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1 Introduction: The three morphemeska
In Ulwa a morpheme of phonological shape /ka/ appears in éorunf morphosyntactic contexts
which are illustrated in (1).

(1) a. Franciscavahaika
FranciscdorotherkAa
‘Francisco’s brother’

b. Yang wahai-ki
1SING brother-BING
‘My brother’

c. Bikiskabalnawahai-kana
child pL brother-3L
‘The childrens’ brother’

(2) Muih sayaka di  dutka tal-yang.
personlazykA thingbadkA see-BING.PRES
‘I don’t think highly of lazy people.’ (lit: | see lazy peopleadly., notes, 157)

(3) Amakbaka dapiamaksikkabik damask&aulau*(ka).
bee smalland bee big alsobush in sit KA
‘There are (there sit) both small and big bees in the busitt.jd

4) Yanglaih walta-sing ka, kal  bau-dai.
I TOPwant-1SING.NEG KA RECIPfight.3pPL
‘I do not like it, their fighting with one another.” (notes, &;maturally occurring)

(5) Tldruhya tam-kabanghka bahanghwayadaknakéaka.
cow thehorn sharp-pointedo little cut KA
‘Because the cow’s horns are sharp, they must be cut.’ Ydict.

In (1a) ka marks the possessive relation, at once realizing thirdopessngular agreement, as
evidenced by the fact that suffix on the possessed noun insegsise NP differs according to the
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person/number features of the possessor, a fact illudtbgt¢éhe data in (1b) and (1c). This use of
ka, which | call possessivi, is discussed in further detail by Green (1999:78).

Theka morphemes in (2) illustrate another usekafin Ulwa in which the morpheme appears
suffixed to roots with meanings that translate as adjectivenguages with that lexical category
(such meanings are called “property concept states” in ithieepring work of Dixon 1982). As
discussed by Green (1999:134) and in more detail in Koorah&len (2007:Chapter 6), it is
not the case that words with these meanings always appdatesufvith ka. There are certain
reasonably well-defined contexts, laid out by Koontz-Gddm(2007:Chapter 6), in whidia does
not necessarily appear with words with these meanings.eTaesgenerally contexts in which the
unaffixed property concept denoting root can cliticize tdemal in surrounding syntactic context
of a minimal prosodic weight.

A final set of contexts in which a morpheme with the phonolabghapeka appears is illus-
trated by the data in (3)—(5). This particular use is soméwittae difficult to characterize than the
other two. Superficially, these uses illustrate the factithaertain caseka can be found linearly
adjacent to the matrix predicate of a non-embedded cfaldete specifically, (3) illustrates the
fact thatka is used (and indeed, obligatory) in present tense matrixselst where the subject is
third person and the main predicate is one of a small set afiposerbs, e.gwit ‘hang’, kut ‘lie’,
lau ‘sit’, sak ‘stand’ etc. (see Green 1999:140 for a comprehensive liposture predicates, or
what he calls “stative verbs®.The data in (4) illustrate another environment whiseappears
adjacent to the matrix predicate. This use, however, csistraith the use in (3) in that in this
particular case, although it was indeed used in this ndgusaturring example, it is not obligatory
with (this form of) this verb. As discussed further belowegence/absence ké in this context
leads to subtle changes in the meaning of the sentencely-thaldata in (5) illustrate yet another
type of context in which ka appears next to the matrix predicd a sentence. In this particular
use,kais used alongside an infinitival form of the verb in order telgia deontic modal reading of
the verb. Such uses of the infinitival form of the verb (thowgtihout attention to the importance
of the presence dfa) are briefly discussed by Green (1999:92) and in more detalViayangna
by Benedicto (2007), where the facts appear to be similat,cantainly related in a non-trivial
way. In the remainder of this paper | follow Green (1999) ifereng to the different, if perhaps
related, kinds of uses illustrated in (3)—(5) as instanéeélseosentential use da.

The various uses da illustrated in (1)—(5) are neither obviously related noralated to one
another, and a major project in the understanding of Ulwengmar is disentangling the function of
these various uses and their relation to one another. Reaahiunderstanding of the relationship
between these various useskaf however, presupposes having a solid understanding of each
of these uses themselves in their own right. While the genitise in (1a) is reasonably self-

2Green (1999:140) asserts, albeit without argumentatia,ih such casde is syntactically a complementizer.
3As implied in the precedingdsa is not required in sentences like (3) where the subject feeifiirst or second
person or in the past tense, facts illustrated by the dati in (

(6) a. Lauwani-ki kaulauyang.
chair-1SINGin sit 1SING
‘I'm sitting in my chair.’ (dict)
b. Al ya alasasungaslahlaudai.
manthehe heart one sit PAST
‘The man sat alone.” (Wayah Bas)
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explanatory, at least in that possession is a well studfewb(iwell-understood) topic (on which
see Barker 1995 and Partee 1997 among others), the adjact®an (2), discussed at length
in Koontz-Garboden (2007:Chapter 6), and particularly $batential uses in (3)—(5) are more
mysterious. In this paper, | lay out the facts of the sen&¢nse illustrated by the data in (4), with
the goal of reaching an adequate pretheoretical desaripfithe function of this use of sentential
ka.

| begin the discussion by showing what senterkidts not, namely a copular element, by laying
out a series of arguments that | believe point conclusivetiiis conclusion. | then go on to lay out
data that are more suggestive as to the true natuka,afhowing data collected in collaboration
with the UYUTMUBAL which illustrate certain contexts in weh the use oka is appropriate and
others in which it is not appropriate. As | detail, these anguats suggest that sentential at least
certain uses of it, has evidential functions.

2 Sententialka is non-copular

In Ulwa both nouns and property concept state words can lepreelicatively, with copular sup-
port. Copular support is also needed with posture predidqaitting, standing, floating, hanging,
etc.) and the modals ‘be possible’ andip ‘be possible’. Each of these three types of predicate is
illustrated in (7) in a first or second person context.

(7 a. Mining muih vyak.
1PL.INCL humanCOR1PL.INCL
‘We are human. (Green 1999:137)
b. Adah-ka yang.
shortADJ COR1SING
‘I am short.” (notes, 1007)
c. Saukaulauyang.
dirt on sit COR1SING
‘| am sitting on dirt.” (dict)

The entire copular paradigm is given in (8) (cf. Green 1996)1

(8) Marking of non-verbal predicates
singular plural

1st person yang yangna (exclusive)
yak (inclusive)

2nd person man manna

3rd person - -

A salient feature of the paradigm in (8), and a feature that pgimary concern in this paper, is the
null realization of the 3rd person inflection of the Ulwa ctgpuDespite the null realization, 3rd
person copular constructions do not always show up conypletee, void of anything other than
the predicate and its subject. Instead sentekéia often found in this context. Some examples
are givenin (9).

9 a Ui dangkakauasangaratas lauka.
house-5ING behind at hill tall onesit SENT.KA
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‘Behind my house there is/sits a hill.” (dict.)

b. Di as yam-ka laukat abal-naka ya dut-ka Kka.
thingonegood-ADJ sit whenruin-3SING.INF DEF badADJ SENT.KA
‘It is bad to ruin a good thing (lit: a thing that is sitting v)gl (dict.)

Initially, it would appear that the sententikh in sentences such as those in (9) is actually the
3rd person manifestation of the Ulwa copula. There are séaeguments against this position,
however.

First, sententigdkais sometimes used in non-copular-verb contexts. In thesescd can appear
alongside a verb that has a non-third person subject. Soamep&s are given in (10).

(10) a. Yandaih walta-sing ka, kal bau-dai.
I TOPwant-1SING.NEG SENT.KA RECIPfight.3pPL
‘I do not like it, their fighting with one another.’ (notes, 4/maturally occurring)
b. Yanglaih wilih lipin-ka kas-sing (ka).
I TOP green.turtldin-3sING eat-1ISING.NEG SENT.KA
‘I don’t eat green turtle fins.” (Green 1999:139)
c. Di ing-ka vya baikaupaktal-wai ka.
thinglight-ADJ DEF far from see-PL.INCL SENT.KA
‘Bright things can be seen from afar/We can see bright thirgge afar.” (dict.)

Although the negative verbs in (10a,b) both have first pessdijects, the matrix verb can appear
alongside sententi&bh. This suggests thdt is not the third person manifestation of the copula,
since it would fail to agree in person and number with its sabjunlike the first and second person
manifestations of the Ulwa copula.

In addition to the fact that sententikh can appear in non-third person contexts with verbal
predicates, though rare, it seems that even with non-venealicates, it may also be possible
in non-third person contexts (contrary to claims in Gree@91939)—the sentence in (11) is a
naturally occurring example from the Ulwa dictionary.

(11) Mining it sa yak ka.
1PL.INCL CAnNEG CORI1PL.INCL SENT.KA
‘We can't.” (dict.)

The predicatét ‘be possible’ is non-verbal as evidenced by the fact thagtires copular support.
In (11), though it appears with a first person inclusive scthjand with first person inclusive
agreement, it still takes sententia. Like the data in (10), the data in (11) force the conclusion
thatka serves some function other than that of a copular element.

An additional argument that sententia@ is not part of the copular paradigm comes from the
fact that it cannot co-occur with question words, suctpidés while the first and second person
copular elements can. The relevant data are given in (12).

(12) a. Andrewsangkaut man pih?
Andrew,awake lie COR2SING INTERR
‘Andrew, are you lying there awake?’ (notes, 995)
b. Papangh-mdau pih?
father-SING sit INTERR
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‘Is your father around?’ (dict.)
c. ?Papanghma ldwa pih? (unattested)

The sentence in (12a) shows that the second person coputa-stur with the question marker
pih, while (12b,c) show that this is not the case for sentektialMhile sentences with the inter-
rogativepih that lack sententidda, like (12b) are commonplace, | have never heard a sentdtee li
(12c)# This fact also suggests that sentenkibnd the copula belong in different classes.

In addition to not co-occurring with the question markdr, sententiaka also cannot appear
next to an article, for example in an internally headed negatlause (IHRC) where the predicate
of the IHRC might be expected to occur with senterital This fact is illustrated by the data in
(13).

(23) Al Ulwai(-ka kaukut (*ka)  ya Ulwayamkayultai.
manUlwa house-3ING in lie SENT.KA DEF Ulwawell speak¥A-3SING.PRES
‘The man lying down in the Ulwa house speaks Ulwa well.'(i50&26)

By contrast, second (14a) and first person (14b) comalatave a following article or demonstra-
tive when appearing e.g., inside an internally headedivelatause, a fact illustrated by the data
in (14).

(24) a. Yakaulh-ka watahman ya yai-ka pal-ka ka.
that machete-3ING have 2SING DEF sharpADJ very-ADJ SENT.KA
‘That machete of yours if very sharp.” (notes, 756)
b. Akakirit-ka  watahyang akawalta-sa man?
this saw-3FBING have 1SING this want-NEG 2SING
‘Do you want this saw that | have?’ (notes, 756)

These data lead to the conclusion that sentekéiat outside of the copular system of the lan-
guage> Showing what sententidh isn’t, of course, doesn’t say much about what it actua]y
however. In the next section, | take the first steps towartinog what at least one of the functions
of sententiaka is.

3 Evidential-like functions of sententialka
As discussed in the introduction, there are certain costextere the presence of sentenkal
is obligatory and others in which it is not obligatory. Indhgection | restrict myself solely to
those contexts in which it is not obligatory, with the goaluoiderstanding in such cases what its
presence adds to the meaning of the sentence. The data stigg@gat sententidda does in such
cases, which involve exclusively declarative contexts$pismdicate that the source of knowledge
from which the assertion is derived is from direct. Some gXasillustrating this descriptive
generalization follow.

A couple of boats arrive on a somewhat regular schedule iaWala, delivering provisions,
etc. for the town. One of the mainstay boats of Karawala $ifealled Dofia Candida (DC), named
for the mestizo owner of the boat. DC'’s regular scheduleas she leaves the town of Bluefields

4t is perhaps worth noting that neither have | tried to elaie. For this reason, | give it a question mark rather
than a star, though | am fairly certain that such senten@esda@rlicensed by the grammar of the language.
SThis is the same conclusion reached by Green (1999), thoithbwt providing the arguments given here.
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on Friday mornings, arriving Karawala sometime on Saturdag making it back to Bluefields
on Monday evening. Despite this schedule, there are any euailiactors that may cause her to
arrive later, perhaps on Sunday, Monday, or later. Gives shate of affairs, it is often the case
that if someone is in Bluefields early in the week, say betwkersday and Friday, they might go
talk to DC herself to find out when she’s leaving for Karawgdarbaps because they want to send
something with her, etc.). This person that talked with D&y, enh a Tuesday, might then take the
Wednesday speedboat back to Karawala. Upon arriving iniaeg people in town will want to
hear news from this person, among other things, perhaps ipéihson spoke with DC regarding
her plans for travel to Karawala. That said, consider nowwmtesentences in (15).

(15) a. DCSaturdaywa-rang ka.
DC Saturdaycome-3ING.IRR SENT.KA
‘DC will come Saturday.’ (notes, 744)
b. DC Saturdaywa-rang.
DC Saturdaycome-3ING.IRR
‘DC will come Saturday.’ (notes, 744)

According to one of my consultants, (15a), with senterkéatould only be uttered by a person
who has spoken directly with DC, e.g. when in Bluefields. Téetence in (15b), on the other
hand, could be uttered by a random person in town who expect®@ome simply based on the
fact that she generally (though not at all without fail) cenoa Saturdays.

Similarly, most people in Karawala have no direct expemewith snow, though | do. If we
had, then, something like a workshop on snow, where | gavetarke all about snow, and in
particular how cold it is, in this workshop, | might utter sething like (16).

(16) Snowya di rip-ka ka.
snow DEF thing cold-ADJ SENT.KA
‘Snow is cold.” (notes, 744)

Though I can say (16), with sententla, according to one of my consultant& could not say it,
e.g. in reporting what he learned at the workshop back toamsly members. Instead, he would
have to say something like (17), with the quotative/refmeaserbatnaka, appearing aatdai.

a7 Snowyakadi rip-ka  at-dai.
snow DEF thingcold-ADJ say-3PRESPL
‘They say that snow is cold.” (notes, 744)

The observation, again, is that senterkals used to mark an assertion for which the speaker has
direct knowledge. If the speaker lacks such first-hand kadgg, then it cannot be used.

A final example involves some repairs at the Ulwa LanguagesdolDuring the time the
fieldwork reported on here was being carried out, there waddainame of a desk there that needed
a new surface. One of the members of the committee had théhdbae could use something like
particle board to fix it up. My partner Melissa and | happereddve a random piece, so | took it
over there, measured both it and the desk, and observed thatiid be big enough to repair the
desk. While taking a break with another consultant a coufpiiawgs after doing this, the consultant
asked about the desk and the piece of particle board, ircpktiwhether it was big enough to fit
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the desk. | responded with the sentence in (18), notablygusntentiaka.

(18) Amang-ka ka.
enoughADJ SENT.KA
‘It is big enough.” (notes, 747)

Upon hearing this, she responded by asking if | had measyrexvhich | responded that | had.
We then went on to discuss the example in more detail. Shertelthat if | had measured the desk
and board, then using (18), with sentenkalould be appropriate. She, on the other hand, since
she had not measured the desk and board, could not respdn@®)t even if it appeared to her
that the particle board would be enough to get the job donagsponse would have to be without
sententiaka, or perhaps with another particle that hedges her response.

From what | can tell, sententiéih is not obligatory in cases of direct experience, but is used
instead in cases where the speaker wants to make unambitpeasmirce of knowledge for his/her
assertiorf. My sense, then, is that declarative sentences without iséaitka are underspecified
for the speaker’s source of knowledge in making the dedtaratvhile a sentenceith sentential
ka has it unambiguously that the speaker has some direct sotilagowledge for making the
assertion.

To a first approximation, then, it would appear that senéké serves some kind of eviden-
tiality marking function in the language. This would not beieely surprising, given the fact that
Ulwa does have at least one unambiguous marker of evidiytelherb form which can be used
just in case the speaker’s source of knowledge about the eaemed by the verb marked in this
fashion is aural and not visual. This kind of verb form, whigtreen (1999:103) calls the audative,
is illustrated by the data in (21).

(21) a. Waikawari sah?
wholaughAuD IRREV
‘Who on earth is that laughing?’ (Green 1999:103)
b. Pauhti manahdai.
poundAUD PLUR PAST.AUX
‘One could hear them hammering.” (Green 1999:104)

A possible exception to this statement is, again, with pesterbs and their kin (e.gi ‘to be possible’ watah
‘have’, etc.), with whichka is obligatory, at least in matrix predicate present tenséesees like (i).

(29) Andrewya sinakwatah*(ka).
AndrewDEFrice have SENTKA
‘Andrew has rice.” (notes, 745)

This contrasts with the situation with words naming propedncept predicates, for which sentenkals optional in
the same position (with the difference in meaning illustdedbove), as shown in (ii).

(20) Snowya rip-ka  (ka).
SNOwWDEF cold-ADJ SENT-KA
‘Snow is cold.” (notes, 746)

Itis unclear to me why there should be this difference; itafnitely something that should be pursued, in the context
of further study of sententidda, and more broadly, in the context of the grammar of evidétyimodality in the
language.
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Despite the existence of an unambiguous evidential in thguage, it is not entirely clear that
sententiaka is part of this system, as it appears to have other uses iatigeiddge which remain to
be explored in detail, and which do not transparently hawotaith evidentiality, e.g., its use with
posture predicates, possessive NPs, and property conoegs vas illustrated in the introduction.
Future work should explore the extent to which these funstimight be tied together.

4 Concluding remarks

In the preceding discussion | have given a description ofdmgt of the various uses of /ka/ in
Ulwa laid out in the introduction, showing that one of the sigd the sententiaka illustrated

in the introduction is an evidential-like use that indicatkat the information that a declarative
assertion is based upon comes from direct experience. Adataein the introduction illustrate,
however, this is but one of the uses of tkemorpheme in Ulwa, and but one of the sentential
ka uses at that. Indeed, there are other uses of sentkatihat unlike the evidential use, are not
optional, but are instead obligatory. Such is the case watkam kinds of predicates in certain
contexts. Future work should focus on understanding tlaiogiship of the evidential uses with
these other uses of sentenital Moving beyond this, the relationship of these uses to tinetiee
and property conceda remain to be elucidated. Of course, this syncretism coultpli be an
accident. | suspect, however, that it is not, in particutdight of similar syncretisms observed in
other language groups discussed by Matisoff (1972). Aeisisen is more than simply an adequate
description of Ulwa, itself a goal of utmostimportance. Beg this, however, lie larger typological
and theoretical issues about the relationship of nomindicéausal syntax and morphology to one
another. Further study of these facts of Ulwa, then, willowdiy lead to a better description of the
language, but will also likely shed light on larger typologliand theoretical issues in this domain.
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