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nominative or accusative Case, whereas objects systematically receive the accusative Case. As we will 
see in the next sections, either choice depends on whether the clause is root or embedded or whether 
the predicate is stative or eventive. In line with this, the proposal that the analysis will be exploring in 
this paper is that the abstract Case of the Sa, So and A subjects may equate with the Case of the direct 
objects. In this sense, I will hypothesize that the absolutive Case of all these arguments are valued in the 
same structural position. This opens a parametric option in the sense that a higher functional projection, 
located above the vP, must be activated in order to make possible the Case evaluation of the Sa, So, 
A and O arguments. Another theoretical problem that this paper discusses is that, as opposed to what 
Burzio’s generalization predicts, unaccusative subjects can in fact pick up accusative Case. Under these 
assumptions, I will assume, henceforth, that the inability of a verb to value accusative Case must be 
dissociated with its property of assigning theta role to its external argument. 

Before proceeding, it is important to point out that this paper is in compliance with theoretical 
assumptions that have been investigated since the publishing of Syntactic Structures, according 
to which the linguistic analysis must achieve a certain level of both descriptive and explanatory 
adequacy. For this reason, the typological analysis presented in this paper is an attempt to present a 
description of the Tenetehára Case system in order to shed some light on how knowledge of these 
facts arises in the mind of the speaker-hearer. The aim is to understand the role of Case systems within 
the Principle and Parameter theory in order to achieve some level of explanatory adequacy. 

The paper is organized as follows: section 2 aims to present a detailed account of the distribution of the 
two sets of person markers that cross-reference the core arguments A, O, Sa and So within sentences; 
section 3 explores some generative assumptions regarding the grammatical status of absolutive Case 
in ergative languages; in section 4, it is proposed that the occurrence of either the prefixes of set A or 
the absolutive prefixes is directly connected to the extent that the verb moves to the functional domain 
of the VO and OV clauses; in section 5, the aim is to provide the reader with a structural analysis 
of how the active-stative system is derived in the syntactic component of the Tenetehára grammar. 
Finally, section 6 concludes the article.  

2. THE RELEVANT DATA  

In Tenetehára, nominal phrases in the syntactic function of subjects and objects do not exhibit 
morphological Case marking. Additionally, two sets of person markers are used to encode these 
syntactic functions: the prefixes of Set A and the absolutive clitics, which I will refer to, hereafter, as 
Set B. Both of the sets are shown in the tables below. 
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(16b) _______  i-ma’enukwaw  awa  r-ehe  
 (John)   B3-think    man  REL-to
 “(John) thinks of the man.”

In sum, due to the fact that DPs (and pronouns) are not in complementary distribution neither with 
the subject prefixes nor with the absolutive prefix, I will claim, henceforth, that the status of the prefix 
of sets A and B is not ambiguous, but agreement in nature, whereas the weak pronouns of the Table 2 
behave as clitics, always appearing proclitic to the lexical verb. 

A final piece of evidence in favor of this proposal has to do with the fact that the absolutive clitics 
cannot be interpreted as incorporated pronouns. It is important to keep in mind that incorporated 
nouns in Tenetehára never trigger the relational prefix {r-}, as the example below indicates.  

(17) u-pina-etyk      
  A3SG-hook-throw 
  “(He) is fishing.” [lit.: “He is throwing the hook.”]  

Here, the incorporated object pina “hook” does not trigger the prefix {r-} on the verb stem. This 
empirical fact allows us to conclude that the absolutive clitics of Table 2 are not part of the verb 
stem. If they were part of the stem morphology, the relational prefix should not appear between the 
absolutive clitic and the verb stem. This is, of course, not the case, as illustrated below: 

(18) hei.ri-etyk     Purutu 
  B1SG-take    Purutu  
  “Purutu took me.” 

Therefore, based on the empirical data shown thus far, I will propose that the person markers of 
Table 2 are not affixes, but thematic pronominal arguments that occur as (pro)clitics to the verb. 
Additionally, I will be referring to them as absolutive clitics owing to the fact that, although they 
can cross-reference the So and O arguments, they can never refer to the A and Sa arguments in root 
eventive clauses, as the ungrammaticality of the sentence below indicates:  

(19) *he.r-àro- ràm  awa  
  B1SG-REL-wait-FUT  man 
 “I will wait for the man.” 

However, this sentence is grammatical if one assumes that the subject is the DP awa ‘the man,’ a 
context in which the object is encoded by means of the absolutive clitics he “me” and the word order 
is [[OV]S], as follows: 

(20) he.r-àro- ràm    awa a’e
 B1SG -REL-wait-FUT man 3
 “The man will wait for me.”
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The next subsection aims to present the syntactic contexts in which the two sets of person markers 
occur both in independent clauses and in embedded clauses. 

2.2. The grammatical distribution of the person makers

If one focuses first on eventive predicates, it is possible to observe that an active system is prevalent, 
since the person markers of Set A mark both the A and Sa arguments in root clauses. During the analysis 
I will be referring to the active system as the direct system. The relevant data is presented below: 

Transitive predicates 
(21) a-’u-paw  pira  ra’a 
 A1SG-eat-all  fish  PART 
 “I have eaten the fish completely.” 
 
(22) re-’u-paw  pira  ra’a 
 A2SG-eat-all fish  PART 
 “You have eaten the fish completely.” 
 
(23) u-’u-paw  pira  ra’a 
 A3SG-eat-all  fish  PART 
 “He has eaten the fish completely.” 
 
 Eventive intransitive predicates 
(24) a-ker   kwej  
 A1SG-sleep  IPASS 
 “(I) have already slept.” 

(25) re-ker    kwej  
 A2SG-sleep  IPASS 
 “(You) have already slept.” 
 
(26) i-ker   kwej  
 A3SG-sleep  IPASS 
 “(He) has already slept.” 

Nonetheless, a stative pattern emerges due to the fact that the Set B person markers systematically 
encode the A, Sa and So subjects in stative predicates, as follows: 

Stative transitive predicates 
(27) he.-puru-àro-wer    Pet r-ehe 
 B1SG-REL-ANT-wait-DESID  Pedro REL-PSP 
 “I want to wait for Pedro.” 
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(28) he.-ma’enukwaw    awa   r-ehe  
 B1SG-REL-think    man  REL-to 
 “I think of the man.” 

Stative intransitive predicates 
(29) he.-ho-wer 
  B1SG-REL-go-DESID 
  “I want to go.” 

(30) ne.-ho-wer 
  B2SG-REL-go-DESID 
  “You want to go.” 

(31) i-ho-wer 
  B3SG-REL-go-DESID 
  “He wants to go.” 

(32) he--hyz-wer    ’y  pe 
 B1SG-REL-run-DESID water to   
 “(I) want to run to the river.” 

 

Stative descriptive predicates 
(33) he.r-ahy   
 B1SG.REL-be.in.pain 
 “I am in pain.” 
 
(34) ne.r-ahy     
 B2SG.REL-be.in.pain 
 “You are in pain.” 
 
(35) h-ahy   
 B3SG.REL-be.in.pain 
 “He is in pain.” 
 
(36) he.r-upewyk  
 B1SG. REL-close.the.eyes 
 “I have dozed.” 
 
(37) he.-kàn  
  B1SG-REL-strong 
  “I am strong.” 
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(44) *Joao i-ma’enukwaw  awa r-ehe
 Joao B3-think  man REL-to 

 Quesleri  tapi’ir   wi-ekar  mehe iko  ka’a  pe 
 Quesler  tapir    A3-hunt  COMP be  forest in 
 “Joao thinks of the man while Quesler is hunting for tapir in the forest.” 

In conclusion, the cross-referencing system shown thus far indicates that there is a stative/active 
pattern in the Tenetehára grammar. In such a system, the A arguments align to Sa subjects in root 
eventive predicates, whereas the A subjects align to the Sa and So subjects in stative predicates. 
Moreover, O aligns to Sa and So subjects both in the embedded clauses and when O is higher than A in 
the person hierarchy, thereby causing an (ergative)-absolutive alignment. The grammatical properties 
of the inverse system will be addressed in more detail in the next section. 

2.3. The inverse system

Tenetehára is like other Tupí-Guaraní languages in that a person hierarchy determines the occurrence 
of the person markers when the sentence has a transitive verb. In this hierarchy, the first person is 
higher than the second person. The second person is, in turn, higher than the nonfocal third person 
argument. When both the subject and the object are realized as third person, the higher referential and 
topic argument outranks the lower referential and non-topic one. This hierarchy can be informally 
stated as follows:        

(45) 1>2>3+topic, +high referential>3+non-topic, -referential  

Since there is just one verbal slot for the person markers to occur in the verb phrase, the person 
markers of Set A are triggered on the verb stem whenever the A subject is higher than the O object 
in this hierarchy. Nevertheless, when it is the O object that is higher than the A subject in the person 
hierarchy, the object is always morphologically realized by the person markers of Set B, thereby 
giving rise to an inverse system. The relevant data are shown below:  

 Transitive predicates 
  A > O 
(46a) a-(à)ro-ràm  awa
 A1SG-wait-FUT  man 
  “I will wait for the man.” 
 
 O > A 
(46b)  he.r- àro-ràm    awa  
  B1SG.REL-wait-FUT  man 
  “The man will wait for me.” 
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(49) he.r-ahy 
 B1SG-REL-be.in.pain 
 “I am in pain.” 
 
(50) he.r-upewyk 
 B1SG-REL-close the eyes 
 “I have dozed.” 
 
 Sa encoding in embedded intransitive predicate 
(51) he.-ker     mehe 
  B1SG.REL-sleep  COMP 
   “When I was sleeping (....).” 
 
A enconding in stative transitive predicate 
(52) he.-puru-’u-wer    pira    r-ehe   
  B1SG-REL-ANT-eat-DESID  fish    REL-PSP 
  “I want to eat fish.” 
 
O encoding in eventive transitive predicate 
(53a) a-exak   ka’i    kury   
 A1SG -see  monkey  then 
  “(I) saw the monkey.” 

(53b) he.r-exak    ka’i 
  B1SG.REL-see    monkey 
  “The monkey saw me.” 

Furthermore, when the A and O arguments are both morphologically realized as third person and the 
object is more prominent than the subject, the third person prefix {i- ~ h-} of Set B must occur on the 
verb stem in order for the object to be cross-referenced. Then, in such a context, the O object outranks 
the A subject and is usually dislocated to an A’-position. That the O argument really outranks the A 
argument is evidenced by the fact that the A argument (that is, the transitive subject) cannot be cross-
referenced on the verb, as examples (b) below illustrate. On the other hand, the dislocated object 
must be indicated on the verb by means of the prefix {h- ~ i-}. Moreover, notice that the word order 
changes from VSO to OSV, as follows: 

 A > O 
(54a) wi-exak  Fábioi   Márcia 
  A3-see   Fábio    Márcia 
  “Fábio saw Márcia.” 
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 O > A 
(54b)  upaw Márcia i   Fábio   hi-exak- 
 all  Márcia   Fábio   B3-see-DISLOC 
  “ALL MÁRCIA, Fábio saw.” 
  [lit.: It means that Fábio saw Márcia in every detail, and not partially.] 
 
 A > O 
(55a)  ui-’u    tekoi    pira 
  A3-eat   people   fish 
  “The people ate (some) fish.” 
 
 O > A 
(55b) upaw pirai  teko    ii-’u-n 

  all  fish  people   B3-eat- DISLOC     
  “All the fish, the people ate (some).” 

Here the object receives a contrastive focus reading so that the interpretation in (54b) and (55b) 
implies that the event of seeing Márcia and of eating fish was made in its totality and not partially. 
Notice that in such circumstances the objects must be preceded by the quantifier upaw whose role is 
to encode that the event has a telic perfective reading. 

2.4. The lack of the split-S system in the embedded clauses 

In sharp contrast to the Split-S system that prevails in the root sentences, one can conclude that there 
is no split-S in the intransitive subject coding device in the embedded clauses, insofar as the Sa and 

So subjects are all encoded by means of the person markers of Set B, regardless of whether these 
arguments are subjects of eventive or stative predicates. In conclusion, the split S-system only occurs 
in the root clauses in the sense that the Sa subjects are marked on the verb stem by means of the 
prefixes of Set A, whereas the So subjects are encoded by means of the person markers of Set B. This 
asymmetry is evident when one compares the data below. 

Eventive predicates 
(56) a-zàn    kwez   
 A1SG-run  IPASS 
 “(I) have already run.” 
 
(57) he.-zàn  mehe 
  B1SG.REL-run COMP 
  “(....) when I run (....).” 
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Stative predicates 
(58) he.r-ahy      
 B1SG.REL-be.in.pain 
 “I am in pain.”
 
(59) he.r-ahy    mehe  
 B1SG.REL-be.in.pain COMP

 “….when I am in pain.” 
 

2.5. Summary of the section 

Based on the syntactic distribution of the two sets of person markers outlined thus far, one may 
conclude that Tenetehára exhibits, at least, three subsystems of encoding the core arguments across 
the sentences.  

In one of these subsystems, which basically occurs in root clauses, the A and Sa subjects are both 
marked on the eventive verbs by means of the Set A subject prefixes, while the O and So arguments 
are encoded by means of the person markers of Set B. The diagram in (60) summarizes this cross-
referencing subsystem. 

(60) 
Nominative and absolutive agreement subsystems

in the root eventive predicates 

          A     
    Nominative subsystem {  
      Sa 
                                                                                                   
   O 

        }    Absolutive subsystem                        
        So    

The split-S marking of the intransitive subjects shown above resembles what happens in many split-
ergativity languages in the sense that the So arguments are marked identically to the O arguments, 
whereas the Sa

 arguments are cross-referenced by means of the same person marking as the A 
arguments.  

In addition, there is another cross-referencing system that basically occurs in the stative predicates. In 
such a system, the A, Sa and So arguments are all encoded by means of the person markers of Set B. 
The diagram below illustrates this system: 
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(61) 
Cross-referencing system in the stative predicates

 of both root and embedded clauses 

                                     A     
    Absolutive System {  

          Sa/So 

 

Finally, there is a fourth subsystem, in which the O, Sa and So arguments are all encoded on the 
embedded verb by means of the person markers of Set B. In this subsystem, the A arguments are not 
cross-referenced on the embedded verb. The diagram below shows this absolutive alignment: 

(62)
Absolutive system in the embedded predicates 

                O     
    Absolutive System {  
                Sa/So                                               

In line with the proposals above, I will claim that the Tenetehára cross-referencing system exhibits 
a mixture of ergative/absolutive and nominative/accusative characteristics. Based on this split, the 
hypothesis that I will be evaluating in the next sections is that the activation of the person markers of 
Sets A and B reflects, respectively, the fact that both the nominative and absolutive (=accusative) Case 
may be assigned to the A, Sa and So subjects, while the object systematically receives the absolutive 
(=accusative) Case. Based on this assumption, the main goal of the following sections is to investigate 
which functional head assigns the structural Case to the A, Sa and So subjects both in the eventive and 
stative predicates. Before presenting the details of the theoretical proposal, the objective of the next 
section is to provide the reader with a general overview of the theories regarding the grammatical 
status of the absolutive Case within the generative approaches. As it will be shown, absolutive is just 
a descriptive label used to cover the fact that accusative is the structural Case assigned to A, O, Sa and 
So arguments by a higher functional head located above the v-VP domain.  

3. THEORETICAL ASSUMPTIONS   

Theoretical proposals within generative grammar concerning ergative languages diverge in the way 
that they account for absolutive Case assignment in ergative languages. In this regard, approaches 
to absolutive Case marking can be roughly divided into three groups. One approach assumes that 
absolutive Case is assigned in the C/TP domain, thereby being equivalent to nominative Case (Bok-
Bennema 1991, Murasugi 1992, Campana 1992, Bittner and Hale 1996a,b, Ura 2001, 2006). A second 
proposal advocates that absolutive Case must be regarded as a default structural Case which may 
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projected in the functional domain of sentences, but formal features inherited by functional categories, 
one can dispense with the AgrP projections as potential Case assigners. This theory entails that the 
head vo assigns accusative/absolutive, whereas the head To licenses nominative. In order to facilitate 
the understanding of this proposal, I will label the Case assigned by To as C1 and the case assigned by 
vo as C2. The configuration below summarizes the Case evaluation mechanism in a transitive clause. 

 

Assuming that a parameter is always binary and that it can activate either C1nominative or C2absolutive in 
intransitive clauses, Bobalijk (1993) and Laka (1993, 2000) posit that the possibility of activating 
either of the two Cases might result in the following parametric possibilities among languages: 

Languages of the first type are, for example, English and Latin where nominative Case can be assigned 
either to intransitive subjects or to transitive subjects. Evidence in favor of this view comes from 
Latin, in which the DP bearing nominative Case always controls the agreement on the verb stem, as 
follows below:  
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In sum, following the essentials of Laka’s (2000) and Legate’s (2008) theory, I will assume, henceforth, 
that the label absolutive corresponds to the structural accusative Case that is uniformly assigned to the 
A, Sa and So arguments in the Tenetehára stative predicates. The objective of the following sections 
is to explore this proposal in more detail so as to derive the Tenetehára split-S system in contexts of 
both independent and subordinate clauses. Let us then start with a discussion of Case assignment 
mechanism and the choice of the person markers of Set A within the transitive clauses.  

4. CASE ASSIGNMENT MECHANISM WITHIN THE TRANSITIVE CLAUSES.  

In order to give a more theoretical explanation for the distribution of the person markers described 
in Section 2, I will propose that the choice of the person markers of Sets A and B in root eventive 
transitive clauses is sensitive to (i) the person hierarchy and (ii) the linear order of the core arguments. 
More precisely, the prefixes of Set A occur only when the subject outranks the object in the person 
hierarchy and in contexts where the object follows the transitive verb. In such contexts, there is 
predicate movement to Spec-CP, after both the subject and the object have evacuated the vP for 
Case reasons. This explains why sentences with the V(S)O order never trigger Set B, since this set 
is only activated when both the object and the verb occur in a Spec-Head relationship in the AbsP 
domain. It becomes evident that the absolutive prefix is banned from these clauses after considering 
the ungrammaticality of the sentence below. 
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 VSO clauses 
(74) w-àro  Hikar  Pet 
 A3-wait Ricardo Pedro 
 “Ricardo waits for Pedro.” 
 
(75) *h-àro  Hikar  Pet 
 B3-wait Ricardo Pedro 
 “Ricardo waits for Pedro.” 

On the other hand, the absolutive clitics and the absolutive prefixes appear only when the object 
and the verb are in the domain of the AbsP. In such syntactic contexts, the object is always higher 
than the subject in the person hierarchy and, coincidently, the object systematically precedes the 
transitive verb, thereby emerging the O(S)V, in object focus construction, and SOV-C word orders, in 
the embedded clauses. Notice that, in theses contexts, the absolutive prefix {h- ∞ i-} is obligatorily 
used to signal that the verb overtly agrees with the object. This, in turn, indicates that the object and 
the verb must come in a Spec-Head relation, whenever the absolutive person markers occurs in the 
AbsP domain. Compare the examples below: 

  OSV in object focus construction 
(76)  upaw Márcia i   Fábio    hi-exak-   
 all  Márcia    Fábio    B3-see-DISLOC 
  “ALL MÁRCIA, Fábio saw.” 
  [i.e.: Fábio saw Márcia in every detail, and not partially.] 

  SOV clauses in embedded clause
(77)  w-esak   awa    [zawar-uhu  ka’ii    hi-àro    mehe]
 A3-see    man    jaguar big  monkey  B3-wait COMP

 “The man saw that the big jaguar was waiting for the monkey.”
 

In addition, the absolutive clitics are used when the object is realized as either a first or second person 
pronoun. In such clauses, the linear order can be either OVS or SOV. The latter word order basically 
occurs in embedded clause, while the former appears in the root clauses. Based on these empirical 
facts, I will contend that the pronominal clitics are thematic arguments that come from the numeration 
with uninterpretable accusative Case features, which must be valued by the head Abso during the 
syntactic derivation. The following examples illustrate these two word order possibilities both in root 
clauses and in embedded clauses. 

 OVS in the inverse pattern 
(78)   he.r-àro-ràm     awa    
 B1SG -REL-wait-FUT   man 
  “The man will wait for me.” 
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 SOV in the embedded clauses 
(79)  w-exak  awai [kwarer he.r-àro mehe a’ei]
 A3-see  man child  B1SG.REL-wait COMP he 
  “He, the man, saw that the child was waiting for me.”   

The following subsections aim to demonstrate that the choice of either set of person markers is directly 
related to the kinds of syntactic operations that occur within the functional layer of the clauses. I will 
propose that the subject must move out of the vP phase in order for its structural Case to be valued 
in Spec-IP, whereas the object systematically moves out of the v-VP to the specifier position of AbsP 
for Case reasons. Additionally, I will postulate that the absolutive prefixes and the relational prefixes 
must appear on the verb as a result of the verb and object movement to the domain of AbsP. Let us 
then start the analysis on the Case assignment mechanism in the root VSO clauses.   

4.1. The choice of the person markers of set A 

In order for one to understand how the choice of Set A is made in the root clauses, this subsection 
aims to examine the syntactic derivation that regulates the occurrence of the person markers of Set A. 
As it was shown in Section 2, theses prefixes usually encode the ϕ-feature of the external arguments 
in transitive verb constructions. Then, following recent proposals on argument structure theory, [see, 
for example, Kratzer (1996), Hale and Keyser (2002), and Pylkkänen (2008)], according to which 
subjects are not base-generated as a specifier of VP, I will argue that the A subjects of eventive 
transitive verbs are uniformly introduced by the head vo, as follows: 

Languages like Tenetehára that exhibit patterns of agreement displacement usually give preference 
for the internal argument to control the ϕ-feature realization on the head of vP, as follows: 
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crossing the object without violating MLC. I will also propose that the activation of the Set A person 
markers does not contribute to the nominative Case assignment, insofar as the ϕ-feature realization 
occurs in the domain of the vP. In the realm of the minimalist program, the C-IP domain is the locus 
of nominative Case assignment, not the vVP region. This analysis then presupposes that the subject 
and the object must evacuate the vP for receiving Case, whereas the verb remains inside the predicate. 
It also entails that the subject prefixes do not contribute to the nominative Case assignment. This step 
of the derivation is depicted in the structure below:  

 

Based on the proposal above, one may argue that Tenetehára exhibits a grammatical constraint, regarding 
the way that the overt morphological agreement between the verb and the object occurs. As will be 
demonstrated in the next subsection, the verb performs head-movement up to Abso only if it is inflected 
either by the relational prefix or by the absolutive prefix. This restriction can be stated as follows: 

(88) Absolutive agreement is possible iff the object and the verb are in a Spec-Head relation within 
the domain of the AbsP projection. In such cases, the verb may exhibit either the relational 
prefix or the absolutive prefix. 

Evidence that subjects and objects really move out of the vP to the Infl domain comes from the 
syntactic distribution of adverbs. In general, these items tend to occur either after the object or before 
the verb, thereby emerging two possible linear word orders: (i) [VSO [ADV]] and (ii) [ADV [VSO]]. 
Compare the examples below. 

(89a) tuweharupi  u-zapo   Sérgio   tyràm    a’e pa
 always   3-make  Sérgio   manioc  3 AP

 “Sérgio always makes manioc.”
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(89b) uzapo    Sérgio   tyràm    tuweharupi a’e pa
 3-make  Sérgio   manioc  always   3 AP

 “Sérgio always makes manioc.” 

(89c)  ?? uzapo tuweharupi Sérgio tyràm a’e pa

(89d) ?? uzapo Sérgio tuweharupi  tyràm a’e pa 

(90a) karu mehe  u-’u  Fábio   màg    a’e  ri’i
 yesterday  3-eat Fábio   mango   he  MPAST  
 “Fábio ate mango yesterday.”

(90b) u’u   Fábio   màg    karu mehe   a’e  ri’i
 3-eat Fábio   mango   yesterday    he  MPAST  
 “Fábio ate mango yesterday.”

(90c) ?? u’u Fábio karu mehe màg a’e ri’i 

(90d) ?? u’u karu mehe Fábio màg a’e ri’i 

Taking into account the syntactic distribution of the adverbs shown above, I will then posit that they 
are generated at the vP level. Thus, in order to derive the occurrence of the verb in sentence initial 
position, let us postulate that the phase head Co has an uninterpretable edge feature, a situation that 
forces the internal merge of the remnant vP in Spec-CP. Assuming the vP movement approach, I 
contend that sentence (91a) has the abstract structure depicted in (91b).  

(91a) w-àro    Hikar  Pet 
 3-wait   Ricardo Pedro 
 “Ricardo waits for Pedro.” 
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 I will then propose that, in the [VSO Adv] clauses, the adverb is left behind, at the point in the derivation 
in which the vP moves to Spec-CP, whereas the adverb together with the vP is raised to Spec-CP in 
the [Adv VSO] sentences. Both of these syntactic derivations are shown in the representations below:  

(92) [CP [vP Adv [[vP  ...V+v...] [C  [Infl  S [AbsP O [.... tvP ......]]]]]]  

(93) [CP [vP  ... V+v...] [C  [Infl  S ...[AbsP O .... [vP Adv [ ... tvP ......]]]]]]  

One piece of evidence in favor of the vP remnant proposed in the derivations above comes from the 
distribution of a set of second-position particles such as zekaipo, zekwehe, and kakwez. In general, these 
particles appear between the verb and the subject. In Tenetehára, speakers usually distinguish between 
attested and unattested past. For this reason, zekwehe and zekaipo are inferred as the unattested distant 
past, while kakwez indicates that a past event is attested by the speaker. Compare the examples below: 

unattested distant past 
(94) w-exak   ze-kwehe  zawar-uhu  tapixi memyr    a’e  pe  no 
 A3-see   EVID-UDPAST jaguar-big  rabbit son    there at  also 
 “(They say that) the big jaguar also saw the rabbit’s son there.” 

(95) ui-m-ur    ze-kaipo   ij-hyi    ij-zupe   
 A3i-CAUS-come  EVID-UDPAST   hisj-motheri  himj-to 
  “His mother apparently gave (it) to him.” 
 
attested distant past 
(96) a-exak  kakwez    ka’i    ihe 
  A1SG-see  DPAST.ATTESTED  monkey  I 
  “I saw the monkey.” 
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However, when an XP occurs in immediate initial position or is focalized to the left, the verb tends to 
appear after the temporal particles. In such contexts, the verb usually follows the subject, resulting in 
the [XP [zekwehe SVO] order. Hence, when it is the object that is focalized, the verb cannot occur in 
the initial position, so that the word order changes from VSO to OSV, as follows: 

(97) ui-’u    tenetehárai  pira 
  A3-eat   tenetehára  fish 
  “The Tenetehára people ate (some) fish (a specific one).” 
 
(98) upaw pirai  tenetehára  ii-’u-n  
  all  fish  tenetehára  B3-eat-DESLOC 
  “The Tenetehára people ate all the fish.”  
  [i.e.: Everything was eaten. There are no leftovers]  

It is important to point out that, if the verb and the object co-occur in the initial position, the result is 
an ungrammatical sentence, as follows:  

(99)  *upaw pirai    ui-’u-n   tenetehára
 all  fish    3-eat-DESLOC   tenetehára
 “The Tenetehára people ate all the fish.”

(100) *upaw pirai    ii-’u-n    tenetehára
 all  fish    3-eat-DESLOC tenetehára
 “The Tenetehára people ate all the fish.”
 [i.e.: Everything was eaten. There are no leftovers]  

Additionally, if we add one of the temporal particles in the OSV sentence above, they must occur 
immediately after the focalized object, as follows: 

(101) upaw pirai  ze-kwehe  tenetehára  ii-’u-n  
  all  fish  EVID-UDPAST  tenetehára  B3-eat-DESLOC 
  “(They say that) the Tenetehára people ate all the fish a long time ago.”   
 [i.e.: Everything was eaten. There are no leftovers]  

Based on the distribution of the temporal particles above, I will assume hereafter that the temporal 
particles are sentential adverbials, which are merged in adjunction to the TP projection, as follows.  

(102) [CP … [TP zekwehe/zekaipo [TP … [AbsP …… [v-VP …]]]] 

For this reason, these adverbs will serve as a diagnostic for setting the limit between the CP and TP 
layer in the matrix sentences. Notice that, according to this proposal, constituents that occur above 
the adverbials zekwehe/zekaipo/kakwez will be located in the CP area, whereas XPs located in a low 
position are placed in the vP domain. Based on these assumptions, I contend that the V(zekwehe/
zekaipo)SO clauses are derived by remnant movement of the VP to Spec-CP, as shown by the 
derivation proposed below: 
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Another piece of evidence comes from the fact that the VSO order is never possible when the sentence 
is interrogative. In such contexts, the only possible word order is the one in which the wh-pronoun is 
positioned above the subject, giving rise to the OSV order. Nonetheless, if the wh-pronoun and the 
verb co-occur, the sentence becomes ungrammatical. 

Compare the data below:  

(104) ma’e te  awa  u-zuka?  
 what Co  man  A3-kill 

  “What did the man kill?” 
 
(105) *ma’e te  u-zuka   awa?  
 what Co  A3-kill    man 

  “What did the man kill?” 

Thus, the ungrammaticality of sentence (105) can be accounted for if one assumes that the fronted 
XP and the fronted vP are competing for the same specifier position. Pursuing this line of reasoning, 
the syntactic derivation of the sentence (104) must proceed as follows: when the subject is merged 
in the vP, it triggers the subject agreement on the little v, before it is moved to Spec-IP to receive the 
nominative Case; next, the wh-object moves first to the Spec-AbsP for Case reasons, then is raised to 
Spec-CP in order to check the edge feature of the head C. At the final stage of the derivation, the verb 
remains in the vP domain, since it cannot be moved to Spec-CP, as this position is occupied by the 
shifted object, as the derivation bellow demonstrates. 

(106) [CP ma’e te [C [IP awa [I [AbsP tobject [Abs [vP tsubject uzuka [v [VP tverb tobject ]]]]]]]  
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Hence, the constraint one can propose is that the VP-remnant movement never occurs if there is a XP 
occupying a Spec position of CP. In other words, the verb precedes the subject only if nothing else 
is moved to the CP domain. Under this assumption, a way to give a more theoretical account of this 
restriction is to postulate that the VSO clauses necessarily involve movement of the v-VP to some 
position above TP, while the subject and the object are left behind. This proposal indicates that verbs 
do not undergo head movement to the functional layer of the sentences due to the fact that they pattern 
with maximal projections (DP and PPs) in their ability to undergo phrasal movement to Spec-CP.  

In conclusion, the appearance of the person markers of Set A in the VSO clauses indicate that the 
lexical verb must first agree with the subject within the vP, before the predicate fronts to Spec-CP. 
Additionally, one may conclude that what blocks the complex (v+V) to move to the head Abso in the 
root VSO clauses is the fact that the lexical verb remains within the vP that is raised to Spec-CP. The 
reader might be wondering why the object shift to Spec-vP does not trigger the person markers of Set 
B. The purpose of the next sections is to address this issue in detail.  

4.2. The choice of the Set B and the assignment of the accusative case  

As was demonstrated in section 2, the person markers of Set B systematically encode the object both 
in the root and embedded clauses. As such, when the object is more prominent than the subject, it 
must control the agreement on the verb stem, as follows: 

 

I will then posit that the derivation of the object agreement in the inverse system follows the 
generalization in (88), repeated here as (108): 

(108) Absolutive agreement is possible iff the object and the verb are in a Spec-Head relation within 
the domain of the AbsP projection. In such cases, the verb may exhibit either the relational 
prefix or the absolutive prefix. 

Under the generalization above, the DP1 needs to be overtly raised to Spec-AbsP, followed by the 
verb movement to the head Abso. This theory requires that, in the inverse system, the morphological 
agreement between the verb and the object occur locally in a SpecHead configuration. In these contexts, 
the verb must be inflected either by the relational morphemes or by the absolutive prefixes; either 
option will be context-dependent. Additionally, I will assume that this agreement directly contributes 
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to the accusative Case assignment mechanism to the object, as opposed to what happens in the direct 
context, in which the person markers of Set A are not related to the nominative Case assignment. 
Recall that the person markers of Set A occur systematically lower in the v-VP domain, and not in 
the C-TP domain. Based on these assumptions, the derivation of the inverse system, indicated in 
the structure above, must proceed as follows: first, the internal argument (=DP1) must obligatorily 
be raised from within the lexical projection VP to the outer specifier position of the vP and then to 
the specifier position of Abso. Additionally, the object shift must be followed by the verb movement 
first to vo, and then to Abso. Therefore, in compliance with the generalization in (108), the absolutive 
agreement must be obligatory whenever the verb moves to the head of AbsP, as shown in the syntactic 
representation below. 

 The derivation concludes with the subject raising to Spec-IP for checking nominative Case, followed 
by the predicate fronting to Spec-CP. No locality violation emerges when the subject skips the object 
owing to the fact that the object checks accusative Case in Spec-AbsP and, as a consequence, it has no 
remaining formal feature that can be probed by the head Io. Following Duarte (2012), I will argue that 
the head Co has an uninterpretable [PRED] feature that must be checked by raising the XP that contains 
the verb. As the verb sits in the head of AbsP, this projection is then moved to Spec-CP, as follows. 
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An important piece of evidence in favor of this analysis comes from contexts in which the object is 
systematically realized by means of the absolutive clitics. Note that in these constructions the verb 
obligatory has to carry the relational prefix {r-}, as follows: 

  Inverse context 
(111a) he=r-exak  ka’a   r-upi  a’e
 1SG-REL-see forest   OBL-in   3
 “He/she saw me in the forest.”

(111b) he=r-exak  ka’a   r-upi    ne
 1SG-REL-see  forest   OBL-in   2SG

 “You saw me in the forest.”

(111c) ne=r-exak  ka’a   r-upi    a’e
  2SG-REL-see  forest   OBL-in   3
 “He/she saw you in the forest.”

[Camargos, (2017:6)]

The appearance of the relational prefix {r-} may be interpreted as being directly connected to the fact 
that objects, when realized by means of the pronominal clitics, must be phonological adjacent to the 
verb within the AbsP domain. Then, one way to give a more theoretical status to the appearance of 
the relational prefix {r-} in the inverse system is to posit that its occurrence reflects the morphological 
spell-out of the abstract Case assignment mechanism, established whenever the O argument moves 
to the Spec-AbsP. In line with this analysis, I will claim that the absolutive clitics always enter the 
derivation with an uninterpretable accusative Case feature to be valued by the head Abso. The most 
important aspect of this theory is that the relational prefix {r-} must obligatorily appear on the verb 
stem to signal that the pronominal object and the verb are locally adjacent to each other. In other 
words, this prefix is triggered whenever there is overt phrasal movement of the pronominal object to 
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Spec-AbsP, followed by the head movement of the lexical verb to Abso, so that the Case assignment 
mechanism occurs with the object and the lexical verb sitting in a Spec-Head relation. Moreover, I 
will assume that this syntactic operation is connected with the way that the structural accusative Case 
assignment takes place in the AbsP domain. Notice that, in such contexts, the occurrence of the person 
markers of Set A on the verb stem is systematically blocked. Taking into account this analysis, I will 
thus contend that the occurrence of the relational prefix {r-} on the verbal stem together with the 
syntactic distribution of person markers of Set B can be used as a diagnostic to confirm the following 
proposals: 

(112) 
(a) that transitive objects do raise to Spec-AbsP to receive accusative Case, followed by the 
verb movement up to the head of AbsP; 

 
(c) that absolutive agreement is possible if the object and the verb are in a Spec-Head       
configuration within the domain of the AbsP projection.  

A second piece of evidence in favor of this analysis stems from the fact that nothing can intervene 
between the pronominal object and the verb. This prediction is borne out by the ungrammaticality of 
the sentence below: 

(113)  *he awa  r-aro-ràm    
 B1SG   man  REL-wait-FUT  
  “The man will wait for me.” 

In order to account for the derivation of the word order in [OcliticVS] clauses, I will propose that it is 
the whole predicate that is raised to Spec-CP, not only the VP. Notice that the subject must be raised to 
Spec-IP for receiving nominative Case before the AbsP/vP complex is moved to Spec-CP. Evidence 
that this analysis is really correct has to do with the fact that the evidential particles may occur after 
the [OV] complex, as the derivation depicted below illustrates:  

(114a)  he.r-àro    ze-kwehe  awa  
  B1SG.REL-wait  EVID-UDPAST man 
  “(They said that) the man waited for me a long time ago.” 
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 This type of absolutive agreement is particularly instantiated in the object focus construction. In such 
constructions, the derivation proceeds with the object moving from the vP domain to Spec-AbsP and then 
to Spec-CP for focalization reasons. The subject is then raised to Spec-IP in order to receive the nominative 
Case. Based on these assumptions, the derivation of sentence (115a) occurs as shown in (115b): 

(115a) upaw pirai  teko    ii-’u-n 

  all  fish  people   B3-eat- DISLOC     
  “All the fish, the people ate (some).” 
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Notice that, since Spec-CP is already filled by the object, the verb cannot be dislocated to that position. 
This is confirmed by the fact that, if one tries to place the verb in initial syntactic position, the result 
is an ungrammatical sentence, as follows: 

(116) *i’u-n      Fábioi   upaw  pira     a’ei  ra’a 
 B3-eat-DESLOC  Fábio     all   fish     he  PART 
 “The whole fish, he, Fábio ate.” 

The occurrence of the absolutive prefixes above confirms that the generalization stated in (108) is 
correct. In sum, the activation of the absolutive prefix {i-} in the object focus construction above 
might be viewed as a reflex of the syntactic agreement that takes place between the verb and the 
object within the AbsP domain. This assumption, then, serves as further empirical evidence in favor 
of the following proposals: 

(117) 
(a)   the absolutive prefix of Set B {h- ~ i-} is triggered as a morphological reflex of the  
agreement between the object and the verb in object focus construction and in the embedded 
clauses; 
 
(b)   predicate fronting is banned in contexts where the word order is OSV due to the MLC. 

A final piece of evidence in favor of this theory comes from the agreement pattern in the embedded 
clauses. In such contexts, the object always controls the agreement and the linear word order is 
systematically SOV-C, as follows: 

(118) w-esak  awa  [zawar-uhu ka’ii    hi-àro    mehe]  
 A3-see  man  jaguar big  monkey  B3-wait  COMP  
  “The man saw that the big jaguar was waiting for the monkey.” 
 
(119) Joao i-ma’enukwaw awa r-ehe  
 Joao  B3-think man REL-to 
 
 [Quesler  tapi’iri   hi-ekar   mehe  iko  ka’a  pe] 
 Quesler  tapir    B3-hunt  COMP  be  forest  in 
 “John thinks of the man while Quesler is hunting for tapir in the forest.” 
 

Therefore, the reader might observe that the embedded clauses above present the same agreement 
pattern as the one examined in the inverse system and in the object focus construction, since the verb 
receives the absolutive prefix {h-} to encode the ϕ-features of the object. Owing to this agreement 
pattern, my proposal is that the embedded sentences must have the same derivation steps as the one 
presented for deriving the object focus construction outlined above. However, the difference resides 
in the extent of the predicate fronting. Then, the syntactic derivation of the embedded sentence in 
(118) involves the predicate fronting of the IP to SpecCP in order to value the [uPRED] feature of 
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the head Co. In conclusion, what moves to Spec-CP is not only the vP, but the whole IP-AbsP-vP 
projection, as the derivation proposed below indicates.  

 

Based on the analysis developed thus far, I conclude that the head Io uniformly assigns the nominative 
Case to the A subject. As to the objects, my proposal is that the head Abso uniformly assigns accusative 
Case to them, even though the absolutive agreement is triggered only when the verb is raised to the 
head Abso. In this sense, the complementary distribution of person markers of Sets A and B is directly 
related the extent of verb movement. The theory developed thus far can be summarized as follows: 
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(121) CORRELATION BETWEEN WORD ORDER, AGREEMENT AND CASE ASSIGNMENT 
 

Word Order VSO OSV OVS SOV  

Case assigned NOM/ACC NOM/ACC NOM/ACC NOM/ACC  

Prefixes of Set A √ - - -  

Absolutive prefix - √ - √ 

Pronominal clitics - - √ √  

Relational prefix - - √ √  

Predicate 
movement

√ - √ √ 
                  

Notice that the distribution of Set B in the table above seems to correlate with the following 
generalization: the absolutive agreement systematically appears when the object precedes the verb. 
This is not pure coincidence, but is directly linked to the way the object receives accusative Case from 
the verb in the AbsP domain. 

Couched in the Case and agreement theory developed in this section, the next section aims to discuss 
the source of the active/stative distinction in order to understand how the structural Case of the A, Sa, 
So arguments is checked in the intransitive predicates. 
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5. THE STATIVE/ACTIVE DISTINCTION AND THE CASE ASSIGNMENT TO SA AND 
SO SUBJECTS 

Based on the proposal outlined in the previous sections, we are now in a position to derive the stative/
active distinction and the Split-S system that is pervasive in the agreement and Case pattern of the 
intransitive clauses. I will then assume that the structural Case of the intransitive subjects (=the Sa and 
So arguments) is split in the sense that it can be either the nominative or the accusative. Either option 
will of course be context-sensitive. Based on this, I will propose that the split-S system is the result 
of the fact that the Sa argument receives nominative Case within the C/TP phase in the root eventive 
intransitive predicates, whereas the  So subjects get accusative Case within the AbsP domain. This 
accusative Case assignment mechanism can also be extended to A, Sa and So subjects in the stative 
predicates. Let us then start the analysis with the derivation of the active system in the eventive 
intransitive predicates. 

5.1. The derivation of the active system in the eventive intransitive predicates 

My proposal is that the activation of the active system in the root eventive intransitive clauses follows 
the same pattern as the one exhibited by the VSO clauses in the sense that the Sa subjects as well as 
the A subjects systematically receive nominative Case from the head Io. This proposal derives from 
the fact that the head Abso cannot assign accusative Case to A and Sa arguments in the root eventive 
predicates. Owing to this, one must admit that the derivation of these clauses implies that there is a 
C-IP phase level in that the head Io must be present in the structure in order to assign the nominative 
Case to the Sa subjects, as depicted by the structure below. 

The accuracy of this analysis is evidenced by the fact that Sa subjects cannot be encoded by the person 
markers of set B. This constraint explains why the sentence in (b) below is ungrammatical: 

(123a) a-ker     kwej               
 A1SG-sleep  IPASS 
 “(I) have already slept.” 
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(123b)  *he--ker   kwej               
 B1SG-sleep  IPASS 
 “(I) have already slept.” 

A second piece of evidence comes from the possibility of placing the verb in the initial position, 
thereby emerging the VS order in the intransitive constructions, as is exemplified below: 

(124)  o-ho    ze-kewhe    Pedro   ko  r-upi 
  A3-go    EVID-UDPAST    Peter   farm  REL-to 
  “(They say that) Peter went to the farm a long time ago.” 

Given that the temporal adverb indicates the limit between the CP and IP projection, a natural 
conclusion is to assume that the derivation of the sentence above involves only the vP movement 
to Spec-CP. In this sense, the reader might wonder why it is the vP that is raising to CP, and not, 
for example, the IP phrase. An answer to this question might be found if we examine the way the 
syntactic derivation occurs. Thus, one may assume that the subject first establishes an agreement 
relation with the verb in Spec-vP and then is raised to Spec-IP for checking its nominative Case. Next, 
the vP projection moves to the Spec-CP in order to check the [uPRED] feature of C. The derivation of 
the sentence (124) is shown below: 

Hence the fact that the subject moves to Spec-IP lends further support to the proposal that the Sa and 
A subjects uniformly pick up the nominative Case from Io. Notice that the presence of the subject 
prefixes on the verb stem is obligatory in such contexts, which can be taken as prima facie evidence 
that there is indeed a close relationship between the activation of the person markers of Set A and 
the active system (=the direct system). This also indicates that this agreement does not contribute to 
the nominative Case assignment, since Set A of person markers occurs lower in the structure, i.e., in 
the vP domain. In sum, the proposal outlined above demonstrates that the emergence of the active 
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system is not directly connected to the way the nominative Case assignment mechanism occurs in 
the syntactic derivation of the root eventive predicates. As a consequence, the Sa subjects receive 
the nominative Case in the C/TP domain. Therefore, one can conclude that A and Sa subjects align 
together in the sense that their structural Cases have the same source during the syntactic derivation.  

5.2. The derivation of the stative system 

The emergence of the stative system becomes clear due to the fact that only the person markers of Set 
B are used to encode the A, Sa and So arguments. This pattern clearly contrasts to the active system. 
Based on the theoretical analysis developed thus far, a way to give a more principled approach to this 
pattern is then to posit that the functional projection AbsP is always able to assign accusative Case to 
A, Sa and So subjects in the stative predicates. This analysis then entails that the head Io is not able to 
assign Case to these arguments. Applying the essentials of Chomsky’s (2001, 2008) approach, let us 
then admit that the head Abso enters into the derivation with an edge feature and a structural Case to 
value. However, the exact derivation of the stative predicate will depend on whether it is headed either 
by an unaccusative, an unergative or a transitive verb. In line with this view, the derivation of a stative 
unaccusative predicate presupposes that the So subject is merged in the VP and then is moved to Spec-
AbsP to receive the accusative Case. In regard to the stative unergative and transitive predicates, my 
proposal is that the Sa and A subjects are merged in the Specifier of the vP and then are moved to Spec-
AbsP. In this sense, the proposal I will advocate, henceforth, is that the Case assignment mechanism 
is essentially the same for the So, Sa and A arguments in the stative predicates, since they receive the 
structural accusative Case from the head Abso. The abstract syntactic derivations depicted below 
demonstrate the details of the syntactic derivation of the unaccusative, unergative and transitive verbs 
in the stative predicates. 
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 (129b) *re-ahy
 A2SG-be.in.pain 
 “You are in pain.”

(130a)  awa  i-hyz-wer      ’y  pe
 man B1SG-REL-run-DESID    water to
 “The man wants to run to the river.” 

(130b) *awa   u-hyz-wer      ’y  pe
 man  B1SG-REL-run-DESID    water  to
 “The man wants to run to the river.”

(131a) Joao    i-ma’enukwaw  awa r-ehe  
 John    B3-think    man REL-to
 “John thinks of the man.”

(131b) *Joao    u-ma’enukwaw  awa   r-ehe  
 John    B3-think    man  REL-to 
 “John thinks of the man.” 

Therefore, the structural analysis outlined thus far provides us with a principle way of accounting 
for the active/stative agreement. In line with this, the Tenetehára active/stative system is directly 
connected to the point in the derivation where the two sets of person markers are activated: Set A 
occurs in the vP domain, whereas Set B occurs in the AbsP domain.  

The proposal above can also be extended to derive the (ergative)-absolutive pattern that occurs in 
the embedded clauses. Recall that in these clauses the use of the person markers of Set B is extended 
from only So subjects in matrix/independent eventive predicates to all intransitive subjects and the 
object in the embedded clauses. For this reason, my proposal is that the head Abso must be present 
in the functional domain of these clauses, so that it can assign accusative Case to the O, Sa and So 
arguments. Clear evidence in favor of this is that these arguments cannot be encoded by means of the 
person markers of Set B, as the ungrammaticality of the sentences below indicates. 

(132a) ne--apyk    mehe  
 B2SG-REL-sit down  COMP        
 “(…) when you sit down.” 

(132b) *re-apyk    mehe  
 A2SG-sit down  COMP        
 “(…) when you sit down.” 
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(133a) he.r-upyhyz    mehe          
  B1SG.REL-sleepy  COMP 
 “When I am sleepy (…).” 
 
(133b) *a-upyhyz    mehe          
  A1SG-sleepy   COMP 
 “When I am sleepy (…).” 

5.3. Summary of the section

In sum, the assignment of either the accusative or the nominative Case to the A, Sa and So subjects 
will vary depending on which head is active in each clause. If it is the head Io, then the nominative 
Case is assigned, whereas if it is the head Abso, then the accusative Case is assigned. The table below 
summarizes the close correlation between agreement and Case in the different clausal types discussed 
in this section:  

(134) CORRELATION BETWEEN AGREEMENT AND CASE ASSIGNMENT IN INTRANSITIVE CLAUSES 

Sa arguments in eventive 
predicates 

So, Sa and A subjects in 
Stative predicates 

Sa and So subjects 
in embedded 

clauses  

Case assigned NOM ACC ACC 

Subject prefix √ - - 

Absolutive prefix and 
pronominal clitics

- √ √ 

Relational prefix - √ √ 

Head Assigner IO Abso Abso  

6. CONCLUDING REMARKS 

Based on the empirical evidence presented thus far, I propose that the syntactic parameter that 
distinguishes Tenetehára from accusative and ergative languages has to do with the fact that the heads 
Io and Abso can be potential Case assigners to A, Sa and So arguments. This in turn indicates that that 
the structural Case of the intransitive subjects is not uniformly assigned. In this sense, Tenetehára 
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allows an internal parametric variation not predicted by Laka’s (1993, 2000) and Bobalijk’s (1993) 
system in the sense that the split-S system of Tenetehára implies a hybrid setting of the OCP. This then 
implies that the structural Case of the intransitive subject can be, in principle, either the nominative 
or the accusative, as follows: 

(135) 

(a) Vtransitive  (C1nom, C2abs) 
(b) Vintransitive  (C1nom)  
(c) Vintransitive               (C1abs)  

 

Recall that such a Case pattern does not emerge in nominative-accusative and ergative-absolutive 
languages. In sharp contrast to these Case systems, my claim is that both settings of the OCP are 
triggered in Tenetehára. This then leads to the fact that A and Sa subjects receive either nominative or 
accusative. Another conclusion is that Burzio’s Generalization does not hold in Tenetehára, insofar 
as unaccusative subjects can receive accusative Case. This brings further evidence to Laka’s (2000) 
proposal, according to which the assignment of accusative Case is blind to whether the predicate 
licenses an external argument with an agent q-role or not. To summarize, the Tenetehára active/stative 
system exhibits the following syntactic characteristics: 

 (i) A, Sa, So subjects will be assigned to either nominative Case or accusative Case; 
 (ii) Burzio’s generalization is violated; 
 (iii) transitive objects are uniformly assigned accusative Case by the head Abso;  
            (iv)  the A transitive subject is uniformly assigned nominative case by T both in root and         

embedded Clauses; 

Based on these properties, the Tenetehára Case system can be summarized in the following way: 

 
TENETEHÁRA CASE SYSTEM 

 
 

Status of constructions 

 

 

So subjects 

 

Sa subjects  

 

O Transitive objects  

 

A subject 

 

Root eventive 
predicate 

 

 -  

NOM 

 

 

ACC

 

NOM 

 

Inverse system  

 -  -  

 

ACC

 
NOM 
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Stative predicates 

 

 

ACC 

 

ACC 

 

ACC 

 

ACC 

 

Subordinate clauses 

 
ACC 

 
ACC 

 
ACC  

 
NOM/ACC 

REFERENCES 

Aldridge, E., 2008. Generative approaches to ergativity. Language and Linguistics Compass 2 (5), 
966–995. 

Aldridge, E., 2012. Antipassive and ergativity in Tagalog. Lingua, 122:192-203. 

Anderson, S., 1976. On the notion of subject in ergative languages. In: Li, C. (Ed.), Subject and Topic. 
Academic Press, New York, pp. 1–24. 

Baker, Mark. 2008. The Syntax of Agreement and Concord. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

Bendor-Samuel, D. 1972. Hierarchical structures in Guajajara. Norman: Summer Institute of 
Linguistics, University of Oklahoma. 

Bentley, Mayrene. 1994. The Syntactic Effects of Animacy in Bantu Languages. Bloomington: Indiana 
University. (Doctoral dissertation.) 

Bittner, M., Hale, K., 1996a. The structural determination of case and agreement. Linguistic Inquiry 
27, 1–68. 

Bittner, M., Hale, K., 1996b. Ergativity: towards a theory of a heterogeneous class. Linguistic Inquiry 
27, 531–604. 

Bobaljik, J. D. 1993. Ergativity and ergative unergativies. In: C. Phillips & J. D. Bobaljik (eds)  Papers 
on Case and agreement I. MITWPL # 19, Cambridge: MIT Press. 

Bok-Bennema, R., 1991. Case and Agreement in Inuit. Foris Publications, Berlin. 

Burzio, Luigi. 1986. Italian syntax. Dordrecht: Reidel.  

Camargos, Quesler Fagundes. 2017. Exploring agreement from the IA to the EA in the Tenetehára 
Language, to appear in a special issue of Revista Diadorim. 



365

Campana, M., 1992. A Movement Theory of Ergativity. Ph.D. Dissertation. McGill University. 

Chomsky, N., 1995. Minimalist Program. MIT Press, Cambridge, MA. 

Chomsky, N., 2001. Derivation by phase. In: Kenstowicz, M. (Ed.), Ken Hale: A Life in Language. 
MIT Press, Cambridge, MA, pp. 1-52. 

Chomsky, N., 2008. On phases. In: Freidin, R., Otero, C.P., Zubizarreta, M.L. (Eds.), Foundational 
Issues in Linguistic Theory: Essays in Honor of Jean-Roger Vergnaud. MIT Press, Cambridge, MA, 
pp. 133–166. 

Chung, Sandra. 1978. Case marking & grammatical relations in Polynesian. Austin: University of 
Texas Press. 

Coon, Jessica. 2010a. Complementation in Chol (Mayan): A Theory of Split Ergativity. Doctoral 
dissertation, MIT, Cambridge, MA. 

Coon, Jessica. 2010b. VOS as Predicate Fronting in Chol. Lingua 120:354–378. 

Coon, Jessica, Preminger, Omer. 2012. “Towards a unified account of person splits.” In Proceedings of 
the 29th West Coast Conference on Formal Linguistics (WCCFL 29), ed. Jaehoon Choi, Alan Houge, 
Jessamyn Schertz, Jeff Punske, Deniz Tat & Alex Trueman, 310–318. Somerville, MA: Cascadilla 
Press. 

Comrie, Bernard. 1981. Language Universals and Linguistic Typology. Oxford: Basil Blackwell. 

Croft, William. 1988. Agreement vs. case marking and direct objects. In Barlow, M. & Ferguson, C. 
(eds.), Agreement in natural language: Approaches, theories, descriptions. Chicago: University of 
Chicago Press. 

Croft, William. 1990. Typology and Universals. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

Dixon, R.M.W., 1972. The Dyirbal Language of North Queensland. Cambridge University Press, 
Cambridge. 

Dixon, R. M. W. 1979. Ergativity. Language, 55, 59-138.  

Dixon, R. M. W. 1980. The Languages of Australia. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

Dixon, R.M.W., 1994. Ergativity. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge. 



366

Givón, Talmy. 1976. Topic, pronoun and grammatical agreement. In Li, C. (ed.), Subject and Topic. 
New York: Academic Press. 

Goddard, C., 1982. Case systems and case marking in Australian languages: a new interpretation. 
Australian Journal of Linguistics 2, 167-196. 

Hale, Kenneth L. 1982. ‘Some essential features of Warlpiri verbal clauses.’ In Stephen M. Swartz, 
ed., Papers in Warlpiri grammar: In Memory of Lothar Jagst (= Work Papers of SIL-AAB, Series A 
Volume 6 .), 217-315. Berrimah, N.T.: SIL-AAB. 

Harrison, CARL. 1986. Verb Prominence, Verb Initialness, Ergativity and Typological Disharmony in 
Guajajara. In: Derbyshire and Pullum (Ed.). Handbook of Amazonian Languages. Berlin: Mouton de 
Gruyter, 1:407-439. 

Hockett, Charles F. 1958. A Course in Modern Linguistics. New York: Macmillan. 

Hohepa, Patrick. 1969. The Accusative to Ergative Drift in Polynesian Languages. Journal of the 
Polynesian Society 78:295-329. 

Laka, I., 1993. Unergatives that assign ergative, unaccusatives that assign accusative. In: Bobalji, J., 
Philips, C. (Eds.), MITWPL 18: Papers on Case and Agreement 1. MIT Working Papers in Linguistics, 
pp. 149–172. 

Laka, I. 2000. Thetablind Case: Burzio´s Generalization and its image in the mirror. In Arguments 
andCase. Explaining Burzio’s Generalization, 103-129. Amsterdam/Philadelphia: John Benjamins 
Publishing Company. 

Legate, J.A., 2002. Warlpiri: Theoretical Implications. Doctoral Dissertation. Massachusetts Institute 
of Technology. 

Legate, J.A., 2006. Split absolutive. In: Johns, A., Massam, D., Ndayiragije, J. (Eds.), Ergativity: 
Emerging Issues. Springer, Dordrecht, pp. 143–171. 

Legate, J.A., 2008a. Morphological and abstract case. Linguistic Inquiry 39, 55–101. 

Levin, B., 1983. On the Nature of Ergativity. Ph.D. Dissertation. MIT. 

Levin, J., Massam, D., 1985. Surface ergativity. Case/theta relations reexamined. In: Berman, S., 
Choe, J., McDonough, J. (Eds.), Proceedings of NELS 15, University of Massachusetts, Amherst, pp. 
286-301. 



367

Marantz, A., 1991. Case and licensing. In: Westphal, G. (Ed.), Proceedings of the Eighth Eastern 
States Conference on Linguistics, pp. 234–253.  

Massam, Diane. 2000. VSO and VOS: Aspects of Niuean word order. In The syntax of verb initial 
languages, ed. Andrew Carnie and Eithne Guilfoyle, pp. 97–116. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Massam, Diane. 2001. Pseudo noun incorporation in Niuean. Natural Language and Linguistic Theory 
19:153-197. 

Massam, D., 2002. Fully internal cases: surface ergativity can be profound. In: Rakowski, A., Richards, 
N. (Eds.), Proceedings of AFLA 8, MITWPL, Cambridge, MA, pp. 185–196. 

Murasugi, K.G., 1992. Crossing and Nested Paths: NP Movement in Accusative and Ergative 
Languages. Doctoral dissertation. MIT, Cambridge, MA. 

Payne, Doris. 1994. The Tupí-Guaraní inverse. In Voice: Form and function, ed. Barbara Fox and 
Paul Hopper, pp. 313–340. Amsterdam: John Benjamins. 

Rodrigues, A. D. 1953. Morfologia do Verbo Tupi. Letras, Curitiba, 1:121-152. 

Rodrigues, A. D. 1986. Línguas brasileiras: para o conhecimento das línguas indígenas. Rio de 
Janeiro, Ed. Loyola. 

Rodrigues, A. D. 1996. Argumento e Predicado em Tupinambá. In: Boletim da Associação Brasileira 
de Lingüística, 19:57-70. 

Seki, Lucy. 2000. Gramática do Kamaiurá: língua Tupi-Guarani do Alto Xingu. Campinas: Unicamp. 

Ura, H., 2006. A parametric syntax of aspectually conditioned split-ergativity. In: Johns, A., Massam, 
D., Ndayiragije, J. (Eds.), Ergativity: Emerging Issues. Springer, Dordrecht, pp. 111–141. 

Ura, H. 2001. Case. In M. Baltin and C. Collins, eds., The Handbook of Contemporary Syntactic 
Theory, 334–373. Oxford: Blackwell. 

Woolford, Ellen. 2007. Case Locality: Pure domains and object shift. Lingua, 117:1591-1616.  


	_Ref170900084
	_Ref212445111
	_Ref523836917
	_Ref196236169
	_Ref170320335
	_Ref210801895
	_Ref132045145
	_Ref210887661
	_Ref197083415
	_Ref197083486
	_Ref168369856
	_Ref170750594
	_Ref168370031
	_Ref170795682
	_Ref210926728
	_Ref206137590
	_Ref212522883
	_Ref196654740
	_Ref197168367
	_Ref197432245
	_Ref196654743
	_Ref197168371
	_Ref197432248
	_Ref197168377
	_Ref197432252
	_Ref197432269
	_Ref197175872
	_Ref200871428
	_Ref211762842
	_Ref206139037
	_Ref212522888
	_Ref206141785
	_Ref140312513
	_Ref197175200
	_Ref170985305
	_Ref206153493
	_Ref171062776
	_Ref206153564
	_Ref168369887
	_Ref212995037
	_Ref198582262
	_Ref211764593
	_Ref211764782
	_Ref197175128
	_Ref206153264
	_Ref206153333
	_Ref212445117
	_Ref197682398
	_Ref220429841
	_Ref211875100
	_Ref197440299
	_Ref211858005
	_Ref212476731
	_Ref205352388
	_Ref212476743
	_Ref211337237
	_Ref170957920
	_Ref170957864
	_Ref196648041
	_Ref196648113
	_Ref197436641
	_Ref197436461
	_Ref168370007
	_Ref220429587
	_Ref196650678
	_Ref212962777
	_Ref171056243
	_Ref170990479
	_Ref196726566
	_Ref170793916
	_Ref211859588
	_Ref211859593
	_Ref211860008
	_Ref210887845
	_Ref198639153
	_Ref198639158
	_Ref212476789
	_Ref212476796
	_Ref212476799
	_Ref212476827
	_Ref212962833
	_Ref171015819
	_Ref212441800
	_Ref212971048
	_Ref171019317
	_Ref220518996
	_Ref212973116
	_Ref212471187
	_Ref168385316
	_Ref211867183
	_Ref200869745
	_Ref211867303
	_Ref198552660
	_Ref212476863
	_Ref212972527
	_Ref211867335
	_Ref211867356
	_Ref210894739
	_Ref213047800
	_Ref211272969
	_Ref171063791
	_Ref170793945
	_Ref170794585
	_Ref208124054
	_Ref212461881
	_Ref212477842
	_Ref198970608
	_Ref212981426
	_Ref211350801
	_Ref211355851
	_Ref211956013
	_Ref212995674
	_Ref212995198
	_Ref213036994
	_Ref213037032
	_Ref213041129
	OLE_LINK7
	_Hlk493101817
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_Hlk490910358
	_Hlk490931300
	_Hlk494900632
	_Hlk494893520
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_Hlk483869900
	_Hlk501625336
	_Ref170900084
	_Ref212445111
	_GoBack
	Volume Especial
	INTRODUÇÃO
	A MUDANÇA NA POSIÇÃO ESTRUTURAL DE FOCO NO PORTUGUÊS BRASILEIRO
	Mary Kato

	THE EMERGENCE OF BRAZILIAN PORTUGUESE: EARLIER EVIDENCE FOR THE DEVELOPMENT OF A PARTIAL NULL SUBJECT GRAMMAR
	Humberto Borges & Acrisio Pires*

	O ESTADO DA ARTE DOS ESTUDOS SOBRE SUJEITOS NULOS, POSIÇÕES DE SUJEITO E MARCAS FLEXIONAIS
	Maria Cristina Figueiredo Silva

	Does inflection matter? A few more notes on BP inflected infinitives
	Marcello Modesto

	Ver como marcador pragmático em Português Brasileiro
	Patrícia Rodrigues, Marcus Vinícius Lunguinho

	A ANÁLISE DE TEMPO EM TICUNA (TIKUNA) REVISITADA: QUESTÕES SOBRE ANÁFORA TEMPORAL E SEQUENCIAMENTO TEMPORAL
	Marília Facó Soares

	Identificando os núcleos aplicativos baixos no crioulo guineense e no tupinambá (família tupi-guarani) 
	Marcia Damaso Vieira, Pollyanna Pereira de Castro

	The Split-S System and the Source of the Absolutive Case in Tenetehára 
	Fábio Bonfim Duarte 

	MOVEMENT AND ISLANDS: A KEY ISSUE IN GENERATIVE GRAMMAR
	Marina Rosa Ana Augusto

	 
	Small Clauses: origins and state of affairs
	Marcos Carreira, Maria José Foltran, Andrea Knöpfle


