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Abstract

This paper explores constraints on clausal word order indqReryan Guarani on the basis of a corpus of
naturally occurring data. We find that grammatical funcisa strong predictor of word order for direct
objects since they are almost exclusively realized podtally, as well as for indirect objects, which all
occur post-verbally. The placement of subjects, on therdihad, depends on a variety of factors, in
particular discourse status and the transitivity of théovive find only partial support for the claim that
Paraguayan Guarani has a basic subject-verb-object wded (e.g. Gregores and Suéarez 1967) since
there does not seem to be a basic position for subjects. Wuztby comparing constraints on word

order in Paraguayan Guarani to constraints reported f@r dupi-Guarani languages.

Keywords: Paraguayan Guarani (Tupi-Guarani), constraints od water (grammatical function, animacy,

discourse status, transitivity), basic word order.
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Word order in Paraguayan Guarani

1 Introduction

This paper explores constraints on word order in Paragu@uarant (henceforth Guarani) on the ba-
sis of a corpus of naturally occurring data. Whereas therasfleffixes, clitics, and stems in Guarani is
rather well-described (cf. Gregores and Suarez 1967@2¢eleéz-Castillo 2002a,b), only few claims have
been made about word order at the clausal level. GregoreSaarkz (1967), a reference grammar of
the language, suggests that subject—verb—object is thefragaent and the basic word order, but cautions
that these claims are “very rough approximations, basednmmessionistic evaluations of what is more
frequent” (p.182). Velazquez-Castillo (1996:11) stated Guarani “word order is often determined by dis-
course” (cf. also Tonhauser 2006:144f.) and, in contrag@regores and Suarez (1967), maintains that “the
default order of elements seems to be VO [verb—object], Withsubject appearing either before or after
the verb”? While Velazquez-Castillo (1996) does not indicate whethese results are based on a corpus
study, Velazquez-Castillo (1995) examines the placerokabjects in nine folktales using Givon's (1983)
measures for topicality, and finds that the placement ofablsjeun phrases idkected by topicality: post-
verbally realized objects tend to be more topical than mrbal objects. In this paper, we systematically
explore constraints on clausal word order on the basis offguscof naturally occurring Guarani discourse.
The central advantage for using a corpus rather than relyimglicited examples is that corpus examples
come with a discourse context, which allows one to examim®wa factors that have been reported in the

literature to &ect word order (such as discourse status, animacy and gréeafrfanction), as well as their

lParaguayan Guarani is a Tupi-Guarani language spokahdat four million people in Paraguay and surrounding cdesit
The data presented in this paper was collected by the filsbaduring several fieldwork trips between 2004 and 2007 niptas
are marked to identify their origin: elicited examples wji, examples from a corpus of naturally occurring textshwit],
examples from a theater play not part of the corpus with [l axamples from published texts with the name and page of the
publication. For providing and discussing the Guaraniste¥e thank Maria de la Cruz Bogado, Nicolas Cantero, Anclairéa
Maciel and Marité Maldonado. We also thank Maura Velazg@astillo and two anonymous reviewers for IJAL for theitadled

comments, which led to significant improvements in the paper
20ur paper is concerned with constraints on word order in mo(fRaraguayan) Guarani. Velazquez-Castillo (1995)iges

evidence that 17th-century Guarani had an OV basic wordrdadd. also Ruiz de Montoya 1993:34-35). We thank an anomgmo
reviewer for pointing out that present-day tribal TupigBani languages tend to have an OV order (as reported e @hfoguano
in Dietrich (1986) and for Tapiete in Gonzalez (2005)) amel $uggestion that the VO word order of modern Paraguayan@iua

is a result of its extensive contact with Spanish (cf. alsotivia 2003:163).



interaction. We believe that elicitation is a useful, evegessary, fieldwork methodology for investigating
other areas of grammar (cf. Matthewson 2004), but it wouldliffecult to identify constraints on Guarani
word order via elicitation: consultants will, in (1) for ex@le, accept any of the six possible orders of the
subject (S)JJuan the object (OMaria-pe (—pe functions as an object marker here) and the (third person
inflected) verb (V)o-hecha's/he seesaw’ as an (out of context) translation of the Spanish seetéman

vid a Maria (‘Juan segsaw Maria’)3

(1) Juano-hechaMaria-pe.
JuanA3-see Maria+e

‘Juan seesaw Maria.’ [E]

To identify constraints on word order, several consultardsld need to be presented with a great number of
contextualized examples to identify which (interplay @afytors leads them to prefer one (or more) of the six
possible word orders over the others. By using a corpus, vtlegimore ensure that our study is representa-
tive of the actual language, not of data obtained via etioita We find that grammatical function, animacy,

discourse status and transitivity (of the verb) play a rol¢hie placement of noun phrases in Guarani, al-
though to diferent degrees. Grammatical function emerges as a strodgfmreof noun phrase placement

since almost all (94%) direct object and all indirect objeatin phrases occur post-verbally. Several criteria
for determining basic word order support the claim (cf. @reg and Suarez 1967, Velazquez-Castillo 1995,
1996) that VO is a basic word order of Guarani. This findintyjmlogically surprising, as already pointed

out by Velazquez-Castillo (1995:568), since languageh wostpositions tend to have an OV basic order
(Greenberg 1963, Dryer 1992, Haspelmath et al. 2005). Taeepient of subjects is more complex and
depends on a variety of factors, in particular the discostatus of the denotation of the noun phrase and
the transitivity of the verb. Given the flexibility of the glament of subjects, we conclude that SVO is not

the basic word order of Guarani.

3The examples in this paper are given in the standardizedgndphy of Guarani used in Paraguay (Ministerio de Edoecaci
y Cultura 2004, cf. also Velazquez-Castillo 2004b:14Q Hxcept that all postpositions are attached to their hestlowing the
official orthography, accents are not written for normally ated words (stress on the final syllable); stressed nadabsst are
marked with a tilde. The following glosses are used (cf. fiote 5 for glosses of cross-reference markers): 3.pr@nd person
pronoun, 4sL = ablative case, &r = cotemporaneitycaus— = causative, eompLETE = completive aspect,pm = diminuitive, —
eMPH = emphatic, exck exclusive, fur = future, incl= inclusive,e— = reflexivgpassiveNec = negation, ¥om = nominalizer,
—~om.rut = future-oriented nominal aspéetood, ~om.prast = past-oriented nominal aspect (cf. the analysis of the nahnirarkers

in Tonhauser (2006, 2007b))pe= case marker,rt = plural,ProG = progressive, rc = relative clause, rese = case marker.



2 Annotation of the Guarani corpus

Paraguayan Guarani is a comparatively well-describeduiage among the South American languages,
and we refer to Gregores and Suarez (1967) and Maura \Weazgastillo’'s (1996, 2002a, 2002b, 2004a,
2004b) work for descriptions and analyses of the morphasyot the language. In this section, we describe
only those features of Guarani that are relevant for thaystfiword order and the annotation of the corpus,
in particular the three main factors that have been idedtifighe literature asféecting word order across
languages, namely grammatical function, animacy and diseostatus (e.g. Brody 1984, Mithun 1992,

Rude 1992, Choi 1999 and references ther&in).

Cross-reference prefixes mark arguments of verbs as welissepsors. The example in (2) illustrates
the third person (set A) cross-reference prefixwhich identifies the subject of the transitive venby-aku

(caus-hot) ‘heat’ as a third person entity.

(2) Context: Dominga entered.

O-mby-aki-ta hinay ka'ay-ra.
A3-caus-hot+ut proG Waterka’ay-~om.rut

‘She was getting ready to heat water for ka’ayherbal hot drink). (adapted from
Velazquez-Castillo 2002b:521)

In Guarani, transitive verbs are realized with only onesssieference prefix, which cross-references the
argument that is higher on the person hierarchy (2 < 3, cf. Velazquez-Castillo 1996:16). Subjects of

transitive verbs are cross-referenced with set A prefiXgigcts with set B prefixes (cf. footnote 5); the single

argument of an intransitive verb is cross-referenced wiletaA or a set B prefix (see Velazquez-Castillo

(2002a) for details). Arguments need not be realized withlanbun phrase (or an independent pronoun): in

(2), for example, the agent of the heating event is refewazhty with a cross-reference marker. In (3), the

agent of the transitive verligata ‘treat’ (a Spanish borrowing) angupa‘hit’ is not overtly realized at all:

since the patient of both verbs is the (1st person) speakdrh@nce higher on the person hierarchy than the

4Other factors that have been identified as playing a role irdwoder are the length of the expression (Arnold et al. 2G00)

performance factors (Hawkins 1994). These are not addiésse and remain a topic for future research.
5The set A prefixes ara(i)—‘Alsg’, ja(i)— ‘Alpl.incl’, ro(i)— ‘Alpl.excl, re(i)—'A2sg’, pe(i)—'A2pl’, and o(i)—‘A3’; the set B

prefixes areche(r)—'Blsg’, fiane(r)—'Blpl.incl’, ore(r)—‘Blpl.excl’, nde(r)-‘B2sg’, pende(r)-B2pl’, and i-h-‘B3’. The two

portmanteaux prefixe®(i)— ‘12sg’ andpo(i)—‘12pl’ refer to a first person subject and a second persogtanplural) object.
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contextually salient third person agent), the speakerisssreferenced on the verbs with the first person set

B markerche— The agent is neither realized with a cross-reference makewith an overt noun phrase.

(3) Jagué-ichachetrata. Por pocona-chenupa-i.
dog-like Blsg-treatbarely n~eG-Blsg-hitnec

‘He treated me like a dog. He almost hit me.’ [T]

The Guarani corpus used for this study consists of eighs,t@mounting to about 2800 Guarani words
(which correspond to about 6,000 English words since Glasamildly polysynthetic). Table 1 gives an

overview of the texts in the corpés.

Text description word count
Michi ‘small’ personal narrative about childhood told by MM 283
Erida ‘wound’ personal narrative about an accident told by MB 1061
BDF-1 A boy, a dog and a frofMayer 1967) narrated by SC 412
BDF-2 A boy, a dog and a frofMayer 1967) narrated by NC 247
Jakare‘crocodile’  story about the life of crocodiles (author uiokm) 143
Kirikiri ‘cricket’ fable about a cricket’'s adventure (author unkmyw 196
Ka'i ‘monkey’ fable about a monkey’s adventure (author unknown) 375
Ypei‘duck’ fable about a frog and a duck (author unknown) 82
2799

Table 1: Texts in the Guarani corpus

We annotated the main, declarative cladisefsthe corpus to reflect the following five features: (i) the
valency of the verb, (ii) the grammatical function of oveoun phrases, (iii) the animacy of the denotation
of overt noun phrases, (iv) the discourse status of the déontof overt noun phrases, and (v) word order.

The following five sections illustrate the annotated feasur

5The four texts with unknown authors were collected from Baagan school books and were checked with Guarani speakers

to verify their naturalness.
"We follow other word order studies in restricting our attentto main, declarative clauses since subordinate clahees a

tendency to exhibit a more rigid word order and non-dedlaatlauses have word order requirements not found in detolar

clauses (cf. Steele 1978:592).



2.1 Transitivity of the verb

We distinguish intransitive verbs from verbs of a highensitivity (i.e. transitive and ditransitive verbs).
The verbo-po‘A3-jump’ in (4a) is annotated as an intransitive verb (siriconly requires one argument),

in contrast to the transitive vetim’'u ‘A3.eat’ in (4b) which takes two argumerts.

(4) a. Ha upé-icha,ko’a mokdimymba-mio-po vy'a-pe y-no’o-me.
andthis-like thosetwo animalomm A3-jump happyee water-unitedee
‘And this is why these two animals jump happily together ie rond.’ [C]

b. Kyju Kiri-Kiri ho’'u-pa aveiupehogue, ha oi-ke i-kuara-pe,
cricket (cricket sound)A3.drinkcompLeTE alsothatB3.leafandA3-enterB3-holere
o-vy'a-ha-pe.
A3-happy~om-pPE
‘The cricket also finished its leaf and happily went to itsehol [C]

2.2 Grammatical function

Grammatical function is one of the factors that has beertiitehin the literature as playing a role in word
order. In English, grammatical function has a stroffg& on word order since, typically, subjects precede
the verb and objects follow it (e.ggknow Jim). Our annotation of the Guarani corpus distinguishesesij
direct objects and indirect objects, and also marks subjectwhether they are subjects of transitive or
intransitive verbs. We include in our study only those vedependents that (i) are arguments, i.e. sub-
categorized for by the verb of the clause, to the exclusioadpincts, and (ii) denote (human, animate or
inanimate) entities, to the exclusion of proposition-dery spatial or temporal arguments. The example in
(5a) illustrates the subject noun phrasei karia'y ‘those young men’ and the object noun phrasembi’u

ha i-sapatu-kuérdtheir food and shoes’ of the transitive vertoh& ‘remove’. The noun phraskymba

jagua-pe‘his dog’ in (5b) is an example of an indirect objéct.

8Transitive and ditransitive verbs are not distinguishedHayannotation of the verbs but by the kind of objects theg:takly

ditransitive verbs occur with indirect objects, which warsotated dferently than direct objects.
9Expressions that fulfill conditions (i) and (i), and arelized with markers such agpeand—re(he)were also included in the

study. These markers indicate the grammatical or semagitition of the dependent to the verb: In (Sbpeidentifies the noun
phrasehymba jaguahis dog’ as the indirect object argument of the véadsi ‘A3.say’, and in (1) and (25b,c}pefunctions as a
direct object marker. In (i) below, the veftangareko'protect’ subcategorizes for an object marked witie(he)(here,hupi'a-
kuéra‘her eggs’); cf. also (28b). In addition to these more alzsfigrammatical uses, such markers also express causth| spal

temporal meanings (e.g. Gregores and Suarez 1967:1&8fgxample, in (iia)}-petranslates asn, and—rein (iib) asagainst



(5) a. O-nohé sapy'a umi karia'y h-embi’'u ha i-sapatu-kuéra.
A3-removesuddeniythoseyoung.marB3-food andB3-shoerL

‘Finally, the young men gathered their food and shoes. [C]

b. Peteijey he’i hymba jagua-pe “Ja-ha ja-heka
one time A3.sayB3.animaldogee  Alpl.incl-go Alpl.incl-search
fAane-iru-ra”.
B1pl.incl-friend~om.Fut

‘One time, he said to his dog: Let’'s go and look for a friend. ClI

2.3 Animacy

The grammatical categognimacyhas been shown to play a role in word order e.g. in the Mayayulage
Tojolabal (Brody 1984) and in Haida (Na Dene, Enrico 1986)ithvéxpressions that denote individuals,
animacy refers to the level of sentience of the individudie Bnimacy hierarchy, in the form given in (6),

ranks humans higher than non-human animates, which in tarhigher than inanimate entities.

(6) human> (non-human) animate inanimate (adapted from Silverstein 1976:122)
Brody (1984) reports that in Tojolabal all of the six logigapossible word orders are attested, but SOV,

VSO, OSV, and OVS are more marked than VOS and SVO, and arptabte only if the subject is higher

than the object on the modified animacy hierarchy in (7), Wiadditionally distinguishes humans referred

(i) Jakare kufa o-flangarekdupi'a-kuérarehe mombyry-mi-guive.
crocodilefemaleA3-protect B3.eggeL-rene  far-pmv-from

‘The female crocodile takes care of her eggs from a little aagy.’ [C]

(i) a. A-ha a-ha'ard chu-pela tapépe.
Alsg-goAlsg-wait3-pe  thepathee

‘I went to wait for her on the path.’ [C]

b. O-mbo-jeko if-akd yvyréare.
A3-caus-leanB3-headtreeReHE

‘He leaned his head against a tree.’ [C]

Since, cross-linguistically, cases and adpositions ditistébutional, functional and semantic similaritiesyezwicky 1992, Dryer
2005), the morphological status of a marker is often the cetpurse to deciding whether it is a cas@ixqor an adposition (word)
(Haspelmath 2006). For the Guarani markers, this queiioat yet settled: Gregores and Suarez (1967) and Vedaz@astillo
(2004a) considerpe and—re(he)postpositions while Adelaar (1994) provides evidence they are sffixes (cf. also Nordh®
2004). In this paper, we follow these latter authors in assgrthey are sfiixes and hence include noun phrases marked with such

(case) sffixes in our study.



to by proper names and independent pronouns from other liman

(7) Animacy hierarchy used in Brody (1984:720)

proper names and independent pronother humans- animate> inanimate

For instance, (8a), which realizes an OVS word order, isfatatde because the objechenek bean’, is
lower on the animacy hierarchy than the subjaatigel-i ‘Miguel’. The SVO example in (8b), where the
subject and object are on an equal level on the animacy hierais acceptable since the SVO word order

is not constrained by the animacy hieraréfy.

(8) Tojolabal (Brody 1984:722)

a. miyukchenek'wa s-chon-od ja migel-i
NO BEAN pro3e-SELL-tvm-3adetMIGUEL-term

‘No, Miguel sells BEANS'

b. ja Roberto-i 0-s-mak’-ad ja julio-i
detROBERTO-terntom-3e-HIT-tvm-3adet JULIO-term
‘Roberto, he hit Julio.’

Besides animacy, discourse status has féeceon Tojolabal word order (Brody 1984, cf. also for other
Mayan languages, e.g. Dayley 1981, Aissen 1992, Tonha®ta2. In (8a), for instance, the pre-verbal

object is licensed in a context where the object is contralgtifocused.

To examine whether animacy plays a role in noun phrase pkeeim Guarani, each overt noun phrase
argument of the verb of a main, declarative clause was argwbfar the animacy of its referent. The
annotation distinguishes the three levels of animacytitied in the examples in (9a-c), respectively: human

referents, (non-human) animate referents, and inanineédeantst?

(9) a. I-memby o-heja.
B3-child A3-leave
‘She left her child. [C]

10Brody (1984) uses the following glosses in these examplesti8rd person, a absolutive, com= completive aspect, det

determiner, e= ergative, pro= progressive aspect, termterminal, tvm= transitive verb marker.
1Since our corpus consists of many fables, where animalssattreey had human properties, we decided (after the corss w

coded and evaluated) to lump together human and animatemn&fen the discussion of the results (section 3).



b. Kururu nd-o-vy'éa-i-ete.
toad  NeG-A3-happynec-very

‘The toad was very unhappy. [C]
c. Kuarahy o-mimbi.

sun A3-shine

‘The sun was shining.’ [C]

2.4 Discourse status

Word order is also féected by the discourse status of the denotation of a nours@hianglish has a topi-
calization construction that can realize e.g. topical clisjén a pre-clausal position. In so-called scrambling
languages, such as German or Korean (Choi 1999), devidiiomsthe basic word order (which is deter-
mined by grammatical functions) are motivated in particdiacourse contexts. Discourse configurational
languages, such as Russian (King 1995), Hungarian (Kisg)2@hd the Mayan languages (e.g. Brody
1984, Aissen 1992) have special positions in the sentemg®fm phrases whose denotation has a particu-

lar discourse status.

We examine the féect of discourse status on noun phrase placement in Guiardwio ways. The
first is Givon's (1983) topicality measure, which allowsedim compare the relative topicality of particular
noun phrase types and was already employed for GuarardtslijeVelazquez-Castillo (1995). We did not
annotate all noun phrases in the corpus for this measurentytimse subjects that emerged as of interest
in section 3 (where we explain Givbn’s measure in more Hetdihe second way relies on the finding
that, cross-linguistically, the form of a noun phrase datss to some extent with the discourse status of
its denotation (cf. e.g. Chafe 1976, Prince 1992, Gundel. di993). For example, English noun phrases
with the articlea are used to denote entities that have not yet been intrododbe discourse, while noun
phrases with the articlthe can be felicitously used only in contexts where a uniquetyethiat bears the
property of the noun is salient in the context (Heim 1982, &tb2003). Our annotation distinguishes eight

kinds of noun phrase forms, which are described in the faligvgections.

() petefmarked noun phrases The numerapetei‘one’ is used in Guarani as an indefinite determiner.
Noun phrases marked wifietei'one’ denote entities that atearer-new(Prince 1992), i.e. entities that are

novel to the hearer. We assume, with other authors, thathaaw entities are alstiscourse-newi.e. have



not yet been introduced in the discourse. An example of aehesw (and hence discourse-new) entity is

the stone in the example in (10):

(10) Context: The frog was scared of the boy and looked foaaepto hide.

O-topa petd ita.
A3-find one stone

‘He found a stone.’ [C]

Not all hearer-new entities are introduced with noun plsasarked withpetei‘one’. bare noun phrases,

introduced next, can also be used to thiget.

(il) Hearer-new bare noun phrases We call those Guarani noun phrad®sse noun phrasethat consist

of a noun (or a compound noun, and possibly adjectival otivel@lause modifiers) but not a pre-nominal
numeral, a demonstrative or a possessive prefix. Since Giuaaee noun phrases can denote entities that
are hearer-new as well as ones that are not (these are @iddud§i) below), our annotation distinguishes
two kinds of bare noun phrases. The bold-faced expressiofisl) are examples dfearer-new bare noun

phrases

(11) a. Ro-mor fiuhd ho'a-pype la guyra.
Alpl.excl-puttrap A3.fall-insidethe bird

‘We laid traps for the birds (to fall into).’ [C]

b. A-japb-ta ta’anga araity kakuaa pora-va.
Alsg-makerur figure wax big prettywrc
‘I will make a pretty big wax figure.’ [C]

The denotation of the bare noun phrageba‘trap’ in (11a) and ofta’anga araity kakuaa pora-véeretty
big wax figure’ in (11b) cannot be assumed to be familiar toltbarer (i.e. are hearer-new) and were also

not mentioned in previous discourse (i.e. are discoursg-ne

Guarani has a variety of noun phrase forms that dedisteourse-oldentities, i.e. entities that have
already been explicitly introduced in previous discoursehearer-oldentities, which are entities that can
be assumed to be familiar to the hearer either because thepfarable from the situation in which the

discourse takes place, such as the sun, or because theysine % the hearer (but have not yet been



mentioned), such as a dog that comes running towards therhdaiscourse-old entities are also hearer-
old, but not vice versa. Our annotation distinguishes sffetént noun phrase forms denoting discourse-
/hearer-old entities; we use Gundel et al.’s (1988)enness Hierarchto further distinguish their respective

discourse statuses.

(iii) Discourse/hearer-old bare noun phrases The vast majority of bare noun phrases in Guarani refer to
discourse- or hearer-old entities. The denotation of tle baun phraskururu ‘toad’ in (12a) is discourse-
old since the toad has been previously introduced in they stod has been mentioned several times (as
one of the main characters). The denotation of the bare koarahy‘sun’ in (12b), on the other hand, is
hearer-old since the existence of the sun can be assumedmhowa by the hearer (but the sun had not been

explicitly introduced in the story).

(12) a. Context: The frog has been commiserating with thé @lout his life. The duck convinces

him that he does many good things.

Kururu o-po 0-po vy'a-gui.
toad  A3-jump A3-jump happyasL

‘The toad jumped and jumped with joy.’ [C]

b. Context: From the beginning of a story; a cricket is sittim a meadow.

Ha kuarahy o-i-ha-gué-re-ma yvate,0-mo-fiepyrli i-purahéi.
andsun A3-be~om-Nom.pasT-REHE-alreadyhigh  A3-caus-beginB3-song
‘And since the sun was already high, it made him start his Song [C]

(iv) la-marked noun phrases Guarani has borrowed from Spanish the definite artalef. la ju’i ‘the
frog’ in (13).12 Just like discoursghearer-old bare noun phrases, noun phrases markedavitenote
discoursethearer-old entities and atmiquely identifiablei.e. the nominal alone flices for the hearer to

identify the speaker’s intended referent (Gundel et al 31287).

(13) Context: The boy tried to catch the frog and the frog gated.
O-kafiy chu-guila ju'’i .
A3-hide3-asL thefrog
‘The frog hid from him.’ [C]

2In our corpus)a is used for both singular and plural reference (e.g. (13)(afd)), while Velazquez-Castillo (2004a) reports

thatla is used for singular reference aladfor plural reference.
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(v) Independent pronouns Independent pronouns also denote entities that are dssthearer-old but,

in contrast to discoursétearer-old bare noun phrases, the referent of a (third pemonoun has to bim
focus(Gundel et al. 1993), i.e. the current center of attentiesnyell as represented in short term memory
(activated. Independent pronouns have a variety of uses. One is to omatkastive focus, as in (14a)
where the speaker (the little boy) is contrasting himsethwhe dog. Pronouns are also used to (re-)instate
an already introduced discourse participant as the topicex@ample of this is (14b), where the third person

pronounha’e makes the grandmother the topic of the current sentences(drsquent discourse).

(14) a. Context: The little boy says to his dog: “YOU will gohiam from over there,...

ha che a-ha-ta chu-peko o6tro lado.
andBlsgAlsg-gorur 3-pE  thisotherside

‘and, me, I'll go to him by the other side.’ [C]
b. Context: When we were small, my mother, my brother and rates, we all lived in my

grandmother’s house.

Ha'e o-pu'a voi-eterei.
3.pronA3-get.upearly-very

‘She got up very early. [C]

(vi) Demonstrative noun phrases Guarani has a series of demonstrative markers that prélcedwun.

Two are illustrated in (15): The demonstratige in (15a) indicates proximity to the addressee, and the
demonstrativéko'a in (15b) indicates plurality, but not relative distancehe speaker (Gregores and Suarez
1967:141). In contrast to pronouns, the referent of a detratng noun phrase has to be activated but need

not be in focus.

(15) a. Context: A gentleman had a daughter who abandonechhiér

O-mbo-kakua&arai pe mit&’i
A3-caus-grow gentlemarthatchild

‘The gentleman raised that child.” [C]
b. Context: The duck and the frog are friends living in theghon

Ha upé-icha,ko’a mokdi mymba-mi o-po vy'a-pe y-no’'6-me.
andthis-like thesetwo animalemim A3-jump happyee water-unitedee

‘And this is why these two animals jump happily together ia gond.’ [C]
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(vii) Proper names Like pronouns, proper names do not have descriptive (ndjmimaterial. They refer

to entities that are discourse-old, but need not be acthatén focus.

(16) O-jevy jey Juan-chi.
A3-returnagainJuan-little

‘Juanito went back (home).’ [C]

(viii) Possessive noun phrases The possessor in possessive noun phrases is realized b pmadix, as
in i-memby‘her child’ in (17a); it can be additionally specified by a preminal expression as iMaria

i-membyMaria’s child’. Only the first kind occurs in our corpus.

(17) a. Context: A woman has a child out of wedlock.

I-memby o-heja ha o-ho mombyry.
B3-child A3-leaveandA3-gofar

‘She left her child and went far away.’ [C]

b. O-nohé sapy’a umi karia'y h-embi’'u ha i-sapatu-kuéra.
A3-removesuddenlythoseyoung.marB3-food andB3-shoer.
‘Finally, the young people gathered their food and shoes. ] [C

Possessive noun phrases can denote discourse-old estitthsas the child in (17a), entities whose existence
the hearer can be assumed to know (hearer-old) or entitiesengxistence the (cooperating) hearer is willing
to accommodate (i.e. the hearer acts as if the informatios peat of higher background assumptions,
Stalnaker 1974). (17b) is an example of the last kind: theresits of the possessive noun phrasesnbi’u
‘their food’ and i-sapatu-kuéra‘their shoes’ were not previously mentioned (not discotoid and the
speaker cannot assume that the hearer knows they existdarfold) but the hearer accommodates their

existence.

2.5 Word order

For word order, we annotated which of the arguments of a veztewvertly realized, and the position
in which each overt argument occurred with respect to thb @ed the other overt arguments. (18), for

example, was annotated as VSO, since both the subject arabjihet are realized as overt noun phrases
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(karai ‘gentleman’ andpe mita’i ‘that child’, respectively), the subject follows the verdnd the object

follows the subject.

(18) O-mbo-kakua&arai pe mita’.
A3-caus-grow gentlemarthatchild

‘The gentleman raised the child. [C]

Clauses where one or more arguments are not realized witihagm or a noun phrase are annotated accord-
ingly. In (19), for example, the transitive vedsheja’A3-leave’ is realized only with the (pre-verbal) object
i-membyher child’ and the subject of the intransitive veskho‘A3-go’ in the same example is referred to

only with a cross-reference prefix on the verb. These claarseannotated as OV and V, respectively.

(19) I-memby o-heja ha o-ho mombyry.
B3-child A3-leaveandA3-gofar

‘She left her child and went far away.’ [C]

2.6 Coding decisions

In the process of annotating the corpus, we made a numberdifigalecisions that we report on here
in the hope of making our quantitative study as transparedtraplicable as possible. First, identifica-
tionayspecificational constructions, which in Guarani can ciradi two juxtaposed noun phrases, such as
jakare ‘crocodile’ andpetel mymbé&an animal’ in (20), were excluded from the study.

(20) Jakare peteimymbaoi-kdo-va y ha yvy-pe.

crocodileone animal A3-live-rc waterandearthee
‘The crocodile is an animal that lives in the water and on ttuaigd.’ [C]

Neither of the two noun phrases is realized with a crosseate marker, i.e. functions as a verb. We
exclude such constructions from our study since it is naarclow their word order properties should be

compared to examples that consist of verbs and noun phrggmants.

Second, in examples where a subject argument is realizédtwiit coordinated verbs, the subject was
only counted as overtly realized for the first verb. For exemin (21), the noun phragesy ‘their mother’
was annotated as the overt subject argument of the first vegudraha’A3-take’) only, not of the the

second oned-mbo-je-poi(A3-caus-e-release) ‘throw’).
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(21) Umi jakare-ra'y i-sy o-guerahaha o0-mbo-je-poi y-pe.
thosecrocodile-youngB3-motherA3-take andA3-caus-je-releasenvateree
‘Their mother takes the crocodile young and throws them iinéowater.’ [C]

Likewise, if a single argument was realized with verbs ingas&erb construction (see Velazquez-Castillo
(2004b) for discussion), only the first verb was annotateifl iagccurred with an overt argument. In (22),
for example, where the subjgcti ‘frog’ is the understood subject of botipo ‘A3-jump’ and of o-je-poi

(A3-ie-release) ‘fall’, only the first verb was annotated as ha@éngvert argument realized.

(22) Ju’i o-po o-je-poi chu-guiy-pe.
frog A3-jump A3-je-release3-asL  waterse
‘The frog jumped and fell into the water.’ [C]

Third, constructions with the motion verb rolob ‘go’ were treated as serial verb constructions (as in
(23a))!° unless the motion verb was marked with the cotemporaneitkenavo'—ar’, as in (23b), in which

case we took it to be a (progressive) aspectual marker anubdlighnotate it.

(23) a. A-ha  a-je-po-reko algunmymba
Alsg-goAlsgse-hand-havesomeanimal

‘I'll go catch some animal.’ [C]

b. O-segi mombyryo-hé-vo chu-pe-kuérgu’i
A3-follow far A3-go-aT 3-PE-PL frog
‘The frog was following them far.’ [C]

Fourth, a possessive noun phrase that occurred with a déradres marker, such aspe hogugthat

B3.leaf) ‘his leaf’ in (24), was annotated as a possessivi phrase.

(24) Kyju Kkiri-kiri ho'u-pa aveiupe hogue ha oi-ke i-kuara-pe,
cricket(cricket sound)A3.eatcompLETE alsothat B3.leafand A3-enterB3-holere
o-vy'a-ha-pe
A3-happy~om-pE
‘The cricket also finished its leaf and happily went to itsehol [C]

Possessive noun phrases that were markedlavitlere also coded as possessive noun phrases (cf. examples

(25€,)).

13The first person form of the verb robb ‘go’ is a-ha‘Alsg-go’.
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3 Constraints on word order: results of the quantitative study

There are 573 main, declarative clauses in our corpus, whekvaluated with respect to constraints on
word order. These 573 clauses consist of 305 intransitigasels and 268 (di)transitive clauses. 165 of
the (di)transitive clauses contain verbs that can takeéyedénoting objects; the other 103 have verbs that
take proposition-denoting or spatemporal objects. We therefore consider the full set of 3&8ses when
examining subjects, but, when considering direct objemtty the 165 (di)transitive clauses that contain
verbs that can take an entity-denoting direct object. A fastlt of our study is a élierence in how often
subjects and direct objects are overtly realized. Of theiBb&nsitive verbs, 111 (36%) are realized with
their subject argument, i.e. the majority of intransitiverhs are realized without the subject. The same is
true for (di)transitive verbs, where 84 of 268 (31%) occuttvéd subject. Direct objects, on the other hand,
are much more often realized than not: 130 of the 165 (79%firddsitive verbs are realized with a direct

object noun phrase.

Grammatical function is one of the strongest predictorsonfimphrase placement in our study. The data
in Table 2 reveal that there is a very strong preference f@ctliobject noun phrases to be realized post-
verbally: 124 of the 130 (95%) objects occur post-verbdlIubjects overall show a very slight preference

for pre-verbal realization (108 of 195, 55%), and all 47 iedt objects are realized in post-verbal position.

Subjects Direct objects Indirect objects

Pre-verbal 108 6 0
Post-verbal 87 124 47
Total 195 130 47

Table 2: Grammatical function and noun phrase placement

Since there is a categorical restriction against pre-Venirect objects, the remainder of our study is

concerned only with constraints on the placement of the 8Bfest and direct object noun phrases.

1The preference for objects to be realized post-verbally wieaker in the study on object placement reported in Velézgu
Castillo (1995), where only 55 of 69 (80%) objects occur pasbally (p.570, Table 1). A possible explanation for thetence
is that the two studies includeftrent sets of objects. If Velazquez-Castillo’'s study udeld objects in embedded clauses (no
indication is given that only main clause objects were abergd), we can hypothesize, given that embedded clausesaee
conservative with respect to change than main clause®(G&i979, Hock 1986) and that OV was the preferred order at dierea
stage of the language (cf. footnote 2), that thedence in object placement between the two studies is at r&sabjects in

embedded clauses being more likely to be realized in preavgosition than objects of main clauses.
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Noun phrases across all animacy categories may occur iraptepost-verbal position and all exhibit
a preference for post-verbal realization, but to varyingrdes. As illustrated in Table 3, 70 of 117 (60%)
noun phrases with human referents occur post-verbally, 8686un phrases with animate referents (58 of
104), and 80% of noun phrases with inanimate referents (8®4Y. Since five of the eight stories in our
corpus are fables where animals (annotated as ‘animategsatumans, we group together the categories
‘human’ and ‘animate’ in the remainder of this study. Whateeges for the £ect of animacy on noun
phrase placement is that hurammate noun phrasEsexhibit a much smaller preference for post-verbal

realization (128 of 221, 58%) than inanimate noun phras@%}8

Human Animate Inanimaté HumanAnimate

Pre-Verbal 47 46 21 93
Post-Verbal 70 58 83 128
117 104 104 221

Table 3: Animacy and noun phrase placement

If we cross-pair the features grammatical function and acir(Table 4), we find that most inanimate
noun phrases are objects (75 of 104, 72%) whereas most lamiraate noun phrases are subjects (166 of
the 221 (75%)). This is expected since hupaaimate referents are more likely to be agents (and hence
subjects) than inanimate entities. Likewise, subjectsrareh more likely to be humdganimate (85%) than

objects (42%).

HumarAnimate Inanimate
Subjects 166 29| 195
Objects 55 75| 130
221 104

Table 4: Animacy and grammatical function

The data presented in Table 5 identifies that noun phrase @rchhence the discourse status of the de-
notation of the noun phrase, has dfeet on noun phrase placement in Guarani. In particulam pbuases

denoting hearer-new entities (ij@etefmarked and hearer-new bare noun phrases) exhibit a strefey{p

15For convenience we sometimes say e.g. ‘a human noun phrastead of ‘a noun phrase whose denotation is a (set of)

human(s)'.
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ence for post-verbal realization (only 2 of 34 (6%) are peedal). The remaining 291 noun phrases have
denotations that are discourgearer-old (or accommodatable), and 112 of these (38%) pbrases are
pre-verbal. Discoursgiearer-old bare noun phrases exhibit the strongest prefetfer pre-verbal realiza-

tion (36 of 71 (51%) are pre-verbal).

petefmarked NPs
Discoursethearer-old bare NPs
Possessive NPs

la-marked NPs

Pronouns
Names

N | Hearer-new bare NPs
~ | Demonstrative NPs

Pre-Verbal

o
w
»
w
(o]
©

21 1
12 47 11

Post-Verbal

[EY
(]
[EY
w
w
a1
(o]
w
[EY
[EY

Table 5: Noun phrase form and noun phrase placement

When we cross-pair noun phrase form with grammatical foncffable 6), we find that noun phrases
denoting hearer-new entitiepdtefmarked noun phrases and hearer-new bare noun phrasesiotéed
objects (only 6 of 34 (18%) are subjects), while noun phrasemting discoursghiearer-old entities tend to
be subjects (189 of 291 (65%) are subjects). This is not simgrsince, as discussed above, noun phrase
form correlates with discourse status and subjects tend todre topical than objects (Foley and van Valin
1984, Givon 1990, Lambrecht 1994). The figure for discoyingarer-old noun phrases is even higher (74%)
if possessive noun phrases dadnarked ones, which realize more objects than subjectsxahaeded. This
is expected for possessive noun phrases since they are marehlikely than other discours&earer-old
noun phrase forms to have inanimate denotations (amongaspfor example, 56% of possessive noun
phrases denote inanimate entities, compared to 7% foruisetghearer-old bare noun phrases and 1% for
pronouns, cf. section 3.1). Fdm-marked noun phrases theffegrence in grammatical function realized
suggests that they are not entirely equivalent to discefinesarer-old bare noun phrases (even though both

are translated by English definite noun phrases thigh

Looking at the figures in Table 6 in aftirent way, we see that only 6 of 291 (2%) subjects denote

hearer-new entities, while objects denote such entitieshmrmore frequently (28 of 130 (22%)).
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Discoursethearer-old bare NPs
Demonstrative NPs
Possessive NPs

la-marked NPs

Pronouns
Names

~ | petefmarked NPs
N | Hearer-new bare NPs

a1
[e2]
~
o
[EEN
w
N
~
N

19
5 2 41 8

Subject
Object

IR
(3]
[EEN
w
[EEN
a1
w
[uy

Table 6: Noun phrase form and grammatical function

In conclusion, we find that grammatical function, animacy discourse status (in the guise of noun
phrase form) fiect the placement of noun phrases in Guarani, althoughryingadegrees. Subjects and
objects difer in their placement preferences (objects exhibit a stpaterence for post-verbal placement),
and also in that subjects tend to be hupaammate and discourgbearer-old, while objects tend to be inan-
imate and are more likely to realize hearer-new entitiea gubjects. Since subjects and objects exhibit a
striking difference in placement, we explore constraints on noun phtaserpent separately for subjects

and objects in the following two sections.

3.1 Placement of subject noun phrases

We find that a variety of factors constrain the placement bfestt noun phrases, especially transitivity and
discourse status. Subjects overall show no particulaizegadn preference (recall that 55% are pre-verbal)
since diferent types of subject noun phrases exhilffedent sets of constraints. A first indication of this (cf.
Table 7) is that only intransitive subjects exhibit a prebat preference (68 of 111 (61%) are pre-verbal)
while transitive subjects in fact have a slight preferermepbst-verbal realization (44 of 84 (52%) are post-
verbal). (In Table 7, ‘tr’ stands for transitive and ‘it’ fantransitive.) The data in Table 7 also show that
transitive and intransitive subjectsfldir with respect to animacy: transitive subjects are mosyliko be
humarfanimate than intransitive subjects (79 of 84 (94%)) versusf8l11 (78%)). Since humgmimate
entities are more likely to be topical than inanimate eggit{e.g. Croft 1990), we can hypothesize that
transitive subjects are more likely to be topical than iméiave ones. (We investigate this hypothesis below

using Givon's topicality measure.)
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HumarAnimate | Inanimate

it tr | it tr

Pre-verbal | 52 37| 16 3
Post-verbal| 35 42| 8 2
87 79| 24 5

Table 7: Animacy and (in)transitive subject placement

The data in Table 8 show that it is not possible to identify tigoa for the placement of noun phrases
according to (i) discourse status or (ii) form. Regardingdonsider for example intransitive subject noun
phrase types that denote discoufisearer-old entities: some exhibit a pre-verbal prefergbege noun
phrases, pronouns and possessive houn phrases) whils ettiebit a post-verbal preference (names) or
no preference at all (demonstratives). Likewise, only sdramsitive subject noun phrases that denote
discoursethearer-old entities exhibit a post-verbal preferencenpums, possessive noun phrases), while
others exhibit no preference (bare noun phrases) or a pbalvereference (names). Even if we consider
particular noun phrase forms (ii) no pattern emerges: Rnesiofor example, exhibit a pre-verbal preference
when they realize intransitive subjects and a post-verbtiep when they realize transitive subjects, and

the pre-verbal preference of discouybearer-old bare intransitive subject noun phrases is flected for

their transitive counterparts.

petefmarked NPs
Hearer-new bare NPs
Discoursethearer-old bare NPs

Pronouns

Demonstrative NPs

Names

Possessive NPs
la-marked NPs

—
—
=
—
—
=
—
—
=
—
—
=
=3
—
=
—
—
=
—
—
=
—
—
=

Pre-verbal |0 0|0 2|22 12|25 13|/5 2|2 8(13 3|1 O

Post-verball 4 0|0 O| 9 13|14 18|5 1|4 5

Table 8: Subject form and placement
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Rather, the data in Table 8 reveal that the overall trendrtegabove for transitive and intransitive
subjects is due to the placement of a particular subset af pbuase forms: Intransitive subjects overall
have a preference for pre-verbal realization because aftitbeg pre-verbal preference of discouflsearer-
old bare noun phrases (22 of 31, 71%), pronouns (25 of 39, @fb)possessive noun phrases (13 of 18,
72%). Among transitive subjects, the slight overall prefiee for post-verbal realization is due to the post-
verbal preference of the same set of noun phrase types, ynahsebursethearer-old bare noun phrases
(13 of 25, 52%), pronouns (18 of 31, 58%) and possessive nbtases (6 of 9, 67%). The three noun
phrase forms thatfect the overall placement of transitive and intransitivejescts make up for more than
three quarters of the subject noun phrases (153 of 195, 78¥¢e discourse status does not emerge as a
predictor for noun phrase placement when all noun phragesamsidered together, we examine ted

of topicality on noun phrase placement for these three nbwase forms individually.

In Givbn (1983), topicality is a scalar property which isasared in terms of the recurrence and con-
tinuity of the denotation of the noun phrase. The two measards of topicality areeferential distance
andtopic persistenceReferential distance measures the thematic continuithefienotation of the noun
phrase; it is defined as the average distance in number cfedehetween the present mention and the first
mention preceding the present mention. The lower the nefi@atedistance of a discourse participant, the
higher its degree of thematic continuity, i.e. the moredapi® Topic persistence measures the number of
contiguous subsequent clauses in which the denotatioreaidhn phrase is mentioned. More continuous,

hence more topical, participants have a larger topic gersis.

Of the three subject noun phrase forms we examined, pronowisurprisingly, emerge as the most
topical, with a referential distance (RD) of 2.37 and a tquécsistence (TP) of 5.66 (70 tokens). Discourse-
/hearer-old bare noun phrases were less topical than pren®b = 6.23, TP= 4.29, 56 tokens), but
still more topical than possessive noun phrases RB93, TP= 1.89, 27 tokens). As expected from
the data in Table 8, no particular position (pre- or posbagror transitivity type (transitive or intransitive
subject) emerged as realizing topical subjects when aetimoun phrase forms were examined together.

We therefore examine each noun phrase form in turn to idectifistraints on its placement.

18Following Givon (1983), a value of 20 was assigned for refiéial distance if no previous mention was found within 2fusks;

new mentions were also assigned a referential distance. of 20
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Pronouns Given that subject pronouns code highly topical entitiesr{pared to other subject noun phrase

types) it is not surprising that almost all subject pronoumthe corpus refer to humgnimate entities:

HumarAnimate | Inanimate
it tr | it tr

Pre-verbal | 25 12| 0 1

Post-verbal| 14 18| 0 0

Table 9: Animacy and (in)transitive pronoun subjects

As mentioned above, transitive and intransitive subjeohpuns difer in their placement. They also
differ in their relative topicality: transitive subject promsu(RD= 1.38, TP= 5.73, 31 tokens) are more
topical than intransitive subject pronouns (RD2.99, TP= 5.52, 39 tokens). Furthermore, post-verbal
subject pronouns (RB 2.00, TP= 6.29, 32 tokens) are more topical than pre-verbal pronodbBs=2.66,
TP = 5.04, 38 tokens), similarly to Velazquez-Castillo’s (599indings for objects. The figures for the

individual subject pronoun types are given in Table 10.

RD TP # of tokens
pre-verbal intransive | 3.46 4.88 25
pre-verbal transitive | 1.29 5.36 13
post-verbal intransitive 2.53 6.67 14
post-verbal transitive | 1.59 6.00 18

Table 10: Referential distance and topic persistence afquno subjects

We see that post-verbal transitive pronoun subjects aran@riiee most topical pronoun subjects (to-
gether with pre-verbal transitive ones), while pre-vetih@riansitive pronoun subjects code the least topical

entities. The following sections show that other kinds dfjeat noun phrases patterrfidrently.

Discoursefhearer-old bare noun phrases Just like pronouns, discourgeearer-old bare noun phrases

hardly ever denote inanimate entities:
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HumarAnimate | Inanimate

it tr | it tr

Pre-verbal | 21 12| 1 0
Post-verbal| 6 13| 3 0

Table 11: Animacy and (in)transitive discourdearer-old bare subjects

In contrast to subject pronouns (and objects), discolmsarer-old pre-verbal bare noun phrases are
more topical than post-verbal ones (pre-verbal: RB.48, TP= 4.61 (34 tokens) versus post-verbal: RD
6.98, TP= 3.77 (22 tokens)), but transitive and intransitive disseyhearer-old bare noun phrase subjects
do not show a dference in topicality since transitive ones have a small@reatial distance but also a
lower topic persistence (transitive: RP5.51, TP= 4.03 (25 tokens), versus intransitive: RD6.52, TP
= 4.48 (31 tokens)). Overall, post-verbal intransitive baoein phrases code the least topical entities and

pre-verbal intransitive and post-verbal transitive bavemphrases both code topical ones:

RD TP # of tokens
pre-verbal intransive 414 491 22
pre-verbal transitive 7.93 4.07 12
post-verbal intransitive 12.33 3.44 9
post-verbal transitive | 3.27 4.00 13

Table 12: Referential distance and topic persistence efgmé post-verbal definite bare subjects

Possessive noun phrasesAs reported above, noun phrases of this type were the lgaisat®f the three
types examined, and, as expected, we find that they are nkelg to denote inanimate entities than the

other two types:

HumarAnimate | Inanimate

it tr| it tr
Pre-verbal | 3 3|10 0
Post-verball 1 5| 4 1

Table 13: Animacy and (in)transitive possessive noun ghsapject
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As illustrated in Table 14, no particular possessive nourags subject emerges from the topicality

study as coding topical entities: Those types with a lowresfeal distance (pre-verbal transitive, post-

verbal intransitive) also have a low topical persistencengitive and intransitive possessive noun phrase

subjects do not dier in topicality, and nor do pre- and post-verbal ones.

RD TP # of tokens
pre-verbal intransive | 9.31 2.23 13
pre-verbal transitive | 8.33 0.67 3
post-verbal intransitive 7.80 0.60 5
post-verbal transitive | 9.43 2.71 6

Table 14: Referential distance and topical persistenc@sdgssive houn phrase subjects

In conclusion, the placement of subject noun phrases wipe to the verb is subject to a variety of

factors. Subjects coding hearer-new entities exhibit @ngtipreference for post-verbal realization, but no

particular position emerges for discouybearer-old subject noun phrases as a whole. Rather, tvansit

and intransitive subjectsftier in their realization preferences, as dfielient noun phrase forms that realize

discoursethearer-old entities.

3.2 Placement of object noun phrases

Only six of the 130 objects in our study occur pre-verballjeBix examples containing these objects are

given in (25), with the pre-verbal object in bold-face.

(25) a. I-memby o-heja.
B3-child A3-leave
‘She left her child.
b. Yvypora-pe rei-pytyvd
human(kind)re A2sg-help
‘You help humans.’

c. Ha i-compafiera-kuéra-pe aveia-ankarga....

andB3-school.colleaguet-pe too Alsg-charge
‘And | also charged her school friends:...’
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d. Juan-chi ju’i rova-ité-rehe o-mana.
Juan-littlefrog face-veryrene A3-look
‘Juanito was looking right at the frog.” (Lit.: ...at the &r's face.)

e. Ndé-ngo la nde-nérvio re-mondoho-pa.
B2sg&mpH the B2sg-nerveA2sg-rip-comMPLETE

‘You completely cut your nerves.

f. Ha'e la i-kuda  n-o-fandu-vé-i lo do.
3.pronthe B3-fingernec-A3-feel-morexec thetwo
‘She didn’t feel her two fingers anymore.’

The denotations of the six pre-verbal objects in the corpiigrito two semantic classes: individuals (and
individual kinds) (-membyher child’ in (25a),yvypbra‘humans’ in (25b),j-compafiera-kuéraher school
friends’ in (25c)) and body partgui rova ‘frog’s face’ in (25d), la nde-nérvio‘your nerves’ in (25e),

la i-kua ‘her fingers’ in (25f)). All of these noun phrases are alsdiadiby their discourse status since
they denote discoursearer-old entities. Thus, if we assume that body partsraneade (contrary to our
annotation scheme), we can hypothesize that objects dizegkpost-verbally unless they denote discourse-
/hearer-old entities that are (at least) animate. Althoughcorpus contains fewer pre-verbal objects than
that of Velazquez-Castillo (1995), our study replicatesfinding that pre-verbal objects are not continuous
topics (p.571): the referential distance for these sixabjes (a high) 16.83 and only the referent of (25¢) is
mentioned in subsequent discourse, and only in one clause/¢pbal objects have low topic persistente).
Thus, in our corpus, only a very particular kind of objectdalized pre-verbally, namely those that denote

discoursethearer-old but non-topical humamimate entities. (They do, however, also occur post-Ygrpa

3.3 Summary

The main conclusions about constraints on word order indeargn Guarani are summarized here:

e Grammatical function: Grammatical function is a strong predictor for the placenwrdirect and
indirect objects, which occur post-verbally in 95% and 106Rthe examples, respectively. Subjects

overall only show a slight preference for pre-verbal redion (55%).

Subjects and direct objectsfidir in the extent to which they are overtly realized. The mgjaf

subjects (34%) are not overtly realized, while the majasftdirect objects (79%) are overtly realized.

"Velazquez-Castillo (1995) reports that pre-verbal obj@uin phrases have a referential distance of 20 and a topssfEnce

of 0, while post-verbal object noun phrases have a refetetistance of 13.01 and a topic persistence of 1.16.
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e Animacy: Inanimate noun phrases are more likely to be realized perftally than humaianimate
noun phrases, and only direct objects that denote hlananate (and discourgbearer-old) enti-
ties are realized pre-verbally. The majority of inanimataum phrases realize objects while hu-

mananimate noun phrases are more likely to be subjects.

¢ Discourse status:Noun phrases denoting discourbearer-old entities are more likely to be realized
in pre-verbal position than those denoting hearer-newtiestiwhich are almost exclusively realized
post-verbally. Only non-topical objects that denote hufaaimate discoursgiearer-old entities are

realized pre-verbally.

e Subjects: Unlike objects, subjects overall do not show a particulatgpa of realization since the
placement of dferent types of subjects depends offatent sets of constraintsTransitivity af-
fects the placement of subjects: intransitive subjectsbéxa preference for pre-verbal realization
while transitive subjects exhibit a post-verbal prefeeenansitive subjects are more likely to be
humarianimate than intransitive subjects. The vast majority dfextts denote discourgbearer-old
entities, and theliscourse statusof the denotation of dierent noun phrase form#tacts their place-
ment. The clearest results emerged for pronouns wherevpdsad transitive pronouns realize the

most topical referents while pre-verbal intransitive ooede the least topical ones.

4 Does Guaran have a basic word order?

Having identified constraints that govern the order of esgians at the sentential level in Guarani, we turn
to the question of whether the language has a basic word. ofdementioned in section 1, Gregores and
Suarez (1967) claim that SVO, as the most frequent wordroisi¢he basic word order of Guarani. The
finding that the vast majority of direct objects are realiaétér the verb (cf. also Velazquez-Castillo (1996))
provides partial support for this claim, but frequency isthe only criterion that is employed to determine
the basic word order of a language. In Tojolabal and Yucatagayifor instance, the most frequent word
order (SVO) is more pragmatically marked than a verb-ihitiard order, which could hence be considered
the basic word order on the basis of pragmatic markednessdyBt984, Durbin and Ojeda 1978). In

this section, we discuss whether Guarani has a basic wdet on the basis of three criteria: frequency,

markedness, and disambiguation.
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4.1 Frequency

According to this criterion, the basic word order of a langgids the one that is most frequent. Table 15
gives an overview of the word orders of the 41 clauses in tlipusothat realize a verb together with its

subject and direct object; the most frequent word order i® SMth 18 instances.

Word order‘ SVO SOV 0OVS O0OSV VSO VO# Total
# of instance% 18 3 0 0 11 9 ‘ 41

Table 15: Word orders attested in the corpus

While one might take the finding that the SVO word order is thesthirequent one as support for the
claim that SVO is the basic word order of Guarani, the 18 gitas(44%) do not make for an overwhelming
frequency overall. However, all VO word orders taken togett88 of 41 examples, 93%) suggest that
Guarani is a VO language on the basis of the frequency ioritel his coincides with the finding that 94%
of objects in the whole corpus are realized post-verballythe 41 examples, subjects occur to the right
of the verb almost as often as to the left of the verb (20 cag&&Soword order, 21 cases of SV word
order), again coinciding with the placement pattern of alijscts in the corpus (53% of all subjects occur
pre-verbally). Hence, the frequency criterion does not fingport for a particular position of the subject
with respect to the verb. There does, however, seem to bdexgmee for subjects to precede objects (rather
than follow them) as 32 of the 41 (78%) examples have an SO water. In eight of the nine examples
with an OS word order, a pronoun realizes the post-verbaablffhe ninth object is a very short wovdi
‘bad, ugly, ruin’). We can conclude that subjects precedeatb unless the post-verbal object is a pronoun

or a very short word.

4.2 Markedness

According to this criterion, the least marked word ordeihis basic word order. There are several respects
in which an order may be (un)marked; since we do not have pbgital or stylistic information available

for the corpus, we focus on morphological, syntactic angmatic markedness.

Sentences are morphologically marked if a particular woddiorequires the arguments or the verb to
be marked in a certain way (e.g. definiteness or pluralityafguments; voice, aspect or mood for verbs).

We were not able to discern any requirements on verbal ngfkinany order, in particular since many (26)
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of the 41 verbs do not contain any marking and realized all &fuhe attested orders. Although negated
verbs (5 tokens), verbs marked with aspctod markers (9) and causativized verbs'{2)o not occur
with all four word orders, each marked verb type is attesteskntences with an SV and a VS word order.
Hence, morphological markedness of the verb does not fglenbasic position for the subject with respect
to the verb. We do, however, observe a morphological mad&sirestriction for objects since there are no
pre-verbalpetefmarked or discourse-new bare noun phrase objects in tipgi€o6ince noun phrase form
is related to discourse status, it is likely that this is egpmatic markedness restriction according to which
object noun phrases denoting hearer-new entities ardctedtrto post-verbal position (cf. section 3.2).
This restriction does not appear to be categorical for sthjsince two pre-verbal hearer-new bare noun
phrase subjects are attested (and both are transitivecssilifjeclauses where the object is also realized).
Since hearer-new bare subject noun phrases occur pre- atdgrbally, and dferent types of highly
topical discoursghearer-old subjects do not show a uniform pattern of reidizaeither (cf. section 3.1),

no conclusion can be drawn about a pragmatically unmarkstiiguo for subjects with respect to the verb.

Word orders are syntactically marked if they can only beizedlby syntactically marked, e.g. bi-clausal,
constructions. As mentioned in section 2, we consider mghidy only main, declarative sentences to make
the sentences under consideration as homogenous as ppasithlexcluded identificatiorigpecificational
constructions from our study, as well as sentences wheregamant was overtly focused (e.g. using the
intensifying markernte ‘only/just’). Since our corpus already consists of the syntaltfidaast marked
sentences, an examination of the 41 transitive sentent¢le$uoth the subject and the object realized did not

lead to the identification of additional constraints on worder.

4.3 Disambiguation

This criterion regards as the basic word order the ordernshaeferred in potentially ambiguous sentences
(cf. Chomsky 1965, Dixon 1972, Pullum 1977). We illustraies tcriterion with Russian, a language that
has noun classes in which the nominative and accusative base the same endings. Two nouns in these
classes arenat’ ‘mother’ anddoc ‘daughter’. As indicated by the glosses in (26), these twonare

indistinguishable when realized in the nominatives) and accusativeafc) cases. Jakobson (1963) reports

80ne of the 41 examples has both a causative and an aspectkarwehich is why the total number of examples listed here

adds up to 42.
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that although both SVO and OVS are generally possible wodédrsrin Russian, transitive sentences like

(26) which realize two such nouns cannot be interpretedrdoapto the OVS word order.

(26) a. Mat’ ljubit doC
mothernom/acc lovesdaughtemom/acc
‘The mother loves the daughter.’

(Not: ‘The daughter loves the mother.")

b. Dot ljubit mat’
Daughtemwom/acc lovesmothernom/acc

‘The daughter loves the mother.’

(Not: ‘The mother loves the daughter.’) (Jakobson 1963:269

Thus, for sentences that are potentially ambiguous, SVBeislisambiguating word order, and would be

considered the basic word order of Russian according toigfaentbiguation criterion.

Since at least one argument is cross-referenced on a ivengtb in Guarani, only transitive sentences
with two third person arguments are potentially ambiguotliiey can be disambiguated by a variety of
factors, including animacy, fiixes such as the (in)direct object markge and word order. Of the 41 tran-
sitive sentences in the corpus that realize both the suajgtthe object noun phrase, four are unambiguous
because one of the arguments is a non-third person. Of tha@migm 37 potentially ambiguous examples,
19 are disambiguated by animacy in combination with worldwiedge. (27) is such an example: here,
the verbnohé‘remove’ is realized with the noun phrasesii karia'y ‘those young men’ antd-embi-'u ha
i-sapatu-kuéraB3-food and B3-shoet) ‘their food and shoes’. Since it is world knowledge that launs
gather food and shoes (and not the other way around), anifircpmbination with world knowledge)

identifies the noun phrase directly following the verb asdhigiect, and the other noun phrase as the object.

(27) O-nohé sapy'a umi karia'y h-embi’'u ha i-sapatu-kuéra.
A3-removesuddeniythoseyoung.marB3-food andB3-shoerL
‘Finally, the young men gathered their food and shoes. [C]

Another 16 of the 37 potentially ambiguous examples arentlidguated by a diix on the non-subject noun
phrase argument. The examples in (28) illustrate two sufitxes, namely-pein (28a) and-rehe which is

subcategorized for by the verbafia‘look’ (28b).
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(28) a. Ha upéio-hechasapy’a Juan-chi ha Pirllo ju’i-pe.
andthenA3-see suddenlyJuan-littleandPirulo frog-re
‘And then suddenly Juanito and Pirulo saw the frog.’ [C]

b. Juan-chi ju'i rova-itérehe o-mafa
Juan-littlefrog face-veryreue A3-look
‘Juanito was looking right at the frog.’ (Lit.: ...at the fis face.) [C]

Finally, two of the 41 examples with both the subject and thigc noun phrases realized are not disam-
biguated by person marking, animacy (in combination withld/knowledge) or a Hfix on the object noun

phrase. The word order of these two examples is VSO (29a) ¥aud(39b).

(29) a. O-mbo-kakua&karai pe mita’l.
A3-caus-grow gentlemarthatchild

‘The gentleman raised the child. [C]
b. Tuju-ry  o-je-agara-pa la ij-ao.

mud-liquid A3-5e-grabeompLeTE the B3-cloth

‘Mud got all over his clothing.’ [C]

In both of these examples, the subject precedes the objéathwsuggests that the order SO is a disam-
biguating order in Guarani, and hence a basic word ordardity to this criterion® A basic position of

the subject with respect to the verb cannot be determined.

These strategies for disambiguating potentially ambigumansitive sentences are confirmed by the
judgments of our Guarani consultants when presented waimples such as (30a) and (30b), and the other

five logically possible permutations of the verb, subjeat ahject.

(30) a. Juano-topa petd ita.
Juan A3-find one stone

‘Juan found a stone. [E]

b. Juan o-hechaMaria.
Juan A3-see Maria

‘Juan savisees Maria. [E]

19Seki (2000:166) finds that pragmatically unmarked travesitlauses in Kamaiura are most frequently realized in 9% S
order. It is also the disambiguating word order since ttamsiclauses where the grammatical function of noun phrasest
determined by overt markers are interpreted accordingda&tV order. Transitive clauses with only one argumentzedlpre-
verbally are ambiguous. Such examples are not necessariligaous in Paraguayan Guarani: (25a), for example, ¢anean

‘Her child left her’; this would be expressed bmemby o-heja chu-p&3-child A3-leave 3rk'.
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All permutations of the two examples in (30) were deemed gnatital by our consultants but the two
sentences éliered in whether the SO disambiguating word order was apdiie@0a), Juan was consistently
judged the subject of the vedstopa’A3-find’, and the stone the object, which is consistent vétiimacy

and world knowledge determining argument linking. In (3Qir) the other hand, the SO disambiguating

word order was applied: Juan was judged to be the subjectifdmywas mentioned before Maria.

We conclude that there is much evidence in support of thenctaat VO is a basic word order in
Paraguayan Guarani. Regarding Gregores and Suarez)(d¢@ém that SVO is the basic word order of the
language, we cannot come to a definite conclusion. On the ama, lthis is the most frequent word order
of the language (but not overwhelmingly so), but other gatdo not suggest that the pre-verbal position of

the subject can be considered its basic position.

5 Word order in other Tup i-Guarani languages

We conclude by comparing the results about basic word omtitcanstraints on word order in Paraguayan
Guarani to those of other Tupi-Guarani languages. (®dedries (1984) for a classification of the family,
and Jensen (1999) for a general introduction.) Since weataimjustice here to the wealth of descriptive
and theoretical work on these languages, this comparisnatimeant to be comprehensive; some shorter

descriptions we consulted did not contain any claims abautwrder (constraints).

It is striking that almost all of the authors who discuss worder in Tupi-Guarani languages make
observations similar to those made above for Paraguayama@iugi) Noun phrases need not be overtly
realized in many discourse contexts (e.g. Seki (2000) fan&iara, Rose (2003) for Emerillon, Gonzalez
(2005) for Tapiete), (ii) While one word order might be calesied basic, (all) other possible permutations
are also attested (e.g. Rose (2003) for Emerillon, Harr{88@6) for Asurini, Gomes (2002) for Kayabi,
Dooley (1982) for Mbya¥° and (iii) Word order is iected by the discourse context (e.g. Dobson (1997) for
Kayabi, Dooley (1982) for Mbya, Seki (2000) for KamaiuNicholson (1978) and Rodrigues dos Santos

and dos Santos Gomes (2003) for Asurini de Trocara).

2050V is the basic order of Kamaiura (Seki 2000), of Nheeng@atipan-an 2000), of Tupi Antiguo (Navarro 1998), of Asurin
(Olson 1978), and of Kayabi (Dobson 1997, 2005). Harrid®76) considers OVS the basic word order of Asurini. Ara(f&96)

states that in Lingua Geral objects occur post-verballytheiposition of subjects is rather free.
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Mbyéa Guarani, Chiriguano and Tapiete are Tupi-Gualamjuages that belong to the same subgroup
of the language family as Paraguayan Guarani (subgroufRbdrigues’ (1984) classification). According
to Dooley (1982, 2006), the unmarked order of Mbya GuaiaivVO, and pragmatic factors lead to other,
marked word orders. In particular, he claims that the mdstrinative element is given in final position,
e.g. a subject noun phrase whose denotation is discouvsésiiews the verb (Dooley 1982:320). Martins
(2003), on the other hand, maintains that both SVO and SO¥a@ually preferred for transitive sentences
(pp.118, 154). She suggests that the more archaic OV ord#itl igreferred by older people and women,
whereas the innovative VO order is used by younger peopkeresult from contact with Portuguese (p.163).
Interestingly, she points out that Mbya sentences relizéhe SVO or the SOV order that are not disam-
biguated by animacy or nominal ffixes are ambiguous (p.156), which suggests that neither ordet is
basic on the basis of the disambiguation criterion. OthlealkTupi-Guarani languages tend to have what is
believed to be the more archaic OV word order (cf. footnotelr®e basic word order of Chiriguano is SOV
(Dietrich 1986:158), but objects can precede and followtm (p.127), and the order can be changed for
stylistic reasons such as “cuando el complemento es muealsdargo que el verbo” (when the complement
[object] is much longer than the verb) (p.158). Likewise,n&alez (2005) reports that the default order
of constituents in Tapiete is SOV, although other, pragradli marked, orders are possible (p.206): for

example, objects may appear after the verb if their refésediscourse-new (p.208).

We were able to identify two quantitative word order studdéJupi-Guarani languages: Pease (2007)
for Parintintin (subgroup 6) and Rose (2003) for Emerillsalqgroup 8). As both languages are only very
distantly related to (Paraguayan) Guarani, it is not ssirgy that these authors report ratheffetient word
order constraints for these languages. While Pease (20@B8)tfiat the most common word order attested in
her corpus of Parintintin is SVO, the preferred word ord&s$0 when the subject is a pronoun (p.70). She
also finds that the object may never precede the subjectuntéls are in front of the verb (p.70). According
to Rose (2003), the most frequent word order of Emerillon@%Svhen both the subject and the object are
realized (p.555). While subjects are almost obligatordglized pre-verbally (p.550), objects occurs more
often post-verbally than pre-verbally (p.554). Howevénce post-verbal objects are more topical than
pre-verbal ones according to Givon’s topicality measuvhi¢h accords with Velazquez-Castillo’s (1995)
finding for objects in Paraguayan Guarani), she conclugssSOV is the basic word order since it is the

most frequent and pragmatically unmarked (p.556).

To conclude, grammatical function plays a strong role iredatning word order in many Tupi-Guarani

31



languages, although the language®ediin whether the subject or the object has a (relativelygfpasition.
Givon's topicality measure has provided useful in idestif) constraints on the placement of more flexibly
realized arguments, as well as comparing fffiect of topicality on word order among the various languages.
In Paraguayan Guarani, the topicality offdient subject noun phrase forms provided one of the stronges

arguments against assigning a basic position to the sulsjéictespect to the verb.
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