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ngēmà 
 
tére
̋ 
ná=tá 
 
 
‘The	
  parrot	
  is	
  big.’	
   	
   	
  (typically	
  a	
  random	
  parrot,

ANAPH.NS 	
   	
  parrot	
  (F) 	
  3NS.SBJ=be.big 	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
  e.g.	
  a	
  wild	
  one	
  I	
  am	
  hun5ng)	
  
	
  
ngémà 
 
tére
̋ 
ī=tá
 
 
 
‘The	
  parrot	
  is	
  big.’ 	
   	
  (unspecified)

ANAPH.F 	
   	
  parrot	
  (F) 	
  3F.SBJ=be.big 	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
  	
  
	
  
yîʼèmá 
 
tére
̋ 
tá=tá 
 
 
‘The	
  parrot	
  is	
  big.’ 	
   	
  (typically	
  a	
  special	
  parrot,	
  
ANAPH.S 	
   	
  parrot(F) 	
  3S.SBJ=be.big 	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
  e.g.	
  a	
  pet	
  or	
  a	
  character	
  

	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
  in	
  a	
  story)	
  

Introduc5on	
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ngēmà 
 
tére
̋ 
ná=tá 
 
 
‘The	
  parrot	
  is	
  big.’	
   	
   	
  (typically	
  a	
  random	
  parrot,

ANAPH.NS 	
   	
  parrot	
  (F) 	
  3NS.SBJ=be.big 	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
  e.g.	
  a	
  wild	
  one	
  I	
  am	
  hun5ng)	
  
	
  
ngémà 
 
tére
̋ 
ī=tá
 
 
 
‘The	
  parrot	
  is	
  big.’ 	
   	
  (unspecified)

ANAPH.F 	
   	
  parrot	
  (F) 	
  3F.SBJ=be.big 	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
  	
  
	
  
yîʼèmá 
 
tére
̋ 
tá=tá 
 
 
‘The	
  parrot	
  is	
  big.’ 	
   	
  (typically	
  a	
  special	
  parrot,	
  
ANAPH.S 	
   	
  parrot(F) 	
  3S.SBJ=be.big 	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
  e.g.	
  a	
  pet	
  or	
  a	
  character	
  

	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
  in	
  a	
  story)	
  

Introduc5on	
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Seman5c	
  or	
  ‘local’	
  effects	
  
of	
  agreement	
  class	
  	
  

assignment	
  

Discursive	
  or	
  ‘dynamic’	
  effects	
  
of	
  agreement	
  class	
  	
  

(re)assignment	
  



Ques5on	
  
	
  
Most	
  San	
  MarUn	
  de	
  Amacayacu	
  Tikuna	
  (SMAT)	
  nouns	
  can	
  alternaVvely	
  trigger	
  agreement	
  
according	
  to	
  various	
  agreement	
  classes.	
  	
  
	
  
This	
   flexibility	
   is	
   made	
   use	
   of	
   with	
   various	
   seman5c	
   effects	
   (e.g.	
   specificaVon	
   of	
   sex,	
  
affecVve	
  connotaVons,	
  etc.).	
  
	
  
Is	
  it	
  also	
  made	
  use	
  of	
  for	
  primarily	
  discursive	
  purposes,	
  and	
  how?	
  
	
  
A	
  lot	
  of	
  work,	
  no	
  strong	
  results,	
  work	
  in	
  progress...	
  

Introduc5on	
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Main	
  finding	
  
	
  
In	
  contexts	
  where	
  reference	
  tracking	
  is	
  blurred	
  (e.g.	
  when	
  two	
  major	
  referents	
  have	
  been	
  
iniVally	
   assigned	
   to	
   the	
   same	
  agreement	
   class	
   based	
  on	
   lexical-­‐semanVc	
   grounds),	
   clarity	
  
can	
  be	
  restored	
  through	
  the	
  reassignment	
  of	
  one	
  of	
  the	
  referents	
  to	
  a	
  disVnct	
  agreement	
  
class.	
  

Introduc5on	
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t	
  

M	
  

M	
  

Men5ons	
  of	
  Referent	
  1	
  

Men5ons	
  of	
  Referent	
  2	
  

M	
  

Simultaneous	
  men5ons	
  of	
  Referents	
  1	
  &	
  2	
  

S	
  M	
   M	
  

M	
  

S	
  

M	
  

Agreement	
  class	
  reassignment	
  in	
  discourse	
  for	
  ease	
  of	
  reference	
  tracking	
  

reassignment	
  



Language and data 
 

Morphosyntactic overview of the agreement classes 
 

Overview of the semantic effects of agreement class assignment 
 

Corpus and methodology for this study 
 

Discourse functions of agreement class reassignment 
 

Conclusion 
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Language	
  and	
  data	
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Tikuna:	
  Amazonian	
  language	
  with	
  most	
  speakers	
  (>	
  48	
  500	
  (Ethnologue)	
  in	
  Brazil,	
  Colombia,	
  and	
  Peru)?	
  
	
  
RelaVvely	
  vital	
  
	
  
Isolate	
  (?,	
  cf.	
  Yuri-­‐Tikuna-­‐Caraballo	
  hypothesis),	
  lihle	
  dialectal	
  divergence	
  
	
  
Heavily	
  tonal	
  
	
  
	
  
Fieldwork	
  in	
  San	
  MarUn	
  de	
  Amacayacu	
  community	
  (2015–2018,	
  >6	
  months	
  altogether)	
  as	
  part	
  of	
  PhD	
  
project	
  
	
  
Ca.	
  35.000-­‐word	
  diversified	
  corpus	
  (>20	
  speakers)	
  transcribed	
  and	
  translated	
  with	
  speakers	
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In	
  Goulard	
  2009	
  



Morphosyntac5c	
  overview	
  	
  
of	
  the	
  agreement	
  classes	
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Paradigms	
  slightly	
  simplified	
  for	
  clarity.	
  S=SalienVve;	
  M=Masculine;	
  N=Neuter;	
  NS=Non-­‐SalienVve;	
  F=Feminine.	
  

Morphological	
  paradigms	
  of	
  morphemes	
  inflec5ng	
  for	
  agreement	
  class	
  

A	
  good	
  deal	
  of	
  inflecVonal	
  morphology	
  (not	
  aggluVnaVve	
  with	
  e.g.	
  a	
  single	
  marker	
  for	
  a	
  given	
  agreement	
  	
  
class	
  across	
  all	
  categories)	
  =>	
  ≠	
  from	
  other	
  Western	
  Amazonian	
  languages,	
  more	
  Indo-­‐European-­‐like	
  
	
  

The	
  five	
  agreement	
  classes	
  behave	
  rather	
  homogeneously	
  from	
  a	
  morphological	
  standpoint	
  (although	
  	
  
heterogeneous	
  funcVons)	
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S 
 

M 
 

N 
 

NS 
 

F 

                    Deictics                      LK              NMLZ           Pronominal forms (3rd person)             Deictic verb (3SBJ)            Miscellaneous 

‘other’  ‘who/what?’ 



Morphological	
  paradigms	
  of	
  morphemes	
  inflec5ng	
  for	
  agreement	
  class	
  

(Near-­‐)mergers	
  =>	
  ambiguity	
  for	
  reference	
  tracking	
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S 
 

M 
 

N 
 

NS 
 

F 

                    Deictics                      LK              NMLZ           Pronominal forms (3rd person)             Deictic verb (3SBJ)            Miscellaneous 

‘other’  ‘who/what?’ 

Paradigms	
  slightly	
  simplified	
  for	
  clarity.	
  S=SalienVve;	
  M=Masculine;	
  N=Neuter;	
  NS=Non-­‐SalienVve;	
  F=Feminine.	
  



(1)



Nü ̂-mà 
 
 
ì 
 
ngē-mà 
 
kŏwǘ=rǜ 
tü ̂-mà-ka ̰ 
 
 
ní=īǘkù. 

PRON.M/N/NS-ANAPH  LK.NS  MED.NS-ANAPH  deer(M)=TOP  PRON.S-ANAPH-to  3M/N/NS.SBJ=go.in 
 
 

‘TheNS deer(M), as for itNS, would go inNS to see herS.’ 
[FW_IGS_Cuentos_M303] 

(ní=	
  <	
  ná=	
  /_i)	
  

Example	
  

14	
  



(1)



Nü ̂-mà 
 
 
ì 
 
ngē-mà 
 
kŏwǘ=rǜ 
tü ̂-mà-ka ̰ 
 
 
ní=īǘkù. 

PRON.M/N/NS-ANAPH  LK.NS  MED.NS-ANAPH  deer(M)=TOP  PRON.S-ANAPH-to  3M/N/NS.SBJ=go.in 
 
 

‘TheNS deer(M), as for itNS, would go inNS to see herS.’ 
[FW_IGS_Cuentos_M303] 

(ní=	
  <	
  ná=	
  /_i)	
  

Example	
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The	
  agreement	
  class	
  of	
  nouns	
  is	
  covert	
  
	
  
Once	
   a	
   given	
   agreement	
   class	
   is	
   assigned	
   (not	
   necessarily	
   the	
   lexical	
   one),	
   agreement	
   is	
  
rigid	
  throughout	
  the	
  clause,	
  otherwise	
  agrammaVcal	
  
	
  
Agreement	
  marking	
  is	
  obligatory	
  and	
  pervasive	
  =>	
  again,	
  rather	
  Indo-­‐European-­‐like	
  



Overview of the semantic 
effects of agreement 

class assignment 
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SALIENTIVE	
  

NON-SALIENTIVE	
  

 	
  

[+personal sphere]	
  

[–personal sphere]	
  

(underspecified)	
  

FEMININE	
   NEUTER	
   MASCULINE	
  

Lexical gender	
  

Social	
  
deixis	
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SALIENTIVE	
  

NON-SALIENTIVE	
  

 	
  

[+personal sphere]	
  

[–personal sphere]	
  

(underspecified)	
  

FEMININE	
   NEUTER	
   MASCULINE	
  

Lexical gender	
  

Social	
  
deixis	
  

tére̋	
  
‘parrot	
  sp.’	
  

	
  
Lexical	
  gender:	
  F	
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SALIENTIVE	
  

NON-SALIENTIVE	
  

 	
  

[+personal sphere]	
  

[–personal sphere]	
  

(underspecified)	
  

FEMININE	
   NEUTER	
   MASCULINE	
  

Lexical gender	
  

Social	
  
deixis	
  

tére̋	
  
‘parrot	
  sp.’	
  

	
  
Lexical	
  gender:	
  F	
  

Merely	
  referring	
  	
  
to	
  a	
  parrot	
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SALIENTIVE	
  

NON-SALIENTIVE	
  

 	
  

[+personal sphere]	
  

[–personal sphere]	
  

(underspecified)	
  

FEMININE	
   NEUTER	
   MASCULINE	
  

Lexical gender	
  

Social	
  
deixis	
  

tére̋	
  
‘parrot	
  sp.’	
  

	
  
Lexical	
  gender:	
  F	
  

Referring	
  to	
  a	
  
special	
  parrot,	
  e.g.	
  
a	
  pet	
  or	
  a	
  mythical	
  
parrot	
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SALIENTIVE	
  

NON-SALIENTIVE	
  

 	
  

[+personal sphere]	
  

[–personal sphere]	
  

(underspecified)	
  

FEMININE	
   NEUTER	
   MASCULINE	
  

Lexical gender	
  

Social	
  
deixis	
  

tére̋	
  
‘parrot	
  sp.’	
  

	
  
Lexical	
  gender:	
  F	
  

Referring	
  to	
  a	
  
random	
  parrot,	
  e.g.	
  
a	
  wild	
  one	
  in	
  the	
  
jungle	
  



22	
  

SALIENTIVE	
  

NON-SALIENTIVE	
  

 	
  

[+personal sphere]	
  

[–personal sphere]	
  

(underspecified)	
  

FEMININE	
   NEUTER	
   MASCULINE	
  

Lexical gender	
  

Social	
  
deixis	
  

tére̋	
  
‘parrot	
  sp.’	
  

	
  
Lexical	
  gender:	
  F	
  

Referring	
  to	
  a	
  
specifically	
  male	
  
parrot	
  



23	
  

SALIENTIVE	
  

NON-SALIENTIVE	
  

 	
  

[+personal sphere]	
  

[–personal sphere]	
  

(underspecified)	
  

FEMININE	
   NEUTER	
   MASCULINE	
  

Lexical gender	
  

Social	
  
deixis	
  

témā	
  
‘moriche	
  palm	
  tree/fruit’	
  

	
  
Lexical	
  gender:	
  M	
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SALIENTIVE	
  

NON-SALIENTIVE	
  

 	
  

[+personal sphere]	
  

[–personal sphere]	
  

(underspecified)	
  

FEMININE	
   NEUTER	
   MASCULINE	
  

Lexical gender	
  

Social	
  
deixis	
  

Merely	
  referring	
  	
  
to	
  a	
  moriche	
  palm	
  

témā	
  
‘moriche	
  palm	
  tree/fruit’	
  

	
  
Lexical	
  gender:	
  M	
  



25	
  

SALIENTIVE	
  

NON-SALIENTIVE	
  

 	
  

[+personal sphere]	
  

[–personal sphere]	
  

(underspecified)	
  

FEMININE	
   NEUTER	
   MASCULINE	
  

Lexical gender	
  

Social	
  
deixis	
  

Referring	
  to	
  a	
  
special	
  moriche	
  
palm,	
  e.g.	
  one	
  I	
  
planted	
  or	
  a	
  
mythical	
  one	
  

témā	
  
‘moriche	
  palm	
  tree/fruit’	
  

	
  
Lexical	
  gender:	
  M	
  



26	
  

SALIENTIVE	
  

NON-SALIENTIVE	
  

 	
  

[+personal sphere]	
  

[–personal sphere]	
  

(underspecified)	
  

FEMININE	
   NEUTER	
   MASCULINE	
  

Lexical gender	
  

Social	
  
deixis	
  

Referring	
  to	
  a	
  
random	
  moriche	
  
palm,	
  e.g.	
  one	
  far	
  
away	
  in	
  the	
  jungle	
  

témā	
  
‘moriche	
  palm	
  tree/fruit’	
  

	
  
Lexical	
  gender:	
  M	
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SALIENTIVE	
  

NON-SALIENTIVE	
  

 	
  

[+personal sphere]	
  

[–personal sphere]	
  

(underspecified)	
  

FEMININE	
   NEUTER	
   MASCULINE	
  

Lexical gender	
  

Social	
  
deixis	
  

māma̋	
  
‘mum’	
  
	
  

Lexical	
  gender:	
  F	
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SALIENTIVE	
  

NON-SALIENTIVE	
  

 	
  

[+personal sphere]	
  

[–personal sphere]	
  

(underspecified)	
  

FEMININE	
   NEUTER	
   MASCULINE	
  

Lexical gender	
  

Social	
  
deixis	
  

Referring	
  
neutrally	
  to	
  sb’s	
  
mother	
  
(uncommon)	
  

māma̋	
  
‘mum’	
  
	
  

Lexical	
  gender:	
  F	
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SALIENTIVE	
  

NON-SALIENTIVE	
  

 	
  

[+personal sphere]	
  

[–personal sphere]	
  

(underspecified)	
  

FEMININE	
   NEUTER	
   MASCULINE	
  

Lexical gender	
  

Social	
  
deixis	
  

Referring	
  with	
  
respect	
  or	
  
affec5on	
  to	
  sb’s	
  
mother	
  (usual)	
  

māma̋	
  
‘mum’	
  
	
  

Lexical	
  gender:	
  F	
  



30	
  

SALIENTIVE	
  

NON-SALIENTIVE	
  

 	
  

[+personal sphere]	
  

[–personal sphere]	
  

(underspecified)	
  

FEMININE	
   NEUTER	
   MASCULINE	
  

Lexical gender	
  

Social	
  
deixis	
  

Referring	
  
extremely	
  rudely	
  
to	
  sb’s	
  mother	
  
(even	
  agrammaVcal	
  for	
  
some	
  speakers?)	
  

māma̋	
  
‘mum’	
  
	
  

Lexical	
  gender:	
  F	
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SALIENTIVE	
  

NON-SALIENTIVE	
  

 	
  

[+personal sphere]	
  

[–personal sphere]	
  

(underspecified)	
  

FEMININE	
   NEUTER	
   MASCULINE	
  

Lexical gender	
  

Social	
  
deixis	
  

chĭʼnǘ	
  
‘pineapple	
  fruit/plant’	
  

	
  
Lexical	
  gender:	
  none	
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SALIENTIVE	
  

NON-SALIENTIVE	
  

 	
  

[+personal sphere]	
  

[–personal sphere]	
  

(underspecified)	
  

FEMININE	
   NEUTER	
   MASCULINE	
  

Lexical gender	
  

Social	
  
deixis	
  

chĭʼnǘ	
  
‘pineapple	
  fruit/plant’	
  

	
  
Lexical	
  gender:	
  none	
  

Referring	
  
neutrally	
  to	
  a	
  
pineapple	
  	
  
fruit/plant	
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SALIENTIVE	
  

NON-SALIENTIVE	
  

 	
  

[+personal sphere]	
  

[–personal sphere]	
  

(underspecified)	
  

FEMININE	
   NEUTER	
   MASCULINE	
  

Lexical gender	
  

Social	
  
deixis	
  

chĭʼnǘ	
  
‘pineapple	
  fruit/plant’	
  

	
  
Lexical	
  gender:	
  none	
  

Referring	
  to	
  a	
  very	
  
special	
  pineapple	
  
fruit/plant,	
  e.g.	
  
one	
  I	
  planted	
  with	
  
love	
  



Seman5c	
  effects	
  of	
  agreement	
  class	
  assignment	
  
	
  
•  Along	
  social-­‐deixis	
  axis	
  (ver5cal)	
  
InserVon	
  in	
  vs	
  exclusion	
  from	
  the	
  deicVc	
  center’s	
  personal	
  sphere	
  	
  
(in	
  terms	
  of:	
  affecVon,	
  respect,	
  care,	
  shared	
  culture,	
  ownership,	
  etc.	
  or	
  the	
  opposite)	
  
No	
  social-­‐deixis	
  effect	
  if	
  agreement	
  according	
  to	
  noun’s	
  lexical	
  gender	
  
	
  
•  Along	
  lexical	
  gender	
  axis	
  (horizontal)	
  
Sex	
  specificaVon	
  in	
  very	
  specific	
  cases	
  if	
  non-­‐lexical	
  gender	
  
Non-­‐lexical	
  gender	
  is	
  rare	
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Corpus	
  and	
  methodology	
  
for	
  this	
  study	
  

35	
  



1.	
  SystemaVc	
  encoding	
  of	
  agreement	
  class	
  of	
  each	
  occurrence	
  of	
  each	
  referent	
  (and	
  other	
  
parameters,	
  such	
  as	
  whether	
  occurrence	
  is	
  in	
  direct	
  speech	
  or	
  not)	
  across	
  whole	
  texts	
  
	
  
2.	
   QualitaVve	
   examinaVon	
   of	
   all	
   cases	
   of	
   agreement	
   class	
   reassignments	
   to	
   uncover	
  
possible	
  paherns	
  
	
  
Corpus	
  
Exclusively	
  narraVves	
  (5	
  out	
  of	
  6	
  come	
  from	
  tradiVonal	
  repertoire,	
  1	
  is	
  staged)	
  
	
  
3	
  texts	
  by	
  LAR	
  (♀,	
  49y/o)	
   	
   	
   	
  18’45”	
  	
  
3	
  texts	
  by	
  JSG	
  (♂,	
  33y/o)	
   	
   	
   	
  24’15”	
  

	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
  TOTAL	
   	
  43’00”	
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Discourse functions  
of agreement class reassignment 

38	
  



Although	
  hard	
  to	
  quanVfy	
  accurately,	
  agreement	
  class	
  reassignment	
   is	
  not	
  rare:	
  at	
   least	
  8	
  
unambiguous	
  cases	
  in	
  this	
  corpus	
  
	
  
Unsurprisingly,	
  all	
  cases	
  of	
  reassignment	
  involve	
  a	
  shix	
  along	
  the	
  social-­‐deixis	
  (verVcal)	
  axis	
  
(not	
  the	
  lexical	
  gender	
  axis)	
  
	
  
Among	
  those	
  8	
  unambiguous	
  cases,	
  the	
  paherns	
  are:	
  

	
  M	
  >	
  S 	
   	
   	
  4	
  cases	
  
	
  NS	
  >	
  S 	
   	
   	
  2	
  cases	
  
	
  NS	
  >	
  M 	
   	
   	
  2	
  cases	
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3	
  of	
  these	
  cases	
  can	
  probably	
  be	
  accounted	
  for	
  as	
  the	
  effect	
  of	
  a	
  “semanVc”	
  shix:	
  
	
  
•  NS	
  >	
  S	
  [Hun5ngStory]:	
  a	
  hunter	
  spots	
  a	
  wild	
  capybara	
  (wild	
  live	
  animal:	
  NS),	
  then	
  shoots	
  

it	
  and	
  puts	
  it	
  into	
  his	
  bag	
  to	
  take	
  it	
  back	
  home	
  (owned	
  meat:	
  S).	
  

•  NS	
  >	
  M	
  [Peta-­‐Peta,	
  direct	
  speech]:	
  a	
  man	
  reviews	
  a	
  weird	
  feathered	
  thing	
  lying	
  on	
  the	
  
path	
  and	
  wonders	
  what	
   it	
   is	
   (uniden5fied	
  en5ty:	
  NS),	
   and	
   then	
  gradually	
   realizes	
   it	
   is	
  
actually	
  a	
  man	
  covered	
  with	
  feathers	
  (iden5fied	
  man:	
  M).	
  

•  NS	
  >	
  M	
   [Hunter	
  &	
   Jaguar]:	
  a	
  hunter	
   spots	
   some	
  wild	
  monkeys	
   (wild	
   live	
  animal:	
  NS),	
  
then	
  watches	
  them	
  for	
  a	
  long	
  Vme	
  (no	
  longer	
  random	
  en55es:	
  NS	
  >	
  M?)	
  waiVng	
  for	
  the	
  
right	
  moment	
  to	
  shoot	
  them.	
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But	
   interesVngly,	
   the	
   remaining	
  5	
  cases	
  of	
   reassignment	
  seem	
  to	
  have	
  no	
  seman5c	
  basis	
  
and	
  display	
  a	
  recurring	
  narra5ve	
  and	
  morphosyntac5c	
  pa_ern:	
  
	
  
1)  A	
  first	
   referent	
   is	
   introduced	
  with	
  agreement	
  class	
  NS	
  or	
  M	
  (whose	
  paradigms	
  exhibit	
  

several	
  mergers);	
  it	
  remains	
  the	
  deicVc	
  center	
  for	
  some	
  Vme	
  
2)  A	
  second	
  referent	
  is	
  introduced	
  also	
  with	
  agreement	
  class	
  NS	
  or	
  M;	
  it	
  remains	
  the	
  new	
  

deicVc	
  center	
  for	
  some	
  Vme	
  
3)  The	
   two	
   referents	
   start	
   to	
   interfere	
   and	
   are	
   thus	
   now	
   both	
   simultaneously	
   highly	
  

salient;	
  their	
  agreement	
  classes	
  do	
  not	
  allow	
  unambiguous	
  reference	
  tracking;	
  the	
  more	
  
S-­‐compaVble	
  of	
  the	
  two	
  referents	
  is	
  permanently	
  reassigned	
  to	
  S	
  (whose	
  paradigms	
  are	
  
unique);	
  unambiguous	
  reference	
  tracking	
  is	
  restored	
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1–8	
   Peta-­‐Peta	
  was	
  a	
  man	
  who	
  made	
  blow	
  noises	
  in	
  the	
  forest	
  

	
  
9–32	
  

	
  
A	
  Tikuna	
  man	
  went	
  to	
  see	
  what	
  the	
  noise	
  was,	
  saw	
  that	
  it	
  was	
  a	
  man	
  felling	
  
trees	
  with	
  the	
  help	
  of	
  an	
  interesVng	
  object,	
  and	
  devised	
  a	
  plan	
  to	
  steal	
  that	
  
object	
  from	
  the	
  man,	
  covering	
  his	
  body	
  with	
  feathers	
  and	
  lying	
  on	
  the	
  man’s	
  
way	
  to	
  startle	
  him	
  

	
  
33–60	
  

	
  
The	
   man	
   (Peta-­‐Peta)	
   arrived,	
   was	
   surprised	
   at	
   that	
   feathered	
   thing,	
   and	
  
reviewed	
  it	
  from	
  all	
  sides,	
  unVl	
  the	
  Tikuna	
  man	
  suddenly	
  farted	
  to	
  startle	
  the	
  
man	
  (Peta-­‐Peta)	
  and	
  ran	
  away	
  with	
  the	
  object	
  

	
  
61–78	
  

	
  
The	
  man	
  (Peta-­‐Peta)	
  ordered	
  the	
  Tikunas	
  to	
  make	
  open	
  fields,	
  since	
  they	
  had	
  
stolen	
  his	
  axe,	
  and	
  the	
  Tikuna	
  started	
  to	
  do	
  open	
  field	
  agriculture	
  

CONTACT	
  
S	
  

M	
  

Man	
  2	
  
(=a	
  Tikuna)	
  

Man	
  1	
  
(=Peta-­‐Peta)	
  

NS	
  

Crucially,	
  Peta-­‐Peta	
  is	
  not	
  a	
  supernatural	
  being	
  and	
  remains	
  a	
  stranger	
  to	
  the	
  Tikunas	
  	
  
=>	
  less	
  S-­‐compa5ble	
  than	
  the	
  Tikuna	
  man	
  

Example	
  1	
  



In	
  Iya-­‐Iya’s	
  story,	
  by	
  contrast,	
  it	
   is	
  a	
  Tikuna	
  boy	
  (assigned	
  M)	
  who	
  comes	
  to	
  interfere	
  with	
  
the	
  stranger	
  Iya-­‐Iya	
  (assigned	
  NS).	
  It	
  is	
  then	
  Iya-­‐Iya	
  (not	
  the	
  Tikuna	
  boy)	
  who	
  is	
  reassigned	
  
to	
  S.	
  
	
  
Crucially,	
   Iya-­‐Iya	
   is	
   a	
   supernatural	
   being	
  who	
  ends	
  up	
   living	
  among	
   the	
   Tikunas	
   for	
   some	
  
5me	
   =>	
   more	
   S-­‐compa5ble	
   than	
   the	
   young	
   boy	
   (ordinary	
   young	
   people	
   are	
   usually	
   not	
  
assigned	
  S)	
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Example	
  2	
  



Most	
   likely	
  no	
  semanVc	
  effect	
  of	
   these	
  cases	
  of	
   reassignment,	
  only	
  discursive	
   funcVon	
  of	
  
restoring	
  unambiguous	
  reference	
  tracking	
  
	
  
InteresVngly,	
   agreement	
   class	
   reassignments	
   may	
   apparently	
   occur	
   on	
   any	
   kind	
   of	
  
morpheme,	
   i.e.	
   it	
   is	
  not	
   the	
  case	
   that	
   there	
  are	
  morpheme	
   types	
   that	
  are	
  more	
  apt	
   than	
  
others	
  to	
  be	
  the	
  locus	
  of	
  the	
  first	
  occurrence	
  of	
  a	
  new	
  assignment	
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Conclusion 
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The	
  flexibility	
  of	
  the	
  SMAT	
  agreement	
  class	
  system	
  allows	
  for	
  its	
  use	
  as	
  a	
  strategy	
  to	
  resolve	
  
reference	
   tracking	
   ambiguity	
   caused	
   by	
   widespread	
   morphological	
   mergers	
   between	
  
agreement	
  classes	
  NS	
  and	
  M	
  
	
  
Reassignment	
  to	
  S,	
  an	
  agreement	
  class	
  originally	
  related	
  to	
  high	
  social	
  and	
  cultural	
  salience,	
  
is	
   made	
   use	
   of	
   as	
   a	
   mere	
   strategy	
   to	
   “extract”	
   a	
   referent	
   from	
   ambiguous	
   reference	
  
tracking	
  
	
  
Much	
  more	
  extensive	
  corpus-­‐based	
  work	
  is	
  needed	
  to	
  confirm	
  or	
  disprove	
  this	
  analysis	
  of	
  
one	
  of	
  the	
  funcVons	
  of	
  the	
  flexibility	
  of	
  the	
  SMAT	
  agreement	
  class	
  system,	
  but	
  I’m	
  relaVvely	
  
confident	
   that	
   these	
   non-­‐semanVc	
   reassignment	
   strategies	
   are	
   not	
   an	
   artefact	
   from	
  my	
  
corpus	
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