
Syntactic disharmony in subordinate clauses in Tuparı́, a Tupı́an language of Brazil

Several different explanations have been proposed for the rarity of disharmonic syntactic con-
figurations of the form [XP [YP Y ZP ] X ]. Biberauer et al. 2009 and Biberauer et al. 2014 attribute
this typological gap to the Final-over-Final Constraint (FOFC), assumed to belong to a set of in-
nate principles of Universal Grammar, while Hawkins’s (2014) Performance-Grammar Correspon-
dence Hypothesis (PGCH) attempts to derive the facts from independently motivated processing
preferences. This talk contributes to this debate (a) by presenting new data which complicate the
typology of disharmony in subordinate clauses and (b) by assessing the severity of these data for
the proposals by Biberauer et al. and Hawkins. The data come from Tuparı́, an endangered Tupı́an
language of Amazonia, and were gathered by the author through fieldwork in Rondônia, Brazil.

I will show that Tuparı́ manifests a typologically unique clausal configuration in which all CPs
– both matrix and embedded – make use of second position (2P) particles, but with embedded CPs
preceding rather than following the subordinating morpheme (hè). That is, we find in such cases
a disharmonic structure of the shape [hèP [CP C InflP ] hè ]. Further inquiry into the nature of hè
reveals that it is a nominal head rather than a true complementizer. This disharmonic configura-
tion does not fall within the bounds of a single Extended Projection (in the sense of Grimshaw
2005) and, as a result, it is not ruled out under Biberauer et al.’s (2014) proposal. Yet the Tuparı́
pattern remains highly problematic for Hawkins’s PGCH, which incorrectly predicts that Tuparı́
should exhibit disharmonic configurations of the shape [XP [YP Y ZP ] X ] at lower levels of clause
structure, too. That this prediction is not borne out argues against the PGCH account.

Tuparı́ clauses show several typological hallmarks of head-final languages: case endings, post-
positions, post-VP auxiliaries, possessor-possessum NPs, and strictly verb-final VPs. But there is
evidence for right-branching structure, as well, in that Tuparı́ marks clause type and tense with 2P
enclitic particles. (1) illustrates with yes/no nẽ and future ke: these two enclitics, whose internal
order is rigid, must immediately follow the clause-initial adverbial earopkoppe ‘after eating’. Note
that the verb kap ‘drink’ must follow its complement ekafet ‘your coffee’:

(1) Earopkoppe
after.eating

nẽ
YES/NO

ke
FUTURE

’en
2SG

ekafet
your.coffee

kap
drink

?

‘Is it after eating that you are going to drink your coffee?’

It is straightforward to analyze (1) as showing a headedness split between the lexical and inflec-
tional layers of the clause, as has been proposed for other Tupı́an languages (see Storto 1999 on
Karitiâna). The surprising data come from cases of finite subordination, as in (2). Here the verb
pora ‘tap’ selects a nominal complement. This nominal is headed by hè, which in turn selects the
CP heropnon õpot te’a ‘there was a rubber tree’. Crucially, õpot ‘PAST’ appears in 2P in both the
matrix and subordinate CPs:

(2) Here
then

õpot
PAST

’on
1SG

owãram
go.nearby [CP

heropnon
rubber.tree

õpot
PAST

te’a
be.there ]

hè
HÈ

pora
tap

.

‘Then I went a short distance, to tap the rubber tree that was there.’

No pause or prosodic break may separate hè from its CP complement, a feature which can differ-
entiate clause-final subordinators from clause-initial ones (at least in the South Asian context; see
Subbārāo 2012:§6). In addition to hosting 2P enclitic particles, subordinate clauses may exhibit
cases of focus-driven Ā-movement. In (3), katkaere ‘when?’ appears at the subordinate clause’s
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left edge, immediately prior to the 2P tense enclitic ke ‘FUTURE’. The clause-typing enclitic nẽ
‘YES/NO’, meanwhile, sits in 2P in the matrix clause:

(3) Puop’om
not.know

nẽ
YES/NO

’en
2SG [CP

katkaere
when

ke
FUTURE

ı̀ap
come.3SG ]

hère
HÈ+OBL

?

‘Do you not know when he will come?’

The subordinator hère in (3) bears the oblique case -re because the matrix predicate puop’om ‘not
know’ requires an oblique argument. In fact, hè is capable of bearing the full range of case endings,
may serve as the complement of postpositions, and can even head possessors. Such facts indicate
that hè is best treated as a nominal or determiner that can select for a CP complement (comparable
to English nouns such as fact or myth). It is not a complementizer in of itself.

That hè is [+N] has different consequences for the proposals by Hawkins and Biberauer et al.
Since CPs are [+V] on Grimshaw’s account, the disharmonic configuration under consideration is
not internal to a single Extended Projection. (4) illustrates (with the [+V] feature highlighted):

(4)

DP [+N]

D
hè

CP [+V]

InflP [+V]

vP [+V]

vVP [+V]

VDP [+N]

Infl

C

Biberauer et al. 2014 revise the FOFC to apply only within Extended Projections, so (4) ceases
to be a counterexample for that revision. Hawkins (2014:§5.8), meanwhile, makes the wrong
predictions. If the PGCH (which does not discriminate between [+N] and [+V] features) were
right, Tuparı́ would exhibit disharmonic configurations like (4) at lower levels of the clause. This
is not correct: only with CP subordination under hè do we find right-branching structure below
left-branching structure. So while FOFC can accommodate the Tuparı́ facts, the PGCH cannot.

Examining the Tuparı́ data in detail makes it possible to adjudicate between these competing
proposals. These data also expand the typology of 2P phenomena: to my knowledge, embedded
2P with a clause-final rather than clause-initial subordinator has never been described before.
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