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Abstract

Agreement, case, and switch-reference in Amahuaca
by
Emily Catherine Clem
Doctor of Philosophy in Linguistics
University of California, Berkeley
Professor Amy Rose Deal, Chair

This dissertation probes the nature of the syntactic operation of Agree through the lens of
the morphosyntax of Amahuaca, an endangered Panoan language of the Peruvian Amazon.
I take as my empirical focus two interrelated case studies in Amahuaca syntax: 1) the
split ergative case system, and 2) the extensive switch-reference system. In the domain of
case, I argue that overt ergative case morphology in Amahuaca expones agreement of the
transitive subject with multiple functional heads. This leads to a distinction between the
features needed for abstract ergative case (agreement only with v), and the features needed
to trigger overt ergative case (agreement with both v and T). This distinction between
abstract and morphological case factors into the analysis of the switch-reference system
of Amahuaca, which I argue is sensitive to abstract case. In addition to case-sensitivity,
Amahuaca’s switch-reference system shows the typologically unusual property of tracking
the reference of all arguments of the verb, not only subjects. I propose that this system
arises through adjunct complementizer agreement that probes both the adjunct and matrix
arguments directly through cyclic expansion of the probe. Through these two investigations,
I conclude that Amahuaca provides support for a narrowly cyclic model of Agree in which
each instance of Merge defines a new cycle of Agree (Rezac 2003, 2004; Béjar and Rezac
2009). Further, the empirical facts can be most straightforwardly accounted for if we assume
that some probes are insatiable, agreeing with all possible goals in their search space (Deal
2015b). Finally, despite the fact that some agreement in Amahuaca appears to be long
distance, I argue that the data can be captured under the fairly conservative assumption
that Agree is always under c-command and is always phase-bound.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

The syntactic operation of Agree was first introduced by Chomsky (2000, 2001) as a mech-
anism for feature valuation between a probe and a goal. The subsequent two decades have
given rise to a wealth of research seeking to understand this operation. The research on
Agree has sought on the one hand to understand and refine the characterization of the oper-
ation itself. Another line of inquiry has sought to understand what the empirical coverage of
this mechanism is and specifically how it may figure in phenomena of dependency formation
that extend beyond the simplest cases of ¢-feature covariance between a functional head and
a DP. This dissertation seeks to further our understanding in both domains.

With respect to understanding the detailed mechanics of the operation of Agree, the
body of work following Chomsky (2000, 2001) has pursued a variety of directions, which
has raised many issues and questions for the theory. The content of this dissertation will
engage with several of the questions raised by the past two decades of work on Agree. One
such question that has been explored is the nature of the structural relationship between
the probe and goal. Under Chomsky’s original characterization of Agree, it was assumed
that the probe must c-command the goal. Subsequent research has explored a variety of
positions with respect to this assumption. For example, some have argued that instead the
reverse relationship must hold: the goal must c-command the probe (Wurmbrand 2012a,b;
Zeijlstra 2012; Bjorkman and Zeijlstra 2019, among others). Others have defended the more
traditional assumption that downward probing (i.e. probing under c-command) is involved
in Agree (Boskovi¢ 2007; Preminger 2013, among others). Still others have argued that
directionality of probing is variable (Baker 2008; Carstens 2016, among others). In this
dissertation I will argue that even probe-goal relationships that may not straightforwardly
appear to involve a probe c-commanding a goal can be reduced to general downward Agree
under c-command.

Another question that has grown out of the continued research on the nature of Agree
is whether a single probe can interact with multiple goals. The original formalization of
Agree assumed that a probe interacted only with the most local goal, with locality defined
in terms of “closest c-command” (Chomsky 2000: 122). While most models of Agree assume
some similarly-defined version of locality, a question that has been raised is whether a probe



may agree with additional goals beyond the most local one in its domain. Theories that
have assume that this is indeed possible can be divided into different subtypes. For example,
theories of Multiple Agree assume that a single probe can simultaneously enter into an Agree
relation with multiple DPs in its c-command domain (Hiraiwa 2001; Anagnostopoulou 2005;
Nevins 2007, 2011, among others). Meanwhile theories of Cyclic Agree assume that a probe
may enter into Agree relations with multiple goals in a sequential fashion until it is satisfied
(Béjar 2003; Rezac 2003, 2004; Béjar and Rezac 2009, among others). I will argue in the
chapters that follow that a single probe can indeed agree with multiple goals, proceeding in
a cyclic fashion.

In addition to investigating one-to-many mappings between probes and goals, the liter-
ature on Agree has also explored whether many-to-one mappings are possible. That is, can
a single syntactic element serve as the goal for multiple probes? Under traditional views
of Agree, nominal goals are subject to the Activity Condition (Chomsky 1995b, 2001), and
cannot enter into further Agree relations once they have been assigned structural case (which
was taken to occur under Agree). However, subsequent work has questioned the existence
and universality of the Activity Condition. For example, some authors have suggested that
features other than case can figure into the determination of whether a nominal remains ac-
tive or not (Rezac 2003; Carstens 2011, among others). Others have argued that the Activity
Condition is parameterizable as either a macroparameter (Baker 2008) or a microparameter
(Oxford 2017). Finally, it has even been argued that the Activity Condition is entirely un-
necessary (Nevins 2005). I will argue in this dissertation that a single goal can interact with
multiple probes, even for the same features. I will provide evidence that multiple heads in
the clausal spine can enter into Agree relations with a single nominal.

A final question that has been the subject of extensive investigation in the literature on
Agree relates to the structure of probes. In the simplest model of Agree, a ¢-probe simply
consists of an unvalued ¢-feature. However, complex patterns of agreement, especially those
displaying hierarchy effects, have been argued to provide evidence that probes can be more
highly specified. Some accounts have assumed that probes can be keyed to certain features
within the ¢-geometry, rather than indiscriminately being satisfied by any ¢-feature (Béjar
2003; Béjar and Rezac 2009, among others). An extension of this concept that has been
pursued by Deal (2015¢) argues that, not only can a probe be specified with a certain
feature that will satisfy it (i.e. cause it to stop probing), but it can also be specified with a
set of features that it can additionally interact with (i.e. copy). In this dissertation I will
adopt an interaction and satisfaction model of agreement, demonstrating that this means
of structuring the representation of probes provides an elegant way of defining a probe that
can agree with all possible goals in its domain, which I argue to be empirically necessary.

As mentioned earlier, in addition to exploring the formalization of the operation of Agree,
the last 20 years of research have also produced a wealth of literature seeking to understand
which empirical phenomena can be accounted for with Agree technology. The types of phe-
nomena that researchers have sought to subsume under Agree are incredibly varied. They
include (but are not limited to) Person-Case Constraint effects (Béjar and Rezac 2003;
Anagnostopoulou 2005; Nevins 2007, among others), nominal concord (Carstens 2001, 2011,
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2016; Baker 2008; Kramer 2009; Danon 2011, among others), negative concord (Zeijlstra
2004; Haegeman and Lohndal 2010, among others), sequence of tense (Zeijlstra 2012, among
others), binding (Hicks 2009; Kramer 2009; Rooryck and Vanden Wyngaerd 2011, among
others), control (Landau 2000, among others), ergative case assignment (Deal 2010; Reza¢
et al. 2014, among others),! and switch-reference (Camacho 2010; Assmann 2012; Arregi
and Hanink 2018, among others). In this dissertation I concern myself with the latter two
phenomena. I argue that a purely Agree-based analysis is able to account for typologically
interesting patterns of split-ergative marking and switch-reference, providing greater em-
pirical coverage than existing non-Agree-based analyses (and faring better than alternative
Agree-based analyses as well).

The empirical testing ground for these claims is the language Amahuaca (Panoan; Peru).
I explore the morphosyntax of the language in depth, based on my original fieldwork. I
provide two main case studies to substantiate the claims about Agree that I have alluded
to here. The first is a system of split-ergative marking that is dependent on the syntactic
position of the subject DP. The second case study is the extensive switch-reference system of
the language, which encodes information about the reference of both subjects and objects.
I argue that both of these domains provide evidence that Agree proceeds cyclically, under
c-command, with many-to-one and one-to-many mappings between probes and goals.

In the remainder of this introductory chapter I first provide background on the Amahuaca
language itself and the data collection that formed the basis of this dissertation. I then turn
to a more detailed summary of the structure of the dissertation and its main empirical and
theoretical observations and claims.

1.1 Background on Amahuaca

Amahuaca (also written <Hamunvaka> [?amiwaka] in the official orthography), is a Panoan
language spoken in Peru and Brazil. Fleck (2003) classifies Peruvian Amahuaca as belong-
ing to the Headwaters subgroup of the Nawa group within the Mainline branch of Panoan.
Fleck notes that Peruvian Amahuaca displays similarities with the languages of the Chama
subgroup, such as Shipibo-Konibo, which he speculates is due to contact. Indeed, while
Amahuaca certainly shares a large portion of its lexicon with languages of the neighboring
Yaminawa dialect complex (Headwaters subgroup), its syntax is divergent from other lan-
guages within its subgroup (for example, it is not as polysynthetic, and its alignment system
is different).

Amahuaca is spoken in communities along the Aguaytia, Curanja, Curiuja, Inuya, Las
Piedras, Mapuya, Purus, Sepahua, Upper Ucayali, and Yurud rivers in the Ucayali and
Madre de Dios regions of Peru and in the state of Acre in Brazil (Eberhard et al. 2019).
Estimates of the number of Amahuaca speakers vary widely. The most recent census data
from Peru puts the population of native Amahuaca speakers at 328 (Instituto Nacional de

!'Note that nominative and accusative case assignment were already taken to be consequences of Agree
by Chomsky (2000).



Estadistica e Informatica 2017). This is significantly higher than an SIL count done in 2000,
which estimated the number of speakers in Peru was between 90 and 130 (Gordon 2005). It
also is far above the rough estimate of 100 speakers in Peru given by Crevels (2012), based
on a count of an ethnic population of 247 in 1993. The number of speakers living in Brazil
is also murky. According to counts from 1995, the speaker population in Brazil was 220
(Eberhard et al. 2019). However, Brazil census data from 2010 does not list any Amahuaca
speakers, even though Panoan languages with as few as 3 speakers are reported (Instituto
Brasileiro de Geografia e Estatistica 2010).2 To contextualize these numbers a bit, as far
back as 1999 it was reported that children were not learning the language in Peru (Gordon
2005), and more recent reports say that transmission is limited to only the most remote
communities (Eberhard et al. 2019). I have personally worked with speakers of Amahuaca
who originate from communities on the Sepahua, Inuya, and Yurud rivers and have visited
Amahuaca communities on the Sepahua and Las Piedras rivers. In Sepahua, most speakers
are Spanish-dominant in terms of their daily communication. Few individuals under the age
of 35 have more than a passive understanding of the language. I would estimate the number
of speakers in Sepahua at approximately 40, including semi-speakers and those that have
moved from other communities in the last two decades. In Boca Pariamanu on Las Piedras,
the community is ethnically Amahuaca but there are no remaining speakers of the language,
the last speaker having passed away in recent years. On the Inuya and Yurud rivers, I know
that there are adult speakers, and there is a teacher who teaches the language in a school
in Inuya. I do not have further information about the speaker populations in these areas.
Given this information, I assume that the 520 speaker estimate given by Eberhard et al.
(2019) is likely too high, but that the 100 speaker estimate given by Crevels (2012) is likely
too low.

I have worked with a total of 14 Amahuaca speakers (9 female), with a majority of my
work being conducted in the communities of Nuevo Rosario, 7 de Junio, and San Francisco,
in the town of Sepahua in Atalaya Province, Ucayali, Peru.®> These speakers all live in
Sepahua and originate from Sepahua as well as from communities on the Inuya and Yurua
rivers. The age of these speakers ranges from 26 to approximately 80. All speakers have
knowledge of Spanish but range from Amahuaca dominant to Spanish dominant. Amahuaca
is still used as a language of daily communication, but Spanish is the most commonly used
language in the neighborhoods where these speakers live. The majority of the data in this
dissertation come from work with 4 primary consultants (3 female), ranging in age from
approximately 35 to 75. These data were collected during 4 separate trips, one per year in
20152018, totaling 5.5 months of fieldwork.

A majority of the previous work on the Amahuaca language was conducted by a series of
linguists with the Summer Institute of Linguistics (SIL) and was carried out from the late

2The Brazil census does contain a category of unspecified Panoan languages with a population of 846
listed. It is possible that this number contains some Amahuaca speakers who identified as a speaker of a
Panoan language but did not specifically list Amahuaca as their language.

3Some data were collected through work in Puerto Maldonado, Madre de Dios, Peru, but with a speaker
from Sepahua.



1940s through the early 2000s. Descriptive and analytical works include a phoneme inventory
(Osborn 1948), a couple of sketches on tone (Russell and Russell 1959; Hyde and Loos 1975),
an MA thesis that is a transformational grammar (Russell 1965), a chapter about reflexives
(Hyde 1973), a dictionary (Hyde 1980), a chapter on switch-reference (Sparing-Chavez 1998),
and two collections on basic grammatical properties by the two main SIL linguists who
worked on the language (Sparing-Chévez 2012; Russell 2014). Additionally, there is a series
of pedagogical materials and books of stories created by the SIL in collaboration with the
Peruvian Ministry of Education (e.g. Ministerio de Educacién 1960, 1961, 1984, 1985, 1986,
1988; Instituto Lingiiistico de Verano 1993). In addition to this work by the SIL, there is a
PhD dissertation on the phonetics and phonology of the language (Karadamou 2018).

Aside from work on Amahuaca itself, there has also been work on some of the topics
explored in this dissertation in other Panoan languages. For example, Panoan systems are
of particular interest to the study of switch-reference since they tend to exhibit the unusual
property of tracking the transitivity of clauses in addition to tracking argument identity.
Work specifically on switch-reference in Panoan includes descriptions and analyses of the
phenomenon in Capanahua (Camacho and Elfas-Ulloa 2001), Cashinahua (Montag 2005),
Kakataibo (Zariquiey 2016), and Shipibo(-Konibo) (Valenzuela 2005; Camacho 2010; Baker
and Camargo Souza 2018). Of these sources, only Camacho and Elias-Ulloa (2001), Camacho
(2010), and Baker and Camargo Souza (2018) provide formal analyses of switch-reference,
and I will discuss these accounts further in Chapter 4. In addition to works specifically
focused on switch-reference, broader morphosyntactic descriptions of several Panoan lan-
guages discuss their switch-reference systems. Examples include descriptions of Kakataibo
(Zariquiey 2011, 2018), Matis (Ferreira 2005), Matses (Fleck 2003), Shanenawa (Céandido
2004), Shipibo (Valenzuela 2003), and Yaminawa (Neely 2019). Case is also a topic of inter-
est in Panoan languages since some languages, such as Amahuaca, display a tripartite system
and since transitivity plays such a central role in the grammar of these languages (see, e.g.
Valenzuela 2003). In addition to case being discussed in the morphosyntactic descriptions
mentioned previously, ergative case in Shipibo has recently been analyzed in the theoretical
literature as well (Baker 2014; Baker and Bobaljik 2017). This work will be further discussed
in Chapter 3.

1.2 Summary and structure of the dissertation

This dissertation is divided into three main content chapters. The first provides necessary
background data and argumentation about the structure of Amahuaca. The second and
third chapters constitute case studies of Agree within the grammar of the language.

As mentioned, Chapter 2 provides background on Amahuaca. As outlined above, there is
almost no formal work on the structure of Amahuaca. Therefore, it is necessary to develop
an analysis of the morphosyntax of the language from the ground up. After providing a brief
overview of some relevant information about the phonology and morphology of the language,
I delve into the syntax. I examine the basic structure of the clause, and I discuss operations



of movement that can affect word order and test their properties. This understanding of the
clausal structure lays the groundwork for understanding the relationship between case and
word order discussed in Chapter 3. I also provide diagnostics for distinguishing two different
types of dependent clauses in Amahuaca (switch-reference clauses and relative clauses), since
their surface morphosyntactic similarity has led to them being grouped together in previous
literature (Sparing-Chavez 1998, 2012). This is crucial since only one type of dependent
clause, namely switch-reference clauses, is the empirical focus of Chapter 4.

In Chapter 3, I turn to the first case study of the role of Agree in Amahuaca morphosyn-
tax. The focus of this chapter is on the somewhat unusual pattern of split-ergative case
marking in Amahuaca’s tripartite case system. Interestingly, overt ergative case only ap-
pears on transitive subject DPs that have moved out of their externally merged position. I
analyze morphological ergative case as being the exponence of agreement with two functional
heads in Amahuaca: transitive v and T. I argue that this Agree-based structural view of
ergative case is able to capture the relationship between case and movement in Amahuaca
more straightforwardly than inherent or dependent theories of ergative case assignment.
I also argue that this view of morphological case as exponing multiple features lends a
very straightforward way of accounting for the focus-sensitive nominative case marking in
Amahuaca. Finally, I demonstrate that treating morphological ergative (and nominative)
case as exponence of multiple features allows for a natural distinction between “abstract”
and morphological case. Only the full set of relevant features yields morphological case,
but a subset of those features can indicate abstract case. Abstract case is leveraged by the
language’s switch-reference system, which is the topic of Chapter 4.

The second case study of Agree within Amahuaca syntax is covered in Chapter 4. This
chapter analyzes the switch-reference system of Amahuaca, which is typologically unusual
in multiple respects. I demonstrate that the switch-reference system is sensitive to abstract
case and tracks the reference of both subject and object DPs. In developing an analysis that
can account for these properties, I demonstrate that switch-reference can be accounted for
purely in terms of Agree. I argue that the seemingly long-distance dependencies involved
in tracking referential identity among all arguments of two clauses do not pose a problem
for theories of locality in Agree if we accept two assumptions about the nature of Agree.
First, a Cyclic Agree model, in theory, allows for maximal projections to serve as probes
through cyclic expansion of a probe’s domain on successive cycles of probing. Assuming
that maximal projections can indeed probe allows a probe located high in an adjunct clause
to probe directly into the matrix clause. Second, an interaction and satisfaction model
of Agree allows us to define a probe that will probe all DPs in its c-command domain,
allowing the same probe to uniformly agree with both subject and object. I demonstrate
that combining the predictions of these two models of Agree yields a straightforward way of
treating switch-reference in a purely Agree-based framework and results in greater empirical
coverage than previous accounts.

The conclusion offered in Chapter 5 highlights the ways in which the case studies pre-
sented in this dissertation shape our understanding of both the mechanics and empirical
coverage of the operation of Agree.



Chapter 2

Background on the structure of
Amahuaca

As discussed in the introduction, Amahuaca is an endangered Panoan language of the Peru-
vian and Brazilian Amazon. It is underdocumented and there is very little previous formal
linguistic work on the language. Therefore, one contribution of the current work is to provide
a description of some of the basic patterns of the language in order to form the basis for
further analysis. In this chapter, I offer a descriptive overview and analysis of some impor-
tant aspects of the language in order to lay the groundwork for the more focused analysis
of Chapters 3 and 4. I begin in Section 2.1 with a description of the phonological inventory
of the language and basic phonotactics. This section is not intended to provide a thorough
overview of the phonology of Amahuaca, but rather serves to clarify some of the orthographic
conventions that I will utilize throughout. In Section 2.2, I then turn to a brief discussion
of some of the morphology that will appear frequently in examples throughout. I touch on
morphology at the DP level, including case marking and number marking, I consider how
person is marked in various locations in the clause, and I outline verbal temporal morphol-
ogy. Finally, in Section 2.3 I consider basic patterns of the syntax. I offer arguments for
the proposed clausal structure and movement operations of both heads and phrases, and
I demonstrate the A’-status of scrambling in the language. I also provide morphosyntac-
tic diagnostics for distinguishing two types of dependent clauses in the language — relative
clauses and switch-reference clauses. I end the discussion of Amahuaca syntax with a brief
description of DP syntax before summarizing the major points of this chapter in Section 2.4.

2.1 Phonology

The earliest description of the phonology of Amahuaca that I am aware of was written
by Henry Osborn and dates to 1948. The phoneme inventory given below is similar to
the inventory given by Osborn, with the major difference being the inclusion of an alveolar
affricate, included by later authors, such as Russell (1965), but not discussed by Osborn. The



consonant phonemes of Amahuaca are given in Table 2.1 with the orthographic symbol(s)
used to represent each phoneme given in angle brackets, <>, next to the IPA symbol if the
orthographic representation differs from the standard IPA representation. The orthography
used is that which was approved by the Peruvian Ministry of Education in 2016. It is taken
largely from the Spanish-based orthography developed by the SIL, with the only difference
being that the symbols <c¢> and <qu>, which were both used to represent the stop /k/
in the SIL orthography (<c> before <a>, <o>, and <u>, and <qu> before <i>), have
been collapsed to the single symbol <k>. I do not offer arguments for the contrastive status
of each phoneme here, but I refer interested readers to Karadamou (2018: 375-406) for
discussion of this issue.

Bilabial | Alveolar | Post-Alveolar | Palatal | Velar | Glottal
Plosive p t k ? <h>
Nasal m n
Tap r<r>
Fricative s <z> | <sh> ¢ <x> h <j>
Affricate ts <tz> E\f <ch>
Approximant | w <v> j <y>

Table 2.1: Consonant inventory

As seen in Table 2.1, Amahuaca has four voiceless oral stops, /p/, /t/, /k/, and /?/. All
of the stops can appear as onsets. In the orthography, <h> is always written at the beginning
of words that would otherwise be vowel-initial, but its realization is somewhat variable word-
initially. Glottal stop is also variably realized in a syllable-final position, depending on the
prosodic shape of the word, with it commonly appearing after high-toned syllables, as in (1).

(1) <joni> ‘man’ : [hon{] ~ [hon{?]

This occurrence of glottal stop is not consistently represented in the orthography, and so I
omit it here. Amahuaca additionally has two nasal stops, /m/ and /n/, which can serve as
onsets. Foot-medially before oral vowels, they are realized as post-oralized nasal stops. They
are realized as fully nasal foot-medially before nasal vowels as well as foot-initially. These
realizations are demonstrated in (2).

(2) a.  <xano> ‘woman’ : [¢4An?d]
b.  <xanon> ‘woman.ERG’ : [¢And]
c.  <nami> ‘meat’: [namPi]

There is an alveolar tap in Amahuaca, which can serve as an onset. Amahuaca has four
fricatives, /s/, /[/, /¢/, and /h/. Only the three sibilants can contrastively serve as codas.
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The place of articulation of the three sibilants has been characterized differently by different
authors. Osborn represents these three phonemes as /0/, /s/, and /x/, noting that his /s/
involves contact of the “central part of the tongue against the alveolar ridge” (1948: 189), and
notes that his /x/ can often be palatalized. Here I represent these three sibilants as /s/, which
is realized as dental for some speakers; /[/, which, as noted by Osborn, involves constriction
between the alveolar ridge and a portion of the tongue which is not the tip; and /¢/, which is
typically realized as palatalized rather than velar or the retroflex reflex found in some other
Panoan languages (e.g. Yaminawa; Neely 2019: 249).! The two affricates of Amahuaca are
/ts/ and /tf/. As mentioned previously, the alveolar affricate was not included in Osborn’s
(1948) phoneme inventory, but is included in subsequent sources. Finally, Amahuaca has
two approximants, the labio-velar /w/ and palatal /j/.

Turning now to the vowel inventory of Amahuaca, there are four contrastive vowel qual-
ities, each with nasal and oral variants, shown in Table 2.2.

Front Central Back

High | i 1<in> |i<u> i<un>

Mid o 0 <on>

Low a a <an>

Table 2.2: Vowel inventory

As indicated in the table, the four vowel qualities are /i/, /a/, /i/, and /o/, which is
sometimes realized as [u]. Nasality on vowels is orthographically represented as an <n>
following the vowel. Vowels contrast in length in Amahuaca, as shown in (3), and long
vowels are orthographically represented as a doubled grapheme (i.e. <aa> = /a:/, etc.).

(3) a.  <mapo> ‘head’ : [mépo]
b.  <mapoo> ‘clay’ : [mépo:]
Tone is also contrastive in Amahuaca, with two contrastive levels, high and low. While roots
are lexically specified for tone, minimal tone pairs are quite rare. A tonal minimal pair is
given in (4).
(4) a.  <jiri> ‘eat’ : [hir]]
b. <jiri> ‘feed’ : [hiri]
Tone sandhi substantially affects the realization of tone in Amahuaca (Russell and Russell

1959), and most authors do not represent tone in the orthography, a decision which I follow
here.?

'Karadamou (2018) represents the phoneme that I represent with /¢/ as /fj/.

20n the infrequent occasion that tone does serve to differentiate two lexical items which would otherwise
be ambiguous in the morphosyntactic context, I follow the convention of using <> over a vowel to represent
high tone, as in (4).



Amahuaca syllable structure is consistently CV(C). All consonant phonemes are able to
serve as onsets in the language, while the only permissible codas are /s/, /[/, and /¢/.?
No onset or coda clusters are permitted. The nucleus of a syllable can be comprised of a
single monophthongal vowel, long or short, or a diphthong. The minimal prosodic word in
Amahuaca is bimoraic. A word can be composed of one heavy syllable, with a heavy syllable
consisting of a syllable with a long vowel or diphthong, or two syllables.* The majority of
roots in Amahuaca are disyllabic.

2.2 Morphology

In this section, I will discuss some of the morphemes that will occur frequently in the ex-
amples throughout the dissertation. This is not intended to be an exhaustive list of all
derivational and inflectional morphology in the language. For a list of many Amahuaca mor-
phemes, along with illustrative examples, I refer the reader to Appendix A of Hyde 1980 and
Chapter 7 of Sparing-Chavez 2012. I will first discuss morphology of the nominal domain,
focusing first on case morphology, then turning to a discussion of the purported “plural”
marker of Amahuaca (which I will argue is not actually plural), and finally outlining the
paradigms of pronouns and subject markers. Then I will turn to the morphology of the
verbal domain, discussing the paradigms of tense and aspect markers.

2.2.1 Case marking

Amahuaca displays a tripartite case system for core arguments of the verb. The case of
arguments will be the topic of Chapter 3. The intransitive subject (S) can receive overt case
marking (typically =z), as seen in (5). The transitive subject (A) can also receive overt case
marking (typically =n), as shown in (6). Object (O) DPs are morphologically unmarked
for case, as demonstrated by (6). In ditransitives both objects surface in a morphologically
unmarked form, as in (7) .

(5) vaku{*=n / =x}=mun rakuu=xo=nu
child{=ERG / =NOM}=C be.afraid=3.PST=DECL
‘The child was afraid.’

3Note that /?/ can sometimes appear as a coda, but it does not appear to be contrastive in coda position.

4Hyde’s (1980) dictionary of Amahuaca contains a few head words that consist of a single syllable with a
nasal vowel. I do not analyze nasal vowels as being bimoraic. Instead, I note that these items are all subject
markers, to be discussed below, which, like functional items in the language, typically form a prosodic word
with the material immediately to their left.
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(6) xano{=n / *=x}=mun chopa{*=n / *=x}
woman{=ERG / =NOM}=C clothes{=ERG / =NOM}
patza=hi=ki=nu
wash=IPFV=3.PRES=DECL
‘The woman is washing clothes.’

(7) joni=n=mun xano jiriti hinan=hi=ki=nu
man=ERG=C woman food give=IPFV=3.PRES=DECL

‘The man is giving the woman food.”

These contrasts suggest an underlyingly tripartite case system where ergative and nominative
case are overtly marked in Amahuaca. The unmarked form for nominals appears to be a
morphological default in Amahuaca rather than signaling accusative case directly. Evidence
that this is a default comes from differential case marking — both transitive and intransitive
subjects can surface in a morphologically unmarked form in the right syntactic and discourse
contexts. This differential subject marking is the focus of Chapter 3, and I set it aside for
now. The basic argument case morphology of the language is summarized in Table 2.3.5

Case Argument marked Form (SG/PL)
NOM S =xr / -vauz
ERG A =n / -vaun
Acc/default S/A/O 0/ -vo

Table 2.3: Regular case morphology

In Table 2.3, it is worth pointing out that there is a distinct form given for the plural for each
case value. Case typically surfaces as an enclitic on the entire DP in Amahuaca. However,
when the final morpheme in the DP is the “plural” marker -vo, the case marking is expressed
as a portmanteau with this marker. I discuss the status of this marker -vo below.

Before moving on from the topic of case marking, it is important to discuss apparent
“allomorphy” of case marking in Amahuaca. For many DP-internal elements in Amahuaca,’

SWhat I gloss here as ‘food’” can actually be decomposed into the verb jiri ‘eat’ and the nominalizer -ti.
This nominalizer is not very productive synchronically in Amahuaca.

61 set aside here case marking for non-arguments, such as genitive and locative case. Note that both of
these cases morphologically resemble ergative marking in much of the paradigm. However, they come apart
from ergative with pronouns. For example, there is some variation between speakers with genitive marking,
but for first person singular, the ergative form is hiyan while the genitive form is hun. Note that genitive
pronouns are distinct from inalienable possessive markers which occur with bound roots, typically kinship
terms (e.g. -pa ‘father’; hu-pa ‘my father’).

I intend to include more than just nouns in this group of words since any element that occurs at the right
edge of the DP can host the case enclitic. Given that DP-internal word order is relatively free, this means
that elements of many categories can appear in this position. There are examples of nouns, adjectives,
quantifiers, and numerals that undergo the type of segmental alternations described here in case-marked
versus unmarked contexts.
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the case marked form of the word contains additional segmental material beyond the case
marker and the root that appears in morphologically unmarked contexts. Specifically, these
words contain an additional syllable at the end of the root before the case marker.® An
example of this alternation is given in (8) for a noun and (9) for an adjective.

(8) a.  kapuu=mun rutu=hi joni=ki=nu
alligator=C kill=IPFV man=3.PRES=DECL
‘The man is killing the alligator.’
b. kaputon=mun Floria pi=xo=nu
alligator.ERG=C Floria bite=3.PST=DECL
‘The alligator bit Floria.’

(9) ‘That tall man is eating meat.’
a. jaa chaii joni=n=mun nami pi=hi=ki=nu
DEM tall man=ERG=C meat bite=IPFV=3.PRES=DECL
b. jaa joni chaitan=mun nami pi=hi=ki=nu
DEM man tallLERG=C  meat bite=IPFV=3.PRES=DECL

In Table 2.4 T list the forms of all of the extra final syllables found in ergative-marked
forms of nouns and adjectives listed in Hyde’s (1980) dictionary. Nominative forms typically
include the extra syllable but with a final = instead of a final n.

C-initial V-initial
chin an
kan m
kun on
man un
nan
nin
non
nun
pan
tan
ton
xon

Table 2.4: Truncated ergative syllables from nouns and adjectives in Hyde 1980

One potential way to analyze this pattern is in terms of allomorphy of the case marker;
another is in terms of root allomorphy. Under the latter analysis, which I will adopt here,

8There are two examples of words with two additional syllables in their ergative form given by Hyde
(1980). These are the noun korokoro ‘turkey’, the ergative form of which is korokorokaton, and voxni ‘grey-
haired’, the ergative form of which is voznikaton.
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the root would be truncated to omit the final syllable in non-case-marked contexts. One
reason to treat this as allomorphy of the root rather than the case marker is that the choice
of which final syllable is used in ergative contexts is not predictable from the shape of the
root. Therefore, each root in the language would have to be specified for which form of
the ergative marker it occurred with, constituting a case of lexically-conditioned allomorphy
rather than phonologically-conditioned allomorphy. Interestingly, since nominative-marked
roots also contain an extra syllable and differ from ergative-marked roots only in that the
final n is replaced with z, lexically-conditioned allomorphy of the nominative marker would
have to be separately encoded, somewhat redundantly. This repetition of the final n in
all of the ergative forms (and z in all of the nominative forms) gives reason to think that
the more accurate way to segment all of these forms would be simply Root=n rather than
Root=(C)Vn — that is, to assume that the case marker is regular in all forms, namely that
it is consistently =n, while the roots alternate between a truncated and full form. The root
allomorphy analysis is also attractive since additional changes to some roots are triggered in
the contexts where these extra syllables occur. For example, the placement of high tone can
shift, as in (10a), the vowel preceding the extra syllable can become oral instead of nasal, as
in (10b), or the vowel preceding the extra syllable can shorten, as in (10c).?

(10) a.  <hoxni> ‘moonlight’ — <héxnupan> ‘moonlight.ERG’ (Hyde 1980: 40)
b.  <nénon> ‘duck’ — <nénomdan> ‘duck.ERG’ (Hyde 1980: 62)
c. <shdnoo> ‘viper’ — <shdnopan> ‘viper.ERG’ (Hyde 1980: 77)

An additional type of change involves the vowel-initial syllables in the second column of
Table 2.4. These always occur with roots that would otherwise be consonant final or would
terminate in a nasal vowel. They cause the final consonant to resyllabify as the onset of
the additional syllable, and in roots with a nasal vowel, the result is that the nasality on
the vowel is lost and is instead realized as an alveolar nasal onset of the added syllable.
These different types of changes to roots vary in predictability. Finally, it is worth noting
that the number of extra syllables instantiated in Table 2.4 is quite large were we to assume
they represented multiple allomorphs of the case marker. The large number of possible
syllables is more in line with a truncation account where these syllables simply represent the
final syllables of roots. The fact that not all possible CV combinations are represented in
these final syllables is not entirely unexpected given that some languages are known to have
reduced syllable inventories farther into the word (see, e.g., Hyman and Inkelas 1997 for Tiene
(Bantu; Democratic Republic of the Congo)). Overall, the pattern outlined here suggests
that the simpler analysis is to treat extra syllables in ergative and nominative forms, along
with the changes to the root that they trigger, as part of the underlying representation of the
root. This would mean that in case-marked contexts the full form of the root is realized with

9This vowel length change, in particular, speaks in favor of a truncation analysis because it appears to
exhibit a form of compensatory lengthening. When the final syllable is present, the vowel is short, but when
the final syllable is deleted, the vowel preceding the deleted material becomes long.
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a fully regular ergative (=n) or nominative (=z) enclitic.'® In contexts where case marking
is lacking, the root is truncated to lose the final syllable, and other processes may apply,
such as lengthening of the final vowel. The resulting picture is that case morphology is fully
regular (with the exception of its portmanteau realization with “plural” -vo, discussed just
below).

2.2.2 Number marking

Aside from case marking, another type of morphology that commonly occurs on nouns is
the “plural” marker -vo. While this marker has typically been glossed as plural (see, e.g.,
Sparing-Chévez 2012), it does not appear to have true plural semantics. It can appear only
with human nouns,'! but human nouns can receive a plural interpretation without it, and
it can appear on human nouns receiving a singular interpretation. The example in (11)
shows a noun without -vo, the subject jonin ‘men’, that receives a plural interpretation and
triggers the plural subject marker kan. In (12) we see an example where vaku ‘child’ receives
a singular interpretation regardless of whether it surfaces with or without -vo.

(11) joni=n=mun jono  kiyoo=vi rutu=hi kan=ki=nu
man=ERG=C peccary all=EMPH kill=IPFV 3PL=3.PRES=DECL

‘The men are killing all of the peccaries.’

(12) vaku(-vo) muka=kun=mun xano=n chopa patza=hi=ki=nu
child-pL.  play=Ds.sQq=C woman=ERG clothes wash=IPFV=3.PRES=DECL
‘After the child played, the woman is washing clothes.’

I set aside here the question of what the exact semantic contribution of this morpheme is,
but note that it typically appears on plural human nouns in the examples in this dissertation
(and T will continue to gloss it PL in such instances). Aside from the marker -vo, number
is not marked on nouns in Amahuaca. Instead, Amahuaca bare nouns have general number
(Corbett 2000; Rullmann and You 2006; Wilhelm 2008; Bale et al. 2011; Paul 2012; Kramer
2017, among others). This means that each noun means something like ‘one or more Ns’
(i.e. the denotation includes both atoms and their sums). Bare nouns in Amahuaca are not
ambiguous between a singular form and a plural form (i.e. there is not simply a singular and
plural form that happen to be homophonous for all nouns), rather the denotation of the bare
noun is neutral for number. This can be demonstrated by testing for ambiguity (Zwicky and
Sadock 1975; Rullmann and You 2006; Kramer 2017). Consider the sentence in (13) with a
truly ambiguous noun.

10T am aware of one truly irregular root. The root hino ‘dog’ becomes hinan in the ergative. This is the
only root I am aware of where a root vowel changes quality in the ergative.

1One apparent exception is its use in forming clan terms. It can attach to animal terms to form clan
names. For example, one Amahuaca clan name is rono-vo, meaning roughly ‘snake people’. Additionally,
sometimes speakers occasionally accept -vo as a seeming plural with the names of large game animals, such
as hino ‘jaguar’, but this is rare and may be due to interference from these clan terms.
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(13) Juanu=n=mun  hino hiin=xo=nu
Juan.LG=ERG=C jaguar/dog see=3.PST=DECL

‘Juan saw a jaguar/dog.’
Here we see that this sentence can mean that Juan saw a dog or a jaguar because the form

hino is ambiguous between the meaning ‘dog’ and ‘jaguar’. Now consider a possible follow
up to this utterance.

(14) Context: Juan saw a jaguar, and I utter (13) followed by:
Maria=n  rivi=mun hiin=xo=ki
Maria=ERG also=C see=3.PST=DECL
‘Maria also saw (one).’
v' Maria saw a jaguar.

# Maria saw a dog.

Here we see that if (13) is uttered in a context where Juan saw a jaguar, followed by the
sentence in (14) which lacks an overt object DP, the only possible interpretation of (14) is
that Maria saw a jaguar. An interpretation where Maria saw a dog is not possible. Therefore,
we can see that when a noun is truly ambiguous, the interpretation must be held constant.
This can be contrasted with the interpretation of number with bare nouns. The sentence in
(15) means that Juan found one or more tapirs.

(15) Juanu=n=mun haa vuchi=xo=nu
Juan.LG=ERG=C tapir find=3.PST=DECL

‘Juan found one or more tapirs.’
If haa ‘tapir’ (along with other bare nouns) were ambiguous between singular and plural in
the same way as hino is ambiguous between the meaning ‘dog’ and ‘jaguar’ we would expect
that the interpretation of a sentence like (16) should have to hold constant either a singular

or plural interpretation in a similar fashion to the pattern we saw in (14). However, that is
not the case.

(16) Context: Juan found multiple tapirs, and I utter (15) followed by:
Maria=n  rivi=mun vuchi=xo=ki
Maria=ERG also=C find=3.PST=DECL
‘Maria also found (one or more).’
v Maria found one tapir.
v Maria found multiple tapirs.
Here, if this follow up is uttered in a context where Juan found multiple tapirs, two possible

readings are available. It is possible for a “matching” reading, where Maria also found
multiple tapirs. However, a reading where Maria found only one tapir is also possible. This
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is unexpected if the noun haa ‘tapir’ is ambiguous between singular and a proper plural. It
is exactly the predicted pattern, though, if haa instead is number neutral and means ‘one
or more tapirs’. Therefore, I conclude that bare nouns in Amahuaca have general number.
Because bare nouns can be used both where English uses singular nouns and where English
uses plural nouns, in examples throughout I have attempted to provide English translations
of Amahuaca bare nouns that reflect the context in which a sentence was uttered or the
number marking in the Spanish translation that was offered.

2.2.3 Person marking

In contrast to nouns in Amahuaca, pronouns are overtly marked for number, with distinct
singular and plural pronouns for all persons. The form of the pronouns is given in Table 2.5.

| s | pL
1 || hiya | noku
2 || miya | mato
3| jaa | jato

Table 2.5: Full pronouns

The forms given in Table 2.5 are the default forms for the pronouns — the forms that are not
overtly marked for case. These forms appear as object pronouns. Transitive and intransitive
subject pronouns are formed by adding regular ergative (=n) or nominative (=z) marking to
these forms. For subject pronouns it is very uncommon for them to appear in the unmarked
form. Typically, the use of a full pronoun (rather than pro-drop) signals narrow focus and
results in case marking.!?

In addition to full pronouns, Amahuaca has a series of subject clitics that indicate the
person and number of the subject. These appear in a fairly fixed position in the clause, but
the position depends on the presence of aspect marking. The forms of these subject clitics
are given in Table 2.6.

| sc | prL
1 || hun | non
2 || min | man
3| jan | kan

Table 2.6: Subject clitics

In matrix clauses, the use of these clitics for local persons is obligatory, and they can double
emphatic full pronouns. For third person arguments, these clitics are typically used if there

12T will discuss the connection between nominative case and focus in Chapter 3.
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is no overt subject DP or if the overt subject DP is a pronoun, but speakers vary in whether
they use these clitics to double non-pronominal DPs, with it being more common for speakers
to double plural DPs with kan than to double singular DPs with jan.

In sentences in the perfective aspect (which is not overtly marked), the subject clitic
surfaces in a position after the clitic =mun, which is a second position clitic, and will be
discussed further in Section 2.3. This holds true for all of the clitics except the third person
plural, which surfaces after the verb. This pattern is demonstrated in (17).

(17)  a. hiya=x=mun=hun pakuu=ku=nu
1sG=NOM=C=18G fall=1.PST=DECL
‘I fell.’
b.  jato=x=mun riohko=kan=xo=nu

3PL=NOM=C fall.PL=3PL=3.PST=DECL
‘They fell."13

We see in (17a) that the first person singular clitic hun cliticizes to the clitic =mun to
its left.!* It appears before the verb. Note that occasionally speakers permit elements to
intervene between =mun and the subject marker, though this pattern is infrequent and is
often judged to be ill-formed. However, in perfective contexts, the subject clitic never follows
the verb.'> This is true for all clitics except the third person plural clitic kan. As seen in
(17b), kan follows the verb, appearing between the verb and the tense marker.

In contexts with other aspect markers, which are all overt, the situation is different.
Here, the subject clitics all appear in the same post-verbal position, consistently forming a
prosodic unit with the sentence-final tense and mood particles, as demonstrated in (18).

(18) a.  hiya=x=mun pakuu=hi hun=ka=nu
1scG=NoM=C fall=1PFV 1SG=1.PRES=DECL
‘I am falling.’
b. jato=x=mun riohko=hi  kan=ki=nu
3PL=NOM=C fall.PL=IPFV 3PL=3.PRES=DECL
‘They are falling.’

13Fall’ is like many Amahuaca verbs, especially motion-related verbs, that have a distinct form when
used with a plural subject. This plural verb form can be used regardless of the person of the subject, as
shown with a first person plural subject in (i).

(i) noku=x=mun=non riohko=ku=nu
1pL=NOM=C=1PL fall.PL=1.PST=DECL
‘We fell.’

Note that I will typically write a subject clitic as a separate word in this context to highlight the position
of the clitic =mun since it can be used to diagnose constituency.

15This is with the exception of instances where the verb moves to a position before the second position
clitic =mun. The derivation of this word order will be discussed in Section 2.3.

17



In (18a), we see that the first person singular clitic hun now appears after the imperfective
aspect marker and before tense marking. The same is true for the third person plural clitic
kan in (18b).

2.2.4 Tense marking and agreement

In addition to subject clitics that indicate the person and number of the subject, Amahuaca
also indicates the person of the subject via agreement on the tense markers. Amahuaca has
two series of tense markers, one indicating present and one past. These tense markers differ
in form based on the person of the subject. A full paradigm of the tense markers is given in
Table 2.7.

Subject Person

Tense 1 ‘ 2 ‘ 3
Present || =ka | =ki | =ki
Past || =ku | =ku | =xo0

Table 2.7: Tense markers and subject agreement

Here we can see that the form of the present tense marker with a first person subject is =ka
while it is =ki with a second or third person subject. For past tense, the form is =ku when
the subject is a local person, first or second, and =zo when it is third person.

2.2.5 Aspect marking

In addition to these tense markers, other temporal morphology that will figure in many of the
examples throughout is aspect marking. As mentioned previously, perfective aspect is not
overtly marked in Amahuaca matrix clauses. The other aspect markers are phonologically
overt and typically surface as verbal enclitics. Their placement will be discussed further in
Section 2.3.

Habitual =nox
Imperfective =hi
Perfect =hax
Perfective %]
Prospective  =katzi

Table 2.8: Matrix aspect markers!'6

16T indicate here that these are the forms of aspect marking found in matrix clauses, because aspect
marking in other types of clauses follows a distinct pattern.
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In Table 2.8 we can see that there are four overt aspect markers found in Amahuaca. These
indicate habitual, imperfective, perfect, and prospective meanings. There is one other class
of verbal morphology that indicates more specific temporal information and appears to be
almost “adverbial” in terms of the types of meanings encoded. An example of such a mor-
pheme would be =shin ‘yesterday’. These more specific temporal modifiers co-occur with
other tense and aspect morphology and can appear in the same morphological form in all
clause types — matrix clauses, relative clauses, and switch-reference clauses. On the other
hand, true aspect markers appear in different forms (and are sometimes lacking overtly) ac-
cording to clause type, and different clause types make different numbers of distinctions. For
example, while relative clauses can contain specific temporal modifiers like =shin ‘yesterday’,
they only mark a two-way aspect contrast between perfective =ha and imperfective =hai,
contrasting with the fuller matrix paradigm of aspect marking. Switch-reference clauses,
too, can contain temporal markers of the =shin type, but all other temporal information
is encoded in the switch-reference marker itself, rather than in separate aspect morphemes.
This behavior across clause types helps to divide seemingly aspectual temporal markers into
two classes — those which are invariant and those which differ by clause type — with the latter
appearing to be ‘true’ aspect marking.

With this understanding of the basic morphological categories that frequently appear in
the nominal and verbal domain, I now turn to a discussion of Amahuaca syntax.

2.3 Syntax

Amahuaca is mixed-headed with baseline SOV word order. It allows scrambling of all argu-
ments and adjuncts, and is both head- and dependent-marking. In this section I will first
discuss the basic clause structure of Amahuaca matrix clauses. I will begin by identifying
the functional heads in the clausal spine and then identifying the types of movement that
the verb in Amahuaca can undergo. I will then turn to a discussion of the properties of DP
movement to various positions in the Amahuaca clause. Finally, I will discuss the syntax of
domains other than the matrix clause, overviewing the structure of adjunct switch-reference
clauses, relative clauses, and DPs.

2.3.1 The matrix clausal spine

In matrix clauses in Amahuaca, all heads in the verbal extended projection are head-final,
with the exception of AspP and CP. These two projections serve as “landmarks” in the
clause, along with T, which serves to delineate the right edge of the clause.

Amahuaca has a second position clitic =mun, which is preceded by exactly one XP, as
demonstrated in (19) with a DP, (19a); a PP, (19b); and an adjunct clause, (19¢).'”

17 Like many of the inflectional morphemes of Amahuaca, =mun is a phonologically weak element which
cliticizes to the element it linearly follows. I assume, following Zwicky and Pullum (1983), that the positioning
of morphophonological clitics in a sentence is syntactically governed. That is, these phonologically weak
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(19) a. [ppjaa joni chaita=n | =mun nami pi=hi=ki=nu
DEM man tallLG=ERG =C meat bite=IPFV=3.PRES=DECL
‘That tall man is eating meat.’
b.  [pp nihi muran ] =mun joni=n jiriti vuna=xo=nu
forest inside =C man=ERG food look.for=3.PST=DECL
‘The man looked for food in the woods.’
c.  Jepjoni=n  xukijova=hain | =mun xano vua=xo=nu
man=ERG corn cook=DS.SIM =C woman sing=3.PST=DECL
‘While the man cooked corn, the woman sang.’

As seen in (19), =mun always follows one phrasal constituent, regardless of the category or
prosodic size of the constituent. On the basis of these syntactic second position effects, I
propose that the clitic =mun is in C. This is on analogy with patterns of V2 in Germanic
languages, in which the second position verb is typically analyzed as being in C (den Besten
1983; deMena Travis 1984; Holmberg and Platzack 1995; Zwart 1997, among many others).
It has been hypothesized that some syntactically-placed second position clitics are similarly
located in a head in the C domain (see, e.g., Wilder and Cavar 1994 and Tomi¢ 1996 for
Serbo-Croatian (South Slavic) second position clitics, King 1996 for Serbo-Croatian, Czech
(West Slavic), and Slovak (West Slavic) second position clitics, Paul 2001 for the Malagasy
(Austronesian; Madagascar) second position yes-no particle ve, and Black 1992 for Shipibo
(Panoan; Peru) second position mood clitics that are very similar to the Amahuaca clitics
in question), and I adopt this assumption here. Further evidence for =mun being in the C
domain comes from the fact that it is required in declarative matrix clauses, but disappears
in questions, imperatives, and non-matrix clauses.'® If =mun is in C, this suggests that CP is
head-initial in Amahuaca matrix clauses. Under these assumptions, the constituent to the left
of =mun will be in Spec,CP. This position must obligatorily be filled in Amahuaca, reflecting
an EPP feature on C. Movement to Spec,CP is associated with information structural effects,
which will be discussed further below and in Chapter 3.

The second landmark in the Amahuaca clause is the cluster of tense and mood clitics that
appears at the far right edge of the clause. These two clitics always surface in the order tense—
mood and always appear clause-finally, modulo prosodically offset right dislocation. The
mood clitic typically takes the form =nu in declarative clauses. It is null in interrogatives,
and takes the form =hu in imperatives. The morphemes that instantiate T show person
agreement with the subject, as seen in (20), and they encode a present versus past distinction,
as seen in (21).

clitics form syntactically independent elements. As can be seen in (19), the amount of phonological material
preceding =mun does not matter. Rather, the clitic’s placement is sensitive to syntactic constituency.

18This is consistent with Rizzi’s (1997) characterization of Force in his split CP model. However, as will
be discussed below, narrow-focused constituents move to the specifier of this head, which is evidence that it
also has properties of Focus. For present purposes, I make the simplifying assumption that CP is not split
in Amahuaca and accordingly speak simply of a CP projection.
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(20) a.  hiya=x=mun hun rakuu=ku=nu
1sG=NoM=C 18G be.afraid=1.PST=DECL
‘I was afraid.’

b. vaku=x=mun rakuu=xo=nu
child=NOM=C be.afraid=3.PST=DECL

“The child was afraid.’

(21) a. jaa=x=mun pakuu=hi jan=ki=nu

3s¢=NoM=C fall=1PFV 3SG=3.PRES=DECL
‘He is falling.’

b. jaa=x=mun jan pakuu=ki=nu
3s¢=NoM=C 3sG fall=3.PRES=DECL
‘He fell.” (just now)

c. jaa=x=mun jan pakuu=xo=nu
3sG=NOoM=C 3sc fall=3.PST=DECL

‘He fell.” (earlier)

In (20), the alternation between =ku and =zo indicates the person of the subject, with
=ku indicating first person and =zo indicating third person. In (21a), we see a present
tense sentence, indicated by the tense marker =ki, with imperfective aspect (=hi). The
contrast between (21b) and (21c) illustrates a minimal contrast between the present tense
marker =ki and the past tense marker =xo with perfective aspect, which is unmarked. The
alternation between present and past tense serves to indicate a more recent versus a more
temporally distant event, with the recent past interpretation of the sentence with present
tense marking arising due to the perfective aspect.!® The meaning of these markers as well
as the fact that they show subject agreement is consistent with them being in T. The clause-
final position of these morphemes thus suggests that T (along with Mood) is subject to
head-final linearization in Amahuaca.

The final landmark in the Amahuaca clause is aspect. As mentioned in Section 2.2, the
overt aspect markers in Amahuaca indicate imperfective (=hi), habitual (=nozx), perfect
(=haz), and prospective (=katzi). When aspect is not overtly marked, sentences receive a
perfective interpretation, as in (21b) and (21c). Examples illustrating a contrast in aspect
markers are given in (22).

(22) a.  kuntii=mun choka=hi xano=ki=nu
pot=C wash=IPFV woman=3.PRES=DECL
‘The woman is washing a pot.’

YNote that the past interpretation of present perfective corresponds to De Wit’s (2017) ‘retrospective
strategy’ of present perfective resolution.
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b. kuntii=mun choka=nox xano=ki=nu
pot=C wash=HAB woman=3.PRES=DECL

‘The woman washes pots.’

In (22a), we see the imperfective aspect marker =hi, while in (22b), we see the habitual
aspect marker =nox. The choice of aspect marker indicates a contrast between a currently
ongoing action in (22a) versus an action that characterizes the woman in general but need
not be ongoing at the time of utterance in (22b).

As seen in (22), the subject DP can appear to the right of aspect, intervening between
aspect and tense. The ability of aspect to appear sentence-medially (i.e. to the left of the
subject) suggests that it is a head-initial projection, as schematized in (23).

(23) TP
/\
AspP T
/\
Asp vP
DP/>\
VP v

Assuming that low subjects are in their externally merged position in Spec,vP, and that vP
is the complement of Asp, a head-initial AspP straightforwardly allows for the post-aspect
position of subjects.?’ I will assume, therefore, that AspP is a head-initial projection in
Amahuaca, splitting the matrix clause into a pre-aspect middle field, where scrambling oc-
curs, and a post-aspect domain that contains arguments in their externally merged positions.

20Note that the structure proposed in (23) violates the Final-Over-Final Condition (FOFC), which man-
dates that head-final projections cannot dominate head-initial projections within the same extended pro-
jection (Biberauer et al. 2014; Sheehan et al. 2017). In (23), the head-final TP projection dominates the
head-initial AspP projection. If FOFC is derived as a constraint on rightward movement (Zeijlstra 2016)
rather than stemming from Kayne’s (1994) Linear Correspondence Axiom or direct restrictions on headed-
ness of projections, this is not an issue. The proposal for the Amahuaca structures involves no rightward
movement, except for head movement between adjacent heads, which is permitted under Zeijlstra’s (2016)
model. An alternative approach postulating a head-final Asp which undergoes movement to a medial posi-
tion (presumably in at least some instances undergoing head movement as a complex head with the verb)
faces the challenge of identifying the projection targeted by movement. If movement targeted a head-initial
projection as its landing site, there would still need to be a head-initial projection between T and v, and so
the FOFC violation would remain in place. Assuming a head-initial AspP (together with Zeijlstra’s treat-
ment of FOFC) therefore seems to be the most straightforward account, given the lack of evidence that Asp
can ever occur further to the right. I refer the reader to Clem 2018c¢ for a more detailed discussion of FOFC
as it relates to this structure in Amahuaca.
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2.3.2 Verb movement

As observed in the examples in (22), one position in which the verb can appear is immediately
before aspect marking. However, the Amahuaca verb can appear in multiple positions in
the structure. This raises the question of what types of movement the verb can undergo. I
will argue here that the verb in Amahuaca can undergo head movement to a clause-medial
position. I will also demonstrate that the verb can appear clause-initially, which I assume
happens through remnant VP fronting.

When the verb appears immediately before aspect, the subject can either appear to the
right of aspect, intervening between aspect and tense, (24), or in one of multiple positions
to the left of the verb, depending on whether it is the object or subject that is moved to
Spec,CP, as seen in (25).

(24) kuntii=mun choka=hi xano=ki=nu
pot=C wash=IPFV woman=3.PRES=DECL
‘The woman is washing a pot.’

(25) ‘The woman is washing a pot.’

a. kuntii=mun xano=n choka=hi=ki=nu
pot=C woman=ERG wash=IPFV=3.PRES=DECL
b. xano=n=mun kuntii choka=hi=ki=nu

woman=ERG=C pot  wash=IPFV=3.PRES=DECL

As mentioned above, the availability of a post-aspect position of the subject (and object)
suggests that aspect is a head-initial projection. In order to derive an immediately pre-aspect
position of the verb, I assume that the verb undergoes head movement through v to Asp to
form a complex head with aspect.?!

While head movement seems to be one option for movement of the Amahuaca verb, it
does not seem to be the only type of movement that the verb can undergo. The verb can
also appear sentence-initially in Spec,CP before the second position clitic =mun, as in (26).

(26) choka=mun xano=n kuntii=hi=ki=nu
wash=C woman=ERG pot=IPFV=3.PRES=DECL
‘The woman is washing a pot.’

The appearance of the verb in this initial phrasal position suggests that VPs can also undergo
remnant movement, with verb-initial structures analyzed as in (27).%2

21T assume that the null perfective aspect marker does not trigger head movement of the verb and v, a
point that will be important for deriving a lack of differential ergative case marking in perfective clauses.
This is discussed further in Chapter 3.

22Tn Chapter 3 I assume that head movement of V to Asp occurs in the narrow syntax, with the ability
to affect agreement possibilities. This raises an interesting question of how remnant VP movement and head
movement of the verb are related and timed with respect to one another. I propose that neither remnant VP
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(27) CP

VP/>\

/\C TP
t Vv

2.3.3 Object shift

The availability of remnant fronting of VP suggests that object DPs vacate the VP. This is
reminiscent of German scrambling, in which the object DP moves out of VP to a position
higher in the structure (Thrainsson 2001; Vikner 1994). Following Roberts (2010), I assume
that object DPs in languages with scrambling escape the vP phase by moving to a specifier
of vP. When the subject and object both remain in vP (i.e. when they appear to the right
of aspect), the only available position for the object is to the right of the subject, as in (28).

(28) ‘The man is killing the peccary.’®
a. rutu=mun=hi joni jono=ki=nu
kill=C=IPFV man peccary=3.PRES=DECL
b. *rutu=mun=hi jono joni=ki=nu
kill=C=IPFV peccary man=3.PRES=DECL

This suggests that the object DP is attracted to an inner specifier position of vP; it tucks
in (Richards 1999). From this position it can, but does not have to, subsequently move
higher in the clause to a position to the left of aspect. This vP edge position appears to
be the highest A-position of the object — the object is accessible for agreement on the vP
edge, as will be discussed with respect to the switch-reference system in Chapter 4. Further
movements available to the object are all A’-movement, discussed below.

This object shift appears to be obligatory. That is, non-remnant VP movement is im-
possible, as shown in (29).

(29) ‘The man finds capybaras.’

a. vuchi=mun hamun=nox  joni=ki=nu
find=C capybara=HAB man=3.PRES=DECL

movement nor head movement of V bleeds the other. Rather, in structures where both movements occur,
only the instance of V within the remnant VP will be pronounced since a segment of its projection (namely
the maximal VP) asymmetrically c-commands the lower copy of V that forms a complex head in Asp.
Interestingly, inflectional material like aspect is an enclitic in Amahuaca, and can be hosted by constituents
other than the verb, such as the object DP in (26). This is one potential way in which Amahuaca differs
from languages that exhibit verb doubling in predicate fronting constructions (e.g. Hebrew (Semitic); Landau
2006) — there is no morphophonological need to pronounce the verb low to host inflection.

23The sentence in (28b) is ungrammatical on the intended reading but is grammatical on the reading ‘The
peccary is killing the man’.
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b. *hamun vuchi=mun=nox joni=ki=nu
capybara find=C=HAB man=3.PRES=DECL

In (29b), we see that it is ungrammatical for the object DP hamun ‘capybara’ to front along
with the verb to the initial position before =mun. This suggests that there is not an option
for verb movement to the initial position in which the verb and object still form a constituent.
Therefore, I assume that objects obligatorily vacate the VP in Amahuaca, moving to the vP
edge.

2.3.4 Scrambling

Though the current proposal involves the assumption that the baseline word order for matrix
clauses is SOV, this word order is often obscured in actual examples due to movement of
the verb as well as both DP arguments. In the previous section I discussed object shift. In
this section I will focus on further movement possibilities for DPs in matrix clauses, which
can be considered under the umbrella of ‘scrambling’. I will demonstrate that movement of
the object across the subject in the middle field or to the clause-initial focus position always
constitutes A’-movement. I will make this argument largely upon the basis of weak crossover
(WCO) effects, supplementing this with data from binding Condition C where possible.

In order to examine WCO, I will be relying on data that involve the element tzova,
which has the distribution of a negative polarity item (NPI) in being restricted to occurring
in downward entailing environments.?* When tzova appears with negation, it is used as a
negative indefinite, as seen in (30), and when it occurs in an interrogative clause it functions
as the wh-word, as demonstrated by (31).%

(30) tzova=x=mun vua=yama=xo=nu
who=NOM=C sing=NEG=3.PST=DECL
‘No one sang.’

(31) tzova=x=ra  vua=hax
who=NOM=INT sing=TAM
‘Who sang?’

Here I will be considering the negative indefinite use of tzova. If tzova appears as the
subject, it is able to bind a possessive pronoun in the object, as demonstrated in (32).

24The Amahuaca item kiyoo is typically translated as a universal quantifier. However, when it occurs
with a pronoun that should be bound to receive the desired interpretation, speakers typically require a plural
pronoun. This raises the possibility that kiyoo is actually a definite and is not able to truly bind a variable,
similar to English all. Therefore, I focus on the NPI tzova, since it can more clearly serve as a binder for
pronominal elements.

25The second position clitic =mun and the sentence-final particle =nu are not present in questions, and
the realization of tense and aspect morphology is sometimes different in interrogative versus declarative
matrix clauses. Therefore I have chosen to focus on the use of tzova with negation since it offers a more
straightforward comparison to diagnose the properties of various positions in matrix declaratives.
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(32) tzova,=n=mun jan; hino vuchi=yama=xo=nu
who=ERG=C  3SG.GEN dog find=NEG=3.PST=DECL
‘No one; found her; dog.’

Here the NPI tzovan, translated as ‘no one’, is able to bind the third singular possessor of
the object, jan. This yields an interpretation where no individual was able to find her own
dog. This baseline example shows that when the subject c-commands the object, a tzova
subject is indeed able to bind an element within the object.

Having established that tzova is able to act as a binder for a possessive pronoun, we can
now use this to diagnose what type of movement the object DP undergoes. This can be done
through WCO (Wasow 1972). WCO usually arises through A’-moving a quantificational el-
ement across a coindexed pronoun that did not originally c-command the quantificational
expression. When a quantificational element undergoes A’-movement to a position above
a non-c-commanding pronoun, a bound reading of the pronoun is typically degraded and
only a free reading of the relevant pronoun is possible. The degradedness of the sentence
with a bound interpretation is referred to as a WCO effect. WCO effects provide us with
a useful tool for diagnosing A- versus A’-movement (see, e.g., Mahajan 1990). If move-
ment of a quantificational expression across a non-c-commanding pronoun results in a WCO
effect, the relevant movement can be taken to be A’-movement. Mahajan (1990) shows
that for languages like Hindi (Indo-Aryan), some types of scrambling show properties of
A-movement, including not inducing a WCO effect, while other types of scrambling behave
like A’-movement in inducing a WCO effect. I will demonstrate that scrambling above the
vP is uniformly of the second type in Amahuaca, showing WCO effects and therefore being
A’-movement.

First I will consider movement of the object into the middle field to the left of aspect
while the subject stays in Spec,vP, surfacing to the right of aspect. When a quantificational
object undergoes scrambling to a position in the middle field, only a free interpretation of
the possessor of the subject is possible, as demonstrated in (33).

(33) hovi hi=kun=mun tzova; chivan-vo=yama=hi  jan,,,;
rain do.INTR=DS.SQ=C who follow-AM=NEG=IPFV 3SG.GEN
hatapa=ki=nu
chicken=3.PRES=DECL
‘After it rained, her;/,; chicken is following no one;.’

Here, the object is the NPI tzova, and the possessor of the subject must be interpreted as
free. The bound reading where no one is being followed by her own chicken is impossible.
This WCO violation indicates that the step of movement that results in the object being
higher than the subject in (33) is A’-movement. If instead the low subject is quantificational
and the object contains a possessive pronoun, the pronoun may be bound, as in (34).
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(34) hovi hi=kun=mun jan; hatapa chivan-vo=yama=hi
rain do.INTR=DS.SQ=C 3SG.GEN chicken follow-AM=NEG=IPFV
tzova,=ki=nu
who=3.PRES=DECL
‘After it rained, no one; is following her; chicken.’

Here, evidence that the object in the middle field reconstructs to a position below the subject
on the vP edge comes from the fact that even when the object is scrambled into the middle
field, the quantificational subject tzova binds the possessive pronoun jan of the object DP.
This results in a bound reading of the possessor.

The evidence we have seen thus far leads to the conclusion that the step of movement of
the object into the middle field above a subject that remains vP-internal is A’-movement.
This is schematized in (35).

(35) XP=C DPgg; V=Asp DPgys, =T=Mood
$ A/ T
Scrambling in the middle field also shows WCO when both arguments are in the middle
field, to the left of aspect. This can be observed in (36).

(36) ‘After it rained, her;/,; chicken followed no one;.’

a. hovi hi=kun=mun Jan;/,; hatapana=n tzova,
rain do.INTR=DS.SQ=C 3SG.GEN chicken.LG=ERG who
chivan-vo=yama=xo=nu
follow-AM=NEG=3.PST=DECL

b. hovi hi=kun=mun tzova; jan;/,; hatapana=n
rain do.INTR=DS.SQ=C who  3SG.GEN chicken.LG=ERG
chivan-vo=yama=xo=nu
follow-AM=NEG=3.PST=DECL

In (36a), we see that when a quantificational object remains below the subject in the
middle field it cannot bind the possessive pronoun in the subject, as expected. Interestingly,
even when the object scrambles above the subject in the middle field, as in (36b), a bound
reading of the subject possessor is still ruled out. This suggests that this step of movement
across the subject in the middle field is also A’-movement.

Once again, we can confirm that the object reconstructs below the subject in the middle
field by examining the pattern found with a quantificational subject and a possessed object.
Regardless of whether the object surfaces above or below the subject in the middle field in
(37), the possessor receives a bound interpretation.

(37) ‘After it rained, no one; followed her; chicken.’

a. hovi hi=kun=mun tzova=n; jan; hatapa
rain do.INTR=DS.SQ=C who=ERG 3SG.GEN chicken
chivan-vo=yama=xo=nu
follow-AM=NEG=3.PST=DECL
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b. hovi hi=kun=mun jan; hatapa tzova=n;
rain do.INTR=DS.SQ=C 3SG.GEN chicken who=ERG
chivan-vo=yama=xo=nu
follow-AM=NEG=3.PST=DECL

In (37a) we see a baseline example where the quantificational subject surfaces above the
object in the middle field and binds the possessor of the object. In (37b), however, the
object has scrambled across the subject in the middle field. Here, the possessor still receives
a bound interpretation, meaning that the object must reconstruct.

This further evidence from WCO suggests that within the middle field, movement of the
object across the subject must also be A’-movement, as schematized in (38).20

(38) XP=C DPgg; DPgyp; V=Asp=T=Mood
T

Another type of movement available in matrix clauses in Amahuaca is movement to
the initial position before the second position clitic =mun. While scrambling in general
seems to interact with the structure of the discourse, the information structural correlates of
movement to this initial position are particularly salient. If a phrase is focused, it appears
in the initial position in Spec,CP, as shown in (39) with a focused object, and (40) with a
focused subject.

(39) a. jau=ra  joni=n  rutu=hax
what=INT man=ERG kill=TAM
‘What did the man kill?’
b. jono=mun joni=n rutu=xo=nu
peccary=C man=ERG kill=3.PST=DECL
‘The man killed A PECCARY.’

(40) a.  tzova=n=ra  jono  rutu=hax
who=ERG=INT peccary kill=TAM
‘Who killed the peccary?’
b. jaa joni=n=mun jono rutu=xo=nu
DEM man=ERG=C peccary kill=3.PST=DECL
‘THAT MAN Kkilled the peccary.’

In the question and answer pair in (39), the object DP in (39b) corresponds to the wh-word
in (39a), which can be used as a diagnostic of focus (Rochemont 1998; Polinsky and Potsdam
2001). This object DP appears in the initial position before =mun. In contrast, in the pair
of sentences in (40), the subject DP in (40b) corresponds to the wh-word of the preceding

26Note that it is not crucial for me that this movement of the object over the subject begin from a position
in the middle field. It could also begin from the object’s position on the vP edge.
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question. In this instance, it is the subject DP that appears in the initial position preceding
the second position clitic. This suggests that this position is a focus position.

The association of the initial position with focused constituents is not restricted to ques-
tion and answer pairs. Other contexts which trigger focus, such as corrective contexts, also
result in the focused constituent being fronted to the initial position, as demonstrated in
(41).

(41) a.  hatza=mun choka=hi xano=ki=nu
manioc=C wash=IPFV woman=3.PRES=DECL

‘The woman is washing manioc.’

b. maki, joni=n=mun hatza choka=hi=ki=nu
no man=ERG=C manioc wash=IPFV=3.PRES=DECL

‘No, THE MAN is washing manioc.’

In (41Db) the part of the sentence that is being corrected from (41a) is the DP joni ‘man’,
which replaces the DP zano ‘woman’. This subject DP is fronted to the initial position
before the clitic =mun. This initial position, then, seems to be a general purpose focus
position.

It is important to note that there is only a one way implication between focus and
fronting. Constituents that receive a narrow focus interpretation are fronted, but not all
fronted constituents receive a narrow focus interpretation. This is demonstrated by the
example in (42) below.

(42) Context: You see a group of people gathered around a tree and you ask, ‘What
happened?’. Someone responds:

joni=mun pakuu=xo=nu
man=C  fall=3.PST=DECL
‘A man fell.’

In (42), the context is such that the entire sentence is new information and therefore there
should be no narrow focus. Still, the subject DP joni ‘man’ appears in initial position before
C. This DP does not receive a narrow focus interpretation, a fact which is corroborated by
the lack of nominative case on the subject, which will be discussed further in Chapter 3.
The obligatoriness of a constituent in Spec,CP even in contexts that lack a narrow focus can
be derived from an EPP feature on C.

Movement to the initial Spec,CP position in Amahuaca shows hallmarks of A’-movement,
like scrambling in the middle field. The example in (43) shows a baseline example of the
NPI tzova in the initial focus position binding a possessive pronoun that is lower than it in
the clause.

(43) tzova=n;=mun jan; hatapa chivan-vo=yama=xo=nu
who=ERG=C  3SG.GEN chicken follow-AM=NEG=3.PST=DECL
‘No one; followed her; chicken.’
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Here in (43), the bound interpretation of the possessive pronoun jan in the object DP is
possible. This contrasts with the situation found in (44a). In this example, the NPT is the
object, and it is unable to bind a possessive pronoun in the subject. The example in (44b)
demonstrates that even when the object undergoes movement to the initial focus position
higher than the subject in the middle field, it is still unable to result in a bound interpretation
of the possessive pronoun without incurring a WCO violation.

(44) ‘Her;),; chicken followed no one;.’

a.  jan;s; hatapana=n=mun tzova; chivan-vo=yama=xo=nu
3SG.GEN chicken.LG=ERG=C who follow-AM=NEG=3.PST=DECL

b. tzova;=mun jan;,; hatapana=n chivan-vo=yama=xo=nu
who=C 3SG.GEN chicken.LG=ERG follow-AM=NEG=3.PST=DECL

The WCO effect demonstrated by the example in (44b) suggests that movement to the
initial focus position in Amahuaca constitutes A’-movement, just like the other patterns of
scrambling we have considered thus far.

This conclusion that movement to the initial position must be A’-movement is further
supported by data from Condition C. First, consider Condition C with possessors. In (45),
we see a baseline example that shows that a coreferential reading of an R-expression subject
and the pronominal possessor of an object is possible, regardless of whether the object or
the subject has moved to the initial focus position.

(45) ‘Martha; is looking for her; cat.’

a. Marta=n;=mun jan; mishiito vuna=hi=ki=nu
Martha=ERG=C 3SG.GEN cat look.for=1PFV=3.PRES=DECL
b. jan; mishiito=mun vuna=hi Marta,=ki=nu
3SG.GEN cat=C look.for=1PFv Martha=3.PRES=DECL

Here in (45), jan ‘his/her’ can freely refer to Martha, regardless of the relative position of
the subject and object. This contrasts with the example in (46) where the subject is a
pronominal and the possessor of the object is an R-expression.

(46) ‘S/he;,,; is looking for Martha'’s; cat.’

a.  jaa=n;;,;=mun Marta=n; mishiito vuna=hi jan=ki=nu
3sG=ERG=C  Martha=GEN cat look.for=IPFV 3SG=3.PRES=DECL

b. Marta=n; mishiito=mun pro;/,; vuna=hi jan=ki=nu
Martha=GEN cat=C look.for=1PFV 3SG=3.PRES=DECL

Here in (46a), we see that when the pronominal subject occurs in a position higher than the
R-expression possessor of the object, a coreferential reading of the possessor is not permitted
— this would result in a Condition C violation. Interestingly, when the possessed object moves
to the initial focus position, as in (46b), this does not ameliorate the Condition C violation.
In this configuration, a coreferential interpretation is also unacceptable. This indicates that
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movement to the initial position does not change the calculus of binding relationships, but
instead forces reconstruction. In contrast, short scrambling in languages like Hindi can
change the calculus of Condition C and does not force reconstruction, which leads Mahajan
(1990) to conclude that this type of scrambling is A-movement. The fact that scrambled DPs
obligatorily reconstruct for Condition C in Amahuaca suggests that the movement involved
in scrambling is instead A’-movement. This finding is consistent with the data from WCO.

We see a similar pattern with Condition C effects involving relative clauses. In (47), we
see that it is possible to have a coreferential interpretation between an R-expression inside
a relative clause on the matrix subject and a pronominal matrix object.

(47)  ‘The peccary that Juan; found is chasing him;.’
a.  jaa;=mun chivan-vo=hi [Juanu=n; jono  vuchi=ha|=ki=nu
3s¢=C  chase-AM=IPFV Juan.LG=ERG peccary find=PFV=3.PST=DECL
b.  jaa;=mun [Juanu=n; jono  vuchi=hato]=n
3s¢=C  Juan.LG=ERG peccary find=PFV.LG=ERG
chivan-vo=hi=ki=nu
chase-AM=IPFV=3.PST=DECL

In both examples in (47), the object pronoun in the matrix clause has scrambled to the initial
focus position. Regardless of whether the matrix subject, containing the relative clause with
the R-expression Juan, is in its base position, as in (47a), or has scrambled to the middle
field, as in (47b), no Condition C violation is triggered. This suggests that the position of the
matrix object pronoun before the second position clitic is not a position from which it can
bind into the subject. This is consistent with this initial focus position being an A’-position.
This conclusion is further supported by the fact that the reverse configuration, where the
matrix subject is a pronoun and the matrix object contains a coreferential R-expression in
a relative clause is ungrammatical, as shown in (48).

(48) [Juanu=n; jono  vuchi=ha]=mun jaa=n,/,; chivan-vo=hi
Juan.LG=ERG peccary find=PFv=C  3SG=ERG chase-AM=IPFV
jan=ki=nu
3SG=3.PST=DECL
‘He; . is chasing the peccary that Juan; found.’

Here we see that the matrix subject cannot corefer with the name Juan in the relative clause.
This would constitute a Condition C violation. The unavailability of this interpretation holds
even if the object containing the relative clause undergoes movement to the initial position.
This is consistent with the conclusion that movement to the initial position does not affect
binding relationships and is therefore A’-movement. This is schematized in (49).%

270Once again, it is not crucial for me that this movement of the object begin from a position in the middle
field rather than from a position on the vP edge to the right of aspect marking.
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(49) DPogs; =C DPgyg; V=Asp=T=Mood
T

The final type of movement I will consider is rightward extraposition to a clause-final
position. In matrix clauses, it is possible for a single constituent to appear after the clause-
final tense and mood particles at the far right edge of the clause. The DP that occurs in this

position shows case connectivity with the matrix clause, as illustrated in (50) for ergative
and (51) for accusative.

(50) ‘They are killing a peccary.’
a. jono=mun jato=n rutu=hi kan=ki=nu
peccary=C 3PL=ERG kill=IPFV 3PL=3.PRES=DECL
b. jono=mun rutu=hi kan=ki=nu jato=n
peccary=C kill=1PFV 3PL=3.PRES=DECL 3PL=ERG

(51) ‘Everyone is killing a peccary.’
a.  jono=mun kiyoo=vini=n rutu=hi kan=ki=nu
peccary=C all=EMPH.LG=ERG Kkill=1PFV 3PL=3.PRES=DECL
b. rutu=mun kiyoo=vini=n=hi kan=ki=nu jono
kill=C all=EMPH.LG=ERG=IPFV 3PL=3.PRES=DECL peccary

In (50) we see that ergative case shows case connectivity in extraposition. The plural pronoun
jaton in (50a) shows ergative case in the middle field. When it undergoes extraposition
to the clause-final position in (50b), it retains that case marking. The fact that the DP
remains ergative in the clause-final position is consistent with this structure being derived
via movement of the pronoun rather than base generation in a right peripheral position. The
presence of ergative case also suggests that this is a high position in the clause, rather than
representing a low subject position. This is because ergative case is, in general, associated
with subjects that have moved at least as high as Spec, TP, as will be argued for in Chapter
3. The examples in (51) serve to demonstrate that ergative is not a case assigned to all
DPs in this extraposed position. Rather, the case of the DP in this position at the far
right reflects the expected matrix case value. In (51a) the object DP jono ‘peccary’ is in an
unmarked form when it appears in initial position. It remains unmarked when it undergoes
extraposition in (51b).

Like the other types of movement considered here, extraposition to the clause-final posi-
tion also shows properties of A’-movement. First, consider Condition C effects with posses-
sors. Extraposition is unable to repair a Condition C violation, as seen in (52).

(52) ‘He;),; saw Pedro’s; father.’

a. Pedro=n; ja-pa=mun PT0;/4j jan hiin=xo=nu
Pedro=GEN 38G.pPOss-father=C 3SG see=3.PST=DECL
b. jaa=n;,,;=mun jan hiin=xo=nu Pedro=n; ja-pa

3SG=ERG=C  3SG see=3.PST=DECL Pedro=GEN 38G.P0OSs-father
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In (52a), we see that the R-expression possessor, Pedro, of the object cannot corefer with
the subject of the clause. This would result in a Condition C violation. When the object
undergoes extraposition to a clause-final position in (52b), the two expressions still cannot
corefer. This means that movement to this final position does not affect binding relationships
and is A’-movement. This conclusion is supported by data from Condition C effects involving
relative clauses, as shown in (53).

(63) ‘The peccary that Juan; had found killed him,;.’
a. [Juanu=n; jono  vuchi=hato]=n=mun rutu=xo=nu jaa;;
Juan.LG=ERG peccary find=PFV.LG=ERG=C kill=3.PST=DECL 3sG

b.  rutu=mun [Juanu=n; jono  vuchi=hato]=n=xo=nu jaa;/;
kill=C Juan.LG=ERG peccary find=PFV.LG=ERG=3.PST=DECL 3SG

In both of the examples in (53), the pronominal object jaa is extraposed and is able to
corefer with the subject, Juan, of the relative clause on the matrix subject. This is true
regardless of whether the matrix subject is in the initial focus position, as in (53a), or lower
in the middle field, as in (53b). If extraposition constituted A-movement to a position higher
than the subject in either example, we would expect extraposition of the pronominal object
to trigger a Condition C violation. The fact that a coreferential reading is possible suggests
that this movement is A’-movement. This conclusion is schematized in (54).%8

(54) =C DPSUB,] V:Asp:T:MOOd DPOBJ
L N A

To summarize the findings of this section, operations of movement that reorder the subject
and object by moving to or within the middle field, to the initial focus position, or to the
clause-final position all show the hallmarks of A’-movement. These types of movement
display WCO effects and do not change the hierarchical relationship between the subject
and object in a way that affects the calculus of Condition C violations.

2.3.5 Sample derivation of a matrix clause

Given the previous discussion of structure and movement in matrix clauses, we can now
understand the full structure of a transitive matrix clause. The proposed overall clausal
structure for the sentence in (55) is given in (56).

28] do not intend to suggest with this schematic representation that extraposed word orders are necessarily
derived via rightward movement. Instead, such structures could involve leftward movement of the object
followed by remnant movement of the clause to a higher position. It is also not necessary that such movement
proceed from the initial Spec,CP position (though the remnant movement account would require the DP
that would undergo extraposition to be the highest element in the clause at some step in the derivation).
However, regardless of the analysis, it is crucial that the initial position before the second position clitic
=mun is filled on the surface even in structures that involve extraposition.
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(55) kuntii=mun choka=hi xano=ki=nu
pot=C wash=IPFV woman=3.PRES=DECL
‘The woman is washing a pot.’

(56) O=C V=Asp A=T=Mood

CP
C MoodP

TP Mood

ooooooooooo

VP v
/\ A
DP V..
PN choka

kuntii

In the tree in (56), the object DP kuntii ‘pot’ is externally merged as the complement
of the verb choka ‘wash’ and the subject DP zano ‘woman’ is externally merged in the
specifier of vP. The object moves out of VP into an inner specifier of vP, in keeping with the
evidence from remnant VP fronting that object shift is obligatory. The verb then undergoes
head movement through v to Asp to form a complex head and arrive in its sentence-medial
position. Finally, the object A’-moves to Spec,CP. In Chapter 3 I will discuss in more detail
the derivation of various word orders and their interaction with case marking.

2.3.6 Dependent clauses

In addition to matrix clauses, which have been discussed so far, Amahuaca has two main
types of dependent clauses: switch-reference clauses and nominalized relative clauses.?? The
difference between these two classes of clauses has been somewhat murky in the literature on
Amahuaca and other Panoan languages (see below for a discussion of this issue in Amahuaca
(Sparing-Chavez 1998, 2012) and Shipibo (Valenzuela 2003; Camacho 2010)). In general,
authors seem to agree that there are (at least) two classes of dependent clauses across

29 Amahuaca does not utilize true complement clauses for indirect speech and other attitude reports. I
discuss below how attitude reports are expressed with switch-reference clauses.
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Panoan, but categorizing which clauses belong to which category has proved to be a difficult
task. In this section I provide diagnostic differences to distinguish these two types of clauses
in Amahuaca. These diagnostics serve to delineate which clauses are true switch-reference
clauses. These clauses will be the topic of Chapter 4.

2.3.6.1 Switch-reference clauses

First, we turn to switch-reference (SR) clauses. For the purpose of this dissertation, I will
consider SR to be morphological marking in a dependent clause that indicates whether an
argument of the dependent clause is or is not coreferential with an argument of the clause
that hosts it. As will be argued in Chapter 4, Amahuaca SR clauses are adjunct CPs that
attach high in the matrix clause. They terminate in a SR marker that indicates three basic
types of information. First, the SR marker indicates the temporal relationship between the
two clauses with the three main paradigms corresponding to meanings roughly like English
‘after’ (sequential; sQ), ‘while’ (simultaneous; SIM), and ‘before’ (subsequent; SUB). A basic
contrast between the simultaneous and sequential paradigms is seen in (57) versus (58).

(57) jaa=x  vua=(hiJ]=mun xano chirin=xo=nu
3SG=NOM sing=ss.SIM=C woman dance=3.PST=DECL
‘While she sang, the woman danced.’

(58) jaa=x  vua=(hax]]=mun xano chirin=xo=nu
3SG=NOM sing=ss.sQ=C  woman dance=3.PST=DECL
‘After she sang, the woman danced.’

In (57), the SR clause marked with =hi indicates a simultaneous temporal relationship
between the two clauses, much like ‘while’. The example in (58) differs only in the choice of
=haz as the SR marker. This indicates a sequential temporal relationship between the two
clauses, much like English ‘after’. SR clauses can also be used to express purpose readings,
as demonstrated in (59).

(59) [[ha=(xankin]] Maria=n  xuki jova=(kun]]=mun

do.TR=SA.SUB Maria=ERG corn cook=Ds.5Q=C

Jaunu=n (rokon) ha=xo=nu
Juan.LG=ERG CNTEXP do.TR=3.PST=DECL
‘Maria cooked corn in order to eat it, but Juan ate it.’

Here in (59) we see two nested SR clauses. The innermost clause has the marker =zankin,
which is usually used to indicate a temporal relationship similar to ‘before’. However, in this
clause, it is instead used for a purpose reading. Maria’s action of cooking corn was completed
with the purpose of her eating the corn (with the verb ha ‘do’ here used to mean ‘eat’ as it
commonly does).? However, as the matrix clause indicates, Juan ate the corn, not Maria.

30The verb ha is a semantically bleached transitive verb that is used for a variety of meanings when the
verb meaning can be recovered from context.
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Therefore, this ‘before’ clause does not indicate that the action of its clause was completed
subsequent to the action of the clause it adjoins to. In fact, the action of this ‘before’ clause
is never actually realized. Instead, this clause indicates the intended purpose of the action
of the clause to which it is adjoined.

The second type of information that the SR markers encode is (non-)coreference rela-
tionships between arguments of the clause with the SR marker, which I will refer to as the
‘marked clause’ following Munro (1979) and Haiman and Munro (1983), and the clause to
which the marked clause adjoins, which I will call the ‘reference clause’, also following Munro
(1979) and Haiman and Munro (1983). We see a contrast between a construction where the
subject of the marked clause is coreferential with the subject of the reference clause in (60)
and one where the marked clause subject is disjoint in reference from the subject of the
reference clause in (61).

(60) jaa=x;  vua=(kin]]=mun xano=n; xuki jova=xo=nu
3SG=NOM sing=SA.SIM=C woman=ERG corn cook=3.PST=DECL

‘While she; sings, the woman; cooks corn.’

(61) [joni; vua=(hain)]=mun Xano=n; xuki jova=xo=nu
man sing=DS.SIM=C  woman=ERG corn cook=3.PST=DECL
‘While the man; sings, the woman; cooks corn’

In (60) the third person singular pronoun jeaz in the marked clause is construed as coref-
erential with the subject zanon ‘woman’ of the reference clause. This is typically referred
to as a ‘same subject’ clause and the SR marker takes the form =kin. In (61), the subject
joni ‘man’ of the marked clause is disjoint from the subject of the reference clause. Here,
the form of the SR marker is =hain instead of =kin. This is typically referred to as a ‘dif-
ferent subject’ clause. In the discussion that follows, as well as in Chapter 4, it will become
clear that a simple same versus different subject contrast is not sufficient to characterize the
Amahuaca SR system since the reference of arguments other than subjects is also tracked
by the SR system.

A third piece of information that the SR markers of Amahuaca encode is information
about the abstract case of arguments that stand in coreference relationships, which I will
refer to as ‘pivots’ following Stirling (1993). This is demonstrated by the contrast between
the two same subject constructions in (62) and (63).

(62) jaa=x;  vua=(hi]]=mun xano; chirin=xo=nu
3SG=NOM sing=ss.SIM=C woman dance=3.PST=DECL
‘While she sang, the woman; danced.’

(63) jaa=x;  vua=(kin)]=mun xano=n; xuki jova=xo=nu
3SG=NOM sing=SA.SIM=C woman=ERG corn cook=3.PST=DECL
‘While she; sang, the woman,; cooked corn.’
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In both of the examples in (62) and (63) the marked clause subject is coreferential with the
reference clause subject. What differs between these two clauses is the case of the subject
in the reference clause. In (62), the reference clause pivot is an intransitive subject with
abstract nominative case, and the form of the SR marker is =hi. In (63), on the other hand,
the reference clause pivot is a transitive subject with ergative case and the form of the SR
marker is instead =kin. Thus, SR markers indicate temporal relationships between clauses,
(non-)coreference of arguments, and abstract case of pivots.

In the SR examples seen so far, and indeed in the majority of SR examples that will
be seen in this dissertation, the SR marked clause is a temporal or purpose adjunct clause.
Interestingly, SR clauses have another common use that corresponds less clearly to the use
of adjunct clauses in English. SR clauses are used in attitude reports, as seen in (64).

(64) [hino koshi ~ ka=(kun]]=mun Juanu=n yohi=xo=nu
dog quickly go=Ds.sQ=C  Juan.LG=ERG say=3.PST=DECL

‘Juan said that the dog had run.’!

We see in (64) that the matrix clause verb is yohi ‘say’, and the content of the reported
speech is within a SR clause.®? As will be discussed further in Chapter 4, SR clauses are
adjuncts that attach high in the clause. Even when used in attitude reports, such as in
(64), SR clauses do not appear to syntactically be complements of the verb, but rather they
appear in a high position in the matrix clause. This can be demonstrated, for example, by
the fact that a Condition C violation is not triggered when an R-expression within a SR
clause is coreferential with a matrix pronominal element, as shown in (65).33

(65) ‘Pedro; said that he; had slept.’
a.  Pedro=n;=mun [pro; hoxa=(xon)] yohi=xo=nu

Pedro=ErRG=C sleep=SA.SQ say=3.PST=DECL
b.  [Pedro; hoxa=(xon)]=mun pro; yohi=xo=nu
Pedro sleep=sA.sQ=C say=3.PST=DECL

In (65a), the R-expression Pedro is in the matrix clause, as evidenced by its ergative case
marking, since the subject of yohi ‘say’ typically surfaces with ergative case. On the other
hand, in (65b), the R-expression now appears in the SR clause before the second position
clitic, where it surfaces in an unmarked form as an intransitive subject. In this structure, no
Condition C violation is triggered, suggesting that the SR clause does not originate below
the position of the matrix subject, since movement to the initial position typically forces

31The expression koshi ka ‘go quickly’ is often used to mean ‘run’, and I will sometimes translate it simply
as ‘run’ in English.

32The subject of the attitude verb yohi ‘say’ typically surfaces with ergative case. The verb yohi is one
of a small class of attitude verbs that can occur with a proleptic DP object and that take ergative case on
the subject. The other verbs in this class are honan ‘know’, nama ‘dream’, ninka ‘hear’; and shinan ‘think’.

33Here I indicate phonologically null pronominal arguments with pro to be explicit about the structure I
assume. Note that I do not follow this convention in all examples.
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reconstruction for Condition C, as shown in Section 2.3.4. This suggests that SR clauses are
never complements of the matrix verb, even when they are used for attitude reports, such
as indirect speech reports. Therefore, setting aside instances of direct quotation, Amahuaca
does not appear to utilize true complement CPs.

2.3.6.2 Relative clauses

The other broad category of dependent clauses in Amahuaca is nominalized relative clauses.
Relative clauses (RCs) in Amahuaca can be internally or externally headed. Internally
headed relative clauses (IHRCs) terminate in a perfective (=ha) or imperfective (=hai)
aspect marker followed by a case marker that bears the appropriate matrix case value for its
argument position. Externally headed relative clauses (EHRCs) also bear one of the aspect
markers. The head noun occurs to the right of the aspect marker and receives matrix case
marking. These two types of RCs are exemplified in (66).

(66) ‘The alligator that the man quickly found bit Maria.’
a.  [koshi joni=n  kapuu vuchi=hato]=n=mun Maria pi=xo=nu
quickly man=gRG alligator find=PFv.LG=ERG=C Maria bite=3.PST=DECL

b.  [koshi joni=n  vuchi=ha] kaputo=n=mun Maria
quickly man=ERG find=PFV alligator.LG=ERG=C Maria
pi=xo=nu

bite=3.PST=DECL

In (66a) we see an IHRC functioning as the transitive subject of the matrix clause and
bearing the corresponding ergative case. In (66b) we see the corresponding structure with
an EHRC. Here the head noun kaputon ‘alligator’ is to the right of the perfective marker
of the RC and bears the matrix ergative case since it is at the right edge of the DP. Note
that the perfective marker is =hato in (66a), but =ha in (66b). This is related to the issue
discussed in Section 2.2 of whether to consider the extra syllable found on some words with
case marking to be part of the root or the case marker. When ergative marking immediately
follows the perfective morpheme =ha, the resulting form is =haton (including the ergative
marker). Following the decision to treat final syllables as belonging to the root, I segment
this string as =hato=n.>* The example in (67) shows that this alternation between =ha and

341t is purely accidental that both =hato in (66a) and kaputo in (66b) have the extra syllable to in the
ergative form. One might conclude from these examples that RCs must always be marked with a case marker
=ton, regardless of the position of the head. However, the example in (ii) demonstrates that if the external
head does not independently require the extra syllable to in its ergative form, the case marker =n is used
with no change to the root.

(ii) [roho vuchi=ha] joni=n=mun nami pi=hi=ki=nu
howler.monkey find=PFvV man=ERG=C meat bite=IPFV=3.PRES=DECL

‘The man who found a howler monkey is eating meat.’
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=hato is not driven by the clause being internally or externally headed, but rather is due to
the presence or absence of case marking after the aspect marker.

(67) ‘The dog followed the man who had sung.’
a.  [joni vua=ha]=mun hinan  chivan-vo=xo=nu
man sing=PFV=C dog.ERG follow-AM=3.PST=DECL

b.  [vua=ha] joni=mun hinan chivan-vo=xo=nu
sing=PFV man=C dog.ERG follow-AM=3.PST=DECL

Here in (67a), the IHRC has the form =ha of the perfective marker, in contrast to what was
seen in (66a). This is because the IHRC is functioning as a matrix object and, therefore,
does not receive overt case. With no case marking to trigger the additional syllable, the =ha
form of the aspect marker surfaces. The same form surfaces in the EHRC in (67b).

2.3.6.3 Distinguishing switch-reference and relative clauses

As mentioned previously, there is some debate in the literature about the status of SR
clauses and RCs in Panoan, and whether various piece of morphology should be categorized
as belonging to the paradigm of SR markers or the paradigm of RC aspect markers. The
most extensive sources available on these clauses in Amahuaca are Sparing-Chavez 1998
and 2012. Sparing-Chavez discusses SR under the label ‘interclausal reference’. She divides
interclausal reference markers into Set A markers and Set B markers, and notes that many
of the Set B markers “function as relative clause markers” (Sparing-Chédvez 1998: 464).
She claims that the main difference between the two sets is their “focus”, noting that the
Set A markers “primarily relate events to one another”, while the Set B markers relate
“participants (subjects or objects) to events” (Sparing-Chavez 1998: 464). Sparing-Chavez
does not provide any further diagnostics for distinguishing the two sets of markers or for
distinguishing RCs from SR clauses (in fact, it is not clear from her discussion whether she
views the RC/SR distinction as being a true distinction in Amahuaca). In other literature
on Panoan languages, the task of distinguishing these two types of clauses has also proved
problematic. For example, Valenzuela (2003) assumes that the Shipibo morpheme -a has
both a SR and a RC function, but Camacho (2010) crucially relies on the assumption that
-a only occurs in RCs.® In what follows, I discuss several ways in which clauses with SR
markers and RCs differ from each other in terms of their syntax. These syntactic differences
can be used as diagnostics to distinguish the two types of clauses.

The first major difference between SR clauses and RCs is their distribution in matrix
clauses. RCs have the distribution of nominals, while SR clauses do not. Many surface

35Tnterestingly, the cognate marker =ha in Amahuaca also has a somewhat unclear status. Sparing-Chévez
(1998, 2012) groups it with Set B markers, the more RC-like paradigm, but Hyde (1980) groups it with the
markers that Sparing-Chévez categorizes as Set A. The diagnostics I will propose here point to the fact that
there are two =ha markers, one which functions as a perfective aspect marker in RCs, and another which
is a SR marker that indicates that the adjunct clause object is coreferential with the intransitive subject of
the matrix clause.
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positions in the Amahuaca clause, such as the initial focus position, can be occupied by
elements of various categories. However, the vP-internal positions of the subject and object,
to the right of overt aspect marking, are only able to be occupied by nominals. We do find
RCs occurring in this position, as shown in (68b).

(68) ‘The man who always sleeps is singing quickly.’
a.  [joni hoxa=hai]=mun koshi vua=hi=ki=nu
man sleep=IPFVv=C quickly sing=IPFV=3.PRES=DECL
b.  koshi=mun vua=hi  [joni hoxa=hai|=ki=nu
quickly=C sing=IPFV man sleep=IPFV=3.PRES=DECL

In (68a), we see an IHRC appearing in the initial position, and in (68b) we see that it
is possible for that same RC to appear to the right of aspect marking, where the matrix
subject originates. In contrast, SR clauses cannot appear to the right of aspect marking, as
demonstrated in (69b).

(69) ‘After the woman; sang, she; is washing manioc.’

a. [xano vua=(xon)|=mun hatza choka=hi=ki=nu
woman sing=SA.sQ=C manioc wash=IPFV=3.PRES=DECL

b. *hatza=mun choka=hi [xano Vua:]:ki:nu

manioc=C wash=IPFV woman sing=SA.SQ=3.PRES=DECL

We see in (69a) an example of a SR clause in initial position in the matrix clause. In
(69b) the same clause appears after the matrix imperfective aspect marker, and the result
is ungrammaticality. Note that in this position the SR clause remains ungrammatical even
if the final n is dropped from the SR marker. As will be discussed in Chapter 3, ergative
subjects in Amahuaca show differential subject marking, with subjects appearing to the right
of aspect marking lacking ergative case. If this SR clause were instead an IHRC, we would
expect it to surface without ergative case marking in this position. One might think that the
final n in the SR marker =zon is, in fact, simply the ergative case marker. (This possibility
is especially attractive since =zo is the form used to cross-references accusative (unmarked)
DPs in the matrix clause.) However, dropping this n does not improve the acceptability of
the SR clause in the low subject position. SR clauses simply cannot occupy this position in
the matrix clause. This constitutes the first diagnostic for distinguishing SR clauses from

RCs.

(70) RC vs. SR Diagnostic 1: RCs may appear in the low subject position to the
right of aspect marking. SR clauses may not.

Another difference between the two types of dependent clauses in Amahuaca is their
ability to have an external head to the immediate right of the final morpheme of the clause.
As we have already seen in (66), repeated in (71), it is possible for RCs to have internal or
external heads.
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(71) ‘The alligator that the man quickly found bit Maria.’
a.  [koshi joni=n  kapuu vuchi=hato]=n=mun Maria pi=xo=nu
quickly man=ERG alligator find=PFV.LG=ERG=C Maria bite=3.PST=DECL

b.  [koshi joni=n  vuchi=ha] kaputo=n=mun Maria
quickly man=ERG find=PFV alligator.LG=ERG=C Maria
pi=xo=nu

bite=3.PST=DECL

When a RC has an external head, as in (71b), the external head appears to the right of
the final marker of the RC, in this case the perfective aspect marker, and it surfaces with
matrix case marking. Crucially, this external head still forms a constituent with the RC,
as indicated by the position of the matrix second position clitic =mun after the RC and its
head. It is not similarly possible for SR clauses to have an “external head”. That is, the
pivot of the SR clause may not appear as a constituent with the SR clause but to the right
of the final marker of the SR clause, as shown in (72b).

(72) ‘After the woman; washed clothes, she; cooked manioc.’

a.  [xano=n chopa patza=(xon)|=mun hatza
woman=ERG clothes wash=8A.5Q=C manioc
jova=hi=ki=nu
co0OKk=IPFV=3.PRES=DECL
b. *[chopa patza:m] xano=n=mun hatza jova=hi=ki=nu
clothes wash=SA.SQ woman=ERG=C manioc cook=IPFV=3.PRES=DECL

In (72a), the pivot of the SR clause, zanon ‘woman’, appears internal to the SR clause. In
(72b), the pivot now appears outside of the SR clause, to the right of the SR marker, but still
forming a constituent with the SR clause before the matrix second position clitic. This is
ungrammatical. Once again, one might be worried that this ungrammaticality is due to facts
about the case marking. If the dependent clause in (72b) were a RC, we would expect case
marking to only appear on the head rather than on the edge of the clause adjacent to the
aspect marker. And, once again, as discussed previously, one might be concerned that the
SR marker =zon actually contains the ergative =n as its final element. However, dropping
this n in (72b) and allowing ergative to surface only on the pivot does not improve the
acceptability of the sentence. Thus, this constitutes a second diagnostic for distinguishing
SR clauses from RCs.

(73) RC vs. SR Diagnostic 2: RCs may have an external head that forms a con-
stituent with the RC. SR clauses may not.

A third difference between Amahuaca RCs and SR clauses is the distribution of ergative
case within the two types of clauses. In object RCs, transitive subjects receive ergative case
marking as expected. This is demonstrated in (74).
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(74) [joni=n  roho vuchi=hato]=n=mun nami
man=ERG howler.monkey find=PFV.LG=ERG=C meat
pi=hi=ki=nu
bite=IPFV=3.PRES=DECL
‘The howler monkey that the man found is eating meat.’

We see in (74) that it is grammatical for the transitive subject of the relative clause jonin
‘man’ to surface with ergative case when the object heads the IHRC. The situation changes
when the subject heads the IHRC. In subject RCs, the transitive subject does not surface
with ergative case.

(75) [joni roho vuchi=hato]=n=mun nami pi=hi=ki=nu
man howler.monkey find=PFv.LG=ERG=C meat bite=IPFV=3.PRES=DECL
‘The man who found a howler monkey is eating meat.’

Here in (75), the transitive subject of the IHRC is now construed as the head. In order
for this reading to be available, the subject surfaces in an unmarked form — it does not
surface with ergative case.® This pattern is reminiscent of syntactic ergativity, in which
an ergative subject cannot undergo A’-extraction. Syntactic ergativity has been noted in
IHRCs in Shipibo, another Panoan language, by Valenzuela Bismark (2006). Interestingly,
in Shipibo, the only repair strategy mentioned by Valenzuela Bismark is to instead use an
EHRC. There are no restrictions on which argument may serve as the head of an EHRC in
Shipibo. In Amahuaca this repair strategy is also an option — a transitive subject may freely
serve as the head of an EHRC, as shown in (76).

(76) [roho vuchi=ha| joni=n=mun nami pi=hi=ki=nu
howler.monkey find=pPFv man=ERG=C meat bite=IPFV=3.PRES=DECL
‘The man who found a howler monkey is eating meat.’

What is interesting about the Amahuaca pattern that makes it distinct from the pattern in
Shipibo is the other repair strategy available in Amahuaca. In order to form a transitive
subject IHRC, the ergative case on the subject may simply be omitted, as was seen in (75).
Valenzuela Bismark (2006) does not mention this type of strategy as a possible repair in
Shipibo. How such structures that lack ergative case are derived is an interesting question
that falls outside of the scope of the current discussion. However, what is important for
our purposes is the fact that the heads of IHRCs systematically lack ergative case (modulo

36 There is a slight amount of variation in these judgments. All speakers prefer for the transitive subject to
be unmarked when it is construed as the internal head of the RC. Speakers sometimes accept sentences with
ergative case marking on the transitive subject head of an IHRC. However, they note that this forces a special
“emphasis” on the ergative subject. Overt pronouns and wh-words in IHRCs tend to be more acceptable
with ergative case when they serve as the head of the RC. This suggests that only focused ergatives can be
heads of IHRCs, since wh-words or full overt pronouns in their typical uses are foci. If the transitive subject
serves as the head and is not a focus, it does not surface with ergative case.

42



the focus facts discussed in footnote 36 in this chapter), thus showing evidence of syntactic
ergativity.

This pattern of syntactic ergativity is not seen for SR clauses in Amahuaca, as demon-
strated by the example in (77).

(77) [joni*(=n) roho vuchi=(xon)]=mun nami pi=hi=ki=nu
man=ERG howler.monkey find=sA.sQ=C meat bite=IPFV=3.PRES=DECL

‘After the man; found a howler monkey;, he;/,; is eating meat.’

Here in (77), despite the fact that the transitive subject of the SR clause is the pivot (it must
be construed as coreferential with the matrix subject), it obligatorily surfaces with ergative
case. This matches the pattern found in matrix clauses, where all transitive subjects that
appear higher than aspect marking must surface with overt ergative case. Crucially, it is
distinct from the pattern seen with RCs. If the dependent clause in (77) were an IHRC with
joni ‘man’ as the head, we would expect jon: to surface without ergative case due to the
syntactic ergativity effects observed in IHRCs. Therefore, the obligatory nature of ergative
case in SR clauses points to another difference between the two types of dependent clauses.
RCs display syntactic ergativity — the head may not be marked with ergative case — while
SR clauses show no such restrictions. This diagnostic is given in (78).

(78) RC vs. SR Diagnostic 3: IHRCs show syntactic ergativity. SR clauses do not.

This discussion of syntactic ergativity leads into another difference between RCs and
SR clauses in Amahuaca. Notice that the same clause-final morphology is used in RCs
regardless of whether the head is the subject or object. This can be seen by comparing (74)
and (75). In these two examples, the only difference is whether the subject surfaces with
ergative case. The clause-final aspect marking and case marking remains the same. This is
a general pattern found in RCs — the same RC morphology freely allows subjects or objects
to be interpreted as the head (with transitive subjects lacking ergative case in subject RCs).
This contrasts with the situation found in SR clauses. The choice of SR marker forces a
particular DP to be interpreted as the pivot. For example, in (77), the pivot is obligatorily
the subject. There is no available reading where it is the howler monkey that is eating meat.
In fact, for all but one of the SR markers I will consider in Chapter 4, the marked clause
pivot is the subject. For the only SR marker that allows a marked clause object pivot, it
only allows an object pivot — the subject may not be interpreted as the pivot. Therefore, for
each SR marker there is only one possible interpretation for the pivot; there is no flexibility.
This constitutes a fourth diagnostic difference between SR clauses and RCs.

(79) RC vs. SR Diagnostic 4: RC morphology allows for flexibility in the choice of
head. SR morphology allows for no flexibility in the choice of pivot.

A further diagnostic difference between the two types of dependent clauses in Amahuaca
concerns patterns of matrix case marking. RCs in Amahuaca are clauses that receive the
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typical case marking expected for their grammatical function in the matrix clause. In con-
trast, SR clauses do not receive case marking directly, but rather cross-reference the abstract
case (which could also be conceptualized as grammatical function) of the DP in the matrix
clause that is coreferential with the SR pivot. This leads to a potential expected difference
between the two clauses. If RCs are case-marked directly in the matrix clause, this would
lead us to expect that differential case marking should affect RCs in the same way that it
affects other DPs. If SR clauses merely track the (abstract) case of a matrix argument, we
would expect one of two possible patterns — either the form of the SR marker should covary
with the presence or absence of overt case on the matrix argument (if overt case is relevant)
or the form of the SR marker should align with a grammatical function and should not vary
based on presence or absence of overt case (if abstract case is relevant). The second pattern
is, in fact, the one that holds in Amahuaca, resulting in a difference between RCs and SR
clauses. To demonstrate this difference, consider the RCs in (80).

(80) ‘The man who had washed yams fell.’
a.  [joni kari choka=ha]=mun pakuu=xo=nu
man yam wash=PFv=C fall=3.PST=DECL
b.  [joni kari choka=hato]=x=mun pakuu=xo=nu
man yam wash=PFV.LG=NOM=C fall=3.PST=DECL

In (80a) we see an example of an IHRC that serves as the matrix subject. It is unmarked
for case, which is quite common for intransitive subjects. This means that the RC surfaces
with the same morphology it would have were it functioning as a matrix object. In (80b),
we see the same RC, now appearing with overt nominative case. As will be discussed in
Chapter 3, intransitive subjects can appear with nominative case when they are focused.
Thus, by comparing these two examples, we see that differential case marking indeed affects

nominative case marking for RCs. Differential case marking also affects ergative case for
RCs, as shown in (81).

(81) ‘The peccary that he; found is chasing Juan;.’
a.  [jan jono  vuchi=hato]=n=mun Juan chivan-vo=hi=ki=nu
38G peccary find=PFV.LG=ERG=C Juan chase-AM=IPFV=3.PRES=DECL
b.  Juan=mun chivan-vo=hi  [jan jono  vuchi=ha]=ki=nu
Juan=C  chase-AM=IPFV 3SG peccary find=PFV=3.PRES=DECL

In Chapter 3 I will demonstrate that transitive subjects that appear to the right of aspect
marking surface in a morphologically unmarked form while transitive subjects that appear to
the left of aspect surface with ergative case. We see this same pattern mirrored in (81). When
the RC appears to the right of the imperfective aspect marker, as in (81b), it surfaces without
overt case marking. In contrast, when the RC surfaces to the left of the aspect marker, as
in (81a), it surfaces with ergative case. We therefore see that both types of differential case
marking in Amahuaca, differential nominative marking and differential ergative marking,
treat RCs like regular DPs.
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The same pattern is not found with SR clauses. In sequential SR clauses, the SR marker
that is used to cross-reference matrix intransitive subjects is =haz, as in (82), while the
marker used to cross-reference matrix objects is =zo, as in (83).

(82) jaa=x;  vua=(hax]]=mun xano; chirin=xo=nu
3SG=NOM sing=ss.5Q=C  woman dance=3.PST=DECL
‘After she; sang, the woman; danced.’

(83) [jaa=x;  vua=(xo)]=mun hinan  xano; chivan-vo=xo=nu
3SG=NOM sing=50.5Q=C dog.ERG woman chase-AM=3.PST=DECL
‘After she; sang, the dog chased the woman;.’

We might expect that if =har and =zo represented nominative versus unmarked case, re-
spectively, that the marker =zo could serve to cross-reference the matrix intransitive subject
in certain contexts due to patterns of differential subject marking. This is not the pattern
that we find. Instead, =haxr must always be used to cross-reference the matrix intransitive
subject, regardless of context. This is demonstrated in (84).

(84) ‘After the woman; planted corn, she; is singing quickly.’
a.  koshi=mun [xano=n xuki vana=(hax|] vua=hi=ki=nu
quickly=C [woman=ERG corn plant=sS.SQ] sing=IPFV=3.PRES=DECL
b.  *koshi=mun [xano=n xuki vana=(x0)]  vua=hi=ki=nu
quickly=C [woman=ERG corn plant=s0.5Q| sing=IPFV=3.PRES=DECL

Here we see in (84a) the grammatical form of SR marking used to cross-reference a matrix
intransitive subject (something with abstract nominative case). The example in (84b) with
=zo instead of =haz is ungrammatical. This means that the form of the SR marker usu-
ally used to cross-reference unmarked object DPs cannot be freely used to cross-reference
other types of unmarked DPs like unfocused subjects. This suggests that the clause-final
morphological marking seen in SR clauses is not case marking. Otherwise we would expect
it to be subject to differential subject marking. It is uncommon for nominative-marked DPs
to appear in the middle field — they typically appear in the initial focus position or are
extraposed to a clause-final position. Therefore, we would expect the SR clause to be in
the best possible position to remain unmarked for case in (84b) were it subject to normal
case-marking conditions. However, the SR marker still must be =hax in this position, lead-
ing to the conclusion that SR clauses are not subject to differential nominative marking.
As discussed in relation to (69b), it is ungrammatical for SR clauses to appear to the right
of aspect marking, regardless of the form of the SR marker. Therefore, it is impossible to
truly test whether these clauses could be subject to differential ergative marking. However,
the general picture that emerges from the distribution of SR markers and case morphology
suggests that SR clauses are not nominal in nature and are not subject to case marking.
This distinction between RCs and SR clauses is summarized in (85).
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(85) RC vs. SR Diagnostic 5: RCs are subject to differential case marking. SR
clauses are not.

The final difference I consider here between SR clauses and RCs is islandhood. On this
point, there is some variation among speakers. However, the oldest speakers with seemingly
the most conservative grammars show island effects for RCs but not for SR clauses. For
the current purposes I will consider focus movement to the initial position out of dependent
clauses. For this type of extraction, there was more homogeneity among the speakers I
consulted compared to wh-movement. Two of the three speakers that I worked with on this
task consistently rejected focus movement out of RCs and the third typically rejected it with
a few exceptions. An example illustrating attempted focus movement out of an IHRC is
shown in (86).

(86) ‘The man who found a howler monkey is eating meat.’
a.  [joni roho vuchi=hato]=n=mun nami pi=hi=ki=nu
man howler.monkey find=PFv.LG=ERG=C meat bite=IPFV=3.PRES=DECL
b. *roho=mun [joni vuchi=hato|]=n nami pi=hi=ki=nu
howler.monkey=C man find=PFV.LG=ERG meat bite=IPFV=3.PRES=DECL

In (86b), we see that it is ungrammatical for a non-head argument to be moved out of a
RC to the initial focus position. This means that RCs are islands for movement. We can
compare this to focus movement out of SR clauses, which is grammatical, as shown in (87).

(87) ‘After the woman; cooked meat, she; washed manioc.’

a.  [xano=n nami jova=(xon)|=mun hatza choka=xo=nu
woman=ERG meat cook=SA.SQ=C manioc wash=3.PST=DECL

b.  nami=mun [xano=n jova=(xon)] hatza choka=xo=nu
meat=C  woman=ERG cook=SA.SQ manioc wash=3.PST=DECL

We see in (87b) that it is grammatical to extract a non-pivot argument from a switch-
reference clause. Here the non-pivot undergoes focus movement to the initial position. This
type of extraction was grammatical for all of the speakers I consulted. This suggests that
SR clauses are not islands for extraction.

(88) RC vs. SR Diagnostic 6: RCs show island effects. SR clauses do not.

The six diagnostics I have proposed here for differentiating SR clauses and RCs provide a
useful set of tests to divide these two types of dependent clauses in Amahuaca. This method
for differentiating these two types of clauses based on their syntactic properties is important
for identifying which morphological markers belong to the series of SR markers versus RC
aspect and case morphology. This will be particularly important for the discussion of SR
clauses in Chapter 4. The literature on SR has been unclear on whether the reference of
object DPs can be tracked in SR systems, and the account I provide of SR relies on the
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assumption that objects are accessible pivots for SR. This assumption has been questioned
for other Panoan languages, like Shipibo, with accounts like that of Camacho (2010) crucially
relying on the fact that seemingly object-tracking SR markers are not truly SR markers but
are instead RC markers. The diagnostics I have proposed here are specific to Amahuaca and
may or may not generalize to other Panoan languages. However, it is important to note that
the controversial object-tracking markers in Amahuaca pattern with other SR morphology
based on the diagnostics proposed here, as will be discussed further in Chapter 4. This
provides support for allowing object pivots within systems of SR.

2.3.7 DP-internal structure

Finally, with respect to the syntax of Amahuaca, it is useful to consider the structure of
DPs. Amahuaca allows fairly flexible word order within the DP, and allows both continuous
and discontinuous DPs. First I will discuss continuous DPs, and then I will turn to a brief
discussion of some of the possible patterns of discontinuous DPs in the language.

In continuous DPs in Amahuaca the word order is fairly flexible. The one consistent
property of DPs with respect to ordering is that case always surfaces as the final element of
the DP. This suggests that case is a DP enclitic. The ordering of other elements is less rigid.
In DPs with only two elements, the two elements can typically occur in either order. In
DPs with three or more elements, the picture is more complicated and there is some degree
of inter-speaker variability with respect to DP-internal word order. Here I report on data
from a task where I presented speakers with all logically possible word order permutations of
DPs containing three elements over a series of elicitation sessions and asked for acceptability
judgments. (Note that the case marker was consistently given as the final element since case
is unable to surface elsewhere in the DP.) These DPs were presented in a carrier sentence in
which they were the transitive subject. The form of this sentence was typically as given in
(89).

(89) DP=mun nami pi=hi=ki=nu
DP=C meat eat=IPFV=3.PRES=DECL
‘X is eating meat.’

I provide judgments below for the orders that were accepted or rejected by all four speakers
who I consulted on this task. I do not include the orders on which speakers did not agree. I
assume that the variable judgments for other word orders may be due to the fact that some
orders require more marked information structure that some speakers were more willing
to accommodate than others. Therefore, some of the variable unacceptability may have
been due to information structural infelicity in the context that speakers imagined rather
than ungrammaticality. I leave the question of the interaction of information structure and
DP-internal word order as an open area for further investigation in the future.

First, consider DPs with a numeral, an adjective, and a noun. As mentioned previously
and as seen in the examples in (90), case must always surface as the final element, but there
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is some flexibility in the order of other elements.?”

(90) ‘two tall men’
a. ravuu joni chaita=n
two man tall. LG=ERG
b. joni chaii ravuta=n
man tall two.LG=ERG
c. *chaii ravuu joni=n
tall two man=ERG

In both of the grammatical examples, note that ergative case is the final element (due to
the DP being elicited in a carrier sentence in which it was the transitive subject), regardless
of which word surfaces as the last word of the DP. We see in (90a) that the order numeral-
noun—adjective is grammatical. The example in (90b) shows that the order noun—adjective—
numeral is also grammatical. However, the order adjective-numeral-noun was judged to be
ungrammatical.

Next, consider DPs with a quantifier, an adjective, and a noun, as in (91).

(91) ‘all the tall men’
a. kiyoo joni chaita=n
all  man tall.LG=ERG
b. joni chaii kiyopa=n
man tall all. LG=ERG
c.  *chaii joni kiyopa=n
tall man all. LG=ERG

The example in (91a) demonstrates that the order quantifier—-noun—adjective is possible, and
the example in (91b) shows that the order noun—adjective-quantifier is also acceptable. The
order adjective-noun—quantifier is unacceptable, as shown in (91c).

Now consider DPs with a demonstrative, adjective, and noun, as in (92).

(92) ‘that tall man’
a. jaa joni chaita=n
DEM man tall. LG=ERG
b.  jaa chaii joni=n
DEM tall man=ERG
c. *chaii jaa joni=n
tall DEM man=ERG
d. *chaii joni jaa=n
tall man DEM=ERG

37In all of the examples that contain the word chaii ‘tall’ as the final element, one speaker used the
ergative form chaipan instead of chaitan.

48



e. *joni chaii jaa=n
man tall DEM=ERG

We see that both possible orders with the demonstrative first are grammatical — demonstrative—
noun—adjective order is given in (92a), and demonstrative-adjective-noun order is given in
(92b). The order adjective-demonstrative-noun was judged ungrammatical by all of the
speakers I consulted, as indicated in (92¢). Additionally, both orders with the demonstrative
as the final element in the DP are ungrammatical, as shown in (92d) for the order adjective—
noun—demonstrative and as shown in (92e) for the order noun—adjective-demonstrative.

A similar pattern can be seen with DPs involving a demonstrative, numeral, and noun,
as given in (93).

(93) ‘those three men’

a. jaa kimisha joni=n
DEM three  man=ERG

b.  jaa joni kimishana=n
DEM man three.LG=ERG

c. *kimisha jaa joni=n
three DEM man=ERG

d. *joni jaa kimishana=n
man DEM three.LG=ERG

Here, both orders that involve an initial demonstrative are grammatical. The example in
(93a) shows that the order demonstrative-numeral-noun is possible, and (93b) shows that
the order demonstrative-noun—numeral is also possible. On the other hand, both orders that
involve a medial demonstrative are ungrammatical. This can be seen for the order numeral—
demonstrative-noun in (93c) and for the order noun-demonstrative-numeral in (93d).

Finally, we see another similar pattern emerging in DPs with a quantifier, demonstrative,
and noun, as in (94).

(94) ‘all those men’
a. jaa joni kiyopa=n
DEM man all. LG=ERG
b.  jaa kiyoo joni=n
DEM all man=ERG
c. *joni jaa kiyopa=n
man DEM all. LG=ERG

Once again, both demonstrative-initial orders are judged to be possible. We see that
demonstrative-noun—quantifier order is grammatical in (94a) and that demonstrative-quantifier—
noun order is grammatical in (94b). The order noun-demonstrative-quantifier in (94c) is
ungrammatical.
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From these DPs we have examined, we can arrive at the following generalizations. All
DP-internal elements with the exception of demonstratives can appear as the final element
of the DP (excluding the final case marker). This includes nouns, adjectives, numerals, and
quantifiers. Nouns, numerals, and quantifiers can all appear as the initial element in a DP as
well. The most restricted elements are demonstratives. Demonstratives consistently occur as
the first element of a DP if they are present, and other orders of demonstratives are usually
judged to be unacceptable.

Now, we turn to discontinuous DP structures. In Amahuaca it is possible for a noun and
one or more of its modifiers to be linearly non-adjacent. Various types of modifiers can be
separated from the noun to form a discontinuous nominal. This is illustrated in (95) for an
adjective, (96) for a numeral, and (97) for a quantifier.

(95) ‘The tall man is looking for a paca.’
a.  [joni chaita=n]=mun hano vuna=hi=ki=nu
man tall.LG=ERG=C paca look.for=IPFV=3.PRES=DECL
b.  [chaita=n]=mun [joni=n]| hano vuna=hi=ki=nu
tallLG=ERG=C man=ERG paca look.for=IPFV=3.PRES=DECL

(96) ‘Two men are looking for capybaras.’
a.  [ravuu joni=n]=mun hamun vuna=hi=ki=nu
two man=ERG=C capybara look.for=1PFV=3.PRES=DECL
b.  [ravuta=n]=mun [joni=n] hamun vuna=hi=ki=nu
two.LG=ERG=C man=ERG capybara look.for=IPFV=3.PRES=DECL

(97) ‘All the men are killing a peccary.’
a. [kiyoo=vi joni=n]=mun jono  rutu=hi=ki=nu
all=EMPH man=ERG=C peccary kill=IPFV=3.PRES=DECL
b.  [joni=n]=mun jono  [kiyoo=vini=n| rutu=hi=ki=nu
man=ERG=C peccary all=EMPH.LG=ERG kill=IPFV=3.PRES=DECL

In (95b) we see that the adjective chaitan ‘tall’ is separated from the noun jonin ‘man’. A
similar pattern is seen for the numeral ravutan ‘two’ in (96b). Finally, in (97b) we see the
same pattern with the quantifier kiyoovinin ‘all’. These examples illustrate a few important
points about discontinuous DPs in Amahuaca. First, they illustrate that discontinuous con-
stituents may be separated by different amounts of material. In (95b) and (96b) only the
second position clitic splits the DP, while in (97b) an additional DP intervenes between the
two pieces of the DP. The amount of intervening material does not depend on the type of
modifier that is separated from the noun. Second, these examples show that when a DP
is split, both pieces surface with the case associated with the DP. In continuous DPs, it
is not possible for case to surface on multiple DP-internal elements, as illustrated in (98).
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(98) [kiyoo=vini=(*=n) joni*(=n)]=mun jono  rutu=hi=ki=nu
all=EMPH.LG=ERG man=ERG=C peccary kill=IPFV=3.PRES=DECL
‘All the men are killing a peccary.’

In (98) we see that it is obligatory for ergative case to surface on the noun but ungrammatical
for it to surface on the quantifier. This is consistent with case being a DP enclitic since
ergative case here must surface at the right edge of the DP. The fact that both pieces of a
discontinuous DP surface with case suggests that each piece is treated as a DP. Interestingly,
the only time that a discontinuous DP is allowed to mismatch in case is in differential case
marking contexts. When the conditions are met for only one half of the DP to remain
unmarked for case, there is a mismatch in the case marking of a discontinuous DP. This is
shown in (99) for ergative case.

(99) [kiyoo=vini=n]=mun jono  rutu=hi [joni(*=n)|=ki=nu
all=EMPH.LG=ERG=C peccary kill=IPFV man=ERG=3.PRES=DECL
‘All the men are killing a peccary.’

As will be discussed further in Chapter 3, transitive subjects that appear to the right of
aspect marking remain unmarked for case. Here, the quantifier kiyoovinin appears to the
left of aspect and surfaces with ergative case. The noun that serves as its restrictor, however,
remains to the right of aspect. Here it must surface in an unmarked form, as is expected
for DPs in this position. The analysis of patterns of case marking in discontinuous DPs is
beyond the scope of the current work, but see Clem and Dawson 2019 for an analysis of
these data and similar data crosslinguistically.

The third interesting thing to note about the discontinuous DPs presented thus far is that
the noun and the modifier may occur in either order in the sentence. The order modifier—
noun is attested in (95b) and (96b), and the order noun—modifier is attested in (97b). It
appears that each piece of a discontinuous DP is subject independently to regular types
of A’-movement. Interestingly, this flexibility is restricted when we consider configurations
where one element of the discontinuous DP remains in the base position of the argument, as
in (100).

(100) ‘The black dog is chasing a chicken.’

a.  hatapa=mun chivan=hi [hino chaho]=ki=nu
chicken=C  chase=IPFVv dog black=3.PRES=DECL

b.  [chaho=n]=mun hatapa chivan=hi [hino]=ki=nu
black=ERG=C  chicken chase=1PFV dog=3.PRES=DECL

c. * [hinan]=mun hatapa chivan=hi [chaho]=ki=nu
dog.ERG=C chicken chase=IPFV black=3.PRES=DECL

The example in (100a) shows that it is possible for a noun with an adjective modifier to
appear in the base position of the subject on the vP edge to the right of aspect marking. In
(100b), we see that it is possible to split the adjective from the noun by moving the adjective
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higher in the clause and leaving the noun in the base position of the subject. However,
the opposite pattern where the adjective remains in the base position is ungrammatical, as
shown in (100c).

Also noteworthy is that this same pattern holds for DPs with more than one modifier.
The piece that remains stranded in the base position of the subject must contain the noun,
as illustrated by the examples in (101).

(101) ‘Three black dogs are chasing a chicken.’

a.  hatapa=mun chivan=hi [hino chaho kimisha]=ki=nu
chicken=C  chase=IPFV dog black three=3.PRES=DECL
b.  [kimishana=n|=mun hatapa chivan=hi [hino chaho]=ki=nu
three.LG=ERG=C chicken chase=IPFV dog black=3.PRES=DECL
c.  [chaho kimishana=n]=mun hatapa chivan=hi [hino]=ki=nu

black  three.LG=ERG=C chicken chase=1PFV dog=3.PRES=DECL

d. *[hinan]=mun hatapa chivan=hi [chaho kimisha]=ki=nu
dog.ERG=C chicken chase=IPFV black three=3.PRES=DECL

We see in (101) that a DP may be split such that the noun and one modifier remain together
and the second modifier is separated, as in (101b). It is also possible to split the DP such
that both modifiers remain together and the noun is stranded alone, as in (101c). What is
ungrammatical is to strand a piece of the DP that does not contain the noun in the base
position of the subject, as in (101d). I assume that this ungrammaticality is due to the
nature of the movement operations that result in split DPs, a matter which I set aside here
but which is addressed in Clem and Dawson 2019.

From this discussion of DPs it is important to remember for the examples that will be
seen in the following chapters that word order within the DP is flexible, but that case is
always marked at the right edge. It is also good to note that a single DP may be split into
multiple linearly discontinuous elements, subject to the restrictions we have encountered
here.

2.4 Summary

In this chapter we have seen some of the basics of the phonology of Amahuaca and how the
orthography represents different contrastive phonemes. We have also encountered some of
the morphological paradigms that will factor heavily in the examples to come. Additionally,
I have laid the groundwork for an understanding of the syntactic structure of Amahuaca,
which I will build upon in Chapters 3 and 4. Specifically, we have seen what the basic clause
structure is for matrix clauses, and we have seen evidence that scrambling in Amahuaca
shows properties of A’-movement. We have also examined the differences between the two
main types of dependent clauses in Amahuaca — relative clauses and switch-reference clauses.
This distinction has helped us to delineate the focus of Chapter 4, which is concerned with
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the analysis of switch-reference. Finally, we have briefly looked at the structure of DPs, in
particular noting that DPs can be discontinuous in Amahuaca. With this understanding of
some of the basic structural facts about Amahuaca, we are now ready to turn to an analysis
of some of the more intricate patterns of case and agreement in the language.
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Chapter 3

Amahuaca case as agreement with
functional heads

The mechanisms by which case is assigned have long been the subject of exploration in the
literature, and the assignment of ergative case has been a topic of particular debate. While
some cases, like nominative, have been argued to be structural, and due to Agree under c-
command with a functional head, efforts to account for ergative case have turned to different
explanations. On the one hand, the connection between ergative case and the role of agent
has motivated accounts in which ergative case is inherent, and tied to the agent 6-position,
or at the very least to the position as external argument of a transitive v (Woolford 1997,
2006; Legate 2006, 2008, among others). Other accounts have instead tried to capture the
connection between ergative case and transitivity by proposing that ergative is actually a
dependent case assigned on the basis of a relationship between two nominals (Yip et al.
1987; Marantz 1991; Baker 2014, 2015; Baker and Bobaljik 2017, among others). Under the
latter view, Agree with functional heads plays no direct role in the assignment of case; these
heads serve only to delimit domains in which configurational relationships between DPs are
assessed for case assignment.

In this chapter, I introduce novel data on ergative case in Amahuaca and discuss the
problems these data pose for both inherent and dependent accounts of ergative case.! In
Amahuaca, the assignment of ergative case is sensitive to movement of the subject. When
a transitive subject appears to the left of aspect marking, as in (102a), it must bear the
ergative case marker =n. When the subject appears to the right of aspect, however, as in
(102b), this marker is not permitted. Note that similar reorderings have no effect on the
case marking of intransitive subjects, (103), or objects, (104).

(102) ‘The man is killing the peccary.’
a.  joni*(=n)=mun jono  rutu=hi=ki=nu
man=ERG=C peccary kill=1PFV=3.PRES=DECL

'The majority of the content of this chapter is drawn from Clem 2018b.
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b.  jono=mun rutu=hi joni(*=n)=ki=nu
peccary=C kill=IPFV man=ERG=3.PRES=DECL

(103) ‘The children are arriving.’
a. vaku-vo=mun nokoo=hi=ki=nu
child-PL=C arrive=IPFV=3.PRES=DECL

b. nokoo=mun=hi vaku-vo=ki=nu
arrive=C=1PFVv child-PL=3.PRES=DECL

(104) ‘The man is killing the peccary.’
a.  jono=mun rutu=hi joni=ki=nu
peccary=C kill=IPFV man=3.PRES=DECL
b. rutu=mun=hi joni jono=ki=nu
kill=C=I1PFV man peccary=3.PRES=DECL

The inherent case view struggles to capture this pattern, because ergative is assigned in
situ to the external argument on this view. Since inherent case assignment bleeds structural
case assignment, leftward movement is not predicted to interfere with case marking. The
interrelatedness of movement and case is reminiscent of accusative case assignment in Sakha
(Turkic; Russia), which has been argued to provide support for a dependent case analysis
(Baker and Vinokurova 2010). However, I will demonstrate that the particular interactions
of movement and case in Amahuaca pose challenges for current versions of dependent case
theory. This is because (in contrast to the situation in Sakha) the relevant movement is not
one that changes c-command relationships between arguments or the case domain in which
the moving argument finds itself.

These challenges can be overcome, I argue, on a view of ergative case that is neither
strictly inherent nor strictly dependent, but rather combines insights from both views. On
the treatment of ergative case in Deal 2010, ergative arises for subject DPs that both acquire
features reflecting the presence of an object (recalling dependent case) and participate in
Agree with functional heads, including v (recalling inherent and more traditional structural
views of case assignment). On this type of view, ergative case realizes a feature complex,
rather than an atomic feature. I show that this approach both captures the generalization
about word order and ergative case marking in Amahuaca and yields insights into the nature
of nominative marking in the language. Additionally, it has interesting implications for the
treatment of switch-reference, which will be discussed further in Chapter 4. Overall, the
picture that emerges suggests that Amahuaca morphological case, in general, does not reflect
simplex case features but rather expones complex feature bundles.

In the following sections I examine the Amahuaca data in further detail and illustrate
why an account in which ergative case marking is the result of multiple Agree operations
is the most empirically adequate solution for the puzzle that these data present us with.
In Section 3.1, by way of prologue, I briefly summarize the relevant aspects of both an
inherent and dependent ergative case account. In Section 3.2, I introduce the range of key
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ergative case data in Amahuaca that a theory must be able to account for. In Section
3.3, I argue that a dependent case account along the lines of Baker 2015 is not adequate
to account for the Amahuaca data, illustrating why these patterns do not lend themselves
to a view of case in which functional heads play a minimal role. I also discuss why a
view of ergative as an inherent case fares no better, even if clausal bifurcation a la Coon
2013a,b is assumed. In Section 3.4, I lay out the analysis of ergative case as exponing
multiple agreement relationships, specifically agreement with v and T, along the lines of
Deal 2010. I show how this account combines insights of inherent and dependent approaches
and allows the Amahuaca case and movement generalization to be captured. In Section 3.5
I introduce further Amahuaca data from the language’s switch-reference system, illustrating
how the view of ergative case as the exponence of multiple Agree operations yields insight
into case-sensitive switch-reference patterns. In Section 3.6, I briefly discuss Amahuaca’s
focus-sensitive nominative marking, demonstrating how nominative case also lends itself to
a view of case as a feature complex. Finally, in Section 3.7 I offer concluding remarks on the
topic of case.

3.1 Inherent and dependent ergative case

How ergative case is assigned has been a topic of much debate, due, in part, to the fact that
there is a great deal of crosslinguistic variation in the details of which arguments receive mor-
phological ergative marking. Additionally, there are seemingly both syntactic and semantic
components involved, with notions such as subjecthood, transitivity, and #-roles all playing
a part in ergative case assignment. Given the empirical diversity of ergative systems, it is
likely that ergative case is not derived via a single mechanism crosslinguistically, but rather
has different sources in different languages. Here I discuss two of the main views of ergative
case assignment that have emerged in the literature.?

On the one hand, ergative has been hypothesized to be an inherent case assigned by a
transitive v to an argument that it -marks (Woolford 1997, 2006; Legate 2006, 2008, among
others). Under this view, case is assigned directly by the relevant functional head to an
argument in a particular #-position, which for ergative case is Spec,vP where the external
argument is introduced, as seen in (105).

2There are, of course, many other views of ergative systems that have been proposed in the literature
besides those outlined here. Overviews of a broader range of such analyses can be found in Johns 2000 and
Deal 2015a.
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(105) P

DP v
A /\
|
: Urr VP
| | /\
ERG, 0 v DP

It has been noted that the tie between ergativity and the specific 6-role of agent is tenuous
(Comrie 1978; Bruening 2007; Baker 2014; Baker and Bobaljik 2017). Non-agent transitive
subjects, such as causes or instruments, can be marked ergative (Woolford 2006), and agent
subjects of unergatives do not pattern in a uniform manner across languages. For example,
in Western Basque (Isolate), subjects of unergatives receive ergative case (Aldai 2009), as
predicted by an agent-oriented view of ergative case, but in many ergative languages unerga-
tive subjects receive nominative or absolutive case. To address this issue, Woolford (2006)
and Legate (2008) have proposed that an additional transitivity condition be added to the
connection between 6-roles and ergative case. Under this view, ergative case is assigned to
the external argument of a transitive v, rather than to any (agent) external argument. I will
demonstrate in the following sections that even this transitivity-oriented inherent view of
ergative case is unable to account for case marking in Amahuaca.

The second major view of ergative case assignment takes ergative to be a dependent case,
tied to the presence of another DP in the structure (Marantz 1991; Baker and Vinokurova
2010; Baker 2014, 2015; Baker and Bobaljik 2017, among others). There are variations on
this theory which differ slightly; I will take the model most thoroughly articulated in Baker
2015 as my point of comparison. I make this choice because many other implementations of
dependent case theory are not as explicit about details of the model that will be crucial to
the coming discussion, such as the timing of case assignment and various types of movement.
Under the Baker 2015 view, a dependent case (such as ergative or accusative) is assigned
on the basis of c-command relationships between DPs, which are evaluated in particular
case domains. These case domains are tied to phases, and, as a result, case is determined
in phase-based spell out domains. For a language that has a dependent ergative case rule,
ergative case will be assigned to the higher of two nominals in a c-command relationship
within a domain. Baker’s ergative case rule is given in (106).

(106) Dependent ergative case rule (Baker 2015: 49, modified slightly)?
If there are two distinct DPs in the same spell out domain such that DP1 c-
commands DP2, then value the case feature of DP1 as ergative unless DP2 has
already been marked for case.

3In keeping with the DP hypothesis, I have modified the case rule to use DP where Baker (2015) uses
NP. For the data considered here, this distinction does not affect the results.
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For Baker (2015), the phase heads that are relevant for case assignment in the clause are
v and C. The complements of these phase heads (VP and TP, respectively) are the spell out
domains in which case assignment is evaluated. In each domain, a dependent case rule can
be active or inactive. Because case is evaluated in phases, movement into a higher phase
can create new c-command relationships which were not present in lower phases. These c-
command relationships can then be evaluated for case assignment in the higher case domain,
thus allowing movement to feed case marking. This is illustrated by the configurations in
(107). In (107a), DP2 remains in the lower VP case domain (within the dashed box), where
it is the only DP that is evaluated for case. Likewise, the higher DP1 is the only DP in
the TP case domain. In this configuration, neither DP is eligible to receive dependent case
since they are not in the same spell out domain. In contrast, in (107b), the lower DP2 has
moved to the edge of vP so that both DP1 and DP2 are in the TP case domain. In this
configuration, DP1 could be valued with dependent ergative case, or DP2 could be valued
with dependent accusative case (as with Sakha object shift; Baker and Vinokurova 2010).

(107)  a. lcp C [rp T [p v i [vp V ] i I1]

b [ep Clrp (DPL T [p (DP2) v 1 [vp Vtppa ]! ]

This relationship between case and movement, along with the fact that dependent case
rules reference only configurational relationships between DPs and say nothing about where
arguments are introduced, allows a dependent case view of ergativity to account for why
ergative is sometimes assigned to unexpected targets. For example, the assignment of erga-
tive case to internal arguments, as in applicatives of unaccusatives, is unexpected under a
view in which ergative case is inherent. Attested examples of such “raising to ergative”
patterns (Baker 2014; Deal 2019) pose a problem, since an inherent case should be assigned
along with a #-role. The ability to account for case marking in raising examples of this type
is a significant advantage of the dependent case view over its inherent case competitor.

Given the relationship between case and movement in Amahuaca, an aspect of dependent
case theory as articulated in Baker 2015 which will be relevant for the coming discussion is
the question of how case evaluation is timed with respect to movement operations, and re-
latedly, whether all types of movement are timed in the same way. Particularly applicable to
the discussion that follows is Baker’s treatment of scrambling. He observes that scrambling
often does not affect case assignment and relates this fact to the claim that scrambling is
a type of adjunction. He proposes that adjuncts can be spelled out later than arguments,
with specifiers and complements being evaluated for case first (Baker 2015: 264-272). This
amounts to the claim that case assignment can in some instances appear to precede move-
ment. Additionally relevant for the Amahuaca facts is Baker’s proposal that a copy of a DP
that has moved to a specifier in a higher domain can serve as a case competitor in a lower
domain even though it will be pronounced in the higher domain. This, too, seems to be
an instance of case assignment “preceding” movement. The timing of case evaluation effec-
tively before some types of movement can result in c-command relationships at the end of the
derivation that do not transparently relate to the case on the involved nominals. Therefore,
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it is important to consider the details of timing since movement after case assignment can
obscure the relevant configurations for dependent case.

In summary, there are three ways in which movement is predicted to affect case mark-
ing under the view outlined above. First, movement can change c-command relationships
between nominals, with a consequence for the determination of which nominal is eligible for
the dependent case. Second, movement can result in nominals moving into domains that are
keyed to different case rules. Third, movement can produce or eliminate a local relationship
with a case competitor. In the following sections, I will show that none of these effects of
movement can fully account for the range of case-marking data in Amahuaca. I conclude
that, while movement and case are related in Amahuaca, they are not related in a way
that is predicted by a dependent case account. In the next section, I lay the groundwork
for this argument by considering the basic clause structure and case-marking patterns that
Amahuaca displays.

3.2 Amahuaca case marking and word order

As demonstrated in (102), ergative case marking in Amahuaca is sensitive to differences in
word order. In this section, I will give an overview of the main patterns of case-marking
alternations.

As discussed in Chapter 2, Amahuaca’s case system has two types of case markers for
core arguments of the verb, plus unmarked nouns. Intransitive subjects (S) can be marked
with =z and transitive subjects (A) can be marked with =n. Object DPs (O) remain
unmarked. Instances of these case markers are given in (108) and (109), repeated from
Chapter 2. Observe that =z is available only for S arguments, while =n is available only
for A arguments.

(108) vaku{*=n / =x}=mun rakuu=xo=nu
child{=©ERrG / =NOM}=C be.afraid=3.PST=DECL
‘The child was afraid.’

(109) xano{=n / *=x}=mun chopa{*=n / *=x}
woman{=ERG / =NOM}=C clothes{=ERG / =NOM}
patza=hi=ki=nu
wash=IPFV=3.PRES=DECL
‘The woman is washing clothes.’

This pattern suggests an underlying tripartite case system with nominative, ergative, and
accusative case, where accusative is morphologically unmarked. A complication to the pic-
ture in (108) and (109) is a pattern of differential subject marking in Amahuaca, which has

4In Section 3.6 I will show that the nominative case marker =z (though not the ergative =n) encodes
focus in addition to case. I set this complication aside for the time being, and do not indicate focus in
translations until Section 3.6.
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been noted in descriptions of the language dating back to Russell (1965: 66).° Both types
of subjects (transitive and intransitive) can surface in the morphologically unmarked form
under the right conditions, suggesting that the unmarked form is actually a type of default
(Legate 2008), rather than marking accusative or absolutive case directly. I will return to
a discussion of nominative case marking in Section 3.6, but for now, I will focus on the
conditioning of ergative case marking.

As mentioned previously, ergative case marking is sensitive to word order, which reflects
structural differences in the position of the DP. We can divide the patterns of word order and
case marking into two distinct sets of possibilities: those involving sentences with overtly
marked aspect and those involving sentences where aspect is not marked. Though these two
types of sentences show different possibilities in terms of case marking, Amahuaca does not
exhibit a traditional TAM split in the marking of ergative case (in contrast, e.g., to Hindi-
Urdu (Indo-Aryan); Mahajan 1990); ergative case is available with all aspectual categories.
In transitive sentences with overtly marked aspect (either =hi for imperfective, =hax for
perfect, =nox for habitual, or =katzi for prospective), there are seven possible word orders,
which result in two different case-marking patterns for A arguments. The examples in (110)
represent all of the attested word order and case marking combinations; other combinations
of case marking and word order permutations are judged to be ungrammatical.®

(110) ‘The man is killing the peccary.’
a.  joni=n=mun jono rutu=hi=ki=nu
man=ERCG=C peccary kill=IPFV=3.PRES=DECL
b. jono=mun joni=n rutu=hi=ki=nu
peccary=C man=ERG kill=IPFV=3.PRES=DECL
c. rutu=mun joni=n jono=hi=ki=nu
kill=C man=ERG peccary=IPFV=3.PRES=DECL
d. rutu=mun jono  joni=n=hi=ki=nu
kill=C peccary man=ERG=IPFV=3.PRES=DECL

® Additional work which mentions this pattern in Amahuaca includes Hyde (1980: 146) and Sparing-
Chéavez (2012). It has also been discussed in comparative work on Panoan, which mentions a similar but
distinct pattern in Chacobo (Loos 1973, 1999). With respect to the Amahuaca pattern, Sparing-Chévez
(2012) notes that split ergativity is conditioned by the presence of overt aspect marking in the clause. She
observes that when overt aspect marking is absent, ergative case surfaces. When overt aspect marking is
present, however, she makes the generalization that only “pragmatically marked” subjects, which she shows
only in initial position, receive nominative or ergative case marking (Sparing-Chavez 2012: 4-5). Here I
refine the characterization of the Amahuaca pattern, demonstrating that even non-initial subjects receive
ergative case marking, so long as they surface to the left of aspect marking. This pattern is different from
the pattern of nominative marking, which does appear to be conditioned by information structure in a way
consistent with Sparing-Chavez’s characterization, as discussed in Section 3.6.

61 set aside here those sentences involving extraposition to the far right. As discussed in Chapter 2,
these extraposition structures show case connectivity, and when a transitive subject undergoes extraposition
it always surfaces with ergative case.
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e. rutu=mun=hi joni jono=ki=nu
kill=C=IPFV man peccary=3.PRES=DECL
f. rutu=mun jono=hi joni=ki=nu
kill=C peccary=IPFV man=3.PRES=DECL
g. jono=mun rutu=hi joni=ki=nu
peccary=C kill=IPFV man=3.PRES=DECL

In (110a)-(110d), the subject is marked ergative. In (110e)-(110g), on the other hand, the
subject remains unmarked.

The pattern found with sentences lacking overt aspect marking is slightly different. These
sentences, which receive a perfective interpretation, do not allow the orders found in (110e)-
(110g), and thus always result in the A argument being marked ergative. All of the attested
grammatical word order and case combinations for perfective sentences are given in (111);
other word order permutations are judged to be ungrammatical, as are sentences lacking
ergative case marking.”

(111) “The man killed the peccary’

a.  joni=n=mun jono ha=xo=nu
man=ERCG=C peccary do.TR=3.PST=DECL

b. jono=mun joni=n ha=xo=nu
peccary=C man=ERG do.TR=3.PST=DECL

c. ha=mun joni=n jono=xo=nu
do.TR=C man=ERG peccary=3.PST=DECL

d. ha=mun jono  joni=n=xo=nu
do.TR=C peccary man=ERG=3.PST=DECL

As seen in the above examples, without overt aspect marking, an A argument always surfaces
with ergative case. For now, I will focus on examples with overt aspect marking, like those
in (110), because it is there that an alternation is seen. However, I will return to a discussion
of sentences without overt aspect in Section 3.4.

Taking into account only sentences that have overt aspect marking, we can schematize
the possible word orders as in (112).%

7 As mentioned in Chapter 2, the verb ha glossed ‘do.TR’ is a general purpose transitive verb in Amahuaca.
It can be used for a transitive action if the meaning of the verb can be recovered from context. In these
sentences it is used to mean ‘kill’. The same pattern of case and aspect marking is found with this verb as
with full lexical verbs like rutu ‘kill’.

8Here and in following schematic representations I leave out Mood, which invariably surfaces following
T.
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(112) a. A=ERG C 0 V [ASP T
b. O C A=ERG V | ASP T
c. V C A=ERG O ASP T
d Vv C O A=ERG ASP T
e. V C ASP|A O T
.V C O ASP | A T
g. O C V| ASP | A T

Examining the distribution of ergative case, the descriptive generalization in (113) emerges.

(113) Amahuaca ergative case generalization
If a transitive subject appears to the right of aspect, it is not marked ergative;
otherwise, it receives ergative case marking.

I propose that this generalization stems from the fact that the subject DP occupies a different
structural position when it is case marked compared to when it is unmarked. Recall that in
Chapter 2 I argued that aspect is a head-initial projection in Amahuaca. This means that
its complement, vP, occurs to its right. This is demonstrated in the representation of matrix
clause structure shown in (114).

(114) CP

DP \Y

Given this structure, we see that DP arguments that appear to the right of aspect are those
that remain internal to vP, while those that surface to the left of aspect have undergone
movement to a position higher in the clause. Based on this, we can conclude that when
a subject stays low in the structure, in its externally merged position in Spec,vP, it is
unmarked. Only when it moves further up in the structure (specifically through Spec, TP,
as I will argue) does it receive ergative case marking. Thus movement feeds ergative case
marking.
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3.3 Amahuaca ergative is neither inherent nor
dependent

As discussed in Section 3.1, the assignment of ergative case has been analyzed in many ways,
with inherent and dependent views of ergative case emerging as major contenders in recent
work. In this section, I will argue that neither of these views can account for the Amahuaca
case-marking patterns that were outlined in Section 3.2.

3.3.1 Amahuaca ergative is not an inherent case

The most straightforward version of an inherent case account of Amahuaca ergativity appears
to be a non-starter since it is subjects that remain in situ in their externally merged position
as the external argument of v that are not marked ergative. DPs that are externally merged
in Spec,vP are exactly the DPs that an inherent case account would predict to be ergative.

A modified inherent case account along the lines of Coon 2013a,b, which takes unmarked
subjects to be the result of clausal bifurcation with an aspectual auxiliary, seems potentially
more promising. This is because unmarked subjects are only possible with overtly marked
aspect in Amahuaca. Under this view, aspectual auxiliaries split the clause, creating two
case assignment domains. The lower domain contains the main verb and the object. The
higher domain contains an intransitive aspectual auxiliary and the subject, which is treated

as an S argument since it is the subject of this intransitive auxiliary. This is illustrated in
(115).

(115) AspP
DP§>\

Asp S
/\
DPoy, \Y

If we were to apply this view to Amahuaca, we could assume that perfective clauses,
which lack overt aspect marking, do not contain an aspectual auxiliary and therefore will
always result in ergative case on the subject, since the clause will never be bifurcated. In
clauses with overtly marked aspect, we could assume that the aspect markers are auxiliaries
that bifurcate the clause. With overt aspect, unmarked subjects would be externally merged
as the subject of an intransitive aspectual auxiliary while ergative-marked subjects would be
merged in Spec,vP as the subject of a transitive main 