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DAT
DAY
DEMO
DEPART

DIM
DISTRIB

LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS

subject of a transitive clause

ablative

action achieved (meaning is actually uncertain)

allative

animate

anti-causative

Cahocuma dialect

causative

modal clitic —cay

modal clitic —cb

classifier -

comitative

complementizer

completive

Set I clitic jiy-:; indicates that subject,
genitive, or cbject of postposition is
coreferential with same other participant in
the clause

Set II clitic -yi; indicates that object is
coreferential with some other participant in
the clause

'could' auxiliary (see also FRUST)

modal clitic —cii

dative

phrasal clitic day

demonstrative root

action done upon, or in preparation for,
departure

dimiruative

distributive

dual

dual exclusive

encoding device

emphatic clitic -tée

phencmena to be encoded

exclusive

"frustrative' auxiliary (see also COULD)

habitual

imperfective

inanimate

inclusive

infinitive/participial

instrument

iterative

iterative movement

irrealis awxiliary
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JIITA

ONE : MVMT

PART
PAST1
PAST?2
PAST3

AN

secord position clitic jijta or jii
indicating progression or pragmatically
marked status

modal clitic —-jim

locative

malefactive

negative

neutral classifier (animate or inanimate)

secard position clitic -niita

secord position clitic -niy indicating
‘contrast' or other marked status

nominalizer

object; occasicnally object or oblique

naninalizer on understood object of transitive
verb

action done with one movement, suddenly

postpositional or other oblique phrase

partitive

past tense from roughly one week to one month

past tense fram roughly one moenth to one year

distant past tense

perfect

plural

plural exclusive

plural inclusive

pragmatically marked camponent

potential/optative

proximate 1 tense (earlier today or future)

proximate 2 tense (yesterday or future)

yves/no question particle

repetitive

subject; or single argument of intransitive verb

singular

San José de Loretoyacu dialect

clitic —-tiy

transitivizer (usually valence-increasing)

verb:; Vainilla dialect

verb initial norm (from Keenan 1977 and 1979a)

verbalizer

first person

secand person

third person
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ABSTRACT OF THE DISSERTATION

Aspects of the Grammar of Yagua:

A Typological Perspective

by

Doris Lander Payne
Doctor of Philisophy in Linguistics
University of California, Los Angeles, 1985

Professor Pamela Munro, Chair

This study documents the major syntactic and morphological
features of Yagua, a verb initial language. Yagua is the only extant
Peba-Yaguan language, spoken in the Peruvian Amazon region. This
study focuses primarily on features that are said to correlate with a
consistent verb initial type. It contributes to our theoretical
wderstanding of the allowable orders cf meaningful elements,
pragmatic factors motivating variation in order, the
discourse/pragmatic basis for 'headship' in syntactic constructions,
md aspects of morphological theory.

Yagua is verb initial, postpositional, the head noun precedes

the descriptive modifier as the basic order, and the genitive noun



precedes the possessed noun. This cambination of basic orders has
been ruled cut by one proposed universal. Consequently, the relevant
universal should be taken as statistical rather than as
excepticnless. Syntactic factors govern the basic order of verb,
subject, amd object. But pragmatic factors govern the order of object
phrases relative to one another (when more than one occurs in a
clause), the order of object and postpositicnal phrases, and
pre-verbal positioning of constituents. Identification of the
relevant pragmatic conditions is based on natuwral narrative
discourse. In part, cguantitative methods are used to evaluate the
discourse data.

Drawing on research in cognitive psychology and prototypical
versus non-prototypical exemplification of categories, I argue that a
distinction can be maintained between 'head' noun and ‘modifying’
noun in languages like VYagua, even though there are almost no
'adjectives'. The head noun can be manipulated as an entity in
subsequent discourse, while the modifying noun cannot. A prototype
framework also proves helpful in sorting out the difference between
inflection and derivation. There are more than 40 classifier
formatives in Yagua, each of which has classic derivational and
inflectional functions. Since they are not exclusively identified
with either inflecticnal or derivational functions, I conciude that
the formatives themselves are neither prototypically inflectional nor
prototypically derivational. However, a distinction between
inflectional and derivational functions is still maintained. Much of

the verbal morphology must be taken as derivational. However, some



suffixes evidence variable ordering as would be more characteristic

of syntactically distinct elements.
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Chapter 1: Introduction

1.1. Aims of the study

located in northeastern Peru, Yagua cames from an area of the
world which has figured little in formulations of linguistic
universals and theory canstruction (cf. Doris Payne, 1985b). The main
aim of this study is to provide a typologically oriented description
of selected aspects of the grammar of Yagua, a member of the
Peba-Yaguan family. The content of this study is particularly
informed by questions of evidence for basic constituent order,
canstituent order co-occurrences, and discourse and pragmatic factors
accounting for alternative orders.

Since by most criteria Yagua would be considered a verb initial
lanquage, syntactic and morphological features which supposedly
correlate with consistent wverb initial languages are discussed
(particularly in Chapters 2, 3, and 6). Given the highly
polysynthetic nature of the language, noun classificaticn ('Chapter 4)
and verbal morphology (Chapter 5) are discussed in some depth and
briefly compared with available information from other languages of
the western Amazon area. Yagua noun classification morphology (like
that of several other noun classification languages in the region)
provides a nice test case for S. Anderson’'s (1982) claim that a
theoretically clear distinction between inflecticnal and derivational

morphology can be maintained. My present conclusion is that in some



contexts the Yagua noun classification morphology must be accounted
for synchronically by inflectional processes, but in other contexts
it must be acccunted for by derivational processes. How this could be
handled within Anderson's theoretical approach is explored in
Chapter 4. A prototype view of inflection and derivation is also
explored and argued for.

Criteria commonly advanced for determining basic constituent
order overlook the fact that in many, if not most languages of the
world, transitive clauses rarely contain two overt noun phrase
arguments, and then only under conditions which are marked relative
to discourse/pragmatics. I discuss pragmatic factors motivating
variations in order, and conclude that despite the scarcity of
transitive clauses with two overt noun phrase arguments, the basic
order must be taken as verb-subject-object (Chapters 6 and 7). The
Yagua data suggest that Hawkins' (1983} proposed word order
universals camnot be taken as exceptianless. At the present point in
time Yagua is a highly 'inconsistent' wverb initial language. I
suggest this is partly a conseguerce of a historically prior OV
order (Chapter 7). Drawing partly on the work of Nichols (in
progress), I further suggest same possible motivations for particular
directions of historical change which have resulted in the present

canjunction of properties.



1.2. Genetic and typological affiliations

Yagua is the only extant member of the Peba-Yaguan family, which
formerly consisted of at least Peba, Yagua, and Yameo (Rivet 1911,
Loukotka 1968). Rivet (1911) provides the only readily available Peba
data, taken from colonial sources and largely limited to lexical
items. Peba is now an extinct language, formerly spoken north of the
town of Pebas on the Amazon river, north of the current Yagua area.
Espinosa (1955) provides some information on Yameo, also largely
limited to lexical items. Yameo was formerly spoken in the region
west of Iquitos, west of the Amazon river. Based on mass vocabulary
camparison among mmercus Arazonian languages, Rivet suggests that
Peba-Yagua is part of the Carib grouping. This is not well
substantiated, however.

Greenberg (1960) claims tl'_at Peba-Yaguan is a major branch of
Macro-Carib, along with Huitotcan and Carib. Macro-Carib is
purportedly a member of the Ge-Pano—Carib phylum. No evidence is
presented for sither of these claims. Loukotka (1968), Voegelin and
Voegelin (1977), and Key (1979) follow Greenberg. For now I take an
agnostic position on the larger genetic affiliation of Peba-Yaguan
(though see Doris Payne 1984a, and to appear c¢. for one hypothesis).
Appendix I contains a linguistic map showing geographical
distribution of languages and language families in the Peruvian
Amazon area.

No systematic study of shared typological traits amcng languages
of the western Amazon has yet been undertaken. Nevertheless, there

are clear parallels between Yagua, Bora (purportedly a Huitotocan



lanquage), Zaparoan, Tucancan, Chayalmita (Cahluapanan) and PreaAndine
Arawakan noun classification systems (Doris Payne 1984b). There are
some striking similarities in verbal morphology and phonological
processes with the Zaparcan languages, and more limited similarities
in tems of noun classification systems (Doris Payne  1984a).
Canstituent order type (VSO, postpositional, and infrequent use of
noun phrases) parallels that of the PreAndine Arawakan languages and
Guajajara (Carib). Taushiro (genetic affiliation uncertain) is also
VSO ard postpositional, but available text data shows a very high
percentage of noun phrases (Doris Payne, to appear d). A widespread
South American feature may be a small or non—existant syntactic class
of adjectives. Nominal modifiers are usually other nouns, but in
natural discourse use of modifying words is rare. Use of nouns as
modifiers 1is found in at least Yagua, Arawakan, Carib (e.g.
Hixkaryana), Chayajuita (Calmapanan), and Quechua. There are
similarities iIn the discourse envirorments motivating use of object
clitic forms to refer to subjects in Yagua and at least some
PreAndine Arawakan languages (T. Payne 1985). General organization of
the verbal morphology is probably similar to, though not as complex

as, that of the PreAndine Maipwran Arawakan languages.

1.3. Demographic and ethnmographic information

The Yagua currently live in an area of northeastern Peru which
P. Powliscn (1969:3) describes as a rectangle approximately 200 miles
wide and 350 miles long, extending between the second and fifth

parallels and between the seventieth and seventy-fifth meridians.



Chaumeil (1981) estimates that currently here are some 3000 Yaguas.
of these, Tom Payne (personal commmication) estimates that
approximately 75% of the women and 25% of the men are monolingual in
Yagua, with the rest being bilingual in Spanish to varying degrees.
Determination of the precise mmber of ethnic Yaguas is difficult due
to ongoing assimilation into the mestizo culture and to long-standing
socialdovmgradingoftheiiﬁigsxousgrwps. If they can pass for
mestizos, many ethnic Yaguas do not claim to be Yaguas.

Fejos (1943) is the first authoritative ethnographic study of
the Yaguas, based on nine months of experience with them. (Tessmann
1930 gives some information based on second-hand reports;
cansequently much of his information is incorrect.) Paul and Esther
Powliscn of the Instituto Lingilistico de Verano (Summer Institute of
Linguistics) began living in the Yagua area in 1953, and have spent
time with them intermittently until the present. P. Powlison (1969),
a detailed study of Yagua folklore, contains the most accurate
ethnographic description of the Yaguas, including information on
Yagua ceremonies and their belief system. Even though a number of
Yagua concentrations are currently located near the Amazon and other
larger rivers of the region, they are traditiocnally a forest culture
as opposed to a river culture. Although a large proportion of their
daily food supply cames from cultivated chacras (swidden gardens),
and now from £ish in the rivers and lakes, they still consider the
more arducus hmting task important. Chaumeil (1981) discusses
pressures on migratory patterns which have lead to this distinction

between the preferred traditional hmting culture system and the



fishing/horticultural system from which most of their actual food
supply derives. (Reichel-Dolmatoff 1971 provides a fascinating
discussion of similar ethnographic and culture distinctions among the
Desana, a Tucancan group to north.)

Chaumeil (1981) is a detailed tracing of Yagua migration
patterms since the time of the early Jesuit missionaries in the
1700's until the present. Seiler-Baldinger (1975} gives additicnal
information on some migrations near the Peruvian—Colambian border.
The dialect situation has never been critically studied, but
extensive migration within the last 80 years suggests that dialect
differences camnot be adequately keyed to present-day geographical
locations. Informal observations by Tam Payne and myself are that
most differences are limited to the phonetics and phonology, but
there are also some morphological and minor syntactic differences.
These will be discussed where we are aware of them. Examples in this
study come fram three areas: San José de Loretoyacu (SJL) near the
Peruvian—Columbian border, Cahocuma (CAH) north of Villacorta on the
Amazon River, and Vainilla (V) near the confluence of the Napo and

Amazon Rivers.

1.4. Previous and concurrent linguistic work on Peba-Yaguan

Chaumeil (1276) and Wise and Shanks (1977:236-43) together
constitute a nearly exhaustive bibliography of published and
microfiched material on Yagua and Peba-Yaguan as of the mid 1970's.
Chaumeil's bibliography includes colonial sources dating from the

1700's, which were the work of early Jesuit missionaries. These



materials provide information on early western contact with mumercus
indigencus groups in the Mzazon area. They also contain same short
religious texts translated into Peba and Yameo and a mumber of
linguistic cobservations (usually from the perspective of
Indo-Eurcpean language structure). Fcilowing the Jesuit missionaries
(1700's to early 1900's), Benedictine (1800's to 1950's), Franciscan
(early 1900's - 1920's), and Augustinian (early 1900's to mid 1950's)
missicnaries also left records of their contact with the Yaguas,
Yameos, and Pebanos.

From a linguistic standpoint, perhaps the first important work
is that of Rivet (1911). At Ileast some, if not all, 6f Rivet's
material is taken from colonial sources. It ies largely limited to
lists of lexical items and compariscon of pronominal forms between
Peba, Yagua, and Yameo. Rivet felt that Peba and Yagua were more
closely related, as opposed tc Yameo.

The third section of Espinosa (1955) gives more detailed
linguistic information on Yameo, a now-extinct language clearly
related to Yagua. The point at which it became extinct is unknown.
Espinosa's information was taken both from colanial sources and
personal field work done in_~the 1950's. At that time there were
approximately 50 older speakers. Espincsa gives some information on
verbal prefixes, adpositional phrases, and simple clause structure.

The first significant 1linguistic work on Yagua was done by
Esther Powlison and Paul Powlison. Published linguistic work by the
Powlisons consists of two articles dealing with phonology (E.

Powlison 1971, P. Powlison 1962), one on the mumber system (Powlison



and Powlison 1958), and one dealing with paragraph structure in a
folktale (P. Powlison 1965). P. Powlison (1961) is an unpublished
tentative grammar sketch which contains many useful observations
about the meaning and distribution of various morphemes. Wise and
Shanks (1977:236~8, 1981) list of additional unpublished microfiched
materials. The references to this study list more recent and on-going
work by Tom Payne and myself.

The findings in this study are based on a corpus of well over
2,500 clauses of oral text, five short written texts, and extensive
elicitation carried out by Tom Payne and myself during two years and
two months of field work (February 1981 to April 1983). In addition,
Paul Powlison has made available his extensive text collection
consisting of some 36 oral folkloric, personal narrative, and
procedural texts (Powlison and Powlison 1977). A comprehensive
morpheme concordance of these texts and preliminary dicticnary
materials consisting of some 3,000 entries have also been consulted.

A mmber of frequency counts and other observations made in
Chapters 3 and 6 are based on exhaustive examination of 11 narrative
texts, both oral and written. These are presented in Table 1.1.
Number of clauses indicates the mmber of full clauses in the text
that I included in the counts. The oral texts are divided into three
groups: historical narrative, folkloric narrative, and 'personal'’
narrative. The written texts are all personal narratives.
Differences in subgenres do not affect in any way the claims of this

study.



GENRE TYPE APPROXIMATE NUMBER

COF CLAUSES
ORAL

Historical Three Warricrs 46
David 133
David Appendix . 37
TOTAL 216
Folkloric First Squirrel 127
Kneebite Twins 180
Musmuqui 140
TOTAL 447
Personal Lagarto 45
Hunter's Text 240
Lechi Caspi 397
TOTAL 682

WRITTEN
Personal Paachi 96
Clausura 76
TOTAL 172
TOTAL 1516

Table 1.1 Texts used for Quantification of Consitutent Orders
arnd Conditions for Alternmative Orders

Several comments are in order about the texts in Table 1.1.
First, there is no well-established written tradition in Yagu=a. The
Clausura text was actually spoken first in Spanish onto an audio
cassette tape, after which it was translated via writing into Yagua
by a more fluent speaker of Yagua. I thus consider it a basically
'written' form, rather than an oral form. Quantification of different
phenomena across the oral personal narrative and written personal
narrative group show no significant differences in the features
campared. For instance, use of noun phrases across the two groups is
statistically the same.l Second, the Hunter's Text is not technically

a 'persanal' narrative since it is not first person. However, it does



not fit into either the historical narrative type nor the folkloric
narrative type. Statistical comparison of different features with the
Lechi Caspi text (which includes a fair amount of third person
narration) shows no significant differences.

The folkloric narrative group contains texts which are well
kncwn in the culture and which describe folk heroes. The texts
partially explain how the world as known by the Yaguas came into
being, and/or contain super-natural experiences. As a group these
texts have fewer noun phrases and a higher incidence of intransitive
clauses than the other genres.

The historical narratives do not, as a rule, provide a raison
d'é__tre for the world as it is or have the super-natural features
characteristic of the fclkioric narratives. They are old, probably
wideiy-known stories, relating incidents that must have occurred 100
years ago or more in Yagua history. As a group, dcy have the highest
percentage of noun phrases and the highest percentage of transitive
clauses. The latter characteristic may be partially an artifact of
the mumber of fighting events reported in these texts.

My main language consultants for this research have been:

1. Pedro Diaz Cahuachi, age 182, from Urco Mirafio, Peru. Pedro
is the third son of Mamungo Diaz, the traditiomal chief of the
monclingual sector of the Urco Mirafio commmity. The monolingual
sector of this commmity migrated in the 1970's from Cahocuma,
dowrriver an the Amazon from the town of Pebas. Consequently, Pedro's
dialect is described as that of Cahocuma (CAH). He has had

approximately three years of schooling in the local bilingual school,
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sponsored by the Peruvian Ministry of Education. Although he would
consider himself bilinguzal, he is more at home in Yagua. He is
married to an ethnic Yagua who professes to know almost no Yagua, and
tius Spanish is possibly spoken in the home.3 His mother, sisters,
and most of his extended family are monolingual in Yagua. His father
is nearly so. When Pedro began to work with us, he had minimal
literacy skills in Spanish and almost no experience reading or
writing Yagua. Pedro gave us our first in—depth introduction to Yagua
lancuage and culture, and invited us to share in the building of his
first house.

2. Hilario Peffa Cahuachi, approximately 30-35 years of age, from
Vainilla (V). Hilario has had considerable experience working with
Paul Powlisan on translation of the New Testament into Yagua, he is
quite fluent in both Yagua and Spanish, anxi he has adequate literacy
skills in both Yagua and Spanisn. Hilario served as the language
consultant for my most extensive research on the verbal morphology.

3. Mamerto Macahmachi, approximately 30-35 years of age, also of
the Vainilla (V) dialect. Mamerto is a true bilingual and is more
camfortable in the city and mestizo culture than our other language
consu.ltants.. Perhaps because of his unusual degree of self-confidence
and skills in both cultures, he was able to give us the first
gemuinely written texts in Yagua that we have been able to obtain.

4. Alcides Lozano Salazar, approxXimately 18 years of age, from
San Jcosé de Loretoyacu (SJL). Alcides had had six years of schooling
in a local Spanish-speaking school when we first met him. (He has

since received training as a bilingual teacher, and is teaching in
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the same school alongside a monolingual Spanish-speaking teacher.)
our linguistic work with Alcides was limited in duration, but helpful
in discovering certain dialect distinctions. Alcides served as a
language cansultant on questions of the noun classification system.
In addition to the people specifically named, we interacted with
a number of monolingual speakers of - the Cahocuma dialect in Urco

Mirafio.

1.5. Review of pertinent literature

1.5.1. Observations ¢“ constituent order co-occurrences
According to Greenberg (1963:83), the earliest reported
observaticns of basic constituent order correlations come from the
nineteenth century:
For example, the relation between genitive position and
prepositions vs. postpositions and the hypothesis that some
languages favor the order modifier-modified and others the
opposite order is already a familiar notion in R. Lepsius'
introduction to his Nubische Grammatik (Berlin, 1880).
Schmidt (1926) gives a more studied treatment of selected orders
based on a world sample. Greenberg summarizes Schmidt's basic
conclusions (83):
Prepositions go with nominative-genitive order and
postpositions with the reverse order. The
nominative-genitive order tends to appear with verb before
nominal object and genitive-nominative with object-verb...
Further, nominative—genitive is associated with
noun—-adjective and genitive-nominative with adjective-noun.
Greenberg (1963) is, of course, a landmark work on observations

of constituent order co—ocurrences. Based on a sample of 30



languages, he draws a mmber of statistical and absolute
implication2l universals. These range over a wide variety of
syntactic and morphological features. Appendix II to Greenberg
(1963), based on a more extensive language sample, lists 24 possible
cambinations of subject-object-verb, adpositional, noun + genitive,
and adjective + noun orders. Perusal of this Appendix shows that some
cambinations are heavily attested in the sample, while others are not
found at all. He nevertheless cautions that the proposed universals
are to be taken as tentative, pending a more complete sample. This is
an important caution. For instance, Universal 3 states (88):
'Languages with daminant VSO order are always prepositcnal'. However,
Haskins (1979, 1983) attributes to Keenan the more recent observation
that this universal does admit of some exceptions. Keenan's
statement is at least partly based on Arawakan languages, as Keenan

(1978:292) notes that Baure and other related languages are verb

-t

injtial pius posipositicnal.

Bawlkins (1979), (1980), (1982a), and (1983) are extensions of
Greenberg's work, based on a sample of some 350 languages. This
extended sample shows generally similar attestation of co-occurrence
types as does Greenberg's Appendix II. Nevertheless, Hawkins
apparently did not pick up on the VSO/V-initial plus postpositicnal
combination as an Arawakan pattern, as he cites Pima-Papago
{(Uto-Aztecan) as the only attested example of a VSO-postpositional
language (but see Doris Payne 1984c for arguments against classifying
Papago as VSO). In addition to studying distribution and

cc-occurrence of adposition, subject-ubject-verb, noun—descriptive
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modifier (adjective), and genitive-noun orders, Hawkins (1983) also
explores co-occurrence orders of constituents within the noun phrase.

Keeman (1977, 197%a) provide a 1list of morphological and
syntactic features which are purportedly characteristic of verb
initial languages. Throughout this study the Yagua data will be
campared with this norm. Keenan (1977, 197%a) are hereafter referred
to as VIN (verb initial norm), and are partially reproduced in
Appendix II. As will be seen throughout the discussion, Yagua is very
nixed typologically, though it evidences more than half of the

characteristic verb initial initial traits.

1.5.2. Selected theoretical approaches accounting for word oxder
correspondences

Although Greenberg did not propose a wnified theory accounting
for his observed universals, he did reflect in important ways on his
observations. The operator (modifier) - operard (modified)
distinction is commonly attributed to Lehmann and Vememann {cf.
Lehmarn 1973; Vermemarn 1974; Vemnemarnn and Harlow 1977), but
Greenberg (1963:78) and Lepsius before him noted that in most
languages there is a tendency to put either the modified element
before the modifier, or vice versa. Greenberg also noted the greater
cross-linquistic ambivalence of adjective - noun order, which he
attributed to analogies with other constructions. Similarly, the
seeds of Hawkins' Cross-Category BHarmony principle (cf. Hawkins
1982a, 1983) are found in Greenberg's discussion ¢f harmonic and

disharmonic relations amcng distinct rales of order, presumably
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associated with psychological generalization. Hawkins throws out SVO
as a distinctive type, noting that nothing specifically correlates
with this. But Greenberg had earlier stated (79): 'One may further
conjecture that if there are exceptions they will be in type II
[SVO], which, having both SV and VO which are disharmonic, can
provide an anchor in either case for deviant genitive order’'.

Lehmarm (1973) and Vemmemann (1974, 1975, 1981) have tried to
theorize about the principles underlying Greenberg's observations.
Their proposals are based on the modifier-modified distinction, which
is extended to provide diachronic explanations of constituent order
change. Lelmann (1973) makes a broad distinction between OV and VO
languages, and is principally concerned with an ordering principle
governing placement of modifiers relative to their heads in
'consistent' languages (48): ‘modifiers are placed on the opposite
side of a basic syntactic element from its primary concomitant'.
Thus, in OV languages, relative clauses, adjectival, and genitival
expressions precede their head nouns, since the primary concomitant
of the (object) noun is the following verb. In VO languages, relative
clauses, adjectival, and genitival expressions follow their heads for
the same reason. For Lehmann, then, there is no distinction between
SVO, VSO, and VOS types as all are VO. As mcdifiers become affixal
through phonological reduction, the ordering principle supposedly
leads to suffixal agglutinative morphology in consistent OV
languages, but to prefixing morphology in consistent VO languages.
There is, however, a purported tendency for VO languages to be more

isolating or inflecticnal due to the disruptive influence of the
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subject following the verb. Languages which are not consistently OV
or VO are assumed to be in the process of historical change. However,
noc cogent reasons are given as to how or why inconsistency might be
introduced to begin with, or for the mge number of inconsistent
languages which have been in their 'unstable' state for centuries.

In addition to an overly simplistic division between OV versus
VO languages and problems with historical change, a poteriial
difficulty with Lehmann's principle is tie notion of ’'primary
concomitant of a verb'. Be assumes a theory cof universal grammar
containing phrase structure rules in which the sentence S cansists of
two initial canponents. Among the early phrase structure rules is the
Tale S —> Q P, where Q stands for Qualifier (i.e. sentence
constituents which modify the entire proposition), and P stands for
Proposition. I infer that in Lelmamn's schema, some subsequent rule
exists such as P —> V N(=0BJ), where V and N(=COBJ) are unordered
relative to eachother (cf. 1973:49). Lehmamn explicitly rejects
inclusion of initial phrase structure rules such as (a) S —> NP VP
ard (b) VP —> V NP, where rule (a) introduces a subject phrase as a
rimary element along with the vert nhrase (51). #is reasons for
excluding rules such as (a) from universal grammar are that (1)
subjects are (often) not mandatory or ‘'primary elements in
sentences', as in Japanese and Hebrew; (2) their inclusion as primary
elements has resulted in 'trouble for typologists as well as for
linguistic theorists in general' as they have tried to 'classify SVO
and VSO languages as major types in the same way as VO and OV

ianguages'; and (3) there is the problem of languages wheres the
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identification of a single nominal as 'subject' is problematic. Thus,
Lelmarn rejects consideration of subject nominals as 'primary
concomitants' of the verb phrase.

Considering these arguments against inclusion of the subject as
a primary concomitant of the verbt phrase, we might well ask why the
object constituent should be considered a 'primary concomitant' of
the verb in terms of universal grammar in general and Yagua in
particular. Although there is little or no problem in identifying
subject versus object nominals in Yagua (argument (3) above), it is
certainly not the case that identification of the syntactic role
'object' is non-problematic world-wide (cf. Schachter 1984 on Toba
Batak for cne such language) . Further, in terms of frequency, objects
are not ‘mandatory’ in Yagua clauses in context (cf. Chapter 6), and
this is true in a mumber of other languages as well (cf. Derbyshire
1982, 1985; Scancarelli, +to appear; Du Bois 1981; Doris Payne, to
appear d; Wise, to appear). In Yagua the only mandatory elements are
the verb or predicate nominal, plus clitic referemce to the subject
and/or object argument. After the verb, the next most 'mandatory!
element in Yagua would be a postpositional phrase or an adverbial
element. As I will suggest in Chapter 6, there are certain
difficulties and indeterminacies in trying to substantiate that V(S)O
is any more 'basic' a clause type than simply V + clitic, and that in
terms of discourse, V + clitic may in one sense be more neutral and
commmicatively 'basic'. Further, the existence of VSO (and possibly
osv) languages generally, where the verb and object are not

necessarily contiguous, raises other questions as to why the object
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should be considered the 'primary concomitant' of the verb in a
structural sense.*

Vermemarn (1974) accepts Lelmann's distinction between OV and VO
types, and proposes the Natural Serialization Principle. This claims
that ‘'consistent' languages will serialize all operators (modifiers)
to one side of their operands (heads). The NSP is a bivalued and
implicational statement of the form: if P, then Q (P —> Q). It is
reversible: P —> Q, aad Q —> P. For example, if 0OV, then
postpositional; and if postpositional, then OV (where adposition and
verb are operands, and NP and O are operators). As there are
mmerocus languages which stand as exceptions to such strong claims,
the NSP is presented as a statistical principle, defining preferred
cansistent types. Relative to diachrony, inconsistent languages are
supposedly moving from one consistent type to another, and verb
position is, to a great extent, taken as the trigger to which other
operand orders will conform over time. Operand status is determined
by two factors: (1) If syntactic category constancy is maintained
between a constituent X of a phrase, and the phrase XP itself, then X
is the operand (2) A logico-semantic criterion stipulates that
operators are those elements which specify (i.e. are functions on)
cperards.

Hawkins (1980, 1983) oprovides a good critique of the
inadequacies and logical inconsistencies in Vennemarm's proposals.
First, Vemnemarm's definition of operand versus operator is based on
a logical argument-function distinction, but Keenan (1979b) argues

that Vermmemarm's operator-operand constructicns doc not correspond to
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standard logical function-argument distinctions. Hawkins concludes
that the operand-operator (modified-mcdifier) distinction IS the
significant level of generality for serialization principles
(including the NSP); attempts to trace them back to standard logical
function-argument distinctions are misguided. Secand, the NSP is both
too strong and too weak. It is too strong in that it allows only
three word order co-occurrence types. In actuality Greenberg's
Apperdix II attests 16 co-occurrence types. (The three allcwed by the
NSP are, however, among the most frequently attested types:
VSO/Prep/NGen/NAd j (Type 1], SVO/Prep/NGen/NAdj (Type 9],
SOV/Post/GenN/AQjN ([Type 23]. SOV/Post/GenN/NAQj ([Type 24] is
approximately equal in size to Type 1 in Greenberg's sample.) The NSP
is too weak in that it misses other generalizations. It does not
account for the steady decrease in mumber of attesting languages as
increasing disharmony of operand positioning relative to operator is
evidenced across phrasal categories. The NSP cambines both SVO and
VSO as VO languages. However, as Greenberg noted, SVO is not a strong
type: nothing distinctly correlates with it as opposed to SOV axd
V-initial types. By cambining VSO arnd SVO, the NSP effectively blurrs
typological characteristics specific to VSO.

Equally problematic are the logical inconsistencies of the NSP
when it is invoked as an explanation of word order change (Hawkins
1983:235). The NSP projects that inconsistent language types will
move towards consistent types. But  whenewver there are
inconsistencies, both of the two consistent types are predicted since

all operarnds are equally predictive. For example, since change
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proceeds via doubling structures, if a language is going to move from
a basic P & Q stage to a basic -P & —-Q stage, there is necessarily
an intermediate stage where both P and -P co-exist. But if P and -P
co-exist, they exert equal and opposite pulls toward consistent P & Q
and -P & Q languages. Further, -P —> -Q is logically equivalent to
Q -—> P. So any increase in -P should be offset by an equally strong
pressure towards retaining the earlier P order, given Q —> P. Thus,
there are pressures against the caomplete development of -P & —Q.

In later work (Vemmemarm and Harlow 1977; Vennemann 1981),
certain modifications are made. A more consistent definition of
operator is provided, but two types of operators are identified:
attributes and camplements. These are ordered on opposite sides of
their operands. Second, the NSP is no loanger invoked as an
explanation for word order change. Third, the NSP is said to describe
an 'ideal' typology, rather than presented as any sort of universal.

Bawkins (1979, 1980, 1982a, 1982b, 1983} adopts Vemmemamn's
distinction between operard and operator (head and modifier), but
rejects the NSP as inadequate to account for the range of variation
fourd in language. Rather, he argus‘ for multi-implicational
exceptionless statements which purportedly account for all the
attested types and rule cut certain non-attested types. Immediately
relevant to the Yagua case is Universal II:

VSO D (NA 5 NG)

This Universal rules ocut:
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VSO/prepositional/genitive+noun/nount+adjective (Type 4)
VS0/postpositional/genitive+tnoun/nount+adjective (Type 8)

Throughout the following chapters I will argue that Yagua is in fact
an instance of a Type 8 language, and that Hawkins' proposed
universals are better taken as statistical rather than as
exceptionless.

Hawkins additionally proposes the principle of Cross Category
Harmony. This states that languages preferably match the mmber of
preposed (or postposed) operators in one phrasal category with the
mmber of preposed (or posfposed) operators in all other phrasal
categories. The more the position of the operand lines up across
phrasal categories, the greater the mmber of exemplifying languages.
Based on current knowledge about the world's languages, the principle
of Cross Category Harmony seems to be generally wupheld. Hawkins
(1983) discusses exceptions, and argues that, for the most part,
there are identifiable pragmatic principles which account for these
exceptions.

Doris Payne (1985b) discusses two major problems with Hawkins'
work. First, there are methodological problems in determining basic
constituent orders for same languages. Occasionally it is not clear
we can identify a single 'subject' category in one language
corresperding in functional and syntactic terms to a subject category
in a second language. Consequently it is not clear what it means to
talk about comparative basic oxrdering of 'subject!, 'object’, and

verb across the two languages. In a mmber of cases Hawkins'



conclusions are to be disputed. Secord, due to incomplete coverage of
the world's languages, (at least some of) the universals which
Hawkins proposes are incorrectly presented as exceptionless. It is
the purportedly exceptionless nature of the universals which allows
him to invoke them as constraints on historical change. For example,
the Universal Consistency in Histary hypothesis claims that
throughout time, languages will always conform to the synchronic
wmiversals. Co—occurrences ruled ocut by these universals cannot
stand as intermediate stages between two allowable co—occurrence
types. BHowever, if the universals are in fact statistical, it is no
longer possible to say that a language could not have gone through a
higly inconsistent, though possibly rare, stage. At best, the UCH can

anly be taken as a probability statement.

1.5.3. Identification of basic constituent order

Langacker (1977:24) states:

In discussing ‘basic' word [constituent] order, three
related but separate notions must be clearly distinguished:
'most neutral word order’, 'most camnon word order’, and
'underlying word order'.
In the typological tradition exemplified by Greenberg, Mallinson and
Blake (1981), Hawkins, and others, basic constituent order is
generally taken as some sort of confluence between Langacker's 'most
neutral word order' and 'most common word order'. Greenberg (1963) in
fact gives no discussion of his criteria for determining basic word
order, and we are probably safe in assuming that his criteria were

samewhat intuitive. Hawkins attempts to be more rigorous, at least in
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clearly stating what his ideal criteria are. Briefly, he takes basic
word order as that which is (1) absolutely most frequent, (2)
‘grammatically' most frequent (e.g. the class of adjectival modifiers
which follow the noun is 1larger than the .clas of adjectival
modifiers which precede the noun), and (3) least restricted in terxis
of syntactic rule cperation. However, in cases where cross—language
comparison is difficult, Hawkins takes ‘'semantic equivalence' as
sufficient to make the cross-linguistic comparison (1983:12). It is
not clear how 'semantic equivalence' is judged.

Givén (to appear) proposes that the basic word order of a
language be determined by that which occurs in main, active,
declarative clauses used in contexts in which the subject is definite
and easily identified and in which the object is indefinite but
referential. Presumably he is referring to the greatest frequency of
a certain order within such a clause type, though he does not make
this explicit.

In contrast to Givén, Mallinson and Blake (1981) propeose that
basic order be determined by that which occurs in
stylistically-neutral, indicative clauses with definite direct
arguments expressed by full noun phrases. Again, I assume they are
referring to the greatest frequency within such a clause type.

Finally., it has sometimes been suggested that determination of
the basic constituent order of a language should be made on sentences
whose interpretation is not dependent on some other presupposition.

For example, sentences like Aren't you glad that I got you to start

running? presupposes that the proposition I got you to start rumming
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is shared as true by both speaker and hearer. In Chapter 6 I discuss
a mmber of situations in which use of a particular clause
construction correlates with correction of, or supplying missing
information for, an otherwise presupposed pu:edicatim.' Given that
felicitous use of such a construction requires a predicational
presupposition, determination of basic constituent order should not
be based (solely) on such clauses.

Langacker's term 'underlying order’' refers to the fact that
within a model-specific description, it is sometimes advantageous to
take ane order as basic or initial/underlying rather than another.
Approaching the subject from within the framework of generative
semantics, McCawley (1970) proposed that English be identified as a
VSO0 language. Working within a generalized phrase structure model,
Stucky (1981) proposes several phrase structure rules to account for
order in Makua, a language which has sometimes been characterized as
having 'free' word order. All rules do not have equal status in <the
grammar ard therefore one order can be referred to as syntactically
basic. Stucky chooses SVO as the syntactically basic order (81), but
notes that this does not necessarily correlate with the pragmatically
urmarked order (which she argues might be either SVO or VOS,
depending on certain theoretical assumptians), or the typological
'type' (SVO and VOS are claimed to be 1likely candidates). Stucky
dismisses text frequency counts as a criterion since presumably
highest frequency correlates with whatever discourse function is most

likely to occur. Apparently, this is based on an assumption that it
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is not possible to identify some discourse/pragmatic functions as
more basic or less marked than others.

As vyet another example of this sort of phenomenon, within more
recent X-bar theory Coopmans (1984) argues that basic syntactic order
in Dutch and German is SOV, and that there is no necessary relation
between this and surface main clause word orders. Similarly, Hale
(1983) posits phrase structure rules for Papago which define
premiclear nonclausal complements (i.e. NP NP V order). He notes,
however, that this ordering is not always realized at the surface
structure level, and that extraposition derives alternative word
orderings. In Doris Payne (1984c) I show that if we take Hale's
phrase structure rules as defining basic syntactic order, then basic
syntactic order does not correlate with most frequent order,
extraposition must be the norm, and it is not at all clear that SOV
or NP NP VP correlates with least marked or most neutral order
either. In sum, depending on model—speci:fic arguments, one can posit
a given order as 'syntactically basic'. But deperding on the model,
there is no necessary relation between this order and the most
frequent or most neutral order relative to discourse and .pragmatic
function.

My point in this study is not to argue for one order as basic
relative to same theoretical model but rather to discuss Yagua from a
typolcgical perspective. I will not comment much further on the
adequacies or inadequacies of syntactic order approaches. However, in
Chapters 2, 3, 5, and 6 I discuss certain facts of the language as

they might bear on determination of ‘uxderlying' order and

25



constituency. Certain facts of the language might lead some to posit
SVO as the underlying order, but this is clearly not in keeping with
the least marked or most neutral order.

Here, I would like to raise same questions relating to the more
typological approaches. First (and perhaps samewhat trivially), the
term 'word' is used, and yet it is clear that what is usually under
discussion is the relative order of syntactic roles.S In this study I
opt for the relatively neutral term ‘constituent' since syntactic
roles are most neutrally encoded in clearly identifiable syntactic
canstituents whenever full noun phrases are used.

Secornd, discussion has been almost entirely limited to order
based on syntactic role. Languzsges where order is sensitive to
pragmatic status (e.g. given verses new information, definite versus
indefinite, theme vwversus rheme), have been either left ocut of the
discussion, or forced into a typology where they really do not
belong. (This is, in my opinion, a basic problem with many
'urnderlying' syntactic approaches.) Thompson (1978) is an exception
here, and it is important to note that Mallinson and Blake (1981) and
Givén (tc appear) do include consideration of pragmatic factors,
though their primary concern remains with identifying basic order of
syntactic mles. If we straightforwardly applied Givdn's criteria to
the Papago data I have surveyed, for example, we would have to
conclude that OVS was the most basic order.

Third, discussion of order based on syntactic role has largely
been 1limited to the distinction between subject and object, and it

has sametimes been assumed (e.g. Hawkins 1983) that if syntactic role
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is relevant, then the only syntactic roles to be considered are
subject and object. Many Austronesian languages are forced into this
framework, despite the fact that in some there may be no identifiable
constituent which corresponds functionally or semantically with a
subject of the Indo-European type (Schachter 1984). There has also
been little or no discussion of the possibility that order might be
sensitive tc ergative versus absolutive syntactic categories in some
languages.

Fourth. typological studies generally assume that basic order is
determined on 'basic' transitive clauses containg two overt noun
phrases. As has been demonstrated in recent work (Derbyshire 1982,
1985; Du Bois 1981, 1984; Lambrecht 1984; Doris Payne 1984c, to
appear d; Scancarelli, to appear), in natural oral discourse, overt
co~occurrence of both subject and object in a given clause is rarely
the case.® Rather, whenever two noun phrases occur, samething is
likely to be marked relative to the discourse or pragmatic situation.
Consequently, we mist distinguish between (a) most frequent clause
type, and (b) most neutral order when two full noun phrases do occur,
keeping in mind that any use of full noun phrases may in scme sense
be marked. In determining (b), I suggest that a confluence of
criteria must be émsidered, such as frequency (Langacker's ‘'‘most
common word order [when full noun phrases are used]'), pragmatic
markedness, definiteness, referentiality or givemmess of
participants, degree of presupposition, and simplicity of
description. This sort of approach is relevant, however, only to

languages where subject, object, or other syntactic categories can be
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clearly defined and identified, and where order is primarily
sensitive to such categories. It is important to keep in mind that in
all languages there is probably some sensitivity to pragmatic
factors. In some languages, such as Papage, pragmatic factors account
for just about all ordering phenomena, and consequently there is
questionable value in trying to force them into a syntactic ordering
mold. It is not clear to me that we even want to talk about ‘'basic’
ordering in such languages. We would first have to show that new
information is more (or less) basic than given information; that
definite information is more (or less) basic than indefinite
information, etc. And it is not clear to me that we can do so. Both
new and given information are clearly essential to cammunication,
though it may be true that given is more frequent, at least in

narrative genres.

1.6. Introduction to the phonology

As a basis for better understanding the data, a brief
introduction to the phonemes and some major (morpho-)phonological
processes of Yagua is given here (see Payne and Payne, in progress,
for further discussion). Caonsonant phonemes and their allophones are

as follows:
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LABTAL ALVEOLAR PALATAL  VELAR POSTVELAR

STOPS p (PV] t [t] k [k]

(p] [v1]
NASALS m [mW] n (o]

[m] (/]

[mb] [nd]
AFFRICATES ¢ [¢]
FRICATIVES s [ts] |

[€] ~[s]
FLAPS r (¥
GLIDES w [w] v [yl h {h]
[p]

Table 1.2 Consonant Phonemes of Yagua

Whenever a morpheme ending in /y/ immediately precedes a
morpheme begimming with any consonant other than an alveolar or
platal obstruent, there is a metathesis of /y/ and the consonant. If
the consonant is /t/, /n/, or /s/, this process resuits in the
palatal sounds [t ], [#i], and [E]. /y/ plus /w/ is realized as [§] or
[ Byl. Morphemes do not end in conscnants other than /y/. Thus, there
are no underlying sequences of C + /y/ where C is a morpheme-final
consonant other than /y/. /p/ and /m/ often have labiovelar releases
{w], but in the enwvironment of /y/ the labiovelar release disappears.
/m/ and /n/ have oral releases preceding oral vowels: [mP] and {nd].

P. Powlison (1962) presents a four-vowel analysis for Yagua. In
his anmalysis the norm of the high 'front' vowel is [£], the norm of
the high back vowel is [U], the norm of the low 'front' vowel is [a],
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and the norm of the low back vowel is [2]. However, I believe there
is good evidence, at least in some dialects, for adopting a six vowel
analysis in which {i] and (%], and ([e] and [a] are treated as
separate phonemes along with /u/ [U] and /o/ [3]. According to this
analysis, the vowel phonemes with their allophones are as given in
Table 1.3. (In some envircmments there is 'neutralization' between

/i/ and /%/ to [i], and between/e/ and /a/ to (e].)

FRONT CENTRAL BACK

HIGH i [i] + [#] u [u]

[1I] (i} (0

{£]

MID e [e] o [>]
LOW a [al

{ae]
[el

Table 1.3 Vowel Phonemes of Yagua

The mid vowels /e/ and /o/ are defective phonemes in terms of
frequency and failure to undergo certain phanolegical rules which
apply to other vowels. Additionmally, /e/, /i/, amd /o/ do not occur
in the initial syllables of j-initial verbs which undergo j—deletion
(see T. Payne 1983a for discussion of verb classes and morphophonemic
processes related to subject cliticizatien). All vowels may be long
or short, nasal or oral. Clusters of non-identical vowels do not
occur.

There are two phonemic tones, but syllables are lexically marked

for three types of tone features. Syllables which have an inherent
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high tone are marked with the accute accent. These are syllables
which must have a surface high tone, or sometimes a low-high or
high-lcw glide on certain loang vowels. If there is a sonorant
conscnant  intervening between two high-tone syllables, and if the
vowel of the first syllable is short, then the first high tone may
also be realized as a high-low glide over the vowel plus sonorant
conscnant. A phrase-final high tone following another high tone may
be phonetically mid. Syllables with inherent low tone are marked with
the grave accent. These are syllables which must always have a low
tone, and which may cause placement of a high tone on a preceding
syllable. This occurs if the preceding syllable occurs in part of the
intonational pivot of the phrase, and does not itself have an
inherent low tone. Syllables which do not have inherent tone
assigment are not marked, even when they receive (predictable)
surface high tone in certain contexts. These may have either high or
low surface tone, deperding on placement relative to the intonational
pivot, and placement relative to inherent low-tone syllables.

The intonational pivot occurs on the last inherent high or
unmmarked syllable of the intonational phrase. The pivot is marked by
high tone. If the pivot is the last syllable of +the phrase, the
intonation of the phrase goes up, and stays up. If the pivot is not
the last syllable of the phrase (i.e. it is followed by one or more
inherent low-tone syllables), the intcnation at the end of the phrase
falls following the pivot.

A Spanish-based orthography has been developed for Yagua by Paul

Powlison in conjunction with the Peruvian Ministry of Education. For

31



the most part this orthography is followed here. Consequently /k/ is
written as qu preceding front vowels and /i/, and as c elsewhere. /&/
is written as ch, /W/ as v, ard /h/ as j. In order to reduce the
mmber of diacritics which must be written, [mP] and [n%] are written
as b and d respectively and nasalization an vowels is not written
following m [m] or n [n]. In all other enviromments, nasalization is
indicated by the nasal hook. In the practical orthography, long
vowels, tone, and the vowel /i/ are not written, but I represent them
here insofar as possible.’

Following a /y/ or any palatalized consonant, a vowel fronting
process applies to non-mid vowels (vowels other than /e/ and /o/).
This is informally given as follows (Y represents both /y/ and any
palatalized consonant):

(1) —> [+ fronted] /X

v
(- mid]

This accounts for the following altermations (the rule applies

vacucusly to the alreadv front vowel /i/):
(U] —> [#] {short [U] only)
(3] —> {i] (short ard lang (4])
(al] —> (] {short amd long [a]l)
The following examples illustrate application of the fronting rule.

Recall that /y/ metathesizes with any morpheme-initial consonant.
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When contiguous to the front vowels [1] and [e], and particularly

when following a bilabial, the /y/ is then deleted in normal speech.

(2) mrraay 'sing' ray + m:rraay > [ramirraay] 'I sing'

miisa 'table! ray + miisa > [ramiisa] 'my table'

-maa PERF -muy + -maa > [mnmyza] COMPLT PERF
Fronting of short /a/ following Y is not as noticable as fronting of
long /aa/. However, I hypothesize that fronting applies in both cases
in order to account for identical changes in /a/ and /aa/ when they
are similtaneously preceded and followed by Y (see Rule (5)).

When lo~3 /aa/ does NOT precede a /y/ or a palatal(ized)
conscnant, it tends to be very fronted in some words (particularly in
the Vainilla dialect but less so in the Cahocuma and San José de

Loretoyacu dialects):

(3) tag—nii > [tee-nii] 'Wwhere is he/her?’
ray-ya-jasiy > [rayz&siy] 'I went earlier today'.

But compare:

(4) [sa-ja&y] ‘his/her father'
(sa-m"aay] 'she/he is sleeping'

A vowel raising process applies to [22] (both long and short)
whenever followed by a /y/ or palatalized consonant:

(5) + low -—-> [- low] / Y
+ fronted
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Arplication of (1) and (5) results in altermations such as the

{6) sa-ja&y 'his/her father' ray-jaay > rajééy 'my father!®
sa—-jay ‘'his/her skin' ray-jay > rajéy 'my skin'

Whenever two unlike vowels come together within a word, the
first assimilates to the quality of the second. In (8) the initial j

drops, as will be discussed later. (Abbreviations are given prior to

Chapter 1.)

(7) taryuta 'sell’ taaryutii ‘'seller!
taaryuta-i
sell-NMLZR

(8) Jutay 'say’ syptay ‘she/he says'
sa-jyutay
3sG-say

This is accounted for by (9):

(9) vV — v /v
[ F] [« F]

There is a third rule affecting vowel quality which applies in
the context of certain ja-initial morphemes when the last syllable of
the preceding morpheme contains a short vowel. The processes involved
are morpho-lexical and will not be formalized here, but examples

follow.

(10) rachoeniy 'I 1lift’ rachopdéésiy 'I lifted earlier today'
rachponiy-jasiy
1SG: 1ift-PROX1
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{11) syytay 'he says' sypteeni / symteerma (V)
sytay-jam
3SG:say-PAST3
syytaamu / syyteer (CaH)
'he said long ago!

(12) naadatypchn naadatyachoorm
'she corwverses'’ naadatyuchn-jam
30L: converse-PAST3
‘she conversed long ago'

(13) saanaadissubéésiy

sa-janaads- jasimiy-jasiy

3SG-open:mouth-arise~-PROX1

'He opened his mouth rising up earlier today.'
(14) raya 'I go! ray siy 'I went earlier today'

raya-jasiy
1SG:go-PROX1

Several observations may be drawn from the above data. First, /i/ or
/iy/ plus ja /ha/ results in /ee/ {[ee] (example 10). /ay/ plus ja
results in /ee/ [ee] in V, and in /ee/ [ee] or /aa/ [aa]l in CaH
(example 11). (I believe that SJL follows the CAH dialect more
closely than the V dialect.) /w/ plus ja results ™ /oo/ [>3]
(example 12). Thus, the resultant surface form agrees in fronting
with the first vowel, but in height with the second vowel. Second, a
nasal-plus-oral sequence surfaces as oral (example 10 and suffixation
of jasiy in 5.3), while certain cral-plus-oral sequences become nasal
(example 14; but note suffixation of Jjasimiy in 13). (There is
additional camplicating data here; see Payne and Payne, in progress).
Third, this coalescence process is restricted such that it does not
apply to prefixation of Set I clitics (Section 2.1) to ja-initial
verb roots (see T. Payne 1983a for detailed discussion of what

happens in this situation). Fourth, there are some ja-initial
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suffixes which do not seem to take part in this process, such as -jay
'proximate 2'% and jay 'skin'. The following forms show that if the
preceding morpheme erds in a long vowel-final syllable, the j /h/ is
retained. If the preceding morpheme ends in a long /y/-final
syllable, the j is dropped (particularly in V; in the CAH dialect, j
may be retained and the following /a/ fronted to /e/).

(15) sa—-nicyee-jasiy ‘she talked this morning’
3SG-talk-PROX1

V: sa-suuta-mniy-&siy 'she finished washing this morning’
3SG-wash—-COMPLT-PROX1
CAH: sa-suuta-mu-jésiy 'she finished washing this morning'
There are two low-level vowel deletion rules which some speakers

are able to suppress to varying degrees, depending on the carefulness
with which they are speaking. Consider first the following data,

noting particularly the underlined vowels:

(16) sasuutatanfiii 'She/he made him/he=r wash'
ca-suuta-taniy-nii
3SG-wash-CAUS-3SG

ni inruuvam 'at the base of the tree’
ni inm-ruva-m .
tree-base-LOC

naansiryii 'she got inside!’
naana-siryji
3DL-get:inside

(17) riiyardégvaammtiy *riivarogvanntiy
riiyad¢gva—jam-ntiy
3PL:make :noise~PAST3-REP
'They made noise again long ago'.



Vataju mwannanii
mvani-na-nii

wamnd hurt-TRNS-3SG

'"The wound lurts him (all over his body)'.
The data in (16) and (17) show that vowel deletion applies between
two coronal consonants when the first consonant is voiced, and the
syllable is low tone and short. (17) suggests that the rule applies
progressively and does not apply if either consonant is already in a
cluster. The rule is formulated as follows:

(18) -> @ /V C ____ C v

\'
- lang [+oor] [+cor]
- hi tone +d
A secord low-level rule is needed to account for deletion of

short non-high tone, high vowels between two voiceless conscnants. °

(19) sasiquityaa sasquityaa 'she/he is alcne!
sa-siquitya
3SG-be:alane
Jjaachipiiyaa jaachpiiyaa  'think, decide!

Jaachiy-pij-yaa
heart-VRBLZR-DISTRTB

riimibdishutagsirya riimbmishtadsirya
ray-jimibiiy-su-ta- jadsiy-ra

1SG-paint:self-TRNS- -PROX1~-INAN

'I painted myself (with achiote) with it (an instrument)’.

But:

sanicyeetatityiiy *sanicyeettiityiy
sa—nicyee-ta~tityiiy
3SG-talk~-TRNS-going:directly

'She/he talked (with somecne) while going along'.

The second vowel deletion rule is as follows:

37



(20) v -=> @ / VvVC ___ C v
[- long ] [-wd] [-vd]
-~ hi tone

There are a few apparently regular phonological differences
between the San Jose de Loretoyacu, Cahocuma, and Vainilla dialects.
The sequence amu /any/ in SJL and CAH often correspands to ada /ana/
in Vv, as in the distant past and infinitival endings -jada (V) versus
—jam (SJL, CAH). (However, V speakers may employ both -jada and
—jama forms of these morphemes.) Initial /r/ in CAH and V is
sometimes absent in SJL morphemes: ray- 'ist singular’ (CAH, V)
versus ay- (SJL). In other morphemes, however, initial /r/
correspords to /n/ (either [n] or [nd]): rooriy ‘house’ (CAH, V)
versus dooriy (SJL). Unless mentioned otherwise, examples in this

raper are representative of the V and/or CAH dialects.
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NOTES TO CHAPTER 1

llnthisstudyloaxmt pursue many interesting aspects of
discourse structure revealed by quantitative differences along
varicus parameters between narrative sub-genres. I mention just a
few of them here in passing.

2 Approximate ages of consultants reflect approximate ages when

3H.’st:i.fe,c,trew up in a largely monolingual Yagua-speaking
family. Her parents depreciated the language and wanted their
children to speak only Spanish. We suspect she actually understands
Yagua, even though she may feel uncamfortable speaking it.

4 Actually, I suspect that the 'absolutive' argument (the object
of a transitive and the subject of an intransitive clause) might be a
better candidate for the 'primary concomitant' of the verb. This is
suggested both by the semantic cbservations of Keenan (1984) and the
discourse/pragmatic observations of Du Bois (1984).

5 I would like to thank Jack Du Bois for bringing this to my
attention.

6 The small amount of available text data from Taushiro suggests
that in some languages there is a much greater propensity to use full
noun phrases. The Taushiro situation is, however, a case of 'language
death' (there were approximately six speakers at the time the text
material was recorded and transcribed), and I do ot know how this
might affect discourse/pragmatic phenomena.

7 Most of the Powlison texts and the Powlison and Powlison
(1977) concordance project which is based an them do not represent
loang vowels or tone. Occasionally 7 have not been able to determine
length and tone for morphemes, based on my own knowledge of the
language and the available dicticnary materials.

8 Both Paul Powlison and curselves have consistently recorded
this suffix with a short vowel, though it behaves as if it were long.
We have experienced significant difficulty in perceptually
distinguishing short versus long oral vowels at times, and it may be
this should be written as long even though our perceptions are that
it is short.

® occasianally we have found deletion of short /a/ between two
voiceless consonants, yet in other words, such as those given here,
it never occurs. Though ficiher exploration is warranted, it is
probably the case that /i/ and /u/ are simply 'weaker' than /a/ and
more susceptible to deletion.
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Chapter 2: Clausal Phenomena

.'I'his chapter is the ‘'elsewhere' case. Here I discuss major
structural clause types and facts of clause structure which are not
specifically concerned with structure of the noun and adpositional
phrase (Chapter 3), noun phrase morphology (Chapter 4), or verb
phrase and verbal morphol~gy (Chapter 5). However, same facts which
may be more pertinent to clause-level structure are presented in
Chapter 5, particularly facts concerned with use of certain clitics

and order of object arguments in clauses with camplex predicates.

2.1. Major structural clause types

Three major clause types are distinguished by whether the clause
has a non-nominal predicate and by whether the clause (potentially)
refers to its subject participant by means of Set I clitics (Table
2.1) versus Set II clitics (Table 2.2). In all clause types the most
frequent and least pragmatically marked order is predicate—initial.
Certain of these structural clause types cross—cut functional clause
types such as imperatives and questions. Before illustrating the
three major clause types I will introduce the Set I and Set IT
clitics and make a few camments about general terminology.

For purposes of this study 'subject' is defined as the
confluence of 'S' and 'A' in the sense of Dixon (1979). 'S' is the
only argument of a single argument clause. 'A' is the most agent-like

argument of a multi-argument clause, or that argument which is

40



morphosyntactically treated as an agent would most commonly be.
Object is similarly defined as Dixon's '0O' which is the next-most
agent-like participant of a multi-argument clause. (In actual fact,
it is often not agent-like at all.) Occasionally I use the symbol O
to refer to any non-subject argument for which the subcategorization
frame of the verb may or may not be specified. Arguments specified by
the subcategorization or semantic case frame of the verb are termed
'direct’ arguments. Those which are not are termed ‘'oblique'
argunents. Obliques include postpositional phrases and time and
locative expressions.

Set I clitics are prefixal. Semantically, these indicate
whether the referent is animate or inanimate. If the participant .-
animate, the «clitic also indicates its person and number.
Syntactically, Set I clitics reference subjects of Type 1 clauses
(Section 2.1.1.1), genitives (Section 3.5), and objects of
postpositions (Section 3.6) .1 Table 2.1 presents the most widely used
variants of these clitics. T. Payne (1983a) discusses other
phonologically and lexically-dictated forms (there is a great deal of
phonological fusion between the clitic and the first syllable of many

verb roots, postpositions, and one of the auxiliaries).
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SINGULAR DUAL PLURAL
INCLUSIVE EXCLUSIVE INCLUSIVE EXCLUSIVE

-

1 person ray- vaay- nagy- vy miay-
2 person jiy- saana~ Jjiryey-
3 person sa- naada- riy-

inamimate (no mmber distinction): ra-
index determined by co-reference with same other participant
in the clause (not used for 1st and 2nd singular): jiy-

Table 2.1 Set I Participant Reference Clitics

The co-reference clitic jiy- (COR) does not have an inherent animacy
and person/mumber index, but must get its index from some other
element in the clause. This is explored more fully in Section
2.1.1.3, Chapters 3 and 5, and in T. Payne (1985, Chapter 4). The
third person clitic forms are not differentiated for masculine versus
feminine gender and I translate them as 'he', 'she', and 'she/he’,
depending on context or lack thereof. The second and third person
dual clitics s3dna- and naada- are used to recognize the special
status of (singular) women who have borne children. Third person
singular forms may be used to reference semantically plural entities
which are relatively lower cn a topicality hierarchy (cf. Silverstein
1976). For example, groups of animals may be referenced as singular
in contrast to humans. Plural children may be referenced as singular
in contrast to adults. Plural 'savages' or 'enemies' may be
referenced as singular in contrast to nijvaamiy 'people' (i.e. Yagua

people).
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Same Set II clitics are suffixal (indicated by a preceding
hyphen in Table 2.2), while others are phonologically free or
indeterminate. Both bound and free forms are isomorphic with free
pronouns except that the latter carry stress. There is no free
pronominal counterpart to the inanimate clitic -ra or to the
coreferential clitic -yi. However, -ra is more pronoun—like than -yi
in that -ra can form a relative pronoun with the relative clause
clitic -—tiy, while ~yt cammot (Secticn 2.11.4). Syntactically, Set
II clitics are used to reference objects of transitive clauses
(Section 2.1.1.2), subjects of some intransitive clauses (Section
2.1.2), ard subjects of predicate nominal and predicate locative
clauses (Section 2.1.3).2 The most widely used forms are given in

Table 2.2.
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SINGULAR DUAL PLURAL
INCLUSIVE EXCLUSIVE INCLUSIVE EXCLUSIVE

1 person  -ray -vily nady -vily — nady

2 persen  jiy ‘ saada jiryéy
3 person -nii naada -riy

inanimate (no mumber distinction): -ra

index determined by co-reference with some other participant

in the clause (not used for 1st and 2nd singular): -yu

Table 2.2 Set II Participant Reference Clitics

As with the Set I clitic jiy-, the Set II co-referential clitic -—v4
(CORO) does not have an inherent animacy and persan/mmber index, but
mist get its index from same other element in the clause (cf. Section
2.1.1.3, Chapters 3, 5, 7; and T. Payne 1985). The second and third
person dual forms are again used for (singular) women who have borne
children, and third person singular forms may be used to reference
semantically plural referents which are lower on a topicality

hierarchy, as discussed above.

2.1.1. Clause Type 1

Type 1 clauses are distinguished by two facts. The predicate is
verbal, as evidenced by the range of specifically verbal suffixes
that it may take. Additionally, if a subject noun phrase occurs
postverbally, or if no subject noun phrase occurs in the clause, a
Set I clitic references animacy, and if animate then person and

mumber of the subject argument. This will be illustrated shortly.
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Type 1 clauses (and Type 3 which are predicate nominals) cross—cut
other clause types such as questions and imperatives.

In Type 1 clauses the pragmatically neutral order when overt
noun phrases occur is V{erb]-S[ubject]-O[bject]. Post-verbal
placement of arguments is also the most frequent order in texts
(Chapter 6). In elicitation via Spanish, our language consultant bhas
occasionally offered SV(0O) order initially, but then volunteered that
VS(0) is 'more correct’'. The orders OVS and Oblique-VSO also occur.
Those which do not occur are VOS and any order where there are two

constituents before the verb such as SOV, OsSV, Obligque-SVO,

Oblique-ovs.3

2.1.1.1. Subjects in Type 1 clauses

If the Subject NP follows the verb as in (21), or if there is no
overt subject NP in the clause as in (22), a Set I proclitic occurs
attached to the verb. If a preverbal auxiliary is present as in (23),

the clitic is attached to the auxiliary.

(21) Sa-jiuy Anita.
3sG-fall
'Anita falls'.
(22) sa-siiy.
3SG-run
'She/he runs’.
(23) saa siiy.
s2-2
3SG-IRR run
'She/he will run’'.
If the subject precedes the verb (and is not 'left dislocated'), a

Set I proclitic does not occur:

5 -



(24) Anita juuy.
'‘Anita falls'.

If an NP referring to the subject is 'left-dislocated', a
resumptive Set I clitic must occur on the verb or auxiliary. I will
refer to 'left dislocated' and certain other expressions in this
left-most position as 'non-nuclear delimiting' expressions (see below

ard Chapter 6). The resumptive reference is underlined in (25):4

(25) Nacovaafiu sgngljyg saac.ﬁsiﬁ.:iy,
s@ay-jo  sa-jadasiy-niy
wasp bite-NMLZR 3SG-knee-in

Jam-ra Ia-poo
big~CL:NEUT INAN-swell:up

'The wasp bite in his knee, it swelled up big'. (KT004)

2.1.1.2. Objects and obliques in Type 1 clauses

If the object of a divalent Type 1 clause is expressed by a full
noun phrase, a Set II clitic immediately precedes the object noun
phrase but is attached to whatever precedes the object phrase. The
clitic thus forms a syntactic constituent with the following cbject
noun phrase, but a phonological constituent with the preceding word.
Syntactic constituency is indicated by brackets in (26) and (27); Set

II clitics are underlined.

(26) Sa~suuta Rospita-[nii Anita].
3SG-wash -3sG
'Rospita washes Anita'.
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(27) Rypvamyuufiitiyanu ) t;‘.q‘,téq‘u[riy muufiimiy] .
riy-juvay-muy-naiy-jam  tijtdju-riv
3PL-kill-COMPLT-IMPF-PAST3 campletely-3PL savage
'"They completely killed off the savages®.

Set II clitics are used with cbject noun phrases roughly when the

object is definite and individuated. In (28), for example, the

object is a non—specific mass and no clitic occurs:

(28) Saatu buyaa.

sa-jatu

3sG-drink manioc:beer

'He drinks manioc beer'.
However, the clitic is absent even in some cases where the object is
highly individuated and definite, T. Payne (1985) suggests more
generally that use of Set II clitic plus a noun phrase to encode the
object has to do with projected discourse deployability or saliency
of the participant in subsequent discourse.

If an overt NP is not used to refer to the object, a Set II
clitic alone will reference the cbject. In this case the clitic most

neutrally occurs as the last element in the clause (this is

quantified in Chapter 6):

(29) Sa-suuta Rospita raruvagva-[nii].

3SG-wash down:river—3sG

'Rospita washes him/her downriver'.
If the object is fronted before the verb but is not ‘left dislocated'
(i.e. it is not in the non-nuclear delimiting position as discussed
below), it is not cross-referenced by a Set II clitic. Rospita could

not be interpreted as the Subject in (30) because the Set I clitic



sa- occurs on the verb. If a subject noun phrase is present, it must

thus be postverbal.

(30) Rospita sa-suuta Anita.
'Anita washes Rospita'.

If a noun phrase referring to the object does occur in the
non~muclear delimiting position, a resumptive Set II clitic occurs in

its normal position at the end of the clause:

(31) Anitaniy, Pauro paichéésifiii.

Anita-niy piGchiy-jasiy-nii

Anita-NIY Paul -carry-PROX1-3SG

'Anita, Paul carried her'.

Similarly, if an oblique phrase for which the verb is
subcategorized occurs in the non-miclear delimiting position,
resumptive reference to the oblique occurs somewhere following the
wverb. This is illustrated in (39) below.

In verb initial languages (VIN, Keenan 1977, 197%9a), the verb
comnanly agrees with none or with two arguments, but hardly ever with
just one argument. As (26) shows, in Yagua the wverb or aumxiliary
cross-references only the subject argument. But in highly transitive
clauses where the object is well-individuated two arguments may still
be referenced by clitics in the clause. If the Set II clitic occurs
on the verb as in (31) this is merely because no other constituents
occur following the verb, and a cansequence of the leftward
cliticization process. Strictly speaking, the verb only agrees with

one argument.

48



2.1.1.3. Reflexives and reciprocals

The coreferential object clitic -yl (CORO) is used whenever an
object is co-referential with a preceding subject, genitive, or
object of a postposition (i.e. some Set I argument) within the same
clause. Among other things, then, -vi indicates reflexivity and
reciprocity. As far as I know -yd is never followed by a full noun
phrase. This is pragmatically wmecessary as the index of -vu is
always determined by a preceding argument. As with other set 1II
clitics when there is no overt noun phrase object, -yl most neutrally

attaches to the last element in the clause:

(32) Sygvay Davibyeyu.
sa~juvay Daviy-bay-yi
3SG-hit David-deceased-CORO
'David hit himself’.

{33) Rygvay murnfiimiya.

riy-jyvay mumfiimiy-ya

3PL-hit savage-CORO

'The savages hit themselves'. OR: 'The savages hit each other'.

If a verb is subcategorized to take an object in the dative
case, reflexivity and reciprocity are indicated by the Set I
coreferential clitic jiy- (variant yi-) occurring with the dative

postposition:

(34) Tomdsa dily yi-iva.
Tom see COR-DAT
'Tom sees himself'.

(35) Rjjtay  nijyaamiy yiiva....
riy-jitay yi-iva
3PL-say people COR-DAT
'The people say to eachother ...'
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2.1.1.4. Trivalent clauses
In trivalent clauses both objects may be referenced by clitics
if they are definite and individuated. Rocks are animate, which

accounts for the animate singular Set II clitic in (37):

(36) Sasaafiiira.
sa-saay-nii-ra
3SG-give—-3SG—~-INAN
'He gives it (to) him'.

(37) Rodrigo saafiii ravichy ray.
spay-nii
Rodrigo give—-3SG rock 1SG
'Rodrigo gives me the rock'.

(38) Sadaatyamnmii Anténiora niqueejada.
sa-dadtya-mi-nii  Antdnio-ra niquee-jada
3SG-know-TRNS-3SG Antanio—-INAN talk-INF
'He teaches Antonio the word (or language)'

2.1.1.5. Structure in Type 1 clauses

The nreceding facts about use and non-use of Set I and Set II
clitics when there is a preverbal subject, object, or oblique suggest
that structurally there are two types of preverbal constituents.
Differential placement of second position clitics (Section 2.4) and
different pragmatic functions of preverbal elements also support such
a distinction.

The first structural position is what I have termed a
'non-ruclear delimiting' constituent. The pragmatic function of
phrases occurring in this position is to provide a limiting frame of
reference in terms of either time or location, or to set up for tha
hearer an entity relative to which the rest of the sentence is

relevant (Dooley 1982; Chafe 1976:50 uses the term 'topic' in this
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sense). This position may or may not encode phrases which are
co-referential with arguments regquired by the semantic case or
subcategorization frame of the verb.® The term 'non-muclear’ implies
that there is a 'miclear' portion of the clause as well.
Syntactically, the mucleus consists of the verb plus those arguments
required by the semantic case or subcategorization frame of the verb,
plus clausal operators which have scope over the wverb and its
arguments (e.g. tense, mode, aspect). Pragmatically the nucleus
canveys the basic predication (cf. Chapter 6). Example (25) abowve
illustrates use of a delimiting phrase, where this phrase is
co-referential with the subject of the clause. The following
examples illustrate a locative oblique and a time expression in
delimiting function. Note the resumptive reference to the Ilocative

(underlined) in (39).

(39) Rocorinchasiy, sasichjchjy jiita rumusiyu.
rooriy-jacha-siy sa-sichjchiy ram-siy-ya

house~on~AB 3SG~-throw:down JIITA there-AB-CORO

'From up on the house, he threw himself from there'. (LX003)
(40) Tijquii  jarimyuni-sagrd-ji sa-tiryd¢-ta-jayag-ra.

one :ANIM:SG moon-extent:0f-AL  3SG-1ie-INST-ITER-INAN

'For a whole month he was laid up (in bed) with itf. (KTO0S)

The non-nuclear delimiting component corresponds structurally to
what is sometimes termed a 'topic'! or 'left-dislocated’' constituent
within certain traditions (cf. Chafe's 1976 use of the temm 'topic!').
I wish to avoid the term 'topic' for this structural position because
of confusion in the literature over what this term indicates. In
Yagua a delimiting entity or concept need not be the topic of the

sentence in the sense of ‘what the sentence is about' (cf. Dooley
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1982:311; Gundel 1974:15, Dik 1978:130, Halliday 1967:212). It need
not be a highly contimious element in the sense that it has been very
recently mentioned (cf. 'topic' in the sense of Givdn 1983).% The
pragmatic function of non-muclear delimiting elements discussed above
is closer to the characterization of topic given by Li and Thompson
{(1976). Li and Thompson (1976) suggest that topics are always
definite. In Li and Thompson (1981), however, they allow that they
need not be. In Yagua, correlative and perhaps other subordinate—type
clauses may serve non-muclear delimiting functions. Often such

phrases or clauses encode indefinite or non-specific participants:

(41) Jatly  jijyeébyey Junoosiy ra chaasiy
ja~tiy jiy-jaay-bay Jjunoo-siy cha-jasiy
DEMO-TIY 2SG~father—-deceased head-CL:seed IRR be-PROX1
samariy, niinifiii jijvaapd.
sa-mariy nii-niy-nii jiy-jaapa

3SG-necklace 3SG(pronoun)-NIY-3SG(SetIl) 2SG—grandfather

'Whoever (has) your deceased father's skull (as) his necklace,

'he is your grandfather’. (Literally: ‘Whoever your

deceased father's skull will be his necklace, he is your

grandfather'.) (LX082)

The second preverbal position is termed the 'pragmatically
marked' (PM) component. This encodes information which is
pragmatically non-neutral or marked in terms of the speaker's
commmicative intent. The exact ways in which information can be
rragmatically marked are discussed in Chapter 6 and will not be
illustrated here. The PM position may encode any element of the
miclear predication, whether it be a noun phrase, a postpositional
phrase, a descriptive modifier which is discontimious from the rest

of the phrase with which it forms a semantic constituent, or an
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adverb.? Though elements in this position are not limited to any one
syntactic function, the position itself is a syntactic fact as shown
both by second position clitic placement (Section 2.4) and Set I ard
Set II clitic reference. If the PM position encodes a subject,
object, or (subcategorized) postpositicnal object of the clause, the
argument is NOT resumptively menticned by a Set I or Set II clitic
(cf. examples (24) and (30) above).

It may be asked whether or not the pragmatically marked position
is more or less equivalent to what would be termed a Complementizer
(COMP) position in certain other traditions. I have avoided using
this term because (1) clauses which begin with a complementizer
(Sections 2.11.2 and 2.11.4) may still have another element in the PM
position, (2) I am not certain the PM position has all the
characteristics commonly associated with so-called COMP positicns and
until such couid be shown I wish to not confuse the issue, and (3)
what is clear is that this position encodes pragmatically marksd
information.

The syntactic structure of Type 1 clauses when full noun phrases
are used is roughly that suggested by the diagram in (42). In
intransitive clauses, of course, a direct object is not present,
though an oblique may be. More detailed discussion of each element in

(42) will be taken up throughout this and following chapters.
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(42) |Non- Pragmatically AUX V Subj. 01 0,

|

where O = Direct Object or Oblique (postpositional
phrase, time, or locative expression).

A few further observations are warranted about the structure
posited in (42). First, there is syntactic structure in Yagua clauses
and this structure is in part hierarchical. There are a variety of
notations which could express the hierarchical structure equally
well. That there is hierarchical structure is shown most clearly by
use and non-use of Set I and Set II clitics as described above, and
by placement possibilities for second position clitics (Section 2.4).
Also, elements in the non-miclear delimiting position have
locational, time, or other delimiting scope over the rest of the C
clause. Elements occurring in the Pragmatically Marked position have
a pragmatic and sometimes semantic function relative to the remaining
group of elements occurring within C. Briefly, when an element occurs
in the pragmatically marked position, the remaining group of elements
usually constitutes a presuppositional background assumption against
which information in the PM position is asserted or contrasted
(Chapter 6).

Second, within C the structure is essentially 'flat' (Chapters 5
and 7). Relative to syntactic structure, I will not argue for any
more underlying representation than that given in (42). Grammatical
relations of 'subject' and 'object' perhaps must be taken as primes

at this level of abstraction (though there are ultimately
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semantico-pragmatic factors motivating grammaticization of such
relations). This is not to deny that Yagua verbs are not
subcategorized for co—occurrence with object arguments (Doris Payne
1985a). But sheer co-occurrence requirements do not (to my mind)
argue for a syntactic verb phrase consisting of verb plus object as
opposed to subject, since verbs also require co-occurrence of
subjects. Nevertheless, objects are distinguished from (transitive)
subjects on the basis of closer semantic selectional restrictions and
semantic interpretation deperdencies obtaining between verbs and
their objects (Keenan 1984). Insofar as subcategorization and
semantic selectionmal restrictions are partly syntactic in nature, at
least showing sensitivity to categories of subject, object, and
(subcategorized) cbliques, then a verb and its object may be said to
fcrm a discontimious semantico-syntactic constituent.

Third, the structure in (42) assumes that order in Yagua is
based on syntactic role. For the most part this is true. However,
order of direct and oblique phrases (01 and 0, in (42)) relative to
one another is dependent on a mixture of pragmatic considerations and
encoding devices (Chapter 6). Pragmatic factors also determine
occurrence of elements in the PM position. Occurrence of elements in
the PM position, rather than in post-verbal position, is not strictly
meaning preserving since different pragmatic force is associated with
different orders. Further, if certain second position clitics occur
suffixed to elements in M, these clitics carry different
aspectual/modal meaning than when suffixed to the verb (Section

2.4.1).
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One drawback to the structure posited in (42) is that it ignores
the status of clause-final paratactic phrases (Section 2.6; Chapter
6). Some might suggest these are not part of the strictly
'grammatical’ structure, and thus the 'grammar’' need not account for
them. Although I believe there is a sort of grammatical looseness
about them (e.g. they can encode any grammatical role and they can
occur after clause-final adverbial elements which may have scope over
the entire clause), they do have clear discourse/pragmatic functions
as discussed in-Section 2.6. Another drawback to the structure in
(42) is that it may suggest that elements in PM somehow have scope
over C. I am not sure how true this is for preverbal NP's, PFP's,
adjectives, or adverbs which semantically are part of the miclear
predication. |

One more qualification should be made about the structure
poesited in (42). In Secticn 2.4.3 I argue that what is given in (42)
is a more underlying level of syntactic structure, which is relevant
for placement of certain second position clitics. However, a more
surface level of structure is also posited in order to account for

accurate placement of the second position clitic jijta.

2.1.2. Clause Type 2: So clauses

Type 2 clauses are intransitive clauses which employ a Set II
clitic to refer to their only argument (the 'S' in the sense of Dixon
1979). An NP referring to the subject may or may not follow the
clitie. Thus, the intransitive subject argument is

morphosyntactically treated in the same way as (individuated and
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discourse deployable) objects of tramsitive clauses (Dixon's '0').
Following Dixon (1979:80) I refer to these as So clauses. Use of S,
clauses is dependent on discourse contexts which can partly be
described in terms of changes in locational scene with some
non-typical location—changing action, or points of release of
climactic tension (T. Payne 1985). S, clauses often begin with a

locative demonstrative of some type:

(43) Mady JEUATI  mawfitmiy.
JEgy-nii
there fall-3SG savage
'There falls the savage'.

2.1.3. Clause Type 3: Predicate nominals and predicate locatives

Type 3 clauses employ a nominal or locative expression as the
predicate. Despite their predicative function nominals in these
clause types remain syntactically nominal as shown by their inability
to take overt tense or aspectual morphology. If the subject is
expressed by a full noun phrase, a Set II clitic may precede the
subject noun phrase as in (44). If there is no following subject noun
phrase, a Setv II clitic must occur as in (45) and (46). The subject
may precede or follow the predicate. When it precedes, a Set II
clitic does not occur as in (47) (campere (30) above). Thus, the
single (subject) argument is in an cvert object form. In accord with

VIN, there is no overt copula in this type of clause.
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{44) Machituru-~ ~-(nii) Antonio.

teacher—-now-3SG

'Antonio is now a teacher'.
(45) Machituru-mumaa-nii.

teactier-now-3SG

'She/he is now a teacher'.
(46) VodSca-ncha-nii.

cow-on~3SG

'She/he is on the cow'.

(47) Antonio machituru-day.
'‘Antonio is a teacher'.

2.1.4. Type 1 predicate nominals

Type 3 clauses as in (44) through (47) are overtly tenseless,
generally indicating a current state of affairs. If the speaker
wishes to indicate tense or stipulate certain aspectual conditions, a

BE wverb (vicha, nicha, or cha) or the verb machoo ‘remain in some

candition' must be employed. These verbs can carry Set I clitics to
refer to the subject and can take the full range of verbal
morphology. Thus the expression is a Type 1 clause. (BE verbs may be
used in predicate nominal expressions even when tense and aspect
morphology is not overt. Verbal morphology is discussed in detail in

Chapter 5.)8

(48) Ricyuraca savichantiyami.
riy-curaca sa—vicha-niiy-jam
3PL-chief 3SG-be~-IMFF-PAST3
'He was their chief'.

{49) Vim sajaachidyeenumaa jifiicha.
sa-jaachiy-dee~-nmumaa jiy-nicha
only 3SG-heart-DIM-now COR-be
'He was only his heart now (i.e. aonly his heart was alive)'.
(TWO09) )
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(50) Néé coodiy sa-nicha.
NEG boa 3SG-be
'He could not be a boa‘’. (¥FSQO17)

(51) Baatyi rimechogvaa Moquiday, Caduntiy.
riy-machoeo-vaa Moqui—day Cadu-ntiy
not:dead:one 3PL-remain-ACHIEVE Moqui-DAY Cadu—REP
'Not dead ones they remained, Moqui, Cadu also'. (TWOO8)
(52) Ray jiita vichasara jaaryiy juveenmdastyjj.
vicha-sara Juvay-janu-daatya-i
1SG JIITA be-HABIT vwvery fight-INF-know-NMLZR : ANIM: SG
'T am a great fighter'. (DAVO14)

(52) jifa jirvatiy savichasara s@arya.
jiy-ma jiy-ra-tiy sa-vicha-sara sjgy-ra
DEMO—CL : ANIM: SG DEMO~CF:NEUT-TIY 3SG-be-HABIT bite—CL:NEUT
‘this onx» who is a biting one' (LX036)

Postverbal placement of the nomin=l complement as in (52) and (53) is
much less characteristic than is preverbal placement as in (48)
through (51).

The BE verbs are not strictly copular. They may be used without
a nominal or locative complement in the sense of 'to exist', 'to live
or be (in a certain location)', or 'to remain (in a certain

location) f:

(54) Savichanmtiyarmu Moqui.
sa~vicha-miGy-jam
3SG~be~IMPF-PAST3
'Long ago there lived Moqui'. (TWOO1)

(55) Néé savicha jirya roorimyu.
sa-vicha jiy-ra rooriy-mu

NEG 3SG-be DEMO-CL:NEUT house-LOC
‘She/he doesn't live in this house’.

{56) Nii-niy ra cha jiyu riisaa.
3SG~-NIY IFR be here 1SG:COM
'She is going to be here with me’.
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2.2. Imperscnals and functionally related constructions

There is no productive specifically passive construction in
Yagua. This is apparently contrary to VIN which says that verb
initial languages aiways have a passive voice which is almost always
marked in the wverbal morphology or indicated by employing a
nominalized verb (but see Section 2.2.3). Nevertheless, there are
three constructions which have some functional similarities to
cancnical passive constructions in terms of either reducing the
valency or transitivity of the clause, taking the agent out of focus
(perspective), or bringing the patient into focus (perspective) (see
Givén 1982 and Keenan, to appear, for cross-linguistic discussion of
this functional domain). In addition, there are a few lexically

passive roots.

2.2.1. The imperscnal construction

The impersonal construction employs a verb suffixed with the
habitual formative —sara (Section 5.3.2.1), or possibly with the
nominalizer -sara which forms nominalizations on the understood
patients of transitive verbs (cf. Section 2.2.3). These two
formatives are isomorphic and arguments <¢ould be made for the
occurrence of either in impersonal constructions. Doris Payne (1983)
suggests the habitual may in fact have derived historically from a
passive morpheme -sa plus the 'neutral' classifier -ra. Impersonals
are neither clearly Type 1 nor Type 3 clauses. First, they may not
take Set I clitics. However, whether or not they have a verbal

predicate depends on whether or not -sara is a nominalizer.



Inherently nominal roots do not occur, and other verbal morphology
such as -tityiiy in (58) may occur. Both transitive and intransitive
verbs occur in the impersonal construction. Since intransitive verbs
do occur, it makes the —sara nominalizer hypothesis possible only if
the 'object nominalizer' is extended to occur with Intransitives (a
not impossible direction of historical change). Here I gloss -sara as
the habitual.

In addition to -sara, the impersonal construction obligatorily
includes the modal vénay 'possible’ and in most cases also includes a

negative.

(57) Néé vanay smuta-sara jirya Jjavig-ta.
NEG possible wash~HABIT DEMO:CL:NEUT soap~INST
'It is not possible to wash with this scap'.

(58) Néé vanay siityityiichara Jiyu.
sily=-tityiiy-sara
NEG possible rm-going:directly-HABIT here
'It is not possible to run here’'. .

(59) Néé vanay saachara diiyéra.
saay-sara
neg possible give-HABIT yet
'It cannot yet be given'.
(60) Néé vanay tdaryychara diiyéra sijay.
tadrygy—-sara
NEG possible buy-HABIT vet cloth
'It isn't possible to buy clothes (these days)'.
(i.e. because it requires money) (CLS022)

Placement of the second position clitic -tiy (see also Section

2.4.1) in (61) suggests that vanay jastmichara 'possible go:up'

canstitutes a single constituent. If vanay 'possible’ were the
predicate of the clause, and jastimichara (jastimiy-sara) '‘go up' were
the subject with —-sara as a nominalizer, I would expect the clitic

-tiy to fcllow vanay. That it does not suggests that the
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~tiy to follow v@nay. That it does not suggests that the entire
constituent is the predicate, perhaps lending further support to the

—sara habitual analysis, rather than the —sara nominalizer analysis.

(61) Vanay Jastmicharatiy rarichda jirya roorimyu,
jastmiy-sara-tiy ra-richa jiy-ra rooriy-m
possible go:up-HABIT-TIY INAN-up DEMO-CL:NEUT house-LOC
viaryimyaa Jjastmiy.
vigy-riy-maa -

1PLINC-FRUST-PERF go:up

'If it were possible to go up (into) this house, we would
go wp.'

In discourse the impersocnal construction is used when the
identity of the agent is unimportant or is taken as an impersonal
'everyone', or when the speaker wishes to avoid attributing

respansibility to the agent.

2.2.2. The anti-causative

There is a lexically restricted anti-causative (ANTCAUS) -y
formative (Comrie 1981:161). The y forms a non-causative from a
semantically causative, yet morphologically simple root. Although
this y relates univalent and divalent predications, in the umivalent
predication the existence of an agent is not necessarily implied.
(Doris Payne 1985a gives more details regarding lexical restrictions

ard further exemplification.)

(62) Sa-néota-mids-ra
3SG-knock : down-PERF-INAN
'She/he has knocked it down'.
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(63) SandSotamyaa.
sa-noo6ta~y-maa
3SG-knock : down—ANTCAUS-PERF
'She has fallen down'.

2.2.3. Predicate nominals with object nominalizations
There is a series of suffixes which form nominalizations on the

understood objects of transitive verbs (0:NOM):

-=1 animate singular
—sammy animate dual

-savay animate plural
-sara inanimate or neutral

with regard to animacy
Predicate nominal constructions (of either Type 1 or Type 3; Sections
2.1.3 ard 2.1.4) containing such a nominalization convey a passive

sense. The perfectivity of (65) suggests that the HABITUAL analysis
for -sara in these forms is unlikely.

(64) Nadyaa—sji-numaa-ray.

stamp—0 : NOM: ANIM: SG-now-1SG

'I am now stomped' or 'I am now a stomped one'.
(65) NGicharanmuniara.

miay-sara-nmmaa~ra

burn-0 : NOM: NEUT-now-INAN

'It is now burnt' or 'It is now a burnt thing'.
(66) Naayaa-si sa-vicha-jay.

stomp—0:NOM: ANIM: SG 3SG—be—-PROX2

'She/he was a stamped one yesterday'.
Although such predicate nominals can convey a passive sense, they are
not specifically passive const-uctions. The sense conveyed is
deperdent on the type of nominal employed. For example, (67) is the
same type of constraction as (66), but in (67) a non-passive nominal

is used:
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(67) Machituru savichamiiyam.
sa-vicha-maay-jam
teacher 3SG~-be—~-IMPF~PAST3
'She/he used to be a teacher'.

2.2.4. Lexical passives

There are extremely few lexically passive verb roots. Lexical
passives normally use Set I clitics to refer to the subject (semantic
patient). No Set I clitic occurs in (68) as the subject noun phrase

occurs before the auxiliary and verb.

(68) Vi Jamucheefiily rafiiy biatyey.
Jamucheey-niy
-NIY MALF be:killed
'Only Jémucheey was killed'. (TWOO08)
{69) R&-baaryiji-maa didijaa.
INAN-be:finished-PERF pudding
'The pudding has been finished'.

2.3. Axxiliaries

There are three modalam:iliariesmichprecedeandwhi;:hare
phonologically separate from the semantically main verb.® They may
take Set I proclitics and various secord pesition clitics (Section
2.4), but cammot carry aspectual, tense, or other verbal suffixes.
These are not obviocusly related to any synchronically semantically
main verbs, but such a possibility should not be ruled out until
adequate historical reconstruction of the language family as a whole
is done.

The ‘'irrealis' (IRR) modal a is used for futures and

imperatives. It does not, however, necessarily occur in other
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irrealis contexts. (The werbal suffixal morphology seen in the

following examples is discussed in Chapter §.)

(70) Saarmumaa Juvaatyityiiy.

sa—g~-mumea juvaay-tityiiy

3sg-IRR-now work-going:directly

'She/he is now going to go directly along working’.
{71) Neé vaa juvaarvya.

vi-a  juvday-ra
NEG 2SG-IRR do—-INAN
'Don't do it!!

Polite imperatives prefix the first person plural inclusive Set I

clitic vuurva— to the auxiliary:

(72) Vuuryasmaa jaachpiiyaa.
vaurya-a-maa  Jjaachiy-piiy-vaa
1PLINC-IRR-PERF heart-VRBLZ-DISTRIB
'We had better think (sbout something)'.

The 'malefactive’ (MALF) modal auxiliary niy indicates that the

action is either realized or not realized to the agent's or
protagonist’'s disadvantage:

(73) Rafiiy supatdasiy jiita riicyaachifiii.
ray-niy supata-jasiy riicya-jachiy-nii
1SG-MALF extricate-PROX1 JIITA net-there:from-3SG

'I tried (unsuccessfully) to extricate him from the net'.
(LAGO25)

I (74) the agent throws a spear at a boa, but the spear does not
succeed in knocking the boa out of the tree. Thus, the action of

spearing is reported as turning cut to the agent's disadvantage.lo

{74) a. Saniy Jjaachiy jii siima.
sa-niy sa~-ima”
3SG-MALF sp=ar(verb) JIITA 3SG-LOC
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b. "tii" Ra-riy puucha-vaa-nii.
"nothing INAN-FRUST knock:down-ACHIEVE-3SG

'(a) He speared at him. (b) "tii" It didn't knock
him down'. (XT062-063)

The auxiliaries a and niy have variants ra and refily,
respectively, which occur when the auxiliary is not prefixed with a

Set I clitic due to preverbal placement of the subject.

(75) Anita ra rumirya buyaa viiva. (CaH)
rumiy-ra vi-iva
IRR spill-INAN manioc:beer 2SG-DAT
‘Anita is going to spill the manioc beer on you'.

(76) Niiniy jijita ra caasiivyaatéentiy jivy.
nii-niy cidsiiy—vaa-tée-ntiy
3SG-NIY JIITA IRR terminate-ACHIEVE-EMPH-REP you
'He is really going to terminate you'.

(77) Vimu Jamucheefiiy rafiiy baatyey.
Jamucheey-niy
anly ~NIY MALF be:killed

'Only Jamucheey was killed'. (TWOO08)
The irrealis form ra is also used with the third person plurai Set I
clitic riy- to give the form rirya 'they will'.

The modal auxiliary riy may have softer force than the
'irrealis' a, indicating more the idea of 'let's' or 'we could'. It

can be used simply to remind scmeone of something.

(78) Vaqryi jaachipiivaa.
vagy-riy
1PLINC-COULD think
'We could think’'.
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(79) wWryiy tuvaachu rama sanicyeejam.
vagy-riy Ta&-ml sa-nicyee-jam
1PLINC-COULD listen INAN-LOC 3SG-talk-INF
'We should pay attention to what he says’'.

(80) Vimaryiy jiyadyééta rjjnoodamu,
vapy-riy jiya—dyééta ray-inooda-mu
1PLINC~-COULD go—maybe 1SG~-mother-LOC
néstimyay naaniidiiva jaaryiy diidyey.
néé-tiy-miy naamu~jidiiva diiy-day
NEG-TIY-NEG 3DL-sick much before-DAY

'Maybe we should go to my mother, before she gets
very sick'.

A rather different sense can be imparted by riy, particularly
when it occurs with a non-first person inclusive subject. Its other
sense is that of 'frustrative!, indicating that a particular action
is not possible or does not occur, to the agent's or protagonist's
frustration.ll This is illustrated in (61) and (74b) above, and in

the following:

(81) Naaryiy diivyaa riiva saniisifiuday.
nady-riy diiy-vaa ra—-iva sa-niisiy-nuday

1DLEXCL~FRUST see-ACHIEVE INAN-DAT 3SG-eye-anymore
'We couldn't find his eye.again'.

There is another consistently preverbal modal vénay which
indicates possibility. This is illustrated in (57) to (61) above and
in (82). Unlike the malefactive, frustrative/could, ard irrealis
modal auxiliaries, vanay is not inflected for subject and might be
better thought of as an adverb. (Most other adverbs, however, may

either precede or follow the verb.)
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(82) Néé vanay sa-suuta.
NEG possible 3SG—wash
It is not possible for him/her to wash'

2.4. Secornd position clitics

There are a mmber of modal/aspectual and pragmatic/discourse
structuring clitics which at first glance appear to follow the first
constituent of the clause. Thus, they might all be termed 'second
position clitics' .12 gowever, these clitics actually divide into two
classes according to structural placement possibilities, suggesting
that there are two structural levels of the 'sentence' or clause. I
have termed these levels C and C, as in (42). A given clause need not

contain any second position clitic.

2.4.1. Second position clitics within C

The first set of clitics occurs after whatever is the first
constituent in C — that is, after an element in the non-nuclear
delimiting position if there is one, after an element in the PM
position if there is no delimiting element, or after an auxiliary or
the semantically main verb if there is no dehmtmg or PM element.

Some of the C second position clitics have modal/aspectual
overtones. -Maa indicates 'perfect' when following the wverb, but
conveys an obligative sense when following any preverbal element (cf.
Section §.8.1). This is particularly so when it co-occurs with the
irrealis modal auxiliary a. Compare (83) and (84). (Constituency in
line with (42) above is indicated by square brackets.)
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(83 CCC V
{ [ [Rachmtammumyasra ) sGjay.] 1 1
ray-suuta-muuy-maa-ra
1SG~wash~-COMPLT-PERF-INAN cloth
'T have finished washing the clothes'.
(84) CCC AWK \Y
[ { [Vuryaamaa suutamiarya sijay.] 1 1

varya—-a-maa suuta-muy-ra
1PLINC-IRR-PERF wash-COMPLT-INAN cloth
'We must finish washing the clothes'.
Similarly, -numaa is best translated as 'now' and generally
imparts an imperfective sense when following the verb. It may,
howesrer, co—occur with the COMPLETIVE (COMPLT) verbal suffix -muuy as

in (86) which has close to a perfective meaning (cf. Section 5.8.6).

(88)

— N

ccC
[ [Radyiityargiftumaa parichédyérya.] ] ]
ray-diiy-ta-rigy-nunaa parichéy-day-ra
1SG-die-TRNS~-POT-now  f£inally-DAY-INAN

'I'm about to die with it (a wound)'. (KT008)
(86) CCC

[ [ [RAanmmimyuurfumaa rooriy.] ] 1]

ra-nny-miry-numas
INAN-ourn-COMPLT-now house

'Now the house has finished burning’.

It is not clear whether -mumaa imparts any extra modal force as -maa

does when it follows a modal auxiliary or other preverbal element.

(87)

—all

cc AUX v

[ [Vurya-a-numaa jaachipiiyaal] ] ]
1PLINCL-IRR-now think
'We are now going to think'.

(88) C C C Adverb AUX v
[ [ (Mityammaa Jiryaa nicyeejay vidyajaréé.
mitya-numaa jiryey-a nicyee-jay vidya—jaréé
only-now 2PL-IRR talk-PROX2 sunlight-under
'From now on you will only chirp on bright days'.
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In (89) -mummaa occurs on a non-muclear delimiting (time)

element:
(89) C cc
[Taaripyd jiffdvaryammaa, [ [réasmtyityiiy.] ] ]
Jiffavay-ra-numaa ra-suuy-tityiiy
time arrive:late-CL:NEUT~-now INAN-sound—-going:directly

'Some time later, it (the rain) approaches sounding'. (KTO036)
In (90) -numaa occurs on a preverbal subject pronoun and in (91) on a

preverbal object pronoun. Both of these pronouns are in the PM

position.
(90) € C c
[ [Niimumaa jijta [muuseemu sypbivaju varintidyey.] 1 ]
nii-nunaa musiy-jamu sa-jubivajy variy-ntiy-day

3SG-now JIITA cut-PAST3 3SG-in:place:of then-REP-DAY
'He now cut in place of the other cne (i.e. they tock
turns)'. (MMO74)
(91) TCT c
[ [Nii-numaa jiita [sa—quiivigchu-ntiy.] ] ]
33G-now JITTA 3SG-decieve-REP
'He deceived him again'.

Other modal clitics which have the same distribution as -maa and
-mumaa include the conditional/adverbial/relative clause particle
-tiy (glossed simply as TIY), and the ‘'contrast' particle -niy
(glossed as NIY). Use of -niy often (though not exclusively)
indicates single or double focus contrast (Chapter 6). Due to its
pragmatic function, -niy occurs only after preverbal elements and
does not occur after a semantically main verb. However, since it
always occurs after the first element in E, it is still a T clitic.

All these clitics may co~occur if a particular combination is not

semantically anomalous. Example (92) illustrates the € clitics
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-mmaa, -tiy and -niy occurring after a time setting in the
non—-nuclear delimiting position. Example (93) illustrates the c

clitics ~tiy and —niy occurring after a locational setting in the

non-nuclear delimiting position.l® Example (94) illustrates the C
clitic -niy occwrring after a free pronoun in the delimiting
position, co-referential with the subject of the clause (the subject

itself occurs in the preverbal PM position).

(92) C ccC
[Taaripyumumdatifily, [ [p@aniitay jii siiva...]1] ]
taaripyu-mmaa-tiy-niy naada-jjitay sa—-iva
time-now-TIY-NIY 3DL-say JIITA 3SG-DAT
‘After a while, they two said to him...'. (KT020)

(93) C cc
[MOGfiI tyiy jadtuarudee [ [syummintyiy.] ] ]
midy-niy-tiy jad-tuumi-dee sa-jumiay-ntiy
there-NTY-TIY water—side-DIM 3SG~1ock-REP
'When there beside the water, he locked also!.

(94) C T c
[Niiniy [mucho-jimyiy-baacheera {rafiiy jarupadooda.] 1 ]
nii-niy jarupanu-jada
3SG-NIY musmugqui-eat-orphan MALF ruin-PAST3
'He (it was), the Musmqui-eaten-orphan ruined (everything)*.
{IX048)

When conditional clauses serve a delimiting function for another
predication or clause, they consistently precede that clause.
Conditional clauses are marked by the clitic —tiy following the first
constituent of the conditional clause (here, -tiy camnot be said to
follow the entire first constituent of the main E clause which would
be equivalent to the entire conditional clause; see Section 2.11 for

further discussion of complex sentences) 14
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(95) € C C C adverb AUX \'
[ [ [ [Néétimya yaa jimyiyl 1 ]
néé-tiy-ma yi-a
NEG-TIY-NEG 2SG-IRR eat
cc
[ [ ramyusiyda riiva  jiy.] 1]

ray-musiy-yaa ra-iva
1SG-hit~DISTRIB INAN-DAT you

'If you don't eat, I'm (going to) hit you for it'.

Examples (96) through (100) illustrate use of C clitics when
there is no element outside the C or C clause. Thus, the C clitic
similtanecusly follows the first element in the G and C/C clauses.
Example (96) illustrates the C clitic -niy following a preverbal

element in the PM position.

(96) C C c
[ [NG@afiiy jiita [rap juvdarya jiryooriy.] ] ]
miy-niy juwaay-ra jiy-rooriy

1PLEXCL-NIY JIITA IRR meke—-INAN 2SG-house
'We will make your house'. (DAV127)

Examples (97) through (99) illustrate occurrence of E::- clitics
after an awxiliary within a conditional clause. As mentioned above,
conditionals may serve a delimiting function for their main clauses,

but even within the conditional clause there is syntactic

structuring.
(97) CC C AUX v
[ [ [Vuryaatiy Jastmiy) 11 ...
vurya-a—tiy
1PLINC-IRR-TIY go:up
'If we go up...'
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(98) C T C AWK v
[ [ [Varyeammaatiy jJastmiyl 11 ...
vurya-a-mumaa-tiy
1PLINC-IRR-now-TIY go:up
'When we go up...'
(99) CCT C AUX v
[ [ [Vigryityiy jastmiyl 11 ...

vagy-riy-tiy
1PLINC-FRUST-TIY go:up
'If we were going up...'

Example (100b) illustrates use of a T clitic following a

semantically main verb. The clause is a conditional (though it is not
as clear to me that it performs a delimiting function when it follows

its main clause).

(100) a. Nityaranityiy jivyaata,
mityara-niy-tiy jiy-vaata
how-NIY-TIY 2SG-want
'Like this you want it,

b.CCC
[ [ [Jivygatatiy Jjéaryiy raarva.] ] ]
jiy-vaata-tiy ragy-ra
2SG-want-TIY very fall :down~CL:NEUT

'if you want a good shooter (blowgun)'. (MBO73)

2.4.2. Second position clitics in C.

The first group of second position clitics follows whatever is
the first constituent within C. The second group of second position
clitics is restricted to follow the first element in C. That is, C
clitics may follow a preverbal element in the PM position, an
auxiliary, or the semantically main wverb. They do not, however,
follow elements in the non-mucliear delimiting position. These include
—dyééta 'maybe’, the yes/no question particle -viy (also discussed in

Section 2.8.1), and the discourse structuring clitic jijta (or



P

variant jij; Section 2.4.3 and Chapter 6). Jjiita is phonologically
cliticized to the preceding element, but by orthographical convention
it is written as a separate word.

That the distribution of T clitics is not determined relative to
the first constituent in C is shown in (92) above and in (101). Note
that in (101) there is a resumptive reference within the C/C clause
referring to the locative phrase found in the non-nuclear delimiting
poesition (both the C clitic and the resumptive reference are

urderlined in the following example):

(101) € Tc
[Rooriy-chasiy [ [sa-sichjchj jiita rum-siy-ya.] ] 1]
house-above-AB 3SG~-throw:self JIITA there—-AB—CORO
'From the house top, he threw himself from there'. (LX003)

That placement of C clitics is determined relative to the first

constituent in C and not the first word is shown in (102):

(102) T
[(Rammujyqy ! ratyeery‘: iy vich;:. Jay  jiita
ru-nuy-Jjuy ray-tééryiy vichi-juy
two-CL:ANIM:DL-DL, 1SG-brother:of:male cousin-DL JIITA
Cc
[Joota yeada.] ]

jiya-jada

begin go-INF

'"Two of my cousins began to go'. (IS002)
The following examples futher illustrate occurrence of € second
positon clitics following a preverbal element in the PM position.
When C and C second position clitics co-occur following the same

element, T clitics precede.
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(103) T o]
[Jagdyeeta [saatdésiy Jeamra  jivyiimGjg.] ]
jaga-dyesta sa-jatu-jasiy Jemmu-ra  jiy-viimu-ji
water-maybe 3SG—drink-PROX1 big—CL:NEUT COR-inside-AL
'Water maybe, he drank a lot (of it) inside of him'. (LAGO42)

(104) C C
[Jiyudyééta [niifiga machoo.] 1]
jiyu-dyééta midfii-a
here-maybe 1PLEXCL~IRR stay
'Here maybe we will stay'.
(105) c o!
° Nibi, nibi, [sjiteemu jifiivyiy [jibeermmii
jiy-niy-viy  jimyiy-jamu-nii
ocelot ocelot really 2SG-NIY-QUEST eat-PAST3-3SG

rajéébyey?] ]
ray-jaay-bay
1SG-father-deceased

'Ocelot, ocelot, was it really you (who) ate my
deceased father?' (LY0O03)

(106) C c
[Nii-mmaa jiita [sijetyag-muvii-ntiy-riy.] ]
3SG-now JIITA attack-on:arrival:here-REP-3PL
'He now began to attack them on arrival'. (Previously,
he had been attacked.) (DAVO41)

(107) C c
[Niiniy jijita [sdémirya jamicya vaajyy.] ]
nii-niy sémiy-ra vagy-Jju
3SG-NIY JIITA good-CL:NEUT friend 1PLINC-AL
'He, indeed, is a good friend to us'.
Examples (108) through (110) illustrate use of € clitics after
an auxiliary, which is simultanecusly the first element in both the c

and C clauses.



(108) C C AUX v
[ [Yaadyéeta vicha tarudami.] ]
yi-g—dyééta taruda-ma
2SG-IRR-maybe be someday-LOC
‘Maybe you will be (a teacher) some day'. (CLS052)

(109) C C AUX '
[ [Naanaaviy Jantyuuy yininooda yx‘:niva?] 1
naada-a-viy yi~jinooda yi-Gva

3DL-IRR-QUEST have:compassion 2SG-mother 2SG-DAT
‘Would your mother have compassion on you?'

Jijta rarely co-occurs with the 'irrealis' auxiliary gz since jJijita
most frequently (in its non-contrastive function) indicates a

realized event or existing state of affairs. They may co—occur,

however:
(110) ¢ C  AUX v
[ [S&anaammaa jiita jumiufiii Jifta
sd3ana-a-mmaa juntay-nii jiy-ma

2DL-IFRR-now  JIITA see~-3SG DEMO-CL: ANIM:SG

javamu-dee~-ra.] ]
animal-DIM-CL:NEUT
'You are now going to see these little animals’.

Examples /111) through (115) illustrate use of C clitics after

the semantically main verb:

{111) C cc Vv
(Nipora-ntiy [ [sa-sitya-gdyééta diiye-tée-nuuy.] ] ]
night-REP 3SG-follow-maybe today-EMPH-1DL
'At night again, he will maybe follow us today'. (IS126)

(112) Cc C
[ [Jiquiiviydyééta?] ]
jiy-quilvep-dyéeta
2SG~deceive-maybe
'Are you perhaps deceiving (someone)?'
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(113) € ¢
[ [sadiijémyaaviy?] ]
sa—diiy-jay-maa-viy
3SG~-die-PROX2-PERF—QUEST
'Did he die yesterday?'

(114) C C
[ [Rachopdaasiy jiita muffuviimijynii.] ]
ray-sooniy-jasiy mufiu-vi imu-j-nii
1SG-1ift-PROX1 JIITA canoe-inside-AL-3SG
'T lifted him into the canoe'. (LAG0O22) (CAH)

(118 CC AUX V
[ [Sa—nly Jichitiy jiita.] ]
3SG-MALF poke JIITA
'He poked (it)’.
There are two other second position clitics for which I have
insufficient data to determine whether they are T or C clitics. all
the examples I have from elicitation and text suggest that placement

might be determined relative to C. These are -nta and -niita. The

former has the sense of 'it seems' (the speaker believes something is
the case but without absolute certainty). The meaning of the second
remains unclear. These may co-occur, as illustrated in (116). Recall
that dual affixes are used for women who have borne children. This

accounts for the 'feminine' gloss in (117) through (119).

(116) C o]
[Nii-nta-niita [nicyee.] ]
3SG-BELIEVE-NIITA talk
'It appears that he is talking'.

(117) C C
[Naada—-nta [maasa.] ]
3D -BELIEVE sit
'She, I believe, is sitting’.

(118) C C
[ [Naada-maasa-nta.] ]
3DL-sit-BELIEVE
'I believe she is sitting (but I don't know for certain)'.

77



(119) € C
[ [Naadamaasamnijénta taariy.] ]
naada-maasa-migy- jay-nta
3DL~sit-IMPF-PROX2-BELIEVE before
'"Yesterday it appeared that she was sitting’.
(120) C C
[ [Sasiityaniita  davyqgy.] 1
sa-siitya-niita day-viiy
3SG~follow-NIITA DAY-1PLINC
'He is following us!'

2.4.3. Constituency of auxiliary plus main verb

There is an interesting fact about placement of jijta (and jii)
which distinguishes it fram other C second position clitics. As (110)
above shows, it can follow auxiliaries and precede the semantically
main vwverb. However, there are other examples where it follows the

axxiliary-plus-verb complex, as in (115) above and the fc:l.'Low:i.ng:15

(121) AUX v
rag tigchu jijta yiiva
ray-a yi-iva
1SG-IRR tell JIITA 2SG-DAT

"Jiryumi tyanimyeetée varigyeryéy. "
jiy-rumiy-taniy-maa-tée variy-day-ray.
2SG—spill-CAUS-PERF-EMPH then-DAY-1SG

'T will tell you indeed, "you have made me spill (it)"'.

(1X036)

(122) AUX v
Saniy  jiwy jii rijchantiy "tii".
sa-niy ra-jicha—ntiy
3SG-MALF fall JIITA inan-upan—-REP
'He fell upon it again “tii"'. (LX009)

This suggests there is a difference in constituency between examples
like (110) versus those like (115), (121) and (122). Two possible

analyses present themselves. First, it is clear that when there is an
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element in the PM position, if jijta occurs in the clause it must
follow that element. Based on this one might hypothesize that
whenever jijta occurs, it in fact is following an element in the PM
position. Thus, in examples (110), (115), (121), and (122) the
auxiliary and/or main verb have been 'moved' into the PM position.

There are at least three difficulties with this hypothesis.
First, there is a difference in pragmatic force when jijita follows an
element which is clearly in the PM position, versus when it follows
the verb. After a preverbal noun phrase or oblique it indicates some
type of focus of contrast (see Chapter 6 and Sections 2.9 and 2.10).
When it occurs after the verb, it indicates progression through a
text. In this usage same speakers employ it to outline the ‘backbone’
{(in Fobert Longacre's terminology) or the major event line of a
narrative text, while others use it to indicate progression from one
najc;r episode (particularly in narrative-oriented text) or one major
thematic paragraph (particularly in expository or hortatory—oriented
text), to another. It might be argued that in its function of showing
progression in through the thematic or main event line structwre cf a
discourse itisalsoevidencirgatypeofccntrastintlj'lesensethat
the speaker is indicating 'I as speaker am no longer talking about X,
but am now starting a new thematic unit'. However, in the progression
function its force is not necessarily contrastive. For exampie,
clause (114) above is clearly not contrastive in the text from which
it is taken (see Appendix III).

Second, jijta directly follows an auxiliary if there is another

clitic such as -mumaa also cliticized to the auxiliary as in (110).

79



We would not expect this to be true if placement of jijta was
dependent SOLELY on occurrence of the auxiliary element in the PM
position. Third, if the auxiliary and verb are separate constituents,
as suggested by the constituency diagram in (42) and as suggested by
placement of all other second position clitics, how is it that
placement of jiita ignores the auxiliary in sentences like (121) and
{122) and occurs after the semantically main verb?

A second hypothesis is that there are potentially two levels of
structural representation — what we might think of as more abstract
and more surface constituency structures. Except for jijta, placement
of all C and C second position clitics is determined at the more
abstract level represented in (42). If there is no other clitic
following an existing auxiliary in the clause, restructuring takes
place, such that at the surface the auxiliary and verb form a single

constituent for purposes of jijta placement. This restructuring is

represented in (123).

(123) C
[ [AX=V ] S 0102]

However, if another second position clitic does occur after an
existing auxiliary, restructuring is blocked. Jijita will then follow
the first constituent at the more surface level, which is the

am:iliary—plus—g/ C clitie.
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2.5. Causation and desideration

According to VIN, causativized verbs follow the causativizing
verb. There is a verb jipaa or jupaa 'to send' which can be used with
causative force. It may precede or follow a nominalized verb which
encodes the caused event. Jipaa or jupaa is not a strong causative
with the sense of 'to make'! and it always implies movement. But
insofar as 'sending to X' implies that one is caused to 'do X', this
verb can be seen as a causative. Also, when verb forms become complex
(e.g. with addition of locative, movement, or aspectual suffixes),
the language consultant has occasionally resorted to use of jupaa
rather than use a m:_'phologicl causative with -taniy (Section 5.11).
In (124) a sense of movement is not strange since one always goes to

the stream, river, or lake to bathe—it is not done in the house or

living area.
(124) Janasfm rijpaanii.
Jjanday-m ray-jipaa-nii

bathe—CL:ANIM:SG 1SG-send—-3SG
'T send him to bathe'.

cf. Raandatydnfiii.
ray-janday-taniy-nii
1SG-bathe~CAUS-3SG
'I make him bathe (himself)'. (Not: *'I bathe him'.)

In addition to-this anaiytic causative strategy, there is a
morphological causative strategy involving the verbal suffix -taniy.
This, along with concomitant Set ITI clitic reference to the causee,
is discussed in Section 5.11. Certain valence increasing formatives
also have causative force (Section 5.10). 'Anti-causative' morphology

is discussed in Section 2.2.2.
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The desiderative verb vaata 'want' most neutrally precedes its
desiderative complement. The altermative order is possible, however.
If the subjects of both verbs are coreferential, the desiderative
complement is usually nominalized with the infinitival/participial
suffix —janu/-jada (INF) and most neutrally occurs without any Set I
clitic (See Section 5.1.1 for further discussion of infinitival

camplements) .

(125) savaata mrragyanu.
sa-vaata murragy-jamu
3SG-want sing-INF
'She/he wants to sing'.

(126) Savaata Jibyeedanii quiiva.
sa-vaata jimyiy-jada-nii
3SG-want eat-INF-3SG fish
'She/he wants to eat the fish'.

(127) savaata jibyeeda Rospitanii quiiva.
sa~vaata jimyiy-jada Rospita-nii
3SG~want eat-INF Rospita-3SG fish
'Rospita wants to eat the fish'.

Altermatively, the coreferential Set I clitic jiy- may occur.

Compare (128) with (125) above:

(128) Savaata jimirraayamu.
sa-vaata jiy-murraay-jam
3sG-want COR-sing-INF
'She/he wants to sing’.
OR: 'She/he wants his/her (own) singing’'.

1f the desiderative complement precedes the main verb vaata, the main

verb takes the coreferential marker:
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{129) Samrraayanu jivyaata.

sa-murragy-janu jiy-vaata

3SG-sing-INF COR—want

'She/he wants to sing'.

OR: 'His/her (own) singing she/he wants'.
If there is a change of subject between the two clauses,
non-coreferential Set I clitics are used on non-nominalized forms of

both verbs:

(130) Sa—-vaata sa-mrragyy.
35G-want 3SG-sing
'She/hei wants him/herj to sing'.

There is also a desiderative/potential/cptative wverbal suffix
-ritdy. Use of this suffix rather than the verb vaata is particularly
likely when the understood subjects of both the desidertative
predication and the desiderative complement are coreferential

(Section £.12).

2.6. Parataxis

Derbyshire (1979) has speculated that heavy use of rightward
parataxis may be a predispesing factor towards development of object
initial languages, as subject noun phrases tend to be Jjuxtaposed to
the ends of clauses. I use the term 'parataxis' in the sense of
juxtaposition of phrases referrring to the same entity, but without a
coordinating conjunction. In Yagua there may or may not be a pause
between the juxtaposed phrases. Although this type of phrasal
parataxis certainly occurs in Yagua, it is not statistically
prevelant. In one study of two texts (cme written and one oral)

comprising a total of 244 clauses, 9% contained instances of
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rightward phrasal parataxis. Of these, six clauses involved parataxis
of subject phrases, one of an object phrase, and fifteen of oblique
phrases.

There are five primary functions of rightward phrasal parataxis:
modification, clarification, coordination (Section 2.10), pragmatic
'emphasis' (Chapter 6), and as a standard question structure (Section
2.8 and Chapter 6). Example (131) illustrates use of parataxis in a
modification function when a participant is introduced into a

discourse:ls

(131) Siitii sive tisqus v, 4
sa-jitii
3SG-arrive:here JIITA cne:3NIM:SC person

P‘)W‘ra
stranger no:good—CL:NEUT bread:seller

Jirvatiy varviity  vamiqueejedamijplafil o
jiy-ra-tiy varya-jitay wvygy-niquee-jada-mu-ju-day-nii
DEMO—CL:NEUT-TIY 1PLINC-say  1PLINC-speak-INF-LOC-AL-DAY-3SG

Indianamu vichjjico
Indiana-ma vicha-ji-cd
Indiana-IOC be-NMLZR:ANIM-CO

'A person arrives, a mestizo, a panadero, which
in ocur language we call him a bread seller, a resident of
Indiana'. (PCHOO03-005)

The following example illustrates use of parataxis for clarifying the
identity of the object of tha postpositional camplex -tva-siy
(DAT-AB). Sa- in satdaryii also refers to the same participant who is

encoded as the object of the postposition.
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(132) sardatyiiyaasagm jiita
sa_.-raay-tii-yaa-sa-jamu
3S&~ jump-ITER-DISTRIB-upwards-PAST3 JIITA

_/
sataaryii @Ly, mva.

- [sa;-t@aryiily yi-iva-siy
as-brother COR-DAT-AB toucan

'[His. brother]; went jumping (up into a tree) from
wl'xerell'xei was, the toucan;'. (FSQ023)

Three basic intonational patterns may occur on rightward
paratactic phrases. First, both the phrase immediately preceding the
paratactic phrase and the paratactic phrase itself may be treated as
two final phrases (cf. Section 1.6). A pause occurs between the two
phrases. This is by far the most common pattern. As discussed in
Section 1.6, phrase-final intonation will either go up and stay up if
the final syllable of the phrase carries inherent high or neutral
tone, or will go Jown following the intonmational pivot if the final
syllable has inherent low tone. Both of these patterns are illustrated
in (131) and (132) above.

Second, the paratactic phrase (or phrases) may be treated as a
single phonological phrase with the preceding portiocn of the clause.
No apparent pause or intonational pivot precedes it. The paratactic
phrase in (133) is coodiy riinua 'snake's back'. Although the tone

rises slightly on miiy 'there', it is not as exaggerated as with
phrase~-final intonation.

m—— .\
(133) Sasiichiy saqjiisiy minily coodiy riinuva. //
sa-siiy-siy sa-jajii-siy riim-va

3SG-run~DEPART 3SG~-front-AB there snake back-DAT
'He runs before him there, on the snake's back'. (FSQ042)
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(134) Rapudoojagrmumuyaid rumi sapadavyiimusiy.
ra-pudoo-jaa-numyasa sa-paday-viimi-siy
inan-spray-ITER-going:aimlessly there 3SG-stomach-inside-AB
'It sprayed all over (from) there, out of his stamach'. (FSQ110)

Third, the paratactic phrase (or phrases) may be treated
phonologically as non-final. There may be a pause but no intoraticnal
pivot occurs before the paratactic phrase regardless of the inherent
tones occurring before the paratactic phrase. This is illustrated in

(135) and (136).

7
(135) siiviryijtiy jiyu / varyiimmtiy.
sa-jiviy-rij-tiy vurya-imi-ntiy

3SG-arrive:here—-enroute-PAST2 here  1PLINC-LOC-REP
'He arrived here and left shortly, to us again'. (PCHO053)

(136) Niintyée  sautySe jiyeday, / nEmva.
nii-niy-tée siay-tée jiyu-day
3SG-NIY-EMPH sing-EMPH here-DAY toucan
'He {it is who) is singing here, the toucan'. (FSQ129)

2.7. Negatives and modals

2.7.1. Negatives

VIN states that in wverb initial languages, negatives always
precede the verb. In Yagua, the dominant negative particle néé occurs
initially in the clause, following any conjunctions if such occur. The
scope of negation can be an entire clause or a constituent of the

clause.

(137) Néé ravyaata buyaa.
ray-vaata
NEG 1SG—want manioc:beer
'T don't want manioc beer'.
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(138) Néé vyaa juvdarvya.
vi-a Jjuvaay-ra
NEG 2SG-IRR touch—INAN
'Don't touch it!’.

(139) Néé mmarya jimichara.
muy-ra
NEG burn-CL:NEUT food
'"The food is not barnt'.

(140) Neééviy sajigy roorichiy.
néé-viy sa~-jiuy rooriy-siy
NEG—QUEST 3SG-fall house-AB
'Didn't he fall from the house?’
If just a constituent is negated, it generally (but not

necessarily) precedes the main verb. Campare (141) with (137) above.

{141) Néé buyaa ravyaata; saboo~-jad ravyaata
NEG manioc:beer 1SG:want sweet—CL:liquid 1SG:want
'It's not manioc beer I want; soda pop I want.'

(142) N&é véneera sa-rupiiy.
NEG rapidly 3SG-walk
'She does not walk rapidly'. (But presumably she does walk.)
The only exception to non-initial position is found in negative
comparative and negative contrastive constructions where néé can (but

need not) appear after the campared or contrasted element.

(143) Anita néé daatya jaaryiy riimusiy.
ray-imi-siy
NEG know much 1SG-LOC-AB
'Anita doesn't know as much as I'.

(144) Alchico néé ra jiya.
NEG IFRR go

Estela-juy jiita ra jiya-day.
-DL JIITA IRR go—-DAY

'Alchico is not going, but Estela is going®.
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There are negative suffixes —ta or -tya (occasionally -vitya) and
-miy, which may or may not precede the main verb. These suffixes may
be restricted to Vainilla (V) and Cahocuma (caH) dialects and possibly
represent older stratogies which are now 1lost in the San José de
Loretoyacu (SJL) dialect. Our SJL consultant did not recognize -miy as
a negative (only néé), whereas our CAH consultant of approximately the
same age did. The negative suffixes also occur in texts given by older
speakers of the V dialect.

Text-based study shows that -ta, -tya, and -miy occur primarily
(though not exclusively) in notionally or structurally
deperdent/subordinate constructions, though néé also occurs in these
contexts. -Tya (-vitya) may also negate constituents of clauses (see

Payne and Payne, in progress, for more extensive discussion).

(145) Sjteemmitya jimyudachara casijyotara
sjiteemi-niy-ta jiy-mday-sara casiy-jo-ta-ra
really-NIY-NEG 2SG-scrape—-HABIT snail~-CL:round-INST-INAN
'Isn't it true that you scrape it with a piece of
snail (shell)?' (LB202)

(146) Radiitya siiva.
raydiiy-ta sa-iva
1SG-see—-NEG  3SG~DAT
'I haven't seen him/her’.
(147) Satuvaachutya siimu.
sa—-tuvaachu-tya sa~ima
3SG-listen-NEG 3SG-LOC
'He didn't listen to him'.
The particle -miy is suffixed to clause-initial conjunctions or

preverbal constituents. It may occur in conjunction with néé.
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(148)

(149)

(150)

(151)

part

Ramutimyay néé vanay jorichara.
réa-mi-tiy-miy jiriy-sara
INAN-LOC-TIY-NEG NEG possible grab—~HABIT
'Therefore it isn't possible to grab (it)'.

Ramunimyday mjiityaujésiy samiy. (CAH)
ra-mu-niy-miy miay-jiitymy-jasiy
INAN-LOC-NIY-NEG 1PLEX-rest-PROX1 well
'Because of this we haven't rested well'.

R} jcanurya saafid, dantyamdy — rdjaavya Jjivu.
ray-jjcamiy-ra dantya-may = Tra-jaavya
1SG-1ike~INAN papaya although-NEG INAN-grow here
'T like papaya, although it doesn't grow here'.

Ray jiite-miy sity@gsiy  rajuusée jésuuchee;
sitya-jasiy rajuu-see
1SG JIITA NEG dig:up~-PROX1 much-CL:stick manioc

Celina jjita sityaasiy rajuu-séé.
JIITA dig:up:PROX1 much-CL:stick

'T did not dig up a lot of manioc; Celina did dig up a lot’'.

Additionally, there is a negative infix y which is an integral

of the negative conjunction 'so that not'. The conjunction is

etymologically complex, consisting of a Set I clitic, the negative vy,

plus -numaa.

(152)

(153)

17
raffmaa ripa raviim rujyo.
ra4-y-numaa ré&-viimu - .. raay-jo

INAN-NEG—now stick INAN-inside fry-CL:place
'...so that it won't stick inside the frying pan'.

Jityoda yaa ragchatiiy ramubéjy,

vi-a raacha-tiiy ra-nube-ji
worms  2SG-IRR cut-ITER INAN-mixed:up: in-AL
naafiftumaa daatya jidyééchaada.
naada-y-mumaa jiy-déachaada
3DL-NEG-now know  2SG-mother:in:law

The worms you are going to chop up to mix in, so that
your mother in law won't know.' (HCO019)
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2.7.2. Modals

VIN states that modals always precede the main verb. Here I use
the term 'modal' in the sense of formatives which primarily indicate
samething about speaker attitude such as certainty, sarcasm, warning,
wish, potentiality, frustration, or expressing degrees of obligatian.
In Yagua there are five morpho-syntactic sets of formatives which are
primarily 'modal' in meaning. These are the modal auxiliaries (Section
2.3), the preverbal modal vénay 'possibility', the verbkal
potential/optative suffix —rifty (Section 5.12) and the verbal suffixes
—taata 'debititive' and -vaa 'action (not). achieved'! (Section 5.7),
and clause-final speaker attitude clitics. I do not include
interrogatives versus declaratives as a type of 'speaker attitude’
difference. (This seems to me to be primarily a performative
difference, though it may shade into speaker attitude.)

As discussed in Section 2.3 the malefactive, irrealis, and
frustrative/could auxiliaries are semantically modal and precede the
verb. The modal vanay irdicating possibility is also preverbal. This
is illustrated iIn Section 2.2.1 and examples (82) and (148) above.
Unlike the modal auxiliaries, vénay camnot be inflected for subject
with Set I clitics.

Clause final speaker attitude clitics include -jiii, -cd, —cii, and
~cay. Their exact meanings have so far evaded us. They probably
indicate degrees of certainty, warning, sarcasm, and such like (see
Payne ard Payne, in progress, for more discussion; there is no
'evidential' system in Yagua to indicate degrees of certainty in terms

of first hand versus second hand knowledge, for example.)
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(154)

(155)

(156)

(157)

(158)

2.8.

Néé rammea jatu daryajpy.
ray-g-maa darya-jim
NEG 1SG-IRR-PERF drink thus-JUy
'(Is it possibly the case that) I'm not going to drink it like
this?' (i.e. Of course I'm going to drink it like this.)

Savichasara sggrya diiyesaaraju tédvacy.
sa-vicha-sara s{jy-ra diiye-saardju téc-va—ci
3SG-be~HABIT bite-CL:NEUT today-until jungle-DAT-CyY

'He is a biting one even until today in the jungle'. (LX036)

Vafii-cil.

let's:goCy

'Tet's go!'.'

jirvatiy varyijtéay wvyanigueejadamGjypdafiii
jiy-ra-tiy vurya-jitay vyuy-niquee—jada-mu-ji-day-nii

DEMO-CL:NEUT-TIY 1PLINC-say 1PLINC-talk-INF-LOC-AL-DAY-3SG

Indjanam  wvichijco.
Indiana-mu vicha-ji-cd
Indiana-1.0C live-NMLZR-CO

'...he is what we call in our lanquage a resident of
Indiana‘’. (adapted fram PCHOO4, 005)

Naada-suuta-céy.

3DL-wash-CAY
'She is washing, right? / It is true that she is washing?'

Questions

2.8.1. Yes—no questions

Yes-no questions are formed by suffixation of -viv to the initial

constituent of the clause within the scope of C (Section 2.4.2). The

initial constituent can be a preverbal element which is being

questioned as in (159), an awxiliary as in (160), or the semantically

main

verb as in (161).
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(159) Jidyeetuviy Jjinaachara?
jiy—deetu-viy jinaay-sara
2SG~daughter—-QUEST cry-HABIT
'Is it your daughter that is always crying?'

(160) Naanaaviy jantyaay  jiryiiva?
naana—-a-viy jiryey-iva
3DL-IRR-QUEST have:mercy 2PL-DAT
'Are they going to have mercy on you?'
(161) Sa-ya-viy Quiti—-mi-ju?
3SG~go—-QUEST Iquitos~LOC-AL
'Did she/he go to Iquites?'’
Alternatively, a second person subject predication may be
pragmatically interpreted as a question without cliticization of —viy.

No special intonation occurs either when -viy is present or absent.

{162) Jichaduy?
jiy-saduy
2SG-have: fever
'Do you have a fever?' (Lit: You have a fever.)

2.8.2. Information questions

Information question words are as follows:18

(163) taa(ra) 'what?'
tee(ra) ‘'where?"’
midy (tiy) "how?'
maatyiryivyey(ra) 'when?'
mastya(ra) 'vhat kind?'
nérriy(ra) "how much/many? '
chiji(ra) 'who/whose /whom? '

The element -ra following many of these forms seems to be truly
optional in all dialects. It may correspond etymologically to the
neutral classifier -ra (Chapter 4).

These forms can occur in combination with postpositions to vyield

other interrogative words:
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(164) taa(ra)-ju 'why?' or 'what for?'
what-AL

chjj-va ‘to whom?'
who-DAT

niatichiy 'how?' or 'how from?'

mmatiy-siy

how-AB
In addition, there is a set of morphologically camplex forms meaning
'which! that index the animacy, and if animate, the mumber of the
questioned participent. These etymologically consist of the formative

miy or mii, a classifier (Chapter 4), plus the formative -ra:

(165) miira animate singular
maffuarya animate dual
mivyerya animate plural
muryara inanimate

In information questions the question word occurs in the PM

position within €. This is evidenced by placement of second position C

clitics:

(166) T4ara-dyééta wvurya-a jatu?
what-maybe 1PLINC-IRR drink
‘What might we drink?’
A very standard question form is to repeat the question phrase or
a reduced form of it following the nucleus of the predication (see

Section 2.6 and Chapter 6 for additional discussion):

(167) Nmitichiy miGfieeya yiisaa, miatichiy?
midfia~jiva yi-jisaa
how 1PLEXCL~go 2SG-COM how
'"How can we go with you, how?'
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Participants in any syntactic function can be questioned. There

are no differences between subject and object question forms.

(168) Chijra jiya tod-va?
who go Jjungle-DAT
'Who went to the jungle?'

(169) Taara yivaay?
yvi-jivaay
what 2SG-make
'What are you making/doing?’
(170) Chj] jichaarva quidriiquii?
jiy-sgay-ra
who 2SG-give-INAN money
'Who did you give the money to?'

Postpositions are fronted along with questioned items as in (171).
When the genitive is questioned, the entire possessed noun phrase

occurs preverbally as in (172).

(171) Muryara vicha-jo-mu sa-ya-jay Manungo?
what live—CL:place-1OC 3SG-go-PROX2
'To what village did Mamingo go?'

(172) Chji deemu jinaay nasvay, chij deemu?
who children cry above who children
'Whose children are crying above, whose children?' (LX049)
Information question words also appear in embedded clauses, again

in the preverbal PM position within the embedded clause. 19

(173) Néé radyéétya [chijra jivagsiyl.
ray-daatya jiya-jasiy’
NEG 1SG-know  who go—-PROX1
'I don't know who went'.

{174) Néé sadiivasiy Juan {chjjra jimyifiii
sa-diiy-jasiy jimyiy-nii
NEG 3SG-see-PROX1 John who eat-3sSG
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saquiivg Jjagnspehil.
Sa-quliva J@nsyuy-si
3SG-fish broil-0:NOM:ANIM:SG
'John did not see who ate his broiled fish'.
The degree to which constituents of complement clauses can be
questioned by fronting the questioned constituent to the PM pesition
within the main clause is unclear. This strategy may be limited just

to subjects of embedded clauses as in (175).

{175) Miira jidyéétya Jjibyéésirvya?
jiy-dsatya jimyiy-jasiy-ra
which:ANIM:SG 2SG-know  eat-PROX1-INAN
'Which one do you think ate it?'

In order to question objects of embedded clauses, the cbject may have
to be first ‘raised' to the main clause after which a relative clause

is formed on the raised object:

(176) T@gra jijyeechipiiyaa [Jjiryatiy rijbéésirya]?
jiy-jaachipiivaa jiy-ra-tiy ray-jimyiy-jasiy-ra
what 2SG-think DEMO—CL.:NEUT-TIY 1SG—eat-PROX1-INAN
'Wwhat do you think I ate?' (Lit: 'What do you think that
I ate it?')

An alternative strategy to that represented in (175) for subjects ard

that represented in (176) for objects is to form a direct question by

using two morphosyntactically independent clauses:zo

(177) Juan jaachipiiyaa: Chijira jibyéésifiii raquiiva?
jimyiy-jésiy-nii ray-quiiva
John think who eat-PROX1-3SG 1sG-fish
'John thinks, "Who ate my f£ish?"'
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2.9. Comparatives and equatives

There are two camparative strategies which vary from speaker to
speaker. The most widely used strategy is simple juxtaposition of two
clauses, often with jiita in the second clause to show the contrasting

relation:

(178) Néé jaqmucuiinucuii ray;
Jjasmmu-quii-mu—quid
NEG big-long—CL:ANIM:SG-long 1SG
jasmymuiimuquii jljta Tomasa.
'T am not tall; Tom is tall‘.
Some speakers employ a postpositional construction to encode the

standard of comparison.

(179) a. Jaaryiy samiy Anita rayamiyg

very good Anita I1.‘;‘:G:more:than

'Anita is nicer than me'.

OR:
b. Anita jijta jaaryiy samiy rayaniju.
'Anita is indeed nicer than me'.

The first variation in (179a) is pragmatically more neutral. Both (a)
and (b) forms conform tc the VIN claim that in verb initial languages,
the comparative form precedes the standard. However, they contradict
the claims of Hawkins' (1983:88) Universal 20 which states that 'if a
language has Postp word order, then if the adverb precedes the
adjective within the adjective phrase, the standard of camparison
precedes the adjective'. (Both 'adjectives' and adverbial modifiers of

'adjectives' are discussed in Chapter 3).
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2.10. Coordination and alternative relations
Coordinaticn of phrases and clauses is primarily achieved by
juxtaposition or parataxis. However, -ntiy 'repetitive' may occur on

the second member of the pair.

(180) Sa~ya Tamasa. Pedro jiya—-(ntiy).

3sG-go Tom. go—(REP)

'Tam is going. (And) Pedro is going (too)’.
-Ntiy is not best thought of as a coordimating conjunction since in
other contexts it may convey repetition of an action, sometimes
occurring after a lapse of several clauses in text.

Jaaryey 'also' can (but need not) be postposed to the last member

of the coordinate pair for the 'and' relation. This is consistent with
a verb final and/or postpositional pattern, rather than a verb initial

pattern. Jaaryvey and -ntiy do not co—occur.

(181) Anita saaniy-yaa, sa-tijsa jaaryey.
Anita shout-DISTRIB 3SG-play alsc
'Anita is shouting (and) she is playing also.’

(182) a. Sa~ya Pedro,
3sG-go

b. sa-vaturyy jaaryéy.
3SG—~+oman:with:children also

'a. Pedro is going, b. his wife also’'.
Use of sa~ in (182b) on savaturygy rather than the coreferential clitic
Jiy suggests that (182b) is a separate clause from (182a), with
ellipsis of the verb (cf. Secticn 5.1.1 on what is within the scope of

a single clause).
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Juxtaposition of clauses is also used to express the 'but'
relation, usually with preverbal placement of some constituent in the
preverbal PM position plus use of jijta following one or both of the
fronted contrasted phrases:

(183) Ratyééryatu vicha jatarya vichaammm;
ray-tdaryatu vicha-jam-m
1SG-sister 1live other live-INF-LOC
ray jijita vicha jirya vichaamm jiyua.

jiy-ra vicha-janu-ma
1SG JIITA live DEMO-CL:NEUT live-INF-LOC here

'My sister (without children) lives in another country:
but I live here in this country’.

There is no specific conjunction or particle which indicates
alternatives (the 'or' relation). The 'or’ relation has proved almost
impossible to elicit. When asked an alternative question in Spanish,
our less bilingual cansultants would inappropriately reply 'si' (yes),
suggesting that the altermative relation is not a well recognized
relation iIn their native language. Similar phenomena have been
reported to us by other linguistic researchers in the Amazon area.
The altermative relation is encoded by juxtaposition of clauses, with
or without fronting of any phrases. The word varimyaa(ta) may help

reinforce the alternative idea, but this is not certain.

(184) Too-va-mi-jy sa~-ya.
Jjungle-DAT-LOC-AL 3u5G-go
Jinivyiimidyééta samaasa.
jiniy-viimu-dydéta sz-maasa
hammock-inside-maybe 3SG-sit

'To the jungle he went. (Or) maybe in the hammock
he's sitting'.



(185) T6O—va-mi-juQ sa-ya.
jungle~DAT-LOC-AL 3SG-go
Varimyaatd jinivyiima sa-maasa.

jiniy-wviimu
hammock-inside 3SG—sit

'He went to the jungle. (Or) maybe he's sitting in
the hammock'.

{186) Nt‘:.tyaranj.ty:’v.y~ jivyaata, J:aamﬁasis_r.
mityara-niy-tiy jiy-vaata jaamu-dasiy
what-NIY-TIY 2SG-want big—CL:thin:pole
vérimyaa pasidyasidyey?

pasiy-dasiy-day
maybe little-CL: thin:pole-DAY

"What kind (is it) you want - a thick (blowgun), (or) maybe
a thin (blowgun)?' (MBO58)

2.11. Camplex sentences

Baiman and Thampson (1984) have argued that there is no sharp
distinction between 'subordinate' and 'main' clauses in universal
grammar. Neither is there a simple contimumm between tfully
subordinate' and ‘'fully main' clauses given that a variety of
functions and parameters differentiate types of clause combining.
The Yagua data support this lack of a simple contimmm between fully
'main' and fully ‘subordinate'’ clauses. In Sections 2.11.1 through
2.11.8 1 discuss ten different types of clause combining in Yagua
insofar as they are distinguished by the following morphosyntactic
devices: (1) Is there an overt mark of dependency on the clause as a
whol~» such as a complementizer, the conditional/relative/adverbial
clitic =-tiy, or other adverbial conjunction? (2) Do the two clauses
necessarily share an argument? (3) Is there obligatory dependence of

tense or aspect between the two clauses? (4) Is cne verb in a
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non-finite form? And (5), if there is coreference between the two
clauses, are the coreferential clitics jiy- and/or -yl employed in one

cf the clauses, rather than the regular non-coreferential clitics??!

2.11.3i. Unmarked sentential complements

Some clauses may be understood as the complement of another
clau:se, but with no morphosyntactic signal whatsoever of this
relationship. Both clauses are fully independent in form and the
complement is only notionally or rhetorically dependent. The possible
'higher' wverbs in such relationships include Jjunmiy 'see' or
‘ocbserve', jachipiiyaa 'think', dastya 'know, think', tuvaachu 'hear’,
and verbs of saying such as jutay/jitay 'say' or 'think',K and jitajamu
'ask’'. Selected exzmples are given here:

(187) Naafiiitay [vaa mtivyey jijyp raamidyeera
Naafia-jitay vi-a jiy-ji ragmiy-—deera
1DLEXCL~think 2SG-IKR cook 2SG-AL type:of:animal-small:one

naAfuvessiy mipora] .
réay-mvu-jasiy
1DLEXCL-hunt-PROX1 night

'We thought {you would cook for yourself the animal
we killed last night]'. (ISO16)

(188) Naaniimiuy [sagndzy jifu, murmafia] .
naada—- jumiuay sa-janaay jiy-mu
3DL—-observe 3SG-bathe DEMO-CL:ANIM:SG savage
'They two observed this one bathing (himself), the savage'.

{HTRO82)
(189) satuvaachu jiita [satdddiiyaa vaicha siival.
sa~-tuvaachu sa—to6diiy-yaa sa-iva

3SG-hear JIITA 3SG-smile-DISTRIB monkey 3SG-DAT
'He; heard the monkey laughing at him;'. (HT225-226)
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Verbs such as vaata 'want' also take this type of complement when
the subjects of the two clauses are non-coreferential. (If the
subjects are coreferential the two verbs form a complex verb phrase,

which is_disa:sed in Section 5.1.1.)

(190) Savaata [syumnay Tomasaral.
sa~vagta sa-junaty Tomdsa-ra
3SG-want 3SG-observe Tom—INAN
'He wants Tam to observe it'.

2.11.2. Marked sentential camplements

The essential difference between the ummarked sentential
complements of Secticn 2.11.1 and marked sentential complements is
that the latter have an overt complementizer at the begimming of the
camplement clause. Jatiy, the neutral demonstrative Jjirya, and the
form Jjiryatiy all serve as complementizers. Jatiy is perhaps the most
ubiquitous complementizer. It is derived etymologically from the
neutral relativizer jiryatiy (jiy-ra—-tiy DEMCU-CL:NEUT-TIY) and is
itself also used as a relativizer (Section 2.11.4). Except for the
presence of a complementizer, marked sentential camplements are fully
independent. Tense arnd aspect may vary between the main and the
camplement clauses, no arguments need be shared between the two

clauses, and both verbs are finite in form.

(191) Sywmtaam jiita jifm Davi rmva
sa-jitay-jam jiy-m riy-Gva
3SG—say-PAST3 JIITA DEMO-CL:ANIM:3G David 3PL-DAT
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jatiy sacaasiifitniyanriy munuffuvaanma’ .
sa~-cadsiiy-nmiay-jam-riy
that 3SG-finish-IMPF-PAST3-3PL enemy:plural

'This David said to them that he had finished off the enemy'.

(DAVX012-013)
(192) Mityanumea jijta jirya nadfiiquee
mi tya-mmaa jiy-ra mimy-niquee

rothing-now JIITA DEMO—CL:NEUT 1PLEXCL-get:angry
J:J:.ryemyocmusiy ] jatiy jiryey ngtéra Juvaanu
jiryey-moo—mu-siy joota~ra Jjuvay-jam
2PL~-face~-LOC-AB that 2PL begin~-INAN kili-INF

'It is nothing now that we get angry before your faces
that (since) you began the killing'. (DAVX027-028)

(193) Nuudyéétyetya varidyiidyécyy
muy-dastya-tya variy-diiy-day-cp
1DLEXCL-know-NEG then-yet-DAY-CY
Jirya marufiu jiyacy.
jiy-ra jiyu-cit
DEMO-CL:NEUT savage here-CU
'We didn't know then yet that the savages were hnere!' (IS028)
In the following example jirvatiy introduces a complement clause
which has tuuchoonu 'story' as an overt head, similar to clauses like
English 'the fact that...' The major function of jirvatiy is to
serve as a relativizer for relative clauses. But here the jirvatiy
clause camnot be taken as a relative clause since tugchoomu is not an
argunent or constituent of it. The jiryatiy clause nevertheless
mimics relative clauses in having an overt head. The missing story
referred to in (194) is part of a quasi-epic cycle (P. Powlison

1969) .

(194) Jasiy rasytyéésidyey taraquii tauchooma
ra-syutyey-jasiy-day té-ra—quii typchu—-jam
there INAN-lack-PROX1-DAY one-~CL:NEUT-one tell-INF
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Jirvativy naarmvichamiiyarnu riisag macamiy.
jiy-ra-tiy naanu~-vicha-migy-janu riy-gsaa
DEMO—CL :NEUT-TIY 3DL-be-IMPF-PAST3 3PL-COM condors

'There a story is lacking that she used to live with
the condors'. (CX108)

2.11.3. Adverbial clauses with —tiy and other conjunctions
A nmumber of adverbial conjunctions employ the clitic -tiy. These

are etymologically complex:

mumaatiy {(mumaa~-tiy now-TIY) 'while, when'
ratiy (ra~-tiy IRR-TIY) 'so that!
darvatiy (darya-tiy thus-TIY) 'so that'’
varityiy (variy-tiy then-TIY) *then'
ramitiy (ré-mu~-tiy inan-LOC-TIY) 'therefors’

These adverbial conjunctions occur initially in their clauses. This
is consistent with a verb initial type. -Tiy clauses precede their
main clauses, which is possibly inconsistent with a verb initial type.
However, VIN (following Greenberg 1963) notes that placement of
corditional clauses before their superordinate clauses is perhaps
universal and -~tiy clauses include conditionals (see below and Section

2.4.1).

(195) Saanumdatiy jitii savaturyy ra chanay variy.
sa-ga-mmaa—ti sa-vaturyy ra chanay
3SG-IRR-now~TIY arrive:here 3SG-woman IRR rejoice then
'When he arrives his wife will rejoice then'.

If -tiy is suffixed to an inflected auxiliary or verb, it results in a
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conditional 'if' or temporal 'when' adverbial clause, depending on the
time reference of the clause. (Recall that -tiy is always suffixed to

the first element of C regardless of what that may be; Section 2.4.1.)

(196) Yaatiy jiya ruma,
yi-a-tiy
2SG-IRR~-TIY go there
yaamaa Jiryiy rajyg  Jjarusitya.
vi-a-maa ray-juy jartasiy-ta

2SG-IRR-PERF bring 1SG-AL rice-PART
'If you go there, you must bring back same rice for me'.
(197) Rijéétyammyanmumdstiy tijtajyra...
riy-jaatya~-muy-jam-mmaa-tiy tijtajp-ra
3PL~-throw: cut—-COMPLT-PAST3-now-TIY all-INAN
'when they had thrown it all out...'
Téta 'unless'! is a clause-initial subordinator. Téta clauses

precede their superordinate clauses which is inconsistent with a verb
initial type.

(198) Téta vurvag W: varyaa diiy tijtaju.
vurya-a Junmidy-ra varya-a
unless 1PLINC-IRR look—INAN 1PLINC-IRR die all
'Unless we look at it, we will all dief.

Clause-final subordinators are counter to a verb initial type.
There are two of these in Yagua: darvéju 'because’ and tiimd ‘while’.
Darvaju and &Lxmu clamses generally follew their  superordinate
clauses, which is consistent with a verb initial type. Darvaju
conceivably comes from darva ‘thus' plus the postposition —ja
talative. T 'while' is isomorphic with the postposition tiinu
'beside’. Thus, the clause-final nature of these adverbial

subordinators is due to their postpositional origins and reflects the
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postpositional nature of the language more than aspects of verb

position.

(199) Deeramiy sagniy-vaa sa-t]isa thim.

children shout-DISTRIB 3SG-play while

'"The children are shouting while they play'.
(200) Sgymady  sapargptya daryaju.

sa-junday sa-paruytya

3SG-cry 3SG-bored because

'She/he is crying because she/he is bored'.
(201) vafiu rj..jm?gdamz J:iryétiy‘ jaaryiy

ray-jjnooda-mu jiy-ra-tiy

let's:go 1SG-mother-LOC DEMO-CL:NEUT-TIY very

di ivaamiiy daryajy naada.

di ivag-miay

sick—CL:ANIM:DL because 3DL

'Let's go to my mother because she is very sick'.
Use of jirvatiy with darvajy in (201) is possibly a movement towards a
more consistent wverb initial type (jiryatiy is most comonly a
relativizer but there are indications it may be an incipient
complementizer; Section 2.11.2).

As seen in examples (199) through (201), if there are
coreferential arguments between these types of adverbial clauses and
their superordinate clauses, the coreferential clitics are NOT used.
There need be no shared argument between the clauses. Both verbs are
finite in form. Tense formatives or the irrealis auxiliary may occur
both within the adverbial clause and in the superordinate clause.
However, except for darvdju ‘'because' clauses, the tense of the
adverbial clause is apparently always the same as that of the

superordinate clause.
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2.11.4. Relative clauses

Relative clauses are characterized by a subordinating
-relativizer or relative pronoun, plus the fact that at least ocne
argument must be shared between the main clause and the relative
clause. | Verbs in both clauses are finite, tense and aspect are
independent, and the coreferential clitics Jjiy- and —yd are NOT
employed between coreferential arguments across the two clauses.

Consistent with a verb initial type, relative clauses
consistently follow their heads and are of the following form:

(203) o]
Head-NP RELATIVIZER [ . . . (CLITIC) (REL-NP/PP) . . .]

The abbreviation REL-NP/FP indicates the noun or postpositional
phrase within the relative clause which is normally absent under
identity with the head. CLITIC indicates a participant referring form
(usually a Set I or Set II clitic) within the relative clause which
resumptively mentions the participant relativized. The position of
the resumptive clitic or reference within the relative clause is as
it would be in a main clause. The resumptive clitic is underlined in

(204):

(204) Ramyitivyerva Jimyichara
ray-mutivyey-ra
1SG-cook-INAN  food

[jiryatiy sataaryyy Tomasara.]
jiy-ra-tiy sa-taaryyy Tomdsa-ra
DEMO~CL:NEUT-TIY 3SG-buy Tom—-INAN

'I cooked the food that Tam bought'.
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There are two relativization strategies, depending on whether or
not the RELATIVIZER is a relative pronoun. First, non-pronominal
relativizers are formed with the demonstrative root jiy- 'this', plus

the neutral classifier -ra, plus the clitic -tiy. Jirvatiy (or its

contraction to jatiy) can be used to refer to animate or inanimate,
specific or non-specific heads. Thus it is not a canonical pronoun but
simply an introducer of the relative clause. When jirvatiy or jatiy is
used, a resumptive reference (underlined) oca:rs within the relative
clause due to the non—specificness of the relativizer as in (204) and
(205). (204a) is an S, clause (Section 2.1.2). In (205) the object

within the relative clause is in the PM position.

(204) a. Varichaarajyu sirjidyefiii coodidyey Jiftu
variy-saarajyu sirjy-day-nii coodiy-day jiy-rmu
then-until scurry-DAY-3SG  snake-DAY DEMO-CL:ANIM:SG

b. [jirvatiy savichasara surya.]
jiy-ra—~tiy sa-vicha-sara sqy-ra

DEMO-CL:NEUT-TIY 3SG-be-HABIT bite—CL:NEUT

'Then up scurried the snake, this one who is a biting one.'
(ILX036)

{205) ...micadii jimyityaa [jatiy micadii r{jmichara]
jimyiy-taa ra-jymiy-sara
dirt eat-NMLZR:INST that dirt inan-dig-HABIT
'...dirt eaters that dig up dirt (referring to something
like a bulldozer)' (DAO47)
Very infrequently, no resumpive reference may occuar within the
relative clause if the argument relativized on is inanimate. The

following is taken from an oral tesct : 22
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(206) ... javaadyi [jiryatiy riryaraachaam
jiy-ra-tiy rirya-raacha-jam
effects DEMO-CL:NEUT-TIY 3PL—carry-PAST3
jiryoorimyiajyl
jiy-rooriy-mu-ja
COR-house—~LOC-AL

', ..the effects (knives, axes) that ‘cheyi carried to theiri
house'. (DAV147)

In the second strategy, the relativizer is a relative pronoun.
VIN suggests that relative pronouns coding case of position
relativized are rare, though attested. This type of relative pronoun
occurs in Yagua only for some oblique cases (cf. example (219)). VIN
notes that relative pronouns agreeing with class of the head noun are
also attested. This is commonly the case for Yagua relative pronouns.
Relative pronouns are formed by use of the demonstrative root jiv,
plus a more specific classifier such as nu 'animate singular' or
others, plus the clitic =-tiy, vielding forms 1like jiffativy.
Alternatively, relative pronouns can be formed simply by suffixing
~tiy to a pronoun such as nii 'third singular', riy ‘'third plural' nd
'other (animate)', ti] 'anyone, someone', to the 'inanimate' formative
ra-, and even to Set I-plus-postposition complexes as in (219). Choice
of any relative pronoun is specifically governed by the animacy, and
if animate then person and mumber features of the head. In contrast to
the neutral relativizer jiryatiy/jatiy, when a more specific relative

pronoun occurs a resumptive reference is very unlikely:

{207) Néé samirvya [rityimyGy tyvaachu siimu.]

sémiy-ra riy-tiy-may sa~-ima

NEG good—CL:NEUT 3PL-TIY-NEG listen 3SG-LOC
'"Those who don’t listen to him/her are not good'.
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A resumptive reference (underlined) may occur under conditions which

are not entirely clear to me:23

(208) Sa-siryji Jjasiy mufid, coodiy, j3gyand,
3SG-scurry there isula snake fer—de-lance

tjijtaju [niitiy savichasara. judara sygirya.

nii-tiy sa-vicha-sara s{gy-ra
all 3SG-TIY 3SG-be-HABIT hurting bite—CL:NEUT

"There scurried up the isula (a type of stinging ant), the
snake, the fer—de-lance, all those who are hurting, biting
anes'. (LX037)

The head of a relative clause may have the syntactic roles of
subject, object (both patient and recipient), oblique (object of
postposition), genitive, or predicate nominal within the relative
clause. Relative clauses can have any syntactic role in the main
clause: subject, direct object, indirect object, or oblique (object cof
postposition), genitive, or predicate nominal. Restrictive,
non-restrictive, and correlative clauses (Section 2.11.5) occur.
Examples (209) through (212) illustrate relativization on the subject
(resumptive references are underlined). In (211) the relative clause

is extraposed following a postposition.

(209) Naafiaa jumira [jiryatiy raraniy] .
naafia-a juw-ra jiy-ra-tiy ré-raniy
1IDLEXCL~IRR cut-inan DEMO-CL:NEUT-TIY inan-stand
'We are going to cut this which is standing'. (TC099)

(210) Jivyey [jiryatiy riryamirij
jiy-vay jiy-ra-tiy riy-ramiy-ri}

DEMO-CL:ANIM:PL. DEMO-CL:NEUT-TIY 3PL-pass—ENROUTE
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radonaachoojuday]

rado—-naachgd-ji-day

upriver-towards—-AL-DAY

'these ones who were on the way towards the headwaters' (IS049)

(211) eryaatmnn&yada taariy mmatyavay riisaa
rirya-jatu-miGy-jada mmatya-vay riy-jasaa
3PL—drink-IMPF-PAST3 before first-CL:ANIM:PL 3PL-COM

{jiryatiy riryeem varirya maraami].
jiy-ra-tiy riv-jiryiy-jamu variy-ra
DEMO-CL:NEUT~-TIY 3PL—get-PAST3 then-INAN song

'"The ancestors were drinking with those who got the
songs'. (FS002)

Example (212) illustrates relativization on the subject of an embedded

predicate nominal clause:

(212) jasee [jirvatiy rnytafiniyada [ravich@sirya] ].
jiy-ra-tiy riy-jutay-nody-jada ravichy-siy-ra
hatchet DEMO-CL:NEUT-TIY 3PL-say-IMPF-PAST3 stone-AB~INAN
'(their) hatchets which they used to say were of stone' (SX002)
Examples (213) through (216) illustrate relativization on the
direct object (=patient). In (215) an oblique occurs in the M
position within the relative clause, and in (216) the subject occurs
in that position. This raises soame doubt as to whether the

relativizer or relative pronoun could be said to occur in the

structural PM position.

(213) Raa jiya jimyichara tjjtaju tajijve
ra-a ta-jiy-ja
inan-IRR go food all other-place-AL
mis], Jatusiy, (ratly  jiryga nirg@y nutgaada].

ra-tiy Jjiryey-a nirjgy nuta-jada
sachapapas, sweet:potatoes INAN-TIY 2PL-IRR desire plant-INF

'All the food is going to go to other places: sachapapas,
sweet potatoes, whatever you want to plant'. (IWO43)
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(214) Niintyéenii jiftuday
nii-niy-tée-nii jiy-mi—day
3SG(PRONOUN) -NIY-EMPH-3SG(SET:II) DEMO-CL:ANIM:SG-DAY

[jatiy mzryiiygcharadaﬁii] . )
vurya-jjivay-sara-day-nii
this 1PLINC-kill-HABIT-DAY-3SG

'This one is he who we always kill'. (DAV065-066)

(215) ...viitu miraam [jiryatiy ' micatyuurya
jiy-ra—-tiy
ojé song DEMO—CL:NEUT-TIY Squirrel:clan

jiffamm rimyirasaradaryal .
jifia—m riy-mara—-sara-day-ra
big: feast-ILOC 3PL-sing:to:call:spirits-HABIT-DAY-INAN

‘...the songs of ojé (a type of tree} that in the big feasts
of the Squirrel Clan they always sing' (FS042)

(216) ... jivyam baayam [ jiryatiy murrafia
jiy-vam jiy-ra-tiy
COR-husband soul DEMO—CL:NEUT-TIY savage
Juvafitiyada taaridyericyy].

juvay-midy-jada taariy-day-riy-ci
kill-IMPF-PAST3 before-DAY-3PL-CU

'(their) husbands' souls which the savages had
killed long ago'.

The following example shows relativization on a direct object

{=recipient):
(217) Vamu [jiryatiy radyiityamujay Jjantyasinii,]
jiy-ra-tiy ray-diityanu-jay jantyasji-nii
man DEMO-CL:NEUT-TIY 1SG-—show-PROX2 picture-3SG
ray-taaryii

NEG 1SG-brother:of:female
'The man I showed a picture to is not my brother'.

(218) illustrates relativization on a postpositional dative
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argument. The verb diiy 'see' is subcategorized to take a dative

object rather than a direct object.

(218) démmjyuy vamijiay rmtwmwgﬁy
da-muy-Jjuy vanu-juy  rimityuvyg-juy
two—CL:ANIM: DL-DL man-DL old:cne~-DL
[jiryatiy vdyiivasiy naadiival

jiy~-ra-tiy vauy-diiy-jasiy npaada-iva

DEMO~CL:NEUT-TIY 1PLINC-see-PROX1 3DL-DAT
'the two old men that we saw this morning...'
Example (219) illustrates relativization on a postpositional
locative. The object of the postposition is not resumptively
mentioned within the relative clause, given the specificity of

syntactic role and animacy indicated in the relative pronoun ramutiy:

(219) saravaa [ramutiy ripy@ityaada Jjaayarmimiy]
sa-rgvaa  ra-mu-tiy  riy-phgtya-jada jagvarmi-miy
3SG-poisan inan-LOC-TIY 3PL-paint-PAST3 fer—de—lance—PL
'his poison in which the fer-de—lances (or rattlesnakes)
painted (themselves)' (LX048)

Example (220) illustrates relativization on a genitive:

(220) Jachifiiy sabdachatiiyammii nma nijyasmintiy,
jasiy-siy-niy se-bady-sa-tiiy-jamu-nii nijyaamiy-ntiy
there-AB-NIY 3SG~flee—-TRNS-ITER-PAST3-3SG one person-REP
(jiryatiy s{ jryupocmu jiryiitoentiy].

jiy-ra-tiy sa-j {ryu-poo-mu jiryey-jitoo-ntiy

DEMO~CL:NEUT-TIY 3SG—-old:garden—old-LOC 2PL-arrive:there-REP

'From there he chased him a person (i.e. a Yagua) too, the one
wiose old garden you arrived at too'. (RSO017)

{221) illustrates relativization on the predicate of a predicate

locative clause:
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(221) Nuudiitoo jii nnaadiimmtiy

muufiiy-jito naada-imi-ntiy

1PLEXCL-arrive: there JIITA 3DL-LOC-REP

[Jirvatiy jasiy naada.]

jiy-ra-tiy
DEMO-CL:NEUT-TIY there 3DL

'We arrived to her again where she was'. (WP044)

Restrictive headless relative clauses (i.e., where there is no
overt noun phrase in surface structure which is modified by the
relative clause) occur only where the head can be omitted under
identity with some other noun phrase occurring in the immediately
preceding or deictically given context. This 'identity' may be

identity of kind and need not be identity of specific instance.

(222) Siivaay jjita [jatiy ravichasara siinatyggsa] ...
sa-jivéay ra-vicha-sara sa-jinay-tagsa
38G-touch JIITA this INAN-be-HABIT 3SG-tail-middle
'He touched what used to be the base of his tail...' (LB071)

2.11.5. Correlative clauses

In correlative structures, the relative clause precedes the
entire clause containing the modified noun phrase. This is a type of
'left dislocated' relative claus:e (Downing 1978). According to
Downing, in canonical correlatives neither the noun phrase in the main
clause nor the coreferential noun phrase in the relative clause are
deleted, but both are marked in some way. However, he observes that
one or both can be omitted (particularly if nonspecific), and 'scme
languages permit deletion of the entire [antecedent] N' (Downing

1978:399). In Yagua correlative constructians, a full noun phrase need
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not occur in the main clause, but there is at least a resumptive

clitic (resumptive reference within the main clause is underlined):

(223) Tiitiy jiyasara todva,
tiji-tiy jiva-sara téo—va
whoever-TIY go-HABIT jungle-DAT
sasqimyaa coodintifiii.
sa-sygy-maa coodiy-ntiy-nii
3SG-bite-PERF snake-REP-3SG

'Whoever goes to the jungle, the snake has bitten him/her
too'. (LX047)

In some languages correlative clauses encode the feature
[-specific] (Downing 1978:399), though Weber (1983) cbserves that in
other languages they may refer to an item which is simultaneocusly
[+definite] and [-specific]. The feature [-specific] means that the
identity of the referent is unknown to the speaker. In contrast,
[-definite] (=indefinite) means that the speaker assumes the hearer
cammot identify the referent. Yagua correlatives present another
alternative. In Yagua, correlatives can refer to [-specific] referents
as in (223) above. They can also refer to referents which are
[~definite] as far as the hearer is concerned, but which are
[+specific] as far as the speaker is concerned. In (224), for example,
the speaker knows the identity of the referent to whom the correlative
refers, but the hearer does not. That is, the referent is [+specific]

and {—definite]:

(224) Jatiy jijyeébyey Junoosiy ra chaasiy
jiy-jagy-bay Junoo-siy cha-jasiy
that 2SG-father-deceased head-CL:seed IRR be-PROX1
'Whoever (has) your deceased father's skull (as) his necklace,
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samariy, niinifiii jijyvaapa.
sa-mariy nii-niy-nii jiy-jagpa
3SG-necklace 3SG({PRONOUN)-NIY-3SG(SET:II) 2SG-grandfather
he is your grandfather'. (LX082)

(Lit: 'Who your deceased father's skull will be his necklace,
he is your grandfather'.)

In example (225) a relative expression again encodes a referent which
is [+specific] but [-definite]. Here, the relative expression serves
as the predicate for a predicate nominal construction (cf. Secticn
2.1.3). Given the syntactic relation between the relative expression
and the entire clause, however, the relative is not strictly a

correlative.

(225) Jatiy rooriryuudiimira jijyéébyey ruudasiy.

rooriy-raudii-ma-réa  jiy-jaay-bay rna—dasiy

that house-rafter-LOC-INAN 2SG-father—deceased blow-CL:pole

'‘What is in the rafters is your father's blowgum'. (LX058)
There has also been same discussion on the close relationship
between a conditional interpretation wversus a relative clause
interpretation of correlative clauses, depending on whether or not
the event by which the referent is constrained is presupposed to have
happened (Weber 1983, Schwartz 1971:17; see also Haiman 1978). In
Yagua it is thus of interest to note that both relative clauses and
conditionals are marked by =-tiy. Examples 1like (223) could be
interpreted as conditional adverbial clauses or as relative clauses
depending on whether or not a presupposition is made regarding the
event of the main clause. As a conditional adverbial, the sense of
(223) would be 'If someone goes to the jungle, the snake has bitten

him too'. The relative interpretation is more 1likely in (223),

however, given occurrence of -maa 'perfective' in the main clause.
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2.11.6. Indirect quote complements

Indirect quote complements may be preceded by a complementizer as
in Section 2.11.2 above. More commonly there is no complementizer and
they are fully independent clauses as in Section 2.11.1. Tense and
aspect may vary and both verbs are finite in form. Indirect quote

complements follow the verb or clause of saying:

(226) Ruyutay riitjijjasiy mipoora.
riy-jutay riy-jitjij-jasiy
3PL-say 3PL-arrive:here-PROX1 night
'They; say they; arrived here last night'.
when a coreferential non-first or non-second person singular
participant occurs in the two clauses, a coreferential clitic jiy- or
-yii may occur in the indirect quote. Such clauses are thus
grammatically dependent on the clause of saying only for animacy and

rmmber indices.

(227) Regedy - Jityiijasiy nipoora.
riy-jutday Jjiy-jitij-jasiy
3PL-say COR-arrive:here-PROX1 night
'They; say they; arrived here last night'.

(228) Ruyteesiy riryaa  jivay munufiimiyu.
riy-jutay-jasiy rirya—a murufiu-miy-ya

3PL-say-PROX1 3PL-IRR kill enemy-PL-CORC
'They; said the enemies would kill them;'.

2.11.7. Infinitival adverbials

In Section 2.11.3 I discussed clauses which serve an adverbial
function relative to their superordinate clause. Verbs ncminalized
with the infinitival/participial suffix -jam/-jada (INF) also serve

such a function when suffixed with the postpositions. The allative
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postposition -ji conveys the idea of purpose, and the locative -m: and
instrumental/comitative -ta convey the idea of simultaneity with the
action of the main clause (~-m is far more common in this function

than -ta).

(229) Yaa saay siibeenijyyura.
vi-a [sa~jimyiy-jama-ji]-yu-ra
2SG-IRR give [3SG-eat~INF-AL]-CORO-INAN
'Give it to him to eat'. (Lit: 'Give it to him towards
his eating'.)

{230) Suvdo naadiivaay jivyvamu dapiayamamm.
naana-jivaay jiy-varmu dapiagy-jarm-mu

string:bag 3DL-make COR-man hmt-~-INF-LOC
'She makes string bags while her husband hunts'.

{231) Riyardgvarumsa Jivaamum.
riy-yardéova-mumaa jiy-jiya-jarm-mu
3PL-make:noise-now COR-go~INF-LOC
'They make noise going'.

OR: 'They make noise in their going'.

(232) siitjiji réayaajadata Jjiyu.
sa-jiti]l raay-yaa-jada-ta
3SG-arrive:here jump-DISTRIB-INF-INST here
'He arrives here dancing'.

OR: 'He arrives here with dancing’.

Infinitival adverbials may precede as well as follow their main

clause. Compare the following with (229) through (232) above:

(233) Jaaseemiju miadyiitoojay.
jagsiy-jam-ji  niddfiiy-jiteo-jasiy
cultivate~INF-AL 1PLEXCL-arrive:there-PROX1
'To cultivate we arrived there'.

(234) Rachuutaammm néé rajiitu.
ray-suuta-janm-m ray-jiitu
1SG-wash~-INF-IOC NEG 1SG-rest
'While washing T don't rest’.
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(235) Riiyaammunumaa jiyaroova.
riy-jiya-jam-mu-mumaa jiy-yardova.
3PL-go—INF-LOC-now COR-make:noise
'They make noise going.

OR: 'In their going they make noise'.

Infinitival adverbials are more tightly embedded in their main
clauses than are -tiy and other adverbial clauses. This is shown
partly by the fact that infinitival adverbials can be swrrounded by
material of the main clause as indicated by the bracketing in (229).
Additionally, if there is a shared argument between the main and
adverbial irnfinitive, the coreferential clitics jiy- and/or —yi can

be used:

(236) Sasiimyaa Jimyuutyaamijunii.
sa-siiy-maa [jiy-jimiGatya-jarmu-jial-nii
3SG-run-PERF [COR-help-INF-AL]-3SG
'He has run to help him'. (Lit: 'Hei has run towards
hisi helping him'.)

The coreferential clitics need not be used; complete ellipsis of the
coreferential argument may occur as in (232) and (233) above. When
the subjects are not coreferential, regular Set I clitic forms occur

on both the main verb and the adverbial infinitive:

(237) saboojaa satdarygy variy saatoodaju.
sdboo-jaa sa-tasrvyy sa-jatu-jada-jq

sweet-CL:liquid 3SG-buy then 3SG—drink-INF-AL
'Soda pop he; bought then for himj to drink'. (PCHO76)
Aspectual formatives may occur in the non-nominalized predicate.

They have scope over the nominalized predicate:
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(238) Rivardgvasara jiya‘?r.nmu._
riy-yarddva-sara jiy=jiya-jama-mu
3PL-make:noise-HABIT COR-go-~-INF-LOC
'They always make noise going'. (OR: 'They always make noise
in their going').

To summarize, infinitival adverbials differ from finite adverbial
clauses in four ways. In infinitival adverbials the nominalizing
suffix -jam/-jada occurs. They cammot take independent tense and
aspect. If there are coreferential arguments between the main and
adverbial expressions, then the coreferential clitics jiy- and -yu (or
no clitic) are used for second and subsequent references to the
participant. Infinitival adverbials can also be surrcunded by material

of the main clause.

2.11.8. Infinitival complements and verb serialization

There are two types of complex clauses where an embedded or
subordinate verb forms a complex verb or verb phrase with the finite
or semantically main wverb. These are infinitival complements which
share an argument with the main clause (Section 5.1.1), and motion
verbs which occur in a (phonologically bound) compounding or 'serial'

construction with other verbs (Section 5.1.2).

2.12. Sumary

Iﬁ this chapter I have surveyed a wide variety of clausal
phenomena. Where relevant I have pointed out whether or not a
cancnical verb initial pattern is followed. Following discussion of
noun phrase, adpositional phrase, wverb phrase and pragmatic factors
affecting constituent order in Chapters 3, 4, 5, and 6, a summary of
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the verb initial versus non-verb initial features will be given in

Chapter 7.
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NOTES TO CHAPTER 2

1 It is thus scmewhat difficult to give a unified syntactic
statement of Set I clitic distribution. An X-bar phrasal approach does
not work because Set I clitics reference the dependent element in
genitive ard adpositional phrases, but in any classic X-bar treatment
the subject of a clause is not a dependent of the wverb phrase. In
Chapter 7 I suggest that the unity underlying all the uses of Set I
clitics may be one in which Set I clitics are proclitic to the
predicate of certain one place argument-predicate relations. As will
become apparent in Sections 2.1.1, 3.5, and 3.6, Set I clitics occur
initially before the predicate (when there 1is no pre-predicate
argument noun phrase), and are proclitic to the predicate. (See
Klavans 1985 for a theory of clitic types according to the parameters
initial/final position within the syntactic sentence or phrase,
before/after the initial element of the clause or phrase, and
proclitic/enclitic phonological liason).

2 In Klavans' (1985) terms, Set IT clitics are initial under some
level of N when N is the object of a tramnsitive clause (Section
2.1.1), the subject of an S, clause (Section 2.1.2), or the subject of
a predicate nominal construction (Section 2.1.3). They precede their
syntactic phrasal host, except when the full noun phrase host is
'deleted’. In that case, they most neutrally occur at the end of the
clause, attached to whatever is the last element of the clause. They
are enclitic.

% This will be made more explicit in what follows. In the
thousands of clauses that I have locked at fraom naturally occwrring
text material, I have found only two instances of SOV order where the
subject does not appear to be 'left-dislocated'. In both cases second
position clitics intervened between the two preverbal noun phrases. I
do not have intonational evidence for these cases as the texts were
transcribed by Paul Powlison. SOV clauses have never surfaced and have
been judged 'bad' in elicitation unless there is unusual pause
phenomena. Perhaps these two cases may have been the result of 'false
starts’.

4 Following most examples taken from texts is a reference tc the
text from which the example is taken. (Some examples in this work have
been adapted from actually occurring text examples, usually making
them shorter for length and expository purposes. In some cases I have
forgotten the sources for examples, or the texts were short,
semi-elicited cnes that we used for language learning purposes, but to
which we did not give a code.) Some of the texts were transcribed by
Paul Powlison, and some by Tom Payne and myself. In all except cne
text from the Powlison and Powlison (1977) concordance project texts,
I have retained the reference mmber associated with examples even
though these are not ‘clause' numbers. More than one clause may occur
under a given muber in the concordance texts. T. Payne (1985)
reproduces the ’‘Kneebite Twins' (KT) text from the Powlison
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concordance and' his mumbers are more or less ‘clause' mmbers.
Examples in this work from the Kneebite Twins text match the numbers
found in T. Payne.

S Dooley (1982:311) distinguishes 'immer' and 'ocuter’' delimiting
camponents based on those which are related to the muclear predication
through the case frame of the verb, versus those which are not. A
fuller treatment of pragmatic structuring in Yagua would possibly want
to make such a distinction.

6 Givén (1983) uses the term 'topic' in two ways. First, he uses
it to refer to any participant mentioned in discourse, and secand to
refer to the 'primary topic' (usually encoded as the grammatical
subject across several sequentially order clauses) of a thematic
paragraph (1983:8). This view of topicality is explicitly not
sentence~-bound and allows for degrees or levels of topicness. For
Dooley a 'topic' is just cne type of delimiting component.

? Possible occurrence of auxiliaries and verbs in the PM position
is briefly mentioned in Section 2.4.3.

8 The clitic —day in (51) is a phrasal clitic which occurs on
both noun and verb phrases. Its function awaits further investigation,
though it appears to co-occur with amplification and restatement
phrases in discourse. However, it is not an indicator of marked

I am not concerned here with whether Yagua has an abstract AUX
constituent in the sense of Steele (1978) or Akmajian, Steele, and
Wasow (1979).

10 Words such as tii in (74) are ideophones, similar to the
English words plop, woosh, bang, etc. In Yagua (and in the Amazon
area generally) ideophones express a wide variety of concepts, not
limited to scunds accompanying a given action. The phonology of such
words is not subject to the same constraints as phonology of other
words. One notable feature is wide variation in wvowel length
depending on the enthusiasm of the speaker.

11 Paul Powlison (personal commmication) has suggested that -riy
always indicates that a given action ocught to be done but probably
won't end up being done.

12 1n addition to Set I clitics, Set II clitics, and the two
types of second position clitics discussed in Section 2.4, there are
also phrasal enclitics and clausal enclitics which occur after the
last element of the phrase or clause. These are specifically discussed

in Payne and Payne, in progress.
13 1 (93) muy jeatuunudee 'there beside the water' might be

said to form a single constituent. It is perhaps anomalous, however,
given that the clitics occur after the first word of the delimiting
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constituent, rather than the entire constituent. A better analysis may
be that midy jadtumudee is a series of paratactic phrases identifying
a location. I have no explanation for the different orders of -niy and
~tiy in (92) wversus (93).

14 Whether conjunctions and complementizers should be considered
as occurring in the non-nuclear setting position, PM position, or scme
other structural position will not be explored here. -Tiy occurs as a
formative in various conjunctions (Sections 2.11.2 and 2.11.3) and is
always a formative in relative pronouns or relativizers (Section
2.11.4). In certain frameworks at least the relative
pronouns/relativizers would be said to occur in a complementizer
position. I believe there is evidence that at least relativizers and
relative pronouns do not occur in the PM position (cf. Section
2.11.4).

5 The negative particle néé shows similar ambiguity of
constituency. The most common pattern is for néé to form a
constituent with the following verb, as in:

Néé rygvamymry jlita rimityoodadééryy.
riy-juvay-mmy rimityu~jada-dee-rgy

NEG 3PL-kill-COMPLT JIITA old:one-FEMININE-DIM-dear

'The didn't kill the old lady’.

But I have also seen a few cases where jijta is placed directly after
the negative and before the verb.

6 Intomation will be discussed shortly. Examples (131) and
(135) are from a written text which was recorded after the author had
had opportunity to go over it numercus times. The other examples with
marked intonation are from oral texts. A double slash line represents
a relatively loanger pause than a single slash, Judged
impressionistically.

17 The form rd-numaa 'it-now' without the negative y does not
mean 'so that'. The positive counterpart is raatedyey (from
ra-a—tedvey INAN-IRR-TEDYEY?)

18 7 would like to thank Paul Powliscn and Tom Payne for
significant input regarding the forms and meanings of these question
words.

19 Examples (174) through (177) were graciously provided by Paul
Powlison and Hilario Pefia; interpretation of underlying forms and long
vowels in these examples is my own. No examples like (175) and (176)
have surfaced in any of our elicitation, the texts we have gathered,
or the extensive Powlison concordance project.

20 This means of forming questions on constituents of complement
clauses may be more common (it occurs in my own data, for example). It
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is not clear to me whether (177) has the sense of 'Who does John think
ate my fish?' or 'Who does John think ate his fish?', or perhaps both.

2 More could be said about each type of clause combining than
will be pursued here, particularly bringing in information about
intonation and semantic scope relations.

22 I have not seen other clear cases where Jiryatiy as a
relativizer occurs without a resumptive reference.

23 Use of singquiar clitic forms to reference groups, as in (208),
may have something to do with use of the resumptive Set I clitic
despite the specificity of the relative pronoun. But I really do not
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Chapter 3: Noun and Postpositional Phrase FPhenomena

Beginning in this chapter and contiming throughout chapters 4
and 5, I discuss phenomena pertaining to sub-constituents of the
clamuse. Chapters 3 and 4 do contain some examples with complex verbal
morphology which is not discussed until Chapter 5. However, I have
chosen this presentational sequence in order to better summarize
facts about interpretaticn of the index of the coreferential clitics
jiy- and -yi in Chapter 5. This chapter is centrally concerned with
establishing the basic order of constituents within the noun phrase
and with discussion of postpositional phrases.

I will argue that the following is the basic order of
constituents within the noun phrase, though it is wnusual in natural

discourse for a given noun phrase to have all these constituents:

(239) ( DEMONSTRATIVE QUANTIFIER HEAD DESCRIPTIVE
NOUN MODIFIER
GENITIVE

Demonstratives consistently precede the head noun. Quantifiers
include mmber terms and words of general quantification such as
rdjuu 'much, many'. The basic position of quantifiers is preceding
the head noun. Under certain pragmatic conditions they may occur in
the preverbal PM position, discontimuous from the rest of their
postverbal noun phrase (Chapters 2 and 6). Rarely, they may occur
following the head noun, possibly in a paratactic vrelationship with

the rest of the noun phrase.l Basic order of the numeral and
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demonstrative before the head noun is counter to the wverb initial
norm (VIN; Appendix II). The position of descriptive modifiers is
discussed in Section 3.3 where I argue that it 1s basically
post-head. Relative clauses are consistently post-head (Section
2.11.4). Genitives precede their head nowm as the basic order
(Section 3.5). It is awkward to cambine a genitive with a
demonstrative or quantifier in a single noun phrase. The language is
consistently postpositicnal (Section 3.6).

In Yagua, inherently nominal roots are identified by the fact
that when not suffixed with a classifier or other nominalizer they
can function‘ as the syntactic subject or object of a clause, as the
object of a postposition, or as the predicate of a predicate nominal
construction. For exanplé, the term vam 'adult male, man' has all

these properties:

(240) As subject:
Sa-siiy vam. 'The man runs'’.
3SG-run man

(241) As object:
R jrniGfii i vanu. 'I see the man'.
ray-juniuy-ni i
1SG—see—3SG man
(242) As object of postposition:
Sa-sily var-mi-ji. 'He ran towards the man'.
35G-run man-LOC-AL
(243) As predicate of predicate nominal caonstruction:
Vamu-mumaa-nii Segundo. 'Segundo is now a man'.
man-now-3SG
In contrast, inherently modifying roots are those which neither are
syntactically wverbal (i.e. they cammot take most or any of the

suffixes described in Chapter 5), nor can they serve the syntactic
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functions of inherently nominal roots unless they are first suffixed
with a classifier or other nominalizing form. In their unsuffixed
form, however, they can function to modify nouns. Compare jgamu 'big’

in (244) with vam in (241}:

(244) *Rijmirya  Jaam.

ray-juaay-ra

1SG-see~INAN big
when suffixed with a classifier, however, Jja&mu can serve these
syntactic functions (this is discussed further in Chapter 4).

Compare (244) and (245):

(245) Rjjmmarya jaamudasiy.
ray-juriuy-ra jaam-dasiy
1SG—see~INAN big—CL:thin:pole
'T see the big blowgun'.
OR: 'I see the big pole' (and other possible readings depending
on context).

As far as I know, there are only two or three inherently modifying
roots. 2 However, as I will argue in Section 3.2, roots which are
syntactically nominal as defined by the criteria mentioned above may
function as modifiers. Thus, in a given context syntactic nominals
may or may not function as prototypical nouns (Hopper and Thompson
1984).

There are actually three types of 'descriptive modifiers' in
Yagua (the functional equivalent of English adjectives): bound
modifying roots which may be suffixed to a head noun, inherently
modifying roots which have syntactic properties different from nouns
as just illustrated, ard syntactic nouns which serve as modifiers to

other nouns. In Section 3.3 I argue that the basic order of non-bound
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modifiers is post-head, even though inherently modifying roots may
occur in pre-head position when they are not suffixed with a

classifier.

3.2. Bound modifying roots

Use of phonologically and syntactically distinct modifying words
within noun phrases is relatively infrequent in natural discourse.
The most common means of modifying a noun is suffixation of a
classifier, verbal root, or other suffix to a noun. Bound modifying
roots such as -poo 'rotting' follow classifiers and precede size and

quantity suffixes (—quii and -miy respectively in (246)):

(246) roorijyudapydoquiimiy
rooriy-ju~day-poo-quii-miy
house—CL : opening-CL: patch-rot-long-PL
'several tall and rotting house doors'
cf: poo 'rot over there' (verb)

Barrison (1983) argues on the basis of suffixation of modifying
roots to nouns that Guajajara (a Brazilian Tupi-Guarani language) is
a Noun + Adjective language. (He argues that it is an example of a
VSO, postpositional, N + Adjective, Genitive + N language; Hawkins'
Type 8). Harrison does not specifically say that the class of
'adjecfives' is limited to suffixed modifying roots, but in fact all
the examples he provides of modified nouns are of this sort.

I am hesitant to argue on the basis of suffixation of roots
like ~poo in (246) that Yagua is a Noun + Adjective langyuage. First,
non-bound modifiers do exist in Yagua. Most (if not gll) theoretical

claims about order have to do with relative order of separate
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syntactic constituents. Order of bound modifiers would not be the
most convincing evidence of basic constituent order (though it may
give us indications of historically prior orders).

Nevertheless, we must be careful not to assume that an element
is not syntactically distinct from some other element just because
the two are phonologically bound. Clitics, for example, are a case
where this cammot be maintained. As illustrated in Section 2.1.1.2,
the direct object clitic forms a phonological constituent with
whatever precedes it, but a syntactic constituent with the following
noun phrase (if one is present in the clause; see also T. Payne
1983b). There are other evidences of phonological 'looseness' between
separate syntactic elements in Yagua. Application of the metathesis
process (Section 1.6) in (247) suggests that the first adpositional

phrasg is phonologically part of the verb.

{247) Syytachiiva, mmuafiu siiva ...
sa-jytay sa-iva, sa—-iva
3SG-say 3SG-DAT savage 3SG-DAT
'He said to him, the savage (said) to him ...' (HNTRO38)

But other evidence convincingly shows that the adpositional phrase is
not a syntactic part of the verb. A subject or object noun phrase can
intervene, resulting in clear phonological separation between the

verb and adpositional phrase:

(248) Syptay ricyuraca siiva.
sa—~jytay riy-curéca sa-iva
3SG-say 3PL-chief 3SG-DAT
'Their chief said to him...'

Within longer verbal forms speakers may pause before certain
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suffixes, particularly some of the more aspectual cnes (Chapter 5).
Conceivably affixation of these forms is relatively recent. But in
any case, it corroborates the phonological looseness of the language.
In sum, we want to be careful not to dismiss modifying roots as
separate syntactic constituents just because they are phonologically
bound. (If we should find that the modifying roots in Guajajara are
always phonologically bound, however, it would just strengthen the
case against using them as evidence of a syntactic Noun + Adjective
order.)

There are two reasons why the Yagua bound roots cannot be
considered syntactically separate canstituents from the head noun (at
least in synchronic terms). First, size and quantity suffixes are
strictly nominal suffixes and they follow bound modifying roots as in
(246) above. Second, there is a contrast between bound roots versus
those same roots when suffixed with a classifier or other
naminalizer. Compare rdpuuy in (249a) versus (24%b, ¢), and puryeey
in (250a) versus (250b, c). As non-bound, non-nominalized roots, as
in the (c) forms, they do not mean 'worthless' and ‘closed'
respectively, but have verbal meanings. (Available information
suggests that bound modifying roots generally may be etymologically

related to verb roots.)

(249) a. Vatachare-rapuyy
frog-worthless
'worthless frog® (LBO11)
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b. maay rapyurya
rapugy-ra
stranger worthless~CL:NEUT
'worthless stranger' (idiom for mestizo)
c. rapyyy 'to menstruate’
(250) a. Ssaya jjita jachchiy nmnpuryeevya.
sa-jiya jasiy-siy mmu-puryeey-va
3SG-go JIITA there-AB road-closed-DAT
'He went from there by the closed road'. (LB103)

b. paryeerya 'cloudy day'
paryeesiy 'fence; fish trap!

c. paryeey 'to close or fence in (e.g. like a road
or tube)'

When such modifying roots are suffixed with a classifier or
nominalizer as in the (b) forms, they are both phonologically and
syntactically distinct from the head noun. If they function as
descriptive modifiers, then under pragmatically marked conditions
(Section 2.1.1.5 and Chapter 6) they may occur preceding the verb,
discontinuous from the rest of their noun phrase. In appropriate
discourse contexts they may occur without an overt head noun,
particularly if same classifier other than the neutral cne serves as
a nominalizer. And as suggested by the translations in (250b), a
suffixed root can be an independent noun. These three facts argue
that a non-bound modifier must be a syntactic constituent separate
from the head noun itself. Thus they contrast with the bound roots as

in the (a) forms.
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3.2. Determination of head versus modifier within noun phrases

The preceding discussion raises a question which must be
answered if we are to satisfactorily discuss order of head noun and
non-bound descriptive modifier. Non-bound modifiers are ' most
frequently syntactically nominal (either inherently or throuch
derivation; this is statistically substantiated in Section 3.3).
Given this, how can we in a principled way determine which is the
head and which is the modifier? Order itself cannot be relied on as a
criterion for two reasons. First, one objective is to establish the
basic order of head noun arnd descriptive modifier. If we use order
as a means of determining what is the head and what is the modifier,
the argument is circular. Second, descriptive modifiers can
sometimes precede and sametimes follow what I conclude is the head
noun (Section 3.3). Thus, in any given phrase order alone may not
conclusively show what is head and what is modifier.

If we carmot establish a principled difference between head noun
arnd descriptive modifier, then it may be there are simply two nouns
in apposition which are equally 'head nouns', and Yagua would have to
be excluded from typological surveys where order of head noun and
descriptive modifier is pertinent. This issue is not specific just to
Yagua, as use of nouns for modifiers (rather than stative verbs, for
example) may be an Amazonian areal feature. It is found in at least
Hixkarvana (Carib), Chayahuita (Cahuapanan), PreAndine Maipuran
Arawakan, and Zaparcan languages. It is also found in Quechua. In
what follows I discuss criteria which have been invoked for

determining what is the syntactic head of a phrase. None of these
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satisfactorily solves the problem for languages such as Yagua. I then
argue that a discourse principle does satisfactorily distinguish head
and modifier within noun phrases. Briefly, head nouns are potentially

manipulable in subseguent discourse while modifying nouns are not.

3.2.1. Category constancy.
It is comonly assumed that the syntactic category of an entire

phrase is the same as the syntactic category of the head of that
phrase. This is the basis for much of X-bar syntax (J’ackendoff 1977) .
The head of a verb phrase must be a verb, the head of 2 noun phrase
must be a noun, the head of an adjective phrase must be an adjective,
and the head of an adpositional phrase must be an adposition. Thus,
if we have a given element X to which we add an element Y, and if the
category of the entire resulting phrase is X', then X must be the
head of the phrase, and not Y.

This criterion is not very helpful in the case of Yagua noun
phrases. If both the head and the modifier are inherently nominal
(and they almost always are), the syntactic category of the phrase is
consistent with the syntactic category of either component element.

We still do not know which is the head.

3.2.2. Unique immediate constituent, and obligatorily present

J. Anderson (1975) claims that the head of a construction is (1)
a ‘characterizing' terminal element (lexical item?) (2) which occurs
obligatorily, and (3) once and only once as an immediate constituent

of any given instance of that construction. (4) It does not occur as



an immediate constituent of any other construction. Anderson
presumably bases these criteria partly on the assumption that more
than one modifier can occur in a noun phrase, but as a general rule
(in Indo-Eurcpean languages?) cnly one noun. occurs in a
non—coordinate noun phrase. Likewise, we assume a verb phrase will
have only one verb. Certainly within traditional American structural
linguistics any clause which has two verbs is classically argued to
contain an embedded clause.3

These criteria do not resolve the problem. In any Yagua noun
phrase no more than ane demonstrative or number term may occur as a
terminal element. Yet it is not 1likely that we want to say the
resulting phrase is a 'demonstrative phrase' or 'mumber phrase'. Of
course, mmerals and demonstratives are not obligatory elements of
all noun phrases, and thus the objection does not stand. However, if
< mmeral is present, in natural discourse the noun may be absent
(cf. example (329k) in Chapter 4). Do we then conclude that the
mmeral in such a phrase is the head after all, since the noun does
not seem to be obligatory? Additionally, what most axiomatic
structuralist approaches would posit as a modifying word may occur
alane in actual discourse, perhaps suffixed with a classifier. The
head noun is not necessarily overtly expressed. But presumably these
are not serious objections to criterion 2, since perhaps the head is
(axiomatically) obligatory only in underlying structure.

Nevertheless, if both what we intuitively take to be the head
noun and the modifying noun are syntactically nominals, then we have

more than one nominal category as immediate constituents of the
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phrase (Anderson's criterion 3). Further, nouns are terminal
immediate constituents of of both noun phrases and of modifying
phrases (criterion 4). Thus, by both criteria 3 and 4, we should
conclud'ethattheheadofthenotmpm-asewmotbeoneofthenmms.
Strictly applied, these criteria yield counter-intuitive and

conflicting results.

3.2.3. Subcategorization and government.

Nichols (in progress) suggests that the head is that word which
governs, or is subcategorized for, or otherwise determines the
possibility of occurrence of, the other. (She additionally suggests
that the head determines the category of its phrase in line with the
criterion in 3.2.1 above.) For example, a transitive verb is
subcategorized for the occurrence of a noun to which direct object
case is assigned. But a given noun is not subcategorized for the
occurrence of a verb. Traditionally, then, the verb is taken as the
head of a verb phrase containing both wverb and direct object.
Similarly, an adposition requires the occurrence of a noun phrase
within the adpositional phrase and may govern the particular case
assigned to it. But any particular noun does not | require or govern
the occurrence of an acccmpgnying adposition. We thus conclude that
the adposition is the syntactic head of the phrase, and not the noun.

Crosslinguistically it is not <clear that nouns are
subcategorized for modifiers. They do not require modifiers in the

same sense that adpositions may require a noun (phrase), or that a
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transitive verb may require a direct object. For example, consider

the following Yagua noun phrase:

(251) ‘tapugvyey niisijyo

tapuuy-vay niisiy-jo

fight-CL:ANIM:PL eye—-CL:place

'one—-eyed warriors' (LB0O12, 015)

(?'warriors' eye sockets')
The occurrence of tapuuwyey ‘'warriors' might conceivably allow
niisijyo 'eye place' (or 'eye socket'), but it does not require it.
Alternatively niisijyo might be said to allow occurrence of
tapyuvyey. Neither noun is subcategorized for the presence of another
noun in the lexicon, and both nouns can occur independently as head
nouns in other contexts. A similar example is the phrase jinicha vam
'‘male tapir' in (260) below: both items occur alone in other contexts
where neither determines the occur:zence of, or is _subcztegorized for,
the other. It rather appears that the noun phrase STRUCTURE is what
potentially allows for both a head noun and a modifer.

Perhaps related to the notion of 'goverrment' as Nichols uses it
is the phencmenon of agreement within noun phrases. Generally
speak:.rg, non-head elements within noun phrases may be marked for
agreement with some features of the head noun, and much less commonly
the other way.4 In a canonical noun class language such as Spanish,
for example, modifying lexemes like BUENO (bueno/buena) ‘good' do not
have inherent class but reflect the class of the head noun in the
particular phrase in which they occur. This suggests we might lock at

use of Yagua classifiers in noun phrases. When two nouns occur in
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sequence, one of which has a classifier, does just ocne of the roots
require or govern choice of the classifier?

This is not an extremely helpful heuristic either. Classifiers
(underlined) may correspond with the class of what we intuitively

feel must be the head noun, as in (252) and (253).

(252) stjay mii-jay
cloth dirtyness—CL:pelt
'dirty cloth/clothing' (not 'cloth-like dirtyness')

(253) murijyg Jemmcaajucaa
mrly-Jyg JRAMI~CAR— JU—CA
vine—CL:string: like big-long-CL:string:like-long
'long piece of vine' (not 'vine-like long thing')

But classifiers are not required on descriptive modifiers within
modified noun phrases, as we might expect to be true for

inflectionally governed agreement morphology:

(254) HEAD MODIFIER
cachumu sjteerma
monkey true
‘real monkey!

(255) HEARD MODIFIER

surparn runay
wild:anatto red

'red wild anatto’

(256) QUANTIFIER HEAD MODIFIER
Sasdafiii tatooqui sabuujyaa buyéechara.
sa-sdgy-nii ta-too—quii buyéey-sara

3SG-give—-3SG one-CL:bowl-cne banana:drink mix-0O:NOM
'He gave him one bowl of prepared banana drink'. (HIR122)

Even when a classifier does occur, it is often the 'meutral' -ra
which may occur partly by virtue of having derived a noun from a verb

or sane other root:
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(257) niisityadii tijiturya
niisiy-tadii tjjituy-ra
eye—CL:seed transform—CL:NEUT
'transformed eyeballs'

Does class of the head noun just selecti-onally restrict choice
of classifiers? At first glance this hypothesis does not fully
account for the data either, given cases where the classifier on the
modifying noun is neither in concordance with the class of the head
noun nor neutral. This is the situation in (251) above: =jo
'CL:place’ could only refer to an inanimate object, yet tapyuvyey
'warriors' must be animate. The inanimate classifier and the animate
noun are objectively incaompatible. However, we might argue that cases
like (251) are samewhat akin to compourd nouns and thus may not be
subject to usual selectiomal restriction relations.S consider the
English compound noun garbage man. Garbage itself is most neutrally
taken as referring to something inanimate, while man is animate. But
in the compound garbage simply says something about the occupation
associated with the person in question and does not refer to any of
his inherent features. Garbage is not referential in this context.

But even in compound nouns, one of the nouns is taken as
denoting the actual item refered to, and the other somehow restricts

the class of all items of that sort. For example, roori ii

(rooriv-ruudii) ‘'house-ridge:pole' refers to a type of pole, not a

type of house. Garbage man refers to a type of man, not a type of
garbage. Thus we still wish to maintain that one of the nouns is the

head of the construction and the other is the modifier. We still need

a principled basis for determining this.
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3.2.4. Pragmatic head

The preceding discussion leads to what I believe is a principled
basis for distinguishing head and modifier in Yagua noun phrases, and
wltimately in all languages. When looking at naturally occurring noun
phrases in discourse, there is an intuitive sense that a given item
either is, or is not, the 'pragmatic' head. This corresponds with
whether or not the naminal form actually refers to a (pragmatically)
referential entity within the universe of discourse. Based on Du Bois
(1980) I define an entity or concept as pragmatically referential if
it is treated as an existing, bounded entity.within the universe of
discourse. Such an entity can subsequently be referred to as the same
entity, often by means of anaphoric devices. This is the same thing
which Hopper and Thompson (1984) term a 'discourse manipulable'’
entity (cf. also Givon 1985). From a discourse and ultimately
cognitive perspective, certain nominal forms constitute prototypical
instances of nouns in that they refer to entities which can be
further deployed or manipulated in subsequent discourse. This is
precisely because they are pragmatically referential. For the moment
I will refer tc such nouns as the 'pragmatic heads' of their noun
phrases, given that we do not yet have a criterion which allows us to
syntactically distinguish head versus modifying nouns.

Pragmatic headship has well-defined consequences in terms of
syntactic encoding. Depending on the language, the pragmatic head may
be identified as the syntactic head by being encoded as a syntactic
noun. Syntactically distinct devices such as adjectives, stative

verbs, or relative clauses may be used to further specify or delimit
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the pragmatic head, but these devices cannot be used to encode it
directly. In Yagua, however, the devices for encoding pragmatic heads
ard for encoding information which further specifies or delimits them
are objectively the same in terms c¢f syntactic properties: they are
nouns. Nevertheless, in a noun phrase containing two nouns, one of
the nouns may be subsequently manipulated in the discourse as
referring to the same entity to which the entire complex noun phrase
referred initially. The other noun may not have this property. If the
non-manipulable noun was used alone in subsequent discourse, the
entity referred to would be potentially indeterminate, or would
possibly be interpreted es a different referent than the one denoted
by the earlier noun phrase.

Some examples may help make the difference clear. Given any
particular sentence or noun phrase in isolation, it is relatively
difficult to determine whether a noun refers to a discourse
manipulable entity or concept. For example, in (251) above, we camnot
really tell whether niisijyo is discourse manipulable. But in context
it is clear that it is not discourse manipulable in the same way that
tépuuvvey is. The following clause occurs later in the text than the

clause in which tapuuvyey niisijyo is introduced.

(258) MiGchiffumaa rifiiy rabééntiy.
mny-siy-mmaa riy-niy rabéé-ntiy
there-AB-now  3PL-MALF circle:arocund-REP
'Fraom there they circled arocund again' (trying to catch
sight of the one(s) who blinded them). (LBO16)

The subject of (258) is urderstood as the same as the referent of

tapuuvyey niisijyo 'one-eyed warriors' in (251). If (258) employed
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niisijyo as a subject noun phrase, it would be pragmatically very
odd, if not ungrammatical. The participants carrying out the action
of circling would not be interpreted as equivalent to the blinded
warriors, but as the 'eye sockets'. But it is also not clear that the
Set I clitic riy 'third person animate plural' could co—occwr with
niisijyo 'eye sockets' (unless 'eye sockets' were anthropomorphized).
In contrast, tapuwwyey alone could be feliciteously employed as a
subject noun phrase in (258), referring to the blinded warriors. This
shows that tapiivvey and not niisijvo mist be taken as the head in
{251).

As a further example, in (259) it might be argued that what the
person saw was vamu 'adult male' and that jimicha 'tapir' tells what
kind of adult male it was; or altermatively, that what the person saw
was jamicha a 'tapir' and that vamu provides a further characteristic

of this particular tapir.

(259) Naaniindiffuvee jamicha vanmu jasiy.

naada~ junmiuy-ruvee

3DL-see—-on:arrival:there tapir male there

'They two saw on arrival there a male tapir/tapir male'.
However, there are two factors which allow identification of JjiniGcha
'tapir' as the pragmatic head. The first has to do with the ummarked
semantic meaning of vami, and the second has to do with the discourse
and cultural context. In the story from which (259) is taken, two
hinters are going along locking for game. In the process they see a
series of animals and some pecople, but have not yvet found a good

group of game animals at the point where this excerpt occurs:
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(260) a. Naadaya jachchiy,
naada~ya jasiy-siy
3DL-go  there—-AB
'"They two go on from there,

b. naadiiteo rami, mid,
naada-jitoo rd—m

3DL-arrive:there INAN-LOC path
"they two arrive there at a path

jirvatiy maiqui i,
jiy-ra-tiy mia-qui

DEMO-CL:NEUT-TIY path-big
'which is a wide path

c. naansiitarjira,
naada-siita-rij-ra
3DL~-follow-enroute—-INAN
"they two follow along it,

d. naaniimiifirvee jamacha vamu jasiy,
naada- juniuy-nuvee
3DL-see—-on:arrival:there tapir male there
"they o see oo arivival there a male tapir,

e. sasiivaatyiiryiji rédmu,
sa-siivaay-tiiy-riji ré-m
3SG~urinate-ITER-enroute INAN-LOC
'he is urinating as he goes along in

jaatdddeera.
jaa-tod—-dee-ra

water—CL: bowl-DIM-CL : NEUT
a small mud hole.

f. "Jiyunumaadyéétanii rata”,
jiyu—numaa-dyééta-nii
here—-now-maybe-3SG water:hole
'"There may be a water hole here"

g. syatay.
sa-jytay
3SG-say
'he (=one of the hunters) says.
h. Naadayatityiiy jachchiy.
naada-ya-tityiiy jasiy-siy

3DL-go-going:directly there-AB
'They two go along from there'. (HIR177-185)

When used in isolation, vdrmu is most neutrally interpreted
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referring to an adult luman being. In this excerpt it would be rather
inflecitious to utter vdmu in clause (d) without jumicha, because
vérmu would probably be taken as referring to a man. Seeing a human by
the path would not necessarily suggest the proximity of a watering
hole where animals might gather. What is significant in the context
is that they saw a 'tapir', not that they saw an 'adult male’.
Although vmu can perfectly well occur as an independent pragmatic
head in other contexts, in this particular context it is jumtcha
which is pragmatically salient.

If one tried to manipulate or deploy v@mu in clause (e), the
sense of clauses (d) and (e) would most likely ce 'They two saw on
arrival there a male tapir. The man (=one of the lhmters) urinated as
he went along in a small mud hole.' This suggests that vAmu in clause
(d) is not discourse manipulable, given that use of vamu in clause
(e) would probably not be interpreted as co-referential with jimicha
vanm in (d). If, however, jimicha occurred in clause (e}, it would

more =asily be interpreted as coreferential with jamicha vanu,

showing thaet jamicha in (d) is discourse manig;'ulable.6 Jamicha in
jamicha vd@mu is referential, whereas vamu 1is attributive and

non-referential. In sum, a sentence or phrase-based view of head-ship
breaks down in Yagua. But a discourse perspective as to what is, or
is not, further manipulable (or pragmatically referential)
disambiguates the head noun from the modifying noun.

A larger discourse perspective also makes better sense out of
the noun classification data. As I will discuss in Section 3.3,

classifiers (other than the 'neutral’ -ra) most often occur on
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descriptive modifiers when the head noun is absent from the phrase.

When the head noun is present, —ra is much more likely:

(261) ... tapggvyey niisityadii tiiturya raachajay.
niisiy-tadii tijtuy-ra ra-jacha-jay
warrior eye—CL:seed transform-CL:NEUT INAN-be-PROX2
'... it had been the warrior's transformed eyeballs'
(referring to eyeballs transformed into seeds) (LB052).
If in subsequent discourse tijiturya 'transformed' occurred without
niisityadii ‘eyeballs’, it could conceivably be taken as referring to
any ‘wansformed entity, whether animate or inanimate. It is not as
clearly discourse manipulable as niisityadii is, or even as
tijtutyadii (transform~CL:seed) might be. A hypothesis which will not
be explored here is that suffixation of a more highly specified
classifier to a modifier may allow an erstwhile modifier to become
discourse manipulable precisely because the more highly specified
classifier in some sense substitutes for the head noun. This relates

partly to the question of when a classifier, rather than same other

anaphoric device, is used.

3.3. Order of head noun and descriptive mod.._=2r in text

When a noun phrase contains both a head noun and a non-bound
descriptive modifier, the descriptive modifier is most frequently
another noun. Recall that a form is considered syntacticalily nominal
if it can serve as subject or object of a clause, as the predicate of
a predicate naominal construction, and/or as the object of a
postposition. This definition of noun includes forms which are either

inherent or derived ncminals. The term 'inherently modifying root' is
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used as defined in the introduction to this chapter (see the
discussion surrounding examples (240) through (245)). In using the
terms 'noun' or 'nominal', I am not concerned with whether the
linguistic form is functioning as a prototypical noun in the sense of
Hopper and Thompson (1984).

Text materials show that non-bound descriptive modifiers most
frequently follow the head noun. In one count of well over 1000
clauses of connected text, HEAD-MODIFIER order outnumbered
MODIFIER-HEAD order by about 4 to 1. The data are presented in Table
3.1 One characteristic of Yagua discourse revealed by this data is
that noun phrases containing non-bound descriptive modifiers are

relatively infrequent. 7

HEAD-MODIFIER MODIFIER-HEAD

28 82% 6 18%

Table 3.1. Order of Head Noun ard

Descriptive Modifier in Text.

In all cases of the HEAD-MODIFIER order represented in Table

3.1, the modifier is syntactically nominal. In five of the six cases
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of MODIFIER-HEAD order, the modifier is also syntactically nominal.
(In ocne case it is an inherently modifying root which will be
discussed below.) The MODIFIER-HEAD order occurs under four
corditions, substantiated not just by these appraximately 1000
clauses but also all the other text data I have seen. First, it may
perhaps occur under pragmatically or semantically marked conditions,
such as when the modifier is negated or contrasted (Chapter §6).
Example (262) is taken from a text where a careless boy spills the
snake's poison. As a result, things in the jungle are no longer safe
and people have to watch out for snakes that can kill. Example (262)
contrasts how wonderful things would have been if the boy had not

been &areless.s
(262) Samirva Yanayaasara rariy cha t66.
sémiy-ra jiva—nayaa-sara ra-riy

good—-CL:NEUT go-going:aimlessly-NMLZR INAN-FRUST be jungle
'It would be good walking all over the jungle'. (LX044)

Most of the examples I have of this sort (there are not many) are
potentially ambiguous, however. What looks like a 'modifier plus head
noun' could perhaps be analyzed as a predicate nominal construction
in which a Set II clitic does not precede the post-predicate subject
noun (cf. Section 2.1.3). Example (275) below may be a clearer case
of the MODIFIER-HEAD order occurring underl pragmatically marked
conditions.

Secard, in compound nominals, the modifying noun root may occur
before the head noun root (but see the discussion about (251) at the
enrd of Section 3.2.3). In compound nouns, the two roots may be

phonologically attatched:
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(263) rooriryuudii
rooriy~ruudii
house-ridge:pole
'ridge pole of the house'

Third, the MODIFTER-HEAD order occurs in same nearly lexicalized

phrases. For example, the root taariy 'before (in the sense of

time) '® is used in certain expressions to mean ‘ancestor'. Taariy
precedes mundtyavay 'first ones' (or mmétyij 'first one') in such
expressions.
(264) taariy mmnatyavay tépuyvyey

mnatya-vay tapuyy-vay

before first-CL:ANIM:PL fight-CL:ANIM:PL
'the old warring ancestors' or 'the ancestral warriors'

Fourth, inherently modifying roots may preferably precede the
head noun when they are not suffixed with a classifier or other

nominalizer. 10

(265) Siivaay pasidyee mdidveera.
sa-jivaay pasiy-dee nudiy-dee-ra
3SG-work small-DIM garden—-DIM-CL:NEUT
'He worked (in, or made) a small garden'.

(266) Sa-sitya-maa rooriy tuvy-ntiy jaam roori-jva.

3SG-dig:up-PERF house pole-REP big house—AL

'He has dug up house poles also for big house'. (TCO60)
The total number of discourse tokens of MODIFIER-HEAD order with
unsuffixed modifiers is small. In the great majority of cases,
inherently modifying roots occur suffixed with classifiers. In this
form, they follow the head noun, just as do inherently nominal roots
or naminals derived from verbs or other categories.

The class of inherently modifying roots itself is small, limited

to perhaps two or three items: jaam 'big' (and its hman/animate
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counterpart jaamiy), sdmiy 'good, well, new, pretty, beautiful', and
possibly pasiy 'small'. With regard to preferred placement, pasivy
'small' follows the pattern of jaamu and samily, distinguishing it
from other nominals.ll However, pasiy occurs as the object of
postpositions as in (267) and as the predicate of predicate nominal
constructions as in (268) without suffixation of a classifier or
other nominalizer. This suggests that it has features more

characteristic of nominals:

(267) Pas:tdyéém voR péarY?
pasiy-dee-ja yi-a pagTra
small-DIMIN-AL 2SG-IRR scrape—INAN
'In order to (make it) thin, you will scrape it'. {MBO57)
(268) Pasidyeetya  jiidafiudyey.
pasiy-dee-tya jiiday-nudyey
small-DIM-NEG fire-any:more
'"The fire was no longer small'. (TJO7S)
To provide a better understanding of the syntactic distribution
and textual function of suffixed versus unsuffixed modifying roots, I
exhaustively examined occurrences of jaamu 'big’, pasiy 'small', and
more cursorily samiy 'good, well, new, pretty, beautiful' in the
Powlison concordance (Powlison and Powlison 1977). There are three
syntactic patterns. The modifier may occur without any other noun as
in (269). It may occur in the order HEAD-MODIFIER as in (270) and
(271), or in the order MODIFIER-HEAD as in (272). In (269) and (270)
Jaam 'big' occurs in a suffixed form. In (272) pasiy is unsuffixed,
and in (266) above jaamu is unsuffixed. Samiy 'good' occurs in an

unsuffixed form in the HEAD-MODIFIER order in (271).
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(269) Raativ jaséésiy Jeamuddmajy ...
ra-a-tiy jasiy-jasiy jaamu-duu-ja
INAN-IRR-TIY grow-PROX1 big—CL:tube~AL
'If it grows into a big flute ...' (TC040)
(That it is a flute and not a cane or other tubular object
is understood by previous mention of a flute in the context.)

(270) Rasuutyityiiy riichoo jaamurastmsa.
réa-smy-tityiiy jaami-ra-simaa
INAN-make :noise—-going:directly wind big~CL:NEUT-great
'A big wind storm came along making noise'. (FHO48)

(271) caava samiy yeecha.
yi-jacha
hercn beautiful 2SG-be
'A beautiful heron you (will) be'.

(272) Yaa jootatéecy pasidyee siityenityaadeeta.
yi-a joota-tée—cli pasiy—dee siityeniy-taa—dee—ta
2SG-IRR begin-EMPH-CU little-DIM brush-NMLZR:INST-DIM-INST
'You'd better begin with the little brush (to smooth out a
blowgun)'. (MBOS5S1)

Table 3.2 presents the frequency distribution of the patterns for

Jjaamu 'big' in suffixed and unsuffixed forms.

UNSUFFIXED SUFFIXED TOTAL
MODIFIER ONLY — 25 25
HEAD-MODIFIER - 2 2
MODIFIER-HEAD 6 1 7
TOTAL 6 28 34

Table 3.2. Occurrences of Inherently Modifying Root
jaam 'big' in the Powlison and Powlison (1977) Concordance.

The large nmumber of suffixed instances of jaamu which occur
without an accampanying head noun in Table _3.2 suggests that the
major function of classifier suffixation to inherently modifying
roots (and also to inherently nominal and verbal roots) is to allow

the speaker to avoid repitition of the understood head noun when it
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is clear from the discourse or extra-textual context. Claiming that
occurrence of the classifier facilitates 'deletion' of the head noun
is the wrong way to approach the data. Rather, as is well grounded on
the basis. of other studies (cf. Derbyshire 1985, Lambrecht 1984, Du
Bois 1984, Doris Payne to appear d; T. Payne 1985), languages have an
aversion to many noun phrases in naturally occurring text. This
aversion stems from an economically motivated principle not to do
more work than is absolutely necessary (cf. Haiman 1983:802). If
there is a device in the language which permits identification of a
familiar, or given, referent without recourse to a noun or full noun
phrase, then the general principle is to use the more abbreviated
device, all other things being equal.l? Thus, once an entity is
intrcduced into Yagua discourse by means of a full noun or noun
phrase, if the speaker can subsequently indicate to the hearer the
identity of the referent by a classifier or Set I or Set II clitic,
the latter means are the encoding devices of choice. Although no
rigorous discourse-basad study of Yagua classifiers has vet been
undertaken, one hypothesis is that when the speaker wishes to add
descriptive (or quantifying) information about a referent, rather
than use a NOUN + MODIFIER (or NUMERAL + NOUN) construction, the
device of choice is MODIFIER + CLASSIFIER (or NUMERAL + CLASSIFIER),
where the classifier adequately serves to pick out the precise
referent in the given context. Classifier choice under this view is
governed by a type of 'agreement' process, but within the scope of

the text or sub-text, rather than within the scope of a single clause
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or noun phrase. One possible historical source for clausal or phrasal
agreement may be grammaticization of such discourse 'agreement'.

In the Powlison Concordance, the rumber of tokens of head noun
plus the moedifier jaamu (in either order) is too small to allow us to
conclude much with certainty about basic order. However, putting the
data of Table 3.2 together with other text counts, it is quite clear
that unsuffixed modifying roots are dominantly pre-head, while
suffixed modifiers are dominantly post-head.

It is of interest to 1look more closely at the unsuffixed
modifying roots occurring in the MODIFIER-HEAD configuration in Table
3.2. In three cut of the six cases the modifying root is written as

if phonologically attatched to the head noun:

(273) jgamu-riichoo
big-wind (HCO35)

{274} jeamu-coodiy
big-snake (KT028, LB154)

There is no other evidence I know of to suggest that riichoo 'wind'
and coodiy 'snake' serve dual sfatus as both classifiers and nouns
{they are not incorporated into rmumeral roots, for example). Dual
status is true of some other roots, such as dasiy 'palm trunk' and
dasiy 'CL:thin:pole’. (Jaamu-dasiy may refer to 'big blowgun' or 'big
palm trunk', for example, depending on context). A tendency towards
phonological attatchment of noun roots to otherwise unsuffixed
modifying roots may be cne pressure towards eventual reanalysis and

shortening as classifiers. At this point, however, I would not argue
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that jaami-coodiy and jaamu-richoo are modifying roots suffixed with
classifiers.

Table 3.3 gives the occurrences of pasiy 'small’ in the Powlison
concordance. As menticned above, based on syntactic distribution
possibilities in its unsuffixed form, pasiy appears to be more
nominal than jasmu. This is also supported by the 10 cases of
msuffixed tokens which occur without an accompanying clearly nominal

head. (There were no cases of this type for the root jaamu.)

UNSUFFIXED SUFFIXED TOTAL
MODIFIER ONLY 10 14 24
HEAD-MODIFIER 3 3
MODIFIER-HEAD 1 4

3
TOTAL 13 18 31

Table 3.3 Occurrences of pasiy 'little'®
in the Powlison and Powlison (1977) Concordance.

Again, the mumber of HEAD-MODIFIER and MODIFIER-HEAD tokens in Table
3.3 alone is too small to conclude much with certainty, but it adds
to the evidence that nominal modifiers prefer the HEAD-MODIFIER
order. The one token of a suffixed MODIFIER-HEAD phrase is possibly
a pragmatically marked case of added detail restatement (Section

6.4.4):

{278) Siivaay jii mudiy, pasidyeera nmudiy.
sa-jivaay pasiy-dee-ra
3SG-make JIITA garden little-DIM-CL:NEUT garden
'He makes a garden, a little garden'. (FX008)

Although unsuffixed modifiers are more frequent in pre-head position,
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examples like (271) above and (276) suggest that they are not

exclusively so.

(276) muchityu-jaamiy 'wild bee species'
bee-big:animate

Muchityujaamiy is the lexicalized expression for a certain type of
bee. Comparison with muchityu-jaa (bee~CL:liquid) = ‘'honey of this
type of bee', shows that muchityu is a separable morpheme in itself.

In one of the three unsuffixed MODIFIER-HEAD tokens in Table
3.3, pasiy appears to be phonologically attatched to the head. There
is no other evidence that the head in this case should be considered

a classifier:

(277) Pasiquichidyusitya
pasiy-quichidyusiy-ta
little-knife—INST
'with a pocket knife'’

In conclusion, the discourse data in Tables 3.1 through 3.3 show
that with nominal modifiers the HEAD-MODIFIER order is more frequent
in naturally occurring text, while the MODIFIER-HEAD order perhaps
occurs under pragmatically marked circumstances and in more
jdiosyncratic lexicalized expressions. Based on morphological
simplicity, one might want to argue that MODIFIER-HEAD is the
syntactically basic order, given that jaamu 'big' and perhaps pasiy
'small' and sdamiy ‘'well, good, new, pretty., beautiful’ may
preferrably occur in pre-head position when unsuffixed. But the total
mmber of discourse tokens is smaller than we would like to make a

definitive claim in this direction.
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Hawkins (1983:13) gives the following criteria for determining

basic constituent order when there are competing orders:

1. Where one doublet occurs (e.g., NAdj) with greater
frequency than the other (AdjN) in attested samples of the
relevant language, then, all things being equal, the more
frequent doublet is the basic one.

2. Where one doublet (e.g., NAQj) is more frequent within
the grammatical system of the language than the other
(e.g., the cuantity of adjective lexemes that occur
postnominally exceeds the mumber that occur prenominally),
then, all things being equal, the grammatically more
frequent doublet is the basic ane.
3. Where one doublet is grammatically urmarked and the
other marked (i.e., a special type of grammatical meaning
may be associated with one order of Adj and N, but not the
other, over and above their 1lexical meanings: one word
order may not undergo certain general rules that the other
does, or may be generated by rules of a more restricted
nature; one word order may be the one chosen by exceptional
modifiers, whose ecxceptional status is marked in the
lexicon; etc.), then, in all these cases, the ummarked
order is the basic one.
Criteria (1) and (3) would pick ocut HEAD-MODIFIER as the basic order
since it is most frequent in naturally occurring samples of text, and
it is not the order associated with semantically and pragmatically
marked situations such as focus of contrast, negation, etc. where
there is some meaning above and beycmd the lexical meanings.13
Criterion 2 might be said to pick out MODIFIER-HEAD as basic, given
that there is a larger pre-head class of inherently modifying roots,
compared to a post-head class of zero inherently modifying roots.
However, there are only two roots which are quite clearly non-nominal
(jeamu 'big’' and sémiy ‘good, well, new, pretty, beautiful'), and one

of these is both adverbial and adjectival (sdmiy). The pre-head class
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of inherently modifying roots is very small. In contrast, the
post-head class of nominal modifiers is an open, unlimited class.
Overall then, if any order is to be taken as basic, even by Hawkins
criteria it must be HEAD-MODIFIER. This is consistent with VIN which
states that if the dominant order is (as expected) postnominal, it is
still common to find a small class of prenominal adjectives. A
perhaps more noteworthy typological observation is that modified noun

phrases occur quite infrequently.

3.4. Camplex modifying phrases
Even more infrequent than modified noun phrases are noun phrases
which contain complex modifying phrases. When these occur, the

adverbial modifier consistently precedes the descriptive modifier:

(278) jaaryiy samirya 'very good'
very
(279) jaaryiy jasmmu riichoo '(a) very big wind'

very big wind

3.5. Genitives

Genitive (possessive) phrases are of three types. First, if the
possessor is expressed only by a noun or noun phrase, the genitive
noun precedes the head noun (GEN + NP):

(280) Rayarygy Alchico roorimydju.
ra-jiva-ragy rooriy-mu-jg
1SG—go—-POT Alchico house-LOC-AL
'I want to go to Alchico's house’.
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(281) Saramitiffadyarmu janariy mmatyiil siiva.
sa~ramitiy-nidy-jamu mmatya-i sa-iva
3SG-ford-IMPF-PAST3 deer before-NOM: ANIM:SG 3SG-DAT
'The deer's ancestor used to ford across him (to
cross the river)'. (FSQO01)

Secord, if the possessor is expressed via a Set I clitic, the

clitic is phonologically prefixed to the head noun (CLITIC + NP):

(282) Rayarqiy sarocorimyaju.
ra-jiva-rigy sa-rooriy-mu-ji
1SG—go-POT 3SG-house-LOC-AL
'T want to go to his/her house'.

(283) Jaaryiy rijicam jimytGrraayam.
ray-jjcanu jiy-mirraay-jam
very 1SG-1ike  2SG—sing-INF
'I really like your song/your singing'.

Third, if the possessor is expressed via a Set I clitic plus a
noun (phrase), the clitic is phonologically prefixed to the head noun
as in (282) and (283), but the genitive noun phrase follows the head

noun (CLITIC + NP + GEN):

(284) Ravyaata suumifiu Alchico.
ray-vaata sa-jumifiu
1SG-want 3SG-cance Alchico
'T want Alchico's canoe'. OR: 'I want the canoce of Alchico’.

These three patterns are identical to use of Set I clitics and noun
phrases for referencing subjects in Type 1 clauses (Section 2.1.1.1).
In one study of seven folkloric narrative texts, distribution of

the three genitive phrase types was as given in Table 3.4.
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GEN + NP 126 27%

CLITIC + NP 327 70%
CLITIC + NP + GEN 12 3%
TOTAL 465 100%

Table 3.4. Distribution of Genitive Phrase Types

In an effort to determine factors motivating choice of one
construction type versus another, possessive phrase type was
cross-tabulated with given versus new status of the possessor. A
participant was judged as having given status if it was presumed to
be in the hearer's active consciousness (Chafe 1984) at the time the
phrase occurred in the discourse. It was judged as being in the
hearer’s active consciousness either by virtue of being mentioned in
the preceding discourse (if it was a major participant throughout the
discourse recent mention was not necessary), by virtue of being
deictically present in the extra—textual context, by virtue of being
available cn the basis of a 'frame' (e.g. given a house (the frame)
in Yagua culture, one can generally assume there is a ladder to the
house as well), or by virtue of being culturally known information.

The data are presented in Table 3.5.14
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GEN + NP CLITIC + NP CLITIC + NP + GEN

NEW 93 1 10
GIVEN 33 326 2
TOTAL 126 327 12

Table 3.5. Cross-tablulation of Genitive Noun Phrase
Types Relative to Given Versus New Informational
Status of the Possessor.

A major difficulty in working with text material rather than
with psycholinguistic experimental data is that the assumptions of
the speaker about the cognitive status of any particular piece of
information in the mind of the hearer at the time of speaking are not
necessarily transparent to the analyst. The less one is familiar with
the folklore and cultural milieu, the more likely it is that he or
she will judge information to be new and indefinite, when in reality
the speaker may have assumed that that information was given and/or
definite to persons well within the culture. But it is also possible
that analytical errors could be made in the opposite direction. As
Jack Du Bois has pointed out (personal commmication), when a
folkloric story begins, information may be assumed to be given on the
basis of 'prior texts' current in the culture (Becker 1979), and may
be presented as such. But once the story proper begins, it takes on
features of being a world unto itself, and information that should
technically be expected or given based on cultural knowledge and
prior texts is presented as if it were new or indefinite. Such
strategies help build suspense and make the story worth telling. If

everything is assumed to be given and is presented as such, the story
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is 'flat' and lacks interest in terms of pragmatic speaker-hearer
interactions. All of this points to the need for experimental data,
rather _than just static text data, in evaluating encoding of
pragmatic parameters.

Nevertheless, a statistical analysis of the text data provides
some safeguard, because it gives a probability measurement as to
whether an observed pattern might be due to chance or not. If a
particular correlation is significant at a very high level, we may
assume that even if analytical errors have crept into the data, the
rumber of these could not be so large that the correlation should in
actuality be reduced to a non—significant level. Certain tendencies
in Table 3.5 are extremely strong. We can safely say that the simple
clitic construction correlates strongly with given information, while
both constructions that involve noun phrases correlate strongly with
new information. When the two noun phrase constructions are grouped
together as opposed to the simple clitic constructicn, the wvalue of
X} with Yate's correction for the data in Table 3.5 is 308.3. This is
significant at the .001 level with cne degree of freedom. This means
that there is a significant association between given versus new
informational status of the possessor, and encod:u'g via a simple
clitic versus a noun phrase cqnstructicn. This is just what we would
expect.

However, the givenness parameter does not distinguish between
the GEN + NP and the CLITIC + NP + GEN constructions represented in
Table 3.5. This is partially because the mmber of tokens of the

latter type is too small to calculate a valid X?. Another major
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problem with the data in Table 3.5 is enforcement of binary
distinction between 'given' and 'new’' on the data. Chafe (1984)
argues that there is a contimmum between information which is in the
hearer's immediate active consciocusness (i.e. given information),
and information which has been totally out of the active
consciousness (i.e. highly non-given information). Information might
alternatively be in the hearer's peripheral conscicusness, or may be
textually new but situationally highly expected. Experimental data
sensitive to such factors might help differentiate between the two
noun phrase constructions. Nevertheless, Table 3.5 shows that of the
138 cases where a noun phrase was used to encode the possessor (the
sum of the GEN + NP, and CLITIC + NP + GEN constructions), the CLITIC
+ NP + GEN canstruction occurs only 9% of the time. Sheer frequency
thus argues that GEN + NP must be taken as the basic order whenever a

noun encodes the possessor.

3.6. Postpositional phrases

Most attested verb initial languages have prepositions. This is
in 1line .with predictions of a consistent head-modifier ordering
principle. Yagua, however, is consistently postpositional. Based
partially on data presented in Powlison (1982) I distinguish between
'concrete! postpositions (cf. Lyons 1968:295 'local' cases), and
'grammatical’ postpositions (cf. Lyons 1968:295 ‘'abstract' cases).
Concrete postpositions are semantically highly specific. There are

over 30 of these. Fuller exemplification is given in Payne and Payne,
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in progress, and especially in Powlison (1982), but a few examples

are given here:

(285) jiftmuatoocha '‘an top of your shoulder'
jiy-mumutu-jacha
2SG-shoulder-upon

(286) vaturyy jisaa 'with the woman'
woman:with:children COM

(287) jimyicharanaachoQ '(loocking) for food'
jimyiy-sara-naachQo
eat-0:NOM-towards

(288) cajiijyganubaa 'mixed in with coffee
cajiiy-jaa-mubaa {e.g. sugar)'
coffee—CL: liquid-mixed: in:with

(289) miisaansaargjy 'until healed'
mi isa- janu-saarajy
heal-INF-extent:of
There are four 'grammatical' postpositions (though the dividing

line between grammatical and concrete postpositions is not sharp):

(290) -ja tallative' (AL)
-siy 'ablative' (AB)
-va or -iva 'dative’ (DAT)
-m or im 'locative! (LOC)

Many postpositions are transparently related to nouns, and a few to
verbs. But the grammatical postpositions are more bleached
semantically than the concrete ones and are used in a wider variety
of syntactic contexts. The allative and ablative postpositions can be
suffixed to the dative -va/~iva, or Ilocative -mu/-imu, or to any
concrete postposition. Certain verbs are subcategorized to take
objects in the dative case. When suffixed to nonfinite verbs the

locative is extended to indicate 'while' and the allative indicates
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'purpose’ (see Payne and Payne, in progress, for exemplification
beyond what is given below). The instrumental -ta is similar to the
locative in indicating 'while' when suffixed to a nonfinite verb, but
the Jlocative is far more common in this function (Section 2.11.7).
The postposition ~tdimu 'beside’ is also extended to mean ‘while'
when suffixed to a finite adverbial clause (Section 2.11.3).

According to Powlison (1982), the allative and ablative
postpositions indicate motion towards and motion away from the point
of focus, while the dative, locative and the concrete postpositions
indicate a position at rest relative to the point of focus. The
ablative -siy is probably historically related to the verbal suffix
—siy/~chiy 'action done upon departure' and/or to the verbs siiy ‘to
run', or maasiy 'to get up, go out'. The locative -mu or -imu is
possibly related to the locative word midy 'yonder'.

Some postpositions are always phonologically bound to the noun

or Set I clitic:

(291) Riivasrya Dori jyu.
ray-jivéay-ra Doriy-ju
1sg-make—inan Doris-AL
'T made it for Doris'.

(292) Siivaarya rajyu.
sa-jivaay-ra ray-ji
35G-make—-INAN 1SG-AL
'She/he made it for me'.
Others are phonologically free when postposed to a noun but

phonologically bound when postposed to Set I clitics:
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(293) Ratygachu vaturgy jisaa.
ray-tuachu
1SG-converse woman:with:children COM
'T talked with the woman'.
(294) Ratygachu sii_sg.
sa-j1saq
3SG-COM
'I talked with him/her'.

As with genitives (Section 3.5), postpositional phrases have
three forms. Postpositions may occur suffixed to or following noun
phrases (NP + P), suffixed to a Set I «clitic (CLITIC + P), or
suffixed to a Set I clitic with the coreferential noun phrase
following the postposition (CLITIC + P + NP).- Campare the following

with (293) and (294) above:

(295) Raty@ichu sjijisaa vatura.
sa-jisaq
3SG-COM woman:without:children
'I talked with the woman'.
(296) Radiiy siiva Alchico.
ray-diiy sa-iva
1SG-see 3SG-DAT Alchico
'T see Alchico'.
The NP + P and CLITIC + P patterns are by far the most common. In one
study of 341 clauses containing 110 postpositional phrases, the
CLITIC + P + NP pattern accounted for only 7% of the cases, while the
CLITIC + P pattern accounted for 37% and the NP + P pattern for 55%
(Doris Payne, to appear d). In that study, 85% of NP + P phrases were
new information, while 98% of CLITIC + P phrases were given
information. Out of 8 instances of CLITIC + P + NP phrases, six

encoded given information, and two encoded new information.
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In the 11 texts discussed in Section 1.4 (Table 1.1), 687
adpositional phrases occur. 18 Frequency distribution of the three
types is presented in Table 3.6. Nearly the same distribution is

found as in the smaller corpus reported in Doris Payne (to appear d).

NP + P 349 51%
CLITIC + P 283  41%
CLITIC + P + NP 55 8%
TOTAL 687 100%

Table 3.6. Distribution of Adpositional Phrase Types

The simple clitic strategy ovewhelmingly encodes given and
definite information and I will not explore it further here (see T.
Payne 1985 for further discussion of its conditions of use). Tables
3.7 through 3.9 present data on the other two types relative +to
parameters of givemness, definiteness, and referentiality. Table 3.7
shows that 50% of all adpositional phrases containing an NP encode

given information, while another 50% encode new information.

GIVEN NEW TOTAL
NP + P 168 48% 181 52% 349 100%
CLITIC + P + NP 33 60% 22 40% 55 100%
TOTAL 201 50% 203 50% 404 100%

Table 3.7. Cross~tabulation of Adpcsitional Phrase
Types with NP's Relative to Given versus New Information

The data in Table 3.8 include only referential mentions, since
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the contrast between definite and indefinite is essentially

neutralized in non-referential xnevm:iu:l':s.l6
DEFINITE INDEFINITE TOTAL
NP + P 224 86% 37 14% 261 100%
CLITIC + P + NP 42 81% 10 19% 52 100%
TOTAL 266 85% 47 15% 313 100%

Table 3.8. Cross—tabulation of Adpositional Phrase Types
with NP's Relative to Definite versus Indefinite Information

Table 3.8 shows that in this corpus, 85% of noun phrase cobjects of
postpositions encode definite information, and only 15% encode
indefinite information. Comparison with the percentage figures in
Table 3.7 for givenness might suggest that a fairly large number of
new mentions must be definite, rather than indefinite, or else we
might expect the indefinite figures to more closely follow the new
figures. But the two tables are not comparable given that Table 3.7
includes non-referential mentions, while Table 3.8 does not.
Essentially all of the non-referential mentions are new information.

Table 3.9 suggests that the referentiality parameter may
distinguish the two noun phrase constructions more than either
givermess or definiteness. As I will show below, however, an
association between referentiality and construction type is only

apparent and not statistically valid.
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REFERENTTAL NONREFERENTTAL TOTAL

NP + P 261 75% 88 25% 349 100%
CLITIC + P + NP 52 95% 3 5% ) 55 100%
TOTAL 313 77% 91 23% 404 100%

Table 3.9. Cross—tabulation of Adpositicnzl Phrase Types
with NP's Relative to Referential versus Nonreferential Status

It is important to evaluate the data statistically, as
percentages do not tell us to what extent an apparent association
might be due simply to chance. The mill hypothesis for Tables 3.7
through 3.9 is:

There is no association between choice of adpositional
phrase type containing an NP and status as given versus new
(Table 3.7); definite versus indefinite (Table 3.8);
referential versus non-referential (Table 3.9)
informational status.
For each Table 3.7 through 3.9 the value of )@ with Yate's correction
is not significant at the .05 level with one degree of freedom. Thus,
the mull hypotheses cannot be rejected. Choice between the the two
phrase types which contain an NP does not, apparently, depend on
pragmatic factors at this rather gross level of sophistication. As
with genitive phrases, a more sophisticated givemness metric might
differentiate them. T. Payne's (1985) study of topic contimuity (cf.
Givén 1983) reports the referential distance figure for the NP + P
construction as 15.13, and for the CLITIC + P + NP construction as
9.91.17 These figures suggest the hypothesis that the more complex

construction encodes participants which are more nearly given. That
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is, the participant may be judged to still be in the hearer's active
consciousness, or perhaps in peripheral conscicusness, and thus there
is a tendency to encode them with just the clitic construction. But
because the participant is (on the average) mentioned about 10
clauses earlier, the speaker judges that a resumptive NP mnight be
needed to make the referent clear and urambiguous. The figure of
15.13 for the NP + P caonstruction correlates well with the figures in
Doris Payne (1984c) for Papago new mentions. In Papago, items which
have been mentioned at a distance of 15 or 16 clauses are treated
just 1like items which have not been mentioned at all: they are
essentially new. Whether this hypothesis should prove to be right or
not, the frequency differences in Table 3.6 argue strongly that the
CLITIC + P + NP construction is not the most basic one, and there is
no reason to regard Yagua as anything other than postpositional. If
the CLITIC + P + NP pattern were to become stronger, it might be
re—evaluated as a prepositional construction in which the clitic is
an inflection on the preposition. This would be more consistent with

a verb initial type.

3.7. Summary
In this chapter I have discussed basic constituent order within

noun and adpositional phrases. Within the noun phrase, demonstratives
are consistently pre-head, and murerals are practically so. Genitives
are essentially pre-head also. Descriptive modifiers are strongly
post-head, though the basic order here may be more controversial.

However, if we take Hawkins' criteria as determinative, the basic
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order is best viewed as head noun + descriptive modifier. This is in
line with the consistently post-head order of relative clauses
discussed in Section 2.11.4. Finally, the language is postpositional.

There is variation in both genitive and adpositional phrases as
summarized in Table 3.10. For both phrasal categories, pre-head
position is mumerically dJdominant when noun phrases encode the

deperdent.

NP + HEAD CLITIC + HEAD CLITIC + HEAD + NP  TOTAL
GENITIVE 126 27% 327 70% 12 3% 465
ADPOSITION 349 51% 283 41% 55 8% 687

Table 3.10. Cross-tabulation of Genitive and Adpositional
Phrases According to Type.

Table 3.10 suggests that genitive constructions are more likely to
evidence the CLITIC + HEAD strategy than are adpositional phrases.
This is entirely expected since possessors are most commonly animate,
and thus tend to have continmuity throughout (some portion of) the
discourse. They thus tend to be given and definite. The clitic
strategy strongly correlates with given/definite mentions. Objects of
postpositional phrases, however, are more likely to encode inanimate
entities which have less contimiity throughout the discourse (cf.
Doris Payne 1984c). Thus, they encode a higher incidence of new
entities (roughly 50%) than do genitive phrases, resulting in a

higher percentage of noun phrase encodings.
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NOTES TO CHAPTER 3

1SeePayneandPayne (in progress) and Doris Payne (to appear
d) for exemplification of these rare orders.

2 The definition of modifying root excludes adverbs which can
only modify verbs. There is at least one modifying root samiy 'good,
well, new, pretty, beautiful' which can modify either nouns or verbs
in its unsuffixed form.

3 Foley and Olson (1985) and the literature on verb
serializaticn are an explicit departure from this tradition. In
Chapter § I argue that more than one verb does not necessarily
correlate with more than one clause in Yagua.

4 The major case where heads agree with their dependents within
noun phrases is in Genitive + Noun constructions where the head noun
may agree with some features of the genitive expression (e.g. in
mumber!. Alternatively, the genitive may agree with some features of
the head noun. A primary reason why genitives commonly differ from
other nominal modifiers may be because the genitive referent is more
likely animate, topical, or thematic throughout a portion of the
discourse: it is the salient one. This also motivates the phenomenon
of subject 'possessor raising' in some languages (cf. Munro and
Gordon 1982) in which the possessor, rather than the erstwhile head
noun, takes on subject properties.

5Wewc:u_ldhavetos'c:l}_:a:l.la‘t:e that not 211 compound nouns need be
lexicalized expressions, and that creation of compounds of this sort
mist be a productive process.

® In actual fact repetition of jumicha would be unlikely in (e)
unless it were in some way pragmatically marked (Chapter 6€).

7 The overall percentage of noun phrases in narrative discourse,
iv=egpactive of whether they contain non-bound modifiers, is
discussed in Chapter 6.

8 The habitual analysis for -sara in (262) makes less sense than
the nominalizer analysis (cf. Section 2.2.1) in that I have never
seen a non-ncminal (i.e. verbal) complement of a EE verb.

9gaﬁ'\r_iynayhav»'encxninalst:a‘cusassu;gg&sted!::y the term for
'morning' tgarimyusiy in which taariy is etvmologyically the object
of the postpositional complex —-mu—siy LOCATIVE-ABLATIVE. Presumably
only nouns can serve as the objects of postpositions. '

10 mhe suffix -dee 'diminuative’ in (265) does not have a
nominalizing effect.
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! It may be that rajuu 'mich, many' should also be considered
an inherently modifying root. It occurs both suffixed and unsuffixed.
When unsuffixed it is not phonologically attached to the head noun.
Unlike other modifying roots, however, it precedes the head noun when
suffixed as well as unsuffixed, which is the characteristic position
for all quantifiers.

12 T. Payne (1985, Chapter 5) delimits a variety of factors
motivating use of noun phrase devices besides just new informational
status and potential ambiguity due to having several participants 'on
stage' at the same time. For example, use of noun phrases correlates
with and helps the hearer to identify thematic breaks in the
organization of a text. Pragmatically marked contexts alsc motivate
use of noun phrases.

13 Hawkins' term 'grammatical meaning' is probably to be
interpreted as the extra pragmatic meaning stemming from
pragmatically marked contexts or constructions.

4 These figures are also reported in Doris Payne {to appear d).
A parallel cross-tabulation of definite and indefinite status of the
possessor was not done. Essentially all possessors in this particular
corpus were identifiable (=definite).

S The figures on obliques reported in Chapter €, Table 6.13 and
following, include all obliques irrespective of whether they are
adpositional phrases or other time or locative phrases. Those
reported here include only adpositional phrases.

16 Givon (1984 and elsewhere) identifies all non-referential
mentions as indefinite.

7 Referential distance is the mmber of clauses since the last
mention of the participant in gquestion, averaged over all tokens of
the construction type. If the participant has not been previcusly
mentioned, or has been last mentioned at a distance of greater than
20 clauses, then the upper limit of 20 is arbitrarily chosen.
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Chapter 4: Noun Classification and Nominalization

This chapter is centrally concerned with establishing whether or
not there is agreement between constituents of the noun phrase.
According to the verb initial norm (VIN) we should expect little, if
any, agreement between modifiers and their head nouns. In Yagua, both
demonstratives and mumerals agree in noun class with their head
nouns. Classifiers are the overt mark mark of this inflectional
agreement. Other uses of classifiers, however, are derivaticnal.

In order to defend the claim that Yagua classifiers have both
inflectional and derivational functions, significant discussion will
be devoted to the inflecticnal - derivational issue, particularly
within the Extended Word-and-Paradigm (EWP) model of morphology
(Thomas-Flinders 1981; S. Anderson 1982). Although this model has
decided advantages over traditional models of morphology, I will
argue that a prototype view of categoriality proves most insightful
in understanding the‘.nature of Yagua classifiers. The protoctype view
may, in fact, lead to more adequate formulations of morphological
processes within the EWP model.

Yagua has an extensive system of over 40 noun classifiers (CL)
(Doris Payne, to appear b; Powlison and Powlison 1958). Animate

classifiers, which are differentiated for mumber, are as follows:
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(297) -nu ‘animate singular'

-y ‘animate dual'

-vay 'animate plural'’
I will not present the entire list of inanimate classifiers here but
a few examples of classifiers infixed to the numeral 'one' within

noun phrases follow:

(298) ta-nu—quii niim

one—CL: thick:pole-one pole

‘one pole! or ‘one tree trunk'
{299) ta-puu—quii pida

one—CL:short: tubular-one battery

'one flashlight battery'
(300) tasquii daanta

ta-siy-quii |

one—CL:small:round—-one medicine

'one pill’
(301) tadaguii Jjamurutaa (Vainilla dialect)

ta-day-quii

one—CL:cutting: instrument-one machete

'one machete’
Depernding on whether the identity of a participant is clear in the
discourse context, the 'neutral' classifier -ra may sometimes be used
in place of a more specific classifier to refer to any inanimate as
in (318) below, and sometimes to an animate or human entity. Use of
-ra is particularly likely when demonstratives agree with an
inanimate noun which is overtly present in the phrase, regardless of

the more specific class of that ncun, as in (320) below.
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4.1. Derivational uses of classifiers

Classifiers derive nouns from verb roots as in (302) and (303),
fram quantifiers as in (304), and from inherently modifying roots as
in (305) and (306). Classifiers may be suffixed to inherently
nominal roots to derive other nouns, as in (307) through (309).1 a11
of the approxXimately 40 Yagua classifiers, both animate and
inanimate, have these functions. In (302) -jdv is a classifier which
derives historically froum the noun Jjay ‘skin' or 'pelt'. As a
classifier it is used for any skin-like item such as cloth, clothing,
and mosquito nets. The classifier —dasiy in (305) derives from the
name of a type of palm tree. As a classifier it is used for any long
thin pole-like object. It contrasts with the classifier —-nu in (298)
above, which is used for thicker pole-like objects. It is homophonous
with the animate singular classifier -mu in (303) which is probably
related to the term vamu 'adult male (most neutrally human)'. The
classifier -mm in (308) is isomorphic with the term for ‘road' or
‘path'. As a classifier its use is also extended to longitudinal
water routes. The classifier —-jaa in (309) is i_somorph.ic with the
term for water. As a classifier it can refer to‘any sort of liquic.
The etymologies of the classifiers in (304), (306) and (307) are not
as clear to me, though the neutral classifier -ra in (306) is

conceivably related to the inanimate Set II clitic -ra.

(302) tirydo-jay ‘'sleeping mat'
lie:down—CL:pelt
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{303) jumiufiu ‘alive one'
Jurrnry-m
live—CL:ANIM: SG

(304) rajuu-see ‘much manioc, sticks, etc.'
much-CL:short:stick

(305) jaamu—dasiy ‘big blowgun, pole, etc.'
big-CL: thin:pole

(306) samirya . 'good one!
samiy-ra
good~CL : NEUT

(307) saniisityadis 'his/her eyeball'
sa-niisiy-tadii
3SG-eye—CL:seed

(308) jimityoomumsiy 'mouth of lake'

jimityoo-mum-jysiy
lake—CL:road-mouth:of :river

o2

(309) nddnoo-jaa 'kerosene’
light-CL:1liquid

Classifiers may occur in the predicate of predicate nominal
canstructions. In this context they serve to derive a noun from an
inherently verbal, modifying, or other nominal root, as illustrated
in (310a) and (311a). They are not syntactically required in
predicate nominal constructions (all that is required is that the
predicate be nominal). Wher: classifiers do occur, there are semantic
restrictions such that anomalous pairings of classifier with
class-of-subject noun do not occur. Compare the (a) and (b) forms of

(310) and (311):

(310) a. Junufiunii jiftu quiividay.
Jumiuy-nu-nii jiy-ma quiiva-day

1ive—CL:ANIM: SG-3SG DEMO—CL:ANIM:SG fish--DAY
'"This fish is aliwve'. (Lit: 'This fish is an alive one'.)



b. *Jumiucheenii jiftu quiivaday.
Juniuy-see-nii
live—CL:short:stick~-3SG
(311) a. Machdoramumaa riryooriy.
machoo—ra-mmaa riy-rooriy
remain—CL:NEUT-now 3PL-house
'Their house was now a remaining thing'.
b. *MachéOrmumaa riryooriy.
machoo-m-mumaa
remain-CL: ANIM: SG-—now
The fact that classifiers are not obligatory in predicate nominal
constructions suggests that choice of classifier in this fumction may
not be due to an inflecticnal agreement process. That is, occurrence
and choice of classifier is not deperdent on the syntactic
relationship obtaining between the subject and the predicate. At
present, there are no reasons for supposing that predicate nouns
containing classifiers are not fully lexicalized, and that any
restrictions obtaining between subject and predicate nouns are not
just semantic selectional ones.

Classifiers may also occur on descriptive modifiers within noun

phrases.

(312) Celinajuy suutajarya sijay miijay.
Celina-juy sauta-jay-ra mii-jay
-DL  wash-PROX2-INAN cloth dirtyness—CL:cloth
'Celina washed the dirty clothes yesterday'.?2
Despite the fact that -jay might appear to be functioning
inflectionally in (312) (showing that mii 'dirtyness' agrees in class
with the head noun sijay 'cloth'), there is evidence that when

classifiers occur on descriptive medifiers thneir function is not

inflectional. First, classifiers need not occur on all descriptive
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modifiers. If this were a classic case of inflection we would expect
classifiers to be obligatory (at least in the vast majority of the
cases). Though inflectional paradigms can sometimes be defective, in
Yagua modified noun phrases use of classifiers is 'o;_.;tional' in the
sense that a classifier may or may not be present with any given noun
plus mcdifier combination. For example, both of the following

occur:

(313) rabii ranabii 'its red flower'
rinay-bi i
its:flower red-CL:flower

(314) rabii ranay Tits red flower!
its:flower red

Second, when classifiers do occur on descriptive modifiers, they
generally do so by virttie of serving to derive a nominal form as in
(302) through (309) above. Recall that nouns are syntactically
identified by the fact that they can function as the syntactic
subject or object of a clause, as the object of a postposition, or as
the predicate of a predicate nominal construction. Descriptive
modifiers are most frequently syntactically nominal (Chapter 3). A
classifier need not occur on the descriptive modifier (though it may)
if the modifier is either inherently nominal or is already a derived
noun. For example, most color terms (and many concepts which
translate as abstract nouns in English) are inherently nominal and

need not occur with classifiers when modifying another noun:
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(315) sunupanu runay

anatto red

'red anatto' (LBO71)
Mii 'dirty' or 'dirtyness' in (312) above is also an abstract nominal
root as shown by the fact that in its unsuffixed form it may occur as

the subject of a predicate naminal construction:3

(316) Mi: riiva.
ray-iva
dirtyness 1SG-DAT

'I am dirty'. (Lit: 'Dirtyness is to me'.)

When non-nominal roots are used as descriptive modifiers, they
must be first nominalized (with a very few exceptions discussed in
Chapter 3). Classifiers fulfill this nominalizing function. In (317)
Jaam is an inherently modifying (non-nominal) root, as shown partly
by the fact that it may not occur as the predicate of a predicate
nominal construction unless it occurs suffixed with a classifier or

some other nominalizer.

(317) murl}ij_“A Jjaamucaajmgcaa
mur3y-Jag JRMI-Caa—JuR—Ccaz
vine-CL:string big-long~CL:string-long
'long piece of vine' (LBO19)

Example (318) shows that if a classifier does occur on a descriptive
modifier, it could be the neutral -ra rather than a classifier that
more precisely correspords to the specific class of the head noun as

was the case in (312) and (313) above.

(318) moo  jururvya
Juruy-ra
point powdered-CL:NEUT
'‘powdered point (i.e. of a penis covered with flour)' (LB156)
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To summarize the discussion so far, classifiers appear to have
the following properties:
{1] wWhen suffixed to roots which are not inherently nominal,

they change word class, allowing the derived nominal to stand as the

predicate of a predicate nominal canstruction, as a non-bound
descriptive modifier within a noun phrase, or as 2 noainal In some
other syntactic envirorment (cf. 302 - 306).

[2] When suffixed to inherently nominal rcots, they result in

substantial change in meaning (cf. 307 - 309).

[3] When they do occur as part of predicate nominals and
descriptive modifiers as described above, which classifier(s) may

occur is selectionally restricted by the class of the subject or head

noun (keeping in mind the additional generality of the neutral
classifier -ra). There is no evidence to argue that these
restrictions are anything but semantic, in terms of what 'makes
sense’ acording to a given world view (cf. 310_ -~ 318).
Characteristics [1] and [2] show that classifiers have
specifically derivational functions. [3] does not so clearly argue
for derivational status, but neither does it constitute evidence :. of

an inflectional function.
4.2. Inflectional uses of classifiers

Classifiers are ocbligatorily suffixed to demonstrative roots and

infixed to mumerals (alsc see (298) through (301) above):
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(319) jifn vanm 'this man'4
jiy-nu
DEMO-CL:anim:sg man

(320) jichee miichee 'this pencil'
jiy-see mity-see
DEMO~CL:stick write—CL:stick
OR: jirya miichee 'this pencil'
jiy-ra mity—-see

DEMO~CL:NEUT write-CL:stick

(321) ta-juu—quii tuvariy wvada 'one chicken egg’
one—CL:egg-one chicken egg

Examples such as (302) through (309) in Section 4.1 provide
incontrovertible evidence that classifiers serve a derivational
function. But this is not the whole story. It appears that choice of
classifiers with demonstratives and nmumerals is governed by
inflectional processes.

Many rules of thumb are scattered throughout the literature for
distinguishing inflection from derivation. But it often twmns out
that such rules break down in the face of actually occurring
morphology. To give one familiar example, we generally assume that
inflectional morphology is highly productive. Yet we intuitively want
to say that certain forms are inflectional even though there are
limitations on productivity or defective paradigms. S. Anderson
{1982:585, citing Halle) mentions a large class of Russian verbs
which lack first person singular present forms. But despite this
limitation on productivity, linguists do not conclude that agreement
of verbs with their subjects in Russian is derivational. The clearest
criterion for inflectional status would be to show that choice of a
particular formative is dependent on something elsewhere in the

syntactic construction, and that the dependency is not purely a
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semantic one. If it were just semantic, then it might be argued that
only semantic selectional restrictions between forms actually derived
in the lexicon are what is at issue. (I suggested this may be the
case for choice of classifiers on Yagua predicate nominals and on
descriptive modifiers within noun phrases in Section 4.1.) . Although
agreement processes are often based on semantic features, the
semantic features associated with agreeing inflectional forms are
characteristically bleached. Thus they can be extended to cases which
an pure semantic grounds do not fit very well: idiosyncracies creep
into a system formerly organized along semantic parameters.® This
type of semantic bleaching is an important element in
grammaticization of what may formerly have been just semantic
selectional restrictions. One of the difficulties in deciding between
an analysis in terms of inflectional agreement versus selectional
restrictions, then, is that if we view language as even partially
residing in society rather than in the mind of any individual speaker
(the view of de Saussure), grammaticization cannot be taken as an
instantanecus process. Even if we take language as residing in the
.mind of an individual speaker, it is not clear to me that the speaker
always 'knows' whether something is grammaticized or not. There is an
objective contimnm between fully semantic selectional restrictions
versus fully grammaticized agreement. Insisting on a categorical
distinction is perhaps an idealization.

It follows that whether essential syntactic reference is made to
something elsewhere 1in the larger syntactic structure may depend on

the particular model via which one views the data. For example, if we
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operate within a model where aspect 1is specified within an
inflectional (INFL) node, then spelling out of a particular aspect
category cn the verb must make essential reference to the aspect
specified in INFL. Consequently, the rule must be inflectional. There
are nevertheless cases where, within almost any model, the
relationship between a formative and some other element in a given
construction would be attributed to the syntactic relationship
obtaining between the two elements.

In particular, if we could find cases where the morphosyntactic
categorization of certain Yagua nouns is not transparently
semantically based, but is synchronically idiosyncratic, and if in a
particular construction choice of classifier co-occurring with the
noun corresponds to the idiosyncratic class rather than the 'real
world' semantic features of tne noun, then it would provide fairly
convincing evidence that these uses of classifiers constitute an
inflectional agreement pl'varx:merxon.6 It is important that we should
have independent evidence, apart from just classifier choice, as to
the morphosyntactic category of the noun in question. More precisely,

the properties of such a case are as follows:
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(322) Given:

1. Same lexical item A such that:

(a) A has semantic features Y (in accordance with a
given world view),

(b) A is of morphosyntactic class X (where X may have
been historically semantically based, but is not
strictly so synchronically), and X # Y;

2. Some element B # A such that, whenever A and B
co—-occur in a given syntactic construction, {scme)
features of B co-vary with (some) features of A;

3. The features of B co-vary with X and not with Y;

Then: B is syntactically dependent on A.

There are a mumber of Yagua nouns which (at least according to a
Western logic or view of the world) are inanimate. This list includes
such things as the stars, the moon (and months), motors, nirrors,
photographs, brooms, fans, manioc beer strainers, rocks, pineapples,
and watering holes. That the class of these entities is grammatically
animate is independently shown by choice of Set I and Set IT clitics

when they serve as subject or object of a clause {cf. Chapter 2):

(323) Ravyaatanii ravichy.
ray-vaata-nii
1SG-want-3SG:ANIMATE rock
'I want the rock’'.

*Ravyaata-rd ravichy.
~INAN

Animate classification of certain of these nouns is based on a
'Domain of Experience Principle' (Dixon 1982; Lakoff 1984): 'If there
is a basic domain of experience associated with A, then it is natural
for entities in that domain to be in the same category as A'. Thus,
mirrors and photographs are almost exclusively (in Yagua experience)

associated with and reflective of animate entities (people). Thus,
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they are classed as animate by experiential association. Other items
may be classed as animate based on beliefs, which are also a type of
experiential association. The Sun is the Moon's son via an incestuous
relationship, after which both ascended to the sky out of shame. At
least one star, which is often seen near the moon, is a nephew of
Moon's, and all stars are evidently thought to possess power to do
harm (P. Powlison 1969:46).

Animate classification of certain other nouns can be motivated
by a cognitive chaining principle (Lakoff 1984). Central members of a
category are linked to other less central members by virtue of having
shared or associated features. Canonically animate beings move of
their own accord, which is one possible motivation for viewing the
sun, moon, and stars as animate. Motors also appear to move on their
own accord, and this may motivate their classification as animate. By
further chaining, certain entities must be moved in fulfilling their
characteristic functions. These include brooms, fans, and manioc beer
strainers.

This still leaves a residue whose classification cannot be
clearly motivated by semantic extension of, or exXperiential
association with, the animate category: rocks, pineapples, and
watéring holes. Based on present knowledge their animate status
appears to be idiosyncratic. There may have been reasons based on
world view or origin beliefs for such classifications in the past,
but these have apparently been lost synchronically.7 Many natural
objects such as trees, vines, streams, and pools are said to have

spirits (or are at least inhabited by spirits; Powlison 1969:48), but
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this does not result in classification of all these items as animate.
I do not know what might differentiate watering holes from other
bodies of water.

When counting such entities or when refering to them with a

demonstrative, numerals and demonstratives take animate E:lassifiers:

(324) da—nu-juy ravichy 'two rocks'8
two—CL: ANIM: SG-two rock

{325) jifla ravichy 'this rock'
jiy-mu

DEMO—CL:ANIM:SG rock

*jirva ravichy 'this (inanimate) rock'’
Thus, classifier choice for numerals and demonstratives co-occurring
with such items must be governed by idiosyncratic morphosyntactic
features of the head noun, not semantic ones. In line with (322)
above, classifier choice here must be governed by an inflectional
process. Based on the paradigmatic relationship obtaining between all
NUMERAL + NOUN phrases and between all DEMONSTRATIVE + NOUN phrases,
if some are syntactically dependent we assume that all must be.

As a second type of example, vaturyy ‘'woman who has borne
children' is syntactically dual and is treated as dual for purposes

of Set I and Set II clitic choice:

{326) Naadiivaay vaturgrya.
naada-jivaay vaturyy-ra
3DL-make woman :with: children-INAN
'The woman makes it'.

When the mmmeral root td-quii 'one', indicating a singular entity, is
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used in conjunction with vaturuy, the dual classifier must be infixed

to the numeral:

{327) tammquii . vaturygy
ta-muuy-qui
one~CL:anim:dual-one woman:with:children
'one woman (who has borne children)'

*tijquii  vaturgy®

one:ANIM: SG woman:with:children
Similarly, a demonstrative associated with vaturuy must have the

animate dual classifier:

(328) jiftuuy vaturyy
jiy-nuuy
DEMO~CL,: ANIM:DL woman:with:children
'this waman (who has borne children)’

?jiffa vaturyy
DEMO:CL:ANIM:SG

If occurrence of classifiers in mmerals and demonstratives were
governed by derivational processes, and if anomalous combinations
with head nouns were simply ruled ocut by semantic criteria, it would

seem the animate singular classifier should be accsptable in

conjunction with vaturuy since we can clearly talk about a singular
vaturuyy as in (327). However, the form tjjquii 'one animate singular'

does not occur with vaturuy. Consequently, morphosyntactic (and not
just semantic) specification of the head noun must govern which
classifier is used in the numeral.

It may be ocbjected that there is some semantic duality to
vaturay 'weman whe has born children', even though it can be referred

to as a singular item as in (327). Perhaps it is somewhat parallel to
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the English term pair. We we can refer to pair as singular but
subsequently reference the entity referred to as plural: I just

bought a new pair of shoes, but where did I put them? In this English

example, however, it is shoes which is understcod as plural, not
pair. The lexical specification of pair must be [+singular], as

evidenced by verb agreement: The old pair is under the bed, the new

one is in the closet. (*The old pair are under the bed). The

situation with Yagua vaturyy is just the reverse: semantically it may
be singular in reference (or pérhaps unmarked), as evidenced by the
fact that it can ocour with the mmeral ‘one'. But its lexical
specification for morphosyntactic purposes is [+dual] as shown both
by Set I and Set II clitic reference and by classifier choice in
numerals and demonstratives.

In summary, choice of classifiers in demonstratives and munbers
appears to be inflectional. The following properties contrast with
(1] through [3] in Section 4.1, where I argued that classifiers in
Yagua have derivational functions:

[4] In demonstratives and mumbers classifiers do not cause

change in word class. Even though demonstrative and mumeral roots

cammot stand as words without affixation of a classifier, they are
still inherently demonstrative or mumeral forms both before and after
affixation of a classifier.

{5] Which classifier is infixed to mumbers or suffixed to

demonstratives is governed by the morphosyntactic class of the head

noun (keeping in mind the additional generality of -ra
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'CL:neutral’).10 Thus, they clearly constitute an agreement
phenomenon.

Property [4] by itself does not constitute evidence of an
inflectional process. (Derivational morphology also need not change
class.) But we would expect [4] to be true of any morphology said to
be inflectional on other grounds. Property [5] argues that Yagua
classifiers should be accounted for by inflectional processes. But
since properties [1] and [2] (Section 4.1) argue that Yagua
classifiers are derivational in nature, what should we conclude about
the status of the classifier system as a whole? Following a few
observations about the anaphoric function of classifiers, I will

return to a more explicit evaluation of their status in Section 4.4.

4.3. Anaphora and classifiers

In addition to their inflectional and derivational functions,
Yagua classifiers also serve an anaphoric function in discourse. Here
I ignore the important question of when a classifier rather than scme
other means of making reference to a participant or entity is used. I
merely attempt to substantiate that they do have an anaphoric
function.

In their anaphoric role classifiers may be suffixed to
(potentially derived) nominals, infixed to numbers, or suffixed to
demonstratives. Example (329) illustrates the anaphoric use of a
classifier suffived to a predicate nominal in clause (¢) and infixed
to a numeral in clause (k). This excerpt describes a fight going on

between one twin and his mother, and between the other twin and his
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father over some magic flutes. The one twin fails to get the flute
from his mother, though the other +twin gets his father's flute.
Within this excerpt 'flute'! is referred to by the lexical item
duudau, the inanimate Set I clitic ré-, the inanimate Set II clitic
-ra, and the classifier —duu 'CL:hollow:tube'. The classifier —duu,
the nouns &ii 'bone' and duuduu 'flute', and the verb & 'blow, kill

{(with a blowgun)' are etymologically related.

(329) a. Naadaniy juvayuw, syynoodata.
naada-niy juvay-yd sa-junooda-ta
3DL-MATF fight-CORO 3SG-mother-INST
'They (a twin and his mother) fight each other
with his (the twin's) mother’.

b. '"Néé yaa juvdarya radyuuduu.
vi-a juvday-ra ray—duudun
NEG 2SG-IRR touch-INAN 1SG-flute
(The mother says:) "Don't touch my flute!

c. Vamuquiiduwu varirya."
varmuquii-duu variy-ra
hot—CL:tube then-INAN
It's hot!"

d. Néé vanay jarichara.
jariy-sara
NEG possible grab—0:NOM:INAN
It can't be grabbed.

e. Sa-niy dmi.
3SG-MALF blow
He (a twin) blows (to cool it off).

f. Rapiisiimyaa sajomotuviimu.
ra-piisiiy-maa sa-jomotu-viimu
INAN-burn-PERF 3SG~hand-inside
It (the flute) burns in his hand.

g. Ramutimyay neé vanay jarichara
ramutiy-may jgriy-sara
therefore-NEG NEG possible grab—O:NOM:INAN
Therefore it can't be grabbed.
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h. Tiiy. Néé vanay.
(sound word) NEG possible
Tiiy! It can't be!

i. Roooyiiiiin, syynooda  rotyechirya.
sa-jynooda rotyey-siy-ra
(sound word) 3SG-mother grab—AB—INAN
Roooyiiiiin! His mother grabs it rumning away.

j. Néé sartpaaniityée iiita jifm darya,
sa-ruipaa-naiy-tée jiy-ma day-ra

NEG 3SG-fail-IMPF-EMPH JIITA DEMO-CL:ANIM:SG DAY-INAN
This one (the other twin) did not fail to get it
(the other flute),

nijygemivejy,  sajgmyusly.
nijyaami-vajy sa-jaay-m-siy

pecple-camparative 3SG-father-LOC-AB
(the one twin who was) more like a person, from his
father.

.........

k. "Tiijyiiiiiiin, t3ajy té&—duu—quii-dee-tée
(sound word) why  one—CL: tube-one-DIM-EMPH

vuryeervityéa?"
vurya-jiriy-tée
1PLINC—grab-EMPH

(The twins say:) "Tiijyiiiiin, why did we only get
one (flute)?" (MLZ275-284)

As (329k) shows, inflected mumerals need not co-occur with a
head noun in a given discourse context. Do we conclude then that
classifier choice on mumerals is not constrained by inflectional
processes after all? Within most traditional structural analyses,
(329k) would be considered a case of 'nmoun deletion' since recovery
of the head noun is clearly possible based on context. My own
hypothesis is that we must allow 'agreement' between head noun and
choice of classifiers to operate across more than one clause or noun
phrase. Classifier choice in mmerals and demonstratives is
constrained or dictated by the morphosyntactic feature specification

of the referring noun where it occurs elsewhere in the context. There
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is a general dictum in Yagua discourse that use of full noun phrases
should be avoided as much as possible (cf. T. Payne 1985).
Classifiers (other than the neutral =-ra) refer to a few rather
specific features of the understood 'head' referent. When there is no
other entity in the context which also shares those featwes, a
classifier may be sufficient to identify the referent unambiguocusly.

It is not a matter of 'deletion' so much as one of not inserting a

noun.

4.4. Theoretical status of Yagua classifiers

The ambiguous derivational - inflectional status of Yagua
classifiers pointed out at the end of Section 4.2 suggests that the
time-honored distinction between inflection and derivation may not be
as clear-cut as one might 1like. In discussing the Extended
Word-and-Paradigm (EWP) model of morphology, S. Anderson (1982:585)
rightly notes that the distinction between inflection and derivation
has been 'ocne of the classic chestnuts of traditional grammar'. He
nevertheless argues that a theory dependent, but clear
differentiation between the two can be maintained. The EWP model is
an inmovative extension of the classical Greek and Roman approach to
morphology (cf. Matthews 1974:59-75) which is demonstrably more
satisfactory than a position class approach for many languages. This
is principally because the EWP framework views morphemes as rules or
RELATIONS, rather than as particular meanings inherent to
phonological chunks. I will not attempt to argue for or against the

superiority of this approach here, but will explore how the Yagua
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classifier system might be handled within this framework. I will
conclude that there is potentially significant convergence between
Anderson's view of the inflectional versus derivational contrast, and
a 'prototype' view of inflecticnal versus derivational categories or
functions. To my mind, however, the latter provides a more satisfying
understanding of the nature of Yagua classifiers, and may lead us to
a better understanding of morphological types in general.

Within the EWP model, inflectional morphology is defined as that
which is 'assigned to words by processes which operate with essential
reference to structure beyond the word level' (588; viz. processes
which are sensitive to something elsewhere in the syntactic
structure). Inflection thus includes such classically inflectional
morphology as case and agreement. Productivity, although commonly
characteristic of inflectional processes, is not a defining property.
Anderson notes that inflectional processes can sometimes be very
restricted, and that, alternatively, derivational processes can be
highly productive. Derivational morphology has to do with processes
which simply provide new lexical items on the basis of the
{(word-) internal structure of their base (588). Derivational prccesses
are carried ocut in the lexicon. Clearly included are processes which
change word-class membership, though such a function is only a
sufficient criterion and not a necessary one for derivational status.
Anderson further notes that a given category such as 'dimimitive' mav
be inflectional in one language but derivaticnal in another,

depending on how well the category is integrated into the syntax of
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each language (589). Thus, a ‘'universal' 1listing of inflectional
versus derivational categories will not suffice.

According to the theory internmal criteria given by Anderson,
observation [5] in Section 4.2 argues that Yagua classifiers should
be accounted for by inflectional processes. However, [1] and {2] In
Secticon 4.1 argue that they are derivational in nature. There is a
corroborating argument for such a split. In general, derivational
processes should not be limited just to deriving forms whose category
specification necessarily co-varies with, or is identical to, the
category of the base. The two should be logically independent.
Inflectional processes are just the opposite: the category of the
output is necessarily identical to the category of the input.ll When
mumerals and demonstrative roois are affixed with classifiers, both

the input and the output are mumerals and/or demonstratives:

(330) [ [DEMONSTRATIVE ROOT] + CL] =>  DEMONSTRATIVE
[ [NUMBER] + CL] =>  NUMBER

However, when verbs, modifying roots, or inherently nominal roots are
suffixed with classifiers, the output is not identical to the
category of the input, but is a function of the process associated

with occurrence of the classifier. The cutput is always a noun:

(331) [ [VERB] + CL] => NOUN
[ [MODIFYING ROOT] + CL] => NOUN
{ [NOUN] + CL] => NOUN

It might be argued that numbers and demonstratives are really types
of nouns themselves. If so, it is still the case that the syntactic

subcategory of these 'nouns' is different from the syntactic
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subcategory of nouns derived by affixation of classifiers to roots as
in (331). Numerals and demonstratives precede the head noun as the
basic order (demonstratives can only precede). When classifiers
function as in (331) to derive nouns which may then function as
descriptive modifiers (Section 4.2), such descriptive modifiers
follow their head nouns as the basic order. Additionally, derived
nouns as in (331) can stand as head nouns themselves in subject or
object roles, as predicate nominals, and as objects of postpositions.
It is not clear that mumbers and demonstratives share these syntactic
distributional properties.

The ambiguous status of classifiers is not limited to Yagua. It
may be a general characteristic of classifier systems in the westemn
Amazon, as exemplified in Bora (purportedly Huitotoan), Tucanocan
languages, PreAndine Arawakan languages, and Chayahuita (Cahuapanan)
(Doris Payne 1984b). I do not control the intricacies of these other
languages well enough, and sufficiently detailed descriptions are
unavailable, to argue unequivocally for inflectional functions of
classifiers. But classifiers in these languages are used in numerals
and they have anaphoric functions in discourse. In Bora and Tucanocan
languages they also occur in demonstratives. These
discourse/syntactic properties suggest possible inflectional
functions. But in all the languages 1listed, classifiers undeniably
reflect derivational processes as well. 12

Encoding of both inflectional and derivaticnal functions is also
characteristic of Bantu and perhaps other Niger-Kordofanian noun

class morphology (Mufwene 1980; Kasancati Kinyalolo, personal
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commmication). The class prefixes are coamonly considered
inflectional as they cross-reference or agree with class of the
subject and/or ocbject on the verb. (In at least some languages, e.g.
Swahili, referencing of the object depends partially on definiteness;
Kasangati Kinyalolo, personal commmication.) Choice of prefix camnot
be made just on semantic grounds, as there is a great deal of
semantic arbitrariness in c¢lass assigmment of nouns (Mufwene
1980:246). However, classifiers also have prototypical derivational
functions, deriving nouns from adjectives, verbs, and other nouns.
Mufwene gives numerocus examples, of which the following are

representative (Mufwene 1980:248-9):

(332) -kibwa 'big! (Swahali)
u-kibwa 'size!

(333) é6~tyen 'to talk' (Yansi)
é~tyen 'manner of talking'

(334) O/ba-bakila 'man' {Kikongo)

ki-bakdla 'maleness'
Mufwene concludes (254) that the boundary between derivation and
inflection appears to be particularly 'fluid' in the case of Bantu
class prefixes.13

In the following sections I discuss three possible analyses of
the Yagua data relative to the EWP model, and then consider the

problem from within a prototype framework.
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4.4.1. Analysis I

We could simply conclude that there is no empirical distinction
between inflection and derivation after all, and that the theoretical
attempt to differentiate them is misguided. This, however, flies in
the face of all traditional wisdom on the subject, and ignores the
differential effect of classifiers in (330) wversus (331), and the
differences between properties [1] and [2], versus [5] (Sections 4.1

and 4.2).

4.4.2. Analysis II

Secord, we could conclude that there are two identical sets of
same 40 formatives each. One set is the result of inflectional
processes which spell ocut the forms of the classifiers after lexical
insertion has occurred, as follows. Given a syntactic structure
termminating in a lexical node for a demonstrative or manber,
agreement features in the morphosyntactic representation of the
demonstrative or mumber are governed by the class of the head noun
occurring within the\ noun phrase. Rules of the following form then

spell out the phonological forms of classifiers:

+ animate

(335) [+ demonstrative
|+ plural

X/ => /X + vay/

+ animat
+ plural

(336) [+ mmber]
e

/XY > 1 fvay/ 2
1 2
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The second set of classifier formatives is the result of
derivational processes which also spell ocut phonological forms, only
within the lexicon. To illustrate how such derivation occurs,
consider the lexical entry for machog ‘'remain' which is not

inherently nominal.

(337) LEXICAL REPRESENTATION:

/made/ [+remain] ..
There is a productive derivational process which takes such entries
and adds other formatives plus associated feature specifications.
(Altermatively, we might conceive of (337) and (338) as Just being

related within the lexicon):

(338) LEXTCAL REPRESENTATION:
/madogvay/ 'remain' [+enimate, +plural] oo

Within the EWP framework, the distinction between /vay/ 'animate
plural' in (335) and (336) versus /vay/ in (338) is not based on
anything inherent to the phonological chunks themselves. Rather, the
distinction resides in the SOURCE of the formatives, depending on
whether it is due to relationships obtaining in the syntactic
structure, or due to rules/relationships obtaining within the
lexticon.

There is a potential difficulty with this solution. When lexical

items such as machogvay 'remaining ones (animate)' or Jjuvaavvev
'makers {animate) ' are actually inserted into morphosyntactic

representations, the lexical features [+animate] and [+plural] are
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still associated with them. What, then, should prevent application of
inflectional rules from spelling out another instance of /vay/,
producing forms like *machogvavyey and *juvavyevyey? S.  Anderson
(1985; also S. Anderson 1982) argues that there are disjunctive
ordering principles motivated by phenomena in numerocus languages
which rule out these sorts of problems. In particular, there is a
disjunctive ordering principle governing relations between stems and

rules, as follows: 14

(339) Stems that are lexically characterized for some set of

features block the operation of rules specifying a

{(non-m1ll) subset of those same features.
Thus, oxen is marked as [+plural] in the English lexicon, and
inflectional processes are blocked from adding the productive plural
=s which whould produce *oxens.

Although this second soluticn 'works', it is saomewhat disturbing
to recognize the huge amount of shared semantics and homophony
between the two sets of rules. For example, the inflectional rule
producing the classifier formative —see and the derivational rule or
relation accounting for the classifier formative -see both reflect
the semantic_ features [-animate, +short:stick]. Such semantic and
phonologizal overlap is true for every inflectional-derivational

pair. This is not as economical a solution as one might wish for.
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4.4.3. Analysis III

This brings us to a third possible analysis. We could conclude
that classifiers can be the result of three different sorts of
processes. There is an inflectional rule which specifies essentially
semantic agreement features, a derivational rule which also specifies
semantic features, and a third 'spell-cut' rule which merely gives
phonological form to semantic features.

Inflectional rules are those which in essence copy agreement
features such as [+animate] and ([+plural] onto certain terminal
lexical nodes, depending on the morphosyntactic categorization of
elements elsewhere in the syntactic structure. Unlike the
inflectional rules in (335) and (336) above, no phonological form is
specified. Inflectional rules simply produce morphosyntactic

representations such as:

(340) + demonstrative + number
+ animate + animate
+ plural + plural

Within the lexicon there are productive derivational processes
which take entries like (337) above, and add feature specifications
as in (341), resulting in new lexical entries. (Alternatively we
might conceive of this just as a lexical relation cbtaining between

/madoo/ and /madog/ + [+animate, +plural] within the lexicon.)
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(341) LEXICAL REPRESENTATION:
/macoQ/ [+ aninate]
+ plural
NOUN
Within the lexicon no phonological form is actually given to the
features [+animate, +plural]. The phonological form associated with
'remain' is specified as /macgo/.

Specification of the phonological form of (341) occurs as
follows. The EWP model allows for potential redundancy between
lexical entries and morphosyntactic representations into  which
lexical entries are inserted. Thus, we might have a morphosyntactic
representation calling for insertion of a descriptive modifier as
follows, where choice of modifier is selecticnally restricted by
features of the head noun within the larger syntactic phrase. That
is, the features are not 'copied' from the class of the head noun,
which would be equivalent to saying that the features were

inflectionally dictated.

(342) MORPHOSYNTACTIC REPRESENTATION:
[ + substantive
<+ animate

+ plural

L<+ neutral> |

The morphosyntactic representation in (342) allows for lexical

insertion of a nominal with either [+neutral] or [+animate, +plural]
specification. One advantage of this approach is that it also allows
a nominal with no classifier form to be inserted if the nominal is

not positively specified for features conflicting with [+animate] and
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[+plural] - i.e. if it is [+neutral] with respect to the more
specific features. This is clearly what we want to allow, given
phrases like (318) above. When lexical insertion occurs in a
structure containing (342), the lexical entry in .(341) may be
selected.

Only one general spell-out rule like (343) is then needed to

account for all occurrences of /vay/:

(343) [+ animate
+ plural

/X/ => /X vay/
Rule (343) applies after lexical insertion has occurred, giving
phonological rorm to both (340) and . (341). What is inflectiocnal
versus derivational in this analysis is the source of the features
[+animate] and [+plural]. In the case of mmmerals and demonstratives
they are ‘copied' from the head noun. In the case of (341), they are
specified in the lexicon. But application of only one rule, which is
neither strictly inflectional nor derivational, gives both socurces
phonological realization. Since there is only one type of rmle
specifying phonological shape, in a sense there is only one set of
classifiers. We do not need to posit 40 inflectional and 40
derivational classifiers.

A potential objection to this analysis is that it would allow
incompletely specified representations in the lexicon, perhaps
harking back to the problems with incompletely specified
‘archiphonemes'. However, this analysis does not posit incompletely

specified phonemes in the lexicon. Rather, no phonemes are associated
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at all with the features [+animate, +plural].l® Nevertheless, it
seems to me that there is a serious objection to this analysis, at
least for Yagua. There are numerous examples where it is clear that
speakers conceive of derived forms with classifiers as fully stan;:]ard
lexical items. For example, jasuuchee 'manioc' is one of the most
basic lexical items in the culture. Yet etymologically this comes
from jaswuy 'to peal’' plus the classifier for short stick-like
cbjects -see. Similarly, juvdavyey 'creators, workers', from juvaay
'to make' plus the classifier for animate plurals iax occurs as a

fully standard Ilexical item in expressions such as Jjumifiu juvaavvey

‘canoe makers'. There is no reason to suppose that the complete
phonological form of such items is not part of the speaker's lexical
knowledge.

In sum, within the EWP framework as it stands, the second
soiution given above may be the best analysis after all. In the

following section I will lcok at inflection versus derivation from

the framswork of 'protoctypes' 2 dewveloped by Rosch (1975, 1978) and
others. I believe this perspective gives a fuller understanding of
the inflecticnal - derivational contrast, and suggests a further

refinement of Analysis IIT.

4.4.4., Inflection versus derivaticn within a prototype framework

Canonical inflectional morphology 1is commonly thought of as

having the following (not necessarily independent) properties:
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(344) I-1. Correlates with something elsewhere in the syntactic
structure, indicating something about syntactic relations
I-2. Is productive
I-3. Has predictable (often bleached) meaning
I~-4. Participates in a paradigm of oppositions
I-5. Does not change class
I-6. Does not result in new lexical items
I-7. Occurs towards edges of words
Canonical derivational morphology is cammonly thought of as having

the following (not necessarily independent) properties:

(345) D-1. Is not correlated with something elswhere in the
syntactic structure

D-2. Is typically non-productive

D-3. Has non-predictable meaning

D-4. Does not participate in a paradigm of oppositions

D-5. Results in (substantial) change in meaning

D-6. Results in new lexical items

D-7. Changes major class

D-8. Occurs towards root
But as S. Anderson (1982) rightly points out, there are few heuristic
tests which allow us to unambiguously identify any given formative as
inflectional or derivational. We have already briefly alluded to the
inadequacy of the productivity criterion for identifying inflectional
morphology: derivational formatives may also be highly productive and
meaning of the resultant word form may be completely predictable. :It
is not clear that derivational morphology always results in
substantial changes in meaning either. Hopper and Thompscon (1984:745)
discuss morphology whose primary purpose is to signal that a verbal
root has been converted into a nominal form, as in the pairs:

propose proposal, create creation, sell selling, excite

::-.:~:c:i.temen1:.1‘s Further, it is not true that derivational morphology
always results in changes in major class. Chafe (1970:128) discusses

the difference between The soup is heating and Linda is heating the
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soup as residing in a process which derives a process action root
from a process root via addition of a causative feature. But in both

cases is heating is clearly a verb. Finally, it is not clear that
derivational morphology is always closer to the root than
inflectional morphology. Sekani, an Athabaskan language, has verb

prefix positions ordered as follows (Hargus 1984):

postposition - adverbial - N/V stem - distributive -
custamary/habitual - reversative - inceptive - direct object -
subject - thematic - aspectual - derivatiomal - conjugation ~ mode -

voice - verb:stem

The direct object and subject prefixes have classic inflectional
functions. agreeing with subject and object arguments (Sharon Hargus,
personal cammmication). The N/V stem is essentially an incorporated
root (perhaps somewhat analogous to incorporation of classifiers in
other languages). 1f we are forced to classify it as either
inflectional or derivational, it can only be thought of as
derivational {(cf. Mithun 1984). In this case, then, it does not
appear that all derivational morpholoéy occurs cleser to the verb
stem than does all .inflectional morphology. In sum, we cannot
identify formatives as derivational (or inflectional) on the basis of
a set of properties which all and only such formatives have in
common. Formatives can perhaps be identified as inflectional if and
only if their occurrence is dependent on something elsewhere in the

syntactic structure, but this presumes  theory-specific,
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theory-internal arguments (as Anderson has noted). For example, the
analyses given in Sections 4.4.2 and 4.4.3 assume a particular view
of what a morpho-syntactic representation is like, a particular view
of the lexicon, lexical insertion rules, the nature of agreement
rules, and the relationships between these.

In what follows I suggest that the cognitive framework of
categoriality and prototypicality developed by Rosch and others (cf.
Rosch 1975, 1978; Berlin and Kay 1969) is insightful in understanding
the nature of the relationship between inflectional and derivational
functions. An additional insight comes from the essentially
Saussurean distinction between phenomena or function to be encoded,
and the encoding device. Together these principles provide a
framework for better understanding the status of Yagua classifiers,
ard also suggest a revision in the more fomal modeling of inflection
and derivation within the EWP framework.

Experimental research shows that people judge some tokens to be
more central members, or better exemplars, of particular type
categories than other tokens (cf. Rosch 1978:36). More central or
;mtotypical members of a category appear to be those members which
have more attributes in common with other members of the category,
and fewer attributes in common with members of contrasting
categories: prototypical members 'most reflect the redundancy
structure of the category as a whole' (Rosch 1978:37). As far as
human perception is concerned, type categories cannot be defined with
reference to their 'edges' because there is no set of properties

which all and only those tokens of a given category share in common,
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as opposed to all tokens which belong to other categories. Cognitive
categories must be defined in terms of their centers.

Nevertheless, same features may be more central (though perhaps
not necessarily determinative by themselves) of membership in certain
categories. For example, it is hard for me to envision calling
sanething a member of the category CHAIR if it does not have a seat.
Still, Jjust having a seat is not in itself determinative of
membership in the CHAIR category. I would not consider a bicycle to
be a token of the category CHAIR. The rmmber of legs that something
has is a less crucial feature for me as to whether something does or
doesn't belong to the CHAIR category - my daughter has something I
call a 'chair' which has two essentially solid sides rather than four
legs. Number of legs does contribute to whether or not something is
considered a 'typical' chair, however. My daughter's thing is not a
typical chair (for a variety of reasons including the number of
legs).

Experimental research also shows that human perception imposes
categorical divisions on phenomena which may in themselves be
objectively continmuous (Rosch 1978:35). In language, such impositions
must correspond partly to the fact that encoding devices (ED) are a
yes/no phenomenon: a particular formative is used, or it is - not; a
passive canstruction is wused, or it is not. And so, determinations
must be made as to whether the phenomenon to be encoded (EP) belongs
to the category (normally) associated with a particular ED. These
determinations may be based on how closely a given EP token

correspornds to what is perceived as the prototype of a given EP tvpe
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category, rather than on whether the EP token falls on one side or
another of an arbitrary division between type categories. The
situation is represented diagramatically in (346). Token al igs judged
as a better instance of the type category A, than is token al.
However, a? is Jjudged as a better instance of the type category A,
than of the type category B. Though there is no objective point at
which tokens of category A may be fundamentally different in kind
£rom  tokens of category B, the speaker may clearly differentiate the

two categories.
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(346)

Category A Category B

Hopper and Thompson (1984) argue that prototypicality in
linguistic categories depernds not only on features inherent to {or
strongly associated with) ED's themselves, but on the particular
FUNCTION to which a tcken ED may be put on a particular occasion. For
instance, 'an apparently prototypical noun such as "fox" 1s not in
fact [a prototypical noun] in all instances of its use’ (708).
There is a distinction between more or less prototypical functions or
groupings of functions (EP's) to be achieved, which define the
centers of (certain) categories or types, versus more or less
prototypical instantiations of those categories by particular token
ED's. To use Hopper and Thompson's example, the prototypical function
associated with prototypical nouns is introduction of manipulable
entities into discourse. Any one token naminal form (which is an ED)
may fulfill this function (an EP) to a greater or lesser degree. In

what follows I will use a diagram of the sort given in (347) to
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explicate these types of relations. What is inside the large circles
represents phenomena to be encoded (EP's). These may be objectively
contimwous. In ensuing discussion EP's are gdgenerally grammatical
functions of one sort or another (or perhaps functional domains in
the sense of Givon 1979; 1984b). What is outside the large circles
represents devices which encode those functions (ED's). For our
purposes we may assume that lingquistic ED's are essentially discrete.
Straight lines crossing the large circles represent a mapping of ED's

onto scme subset of the EP field.17
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(347)

Category A Category B

Returning now to the inflectional - derivational issue, as a
native English speaker (throrougly contaminated by linguistic
non—naivete, however), my intuitions are that the function of /z/ in
goes is fundamentally different in kind from the function of /hUd/ in
childhood, /ment/ in govermment, or /In/ in inborn. Choice between
/z/ and its absence depends on things elsewhere in a given clause,
viz. mmber and perscn of the subject argument and tense
specification. Choice of /hUd/, /ment/, or /In/ does not depend on
syntactic relations obtaining between elements of a clause or phrase.
Based on such contrasts, traditional grammar has recognized that
there are prototypical inflectional functions, and prototypical
derivational functions. This type of distinction has motivated the
sharp categorical distinction between inflection and derivation in

traditional treatments, as represented by the diagram in (348).
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(348)

Indicates syntactic Change in major

relations class category
Productive Substantial change
in meaning

Does not change class
Idiosyncratic meaning

Towards edges of words relations

Predictable meaning Towards root

ete. etc.
Inflection Derivation

Traditional grammar has recognized that some formatives
correspond to, or encode, solely derivational functions. These have
been classically referred to as 'derivational morphemes'. The best
cases of derivationzl morphology exhibit all or most of the
derivational features listed in (345) and (348). For example the /In/
morpheme found in inborn does not have a consistent meaning. In
inborn it means something like 'possessing at (the time of birth)’' or
'inside the organism at the time of birth'. In incise it means 'in an
imvard direction' rather than just 'inside'. It can derive a noun

fron a wverb as in income. It cannot occur with all roots, its

occurrence is not dependent on something elsewhere in the syntactic
structure, and it occurs contiguous to the root or stem. Morphemes
which do not have all the derivational features, but which correspond
solely to derivational features, can still be good cases of

derivation. This is the status of /hUd/ in childhood which does not
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change major class features (both child and childhood are nouns), but

which does substantially change meaning and which is not productive.

Other formatives correspond to, or encode, solely inflecticnal
functions. Such formatives have been classically referred to as
tinflectional morphemes'. The best cases of inflectional formatives
again have all the inflectional features listed in (344) and (348).
This, for example, is the status of /z/ 'third singular present
tense'! in the alternation between English goes and go.

Traditional grammar has recognized these two strong prototypes,
and assumed that inflecticnal and derivational categories are
distinct. I believe there is a valid reason for maintaining that
there are (at least) two categories. (Whether or not they are
campletely distinct is another issue.) When it comes to adeguately
describing the grammar of a language, certain morphological facts
mist be stipulated in terms of a dependency obtaining between two
things present in the syntactic structure. In contrast, other
morphological facts do not exhibit such dependency relations -
anything which makes semantic sense in terms of some perceived
universe can be pulled out of the mental lexicon and employed in a
particular context.

This leads to one thing which traditional gramar has not
explicitly recognized, which accounts for deviations from the
prototypes. Certain of the features in (344) and (345) above are more
central or determinative of mgther a particular formative is a
member of the inflectional or of the derivational category. S.

Anderson (1982) is an exception in implicitly recognizing this. In
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line with Anderson (1982), the most central featuwre of the
inflectional category is probably encoding of syntactic
relationships, while a highly central feature of the derivational
category may be changing of major smta&ic category (e.g. noun to
verb). Another equally (if not more) central feature of the
derivational category is the negative value of the central
inflectional feature. That is, prototypically derivational functions
do not encode syntatic relationships. Other features listed in
(344) and (345) may tend to be. characteristic of inflecticonal or
derivational functions, but at the same time may be less central
features of their respective categories. As Anderson has pointed out,
a non-central feature characteristic of inflection, such as
productivity, may in a particular case turn ocut to be associated with
a derivational function.

The central features themselves do not constitute the prototypes
of inflectiocnal versus derivational categories. Rather groupings of
features (preferably including +the central features) encoded by
formatives constitute more or less prototypical instantiations of a
category. Thus, a given ED may encode a strongly prototypical bundle
of inflecticnal (or derivational) features, while some other ED may
encode a less prototypical bundle of features but still be considered
a member of the inflectional (or derivational) category. A better
characterization of the relationship between inflectional and

derivational categories is represented by the diagram in (349).
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(349)

© O &

Category of Category of
inflection Derivation

As one example of non~prototypical derivational morphology, much of
Yagua verbal morphology probably falls within the derivational
spectrun because choice and occurrence of the formms is not
syntactically dictated (Chapter 5). But sare formatives have a high
degree of productivity, are predictable in meaning, do not change
major class category, and even evidence variable ordering
possibilities with associated differences in ¢f semantic scope and
the arguments of which they are predicated. The last feature would be
characteristic of syntactically distinct elements. The formatives in
question thus do not appear to be prototypically derivational. I
would not suggest that these formatives are therefore necessarily
closer to an inflectional type. Thery are just not prototypically
derivational.

There is a second type of deviation from the prototypes. Some

formatives may not exclusively encode either inflectional or
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derivational functions, but may encode both, though perhaps in
differing contexts. This group of deviations argues that inflectional
versus derivaticnal status is not a priori a property inherent to a
given phonological formative (or in EWP terms, a property inherent to
particular 'spell cut' rules such as (335) and (336) above). Rather,
inflectional versus derivational status may be more or less strongly
associated with a given formative, depending on how closely and
exclusively that formative instantiates the function typical of the
center of a given category. If X always and only encodes highly
derivaticnal functions, then we may informally say that 'X is a
derivational morpheme' or that 'X is the result of a derivational
rule'. But there is no a priori reason why such an exclusive
relationship need be the case for all formatives.

Yagua classifiers are a case in point. In traditicnal approaches
we are in a quandry as to whether we have 'inflectional morphemes' or
'derivational morphemes'’, or hamophonous sets of each. But once we
recognize that there is a difference between function to be encoded,
and the encoding devices which instantiate that function, the gquandry
can be resolved. In a particular context the formative -vay, for
example, may encode a derivational function, and even a
prototypically derivaticnal function, while in ancther context it may
encode an inflectional function. What is constant about -vay is that
it always encodes the features [+animate, +plural]l], regardless of
whether those features are correlated with, or used to instantiate,
an inflecticnal function or a derivational one. From the speaker's

point of view, there may be just one set of classifiers (types of
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ED's) which are inherently neutral with regard to inflectional versus
derivational status. But that does not mean that the functions to be
encoded (EP's) need be indeterminate in category.

The more universal relationship between encoding devices and
functions to be encoded is thus as diagrammed in (350). ED's such as
V and W can be informally thought of as 'inflectiomal', and ED's such
as X and Y as ‘derivational’. But ED's such as 2 are not identified
exclusively with either function. They thus force upon us the
realizaticn that inflection and derivation are functions to be

encoded, and are not something inherent to ED's themselves.
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(350)

Inflectional Derivaticonal
Category Category

Whether we wish to think of V through Z as as phonological formatives
associated with semantic features complexes (i.e. as something akin
to Sausseurian signs), or as 'spell-out' rules such as (343), is not
at issue here. (But as S. Anderson 1982 has amply argued, the latter
is more adequate cross-linguistically.)

What I am suggesting is more in line with solution III above.
rather than solution II. For the Yagua classifiers there is only one
set of relations between semantic features and phonological forms,
and we may model this by rules such as (343). But these form-meaning
relations serve more than onme function.l® The difficulty with
analysis III as given above above is that rule (343) is said to
reflect a relation which obtains only after lexical insertion occurs.

If we allow (343) to apply whenever the structural description is
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met, whether that be in the lexicon or following lexical insertion,
the objections to Analysis ITI are resolved.l®

The state of affairs represented in (350) is necessary and even
desired if we want to accurately account for historical change, and
for alternation between inflectional and derivational 'status' at
different points of history. Matthews (1974:53) argues, for example,
that Indo-European *-sk- 'inchoative' was probably inflectional (in
my terms, exclusively encoded an inflectional function), in Latin
—sc- has become derivaticnal (i.e. exclusively encodes a derivational
finction), and in modern Italian ~sc- has become part of the
productive inflectional paradigm again. It is much more likely that
such reanalyses will be made either if a formative characteristically
encodes a grouping of functions which is not prototypical of the
category, rather than cne in the center of a category, or 1if a
formative is not exclusively identified with one or the other
categories.

In sumary, it is not Yagua classifiers themselves which are
inflectional vwversus derivational; it is the functions which they
encode. At present, they encode both types, though in different
contexts. From the speaker's viewpoint, there is s1‘:ill only one set
of classifier formatives, which as cne of their encoding relations
shows agreement between demonstratives or numerals and their head
nouns. The sharp distinction between inflectional and derivational
categories as argued for by Anderson is an idealization made by the
linguist. In most cases this may reflect a cognitively accurate

distinction: speakers do make categorical distinctions between
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prototypical inflectional and derivational functions. But there are

deviations from the prototypes as well.
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NOTES TO CHAPTER 4

1 Other classes of quasi-lexical items include postpositions,
strictly adverbial elements, same modals, and perhaps others.

2 The dual suffix -juy on proper names, as in Celina-juy,
recognizes the special status of women who have borne children.

3 A classifier may be preferred on mii 'dirtyness' in (312)
(though I am not absolutely certain there is a preference) because of
phonological factors. Mii is otherwise an wmsual one-syllable word.

4 Vam probably stems etymologically from whatever the animate
singular classifier -mu comes fraom, plus a derivational prefix va-.
Va— is the only prefixal formative that I know of in the language
(other than Set I clitics). Prefixation of va- is not productive. It
shows up on a mmber of abstract nouns and adverbial items such as
vatu 'adult female' (-tu is a feminine ending but not a classifier
per se), vanuquii 'heat', vdsunu 'blue’, vammdiiy 'fast (rapid)’,
and vénuyada ‘strength’.

S Synchronic idiosyncracies may also creep in via loss of the
world view and cosmology that formerly motivated particular
classifications, particularly as cultures come into contact with one
another.

6 I thank Steve Anderson for discussing with me general
characteristics of the type of evidence which would argue strongly
for inflectional status.

7 In Asheninca, a PreAndine Maipuran Arawakan language spoken in
southern Peru, pineapples are considered animate because they
originated from a mythologically animate being (Judy Payne, personal
commmication). We have not found a similar explanation meotivating
animate categorization of pineapples in Yagua.

8

The 'animate dual' classifier -mmy is not used when referring
to 'two rocks' because as a countable item, ravichu 'rock' is not

lexically specified for [+dual] (or [+plurall). Its lexical number
must be either not specified, or must be [+singular].

s Tiiquii is etymologically derived from ta 'some (indefinite)'’
+ j 'animate singular nominalizer' + quii. I do not know by what
historical accident it excepticnally takes the animate singular
nominalizer i (which is not a classifier) rather than the animate
singular classifier mu.

10 It is not true that -ra can be substituted for all cases of
-mu (or any other classifier) without change in meaning. Compare,
for example:
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a. Jaaryiy dapuufiu-nii. b. Jaaryiy dapuurva-nii
very hunter-3sG very hunter-3sG
'He (is one who) hunts a lot'. 'He is a good hunter'.

We term -ra 'neutral' in the sense that it may occur with animates or
inanimates, and in some discourse contexts is 'preferred' over more
specific inanimate classifiers. The exact circumstances under which
it is 'preferred' merit further imwvestigation.

3 Muysken (1981) suggests that 'word formation rules' must not
be constrained such that the category of their ocutput is a finction
of the category of their input. He does not discuss inflection versus
derivation per sz in these terms, however.

12 Arabela (Zaparoan) classifiers clearly have derivational
functions, and probably function anaphorically in discourse. They do
not occur on mummerals or demonstratives, however.

13 This phenomena may be not limited just to classifiers. Ed
Keenan (personal commmication) has observed that the Hebrew definite
marker ha- appears to encode both inflectional and derivational
functions.

14 Arderson (1985) gives two additional disjunctive ordering
principles besides the one quoted here.

13 There are clear cases where derivational features receive no
phonological realization separate from the root. For example, '‘to
worry (about)' may receive +transitivizing derivational features,
resulting in the sense 'to worry (someone)'. Yet there is no
particular morphology associated with the feature [+ transitive]. In
the Yagua classifier case, however, the classifier features are
ultimately associated with phonological material distinct from <the
root. In the analysis currently under discussion, this association is
just not part of the lexical specification of the word.

16 One might say that the 'grammatical meaning' evidenced by
such pairs is altered. There is also greater focus on a {resultant)
state in the nominalizations than in the verbs.

17 A three dimensional model in which ED's are in a different
plane than EP's would be more accurate since ED's and EP's are
fundamentally different in kind. One could view the straight lines
corssing the large circles as mapping from a third ED plane on to the
flat EP plane. In actual fact, the EP space itself should be
multidimensional since it represents more than two parameters. The
parameters in cquestion here are reflected in the characteristics
listed in (344) and (345).

. The ED-EP mapping is reminiscent of the Saussurean sign. The
difference is that the Saussurean sign is Jjust one type of EP-ED
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mapping, where EP is some (set of) semantic feature(s), and ED is
typically a phonological string less than or equal to a word form.
Anttila (1972:14-18; based on Charles Peirce) includes diagramatic
icons, characteristic of syntax, as a type of sign.

18 Not' every case of phonological homophony should be taken as
encoding dual functions. For example, we do not say that the English
possessive =-s and the English plural -s are the 'same' morphological
formative, precisely because the semantic features associated with
the two are so distinct. In the Western Amazonian and Bantu noun
class(ification) systems, however, the sets of semantic features
associated with the inflectional processes, versus those associated
with the derivational processes, appear to be identical. Thus, in
sare sense we want to say that there really is only one formative
-vay 'animate:plural', and only one formative -see ‘'short:stick’',
etc.

19 Sequences such as *—-vavyey resulting from application of

(343) both before and after lexical insertion are still ruled cut by
the disjunctive ordering principle given in (339).
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Chapter 5: Verb Phrase Phenomena

This chapter discusses phenomena primarily concerned with the
verb rphrase, including degree of linkage between main verb and
same-subject infinitival complements (Section 5.1.1), verb
serialization (Section 5.1.2), placement of adverbs (Section 5.2),
evidence for inclusion of the object within the structural verb
phrase (Section 5.3), verbal incorporation of objects (Section 5.4),
and verbal morphology including morphological causatives (Sections

§.5-5.13).

5.1. Verbal nexus

This section ekplor&s the degree of linkage or nexus between
verbs in two types of ‘constructions: same-subject infinitival
camplements (Section 5.1.1) and serial verb complexes (Section
5.1.2). In these constructions, two verbs or verb roots constitute a
complex vwverbal constituent within the scope of a single simple
clause. The degree cf nexus is tighter than that found in the
constructions discussed in Section 2.11.

This exploration presumes some notion of what a constituent and
a clause are. Here I take operational definitions quite specific to
Yagua. Constituency is in part determined by placement of second
position clitics (Section 2.4), and partly by whether or not the
linear sequence can be interrupted by elements such as subject,

object, or oblique phrases. Foley and Olson (1985) define a clause as
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that which has one and only one 'periphery', meaning that a single
tense or aspect must have scope over the entire structure. Further,
if there is more than one predicate within the construction, at least
one argument must be shared by all predications. This definition fits
rather well with what I suggest for Yagua below. If there is a shared
argument between two predications, but if Set I and Set II clitics
other than the coreferential jiy-, —yQ, or no clitic, are used, then
the predications do not form a single simplex clause. (Use of the
coreferential clitics in itself does not guarantee that the
predications constitute a single clause, however. Also recall that
the coreferential clitics are never used for first and second person
sinqular referents, regardless of the degree of linkage between
predications.)

5.1.1. Same-subject infinitival complements

.As discussed in Section 2.11, the clitic jiy- (COR) can be used
in certain constructions if subjects of successive verbs or
predications are coreferential. Alternatively, cne of the verbs might
have no Set I cliti;. Use of other Set I clitics on both verbs in
such constructions would be interpreted as indicating
non—-coreferential subjects (except for first or second person
sinqular referents). One such construction involves same-subject
infinitival camplements. These complements are marked with the
infinitival/participial nominalizer -jada or -jamu (deperding on
dialect). The coamplement can precede or follow the main verb whether

or not jiy- is used:
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(351) Sajootamraa rupiiyadajwy.
sa-joota-mmaa rupiiy-jada—-ju
3SG-begin-now walk-INF-AL
'She/he is now beginning to walk’'.

(352) MiIrragyamu savaata.
mirragay-jam sa-vaata
sing-INF 3SG-want
'To sing she/he wants'.

(353) Savaata jibyeedanii quiiva.
sa-vagta jiy-jimyiy-jada—nii
3SG-want COR-eat-INF-3SG fish

'She/he wants to eat the fish'.

Same-subject infinitival complements as in (351) through (353)
contrast with sequences of same-subject predications as in (354). 1In
(354b, c¢), the non-coreferential Set I clitic sa- is used rather than
zero or jiy- to refer to the same participant referred to in (354a).
Out of context, use of sa— on the three verbs in (354) could be
ambiguous: it could refer to one, two, or three different
participants. This correlates with the fact that the predications are
all finite in form and they do not evidence the same degree of
conceptual unity as do main verb and complement in (351) through
(353) above. {354a-c) will be interpreted as encoding three different
actions, whereas (351) will be interpreted as encoding two different
facets of a single action or state of affairs. In (352) and (353) the

infinitive is interpreted as encoding the goal of wanting.

(354) a. Sa-jaachiy. b. Sa-jaachiy.
3SG-throw: spear 3SG~throw: spear
c. SacaasiitySenii muufiu jasiy.

sa-cadsiiy-tée-nii
3SG-terminate~-EMPH-3SG savage there

(a) 'Hei threw a spear. (b) He. threw a spear.
(c) He; terminated the enemy there' . (TW032-034)
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If tense is marked in constructions like (351) through (353), it
can only occur on the finite verb and may have scope over both
predications. Tense interpretation in (352) and (353) need not be the
same between main and complement predications (the singing could be
future to the wanting), but tense could not be marked on the
c:::cnplenem‘c.l

" There is no one well-defined set of aspectual morphology
(Secticn 5.8). Same secand position clitics, and wverbal locaticmnal,
iterativity, movement, completive, and imperfectivity suffixes all
have aspectual meanings. Certain iterativity or distributive
formatives, at least, may occur on infinitival camplements. However,
in all such cases that I know of, the iterativity or distributive
suffix forms a well-lexicalized stem with the verb root and does not

“have scope over the finite verb, as in (385) and (:356):2

(355) savaata Jjaachipiiyaajada.
sa~vaata jaachiy-piiy-yaa—jada
3SG-want heart-VRBLZ-DISTRIB-INF
'He wants to study (a problem)'.
Campare: jaachipiitya 'remember’
(356) Syycanurya  ragypajada.
sa-jucanuy-ra raay-yag-jada
3SG-1ike~-INAN jump-DISTRIB-INF
'He likes to dance’.
Compare: raay 'jump’
Aspectual formatives such as those menticned above may occur in
the finite predicate and do have scope over the infinitival
predicate. In (357), for example, the jumping would most likely have

to be taken as iterative or as a customary habitual action in the
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past, given occurrence of -miiy 'imperfective' in the finite verb.

Iterativity and habitual aspects are types of imperfective aspect.

(357) Syycanufitayada raayada.
sa~jucanu~-midy-jada raay-jada
3SG-1ike-IMPF-PAST3 jump—INF
'He used to like to jump'.

Same-subject infinitival camplements are different from other
infinitival clauses and other complement clauses (Section 2.11) in
that same-subject infinitives may intervene between the finite verb
ard its subject (though it need not occur contiguous to the finite
verb as illustrated in (372) below). This is the only construction in
which a non-adverbial, non-clitic element may occur between the vwverb

ard its post-verbal s'ubject:3

(358) Sajootarmumaa juvatadooda vichiy samoamusidyey.
sa-jogta—-mmaa juvatamu-jada sa-moo-mi-siv-day

3SG-begin-now get:agitated-INF bird  3SG-face-LOC-AB-DAY
'"The bird(s) now began to get agitated in front of
him'. (IS059)

Example (359) shows that second position clitics may intervene

between the main and infinitival complement predications:

(359) Rijypeta jiita marichadooda tjjtaju.
riy-joota marichamu-jada
3PL-begin JIITA march-INF all
'"They all began to march'. (CLS063)
To summarize, same—subject infinitival complements are different
from indeperdent clauses which have coreferential subjects as in
(354) above, in that the former carnct take independent tense and

aspect. Same-subject infinitival complements also require either
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coreferential clitics, or no Set I clitics. (If the subjects are
first or second person singular, coreferential clitics cannot be
used. But no Set I clitic need occur.) Same-subject infinitival
complements differ from indirect quote complements in that the latter
can have independent tense and aspect even though the coreferential
clitics are employed (Section 2.11.6). Same-subject infinitives are
different from infinitival adverbials (Section 2.11.7) in that the
former can intervense between the finite verb and its subject. This
last fact also distinguishes same-subject infinitival conplements
from nominal object arguments of finite verbs. The latter camnot
intervene between the verb and its subject. Thus, there is evidence
that same-subject infinitival complements form a more tightly knit
unit with the main verb than do other types of nominal and verbal
complements. However, placement of second position clitics as in
(359) recognizes that they are still separate constituents fram the
main verb.

The facts about same—subject infinitival complements accord well
with the notion of 'core Jjuncture' discussed by Foley and Olson
(1985). Foley and Olson distinguish three levels in the clause. In
simplex clauses the 'mucleus' is essentially the verb plus its
aspectual operators. The 'core' is the mucleus plus those arguments
which are subcategorized or selectianally restricted by the verb
(more or less equivalent to what I term the nuclear predication in
Chapters 2 and 6). The 'periphery' is the core plus non-core
arguments such as locatives and other obligque noun phrases.

Operators at the peripheral 1level include epistemic modals and
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evidentials. At any given level tokens of the same type may join
together to form complex constructions, potentially resulting in
miclear junctures, core junctures, and peripheral junctures. In a
miclear juncture, verbs or verb roots are joined together (not
necesserily phonologically), and share all arguments equally. In a
core juncture, however, the core arguments of each nucleus (verb) are
still selected independently, though certain serial core junctures
require the ‘'actors' of the two muclei to be coreferential. The two
cores share a cammon set of locational and time arguments, as well as
tense and mood specification (though not necessarily aspect).
Perinheral junctures result in conjoined clauses.

Foley and Olson are primarily concerned with types of verb
serialization when they propose this schema, and serial constructions
may have either miclear or core junctures. But they clearly intend
that the general framework should extend to languages which do not
have canonical serial constructions. In Yagua, same-subject
infinitival ccnplements could be sald to form core junctures with
their main verbs. One of the arguments dis, by definition,
coreferential between the two verbs. But other arguments are selected
independently. In (353) above, for example, quiivd 'fish' is not an
argument of vaata 'want' but anly of jimyiy 'eat'. Nevertheless, the
infinitival complement cammot have independent tense and
person/number specification. Its immediately post-verbal placement
also indicates a special type of juncture with the main verb. This is

represented as in (360) (adapted fram Foley and Olson):
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(360) {AUX V1 = V-INF S O 02]
c
Where '=' indicates core juncture within the scope

of a single clause. The subject argument S is shared

between V1 ard V-INF. (The relationship between
0, and 0,, if they occur, and their verbs varies

f%an caseé to case.)

We might hypothesize that whenever participants within a single
C or C clause are coreferential with one another, the coreferential
clitics jiy- and -yd will encode all but the linearly first mention
of the participant. This would cover the case of infinitival
adverbials discussed in Section 2.11.7 which carmot have independent
tense specification from the finite verb, and which could be
paradigmatically substituted for nominal objects of postpositions. As
with same-subject infinitival complements, infinitival adverbial
phrases have lost their clausal status and are nothing more than
parts of a simplex C or C clause.

This hypothesis also accounts for why the coreferential clitics
are not used within relative clauses even though relative clauses
share an argument with their main clause (Section 2.11.4). In this
case not everything within the syntactic scope of the higher C/C
clause forms a single clause. Rather, there is embedding of a
relative C clause within the higher C/C clause. The relative clause
retains its status as a clause. A single tense or aspect need not
govern both clauses. In order to interpret reference inside the
relative clause, a C boundary must be crossed, but this is not true

with same-subject infinitival complements and infinitival adverbials.
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The notion of core juncture and occurrence within a single C
clause does not account so nicely for use of coreferential clitics in
indirect quote complements. As illustrated in Section 2.11.6, except
for use of the coreferential clitics, indirect quote camplements are
fully independent clauses. They may have independent tense and aspect
and there is no overt complementizer. The time phrase in example
(226) also illustrates that oblique ('peripheral') elements need not
have scope over both verbs. In sum, occurrence of coreferemtial
participants within a single C/C clause is a sufficient, but not a
necessary nor the only, condition for use of the coreferential

clitics.

5.1.2. Verb serialization

A limited amount of wverb serialization in the sense of Foley and
Olson (1985) occurs. Only movement verbs may occur as the second
member of a serial complex. These form one pkmlo.'_logial word with the
main verb as shown by palatalization and metathesis processes. The
movement root immediatelv follows the other verb root or lexicalized

stem.

(361) Sasiimyaasiyam.
sa-siiy-maasiy-jarm
3SG—run—go:out-PAST3
'He ran out long ago’.

(362) Rafubéseesubéésiy.
ray-mubésiy-jasumiy-jasiy

1SG-stard : up—go : up~-PROX1
'I stood and got up earlier today'.
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(363) Radipuuveesumiy. Lt
ra~dipuuvay-jasumiy

Tnlike movement suffixes (Sections 5.8.3 ard 5.8.4), movement roots
can occur as main verbs. (A classifier serves as a nominalizer on the

verb maay 'sleep' in (365).)

{364] Saastmiy misajéva.
sa-jasimiy misajo-va
3SG—go:up ladder-DAT
'He goes up by the ladder (e.g. into the house)’.

(365) Samaasiy jin:eejeny\:a?iy. )

sa-maasiy jiy-maay-jay-mi-siy

3SG~go:out COR-sleep—ClL:cloth-LOC-AB

'He got up out of his sleeping mat/cloth’.

Foley and Olscn argue that cross-linguistically, the most likely
verbs to occur in serializing constructions are intransitive verbs of
motion, location, or positiom:

Intransitive verbs, particularly active intransitive verbs

of motion, locatian, or posture, are favored in a

restricted slot to form muclear junctures with another verb

in an open slot. These are favored because as active

intransitive verbs they introduce no new arguments in the

core, all core arguments being a function of the lexical

entry of the verb in the open slot in the juncture.
Following Foley and Olscn, I hypothesize that the difference between
finite verb plus same-subject infinitivial complements and serial
verb camplexes in Yagua is one of 'core' versus 'muclear' juncture.

In a mclear juncture, all arguments of the two verbs must be the

same.4 This is represented as in (366):

231



(366) [ AX [V1:V2] S O e}

1 2 ]

C

Wherevzisamvena'xtverbroot.

5.2. Adverbs
Within the verb phrase the majority of adwverbs most neutrally

follow the verb:

(367) jimyly mmatya.

vurya-a

1PLINC~-IRR eat first

'We're going to sat first'.
When adverbs precede the verb, it conveys extra pragmatic force or
degree of the quality expressed by the adverb. Compare (368) and

(369):

(368) Sa-rupiiy vaneera.
3SG-walk fast
ishe is walking fast'.

(369} Vaneera sa-rupiiy.
‘She is walking very fast'.

'l‘l"xe heightened degree of the quality expressed or the pragmatic force
coammmicated by preverbal positioning suggests that the preverbal
adverb is actually occurring in the pragmatically marked PM position
(cf. Chapters 2 and 6). Howewver, some adverbs always precede the
verb. Mitya 'just' is one such case. Mitya can be used postverbally,
but only with appropriate pauses as indicated by the commas in
(370a). Mitya also has the idea of 'nothing’ and that is the sense

conveyed in the following case.
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(370) a. Néé tij ra suvychcharavigy "ti", mitya,

néé tjj ra suvyy-su-sara-vly )

NEG scmeone IRR be:afraid-TRNS-HABIT-1PL nothing just

'There wouldn't be anyone who would frighten us, nothing,

b. niinityiy Jjartpadooda-ra t66-ci-niy.

nii-niy-tiy jaripanmu-jada-ra

3SG-NIY-TIY bother-INF-INAN forest—Cy-in

of those who are bothering ones in the forest. (LX045)
Jadryiv 'really’ and adverbial phrases with jaaryiy most commonly

precede the verb. By its very meaning, jaarvyiy is emphatic.

(371) Jaaryly véneera sa-rupiiy.
really fast 3SG-walk
'She is walking really fast'.
(372) Jaaryiy syucanmmrya Jinivyiim madsaami.
sa-jucamauy-ra jiniy-viima madsa-jam
really 3SG-like-INAN hammock-inside sit-INF
'He really likes to sit in the hammock®.

5.3. Subject - object asymmetries: Evidence for a verb phrase
containing the object?

Positing a structural verb phrase constituent containing the
verb and object is one possible way to account for subject - obiect
asymetries. This would be particularly motivated if the subject -
object asymmetries in question could be argued to stem directly from
a structural difference where the subject is immediately dominated by
the sentence (or clause), while the object is immediately dominated
by the verb phrase.

One subject ~ object asymmetry in Yagua concerns what can
determine the index of the coreferential clitics jiy- and —yi. &As.
discussed in Chapters 2 and 3, jiy- is part of the Set I clitic

paradigm and can refer to a subject, a genitive, or an object of a
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postposition. The clitic -yi is part of the Set II clitic paradigm
and can only refer to objects.

The clitics jiy~ and -yi do not have an inherent person/mumber
index, but take their index from something else within the C clause.
This index can be controlled by a linearly preceding subject as in
(373), but not by a linearly preceding object as in the ungrammatical
reading for (374).° Linearity alone does not account for the
asymmnetry, as both subject and object phrases can precede jiy and -va

clitics. Here I illustrate just for jiy:

(373) Preceding subject (underlined):
Saswuta Celina jiryoorivyiimmii.
sa-suuta jiy-rooriy-viimi-nii
3SG-wash Celina COR-house-inside-3SG
‘Celina, washes him/her inside her; house'.

(374) Preceding object (underlined):

Sasuutanii Anita jiryoorivyiimu.

sa~suuta-nii jiy-rooriy-viimu

3SG-wash~3SG Anita COR-house-inside

'She/he. washes Anita inside his/her; house'.

*'She/hd washes Anita, inside her; house'.
Within certain frameworks, an explanation for this asymmetry might be
(partially) socught in positiné a constituent-command relation between
a preceding subject and the jiy/-yd clitic, a relation which does not
cbtain between a preceding object and the jiy/-ya clitic.® This
relation does not hold between the object and the clitic because the
object is 'lower' in the structure, occurring inside the verb phrase
constituent. Positing SVO as the wunderlying basic order would
facilitate such an analysis in that the wverb and object are then
contiguous, and a verb-plus-object constituent may be more easily

argued for.
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Even if one were to posit SVO as basic in some underlying sense
in order to facilitate this analysis, existence of a verb-plus-object
constituent would not in itself provide a unified account for the
asymmetry in what can control the index of jiy and —yi. Not only can
the index be controlled by a preceding subject, but also by a
preceding genitive noun as in (375) and (376), or by the object of a
postposition as in (377). That is, the index can be cantrolled by any

Set I argument.

(375) Control by Genitive (underlined; genitive NP is bracketed):
(Tomdsa roorijvyiima jichwmtanii.
rooriy-viima jiy-suuta-nii
house-inside COR-wash-3SG
'In Tom's; house he; washed him/her;.
(376) Sasuuta [Anita roorilvyiimiyu
sa-suuta rooriy-viima-yd
3SG-wash Anita house-inside—~CORO
'Shei washes herj inside Anita'sj house'.
OR: Shei washes herself; inside An:l*ta'sj house'.
(377) Control by Object of Postposition (underlined):

Radiiy siiva Jiryoorivyiimu.

ray-diiy sa~iva jiy-rooriy-viimu

1SG-see 3SG-DAT COR-house-inside

'I saw h:hn/heri inside his/her; house'.
What we need to account for is not the subject - object asymmetry,
but the Set I ws. object asymmetry. Most 1likely a mnmixture of
pragmatic and syntactic factors must be acknowledged in order to
campletely account for what can control the index of jiy- and :_vg.7
My major point here is to show that positing SVO as the basic
constituent order, such that one can more comfortably say the object
is part of the verb phrase, does not in itself provide a unified

explanation for what can control the indices of these clitics.
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In Section 2.8 I noted another possible asymmetry between
subject and object relative to question formation on arguments of
embedded clauses. The avaiiable data are not conclusive as to whether
such an asymmetry exists. But even if it should, there are other
possible solutions besides positing a structural VP containing verb
and object. First of all, subject - object (and even Set I argument -
object) asymmetries are not the only ocnes that need to be accounted
for in language. Second, there is no a priori reason that such
asymnetries have to be accozmted' for in terms of structural or
canfigurational relations. For example, Keenan (1984) discusses the
closer semantic ties which hold between verbs and their objects (0),
as opposed to verbs and their transitive subjects (A). By itself this
factor might predict the existence of languages where asymmetries
also exist between transitive subjects (A) and intransitive subjects
(S), particularly as such semantic relations might have historically
resulted in differential grammaticization of A versus S arguments. or
differential behavior of A versus S arguments relative to certain
syntactic phenomena. Exactly such syntactic asymmetries are, in fact,
claimed to exist in same ‘ergative-absolutive' languages {Dixon 1979,
T. Payne 1982). However, Keenan's observation in itself does nct
account for languages such as Yagua where there may be asymmetries
between objects (0) and intransitive subjects (S} as well. In
languages such as this, why should transitive and Intransitive
subjects (A and S) be grouped together as opposed to objects? This is
due to the fact that A and S share certain other properties which

motivate grammaticization of a 'subject' category comprised of both S
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and A. For example, Du Bois (1984) discusses the functional role
which both S and A share in encoding given/highly topical informaticn
in discourse. Such grammaticization may have consequences in terms of
subcategorization of werbs for their objects, as opposed to their
subjects (both S and A).® S. Anderson (1984) argues that in
Kalwala, a verb-subject-cbject Wakashan language, subject-object
asymmetries can be accounted for by subcategorization relations,
rather than a configurational relation which presupposes a structural
VP consisting of verb and object. A similar account could be argued

for in Yagua (if not in most languages).

5.4. Incorporation

There is some evidence that object nouns can be incorporated
into a verb phrase when the verb phrase is nominalized. The object
noun anamalously precedes the nominalized verb rather than follows
it, though it is not phonologically bourd to the verb word. The
opposite order cammot be used. I have no examples of such
incorporation in non-nominalized verbs. (Classifiers, as in (378),
function as nominalizers. Use of -ta in (379) to derive 'sell' from

'buy' is discussed in Section 5.10.)

(378) jumfiu Juvdavyey
Juvday-vay
canoce  make-CL:ANIM:PL
'canoce makers'

(379) paa tgaryutyii
taarygy-ta-j
bread buy-TA-NMLZR
'bread seller’
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5.5. Verbal morphology

Contrary to VIN, affixation in Yagua is almost exclusively
suffixing. Lelmann (1973:64) suggests ‘thex_'e is no tendency towards
agglutinative morphology in VO languages as there is in OV
languages', but this also does not hold for Yagua (and for many other
VO languages) .

It would be difficult, if not misleading, to describe verb
structure in terms of strict positional classes. Same formatives
would have to be in classes consisting of just themselves, and
placement of same classes would be problematic as they evidence
fluidity of positicning. As a first approeximation, the organization
of the wverb can perhsos be visualized in terms of morpho-semantic
categories, which are not to be taken as strict positional classes.
(David Payne 1981 and Wise, to appear, have independently taken a
similar approach to verb structure in Pre-Ardine Arawakan languages.
The Yagua verb is probably not as complicated as the Arawakan one.)
The general organization of the verb is as follows, where the terms

refer to morpho-semantic categories.

(380) UNBOUNDED MOVEMENT,
ROOT-OER VAT IONAL-LOCATION- [TERATIW/ IMPERFECTIVITY-MIDAL-TENSE

\—
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Within traditional treatments possibly everything between the ROOT
and the TENSE, MODAL, and/or IMPERFECTIVITY categories would be
termed 'derivational'. Although one category in (380) is termed
DERTVATIONAL, in Section 5.13 I suggest that these are simply the
mest prototypically derivaticnal affixes. It is very unlikely that
formatives of ail morpho—semantic categories would occur
similtanecusly cn any given verb. Based on informal text counts, from
zero to four suffixes is the normal range, discounting the
DERIVATIONAL affixes.

There is no aspectual paradigm per se, but IMPERFECTIVITY,
MOVEMENT, COMPLETIVE and ITERATION affixes all have aspectual
meanings. (LOCATION suffixes also carry aspectual meanings, though
perhaps to a lesser extent). There are two suffixes not represented
in (380). The productive causative suffix -tdniy may occur anywhere
from before the category of ITERATION to before the category of
MODAL. The potential/cptative suffix -rigy is similar, though it has
also been found to occur before DERIVATIONAL affixes and does not
clearly follow IMPERFECTIVITY suffixes. Differences in meaning may be
corveyed by different orderings. Though these differences are often
subtle, they suggest that a linear position class approach is an
inaccurate way to view the structure within the verb. Rather, there
is cyclicity of structure (Section §.13). In the following sections I
will start with discussion of tense (including but not limited to the
TENSE formatives indicated in (380)), and generally work backwards to

the DERIVATIONAL affixes. Following that, Sections 5.11 and 5.12
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discuss the more variably ordered causative taniy and

potential/cptative -rify.

5.6. Tense

I define tense as that which 'relates the time of the situation
referred to to same other time, usually to the moment of speaking'
(Comrie 1976:1, 2). This definition does not restrict us to looking
for one specific class of formatives which indicates time reference,
though I exclude time words such as taariy ‘'yesterday' and
taarimyusiy 'tomorrow' from consideration. In Yagua there are three
basic ways of indicating time reference: by means of the formative
set labeled TENSE in (380), by use of a pre-verbal modal auaxiliary to
indicate future, or by the absence of both of these means to indicate
present or narrative present.

Most theoretical treatments of tense recognize two or three
possible semantic distinctions (cf. Lyons 1968, Camrie 1976, Steele
1978). Nevertheless, greater multiplicity of time reference is
attested (Comrie 1985, Chapter 4). In Yagua, seven time distinctions
are made by the three means menticned above. These are future,
present and narrative present, proximate future or immediate past
(PROX1), proximate future or one day ago past (PROX2), several weeks
ago past (PAST1), several months ago past (PAST2), and distant or
legendary past (PAST3). Similar multiplicity of past time reference
is found in the Pancan, and same of the Tacanan languages of the

Amazon basin.
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5.6.1. Future

Reference to future time, i.e., time following the time of
reference (usually the time of speaking), is most neutrally indicated
by the modal auxiliary a or ra ‘'irrealis' which precedes the
semantically main wverb. The irrealis g is prefixed with the regular
Set I clitics. As mentioned in Section 2.3, when the third person
plural prefix riy- is used, the allamorphic variant ra occurs,
resulting in the form: rirva. When a fronted free noun phrase occurs,
however, the variant ra is used without prefixation of the subject

reference morphemes.

(381) saa jumataray.
sa-a jumata-ray
3SG-IRR help-1SG
'He/she is going to help me.'

(382) Rirya c@3siirya.
riy-ra cagsiiy-ra
3PL-IRR finish-INAN
'They will finish it.’

(383) Tomdsa ra jiva.

ra Jjiya
Tom IRR go
'"Tom will go.'

The irrealis a plus the .E-second position enclitic —numaa 'now' can

irdicate imminent future:

(384) Saammaa jiva.
sa-ag~-mmaa jiya
3SG-IRR-now go
'He is now about to go.'

Actions indicated in commands are perforce future to the time of

speaking. Cammands also employ the irrealis a (cf. Section 2.3).
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(385) Néé vaa jmayaa!
jiv-2 Jouy-yaa
NEG 2SG-IRR fall-DISTRIB
'Don't fall (all over)!!
A modal future sense is conveyed by -a plus the C second

position clitic -maa 'perfect’.

(386) Vuryazmaa murragy.

vurya—-a—-maa

1PLINC-IRR-PERF sing

'Let's sing (literally: We must/ought to sing).’
Use of some mark of perfect to indicate modal force is not an
idiosyncratic feature of Yagua. Compare English I have gone (perfect)
versus I have to go (modal), and Spanish Ha comido ‘he has eaten'

(perfect) versus Ha de comer 'he has to eat' (modal). This suggests

the existence of some cross-language, functional principle relating
perfect aspect and certain modal idess.

The proximate tense formatives -~j&siy (PROX1) and -jay (PROX2)
most neutrally indicate past tense (Section 5.6.3). However, when
used with the irrealis a, they indicate time future to the time of
speaking. Thus they indicate time on both sides of the time of
reference. P. Powlison (1982) hypothesizes that —j&siy plus @ results
in a ‘hortatory future', though the translation given for (387a) does

not obviously support this.

(387) a. Yaanumsatiy jitopiasiy yinoodam,
jiy-a-mmaatiy jitoo—iasiy ya-noodi—m

2SG-IRR-when  arrive:there-PROX1 COR-mother-LOC
"When you arrive where your mother is,
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however, be used in conjunction with any of the aspectual formatives,
yielding non-progressive or perfective meanings as well.

'Narrative present' is a phenomenon where the time reference is
set at the begimning of a text, whereafter a present tense form is.
used to refer to actions understood as occurring in the past (Comrie
1976:73-8). In Yagua, narrative present is indicated by lack of TENSE
formatives arxd absence of the modal auxiliaries a and (sometimes)
riy, just as is present tense. The following example is taken from
the begimming of a historical narrative:

(391) Savichamiiyada Moqui, jaasuurya ...
sa-vicha-miiy-jada
35G-be~-IMPF-PAST3 Moqui warrior
siitiji jijita mmfu riryooriryoo, mpécumusiy.
sa-jitiji riy-rooriy-r¢¢ rupdcu-mu-siy
3SG-arrive:here JIITA savage 3PL-house-arourd darkness-LOC-AB
'Long ago lived Moqui, a warrior... The savages arrive

(=arrived) around their house (of Moqui ard friends)
in the darkness’. (TWO01)

5.6.3. Past
Time previous to the time of reference or time of speaking is
indicated by one of five suffixes. A few hours previcus to the time

of reference is indicated by -jasiy (PROX1):

(392) Rayggsiy.
ray-jiya-jasiy
1SG-go—-PROX1
'I went (e.g. this morning).’

=Jasiy is not glossed as a past tense since in combination with g
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'irrealis' a future (probably modal) time is understood (Section
5.6.1).
Time one day previous to the time of reference is indicated by

—jay (PROX2):

(393) Rijmiujéfiii.

ray-juniduy-jay-nii

1SG-see-PROX2-3SG

'I saw him (yestexrday).'
-Jay also is not glossed as a past tense since future time is
understood when it occurs in combination with a 'irrealis' (Secticn
5.6.1).

Speakers vary somewhat on interpretation of -siv (PAST1) and

—tiy (PAST2). For some, -siy indicates time from roughly one week ago
to one or more menths ago. ~Tiy indicates time from roughly one to
two months ago up to one or two years ago. For other speakers, —tiy
indicates time from as much as four to five months ago wp to cone or
two vears ago. Presumably these speakers would extend the time

reference of -siy to more than approximately one month ago.

(394) Sadiichimyaa.

sa—difiy-siy-maa

3SG-die-PAST1~-PERF

'He has died (between a week and a month ago).'
In the context in which (394) was elicited the death had occurred
about a week previous to the time of speaking. Compare (394) with

(395):
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(395) Sadiitimy=aa.
sa-diiy-tiy-maa
3SG~die-PAST2-PERF
'He has died (between 1 to 2 months and a year ago).'

Distant or legendary past is indicated by -jada (V) or =—janu

(CaH, SJL) (PAST3).?

(396) Raryupeeda.
ray-rupay-jada
1SG-be: born~PAST3
'T was born (a muber of years ago).'

(397) Saramitifiniyada janariy mmatyii.
sa~-ramitiy-mniy-jada mmatya-j
3SG~-ford-IMPFP-PAST3 deer first-NMLZR
'The first deer used to ford (rivers).' (FSQ001)
The two proximate suffixes -jasiy and -j&y do not co-occur with
the iterative suffixes —jayaa ‘'iterative' and -jaa (variant -yaa
'iterative movement to scpe location.' There is no such co-occurrence

restriction with the other past tense suffixes. Campare (398) and

(399) with (400) and (401).

(398) *Rameejeyaa—~jdsiy Paliro roorimyu.
'This morning I slept (iteratively) in Paul's house'.

*Rameejeyaa—~jay 'Yesterday I slept (iteratively)'.

(399) *Rameeyaa—jdsiy 'A few hours ago I went (iteratively
over there) to sleep'.

*Rameevaa—jay 'Yesterday I went (iteratively over
there) to sleep'.

(400) Rameejevaa-siy ‘Several weeks ago I slept (iteratively)’'.
Remee jeyaa-tiy ‘Several months ago ....'
Rameejeyaa—jada ‘A long time ago ....!

(401) Rameeyaa-siy 'Sevveral weeks ago I went (iteratively
over there) to sleep'.
Rameeyaa-ti 'Several months ago ..... !
Rameevaa-jada 'A long time ago ..... !
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5.7. Modal suffixes

No one formative set indicates mood. The semantic categories of
conditicnal (Section 2.11), debitive or obligation (Sections 2.3 and
2.4.1), degrees of certainty and warning (Section 2.7.2), ard
desiderative/potential/cptative mood (Sectian 5.12) are expressed by
distinct means. In this section I discuss the MODAL verbal suffixres
—vaa and —taata.

Paul Powlison (personal commmication) suggests that —vaa means
taction achieved' (ACHIEVE). However, it almost always occurs in
negative contexts, conveying 'action not achieved'. It occurs after
ITERATIVITY and MOVEMENT suffixes, but before the IMPERFECTIVITY

suffix -sara:

(402) Saboodux junoodee rijtityemufievaavaaday.
saboo—du junoo—-dee ray-jjitityemiy-nayaa-vaa-day
sweet-CL:tube head-DIM  1SG-put:in-going:aimlessly-ACHIEVE-DAY
'Little cane hearts I am going all over putting in
_ (planting)'. (IW075)

(403) Daffu vanay duu-si sa-3a
thus:not possible blow—O:NOM:ANIM:SG 3SG-IRR

cha-vaa-sara.
be-ACHIEVE-HABIT

'"Thus he can't be killed (with a blowgun)'.
(404) Dantya-miy vaa jata~yaa-vaa-sara rarya-day
thus-NEG 2sg:IRR move-DISTRIB-ACHIEVE-HABIT day-DAY
'"Neither will you move (to another place) during
the day'. (LX204)
The suffix -taata 'debitive' indicates that the subject had

better do samething. It occurs most often in direct speech.

247



(405) Saaniiduutyatagatiiyu.
sdada-jjduutya-taata—-iya
2DL-prepare-DEB-CORO
'‘You had better get yourself ready'. (DAVO33)
(406) Jidywmtaata—nii jamiryji tiitaju.
jiy—dwm-taata-nii
2SG-blow-DEB-3SG selection all
'You have to shoot a selection of all kinds'.

5.8. Aspect

No one paradigmatic set of formatives indicates aspect. I
approach the topic primarily from a semantic perspective, discussing
formatives from different paradigns which have same aspectual
meaning. I define aspect as the way in which 'the intermal temporal
constituency of a situation’ is viewed (Comrie 1976:3). The two
secand position ? clitics -maa and -pumaa might be considered
aspectual (Section 2.4.1). Brief discussion of their aspectual
meanings is given in Section 5.8.1. Following that, specifically
verbal aspectual morphology is discussed in Sections 5.8.2 through
5.8.6. The formative sets particularly in question are

IMPERFECTIVITY, MOVEMENT, COMPLETIVE, and ITERATION.

5.8.1. Clitics with aspectual overtones

Though not part of the verbal morphology or verb phrase per se,
the C secord position clitics -mea and -numea have aspectual
overtones. The enclitic -maa is a true 'perfect' which in the present
tense indicates a past situation that has contimuing relevance for
the present. In past tenses it indicates a relation between a past

state and an earlier situation (Comrie 1976:52, '53). It is frequently
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(and in the speech of some, almost always) employed whenever the

'completive' formative —-mmy is used.

(407)

(408)

(409)

(410)

Riyamaa riryoorimyGaju. (PRESENT)
riy-ya-maa riy-rooriy-mu-ja

3PL-~go—-PERF 3PL~house-LOC-AL

'They have gone to their house.'

Naadasuutamuumnyaa. (PRESENT)
naada~-suuta—mny-maa

3DL-wash~-COMPLT-FPERF

‘She has finished washing.'

Sasuutiimmuyéésimyaa. (FROXIMATE 1) (CAH)
sa-suuta-im~-muay-jasiy-maa

3sG-wash~down : river-COMPLT-PROX1-PERF

'She has finished washing down river (a few hors ago).!

Ri jypotaadamaa MUrragayanm (PAST 3)
riy-joota-jada-maa murraay-jam
3PL-begin-PAST3-PERF sing-INF

'They had begun to sing (long ago).'

Apparently it is not possible to use -mea to express a future

perfective such as 'We will have sung.' It can be used with_—tiy

clauses (Section 2.11.) when these have a 'when' reading, but

apparently not when they have a future conditional reading:

(411)

Sadi ifluvee roorimyu,
sa-di iy-mivee rooriy-m
3sG-die-on:arrival: there house-LOC
sa-mmu~-mad-tly  jusimu-nii.
3SG-kill-PERF-TIY Sitaracu-3SG

'He died on arrival at the house, when the Sitaracu (=a group
of people) had killed him'. (TS025)

The enclitic -mmaa 'now' carries an imperfective idea, but a

single definition is difficult to formuwlate. With non—-stative verbs

as in (412) ard (413) it indicates progressiveness. This 1is also
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evident in the contrast between (414a) with -mumea and

the completive -—-mmy.

(412) Riyamiafiumaa Jatuvay variy.
riy-ya-mtty-mmaa = Jatu-vay
3PL-go—-IMPF-now drink-CL:ANIM:PL then
'"The drinkers are going now, then.'

(413) Jityééryummaa.
jiy-tadryg-numaa
2SG-return-now
'You are returning’'.

(414) a. rajiyyagamumaa naadasttay yadiva, "Tipyée"

ra-jhuyy-vaa-mmaa naada-sgtay yu-Gva
inan-fall-DISTRIB~-now 3DL-shelter COR-DAT
'Their shelter fell all over them "Tipyé!"™'

b. naada-safiiy-yaa—jastimiy
3DL-shriek-DISTRIB—go:up
'They jump up shrieking'.

c. "Jeen! Naapyérummaa.“
naay-paruy-nmmaa
1DLEXCL~get :wet-now

"Jeen! We are getting wet!"

d. Réjl,}?yaamnzy raa@sﬂr!:ay tijitajg.
& jRuy-yaa-mnry naada-s{tay
inan-£falil-DISTRIB-COMPLT 3DL-shelter all

'Their shelter completely finished falling'. (KT039-042)

In stative contexts -mmaa indicates a situation that

presently true:

(415) Vasee saarifumaatéenii
sa~jariy-mmaa-tée-nii
directly 3SG-below-NOW-really-3SG
'He is now directly under him'.

(416) Mitya ricadeemumaa.
ruca-dee—umaa
just spine-DIM-NOW
'It's just bones now'.
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-Numaa can be prospective, indicating samething one intends to
do or a situation which is imminen*. For example, (417) can be used

to indicate one's intention to leave.

(417) Rayamumaa.

ray-jiya~-mumaa
1SG-go-now
'I'm going now.'

5.8.2. Imperfectivity

An imperfective action is defined as one in which explicit
reference is made ‘to the intermal temporal structure of a situation,
viewing a situation from within' (Comrie 1976:24). There are a
mmber of formatives in Yagua whicn have an imperfective meeaning.
Those belonging to the IMPERFECTIVITY morpho-semantic set are -niuy
'imperfective, =-sara ‘habitual’' and -jancha (variants -janumucha and
—jadamucha) ‘contimuative.' These suffixes follow the UNBOUNDED
MOVEMENT suffixes, as shown in (419).

In discourse -mniy 'imperfective' is is often used in past or
narrative present tense descriptions and background information. It
is most neutrally taken as indicating past time, even when no overt
tense formative is used, though it may be taken with a present tense
sense when the context so indicates. Since present tense is
inherently imperfect and/or progressive in Yagua, additional use of
-mamay would just reinforce this aspectual notion when the present
tense is understood.
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(418) Rachuutanaiy.
ray-suuta—-midy
1SG~wash~-IMPF
'I was washing/I am washing.'

(419) Naadasuutanaayaamityada.
naada-suuta-naaya-miay- jada
3DL-wash—going:aimlessly-IMPF-PAST3
'She used to go all over washing'.

*Naadasurtamiifieeyaa jada.
naada~-suuta-midy-naayaa-jada

The formative -sara is a timeless habitual which camnot occur
with any of the tense formatives, as shown in (421). For some
speakers it is also unacceptable with any other IMPERFECTIVITY
formatives. For same spezkers it can occur with the COMPLETIVE -—miuy,
as shown in (423) versus (424). With all speakers it can occur with
the ITERATIVE and UNBOUNDED MOVEMENT formatives, as in (425) through
(427).

(420) Rameechara.

ray-maay-sara
1SG-sleep-HABIT

'‘I'm always sleeping.'

(421) *Saramitchusarajada. (TENSE)
sa-ramitchu-sara-jada
3SG-ford-HABIT-PAST3
'He always forded (across a river) long ago.’

(422) *Saramitchurmiichara. { IMPERFECTIVE)
sa~-ramitchu-migy-sara
3SG-ford-IMPF-HABIT
'He's always fording.'

*Sa~-ramitchu~sara-migy

(423) For some speakers: (COMPLETIVE)
*Naadastmtammchara.
naada-sumta-muy-sara
3DL-wash—-COMPLT-HABIT
'she always finishes washing/She finishes always washing.'
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(424) For some speakers: (COMPLETIVE)
Rachwutammchara.
ray—-suuta-muy-sara
1SG-wash~COMPLT-HABIT
'T always finish washing'.

(425) Syyndatyanijey  zsararay. (ITERATIVE)
sa-junaay-taniy-jayaa-sara-ray
3SG—cry-CAUS-ITER-HABIT-1SG
'He's always making me cry.'

(426) Samaachajagsara. { ITERATIVE)
sa-maay-sa-jag-sara
3SG-sleep—up: river-ITER:MUMT-HABIT
'He always goes up river to sleep’.

(427) Naadaswmtatityiichara. {UNBOUNDED MOVEMENT)
naada-smta-tityiiy-sara
3DL~wash—-going:directly-HABIT
'She always goes (or cames) washing'.

The formative -jancha 'contimiocus’ means to do samething without
letting up or without stopping to rest. (According to one language
consultant, —jammucha/-jadamucha is a ‘'more technical' form used
primarily by older members of the commmity but with the same

meaning. )

(428) Riireenchara.

ray-jiriy-jancha-ra

1SG-ho1d—-CONT-INAN

'T keep on holding it (e.g., up in the air, without resting).’
(429) Naanandayencha.

naana-nady-jancha

3DL-bathe—CONT

'"They (two) keep on bathing.'!

5.8.3. Unbounded movement
As with many South American indigencus languages, location and
movement are important semantic features of Yagua. (Location is

discussed in Section 5.9). Two types of movement with which the
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action of the verb is carried ocut can be indicated by werbal
suffixes. The UNBOUNDED MOVEMENT formatives indicate that a
particular action is carried out throughout the time during which one
is going along, or else they are umspecific with regard to the point
or points at which the action was done relative to the movement. The

relationship between action and movement is indicated in (430):

(430) < ACTION >
< MOVEMENT >

The suffix -tityiiy indicates that the action is done while
going along directly to some destination. -Navaa indicates that the
action is done while wandering more or less aimlessly. These suffixes
impart an imperfective or iterative sense to the action. They precede

the IMPERFECTIVITY affixes as in (431) through (433).

(431) Naadasuutatityiifitiyada.
naada-suuta~tityliy-—miay-jada
3DL-wash-going:directly-IMPF-PAST3
'She always comes washing'.

*Naadasuutammatyityiiyada.
naada-suuta-mity-tityiiy-jada
3DL-wash-IMPF-going:directly-PAST3

(432) Rameetityiiyencha.
ray-maay-tityiiy-Jjancha
1SG-sleep—going:directly-CONT
'T sleep while going along (as in a car)'.

*Rameeyenchatityiiy.
ray-maay-jancha-tityiiy
1SG-sleep—CONT-going:directly

(433) Siimiifiayaasara rupiiyadam
sa-jimyiy-nayaa—-sara rupi iy-jada-m
3SG-eat-going:aimlessly-HABIT walk-INF-LOC
'He always eats while traveling all over'.
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They follow the COMPLETIVE -muy as in (434). When they co—occur

—muy, the resultant meaning is perhaps one of iterative

campletion of an action:

(434) Siimiimyautityiimysara.

sa-jimyiy-muy-tityiiy-maa-ra
3SG-eat-COMPLT-going:directly-PERF-inan

'He completed eating it while going along'. (But it could be
that he did not finish all the food an one occasion.)

*Naadasuutatityiimymuayada.
naada-suuta-tityiiy-muy-jada
3DL~wash—going:directly-COMPLT-PAST3

The UNBOUNDED MOVEMENT suffixes most neutrally follow the

potential/optative suffix -y, when both movement and —rity have

scope over a single participant (cf. Section 5.12):

(435) SEimaarytgtyityiiy.

(436)

(437)

sa~jinaay-ragy-tityiiy
3SG~cry-POT-going:directly
'He wants to cry while going along directly’.

sa- jinaay-ragy-nayag
3SG—cry-POT-going:aimlessly
'He wants to cry while going all over the place’.

?Siimiityityiiryiy.

sa-jimyiy-tityily-rugy
3SG-eat-going:directly-POT

'He wants to eat while going along directly’.

UNBOUNDED MOVEMENT suffikes do not easily co-occcur with BOULDED

MOVEMENT suffixes which convey a more punctual sense (Section 5.8.4),

nor with ITERATIVITY suffixes (Section 5.8.5).
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5.8.4. Bounded movement

The BOUNDED MOVEMENT suffixes either bound the begimning,
ending, or both begimning and ending of an action. They are more
inherently perfective and/or puncutal in aspect than are the
UNBOUNDED MOVEMENT suffixes. Thus, there is some question about their
acceptability with ~jancha 'contimious’, though they do occur with
-minity 'imperfective'. There are some co-occurrence restrictions with
the UNBOUNDED MOVEMENT suffixes which also comwvey an imperfective
sense (Secticn 5.8.3). Compare (440) and (441) below, for example.
They do not co-occur with the stationary LOCATION suffixes.

The suffix -muwvii indicates ‘action done upon arrival at the
point of reference', while -mivee indicates 'action done upon arrival
at same location away from the point of reference'. These suffixes
are related to the wverb roots vii or viy 'arrive here' and veey
'arrive there'. Both these suffixes put a bound on the terminal point

of the movement relative to same other action, as indicated in (438):

{438) ——————— MOVEMENT ————————> ) ACTION

(439) Juntutagsa sypvafluviindhyam.
junti-taasa sa-juvay-muvi i-mady-jam
post-middle 3SG~-hit-on:arrival:here-IMPF-PAST3
'‘Upcn arrival here he hit/was hitting on the (house) post'.

(440) Sa—suuta-nayaa-nuvee.
3sG—wash~going:aimlessly-on:arrival: there
'He washes there, over there, over there, whenever he
arrives there’. -

(441) But:
*Sasuntatityiimmvii.
sa-suuta-tityliy-muvi i
3SG-wash—going:directly-on:arrival :here
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(442) Naanu-suuta-nuvee raroo-taasa-ra sijay.
3DL-wash-cn:arrival:there up:river-middle-INAN clothes
'"Upon arrival upriver she washed the clothes'.

The suffix —chiy or -siy indicates action done in preparation

for, or upon departure. This is probably etymologically related to
the ablative postposition —siy, or to the verbs siiy ‘run' or maasiy
'go out'. It puts a bound on the inception of the movement relative

to some action, as indicated in (443):

(443) ACTION ( ———————— MOVEMENT >
(444) Naadasuutachiffaijéy.
naada—-suuta~-chiy-mity-jay
3DL~-wash-DEPARTING-IMPF-PROX2
'As the last thing before leaving, she washed yesterday'
(445) Sa-nicyee-siy.
3SG-talk~-DEPARTING
'She talked running away'.
The suffix -rjij indicates 'action done enroute’. It is more
punctual in aspect, putting a bound both on the ending of part of the
movement, and a bound on the resumption of the movement relative to

scme action. This is diagrammed in (446):

(446) ——— MOVEMENT

> )} ACTION ( ——— MOVEMENT

(447) Wymeeriijam taariy.
nmgy-maay-ri j-jam
1PLINC—sleep—enroute-PAST3 long:ago
'Long ago we slept enroute'.

(448) Siimiyaarii vodea.
T sa-jimyiy-yaa-ril
3SG-eat-DISTRIB—enroute cow
'"The cow chews while travelling'.
Example (448) does not imply that chewing and the travelling are

similtaneous. Rather, as the cow is travelling along, she stops
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(perhaps several times) to chew for a limited amount of time, and
then contimes travelling. The chewing is viewed as an event which
punctuates the travelling. The effect’ of the UNBOUNDED MOVEMENT
suffix -—-tityiiy in (449), relative to its absence in (448), is to
indicate that the stopping almost certainly occurred several times.
Since -tityiiy has an inherent imperfective meaning and -rjj has an
inherent punctual meaning, the resulting combination can only be

interpreted as an iterative event.

(449) Siimiryjjtityiiy.
sa-jimyiy-rij-tityiiy
3SG-eat-enroute~going:directly
'He stops enrcute while going alang to eat'.

*Siimityityiiryii
sa~-jimyiy-tityiiy-rii

(449) shows that -rij 'enroute' can co-occur with UNBOUNDED MOVEMENT
suffix ~tityijy, though this is not possible with the suffixes which
bound only the incpetion or temmination of the movement. With
—nayaa, however, all the BOUNDED MOVEMENT suffixes appear to be
acceptable. This is perhaps because -tityiiy more clearly implies a
single destination, while -nayaa implies no specific destinmation and
thus iterative stopping at various points may be possible. With
-nayaa, order of BOUNDED and UNBOUNDED MOVEMENT suffixes may vary,

perhaps with subtle differences in semantic scope:

(450) Naada-suuta-muvi i-nayaa.
3DL-wash—-ca:arrival:here—going:aimlessly
'She washes here, over here, over here, whenever she arrives
here'. (There may be only one area of reference, with the
washing done at various points within that area of reference.)
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(451) Naada-swita-nayaa-nuvi i-jada
3DL-wash—going:aimlessly-on:arrival :here-PAST3
'She used to came to every place to wash'.
(There may be multiple points of reference.)
As in (449) above, -rjj can only precede —tityiiy. But it can occur
on either side of -navaa. Compare (452) with the ungrammatical

example in (449):

(452) Naada-suuta-nayaa-rii.

3DL-wash-going:aimlessly-enroute

'She stops to wash all over the place’.
Again, the variation in order reflecting differences in semantic
scope may be possible with -navaa be&m.se it allows interpretation of
various locations, while ~tityiiy implies only a single destimation.

Use of -rjj ‘enroute’ is possible with the iterative formatives

Javaa 'iterative' and —jadaptiryjji 'lack of iteration'. It precedes
these iterative formatives. Apparently it does not occur with —jaa

'iterative movement' (cf. Section 5.8.5).

(453) Naada-suuta-rjij-jadapfiryiji-ra.
3DL~wash-enrcute—~ONE : MVUMT-INAN
'She stopped enroute to wash it all at once’'.

(454) Naada-suuta-riji-jayaa.
3DL-wash—enroute-ITER
'She always stops enrcute to wash'.

(455) ?Naada-suuta-riji-jaa.
3DL-wash-enroute—ITER:MUMT
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5.8.5. Iteration
'Iterative'’ is defined as a situation which is repeated. There
are two productive iterative morphemes. First, -jaa indicates

'iterative movement to some other location.’

(456) Rameevaatiy.
ray-meay-jaa-tiy
1SG~sleep—ITER:MVMI-PAST2
'Several months ago I went there various times to sleep.'

(457) Rarygecha;ééra
ray-raacha-jaa-ra
1SG-cut~ITER:MUMT—-INAN
'I go there various times to cut it.'

The tense morphemes -jasiy 'proximate 1' and -jay ‘'proximate 2' do
not occur with -jaa, though future, present and the other past tenses
are not so restricted (cf. Section 5.6.3).

The suffix —jayaa is semantically more neutral than -jaa in that
it does not imply movement. Compare the following with (456) and

(457) above:

(458) Rameejeyaasiy.
ray-maay-jayaa-siy
1SG-sleep—ITER-PAST1
'A few weeks ago I slept various times.'

(459) Raryeechajaydara.
ray-raacha-jayaa-ra
1SG-cut-ITER-INAN
'TI cut it variocus times / I cut it all the time.'

(460) Ra&chmtajayaaniiuyada.
ray-suuta-jayaa-niay-jada
1SG-wash-ITER-IMFF-PAST3
'T used to wash all the time / T used to live washing.'
It is extremely common for -jayaa to ococur whenever the

IMPERFECTIVITY formative -sara 'habitual' is used:
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(461) Naadasuutajayagsara.
naada-suuta-jayaa-sara
3DL-wash-ITER-HAB
'She is always washing.'
As (460) above shows, -jayaa can occur with the 'imperfective'

-muiy. It does not occur with the 'completive’ —muy:

{462) *Rameejeyaamuy.

ray-maay-jayaa-mnry

15G~sleep—-ITER-COMPLT

'T finished sleeping variocus times / I finished

sleeping (and waking up).'
Like the iterative movement formative -jaa, ~javaa does not occur
with the -jasiy and -j&y tenses (cf. Section 5.6.3).

'Semelfactive' is defined as a situation which takes place once
and only once (Comrie 1976:42). This aspect can be indicated by the
formative —jamupigryii (dialect variant -jadapiiryii) ‘'suddenly' or
‘with one action'. In other words, —jamupuiryij indicates lack of
iteration. It does not (easily) occur with vwverbs which have an
inherent imperfective sense, such as jimyiy ‘eat', rupiiy 'walk’,
saayaa 'row' (and such collocations are unacceptable to  some

speakers) .

(463} Raryeechaadapgiry!jra.
ray-raacha-jadapgaryi j-ra
1SG~cut-ONE : MVMT-INAN
'I cut it with a single blow.'

As in (463), -jadapu@rvij most easily occurs with roots indicating

same type of movement. It can, however, be used with some
nan-moverment roots to figuratively convey 'quickly! or

' instantaneocusly.’
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(464) Sanaayadapgﬁry.};naa

sa-maay- jadapiry ] {-maa

3SG—-sleep—~ONE : MVMT-PERF

'She has gone right to sleep/She has gone to sleep

right aay.' (Lit: 'She has gone to sleep with one blow'.)

The suffix -yaa or -yaa 'distributive' is somewhat problematic.

The same formative appears to occur both contiguous to the root
forming well-lexicalized verb stems, and also towards the periphery

of the verb, perhaps even following the clitic —mumaa. 10

(465) Saragyaatiniffuviinii.
sa-rady-yaa-taniy-nmivii-nii
3SG~jump~-DISTRIB~-CAUS-cn:arrival : here—-3SG
'He makes him dance upon arrival here'.

(466) Rjjpeniyésmumayss.
ray-jipeniy-yaa-mmaa-ya2
1SG~tap: fcot-DISTRIB-now-DISTRIB
The suggested analysis of (466) is not certain. -Numayaa is
canceivably a variant of -nayaa ’‘go aimlessly all over the place'
(Section 5.8.3). -Yaa in (467) below, however, is clearly not part of
-saniy, much less of -mumaa.

Although not strictly iterative, -saniy 'group action done at
the same time' has broader semantic associations with iterative
formatives. Both —saniy and other iteratiwve formatives indicate that
the action is in some way distributed, either by the mumber of
persons effecting the action, the rmmber of entities receiving the

action, or repetition of the acticn itself.

(467) Rauvaachaniyaa Jumxy samoamu.
riy-juvday-saniy-yaa Ssa—~-moo—mz
3PL-make—group:action-YAA war:cilub 3SG-face-LOC
'They are making stone axes in front of him'. (LCO0OS55)
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Powlison (1982) gives examples of -~niyaa 'group action carried out by

individuals successively'. i1

(468) Jiyuniy rirvamfiiyaajada.
jiyu-niy riy-ramuy-niyaa-jada
here-NIY 3PL-pass-in:succession-PAST3
‘Here they passed by in a file long ago'.
~Tiiy is an iterative formative used only with certain roots

conveying some type of movement (cf. Section 5.10).

{469) a. Raryeechatiiy.
ray-raacha-tiiy
1SG-cut-ITER
'T cut repetitively.’
Compare:
b. *Rimmitiinii.
ray-Jjuniay-tiiy-nii
1SG~-1ook~ITER-3SG
'TI am looking at him repetitively.’
Example (469a) could be interpreted as 'I cut one thing many times,'
as 'I cut many things one time each,' or as 'I cut many things many
times each.' However, -tily does not have a partitive sense; (46%9a)

does not (necessarily) mean that I cut samething just partially.

5.8.6. Campletive

Following Comrie (1976:18), a perfective action is defined as
one which is viewed in its entirety including beginning, middle, and
end. There is no morpheme in Yagua which has exactly this meaning.
However, —-muy 'completive' comes close to it. It can, for example,
be used to describe a situation in which there are a rumber of trees,

all of which fall down.



(470) Rappatyemyuwuchiy niim.

ra-jypatya-y-muy-siy

INAN-fall-ANTCAUS-COMPLT-PAST1 tree

'The trees all fell down a few weeks ago.'
If the situation is such that there are a mumber of trees but only
ocne or two fall down, it is not appropriate to use -muuy. Similarly,
(471) commmnicates the idea of eating up everything with nothing left

over.

(471) Siimityanimyuufiii.

sa~-jimyiy-taniy-muy-nii

3SG-eat-CAUS-COMPLT-3SG

'He makes him eat everything up/He makes him finish eating.'
(472) Rea  jmimymy  tiithjwa.

ray-g Jjimyly-mmuy tijtaju-ra

1SG-IRR eat-COMPLT all-INAN

'I'm going to completely eat everything.'

Unlike a true perfective, -muy places heavy emphasis on the
termination of an action. It does not indicate just that an action
has stopped, as though it were interrupted, but rather that it is
campleted. Because of this it is best viewad as 'completive'! rather

than 'perfective'.

(473) Saa jitjji sanmumaatiy Jjuvdamyuuy.
sa-a sa-mmastly juvday-muuy
3SG~-IRR arrive:here 3SG-when work-COMPLT

'He's going to come when he finishes working.'

(474) Rachuutamuufiumaa.
ray-suita-muy-numaa
1SG—wash~-COMPL.T-now
'I'm now finished weshing.'

(475) Saguiiv@gchumauryiay
sa~qui iviy-su-mauy-riagy
3SG—deceive-TRNS—-COMPLT-POT
'He wants to stop deceiving.’
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If -mmy were a true perfective, I would expect the meaning of (475)
to be 'He wants to deceive completely' rather than 'He wants to stop
deceiving.'

With regard to position in the wverb, -mmy is strange.
Semantically it is most closelly opposed to —-mnay 'imperfective', and
thus we might expect it to fall more or less into the same paradigm
as the IMPERFECTIVITY suffixes. However, positionally it is not part
of this set. It occurs before UNBOUNDED MOVEMENT suffixes such as
~tityiiy in (476), and after BOUNDED MOVEMENT suffixes such as rjii in
(477). Ungrammatical examples show ordering relations which cannot

occur.

(476) Naadasumtammtyityiiyada.
naada-suuta-muy-tityiiy-jada
3DL-wash—-COMPLT-going:directly-PAST3
'Long ago, she went along finishing washing'. e -

*Naadasuurtatityiimymryada.
naada-suuta—-tityiiy-muy-jada

(477) Siimiiryjjmamyas.
sa-jimyiy-riji-muy-maa
3SG-eat-enroute-COMPLT-PERF
'He has finished eating enroute’.

*Siimiimyuaaryii.
sa-jimyiy-muuy-rij

It precedes ITERATION suffixes such as -jadapiarvyiji 'with one

action':
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(478) Rachyymyuuyadapiuryjira.
ray-sggy-muy-jadapgaryjj-ra
1SG~-bi te~COMPLT-ONE : MVMT~INAN

'I finished biting all at once (and there isn't any
food left)'.

These distributional facts might suggest that its basic position is
preceding the ITERATIVE formatives. However, it appears to have
variable positioning relative to the IMPERFECTIVITY suffixes, which

quite clearly come towards the end of the verbal suffix string:

(479) SGimaamyuuyenchajay.
sa-jineay-muuy-jancha-jay
3SG~-cry-COMPLT—-CONT-PROX2
'Sshe finished crying yesterday (and had been crying a
long time'.

(480) S@imaayanmm:c}mnmgéy )
sa~jimeay-jammucha-muy-jay
3SG-cry-CONT-COMPLT-PROX2

'She finished crying yesterday (and had been crying a
long time’.

As an alternative to -mmuy, termination of an action may be

conveyed analytically using the verb cdasiy 'to finish'.

(481) Wucydgsiimyaa Juveernii tijqui nibi.
uy-cdasiiy-mea - juvay-jami-nii
1PLINC-finish-PERF kill-INF-3SG one:ANIM:SG oscelot
'We have finished killing an oscelot’'.
In contrast to -muuy 'completive', there is no particular verbal
morphology indiczting 'ingressive' (beginning of action). Rather,
this must be rendered analytically using the verb joota 'begin’ plus

another verb in an infinitival form.
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(482) Sajootamumaa nicyeejadaju
sa-jogta-mumaa nicyee—jada-ji
3SG-begin—now talk-INF-AL
'She is beginning to talk'

5.9. Location

The LOCATIONAL suffixes represented in (380) indicate that the
action was done at a stationary place. These are mutually exclusive
with the MOVEMENT suffixes. The stationary LOCATIONAL suffixes occur
immediately following highly derivational valence increasing,
decreasing, or intensifying suffixes (Section 5.10), and before
ITERATION suffixes.

The suffix -sa indicates action done ‘'upward' from the speaker's
point of reference and is most neutrally taken to mean ‘'up-river'.
The suffix -im indicates action done 'dowrssard' from the point of
reference and is most neutrally taken to mean ‘'down-river'. By
semantic extension, —sa and -imu can be used to indicate ‘up-sky’' and
'down-sky', as in mythological tales or when talking about airplanes.
The suffix —ja indicates action done neither up nor down, but 'across
from' the locaticnal point of reference. That is, either across water

(river or lake) or across land.

(483) Sasuutasajaa.
sa~-suuta-sa-jaa
3SG-wash~-upwards—-ITER : MUMT
'He goes up-river to wash every once in a while'.

(484) Sasuutiimumuumyaa.
sa-suuta-im-muy-maa
3SG-wash—dowrssards-COMPLT-PERF
'He has finished washing down-river'.
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(485) Rameeyajay. )

ray-maay-ja-jay

1SG-sleep—-across-PROX2

'Yesterday I slept across (water or lard)'.
Given that these suffixes indicate a stationary location where the
action takes place, they are mutually exclusive with both the BOUNDED
MOVEMENT formatives as in (486), and with the UNBOUNDED MOVEMENT

formatives as in (487).

(486) *Naanusuutiimmivee. (V)

naami~-suuta-im-mvee

3DL-wash-dowrsvards—-upan:arrival : there

'She washed upon arrival down river'.
(487) *Sasuutasatityiiy.

sa-samuta-sa-tityliy

3SG-wash~upwards-going:directly

‘She washes up-river while going along’.
Though they indicate that the action is done in a stationary
location, there may be an inherent idea of returning to the
locational point of reference as soon as the action is completed.
Thus, it is apparently infelicitious to use an expression such as

(488) if the intent is to stay and take a bath after washing.

(488) Naadasuutiimm Jumisajomu.
naada-suuta-im Jumisa-jo-m
3DL~wash~-dowrssards go:down—CL:place-1L0OC
'She goes down to the port to wash (clothes)'.

5.10. Highly derivational morphology
The suffixes discussed in this section are termed DERTVATIONAL
AFFIXES in the schema given in (380). These suffixes either change

valence or increase the degree of intensity or activity associated
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with the action. Occasionally they can derive verbs from nouns. They
thus all have to do with transitivity in the larger sense of Hopper
and Thompson (1980). The lexically restricted valence decreasing -Y
formative discussed in Section 2.2.2 is positionally part of the same
set as the formatives discussed here. (I will not be concerned here
with morphology which only derives verbs from nouns or visa versa, or

with the productive causative -taniy discussed in Section 5.11.)

5.10.1. Lexically highly restricted suffixes

Lexically restricted valence increasing suffixes include -sa,
-siy, -su, -na, -niy, and -nu. A few examples are provided here (see
Doris Payne 1985a and Payne and Payne, in progress, for further
exemplification and discussion). With most verb roots with which they
can occur, the formatives -su and -niy have a causative sense, as in

(490) through (492).

(489) jidyvo ‘wake up (cneself)!

jidyo-siy 'wake up (scmeone else)'!

(490) sa—cévay 'she reduces herself (as in a diet?)!
sacfvachura 'he reduces it (e.g. by
sa-cgvay-su-ra drinking it)'
3SG-reduce-TRNS—-INAN

(491) ra-jagvyey ‘it (a plant) grows'

INAN-grow
sajasvyechunii

sa~jéavyey-su-nii
‘he caused him to grow'
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(492) sa-miisa ‘she got better’

sa-miisa-niy 'she healed (somecne)'
(493) jiitya 'remove (for some purpcose)’
jiitya-mu 'wean, take away bottle (from baby)’

There are several other lexically-restricted derivational
formatives which do not incresse valency, scme of which may increase
transitivity in the larger sense of Hopper and Thompson (1980). A few
examples are provided here. The lexically-restricted -tiiy occurs
with certain verb roots which indicate action done with some sort of

meticn {cf. Section 5.8.5 on iterativity):

(494) a. RaarQgra.
ray-jargg-ra
1SG-cut-INAN
‘I'm cutting it'.

b. Ragrgatiirya.
ray-jargg-tiiy-ra
1SG-cut-ITER-INAN
'I'm chopping it up'.

(495) jiitya ‘remove (for same purpose)’
jiitya-tiiy '+take all apart'.
The suffix -vay indicates extra intensity when used with verb

roots:

(496) mutiy '(to) cook! mxtivyey ‘'(to) cock with greater
intensity’

jaay ‘'(to) mature’ jaavyey '(to) grow, mature'
When used with nominal roots or classifiers (which also come from

nouns), -vay derives a wverb:



(497) bii 'CL: flower! biivay '{to) bloom!
jasi 'pet animal’ jasivay '(to) raise animals’

There is a -y formative which derives a progressive verb from a

noun or in some other way irdicates greater intensity of action:

{(498) a. rimityu 'old persan’
b. Raryimityufiumaa 'T am getting old'.
ray-rimitye-y-mmaz
1SG-old: person-Y-now
(499) a. jiitya 'remove (for some purpose)'

b. sajiityey
sa-jiitya-y 'he removes himself, he goes'

5.10.2. The instrumental/camitative -ta

The instrumental/comitative suffix -ta is unlike the valence
increasing formatives just presented in that it is very unrestricted
lexically. It most productively indicates that the direct object of a
verb is a semantic instrument or comitative. There are extensions of
this meaning with certain vwverb forms, and on infinitival
nominalizations -ta may indicate ‘while’ (cf. (232) of Section
2.1i.7). It is etymologically related to, and has the same shape as,
the instrumental/comitative postposition.l? The relationship between
~ta as &z verbal suffix meaning 'instrumental/comitative’' and -ta as
an instrumental/comitative postposition is a case of what Nichols (in
progress) terms . 'head-ward migration' of adpositions. (This is
attested in a mmber of other languages, including Chechen, Ingush,
Abkhaz, some Athabascan languages, and sane Indo-Eurcopean languages.)

Campare the (a) and (b) forms:
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(500) a. Ssaya jiita Jinuvadata

sa-ya jiy-juveda-ta

3SG-go JIITA COR~kill(noun)-INST

'Hei goes with his; kill'.

b. Sa~ya-ta jijta-nii juvada.

3SG—go—INST JIITA-3SG kill(noun)

'He goes:with the kill(noun)'.
(501) a. satiryoo catéra padyetya.

sa~tiryoQ padyey-ta

3SG-lie:down paper CL:thick:rectangular-INST

'He lies (himself) down with a book'.

b. Satirygdtara.

sa-tirydo—ta-ra

3SG-lie:down—-INST-INAN

'He lies down with it (e.g. a book)'.
Example (501b) cannot mean that the agent participant makes samething
else 1lie down, nor that the agent uses samething to make himself lie
down where -ra would be interpreted as a true semantic instrument.
Rather, the agent is accompanied by something as he lies down. When
-ta is a verbal suffix, it is much more likely that the direct object
which is a semantic instrument will be expressed just with a clitic
as in (501b), rather than a clitic and a noun phrase as in (500b).
This is because postposition incorporation is motivated by
discourse/pragmatic factors, similar to 'd-tive shift' in English.
No other obliques can be promoted in this way to direct object
status. (However, several other transitivity-increasing suffixes
might be historically related to postpositions.)

-Ta incorporation occurs with transitive roots as well:

(502) sSjijichtifiii quiiva quiichitya.
sa-jjchitiy-nii quiichiy-ta
3SG-poke-3SG fish knife-INST
'He pokes the fish with the/a knife!.
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(503) Sjjchtityara quiichiy.

sa-jjchitiy-ta-ra

3SG~-poke—-INST-INAN knife

'He pokes with the knife'.
Example (503) cammot mean that 'He poks the knife!, where the
syntactic object is the patient which is poked. If the noun quiichiy
'knife'! is deleted and just the Set II clitic -rd is used, it remains
clear that -ra refers to a semantic instrument which is used to poke
samething else.

When an instrumental or comitative oblique is promoted to direct
object status, the patient object continues to be treated
morphologically as a syntactic object. Whether or not the patient
object is encoded Jjust with an owvert noun phrase, with a Set II
clitic, or with a Set II clitic plus noun phrase depends on the
pragmatic status of the patient noun phrase. Different factors
affecting both encoding choices and order are discussed in what
follows.

First, in (504) the instrument is in an oblique postpositional
phrase. The order of the oblique instrument and direct object is
reversed from that found in (502) above, though the order in (502) is
statistically more likely when there are full noun phrases encoding

both a direct object and an oblique (cf. discussion in Chapter 6).

(504) INSTRUMENT DO=PATIENT
Siichitiy jumirutdatara tiistaasuy.
sa~jichitiy jymurutaa-te-ra
3SG-pake machete-TA-INAN ball
'He pokes the ball with a machete!'.

In the following examples, the semantic instrument is encoded as

a syntactic direct object, correlated with occurrence of -ta in the
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verb. Examples such as (505) are perhaps unlikely because overt noun
phrases are not used in context if everything is definite and nothing
is pragmatically marked. Nevertheless, two—object clauses are
grammatical, and are also found with inherently trivalent roots
(Section 2.1.1.4) and in derived morphological causatives (Section

5.11). Two Set II clitics can occur postverbally in all such clauses.

(505) DO=INST DO=PATIENT
Sjjchitityara jumrutdara tiistaasuuy.
sa-jichitiy-ta-ra jumurutaa-ra
3SG-poke-~-TA~-INAN machete-INAN ball
'He pokes:with the machete the ball'.

Another form more likely than that found in (505) is to use just
a postverbal clitic to refer to the patient cbject. The order given

in (506) and (507) 1is the only one possible when just a clitic
encodes the patient:

(5086) DO=INST DO=PATIENT
Sjjchititya- ra Jumarutadni i
sa~jjichitiy-ta-ra Jumurutaa-nii
3SG-poke-TA-  INAN machete—-3SG

'He pokes:with the machete him'.
(507) Sjjchitiy ratara.

sa~jichitiy ra-ta-ra

3SG~poke INAN(object of postposition)-TA-INAN(direct object)

'He pokes it with it’'.
Another form also more likely than that in (505) is for one of the
overt object phrases to occur before the verb. This is simply because
overt noun phrases are more natural when there is a reason for using
them, as for example when they indicate a pragmatically marked status
(Chapter 6). There is never a Set IT clitic referring to a direct

object when the direct object occurs preverbally. But in (508) and
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(509) the preverbal cbjects lack the instrumental postposition -ta
which would be required if they were obliques and if -ta did not

occur in the verb.

(508) DO=PATIENT DO=INSTRUMENT
Tijstaasuuy sijchitityara Jumrutaa
sa-jjchitiy-ta-ra jummrutaa
3SG~poke~TA-INAN machete
'The bill (not something else) he pokes:with the machete’.

(509) DO=INSTRUMENT DO=PATIENT
Jirva sagnadi iryeetanii Jivyam.
jiy-ra saana-diiryee~-ta-nii jiy-vam

DEMO-CL:NEUT 2DL-great-INST-3SG COR-man
'With this you must greet your husband

ranimyay saduusara tii.

ra~-niy-miyy sa-dmu-sara

INAN-NIY-NEG 3SG-blow-HABIT anyone

'hecause he never blows (hnts) anything (animate)'. (HC00S5)

In (510) the patient object is not referenced by a Set II clitic
due to its indefiniteness and/or unimportance in subsequent discourse
{cf. T. Payne 1985). Failure to mark the patient object with a Set II
clitic is not due to the semantic instrument having taken on direct

cbject status.

(510) DO=PATIENT DO=INST

Sjjchititya tiistaasthirya Jjumrutaa

sa~-jjchitiy-ta tijistaasuuy-ra jumrutaa

3SG-poke-TA ball-INAN machete

'He pokes:with the machete a ball'.
Another possible order is given in (511). I do not know whether (510)
or (511) is more likely (statistically speaking), nor whether there
are semantic and pragmatic differences associated with the two

orders.
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(511) DO=INST DO=PATIENT
Sijchitityara jumrutaa tiistaasuuy.
sa-jjchitiy-ta-ra jummrutaa
3SG-poke-TA-INAN machete ball
‘He pokes:with the machete a ball’.

In (512) the instrumental object is not referenced by a Set II-
clitic, even though it is post-verbal. Examples such as (512) are
unlikely probably because —ta-incorporation is (partially) motivated
by discourse contexts where the semantic instrument is definite
and/or highly continuous with previocus discourse or important in the

subsequent discourse.

(512) sSjjchitityara tijistaasuwy jumarutaa.
sa-jjchitiy-ta-ra
3SG-poke—~INST~-INAN ball machete

'He pokes:with a machete the ball'.
Notice (513), however, where the (metaphorical?) semantic
instrument/comitative jatoomu is non-referential, it is not preceded

by a Set II clitic, but it is still registered with -ta in the verb:

(513) Riryaasachtamaa yeumity jatoonu —varidyey.
rirya-jasacha-ta-maa yi-jynay jatu-jam variy-day
3PL~dawn—-INST~PERF 2SG~lock drink-INF then-DAY
'They have woken up with, you see, drinking then'. (RS152)

There are same roots with which -ta does not impart any obvicus
instrumental or comitative meaning, and it could be argued that there

are really two, homophonous, derivational morphemes —-ta.

(514) a. Radacimyaa.
ra-daciy-maa
INAN-spoil-PERF
'It has spoiled (e.g. a fruit)'.
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t. Radacatyaniy.
ra—daciy-ta—niy
INAN-spoil-TA-TRNS
'It is making (something else) spoil (inside)’.
(515) a. Sanicyee vaturytya.
sa-nicyee vaturyy-ta
3SG-talk waman:with:children-INST
'She/he t=lks with the woman'.
b. Sanicyeetatityiifiaada vaturyy.
sa-nicyee~-ta-tityiiy-naada
3SG-talk-TA—going:directly~3DL woman:with:children
‘she/he talks with the woman while going along'.
Example (515b), where -ta does not effect high tone on the preceding
syllable, apparently contrasts with (516) which has high tone on the
syllable preceding ~ta. This supports a possible two-ta analysis.

(516) conveys a sense of distance between the two participants:

(516) Sanicyéstatityiifiaada vatuaryy.

sa-nicyee-ta-tityiiy-naada

3SG-talk-TA—going:directly-3DL woman:with:children

'She/he calls talking with the woman while going along'.

With the tuvachu 'to hear', -ta also has a distancing effect,
resulting in 'to hear fram a distance' or samething close to that.

In the following, -ta has neither a distancing nor an
instrumrental/comitative meaning, but correlates with an increase in
volitionality, imvolvement, or intemsity. It thus correlates with

higher transitivity in the broader sense of Hopper and Thompson

{1980):

(517) a. Spurnnfiii deemu.
sa-junay-nii dee-mu
3SG-1ock-3SG DIM-CL:ANIM:SG
'She looks at the boy'.
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b. SyumiGtyanii deerm.

sa-jynaiy-ta-nii dee-ma

3SG-1lock-TA-3SG DIM-CL:ANIM:SG

'She watches/takes care of the boy'.
In (518b) —-ta appears to correlate with a semantic decrease in
transitivity relative to 4(518a) (again in the sense of Hopper and
Thampson), even though morphologically it correlates with change from
a dative object to a direct object. But the semantics of the verb

root jéntyuuy are not very clear to me.

(518) a. Rantyuuy siiva Tomasa.
ray-jantymy sa-iva
1SG-save 3SG-DAT Tom
'I save Tam' or 'I free Tom'.
b. Rantywtyanii Tomasa.
ray-jantymy-ta-nii
1SG-save—-TA-3SG Tom
'T give pity to Tam! or 'I show pity on Tom'.
If a given verb root frequently occurs with -ta, the meaning of
-ta with that particular root might be particularly subject to
semantic bleaching or extention over time. In the cases where -ta is
not clearly instrumental or comitative in meaning cr does not
increase valency, it still generally conveys greater intensity of
volitionality (but see (518)). Hopper and Thampson (1980) have shown
that valency and intensity are functiocnally related and is very
plausable that a given formative might move from one of these
categories to the other. The fact that some stems with -ta seem more
idiosyncratic in meaning might suggest two lavers of -ta migration at
different points in time.13
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5.11. Morphological causatives with —taniy

In Section 5.10 above I noted that —su and -niy, two of the
highly DERIVATIONAL lexically restricted formatives, may convey a
causative event. These formatives must occur immediately after the
verb root. In this section I discuss the productive morphological
causative -taniy and reference to causee and patient of the caused
event. -Taniy may occur anywhere from after LOCATIONAL formatives to

before MODAL formatives.

5.11.1. Morphology of the causative verb

Unlike many of the formatives discussed in Section 5.10, -tanivy
'causative' is campletely productive. It may occur with verb stems
which already have same valence increasing morphology. It does not
necessarily occur contiguous to the wverb root. It forms divalent and

trivalent predications from umivalent and divalent predications,

respectively.
(519) Sa-maay. 'He sleeps'.
3SG-sleep
(520} Sammatyanfiii Rospita. 'He makes Rospita sleep’.

sa-maay-taniy-nii
35G-sleep—~CAUS-3SG

(521) Sa-suata-ra. 'He washes it'.
3SG-wash-INAN
(522) Sasuutatanfiiira. 'He makes him wash it'.

sa-suuta-taniy-nii-ra
3SG-wash~-CAUS-3SG-INAN

Deperding on placement relative to other verbal suffixes, the scope

of causation may change. In cases where scope relations are clear,
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the verb root or stem and those suffixes to the left of -taniy are
predicated of the causee, whereas -téniy and suffixes to its right

are predicated of the causer:

(523) SQtnaatyanfiii Mario.
sa-jimaay-taéniy-nii
3SG-cry-CAUS-3SG Mario
'He makes Mario cry'.

(524) S{inesarygatyanfiii.
sa-jmaay-ragy-taniy-nii
3SG-cry-POT-CAUS-3SG
'He makes him want to cry'.

(525) S@inaatyaniry@afiii.
sa- jinaay-taniy-rigy-nii
3SG—-cry—-CAUS~POT-3SG
'He wants to make him cry'.

(526) Siimiityanirygajéryvéy.
sa-jimyiy-taniy-rigy-jay-ray
3sG-eat-CAUS~-POT-] -1SG
'He wanted to make me eat y:sterday' .

(527) Siimiiryqatanijeryéy

sa-Jjimyly-rggy-taniy-Jjay-ray

3SG-eat~-POT-CAUS-PROX2-1SG

'He made me want to eat yesterday'.

The more coamplicated a verbal form becames, the more 1likely it
is that judgments will be fuzzy regarding which participant a
particular suffix has scope over: the causer or the causee. When
there is fuzziness, usually both readings are accepted. In (528), for
example, the suffix -jaa indicates iterative movement. Under one
reading the movement seems +to apply to the causee, and under the

other, to the causer.
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(528) Sygmaatyaniygaray.

sa- jinaay-taniy-jaa-ray

3SG—cry-CAUS-ITER :MUMT-1SG

'He makes me came (or go) to cry several times'.

OR: 'He comes {or goes) several times to make me cry'.
Part of the ambiguity is probably due to the particular verbal
suffixes involved. This is particularly so with the more highly
aspectual ITERATIVITY, IMPERFECTIVITY, and MOVEMENT suffixes.
(Readings with the COMPLETIVE -muuy are usually much sharper.) For
example, whenever there is an iterative idea involved, potentially
both the causing and the caused action are iterative, with consequent
lack of a clear sense that the iterative suffix should have scope
over just one of the participants. A similar ambiguity arises with

suffixes denoting imperfective actions, as in (529) and (530).14

(529) a. Raasiri] iveenchaténiryéy
ra-jasirj jvay-jancha-taniy-ray
INAN-sneeze—CONT-CAUS-1SG

b. Raasirj jvatyadeencharay
ra-jasiri jvay-taniy-jancha-ray
INAN-sneeze—CAUS-CONT-1SG

Both: 'This is making me sneeze for a considerable time'.

(530) S@imaarygatyanifieyaanii -

sa-jnaay-ragy-taniy-nayga—nii

3SG-cry-POT-CAUS—going:aimlessly-3SG

'He makes him want to cry while travelling'. (Apparently

both participants are travelling together.)
In (530) there is no clear distinction that one participant is
travelling all over and the other not. -Nayaa 'going aimlessly'
appears to have scope over both causing ard wanting to cry, and over
both participants. In contrast, the sense of (531) is that the causee

is the one going all over, while the causer need to be doing so.
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(531) Sarupiifieyaatannii.

sa-rupi iy-nayaa-taniy-nii

3SG-walk—going:aimlessly-CAUS-3SG

'He makes him walk all over'.

OR: 'He sends/commands him to walk all over'.
Anpther similar pair is (532a, b). In the (a) form, where the
BOUNDED MOVEMENT suffix -mavii is to the right of -taniy, the BOUNDED
MOVEMENT suffix has scope over both causer and causee. But in the
(b) form, where it occurs to the left of —-taniv, it has scope only

over the causee.

(532) a. Saragyaatanifuviinii.
sa~-ragy-yaa-taniy-mwii-nii
3SG- jump—-DISTRIB-CAUS—upon:arrival :here-3SG
'He makes him dance upon arrival here'!. (Whose arrival
not specified; perhaps both are arriving together.)
b. Saraayaamiviitaffiii.
sa-raay-yaa-nuvi i-taniy-nii
3SG- jump~DISTRIB-upon:arrival :here~CAUS-3SG
'He makes him come here to dance'.

If we hypothesze that —taniy and all suffixes to its right have
scope over the act of causing, while suffixes to the left of -taniy
have more limited scope over the caused event, we can account for the
lack of ambiguity in cases where there is anly one reading as in
(531) and (532b). When the suffixes to the right of -taniy are
aspectual, it accounts for the ambiguity, given that the aspect of
the caused predicate is not independent from that of the CAUSE
predicate. Nevertheless, there are evamples which seem to violate

this hypothesis:
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(633) Siimiimyuurygatyaniy tiitajunii.
sa-jimyly-muy-rgfy-taniy tijit@ju-nii
3SG-eat~-COMPLT-POT-CAUS all-3SG
'He wants to make/cammand him to eat everything'.
Here, the scope of -my ‘campletive’ is apparently over the caused
event of eating, while the scope of —ritiy is over the act of causing.
According to the hypothesis, we would expect ~tdniy to occour between
-muuy and -ragy. Still, the following examples, emplcying the same

suffixes as (533), conform to the earlier hypothesis:

(534) Siimiityanimyuaryaafiii.
sa-jimyiy-taniy-mury-ragy-nii
3SG-eat-CAUS-COMPLT-POT-3SG
'He wants to finish/leave off making him eat’.
(535) Sanicyeemmurygatyafifiii.
sa—nicyee-~-muy-rigy-taniy-nii
3SG~talk-COMPLT-POT-CAUS-3SG
'He makes him want to finish talking.
Following discussion of Set II clitic reference and order of
arguments in -taniy causative constructions in Section 5.11.2, and
discussion of the potential/cptative -ty in Section 5.12, I will

return to discussion of scope within the wverb.

6.11.2. Set II reference and order of arguments with -taniy
causatives!d

In this section I discuss use of Set II clitics to refer to
causees and patients of caused events, and order of causee and
patient arguments of caused events. In causatives formed on univalent
verb stems, the causee is treated as the direct object of an ordinary

divalent clause. When definite, the noun phrase encoding the causee
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is preceded by a Set II clitic. The Set I clitic cn the wverb agrees

with the causer, as in (523) through {527) above.

5.11.2.1. Two object causatives when one object is non-specific

A trivalent clause results when a causative is made from a
divalent verb stem. There is a pragmatic tendency in two object
clauses for one object to be specific and animate while the other is
non~specific and almost never human. In this case, the specific
object is referenced by a Set II clitic. If only one of the objects
is specific, it is generally the causee. However, it need not be, as
{536) shows. The sense of -tdniy in (536) is 'to allow' rather than

strictly causation.

(536) Ricyaasiityaniy muonfiimiva.
riy-cadsiiy-téaniy mumufii-miy-ya
3PL~finish-CAUS enemy-PL—CCRO
'The enemies allowed (scmeone) to finish them off'.
*'They; allowed the enemies to finish them; off’.

If the patient of the caused event is non-specific, it cannot be
referred to with an enclitic. Noun phrases encoding the causee and
the patient of the caused event may occur either in the order CAUSEE
~ PATIENT OF CAUSED EVENT or its reverse, regardless of specificity.
This is shown in (537) and (538) (0, = causee; 0, = patient of caused
event). However, the preferred form is for the non-specific object
not referenced by the clitic to occur first, as in (537). Recall that
Set II clitics attach to whatever immediately precedes them, whether

this is the verb, subject, or scme other element, though they form a

284



syntactic constituent with what follows. In (537) the Set II clitic

attaches to the non-spvecific object quiiva 'fish'.

(537) Riimiityaniy  quiivénii Janita. 0,-0,
ray-jimyiy-téniy quiivanii
1SG-~eat-CAUS fish-23sG Anita
'I make Anita eat fish'.

{338) Riimiityanfiii Janita quiiva. 01'02
ray-jimyiy-taniy-nii
1SG-eat~CAUS-3SG Anita fish

'I make Anita eat fish'.
If cne object is referenced only by a Set II clitic without an

accaompanying noun phrase, the clitic must come finally in the clause

as in (539).
{539) Riimiityaniy quiiva miasajommnii. 02—01
ray-jimyiy-téniy misa-jo-ma—nii

1SG—eat-CAUSE fish go :down-CL: place-L0OC-3SG
'I make him/her eat fish at the port'.

§.:1.2.2. Two object causatives when both objects are specific.
When both objects are specific, both may be referred to with Set
II clitics (underlined), with or without accompanying noun phrases.

Syntactic constituency is indicated by brackets.

(540) Rachuutatan([fiii Janital][ra sajayl.
ray-suuta-taniy-nii Janita-ra
1SG-wash~CAUSE-3SG Anita-INAN cloth
'I make Anita wash the clothes'.

When just clitics or pronouns are used, reference to the causee

precedes reference to the patient of the caused event:
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{541) siimiityanfiiira.
sa-jimyiy-taniy-nii-ra
3SG-eat—-CAUSE-3SG-INAN
'He makes him eat it'.
(542) Tomdsa rumatyadddsiy rarya. (CAH)
rumuy-taniy-jasiy ray-ra.
Tam spill-CAUSE-PROX1 1SG-INAN
'"Tom made me spill it’'.

Although it is possible to reference both objects with clitics,
in context the preferred form is to refer to one of the objects by
means of a clitic and to use a bare noun phrase with no accompanying
clitic for the other (for third persons), even though both may be
specific. wWhichever object is referred to by the clitic comes
finally in the clause, regardless of whether it is the causee or the
ratient of the caused event. In ambiguous cases where both specific
objects have the same number, person, and animacy, the Set II clitic
is preferably interpreted as referring to the causee. This is due to
a cluster of properties associated with causees, some universal and
some specific to Yagua. First, causees are more likely animate than
are patients of caused events. Thus causees are generally higher in
inherent <topicality than are patients of caused events (ct.
Silverstein 1976). Second, causees are generally animate and can act
volitionally. In contrast, patients of caused events could be
inanimate and/or non-volitional. Causees are thus more likely to be
entities talked about through a longer portion of the discourse,
given that they can act wolitionally. Thus they are more likely to
be highly topical in the sense that they are more highly contimious
throughout the discourse (¢f. Givén 1983), and are more likely to be

what the text or subtext is about, relative to patients of caused
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events. Third, highly topical participants that are‘ in the hearer's
consciousness are encoded with the most attemuated device possible in
the given context. This is motivated by Haiman's (1983) economic
principle: Information which is known should be mentioned in the most
attenuated manner possible, even to the point of complete ellipsis.
Thus, when there are two object participants in the same clause, the
causee is preferably encoded with a clitic since it is more likely to
be highly topical and be already in the hearer's consciousness. This
becames crucial in interpreting some examples below.

First of all, consider (543). Causees have subject properties
(or more precisely, Set I argument properties) to the extent that
they can control the ind=x of Jiy- ad -yi, even they they are

morphologically encoded as direct objects:

(543) Riimiityafifiii Anita Jiquiiva.

ray-jimyiy-taniy-nii jiy-quiiva

1SG-eat-CAUS-3SG Anita COR-fish

'T make Alm:'u:ai eat her; fish'.

*'I make her."fish eat Anita;.
The starred reading in (543) is pragmatically anomalous. But in
addition, Anita is referenced with the Set II clitic -nii, with the
resultant interpretation that Anita, not her fish, is the causee.

In both (544) and (545) saquiiva Anita is a genitive constituent

'Anita‘s fish'. The clitic -yi is construed as coreferential with the
next preceding Set I argument. In both cases this is Anita. In (544)
there is no Set I1 clitic nii ‘'third singular' preceding either
object argument. The pragmatically most likely interpretation is

that Anita will do the eating. Thus ~ya refers to the causee Anita.
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(544) Y§a jmityél:uy [mﬁ;\_’é‘ An.j.ta]ytg..

jiy=a Jimyiy-taniy sa—quiiva Anita-ya

2SG-IRR eat-CauUs 3sG-fish Anita—CORO

'Make her; eat Anita's; fish'.
In (545) -yd is interpreted as referring to the patient of the caused
event which is still Anita. This is because the Set II clitic nii

precedes saquiivd Anita ‘Anita‘’s fish', with the consequent

interpretation that sagquiivé Anita must be the causee.

(545) Yaa jimiitan(fiii (saquiiva Anita] ]yu.
jiy~a jimyiy -+njy-nii sa-quiivd Anita-yl
2SG-IRR eat-C.."S-3SG 3sG-fish Anita-CORO

"Make Anita'si fish eat heri' .
Clitic reference to the causee can be amitted, with resulting

formal ambiguity when both the subject and the causee are third

perscn.

(546) Sarumtyddassiy Alchicora.

sa-rumuy-taniy-jasiy Alchico-ra

3SG~spill-CAUS-PROX1 Alchico-INAN

'Alchico made (someone) spill it'.

OR: 'He made Alchico spill it'.
If Alchico is taken as the subject in (546) then all formal reference
to the causee has been amitted. The interpretation of (547) is
parallel except that the Set II clitic -nii refers to an animate

participant which is thcorefore interpretable as the causee.
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(547) Siimiityaniy quiivénii.
sa-jimyiy-téniy quiiva-nii
3SG-eat—~CAUS £ish-3SG
'"The fish is making him eat’.
OR: 'He makes the fish eat it (animate)’'.

However, the ungrammaticality of (548) indicates that anlsmn of all

reference to the causee is not normally acceptable.

(548) *siimiityanfiii quiiva.
sa~-jimyiy-tiniy-nii
3SG-eat—-CAUS-3SG fish
'He is making him eat the fish’.
(where -nii and quiivd are coreferential)

5.12. Morphological potential/cptative mood

The suffix -rigy expresses both potential (able to) and optative
(expressing a wish) moods. It may also express the meaning ‘to
think'. Here I gloss it as 'potential’ (POT) .16 As with the causative
—taniy, -riaiy has some freedom of placement. It generally follows
ITERATIVITY suffixes and preferably precedes UNBOUNDED MOVEMENT

suffixes:

(549) Siimiryogy.
sa-jimiy-raly
3SG-eat-pPOT
'He wants to eat'. / 'He can eat'.

(550) Siimiirygatyityiiy.
sa-jimyiy-ragy-tityiiy
3SG-eat-POT-going:directly
'He wants to eat going along'.
But:

?Siimiityityiiry¢ay.
sa-jimyiy-tityiiy-ragy
3SG-eat-going:directly-POT

-Rilty preferably precedes the IMPERFECTIVITY suffixes:

289 A ~



(551) Ratyoochiry(ifimiyadanii.

ray-toochiy-ragy-niiy-Jjada-nii

1SG-leave-POT-IMPF-PAST3-3SG

'TI wanted to leave him {long ago)'.
It both precedes and follows the campletive -muy. Compare (552) and
(553). It both precedes and follows -taniy as in (552a) and (552b).

Note the lack of clear scope differences in (552a) and (552b):

(552) a. Siimimyuurya@tyannii.
sa—jimiy-muay-rigy-taniy-nii
3SG~eat—-COMPLT-POT-CAUS-3SG

b. Siimityanimyuurygunyii.
sa~jimiy-taniy-muy-ragy-ni i
3SG-eat-CAUS-COMPLT-POT-3SG

'He wants to make him eat everything'.
OR: 'He wants him to finish eating’'.

When there are clear differences in scope interpretation,
aspectual suffixes %o the right of -rigy have widsr sccpe, as in
(553). -Riiy has scope over aspectual suffixes to its left, as in
(554).

(553) Saquiivimchurgimyuumyaa.
sa~qui ivity-su-ragy-muy-maa
3SG—deceive-TRNS-POT-COMPLT-PERF
'He has stopped wanting to deceive'.
(554) Rachuutammurygarya.
ray-suuta-muy-rajgy-ra
1SG-wash-COMPLT-POT-inan
'T want to stop washing it'.
However, scope differences are subtle on verbs with complex
morphology. When two verb forms differ just in the order of two
suffixes and both forms are acceptable, judgments as to differences

in meaning of the verb forms may not be sharp. For example, the
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language cansultant has claimed that the following do not differ in

meaning:

(555) a. Samaatyanimywarydimyaanii.
sa-maay-t&aniy-muy-rigy-maa-nii
3SG—sleep—CAUS-COMPLT-POT-PERF—3SG

b. Samaatyaniryiimyuumaanii.

sa-maay-taniy-rify-muy-maa-nii
3SG-sleep—-CAUS-POT-COMPLT-PERF-3SG

Both: 'He stops wanting to make him sleep'.
Although the correspondence between the morphemes and meaning of
the sentence is not entirely clear to me in (556), it is clearly a

good sentence. This shows that -rifiy may occur more than once in a

given verb form.

(556) Siimiiryagtyanimyuaury@afiii.
sa-jimyiy-rggy-taniy-muy-ragy-nii
3SG-eat-POT-CAUS-COMPLT-POT-3SG
"He wants him to finish eating quickly’.

OR: 'He, th.mks' that he; should finish making him
eat ing.

As in (552) and (556), —rggay may precede or follow the causative
-taniy, resulting in sometimes subtle meaning differences. Normally
—tdniy plus whatever suffixes occur to the right of it are attributed
to the causer, whereas the action of the verb root and any suffixes
which occur between the ROOT and before -tdniy are attributed to the

causee. Compare the following examples:

(557) Siimyiryigtyanimyaafiii
sa-jimyiy-ragy—-taniy-muy-nii
3SG-eat-POT-CAUS-COMPLT-3SG
'He finished making him want to eat'.
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?Siimyityaniryaimyuafiii .
sa-jimyiy-taniy-rigy-muy-nii
3SG-eat-CAUS-POT-COMPLT-3SG

(558) Siimyimyuutyaniry@@iil.
sa-jimyiy-muuy-taniy-ragy-nii
3SG~eat-COMPLT-CAUS-POT-3SG
'He wants to make him finish eating'.
*SiimyiryGmyaatyafifiii.
sa—jimyiy-rigy-muy-téaniy-nii
3SG-eat-POT-COMPLT-CAUS-3SG

(559) SEimaaryGatyaffiii.

sa-jinaay-riafy-taniy-nii
3SG-cry-POT~CAUS-3SG
'He makes him want to cry’.
Examples such as (560) are perfectly acceptable, suggesting that
ROOT + -ritiv can form a complex stem. As discussed in Section 5.10,
-su is quite restricted lexically. Almost without exception, ifc

occurs immediately following the verb root.

{560) Rameerygichunii.
ray-maay-ragy-su-nii
1SG-sleep~POT-TRNS-3SG
'I am making him/her want to sleep'.17

5.13. Conclusions regarding verbal morphology

The schema presented in (380) is admittedly unsatisfactory.
Members of the morpho—semantic categories represented there do not
always have a strict positional order with respect to members of
other categories. Certain morphemes not represented in (380) are
quite variable in possible positioning relative to other morphemes. I
have noted restrictions an possible suffix co-occurrences, but as of

vet these also do not seem very general. What are the principles
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underlying verb composition in Yagua? I do not have a complete answer
to this, but would like to suggest several partial answers.

First, although it is possible to have mumercus suffixes on a
particular verb, in natural discourse it is uncommon for more than
four suffixes to occur together, with cne of these likely being a
tense formative which is clearly verb-final. Although this reduces
interpretation problems, it still does not answer the question as to
how the speaker knows what suffix cambinations can occur and in what
order.

Second, consider the inflectional - derivational distinction as
it applies to the verb. Which, if any, of these verbal suffixes are
inflectional? Same approaches would consider tense, mood, and/or
aspect to be specified outside the verb since they have scope over
the entire clause. ({(For example, they may be said to occur in an
'inflectional node' (INFL) which is the head of the clause, or in the
'clausal periphery' (Foley and Olson 1985).) If we understand
inflectional morphology to be that which is governed by something
elsewhere in the clause or syntactic phrase (S. Anderson 1982), then
we can say that, depending on the language, inflectional processes
spell tense out on the wverb, with second position clitics, or by
whatever the language-specific rules specify.

This approach may be reasonable for TENSE and perhaps MODAL and
even scme IMPERFECTIVITY suffixes in Yagua (though the extent to
which the IMPERFECTIVITY suffixes themselves form a well-defined
aspectual system deserves further investigation). It is not clear

that this approach should be applied to BOUNDED and UNBOUNDED
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MOVEMENT, ITERATIVITY, COMPLETIVE, and LOCATIONAL suffixes, even
though some of these have considerable aspectual meanings.
Semantically, use of many of these suffixes is more akin to
campourding of verb roots or incorporation of directional adpositions
or locatives. It is clear that same, if not all, of these Yagua
suffixes are derived historically from other verb roots. This is
characteristic of aspect morphemes. However, though the VYagua
suffixes do have aspectual meanings, most of the suffixes are not
(vet) very bleached. The aspect is more an 'inherent aspect’, just as
can be found in lexical verb roots. Yet use of these suffixes is not
a canonical case of campounding either, given that the suffixes
cannot occur alcne as verb roots.

A further fact to consider is the variable positioning of the
causative -tdniy and the potential/optative -riy relative to most of
these suffixes. Other suffixes such as the BOUNDED and UNBOUNDED
MOVEMENT suffixes show same variation in position, alsc with {(subtle)
differences in scope. This suggests that we are dealing with more
than traditional inflection which, as far as I know, is always very
restrained as to the order or other morphological means (e.g.
ablaut) by which it can be expressed. But given the productivity of
possible combinations, predictable meanings, and changes in order and
scope of suffixes, we are also dealing with something more than
prototypical derivation. It is unlikely that all the possible
cambinations and orders would be stored as such in the lexicon. It
looks more 1like syn‘t:ax.18 Yet if we are forced (which I am not

convinced we are) to make a binary choice between inflection and
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derivation, the traditional notion of derivation perhaps best
characterizes the resultant meaning and properties.

At this point the careful reader may be wondering why I have
+armed the transitivity-related morphology discussed in Section 5.10
'DERIVATIONAL' in the schema presented in (380), and thus
differentiated it from other verbal morphology whick is also not
clearly inflectionmal. It is Jjust that these are the most
prototypically derivational formatives. Except for the suffix -ta,
the highly DERIVATIONAL morphology is lexically restricted ard a
consistent meaning associated with each formative is not transparent
(though this deserves further research). Same of the formatives may
derive verbs from nouns. Further, all these formatives ocour
immediately after the verb root.

In sum, we may want to call all the verbal suffixes except for
TENSE (and perhaps a few others) ‘derivaticnal’'. Yet there is a clear
difference between the transitivity-related DERIVATIONAL suffixes and
the others. The former are highly lexically restricted. The others
are productive except for cambinations and co-occurrences which are
proba&:ly ruled out by semantic criteria. The degree of productivity
they evidence, the possible variation in order for some suffixes with
attendant scope differences in interpretation, and the fact that some
suffixes such as -rijy and -y2a may occur more than once in a given
verb, point to the need to explore the ways in which this type of
derivational morphology is 1like syntax. AJAt the very least, these
properties argue strongly for a cyclical or level-oriented approach

to verb formation. The general conception of the Yagua verb I would
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like to propose is given in (561), where brackets indicate cyclic
levels within the verb. -Tariy and -rigy particularly are not ordered
relative to each other. When either of these suffixes occurs with any
formatives other than TENSE and MODAL to the right, they condition a
new level of structure which is relevant for purpcses of semantic
scope interpretation. When =-téniy occurs, suffixes to its left and.
the ROOT are predicated of the causee, while -taniy and suffixes +to
its right are predicated of the causer (keeping in mind the tendencv
of IMPERFECTIVITY affixes to especially vield fuzzy readings). In
(661) X represents any series of suffizes other than the -tanivy,

-rnty, TENSE, and MODAL ones.

(s61) [ [ [ [ROOT]-DERIV]...X...](-ténivy) (-riay)...X...]-TENSE

There is a processing/production constraint on (561), sharply
limiting the actual mmber of suffixes that easily occur on any one
verb form in natural discourse.l? whether additional levels need to
be posited for Yagua is a matter for further research.

A third factor which may allow for apparent complexity in the
verb is what I term 'lexicalized suffix camplexes'. Pawley and Sider
(1977) have suggested that in spoken English discourse, there are
processing and/or production constraints such that normally only one
simple clause is 'plarmed' at a time. This partly constrains how much
novel information can be put together at one time. One thing which
allows greater apparent camplexity in fluent speech is reliance on
memorized (lexicalized) 'lexical units'. By 'lexical unit' they mean:
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...a morpheme or other form-meaning pairing which is stored
in the long-term memory of the speaker, and which can be
retrieved during encoding as a whole or by automatic
chaining, instead of being created out of independently
retrieved form-meaning units. The concept corresponds only
partly to 'lexical item' or 'lexeme’ as these terms are
usually conceived of. As well as morphemes, words and
idioms, the class 'lexical unit' includes many
conventionally constructed phrases, clauses, and even
clause sequences which the speaker has committed to memory.

In my own speech, lexicalized sentence frames include such th_mgs as
'How did your day at ..... go?' This lexicalized sentence frame is
pretty much retrieved as a whole, into which one novel piece of
information is normally inserted at a time. The sentence may appear
to have a greater degree information combined in a novel way than is
actually there.

Something similar may be operative in Yagua verb formation. As

evidence of this, there are strong production tendencies for certain

affixes cr clitics to co-occur, including -Jjayaa-sara
CONTINUATIVE-HABITUAL = 'to do all of one's 1life'; -mumyaa
COMPLETIVE:PERFECT = ‘'have finished doing': and —niayanu

IMPERFECTIVE:PAST3 ‘'used to do long ago'. As mentioned earlier, some
speakers prefer not to have -muuy without -maa. These combinations
and the relative ordering of their isolable subparts may be
lexicalized. All possible combinations of verbal suffixes, however,
are not lexicalized. A lexicalized suffix and clitic complex can be
canbined as a single unit with other suffixes, resulting in the
appearance of more complex verb forms. As such lexicalized suffix and
ciitic camplexes occur time after time, there may be an increasing

tendency for the subparts to occur contiguously, even when other
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suffixes of a theoretically separate 'position class' should be
allowed to intervene.

Wi{h regard to co-occurrence, restrictions on suffix
cambinations may be largely semantic (except for the DERIVATICONAL
category). This does not at first glance answer everything about
cambination restrictions. For example, why should the habitual -—-sara
not be able to co—-occur with the distant past tense —jamu/-jada? The
answer here is that from an analytical point of view, the semantic
meaning of a form must be partly determined by what it can and cannot
combine with. Since the habitual camnot occur with any tense
formative, it suggests that of its meaning is 'timelessness' or
'throughout all (of cne's 1life) time'. In other words, apparent
idiesyncracies in combination possibilities may reveal the analyst's
lack of understarding of the emic meaning associated with a form.
Nevertheless, as with prototypically derivational morphology, we may
assume some things are simply idiesyncratic, regardless of what one
might have predicted *» be possible on the basis of what appears to

'make sense' semantically.
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NOTES TO CHAPTER 5

1 The co-referential clitics jiy- and -yd are also employed in
indirect discourse complements, which are not nominalized. In
indirect discourse complements tense can be marked independently from
that of the main predication (Section 2.11.6).

2 Although scme iterativity formatives may have aspectual
meanings and may be fairly productive, they may still form
lexicalized stems with verb roots. I have no clear examples of
MOVEMENT and IMPERFECTIVITY morphology occurring in nominalized
forms, and none surface in the Powlison concordance. This is quite
striking given that nominalizations with -jada/-janu are frequent in
text.

clauses are an exception. The intransitive subject ('S' in
Dixon's 1879 terms) is in an overt object form, and thus may occur at
the end of the clause (Section 2.1.2).

4 Foley and Olson also hypothesize that there is a difference in
scope between core versus muclear operators. Nuclear operators are
aspectual inflections, whereas core operators may be such things as
marmer adverbials, at least in English.

SCause&sancmtroltheirﬂexof jiy- and =-yi, even though
they appear in a surface object form. See example (543) where Anita
is preceded by the Set II clitic -nii, but the index of Jjiy- is
construed as coreferential with Anita.

6 constituent command (c-cammand) is defined as: 'X c-camands Y
if and only if the first branching node dominating X dominates Y, and
X does not dominate ¥, nor ¥, X' (cf. Radford 1981:314). The notions
of goverrment and c-cammand are commonly invoked to account for
reference restrictions on anaphoric devices such as jiy and —vi. I
will not pursue this line of analysis here, as my purpose is simply
to discuss whether or not positing a structural VP containing the
object will help to account for the assymetry in what can control the
index of jiy- and -va.

7 T. Payne (1985) argues that pragmatic factors alone will
suffice. I believe a combination of pragmatic and syntactic factors
must be acknowledged. Clearly the difference between Set I arguments
and objects is (in part) syntactic. Second, there are sentences where
two possible interpretations exist, and others where only one
possible interpretation exists. The difference probzbly lies in the
fact that when there is only one possible reading, pragmatic and
syntactic factors converge on a single antecedent. But when there are
two readings, pragmatic and syntactic factors favor different
antecedents. Third, in the text presented in Apperdix III, I suggest
that non-use of a coreferential clitic in one clause where there are
coreferential referents may have to do with embedding of a possessor
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inside a postpositional phrase. Consequently, the possessor may be
‘too far down' in the structure to control the index of a
coreferential clitic.

8 It is actually too simplistic to think of their being a binary
distinction between 'transitive' verbs which are subcategorized for
objects, versus 'intransitive' verbs which are not, or even a
three-way distinction between 'intransitive', ‘'tramnsitive’, and
‘ditransitive’ verbs. In Doris Payne (1985a )I show that there are a
minimm of nine lexical subcategorization types attested for Yagua
verbs, and there are more subtleties to be accounted for than what I
have argued for there. But it may be that languages give extra coding
or in some other way underscore a most basic distinction between
verbs which can take cne, versus two (or possibly three) arguments.
For example, many languages, Yagua included, have only two (and
sometimes  three) sets of formatives for encoding direct
(subcategorized and selectionally restricted) arguments of the verb,
either in temms of verbal cross-referencing or case formatives on
noun phrases. Regardless of the plethora of subcategorization
possibilities which may be evidenced in other ways, any given verb
root or stem must somehow fit within that basic level of
subcategorization possibilities which is related to the existence of
just those two sets of argument encoding possibilities.

The distant past formative Jﬂg-Jada is 1somorph:1c with the
infinitival/participial nominalizer —jamu/-jada

10 Although the more surface form of (466) is written with a
short vowel at the point corresponding to -mnumaa - which is how I
heard it - distinguishing vowel length has been a notorious problem.

11 sufficient information is not available to determine with
certainty that -nivaa positionally belangs with the other ITERATIVE
morphemes. Given its semantic parallelism, however, I assume so.

12 Comitative obliques which encode animate participants are
often marked by the postposition -jisaa, rather than -ta. However,
animate comitative participants may be referred to in -ta oblicque
phrasesThecondlnmsmﬂerwhlchiaratherthan__ugg is used
for 'comitative' remain unstudied.

13 As an alternative to the two -ta hypothesis, one might wish
to posit a 'derivational' analysis for the idicsyncratic cases of —ta
and a ‘transformational' analysis for those cases where the meaning
is totally predictable. In the transformational analysis, -ta as a
verbal suffix would be derived from clauses in which it occurs as an
instrumental/comitative postposition on a noun phrase. Even if one
should wish to pursue this, within traditional analyses the
transformational -ta would still have to be considered derivational
when it comes to putting syntax and word formation together. First,
=ta occurs exactly where other highly derivational morphology does,
between the verb root and other morphology which is also best taken
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as derivational (such as the LOCATION, MOVEMENT, ITERATIVITY, and
other formatives). It does not occur towards the periphery of the
verb where we usually expect inflectional morphology to occur.
Second, we might expect that transformationally induced morphology at
the very least should occur farther from the root than
non-transformationally induced derivational morphology - if the
reverse were the case we would have to be arguing for
transformaticnal derivation in the lexicon, something akin to
transformational derivation of the city's destruction from (someone)
destroyed the city. However, it is not clear that one would want to
argue that the LOCATION, MOVEMENT, ard PERFECTIVITY formatives are
transformationally motivated, and these can oniy follow -ta. One
reason for positing a transformational account is based on a
reductionist philosophy: When meanings are the same, they must come
from the same structure at some underlying level, particularly if the
relationship seems to be productive arxd the meanings predictable.
{But from a discourse perspective the two structures as represented
by pairs 1like (501a) ard (b) do not have the same ‘meaning'. Choice
of —ta in the verb in cases 1like (501b) is probably based on
discourse contexts where the semantic instrument is given, definite,
and highly thematic or 'in perspective'! (Fillmore 1977).) Even though
certain morphology may be productive and predictable in meaning,
these are not sufficient criteria to say that the formative in
question is not derivational (see Chapter 4 and S. Anderson 1982).
This is not to deny that word forms are not related in the Ilexicon.
Tiryoe 'lie down'’ and tiryogota 'lie down with' are just as much
related as jumiily ‘lock' and juniitva 'observe closely' or 'take care
of'.

14 Muysken (1981:306) notes that in Quechua verb formation, the
interaction of aspectual formatives with the causative formative alsoc
provides difficulties for a strictly cvlical approach to samantic
interpretation of the resultant form.

15 I thank Tom Payne for original elicitation and helpful
discussion of much of the data in this section.

16 The preverbal modal vénay 'possibility' can be used just to
indicate the potential (ability to) mood:

Néé vanay ranicyee.
ray-nicyee
NEG able 1SG-talk
'T can't talk / I am not able to talk'.
*!'T don't want to talk'.

1 As additional evidence that -maarvity is a complex stem, our

language consultant translated this with one word desvelar 'to keep
vigil' or 'to stay awake'. Perhaps the idea is that I am making the
causee want to sleep by virtue of not letting him or her sleep.
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18 Marantz (1985) suggests that causative formation in mmerous
languages, including strictly morphological causation, is the result
of 'morphological merger' of underlyingly distinct syntactic
elements. This general approach has long been espoused by scholars of
Eskimo languages, and has promise for the Yagua data. However,
morphological causation should be differentiated in a principled way
from analytical causation, particularly when both occur in the same
language, such that one, but not the other, undergoes morphological
merger. It is also not clear to me the extent to which this sort of
analysis should be extended to all categories of possible ‘higher
predicates', without recreating Generative Semantics: in Yagua vwverb
formation, the potential/optative —riiy and other suffixes also show
variable positioning and attendant scope difference.

19 A similar principle could not be motivated for all languages.
The Preandine Arawekan languages, for example, seem to allow a much
greater mumber of suffixes than Yagua. I have not, however, seen any
data on the mean/median mumber of suffixes occurring on verbs in
actual natural discourse.
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Chapter 6: Pragmatic Factors Motivating Order Variation

In Chapters 2 through 5 I have discussed major morphosyntactic
phenomena within clauses and subconstituents of clauses. In this
chapter I consider pragmatic phenomena as they correlate with
variations in structure and order.

Largely following Dooley (1982), I define pragmatic structure as
the organization of a linguistic unit (e.g. a clause or sentence) as
it indicates how the speaker intends the hearer to relate the unit,
or parts of the unit, to the context. Context includes the previous
portion of the discourse, 'prior texts' shared by the speaker and
hearer (Becker 1979:244), cultural knowledge, deictically-given
information, and also the projected development of the discourse
insofar as the speaker can anticipate or plan for this. Motivations
for choosing certain pragmatic and morphosyntactic structurings
depend cn what the speaker assumes is the current cognitive status of
information in the mind of the hearer and how the speaker wishes to
modify or manipulate thét. To give an= ex=mple, based on contextually
given information the speaker may assume that the hearer holds a
certain proposition f(x) to be the case. The speaker may choose a
construction which conveys single focus contrast (Section 6.4.1) in
an effort to get the hearer to substitute the information y for x in

the remainder of the proposition £.1
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In the course of this chapter I will discuss some aspects of
Yagua narrative discourse as they relate to pragmatic structuring,
though I will not pursue a camplete investigation here. Section 6.1
briefly presents the major features of unmarked pragmatic structure
in the clause. However, my primary purpose is to investigate
pragmatic factors which motivate constituent order variation. The
allowable variations in syntactic order and the pragmatic conditions
under which these occur suggest that there is a marked pragmatic
structure option for the (miclear) predication (Sections 6.2 through
6.5). This consists of cne preverbal constituent of any syntactic
role plus the 'remainder' of the predication. The 'remainder' is
possibly followed by, or interrupted by, an echo of the preverbal
constituent. Section 6.6 discusses the frequency distribution of
syntactic constituent orders and aspects of overt noun phrase versus
clitic reference to perticipants. The specifiable pragmatic
conditions under which constituents occur in preverbal position, plus
the frequency data, together argue that wverb initial order is basic.
Section 6.7 discusses pragmatic and some syntactic factors accounting

for relative ordering of <object and oblique {including

postpositional) phrases.

6.1. General pragmatic structure of Yagua clauses

In pragmatic tems, Yagua clauses (or sentences) can have
Comnective, Delimiting, Nuclear, and Clarification caomponents. The
Nuclear component or predication is essentially the verb, its direct

(selectionally restricted or subcategorized) and oblique (i.e.,
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non—direct) arguments, and certain aspectual and modal operators
which have scope over the verb plus its arguments.

Connectives are elements such as conjunctions or segquence
phrases which tie the predication in with the preceding context.
Delimiting components limit the applicability of the muclear
predication to some restricted area in the addressee's referential
field (Dooley 1982:310; cf. also Chafe 1976:50 on 'topic'). Unlike
miclear arguments, a non-nuclear delimiting element is not
necessarily related to the mucleus by the semantic case or
subcategorization frame of the verb.? Clarification includes phrases
which further specify the identity o<f, or further delimit, scme
element of the mcleus. In (563d) below, for example, the
clarification phrase jiiryoorm ravaa 'bushmaster's poison' further
specifies the identity of the possessor previocusly indicated just

with the third person singular Set I clitic sa- in sa-ravaa 'his

poison' .3

] Whenever two or more pragmatic components occur in a sentence,
pragmatic function and semantic scope group the components into some
type of constituent structure (Dooley 1982:308). The overall
pragmatic structuring of Yagua clauses can be diagramed as in (562).
The non—-muclear delimiting component can consist of a phrase such as
a locative or time expression, or a conditional or adverbial clause

which has a delimiting function relative to the nuclear predication.

{562) [Commective [Nan-Nuclear Delimiting

(Mucleus] Clarification] Connective!]
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Clause (d) of (563) illustrates all except the non-ruclear delimiting
camponent. The connective element ramutiy 'therefore' logically
refers back to the situation expressed in (563a) and (563c) in which
a careless child made the busimaster spill his poison, thus
explaining how there came to be other poisonous, biting, and stinging
animals in the jungle. The last comnective’ element variy in (563d)
is more sequential in function than ramutiy (which indicates a
logical relation). Variy indicates how the expression in (5634)
relates in terms of temporal progression to what preceded in (563c).
Muchojimyiy Bacheemu ‘musmucqui-eaten ones orphan' (i.e. the orphan of
the one eaten by the musmuqui monkey) is a proper name. .

(563) a. Niiniy Muchojimyiy Bacheemm rafily jartipandooda.
nii-niy mcho-jimyiy Jartpami-jada
3SG-NIY musmuqui-eaten orphan MALF ruin-PAST3
'He., the Musmxui-eaten-cnes—orphan; ruined
(evdrything) . :

b. rijmuirya
ray-jinmiy-ra
1SG-observe—INAN
'I see it

c. niitiy rumityadeeda jiiryoomira jiryavaa.
nii-tiy rumiy-taniy-jada jiiryoomi-ra jiy-ravaa
3SG~TIY spill-CAUS~PAST3 bushmaster-INAN COR-poison
‘that he; made the bushnasterj spill h:'Lsj poisaon.

G. [CONNECTIVE

Ramutiy
'Therefore

[[[:.... ...... NOCIEUS . . ¢« v « « v « o o« « <]
ripyputysads jagvammiy ~ remi  sargvea
riy-pypptya-jada jgyami-miy ra-m sa-ravaa

3PL-paint:poison-PAST3 fer:de:lance-PL INAN-LOC 3SG-poison
"the fer-de—lam:&sk painted there I'Lisj poison,
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. CLARIFICATION . ] CONNECTIVE' ] ]
jiiryoorma ravaa variy
bushmaster poison then
the bushmaster's; poison, then.' (LX048)
The initial connective and the non-ruclear delimiting component
rarely co-occuar in naturally occurring discourse. The following
example (the same as (40) of Chapter 2) illustrates a time phrase in

delimiting function. Locative delimiting phrases also occur.

(564) [ . . NON-NUCLEAR DELIMITING . [ . . . . . NUCLEUS . . . . ] ]
Tijguii jarimyuni-saara-ju  sa-tirygd-ta-javaa-ra
one:ANIM: SG month-extent:of-AL 3SG-1lie:down—-INST-ITER-INAN
'For a whole month he was laid up (in bed) with it'. (KTOO0S)

The following example (the same as (25) of Chapter 2) illustrates a

delimiting element coreferential with the muclear subject. Delimiting

elements coreferential with nuclear objects and obliques also occur.

(565) [ . . . NON-NUCLEAR DELIMITING . . .

Nacovaafiu SERIYo sppdasifily,
squy-Jjo sa-jadasiy-niy
wasp bite—CL:place 3SG-knee-in
[ NUCLEUS . . . . ]

Jjaamu-ra ré&-poo.
big~CL:NEUT INAN-swell:up

‘The wasp bite in his knee, it swelled up big'. (KT004)

Within the nucleus it is possible to have marked or unmarked
pragmatic structuring. In pragmatically ummarked predications
Verb-(Subject)-{Object) syntactic role order is employed (though
there is potential variation in relative order of direct and oblique
objects; Section 6.7). This is illustrated in the nuclear porticn of

(563d) above, and will be argued for in Sections 6.2 and 6.6.%

307



6.2. The pragmatically marked mucleus

For Yagua I define 'subject' as the confluence of 'S' and 'A' in
the sense of Dixon (1979), and ‘'object' as Dixon's 'O’ (see
discussion in Section 2.1 of Chapter 2). In transitive clauses, the
orders VAO, ;AVO, OVA, and Oblique-VAO can occur when full noun
phrases are used. When obliques occur postverbally, they may either
precede or follow the direct object (this is explored further in
Section 6.7). In intransitive clauses, SV-Oblique and Obligue-VS
orders can occur when full noun phrases are used. In both transitive
and intransitive clauses, elements of noun phrases may occur
preverbally, discontimuous from the rest of their postverbal
canstituent. This section and Sections 6.3 ard 6.4 are an attempt to
discover the conditions and factors motivating these different
syntactic orders.

I start with the assumption that there is a pragmatic difference
between (1) making an assertion (either containing all new
information or a mixture of given and new information) where the
predicate is part of the assertion, versus (2) correcting, adding or
filling in missing information, or simply restating information,
where the major portion of the predication (usually including the
predicate) is already presupposed amc. Is not asserted. I suggest that
the basic difference between these two types of predications is one
of basic or 'meutral' versus 'non-neutral' pragmatic force relative
to the speaker's intent to manipulate the information store of the
hearer. In the non-neutral situation, the speaker takes more for

granted in terms of what the hearer holds to be true (or at least
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will accept without challenging), and the speaker takes pains to
modify in some specific way what the hearer (supposedly) takes for
granted. At the very least, (1) is much more freguent than (2) in
Yagua narrative discourse. Presumably the statistical difference
correlates with a2 difference in the degree to which one is a more
neutral or btasic cammmnicative function.

A secord major type of markedness involves semantic operations.
Here I will simply claim (ard not further justify) that negation is
semantically more marked than positive assertion. Additionally,
hightening the degree of an expressed quality is a more marked
semantic operation than simply expressing that quality. In Yagua,
neutral predications of either the pragmatic or semantic variety
occur overwhelmingly with V(A)({0O) or V(S) orders, while non-neutral
cnes are found to occur with altermative orders. Substantiating
statistics will be presented in Section 6.5 below.

Before identifying the specific pragmatic and semantic
conditions which correlate with non-verb-initial orders, I will
present a general overview of what I conclude is the marked pragmatic
miclear structure. This consists of a 'pragmatically marked' (PM)
camponent followed by the ‘remainder’ (RM) of the nucleus. The
pragmatically marked component may be echoed in a final PM' component
which follows, or ©perhaps very occasionally interrupts, the
remainder of the nucleus. The echo is generally limited to one or two
words. Very, very rarely the PM' camponent may occur without the PM
camponent. This echo is characteristic of informaticn questions but

also cccurs in other pragmatically marked situations. Though
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'characteristic,' it is not clear to me how well the echo is
integrated into the syntactic structure of the clause. Order and
constituency within the marked pragmatic mucleus is represented in

(566).

(566) [Pragmticany f’ana.mde:] Pragnati@lly}

Marked Marked

Camponent Echo
As might be suggested by the bracketing in both (562) and (566), the
pragmatic con#tittmt structure closely parallels the syntactic
structure posited in (42) of Chapter 2, which describes order and
constituency when full noun phrases (or free pronouns) are used. Such
parallelism should not be surprising, as syntactic structure is in
part the result of grammaticization (over time) of semantic scope and
pragmatic function relations. That is, as the rumber of tokens
evidencing a particular pregmatic function or semantic scope relation
increases in naturally occurring discourse, such a recurring relation
or pattern provides one type of ©pressure towards actual
grammaticization of a syntactic configuration paralleling the
semantic or pragmatic configuration.

In the following example, clause (b) illustrates the

pragmatically marked muclear structure:

(567) a. Sanicyee "tocd, toca, toca."
Sa-nicyee toci, toca, toca
3SG—-speak
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b. [ ....BM. ... [..™M..] A - A
Japiichiftumaatée sanicyeetée, japiichiffumaatée.
japiichiy-mmaa—tée sa-nicyee-tée, japiichiy-numaa-tée
frequently-now-EMPH 3SG-speak-EMPH frequently-now-EMPH

'(a) He said "toca, tocd, toca." (b) Frequently
he spoke, frequently'. (KT086-087)

When arguments which are subcategorized or selectionally
restricted by the case frame of the verb occur in the PM position,
they are not resumptively referenced by Set I and Set II clitics (see

also Section 2.1.1):

(s¢8) [ . PM. [ . . .. . RM. . ..
Ricyaa raa Juriadyiiy.
ray-a Jjuntuy-diiy

trap 1SG~IRR see-PRIORATIVE
'The trap, I'm going to see first'.S

- 11

There are nine or more specific pragmatic and semantic
conditions which correlate with preverbal placement of some
constituent of the muclear predication. These are illustrated in
Sections 6.4.1 through 6.4.7. Though different conditions can be
identified, the fact that they all correlate with encoding of
information in preverbal position, and the fact that all syntactic
roles (subject, object, and oblique) are found there, suggests that
what is emic to the Yagua system may be simply the 'pragmatically
marked' status of the predication or of the information encoded in
preverbal position. The more specific corditions that can be
identified are in a sense ‘etic', at least with regard to order.
Emicization just of 'praegmatically marked' status in grammar is not

uwniversal. In other languages (cf. Watters 1979 on Aghem) different



marked pragmatic corditions may correlate with different encoding

patterns. 6

6.3. Pragmatic function of the PM' ccapconent

The PM' component gives added commmicative or cognitive
salience to the element occcurring in the PM position. The hearer's
attention is particularly called to that item of information by
virtue of its repetit:i.c:u'z.‘Z The PM' component is commonly employed
(though not required) in information questions, as in (569).

(Vocative elements and interjecticns such as néé 'no!' do not clearly

pertain to any pragmatic constituent.)

(69) [ . - . PM . . . L...... . M ... ... . ]
Nityara masifia sadiiyada rajyéébyey,
mityara musiy-na sa—diiy-jada ray-jaay-bay,
how from-now 3SG-die-PAST3 1SG-father-deceased

(VOCATIVE) . . . PM' . . . ]
Divaa, mityara musiy?
divaa mityara musiy
Mother how from

‘From what now did my father die, Mother, from
what?' (LX002)

Example (567b) above involves an adverb in the PM and PM' components
and is an Instance of added detail restatement based on the assertion
made in (567a) (Section 6.4.4). The PM' camponent not only gives
added salience to the adverb in the PM position, but also iconically
emphasizes frequency.
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6.4. Pragmatic functions of the PM component

The Pragmatically Marked (PM) component may encode a subject, an
object, a postpositional or other oblique phrase, an adverb, or a
modifier which is discontimuous from the rest of its postverbal noun
or adpositional phrase. Phrases in the PM position generally contain
given and/or definite information. However, new information can be
introduced into the discourse in preverbzl position if it is
similtaneocusly in one of the foullowing pragmatically or semantically
marked relations: single focus contrast, multiple (usually double)
focus contrast, counter expectation, restatement, added detail
restatement, questions and answers to information questions, a
threat, an assertion which is counter to cultural or situational
expectations, negation of the constituent, hightened degree of the
quality expressed by a constituent, and perhaps other non-neutral
communicative intents.

There has been some discussion in the literature as to whether
languages with 'flat' syntactic structure easilv allow discontinuous
constituents (Hale 1982). As just mentioned, discontinucus
sthconstituents of noun and postpositional phrases may occur in the
rragmatically marked (PM) positicm', separated from the rest of their
noun phrase as in examples (580), (590), (594), and (598). This is
not particularly frequent in discourse given that it occurs only
under pragmatically or semantically marked conditions. I know of no
other conditions wunder which elements of noun or postpositional
phrases may be discontimious from the rest of their phrase.

(Paratactic clarificatory phrases which come at the end of a clause
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are probably best viewed as campletely separate syntactic

canstituents from the phrase they clarify.)

6.4.1. Single focus contrast and other single focus subtypes

Contrast has been defined by Chafe (1976) as a situation where
(a) there is scme propositional ‘background knowledge' in the
hearer's mind but some item of information is missing or incorrectly
assumed in that proposition, (b) there is a limited set of
possibilities in the adressee's mind as to candidates which could
supply the missing informaticn, and (c) the speaker asserts .which
cardidate is the correct one. It is possible that the speaker assumes
the hearer has the wrong candidate in mind, ard he wishes to correct
this misunderstanding. Communicative situations meeting these three
criteria are generally termed 'single focus contrast' situations.®

Dik, et al. (1981) make a finer distinction between replacing focus,

which corrects an incorrectly assumed piece of information, and
selective and restricting focus which do not correct information.
Selective focus selects one item fraom among a presupposed set of
possible candidates, as in: Presupposed background assumption: Tomds

bought rice or beans: selective focus assertion: Tomds bought RICE.

Restrictive focus, on the other hand restricts an antecedently given
presupposed set to one or more correct values, as in: Presupposed

background assumption: Tomds bought rice, beans, and tortillas:

restrictive focus assertion: Tamds bought (just) rice and beans.

There may be other single focus subtypes as well. In Yagua,

candidates in replacive, selective, or restrictive focus are all
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encoded in the PM position. In actual communication, the presupposed
background assumption need not be stated overtly in the discourse.
The assumption may be cognitively built up out of several previous
overt propositions, or may be assumed on the basis of' general
cultural knowledge and expectatians. It is also possible that (part
of) the remainder of the proposition may be left implicit in the
context.

The following section of text is taken fram a tale of Mocayu and
two wasp twins. The twins try unsuccessfully to ocutsmart Mocayu. In
this particular incident the group has come upon a snake and the two
parties are jockeying as to who will kill it. (From here on I use
parentheses to indicate different constituents in the pragmatic
structure. The parentheses are not meant to indicate hierarchical
scope relations. Pragmatic structuring will not be indicated in

pragmatically umarked clauses.)

(570) a. Syutay jijita ndcovaafid

sa-jutay nicovaafii
3SG-say JIITA wasp
'The wasp saiqd,
b. (..M. .) (.....R™M,....)
"Néé! , MNaay jii ra jaachifiii.
jaachiy-nii
No 1DLEXCL JIITA IRR spear-3SG

"No! We will spear him (the snake).

c. Tama tij jaachityaata
jaachiy-taa-ta
never anyone spear(wverb)-NMLZR:INST-NEG
Never have I seen anyone speared with

rafiiy jundirya Jjiryavéeé. ‘Jo.'"
ray-niy Jjumndy-ra jiy-ruvéé

1SG-MALF see-INAN 2SG-spear ves
your spear."
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how two groups made peace following a time of warfare. One group has
approached the offended party asking to be friends since the

population of the groups is declining. The offended party replies:

(57iy a. { . BPM. )Y (. . . .. CRML L L)
J:!.ryeﬁiy. rafiiy Jggtéra Jlgvaarm
jiryey-niy joota-ra juvay-jam

2PL-NIY MALF begin-INAN fight-INF
'You began the fighting.

b. (... ™M .. .)(... M ...)

Naidyimustya rajootaday.

middya-imi~-siy-ta ré-joota—day

1PLEXCL-LOC-AB-NEG INAN-begin-DAY

Not from us it began'. (DAVX025~026; CAH)
Prior to (571) there is clearls a presupposition that fighting has
been going on. In (571a) the offended party takes it for granted that
the hearer shares (or at least will accept) the presupposition that
someone began the fighting. The shared set of possible candidates
includes jiryvey 'vou' and mitidva 'us (exclusive)'. The speaker makes
the assertion that the correct candidate is ‘you’, encoding this
information as subject. In (571b) the same presuppositicnal
conditions exist, only nimdva ‘'us' is removed from the
presuppositional predication amd is specifically contrasted with
Jiryey 'you'.

The excerpt in (572) is also an instance of single focus
contrast. When the David and his group are approached by the arriving
group of Indians, David is wary that they might be coming to fight.
He is not prepared to listen to them. However, the intent of the
arriving group is to help David and his group rebuild their homes and

replant their gardens. In (572) a member of the arriving group
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speaks. In clause (d) a non-referential oblique occurs in the PM
position. The speaker both negates it (to remove it from the
proposition which David holds to be true), and contrasts it with the
preverbal direct object in (e). In (e) the speaker asserts the
correct informaticn »elzative to the proposition of ‘coming’'. The

direct oﬁject in (e) is a semantic instrupental/comitative.

(572) a. Néé vaa Juvay maay!
NEG 1SG:IRR fight 1PLEXCL
'Don't kill us!

b. Yaa misarm jeerya jiryuvee.
yi-a jiy-ruvee
2SG-IRR lower also  2SG-lance
'Lower your lance!

c. Néé miavyaatara Juveermday .
midy-vagta-ra Juvay-janu-day
NEG 1PLEXCL-want-INAN fight-INF-DAY
'We don't want fighting'.
4. ( .. ...BPM. ... ) (.. .M, . .)
Néé juveennaachoo miifiiinidyey.
Juvay-janu-naachoo middya-jiniy-day
NEG fight-INF-towards 1PLEXCL-come-DAY
'Not (looking) for a fight we come'.

e. (. M ) (.. ... M ......)
Juvéadyi mnifiiitya jiryiimuday.
miidya-jiniy-ta jiryey-imu—day
effects 1PLEXCL~come—INST 2PL-LOC-DAY

'Effects (i.e. machetes, hatchets, knives) we come with
(bring) to you'. (DAV137-138)

If jinitya 'come with' is considered a substantially different
predicate from jiniy 'come', then (5724, e) might be considered a
case of double focus contrast (Section 6.4.2). However, what is
pragmatically contrastive in the context is 'a fight' as opposed +to
‘effects', not the pairing of 'a fight' and 'coming', versus the

pairing of 'effects' and 'coming with'.
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6.4.2. Multiple foci of contrast
When the speaker wishes to assert a correct match-up between two
or more pairs of items, there are multiple foci of contrast (Chafe

1976).° Dik, et al. (1981) use the term perallel focus for this

situation. Although Chafe does not explicitly say so (and in fact
might be interpreted as saying the opposite), in many cases of
multiple foci of contrast a backgrowd assumption is not as clearly
present as in single focus contrast. Rather, the multiple foci
construction may do double duty by both asserting a correct match-up
between pairs of items, and asserting two or more events or
situations. The situations are not necessarily taken as presupposed.
They may still be contrastive, however, in the sense that one pairing
is opposed to or contrasted with the other pairing. In the example

Her HUSBAND stayed home to BABYSIT, and SHE went to WORK, cne pair of

items consists of the set {her HUSBAND, SHE} and the other pair is

the set {stayed home to BABYSIT, went to WORK). As with single focus

centrast, parts of the multiple foci assertion may be implicit in the
context. In Yagua multiple foci of contrast (usually double focus
contrét) is expressed by encoding one or both members of a pair of
contrasted items in the PM position.

In (573) Mocayu and the wasp twins are making shelters against
the rain which cames during the night. Clauses (573c) and (573d)
express double focus contrast. By the time clauses (c¢) and (d) are
said, there is a clear presupposition that the wasp twins and Mocayu

have made shelters. This is asserted in (a) and (b).
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(573) a. Naadasftay jijita nicovaafujiy vajiijuday.

naada-sqtay micovaafiu-Jjay jiy-ajiijyu-day
3DL-make:shelter JIITA wasp-DL COR-place:at-DAY
'The two wasps made a shelter for themselves.

b. Sasgtay jijita mantidyéy, Mocayuday.
sa-sitay mue-ntiy-dsy

3SG-make:shelter JIITA other-REP-DAY Mocayu-DAY
The other one also made shelter, Mocayu.

c. (.. P . .)(.... RM ... .)
Naviita sastadyey
nivii-ta sa-sitay-day
leaves-INST 3SG-make:shelter-DAY
With leaves he made shelter,

da. { ... M. . ) (..... ™M, . ...)
Micadiita naadastadyey.
micadii-ta naada-s(tay-day
md-INST 3DL-make :shelter-DAY

with mud they:two made shelter'. (KT027-039)

In clauses (c) and (d) the instrumental phrases 'with leaves'
and 'with mud' occur in the PM position. These two items are crucial
pieces of information for the action which will take place when the
rain cames during the night. As any intelligent inhabitant of the
jungle knows, leaves make an excellent shelter against rain but mud
won't last a mimute. During the night the rain comes and the wasp
twins get a good soaking as their shelter disintegrates. 'With
leaves' and 'with mud' form one pair of items to be contrasted. The
other pair consists of Mocayu, referred to in (c¢) by the 3xd person
singular Set I clitic sa2—-, and the wasp children, referred tc in (4)
by the 3rd person dual Set I clitic npaada-.

Example (574b) illustrates double focus contrast with an object
noun phrase in preverbal position. Though the camplement phrase
batyevyey ‘be:killed ones' is negated in clause (a), preverbal

positioning of complements of 'be' and 'remain' verbs is the normal
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order (Section 2.1.4). Thus, it cannot be clearly argued than

negation motivates preverbal position of batyevyey in this case.
(574) a. Néé batyewvyey rimyechgojamday.
batyey-vay riy-machgo—jami—-day

NEG be:killed-CL:ANIM:PL 3PL-remain-PAST3-DAY
'Not killed ones they. (the pecple of David) remained.

b. (. M .)(.... R ... .)
Ridyey, mmufitmiy ricyagsiiyamntiy.
riy-day riy-caasiiy-jamu-ntiy

3PL-DAY muminimiy 3PL~-finish~PAST3-REP

'ThEYj, the savages they; (the people of David)
finished off'. (DAV109-110)

6.4.3. Questions and answers to information questions

A third situation in which constituents occur in the PM positicn
concerns information questions and answers to information questions.
Dik (1978:93) says that in an information question the questioned
constituent is in 'focus', ard that in the answer the constituent
that provides the requested information is in ‘focus'. It is
precisely these constituents that are fronted in Yagua information
questions. Answers to infomrati;:n qu&stiors share the same three
parts that canonical single focus contrast situations do: (a) there
is a background assumption with some piece of information missing,
(b) existence of a set of candidates to supply that information is
(normally) assumed, and (c) an assertion is made as to who is the
correct candidate. Dik, et al. (1981) term answers to information

questions completive focus but do not regard them as a type of
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contrastive focus. (This does not include, of course, answers such as
'I don't know', or 'That's a dumb question’'.)

An information question contains a background presupposition
(part a). For example, in (575a) it is presupposed (and not asserted)
that someone is crying. Secondly, if the question is felicitous the
speaker also assumes a set of possible candidates exists which can
supply the missing information (part b), though its contents may be
wknown to the speaker. In place of asserting the identity of the
correct candidate (part c¢), an information question solicits the

missing information.

(575) a. (..M. . .)(....R....)
"Divaa, chjj deemi jimaachara naavay,
divag chjj deemi Jjnaay-sara
mother who child cry-HABIT above,
"Mother, whose children are constantly crying above,
(. .PM . .)
chij deemi?"
chjj deemi
who child
whose children?”
b. (. ... ..M. ... .. 00) (0 ML)
"Néé cammaasiy cadyefuju jinaachara naavajyuu?"

dadyef-ju jinaay-sara niava-jug
NEG plover children-various cry-HABIT above~JUU
"Isn't it just scome plover young constantly crying above?"
(LX012)
In examples (576b) and (577c) the answers to the questions constitute
entirely new information (except for references to the father).
However, the fronted element is the commmicatively most important
element. Relatively speaking, then, the verb forms the Remainder for

the pragmatically marked element.
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(676) a. ( . . . PM ) (

"Natyara musiy

sadiiyam rajyégbyey?"
sa—diiy-jamu ray-jaay-bay

how Zrom 3SG—die-PAST3 1SG-father—deceased
"From what did my father die?”

b. (..M. ) (....™M,...)
"Jirya jacha sajugyadajyug.”
sa-Jigy-Jjada-Ju
trunk upon 3SG-fall-PAST3-JUU
"On a tree stump he fell (of course)”. (LX009)

577y a. (. . . . . M. .. .)(... ™M . ... .M. .)
"Natyara musiy siteemi sadiiyamutay mityara musiy
sa—diiy-janu-tay
how from really 3SG—die-PAST3-EMPH? how from
'"From what, really now, did he die, fram what?

b. Radyéétyaadajy  rijtatyéécu.”
ray-daatya-jada-ju ray-jitay-tée-ci
1SG-know-INF-AL 1SG-say-EMPH~CY
For my knowing, I say (ask)."

c. (.. BFM. .)Y({(.....R®M. . ...

"Néé jiiryoom sggyarmi I jyug.
sy~ jam-nii-jui
no bushmaster bite-PAST3-3SG-JUY
"The bushmaster bit him (of course) .10 (ILX022-023)

In yes/no questions, the C second position clitic -=viy can
occur. It follows any preverbal constituent that is being questioned.
(Not all vyes/no questions have preverbal constituents; Section
2.8.1.) In (578) it is presupposed that the snake swallowed someone,

and for the speaker the set of possible candidates must include jiy
'you'.

(578 ( . .M. . ) (. . . .. ™M, ... .)
Jifiiviy saramuchoorm coodi
jiy-niy-viy sa-ramuchu~jami
2SG-NIY-QUEST 3SG-swallow-PAST3 snake
'Are you the one the snake swallowed?' (MM138)

In (579) it may not be solidly presupposed that 'he is going to kill

me', but the possibility that this might be the case is presupposed.
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There is no set of referential candidates to fill in missing
information here. However, the speaker assumes that there is a set of
at least two truth values for the presupposition 'It is possible that
he will kill me'. The set {true, ;‘.alse} presumably contains the
missing confirming or disconfirming information requested by the
speaker.

579 ( . . .M. . .) (... .. .RM. 0L L)
Sijteemmivyiy saa mintée ray?
sijteemrniy-viy sa-a marm—-tée
true-NIY-QUEST 3SG-IRR kill-EMPH 1SG

‘Is it true that he’'s going to kill me?' (LX025)
The C secord position clitic —dyééta 'maybe' also has a questioning

function. It follows prevertal constituents if such cccur:

(580) ( . PM . ) { . .« . .. S < S
Jagdyeéta  saqtddsiy Jjagmura jivyiimijg.
jaa—dyééta sa-jatu-jasiy jaami-ra jiy-viima-jG
water-maybe 3SG-drink-PROX1 big-CL:NEUT COR-inside-AL
'Water maybe he drank a lot {of it) inside (his stomach)’'.
(LAGO42)

)

6.4.4. Restatement and added detail restatement

Restating previously mentioned information is one way of
iconically giving added salience to that information or of
particularly calling it the hearer's attention. Restatement is iconic
in the sense that the greater amount of linguistic material used to
encode a particular piece of information reflects the greater
cognitive importance or salience of that information in the mind of
the speaker. Altermatively, it may reflect the greater importance the

speaker thinks that information should have for the hearer. In both
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Yagua and Hixkaryana (Derbyshire 1985), restatement situations
involve pre-verbal placement of elements which would otherwise occur
in post-verbal position. Dooley (1982) also notes that restatement
situations are a condition for marked pragn;atic structuring in
Brazalian Guarani. The exact circumstances under which restatement
and added detail restatement occur in Yagua discourse are as yet
unstudied. Derbyshire hypothesizes that in Hixkaryana they are
associated with the end of an episode or other larger discourse unit.

Added detail restatement is not particularly contrastive in
terms of the pragmatic force it carries to the hearer. However, it
shares several component features with single focus contrast. First,
there is some background assumption, generaliy overtly stated in the
previous discourse. Secord, the speaker judges that there is some
piece of information missing in the background assumption, or further
information which should amplify the background assumpticn. Third,
there is an assertion of this missing or amplifying information.
This is essentially what Dik, et al. (1981) term expanding focus, as

in They were eating apples; green apples they were eating. Though

couplets like this may seem wmatural (or perhaps poetic) in English,
they are not wmnatural in Yagua narrative discourse, including
non—-folkloric subgenres.n

Simple restatement involves couplets such as They were eating

fruit. Fruit they were eating. (Again, these may seem poetic in

English.) Why simple restatement should also receive marked
pragmatic structuring is not as clear. Here there is no expansion,

restriction, or correction of an assumed proposition. However, we
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might hypothesize that explicitly repeating an entire proposition
which is already known or situationally expected is a commmnicatively
marked event. In line with Haiman (1983), a basic commmicative rule
is: what is given or expected should be menticned in the most
attemuated marner possible, even to the point of camplete eilipsis.l2
Part of the motivation for simple restatement may be to convey some
added cammmicative importance associated with part of the assumed
proposition which was not made evident in its initial assertion. We
would expect this part of the restatement to be that which occurs in
the PM position. Both restatement and added detail restatement can be
made on the basis of information explicitly given in the text or
inference from the context. If the restatement is based on an overtly
asserted antecedent predication, the restatement and its antecedent
need not be linearly contiguous.

The following example illustrates simple restatement in clause
{(b), based an clause (a). In (a_) the free pronoun ray 'I' breaks up
what would otherwise be an urmarked predication.

(81) a. ( . . . . . . M. . .. .. ... (BPM) o000
Ragmaa tédarya raasiquita ray rurusidyey.
ray-a-maa ray-jasiquita ruma-siy-day
1SG-IRR~-PERF return 1SG-alcne 1SG there-AB-DAY
'I have to return alone, I, from there.

)

b. (.. .."”M, .. . )Y (.... M. ...)
Raasiqui tammaa raa taaryaday.
ray-jasiquita-numsa ray-ga taarya—day
1SG~-alone-now 1SG-IRR return-DAY
Alone now I will return'. (IS113)

Clause (e) of the following example illustrates restatement with

a syntactic object in the PM position. The restatement is made on the
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basis of inference from what is given in preceding text. The speaker
and his wife have gone to see if anything has been caught in their
fish net during the night. He has found that there are several fish,
and theu he icoks at what else there is. (Jiita is a dialect variant

of jijta.)

(582) a. Riinmijésiy jiita mnay sayamijuy.
ray-jimny-jasiy sa-yam—-ji
1SG~1ock-PROX1 JIITA there 3SG-beyond-AL

'T locked there beyond him (the fish).

b. Sapaay nuruti-simaa.
3sG-float alligator-big
A big aligator was floating.

c. Raasaasiy jiita ravyataranii
ray-jasa-jasiy ray-vatara-nii
1SG-signal-PROX1 JIITA 1SG-waoman:without:children-3SG
I signaled him to my wife,

d. "Yaa maly narutd.
jiv-z  Jumuy
2SG-IRR lock alligator
"Look at the alligator!™

e. (.M. ) (.....RM.
Nuruta rasarijésiy
ra-sariy-jasiv
alligator INAN-hold-PROX1 net
The alligator the net held.' (LAGO15-019)

riicya.

In clause (582e) there is little or nothing that iz uew information.
Perhaps the verb sariy 'hold' might be considered new, but it is
given from the situxutional context since anything in the net is being
held by the net. The net is introduced in the first clause of the
text (not included here), and is overtly mentioned with a noun phrase
three times prior to clause (582a). The alligator itself is certainly
given information by the time of clause (582e). Thus, (582e) is a

statement of information already given (i.e. assumed to already be in
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the hearer's consciousness) on the hasis of the previous linguistic
and situational context. It is not clear that any informational
relationships ave being corrected, expanded, restricted, or otherwise
contrasted. Thus, (582e) can be taken simply as a 'restatement' of
already assumed or presupposed information. The focus of attention is
clearly on the alligator, not the net, and therefore the object
nominal occurs in the PM position.

Example (583) continues the text from which (582) is taken.
(583h) illustrates use of a pre—verbal adverb in added detail
restatement.

(583) a. ( PM ) ( ™

Nurutd rasarijésiy
ra-sariy-jasiy

alligator INAN-hold-PROX1 net

'"The alligator the net held.

riicya.

b. Naityiy diifinta sanichaasiy variy.
diiy-mi-nta sa-nicha-jasiy
like die—CL:ANIM: SG-seem 3SG-be—-PROX1 then
Like a dead one he seemed then.

c. Sapiitaday naavajyy.
Sa-piita-day naavay-ju.
3SG-throat-DAY above-AL
His throat was upwards.

d. Rachgodiasiy jiita Jjumdmviimdiunii.
ray-soona-jasiy Jumifiu-vi ima-jo-nii.
1SG-1ift-PROX1 JIITA canoce—-inside-AL-3SG
I lifted him into the canoce.

e. Rjjmiajésiy jiita saniisimyu.
Ray-jimGGy-Jjasiy sa-niisiy-m
1SG-lock-PROX1  JIITA 3SG—eye-LOC
I locked in his eyes.

f. Néé jummfiummday.

Jumay-mi~-maday
NEG live—CL:ANIM:SG-anymore
He was not an alive one anymore.
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g. Rafiiy supataasiy jiita riicyaachifiii.
Ray-niy supata-jasiy riicya-jachiy-—nii
1SG-MALF extricate-PROX1 JIITA net-there:from-3SG
I tried to extricate him from the net.

h. (..M. .)(......RM. .
Sarra rasarijésiy moijiiy
sdra-ra ra-sariy-jasiy nii—-jiiy

tight-CL:NEUT INAN-hold-PROX1 near-place
Tight, it held near

Senrigtassa.
the middle of his nose.' (LAG019-026)

In (583), clause (h) is an added detail restatement of clause (a),
amplifying the mamner in which the alligator was held. The
restatement comes after a description of how the speaker has tried,
but failed, to remove the alligator from the net. At this point of
frustration, he focuses the hearer's attention on how tightly the
alligator is caught in the net.13

Clause (584c) illustrates adding the information sa-rooriy 'kis
house'! to information previocusly presented in the locative phrase in
(584b). Clause (¢) is a non-miclear adverbial clause relative to (d),

but within {(c) itself there is marked pragmatic structuring.

(584) a. ( . PM . ) (.. .....R ... ...
"Natyaramusiy sadiiyvam rajyéébyey?"
mityara-musiy sa-diiy-jam ray-jasy-bay
how-from 3SG~die-PAST3 1SG-father—deceased
"How did my deceased father die?"

b. (.. ..M. .J0{.... M. ...)
"Mudavynchasiy sadusiyadajuu.
mudavy-jacha~-siy sa—dusiy-jada—jua
ridge:pole-on-AB 3SG-slip-PAST3-JUY

"From up on a ridge pole he slipped (of course).
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Miily sa-rooriy mudavi-va
there 3SG-roof ridge: pole—DAT
There on the ridge pole of his roof

------------------

jifidy rupi iﬁeyaadaryéju

jiy-niy rupiiy-nayga-darvaju
COR-MALF walk-going:aimlessly-because
because he was walking all over,

d. ( . . .. .. Nucleus . . . . . . ) )
sadts:.y jijta jachiy.
sa—dusiy jasiy-siy

3SG-slip JIITA there-AB
he slipped from there." (IX018-019)

6.4.5. Counter expectation

Occasionally in the texts examined, assertions are made counter
to culturally, situationally, or perhaps textually expected
presuppositions. These also correlate with preverbal placement of
some constituent of the miclear predication. The text fram which
(585) is taken describes a trip in a small airplane. At one stop-over
point the pilot of the airplane goes off to buy soft drinks. Prior to
this clause there has been no reason to suppose anything about buying

of soft drinks or anything else:

(s85) ( . . PM . . ) ( . M. .. .. <)
Sabuujaa sataaryw vériy m&ﬁﬁaatoodagu
sdbuu-jaa sa—-taaryay naifia-jatu—-jada—Ja

sweet—CL:liquid 3SG-buy then  1DL-drink-INF-AL
'Soda pop he bought then for us to drink'. (PACHO76)

In the Yagua culture soft drinks are not readily available, given

both distance from places where such things are sold and the fact

that obtaining them requires money rather than one's physical labor.
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It may be that sdbuujaid 'soda pop' occurs in the PM position by
virtue of the fact that cne does not usually expect to get it, in
opposition to certain other things which are culturally expected. If
the pilot had gone off to buy manioc or plantains, would the event
even have been worth reporting?

The following example is taken from a text where some men have
gone off on several days' journey to cut leche caspi (a type of
tree). At the point where (586) occurs, the men are discussing
building a shelter beside a stream, hmting some game for their
provisicns, and are planning the next day's search for leche caspi.
In the situational context, finding munufiu 'savages' (i.e. non-Yagua
indians) in the area is counter to their immediate expectations and
plans, though in the retelling of the story, the speaker presages for
the hearer what they will find.

(586) Nmidyeétyetya varidiidyécyy
midy-daatya~-tya variy-diiy-day-ci
1PLEXCL-know-NEG then-PRICRATIVE-DAY-CUY
'We didn't yet know

) : (..M. .)( .RM. )
jiy-ra jiyu-ci

DEMO-CL : NEUT savages
'that savages were here'. (IS028)

6.4.6. Threats
The secord clause of (587) begins with a preverbal object
pronoun. In the text immediately preceding (587) the referent of nii

'him' has been identified as a bird.
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(587) a. Sa-pata-rii jijta—ra vidmicada
3SG-break-enroute JIITA-INAN dry:stick
'He (Mokayu) breaks in passing a dry stick.

b. (M) (... R )

"Nii raa Jaacl'uy
ray-a
him 1SG-IRR
"Him (the bird) I'11 spear,"
c. Syutayujug.

sa-jutay-ya-Ji

3SG~say-CORO-JUY

he says to himself.' (KT094-096)
Nothing has been said in previous context to lead us to believe that
anyone is going to be speared or killed. Since there is no {(obwvious)
presupposition, (5875) is not a cancnical example of single-focus
cantrast. It is not an instance of double-focus contrast,
restatement, or any sort of question. Yet the free pronoun nii ‘'him’
as well as its preverbal position indicate a marked construction (the
same information could have been cammmicated by the ummarked
construction: Raa jachifiii (1SG-IRR spear—-3SG) 'I'1l spear him').
What is commmicatively marked about (587b) is that in preceding
context the bird has been hassling the speaker to no end and (587b)
is said as a threat rather than a simple assertion about going out to
shoot a bird. Threats are unlike the conditions identified in
Sections 6.4.2 through 6.4.4 in that there may be no identifiable
presupposition relative to the textual or situational context. As
with counter e}cpgctation, however, there may be culturally (or even
universally?) given presuppositions. In order for a threat to be
effective, it must pramise something which both speaker and hearer
assume is wundesirable. It this sense there may be a cultural or

universal presuppesition to the effect that 'To be killed is
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undesirable'. To be effective, the speaker must ensure that the
hearer or addressee realizes the undesired nature of the impending
situation. The speaker must thus take pains to make this cognitively
salient to the hearer. In terms of speaker-hearer relations, it is
more than a simple assertion.

Example (588) is similar to (587). There has been no previcus
mention of a beetle arnd there are no presuppositions about anyone
'planting' the victim under ground. However, it is said as a werning

or threat to Mocayu.

(588) Jatiy jJjiva maintiy, Moca.
jiy-jiva miay-ntiy
careful 2sG-go there-REP Mocayu
'Be careful of going there again, Mocavyu.

(. M . ) (.. .RM. . .)
Jaséésiy ra dapmta-jiy.
beetle IRR plant-2SG

The beetle will plant you (under the ground)'. (KT109-110)
Again, the speaker may assume the hearer will agree that 'being
planted urndergrourd' is undesirable, or that 'beetles who plant you

underground should be avoided'.

6.4.7. Semantically marked conditions

Another type of markedness has to do with semantics. When
adverbs and descriptive modifiers occur in the PM position, they
convey an extra degree of whatever quélity the modifier expresses.
The following two examples illustrate the contrast with descriptive

modifiers:
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(589) Saatdosiy Jjaamura jaa jiviimijy.
sa-jatu-jasiy Jjaamu-ra jiy-viima-ja.
3SG—drink-PROX1 much~CL:NEUT water COR-inside-AL
'He drank a lot of water inside (his stamach).'

(590)(..PM..)(........RM.........)
Jaamura saatoesiy jaa  jiviimaju.
Jaamu-ra sa-jatu~-jasiy ja& Jiy-viimu-Jju.

mich~CL:NEUT 3SG—drink-PROX1 water COR-inside-AL
'He drank too much water inside (his stomach).'

The following two examples illustrate the contrast with adverbs:l4

(591) Tamasa jitjij-jasiy vé@neera mai-jyQ.
Tom arrive-PROX1 quickly there-AL
'Tom arrived quickly there.'

(892 ( .PM . ) (. . . . ..
Véneera siitjjijasiy majyy.
sa-jitij-jasiy maay-ju
quickly 3sG-arrive-PROX1 there-AL
'Very rapidly he arrived there.’

M .

Negation is semantically more marked than bpositive assertion.
Negation of constituents correlates with placement of the negated
constituent in prevertbal position. In (594) the preverbal =tjij
'anyone' and postverbal juvarya 'fighter' both refer to the subject
referent. Tiji 'anyone' counts as a subject constituent (rather than
as a floated quantifier within the verb phrase, for example), in that
its preverbal placement precludes use of a Set I clitic on the verb

referring to the subject.

(583 ( . .. PM . . . ) ( . RM. )
Néé buyaa sa-vaata.
NEG manioc:beer 3SG-want

'He doesn't want manioc beer'.



(594) { . PM . ){ O .
Neé tjiji jitijindiyam Juvarya
jitii-niay-janu Jgvay-ra
NEG anyone arrive:here-IMPF-PAST3 fight—CL:NEUT
'None of the fighters arrived

roam muday.
riy-um

3PL-LOC anymore
where they were anymore'. (DAVXO014)

6.4.8. Problem cases

There are some remaining examples in the texts which do not fit
any of the corditions previously described, and vyet where a
constituent order associated with pragmatically marked conditions
occurs. In the Leche Caspi text, for example {(cf. Section 1.4),

there are a mumber of clauses where mumfiu or mmffiimiy 'savages'

occurs in preverbal position, but where none of the conditions
cutlined in preceding sections appear to hold. Presumably the
presence or absence of the savages is highly significant to the men's
ongoing activities ard safety. Thus, there is some as yet ill-defined

emotive force associated with these clauses:
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(595) a. Ruytacharatée
riy-jutay-sara-tée
3PL-say-HABIT-EMPH

b. mmufiu tutanrya
tutaniy-ra
savage put:iterception—-INAN

'(a) They say (b) savages put an interception [am ambush
or a shortcut?]' (IS071)

Very similar examples occur in the First Squirrel text. The
Squirrel tries +o trick the First Deer and the First Toucan into
fording the river across the back of a boa. Deer and Toucan both
wonder if the place where Squirrel tells them to ford is, or is not
safe. When this place jii 'here' (i.e. the boa) is mentioned, it

often occurs in preverbal pesition:

(596) a. Saguiivigchu jiita jifiu micatyuni i
sa~-quiivigy-su jiy-ma micatyu-nii

3SG-deceive-TRNS JIITA DEMO-CL:ANIM:SG squirrel-3SG
'This Squirrel deceived him:

b. "Jii-siy vurya-a ramitiy.
here-AB 1PLINC-IRR ford
"From here we will ford.
¢. Jiisiy raryamitichara."
jii-siy ray-ramitiy-sara
here—-AB 1SG-ford-HABIT
From here I (=squirrel) always ford"'. (FSQU04-006)

There are other examples which are more intransigent, and for
which I have even less of an explanation. In (597) third person
singular clitics refer to a group of animals which are not
individuated one from another. Ratu ‘'water hole' and puivarvatu

'gquan's water hole' are marked as animate:
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(597) a. MIdy saada—dapiuy.
there 2DL-hunt
'There you two will mmt (at a water hole).

b. Néé ripya-nii pggvaryatu
NEG far-3SG guan:water:hole
The guan's water hole isn't far.
c. Capityasiy saramucinu siima.
sa-ramiy-su sa-im
quinilla 3SG-swallow-TRNS 3SG-LOC
Quinilla they swallow there (at the water hole).
d. Capityasiy sa-turiy.
3sG-suck
Quinilla they suck.
e. Ratadii saramuchu siima ratu.
ra~-tadii sa-ramy-su sa~-im
INAN-seed 3SG-swaliow-TRNS 3SG-LOC water:hole
Its seed they swallow at the water hole'. (HTR154-160)
The preverbal position of capityesiy 'quinilla' and ratadii 'its
seed' in clauses (d) and (e) could conceivably be explained as cases
of restatement and added detail restatement based on clause (c). But
the preverbal position of capityasiy in clause (c) itself is not
clear. To this point in the text there are no (obvicus)
presuppositions about eating anything or about quiniila fruit. This
is probably a case where cultural knowledge and the speaker's
anticipations of low the text will develop are important in
explaining the choice of pragmatic structuring. The quinilla trees at
this water hole attract animals. Consequently the hunters can expect
to find game there, perhaps in contrast to other possible places.
This may, in fact, account for preverbal positioning of miiy 'there'’
in clause (a). Apparently the presence of quinilla trees is

commmicatively important for the hunters.
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6.5. Summary of pragmatically marked types

Table 6.1 presents the distribution of pragmetically and
semantically marked types found in the texts discussed in Chapter 1
(Section 1.4).15 The 'other' category includes both the ‘'problem
cases' where there is some (as vyet) ill-defined 'emotive' force
associated with the preverbal element, and those for which I have no
explanation whatsoever. Conceivably same of these may be due to
factors such as false starts and repairs. (In the texts there are a
mmber of preverbal locatives such as jasiy 'there' which is almost
conjunction-like in function, and locative demonstratives which occur
with very high frequency as a structural feature of so clauses. These
are excluded from Table 6.1, though they are included ir Table 6.3

below.)
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Single Focus Contrast 38 11%
(and other single focus types)

Double Focus Contrast 43 13%
Restatement 45 13%
Added Detail Restatement 37 11%
Question 81 23%
Answer to Question 13 4% .
Counter Expectation 11 3%
Negation 4 1%
Threats 6 2%
Sub~total 278 81%
Other (unexplained) 67 19%
Total 345 100%

Table 6.1 Distribution of Pragmatically and
Semantically Marked Types

Table 6.1 shows that the 'other' category is one of the largest
categories. However, preverbal positioning of constituents in 81% of
the clauses still correlates with cne of the pragmatic or semantic
situations cutlined in preceding secticms.

Table 6.2 gives the mmber of instances where a predication
appears to occur in a context meeting one of the pragmatic corditions
outlined in Sections 6.4.1 through 6.4.7, but no constituent of the
predication occurs in preverbal position. 'I‘he majority of these are

cases of restatement.
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Double Focus Contrast 1

Restatement 12
Added Detail Restatement 3
Total 16

Table 6.2 Distribution of Pragmatically Marked Predications
Without Preverbal Positioning of a Constituent

If we leave out the 'other' category in Table 6.1, and combine the
remaining data of Tables 6.1 and 6.2, then there are 294 clear cases
where we might expect to find a preverbal constituent. In only 5%
(16) of'the cases this does not happen.

Table 6.3 presents the data of Tables 6.1 and 6.2 in the context
of the approximately 1516 clause corpus examined in detail (Section
1.4). To summarize what was said above, there are 290 cases with scme
sort of definable pragmatically marked status. There are four cases
which I consider strictly semantically marked (rather than a
combination of pragmatically and semantically marked, or just
pragmatically marked). In 96% (278) of these 294 cases, there is a a
preverbal constituent in subject, object, or oblique syntactic role,
or some subconstituent of such a constituent. In contrast, there are
1222 clauses where no pragmatically or semantically marked conditions
can be clearly identified. Of these, 92% (1124) are verb initial
(discounting clear conjunctions and non—mclear delimiting phrases
within the scope of 3). There are 98 cases where there is a preverbal
constituent under conditions which are not clearly pragmatically or

semantically marked. In 31 of these, the preverbal constituent is a
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loctive such as occurs in S, clauses, or locatives such as jJasiy
'there' which are almost conjunction-like, indicating sequence rather
than a clearly referential location. If we factor out these 31 cases,
it leaves 1191 non-pragmatically marked cases where we would not
expect to find a preverbal constituent (within the scope of C). 94%
of these clauses (1124 ocut of 1191) are in fact verb initial within

the scope of C.
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CONSTITUENT INITIAL
PRAGMATICALLY/
SEMANTICALLY 278 16 . 294
MARKED
NON-MARKED
So or
conjunction-like 31
locatsiw 98 . 1124 1222
Other 67
TOTAL 376 1140 1516

Table 6.3 Cross-tabulation of Marked Predications Relative
to Non-verb Initial and Verb Initial Predications (Within C).

Without factoring ocut the 31 So clauses with initial locatives and
cases with conjunction-like loctives, the value of X* with Yate's
correction for the data in Table 6.3 is 947.2. This is significant at
the .001 level with one degree of freedom. Consequently, we can
cafely reject the nmull hypothesis and conclude that there is an
asociation between definable pragmatically or semantically marked
statuses and preverbal positioning of constituents. This is despite
the presence of some cases which do not, as yet, meet identifiably
marked conditions, and despite the presence of some cases which do
appear to meet such conditions but yet do not have a preverbal
constituent. The mmber of such cases is not nearly high enocugh to
reduce the association to 2 non-significant 1level. It should be
emphasized that with a different corpus, the exact numbers and

percentages would no doubt be somewhat different. However, since the
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value of X* is significant for this corpus at the .001 level, it
gives us a strong measure of assurance that the association observed
here is not simply due to chance.

In sumrary, there are at least nine definable semantic and
pragmatic conditions (or sets of conditions) wuder which a
constituent of a predication will, with a high degree of probability,
occur in preverbal position. I suggest that these conditions not only
correlate with, but in fact motivate, preverbal positioning of
constituents. I have not explored in any depth correlation of free
pronoumns, second position clitics such as jijta and niy, or
intonational features with pragmatically marked conditions. It may be
that.different (sets of) conditions will correlate with one, rather
than another, of these devices. Constituent order, however, does not
differentiate between them. What appears to be significant is not
whether something is in double focus contrast rather than single
focus contrast, added detail restatement, or counter expectation, for
example, but simply whether it is 'pragmatically marked' in any of
the ways identified (or perhaps other ways as yet unidentified). The

sub-conditions do not matter for purposes of order.

6.6. Frequency distribution of syntactic constituent orders

In what follows I refer to arguments encoded with noun phrases
or free pronouns as ‘overt' arguments. In the corpus of 11 texts
studied extensively (Section 1.4), 62% of all clauses do not contain
any full noun phrases or free pronouns referring to either subject or

object (i.e. direct) arguments. 35% contain one overt subject or
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object argument. Only 3% contain two overt direct arguments. This
information is presented in Table 6.4. Transitive clauses are
distinguished from intransitive clauses. (A = subject of a transitive
clause, S = subject of an intransitive clause, O = cbject of a

transitive ciause.)

TRANSITIVE INTRANSITIVE TOTAL
vV-cnly 172 761 933  62%
1 ARGUMENT 242 (= A: 39) 292 (=S) 534  35%

(= 0: 203)
2 ARGUMENTS 47 (=2 &0) —_— 47 3%
3 ARGUMENTS 2 (=3, 0&0) — 2 —
TOTAL 463 31% 1053 69% 1516 100%

Table 6.4. Cross-tabulation of Number of Clauses With
Zero, One, Two, and Three Overt Direct Arguments
Relative to the Transitivity of the Clause

Table 6.5 gives the distribution of orders in clauses with two
and three overt argument. A,0V and 0,AV indicate that the first
censtituent occurs in the non-miclear delimiting pesition, as can be
demonstrated by placement of C clitics and resumptive use of Set I or
Set II clitics. (Technically these should perhaps be counted as

single overt argument clauses.)
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vao 18

VAOO 1
AVO 14
AVOO 1
OVA 11
AQV -
QAV - TOTAL: 45
0,AV 3
A, Qv 1 TOTAL: 49

Table 6.5 Distribution of Constituent Orders in Clauses
Containing Two and Three Overt Arguments

The data in Table 6.5 is not very indicative of basic constituent
order in and of itself. The most we can conclude is that neither AOV
nor OAV is probably the best choice. The differences across the other
three, major types (VAO, AVO, and OVA) are not great encugh to give
any clear indications. When we compare clauses that have one
preverbal and one or two postverbal arguments with those that have
just postverbal arguments, there is a difference of 26 to 19. This
{(waakly) suggests that a clause may be more likely to (wertly encode
two or more arguments when cne of those arguments is pragmatically
marked. In contrast, clauses with 2zero or one overt argument are
cammmicatively more neutral in naturally occurring discourse.
Although order of arguments in clauses with two or three overt
argunents is not very indicative, the distribution of arguments in
one overt argument clauses is far more revealing. The data in Table

6.6 show that 70% of overt direct arguments occur postverbally while
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anly 27% occur preverbally. In 3% of the cases the single argument
is discontimuous, with part of the argument occurring preverbally,

ard part postverally, as in (580), (590), (594), and (598):

(598) Da-mu—juy naada-jiryiy jaacachoomu.

two~CL: ANIM: SG-two 3DL—get parakeet

'They got two parakeets'. (HTRO63)

(Literally: 'Two they got parakeets'.)
The discontimicus nature of the argument is represented by S-V-S,
A-V-A, or O-V-0 in Table 6.6. In each case, I consider there to be

only one S, A, or O argument.

Vs 210
VA 17
Vo 150 TOTAL: 377 70%
sV 75
AV 21
ov 47 TOTAL: 143 27%
S-V-S 7
A-V-A 1
o-vV-0 6 TOTAL: 14 3%

TOTAL: 534 100%

Table 6.6 Distribution of Constituent Orders in Clauses
Cantaining One Overt Direct Argument

As suggested by the data in Tables 6.4 and 6.6, in one overt
direct argument clauses, the one argument is overwhelmingly the
‘absolutive’' argument: either S or O, but hardly ever A.1% This is
sumrarized in Table 6.7 and provides further cross-linguistic

evidence for Du Bois' (1984) observation that (in at least scme
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languages) there is an ergative-absolutive discourse pattern of overt

noun phrase usage.

A (subject of transitive) 39 %
S (subject of intransitive) 292  55%
0 (object of transitive) 203 38%

'Table 6.7 Distribution of Arguments in One Overt Direct
Argument Clauses

Tables 6.8 through 6.10 summarize the total distribution of
transitive subject (A), intramsitive subject (S), object (0), and
oblique constituents in the preverbal pragmatically marked position,
as opposed to distribution in post-verbal position. Discontimuous
arguments are counted as preverbal, in that preverbal positioning of
part of a constituent may reflect pragmatically or semantically
marked conditions. (Phrases occurring in the non-nuclear deliniting
position are not counted. For example, in A,0V clauses the phrase
occurring in the non-nuclear delimiting position is coreferential
with the miclesr A, However, there is no overt muclear noun phrase

encoding the A participant.)
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POSTVERBAL VAO 18

SUBJECT VAQO 1
(A and S) ovA 11
VA 17
vs 210 TOTAL: 257 68%
PREVERBAL AVC 14
SUBJECT AVOD 1
(A and S) 0,4V 3
AV 21
A-V-A 1
sv 75
S-V-S 7 TOTAL: 122 32%

TOTAL OVERT SUBJECTS: 379 100%

Table 6.8 Distribution of Preverbal
versus Postverbal Subiects

POSTVERBAL VAD 18
OBJECT vaoo 2 {1 clause tcken)
AVO 14
AVCO 2 (1 clause tcken)
VO 150 TOTAL: 186 74%
PREVERBAL ovVA 11
OBJECT A,0V 1
ov 47
o-v-0 6 TOTAL: 65 26%

TOTAL OVERT OBJECTS: 251 100%

Table 6.9. Distribution of Preverbal
versus Postverbal Objects

Table 6.10 presents data on the distribution of preverbal versus
postverbal oblique (postpesitional, time, and locative) phrases that
contain nouns. It does not include oblique phrases where the object

of a postposition is referenced just with a clitic, and it does not
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include oblique phrases that occur in the non-muclear delimiting

position.

POSTVERBAL 421 69%,

OBLIQUE
PREVERBAL 189 31%
CBLIQUE
TOTAL 610 100%

Table 6.10 Distribution of Preverbal versus
Postverbal Noun Phrase Obliques

To summarize the data in Tables 6.8 through 6.10, approximately
one—third of noun phrase and free pronoun sudjects and obliques occur
preverbally. Closer to one-fourth of noun phrase and free pronoun
objects occur preverbally.

Initially it may be surprising to find up to cne-third of noun
and postpositional phrases treated as pragmatically marked in terms
of position. If something is truly pragmatically marked we might not
expect to see so many cases of it. However, it is important to keep
in mind that Tables 6.8 through 6.10 contain only noun phrase or free
pronoun  direct and oblique arguments. The mumber of V-only clauses
and one overt argument transitive clauses in Table 6.4 suggests that
clitic reference is overall the most fregquent means of referring to
participants. More precisely, Tabie 6.11 below shows that 68% of
references to direct arguments (transitive and intransitive subject
arguments, and objects) are made by clitics, while 22% of postverbal

noun phrases and only 9% of preverbal noun phrases refer to direct

349



argmnents.n (For obliques the figures are somewhat different, as
will be discussed shortly.) Clauses with overt noun phrases may be
pragmatically more autonamous in that one does not need to rely so
much on context for interpretation — less need be taken as
presupposed (Lambrecht 1984). But they are counter to the economic
principle operative in certain types of discourse: 'one does not
[overtly] specify what is already known or what is unimportant'
(Haiman 1983:802). In economic terms simple clitic reference is the
most basic means of referring to partiéipants in context. Any choice
of a stronger device such as a noun phrase or a free pronoun is a
movement away from the most attemuated referring device and indicates
a more unusual commmnicative situation. For example, if there are
several participants interacting at any ane point, there is a greater
liklihood for ambiguity of reference. This raises the need to employ
a stronger referring device because the cognitive expectations as to
who will be referred to are more complex. If there is discontinuity
of time, location, participant, or in the  higher thematic
organizaticn of the discourse, stronger devices will also be employed
(Fox 1984, T. Payne 1985, Givén 1983:8-12). Discontimity is more
unusual than contimiity in terms of frequency and more swrprising in
terms of the hearer's expectations. In the pragmatically marked
cammmicative situations outlined in Section 6.4, free pronouns or
overt NPs are required. But pragmatic factors such as contrast,
correction, restatement, and counter expectation are more surprising

and cognitively less expected than simple assertion.
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It is too strong to say that all uses of overt noun phrases are
'pragmatically marked' in the sense that I have used that term in
Sections 6.2 through 6.5. Overt presentation of new, surprising, or
discontimious information is absolutely basic to commmication. A
great deal of meaningful commmication is motivated by the desire to
change the informational store or informational relationships in the
mindofthehearer.—orat least to act as if one was doing that.
However, presentation of new, discontirmous, or ambiguous information
is perhaps closer to the marked commmicative situation than is
presentation of given, contimwous, clearly identifiable information
in the sense that the speaker cammot feliciteously assume that the
hearer expects any particular piece of information. To find that up
to one~third of all full noun phrase direct and cblique arguments are
highly pragmatically marked is less surprising if we recognize that
any use of an overt noun is in some degree less than neutral.

If we compare mumber of preverbal direct noun phrase arguments
with mW@ﬁMmMm&@mmtmt
clauses, then the percentage of preverbal phrases 1is only 9%. The
data are given in Table 6.11 for direct arguments. (Table 6.11 gives
mmber of references to direct arguments. Table 6.4 above gives

mmber of clauses.)
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PREVERBAL NP POSTVERBAL NP QrTIc TOTAL

V-only intransitive S %1 761
transitive A 172 1mn
transitive 0 172 1M

1 Argument  intransitive § ] 210 285

L al 7 1

transitive A 2 17 20 Y|

A-V-A 1 1

0,4V 3 3

0 47 150 42 236

0-v-0 6 ]

AV 1 1

2 Argoent transitive VAO 18 (=A) 18
18 (=0) 18

VAOO 1 (=4) 1

2 (0) 2

OvA 11 (=0} 1 (R) 2

AV 14 (=A) 14 (<0) : |

AV00 1 (=A) 2 (=0) 3

TOTAL 187 443 1351 1981
% 2% 58% 100%

Table 6.11 Distribution of Preverbal Noun Phrases, Postverbal Noun
Phrases, and Clitic References for Direct Arguments

Table 6.12 sumnanz&s preverhal and postverbal noun phrase (and

free pronoun) references, and clitic references to A, S, and O

arguments.
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PREVERBAL POSTVERBAL CLITIC TOTAL
NOUN PHRASE NOUN PHRASE

A (=trans’itive 40 9% 47 10% 376 81% 463
subject)

S {=intransitive 82 8% 210 20% 761 72% 1053
subject)

0] 65 14% 186 40% 214 46% 465

TOTAL 187 9% 443 22% 1351 68% 1981

Table 6.12 Cross~tabulation of Syntactic Role Relative to
Preverbal Phrase, Postverbal Phrase, and Clitic References
to Direct Arguments

Table 6.13 summarizes the distribution of preverbal and
postverbal phrases with nouns (and free pronouns), versus clitic
references to oblique arguments. Four cases of preverbal oblique
phrases contain Jjust clitic references. All other cases of clitic
obliques are postverbal. Unlike direct arguments, clitic references

are less frequent for obliques than are postverbal phrases containing

nouns.
PREVERBAL POSTVERRBAL
OBLIQUE PHRASE OBLIQUE PHRASE CLITIC TOTAL
189 (noun) 421 (noun) 277 891
4 (clitic)
= 22% = 4T% = 31% = 100%

Table 6.13 Distribution of Preverbal, Postverbal, and Clitic
References to Oblique Arguments

383



Comparison of Tables 6.12 and 6.13 shows a ranking of clitic
versus noun phrase references relative to different syntactic roles.
A's are most likely to be coded with clitics (81%). S's are the next
most likely (72%), and then O's (46%). Obliques are least likely to
be coded with clitics (31%). There is a marked difference between
subjects (the conjurction of A and S) as opposed to objects and
obliques: objects are more like obliques than they are like subjects
in this respect. I present it as a hypothesis here that this
difference in encoding patterns is the result of a functional
pattern. Although intransitive subjects do have a major function in
encoding new information (Du Bois 1984), overall they encode a
greater mumber of given or 'contimuous' (Givén 1983) rather than new
participants. This is shown for Papago in Doris Payne (1984c), for
example. Objects and obliques, on the other hand, have a more
dominant role in introducing new information into the discourse than
do either A's or S's.

The major point I wish to make here is that when preverbal
references are opposed to the conjuncticn o¢f postverbal noom and
oblique phrase and clitic references, the mmber of preverbal
references is less surprising: only 13% overall for both direct and
oblique arguments. This is summarized in Table 6.14. Although some
conjunction-like locatives and demonstrative locatives associated
with S, clauses are included in these preverbal phrases, the majority

of preverbal obliques reflect some pragmatically marked status.
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PREVERBAL PHRASE POSTVERBAL PHRASE TOTAL

OR CLITIC
A 82 8% 971 92% 1083
S 40 S¥% 423 91% 463
o 65 14% 400 86% 465
OBLIQUE 193 23% 698 77% 891
TOTAL 380 13% . 2492 87% 2872

Table 6.14 Percentage of Preverbal References to Arguments,
Versus Postverbal and Clitic references.

6.7. Relative order of direct objects and obliques

I have argued that the pragmatically unmarked order of verb,
subject, and object when overt noun phrases are used is
Verb-Subject-Object for transitive clauses and Verb-Subject for
intransitive clauses. These orders are based strictly on syntactic
role. Accounting for the order of direct objects and obliques
relative to one ancther is less straightforward. In the approximately
1516 clause corpus upcon which the conclusions of this chapter are
based (Section 1.4), postverbal references to both an object and an
oblique participant occur in 120 clauses. In 45% of these 120 clauses
the order is Cbject-Cbiique, ard in 55% it is Oblique—Object. These
figures include both noun and clitic encoding of the referents. They
show that syntactic role alone does not account for order.

The factors governing relative order of objects and obliques are
sufficiently complex that I will not able to account for 100% of the

data here.l8 Instead I will present the major generalizations that
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account for 70% to 90% of the data. The first approximations are that
(1) within certain limits, given, definite, and/or highly continuous
information (highly 'topical' in the sense of Givén 1983) occurs at
the end of the clause, and that (2) clitic references preferably
follow noun phrase references. Though not totally independent, these
two generalizations are also not equivalent. The first
generalization is in a2ccord with VIN which suggests there may be a
terndency to move ‘old’ information to the end of the clause in verb
initial languages. In Yagua, however, this does not extend to
placement of subject references at the end of the clause ‘(except for
subjects of So clauses; Section 2.1.2).

When there is a difference in given versus new status between
object and oblique, given information follows new information in 80%
of the cases regardless of syntactic role. The figures are presented
in Table 6.15.*° (In the remainder of this Chapter I use the symbol
'P! to indicate postpositional ard other oblique participants. The
way in which I use the terms 'given', 'definite’', and 'referential’

is discussed in Chapter 3.)
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oP PO Total

Given-New order 7 2 9 20%
New-Given order 16 19 35 80% .
Total 23 52% 21 48% 44 100%

Table 6.15 Cross—-tabulation of Given-New and New—Given
Orders Relative to OP and PO Syntactic Role Orders

Similarly, when there is a difference in definite versus
indefinite status between object and oblique, definite information

follows indefinite information in 73% of the cases. The data are

presented in Table 6.16.20
oP PO Total
Def-Indef order 9 3 12 27%
Indef-Def order 18 14 32 13%
Total 27 61% 17 39% 44 100%

Table 6.16 Cross—~tabulation of Definite-Indefinite and
Indefinite-Definite Orders Relative to OP ard PO
Syntatic Role orders

One potential problem with the figures reported in Tables 6.15 and
B£.18 ic an imposition on the data of a simple dichotomy between given
and new, and between definite and indefinite information (see
discussion in Chapter 3).

The figures in Tables 6.15 and 6.16 do not say anything about
order when object and oblique both encode information of the same
pragmatic status: given—given, new-new, definite-definite, and

indefinite~indefinite combinations. In these cases the determining
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factors are murkier. The number of new-new and indefinite-indefinite
cambinations is small and wunrevealing. In indefinite-indefinite
combinations, OP and PO orders occur two times each. In new-new
combinations, OP order occurs eight times and PO order occurs two
times.

In definite-definite cambinations, PO order occurs in 64% of the
cases. In given—given caombinations PO order occurs in 63% of the
cases. These figures are given in Table 6.17. (Given—given and
definite~definite categories contain many of the same tokens.
Therefore sumning across them would give an artificially inflated

mmber of 0P and PO occurrences. )

op PO Total
Def-Def 25 36% 45 64% 70 100%
Given~Given 23 37% 39 63% 62 100%

Table 6.17 Cross~tabulation of Definite-Definite and
Given—Given Information Relative to CP versus PO orders

The data in Table 6.17 suggest that the object is more likely to
occur at the end of the clause (i.e. the PO order) when object and
obligque are both given or both definite. However, when the value of
X2 is calculated on cross—-tabulations of all four possible
cambinations of given versus new status relative to OP versus PO
order, the resultant value is not significant at the .05 level.
Similarly, when the value of X_:“ is calculated on cross—tabulations
of all four possible combinations of definite versus indefinite

status relative to OP versus PO order, the resultant value is also
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not significant at the .05 level. Consequently, on the basis of this
data we could not safely conclude that any apparent association
between given/new or definite/indefinite combinations and PO versus
OP order might not be simply due to chance. Lack of a strong
correlation is perhaps because objects and obliques are
(statistically) equally likely to be given or new, and egqually likely
to be definite or indefinite. Table 6.15 above particularly suggests
this. OP order occurs 52% of the time and PO order 48% of the time
regardless of given/new status. In other words, although we can see
terndencies regarding ordering of given and new, and definite and
indefinte information relative to one another, the overall tendencies
are not sufficiently strong to allow strong predictions as to whether
the order will be PO or OP in any given case.

The other crucial factor interacting with definiteness and
givermess is choice of encoding devices. Interestingly, ordering of
encoding devices in itself correlates significantly with order of
syntactic roles (though does not account for 100% of the data). As I
will suggest below, this correlation may be partly due to a preferred
encoding pattern for syntactic roles, plus a preferred ordering of
noun phrases versus clitics. In particular, O's are more likely to be
encoded with clitics than are obliques. In the 120 cases where
objects and obliques co-occur postverbally, 46% of cobjects are
encoded with clitics, while 31% of obliques are encoded with clitics.
In T. Payne's (1985) topic contimity study, 55% of all object
participants were encoded with clitics, as opposed to 46% of all

obliques. Conversely, 44% of objects were referred to with a noun
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phrase (both clitic plus noun phrase and simple noun phrase devices),
as opposed to 54% of obliques.

Table 6.18 presents cross—-tabulation of encoding cambinations
for object (0) and oblique (P), relative to OP versus PO order as the
dependent variable. I have differentiated between clitic-plus-NP, NP,
and clitic devices. In the 120 cases where oblique and object
co-occur postverbally, there are no cases where an obligque is encoded
with a clitic-plus-NP. For the independent variabie, order of devices

is not relevant — only choice of devices.

QP ORDER PO ORDER TOTAL

clitic-plus-NP = O 16 5 21
&NP =P

NP =0 14 8 22
&NP =P

clitic-plus-NP = O 3 6 15
& clitic =P

NP =0 9 2 11
& clitic =P

NP =P 4 34 38
& clitic =0

clitic =0 2 11 13
& clitic =P

Total 54 45% 66 55% 120

Table 6.18 Cross—-tabulation of Encoding Device Choices
Relative to OP versus PO order.

The value of X.* for the data in Table 6.18 is 41.6 which is

significant at the .001 level with 5 degrees of freedom. It is very
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unlikely that the observed association between choice of encoding
device cambination and syntactic role order is just a matter of
chance. Calculation of X, statistics successively leaving out
various of the encoding choices, shows that the strongest 'asociation
is seen when a noun phrase encodes the obiique and a clitic encodes
the object (the NP = P & clitic = O category). This is also suggested
by simple percentages: In 34 ocut of these 38 cases (89%), reference
to the oblique precedes reference to the object.21 However, the
reason why NP = P & clitic = O correlates so strongly with PO order
is because objects are more likely than oblic_;{us to be encoded with
clitics, and the really determinative factor is NP - clitic order.
This is suggested by the figures in Table 6.19. All cases where one
argument is encoded by an NP (both NP and clitic-plus-NP) and the
other argument is encoded by a clitic are included, regardless of
whether the information encoded is given, @, definite, or

indefinite.

NP - clitic order 52 81%
N clitic - NP order 12 19%
Total 64 100%

Table 6.19 Distribution of NP Plus Clitic Orders

The data in Table 6.20 show that when just new—given cases are

cansidered, NP -~ clitic order goes up to 100%.
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NP - clitic clitic - NP

NP =0 & clitic =P 18 -—
NP =P & clitic =0 16 —
Total 34 100%

Table 6.20 Cross—tabulation of Encoding Choices for Syntactic
Roles Relative to NP and Clitic Orders;
New~Given Combinations Only

Table 6.21 contains only Given-Given cambinaticns.?? These data
also suggest that NP-clitic order is a highly determinative factor in
accounting for order of syntactic roles. When both O and P are given,
NP - clitic order occurs in 75% of all cases. When P is encoded by an

NP but O is encoded by a clitic, NP - clitic order occurs 90% of the

time.
NP - clitic clitic - NP TOTAL
NP =0 & clitic =P Q9 56% 7 44% 16 100%
NP =P & clitic =0 18 90% 2 10% 20 100%
TOTAL 27 15% 9 25% 36 100%

Table 6.21 Cross-~tabulation of Encoding Choices for
Syntactic Roles Relative to NP and Clitic Orders:
Given—Given Cambinations Only

Calculation of A, statistics on the data in Table 6.18 shows
that when both object and oblique are encoded with NP's (both
clitic-plus-NP = O & NP = P, ard NP = O & NP = P cambinations), there

is also ¢ fairly strong association with OP versus PO orders (though
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not as strong as when cne argument is encoded with an N? and the
other a clitic). Here we see the exact reversal of syntactic roles:
object precedes oblique in 73% of the cases. The percentages are

given in Teble 6.22.23

oP PO Total
clitic—plus-NP = O 16 76% 5 24% 21 100%
& NP =P
NP =0 14 70% 6 30% 20 100%
& NP =P
TOTAL 30 73% 11 27% 41 100%

Table 6.22 Cross-tabulation of NP-plus-NP Encoding
Cambinations Relative to OP and PO orders

I would like to suggest three principles to account for the
major patterns seen, though based on the present study these are best
taken as hypotheses rather than as definitively proven.

1. When both object and oblique constituents occur in a clause,
the object is more likely to be a central, more highly 'thematic'
certicipant than is the cblique. Central characters are defined in T.
Payne (1585) as those 'characters that the text is about', and which
'do not lose their status...even if they are not mentioned for an
entire episode'. Central or thematic participants are those which the
hearer cognitively expects to recur throughout the discourse (even if
referred to primarily by attermuated devices). Fillmore (1977) implies
that participants encoded as objects (as well as subjects and

indirect objects) are 'in perspective' as opposed to participants
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encoded in oblique phrases. Participants that are cognitively 'in
perspective' are more 1likely to be those about which the text or
subtext is told. Doris Payne (1984c) shows that in Papago narrative
discourse, objects are more 1likely to encode animate participants
than are obliques. Normally animate participants can be ewpected to
have greater contimuity thoughout a text (to be more highly 'topical'
or 'thematic' in the sense of Givdn 1983), and to be the entities
about which the text or subtext is told.

2. Highly topical (=highly contim:oué) participants are more
likely to be encoded by clitics than by NP's in Yagua. This is
substantiated in T. Payne (1985) and reflects the economic principle
stated by Haiman (1983).

3. In Yagua, clitic references to participents tend to come last
in the clause. This is suggested by the data in Tables 6.18 through
6.21. This ordering pattern cocrrelates with a tendency to place
given/definite information last in the clause, as suggested by the
data in Tables 6.15 and 6.16.

When factors (1) and (2) work in conjunction, objects will be
encoded by clitics. Factor (3) then accounts for the preponderance of
PO orders seen in Table 6.18 when the object is encoded by a clitic
(i.e. the sum of NP =P & clitic = 0, and clitic = O & clitic =P
categories).

These principles may also (indirectly) explain the preponderance
of OP orders when two noun phrases are used, as seen in Table 6.22.
Normally the cbject is more topical/thematic than the oblique {factor

(1) abowve). Thus there is a tendency to move it towards the end of
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the clause (factors 2 and 3). For Yagua speakers we might hypothesize
that this is the most neutral situation, the one which is cognitively
most expected. However, whenever the speaker chocses to encode the
object with an NP, he or she does so based an a situation where the
informational content to be encoded is cognitively less-expected.
Simple introduction of new information (but without additional
pragmatic or semantic marking) may be ane such situation. This
motivates a reversal to the OP order, reflecting the less—expected
nature of the information encoded or the less-neutral commmicative

situation.

6.8. Summary

Highly pragmatically marked information cumes initially in the
Yagua clause (Secticns 6.2 through 6.5). Although such information
may be already in the hearer's active corscim:éms (i.e. it is
given), the spesker may anticipate that the new relationship in which
which he or she wishes to establish it, or the added semantic or
pragmatic salience which he or she wishes to attribute to it, is
going to be judged as relatively surprising and unexpected by the
hearer. This is particularly so if the speaker assumes the hearer
already has some other information standing in the particular
propositional relationship in which this particular piece of
(soon~to~be) pragmatically marked information is going to be
established.

When arguments are overtly expressed, the neutral order is

Verb-Subject-Object (Section 6.2). Verb initial order is also the
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most frequent in naturally occurring text (Section 6.6). This order
is strictly syntactically based. Order of object and coblique relative
to ane another when both occur postverbally depends on a combination
of pragmatic factors ard the encoding device used (Section 6.7).
Generally, the most topical, most highly given, most expected. and
least surprising of the two comes last.

Qverall, there is a_general increese in the degre= to which
information is cognitively expected across the clause, with the
important proviso that urmarked placement of the subject noun phrase
is syntactically constrained.?* Highly pregmatically marked
information cames first, followed by the wverb and subject
constituents. Whichever of the object and oblique participants is

least expected cames next, followed by the most expected one.
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TO CHAPTER 6

PAL R P

! this is a simplified idealization of the speaker—hearer
context. Actual hearers may be distinct from intended addresses, and
the actual speaker may not be the originator of a .message intended
for the hearer or addressee. I will not pursue these elaborations of
the pragmatic commmicative system here.

2 pooley (1982) distinguishes 'irner' from ‘outer' delimiting
components. The former are those which are coreferential with
arguments related to the rucleus via the semantic case or
subcategorization frame of the wverb. A fuller study of pragmatic
structuring in Yagua would possibly distinguish these.

3 Dooley says that for Brazilian. Guarani, the Clarification
element is 'a mere appendage to the pragmatic structuring of the
sentence' and thus is not part of the constituent structure of the
sentence. In Yagua the fact that a sentence comnective can ocour
after clarification phrases suggests that unless the comnective were
also interpreted as a 'mere appendage' to the sentence as a whole,
the clarification should be interpreted as within the scope of the
following connective.

4 Dooley suggests that in all languages, urmarked pragmatic
structuring within the pragmatic nucleus of the clause will consist
of a 'Topic' amd a 'Core' component. Dooley defines Topic as a
delimiting component which is related to the pragmatic mucleus by the
subcategorization and semantic case frame of the verb. The Core is
the most informative part of the sentence. Normally this consists of
new information, but also may consist of information that is
contrastive. I will not pursue here whether this— hypothesis works
well for Yagua in pragmatically ummarked predictions. My primary
purpose is to discuss motivations for canstituent order variation and
the discussion will primarily concentrate on pragmatically marked
predications.

S The priocrative formative —diiy is a phrasal clitic, ocowrring
on both nouns and verbs. It thus patterns like the repetitive -ntivy,
the emphatic ~tée, and —day (function uncertain).

6 I will not explore intonational features of marked pragmatic
structure in this chapter. Other evidences of marked pragmatic
structure mentioned just in passing include use of certain second
position clitics. It may be that these features differentiate between
various pragmatically marked subtypes. The clitic -niy ocurs in
minerous examples in Section 2.4.1 (cf. especially (94) and (96));
its contrasive function is discussed in T. Payne (1985, Chapter 7).
The clitic jjijta correlates strongly (though not sxclusively) with
pragmatically marked constituent order (cf. examples (90) and (91) of
Chapter 2).
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7 Paul Powlison (personal commmication) suggests that the PM'
position can also be used to indicate irony, implying the opposite of
the literal sense of the proposition given in the rest of the
micleus. In the texts which I have examined in detail, it is not
clear that any examples fulfilling this function occur.

8 Chafe (1976) doesn't actually use the term ‘single focus
cantrast', but others have applied this term to situations where the
three conditions he cutlines hold true (e.g Dooley 1982).

° The term 'double focus contrast' is sometimes used in the
literature. Asserting a correct match-up betwen two paris of items
is clearly far more common, though Chafe suggests that situations
with triple contrast might be possible.

10 The effect of the negative particle néé in exmmple (577c) is
to rhetorically reinforce the positive assertion (Paul Powlison,
perscnal commmication). This is in some ways similar to litotes, in
which an affirmative is expressed by the negative of the contrary.

11 Repetition and restatement with added detail or semantically
parallel information are definable poetic forms in other languages,
as for example Biblical Hebrew psalms and Ixil Mayan ritual texts
(Towmsend  1980). I doubt that restatement and added detail
restatement in Yagua narratives are primarily poetic forms, as they
occur in personal and historical narratives, as well as folkloric
narrative. But I have not specifically researched this.

12 This is not necessarily true in child language and in poetic
genres, for example. No doubt there is also cultural variation.

13 It has been suggested to me by both Paul Powlison and Desmond
Derbyshire that the function of this particular instance of
restatement could be ‘sandwiching' a section of background
information in order to clearly mark its boundaries, and in effect to
say 'I'm finished talking about that now.' I doubt that most of this
information is background, however, given occurrence of jiita on
clauses which encode events.

14 But see Section 5.2. Some adverbials precede the verb as
their basic order.

15 When a particular element is both semantically negated and in
same other way pragmatically marked, 1 have counted it just as
pragmatically marked.

16'I.'hseda't:a;'m'!.‘ablefs.suaysugg&e‘c that A is more commonly
encoded with a noun phrase when pragmatically mariked and preverbal.
However, when the data of Tables 6.5 and 6.6 is taken together, overt
cases of preverbal A and postverbal A are more equal. This is
reflected in Table 6.12.
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11 Zero reference, where there is no clitic or NP, is not a
strong option in Yagua. In a count of comnected discourse containing
1959 references to participants, less than .5% of 'references' lacked
both a clitic and a noun phrase (Tam Payne, personal cammmication).
In this study any 'zero references' are subsumed under the 'clitic’
category.

18 Muitipie linear regression amalysis and a larger data base
would be necessary to completely determine how various factors
interact to account for this.

19 In Tables 6.15 and 6.16 I have factored out those cases where
the oblique is jaésiy 'there'. Jisiy has almost an adverbial sense in
many cases indicating sequentiality rather than a clearly referential
location. It almost exclusively precedes 0, regardless of whether O
is encoded with an noun phrase or a clitic, ard whether O is given,
new, definite,~ or indefinite.

20 Although Tables 6.15 and 6.16 both have 44 tokens each, these
sets of tokens are not identical. In same instances a given-new
combination might also encode definite-definite information. Thus the
particular case would be represented in Table 6.15 but not in Table
6.16. This explains why there are 23 cases of OP and 21 of PO order
in Table 6.15, but 27 cases of OP and 17 of PO order in Table 6.16.

21 Percentages are misleading in same of the other cases. For
example when clitics encode both 0 and P, PO order occurs in 11 out
of 13 cases, or 85% of the time. However, the mmoer of tokens
occurring in the OP versus PO cells is relatively cleose to the
expected values if distribution was simply random.

22 For the given-new order when one argument is encoded by an
NP and the other by a clitic, only four cases occur once jasiy
'there' is factored cut. When both O and P are new, NP's encode them
both. Tharefore, cross-tabulation of NP-clitic ard clitic-NP orders
similar to those in Tables 6.20 and 6.21 are not given for new-new
and given-new orders.

23 Jasiy is again factored out of Table 6.22. It was not
factored out of Table 6.18 because to do so would have sufficiently
reduced certain cell sizes to make calculation of X2 invalid.

24 This overall pattern is somewhat (though not exactly) the
reverse of that argued for by Firbas (1964:170) in terms of 'basic
distribution of [degrees of] cxmmmicative dynamism'. Firbas defines
degree of conmmicative dynamism as the 'extent to which the sentence
element contributes to the development of the cammmication, to which
it "pushes the commmication forward", as it were'. New information
clearly ptsines the commmication forward more than given information,
though same piece of new information may push the commmication
forward more than another piece of strictly new information, simply
due to its inherent semantic content. For Firbas, when ordering of
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informatiaon deviates from the basic distributicnal order, an emotive
or [=pragmatically?] marked coloring is acquired, though the relative
degrees of cammmicative dynamism inherring in particular pieces of
information are not changed (273). Thus, I surmise that in Firbas'
analysis of Czech, for example, a piece of information high in
commmicative dJdynamism might occur at the hegimning of the sentence,
giving the sentence an 'emotive' force. But this does not reflect a
difference in commmicative dynamism relative to the non-emotive
ordering. What I am suggesting in Yagua, on the other hand, is that
within certain limits, changes in order may reflect changes in what
the speaker assumes is the degree of cognitive expectation on the
part of the hearer.
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Chapter 7: Basic Constituent Order in Yagua: Conclusions and

Implications

In Chapter 6 I argued that the basic order of major clause
constituents in Yagua is Verb~Subject—-Object (VSO) when full noun
phrases are used. There are, however, reasons to consider that it
might be samething other than VSO, Subject-Verb—Object (SVO) being
the most 1likely alternative. In this chapter I will review the
evidence for and against this altermative order as basic. However, I
will conclude that VSO is indeed basic, at least in typological
terms, though perhaps alternative conclusions could be drawn in other
theory-specific terms (Sectians 7.1 ard 7.2). Taking Yagua as a verb
initial language, other features which do and do not correlate with
the verb initial norm are reviewed (Section 7.3). The implications
for Hawkins' Universal 2 are discussed. When viewed in terms of
head-modifier serialization principles or degree of cross-category
harmony, the Yagua facts do not appear particularly cocherent (Section
7.4). However, some characteristic tendencies of ‘'head marking'
languages (Nichols, in progress) may have historically brought about
the particular cluster of properties seen in the language at the

present time (Section 7.5).
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7.1. Arguments in favor of SVO as basic

There are at least three reasons to consider positing SVO rather
than VS0 as the basic order of major clause constituents in Yagua.
These are (1) the predictions of Hawkins' Universal 2, (2) the
syntactic distribution of Set I clitics, and (3) possible subject -

object asymmetries.

7.1.1. BHawkins' Universal 2
In Chapter 3 I argued that the following are the basic orders of

(some) constituents in Yagua noun and adpositional phrases:

(599) Bead Noun + Descriptive Mocdifier (= 'adjective’')

Genitive NP + Head Noun

NP + Postposition
The order of head noun and descriptive modifier could be argued
against (cf. Chapter 3), but given Hawkins' (1983:13) criteria for
determining what is 'basic', plus the evidence of maturally occurring
discourse data, I have argued that Head Noun + Descriptive Modifier
is the basic order. I have avoided using the term ‘adjective' simply
because what fﬁ:nctions as a descriptive modifier is most often
syntactically a nominal. Genitive NP + Head Noun is much more
frequent than Set I clitic + Head Noun + Genitive NP. NP +
Postposition is similarly much more frequent than Set I clitic +
Postposition + NP. There is no reason to assume that the latter
orders have become the norm when full noun phrases are used, either
in terms of frequency or commmicative function. Thus, there is no

reason to suppose that the dependent noun phrases in adpositional and
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possessed noun phrases are basically post-head, with the Set I clitic
just being a sign inflectional agreement between the head and its
post-head dependent.

Hawkins' (1983:65) Universal 2 states:

(600) If a language has VSO word order, then if the adjective
follows the noun, the genitive follows the noun: i.e.,
VSO O (NAdj O NGen).
This universal is given as an exceptionless one, ruling out the
possibility that a language would have either of the following two

occurrence sets as its basic orders:

(601) VSO/Prepositional/NAdj/GenN (Hawkins' Type 4)
VSO/Postpositional/NAdQj/GenN (Hawkins' Type 8)

If we urderstand Yagua to be a VSO language, then it is in fact a
ype 8 language and Hawkins' Universal 2 cannct stand as
exceptionless. Given that Hawkins' proposals are based on a
respectable sample of the world's lang‘aag&s,l it is worth
investigating whether Yagua might not be an SVO (or even SOV)
language. Any order other than VSO would leave the Universal as

exceptionless, at least relative to currently attested languages.2

7.1.2. Set I clitic reference

In Chapters 2 ard 3 we saw that subjects of Type 1 clauses,
genitives in possessed noun phrases, and objects of postpositions can
211l be expressed by a2 noun phrase, a Set I c¢litic, or both
simultanecusly. The three different patterns are summarized in Table

7.1 . *all phrasal categories. In the A pattern a noun phrase

373



precedes the predicate element or the head (either a possessed noun
or a postposition). In the B pattern a Set I clitic precedes that
element. In the C pattern a noun phrase follows what would otherwise
be the B configuration. The term 'Verb' in Table 7.1 encampasses both

semantically main verbs and awxiliaries.

A B c
SubjNP + Verb Set I + Verb Set I + Verb + SubjNP
GenNP + Possd N Set I + Possd N Set I + Possd N + GenNP
NP + Postp Set I + Postp Set I + Postp + NP

Table 7.1 Summary of Encoding Possibilities for Subjects of
Type 1 clauses, Genitives, and Objects of Postpositions.

What is the commonality uniting the patterns seen in Table 7.1? One
hypothesis is that the verb, possessed nowmn, and postposition are all
'heads' of phrasal categories and that the other element(s) encode
the dependent member of the phrasal category. However, in most
frameworks the verb is not taken to be the head of a wverb plus
subject constituent, in the same sense that a head noun and
postposition are heads of noun phrases and postpositional phrases,
respectively. The wverb might, however, be understood as the most
head-like surface element in the clause in that it is the constituent
tc which elements which have scope over the entire clause may
gravitate.3

A secord hypothesis is that the verb, possessed noun, and
postposition are in some sense 'predicates' of their respective

phrasal categories, and that the other element(s) encode an argument
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of the comstruction. More preciselv, in each case the predicate is a
one-place predicate. If we talte a transitive verb to be a two-place
predicate, the addition of an object argument results in a one-place
predicate.‘ In some sense, addition of an object argument to make a
one-place predicate must happen 'prior’ to addition of the subject
argument. This may be motivated on semantico-syntactic grounds, given
that verbs have closer selectional restrictions and interpretation
requirements relative to their objects, as opposed to their
transitive subjects.4 It is important to note that not all one-place
predicates in Yagua take Set I clitics. In particular, arguments of
So clauses and of predicate nominals are morphosyntactically treated
in the same way as objects of transitive versns. S

If one were to posit SVO as the wnderlvying syntactic order for
major clause constituents, then Set I clitic axd noun phrase
distribution across all three phrasal categories could be accounted
for simply and neatly by rules such as the following (or their

translatiaons in whatever framework):

(602) a. X —> ARGUMENT PREDICAml—place

b. ARGUMENT : NP
c. ARGUMENT : Set I clitic (NP)

Where X : Y is read as 'X is instantiated by Y'
Rale (a) in (602) carmot be interpreted as a standard X-bar rale
(Jackendoff 1977). This is because when the PREDICATIE is a verb (or
amxiliary plus wverb), then X cannot be understood as a verb phrase
but must be understood as a clausal category (C, C, or C; see ~Chaxp‘cer

2).6 A further modification is needed for rale (602c) such that
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whenever the ‘optional' NP occurs, it will be placed in
post-predicate position. Whenever X in rule (a) is a clausal
category, the modification to rule ({602c) will have to ensure
immediately post-verbal placement of the subject NP, rather than
placement following verb-plus-object. Some sort of simplicity metric-
might suggest positing either (602b) or (602c) as the rule accounting
for basic, or syntactically underlying, order of the ARGUMENT across
all categories. The alternative order might then be derived by a
movement transformation, yielding a more surface structure.

I believe there is major problem with stopping at rules such as
those outlined in the preceding paragraph (or their translations in
whatever framework). Despite their neatness, they ignore what
speakers are actually sensitive to when they (subconsciously) choose
a variation such as (602b) rather than (602c). The rules in (602a-c)
might satisfactorily describe the syntactic possibilities. But thay
say nothing about what is commmicatively basic. As I have argued in
Chapters 3 amd 6, the A and B patterns in Table 7.1 are
commmicatively basic for Genitive noun phrases and postpositicnal
phrases, but the B and C patterns are commmicatively basic for
subject - verb constructions. The A pattern is reflected in rule
(602b), the C pattern in rule (602c), and the B pattern in rule
(602c) without the optional NP. '

Perhaps what is largely at issue here is whether or not the more
typologically oriented tradition (as represented by Greenberg,
Hawkins, Mallinson and Blake, and Givén, to name Jjust a few

scholars), or the syntactic possibilities tradition (as exemplified
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by mach of X-bar syntax and phrase structure theories) has an
exclusive right to the term 'basic constituent [word] order'. Clearly
neither cne does, unless we choose to disagree with Humpty Dumpty who
said: 'When I use a word, it means just what I choose it to mean —
neither more nor less'. That is, Humpty Dumpty knew he had a
{constitutional?) right to make a term mean whatever he chose it to
mean (unfortumately without regard to increased commmication of his
message). As long as we clearly understand what various writers mean
by their terms, perhaps we do not need to argue. But in my own mind,
it is not sufficient to stop with an understanding of 'basic
canstituent order' only in terms of syntactic possibilities, as
represented in (602). Failing to explore what is commmnicatively
basic or even most frequent in naturally occurring discourse will
leave us with an inadequate understanding of the pressures behind
historical change, and the specific patlsays by which syntactic
change may proceed. In order to have historical change, we must allow
that languages can have points where they will not be forced into
simple and tidy generalizations, particularly if we wish to do
justice to the actual data. If we insist on simple and tidy
generalizations at all points, we might as well try to maintain that
Natural Serialization Principle (Lehmann 1973; cf. Chapter 1) was
right to begin with. But clearly it was not.

In summary, if one were to posit the A pattern in Table 7.1 as
syntactically underlying for ali categories represented, then Jjust
rules (602a) and (b) would be necessary to accowunt for all ‘basic' or

underlying syntactic orders, while rule (602c) accounts for non-basic
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orders. However, I contend that it does not accurately reflect the

cognitively and commmicatively basic orders across all categories.

7.1.3. Subject - object asymmetries

As discussed in Chapter 5, subject - object asymmetries have to
do with phencmena where either the subject or the object, but not
both, evidences certain privileges in terms of such things as order
variation, 'movement’' out of camplement clauses, and control of
person ard number indices of auaphoric elements. One possible way to
account for subject - object asymmetries is to posit a structural VP
constituent containing the wverb and object noun phrase. This is
particularly motivated if the subject - object asymeetries in
question could be argued to stem directly from the fact that the
subject is immediately dominated by the sentence (or clause), whereas
the object is immediately dominated by the verb phrase. Positing SVO
as the basic (underlying) constituent order would facilitate positing
a structural verb phrase in that the wverb and object are then
contiguous. In Sections 2.8.2 and 5.3 I noted two possible subject -
object asymmetries in Yagua: potentially different strategies for
questioning subject versus object arguments of embedded clauses, and
the fact that subjects but not objects can can determine the
person/monber/animacy index of the corefersntial clitics Jjiy- and
=yi. With regard to the latter I have argued that the real asymmetry
is not between subject and object, but between Set I arguments and
object. Positing a structuwral wverb phrase consisting of verb and

chject does not help to resolve this problem. With regard to
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question formation strategies, I do not have sufficient information
to conclusively say that subjects of embedded clauses are indeed
treated differently from objects.

In any case, subject - object asymmetries which may exist could
possibly be accounted for on the basis of closer semantic scope and
subcategorization relations holding between the wverb and object,
which do not hold between the verb and (transitive) subject. There is
no necessary reason that I know of to argue that subject - object
asymnetries have to be accounted for on the basis of a structural

verb phrase constituent.

7.2. Arguments against SVO as basic

There are several arguments against positing SVO as the basic
order in Yagua, at least within some of the more typological
traditions outlined in Chapter 1. First, the statistical ewvidence
presented in Chapter 6 favors basic postverbal order for both subject
(both S and A) and object (0). As discussed in Chapter 3 regarding
order of genitives, we should not stop at statistics but should
imwestigate the principles motivating the obserwved statistics. In the
case of major clausal constituents, postverbal position is wmarked
whereas preverbal position is either pragmatically or semantically
marked. Part of what makes samething 'marked' is that it occurs less
frequently. If it were to become the statistical norm, by dint of
sheer frequency it would 1likely loose its marked status. But low
frequency is not the only thing which makes preverbal positioning of

subject and cbject pragmatically marked. As shown in Chapter 6, there
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are clear non-neutral commmicative intents which correlate with and
motivate the preverbal orders.

Secord, if we consider the criterion of degree of
presuppositionality, SVO order is eaployed under conditions of
greater presuppcosition than is VSO order (ard similarly for other
orders with preverbal miclear constituents). VSO (or VS, VO, or
V-Oblique) may be used simply to introduce information where there is
little or nothing presupposed at all. But SVO (and all other orders
where there are preverbal constituents) are employed when it is
assumed that there is some background presupposition in the mind _of
the hearer which the speaker wishes to modify in some way. This

background presupposition provides a context and raison d'étre for

focus of contrast, restatement, added detail restatement, counter
expectation, and other non-neutral conmmicative intents.

Third, if we were to posit SVO as basic, it is still clear that
objects, postpositional and other oblique phrases, adverbs, and
discontimious elements of noun phrases can also occur in preverbal
position. If SVO is basic, we might expect to be able to find cases
of OSV, Oblique~-SV, Adverb-SV, Modifier-SV, etc. where the first
element occurs in the pragmatically marked (PM) position within the c
clause. However, these do not occur. Whenever there are two preverbal
canstituents, one is always in the non-nuclear delimiting pesition.
This is shown partly by € second position clitic placement and by
resumptive use of Set I or II clitics whenever the first element is
coreferential with an arqument of the wverb. If SVO is basic, we need

to account in a motivated way for why the non—occurring orders are
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missing. Why is there a limit of just one pre-verbal constituent
within C?

Related to the third objection is the fact that whenever a
non-subject constituent occurs in the preverbal position within C, if
a subject phrase also occurs in the clause it must follow the verb.
If we posit SVO as basic, we then have to account for why the subject
is 'moved' or extraposed whenever something else occurs in preverbal
position. Keenan (1977) claims that in verb medial (SVO) languages,
there may be some form of subject postposing either to the end of the
clause, or just to postverbal position when non-subjects are fronted.
This is what one would have to argue here.

Howewver, there is a fourth objection. The fact remains that no
constituent need occur in preverbal position, and the subject is most
commonly postverbal even when there is no other preverbal constituent
(Chapter 6). What would motivate postposing in this case? If SVO is
basic and underlying, we are faced with the rather wmcomfortable
distributional statement that the subject is extraposed to follow the
verb when it is pragmatically UNMARKED, but is retained in its
preverbal position and not moved whenever it is marked. Counter to
this, whenever any non-subject elements are pragmatically wmarked.
they remain in their underiying position, and are moved only when
MARKED. It wculd be simpler to have just one rule: when pragmatically
marked, the constituent in question (regardless of what it is) occurs
in the preverbal PM position. When pragmatically wmarked, the

constituent in question remains in its basic position.
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In Chapter 1 I noted Mallinson and Blake's stipulation that
basic order should be determined on the basis of transitive clauses
where both arguments are definite. Givdn (to appear), on the other
hand, suggests that basic order should be determined on the basis of
clauses where the object is indefinite and referential. Neither of
these definitsness criteria really distinguishes between SVO and VSO
orders, since both configurations can be used to encode definite
information or to introduce indefinite-referential information. There
is no necessary relationship between definiteness and one order
versus the other in Yagua. In actual fact, the mumber of clauses
with two overt noun phrases in natural text meeting either Mallinson
and Blake's or Givén's criteria is extremely small and does not allow
us to conclude anything with certainty.

To summarize, Hawkins' Universal 2 (Section 7.1.1) should not be
taken as a reason to prefer SVO over VSO as the basic order. The
Universal should be based on data and not visa wversa. Subject -
object asymmetries (if such exist in Yagua: Section 7.1.3) could be
accounted for on the basis of subcategorization and semantic scope
relations, rather than positing a structural VP constituent. The
primary motivation internal to the grammar of Yagua for positing SVO
as basic concerns simplicity of description relative to distribution
of noun phrases and Set I clitics that encode arguments of (certain)
ane-place predicates, as in Rules (602a-c; Section 7.1.2). But
balanced against this is complication of description when it cames to
cerditions of use, as I have just discussed. According to criteria

such as those suggested by Hawkins (1983:13), Givdn, Mallinson and
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Blake, and those discussed in Chapter 6, I conclude that VSO is the

most basic syntactic order whemever full noun phrases are used.

' 7.3. Summary of typological traits

Table 7.2 summarizes the verb initial features found in Yagua,
according to the verb initial norm (VIN; see Apperdix II). Some of
these features, such as agglutinative and polysynthetic morphological

structure, are not exclusively verb initial characteristics.
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1. Basic constituent order is VSO (order of direct object and
oblique may vary).

2. Fronting of NP's (or other elements) to the left of the verb
is a possibility under pragmatically marked conditions.

3. There is a tendency to move given information to end of the

clause (relative to the order of direct object and oblique).

The language is agglutinative and polysynthetic.

There is essentially no nominal case narking for subject and

object (but Set II clitics have case/proncminal features).

Relative clauses are post-head.

Descriptive modifiers are post-head.

Relativization may be by deletion or by retention of a

Set I or Set II clitic in the position relativized.

9. Mamner adverbs generally follow the verb.

10. Auxiliaries precede the verb.

11. The dominant negative particle néé precedes the verb.

12. (Some) modal formatives are affixal to the verb.

13. Embedded verbs generally follow the embedding verb.

14. Clausal objects follow the main werb.

15. There is no overt copula.

16. Placement of the yes/no question particle is specified with __
reference to the begimning of clause (second position within C).

17. In information questions, the questianed NP is fronted
(‘movement' of questioned NPs from embedded clauses is also
a possibility at least for subjects).

18. Same adverbial and complement clause types follow their main
clause (though canditionals and other -tiy clauses precede
their main clause).

19. Complementizers precede their clause.

[ 3

® o0

Table 7.2 Summary of Verb Initial Features in Yagua

Table 7.3 summarizes features found in Yagua which are not
characteristic of verb initial languages. Same of these features are
not exclusively characteristic of any one constituent order type,
however. For example, suffixing is much more common
cross-linguistically than prefixing, probably because of universal
phonological tendencies.
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The language is almost exclusively suffixing.

There are postpositions and no prepositicns.
Demonstratives and mumerals are pre-head.

Genitive expressions are pre-head.

There is some agreement between the head noun and other
constituents of the noun phrase (mmerals and demonstratives).
Adverbs precede descriptive modifiers.

Relative pronouns occur.

There is a rich variety of means for naminalizing verbs,
particularly using classifiers.

There is no productive specifically passive construction.

. The verb agrees with just one argument (though two are

potentially referenced in the clause).

11. In the camparative construction the comparative precedes the
standard (though comparison is most commonly done by
Jjuxtaposition).

12. The coordinate particle jaryeey follows the coordinated
phrase.

13. -Darvaju 'because' and -ty 'while' are subordinating

suffixes (rather than prefixes).

e W R

co:qm
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Table 7.3 Summary of Non-Verb Initial Features in Yagua

7.4. Implications for head-—dependent ordering principles and Hawkins'
Universals

If we look at Yagua in terms of head-dependent ordering, then it
is not a well behaved language. At least features 1, 6, 7, 10, 13,
14, 18, and 19 in Table 7.2 could be described as evidencing
head—dependent order. But at least features 2, 3, 4, and 13 in Table
7.3 could be described as evidencing dependent-head order. Certain
other features could be said to follow from one or the other of these
ordering patterns in accord with Lelmamn's 'primary concomitant'
principle (Lelmarmn 1973). This principle states that modifiers of a

basic syntactic element stand on the opposite side of that element

385



from its primary concomitant. For example, the .object is purportedly
the ‘primary concomitant' of the verb. Since the object follows the
verb, other verbal modifiers should precede the verb. This would
motivate pre-verbal positioning of the (primary) negative particle.
However, there are discrepancies in the order of noun phrase
elements. For example, since the object noun phrase is said to be the
primary concomitant of the verb and follows the verb, modifiers of a
noun should follow the noun. This might account for pest-head
positioning of descriptive modifiers and relative clauses, but it
does not account for pre-head positioning of demonstratives,
numerals, and genitives. Even if we look at Yagua in terms of
Hawkins' framework which does not predict the limited number of
co~occurrence types that Lehlmann (1973) does, we find that Yagua does
not behave. In particular, by his own criteria as to what is basic,
Yagua stands as a counter example to Hawkins' Universal 2.
Consequently, we conclude that the universal is wrongly stated as an
exceptionless ane. It may nold true with overwhelmingly more then
chance frequency, but absolute agreement with the Universal is not
guaranteed.

The data base on which Hawkins' proposed universals are founded
has two problems. It is not a random sample, and there are language
types not represented in the sample (cf. Doris Payne 1985c). The
secard feature is particularly important in an adequate data base for
drawing the type of exceptionless universals Hawkins proposes. The
universals must in fact reflect all actually occurring co—occurrence

types. Insofar as even one language's co-occurrence set is not
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represented in the sample, one might draw the erronecus conclusion
that certain universals are exceptionless. This is apparently what
has happened in the case of Universal 2.

Perhaps ocne counter example does not constitute much of an
exception and we can still say the universal is 'nearly
exceptionless'. But the degree to which it stands as ‘'nearly
exceptionless' awaits further research. Additional data from the
Amazon area should contribute significantly to such study. There is
at least one pocket of verb-initial/postpositional languages in the
western Amazon area. This includes Yagua, Taushiro (genetic
relationship unknown; Alicea 1975), and the Arawakan languages Baure
(Keenan 1978), Matsiguenga (Betty Snell, personal commnication),
Nomatsiguenga (Wise 1971), Caquinte (Kemneth Swift, personal
camumicaticn), some Asheninca dialects (David Payne, personal
commmication), and Amuesha (Martha Duff Tripp and Mary Ruth Wise,
personal commmication). It is worth pointing cut that Hawkins has
already noted that his Universal 3 must be taken as statistical in
its basic form. This universal is: PREP (NAD) NGen).? The
fact that both Universals 2 and 3 are best taken as statistical (in
their simplest formulation) suggests that the degree to which all of
the proposed universals stand as exceptionless or even '‘nearly

exceptionless' merits further documentation. 8
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7.5. Yagua as a head marking language

Although head - dependent serialization principles do not make
much sense out of the Yagua data, and although Yagua should not exist
according to Hawkins' Universal 2, there is another framework which
may account for at least some of the co~occurring features seen in
Tables 7.2 and 7.3. This is Johamna Nichols' notion of head marking
versus dependent marking languages (Nichols, in progress). Head
marking and deperdent marking have to do with the presence and
location of overt morphological marking of syntactic relations: are
such relations marked on the head or on the dependent element in a
syntactic phrase? Briefly put, a head marking language marks
deperdency relations on the head element in a given construction. A
dependent marking language marks such relations on the dependent
element. Languages may evidence a mixture of head and dependent
marking. At certain points of the grammar they mey be neutral with
regard to head versus dependent marking, or they may mark both the
head and the dependent of certain constructions.

As discussed in Section 3.2.3, Nichols defines the head of a
canstruction as 'the word which governs, or is subcategorized for, or
otherwise determines the possibility of occurrence, of the other. It
determines the category of its phrase.' This definition vields
indeterminate conclusions when it comes to differentiating head and
modifying nouns in Yagua noun phrases, and I have amplified it with
the discourse based notion of 'pragmatic head'. At the clause level,
Nichols considers the verb and/or auxiliary verb to be the head,

perhaps because it is the verb which determines the possibility of
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occurrence of subject and object (and other) relations. That is, in
naturally occurring discourse, occasionally noun phrases can be
simply juxtaposed in a paratactic way to other constituents with
ellipsis of understood predicates. But when such phenomena occur, the
gramatical relations of the overt elements are potentially unclear
if not non-existent. In this sense it is the presence of a verb or
predicate which guarantees or forces the assigmeent of grammatical
relations to accompanying noun phrases. Witn regard to the verb
phrase, Nichols does not suggest that the wverb plus object preferably
form a syntactic constituent separate from the subject. This accords
well with the facts of Yagua, both in terms of its VSO order, and the
difficulties in trying to motivate the object's status as the
exclusive 'primary concomitant' of the verb, as opposed to the
subject (cf. Chapter 1).

In Nichols' terms the following Yagua constructions evidence
head marking:

At the clause level, the verb and/or auxiliary can be marked for
the presence and animacy, person, and mmber of subjects by means of
a Set I clitic (Section 2.1.1.1). The subject noun phrase is not
marked for case, which would be a type of dependent marking.

At the clause level, the verb is marked for the presence of a
semantic instrumental or comitative object (Section 5.10.2). The
direct object is not marked for case.

Within the postpositional phrase, the postposition is marked for
the presence and animacy, person, and mmber of the 'pronominal!
(clitic) object of the postposition by means of Set I clitics

389



(Section 3.6). The object of the postposition is not marked for case,
which would be a type of dependent marking.

Within the noun phrase, the head noun is marked for presence and
animacy, person, and mumber of the 'prozmihal' (clitic) genitive by
means of a Set I clitic (Section 3.5). The genitive (possessor)
phrase is not marked, which would be a type of dependent marking.

In contrast to the four constructioms which evidence head
marking in Yagua, the following two constructions evidence dependent
marking:

Within the noun phrase, mmeral and demonstrative modifiers are
marked for the noun class of the head noun (Section 4.2). The head
noun is not marked for the presence of modifiers, which would be a
type of head marking.®

A modification is made within the relative clause such that the
argument relativized on is coded only with a Set I or Set II «clitic,
or else all reference to the relativized argument is deleted within
the relative clause (Section 2.11.4). The head noun of the relative
clause is not marked for the presence of a relative clause, which
would be a type of head mariing.19

Nichols notes that most languages display a mixture of head and
dependent marking, though generally they tend towards ane type or the
other. If a language is mixed, the ranking (partially) presented in
Table 7.4 below describes which elements will be preferably head
marked. The higher a construction is in the table, the more likely
it is to be head marked cross-linguistically. Conversely, the lower a

construction is in the table, the more likely it is to be dependent
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marked. There is an implicational relatiocn such that in any given
lanqguage if at some point a construction is dependent marked,
everything below it in the ranking is predicted to evidence dependent
marking. If a particular construction evidences neither head nor
dependent marking, or evidences both, it does not violate the
implicaticn. For example, if a language has head marking in
adpositional phrases, then it will also evidence head marking in
genitive phrases and at the clause level. But if a language has
deperdent marking at the clause level, it will have dependent marking
everywhere.

In adpositional amd genitive phrases there is also a ranking
between dependent 'pronouns' (I would also include clitics) versus
dependent nouns. If the presence and relationship of full noun phrase
arguments are marked on the head of the phrase, then pronominal
arguments will also be marked on the head. But the reverse
implication does not hold: if pronominal arguments are marked on the
head, full noun phrase arguments may or may not be marked on the
head. In Table 7.4 I use the term 'modifier' to broadly include any
non—genitive modifiers of noun phrases. (Nichols uses the term
'adjective’ instead of 'modifier’, which perhaps may not include
mumerals and demonstratives. She does not discuss mmerals and

demcnstratives relative to head marking versus dependent marking.)
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FAVORED LEVEL CONSTRUCTION SUBTYPE

Head Clause Governed argument
Subcategorized ungoverned
I argument
Phrase Genitive dependent pronoun
dependent noun
Adpositional dependent pronoun
dependent noun
t Phrase Modifier + Noun

Dependent Sentence Relative construction

Table 7.4 Partial Ranking of Head/Dependent Marking
Patterns (adapted from Nichols, in progress)

The line in Table 7.4 marks the position in the ranking at which
Yagua constructions switch from head marking to dependent marking.
The Yagua data is completely in line with Nichols' hypothesis.
'Prancminal’ arguments (the functional equivalent in Yagua are
indicated by clitics) are marked on the head at the 1level of the
clause, the genitive phrase, and the adpositional phrase (recall that
for Nichols the verb is the head of the clause). On the other hand,
noun phrase arguments in all these constructions can be said to be
marked on the head only if they occur in the C pattern given in Table
7.1. Otherwise they are not marked an the head.

Numerals and demonstratives are both dependent marked (but the
presence of a descriptive modifier is not necessarily marked either
on the head or dependent element). Relative clauses can be said to be

dependent marked in the sense that a modification is made inside the
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relative clause rather than on the head noun within the main clause.

How does this relate to the question of constituent order? Lased
on her 60 language sample, Nichols concludes that head marking
morphology favors verb initial order, while dependent marking
morphology disfavors it. That is, verb initial languages fall more
heavily in the head marking group than in the dependent marking

group. She says:

This may have a functional motivation: if the wverb comes
first in a head-marking language, then the grammatical
relations (which are marked on the verb) are established at
the ocutset; if the nouns come first in a language having at
least some dependent-marking morphology, then the

grammatical relations (which are marked on the nouns) are

established at the outset. Establishing grammatical

relations at the beginning is commmicatively efficacious

in that it presumably streamlines hearer processing.

There is not such a strong correlation between marking type and order
of elements within noun phrases. This may be because grammatical
relations within a noun phrase are not as cammmicatively crucial as
grammatical relations at the clause level.

In contrast to verb initial order, Nichols notes that SOV order
is frequent among both head marking and dependent marking languages.
We might hypothesize that at an earlier stage Pre-Yagua or
Froto-Peba-Yaguan was an OV plus dominantly head marking language. An
earlier OV order is supported by the strongly pos‘possitional patterm,
by the genitive + noun order, and also by the nature and extent of
verbal suffixation. Most if not all of the BOUNDED MOVEMENT,
UNBOUNDED MOVEMENT, IMPERFECTIVITY, the causative -téniy, and the

potential/optative -rmigxy suffixes must stem etymologically from
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verbe. If Nichols is right about head marking being a predisposing
factor for development of verb initial order, we then have an
explanation for some of the mixing of features that we see in Yagua
at the present time. In particular, it constitutes some degree of
explanation for the (apparently rare) verb initial plus
postpositional combination. Nichols also hypothesizes that head
marking languages have a tendency towards sparse use of noun phrases,
i.e. they tend to be 'V-only' languages, given that arguments are
indicated on the verb. The extent to which this is true
cross-linguistically needs further verification based on quantified
text studies. But it is certainly true of Yagua (Chapter 6).11

The problem Yagua presents for Hawkins' Universal 2 is not the
ccambination of VSO plus postpositional orders, but the combination of
verb initial order with Noun + Descriptive Modifier and Genitive +
Noun orders. The Noun + Descfiptive Modifier order is in line with a
cansistent verb-initial type, but the Genitive + Noun order
corresponds to a postpositional type. Greenberg (1963:100) suggests
that the order Noun + Adjective is more dominant cross-linguistically
than Adjective + Noun, and this accounts for why SOV/Postp/GenN/NAdj
languages (like Basque) are nearly as frequent as the totally
harmonic SOV/Postp/GenN/AdjN type (such as Hindi). The general
dominance of Noun + Adjective order may be cne reason why the order
of head noun and adjective is the least 'true to type' parameter
cross-linguistically, and why it is the least predictive parameter:
knowing the order of head noun and adjective in a given language

allows us to say nothing about probable order in other categories
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(Camrie 1981:93). It is worth noting that both of Hawkins' universals
which (now) have attested exceptions (Universals 2 and 3) are the
universals for which the more dominant Noun + Adjective order is

taken as an implicational precedent for Noun + Genitive order:

(603) Universal 2: 'If a language has VSO word order, then if the
adjective follows the noun, the genitive follows the noun;
i.e., VSO DO (Nadj D NGen).' (Hawkins 1983:65)

(604) Universal 3: 'If a language has Prep word order, then if the
adjective follows the noun, the genitive follows the noun;
j.e, Prep DO (NAdj O NGen).' (Hawkins 1983:66)

On the other hand, Hawkins' Universals 1 and 4 have the less—dominant

Adjective + Noun order as an implicational precedent:

(605) Universal 1: 'If a language has SOV word order, then if the
adjective precedes the noun, the genitive precedes the noun;
j.e., SOV O (AdjN DO GenN).' (Hawkins 1983:64)

(606) Universal 4: 'If a language has Postp word order, and if the
adjective precedes the noun, then the genitive precedes the
noun; i.e., Postp O (A4JN O GenN).' (Hawkins 1983:67)

But if Noun + Adjective order is daminant over Adjective + Noun, we

might not be quite so surprised to see that the former is not an

implicational precedent for the order of genitive and noun: it will

have a tendency to occur regardless of other orders.

One further hypothesis can be made about the order of head noun
and genitive in Yagua. In the great majority of languages in Nichols'
sample ‘'possessives precede their heads regardless of [head versus
dependent] marking type!. This suggests (though it needs further
investigation in a better language sample) that Genitive + Noun order

may be more dominant than Noun + Genitive order.12 We may further
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hypothesize that languages tend to retain dominant orders longer than
non—-dominant ones. One empirical indicator of this would be greater
statistical prevelance of a dominant order in naturally occurring
text material at some point in history even whern this order was
dis-harmcnic with basic orders in other phrasal categories in the
lanquage in question. If the C pattern in Table 7.1 for genitive noun
phrases were to become increasingly frequent, we would have a move
towards a more harmonic situation overall, but a move away from the
potentially dominant Genitive + Noun order. At the present time,
however, the potentirl dominance of Genitive + Noun order may be one
contributing factor to the highly dis-harmonic state of the language.

I have attempted to present facts of the structure of Yagua as
they are, drawing from different theoretical approaches where such
seems appropriate, rather than explicate the data strictly in terms
of a particular model. The Yagua facts should nevertheless be of
relevance to broader theoretical formulations about constituent order
co-occurrences, possible constraints on historical change, and
aspects of morphological and syntactic theory. The importance of
data from all language types and areas of the world cannot be
uderestimated in the process of theory construction. It seems too
often true that methodological commitments and state—of-the-art
pragmatism exert more influence on theory construction than do data.
In any scientific enterprise, hypotheses and methodologies must be
taken as disposable primatives which are to be set aside or modified
as further data so indicates. Insofar as the Yagua data I have

presented here are correct, they should contribute significantly not
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only to our Mnowledge of Amazonian languages, but to our knowledge of
Language itself.
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NOTES TO CHAPTER 7

1 However, Tomlin (n.d.) and Doris Payne (1985c) discuss
problems with the type of data base on which Hawkins has based his
universals.

2 In Chapter 3 I briefly noted Harrisan's (1983) claim that
Guajajara (Tupi-Guarani) is also a Type 8 language, and thus an
exception to Hawkins' Universal 2. As I noted in Chapter 3, it may be
that BHarrison's conclusions about Noun + Adjective order are based
strictly on bound modifying roots. If so, it may be that the basic
order of syntactically distinct noun and adjective elements simply
carmot be determined, and Guajajara has no implications whatsoever
for the universal.

3 Cross-linguistically this is not the only possibility. In
many languages such information of clause-level scope gravitates to
'second position' amd is encoded in second position clitics. In
Yagua, second position clitics encode some mood and aspectual
information, but other such information is conveyed in the verb. As
we will see shortly, Nichols (in progress) does view verbs (and/or
auxiliaries) as heads of clauses.

4 See Note 4 of Chapter 1 and Sectiocn 5.3. It does not seem *to
me that this operation of deriving one-place predicates from
two-place predicates by addition of object arguments should
necessarily predict anything about hierarchical versus 'flat'
syntactic canstituent structure.

5 T. Payne (1985) has discussed affinities between subjects of
S_ clauses and objects of transitive clauses, which correlate with
iganorphism of morphosyntactic encoding. Further, Tam Payne (personal
cammmication) has pointed cut to me that if subjects of predicate
nominals were marked with Set I clitics, predicate nominal
canstructions would be formally isomorphic with genitive
canstructions, resulting in significant ambiguity.

6 Insofar as the verb itself (plus clitic references) can
constitute a clause in Yagua, then X and the PREDICATE might be seen
as members of same phrasal category even when the PREDICATE is a
verb. That is, X could be recast as X' and PREDICATE could be recast
as X across all three phrasal categories.

7  Hadeins 1979 and 1980 presented Universal 4 as also
statistical. This states that POSTP (AdjN) NGen). In his 1983
work, however, Hamkins reclassifies it as non-statistical based on
reclassifying the Daghestan languages of the Caucasus as Type 15
(S70/Postp/AdjN/GenN) rather than Type 14 (SVO/Postp/AdjN/NGen).

8 The distinction between whether a given principle is nearly
exceptionless rather than completely exceptionless may  have

398



consequences for theories about the human linguistic facility. I will
not begin to explore these here. If we recognize Hawkins' principles
as nearly exceptionless rather than absolutely exceptionless,
however, Haskins' (7983) claims about restrictions on historical
change are rendered empty. If an ordering principle is nearly
exceptionless, we carmot guarantee that a given language did not pass
through a highly 'inconsistent' co-occurrence stage, even though <the
co~occurrence set in question might be statistically rare. But as I
have suggested here, the degree to which Hawkins' universals are
'nearly’ exceptionless merits further serious study.

® Although it is possibly rare, Nichols cites Tadzhik Persian
and Shuswap as instances where head nouns are marked for the presence
of attributive modifiers.

10 Again though it is possibly rare, Nichols cites Navajo and
Arizona Tewa as instances of head-marked relativization.

u Several studies have suggested that main clause constituent
order may be the last thing to change historically, after
adpositional, noun phrase, relative clause, and other subordinate
clause orders (cf. Antimucci et al. 1979, Hyman 1975, Li and Thompson
1974) . Many more studies are needed before I would want to conclude
that this is indeed a preferred tendency governing relative changes
in order, however. Ed Keenan (perscanal commmication) has pointed out
the case of Amharic which has many OV features and which is SOV
historically. However, it has verb initial features at the clause
level due to contact with surrourding languages. In a head marking
language like Yagua which 'avoids' noun phrases, it seems plausible
that a tendency toward wverb initial order in naturally occurring
discovrse might develcp prior to fundamental syntactic changes in
other phrasal categories. I leave this as nothing more than a
hypothesis for the present.

12 However, Ed Keenan (personal commmication) has noted that in

his experience, V0O and Noun + Genitive are good correlates of each
other.
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Appendix I: Yagua Territory and General Location of

Selected Neighboring Language Families
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Appendix II: The Verb Initial Norm

As far as I know, there is no published statement of featwres
typically found in verb initial languages. Keenan (1978) on the
syntax of subject final languages is perhaps the nearest
approximation to such a statement. In this appendix I include a
number of observations extracted from Keenan (1977) 'Summary of Word
Order Typclogy', and from Keenan (1979a) 'Word Order Typologies: The
Verb Initial Tvpology'. I have recast the observations in complete
sentences and made other changes of an editorial nature.

1. General. Verb initial languages are largely, though not entirely.
the mirror image of verb fimal languages.

2. Morphologv

2.1 Verb initial languages evidence significant prefixing, though
normally there is some suffixing as well. There is a2 possibility of
ambi-fixing (discontimous affixes), and a somewhat greater than
chance tendency for discontimuous demonstratives.

2.2 Verb initial languages may be agglutinative or polysynthetic.

3. Basic word order

3.1 Verb ihitial languages are comprised of the following types:

[1]. Verb initial plus free order of full NP's. (Tagalog)

{2). V-DO-S-Obl (Fijian, Toba Batak)

[3]. V-DO-0bl-S (Malagasy, Tzeltal)

[4]. V-S-DO-0Obl (Celtic, Eastern Nilotic, Polynesian,
Jacaltec)

Type [4] is by far the most common.

3.2 Freedom. Fronting of subject NP's to the left of the verb is
always a possibility, though often it is morphologically marked in
some way (not necessarily on the NF). The order after the verb is
frequently rigid, though sometimes quite free as in Tagalog and, to a
lesser extent, in Chinook.

4. Sentence level syntax

4.1 Topicalization. Topicalization may be done by fronting, though
there is a tendency in Nilotic to move old information to the end of
the clause.

4.2 Focussing. Focussing of informacion as in a cleft or informaticon
question is done by fronting. Often this may be accorpanied by
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particles separating the subject from the rest of the clause. The
result is always pragmatically marked, i.e. emphatic, contrastive,
focussed, etc.

4.3 Comparisons. The comparative form precedes the standard. The
coanparative marker is commonly a verbal form, or else an adposition.
Thus, John is taller than Bill may be expressed as Tall John
from-Bill, or as Tall John exceed Bill.

4.4 Questians

4.4.1 In yes-no questions the question particle, if any, occurs
sentence initially.

4.4.2 In NP questions, a questioned NP is always frontable and
this is the normal pattern. It is possible, but less normal, to
leave the questioned NP in the position questioned. A few cases of
rightward movement of question words are attested, but there is no
attested tendency for the question word to attract to the normal DO
position (as is the case for verb final languages).

4.5. Subordinate clauses and sentence camplements.

4.5.1 It is very common for many types of subordinate clauses
to be finite.

4.5.2 Subordinating markers such as camplementizers,
nominalizers, and subordinate conjunctions precede their clauses.

4.5.3 Sentences which are subordinate to verbs, adjectives, or
nouns invariably follow the element to which they are subordinate.

4.5.4 Adverbial subordinate clauses usually follow their main
clauses. For example Will leave John because is tired Marvy occurs for
John will leave because Mary is tired. However, frontability of
conditionals is likely universal (cf. Greenberyg 1963).

4.6 Coordinate sentences are commonly expressed as S and S]. [S, S
and] is not attested. Perhaps the existence of owvert coordinate
conjunctions at the S level, especially or, is less well attested
than in verb medial languages.

4.7 Speech act irdicators (e.g. question particles, etc.) are
normally sentence initial, though other positions are possible.

5. The noun phrase

5.1 Case marking

5.1.1 All major NP's may be case marked (Tongan, Nandi), but it
is very common for most major NP's to carry little or no nominal case
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marking. Where affixal case marking occurs, it is more likely to be
prefixil than in verb final languages, but suffixing is still fairly
caommon.

5.1.2 Where case marking exists it is normally done Dby
prepositions (though some Amerindian languages are exceptions here,
such as Machiguenga and Quileute, which have postpositions).

5.1.3 Verbal case maxking is attested to a very significant
degree. That is, verbs carry affixes indicating that an
instrumental, goal locative, benefactee, etc. is present, and the
corresponding full NP's carry no adpositions or distinctive case
marking.

5.1.4 BAs with verb final languages, but in distinction to werb

medial languages, case marking (and verb agreement) may follow an
ergative pattern.

5.2 Adjectives

5.2.1 The demonstrative, mmeral, and qualifying adjective
follow the common noun in that order or its mnirror image
(AQj+Num+Dem) .

5.2.2 There is probably less agreement with coammon nouns than in
verb final languages, especially case agreement.

5.2.3 Adverbs follow adjectives (but needs further checking).
5.3 Articles

§.3.1 The presence of definite articles distinct from
demonstratives is much more cammon than in verb final languages.

5.3.2 The existence of several articles (definite, indefinite,
specific, plural, proper noun) is much more cammon than in verb final
languages (e.g. Maori, Fijian).

5.4 Possessors: With great reqularity Possessor NP's follow the head
NP, as in father of John rather than John's father.

5.5 Relative clauses

5.5.1 The dominant order is always postnaminal.

5.5.2 Occurrence of personal pronouns in positions relativized
is fairly common, thicugh relativization by deletion is still the most
comon strategy.

5.5.3 In distinction to verb final languages, co-relatives are
not attested [Note: But see Yagual.
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5.5.4 Like verb final languages, but in distinction to werb
medial languages, relative pronouns which code the case of the
position relativized are rare. It is less rare than in verb final
languages, however (e.g. Tamazight, Berber).

5.5.5 Relative pronouns which agree with the hea¢ noun in noun
class and sometimes even case are attested (e.g. Classical Arabic,
Nardi) .

5.5.6 In distinction to verb final languages, internally headed
relatives are not attested, though the phenomenon is not well
studied.

6. The verb phrase

6.1 Tense/aspect, passive, inchoatives, causatives, negation, modals,
desideratives and volitionals may appear marked on the verb. There
is significantly more prefixing in verb initial languages than in
verb final ones, and very possibly more ambifixing and infixing.
There is, to my knowledge, always some suffixing, however.

6.2 If  @expressed by morphemically independent forms, modals,
auxiliaries (if such exist), negative particles or words,
desideratives and wvolitionals always precede the main verb, and may
themselves have indeperdent verbal morphology. (This may also be true
for tense/aspect, passive, inchoatives, and causatives.) The
strength of the order correlation here is better than its converse
for verb final languages.

6.3 Mamner adverbs follow the verb if they are a distinct category
(which often they are not).

6.4 Sentential objects always follow the subject and are very
commonly finite as opposed to the more usual non-finite/nominalized
treatement the receive in verb final languages.

6.5 Sentential objects are never embedded. They normally follow the
main sentence but may precede, especially in direct quote contexts.

6.6 Verbal forms subordinate to the 'main' verb (e.g. complements of
verbs like want, try, etc.) always follow the main verb, and are
camonly finite.

6.7. Causativized verbs follow the causativizing verh.

6.8 'Backward' equi-deletion may occur. That is, 'want John go' or
'vant—-go John' may occur for 'John wants to go'. This is never a
possibility in verb final languages.

6.9 There 1is possibly less rich means for nominalizing and

definitizing verb phrases than in verb final langquages. On the other
hand, in many but not all verb initial languages the verbal camplex
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seems historically to be a nominal construction, at least in pert
(Middle Egyptian, Welsh, Malagasy, Philirpine languages, Mayan).

6.10 Verb initial languages always have a passive voice and it is
almost always marked in the verbal morphology (rather than by a
serial verb construction as in Chinese, for example). It may be
marked by a verb plus nominalizaticn as in 'John receive hitting from
Bill' (Tzeltal, Mayan).

6.11 With possibly greater than chance frequency, the verb in verb
initial languages either agrees with no NP's, or with two NP's (both
subject and direct object, or sometimes subject and indirect object).

6.12 Verb initial languages normally have no overt copula.
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Appendix III: Lagarto (Alligator) Text

The following text was recorded by Pedro Diaz Cahlmachi in 1981,
on a day when his finger was bitten by an alligator. The text was
transcribed with Pedro's help.

In the Cahocuma dialect /y/ + ja often results in je rather than
Jjya. This is particularly seen in the following text in the surface
realization of the ‘'proximate 1' suffix =jasiy. Additionally,
morphemes with ee in the Vainilla dialect more often have aa in the
Cahocuma dialect. This is seen, for example, in the classifier for
'stick-1like objects'. In the Vainilla dialect it is usually [see],
but in the Cahocuma dialect is is usually {saa].

In the originally recorded version of this text, Pedro
alternates between the Spanish term trampa and the Yagua term riicya
" for 'net'. In transcribing the text, he prefers replacing trampa with
riicya. 1 have presented the text here as originally spoken.

In clause (33) there are two postpositional phrases which have
possessed objects. In each case the possessor is the alligator,
referred to with the Set I clitic sa-. Failure to use the
coreferential clitic jiy- in the second postpesitional phrase may
have to do with the level of embedding. That is, the genitive inside
the first postpositional phrase may be 'too far down' in the
structure to be able to control the index of a coreferential clitic.

In Pedro's dialect {Cahocuma), the second position clitic jiita
or jii is most often not nasalized, thown Pedro is aware of the
Vainilla dialect variant jiita or jii and sometimes adapts to it. In
this text use of jiita follows fairly closely what I would identify
as the 'main event line'. Clauses which do not have jiita but which I
would perhaps identify as part of the event line include at least
(33), (35), (36), and (40). Note, however, that these events which
lack jiita are in the 'climax' portion of the story. Conceivably this
might have something to do with the lack of jiita. Throuchout the
text preopositions which are repeated do not get jiita, even when what
they restate is an ewvent. Compare, for example, clauses (29) and
(32).

1. Diiy rabeejérya trampa jidyey racaataasa.
ray-baay-jay-ra ra-caa-taasa
There 1SG-put-PROX2-INAN net afternoon INAN-division-middle
'There I put the net in the afternoon in the middle (of the
stream, yesterday').
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10.

11.

. Ratyeerajay jiita rumusiy Jiyu roorimyiaju.

ray-taarya—-jay ruam-siy rooriy-mi-ja
1SG-return-PROX2 JIITA there—AB here house-LOC-AL
' arrived from there here at the house®.

- Raasagchgesiy jiita.

ré—jasaacha—jasiy
INAN-dawn—-PROX1 JIITA
'It dawned (this morning)’.

. Rayaasiy jiita ranaachgeo.

ray-jiya-jasiy ra-naachgo
1SG—go-PROX1 JIITA INAN-towards
'T went towards it'.

. Rijtachéésiy jiita romava

ray-jitay-siy-jasiy riy-gva
1SG-say~-DEPART-PROX1 JIITA 3PL-DAT
'I said to them upon leaving'

"Trampa raa Junmtudyiiy”.

ray-g Jjummy-diiy
trap 1SG-IRR see-PRIORATIVE
"The trap I'm going to see first".

. Rayaasiy (a las seis de la manafia creo rayaasiy).

ray-jiya-jasiy ray-jiya-jasiy
1SG-go—-PROX1 1SG—go—-FROX1
'T went (at six in the morning I believe I went)'.

. Rjjimmufluvaajasiy jiitara riicya.

ray-jimuy-nuvaa-jasiy
1SG-see-upon:arrival: there-PROX1 JIITA-INAN net
'T saw upon arrival the net'.

- Jaa jarirya  rapygq.

jariy-ra
water under—-INAN floats
'The floats were under the water'.

Jasiy savichaasiy adnmajgy quiiva.
sa-vicha-jasiy adna-mi-juy

there 3SG-be-PROX1 two~CL:ANIM: SG-two fish

'There were two fish'.

sarra jirva

sara-ra jiy-ra
hard—CL:NEUT DEMO~CL:NEUT
'They were hard (scaled) ones,'
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12.

1s.

14.

15.

1s6.

17.

i8.

19.

20.

21.

22.

M2y musirva,
musiy-ira

red tail-CL:NEUT

'colored tail ones,'

jatiy mutachara
riy-jutay-sara

that 3PL-say-HABIT

'that they call'

"pijyura quiiva-nii®
(name) fish-3SG
'he is a pijyuru fish'.
Rijmmjésiy  jiita mily sayamijy.
ray-jimuy-jasiy sa-yamajyg

1SG-see—-PROX1 JIITA there 3SG-beyond
'I looked there beyond him (the fish)'.

Sa-paay muruti-simaa.
3sG-float alligator-big
'A big alligator floated®.

Raasaasiy jiita ravyataranii:
ray-jasa-jasiy ray-vatara-nii

1SG-signal-PROX1 JIITA 1SG-woman:without:children-3SG

'T signalled him to my wife'.

{aa nay marutal!”
jiy-a  juntiy

2SG-IRR lock  alligator
‘Look at the alligator!"

Nurutd raésarijésiy riicya.

réa-sariy-jasiy
alligator INAN-hold-PROX1 net
'The alligator the net held'.

Noatyiy diifiunta sanichaasiy variy.
diiy-mu-nta sa-nicha-jasiy

like die—CL:ANIM: SG-seem 3SG-be-PROX1  then

'Like a dead one he seemed then'.

Sapiitaday ndavajyy.

sa~piita—day ndavay-ji

3sG-throat-DAY up—-AL

'His throat was upwards'.

Rachooddasiy jiita muiffuviimijunii.
ray-soormu-jasiy muffu-vi imu-ji-nii
1SG-1ift-PROX1 JIITA cance-inside-AL-3SG
‘I lifted him into the canoce!'.
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23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

29.

30.

31.

32.

Riimmjésiy jiita saniisimyu.
ray-jimmuy-jasiy sa-niisiy-m
1SG-look-PROX1 JIITA 3SG-evye-LOC
'T locked in his eye’.

Néé jumnrfurmmuday .
Juruy-nma-mauday

NEG alive—CL:ANIM:SG-anymore

'He was not an alive one anymore'.

Rafily supatdasiy jiita riicyaachifiii.

ray-niy supata-jasiy riicya-jachiy-nii
1SG-MALF extricate-PROX1 JIITA net-there:from-3SG

'TI tried unsuccessfully to extricate him from the net'.

Sarra rasarijésiy muijiiy sanryytaasa,
sara-ra ra-sariy-jasiy nmii-jiiy sa—-muryyp-taasa

tight-CL:NEUT INAN-hold-PROX1 near-place 3SG-nose-middle
'Tight it held near the middle of his nose'.

Rafily jiintanii "ti"

rav-niy jiinta-nii

1SG-MALF loose—-3SG

'T tried unsuccessfully to loose him'.

Nee résupét:aryﬁﬁy_ sanryytaasa.
ra-supata-y-rugy Sa-nurygyu-tagsa

NEG INAN-extricate-ANTCAUS-POT 3SG-nose-middile
'It (the net) didn't want to extricate (from) the middle of his
nose'.

Ragnaatyadassiy jiitanii taaripyd. "Ti".
ray-janaatyada-jasiy jiita-nii

1SG-open:mouth: TRNS-PROX1 JIITA-3SG later

'I made him open his mouth later’'.

Néé rasupataryqay.
ra-supdta-y-raay
NEG INAN-extricate-ANTCAUS-POT
'Tt didn't want to extricate (him)’'.

Raflly  jaatya supatagnra.

ray-niy smta-jam-ra

1SG-MALF try extricate-INF-INAN

'T tried unsuccessfully to extricate it'.

Parcheemusiy raanaatyadassifiii.
parichee-mu-siy ray-janaatyada—jasiy-nii
finally-LOC-AB 1SG-open:mouth: TRNS-PROX1-3SG
'Finally I made him open (his) mouth'.
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33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

41.

Rijtyeejasiy ragnaa syatoom sajaada
ray-jjtyee-jasiy ray-janada sa-jutoo-mu  sa-jagda
1SG-put:inside~PROX1 1SG-finger 3SG-mouth-LOC 3SG-tooth
'I put my finger inside his mouth around his tooth®'.

Saanaadidsubéesiy jiita.
sa~janaada—-jasumiy-jasiy
3SG-open:mouth—ooing :up~PROX1 JIITA
'He opened his mouth rising up.'

Sas@iijésiy rasnaataasa, "Pi Jiidisiisre
sa-s@ity-Jjasiy ray-janea-taasa

3SG-bite-PROX1 1SG-finger-middle
'He bit the middle of my finger "Ti  jiixididdl”

Ratyivata rajyoomutu variy.
ray-tivatd ray-joamitu
1SG-pull 1SG~-arm then
'I pulled my arm then'.

Judara varirya "jee"
variy-ra
pain  then-INAN
'It was very painful then "jee".'

Dadadiatia maasidasiy.
maasiy-jasiy

much:blood go:ocut-PROX1

'Lots of blood went cut’.

Riimusadaasiy - jiita jumfuviimmii.
ray-jimusana-jasiy Jumufiu-vi imu-ni i
1SG-embark-PROX1 JIITA canoe~inside-3SG
'T put him in the cance.'

. Riivaasiy jiivysaata suyndoma

ray-jivay-jasiy jiivy-saa-ta sa-jundo-m1
1SG-hit-PROX1  stick—CL:stick-INST 3SG-head-LOC
&dnasaajutya

&dna-saa—juy-ta

two—CL:stick-two-INST

'T hit him with a stick in his head, with two sticks'.
Sadiijésiy jiita.

sa-diiy-jésiy

3SG—die-PROX1 JIITA

'He died’.
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42.

43.

45.

Jagdyééta saatocsiy Jjagmura Jivyiimajy.
jaa—dyééta sa-jatu-jasiy Jjaamu-ra jiy-viim-3jq
water-maybe 3SG-drink-PROX1 big-CL:NEUT COR-inside-AL
'Water maybe he drank a lot inside his (stamach)'.

Jaamara rimichaasiy sapidaa.
Jjaamu-ra ré~jucha-jasiy sa-pidaa
big-CL:NEUT INAN~-be-PROX1 3SG-stomach
'Big his stomach was'.

. jiisuryestmaa.

jiisurye-simaa
swollen(?)-big
'(It was) swollen big!’

Raryesubdasiy sapudaayu.
raryesuma- jasiy sa~pidaa-yi
INAN:swell(?)-PROX1 3SG-stomach-CORO
'His stomach had swollen itself up’.
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