l-go~unrcal. l-nez

3. Similar modifications in the other western Yuman languages

Other Yuman languages show similar modifications of the basie
Proto-Yuman system. As we will sece, an m frequently appears in
conjunction with the original nesative (or, in some cases, replacing
it), end independent negetive verbs generslly do not have sentential
subjects, but rather are marked to agree with the subject of the
negated lexical verbs. The tendency to mark the negated clause as
unreal or uneccomplished is also not confined to Dicguetlio.

In Yuma the morpheme -1y, rather than a cognate to Dieguefio =X,
is used to indicate the unrcelity of the negated clause. -l{ is the
Yuma locative case marker meaning 'in' or 'inte'. In several Yuman
langusges cognates to this morpheme arc used (somewhat like English
Eg) to merk complement verbs from which the subject is semantically
distanced by the meaning of the main verb. An example of such a use
of the Dieguefic 'into' wmorpheme, -Ez, is

(14) °-a:;m-I¥ ?-a:r 'T want to go'
l=go~into l-want

-ﬁy consistently is used to merk the desired but unaccomplished com-
plamcnt of 'want' in Dieguefio. Yuma _ry is similarly used to mark
the unaccomplished complement of the nesative:

(15) ?-anaxat po:¥ ack¥ew-1Ys m -¥ 'My dog didn't bite the cat!
l-dog cat bite- into neg-tns

(In (15), again, the third-person subject marker on both 'bite' and
the negative is ¢; -E is a teonsec marker with no Dieguefio equivalent.)
Vowels, especially those not part of a lexicel root, have a strong
tendency to weaken, reduce to 3, and then disappear in ell Yuman lan-
guages: this is apparcntly'what happened to the negative syllable
%aw in Yuma. The affix m, which originally had no connection with
the nemative, thus scems %o cerry most of the negative force in the
derived structure (15).

Actually, though, the scegmentation shown in (15) is wrong syn-
chrenicelly: in modern Yume, the -1Y suffix on §; has becn
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reinterpreted as a prefix on the negative verb, by exactly the same
sort of processing which led to the originsl reanalysis of the switch-
reference -m described above., The proper segmentation of a Yume sen-
tence like (15) is thus

(16) 7-anexat po:¥ sckew 1We- m -¥ 'My dog didn't bite the
l-dog cat bite into-neg-tns cat'

This sort of reanalysis of a preceding }z suffix is apparently fairly
common in Yume and neighboring languages. A more concrcte example
from Mojave involves pronominalization of the locaticnal in a sentence
like

(17) ?ave:-8 “ava:=1¥ uinu-k 'There are mice in the house'
mouse~-sub] house-in be-tns
The result is
(18) 2ove:=8 AN-1Y u:nu-k
===> %ave:-¢ sl¥~uinu-k 'There are mice there'

where the case marker —ly is phonologicelly a prefix on the following
verb, The hypo+h031zwd layering of these subsequent reanalyses is
confirmed by the relationship of the ly prefixes ("newer" than the
similerly derived m of the negetive) to the poerson markers (which, as
we have scen, pruccde the m of the negative). The order of the rean-
alyzed prefix ;{ and the Yums person markers may be seen in (19),
where keo- is the imperative sccond-person prefix:

(19) ke- namek 81V ke~ ma- k 'Don't leave!
imper-leave in-imper-neg-tns

Here, then, is a summary of the reanalysis which ocecurred in Yuma:

(20) SUBJ; - VERB - 1Y SUBJ; - NEG -/ TNS
--where SUBJ represents the subject person prefix--becomes

(21) suBJ; - VEEB 1Y - SUBJ, - NEG - TNS (e.g.; ?-VERB 1¥-7-m-k)
Aftcr this, 2 further rcanalysis: the m of the negative, surrounded
by e's, is reintcrpreted as a suffix. The second word (the negative
verb and affixes) in (21) then becomes the b951s for a new negative
freme into which & lexical verb may be inserted

(22) 1¥ - suBJ - - m - TNS

Thue  in -Adition 4o nesrtive scntences 1like (16) and (19), in the
(21) pattern, Yume has nesetives in the (22) pattern, like
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(23) olY-nVi:n¥-ayu:-me-to- k 'I did not scc you {5l 1?
in~-l=subj/~-sce-ncg=-cmph-tns

2pl=cbj

(The new morpheme %t in this scntence is & general Yume cmphatic;
such t's show up often around ncgatives, as will be seen below. )

A string like (21) presumably becomes (22) by a process like
Predicate Raising, which would attach the lower verb on the subject
side of the verb of the hisher clagﬁe to form a derived complex verb.
The added presence of the prefix 1Y, in a scntence like (23), makes
1t difficult to imegine how the dorived constituent structure of this
sentence should be represented--the prefixed syllable g}f} is, in a
sense, a pronominel relic of the lower clause destroyed by the
prodicate raising process.

In derived complex negated verbs like -ayu:me- 'not sce', stress
falls fairly naturally on the vowel of the lexical stem (here, Ei)f'
and the negative constituent scems like any ordinsry suffix.

A pattern like (22) appears to be the only possible way of nega-
ting lexical verbs in Maricopa:

(24) n¥a: 1¥-%0- me=- ks 'T didn't say it'Tl
& in-say-ncg-tns

(25) 1¥-k- sqwel-me— k 'Don't stir it
in-imper-stir-neg-tns

Coccpa shows a similar pattern of a (lateral) prefix and anm
suffix marking a negated verb, as in a sentenece like

(26) l-pawys:x-m 'They don't know them’

The only problem with cgtablishine the correspondences here is that
the Cocopa prefix is & plain, Voiced 1. (The regular rcflex of Proto-
Yuman *1Y (the source for Dicguctio I and Maricopa and Yuma 1Y) in
Cocopa is I3~ the Cocopa "desiderative" is -EE.) However, the sound
corrcspondenees invblving Proto-Yuman and Cocopa palatalized conson-
ants are often unpredictable; perhaps this Cocopa morpheme will
sometime prove to be a regular cognate.

Another unususl thing sbout the Cocopa negatives is that the Co-
copa morpheme 1~ has an alternete lu~ which appears only if that mor-
pheme immediately precedes the strossed (final) syllable of the verb
root (but not if 1- and that stressed syllsble are separated by an-
other syllable, like -paw- in (26)). Since u is probably not just a
2, particularly in the unlikely conditioning environment of a (histo-
rically palatalized?) 1, it may be a rclic of the proto-negative ¥*aw.
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(Why this u does not always show up is, however, not clear.)

The Cccopa negative may thus have been derived by some such
series of steps as

-

(27) SUBJ - VERB fﬂy 1. SUBT -m - {-&aw S_
(Cocopa 1.3 ) Cocopa u

(as in pre-Yuma, before the subject of the lower negated verb
was raised or copiecd)

(28) cer 1l =@P-u-=m(2)

(by mctathesis (an unattractive idea) or harmony/conditioning of a
preceding @ by the labial m)

(29) evr l=u-=-¢-m
(simple rcinterpretation of the position of the ¢ SUBJT)

(30) SUBJ; - VERB 1 - u = SUBJ; -

(subjcet raising/copying, as in Diegucfio, Yuma, ctec.)
(31) 1 - u -~ SUBJ - VERB - m

(predicate raising, s in Yuma, cte.). In Maricopa and Cocopa, it
scems that the complement of the negetive (the lexical verb) under-
gocs cbligatory predicate raising.

Mojave illustrates a similar case. The Mojave equivalent of
*m-aw, -mo-, was also suffixed to the negated verb, reflecting the
fact that at some point in the history of Mojave, prudicato raising
was obligatory. However, no trace of the irrealis markers x or 17
(both of which do have cognates in Mojave) appeers in negative con-
structions. The need to elaborate and reinforece the negative was
served by the obligatory presence of an cmphatic t (optional in the
Yume negetive; cf. (23) above) following negative -mo-. The basic
Mcjeve negative structure is thus

(32) SUBJ - VERB - mo - t - TNS

Examples of corresponding Mojave negative and affirmative sentences are

(33) "-a:r- mo- t- m 'I don't want it'; cf. ?-a:r-m 'T want
l-want-neo-omph-tns it!
(34) n¥- ay- mo- t- ¢ 'I won't give it to you';
l=subj/~mive-neg-cuph-fut
2=cbj of. nY-ay-¢ 'I'1l give it to you'
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Mojave providss evidence for twe of our previous claims: the ses-
mentabllity of the m of the ncgetive, and the derived negative strue-
ture (8).

(8) 8,
]
NPi/f/i 4;\\\\\‘v
[
RN

The complex Mojeve tense suffix -pd interacts with negative
-mo-t- in o strange way:

(35) ?-su:paw-m-p-o-t-¢ 'I don't know it'y cf. “-su:paw-p-3
1-know-
'I know it!'

-p-¢ is the reduced form of o discontinuous complement structure
36 [lll LU = ERCE "E
(36) [ ]Sl P Is

in which the higher (auxiliary) verb hes been deleted. (This struc-
ture is used with the Mojave perfectives mentioned in section 2 above;
c¢f., for instance,

(37) 7=ifo:-p 7-a%wi:=& 'T made it'
l-make=- l-do=

--the full form corresponding to (36)--and its roduced counterpart
(38) 7-io:-p=¢ 'T made it' )

8y in (36), or any verb with the "tensc" suffix -p-&, is either per-
fective or a present stative. Negotive sentences like (35) follow
this generalization: the complement of a highér negative verb (Logey
a simple negative sentence) is generally stative in reference; a sen-
tence like T didn't hit him is descriptive of a continuum of non-
hitting points in time,

An example in which the vurb of 8y in (36) is non-auxiliary is

(39) kK"sloyaw tepuy-p 7-iyu:-8 'I sow him kill the chicken'
chicken kill- l-seo-

Suntences with the ...-p...-& complement structure of (36) always have
the following (derived) trec structurc:
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(40)

v

&)
T~
NP'/NF —

oy

e

S, the cmbedded sentence marked with -p, is always cxhaustively
dominated by the sccond NP of a string NP NP V. Thus, -p looks like
sn object merker, althouzh the usual Yuman object morker is -p. (490)
is, of coursc, a more generel casc of (8). Thus, even though Mojave
~upoté is synchrenically just a "negative suffix", its structure
helps to confirm that (8) is a besic derived Yuman pattern.

Furthurmerce, the order of the elements in the suffix —m-E-o-t-E
stronzly sugzests thet the morpheme m is more tightly bound to the
lower than the higher cleusec, as we would expect 1if it was origin@lly
asscciated with that eleuse rather than with the negetive itself,
since the clause-final marker -p follows m. The ordering of the ele-
ments m and p in this Mojave suffix fits in nicely with the proposed
origin of m as a switch-rcference marker on the lower clausc.

As in Mojave, the negotive in Kiliwa is augmented with on
"emphatic" t:

(L) s komééym ?-unyiyu-ma- t 'We don't like the man'
man 1-1ike- neg-cmph

(Kiliwa, like Dieguefio and Cocopa, has no present tense marker. )
Here, as in Mojave, Cocopa; and Maricopa, the negative is & suffix,
not a full or auxiliary verb, as shown by thc ebsence of person
markers before it and by the fact thet this suffix does not occur by
itself 28 an indcpendent verb.

All the modificstions of the original ncgative that we have seen
so far were made to reinforce a weokened negative. These modifications
inelude moving the negative closer to the front of the scatenco--by
metathesis or rearrangement of morphemes, as in Cocopa, or by raising
the lexical complement onto the negative verb (which then becomes a
suffix)--which by decressing the number of cleuscs in the sentence
reduces the distance botween the negntive eand its complement. Another
device is the addition of cmphetic markers to strengthen the negative,
as in Yuma, Mojave, and Kiliwa. The third type of modification made
was to mark the lexical complement of the ncmotive as unreel, as in
Dieguctio and Yuma (end earlicr stages of Moricopa and Cocopa). Each
of these chenges in the originel structure reprcsents a different
strateqy for combetting the unfortunate semantic fact about negative
structurcs in SOV languages menticned above: the conflict between the
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listener's acceptance of a scntence end its subsequent denial. All
the modifications of the Yuman ncgative we will consider may be seen
as efforts to counteract this situntion, by cmphasizing the negative
or giving it greater prominenece, or by assuring the hearer that the
negated sentence is not a real asscrtion.

4, Negatives in the Poi languages

These same sorts of changes occur in the remeining Yuman lane
guages. Reeall, for instance, that in Cocopa we hypothesized a re-
arrangement of the negetive scquence *m - *aw. In the Pal langueges,
where the negetive is augmented by t as in Mojave and Kiliwa, the
three elements m - *aw - t were also rearranged--as in Walapai:

(42) utedm 'T haven't seen him before'
sce-cmph-neg

or Hovasupoi:

(43) kak ®-swna-to- ?-oom-iyu 'I'm not sitting down'
l-git-emph-l-ncg-be

or Paipai:

(44) ma:-t- em ‘'He didn't cat'
cat-cmph-neg

Mctathesis is very common in Yuman languages, but it scems better to
regard this rearranﬁﬁmunt of elements as a process which remiins to
be fully cxplained. Actunlly, it may be that "cmphatic" © L was a
prefix (as well as, or perhaps instead of, a suffix, as it has been
described cbove) in Proto-Yuman. Evidence for a prefixed cmphatic ©
comes from the Ifaje dialect of Diemucfio, wherc this morpheme (an
aspeetual prefix in most Dicguefio dialects) occurs with emphatic
foree on a great many verbs and cven, in isolated cases, on nouns:
(45) t-  Juen-¢ 'Tt's really Juan' [?]12
cmph=-Juan-subj

Modern rcflexes of ¥t function somewhat differently from languagec to
langucge within the Yuman femily, and it is hard to be sure what role
this morpheme played in the proto-language.

At any rote, the rearrangement of the negative o (oo, ¢) and its
associnted clements m and t scen in (42)-(44) provides further support
for the claim that these three elements arc segmentable, not just one
unanalyzcable nezotive morpheme.

In addition, the fact that Havesupei, Welapai, and Pnipni share
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the same order for these clements may be syntactic evidence for the
hypothesized oboriginal connection between Paipai (2 language spoken
in Baja California) end thc Northern Pai langusges (spoken in Arizona
and separated from Paipai by most of the other members of the Yuman
family). Therce is good pTgnologicnl evidence for this connection, but
its history is not known.

In the remaining northern language, Yavapai, no t appears with
the negotive:

(46) ¥Yivo ke qeyot um- m  'Not much rain fell'
rain little neg-tns

5. Further elaborations of the negative

The moveable particle ke associated with the Yavapai negative in
(46) and many other such scntences wos apparcntly doveleped in a fur-
ther attempt to reinforece a negative whose meaning was, once again,
felt to be eroded. The use of this particle illustrates a new stra-
tegy for making a final negative more prominent: the addition of a
pre-negative before the negated constituent. The unmarked position
of Yavapal k¢ is immedistely bofore the negeted verb. However, ke
may appear before eny other constituent of the sentence to indicate a
reduced negetive scope:

(47) °Had ke teyad ?-ma: ?-um- kem 'I wasn't eating corn'
i corn l-cat l-neg-tns

In Walapei and Hovasupai the cognate to Yavapai ke is kak (this word
dppears in the Havasupei scntence (43)). kok, 1ike gg, may be moved
to show ncgotive scope. In Paipai the pre-ncgotive particle is kos:

(48) ?-i7i- so kos m-&%ev-tem ‘'Although I spoke, you didn't
1-speak-but 2-heed-ncg heed!

(I have only one cxample of the use of this morpheme in Paipai, so I
don't know if it can be moved the way ke and kak con.)

The k's in these negative augments are doubtless related to the
interrogative prefix k- uscd to form interrogative verbs ('what-do?',
'what-sey?', cte.), WH-question woids, and indefinites in the majorlty
of the synchronic Yumen languages. A Mojave cxample of this use of
the morpheme k is

(49) kué k-?-a%i:-i 'Whot should I do?'; cf. ?-a%wi:-i 'I'll
what -l-do- Q/fut do it’

The other elements of thesc negative particles are not so easily ex-
plained, although the g of Peipoi kos is perhaps the "contrastive'
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suffix whosc use is illustroted in (48). (Further comperative work
nceds to be done here.)

In Kiliwa, k" is used likc the Pai k's to form e pre-negative
k¥at, as in

(50) yﬁ?n Kat phiyﬁ-mat 'But they don't do anything'
but do- ncg

Like the other particles, Kat immediotely preccdes the negated
constituent:

(51) ... ya’n kK"at paaq wunViyu-mati? ‘'But therc they den't like
but there like- nog him either'l®

In onc Kiliwo sentence, kY- was prefixed directly to negative -mat:

(52) °-élh5°5pércéw-kw-mét «ss 'We don't speak...'
l-speak=-  pl.=- =neg

This form may provide somc support for the cgquation of the g-/gﬁ-
initial clements of the pre~-negative particles with the scparable
profix k-, as discussed above. It is not clear, however, why the
Kiliwa morpheme should be kW- rather then k-. The history of the
Kiliwa sound system is not yet understood, and it is possitle that
this correspondence is not anomalous.

In Dicguefio, the negative may optionally be elaborated by the
addition of the particles n¥i: (in northern Dieguchio) or may (in
gsouthcrn Dicguchlo). Again, thesc particles may be moved to show the
scopc of the negative=-the unmarked position of these clements is
dircetly before the negated lexicel verb. The following example from
the Mesa Grande dialect of Dieguchio shows that n¥i: mey be quite a
recent innovation, since it scems to retain a lot of emphatic force.

(53) n¥i: puwk- x u-ma:w16 'He never came back!'

return-unrceal. 3-neg

Compo Dicguelio may, however, is probobly an older, weakened emphatic
(more like the Pni oand Kiliwae perticles); its optional presence does
not have any intensifying ceffcet:

(54) 2onY 01 & may °i:pad ?-gtim- x “~ma:w 'I didn't shoot
L) man l-shoct-unrcal. l-neg the man'!

6. Derived negative morphemcs

In this and the following sections some further claborations and
extensions of the simple proto-ncgative will be described. In
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general, the phenomenz to be discussed here arce not strategically de-
signed to cmphasize the negetive (o8 were the changes in the basic
negative structure (1) discussed in the provious three scctions);
they rather ore extensicns of the basic system.

The originally non-negative morphemes that come to be associated
with the negative verb *aw in the various Yuman languages may acquire
negative connotations of their own, so that in somc cascs they may be
used elonc to express negation without a reflex of *aw being present.
We have already scen examples of this phenomcnon in Yuma, Maricopa,
end Cocopa, where the negative verb may reduce to an unrecegnizesble
8 or be deleted. In these languages, however, it is reasonable to
maintain thet the negative is prescent in synchronic deep structure.
In this scction exemples of ncgation accomplished solely by mor-
phemes with only derived negetive meaning will be prescnted.

The switch-reference m which appears in the Mojave negative -mot-
can be used by 1tself, for instancc, to ncgate a verb with the adver-
bial suffix -shay- 'still':

(55) isver-m- ahay- k 'Ho's not singing yet';
sing-neg-still-tns
cf. isvar-shay-k 'He's still singing"

Another use of m as a negative may be scen by compering the Mojave
conjoining particles do-8 (from do 'be' and 9 "contrastive") 'but'
and do-m-© '[exclusive | or'. Both sentential conjuncts connected
by do® arc truc, as in (56)=-

(56) ?-isem-mot-m do® ?-a2°a:v-t= m 'I couldn't sec her, but
l-gce-neg-tns btut l-hecar-cmph-tns I heard hor!

--while with dom@, as in (57), onc of the conjuncts must be false:

(57) vel¥tay-c dom@ val¥tay-mot-e 'Is it big or not big?’
big- Q or big- neg-Q

Onc last cxemple of the use of m alone to express negation in Mojave
is its oecurrcnce as a noun suffix, which seems to be an unusual and
fairly rcecent innovation. [ The negetion of a copular sentence like

(58) KVo@27ide:-& (ido~p€) 'He's a doctor'
doctor- subj boe-tns

(the copula is optional) is, for most speakers, the predictable
(59) xV. ﬂea?ldc'-c ido- mpotE} 'He's not o doctor’

motm
donctor- subj be- nog+tns
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with the ordinary Mojeve negative suffixes alrcady discussed ((32)-
(35) above). For some speakcrs, however, an acceptable variant is

(60) kK" ago?ider-m- & 'He's not 2 doctor’
doctor- nez-subj

where the predicate nominasl is nesated directly, with no intervening
copula. Another example of this use of m to negate an NP is

(61) m-nYsho?a:k-m-nY ?-guspow-m 'I know you're not
2-marry- neg=demon./ l-know-tns married!
specific

in which m negantes a nominalized cbject complement. ghis m is never
used to nezote verbs not eventually dominated by NP, L

In other Yuman lonsuages than Mojave, vorious elements associ-
ated with the basic nesgtive themselves acquire nesative force, and
may be used to show ncsption without any reflex of *aw.

One example is the following use of Walapai t (originally en
emphrtic prefix on the ne=ptive):

(62) nYa¥ yoma-yi- t 'I would go, but I cen't'
T ro-modal-neT

Havnsupel kak...t may similarly show negation by itself:

(63) kak nluk m-uwn:-t- o '"Don't sit down!'’
there 2-sit-nes-emph

A Tinal example is this nermptineg use of the Kiliwa particle kwat:

(64) yan k"ot mesdym  'But it is not well!
but nesm well

7. Independent ncontive verbs

In Yuma the nesative occurs eithoer as @ separate independent
verb (ag in (16) 2nd (19)) or as a suffix (as in (23)). Most Yumen
lan=usges have either both such possibilities, or, like Dicguciio,
have only the indcpendent ne=zative verb. Indcopendent nemative verbs
may be used not only to nesnte lexical verbs, but also as pro-verbs
(ef. English He's not; I didn't); thoy cen slso be used alone to mean
'no' (which thus scems to be elliptical) or 'there is/are not'.

In Mgjave and Mevicopa, whore the ne-ative only occurs as a suf-
fix on the ncoated lexical verb, there is no way to use a reflex of
nevative *aw to express a [FRO] negative meaning. 1In these languoges,
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the negetive pro-verb function was transferrcd to another gerb stem,
vor, which appeers to be unrclated to the proto-negative. The
source of this verb, some proto-stem *war, may be roeloted to the
following cognate set for o proto-verb *p ¥p=war, with an uncxplained
prefix p-:

(65) Southern Dicguchio puwar op 'mot to be able!
Northern Dieguefio Lyépu swar
Walapai vewar 'fail'
Yuma vava:r

A Mojave cxample of the use of var as an independent negative is

(66) 7avi:-¢ var=k 'It's not cxpensive'; literelly,
money-subj neg-tns "There's no meney [in it]’

Usually, however, the negotive pro-verb appears with the k- prefix
whose other uses in nesptive contexbs were discussed in scetion §:

(67) hat¥oq havasu:-& kavar-tehan-c¢  'There arc no blue dogs'
dog bluc~subj ncg- really-assertive

(68) vidanY 2a¥i:yslonnumi:nY-¥ ido-p¥ do® hovany kavar-pté

this  cotfish- subj be-tns but that neg-tns+emph
'This one is a ecatfish, but that one isn't'

The verb kva:r (olways with the k preofix in the dote I cxamined) is
gimilarly uscd in Maricopa:

(69) syn:1 kvo:r-k 'I have no money'; literally, the same as
money neg-tns (66)

(70) kve:r-k '[It's] nothing'
A negetive pro-verb was also added in Cocopa (la:x)--its sourece
is obsecurc. Peossibly it is historieally derived from an augmented

#aw, 21 Usually Cocopa la:x follows an alrcady negeted sentence (for
emphasis?), as in

(71) 1-n¥- k-  nek- m la:x 'Don't kill me'
-l=ocbj-imper-kill- neg

(simple l...m negati'm in Cocopa is shown in (26) above). Occasional-
ly, la:x may express negotion on its own:

(72) 1a:x kayuk kul¥Vx 'T can't
neg 'I-in-somc-way~am' 'I-intend-to-climb’ climb it'

James Crawford analyzes le:x as an "impersonal verb'--note that in
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cach of the examples above it fnils to agrec for person with the sub-
ject of the lower sentonce. la:x might thereforc be considered to
teke o sententisl subject, in o structure like (1). If we hypothe-
size that la:x does reflect ¥*ow, we may ascribe the -m on the pre-
ceding lexical verb (as in (71)) to o switch-reference indication of
the change in subject between the two verbs--gssuming that in some
cases (like (26)) this moin negotive verb (lo:x) is mystcriously
deleted. Such an onalysis will not, however, nccount for the l- pre-
fixed to the ncgated verbs of (26) and (71), nor for the u (argued
above to be e reflex of %ow itself) which follows thet prefixed 1 in
sentences like

(73) l-u-%2-m la:x 'He didn't do it'
do

It scoms better to assume thet Cocopa la:x is o comparatively recent
development which mimies the behevior of the original Yuman negative.

Forms of the innovated ncgative verbs in Mojove, Maricopa, and
Cocopn 2re used in those languages to mean 'no'.

8. p/m alternaticns in the negative

One problem with the Yuman negative that I have so far ignored
is what appears to be an alternation between m and p in negative
forms in Walapai, Hovasupai, and Mojave. Since we have argucd that
the negative m originated as a switch-reference marker, such alterna-
tiong must be corcfully studicd--there are certainly no non-negative
contexts in which switeh-reforence m alternates with p. (I reject
the idea thet such E/E alternations could be phonological, since there
secms to be no conditioning environment for denasalization; and there
are no parallel cxamples of such o process in thesc languages.) If,
however, we can suggost @ syntactie source for a p which might substi-
tute for switch-reference m in o negative construction, we may have
further cvidenee for the segmentebility of the m of the negative and
for our hypothesis as to its orizin.

Although the Poipoai and Yovapai negetives appear to have no al-
ternate forms, o(:)p is the commonest form of the ncgetive verb (cited
a8 of:)m above) in Walapai ond Havesupai. Appoerently the E/E alterna=-
tion occurs freely in oll Havasupal negantives, with no appurent seman-
tic distinetion. 1In Walapai, the neutral form of

(42) Gtedm 'T hoven't secn him before'
is (74) ﬁteép 'T didn't sce him'

When pressced for o distinction, Redden's Walapai informants reported
that with final -m this scntence means 'TI haven't scen him before',
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while with finel -p its meaning is more like 'I haven't scen him yet'.
While this would be a valid distinction, I am somcwhat suspicious: if
the two sentences really differ in just this wey, why should the 'yet'
form (with -p) hoppen to be unmarked? Also, the difference between
(42) and (74) docs not scem to be paralleled by any similarly-ex=
pressed 'already'/'still' distinction in affirmetive sentences. Un-
doubtedly there is a difference which the trenslators werce trying to
capture, but it may be even more subtle than the difference between
"before' and 'yit'--ond Walapai may be losing the syntactic or seman-
tic distinction, =85 Havasupal alrcady haos.

Some negative sentences in Mojave have a po negative rather than
the normal mo(t). mo and po arc not interchangeable, however, and
considering the diffcerences botween them may shed some light on what
could be a similer alternation in Havasupai and Walapai.

The Mojave verb ?a:v 'hear', 'sense', 'expericncc' may be used
along with the ordinary -mot- negotive to cxpress the idea of ‘'never':

(75) ?-samel¥iw-k ?=a?a:(v)- mot-m 'I never heve any
l-play-samesubject l-cxperience-neg-tns fun', 'I never
play'; literally, 'I don't experience playing'

(7a:v beecomes 7a: before a labisl by o reguler rule.) Frequently scn-
tences like this contain indefinites. But therc is another way to
translate a sentence with on indefinite and the ideo of 'never': a
construction with ®a:v and negative po can olso be used--

(76) kudé ?-ifo:-po-"a:v-¢ 'I'm not moking onything';
something l-moke- 'T don't meke anything (ever)'
(77) maka®  EokWor-po-?a:v-e  'No one cver talks'

someone talk-

(The =-c which usually follows negative po + %8:v in such forms is a
gtylistic ausment with, possibly, mild cmphatic value.)

Notice that in (75) the negotive follows the verb Pa:v (and is
dominated by it in underlying structurc), while in (76)-(77) fa:v
follows the negative. The last two sentences secem to have been
derived by o predicaete raising proccss from e structure like (78)--
on the next pege--while in a sentence like (75) the relative height
of NEG and ®a:v in the trcc is reversed. It is guite tempting to
try and relate these two sets of structures by some process like Nega-
tive Transportation (by which (78) would presumably represent the
besie structure for both surfoge constructions), but T heve not dis-
covercd any sementic motivation for this suggested derivation. It is
also not clear why predicate raising should collapse the whole struc-
ture (78) into one surfacc clausc with the po ncgative (sentences (76)
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(78) s
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NP{”;’}m —v
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85 NEG

N

NP

and (77)), whilec with thc mot negative (as in (75)) %a:v retains its
main verb stotus. Such problems merit further considerntion.

A possible explanation for the appuorance of p betwcen 5, and
the negative o in (78) could be thot S, is the object of the cmbedded
nezative verb. If the subtrec dominatGd by §) was an uncmbe dded sur-
face shntencL, the complement S, could be marked with p in the «..=p

-c complement structuro dlscusscd in secetion 3. (We have seen
that “the R . —c ccnstruction combincs with negative -mot- to form
the complex McJﬂVu “negotive suffix -m-Efo~t-c. But there should be
no reason not te expeet less Llaborﬂtgd *ugfo—c negatives in some
contexts.) However, the final —c we would expecct to appeer after the
negotive verb o in this construction is missing in sentences likc

(76)-(77) derived from (78).

The =& of the ...-p. ..-c construction is probably identicel with
the Yumsn subject case morker, so that in o linear string like

6 s B e - B ews - %

(36) [ won [one g =2 oo I,

the wholec sentence S, seems to be marked rs the subjuct of some non-
surfacing highcr ver .22 If the p which appcars in sentences like
(76) and (77) is the p of the .. .++-& construction, then 8 of
(78) should correspond to S, of (3% But the cmbedded sentence S
of (78) is not o subject, but rather the objeet of the higher verb
?a:v. Thercfore, in (78) 8; is not marked with the subject case mar-
ker -E but rother is unmarked, as are most Yuman object NPs.

This explanation moy lock somuwhat ad hoc: why should two
structurally identical object clauses (S% and S, in (78)) receive
conveniently different case marklngs? @ nhgntlve is known to ocecur
as the higher verb in a ...-E...-c construction (in the -m-E-o-tnc
negetives, 6.4 (35)), so the occurrcnce of p on the lowest sentence
in (78) is unrcmarksblc. The reason why p docs not also show up on
S,, which also is an object, is o restriction on the types of verbs
which may be thc higher verb above a sentence marked with -p:  such
verbs must cither be stative or perfective (for our purposes, simple
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past. 7a:v 'cxpericnec', originelly ‘hesr', is certeinly on active
verb, and its oceurrcnces in (76)-(77)--ond other such sentences--
arc non-past. This explains why the ...-p...-& complement structurc
would not be used to embed 8, under °a:v in (78).

I do not know of any other Yumon langunges than Mojave in which
object clauses arc marked with -p, but therc is evidence for recon-
structing some kind of an object case morker ¥p for Proto-Yuman.
Some of the relevant cognntﬁs include the object/possessive forms of
the pronoun 'I' in Yume (°n’ip), Cocopa (nYa:p), and Mojave (?inyeg)
--these forms ending in p contrast with subject pronouns in -¢. Se-
veral verb prefixes should also be considered: Yovapaei pa:- and Wa-
lopai pa- indicate the presence of a plural objeet of the verbs on
which they ecppeor, and Cocopa p- indicates a third-person objcet.

The development of negatives with p scems, from its very limited
distribution, to be much more recent than the association of m with
the negntive, which clearly should be assumed for the proto-language.
The Walapai data described above (concerning the contrast between
sentences (42) and (74)), and the nonsubstitutability of m and p in
the Mojave negotives indiente fairly strongly that there wos some un-
derlying differcnec in structurc botween negatives with m and nega-
tives with p. The cvidence of this scction suggests that this diffe-
rence may be related to derived constituent structure: occurrcnce of
2 p with the negotive could show that some clause in the negative
structure was specifically marked as on object. (The“source we have
argued for m, however, is consistent with any syntactic role for the
m-marked clause; m originally showed that its clause had a differcent
subject from thot of some higher verb.) The use of p to mark an ob-
jeet clause ossociated with the negntive would have to fellow the
creation of such o derived clause by the subject raising/copying pro-
ccss discussed in section 2. Mejave, Walapoi, and Havosupal are in
close geographiccl contoct and hove influcnced each other lexically
somewhot; for the time being, ot least, we may-suppose that the deve-
lopment of p n'gatives in these longuages is a shored innovations ™

If the p associated with the ncgatives in this section does in
foct indicate that the ncgated lexicel clause is an object complement,
this final group of elaborations of the basic negative can bg seen to
be strotegicolly similar to thosc discussed in sections 2-4. Mar-
king the cmbedded lexical clause with en overt complementizer which
connot be a surface tense marker is Jjust another instance of the same
process by which such lexical clouses werce marked as unrcolized in
Dicgueifio and Yuma: the listener is reassured that he hes not heard
a complete asscrtion, thet therc is ancther verb (the negetive) still
to come beforce the end of the sentence.
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9. A final compeorative notec

I have argucd in this paper thet mony of the elaborations of
an original simple negative structure in the Yuman languages arose
from a necd to avoid possible misundcrstandings due tec the position
of the negative after the clause it negoates. The Yuman modifications
desceribed hore arc of three basic types: bringing the negotive (or
part of the negative) closcr to the front of the sentence, marking
the lexieal clause to be nezated as an incomplete asscrtion, and
cmphasizing the negative itself.

The first two processes may well be commoner in verb-finol than
in other langusoges, but the last (intensification of a negntive whose
menning hes been weakened) is probably quite a bit more widespread.

In ILinguistique historique et linsuistique generale Meillet describes
the eclaboration of the Indo-European negotive:

In ncg"tlon s'exprimait en 1ndo-europcon commun par un
petit mot accessoire ne....Mgis ce petit mot tres bref,
qul tendait a &tre 1naccentuc..., st devenu rapidemont
tres inexpressif. I8 ou 1'nn avait besoin d'insister

sur la ncgotion--ct los sujets parlants eprouvent pres-
que toujours le besoin d'insister, car on parle le plus
souvent pour agir sur les autres cn quelgue manlere, et
l'on foit ee qu'il faut pour les toucher--, on @ te
conduit o renforcer la negntion ne par guelgue autro
mot....Los langucs suivent ainsi une sorte de devcloppo-
ment en spirale: elles ajoutent des mots accessoires
pour obtenir une cxpression intense; ces mots s'affaib-
lissent, se dcgrﬂdent ot tombent au niveau de simples
outils grammoticaux; on ajoutc de nouveaux mots ou des mots
différents en vue de 1'expressiony 1'affaiblisscment
rceommence, et ainsi sons fin.24

This deseription is reminiscent of whot scems to have happened to the
original Yuman negative *aw, althoush therce were more varied and cx-
treme types of modification in Yumon thén in Indo-Eurcpean. Nega=
tives generolly may be particularly subject to weakening and conse-
quent claboration, £As Meillet sugpzests, therdé are univeisel se-
mentie notivotions for emphasizing o negntive--in oddition to the
structural pressurcs specific t6 verb-final languages.
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FOOTNOTES

1. Ten languoges of the Yuman family (Hokan stock) are spcken today
in California, Arizonec, and Mexico. These languages probably derive
from o chain of dialeects rather than a branching trece, but arc often
grouped into ot leost four sub-families: Kiliwa (perhaps the most
divergent langunge); Dicguclio and Cocopa; Yuma, Maricopa, and Mojave;
and Walapei, Hovesupai, and Yovapai. Poipoi remains somewhat anoma-
lous--this langunge looks most similar to the other "Pni" languages,
but is geographically scparatced from them. Cf. Winter 1967.

This paper is o progress report on a continuing study. The data
I cite is gencrolly quoted as it appeared in my source, with occasio-
nal changes for cose in typing, My sources of data (and synchronic
descriptions) for the various languaces werc--
Diegucfio: the deseription and exowples are from Langdou 1970, or
were supplicd directly by Mergaret Iangdon. Negation in another Die-
guctio dislect is described in Stenson 1970.
Cocopa: description and cxamples from James Crawford (1966 and n.d.).
Hovasupni: the data were kindly supplicd by Ieanne Hinton.
Kiliwa: my cxauples are from a largely unenalyzed text in Mixco 1966.
Maticopa: wmy cxemples erc from o xcrox copy of field notes by Barry
Alpher (in the Yuman archives, University of California, San Diego).
Mojave: all examples are from my fiéld nétes of work with the late
Robert 8. Mortin of Ehrenburg, Arizona, and with Mrs. Nellie Brown of
Pairker, Arizona, to whom I am very grateful. I am also indcbted to
Judith Crawford for helpful discussions of ncgation (and cverything
else) in Mojave.
Paipei: the cxamples are from Joel 1966.
Walapai: the description and examples are from Redden 1966.
Yavapai: +the description and examples are from Kendall 1972. T have
profitably discusscd Yavapai with Sandre Chung and Alan Shaterian.
Yuma: the examples and much of the synchronic analysis arce from
Baker (1970 and n.d. ).
For various nonsyntactic (lexical and morphological) correspondences
I have consulted Woeres 1968 and slip files for different languoges in
the Yuman orchives, University of California, San Diego.

An earlicr version of this paper was presentcd at the 1973 mec-
ting of the Southwestern Anthropological Asscociation. Margarct Iang-
don, Allen Munro, Rodecrick Jacobs, ILeanne Hinton, Donald Crook, and
Noncy Stenson cach made helpful comments on versions of this paper.

I am espceially grateful to Carol Baker Slater, whose insightful
trecotment of Yume negntion helped inspire my own investigaticns. Of
course, nonc of these people will ncecssarily agree with all I say.

2. Many of the details of the development of modern Yuman vowels from

& hypothesized three-vowel system are presented in Iangdon (to ap-
pear). Somc of the forms assumed in this peper to derive from a

~58-



Proto~Yuman syllable *aw would show fairly unususl sound corrcs-
pondences--particularly the u's in Yuma and Cocopa. However, it
should be noted that these scmewhat anomslous Cocope and Yumﬁ u's
ore always (synchronically) unstresscd. The vowel correspondences
studied so for have conecrned stressed vowels only.

Mergaret Iangdon suggested ancther iden about my hypothesized
*ow. This sequcncu may not have been monomorphemic--perhaps ¥aw
was really *o + *%w (or *a + *u). The uncxpected development of
synchronic u's from the sccond of these proto-formotives (assuming
deletion or nonoccurrence of the first) would then be less unlikely.

3. Switeh-reforcnce is further discussed in Winter (to appear).

4. Mergarct ILangdon has suggested that Dieguelio a:wka 'hello'; 'how
arc you®' may provide somc additional evidence for the proposed seg-
mentation of m-n:w. a:wke is stressed most irregularly on the first
syllable, which is especially odd for an unanalyzeable word in Die-
guefio; if that first sylleble were an original root. (e.g:, our *aw),
some reagson could be suggested for the strange strees pattern. It
scews possible that o fixed groeting word might contain a nezative.

5.  In Dieguetic and Cocepa, a -¢ puffix on the verb of an embedded
sentence shows that its subject is the same as that of some higher
verb (in contrast with the different- ~-subject marker -m already dis=-
cusscd). Sentential subjects marked with the subject case -c are
apperently prchibited in these languages because of the possibility
of confusion with the seame-subjcet construction. In Yuman lenguages

where the same-subject marker is -k no such problem arises. Sce
Gorbet 1973,

6. The Mojave constructio T describe in this paper will be treated
in areater deteil in my dissertation (Munro, in preparation).

7. The lack of n perscn mrrker on the verb here is puzzling; perhaps
the first-person ?- was lost just becouse the following stem bezon
with %. Notice that the SUBJ does oceur in (25).

8. Wares (1968), p. T0.

9. Disconcertingly, however, the position of the (obligatory) switch-
reference/neantive m (before the p of ...p...¢) is not the some as
thot of the switch-reference m which may be inserted optionally, as in

(1) ®Ysloyow trpuy-p-m ?=iyu:-¢ 'I saw him kill the
chicken kill- p-diff.subj. l-see- & chicken' (ef. (39))

--where the synchronic switch-reference m follews p. The E’E/E'E
ordérs may reflect » difference in historic ond synchronic rule order.
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10. Margaret Langden (1972) has shovm that the types of metathesis
permitted in Yumen languages are quite restricted phonologically. A
change from -m-o-t- to ~t-o-m- would not be rxpected.

11. The morpheme 1t is not used os on emphatic in the synchronic Pai
longuages, so far os I can tell, but puzzling (probably cognate) t's
do show up in non-negative contexts in Hovasupei, according to ILeanne
Hinton. Reconstructing “he *t emphatic scems justified, but more
comparantive work should b done on this morpheme.

12. Deta and analysis are from Jacobs (1969). The precise English
tronslation for such an utterance is not renlly clear.

13. Cf. Winter (1967).

1l4. My conclusion about the source of these k's was reuched indepen-
dently by Ieanne Hinton. Possibly this k is related to the mysteri-
ous -ko in Dicguefio a:wka=-cf. fn. 4. However, the equivalent of the

interrosotive/indefinitc k- in Dicguefio is m-.
15. The finnl -if_ on the negative here is not explained.

16. This u- is onc allomorph of o third-person subject prefix used
with some Dicguchio verbs. It seems clear that for DicgueHo, as for
Yuman generally, the basice third-person merker is @.

17. The followinzT usc of m never ocecurred in the speech of my main
informant, but is often used by some people. It moy represcent a
fairly recent inncvotion.

18. Notc that the other contoxts where m olonc expressces the negative
are not "simple" sentences. If the suffix -ghay- were o higher verb,
the usc of m to neante its (nominal) complement would be less mysteri-
ous; a similar arrument might, T think, be made in the case of dome.
The vorious uscs of this m may not be as differcnt as it first Scems.

19. If negative *aw is segmentoble into *o + *w (cf. fn. 2), it is
temptine to regard *wnr ns snotheor instonce of the process we have
celled "rcorrongement"--although the appearance of the -r of *war
docs not help out this hypothesis. Weirdly, cxactly the seme ¥aw/
*war correspondchce ean be seen in competing Yuman cognote scts for
'sing' (Warcs (1968), p. 92, #380-1), for which the reconstructions
*§-(i)ow and ¥¥-war scem likely. (The meaning of ¥p-war docs scom
to include 2 negative.)

20. Iyagu:war moy illustrate another case of the sort of reanalysis
deseribed for the Yuma negotives. The otherwise unexplained prefix
Y- misht have orizinoted as an unreslized marker on the complement
of 'be unable'--cf. the use of -IY in the Diegucfio sentence (14).
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21. A general rule deletos finel glides in Cooope, so a: could
reflect o proto-diphthong. But the surrounding l...x mnst be ox-
ploined if la:x is to be seriocusly related to .

22. If we hypothesize that this verb is 'be', its deletion unay be

compared to other deletions of 'be' after an NP in -& (as in (58)).
'Be' is also the Mojave auxiliary for stative verbs, and the higher
verb in this construction must be either stetive or perfective (in

Mojave this scems to mecan in the state of having done something).

23. The argument is more convincing for Mojave than for Havasupeil
and Wolopni, where the position of p after the negative certainly
mnkes it lock a lot less like & complementizer on the lower verb.

The Walapai/Havasupoi p seems more like an indication that the nega-
tive verb hos an objeet (ef. the comnates listed above). However,
such object indicators are always prefixes in synchronic Yuman--which
could be a further argument that the positions of the nepative o and
its assorinted m or p have somehow been "rearranpged" in the Pai len-
minges (ef. scetion 4).

24, Meillet (1921), pp. 140-141. I am groteful to Margaret Iongdon
for bringinz this reforence to my sttention.
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