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Abstract

In this thesis, I investigate the properties of determiners in Skwxwa7mesh (Squamish) Salish.
Determiners in Skwxwi7mesh behave significantly differently from the definite determiner the
in English. Skwxw7mesh lacks a definite/indefiniteness distinction; all DPs can be used in both
familiar and novel contexts, and are not required to refer to a unique entity. Instead,
Skwxw7mesh determiners are split along deictic/non-deictic lines. I argue that deictic features
on the determiners have consequences for the grammar in terms of (i) scope and (ii) implicature
of uniqueness. If a DP is deictic, (i) it can take wide scope and (ii) any sentence containing it will
carry an implicature of uniqueness. If a DP is non-deictic, (i) it must take narrow scope and (ii)
any sentence containing it does not carry an implicature of uniqueness. I claim that non-deictic
DPs are composed via Restrict and deictic DPs via Specify (cf. Chung and Ladusaw 2004).
There is therefore no correlation between more structure and wide scope, but rather a correlation
between features and wide scope. Deictic features allow DPs to take wide scope; the lack of
features prevents DPs from taking wide scope.

Determiners in Skwxwi7mesh are quite different from determiners in better-known
languages. Do determiners share anything in common cross-linguistically? I argue that
Skwxw7mesh determiners and English the are both associated with domain restriction (cf. von
Fintel 1994). Both non-deictic and deictic DPs are sensitive to the context in which they are
used; in familiar contexts, they (usually) refer to the set of entities under discussion. Non-deictic
DPs, which in terms of scope behave like bare nouns, must differ from bare nouns in this respect.
Bare nouns (in languages which use articles) cannot be used in familiar contexts. They can only
introduce new discourse referents. Non-deictic DPs can introduce new discourse referents, but
can also refer to previously introduced discourse referents, and can also be used partitively.
Skwxw7mesh determiners must be associated with domain restriction, whereas bare nouns
cannot be. I propose there is a strict correlation between the syntax and semantics: if a
determiner occupies D, it has domain restriction in its representation.
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Abbreviations

Skwxwii7mesh

1 = first person

2 = second person

3 = third person

abs = absolutive agreement
act = active

appl = applicative

caus = causativizer
comp = complementizer
conj = conjunction

dem = demonstrative

det = determiner

dir = directed towards
emph = emphatic

erg = ergative agreement

f = female
foc = focus particle
fut = future

imper = imperative

impf = imperfective

inch = inchoative

indep = independent pronoun
intr = intransitivizer

instr = instrument

irr = irrealis

lc = limited control

loc = locative predicate

neg = negation

nom = nominalizer

0 = object

obl = oblique

pass = passive

pl = plural

poss = possessive agreement
prog = progressive

prox = proximal auxiliary
pst = past

Q = yes/no question particle
redup = reduplicant

refl = reflexive

rl = realis auxiliary

s = subject

sbj = subjunctive/conjunctive agreement

sg = singular
tr = transitivizer

Blackfoot
3’ = third person obviative

nonaffirm = non-affirmative mood

Cowlitz
imperf = imperfective
stat = stative aspect

Fering
A = A-article
D = D-article

m = masculine

Inuktitut

abl = ablative case

ind = indicative mood

inst = instrumental case
inter = interrogative mood
loc = locative case

part = participial mood

Lummi
link = linking particle

Lushootseed

hab = habitual

perf = perfective

prog = progressive

sbj = subjunctive prefix
stat = stative aspect

Mandarin
sfp = sentence final particle

Maori

A = aspect

art = article

du = dual

gen = genitive

Ident = identity copula

X



Pred = predicate
T =tense

Norwegian
def = definite

Saanich

accom = accompany
conjec = conjecture
prob = probably

real = realized

Secwepemctsin
aor = aortive
evid = evidential

St’at’imcets

appar = apparently

compl = completive particle
conj = conjunctive morphology
deic = deictic

dimin = diminuative reduplicant
exis = existence

hyp = hypothetical

prog = progressive

quot = quotative

wh = wh-morphology

Thompson

cnj = conjunctive particle
instr = instrument

rprt = reportative

Upper Chehalis
part = particle

Upriver Halkomelem
aux = auxiliary
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