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Abstract

This dissertation uses a corpus of natural, connected speech to examine the demon-
strative system in the under-documented Norton Sound Kotlik dialect of the Central
Alaskan Yup’ik language. By utilizing a corpus of connected speech, I provide a
usage-based illustration of one of the world’s most complex demonstrative systems
across different domains of use through a frame of reference approach.

Norton Sound Kotlik Yugtun has undergone a dramatic shift in the last 50 years,
beginning with a mass relocation of speakers in the Lower Yukon Kotlik region from
around six historic villages to the single village of Kotlik when a new school was built
in the 1970s. This relocation accompanied a shift in the cultural and linguistic praxis
of the region from the traditional Yuuyaraq “Yup’ik Way of Life’ to a now Anglo-Yup’ik
hybrid utilizing English as the primary language of use. As a result, only around 40
Elders are fluent in the Norton Sound Kotlik dialect today. The school teaches Yup’ik
as a second language but uses resources from General Standard Yup’ik. My fieldwork
began in 2014 and focuses on creating a documentary corpus of the Norton Sound
Kotlik dialect in collaboration with the Tribal Council and Elders. Drawing from this
documentary corpus, I have compiled a linguistic corpus of six texts from five Elders
telling Yuuyarat ‘way of life narratives,” Univkarat ‘historical narratives,” and Qulirat
‘traditional legends.’

My linguistic corpus was transcribed, translated, glossed and analyzed with an eye
to understanding the natural contours of the demonstratives in vivo. The linguistic
corpus contains 5390 word tokens, including 1047 demonstratives. With demonstratives

accounting for 30% of my corpus, this dissertation presents a new, holistic account
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of the 30-plus demonstrative reflexes embedded within their particular frame of
reference. In addition, the Yup’ik grammatical system used to inflect and contextualize
demonstratives is examined with these new data from Kotlik. My analysis uses a
constructional approach founded on the productive and concatenative use of distinct
and meaningful formative patterns.

Demonstratives are deictic pointing words that speakers use to index an object and
bring it into joint attention with interlocutors. They are typically closed-class function
words which derive much of their (functional) meaning from context. Present in all
languages, they are among the first words acquired by children and are readily adapted
by speakers to perform a host of non-spatial functions across languages. Demonstrative
systems are typically categorized by the number of distance juxtapositions presented
in the system, and traditional accounts utilize a simplistic conceptualization of spatial
reference.

As pointing words, the Inuit-Yupik languages arguably have the most complex
demonstrative system, with several dozen reflexes, depending on the language. How-
ever, previous descriptions have presented idealized paradigms without providing
consistent structural, semantic, or contextual analysis and little elucidation of each
demonstrative’s frequencies, functions, or semantic extensions especially beyond strictly
spatial uses. The Inuit-Yupik system is traditionally said to have a three-way person-
based juxtaposition. However, Yup’ik is claimed to have reduced it to a more opaque,
two-way, distance-based juxtaposition with several semantic add-ons for object shape
and accessibility. My analysis reanalyzes the demonstrative system within the frame
of reference literature. It shows that three distinct frames of reference are employed in
Yugtun: a deictic intrinsic egocentric frame, a deictic relative allocentric frame, and a
deictic absolute geocentric frame of reference.

These three frames of reference are used across the domains of space, time, and
discourse and emphasize the ground and origo, the shape of the figure object, and

the perceptual space of the speaker. Within these semantic frames, demonstratives
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are used as nominals to bring objects into joint attention or to focus on objects, and
as particles to bring thematic cohesion to the discourse. Demonstratives also cluster
in topic constructions to help the speaker ground the textual world within the real
world. This dissertation finds three simpler but interconnected demonstrative models
functioning complexly rather than a single complex model functioning simply. In doing
so, I highlight a central lexical class of the Yup’ik grammar and begin to describe its

function in context.
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Preface

The house sways violently as the wind howls across the tundra, accompanying the
howls of the dogs perched atop their small wooden kennels. It is early spring on the
Yukon Delta, and the high tide surges eight miles upriver from Norton Sound. The
village of Kotlik is nestled in the swampy tundra below sea level, and flooding is no
stranger to its residents. In the past, the high tide has broken up sea ice and sent it
flowing up the Yukon, damaging the houses perched on stilts atop the shallow knolls.
The flooding will reach the boardwalks elevated several feet above the ground, turning
each home and each dog kennel into an island onto itself. I sit on the second story of a
small blue house watching the waters rise and the sunset as I catalogue the recordings
of the Elders I met with earlier in the day. This is my third trip to Kotlik, and I will
be here for eight weeks working with the Elders to document their fading language—a
project I began two years earlier and will continue for many years after this trip.

My work on the Central Alaskan Yup’ik language began as an undergraduate
student when I fell in love with the language. Then in 2014, amid my Master’s
program in language documentation at the University of Hawai‘i at Manoa, I began
my documentation of the Norton Sound Kotlik dialect, a dialect under-researched in
the previous literature and one that is highly threatened.

2014 was the first of many field trips to the small village of Kotlik, Alaska. During
this trip, I was introduced to Pius Akaran, who was known for being a skilled speaker.
I also befriended Mary Lucy Andrews, and she would meet with me several times a
week. In addition, I met Winnie and Bernard Hunt, who graciously welcomed me into

the community and to the traditional Yuuyaraq dances or ‘Traditional dances,” and



always helped me feel welcome during my stay. I finally had the pleasure of meeting
Aciangaq Aketachunak, one of Kotlik’s remaining monolingual speakers. During this
first year, I was constrained by my training in university field methods classes. As a
result, my recordings consisted primarily of hours of elicitation from word lists to basic
sentences and culminated in translating a few short children’s books. I remember
Mary Lucy saying during this trip: “You sure ask about red foxes a lot.”

In 2015, I first looked at the Yup’ik demonstrative paradigm and found myself
both captivated and thoroughly muddled. Then, I began my doctoral studies at the
University of Alberta under the supervision of Dr. Sally Rice. While my focus on
understanding and deconstructing the Yup’ik demonstrative paradigm intensified, my
field methods in Kotlik took a new approach, emphasizing the collection of spontaneous,
natural, and connected speech in order to compile a linguistic corpus. The differences
between the methodologies used in 2014 and 2016 in data quality and community
engagement could not be more stark. With the focus placed on Elder-directed content
and the collection of connected speech, the documentation gained greater value to both
the community and a long-term, multipurpose endangered language documentation
project. During this field season, I met Michael Prince, an Elder who was a wealth
of Traditional Ecological Knowledge. He told me a short river-name story in Yup’ik,
which is included in this dissertation’s linguistic corpus. It’s one of my favourite stories
recorded so far. I also crossed the Little Kotlik River and talked to Michael Hunt.
His recording is the longest presented in the small linguistic corpus utilized in this
dissertation. Finally, during this same field season, I had the privilege of recording
many additional Elders in English, like Martin Teeluk, as I learned about the history
and lifestyle of Kotlik and its surroundings.

In 2017, Cecilia Mikes, the only other monolingual speaker in the community, was
recorded by her daughter. In this recording, she tells her own history and comments
on the state of life and how times have changed. At this time, I began to emphasize

the transcription and translation of my growing documentary corpus. To achieve this,
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I began working with Theresa George, who was born in Kotlik and taught Yup’ik in
Mountain Village. Her help and skill in transcribing and translating the recordings
made in Norton Sound Kotlik Yup’ik’s documentation project have been invaluable.

In 2018, I returned to Kotlik in the winter and strengthened my relationship with
Aciangaq, a monolingual speaker. He is regarded as a natural storyteller. With the
transition to connected spontaneous speech, he thrived, and the eloquence of his
language came to the fore, especially in his abundant deployment of demonstratives
across his narratives, sprinkled like salt and pepper. I also began making recordings
with Isadore and Angela Hunt, who talked about their lives growing up and who told
me a story about a Shaman and a magic arrow.

Finally, during my time in Kotlik in 2019, a large cache of VHS and cassette tapes
were recovered from the school. These tapes were made in the late 1980s and early
1990s by the Kotlik school’s Yup’ik teacher, Theresa Prince. Many of these recordings
feature Elders, now long deceased, speaking and telling stories in Yup’ik.

Unfortunately, the field seasons have been postponed for this project due to the
health crisis caused by the global coronavirus pandemic. Nevertheless, Norton Sound
Kotlik Yup’ik’s documentation remains ongoing and long-term.

This thesis is an original work by Nicholas Gregor Bunderson Toler. The research
project, of which this thesis is a part, received research ethics approval from the
University of Alberta Research Ethics Board, Project Name “Documenting Norton
Sound Kotlik Yup’ik,” No. Pro00064301, April 1, 2016.

No part of this thesis has been previously published.
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To my husband who aligned the stars, to Penny, Tlats’uz, & Eskaaya who bound with
me to the tops of snow-capped peaks. Without you, none of this could have been

achieved.
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* before a word it indicates ungrammaticality.

< Derivational Process.

> (From Received Literature) indicates a subject acting on an object within
a monoexponential inflectional morpheme.

> Derivational Process.

AQL Aequalis Case.

1 First Person.

2 Second Person.

3 Third Person.
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ABL Ablative Case.

ABS Absolutive Case.

ABSA  Absolutive Alignment.
ACCA Accusative Aligment.

AGT Agent.

ALL Allative Case.

APP Appositional Mood Formative.
APRT Active Participle.

AUG Augmentative.

CAUS Causative.

CNJ Conjunct Formative.
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CONT
COO
cop
DEF
DES
DIM
DNM
DU
EMPH
ERG
ERGA

Compliment /Collocating Morpheme.
Continuative.

Coordinator (and/too/also).
Copula.

Definite.

Desiderative.

Diminuative.

Demonstrative Nominalizer.
Dual (Number Formative).
Emphatic.

Ergative Case.

Ergative Alignment.

EXCLM Exclamative.

FUT
GEN
GWP
HAB
IMP
IN
INCH
IND
INDF
INFL
INT
INTR
ITR
LF
LOC

Future Tense.

Genitive Case.

Gray Wolf Particle (Morpheme has Unknown Meaning).
Habitual.

Imperative Mood Formative.
Intransitive Mood Formative.
Inchoative.

Indicative Mood Formative.
Indefinite.

Inflectional Bundle.
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[terative.
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OPT
PART
PL
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PRF
PRL
PST

QUOT
REL
RET
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SG
sttr
TEL
TOP
TR
TTR
VOL

Negative.
Nominative Alignment.
Non-Singular.

Optative Mood Formative.

Participial Mood Formative.

Plural (Number Formative).
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Perlalitive Case.
Past Tense.
Question Particle.
Quotative.
Relative Case.
Retrospective.

Resultative.

Singular (Number Formative).
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Topicalizer.

Transitive Mood Formative.
Type-Token Ratio.
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* before a bolded word it indicates a demonstrative base.
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CP  Conjunctive Holophrase.
DEI Deictic.

DEM Demonstrative.

ENC Enclitic.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

1.1 Overview

I began documenting the underdescribed and ebbing Norton Sound Kotlik Yugtun
(NSKY) dialect of the Central Alaskan Yup’ik (CAY) language in 2014 with the
aim of developing a long-lasting, multipurpose record of the language variety. The
research study presented in this dissertation arises out of that documentation project
as one example of the explanatory power of a small corpus of natural, connected
speech made for a minority language community. Drawing from the audio and video
recordings produced for my NSKY documentation project, I have developed a small
linguistic corpus with attendant morphological glossing and free translations. Using
this linguistic corpus, my research study examines the function of the Yup’ik pointing
words, demonstratives, as they occur in the natural speech of Yup’ik-speaking
Elders in Kotlik, Alaska. I ground this study with a critical examination of the
morphosyntactic structures and lexical categorizations relevant to the Yup’ik parts
of speech that the study of Inuit-Yupik! languages has established as integral to
the description of demonstratives in the language family. Additionally, I embed the
discussion of demonstratives within the abundant literature on demonstratives, frames
of reference, and spatial language found in linguistics, philosophy, and psychology.
The polysynthetic Inuit-Yupik—Unangan languages of the Arctic have long held the
claim of having the world’s most complex demonstrative inventories, comprising several
dozen reflexes depending on the language and dialect (Denny, 1982; Miyaoka, 1984,

2012). These demonstrative bases are primarily described as exclusively exophoric

'The Inuit-Yupik language family is traditionally called Eskimoan. Today, The term Eskimo is
considered derogatory, with a preference for the term Inuit across Canada and Greenland. However,
in Alaska, the term Eskimo is still used to refer to both peoples inclusively, while Yup’ik refers
to the Yupiit people exclusively and Inuit to the Inuit people exclusively. Throughout this text,
I refer to the Yupiit as Yup’ik. I then use Inuit-Yupik to refer to the larger language family and
Inuit-Yupik-Unangan to refer to the Eskimo-Aleut (Eskaleut) language family.



pointing words used pronominally and adverbially, but they can, rarely, surface as
verbs (Miyaoka, 2012). This research project explores the multilayered demonstrative
system as presented by Kotlik Elders with an eye to the natural contours of the system
in vivo. In this study, I present a holistic account of the 30-plus demonstrative reflexes
contextualized within a discussion of the primacy of their frame of reference. A
frame of reference is a conceptual model which indexes reference objects utilizing
different perspectivizing grounds to triangulate the object’s location in space (Levinson,
2006; Diessel, 2014). These models are critical to Yup’ik demonstrative categorization
and interpretation in the language today. I present my research and findings on the
function and structure of Norton Sound Kotlik Yugtun demonstratives and the import
of frames of reference and Yup’ik parts of speech in five chapters, as outlined below.

Chapter One starts by describing demonstrative systems across the world’s lan-
guages, especially examining the semantics and pragmatics of deixis in language. This
introduction to deictics and demonstratives addresses current perspectives about deixis
in linguistics, how it arises in various languages, and to what ends it is deployed in
the grammar of a language. The second part of Chapter One introduces the documen-
tation of the Norton Sound Kotlik Yugtun dialect. In this section, the history and
purpose of the documentation project are discussed to help the reader understand the
methodology behind the current study and the environment in which this study has
been conducted. Additionally, the Kotlik community’s history is discussed in order
to provide the reader with a foundation for interpreting the data being used within
this study. A broader discussion of the Central Alaskan Yup’ik language and the
Inuit-Yupik-Unangan language family is also included. Chapter One concludes with a
more detailed discussion of the corpus methodology used in this study.

Chapter Two provides a brief grammatical sketch of the Norton Sound Kotlik
Yugtun dialect. This sketch is designed to provide the reader with an understanding of
this hyper-agglutinative and polysynthetic language. The grammar begins with a brief
typological summary of the Central Alaskan Yup’ik language, followed more broadly
by a critical discussion of NSKY’s structure as viewed through different theoretical
lenses. This detailed discussion includes a description of the sound inventory of
the language and the common morphophonological processes, which support the
morphological parsing in Appendix C (Texts). In this grammatical sketch, I place
a heavy focus on the fluidity of the Yup’ik bases and base derivation since the
literature posits that demonstratives in Yup’ik can be inflected for any part of speech.
Following this is an examination of the constructions that bases enter into in order
to determine their syntactic category membership within a particular usage context.

These constructions are responsible for taking bases and turning them into nouns, verbs,



or particles. Additionally, the case is made for a Yup’ik-specific syntactic category,
which I term conjunct that is comparable to a “verbal-noun.” Appendix A is associated
with Chapter Two and provides an overview of the constructions, morphemes, and
grammatical alignment patterns elaborated on throughout the chapter.

Chapter Three examines the semantics and the domains of use of the demonstrative
tokens in the Norton Sound Kotlik Yugtun corpus. The discussion begins with an
analysis of more complex frames of reference and their intersection with demonstrative
systems. I then scrutinize the Yup’ik demonstrative system’s current treatment in
the literature and general shortcomings in semantic description. The Yup’ik, and
analogously the Inuit, demonstrative system is currently considered one of the world’s
most complex and most extensive systems with 30-plus demonstrative bases and
a purported 686 possible variations of demonstrative form (Denny, 1982; Miyaoka,
2012). Yet, demonstratives are characterized as a subclass of pronoun or “adverb”
and are only genuinely described in terms of their immediate pointing functionality
typically in face-to-face interaction about spatial location. Chapter Three, therefore,
draws from the natural, spoken linguistic corpus developed for Norton Sound Kotlik
Yugtun and provides an updated, revised, and typologically informed description
of the demonstrative system within a frame of reference analysis across multiple
conceptual domains. With the corpus revealing 30% of the corpus’ word tokens to be
demonstratives, this updated examination of a crucial part of the Yugtun language
bolsters the language’s description, aids in teaching the system to future speakers, and
supports cross-linguistic understanding of demonstratives. Appendix B is associated
with Chapters Three and Four and provides a brief overview of the Demonstrative
analysis elaborated on in these chapters, as well as a full inventory of all of the
demonstrative types and their token frequency in the texts used in this study as
provided in Appendix C.

Chapter Four builds off of Chapter Three by examining how Yugtun deploys its
demonstratives in the grammar, as presented in Chapter Two, and in natural discourse.
This chapter examines the role demonstratives play in indexing spatial, temporal, and
discourse objects and spaces. This indexation is viewed in context for the description of
both deictic and focusing functionality. In addition, the language patterns that Yugtun
demonstratives frequently appear in are discussed, emphasizing these demonstrative
expressions’ role in discourse. These two chapters further examine demonstrative
occurrence and frequency to better understand the demonstrative system’s natural
contours in connected speech.

This research project concludes in Chapter Five by discussing several key topics

concerning Yugtun demonstratives and grammar: the lexical and syntactic features of



the Yup’ik parts of speech; the function and structure of Yugtun demonstrative frames
of reference; the benefits and explanatory power of a corpus of natural, connected

speech in language documentation and description; and future research directions.

1.2 Deictics and demonstratives

Traditional accounts of demonstratives identify this class of words as a subtype of
pronoun, except for when they are identified as adverbs or determiners (Crystal, 2018).
While demonstratives can function as pronouns, adverbs, or determiners, they can be
so much more (Diessel, 1999a).

Demonstratives are among some of the first words acquired by children; they serve
to individuate objects, places, and propositions in space, time, and discourse; they
easily grammaticalize to serve new functions in a language’s grammar; and they are
likely universal across the world’s languages (Tanz, 1980; Diessel, 1999a; Kuteva
et al., 2019). The individualization of objects within a speech event is arguably the
most basic function of demonstratives in a language. Demonstratives are principally
used by speech participants to draw the participants’ joint attention to a particular
object or point in space, time, or discourse (Diessel, 1999a). Consider the use of the

demonstrative ikna in (1)? from Norton Sound Kotlik Yugtun.

(1)  ganertuq “itk’na-gguq, ataam ellinek!”
qaner-gur  “ik-na=gguq, ata=am elli-nek!”
speak-IND.IN ‘“that-one.SG.ABS—=QUOT look=EMPH him-ABL”

‘He said “that one, look at him!”’

2My interlinear glossing conventions evolve throughout this study as I present the morphological
structure of Yugtun and the functions of demonstratives in more detail. Beginning in Chapter One,
I gloss demonstratives using a superficial English translation such as ‘this, that, here, there, now,
then.” Later in the chapter, I transition to using semantic features appropriate to the cross-linguistic
discourse on demonstratives such as proximal (PROX) and distal (DIST). In Chapter Three, the
interlinear glossing I use has been developed for this research project on Yugtun demonstratives and
provides a more detailed semantic categorization. For example, the demonstrative gloss R<A$(R)
indicates an approaching object or location construed within a relative frame of reference derived
from an absolute frame of reference centred on a riverine grid. The ‘riverine’ semantics in this form,
however, have shifted to the ‘approaching’ figure shape and are present only metaphorically, this
demonstrative particle is used heavily in grammaticalized functions. In Yugtun, this demonstrative is
taug-, which can be roughly translated as ‘from here/there, from now/then on, this/that approaching,
however.’

A discussion on Yugtun split-ergativity, the double marking of grammatical alignment, and the use
of the terms nominative, accusative, ergative, absolutive in both nominal case and verbal agreement is
found in Section 2.4.2. Interlinear glossing conventions and abbreviations can be found in the Index,
Appendixes A and B, or in the demonstrative charts in Chapter Three. Fully detailed interlinear
glossing for all of the examples in this study can be found in the full texts included in Appendix C.



NSKY Corpus (MP 2016:6.1)

In (1), the demonstrative ikna=gguq is part of a direct quote said by one of the
characters to another to bring their joint attention to a third character who is located
across the river within a traditional fable. This word serves to individuate the object of
focus and highlight it within the event space. This primary function of demonstration
often accompanies a pointing gesture from the speaker to emphasize the object of
attention. The individualization of an object of attention is also known as indexation
and is an underlying principle behind the concept of deixis (Diessel, 2014). That is
to say, demonstratives function principally as deictics, and they represent one of the

prototypical reflexes of deixis within human language.

1.2.1 Deixis

The linguistic indexation of objects and locations in juxtaposition so as to bring the
joint attention of the speech participants to one object or location over another is
called deizis. Deictic systems arise in human languages in five principal domains:
(i) spatial deixis, which includes object and locational demonstratives; (ii) temporal
deixis, which is realized through tense and temporal demonstratives; (iii) discourse
deixis, which includes modality and anaphoric pronouns; (iv) person deixis, which is
most often realized through personal pronouns, and (v) social deixis, which is realized
in grammars through structures such as honorifics. Spatial deixis is often considered
the source domain for understanding the four other domains of deixis (Fillmore, 1997).
This study does not discuss social deixis but does touch on person deixis during
an examination of Yugtun’s pronominal system discussed in Chapter Four and on
discourse deixis, temporal deixis, and spatial deixis, which are the focus of Chapters
Three and Four.

Deictic domains are unique in language in that deictic words are thought to be more
transparent than non-deictic words. Whereas non-deictic words specify their referents
and refer to identifiable entities or concepts, the interpretation of deictic words requires
extra-propositional reference to an object in the speech event, which may be achieved
with the additional support of a pointing gesture (Diessel, 1999a). Thus, while the
word shaman refers inherently to a person who participates in a community’s spiritual
life, the word him, as a deictic pronoun, refers to a different person in every usage
based on the particular context of the utterance. As W. Hanks (2011 p. 316) notes,
“what is noteworthy about deictics is they contribute to individuated referring without

in any way describing their objects.” Instead, these words rely on discourse, spatial



context, and saliency to establish relationships between objects (Levinson, 2006).

Compare, for example, (2a) and (2b), in the context of the question, “who is doing

magic?”
(2) a. ikna-gguq arparluni,
ik-na=gguq arpar-lu-ni,
that-one.SG.ABS=QUOT holler-APP-4.NOMA.SG,
angalkiluni-gguq
angalki-lu-ni=gguq
shaman-APP-4.NOMA.SG—QUOT
‘That one hollering, he was doing magic ’
NSKY Corpus (MP 2016:7.1)
b.  Angalkuit taukut, angalkiluteng

Angalku-ngi-t ta-u-ku-t, angalki-lu-teg-t
shaman-3.NOMA.PLCOM-PL DISP-this-one.NS-PL, shaman-APP-4.NOMA-PL

‘Their shamans—these ones over here,—they were doing magic ’
NSKY Corpus (MP 2016:4.1)

In (2a), compare the first word ikna=ggug, a deictic spatial demonstrative, to the
first word in (2b), angalkuit, which is a non-deictic nominal. The demonstrative in
(2a) does not have any concrete meaning or permanent referent. Instead, its meaning
is vacuous and serves to reference or individuate an object based on the context of
discourse, whether through a pointing gesture or through verbal specification (W.
Hanks, 2011). In the case of (2a), the speaker indicates the referent by making explicit
the referent’s action, thus bringing the joint attention of both the speaker and the
hearer /interlocutor to that referent. The answer to the question “who is doing magic?”
in (2a) is the one who is hollering, whoever that may be at the time. By contrast, the
answer to this same question in the case of (2b) is their shamans. The word angalkuit
is non-deictic and has a concrete meaning which does not change based on the speech
event context. In (2b), the deictic demonstrative taukut is used, but this deictic is
a discourse demonstrative that is functioning to place particular emphasis on the
preceding subject rather than to individuate the subject within the speech-event, as
discussed in Chapter Four. Context-dependent meaning is the defining characteristic
of deictic categories and allows for a great range of versatility and creativity with

respect to the use of deictic words in natural speech.

1.2.2 Semantics of deictics and demonstratives

Deictics are universal in the world’s languages and are among some of the earliest words

acquired (Diessel, 1999a; Gonzalez-Pena et al., 2020). Nevertheless, the grammatical
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description of demonstratives cross-linguistically is difficult due to the great diversity
of deictic systems across languages. Deictic systems are acquired first in non-deictic
but indexical contexts, refer to Section 1.2.5, and by the time the system develops
deictic semantics deictic systems can have developed different biases based on the
contextual distances, participants, and object saliencies involved in a speech event
(Chu, 2015).

Adult-like deictic use requires grammatical competency and an understanding of
discourse context. Deictic systems within a language are typically formed through
the use of contrasting words that serve to index an object in space (Diessel, 2013b).
This indexation occurs by forming a relationship between the object being identified
and a common reference point, typically the speaker. The reference point is usually
referred to as the origo. Most commonly cross-linguistically, the origo is the speaker
of the utterance. By utilizing the origo as a grounded, stable axis, an axis Mundi,
in conceptual space, deictic expressions are able to index objects in that space by
identifying where they are in relation to the origo. Therefore, we can view a speech
event as encompassing the world (Mundi) as it pertains to the speech participants at
that time. This world revolves around an axis we identify as the origo to which all
other objects in the world are situated. Thus, within a deictic scene, the speaker is
usually the center of the world. For example, in English demonstratives, objects can be
indexed as being either close to the speaker, prozimal, or far from the speaker, distal,
with no regard for the location of the interlocutor. Understanding which distance
counts as proximal or distal is contextually specified and relies on the saliency of the
object itself (Diessel, 1999a). A good 2-dimensional example of deixis is found in tense
systems. Tense is the grammatical indexation of event time in relation to the origo. In
Figure 1.1, and tense in general, the moment of speaking is the origo, or axis Mundi,
around which all actions take place.

A tense-based language marks an action as being in the present if an action takes
place at the time of, or relatively close to the time of, speaking. If an action takes
place before or after the time of speaking, it is construed as distal and is thus indicated

as being in the past or future via a tense system. Consider the examples in (3):

(3) a. ganerciquci
qaner-cig-gur-t-t
speak-FUT-IND.IN-2.ABSA-PL
“You will speak’

NSKY Corpus (MH 2016:34)



OR%GO 8 Speaker

Before Speaking-Time At Speaking-Time Afier Speaking-Time
Distal . Distal
Proximal

Past Tense Present Tense Future Tense

Figure 1.1: Tense as Deixis: A conceptualization of tense as a deictic feature. The timeline
represents the conceptualized world of the speech event that centers on the origo defined
as the speech time. In relation to the origo, events can be proximal or distal, and these
distances are encoded in language as present tense and non-present tenses.

b.  ganertuq
qaner-gur
speak-IND.IN
‘He speaks/is speaking’
NSKY Corpus (MP 2016:6.1)

c.  qanrulallruatnga
ganru-la-llru-gar-nga-t-nga
tell-HAB-PST-IND.TR-3.NOMA-PL-1.ABSA.SG

‘They would have told me’
NSKY Corpus (MH 2016:6)

In (3a), the verb is indicated in the future tense through the use of the future
morpheme ciq-. Therefore, this verb is contextually interpreted as distal from the time
of the speech event, which is the origo, and taking place after the time of the speech
event. In (3b), the verb is not marked explicitly for tense and is thus interpreted as
occurring at the time of the speech event or the origo, which is the present tense. In
(3¢), the verb is marked in the past tense with the morpheme [lru- and therefore is also
interpreted as being distal from the origo but before the speech event. How recent an
action has to be in order to be interpreted as proximal depends on the context of the
speech event, the portrayal of the event by the speaker, and the language community’s
conventions.

Spatial deixis, in contrast to temporal deixis, is usually construed within a 3-
D environment, as shown in Figure 1.2, and can make many different distance-

based distinctions across different languages. Diessel (2013b), in his typology of
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Figure 1.2: Deictic Space: Within the deictic space constructed by a speech event, the
speaker is most typically the center point aligned on the azis Mundi. The speaker, represented
in the center of the figure, establishes the origo. Deixis brings joint attention to an object
within deictic space by indexing it in relation to the origo. Indexation occurs by establishing
the location of a conceptually salient object relative to the origo.

demonstratives, posits five different ways to divide deictic space based on a survey of
234 languages.

When discussing different distance contrasts found in the world’s languages, it
should be remembered that deixis serves to accomplish two principal tasks in a speech
event. The first is to bring the attention of both the speaker and the other speech
participants to a common object, location, or proposition. That is, deixis serves to
bring joint attention to an object of interest. Second, deixis identifies and indexes
that object by locating it in reference to an origo point, which is most typically the
speaker.

The first type of spatial deictic demonstrative system encountered in languages
is the single-term system, often referred to as 1-term distance contrast. In a 1-term
distance contrast, a language utilizes only a single demonstrative to achieve the joint
attention and indexation of objects within the speech event. German is an excellent

example of a 1-term distance contrast, as shown in (4).



(4) Das Bild  hier gefallt mir besser als das da.
Das Bild  hier gefdllt mir besser als das da
DEM picture here like me better than DEM there

‘I like this picture here better than this one there.’

(Diessel, 2013b p. 9)

German uses a single demonstrative pronoun das to index objects within the speech
event regardless of the speaker’s distance from the object. The function of this
demonstrative is not to locate the item in the world but to draw joint attention to
the object. Nevertheless, German can still indicate the object’s location through the
further use of one of its adverbial demonstratives, hier ‘here’ and da ‘there,” which
are in opposition to each other within a 2-term distance contrast system.

A 2-term distance contrast system juxtaposes two demonstratives to locate objects in
the speech event, both in terms of their relationship to the origo and their relationship
to each other relatively. English utilizes a 2-term system in its demonstrative pronouns,

as shown in (5).

(5) I like this picture better than that picture.

Utilizing the same structure as discussed for tense above, English uses two demon-
strative pronouns within space, time, or discourse. The first, this, is proximal and
indexes an object in the event space, which is relatively close to the speaker in a given
context. The second demonstrative is that, which is distal and refers to an object
which is comparatively further away than the one indicated by this in the event space.
Figure 1.3b diagrams this opposition between the two demonstrative pronouns.

In 3-term languages, there are two possibilities for how the three demonstrative
terms form a contrast to each other. The first type of 3-term system is referred to as
a distance-based demonstrative system. Distance-based languages extend the 2-term
system and add a finer division of the event space based on relative distance to the
origo. The three distances are defined as prozimal or close to origo, medzial or further
from the origo, and distal or far from the origo; see Figure 1.3c (Diessel, 2013b).
Example (6) provides examples from a 3-term system in néhiyawéwin (Plains Cree),
where the demonstratives are additionally marked for whether the object is animate
or inanimate.

(6) a. emnepat awa atim

e-nepat awa atim
CONJ-sleep PROX.ANI dog

‘this dog is sleeping’
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b. e-micisot ana minos
e-micisot ana minos
CONJ-eat MED.ANI cat

‘that cat is sleeping’

c. e-masinahiket maha iskwew
e-masinahiket naha iskwew
CONJ-writing DIST.ANI woman

‘that faraway woman is writing’

(Okimasis, 2004)

A different division of event space is found in Ute, where the three terms are divided
as proximal, distal, and obscured or invisible. In such a system as Ute’s, the obscured
might refer to objects so distal that they cannot be seen, but it can also refer to
proximal objects that are merely hidden from direct sight (Diessel, 1999a).

The second type of 3-term system is referred to as a person-based system (Diessel,
2013b). In a person-based system, the three deictic terms take into account that
there is usually more than one participant in a speech event and uses the additional
interlocutor as an additional stationary point or origo within the event space. Figure
1.3d diagrams this type of system. An example of a person-based system is Japanese,

as shown in (7).

(7) a. Kono baggu wa  watashi no  desu
Kono baggu wa watashi no  desu
PROX.EGO bag TOP me POSS COP

‘This bag near me is mine.’

b. Sono baggu wa anata no  desu
Sono baggu wa anata no  desu
PROX.HEAR bag TOP you POSS COP

‘This bag near you is yours.’

c. Ano baggu wa Jon san no  desu
Ano baggu wa Jon san no  desu
DIST bag TOP Jon HON POSS COP

‘That bag over there is Jon’s.’
(BondLingo, 2022 p. 6)
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Figure 1.3: Deictic Constrast Types: The four types of deictic contrasts found across
the world’s languages (Diessel, 2013b). (a) Top-Left: the 1-term contrast that indexes but
does not locate an object. (b) Top-Right: the 2-term contrast indexes and locates an object
based on its proximity to the speaker or origo. (c) Bottom-Left: the 3-term distance-based
contrast divides space into more refined categories in relation to the origo. (d) Bottom-Right:
the 3-term person-based contrast, which introduces the speech interlocutor as an additional
point of reference.
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Examining Japanese demonstratives reveals three terms kono or ‘proximal to
speaker,” sono or ‘proximal to the hearer,” and ano or ‘distal from both speaker and
hearer.’

Some languages may have a 4- or 5-term deictic system utilizing a combination of
the different types of deictic contrast. In a 4+ term system, both a distance-based
and a person-based system are combined to provide additional levels of specificity.
For instance, Hausa uses a 4-term system with the distinctions of ndn’ proximal to
speaker,” nan ‘proximal to hearer,” cin ‘medial from both speaker and hearer,” and
can ‘distal to both speaker and hearer’ (Diessel, 2013b).

A language can use more than one deictic system within its own grammar. Italian,
for instance, uses two demonstrative systems, a 1-term system and a 2-term system.
In (8), the 1-term system is used to bring joint attention to an object without
necessarily locating it within the event space relative to anything else. Typically this
demonstrative is used as an emphatic particle and often assumes proximal-like deictic
status as in ‘here it is!” Additionally, because it is more semantically transparent than
the distance-based system, this single demonstrative is also used as a discourse marker
to assume roles such as ‘well now’ and ‘exactly.” These types of demonstratives are

usually termed deictic presentatives in the literature (Diessel, 1999a).

(8) Ecco come wanno fatte le cos-e in  Italia!
€cco come v-anno fat-te l-e cos-e in TItalia!
DEM how  go-PST.3.PL do-PST.PRT the.FEM-PL thing-PL.FEM in italy

‘This is how things are done in Italy!’

(Serena, 2009 p. 5)

The second deictic system found in Italian is a 2-term system used when location

and distance are more salient in the speech event and need to be highlighted, as in (9).

(9) a. Ho letto questo libro.
Ho let-to quest-o libro
have.1.5G.PRS read-PST.PRT PROX-SG.MASC book

‘T have read this book’

b.  Guarda quel negozio, ha appena aperto
guard-a quel negozio, ha appena aperto
look-2.SG.PRS DIST.SG.MASC shop, have.3.SG.PRS just opened

‘Look at that shop, it just opened’
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Additionally, across different parts of speech, different deictic contrasts may be made,
such as in English demonstrative pronouns where a 2-term distinction is made between
this and that and English demonstrative adverbs where a 3-term distance-based
distinction is made between here, there, and yonder.

Beyond the deictic functions of demonstratives and similar functional categories
in language, many additional grammatical features can be added or overlayed onto
demonstratives. Asseen in (5.3) and (9), noun class can be overlaid onto demonstratives
with different demonstratives indexing animate or inanimate objects in the case of
néhiyawéwin or masculine and feminine objects in the case of Italian and German.
Number can also be overlaid onto demonstratives such as the English system of this and
these verses that and those (Diessel, 1999a). Some languages, such as Ute or Yugtun,
overlay the notion of object visibility onto the deictic system. Additionally, languages
have been found to overlay a geographic grid system and have demonstratives specific
for a geographic location, such as up, upriver, uphill, down, downriver, downhill,
across, and over. In some languages, motion is overlaid, which is a distinction between
this coming and this going away. Diessel identifies the features added to demonstrative
systems as distance, visibility, elevation, geography, movement, ontology, animacy,
humanness, sex, number, and boundedness (Diessel, 1999a p. 52).

A great example of a demonstrative system which specifies many of these additional
features is Yup’ik, which has been touted as the world’s largest and most complex
demonstrative system. Conventionally, it is considered to make a 2-term deictic
contrast for three types of object shape or boundedness, including visibility, and
features of elevation, geography, accessibility, and number. The Yup’ik system is

described and discussed in detail in Chapter Three.

1.2.3 Pragmatics of deictics and demonstratives

The deictic pointing function discussed above is viewed as the most basic and privileged
purpose of demonstratives across languages and is often the sole function discussed in
descriptive grammars. Cross-linguistically, however, demonstratives are utilized in a
wide array of communicative functions, many of which are difficult to tease apart.
Demonstratives are best known for their use as pointing words, or in what is
termed their ezophoric function (Diessel, 1999a). Exophoric demonstratives are the
prototypical deictic indexicals (W. F. Hanks, 2009). This most basic demonstrative
function serves to index an entity within the speech domain and call attention to it.
In doing so, demonstratives establish a clear deictic origo, present a distance contrast,

and usually involve a physical gesture as summarized in the previous section (Diessel,
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1999a).

Exophoric demonstratives index entities within three conceptual pragmatic domains;
the first is the physical, what Diessel terms the gestural. Gestural demonstratives point
to an entity within the physical world and invite the interlocutor to be observant of
the demonstrative’s referent. In contrast to the gestural, the symbolic use indexes an
entity within the domain of shared knowledge. The symbolic demonstrative requires
the interlocutor to access their intuition about the discourse and referent. Examples
(10) and (11) from Levinson (2013 p. 66), highlight the difference between these two

functions.
(10) This finger hurts (gestural)
(11) This city is sprawling (symbolic)

In (10), the speaker utters the proposition and points to a finger in pain. The
interlocutor then understands which finger is in pain by noting the proximal demon-
strative and the physical gesture. By observing these two pieces of information, the
interlocutor is able to determine which finger is in pain, and the gestural function of
the demonstrative to bring joint attention to a particular object in the physical world
has been achieved. In (11), while there may be a physical gesture such as a large
sweeping motion of one or both arms, it is just as likely that there is not one. Instead,
the interlocutor must note the topic of discourse and the proximal demonstrative to
understand which city is being referred to, perhaps it is the city in which the speech
event is taking place, but it might also be referring to a city being viewed in a picture.
The speaker is symbolically pointing to the city, but the interlocutor must access
their intuition within the discourse context to successfully index the demonstrative’s
referent.

The final exophoric use has been termed deizis am phantasma, which stands in
contrast to the demonstratio ad oculos or ‘visible demonstration’ discussed in the
examples above. Deizis am phantasma shifts the deictic center from the speech
event to a scene within the discourse. That is, where demonstratio ad oculos points
to an object within the world of the speech-event interlocutors either gesturally or
symbolically using the speaker as the origo, deixzis am phantasma relocates the origo
to a character within the speech-event itself and points to an object within that
character’s world. This demonstrative function is especially prevalent within narrative

(Diessel, 1999a). Deizis am phantasma can be seen in (12).

(12) “Now come the days of the King, and may they be blessed while the thrones of
the Valar endure!”
Gandalf in Tolkien, 1993 p. 1268 “The Return of the King.”
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In (12), it is not JRR Tolkien who is gesturally or symbolically pointing, nor is
he pointing to any time or set of days in the real world. Instead, the origo has been
displaced onto the character of Gandalf within the story world, and Gandalf is indexing
his present time and the coming set of days in the story world’s proximal future. While
still functioning exophorically, demonstratives am phantasma point to events within a
story by displacing the origo from the real-world speaker to the speaker within the
story world.

In contrast to the exophoric uses of demonstratives, an endophoric use is any
that does not necessitate physical pointing. The most well-studied of the endophoric
applications is the anaphoric. Anaphoric demonstratives are coreferential with another
discourse argument and serve to track objects through discourse. Demonstratives
are often used in these roles when the object is not currently in focus or is not the
discourse topic, as in (13). Additionally, they tend to have unique forms differentiated
from other demonstratives (Diessel, 1999a p. 96).

(13) Der Anwalt sprach mit einem Klienten. Da der nicht viel Zeit hatte,

Verebarten sie ein weiteres Gesprich ndachste Woche.

Der Anwalt sprach mit einem Klienten. Da  der nicht
Der Anwalt sprach mit einem Klienten. Da  der nicht
the lawyer talked with a client. Since this.one not

wel  Zeit hatte, Verebarten sie ein weiteres Gesprich
viel ~ Zeit hatte, Verebarten sie ein weiteres Gesprach
much time had, agreed.on they a  further  conversation

ndachste Woche.
nachste Woche.
next week

‘The lawyer talked with a client. Since he/this one didn’t have much
time, they agreed to have another meeting next week.’

(Diessel, 1999a p. 96)

Example (13) shows the anaphoric (pronominal) demonstrative der in German.
In the example, der is functioning to refer back and index or point to an object
within the discourse itself. By coreferring to that object, the discourse can continue
mentioning the referent without repetitive and redundant reference to the object with
a full nominal.

Endophoric demonstratives can also be used on a larger scale than the anaphoric
use. As discourse deictics, demonstratives can index entire speech propositions. In this

role, demonstratives refer to the content or force of a previous proposition within the
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discourse. This contrasts with pure text deizis, which refers to an earlier utterance’s
auditory content as a request for clarification or to elicit the utterance another time
(Diessel, 1999a). I give examples in (14)-(15).

(14) A: Writing a dissertation is time-consuming.

B: That is very observant. (Discourse deixis)

(15) A: Writing a dissertation is time-consuming.
B: Say that again? (Pure text deixis)

Discourse demonstratives differ from anaphoric ones in that they refer to entire
propositions within the discourse and link discourse units together without the need
to carry the referent, the proposition itself, through to the next utterance. In (14),
interlocutor B uses the word, that, to index the entire content or meaning of the
preceding sentence and then makes a comment about that content without the need
to repeat the entire utterance. Thus, the demonstrative indexes the discourse content.
In (15), the interlocutor instead refers to the phonetic realization of the proposition
itself, in a case of pure text deixis.

While the discussion of endophoric demonstratives has addressed the ability of
demonstratives to point backward in the text, many languages can additionally use
discourse demonstratives to refer forwards in the discourse, referred to as cataphoric
demonstratives, as in (16) (Diessel, 1999a p. 103).

(16) This is what you need to understand: I'm going on an adventure, and

there’s nothin’ you can do about it.

A final endophoric use is called the recognitional, which serves to index information
within the discourse that is new information to the discourse, old information to the
interlocutors, and interlocutor-specific knowledge (Diessel, 1999a). These types of
demonstratives index information that is known only by the in-group, which includes
the interlocutors, even when the topic has not yet been discussed in the discourse. An

example of a recognitional demonstrative is seen in (17).

(17) “That’s some child they had, isn’t it?”

An indefinite determiner in the discourse usually marks new information introduced
to a speech event; however, in a recognitional situation, as the interlocutor already
knows the information, it is instead marked with a demonstrative, which serves to
index the information or topic. Importantly, this old information must be shared

privately by the discourse participants, in contrast to information generally known by
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a wider audience (Diessel, 1999a). In Example (17), the demonstrative that in the
utterance introduces a child whose identity is known to both of the interloctors but
the child is unlikely to be known to people in the out-group. The demonstrative is
being used because it is assumed that all the interlocutors know which child is being
referred to (old information), but the topic is new to the ongoing conversation.

In the past two sections, I have discussed what demonstratives mean and what can
be overlaid on top of their basic deictic semantics. I have also discussed the vast array
of functions that demonstratives can serve in a language to identify and keep track of
important objects within a speech event. In the next section, I look at the form that

demonstratives take within a language to fulfill these tasks.

1.2.4 Grammatical structure of demonstratives

Deictic fields, regardless of their function in a speech event, their morphological
patterns, or their syntactic distributions, belong to closed-class systems in their
language (W. F. Hanks, 2009). Belonging to a closed-class system means that over
time, deictic terms tend to be reasonably stable without admitting new words or
distinctions into the system. A discussion about how these terms can lose their
deictic meaning and potentially even leave the system is found in Section 1.2.6. Each
language structures its deictic systems differently, distributing the system(s) across
the language’s grammar.

Demonstratives often appear as free bases taking the form of uninflected particles,
leading to the idea that they might form an independent category within language
and even be a foundational part of a language’s grammar and lexical inventory. These
particles can then be morphologically derived to fulfill different roles within the
grammar. Typically, demonstratives can be derived as pronouns, determiners, adverbs,
or identifiers cross-linguistically (Diessel, 1999a p. 57). Syntactically, “prototypical
deictics are category representatives... (W. Hanks, 2011 p. 324),” meaning they
characterize the form and function of their contingent category. As deictic terms are
syntactic heads, they can be substituted for any other head of the same class, they
create well-formed phrases, and they can be expanded by modifiers and descriptors.

Demonstrative pronouns occur in argument position as an NP head or occur in
apposition to a coreferential noun. Inversely, demonstrative determiners are dependents
to an NP head and modify or specify the noun to which they attach (Diessel, 1999a).
Cross-linguistically, pronominal and adnominal demonstratives tend to have the same
form but are distinguished from each other due to their syntactic environment or

distribution. Morphologically, demonstrative pronouns are often derived from the base
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demonstrative form using a nominalizer, third-person pronoun, or classifier (Diessel,
1999a p. 29). Demonstrative pronouns may inflect for case, person, and number in the
same way that a corresponding noun would in a given language. The case suffixes are
similar to or the same as those used for nouns, while number may be inflected using
a unique affix (Diessel, 1999a p. 26). Demonstrative determiners and identifiers are
either structured the same as demonstrative pronouns or remain uninflected (Diessel,
1999a).

A demonstrative adverb is a locational deictic and serves to modify the verb event.
Such adverbs specify the location where the verb event is occurring (Diessel, 1999a
p. 74). This terminology may be misleading, however, as adverb is a catch-all category
that comprises any number of small lexical and grammatical categories that are
unrelated beyond the fact that they are usually optional elements in a proposition
and modify some other element in the proposition like verbs, adjectives, determiners
or entire sentences (Payne, 1997). Adverbs are usually categorized as adverbs merely
because they do not fit anywhere else. Thus, in the case of demonstrative adverbs,
we refer to locational deictics that modify the proposition as a whole. Syntactically,
locational demonstratives usually occur after the verb phrase, but can co-occur with
adnominal demonstratives to reinforce the deictic intent as in this one here (Diessel,
1999a p. 74).

Location demonstratives are usually derived with a locative or directional affix
or a locational noun. Additionally, they rarely inflect, and if they do, they are not
nominalized so as to contrast with the pronominal forms. According to Diessel, in
some languages like Japanese, directional and manner deictics may be included in this
category. In other languages, such as Finnish, the distinction between demonstrative
pronouns and locationals is scalar instead of categorical (Diessel, 1999a p. 78).

Many languages employ the same demonstrative base forms across multiple gram-
matical categories. However, this may not always be the case and different bases may
be employed across different categories, as in the distinction between demonstrative
pronouns and adverbs in English. Additionally, a language may not utilize all of the
aforementioned grammatical categories. For a categorical distinction to be made,
there must be a difference in the demonstrative form. The form difference may be
lexical, such that the form of the demonstrative bases are different, as in English,
between the pronominal this/that and the locational here/there. Alternatively, there
can be a morphological difference, such that the inflectional distribution is different,
as in English pronouns, which can inflect for number these/those, while the locationals
cannot. Or there can be a syntactic difference where the demonstratives can occur

within a construction, as in English, where the adnominals occur before nouns, as in
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this noun, while the locationals occur after nouns, as in this noun here, or after the
verb phrase. If there is no difference in form, then there is no evidence for a categorical
distinction (Diessel, 1999a pp. 4, 18, 158). However, a lack of grammatical distinc-
tion does not mean that demonstratives cannot pragmatically function pronominally,
adnominally, locationally, or identificationally. As such, a single morphosyntactic
category of demonstratives can fulfill multiple functional roles within a language.
Within a language’s grammar, demonstratives can be found in many different positions
and can serve many different roles to carry out their deictic intent within a speech

event.

1.2.5 Acquisition of deictics

The acquisition of deictics by infants usually begins through non-verbal gestures
such as pointing, followed by the acquisition of spatial demonstratives. These newly
acquired demonstratives show a lack of deixis by infants being used solely to index
entities the infant wishes to place attention on (Tanz, 1980). These first, pre-deictic
demonstratives tend to be used by children in fixed expressions and with highly frequent
nouns during the two-word stage of language acquisition (Gonzalez-Pena et al., 2020).
During this stage, demonstrative utterances show more of a focus-marking function
or definite article-like function rather than the spatial deictic function exhibited by
adults (Tanz, 1980). These pre-deictic demonstratives nevertheless remain associated
with a locational meaning. It has been shown that infants use these demonstratives
to refer to fixed locations in a familiar area (Gonzalez-Pena et al., 2020).

Even before the two-word stage, infants have been shown to acquire demonstratives
typically as one of the first 50 words they learn (Gonzalez-Pena et al., 2020). In a
recent study comparing the acquisition of demonstratives in English and Spanish
among infants between 18 and 24 months, the English adverbial demonstrative there
was consistently in the top 50 words acquired by English-speaking children. By 24
months, all children were consistently using at least one demonstrative. In Spanish, by
22 months, all infants studied were consistently utilizing demonstratives, but with an
equal distribution between the pronominal demonstrative esto ‘this’ and the locative
demonstrative ahi ‘there.” Interestingly, English-speaking children tended to learn
distal demonstratives first, see Section 1.1.2. However, Spanish-speaking children
learned proximal demonstratives first. Finally, both groups of children acquired
demonstratives no later than their 200th word (Gonzélez-Pena et al., 2020).

Studies of toddlers show that the acquisition of deictic semantics in demonstrative

systems occurs more slowly and can exhibit one of two biases: an egocentric bias or
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a saliency bias (Chu, 2015). In one English language study, researchers sat across a
table from the toddlers with two objects on the table, one in front of the researcher
and the other on the toddler’s side of the table. Without pointing, the researcher
asks the child to interact with one of the objects specified by the words this or that.
This study found that the toddlers routinely would interact with the object closest to
them regardless of the demonstrative used. This egocentric bias continues until the
age of 6-7 years when children realize adult-like deictic competency (Clark & Sengul,
1978). Another study used animated dolls in place of the researcher and hid coins
under plates set on the table. The toddlers would then be asked to locate the coin by
listening to this/that phrases while one of the dolls moved. While the toddlers tended
to be more accurate when the word this was used in the instructions, there was a
more significant trend to identify the plate closest to the doll that was moving rather
than the plate aligned with the deictic word (Tanz, 1980).

In summary, as a toddler learns to differentiate relative distance juxtapositions,
they consistently identify all objects regardless of demonstrative used (this or that) as
being the object closest to themselves or the object with the greatest environmental
saliency until they acquire full deictic competency around the ages of 6-7. These
studies show that while demonstratives may be among some of the first words learned,

children take years to understand perspective and deictic distances fully (Chu, 2015).

1.2.6 Grammaticalization of demonstratives

Due to their variable semantics, pragmatics, grammatical categorization, and path of
acquisition, demonstratives have readily assumed non-deictic roles across languages.
These new roles that demonstratives often fall into are usually more grammatical than
strictly lexical. This change in function from a more lexical and semantically contentful
meaning, which is deictic in the case of demonstratives, to a more grammatical and
abstract meaning is termed grammaticalization®. Grammaticalization is the diachronic
process by which an independent lexical item in a language takes on a more grammatical
role. This process is a gradual one whereby a lexical item transforms from a free
and optional element within the discourse to an obligatory particle within a sentence.
The continuation of this process may see the particle shorten or change into a bound
morpheme, and eventually, the item may be lost to the language completely. (Lehmann,
2015).

Which grammatical roles a demonstrative grammaticalize into is partly determined

by their structural properties. Due to this, after a demonstrative has moved to fulfill a

3A larger discussion of grammaticalization is included within the context of Yugtun demonstrative
structure in Section 4.3.4
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non-deictic use, it usually retains its syntactic properties while replacing its semantic
properties, including the loss of its deictic distance oppositions. A demonstrative
which has grammaticalized often becomes more restricted syntactically and becomes
obligatory within the new particular environment. Additionally, these grammaticalized
forms tend to differ from their original form by becoming phonologically reduced, by
coalescing with adjacent or collocational morphemes, and they may no longer inflect
(Diessel, 1999a).

For instance, demonstrative pronouns are usually formed with a nominalizing affix
or a collocating pronoun or classifier. This collocation between the demonstrative and
pronoun often leads to the grammaticalization of the demonstrative pronouns into
gender and number morphemes, which attach to the formerly collocating pronoun
(Diessel, 1999a). Pronominal demonstratives are additionally known cross-linguistically
to grammaticalize into third-person pronouns, relative pronouns, complementizers,
sentence connectives, and possessives (Kuteva et al., 2019).

Adnominal demonstratives often become determiners or markers of noun class,
nominal linkers, relative clause boundary markers, markers of number, or specific
indefinite articles. Locational demonstratives can become temporal adverbs or di-
rectional preverbs. Finally, identificational demonstratives often grammaticalize into

copulas, focus markers, or expletives (Kuteva et al., 2019).

1.2.7 Demonstratives and Yup’ik

This first section has provided a brief but comprehensive overview of the mechanics
and role of deixis in language, focusing on demonstratives. Demonstratives are a
linguistic universal which comprises some of the first words acquired by children
and some of the last words to show adult-like competency. These words serve to
index objects, locations, and times in the real world, the speech-event world, and
even within the discourse itself. They can be used in a language in a wide array of
morphosyntactic structures to achieve a wide array of pragmatic functions. Moreover,
they are traditionally treated as a subtype of pronoun, adverb, or determiner. As
such, they are usually given a syntactic class category with no further consideration
for their unique characteristics or unusual prevalence within a language.

The description of demonstratives in Central Alaskan Yup’ik fits this outlook
(the traditional view being juxtaposed to this current work’s model is presented in
Chapter Three). Largely considered the world’s most extensive demonstrative system
(Miyaoka, 2012), the traditional treatment of Yup’ik demonstratives presents the

30-plus demonstrative bases as a complex subsystem of pronouns and adverbs, which
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are noteworthy but analogous to any other pronoun or adverb. This system is then
viewed in language descriptions as performing the most basic of gestural, sometimes
symbolic, and rarely anaphoric functions.

However, in my corpus of natural and connected discourse, discussed in detail in
Section 1.4, Yup’ik demonstratives account for about 30% of the words used. In
contrast to what the current paradigm suggests, these 30-plus demonstratives are
not all equally frequent, with a small subset accounting for the majority of the
demonstratives used and some demonstratives never occurring. These demonstratives
form clusters of up to five demonstratives in a row. They take unusual morphology
and even have special noun cases, and the ‘proximal’ in particular shows up as a free
base, a bound base, an enclitic, and as a bound suffix.

All of this considered, a more typologically informed examination of Yup’ik demon-
stratives using connected discourse rather than elicited examples is warranted. This
study provides that examination with a focus on the function of the Yugtun demonstra-
tives and their structure, distribution, and diachronic changes, all informed through a
corpus-based analysis of natural, connected, and Elder-directed speech in the endan-
gered Norton Sound Kotlik Yugtun dialect.

1.3 Norton Sound Kotlik Yugtun

The Norton Sound Kotlik language variety is a dialect of the Yup’ik language, which
belongs to the Inuit-Yupik-Unangan family. Today, the language family is spoken from
the extreme eastern coast of Siberia across the Aleutian Islands, through Southwest
Alaska, and north across the Arctic coast to Greenland (cf. Figure 1.4). According
to E. Dumond (1965), lexicostatistical and glottochronological studies conducted by
Marsh and Swadish, and by Bergsland posit the common ancestral language to have
been spoken around 4-6,000 years ago (E. Dumond, 1965).

The common ancestor to Proto-Inuit—Yupik was likely spoken between Bristol Bay;,
Alaska, to the south and the Arctic coast to the north, but not yet spreading east
past the Canadian border at roughly 2,000 years ago. Archeological evidence places
the greatest density of material artifacts near the Bering Strait. Around this time,
both the culture and the language are suggested to have split between the northern
and southern traditions. To the north, the Norton-like tradition evolved into the
Birnirk cultural group around modern-day Nome and into the Thule cultural group
along the Arctic coast from Nome to Greenland. The Thule cultural group is the
direct predecessor to all of the modern Inuit languages today, from Northern Alaska’s

Inupiaq to Greenland’s Kalaallisut, a dialect chain with a time depth of around 1,000
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Figure 1.4: The geographic extent of the Inuit-Yupik-Unangan language family today.
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in yellow-orange-red. Map designed by Jason Bunderson-Toler using cartographic data from
the Science Base Catalog and language data from Native-lands.ca (Native-land.ca, 2023;
US Geological Survey, 2023).

years.

During the fifth Thule expedition in the 1920s, Rasmussen describes a sharp
linguistic boundary between the Inuit and Yup’ik languages at Norton Sound, with
Unalakleet marking the southern frontier of the Inupiaq language and St. Michael
marking the northern frontier of the Yup’ik. Today, this boundary line is drawn
further north around Golovin, with Unalakleet being the northernmost bastion of the
Yup’ik language (Jacobson & Jacobson, 1995).

The Norton-like cultural tradition, which remained on the southern side of this
boundary, by contrast, is a more direct ancestor to all the Yup’ik languages, with the
earliest diverging branch being Siberian Yup’ik after a back migration to the Siberian
coast around 1,500 years ago. Siberian Yup’ik consists of the Central Siberian Yup’ik
(csy), Sireniski (YSR), and Naukan (YNK) languages, all of which are in danger of
extinction or are already extinct. More recently, a second divergence occurred around

500 years ago in the Alaskan peninsula, where the Sugpiaq or Pacific Yupik language
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diverged from Central Alaskan Yup’ik (CAY). For a more detailed discussion of the
linguistic and archeological evidence for the Inuit-Yupik-Unangan language family,
refer to E. Dumond (1965); M. Fortescue (2013); Mulligan and Szathmary (2017).

1.3.1 The Central Alaskan Yup’ik Language Family

Central Alaskan Yup’ik ( Yup’ik meaning ‘genuine people’) is spoken today from Bristol
Bay in the south to Norton Sound in the north and is more accurately referred to by
the ethnonym Yugtun, meaning ‘of the people.” For this study’s purposes, I utilize
the more recognizable Yup’ik to refer to the Central Alaskan Yup’ik language more
generally, to the data drawn from the preexisting literature, and to the people who
speak a Yup’ik dialect. However, I use the word Yugtun to refer to the Norton Sound
Kotlik dialect and my own data in particular.

The Yup’ik language comprises five primary varieties that form a loose dialect
continuum, shown in Figure 1.5 (Jacobson, 2013). Now extinct, Egegik was the
southernmost Yup’ik dialect once spoken along the northeastern region of Bristol Bay
and is believed to have been an innovative dialect sharing many features with Sugpiaq,
shown gray in Figure 1.5 (Jacobson, 2013). The northernmost dialects, Norton Sound
Kotlik (NSK) and Unaliq (NSU), shown green in Figure 1.5, are endangered at present
and are distinct from their southern neighbours since they share lexicon with Inupiaq
to the north. The Nunivak or Cup’ig dialect (NUN), shown purple in Figure 1.5, is
spoken in a single village on Nunivak island and is the most innovative Yup’ik dialect,
considered by some to belong to its own language subgrouping with a relatively recent
divergence point from Central Alaskan Yup’ik (Jacobson, 2013). Hooper Bay and
Chevak, shown blue in Figure 1.5, make up the fourth primary dialect known as
Cup’ik (HBC), which is about as different from General Standard Yup’ik (GSY) as the
Norton Sound dialects are. The most extensive and most documented dialect is known
as General Central Yup’ik (GCY) or General Standard Yup’ik. General Standard
Yup’ik is grouped into the core General Standard Yup’ik dialect consisting of the
Kuskokwim and Bristol Bay dialects, shown in red in Figure 1.5, and the peripheral
General Standard Yup’ik dialect, shown in orange and yellow, in Figure 1.5 consisting
of the Upper Kuskokwim, Nelson Island, Canineq, Nushagak River, Lake Iliamna,
and Yukon dialects. Overall, this dialect cluster maintains a uniform phonological
and lexical inventory while also portraying the largest degree of mutual intelligibility
across the chain. The Kuskokwim dialect is also the most extensively spoken dialect
today.

In 2007, Krauss provided a census of nearly 21,000 Yup’ik people and, as of 2012,
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estimated that there are 10,000 speakers of the Yup’ik language. Monolingualism is
increasingly rare, with the vast majority of speakers being fluent in English as a first
or second language (Krauss, 2007; Miyaoka, 2012). In 17 of 68 Yup'ik villages, the
Yup’ik language is still transmitted to the younger generations as a first language;
however, these villages are primarily located in the Kuskokwim and Nelson Island
areas (Fienup-Riordan, 2007). Ethnologue assigns the language an Expanded Graded
Intergenerational Disruption Scale (EGIDS) score between a 7 and 8b, categorizing
the language as Endangered (Eberhard et al., 2022). This score indicates that the
grandparent generation primarily uses the language while the number of younger
speakers is dwindling with little language transmission between generations (Lee &
Van Way, 2018). Unfortunately, this is especially true in many non-general standard
dialects.

As of 2014, the Yup’ik language and 21 other Native Alaskan languages were
made official in Alaska, which may aid in their sustainability or preservation. The
language is additionally taught at the University of Alaska, Fairbanks, and the
Alaska Native Language Center continues to provide strong support for community
curriculum building and language preservation (ANLC, 2023). The best-known
resources are Steven and Anna Jacobson’s Yup’ik Eskimo textbook from 1995 and his
detailed two-volume Yup’ik Eskimo Dictionary from 2013, both focusing predominantly
on the General Standard Yup’ik dialects. Additionally, in 1977, Irene Reed, with
Osahito Miyaoka, Steven Jacobson, Paschal Afcan, and Michael Krauss, published
a Yup’ik Eskimo Grammar geared towards Central Yup’ik pedagogy, and in 2012,
Osahito Miyaoka published a Grammar of Central Yup’ik. Anthony Woodbury (1981)
has also written a sketch grammar of the Cup’ik dialect of the language. Michael
Fortescue, Micheal Krauss, and Edward Sapir have been the leading figures in Inuit-
Yupik-Unangan comparative linguistics and proto-language reconstruction, with the
best-known publication being that of The Eskimo Comparative Dictionary with Aleut
Cognates by Michael Fortescue et Al. (2010). Anna Jacobson and the current Calista
Elder’s Council anthropologists, Ann Fienup-Riordan and Alice Rearden, have been
instrumental in the cultural and social documentation of Yup’ik life and history. They
have also compiled recordings and texts from across the Yup’ik region, emphasizing
General Standard Yup’ik. Numerous other researchers, scholars, and community
members have contributed to the foundation of knowledge on the Yup’ik language and
people through field notes, publications, and recordings, which can be discovered at
the Alaska Native Language Archive. For all this, however, there is still a significant
lack of material for the extant outlying dialects such as those of the Norton Sound

region.
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1.3.2 The history and ethnography of Kotlik

Traditional Yup’ik culture is characterized by seasonal migration between coastal
fish-camps in the summer months and inland hunting camps during the winter months.
Winter camps were larger, seeing a confluence of many families gathering together
from around the territorial region. By contrast, fish-camps were and remain a family-
oriented location, with each camp traditionally composed of a cluster of hide or canvas
tents. Each family would hold claim to certain berry bushes and fishing sloughs around
their camp for hunting and gathering. As Kotlik Elders recall, even in their childhood,
nothing would be left behind at the camps, but for the walls of the sod houses, they
would take all of their belongings with them. These migrations were aided by the use
of tkamraq ‘dog sled” and gayaq ‘kayak,” and in the fall, they would bring all of their
stores back to winter camp to be shared among those less fortunate or unable to fend
for themselves. The camps were composed of partially subterranean sod structures.
The largest, known as a qasgiq, formed the center of Yup’ik life. The qasgiq was the
men’s house and the community hall. The men would sleep in a ring along the edge
and stay up late into the night, telling stories and transmitting knowledge to the
younger boys who had come of age (Fienup-Riordan, 2007). The qasgiq also served
as a steam house known as a mekivig, used for bathing, and finally would host the
yuuyaraq dances and ceremonial gatherings. The yuuyaraq was a communal and
spiritual activity with the extended community gathering to watch each family sing
and dance songs accompanied by the drums’ heartbeat. The host of each yuuyaraq
would hand out gifts in the form of food and supplies to every other family, and the
songs would tell of current events and communicate major feats and accomplishments
from that year. They also would be used to welcome children into adulthood. All
families maintain an inventory of their ancestors’ most incredible stories, which would
often be recounted at the yuuyaraq. These special events are attended by the spirits
of the ancestors who dance with their families, and as such, each dance is considered
sacred and requires proper behaviour within the qasgiq and the use of dance fans or, at
the bare minimum hand coverings by the dancers. Yup’ik naming practice reinforces
the importance of the ancestors, with newborns receiving the names of the recently
departed because they are believed to be at least in part a reincarnation of that
person. For this reason, family relationships are complicated, being both biological
but also determined by namesake. Finally, knowledge was passed on through hands-on
learning, starting with the children watching adults go about daily life and then trying
things on their own when they felt ready. For a more comprehensive understanding of

traditional cultural practice, refer to Ann Fienup-Riordan and Alice Rearden (2007).
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Over the past 50 years, the Norton Sound Kotlik dialect and communities have
undergone much turmoil and disruption as its speakers have been subject to migration,
cultural assimilation, and linguistic indoctrination by both a newly wide-reaching
standard dialect and a foreign language, English. The dialect is under-documented,
largely undescribed, and quickly fading from the community. Nevertheless, the dialect
is reasonably different from the standard dialects, maintaining many conservative and
innovative features.

This linguistic interruption began in the 19th century with the colonization of the
lower Yukon by Russian peoples. As told to me by the Elders of Kotlik, the first
Russian settlement in the area was a Russian fort and trading post at St. Michael.
The trading post was established as the northernmost Russian outpost in 1833 (Alaska
Department of Community and Economic Development, 2023). From St. Michaels,
Russian military patrols sought to make contact with the Yup’ik, but each time the
patrols would embark, the Yup’ik would receive prior warning and disappear into the
tundra, returning to the camps only once the Russians had left.

St. Michaels was occupied by the U.S. government in 1867, and a military fort was
established in 1897. During the Klondike Gold Rush in the late 19th century, the
settlement is said to have hosted up to 10,000 residents and been a hub of commercial
activity. The population underwent steep decline due to the measles and influenza
epidemics of 1900 and 1918 and lost commercial significance with the construction of
the Alaska Railroad in Fairbanks (Alaska Department of Community and Economic
Development, 2023). The U.S. military post closed in 1925 (U.S. Department of
the Interior, 2010). Today St. Michaels is home to around 400 Yup’ik residents
with ancestry split between the Norton Sound Kotlik region and the Norton Sound
Unalit region. Residents report the Unalit dialect as being the dialect spoken in the
community.

The larger camps belonging to the Norton Sound Kotlik dialect region that the
Russian patrols out of St. Michaels would have encountered are known as Pastuliarraq
(Pastuliq/Pastolik), Caniliaq (Chaniliak), Kangirkilnguq (Bill Moore’s Slough), and
Nunapiggluugaq (Old Hamilton), shown in Figure 1.6.

Eventually, a group of Russian priests established a small mission and weasel farm
along the Little Kotlik River, five miles from the Caniliaq camp. This settlement is
now Qerrullik, anglicized as Kotlik. The Russian priests and Yup’ik tribes developed
beneficial intellectual and economic relations over the years, and eventually, the Yup’ik
settled in Kotlik. When the Russians left in 1867, they left behind the camp, a
graveyard, the religion, their surnames, and the start of today’s cultural attrition.

Nevertheless, the area remained relatively stable throughout much of the mid-20th
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century.

The U.S. Census first records the community of Kotlik as comprising 8 Yup’ik
residents in 1880 (cf. Table 1.1), and in 1910, the Alaska Company built a trading post
in Kotlik (Cox, 2023; “Kotlik, Alaska”, 2023). In these early years, Kotlik functioned
primarily as a fish camp due to its easy access to fisheries. However, its below-sea-level
location made the village prone to flooding during the spring river melt, fall freeze-up,
and during high-tides, a problem that still plagues the village today. In the early 20th
century, Pastuliq, Caniliaq, and Nunapiggluugaq are considered to be the regional
centers supporting the significant population of the region. According to Cecilia Mikes
(p.c.), who grew up in Pastuliq, the village was home to around 1,000 residents until

smallpox, measles, and influenza plagues decimated the population in 1918 (Cox,
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2023).

The village of Nunapiggluugaq was first recorded by the Russian Navy in 1844
under the name Aunguamut as a small Yup’ik camp. In 1897, The North American
Transportation & Trading Company established a supply post at the camp and
renamed it Hamilton in honour of the Assistant Manager Charles H. Hamilton (Alaska
Department of Community and Economic Development, 2023). Kotlik Elder, Anthony
Aketachunaq (p.c.), born in Nunapiggluugaq, reports that in the 1940s, when he was
growing up, the village hosted several dozen residents, a post office, and a one-room
schoolhouse, in addition to the trading post. During the summer, the mail would
come in by seaplane and barge, and from Nunapiggluugaq, would be distributed up
and down the Yukon River from Caniliaq to Saint Mary’s (See Figure 1.4).

Kangirkilnguq was first recorded in 1899 by the U.S. Coast & Geodetic Survey
and recorded under the name Konogkelyokarmiut, with the name Bill Moore’s Slough
first recorded in 1961, with an official census of 32 people (Alaska Department of
Community and Economic Development, 2023). The camp is noted initially as a
landing site and woodyard.

Caniliaq is noted by former residents as being one of the larger villages in the region
with a full-time population. After the 1918 pandemic, the residents of Pastuliq largely
relocated to Caniliaq (Cox, 2023). The village was located eight miles upriver of
Kotlik, closer to the coast and on high ground. The village is said to have supported
a trading post and a one-room schoolhouse.

Pastuliq located on the Pastuliq River just past Caniliaq, was the regional center
prior to the 1918 pandemic and even before Russian contact. The village supported
the largest population at the time and was an important historic site for regional
commerce and the fur trade between the Yup’ik, Inuit, and Athapaskan peoples of
the area. After the Pandemic and resulting migration to Caniliaq, the village hosted
only three of four families before being fully abandoned during the 1970’s migration
to Kotlik (Cox, 2023).

Finally, Pastuliar, not indicated on the map, was a regional hunting camp, also
referred to as Reindeer Camp, but the camp did not support any full-time residents.
Like Pastuliar, there are still numerous family-specific fish and hunting camps spread
across the Kotlik region today.

By the 1930s, each village mentioned above housed no more than 50 Yup’ik, with
Caniliaq and Nunapiggluugaq having the largest populations due to their geography
and easy access by sea barge. Children from Kotlik attended school in Caniliaq,
travelling there by tkamraq ‘dog-sled’” in the winter or qayaq ‘kayak’ in the summer.

Due to this displacement, Caniliaq grew as houses were built for the children who
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would become stranded due to winter storms. In the 1950s, the first generations
of children along the lower Yukon began to be sent to interior Alaska for boarding
schools, but not all children of this generation were sent away. In 1959, the Bureau
of Indian Affairs chose Kotlik as the location of a new school (Cox, 2023). With its
construction, the roles reversed, and people from all surrounding villages, from Pastuliq
to Nunapiggluugaq, began commuting to Kotlik. Due to the long commutes, by the
early 1970s, many people had moved to Kotlik permanently, and by the mid-1970s,
Kotlik was the only remaining village in the area. The City of Kotlik was incorporated
in 1970 (“Kotlik, Alaska”, 2023). Table 1.1 shows the U.S. census for the population
of Kotlik from 1880 to 2010.

Historical Population of Kotlik

Census Population % +

1880 8 —

1890 31 287.5%
1920 83 —

1930 14 -83.1%
1940 35 150.0%
1950 44 25.7%
1960 57 29.5%
1970 228 300%
1980 293 28.5%
1990 461 57.3%
2000 991 28.2%
2010 7T -2.4%

U.S. Decennial Census

Table 1.1: The population growth of the village of Kotlik from 1880, according to
the U.S. Census. Notice the 300% increase in population in the 1970s as a direct
consequence of the Kotlik School being built (“Kotlik, Alaska”, 2023).

Even today, remnants of the old villages can be seen derelict along the river, and all
the settlements are now believed by the local Yup’ik to be haunted. Currently, Kotlik
officially hosts three Yup’ik tribes: the Kotlik tribe, the Hamilton Tribe (Nunapigglu-
ugaq), both federally recognized, and the Bill Moore Slough Tribe (Kangirkilnguq). A
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few smaller and dispersed tribes are also represented in the village.

The Social and cultural atmosphere of Kotlik also began to change around the 1960s
and 1970s. The last gasgiq in the Yukon and Norton Sound region was replaced with
an American-style building functioning as a community center in the 1970s. During
this time, Catholic priests took issue with the spirit masks worn in Kotlik during the
yuuyaraqs. Kotlik was one of the last communities to maintain a spirit mask tradition
at this time (according to Kotlik Elders). Traditional spiritualism has been replaced
by Catholicism, although some residents are Protestant. Both groups largely denounce
traditional shamanistic practices as evil, but the Elders still tell stories about shaman,
usually portraying them as helpful characters.

Snowmobiles, ATVs, and motorboats also began to play a more significant role
in the subsistence lifestyle, and seasonal migration largely ceased. Cecilia Mikes
comments (an excerpt is shown below, and the full text is in Appendix C) in her
narrative that today people pretend to go to fish-camp. They will pack some bags
and head out as if to spend the summer at camp, do some fishing, prepare the fish for
smoking and drying, and even hang them up. Then, late at the end of the weekend,
they will take the fish and everything back to Kotlik (p.c. with Cecelia Mikes and
Theresa George).

CM: Watawa-guq yuut makut, nu- CM: It is said, now that peo-

tarat tan’qurraat ayasuwirutut-guq

natmun yuilqumun, ca’nek pissusuir-

uluteng.
LM:  Qayuga pillruten,  mik...
mikellemni  elpet  Pastulitum?

Qaya...Qayaqun ayaglallruut?
CM:

ten.

Cellangellrunga tawa-

Qayakun  ayagatu-
luteng, malirqaqluteng-llu qayakun.
Angsakun-llu ut’raraluteng camp-

aryartuwaqluteng...

ple—these ones—the new boys—,
they say they don’t go anywhere into
the wilderness, they don’t hunt any-
thing any longer.

LM: How did you do it, when I was
small, in Pastuliq? Did they leave
by Kayak?

They
travel by kayak and hunt with

CM: This is my awareness.

kayaks. By boat, they go to camp

and return again the same day...

NSKY Corpus (CM 2017:1-3.3)

Due to the diminished migration patterns, homes have become more permanent and
have taken on a distinctly Western construction. Additionally, with the introduction

of Western pre-packaged foods at the Alaska Company store and the community store,
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the diet has changed, particularly among the youngest generations. Moreover, without
proper disposal sites for the packaging, garbage has built up around the community.
While the internet can only be accessed at the school, a primary pastime has become
watching television. The school still employs outsiders as the principal instructors
and administrators, for the most part, while locals serve only as teaching assistants.
Finally, English has become the dominant language in most interactional domains.
Nevertheless, even with this significant paradigm shift to more Western culture,
Kotlik residents maintain one of the more robust yuuyaraq practices in the region,
continue to hunt seal with traditional spears and adzes, and maintain the subsistence

hunting and fishing lifestyle.

1.3.3 Norton Sound Kotlik Yugtun: A dialect on the verge

Linguistically, the Lower Norton Sound region plays host to two Yup’ik dialects:
(1) Norton Sound Unalit, spoken solely in Unalakleet today, and (2) Norton Sound
Pastuliq Yugtun. The Pastuliq dialect was traditionally spoken in all of the villages
presented in Figure 1.6, but today the dialect is only spoken in the village of Kotlik
and is now known as the Norton Sound Kotlik Yugtun dialect. Both dialects have
maintained heavy and sustained contact with Inupiaq directly to the north, although,
for Kotlik, this contact has mostly subsided over the last few decades. To the west
and south of Kotlik, the Yukon Dialect of the General Central Yup’ik group is spoken,
and just south of that is the Cup’ik dialect. Kotlik has the most contact with these
two dialect groups today. Even so, each village is very cognizant of their linguistic
differences, with the greatest awareness being about the differing lexical inventories
village-to-village. Even within Kotlik and within families, different Elders use various
forms for the same word.

As of 2016, the permanent population of Kotlik was given as 645 persons (Alaska
Department of Labour and Workforce Development, 2016), with a more current
estimate by village Elders placing the population at around 700 persons. Upon
beginning my project in 2014, it was estimated that there were around 70 speakers
of Yugtun in the community, all of whom were Elders over 60 years of age. As of
today, an official and comprehensive survey has not yet been conducted, but I would
estimate a more likely figure to be around 40 speakers. I have not been able to meet
with all of the community’s Elders as some are from a different dialectal region, some
are too shy or wary of outsiders, others have insecurities facing their linguistic abilities,
and some have qualms with the recording of an oral-based literary tradition, even

if the recording medium is audio. My work has been focused on ten fluent Elders,
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and I have collaborated with another ten speakers who have varying fluency levels.
My experience in the community, however, suggests about 40 speakers of the dialect
remain. These speakers’ L1 intuitions and those of the speech community at large,
however, are not equal, and observations about language choice and use can quickly
identify a generational stratification of Yugtun fluency. In the following pages, I include
several passages from my NSKY corpus (with full interlinear glossing in Appendix C)
to showcase the language competency gradation in Kotlik from the strongest speakers
(I term monolingual in terms of fluency levels) to those that struggle to compose
grammatical sentences or are unable; however, a full analysis of the effects of language
attrition over time is beyond the scope of this project. I posit four strata of Yup’ik
language ability in Kotlik today.

The strongest speakers are represented by two monolingual Elders, Anthony “Acian-
gaq” Aketachunaq (AA) (b. 1937) and Cecelia “Waralria” Mikes (CM) (b. 1934-d.
2020). Both Elders are monolingual speakers of the language and have a limited
comprehension of English. Growing up in Nunapiggluugaq, Aciangaq was taken out
of the school system as a younger man to help care for the family. This event allowed
him to learn the language, stories, and traditions from his family without interruption,
and as such, he is known in the community as one of the foremost storytellers and
keepers of traditional knowledge and oral tradition. Cecelia grew up in Pastuliq, first
attending primary school there before moving to Kotlik to attend secondary school.
The school in Kotlik enforced English as the principal language, but at home, she
would learn and speak Yugtun with her parents and family and was immersed in the
traditional ways of life. These two monolingual speakers can understand some English
spoken by their children, but their dominant language and language of daily use is
Yugtun. A passage from Cecilia can perhaps best characterize the linguistic fluency

encountered in the top stratum.
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Qayuga piluq taggulartatgu unaken
imarpigmek. Yagsinrelngurmun tau-
guam tagciaqata, mekelnguaraat, ul-
lagaqata, wangkuta, ilaput tamakut
ullautaqata, wangkuta-llu malegluks
tangeqsarturaqlua. Pilagngananratni
tangkenauraput, taqutengagemeng,
mangtiinek kepuluteng, waten ukliu-
ruluki. Cikertuqungnauraukut mang-

tagmek.

So, you want to know how it’s said
they call it up from the ocean?
Whenever they will come up and
are just about to expose themselves,
they baby it (herd them) so when
they get close we, our family, at
the moment they get close, we take
them and I would stay and watch
for a while. We would watch as they
butchered it, taking its sides, the

mangtak, with the kepun (adze) cut-
ting into chunks like this. We would

freely share our supply of mangtak.
NSKY Corpus (CM 2017:19)

The second stratum of Yugtun fluency in Kotlik (I call these speakers Yugtun
dominant on the higher end of fluency and bilingual on the lower end) encompasses a
wide range of abilities by individuals that I term the ‘late middle genereation.” This
group ranges from Elders like Isadore “Carra” Hunt (IH)(b. 1938), who understands
English and uses English words now and then, but Yugtun is his dominant language
and the language of daily use, to Elders like Michael “Amiksuwin” Hunt (MH) and
Angela “Yaayuk” Hunt4, who are bilingual in English and Yugtun but perhaps prioritize
English in day-to-day social interaction.

Michael Hunt’s language use shows significant standardization toward the General
Standard Yup’ik variant. This standardization likely occurred after his time in the
residential schools when he had to relearn much of the language. He then went on
to serve on local government and school boards, which also likely influenced this
standardization.

This second stratum also includes Elders like Bernard “Agarinanak” Hunt, Winifred
Hunt, Michael “Kiicaq” Prince (MP), and Mary Lucy “Nanugaq” Andrews, whose first
language is Yugtun. Nevertheless, their primary language in daily interactional use is
English.

This stratum, while making up a wide range of Yugtun ability, is characterized

4Angela Hunt is represented in my NSKY corpus as an English speaker. She is the translator of the
narrative identified as TH2018. She translates IH’s narrative in real-time and in bilingual interaction
with TH.
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by speakers who have Yugtun as a first language and have native speaker intuitions
about the grammaticality of the language’s patterns. Even if they are unable to recall
words occasionally, they are more than able to make up for it with paraphrasing. This
stratum typifies people between the ages of about 70 to 80 (b. 1940-1950), and this

passage from Isadore Hunt characterizes a fair snapshot of their language use.

Ca’nek waten piluteng pillrulriit, They did things like this, in this
arcaqerluki imkut ah, elliraaranek way, most importantly for those ones,
pilallret, wmkut ah, aipairuluteng umm, orphans - they were called,
qang’a-llu pistairuluteng those ones, umm, widows, or those

without jobs.
NSKY Corpus (IH 2018:1.4)

These first two strata account for the 40 speakers of Yugtun discussed above.
However, there are two additional strata which merit description. The third stratum
comprises semi-speakers whose ages range from perhaps 50-70 (I call these speakers
English Dominant in terms of Fluency levels). Individuals in this stratum tend to
self-assess as non-speakers and lament that they have major gaps in their knowledge
of Yugtun. Many of these individuals spent extended periods away from home in the
boarding school system or are the children of those who were sent to boarding school.
This third stratum also shows a much wider range of Yugtun ability depending on age
and time spent in the Western education system but is characterized principally by
having a strong comprehension of the language’s morphology but not necessarily having
grammatical intuitions about how to combine these morphosyntactic elements. The
free translations in the samples below are crafted in tandem with a Kotlik consultant
to help show the grammatical misunderstandings by the third tier of speakers. The
higher end of the third stratum can best be characterized by Robert Teelek (RT)
talking to Aciangaq (AA).
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RT: Naken, naken, elpet neq... RT: where, where, you whe..., where
naken elpet yuurtellruten? you were born.
AA: Ai? AA: huh?

RT: Naken yugtun, no, naken yu- RT: where like a person, no, where

you were born.

AA: where was I born? (Lit. Where

did I become a person?)

urtellruten

AA: Yuurtellrusia-qa?

RT: Ii-i, nani? RT: yes, where.

AA: Nunapigglu, Hamilton. AA: Nunapigglu, Hamilton.
NSKY Corpus (AAy 2018:1)

Or by Jake Aketachunaq, one of Aciangaq’s eldest children.

JA: Pissurlarpenek, qaillun pissurlal- JA: Your hunting skills, how it is to

lqgaitnek? hunt?

AA: Ai? AA: Huh?

JA: Pissurlallerput, qaallu, tamai JA: Our hunting skills, how, these!
tamanzi, pissurlallqaitnek? Back then, is it to hunt?

AA: Yeah, pissrulallemni? Oh! AA: Yes, when I used to hunt? Oh!

NSKY Corpus (AAp 2018:1)

The average speaker in this third strata, however, is characterized as having some
ability with Yugtun elements combined with massive amounts of English code-switching
to fill the gaps in Yugtun fluency, which can be seen in Cecelia’s (CM) and her daughter

Lorencia’s (LM) conversation together.
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L.M.: How old pilarlarsset, elitcar- L.M.: How old they saw (use tools)
lartit, when they, how old? it? They try to learn it? When they,
how old?

CM: What’s that?
L.M.: The children, they would help

them, in mother, in father, in what?
How old did they saw it, they try to

learn it?

CM: Cat imkut?

LM: Mekelnguruat, ikaiyurnaurait,
Aanani, Aatani, cami? How old pi-

lallruat elitcarluku?
CM: Whenever they are able to do

it, whenever they are able to pick it

CM: Pisaurtaqata teqularsaurtaqata. up.
NSKY Corpus (CM 2017:9.1)

Making up the youngest of the speakers in the third stratum is a large group
of speakers that can understand spoken Yugtun but cannot speak the language
themselves. While most of these younger speakers (around 50-70 years old) may
simply choose not to speak out of insecurities with their Yugtun comprehension or
with their lexicon’s inventory, many are second-language learners of Yugtun and have
not had the opportunity or willingness to maintain a Yugtun practice. These speakers
tend to differ from the Elders and, as such, are not represented in my corpus.

The third stratum is English-dominant, including mostly semi-fluent and heritage
speakers. It is important to remember that the people categorized in this group
faced the most significant effects of colonial assimilation in the school systems and
governance. This generation experienced drastic social and cultural changes between
the traditional ways of life and the modern Western influences, including new economic
practices, semi-sedentary lifestyles, western foods, snowmobiles, ATVs, and motorized
boats.

The final and fourth stratum of Yugtun language ability in Kotlik makes up the
population younger than 50. This group attended the school in Kotlik both when it
was under the control of the Bureau of Indian Affairs and now that it is a part of
the Alaska Public School System. A Yugtun class in the school sees every student
from kindergarten to high school daily for around 20 minutes to about an hour.
However, many post-graduates have confided that they only know a few words and
basic idiomatic phrases in the language. Also, while the teacher and community

Elders use Yugtun, all additional teaching material is currently in General Standard
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Yup’ik, spoken on the Kuskokwim River. The younger group, who are still in their
school years, report being the butt of jokes regarding their Yugtun competency when
travelling to other villages, mainly those speaking General Standard dialects.

The generational division within the community, outlined in the last few paragraphs,
leads to many bilingual speech events as the Elders understand English but choose
to speak in Yugtun whenever possible, whereas the third and forth strata respond
entirely in English. Bilingual speech interactions are especially common amongst
family members, according to Kotlik consultants. Until recently, however, the Elders
spoke entirely in Yugtun amongst themselves. This situation has changed within the
last decade as they have begun to use entire English phrases when speaking Yugtun
leading to mixed-speech events. While traditional topics are usually spoken about
in Yugtun, current topics will see the switch to English, although this is not a hard
and fast rule. More prevalently, speakers will switch to English once a single speaker
switches.

This code-switching is a topic that requires further investigation at a later date. In
addition to code-switching, there is some lexical borrowing between the two languages
with English words, such as clinic, assigned the generic \r-\base form (see Section 2.2)
creating clinic-ar- before being derived and inflected as complexly as any Yugtun word,
and in some rarer instances Yugtun words taking English morphology. This lexical
borrowing and the Kotlik English dialect are both topics that could use additional
investigation, as well, but are not discussed any further in this study.

In 2018, the school and Lower Yukon School District received a sizable grant to
help sustain and revive traditional cultural practices and have begun teaching these
traditional practices, including a student drum and dance group and school-sponsored
hunting trips. While the Elders acknowledge the importance of the Yugtun language to
the community, the language remains on the brink of dormancy, with intergenerational
transmission deteriorating. The community has begun to utilize English more often
due to ease of communication, as they are inundated with English media and culture
and accommodate younger generations in conversation. While the language is taught
in the school as a required class, few under 40 can use the language and usually know
only a few basic expressions (p.c.).

If language is reemphasized in the community, the question remains whether it
would focus on the Norton Sound Kotlik Yugtun or the Core Kuskokwim’s General
Standard Yup’ik. My ongoing documentation of Norton Sound Kotlik Yugtun aims to
provide a record of the dialect that can be utilized in the community to help bolster the
dialect’s use and revival now or in the future or if the dialect wishes to be reclaimed.

As of now, however, the Norton Sound Kotlik dialect is highly endangered and on
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the verge of falling silent as it is spoken only in a single village that has undergone
significant cultural change over the past 50 years.

The majority of modern linguistic work on Central Alaskan Yup’ik comprises
pedagogical works or disparate research projects. These projects reached a peak in
the 1970-1980s and placed a heavy focus on the General Standard Yup’ik dialects
along the Kuskokwim River. The Kotlik dialect is primarily discussed in parenthetical
asides within those grammars and dictionaries. Any comments on the dialect are
limited to salient phonetic alterations and the occasional lexical alternations within
the dictionary. Such data came from work gathered by consultants living outside of
Kotlik with close ties to the dialect or anthropological, ecological, and theological
work done sporadically in the Kotlik community. Thorough searches of the Alaska
Native Language Archive provide no documentation of the Kotlik dialect explicitly,
and only one English story is available about Pastuliq.

Steven Jacobson includes two unpublished Yugtun dialect stories in his 2013 revised
dictionary, but both stories are heavily edited and standardized. Both texts were made
by Martha Teeluk, who worked with Anna and Steven Jacobson at the University of
Alaska in the 1960s. Martha Teeluk made numerous recordings during that time and
has become a well-known Yup’ik teacher and activist. While Martha is from Kotlik,
she left to live in Eek along the Kuskokwim River, a General Standard Yup’ik village.
Her stories, both those published with Anna Jacobson and those included in Steven
Jacobson’s dictionary, are heavily edited and standardized and show clear distinctions
to the spoken, connected narratives I have gathered in Kotlik since 2014. Her stories
include the prominent and well-documented /j/~/z/ phoneme variation found between
the Kuskokwim and Kotlik dialects, but most of the stories compare better to other
General Standard texts.

The history in this region and lack of preexisting documentation on the dialect
makes the Norton Sound Kotlik dialect a good case study for pursuing a corpus-
based description of Yugtun. My ongoing documentation of this dialect will also
further our understanding of the Yup’ik language as a whole and provide much-needed

documentation for an endangered speech community.

1.4 Corpus methodology

With around 40% of the world’s estimated 7,000 languages threatened with extinction
by the end of this century, the need to document and conserve the world’s most
vulnerable speech communities has never been greater (Catalogue of Endangered

Languages, 2023). A language documentation project is, in best practice, long-term,
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multipurpose, wide-ranging, and collaborative (Himmelmann, 2006; Berez, 2015;
Campbell & Rhodes, 2018). These four criteria serve both to better the scientific
record of a speech community and meet the community’s needs.

The first criterion that a project is long-term arises from recognizing that both
language and community are living, changing entities. The old practice of a field
linguist dropping into a vulnerable community, collecting science-centred data and
then leaving often never to return, much less repatriate the data, is harmful both to
the community and the understanding about how a language patterns and fluctuates
in vivo. By contrast, a long-term project allows the investigator to build a relationship
with the community and, visa versa, the community to the investigator. In maintaining
stronger ties with the community, a documentation project can be better informed by
the community’s needs and the community’s actual linguistic prazis (Himmelmann,
2006). Linguistic praxis here refers to how the community actually uses their language.
In what domains is the language used? By which speakers? What community-specific
genres can be identified, and how does each genre differ? Is the linguistic praxis
diglossic or monolingual? To what extent do speakers code-switch? Does one linguistic
pattern, such as demonstrative use, differ depending on any of these factors? Many of
these considerations can only be identified through a long-term project with proper
community access and community-led initiatives.

A language that loses relevance to a younger generation will not likely be used
by that generation. However, language is a living, breathing organism that allows
for as many interpretations as there are speakers. So, if there is intergenerational
transmission keeping the language alive, that is, if the Elders have successfully passed
the language down to a new generation, how has this new generation changed the
language to fit the contexts of their own experiences? Answering this sort of diachronic
question can only be achieved through a long-term investigation of a speech community
that allows for and even looks for language change across multiple generations and
genres. This is particularly relevant for many vulnerable communities today who
find themselves caught between traditional lifestyles and the culture of the dominant
colonial power, whether presented in the education of the youth or on TV. Therefore,
in order for a language documentation project to record the full extent of linguistic
praxis in a community, it must be long-term. For a documentation project to be
relevant for linguistic inquiry or community revitalization, much more than a single
snapshot is required.

Similarly, a documentation project’s data must be wide-ranging (Himmelmann,
2006). Linguistic praxis is not reflected solely in the form of single isolated and

complete sentences, the sort found from elicitation methods, or in highly edited and
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standardized written stories. Language, in fact, can be quite messy, with speakers
stuttering, changing their minds, and even choosing different words depending on
their audience. While elicitation is important in understanding the minutiae of a
particular pattern, narrative may better reveal language-specific patterns that are in
actual use. A monologue may present patterns associated with interclausal cohesive
devices or highly formulaic story-telling, while natural conversation will highlight
turn-taking, teaching you how or when to interrupt the speaker. Language is not used
in isolation but in connected discourse, and different discourses reveal different patterns
based on context (K. Rice, 2018). Genre and each genre’s features are language- and
culture-specific and can only be discerned from a wide-ranging, comprehensive project
that seeks to document as many speakers and speech situations as possible.

If the ultimate goal of a documentation project is to compile resources both for
linguistic investigation and, more critically, for community revitalization, then a wide
range of speech events must be collected in vivo (Campbell & Rhodes, 2018). A
revitalization project built off of a single genre will only allow heritage learners to
learn that single genre, and learning how to tell a traditional story may not allow one
to go on to have an authentic conversation.

This need for a wide investigative lens also highlights the need for a multipurpose
documentation project (Himmelmann, 2006; K. Rice, 2018). A project which is
designed solely to reveal a single esoteric or theoretically relevant linguistic pattern
is only useful to those who wish to understand that pattern. A project designed
to outline a language grammar is only useful to those interested in the underlying
language patterns. A documentation project’s aim, by contrast, should be to create a
record that is relevant to as many people as possible. Whether examining linguistic
patterns or the social constraints of use, whether being used to teach new speakers
the language or develop greater skill in fluent speakers, or whether it is being used to
build a historical and ethnographic account of a community or outline the regional
flora and fauna, (or even to describe the functional and structural patterns of the
“world’s most complex demonstrative paradigm”), a documentation project should aim
to collect as much information as possible in as many different domains and contexts
as possible.

These criteria reveal the need for the last principle, the importance of a collaborative,
community-driven project (Himmelmann, 2006). Only the community itself can direct
a long-term project. Only the community itself understands the full range of its
linguistic praxis and can facilitate its documentation. Only the community can inform
researchers about how such a project will be utilized and best deployed within the

community. This last criterion for a best practice-driven documentation project,
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however, depends on the community. Different communities will choose to engage at
different levels. Some communities might choose to direct the project, while others
will be indifferent to how or even if a documentation project is carried out.

These four criteria in linguistic fieldwork projects: long-term, wide-ranging data
collection, multipurpose outputs, and collaborative design have informed my research
and work with the endangered Norton Sound Kotlik language variety. While the
documentation has changed direction and methods over the years, it has always been
in response to better fulfilling these four best practices in collaboration with the
community. While I work with the informed consent of the community’s Tribal admin-
istration and Elder’s Council, the community of Kotlik has remained neutral towards
how the project is carried out. While the Elders recognize the impending and growing
threat of language dormancy in their community and lament that intergenerational
transmission is failing, there has been minimal action toward bolstering linguistic
praxis. More heartening is the fact that the reverse is true in regard to cultural
practices.

The community’s approach to my project has both provided me with the freedom
to investigate particular phenomena at my leisure but has also restricted, I feel, the
range of linguistic praxis I have been able to document in the community. While
I have developed a core group of Elders who are happy to work with me over the
years, this has only been possible because the project is long-term. Nevertheless, my
documentation of the Norton Sound Kotlik dialect has tried to gather as wide a range
of speakers and speech situations as possible and make the collection as theoretically
neutral as possible. In collecting spontaneous, connected, and Elder-directed speech, I
have sought to allow for a wide range of future uses. Finally, I work to ensure that the
community is informed of my project along the way. Perhaps most importantly, this
project will continue so long as there are speakers of Norton Sound Kotlik Yugtun who
are willing to work with me. The outbreak of the global Coronavirus-19 pandemic in
2020 interrupted my fieldwork. However, even during this time, my project continued

by way of transcription and annotation of the previously collected texts.

1.4.1 Natural and connected discourse

Traditional full linguistic practice has promoted the idea that the main aim of a
documentation project is to produce a dictionary, a grammar, and texts (Boas, 1917,
Jakobson & Boas, 1944; Austin, 2021). The dictionary records the words of a language,
the grammar records the abstract patterns and structures in the language, and the

texts record how the dictionary and grammar get put together in connected speech
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or, in retrospection, inform how the grammar and dictionary are compiled. As the
dictionary and the grammar have historically been given priority, contrary to the
Boasian stance, documentary methods have largely arisen out of elicitation (Epps
et al., 2017). Elicitation is the targeted collection of data to pursue hypothetical
communicative tasks (Payne, 1997; K. Rice, 2018).

Elicitation can also use prompts to elicit specific verbal descriptions (K. Rice, 2018).
In my own work, these have included 3D models of landscapes and objects/animals,
which are used to set up scenarios with prompts such as: “If you are a hunter standing
here, how would you say ‘I see a seal there (downriver there)’?” Thus, while targeted
elicitation is useful for revealing some limited and confined linguistic features in a
language of study or clarifying patterns that are difficult to parse, there is no greater
context to embed that grammatical knowledge in without connected speech (K. Rice,
2018).

The traditional language documentation method goes astray when it prioritizes
the dictionary and the grammar above all else. A corpus-based approach to language
documentation emphasizes text collection (Mosel, 2018). Texts have myriad uses,
from showcasing connected speech to being used as pedagogical tools to being the
linguistic source for the compilation of a dictionary and a grammar (Boas, 1917; Epps
et al., 2017; S. Rice, 2018).

The collection of primary texts (in the form of recorded narrative and conversation,
the goal of each of my field trips to Kotlik) is vital as it allows for the development of a
natural corpus of connected speech. Spoken language shows how the language is used
without any planning, editing, or much researcher bias. Connected language exemplifies
how structural components can influence each other. Additionally, connected speech
carries more value to family and community members because it directly represents
the words of Elders and knowledge keepers.

The annotation of such texts is essential since it allows the data to be analyzed,
interpreted, and extrapolated for various uses, from theoretical analyses to creating
children’s books (Austin, 2021). Linguistic annotation consists of three primary levels
of analysis: the transcription, the interlinear parse and gloss, and the translation, as
shown in (18) and the examples included throughout this study. Working strategically
with speakers in text annotation allows the illumination of intricate patterns. It allows
speakers a chance to provide their intuitions about particular structures or phenomena
within contextualized language use. Together, the compilation of texts, a dictionary,
and a grammar complement and support each other while providing a multipurpose
collection (i.e., the corpus) of user-friendly data that can be applied to a plethora of
projects (Austin, 2021).
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The collection of natural speech involves the investigator recording one or more
native speakers telling stories or participating in conversation. If the speakers are
uncomfortable or at a loss for material, prompts can be utilized, such as “What was
your most memorable hunting trip?” or “Tell me about X.” These types of prompts
allow for collecting natural, connected speech in a culturally appropriate way.

To utilize such primary data, the investigator transcribes the recordings using a
conventional linguistic orthography. Afterward, these transcriptions are corrected,
and a sentence-by-sentence “free” translation of the recording is created in the lingua
franca with a speaker’s help. Subsequently, the investigator and speaker/consultant
work on parsing and glossing each word into its component meanings, which, in a
polysynthetic language like Yup’ik, is complicated. An example of a fully glossed

Yup'ik sentence is shown in (18).

(18) Yup'ik Text: Uksuugaratuug arcticaams
Morphological Parse: uksu-u-gara-tu-uq arcticaa-mi
Morphological Gloss: winter-COP-CONT-always-IND.INTR arctic-LOC

English Translation: ‘It is always winter in the Arctic’

(Jacobson & Jacobson, 1995)

These annotated texts make the documentation useful for multiple purposes by
others, especially by the growing majority of learners who are not native speakers
of the language. However, due to the linguistic markup requirements, it is only
through the collaboration of the investigator and a native speaker that accurate and
comprehensive annotations can be completed.

Audio and video data can be annotated and translated in many different ways.
In this project, my data annotation underwent two principal stages. The first step
in text annotation was in collaboration with an NSKY-speaking consultant, Theresa
George. Theresa and I used both Saymore and Audacity to listen to and transcribe the
recordings. Theresa transcribed the recordings onto paper using her own intuitions,
and for the MH text, she also translated the text word by word as authentically to
the speaker’s intended meaning as possible; an excerpt of the translation is shown in
Figure 1.7.

Afterwards, I input these transcriptions and word glosses into FLEx, as shown in
Figure 1.8. FLEx is software designed for lexicography but also has text analysis
capabilities with a basic concordancer using morphosyntactic tags to illuminate
patterns. Most importantly, FLEx has a built-in interlinear glossing ability which

allows for words to be parsed and analyzed across multiple texts while maintaining
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Qavciraurtukut taGguam waniwa, kingunemteni wani, Qerruliggmiuni yugtun,

Now very few of us only now here, at our homes here, Kotlik resident’s, Yup'ik
ganersarag, ganersarangertukut man’a.
language, we got our language  around here.

Figure 1.7: Initial Text Annotation: The initial stage of text annotation in collaboration
with Theresa George, a NSKY consultant. This first stage consisted of transcription of the
audio recording, and, in the case of MH, an initial free translation.

consistent analysis (SIL International, 2022). During this second stage of annotation,
I made several decisions that affect the presentation of the data. First, I chose to
maintain Theresa’s spelling conventions for Yugtun even when they did not match
the standard prescribed conventions for GSY. As I am not a speaker of NSKY, I
choose not to edit her intuitions of the language’s transcription unless the spelling was
ambiguous and changing the spelling to match Jacobson’s 2013 dictionary eliminated
the ambiguity. Thus, in the FLEx analysis, lines one and two (respectively termed by
the FLEx software word and morphemes) use Theresa’s spellings as closely as possible.
Line three, by contrast (termed lez. entries), uses the spelling conventions employed
by Jacobson in the dictionary. I also used the Jacobson Yup’ik Eskimo Dictionary to
identify bases, postbases, and, to a limited extent word-endings. I later parsed the
word-endings further to match my analysis in the latter half of Chapter Two. Line
four (termed Lez. Gloss) is thereby informed by the dictionary, Theresa’s translation
and my own analysis. Lines five and seven (termed by FLEx Lex. Gram. Info. and
Word Cat.) are my own analyses and follow the analysis presented in Chapter Two.
Finally, line six (termed Word Gloss) uses Theresa’s translation whenever appropriate;
however, some modifications were made, particularly where demonstratives were
concerned. Due to the NSKY consultant-specific spellings in lines one and two and
the Jacobson citation form spellings in line three, the lines do not always appear
transparent. Some of this opaqueness comes from the morphophonology discussed in
the first part of Chapter Two, and some is due to this described mismatch between
the spelling conventions. Additionally, I tended to defer to the Jacobson dictionary
when glossing individual morphemes, particularly for the post-bases. In contrast, I
deferred to Theresa’s native speaker intuitions when glossing the bases and in the free

translation. I used my own analysis to gloss the word-endings, as shown in Figure 1.8.
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I tried not to edit the free translation unless doing so clarified the intended meaning
of the speaker. Most of my edits centred around the demonstratives and their
representation within the texts, as the illumination of demonstratives in context is
the purpose of this study. The FLEx analysis for all of the texts used in this study
can be found in Appendix A.

These choices affect the presentation of the data within this present study. In the
in-text examples throughout this study, I use only four lines by default: the first line
(L1) is the Yugtun text and correlates in FLEx with the line termed the word using
the NSKY spelling conventions, and the second line (L2) is the morphological-parse
corollating with the FLEx line Lex. Entries using the dictionary citation forms as
closely as possible. However, I use well-known NSKY variants for the citation form
when they are used, such as the NSKY -saraq ‘way of” instead of the GSY variant -yaragq.
This mismatch forms a degree of opaqueness between line two’s full citation form and
line one’s phonetic form when a morpheme reduces to a minimal phonetic form due
to morphophonological constraints. Line three (L3) is the morphological-gloss and is
the Lex. Gloss in FLEx, and line four (L4) is the free translation. I often edit the
free translation to showcase the speaker’s intended meaning in context more closely.
Thus, the free translation made in FLEx does not always match perfectly with the
examples, as the FLEx analysis is a working analysis that is always subject to change.
Example (19) showcases the in-text form of the sentence shown in Figures 1.7 and 1.8.
The texts and their annotations have undergone several iterations of morphological
analysis, and they will continue to do so in future studies as I change or further refine
my analytical choices to present the language on its own terms as I understand it in

the present.

(19) Qavciraurtukut tauguam waniwa kingunemteni wani Qerruliggmiuni

yugtun qanersaraq qanersarangertukut mana

Qavciraurtukut tauguam
Qavci-rrar-urte-gur-ku-t ta-ug-u=am
how.many-just-a-little.bit-INCH-IND.IN-1.ABSA-PL R<A$(R)-OF.SG=EMPH

wWaniwa kingunemteni wani Qerruliggmiuni
uat-a-ni=wa kinguneq-m-te-ni uat-a-ni  Qerruligg-miu-ni
IE-FL-LOC=ANA home-1.ERGA-PL-LOC IE-FL-LOC kotlik-resident.of-LOC

yugtun qanersaraq qanersarangertukut
yug-tun ganersaraq qanersaraq-nger-tu-ku-t
person-£QL language language-begin.to.V-IND.IN-1.ABSA-PL
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mana
mat-na
IX-OF.SG.ABS

‘Only very few of us, now, in our homes—here, the Kotlik residents speak
the Yup’ik language—this one.’

NSKY Corpus (MH 2016:54)

I also used the AntConc software, which is explicitly designed as an untagged
concordancer with a range of possibilities and is used principally to reveal language-
specific patterns and structures across multiple texts at a time (Anthony, 2023). For
my AntConc analysis, I used the baseline (L1) text from FLEx and transformed it

into a text file.

1.4.2 Corpus building

In a language documentation project, the collection of texts can be divided into two
types of corpora, a documentary corpus and a linguistic corpus (S. Rice, 2018). The
documentary corpus is the compilation of all the recorded materials developed during a
language documentation project. This compilation includes recordings of spontaneous
connected speech, prompted connected speech, elicitation, discussions about those
materials, the metadata associated with those materials and anything else gathered
during the course of the project. By the end of the long-term, multipurpose, wide-
ranging, and collaborative documentation process, the documentary corpus should be
a fully annotated and transcribed collection of materials that catalogue the field data
and form the foundation of the data analysis (S. Rice, 2018).

Developed from a documentary corpus, a linguistic corpus is built from the collected
data (ideally, spoken) transcripts and allows for an exhaustive and unbiased exploration
of the collected linguistic or language samples (S. Rice, 2018). In a linguistic corpus,
the language can be approached without restraint, allowing for patterns to be observed
across multiple texts and bottom-up analyses warranted by the data to be formed.
This type of corpus examines recurrent linguistic units, examines the role of speech-
event type, and allows for a freer functional (semantic-pragmatic) analysis of the data
(Mosel, 2018).

To this end, I built two linguistic corpora from my documentary corpus on NSKY,
included in Appendix C. Both corpora are utilized for the examination of Yugtun
grammar and the occurrence of demonstratives within Yugtun. The first corpus is
fully annotated and translated using the FLEx software. The FLEx analysis includes

fully interlinearized texts with glosses, morphosyntactic categorization and tagging,
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and translations to aid in the interpretation of the texts. The morphosyntactic tagging
aids in the discovery of structural patterns, and the glossing helps to uncover discourse
patterns across the texts. The second corpus utilizes the same Yugtun texts as in
FLEx but without annotations. The texts are processed into plain text documents
and uploaded into the AntConc software to query the Yugtun data on its own terms

and without theoretical explicit or implicit bias.

The FLEx corpus

FLEx is a program intended for lexicography but has built-in text analysis and
concordance line capabilities. These capabilities include a KWIK (Key Word in
Context) search function and a discourse analysis function. The KWIK function allows
for words and individual morphemes of interest to be queried and examined in a limited
context to each side of the query. This search functionality allows for recurring patterns
to be identified for further examination. FLEx, as a lexicon platform, allows this
query to be made for the lexeme itself or for its glosses and translations. Therefore,
an annotated corpus through FLEx allows for an initial analysis of the Yugtun
dialect to be made from a more structural perspective. Through FLEx, Yugtun’s
inventory of demonstratives is made apparent, as well as the paradigm’s structural
and distributional properties.

As this study aims to describe the Norton Sound Kotlik demonstrative system in vivo,
this systematic approach using fully annotated texts supported my initial examination
of the demonstrative system and morphosyntax in context. This tagged corpus is useful
because the project is best served with minimal influence from previous descriptions
of Central Alaskan Yup’ik, thus allowing for a Kotlik-specific description to emerge.
The need for autonomy of analysis is, therefore, threefold. First, the demonstrative
forms which appear within the system may not match those identified for General
Yup’ik. Second, demonstrative functions not previously identified in the literature may
emerge from the corpus data. Third, the Kotlik dialect is highly endangered, which
has potentially led to morphosyntactic and lexical attrition within the language. This
possibility means that many categorical inventories (like demonstratives) and many
more complex structures (like constructions containing demonstratives) have eroded
and no longer appear as documented primarily through elicitation a half-century ago
for General Standard Yup’ik. This erosion might have led to the Yugtun demonstrative
forms having been levelled and condensed across the system to make for a smaller
inventory of demonstratives. These three points make an annotated corpus useful
for discovering the Kotlik-specific demonstrative system’s inventory and its semantic

contours.
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Once the demonstrative inventory is fully identified and glossed, the annotated
corpus serves to examine the basic structural categorization and distributional patterns
of the demonstratives as they are found in the corpus. An annotated corpus of this sort
helps determine whether the demonstratives are pronouns, adnominals, locationals,
or identifiers and if they are functioning pronominally, adnominally, locationally, or
identificationally, as discussed above in Section 1.1. Additionally, the lexicon developed
through the FLEx corpus is a foundation for the development of a Kotlik-specific
dictionary that is high on the community’s list of priorities in the documentation
project as a whole. In sum, a fully annotated corpus in the FLEx platform allows
for the development of a strong foundation for this dissertation project, such as the
creation of Kotlik-specific dictionary, an initial grammatical description, the discovery
of the dialect’s demonstrative inventory and its semantic contours, and the discovery

of the system’s more exophoric functions and categorizations.

The AntConc corpus

The second linguistic corpus, queried by the AntConc concordancer software, is
composed of the individual speech acts transcribed as plain text documents without
any, or minimal, annotation. The lack of annotation in the corpus allows for an
analysis of the data on the language’s own terms without a theoretical or anglocentric
bias. Putting the texts into AntConc allows for individual patterns to emerge,
particularly patterns which occur across larger linguistic units such as the phraseme or
an entire discourse. This larger and untagged corpus thus allows for a pattern-based
constructional analysis of the Kotlik demonstrative system, whereby a pattern is
defined in the spirit of Hunston and Francis (2000 p. 37), as “all the words and
structures which are regularly associated with the word and which contribute to
its meaning” (McEnery & Hardie, 2011 p. 143)(Hunston & Francis, 2000 p. 37).
Patterns are further considered to be highly frequent collocations between words
across particular linguistic units. This type of pattern-based analysis across larger
linguistic units provides the means to analyze the Yugtun demonstrative system for
novel and previously under-documented functionality. Due to this capability, the
AntConc platform is crucial to describe the Kotlik demonstratives in a language-
appropriate way. This tool of analysis allows for a frequency-based analysis of the
exophoric demonstrative functions. This frequency data can then be used to determine
if the entire paradigm is as productive as posited by previous analyses or if particular
demonstrative forms are more likely than others across various semantic domains
or narrative genres. This analysis informs the project about how productive each

demonstrative is, thus indicating whether the system truly is over-idealized in the
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literature’s analysis.

Additionally, due to AntConc’s ability to limit searches across only selected texts
and its ability to compare searches between texts, each text can be identified for the
speaker’s age and gender and the text’s genre. This extra metadata allows for an addi-
tional stratum of sociolinguistic analysis of the demonstratives within the community
(Mosel, 2018). The sociolinguistic strata could show if the demonstrative system is
more prevalent among male speakers who remain subsistence hunter-gatherers today
and are frequently wayfinding on the landscape is different compared to usage from
women who still tend to maintain more domestic roles in the community. Additionally,
as the dialect is crucially endangered, it is essential to compare the eldest monolingual
storyteller’s use of demonstratives to the middle-aged conversation-only speakers. It
is hypothesized that the younger speakers will use fewer demonstratives and use them
less productively. Finally, the genre stratum of analysis identifies particular uses of
demonstratives such as anaphora and discourse/referent tracking, that may differ
between conversation and narrative.

This type of unannotated corpus is also particularly capable of identifying the
endophoric pragmatics of the demonstrative system. These are the potential functions
of demonstratives that have not been examined within the previous literature on
Yup’ik demonstratives and are discussed in Chapter Four. Of particular interest
are the discourse, pure text deixis, and recognitional functions of demonstratives,
which will only become apparent with identifying frequent large-level patterns within
the texts. Finally, an unannotated corpus is particularly useful in identifying any
grammaticalization which has occurred within the Kotlik demonstrative system,
whether due to natural, expected tendencies of demonstratives as discussed by Heine
and Kuteva (2011), or due to language attrition from the dialect’s decline in use.
Therefore, with solely a Yugtun transcription of the primary recordings, a very powerful
corpus-based platform can be built and utilized to provide a novel, and contemporary
analysis of a complex and underdescribed linguistic system of an underdescribed and
endangered dialect of the Yup’ik language.

In sum, I have developed two complementary linguistic corpora for this project,
which allow for a wide range of linguistic studies on the Norton Sound Kotlik Yugtun
dialect. The first corpus utilizes a FLEx platform to examine the tagged and anno-
tated texts, while the second corpus utilizes AntConc to examine patterns without
preconceived categorization. Significantly, these two corpora allow for this study on a
very complex demonstrative system to answer the question: What is the demonstrative
inventory found in the Norton Sound Kotlik dialect of Yugtun today? How is the

system distributed structurally within the grammar, and how does it function in
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natural discourse?

1.4.3 The texts used in this study

Since 2014, my documentation of Norton Sound Kotlik Yugtun has made numerous
recordings of approximately 12 Elders. These recordings range from elicitation (not
included in the linguistic corpora) to traditional ecological knowledge and cultural
knowledge to conversations between Elders, nursery rhymes, personal and regional
histories, and traditional stories. The discovery and addition of the heritage recordings
made by Theresa Prince in the 1980s nearly doubled the documentary corpus. These
recordings are in various stages of transcription, translation, and annotation, and as
such, only the recordings that have been fully transcribed and translated are used in
the linguistic corpus for this study. To be added to the linguistic corpus, the recordings
must be fully transcribed to be utilized in both the FLEx and AntConc software, and
they must be translated to be interpretable and analyzable.

Therefore, this study’s linguistic corpus consists of six texts totalling 5390 word
tokens, of which there are 2422 word types. Word tokens include all the words in the
text, and types account for all the words without duplicates (McEnery & Hardie, 2011).
This counting provides a type-token ratio (TTR) of .45. The closer to 1 the TTR is,
the greater the level of lexical richness a text has. It should be noted here that some of
these stories do have English sections or words, which are included in this count. The
English sections are included in the count for two principal reasons. First, because
of the community’s diglossic speech environment, English is a part of the linguistic
praxis. Second, the main narrators in these texts respond to and engage with what is
said in English by their interlocutors. Therefore, removing these sections would be
disingenuous to the speech act as it would not represent the speech community as it
exists today. Additionally, it can be ambiguous in some contexts if a word is English
or Yup’ik. Typically, a word is considered Yup’ik if it uses Yup’ik morphosyntax and
English if it uses English morphosyntax. However, the delineation is not always so
clear-cut across all the speakers. To document the language as it is used in natural
discourse today, both the Yugtun and the English utterances must be included. Thus,
of the 5390 words in the corpus, 1719 are English, and 3671 are Yugtun. 415 English
words are unique, giving an English TTR of .24, and 2030 Yugtun words are unique,
giving a Yugtun TTR of .55. However, this TTR comparison is unfair as the two
languages differ significantly in their morphosyntax and the form of their lexicons.
Yugtun is a highly polysynthetic and agglutinating language. For this reason, the

TTR is utilized below as a superficial means to compare speakers’ vocabulary diversity
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in Yugtun. In contrast, crucially to this study on Yugtun demonstratives, 30% of the
Elder’s Yugtun words in the NSKY corpus are demonstratives (1047 demonstrative
tokens, of which 1021 are spoken by the Elders introduced in this section). All of the
texts included in this study can be found in Appendix C - Texts, and the full list of
demonstrative types in the corpus can be found in Appendix B.

These six texts are recorded by five speakers: Anthony “Acianaq’ Aketachunak
(AA), Cecilia “Waralria” Mikes (CM), Isadore “Carra” Hunt (IH), Michael “Amiksuwin”
Hunt (MH), and Michael “Kiicaq” Prince (MP). Acianaq (examples cited as AA) was
born in Nunapiggluugaq in 1937 and is the last monolingual speaker of Yugtun in the
community. He does understand some basic English sentences and words, mainly when
spoken by his children, but he only speaks in Yugtun. Aciangaq is one of the most
generous contributors to the documentary corpus and is known across the community
as the storyteller. Our interactions began with the aid of an interpreter, which is seen
in both of his texts included in this study, but in recent years, we have communicated
through gestures, some English and Yugtun words, and we have experience working
with each other. The first of his texts included in this study is a life narrative or
yuuyaraq, where he discusses the way of Yup’ik life and how it has changed since he
was a boy. This entire text, excluding interlocutors (JA, RT, NT), consists of 469 word
tokens and 283 word types for a TTR of .60. His second narrative is about traditional
ways of hunting or pissuryaraq with 71 word tokens and 58 word types for a TTR of
.82. In both texts together, Aciangaq uses demonstratives 201 times, making 37% of
his words demonstratives, of which he uses 33 demonstrative types. The elegance of his
narratives can be seen in how he weaves different parts of his discourse together with
the demonstratives. While he may also use demonstratives as a hesitation particle, like
um, no systematicity has been discovered to these repeated forms. Figure 1.9 shows
the dispersion of demonstratives in Acianaq’s texts as compared to the other speakers
introduced below. A dispersion plot is a visualization of the frequency of token types,
thereby showing the degree to which a word is distributed throughout a text. It
additionally measures whether the word is concentrated in particular constructions or
diffused throughout the text (Gries, 2020).

Waralria (examples cited as CM) was born in Pastuliq in 1934 and was the second
of the last two monolingual speakers of Yugtun in the Kotlik community until her
passing in 2020. While she understood much less English, she did still comprehend
some English when spoken by her children. She was also much shyer and did not
work with me directly. She recorded one text, a Univkaraq ‘historical narrative’ about
growing up in Pastuliq and moving to Kotlik later in life and being isolated from her

family and old friends. This text was recorded by her daughter, Lorencia Mike, who
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was born in Kotlik and is a part of the third stratum of speakers who can recognize
some of the morphosyntax of Yugtun but who do not have the grammatical intuitions
to use them productively. Therefore, this narrative is a pseudo-conversation between
Waralria and Lorencia, with Waralria telling her narrative in Yugtun and Lorencia,
prompting various questions in mixed English-Yugtun. Waralria stands out as a
speaker due to her particular pronunciation of words. In her recording, she shows a
much greater use of sibilants and fricatives, she uses contractions and elisions more
often, and while this has not been quantifiably verified, she seems to use longer words.
Whether these are dialectal features of Pastuliq, idiosyncratic ideolectal features or
due to age or a combination of the above is hard to say as she has only made one
recording and is the only speaker from Pastuliq I have been privileged enough to meet.
She also shows fewer overall uses of demonstratives, with only 165 demonstratives in
her text (excluding her interlocutor Lorencia (LM)) for a total of 21% of her words,
but Walaria’s demonstratives are also the most unique, utilizing post-bases not seen in
any other speaker, and she doubles her case markings on some of her demonstratives.
Waralria also uses 52 types of demonstrative words (demonstrative TTR .32), second
only to Amiksuwin, who uses 81 types (demonstrative TTR .15).

Carra (examples cited as IH) was born in Caniliaq in 1938 and is a part of the
highest layer of the second stratum of Yugtun ability in Kotlik, where he understands
English and can use some English phrases but prefers to converse in Yugtun almost
exclusively. His wife, Yaayuk (example citation AH), was also born in Caniliaq in 1940
and speaks better English, perhaps being considered one of the older true bilinguals.
Both have worked with me on a few stories in the documentary corpus, but the
text included in this study is a yuuyaraq told by Carra and translated in real-time
by Yaayuk. In this narrative, Carra discusses growing up in Caniliaq and describes
the traditional ways of life. Yaayuk then translates a paragraph at a time. As this
narrative is done in a leap-frog style between Yugtun and English, and as the two
interact to clarify translations or add to the discussion, it would not be faithful to the
text to remove the English from the narrative. In Carra’s Yugtun sections, he uses 88
demonstrative tokens and 27 demonstrative types, which make up 26% of his total
words.

Amiksuwin (examples cited as MH) was born in Caniliaq in 1943 and is also truly
bilingual. He has been the Kotlik tribe’s chief in the past and has since served on
numerous committees and boards both in Kotlik and in the wider Yup’ik community.
His narrative included in this study is the longest of all six, but his speaking style is
also much closer to GSY than any other. This is evidenced by his mixed use of the

/j/~/z/ alternation found in Kotlik, and his word choice seems markedly different to
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other speakers. This difference may be due to his time in Wrangle’s Boarding School,
where English was strictly enforced, or his time serving on boards and committees
headquartered in the Kuskokwim dialect regions. His narrative is also a historically-
minded univkaraq discussing his own history from Caniliaq and Kotlik and some of
his Elders’ teachings. His text has 1643 tokens and 949 word types for a TTR of .58.
He uses 540 demonstrative tokens with 81 demonstrative types in his text, making
33% of his total words demonstratives.

The final contributor to the texts used in this study is Kiicaq (examples cited as
MP), who was born in Kotlik in 1948 and passed away in 2018. Kiicaq was fully
bilingual in Yugtun and English. He was fluent in Yugtun as a first language but had
English enforced on him from a young age. He was more comfortable talking to me in
English but could readily switch to Yugtun. He was known in the community as one
of the last holders of traditional ecological knowledge. His narrative in this study and
his only narrative in the documentary corpus is a traditional quliraq or legend about
how one of the rivers near Kotlik came to be named. This is the shortest text in the
study with 111 word tokens and 96 word types for a TTR of .86. Of the total word
tokens, he uses 27 demonstrative tokens with 17 demonstrative types, making 24% of
his words demonstratives.

This study initially included two unpublished and edited stories by Martha Teeluk,
which Steven Jacobson included in his 2013 revised dictionary. The first has 215 word
types and 261 tokens for a T'TR of .82, and the second has 133 types and 196 tokens
for a TRR of .67. It was decided to exclude these two edited texts from the present
study due to the degree of editing they had undergone. Both texts were markedly
different, showing fewer demonstratives than in my Yugtun texts. Additionally, they
showed more convergent structural patterns to the General Standard dialect. They also
showed an unusual prevalence of the /j/~/z/ alternation as compared to my Yugtun
texts. Due to how much these two texts stood out in comparison, I decided to remove
them from this study in the interest of maintaining a contemporary examination of
the Norton Sound Kotlik Yugtun demonstratives. However, they will be added to the
Yugtun documentary corpus, and when more of this corpus is transcribed, including
the heritage materials, perhaps a reexamination of this study can be conducted to see
how these texts compare and whether there has been any shift in demonstrative use
and prevelance.

Table 1.2 summarizes the speakers and texts used in this study. Ultimately, this
study examining the structure and function of demonstratives in the Yugtun dialect
draws data from five Norton Sound Kotlik Yugtun speakers representing four micro

dialects across six narratives comprising 5390 words, of which 3671 are Yugtun words.

57



"(,pueSa[ [eUOIYIPRI],,) 14N PUR ‘(,SAIJRIIRU [RILIO)SIH,) I0sDyaruy) ‘( PAlTYRIIRU SUnuny Jo ARA\,) bounfiunssiy (oA1yerreu o1 jo Aepp,)
bouvfinng jo so1ua8 o) pue sioyeads ssolde asn dAljeIjsuowop jo Aymbign pue Aouenbaiy o) moys syord osoy ], 1% (JIN) S.beorry st 9
MoI pue ‘() 1X0) SUIMNSYIUTY ST G MOy ‘94X0) (H]) S,elIR)) ST § MOy ‘s)x0) (A[parpoadsar dyy pue Ayy) sbeurdy are ¢ pue g smoy ‘1xa)
(IND) s.errerep) sjuosaxdol T MOY "SO[lf 9X9) XIS ss010R s1oyeads 9AT] o1[) A PISN U0} SAIJRIISUOMIOP ® sjuasoldol aul] onfq ey G T oINJI]

1580 17 LLL bennd | dw

: 7 6760 ors £791 beseyaiun  HN
ESL0 88 1081 beseAnny HI

7 SELD 12 w0l beiefinssid dyy

7 €/80 9Ll 0ss beieAnny  Ayy

9680 681 9/Ll beseaun | WD

10l | uoisiadsig | SIANENSUOLI3Q | SUINOL PIOA, EYIED) Jqqe

58



%0€ ‘SIOPTH 10T SIOPTH 06€4

621 %02 ‘1830L LVOT [TeI0L  4xTLIE®  iBTLTS sfejo, sndiop
0 %0 0 4 L6 09 wsenbury ousmbuyy - 8861 (£) N IN
. VvV jueurmwoJ
I %IT T 6 g €6 Lomoopoguy SRy RURE)S VN (©) oxer Ve
. o Jueuro(|
4 BIT 7T g1g a1 €9 omoopopy st EURE| VN (&) eouoro] N'T
: Vv yureurmo(
I %F I 8¢ 8¢ T - {103 VN (L) 30q0y NR|
. HI
0 %0 0 I 0071 L2 oo renduig  beruen  op61  (6) yndeex  HY
: (o)
LT %Ve Lo It 0 98 bexmp S ey SVOT (@) Pemtdin
I8 %EE 0vg €791 0 8¢ bereyaruf ensumg - beruen  gp6T SO
’ v o urmnsyrury
. X JURUTUIO(]
Lg %9¢ 88 vre ¥ 9L bereAnng mmsng  POMUED 8e61 (2) ) HI
qT %LE 9% 1. 0 g8 bemedmssig besnny (o) vV
rensurouopy LE6T
£¢ %LE aLl 697 0 09" beresnng -soideuny beueny  fyy
(& %1 91 9.1 0 8L bereyatun  [endutouopy  bunysed  peel  (8) vHrRIRM D
T SNE ooods ur TSN unjsng [SIsuy jo09r1et
q . ea
«SodAT, # suedoJ, ‘wid( % SUSOI, # SUOI, # SuOL, # WY.LL 2JIu9xX) Aduani g OIDITA qg0da Ioqeadg IqqQqVy

sndioo orpsm3ur] unjySng I[}03] PUNOg U0YION

‘SpIom USI[SUY pue unisng yroq se pojunos are pue xejudsoydiouwr snongiquie Jo are sprom awog, . g xipuoddy ur Aouonboiy
Aq poysT] oxe sodA) SATIRIJISUOWD(T,, “(P[O SIRaA ()L-OF UWeom)d() Umousun St YLIIg JO 9)ep ayj) Jey) S9JedIpul /A ‘Apnjs siyj ut
posn snd1od O13SMIUI] UNYSNEA HI[J03] PUNog uoIoN o) suistiduod sioyeads pue s1xo) Jo uostredurod apis-Aq-opis Y :g'T 9[qR],

59



By comparison, in an earlier examination of demonstratives, I compiled 13 stories
published by Anna Jacobson, Martha Teeluk, and others, hosted both in print form
and on the Alaska Native Language Archive. This study’s texts were considered to
comprise the General Standard Yup’ik dialect of the Kuskokwim River region, as
most of the storytellers were from the Yukon, Nelson Island, and Kuskokwim dialect
regions. This General Standard corpus contained 2414-word types and 4995-word
tokens, resulting in a type-token ratio of .48. Of this total, 9.5% of the words were
demonstratives. My new corpus of natural spoken and connected language use in the
Norton Sound Kotlik dialect shows around 30% of 5390 English and Yugtun words
as Yugtun demonstratives. This is a severe mismatch with Kotlik speakers using
demonstratives nearly three times more than the General standard corpus purports.
While this may be a dialectal feature of Kotlik, it is also possible that the lack of
demonstratives in the General Standard Corpus is due to the standardization and
Anglicization of the Yup’ik language. This Yup’ik standardization, combined with a
lack of recognition of the Yup’ik demonstratives’ full extent and breadth in conveying
information in communicative events through Yup’ik-specific constructions, may edit
out demonstratives that are used in unfamiliar patterns and functions to English.

Taking this into consideration, this study examines the highly frequent demonstra-
tive forms in Yugtun and discusses their functions and the patterns they enter into
with a broader lens to the typological literature on demonstratives and Yugtun-specific
language patterns. The next chapter provides a grammatical sketch of the Yugtun
language informed by the NSKY corpus, with additional support drawn from an anal-
ysis of descriptions of the Yup’ik language. Chapters Three and Four then discuss
the structure and function of demonstratives in Yugtun as exemplified in connected
discourse across a range of speakers, fluency levels, and genres using the linguistic
corpora discussed above. My overall aim is to elucidate demonstrative meaning and

usage patterns in Yugtun on its own terms.
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Chapter 2

Yup’ik grammatical sketch

2.1 Introduction

Language is not spoken in a vacuum, nor is it an artifact carefully extracted from
conceptual space. Rather, language is a complex construct arising out of cognitive
processes and influenced both by socio-cultural interaction and temporality (Goldberg
& Suttle, 2010). Following de Saussure and Baskin (2011), language can be said to
be composed of embedded signs, that is, patterns of meaning and form (de Saussure
& Baskin, 2011). Meaning is broadly associated with the study of semantics and
pragmatics, and form is broadly associated with the study of phonetics. Morphology
and syntax are the study of how meanings are embedded into forms and how these signs
interact in context. Because language is a social construct jointly created by a speech
community, like the one in Kotlik, individuals, such as the Yup’ik Elders introduced in
Chapter One, must calibrate their cognitive conceptualization of the linguistic patterns
with those conventions agreed upon by society through intergenerational transmission
and socialization. This continuous calibration leads to individuals exhibiting their own
personal language, or idiolect, at any given time. The idiolect represents a personal
understanding and use of the language, subject to change throughout a speaker’s life.
This complex interplay between idiolect and speech community presents significant
difficulty for the linguist who, in an attempt to describe the patterns of a language,
must study language on both the cognitive and the societal levels and present to
varying degrees of abstraction a snapshot of how particular patterns might be described
in a particular community at a particular time.

By examining individuals’ linguistic patterns and comparing them across idiolects
and languages, linguists have identified linguistic patterns that seem stable or universal
across time and society. That is, some patterns found in an individual language are

found in every idiolect of that language, and crucially, some patterns found in a
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particular language are present in each of the world’s languages. For instance, every
speaker of a language seems to divide the world between temporal events and atemporal
entities. Then again, upon closer inspection, these universal patterns differ widely
across each idiolect or language examined. This variation, in the spirit of Evan’s
(2009), is termed anti-universal. Anti-universal in this context is not opposed to the
notion of universal but instead complements it. The anti-universal notion argues that
while a particular pattern appears in every idiolect or language, if we zoom in and
look more closely, each pattern seems to differ in interesting ways.

In order to create a snapshot of any variety of the Yup’ik language, we must
approach the language on its own terms with an eye to both its diachronic and
synchronic conceptualization across the generations of speakers who are represented
in the description. Approaching a language or language variant on its own terms
means identifying the typological universals present in the language and displaying
each universal pattern’s anti-universal nature within the described language (N. Evans
& Levinson, 2009). These language-specific, or anti-universal, traits within the cross-
linguistic context are what provide a language’s particular “genius” (a 1a Sapir) distinct
from any other language.

Beginning this description, Norton Sound Kotlik Yugtun, a dialect of Central
Alaskan Yup’ik, is an agglutinating polysynthetic language with a strong tendency
towards concatenative monoexponential forms. Agglutinating in this sense refers
to languages which construct words containing multiple morphemes concatenated
together such that each morpheme can be isolated and identified as to what particular
inflection or derivation they indicate (“Agglutinative language”, 2023). According to
Bickel and Nichols (2013) the degree by which semantic features are phonologically
connected to a word can be analyzed as either isolating, concatenative, or nonlinear.
Concatenative morphemes are phonologically bound, and their combination leads to
various phonological adjustments within a word. These complexes of phonologically
altered concatenative morphemes can be considered portmanteaus. A portmanteau
is defined by Merriam-Webster as “a word or part of a word made by combining the
spellings and meanings of two or more other words or word parts” such as the English
word brunch which is composed of the words breakfast and lunch (“portmanteau”,
2023). Analyzing the phonological processes within portmanteaus reveals strings of
concatenative forms that can be segmented into clear-cut morphemes. Exponence, by
comparison, refers to the number of features that cumulate into a single morpheme.
Morphemes are those signs which are the smallest meaningful form of a linguistic
expression (Haspelmath, 2010). These can be described as monoexponential and

polyexponential (Bickel & Nichols, 2013). This means that the phonological word
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in Yugtun more accurately represents an entire morphosyntactic phrase, and this
phrasal word is composed of a string of almost exclusively suffixal morphemes with a
one-to-one correlation between meaning and form.

Nevertheless, the language is typically presented as an agglutinating polysynthetic
language with a high degree of inflectional fusion. Fusion, in this sense, is defined as a
feature of synthetic languages, distinguished from an agglutinative synthetic language
by its tendency to use a single morpheme to denote multiple inseparable features,
such as the Latin morpheme -us, which signifies ‘masculine gender, nominative case,
and singular number.” Fusional languages thereby typify polyexponetial morphemes
and nonlinear strategies of word creation (“Fusional language”, 2023). In other words,
the Yup’ik inflections are often treated not as portmanteaus of phonologically bound
concatenative morphemes but as synchronically nonlinear polyexponential morphemes.

My analysis of the Yugtun language thus builds off of the Yup’ik literature and
my own analysis of my Norton Sound Kotlik Yugtun (NSKY) Corpus to provide a
grammatical sketch of the language using a constructional framework. Within this
framework, I come to two ideological departures from the norm. First, I assert that
the Yugtun lexical base is inherently and categorically indeterminate as to its final
realization in context and that the inflectional morphology is critical to syntactic
category selection. Second, I assert that the fused inflectional paradigms are, in
fact, concatenative, almost exclusively monoexponential, portmanteau complexes that
are composed of embedded constructions from grammatical alignment to subject-
verb agreement (as per Goldberg and Suttle (2010)). I will term these inflectional
morphemes that compose the constructional portmanteaus formative morphemes!.
The order of these formative morphemes is the defining feature of a word’s syntactic
category identification and selection and presents significant grammatical information
such as grammatical alignment.

Due to these departures from the norm and to portray the “genius” (a 1a Sapir)
of Yugtun on its own terms, I begin with a description of the language’s broad and
largely undebated morphosyntactic patterns, using data from the literature and my
NSKY Corpus. In doing so, in this subsection, I avoid major alterations from the
prescribed inflectional endings included in Jacobson’s (2013:919-930) Yup'’ik Dictionary

and included in Appendix A of this dissertation for convenience. After this typological

T use the term formative morpheme followingWoodbury and Sadock (1986) to refer to the
morphemes used within the inflectional word-endings. That is, the term fomative morpheme refers
to a particular set of inflectional morphemes within the language that is used to compose the word
endings. Woodbury and Sadock (1986) argue that these word-internal formatives are necessary for
an analysis of the morphosyntax of the language (Woodbury & Sadock, 1986). I concur with their
analysis and emphasize the formative morpheme’s synchronic importance to the language’s grammar.
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overview, I outline the case for my departures from the norm and then discuss the
inflectional formatives individually before showcasing the constructional patterns
within the syntactic category defining portmanteaus that they are found within.
Throughout this chapter, I discuss the Yugtun grammar broadly; however, these
points relate not only to familiarizing the reader with the linguistic conventions and
conceptualizations needed to parse the interlinear examples provided throughout this
dissertation but also relate to the structure and function of Yugtun demonstratives in
context (Chapter Four). I posit in this study that demonstratives hold a privileged
role in the Yugtun grammar as a core lexical part of speech. Deictics, including demon-
stratives, are a highly privileged lexical category in Yugtun containing both relational
and referential semantics. These words in Yugtun simultaneously are syntactically
indeterminate before entering into an inflectional construction and utilize different

derivational morphemes and inflectional formatives than other lexical categories.

2.2 A brief typological overview

Central Alaskan Yup’ik is considered one of the more conservative languages of the
Inuit-Yupik—Unangan language family and is composed of a variety of regional dialects,
discussed in Section 1.3; however, the description of General standard Yup’ik is largely
influenced by the Kuskokwim and Bristol Bay dialects. The language is known for its
exceptionally polysynthetic words and for its complex morphophonemic properties
(M. Fortescue, 2022).

2.2.1 Phonetic inventory

The Central Alaskan Yup’ik phonetic inventory, as meticulously described by Miyaoka
(2012), contains four voiceless stops /p, t, k, q/, one affricate /{f/, fourteen fricatives /f,
4 s, %, XY, %, v, Loz, y, B, ¥V, BV /) six nasals /m, n, 3, m, n, 3/, two approximants
/w, j/, and seven vowels /i, i: (i/0), u, u:, a, a:/ not includi;g diphthongs. The
complete inventory is shown in Table 2.1 and Table 2.2, where the IPA representation
is shown first, followed by the standard orthography in brackets (). This study uses
standard orthography as the alphabetic rendering.
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Table 2.1: Vowel Inventory: The short vowel inventory of Yup’ik, where bracketed
graphemes indicate standard orthographic form (Miyaoka, 2012 p. 38)

Front | Central | Back
High || i (7) u (u)
Mid o (e)
Low ala)

Table 2.2: Consonant Inventory: The consonant inventory of Yup’ik, where bracketed
graphemes indicate standard orthographic form (Miyaoka, 2012 p. 46)

Bilabial | Interdental | Alveolar | Palatal | Velar Uvular
Plosive p (p) t (t) k (k) q (q)
Affricate tf (c)
Voiceless f (vv) s (ss) x{gg) | x {(rr)
o Voiceless Rounded XV {w) | ™ (urr)
Fricative
Voiced v (v) z (s) v {9) B (r)
Voiced Rounded vV o(ug) | BV (ur)
Lateral Fricative ¢ (ll)
Lateral Approximant 1 (1)
Voiceless m (1) n{n) (1)
Nasal ° 2
Voiced m (m) n (n) y (ng)
Approximant w (v) i{y)

It is useful to note that phonetically, the /tf/ phoneme is realized as [ts] before a

schwa. Consonants can be geminate, except for the voiceless nasals, gemination is

represented by an apostrophe in the orthography, as in the ethnonym Yup’ik /juppik/.

Finally, there are no vowel sequences longer than two phonemes within a single word

except across enclitic boundaries (Miyaoka, 2012). For a longer description of the

Yup’ik phonetics, refer to Miyaoka (2012) and Jacobson and Jacobson (1995).
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2.2.2 Word construction

An introductory schematic of the typical Yugtun word is shown in (20). Adjectival,
adverbial, and prepositional functions are carried out through an extensive inventory
of derivational and inflectional suffixes. Thus, the expressive power of the Yup’ik

language is in its morphological structure.

(20) The Yup’ik Word
Base — (Postbase (> 0)) — Ending = Enclitic

The Yup'’ik word formation begins with a root (called a base) followed by a string of
optional suffixes, termed postbases, which are capped by the word ending and optional
enclitics (Reed et al., 1977). There can be any number of postbases attached to
a word, and their order is dependent on their semantic scope over other postbases
(Mithun, 2012; Woodbury, 2017). This flexible ordering allows for many semantic
variations from the same base-postbase combinations. Regardless of scope, derivational
suffixes always occur closer to the base than inflectional ones. Moreover, at least one
inflectional suffix is obligatory at the end of any well-formed word. These inflectional
(and in GSY fusional) word endings encode argument structure onto the verb (Section
2.4.1), for which the paradigm is extensive (Appendix A), or core and oblique cases
onto the noun (Section 2.4.3). The verb-ending paradigm is made exceptionally
complex since, beyond agreeing with the subject and object of an utterance, verb
endings additionally indicate mood (Section 2.4.5). As both nouns and verbs are
marked for grammatical role, Yugtun can be described as a double-marking language,
meaning both the head (the verb) and the dependent (the noun) must be marked and
agree grammatically. However, as a polysynthetic language, nominals are optional
in the syntax in conceptualization. Finally, when present, enclitics often express
relationships such as coordination or subordination between propositions, and some

have an epistemic function showing the speaker’s attitudes towards an utterance
(Section 2.4.6).

2.2.3 Morphophonology

Understanding the Yugtun, or any Inuit-Yupik—Unangan, sound system is essential
to any morphological or semantic analysis of the language due to the large degree of
phonologically conditioned allomorphs. Tersis (2006) for East Greenlandic Tunumiisut,
remarks that there is a wide range of opacity in words resulting from sound changes
such as assimilation, vowel heightening, and intervocalic or word-final elision and

weakening. This sentiment is also reflected in the Yugtun structure, with any given
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morpheme ranging from one to multiple dropped segments depending on context. An
example is shown in (21) with the GSY analysis of the word on the left and my NSKY

analysis on the right.

(21) aipairulluteng

aipairulluteng | aipairulluteng
aipai-ngiirute-luteng | aipai-ngiirute-lu-teg-t
partner-not.have-App.4.PL | partner-not.have-APP-4.NOMA-PL

‘being without a partner / widowed’

NSKY Corpus (IH 2018:1.4)

The postbase -ngiitrute ‘to not have or be’ can reduce to -ru solely due to mor-
phophonology. The [te] drops before [l], and the [l] turns to [ll]. The |ng] drops if the
[r] does not (Jacobson, 2013). Finally, there are restrictions against vowel clusters of
more than two vowels.

Due to this large degree of morphophonologically conditioned opacity in some words,
the following subsections detail the phonemic processes relevant to understanding the

morphosyntactic patterns of the Yup’ik word as described in this analysis.

The base’s morphophonological class system

Contributing to the internal structure of the Yup’ik bases, bases can be classified into
five morphophonological classes, and postbases can be divided into three types. My
phonetic classification system is heavily based on Woodbury (1981) and Reed et al.
(1977) but reduced to only five classes, which seem to account for all the data in this
study. There is some evidence for including schwa-final bases as a subclass, but this is
beyond the scope of this study.

As an agglutinating or concatenating language, Yup’ik exhibits a plethora of
phonological alterations at morpheme boundaries, which can affect the shape of
the base and eventual word as it concatenates. However, these morphophonological
processes are usually entirely consistent and regular, allowing for a base, and even a
word, to be dissected and parsed. One of the foundational processes is the phonological
class of the Yup’ik base.

Yup’ik bases can be categorized into five different classes based on the phonetics
of the base’s final rhyme, as elaborated on in the following paragraphs. These
phonological classes are responsible for selecting allomorphic forms of various postbases
and inflections, such as the indicative mood. The five classes are shown in Table 2.3.

The table shows that the five base classes are categorized principally by their final
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Table 2.3: Phonetic Base Classes: Class I bases end in a vowel followed by a voiced
uvular fricative, Class II bases end in a vowel, and a voiced velar fricative, Class III
bases end in a vowel followed by a voiceless alveolar plosive stop, Class IV bases end
in a vowel, and Class V bases account for every other ending including consonant
clusters.

PHONETIC ENDINGS

CLASS I -ar/-ir /-ur

-V -aar/-air/-aur /-iir /-iar /-iur /-uur /-uar/-uir
CLASS 11 -ag/-ig/-ug

-Vy -aag/-aig/-aug/-iig/-iag/-iug/-uug/-uag/-uig
CLASS III _at /-it /-ut

-Vt -aat/-ait /-aut/-iit /-iat /-iut /-uut /-uat /-uit
CLASS IV -a/-i/-u

-V -aa/-ai/-au/-ii/-ia/-iu/-uu/-ua/-ui
CLASS V elsewhere

-C -Cr/-Cg/-Ct/-CC/-VC

syllable’s rhyme (nucleus and coda). Class I bases end in V/g/ written Vr. Class
IT bases end in V/y/ written Vg. Class III bases end in V/t/. Class IV bases end
in a vowel, either short or long. Finally, class V bases account for all other rhymes,
including consonant clusters and VC where the consonant is not r,¢,t. When word
final, the Class I consonant turns to /q/, Class II to /k/, and Class III to /n/.

This class system is important for determining suffixal morphology. As indicated
by Jacobson, the morpheme for the intransitive indicative mood (IND.IN) is +’(g/t)u,
indicating that bases retain their final sound (discussed further below). The consonant
in this morpheme geminates if the word is “short,” and the first sound of the inflection is
either g or ¢, which must be memorized. Using the above class system, this study posits
the form for the indicative mood as -gur. This simplification is possible as this single
morpheme’s analysis is situated within the context of a regular class system, which
determines the allomorph and a prosodic system, which determines when gemination
occurs. Thus, Class I or II bases select the intransitive indicative mood allomorph

+tur. A Class III base selects +ur. Class IV selects +gur, and if it attaches to a base
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ending in a short vowel, the ¢ drops due to standard morphophonemic rules discussed

in the next subsection. Finally, class V selects +ur. Examples are shown in (22).

(22) a.

cegnaurtut (Class I base)
ceg-naur-+tur-t
cut.fish-HAB-IND.IN-PL

‘They would cut fish.’
NSKY Corpus (CM 2018:3.6)

caliksugtuyugtua (Class II base)
cali-ksugt-yug-+tur-nga
work-DIM-want+IND.IN-1.ABSA.SG

‘T want a little work.’

NSKY Corpus (IH 2018:78)

pitangqetulrunritug (Class 1II base)
pita-ngqerr-tu-llru-nrit+ur
be.a.certain.size-have-HAB-PST-NEG-IND.IN

‘They didn’t ever have the right size.’
NSKY Corpus (MH 2018:24)

imkucingqelallruug (Class IV base)
imkuci-ngqerr-lar-llru+gur
thingamajig/whatchamacallit-have-HAB-PST-IND.IN

‘the whatchamacallit would’ve had.,’
NSKY Corpus (CM 2018:85.1)

Amiksuwinaugug (Class IV base)
Amiksuwin-u-+gur
Amiksuwin-STAT-IND.IN

‘it is Amiksuwin’
NSKY Corpus (MH 2018:1)

assirturciquq (Class V' base)
assir-tur-ciq-+ur
good-duration-FUT-IND.IN

‘it will get better.’
NSKY Corpus (AA 2018:25)

This example showcasing the allomorphy of the intransitive indicative mood high-

lights a regular pattern in my NSKY Corpus and in the interlinear glossing throughout
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this study. Yup’ik suffixes are conditioned by the base form’s phonetic rhyme. Thus,
in the interlinear glosses the morpheme is shown in the morphological gloss (line
2) of the examples, but the form uttered and shown in italics (line 1) represents
the allomorphic form. Another pattern regulating allomorphy in the NSKY Corpus
examines the postbases themselves.

Postbases also determine the allomorph of the base they attach to. Postbases can be
either a retaining type, a dropping type, or a mixed type. A retaining morpheme does
not change the base’s form beyond the standard morphophonemic processes described
in the next subsection. A deleting morpheme drops the final consonant of a base in
Classes I, II, III, V. A mixed morpheme drops the final consonant of base Classes
I and IIT and retains the final consonant of base Classes II and V. The intransitive,
indicative mood shown in (22) is an excellent example of a retaining type morpheme.
The morpheme -nun meaning ‘allative case’ (ALL) is an example of a deleting type

morpheme. Finally, the morpheme -mek meaning ‘singular ablative-instrumental case

(ABL/INT) is an excellent example of a mixed-type morpheme shown in (23).

(23) a.  dadtiarpenun (Class I base, deleting type ending)
dadtiar-pet-nun
dad-2.ERGA-ALL

“to our dad”
NSKY Corpus (CM 2017:68.3)
b.  esskuulamek (Class I base, mized type ending)
esskuular+mek

school-ABL/INT.SG
“a school”

NSKY Corpus (MH 2016:84)

c. kaviarmek-llu (irreqular Class I base, mized type ending)
kaviar+mek=Illu
fox-ABL/INT.SG=COO

“and a fox”
NSKY Corpus (CM 2017:68.1)
d.  mangtagmek (Class II base, mized type ending)
mangtag+mek

whale.blubber-ABL /INT.SG

“some whale blubber”

NSKY Corpus (CM 2017:22.4)
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e. ca'mek=llu (Class 'V base, mized type ending)
ca-+mek=llu
Q-ABL/INT.SG=COO

“and what else?”’
NSKY Corpus (AAy 2018:21.3)

Allomorphy

There are many additional processes that alter, delete, and add sounds at morpheme
boundaries during word construction. When applied analytically, these morphophono-
logical processes show that a Yup’ik word and, in particular, the word ending is
more agglutinating than it first appears. The following list showcases a few of the
morphophonological processes discussed in Miyaoka (2012), which are enumerated
with an M, and some new processes that I posit, which are enumerated with a 7. The
processes discussed here are not an exhaustive list but those most directly responsible
for parsing the word constructions presented in the next section and the Appendix.
Many of these rules are relational, ordered, and applied in a cyclic fashion (Booij &
Rubach, 1987 p. 4).

The first morphophonemic process or rule (M1) applies to what is referred to
as a short base, alluded to above, when discussing the intransitive indicative mood
morpheme. A short base is a monosyllabic base and automatically geminates its final
consonant when a morpheme is suffixed to the end. This gemination can be seen in
(24).

(24) ik’na (pronounced /ikkna/ due to MT1)
ik-na
that.across.there-OF.SG.ABS

‘that across there’

NSKY Corpus (MH 2016:118)

M2 is suffix initial spirantization. A suffix initial p, ¢, ¢, k lenite to their fricative
counterparts v, z/ll, z, g. For example, /p/ becomes /v/ when intervocalic, or is
the initial sound of a derivational suffix or a conjunctive formative morpheme in the
conjunct construction. k to g only occurs sporadically in person formatives. Also,
M2 adjusts /t/ and /c/ segments morpheme finally, for instance, /t/ followed by the
optative mood initial /1/ merges to become /t/ (Miyaoka, 2012 pp. 197-199, 202-204).
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M3 states that central vowels /a/ and /o/ raise to /i/ when flanking a /y/ or /y/.
The velar consonant then drops due to M4, which states that voiced velar and uvular
consonants are deleted when flanked by single vowels, which are not schwa.

M5 is perhaps one of the most essential rules that helps illuminate the word
constructions discussed in Section 2.3 and concerns schwa insertions. A schwa is
inserted to break up a word-final consonant cluster; that is, CC+# is realized as CoC+.
Additionally, a schwa is inserted to break up a triconsonantal cluster. Where the
schwa is inserted is defined idiolectally, with some speakers inserting schwa between
the first two consonants and others inserting schwa between the final two consonants
(Jacobson & Jacobson, 1995). Thus VCCCV can become either VCoCCV or VCCaCV,
with the latter being the favoured convention in the standard orthography.

M6 states that approximant /w/ spirantizes to /y¥/ or to /m/ in Norton Sound
Kotlik and in Cup’ik due to syllable contractions. Also, M7 states that /v/ turns to
/w/ when flanked between two single vowels.

MS8 affricates /t/ to /c/ optionally before a schwa followed by a preconsonantal
/s/.

Finally, M9 states that at a major boundary?, velar and uvular fricatives become
stops, and final schwa turns to /a/ except when a post-vocalic /to/ turns to /n/.

While there are exceptions and unpredictability in Miyaoka’s characterization of
these rules, I argue the syntactic constructions largely become predictable through the
application of these rules and the addition of T1 and T2. The unpredictability and
exceptions mentioned above can likely be explained through base-class conditioned
allomorphy and postbase typology. However, the exact nature of these morphophono-
logical rules is not the focus of this study and thus is treated mainly as presented by
Miyaoka (2012 pp. 68-82, 195-219) as this is enough to examine the nature of the
morphosyntactic inflectional constructions presented in the following section.

I add two additional rules to this list of morphophonological processes. The first,
T1 states that a /tt/ cluster word finally palatalizes to /ci/. This palatalization is a
regular process, an example is shown in (25). The second (T2) is unusual but, again,
is completely regular and consistent. It is perhaps related to the frequent /t/ > /n/
adjustment followed by velar assimilation. T2 posits that word finally /g+t/ becomes
/y/. A complete phonetic analysis is beyond the scope of this short grammatical
sketch, but its regularity argues that this is not the cause of fusional idiosyncrasy that
needs to be memorized but is a process applied at morphological boundaries as shown
in (26).

2Miyaoka (2012) defines a major boundary as a phonological unit characterized by flanking pauses
and includes words, enclitic phrases, and non-enclitic-bound phrases (Miyaoka, 2012 p. 68).
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(25) aulukcigamcecs

auluke-cige-gar-m-ceci (Due to M5 and T1)
auluke-cige-gar-m-t-t-t
watch-FUT-IND.TR-1.ERGA-PL-2.ABSA-PL

‘We will watch out for you all’
NSKY Corpus (MH 2016:36.1)

(26) school-aristaunateng

schoolar-ista-u-na-teng (Due to T2)
schoolar-sta-ngu-na-teg-t
school-worker-STAT-APP.NEG-4.NOMA-PL

‘there weren’t any school teachers’

NSKY Corpus (CM 2017:136.4)

These 11 morphophonological rules combined with the base-class system are im-
portant to segmenting the inflectional word ending portmanteaus into concatenative,
mainly monoexponential, formative morphemes, which are used to distinguish Yugtun’s

syntactic categories later in the chapter.

2.2.4 Examining Yup’ik parts of speech

There are two opposing approaches to the lexicalization of words in a language: the
particularist approach and the constructional approach (Hieber, 2023). This section
begins with a discussion of the particularist approach which best characterizes the
literature on Yup’ik. A particularist approach assigns inherent parts of speech to
words as a lexical feature. These inherent categories form the foundation for all
linguistic forms, from the morphological to the syntactic. As this analysis assigns
category membership as an inherent feature of the lexeme, I term these lexical
categories. These lexical categories can be open-class, readily admitting new members,
or closed-class and resistant to change. They can be lexical, which contributes core
semantic or descriptive meaning to an utterance, or functional, which contributes
grammatical or logical features to the structure of a word or sentence (O’Grady, 2013).
Additionally, lexical items tend to be syntactically and phonologically independent
forms, whereas functional items tend to be phonologically reduced and syntactically
dependent forms (Smith, 2017). Through grammaticalization, lexical words can often
change into functional words (Smith, 2017; Kuteva et al., 2019). Cross-linguistically,
the particularist lexical categories of noun, verb, adjective, and adverb are widely

accepted (Hieber, 2023). Nouns and verbs are primarily considered universal categories
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occurring across all languages. However, with respect to the anti-universal notion,
what words fall into the noun or verb categories and the conceptual purview of these
categories can vary widely across languages (O’Grady, 2013).

Analysis of the Yup’ik language heavily emphasizes the precategorized root mor-
pheme of the Yup’ik base and the subsequent base concatenation of a Yup’ik word. In
the study of Inuit—Yupik languages, the base of a word is defined as the root morpheme
containing the seed semantics for the whole word. The term postbase is applied to all
the subsequent suffixes that attach to a base to expand its meaning further. Finally,
the word ending is a fused inflection that agrees in lexical category with the final
postbase attached to the base (in Section 2.3, I term these inflectional portmanteaus).

Verbs, nouns, and adverbs are the currently attested parts of speech in the literature,
although there are also various particles and enclitics (Jacobson & Jacobson, 1995).
Particles are uninflected or grammaticalized bases that subsume any word that is not
inflected as a noun or a verb. Mithun (2017) adds to the literature by proposing an
additional category called polycategoricals. Polycategorical bases are ambiguous but
must surface as either nouns or verbs using zero-derivational morphology. According
to Mithun’s analysis of the Yup’ik lexicon, the language consists of 35% inherent
nouns, 53% inherent verbs, and 12% polycategoricals (Mithun, 2017). Parts of speech
are considered to be an inherent lexical feature of the base lemma and can be affected
by derivational postbases. The final derivational postbase attached to a word selects
the syntactic part of speech of the whole word, and its correlating inflectional word
ending.

These lexicalist notions of derivational recursion are what characterize the Yup’ik
word as a phrasal word whereby the base, as it is constructed into larger composi-
tional forms with the addition of postbases, follows an inherent syntax. The most
straightforward analysis of this syntax assigns around 500 affixal postbases in the
language a highly productive derivational function with category-changing potential
(Mithun, 2017). These postbases prefer to attach to particular lexical categories and,
in turn, derive particular categories. According to Mithun (2017) a postbase has a
range of derivational potentials, including N—=N, N—=N/V, V=N, N/V>N, N>V,
V—=N/V, V=V/N, V=V. Furthermore, these postbases are iterative and recursive,
allowing a noun to be derived back and forth between a noun and a verb almost ad
Infinitum until a final form is established. This recursion within a word is fixed by
the semantic scope of each postbase (Mithun, 2012).

Yugtun contains a plethora of postbases which function in Yugtun to derive new
bases. The typology of postbases provided by Woodbury (2017) states that postbases

can derive new bases by specifying additional relationships with the base (27a-b),
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modifying the base (27c-d), forming copulative like relationships (27¢), and altering
the argument structure (27f). Only the bases in the following examples are analyzed,
leaving the complete agglutinative holophrastic word structure unparsed under the

gloss INFL for ‘inflectional portmanteau’ until later in the chapter.

(27) a.  makurmiut-gguq
maku-rmiu-t=gguq
this.EXT-resident.of-INFL=it.is.said

‘it is said people from here...’
NSKY Corpus (MP 2016:3.1)

b.  caknanaremeni
ca-kna-nar-emeni
something-strain-one.who.causes.Ving-INFL

‘even though its a struggle’
NSKY Corpus (MH 2016:159.1)

c. yup’ik
yur-pik

person-genuine

‘(real) person’

NSKY Corpus (MH 2016:123.2)

d. tekitegeriuteng
tekit-qert-luteng
arrive-suddenly-INFL

‘they suddenly arrived...’
NSKY Corpus (MP 2016:3.2)

e.  Amiksuwinauguq.
Amiksuwin-ngu-guq
Amiksuwin-STAT-INFL

‘it is Amiksuwin’
NSKY Corpus (MH 2016:1.1)

f.  keglirininariuteng
ikeg-liri-ninar-luteng
be.few.in.number-become.more.and.more-cause.to.feel-INFL

‘happened to cause them to become fewer and fewer’
NSKY Corpus (AAp 2018:7.4)
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Woodbury (2017) identifies these phrasal words as holophrastic, meaning that (i)
there must be a lexical element, which is the bound base in Yup’ik, and (ii) there must
be grammatical rules for combining elements within the base. Thus, a holophrastic
word has a clear lexical form with an inherent lexical category, it consists of an internal
structure, and it equates to the meaning of a phrase in many other languages.

Based on this particularist approach, a Yup’ik holophrastic word is a derivative
of the word internal syntax that occurs on lexically precategorized nouns, verbs,
polycategoricals, and potentially adverbs and particles during word formation. The
following verb (28), from my NSKY corpus and uttered by AA, presents a sample
holophrase analyzed through this approach.

(28)  akiilirlartut
aking-ar-lir-lar-tut
earn.money-ITR-one .who-HAB-IND.IN.PL

‘they would make money ’
"““akzng] - arl - lir] - lar] ] - tut]
v v N v]y, v

The base aking is categorized in Jacobson’s 2013 Yup’ik Eskimo Dictionary as a

NSKY Corpus (AA 2018:7.3)

verb inherently. Attaching concatenatively to the base is a series of postbases that each
extends the meaning of the base and potentially change the lexical category. -ar is the
iterative aspect that can attach to nouns or verbs to form a verb. The morpheme is
an N/V—V type, which is not attested above in Mithun (2017). The |ng| in the base
drops due to velars dropping between vowels, and the [a] in the suffix raises due to
front vowel raising, which is a harmonic process (M3-M4). -lir is a nominalizer which
attaches to nouns or verbs to derive nouns. The morpheme is an N/V—N type. -lar
is the habitual aspect which attaches to nouns or verbs to form verbs. The morpheme
is an N/V—V type. The inflectional ending, as posited in the literature and described
in Section 2.1.2, is -tut, which is the intransitive indicative mood fused with verb
agreement attaching to a class I or I base. This inflection is chosen because the final
postbase derives a verb, and thus, the inflection must be verbal. This word begins as
a verb, is derived into a verb, then is derived into a noun, and then derived back into
a verb before being inflected as a verb. This process is productive and recursive.
Due to this mathematical approach, some analyses posit that lexical categories do
not apply just to the Yup’ik base but also to the affixes (Tersis, 2006). Tersis (2006)

argues in East Greenlandic Inuit that the postbases form a cline from a lexical base
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to an inflectional suffix. This cline characterizes the functionality and productivity
of the Yup’ik morphemes from lexical bases to noun-incorporating suffixes to tense-
aspect-modality suffixes to, finally, verbal inflections (Tersis, 2006).

Thus, not only does Yup’ik present inherently assigned lexical categories, but word
internally, a vast array of morphological and syntactic processes are occurring, as
shown in Table 2.4. Derivational morphemes bind to a base first, iteratively and
recursively, deriving additional lexical meaning and defining the word’s final lexical
form. Then, quasi-inflectional® tense, aspect, modality, argument structure, attitude,
quantity, quality, and degree of probability morphemes can concatenate. Finally, the

word is capped with the appropriate lexically determined inflections (Tersis, 2006).

Table 2.4: Yup’ik Holophrastic Template: The Yup’ik word is constructed using
morphological rules which serve to roughly order the type of morpheme and where it
can be attached but also the lexical category of the morpheme and its overall selection
of an inflectional ending.

Base | (-Postbases) | -Inflection

Base -Inflection

This particularist approach has many problems, as I see it and as evidenced by
Mithun’s addition of the polycategorical base forms. Further discussion is saved for
Section 2.3.

2.2.5 Yup’ik morphosyntax

While the only lexical categories posited in Yup’ik are nouns, verbs, polycategoricals,
adverbs, and particles; Nominal and verbal modification is still possible through
morphological and syntactic constructions.

Adjectival functions are accomplished primarily by creating an appositive phrase.
Appositive phrases are constructed with two nouns, which agree in case and number,
where the dependent noun precedes the head, as shown in (29) (Miyaoka, 2012 p. 462).
Adjectival functions can also be achieved with a nominal derivation postbase such as
-rpag ‘big or large N,” as in (30) (Reed et al., 1977).

3Quasi-inflectional morphemes are non-obligatory but paradigmatic morphological categories
(Beck, 2011 p. 3). In Yup’ik, these include tense and aspect, which are often treated as obligatory
inflections in other languages. In Yup’ik, these are contrasted to the obligatory, paradigmatic
inflections of person, number, case, mood, and conjunctive in the word-endings, described in Section

2.3.2.
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(29) qanikcak enak
qanikca-k ena-k
snow-ABS.DU house-ABS.DU

‘two snow houses’

data and glossing adapted from (Miyaoka, 2012 p. 464)

(30) nunarpamun
nuna-rpag-mun
land-be.large-ALL.SG

“In the big village”

NSKY Corpus (MH 2016:122.1)

Similarly, adverbial functions are accomplished through verbal postbases, and, in
some cases, through a small set of particles. Adverbial postbases encode meanings
of manner, time, and intensity and include -cu ‘skillfully,” -ggaag ‘after V-ing,” and
-piag ‘really /genuinely’ (Jacobson & Jacobson, 1995). Additionally, the appositional
mood can be construed adverbially with meanings such as ‘slowly, nicely, secretly,” as
in (31).

(31) ancuagerluni
an-cuar-qgerte-luni
to.go.out-a.little.bit-suddenly-Aprp.4

“Suddenly, a little bit of it (the arrow) was protruding”

NSKY Corpus (MH 2016:122.1)

Finally, the particle tayima ‘hopefully’ is included in a small set of sentence
adverbials which usually cooccur with verbs in the participial mood and take scope

over the entire clause, as in (32) (Miyaoka, 2012).
(32) tayima  assinrularsartuq

ta-im-a  assinru-lar-sar-tuq
hopefully better-HAB-would-IND.IN

“Hopefully, it would be better”

NSKY Corpus (AAy 2018:27.1)
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Note that the adverbial particle tayima in (32) is a grammaticalized form of the
demonstrative ta-tm-, which is discussed in more detail in Chapter Four.

Summarizing this brief account of Yugtun grammatical structure from the literature,
the language categorizes words into nouns, verbs, and particles. Nevertheless, Yugtun
words are fluid, and a noun can readily become a verb and vice versa via various
derivational processes, including zero derivation. Nominal derivation is carried out
through the use of postbases or appositional phrases, while verbal derivation is carried
out with the use of verbal postbases. Particles and enclitics serve a variety of roles,
including but not limited to sentence adverbials, evidentiality, and coordination.
Finally, demonstratives in the previous literature are treated as pronouns or adverbs
(Jacobson, 2013).

2.2.6 Inflections

Through this section, I have elaborated on the construction of a Yup’ik phrasal word
with an eye principally to the nature of the Yup’ik base and derivational postbases
within a lexical particularist approach to word construction. I have alluded to and
shown examples of the inflectional word endings but have saved their discussion to
last. The full paradigms presented in the literature as fused morphemes organized
within a nominative paradigm structure can be seen in Appendix A. As Woodbury
(2014) states:

While these bundles can often be analyzed into component formatives ...
the formatives do not always correlate one-to-one with individual category
values. Given this level of entanglement, it is reasonable to assume—as
my category bundle notation implies—that each bundle and its associated
formative array is a single entity and that speakers simply learn them all

as a (fairly large) and partly irregular list (Woodbury, 2014 p. 153)

As such, the noun bundles are attached to the end of nouns, and verb bundles are
attached to the end of verbs. The post-base at the right periphery of the word selects
the final lexical category of the Yup’ik word.

I, however, disagree that the formatives do not always correlate to individual
categories. While a few person formatives are irregularly polyexponential and some
formatives are dropped within particular constructions, in Section 2.4, I showcase my
analysis of the formatives such that, with an understanding of the above morphophonol-
ogy, the formatives can be reliably identified within the inflectional portmanteaus

and whose order is crucial to syntactic category selection. More importantly, there is
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considerable overlap between the formative morphemes within the inflectional endings,
and this should not be swept under the proverbial rug. For example, these similarities
can be observed between the nouns and the verbs in (33) showing a few examples

from my corpus by MH:

(33) a. angalkuat kasuitaratellunig
angalkur-at kasuitarate-luni
shaman-ABS.3.SG seemed.to.be.weak-APP.4.5G

‘The shaman seemed to be weak’
NSKY Corpus (MH 2016:5.1)

b.  angusatullratni
angusatu-llrat-ni
soldier-CNJ.3.PL-LOC

‘When there were territorial guards’
NSKY Corpus (MH 2016:3.1)

c. paqtaat
paqt-aat
check.on-IND.TR.3.PL>3.SG

“They checked on him’
NSKY Corpus (MH 2016:8.2)

d.  mant
maa-ni
here-LOC

‘here’
NSKY Corpus (MH 2016:3.1)

Observe the word ending /ni/ which in (33a) is indicating an appositional mood
with a 4th-person (reflexive) subject (APP.4.SG) but in (33b) indicates the locative
case (LOC) on a noun and in (33c) helps to form the adverbial demonstrative using
the locative case. Additionally, the form /at/ in the word endings in (33a) indicates a
plural absolutive case possessed noun while in (33b), it is used to indicate the 3rd-
person plural subject in a so-called conjunctive mood, and in (33c) it represents the
indicative mood with a 3rd-person plural subject and a 3rd-person singular object. For
each of these three, the forms do change slightly, and these changes are unpacked and
explained further in Section 2.4. This similarity in the inflectional paradigms between
nouns and verbs led Thalbitzer (1911) to posit the existence of only nouns in the

language, while verbs are an extension of the possession paradigm. This observation
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holds traction as I argue that possessed nouns, like verbs, utilize the split-ergative
alignment system to mark person. This similarity across all the inflectional endings is
due to a set of highly structured pattern-sensitive formative morphemes, which I use
for the basis of my constructional approach to the Yugtun language in Section 2.4.
Thus, in the next section, I first showcase a constructional approach to part of speech

categorization in Yup’ik and second showcase the inflectional formatives.

2.3 A constructional approach to Yugtun parts of
speech

In contrast to the above approaches to parts of speech in Yugtun, this study assumes
a constructional approach to the parts of speech and holophrastic word composition.
This constructional approach to the Yup’ik grammar allows two salient Yugtun lexical
categories to emerge: the general lexical category (which I term lexical bases) and the
deictic category (which I term deictic bases) in which demonstratives reside. Section
2.4 builds off of this constructional approach to the categorization of Yugtun bases
to posit a constructional approach to the Yugtun syntactic categories which emerge
from both lexical categories. Chapters Three and Four discuss the unique semantics,
pragmatics, and morphosyntax of the deictic bases through the lens of demonstratives.
However, it should be noted that I coopt many parts of the aforementioned descriptions
of Yup’ik to structure my analysis, such as the use of the term holophrastic word, as
this description builds off the solid foundations provided in the literature.

A constructional approach does not inherently assign words to universal parts
of speech but rather identifies morphological and syntactic collocational preferences
of groups of words or morphemes that pattern similarly. This approach, therefore,
argues that words should be defined based on their behaviour in context within
each language. This analysis suggests that the degree of diverse behaviours makes
a complete categorization nearly impossible. Thus, major parts of speech do not
inherently exist, assuming a wide array of language-specific constructions instead.
These constructions are small groups of words that pattern the same way. Emerging
out of this diverse set of behavioural patterns, major categories can form due to the
universal nature of human cognition to think in terms of objects, actors, events, and
states (Hieber, 2023). The notion of parts of speech here might be better divided
between a notion of (i) lexical categories, which are formed between groups of words
that behave similarly, and (ii) syntactic categories, which emerge out of patterned
language use in context to provide scaffolding for larger constructions (Croft, 2001).

While languages utilize many different categories of differing sizes, all languages
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seem to have atemporal and temporal categories; syntactically, we can call these
nominals and verbs (Frawley, 1992). As cognitive beings, we categorize the world
into stable, unchanging points and dynamic relations in time between those points.
Stable points, cognitively, are entities that typically present themselves syntactically
as nominals. Dynamic relationships are events that typically present themselves
syntactically as verbs. Langacker (2008) argues that nominals are understood through
a process called summary scanning, whereby the various configurations of a thing
are conceptualized as a single gestalt. By contrast, verbs are conceptualized through
sequential scanning, whereby configurations are tracked temporally (Langacker, 2008).
Languages universally have a nominal and a verb category because, cognitively, people
organize thoughts as entities doing events. Nevertheless, while all languages seem to
have at least nominals and verbs, what is codified as a nominal or a verb can differ
across languages.

Following this idea, I make the most considerable distinction from the previous
literature. My argument divides parts of speech into two distinct levels: lexical
categories, which are an inherent feature of the lexeme and syntactic categories, which
are instantiations of those lemmas in context within a nominal-verbal syntactic space.
First, in Section 2.3.1, I assert that the Yugtun lexicon is composed of building blocks
called bases. A base is a phonetically bound morpheme that cannot stand alone?.
Moreover, in Yugtun, the base is not inherently categorized; it is conceptually free. A
base in Yugtun is neither atemporal nor temporal, an entity or an event, a nominal
or a verb. Second, I assert in Section 2.3.2 that the categorization of a Yugtun word
into one of the pattern-dependant syntactic categories of nominal, conjunct, verb, or
particle occurs through processes carried out at the syntactic level in context. These
syntactic categories emerge through the word final formative inflectional patterns

concatenated onto an acategorical lexical or deictic base.

2.3.1 Yugtun’s lexical categories

The Yugtun base is a lexeme. A lexeme is defined by two criteria, (1) the lexeme is
the smallest abstract component of the language, a morpheme, and (2) this morpheme
carries the most significant, or lexical, aspects of meaning (Bonami et al., 2018; Crystal,
2018). Both criteria must be true for a morpheme to be considered a lexeme. A
lemma, by contrast, is a particular form of a lexeme. Lexemes create new lemmas by

entering into morphosyntactic patterns (Crystal, 2018). The most drastic patterns

AThere is some exception to this in the form of a syntactic category called the particle, but
particles cannot stand apart from larger discourse structures. For more details on particles, refer to
Section 2.4.6.
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are derivational, which can significantly alter the meaning of a lexeme (Payne, 1997).
Inflectional patterns, by contrast, refine the words’ meanings in context by adding
abstract logistical, grammatical, and category-specific information to the word without
deriving a new word.

For instance, the Yugtun bound base ca-, which abstractly means ‘something,” can
be called a lexeme as it is the most significant unit of meaning in any potentially
derived lemma. However, it cannot be uttered at this stage as an independent word
without either additional morphological or syntactic structure, as it is not yet a word.
This bound base, however, can be derived into a new bound base with significantly
altered meaning by attaching a suffix like -/i, which is the causative morpheme meaning
‘to cause or make.” This new base, is cali- meaning ‘to make something,” and has since
fossilized in the language as a new lexeme meaning ‘to work.’

In Yup’ik, this concatenative derivational process is iterative and can theoretically
be done an unlimited number of times. Woodbury (2017) provides the Cup’ik base
example: wwruci-li-ste-ngqer-sugnail-ngur-, which is a derived base meaning roughly
‘one that definitely doesn’t have someone who makes (his/her) waterboots.” However,
this base remains a bound form even at this length and cannot yet be uttered as an
independent word. Also, at this stage, only derivational processes have been applied
to form a lexical base from another embedded lexical base, which happens five times
in the base wrucilistengqersugnailngur-.

This agglutinative process highlights the first and most basic Yugtun-specific pattern
in the language: lexical base construction. A lexical base is formed by taking a base
and suffixing a derivational morpheme, thereby creating a new base. This construction
is shown in Figure 2.1 and further exemplified in (34). The derivational morpheme in

Yup'ik is called a postbase.

Lexical Base | = | Lexical Base | 4 Postbase

Figure 2.1: Base Construction

(34) a. ca-
ca-
something-

“something”
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b.  cakna-
ca-kna-
something-strain-

“something strains”

C. caknanar-
ca-kna-nar-
somethings-strain-CAUS-

“makes something struggle”

Allowing for an even greater degree of creativity in base formation, the order of most
postbases is also flexible, and changing the order can change the base’s interpretation.
Woodbury terms this the Corollary Scope Rule. Scope is the semantic notion that
defines how one unit of meaning affects the meaningful components around it. In the
Corollary Scope Rule, a postbase takes scope or semantically modifies the base before it.
Thus, using Woodbury’s example, a base can change meaning depending on the order
that the postbases attach, as in an’ecig-ni-, which means ‘say (someone) will go out,’
versus an’eni-cig- which means ‘will say (someone) goes out’ (Woodbury, 2017). In
fact, the corollary scope rule is an example of a smaller construction found throughout
the language whereby a morpheme modifies the sign directly before it. Thus, while a
postbase modifies the whole of the base before it, an inflectional formative like number
modifies the formative before it, like person, to create a person agreement construction
(discussed in length in Section 2.3.2).

Thus, a postbase in Yup’ik allows for the derivation of a new abstract lexical base.
At this point, the meaning has been refined, but there is still no inherent syntactic
categorization or anything that resembles a particularist part of speech. This concept

can best be seen by looking at the following examples 35-39.

(35) a. mnegnek
neq-nek
fish-NOUN:INFL

‘some fish’

NSKY Corpus (MH 2016:72)

b.  mneqait
neq-ait
eat-VERB:INFL

‘they eat them’
NSKY Corpus (CM 2017:3.5)

84



(37) a.

tlararluksi
ila-rrar-luki
part.of-just.a.bit-VERB:INFL

‘I joined them’

tlateng
ila-teng
relative-NOUN:INFL

‘their family’

angalkuit
angalkur-ngit
shaman-NOUN:INFL

‘their shamans’

angalkiluteng
angalkur-gi-luteng
shaman-to.do-VERB:INFL

‘did magic’

caliaqa
cali-ar-ka
work-thing-NOUN:INFL

‘my job’

calzllemni
cali-llemni
work-CONJUNCT:INFL

‘when I work’

calilua
cali-lua
work-VERB:INFL

‘T work’
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NSKY Corpus (AAy 2018:32.7)

NSKY Corpus (MP 2016:4.1)

NSKY Corpus (MP 2016:4.1)

NSKY Corpus (MH 2016:139)

NSKY Corpus (MH 2016:97)

NSKY Corpus (MH 2016:69)



(39) a. eglerellerka
eglert-llerka
move-NOUN:INFL

‘performance’

NSKY Corpus (MH 2016:136)

b.  eglerrallrulriit
eglert-ar-llru-Iriangat
move-ITR-PST-VERB:INFL

‘they travelled’
NSKY Corpus (AAp 2018:6.2)

While I do not discuss syntactic category selection yet, the critical observation
about the bolded bases in (35-39) is that they can equally become nouns or predicates
(verb-like words). For example, the base angalku- is neither a noun (37a) nor a verb
(37b) but can become either, depending on what inflectional construction it enters
into. The base is fluid and has no predetermined category but can present as either
category depending on what clothing the speaker wishes to put on it. In (37a), the
base can be construed to mean ‘shaman,’” and in (37b), it is construed as ‘magic.’
The same can be said for the base nege-, which can be presented as ‘fish/food’ or ‘to
fish/eat’ depending on the construction it enters into. Contrasting these two English
nominal translations, we can look at how Yugtun treats the bases cali- and eglert-,
which in English would be translated as verbs. Examining cali- first, in (38a), it is
construed as a noun, in (38b) as a conjunct, and in (38c) as a verb. Finally, eglert-
presents both as a nominal and a verb. Unlike English, and regardless of postbases,
Yup’ik lexical bases are non-categorical for part of speech, meaning they are inherently
neither nominals, verbs, or any other syntactic category but can be construed as any
depending on their morphosyntactic inflectional patterns.

This fluidity does not discount the existence of semantically based collocational
preferences. For example, many of these postbases, like those that introduce valency
changes, tense, and aspect, or those that indicate actorhood, may prefer to enter
into one syntactic categorization over another, but this is due to semantic tendencies
towards that category and not inherent structural rules or precategorization.

Through this discussion, I have demonstrated that Yugtun’s lexeme is agglutinative
and can be refined iteratively for temporal and atemporal senses but does not present
as either a nominal or a verb. While postbases can appear to function in similar ways
to the English derivational processes creating bases that feel “nouny” such as -rmiu

meaning ‘resident of,” or “verby” such as -ngqerr meaning ‘to have something,” or
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“adjectivey” such as -pik meaning ‘genuine,’” the postbases are functioning solely to
refine the meaning of the base to which it attaches, as in in (27). This refinement
allows for a great range of lexical base meanings and, therefore, for an incredibly large
and potentially endless number of bases in the language that can express precisely
what the speaker wishes to convey in a given context. This discussion is crucial
at this point in the study, for, in order to describe Yugtun on its own terms, the
anti-universals it presents must be recognized from the foundation up.

From this constructional approach to Yugtun, I thus posit two categorizations:
the lexical and the syntactic. At the lexical level, Yugtun bases are a-categorical.
I utilize the term a-categorical as opposed to polycategorical, as polycategorality
requires zero-derivation to assign a base a category. By contrast, in my analysis,
a-categorical lexical bases allow the words’ parts of speech to emerge in syntax based
on the context of use and constructional pattern. These fluid bases can be recursively
refined through postbases to create new a-categorical lexical bases. Any categorization
at this lexical level occurs due to a base’s collocational and semantic preferences for
particular postbases or families of postbases such as tense.

One significant lexical distinction observed in the Yugtun language is crucial to
this study. Deictic bases, principally pronouns, quantifiers, positionals, and the
fundamental demonstrative bases, show distinct collocational patterns and semantic
meanings in contrast to the rest of the lexical inventory. Thus, this study makes the
first lexical division into two broad lexical categories: deictic bases and lexical bases.
Deictic bases are closed-class and functional, while lexical bases are open-class and
lexical. The lexical class doubtlessly can be divided into many more language-specific
constructions based on semantic and collocational preference, but those are beyond
the scope of the demonstrative examination central to this study. Beyond these
lexical bases, however, Yugtun also uses syntactic constructions, which are necessary
to understand how Yugtun grammar works and how Yugtun deictic bases work in

context.

2.3.2 Yugtun’s syntactic categories: The core formative mor-
phemes

Yup’ik lexemes are syntactically a-categorical, bound bases that can iteratively con-
catenate postbases to derive new and more specific bases with a plethora of semantic
content such as adjectivization, quantification, adverbialization, and much more. This
concatenation is subject to a variety of base-class conditioned allomorphy, postbase-

type conditioned segmental changes and morphophonological processes that can change
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the form of the bases and, at times, make the exact morphology of a base difficult
to parse in linguistic analysis. However, after all of this lexical structure is applied,
these bases remain bound bases, are not yet specified for a syntactic category, and
cannot be deployed into the discourse. To be used in discourse, these lexical bases
must be placed into one of four Yugtun-specific syntactic constructions that fulfill the
universal cognitive need to differentiate between entities and events. The syntactic
constructions used by Yugtun speakers are nominal, verb, conjunct, and particle.

In Yugtun, a syntactic construction is a morphologically-complex formative complex
that allows a base to enter into discourse as a free phrasal word. That is, a Yugtun
word, once it is inflected for a syntactic construction, functions as a phrase unto itself
that combines with additional constructions to form a complete proposition. In the
style of Woodbury (2017), I term the Yup’ik word holophrastic. Examine the following

holophrastic verb construction in (40):

(40)  Angalkisaagnaurtut
angalkur-gi-saaq-+naur[4tur-t|
shaman-to.do-in.vain-HAB|+IND.IN-PL|

‘They would be shamaning in vain...’

NSKY Corpus (MP 2016:5.2)

In this example, the holophrastic verb begins with an abstract lexical base angalkur-
which enters into the construction base=base(+POSTBASE) to make the further speci-
fied base angalkugi-. This new complex base then enters into a new base construction
base=base(+postbase) to form the base angalkuisaaq-. Finally, this complex base enters
into the base construction base=base+POSTBASE to make the further specified base
angalkuisaagnaur- meaning ‘would try magic in vain.” As discussed above, the habitual
derivational postbase tends to collocate with verb constructions, which is true in this
example. However, to this point, the base remains an a-categorical lexeme that can
select and enter freely into any syntactic category. Refer back to section 2.2 for a
discussion of the morphophonological processes that apply at morpheme boundaries in
Yugtun. Finally, the formative morphosyntactic construction, which forms a syntactic
verb from a lexical base, allowing the word to be used in context, consists of three
formative morphemes: MOOD -+ PERSON + NUMBER, which are concatenated onto the
end of the base as a portmanteau complex. These three morphemes, in part, constitute
a series of small, inflectional, closed-class, highly productive, usually monoexponential
morphemes that concatenate onto a fully derived base, one after the other. I call these

morphemes formatives.
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The order of the concatenation of these formative morphemes is the defining feature
of Yugtun’s syntactic categories. Their order assigns a lexical or deictic base one of
the following syntactic roles: nominal, verb, or conjunct. The absence of a formative
pattern using these inflectional morphemes at the end of a base typifies the syntactic
category called particles. The order of these formative inflectional morphemes is what
is meant by a syntactic construction, with each category taking a different but fixed
constructional, concatinative order.

When discussing these inflectional constructions, it is crucial to orient the discussion
under the guiding principle that a change in pattern indicates a change in meaning,
and a change in meaning indicates a change in pattern (Diessel, 1999a pp. 4, 89, 158).
That is, language is composed of two complementary and interconnected components:
function and structure or meaning and pattern. If there is a change or alteration in
the linguistic pattern, it is indicative that there are two different meanings between
the two different patterns.

This principle is essential as it guides the categorization of bases into syntactic
patterns. If two words use the same formative pattern and mean roughly similar
things, they belong to the same syntactic category. However, if two words use different
formative patterns and mean different things, then it must be argued that they belong
to two different syntactic categories. The same goes for abstract constructions. If two
constructions look different and are used to affect semantic differentiation in function
or are distributed in different propositional positions, then those two patterns cannot

be called the same syntactic category.

Core formative morphemes: A holistic analysis

Yugtun employs a series of small, abstract, and productive formative morphemes
across the language to indicate some related concepts, namely: person, number, mood,
case, and conjunctive. Number (# or NUM) is used to indicate the plurality of a
nominal, the plurality of the possessor person, and the plurality of the verb agreement
persons (SG, DU, PL). Person is used to indicate both the possessor (POSS) and the
subject-object-verb agreement (AGR). These person formatives also indicate syntactic
roles and grammatical alignment. Mood indicates the propositional intent of a verb
and links verbs together by their propositional intent. Case indicates the thematic role
of a nominal. Finally, conjunctions (CNJ) link coordinating dependent clauses to the
main clause. The most important and widespread of these morphemes are the person
and number morphemes, which are discussed first. The order of these morphemes
is the defining criteria of my four syntactic categories: nominal, conjunct, verb, and

particle.
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These core sets of formative morphemes (person, number, mood, case, and conjunc-
tive) are used to create differentiating constructional patterns. Thus, by following
Diessel’s (1999) principle that a change in structural pattern is a change in meaning,
my analysis reveals Yugtun’s syntactic patterns according to the language’s own
“genius”. This principle in organizing my description of the Yugtun syntactic categories
is important because the literature has hidden much of Yugtun’s linguistic patterns
behind 1053 inflectional endings that require rote memorization®. The recognition
of the segmentability of these sets of inflections into morphemes is not new to the
literature, and discussions can be found in Woodbury (1981) & (2017) and Miyaoka
(2012). Nevertheless, these inflections are typically treated as gestalts which do not

warrant individual analysis, as Miyaoka states:

Most of the morphemes that constitute an inflection are more or less
transparently segmentable, while some are phonologically fused together
(polysemous). Either segmentable or not, an inflection is generally given

as a single unit in underlying representations.
(Miyaoka, 2012 p. 114)

I disagree that these formative patterns are “partially segmentable and partially
fused” (Miyaoka, 2012 p. 268). My analysis shows that these portmanteaus are entirely
segmentable and that through segmentation, the grammar of Yugtun comes to the fore
on its own terms. The traditional, paradigmatic approach presented in both underlying
and surface representations, grammatical descriptions and pedagogical materials, not
only hides critical language patterns but obscures the formative morphemes that are
used productively to categorize bases in context. For example, these elaborate fused
paradigms obscure a rich and varied grammatical alignment system®. In Yugtun,
grammatical alignment is split, and both ergative-absolutive and nominative-accusative
alignments are used. Additionally, due to the traditional analysis of the inflectional
word endings as paradigmatically fused morphemes, the pattern which I refer to
as conjuncts (similar to verbal-nouns) are typically called verbs since they utilize
a grammaticalized nominal postbase in a slot typical of verbal mood inflections.
However, these mood-like formatives are followed by ergative alignment and nominal

case. Therefore, there is greater explanatory power in separating the formative

®See Jacobson’s Yup'ik Eskimo Dictionary Volume 2 (2013:919-930) for the full inflectional
paradigms. His paradigms are also included in Appendix A for ease of comparison

6Grammatical alignment is used to organize and tag words in a sentence for their grammatical
and semantic roles (Bickel, 2011).
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morphemes out of the inflectional paradigms. By positing that these formatives are
used to categorize words based on their unique categorical patterns, Yugtun’s syntactic
categorization becomes much more apparent. By embracing the full complexity of
Yugtun’s agreement system, my analytic analysis of the individual morphemes also
showcases linguistic patterns such as split alignment, formative allomorphy, and
emphatic and implicational processes used to remove ambiguity between otherwise
identical inflections. Thus, these formative morphemes and their constructional
patterns that select syntactic categories for the lexical bases are essential to the
grammar and should be described autonomously in any grammatical description.
Therefore, before discussing the syntactic constructions themselves, the inflectional

formative morphemes that constitute these constructions need to be outlined.

Number formatives

The first set of formative morphemes employed in the holophrastic syntactic con-
structions are the number morphemes, shown in Table 44. These morphemes are
deceptively simple at first glance, consisting of only two morphemes for three number
values. The Yugtun language marks number for singular, dual, and plural.

These number morphemes are used to mark: (i) the plurality of the nominal as
in (41), (ii) the plurality of the possessor of the nominal, as in (42), and (iii) the

pluralities of the subject-object-verb person agreements on a verb, as in (43).

(41) a. tang’aq
tang’ar-@
alcohol-sGg

‘alcohol’

NSKY Corpus (AAy 2018:24.1)

b.  unevqarauluriik
unevqar-au-lurii-k
tell.a.story-contine.for.a.long.time-good.old-DU

‘two long, good old stories’

NSKY Corpus (CM 2017:105.3)

c. yuut
yuu-t
person-PL

‘people’
NSKY Corpus (AAy 2018:21.1)
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(42) a. Aataqa
aata-g-qa-@
father-sG-1.NOMA.SG-SG

‘My Father’
NSKY Corpus (CM 2017:146.2)

b.  aataput-llu
aata-t-pu-t=Illu
father-PL-1.NOMA.NS-PL=COO

‘our fathers too’

NSKY Corpus (MH 2016:10.1)

(43) a.  pissurlalriakut
pissur-la-Iria-ku-t
to.hunt-HAB-PART.IN-1.ABSA-PL

‘we who would hunt’

NSKY Corpus (AAy 2018:21.1)

b.  pilallekiatekut
pi-la-lle-ki-a-te-ku-t
to.do-HAB-one.that.was-PART.TR-3.ERGA-PL-1.ABSA-PL

‘that which would have been done or said to us’

NSKY Corpus (CM 2017:52.2)

The singular formative, whether on nominals or as an agreement morpheme on
verbs, is NULL (glossed as -¢7). The dual formative morpheme is marked with the
suffix -g, and word finally surfaces as -k. Finally, a plural is indicated with the
suffix -t. These number formatives, however, are only part of the system. There are
some instances when using these number formatives would lead to ambiguity between
words. A long form of the number formatives, shown in (44), is utilized in particular
environments to eliminate this ambiguity. Many of these ambiguities are discussed in

their respective sections. I organize the number morphemes in Table 2.5.

7A null or unmarked morpheme is one whereby semantic content is added, but there is no
accompanying phonetic form; nevertheless recognition that this null morpheme has been added is
demonstrated through phonological changes in the Yugtun word such as when a base final fricative
turns into a plosive stop. Thus, the absolutive singular form appears as /q/ or /k/ in classes I and 11
or /n/ in class III. This class III /¢/ turns into [n] in the absolutive singular due to class-conditioned
allomorphy. Class IV and V bases remain unchanged.
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(44) a.  getunrama
getunrar-g-m-a
son-sG-1.ERGA-SG.LF.1
‘my son’
NSKY Corpus (MH 2016:93)
b.  ilaklunuk
ila-ke-lu-gnuk
relative-have.as.a-APP-DU.LF
‘we two being together’
NSKY Corpus (CM 2017:109)
c. ciuliamta

ciulia-t-m-ta
ancestor-pL-1.ERGA-PL.LF

‘our ancestors’

NSKY Corpus (MH 2016:155)

d.  mangtagtumaan
mangtag-tur-umari-nga-n
whale.blubber-use-PRF-3.NOMA.SGCOM-SG.LF.3

‘it’s processed whale blubber’

NSKY Corpus (CM 2017:20.1)

Table 2.5: Number Formatives: The number morphemes used to mark grammatical
number within the inflectional portmanteaus.

Singular ~ Dual  Plural

Number -0 -g -t
Long form in 1st Person -a -(g)nuk  -ta
Long form in 3rd Person -n -gnk(a)  -ta
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Person formatives

The second most ubiquitous set of formative morphemes I term person formatives.
Person formative morphemes play a significant role in taking lexical bases and forming
syntactically functioning holophrastic words using one of a series of formative patterns
along with the number formatives above. These form a complex inflectional system
arising from the system’s diversity of semantic functions. These formative morphemes
mark the person of the nominal, verb, or conjunct’s argument. These formatives also
indicate the person’s syntactic role in a sentence as either an agent, subject, or patient.
For this analysis, I use agent to refer to the subject of a transitive verb, subject to
refer to the subject of an intransitive verb, and patient to refer to the object of a
transitive verb.

These grammatical relations surface in context according to a regular syntactic
pattern, called a construction and each constructional type is discussed in Section 2.4.
As a split-ergative language, Yugtun uses Ergative-Absolutive alignment in the majority
of constructions and Nominal-Accusative person alignment for specific constructions,
often involving a 3rd-person object. These person morphemes are concatinative;
however, there is evidence for some polyexponentiality in some morphemes within
the constructional portmanteau ending (highlighted in Table 2.10, a variant of the
Nominative selected by the number of the collocating nominal or object). These
person morphemes mark either (i) possessor, as in (42), or (ii) agreement, as in (43),
and are organized in Tables 2.6-2.9. I discuss these persons as they co-occur with
case, conjunctives, and mood, and give examples of each as they surface, in Section 4.
Appendix A - Yugtun Syntactic Constructions summarizes the full analysis of how

the bases are inflected using the formative morphemes.

Table 2.6: Ergative Formatives: The Inflectional suffixes used to indicate ergative
grammatical alignment (ERGA) on a verb or possession on most ergative nouns.

Ist person 2nd person 3rd person 4th person

Ergative Person
-m -pt -nga -me(q)
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Table 2.7: The Absolutive Person Formatives: The Inflectional suffixes used to indicate
absolutive grammatical alignment (ABSA) on a verb. 3rd- and 4th-persons do not use
absolutive alignment.

Singular

1st person 2nd person

-nga -ten
Absolutive Person Non-Singular
1st person 2nd person

-ku -t(e)

Table 2.8: Accusative Formatives: The inflectional suffixes used to indicate accusative
grammatical alignment (ACCA) on a verb when the object is a 3rd-person. 1st-, 2nd-,
and 4th-persons do not use accusative alignment.
Singular
3rd person
-qu
Accusative Person Dual
3rd person
-ke
Plural

3rd person

-gi
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Table 2.9: Nominative Formatives: The inflectional suffixes used to indicate nominative
grammatical alignment (NOMA) on a verb when the object is a 3rd-person.

Singular

1st person 2nd person 3rd person 4th person

-(ng)ka -ken -nga -ni

Nominative Person Non-Singular

1st person 2nd person 3rd person 4th person

-pu -t(e) -nga -te(g)

Table 2.10: Nominative Formative Variant: The inflectional suffixes used to indicate
the possessor on nouns marked in the ‘unmarked case’ and for all 3rd-person possessors
regardless of case, or nominative grammatical alignment on realis verbs when the
object is a 3rd-person. The allomorph agrees with the number of the lexical base in
possession or the number of the accusative argument on verbs.

3rd person
3rd Person Singular Compliment -nga
Nominative Dual Compliment ke
Variant Plural Compliment -ngi

The distribution of these number and person formative morphemes becomes more
evident in the following sections as I elucidate their use in context as patterns of
syntactic distribution. It is, however, the presence and ubiquity of these person and
number morphemes across all syntactic categories which leads Thalbitzer (1911) to
proclaim “Anything that can be named and described in words, all real things, actions,
ideas, resting or moving, personal or impersonal, are subject to one and the same kind

of observation and expression [in Yup’ik]|.”

Case formatives

In addition to the person and number formative morphemes, Yugtun utilizes several
syntactic category-specific formatives. The first of these, nominal case, is divided
between the core and oblique cases as shown in Table 2.11. The core cases mark a
nominal as the subject or object of a verb or as being in a genitive relationship with

another nominal.
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Due to Yugtun’s split-ergative alignment system, core nominals can be indicated

with one of four grammatical cases: absolutive, nominative, accusative, and ergative.

The first three are unmarked, and thus, I term them the unmarked case®. Yugtun

only marks the ergative case in singular nominals. Genitive nominals are marked in

the same manner as the ergative.

Table 2.11: The Yugtun Nominal Case Formatives: Used to mark the grammatical or
semantic role of nominals in Yugtun according to the patterns described in Figure 2.3.

Non-Singular

Singular Unpossessed

Non-Singular

Singular Unpossessed

Core Cases

Unmarked Ergative Genitive
-0 -0 -0
-0 -m -m
Oblique Cases
Ablative/ . . - .
Allative  Localis  Perlalitive Aequalis
Instrumental
-nek -nun -ni
-kun -tun
-mek -mun -mi

The unmarked case typically marks the subject of an intransitive verb and the

object of a transitive verb. The unmarked case morpheme is NULL (indicated as -g

and glossed as ABS), and thus it is indicated principally through the position of the

nominal number morpheme (-¢ ‘SG’, -g ‘DU’, -t ‘PL’).

(45) a.  yuut
yug-t-¢

person-PL-ABS

‘people’

NSKY Corpus (IH 2018:56)

8in Inuit-Yupik terminology, these unmarked nominals are often grouped together into a composite

‘Absolutive’ category.
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b.  gqetunrangka
getunrar-t-ngka-g-¢
son-PL-1.NOMA.SG-SG-ABS
‘my sons’

NSKY Corpus (MH 2016:76)

The marked core case is the ergative/genitive (ERG/GEN), which in Inuit-Yupik
terminology is called the relative case, as both functions are marked by the same
form. This morpheme’s ergative function marks the core agent argument, which is

the subject of a transitive verb. Examples are shown in (46).

(46) a. genrem pitagcarpiariua
kener-g-m pitag-yar-piar-lu-a
fire-SG-ERG.SG caught-would-salient.one-APP-SG.LF

‘the fire almost got me’

NSKY Corpus (MH 2016:98)

b.  teggnemta tailuni qanrullua
teggne-t-m-ta-@ tai-lu-ni-g ganrut-lu-a
elder-pPL-1.ERGA-PL.LF-ERG come-APP-4.NOMA.SG-SG tell-APP-SG.LF

‘our Elders came and told me’

NSKY Corpus (MH 2016:133)

The genitive function is to relate nominal phrases to each other and to indicate

possession. Examples are shown in (47).

(47) a.  Alaskam, State of Alaskam
Alaska-g-m, State of Alaska-g-m
alaska-SG-ERG.SG/GEN.SG, state of alaska-SG-ERG.SG/GEN.SG

‘Alaska, state of Alaska’
NSKY Corpus (MH 2016:90)

b. laavkaam luant
laavkaar-g-m ilu-t-nga-g-ni
store-SG-GEN.SG inside-PL-3.NOMA.SGCOM-SG-LOC

‘inside of the store’

NSKY Corpus (MH 2016:24)

I note here, however, that most grammatical descriptions posit that Yup’ik is a

double-marking language, meaning that both nominals and verbs are marked for
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grammatical relations. In the Inuit-Yupik literature, nominals are marked with robust
and expansive case paradigms. However, this present analysis calls this description
into question. As shown in Table 2.11, while case marking on oblique nouns is robust,
the core arguments of a sentence (ergative, absolutive, nominative, and accusative)
are null marked or unmarked. The only exception to this is that unpossessed singular
ergative/genitive nouns are marked with the suffix -m. Due to this null marking in the
core cases, my analysis takes a hybrid approach in accepting a robust case marking on
nominals, only not on the nominals marked for core cases. Rather, the robustness of
Yup’ik inflections is not in the case morphology alone but rather in the constructional
patterns. Thus, I maintain that Yugtun is still a double-marked language, not between
nominal case and verb agreement morphemes but through the syntactic constructions,
each containing a distinct ordering of the formative morphemes.

There are five non-core or oblique cases which are termed the ablative/instrumen-
tal, allative, localis, perlalitive, and aequalis. The first, the ablative/instrumental
(ABL/INT), is usually called the ablative-modalis within the Inuit-Yupik literature.
The ablative/instrumental carries a heavy functional load in Yup’ik, according to
Miyaoka (2012) and serves as a locative case and to syntactically mark demoted core
arguments (Miyaoka, 2012).

In its principal role, the ablative/instrumental indicates the source of an action or

the instrument used to carry out an action, as (48) demonstrates.

(48) a.  kuigmek
kuig-g-mek
river-SG-ABL.SG
‘from the river’
NSKY Corpus (MP 2016:4.2)
b.  Qungulleraluku-llu nunakaunek-llu

qungur-ller-ar-lu-gu=llu nuna-kar-ngu-g-nek=Ilu
grave-one.who-ITR-APP-3.ACCA.SG=COO ground-bit.of-STAT-SG-INT=COO

yuilqumsi
yuilqur-g-mi
wilderness-SG-LOC

‘and he was entombed, and using a bit of ground in the wilderness ....’
NSKY Corpus (CM 2017:162.1)
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c.  Nunapiggluugamek pitangqelruug
Nunapiggluuga-g-mek  pi-tar-ngqerr-llru-gur-¢
Old.Hamilton-SG-ABL.SG thing-similar-have-PST-IND.IN-SG

‘Old Hamilton had one too’
NSKY Corpus (MH 2016:29)

In its syntactic role, the ablative/instrumental marks absolutive nominals that
have been demoted through verbal valency modifications. One function of this is to
mark indefinite objects, as in (49). Miyaoka cautions that the distinction between
the absolutive and the ablative/instrumental is not one of definiteness but instead of

foregrounding the event and backgrounding the participant (Miyaoka, 2012).

(49) angelriamek
angli-lria-g-nek
grow-one.who-sG-ABL

‘a big one’

NSKY Corpus (MH 2016:118)

The allative case (ALL), usually called the terminalis case in the Inuit-Yupik
literature, also plays a heavy role syntactically. In its principal role, the allative case
marks an event’s goal and marks the beneficiary of an object. That is, it marks the
direction of an event, as shown in (50a-c). According to Miyaoka (2012) the allative
case also has the syntactic function of marking an ergative nominal that has been
demoted to the oblique due to verbal valency modification like antipassivization; this

is not attested in my NSKY corpus.

(50) a.  milluni unavet kuigpagmun
mit-lu-ni-¢ un-a-g-vet kuig-pag-¢-mun
landed-APP-4.ABSA.SG-SG down.there-FL-@-DEF.ALL river-big-SG-ALL.SG

‘it landed down there onto the Yukon River’

NSKY Corpus (MH 2016:45)

b. Canilianun tailuta
canilia-t-nun  tai-lu-ta
caniliak-PL-ALL come-APP-PL.LF

‘we came to Caniliak’

NSKY Corpus (CM 2017:77.1)
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c. tungiinun pilaquneng
tunga-t-nun  pi-lar-ku-meg-t-¢
towards-PL-ALL do-HAB-CNJ(if)-4.ERGA-PL-ABS

‘if they move towards it’

NSKY Corpus (AAy 2018:27)

The localis case (LOC) marks an event’s location. As with all positional cases
(ablative/instrumental, allative, localis, perlalitive), the localis marks location tem-
porally, spatially, and logically. Miyaoka adds that the localis indicates concern and
judgement, roughly translated as ‘as far as one is concerned’ or ‘for’ and can be used

as a comparative (Miyaoka, 2012). The localis case is shown in (51).

(51) a.  Pastuliarmai
Pastulig-ar-g-mi
Pastulig-STAT-SG-LOC.SG
‘at Pastolik’

NSKY Corpus (CM 2017:134)

b.  Angkaq tauguam Caniliana school-atcuaqallruug
Angkar-g ta-ug-u=am caniliak-t-ni schoolar-ssur-gaqa-llru-gur-¢
Angkaq-sG however Caniliak-PL-LOC school-seek-HAB-PST-IND.IN-SG

‘Angkaq only looked for a school in Caniliak.’
NSKY Corpus (CM 2017:136.1)

c.  yuut kingunemegni elluarluteng yuullerkaitnek

yuut kingunemegna elluarluteng
yug-t kinguner-t-meg-t-ni elluar-lu-teg-t
person-PL home-PL-4.ERGA-PL-LOC perfectly-APP-4.NOMA-PL

yuullerkaitnek
yug-llerkar-t-ngi-t-nek
life-FUT-PL-3.NOMA.PLCOM-PL-ABL

‘people live good lives back at their homes’

NSKY Corpus (MH 2016:12)
The final positional case is the perlalitive (PRL), often called the vialis within the
literature. The perlalitive marks a path of motion, such as ‘along,” as in (52). It can

also mark an instrument when the motion of the instrument is more important than
the instrument itself (Miyaoka, 2012).
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qayakun ayagatuluteng
qaya-g-kun  ayaga-tu-lu-teg-t
kayak-SG-PRL travel-HAB-APP-4.NOMA-PL

‘they would travel by kayak’

tikilallruut pacakun
tikit-lar-llru-gur-t paacar-g-kun
arrive-HAB-PST-IND.IN-PL barge-SG-PRL

‘they would arrive by barge’

NSKY Corpus (CM 2017:3.2)

NSKY Corpus (CM 2017:27)

The final oblique case marks the oblique role of manner. Often called the equalis

in the literature, the Aequalis case (£QL) indicates similarity to another object or

manner of an event. Examples are in (53 a).

(53) a.

yugturlainaq qganaaluta taringsuunata-llu kassatun

yugturlainaq qanaaluta
yugtun-rrlainar-¢ ganaa-lu-ta
Yup’ik.language-nothing.but-sG speak-APP-PL.LF
taringsuunata-llu kassatun
taring-yuit-na-ta=Ilu kassar-g-tun

understand-never-APP.NEG-PL.LF—=COO white.man-SG-ZAEQL

‘We spoke nothing but Yup’ik (lit. ‘like a person’), and we could never
understand English (lit. ‘like a white man’)’

NSKY Corpus (MH 2016:31)

An additional construction worth noting is the use of double case marking to
highlight and refine the feature of ‘path.” This can be seen in Yugtun, most prevalently

by Waralria, who double marks her nominals and conjuncts with the case morphemes.

(54) shows an example of double case marking.

(54) tamanitesstun
ta-mat-ni-te-t-tun
R<-then-LOC-PL-PL-£EQL

‘like back then’
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Miyaoka’s Grammar (2012) is a good catalogue of many additional functions that
use these case morphemes and for a more detailed discussion on any of the Yup’ik
cases. However, for this study, a description of the principal functions is sufficient to
background my eventual discussion on demonstratives with any demonstrative-specific

patterns discussed in Chapter Four within that context.

Conjunctive formatives

The next set of formative morphemes I term the conjunctive morphemes®. Miyaoka
posits 13 conjunctive formatives, and Jacobson posits seven. This analysis maintains
Miyaoka’s count. The conjunctive morphemes are shown in Table 2.12 and are
exemplified in (55). The conjunctive formatives are the same for both subpatterns of

the conjunct syntactic category discussed in Section 2.4.2.

Table 2.12: Conjunctive Formatives (CONJ): The formatives used to form a Conjunct
construction. The gloss provides a rough translation of these meanings.

Conjuctive Formative

‘to be’ -(a)
‘because’ -nga
‘when’ -nga
‘when’ -llr
‘while’ -nginanr
‘whenever’  -gaqa

‘if’ -ku

‘even if’ -ngrar

indirectness -cu
‘before’ -pailg

‘as soon as’  -utci

9These morphemes are typically subsumed as a subset of third-tier verb moods in the Inuit-Yupik
literature. However, due to their use in a distinct syntactic pattern utilized in a distinct function in
a context different from verbs, as per Diessel’s organizing principle, I pull these out and describe
them and the syntactic category they condition (Section 2.4.3) independently of the verb moods.
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taqg’ngameng
tag-nga-meg-t-¢
finish-cNJ.(when)-4. ERGA-PL-ERG

‘when they are done’

NSKY Corpus (MH 2016:12)

atyagaqama
ayag-gaqa-m-a-g
leave-CNJ.(whenever)-1.ERGA-SG.LF.1-ERG

‘whenever I leave’

NSKY Corpus (MH 2016:152)

ayagpatlgan
ayag-pailg-nga-n-¢g
leave-CNJ.(before)-3.NOMA-SG.LF.3-ERG

‘before he leaves’

NSKY Corpus (IH 2018:62)

takarnarngemeng
takarnarq-nga-meg-t-¢
intimidating-CNJ.(because)-4. ERGA-PL-ERG

‘because they were intimidating’

NSKY Corpus (MH 2016:10)

caliagsumaan
cali-gag-yuuma-a-nga-n-g
work-HAB-able.to-CNJ.(be)-3.NOMA-SG.LF.3-ERG

‘be able to work’
NSKY Corpus (MH 2016:134.1)
kiagungraan

kiag-u-ngrar-nga-n-¢
summer-be-CNJ.(even.if )-3.NOMA-SG.LF.3-ERG

‘even if it is summer’

NSKY Corpus (CM 2017:3.5)

qanquuct
ganer-ku-pet-t-¢g
speak-CNJ. (if )-2. ERGA-PL-ERG

‘if you all speak’
NSKY Corpus (MH 2016:36)
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h.  yuunginanemn:
yug-nginanar-m-t-ni
live-cNJ.(while)-1.ERGA-PL-LOC

‘while in our life’

NSKY Corpus (MH 2016:8)

1. Uksuarcan-llu
uksuar-cu-nga-n-g=Illu
autumn-CNJ. (indirect)-3.NOMA-SG.LF.3-ERG=COO

‘and becoming autumn...’

NSKY Corpus (MH 2016:23)

j. kingunetcimaumam
kinguner-utci-m-a-g—=um=am
home-CNJ.(as.soon.as)-1.ERGA-SG.LF.1-ERG=GWP=EMPH

‘As soon as I got home’

NSKY Corpus (MH 2016:104)

k.  anertegellermini
anerteq-ller-mi-ni
live.and.breathe-CNJ.(when)-4.ERGA.SG-LOC

‘when he was alive’

NSKY Corpus (AAy 2018:22.2)

These morphemes hold more lexical meaning, akin to derivational postbases, than
the Yugtun case or mood formatives do. As such, they provide evidence for Tersis’
(2006) observation that Inuit morphology is scalar rather than categorical and Mithun’s
argument that Yup’ik is continuously refreshing and cycling through its grammatical
inventory, pulling lexical bases or postbases to do grammatical work (Mithun, 2012).
Thus, the innovative potential within these conjunctive formatives provides evidence
contrary to the interpretation that the holophrastic word endings are fusional. Most
of these morphemes can, in fact, be shown to derive from a postbase, which has
grammaticalized and phonologically reduced in the conjunctive position. For instance,
Miyaoka posits the constantive -gag(a) grammaticalized from -gar-q(a), which is
a relativizing morpheme followed by either an aspectual or relativizing morpheme
depending on the analysis (Miyaoka, 2012). This ability for Yup’ik speakers to
conventionalize and combine morphemes to create new meanings is not novel to the
grammar. It is, in fact, a prevalent source of new coinages.

Furthermore, the ability to take a postbase or combination of postbases and redeploy

it into an inflectional and syntactic construction demonstrates the malleability of

105



these formative patterns as opposed to the fossilized paradigms traditionally presented.
It shows that these patterns do have a concatenated ordering that can have its
components manipulated, removed, and replaced. Therefore, these holophrastic
formatives are far from a completely closed-set class of fusional word endings but are
rather conventionalized patterns used to convey specific syntactic functionality. These

templates are agglutinating, entirely consistent, and malleable.

Verb formatives

The formative morphemes instrumental in verb constructions are called mood mor-
phemes. They are subcategorized according to appositional-realis-irrealis functionality
within the clause. These three subcategories emerge from the forms of the three major
verb constructions discussed in Section 2.4.3.

The first set of mood formatives specific to the verb constructions which help
form a verbal holophrase from a lexical base is the appositional formatives, shown in
Table 2.13. The appositional mood serves many functions. Its most basic function
is to mark infinitival predicates. The mood does not carry propositional intent but
instead links dependent verbs to the independent verb. In linking the secondary
verbs to the primary verbs, the appositional mood indicates that the mood of the
independent verb is carried through to the dependent clause. The appositional mood
is the most frequently occurring in any text. Mithun (2008) calculates a ratio of 4:1
appositional to indicative moods in the narrative genre. This is similar in my NSKY
corpus, with the appositional verbs forming long chains, each expressing a separate
comment regarding the independent verb’s statement of topic. The mood can be used
in (and has been called) subordinative, conjunctive, contemporative, and appositional
contexts (Miyaoka, 2012). Appositional verbs are also adverbial. However, the usages
and functions of the appositional mood are too many to discuss or give a sufficient
description in this present study. Note the special formative morpheme for negative
polarity clauses. This negative polarity mood morpheme usually, but not always,

correlates with a negative postbase in my NSKY corpus. Refer to (64b).
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Table 2.13: Appositional Mood Formatives: The appositional mood (APP) distinguishes
between negative and positive polarity.

Appositional Moods

Appositional
Positive Polarity -lu
Negative Polarity -na

The second set of mood formatives is used to form realis verbs. The realis primarily
consists of two moods: the indicative (IND) and the participial (PART). In addition, by
following the organizational rule that category is dictated by form, the 1st-person opta-
tive is also categorized as a realis-type verb construction but is discussed independently
due to the division between the 1st- and 3rd-person patterns.

The indicative mood is an independent mood, while the participial is a dependent
mood. The indicative and participial mood morphemes are shown in Table A.12.
Note that these mood formatives indicate transitivity and that the participial makes

a distinction between positive and negative polarities in the intransitive construction.

Table 2.14: Realis Mood Formatives: The realis moods are subdivided based on both
transitivity and polarity.

Realis Moods

Indicative Participial Optative

Intransitive Positive -qur -lria -la*
Intransitive Negative -gur -ngur -la*
Transitive -gar -ke -la*

*First person only

The indicative mood, shown in (56a-b), conveys a declarative force and indicates
that a particular event is realis. As Miyaoka states, the indicative provides background
information and sets the scene in discourse. A series of appositional verbs often follow
the indicative mood. Additionally, in the 3rd-person, when there is a consequential
or necessitative postbase, the indicative is often interpreted as an indirect command
(Miyaoka, 2012). Jacobson adds that the indicative mood is also used to indicate
yes-no-type questions (Jacobson & Jacobson, 1995).
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The participial mood, shown in (56¢-€), is similar in propositional intent but is

more exclamative. Miyaoka (2012) states that the mood is used to respond to an

utterance or argument, to confirm or attest a statement, or to clarify a discourse

stance. The Jacobsons add that the mood marks an observation about the utterance

or asks the interlocutor to “picture the event in their mind (Miyaoka, 2012; Jacobson
and Jacobson, 1995 p. 385).”

(56) a.

qanertuq
qaner-tur-g
speak-IND.IN-SG
‘s/he says’

NSKY Corpus (MP 2016:6.1)
qanrulallruatnga
qganrut-lar-llru-gar-nga-t-nga-¢
tell-HAB-PST-IND.TR-3.ERGA-PL-1.ABSA.SG-sg
‘they would tell me’

NSKY Corpus (MH 2016:6)

pissurlalriakut
pissur-lar-lria-ku-t
hunt-HAB-PART.IN-1.ABSA-PL

‘we who would hunt’
NSKY Corpus (AAy 2018:21.1)

Kalikani, unevkaralukell

kalikar-t-ni, unevkarar-lu-ki-t=Ilu
paper-PL-LOCC, tell.legend-APP-3.ACCA.PL-PL=COO
ellilallikait

elli-lar-1li-ke-ngi-t
put.down-HAB-maybe-PART.TR-3.NOMA.PLCOM-PL
‘They tell the legends so that they might be put down on paper.’

NSKY Corpus (CM 2017:101.3)

negket ayugenelnguut

negkar-t-g ayug-nrit-ngur-t
prepared.food-PL-ABS similar-NEG-PART.IN.NEG-PL
‘The prepared foods which are not the same’

NSKY Corpus (MH 2016:26)

The third set of mood formatives is used to form irrealis constructions. This set

includes the interrogative (INTR), imperative (IMP), and 3rd-person optative moods.

108



In contrast to the realis moods, the irrealis moods display allomorphy based on
the subject/agent person rather than the verb’s transitivity. The interrogative and

imperative moods are shown in Table 2.15.

Table 2.15: The Irrealis Mood Formatives, showing a distinction between the subject
person in stark contrast to the distinctions made in the realis or appositional moods.
NA stands for mood formatives that do not exist.

Irrealis Moods

Imperative Interrogative Optative

1st Person NA -ce \-(t)si* NA
2nd Person -(9)i -ce \-(t)si* NA
3rd Person NA -ge -la

*Indicates the singular variant

The interrogative mood is used to ask content questions, However, question construc-
tions can also occur with the other verb moods in some contexts. The interrogative
mood uses three mood formatives depending on the agent or subject. The formative
-tsi is used by default as in (57).

(57)  Yuurtellrusia-qa
Yug-urt-llru-tsi-a=qa
person-INCH-PST-INTR-SG.LF.1=Q

‘(where) was I born? (lit. did I become a person?)’

NSKY Corpus (AAy 2018:15)

The imperative mood is used to issue commands or requests to a 2nd-person
subject. The mood is often conflated with the optative because of their complementary
person distributions (see Table 2.15). However, the difference in the formative mood
morphemes indicates that these should be separated and treated as two different
moods, the optative and imperative. The optative mood is included in both Tables
A.12 and 2.15 as the verb construction differs depending on its subject/agent person,
as shown in Section 2.4.3.

The optative mood (OPT) is generally used to convey the speaker’s desire, request
or advice and has declarative connotations, as shown in (65) (Miyaoka, 2012). These
declarative connotations, as Miyako states, tend to sound too direct or forceful and

are considered rude; therefore, unless modified in some way, the optative is relatively
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rare in discourse!?. This aggressive connotation of the optative mood is likely another
reason why it is often conflated with the imperative mood. However, with a 3rd-person
subject, the optative is used to ask for consent from the interlocutor or convey the

speaker’s hopes for the 3rd-person; it is not used to issue a command.

Formative morphemes

This section has outlined and described the various morphemes that are used to
form Yugtun’s syntactic constructions in context. Using the formative morphemes of
number, person, case, conjunctive, and mood, the language’s grammar consists of a set
of agglutinating portmanteaus which are suffixed to the end of a base to determine
its use in context. These portmanteaus have a set formative order, and a change in
the order of the formatives indicates a change in syntactic function. These systematic
patterns are described in the next section with consideration for the pattern’s formative

order, and syntactic function.

2.4 Yugtun’s syntactic categories: The holophrastic
constructions

Yugtun grammar is composed of four basic grammatical constructions that assign a
syntactic function to a lexical or deictic base in a speech event. The fundamental
syntactic dichotomy contrasts nominals (entities and roles) to verbs (events and
relationships), and this aligns with the cognitive universal. However, within linguistic
structure, this dichotomy is not dichotomous but rather scalar, with nominals on
one side of the metric and verbs on the other. A host of other categories can fall in
between, such as modifiers, adpositions, adjectival verbs, auxiliaries, verbal-nominals
and more. The Yugtun grammar divides this scale into three syntactic categories and
also employs one non-scalar catch-all category. The three scalar categories are called
nominals, conjuncts, and verbs. The non-scalar category, which might be argued to
be the Yup’ik equivalent of the English catch-all ‘adverb,’ is called a particle. While
this categoricalization differs slightly from the literature, Miyaoka (2012) states:

OWhen I began Fieldwork in Kotlik, I was instructed to always ask the Elders questions by
beginning with the phrase I wonder if... and to be somewhat roundabout with my question as
in I wonder if you might tell me how to say ... This politeness value likely stems from the use
of the optative mood in Yup’ik. Additionally, there is a specific enclitic =kir which translates
roughly to ‘I wonder’ and usually collocates with the interrogative mood discussed above. (Miyaoka,
2012). Modifying the optative mood can occur using paraphrastic constructions, expressive or
quotative enclitics, or by talking about oneself in the 3rd-person, relatively common in indirect person
constructions (c.f. Miyaoka (2012 p. 876)).
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Interestingly, a limited number of verb stems or expanded verb stems may
directly take singular relative case-marking without any intervening nomi-
nalizations, as if they were bivalent stems with the demarcation between

nominals and verbs being obscured. (Miyaoka, 2012 p. 738)

Miyaoka and others somewhat recognize the inherent fluidity and lack of syntactic
categorization of the Yup’ik base. However, my analysis is unique in specifying a
conjunct category, which occupies the space between a nominal and a verb on the
predicative scale, shown in Figure 2.2. Additionally, these syntactic categorizations
are not dictated by the Yugtun base but rather by the inflectional, formative pattern
attached to the end of any base. These formative patterns are composed using the
number, person, case, conjunctive, and mood suffixes introduced in Section 2.3.2. The
order of these formative morphemes at the end of the word is responsible for taking a
fully lexical or deictic base and assigning it a syntactic function in context. A change
in the order of these morphemes is to be noted as significant and indicative of a change

in syntactic function.

Lexical Base
| | | |

Nominal Conjunct Verbal Particle
Construction Construction Construction

v v v

Nominals <

Y

Verbs Nonscalar
or Adverbial

Figure 2.2: The Yugtun Predicative scale: Yugtun lexical bases are inflected to function
syntactically using patterns of formative morphemes. The Yugtun syntactic categories
are scalar, with nominals on one side, verbs on the other, and conjuncts in between.
Particles are part of a non-scalar category that remains uninflected in syntax.

The next subsection discusses the formative patterns used to differentiate nominal
constructions. Following, Section 2.4.2 discusses conjunct constructions. The third
section (2.4.3) discusses verb constructions, and the final section (2.4.4) discusses

particles.

2.4.1 Nominal constructions

Nominals are semantically atemporal and identify entities and roles within a speech

event. These holophrastic words are the characters of an event and serve semantic
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roles such as agent, the volitional doer of an event, or patient, the undergoer of an
event, or beneficiary, the receiver of a patient, and various other roles, including ones
that set the scene in time and space (Frawley, 1992). These roles are translated in
grammar as subjects, objects, indirect objects, and oblique objects. In addition, the
Yugtun language emphasizes agents and patients and tracks them throughout the
discourse. These semantic roles are indicated on a base functioning as an entity in a
given speech event by inflecting the base as a nominal by using a nominal construction.

All constructions in Yugtun are formed by an agglutinative series of morphemes that
inflect a base for its syntactic function and add additional information. The essential
Yugtun nominal construction is composed of two formative morphemes suffixed to
the base in the following fixed order: base + number + case. A generic unpossessed
nominal inflected with the nominal formative pattern appears within the following

construction in Figure 2.3 and is exemplified in (58).

Unpossessed | _ | Lexical
Nominal —| Base [+ Number +-]

Figure 2.3: Nominal Pattern: The Construction of an Unpossessed Nominal

(58) kavianek
kaviar-g-nek
red.fox-SG-ABL/INT

‘red fox’

NSKY Corpus (AAp 2018:6.1)

This simple construction in Figure 2.3 is expanded upon to mark possession. The
expanded pattern uses four formative morphemes in the following fixed order: base +
(base) number + (possessor) person + (possessor) number + case.

For both of these nominal constructions, the first morpheme, (base) number, marks
the number of the lexical base itself. A nominal can be marked in the singular, dual, or
plural. Refer to Section 2.3.2 for the morphological forms used to indicate grammatical
number.

The final morpheme, case, indicates the grammatical or semantic role of the nominal
construction. The case system and the morphemes are discussed in Section 2.3.2.

The two morphemes between (base) number and case are optional and only used in

possessive constructions. These two morphemes are the Yup’ik equivalent to English’s
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possessive pronouns. These morphemes indicate whether the base is possessed by
another entity and indicate the possessor’s person and number. The first morpheme
in this sub-pattern indicates the person that possesses the nominal. Possession is split
into two marking systems based on which person morpheme is utilized to indicate
possessor. On unmarked core nominals, the possessor person takes the nominative
form (thus emphasizing subjectivity). The affixation of the possessor often deletes the
base number due to morpheme type. This deletion can lead to ambiguity between
singular-and plural-possessed nominals. The exception to this ambiguity is in 3rd-
person possession, which uses a polyexponential nominative variant ((3.NOM.#COM)
where # stands for either SG, DU, PL) form that indicates the number of the nominal.
As a split-ergative system, Yugtun then uses the ergative form of the 1st-, 2nd-, and
4th-persons to mark possession on nominals marked in the ergative and oblique cases.

The second morpheme in this subpattern indicates the number of the possessor,
either singular, dual, or plural, utilizing the same number morphemes shown in Section
2.3.2. The construction for a possessed nominal is represented in Figure 2.4 and
exemplified in (59):

Posessed | _ | Lexical

POSSESSOR

Figure 2.4: Possessed Nominal Pattern: The Construction of a possessed Nominal

(59) a. eglerellerkamnek
eglerte-llerka-g-m-g-nek
move-FUT-SG-1.ERGA-SG-ABL/INT

‘my walk of life’
NSKY Corpus (AAy 2018:29.1)

b.  eglerellerkamtenek
eglerte-llerka-g-m-t-nek
move-FUT-SG-1.ERGA-PL-ABL/INT

‘our walk of life’
NSKY Corpus (AAy 2018:32.1)
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c.  eglerellerkaiteggun
eglere-llerka-t-ngi-t-kun
move-FUT-PL-3.NOM.PLCOM-PL-PRL

‘along their walk of life’
NSKY Corpus (AAy 2018:30.3)

In my NSKY corpus, the 1st- and 3rd-person possessed nominals tend to cooccur
with the long-form number variant. The long-form number variant is potentially
used in these constructions as a way of bringing attention to 3rd-person possessed
nominals marked in the ergative case, which would otherwise be ambiguous with
absolute possessed nominals. A full analysis of the long-form number’s environment is
called for but goes beyond the scope of this study.

Thus, words functioning in context as nominals are indicated by affixing to the
end of a base a systematic inflectional pattern utilizing one of seven nominal cases
in combination with the person and the number morphemes in a fixed order. This
nominal formative pattern serves to demarcate entities from events or conjuncts. These

nominal constructions are summarized in Appendix A.

2.4.2 Conjunct constructions

The Yup’ik conjunct is a holophrastic word forming a second type of constructional
syntactic category between temporal verbs and atemporal nominals, which in English
might equate best to a nominalized clause. For this reason, the Yup’ik literature often
treats these as second-tier subordinate verb moods called connective moods. Miyaoka
identifies 13 subtypes of connective moods (Miyaoka, 2012 p. 1384). These connective
moods are then translated as verb phrases.

However, based on the formative pattern that they collocate with, conjuncts are
distinct from verbs. Instead, the best way to translate these constructions is as a
gerundial noun similar to a possessed nominalized phrase. This is similar to a verbal
noun in English or Welsh, as in (60) (Huddleston & Pullum, 2014). Gerundial nouns or
verbal nouns in English are similar to gerunds, participials, and infinitives in that they
are nonfinite. However, while gerundial nouns are derived from verbs, they function
fully as nouns. In English, gerundial nouns are formed by treating the patient of the
action as a prepositional phrase rather than as a noun phrase. This happens because
the action is distributed as a noun, which cannot take an object. Instead, the patient

becomes the object of the preposition, as shown in (60a) (Hoekstra, 2004).
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(60) a. The killing of the president was an atrocious crime. (Verbal noun)

b.  Killing the president was an atrocious crime. (Gerund)
(Hoekstra, 2004)

A Yugtun conjunct goes beyond the English verbal noun and is used to specify
contextual information through a coordinating dependent clause. In Yugtun, this is a
constructional syntactic holophrase of its own, independent from either nominals or
verbs. Under this analysis, the syntactic patterns and interactions of these conjuncts
require further investigation at a later time. However, this study still provides a brief
account of their formative pattern in this section to showcase the difference in both
structure and meaning.

As holophrastic words, these conjuncts or verbal nouns are a single unit of meaning
that interact with the syntax on their own terms and are formed with the conjunct
construction. In contrast, infinitive, subordinate, and adverbial clauses are constructed
with the appositional verb mood. Participials are constructed with the participial
verb mood. Gerunds are typically constructed through nominalizing postbases or with
the appositional mood.

The form of a conjunct construction can be divided between two subcategories: the
nominal conjunct and the transitive conjunct. The nominal pattern is the default
and most frequent. Both patterns, however, use the same conjunction formatives as
discussed in the Section 2.3.2 and general formative pattern, as shown in the next

subsections.

Nominal conjunct constructions

The Conjunct construction, similar to nominal construction, utilizes a systematic
inflectional pattern at the end of a Yugtun base. This formative pattern distinguishes
nominals from conjuncts from verbs based on the formative order. A Yugtun conjunct
is formed using the agglutinating formative pattern: conjunctive + person + number
+ case.

The conjunctive, used to identify this construction, is selected from the Conjunctive
Formative Table 2.12. The person morpheme, which acts as the event’s nominal
(possessor) argument, always takes the ergative form (emphasizing agentivity). This
is followed by the number of the nominal argument, indicating a singular, dual, or
plural person. Again, as mentioned for nominals, the long-form tends to be used with
1st- and 3rd-person conjuncts, likely for similar reasons.

The final morpheme in the formative pattern is case. When a non-oblique case is

used, Miyaoka identifies it as the relative (ergative or genitive) case. The use of oblique
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cases in this construction is analogous to the structure of a verbal noun described
above, which uses a prepositional phrase as the compliment. Examples are shown in
(55) and again in context in (61). I schematize the conjunct construction as in Figure
2.5:

= (= ] ]

ERGATIVE

Figure 2.5: Nominal Conjunct Pattern: The Construction of a nominal conjunct

(61) Tamatum nalliini, makut mani teggnerput, aanaput, aataput-llu takaqluki
yuuyuralallruukut, takarnagluteng tamarmeng, tauguam takarnarngemeng,

qaturluta waten qasigmi-llu uitagamta.

Tamatum nalliini,  makut mani
Ta-mat-u-g-m nalliini,  ma-ku-t-¢ ma-a-@-ni
R<that-OF.SG-SG-ERG.SG at.time.of, this-OF.NS-PL-ABS here-FL-SG-LOC

teggnerput, aanaput,

teggner-t-pu-t-g, aana-t-pu-t-g,
elder-PL-1.NOMA-PL-ABS, mother-PL-1.NOMA-PL-ABS
aataput-llu takaqluki

aata-t-pu-t-g=Ilu takaq-lu-ki-t
father-PL-1.NOMA-PL-ABS=COO respectful-APP-3.ACCA.PL-PL
yuuyuralallruukut, takarnaqluteng
yuu-yurar-lar-llru-gur-ku-t, takarnarq-lu-teg-t

live-way.of-HAB-PST-IND.IN-1.ABSA-PL, intimidating-APP-4.NOMA-PL

tamarmeng, tauguam
tamar-t-meg-t-g, ta-ug-u-g-g—am
all-PL-4.ERGA-PL-ABS R<only-OF.SG-SG-ABS=EMPH

takarnarngemeng, qaturluta
takarnarq-nga-meg-t-g, qatur-lu-ta
intimidating-cNJ.(because)-4.ERGA-PL-ERG, gather-APP-PL.LF
waten qasigmi-llu

u-a-@g-ten gasig-g-mi=Ilu

this-FL-SG-EQL men’s.house-SG-LOC.SG=COO

uitagamta.
uita-gaqa-m-ta-g
stay-CNJ.(Constantive)-1.ERGA-PL.LF-ERG
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‘Back then, the people here—our mothers and fathers—Ilived the way of
respecting our Elders, who were all very intimidating; only because of their
awe did we gather together in the men’s steam house like this whenever we
were home.’

NSKY Corpus (MH 2016:10)

Example (61) shows that English needs to include a verbal component as a dependent
clause to translate these words. However, these conjunct constructions construe a
proposition as a single stative scene and ask the interlocutor to view it as if it were a
picture. These are not events. Langacker (1987a) posits that words are categorized
in terms of the constructions they occur in (Langacker, 1987a pp. 97, 240-244). In
his categorization of lexical categories, he argues that words can be divided into the
universal categories of things, or nouns, and processes, or verbs, refer to the discussion
in Section 2.3. Nouns are understood through a process called summary scanning,
whereby the various configurations of a thing are made available to the speaker as a
single gestalt. By contrast, verbs are understood through sequential scanning, whereby
configurations are tracked from one moment to the next. He further argues that
sequentiality may be suppressed in some constructions, leaving behind a summated
view of the event (Langacker, 2008 p. 576). Thus, in Yugtun, nominal constructions
fall under the domain of summary scanning, according to Langacker, while verbs, to be
discussed in Section 2.4.5, are sequentially scanned. However, conjunct constructions
are neither and have their sequentiality suppressed. Conjuncts are interpreted more
akin to nominals, and this observation is reinforced by one of the obligatory elements
to the construction, case. Using case, these conjuncts are nominal in function and
use a person-+number--case construction similar to nominal possession. In addition,
in discourse, they are used to provide an aside or non-obligatory comment to the
utterance. Their function in the discourse, not the subject of this study, is markedly

different from that of a verb.

Transitive conjunct constructions

The transitive conjunct is a subcategory of the conjunct pattern which is used to
mark a bivalent proposition and replaces the formative case morpheme with patient
agreement using ergative-absolutive alignment. This subconstruction demonstrates a
creative use of the person formatives to take a verbal-noun and construe it bivalently
with the available morphemes.

As with the nominal conjuncts, the transitive conjuncts begin with a conjunctive

formative followed by ergative person and number formatives. However, instead of
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ending with a case formative, the transitive conjunct replaces case with an absolutive
person argument to convey transitive semantics within the conjunct construction,
similar to transitive verb constructions. The conjunct pattern, however, is markedly
different from the verb constructions, which use split-ergativity, as I show in the next
section. This ability to creatively form a transitive conjunct pattern distinct from
verbs further establishes the conjunct syntactic category as an intermediary between
nominals and predicates. I schematize the transitive conjunct construction in 2.6 and

exemplify it in (62):

= N i e B e e |

ERGATIVE ABSOLUTIVE

Figure 2.6: Transitive Conjunct Conjunct Pattern: The Construction of a transitive
conjunct

(62) tagengkunegteggu
tag-nge-ku-meg-t-gu-g
to.quit-to.begin.to.V-coNJ.(Conditional)-4. ERGA-PL-3.PL.ACCA.SG-SG
‘if they stop using it’
NSKY Corpus (AAy 2018:24.2)

While these transitive conjuncts are used when the occasion calls for it, they are

very infrequent in my NSKY corpus.

Conjuncts as a syntactic category

I assert that conjuncts are a syntactic category separate from verbs for the following
reasons. (i) In the nominal conjunct construction, they take ergative person alignment
functioning as a possessor rather than absolutive alignment as is standard for intransi-
tive verbs. (ii) The 3rd-person accusative morpheme is not dropped as is standard for
realis verbs. (iii) These words take nominal case. (iv) On the rare occasion that an
object is included in the holophrastic conjunct, there is no split in ergativity. (v) There
is no allomorphy distinction in the conjunctive morphemes for transitivity, polarity, or
person.

However, the conjuncts also are not marked for base-number like the noun construc-
tion is, instead, only marking number for the ergative /nominative person possessor.

Furthermore, due to the potentiality of the object agreement complex, I also assert
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that these are not nominals. Therefore, it must be posited that Yup’ik has four
syntactic categories: nominals, conjuncts, verbs, and particles.

This construction’s two subpatterns, that of a nominal interpretation of the
holophrastic word and that of a more transitive interpretation, help to show the
productivity and agglutinative nature of the person and number morphemes. If these
inflectional word endings were structurally fused, it should not be possible to utilize the
internal segments as discrete morphemes to creatively alter a construction’s pattern
from a nominal to a transitive function.

The semantic characterization of these words and their use in the syntax requires
greater attention. They have likely been left mainly undescribed due to their cate-
gorization as second-tier subordinate verbs or as “nouns transitioning to verb-hood
(Miyaoka, 2012 pp. 1386, 1410).” However, we might hypothesize that these conjuncts
are functioning “adverbially” as a special kind of oblique nominal. This analysis
is supported by the use of the ergative/genitive person morpheme followed by the
ergative/genitive or oblique case in the constructional pattern. This further posits
that these conjuncts function not as verbs but somewhere between a nominal and a
verb.

Through this characterization of the conjunct construction and the summaries of
the holophrastic constructions in Figures 2.5-2.6, I show that the conjunct is a distinct
syntactic category. It does not follow the same constructional patterns as nominals
or verbs. Both the structure and meaning of this syntactic category differ from both
nominals and verbs; therefore, we can not categorize it as either. The conjunct is its
own lexical and holophrastic category, which requires further attention to describe
how it truly interacts with the syntax and functions to contribute to an utterance’s

semantics and pragmatics.

2.4.3 Verb constructions

Verbs manifest on the opposite side of the cognitive scale to nominals as shown in
Figure 2.2 (Langacker, 1987a). Whereas nominals are object words that perform a
referential function by encoding a thing or entity, verbs are action words that predicate
an event or process (Langacker, 1987a; Croft, 2001). An event is a state or action that
the entities undergo or carry out (Payne, 1997). Verbs are the core of an utterance
directing and orienting the entities that participate in the event. As a holophrastic
word in Yup’ik, the verb is the sole mandatory syntactic construction in any utterance
(Miyaoka, 2012). This verbal privilege is grounded to the utterance by the verb

construction, which marks mood, subject agreement, and object agreement. As the
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verb indicates both the person and the number of its core arguments, the arguments
can be dropped unless they are semantically or pragmatically required. The verb
can function as the entirety of the proposition itself. Nevertheless, the default word
order is optionally subject, object, conjunct, dependent verbs, and obligatorily the
independent verb.

Like the nominal and conjunct constructions, the verb construction involves a
formative pattern of the basic morphological building blocks we have examined
thus far. The syntactic construction follows the pattern: mood + agent-person -+
agent-number + patient/subject-person + patient/subject-number. The first formative
morpheme in the agglutinative pattern is mood, which defines the verbal syntactic
construction, just as case is specific to nominals and conjunctive is specific to conjuncts.
Mood serves primarily to indicate the propositional intent of the verb. However, it
can also serve to link and chain verbs together under the same propositional intent.

The second and third formative morphemes are used to mark the agent, and are,
therefore, present only in transitive verbs. Just as in other constructions, this person
agreement is composed of a person formative (Tables 2.6-2.8) and a number formative
(Table 2.5). Yugtun indicates agents using ergative agreement. When nominative-
accusative alignment is triggered by a 3rd-person object, the agent is marked using
the nominative agreement form instead. In this construction, the nominative subject
makes use of the same nominative variant used in possession and is selected for in
these constructions by the number of the patient argument. In these instances, the
patient argument is often dropped.

The final pair of morphemes in the construction indicate the subject (in intransitive
constructions) or the patient (in transitive constructions). The expected alignment
pattern uses the absolutive person form (ABSA) to mark both roles. However, as
Yugtun is a split-ergative language, when there is a 3rd-person intransitive subject, the
nominative person is used instead. Additionally, when there is a 3rd-person patient in a
transitive verb, both the subject and the object are marked using nominative-accusative
alignment. This alignment is the most common in my corpus.

Thus, the formative verb construction is composed of five morphemes and can be
abstractly diagrammed as a composite verb construction as follows in Figure 2.7, with

two preliminary examples in (63).
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ERG .

/ NOM. ABSOLUTIVE

Figure 2.7: Verb Pattern: The formative pattern in a verb construction.

(63) a. aulukcigamecect
auluke-cige-gar-m-t-t-t
watch-FUT-IND.TR-1.ERGA-PL-2.ABSA-PL

‘We will watch out for you all’

NSKY Corpus (MH 2016:36.1)

b.  yuuyuralallruukut
yuk-yarag-lar-llru-gur-ku-t
live-way.of-HAB-PST-IND.IN-1.ABSA-PL

‘thats how we lived’

NSKY Corpus (MH 2016:10.1)

Some minor shifts in this formative pattern arise due to structural or semantic factors.
These shifts create formative patterns that divide the moods into the appositional
mood, the realis moods, and the irrealis moods. I follow this division in this section
and discuss each set of patterns in turn. Each pattern is expressed through the use of
various mood formatives. The realis pattern includes both indicative and participial
moods, the irrealis pattern includes the interrogative and imperative moods, and the
appositional pattern is used only for the appositional mood (sometimes called the
subordinate (Jacobson & Jacobson, 1995)). The optative mood uses both realis and

irrealis patterns depending on person.

Appositional verbs

The dependant appositional mood is noteworthy among verbs as it only ever marks
the absolutive argument, and is used in reference tracking. Functionally, this means
that transitive and intransitive verbs are ambigous when there is a 1st- or 2nd-person
argument. When tracking a 3rd-person argument, the appositional mood uses the
4th-person formative to mark subjects and the 3rd-person to mark objects, both of

which use nominative-accusative alignment. Unmarked subjects are assumed to agree
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Figure 2.8 and exemplified in (64a):

with the independent verb mood. The general constructions can be schematized as in
Lexical APP.
A SsoLU E
(N

B TV
oM. / Acc.)

Figure 2.8: The Appositional Pattern: The formative pattern in an appositional verb
construction.

Further reducing the form of the appositional construction, 1st-person arguments
are dropped. However, the long-form number morpheme collocates with the 1st-person
morpheme in the appositional construction and is left behind as an indication of the
agreement pattern. This use of the long-form number is a continuation of a pattern
seen throughout many constructions so far and helps disambiguate who the speaker
is referencing. This may also be indicative of some person and number formatives

beginning to fuse into polyexponetial variants.

(64) a. anaguluteng yuut amllellrunretut
anagut-lu-teg-t yug-t-¢ amller-llru-nrir-tur-t
misbehave-APP-4.NOMA-PL person-PL-ABS many-PST-NEG-IND.IN-PL

‘there weren’t many people misbehaving’

NSKY Corpus (MH 2016:3)

b.  nepaunata
nepa-ngu-na-ta
noise-STAT-APP.NEG-PL.LF

‘we weren’t noisy’

NSKY Corpus (AAy 2018:29.5)

c.  Qunguliluku neggqililuku, aqumluku. Erurluku, qunguliluku.

Qunguliluku negqililuku,

qungu-lir-lu-gu-¢ neger-ngi-lir-lu-gu-g
grave-make-APP-3.ACCA.SG-SG north-CAUS-made-APP-3.ACCA.SG-SG
aqumluku. Erurluku,

aqum-lu-gu-g. erur-lu-gu-¢

Sit-APP-3.ACCA.SG-SG. clean-APP-3.ACCA.SG-SG

qunguliluku.
qungur-lir-lu-gu-g.
grave-made-APP-3.ACCA.SG-SG
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‘The graves were made to sit to the north. It was cleaned, and the grave
was made.’

Lit: ‘(A grave in the village) having it made to be a grave, having it made
northward, having it sitting, having cleaned it, having it made to be a
grave.

NSKY Corpus (CM 2017:83.4-83.5)

Realis constructions

The realis pattern is characterized by an ergative-absolutive alignment pattern with
non-3rd-person patients and a nominative-accusative alignment pattern with 3rd-
person patients. The patterns are also characterized by dropping the accusative person
formative (see Appendix A).

The intransitive verbs use an intransitive mood formative followed by subject
agreement using both person and number formatives. For 1st- and 2nd-person
subjects, the absolutive person formative is used. For 3rd-person participial mood
subjects, the nominative person formative is used. When a 3rd-person subject is
in the indicative mood, the person formative is dropped and only expressed by its
corresponding long-form number morpheme.

There is some variation to this realis pattern. When the nominative-accusative
alignment pattern is utilized, the order of the morphemes is markedly reversed. The
accusative patient argument is placed in the first agreement position closest to the
verb base, and the person formative but not the number formative is dropped. The
nominative argument is then expressed using the nominative variant form for the
3rd-person, which is selected for by the dropped patient formative (the 1st- and
2nd-person use the nominative formative, as there is no variant). This nominative
(variant) formative is then placed in the word-final position. Thus, the construction is
as follows: transitive mood + ¢ + patient number + nominative (variant) person +
nominative agent number. The nominative variant is used to convey both the subject
and the object. These alterations are used to highlight the change in grammatical
alignment. When the constructions are viewed as wholly fusional endings (as typically
presented and examined in grammatical descriptions), it makes the constructional
portmanteaus appear unpredictable, requiring rote memorization. However, these

processes occur in regular patterns.

Irrealis constructions

There are very few irrealis formative constructions in my NSKY corpus, and I can,

therefore, say very little about how their composition differs from the default verb
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construction discussed above. The irrealis pattern occurs with both imperative and
interrogative moods, as well as some optative moods (discussed below). Generally, it
seems that irrealis constructions use nominative-accusative alignment for both 2nd-
and 3rd-persons. The expansion of the nominative alignment in the irrealis moods
likely reflects the deagentivization of the subject in the imperative and interrogative
moods. This is supported by evidence from Jacobson, whose inflectional paradigms
suggest that the singular 2nd-person agreement complex is dropped in the imperative
mood. This happens cross-linguistically in commands and is not unexpected. There
are no imperatives used in my NSKY corpus, so I do not exemplify these patterns here.

The interrogative mood requires a question word to cooccur in the sentence, usually
sentence-initial, followed by the interrogative verb (Miyaoka, 2012). In this mood, the
1st- or 2nd-person subject is marked using the nominative formative. Additionally, a
1st-person formative is always dropped, leaving only a long-form number formative
to hold its place as in (57). The transitive constructions follows the irrealis pattern
described for the imperative mood. Note that the literature indicates that a 1st-person
can not be used as the agent in irrealis constructions. A 2nd-person singular agent
in the interrogative mood is also dropped, leaving the number formative behind to
indicate agreement.

The irrealis formative pattern, in broad strokes, is shown in Appendix A.

Optative constructions

The optative mood is an independent verb mood which uses a realis formative
construction with the Ist-person agent and subject arguments, as in (65), and an
irrealis formative pattern with the 3rd-person agents and subjects. A 2nd-person
agent or subject is not encoded in the optative mood but Yugtun speakers can convey

a similar meaning using the imperative mood.

(65) Uteryugluk-llua aipaqa-llu kingunellunuk

Uteryugluk-llua aipaqa-llu
Uter-yug-la-gnuk=Illu=a aipai-g-ngka-g-¢=Ilu
return-want-OPT-DU.LF=COO=GWP partner-sG-1.NOMA.SG-SG=COO

kingunellunuk
kinguner-1lu-gnuk
home-APP-DU.LF

‘my spouse and I yearned to return and be home’

NSKY Corpus (MH 2016:103)
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In the 1st-person realis constructions, expressing desires, the syntactic construction
is formed with the optative mood followed by person alignment. Again, when speaking
about their own desires, speakers will often drop the person morpheme and use
long-form number. This seems to be dependent on who the speaker is expressing
desire about and on if the speaker is speaking for themselves or for a group, but more
research into the full optative pattern is needed. This 1st-person morpheme is likely
dropped in this position due to the pragmatic taboo of asserting the speaker’s desires
as realis. By dropping the person formative, the expressed agentivity of the speaker
is reduced and implied through context. This is a way of softening the optative’s
propositional intent and circumventing a direct expression to conform with politeness
values.

The irrealis constructions are used in the optative mood when there is a 3rd-person
subject or agent. The irrealis pattern described in detail above follows a primarily
nominative-accusative alignment system.

The formative patterns used for the optative mood are shown in Appendix A in

broad strokes.

Verb constructions summary

The verb sub-patterns can be condensed into three significant distinctions:

Pattern 1: The patient is treated the same way for all verb types using an appropriate
person formative followed by a corresponding number formative.

Pattern 2: The agent is treated according to realis and irrealis patterns. The realis
pattern uses ergative alignment for 1st- and 2nd-persons and nominative alignment
for 3rd-persons. The irrealis pattern uses nominative formatives for all agents and
subjects, effectively reducing agentivity.

Pattern 3: Subjects are overarchingly the same, but each mood dictates their
micro-patterns, like pragmatic dropping due to indirectness constraints.

All of these patterns are regular and consistent.

Summarizing this discussion on the verb construction, I assert that a lexical base
is indicated as a verbal holophrase within an utterance by inflecting it according to
Figure 2.7. As discussed in the preceding three subsections on verb constructions, there
are consistent structural alterations for each mood. While there are some deviations
from the general pattern, these sub-patterns are linguistically crucial to describing the
language on its own terms. Crucially to my discussion on syntactic categorization, the
verbal formative patterns are markedly different from the transitive conjunct, nominal

conjunct, possessed nominal, or unpossessed nominal patterns.
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2.4.4 Particle constructions

The final syntactic category (defined in this study as a contextually specified inflectional
pattern) included in descriptions of Yup’ik grammar is called the particle. Particles
are lexical bases that do not inflect but are employed in an utterance to varied effects.
Alternatively, they can constitute inflected lexical bases that have grammaticalized
into a particular function and can no longer be used productively. As Miyaoka states,
they can be “so subtle and elusive as to defy clear-cut definition. Their functional
classification cannot be a neat one... (Miyaoka, 2012 p. 1501).”

The term particles in Yugtun is much like that of “adverb” in English. “Adverb”
is defined as a catch-all category that comprises any number of small lexical and
syntactic categories unrelated beyond the fact that they are usually optional elements
in a proposition and modify some other element in the proposition (Payne, 1997
p. 69). Similarly, Yugtun particles are usually categorized as particles merely because
they do not fit anywhere else or are deemed too peripheral to warrant complete
characterization.

I include particles as syntactic construction because these words have larger-than-
lexical functions in the language. However, unlike the nominals, conjuncts, and verbs,
particles either do not collocate with a formative pattern or the formative pattern has
fused with the lexical base to create a new base that does not use a formative pattern
in context. The lack of a formative pattern thus defines the formative morphology of
the particle category.

Miyaoka subcategorizes the different types of particles as exclamatives, interjectives,
sentence-words, sentence-adverbials, adverbials, conjunctional, discursive, and sentence
fillers. Exclamatives and interjectives are used to convey an emotive force to a
proposition. While sentence words stand independently and include meanings such as
‘you are welcome’ or ‘thank you.” Sentence-adverbials are deictic and used in modality
or evidentiality. Adverbials include locationals, temporals, or manner adverbs. The
conjunctionals are usually coordinating conjunctions but can also indicate conditional
coordination among others, and the overlap or distinction from conjuncts should be
examined in a later study. Finally, the discursive and sentence fillers include expletive
functions, among various other uses (Miyaoka, 2012). Many of these particles are
conventionalized forms of the demonstratives discussed in Chapter Four.

Enclitics perform a similar function to particles but surface in the grammar attached
to the end of any word while not altering the word’s morphophonology. Enclitics

are monosyllabic and can occur in succession, often used in discourse as “interactive
adverbs (Miyaoka, 2012 p. 1544).”
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Miyaoka (2012), classifies enclitics as reactive, expressive, reportative/quotative.
The reactive enclitics -wa, (68), and -gga are discussed in Chapter Four as they are
endophoric demonstratives. Expressive enclitics are modals expressing hope, exclama-
tions, negative exclamations, frustrations, and questions. Finally, the reportative is
an indirect or hearsay evidential.

The connection between particles and enclitics is strong. Most enclitics are gram-
maticalized and conventionalized particles. Moreover, most particles seem to be
grammaticalized and conventionalized lexical bases that assume idiomatic functional-
ity. This follows Mithun’s 2012 analysis that grammaticalization is a major diachronic
process in Yup’ik. For instance, the verb tanggaqluku means ‘it was seen’ from the
lexical base tangke- ‘to see.” The particle tang calls attention to or brings joint
attention to an object, space, or proposition and can be translated as ‘look!” The

particle can also be an enclitic, as in (66).

(66) a.  Tangqaqluku
tangke-qaq-lu-gu-¢
to.see-ITR/HAB-APP-3.ACCA.SG-SG
‘it was seen’
NSKY Corpus (CM 2017:126.1)
b.  tuani=tang
ta-ua-a-ni=tang
R<PROX-FL-LOC=look
‘look there!’
NSKY Corpus (IH 2018:16.5)

Another pattern is seen in the particle ataam which is undergoing a process of
encliticization. Ataam means ‘again,” and when encliticized as =ataam or =am

conveys emphasis, as in (67).

(67) a.  kiagagan ataam
kiag-gaqa-nga-n-¢ ataam
summer-CNJ.(constantive)-3.ERGA-SG.LF-ERG again

‘when summer arrives again’

NSKY Corpus (AAy 2018:26.3)

b.  Cali=ataam!
cali=ataam
more=again

‘furthermore again,’
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NSKY Corpus (IH 2018:14.1)

Assingaam/!
assir-nge-gar-nga-g—am
good-to.begin.to.V-IND.TR-3.NOMA.SGCOM-SG=EMPH

‘it started to become good!’
NSKY Corpus (CM 2017:122.2)

Another excellent example of the cline between a base and that of an enclitic can be

seen in the proximal demonstrative u(at)-, in (68), as it can be used as a lexical base,

a particle, and as an enclitic. The semantics of this demonstrative base are discussed

in Chapter Three, and the myriad functions and structure of this demonstrative are

discussed in Chapter Four.

(68) a.

ayagluta wani wralums
ayag-lu-ta ua-a-t-ni iralug-t-ni
travel-APP-PL.LF PROX-FL-PL-LOC moOn-PL-LOC

‘we travel in this month now’
NSKY Corpus (AAy 2018:21.1)

tauguam want,
ta-ug-u=am ua-a-t-ni
R<DIST-OF.SG=EMPH PROX-FL-PL-LOC

‘however, umm,’

NSKY Corpus (AAy 2018:24.1)

amlerpamam-wa!
amller-rpak-umari-g-m—wa
to.be.many-big-PRF-SG.ERG=anaphor
‘in regards to everything,’

NSKY Corpus (AAy 2018:35.4)

In summary, particles and enclitics fill a large syntactic category used to perform

myriad functions in connected discourse. They differ from nominals, conjuncts, and

verbs in that they do not inflect and are often conventionalized or idiomatic forms.

This short characterization of particles as a category is sufficient for this study, but

demonstrative particles and enclitics are discussed further in later chapters.

128



2.4.5 The formative patterns

Throughout the literature, patterns within the inflectional paradigms have been
recognized and usually appear similar to those discussed above regarding the person
and number morphemes. However, many linguists posit that the inflectional word
endings for nouns and verbs are unitary, unparsable, or fusional morphemes that
must be memorized—requiring 456 verb suffixes to be memorized wholesale and 273
noun suffixes. Fusion is the linguistic encoding of multiple morphemes into a single
indivisible and unparsable polyexponential morpheme. Agglutination, in contrast,
can be understood as the process of stringing mono- or polyexponential morphemes
together, potentially into conventionalized portmanteaus, whereby each morpheme and
its associated function can be parsed and recovered in linguistic analysis. Thus, these
formative patterns are usually discussed within the context of the ‘fusional’ inflections
being easier to memorize due to “some internal segmentability and paradigm levelling
(Woodbury, 2017 p. 5).”

I argue in this study that the patterns are paramount to the language’s syntactic
categorization criteria and that treating them as a fused system obfuscates the linguistic
patterns and principles at play in the Yugtun language. The Yugtun language places a
high emphasis on marking agents and arguments outside the absolutive and nominative
expectations. When there is potential for ambiguity between patterns, long forms
of the number formatives are used. When a person formative is dropped for social
reasons (polite deagentivizing in the optative 1st-person singular, or in indirectness
constructions) or for structural reasons (dropping 3rd-person accusative arguments in
the realis moods), there are special constructions used to highlight these changes. The
predominately monoexponential formative system might be more difficult to learn
than memorizing over a thousand polyexponential morphemes for a learner, but it
exists, it is productive, and the speakers represented in the NSKY Corpus recognize
it. In addition, the pattern is essential as a change in pattern is a change in syntax.
These patterns demonstrate that Yugtun uses four different constructional syntactic
categories placed on a nominal-predicate scale (Figure 2.9) and give lexical bases a
range of syntactic functions in context.

In summary, these constructional patterns are not fusional bundles but agglutinating
or concatenating portmanteaus composed of regular, defined, and meaningful orders
of formative morphemes, which can be reliably identified through an understanding of

the morphophonological processes in the language.
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Nominal Conjunct Verbal
Construction Construction Construction

Nominals < > Verbs

Syntactic Categorization by Formative Construction

Figure 2.9: Nominal - Predicate Cline: This figure shows the gradation of Yugtun
syntactic categories from the typologically atemporal things to the temporal events.

2.5 Introducing demonstrative constructions

In Section 2.3.1, I identified a lexical distinction in the Yugtun lexicon between lexical
bases and deictic bases. The distinction between the two categories is based on a
collocational difference in the derivational postbases that are suffixed to the base and
in their distributional differences. The deictic bases include pronouns, quantifiers,
positional, and fundamental demonstrative bases (3.2), which are the focus of this
study.

Like the lexical bases, the deictic bases are syntactically fluid and can be inflected
using any of the formative constructions presented in the preceding sections. In my
NSKY corpus, demonstratives are only present as nominals or particles (69) and (70),
respectively. Demonstrative nominals use the constructions described in Sections 2.4.1
and 4.3, and demonstrative particles are discussed in depth in Section 4.3.2. However,
according to Miyaoka (2012), they can also be inflected as verbs as in (71) using the

verb constructions in Section 2.4.3.

(69) imumi
im-u-g-mi
DEM-EXPANDER-SG-LOC.SG
‘in that (obscured) place’
NSKY Corpus (CM 2017:166.4)
(70) tayima

ta-im-a
GWP-DEM-EXPANDER

‘Hopefully’
NSKY Corpus (CM 2017:101.2)
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imkuryugtug

im-ku-ryug-tur-¢
DEM-EXPANDER-DES(DENOMINALIZER)-IND.IN-SG
‘He wants to do that (secretive)’

(Miyaoka, 2012)

Crucial to demonstrative constructions, however, is the presence or absence of

a closed class set of derivational morphemes that collocate with the fundamental

demonstrative bases. These morphemes are termed “expanders” by Miyaoka (2012)

and include, among others, the morphemes -na in (72a), -u in (72b), -ku in (72¢),

-a in (72d). I go into more depth about their crucial frame of reference functions in

context in Chapter Four after I contextualize the fundamental demonstrative bases

within the frame of reference models in Chapter Three.

(72) a.

tauna barge-aq
ta-u-na-g¢-¢ bargear-¢-¢
DEM-EXPANDER-SG-ABS barge-SG-ABS
‘this barge’
NSKY Corpus (CM 2017:44.1)
doctor-ama uum
doctorar-g-m-a-@ u-u-g-m

doctor-sG-1.ERGA-SG.LF-ABS DEM-EXPANDER-SG-ERG.SG

‘my doctor—this one’

NSKY Corpus (MH 2016:101)
ukut-llu wrniangka
u-ku-t-g=llu irniar-t-ngka-¢-¢
DEM-EXPANDER-PL-ABS=COO children-PL-1.NOMA.SG-SG-ABS
‘these children of mine’

NSKY Corpus (MH 2016:109)
Anglellemni tamaan
angler-ller-m-g-ni ta-ma-~a-ni
grow.up-CNJ.(when)-1.ERGA-SG-LOC DEM-EXPANDER-LOC
‘When [ was growing up there’

NSKY Corpus (MH 2016:3)

Even though I do not describe the individual semantics of these “expanders” until

Section 4.2, throughout Chapter Three, I use my glossing conventions, which are em-

bedded within a frame of reference model to identify and differentiate these expanders
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within the examples. Thus, -na is glossed as OF.SG.ABS, -u is glossed as OF.SG, -ku is
glossed as OF.NS, and -a is glossed as FL. In addition, demonstratives can collocate
with special nominal case formatives, which are discussed in Section 4.3.1.

A fuller description of demonstrative constructions and their idiosyncracies is
reserved until Chapter Four, as their use in context depends heavily on the semantics

of the fundamental demonstrative bases, which is discussed in the next chapter.

2.6 Yugtun morphosyntax discussion

Speakers of different languages categorize the world differently in stark and subtle ways.
One major area of categorization in a language is with the word, or more precisely,
the lexical inventory itself. As described in this chapter, there are two theories of
lexical categorization, the particularist and the constructional. The particularist
approach argues that every language has broad overarching categories such as nouns,
verbs, adjectives, and adverbs (Hieber, 2023). The constructional approach argues
that languages are comprised of myriad small language-specific constructions which
emerge through context and form language-specific major categories. These emergent
constructions tend towards cross-linguistic universals due to cognitive processes that
organize the world into actors and events (Croft, 2001).

The descriptions focusing on the polysynthetic and agglutinating Central Alaskan
Yup’ik language have used both particularist and constructional approaches, with
some, like Jacobson and Jacobson (1995), arguing for particular categories and, in
so doing, conflating smaller constructional categories that showcase some surface
similarity such as the appositional verbs, main verbs, and conjuncts. This approach
also leaves a huge category called particles as an aside for anything that cannot be
lumped together. In contrast, others, such as Thalbitzer (1911), have proposed a
lack or near lack of categorization altogether, from the lexical to syntactic, arguing
that words in Yugtun at any level are fundamentally the same!!. Mithun (2017)
and Woodbury (2017) argue that categories do exist and must due to the existence
of derivational morphemes that provide structure within the holophrastic word and
select for nouniness or verbiness thereby straddling the boundaries of the word and
the phrase. Mithun (2017) and Hieber (2023) argue for a more fluid category of
polycategoricals in Yup’ik, which belong to both the noun and the verb categories

and transition between the two freely.

UThalbitzer (1911) argues that all forms of Inuit-Yupik expression are fundamentally nominal,
which is not the view of this paper and many critiques have been written about this topic, c.f. Sadock
(1999).
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The analysis presented here has taken a different approach by, first, recognizing the
inherent difference between a base and a word in Yugtun and, second, by making a
distinction between the notion of a lexical category and a syntactic category (Croft,
2001). In Yugtun, the base morpheme of a word is the lexical component and is a-
categorical. This lexical base can be expanded with the use of derivational morphemes.
By contrast, the word in Yugtun is a holophrastic construction which contains the
lexical base inflected with a contextually selected formative concatenation to indicate
the syntactic category. Thus, taken together, my analysis adopts a constructional
approach to part of speech categorization. The language is filled with lexically a-
categorical lexical and deictic bases that can be derived and then inflected with
particular formative patterns in context to fill particular syntactic constructions in

the language, such as nominal, verb, conjunct, or particle.

2.6.1 Lexical categories in Yugtun

Lexical bases in my analysis compose an open-class lexical supercategory with lexical
semantics that can be derived and moulded by context to act as nominals, verbs, or
conjuncts. Any preference for a lexical base to be a nominal or verb is formed on
the basis of cognitive bias, not linguistic structure; refer to Section 2.3 for a larger
discussion (Langacker, 1987a, 1987b). That is, the concept of gimugte- ‘dog’ is more
likely to emerge in a nominal construction not because it is a noun but because it is
an object that undergoes summary scanning, not an action using sequential scanning
in the real world. Derivational morphemes can alter the semantics back and forth in
Yugtun until the speaker’s chosen form emerges for the specified context.

It is possible that this large supercategory I call the lexical base is, in fact, a collage
of smaller categories that all fall into similar distributional patterns, but they have not
been examined in the literature to this point; instead, there exists a bias to categorize
everything as nouns, verbs, conjuncts, or particles in Yup'’ik.

My analysis, however, neatly divides the fundamental demonstrative bases, posi-
tionals, quantifiers, and pronouns from the lexical bases and treats them as a separate
lexical construction called the deictic bases. These deictic bases are a closed-class
functional category. This separation from the lexical category is evidenced by the fact
that the fundamental demonstrative bases, in particular, have different semantics and
take different derivational morphemes. Per Diessel’s (1999a) principle, a difference in
structure and function is indicative of a difference in category. In fact, these structural
and functional distinctions highlight demonstratives as markedly different in the lan-

guage and as a privileged category. Their sheer degree of frequency further solidifies
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this constructional category. Demonstratives are suggested by Diessel (1999a) and
W. Hanks (2011) to form a primal space within a language’s structural patterns. This
primacy of demonstratives can be difficult to see in a language that assigns lexemes
to clearly defined particular categories such as pronouns. In Yugtun, demonstratives
are not hidden inside other generic categories. Once again, the Yugtun language
showcases a typological principle clearly. Demonstratives are not lexical nouns, verbs,
or adverbs; they are demonstratives.

The emergence of deictic bases from the lexical bases requires a reexamination
of how the Yup’ik language is described to be more authentic to its own “genius.”
Additionally, it requires a reexamination of the Yup’ik language to see what other

constructional categories exist at this lexical level.

2.6.2 Syntactic categories in Yugtun

Rather than split the lexicon at the level of the lexical base, this analysis makes a
distinction between words at the phrasal level. This reflects Yugtun’s polysynthetic
nature to form phrasal words, which I call holophrastic, in the style of Woodbury
(2017). These holophrastic words comprise a lexical or deictic base, internal structure
in the form of derivational morphemes, and contextually required inflectional patterns.
Based on observations of these inflectional patterns, I posit four Yugtun syntactic
categories selected for by three inflectional formative patterns. These three patterns
form nominals'?, verbs!3, and conjuncts'4. T also use the term particle!® to categorize
bases and words which do not use one of these three formative patterns. However,
particles are used in many different contexts and do not serve a unified function in
discourse. The particle category is instead a collection of small so-called peripheral
patterns that are united in their function as non-core arguments, often uninflected
bases, and being under-described in the literature. These four categories do not
exist at the lexical level but rather emerge in the language through the use of shared
inflectional and distributional patterns within the holophrase and between them. These
are Yugtun’s primary syntactic categories. These constructions form the building
blocks to create coherent utterances. Outlining these basic categories is useful for the
next chapters as I examine the role of demonstratives in connected language use.
Most of the literature on Inuit-Yupik-Unangan languages treats these inflectional

constructional patterns, which form nouns, conjuncts, and verbs, as elaborate sets of

12Refer to Section 2.4.3
IBRefer to Section 2.4.5
HMRefer to Section 2.4.4
5Refer to Section 2.4.6
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fused morphological paradigms which must be memorized, even though there is some
segmentability (Miyaoka, 2012; Woodbury, 2014 p. 114). These paradigms require
technical skill on their own to interpret and employ within speech (c.f. Jacobson (2013
pp. 920-930) for the full paradigms). Additionally, this fusional model of the word
ending presents descriptively opaque morphemes, which hides the Yugtun patterns and
allows for crucial language patterns to be overlooked. The Yugtun language utilizes
split ergativity whereby 3rd-person objects in the verbal predicates are accusative case
marked instead of absolutive, and the subject is marked in the nominative case to
match. Even in the possessed nouns, a third-person possessed noun is marked with
a nominative person rather than the absolutive. These patterns are obscured when
these morphemes are treated as indivisible artifacts'® (Woodbury, 1981; Miyaoka,
2012). Rather, I suggest that the application of consistent morphophonological rules
can explain nearly all of the composition of these inflectional endings. These rules
are inaccessible to native speakers!”, and it may be more difficult to teach to second
language learners, but are more reflective of the constructional endings in the language
according to the language’s own “genius.” By viewing these formative inflections
as agglutinating portmanteaus, the patterns they form can be used to inform the
syntactic categorization of Yugtun’s holophrases.

The formative constructions of nominal, verb, conjunct, and particle can be applied
to all categories of base, both deictic and lexical. This shared application is part of why
demonstratives appear complex and are hidden behind the clunky lexical categories of
pronoun or adverb in the literature. Instead, Yugtun uses constructional categories at
both the lexical and the syntactic levels of categorization. The syntactic categories are
formed by shared patterns which relate holophrases together. This, in fact, provides
demonstrative bases with a greater degree of freedom and power in the language.
While demonstratives can function exophorically or endophorically, in deizis ad oculos
(deixis in physical space) or deizis am phantasm (deixis in imaginary space), pointing
to objects or to locations, they can also function as nouns, verbs, conjuncts or particles.

Any base can be placed into any formative constructional pattern. Demonstratives in

16Compare the formative constructions in this chapter to the discussion on demonstrative internal
sound correspondences in Section 3.2.2. While interesting from a diachronic perspective, the
demonstrative’s internal sound correspondences are no longer consistent, segmentable, or productive
and no longer have synchronic explanatory power. These internal morphs have fully fused into
the fundamental demonstrative bases and become fossilized artifacts of diachronic morphology. By
contrast, this is not yet true in the inflectional word-endings. The internal formative morphemes
of these endings, as shown, are still consistent and at least semi-productive, and have synchronic
descriptive and explanatory power for the Yugtun grammar. Therefore, portraying them as fused
bundles/complexes/units in the underlying representations (or surface representations) of a linguistic
description is disingenuous to a linguistic description of the language’s morphology.

17A defining feature of language
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my NSKY corpus have a clear preference to be nominals or particles, but as Yugtun
shows, that’s not a linguistic constraint but rather a cognitive tendency. By dividing
the Yugtun linguistic universe into both broad, fluid, lexical categories and specific,
contextual syntactic categories, the description of how demonstratives function in
the language becomes clearer and allows demonstratives a greater degree of linguistic
expression, as I show in Chapters Three and Four.

Syntactic constructions give all of Yugtun’s bases the potential to derive into any
syntactic category, and their holophrastic meaning can be manipulated with more
finesse. I paraphrase one of my Kotlik consultants who noted that it can be hard
to translate a Yup’ik word because they are filled with little meanings, and moving,
removing, or alternating these pieces can cause significant changes in the overall
interpretation. Without seeing the context in which a word is said, a translation into
English is very difficult (p.c. 2014). This linguistic intuition highlights the structural
characteristics of the language. That is, the Yup’ik holophrastic word’s meaning
begins by deriving bases with a variety of postbases (which can be placed in a flexible
order, but a change in morpheme order changes the meaning) which construe nominal,
verbal, adverbial, or mixed semantics. Then, morphemes that contribute to modal,
aspectual, and temporal semantics are attached. Finally, a word is paired with an
inflectional formative construction that selects its syntactic function.

All of this is reliant on the context of use within the discourse. Thus, a lexical base
like angalk- ‘magic’ has great potential in the language depending on how a speaker
wants to use it. The word can be used in a nominal context as an object or actor, as
in angalkuq ‘the shaman’ or as a predicate verb, as in angalkiluteng ‘they did magic.’
This ability for a fluid base to enter into a syntactic category construction based on
the appropriate context of use provides the language with a higher degree of creative
freedom with the bases. Nouns and verbs in the Yugtun language are not selected
innately at creation, nor are they selected by semantic denotation. Nor are nouns and
verbs the same thing in the language. A noun is not a noun because it is born a noun;
it is not a noun because it takes case, although case does contribute core semantics
to the syntax. A noun in Yugtun is a noun because the formative morphemes follow
the nominal constructional pattern of Number-/Person-Number/[-Case while a verb
follows the pattern Mood-([Person-Number|)-[Person-Number| and a conjunct follows
the pattern Conjunctive-[Person-Number[-Case. Within these patterns, there are sub-
constructions distinguishing between realis and irrealis or core argument and oblique
argument or ergative and nominative, but these in themselves serve to highlight the
importance of these ordering effects to the Yugtun categorization. Similarities are

found across both nouns and verbs and conjuncts not because the endings have levelled
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and fused but because the formative inflections exist and are a key explanatory feature
of Yugtun structure. By understanding the morphophonemics of the language, the
ordering patterns, and the syntactic patterns with a few linguistic irregularities, these
inflectional constructions and their internal makeup are crucial to Yugtun’s place in
examining cross-linguistic grammatical patterns.

In the next chapter, I examine a hereunto underdescribed part of the Yup’ik
grammar, demonstratives. Demonstratives are a special type of closed-class base
which forms a part of the lexical category I term deictic bases. Like any base, these
deictic bases are a-categorical and can inflect as a nominal, conjunct, verb, or serve
as a particle or enclitic. My Norton Sound Kotlik spoken corpus demonstrates a
demonstrative frequency of around 30%. This remarkably high frequency requires a

renewed examination of this essential but small set of closed-class deictic bases.
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Chapter 3

Demonstrative frames of reference

3.1 Introduction

Amidst Yugtun’s categorially fluid lexical bases and its holophrastic word structures,
one particular lexical class of bases assumes a critical functional role: the deictic bases.
Deictic bases include the pronominal bases, quantifier bases, and most importantly and
the focus of this chapter, the fundamental demonstrative bases. Akin to lexical bases
more generally, deictic bases in Yugtun can use the syntactic formative constructions
discussed in Chapter Two to inflect for any syntactic category, including nouns, verbs,
conjuncts, or particles. Similarly, they can be iteratively derived with postbases prior to
the addition of the inflectional pattern to create more specific base semantics. However,
unlike the lexical bases, the myriad purposes given to fundamental demonstrative
bases within connected discourse strongly suggest that these bases are highly critical
in the grammar.

Their multifunctionality is due to the many semantic layers, including object
shape/extendedness, interactional space, deixis, and origo, that adhere to demonstra-
tive elements. These semantic overlays combine to form a complex frame of reference
used to index, bring joint attention to, and track objects through space, time, and
discourse, as introduced in Chapter One, Section 1.2.

The next two chapters return to that discussion on deixis and demonstratives and
examine the role of Yugtun demonstratives in context, and aim to promote their
status in the grammar. In Chapter Three, I discuss the characteristics that underlie
the complex notion of frame of reference. This review draws from many different
authors and disciplines before positing a composite framework that is adopted for
my analysis. I then turn to the Yugtun data from my Norton Sound Kotlik Yugtun
corpus, introduced in Chapter One, Section 1.3, to highlight how frames of reference

are used in Yugtun speech events. In examining these demonstratives, I gloss over
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their morphosyntactic properties and focus solely on the semantics of these deictic
bases in the context of frames of reference and domains of use. In doing so, I reanalyze
the traditional unitary and overwhelmingly spatial demonstrative paradigm and posit
three frames of reference systems that index objects and locations across space, time,
and discourse. With this new semantic characterization, this chapter hints at the
centrality of demonstratives as framing words across speech events.

In Chapter Four, I return to the morphosyntax of demonstratives in context. I
begin by describing the derivation of the fundamental demonstrative bases and the
added semantics that these derivations contribute to holophrastic demonstratives.
I then discuss the inflectional patterns that apply to demonstrative bases and how
they differ from the general patterns described in Chapter Two. Finally, I expand
on the examination of demonstratives in context and discuss how demonstratives are
utilized to organize and track information flow across connected speech events. In
doing so, I exemplify the centrality of demonstratives as framing words across speech
events. These two chapters, therefore, broadly follow the template set in Chapter
Two, whereby I begin by discussing the meaning and structure of the bases and then
discuss their inflectional potential and use in context. Appendix B is associated with
these two chapters and includes the figures found in these chapters, as well as a list of

the demonstrative types found in my NSKY corpus and each of their frequencies.

3.2 Frames of reference

Recall in Chapter One, Section 1.2.2, I introduced the notion of deixis and situated
the lexical category of demonstratives within it. Deixis was defined as the indexation
of objects in juxtaposition so as to bring the joint attention of the speech participants
to one object or location over another (Fillmore, 1997). This definition works well
for demonstratives, which are linguistic indexicals or pointing words that often are
associated with multi-term systems that distinguish relative distances. However, this
definition prioritizes the notion of relative distance over all other features. Not all
languages use distance as a feature of demonstratives, as shown with German, in (4)
from Chapter One. Additionally, in some languages, the relative distance is a less
important feature, and they instead prioritize the speech participants. I showcased
many of these distance and person-based systems in Chapter One, with the most
common cross-linguistically being 2-term or 3-term systems as encountered in English
(5), Plains Cree (6), or Japanese (7). These demonstrative systems establish joint
attention to an object by using a pointing word and usually an accompanying gesture

to juxtapose the object to an origo, typically the speaker (Diessel, 2006; Enfield, 2009).
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In a 2-term system, the first demonstrative indexes an object proximal to the speaker,
while the second demonstrative indexes an object distal to the speaker. In languages
that introduce a third demonstrative, it can establish a new intermediate distance-
based contrast, medial, or it can shift the origo from the speaker to the listener (or
interlocutor), called allocentric. With an allocentric term, the event scene is construed
from the listener’s perspective, and the object is indexed as prozimal to listener while
the speaker is no longer relevant. These two primary types of demonstrative models

are shown in Figure 3.1.

(b) Two Term System ORLGO (d) Three Term ORLGO a Speaker
Viewer-Based ==
System

xlnterlo('zm)r

&

Speaker-
Proximal

P S

Interlocutor-
Proximal

Figure 3.1: Principle Deictic Constrast Types: An excerpt from Figure 1.3 in Chapter
One showcasing (b) a 2-term distance-based demonstrative system and (d) a 3-term
person-based demonstrative system which introduces the speech interlocutor as an
additional point of reference.

The conceptual schema that helps us to understand the meaning of demonstratives
and the spatial systems they compose is called a frame of reference. Descriptions
of demonstratives, however, typically provide an overly simplistic frame of reference
characterization. The frame of reference typically applied to demonstratives is a
sketch of what is termed in the next subsection, a viewer-centred frame of reference.
This viewer-centred analysis, however, has difficulty when applied to languages like
Japanese and, as I show in this chapter, to Yugtun. When analyzed under a simplified
frame of reference characterization, Yugtun demonstratives are conflated into a single
system with what appears to be an abundance of ‘bonus content’ as shown in the
Jacobsons-style Yup’ik demonstrative paradigm in Figure 3.2. Yup’ik is typically

classified as a 2-term, distance-based system acting within a simple viewer-centred
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frame of reference. However, some Yup’ik dialects and the Inuit languages use a

3-term, person-based system acting within a simple viewer-centred frame of reference.

3.2.1 Yup’ik demonstrative review

The Yup’ik demonstrative class is known amongst linguists not due to its uniqueness
in structure or function, which still requires much more in-depth research, but due to
its basic morpho-semantic complexity. The demonstrative category in the language
is extensive, with an inventory of 30 basic bound reflexes (termed the fundamental
demonstrative bases), which serve as the base for an unlimited number of possible
expressions. Yet it is not this large number of potential forms that leads to Yup’ik’s
demonstrative infamy, but rather the multi-layered feature system that creates these
30 bases that has provided the grammatical equivalent of the popular Inuit-Yupik
snow myth.

The 30 bases in the literature are usually discussed within the larger context
of the nominal category, which maintains a more traditionally exophoric view of
demonstratives. It is asserted here that demonstratives in Yup’ik provide a good
argument for the demonstrative primacy hypothesis posited in more recent schools of
thought, such as Diessel (1999a) and W. Hanks (2011). According to this hypothesis,
demonstratives are viewed as an independent, closed-class grammatical category on
par with other parts of speech. The Yup’ik demonstrative bases excel within this
framework as the bases must be bound to derivational post-bases in order to be
grammatical. Additionally, these bases before derivation play host to a large array of
semantic features which are not shared by Yup’ik nouns or verbs. The unique overlay
of features, in tandem with the requirement of derivation, argues strongly against
demonstratives being a sub-category but rather a category in their own right. The
bulk of the data for outlining the demonstrative system in the previous literature was
collected in the early 1970s and first presented in Reed’s 1977 grammar (Reed et al.,
1977). The presentation of the system and the full demonstrative “paradigm” has
since solidified into Jacobson and Jacobson’s, 1995, iconic pronominal demonstrative
chart, yet the analysis behind the system has remained largely unchallenged. The
demonstrative chart presented in Figure 3.2 is inspired by and reminiscent of the
Jacobsons’ chart but differs in its organizational schema. In addition, Figure 3.2
uses the bound base forms in place of the absolutive, singular pronominal forms that
the Jacobsons use. As such, by using these contrasting bases in the chart below
and the aggregated rules presented in the following subsections, any of the myriad

demonstrative expressions can be transparently composed or decomposed.
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DEMONSTRATIVE SPACE
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Figure 3.2: The Yup’ik demonstrative bases organized in a Jacobsonesque paradigm with
semantic features serving as the key organizational principle. Adapted from Jacobson and
Jacobson (1995 p. 76).



Linking the Yup’ik demonstrative description presented here to the demonstrative
typology presented above, Yup’ik can be analyzed as either a 2-term or a 3-term
system, depending on how the singular Yup’ik prefix ta- is treated, shown in (73).
The very similar Inuit demonstrative systems would be argued as having a 3-term
distance contrast, but in the Inuit languages ta- remains a fully productive morpheme
as opposed to the General Central Yup’ik where it is only encountered on two possible
demonstratives according to the literature (Denny, 1982).

Further discussion on the ta- prefix is given in Section 3.3 and, for present purposes,
the Yup’ik demonstratives are analyzed as manifesting a basic 2-term distance contrast
as exemplified in (73) and shown in Figure 3.2, where the proximal forms are shown in
the top fifth of the chart and the more numerous distal forms underneath. This analysis
comes from the analysis of accessability in Yup’ik demonstratives. An accessible form
is used with objects that the speaker can interact with, while an inaccessible form is
used when the speaker cannot interact with the referenced object.

I, however, use the term displaced-centre in reference to the ta- forms in my initial
analysis following the style of Miyaoka (2012) and the analysis in Inuit languages.
Whereby the displaced-centre is a listener proximal form and thus can be construed
as inaccessible to the speaker, even though it is not a speaker proximal/distal form.
My analysis thus construes the 2-term analysis as a 3-term person-centred system.

Notice in the following examples the -na “expander” discussed in Section 2.5, which
is further elaborated on in Chapter Four. In (73d), the word taingna no longer exists
in Yup’ik but is a historical form still found in the Norton Sound Unalit dialect and
in many Inuit varieties. The ta- prefix is no longer productive across the entire Yup’ik

demonstrative inventory but fossilized in four forms discussed later in this Chapter.

(73) a. wuna nuussiaq ‘this knife’ Ego-centric Proximal
b. ingna nuussiaq  ‘that knife over there’ Ego-centric Distal
c. tauna nussiaq ‘this/that knife Displaced-centre Proximal
d.  *taingna nussiaq *‘that knife’ *Listener Proximal — this form

is attested in Inuit varieties

This 2-term distinction between proximal bases and distal bases is the first and
most basic semantic feature of the Yup’ik demonstrative system. A second feature
is that of extendedness, which further subdivides the proximal and distal bases into

three subclasses. (74) shows this 3-way division for the ego-centric proximals.
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(74) a. una nussiag  ‘This here knife’ Proximal Restricted
b.  mana nunaq  ‘This (stretch of) land’ Proximal Extended

c.  imna nussiaq  ‘This knife (which I can’t see)’  Proximal Obscure

These sub-classes behave as noun classifiers in function and serve to classify the
indexed object into one of three perceptual viewing categories: restricted, extended, or
obscured. This feature is what the Jacobsons define as “distance and movement from
the speaker” (Jacobson & Jacobson, 1995 p. 75). Restricted objects, are construed
as objects that are contained in a single point within the speaker’s field of view. the
Jacobsons define restricted demonstratives as those which identify objects which are
“stationary or moving within a confined space” (Jacobson & Jacobson, 1995 p. 75). This
classifier is associated with bounded or static entities such as a tree. In comparison,
the extended classification is used to classify objects perceived to be linear or spread
out (or analogously are objects moving across the visual frame). In Denny’s account
of Inuit demonstratives, a defining feature of the extended forms is not that they are
a line as in more traditional classificatory systems such as Japanese, but that, within
the speaker’s field of view, the object is spread out such that the speaker’s head must
pivot to take in the whole of the object (Denny, 1982 pp. 360, 366-370). Therefore,
these forms would be used when indexing a mass object or large group of objects such
as a body of water or a school of fish (Jacobson & Jacobson, 1995 p. 75). Crucial to
both the extended and restricted classifiers is that they must be in sight or visible to
the speaker. If an object is invisible or out of sight, the third sub-class, obscured, is
required. The obscured classifier is used when an object is considered to not have a
visible form within the field of view, such as an object in one’s pocket.

The third semantic feature overlay affecting the meaning of Yup’ik demonstrative
bases is that of a riverine-based, geospatial coordinate system. The coordinate system
makes reference to and indexes the deictic center, the speaker or viewer, and one of
between 5-10 possible secondary coordinates depending on how the system is divided
conceptually. The elegance of this coordinate system is that any referent (or identified
object) is located by the distal demonstrative using two reference points: the first
is usually the ego or speaker, and the second is the most salient geospatial feature
within the context of the utterance. The four primary coordinates used within this
system are those that are reflected vaguely in the morphophonetic composition of the
bases, which is discussed further below. These four primary geospatial coordinates are:
up, straight ahead, in or out, and down (Jacobson & Jacobson, 1995). Arguably, the
proximal demonstratives (una, wan’a, imna) could be construed or translated as the

static origin coordinate or (0,0) and thus form a fifth geospatial coordinate subclass.
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An equally valid analysis, however, is the assertion that the proximal demonstratives
do not indicate a coordinate at all, and this geospatial feature overlay is restricted to
the distal forms only. Thus, based on the Jacobsons’ organizational paradigm, I add
the proximal to speaker demonstratives to these examples. Therefore, the first five
geospatial coordinates are: proximal to speaker, up, straight ahead, in or out, down
as shown in (75) and in Table 3.2.

(75) a.  una kaviag ‘this here fox’ Proximal Restricted
b.  kan’a kaviaq ‘that fox down there’ Distal Restricted Downslope
c.  pingna kaviag ‘that fox up the slope there’ Distal Restricted Upslope
d. igna kaviaq ‘that fox right over there’ Distal Restricted Straight ahead

e.  kiugna kaviaq ‘that fox inside there’ Distal Restricted Inside

The final five geospatial coordinates, which are termed proximal to listener, up
above, across, outside, and downriver (towards the exit)/on the coast, as shown in
the geospatial overlays shown in Table 3.2 are complementary to the five presented in
(75). The Jacobsons’ create a binary juxtaposition within the demonstrative paradigm
between what is termed the “more accessible” coordinates and the “less accessible”
coordinates. The first five in (75) are labelled as more accessible while the five in (76)

are called “less accessible” (Jacobson & Jacobson, 1995).

(76) a. tauna kaviag ‘that there fox’ Proximal Restricted
b.  wugna kaviaq  ‘that fox down river there’ Distal Restricted Downriver
c.  pikna kaviag ‘that fox up there in the tree’ Distal Restricted Up above
d. ikna kaviag  ‘that fox across the river there’ Distal Restricted Across

e.  keggna kaviaq ‘that fox outside there’ Distal Restricted Outside

Examining the Jacobsons’ system as a whole, therefore, categorizes the less accessible
relationships as follows: away from speaker, up above, across, outside, and downriver
(towards the exit)/on the coast (Reed et al., 1977; Jacobson & Jacobson, 1995). In
other words, less accessible demonstrative forms are interpreted with distal pragmatics.
While the more accessible objects are characterized as closer to speaker, up the
slope/away from the river, over/ moving away from the speaker, inside/inland /up
river, and down below/downslope/toward the river (Reed et al., 1977; Jacobson &
Jacobson, 1995). the Jacobsons also include the two General Yup’ik ta- forms in their

paradigm as the ‘proximal less accessible’ forms, as seen in Figure 3.2 marked as
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‘displaced centre.” The unmarked proximals in their analysis are categorized ‘accessible’

or generally close to speaker, and the ta- proximals are categorized ‘inaccessible’ or
generally away from the speaker. Thus, on top of the basic proximal-distal contrast
shown in (73), the accessibility overlay on the demonstratives also adds additional
proximal-distal pragmatics. The Jacobsons analysis, therefore, posits the Yup’ik
demonstrative system as a complex 2-term, quasi-speaker-oriented system.

Overall, this division between the more and less accessible coordinates is conceptually
viable since an object located up a slope/over a rock/on land/downslope is easier
to interact with than those that are located floating above (such as a cloud)/across
a river/in the ocean/down the river. These coordinates termed less accessible are
termed so due to the lack of interactive ease between the deictic center and an object
located at one of these coordinates. Nevertheless, the binary division is arbitrary,
and Miyaoka does not utilize the feature of accessibility as a defining property of his
system but instead divides the forms into ten distinct directional forms. While neither
analysis performs better than the other, the Jacobsons’ divisions are further evidenced
by the morphophonetic structure of the lexemes discussed in Section 3.2.1.2.

Finally, the organization of demonstrative space creates inherent oppositions. For
instance, ‘down the slope and accessible’ is in semantic opposition to ‘up above/up
the slope/away from the river and inaccessible,” while ‘downriver and inaccessible’
contrasts with ‘inland and accessible.” There is an additional opposition made between
the lexeme augna ‘extended, more accessible, over, going away’ and wukna, which,
according to the Jacobsons, fits poorly into the chart, but is translated as ‘something
coming’ (Jacobson & Jacobson, 1995). In addition to these oppositions, it is noted by
Reed et al. that the term ¢mna can also be used as ‘the aforementioned one’ (Reed
et al., 1977). The Jacobsons’ do not include this semantic overlay in their paradigm.
According to Diessel’s typology, imna is an anaphoric demonstrative pronoun but this

is not thoroughly examined in the Yup’ik literature.

Morphophonetic structure

Jacobson and Jacobson (1995) assert that many of the demonstrative bases reveal a
system of sound symbolism. For instance, words that begin with a p refer to something
that is ‘“up,” which is valid across the whole of Figure 3.2. Bases beginning with a
vowel (i/u/a) signify ‘over or across,” which holds true for all but five across the entire
figure. Those that begin with a ¢ mean ‘in or out,” which is true for two-thirds of
these forms. Additionally, the presence of an m indicates ‘obscured’ (a pattern which
persists for all the bases in Figure 3.2 except for man’a), while the presence of a g or

ug indicates ‘extended’ (except for the irregular forms marked by cross-hatched boxes
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in Figure 3.2). Finally, the presence of a k or a g in the form indicates that the form
is less accessible, which is valid across all instances. As such, for the non-irregular
forms, the meanings seem very compositional and can be determined by form alone
(Jacobson & Jacobson, 1995). As an example, the word pakemna /pakmna;/ begins
with a p, and contains a £ and an m, indicating this word means ‘up, less accessible,
and obscured.” Calling such form-meaning pairings “sound symbolism” is misleading,
however, as there is nothing inherent or innate to these sounds which would lead to
these respective associations.

Nevertheless, when organized solely as bases as shown in Figure 3.2, this pattern
seems to reveal itself such that one could begin to argue for the existence of fos-
silized morphology whereby in an earlier stage of the language, p-, meant ‘directional
upwards,” g- (vowel initial) ‘directional across,’ ¢- ‘interiority,” ¢- ‘directional down-
wards,” u- ‘proximal,’ i/a- ‘distal,” -m ‘obscured’, and so forth. Regardless of how the
posited segments are analyzed, there are always counter-examples within the system.
Despite these counterexamples, this rough semantic association remains as evidence
of earlier deictic compositionally, which has lexicalized into the complex, fused and

polyexponential fundamental demonstrative base forms seen today.

The Yup’ik analysis

The foundational analysis of demonstratives as a spatial deictic system asserts that
demonstratives are pointing words that juxtapose conceptual distances between the
object referenced and the person pointing. Demonstrative systems are classified by
how they form these distance contrasts (Diessel, 2013b). Based on this analysis,
while ignoring some grammaticalized or lexicalized demonstratives, the 30 Yup’ik
demonstrative bases can be categorized as shown in Table 3.1. This table presents all
30 terms as a 2-term distance contrast between proximal and distal demonstratives
with all other semantic features overlayed on the deictic system as extra flavour, like
sprinkles on a cake.

This 2-term contrast is at odds with the Inuit systems, which are typically presented
as a 3-term person-centred demonstrative system. Organizing the Yup’ik demonstra-
tives solely within a 2-term distance-based taxonomy leads to the organizational
schema shown in Table 3.1. This organization leads to much ambiguity; for instance,
are the ta- prefixed forms—which are typically glossed as ‘proximal to hearer’'—distal
from the speaker, or proximal to speaker but less accessible to the speaker? Addi-
tionally, note the mismatch in the number of proximal forms to distal forms, which
is at odds with the typological principle discussed in Chapter One, which argues for

symmetry between the distance contrast terms. Finally, note that the feature of shape
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becomes obscured within the distal column of the table. It is these issues that have
led to the development of the 1-dimensional Jacobsonian paradigm in Table 3.1 to
help bring light to all the overlays. However, the current paradigm does not solve the
ambiguity, nor does it reveal how each demonstrative is used in context; rather, the
paradigm hides the disjointed semantic analysis. Thus, these issues among others, as
shown in the ambiguity of the semantic features in Table 3.1, highlight the need for a
new semantic analysis of these demonstratives, which can bring more clarity to their

function in context and relationships to each other.

Table 3.1: The Yup’ik fundamental demonstrative bases, in no particular order, laid
out in a traditional 2-term deictic demonstrative contrast juxtaposition (proximal v.
distal). Note that the forms beginning with ta- can be interpreted as either proximal
or distal based on traditional Yup’ik analysis.

Proximal Demonstratives | Distal Demonstratives

(translated as ‘this/here’) | (translated as ‘that/there’)

u- ik- ag- akem-
ma(t)- ing-  aug- am-
im- pik-  pag- pakem-
(ta-u-) ping- paug- pam-
(ta-ma-) ug-  uneg- cakem-
kan-  un- cam-

kegg- qag- qakem-
kiug- qaug- qam-
uk- (ta-u-) (ta-ma-)

Thus, according to the traditional account in Yugtun, there are 3-4 semantic
overlays applied to a 2-term demonstrative system, each overlay roughly correlating
with a historic morphophonetic segment. These overlays are distance, object classifier,
and geospatial coordinate (and/or accessibility). This traditional account of Yup’ik
demonstratives is based on the simplified analysis of deictic distance introduced in
Chapter One. Thus, the complex interworkings of these demonstratives do indeed
portray the Yugtun system as overly complicated and somewhat opaque.

It is the forms that begin with the prefix ta- that are of particular interest in this

accounting, as discussed above. Ta- is the only known prefix in the entire Inuit-Yupik
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language family, and it attaches only to the demonstrative bases. In the Jacobsons’
analysis, these are treated as proximal, less-accessible demonstratives, meaning ‘here
close to you.” However, within my fieldwork, these are often translated as ‘there (far
from me)’ and thus are associated with more distal semantics. As noted by both
Denny (1982) and Diessel (2013a), some languages provide reference points that are
not egocentric but are also not close to the listener. Such languages constitute neither
a distance-oriented nor a speaker-oriented system. In Inuktitut, the language Denny
describes, this set of demonstratives begins with the prefix ta-. This prefix replaces the
deictic center or origo as (i) the previous speaker, (ii) the hearer, or (iii) as some third
person (Denny, 1982 pp. 361-362). In my analysis below, I refer to demonstrative
forms with the prefix ta- as having a deictic projection. As I discussed for (73), the
ta- prefix is no longer productive in General Standard Yup’ik-relocated solely to the
two proximal, less accessible reflexes; nevertheless, I argue its semantics are the same
as the Inuit, that is allocentric. The fully productive ta- prefix still, in fact, exists
in some dialects of Yup'ik, like the Norton Sound Unalit dialect (Miyaoka, 1984).
Regardless of the extent of the prefix in the dialect, it is not a less accessible form of
the proximal but represents a 3-term person-oriented contrast in the sense of Diessel
(2013b). This additional dimension within dialects like Norton Sound Unalit has
largely collapsed in General Standard Yup’ik, leading to a system which appears to
be distance-oriented yet subtly maintains a wider range of functions. Additionally,
as I show in my later discussion on the temporal use of Yugtun demonstratives, a
few additional ta- forms still exist in restricted domains in Yugtun. Therefore, the
Jacobsonian analysis leaves us with the question: Where do the ta- forms belong?
As distal egocentric demonstratives, as proximal allocentric demonstratives, or as
something else entirely?

Moreover, suppose Yugtun demonstratives exist within a 2-term distance-based
system with complexity provided through semantic overlays; in other words, not much
more deictically complex than in English. If this is true, the frequency of these words
in my corpus (nearly 30% of the corpus tokens) is astounding as this is nearly 30
times as frequent as in English (»#1.5% per 1 million words in the British National
Corpus (Leech et al., 2001). This sheer frequency of demonstrative use in my NSKY
corpus suggests that more is occurring in the demonstrative system than currently
described, and we must posit that demonstratives carry a heavier speech burden
than previously suggested in the Yugtun language. Therefore, each demonstrative
must have a distinct and illustrative meaning that supports its use in context. This
flat 2-term distance-based typology, however, seems insufficient to account for the

frequency in the NSKY corpus. This would require an unrealistic amount of geospatial
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contextual baggage to arise in the six narratives of my corpus to account for the 1047
demonstrative tokens.

Based on these concerns regarding the ambiguity of the typological taxonomy within
the Yugtun system, it seems that a key organizational feature is missing from the
analysis. I argue that what is needed to shed light on the function and structure
of these Yugtun demonstratives is a more nuanced typological account of frames of
reference. In order to authentically characterize the semantic “genius” (& la Sapir) of
the Yugtun demonstrative bases on their own terms, they need to be contextualized
within a larger frame of reference model that can account not only for demonstratives

but for complex deictic projections.

3.2.2 Frame of reference taxonomies

Frames of reference are complex organizational schemata that help us to orient speech
events to the space around us (Levinson, 2006 pp. 1-3). These reference frames
are conceptualized as coordinate systems composed of several salient and interactive
points, or landmarks, within a spatial model. Speech participants utilize these models
to identify spatial relationships between objects in the speech event according to the
conventions of their language.

The traditional frame of reference analysis comes out of philosophy, psychology,
and linguistics (Diessel, 2014). As the discourse on frames of reference is heavily
embedded in all three academic disciplines, there is a plethora of conflicting terminology
for the same underlying notions. Additionally, many frameworks, while essentially
identical, differ in several critical characteristics. This chapter works toward unifying
some of this discourse while maintaining only the essential terms and perspectives
to understand how the Yugtun demonstrative system is situated within a frame of
reference framework.

Ubiquitously, a frame of reference is a coordinate system composed of a combination
of referential landmarks alluded to in an utterance (Levinson, 2006 pp. 1-3). Which
referential landmarks are important for composing the spatial scene described by
an utterance depends on the speaker’s frame of reference and the language-specific
framework used to interpret it. These landmarks are defined using various terms!,
many of which either overlap or are synonymous. This chapter uses only the most

frequently used terms encountered in the literature necessary to establish any frame

!These basic landmark terms have many synonyms in the literature, including but not limited
to figure/target, ground/relatum, viewer/anchor, origo/origin/relatum, vector/viewpoint /angular-
specification/axis (Levinson, 2006; Le Guen, 2011; Danziger, 2013; Diessel, 2014). While largely
synonymous, many of these terms are used to subtly alter the conceptualization of a FOR.
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of reference. These basic terms are Figure, Ground, Viewer, Origo, and Vector.

In (77), I exemplify each of these terms within a single utterance found in my
NSKY corpus, which forms a single frame of reference. Throughout this chapter I use
the subscript letters f/,/,/, to mark each term (figure, ground, vector, origo) within
many of the examples provided in order to showcase the elements within the frame of
reference established by the speech act. In Yup’ik demonstratives, the viewer, which
can specify both speaker and/or listener, is established implicitly within the frame of
reference and through context and is therefore not marked in most examples. The

nature of the viewer is discussed in more detail below.

(77) Pitarkat = guqy, tamakut alingnagellriit, kuigmek, unaken,, aliarluteng

Pitarkat-gug, tamakut

pitarka-t-g=guq, ta-ma-ku-t-¢

animal-PL-ABS=ANA, R<IX-OF.NS-PL-ABS

alingnagellriit, kuigmek
aling-narqge-lria-nga-t, kuig-g-mek
afraid-makes.one.feel-PART.IN-3.NOMA-PL, river-SG-ABL.SG

unaken aliarluteng
un-a-g-ken aliar-lu-teg-t
AXRP-FL-SG-ABL appear-APP-4.NOMA-PL

‘The animals, those scary ones, from the river there (down below) they
appeared.’

NSKY Corpus (MP 2016:4.2)

To begin, the figure, indicated with a subscript f, is the object that the speaker is
bringing into the joint attention of the speech participants and placing into narrative
focus. This is the object that the listener is tasked with identifying and locating
within the speech event. Prototypically, the figure is grammatically encoded as the
subject of an utterance. In (77), the figure is pitarkat or ‘the animals.’

As T make clear in Section 3.2.5, the speaker is also important to disambiguate
within a speech event. The speaker is the interlocutor who utters the utterance and
brings attention to the figure within the frame of reference. In (77), the speaker
is Michael Prince (MP). By contrast, the viewer is the speech interlocutor who is
listening to the utterance and locating the figure within the speech event in order to
establish joint attention with the speaker. In (77), the viewer includes all participants
both within and without the speech event. Within the traditional literature, the

speaker and the viewer are often conflated as a single landmark within the frame of

151



reference as speech participants, and this conflation is collectively termed the wviewer.
However, as I show when I discuss deixis and egocentricity, it is imperative that we
separate these two speech-act participants into different landmarks.

The ground, indicated with a subscript g, is the object that backgrounds the figure.
This is the salient or recognizable object or space against which the figure is situated
to provide a reference point to locate the figure. The ground is grammatically encoded,
typically as an oblique object. The ground in (77) is kuigmek, ‘the river.’

The origo, indicated with a subscript o, is the center axis of the frame of reference
around which the frame rotates. This can be construed as an azis mundi or world
axis. In (77), the origo is the landscape in which the event is taking place. In Yugtun,
the speaker is projecting their deictic rotation onto the landscape through the use of
the demonstrative pointing word unaken, or ‘from there down below.’

The vector emanates from the origo and controls rotation. These two terms are
linked - if the origo turns or rotates to ‘face’ a different direction, the vector changes.
In the same way, the shape of the vector can also change to indicate an object ‘above’,
‘below’, or in any other direction relevant to the origo. The term wvector, indicated
with a subscript v, is crucial to an analysis of deixis. The vector line is drawn between
the origo and the figure in order to aid the listener in locating the figure. The vector
can be thought of as a linguistic pointing gesture. As with the origo, in (77), the
vector is displaced by the speaker onto the landscape with the demonstrative pointing
word /gesture unaken, or ‘from there down below.’

By identifying these core landmarks within the speech act the figure can be brought
into joint attention by both the speaker and any interlocutors. Thus each spatial (or
temporal or discursive) speech act can be analyzed through a frame of reference model.
This notion therefore is crucial to the idea of demonstratives, and a fuller typology of
frames of reference in describing demonstratives is necessary.

Table 3.2 provides a summary of each landmark. While these spatial landmarks are
not necessary for every analysis on frames of reference, they are the major participants
in any frame of reference analysis. The three key landmarks used in this analysis are
the figure, ground, and origo.

Frames of reference models can be classified into three taxonomies, the classical
taxonomy, Levinson’s 2006 taxonomy, and Diessel’s 2014 taxonomy which centers
on demonstrative interpretation. While Levinson has significantly contributed to
the notion of frames of reference in linguistic description, the Diessel and Levinson
taxonomies differ in their treatment of the classical taxonomy and the role of deixis
and demonstratives. For example, in a reevaluation of the classical take on frames

of reference by examining primarily Central American and Australian Indigenous

152



Table 3.2: Key Frame of Reference Landmark Terminology: The key landmarks used
to analyze and establish frames of reference within this dissertation and definitions.
The subscript represents the letter used to mark the function of a word within an
example.

Key Frame of Reference Landmarks

Landmark Term Subscript Definition
Figure f The object of joint attention
Ground g A reference object to aid in triangulation
Origo 0 The axis of the frame, can aid in triangulation
A linguistic or physical pointing gesture
Vector v
between the origo and figure
Viewer i The participants in a frame of reference
Speaker S The interlocutor who composes the frame of reference
) Typically the interlocutor listening to the speaker
Interlocutor i

but can be a contextually specified 3rd-person

languages and their use of way-finding techniques and direction-giving tasks by
Levinson (2006), he introduces the notions of mental rotations, visual theory, and
visual perception and orientation, yet he overlooks the importance of physical gesture
deixis in communicative tasks (Levinson, 2006 p. 30). According to a summary of this
analysis by Diessel (2014), Levinson demotes the status of the origo in conceptualizing
the frame of reference and instead categorizes the frames based on their logical
structure or the organization of only three of the components of a frame of reference
(figure, ground, viewer) (Diessel, 2014 p. 118). Diessel, by contrast, works to bring
Levinson’s taxonomy into the classical taxonomy by including an analysis of a classic
frame of reference category found in languages, demonstratives (Diessel, 2014).

To understand Levinson’s take on frames of reference, as well as the later response
by Diessel (2014), it is necessary to understand how these terms work within a more
traditional frame of reference analysis. I do this using three key landmarks: figure,
ground, and origo. Notice how these three landmarks relate in (78), adopted from
Levinson (2006 p. 36).
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(78) a.  ‘The bally is in front of the tree,.” (from the speaker’s, perspective)
b.  ‘The ball; is in front of the chairy,.’
c.  ‘The ball; is in front of mey,.’

d.  “The ball; is north (of me).” (on the landscapeg,)
adopted from Levinson, 2006 p. 36/Levinson, 1996

These four example sentences approximate how English uses figure, ground, and
origo to locate the figure against the ground and achieve different interpretations
based mainly on the identity of the origo. In linguistic frame of reference literature,
these three frames of reference are termed the viewer-centered, object-centered, and
environment-centered (Diessel, 2014). These frames of reference are schematized by
their origo or the central axis around which the frame is oriented. For example, in the
viewer-centred frame, the origo is established as the speaker and is referred to as the
ego. An example of a viewer-centred frame of reference is the sentence ‘the ball is in
front of the tree.’

This sentence is construed as using a viewer-centred frame of reference due to the
fact that a tree has no inherent ‘front’ or ‘back.” Instead, the viewer is projecting
their orientation onto the tree. As alluded to above, however, in traditional models,
the speaker is usually, and problematically, construed as a collective whole with all
of the speech-act participants (called viewer). This presents a problem for situating
demonstratives within frames of reference, especially when distinguishing speaker-
centred demonstratives from listener-centred demonstratives in 3-term demonstrative
typologies discussed in Chapter One, Section 1.2.2 (is the ball in front of the tree for
me, or for someone else?). As such, the speaker and the viewer must be disentangled,
as I do in the next section. For the moment, a viewer-centred frame of reference can
be categorized as one where the origo and the speaker are the same object but the
ground is distinct.

In object-centred frames of reference, the origo is the ground by which the figure
is located. In English, this frame can be approximated with two similar but distinct
utterances. First, ‘the ball is in front of the chair’. In this sentence, the ground is
also the origo. While we can interpret this first sentence by projecting the viewer’s
front onto the chair, a more common interpretation is to use the chair’s intrinsic
culturally-learned orientation to locate the ball. In English the front of a chair is
denoted as the side that the seat is on. In contrast to a front-less object such as a tree,
the position of the ball in relation to the chair changes as the reference object, chair,
rotates. The speaker or viewer has no bearing on the intepretation. This is true in

the second sentence as well, ‘the ball is in front of me’. In this sentence, the intrinsic
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properties of the speaker are regarded in the same way as the chair. The difference
between the two sentences, according to Diessel, is deixis (Diessel, 2014 p. 120). In the
former, as the chair is not the speaker of the utterance, the utterance is not deictic,
and in the latter, as the speaker is the ground and origo, the utterance is deictic.

In this interpretation of an object-centred frame, the speaker and viewer hold no
bearing on the frame of reference’s construal (beyond deixis) and can be ignored. This,
too, presents difficulty in an account of demonstrative’s frames of reference because
demonstratives prototypically ground the figure against the speaker as seen in English
this ball or that tree. In this sense, object-centred frames of reference can be viewed
as a form of an intrinsic frame of reference. For object-centred reference frames, the
vector emanates from the culturally assigned intrinsic properties of the ground object.
For viewer-centred reference frames, the vector emanates from the intrinsic physical
properties of the speaker.

Finally, environment-centred frames place the origo on the physical landscape using
whichever spatial conventions are present in a language, such as the English cardinal
directions in the sentence, ‘The ball is south of the tree.” This reference frame has
become known as an absolute frame of reference and, as Diessel (2014) asserts, is a
particular type of intrinsic frame where the origo and the ground are the same object.
In Diessel’s typology, which I elaborate on further below, the ground and origo happen
to be the physical landscape itself.

We can thus summarize the classic taxonomy by identifying a viewer-centred frame
of reference (schematized in Figure 3.1) as one where the viewer and origo are embedded
in the same object in opposition to the figure. An object-centred frame of reference is
one where the origo and the ground are embedded in the same object in opposition to
the figure, but the viewer is superfluous (i.e. the utterance is typically non-deictic).
Finally, an absolute frame of reference is when the origo is mapped onto the physical
geography familiar to speakers within the language community and can then be used
to index the figure against the natural features of the physical landscape.

Revising the classical approach, Levinson (2006) posits three types of frames of
reference based on the logical structure of a frame’s origo, viewer, ground, and
rotational properties. These frames are organized by how many essential objects are
necessary to understand the frame and their properties of rotation. Beginning with
the core number of essential elements, Levinson argues that there is one ternary frame
of reference and two binary frames of reference. Levinson terms the ternary frame
of reference as the relative frame of reference. The relative frame requires all three
components: the figure, the ground, and the viewer to be present. Again, in Levinson’s

taxonomy, the viewer is a conflation of the speech participants (I separate the viewer
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and the speaker later in this chapter). However, he distinguishes between gaze-centred,
head-centred, and body-centred anchor points on the listener. This is seen in the
example ‘The ball is in front of the tree.” in which the ground is the tree, the figure is
the ball, and the viewer’s location and viewpoint (specifically, the speaker’s location
and viewpoint) are necessary to understand the interpretation of the expression in
front of. In English, the front of the tree is the side facing the viewer. However, the
interpretation of locative adverbs is culturally dictated, and in the Hausa language,
the expression in front of would denote the opposite side of the tree. This is due to
the culturally determined way that the Hausa language projects rotation onto the
ground (Hill, 1982). In conception, English speaker’s project themselves and “become”
the tree as though the tree is an interloctor facing them, while Hausa speakers project
themselves and “become” the tree as though they are standing in place of the tree
with the same rotation.

The two binary frames of reference are termed the intrinsic frame of reference
and the absolute frame of reference. For these two frames of reference, only two
landmarks are essential to their interpretation, the figure and the ground. The viewer
is unnecessary and provides superfluous information. As in the traditional literature,
the difference between the intrinsic and the absolute frames is the nature of the ground.
In an intrinsic frame, the ground is a specified object. In contrast, in an absolute
frame, the ground is the landscape itself, either using cardinal directions or salient
physical landmarks in the speech community to orient the coordinate system. An
intrinsic frame is represented in the sentence ‘The ball is in front of the chair’ where
the figure is the ball, the ground and origo are the chair, and the word ‘front’ is
interpreted through the chair’s culturally relative intrinsic properties (the side that
the seat is on) rather than from the viewer’s orientation. An absolute frame is seen in
(77) or in the English sentence ‘The ball is north of the chair’ whereby the figure is the
ball, the ground is the physical landscape (that the chair sits atop) forming the origo,
and the chair’s intrinsic orientation has no bearing on identifying the location of the
ball. Instead, the figure is located vis-a-vis the geospatial coordinate system regardless
of the orientation or location of the chair because the ground is the landscape or
surrounding environment. Rather, the chair functions as an extra, optional landmark

by which to triangulate the location of the figure on the landscape?.

2In an absolute frame of reference the origo, better conceptualized as the azis mundi, projects out
of the landscape salient to the frame of reference. Within a speech event, this axis can be orientated
by specifying the intersection point between the landscape and the axis using an oblique phrase. In
this case, and the following examples, the oblique of the chair/of me/of Trondheim is the intersection
point between the axis and the frame. Thus, the ball is in the north; however, the origo, from which
the vector is drawn, relevant to this utterance construes the axis’ intersection point at the chair. The
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In addition to the distinction between ternary and binary frames of reference,
Levinson also highlights their properties using rotations. Levinson asks if a landmark
in the frame rotates, can the same description be used to describe the scene? He
applies this notion of rotation to the viewer, the ground, and the scene as a whole.
In a relative frame of reference such as ‘The ball is in front of the tree,’, the viewer’s
perspective is necessary to interpret the utterance, as trees do not have any intrinsic
front-back axis. If the viewer rotates 180 degrees, then the same description can no
longer be used as the front of the tree can no longer be interpreted based on the
viewer’s orientation. However, if the tree rotates 180 degrees, then the scene remains
unchanged. If the entire scene rotates 180 degrees, then the ball is now behind the
tree from the viewer’s perspective (in English), and thus the description is no longer
accurate. Thus, for a relative frame of reference, the description remains unchanged
under the rotation of the ground but not under the rotation of the viewer or the scene.
An intrinsic frame, in contrast, remains constant under the rotation of the viewer and
scene but changes under the rotation of the ground. Finally, in an absolute frame,
the description remains constant under the rotation of the viewer and the ground
but changes under the rotation of the scene. While these rotational properties are
important to Levinson’s taxonomies, I do not consider them within this analysis.

Key to Section 3.2.3, Levinson takes a markedly different approach to the notion of
deixis, stating that deixis is a situation that arises when the ground, in particular the

speaker, is the origo:

Deixis, where F is located relative to a (usually egocentric) G in terms
of radial categories (‘here’ vs. ‘there’), or in combination with a pointing
gesture (‘there’ with a point)... Deixis in fact is just a way of providing
a special kind of ground or landmark, and can thus play a role in all the
other spatial subdomains.

(Levinson, 2006 pp. 65-67)

Furthermore Levinson posits that as deictics usually include non-linguistic and
non-angular specifications of the vector, deixis should not be classified as a type of
coordinate system. Levinson makes this claim because, for him, all three frames of

reference can have a deictic viewpoint (79); therefore, deixis is an optional parameter

chair’s intrinsic properties do not matter, and the chair does not have an intrinsic north side; the
chair can rotate without changing the frame’s interpretation, similar to how the Earth’s rotational
axis is the North Pole. This is often referred to as an anchor landmark in the frame of reference
literature.
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in the classification of spatial arrays (Levinson, 2006 pp. 34-36). This develops from
the idea shown in (78) between the sentences ‘The ball is in front of the chair’ and
“The ball is in front of me’ which contrast in their use of deixis. Levinson provides
the following paired examples showing two such sentences for each of his frames of
reference depending on the construal of the origo. That is, whether the speaker is the
origo or not, any frame of reference can be egocentric and thus deictic. As points of
reference can also be added to a speech event, and deictics are merely a special type
of reference point, deixis is identified as a special type of spatial parameter. Note in
these examples, I use the subscript ; to indicate the viewer. They are only indicated
on the deictic utterances as Levinson’s thesis is that deixis occurs when the speaker is

the viewer.

(79) a.  ‘The bally is in front of the tree,.” (from the speaker’s,; perspective)
(relative + deictic)

b.  ‘For John,, the bally is in front of the tree,.” (relative + non-deictic)
c.  ‘The bally is in front of mey,.” (intrinsic + deictic)

d.  “The ball; is in front of the chair,,.” (intrinsic 4+ non-deictic)

e.  ‘The ball; is north of me;.” (on the landscape,,) (absolute + deictic)
f. ‘The ball; is north of the chair.” (on the landscape,,) (absolute +

non-deictic)
Examples from Diessel, 2014 p. 120
adopted from Levinson, 2006 p. 50/Levinson, 1996

Criticism about Levinson’s taxonomy and his exclusion of the notion of deixis
as a central element in his characterization of frame of reference models has arisen
from researchers in the study of multimodality and demonstratives (Le Guen, 2011;
Danziger, 2013; Diessel, 2014). This criticism focuses on the fact that Levinson, in his
studies, only examines the use of locative adverbs and words related to way-finding. He,
however, ignores placenames, particles, adpositions, and verbs of motion, all of which
utilize frames of reference and should be accounted for in a full typology. Furthermore,
he excludes the analysis of physical gesture in his studies, contradictory to his definition
of deixis (Danziger, 2010 p. 176). Additionally, he claims pointing gestures are not
linguistic, even in experiments used to illustrate the rotational properties of frames
of reference. However, as physical gesture is usually coordinated and non-arbitrary
in deixis, it often fulfills the function of the vector in a frame of reference, especially

in demonstrative use. Thus, this exclusion of gesture is not warranted (Diessel, 2014
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p. 123). In fact, Levinson’s studies do not account for demonstrative use either, as
he states demonstratives are opaque and underspecified. This claim is built on his
notion that deictics do not utilize linguistic vectors in most languages (Levinson, 2006
pp. 69-71, 112; Diessel, 2014 pp. 120-121). Finally, Levinson denies that egocentric
conceptualizations of space are foundational, in stark contrast to studies performed
on language acquisition and demonstrative use, as discussed in Chapter One, Section
1.2.5.

In response to these critiques of Levison’s work, several modifications to Levinson’s
typology have been proposed. The most influential critique for this study on Yugtun
demonstratives is by Diessel (2014), who accepts the general typology posited by
Levinson but with some modifications. For Diessel, demonstratives are a linguistic
primitive arising early in language acquisition as a means of establishing joint attention
between interlocutors in a speech event. As referential words, they establish joint
attention to a referent or location in the surrounding environment or conversational
context by using a coordinated physical gesture to point to it. As such, demonstratives
are inherently understood via a frame of reference model via a simplification of the
more traditional analysis, whereby the origo is the crucial landmark in the frame.
Diessel argues that a conventionalized feature of demonstrative meaning is that the
origo, the viewer, and the ground all constitute the same landmark. Depending on the
linguistic system, the ground can be either anchored to the viewer’s body (egocentric),
transposed onto the interlocutor’s body (allocentric), or projected into the text itself
(deizis am phantasma). Levinson’s criticism that demonstratives do not establish a
vector between the origo and the figure is resolved through recognition of multimodal
linguistic events, including physical pointing gestures. As the physical pointing gesture
establishes a vector, demonstratives utilize all elements of a frame of reference, and
demonstratives are uninterpretable without utilizing a frame of reference.

Drawing from the acquisition literature, Diessel further posits that demonstratives
are among the first words learned by children and that deictic pointing occurs around
the first birthday (Diessel, 2014). Therefore, it is safe to assume that a deictic frame
of reference emerges before any other. Thus, according to Diessel, demonstratives
entail the origo point, imply the figure and the ground, and are foundational to the
emergence of more complex frames of reference in later stages of acquisition, as children
learn to project their deictic perspective onto other objects and speech participants.

Diessel’s typology argues that due to the joint attention requirements of demonstra-
tives, frames of reference begin with deictic, egocentric conceptualizations. He calls this
foundational category the deictic frame of reference. For example, in demonstrative

utterances such as ‘The ball is there’, the viewer—in this case, the speaker—is the
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origo and determines the direction of the vector based on their own intrinsic bodily
orientation.

Diessel’s second category is similar to Levinson’s intrinsic frame of reference. In this
category, the origo is the ground and has an intrinsic culturally-specified orientation.
For example, the sentence ‘The ball is in front of the chair’ uses an intrinsic frame of
reference to locate the figure (the ball) in relation to the ground (the chair) using the
intrinsic physical properties of the ground. Deissel, like Levinson, recognizes that the
side of the chair that one sits down on, is the front, in English.

A more advanced extension of the intrinsic frame of reference is the displacement
of the ground onto another landmark, which is similar to Levinson’s relative frame of
reference. Levinson also acknowledges that the relative frame of reference is a cognitive
extension of his intrinsic frame of reference (Levinson, 2006). This frame of reference
is often deictic. For example, in the sentence ‘The ball is in front of the tree’, Diessel
argues that the speaker projects their physical orientation or axis into the ground
(in this case, the tree), creating a relative frame of reference. Because of this deictic
projection, the ground now has intrinsic properties dictated by the displacement of the
speaker’s conceptual body onto the object, thus allowing for a vector to be established
in the speech event. In other words, Diessel categorizes the relative frame of reference
as a special deictic variant of the intrinsic frame of reference, because the tree receives
its front-back orientation (its intrinsic rotation) from the speaker.

Finally, Diessel’s forth frame of reference is the absolute frame of reference in the
same style as the classical taxonomy. This can be exemplified in the sentence ‘The
fjord is north (of the city).’” In this example, the landscape of the speech event acts
as the origo and ground, and the city acts as an additional point for triangulation
by which the figure (the fjord) is located. Diessel’s taxonomy is compared with the

traditional taxonomy and Levinson’s taxonomy in Table 3.3.
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Table 3.3: Frame of Reference Taxonomy Comparison: The following showcases the
most important features of the three taxonomies presented in the literature according
to the traditional taxonomy, Levinson, and Diessel.

Deictic Object-Centered Relative Absolute
o Viewer- . Environment-
Traditional Object-Centered —
Centered Centered
taxonomy
o Origo is contextually Origo is
Origo is viewer —
specified landscape
_ = Intrinsic Relative Absolute
Levinson’s
Ground is a Viewer is Ground is
taxonomy =
specified object necessary landscape
Deictic Intrinsic Relative Absolute
_ Origo is viewer;
Diessel’s Origo is viewer; Origo is not viewer;
ground’s rotation Origo is
taxonomy | ground is ground has intrinsic
is construed landscape
entailed rotation
from viewer

None of the critics of Levinson, however, are able to disambiguate the role of the
speaker from the viewer. This distinction is necessary to explain the allocentricity
encountered in the Yugtun language as speakers are able to utilize allocentric frames
of reference through affixal morphology. Diessel alludes to this, yet disregards this
deictic projection when generalizing his frames of reference (Diessel, 2014 p. 122). In
this account, deixis arises from an inherent connection with the speaker’s intrinsic
vector (the position of the speaker’s body). None of these taxonomies can clearly
separate deixis from the speaker. In order to fully understand Yugtun demonstrative
systems, the next subsection refines the notion of deixis within a frame of reference

model to allow for allocentric demonstrative forms.

3.2.3 Deictically oriented frames of reference

By comparing Levinson’s and Diessel’s accounts - in relation to figure, origo, viewer

(both speaker and interlocutor), ground, and vector - a streamlined and explanatory
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model of frames of reference useful to this study on Yugtun demonstratives can be
composed. For my model, I adopt the following principle landmarks in any frame
of reference. The figure is the object being located in the scene. The ground is
the object by which the figure is related. The origo is the axis mundi from which
the frame of reference emanates. The wviewer is loosely defined as the speech-act
participants but must be split in my analysis in order to account for the distinction
between egocentricity and allocentricity. Thus, we have speaker and interlocutor.
Finally, the vector is the direction between the origo and the figure. Levinson excludes
demonstratives from his typology of frames of reference because they do not signal
linguistically encoded vectors. However, as Diessel shows, demonstratives encode
vectors through the use of co-speech gestures such as pointing®. Therefore, my model
supports Diessel’s in that demonstratives are subject to analysis within a frame of
reference model, as they are used to orient an interlocutor’s attention on a salient
object in the environment by creating a coordinate system with a figure, ground, origo,
vector and speech-act participants.

Additionally, the evidence supplied by Diessel suggests that deictic frames of refer-
ence emerge first in language acquisition and give rise to non-deictic frames, including
intrinsic and relative frames of reference. However, here we must disambiguate the
first term. The term deizis has been given multiple meanings across the literature.
The first, most fundamental meaning is that of demonstration. A deictic word is one
that indexes an object in conceptual space by pointing to it (Kaplan, 1989 pp. 483,
491, 552). Diessel clarifies by stating that deictics are linguistic signs that make direct
reference, by indicating a referential relationship between the figure and the ground by
way of pointing (Diessel, 2014 p. 128; Diessel, 2013a p. 1; Fillmore, 1997). Thus, deictic
expressions have fixed semantics that change denotation based on their contextual
referent, which is pointed to. The second use of deizis, discussed in Section 3.2.4 in
the frames of reference literature, is when the origo and the viewer (particularly the
speaker) constitute the same landmark, as in The ball is in front of me (Levinson,
2006 p. 65). This definition, however, presents issues when attempting to account
for the distinction between egocentric frames and allocentric frames and, as Levinson
shows, for determining whether frames of reference are deictic. Levinson argues they
are not inherently deictic because any frame can center the origo on the viewer as
shown in (79).

My model adopts a more nuanced stance. Deixis is a referential expression used

to bring joint attention to a figure by way of relating it to a ground using a pointing

3In Yugtun, the vector is also linguistically encoded in many of the demonstrative bases such as
‘approaching,’ ‘downriver,” ‘up,” and so forth. See example (77).
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word which establishes the vector from the origo which is the speaker or interlocutor
or projected from the speaker or interlocutor. Thus, the important aspects are that in
the utterance, there is a pointing word (for example he, now, this, come, could) which
brings joint attention to an object in juxtaposition to another object (the ground).
Finally, a viewer (speaker/interlocutor) is acting as the origo or source of a projection.
Drawing from this definition of deixis, demonstratives are pointing words which
linguistically draw the vector between the origo and the figure, such that the origo and
ground are entailed by the demonstrative’s semantics. Another way to say this is that
demonstratives are a linguistic pointing gesture originating from a lexicalized origo.

I further disambiguate the previous literature by dividing the viewer into the speaker
and the interlocutor. This allows me to weave into the analysis the traditional terms
egocentric and allocentric. Here, it is easy to confuse the term centric as referring to
the origo, but it does not. The term centric instead refers to the ground landmark.
If the ground is the speaker, then the frame of reference is egocentric. If the ground
is not the speaker, then the frame of reference is allocentric. I additionally use the
term geocentric to refer to an allocentric frame of reference where the ground is the
physical landscape itself.

Using these notions of frames of reference, deixis, and centricity, I posit six intercon-
nected types of typological frames of reference. These frames of reference are integral
to describing demonstrative systems in languages that juxtapose relative distance and
in languages which juxtapose speech participants (Section 1.2.2). Four of these frames
of reference are crucial to clarify the nature and use of demonstratives in Yugtun

(Section 3.3). These six typological frames of reference are:

e Intrinsic Deictic Egocentric (Refer to Ezamples (84)-(86))

Intrinsic Deictic Allocentric (Refer to Examples (87)-(88))

Intrinsic Non-deictic Allocentric (Refer to Examples (82)-(83))

Relative-Intrinsic Deictic Allocentric (Refer to Examples (89)-(90))

Absolute Non-deictic Geocentric (Refer to Examples (80)-(81))

e Relative-Absolute Deictic Geocentric (Refer to Examples (91)-(94))

Note that in these frames, the relative frames of reference are a special type of
extended frame as per Diessel (2014). In fact, the relative frame can be an extension
of either an absolute or an intrinsic frame of reference which I demonstrate in the

following descriptions.
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In the next paragraphs, I discuss the characterization of my typological frames
of reference, beginning with the absolute, non-deictic, geocentric frame of reference,

modelled in Figure 3.3. I begin with the non-deictic frames of reference before detailing

ORIGO

=

G SE55555555555>>>> F
L

The landscape (ground) is the origo.
The figure is located with respect to the landscape.

Absolute Non-Deictic Geocentric

Figure 3.3: Absolute Non-deictic Geocentric Frame of Reference: the large oval represents
the frame of reference, the medium-sized circle portrays any feature of the landscape (such
as a river or fjord), and the large dot represents the figure. The origo is indicated as the
central axis which intersects with the landscape. The » arrows represent the vector and the
intrinsic orientation of the ground, and the small L specifies the type of ground, in this case
the landscape.

the deictic frames of reference because they use the intrinsic, or built-in, vectors of the
origo to locate the figure, whereas the deictic frames use a gestural or demonstrative
vector to locate the figure. Thus, the deictic frames utilize an extra component,
typically a motion gesture. Nevertheless, the non-deictic frames of reference are
interesting in Yugtun because the words used to compose the vector are often derived
from the deictic demonstratives using the nominal Possessor Construction discussed
in Chapter Two.

An absolute, non-deictic, geocentric frame of reference is where the figure is located
relative to the ground which is both the origo and the physical landscape. This is

non-deictic because the origo is not one of the viewers and a pointing word originating
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with the viewer is not used. Most analyses of the absolute frame of reference assume
that the absoutive frame is always non-deictic, however as my analysis argues, this
is not the case in Yugtun demonstratives. This non-deictic frame of reference is
exemplified in Yugtun using a positional noun in (80) and in English in (81) using a

cardinal direction.

(80) Imna barge — aqy pastulimi paingani,, . ..

Imna bargeaq pastulimi
im-na-¢-¢ bargear-¢-¢  pastuli-g-mi
PROX-OF.SG.ABS-SG-ABS barge-SG-ABS Pastulig-SG-LOC.SG
paIngant. . .

pai-g-nga-g-ni

river.mouth-SG-3.NOMA.SGCOM-SG-LOC

“This barge in Pastuliq at the river’s mouth...’

NSKY Corpus (CM 2017:33)

In (80), the figure is the bargeaq ‘barge’ which is being located against the ground
and the origo, which is the river or landscape. As opposed to English, which uses
cardinal directions in an absolute frame of reference, Yugtun uses a riverine directional
system. In this utterance, the obscured, proximal demonstrative im- performs an
endophoric speech function by bringing the barge into the narrative space and into joint
attention, but does not physically (exophorically) point to the location. Rather, the
barge is located at the river’s mouth, and the listener can triangulate the position using
the extra information provided through the oblique object Pastulimi ‘in Pastuliq’.

Similarly, in (81), the fjord is the figure being located, and the earth itself is the
origo and the ground against which the figure is located. Trondheim is an optional
landmark that aids in the triangulation of the figure but is not a core landmark
necessary to the intepretation of the frame of reference, as in Levinson’s taxonomy.
Indeed, this could also be north of me or any other oblique object. The vector comes
not from the oblique object but from the cardinal direction which is anchored to the

ground.

(81) The fjordy lies northy, of Trondheim

The second non-deictic frame of reference is an intrinsic, non-deictic, allocentric
frame of reference, represented in Figure 3.4.
Similar to the absolute non-deictic frame, an intrinsic non-deictic frame receives the

vector from the inherent directionality of the origo. Thus, this frame of reference is

165



ORIGO

G 5> R

The ground is the origo.
The ground has an intrinsic orientation.
The figure is located via the intrinsic orientation of the ground.

Intrinsic Non-Deictic Allocentric

Figure 3.4: Intrinsic Non-deictic Allocentric Frame of Reference: the large oval represents
the frame of reference, the chair is the origo and has an intrinsic rotation (or orientation),
the dot represents the figure. The » arrows represent the intrinsic orientation of the ground.
The figure is located through the intrinsic orientation, as shown in (83).

one where the figure is located in juxtaposition to the ground, which has an intrinsic
orientation. The ground is the origo, and the figure is located by using the intrinsic
orientation to establish a vector between the two. This is non-deictic because the
origo is not one of the viewers, and a pointing word originating with the viewer is not
used. This frame of reference is exemplified in Yugtun in (82) and in English in (83).

(82) esskuulaawirmiy, iluani, yuraglutengy

esskuulaawirmi tluant
esskuular-vir-g-mi ilu-g-nga-@-ni
go.to.learn-place.to.V-SG-LOC.SG interior-SG-3.ERGA-SG-LOC

yuraqluteng. . .
yuraq-lu-teg-t
sing/dance-APP-4.NOMA-PL

‘Inside the school they sing and dance’
NSKY Corpus (MH 2016:157.1)
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In the Yugtun example, (82), the figure is the people singing and dancing (inside of
a school building). In order to locate where the figure is the speaker makes reference
to esskuulaawirmsi ‘the school” as the ground landmark. As the school is orienting the
frame of reference it is also the origo. The school has an intrinsic orientation with an
inside and an outside, which form the coordinate system. The vector iluani ‘interior’
emanates from the origo and points to the figure within the intrinsic orientation of
the school building.

Similarly in English, in (83), the ball is the figure being located and the chair is the
ground and origo against which the figure is located. This is because the chair has an
intrinsic orientation independent from the viewer but dictated by cultural convention.
The vector is given by the intrinsic orientation of the chair, which has a front and

backside. Using the chair’s intrinsic vector the ball can then be located.

(83) The bally is in front, of the chairy,

Moving the discussion to the deictic frames of reference, I begin with the character-
ization of the intrinsic frames first. These frames are similar to the non-deictic in that
the ground has an intrinsic orientation, but the ground is now either the speaker or the
interlocutor or has acquired its intrinsic properties through a deictic projection from
the speaker or interlocutor. Similar to Diessel’s, 2014 taxonomy, an intrinsic, deictic,
egocentric frame of reference is likely the first frame of reference to emerge in language
acquisition and is the source domain for the development of all the other frames of
reference once a speaker learns to remove themselves as the ground landmark. Figure
3.5 schematizes an intrinsic deictic egocentric frame of reference.

In this typological frame, the figure is located in juxtaposition to the ground,
which is the origo. Crucially, the ground is the speaker. The ground has an intrinsic
orientation, but the figure is located by using a linguistic pointing gesture to establish
the vector. This is deictic because the origo is one of the viewers, and a pointing word
typically accompanied by a gesture originating with the viewer is used. This frame of

reference is exemplified in Yugtun in (84), in English in (85), and in Japanese in (86).

(84) mana, cellavut;

mana cellavut
mat-na-g¢-¢ cella-g-pu-t-¢
PROX-OF.SG.ABS-SG-ABS world-SG-1.NOMA-PL-ABS

‘this one, our world’

NSKY Corpus (AAp 2018:7.5)
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ORIGO
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The speaker is the ground.
The ground is the origo.
The speaker has an intrinsic orientation.
The speaker points to the figure.

Intrinsic Deictic Egocentric

Figure 3.5: Intrinsic Deictic Egocentric Frame of Reference: the large oval represents the
frame of reference, the speaker is the origo and has an intrinsic rotation (or orientation), and
the dot represents the figure. The arrow represents the speaker’s specified vector between
the speaker and the figure.

In (84), the figure is our world, which is located against the ground and the origo.
The ground and the origo are the speaker and are entailed by the demonstrative. The
demonstrative also forms the vector between the speaker and the figure as a linguistic
pointing word or gesture. An intrinsic, egocentric, deictic frame of reference is the
most common in demonstratives cross-linguistically and can also be seen in English in

(85).
(85) this, balls || that, bally

In (85), the ball is the figure being located while the speaker is the origo and the
ground. The speaker is entailed through the use of the egocentric, intrinsic, deictic
demonstrative pointing gesture, as per Diessel (2014). The vector is provided through
the use of a demonstrative word and a possible accompanying pointing gesture. In
Japanese also, both the proximal and the distal, distance-based demonstratives are

intrinsic, deictic and egocentric. As shown in (86).
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(86) kono, baggus wa watashiyz, no desu || Ano, baggus wa Jon no desu

a. Kono baggu wa  watasht no  desu
Kono baggu wa watashi no  desu
PROX.EGO bag TOP me POSS COP

‘This bag near me is mine.’

b.  Ano baggu wa jon san no  desu
Ano baggu wa jon san no  desu
DIST bag TOP jon HON POSS COP

‘That bag over there is Jon’s.’

(BondLingo, 2022)

In (86), the figure is baggu, which is located against the ground, and the origo,
which is the speaker. The speaker is entailed through the use of the egocentric
demonstratives kono and ano, and in (86a), the speaker is also linguistically encoded
with a pronoun watashi. The vector between the speaker and the figure is established
with the demonstratives; the first establishing a proximal distance to the speaker and
the second establishing a contrasting distal distance to the speaker.

However, by stepping into the interlocutor’s shoes, the speaker can displace the
origo from themselves and onto the interlocutor; when this happens, it contrues an
allocentric frame of reference, as shown in Figure 3.6.

Thus, an intrinsic, deictic, allocentric frame of reference is also one where the figure
is located in juxtaposition to the ground, which is the origo. Crucially, the ground is
now the interlocutor. The ground has an intrinsic orientation, but the figure is located
by using a linguistic pointing gesture to establish the vector. This is deictic because
the origo is one of the viewers and a pointing word originating with the viewer is used.

This frame of reference is exemplified in Yugtun in (87) and in Japanese in (88).

(87) laavkiurtay, piaqa, “gayuten akingqellranek tauna, 22 — cup’un

single — shot ;7

laavkiurta piaqa, “qayuten
laavkiurta-g-¢ pi-gar-ngka-¢ “gayu-ten

clerk-sG-ABS say-IND.TR-1.NOMA.SG-SG “how-EQL
akingqellranek tauna
aking-qe-llr-nga-@-nek ta-u-na-g-¢
money-ITR-CNJ.CNTMP-3.ERGA-SG-ABL R< PROX-OF.SG.ABS-SG-ABS
22-cup’un single-shot?

twentytwo.cup’un-¢-¢ single.shot?”

twentytwo.shotgun-SG-ABS single.shot?”
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‘I said to him, the clerk, “how much for this .22 single-shot?”’

NSKY Corpus (MH 2016:157.1)

I=G ————>» F

A specified interlocutor is the ground.
The ground is the origo.
The interlocutor has an intrinsic rotation.
The interlocutor points to the figure.

Intrinsic Allocentric Deictic

Figure 3.6: Intrinsic Deictic Allocentric Frame of Reference: the large oval represents
the frame of reference, the interlocutor is the origo, not the speaker, and has an intrinsic
orientation, the dot represents the figure. The arrow represents the vector by which the
figure is pointed to. The figure is located through a pointing word.

In (87), the figure is the .22 single-shot and is located using the interlocutor, in
this case, laavkiurta ‘the clerk’; as the ground and the origo. The vector is established
through the allocentric demonstrative tauna that originates with the interlocutor and
points to the figure.

Similarly, in Japanese, the third demonstrative term described in Chapter One,
which is person-based and establishes an object proximal to the listener as opposed to
the speaker, is an allocentric, intrinsic, deictic demonstrative, shown in (88). The figure
is baggu, which is located against the ground and the origo, which is the interlocutor.
The interlocutor is entailed through the use of the allocentric demonstrative sono,
and in (88), the interlocutor is also linguistically encoded with a pronoun anata. The
vector between the interlocutor and the figure is established with the demonstrative.
This utterance is deictic because a linguistic pointing gesture is established between

the origo, which is the interlocutor, and the figure.
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(88) Sono, baggus wa anatagy, no desu

Sono baggu wa anata no  desu
Sono baggu wa anata no  desu
PROX.HEAR bag TOP you POSS COP

‘This bag near you is yours.’

(BondLingo, 2022)

In (88), the figure is baggu, which is located against the ground and the origo, which
is the wnterlocutor. The interlocutor is entailed through the use of the allocentric
demonstrative sono, and in (88), the interlocutor is also linguistically encoded with a
pronoun anata. The vector between the interlocutor and the figure is established with
the demonstrative. This utterance is deictic because a linguistic pointing gesture is
established between the origo, which is the interlocutor and the figure.

Note that this frame of reference is an extension of the egocentric demonstratives. An
allocentric frame of reference requires the speaker to displace the origo from themselves
and unto the interlocutor, to stand in their shoes, or “become” the interloctor as it
were. Thus, while the physical pointing gesture may come from the speaker, the
linguistic pointing word, like in Japanese (88), originates with the interlocutor but not
the speaker. It is also important to notice that proximity, therefore, does not refer to
the figure’s relative distance to the speaker or viewer but rather its relative distance
to the origo. A proximal demonstrative establishes that the figure is located relatively
close to the origo while a distal demonstrative indicates it is relatively far from the
origo.

The final intrinsic frame of reference is a deictic (or relative a la Diessel (2014))
extension of the basic egocentric intrinsic frame. A relative-intrinsic, deictic, allocentric
frame of reference, Figure 3.7, requires the speaker to project themselves and “become”
the ground object thereby establishing an intrinsic rotation. This can occur in either
the English style of projection the Hausa style of projection (Hill, 1982).

Thus, the relative-intrinsic, deictic, allocentric frame of reference is one where the
figure is located in juxtaposition to the ground, which is the origo. The ground does
not have an intrinsic orientation, but the speaker projects their deictic orientation
onto the ground object. Using the deictic projection, the ground can then be used to
establish a vector between itself and the figure. The way a deictic projection is mapped
onto the ground object is culturally specified. In English, the deictic projection is
mirrored, but in Hausa, the deictic projection is translocated (Hill, 1982). This frame
is deictic because the speaker is the source of the intrinsic orientation and the pointing

gesture, even though they have been projected onto another object. This frame of
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a. Hausa Style ORIGO b. English Style ORIGO
Projection A4 Projection hd

A specified object is the ground.
The ground is the origo.
The speaker projects their intrinsic orientation onto the ground in a culturally-specified manner.
The ground points to the figure.

Relative-Intrinsic Deictic Allocentric

Figure 3.7: Relative-Intrinsic Deictic Allocentric Frame of Reference: the large oval represents
the frame of reference, the tree is the origo but does not have an intrinsic orientation, the dot
represents the figure. The intrinsic orientation of the speaker is projected onto the ground,
represented by the rotational arrows. Using the projected orientation of the speaker the
figure is located by the appropriate vector.

reference is exemplified in Yugtun in (89) and in English in (90). In Yugtun this frame
of reference is found in pure text deixis as shown in (89) but is no longer used purely

as a spatial demonstrative as can be done in Inuit.

(89) Naamik qayuga tayima, piluki

Naamik qayuga tayima piluki
Naamik gayuga ta-im-a pi-lu-ki-t
I.dont.know how R<PROX.OBSC-FL do-APP-3.ACCA.PL-PL

‘I don’t know how these things were done’

NSKY Corpus (CM 2017:101)

In (89) the speaker has projected their deictic orientation onto the ground which
is the text itself. This projection construes a relative frame from an intrinsic one
whereby the text takes on a forwards/backwards, visible/invisible axis comparable to
the speaker. Thus, the figure is the subject of the narrative that has already been
spoken and is invisible. The ground and origo are the narrative text itself which has

received its orientation from the speaker’s projection. A vector is established using a
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demonstrative pointing gesture to index the now out-of-sight things that have already
passed in the discourse. The English example, in (90), demonstrates the use of this

typological frame of reference spatially.

(90) the bally is in front, of the treegy,

In (90), the ball is the figure being located, and the tree is the ground and origo
against which the figure is located. The vector is given by the intrinsic orientation
of the speaker, who has a front and back side and projects that orientation onto, or
“becomes” the tree, which lacks an intrinsic orientation. In English, this projection is
mirrored as though the tree is an interlocutor, which construes the front of the tree as
the side facing the speaker.

Finally, coming full circle, an absolute, deictic, geocentric frame of reference is

diagrammed in Figure 3.8.

The landscape (ground) is the origo.
The speaker projects their intrinsic rotation onto the landscape.
The landscape points to the figure.

Relative-Absolute Deictic Geocentric

Figure 3.8: Relative-Absolute Deictic Geocentric Frame of Reference: the large oval rep-
resents the overall frame of reference, the medium-sized circle, portraying a river with a
kayaking speaker, represents the landscape while the landscape does not have an intrinsic
orientation the speaker which is within the landscape does. The dot represents the figure.
The intrinsic orientation of the speaker is projected onto the ground, represented by the
rotational arrows. Using the projected orientation of the speaker the figure is located by the
appropriate vector.
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An absolute, deictic, geocentric frame of reference is one where the figure is located
in juxtaposition to the ground, which is the origo and the landscape. The landscape
does not have an intrinsic orientation, but the speaker projects their deictic orientation
onto the landscape. Using the deictic projection afforded by the speaker, the landscape
can then be used to establish a vector between itself and the figure. This frame is
deictic because the speaker is the source of the intrinsic orientation and the pointing
gesture as though they have “become” the landscape itself. Just as the intrinsic
deictic allocentric and the relative-intrinsic deictic allocentric frames of reference
are conceptual extensions of the intrinsic egocentric frame of reference whereby the
deictic projection of the speaker is extended onto another object, so too is the deictic
relative-absolute geocentric frame of reference an extension of the intrinsic egocentric
frame of reference. By projecting the orientation of the speaker onto the landscape
itself, the landscape gains an intrinsic rotation. Just as English speakers can become
a tree when locating a figure in front of it, Yup’ik speakers can become the landscape
when locating a figure in the physical world. This frame of reference is exemplified in
Yugtun in (91) and (92), and in Kalallisut Inuit in (93) and (94).

91) ilaita yuut s, un’gani — U,y
! g

tlaita yuut,
ila-t-ngi-t-¢ yug-t-¢
part-PL-3.NOMA.PLCOM-PL.LF-ABS person-PL-ABS

un’gani-llu
ung-a-ni=llu
DIST.DOWNRIVER-FL-LOC-COO

‘And some people downriver-here’

NSKY Corpus (AAy 2018:31.1)

In (91), the figure is yuut ‘people,” who are located against the ground and the
origo, which is the landscape. The landscape is given a deictic orientation by the
speaker through their intrinsic projection. The vector thus originates at the speaker
through a deictic projection with the demonstrative pointing word un’gan: ‘downriver’
and points to the figure within the speaker’s intrinsic orientation. I term this frame
of reference in Yugtun specifically, the Deictic Absolute but note that due to the
projective nature of the speaker’s intrinsic orientation onto the landscape, this is
a relative, deictic, geocentric extension of the intrinsic, deictic, egocentric frame of
reference.

In (92), the landscape has projected its deictic orientation onto the text for pure text
deixis using a conceptual metaphor of DISCOURSE IS LANDSCAPE, as discussed
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Section 3.4.

92) Tauguam,, kiagaqan ataamy, ataam kiagmi neqsurluta
f

Tauguam,
taug-u—am
R<DIST.DOWNRIVER-OF.SG=EMPH

kiagaqan ataam, ataam
kiag-gaqa-nga-n-¢ ataam ataam
summer-CNJ.(constantive)-3.ERGA-SG.LF-ABS again  again

kiagma neqsurluta
kiag-ni neqgsur-lu-ta
summer-LOC.SG fishing-APP-SG.LF

‘However /only /and again, when summer comes again, again in the
summer we fish’

NSKY Corpus (AAy 2018:26.3)

Thus, in (92), There are two projections from the ego, first, there is a hidden
projection of the speaker (S) onto the landscape (L), thereby orienting the landscape
as to its upriver and downriver directionality from a particular viewpoint. Thereby,
the speaker orients the rotational properties of the landscape. This deictic projection
from the speaker onto the landscape is then projected a second time and used to orient
the rotational properties of the text, which is functioning as the ground and origo, as
being down-river (previously stated) and up-river (about to be stated). This double

projection can be schematized as follows:
[S -> L -» text]=G/Origo —» F

These projections and the use of geocentric ground are what make this frame of
reference deictic, relative-absolute. Thus, in (92), the figure is the phrase kiagagan
ataam located against the ground and the origo, which is the text itself. The text is
given an intrinsic orientation by the speaker, which forms the coordinate system, and
the demonstrative vector tauguam ‘up-river’ points to the figure as being the next
phrase in the text.

Inuit languages can make use of the relative-absolute deictic geocentric frame of
reference much more productively than Yup’ik, as discussed in Section 3.3. Examples

of the relative-absolute frame used in Inuit demonstratives are shown in (93) and (94).
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(93) pikaniippoq,
pikaniippoq
pik-ani=ik-poq
DEM.UP-LOC=BE-3SG.IND
‘he/she/it is up there’

(McMahan, 2022 p. 169)

In (93), the figure is a 3rd-person singular entity located against the ground and
the origo, which is the landscape itself. As with the Yugtun examples, the landscape
has been given an intrinsic orientation by the speaker and the vector is established
with the demonstrative pointing word that points to the figure within that intrinsic
orientation projection, in this case, the vector points upwards in the landscape.

In (94), an example from Inuit, McMahan observes that the demonstrative makes a
‘reference [to| the location of a building which is higher up from the origo’ (McMahan,
2022 p. 177). The figure in this frame of reference is the ‘gray houses,” which are
located against the ground and the origo, which is the landscape itself. As with the
Yugtun examples, the landscape has been given an intrinsic orientation by either
the speaker (who is eliciting demonstrative words from the Kalallisut consultant by
pointing) or, more likely, by the interlocutor, and the vector is established with the
demonstrative pointing word that points to the figure within that intrinsic orientation
projection. Notice that in Inuit, the ta- prefix is functioning exophorically, while in
Yugtun ((92)), the ta- prefix has taken on a predominately endophoric use. However,
there is a direct functional connection between an exophoric deictic projection onto
another object, such as a tree, and that of a more endophoric/anaphoric function,
whereby the deictic projection is placed onto the text and refers back to a previously
stated figure in the text. That is, the location of the origo in an exophoric relative-
absolute frame of reference is projected from the speaker onto the landscape, while
in an endophoric usage the landscape is then projected onto the discourse, which is

treated as a metaphorical landscape.

(94) tappikaniipput, illut qasertut s

tappikanitpput wllut qasertut
ta-pik-ani=ik-put illu-t qaser-tog-t
ANA-DEM.UP-LOC=BE-3PL.IND house-ABS.PL gray-APRT-ABS.PL

‘the gray houses are up there’

(McMahan, 2022 p. 177)
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In reviewing these frames of reference one after another, several important observa-
tions can be made. First, when the ground, speaker, and origo encompass the same
object, an egocentric frame of reference is construed. Inversely, an allocentric frame of
reference is construed when the ground and origo are not the speaker. Additionally,
the term proximal does not mean ‘close to speaker’ but rather ‘close to the origo’ and
distal does not mean ‘far from speaker’ but rather ‘far from the origo.” Thus, in an
intrinsic egocentric frame of reference, if one demonstrative is proximal, then it is close
to the speaker as in this thing. However, in an intrinsic deictic allocentric frame of
reference when a demonstrative is prozimal it is close to the interlocutor as in sono
baggu ‘This bag near you.” Finally, in a relative-absolute geocentric frame of reference
then it is close to the place in the landscape where the deictic projection has been
transposed as in yuut un’gani ‘(these) people downriver—here’.

In the characterization of these six frames of reference which are founded on Diessel
(2014), and Levinson (2006) taxonomies, several interesting patterns emerge which
indicate that the simple frame of reference from Chapter One employed by Jacobson
and Jacobson (1995) and Miyaoka (2012) to describe demonstratives in Section 3.2.1 is
not sufficient. As discussed in Chapter One, demonstrative systems cross-linguistically
are usually described by the number of distance (relative distance) contrasts formed
in opposition between demonstrative words which bring joint attention to a figure.
A 1-term language uses a single demonstrative to bring joint attention to the figure.
Based on this discussion, this sole demonstrative in this language would employ an
intrinsic, deictic, egocentric frame of reference.

A 2-term system uses two words, one for a proximal distance and another for a
distal distance. I refer back to the English examples here. In English, a two-term
system exists with a proximal this and a distal that. The term this brings deictic joint
attention to a proximal figure by juxtaposing it to the ground, which is the speaker
and the origo. Thus, this employs an intrinsic, deictic, egocentric frame of reference,
as shown in Figure 3.5. The word that brings deictic joint attention to a distal figure
by juxtaposing it to the ground, which is the speaker and the origo. Thus, that also
employs an intrinsic, deictic, egocentric frame of reference. In English, therefore, both
of these terms construct an intrinsic, deictic, egocentric model of frames of reference.

A 3-term demonstrative system can emerge in one of two ways: first, through a
finer delineation of the space using a proximal, medial, and distal term. This system
is an expansion of the 2-term intrinsic, deictic, egocentric model. The second type
of 3-term system involves a more specific selection of the speech participants where
one term is proximal to the speaker, one term is proximal to the interlocutor, and the

third term is distal from both. This person-based system is where the demonstrative
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intersection with frames of reference becomes apparent. In a person-based system,
the origo is displaced from the speaker. Here, I refer back to the Japanese examples.
In Japanese, the first deictic term kono brings joint attention to a speaker-proximal
figure by juxtaposing it to the ground, which is the speaker and the origo. Thus,
kono employs an intrinsic, deictic, egocentric frame of reference, Figure 3.5. The
second term sono, however, brings joint attention to an interlocutor-proximal figure by
juxtaposing it to the ground, which is the interlocutor. Thus sono employs an intrinsic,
deictic, allocentric frame of reference, Figure 3.6. Finally, the third term, ano, brings
joint attention to a distal figure by juxtaposing it to the ground, which is the viewer
(including the speaker) and the origo. Thus ano may employ an intrinsic, deictic,
egocentric frame of reference or an intrinsic, deictic, allocentric frame of reference or is
polysemous across both frames. Thus, for the proximal to speaker demonstrative, and
possibly the distal demonstrative, an intrinsic, deictic, egocentric model is employed,
but for the proximal to listener demonstrative, the frame of reference shifts and
an intrinsic deictic, allocentric model is utilized. This indicates that demonstrative
systems can shift frames of reference, and by adopting a frame of reference analysis,
the function of demonstratives can be better elucidated.

As suggested by Diessel (2014), intrinsic frames of reference, which utilize an
egocentric framework, are the easiest to learn and interpret and among the first
acquired. Allocentricity requires an ability to transpose the origo onto a different
ground object, as in the case of the Japanese demonstrative sono. After transposing the
origo onto a different ground object, the deictic orientation of the speaker or interlocutor
can be further projected onto the ground, and additional allo-and-geocentric frames
of reference can emerge as extensions of the intrinsic ones.

Returning to the structure and function of demonstratives in the Yugtun language,
we can now ground ourselves within the Yugtun semantic system. Notice that Yugtun
demonstratives were showcased in four of the six typological frames of reference in (84),
(87), (89), (91), and (92). Using these four typological frames, I posit three distinct
operational frames of reference which operate within the Yugtun demonstrative system.
These are showcased in Table 3.4.

The first operational frame of reference I identify functions within the typological
intrinsic deictic egocentric frame of reference. This set of demonstratives I term the
intrinsic frame of reference in Yugtun, represented in (84).

The second operational frame of reference comprises the largest set of Yugtun
demonstratives. This set of demonstratives construe a relative-absolute deictic geocen-
tric frame of reference represented by Example (91). Note that there is a morphological
difference between the demonstratives shown in (91) and (92). In (92) the prefix ta-
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is used. This use of the ta- prefix is removed and classified as a distinct operational
frame. Thus, the typological relative-absolute deictic geocentric demonstratives in
Yugtun are spread over two Yugtun operational categories. I use the term absolute
frame of reference to refer to the relative-absolute deictic geocentric demonstratives
in Yugtun that do not use the ta- prefix.

The final set of Yugtun demonstratives is complex in that it can, based on context,
employ three types of typological frames of reference. The first typological frame of
reference used in this operational category is the intrinsic deictic allocentric frame of
reference. Notice that the interlocutor in (87) orients the origo and is responsible for
forming the deictic relationship, not the speaker, and it indicates the displacement
from the expected egocentric origo to the allocentric origo by using the ta- prefix.
Also, the relative-intrinsic deictic allocentric demonstrative in (89) also uses the ta-
prefix. Both indicate the displacement or projection of the origo from the expected
landmark to another landmark.

Thus, I assert that in Yugtun, these two frames of reference are merged, and this
is indicated by the use of the same prefix. It does not matter if the listener is the
origo or if the origo is projected onto another object/person; both use the ta- prefix
to indicate a displacement of the origo away from the speaker. I thus posit that the
ta- prefix is used to indicate a departure from the expected origo. Thus, it also makes
sense that this complex set of demonstratives has merged with the ta- variants of
the relative-absolute deictic allocentric frame of reference. Typically, in this frame
of reference, the expected origo is the landscape but in (92), the origo is not the
landscape but projected onto the text. Again, this is a displacement away from the
expected origo. This merger of the ta- marked forms in Yugtun might be why there is
a drastic reduction in the productivity of this prefix in the relative-absolute frame of
reference. As this ta- prefix is used across three frames of deictic reference that are
united by the fact that they are allocentric with an unexpected origo, I amalgamate
the ta- prefixed demonstrative forms into a special Yugtun operational category. Thus,
I group the intrinsic deictic allocentric, relative-intrinsic deictic allocentric, and the
ta- marked forms of the absolute-relative deictic geocentric frames of reference into
a single Yugtun specific category I term the Relative frame of reference. These

Yugtun operational frames of reference are summarised in Table 3.4.
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Table 3.4: Yugtun operational frames of reference (FOR): The operational frames of
reference utilized by Yugtun demonstratives. These operational frames of reference are
categorized by both functional characteristics and morphosyntactic differences. They
represent the Yugtun categorization of the typological frames of reference discussed
above. Each operational frame of reference is discussed in turn in Section 3.3.

Operational Frames of Reference in Yugtun

Yugtun FOR Typological FOR Reference Example

Intrinsic FOR Intrinsic Deictic Egocentric (84)
Intrinsic Deictic Allocentric

Relative FOR
Relative-Intrinsic Deictic Allocentric (87), (89), (92)

(ta- prefix)
Relative-Absolute Deictic Geocentric

Absolute FOR  Relative-Absolute Deictic Geocentric (91)

3.3 Yugtun demonstrative frames of reference

This section describes the semantics and use of the Yugtun demonstrative bases
within this more explanatory model of frames of reference. Contextualizing Yugtun
demonstratives within a conceptualization of frames of reference aids greatly in
illuminating how demonstratives are used in Yugtun as a means of contextualizing
and backgrounding information in subtle ways. The system remains complex from a
lexical perspective with many overlapping semantic features, but my analysis increases
the transparency of Yugtun demonstratives compared to a 2-term contrastive system.
In fact, under this analysis, the Yugtun system presents more similarly to a 3-term
demonstrative typology.

Similar to Japanese, these ‘terms’ are spread across several different frames of
reference models. However, Japanese demonstrative terms are limited to two frames
of reference, whereas Yugtun utilizes three. In English, both demonstrative terms use
the same frame of reference. Thus the proper use of a demonstrative base has a more
expansive narrative effect in Yugtun.

Adopting the revised framework for frames of reference discussed above, I classify
Yugtun demonstratives not by their perceived number of distanced-based distinctions
but rather by the frame of reference models they invoke in the speech event. By
reconceptualizing Yugtun demonstratives through frames of reference as opposed to

prototypical demonstrative space, we see a much more complex deictic world that loses
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canonical demonstrative features, such as prozimal and distal. Proximal and distal
become implied features based on context, and we see three interrelated demonstrative
systems which are overall much more harmonious than when all demonstrative bases
are presented as a single system. The Yugtun demonstratives can thus be divided into
those which categorize the world in a deictic intrinsic egocentric frame of reference,
those which conceptualize the world in a deictic relative allo-or-geocentric frame of
reference, and those which conceptualize the world in a deictic absolute geocentric
frame of reference. As I discuss each of the demonstratives used in each frame of
reference I introduce them in examples and provide a glossing convention for each
base which is used to establish the vector entailed in their semantics. I introduce each
part of the vector glossing step by step in this section starting with the demonstrative
shape which is similar to the Jacobson and Jacobson (1995) analysis presented above
in Section 3.2.1. Then I discuss the semantics and context of use of the intrinsic frame
of reference followed by the relative frame of reference. I then begin discussing the
absolute frame of reference and discuss directionality and body-space. The derivational
expanders discussed in Chapter Two are fully explained within the frame of reference
models in Chapter 4, as are the holophrastic constructions used to form demonstrative
holophrases in context. Table 3.5 shows all of the glossing abbreviations used to
establish the demonstrative base’s semantic vector.

The semantic overlays discussed in Section 3.2.1 for Yup’ik remain useful in Yugtun
and before we can describe and exemplify the three frames of reference employed
in the Yugtun language, we must first highlight the first semantic overlay, which
distinguishes any single demonstrative type into four sub-classes distinguished by what

I amalgamate as figure shape. Beginning with these examples, I no longer gloss Yugtun

Table 3.5: Glossing Conventions for Yugtun Demonstratives: The interlinear glossing
conventions used to establish the demonstrative bases’ lexical vectors. Directionality
and Body-space are features of the Absolute frame of reference only and therefore
demarcated in grey.

Glossing Conventions used to Establish Demonstrative Base Vectors and Holophrases

FOR Shape Directionality Body-Space Figure-Type
(§3.2.3) (§3.3) (§3.3.3) (§3.3.3) (§2.5 & 4.2) Holophrasic Material
(i.e. postbases and
Intrinsic (§3.3.1) 1 Obscured @  Direct S Peripersonal (Proximal) P -  Object-Figure OF - .
Formative Cx
Relative (§3.3.2) R<  Restricted E  Elevation U Extrapersonal (Distal) D Location-Figure FL (Ch. 2 & 1))
L2 &
Absolute (§3.3.3) A Extended X = Riverine R
Approaching $ Interioricity B
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demonstratives using the misleading terms this, that, proximal, distal. Instead, I utilize
the frame of reference-based glossing system from Table 3.5. I fully detail this glossing
system over the course of this chapter and the next. The demonstrative base glosses
can be viewed in Figures 3.9, 3.11, and 3.13, or in Appendix B. The first gloss is I,
which stands for an intrinsic egocentric demonstrative base. The second identifies the
figure’s shape as being obscured @, restricted E, extended X, and approaching $. Note
that Jacobson and Jacobson (1995) only use three figure shapes, where as I used four.
All of the examples used to exemplify figure shape in (95) use the intrinsic frame of
reference which is why this glossing convention is introduced here. (95 a) exemplifies an
intrinsic obscured demonstrative base (im-). (95b) exemplifies an intrinsic restricted
demonstrative base (u(at)-). (95¢) exemplifies an intrinsic extended demonstrative
base (ma(t)-). Finally, (95d) exemplifies an intrinsic approaching demonstrative
base (uk-). There are only two examples of uk- used in my NSKY corpus: uk, a bare
demonstrative particle, and ukaquarni, a temporal demonstrative nominal. For this
reason [ use the demonstrative nominal to exemplify the base semantics. The examples
in this section are not yet examining discourse deictics used for anaphor/cataphor
which point to a textual figure* in the preceding/upcoming discourse rather these

examples prioritize examining exophoric demonstrative use if present in the corpus.

(95) a. imna barge-aq
im-na-g-¢ bargear-¢-¢
I®-OF.SG.ABS-SG-ABS barge-SG-ABS

‘This barge (which I can’t see)’
Obscured
NSKY Corpus (CM 2017:30)

b. una angerlartuq niicugpekenani

una anqgerlartuq
u-na-g-g anger-lar-tur-g
IE-OF.SG.ABS-SG-ABS hurry-HAB-IND.IN-SG

niicugpekenani
niicu-gpeke-na-ni-¢
listen-NEG-APP-NEG-4.NOMA.SG-SG

‘This one is always rushing, doesn’t listen’

4A textual figure refers to a section of the actual spoken or written text that forms a section of
the discourse, similar to pure-text deixis. Anaphor/cataphor derive their reference from figures that
are mentioned elsewhere within the text. The figure of an anaphor/cataphor, therefore, is the textual
mention of the figure which serves to bring the figure (back) into joint attention (Tognini-Bonelli,
2001).
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Restricted
NSKY Corpus (CM 2017:147.4)

C. man’a Kuik
ma-na-g-o kuik-¢-¢
IX-OF.SG.ABS-SG-ABS river-SG-ABS
‘This river’
Extended
NSKY Corpus (IH 2018:14)
d. awani ukaquarni tamaani 1980
aw-a-ni uk-a-qvaar-ni ta-mat-a-ni 1980

AXSP-FL-LOC I$-FL-very.far-LOC R<IX-FL-LOC 1980

‘back then, right after that, there/then in 1980’
Approaching
NSKY Corpus (MH 2016:90)

(95) showcases four intrinsic demonstratives, each differentiated by a semantic
feature I call figure shape. A frame of reference model aids in differentiating these
Yugtun demonstratives. By working within these conceptual models, we can ascribe
the semantic overlay of shape/extendedness to a single landmark within a frame of
reference, particularly as a property of the figure. In particular, this feature examines
the shape of the figure within any frame of reference. As Diessel (1999a p. 52) states,
demonstrative systems can be described for additional semantic features, such as
visibility, elevation, geography, movement, and boundedness. In the Jacobson and
Jacobson (1995) system presented above, shape is the distinguishing feature of the three
columns in Figure 3.2, termed in the Jacobsons’ terminology as obscured, restricted,
and extended. I adopt these same terms to describe demonstrative shape and add
one, approaching. These four shapes equate to Diessel’s terms: (in)visibility, bounded,
unbounded, and movement.

The first shape, (95a), obscured, is employed in context when an object is invisible
or out of sight. The obscured classifier is used when a figure is considered not to have
a visible form within the field of view, such as a seal underwater or a barge out of
sight.

In contrast to the obscured shape, the restricted, extended, and approaching
shapes are typically construed as figures visible to the interlocutors. This notion of
(in)visibility applies in its usage in deizis am phantasma and textual functions as
much as it does to demonstratio ad oculos and can also be used to classify a figure

within one’s memory, or the ‘mind’s eye,” as being either visible or obscured.
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The second shape, (95b), restricted, is therefore construed as a figure contained in
a single point within the speaker’s field of view. In other words, the figure is bounded
in space. This shape feature is associated with static figures such as a non-moving
individual. Crucial to the restricted, extended, and approaching classifiers is that they
must be in sight or visible to the speaker.

The third shape, in (95c¢), termed eztended, is used to classify figures that are
unbounded. These figures are perceived as linear, or analogously, objects moving
across the visual frame in the horizontal x-axis. Following Denny’s account of Inuit
demonstratives, a defining feature of the extended forms is that within the speaker’s
field of view, the figure is spread out such that the speaker’s head must pivot to take
in the whole of the object (Denny, 1982 pp. 360, 366-370). Therefore, these forms
would be used when indexing a mass object or large group of objects, such as a herd
of caribou or when a single object (like a river) is in motion across the field of view
(Jacobson & Jacobson, 1995). The Jacobsons and Denny end their analysis of the
figure’s shape here.

Note that example (95d) is excluded by the Jacobsons in their taxonomy of
demonstrative figure shape. The Jacobsons instead tack a final demonstrative base,
uk-, onto the end of their distal demonstratives and state that it does not fit in the
paradigm but include it as a sort of paradigmatic end note (refer to Figure 3.2).
However, this form contains the spatial semantics of ‘the one approaching’ and it is
therefore added here in my semantic overlay of shape as it fits within these contours
better. This semantic feature remains generally, as the Jacobsons define it, movement
from the speaker’s perspective along the Z-axis. Thus, while it is not dependent on
distance, the movement interpretation construes a type of geometry or shape (Frawley,
1992). Thus, in (95d), the figure is moving towards the origo. Like all demonstratives,
uk- can also be used temporally (see Section 3.4.2). We can interpret (95d) temporally
as ‘just after that,” such that the moment being indexed is an event coming up
in the experiencer’s near future. This demonstrative is, therefore, an approaching
demonstrative, thereby rounding out the figure’s shape possibilities from obscured to
approaching (95). This approaching class is irregular and uses different bases across
Yugtun’s intrinsic (uk-) and relative (taug-) frames of reference with no approaching
form in the deictic absolute frame of reference.

Understanding that Yugtun divides its demonstrative terms into four sub-classes
based on the shape of the figure supports my analysis that the Yugtun demonstratives
are not interpreted within a flat distance-based frame, as the traditional demonstrative
analysis treats these deictic systems, but rather within a multi-dimensional coordinate

system that allows for different perspectives. This means that frames of reference are
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particularly suited to the analysis of the Yugtun demonstratives. It also indicates
that within the interpretation of these frames of reference, the figure, particularly the
nature of the figure’s shape, is a salient feature to aid in indexing it within the speech
participant’s joint attention. Abstractly, this robust specification of the figure’s shape
contributes to the creation of a vector from the origo to the figure by eliminating

unimportant objects from the viewer’s search field.

3.3.1 Yugtun’s intrinsic demonstratives

Now that the notion of the figure’s shape has been described, I can turn to a discussion
about how Yugtun treats the viewer (speaker and interlocutor) and the ground
landmarks within the its three operational frames of reference. I describe and exemplify
each frame of reference independently in the following subsections®.

The first operational frame of reference in the Yugtun language encompasses those
three demonstratives traditionally termed proximal in the literature, in addition to
uk-, shown above in examples (95) and Figure 3.9. These four demonstratives can be
conflated into a single demonstrative type within an intrinsic and egocentric frame
of reference. As the shape of the figure is the only feature differentiating the four
words, these four can be semantically collapsed to a single demonstrative concept—or
term—that points to a figure by invoking an intrinsic and egocentric frame of reference.
Note, in contrast to Figure 3.2 where the columns are arranged in the order restricted,
extended, obscured, I arrange the columns in the Figures 3.9, 3.11, and 3.13 in the

following order: obscured, restricted, extended, approaching.

Intrinsic Egocentric Frame of Reference

< OBSCURED > ¢ RESTRICTED ¢ —EXTENDED— >APPROACHING>
10 IE X 1$

Figure 3.9: Yugtun’s Intrinsic Demonstrative Forms: The inventory of Yugtun’s
intrinsic egocentric demonstratives laid out according to their referent’s dimensional
characteristics.

A typological intrinsic frame of reference (Figure 3.5) requires only two conceptual

°In section 3.3, I limit the exemplification to the spatial usages as much as possible and reserve the
non-spatial functions of these same demonstratives until Section 3.4. However, as the demonstratives
generally do not change morphosyntactically across the conceptual domains, the frequency analysis
of the demonstrative frames of reference across all the domains of use is included in these Section 3.3.
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landmarks to orient the frame of reference. The first landmark is the figure. As
discussed above, the figure in Yugtun is referenced by its shape, resulting in four
forms #m- ‘obscured’ in (96), u(at)- ‘restricted’” in (97), ma(t)- ‘extended’ in (98), and
uk- ‘approaching’ in (95d) and (99). The ground is the second landmark required
for interpreting an intrinsic frame of reference. In Levinson’s typology, the ground
is equivalent to the viewer and may or may not be deictic. In Diessel’s typology,
the ground is also the viewer, but this is an inherently deictic frame of reference. I
argue in my framework that the ground is an object, as opposed to the environment
(Shusterman & Li, 2016), and the ground is equivalent to the speaker, but crucially,
not the interlocutor. The interlocutor’s position is not required to understand these
intrinsic demonstratives. As such, this frame of reference is egocentric. In establishing
an egocentric intrinsic frame of reference, the origo is embedded in the speaker, and
the vector is established by a linguistic pointing gesture in the form of a demonstrative
and can be elaborated on further with a physical gesture made by the speaker. This
demonstrative type is the most basic in Yugtun and establishes joint attention with
the interlocutor to a figure known to the speaker. It does so by orienting the world
around the speaker and possibly using a gesture combined with the figure’s shape to

index it. This is schematized in the following:
S=G/Origo - F

Regarding the base uk-, this base is ill-fitting within the Jacobsons’ demonstrative
paradigm as it does not ground the figure against the landscape but rather only against
the speaker, as shown in (95d). Thus, it is better to treat uk- as an intrinsic egocentric
frame of reference demonstrative rather than tacked onto the distal inventory, as was
done in Figure 3.2.

Interestingly, by itself, there is no distance juxtaposition within this frame of
reference, as distance contrasts are an overlay created by juxtaposing multiple demon-
stratives by relative distance in comparison to the same origo. Based on Diessels’
demonstrative typology, Yugtun’s intrinsic frame of reference uses a 1-term deictic
contrast. That is, it uses a sole word to bring the figure into joint attention by way of
pointing with no consideration for relative distance from the origo. Distance-based
contrasts in Yugtun, as will be discovered, are highlighted either through juxtapositions
of different frames of reference or through interpretations of spatial access. As such,
this demonstrative type is neither proximal nor distal but can be construed as either
based on context. Nevertheless, when working with the Norton Sound Kotlik Elders

in transcribing natural narratives, these demonstratives are usually translated into
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English using the English proximal forms, but not always. These features can be seen
in (96)-(99) extracted from my NSKY corpus of natural, connected, narrative speech.
The demonstratives being exemplified are in bold.

Beginning with the the utterance in (96) from Carra (IH), we see he uses the

demonstrative form imkut.

(96) Oh, Tamaani Caniliani, yuulret imkut, a, ikai...ikaisugelluteng yuulrulriit,
umikutevkenateng ilaateng.
Oh, Tamaani Caniliant, yuulret

oh, ta-ma-a-ni  Canilia-ni yuulre-t-¢
oh  R<IX-FL-LOC Caneliak-LOC traditional.person-PL-ABS

imkut, a, tkaisugelluteng
im-ku-t-g, a, ikai...ikaisu-qe-lu-teg-t
I0-OF.NS-PL-ABS ah help-all.at.once-APP-4. NOMA-PL

yuulrulriit,
yuulr-u-lria-nga-t,
traditional.person-COP-PART.IN-3.NOMA-PL

umikutevkenateng tlaateng.
umikute-vke-na-teg-t ila-t-teg-t-¢
infuriate-NEG-APP.NEG-4.NOMA-PL family-PL-4.NOMA-PL-ABS

‘Back then, in Caniliaq, those people who lived before us, (stutter) helped
each other, they were living together, they didn’t upset their families.’

NSKY Corpus (IH 2018:1.1)

My concern in this section is the semantics of the intrinsic egocentric base im-,
principally as it is used exophorically in forming spatial relationships. In this utterance,
the demonstrative imkut® ‘those’ first establishes the shape of the figure object as
being obscured from the sight of the origo. In this case, the demonstrative references
the figure object yuulret ‘ancestors/people who came before us and particularly those
who lived in Caniliaq,” which, as discussed in Chapter One, is the birthplace of Carra
and a major historical village in the NSK dialect area but was abandoned in the 1970s
during the exodus to Kotlik. Today, Caniliaq is abandoned. So, when referring to his
ancestors, they are obscured from view by the physical distance between Kotlik and
Caniliaq but they are also obscured by time. As an intrinsic egocentric demonstrative,
the ground is situated on Carra himself as the origo and the speaker. As the direct

interlocutor, I am unnecessary to establish the frame of reference, especially since I

6The morphological structure of a complete demonstrative holophrase is examined in Chapter Four,
as well as the function of a prenominal demonstrative as opposed to a postnominal demonstrative.
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am removed in both time and space from this former village. Carra then uses two
textual pointing gestures to form the vector, first the demonstrative smna and then to
support the triangulation of the figure, the demonstrative phrase tamaani caniliani
is used to help establish the vector between himself sitting in Kotlik and the objects
of joint attention, ‘back then/there in Caniliaq.” Relative distance is unnecessary for
establishing this deictic, spatial meaning as an implied proximal or distal interpretation
does not add to the interpretation of the frame of reference, and anybody familiar
with the geography of the Norton Sound area knows where Caniliaq is in relation to
Kotlik.

By contrast to a obscured demonstrative form, a restricted form is used when the
figure is construed as a single point. In the utterance in (97) from Waralria (CM), the

figure is a particular relative who is construed as a restricted point in space.

(97) Ilii-guq una, angerlartuq, niicugpekenani.

1lii-guq una,
ila-g-nga-¢-g—=guq u-na-g-@
family-SG-3.NOMA.SGCOM-SG-ABS=QUOT IE-OF.SG.ABS-SG-ABS
angerlartug, niicugpekenani.

anger-lar-tur-g niicu-gpeke-na-ni-g

hurry-HAB-IND.IN-SG listen-NEG-APP.NEG-4.NOMA.SG-SG

‘His family said, this one would rush out and wouldn’t listen’

NSKY Corpus (CM 2017:147.4)

The ground is the family who do the reported speaking; they are also the origo.
Thus, from this intrinsic egocentric perspective via deizis am phantasma, the frame of
reference is constructed. The vector between the origo and the figure is established by
the demonstrative una and clarified by an optional linguistic description angerlartug,
‘the one who rushed out.” Thus, between the frame of reference and the contextual
knowledge between the speaker Waralria and her interlocutor LM, joint attention is
established on the correct figure. Relative deictic proximity is not relevant to bring
the correct figure into joint attention.

The utterance in (98), is a little more complex because the speaker is stuttering and
forming his thoughts, indicated by the use of repeated constituents. The semantics of
the base imkunek reference a figure which is no longer within the conceptual sight
of the speaker. In this case, the figure is text internal and references his previous
topic. This is an endophoric use of the deictic egocentric intrinsic frame of reference.

Demonstratives used endophorically instead of exophorically are the focus of Section
3.4.3.

188



98) Cali-ataam, imkunek, mana neq..., kuik mana, kuik mana ca’nek egagq...
Y

eg’qaqessqelinrit... eqg’qaqessqelanrillkait camegam carrlunek kuigmun;

neqairutcigniluks.
Cali-ataam, imkunek, mana neq...,
cali=at=am im-ku-t-nek ma-na-g-g@ neq...,

also=look=EMPH I@®-OF.NS-PL-ABL IX-OF.SG.ABS-SG-ABS food

kuik mana, kuik mana

kuik-¢-¢ ma-na-g-9, kuik-¢-¢ ma-na-g-9
river-SG-ABS IX-OF.SG.ABS-SG-ABS river-SG-ABS IX-OF.SG.ABS-SG-ABS
ca’nek egaq...  eg’qaqessqelinrit...

caa-t-nek ega-q... eg’-qage-ssqe-li-nrit...

Q-PL-ABL throw throw-ITR-want.one.to-NEG-

eg’qaqessqelanrillkant

eg’-qaqe-ssqe-la-nrill-ke-ngi-t
throw-ITR-want.one.to-HAB-NEG-PART.TR-3.NOMA.PLCOM-PL

camegam carrlunek kutgmun,
caa-g-mek=am carrlu-t-nek kuig-g-mun
Q-SG-ABL.SG=EMPH pollution-PL-ABL river-SG-ALL.SG

neqairutcigniluki.
neqa-irut-cig-ni-lu-ki-t
fish-no.longer-FUT-claim-APP-3.ACCA.PL-PL

‘Futhermore again, those things this *foo.. river—this—, river—this—,
anything (throw- please don’t throw-) they wouldn’t want anyone to throw
trash like that into the river, there will be no more fish.’

NSKY Corpus (IH 2018:14)

Following the in-text discourse deixis, we see three exophoric demonstrative referents
mana neq ‘this food,” and mana kuik ‘this river’ repeated twice. Here, Carra is
discussing principles of the yuuyaraq or “Yup’ik way of life.” The life principle is that
what is caught on land is disposed of on land, and what is caught in water is disposed
of in the water. The demonstrative mana from the fundamental base ma(t)- in the
first phrase references an extended figure spread out across the field of view and, in this
case, refers to waste from prepackaged western foods bought at the store, which litter
the river’s shoreline along the village. In the second and third instances, the figure
is the extended Little Kotlik River, which runs through the village from the main
Yukon inlet upriver to the Norton Sound downriver, thereby requiring the Speaker
to rotate his head across the field of view to index it. As with the aforementioned

obscured base im-, the extended base ma(t)- is an intrinsic egocentric demonstrative.
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The ground is the speaker and the speaker is the origo of the frame of reference. The
vector between the origo and the figure is established by context and understanding
of the spatial surroundings. This vector can also be established by an accompanying
physical gesture which is represented by the demonstrative itself in the text. Again,
an indication of relative proximity is unnecessary as it does not alter or clarify the
utterance any further, and anybody in the village of Kotlik knows where the river is
relative to where this conversation occurs.

(95d) is the only example of the form wuk- used as an exophoric demonstrative
in my NSKY corpus. However, to characterize it fully it helps to have more of the
surrounding context, which I translate in (99). I pull out and gloss the relevant section

in (95d) and the gloss of the full paragraph can be found in Appendix C.

(99) Naparcilruat tamatum nalliini, ukut irniangka esskuulaluteng wani wani,
elementary-ni esskuularluteng, BIA-am aulukellrua tamatum nalliini.
Cali-llu, awani ukaqvarni tamani 1980 yaqsinrigerluku, ukut wani,
Alaskam, State of Alaskam, esskuulat makut tegungluki, BIA-am
aulukinringluki.

‘They would build it as my children went to school here - here at the
elementary school - the BIA was in charge of schooling them then. And
also, back then, right after that, quite suddenly there/then in 1980, these
here - the State of Alaska took charge of these schools here, the BIA
wasn’t in charge anymore.’ NSKY Corpus (MH 2016:90)

In this utterance, Amiksuwin (MH) is recalling past moments progressing through
time as though in the present. In fact, the first word Naparcilruat is a verb which
has both a past and a future post-base: to build-FUT-PST-IND.TR-PL and translated
as ‘they would build it.” Thus, in the first sentence, MH situates himself within the
moment of time in which his children are attending elementary school. Beginning in
the second sentence, of interest here, he grounds the utterance temporally by using an
absolute frame of reference demonstrative awan: to point back in time to mean ‘back
then.” He immediately follows this with the demonstrative ukaquarni to indicate that
coming up in time, from his perspective back then, is where the figure is located. Thus
while he is the origo and establishing an egocentric frame of reference, this is a deixis
am phantasma usage whereby the origo is situated on the speaker in the memory and
not the speaker in the real world. As such in (95d), we can see the temporal use of
uk- as an approaching figure; temporal usage of demonstratives is the focus of the
next section.

Here, Amiksuwin is construing a future moment as a figure conceptually approaching
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through time. This is a moving point in time that uses MH, the speaker, as the ground
and origo. Thus, this is an egocentric and intrinsic frame of reference. This is an
interesting use of the deictic intrinsic frame of reference model because in Yugtun when
the origo is displaced or projected the ta- prefix should be used. This deictic relative
frame of reference is discussed next. In this case, instead of prefixing ta- onto uk-, MH
uses a ta- prefixed demonstrative immediately after to situate the origo on his past
self, in 1980. The lack of a ta- prefix on uk- helps to show that in Yugtun this prefix
has become unproductive and can only be used on particular Yugtun demonstrative
bases. However because MH is referring to the future from a past recollection, this is
what allows him to contextualize the origo and the ground as himself.

These four demonstratives within this deictic intrinsic frame of reference however
are not equiprobable but rather rely on context and the conceptualization of the
figure’s shape to determine the correct usage in each new utterance. Figure 3.10 shows
the frequency of each intrinsic demonstrative in the NSKY corpus distinguished by the

figure’s shape.

Intrinstic Frame of Reference

0% Type Distribution as a Percent of Total Spoken Demonstratives

30%

Total: 245
~23% Total: 190
~16%
20%
Total: 23
=4%
10%
Total: 2
=<1%
0% BN p— —
CM AA IH MH MP CM AA IH MH MP CM AA IH MH MP CM AA IH MH MP
im- u(at)- ma(t)- uk-
10 IE IX 1$
Intrinsic Obscured Intrinsic Restricted Intrinsic Extended Intrinsic Approaching

Figure 3.10: Yugtun’s Intrinsic Frame of Reference Demonstrative Frequency, repre-
senting 460 of 1047 demonstrative tokens in the corpus.

Unsurprisingly, in this examination of frequency, the intrinsic restricted demonstra-
tive type is the most frequently used in my corpus followed by the extended type. The
obscured and approaching types have much more restricted contexts of use and thus

are the least frequent.
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By examining these four examples of Yugtun’s intrinsic demonstratives, we see that
proximity is less crucial to the bases’ semantics than previously suggested. Rather an
understanding of deixis, egocentricity, and an intrinsic frame of reference allows the
interlocutor to enter into joint attention with the speaker. We also see the necessity
of disentangling the speaker from the interlocutor when discussing frames of reference.
Additionally, through this discussion, we have a much better understanding of how
these demonstratives are used in natural, connected discourse to index spatial or
non-spatial figures by establishing a frame of reference within which to model the

linguistic event.

3.3.2 Yugtun’s relative demonstratives

Next, we turn to the relative frame of reference used by Yugtun speakers to index
salient figures allocentrically. As mentioned in Section 3.2.3, the relative frame of
reference extends from a projection of the typological intrinsic egocentric frame of
reference. This operational relative frame in Yugtun combines three typological frames
of reference: the intrinsic deictic allocentric (in Figure 3.6), the relative-intrinsic deictic
allocentric (in Figure 3.7), and the relative-absolute deictic geocentric (in Figure 3.8)
into a single set of relative demonstratives using Yugtun’s only prefix, ta- or ta(s)-.
Refer to Section 3.2.3 for the full discussion about these frames of reference and why I
largely treat them, within Yugtun, as a single operational category. Principally, these
demonstratives can reference a figure in many ways through their shared ability to
project the speaker’s orientation onto the landscape or other entity. The ta- prefix is,
therefore, used solely on demonstratives to alter the frame of reference from an intrinsic
egocentric frame of reference or a relative-absolute geocentric frame of reference (see
Figures 3.5 and 3.8) to a Yugtun specific relative frame of reference.

As Levinson and Diessel argue, relative frames of reference are a conceptual extension
of the egocentric intrinsic frame of reference by displacing the origo from the speaker
onto the viewer or onto other entities thereby orienting them within a frame of
reference. It thus makes sense that to alter the frame of reference from an egocentric
demonstrative to a relative demonstrative a derivational morpheme is appended onto
the intrinsic demonstrative bases. In Inuit languages, and according to Miyaoka in the
Norton Sound Unalit dialect of Yup’ik, this ta- prefix is still fully productive across
the entire demonstrative inventory (Miyaoka, 1984; McMahan, 2022). Miyaoka argues
that the ta- prefix is anaphoric, translating as ‘the aforementioned location.” As I
show in the discussion on discursive uses of demonstratives, it is anaphoric within a

textual domain precisely because it is interpreted within a relative frame of reference.
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However, as a spatial and temporal demonstrative, it also serves a function analogous
to Webster and Zibel’s argument for Siberian Yup’ik’s tat- prefix, which is to “extend
the [relative| distance” from the origo (Webster & Zibell, 1970 p. 111).

During my work on Norton Sound Kotlik beginning in 2014, I have not found
the ta- prefix to be as productive as Miyaoka did for Norton Sound Unalit. Kotlik’s
inventory resembles the grammaticalized General Yup’ik system, with three of the
intrinsic forms and one of the absolute forms used to extend the demonstratives into
a relative frame of reference, as shown in Figure 3.11. In the examples, I use the
interlinear glossing convention: R<, to indicate that a relative frame of reference has

been derived from an intrinsic (1) or absolute (A) frame of reference.

Relative Allocentric Frame of Reference

< OBSCURED > ¢ RESTRICTED @ —EXTENDED— > DOWNRIVER >
& tau(at)- tama(t)_
L M )
R<IOQ R<IE R<IX R<A$(R)
R<AERD

Figure 3.11: Yugtun’s Relative Allocentric Demonstrative Forms: Yugtun’s relative
frame of reference demonstratives arranged by the shape of the figure they reference.

The relative form tayim- is exemplified in (100), the form tau(at-) in (101), tama(t)-
in (102), and the form taug- is shown in (101) and (103). While going through the
examples note that relative forms displace the ground from the speaker to another
entity, which could be an interlocutor, an object in the landscape, or the landscape itself.
However, as an extension of the more basic intrinsic system, the figure in the relative
system is also encoded as either obscured, restricted, extended, or approaching. Thus,
the features of the figure remain unchanged from the intrinsic form, but the ground
and viewer do change. As such, these forms are still object-based demonstratives
per Shusterman and Li’s 2016 frame of reference typology, but they are crucially
allocentric demonstratives as opposed to egocentric demonstratives. In my typology,
the speaker remains tangentially useful in the relative-intrinsic deictic allocentric or
the relative-absolute deictic geocentric construals as the speaker can project a deictic
orientation onto the origo. By contrast, in the intrinsic allocentric construals, the
origo and/or deictic projection do not involve the speaker but rather the interlocutor.
Thus, these allocentric demonstratives entail the ground landmark based on which
demonstrative form is used, and the ground may be further specified by context.

We can see these characteristics of the relative frame of reference best by examining
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the following bolded tokens found in the corpus in (100)-(103). The first demonstrative

is tayim-, which designates an obscured figure.

(100) Tauguam, tayima tuqungan, tuqungan tayima, tuqungami, tuqungan

maani Qerrulligmi, tamakunek ak’allaat qanersariatnek niicuirutellrianga.

Tauguam, tayima
ta-ug-u=am ta-yim-a
R<A$(R)-OF.SG=EMPH R<I®-FL

tuqungan,

tuqu-nga-nga-n-¢
die-cONJ(when)-3.NOMA.SG-SG.LF.3-ABS

tuqungan tayima,
tuqu-nga-nga-n-¢ ta-yim-a
die-CONJ(when)-3.NOMA.SG-SG.LF.3-ABS R<I@-FL
tuqungami,

tuqu-nga-nga-g-mi

die-cONJ(when)-3.NOMA.SG-3-LOC.SG

tuqungan maant Qerrulligms,
tuqu-nga-nga-n-g ma-a-ni  Qerrullig-g-mi
die-CONJ(when)-3.NOMA.SG-SG.LF.3-ABS IX-FL-LOC Kotlik-sG-LoC.sG

tamakunek ak’allaat
ta-ma-ku-t-nek ak’allaa-t-¢
R<IX-OF.NS-PL-ABL old.person-PL-ABS

qanersariatnek niicuirutellrianga.
ganer-sara-g-nga-t-nek niicu-irute-lria-nga-¢
speak-way-SG-3.NOMA.SGCOM-PL-ABL hear-no.longer-PART.IN-1.ABSA-SG

‘However, over there when he died, when he died over there, at the
time he died, when he died, we old ones here in Kotlik would no longer
hear his ways of speaking.’

NSKY Corpus (AAy 2018:35.2)

This is the intrinsic allocentric subsense of the relative frame of reference construal

of the ta- prefix. This particular construal can be schematized as follows:
[=G/Origo - F
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Whereby I stands for interlocutor (ak’allaat ‘we old ones’) who is functioning as the
ground (G) and the origo and drawing the vector from themselves to the figure. The
speaker is superfluous to the frame of reference.

Thus, in this example, Aciangaq is distancing the death of a well-respected NSK
Elder, Philip Foxie, from himself and placing the loss on the community as a whole.
Thereby, the figure is Philip Foxie. However, while the speaker is Aciangaq, the ground
is allocentric and is stated as maani Qerrulligmi ‘here in Kotlik,” and ak’allaat ‘we
old ones.” The relative frame of reference is used here to distance the tragic event
from the speaker and place it on the collective ground which is the whole community.
Because Philip Foxie’s death occurred in the past and potentially in another location
(like in Anchorage), both of which are obscured from sight, the figure is marked as

obscured.

(101) A: Tua-llu uitercama laavkamun tunamku, laavkiurta piaqa, “qayuten
akingqellranek tauna .22 cup’un, single shot?”
B: $15.00.
A: Tua tauva.
A: Tua-llu witercama laavkamun

A: t-u-a=llu uiterc-a-m-a-¢ laavka-g-mun
A: R<IE-FL=COO return-CNJ.when-1.ERGA-SG.LF.1-ABS store-SG-ALL.SG

tunamku, laavkiurta
tun-a-m-g-ku-¢ laavkiurta-¢-¢
give-CNJ.when-1.ERGA-SG-3.ACCA.SG-SG clerk-SG-ABS

piaqa, “qayuten

pi-gar-ngka-¢ “qayu-ten

say-IND.TR-1.NOMA.SG-SG “how-AEQL

akingqellranek tauna
aking-qe-llr-nga-g-nek ta-u-na-g-¢
money-ITR-CNJ.CNTMP-3.ERGA-SG-ABL R<IE-OF.SG.ABS-SG-ABS
22¢cup’un, single-shot?”

twentytwo.cup’'un-¢-¢ single.shot?”

twentytwo.shotgun-sG-ABS single.shot?”

‘And again, when I got back to the store, when I gave it back, I said to
him, “how much do I pay for this 22 single-shot shotgun?”’

B: $15.00.
$15.00.
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A: Tua tauva.
A: taru-a  ta-ug-a
A: R<IE-FL R<A$(R)-FL

‘Ok, I'll take it / ok, that’s all’

NSKY Corpus (IH 2018:16.6-8)

In (101) from Carra (IH), just as with the intrinsic demonstrative una, the relative
form tauna is indexing a restricted figure, tauna .22 cup’un ‘this .22 gun.” However,
the ground is no longer the speaker but has been displaced onto the laavkiurta ‘store-
clerk’ during the time period of Carra’s story. Note the ground might be displaced
from Carra onto his memory of himself in the past, however, while either is a valid
allocentric construal, deizis am phantasma placed on to the speaker’s narrative ego
can use the intrinsic demonstratives as shown throughout the NSKY corpus. As such,
I analyze the former possibility in this example. As the ground is now displaced, this
is an allocentric demonstrative but not proximal to the speaker but rather construed
as proximal to the store and clerk back then (or to the memory of himself back
then). As this demonstrative points to an object, it is still deictic, just not egocentric.
Furthermore, as it does not refer to a particular object already in joint attention in
the text between Carra, Yaayuk, and myself, this demonstrative is not functioning
anaphorically in this context. However, the interpretation that the .22 gun is distal
from the here and now of the speech event does exist because the relative frame of
reference places the figure closer to the here and now within the speaker’s story.

An interesting demonstrative occurrence in this example is tauva in Carra’s response,
within his story. This demonstrative comes from the form wug-, which is the only
absolute demonstrative (Refer to Figure (3.11)) used in the relative frame of reference.
In this context, if we construe the demonstrative exophorically, the figure once again
is the .22 single-shot,” but the ground and origo are no longer the store clerk but
the landscape. Carra uses the origo switch in this demonstrative to establish a new
vector between the clerk and the gun and thereby places the figure into the speaker’s
extrapersonal space. This new vector, tauva, contrasts with the first vector tauna
and establishes a relative distance between the two. It should be noted that beyond
the demonstrative semantics the demonstrative particle tauva=i is also a discourse
particle that means ‘that’s all,” and that function of ending the narrative (‘ok, that’s
all’) instead of the exophoric sense is equally likely in this context. However, Theresa
George in translating this story with me interpreted the utterance in the first deictic
sense of ‘T'll take it.’

Another example of speakers using multiple spatial demonstratives to juxtapose
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and contrast different figures can be seen in (102) by Aciangaq (AA).

(102) Tauguam wani, nepairulartut tawaten, mana mani, tamana
mernaqellria at- atu- atungritagamegteggu assirluteng yuulalriit.
Tauguam want, nepairulartut
ta-ug-u=am w-a-ni nepa-iru-lar-gur-t
R<A$(R)-OF.SG=EMPH IE-FL-LOC noisy-no.longer-HAB-IND.IN-PL

tawaten, mana mant,
ta-w-a-ten ma-na-g-g¢ ma-a-ni
R<IE-FL-FL.ZEQL IX-OF.SG.ABS-SG-ABS IX-FL-LOC

tamana mernaqellria at-
ta-ma-na-¢-¢ mer-narqe-lria-g-¢ at-
R<IX-OF.SG.ABS-SG-ABS drink-able.to.be-one.who.is-SG-ABS use-sttr
atu- atungritaqamegteqgu

atu- atu-ngrit-aqa-meg-t-ku-¢

use-sttr use-NEG-CNJ.CONST-4.ERGA-PL-3.ACCA.SG-SG

assirluteng yuulalriit.
assir-lu-teg-t yuu-la-lria-nga-t
good-APP-4.NOMA-PL person-HAB-PART.IN-3.NOMA-PL

‘However, here, they would quiet down—Ilike this—, this here, this drink,
(use-, to use-) whenever they aren’t using it they are well, they live good.’

NSKY Corpus (AAy 2018:24.3)

In this utterance from Aciangaq, (102), a lot is going on with demonstratives.
However, we can discuss two demonstratives acting to index spatial objects using
pointing gestures and a relative frame of reference. The first demonstrative of interest
is in nepairulartut tawaten, whereby the demonstrative tawaten can be parsed into
the base tau(at)- with an aequalis case ending. Here, this demonstrative is bringing
into joint attention a manner of acting, and the figure is ‘they,” as in ‘their manner of
acting.” This figure is construed as a single group and thus restricted. The ground is
wani or ‘here in Kotlik,” making the community of Kotlik the origo around which the
frame of reference is constructed. Again, we can construe and translate this utterance
as distal ‘that,” but a closer translation does not encode relative distance. However,
it uses a non-contrasting demonstrative of joint attention to make reference to the
figure.

The second use of a relative demonstrative is tamana mernagellria ‘this drinkable
thing.” It might be argued that tamana, in this instance, is anaphorically referring

back to the discussion about alcohol, but it is instead directly pointing to the following
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nominal mernagellria ‘drinkable thing’. This demonstrative brings a physical object
into the discourse space as a topic of discussion. Therefore, it is not an anaphor/cat-
aphor but an exophoric demonstrative. The figure in this utterance is mernagellria
‘drinkable thing,” construed as a category of items which require a full field of view
to interpret and thus is extended. The ground is still wan: ‘here’ in Kotlik. The
community of Kotlik is still the origo. As the ground is allocentric, this is a relative
frame of reference.

The English translation of these demonstratives can equally be ‘this/that collection
of consumable things’ or ‘this/that drinkable things.” As such, relative distance does
not help translate these 1-term demonstratives of joint attention. The Yugtun language
does not intrinsically encode distance-based distinctions in its demonstratives. Instead,
like German, Yugtun demonstratives are distance neutral pointing words which serve
to index a figure and bring it into joint attention. It is only in contrast to the intrinsic
frame that we get a distance interpretation, as in mana mani, tamana mernaqellria
‘this here, that drinkable thing.’

In this utterance, mana mani is an intrinsic egocentric extended demonstrative
phrase. This phrase forms a relationship between the speaker and the figure. The
speaker is established as the ground and origo, and the figure is ‘here in Kotlik.’
In contrast with this, tamana is a relative extended demonstrative that forms an
allocentric relationship between the ground, ‘here in Kotlik’ and the figure mernagellria.
In the juxtaposition of the two different frames of reference, we can construe a proximal-
distal type contrast similar to English. However, the contrast is not an implicit part
of the bases’ semantics in Yugtun. Additionally, as the relative frame is not egocentric,
the speaker can distance the figure from himself conceptually and associate it not with
himself but with others, thereby taking a moral stance on the topic.

The approaching form of the deictic relative frame of reference demonstrative
inventory differs from that of the intrinsic demonstratives. Instead of affixing the ta-
prefix to the uk-, ‘the one approaching,” demonstrative base, Yugtun draws instead
from the deictic absolute bases to be discussed next. This form instead is ta-ug-,
whereby the ug- base indicates an approaching figure ‘downriver.” The moving river
metaphor is discussed later, but like ‘the one approaching,” it implies movement. This
is shown in (103). This use of a riverine-based demonstrative usually construes not a
relative-intrinsic frame of reference but rather a relative-absolute frame of reference as

in Figure 3.8.

(103) Cali-llu taugkunek kantirarnek ca’nek-a iquligerluku, tamakut tamani

negelallruaput.
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Cali-llu  taugkunek kantirarnek ca'nek-a
cali=llu  ta-ug-ku-t-nek kantirar-t-nek caa-t-nek=a
also=CO00 R<AERD-OF.NS-PL-ABL candy-PL-ABL Q-PL-ABL=uh

1quligerluku, tamakut
iqu-li-qger-lu-ku-¢ ta-ma-ku-t-¢
end-one.who-all.at.once-APP-3.ACCA.SG-SG R<IX-OF.NS-PL-ABS

tamani negelallruaput.
ta-ma-a-ni  megqe-la-llru-gar-pu-t
R<IX-FL-LOC eat-HAB-PST-IND.TR-1.NOMA-PL

‘Moreover those (foreign) candies, we add it after any (meal), those there
we ate them.’

NSKY Corpus (MH 2016:41)

There is only one example of this ta-ug- form used exophorically in my corpus,
and all other instances are used either as temporal or discourse demonstratives.
This exophoric use comes from Amiksuwin and the demonstrative indexes the figure
kantirarnek ‘candies.” The candies are foreign to the region and culture at the time of
his education in the residential school system, and he highlights this foreignness by
associating the candies as coming from ‘downriver.” This is geocentrically grounded
not on him or Kotlik but instead on the landscape of Wrangle, Alaska, where the
residential school was located and where he spent his youth.

As the speaker and participant in the frame of reference, he projects his orientation
onto the landscape, thereby orienting the origo of the frame of reference. This deictic
projection from the speaker or interlocutor onto the landscape to assist in forming
a vector between the ground and the figure is what makes the relative frame of
reference deictic. Note that there are two construals of the typological deictic relative-
absolute frame of reference in Yugtun, the first is ug-, which is classified within
Yugtun’s absolute frame of reference, and the second is ta-ug-, which is classified
within Yugtun’s relative frame of reference. This second form is classified as a relative
frame of reference because Amiksuwin uses the ta- morpheme. In the relative frame
of reference, Amiksuwin is displacing or projecting the deictic orientation in two steps:
first, he is using deizis am phantasma to displace his ego (S) onto the memory of
himself (Historical S) in the narrative and then second, the landscape is oriented
according by the historical self’s projection onto the historical landscape (L). The
double projection then acts as the ground (G) and origo used to locate the figure (F)

involved in this example and can be schematized as:
[S -> Historical S -» L|=G/Origo - F
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Figure 3.12 shows the distribution of the relative frame of reference in the corpus
across the four figure-shapes (obscured, restricted, extended, approaching). As with
the intrinsic frame of reference, the obscured and approaching forms are the least
frequent as their context of use is much more restricted.

Note that I have only examined these four figure shapes for the variable of frame
of reference type in calculating the frequency of demonstrative types through my
corpus. These frequency distributions do not distinguish between spatial, temporal,
and discursive uses of these demonstratives, calculating these frequencies is beyond
the scope of this project at this time. As I discuss in Section 3.4, the relative frame of
reference is utilized in endophoric functions more than the intrinsic frame of reference.
This is because endophoric demonstratives rely on deictic projections onto non-spatial
origos such as time or discourse. The ability to project from one origo onto another
allows the relative frames of reference increased functionality over intrinsic frames
and is part of why relative demonstratives are more frequent in the corpus than
intrinsic ones. Additionally, most of the obscured and approaching forms are used as
grammaticalized discourse particles, discussed in Chapter Four, which is why they are

also more frequent in this frame of reference.

Relative Frame of Reference

40% Type Distribution as a Percent of Total Spoken Demonstratives

Total: 248
30% ~28%
Total: 167
20% =14%
Total: 73
Total: 28 =%
10% ~4%
0% II [ I I II .I
CM AA IH MH MP CM AA IH MH MP CM AA IH MH MP CM AA IH MH MP
tayim- tau(at)- tamaf(t)- taug-
R<IO R<IE R<IX R<AS$(R)
Relative Intrinsic Obscured Relative Intrinsic Restricted Relative Intrinsic Extended R<AERD

Relative Approaching (Riverine)

Figure 3.12: Yugtun’s Relative Frame of Reference Demonstrative Frequency, repre-
senting 516 of 1047 demonstrative tokens in the corpus.

200



3.3.3 Yugtun’s absolute demonstratives

The final frame of reference used by the Yugtun demonstrative inventory to index
figures in joint space is the absolute frame. The absolute frame of reference accounts
for the majority of the demonstrative types in the language but also the minority of
the corpus’ tokens. The reason for this is likely related to Denny’s hypothesis that
the absolute demonstratives require the speaker to physically see and point to the
surrounding landscape (Denny, 1982). Yugtun’s absolute demonstratives fall into the
typological relative-absolute deictic geocentric frame of reference taxonomy, shown
in Table 3.4. These demonstratives map the coordinate system onto the physical
geography of the linguistic area and use salient geological landmarks to help triangulate
the figure’s location. However, the vector is indicated by the speaker or interlocutor
via projection from the speaker onto the landscape. Thus, as these demonstratives
are used in specific geocentric contexts, they are less generalizable or flexible than the
intrinsic and relative frames of reference discussed above. These demonstrative types
are used to point to a figure in the surrounding landscape unambiguously but are
only interpretable in geocentric contexts. The absolute demonstratives account for the
greatest variety of demonstrative types because they rely on different geocentric points
and landscape features to establish reference. In Yugtun, four geocentric grounds are
utilized, each with three forms identifying the figure’s shape (obscured, restricted,
extended). Note that Yugtun’s operational absolute frame of reference, unlike the
relative and intrinsic, does not have a approaching form but instead uses an overlay of
what the Jacobsons’ call ‘accessibility’ (see Section 3.2.1). Thus different demonstrative
forms are used to refer to space close to the speaker and space further away from the
speaker and have been variously analyzed as ‘more-accessible’ and ‘less-accessible.” In
this section, I show that this accessibility overlay more closely resembles the feature
of body-space (Werner et al., 1998). The absolute demonstrative types can be seen in
Figure 3.13 below, along with this additional perceptual overlay of body-space that is
discussed below.

According to Levinson, an absolute frame of reference system is binary, whereby
only the figure and the ground are utilized to interpret the frame of reference. Levinson
uses the concept of deixis as a special parameter that can be attached to a frame
of reference, whereas I treat deixis as an inherent characteristic of four of the six
typological frames of reference I use to analyze the Yugtun demonstrative system
(see Table 3.4). In a non-deictic absolute frame of reference, Levinson’s observation
that the viewers are unnecessary to pinpoint the location of the figure is true. The

Yugtun demonstrative system however employs a deictic relative-absolute geocentric
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Absolute Geocentric Frame of Reference

< OBSCURED > —EXTENDED—
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Figure 3.13: Yugtun’s Absolute Frame of Reference Demonstratives: The inventory
of Yugtun’s absolute geocentric demonstratives laid out according to their referent’s
dimensional characteristics, geographic coordinates, and body-space divisions.

frame of reference, shown in Figure 3.8. Within the Yugtun analysis, I term these

demonstratives as (deictic) absolute demonstratives and use the interlinear gloss: A.
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The viewer is important to this frame of reference because the deictic orientation
of the landscape is projected from the viewer. Then, the origo is embedded in the
ground. The ground is the environment /landscape itself. Thus, this is a geocentric
frame of reference that uses the speaker’s location and orientation in the landscape to
make clear reference to the figure. The system is deictic, which requires that projected
pointing occurs through the demonstrative word and physical gesture which originates
with either the speaker or interlocutor. This can get complex when introspecting, as
English limits this translation to a near deictic relative-absolute geocentric sentence
‘the FIGURE 1is downriver of me’ whereby the oblique of me is the intersection point for
the landscape’s origo. In English, this might mean that ‘the figure is upriver of him,’
which could argue for two different interpretations: egocentric or allocentric. However,
as Yugtun uses a geocentric deictic frame of reference, the extra-linguistic context
encoded within the English oblique prepositional phrase ‘of me/him’ only provides
an additional vector by which to triangulate the figure’s location within English’s
non-deictic absolute frame of reference, but it is not a required part of the frame of
reference in Yugtun. English does not use a deictic relative-absolute geocentric frame
of reference as discussed in Section 3.2.3, but Yugtun does. This system of projecting
the speaker (S) onto the landscape (L) as a way of establishing both ground (G) and

origo to locate a figure (F) can be schematized as:
[S -» L|=G/Origo - F

The four geocentric grounds that Yugtun utilizes to establish the vector and locate
a figure are direct, elevation, riverine, and interioricity. These vectors are anchored to
the location of the speaker on the landscape. I use the following interlinear glossing
for each respectively: S, U, R, B which stand for straight, up, riverine, and boundary.

uk-, ‘the approaching figure’ does not occur in the absolute frame of reference
because, as discussed, the ground for uk- is not a landmark such as across, uphill,
downriver, or inside; instead, it is the speaker. This analysis, therefore, further differs
from the Jacobsons’ analysis in translating uk- ‘that approaching’ and adg/w- ‘that
extended directly near me’ as members of different frames of reference instead of as
direct antonyms.

The direct absolute demonstrative type indicates that the figure is straight ahead
in the landscape, particularly over or across physical space. The physical space is the
origo and ground through which a vector is drawn to index the figure. An example of
a restricted absolute demonstrative is shown in (104) with the absolute demonstrative
in bold.
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(104) Waten wani, uksuarmi, tkani Qayarrlekell, no, Kaikvayak tauna

Waten wani, uksuarms, tkani
w-a-ten w-a-ni uksuar-¢g-mi ik-a-ni
IE-FL-FL.AQL IE-FL-LOC autumn-SG-LOC.SG AESD-FL-LOC

Qayarriekell, no, Kaikvayak tauna.
Qayarrlekell-,  no, Kaikvayak-¢-¢ ta-u-na-g-¢
Qayarrlekell-sttr, no, Kaikvayak-SG-ABS R<IE-OF.SG.ABS-SG-ABS

‘Like this now, in autumn, over there at Qayarrlekell, no,
Kaikvayak—this one—. ’

NSKY Corpus (MP 2016:3.2)

In (104), Kiicaq (MP) is bringing a particular river, Kaikvayak, in the surrounding
area into joint attention by pointing to it with ¢kani so he can tell the story of its name.
In doing so, he uses a direct, restricted demonstrative to reference the figure, the river
Qayarrlekell, before correcting himself. He conceptualizes Qayarriekell as a restricted
point rather than as extended space. This is likely because we are sitting in a room in
Kotlik a few rivers away from the river in question, and thus the river does not require
a full field of view to physically see. Instead, the river itself is bound into a single
overarching concept represented by its proper name. The absolute demonstrative is
used to reference the river because it is a physically salient landmark in the area which
can be pointed to from our position and is encoded in Kiicaq’s mental map of the
area while being situated directly in front of us from our general position. This shows
how flexible the shape of the figure can be interpreted in different contexts. However,
our position as viewers orient the landscape through deictic projection and allow the
speaker to make reference to this river from the speaker’s cognitive map, which is
the ground. This river is directly over on the other side of the Kotlik area’s salient
landmark, the Little Kotlik River. By understanding the landscape we are in, we
assign it an orientation from the speaker’s perspective. Within this perspective, the
ground and the vector, which is directly over/across a physical space, are utilized to
index the proper figure.

This property is better seen in the demonstrative type concerned with a figure’s ele-
vation in regards to the ground, particularly an upwards elevation. This demonstrative

type indexes figures that are uphill or above the speaker’s eye line, as in (105).

(105) Pakmani-llu qaingani, malruk waten, mit’ecungaak

Pakmanai-llu qaingant, malruk
pakem-a-ni=llu qai-g-nga-¢-ni, malru-k-¢
A@UD-FL-LOC=COO surface-SG-3.NOMA.SGCOM-SG-LOC two-DU-ABS
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waten, mit’ecungaak.
w-a-ten  mii-ta-tcungaa-k-¢
IE-FL-£QL loud.noise-device-cute.little-DU-ABS

‘There up on top, two cute little noise makers like this’

NSKY Corpus (CM 2017:46)

In (105) from Waralria (CM), the speaker is talking about two whistles or steam
stacks on a barge that has run aground downriver near Pastuliq. The two figures
are on the surface of the ship up above and out of sight. The demonstrative pakem-
references an obscured figure and is used in this utterance because, from Kotlik, we
cannot see the grounded barge or Pastuliq. The figure is a location above the eye line
of the speaker such that her head must tilt upwards to bring the figures within her
line of sight in comparison to the ground, which is the physical terrain. The speaker’s
location orients the landscape and the location of the figure and determines the vector
used and the construal of the shape of the figure. The demonstrative pakem- notifies
the interlocutor to look up to find the figure. By contrast, the next geocentric origo

that Yugtun utilizes is below/downhill/downriver/towards the exit, as in (106).

(106) Tauguam, tayima ilaita yuut un’gani-llu, tayima, waten wani,
umsugartegengkuneng tkai- ikaisusi- tkaisuita, tamana, qanellqa.

Tauguam, tayima  laita
ta-ug-u=am ta-yim-a ila-t-ngi-ta-g
R<A$(R)-OF-SG=EMPH R<I®-FL part-PL-3.NOMA.PLCOM-PL.LF-ABS

yuut un’gani-llu, tayima, waten want,
yuu-t-¢ uneg-a-ni=llu ta-yim-a w-a-ten  w-a-ni
person-PL-ABS AXRD-FL-LOC=COO R<I@-FL, IE-FL-£EQL IE-FL-LOC
umsugartegengkuneng tkai- tkaisusi-
umsugarteqe-ng-ku-meg-t-¢g ikaisu-  ikaisu-si-
think-begin.to-CNJ.(if)-4.ERGA-PL-ABS help-sttr help-sttr

tkaisuita, tamana,

ikaisu-¢-gi-ta-o ta-ma-na-g-¢
help-CNJ.(BE)-3.ACCA.PL-PL.LF-ABS R<IX-OF.SG.ABS-SG-ABS

qanellga.
gane-llg-t-nga-¢-¢
speak-that.which.was-PL-1.ABSA.SG-SG-ABS

‘However, hopefully, some of the people there downriver too, hopefully
like this here, if they start thinking, (help- helpful-) be helpful to them this
my spoken words.’

NSKY Corpus (AAy 2018:31.1)
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In (106), Aciangaq indexes an extended figure downriver from his perspective. The
figure is, in particular, the collection of people who live downriver. The ground and
the origo is the Little Kotlik River, which runs past Aciangaq’s house through the
village of Kotlik and towards the Yukon River’s east mouth, where it exits into Norton
Sound just a few miles away. The landscape is oriented according to where Aciangaq’s
house is situated on the river. By using the demonstrative uneg-, Aciangaq easily and
clearly makes joint attention to the figure without utilizing an egocentric framework
but rather the cultural and environmental knowledge available to him. Namely, the
orientation of the river and the village. The final absolute demonstrative frame of
reference type refers to a figure either inside or outside a delineated boundary but

culturally can also be translated as upriver, as in (107).

(107) Cali-llu, aipanglua umek, gamaken, angyani calilallruama paacami.

Cali-llu,  aipanglua umek, gamaken,
cali=llu  aipa-ng-lu-a u-u-g-mek qam-a-ken
also=C00 partner-acquire-APP-SG.LF IE-OF.SG-SG-ABL AQ@BP-FL-ABL

angyant calilallruama
angya-¢g-ni  cali-la-llru-a-m-a-¢
boat-SG-LOC work-HAB-PST-CNJ.(because)-1.ERGA-SG.LF-ABS

paacams.
paaca-g-mi
barge-SG-LOC

‘And moreover, I married this one, inside/upriver there, in a boat
because I worked on the barge.’

NSKY Corpus (MH 2016:67)

In (107), Amiksuwin (MH) is talking about his life when he worked as a commercial
fisherman travelling up and down the river, and he is projecting his deictic orientation
in Kotlik onto the landscape itself. The figure indicated by the intrinsic demonstrative
phrase aipanglua umek ‘I married—this one’ is his wife, and the figure indicated by
the absolute demonstrative gamaken ‘inside/upriver there’ is a location on the barge
itself as it travels through the physical landscape, which serves as the ground for the
absolute demonstrative. The location figure referenced is upriver from Kotlik. As I
show in this utterance, the viewers, Amiksuwin and I, at the time of the utterance, are
important for orienting the map of the landscape used in forming the deictic absolute
frame of reference. By using a geocentric frame of reference, however, Amiksuwin can
locate the figure in comparison to the ground at any point within the fishing area
at any point in time. Thus the salient landmarks of the story are the figure and the

barge on the landscape, not the viewers of the story.
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Because a geocentric frame of reference orients the scene around physical landmarks
known through contextual or cultural knowledge, the relative distance between figure
and ground is neither essential nor indicated for any of these demonstrative types.
These, like the deictic intrinsic and the deictic relative frames of reference, are 1-term
joint attention, pointing words. The critical part here is the physical landscape, which
allows Yugtun speakers a great degree of freedom in bringing joint attention to any
particular object by reference to its general location. However, there is a second set
of deictic absolute frame of reference demonstratives added as a perceptual overlay
within the deictic absolute frame of reference. In direct juxtaposition to the first set
of absolute demonstratives, these use body-space (peripersonal vs. extrapersonal) to
provide an analogy to the idea of relative or conceptual distance (prozimal vs. distal)
discussed in the general typology. Distance, therefore, is only used within the absolute
frame of reference.

A common area of research within psychology investigates our perception of physical
space. Human mental representations of space are a fundamental characteristic of
daily life and construct spatial models from all the senses, including visual, auditory,
and tactile inputs (Rabellino et al., 2020). In addition, the mental model, or frame
of reference employed by our cognition, is heavily dependent on the context of the
interactability within a space (Werner et al., 1998). A key finding within this field
is that space is divided into two zones of interactability, Peripersonal Space and
Ezxtrapersonal space. The demonstrative typology of prozimal and distal space has
been argued to be analogous to this division of perceptual space, particularly in English
and Spanish studies, as the speaker’s selection of demonstrative type (proximal or
distal) corresponds with an enriched division of perceptual space and changes in
the perceptual space motivate changes in demonstrative selection (Coventry et al.,
2014). However, it has also been argued that linguistic space and perceptual space
are independent and that linguistic space is subject to language-specific constraints,
notably due to the existence of 3-term speaker-oriented demonstrative systems such
as in Japanese (Kemmerer, 1999). However, peripersonal space seems to be subjective
to context and thus can still account for speaker-centred demonstrative systems.

Peripersonal space is defined as that area around the body that can be reached
and interacted with. If an object can be manipulated, then it is within peripersonal
space. Peripersonal space is fundamentally egocentric in that the origo of the mental
representation rests on the body (i.e. body-space). In particular, the origo forms an
abstract point on the trunk of the body. If the body extends, however, such as reaching
forward with the arms or standing up, the origo will move outwards to compensate

for the larger range of interactability. Thus this conceptualization of interactability
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includes the ability of the body to move to the object. As such, the construal of
peripersonal space relies heavily on the context of the event (Rabellino et al., 2020).

Extrapersonal space, by contrast, is anything that is not within reach and is where
the environment can only be explored by visual means (Rabellino et al., 2020). This is a
space that the speaker cannot interact with by any means, including through interaction
with an interlocutor (Cleary-Kemp, 2007). The terms peripersonal and extrapersonal
form a binary which can be delineated based on an individual’s psychology.

Fini et al. (2014) show that using a tool which extends a person’s reach affects their
judgements about peripersonal and extrapersonal space. Moreover, a person’s ability
to interact with other objects or interlocutors who can then interact with the object
will adjust the peripersonal space zone. Fini et al. (2014), also argue that peripersonal
and extrapersonal space is affected by the potential for action on an object, either by
the self or an interlocutor (animate or inanimate). Thus, the shape of the space, the
shape of the body, and the physical energy costs all affect the construal of peripersonal
and extrapersonal space. Therefore relative typological distance is too simple of a
concept to describe perceptual space accurately, and effort must also be considered.
A person wearing a heavy backpack has been shown to have a smaller peripersonal
space, while another human merely standing within the range of view will enlarge the
space through a conception of shared body-space (Fini et al., 2014).

Cléry et al. (2015) further contributes to this discussion by claiming that emotional
states as well as social status and their perception, can alter the relative size of
peripersonal and extrapersonal space. Thus, the size of peripersonal space relies
on many factors, from the object’s shape, the object’s functionality, the object’s
desirability, and the object’s graspability (Valdés-Conroy et al., 2012). Peripersonal
and extrapersonal space construal also relies on the shape of the body, the presence of
tools, the emotional state of the body, and the perceiver’s reaction time and physical
ability. Additionally, social factors such as the presence of interlocutors or even distal
third persons and the physical size of the space that the representation is modelling can
mould the construal of space. As such, the construal of peripersonal and extrapersonal
space is complex and multifaceted. However, it can be mapped onto demonstratives,
both distance-based, like English and Spanish, or person-based, like Japanese, as both
the speaker and interlocutor affect the construal of peripersonal and extrapersonal
space.

We can utilize this understanding of peripersonal space to further expound upon
the nature of the Yugtun demonstrative system. As seen in Figure 3.13 above,
there are more than the 12 absolute frame of reference demonstrative types than

those that have already been discussed (three types for shape and four types for
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geocentric coordinates). In fact, I have, to this point, only covered half of the absolute
demonstratives and have missed an entire semantic layer of the system: the notions of
peripersonal and extrapersonal space. These notions help explain this additional layer
of the demonstrative’s semantics better.

However, this notion may also apply to the intrinsic egocentric frame of reference
and the relative allocentric frame of reference. It makes sense that both of these
demonstrative frames of reference place a figure into peripersonal space. The intrinsic
system places a figure into the speaker’s egocentric direct peripersonal space. In
contrast, the relative system places a figure into the allocentric ground’s peripersonal
space, which is a perceptual extension of the speaker’s peripersonal space. Thus a
figure within an intrinsic model is construed as interactable by the speaker, and a
figure within a relative model is interactable with the interlocutor or another third
party or entity within the context. This notion can be analyzed in the demonstratives

taken from above and shown again in the examples in (108).

(108) a. ilit-gug una
ila-g-nga-g-g=guq u-na-g-9
family-sg-3.noma.sgcom-sg-abs=QUOT IE-OF.SG.ABS-SG-ABS

‘His family says this one’

NSKY Corpus (CM 2017:147.4)

b.  tauna 22-cup’un
ta-u-na-g-¢ twentytwo.cup un-¢-¢
R<IE-OF.SG.ABS-SG-ABS twentytwo.shotgun-sg-abs
‘this 22 single-shot’

NSKY Corpus (IH 2018:16.6-8)

c.  nepairulartut tawaten
nepa-iru-lar-gur-t ta-w-a-ten
noisy-no.longer-HAB-IND.IN-PL. R<IE-FL-FL.AEQ

‘they would quiet down—like this—
NSKY Corpus (AAy 2018:24.3)

Each of the examples in (108) construe a shared understanding of peripersonal space.
In Waralria’s (CM) utterance, his family is within her emotional and social peripersonal
space and thus is interactable. In Carra’s (IH) story, he recalls his own memory of
when he bought the ‘.22 gun’ and directly physically interacted with it; thus, it was
physically within his peripersonal space at the time of occurrence, and the memory

still is within his peripersonal space and thus interactable. Finally, in Aciangaq’s (AA)

209



story about the Yuuyaraq ‘“Yugtun way of life,” he discusses community members he
knows and can interact with. He can also extend his peripersonal space to include
them as human beings within the scene, even though they are merely actors in the
narrative and not interlocutors. These examples show that peripersonal space can be
interpreted in any utterance given the right context.

The following two examples in (109) (also shown in (98)) do not apply this notion
of peripersonal space within the utterance even though they also use an intrinsic frame
of reference demonstrative. This is evidence that body-space is not a feature of these

two demonstrative frames of reference.

(109) a.  yuulret imkut, a
yuulre-t-¢g im-ku-t-g, a
traditional.person-PL-ABS I10-OF.NS-PL-ABS ah
‘those people who lived before us’

NSKY Corpus (IH 2018:1.1)

b.  imkunek, mana neq..., kuik
im-ku-t-nek ma-na-g-g neq, kuik-¢-¢
I¢-OF.NS-PL-ABL IX-OF.SG.ABS-SG-ABS food-sttr river-SG-ABS
mana, kuik mana
ma-na-g-g, kuik-¢-¢ ma-na-g-@

IX-OF.SG.ABS-SG-ABS river-SG-ABS IX-OF.SG.ABS-SG-ABS

‘those things this (*foo) river—this—, river—this—’

NSKY Corpus (IH 2018:14)

In (1094a), Carra (IH) discusses the people who lived in Caniliaq before he was
born there. He could be extending his peripersonal space onto his ancestors via an
extension to his community or through emotional extension, but this seems like a
stretch of perception. In (109b), he is sitting at a table in his dining room, talking
to his wife and me across the table. The modern things he is talking about and the
food are not in reach or graspable, would take physical effort to reach, and are not
emotionally close or social actors. The river is outside and would take energy and time
to reach, and it is also not a social actor. There are no humans in the scene to which
he can extend his space, nor are there tools. These figures are all in his extrapersonal
space.

These examples show that while body-space could be applied to the intrinsic and
relative frames of reference in some contexts, it does not do so as a property of the
frames of reference. As such, these two frames of reference do not lexicalize either

traditional demonstrative relative distances (proximal or distal) or the perceptual space
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dichotomy (peripersonal or extrapersonal). Instead, these frames are distance-neutral
and bring a figure into joint attention with the interlocutor by indexing it in physical
or phantasmic space by referring to either an egocentric or an allocentric ground
object. Either frame of reference can be construed as proximal or peripersonal and
distal or extrapersonal, depending on the context of the utterance.

However, the absolute frame of reference differs in this regard. In Yugtun, the
absolute frame of reference demonstratives do lexicalize for perceptual space but
with an “enriched conceptualization” (Coventry et al., 2014 p. 1261). That is, these
four absolute frame of reference demonstratives based on ground coordinates (direct,
elevation, riverine, interioricity) come with a contrasting pair that is used to indicate
that the figure is located in either peripersonal space or extrapersonal space. However,
the construal of what is peripersonal within a single frame can be complex, as I show
below.

The ability to reference distance through body-space within the absolute frame of
reference makes these demonstratives more powerful. Absolute frames of reference
are inherently geocentric, utilizing a deictic projection from the viewer to orient the
ground, which is a culturally or physically salient landmark, and locate the figure.
The figure is located in relation to the physical landmark. By bringing in the feature
of perceptual body-space, the Yugtun system recognizes and lexicalizes the existence
of the viewer and their operability with the physical space. This system pulls the
viewer into the absolute frame of reference not as the ground, origo, or vector but
through the recognition of the deictic projection and indicates whether the viewer can
interact with the figure. Thus, the interlocutor knows the figure’s location in relation
to the environment, the shape of the figure, and the interactability of the figure, all
from a single demonstrative. This added factor is also similar to the approaching
shape that is lost in the absolute frame of reference.

The first absolute frame of reference type is the direct, where the ground is a salient
landmark generally in front of the viewers or scene. In (104), Kiicaq (MP) might have
been referencing extrapersonal space when referring to ikani Qayarrlekell because
Qayarrlekell is over on the other side of a barrier, particularly the Little Kotlik River
and thus, from our position, we cannot interact with Qayarriekell nor can we without
a serious expenditure of energy to get us there.

When Waralria (CM) was discussing the whistles in (105), she is also using extrap-
ersonal space in the construal of Pakmani-llu gaingani because the whistles are up
above on the barge, where it is difficult to get to. The whistles are obscured from
sight, and the barge is in the now ghost-town Pastuliq which is upriver. Thus, no one

is there to extend her peripersonal space.
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Aciangaq (AA), too, uses an extrapersonal demonstrative in (106) to indicate the
people downriver, ilaita yuut un’gani-llu. This is because he is sitting inside his house
upriver and discussing a group of people downriver that would take energy to reach.
Moreover, these people partake in an activity (using alcohol) that he would like to
distance himself from and that he frowns upon, so there is no emotional proximity to
his space either.

However, Amiksuwin (MH) uses a peripersonal demonstrative gamaken in (107).
This is because both he and his wife are inside the house together when he is telling
me the story. Furthermore, within his work as a commercial fisherman, he regularly
travelled upriver to his wife’s village, and this placed him within peripersonal and
interactive space with her and allowed them to meet. Therefore, they share accessible
spaces and can interact with each other.

Through these examples, I show that a lot of information is compressed into the
use of individual demonstratives. However, the Yugtun system is enriched due to
the fact that it maps body-space space (or distance) on the environment itself. In
Yup’ik these have been traditionally called the accessible and less accessible directions
(Miyaoka, 1984; Jacobson, 2013). The peripersonal or “accessible spaces” are across a
landmark, upslope/uphill/away from the river, down below/downslope/towards the
river, and inside/inland. While the extrapersonal or “inaccessible spaces” are over a
barrier, up above, down the river/towards the exit, and outside/to sea. Some of these
dichotomies can be considered below in (110)-(112).

(110) a.  Watawa makut yun’erraat teen-ager-at-llu augkut, alingnariut.

Watawa makut yun’erraat teen-ager-at-llu
uat-a=wa ma-ku-t-¢g yun’erraa-t-¢g teenagera-t-g=llu
IE-FL=ANA IX-OF.NS-PL-ABS young.man-PL-ABS teenager-PL-ABS=COO

augkut, alingnariut.
aug-ku-t-¢ aling-nar-ngi-gur-t.
AXSP-OF.NS-PL-ABS scared-make.one.feel-CAUS-IND.IN-PL

‘Now, these young men and teenagers—those over there— they make
one feel scared.’

NSKY Corpus (CM 2017:105.1)

b.  ca’nek, a tumyararkanek 1ant naparcilutung
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ca'nek, a  tumyararkanek 1ni
caa-t-nek, ah tumyararka-t-nek ag-a-ni
Q-PL-ABL, ah, boardwalk-PL-ABL AXSD-FL-LOC

naparcilutung
napar-ci-lu-teg-t
erect-FUT-APP-4.NOMA-PL

‘any kind of those ol” board-walks across there they build... ’
NSKY Corpus (MH 2016:143)

In (110), the direct demonstrative types with opposing peripersonal and extraper-
sonal space can be seen. In (110a) by Waralria (CM) augkut is referencing a figure,
particularly teenagers, across the village of Kotlik with no obstruction in the way.
These scary teenagers are in her peripersonal emotional space. In contrast, Amiksuwin
(MH) in (110b) uses a Norton Sound specific pronunciation ii- of the base ag-7. Here
Amiksuwin is discussing the construction of the boardwalks through the village of
Kotlik; however, he lives on the far side of the river where the speech event is also
happening. We would have to take a boat across the river to get to the figure. Thus
the boardwalks are over a barrier and, therefore, in his extrapersonal space.

There are only a few instances of the vector of elevation within my corpus. I have
already discussed the extrapersonal space type in (105), which is the only example in

the corpus. However, Waralria also uses the peripersonal space variant in (111).

(111) Imkut-llu pavani cenami, pacayagaat, cuplunek uciluteng

imkut-llu pavani cenami,

im-ku-t-g=Ilu paw-a-ni cena-g-mi
I3-OF.NS-PL-ABS=COO AXUP-FL-LOC c0ast-SG-LOC.SG
pacayagaat, cuplunek uctluteng
paca-yag-g-nga-t-g, cuplu-t-nek uci-lu-teg-t

barge-many-SG-3.NOMA.SGCOM-PL-ABS pipe-PL-ABL load-APP-4.NOMA-PL
‘There up at the shore, they loaded many barges with pipes’
NSKY Corpus (CM 2017:49.3)

In (111), the peripersonal demonstrative is being used to index the barges that
washed ashore near Pastuliq. They are in her peripersonal space because both speech
participants know where they are and can interact with them. As opposed to being up

in the air, one can walk up the river to Pastuliq, where Waralria was born and grew

"The adverbial postbase (FL) discussed in Chapter Four attaches to create aga- and the velar
dropping rule and vowel raising rules M3-M4 from Chapter Two create ii-
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up, and explore these barges on the river banks. Notice, however, that these barges
are some 8 miles down the river and then into the hills along a different river. From a
traditional topological perspective, they are distal to the viewers. Nevertheless, within
the Yugtun absolute frame of reference, where these barges are located in reference
to the high ground, they are in peripersonal space because they can be accessed and
interacted with within physical, emotional, and psychological body-space.

The riverine directional demonstratives utilize the geography of a river valley to
establish the origo and draw vectors to the figure, (112) shows how body-space interacts

with the directionality of this type of ground coordinate

(112) a.  Dad-ten-ll imumi tuqullrani, avani waquani aqumgalua wii, kankut-llu

nayangalriit ...

dad-ten-ll mumsi
dad-g-ten-g-g—llu im-u-g-mi
dad-SG-2.ABSA.SG-SG-ABS=COO IQ®-OF.SG-SG-LOC.SG
tuqullrant, avani waquani
tuqu-llr-nga-g-ni, aw-a-ni uaqva-ni

die-CNJ.(when)-3.NOMA-SG-LOC AXSP-FL-LOC far.downriver-LOC

aqumgalua wit, kankut-llu

aqumga-lu-a wii  kan-ku-t-g=Ilu
sitting-APP-SG.LF I, AERP-OF.NS-PL-ABS=COO
nayangalriit

nayanga-lria-nga-t
greeting-PART.IN-3.NOMA-PL

‘and your dad, long ago when he died, back then far away downriver, I
was sitting there (downriver) too they are all saying hello ...’

NSKY Corpus (CM 2017:166.4)

b.  Ugum wani teggnemta, tailuni qganrullua tuai mana mani tribal, tribal

governmentaq qananiluki napartaqatarnaluku.

ugum wansi teggnemta,
ug-u-g-m u-a-ni teggne-t-m-ta-¢
AERD-OF.SG-SG-ERG.SG IE-FL-LOC elder-PL-1.ERGA-PL.LF-ABS

tailuni qanrullua tuai
tai-lu-ni-g ganru-lu-a t-u-a=i
come-APP-4.NOMA.SG-SG tell-APP-SG.LF.1 R<IE-FL=EXLM

mana mani tribal, tribal-governmentaq
ma-na-g-¢ ma-a-ni  Tribal, Tribal. Governmentar-g-¢
IX-OF.SG.ABS-SG-ABS IX-FL-LOC Tribal-sttr, Tribal. Government-SG-ABS
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qananiluki
gana-ni-lu-ki-t
talk-claim.that-APP-3.ACCA.PL-PL

napartaqatarnaluku.
napar-taqa-tar-na-lu-ku-g.
erect-recently-has.been-vOL-APP-3.ACCA.SG-SG

‘Downriver here our Elders came to tell me that this here Tribal, Tribal
Government they said that it had just been set up.’

NSKY Corpus (MH 2016:133)

In (112), the opposition in perceptual space can be seen again. In (112a) by
Waralria (CM), people are interacting with her downriver, where her dad is being
buried in Pastuliq. The downriver demonstrative is used because Pastuliq is downriver
spatially, but it is also peripersonal because people are interacting with the viewer
within her emotive memory. While in (112b), by Amiksuwin (MH), the form is
extrapersonal because, within the timeline of his story, he is working for another
tribal council elsewhere in the Yukon-Kuskokwim area. An Elder then approaches
him to tell him that they are setting up a new tribal government. At the time of
the conversation, Amiksuwin is not a member of this new tribal government, but the
Elders would like him to be. The new tribal government is being set up in a different
village downriver, which is outside of Amiksuwin’s peripersonal space within the story.
For the full context of this example, see Appendix C.

Unfortunately, the corpus only has one example of an interior type of demonstrative,
which is the example from Amiksuwin in (107) above. However, I assert that an inside
space is more peripersonal to a speaker than a wide open outside space which is less
easily interacted with. The dichotomy here still holds true.

As I show, Yugtun does not use traditional features of prorimal and distal but
instead relies on notions of perceptual interactability with the figure. If the figure
is accessible and interactable or desirable, it is indicated as within the viewer’s
peripersonal space, but if none of the viewers can interact with the figure easily, then
it is marked as existing in extrapersonal space. This division of the absolute frame of
reference uses the body-space overlay as a means of embedding the deictic projection
into the frame of reference more fully.

When looking at the Yugtun demonstrative system as a collection of three dis-
tinct frame of reference systems, a more traditional demonstrative system seems to
emerge, which is similar to a 3-term speaker-oriented system. In this system, the

intrinsic demonstratives are interpreted as ‘proximal to the speaker’ while the relative
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demonstratives are interpreted as ‘proximal to the interlocutor/other.” In general, the
absolute demonstratives could then be considered distal to both speaker and interlocu-
tor/other. It is this contrast between the frames of reference that allows both the
relative and absolute forms to be construed as distal from the speaker in translation.
The most common translation for the relative forms by my Yugtun consultants is as
the English distal demonstrative ‘that, those, there.” The absolute demonstratives
are also translated using English’s distal demonstrative as often as the proximal
demonstrative. However, while the distal may be the best English translation, neither
a distal translation nor a traditional 3-term speaker-oriented system is authentic to the
Yugtun worldview. All of Yugtun’s intrinsic, relative, and absolute demonstratives are
closer to proximal demonstratives in that they are not lexicalized for relative distance.
More in line with the intrinsic demonstratives, the traditional notions of proximal
and distal are implications made by understanding the context of use and the ground
of the frame of reference. These demonstrative forms establish joint attention on an
object by locating it in space compared to a physically salient geocentric landmark.
In other words, these are also 1-term distance demonstratives according to the typol-
ogy. Thus, Yugtun employs a system of 1-term intrinsic demonstratives, a system of
1-term relative demonstratives, and a system of 2-term body-space specified absolute
demonstratives, which, when used together, can create implied relative distance.
Figure 3.14 shows the frequency of each of the absolute frame of reference demon-

stratives.

Absolute Frame of Reference
« Type Distribution as a Percent of Total Spoken Demonstratives
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Figure 3.14: Yugtun’s Absolute Frame of Reference Demonstrative Frequency
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There really are not enough tokens in the corpus of the absolute frame of reference
demonstratives to draw any major conclusions beyond the observation that their use
is highly context-dependent, however; overall the peripersonal forms seem to be more
frequent than the extrapersonal variants. aw- (AXSP) is highly frequent, and this is
likely because it is the closest analogue to the English ‘there’ being translated as a
direct extended peripersonal demonstrative grounded against a generic landmark. I
can translate this as ‘over here.” Its extrapersonal counterpart would be translated as
‘across the other side-there.” The riverine demonstratives are the second most common
type after the direct forms. This also seems reasonable as the Kotlik region sits in the
middle of the Yukon River Delta.

Figure 3.15 shows the distribution of the NSKY corpus’ demonstrative tokens across

the three frames of reference.

Deictic Frames of Reference

80% Type Distribution as a Percentage of Total Spoken Demonstratives

Total: 516
60% =52%
Total: 460
=41%
40%
Total: 67
0,
20% =8%
o B =
CM AA IH MH MP CM AA IH MH MP CM  AA IH MH MP
Intrinsic Relative Absolute

Figure 3.15: Yugtun’s Demonstrative Frame of Reference Frequency: The frequency
of frames of reference as a percentage of total spoken demonstratives is seen across
speakers. Note the total for each frame of reference and its percentage of demonstrative
type in the corpus. Note this figure has a total of 1043 demonstratives, which does
not include both demonstrative bases in demonstrative compounds included in the
overall total.

Unsurprisingly, the relative frame of reference is the most frequent in my corpus.
This frequency has to do with the discourse uses of the relative frame of reference,
as discussed in Section 3.4 and Chapter Four. The relative frame of reference is the

closest Yugtun has to a distal construal when it is juxtaposed with the intrinsic frame
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of reference. Distal demonstratives also tend to be more prevalent than prozimal
demonstratives cross-linguistically (Diessel, 1999a). Additionally, the relative frame
of reference is much more flexible as it uses an allocentric ground and thus can be
employed in the greatest number of contexts, especially in narrative. The intrinsic
frame of reference, too, is highly frequent. This is likely due to the primacy of its
egocentric ground and its use across all three domains: space, time, and discourse.
The absolute frame of reference is by far the least frequent as it has restricted contexts

of use.

3.4 Yugtun demonstrative domains of use

The last section systematically examined the semantics of each demonstrative and
described their contexts of use based on the frame of reference, shape, and body-space
they employ. The four intrinsic demonstratives use the speaker as a ground and
origo to establish a vector to index the figure. The four relative demonstratives use
either the interlocutor or another contextually specified object as the ground and
origo from which a vector indexes the figure. The 24 absolute demonstratives use
features in the landscape as the ground and origo, and utilize three factors of shape
and the added factor of distance in relation to body-space as a way of orienting the
vector using the speaker’s projection onto the landscape. Most of the examples used
to characterize these semantics utilized exophoric and spatial domains of use. As
discussed in Section 1.2.2-3, the spatial use is generally construed as the most basic
function of demonstratives. Nevertheless, a large set of demonstrative base tokens in
my NSKY corpus have yet to be accounted for. This is because they are not being used
spatially, but rather within temporal or discursive space. A few examples have already
been characterized above. Generally, Yugtun does not differentiate morphological
or syntactic structure between spatial and temporal forms, as shown in Chapter
Four, in the majority of its demonstratives. To interpret a demonstrative spatially or
temporally requires semantic and pragmatic context, and different construals arise
from different contexts of use. These domains intersect with the semantics of Yugtun’s
frames of reference and demonstrative overlays because the origo is usually shifted onto
a non-spatial object, typically through deictic projection, and points to a non-spatial
object. Furthermore, these deictic shifts employ a conceptual metaphor to shape
the frame of reference and select appropriate demonstrative forms. Leading into
the next section on temporality in demonstrative use we can examine (113), from
Aciangaq’s Yuuyaraq. In this example, imkut is multifunctional in that it is a spatial

demonstrative serving to index a spatial object yuut ‘people’ obscured by time. The
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speaker is referencing how these obscured (by time) people made a living in the old

days. The demonstrative being examined is in bold.

(113) Tamakunek, akinginaqurluteng eglerrallrulriit yuut imkut.

Tamakunek, akinginaqurluteng
ta-ma-ku-t-nek aking-ina-qur-lu-teg-t
R<IX-OF.NS-PL-ABL money-RSLT-CMPLTV-APP-4.NOMA-PL

eglerrallrulriut yuut imkut.
eglerr-a-llru-lria-nga-t yuu-t-¢ im-ku-t-g
travel-ITER-PST-PART.IN-3.NOMA-PL person-PL-ABS I@-OF.NS-PL-ABS

‘For these reasons, those people (back then) would travel to make
money.’

NSKY Corpus (AAp 2018:6.1)

In (113), the intrinsic frame of reference is being employed. The figure indexed by
the obscured demonstrative imkut ‘these/those’ is yuut ‘people.” The ground and origo
is the speaker Aciangaq. Thus, this utterance is egocentric. Aciangaq is pointing out
a group of people in a relative direction who cannot be seen in the physical landscape.
They cannot be seen because they are hidden by the passage of time. However, the
relative distance is unspecified as the intrinsic frame does not use distance contrast.
Of crucial importance is that from his position, the viewers cannot see the figure
because they are hidden metaphorically by time. This utterance is equally translatable
as ‘those obscured (by time) people would travel to make money’ whereby the figure
of the obscured demonstrative is yuut or ‘back then, people would travel to make
money’ whereby the figure is an unstated temporal point in the past. This sentence is
translated with temporal pragmatics even though the demonstrative hasn’t changed
from many of those seen above.

I reserve the detailed analysis of demonstrative morphosyntax until Chapter Four,
but one key detail that helps disambiguate this demonstrative is the use of the postbase
morpheme -ku (OF.NS ‘object figure-type, non-singular’) which serves to index multiple
objects rather than a singular location. Additionally, this is a postnominal demon-
strative structure which serves to bring the referents into focus rather than gesture to
them. Based on these structural features, the first translation, ‘those obscured (by
time) people would travel to make money,” is the most authentic interpretation. This
intepretation is spatial in nature; Aciangaq is pointing to people in space who cannot

be seen because they are hidden. The temporal pragmatics are interpreted through
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context and the use of a past-tense postbase on the preceding verb eglerrallrulriit.
Thus, this is an exophoric spatial demonstrative alluding metaphorically to time
through the shape of the figure. It is this ambiguous interplay between the pragmatic
construal of space and time that allows some of Yugtun’s demonstratives to be pulled
into definitive temporal or discourse uses to form additional demonstrative subsystems

distinct from the spatial models within the overall demonstrative description.

3.4.1 Conceptual Metaphor in demonstrative use

Our knowledge of the world is embedded in recurring patterns of salient interaction
with our environment, from our bodily orientation and movement to the manipulation
of objects (Johnson, 1993). There is no more recurrent or salient pattern that we
interact with daily than the physical space around us (Lakoff & Johnson, 1980). We
understand that physical space through complex frames of reference. However, we
also transfer that experience of physical space onto other more opaque concepts. This
transference of properties from one fundamental domain of experience to another is
called conceptual metaphor or conceptual metaphor mapping (S. Rice, 2012).

Conceptual metaphors underlie much of our interpretation of the world. Most of our
experiences are structured in metaphor (Lakoff & Johnson, 1980). These conceptual
metaphors are pervasive in our consciousness and systematic in our grammar (Kévecses,
2008), and our pervasive unconscious awareness of these metaphors shape our realities
and our actions (Lakoff & Johnson, 1980). For example, in the conceptual metaphor,
LIFE IS A JOURNEY, we frame our experience of life as a series of destinations with
experiences and growth. Nevertheless, by contrast, if we reconceptualize our world
under the conceptual metaphor, LIFE IS A STAGE, we frame or interpret it differently
as life is seen as a performance between characters with less lasting consequences
for our actions (Koévecses, 2008). These metaphors ground our experiences and our
actions based on our understanding of the concepts of ‘journey’ and ‘stage.” This is
the nature of a conceptual metaphor. One abstract experience which is difficult to
understand from direct primal experience—life—is interpreted through more concrete
and graspable experiences such as journeys or stage plays.

A metaphor maps the properties of a source domain onto a target domain (Lakoff &
Johnson, 1980). The mapping from one domain to another, however, is always partial.
If the entire system of the source domain were mapped onto the target domain, then
they would be the same concept. Instead, only salient properties are mapped from the
first onto the second to help us anchor our experiences of the target domain. McGlone

(1996), shows that this is an attributive process. The target domain is not the source
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domain. That is, it is not true that X is a Y but instead that the salient attributes of
Y are mapped onto X such that X has some of the attributes of Y.

Conceptual metaphors arise as structural metaphors, orientational metaphors and
ontological metaphors (Lakoff & Johnson, 1980; S. Rice, 2012; Golfam & Ghorbanpour,
2019). Of interest to this section are the orientational and ontological metaphors.
Orientational metaphors use spatial arrays as a source domain to understand various
target domains. In this type of metaphor, the target domain receives spatial orientation
and properties such as landmarks, movement, direction, and distance (Lakoff &
Johnson, 1980; Chilton, 2014). Ontological metaphors use tangible, easy-to-understand
domains, such as space, to conceptualize of harder to conceive and intangible domains,
such as time (Lakoff and Johnson, 1980; S. Rice, 2012 p. 25). One of the most
recognizable and cross-linguistic conceptual metaphors is that of TIME is SPACE (S.
Rice et al., 1999; Casasanto & Boroditsky, 2008). In fact, Casasanto has shown that this
metaphor is so deeply embedded in our cognition that even in non-linguistic tasks, it
can be challenging to ignore spatial properties when interpreting temporal events. This
is because we systematically map many spatial attributes onto our conceptualization of
time in a culturally relevant manner. This becomes more ingrained when we recognize
time, like space, is deictic. That is, we can point to figures (establish a vector between
the origo and figure) in time just like we can point to figures in space. This is shown
in Chapter One in the discussion of the deictic nature of tense. These pointing acts
can even place figures within our peripersonal~proximal space or extrapersonal~distal
spaces (Chilton, 2014). Thus, we can use frames of reference in interpreting temporal
locations just as we can with spatial locations.

Due to the ubiquity of the TIME IS SPACE metaphor, demonstratives are usually,
in one way or another, extended to be used deictically within both spatial and temporal
domains (Diessel, 1999a). This is true in Yugtun as well. However, unlike in English,
where there are special temporal demonstratives now/then differing from the spatial
demonstratives this/that, here/there, the Yugtun system uses a subset of the same
spatial demonstrative bases discussed from the last section. However, all three frames
of reference, the intrinsic, the relative, and the absolute, are mapped onto the temporal

domain.

3.4.2 Temporal demonstratives: TIME IS A RIVER

Up to this point, I have argued that in Yugtun, there are three distinct operational
frames of reference used by speakers to conceptualize physical space within the overall

Yugtun demonstrative system. In Yugtun, the intrinsic frame of reference uses the
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speaker as an egocentric ground and origo to reference the figure. However, the relative
or conceptual /perceptual distance is left unspecified. The relative frame of reference
uses a contextually specified landmark as the allocentric ground to index the figure but,
again, relative distance is ambiguous. Finally, the absolute frame of reference uses a
culturally salient physical landmark in the vast landscape as the geocentric ground and
origo against which the figure is indexed in a relative direction oriented by the viewer’s
projection and indicates a relative distance from the viewer’s conceptual /perceptual
space.

Using the ontological conceptual metaphor TIME IS SPACE, Yugtun can map
these three frames of reference onto temporal space allowing for an intricate system
whereby time can be viewed from the speaker’s position at the time of utterance or
from an allocentric perspective at a different point in time, or from a different location
in time from the sub-metaphor TIME IS A LANDSCAPE. Within this metaphor,
time is oriented as a landscape with fixed temporal events acting as landmarks in
the temporal landscape. Just as a physical landscape has salient landmarks such
as important rivers, seas, villages, or historical sites, a temporal landscape too is
conceived in the same way as being formed by salient temporal landmarks such as
historic events and personal histories. Using these temporal landmarks, speakers
can index events as figures in time and indicate a relative direction and distance
to those figures by grounding themselves or grounding the landscape. The major
demonstratives used temporally in my NSKY corpus are shown in Figure 3.16. The
demonstratives employed in this temporal landscape serve to differentiate the ground
landmark and the shape of the event, and thus each has specific temporal semantics
and preferred contexts of use.

This system is both an expansion and a reduction of the physical spatial demonstra-
tive inventory. The intrinsic system loses the obscured base (1), while the relative
system and the absolute systems partially merge, but the vast majority of the absolute
demonstratives disappear from use. The majority of the absolute demonstratives
do not get mapped onto the temporal domain because space and time have distinct
physical differences. The mapping from the physical space onto the temporal space is,
as expected, only partial. Thereby, temporal events are conceptualized cognitively as
spatial figures. In Yugtun, we can “see” or “visit” any time frame without obstruction.
When these events are discussed within the speaker’s conceptual space, the lack of
obscured demonstrative forms within the temporal domain makes sense. Both past
and future events, if treated literally, are obscured from physical sight, but our concep-
tualization and recollection of time do not employ physical sight. Thus, the obscured

demonstratives are not transferred into the temporal domain within my NSKY corpus.
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Exophoric Temporal Demonstrative Model

Y N
BEY 7
present

<past future >

Figure 3.16: Temporal Demonstrative Forms

Two important and frequently utilized demonstratives within this temporal domain
serve to construct the metaphor TIME IS A LANDSCAPE. Both of these demonstra-
tives utilize geocentric semantics. The first aug-, is a direct, extended, peripersonal,
absolute geocentric demonstrative. The second taug-, is an approaching, relative
allocentric demonstrative which is derived from ug- which is a riverine, restricted,
extrapersonal, absolute geocentric demonstrative. These two demonstratives serve
as the foundation for this temporal metaphor. Importantly taug-, is almost always
used in the temporal domains with only one example of it used spatially in the NSKY
corpus.

Through an examination of the context of demonstrative use in the NSKY corpus,
the core underlying temporal metaphor emerges, TIME IS A RIVER. The Yugtun
physical landscape is dominated by the Yukon River delta, and daily life is situated on
and along the river. The river is so salient that one of the four Yugtun demonstrative
absolute directions is rwerine. The mapping of this central spatial feature, that of a
moving river, onto the temporal domain, is important for the intepretation of these
demonstratives. Moving through time is conceptualized as moving down a river such
that events move forward through the temporal landscape, like a river from its source
to its outlet. We, as the speakers, are standing on the banks of the river and can point
backward or forward from our own perspective to different temporal events if we use
the deictic intrinsic frame of reference. Accordingly, the past flows toward us, and the

future flows away from us. Thus, we also see the conceptual metaphor TIME IS A
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MOVING OBJECT, like objects in a river (Lakoff & Johnson, 1980).

Within this model, the present is linguistically defined as the time of utterance
coextensive with the location in time of the speech-act participants (Frawley, 1992).
This entails that the ground is the speaker. Thus, the present is egocentric in its
most basic interpretation. A figure in the present is located at the time of the
utterance. It comes as no surprise, then, that the Yugtun system employs the intrinsic
demonstratives as indicators of a present figure in the temporal landscape. The
past, by contrast, construes the figure as occurring at an earlier location along the
temporal river. Thus, the ground is the temporal landscape and is oriented from the
speaker’s deictic projection. To index a past figure, an absolute direct peripersonal
demonstrative is used. By using the relative frame of reference combined with the
absolute frame of reference, Yugtun can shift the origo from the present to a particular
place or person within the temporal landscape and the language can thereby index
past figures in relation to past temporal events as happening in the contextual present.

In addition to the above riverine temporal metaphor, Yugtun extends the figure’s
shape into the temporal domain. Thus, events can be construed as a point in time
which is restricted, or a period of bounded time which is extended, or a period flowing
through time which is approaching. This temporal shape affects how we view the
event figure.

The restricted intrinsic demonstrative wu(at)- is used temporally to establish the
present moment, as in (114). T translate this use as ‘at this time’ or ‘right now.’ This
demonstrative is the most common temporal demonstrative used to index a present
figure in the corpus. When used within temporal space ua(t)- collocates consistently
with the enclitics -wa and -gga. These two enclitics are discussed in more depth in

Chapter Four and are anaphoric/cataphoric.

(114) Tauguam waniwa waten, tuaten pisuirulluteng, tamatumek-llu makunek,

aki- akia- akiilirlartut kepulallretnek tamakunek, pisuirutengluteng

watawa.
Tauguam waniwa, waten tuaten
ta-ug-u=am u-a-ni—=wa u-a-ten t-u-a-ten

R<A$(R)—OF.SG:EMPH IE-FL-LOC=ANA [E-FL-EQL R<IE-FL-AQL

pisuirulluteng, tamatumek-llu
pi-suiru-lu-teg-t ta-mat-u-g-mek=Illu
do-no.longer-APP-4. NOMA-PL R<IX-OF.SG-SG-ABL.SG=COO

makunek, aki- akia-
ma-ku-t-nek, aki- aki-a-
IX-OF.NS-T-ABL, money-sttr money-ITR-stir
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akiilirlartut
aking-a-lir-lar-gur-t
money-ITR-one.who-HAB-IND.IN-PL

kepulallretnek tamakunek,
kepu-la-llr-ngi-t-nek ta-ma-ku-t-nek
buy-HAB-CNJ.(whenever)-3.NOMA.PL-PL-ABL R<IX-OF.NS-PL-ABL
pisuirutengluteng watawa.
pi-suirute-nga-lu-teg-t uat-a=wa

do-no.longer-PFV-APP-4.NOMA-PL IE-FL—ANA

‘However, right now, like this like that they don’t do it anymore, those

things and these things, money... getting money..., they would earn money
whenever they (others) would buy those things, now they do not do that

anymore, right now.’

NSKY Corpus (AAp 2018:7.3)

In (114), there are two temporal demonstratives used to index a present event
as the figure in contrast to the speaker who is the ground and origo: waniwa and
watawa. Both forms are being used to index the present moment. The first is a locative
demonstrative pronoun, and the second is a demonstrative particle. Both, however,
derive from the base u(at)-, which is intrinsic, egocentric, and restricted. Thus, the
ground for the frame of reference is the speaker Aciangaq (AA), who also serves as the
frame’s origo. The figure is the present moment at the time of speaking when things
are done differently than they were in the past. The figure is seen not as a period of
time but as a moment of time, a restricted point. He is thus using an egocentric frame
of reference and a restricted demonstrative to pinpoint this particular moment in time.
This indexation of the present moment is straightforward and functions as expected.

A note about this utterance is that it is the form watawa which prompts this
analysis to posit the intrinsic restricted demonstrative base to be u(at)- instead of the
u- used the traditional literature. There is no way to account for the internal at part
of the syllable in this form without proposing this alternate base. This alternate base
also better lines up with the intrinsic extended base ma(t)-. The most frequent form
of this demonstrative base in use, however, is u-.

Additionally, in this utterance, two great examples of the interplay between the
spatial deictic intrinsic and spatial deictic relative demonstratives working together
to construe a relative distance contrast similar to proximal and distal, are extracted
and shown in (115). This proximal-distal construal, as discussed, is not an inherent
semantic property of either frame of reference, but by juxtaposing the two frames

side-by-side in an utterance, a distance contrast can be interpreted.
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(115) a.  waten, tuaten pisuirulluteng
u-a-ten t-u-a-ten pi-suiru-lu-teg-t
IE-FL-FL.EQL, R<IE-FL-FL.EQL do-no.longer-APP-4.NOMA-PL

‘like this, like that, they do not do it anymore.’
NSKY Corpus (AAp 2018:7.3)

b.  tamatumek-llu makunek
ta-mat-u-g-mek=I1lu ma-ku-t-nek
R<IX-OF.SG-SG-ABL.SG=COO IX-OF.NS-PL-ABL
‘those things and these things’

NSKY Corpus (AAp 2018:7.3)

In both of the phrases in (115), the juxtaposition between a pragmatically interpreted
proximal and distal figure is established not through the use of proximal and distal
demonstratives, which do not occur in Yugtun, but rather through an intrinsic and a
relative frame of reference demonstrative pointing to the same figure. By contrasting
these two frames of reference in apposition to each other, the speaker construes a
more prototypical relative distance contrast similar to the demonstrative typology
posited in Chapter One, Section 1.2 and in Chapter Three, Section 3.2.

In the corpus, the restricted form is the most prevalent. However, the extended
form is also seen functioning temporally in (116). As Yugtun does use morphologically
different demonstratives to index time as opposed to space, the interpretation of
these demonstratives is often ambiguous with a translation of either here or now
available. To disambiguate these two conceptual domains Yugtun often uses a special
demonstrative N-gram to indicate a temporal construal and thus to disambiguate:

DEMONSTRATIVE + nallitni. Nallitni is a particle which translates as ‘at this time

with the construal of the word this being determined by the collocating demonstrative.

(116) Tauguam tuani, matum nalliing, tayima akiikaq tayima, augkut calilriit

awani elluarluku caliagenilameggtegu tamartuq, tauguam ataam

unakengunarkait.
Tauguam tuani, matum
ta-ug-u=am t-u-a-ni mat-u-g-m

R<A$(R)-OF.SG=EMPH R<IE-FL-LOC IX-OF.SG-SG-ERG.SG

nalliing, tayima  akiikaq tayima,
nalliini ta-im-a  akii-kaq-g-¢ ta-im-a,
at.that.time R<IQ-FL money-unrealized-SG-ABS R<I@-FL,

augkut calilriit awani
aug-ku-t-¢g cali-Iria-nga-t aw-a-ni
AXSP-OF.NS-PL-ABS WOrk-PART.IN-3.NOMA-PL AXSP-FL-LOC
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elluarluku
elluar-lu-ku-¢
perfect-APP-3.ACCA.SG-SG

caliagenilameggtegu tamartuq,
caliage-ni-la-g-meg-t-ku-¢ tamar-gur-g¢
done.task-claim-HAB-CNJ(COP)-4.ERGA-PL-3.ACCA.SG-SG  all-IND.IN-SG

tauguam ataam
ta-ug-u=am ataam
R<A$(R)-OF.SG=EMPH again

unakengunarkait.
unake-ngu-nar-ka-ngi-t
obtain-COP-CAUS-PART.TR-3.NOMA.PLCOM-PL

‘Only back then, at this time when it was all gone, all the money was
gone - those working hard across there aren’t done with all of it, only if
they consider granting it again.’

NSKY Corpus (MH 2016:146)

(116) is similar to the analysis of the demonstrative in (113) in that the demonstrative
used, matum, is being used to index a physical event that happened back in time.
The temporal interpretation arises from the collocation matum nallini ‘at the time
of.” Thus, this is best translated as ‘at the time of this event’ whereby the event ‘the
money is gone’ is the figure grounded egocentrically against the speaker Amiksuwin
(MH) at the time indicated by the relative demonstrative tuani 'back then.” As such,
Amiksuwin first displaces his ego into the past event he is talking about and then uses
a extended intrinsic demonstrative to index a period of time in the past egocentrically.
This is important because the intrinsic demonstratives do not convey information
about relative distance by themselves but instead rely on context to do so. Thus we
can translate this either as ‘only then, at this time’ or as ‘only then, at that time.’
Because Yugtun demonstratives do not encode relative distance, there is no relative
distance between the figure and Amiksuwin. However, we know contextually that it
is within his life’s narrative and grounded against his life. Moreover, the figure is a
period of time which is extended, as opposed to a moment of time which is restricted.
This figure represents a period of community development in his life which came to
an end within his life.

The past is where the conceptual metaphor becomes more interesting as Yugtun uses
this kind of temporal displacement to speak about the past from different perspectives.
The interpretation of events in the past depends on the frame of reference used and

the shape of the temporal figure. Instead of pointing to the past from an egocentric
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perspective, the past is construed as a landscape, like a river. Past figures are then
referenced allocentrically by referencing either the landscape itself as the ground object
or a different moment of time as the ground landmark. This is important because
the present-time is when the figure occurs at the same time as the ground. Thus if
the ground is shifted onto a past event which is then used to index an event that
occurs at the same time as that past event, a present-time interpretation is made, not
a past-time. Three demonstratives are used to this end to index past figures from
different perspectives. The relative extended demonstrative tama-, which I translate as
‘during this time’ in (117) and (118), the absolute extended peripersonal demonstrative
aw- ‘over a landmark,” which I translate as ‘back then’ in (119) and (120), and the
relative/absolute riverine/approaching demonstrative taug- ‘downriver /towards the
exit,” which I translate as ‘from then on’ in (121) and (122). tama- and aw- both
establish bounded periods of time while taug- establishes a point in time from which
time moves towards the speaker. Shown above in (95d), the demonstrative uk- is
also shown being used to index the future from a past time period, but with only
one example, I do not include the future in this more detailed analysis of temporal
demonstration.

Starting with the relative demonstrative frame of reference, tama(t)-, in (117),
the figure in time is bounded as a period by which the speaker’s field of view must

metaphorically shift horizontally to take in the whole event.

(117) Cali-llu, wani-gga angasuqaarema anertekellemeggni, tamaani

qanruqulalluangnga, waten wani, qayuga eglerellerkamnek.

Cali-llu, wani-gga angasuqaarema
cali=llu  u-a-ni=gga angasuqaare-g-m-a-@
also=COO IE-FL-LOC=CAT parent-DU-1.ERGA-SG.LF.1-ABS

anertekellemeggni, tamaansi
anerteke-llr-meg-t-ni ta-ma-a-ni
live-CNJ.(when)-4.ERGA-T-LOC R<IX-FL-LOC

qanruqulalluangnga, waten want,
qanru-qu-la-llu-gar-nga-t-nga-¢ u-a-ten u-a-ni
tell-ITR-HAB-PST-IND.TR-3.ERGA-PL-1.ABSA-SG IE-FL-£QL IE-FL-LOC

qayuga eglerellerkamnek.
gayuga eglere-llerka-t-m-t-nek
how move-FUT-PL-1.ERGA-PL-ABL

‘Moreover, now when both my parents were alive, during this
time/then they used to always tell me, like this now, how we should go
on our walks of life (move to the future).’
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NSKY Corpus (AAy 2018:29.1)

In (117), Aciangaq (AA) uses two temporal demonstratives, tamaani, and wani
used twice. For the first instance of wani, the figure is anertekellemeggni ‘when they
were alive.” This is construed egocentrically using an intrinsic demonstrative which
frames the event as a restricted moment in time and situates the speaker within this
contextually defined origo such that both he and his parents are alive at the same
time. In contrast to this, his next demonstrative tamaant displaces the origo from
himself and onto this previous moment in time. The ground and origo are now ‘when
they were alive,” and the event figure is ganruqulalluangnga, ‘they always used to
tell me,” which is a series of events over a period of time. Thus tamaani is extended.
Furthermore, as the figure is grounded against a temporal event in the past that is not
the speaker in the present, it uses the relative and allocentric form. The second use of
wani is comparing those past moments of knowledge sharing using a relative frame of
reference to the present moment using an intrinsic frame of reference where Aciangaq
is sharing with me his knowledge of the Yup’ik way of life. In this third temporal
demonstrative, the figure is the current conversation that the speaker is narrating,
where he is discussing the Yup’ik way of life. Thus the figure is ‘like this now [very
conversation|,” and the ground and the origo are the speaker himself, which is why
the intrinsic egocentric restricted point in time demonstrative is used.

The relative frame of reference temporal demonstrative tama(t)- tends to collocate
with a temporal particle in my corpus. It can occur with nallini ‘at the time of,’
shown above, or it can occur in another expression using ak’a ‘a long time ago,” and
in (118). As temporal demonstratives usually do not inflect differently than spatial
demonstratives, except for watawa, it makes sense that the temporal semantics would

be optionally strengthened with a collocating temporal particle.

(118) Ak’a tamaani, Tuaten-guq qunguicilallruut, nunamun laagutevkenaku.

Ak’a tamaani, Tuaten-guq
akka ta-ma-a-ni, t-u-a-ten=gguq
long.ago R<IX-FL-LOC R<IE-FL-FL.EQL=QUOT

qunguicilallruut, nunamun
qungu-ici-la-llru-gur-t nuna-g-mun
grave-have.no-HAB-PST-IND.IN-PL village-SG-ALL

laagutevkenaku.
laag-ute-vke-na-ku-¢
dig-reciprocally-NEG-APP.NEG-3.ACCA.SG-SG
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‘during this time/then, a long time ago, it is said they wouldn’t dig
the grave in the village.’

NSKY Corpus (CM 2017:83.1-83.2)

(118) uttered by Waralria (CM) discusses the burial practices from long ago when
people were buried in a sitting position away from town. The figure is extended and
represents a historical period in time rather than a particular event. The ground is
displaced from the speaker and onto a non-specific allocentric time period. Similar
to the spatial demonstratives, the relative frame of reference when indexing time
does not indicate relative distance from the origo or ground. It merely brings joint
attention to the figure within the timeline. Instead, the relative distance in this
utterance is interpreted through the collocating particle, which also serves to establish
the ground in this case, ak’a ‘a long time ago.” Using this particle, the speaker can
disambiguate the temporal domain from the spatial domain, establish the ground, and
construe a relative distance from the present moment. A similar utterance is found
from Amiksuwin (MH) in (119), but the particle ak’a is collocating with the absolute

frame of reference instead.

(119) Yuuyaranek makunek, ak’a awani miklemni ayaglua, qanrulallruatnga
gqayuga yuuk, qayuga anglikuma yuuyarkamnek.
Yuuyaranek — makunek, ak’a awani
yuu-yara-nek ma-ku-nek, akka aw-a-ni
life-way.of-ABL IX-OF.NS-ABL, long.ago AXSP-FL-LOC,
miklemni ayaglua,
mikl-a-m-g-ni ayagni-lu-a,
small-CNJ(when)-1.ERGA-SG-LOC begin-APP-SG.LF

qanrulallruatnga qayuga yuuk,
ganru-la-llru-gar-nga-t-nga-¢ gayuga yuug-g-o,
tell-HAB-PST-IND.TR-3.ERGA-PL-1.ABSA.SG-SG how person-SG-ABS,

qayuga anglikuma
qayuga angli-ku-m-a-@
how grow.up-CNJ(if)-1.ERGA-SG.LF-ABS

yuuyarkamnek.

yuu-yar-ka-g-m-g-nek

live-would-TEL-SG-1.ERGA-SG-ABL

‘Along this Yup’ik way of life, long ago back then in my beginning,
when I was small, they often told me how I would come to be a person,
how I will grow up and live the Yup’ik way of life.’

NSKY Corpus (MH 2016:6)
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Ak’a, in (119), is achieving the same purposes: it disambiguates the spatial domain
from the temporal domain, establishes the ground, and construes a relative distance
between the viewer and the absolute extended, peripersonal demonstrative aug/w-.
As an absolute demonstrative, the ground is displaced onto the temporal landscape. It
mainly indexes a figure across a temporal period of time but is still accessible within
the speaker’s peripersonal perceptual space. The figure is ‘in my beginning/when I
was young’; thus, the landmark or grounding object between the origo, which is the
temporal landscape and the figure is the period of time when he was growing up. It is
still in his peripersonal space because he has cognitive and emotional access to this
memory from direct lived experience; the memory is graspable. The figure is also not
a point in his life but a stage or a period of his life and thus is indicated as extended.
The metaphorical grounding landmark on the temporal landscape is ‘long ago when
I was small.” The origo from which the absolute frame of reference unfolds is the
speaker. Thus we can interpret this utterance as a distal-like but peripersonal period
in the speaker’s life that is grounded as being across his temporal timeline from where
he currently is and adjacent to the temporal landmark of his youth. Thereby the
conceptual metaphor of TIME IS A LANDSCAPE reveals itself.

The use of aw- within this temporal landscape is also shown in (120) but without

the use of the collocating temporal particle.

(120) Qasigmi, maqilallruut tamaani, augkut awani aok’allaraat pissuryaramek,

pissurargameng.
Qasigmi, maqilallruut tamaani,
qasig-g-mi magqi-la-llru-gur-t ta-ma-a-ni

men’s.house-SG-LOC.SG steam.bath-HAB-PST-IND.IN-PL R<IX-FL-LOC

augkut awant ak’allaraat pissuryaramek,
aug-ku-t-¢g aug-a-ni akkallaraa-t-¢ pissur-yara-g-mek
AXSP-OF.NS-PL-ABS AXSP-FL-LOC old.person-PL-ABS hunt-way.of-SG-ABL

pissurarqameng.
pissur-arqa-meg-t-g
hunt-CNJ(CONST)-4.ERGA-PL-ABS

‘In the men’s house, the steam house there, those Elders back then would
[talk about| the way of hunting, how they hunt.’

NSKY Corpus (MH 2016:11)

In (120), from Amiksuwin (MH), aug/w- is used to index a period in the past. As
mentioned above, the demonstrative being used here is an absolute frame of reference,

which indicates that the figure is over on the other side of temporal space. The
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temporal space that must be crossed is from the present moment to the point when
the figure took place in the past, which is indicated as augkut ak’allaraat ‘those Elders’
referring to those in Caniliaq when there was still a men’s house when Amiksuwin was
growing up. The figure is indicated as being an extended period of time, indicating
that this activity of talking about hunting during a steambath was a regular activity
that took place over a period of time but then stopped and is no longer occurring.
The figure, however, is peripersonal to Amiksuwin because he does remember it and
does so fondly. Thus, it can be seen that a person’s timeline functions as a landmark
for grounding events that happened at various points in their lives. However, they do
not center these topics on themselves because, as in this case, they did not participate
in the activity themselves, and thus, the utterance cannot be egocentric.

The conceptual metaphor extends from TIME IS A LANDMARK to TIME IS A
RIVER when we also consider that TIME IS IN MOTION. As discussed in section 3.2,
Inuit languages and Norton Sound Unalit Yup’ik maintain a fully productive ta- prefix
across the entire demonstrative inventory, thereby allowing all of the absolute frame
of reference demonstratives to shift the origo from the viewer to some other entity in
the relative frame of reference. Thus, there is a full extension of the absolute into the
relative frame of reference. However, in General Yup’ik, only two relative frame of
reference demonstratives are officially acknowledged within the demonstrative system:
tau(at)- and tama(t)-, both from the intrinsic frame of reference. In Norton Sound
Kotlik Yugtun, there is another® taug- ‘downriver/towards the exit,” which needs to be
included due to its use in the deictic relative frame of reference system and frequent
use within the temporal and discourse domains of use. The use of this demonstrative
taug- is what allows the TIME IS A FLOWING RIVER to appear.

As evidenced in (120), aug/w- indicates that the figure is across a temporal period
grounded against a temporal landmark within the frame of reference. This establishes
the origo as the landscape across which the figure is located within peripersonal space
to the speaker. Taug-, by contrast, situates the origo as the river of time and indicates
that the figure is on the river and moving downriver. Time is flowing downriver
towards the speaker (in the present) and onwards into the future, or the ‘exit.” The
ground is a temporal landmark, mainly a beginning point along the river of time.
Furthermore, the origo uses the speaker’s deictic projection to orient the flow of time.
Additionally, being derived from an extrapersonal demonstrative, taug- places the
figure in extrapersonal space to the speaker. This can be seen clearly in Kiicaq’s (MP)

story in (121), where he tells of a legendary past event that gave a nearby river its

8In fact as I show later, NSKY also uses ta(y)im- frequently in discourse and thus Figure 3.11
shows four demonstratives tayim-, tau(at)-, tama(t)-, and taug-.
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name.

(121) Taugkun-llu, tauna kuik Kaikvayagmek, acirsaurluku.

Taugkun-llu, tauna kuk
ta-ug-kun=Illu ta-u-na-g¢-¢ kuik-g-¢
R<AERD-PRL=COO R<IE-OF.SG.ABS-SG-ABS river-SG-ABS
Kaikvayagmek, acirsauriuku.

Kaikvayak-g-mek acir-saur-lu-ku-¢

Kaikvayaq-SG-ABL.SG named-now-APPC-3.ACCA.SG-SG

‘From then on, that river was named Kaikvayak.’

NSKY Corpus (MP 2016:8.3)

This demonstrative in (121) is indexing a point in time which was the starting
point for something still happening today. Namely, at the point in time when the hero
defeated the enemy on this particular river, the river was named after him and is still
named after him today. Thus the figure is the point in time when the river was named,
and it is a restricted point in time. The ground is the time when this particular battle
took place. The origo is Kaikvayak, the hero of the story. The origo is embedded not
in the real world but in the textual story world where kaikvayak is located. Thus, this
event is in Kaikvayak’s peripersonal space, but it is in Kiicaq’s extrapersonal space,
as this is a legendary figure. However, the actions of Kaikvayak continue to flow down
the temporal river from that point onwards and are still remembered today through
the river’s name. Thus we see that the river of time metaphorically flows towards us
and that temporal events can flow downriver to have lasting effects on the present
and future. As such, I translate the temporal demonstrative as ‘from then/now on...".

In (122) from Waralria (CM), the same construal is formed using this demonstrative.

(122) Wangkuta, taugkun pillemteni, schoolar-istaunateng.

wangkuta, taugkun pillemten,
wangkuta ta-ug-kun pi-lle-m-t-ni
we R<AERD-PRL d0-CNJ(CONTEMP)-1.ERGA-PL-LOC

schoolar-istaunateng.
schoolar-ista-u-na-teg-t.
school-worker-COP-APP.NEG-4.NOMA-PL

‘From then on, we did it this way whenever there weren’t any school
teachers.’
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NSKY Corpus (CM 2017:136.4)

This is her (CM) life’s narrative rather than a legend, but the frame of reference
is similar. The temporal demonstrative taug- is being used to index a defining point
in the past from which time altered course and remains in the altered state to this
day. This utterance additionally cooccurs with a temporal noun pillemteni, ‘in our
future doing,” which helps to verify that from the past point she is indexing, time is
moving upriver towards the present; the past is moving downriver towards us. In this
story, she discusses the time in her youth when there were no school teachers. Thus,
the figure is ‘when there were no school teachers,” conceived as a momentary state
rather than a period of time. On one side of the figure, the state of the world was
different than on the other side. The ground is the river of time which flows towards
the future. The origo is allocentrically displaced onto her classmates in that earlier
time. She is telling this story as though she is an observer rather than a participant.
Thus, while this happened to her, she views it in her extrapersonal space.

These examples show a complex deictic temporal world, even though most of the
spatial demonstrative bases are eliminated from the temporal system. In fact, only four
demonstrative bases are functioning temporally in the language in my corpus, yet time
is still able to flow vividly through a temporal landscape. This further solidifies the
idea that temporal demonstrative space is conceived through a conceptual metaphor.
As Lakoff and Johnson (1980) posit, the conceptual metaphor will only ever be a
partial mapping. If the source domain were fully mapped onto the target domain,
they would be the same system. And in Yugtun, the spatial demonstratives are
only partially mapped onto time. The system ignores irrelevant conceptualizations
of space, such as inside/outside or obscured. Time is not obscured, which is why
Yugtun speakers can discuss events in time, and there is no delineation in time in the
same way that there is in space. There is also no up or down. However, a conceptual
metaphor is also systematic, meaning that the salient functions in one domain carry
over to the target domain. This is why we can understand the target domain through
the source domain. And we do see all three frames of reference through which we
conceptualize the physical space carries over into the temporal space as well as the
riverine directional system, which is salient in Kotlik’s way of life.

Yugtun speakers conceptualize temporal space in a similar way as they conceptualize
physical space. Speakers can index figures in time and locate them against salient
events within their own time as well as within cultural time, showing that this
metaphor, while in some ways universal, is also constructed through a cultural lens.

Speakers can further establish whether the figure should be construed as a bounded
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period in time or a point in time. As such, speakers can indicate the figure’s telicity
in time. In other words, through the appropriate use of demonstrative forms, the
listener understands whether the temporal figure is a bounded period in time that has
finished as in tama(t)- or an unbounded period in time that is still progressing in the
present as in taug-. Thus Yugtun’s three demonstrative frames of reference combined
with the conceptual metaphor allow for a robust and systematic means of pointing to
temporal space. This temporal space is conceptualized as a landscape through which
the river of time runs. Time runs from upriver towards us and downriver to the exit
in the future.

Unfortunately, this corpus has no narrative that indexes time in the future beyond
the example in (99), which is a construal of the future from a past perspective. Future
analysis will have to examine how the metaphor carries over past the present and
towards the future, downriver, and which additional demonstrative bases, if any, are
coopted to this function. Miyaoka (2012), asserts that the demonstrative uk- ‘the
one approaching’ is used to index points in the future, which is verified in (99) in my
corpus in an indirect way. Jacobson and Jacobson (1995) posit that uk- is the spatial
opposite of aug/w- in their demonstrative analysis. Thus, using uk- to index points in
the future is felicitous with the metaphor as aug/w- points across a temporal space to
index past events as in (119) and (120). While aug/w- is used to index points in the
past because there is a temporal field between the speaker and the figure, and the
figure is peripersonal to the speaker’s perceptual space. uk- is used to index points in
the future as the future is grounded against the speaker, as no landscape has formed
yet against which to ground the hypothetical future figure, and as it is coming towards
the speaker. It also adds to the metaphor that as time flows towards us like a river, we
travel on that river, and the future approaches us as we move forward. Temporally, uk-
might be used to index future events due to the metaphors that TIME IS A RIVER
and TIME IS IN MOTION and the construal that the future is a point approaching
from an egocentric intrinsic frame of reference.

This section has shown that the temporal landscape, as showcased by Yugtun
demonstratives, can be traversed to reach temporal events located in the speaker’s and
culture’s cognition. Moreover, Yugtun can change the perspective of time and displace
the speaker as the ground and place the ground onto past events and characters
themselves as though they are happening in the present even though the event
occurred in the past, as in (117). In addition, salient events can change the course of
the temporal river and establish defining points in time along the river, as in (121).
This temporal demonstrative space is a rich ecosystem that can be explored and

deserves much more attention.
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3.4.3 Endophoric demonstratives: DISCOURSE IS A RIVER

Pushing the conceptual metaphor beyond the temporal domain, the Yugtun language
also employs demonstrative bases in discourse space. Discourse is a thematically
cohesive body of utterances or larger-than-clausal units in context (Berge, 1997).
Within this domain, demonstratives are used to index sections of discourse and
bring them into joint attention. Instead of functioning exophorically, pointing to
figures in real physical or temporal space or pointing through deizis am phantasma to
physical or temporal figures in imagined textual space, these demonstratives are used
endophorically. Endophoric demonstratives point to the discourse itself and treat it as
a conceptual space of its own. This is more specifically referred to as discourse deixis.
Anaphor, a special type of endophoric demonstrative use introduced in Chapter One,
is discussed in context in Chapter Four, as anaphor relies on larger discursive units.
The purpose of this section, in particular, is to model the discourse space and identify
the characteristics of the conceptual metaphor which is used to construct the space.

Discourse deixis extends the TIME IS A RIVER metaphor and asserts that THE
SPEECH STREAM IS A RIVER that flows forward toward the exit or end of the
discourse. The demonstrative bases used within this domain are even more reduced
than those used for the temporal domain. The demonstrative bases are all drawn
from the relative frame of reference, as the deictic orientation must be projected onto
the discourse. Only three of the relative demonstratives in Figure (3.11)? function
within discourse space, tayim-, tau(at)-, and taug-. Again, the use of taug- is the key
to understanding the force of this metaphor. These three demonstrative bases are the
relative obscured, restricted, and approaching demonstratives. This mapping of the
relative frame of reference onto discourse space is consistent with the metaphor of
a river and the new target domain of the discourse. The ground is not the speaker
and thus egocentric but is rather allocentrically the discourse landscape itself. When
grounding an utterance, it is related not to objects or locations in the physical or
temporal space but instead to the discourse as a whole: that which was said before
and that which is said after. Thus it is not surprising that the deictic absolute frame
of reference demonstratives are also not employed in this domain, as discourse does
not have boundaries or elevation. Additionally, as the origo is located on the present
point of the discourse stream and the discourse receives its deictic orientation from the
speaker (S), and in the case of taug- through the additional projection of the river in

the landscape (L), a relative-absolute geocentric frame of reference is constructed as in

9There is one use of uk- also, but its use is debatable between an anaphor and a discourse deictic,
and it was considered a speech error by my translator, so its use is omitted for now.
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Figure 3.8, with the extra projection between speaker and landscape schematized as:
[S -> L -> Discourse|=G/Origo - F

Interestingly, these demonstratives used in discourse deixis, through the translations
provided by my consultant, Theresa George, seem to have assumed stance-taking
pragmatics as well. Stance is defined as how the speaker positions themselves in
relation to the social discourse that is occurring (J. W. Du Bois, 2007). Through
stance-taking, interlocutors are able to gauge the speaker’s emotional evaluation of the
topic of discourse. This marking asserts the speaker’s socio-emotional stance towards
the object of discourse, whether that is joy, disgust, or hope.

The obscured demonstrative form tayim- points to the next utterance with a desider-
ative intent. Primarily it is used within the grammaticalized semantic boundaries of
‘hopefully.” Grammaticalization is discussed in Chapter Four, but even within this
restricted domain of use, the frame of reference of tayim- as a discourse particle is still
evident. It indexes the upcoming but not yet visible or spoken utterance as a figure

whose outcome is desired but not yet realized in the physical world as in (123).

(123) Tayima, una-wani unevkaraqlallikiit tamakut.

Tayima, una-wani
ta-im-a u-na-¢g-g-u-a-ni
R<I@-FL IE-OF.SG.ABS-SG-ABS-IK-FL-LOC

unevkaraqlallikiit tamakut.
univkarag-la-lli-ka-nga-t ta-ma-ku-t-¢
legend-HAB-maybe-PART.TR-3.NOMA.SGCOM-PL R<IX-OF.NS-PL-ABS

‘Hopefully, this one here will maybe share this tale of these things.’
NSKY Corpus (CM 2017:101.2)

In (123), The speaker (CM) has projected their deictic orientation onto the discourse
stream, which is the ground. The origo is the current utterance. The figure is indexed
as an upcoming utterance which is not yet visible. In this case, it is ‘this one here
will maybe share the tale of these things.” The speaker is taking a desiderative stance
towards this utterance coming true in the real world.

Tayim- is not productive as a spatial, temporal, or discourse demonstrative. It is
almost always translated as ‘hopefully.” However, within the frame of reference, the
function of ‘hopefully’ still has a discourse deictic function. In (100) there are a few

instances where it is also used spatially as ‘elsewhere,” but this use is rare.
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Much more frequently, the restricted demonstrative tau(at)- is used to point to an
adjacent utterance in the speech stream. This is usually the very next utterance which
is about to be spoken. The speaker uses tau(at)- to bring the following statement,
the figure, into the joint attention of the viewers, the speaker and the interlocutor,
by grounding it to the discourse as a whole. An example is shown in (124) from

Amiksuwin.

(124) Tua-llu taugken tuani aiyagluteng, piuraqluteng ukunek high-school-aneng
naparciluteng mani.
Tua-llu taugken tuani aryagluteng,
t-u-a=llu ta-ug-ken t-u-a-ni aiyag-lu-teg-t,
R<IE-FL—=COO R<AERD-ABL R<IE-FL-LOC begin-APP-4.NOMA-PL

piuraqluteng ukunek highschool-aneng
piuraq-lu-teg-t u-ku-t-nek highschoolar-t-meg-t-@
keep.on-APP-4.NOMA-PL IE-OF.NS-PL-ABL highschool-PL-4.ERGA-PL-ABS
naparciluteng mans.

napar-ci-lu-teg-t ma-a-ni

erect-FUT-APP-4.NOMA-PL IX-FL-LOC

‘And then, from then on, there, they began to make those, their
highschools, they built them here.’

NSKY Corpus (MH 2016:88)

In (124), the relative demonstrative tau(at)- is used to index the entire sentence
into the viewer’s joint attention, thereby establishing contrast with the last utterance
in the discourse. The figure is the utterance that is about to be said and the speaker
(MH) has projected their deictic orientation onto the discourse stream, which is the
ground. Tau(at)- does not seem to make overt stance marking but rather is used to
maintain cohesion across a topic.

Finally, taug-, in (125) again rounds out the discourse system demonstratives and
draws the riverine metaphor through to this new domain of discourse. Taug- in a
spatial sense refers to a figure downriver from the origo, and in a temporal sense refers
to a figure moving along the river of time towards the exit, or end of the speech-act. In
a discourse context, it is often translated as ‘however,” which is a discourse coordinator
with stance-taking pragmatics used to contrast one utterance to the next. The speaker
is effectively saying: ‘however, pay attention to this.” This creates a semblance of
moving discourse whereby both the previous and the next utterance are in the field of
view, and the speaker is transitioning from one idea to a contrasting one. Similar to

both discourse demonstratives discussed above, the frame of reference still highlights

238



its deictic function by bringing the utterance into joint attention. The function of taug-
is to index the next utterance and bring it into joint attention not as a perceptually
adjacent utterance but as a contrastive state of affairs. This discourse figure is moving
away from the last utterance and is distanced from it as though it is falling behind

upstream.

(125) Aatavut tauguam tauna, egaageluni

Aatavut tauguam
aata-g-ku-t-¢g ta-ug-u=am
father-sG-1.NOMA-PL-ABS R<A$(R)-OF.SG=EMPH

tauna, egaaqeluni
ta-u-na-¢-¢ egaaqe-lu-ni-g
R<IE-OF.SG.ABS-SG-ABS cook.food-APP-4.NOMA.SG-SG

‘Our father, however, this one cooked food’

NSKY Corpus (CM 2017:118.4)

In (125), spoken by Waralria (CM), she is shifting narrative focus away from herself
and onto the figure. She is bringing the new utterance into joint attention and creating
space between it and the last utterance or between how the Elders did things and how
the youth do things today. This is accomplished not with a distal or extrapersonal
demonstrative, as the relative frame of reference does not include semantics for either.
However, she uses an approaching, moving, riverine demonstrative to mark that
perceptual distance grounded against the discourse itself as the origo.

These three demonstratives together form a comprehensive, although heavily re-
duced, spatial metaphor within the discourse space. In doing so, the textual world

becomes as 3-dimensional as the physical or temporal world.

3.5 The lexical semantics of demonstratives

In Chapter One of this dissertation, I presented an overview of the notion of deixis
and demonstratives. Deixis generally refers to a linguistic pointing gesture for the
purpose of indexation, while demonstratives are the linguistic encapsulation of that
pointing gesture to bring interlocutors into joint attention (Diessel, 1999a). In this
discussion, demonstratives were identified as among some of the first words learned by
children as indexicals which serve a focalizing function before eventually developing
deictic semantics and expanding from there (Tanz, 1980). These features of joint
attention and deixis, however, are not comprehensive lexical features, and these deictic
words rely on context to individuate their referent (W. Hanks, 2011). Part of this
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extra-lexical context is an overly simplistic notion of the spatial (viewer-centred) frame
of reference that asserts that in deictic lexemes, the speech participants function
as the origo, the object of attention is the figure and that demonstrative systems
utilize multiple words to form relative-distance contrasts (Diessel, 1999a). This system
suggests that deixis prioritizes the viewer, and beyond that, frames of reference are
nonessential to the interpretation of a deictic word.

The most salient concept within the demonstrative literature is instead the idea
that deictics are used to convey a contextually dependent notion of relative distance
from the viewer. Some languages only have a single joint attention word while
other languages can develop a scalar set of deictics which may additionally take into
account the interlocutor of the speech event (Diessel, 1999a). This prozimal-distal
typology of the scalar notion of deictics underpins the semantic interpretation of
demonstrative words and holds that demonstratives are only meaningful within the
confines of the linguistic system they populate. That is, a proximal demonstrative is
only understood as a proximal because another demonstrative in the system is distal.
Thus, an understanding of the use of a demonstrative in context also requires an
understanding of the demonstrative system as a whole and how each member relates to
the rest. These relational contours of use for each member within the system become
as important as the holistic system.

Beyond this deictic prozimal-distal typology, demonstratives have been shown
to function exophorically, that is, pointing to figures outside of the speech event,
and endophorically pointing to figures that comprise the speech event itself (Diessel,
1999a). Demonstratives also function across lexical and syntactic categories and readily

grammaticalize into new functions (Diessel, 1999a; Kuteva et al., 2019).

3.5.1 Frames of reference discussion

Examining the demonstrative paradigm presented in General Standard Yup’ik, shown
in Section 3.2 Figure 3.2, the Yup’ik demonstratives and their treatment are squeezed
into this distance-first typology and can exhibit the deictic features we expect to see
but in a superficial way. Much of the system’s complexity comes from its treatment
as an artifact extracted from connected speech and composed into a sterile chart
that relies too heavily on the expected typology. The system is viewed under these
simplistic distance contrasts and leaves much of the semantic meaning and pragmatic
power opaque. The key to understanding the system relies upon extracting Yugtun
demonstratives from this one dimensional anglocentric system and allowing their use

i vivo to define three fluid and interrelated operational frames of reference. This
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interrelation between each frame of reference is where demonstratives come into their
own in Yugtun and is why they are capable of performing such a wide degree of
functions at such a high frequency.

The introduction of a more robust frame of reference model onto the semantic
interpretation of demonstratives presents a clearer window into how the systems
operate. This model is traditionally overlooked because many of the more familiar
demonstrative systems, like in English, only use a single frame of reference: the intrinsic
deictic egocentric presented in Figure 3.5. All English demonstratives are inherently
intrinsic and egocentric. The system juxtaposes the relative distances of proximal and
distal between the egocentric ground and the figure, but the ground is only ever the
speaker. The same is true for one-term demonstrative systems like in German or in
three-term distance-based demonstrative systems like Shoshoni. However, the frame
of reference semantics becomes evident when examining languages that have 3+ term
person-based demonstrative system, like Japanese.

Traditionally, in Japanese and similar demonstrative systems, the typology has
asserted that one demonstrative is proximal to the speaker (kono), one demonstrative
is proximal to the hearer (sono), and one demonstrative is distal to both (ano).
This is a fair description but a simplistic interpretation. By employing a frame of
reference typology rather than a distance contrast, it becomes clearer that there
are two frames of reference operating within the contours of the system rather than
just one distance-based frame. The first frame of reference is the intrinsic deictic
egocentric, which comprises the ‘proximal to speaker’ and possibly also the ‘distal to
interlocutors’ demonstrative types (in Japanese kono and ano), and the second frame
of reference is an intrinsic allocentric deictic frame of reference, presented in Figure
3.6, which is as both Levinson and Diessel assert a logical extension of the semantics
of the intrinsic system whereby the speaker is able to displace the ego from the self
and onto another person or object (Levinson, 2006; Diessel, 2014). In Japanese, the
ground thus becomes allocentric and is tied to the interlocutor of the speech act.
In a person-based demonstrative system, the speaker is able to displace the ground
onto another interlocutor and step into their shoes to construe the world from their
perspective.

The Yugtun language takes the importance of frames of reference even further than
this person-based demonstrative system. Yugtun employs three distinct frames of
reference in the demonstrative system: the intrinsic (Figure 3.5), the absolute (Figure
3.6), and a Yugtun-specific collage I term the relative demonstratives, all of which
begin with the ta- prefix (Figures 3.6, 3.7, and 3.8). In this system, the relative frame

of reference loses its inherent tie to the interlocutor and can be displaced onto any
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allocentric ground. Subsequently, Yugtun employs a special type of ground whereby
the ground is geocentrically displaced onto culturally and physically salient landmarks
in the surrounding area. Thus, the Yugtun language uses an egocentric ground, an
allocentric ground, and a geocentric ground. This is a distinct difference from the
demonstrative literature, which does not identify an absolute frame of reference as
foundational to the demonstrative typology but rather as a directional feature that
can be arbitrarily layered atop the demonstratives of some languages (Diessel, 1999a).

Based on this Yugtun demonstrative analysis that identifies three distinct ground
landmarks, the semantics of frames of reference in regard to the typology of demonstra-
tives cannot be overlooked. Demonstratives are a semantically complex system which
relies on both linguistic and extra-linguistic contexts. Semantically, they function first
and foremost to bring the interlocutors into joint attention. They are deictic, they
can specify relative distance, but crucially they operate within frames of reference.
Not all languages use more than one frame of reference, but when they do, it is not
an arbitrary feature any more than understanding the scale of relative distance used
in the language. Understanding the frames of reference employed by these languages
helps to illuminate the system.

Another feature that the discussion in Chapter Three highlights is the simplistic
conceptualization of relative distance when it comes to demonstratives. Traditional
demonstratives are said to lexicalize features of distance from the origo. These distances
are usually termed proximal, medial, and distal. How each relative distance is construed
is context- and system-dependent. A prozimal is interpreted by the context of the
utterance in juxtaposition to the knowledge that a distal and possibly even a medial
distance also exists. This knowledge that the speaker has indexed the figure proximally
rather than distally helps the listener to narrow the search field. However, as Yugtun
demonstrates with its notion of body-space, these relative context-dependent distances
are too simplistic. Rather, speakers utilize their own perceptual body-space to select
these distances within context (Coventry et al., 2014). Thus an object’s distance,
shape, interactability, emotional salience, and location-relative-to-tools all affect the
construal of demonstrative relative distance (Rabellino et al., 2020). These perceptual
semantics of body-space roughly identifies figures within peripersonal space and in
extrapersonal space. These perceptual distances are much better descriptors of the
Yugtun demonstrative space within the deictic absolute demonstrative inventory.

Finally, within the Yugtun demonstrative inventory, there is another feature that,
for Yugtun, is more important than relative distance, and that is the shape of the
figure. Yugtun indexes its figures with the frame of reference in accordance with the

figure’s extendedness/shape. Shape is a semantic feature of entities and can take
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various forms across languages (Frawley, 1992). In Yugtun, the intrinsic and relative
demonstratives identify the figure as either being obscured, restricted, extended, or
approaching. The absolute demonstratives do not use the approaching shape but
rather rely on the motion of the riverine directional ground and the body-space of
the speaker. It is here that my analysis moves the demonstrative bases uk- and taug-
from their outcast positions in the literature and into their appropriate place within
the shape feature of the frames of reference.

In sum, I place the Yugtun demonstratives into three frames of reference niches
within the overall holistic system. The first frame of reference is the deictic intrinsic
egocentric frame of reference as modelled in Figure 3.5. This set of demonstratives
uses a 1-term demonstrative distance typology grounded on the speaker to bring the
interlocutors into joint attention on a figure but identifies the figure according to
4-shapes: the obscured, restricted, extended, and approaching, as shown in Figure 3.9.

The second frame of reference is the compositional Yugtun deictic relative frame of
reference, which employs the frames of reference modelled in Figures 3.6, 3.7, and 3.8.
This set of demonstratives uses a 1-term demonstrative distance typology grounded
on an allocentric object to bring the interlocutors into joint attention on a figure and
identifies the figure according to 4-shapes: the obscured, restricted, extended, and
approaching, as shown in Figure 3.11.

The final Yugtun frame of reference is the deictic absolute frame of reference which
employs the frame of reference modelled in Figure 3.8. This set of demonstratives uses
a 2-term demonstrative distance typology grounded on a geocentric landscape to bring
the interlocutors into joint attention on a figure and identifies the figure according
to 3-shapes: the obscured, restricted, and extended. However, these demonstratives
also project the speaker into the frame of reference through the speaker’s body-
space and allows the speaker to comment on the figure’s accessibility as being either
peripersonal /proximal or extrapersonal/distal, as shown in Figure 3.13.

By including this deeper and layered analysis of demonstrative semantics, the
understanding of the Yugtun demonstrative category is grounded not as a single
indivisible system but rather as three harmonious subsystems which each fill particular
contexts and domains of use to unambiguously identify the figure. This is a much
more nuanced but more explanatory description of the Yugtun demonstratives and

their natural contours of use in context.
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3.5.2 Domains of use discussion

Within GCy, demonstratives are principally described as spatial deictics. While
demonstratives are foundationally spatial, they can function both exophorically as
temporal demonstratives and as endophoric discourse demonstratives. The literature
treats these extended metaphorical domains as lexical derivations hidden in short
entries in the dictionary for each demonstrative word rather than as a feature of the
holistic system. This treatment hides many of the natural juxtapositions between the
demonstrative bases and hides the orientational metaphor that illustrates the choice of
demonstrative forms in both time and discourse contexts. The Yugtun demonstrative
system, through the conceptual metaphor TIME IS SPACE/LANDSCAPE/RIVER
and TIME IS IN MOTION, is extended into the temporal domain and then into the
discourse domain. This conceptual metaphor does not utilize every demonstrative base
because there can only ever be a partial mapping of the source domain onto the target
domain (Lakoff & Johnson, 1980). Nevertheless, the mapping is highly systematic
in which demonstrative bases are chosen to be mapped on the temporal domain or
the discourse domain. This extension into new domains should not be treated as a
footnote or aside in the lexicon but should be analyzed as a full feature. To view the
Yugtun demonstratives only spatially is to ignore two-thirds of the system. Rather,
the Yugtun demonstrative system can only be understood through the intersection of
the frames of reference and the conceptual metaphor that underpins its extended uses.
Additionally, the function of anaphora has been limited to only a few demonstratives in
Yup’ik, namely im- and uk- or the prefix ta- but within the endophoric demonstrative
system described in Chapters Three and Four, I show that any demonstrative can
operate in the discourse to point back to a discourse figure.

Yup'ik is claimed to be the world’s most complex demonstrative system largely due to
its highly populated demonstrative inventory, which seems to act in unpredictable ways
when viewed through a single paradigm focused predominately on proximity (Miyaoka,
2012). But when the system is seen in context as three interacting frames of reference
across three interacting domains of use, the system becomes grounded and apparent.
The language holds onto its title as the world’s most complex demonstrative system
due to its concern for the shape of the figure, the utilization of three distinct frames
of reference, the use of body-space in construing relative distance, the metaphorical
extensions, and the grammaticalized discourse functions, but the system is no longer
complex because of its semantic perplexity and unpredictability or selection based on
arbitrary speaker preferences. Rather, the system is systematic and holistic and finely

tuned to the situation, be it spatial, temporal, or textual.
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Chapter 4

Demonstratives in context

4.1 Introduction

In Chapter Two, I approached the issues of Yugtun lexical and syntactic categories
broadly using a constructionist approach to their categorization. From this perspective,
I posited two broad lexical categories that are present in the language and distinguished
by their distinct derivational distributions. The first, I termed lexical bases, which
include bases that tend to collocate with postbases, which function to nominalize,
verbify, or modify the base or to indicate tense, aspect, or valency-type semantics
on the base. I termed the second type of lexical category the deictic bases. These
deictic bases include pronouns, quantifiers, positionals, and demonstratives. All of
these deictic categories use similar distributional patterns within their base-postbase
derivations. In Chapter Two, I also posited four syntactic categories that are applied
contextually to any base. These syntactic categories are formed by inflecting the
end of a base with a formative pattern that indicates its syntactic function as either
a nominal, a verb, a conjunct, or a particle. In this chapter, I examine the use
of demonstratives within these syntactic categories and discuss how their syntactic
categorization and positioning affect the semantics of the frame of reference established
by the demonstrative’s lexical properties.

In Chapter Three, I demonstrated how Yugtun demonstratives can be understood
through a lens of spatial and metaphorical frames of reference. In contextualizing
the demonstrative system within three complementary frames of reference — the
intrinsic, the relative, and the absolute — the lexicalized semantics and pragmatics
of the demonstrative bases are refined, and their use in context becomes evident.
Further, by exploring the domains of spatial, temporal, and discursive demonstrative
use, | set the stage to understand demonstratives in extended contexts. Therefore,

Chapter Three grounds our understanding of the semantics and pragmatics of the
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demonstrative bases within a Yugtun-specific worldview. The Yugtun demonstrative
system, as a whole, functions more elegantly by treating demonstratives as three
different panes of glass within the larger demonstrative window, which views space,
time, and discourse as a complex but ordered system of relations. However, Chapter
Three stopped short of fully expounding on how the demonstratives are employed in
the language. Instead, it focused on the fundamental demonstrative base’s (a subset
of the deictic bases) lexical semantics, and the natural contours of their use. While
examples were given in context, the complete form of the demonstrative holophrases
was glossed over. However, it is not just the fundamental demonstrative base which
contributes to the indexation of a figure within the interlocutors’ joint attention.
Layered atop the demonstrative’s semantic frame of references and domains of use,
larger Yugtun morphosyntactic patterns further determine the context and contours
of demonstrative use.

In this chapter, I use the morphosyntactic patterns detailed in Chapter Two as a
lens through which to examine how demonstratives function in context. Additionally,
I examine how lexical and phrasal patterns affect the meaning of the demonstratives’

semantics beyond what I detailed in Chapter Three.

4.1.1 Yugtun grammatical review

As discussed in Chapter Two, a Yugtun lexeme, or base, is a fluid form which is
assigned a syntactic category depending on its use in context. That is to say, a Yugtun
base does not come with prescribed notions of its grammatical category but rather
evokes concepts that, based on semantics and context of use, are derived and inflected
morphologically to create a larger holophrase which is more meaningful than the sum
of its parts. For example, the base angalkur- refers to a concept of ‘magic.” This
lexical concept can be adjusted to its context to convey more specific information
by using derivational postbases and formative morpheme patterns. In (126), the
lexical base of the first word angalkuit is expanded using a formative pattern which
conveys information for nominal number (Section 2.4.2), possessor (Section 2.4.2), and
grammatical case which are used to form a nominal syntactic category (Section 2.4.3)
from the lexical base. Within (126), the same lexical base angalkur- is expanded to
angalkiluteng using a formative pattern which conveys information about the mood or
predicative function, and the person and number of the subject. These endings are
used to form a verbal syntactic category (Section 2.4.5). In context, the concepts of ‘a
magic practitioner’ and ‘the action of magic’ are differentiated even though they are

both constructed from the same lexical base.
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(126) Angalkuit taukut, angalkiluteng

Angalkuit taukut,
Angalkur-t-ngi-t-g ta-u-ku-t-g,
shaman-PL-3.NOMA.PLCOM-PL-ABS R<IE-OF.NS-PL-ABS,

angalkiluteng
angalkur-gi-lu-teg-t
shaman-to.do-APP-4.NOMA-PL

‘Their shamans—these ones over here—they were doing magic’

NSKY Corpus (MP 2016:4.1)

This same derivational and inflectional process occurs with demonstratives in
Yugtun. Crucially, demonstratives collocate with a category-specific set of derivational
postbases. In Chapter Two, I broadly treat all lexical bases on par with each other
and posited that only through the syntactic formative patterns at the end of the
holophrase do they become differentiated in context for their syntactic category.
However, demonstratives, as opposed to lexical bases, have been shown to differ in
their lexical semantics from ordinary lexical bases. Most open-set lexical holophrases
are not contextualized within a frame of reference, are not deictic, and do not indicate
the entity’s shape, whereas the closed-set of demonstratives do. Compounding these
differing semantics, demonstrative holophrases are derived using category-specific
morphemes. These morphological derivations interact with the spatial, temporal, and
discursive domains of use to further refine the semantics of the frame of reference and
point to the appropriate figure.

This category-specific morphology suggests that demonstratives are treated within
the language as a privileged category of bases separate from the more traditional lexical
bases. Thus, I argue that Yugtun has at least two overarching lexical categories: lezical
and deictic. The deictic bases include the subcategories of pronouns (see Jacobson
(2013 p. 961)), quantifiers (see Jacobson (2013 p. 962)), positionals (see Jacobson and
Jacobson (1995 p. 99)), and demonstratives—which operate across three frames of
reference and include an immense concern for the nature of the figure. This study
focuses solely on the demonstrative subcategory and leaves the overarching nature of
the deictic bases for the subject of a different study.

Both broad lexical categories enter into the same formative syntactic constructions
once the speaker has settled on a final base form. These syntactic categories, as
discussed in Chapter Two, are the nominal which identifies actors, locations, and
objects (Section 2.4.3); the conjunct, which is a medio-predicate used to contextualize

predicates, and at times nominals (Section 2.4.4); the verbal, used to express events,
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actions, qualities, and manners (Section 2.4.5); and the particles which serve a host of
functional tasks in the discourse (Section 2.4.6). The demonstrative bases tend to be
inflected as nominals or particles but can also surface as verbs or conjuncts (Miyaoka,
2012).

Beyond the internal structure of a demonstrative holophrase, these deictic construc-
tions are used extremely frequently in spoken Yugtun and ground the utterance within
local experience. Often, they occur with such high frequency in speech that finding
an utterance without at least one demonstrative is difficult.

Within spoken Yugtun, demonstratives are used adjacent to particular enclitics
and particles that aid in refining the semantics of their use. Furthermore, demon-
stratives are used in different syntactic environments for different pragmatic ends.
Demonstratives can be compounded. Demonstratives can be clustered together to
introduce background information and situate the utterance in place. Some bases
have undergone significant grammaticalization to serve new but related functions in
discourse. Finally, demonstratives are used to direct the flow of discourse and link
topics together or change topics.

These structural patterns, from the morphological to the discursive, overlay the
semantics of the demonstrative bases and make demonstratives both flexible and
powerful tools in connected speech and for individuated referring. However, demon-
stratives in Yugtun discourse can appear arbitrary within the larger context without

understanding each layer of meaning.

4.2 Demonstrative base derivations: Figure-type

I have shown that the fundamental demonstrative bases are semantically complex
deictic bases which can individuate specific referents across space, time, and discourse
to bring these figures to joint attention. The bases even go so far as to indicate the
figure’s shape and can, in the demonstrative’s absolute frame of reference, indicate
perceptual accessibility to the viewers. However, the form of the demonstrative
base does not reflect whether the figure is an object, a spatial location, a temporal
location, a discursive location, or a discursive object. Instead, these additional pieces
of indexation are left to the demonstrative derivational postbases. There are two
sets of derivational postbases that collocate with deictic bases exclusively. One of
these derivational postbases must attach to a deictic base before it can be used in
speech. This obligatory derivational construction is shown in Figure 4.1. The first
set of derivational morphemes is a set of object-figure derivations (glossed as: OF,

‘object-type figure’), and the second is the location figure derivation (glossed as:
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FL, ‘figure-type location’). Roughly, the object-figure derivations point to objects,
while the location-figure derivation points to locations. An object is placed against a
landscape and independent from it, whereby a location is a feature of the landscape.
After this obligatory derivation, any number of the usual postbases from Chapter Two
can be concatenated onto the demonstrative base. After the demonstrative lexeme is
fully specified, the formative patterns identified in Chapter Two are applied to identify
the demonstrative as either a nominal, verbal, or conjunct holophrase or as a particle.

These syntactic categories are discussed in Section 4.3.

Demonstrative

= Deictic Base | + Figure Type
Base

Figure 4.1: The Derived Demonstrative Base Construction. To derive a demonstrative
base, the deictic base must be one of the fundamental demonstrative bases, which is
then affixed to a figure-type postbase.

4.2.1 Referencing object-figures

Yugtun emphasizes the nature of the figure within a frame of reference. Within the
fundamental demonstrative base’s lexical semantics, the figure’s shape is lexically
specified as either obscured, restricted, extended, or approaching. Layered atop
this, in the demonstrative holophrases’ morphology, the type of figure is identified.
Figure-types are conceptually either objects or locations.

Demonstratives identifying objects are constructed using a suffix which turns a de-
ictic fundamental demonstrative base into a demonstrative object-figure lemma. When
deriving a demonstrative object-figure base from the deictic base, a few demonstrative-
specific morphemes can be used but the three most prevalent derivational morphemes
are -na, -u, -ku (glossed respectively as OF.SG.ABS, OF.SG, OF.NS). As Miyaoka (2012)
observes in General Central Yup’ik, there is a nominalizing postbase that attaches
to lexical bases, which is -nku. This postbase likely serves as a source domain for
these three demonstrative object-figures (Miyaoka, 2012 p. 350). The choice of which
object-figure morpheme to use is selected by the formative pattern, comprised of the
nominal number, possessor, and case morphemes. In essence, a demonstrative indexing
an object-figure is double-marked for case and number. First, by the appropriate
object-figure morpheme and second, by the collocating formative inflections.

An absolutive case marked, singular object-figure is indicated with the derivational
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suffix -na. Thus, for example, the intrinsic extended deictic base ma(t)- becomes
mana-' in (127). These derivational postbases of figure-type occur across all three

frames of reference equally.

(127) mana esskuularput
ma(t)-na-g-¢ esskuular-g-pu-t-¢
IX-OF.SG.ABS-SG-ABS school-SG-1.NOMA.PL-ABS

‘this one, our school’

NSKY Corpus (MH 2016:114.1)

A non-absolutive case, singular demonstrative is formed by suffixing the morpheme
-u onto a demonstrative base. The intrinsic restricted deictic base u(at)- therefore

becomes uu- in (128).

(128) doctor-ama uum
doctorar-¢g-m-a-g¢ u-u-g-m
doctor-sG-1.ERGA-SG.LF-ABS IE-OF.SG-SG-ERG.SG

‘my doctor—this one’

NSKY Corpus (MH 2016:101)

Finally, a non-singular demonstrative is derived with the non-singular suffix -ku.
Using the intrinsic restricted deictic base u(at)-, a non-singular demonstrative would
build off of the demonstrative base uku- as in (129).

(129) ukut-llu irniangka
u-ku-t-g=llu irniar-t-ngka-¢-¢
IE-OF.NS-PL-ABS=COO children-PL-1.NOMA.SG-SG-ABS

‘these children of mine’

NSKY Corpus (MH 2016:109)

By encoding number and case into the figure type affix, demonstrative derivation
further highlights the figure’s saliency within a deictic utterance. Yugtun places great
emphasis on individuating the figure on multiple layers. First, the deictic demon-

strative bases lexicalize the figure’s dimensionality or shape. Then, the obligatory

Lalternatively spelled man’a /manna/. As throughout my examples I keep to the spelling of my
NSKY consultant as long as it does not create ambiguity in the form.
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demonstrative derivation specifies its type (object or location), and finally, the choice
of which derivation to use specifies the figure’s number (singular or non-singular) and
syntactic role (absolutive case or other nominal case).

While examining the patterns that refine demonstrative semantics in context, it
is important to keep in mind that, like any Yugtun word, many postbases can be
optionally attached to the base after the obligatory figure-type morpheme to further
refine the identity of the figure referent, as in (130).

(130) Makurmiut-guq angalkuat, kasuitaratelluni

Makurmiut-guq angalkuat,
mat-ku-rmiu-t-6=gguq angalkur-g-nga-t-g,
IX-OF.NS-resident-PL-ABS—QUOT shaman-¢-3.NOMA.SGCOM-PL-ABS

kasuitaratelluns
kasuit-tar-ngat-lu-ni-g
weak-naturally-seemed.to-APP-4.NOMA.SG-0

‘They say the people here had a shaman who seemed to be naturally
weak.’

NSKY Corpus (MP 2016:5.1)

In (130), the fundamental demonstrative base ma(t)- ‘IX,” uses an intrinsic frame of
reference to index a figure that is extended. This means the speaker is grounding the
frame of reference on the ego and pointing to the figure, establishing a vector originating
from themself. The deictic base also specifies that the figure is spread out, such as a
village or group of people. Subsequently, the demonstrative derivation, -ku ‘OF.NS,’
specifies that the figure is a non-singular object, not a location. Finally, the derivational
postbase -rmiu is added to further refine the figure as ‘people from /residents of.” The
figure has been iteratively refined on three semantic layers in this utterance. This
refinement allows the speaker to specify and bring the correct figure to joint attention.
Specifying the nature of the figure and its unambiguous reference is essential to the
Yugtun language.

This function of the object-figure derivation to index objects within the frame of
reference, as opposed to locations, also applies to the temporal and discursive domains.
(131) shows a temporal figure being construed as an object using the word tamatum.
As temporal figures are prototypically construed as locations, a collocating locative

particle nalliint is used to place the temporal location onto a temporal landscape.
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(131) Tamatum nalliini, makut maani teggnerput, aanaput, aataput-llu

takagluki
Tamatum nalliina, makut maani
ta-mat-u-g-m nalliini, ma-ku-t-¢ ma-a-ni

R<IX-OF.SG-SG-ERG.SG at.that.time, IX-OF.NS-PL-ABS IX-FL-LOC

teggnerput, aanaput,
teggner-t-pu-t-g, aana-t-pu-t-¢
elder-PL-1.NOMA-PL-ABS mother-PL-1.NOMA-PL-ABS
aataput-llu takaqluki
aata-t-pu-t-g=Illu takaq-lu-ki-t

father-PL-1.NOMA-PL-ABS=COO respectful-APP-3.ACCA.PL-PL

‘At that time there/then, we were respectful to these here Elders, our
mothers and our fathers.’

NSKY Corpus (MH 2016:10)

In (131), tamatum is a relative frame of reference demonstrative that indexes a
temporal landmark as an object, ‘that past time,” thereby projecting the orientation
of the speaker into a different time frame. This demonstrative is further derived with
the object-figure morpheme -u, indicating the object of reference is a singular point in
time. The collocating particle nallizni ‘at that time’ then serves to place this time
period onto the temporal landscape as a place by which the speaker can ground the
following demonstratives. Thus, the second demonstrative, makut, is an intrinsic
demonstrative with a plural object-figure derived from the -ku form of the object
figure-type morpheme (OF.NS) and agrees with the following nouns in both number
and case. These object-figures (‘our Elders...”) are grounded against both the time
period indicated in the topic of the utterance tamatum nalliini and the speaker. The
final intrinsic demonstrative, maani, indexes a spatial location using the location-figure
morpheme a- (‘FL’). This spatial demonstrative is also grounded in the topical time
period—the Elder’s past time—against the speaker at that time, who is the origo.

Two other object-figure derivations can also form a demonstrative base: -suur and
-kuur (Miyaoka, 2012 p. 352). These are used vocatively to gain another person’s
attention in the speaker’s surroundings. Unfortunately, they are not found in my
NSKY corpus as it does not include any appropriate genre for their use and is thus

beyond the scope of the present analysis.
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4.2.2 Referencing location-figures

Beyond the object-figure derivations, demonstratives in Yugtun can also be refined
into location-figure demonstratives (glossed as: FL). These demonstrative holophrases
are prototypically identified as adverbs (Jacobson & Jacobson, 1995 p. 81). However,
adverbs are not utilized in my description of Yugtun (Chapter Two) as either a lexical
or syntactic category. However, if adverbs, or more aptly, the adverbial function is
defined in a narrow sense as a word which modifies a predicate to “specify a time,
manner, place, or direction,” then this description of this demonstrative derivation
is largely accurate in function. However, in the broad sense, as “a part of speech
whose members modify any constituent class of words other than nouns, such as verbs,
adjectives, adverbs, phrases, clauses, or sentences,” this term, adverb, in Yugtun is
overgeneralized (Payne, 1997 p. 69). In these adverbial senses, the Yugtun appositional
verb mood, various derivational morphemes and many particles are also considered
adverbial—but none of these collocate with the deictic bases in the same constructional
patterns. Consider the utterance in (132), for example, whereby I use square brackets

to indicate the dependent clause within the full sentence.

(132) Anglellemni tamaani,
[|angler-ller-m-g-ni ta-ma-a-ni,
[[grow.up-cNJ.(when)-1.ERGA-SG-LOC R<IX-FL-LOC]|

anaguluteng yuut amllellrunretut.
anagut-lu-teg-t yug-t-¢ amller-llru-nrir-gur-t|
misbehave-APP-4.NOMA-PL person-PL-ABS many-PST-NEG-IND.IN-PL]|

‘{[When I was growing up there|, not many people were misbehaving.|’

NSKY Corpus (MH 2016:3)

The dependent clause [Anglellemni tamaani/ ‘when 1 was growing up there,” estab-
lishes the sentence’s topic with a conjunct holophrase and a locational demonstrative.
The main predicate serves to comment on the topic and is indicated by using an
intransitive indicative mood inflection on the verb and an absolutive case-marked
subject, yuut amllellrunretut ‘there were not many people.” Modifying the meaning of
this main predicate is a verb marked in the appositional mood anaguluteng ‘misbe-
having/who misbehaved.” This appositional v