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ABSTRACT

The central claim of this dissertation is that aspect-bagpditlergativity does not mark a split in
how Case is assigned, but rather, a split in sentence steu@pecifically, | argue that the contexts
in which we find the appearance of a nonergative pattern inf@rwise ergative language—namely,
the nonperfective aspects—involve an intransitive asfachatrix verb and a subordinated lexical
verb. In other words, the nonperfective forms show a disgmei between the syntactic predicate
and the stem carrying the lexical verb stem. This proposiddwon the proposal of Basque split
ergativity in Laka 2006, and extends it to other languages.

| begin with an analysis of split person marking patterns limiCa Mayan language of southern
Mexico. | argue that the appearance of split ergativity & ldnguage follows naturally from the
fact that the progressive and the imperfective morphenegaabs while the perfective morpheme
is not. Ergative-patterning perfective constructions tares monoclausal, while progressives and
imperfectives involve an aspectual matrix verb and a nolizieé embedded clause. The fact that
the nonperfective morphemes are verbs, combined with gxtgnt properties of Chol grammar,
results in the appearance of a split.

Next, focusing on Chol, | survey aspect splits in a variety unfrelated languages and
offer an explanation for the following universal: in a laage with an aspectual split, the
perfective aspect will always retain an ergative patterixd® 1979). Following Laka’s (2006)
proposal for Basque, | suggest that the cross-linguistidgacy for imperfective aspects to pattern
with locative constructions is responsible for the biclausality whiclises the appearance of a
nonergative pattern. Building on Demirdache and UribesB&xria’s (2000) prepositional account
of spatiotemporal relations, | propose that the perfecisv@mever periphrastic (and thus never
involves a split) because there is no preposition in natlaaguage that correctly captures the
relation of theassertion timeo theevent timedenoted by the perfective aspect; instead, perfective
is the default aspect. The proposal here thus accounts tothe appearance of aspect-based split
ergativity without the need for special rules of Case asammt, and also provides an explanation
for why we find the splits in certain aspects and not others.

Thesis Supervisor: David Pesetsky
Title: Professor of Linguistics
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

This dissertation argues for a theory of aspect-based spiativity in which splits in Case
assignment or agreement are not the result of special rotag anly in particular parts of the
grammar, but rather, the result of different syntactic gtires. Developing the ideas of Laka
2006, | propose that the apparent nonergative portions ofterwise ergative-patterning language
follow the same system of person marking as the rest of themear. The difference lies in the
fact that while the perfective aspect always involves a motasal structure, the imperfective
aspect is expressdiclausally The lexical verb is subordinated; the subject receives @asn
an intransitive aspectual matrix verb. The fact that the aspectual verltianisitive results in the
absence of ergative marking on what appears to be a transitiject.

| begin with a detailed look at the split person marking gystef Chol, a Mayan
language spoken in Chiapas, Mexico by approximately 180 @bple (see references cited in
ViazquezAIvarez 2002). | show how the fact that nonperfective aspsmtphemes are verbs, plus
the independent (but interrelated) properties of the laggdisted in (1), derive the split patterns
without the need for special rules of Case assignrent.

(1) a. Allverbsin Chol must take Case-requiring complermémnbbligatorily assigns Case);
b. Event-denoting stems which do not take complements gatiees and antipassives) may
not inflect as verbs;
c. In nominalizations, both transitive and intransitivéjsgts are marked as possessors;

d. Ergative and genitive are identical.

The proposal outlined here both captures the pattern fonn@dhiol grammar, and also has
implications for the nature of verbs and the assignment sE@aunrelated languages, both ergative
and not. Though | focus on the split ergativity in the Mayamilg, the proposals made below
touch on broader issues: Case assignment, nominalizéiertategorial status of roots, argument
structure, and the representation of temporal relatianghe final part of the dissertation | suggest
an explanation for why biclausal structure (and hence tipea@nce of a nonergative pattern) is
only found in the nonperfective aspects, never in the pavie¢Dixon 1979). In this chapter |
begin in section 1.1 with an overview of ergativity. In seaqtil.2 | outline the puzzle and sketch its
analysis. In section 1.3 | provide an outline for the remagréchapters of the dissertation. | describe
methodology in section 1.4.

1| use capital-C “Case” to refer tabstract Casgor the mechanism by which nominal arguments are licensed in
clause. This does not necessarily coincide with overt malggfical case.

13



14 ERGATIVITY

1.1 ERGATIVITY

The label “ergative” is used to refer to a system of markirangmatical relations in which the object
of a transitive verb patterns with the single argument of rdransitive verb gbsolutivg, while

the transitive subject patterns distinctgrgative. This contrasts with more familiar nominative-
accusative systems in which both transitive and intraresgubjects pattern alike@minative, to

the exclusion of transitive objectadcusative Absolutive and nominative are sometimes referred
to together as “obligatory cases” (Bobaljik 1993; Laka 1988 they are found in both transitive
and intransitive clauses. The obligatory cases are fratyuerorphologically unmarked, while the
“dependent cases”, ergative and accusative, are typicadhked. These systems are represented in
(2) and (3), where | follow Dixon 1979 in using the followingbels: A = transitive subject; P =
transitive object; and S = intransitive subject.

(2) ERGATIVE-ABSOLUTIVE SYSTEM: (3) NOMINATIVE -ACCUSATIVE SYSTEM
/// \\ // \\
. A /P LA N P
transitive: / / \ \
ERG / ABS 7/ \ NOM \ ACC
// / N N
/ / N \\
. .. /S // \\ S
intransitive: y \ \
| ABS \\ NOM \
/
\
. // \\ ,/

The basic difference is illustrated by the case-markingesys in Dyirbal and Quechua shown
in (4) and (5). In Dyirbal the transitive subject receivegpadal suffix, ygu. The transitive object
and the intransitive subject are both unmarked. In Quealm®)j in contrast, the transitivebject
receives special marking, heita; both transitive and intransitive subjects show no morpgichl
case marking.

(4) DYIRBAL = ERGATIVE-ABSOLUTIVE
a. yabu gumaygu bura-n
motheraBs fatherERG seeNONFUT
‘Father saw mother.’
b. guma banaga-fu
fatheraBs returnNONFUT
‘Father returned.’ (Dixon 1994, 10)

(5) QUECHUA = NOMINATIVE -ACCUSATIVE

a. misi  yakuta ujya-rqo-n
catNoM waterAcc drink-PST3sG
‘The cat drank water.’

2In some cases below | have modified the gloss abbreviationstfiose of the original sources for consistency. Gloss
abbreviations used throughout this dissertation can bedfduappendix C.
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b. misi punyu-rqo-n
catNOM sleepPST-3SG
‘The cat slept. (Gillian Gallagher, p.c.)

Both Dyirbal and Quechua mark grammatical relations via aaarking on nominals, though
ergative and nominative systems can also be seen in heddhgam the predicate. Languages
of the Mayan family, the focus of this dissertation, showagikg patterning in their agreement
systems. Throughout this dissertation | use the theoryralelabels “set A’ érgative/genitive
and “set B” @bsolutivg, traditional in Mayanist literature, to label these persoarkers. Despite
significant grammatical diversity within the family, thigdic division of labor between set A and
set B morphemes—summarized in (6)—holds throughout theakl&gmily.

(6) MAYAN PERSON MORPHOLOGY
a. Set A: ergative, genitive
b. Set B:absolutive

This person marking pattern can be seen in the K’ichee’ andtéforms in (7) and (8).
Here set A markers co-index transitive subjects in the (ah$o Set B morphemes co-index both
transitive objects and intransitive subjects in the (b)apies. Finally, (7c) and (8c) illustrate that
ergative and genitive morphemes are identical.

(7) K'ICHEE' (K’ ICHEAN)

a. x-at-u-ch’ay-oh
COM-B2-A3-hit-SUF
‘He hit you.’

b. x-at-war-ik
COM-B2-sleepsuFr
‘You slept.’

c. akeegj
A2-horse
‘your horse’ (Larsen and Norman 1979, 347)

(8) AKATEK (Q’ANJOB’'ALAN)

a. chiin-g'oj-ach ey-toj beyt’ an
INC-A1l-throw82 DIR:down-DIR:thitherat DEM CL.1SG
‘I'll throw you down from here.’

b. tolchi-ach-kameyman
SO INC-B2-die quickly
‘So you die quickly.’

c. in-chee an
Al-horsecL.1sG
‘my horse’ (Zavala 1997, 443-444)

Though discussion of ergativity has only entered mainstréaguistic discussions relatively
recently (see for example Anderson 1976; Silverstein 1%@nrie 1978; Dixon 1979, 1994;
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DelLancey 1981; Marantz 1984; Johns 1992; Bittner and Haf#;1@nd others), ergativity is
found in an estimated one quarter of the world’s languageégo(1994, 2). In addition to the
Mayan languages, Dixon cites languages of the CaucasussiereeEurope; the majority of the
Pama-Nyungan languages of Australia; Austronesian lagegiauch as Tongan and Samoan; the
isolate Basque; languages of the Eskimo-Aleut family, aé ageTsimshian and Chinook in North
America; and South American languages from Jé, Panoafnc@dm, and Carib families. Dixon
notes that ergativity is rare in African languages, but ighin some Western Nilotic languages.

There is no general consensus about the locus of ergatigitys there agreement as to whether
ergative languages should be considered as a unified growghether there are multiple distinct
sources which result in ergative patterning (see Johns 200@Idridge 2008a for surveys of recent
work). Whether or not ergativity should be considered a hgpeneous phenomenon, investigation
of ergative languages provides important insight into @éngge of linguistic variation. Successful
theories of ergativity must be integrated with theories aé€assignment, agreement, and argument
structure. In turn, any cohesive theory of Case assignnraagreement must be able to account for
the existence of ergative languages.

In the remainder of this dissertation | take ergativity foamted; | offer no explanation as to
why Chol or any other language should show an ergative ratiagra nominative pattern. Instead
| focus onsplit ergativity, specifically, why an otherwise ergative-patterning laaggishould show
nonergative patterns in parts of the grammar, but nevetiarst

1.2 SPLIT ERGATIVITY : THE PUZZLE

It is frequently noted that it does not make sense to charaetean entire language as
“ergative”. Rather, a single language often shows erdstiwvi one portion of the grammar,

and nominative-accusative patterning in another. Even amenfamiliar nominative-accusative

languages, ergativity is often associated with nominttina (see Koptjevskaja-Tamm 1993 and
Alexiadou 2001). Compare the English nominalizations ip (9he single argument of the

intransitive patterns with the P argument of the transitieeninalization (both are introduced by
of), while the A argument receives distinct marking (introeldidoyby).

(9) a. the destructionf thehouse (by the hurricane)
b. the arrival of the hurricane

Ergativity as the result of nominalization has been arguedefsewhere as well, for instance by
Johns (1992) for Inuktitut (Inuit) and by Salanova (2007) Kt&bengokre (J&), discussed further
in chapter 5 below. In a language like English or M&bengokine verbal paradigm shows a
nominative-accusative pattern, while ergativity is liatitto nominalizations.

The puzzle | set out to solve in this dissertation concerassilit person marking patterns of
the language Chol. The pattern in Chol, | argue, is diffefearh the ergativity-in-nominalizations
systems described above. | propose that Mayan languagiesBéisque and some of the other
languages discussed in chapter 5, are ergative throughhaogigh—that is, ergativity is found
in both the verbal and nominal paradigm. The appearance afnargative pattern in certain
environments is the result of the fact that the subjects dfezfded verbs are realized as possessors
(this builds on the work of Larsen and Norman 1979, and otbssussed below). In the Mayan
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splits examined below, all core arguments are argued tovwicdin ergative pattern (see Coon and
Salanova 2009 for a comparison of Chol and Mé&bengokres¥plit

Splits in otherwise ergative-patterning languages aréc&jly conditioned by one of the
following factors:

(10) FACTORS CONDITIONING SPLIT ERGATIVITY (DIXON 1994, 70)

a. semantic nature of the core nominal arguments (“persidt) sp
b. tense or aspect or mood of the clause

c. semantic nature of the main verb (“Split-S”)

d. the grammatical status of the clause (main or subordinate

Chol has been described as a language with aspect-baseergativity (Comrie 1978; Quizar
and Knowles-Berry 1990; Vazquéitvarez 2002), and more recently as a language with a S@it-S
Agentive system (Gutiérrez Sanchez 2004; GutiérrecBéz and Zavala Maldonado 2005). | argue
below that the aspectual split reduces to the fact thatioestgpects involvesubordinate clauses
and in this sense we may say that Chol exhibits the final thi¢leecfour types of splits noted by
Dixon.

Below | argue that despite surface appearances, none & #ptiss marks a departure from
the language’s basic ergative-absolutive pattern. Chiisye proposealwaysfollow an ergative-
absolutive pattern of Case assignment. A special Casetif@pss always assigned to transitive
subjects, while transitive objects and intransitive scigj@lways receive absolutive Case. | assume
that ergative Case is assignigdherentlyto transitive subjects in the#t-positions (Mahajan 1989;
Woolford 1997, 2001; Legate 2002, 2008) (though the meschamf ergative Case assignment is
not crucial to the analysis proposed below), and thatboth transitive and intransitive—assigns
absolutive Case structurally to internal arguments.

Furthermaore, as | will show below, the proposal that “spiifative” languages do not necessarily
involve splits in how Case is assigned does not seem to beetimd Chol. While it is clear that
languages show differences in patterning conditioned eywbiove factors, the proposal here is that
these differences stemot from different rules of Case assignment, but from differsymtactic
structures. The overall picture is one in which the Caseyasgent properties of verbs remain
consistent in a given language.

1.2.1 Split-S

That differences in clause structure result in the appearar a split is perhaps most clear in
the case of Chol's “Split-S” system, shown in (11) and (12e(slso Gutiérrez Sanchez 2004;
Gutiérrez Sanchez and Zavala Maldonado 2005). In a Smitstem (also known as agentiveor
activesystem, see Mithun 1991), the subject of a semanticallansitive predicate patterns either
with a transitive subject (i.e. agent) or a transitive objee. patient), depending on the semantics
of the verb.

In the Chol examples in (11), we see that subjects of unaticasaand passives pattern with
transitiveobjects(by taking set B, or absolutive, marking), while in (12) wedfithat the subjects of
unergative and antipassive predicates are marked via ti#e(segative) morphology used to mark
transitivesubjects’
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(11) UNACCUSATIVES & PASSIVES (12) UNERGATIVES & ANTIPASSIVES
a. Tyi jul-i-yety. a. Tyi a-chal-e Kkay.
PRFV arrive.herev -2 PRFV A2-doDTV song
‘You arrived here!’ ‘You sang.
b. Tyi mejk’-i-yety. b. Tyi a-cha’l-e wuts’-ofi-el.
PRFV hugPASV-ITV-B2 PRFV A2-dOoDTV washAP-NML
‘You were hugged. “You washed.’

In these examples it is evident that the constructions in &t (12) differ not only in how the
subject is marked, but also in syntactic structure. Thegaiie and antipassive forms in (12) are
clearlytransitive the subject is the subject of a transitive light vecha’l, which takes the lexical
unergative or antipassive stem as its nominal complement.

This split, | argue, is the result of a single requiremengllsd out in (13): both transitive and
intransitive “little v” in Chol obligatorily assign Casebsolutivg to an internal argument.

(13) CHOL LITTLE v GENERALIZATION
a. Allinternal arguments must be assigned (absolutivep ®gisav head;
b. All v's must assign absolutive Case to an internal argument.

This proposal is based on the observation that all forms lwkédke complements (transitives,
unaccusatives, and passives) inflect directly as verbdewstems that do not take complements
(unergatives and antipassives) must surface as nominatdér to predicate, these complementless
nominals must serve as arguments of a higher predicate.

Interestingly, we will see below that Chol's Split-S syst&smot about whether the subject
is anagent(compare Gutiérrez Sanchez and Zavala Maldonado 2005)isrit about any of the
other factors discussed in Mithun’s (1991) survey of Spldystems: i.e. lexical aspect in Guarani;
performancgeffect/instigation in Lakhota; or affectedness in Central Pomotiihti 1991, 523).
Rather, the Split-S system in Chol is about the presencesamnale of a Case-requirimgpmplement
This is shown clearly by comparing the forms in (14). Whildhboonstructions have thematic
agents, only the full transitive in (14a) inflects as a very(1i4b) the object has been incorporated
and the light verb is required, just as in the unergative anipassive forms in (12).

(14) a. TRANSITIVE
Tyi i-laty’-a ja  aj-Maria.
PRFV A3-heavefv waterDET-Maria
‘Maria carried (the) water.’
b. INCORPORATION ANTIPASSIVE
Tyi i-cha’l-e laty’ ja° aj-Maria.
PRFV A3-doDTV heavewaterDET-Maria
‘Maria carried water.’ (lit.: ‘Maria did water-carrying.’

3Unless otherwise noted, all Chol data are from my fieldnatediected in Chiapas, Mexico between 2002 and
2010. Data from narrative texts will include an abbreviatémd line number (see appendix D for a list of narrative text
abbreviations); other data is from elicitation.
Chol is written in a Spanish-based practical orthography[?]; & — [i]; b— [6]; ch—[{f]; j — [h]; fi — [n]; ty — [t]; x
—[1; y=1[iI; C' — ejective consonant. Other symbols represent their IPAegal Chol phonology is discussed further in
appendix A.2 below.
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Below | discuss the consequences of the generalization3, libth within Chol, and for a theory
of Case assignment more broadly.

1.2.2 Aspect split

Turning to Chol’s aspect split, | argue that just like theiSgl system above, this split may be
reduced to a difference in structure. In (15) and (16) we Beesplit pattern of person marking
triggered by different aspects in Chol. In the perfectiveeas in (15), person marking follows an
ergative-absolutive pattern. Both the transitive object #he intransitive subject are marked via the
first person set B suffixyon, while the third person transitive subject is co-indexedthsy set A
prefixi-. In the progressive forms in (16), in contrast, both travesiand intransitive subjects are
marked with the prefix.

(15) PERFECTIVE (16) PROGRESSIVE
a. Tyi i-jats’-ayof. a. Chonikoli-jats’-of.
PRFV A3-hit-Tv-B1 PROG A3-hit-81
‘She hit me. ‘She’s hitting me.
b. Tyi majl-i-yofi. b. Choiikoli-majl-el.
PRFVQO4TV-B1 PROG A3-goNML
‘I went. ‘She’s going.’

It is important to note here that though the forms in (16) aescdbed as exhibiting a
nominative-accusative pattern, it is not the case thaetagr distinct “nominative” and “accusative”
morphemes. Rather, the set A marker, reserved for tra@stibjects in the perfective aspect and
for possessorsis extended to mark intransitive subjects in the nonpévedqimperfective and
progressive) aspects. In Dixon’s terminology, this pattercalled “extended ergativity”, and is
schematized in (17)—(18). | call nonperfective forms likede in (16) “A-Constructions”, after the
set A marking found on both transitive and intransitive saty.

(17) ERGATIVE-PATTERNING (18) “NOMINATIVE -PATTERNING’
transitive A-stemB transitive A-stemB
intransitive  stemB — intransitive A-stem

The proposal for the structure of the A-Constructions in @lfove is illustrated in (19), where
| have inserted overt subjects to clarify the proposal. Témeat marker is the syntactic matrix
predicate; it takes a possessed nominalized clause asgts §internal) argument. The nominalized
clause is third person, and like other third person inteamglments in the language, triggers no
overt morphology on the aspectual predicate (third persarBsis null)* The subjects of the
nominalized clauses are embedded PROs, controlled byrpgissessorsT he fact that possessors
control both transitive and intransitive subjects, and tfemitive and ergative marking are identical
(="set A"), gives the appearance of a nominative-accuegiattern.

“Below | suggest that third person set B is null because it doesxist; | nonetheless continue to represent null set B
morphemes in some instances for purposes of illustratierg for example to show that the bracketed forms in (19) are
the absolutive arguments of the progressive verb.
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(19) CHOL “A-CONSTRUCTIONS = COMPLEX CLAUSES
a. Chofkol-@[ppi- [jats-ofPRQ, ]jifii x-"ixiky ;.
PROGB3 A3- hit-B1 DET CL-woman
lit. ~ ‘The woman'’s hitting me is happening.’
b. Chofkol-@ [ppi- [majl-el PRQ, ]jifi x-lixiky 1.
PROGB3 A3- goONML DET CL-woman
lit. ~ ‘The woman’s going is happening.’

In the chapters below | provide extensive language-inteand comparative evidence in favor
of this proposal. First, | show that the progressive and ifigotive aspect markers behave as
predicates, while the perfective aspect marker does noorise | show that the bracketed forms in
(19) behave as nominals, both distributionally and morpgicklly.

1.2.3 Nonperfective verbs

An important piece of evidence for the predicative naturéhefnonperfective forms is the existence
of forms like those in (21), which | will refer to as the “B-Cstnuctions” after the set B marking
used to cross-reference the subjects. Again, in the A-Qaeigins, like the one repeated in (20),
the unaccusative aspectual verb takes a full nominalizagsel as its single internal argument. In the
B-Constructions (also knows as “raising” constructiond/iayan literature, see Robertson 1980),
the aspectual verb assigns absolutive Case a@htbke to the thematic subject. The lexical verb is
subordinated under the preposititi. | argue below that the subject receives Casefrom the
lexical verb, but from the aspectual head. That is, deshéeotiginal label of these constructions,
there is no raising of the subject.

(20) A-CONSTRUCTIONS (21) B-CONSTRUCTIONS
a. Chonikol k-jats’-ety ]. a. Chofikolef tyi  kK'ux-waij.
PROG Al-hit-B2 PROGB1 PREPeat-tortilla
‘I'm hitting you.’ ‘I'm eating tortillas.’
b. Chonikol[ k-majl-el 1. b. Chonkolefi tyi ts’am-el.
PROG Al-goNML PROGB1 PREPbatheNML
‘I'm going.’ ‘I'm bathing.’

Below | argue that the stems which appear in A- and B-Constme in the Chol
nonperfective aspects are in complementary distributiafi: and only stems which combine
with full Case-requiring internal arguments (transitivemaccusatives, and passives) appear in
A-Constructions, while those that do not (unergatives amigbassives) appear in B-Constructions. |
show how this is a natural consequence of the generalizatitiB8) above. A summary of the basic
perfective and nonperfective constructions discusseldisrdissertation is provided for reference in
appendix B.

Constructions akin to the Chol B-Constructions are foundgriogressive and imperfective
constructions in a wide variety of languages, both erga@wel not. Examples from French and
Dutch are given in (22); here, as in the Chol forms in (21),dhigiects are the syntactic subjects of
intransitiveauxiliary verbs; the lexical verb is in a nonfinite form.
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(22) a. FRENCH
Zazieestentrain dejouer.
Zazieis in alongof play
‘Zazie is playing.’
b. DuTtcH
Ik benhethuis aanhetbouwen.
| am thehouseat thebuild
‘I am building the house.’ (Demirdache and Uribe-Etxel@m2000, 178)

In nominative-accusative languages like these, both itremsnd intransitive subjects always
(and by definition) receive the same marking (nominative)ne “split” arises. In a language
which otherwise shows ergative morphology, however, whésegts of an apparently transitive
(albeit embedded) verb are marked absolutive, the restitteiappearance of a split. Examples
from a few of the languages discussed below are given in (28)all of these languages the
subjects of transitive verbs are normally marked with a gbecgative suffix. The subjects of these
nonperfective clauses, however, behave as other absolruments in their respective languages
in being unmarked.

(23) a. BasQuE

emakume-a[ ogi-ak ja-te-n ]Jari da

womanbET breadbET.PL eatNML-LOC PROG3ABS.iS

‘The woman is eating (the) bread.’ (Laka 2006, 173)
b. Tsez

uz [Corpa b-iS-xosi ]@-ic-asi yot
boy() soup(i) lll-eat-PTCP I-stayPRT bePRES

‘The boy is eating soup.’ (Maria Polinsky, p.c.)
C. KASHMIRI

bi chu-s tom-is [ kita:b diva:n].

| be-1sG her/him-DAT book giving

‘l am giving her/him a book.’ (Wali and Koul 1997, 252)

All of these languages have been described as having asasett split ergativity. Below,
however, | propose (following Laka’s (2006) analysis of &ae) that the subjects above behave
exactly as we would expect in an ergative languaieen that they receive Case from an intransitive
matrix verl not from the embedded lexical verb. Just as with the Chot-Spystem above, aspect
splits thus represent a split not in Case assignment, blduse structure.

1.2.4 Directionality of splits

As frequently noted in the typological literature, if a large which is generally morphologically
ergative shows nonergative patterning in some aspect,llitalmiays be in (some subset of) the
nonperfective aspectsrhe perfective aspect always retains ergative markingopgse here that
the appearance of nonergative marking is simply the re$udt @complex clause construction in
certain aspects, as shown in (24).
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— simple clause I complex clause —
(24) <+ ergative I non-ergative —
perfective > imperfective > progressive

The question thus becomes: why do the nonperfective aspeots to be expressed
periphrastically, while the perfective never does? In thalfchapter of the dissertation, | examine
the theory of spatiotemporal relations proposed in Dersiidaand Uribe-Etxebarria 2000. They
argue that the progressive (and by extension, imperfgctigpect frequently involves a locative
construction because it denotes a situation in whichatbsertion timgReichenbach’seference
time) is locatedin the event time They do not discuss, however, the perfective aspect. ettt
the perfective aspect does not involve locative structeeabse there is no preposition which can
convey the correct relation, namely that the assertion imasupersef the event time. This, |
argue, captures the directionality of the split generéibzain (24).

1.3 OUTLINE OF THE DISSERTATION

The remaining chapters are organized as follows. Chapterofides relevant background
information on Mayan languages and on Chol more specificallypresent the context of the
language, along with basics of Chol morphosyntax relevarithé analysis in the later chapters.
A more comprehensive discussion of Chol grammar is providegbpendix A, and in works cited
therein. This chapter also provides an overview of pattefesgativity and split ergativity in Mayan
languages. | sketch the proposal that split ergativity inl@hthe result of subordination; following
Larsen and Norman 1979, | suggest that other instanceseggditivity in the Mayan family may be
reduced to this as well.

In chapter 3 | begin with an investigation into Chol's S@8itsystem, where we observe that
stems which subcategorize for internal complements (trees, unaccusatives, and passives) may
inflect directly as predicates, while those which do not (gatves and antipassives), must surface
as nominals. This, | show, has consequences for the granmsveawaole, and in particular for the
system of aspectual splits. Finally, | discuss consequeat€hol’s system for Case Theory more
generally.

Chapter 4 provides the analysis of the nonperfective “A<dactions” described above. | argue
that these constructions always involve complement-tpkierbs, which undergo nominalization
above thevP layer, analogous to Englighoss-ingnominalizations (see Abney 1987). Next,
| argue that the nonperfective aspect markers are thenssekmbs, and discuss nonperfective
“B-Constructions” as support in favor of this analysis. &irall verbs must combine with DPs in
the language, the verbal aspect markers may not combinglidivth verbal complement-taking
stems; rather, the stems which appear in A-Constructionst imenominalized The fact that in
the A-Constructions both transitive and intransitive sglg are controlled PROs (expected in an
ergative language, see Anderson 1976), controlled by higbgsessors, gives the appearance of a
nominative-accusative system.

In chapter 5 | show that this pattern of aspect-based sgtiity is not limited to Chol, or
even the Mayan family, but in fact is found in a number of gexadly unrelated and geographically
distant languages. Developing the proposal in Laka 2008gueathat split person marking in
the nonperfective aspect is the result of the fact that tlspects are frequently expressed as
locative constructiongBybee et al. 1994). The question thus turns from: why do weay
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find nonergative patterns in the nonperfective aspects? wioy are the nonperfective aspects
expressed as locative constructions, while the perfecéwer is? | propose that natural languages
do not have the preposition which would be required to detimeperfective aspect. Specifically,
while the imperfective aspect is expressed asabeERTION TIME (AST-T) locatedin the EVENT
TIME (EV-T), AST-T C EV-T, there is no preposition to convey the opposite retatiaST-T O
EV-T. Finally, chapter 6 summarizes the major insights ef dissertation, along with outstanding
guestions, and offers avenues for future research.

1.4 ANOTE ON METHODOLOGY

The Chol data presented below are compiled from a varietyoofcgs, including recorded
spontaneous speech and narratives, interviews with regig@kers, transcribed spontaneous speech,
and the scholarly work of Chol-speaking linguists. Where ttata comes from recorded and
transcribed narratives, a citation is given including aecéar the narrative and a line number;
abbreviations used for these texts can be found in appendixNDn-narrative data from the
published work of native Chol-speaking linguists is citsdsach by each example.

The majority of the data below comes from fieldnotes that leotéd during trips to Chiapas
between 2002 and 2010. This includes a combination of data formal elicitation sessions, as
well as from casual speech overheard and discussed dugrtgrtt | resided in the Chol-speaking
village of Campanario. During elicitation sessions | camsied Chol sentences, describing the
appropriate context, and asked speakers whether the sent@s acceptable or not. In some cases
I would ask speakers to translate from Spanish into CholtanfChol into Spanish. Much of the
data were collected via a combination of natural speech beithgéon. For example, overhearing
sentence X | would transcribe the sentence and then ask: j0&isaidX. . . could you sayy?”,
and a discussion about the various ways to say (or not sayjea gentence would ensue. | have
confirmed all of the data presented below with more than oealsy. In cases where speakers’
judgments about a particular form vary, or where a form wagpied but described as marginal, |
have noted this below.
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CHAPTER 2

M AYAN BASICS, SPLITS, AND SUBORDINATION

This chapter provides an overview of relevant backgrourfdrinmation on Chol and Mayan

languages more broadly. | begin in section 2.1 with basicautithe Mayan language family.

Next, in section 2.2 | discuss grammatical information valg to the discussion below: predicate
initiality, head marking, root classification, stem format and aspect. Finally, in section 2.3, |
examine patterns of ergativity and split ergativity in thenfly. Following Larsen and Norman 1979,
| provide evidence that the majority of splits in Mayan candoalyzed as involving subordinate
nominal forms, as proposed for Chol below. | discuss previanalyses in this vein, noting

similarities and differences between these and the asgbysposed below.

2.1 CHOL AND THE M AYAN FAMILY

There are currently about thirty living Mayan languageskem by over six million people located
throughout Meso-Americh. Mayan languages are genetically classified into five or sijoma
groups: Huastecan, Yucatecan, Greater Tseltalan, Grééejob’alan, and K’ichean—Mamean
(Campbell and Kaufman 1985); Kaufman 1976 lists K’icheaml &famean as two distinct
subgroupg. They vary in numbers of speakers from over two million fordfiee’, to moribund
Itza’ with only around twenty speakers. The languages ohsabgroup are shown in (1), where
semicolons represent subgroup-internal divisions. Soardraversy over subfamily divisions
exists, as discussed in Campbell and Kaufman 1985. The dynibimdicates that the language is
now extinct.

(1) MAYAN FAMILY CLASSIFICATION (CAMPBELL AND KAUFMAN 1985)
a. Huastecan: Huastec and Chicomucelfec
b. Yucatecan: Yucatec, Lacandon; Mopan, Itza’
c. Greater Tseltalan:
i. Cholan: Chol, Chontal; Ch’orti’, Cholti

IThis number is cited in Wikipedia 2009 and can be obtainedduljray the total population numbers for each of the
languages in the Ethnologue database (Gordon 2005) (thoagk of these numbers are from older census information).
2Throughout this dissertation, | spell Mayan languages fafieg to the conventions developed and adopted by native
speaker linguists (see discussion in Mateo-Toledo 200@®se spellings may in some cases deviate from those used by
the authors from which the data are cited. For instance | lusé ‘Jakaltek rather than Jacalte¢ and “K’ichee™ rather
than “Quiché.
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ii. Tseltalan:Tseltal, Tzotzil

d. Greater Q’anjob’alan:

i. Qanjob’alan: Q’anjob’al, Akatek, Jakaltek (a.k.a. Popti’); Mocho (ak.
Motocintlec)

ii. Chujean:Chuj, Tojolabal
e. Kichean—Mamean:
i. Kichean: Q’eqchi’; Uspantek; Pogomchi’, Pogomam; K'ichee’, Kadahi
TZz'utujil, Sakapultek, Sipakapense
ii. Mamean:Teco, Mam; Awakatek, Ixil

Chol (underlined above), together with Chontal, Ch’ortidathe now-extinct language Cholti,
belongs to the Cholan subgroup of the Greater Tseltalanyfamiich also includes Tseltal and
Tzotzil (Tseltalan subgroup). Chol is spoken by approxetyatl50,000 people in the state of
Chiapas in southern Mexico. Chiapas is shown in figure 2.1.

Chol is divided into two major mutually intelligible dialegroups: Tila Chol and Tumbala Chol
(Schumann 1973). Data in this thesis come mainly from tha @ibup, and certain differences
between Tila and Tumbala Chol will be noted throughout. tufsthe data were collected in
the Chol-speaking village of Campanario. This village isalied in Tila county, but shows some
differences from the Chol spoken in the city of Tila. Chokaking counties in Chiapas are shown
highlighted in the map in figure 2.2 (maps used with permisfiom Vézquez&lvarez 2002).

Figure 2.1: MAP OF MEXICO WITH CHIAPAS HIGHLIGHTED

The label “Chol”, used to refer both to the language and igakprs, is externally imposed and
is not frequently used by Chol speakers themselves. Ait{d&33, 1) notes that the roahol is
also used in words associated with corn, cornfields (Spamilgl®), and corn-planting and suggests:
“it is not unlikely that at the time of first contact [Chol speas] would have identified themselves
to others as people of thailpa” Chol-speakers refer to the languagelals ty’an, literally ‘our
(inclusive) words’ or ‘our (inclusive) speech’. Other Ctgpleakers are simply calléak pi‘al ‘our
(inclusive) friends’ okixtyahu ‘person’ (from Spanisleristiano ‘Christian’).

“Chol” is also written and pronounced with an initial ejeeti Ch'ol. VazquezAIvarez (2002,
13) suggests that the ejective variant is used primarilyg®akers with greater experience writing
Chol, for example social workers or investigators. Thetejecsariant is also more frequently used
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Figure 2.2: MAP OF CHIAPAS WITH CHOL-SPEAKING COUNTIES HIGHLIGHTED

Salto de Agua

Palengue

r Tumbald

in the Tumbala dialect (Attinasi 1973, Nicolas Arcos kam.c.). | follow Chol-speaking linguists
VazquezAlvarez and Gutiérrez Sanchez, both from the Tila diategton, in using the term “Chol”
without the initial ejective.

2.2 TYPOLOGICAL BASICS

This section covers some basics of Mayan morphosyntaxaeldo the discussion below. | focus
on Chol, but the general properties of Chol discussed heegrely, that it is a head-initial, head-
marking, morphologically ergative language with prediemiitial word order—are shared by most
members of the Mayan family. These characteristics willduehed on briefly in this section, but
see also appendix A, as well as the other works cited therepdoe details on Chol grammar.

2.2.1 Predicate initiality

In Chol, as in the majority of Mayan languages (see for exanfipigland 1991; Aissen 1992),
predicates precede the subject in unmarked discourse pasmdly the examples in (2). As these
examples illustrate, predicates in Chol are not restritbetverbs”, but can consist of any lexical
item, like the adjective in (2c) and the noun in (2d), diseasirther below.

(2) CHOL IS PREDICATE INITIAL
a. Tyi i-chof-o ja'as jifi wifiik.
PRFV A3-sell-Tv bananaDET man
‘The man sold bananas.’

3Basically this reduces to the fact that Chol does not havevart equative copula; predicative nouns and adjectives
directly inflect.
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b. Tax ts’am-i  k-chich.
PRFV.alreadybathetTv Al-older.sister
‘My older sister bathed already.’

c. Cha-ety-la.
tall-B2-pPL
‘Youp,_ are tall.

d. Maystrajaj-Maria.
teacher DET-Maria
‘Maria is a teacher.’

We also see here that Chol is a head-marking pro-drop lagguggmmatical relations are
marked on the predicate via the set A and set B morphemessdetabove, and full nominal
arguments may be dropped. First and second person pronautypially used only for emphasis.
When present, they generally appear in preverbal topic ard@osition (see below). Overt third
person nominals follow the basic order of VOS in transitjwéS in intransitives (Vazqueé\lvarez
2002; Coon 2010b). Though transitives with two overt thiedlson post-verbal arguments are rare
in natural discourse, they do occur. A transitive is give(@a) and an intransitive in (3b).

(3) a. VOSTRANSITIVE
Tyi i-ha’-tya pafiamilkixtyafio.
PRFV A3-know-DTV world people
‘The people understood.’ (lit.: ‘The people knew the wadyld. (D.175)

b. VSINTRANSITIVE
Ta-x lajm-i jifii x-fiek.
PRFV-alreadydiedTv DET CL-fiek
‘The xfiekalready died? (D.30)

Traditionally, predicate-initial order in Mayan languad®as been analyzed as the result of base
generation of right-side specifiers, as proposed in Ais882 1in Coon 2010b | argue that predicate
initial order in Chol is not base-generated, but is the tesfulronting of the phrasal predicate to a
position above the subject. VSO order is also possible fal @hnsitives, argued in Coon 2010b
to be the result of remnant VP movement.

Though predicate-initial order is basic in discourse rautontexts, both subjects and objects
can be fronted to pre-verbal topic and focus positions (ssseft 1992 for a discussion of topic and
focus in Tzotzil, and Coon 2010b for more examples from Chall)six possible orders of subject,
verb, and object are thus possible; some examples are shaha inaturally-occurring sentences in
(4). There is no specific topic or focus morphology in Choltleye is in some Mayan languages
(the enclitic=i, discussed in appendix A.6, frequently appears on frontet&nal, though it is not
obligatory and is also possible on post-verbal nominals).

“The xfiekis a mythological figure, frequently featured in Chol nawes. Josserand (2003) writes that #ieek“is
the most salient manifestation of the class of threateningdn-like characters. He looks like a large black-skinned
human, but displays non-human behavior and charactexidtie lives in the deep woods, and seeks to eat the people he
encounters, although he rarely if ever succeeds, sincerfwd iry smart and is easily fooled.”
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(4) a. TOPICALIZED STATIVE SUBJECT
Perokome jofofi alal-of-tyo...
but becausdPrRoONchild-B1-still

‘But because | was still a child....’ (B.25)
b. TOPICALIZED INTRANSITIVE SUBJECT

Jifii wakax t-ach kej-i tyi  p'ojl-el.

DET COW PRFV-AFF beginiTv PREPreproduceNmL

‘The cows did begin to reproduce.’ (C.11

C. TOPICALIZED TRANSITIVE SUBJECT

Entonsegiii me ta” y-il-a-yof-lojon.

and.so DET deerPRFV A3-seebTV-B1l-PL.EXCL

‘The deer saw Usc, .’ (D.27)
d. FOCUSSED OBJECT

Yambatyi i-tyaj-a  tsi.

other PRFVA3-find-Tv dog

‘It was another that the dog had found.’ (E.95)

As noted above, predicates in Chol consist not just of caradlyi verbal stems. Rather, any
lexical item in the language can serve as a predicate. In trk taelow we will find it useful to
distinguish between two main types of predicatessthtiveor so-called “non-verbal” predicates,
like alal ‘child’ in (4a), and 2. eventivepredicates, likeyaja ‘find’ in (4d). In chapter 3 below |
propose that any Chol form which combines with a DP complérherctions as a predicate.

Additional examples of stative and eventive predicates given in (5) and (6). Stative
predicates, like those in (5), are characterized by theiliabo appear with aspectual markers.
Statives include a small set of transitives, suchoas‘want’ and-ujil ‘know how to’, as well as all
nominal and adjectival forms, likehich‘older sister’ andmich’ ‘angry’ in (5b). Chol does not have
an overt equative copula. Stative predicates are discuissadre detail in appendix A.5 below.

(5) STATIVE PREDICATES

a. Y-om wa,j.
A3-wanttortilla
‘She wants tortillas.’

b. K-chich aj-Maria.
Al-older.sisteDET-Maria
‘Maria is my older sister.’

c. Mich'jii x-k'alal.
angry DET cL-girl
‘The girl is angry.’

Eventive predicates, in contrast, obligatorily appeahwit aspectual marker, here the perfective
tyi, and typically appear with a “status suffix” or “theme vow#&llowing the root:-e in (6a) and
-i in (6b). Below | discuss the classification of roots and threnfation of eventive stems, as well as
aspect and person morphology.
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(6) EVENTIVE PREDICATES
a. Tyi k-mel-e waj.
PRFV Al-make7v tortilla
‘I made tortillas.’
b. Tyi vyajl-i jifi x-k'alal.
PRFVfall-1Tv DET cL-girl
‘The qirl fell!

2.2.2 Roots, Stems, and Predication

Roots in Chol, and throughout the Mayan language family, ggmeerally CVC in shape. This
includes roots with lengthened and aspirated vowels, septed CV|C, as well as roots with
“broken” or interrupted vowels, CXV;C (see appendix A.2). All consonants may appear in either
initial or final position of a root (though not all pairs of csmmants mayo-occurwithin a root;
see Gallagher and Coon 2009). Some roots are realized witfitah glottal stop when appearing
word-initially, but this is generally not transcribed?ek’] ‘star’, for example, is written agk’.
These “vowel-initial” roots will play an important part dii¢ the discussion of the status of person
markers below. While some roots may stand alone as worddv@irds are most often formed by
combining a root with one or more affixes.

Roots which directly form eventive stems (that is, withd &id of a light verb or derivational
morphology) may be divided into three basic classes basethan stem-forming morphology.
These are shown in table 2.1.

Table 2.1: CHOL VERBAL ROOT CLASSES(VAZQUEZ ALVAREZ 2002)

transitive intransitive positional
mek’ ‘hug’ majl  ‘go’ buch ‘seated’
Kux ‘eat way ‘sleep’ | wa  ‘standing on 2 legs’
jats’  ‘hit’ uk’ ‘cry’ koty ‘standing on 4 legs’
kuch ‘carry’ | yajl  ‘fall xity  ‘standing on head’
chai  ‘sell’ tyijp’  ‘jump’ jok’  ‘hanging (something large)’
man  ‘buy’ lets ‘ascend’| jich’ ‘hanging (something small)’
wuts’  ‘wash’ | wejl  ‘fly’ ts'ej ‘lying on side’
ch’ax ‘bail’ cham ‘die’ pak ‘lying face-down’
mos ‘cover’ | och  ‘enter xoty ‘in arigid circular form’
bon ‘paint’ | lok’ ‘exit’ soy ‘inanon-rigid circular form’

Unergative roots in Chol are encoded as “action nominalsb(aalled “verbal nouns”); they
do not inflect directly as predicates, but appear instead@sreents in light verb constructions.
Unergative constructions are discussed in further in @raptbelow. | use the unqualified term
“intransitive” to refer to unaccusatives.

As table 2.1 shows, in addition to familiar classes of trawess and intransitives, Mayan
languages have a third class of rootgositionals (England 1983, 2001; Haviland 1994;
ViazquezAIvarez 2002). Semantically, positionals generally referphysical state, shape,
configuration, or surface quality. From a morphologicalspective, they are identified based on
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the different stem forms in which they appear. While posgioroots appear in verbal stems, they
also (perhaps canonically, as the glosses in table 2.1 st)gggpear in stative stems as adjectival or
secondary predicates, discussed in appendixXA.5.

Although the neat divisions in the above table will be uséithe discussion below, they are in
some cases misleading. As evidenced by recent literatutki®topic, the classification of Mayan
roots is not always so straightforward. Lois and Vapnar&008), Lois and Vapnarsky (2006), and
Lois (2010), for example, argue that roots in Yucatec Maya warderspecified, while Haviland
(1994) proposes a classification system based on derightimofiles. Haviland (1994, 716)
characterizes certain roots in Tzotzil Mayan as “semaritnpanteaus” which contain “several
interrelated notions bundled up inside.” In his study of fEdwverb root classes, Haviland describes
the problem:

The harsh light of breakfast reveals that many roots failalb dleanly into one of

the three categories. Of the total of 855 verbal roots undesideration, only 157
are clearly [transitive], 45 are [intransitive], and 272 gpositional] by the criteria

in question. This leaves some 280 roots whose formal priegeperch them on
some categorial fence, mixed between intransitive, tti@esiand positional characters.
(Haviland 1994, 706)

While no numerical study of root classification has yet beemnedfor Chol, problems to those
noted by Haviland arise. For example, while the Chol roajl ‘go’ listed in table 2.1 directly forms
only intransitive stems, the rowiy ‘sleep’ forms both intransitive stems as well as positi@tams
(indicating a position of sleeping), without the additiohderivational morphology. The roatch
‘enter’ appears underived only as an intransitive, whitertbotlok’ appears both in intransitive and
transitive stems, meaning ‘exit’ and ‘take out’ respedsivéttinasi (1973) discusses the difficulty
of root classification in the context of Chol, concluding:

It is best, then, not to class lexical roots as any one partpekesh, and not to
class certain notions or concepts as intrinsically and aripriominal, verbal, or
adjectival. .. As much as possible, the reference of thed¢xoot should be considered
truly infinitive [sic], belonging to no specific form classuch as “noun”. (Attinasi
1973, 108)

See also Coon 2004 and chapter 3.3 below for a discussiore @ldksification of roots and stems
in Chol.
2.2.3 Eventive Predicates

In this section we examine the eventive stem-forming magahofor each of the root types listed in
table 2.1 above. Eventive predicates distinguish therasdhom stative or so-called “non-verbal’

®It is important to note that positionals in Mayan languagesndt represent a distingrammatical categorybut
rather, a distinct class obotsin the language (contra Evans and Levinson 2009). These take different stem-forming
morphology from transitive or intransitive roots, but s in familiar adjectival or verbal stem forms.

®In addition to the large number of unclassified roots, thesabers illustrate the striking pervasiveness of posit®na
in Mayan grammar. We also find a comparatively small numbaéntecdinsitive roots. This appears to be the case for Chol
as well (see appendices in Vazquidzarez 2002) and is likely connected to the fact that unirga roots are nominals
and must appear in light verb constructions.
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predicates by appearing with aspect morphology and spsteah-forming suffixes, known as
“status suffixes” or “theme vowels”, which appear on the stémthe perfective, the status suffix
always involves a final vowel, which | propose below to be atantiation of a verbal head. |
argue in chapter 4 that the nonperfective stems are in faninadizations; they begin ag?s and
are nominalized higher up (cf. Engligioss-ingnominalizations). These forms are summarized
in table 2.2. In addition to the transitive, intransitivedgpositional roots given above, | include a
discussion of the class of so-called “non-root transitstgim formation, a class of derived transitive
stems present throughout the Mayan family.

Table 2.2: EVENTIVE STEM FORMS

perfective | nonperfective
root transitive A-root-V-B | A-root-(e)-B
non-root transitive| A-root-V-B | A-root-Vi-B
intransitive root-i-B A-root-el
positional root-li-B A-root-tyal

As seen in the first two rows of table 2.2, both perfective amtperfective transitives show set A
markers co-indexing their subjects, and set B co-indexlrjgats. In the intransitive and positional
forms, however, we see a split in person marking: stems irpéréective show set B marking
co-indexing their subjects (an ergative pattern), whitarst in the nonperfective aspects show set
A marking, giving the appearance of a nominative-accusgbattern. Below | argue that while
the set A markers in the perfective aspect co-index tramsgubjectsdrgative the set A markers
on the nonperfective transitive and intransitive formsha second column co-index grammatical
possessorsgénitivg. | begin here with a discussion of stem-forming morphojadpen turn to
aspect in 2.2.4 and person morphology in 2.2.5.

Root transitives

In the perfective aspect, transitive roots appear in ttimesstems with a harmonic vowel suffix, as
shown by the examples in (7). Transitive subjects are cexed by set A prefixes, while transitive
objects are marked set B (null in the third person). | gloss/dwel suffix Tv’ for “transitive verb”,
discussed further in chapter’'3.

(7) PERFECTIVE TRANSITIVES
a. Tyi i-tyg-a k’am-af.
PRFV A3-find-Tv sick-NML
‘They became sick.’ (lit.: “They found sickness.”) (C.21)
b. Tyi k-pak-a jam.
PRFV Al-plantTv grass
‘| planted grass. (C.3)

7As noted in appendix A.2 and discussed in Vazglikarez in progress, there are a few forms involving a roateto
[a] in which the suffix is not completely identical, but inateappears as the high unrounded vovadlPA [i]).
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c. Tyi k-mek-e-yety.
PRFV Al-hugTv-B2
‘I hugged you.’
d. Tyi a-chil-i ja'as.
PRFV A2-fry-Tv banana
‘You fried bananas.
e. Ta’ k-lu” chofi-o jifii wakax.
PRFV Al-all sell-Tv DET cow
‘| sold all of the cows.’ (C.22)
f. Tyi i-jul-u jiii me’.
PRFV A3-shootTv DET deer
‘He shot the deer.’

The same transitive roots do not appear with vowel suffix@sdmonperfective aspects. Instead,
transitive roots in the nonperfective aspects form stetheewith no suffix, or the suffixe’, glossed
‘DEP for “dependent (embedded) clause suffix” and discussedhapier 4. The suffixe’, shown
in (8c), is always optional, and only possible with third gmT objects (i.e. in the absence of set B
morphology). Just as in the perfective, transitive subjece marked set A, objects are marked set
B.

(8) NONPERFECTIVE TRANSITIVES

a. Mi k-pak’ jam.
IMPF Al-plantgrass
‘I plant grass.’

b. Chorikolk-mek’-ety.
PROG Al-hugs2
‘I'm hugging you.’

c. Mi a-ch’il-e® ja‘as.
IMPF A2-fry-DEP banana
‘You fry bananas.’

Non-root transitives

Theroot transitivesfrom the previous section contrast widkrivedor non-roottransitives. Derived
transitive stems, such as the applicatives in (9), appetrawowel suffix in the perfective aspect
and a-Vfi suffix in the nonperfective aspe&sTransitives derived via causative and applicative
morphology are discussed in the context of other valencagihg morphology in appendix A.4
below.

8The Proto-Mayan applicative is proposed to be'¢ (see Mora-Marin 2003 and works cited therein). | follow
VazquezAlvarez (2002) in parsing out these forms into an applieatind status suffixesh-e and-b-efi to show the
uniform morphological behavior of derivédon-root transitives.
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(9) APPLICATIVES
a. Tyi k-mel-be i-waj alob.
PRFV Al-makeAPPL-DTV A3-tortilla child
‘I made the child his tortillas.’
b. Mi k-mel-b€fi i-waj alob.
IMPF Al-makeAPPL-D.NML A3-tortilla child
‘I make the child his tortillas.’

In addition to clearly derived forms like those in (9), theilgo exists a large class of stems
which appear with the sam¥ /-Vi stem suffixes, yet show no overt derivational morphologynas
the forms in (10) and (11). Unlike the root transitives, tiogvels in the suffixes are not necessarily
harmonic with the root vowel, though the vowel in the peifegtnonperfective-V /-Vi pair is
always identical. The exception is an alternation betwaenvbwelséd anda in the (d) forms also
found elsewhere in the language. | gloss these suffixgg’and ‘D.NML’ for “derived transitive
verb” and “derived transitive nominal”, respectively. Iedping with the proposal, argued for in
chapter 4, that nonperfective forms are nominal, | analiedinal-i as a nominalizing morpheme,
though for simplicity | do not parse out the for¥fi into two morphemes in the glosses.

(10) PERFECTIVE NON-ROOT TRANSITIVES

a. Tyi k-xujch'-i tyak'ifi.

PRFV Al-stealbTv money
‘| stole money.’

b. Tyi i-pil-e majl-el iy-ijiam.
PRFV A3-accompanypTVv go-NML A3-wife
‘He accompanied his wife.’

c. Tyi i-ts’ijb-u i-k'aba’.

PRFV A3-write-DTV A3-name
‘He wrote his name.’

d. Tyi aw-il-a-yof.
PRFVA2-seebTV-B1
‘You saw me.’

(11) NONPERFECTIVE NONROOT TRANSITIVES
a. Mi k-xujch’-ifi tyak'ifi.
IMPF Al-stealb.NML money

‘| steal money.’
b. Woli i-pi’l-efi majl-el iy-ijiam.
PROGA3-accompanys.NML go-NML A3-wife
‘He’s accompanying his wife”’ (Aulie and Aulie 1978)

®This example comes from the Tumbala dialect, in whiali (rather tharchofiko) marks the progressiva\oli and
chofikolappear to have identical syntactic behavior. Here and i€ladll data taken from other sources, | will use my
own glosses rather than those of the original authors whéfezehces exist, noting important distinctions as thager
In a few cases, my Chol transcription differs slightly fronose of the authors cited. | use thavesymbol rather than
the apostrophe for a glottal stop, a&fbr the sixth vowel (Aulie and Aulie 1978 use the wedge).
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c. Chorfkoli-ts’ijb-ufi i-k'aba’.
PROG A3-write-D.NML A3-name
‘He’s writing his name.’

d. Mi aw-il-afi-of.

IMPF A2-Seeb.NML-B1
‘You see me.’

We find in appendix A.4 below thaV/ /-Vii stems with and without overt derivational morphology
behave alike with respect to derivational processes lilssipa. We might thus think of forms like
those in (10)—(11) as “zero-derived” transitives. Indemadny (perhaps most) of these forms are
clearly denominal The rootxujch’ in (10a)/(11a) appears uninflected is the noun ‘thigdi;al is
‘friend’; and ts'ijb is ‘scribe’ or ‘writing’.° In other cases, such as with the rdain (10d)/(11d),
the root is not recognizable from elsewhere in the grammberd appears to be no phonological
rule that can entirely predict the vowel quality based orrtize vowel. Additional examples can be
found in Aulie and Aulie 1978 or the appendix of Vaquildzarez 2002.

At least the suffixesi/-ifi appear to be productive transitivizers in the languageniShaverbs
typically enter Chol in their infinitive forms asouns In order to inflect as verbs, they appear with
-i/-ifl suffixes. Unergative “verbal nouns” in Chol, discussedtfertin chapter 3, form transitives
with the same suffixes. Examples of each are given in table 2.3

Table 2.3: DENOMINAL TRANSITIVES

prowal-ifi | ‘try’ Spanish:probar ‘to try’
poraj-ifi | ‘prune’ Spanishpodar  ‘to prune’
pensar-ifi | ‘worry (about something)’ Spanisipensar ‘to think’
k’ay-ifi ‘sing (something)’ Cholk’ay ‘song’
sofi-if ‘dance (something)’ Chokai ‘dance’
alas-if ‘play (with something)’ Cholalas ‘game’

Forms like these will be important for the discussion of Gh8blit-S system in chapter 3 below.

Intransitives

Chol intransitives appear with the suffix in the perfective aspect, and the suffi@l in the
nonperfective aspects, shown in the examples in (12) and (IBe perfective forms in (12) all
show set B marking with their subjects resulting in an evgatibsolutive agreement pattern. | gloss
the suffix-1 *1Tv’ for “intransitive verb”.

(12) PERFECTIVE INTRANSITIVES
a. Ik-ix ta jul-i-yof-lof.
late-alreadyPRFV arrive.hereTv-B1-PL.EXCL
‘It was already late when wgc, arrived here. (E.171)

In cases where examples are taken from Spanish-based atmteginslations from the original Spanish are my own
unless otherwise noted. In some cases, where the Spanishatran is relevant to the discussion, | give both Englistt a
Spanish translations.

®The deletion of the second vowel pif &l in the suffixed form is phonologically predictable.



36 TYPOLOGICAL BASICS

b. Pergifii wakaxta® lajm-i.

but DETcow PRFvdiedTVv

‘But the cows died.’ (C.18)
c. Tyi lok-i-yety.

PRFV exit-ITvV-B2

‘You exited.’

Intransitives in the nonperfective aspects mark theirestibjviaset Amorphology—the source
of the “split”. | gloss the suffixel ‘NML’ for “nominal”, discussed further in chapters 3—4.

(13) NONPERFECTIVE INTRANSITIVES
a. Mi i-wejl-el  aj-loro.
IMPF A3-fly-NML CL-parrot
‘The parrot flies.’

b. Muk’-achk-uch’-el.
IMPF-AFF Al-eatNML

‘Yes, | eat. (B.132)
C. ... chaafimi k-cha lok-el tyi libre.
SO IMPF Al-againexit-NML PREPfree
‘...so | come out free again.’ (B.158)

As noted above, all of the intransitive roots which appeaeddly in the forms described
here areunaccusative Unergative roots are formally nominal and appear in ttaslight verb
constructions, discussed in chapter 3 below.

Positionals

Positional roots in Mayan languages form a distinct claissingiuishable in part by their semantic
content (they usually refer to position, shape, or phystatke), but also by the special morphology
they use in order to form stems. In Chol, positionals forrnéive predicates with the suffixeb
(also realized ade) in the perfective aspect, antyal in the nonperfective aspects, shown in (14)
and (15) These positional forms behave syntactically as the initimegunaccusative) predicates
from the previous section. They take a single argument; ¢éneptive marks this argument with the
set B morpheme, while the nonperfective forms show set A mark

(14) PERFECTIVE POSITIONALS

a. Ta  koty-i jiii me”.
PRFV stand.on.4.legsosITv DET deer
‘The deer stood.’ (E.55)

b. Tyi buchie-yoii tyi siya.
PRFV seatedPrOSITV PREPchair
‘| sat on the chair.’

1At least for one speaker consulted, it seems that the foremsiszed asle when preceding the first person clitiofi,
and-li elsewhere. Partial vowel harmony like this is not uncommmosdame Chol affixes.
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(15) NONPERFECTIVE POSITIONALS

a. Chorikoli-buchtyal.
PROG A3-seatedrOSNML
‘She is sitting.’

b. Mi k-watyal tyi  karo.
IMPF Al-stand.on.2.leggOSNML PREPcar
‘| stand in the truck.’

Coon and Preminger (2009) argue for an analysis in whichufixss-li and-tyal are further
decomposed and include theand -el suffixes found on the intransitives discussed above. | thus
gloss thempPosITV’ and ‘POSNML’ respectively. The positional stems here share theiritdigion
with the intransitives discussed above. In the chaptetdahaw | do not discuss them as a separate
class.

Summary

Examples of each of the perfective and nonperfective stemdaliscussed above are summarized
in (16)—(17).

(16) PERFECTIVES (17) NONPERFECTIVES

a. RoOT TRANSITIVE a. TRANSITIVE
Tyi  k-ch'il-i  tyumuty. Chofikolk-ch’il-e®  tyumuty.
PRFVA1l-fry-TV egg PROG Al-fry-DEP egg
‘| fried eggs.’ ‘I'm frying eggs.’

b. NON-ROOT TRANSITIVE b. NON-ROOT TRANSITIVE
Tyi  k-il-a aj-Maria. Mi  k-il-af aj-Maria.
PRFVAl-seepTV DET-Maria IMPF Al-seeb.NML DET-Maria
‘| saw Maria.’ ‘| see Maria.

C. INTRANSITIVE C. INTRANSITIVE
Tyi ts'amri-yon tyi ja'. Mi  k-ts'am-el tyi ja.
PRFV bathetTv-B1 PREPWater IMPF Al-batheNML PREPwater
‘| bathed in the river.’ ‘| bathe in the river.

d. POSITIONAL d. POSITIONAL
Tyi  buchli-yor. Chofikolk-buchtyal.
PRFV seatedPOSITV-B1 PROG Al-seatedrOSNML
‘Dora sat down.’ ‘I'm sitting down.’

Again the perfective forms in (16) differ from the nonpetfee forms in (17) not only in stem-
forming morphology, but also in the appearance of set A oBsmarking on the intransitives and
positionals. This split will be the focus of chapter 3, whereill argue that the stem forms in the
nonperfective aspects are nominalized clauses. The setrkema these forms is thgenitive the
subject is a grammatical possessor. The true predicatée® ifotms in (19), | will argue, are the
aspectual morphemesi and chdikol. Before discussing splits in the Mayan family, we examine
aspect and person morphology in 2.2.4 and 2.2.5 below.
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2.2.4 Aspect

Chol distinguishes three basic aspects: perfective, ifepiire, and progressive, shown in table
2.412 Every eventive declarative predicate appears with onessitimorphemes (in careful speech).
The perfective and imperfective morphemes have two basindpa short CV form and a longer

CVC form. Chol's minimal word requirement is CVC; the full ©forms must be used when the
aspectual morphemes host clitics. Since the progressiwad meets this requirement, it has just
one form.

Table 2.4: CHOL ASPECTS

perfective | tyi tsa, ta’
imperfective| mi muk’, mu’
progressive | chaikol chdikol

A major claim of this dissertation will be that the imperfget and progressive markers
mi/muk’/mu’ and chdikol are in fact predicates, while the perfective is not. | referChol’s
imperfective and progressive aspects jointly as “nonpéivie’ aspects. In contrast, the perfective
aspect marketyi (proposed by Law et al. (2006, 442) to be a borrowing from Yecgis simply an
aspectual particl& It will be argued that this division is the source of the agpdergative split.

As noted above, while event-denoting predicates like thio$&8) appear obligatorily with an
initial aspect marker, the stative predicates in (19) mayppear with aspect morphology. Context
or temporal adverbs are used instead to disambiguate betveemus possible interpretations of
stative predicates. Here and throughout | will give only possible translation, though other may
be possible. (19a), for instance, could also mean ‘| was’'poor

(18) EVENTIVE PREDICATES

a. Tyi  way-i-yon.
PRFV sleeptTv-B1
‘I slept.

b. Mi k-majl-el tyi eskwela.
IMPF Al-goNML PREPSschool
‘I go to school.

c. Chofikol i-mel  waj aj-Maria.
PROG  A3-maketortilla DET-Maria
‘Maria is making tortillas.’

(19) SIATIVE PREDICATES
a. P’'ump’uii-of.
poor81

‘I am poor.’

12| am grateful to Sabine latridou for many helpful discussion aspect.
3The perfectivetyi is homophonous with Chol's all-purpose preposition, disedl in appendix A.7.6 below. It seems
unlikely that the two are historically related; the prepiosi, for instance, cannot be realizedtasa’/ta’.
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b. K-ujil juch’ ixim.
Al-know.howgrind corn
‘I know how to grind corn.’
c. Mich’-ety.
madB2
‘You're mad.

Like some of the other languages of the Mayan family, for ggendakaltek (Craig 1977) and
Mam (England 1983), Chol does not have grammaticalizecetemsrphology. Instead, temporal
notions like past and future are marked via adverbsviggli ‘back then’,abi ‘yesterday’ andjk’ al
‘tomorrow’. Previous work on Chol has described the morpbgim table 2.4 aensemarkers. The
morphemani is listed as “present” in Aulie and Aulie 1978 and Warkentimd &cott 1980, and as
“unmarked tensgaspect” in Attinasi 1973. These authors giye and its allomorphs as “past”
morphemes. Below | review each of these three morphemeddaluying VézquezAIvarez 2002
and more recent work on the language, present data in fawr agpectual analysis.

Perfective

The perfective aspect indicates an event viewed as a whitkeut “explicit reference to the internal
temporal constituency of a situation” (Comrie 1976, 21).e ferfective morpheme in Chol has
three allomorphs:iyi andtsa’/ta’. The latter two forms are in free variation (Vazquilvarez
2002, 115)%* Tsa/ta’ must be used when the perfective morpheme hosts seconibpagitics
(see appendix A.7.4), as in (20a). The fotynis generally used in the Tila dialect when no clitics
are hosted.

(20) a. Ta'-bi majl-i tyi Tila. (*tyi-bi)
PRFV-REPQJO-4TV PREPTIla
‘It's said he went to Tila.’
b. Tyi majl-i tyi Tila.
PRFV QO-TV PREPTIla
‘He went to Tila.’

In the Tumbaléa dialect, and by some speakers in the Tiledias welltsa’/ta’ is used in the
absence of clitics. More work is needed to determine whaggwvthis variatiod®

(21) Ta majl-i tyi Tila.
PRFV go-TV PREPTIla
‘He went to Tila.’

Tyi has been called a past tense morpheme (Attinasi 1973; Aatledalie 1978; Warkentin
and Scott 1980). However, many past-tense denoting claygesar withoutyi, as in the stative in
(22a) and the past imperfective in (22b).

¥ps discussed in appendix A.2.1 below, plain unpalatalizpi$ used infrequently in Chol and never contrasts with
[ts].

Battinasi (1973, 181) listdyi as “unmarked past” and thisa® as completive, though he notes “the completive
morpheme concatenates with a clitic in every instance i#ti@”. This is consistent with the analysis proposed here in
whichtyi andtsa’are phonologically-conditioned allomorphs.



40 TYPOLOGICAL BASICS

(22) a. Wajali maystroj-ofi.
back.therteachere1
‘Back then | was a teacher.
b. Ma’aii mi j-k'ux axux chefiakalob-ofi-tyo.
NEG.EXT IMPF Al-eatgarlicwhen child-B1-still
‘I didn't eat garlic when | was a child.

Furthermore, we find the perfectitg in non-past contexts in the antecedents of conditionals
(see appendix A.7.10), as in (23).

(23) a. Mityi fAum-i ja'al,ma’-ix mi  k-majl-el.
if PRFVpassiV rain NEG-alreadyIMPF A1-gO-NML
‘If it rains | won't go.’ (Warkentin and Scott 1980, 102)
b. Mityi la-k-pas-b-e ts'i’, mi ke i-tyaj.
if PRFVPL-Al-showAPPL-DTV dog IMPF PROSPA3-find
‘If we show the dogs, they’ll find him.’ (E.77)

The Chol perfective is not possible in non-past contexts] @ris thus difficult to prove
conclusively that this morpheme represents the perfeapect, rather than past tense. (Note that it
is not uncommon for a language to only distinguish perfectiersus imperfective in the past tense,
compare for example Spanish (Comrie 1976, 71).) Nonethethe fact that the Chol perfective
stands in opposition to two other morphemes which | showvibétobe aspectual, combined with
comparative evidence within the Mayan family, lends supfman aspectual analysis.

Nonperfective aspects: imperfective and progressive

A classification of aspectual oppositions is shown in (24)he Tperfective contrasts with the
imperfective, which is further subdivided. Different laregges morphologically encode these
subdivisions in different ways. Some languages, for irgamgroup all imperfective functions
together with a single morpheme. In Chol, we find an oppasibetween progressive—marked
with chaikol—and what | will call “imperfective” (though it should be uestood that below when

| refer to Chol’s “imperfective” | mean the uses ofi/muk’, excluding the progressive; | refer to
Comrie’'simperfectivecategory as “nonperfective”). The imperfective is markethwni/muk’ and
encompasses habitual as well as continuous non-progeasesidings. | discuss each in turn below

(24) CLASSIFICATION OF ASPECTUAL OPPOSITIONSCOMRIE 1976, 25)

Perfective Imperfective

tyi/tsa’ P
H.abltua,l Continuous
mi/muk o

Nonprogressive Progressive
mi/muk’ chofikol
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Imperfective As noted above, the imperfective morphemmé has allomorphsmuk’ and mu.
VazquezAlvarez (2002, 123) lists the latter two as being in free ation (Vazquezlvarez 2002,
123), though | have most frequently encountened” when followed by consonant-initial clitics
and muk’ before vowel-initial clitics (see appendix A.7.4nu’-ba, but muk’-ach As with the
perfective and its allomorphs, one of the latter forms mestised when second position clitics are
hosted, though they may also be used alone, as in (25c).

(25) a. Mi k-ts’am-el.
IMPF Al-bathenmL
‘| bathe.’
b. Peromuk’-achk-uch’-el.
but IMPF-AFF Al-eatNML
‘But | indeed eat. (B.132)
c. Muk’ k-ts’am-el.
IMPF Al-batheNmL
‘I bathe.

Evidence thatmi is not a present or “non-past” tense marker comes from itsimgeast
imperfective constructions, as in (26). In (26a) the sergereceives a habitual interpretation. In
(26b), with the addition of the temporal advestajali, the same string receives a past imperfective
interpretation. There is no change to the verb stem.

(26) a. Mi i-jap kaballembal.
IMPF A3-drink a.lot liquor
‘He drinks a lot.’
b. Wajali mi i-jap kaballembal.
back.thenmpF A3-drink a.lot liquor.
‘Back then, he drank a lot.’

The imperfective also encodes generic or habitual state&mewolving eventive predicates
(recall that statives never appear with aspectual morglydl@s in (27).

(27) a. Ts'i-tyakmi i-kK'ux-ob we’el.
dogPL IMPF A3-eatPL meat
‘Dogs eat meat.’
b. Bele K'in mi i-majl-el tyi Salto.
everyday IMPF A3-gOo-NML PREPSalto
‘Every day he goes to Salto.’

In addition to a habitual or generic interpretation, likg26) and (27), clauses marked witti
can receive future interpretations, often based on comtexhrough the addition of the prospective
particlekejeor ke, derived from the intransitivkejel ‘to begin’ (VazquezAlvarez 2002).

(28) a. ljkal mi  k-pak’ bu'ul.
tomorrowIMPF Al-plantbean
‘Tomorrow I'll plant beans.’
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b. Mi keje k-pak’ buul.
IMPF PROSPA 1-plantbean
‘I'm going to plant beans.’

ProgressiveThe progressive marker ¢haikolin the Tila dialect angvoli in the Tumbala dialect.
These are used with event-denoting predicates which amirgnor in progress. The imperfective
markers are infelicitous in these situations.

(29) a. Chofikal i-ch'il ja’as aj-Doris.

PROG  Al-fry bananabeT-Doris
‘Doris is frying bananas.

b.  Chofikol i-ch'il ja’as aj-Doris cheflaktlyi  k’oty-i-yof.
PROG  A3-fry bananabeT-Doriswhen PRFv arrive.thererrv-1
‘Doris was frying bananas when | arrived.

c. *Mi i-chl ja'as aj-Doris cheflaklyi k'oty-i-yof.
IMPF A3-fry bananabeT-Doriswhen PRFV arrive.therertv-1
intended: ‘Doris was frying bananas when | arrived.

The progressive is possible in sentences with past intatge, as shown in (30).

(30) Abi bajche’ili, chofkol-ofi-ix tyi way-el.
yesterdaylike  this PROGB1-alreadyPREPSleepNML
‘Yesterday at this time | was already sleeping.’

2.2.5 Person marking

As seen above, grammatical relations in Chol are head-maskethe predicate with two sets of
morphemes, traditionally labeled “set A" and “set B” in Maylinguistics. Set A corresponds to

ergativeandgenitive while set B corresponds tbsolutive These morphemes are shown in table
2.5.

Table 2.5: CHOL PERSON MORPHOLOGY

SetA SetB
15T person| k-/j- -(y)ofi
2'P person| a(w)- -(y)ety
3RP person| i(y)- )]

Glides are inserted to break up vowel clusters and thirdopersis often realized simply as
y- prevocalically; first persok- becomeg- (IPA [h]) preceding velar consonants. There is no
overt realization of third person set B, a fact which | discbslow. There is no gender distinction
within the person markers, and | will gloss forms using alééely ‘he’ or ‘she’, though it should
be understood that unless specified by additional infomnafcontext, overt nominals), either
interpretation is possible. Plural marking may appear lmotinominals and as agreement on the
predicate, and may reflect plural of either the set A or th8seggument. Chol’s plural morphemes
are shown in table 2.6 and discussed further in appendisA&ow.
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Table 2.6: CHOL PLURAL MORPHOLOGY

local [+hearer]| la
local [-hearer]| -lojof, lofi
non-local -ob

As nominals in Chol do not show case morphology and constngtwith two third person
arguments are potentially ambiguous. This ambiguity islvesl either by context or by word
order, discussed in Coon 2010b. Bare nominals may in sones das interpreted as singular or
plural, definite or indefinite; see appendix A.6.1 below.

(31) NO CASE MARKING ON NOMINALS
a. Tyi i-Kux-u ts'i jifli mis.
PRFV A3-bite-Tv dog DET cat
‘The cat bit gthe dog.’
b. Tyi i-Kux-u misjifii ts'i".
PRFV A3-bite-Tv cat DET dog
‘The dog bit &the cat.’

The status of Chol person markers

Though the analysis of the status of the Chol set A and set Rarsis not critical to the proposals
laid out below, | believe there is evidence for the followitigision:

(32) THE STATUS OFCHOL PERSON MARKERS

a. Set A markers are agreement prefixes
b. Set B markers are pronominal enclitics

The evidence presented here is largely phonological. Azidied in more detail in appendix
A.2.1 below, in addition to the five core vowels shared witheotTseltalan languages, [a], [e], [i],
[0], and [u], Chol possesses a “sixth vowelt], jwritten in the practical orthography @s Though
phonemic, this sixth vowel shows interesting alternatiotith the vowela (and the two are likely
historically related via a height contrast, also found ingraphically close Yucatecan languages).

Important to this discussion here are the following factswi finda~a alternations triggered
by proximity to certain phonological boundaries; and 2.28eB markers pattern with other clitics
in the language with respect to these alternations, whideséft A markers do not.

Set A markers We first examine the set A markers. The rg@Ak’ / ‘give’ is realized as [ak’]
when following a set A marker, as in (33a), but aaK’] word-initially, as in (33b)!® In (33c) we
see that the root preceded by the clitie (discussed in appendix A.6.5 below) patterns with the
word-initial root.

18] use the capitah to represent a neutral root vowel, though it seems that thplest analysis is one in which it is
unerlyinglya and changes ta at a phonological boundary.
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(33) a. Tyi k-[aK']-e-yety.

PRFV Al-giveAPPL-B2
‘I gave it to you.’

b. [?ak’]-ef!
givedmp
‘Give itV

c. x=[?ak’] waj
cL-give tortilla
‘tortilla-giver’, ‘person who gives tortillas’

In addition to the difference in vowel quality, we note theoagrance of the initial glottal stop
in both the word-initial and clitic environments in (33b-apsent in the form preceded by the set A
marker in (33a). The presence or absence of an initial ¢lsttv@ in these environments (i.e. absent
when following set A marking; present word initially and lfsling a clitic) is a pervasive pattern
with roots of the form PVC], regardless of the vowel quality; see the discussiomieadix A.2.2
below.

Further examples of this type of alternation are provided34y). The vowel-initial rootab
‘hammock’ appears without the initial glottal stop whengaded by the set A marker in (34a). The
clitic x=, in contrast, does not trigger deletion on a vowel-init@dt; as in (34b)

(34) a. [eul], [k-ul],  *[k-2ul]
atole Al-atole Al-atole
‘atolg, ‘my atolé€
b. [?ixik], *[x-ixik], [X-?ixik]
woman,CL-woman,CL-woman
‘woman’, ‘woman’

The cliticsx= and aj= (aj= behaves likex= with respect to the alternations above) and the
set A markers are the only prefixal elements in the languaue ttaus there are no further forms
to compare. While this does not present conclusive eviddratethe set A markers are agreement
prefixes, we nonetheless see clear evidence that they acbedt“closer” to the root than the clitics,
which phonologically behave as if they are at a word boundary

Set B markers Turning now to the set B markers, we find the opposite statéfafs in terms of
the alternations they trigger, the set B markers patterh gliics, notwith inflectional morphology.
The alternation now involves the suffbdf, found on certain derived or non-root transitives like
causatives in (35) (discussed in appendix A.4 below). Asvshia (35), this suffix appears aa
before the passive suffixy(i).

(35) a. Mi i-way-is-an-ty-el.
IMPF A3-SleepeAUS-SUF-PASV-NML
‘He is made to sleep.’
b. Tyi way-isdan-tyi.
PRFV SleepEAUS-SUFPASV.
‘He was made to sleep.
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This suffix is realized with the low vowel [a] in three enviroents: 1. when it appears at the
end of the word as in (36a); 2. preceding a second positidic ke =ix in (36b); or 3. when
preceding one of the set B markers, as in (36¢). The high véovel is ungrammatical in all of
these environments. Here we thus find that the set B markétermawith clitics (which in turn
pattern as if they are preceded by word boundaries); notinflgctional morphology.

(36) a. Mi k-way-isah fiefie’.

IMPF Al-sleepeAuUs-SUF baby
‘I make the baby sleep.’

b. Way-isaf=ix!
sleepeAus-sur=already
‘Make it sleep already!’

c. Mi k-way-is-afi=ety.
IMPF Al-sleepeAus-SUF-B2
‘I make you sleep.’

The above facts provide us with some evidence that the set kkemanay be inflectional
agreementmarking, while set B morphemes are more like pronominaicslit If this is correct,
we straightforwardly explain the “absence” of an overt sanBrpheme. As represented by the
bold-faced arguments in (37), we would say that the first ammbrsd person set B markers have
the same status as third person nominals (whether overt @5 orpro-dropped)—all are the
nominal arguments of the verb. The difference is simply thatset B markers must cliticize to the
verb (as predicted by the fact that they do not meet the CvV@maihword requirement; recall that
the glide is epenthetic), while third person forms do notchapter 4.4 below | identify an instance
of clitic climbing involving the set B morphemes.

(37) a. Tyi majl-i=yon.

PRFVQO-TV-B1
‘I went.

b. Tyi majl-i=yety.
PRFV QoO-TV-B2
‘You went.’

c. Tyi majl-i jifi x-"ixik.
PRFV QO-TV DET CL-woman
‘The woman went.’

Finally, there is evidence in other Mayan languages thaBsatarkers behave as clitics while
set A markers pattern as agreement markers; see for instsockord 2000 for a discussion of
Jakaltek. Again, however, the status of these morphemegrasraent or clitics does not have an
impact on the overall analysis below.

Distribution

The set A morphemes co-index transitive subjects (38a)rgatiee subjects (38b), subjects of
intransitives in thenon-perfective aspects (38c), and possessors of nominaly.(38dergatives
like (38b) are transitive light verb constructions, dismgin chapter 3.
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(38) ST A (ERGATIVE/GENITIVE) MARKING
a. Tyi k-wuts’-u pisil.
PRFV Al-wash7v clothes
‘l washed clothes.’
b. Tyi k-cha'l-e sof.
PRFVAl-doDTV dance
‘| danced.’
c. Mi  k-way-el tyi ab.
IMPF Al-sleepNML PREPhammock
‘| sleep in a hammock.’
d. k-wakax
Al-cow
‘my cow’

The set B markers co-index transitive objects (39a), stbfperfectiveintransitives, and the
theme in predicate nominal and predicate adjectival coattms (39c—d).

(39) ST B (ABSOLUTIVE) MARKING

a. Tsa-bi y-il-a-yon.
PRFV-REP A3-seebTV-B1
‘She reportedly saw me.’

b. Tyi ts’am-iyof.

PRFV bathetTv-B1
‘| bathed.’

c. X-'ixik-ofi.
cL-womansl
‘I'mawoman.

d. Ch'ilyem-ofi.
sadsl
‘I'm sad.

With one apparent exception, namely the nonperfectivedeusative) intransitive in (38c), we
may generalize as follows: set A marks altternalarguments, while set B marks afiternal
arguments. One of the main arguments of this dissertatitirbevthat nonperfective unaccusative
forms like the one in (38c) dnotin fact present an exception. | propose that the set A matiking
these forms co-indexes a grammatipaksessqQrwhich controls the internal argument. This null
unaccusative subject receives absolutive Case, expectaimal arguments. Under this analysis,
the generalization in (40) holds.

(40) CHOL PERSON MARKING GENERALIZATION
a. Set Amarks all external arguments (transitive subjects, utiegaubjects, possessors)
b. Set Bmarks all internal arguments (intransitive subjects, them
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In the terminology of Dixon (1979, 1994), this makes Chdbglit-S system, also discussed
for Mopan in Danziger 1996. In order to account for the disttion in (40), | propose below that
ergative/genitive is inherent Case, assigned to transitive subfagossessors by functionahnd
n heads respectively, as shown in (41) and @2External subjects trigger set A agreement on the
verb phrase, while possessors trigger set A agreement ootimephrase, discussed in chapter 4.2.4
below.

(41) ERGATIVE (42) GENITIVE
TP DP
/\ /\
T vP D nP
1 N\ 1 AN
ERG__v VP GEN _n NP
N
V DP

To account for the fact that set B marks all internal argumdrgropose all heads in Chol (both
transitive and intransitive) obligatorily assign absmleitCase to internal arguments. The source of
absolutive has been proposed in recent work to be a point ridtiem among languages which
display morphological ergativity (Aldridge 2004, 2008ledate 2002, 2008). In some languages,
absolutive is proposed to come from the head of a finite claiuse T (Legate’s “ABS=NOM”;
Aldridge’s “T-type” languages), while in other languagabsolutive is proposed to come franin
transitive constructions, but from’Tin intransitives (Legate’s “ABS=DEF”; Aldridge’sv:type”).

In Chol, | argue, we find evidence for a third possibility: alogive always comes from.'8

2.3 ERGATIVITY AND SPLIT ERGATIVITY IN MAYAN

We turn now to the distribution of the set A and set B personkerarin the Mayan language
family more generally. As noted above, Mayan languages shrgative-absolutive patterns of
person-marking, manifested as head-marking on the pitediExamples from Tzotzil in (43) again
illustrate the basic pattern. In the transitive in (43a) shbject is marked set A (ergative), while
both the transitive object and the intransitive subjectraaeked set B (absolutive).

(43) TzoTzIL (TSELTALAN)
a. Chi-smaj.
INC-B1-A3-hit
‘S/he hits me.
b. Chi-bat.
INC-B1-hit
‘I'm going.’ (Aissen 2008, 4)

In Coon 2010b | discuss more articulated CP and DP structseesalso chapter 4.2.3.
BInterestingly, this seems to be a point of variation withie Mayan language family. See Coon and Mateo Pedro
2010 for arguments that absolutive comes freim Chol, but from T in Q'anjob’al.
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As noted above, while all Mayan languages exhibit this bpattern, in many of the languages
we find the appearance of “split” systems. Chol examplesepeated in (44) and (45). While the
perfective forms in (44) follow the ergative pattern alsersen Tzotzil in (43), in the nonperfective
aspects both transitive and intransitive subjects are edagkt A, as shown in (45).

(44) CHOL PERFECTIVES(= ERG-ABS) (45) CHOL IMPERFECTIVES(= “SPLIT")
a. Tyi akel-eyof. a. Mi ak'el-ofi.
PRFV A2-watchTv-B1 IMPF A2-watch81
‘You watched me.’ ‘You watch me.’
b. Tyi ts’am-iyof. b. Mi ats’am-el.
PRFV bathetTv-B1 IMPF A2-batheNML
‘| bathed.’ ‘You bathe.’

As noted above, this type of pattern—in which an ergative kerais extendedto certain
intransitives—is called “extended ergativity” in the tenology of Dixon 1979. Below | argue
that the set A marker in the Chol nonperfectives is gemitive the nonperfectives in (45) are
biclausal, involving an aspectual matrix verb (her®@ and an embedded nominalized clause. The
structural similarities between the genitive and ergaaral between DPs and CPs more generally)
are discussed in chapter 4.2.4 below.

This extended ergative pattern is seen not just in Chol, hallisplits in the Mayan family.
Larsen and Norman note splits in the Mayan family splits ggéred by three kinds of factotS:

(46) FACTORS CONDITIONING MAYAN SPLIT ERGATIVITY:

a. occurrence in subordinate clauses
b. the presence of a focused constituent immediately pregedioe verb
C. particular tenses or aspects (Larsen and Norman 1979, 353

The analysis proposed below for Chol that nonperfectivestantions are biclausal—involving
a matrix aspectual predicate, and an embedded nominal omabmed clause—is not without
precedent in the Mayan family. Indeed, Bricker (1981) sstge similar story for Yucatec;
more recently Mateo-Toledo (2003a) proposes this type alyais for Q'anjob’al and Larsen and
Norman (1979) suggest thatl of the cases in (46) may in fact be instances of subordination
a proposal which | offer support for below. What Larsen andrhen call “pre-verbal focussed
constituents” have been shown in recent work to be compledigate constructions, and thus also
constitute cases of subordination (Mateo-Toledo 2003aat the aspects which trigger the apparent
nominative-accusative system are also complex clausdraotiens is the subject of the next two
chapters below. | review each of these types of split brieflghe sections that follow.

19Just one of the Mayan languages, Mocho (also known as Matec)nexhibits a split conditioned by person features
(Larsen and Norman 1979, 353): third person intransitivgesiis appear with the expected set B marking, while first and
second person intransitive subjects are co-indexed witA searking. Little descriptive material is available for oo
and | am unable to discuss whether this split may also be iigléuo complex versus simple clause constructions.
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2.3.1 Subordinated clauses

In languages of the Q’anjob’alan subgroup, such as Jakatteln clauses show the expected
ergative-absolutive pattern of agreement, while aspectiribordinate clauses like those in (47)
show a nominative-accusative pattern. In the subordinateses in (47), both subjects of transitives
and subjects of intransitives are marked with the set A mamph

(47) RAKALTEK (Q’ANJOB'ALAN)
a. x-@-w-ilwe [ hachhin-kol-ni ]
COM-B3-Al-try B2 Al-helpsur
‘I tried to help you.’
b. sab’ ichi [ ha-munlayi]
earlystart A2-work
‘You started to work early.’ (Craig 1977, 617)

Akatek provides further examples. Zavala (1997, 445) nittasin this language nominative-
accusative patterning is found “in certain contexts of gratical complexity, in embedded clauses
that follow three types of ‘higher’ predicates”. These g the main verb ‘see’, certain adverbial
predicates, and some grammaticalized auxiliaries. Qactgdns of the first type are illustrated in
(48).

(48) AKATEK (Q'ANJOB'ALAN)

a. x-y-il ix [ aw-el-toj ]
COM-A3-seeshe A2s-leavebiR:thither
‘She saw you leaving.’

b. x-y-il ix [in-aw-ante-on an |
COM-A3-seeshe Bls-A2s-cureNML CL.1s
‘She saw that you cured mé” (Zavala 1997, 446)

As discussed for Chol in chapter 4.4 below, this split is fbumly in aspectlessonfinite
subordinate clauses. Under the analysis here, this is becaonfinite clauses are realized as
nominalizations, and the subjects are realized as posses$adly finite embedded clauses show the
regular ergative-absolutive pattern. The contrast istithted for Ixil (Mamean) in (49). In (49a)
the matrix predicatal ‘say’ takes a finite embedded clause, introduced by the cemghtizemwva?.
The embedded intransitive shows aspectual marking andithedded subject is set B (unmarked
for third person). In (49b), the embedded clause does ndt¢annot) appear with aspect marking
and the embedded intransitive now shows set A marking.

2This is probably more accurately translated as ‘She saw ydag:me’; see discussion of Q’anjob’al in chapter 4.5.
21The numeral “7” is used to represent the glottal stop in sortieographies.



50 ERGATIVITY AND SPLIT ERGATIVITY IN MAYAN

(49) IxiL (MAMEAN)

a. FNITE EMBEDDED CLAUSE
ni t-al naj[wa7 la ben-i ]
ASPA3-sayhe COMP ASPJoO-SUF
‘He says that he will go; he wants to go.’

b. ASPECTLESS EMBEDDED CLAUSE
ni t-al naj[i-b’en-e7 ]
ASP A3-sayhe A3-go-SUF
‘He wants to go. (Ayres 1983, 35)

2.3.2 Pre-verbal adverbs

Larsen and Norman 1979 note that in some languages of the &aamel Q’anjob’alan subgroups,
the appearance of certain “focused constituents” befaevénb triggers a nominative-accusative
pattern. The pattern they describe can be seen in Ixil. l&)(B@e intransitive rootvat ‘sleep’
appears with the set B morpheme expected of intransitiveshenadverhojli ‘face-down’ appears
phrase-finally. In (50b), in contrast, the adverb appeagsvprbally and ‘sleep’ appears with a set
A marker, normally reserved for transitive subjects.

(50) IxXiL (MAMEAN)
a. wat o7 jojli
sleepsl.pL face.down
‘We slept face-down.’
b. jojli [ ku-wat-e7 ]
face.down Al.pPL-sleepsur
‘We sleep/slept face-down.’ (Ayres 1983, 39)

In addition to the difference in person marking, the verbirfon (50b) appears with the suffix
-e7 found in intransitivedependentlauses like the one in (49b) above. As proposed by Larsen
and Norman (1979), the appearance of the dependent markieesm verb forms suggests that the
adverb in fact belongs to a higher clause; the lower verbbgslinated and marked as such. This
is thus a type of secondary predicate construction, diecufgs Chol in appendix A.7.5 below.

This type of split is then reducible to another instance oibsdination. (50a) is a simple clause
with an adverbial, while (50b) is a complex claug®jli in (50b) is not “focussed”, but is instead
serving as the matrix predicate, embedding the prediclteps Mateo-Toledo (2003a) provides
a similar analysis of analogous Q’anjobal constructiorscwised in chapter 4.5 below; see also
Pascual (2007).

2.3.3 Aspect

Aspect-based splits are found in languages of the Yucatgmaup, in the Cholan branch of the
Greater Tseltalan group, as well as in Ixil (Mamean) and Bagqu (K’'ichean) (Larsen and Norman
1979). Though Larsen and Norman do not mention these, QJai$m languages also show aspect-
based splits, as we will see in chapter 4.5 below. In all of¢hlanguages, an ergative-absolutive
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pattern is found in the perfective or completive aspectd/eafominative-accusative patterns are
found in nonperfective or non-completive aspects.

This type of split was illustrated for Chol above, and is shdiwr the Yucatecan language
Mopan in (51) and (52). In (51) we find an ergative-absolupragtern in the perfective forms—
the intransitive subject takes the set B marker, also usedatd transitive objects. Progressive
forms like those in (52), in contrast, show a nominativeugative pattern. Here the subject of the
intransitive patterns with the subject of the transitivéaking set A morphology.

(51) MoOPAN (YUCATECAN)
a. in-lox-aj-ech
Al-hit-suFB2
‘ hit you.’
b. lub’-eech
fall-82
‘You fell!

(52) a. tan in-lox-ik-ech
PROGA1-hit-SUFB2
‘I am hitting you.’

b. tan a-lub-ul
PROGAZ2-fall-suF
‘You are falling. (Larsen and Norman 1979, 353—-354)

Again, the nominative-accusative patterning forms in @2)the result of subordination. Note
that just as in the case of Ixil above, the Mopan verb root$#) @ppear with different suffixes
(-ik and-ul) from the ergative-absolutive-patterning forms in (51urtRermore, while no overt
tense or aspect marker appears on the ergative-absolaotives fin (51), the progressive aspect is
marked withtan. Larsen and Norman (1979, 355) note that the tenses or asphitth condition
a nominative-accusative pattern alevaysovertly marked. They note further that some of these
morphemes may be historically traced to verb roots. Theylode that nominative-accusative
constructions “are to be analysed diachronically as higkdrs with sentential subjects, that is, as
instances of subordination.”

2.3.4 Previous analyses

The proposal put forth for Chol in the sections below—thalit sprgativity is connected to
subordination—is not novel within Mayan linguistics. Wignew is the argument that this is not
simply a diachronic fact, but reflects the structure of comerary Mayan grammar. The following
discussion of Akatek’s subordination split (seen in (48)\af) exemplifies the historical analysis.
It parallels the proposal made for Chol above, but suggkatdtiese facts are not part of the current
grammar.

In [nominative-accusative patterning] contexts, the etdee clause is historically
either the grammatical subject or object of the “higher” dicate, and thus
historically NOMINALIZED...[T]he embedded clause maintains a nominative-
accusative distribution of the pronominal affixes insteddhe ergative-absolutive
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alignment found in simple clauses: The ergative (E) markew mefers to the
subjects of both transitive and intransitive clauses. Th&o presumably because the
embedded clauses are historically nominalized, so thbjests—whether transitive or
intransitive—are marked as0sSSESSORS And the ergative and possessor affixes in
Akatek are one and the same. (Zavala 1997, 445)

Below | argue that the subordination analysis for Chol splijativity is true not just
diachronically, busynchronicallyas well. That is, the imperfective and progressive aspedtens
which trigger nominative-accusative patterning functias the main syntactic predicate of the
clause, while the contentful predicate is a subordinatedimal form. Chol nonperfective aspect
markers behave today as predicates in permitting situaigmoting arguments and participating
in raising constructions. The nonperfective stems appgeaoiminal contexts in other parts of the
grammar. We will find further evidence against a purely histd analysis in the discussion of
Basque in chapter 5.

While some works focus on a historical analysis, others gseghat a subordination analysis
should be limited tdntransitives Larsen and Norman write (setting aside the person-badéd sp
in Mocho): “From the perspective of Mayan comparative gramno explain the nature of split
case-marking it would be sufficient to account for why ergatiset A) prefixes are used to cross-
referencentransitivesubjects in subordinate clauses.” (emphasis added) (hargNorman 1979,
355). Noting that set A marks not just ergative, but alsotj@nin Mayan languages, they speculate
that intransitive verbs with set A subjects, such as the Mdpem in (52b), argpossessed nominals
Despite differences in morphology between perfective amparfective transitives (compare the
Mopan forms in (51a) and (52a)), they do not suggest this/aisashould be extended to transitives.

While they do not discuss this in detail, the reason thatéraend Norman propose that only
intransitive forms are nominalized may be connected to the fact that omtgnsitives show overt
nominal morphology in languages like Chol, or the fact tlmabider to account for the split it is
only necessaryo propose nominalizations for intransitives, since ahgitives take both set A and
set B marking and it is thus in the intransitives that thetsfglecome apparent (compare (17) and
(18) above).

In a similar vein, Bricker (1981, 87) notes that nominaliatis “a plausible explanation for
the ergative split in Yucatec Maya if only intransitive cderpents are considered, but it is not
immediately obvious in the case of transitive compleméntsough in the end she does suggest
a nominalization analysis for transitives in Yucatec, wlwemsidering cross-linguistic data she
concludes (based on incomplete morphological evidene#)ttie Cholan languages do not show
nominalization of transitives (Bricker 1981, 101). Beloprbvide evidence that the nominalization
analysis is correct not only for Chol intransitives, bubdisr transitives.



CHAPTER 3

VERBS AND NOUNS IN CHOL

This chapter begins the analysis of person marking in Chos néted above, Chol has been
described as a language witispect-basedsplit ergativity (Quizar and Knowles-Berry 1990;
VazquezAlvarez 2002; Gutiérrez Sanchez 2004). The basic patsmmon for splits within
the Mayan family, is repeated in the forms in (1) and (2). le gerfective aspect, the transitive
object and the intransitive subject take the same set B mtwgir The transitive subject is marked
with set A morphology. In nonperfective (imperfective andgressive) aspects both transitive and
intransitive subjects show set A marking, giving the appeee of a nominative-accusative system.

(1) CHOL PERFECTIVES(=ERG-ABS) (2) CHOL IMPERFECTIVES(="SPLIT")
a. Tyi akel-eyof. a. Mi ak'el-ofi.
PRFV A2-watchTv-B1 IMPF A2-watch81
‘You watched me. ‘You watch me.’
b. Tyi ts’am-iyof. b. Mi ats’am-el.
PRFV bathetTv-B1 IMPF A2-batheNML
‘| bathed.’ ‘You bathe.’

Chol also shows a second type of split, less common withilvtlgan family: a split in how
intransitive subjects are encoded, dg@lit-Ssystem (Dixon 1979, 1994) (recall that the “S” stands
for intransitive subject). In languages with Split-S sys$e intransitive verbs are divided into two
classes: those which mark their subjects like transitivgests (S, hereafterunergativey and
those which mark subjects like transitive objects, (Bereafterunaccusativds Split-S systems
are found in a variety of languages, including Dakota (Sipu&ocho (Oto-Manguean), Ikan
(Chibchan), and Ket (Yeniseian, Siberia) (citations in@ixL994, 73; see also Mithun 1991). Chol
examples are given in (3) and (4).

(3) S. = UNERGATIVES (4) S =UNACCUSATIVES
a. Tyi k-cha'l-e sof. a. Tyi majl-i-yof.
PRFVAl-doDTV dance PRFV go-ITV-B1
‘I danced.’ ‘I went.’
b. Tyi a-cha’l-e tyaf. b. Tyi vyajl-i-yety.
PRFV A2-doDTV speech PRFVfall-1Tv-B2
‘You spoke.’ ‘You fell’

53
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Note that the interaction of these two splits results in aomasgnt conflict within the class of
unaccusatives. In a true Split-S system, we expect thatcusative subjects will pattern with
transitive objects, which is indeed the case in perfectlaeses like (4), as well as in aspectless
statives, discussed below. Unaccusatives imtirgperfectiveaspects, however, show set A marking.
Compare, for example, the forms in (5) and (6). Recall thateghs no overt third person set B
marker; | represent a null morpheme in some examples belpexfmository purposes, but see the
discussion in chapter 2.2.5 on the absence of this morpheé@se. appendix B (page 245) for a
summary of the different types of constructions involvedhia splits discussed here.

(5) PERFECTIVE UNACCUSATIVES (6) NONPERFECTIVE UNACCUSATIVES
a. Tyi yajl-i-yon. a. Chonkolk-yajl-el.
PrRFVfall-iTv-B1 PROG Al-fall-NML
‘I fell. ‘I'm falling.
b. Tyi wejl-i-@ jifii loro. b. Mi i-wejl-el jifii loro.
PRFVfly-1Tv-B3 DET parrot IMPF A3-fly-NML DET parrot
‘The parrot flew.’ ‘The parrot flies.’

| argue below that despite surface appearances, Cholamsystmarking grammatical relations
is robustly Split-S. The appearance of the set A markersemtnperfective aspects is the result
of the fact thatnonperfective constructions are complex clausda these constructions, the
nonperfective aspect marker serves as the matrix predeatiegedding a nominalized clause. Both
transitive and intransitive subjects are PRO within the imatization, controlled bypossessors
This, coupled with the fact that ergative and genitive memahs are identical in the Mayan family,
gives the illusion of a nominative-accusative pattern.

The analysis of transitive and intransitive nonperfecjuie those in (7), is previewed in (8).
Below | present morphological evidence, distributionablence, evidence from the behavior of the
aspect markers, as well as historical and comparative esidfor this analysis.

(7) a. Mi i-k'el-of jifii x-"ixik .
IMPF A3-watchB1 DET CL-woman
‘The woman watches me.’
b. Mi i-ts’am-el jifii x-"ixik .
IMPF A3-batheNML DET CcL-woman
‘The woman bathes.’
(8) CHOL NONPERFECTIVES= COMPLEX CLAUSES
a. Mi-@; J[pei- [Kel-on PRQ,]jifii x-ixiky ;.
IMPF-B3 A3~ watchB1l DET CL-woman
lit. ~‘The woman’s watching me happens.’
b. Mi-@; [pei- [ts'am-el PRQ,]jifi x-"ixik, ;.
IMPF-B3  A3- batheNML DET CL-woman
lit. ~ ‘The woman’s bathing happens.’

The analysis here builds on and modifies the proposal in CothAZ2
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Under this analysis, no special rules of case assignmegreement are required to account for
the Chol facts. As argued for by Laka 2006 for the aspectdalisfBasque, the appearance of split
ergativity is reduced to different structural represeaatet for these “split” aspects. For Chol, just
as the difference in person marking between unergativesiaaccusatives in (3) and (4) above is
clearly related to a structural difference (namely, untvga are transitives), so too the aspect-based
split is really a structural split: the lexical stems in tterfpctive aspect are verbs, while the lexical
stems in the nonperfective aspects are embedded nomtmaizaThis is schematized in (9).

(9) a. FERFECTIVE
[ aspect sterl

b. NONPERFECTIVE
[ aspecy [ stemy ] ]

| propose that the agreement facts can be accounted for gdhthat Cholv—nboth transitive
and intransitive—assigns absolutive Cas@#/e will see, however, that this is not strong enough.
Not only canwv license absolutive Case—it must. This gives us the restiiciwi show to be true
below, thatall predicates in Chol combine with DP complements

(10) CHOL LITTLE v GENERALIZATION

a. Allinternal arguments must be assigned (absolutive ®gsw head,
b. All v’'s must assign absolutive Case to an internal argument.

We begin in this chapter with the proposal that all (and onbfbs in the language have DP
complements—the heart of the Split-S system and, | arguey @é@mponent to understanding the
appearance of the aspect-based split. Interestinglygités us the result that the Split-S system is
not about whether the subject is agentive or not, but ratheriiveinéhere is a complement. With the
generalization in (10) in place, we return to the aspectpid is chapter 4, where | show first that
the nonperfective aspect markers are predicates, anddsebar their complements are possessed
nominalizations.

3.1 VERBS (AND ONLY VERBS) HAVE DP COMPLEMENTS

| begin the analysis of Chol split ergativity in this sectioyn showing that all Chol verbs combine

with a DP complement, realized as an absolutive (set B-ndankeminal. Those stems which do

not combine with DP complements (unergatives and antypessmust surface as nominals; they
require a light verb in order to predicate. | call stems whddbcategorize for DP complements
complememnhg and those which do n@omplemenéss We begin by looking at ergative-patterning

perfectives and statives in this section. In the followitgater | show that this analysis accounts
for the “split” nonperfectives as well.

2As noted above, | use “Case” with a capital “C” to refer not torphological case, but to the mechanism responsible
for licensing nominal arguments, also knownadistract case
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3.1.1 One-place predicates and Split-S

In this chapter | argue that Chol is consistently Split-Stiilaute this pattern to a special feature of
Cholv: v obligatorily assigns Case to an internal argument. Befeteimg into this discussion, it
will be important to clarify what “Split-S” means in the cemt of Chol® As seen above, unergative
stems likealas‘game, play’ appear itransitiveconstructions, as in (11).

(11) Kabalmi i-cha’l-ef alas jifi alob.
a.lot IMPF A3-doD.NML gameDET child
‘The child plays a lot.’

The unergative construction in (11) syntactically transitive—the light verbcha’l takes a
complementalas ‘game’, and projects an agenifii alob ‘the child’. As discussed below, the
unergative rootlas does not itself project the agent argument, but as in (113eliscted by the
light verb, which does. Despite the syntactic transitiafythis construction, | will call unergatives
like (11) semantically intransitiveinsofar as they denote actions or events consistent withgées
agentive argument.

By “Split-S”, then, | mean, that theemantically intransitivestems in Chol do not behave as a
uniform class with respect to person marking. | follow Dagezis (1996) discussion of Yucatecan
Mayan languages in dividing Chol semantic-intransitivee three classes: 1. statives, 2. mutatives,
and 3. actives, shown in (12). Statives and mutatives tegetiay be labelled “unaccusatives”,
insofar as both havaternal subjects.

(12) a. WNACCUSATIVES
i. MUTATIVE
Tyi Koty -i-yety.
PRFV arrive.thererTv-B2
‘You arrived there.’

ii. STATIVE
Chaii-ety.
tall-82
‘You are tall’

b. UNERGATIVE
Tyi a-cha’l-e Kkay.
PRFV A2-doDTV song
‘You sang.

As in Yucatecan, the three classes in Chol may be identifisédan formal properties (i.e.
stem-forming morphology, the ability to appear with aspdigcussed in chapter 2.2.3 above). But
as Danziger notes, the groups also form coherent semaasisad, described in turn below. Though
Danziger discusses Yucateaaots, in Chol it is useful to discuss the behavior of intransitstems
as the properties discussed below hold over derived fornvgells | briefly examine each class
below.

3Thanks to Omer Preminger for raising this issue.
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Statives

Danziger (1996, 386) writes of the class of Yucatecan gstiv

[Statives are] composed of predicates denoting qualitietates of affairs. They can
be likened to Vendlerian State predicates or to Klimov'di#ts. TheseTATIVE roots
represent a large number of intransitive roots in the laggsasince the class includes
adjectival and nominal predicates.

Chol examples are given in (13); (13c) is an intransitiveéistaderived from a transitive root;
see appendix A.5 on other derived statives.

(13) a. Maystraj-ety.

teachems?2
‘You're a teacher.

b. Nox-ofi-ix-la.
old-s1-alreadyrL
‘We, ¢, are old already.’

c. Juch’-ul i waj.
grind-STAT DET masa
‘The masais ground.’

As discussed in chapter 2.2.3 above for Chol, also noted ziQar for Mopan, these forms
may not appear with aspect marking, and following the gdregmtive pattern, they always mark
their single argument via set B morphology.

Mutatives

Danziger (1996, 386) describes a second class of sem#éniicahnsitive roots, which she calls
mutatives She writes:

In general, [mutatives] can be understood to denote actidmsh are not necessarily
under the voluntary control of the participant (Foley andin/al984, 53 and

Perlmutter 1978) and in which the denoted (incompletive)oacresults in a new
(nonincompletive) state for the participant (see Lyons718id Talmy 1985, 87). The
state of the participant during the action is different frtme state of the participant
after the action is completed. The members of this class easemantically likened
to Vendlerian Achievement predicates (Dowty 1979, Foley ®alin 1984, Lehmann
1993, Van Valin 1990, and Vendler 1967) in that they incogperfeatures both of
Activity and of State predicates.

In Chol, this class is identified by the suffik and by appearing with set B morphology in
the perfective aspect. Again, mutatives may be derived, &gm transitive roots via passive
morphology as in (14c) (see appendix A.4 below).
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(14) a. Tyi way-i-yon.

PRFV sleeptTv-B1
‘I slept.

b. Tyi jul-i-yob jini wifik-ob.
PRFV arrive.hereTv-PL DET manL
‘The men arrived here.’

c. Tyi jajts’-i-yety.
PRFV hit.PASV-ITV-B2
“You were hit.’

Note that both mutatives and statives include only a singlermal THEME argument, and |
discuss them together amaccusativesfollowing Perlmutter 1978. The difference between the
two classes has to do with the fact that the mutatives denotent. Below | attribute this to an
eventivev head, realized by the suffix, discussed belo.

Unergatives

Finally, Danziger (1996, 386) identifies a class of intréimsg which she labels “active” which
“express action to which the single participant has an egctaffecting, initiatory, volitional, or
controlling relationship.” In Chol, these forms are chaeazed by their inability to appear directly
in an intransitive predicative form, as we will see in moréadldelow. Instead, they must surface as
nominals. As in the classes above, | include here not oniyeaobots, but also derived unergative
intransitives like the antipassive in (15c).

(15) a. Tyi a-cha’l-e ts’ijb.

PRFV A2-dOoDTV write
‘You wrote.’

b. Tyi i-cha’l-e sdi.
PRFV A3-doDTV dance
‘The woman danced.’

c. Tyi k-cha’l-e wuts’-ofi-el.
PRFV Al-doDTV washAP-NML
‘| washed.’

Below | follow Perlmutter 1978 in referring teemanticintransitives in which the single
participant is an agent (Danziger’s class of “actives”yasrgatives

3.1.2 Complementing and complementless forms

Here | show that Chol's Split-S system—that is, the diffél@ntreatment of unaccusative and
unergative subjects—is the result of the fact that Chdbteads obligatorily assign absolutive
Case to a DP complement. Those stems which combine with DPpleaments—either overt

4All nominal and adjectival predicates in Chol are unacdusatSee Coon 2010b for discussion; see also Sabbagh
2006 on Tagalog. This contrasts with languages like Russi#talian where some adjectival predicates are argued to be
unergative (see e.g. Pesetsky 1982 on Russian and BurztootOBalian).
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DPs or nullpros as in the examples below—inflect directly as verbs. In théeptve aspect,
this means appearing with person morphology, status ssffixed the aspectual morphertyg
Complementing stems include transitives (both root (16a)derived (16b)), unaccusatives (16c),
and passives (16d).

(16) INTERNAL ARGUMENT = VERBS

a. Tyi i-Kel-e-yety.
PRFV A3-watchTv-B2
‘He watched you.’

b. Tyi k-il-a-yety.
PRFV Al-seepTV-B2
‘I saw you.’

c. Tyi majl-i-yety.
PRFV QO-ITV-B2
‘You left.

d. Tyi Kejl-i-yety.
PRFVwatchPASV-ITV-B2
‘You were watched.’

In each of the forms in (16), we find a set B marker co-indeximgihternal argument: this is
the object of the transitives in (16a—b) and the subject efittransitives in (16b—c). Chol person
morphology is repeated in table 3.1, from chapter 2.2.5abov

Table 3.1: CHOL PERSON MORPHOLOGY

SetA SetB
15T person| k-/j- -(y)of
2'P person| a(w)- -(y)ety
3RP person| i(y)- )]

In each of the stems in (16) we also find a “status suffix” or fitlatic vowel” suffixed to the
root. As discussed in chapter 2.2.3, root transitives appith a harmonic vowel suffix, represented
as V; the vowel of non-root or derived transitives varies with tbhot. | assume that these transitive
v heads either merge agents directly in their specifiers,esalected by Voice heads which merge
the agents (see discussion in chapter 4.2.4 below). Unaibees and passives both appear with the
vowel -i. | assume that these suffixes occupy a verbal (or verbalizitggad, which is responsible
for assigning Case to the internal DP argument. The typefiof €discussed here are summarized
in table 3.2.

Table 3.2: CHOL v “THEME VOWEL" SUFFIXES

TV  transitivev -V (harmonic vowel)
DTV derived transitivay | -V (vowel varies)
ITV  intransitivev -i
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The stative forms discussed above also have an internamamgyu and inflect directly as
predicates. These however may not appear with aspect. Hsssume the presence of a null
stative/copularv. Like the v heads in table 3.2, this obligatorily assigns Case to an internal
argument. | assume thisis special in that it has no overt realization and may not bected by
an aspectual head. | do not treat stative predicates inl dietiad, though these are an area which
warrant further research.

Those stems which doeot subcategorize for DP internal arguments do not inflect dssvand
also do not appear withasuffix. These include unergatives as in (17a) and antipassig in (17b).
Compare these ungrammatical examples with the intraasitiv(16c—d) above.

(17) a. *Tyi soi-i-yety.
PRFVdancerrv-B2
intended: ‘You danced.’

b. *Tyi wuts'-ofi-i-yety.
PRFVwashAP-ITV-B2
intended: ‘You washed.’

The characteristics which unify unergatives and antipassicrucial for the discussion in this
section, are the following:

(18) UNERGATIVES AND ANTIPASSIVES

1. Both denote events compatible with a single, agentiveraent, and
2. They do not take DP complements.

The unergative root is semantically intransitive and, bfiniteon, semantically compatible with
only an external argument. Cross-linguistically, antidas constructions involve the demotion
of a transitive object. The Chol antipassive morphei@—cognate with antipassive or agent
focus morphemes in many other Mayan languages, see e.pelSt006—attaches to a subset of
transitive roots and “absorbs” their interréatole assigning abilities.Under this analysis, because
unergative and antipassives have no internal argumernt,hiénée nov layer. Indeed, these forms
never combine with one of the theme vowels, proposed to haritigtions ofv. For now | assume
that agents must be projected in the specifievljfdefended below. With no layer, unergatives
and antipassives are themselves unable to project an agent.

Instead unergative roots lilgef ‘dance’ and antipassive stems likeits’di ‘wash’ must surface
as nominals. In order to predicate in the perfective asphely appear as complements to the
transitive light verbcha’l (see also Gutiérrez Sanchez 2004); the agent argumeransesaily
compatible with the action denoted by the complementlessstis projected as the subject of
the transitive light verb. Since the light vedoestake a DP complement—namely, the unergative
or antipassive stem—we correctly expect that it does infisch verb. It appears with a derived
transitive suffix,-e.

5This is the Cholabsolutive antipassiveuffix. As discussed in Vazqueivarez (2002, 286), the absolutive
antipassive in Chol “is associated with institutionalizestions in which the patient has no thematic importance. For
this reason is it restricted to a few dozen actions.” Belownilesee a second type of antipassive.
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(19) NO INTERNAL ARGUMENT = NOUNS
a. Tyi k-cha'l-e [pesof ].
PRFVA1l-doDTV dance
‘I danced.’ (lit.: ‘I did dancing.”)
b. Tyi k-cha'l-e [ppwuts-of-el .
PRFVA1l-doDTV washAP-NML
‘I washed.’ (lit.: ‘I did washing.")

3.1.3 On predicate-external subjects

To clarify, | am not proposing that thereriaising of the subject from within the DP complements in
(19) to the light verb, nor that the light verb subjectsitrol null elements within their complements.
Rather, the complementless stems underlined in (19) newgrgb an agend-role. This is because
1. agents are always projected in the specifier of transif/@efended below), and 2. Choheads
obligatorily assign Case to internal arguments. Unergatand antipassives may not combine with
(any type of)v, and thus may not directly merge their arguments. In othedsgyaf there is no
internal argument, there can be no external argument.

The agent is instead generated on a higher predicate, retatisitive light verlzha’l. | take
this to be in line with much recent work which assumes thatredl arguments are not projected
within the lexical verb phrase itself, but in some exterraljgction, calledsP or VoiceP (Hale and
Keyser 1993; Bowers 1993; Chomsky 1995; Collins 1996; Kna1896, and others).

There is thus nothing unique about the proposal that in Chie$tructions like (19) the agent
argument is not projected directly by the underlined commgletless stem. Under proposals in
which agents are projected in a functional projection exkto the VP (“Split-VP” proposals), the
difference in grammaticality between the English sentsric€20) is attributediot to a difference
in the #-role assignment properties of the verbs—both assign amniak§-role—but rather to
selectional requirements of the transitive Agenté-roles are merged in the specifier of transitive
v, and a transitive (agent-merging)may only select a semantically compatible verb. In English,
devouris compatible with amGENT, while arrive is not. The verldevourmust thus be selected by
a transitivev, while arrive must be selected by an intransitive

(20) a. Marydevouredthe sandwich.
b. *Mary arrived the sandwich.

The tree in (21) provides the semantic denotations for tlreangument-introducing heads, the
root devour which assigns é-role to theTHEME argument, and the transitive which introduces
the AGENT. Crucially, just as in the Chol complementless forms aboe¥ourdoesnot assign a
f-role to theAGENT.
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(21) vP
DP v
AN - T
Mary v
Az de. agent(e)(x) /VP\
\Y DP
| — T~
devour the sandwich

Az Xe. devour(e) A theme(e)(x)

The derivation of the structure in (21) is shown in (22). Thetrdevourcombines with the
DP the sandwichvia functional application (FA). The VP (o¢/ P, depending on the analysis)
denotes an event of sandwich-eating, shown in (22a). ®Thead merges, and combines with
the VP via a semantic operation calledent identificationEl) (Kratzer 1994, 1996), shown in
(22b). This operation ensures that the event that the ealtamgument is the agent of, and the
sandwich-devouring event, are identified as being the samrd.eT he transitive thus thematically
relates the agent to the event denoted by the VP.

(22) a. [V P] = e.devour(e) Atheme(e)(the sandwich) by FA
b. [V] = AzXe A agent(e)(x) A theme(e)(the sandwich) by El
c. [vP] = Xe.devour(e) A agent(e)(Mary) A devour(e)(the sandwich) by FA

Now we return to the Chol light verbha’l from (19) above. Just as with the English sentence
described here, the agefrole is “severed” from the semantically contentful predéec That is,
in (19a) the agené-role is assigned not by the unergative rsol ‘dance’, but by thev which
merges with the transitive light verb, realized as the su#fixSelectional restrictions prevent the
transitive light verb from combining with semantically piaopriate predicates, for instance the
unaccusatives and passives in (23). Recall that underrihlgsis, since unaccusatives and passives
subcategorize for an internétrole they appear directly as verbs, not as complementsettight
verb:

(23) a. *Tyi a-cha’l-e majl-el
PRFVA2-dOoDTV gO-NML
intended: ‘You went.’

b. *Tyi k-cha'l-e jajts™-el.
PRFVA1-doDTV hit.PASV-NML
intended: ‘I was hit.’

We return to arguments for the separation between the leaiceemantic predicate and the
agenty-role below. For now | simply note that the machinery alregetyuired to account for English
facts under a predicate-external subject analysis algblydaandles the Chol proposal made here.
That is, there is nothing unique about the proposal thatglkeatargument is never realized internal
to the semantically contentful predicate, here the unmatr antipassive hominal stems in (19).
Rather, the agent DPs are merged as the external argumettis light verb, which selects the
appropriate nominal complement. The structure of thesadas provided in the following section.
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3.1.4 Thev generalization

The proposed difference between nominal-behaving urieegahd antipassive stems on the one
hand, and verbal-behaving transitive and unaccusativesst& the other, is theaternal argument.
Evidence that the presence or absence of an internal argusnehat is at stake here is found in
alternations like that in (24). In (24a—b) the unergativet sui does not combine with an internal
argument and thus cannot directly inflect as a verb (neitbeBsnor set A marking is possible
directly on the stem). In (24c) the same root now combineh ®aiit object:bals ‘waltz’. A theme
vowel, found on denominal transitives (see chapter 8), ¢ possible on the root and no light verb
is needed.

(24) a. *Tyi sof-i-yon.
PRFVdancerrv-B1
intended: ‘I danced.

b. *Tyi k-sofi-i
PRFV Al-dancertv
intended: ‘I danced®

C. Tyi  k-softi bals.
PRFV Al-dancepTv waltz
‘I danced a waltz.

Based on data like these, | propose the generalization i (@peated from (10) above. This
gives us the result that a Chol stem can only inflect as a veitbcimbines with a DP (Case-
requiring) complement.

(25) CHOL LITTLE v GENERALIZATION
a. Allinternal arguments must be assigned (absolutive g head,;
b. All v’'s must assign absolutive Case to an internal argument.

The proposal that certain heads obligatorily assign Casetisew. TheDbligatory Case Parameter
(Bobaljik 1993; Laka 1993) is proposed to account for thied#nce between nominative-accusative
and ergative-absolutive languages as follows: In an exgédnguagey obligatorily assigns Case
(absolutivg, while in a nominative language, T must assign Camsminativgé. The remaining
arguments in a transitive construction are assigned “digogh Case—ergativefor the transitive
subject in an ergative systemxcusativefor the transitive object in a nominative systéms noted
in chapter 2.2.5, | assume here that ergative Case in Chakigreed inherently, though nothing
proposed here is incompatible with an account in which ergdd dependent.

Returning to the difference between Chol complementingcamiplementless forms, | give the
proposed structures for unaccusatives and unergativ@8jratd (29):

®This form is grammatical under an interpretation in whickrthis gpro-dropped object: ‘| danced it This is because
the intransitive status suffixt is homophonous with the denominal status suffix in the pavieaspect, shown by the
form in (24c). See the discussion in chapter 2.2.3 above.

"See also Phillips 1995 for a proposal which relates the atility appearance of absolutive marking on verbs in
Yimas to an EPP requirement of T. In Chol, absolutive Casgafiable innonfiniteembedded clauses, lending support
to the proposal that Chol absolutive is assigned jyot by T. See Coon and Mateo Pedro 2010.

8See Coon and Salanova 2009 for an account which proposesite tie setting of the Obligatory Case Parameter
from independent properties of the grammar.
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(26) UNACCUSATIVE (27) UNERGATIVE
Tyi  majl-i-yof. Tyi k-cha’l-e sofi.
PRFV QO-ITV-B1 PRFVAl-doDTV dance
‘I went. ‘| danced.’

(28) majl: internalf-role (29) sai: no internalf-role

vP

/\ P
v VP /\

-ITV ] pro v VP
( majl-6 pro 1PRON | PN
N go 1PRON -e V DP
T ABS _ A -TV | |
! cha'll
\ do saf
N dance
ABS
~_ A

In (28), the unaccusative roatajl ‘go’ subcategorizes for an internal argument, here the first
person pronoun. An intransitivehead merges and assigns absolutive Case to the interned@mngju
The unergative roo$di ‘dance’, in contrast, does not subcategorize for an inteargument—it
simply denotes an event of dancing.vAdoes not merge (there is nothing for it to assign Case to)
and so the unergative or antipassive form must be realizachaan. Another way to put this is that
v does not select for unergative or antipassive complements.

In order to predicate, the unergative raafi serves as a complement to the light vezba’l.
Since the light verldoescombine with a nominal complement,js merged and the form is verbal.
The transitivev introduces the agefitrole and combines with the VP vevent identificationwhich
ensures that the agent is identified with the event of dancing

As noted above, | assume that transitive subjects in Chathe first person pronoun in (29),
are assigned ergative Canberentlyby transitivev in the position in which they enter the derivation
(Mahajan 1989; Woolford 1997, 2001; Legate 2002, 2008) hivgtproposed below hinges on this.

3.1.5 Alternations

In addition to differences between lexical items like theacgusative rootmajl ‘go’ and
the unergative roosadi ‘dance’, we also find alternations supporting the proposistindtion
between complementing and complementless forms. Thesé/énambivalent intransitivegand
incorporation antipassivesach discussed in Vélzquétvarez 2002.

Ambivalent intransitives

VézquezAIvarez (2002) identifies a subset of intransitives whichdadls “ambivalents”, also
discussed in Gutiérrez Sanchez 2004. These roots appesther unaccusative or unergative
constructions, depending on their semantic interpretatithis subset of Chol intransitives
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exemplifies Dixon’s “fluid S” system, in which the argumentadfjiven intransitive patterns one
way to encode a volitional subject, and another to encodevntitionality. Examples of ambivalent
roots are listed in table 3.3.

Table 3.3: AMBIVALENT ROOTS (GUTIERREZ SANCHEZ 2004, 79)

jam | ‘rock, sway’
ts'am | ‘bathe’

tyijp’ | jump’
uk’ ‘cry’
uch’ | ‘eat’
wejl | fly’
wijl ‘spin’

way | ‘sleep’

Whereas unaccusatives likaajl ‘go’ never appear in light verb constructions, and unevgati
like sai ‘dance’ always appear in light verb constructions, rootthim class of ambivalents—like
way ‘sleep’—may appear either directly as predicates, as in)(3fr with the nominal suffixel as
complements to the light verb, as in (30b).

(30) AMBIVALENTS
a. Tyi way-i-yof.
PRFV sleeptTv-B1
‘| slept.’
b. Tyi k-cha’l-e way-el
PRFVAl-doDTV sleepNML
‘| slept (on purpose).’

While both forms are equally grammatical, we correctly jped semantic difference between
the two. Under the analysis proposed here, in (30a) the aguiofway is internal (unaccusative).
The subject undergoeschange of statdut the sentence is ambiguous as to whether the act of
sleeping was volitional. In (30b) the agent identified whie faction denoted byay is introduced
externally (unergative); here the actiotustbe interpreted as volitional. (30b) is infelicitous, for
example, in a context in which the speaker accidentally dagkin class, but in good a context in
which the speaker lay down with the intention to sleep.

Gutiérrez Sanchez (2004, 92) notes tlpatsitional roots (see chapter 2.2.3) behave as
ambivalents. Note that in the unaccusative form in (31a)steen suffix terminates in the vowel
-i, while in the light verb construction it terminates-I{compare with the forms in (30)). See Coon

and Preminger 2009 for a proposal which unifies this morghobeith that of the intransitives
discussed above.

(31) POSITIONALS AS AMBIVALENTS

a. Tyi buch-li-yof.
PRFV Sit-POSITV-B1
‘| sat.
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b. Tyi k-cha’l-e buch-tyal.
PRFVA1l-doDTV Sit-POSNML
‘| sat.

The incorporation antipassive

We also find a distinction within stems that appear to be tti@asas shown in (32).

(32) a. TRANSITIVE

Tyi  k-wuts’-u pisil.
PRFV Al-wash7v clothes
‘| washed (the) clothes.

b. INCORPORATION ANTIPASSIVE
Tyi k-cha'l-e wuts’ pisil.
PRFV Al-doDTV wash clothes
‘| washed clothes.’

While the form in (32a) is fully transitive, the staewuts’ pisilin (32b) is not. VézqueAIvarez
(2002) calls forms like those in (32b) “incorporation aasgives” (following the discussion in
Dayley 1990). In contrast to in the full transitive in (33Hd)e incorporation antipassive object may
not be a full DP: determiners (33a), proper names (33b), aodominal objects (33c—d) are all
ungrammatical in this construction.

(33) a. *Tyi k-cha'l-e [wuts’jifii pisil ].
PRFVAl-doDTv washDET clothes
intended: ‘I washed the clothes.’

b. *Tyi i-cha’l-e [mek’aj-Maria ].
PRFVA3-doDTV hug DET-Maria
intended: ‘He hugged Maria.’

c. *Tyi i-cha’l-e [Kel-ety ]
PRFVA3-doDTV watchB2
intended: ‘He watched you.

d *Tyi k-chal-e [mel pro ]
PRFVAl-doDTV make 3PRON
intended: ‘I made it.

Furthermore, as shown by the examples in (34), the incotiporantipassive object cannot be
extracted. (e.g. in wh-question as in (34a) or for topifocus as in (34b)):

(34) a. *Chukityi i-chal-e [mel _]?
what PRFVA3-doDTV make
intended: ‘What did she make?’

b. *Waj tyi i-chal-e [mel _]?
tortilla PRFV A3-doDTV make
intended: ‘She made tortillas.’
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Unlike canonical noun incorporation (cf. Baker 1988), hegrein these constructions the verb
root and “incorporated” object do not form a single morplgidal word and the object need not
necessarily be a bare nominal. Adjectives may also appe¢hese constructions, as in (35), though
speakers vary in how readily they accept such constructions

(35) % Tyi majl-i [tyi chukkolemchay].
PRFVQo-ITV PREPcatchbig fish
‘He went to catch big fish.’

The Chol incorporation antipassive thus more closely rédesnthe Nez Perce antipassive
discussed in Deal 2010, pseudo noun incorporatiodescribed for Niuean in Massam 2001. Asin
these languages, the Chol incorporation antipassive igjeot a true (syntactic) verbal argument.
Dayley writes of these forms in Mayan languages: “Here tien® particular specific patient, only
an undifferentiated class of patients with no specific exiee” (Dayley 1990, 342).

In Mithun's (1984) classification, the Chol incorporatiomtipassive is an instance of
composition by juxtapositionn which “the V and the N are simply juxtaposed to form an esgiby
tight bond” (Mithun 1984, 849). Regardless of the specifialgsis adopted, we can conclude that
the bare object i€aselessin many languages, the resulting compound behaves liketeansitive
verb: “The V and N remain separate words phonologically;asuin all compounding, the N loses
its syntactic status as an argument of the sentence, andNhen¥ functions as an intransitive
predicate” (Mithun 1984, 849). In Chol, however, we havensiat intransitives with no internal
arguments never inflect directly as verbs. Based on the pedpbove, we then predict correctly that
the incorporation antipassive forms—which do not have €agqairing internal arguments—must
pattern as nominafs.

As further support for this analysis, note that in (35b) themie vowel—proposed to be an
instantiation ofv—is missing. Recall that heads in Chol must assign abstract absolutive Case.
With no Case-bearing internal argumentis not licit in incorporation antipassive constructions.
Instead the roots enter directly into nominal stem formgpresent these as in (36).

(36) nP

/\

n V-V
N
'
jap  kajpej

drink coffee

We saw structures for unaccusatives and unergatives inaf8)29) above. Below | give the
proposed structures for true transitives and incorpanaittipassives, respectively. In the transitive

°Itis worth emphasizing here that “Case-requiring” in thisguage does not necessarily mean that an overt determiner
is present. While only bare nominals may appear in incotpmraantipassives, bare nominals are not necessarily
incorporated. A form likepisil ‘clothes’ in the full transitive in (32a) may be interpretad definite or indefinite; the
same form in the incorporation antipassive (32b) may ordgike an indefinite interpretation.

10 leave open the analysis of incorporation antipassive atfmat contain adjectives, like (35) above. As the number
of adjectives that permit this appears to be rather limpedhapskolem chays itself a type of compound, or perhaps full
NPs are possible in the incorporated forms, so long as n&higinctional material is present.
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in (37) the roofjap ‘drink’ combines with a full DP internal argument. The traive v is merged,
followed by the transitive subject, as shown in (39). In theorporation antipassive in (37) the root
jap ‘drink’ combines directly with the bare nomin&hjpej ‘coffee’ (the determiner is impossible
onkajpe). Sincev only selects for complements which contain Case-requinimiginals,v is not
possible here. Instea@p kajpejserves as the nominal complement to the light verb. The raiter
f-role is realized as the light verb subject, as shown in (40).

(37) TRANSITIVE
Tyi k-jap-a jifii  kajpe;.
PRFV Al-drink-TV DET coffee
‘| drank the coffee.

(39) jap: internalé-role

vP
DP v
AN
pro v VP
1PRON | T
-a \Y, DPy
-TvV | A
l\ jap-0 jifikajpej
\_ drink DET coffee
“aBs__ A
Summary

(38)

(40)

INCORPORATION ANTIPASSIVE
Tyi k-cha'l-e jap kajpej.
PRFV Al-doDTvV drink coffee

‘| did coffee-drinking.’

jap-kajpej no internald-role

vP
/\
DP v
N T T
pro v VP
1PRON | P
-e V DP
-TV | |
! cha’l Nasva
N do jap-kajpej
AN drink-coffee
ABS _ A

At this point, we have four types @omplementlesstems, repeated in (41a—d). These include two
types of unergative—root unergatives (41a) and ambivéhransitives in their unergative function
(41b)—as well as two types of antipassive. The absolutiigpassive in (41c) is formed with
the suffix-ofi and no object is (or may be) present; the incorporation assipe involves a bare

transitive root with an NP object, as in (41d).

HA final type of antipassive is found with derived transitiveras, discussed in chapter 4.3 below.
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(41) a. RoOT UNERGATIVE
Tyi i-cha’l-e alas jifii alob.
PRFV A3-doDTV gameDET boy
‘The boy played.’ (lit.: ‘The boy did playing.’)
b. AMBIVALENT UNERGATIVE
Tyi a-cha’l-e tyijp’-el.
PRFV A2-dODTV jump-NML
“You jumped.’ (lit.: *You did jumping.’)
C. ABSOLUTIVE ANTIPASSIVE
Tyi k-cha'l-e wuts’-ofi-el.
PRFVAl-doDTV washAP-NML
‘I washed.’ (lit.: ‘I did washing.")
d. INCORPORATION ANTIPASSIVE
Tyi k-cha’l-e wuts’ pisil.
PRFV Al-do-DTV wash clothes
‘I washed.’ (lit.: ‘I did clothes-washing.")

Again, what all of the unergative and antipassive stem fam@1) have in common is that
they all lack full Case-requiring internal arguments. Thetsalas‘play’ and tyijp’ ‘jump’ simply
denote events and do not assign éaples. The transitive roatuts’ ‘wash’ loses the ability to take
a full DP internal argument througintipassivizatior{via the suffix-ofi in (41c) or by incorporating
the bare object nominal in (41d)). Following the proposabwey because these forms do not
subcategorize for complements, they cannot projecutrerjuired to merge an agent. In order to
predicate, they serve as the nominal complements of thsitikanlight verbcha’l. In the following
section | show first that the underlined unergative and aasfifjye stems behave distributionally as
other nominals in the language, and second that the suljetdsms like (41) pattern with other
transitive subjects.

3.2 COMPLEMENTLESS STEMS AND THE LIGHT VERB

In this section | provide further evidence for the proposature of complementless constructions
in Chol. | begin by showing that complementless (unergadind antipassive) stems are nominal.
Next | show that the subjects of the light verb constructibekave syntactically as other transitive
subjects. Finally, | return to the proposal that all and amgbs in Chol have DP complements.

3.2.1 Complementless stems are nominal

Here | show that the complementless unergative and aniieagsrms underlined in (41)
above pattern morphologically and distributionally witther nominals. Unergative light verb
complements like those in table 3.4 are simply called “viembans” (also known as “activity nouns”
or “action nominals”) within Mayanist literature (see Kendn 1990). When not appearing in light
verb constructions, these stems receive argument nomieapretations. Examples of verbal nouns
and their corresponding nominal and verbal interpretatine given in table 3.4.

While many “verbal nouns” are bare CVC roots, some involvifixas of the form-VI, as in
fiajal andtseTial, boldfaced in table 3.4 (see also Gutiérrez Sanchez 2@fjixes of the formVI
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Table 3.4: VERBAL NOUNS (SEE GUTIERREZ SANCHEZ 2004, 70)

ROOT | as argument noun with light verb
sai ‘dance’ ‘to dance’
alas ‘game’ ‘to play’
ts'ijb ‘writing’ ‘write’
xujch’ | ‘robbery’ ‘to rob’
chu ‘breast’ ‘to nurse’
ty'an | ‘speech’ ‘to speak’
k'ay ‘song’ ‘to sing’
Xej ‘vomit’ ‘to vomit’
Rajal ‘dream’ ‘to dream’
tsefal | ‘laughter’ ‘to laugh’

are found on nominals throughout Chol (Warkentin and Sc@80) and other Mayan languages.
Various Chol-VI suffixes are discussed in appendix A.6 below; a few exampkegigen in table
3.5.

Table 3.5: -VL NOMINALS (AULIE AND AULIE 1978; WARKENTIN AND SCOTT 1980)

lum  ‘land’ i-lum-al ‘his country’

tyaj ‘pine’ tyaj-ol ‘place where pines grow’
ja'as ‘banana’ | ja’as-il ‘banana tree’

jam  ‘grass’ jam-il ‘lawn’

bax ‘active’ i-bax-lel  ‘his energy’

jab ‘year’ i-jab-ilel  ‘her birthday, age’

Kifi  ‘sun, day’ | K'ifi-ijel ‘party’

kKam ‘sick’ k'am-ajel ‘sickness’

mel  ‘make’ mel-ojel  ‘judge’

chak ‘tocurse’ | ch’ak-ojel ‘curse’

As these forms show, while suffixes terminatingfli have a variety of functions, the resulting
stem is always nomindf Absolutive antipassive stems (antipassives formed wighstiffix -off)
and ambivalent roots always appear with the suffisvhen appearing as complements to the light
verb. | propose that this is also a nominal suffix, an overtamigation of an head, and gloss it
‘NML’. Examples are shown in (42).

12Gutierrez Sanchez (2004, 70) writes of these “verbal sbuhey “behave as both verbs and as nouns with no
additional derivation”. He provides ample evidence thaytare nominal, but offers light verb constructions as evige
that they behave as verbs as well. Though they denote evéats they appear in light verb constructions, | maintain
that “verbal nouns” are formally event-denonoting nonsn#hey are not verbs.
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(42) a. ABSOLUTIVE ANTIPASSIVE
Tyi k-cha'l-e choi-of-el tyi Tila.
PRFVAl-doDTV sell-aP-NML PREPTIla
‘I sold (things) in Tila.’

b. AMBIVALENT UNERGATIVE

Tyi i-cha’l-e tyijp-el jifi ts'i.
PRFV A3-doDTV jump-NML DET dog
‘The dog jumped.’

For comparison, recall that when roots likkadi andtyijp’ from (42) take internal arguments,
they appear with aV suffix and inflect directly as verbs. Examples are given in.(43

(43) a. Tyi k-chofi-o bu'ultyi Tila.
PRFV Al-sellTv bean PREPTIla
‘| sold beans in Tila.’
b. Tyi tyijp-i jifii ts’.
PRFVjump-4TV DET dog
‘The dog jumped.’

Additional examples of antipassive and ambivalent stentls vl nominal suffixes are shown
in table 3.6. As predicted, these forms share the nominéliilditional properties of the “verbal
nouns”, discussed in section 3.2.2 (see also Vazéerez 2002).

Table 3.6: ANTIPASSIVES & UNERGATIVE AMBIVALENTS

wuts’-di-el | ‘wash something’
chdi-oi-el | ‘buy something’
p'is-ofn-el ‘measure something’
mak-ai-el | ‘cover something’
tyijp’-el ‘flump’

ts'am-el ‘bathe’

uk’-el ‘cry’

wejl-el ‘fly’

Finally, while incorporation antipassive forms do not shemy overt nominal morphology, they
too pattern with other nominals in the language. Exampldaaairporation antipassive forms are
given in table 3.7.
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Table 3.7: INCORPORATION ANTIPASSIVES(VAZQUEZ ALVAREZ 2002)

wuts’ pisil | ‘wash clothes’
mel waj ‘make tortilla’
pak’ bu'ul | ‘plant beans’
jap lembal | ‘drink liquor’
K'ux waj ‘eat tortilla’
juy ul ‘make atolé
chuk clay | ‘catch fish’

Structures for the four types of complementless forms dised above are given in (44). In all
cases, the root enters directly into a nominal stem profife dmbivalent unergative and absolutive
antipassive forms have overt realizationsnofieads, which take the form of the suffigl. A -VI
suffix is also present on some verbal noun unergatives.

(44) VERBAL NOUN UNERGATIVE (45) AMBIVALENT (UNERGATIVE)

nP nP
PN PN
n® n? va
| | |
-@ sai -el  tyijp’
dance -NML  jump
(46) ABSOLUTIVE ANTIPASSIVE (47) INCORPORATION ANTIPASSIVE
nP nP
/\ /\
n? AP n? vasva
| PN | PN
e AP 2 v v
-NML | | | |
-of  man jap  kajpej
-AP  buy drink coffee

Here and above | have represented lexical roots $ife ‘dance’ andman ‘buy’ with the
category-neutral symboly/ ”, rather than with “N” and “V” respectively. We saw above tha
ambivalent roots, likayijp’ ‘jump’ can enter into nominal profiles with the suffigl, or into verbal
profiles with the intransitives suffix -i. Nonetheless, it is important to point out that—as in any
theory in which roots are un- or under-specified for grameoahtcategory—these roots are not
entirely without some type of categorial information. Thipassive suffixof, for example, only
combines with those roots which also directly form tramsitstems:man ‘buy’, wuts’ ‘wash’, mel
‘make’, etc. It cannot appear on an unergative root k@ ‘dance’ or an intransitive likayijp’
‘flump’.

While lexical roots in Chol may not themselves fully nomiwalfully verbal, they must come
with some information about what types of stems they entgr. ir return to the topic of root
categorization in section 3.3 below. Note also that aboe¢ thepresent null nominal heads for
verbal noun unergatives likedi in (44) and the incorporation antipassive in (47), but see th
discussion in section 3.3 below on roots anduffixes.
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Crucially for the discussion at hand, none of the completasstfiorms shown above hasa
and thus (under the assumption that agents only merge inpgafier of transitivev, defended
below) there is nowhere to merge an agent argument. The esgestead realized as the subject of
the transitive light verb. The light verb in turn takes thengdementless stem form as its internal
argument. First in section 3.2.2 | provide distributionaidence that all of these forms behave as
nominals in other contexts. Next in section 3.2.3 | show thase subjects pattern with transitive
(external) subjects elsewhere in the language.

3.2.2 Distributional evidence that complementless formsra nominal

Like other Chol nominals, complementless forms may: servesentential subjects, appear
with determiners and adjectives, appear as agent nomiagfgear possessed, trigger agreement
morphology, and serve as the complement of a prepositioRoots which appear with vocalic
suffixes, proposed above to occupyare impossible in these environments. These are exammned i
turn below; the complementless stem forms in question arersarized in table 3.8.

Table 3.8: COMPLEMENTLESS STEMS

FORM EXAMPLE  GLOSS
verbal noun ROOT k'ay ‘song’
unergative ambivalent | RoOT-el way-el ‘sleepNML’

absolutive antipassive | ROOT-Of-el  wuts’-di-el ‘washAP-NML’
incorporation antipassive ROOT-ROOT jap lembal ‘drink liquor’

Determiners and adjectives

The determinejifii indicates definiteness or salience of the nominal it prexéske appendix A.6.1
below). While bare nominals may be in some cases interpiatefinite in Chol, nominals with
jifii always receive a definite interpretation. Examples are show48).

(48) a. Machwefi [jifi wa] ]
NEG good DET tortilla
‘The tortilla isn’t good.’
b. Ma'afimi k-mul-afi [jifi arus].
NEG IMPF Al-like-D.NML DET rice
‘I don't like the rice.’

The complementless forms from table 3.8 can also appearthdtdeterminer, as illustrated in
(49).

13See also Polian 2008 for nominality tests in Tseltal Mayame distributional facts presented here are also discussed
in Coon 2010a.
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(49) a. Machwef [jifii jap lembal]/[jii wuts’-of-el ].

NEG good DET drink liquor DET washAP-NML
‘The liquor-drinking / the washing isn’t good.’
b. Ma'afimi  k-mul-af [jini Kay ]/[jini uk-el ].

NEG IMPF Al-like-D.NML DETSONng  DET Cry-NML
‘I don't like the song / the crying.’

The determiner is unable to appear with verlcamplementingstems, as shown by the
ungrammaticality of the forms in (50). Here the roots appeitin the vocalic suffixes found on
perfective forms: the harmoni&/-for transitives andi for intransitives.

(50) *Machweii [jifi jap-a lembal]/[jifi way-i ].
NEG good DET drink-Tv liquor DET sleeptTv

The complementless unergative and antipassive nominalalsa appear fronted to pre-verbal
position for topic or focus, as shown by the narrative exanipl(51). Forms like (51) also show
these forms serving as sentential subjects.

(51) Porke [jifi jap lembal] machwefi.
because DET drink liquor NEG good
‘Because liquor-drinking isn’'t good.’ (B.121)

As shown by the examples in (52), complementless stemsikiat ‘cry-NmML" and jap lembal
‘drink liquor’ can be modified by an adjective likaabal in the same way as canonical nouns like
koya ‘tomato’. The formkabkal may also be used as an adverb (not unlike English ‘a lot’),iand
thus alone not a good argument for the nominal status of floeses. | include these examples here
to show that modifiers are not impossible.

(52) a. Tyi k-man-a [kabalkoya™ ].

PRFVAl-buy-Tv a.lot tomato
‘I bought a lot of tomatoes.’

b. Machwef [jifii kabaluk’-el 1.
NEG good DET a.lot cry-NML
‘A lot of crying isn’t good.’

c. Machwefi [kabaljap lembal].
NEG good a.lot drink liquor
‘A lot of drinking liquor isn't good.’

Possession

Above we saw that the stem forms from table 3.8 may serve dsrg@&i subjects; they may also
appear possessed in this position. Recall that possesarkeny is identical to ergative marking in
Mayan languages—both are marked with set A prefixes. In agges® phrase, the set A marker
appears on the possessum and agrees with the possessessBusappear after the possessum (see
appendix A.6.3). Examples of Chol possessive phrases avensh (53).



Verbs and nouns in Chol 75

(53) a. Baki an [aj-chich pro; ]?
whereLoc A2-older.sister
‘Where’s your older sister?’

b. Tyi cham-i[i,-wakaxwiiik; ].
PRFVdiedTV A3-cow man
‘The man’s cow died.’

The nonperfective stem forms from table 3.8 may also appessgssed in argument position,
as illustrated by the examples in (54). Note from the glo$sge that the possessor need not be
(and is more naturallyot) interpreted as the agent. This is connected to the absdrceFolayer
(and hence an ageétrole) in these nominals, and is discussed further in chaplelow.

(54) a. Machwefi [i-wuts’ pisil  x-Tixik 1/ [i-way-el fiefie].
NEG good A3-washclothescL-woman A3-sleepNML baby
‘The woman’s clothes-washing/laundyythe baby’s sleeping/dream isn’t good.’
b. Ma’afimi k-mul-afi [i-k'ay x-k'alal] /[a-man-of-el 1.
NEG IMPF Al-like-D.NML A3-songcL-girl A2-buy-AP-NML
‘| don't like the girl's song/ your buying/purchases.’

The verbal complementing forms are always impossible isdlwnstructions, as shown by the
ungrammatical forms in (55).

(55) a. *Machwehf [i-wuts’-u  pisil  x-Tixik ].
NEG good A3-wash7v clothescL-woman
intended: ‘The woman’s clothes-washing isn’t good.
b. *Machwefi [i-way-i fiefe’].
NEG good A3-sleeprtv baby
intended: ‘The baby'’s sleeping isn’t good.’

In addition to appearing possessed, the complementlesgative and antipassive stem forms
may also serve as grammatipaissessorsand as such, trigger set A agreement. In the forms in (56),
the nominal intransitive formijtyel ‘finish’ appears withthird person set A agreement. The notional
subjects, however, are second and first person, respgctilele, the nominalized stenkts’amel
andak’ux wajserve as the possessors of the faijigel, also nominal. These stems, bold-faced in
(56), trigger the set A agreement. As in the cases above assepsor follows the possessum. The
main predicate is the progressive aspect mackeikol, discussed below.

(56) a. Chonkol y;-ujty-el [ k-ts’am-el i 1-
PROG  A3-finishnMmL Al-bathenmL
‘I'm finishing bathing.’
(lit. ~ ‘My bathing’s finishing is occurring.”)
b. Chorikol[ y;-ujty-el [ak'ux wa] ];].
PROG  A3-finishNML A2-eattortilla
‘You're finishing tortilla-eating.’
(lit. ~ Your tortilla-eating’s finishing is occurring.”)
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Compare for example the bracketed forms in (56) with the dermpossessive construction
given in (57).

(57) y;-uskui [a-mama ],
A3-older.brother A2-mother
‘your mother’s older brother’

Agent nominals

The procliticsaj- and x- (historically masculine and feminine noun class markespectively)
appear on many Chol nominals, discussed in appendix A.éobvtand illustrated by the examples
in (58).

(58) a. Tyi cham-i[aj-ts'o ].
PRFvdiedTV cCL-turkey
‘The turkey died.’
b. Tyi i-Kux-u waj jifii [x-"ixik ].
PRFV A3-eat7V tortilla DET cL-woman
‘The woman ate tortillas.’

These clitics also appear on the complementless forms fabie t3.8 above, resulting in
nominals with the meaning ‘one who X-es’, as shown in (59)(5@b—c) we see that the resulting
nominal stems can also take the human plural markbr(though this alone does not tell us
anything, asob may also appear as an agreement marker on verbs).

(59) a. [Ajchuk chay]jifii wiflik.
cL-catchfish DET man

‘The man is a fisherman.’

b. Af kabal[ aj-ts’am-el-ob  Jtyi ja".
LOC many cCL-batheNML-PL PREPwater
‘There are many bathers in the water.’

c. Tyi jul-i-yob abi jifii [ aj-chof-of-el-ob .
PRFV arrive.hereTv -pL yesterdayDET CL-Sell-AP-NML-PL
‘The sellers (salespeople) arrived here yesterday.’

In some cases the clitic is not present and the complemsngtesn serves directly as an agent
nominal, as in the examples in (60).

(60) a. Maxkimi i-wef tyajtyak'ifi jii-ob-ach choi-lembal.
who IMPF A3-a.lotfind money DET-PL-AFF sell-liquor
‘The ones who have money are the liquor-sellers.’ (B.127)
b. Maaii mi k-ak’ k-tyak'ii cha afichofi-lembal-ob.
NEG.EXT IMPF Al-give Al-moneyfor  sell-liquoreL
‘I don’t give my money to liquor-sellers. (B.129)

Again, stems with the suffixes described above are impossible in agent nominais. shows
us that the cliticsaj- andx- are notnominalizers but rather attach only to stems which are already
nominal (compare the forms in (58)).
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(61) *[Aj-chuk-u chay]jifii wihik.
cL-catchTv fish DET man
intended: ‘The man is a fisherman.’

Prepositions

Like other nominals in Chol, the complementless forms ing&@8 above appear as complements
of the preposition. Chol has one all-purpose prepositigint* As shown by the examples in (62),
tyi can receive a variety of interpretations, depending onexant

(62) a. Tyi majl-i [tyi Kklase ].
PRFVQo-TV PREPSschool
‘She went to school.
b. Afn-ofl [tyi otyoty].
Loc-B1 PREPhouse
‘I'm in the house.
c. Tsajii-ety[ tyi Salto].
returnB2 PREPSalto
‘You returned from Salto.’

The complementless stem forms from table 3.8 above can p#asgn the same position as
the uncontroversial nourldase‘school’, otyoty ‘house’, andSalto (name of town), shown in the
sentences in (63a—c). Stems witsuffixes are again impossible, as in (63d).

(63) a. Tyi majl-i [tyi kuchsi® 1/[tyi way-el 1.

PRFVQO-4TV PREPcarry wood PREPSleepNML
‘She went to wood-carry sleep.’

b. ARn-ofl [tyi Kay]/[tyi wuts-oi-el ].
LOC-B1 PREPSONg PREPwWashAP-NML
‘'m singing / washing.’ (lit.: ‘I'm at singing/ washing.’}®

C. Tsajfi-ety[ tyi  juch’ ixim] /[tyi alas ].
return82 PREPQrind corn PREPgame
“You returned from corn-grinding playing.’

d. *Tyi majl-i [tyi kuch-u si° ]/[tyi way-i ]
PRFVJO-TV PREPcarry-Tv wood PREPSleeptTVv
intended: ‘She went to carry wogdsleep.’

Summary

Above | showed that complementless unergative and aniygestem forms may not inflect directly
as predicates, but instead in perfective constructiongesas complements to the light verb. Like
other verbs, the light verb must combine with a DP interngliarent. | showed further that the

¥ps discussed in appendix A.7.6 below, the relational noha'afiappears to also function as a preposition (i.e.
without set A marking) meaning ‘for’ or ‘in order to’. The $t& oftyi is discussed further below.
5Note that the locative construction in (63b) receives a @sgjve interpretation, discussed in chapter 5.
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complementless forms exemplified in table 3.8 above behamerainals elsewhere in the language.
The first piece of evidence was morphological: absolutivepassives, unergative ambivalents,
and some unergative verbal nouns appear withsuffixes, found on nominals elsewhere in the
language (and in the Mayan family more generally). Thoughititorporation antipassives do
not appear with any overt nominal morphology, they, like dtieer complementing forms, were
shown to behavéistributionally as nominals in other contexts: they appear as sententipdcisp
with determiners, adjectives, and the preposition; pesgkand triggering possession; and in agent
nominal constructions.

3.2.3 Unergative subjects are transitive subjects

The complementless unergative and antipassive stem fohies\serve as complements to the light
verb, likek'ay ‘song’ in (64), are proposed to be the nominal internal arguts of this construction.
They are assigned absolutive Case by the littleead which merges with the rooha’l. | also
suggest the subject—the agent which is identified with tiemegenoted bi(ay—is a true transitive
subject. It receives it§8-role not from the lexical rook’ay, but in the specifier of a VP-external
functional projectionpP.

(64) Tyi k-cha'l-e Kkay.
PRFVAl-doDTV song
‘ sang.

In addition to showing the set A morphology triggered by otlransitive subjects in the
language, data from extraction provides evidence that thligests of unergative light verb
constructions pattern with transitive subjects more gaher Though both external and internal
arguments may freely extract in Chol without the use of a igp@onstruction (i.e. agent focus
or antipassive, common in other Mayan languages, see $tigb86 for an overview), we find
a difference in extractiout of internal and external arguments. Namely, while possesaass
extract out of unaccusative subjects (65a) and transitojects (65b) (also noted for Tzotzil by
Aissen 1996), extraction is impossible out of transitivbjeats, as shown by the ungrammaticality
of (65c¢).

(65) a. Maxkj tyi  cham-i [ i-wakaxt; ]?

who PRFvdiedTv A3-cow
‘Whose cow died?’

b. Maxki; tyi  aw-il-a [i-chich t;1?
who PRFVA2-seebTv A3-older.sister
‘Whose older sister did you see?’

c. *Maxki; tyi i-jats’-a-yety [i-chich t;1?
who PRFVA3-hit-Tv-B2 A3-older.sister
‘Whose older sister hit you?’

Crucially, unergative subjects behave as transitive stfajextraction is impossible out of the
subject of an unergative, as shown in (66).
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(66) *Maxki; tyi i-cha’l-e sofi [i-chich t; ]?
who PRFVA3-doDTV dance A3-older.sister
‘Whose older sister danced?’

This illustrates that we are not dealing with simply a motpb@al phenomenon in the
representation of unergative versus unaccusatives dsbjeRather, unergative subjects behave
syntactically as other transitive subjects, explainednayfact that the light verb is a true transitive.
It takes the complementless stem as its internal argumadtjreerges the subject as its external
argument.

3.2.4 All andonly verbs combine with DP arguments

Thus far we have focused on perfective constructions amttkaéonly rootgstems which combine
with internal DP arguments may inflect as verbs. These imclabt and derived transitives,
unaccusatives, passives, and ambivalent roots in theacusative function, summarized in table
3.9. The differences between the transitives and the usatieas here lies in their selectional
properties. The transitive forms in the first two rows areestld by transitivay heads (which
merge an agent argument), while the unaccusative and pagsithe lower rows are selected by
the intransitivev head, realized as$.

Table 3.9: COMPLEMENTING FORMS

transitive mek’-ef  ‘hug-TVv’
derived transitive il-ae ‘seeDTV’
unaccusative majl-i  ‘go-ITV’
passive mejk’-i6  ‘hug.PASV-ITV’
ambivalent (unaccusative)way-if  ‘sleepiTv’

In contrast, if a rogtstem has no internal argument, it is unable to directly ptagayd-roles.
This is because heads in Chol must assign absolutive Case. If there is nonait@rgument,
there thus can also be raxternalargument (defended in chapter 4). The stem itself appears as
a nominal, and an agent must be merged as the argument of er vigth. Rootgstems of this
type include unergatives, absolutive antipassives, pawation antipassives, and ambivalent roots
in their unergative function. These are summarized in tae.

Table 3.10: COMPLEMENTLESS FORMS

unergative “verbal noun’| san ‘dance’
absolutive antipassive | wuts’-di-el  ‘washApP-NML’
incorporation antipassive wuts’-pisik, ‘wash-clothes’
ambivalent (unergative) | way-el ‘sleepNML’

At this point, Chol appears to be perfectly Split-S. Intégrguments are realized as absolutive
(set B, while external arguments are realized as ergatee g (either directly on a truly transitive
root, or on the light verb when no absolutive DP is presenh)is s summarized in (67), repeated
from chapter 2 above.
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(67) CHOL PERSON MARKING GENERALIZATION

a. Set Amarks all external arguments (transitive subjects, utigegaubjects, possessors)
b. Set Bmarks all internal arguments (intransitive subjects, tgm

Again, this is a direct consequence of the fact thatvlassigns ergative Case inherently to
transitive external subjects, and 2. all heads assign absolutive Caseiriternal complements.
Before turning to the core proposal, | show here that thesitini between complementipxgrbal
and complementlegaominal forms is found outside of canonically event-demptistems.
Moreover, | suggest that not only do all verbs combine withddmplements, but thainly verbs
combine with DP complements. Finally, in section 3.3, | d&implications of the Chol facts on
Case Theorynore generally.

Verbs with PP complements?

One question which arises for the proposal above is: whattd® complements? In fact, it appears
that verbs in Chohever select for PP complementSentences which are translated into English
as involving PP complements in Chol uniformly surface with Bomplements (as also noted for
Tzotzil, Aissen 1996, 469):

(68) a. Tyi k-sak-l-a bij.

PRFV Al-searchsTAT-DTV path
‘[ looked for the path.’

b. Chofikolk-pi’-ty-af karo.
PROG Al-wait-SUFD.NML car
‘I'm waiting for a car.

c. Mi i-tse'-ty-af iy-ijts’in.
IMPF A3-laughsurFD.NML A3-younger.sibling
‘He’s laughing at his little brother.’

Interestingly, none of the forms in (68) is a bare root trawesj all are derived. In (68b—c) the
roots are suffixed withtyai, which we might analyze agy plus a-Vi suffix regularly found on
nonperfective derived transitive forms. One possibiliyhat this-ty is historically the preposition
-tyi incorporated into the verb (i.e., applicativg. Indeed, a transitivizing suffixt exists in
neighboring Yucatecan languages (Danziger 1996). | do eetldp this idea here, but compare
alsouk’ ‘cry’ ~ uk’-tyai ‘to grieve for’; way ‘sleep’ ~ way-tydi ‘to use for sleeping’buch‘seated’
~ buch-tyd ‘to sit on’; andtyuch’ ‘perch’ ~ tyuch’-tydi ‘to step on’. This does not appear to be
fully productive in Chol, but see Aulie and Aulie 1978 for reaxamples.

It is also important to point out that Chol’'s all-purpose gaysition tyi shows an interesting
restriction: it may not combine with full DPs (as also noted Tzotzil's cognate preposition, John
Haviland, p.c.).

(69) *Tyi majl-i tyi (*ifii) otyoty.
PRFV gO4TV PREPDET house
intended: ‘He went to the house.’
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We might thus analyzéyi not as a true preposition, but as an oblique determinerytete
only in contexts where the nominal is unable to get Case ¢thooothing below hinges on
this). If this is correct, we would not expect it to be seldchy a verb; verbs (by definition in
Chol) assign Case to DP complements. PPs are also not selealeuble object constructions,
which involve the applicative suffixbe (see appendix A.4.3 below). The fact that Chol verbs
never select PP complements may then simply be an accideght dhct that Chol has no true
prepositiong® Nonetheless, the absence of prepositions does not seewiyeaticidental: Chol’s
Little v Generalizationpredicts that there should be no PP complements, since tiesympably
would not require Case.

Other stems with DP complements?

What happens when a nominal or adjectival stem combines aviifiP complement? Roots like
wiflik ‘man’ andsasak ‘white’ may appear directly in either nominadjectival stems, as in (70),
or in predicative stems as in (71). In (71) we see that wherbounmg with a DP complement they
receive a predicative (verbal) interpretation.

(70) ADJECTIVES AND NOUNS (71) AsS STATIVE PREDICATES
a. Tyi chame-ijifi sasik muty. a. Sasak jini muty.
PRFV diedTv DET white chicken white DET chicken
‘The white chicken died.’ ‘The chicken is white.’
b. Tyi majl-i jifii wifik. b. Wihik-ety.
PRFV QO-TV DET man mans2
‘The man left. ‘You are a man.’

Proposed structures for forms like those in (70b) and (7Xk) given in (72) and (73)
respectively. In (70b)72) the rootwinik does not combine with a DP complement; it serves as the
complement of the unaccusative raogjl ‘go’ and receives absolutive Case from the intransitive
suffix, -i. In (71b)/(73), however, | propose thatifiik takes the second person pronoun, realized as
the set B clitic-ety, as its internal argument. A null stative(copular) head is merged, and assigns
Case to the second person pronoun.

(72) vP (73) vP

N | PN

4 DP @2 /7 DP
'IITV | ) A ',SV |~ A
\ majl  jifi wifik v wifiik -ety
\\ go aET man “\_man 2PRON

ABS "7 ABS -~

Compare this with the parallel behavior of an event-degpotoot like sah: when no internal

18The formcha afi‘for, in order to’, discussed in appendix A.7.6 below, is &gible exception. To my knowledge,
however, it is also never selected.
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argument is present, it serves as a nominal argument as &). (F¥hen it does take an internal
argument, it inflects directly as a predicate, as in (74b):

(74) a. Machwei jifii k'ay.
NEG gOOdDET song
‘The song isn't good.’
b. Tyi j-Kay-i jifii  kanto.
PRFVAl-songbTV DET song
‘| sang the song.’

When roots which otherwise form nominal stems appear witbraptement, they inflect as
verbs. Likewise, in Chol it seems we can generalize that nahstems (i.e. forms which surface
syntactically as nominals) simply do not take complemdrBspr otherwise (also noted for Tzotzil
by Aissen 1996), shown by the ungrammatical forms in (75).

(75) a. *jum-p’ejlkwento(tyi) wifik
oneNC story PREPMan
intended: ‘a story about a man’

b. *jini foto (tyi) x-k'alal
DET picturePREPCL-girl
intended: ‘the picture of the girl’

The intended interpretations could instead be expressefpdigntially ambiguous) possessive
structures, e.g. ‘a man’s story’ or ‘the girl’'s picture’.

| thus suggest that in Cha)l and only verbs combine with DP complemertitsthe section that
follows, | discuss the possible implications for this geieation for the assignment of Case more
generally, before returning to Chol’'s aspectual split ingter 4.

3.3 EXCURSUS ON ABSOLUTIVE CASE AND THE NATURE OF VERBS

In the sections above | argued that the source of Chol's-S@igstem, and the explanation for why
there are no unergatiweerbsin the language, both stem from a single requiremerteads—both
transitive and intransitive—obligatorily assign Casertieinal DP arguments. Stems which do not
select for complements are thus unable to inflect as verbsimdds, in contrast, never appear with
complements; when an object-denoting root takes a compleménflects as a predicate.

3.3.1 Case Theory

This picture is different from what we find in a language likagish, though even here we see traces
of it. Specifically, the requirement that Chol verbs assigs&; while nouns do not, is reminiscent of
Case Theorysee e.g. Vergnaud 1978006; Chomsky 1980; Rouveret and Vergnaud 198@ase
Theory attempts to capture the distribution of nominal$imigrammar, as formulated for instance
in (76). Some version of this, plus the requirement thatathimals receive Case (tlgase Filte),

Thanks to David Pesetsky for emphasizing the relevancei®f th
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derives a number of facts about the distribution of nomimgleents in a nominative-accusative
language.

(76) Case THEORY (ROUVERET AND VERGNAUD 1980, 102)
a. The subject of a tensed clause is assigned nominative Case
b. The object of a preposition is assigned oblique Case.
c. The object of a verb is assigned objective Case.

Note that in English not all verbs assign objective (aecusativg Case to objects. In English
only complements of transitive verbs are able to receiveatie Case (Burzio 1986); unaccusative
subjects, though they also originate as complements todtie (YPerlmutter 1978), do not receive
objective Case in this position.

(77) a. | left_.
b. *Left me.

Similarly, it is well known that while some verbs in Englistquire a DP complement (i.e. must
assign objective Case), others do not (i.e. may optionalljga objective Case):

(78) a. Ella ate (the peas).
b. Ella devoured *(the peas).

While some verbs combine with PP complements (i.e. do nagmsbjective Case), others
directly take DP complements (i.do assign objective Case). As the examples here illustrai®, it
not clear how these differences could be captured by secnaraperties of the verb alone.

(79) a. Hannah talkeddbout politics ].
b. Hannah discussed [ politics ].

As we saw above, in Chol the picture is considerably less tanpamely,all and only verbs
assign objective (“absolutive”) Ca$®.Unaccusative subjects receive absolutive Case as in (80a),
and there are no PP complements to verbs.

(80) Tyi vyajl-i-yoni.
PRFVfall-1ITv-B1
‘I fell.!

In Chol the distinction between nouns and verbs with respeaergument licensing becomes
clearer still. As discussed above, numerous event-danatiots in the language surface as nominals
when they do not take complements, as in (81a), but as verbn thley do, as in (81b):

BNote that we call the English Case “accusative” because ahsitive objects receive it, while we call the Case
assigned to Chol complements “absolutive” because batkitize objects and intransitive subjects receive it. Olige,
there is nothing (necessarily) substantively differerieen the two.
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(81) a. Tyi k-cha'l-e [ppsai .
PRFVA1l-doDTV dance
‘I danced.’
b. Tyi k-sai-i [op bals .
PRFV Al-dancepTVv waltz
‘I danced a waltz.

Furthermore, we saw in the last section that this alternasmot even limited to event-denoting
roots. Any noun in Chol, when appearing with an internal ¢ilts/e) argument, behaves as a
predicate. | proposed that these forms combine with a rativstv head, which assigns Case to the
complement.

(82) a. Tyi k-il-a [op jifil maystraj ].
PRFVAl-seepTV DET teacher
‘| saw the teacher.’
b. Maystraj [pp jifli  x-"ixik ]
teacher DET CL-woman
‘The woman is a teacher.

Though the Case-assigning properties of verbs in Englishnasre complex than those of
Chol, English and Chol share one clear restriction: nounemassign Case. Instead, English
complements to nouns must be introduced by prepositions &3). As shown in (84), in Chol
nouns simply do not take complements, PP or otherwise.

(83) a. the picture (*of) John
b. destruction (*of) the city

Again, the special property of licensing nominals is shdreall verbs in Chol, and by some
verbs in English. Nonetheless, in neither language do naisiicense other nominals. | suggest
that these facts are not accidental and that the reversgisitt—a language in which some nominals
are able to license other nominals—should be unattested.

3.3.2 Roots as nominal

| propose that Chol’s clear division between nouns and vefbsms that take complements are
verbs, and forms that do not are nouns—suggests a windovCiase Theory and the nature ©of
more generally. Specifically, we saw above that in Chol, thiktato inflect directly as a predicate
correlates with 1. the presence of a Case-requiring intargament, and 2. the presence of a vowel
suffix, the form of which alternates depending on the ventaggitivity. Externally caused events
involve a transitivev (realized as a harmonic vowel on root transitives, a vowtixsan non-root
transitives), which merges an agent as its specifier; iatlgrsaused events involve an intransitive
v which does not take a specifier (realized as the veWellurning to stative forms, as in (82), we
no longer find a vowel suffix, yet the form’s behavior as a nahor a predicate depends again on
the presence or absence of a Case-requiring argument.ethis the proposal that forms like (82b)
involve a null (stative, copular) head. These Case-assigning heads are summarized in thble 3.
below.

The two functions of Chol heads are summarized in (84).
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Table 3.11: CHOL v HEADS

TV  transitivev -V (harmonic vowel)
DTV derived transitivay | -V (vowel varies)
ITV  intransitivev -i

Ssv  stativev -0

(84) Cholv is responsible for. ..

1. assigning Case to complements;
2. allowing a rootstem to inflect as a verb

Returning to Case Theory, we can ask the following questidrat is special about verbs, such
that they (or at least some of them) license (assign Case@tojal arguments, while nouns do not?
| suggest that being a verb means taking an internal argyrardtthat the same head responsible
for categorizing a root is thus also responsible for thenieg of internal arguments:?° The idea
thatv is responsible both 1. for categorizing a root as a verb, aras&igning (“accusative™) Case
to complements, is far from new; see for example Marantz 1B@rley and Noyer 1998, and Borer
2005 on category-neutral roots, and Chomsky 1995 and muxdequent work om as the source
of accusative Case. Here | suggest that the fact that a duegle is responsible for both tasks is not
accidental.

| suggest further (here in contrast with the references @lhnatbeing a noun is the most basic
state for a root no category-determining head exists. This conjecture is stated in (85).

(85) NOMINAL ROOTS CONJECTURE

a. Roots are nominal. No categorizinghead is necessary to form a nominal stem.
b. \Verb stems must be created by the addition oth&ad.

While nominalizingn heads, for instance Englising, may present imominalizations the
idea that an otherwise-unspecified root is simply a noun ligulte—that nocategorizingn head is
necessary—may explain a couple of facts above.

First, if a functional head is responsible for verbhood, wayrexpect to see variation in the
features and requirements of this head from language taiéageg In Chol, both transitive and
intransitivev assigns Case to internal arguments; in English unaccesatind thev that combines
with certain PP-selecting verbs do not assign Case, wiilesitivev does. If being a noun always
meant combining with & head, we might also expect to see variation in the ability ains to
assign Case. This, however, is a point which Chol, Engliet,al other languages, as far as | am
aware share: nouns do not assign objective Case. This, &stggbecause while predicating of an
internal argument is simply what it means to be a verb, theesamot true for nouns. Nouns are

Note that | am making the not-uncontroversial assumptiah thergatives always contain internal arguments (Hale
and Keyser 1993, 1997), a move which is clear for Chol, thalejfated elsewhere (see for example Preminger to appear
on Basque).

20Baker (2003) proposes that a lexical item is a verb if and drityrojects aspecifier For Baker, internal arguments
are projected in the specifier of VP; see the discussion im@84.0b.
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the default state for a root; with no functional structutesre is no locus for Case assignment and
thus no point of variation on this matté.

What about the view in which thaf in the nominals in (83) is not a preposition, but a marker of
genitive casgassigned by the head noun to its complement (as in Chom$6)2Here we might
propose that it is not that genitive is assigned by the head,raut rather that the complement noun
begins as genitive, as proposed in Pesetsky 2007. | do nelagethis idea further here.

Second, there is morphological support in favor of such atyars: most verbs in Chol (with
the exception of statives) require oversuffixes. Not all nominals, however, are bare. We might
expect to find nominalizing morphology on forms which begénwvarbs and are later nominalized
(discussed in the following chapter), but no morphology onrs which do not begin as verbs. An
apparent problem for this idea is the appearance of the seffon certaincomplementlesstems,
for instance, in (86). Recall that stems likéyel andtyijp’el in these constructions are proposed
to be bare nouns, with no internal verbal structure (and én@acplace to project a subject). But if
roots likeway andtyijp’ begin as nominal, why should they combine with a nominal suffi

(86) a. Tyi k-cha'l-e way-l
PRFVAl-doDTV sleepNML
‘I slept.
b. Tyi i-cha’l-e uk’-el jifi alal
PRFV A3-doDTV cry-NML DET child
‘The child cried.

There is evidence from elsewhere in the language that tffig ®not necessarily aategorizing
suffix. That s, it is anominalbut not necessarilgominalizing suffix. First, as noted above, suffixes
of the form-VI are found on nominal roots in Chol and other Mayan langueggsstable 3.5 above).

In some cases, the presence or absence edlauffix on a noun has clear consequences for what
we might call the noun’&rgument structure Compare the interpretations of the possessed nouns
ch’ich’ ‘blood’ and pisil ‘clothes’ in (87) and (88), also discussed in Warkentin acdtS1980.
Here clearly nominal roots must combine with the suffix inesrehb ensure an inalienable possession
interpretatior?

(87) a. i-ch’ich’ aj-Rosa
A3-bloodDET-Rosa
‘Rosa’s blood (e.g. that she bought from the butcher)’
b. i-ch’ich’-el aj-Rosa
A3-bloodNML DET-Rosa
‘Rosa’s blood (i.e. that’s in her veins)’
(88) a. i-pisil aj-Rosa
A3-clothesDET-Rosa
‘Rosa’s clothingcloth (e.g. her family’s laundry, may include curtains, efisg

21t is interesting to compare the proposal for Yucatecansramiois and Vapnarsky 2003, 2006. They divide roots
into two basic classes: 1. nominal roots, which directlyrfanominal stems, and 2verbonominalroots, which are
underspecified for grammatical category.

22t this point | do not have data bearing on whether the (a) foare impossible with an inalienable possession
interpretation, or simply ambiguous.
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b. i-pisl-el aj-Rosa
A3-clothesNML DET-Rosa
‘Rosa’s clothing (i.e. that she wears on her body)’

Nouns possessed by inanimate possessors also reqiirsufix, as shown by the pair in (89).

(89) a. i-tye” jifi wifik
A3-wOoO0dDET man
‘the man’s wood (i.e. that he bought)’
b. i-tye el jifii otyoty
A3-woodNML DET house
‘the house’s wood (i.e. that it is build out of)’

I leave a full account of the function of this suffix as a topc future work, noting here simply that
the presence of the suffiel on the rootsvay andtyijp’ in (86) above does not mean that these roots
are verbs which have undergone nominalization.

Finally, note that while all verbs predicate of an interneduament, not all verbs obviously
assign Case to that argument (e.g. English unaccusatigs)etheless, the fact that in Chol all
verbsdo assign Case to internal arguments (i.e. “absolutive”),oppse, suggests that verbhood
and objective (ocomplementCase are intertwined. One possibility is that Englistioesalways
assign Case to internal arguments, which is overwritteroimtexts where the argument must also
receive nominative from (perhaps due to an EPP requirement).

3.3.3 Summary

Though | have here outlined a conjecture which may warratiréuinvestigation, the underlying
status of roots is not crucial for the discussion below. Wéahportant is that within the class of
canonically event-denoting stems, we find a clear divisietwken those that do combine with DP
complements (transitives, unaccusatives, and passivesbs)y and those that do not (unergatives
and antipassives = nouns). For Chol | proposed that thisidiviis captured by the generalization
repeated in (90).

(90) CHOL LITTLE v GENERALIZATION

a. Allinternal arguments must be assigned (absolutive ®gsw head,
b. All v's must assign absolutive Case to an internal argument.

Split-S systems are often couched within a discussioagentivity Gutiérrez Sanchez and
Zavala Maldonado (2005, 5), for instance, characterizel @hanagentivelanguage: “A language
whose split is conditioned by the categorization of arguméagent vs. patient)”. We saw above
that semantically intransitive stems do divide along thises: namely, unaccusatives appear
directly in verbal stems, while unergatives and antip@&ssiequire the use of the light verb. The
comparison of the forms in (91), however, highlights the fhat the use of the light verb does not
reflect simply a distinction between agentive and non-ageestibjects, but between complementing
and complementless stems. Both forms in (91) involve thiemagents, yet the complementing form
in (91a) appears directly inflected, while the complemestitem requires the light verb.
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(91) a. TRANSITIVE (=COMPLEMENTING)
Tyi i-laty’-a ja  aj-Maria.
PRFV A3-heaverv waterDET-Maria
‘Maria carried (the) water.
b. INCORPORATION ANTIPASSIVE(=COMPLEMENTLESY
Tyi i-cha’l-e laty’ ja° aj-Maria.
PRFV A3-do-DTV heavewaterDET-Maria
‘Maria carried water.’ (lit.: ‘Maria did water-carrying.’

With this insight into the nature of Chol's Split-S systeme weturn to the problem of the
aspectual split In the next chapter | argue that the aspect split is simpdyrésult of the fact
that nonperfective aspect markers are verbs. Like othdrsvierthe language, they must combine
with DP complements: nominalized clauses.

3.4 SUMMARY

In this chapter | began by observing that Chol has two typéspiit” in terms of how grammatical
relations are marked. First, an aspectual split: the stsbjfdntransitives in the perfective aspect
are marked with set B morphology, while the subjects of ndiegéves are marked set A, as in (92).
Chol also can be said to have a “Split-S” system insofar agyatige and unaccusative constructions
pattern differently. Specifically, in an unaccusative af®a) the subject is marked set B, while in
an unergative, the subject is marked set A. (A summary ofdhad discussed here can be found in
appendix B.)

(92) “ASPECT sSPLIT (93) “SPLIT-S”
a. Tyi way-i-yof. a. Tyi yajl-i-yof.
PRFV sleeptTv-B1 PRFVfall-iTv-B1
‘I slept.’ ‘I fell.’
b. Mi k-way-el. b. Tyi k-cha’l-e sofi.
IMPF Al-sleepNML PRFV Al-doDTV dance
‘| sleep.’ ‘| danced.

In (93), it is clear that the difference in how subjects arerked connects to a difference
in structure—specifically, unergative constructions aamgitive, and the subject of (93b) shows
ergative marking because it is a transitive subject. Thakhis is not a split in terms of how Case is
assigned, but rather a split in the syntactic structure atounsative versus unergative forms.

The difference between the patterning of unaccusativeshwéppear directly in verbal stem
forms, and unergatives which must appear as light verb commgahts in order to predicate, was
shown to be part of a larger pattern in the language. Nan@dygistems which take complements
inflect as verbs (unaccusatives, passives, transitive$jle whose that do not (unergatives,
antipassives) surface as nominals. | proposed that thimisesult of the fact that Chat—both
transitive and intransitive—obligatorily assigns Casarnadnternal DP argument. | speculated about
the consequences of this in the last section.

In the chapter that follows we turn to the aspect split, eddirag by forms like (92b). | argue
that here too, the difference in how subjects are markedsstash from different rules of Case
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assignment, which remain consistent within the languagetather from a difference in structure.
Specifically, the stem forms in the nonperfective aspea®arbedded nominalizations.
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SUMMARY




CHAPTER 4

EXPLAINING SPLIT ERGATIVITY IN CHOL

In chapter 3 we focused on perfective constructions and batvat least within this domain, all
verbs in Chol must combine with a DP internal argument. Faurttore, all internal arguments are
marked with set Bdbsolutivé morphology, while all external arguments are marked wih/A
(ergativg morphology. The apparent exception to this generalinasdound in the nonperfective
(imperfective and progressive) aspects, shown in (2). ld#rsubjects—including unaccusative
and passive subjects—are marked set A. As noted above,rltefaese as “A-Constructions”.
Compare the perfective complementing forms in (1) with tbaperfective complementing forms
in (2) (subject markers in boldface).

(1) PERFECTIVE (2) A-CONSTRUCTIONS

a. Tyi k-jap-a jini - kajpe;. a. Chorfkok-jap  jifii kajpej.
PRFV Al-drink-Tv DET coffee PROG Al-drink DET coffee
‘| drank the coffee. ‘I'm drinking the coffee.

b. Tyi majl-i-yofi abi. b. Mi k-majl-el ijkal.
PRFV go-TV-B1 yesterday IMPF Al1-go-NML tomorrow
‘| went yesterday. ‘I'll go tomorrow.’

c. Tyi jajts’-i-yof. c. Chonkolk-jajts’-el.
PRFV hit.PASV-ITV-B1 PROG Al-hit.PASV-NML
‘| was hit.’ ‘I'm being hit.’

| propose that Chol perfective forms like those in (1) arepetlauses involving a lexical verb
and its core arguments. The nonperfective A-Constructiori2) are more complex. Specifically,
| propose that the morphemes that encode nonperfectivectaspenformation (i/muk’ for
imperfective ancchaikol for progressive) are intransitive (unaccusative) statiedbs which take
nominalized clauses as their internal arguments. The fann{8), | argue, are structurally akin
to intransitive statives elsewhere in the language, likséhin (3). That is, both in (2) and in (3),
an unaccusative stative verb (i.ehdikol in (2c) or maystrajin (3a)) combines with a possessed
nominal (i.e. kjajts’el in (2c) oriyijts’ifi in (3a)). The stative predicates involve a null stative
which assigns absolutive Case to the possessed nominals.

91
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(3) a. Maystrajy-ijts’if.
teacher A3-younger.sibling
‘His younger sister is a teacher.’

b. Koty-ol k-wakax.
standing.on.4.lega1-cow
‘My cow is standing (on four legs).’
c. Ch’ijlyema-mama.
sad A2-mother
“Your mother is sad.’

Note that the proposed verbhood of the nonperfective aspeckers, coupled with Chol
LITTLE v GENERALIZATION above, makes the correct prediction about the form of the
complementingi.e. transitive, unaccusative, and passive) constmstiothenonperfectivaspects.
Recall that all forms with complements, according to theppsal, must project a head—that is,
they must be verbs. The nonperfective aspect marker is peapbere to be a verb. Combining a
complementing stem directly with a nonperfective aspeakeravould give us a form like the one
represented in (4):

(4) *[ve V—aspecty, V—complementing stefrDP ]]]

However, we have seen that all verbs must combine with DPshil, Quling out the form in
(4). Actual Chol examples are shown in (5). Téwbearing stem forms seen above are impossible
in the nonperfective aspects.

(5) a. *Chofikolway-4-yofi.
PROG sleeptTv-B1
intended: ‘I'm sleeping.’

b. *Mi k-chax4a ja'.
IMPF Al-boil-Tv water
intended: ‘I boil water.

Instead,in order to appear as a complement to a nonperfective aspadten a stem must be
nominalized.This is schematized in (6). Now this nominalized stem seaggbe internal argument
for the nonperfective aspectual verb.

(6) [ve V—aspectpr [ve V—Ccomplementing stefrfDP ]]]]

The fact that nonperfective aspect markers are verbs whigst embed nominalized clauses
gives rise to the apparent split. In the perfective and ifigogive forms in (7) and (8) | enclose
the proposed matrix predicates in boxes. In the perfectihesverb stemg&’ele andts’ami are the
matrix predicates. The set A marker on the transitive in (Bajks the ergative (external) subject.
In the imperfective forms in (8), in contrast, the matrix gicates are the aspect markers; the set
A markers mark theenitiveon the embedded nominalized clauses. Just as we would grpect
morphologically ergative language, the one-place préelidzeremi, “shows” absolutive marking
with its single argument. However, since the single argurissaanominalized clause, this agreement
will always be third person—null in the Mayan family.
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(7) PERFECTIVES (8) IMPERFECTIVES
a. Tyi af{kel-e|yof. a. [Mil@; [orakelofi 1.
PRFV A2-watchTv-B1 IMPF-B3  A2-watchs1l
‘You watched me.’ ‘You watch me.
b. Tyi [ts’am-i]yof. b. [Mi]@; [op a-tsam-el ;.
PRFV bathetTv-B1 IMPF-B3  A2-bathenML
‘| bathed.’ ‘You bathe.’

More literal translations of the forms in (8) might then bengthing like ‘Your watching me
happens’ and “Your bathing happens’. Indeed, as | will shomore detail below, the nonperfective
stem forms have the structures of possessed nominals. Necipee examples with overt subjects
are shown in (9).

(9) a. Chofkol-@[ppi-chofi si* jifi wifik ];.
PROGB3 A3-sellwoodDET man
‘The man is selling wood.” (lit~ “The man’s selling wood is happening.’)
b. Chofkol-@ [pp i-way-el jifi wifik ;.
PROGB3 A3-sleepNML DET man
‘The man is sleeping.’ (lit~ ‘The man’s sleeping is happening.’)

Compare the bracketed forms in (9) with the possessive gérias(10). Just as the subject
follows the stem in (9), the possessor follows the possedauffi0). The possessor triggers set
A (genitive) agreement on the possessum. Further eviddratdhe stem forms in nonperfective
constructions are possessed nominals will be presented.bel

(10) POSSESSIVE PHRASES
a. [ig- [wakax] jifi wifiiky ]
A3- cow DET man
‘the man’s cow’
b. [ix- [chich ] jifi aloby ]
A3- older.sister DET boy
‘the boy’s older sister’

It is worth emphasizing that although Chicdnsitivesappear to show the same person-marking
pattern in both perfective and nonperfective construstienompare (7a) and (8a)—if this analysis
is correct, they are nonetheless structurally differerite @pparent similarity (which led previous
authors to propose that onigtransitivesexhibit a split, see chapter 2.3.4) is the result of the fact
that ergative and genitive are morphologically identiéalit another way, initially the split in Chol
appears to be different from the split in a language whichksvanorphological case on nominals
like Hindi, shown in (11). In Hindi an ergative-patternimgnsitive like that in (11a) shows ergative
morphology on the transitive subject, while the nonergagatterning form in (11b) does not.
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(11) HINDI TRANSITIVES

a. Raam-ne roTii khaayhii thii
RaameRG breadFEM eatPERFFEM WaSFEM
‘Raam had eaten bread.’

b. Raam roTii khaataa thaa
RaamMmAScC breadeatiMPF.MASC WasMASC
‘Raam used to eat bread. (Mahajan 1990)

In Chol, in contrast, we find set A agreement co-indexing etij in both perfective and
nonperfective transitive constructions; additional eges are given in (12). Under my proposal,
however, the set A-triggering nominal in the nonperfectaspect in fact co-indexes genitive
argument. If Chol did have a dedicated ergative marker, asey to mark transitive subjects
(but not possessors), we would expect to find it only on théeptve subject in (12a), not on
the nonperfective possessor in (12b).

(12) CHOL TRANSITIVES
a. Tyi i-kux-u waj aj-Elmargge.
PRFV A3-eatTV tortilla DET-Elmar
‘Elmar ate bread.’
b. Mi i-Kux waj aj-Elmar ggy.
IMPF A3-eattortilla DET-Elmar
‘Elmar eats bread.’ (lit~ ‘Elmar’s eating bread happens.’)

Though identical ergative and genitive morphology is hatammon cross-linguistically—see for
example Yup'ik Eskimo (Jacobson 1995), Ladakhi (Koshal®9@nd Nez Perce (Rude 1991)—
nothing would seem to rule out a language which was like Céxatept that the genitive marker
wasdistinct from the ergative marker, as in the imaginary forms in (12pndtheless, the fact that
ergative and genitive are identical appears to be a naesaltrof the structural similarities between
the nominal and verbal domain, discussed in Coon 2010b asddtion 4.2.4 below. Note that
despite the different structures proposed for perfective ronperfective clauses, the basic word
order remains constant. Just as subjects follow the priedipmssessors follow the possessum,
discussed below.

Again, under the analysis proposed here, no special ruleasaf assignment or agreement are
needed to account for the appearance of split ergativity inl.C Chol consistently follows the
pattern in (13), repeated from chapter 2 above.

(13) CHOL PERSON MARKING GENERALIZATION

a. Set Amarks all external arguments (transitive subjects, utigeyaubjects, possessors)
b. Set Bmarks all internal arguments (intransitive subjects, them

The appearance of set A marking on nonperfective intraesit{the source of Chol's apparent
aspectual split) is reduced to the fact that 1. nonperfedispect markers are verbs embedding
possessed nominalized complements; and 2. ergative aittvgane identical in the Mayan family.
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The remainder of this chapter is organized as follows. Firssection 4.1, | show that the
nonperfective aspect markers are predicates and thatpghedieates are responsible for the split. In
section 4.2 | turn to the stems themselves, which | propobe ttominalizations. Further evidence
is found in derived or nonroot transitives, discussed irtisect.3. In section 4.4 | compare the
nonperfective constructions with embedded clauses eks@nih the language. Finally, | discuss
split systems in Q’anjob’al in section 4.5, which providesiee case study for many of the claims
in this chapter. | conclude this chapter in section 4.6.

4.1 NONPERFECTIVE ASPECT MARKERS ARE PREDICATES

In this section | lay out evidence for the verbal nature of tlemperfective aspect markers. |
begin in section 4.1.1 by showing that the split is about tepeatual morphemes, not about
interpretation alone. Next we turn to Chol’s perfective ammhperfective forms, as well as their
phonologically-conditioned allomorphs. | show that while nonperfective markers combine
directly with event-denoting nominals, this is impossilblith the perfective. Next | discuss

so-called “raising” constructions, in which the nonpetifieee markers appear with non-null set B
person morphology (Robertson 1980, 1992). Finally, | ptesemparative evidence and possible
origins of these forms.

4.1.1 Aspect markers are the source of the split

In certain limited contexts, event-denoting roots likél ‘come’ andmajl ‘go’ may appear bare,
with no stem-forming suffixes or aspectual morphology. Carephe (a) and (b) forms in (14)
and (15). In the (a) forms we see the progressive and impedeaspect markers, and the
characteristic split: intransitive subjects are markedAséboldfaced). In the (b) forms we find
neither nonperfectivaor perfective aspect marking and the root does not appear witrohthe
“status suffixes” described above. Though the interpatatibetween the (a) and (b) forms are
similar, the bare roots in the aspectless constructionsappithset Bmarking (null in (14b)).

(14) a. Chofikol i-tyal-el jaal.
PROG A3-comeNML rain
‘Rain is coming.’
b. Tyald jaal.
comes3 rain
‘Rain is coming.’
(15) a. Tyi k-al-a che® maanh mi k-majl-el.
PRFV Al-sayTV COMPNEG.EXT IMPF A1-gONML
‘| said that | wouldn’t go.’
b. Tyi k-al-a machmaijl-ofi.
PRFVAl-sayTVv NEG go-B1
‘| said | wouldn't go.” / ‘I didn’t want to go.’

It seems likely that these roots are combining with the siativev head. A form like (14b) is
frequently heard just before a storm (i.e. after thunderesrtl). (15b) can be interpreted literally,
but can also mean ‘I didn’t want to go’. Though further workeeded to understand the differences
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between the above forms, what is clear is that the split isgeimarking is directly tied to the
nonperfective aspectual heads. We see in the sections Hedwthese heads behave as verbs.

4.1.2 Aspect markers and situation-denoting nominals

Here | show that we find a clear division in behavior betweenpesfective (progressive and
imperfective) aspect markers on the one hand, and pereatipect markers on the other. First,
recall from the discussion in chapter 2.2.4 above that thea€déct markermi (imperfective) and
tyi (perfective) have fuller CVC allomorphsjuk’ andtsa” (also realized asu” andta’), shown
again in table 4.1.

Table 4.1: ASPECTMARKERS

short form CVC form
perfective | tyi tsa’
imperfective| mi muk’
progressive | chaikol chdikol

The minimal word requirement in Chol is CVC. Lexical items@hol are based on CVC
roots, often in combination with one or more derivationalrdtectional affixes (see appendix A.2
below). There are a few free-standing CV functional elemesuich as the aspect markers and the
prepositiontyi, though these always cliticize to the element to their rigkihen the aspect markers
are themselves used to host clitics, the larger CVC allohmorpust be used. As the progressive
marker already meets the CVC minimal word requirement, ésdoot have a distinct allomorph.

The use of these forms with second position clitics such-&h (affirmative) and-bi
(reportative) (see appendix A.7.4) is shown in (16). WhHile targer CVC forms areequiredin
certain phonological contexts, they are alwagssibleand have no known effect on meaning. That
is, the forms in (16) are grammatical with or without theicst*

(16) a. Muk’-achk-ts'am-el. (*mi-ach)
IMPF-AFF Al-batheNML
‘l indeed bathe.’
b. Tsa-bi majl-i tyi Tila. (*tyi-bi)
PRFV-REPQO-4TV PREPTIla
‘It's said she went to Tila.’

Returning now to the difference between the nonperfective @erfective aspect markers, we
observe that both the imperfective formuk’ and the progressivendikol can appear directly with
situation-denoting nominal complements sucligaal ‘rain’ and K'ifiijel ‘party’.

@7 a. Muk'ja'al tyi  k-lum-al.
IMPF rain PREPAl-landNmL
‘It rains in my country.’

1This contrasts with data in Coon 2004, cited in Law et al. 2006vhich it was mistakenly reported thatuk’ may
only be used with clitics. Though most speakers tend tomisehen no clitics are presenfjuk’ is also possible in its
bare form. Further work is needed on the phonology of thesad@nd the factors governing their distribution.
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b. Chofikolk'i fiijel tyi  aw-otyoty.
PROG party PREPAZ2-house
‘There’s a party going on at your house.’
c. *{Tsaytyi} Kifijel tyi aw-otyoty.
PRFV party PREPA2-house
intended: ‘There was a party at your house.

Forms likeja’al andK'ifiijel behave as nominals elsewhere in the language, both disdribily
and morphologically. Note that both terminate in\A suffix (formed from the root&’ifi ‘sun’ or
‘day’ andja’ ‘water’), and both may appear in clearly nominal contextsjra(18). They do not
have verbal counterparts.

(18) a. Jalakiyi ujty-i jini K'i Aijel?
when PRFVfinish4Tv DET party
‘When did the party end?’
b. Kabalja'al tyi  fAum-i.
a.lot rain PRFVpassiTv
‘A lot of rain passed.’

The nominality of these forms provides evidence that thepadective aspect markers in (17)
are indeed the syntactic predicates. The CVC allomaenpik’ is required in contexts like (17a),
perhaps due to the absence of a set A marker to its right andeaajgendency for the CV aspect
clitics to form phonological words with following set A maas. In non-careful speechji + k-
becomemik; mi + a- becomema’ andmi + i- becomemi’.? Crucially, the construction in (17) is
impossible with either allomorph of the perfective forms,shown by the ungrammatical form in
(17c¢).

Any event-denoting nominal can appear as the complemenntmperfective aspect marker.
This includes complementless unergative and antipassis@nal forms discussed in chapter 3.1
above, such as the ambivalagtimel‘bathe’, the incorporation antipassiyjech’ waj ‘grind corn’,
and the verbal nourk’ay ‘song’, shown in (19). Recall that complementless unevgatind
antipassive stems have ndayer and nowhere to project arguments. As there is no pensoking,
these forms receive an impersonal or generic interpretaliblese stems do not assigumoles, but
simply denote events.

2The generalization that the imperfective must be realizeghak’ in the absence of a following set A morpheme
cannot be exactly right, as shown by the form in (i). Here thespective particlke (from the verbkejel ‘begin’)
intervenes between the imperfective and the set A marker.

@i Mi ke k-majl-el.
IMPF PROSPA1-go-NML
‘I'm about to go.’

One possibility is thatmi must cliticize to functional material, or at this is somedkiof prosodic requirement. Further
work is needed to determine the correct generalizationrgavg the appearance ofi versusmuk’.
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(19) IMPERSONAL NONPERFECTIVES
a. Muk'ts’am-el tyi ja .
IMPF bathenML PREPwater
‘Bathing occurs in the water.
b. Chofkoljuch’ waj tyi k-otyoty.
PROG grind cornPREPA1-house
‘There is corn-grinding going on at my house.’
c. Muk' k’ay tyi iklesya.
IMPF songPREPchurch
‘Singing occurs in church.’

Again, the perfective morphemes are impossible in suchtaai®ns:

(20) *Tsa ts'am-el tyi ja'.
PRFV bathenML PREPwater
intended: ‘There was bathing in the water.’

4.1.3 B-Constructions

Additional evidence for the predicative nature of the Chohperfective morphemes comes from
so-called “raising” constructions, like those in (21), datiter referred to by the theory-neutral label
“B-Constructions” after the set B morphology used to maikdhbjects. Though Robertson labels
these “raising” constructions, he notes that he uses theftrconvenience, and it is not meant as
a description of an actual grammatical mechanism (Rolbe882, 77). | present evidence against
a raising analysis below.

(21) “RAISING” B-CONSTRUCTIONS

a. Muk-ofi[tyi way-el ]
IMPF-B1 PREPSleepNML
‘| sleep.’

b. Chofkol-etyf tyi Kay ].
PROGB2 PREPSONQ
‘You're singing.’

c. Chonkol-oftyi mel waj ]jifii x-"ixik-ob.
PROGPL PREPmaketortilla DET cL-womaneL
‘The women are making tortillas.’

The goals of this section are twofold. First, | demonstratg the B-Constructions provide
further evidence that nonperfective aspect markers behaygredicates, while perfective aspect
markers do not. Second, | show that complementless and eomepking stems behave as predicted
in the nonperfective aspects. Specifically, just as in théepive aspect constructions discussed
in section 3.1, the complementless unergative and aniygastems require a light verb in order to
predicate—here the nonperfective aspect markers canidanas that light verb, resulting in the
appearance of raising. Complementing forms require na kghb, just as in the perfective, and
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B-Constructions are impossible. This division provideglernce that agem-roles are projected
outsideof the predicate stem which provides the encyclopedic im#dion, discussed in section
4.1.4.

Nonperfective aspect markers as predicates

Above | proposed that in forms like those in (22), the nonpeife aspect marker functions as a
one-place (stative) predicate, assigning absolutive @eigg internal argument.

(22) a. Choftkol-@[op k-yajl-el ],

PROGB3 Al-fall-NmL
‘I'm falling.’

b. Chofikol-@ [pr ja’al];.
PROGB3 rain
‘It's raining.’

However, since nominalized clauses (likgajlel ‘my falling’, discussed in section 4.2) and
other event-denoting nominals (likaal ‘rain’) will always be third person, and there is no overt
third person set B marker, we see no evidence for the proplustaihe bracketed forms in (22) are
truly internal (set Babsolutive) arguments of a higher aspectual predicate. pamerthe forms in
(22) with the stative positional predicate with a third mersingular subject in (23a). In (23b) we
see that the same stative predicate with a non-third perdgect and an overt set B marker.

(23) a. Wa'-alg; [op jifli - wifiik ];.
standingsTAT-B3 DET man
‘The man is standing.’

b. Wa’-alei; [oppro ..
standingsTAT-B1 1PRON
‘I'm standing.’

The B-Constructions in (21) above, and here in (24), provdeontext in which the
nonperfective aspectual predicate appears mothrnullset B morphology, co-indexing the thematic
subject of the clause. The lexical stem is subordinated &ypthpositiortyi. The fact that we find
set B marking on the aspectual heads provides support f@raposal that they assign absolutive
Case, even in the constructions in which we do not see ovdBtrearking (because the complement
is third person).

(24) B-CONSTRUCTIONS
a. Muk'-ety; [pptyi juch waj J[pepro ..
IMPF-B2 PREPQrind corn 2PRON
‘“You grind corn.’
b. Muk’-ofi; [pptyi maf-of-el ]J[pepro ..
IMPF-B1 PREPbuUy-AP-NML 1PRON
‘I buy.’
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c. Choikoleb; [pptyi  uk’-el ][ppjifii x-k’alal-ob ;.
PROGPL PREPCIY-NML DET CL-girl-pL
‘The girls are crying.

Compare the nonperfective B-Construction in (25a) withdtagive predicate in (25b). In both,
the one-place (unaccusative) stative predicates comhiities DP internal argument, here the first
person subject. In both, additional nominals are introdueith the prepositiortyi. See Coon
2010b for a discussion of the order of oblique elements.

(25) a. Chofkol-ofi[pptyi wuts’-ofi-el J[pepro J;

PROGB1 PREPwWashAP-NML 1PRON
‘I'm washing.’ (lit. ~ ‘I'm at washing.’)
b. Wa’-al-of} [pptyi  bij ][oppro i

standingsTAT-B1 ~ PREPpath 1PRON
‘I'm standing in the path.
B-Constructions are complementless

Despite the original label, | argue that there is no syntactising of a low subject to the matrix
aspect marker. That is, there is no operation which dertvegarms in (27) from those in (26).

(26) A-CONSTRUCTIONS (27) B-CONSTRUCTIONS
a. Mi [Kk-juch’ jifii ixim]. a. Muk’-ofi [tyi juch’ixim ].
IMPF  Al-grind DET corn IMPF-B1 PREPgrindcorn
‘| grind the corn. ‘| grind corn.
b. Mi [k-way-el ] b. Muk-ofi [tyi way-el ].
IMPF  Al-sleepNML IMPF-B1 PREPSleepNML
‘| sleep. ‘| sleep.

Instead, | propose that the B-Constructions always invobmplementlestkorms (unergatives
and antipassives), while A Construction forms are alwagmplementingforms (transitives,
unaccusatives, and passives). The confusion comes fromafosimilarities between certain
complementing and complementless forms, like the onesGhd@d (27) above. Despite surface
appearances, however, the stems in (26) have differerttgtes from the ones in (27): while the
form in (26a) is a true transitive (the object may appear witteterminer), the form in (27a) is an
incorporation antipassive (the object may not appear witletarminer). Similarly, the subject of
the ambivalent intransitive in (27Imustreceive an agentive interpretation, while this is not theeca
for the subject in (26b).

In (28) we see evidence that complementing stems—traesjtivnaccusatives, and passives—
are ungrammatical in the B-Construction.

(28) NO COMPLEMENTING STEMS INB-CONSTRUCTIONS

a. *Chofkol-ofiftyi jap jifii kajpej].
PROGB1 PREPdrink DET coffee
intended: ‘I'm drinking the coffee.
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b. *Muk-ety [tyi jul-el ].
IMPF-B2 PREParrive.hereNML
intended: ‘You arrive here.

c. *Chonkol-ofiftyi mejk’-el ]
PROGB1 PREPhugPASV-NML
intended: ‘I'm being hugged.’

When appearing in B-Constructions, the subjects assdciaitth the ambivalent stems, like
way ‘sleep’ in (29), must be interpreted as volitional. The samas true of these stems appearing
in transitive light verb constructions in chapter 3 above.

(29) Muk’-ofi [tyi way-el ]tyi las-kwatro.
IMPF-B1 PREPSleepNML PREPfour-o’clock
‘| sleep (on purpose) at four o’clock.’ (e.g. take a nap, raneloff)

Why do only complementless forms appear in B-Constructioiecall from chapter 3 that
complementless forms do not themselves projecPdayer but require the aid of a light verb in
order to predicate. | propose that in the B-Constructitiesnonperfective aspect marker behave as
light verbsjust as the rootha’ldoes in the perfective (see chapter 3.1 above). That isafuist the
perfective, the subject associated with the event denotddebunergative must be projected as the
argument of a higher predicate, since it cannot be projetitedtly on the unergative stem. Here,
however, this higher predicate is not the light veha’l, but the aspect marker.

Perfective light verb constructions are repeated in (30)ereHstem forms likguch’ waj
(incorporation antipassive)nanofiel (absolutive antipassive), andk’el (ambivalent unergative),
appear as nominal complements to the light ara’l.

(30) a. Tyi achal-e juchixim.

PRFV A2-doDTV grind corn
“You ground corn.’

b. Tyi k-cha’l-e man-of-el.
PRFVAl-doDTV buy-AP-NML
‘I bought.’

c. Tyi i-cha’l-e-yob uk-el jifii x-k'alal-ob.
PRFV A3-dODTV-PL Cry-NML DET CL-girl-PL
‘The girls cried.

Recall that the light verlsha’lis transitive The subject is marked set A (boldface); the antipassive
or unergative complement is third person set B (null).

This cha’l option is also available for complementless stems in thepedactive aspects, as
shown in (31), though these forms are judged slightly umaatyy most speakers.

(31) a. %?Mi k-cha'l-ei  maf-of-el.
IMPF Al-do-D.NML buy-AP-NML
‘I buy.’
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b. %? Chofkol-cha’l-efi-ob  uk’-el jifii x-k'alal-ob.
PROG A3-do-D.NML-PL Cry-NML DET CL-girl-PL
‘The girls are crying.’

More natural are the B-Constructions in (24) above. Comgaia) with the equivalent B-
Construction from (24b) above, repeated together in (32):

(32) a. %?Mi k-cha’l-ed  man-ofi-el.
IMPF Al-do-D.NML buy-AP-NML
‘I buy.’
b. Muk’-ofi tyi  man-of-el.
IMPF-B1 PREPDbUy-AP-NML
‘I buy.’

In (32), the antipassive stemmafionel ‘buying’ has no absolutive Case-requiring internal
argument, and thus no head is merged. Since the subject cannot merge directly theh
antipassive, a light verb is required. In (32a) this is tlesitivecha’l, while in (32b)the subject
is merged directly with the aspectual vethe imperfectivamuk’. | suggest that the (32a) form is
dispreferred because the light verb is superfluous; in aeregtive clause the subject can merge
with the aspect marker, as in (32b).

Again, since the perfective morpheme is not a predicate BH@onstruction option is only
available on the nonperfective aspects. Here the light gertstruction in (33a) is judged to be
completely acceptabld.sa’is not a verb, and so no alternative is present.

(33) a. Tyi k-cha'l-e Kay.
PRFVAl-doDTV song
‘I sang.’
b. *Tsa-of tyi Kay.
PRFV-B1 PREPSONQ
intended: ‘I sang.

The structure of B-Constructions

While the light verbcha’l and the nonperfective aspect morphemes both host the wulméc
unergative and antipassive (complementless) stems, show®4), and both aresemantically
intransitive (see chapter 3.1.1), these two types of constructions lookdlly different. These
differences are predicted based on the fact that the light efea’l is eventive and syntactically
transitiveg while the nonperfective aspect markers atative and syntactically intransitive
Compare the boldfaced light verbs in (34) with the rboth ‘seated’ appearing in a transitive
eventive construction in (35a) and an intransitive statigastruction in (35b). This comparison
illustrates that the differences between (34a) and (34bjratependently attested in the language.

3The form in (32a) is notingrammaticaland the proposal here correctly does not rule it out. | sinsplygest that
speakers might prefer (32b) as it does not involve the iisedf a superfluous light verb.
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(34) LIGHT VERBS (35) POSITIONAL ROOT
a. Tyi k-cha'le Kkay. a. Tyi k-buch-ty-a siya.
PRFVAl-doDTV song PRFV Al-seatedsUFDTV chair
‘I sang.’ ‘| sat on the chair.’
b. Muk’-ofityi Kay. b. Buch-ul-ofi tyi  siya.
IMPF-B1 PREPSONQ seatedsTAT-B1 PREPchair
‘I sing. ‘I'm seated on the chair.’

Because the light verb in (34a) is transitive, it merges tifgext as an agent in the specifier
of transitivevP. The unergative stem is merged as its complement. Tramsiti-realized ase—
assigns absolutive Case to the complement, and ergatiwif@zerently to the agent. Because this
construction is eventive, it can appear with an aspect mahkee the perfectiveyi.

(36) STRUCTURE OF(34A)

AspP
Asp vP
|_ /\/
tyl DP v
PRFV P
pro v VP
1PRON | PN
4 -€ \Y DP
A -TV | |
ERG
~’( chal
N do Kkay
ABS song

~~_A

In (34b), in contrast, the one-place stative prediaatgk’ takes the thematic subject as its
internal argument. The subject receives f#tgole and absolutive Case from the verbal projection
of muk—a null stativev as shown in (37). As absolutive Case has already been adsitre
unergative nominak’ay may not receive Case from the intransitive verb, and so rmss¢ad be
introduced as an oblique by the prepositign

(37) STRUCTURE OF(348B)

vP
/\
vP PP
/\ /\
VsTAT VP P DP
RN I
-3V DP tyi  Kay

' | | PREP song
. muk’ pro
N _IMPF  1PRON

~N

ABS ~~__A
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Again, recall that the subjedi-role is not assigned by the unergative stekiay ‘song’,
here an oblique adjunct, but instead by the imperfectivelipage itself (see also Laka’s (2006)
analysis of the Basque progressive, discussed in chaptdrhg) single argumeyisubject of Chol
B-Constructions, like the one in (38a), is arternal THEME argument. | propose that the Chol
B-Constructions are comparable to English sentencesHi&eie given in (38b), a connection also
made by Laka 2006 for Basque progressites.

(38) a. Muk'-oftyi Kkay.
IMPF-B1 PREPSONQ

‘I sing.
b. | engagein singing.

The proposal that thiyi + STEM portion of the Chol B-Constructions is an adjunct is not cant
to the argument that the nonperfective aspect markers adicptes (and we may find variation
between the status of the prepositional phrase in diffdegguages, for instance Chol and English
in (38)). An alternative to the adjunct analysis is that Closms like (38a) represent a type of
double-object construction, in which both the subjectéHest person set Bof) and thetyi-phrase
are internal arguments of the predicatek’. However, this would be the only place in the language
in which atyi-phrase is selected as an internal argument; elsevifiephirases are adjuncts (see
appendix A.7.6).

Furthermore, the proposal that ttyephrase of a B-Construction is an adjunct accounts for the
(albeit marginal) reordering in (39a). As shown by the treailie object construction in (39b),
atyi-phrase cannot intervene between a double-object predicat one of its internal arguments.
Though speakers report that (39a) sounds odd, they find madagrast between (39a) and (39b).

(39) a. ?Muk-oftyi Saltotyi k'ay.
IMPF-B1 PREPSalto PREPSONg
‘| sing in Salto.’
b. *Tyi y-ak-e-yoi tyi  Saltojifii waj.
PRFV A3-giveAPPL-B1 PREPSalto DET tortilla
intended: ‘She gave me the tortillas in Salto.’

The form in (39a) is comparable in acceptability to a fornelik (40), in which it is also
preferred to have thyi-phrase adjuncts in the opposite order. The fact that spehkee a preferred
order of adjuncts is not surprising.

(40) ?Buch-ul-oii tyi Tilatyi siya.
seatedsTAT-B1 PREPTIla PREPchair
‘| am seated in Tila in the chair.’

“Thanks to Omer Preminger for suggesting this comparisote Mat the Englishengage in . . .construction is also
degraded with unaccusatives and passives. To the exténihédsa forms are interpretable, a more agentive interjiwata
is forced. We return to this issue in chapter 5.

(i) a. ?Ilwasengaged in falling.
b. ?1lwas engaged in being attacked.
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The proposed structure is also in keeping with other statreelicates in the language. Again
compare the Chol B-Construction represented in (41a), avihntence involving a stative positional
predicate and a locative adjunct, as in (41b), represerst@d (d2).

(41) a. Muk'-oftyi Kk'ay.
IMPF-B1 PREPSONQ
‘I sing.
b. Wa'-al-ofi tyi  bij.
standsTAT-B1 PREPpath
‘I'm standing in the path.

(42) STRUCTURE OF(41B)

vP
/\
vP PP
T RN
VsTAT AP P DP
N I
-2 A DP tyi  bij
( | | PREP path
o waal pro
*\ standing 1PRON
\\\ A

ABS T~---

Further evidence that the subjects of B-Constructions \meHike internal arguments do
elsewhere in the language comes from extraction. Recati frbapter 3.2.3 that possessors may
be extractedut of internal arguments (transitive objects and unaccusatitsgests), but not out of
external arguments or adjuncts. In (43) we find that a poss@say be extracted out of the subject
of a B-Construction, just as out of a regular stative as ir).(44

(43) a. Muk'tyi Kkay [i-chich aj-Maria .
IMPF PREPsong A3-older.sisteDET-Maria
‘Maria’s older sister sings.’
b. Maxki; muk’'tyi  k’ay [i-chich t;]?
who IMPF PREPSoNg A3-older.sister
‘Whose older sister sings?’
(44) a. Wa'-al tyi  bij [iy-ijts’in aj-Elmar .
standingsTAT PREPpath A3-younger.siblingpeT-Elmar
‘Elmar’s younger sibling is standing in the path.’
b. Maxki; wa’-al tyi  bij [iy-ijts’ih t; 1?
who standingsTAT PREPpath A3-younger.sibling
‘Whose younger sibling is standing in the path?’

Extraction out oftyi-phrases is impossible both in B-Constructions and elsmvire the
language, which is again consistent with the proposalttfiqthrases are adjuncts. However, in the
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case of B-Constructions this may be independently ruled ©he complements ttyi are always
complementless forms. The strimgel wajin (45a) is not a full transitive, but an incorporation
antipassive. We saw in chapter 3.2 that the object of an jloration antipassive cannot extract,
which is again true here, as shown by the ungrammaticalify‘sif).

(45) a. Muk'-etytyi mel waj.
IMPF-B2 PREPMaketortilla
‘You tortilla-make.’
b. * Chuki muk’-etytyi mel?
what IMPF-B2 PREPMake
‘What did you make?”’

4.1.4 A note on predicate-external subjects

In chapter 3 | argued for a strong division between Chol rsiesns which subcategorize for
internal argumentscobmplementing formisand those that do notgmplementless formsWhile
the former show verbal behavior, the latter do not. ThisOppised, is the result of one fact: Chol
v, both transitive and intransitive, obligatorily assigisstact absolutive Case to a DP argument.
This means that complementless forms cannot combinewvith

| stated that as a result, complementless forms are unallieeictly project anyd-roles. This
was based on the assumption that extefaales must be projected in the specifier of transitif®e
Instead, we find that the subjects associated with complgessrunergative and antipassive stems
are assigned-roles by other predicates (i.e. the light verb or an aspecker), which combine with
the nominal complementless stem. This is true in both the@edactive and perfective aspects, as
illustrated by the forms in (46) and (47).

(46) a. GOMPLEMENTLESS IMPERFECTIVE

Muk’-ety tyi  man-ofi-el.
IMPF-B2 PREPbuy-AP-NML

“You buy (something).’

b. COMPLEMENTLESS PERFECTIVE

Tyi a-cha’l-e maf-ofi-el.
PRFV A2-dOoDTV buy-AP-NML

‘You bought (something).’

(47) a. GOMPLEMENTING IMPERFECTIVE
Mi  [pp &- [ve mafjifii alaxaxPRQ ]].
IMPF  A2-  buy DET orange
‘You buy the oranges.’
b. COMPLEMENTING PERFECTIVE
Tyi [ve aman-a jifi alaxax].
PRFV  A2-buy-Tv DET orange
‘You bought the oranges.’

In the complementless imperfective (B-Construction) famrtd6a) the subject is marked on the
aspectual predicate; in the perfective complementlessn for(46b) the aspect marker—which is
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not a predicate—is unable to host the subject and the lightalea'lis inserted instead. In both the
imperfective and perfective complementing forms in (4fg subjects are marked directly on the
semantic predicate.

Despite fairly similar surface appearances, the impdvieeind perfective transitives in (47) are
argued to have very different structures. Specifically,levtiie perfective transitive in (47b) is a
regular monoclausal transitive, the imperfective trawesiinvolves a predicative aspect marker and
an embedded nominalized clause. As argued for at lengtheirsébtions below, while the set A
marker in the perfective form co-indexes the transitivgjetthiergative, the set A marker in (46a)
co-indexes a grammatical possesgmm(tive. The possessor in (47a) controls the null PRO subject
merged in the specifier afP.

But is this additional structure for complementing impetifees like (47a) really necessary? Do
we need theyP layer with the PRO subject for the complementing stem? Rfarehtly: if the
complementless antipassive stamanofiel in (46) and the full transitivaman jifii alaxaxin (47a)
are both event-denoting nominals, why is the agent markezttt on one but not on the other?
We know that complementless forms may, like other situatienoting nominals, combine directly
with an aspectual predicate and receive an impersonapnetation:

(48) a. Chonfko[ k'ay Jtyi iklesya.
PROG song PREPchurch
‘There’s singing in the church.
b. Muk' [ts’am-el Jtyi ja.
IMPF batheNML PREPwater
‘Bathing happens in the water.’

Furthermore, we know that the same nominals may appeargsestelsewhere in the language
(see chapter 3.2). Nonetheless, in (49) we find that whilestigect of a complementing form like
(49a) receives an agentive interpretation, the same isumfar the subject of the complementless
form in (49b). This form is grammatical, but not under a regdn which Maria is the singer. One
consultant offered the following scenario: Everyone atbinows that Maria loves a particular
song, it is “her song”. The song comes on the radio, and soesays the sentence in (49b).

(49) a. GOMPLEMENTING NOMINAL
Chofikol[ i-juch’ jifii ixim aj-Maria ].
PROG A3-grind DET corn DET-Maria
‘Maria is grinding the corn.
b. COMPLEMENTLESS NOMINAL
Chonkol[i-k'ay aj-Maria 1.
PROG A3-songDET-Maria
‘Maria’s song is happening.’ (i.e. playing on the radio)
*Matria is singing.’

The relevant difference between the complementing and Emgntless nominals, | suggest,
is the presence of aP layer: complementing forms require than order to assign Case to the
DP complement. A PRO subject is merged in SpRayhere it is assigned an agehtole. It is
then controlled by a higher possessor, discussed in moaé otethe following section. In (49b), in
contrast, the rodt’ay does not subcategorize for a complement and thushmead can merge. The
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nominal can be possessed, but an agentive interpretatiompassible. Crucially, this explanation

for the difference in interpretation between the forms ifd)(@would be unavailable if the external

argument were introduced within the same syntactic priogjedas the lexical stem (see Hale and
Keyser 1993; Bowers 1993; Chomsky 1995; Collins 1996; Knail®96, and others). Further data
and consequences are discussed in more detail in Coon amihBee (in progress).

4.1.5 Origins of the nonperfective forms

| am unaware of any diachronic work on the origin of the nofgmive aspect morphemes in Chol.
The phonologically large Tila Chol progressisledikol very likely has a history as a complex form,
since lexical roots in the language are usually CVC. The nfiggéve miis homophonous with the
interrogative complementizer ‘if’, though | do not know afyahistorical work connecting these
forms. The imperfective allomorpimuk’ is equally mysterious. Vélzqueézlvarez (p.c.) does not
find a clear connection between these morphemes and anycotitemporary lexical items in Chol.

Nonetheless, in other Mayan languages, progressive muighean frequently be traced
to various other verbal or positional stems. For instancay let al. (2006, 430) connect the
Chrolti progressiveyual to the positional sterwa’al ‘standing’, probably also related to Tseltal’s
progressiveyakal Formally,chaikol has the finatVI sequence found in positional stems like these.
Mateo-Toledo (2008, 55) writes of Q’anjob’al:

Most works on Q’anjob’alan languages (Zavala 1992, Rayroued al. 2000,
Mateo Toledo 1999, Craig 1977, 59 etc.) include the progress an aspect marker.
However, this is an auxiliary construction like modal anégd verbs where the main
verb functions as an infinitival complement. The progresss/marked by the [non
verbal predicatesfanan ‘standing, extended’ipan ‘pushing like position’, andalan
‘to be tangled'.

Lan-an to [ha-lo-w-i ]
standingposstill A2SG-eatAP-ITV

‘You are still eating.’

Lit.: “Your eating is still standingextended.’

Compare the progressive construction in the above quatatith the sentence in (50), in which
the formlanan serves as a positional predicate. In chapter 5 we see thatuméber of languages,
progressive morphemes derive from verbs indicating looagposture, or position.

(50) Q’ANJOB'AL

Lan-an-"ay an [pp kamixhej] (s)-sat tx'otx’.
extendedPOSDIR CLF  shirt A3-on.top.ofground
‘The shirt is thrown (extended) on the ground.’ (Pascual72a®0)

As the above quotation shows, the proposal that nonperéeaspects involve subordination
is not new, and is especially clear in languages like Q'dajotwvhere the form that encodes
progressive—and triggers a nonergative pattern—is alsd as a predicate in contexts outside
of pure aspect. Splits in Q’anjob’al are discussed in sacti® below.
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This discussion also highlights the question of what pdssiteanings can be attributed to the
nonperfective aspect markers in Chol. As discussed abavéndtwo basic kinds of constructions,
repeated in (51) with proposed literal glosses. In an A-@aoson (found with complementing
forms), the aspect marker assigns Case to a possessed lioadirddause. In a B-Construction
(found with complementless forms), the aspect marker assitase to the thematic subject; the
event-denoting stem appears in a locative adjunct.

(51) a. A-CONSTRUCTION
Chofikoll[ i-yajl-el jifi x-"ixik ].
PROG Al-fall-NML DET CcL-woman
‘The woman'’s falling is happening.’

b. B-CONSTRUCTION
Chofikol[ tyi  k'ay ]jifii x-"ixik.
PROG  PREPSONg DET CL-woman
‘The woman is gtengaged in song

As the suggested literal glosses in (51) show, it is not inmatety obvious how to attribute a
consistent meaning to the aspect marker across the tworgotishs. For instance, if we assume
that chaikol in (51a) means something like ‘extended’, as in the Q’armgblanan constructions
(The (event of) the woman'’s falling is extended (over fiimie)s not immediately clear how to
translate this to the B-Constructiohe woman is extended at son®n the other hand, if we
assume thathdikol means (or originally meant) something like ‘standing’, aspmsed for the
Tseltal progressive, we easily capture the B-Construdtiam standing in (the event of) sondput
the A-Construction is less obviouhe (event of) the woman'’s falling is standihg

Nonetheless, the availability of a consisté&miglishtranslation should not be taken as evidence
for or against the proposal thelhdikol is the same verb in both constructions. Though the origins
of the Chol nonperfective morphemes are to my knowledgeeancl suggest that the semantics
of progressive and imperfective markers may be comparesisteatial copulasThe event of the
woman'’s falling existand The woman exists (is located) in (the event) of sofige connection
between nonperfective and locative constructions is exathin greater detail in chapter 5 below. |
leave a detailed semantics of these morphemes as a topigtioe fvork.

4.1.6 Summary

In this section | provided evidence that the nonperfectameat markers behave as one-place stative
predicates. They combine with a single DP argument, whiglgérs set B (absolutive) agreement.
Other nominal elements must be realized as obliques (i.peapafter the prepositiotyi). In
nonperfective A-Constructions, like the one in (52a), Iralghat the argument of the nonperfective
marker is a possessed nominalized clause (to be discusesdg) bldowever, since this nominalized
clause is always third person singular, we do not find ovedemce for the proposed absolutive
agreement.

®Note that in English the verb “stand” can be used of eventse‘@ate stands”.
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(52) a. NONPERFECTIVEA-CONSTRUCTION
Mi  [pp k-ts’am-el ]
IMPF  Al-bathenMmL
‘I bathe.’ (lit. ~ ‘My bathing happens.”)

b. NONPERFECTIVEB-CONSTRUCTION

Muk’-ofi [tyi  ts’am-el 1.
IMPF-B1 PREPbatheNML
‘I bathe.” (lit. ~ ‘I'm engaged in bathing.”)

In the B-Constructions, like (52b), we do find contexts inethihe nonperfective marker shows
overt set B marking. This alone suggests they are verbs; asaweabove, the head responsible
for a verbal interpretation also assigns absolutive Casee(h null stativey). | argued that these
constructions are limited to the complementless unergatid antipassive stems and do not involve
any actual raising. The pair in (52) involves, for instareeambivalentroot. In (52a) the subject
undergoes a change of state, but nothing is said about whéthaction is volitional; this sentence
could be uttered, for instance, by someone who is incageaditand must be bathed by someone
else. In (52b), in contrast, the subject must be interpratedolitional. (Note that the English
glosses seem to convey similar implications.)

The volitionality requirement of the B-Constructions pidms further evidence that these forms
are analogous to the light verb constructions discusselddpter 3.1, in which the semantic subject
of a complementless stem is realized as the exteagahtargument of the transitive light verb
cha’l. In the section that follows we look in more detail into norfpetive A-Construtions like
(52a), where | provide an analysis for them similar to thaEnfjlishposs-ingnominalizations.

Under the proposal presented here, Chol does not have aepsbgr or imperfective aspect
any more than English has an inceptive aspect. That is, gish &nglish we must express
“inceptiveness” periphrastically (i.¢m starting to read the bodk so too in Chol the imperfective
and progressive aspects are periphrastic. Compare thep@gressive in (53a) with the clearly
periphrastic construction in (538).

(53) a. Chonfkol-ofityi pak’ bu'ul].
PROGB1 PREPplantbean
‘I'm planting beans.’
b. Tyi ujty-i-yoit  [tyi pak’ bu'ul].
PRFVfinish4Tv-B1 PREPplantbean
‘[ finished planting beans.’

This addresses a concern mentioned in Vézq'\learez 2009 regarding pairs like those in (53).
Under the assumption that the subject of the so-calledngaiirms like (53a) originates in the
lower clause and moves, we are left wondering about fornesthikse in (53b), for which syntactic
raising has not been proposed. Nonetheless, the formalendndic similarities between these
constructions make a unifying analysis desirable. | cldiat the embedded complementless stem
never assigns é-role, not in the progressive in (53a), nor in the embeddech fio (53b). Rather,

5The fact thatujty ‘finish’ is eventive whilechofikolis stative accounts for the fact thajty appears with aspect
morphology and the suffix (for eventive intransitives), whilehofikoldoes not.
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the subject-role is assigned by the matrix predicate and the compldesnstem is realized as an
adjunct.

As shown in the forms in (54), discussed in the following mettthe same matrix verbs—the
progressiveehaikol anduijty ‘finish'—can take entire nominalized clauses as their argris

(54) a. Chofiko[ k-pak’ jifii bu'ul].
PROG Al-plantDET bean
‘I'm planting the beans.’
b. Tyi ujty-i [ k-pak’ jifli bu'ul].
PRFVfinish4Tv Al-plantDET bean
‘[ finished planting the beans.’

4.2 EXPLAINING SPLIT ERGATIVITY

In this section we turn to the complementing A-Constructiam the nonperfective aspects, the
source of Chol’s apparent split. As discussed in chapteaBdlie, complementing forms include
transitives (55a), unaccusatives (55b), and passives.(35ere are two main differences between
these forms and the analogous perfectives in (Bst, while perfectives follow the generalization
that all external arguments are marked set A and all inteargidments are marked set B, in the
nonperfective aspects we find that both transitive andnstti@e subjects show set A marking
(boldfaced).Second we saw in chapter 3.1 above that stems in the perfectivecaape followed

by a vocalic suffix: a harmonic vowel on transitives like (h6and the voweli on intransitives
as in (55b—c) (underlined). In the nonperfective aspetissd suffixes are absent. Transitives
appear either with no suffix or the suffie™ (discussed below), while intransitives (unaccusatives
and passives) always appear with the su#ix

(55) NONPERFECTIVES (56) PERFECTIVES

a. Mi [ppk-ch’axe” jifi ja~ . a. Tyi k-chaxéa jifii ja'.
IMPF  Al-boil-DEP DET water PRFV Al-boil-Tv DET water
‘I boil the water. ‘| boiled the water.’

b. Mi [perk-majl-el ]. b. Tyi majl-i-yofi.
IMPF Al-gO-N_ML PRFV go-lTK/-Bl
‘go. ‘I left.

c. Chorikol[pp a-jajts’-el ]. c. Tyi jajts’-i-yety.
PROG A2-hit.PASV-NML PRFV hit.PASV-ITV-B2
‘You're being hit. ‘You were hit.

As argued for in section 4.1, the nonperfective aspect marai and chaikol in (55)—are
the matrix predicates of their clauses. The lexical stenominalized; the subject is expressed as a
possessor which controls phonologically null subjectéiwithe nominalized clauses. The fact that
both transitive and intransitive subjects are controllgaligher possessor, and possessors trigger
set A agreement, gives the appearance of a nominative-a@a@isystem.

| propose specifically that the complementing stem formshim nonperfective aspects are
comparable to Englishoss-ingnominalizations (cf. Abney 1987). Namely, they begin adaér
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projections and are nominalized higher in the clause. Ehysedicted based on the proposal made
above: because the complementing forms have full DP cormgritsnav head must be merged
to assign absolutive case, and thus they must begin as veltsever, the nonperfective aspect
markers are themselves verbs. In order to appear as the eompl to a verb, the complementing
stem form must undergo nominalization. | provide indepabdwidence for each of these steps
below.

4.2.1 Nominalization

Much work has been devoted to the fact that nominalizationthe world’s languages come in a
variety of forms, behave differently with respect to casarking of arguments, and show different
distributional properties (cf. Lees 1963; Abney 1987; Keydkaja-Tamm 1993; Borsley and
Kornfilt 2000). Compare, for example, the English forms if)(8liscussed by Borsley and Kornfilt
(2000, 104).

(57) [ John’s repeated criticism of the boplwas annoying.

a.
b. [John’s criticizing the book repeatedlyvas annoying.

In (57a), the nominactriticism requires a PP object and the modifirepeatedappears in its
adjectival form. In the poss-ing construction in (57b), in contrast, the objeitie bookappears
with no preposition, as with regular finite verbs, and the ifi@drepeatedlyappears in its adverbial
form. Nonetheless, both of these constructions serve asraet subjects.

Based on the analysis in Abney 1987 and much subsequent lWadgose a structure like that
in (58) for theposs-ingnominal. Here, we begin with a verb phrase, but the verbalptexndoes
not combine with higher clausal projectiofsor T°, but with the nominal functional projectiotf.
SpecyP contains an empty category bound by the possessor in Spdeobowing Yoon (1996) |
assume that there is a control relation between the possasdohe null subject.

(58) STRUCTURE OFpPOSS-iINgNOMINAL
DP

criticizing the book

This structure accounts for the properties of the nominainfin (58b) above. The object
requires no special marking, as it is a regular verbal oljecd receives objective Case from the
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verbal projection. Assuming that the adverb modifies the We&,predict the appearance of an
adverbial modifier. Finally, since the form is ultimately &,Dwe correctly predict its ability to
appear as a sentential subject.

4.2.2 Complementing nonperfectives

| propose that the Chol complementing nominals are, liké&tiglishposs-ingconstruction in (57b),
verbal projections which are nominalized higher in the séauTransitive and intransitive forms like
those in (59) begin as in (60) and (61), respectively.

(59) a. Chonfko[pps k-mel-e’ jini waj ]
PROG Al-makebEP DET tortilla
‘I'm making the tortillas.’
b. Mi [ppk-majl-el 1].
IMPF  Al-goNML
‘go.

In both constructions, the root merges with a DP complemarthe transitive, the complement
is the object DRjifli waj. A dependenty head,-e" (discussed below), is merged and assigns
absolutive case to the object. The dependent transitieguires a PRO subject in its specifier. The
vP is then nominalized. There is no overt realization of aditar® nominalizer for root transitives,
though non-root transitives appear with the suffixin the nonperfective aspects, discussed in
section 4.3 below.

(60) STrRUCTURE OF(59A)

nP
no vP
DP v
A /\
PRO 00 VP
N TN
-e V0 DPABS
-TV-DEP |
!\ mel jifi waj
N make DET tortilla
~ ABS A

-~ -

In the intransitive (unaccusative) shown in (61), a com@etris also merged, but here it is
the subject. The intransitive dependenhead merges and assigns case to the internal subject.
Again, the subject is a controlled PRO. As with the transitax nominalizing: head is then merged
directly with a verbal projection. The intransitive nomlimang suffix is-el (compare the ambivalent
intransitivejifii wayel ‘the sleeping’ or the absolutive antipassjifé wuts’diel ‘the washing’)’

"Note that while the transitive head may be overtly realized, there is no overt transitiveead. In intransitives we
see the opposite: no overhead, but an overt head. The fact that many suffixes involve vowels in Chol, drad vowel
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(61) SrRUCTURE OF(598)

nP
/\
n? vP
| /\
-el w0 VP
-NML | /\
-0 VO DPpgs
ATV-DEP | N\
‘ majl  PRO
\
~._ go A
ABS

Crucially both transitive and intransitive subjects are controlleB®s It is important to note
that despite differences in case marking or agreement bativansitive and intransitive subjects
in ergative languages, both subjects behave the same vgitteaeto control (Anderson 1976).
Compare the English and Chol embedded clauses in (62) ahdI(6Bnglish, both transitive and
intransitive subjects are marked nominative in matrix sésy and both are also PRO in embedded
clauses.

(62) a. Johnwants [ PR@y to drink coffee ].
b. John wants [ PR to sleep ].

In a morphologically ergative language like Chol, transitiand intransitive subjects (by
definition) receive different marking in matrix clauses-gaive for transitive subjects, and
absolutive for intransitive subjects. Nonetheless, jesinaEnglish, both subjects are controlled
PRO in embedded clauses. This fact, | claim, is central tapfpearance of a nominative-accusative
pattern in the forms described in this section.

(63) a. Aj-Juan y-om [i-jap kajpejPRO:re
DET-JuanA3-want A3-drink coffee
‘Juan wants to drink coffee.’
b. Aj-Juan y-om[way-el PROu;s ]
DET-Juanwant sleepNML
‘John wants to sleep.’

We find two pieces of morphological evidence for this analySirst, transitive roots optionally
appear with the suffixe’, shown in (59af. This suffix is descended from the Proto-Mayan
dependensuffix, which appears in stems in embedded clauses (Kaufm@Narman 1984, 100).
Compare for instance the homophonous Ixil dependent sigégn in chapter 2.3 above. This

hiatus is often resolved via deletion, could provide a histd explanation for the absence of two overt morphemes on
these forms. Furthermore, in languages like Q'anjob’aliust suffixes are only realized phrase-finally. Such a otigini
may provide an additional avenue for the loss of these maonpkethough further work is needed to determine whether
these suffixes were historically realized in Cholan langsag

8This suffix is impossible in conjunction with an overt (norirthperson) set B suffix, and optional otherwise. |
assume the ban on co-occurrence with an overt set B stifibgr -ety, is phonological in nature. Vowel hiatus is often
resolved by deletion (see appendix A.2), and a glottal stap not be enough to prevent this deletion (&@fi— of).
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suggests thakmel(e’)is not in fact the matrix predicate in (59a). Compare the irfgotive
construction in (64a) with the embedded clause in (64b), revliee dependent suffix is again
optional.

(64) a. FRROGRESSIVE

Chofikol[ k-mel-(e) jini waj ]
PROG Al-makebEP DET tortilla
‘I'm making the tortillas.’

b. SUBORDINATE CLAUSE
K-om [k-mel-(e) jii waj .
Al-want Al-makebEP DET tortilla
‘I want to make the tortilla.’

Though the suffixe™ is optional on embedded clauses, it never appears on mégtiseperfective
forms (irrespective of whether the transitive suffixis present, as shown in (65)), which are argued
to not involve embedding. We return to embedded clausesciiosed.4 below.

(65) *Tyi i-kuch-(u)€ ixim.
PRFV A3-carryTVv-DEP corn
intended: ‘She carried corn.

Based on this piece of evidence, | propose that Chol has sttfiear types ofv, distinguished
by two properties: transitivity and clause type. These amvs in table 4.2. Transitive merges
an external subject, while intransitivedoes not. Dependefembedded requires a PRO subject,
while matrixv does not. There is no overt reflex of the intransitive dependésee (61)).

Table 4.2: FOUR TYPES OFv

TRANSITIVE INTRANSITIVE
MATRIX Y -i
DEPENDENT | -€° -0

The secondpiece of morphological evidence for this analysis, notedvabis the suffix-el
found on the intransitives. Recall from section 3.1 fornad ttominals throughout the Mayan family
appear with-VI suffixes. Above we saw that both absolutive antipassive st@énd ambivalents
in their unergative function always appeared wigh which | proposed occupiesranominal or
nominalizing head. The appearance of an overt nominal swofffixitransitives but not on transitives
is also found in complementless forms. Compare for instdineeambivalent unergative in (66a)
with the incorporation antipassive in (66b).

(66) a. Tyi k-cha'l-e uch'-el.
PRFVALl-doDTV eatNML
‘| ate.
b. Tyi k-cha’l-e pak’ bu'ul.
PRFVAl-doDTV plantbean
‘| planted beans.’
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Above the nominalizing: layers in both the transitive and intransitive construtdion (60)
and (61), possessors are merged. In both, the possessooleadhe PRO subject within the
nominalization. Following the analysis proposed in Cood@{) | assume that Chol possessors
are generated not in DP, but in the specifier of a lower prigiechere represented as PossP. The
possessum—possessor order is achieved by raising of tlsegsesl XP to a functional position
between PossP and DP, not represented here for simflicity.

(67) TRANSITIVE (68) INTRANSITIVE
DP DP
/\ /\
DO PossP DO PossP

/\ /\

DP; Poss DP; Poss
| T | T

pro  Pos$ nP pro  Pos$ nP

1PRON 1PRON T~

" PRQO k-mel-e” jii waj ‘\ k-majl-el PRQ

~ A \ A

S~ - N /

St —_——— - ~ 7

-~ — —

The possessed nominalized clauses in (67) and (68) appedue asngle argument to the
nonperfective aspect markersj/muk’ or chaikol. The basic structure of regular nonperfectives
like those in (67) and (68) above, repeated in (69a—b), igffereint from that of a sentence like the
one in (69c). In the latter the aspect marker combines wiimale event-denoting nomingh al
‘rain’; in (69a—b) it combines with a possessed nominalizkedise kmele™ jfi waj ‘my making the
tortillas’ andkmaijlel‘my going'.

(69) a. Chonko[pp k- [mel-e® jiii waj PRO]pro 1.

PROG Al- makebEP DET tortilla 1PRON
‘I'm making the tortillas.’

b. Choikol[pp k- [ majl-el PROJpro ]
PROG Al go-NML 1PRON
‘I'm going.’

c. Chofkol[ppjaal].
PROG rain
‘It's raining.’

4.2.3 Distributional evidence

Above in section 4.1 | argued that the nonperfective aspackens function as syntactic predicates.
In this section | provide distributional evidence for thaminalization analysis of complementing
stems in the nonperfective aspect. | show that these stemistexuch of the nominal behavior seen

®The fronting of the possessum over the possessor analogohs obligatory predicate-fronting found in the verbal
domain (recall that basic order in Chol is VOS/VS). This gius the welcome result that while nonperfective clauses are
proposed to be nominal, they have the same basic VOS orderfestive clauses. See the discussion in Coon 2010b and
section 4.2.4 below, for details and for further parallesi®en the verbal and nominal domains.
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in the complementless forms (see chapter 3.2.2 above) har oespects, they are shown to differ.
| demonstrate that these differences are expected basdtkandependently different structures
proposed above for complementless and complementing abfoims.

Like the complementless nominalizations described abdive, complementing (transitive,
unaccusative, and passive) nominalizations are able teaapps arguments of predicates (for
example in periphrastic causative constructions like Jj7@mssessed as in (70b), and may trigger
possessor agreement as in (70c). Each is discussed brikdly. ba all of the forms in (70)—and
with complementing nominalizations more generally—the Adgenitivg marker is obligatory,
discussed in section 4.4 below.

(70) a. As ARGUMENT

Tyi y-ak’-e-yoii [ k-mek’-ety ].
PRFV A3-giveAPPL-B1 Al-hugB2
‘She madé¢let me hug you.

b. POSSESSED
Machuts’aty[ a-jats’-of ].
NEG good AZ2-hit-B1
“Your hitting me isn’t good.’

C. TRIGGERING AGREEMENT
Choiikol[ y;-ujty-el [ k-wuts’ jifi pisil ];].
PROG A3-finishinML Al-washDET clothes
‘I'm finishing washing the clothes.’

In (70a) the stenkmek’etyoccupies the theme position of the ditransitive stem (dised in
appendix A.4.3). Compare, for instance, the form in (70dhwiat in (71).

(71) Tyi y-ak'-e-yoi [ k-waj ]
PRFV A3-giveAPPL-B1 Al-tortilla
‘She gave me my tortilla.’

In (70b) the complementing stegjats’on serves as a sentential subject. Here—and in all of the
complementing nominals—we find a set A morpheme co-indedirgpossessor, in this case a
null second person pronoun. Finally, in (70c) we see thatiiten to appearing possessed, the
complementing stem forms may also serve as grammaimsgessorsand as such, trigger set A
agreement. This construction was discussed for compléessrforms in section 3.2.2 above.

Though the complementing forms share the above properiitiscamplemeriessnominals,
unlike the complementless forms the nominalized comple¢imgrorms are either impossible or
degraded with determiners and adjectives (72a), as congplisnof the prepositiotyi (72b), and in
agent nominal constructions (72c). The presence or abséiice set A markers does not affect the
acceptability of these forms.

(72) a. ?? Machvef [jifii kabala-jats’-of ].
NEG good DET a.lot A2-hit-B1
‘A lot of hitting me isn’t good.’
b. *Tyi majl-i [tyi i-Kel jifii wakax].
PRFVQOHTV PREPA3-watchDET cow
‘He went to look at the cows.’
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c. *[Aj-i-chuk ili chay]jifi wifik.
cL-A3-catchDET fish DET man
‘The man is a catcher of these fish.’

The ungrammaticality of the forms in (72) is a natural consege of the structures proposed
for them above. Recall that a complementing nominalizedsgdike the one in (73) is proposed to
have the structure in (74). A full verb phrase is projected] & nominalized at a higher level. A
possessor is required to control the null PRO subject.

(73) Chofikol[pp k-mel-e” jifi waj ]
PROG Al-makebEP DET tortilla
‘I'm making the tortillas.’

(74) COMPLEMENTING NOMINALIZATION

DP
/\
DY PossP
/\
DP; Poss
/\
pro  Pos$ nP
1PRON T~
nY P
/\
DP; v
VAN
PRO ° VP
T
-e VO DPags
-DEP |
,\ k;-mel jifi waj
N A3-make DET tortilla
\\\ A
ABS s

f—— -

Complementless nominals, in contrast, never invole@dayer; the verb roots merge directly
with an’ head. Compare the same strimgl wajin a complementless incorporation antipassive
construction like the one in (75), proposed to have the siradn (76).

(75) Chofkol-oftyi [ypts’am-el 1.
PROGB1 PREP bathenmL
‘I'm bathing.’

(76) COMPLEMENTLESS NOMINAL

nP

nt
| |
-el ts’am
-NML  bathe
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If this is correct, we straightforwardly explain the inatyilof complementing forms to appear
with adjectives as in (72a)—adjectives appear beldhabd thus cannot combine with a form like
the one in (74). By stipulating that the’vhich heads the complementing nominalization must be
null, we also account for the strong dispreference for deitezrs combining with complementing
nominalizations. While this is not predicted by anythinggwsed here, it is independently observed
with poss-ingtype nominalizations in unrelated languages, for exampigligh (Borsley and
Kornfilt 2000). Compare, for example, the English forms iw)(7

(77) a.  We discussefthis/that/the criticism of the book.
b. *We discussedthis/that/the criticizing the bookK.

The fact that (72b) is impossible is connected to an indegeinfdict about Chol, noted above:
the prepositiontyi is unable to appear with full DP complements, as shown in.(78)the
complementing nominalizations are full DPs, we thus alsplan their inability to appear as
complements otyi. (As noted above, ityi is itself an oblique determiner, then this restriction
simply amounts to the impossibility of two D heads.)

(78) Tyi majl-i [tyi (¥ifi) otyoty].
PRFVQO4TV PREPDET house
‘She went to the house.’

Finally, the ungrammaticality of (72c) is also explainedthg inability of the clitics to appear
on full DPs, as shown in (79).

(79) Tyi cham-i[aj- (¥ifii) ts'o™ 1.
PRFvdiedTV CL-DET turkey
‘The turkey died.’

To summarize, like the Englisposs-ingconstructions, Chol complementing nominalizations
are unable to appear with determiners. The fact that theydaisiot appear with the prepositibyi
or as agent nominals is explained by the general impogsibififull DPs in these constructions.

4.2.4 Word order and other CP—DP parallels

To this point | have abstracted away from surface (predigat@l) word order in the structures
proposed for clauses in chapter 3 and for nominalizatioms. hia this section | argue, following
the analysis in Coon 2010b, that CPs and DPs share parailletse in Chol, accounting for the
similarities in word order between perfective clauses (8@ga), in which the stem represents a verb,
and nonperfective clauses like (80b) in which the stem is plaan embedded DP (see Szabolcsi
1983, 1994). These parallels also capture the identicah searking of transitive subjects and
POSSESSOrS.

(80) a. Tyi [vei-Kux-u chayjiii mis].
PRFV  A3-eatTV fish DET cat
‘The cat ate fish.’
b. Mi [ppi-Kux chayjifii mis].
IMPF  A3-eatfish DET cat
‘The cat eats fish.’
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The complementing nominalizations described in the pregedections—along with other
possessive phrases in the language—are proposed to hasteuttere in (81). | claim, following
Sobin (2002), Carstens (2000), and others, that posseasoidPs generated in the specifier of
a DP-internal functional projection projection, which b PossP. Previous authors have argued
that a further functional projection exists between NP aRd(Darstens 2000; Ritter 1988; Duffield
1995). | follow Sobin (2002) in labeling it IP. | propose thhe possessumP fronts to Spec,IP
in the nominal domain, accounting for tpessessuspossessoword order in the language. The
possessor triggers set A agreement on the fronked

(81) CHoOLDP
DP
/\
D IP
/\
nP; I
PN
Aj-possessum | PossP
DP; Poss
P VAN

possessor Poss

The internal structure of the DP parallels the internal citme of the CP, shown in (82).
The transitive subject is merged in a functional projeceoternal to the predicate, here labelled
VoiceP? The complement of VoiceRP, fronts to the specifier of the higher inflectional projesti
IP, resulting in Chol's basic VOS word order. Just as the ségénitive” agreement with the
possessor appears on the frontdtlabove, so too the set A “ergative” agreement with the stibjec
appears on the fronted® in the clause.

(82) CHOLCP
CP
/\
C IP
/\
VP, I’
T~ T
A.-verb+object | \VoiceP
DP;, \oice
PN

subject Voice

This proposal follows a growing body of literature which ioia that certain verb initial
languages are the result of fronting of the entire verb h(as remnant verb phrase) to a higher

Above | generated transitive subjects in the specifier afsitive v for the sake of simplicity. In order to achieve
the fact that the/P fronts above the subject, here | use the projection VoigaRh in turn selects transitiveP. Nothing
crucial hinges on either analysis at this point, and belovilllagntinue to generate transitive subjects in Spec,
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clausal position. See for example Pearson 2001 and RackamndkTravis 2000 on Malagasy,

Massam 2000 on Niuean, Aldridge 2004 on Seediq, and Lee 20@»apotec, among others. In

Coon 2010b | propose that a derivational account of Chol veoder is preferable to one in which

both possessors and transitives subjects are base-geharaight-side specifiers, as argued for
Tzotzil in Aissen 1992. Nonetheless, both analyses suciceeapturing the parallels between the
clause and the DP, which is the important point for the disicmsof split ergativity here.

4.2.5 Summary

Under the analysis proposed in this section, the appeactraspect-based split ergativigxactly
in complementing formdike those in (83), is reduced to the fact that the aspectphemes in
the nonperfective aspects are verbs, plus independentigredd properties of Chol grammar.
Specifically, we know that all stems which take a DP complemequire a verbab head. The
transitive in (83a) combines with a full DP object; the imsdive in (83b) is unaccusative and its
subject is thus a DP complement. Complementing forms begjiiPa—the roots discharge their
internal@-roles within the (dependent).

But we also saw that the nonperfective aspect markers ds.vAs such, they must themselves
combine withDPs Thus in order for a complementing stem to appear with ancasparker, it
must undergo nominalization. The null subjects in the erdbddP are controlled by possessors.
Since both transitive and intransitive embedded subjeetsantrolled PROs, and both PROs are
controlled by set A-triggering possessors, we see the appea of a nominative-accusative system.
| argue that the matrix predicatai follows the language’s regular (ergati&plit-S) pattern in
showing set B agreement with its single argument, the ndimethclause.

(83) COMPLEMENTING NONPERFECTIVES
a. Mi [ppa- [vpchilijifii jalas PRO]].
IMPF A2- fry DETbanana
‘You fry the bananas.’
b. Mi [pra- [veVYajl-el PRO]].
IMPF  A2-  fall-nmL
‘You fall.’

We saw above in section 4.1.3 that the complementless forwiseh do not subcategorize for
internal arguments—never merge withvahead and thus cannot directly merge any arguments.
Examples are shown again in (84). The subjects of these remdeare realized on a higher
verbal projection: either the nonperfective aspect maitkelf in the B-Constructions like (84a),
or the light verbcha’l as in (84b) (preferred in the perfective aspect, where thmdo option
is unavailable). While complementing forms are analogauknglishposs-ingnominalizations,
complementless forms are bau®s (see section 3.2 above). The proposed differences betwee
complementing and complementless forms also have conseggiéor their behavior in embedded
clauses in other contexts, seen below.

(84) COMPLEMENTLESS STEMS AND LIGHT VERBS

a. Chorikol-etytyi  xambal.
PROGB2 PREPstroll
‘You're strolling around.’
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b. Tyi a-cha’l-e xambal.
PRFV A2-doDTV stroll
‘You strolled around.’

The main Chol constructions analyzed here are summarizappendix B for reference.

4.3 NON-ROOT TRANSITIVES

In the above sections we concentrated on the behavior of traositives” or underived transitives

in embedded and nominal constructions (see chapter 2.28abBefore looking at embedded

clauses more generally, we turn brieflyrton-root transitives Recall that these include transitive

formed with overt derivational morphology, such as causatiand applicatives (85a), as well as
roots without any overt derivational morphology which nitredess show the same morphological
profile (85b). The different morphology on these forms gigénsight into the nature of these stems
in the constructions described below, and confirms portafrise proposal above.

(85) a. Tyi i-way-is-a fiefe’.
PRFV A3-sleepeAus-DTV baby
‘She made the baby sleep.’
b. Tyi y-il-a fiefe’.
PRFV A3-sleeppTv baby
‘She saw the baby.’

Recall that embedd¢donperfective root transitives can appear either withripomated objects,
or with full Case-requiring objects. Thecorporation antipassivess in (86a), areomplementless
There is thus na layer and nowhere for an argument to be realized within the iDfead the
subject is merged as an argument of the aspectual predidaefull transitives appear in thmss-
ing nominal A-Constructions, as in (86b). Here we have a comeigimg form which undergoes
nominalization before merging with the aspect marker, asutised in the preceding section.

(86) a. NCORPORATION ANTIPASSIVE(“B-CONSTRUCTION')
Muk' tyi [Kel tele].
IMPF PREP watchTV
‘He watches TV.

b. TRANSITIVE (“A- CONSTRUCTION)
Mi  [i-k'el-(e") jini tele].
IMPF  A3-watchbEP DET TV
‘He watches the TV!

The suffix-e—proposed to be an instantiation of a dependent transitivés impossible on
the smaller complementless forms like (86a), but is opti@mathe larger complementing forms
like the one in (86b). Because the phonological realizatibthis dependent suffix is optional,
and because overt determiners are not required in full D&s gppendix A.6.1), we find forms
like the one in (87). With no morphology to tell us otherwisan we be sure that this is not just
an incorporation antipassive with a possessor? That is theeform in (87) really have the full
poss-ingnominalization structure proposed above?
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(87) Mi [i-Kel tele].
IMPF A3-watchTV
‘He watches TV!

This question is important because the proposal above \wbsdmplementing and complementless
forms are incomplementary distributionall complementless forms are proposed to appear in B-
Constructions, while all complementless forms appear @awstructions.

The morphology on derived transitives in embedded consbng provides evidence that forms
like (87) are indeed complementing forms. In complementwegperfective constructions (like
(86b) above), derived transitives always appear withsuffixes, as shown by the examples in (88).

(88) a. Chonfko[ k-ts'ujts’-ufit  jifii fefe’.
PROG Al-kissD.NML DET baby
‘I am kissing the baby.’
b. Mi [i-tsaf-sa jifi  wakax].
PROG A3-die-CAUS-D.NML DET COW
‘He kills the cow.’

| propose that theV of the -V suffix is an instantiation of the head which licenses an internal
argument; thefi is a nominalizing suffix. My notes contain at least one instaof a-Vi suffix used
in a clearly nominal environment, shown in (89).

(89) Tyi i-tyajja  k'am-af.
PRFV A3-find-Tv sick-NML
‘They became sick.’ (lit.: ‘They found sickness.") (C.21)

Though further work is needed to determine whether thereotimer nominalizing-fi suffixes in
Chol or in the Mayan family more generally, | take the facttthner nonperfective stems behave
distributionally and morphologically as nominals as ewicke in favor of this analysis. | gloss the
-Vh suffixes which appear on all derived transitives in the ndiegtive aspects aD.NML’ for
“derived nominal” and | continue to parse them as a singlepmeme for simplicity. The proposed
structure of the bracketed form in (88a) is given in (90).
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(90) DP
DY PossP
DP; Poss
N T
pro  Pos$ nP
1PRON T
no vP
| /\
A DP v
-NML N T~
PRO ° VP
| /\
-u VO DPags
-DEP
l\ k;-ts’ujts’  jifii Aefe’
\_ Al-kiss DET baby
T ABS. ,/A

In B-Constructions, and with the light vedha’l, we find the same forms appearing wilfyaj
suffixes, as in (91). Here the object must be a bare NP, jusitaghe incorporation antipassives
described above. But note that with these forms, we find ant ogalization of the antipassive
morpheme.

(91) a. Choiikol-oftyi ts'ujts’-uyaj fiefie.
PROGB1 PREPKissD.AP baby
‘I'm baby-kissing.” (lit. ‘I'm at baby-kissing.’)
b. Tyi i-cha’l-e tsaf-sayaj wakax.
PRFV A3-doDTV die-CAUS-D.AP COW
‘He cow-killed.’ (lit. ‘He did cow-killing.")

The-Vyaj suffix is analyzed by Gutiérrez Sanchez (2004, 27) as dpassive, and is cognate
with the antipassive suffixwaj in Q’anjob’al (Pascual 2007). Here | gloss ii.AP’ for ‘derived
antipassive’. In Q’anjob’al;waj antipassives appear withblique objects. In Chol, just as there
is no oblique marking on the NP object of an incorporationpassive form like (86a), there is
no oblique marking on the NP object of-"yaj antipassive in (91b). Again, full DP objects are
impossible in both the root incorporation antipassive age lwwith the derived antipassive:

(92) * Chonikol-ofityi  ts'ujts’-uyajjifii hefe’.
PROGB1l PREPKiSSD.AP DET baby
intended: ‘I'm kissing the baby.’

Returning to the question about the status of the form in &0yve, repeated in (93), we find
that derived transitives like the one in (94a) always appetir the -Vi suffix found in thepossing
nominalization A-construction, regardless of whetherdhgect has an overt determiner. Théyaj
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antipassive suffix is impaossible in this environment, asasshn (94b). By analogy, this suggests
that the form in (93) must therefore be a full complementimgytf, not an incorporation antipassive.

(93) Mi  [i-Kel tele].
IMPF  A3-watchTV
‘He watches TV.
(94) a. Mi [ i-ts’ujts’-uf fiefie].
IMPF  A3-kissD.NML baby
‘He kisses the baby.’
b. *Mi [i-ts'ujts’-uyaj fiefie’].
IMPF  A3-kissD.AP baby
intended: ‘He kisses a baby.’

The derived transitives are important to the analysis hezeallse they provide overt
morphological evidence for the distinction between formbkiolh appear in A-Constructions
(complementing), and those which appear in B-Construsti@mplementless). While root
transitives may appear with no morphology in both types daistwction, derived transitives
always showVi suffixes in contexts where we predict complementing formsl, -&'yaj suffixes
in complementless constructions. The two forms are cdyr@cedicted to be in complementary
distribution.

4.4 THE SYNTAX OF SUBORDINATION

As discussed in section 4.2, nonperfective constructionplg are embedded constructions. Note
the formal similarities between the clearly embedding f@involving the matrix verlik’el ‘watch’
in (95a) and (96a), and the imperfective constructions &i}@&nd (96b).

(95) COMPLEMENTLESS EMBEDDED FORMS
a. Tyi i-K'el-e-yoh [tyi wuts’-ofi-el ].
PRFV A3-watchTv-B1 PREPwashAP-NML
‘She watched me washing.’
b. Muk-ofi[tyi wuts-ofi-el ].
IMPF-B1 PREPWashAP-NML
‘l wash.’

(96) COMPLEMENTING EMBEDDED FORMS
a. Tyi i-Kel-e [ k-pak’-e’ bu'ul].
PRFV A3-watchTv Al-plantDEP bean
‘She watched me planting beans.’
b. Mi [k-pak-e’ buul].
IMPF  Al-plantDEP bean
‘| plant beans.’

Despite these similarities, we do find certain differencetsveen the embedding nonperfective
aspect markers and other embedding verbs. Specificaltyansitives embedded under a
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non-aspectual matrix verb typically mawpt appear with set A marking, as shown in (98b). Since
intransitive subjects show no marking, embedded claukeghbse in (98), do not show the “split”
nominative-accusative pattern discussed above. Thisrdiite is discussed further below.

(97) PROGRESSIVE (98) OTHER EMBEDDING VERBS
a. Chofkol k-jap sa” . a. Kcom J[k-jap sa ]
PROG Al-drink pozol Al-want A1l-drink pozol
‘I'm drinking pozol’ ‘| want to drink pozol’
b. Chofikol[ k-majl-el ]. b. K-om [(*k)-majl-el].
PROG Al-goNML Al-want Al-goNML
‘I'm going.’ ‘| want to go.’

In this section | show that embedded complementless andleamepting forms, which appear
in B-Constructions and regular nonperfective constratispectively, are identical to those found
in embedded clauses elsewhere in the language. Moreoeedifferent structures proposed for
complementing and complementless forms provides insibtheir behavior in embedded clauses,
discussed in Vazqueklvarez 20094

4.4.1 Finiteness

VézquezAIvarez (2009, 3) proposes a “scalar analysis of finitenas€hol”; he discuss three
sub-types of embedded clause:

(99) CHOL EMBEDDED CLAUSES

a. finite embedded clauses (with aspectual and pefrsamber inflection)

b. less finite embedded clauses (without aspectual inflection, but wifledtion for
persorfnumber)

c. nonfinite embedded clauses (neither aspectual nor pgreonber inflection)

Examples of fully finite embedded clauses are given in (108¢re the embedded clause is
introduced with the complementizehe’, the embedded clause shows aspect marking, which can be
distinct from that of the matrix clause, as in (100b). Thered dependency between the arguments
of the matrix clause and those of the embedded clause.

(100) HNITE EMBEDDED CLAUSES

a. Tyi k-ub-i [che™ tyi jul-i-yety ].
PRFVAl-hearbTv COMP PRFV arrive.hereTv-B2
‘[ heard that you arrived here.’ (Vazqué\tvarez 2009, 3)

b. Tyi k-sub-u [che’ mi i-bajb-ef ts'i’ aj-Wah .
PRFVAl-sayTVv COMPIMPF A3-hit-D.NML dog cL-Juan
‘| said that Juan hits the dog.’ (Vazquétvarez 2009, 19)

"Thanks to Norvin Richards for many helpful discussionstiegpto this section.
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Fully nonfinite embedded clauses appear in two types of eddzedonstructions, discussed
in more detail below: they either function directly as coeménts of the matrix clause, as in
(101a), or, when no Case is available, they appear as coraptsrto the prepositiotyi, in (101b).
Neither embedded form appears with pergarmber or aspect morphology; the interpretation of
these categories is dependent on the matrix clause.

(101) NON-FINITE EMBEDDED CLAUSES

a. Tsa'-ix-bi i-tyech-e-yob [ K'e(l) juii ]i-piral-ob ili semafa.
PRFV-alreadyREP A3-beginTv-pPL watchpaper A3-friendPL DET week
‘His friends already began to study this week.’ (Véquédazarez 2009, 12)
b. Mi k-il-afi-yety [tyi wuts-oi-el .
IMPF Al-seeb.NML-B2 PREPwashAP-NML
‘| see you washing (clothes). (Vazqué\ivarez 2009, 18)

Finally, we turn to what Vazqueélvarez 2009 terms “less finite” embedded clauses. Examples
are given in (102).

(102) “LESS FINITE' EMBEDDED CLAUSES

a. Mu-ch k-mul-ah [j-Kel ]

IMPF-AFF Al-like-D.NML Al-watch

‘Yes | like to watch it. (VazquezAlvarez 2009, 3)
b. K-om [k-sak-lI-af k-wifiik 1je’ iwa’.

Al-want Al-searchsTAT-D.NML Al-man alsohere

‘| also want to look for my worker here. (Vélzqué!dvarez 2009, 15)
c. K-om [k-chukety ].

Al-want Al-carryB2

‘I want to carry you.

Note that unlike the fullynonfiniteembedded clauses in (101), the forms in (102) show set A
person morphology. But these “less finite” clauses alsorashiwith the fullyfinite embedded
clauses in (100) in that they cannot appear with aspectuapmtogy as in (103a), and the
embedded subjechustco-refer with an argument of the matrix clause as in (103W)esE facts
are summarized in table 4.3.

(103) “LESS FINITE' VS. FULLY FINITE EMBEDDED CLAUSES
a. *Mu-ch k-mul-af [mi j-Kel ]
IMPF-AFF Al-like-D.NML IMPF Al-watch
intended: ‘Yes | like to watch.’
b. *Mu-ch k-mul-af [ (mi) akK'el ]
IMPF-AFF Al-like-D.NML IMPF A2-watch
intended: ‘Yes | like you to watch.’ (Vazqueédvarez 2009, 3)
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Table 4.3: VAZQUEZ ALVAREZ'S (2009) RENITENESS

aspect person
nonfinite clause O O
“less finite” clause| O v
fully finite clause | v/ v

| propose thatll embedded clauses which are not fully finite are nomtdalust like other
nominal arguments, embedded clauses either receive &ibbsollase from the matrix verb, as
in (101a), or must be introduced as obliques by the preposilyi, as (101b). The set A
marking—the defining characteristic of the so-called lasissfiforms in (102)—marks thgenitive
This obligatory marking of set A on certain embedded forma direct consequence of the larger
structure proposed for these forms. | argue below that thisidh betweercomplementingand
complementlesforms provides insight into the behavior of embedded cootitins outside of the
nonperfective aspects.

Specifically, | propose that nonfinite embedded clausesspand to complementless forms,
while less-finite embedded clauses are (transitive) comgtting forms. This division accounts
for the majority of the facts described below. Passives aratcusatives, however, not presented in
detail in Vézquez&lvarez 2009, warrant further discussion. | set these dsideow and work with
the idea that there is a strong correlation between compitnggless-finite on the one hand, and
complementlessonfinite on the other. | then return to passives and unaticesaelow.

4.4.2 Non-finite clauses

The nonfinite clauses described by Vazqédmrez (2009) appear either as the direct complement
of a matrix predicate, or embedded under the all-purposgogigontyi (see chapter A.7.6). What
governs this difference? | follow Vézquéivarez (2009, 1) in proposing that nonfinite clauses with
no preposition occupy the internal argument position ofrtterix predicate (though my analysis
differs from his in other respects, discussed below). Teahonfinite clauses not introduced by
tyi are licensed by abstract absolutive Case from the matrlx, wethe same way as regular direct
objects.

In the forms in (104), for example, we see transitive verbsr—want’, mulah ‘like’, and
ujil ‘*know'—taking simple nominal complements. These verbsnslet A agreement with their
subjects and, as expected, are unmarked for set B sincetéineehargument is third person (here,
but not below, | gloss a null set B morpheme for expositoryesakit see chapter 2.2.5).

(104) BEVBEDDING PREDICATES WITH NOMINAL COMPLEMENTS

a. K-om-g@ [ppwaj ;.
Al-wantB3 tortilla
‘| want tortilla.’

2In the terminology of Givon (2001, 26), the fact that all finite embedded clauses are nominal makes Chol (and
perhaps all Mayan languages) a “nominalizing” embeddimgu@age. In nominalizing languages, also found in the
Tibeto-Burman, Turkic, Carib, Quechua, and Uto-Aztecanili@s, subordinate clauses are nominalized. In Ute (Uto-
Aztecan), for instance, the nominality of embedded claisemnifested via: genitive marking on the subject, a nomina
suffix on the verb, and object case-marking of the embeddrgsel (Givon 2001, 27).
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b. Mi i-mul-ah-@ [op alaxax];.
IMPF A3-like-D.NML-B3  orange
‘She likes oranges.’
c. Y-ujil-g; [op la-k-ty'afl  ];.
A3-knowB3  PL-Al-word
‘She knows Chol.’ (lit.: ‘She knows oy, words.”)

The complex clause constructions in (105) have the sametgien the verb roots appear in a
nominal stem form—the same forms we find in the nonperfeesmects—and this nominal serves
as the internal argument of the matrix verb. The notionajesitbof the embedded predicate is
co-referential with the set A-marked (external) argumdrithe matrix clause.

(105) NON-FINITE CLAUSES AS COMPLEMENTS

a. K-om-g@ [ppway-el ;.
Al-wantB3  sleepNML
‘I want to sleep.’

b. Mi i-mul-ai-@ [oe K'el tele];.
IMPF A3-like-D.NML-B3  watchTV
‘She likes to watch TV.

c. Y-ujil-@; [op mel waj ];.
A3-know-B3 maketortilla
‘She knows how to make tortillas.’

Turning now to the preposition-bearing forms, we find tingt preposition is required in exactly
those cases where the absolutive Case of the matrix verleiadyl assignedCompare the forms
in (106). In contrast to the preposition-less construdion(105), here the matrix predicate assigns
absolutive Case to an argument that is not the nonfinite elad$ie complementless form thus
behaves like any other nominal: in a clause where no Casaisble, it must be introduced by a
preposition in order to be licensed. In these examples,dhemal subject of the nonfinite embedded
clause is obligatorily co-referential with tirernal argument of a transitive matrix clause (106a—b),
or the single argument of an intransitive matrix clause ¢t@6.

(106) a. Tyi y-il-a-yety [pp *(tyi) ts’am-el ].
PRFVA3-seepTV-B2  PREP batheNML
‘He saw you bathing.

b. Mi i-xik’- ofi [pp *(tyi) wuts’ pisil .
IMPF A3-orderBl  PREPwash clothes
‘She orders me to wash clothes.’

c. Machmejl-ety [pp *(tyi) way-el 1]
NEG be.able.tid2  PREPSsleepNML
‘You can't sleep.’

d. Tyi ujty-i [pp *(tyi) uch’-el ]jifii x-"ixik.
PRFVfinish4Tv ~ PREPeatNML DET CL-woman
‘The woman finished eating.’
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Omitting the preposition results in ungrammaticality. Grare the monoclausal passive form
in (107) with the forms in (106). Again, the verb assigns &ltse Case to the second person
pronoun. With no absolutive Case available, the nonthé&jk must be licensed by the all-purpose
preposition.

(107) RssIVE
Tyi  jajts’-i-yety [pp *(tyi) ch'ajk .
PRFV hit.PASV-ITV-B2  PREPIightning
‘You were hit by lightning.’

Above | proposed that the appearance tgf is governed by properties of the matrix
predicate—specifically, whether absolutive Case is aviglfor the nominal embedded clause. Note
that this is reminiscent of the proposal for fReConstructiongliscussed in 4.1 above. Here too, the
event-denoting nominal stem appears as an oblique bedaeiggddicate assigns Case to another
argument—specifically, to the argument understood to bsuhpct of the event-denoting nominal.
Compare for instance the embedding form from (106b), rexkiat(108a), with the B-Construction
imperfective in (108b).

(108) a. Mi i-xik-of [tyi  wuts pisil .
IMPF A3-orderBl PREPwash clothes
‘She orders me to wash clothes.’
b. Muk-ofi[tyi wuts pisil .
IMPF-B1 PREPwash clothes
‘I wash clothes.

This brings us to the content of the nonfinite clauses therasel All of the complementless
forms described in the chapters above serve as nonfiniteadaunergative “verbal nouns” lilsen
in (109a); ambivalent intransitives in their unergative.@gentivg function as in (109b); absolutive
antipassives like the one in (109c); and incorporationpassives like (109d).

(109) a. \ERBAL NOUN

Machmejl-ofi [tyi soi ]
NEG be.able.tsB1 PREPdance
‘| can’t dance.’

b. UNERGATIVE AMBIVALENT
Tyi  i-xik’-i-yof [tyi  way-ell.
PRFV A3-orderTv-B1l PREPSleepNML
‘She ordered me to sleep.’

C. ABSOLUTIVE ANTIPASSIVE
Ma'afi mi i-mul-af [ man-of-el .
NEG.EXT IMPF A3-like-D.NML  buy-AP-NML
‘She doesn't like buying.’

d. INCORPORATION ANTIPASSIVE
Tyi  y-il-a-yof [tyi pak’ bu'ul].
PRFVA3-seebTV-B1 PREPplantbean
‘He saw me plant beans.’



Explaining split ergativity in Chol 131

4.4.3 “Less finite” clauses

Now we turn to the so-called less finite clauses describecﬁixq\lez&lvarez 2009. As noted above,
unlike fully finite embedded clauses, these forms mayappear with aspect morphology and the
subject must be co-referential with an argument of the matause. However, they also differ
from the nonfinite clauses just discussed in that the objeati@ss finite clause is not incorporated
(i.e. it can appear with a determiner), and in this case thefiaite claus®bligatorily shows set A
morphology co-indexing an argument of the matrix clause thikee types of embedded clause are
shown again for comparison in (110).

(110) a. FNITE EMBEDDED CLAUSE
Machy-om [che’ mi a-majl-el ].
NEG A3-want COMPIMPF A2-gO-NML
‘He doesn’'t want you to go.’

b. LESS FINITE EMBEDDED CLAUSE
Machy-om [i-jap-e jifi kajpej].
NEG A3-want A3-drink-DEP DET coffee
‘He doesn’t want to drink the coffee.’

c. NON-FINITE EMBEDDED CLAUSE
Machy-om [jap kajpej].
NEG A3-want drink coffee
‘He doesn't want coffee-drink.’

Contra Vazqueélvarez 2009, | propose that the less finite clause in (11€Hdjke the nonfinite
clause in (110c), formally nominal. These forms differ fréatly nonfinite clauses in the level
at which they are nominalized. Specifically, “less finite”medded clauses like the one in (110b)
are complementing transitives; the nonfinite embeddeditre® is a complementless incorporation
antipassive form. While the complementless form appeaexilly in a nominal stem form, the
complementing less finite clause begins a®and is nominalized higher up (cf. Abney 1987). The
bracketed form in (110b) has the structure in (111). Agdia,rbotjap ‘drink’ projects a VP. The
dependent head assigns absolutive case to the object and merges a PROtsé nominalizing
n head is merged, and a higher possessor controls the PRQ@tsutihfgering set A agreement on
the nominalized stem (in boldface).
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(111) DP
DY PossP

/\

DP; Poss
| T

pro Poss nP

3PRON T~
n? P

s
N

PRO Y VP
| . /\
-€ Vo DPhes
-TV-DEP |

i-jap jifi kajpej
A3-drink DET coffee

The proposal that the less finite transitives described hyq‘vjézAIvarez (2009) are all full
transitivecomplementingiominalizations offers an explanation for the four mairfiedgnces found
between the embedded complementless forms seen abovegraptémenting transitive forms.
First, while the complementing form must appear with set A agregnoe-indexing an
argument of the matrix clause, as in (112), complementlesnd do not appear with set A
agreement. | propose that it is the null PRO subject in theptementing form in (112), shown
in (111), which is responsible for the obligatory set A agneat. The PRO must be controlled by a
higher DP, the possessor, which in turn triggers set A ageaéon the nominalized verb stem.

(112) Y-om [*@)-jap-e”  jifi kajpej].
A3-want A3-drink-DEP DET coffee
‘He wants to drink the coffee.’

Note that we predict that in the pair in (113), which diffedyom the presence or absence of
set A on the embedded clause, that the “nonfinite” form in §18 a complementless form (an
incorporation antipassive), while the “less finite” form(tiL3b) is fully transitive, despite the lack
of any overt marking on the embedded object.

(113) a. Y-om [jap Kkajpej].
A3-want drink coffee
‘He wants to drink coffee.’
b. Y-om [ijap kajpej].
A3-want A3-drink coffee
‘He wants to drink coffee.’

Evidence from the derived transitives, discussed in se@i8 above, shows this to be correct.
Recall that derived transitives appear withvd suffix in complementing constructions, and a suffix
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of the form-Vyajin complementless constructions. As predicted by the malploere, embedded
derived transitives with the suffid/il require a set A marker. Again, this is true despite any overt
evidence for a full DP complement.

(114) a. *Y-om [tsaf-s-ain wakax].
A3-want die-CAUS-D.NML cow
intended: ‘He wants to kill a cow.’

b. Y-om [ i-tsafi-s-af wakax].
A3-want A3-die-CAUS-D.NML COwW
‘He wants to kill a cow.’

Second the embedded complementing form may optionally appedrtivéi suffix-e”, while this
same suffix is impossible in complementless nominals. Tisene v layer in the complementless
incorporation antipassive in (115a), so4&0is possible.

(115) a. K-om [jap-(*¢") kajpej].
Al-want drink-DEP coffee
intended: ‘| want to drink coffee.’

b. K-om [k-jap-(e) kajpej].
Al-want Al-drink-DEP coffee
‘I want to drink coffee.’

Third , as noted above, while the object of a complementing form coayain a full DP object,
shown in (116a), the complementless absolutive antipagsim in (116b) may not. This is because
the DP in the form in (116a) is part of a regular verb phraseckbnly undergoes nominalization
higher up. The DP object receives absolutive case from therdient head. In the complementless
form, in contrast, the rootgmp andkajpejare merged directly into a kind of compound structure.
There is nov and a full DP object is therefore not licensed.

(116) a. K-om [k-jap jifi kajpej].
Al-want A1l-drink DET coffee
‘ want to drink the coffee.’
b. K-om [jap (%ifi) kajpej].
Al-want drink (the) coffee
‘ want to drink coffee.’

Finally,, while complementless forms which are embedded by matedipates with overt set B
marking must be introduced by the preposition, as in (11fhé&,does not hold for complementing
forms like (117b). In fact, the preposition is ungrammadting117b).

(117) a. BMBEDDED COMPLEMENTLESS NOMINAL
Tyi  k-il-a-yety [tyi maf-of-el ].
PRFVAl-seebTV-B2 PREPbuUy-AP-NML
‘| saw you buying.’
b. EMBEDDED COMPLEMENTING NOMINAL
Tyi  k-il-a-yety [ (*tyi) a-mel-e’ jini waj .
PRFVAl-seebTV-B2 PREP A2-makebEP DET tortilla
‘I saw you making the tortillas.’
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Note in (118) that it is the presence or absence of the set Aenan the embedded stem—
obligatory on complementing forms—that determines whettheform in (117b) is acceptable. The
dependent markee™ in (117b) is optional, and the presence or absence of an dettminer on
the embedded object also has no affect on grammaticalish@sn in (118a). The set A marker in
the embedded clause must co-refer with the set B marker oh#tex predicate.

(118) a. Tyi k-il-a-yety [amel waj ].
PRFVAl-seepTV-B2 AZ2-maketortilla
‘| saw you making tortillas.’
b. *Tyi k-il-a-yety [mel waj ]
PRFVAl-seebpTVv-B2 maketortilla
intended: ‘I saw you making tortillas.’

| propose that the difference between the forms in (118)teBom the fact that the complementing
transitive stem in (118a) receives absolutive Case fronmthtix predicate (here the head-8),
while the complementless stem in (118b) does not. We bedm (&/18b).

Recall that antipassive forms likeanofel in (117a) andnel wajin (118b) do not themselves
assign &@-role; they have no complement and thus cannot project flger needed to merge the
agent. The second person set B marker in (118b) co-indegemtidrnal argument of the matrix
verb. (118b), under this analysis, is ungrammatical bexes matrix predicate assigns absolutive
Case to the second person pronoun (which triggers the s@esadn set Bety). With no absolutive
Case remaining, the nominal stemel wajmust be introduced by the preposititm (as in (117a)).

In (118a) the stenamel wajis still proposed to be nominal (@oss-ingtype nominalization),
yet the preposition is not only unnecessary, it is ungranualatas in (117b)). It is this behavior,
coupled with the appearance of the set A marker, which Ieziq\lézAIvarez 2009 to call these
formsless finite clausednterestingly, however, while the set A marker in the enuseticlause in
(118a) is obligatory, the set B marking on thmatrix clause is not. Compare the form in (118a),
repeated in (119a), with the equally grammatical form iro{)1

(119) a. Tyi k-il-a-yety [a-mel wa] ]
PRFVAl-seebTVv-B2 A2-maketortilla
‘I saw you making tortillas.’
b. Tyi k-il-a [a-mel wa] ]
PRFVAl-seebTv A2-maketortilla
‘I saw you making tortillas.’

| suggest that theyetyin (119a) is an example dflitic climbing (Rizzi 1982; Kayne 1989).
In both forms in (119) the complementing transitive stermfaoeceives absolutive Case from the
matrix verb. The preposition is not inserted because ale@aguirements are satisfied. In (119a)
the second person possessor nominal (agra)ltriggers set A agreement on the embedded nominal
stem, and then “climbs” to attach to the matrix clause. Campath the Italian examples in (120).

(120) ITALIAN

a. Marialo vuole comprare.
Maria cL.ACC wantsto.buy
‘Maria wants to buy it.’
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b. Mariavole comprarlo.
Maria wantsto.buy-CL.ACC
‘Maria wants to buy it. (Rizzi 1982)

Note that this is consistent with the proposal that set B erarkare clitics, while set A markers are
agreement, as proposed in chapter 2.2.5.

4.4.4 Embedded unaccusatives

Above we observed thatomplementlessorms (unergatives and antipassives) correspond to
ViazquezAIvarez’s (2009) “nonfinite” embedded clauses (no persornking and no aspect), and
transitivecomplementingorms correspond to what he labels “less finite” clausesspemarking

but no aspect).

These forms are in complementary distribution. A complethees unergative likexkambal
‘stroll’ appears in nonfinite contexts but not “less finitebndexts, as shown in (121).
Complementing transitives, in contrast, may not appeanasftnite”—they always require person
marking, as in (122). Recall that the proposal argued foe herthat both Vézquei\lvarez's
“nonfinite” and “less-finite” embedded forms are nomindii@as; the set A marking on the
“less-finite” forms is genitive, required to control the hBRO subject.

(121) CGOMPLEMENTLESS FORMS ARE'NONFINITE”
a. K-om [ xambal].
Al-want stroll
‘I want to stroll.
b. *K-om [ k-xamball.
Al-want A1l-stroll
intended: ‘I want to stroll®3

(122) CGOMPLEMENTING FORMS ARE“LESS FINITE’
a. *K-om [wuts'jifi pisil ]
Al-want wash DET clothes
intended: ‘I want to wash the clothes.’
b. K-om [ k-wuts’ jifii pisil ].
Al-want Al-washDET clothes
‘I want to wash the clothes.’

To this point we have discussed only ftiinsitivesin the context of “less finite claues”. Recall,
however, that complementing forms include not just travestlike (122b), but also unaccusatives
and passives. Indeed, transitives, unaccusatives, arsivgmsall appear with set A marking
under the aspectual predicates, as repeated in the examlE23). Under the proposal that the
nonperfective aspect markers are simply embedding pregdicave might expect the same type of
behavior under an embedding verb lien ‘want’. However, as the examples in (124) show, while

Bsome forms like this are grammatical if the possessed compitless forms receive argument nominal
interpretations. For instance, the antipassivéi-ofi-el'buy-AP-NML’ appearing in place okambalin this sentence
is read as ‘| want my purchases’ and a possessbdel ‘eat-NML’ would be read as ‘| want my food'. See section 4.1.4.
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the full transitive in (124a) appears with set A marking oa émbedded clause, the unaccusative
and passive forms in (124b—c) show a different pattern.

(123) UNDER PROGRESSIVE (124) UNDER ‘WANT’

a. Chonkol k-wuts’ jifii pisil . a. K-om [k-wuts’ jifii pisil .
PROG Al-washDET clothes Al-want Al-washDET clothes
‘I'm washing the clothes.’ ‘I want to wash the clothes.’

b. Chonikol[ k-majl-el 1. b. %? K-om [k-majl-el ].
PROG Al-goNML Al-want Al-goNML
‘I'm going.’ ‘| want to go.’

c. Choiikol[ k-mejk’-el ] c. %?K-om [k-mejk'-el ]
PROG Al-hugPASV-NML Al-want Al-hugPASV-NML
‘I'm being hugged.’ ‘I want to be hugged.’

Some speakers will accept the set A marking on the forms iAkd@), though all speakers
consulted prefer the forms with no set A marking on the embdddause. The set A marking
on the embedded transitive in (124a), however, is requicedhli speakers. The comparison of
the forms in (123) and (124) leave us with two questions: 1.aWW$ the difference between the
aspectual embedding predicatiedikol and a regular embedding predicate lien ‘want'? and
2. What causes set A to be required on the embedded form ira)1Bdt only marginal in the
embedded intransitives in (124b—c)?

While both the progressive predicatbdikol in (123) and the embedding verkon ‘want’)
in (124) are proposed to embed nominal or nominalized steots, an important difference: the
nonperfective aspect markers do not themselves show asgrpenorphology (i.e. do not take
semantic subjects) in these constructions, while othereglglibg verbs do. Compare the forms in
(125) and (126) for additional examples. Crucially, thenmaterb ‘begin’ in (126) takes an external
subject, while the progressive in (125) does not.

(125) a. TRANSITIVE UNDER PROGRESSIVE
Chofikol[ k-pak’ jifii bu'ul].
PROG Al-plantDET bean
‘I'm planting the beans.’
b. UNACCUSATIVE UNDER PROGRESSIVE
Chofikol[ k-yajl-el 1.
PROG Al-fall-NmL
‘I'm falling.’
(126) a. TRANSITIVE UNDER ‘BEGIN’
Tyi k-tyech-e [k-pak’ jifii bu'ul].
PRFVAl-beginTv Al-plantDET bean
‘I began to plant the beans.’
b. UNACCUSATIVE UNDER ‘BEGIN’
Tyi k-tyech-e [yajl-el 1.
PRFVAl-beginTv fall-NML
‘I began to fall.’
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One possibility is that in an unaccusative like (126b), thebedded PRO subject can be
controlled by thematrix subject and so no possessor is needed in the embedded draasetrast,
since there is no coreferential matrix subject in the ndiggéwe in (125b), we would explain the
presence of set A marking in nonperfective intransitivele Guestion would then be why matrix
subjects can control unaccusative subjects, but appgiearhot control transitive subjects; in other
words, why possessor marking is required on the embeddadifo(126a) despite the presence of
a coreferential matrix subject. | do not develop this pdbsithere, but leave this puzzle as a topic
for future work*

(127) a. TRANSITIVE UNDER ‘BEGIN’
Tyi k-tyech-e [k;-pak’ jifii bu'ulPRQ ].
PRFV Al-beginTv Al-plantDET bean
‘I began to fall.’
b. TRANSITIVE UNDER PROGRESSIVE
Chofikol[ k;-pak’ jifii bu'ulPRQ ].
PROG Al-plantDET bean
‘I'm falling.’

Finally, | note a further complication with embedded unaatives, found in embedding verbs
which do not assign absolutive Case to the nominal embeddedeas. In these constructions we
find differences between regular unaccusatives and passivihe one hand, as in (128a), and verbs
which denote directed motion on the other, as in (128b).

(128) a. Tyi y-il-a-yety [tyi vyajl-el ]jifi wifik.
PRFVA3-seebTV-B2 PREPfall-NML DET man
‘The man saw you fall’
b. Tyi y-il-a-yety [ majl-el ]jini winik.
PRFVA3-seebpTV-B2 @O-NML DET man
‘The man saw you go.’

As noted above, in embedding verbs which assign absolutase @ an argument other than the
embedded clause, regular unaccusatives must be introdhycn prepositiortyi. In this respect,
these forms pattern with the complementless embeddedeslaliscussed in section 4.4.2 above.
Verbs of directed motion, likenajl ‘go’, however, may not appear with the preposition. This Imig
be comparable to the “directional” constructions in diseasin chapter A.7.8 below. | leave the
investigation into embedded complementing intransitagan area for future work.

4.4.5 Summary: Nonperfective predicates revisited

In this section | showed that clauses which clearly involv#edding in Chol are formally identical
to nonperfective clauses. Under the proposal laid out hére,is because nonperfective aspect

Another possibility is that the embedded PROs can alwaysob&raled from the matrix subject, when a matrix
subject is present. Under such an account, we must now exylaiobligatory appearance of set A marking on the
embedded clause in (126a). One possibility is that the setkimg on embedded transitives co-inderegative it is
thus not present on unaccusatives because they have nitiveassbjects. Under this analysis, an embedded trampsitiv
like (125a) might have botlrgativemarking (because the embedded PRO subject would trigganigenitivemarking
(because the possessor is needed to control the PRO sugijeet there is no matrix subject). A haplology rule would
delete one of the set A markers.
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markers are themselves embedding verbs. Like other vertieitanguage, they must combine
with a DP complement (i.a: obligatorily assigns absolutive Case).

Both with the nonperfective aspect markers, and with oth@pexlding verbs, we find that the
DP complement may be either a nominalized clause, as in(@28yeferential noun, i.e. a pronoun,
asin (130). Inthe latter case, the nominalized clause naugitiboduced as an oblique, as absolutive
Case has already been assigned. Below | boldface the aflsoaise recipients of the matrix
predicates.

(129) MATRIX PREDICATE ASSIGNS ABSOLUTIVECASE TO A NOMINALIZED CLAUSE
a. Tyi k-tyech-e [pp k-wuts’ pisil ].
PRFVAl-beginTv  Al-washclothes
‘I began to wash clothes.
b. Choikol[pp k-wuts’ pisil ].
PROG Al-washclothes
‘I'm washing clothes.’
(130) MATRIX PREDICATE ASSIGNS ABSOLUTIVECASE TO A REFERENTIAL NOUN
a. Tyi ujty-i-yof [pptyi  wuts-of-el ].
PRFVfinish4Tv-B1  PREPwashAP-NML
‘| finished washing.’
b. Chorfkolef [pptyi  wuts’-of-el ].
PROGB1 PREPwWashAP-NML
‘I'm washing.’

The above forms differ not only in whether the matrix pretkcassigns Case to the bracketed
stem or not, but also in whether the bracketed stemomplementingtransitive, unaccusative,
passive) orcomplementlesgunergative, antipassive). Complementing forms beginudsvérb
phrases before being nominalized and thus project theimaegts internal to the nominalization.
In the embedded forms in (129), the subject of both traresdivd intransitive clauses are controlled
PROs. The fact that these PROs are controlled by possessatghe possessors trigger set A
agreement, gives the appearance of an a nominative-aiseupattern. Complementless stems, in
contrast, have no layer and their semantic subjects must be realized on a hgledicate:ujty
in (130a) ancthatikol in (130b). Before turning to similar patterns in Q’anjobMhbyan, and then
further abroad, | show some further parallels between theasal predicates and other verbs, both
embedding and not.

Both embedding verbs likeom ‘want’ and the progressivehaikol allow their complement to
be fronted for a focus interpretation:

(131) a. K-om way-el.
Al-wantsleepNML
‘I want to sleep.’
b. Way-el k-om.
sleepNML Al-want
‘It's sleeping that | want to do.’
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(132) a. Chofikoway-el.
PROG sleepNML
‘Sleeping is happening.’
b. Way-el chofikol.
sleepNML PROG
‘It's sleeping that is happening.’

In both cases, this fronting is available only witbmplementleskrms. Full transitives as in
(133a) and intransitives with set A markers as in (133b) amgoissible fronted. | do not have an
account of this restriction, though the fact that this is asgible both withom‘want’ and with the
nonperfective markers lends further evidence to the pidpbat the nonperfective aspect markers

are embedding verbs.

(133) a. *K-uch’ jifii ixim k-om.
Al-grind DET corn Al-want
intended: ‘It’s grind this corn that | want to do.’
b. *K-way-el chofikol.
Al-sleepNML PROG
intended: ‘It's sleeping that | want to do.’

The aspectual predicatesi/muk’ and chaikol may not combine with the perfective aspect
markertyi, as shown in (134a). This is predicted by the fact that stgbredicates in Chol are
generally unable to appear with aspectual morphology, asrsin (134b). Temporal adverbs must
be used instead.

(134) a. *Tyi [vpstar chofikolk-mel — waj].
PRFV PROG Al-maketortilla
‘I was making tortillas.’
b. *Tyi [vpstar Maystraj-ofi].
PRFV teachems1
‘I was a teacher.

Finally, as with other unaccusative predicates, it is fineextract argumentsut of of the
nonperfective complements, as shown in the interrogatvsstcuctions in (135b—c).

(135) a. Mi [i-chofl waj x-"ixik ]

IMPF A3-selltortilla cL-woman
‘The woman sells tortillas.’

b. Maxki; mi [i-chofi waj ¢t;]?
who IMPF A3-selltortilla
‘Who sells tortillas?’

c. Chuki mi [i-chof t; x-"ixik ]
what IMPF A3-sell cL-woman
‘What does the woman sell?’
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The extractability ofmaxkiout of what has been proposed here to be a nominal phrase is in
fact predicted, as possessors of internal arguments caysikwmdergo extraction in Chol (see Coon
2009 on Chol and Aissen 1996 on Tzotzil), as shown by the elam§136).

(136) Maxkityi cham-i [ i-wakaxt; ]?
who PRFvdiedTV A3-cow
‘Whose cow died?’

The extraction of the internal argumentasfdi ‘sell’ is also not surprising given that the forms
in (135) are necessarily complementing (i.ehukiis a full DP). Chuki thus originates as the
complement of V—not as the complement of a noun. In the terms of Chomsky (1198& trace
of thewhword is thus properly governed and extraction is permitfaatthermore, as nominals do
not generally take complements of any sort in Chol (see eh&pB), the fact that the object may
also extract, as in (135c), is unproblematic from a langtiatggnal perspective.

4.5 THE CASE OF Q' ANJOB’AL

Above | argued that aspect-based split ergativity in Choly rba reduced to another case of
subordination. To conclude our look at split ergativity hift the Mayan family, | turn now to
Q’anjob’al (Q’anjob’alan), which exhibits all of the pob# types of split described by Larsen
and Norman (1979) in chapter 2.3 above: subordinate claarseyerbal adverbials, and aspect.
Q’anjob’al thus provides a nice test case for the suggedtian all splits may be reduced to
subordination.

4.5.1 Split ergativity and nonfinite clauses

Examples illustrating Q’anjob’al’s basic ergative pattare given in (137). Note that here the set
B morpheme appears suffixed not to the verb stem (as in basitt@nsitives), but on the aspect
marker!® The set A morpheme, as in Chol, is prefixed to the predicates ifitnansitive subject
shows only set B marking, as expected in an ergative system.

(137) Q’ANJOB'AL ERGATIVITY
a. Xdn ha-mitx’-a’.
COM-B1SG A2sG-grabTVv
‘You grabbed me.’
b. X-ach el-toqg.
COM-B2SG exit-DIR
‘You left.) (Mateo-Toledo 2003a, 2)

Split ergativity in this language has been reported to odcupbur contexts, listed in (138)
(Mateo-Toledo 2003a; see also Zavala 1992; Raymundo €b@D)2

5More information on Q’anjob’al clause structure can be fibimMateo-Toledo 2008.



Explaining split ergativity in Chol 141

(138) SPLIT CONDITIONING FACTORS INQ'ANJOB’ AL

1. aspectless complement clauses
2. with the use of aspectual adverbs
3. complements of aspectual verbs
4. the progressive

Examples from Mateo-Toledo 2003a are given in (139), brigcked bold-face are my own. In
(139a) we find a split pattern in an embedded clause, sinalahtat was described for Jakaltek. In
(139b) we find a clause-initial adverbial element trigggransplit, as seen in Ixil above. in (139c)
the split is the result of subordination under an aspecteidd (i.e. the same type of split as (139a)).
Finally, in (139d) we find an aspect-based split, as in Chdllanguages of the Yucatecan branch.
Note that in each of these examples, the single argumenedirdcketed predicate is marked with
the set A marking, rather than the set B marking in regulaaterg-patterning intransitives like the
one in (138b)—another instance of the “extended ergatigien in the preceding sections.

(139) Q’ANJOB’AL SPLITS

a. ASPECTLESS COMPLEMENT CLAUSE
Max -l ix Malin [ ha-tz'ib’l-i ].
COMPL A3s-seeNCL Malin A2s-write-ITv
‘Maria saw you writing.

b. ASPECTUAL ADVERBS
K'ojank'ulal [ ha-low-i 1].
slow A2-eattTVv
‘It was slowly that you ate.’

c. COMPLEMENT OF AN ASPECTUAL VERB
X-lajwi [ ko-txonj-i .
comPL-finish Alp-sellHTv
‘We finished selling.’

d. PROGRESSIVE
Lanan[ s-jay nag unin].
PROG A3s-arrive NCL boy
‘The boy is arriving.’ (Mateo-Toledo 2003a, 2-3)

Mateo-Toledo argues, in line with the proposal discussedafthatall of these splits are in fact
instances of subordination, specifically, nfinitesubordinate clauses: “all of the cases of split
ergativity are examples of nonfinite subordinate clauses)as to one of the conditions proposed
by Dixon (1994, 104)” (Mateo-Toledo 2003a, 4). He contralsesapparent split forms in (139a—c)
with the minimal or near-minimal pairs in (140). While thdaeg139) appear with a set A marker,
those in (140) take set B marking (an ergative pattern).

(140) a. Maxy-il ix Malin[ hach tz'ib’l-i ]
COM A3sG-seeNCL Malin B2Gswrite-ITV
‘Malin saw that you wrote.’
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b. Kojank'ulal [ hach low-i ].
slowly B2SG eatiTv
‘You ate slowly.’
c. X-lajwi-tu [ hon txonj-i 1.
cowm-finish-nEm B1pPL sellHTVv
‘After this, we'll sell. (Mateo-Toledo 2003a, 3)

Mateo-Toledo proposes that the difference in person magrkbems from the fact that the
subordinate clauses in (139) are all nonfinite, while thasél40) are finite and involve a null
completive aspect marker. This difference is importanh&odargument presented above. Recall that
nonfinite clauses are (at least in Chol, and | assume in d&adjas well) nominalizations. The set
A markers thus represent possessors. In a fully finite clavsevould not expect to see this split. A
comparison of the translations provided for the forms irBjlehd (140) also hints at this difference.
Below I review some of the arguments for the differences iidiress between the above forms.

45.2 Evidence for nonfiniteness

The difference in finiteness between the clauses in (139)(&d) is not immediately apparent,
but Mateo-Toledo presents evidence in support of thisrdigon. First, while the complementizer
tol is impossible in the split clauses in (139)—proposed to bdinibe—it is optional in ergative-
patterning embedded clauses. Compare, for example, timsfior(141).

(141) a. NDN-FINITE EMBEDDED CLAUSE (= “SPLIT")
Max-@ y-il ix Malin [ *(tol) ha-tz'ib’l-i ]
COMPL-B3S A3s-seeNCL Malin  coMP A2S-write-ITv
‘Malin saw you writing.’

b. FINITE EMBEDDED CLAUSE (= ERGATIVE PATTERN)

Max-@ y-il ix Malin[cp(tol) @-hach tz’ib’l-i .
COMPL-B3s A3s-seeNcL Malin COMP COMPL-B2S write-ITV
‘Malin saw that you wrote.’

Second, it might be surprising to find no aspect marker on thite fforms in (140). As in
Chol, Q’anjob’al distinguishes between so-called verla mon-verbal predicates (i.e. eventive and
stative predicates, see chapter 2.2.3). While verbal pagsk appear with aspect morphology and
stem suffixes (which vary based on transitivity), non-vefdradicates appear with neither. We thus
expect to find aspect morphology in finite clauses involvingdirates like those in (140). Mateo-
Toledo proposes that in addition to the previously desdriR&njob’al completive morphentaax
there exists aull completive. As shown in (142), the null completive is conillatwith past tense
adverbs, but not with present or future adverbs.

(142) a. @ Hachjay junab'i.
COM B2sSG arrive last.year
‘You arrived last year.
b. *Hachjay yekal/nani.
B2SG arrivetomorrow/today
“You'll arrive tomorrow/today.’ (Mateo-Toledo 2003a, 6)
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Turning to the cases involving the aspectual adverbs ini)La@id (140b) above, repeated in
(143), he proposes that in the “split” example in (14R@jank’ulal ‘slow’ serves as the matrix
(“non-verbal”) predicate, embedding the predidatei ‘eat’. Though he does not say this explicitly,
we can think ohalowi‘you ate’ in (143a) as the argument of the prediddtgank’ulal.’® In (143b),
in contrastk’ojank’ulal is simply an adverblowi is the matrix predicate.

(143) a. MREDICATE [ EMBEDDED CLAUSE]
K'ojank'ulal [ ha-low-i 1.
slow A2-eatiTv
‘It was slowly that you ate.’

b. ADVERB + PREDICATE
K’'ojank’ulal hach low-i
slowly B2SGeatiTVv
‘You ate slowly.’

Mateo-Toledo offers various pieces of evidence for thisyam® For example, the nonfinite
embedded clause can be fronted to a clause-initial focuiiqgrgsas in (144a), while this is
impossible with the finite clause in (144b). Though Mated¢ed@o does not discuss the possibility
that these embedded forms are nominalizations, thesedeetonsistent with such an analysis.

(144) a. [A habey ]Kojank'ulal.
FoOcA2sGwalk slow
‘I's how you walk that's slow.’

b. *[A hachbey-i ]konjank'ulal. (Mateo-Toledo 2003a, 10)
FocB2sGwalk-ITv  slow

Mateo-Toledo concludes that there is nothing deep aboutjQbal split ergativity. Rather,
as argued for Chol above, it is an epiphenomenon of subdioinavhich itself is connected to
different processes.

Various processes of clausal integration in Q’anjob’akelicomplementation,
secondary predication, and discourse processes—resutiniinite clauses (with no
aspect marker). These processes involve split ergativitgnathe nonfinite clause is
intransitive. In other words, split ergativity is only fodinn nonfinite clauses, and
the use of nonfinite clauses is the result of syntactic pssseke complementation,
predication, or discourse factors. (Mateo-Toledo 2002, 1

Finally, it is worth noting here that while Mateo-Toledo gegts that thesplit is only found
in the intransitive forms (indeed, they are the only ones shaw a difference in person-marking
between finite and nonfinite clauses), he does not propos®rmhathe intransitives are nonfinite
(cf. Larsen and Norman 1979; Bricker 1981). Rather, bothsitves and intransitives in the
constructions discussed above are nonfinite. Under my sisatye fact that embedded transitives
show the same marking as matrix transitives is a side-edfieitie fact that ergative and genitive are
identical.

Indeed, Mateo-Toledo transcribes a null third person altisel onk’ojank’ulal in this form, which presumably is
co-indexed with the embedded clause. | omit null third persiesolutive here for consistency.
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4 5.3 Non-finite clauses are nominalizations

Mateo-Toledo provides arguments that all apparent split®’anjob’al are connected to nonfinite
subordinate clauses. Nonetheless, he makes no expligbgab aboutvhy these clauses might
give the appearance of a split. Specifically, he does notgs®ghat the nonfinite forms are
nominalizations, and that the set A marker is the genitivendtheless, compare the translations he
gives to the nonfinite clauses in (145a) with those for thedidiauses in (145b).

(145) a. [ Manadha-b’ey ] k'ojank'ulal, [a  ha-low-i ]
NEG A2sGwalk slow FOCA2sG-eatiTV

‘It's not your walking that’s slow, but your eating.’
(‘No es tu caminar que es despacio, sino tu comer.

b. *Managhach b’ey-i  k'ojank'ulal,a hach low-i.
NEG B2sGwalk-ITv slow FOCeatiTVv
‘It wasn’t how you walked that was slow, but how you ate.’
(‘No fue como caminaste lo que fue despacio, sino fue comastmjni

(Mateo-Toledo 2003a, 11)

Mateo Pedro (2009b,a) takes this step. He makes two maigats 1. nonfinite embedded
clauses in Q’anjob’al are nominalizations, and 2. in orderdminalize, a Q’'anjob’al verb must first
undergo intransitivization. In line with the analysis of@lbove, as well as discussions in Larsen
and Norman 1979 and Bricker 1981, Mateo Pedro proposeshbatipearance of split ergativity
in embedded clauses is due to the fact that the set A markerfast marking a possessor: “In this
context the split ergative marking on intransitive verlnsidollows the regular pattern of ergative
possessor marking on nouns that is common in ergative lgegigMateo Pedro 2009a, 2). | do
not discuss his findings in detail, but refer the reader tmtiginal source.

4.6 SUMMARY

| argued in this chapter that the appearance of aspect-pteergativity in Chol is a direct result of
the fact that the nonperfective aspects—in which we find gpearance of a nominative-accusative
pattern—are complex clause constructions. The aspectemaéekves as the matrix predicate and
embeds a nominalized clause. The subjects of both tramsitid intransitive nominalized clauses
are marked as possessors; the fact that ergative and gesigvdentical gives rise to the apparent
split. In fact, despite the appearance of a split, Chol fefl@ consistent pattern of person marking,
repeated in the generalization in (146):

(146) (HOL PERSON MARKING GENERALIZATION

a. Set Amarks all external arguments (transitive subjects, utiegaubjects, possessors)
b. Set Bmarks all internal arguments (intransitive subjects, tbgm

The basic analysis for “split” nonperfective forms like gan (147) is shown in (148) (repeated
from the introduction above).
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(247) a. Mi i-k’el-of jifi x-"ixik .
IMPF A3-watchB1 DET CL-woman
‘The woman watches me.

b. Mi i-ts’am-el jifl x-"ixik .
IMPF A3-batheNML DET CcL-woman
‘The woman bathes.’

(148) a. Mi-d [ppi- [Kel-ofi PRQ,]jifi x-"ixiky ;.
IMPF-B3 A3- watchs1 DET CL-woman
lit. ~ ‘The woman'’s watching me happens.’

b. Mi-@; [ppi- [ts’am-el PRQ,]jifi x-"ixik, ;.
IMPF-B3  A3- bathenmL DET CL-woman
lit. ~‘The woman’s bathing happens.’

We began in chapter 3 by looking at the Split-S system in thréepeve aspect. Here we
found evidence for a division in Chol between those stems dloanot combine with internal
DP complements (unergatives and antipassives, or “congridess stems”), and those that do
(transitives, unaccusatives, and passives, or “compléngestems”). The complementless stems
were shown to be formally nominal. | proposed that in Chog Werbal or verbalizing head
is responsible for licensing the internal argument of cammnting forms (i.e. assigning them
abstract absolutive case). But in Chol not only eaassign absolutive, it must. Unergatives and
antipassiveseversurface as verbs, but instead appear as nominals. The@deawies they assign
must be realized as arguments of a higher predicate. Coraganethe unergative and unaccusative
forms in (149):

(149) a. WNERGATIVE
Tyi k-cha'l-e alas.
PRFVAl-doDTV game
‘| played.
b. UNACCUSATIVE

Tyi  Koty-i-yof.
PRFV arrivedtv-sl

‘[ arrived (there).’

In chapter 4 we turned to the nonperfective aspects, whefmdthe appearance of an aspectual
split. 1 showed that the division between complementless @mplementing forms is at work
here as well. Complementless forms appear in what have baésd ¢raising” constructions,
which | call B-Constructions. | argued that these B-Corwttoms are similar to the light verb
constructions. The aspect marker serves as a host to theangwvhich receives itg-role from
the complementless stem. In the complementing stems, fleetamarker combines directly with a
possessed nominalized clause.
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(150) a. OMPLEMENTLESS= B-CONSTRUCTION
Chonkol-ofif tyi  alas].
PROGB1 PREPplay

‘I'm playing.
b. COMPLEMENTING = A-CONSTRUCTION
Choiikol[ j-k’oty-el ]

PROG Al-arriveNML
‘I am arriving (there).’

While the perfective aspect marker shows no predicativpgatees, the nonperfective aspect
markers were shown to combine directly with event-denatioguinals, likeja'al ‘rain’ andK'ifiijel
‘party’. In the B-Constructions, the nonperfective aspaeatrkers also appear directly with non-null
set B morphology, impossible on the perfective marker. & tlonperfective aspect markers are
verbs, then any stem which combines with them must be nomidalvever, we saw above that
complementing stems must begin as verbs. Complementimgsfor the nonperfective are thus
predicted to be analogous to Englipbss-ingtype nominalizations. They begin as full verbal
projections. The subject of both transitive and intramsifiorms are controlled PROs (Anderson
1971). The stems are then nominalized and the PROs are bedthly possessors. The fact
that possessors uniformly trigger set A agreement givegppearance of a nominative-accusative
system.

We saw in chapter 2 that this pattern of accusativity in sdinate clauses is not limited to
Chol, but is found throughout the Mayan family. While prawsoauthors have suggested that
nominalization may be at play in causing these splits, tteeproposed that nominalization occurs
only in intransitives, or provides only a historical expdion for the splits. | argued above that a
nominalization analysis is correct for both intransitiee®l transitives. A closer look at Q’anjob’al,
a language which exhibits all of the splits discussed in émmnd Norman 1979, lends support to
this analysis.

In the following chapter, we will see that this pattern—nigadive alignment appearing in
aspects which involve greater structural complexity—i¢ hhmited to Mayan, but is seen in
unrelated languages spoken around the world. The propofadt these languages do not show a
“split” in the assignment of Case or agreement—all syntgmtedicates show an ergative-absolutive
pattern. The apparent splits come about as the result offarehce in whether aspectual
morphology is encoded in predicates, or is grammaticalized



CHAPTER 5

BEYOND MAYAN: EXTENDING THE ANALYSIS

The previous two chapters offered a detailed analysis df eqgjativity in Chol. There | proposed
that the appearance of a nominative-accusative pattetreisesult of more complex structure in
the nonperfective aspects. We saw that split ergativity molGs not the result of a special rule
associated with the nonperfective aspects, but rathdrtitbanonperfective aspects are verbs. This,
combined with the following independent facts about Chablains the appearance of a nominative-
accusative system.

(1) 1. nonfinite embedded clauses are nominalizations;
2. transitive and intransitive subjects are expressed ssegeors; and
3. ergative and genitive are identical

Similar patterns were also discussed in splits in other Madsaguages. Q’anjob’al provided a nice
case study, as it shows several different types of splitefalhich have been proposed to involve
embedding.

This analysis took us from the nature of verbs, to the assggrof absolutive Case, to the
structure of nominalization in the language. The presemiptdr takes us beyond the Mayan
language family, examining aspect-based split ergatimityvariety of unrelated and geographically
dispersed languages. In the brief survey below, we seeerpa&inerging: in aspects where we find
a nominative-accusative alignment pattern (nonperfecéispects), we find evidence for greater
clausal complexity. Developing the ideas presented in 28K, | propose that a biclausal analysis
of split ergativity—like that for Chol advanced above—eaipk why we always find the appearance
of a nominative-accusative pattern in the nonperfectivenfoand an ergative pattern in perfective
forms (but never vice versa).

As discussed in Dixon 1979, aspectual splits in the worldisglages follow a consistent
pattern. Specifically, in languages with aspect splitsetigative pattern wilalwaysbe found in the
perfective aspect, and non-ergative (“nominative-adoeesa patterning in nonperfective aspects.
As shown in (3), while different languages may make the spldifferent places along the scale,
the split always patterns the same way.

(2) ASPECT SPLIT GENERALIZATION(DIXON 1994, 99)
If a split is conditioned by tense or aspect, the ergativekingris always found either in the
past tense or the perfective aspect.

147
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— ergative I non-ergative —
perfective > imperfective > progressive

®3)

We begin in section 5.1 by looking at one language that fdlthis pattern: Basque, described
in Laka 2006. Basque makes the split between the progreasiéhe imperfective; progressive
clauses follow a non-ergative pattern, while imperfectivel perfective clauses are ergative. Laka
argues that the appearance of split ergativity in the Bapgogressive is the result diclausality.
Specifically, ergative Case is not assigned in the biclaesatonments we examine below because
we are dealing with a structure in which the matrix verimtsansitive—specifically, an intransitive
aspectual predicate. In section 5.2 we examine other lggguahich follow a similar pattern. The
proposal is summarized in (4).

(4) SPLIT PROPOSAL
In nonperfective aspects which show “split ergativity"gative Case is absent in transitive
clauses because the subject is assigned Case not by thal ketib, but by an intransitive
aspectual verb.

The question then becomes: why is it that the nonperfectsecs involve biclausality
(and hence splits), while the perfective never does? Ini@ed.4 | propose, following Laka
2006, Demirdache and Uribe-Etxebarria 2000 (and much pvirk), that the progressive and
imperfective aspects involve complex structure becausg dhne built on the same type of structure
aslocative constructions. Just as a physical ball can be locatem box, the progressive aspect
denotes a situation in which thesSERTION TIME (the time about which an assertion is made) is
locatedin the EVENT TIME. This is true not just in the split-patterning languagescdbed here,
but in languages around the world (Bybee et al. 1994).

| propose that the perfective aspect never involves thie tyfplocative constructiotbecause
there does not exist a preposition appropriate for conugyihe correct relation between the
assertion time and the event timinstead, | suggest that the perfective is in a sensaldfault
aspect. Unless otherwise specified, the event is viewesl @mtirety, as a whole. Indeed, typological
work supports the view of perfective as being in some sensi lmat unmarked (Comrie 1976).
While the imperfectivéprogressive aspects can choose whether or not to use lexegabsitional
or verbal information (which may eventually become granoadized in a language), the perfective
never does.

5.1 LAKA 2006AND SPLIT ERGATIVITY IN BASQUE

Basque is a language isolate spoken in parts of Spain andd:ralt is head-final and marks

morphological case on nominals. The perfective and impgvie constructions in (5) illustrate the

ergative case-marking and agreement pattern found in meostitive clauses. The transitive subject
emakumeéwoman’, appears with the ergative suffix absolutive is morphologically unmarked on
the objects. The final auxiliary agrees with both the suljegtand the objectd-).
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(5) BASQUE
a. PERFECTIVE
emakume-d&  ogi-ak ja-n d-it-u
WOmanbET-ERG breadbET.PL eatPRFV 3ABS-PL-have.ERG
‘The woman has eaten (the) breads.’
b. IMPERFECTIVE

emakume-d&  ogi-ak ja-ten  d-it-u
WOmanbET-ERG breadbET.PL eatiMPF 3ABS-PL-have.ERG
‘The woman eats (the) breads.’ (Laka 2006, 177)

A contrast is found in the progressive aspect, shown in (&eHthe subject no longer shows
the ergative case markkr. Furthermore, the final auxiliary now agreasly with the subject, not
with the object.

(6) BASQUE PROGRESSIVE

emakume-a[ ogi-ak ja-te-n ]Jari da
WOmanbET breadbET.PL eatNML-LOC PROG3ABS.iS
‘The woman is eating (the) bread.’ (Laka 2006, 173)

Laka (2006) proposes that the absence of ergative-pattgtini (6) is due to the fact that
progressive constructions ariclausal the main verb isri, which takes a locative PP complement.
The stemjatenin (6) involves a nominalizing suffixte (also-tze), and a prepositional suffix.
Under this analysissmakumeahe woman’ does not take ergative marking because it isitigges
argument in its clause. Furthermore, this analysis expldie differences in agreement. The
progressive auxiliary does not agree with the objegiak ‘bread’ because it is not in the same
clause.

5.1.1 ariasaverb

The Chol nonperfective morphemes are not traditionallateeé as verbs, though | have argued
above for their verbal nature. Laka notes that in Basque,hencther hand, the idea that the
progressiveari is a verb is not new, but is in fact the predominant view wittraditional studies
of Basque grammar. Laka writes that in the Michelena 198fiatiary—"the most comprehensive
dictionary of the language available so faras-is translated as “to be engaged in, to be busy”
(ocuparse, estar en actividgdHualde and Ortiz de Urbina (1987) also argue in detailienterbal
nature ofari. The Chol B-Constructions, repeated in (7), also lend tledwes to comparison with
Englishbe engaged in

(7) CHoL “B-CONSTRUCTIONS
a. Chofikol-offtyi ts’am-el .
PROGB1 PREPbathenML
‘I'm bathing.’ (lit. ~ ‘I'm engaged in bathing.")
b. Muk'-ety[tyi Kay ]
IMPF-B2 PREPSONQ
‘You sing.’ (lit. ~ “You engage in song.)
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Note the striking similarities between the Basque progvessepeated in (8a) and the Chol
B-Constructions in (8b). The differences stem largely frimiependent typological properties
of the two languages: Chol is head-initial (and verb injtiathile Basque is head-final; Chol
is head-marking, while Basque is dependent-marking. Nwmhess, in both languages the
encyclopedic information is carried in a stem which is batimmal, and subordinated in a locative
phrase. (Recall from chapter 3.2.2 that the Chol “incorponaantipassives” likek'ux waj do

not show overt nominalizing morphology, but behave distidgmally with nominals, not with
predicates.)

(8) a. BasQuUE

emakume-a[ ogi-ak ja-ten lari da

womanbET breadbET.PL eatNML-LOC PROG3ABS.iS

‘The woman is eating (the) bread.’ (Laka 2006, 173)
b. CHoL

Chofkol[ tyi Kux waj ]jiflii x-"ixik.
PROG PREPeat tortila DET cL-woman
‘The woman is eating tortillas.’

As further support for the verbal analysisaf, Laka notes that this Basque progressive marker
can combine with a PP that does not contain a clause, butysiampévent-denoting nominal like
lan ‘work’ in (9). The is true for Chol, as shown in (9b), where tloem trofiel is a borrowing
from Spanishtfabajar ‘to work’) and behaves like other verbal nouns in never inftecdirectly
(i.e without derivational morphology) as a verb. In factcawling to the proposal above, all
complementles®rms are event-denoting nominals which do not take argsnen

(9) a. BasQuE

emakume-a[ lan-ean Jari da

womanbET work-LOC PROGIS

‘The woman is engaged in work.’ (Laka 2006, 179)

b. CHoL

Chofikol[ tyi  trofiel ]jifii x-"ixik.

PROG  PREPwoOrk DETCL-woman

‘The woman is engaged in work.’

Crucially, in both Chol and Basque the subject—'the womarthie examples above—receives
its #-role and is Case-licensatt from the embedded nominal verb form (ilaneanor trofiel in

(9)), but from the progressive veréri in Basque andghaikol in Chol (the Chol imperfectivenuk’
behaves the same way). This is illustrated in (10).

(10) a. kz*'9'~\\\
emakume-g[ lan-ean Jari da
womanbET work-LOC PROGIS
‘The woman is engaged in work.’ (Laka 2006, 179)
b. om0
Choﬁkal[ tyi  trofiel ]jifi  x-ixik.
PROG  PREPwoOrk DET CL-woman
‘The woman is working.’
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Again, under this analysis the subjeet® not transitive subjectsand we thus do not expect
them to receive the morphological ergative marke(in Basque), nor to trigger ergativset A
agreement (in Chol). Instead, they behave just like othamsitive subjects in the language.
In Basque, intransitive subjects are morphologically urkee for case, and in Chol intransitive
subjects trigger absolutive (set B) marking on the predicét (10b) this is null third person, but
as discussed in chapter 4.1.3, overt first or second persdhinga&an also appear on the aspectual
predicates.

5.1.2 Summary

To summarize, though Chol and Basque differ in several kespaets—predictable from

independent properties of the languages—we find strikimgaiities in the portions of the grammar
which have been described as showing “split ergativity” e@ifically, the places in the grammar
where we find an absence of ergative marking are exactly ttas&ructions which are argued to
be biclausal, or to involve more complex structére.

Laka (2006, 174) proposes that an analysis in which Basqugrgssives are in fact biclausal
“derives an apparent case of split ergativity without resorthe notion of a ‘case split’. That is,
without necessarilyassuming that a change to an accusative pattern has takend’ glais parallels
the discussion of Chol above, in which the the main predicat®nperfective constructions shows
the expected ergative pattern, and the appearance of &eityda connected to the fact what has
been analyzed as the verb is actually a subordinated naminal

In the nonperfective aspects Chol has recourse to two tyfpEmetructions: B-Constructions in
(11) and the A-Constructions in (12). In both constructjdhe syntactic predicate is the aspectual
morphememi/muk’ (imperfective) orchadikol (progressive). In the B-Constructions, found with
complementlestrms, the (unaccusative) aspectual predicate agreeghethotional subject; the
nominal verb stem is the nominal complement in a PP.

(11) CHOL COMPLEMENTLESS NONPERFECTIVE$B-CONSTRUCTIONS
a. [Muk }ofi; [eetyi  jap kajpej][oppro ;.
IMPF-B1 PREPdrink coffee 1PRON
‘| drink coffee.’ (lit. ~ ‘I'm (habitually) engaged in coffee-drinking.")
b. of; [eptyi  way-el  ][oppro .
IMPF-B1 PREPSleepNML 1PRON
‘I sleep.’ (lit. ~ ‘I'm (habitually) engaged in sleeping.’)

In the nonperfective A-Constructions found withmplementindorms, the aspectual predicate
combines directly with a possessed nominalized clausefaldhéhat both transitive and intransitive
subjects are PROs controlled by higher set A possessors tlieeappearance of a nominative-
accusative pattern.

1Above | proposed that thiyi-phrase in a Chol B-Construction is an adjunct, while Lakappses that the Basque
locative phrase in a progressive construction is a compiénithis difference may again be attributed to independent
features of the languages in question, namely, @figdhrases are never selected as complements.

2Note that if the Chol B-Constructions involve adjuncts, iaymnot be strictly correct to call them “biclausal”.
Nonetheless, | continue to use this term to indicate thatekieal verbal information is separated from the syntactic
predicate of the clause, here the aspect marker.
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(12) CHOL COMPLEMENTING NONPERFECTIVEJA-CONSTRUCTIONS
a. [Mi}@; [or kjap-e  kajpejl;.
IMPF-B3  Al-drink-DEP coffee
‘| drink coffee.” (lit. ~ ‘My drinking coffee happens.’)
b. [Mi}@; [or k-way-el ..
IMPF-B3  Al-sleepNmML
‘I sleep.” (lit. ~ My sleeping happens.’)

Again, the use of one construction or the other in Chol haa hewn to be tied ttransitivity:
namely, the presence or absence of a verbal complement.uaggparently does not make this
distinction, and uses the equivalent of the B-Constructarboth full transitives like (13a) and
bare embedded nominals as in (13b), repeated from (9a) above

(13) BASQUE
a. emakume-& [pp PRO ogi-ak ja-te-n 1|ari| da
womanbET-ABS breadbET.PL eatNML-LOC PROG3ABS.iS
‘The woman is eating (the) bread.’ (Laka 2006, 173)

b. emakume-#& [qplan-ean | da
womanbET-ABS  work-LOC PROGIS
‘The woman is engaged in work.’ (Laka 2006, 179)

Despite this difference, under both of these analyses, @hdlBasque are morphologically
ergative through and through. The appearance of splitedstt more complex structure: some
aspect markers are verbs resulting in more complex clatrsatwsre, as illustrated in (14).

— simple clause I complex clause —
(14) <« ergative I non-ergative —
perfective > imperfective > progressive

Specifically, the aspect markers are unaccusative predicathich are responsible for the
assignment of Casealfsolutivg and 6-roles to the subjects. In Basque this is found in the
progressive, in Chol in both the progressive and the impavie

5.2 BEYOND BASQUE

The pattern described above, namely, the correlation lestvle non-ergative patterning in an
otherwise morphologically ergative language, and 2. bgdéity, is not limited to Mayan and
Basque, an already disparate grouping. In this section loexpther languages which have
been described as having aspect-based split ergativitysoiine cases, a biclausal analysis is
straightforward, while in others it is less clear but stidisgible. | discuss each case in turn below.

Again, we will find that different languages make their spiit different places along the scale
in (14) above, but the split consistently patterns the sarag What is, biclausality is found in
the nonperfective aspect(s). After looking at various leages in the sections that follow, | turn
in section 5.4 to a possible grammatical motivation for thet that progressive and sometimes
imperfective aspects are frequently encoded as verbseg whifective is not.
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5.2.1 Nakh-Daghestanian

We begin by looking at what are labeled “biabsolutive” comstions in Nakh-Daghestanian
languages, also known as Northeast Caucasian language®se Tanguages are spoken in
the Russian republics of Daghestan, Chechnya, and Ingaslwtnorthern Azerbaijan, and in
northeastern Georgia (Kazenin 2002; van den Berg 2005).

Nakh-Daghestanian languages have basic SOV order and shevgative-absolutive pattern
of case marking on nominals. Ergative case is morpholdgicalrked, while the absolutive is
unmarked. The verb agrees with the absolutive argument ndegeand number (Forker 2010).
Examples from Archi (Lezgic branch) and Tsez (Tsezic braaohgiven in (15). Numerals indicate
grammatical noun classes.

(15) ERGATIVE CONSTRUCTION

a. ARCHI(LEzGIC)

buwamu xx%alli; b-ar-Si b-i;

mothereRG bread(il) Ill-make-PTcPlll-be

‘Mother is baking the bread.’ (Kibrik 1979, 67)
b. TSez(TsEzic)

uza ¢orpa  b-is-xq

boy()-ERG soup(il) lll-eat-PRES

‘The boy is eating soup.’ (Maria Polinsky, p.c.)

Forker (2010) reports that languages in all branches of thkhNDaghestanian family also
possesbiabsolutive constructionBCs), as exemplified in (16). Though the individual langemg
vary in how these constructions are expressed, they aremsechbecause both A and P arguments
are in the unmarked absolutive form; the A is not marked @emgatas in the regular transitive
constructions in (15). Crucially, BCs are always in the infigetive aspect. The verbal predicate is
composed of a nonfinite lexical verb (in participle form, edated PTCP, also called a “converb”
in the Nakh-Daghestanian literature) and a copula. Unhiettansitives in (15), the copula of the
biabsolutive agrees with the argument

(16) BIABSOLUTIVE CONSTRUCTION

a. ARCHI

buwa xx?alli  b-ar-Si d-i;

mother(1) bread() lll-make-PTCPII-be

‘Mother is baking the bread.’ (Kibrik 1979, 69)
b. Tsez

uzi; Corpa b-iS-xosi @-ic-asi  yot
boy() soup(il) lll-eat-PTCPI-stayPTCPbePRES
‘The boy is eating soup.’ (Maria Polinsky, p.c.)

Note that the pairs in (154)16a) and (15h)16b) receive the same English translations.
Nonetheless, there are important differences betweemthednstructions. Forker notes:

Not all grammars are explicit in describing the semanticsttif BCs. But if
mentioned, the authors are quite unanimous. The typicatifums of the BCs are agent
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topicalization and its counterpart patient demotion. Téperd is the semantic centre of
the construction. (Forker 2010, 4)

She gives examples from Ingush (Nakh branch), noting tleetbative construction “has the
meaning of a typical past progressive, describing a comenetgoing action at a certain point in the
past”, while the biabsolutive in (17b) has a meaning clogéfQ@ur mother was one of the people
who could make homespun’, that is, a property of the ageherahan the performed action is
described.”

(17) INGUSH (NAKH)

a. ERGATIVE CONSTRUCTION
txy naanaz maasha b-ezh b-ar
1PL.EXCL.GEN mothereRG homespurd) B-makePTCPB-PROGPST
‘Our mother was making homespun (i.e. when | came in).
b. BIABSOLUTIVE
txy naana maasha b-ezh j-ar
1PL.EXCL.GEN mother() homespurg) B-makePTCPJ-PROGPST
‘Our mother madgused to make homespun.” (Johanna Nichols, p.c. to DianaeFork

In addition to being topicalized, the A argument is typigalhimate in BC constructions. Forker
(2010, 7) notes of the following pair from Lak that while theg&tive construction in (18a) is
fine, consultants reject the BC in (18b), with the explamatimat it sounds like the wind is acting
volitionally on the door.

(18) LAk (LAk-DARGI)
a. mural  nuz tit’-1-ej d-u-r
wind.ERG door(Vv) openbUR-PTCPIV-AUX-3SG
‘The wind is opening the door.
b. *mar nuz tit’-l-gj b-u-r
wind(i11) door(v) openbUR-PTCPIII- AUX-3SG
intended: ‘The wind is opening the door.’ (Forker 2010, 7)

Note the interesting parallel between the BCs and similasttactions in Chol and English.
The Chol B-Constructions are only possible with unergatiged antipassives, and the subjects
must interpreted as volitional (see chapter 4.1.3). Ascdafgove, analogous facts are found in
Englishengaged irforms. In (19a—b) thengaged irconstruction seems to imply that the subject
was a volitional actor in the event, for instance by acting play.

(19) a. #lwasengaged in falling.
b. #I1was engaged in being attacked.

Bybee et al. (1994) note that the tendency for progressilsgests to be agents is a common
pattern, and suggest that this is connected to the pardiketiween progressive and locative
constructions, discussed further in section 5.4 below:
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[1]f the original function of the progressive periphrasssto give a location, then the
activities expressed by the main verb must be overt and habaracteristic location.
The implication of the subject being located in the midstlos tactivity is thatthe
subject is actively involved, probably originally as theeagin the activity but perhaps
later extended to predicates in which the subject is an expear. (Bybee et al. 1994,
135) (emphasis added)

This suggests further that the less grammaticalized a @ssie construction is (i.e., the
more it resembles a contemporary locative constructidi®,niore likely we might be to find the
construction restricted to agents. Compare the Engligmgdn (19), for instance, with the fully
grammaticalized progressive ‘I was falling’, in which thas no implication that the subject is an
agent. | set this question aside, but note that the simitdricions over Chol, Nakh-Daghestanian,
and English subjects in “engaged in’-type constructionsuiggestive of a common grammatical
source.

Further parallels with Nakh-Daghestanian BCs and Chol Bgfractions are found with the
P argument, the semantic patient or theme. Forker writdsirihidinugq and Bezhta (Tsezic) that
spontaneously uttered BCs always have indefinite barelmbjacts (Forker 2010, 4); in Chol B-
Constructions, P arguments are always incorporated. imigasivein, Polinsky and Comrie (2002)
note that in Tsez the P argument of a biabsolutive constmudsi not available for relativization or
topicalization. Again, this is true of Chol B-Constructson

(20) TsEz
a. uz-a ket’-gon gaxi-x yot
boy-ERG songTOP SingiMPF.PTCP hePRES
‘As for the song, the boy is singing it
b. *uZi ke¢'-gon gaki-x yot
boy songToP singiMPF.PTCPbePRES
intended: ‘As for the song, the boy is singing it
(21) CHoL
a. Jifii ixim chofikoli-juch’  aj-Doris.
DET cOormnPROG A3-grind DET-Doris
‘As for the corn, Doris is grinding it.
b. *Jifi ixim chofkoltyi juch’ aj-Doris.
DET cornPROG PREPQrind DET-Doris
intended: ‘As for the corn, Doris is grinding it.’

Indeed, Polinsky and Comrie (2002) and Forker (2010) shawtthile word order is otherwise
quite free in the languagesp lexical maternal may intervene between the P argument amd th
participle in a biabsolutive. In (20b), for instance thdrgjrket'gon gasix ‘song sing’ forms an
inseparable unit. This constraint is not found with the tivgaconstructions.

Kazenin (1998, 2001) and Kazenin and Testelec (1999) (ad @it Forker 2010) propose that
biabsolutive constructions ataclausal The stem containing the encyclopedic verb meaning,
together with the P argument, forms a subordinate clausie Wie agent and auxiliary form the
matrix clause. Ergative constructions, in contrast, arasuotausal. This analysis is illustrated for
the Tsez forms in (22), repeated from (15b) and (16b) (btaake own).
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(22) TsEz

a. ERGATIVE
uza ¢orpa  b-is-xo
boy()-ERG soup(il) lll-eat-PRES
‘The boy is eating soup.’
b. BIABSOLUTIVE
uzi; [Corpa b-i5-xosi ] @-ic-asi yot
boy() soup(il) lll-eat-PTCP I-stay-PRT bePRES
‘The boy is eating soup.’ (Maria Polinsky, p.c.)

As with the Basque progressive in section 5.1 above, a lsialaanalysis of these forms explains
the case and agreement facts. Specifically, the subject2im) (@oes not receive ergative case
marking because it is not a transitive subject; it is the ecttbpf the auxiliary verb. The auxiliary
agrees with its absolutive argumettte boy while the participle agrees with its absolutive argument,
the soup The ergative construction in (22a), in contrast, is a méneal transitive construction
in which the transitive subject receives ergative markingd tne verb agrees with the absolutive P
argument.

Polinsky and Comrie (2002) analyze these constructionasiatmatrix verb with an embedded
clause (as Laka does for Basque), but as a monoclausal wciietr with the patient+participle
unit functioning as a locative-type adjunct (like the as#yproposed for the Chol B-Constructions
above). | do not go into the details of either analysis heee @so Forker 2010 for an alternative
proposal), but note that in either case, the main issue thatre concerned with here—that the A
argument does not receive ergative case marking, resiittittge apparent “split"—is reduced to
the fact that these constructions involve an aspectual verb

5.2.2 B: Mébengokre & Kisedjé
Meébengokre

In this section we turn to two languages of the Brazilian AorazMébengokre and Kisédjé (also
known as Suya). Mébengokre belongs to the northern brahthe Jé family and is spoken in
central Brazil by the Xikrin and Kayap6 nations. M&bengoks a head-final language which
displays the appearance of split ergativity in its systenpranominal case marking. The basic
pattern is shown in (23) and (24). In (23) we find both first parsubjects marked with the pronoun
ba; in (24a) the transitive subject takes a special form, mistirom the intransitive subject.

(23) NOMINATIVE PATTERN (24) ERGATIVE PATTERN
a. ba ku-kwar a. ije kwidn
INOM 3AccC-breaksaG.v 1ERG 3.breaksG.N
‘| broke it.’ ‘I've broken it.
b. ba té b. i-tém
1INOM go.SG.V 1ABS-gOSG.N
‘I went. ‘I've gone.’ (Salanova 2007, 16)

The forms in (23) and (24) differ in temporal interpretat{perfective in (23) versus perfect in (24)),
but the split is more complicated than this. Salanova (2@@3)es that the nominative-accusative
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pattern is found with alverbs while ergativity is found in the nominal domain. This makes
Meébengokre similar to more familiar languages like Erglend German, which also show
ergative-patterning in marking arguments of nominal@adi (see chapter 1.2 above), with the
difference that in Mébengokre, nominalizations are usealwider range of environments.

In Mébengokre, ergative-patterning nominal forms are &sind in: embedded clauses (25a);
a “prospective” aspect construction (25b); clauses withedualal modification (25c); and negated
clauses (25d) (Salanova 2007, 57). Salanova argues tlodtladise should be analyzed as instances
of subordination.

(25) a. ba [kute tep krén ] pumi
INOM 3eRGfisheatN seev
‘I saw him eating fish.’

b. aym [kute tep krén ] mi
already 3ERGfisheatN to
‘He’s already about to eat fish.

C. [kute te krén]mej

3erGfisheatn good
‘He eats fish properly.’
d. [kute tep krén ] ket
3ERGfisheatN NEG
‘I haven't eaten fish.' (Salanova 2007, 56-57)

Returning to the ergative-patterning perfect forms in (B8lanova argues that these too are in
fact embedded, here by a null existential copula. He notsrtbminal stems in the language are
ambiguous between matrix clause readings, and argumenhabraadings, as shown by the form
in (26). When they have a perfect interpretation, there iglhaopula present. See Salanova 2007
for further details and arguments in support of this analysi

(26) kut arén
3ERG hearN.sG
a. ‘(S)he has said.’

b. ‘(The event of) her saying it’

The overall picture is thus one in which embedded nominidina show an ergative-absolutive
pattern, while matrix clauses (i.e. the perfectives in Y28ow a nominative-accusative pattérn.
Salanova (2007) notes one portion of the grammar that daefitially appear to line up neatly

3Initially, this seems to be the opposite of what was propdsechol above. Namely, in Chol we find ergativity in
matrix (i.e. perfective) clauses and the appearance of anative pattern in nonperfective clauses, which were atgue
to involve embedding.

| argue that Chol nonperfectives do not constitute a coittiad to the generalization that ergativity is found in
nominalizations. The difference between Chol and Mébkregyis that in Chol, the subject arguments of the embedded
stem are PROs, controlled by higher possessors. The fachakia the transitive and intransitive subjects are PRO—
expected in an ergative language—gives the appearancemhmative systemNonetheless, the assignment of Case
in Chol does not follow a nominative patterihat is, we still consider the embedded transitive subje¢ta) to be an
ergative subject, and the embedded intransitive subje@)rio be an absolutive subject. (Indeed, the appearanee of
semantically intransitive form a construction like (ibyses an B-Construction connects to the assignment of abaolu
Case, as discussed in chapter 4.)
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with the nominal=ergativérerbal=nominative pattern: the progressive. Examples &b&mgokre
progressives are given in (27). Here we see that the steryirmgrthe encyclopedic verbal
information—krén—is in its nominal form, but the subject nonetheless appaara nominative
pronoun.

(27) MEBENGOKRE PROGRESSIVES

a. ba [tep krén o= 1 n¥
INOM fisheatN INSTR= Sit.SG.V
‘I'm eating fish (sitting down).

b. ba [tep krén o= ] md
INOM fisheatN INSTR= QoOPL.V
‘I'm eating fish (gradually).’

c. ba [tep krén o= ] dza
INom fisheatN INSTR= standsG.v
‘I'm eating fish (standing).’ (Salanova 2007, 60)

The now-familiar proposal is that the first person subjectthé forms in (27) are not subjects
of krén ‘eat’, but rather are subjects of a higher verb, usually d \wEmoting motion or position.
The embedded nominal form is subordinated by an instrurhpatdposition (Salanova 2007, 59).
The proposal is that the subject receives nominative cade@mole from the higher verb. Indeed,
this verb contributes not only a progressive reading, &g sddicates the motion or position of the
subject. Salanova (2007, 62) discusses the parallels bettie ME&bengokre progressive and the
Basqueari progressive, and concludes that Laka’s biclausal proposal be extended to account
for the M&bengokre facts.

As further support, Reis Silva (2006) demonstrates theappee of the nominative subject is
dependent on the auxiliary being in its verbal form. Comgheepair in (28). In (28a) the matrix
stem is in its verbal form and the subject is nominative; Bbj2the matrix stem is in its nominal
form, and the subject is ergative.

(28) a. ga tep kréno dza
2NOM fisheatN INSTR standsG.v
‘You are eating fish.’

(i) CHOL NOMINALIZATIONS ARE STILL ERGATIVE
a. Mi [i- [PROwre mek'-etyrgs ] jifii x-"ixikgen ]
IMPF  A3- hug2 DET CL-woman
‘The woman hugs you.’
b. Mi [i- [PROwss majl-el ]jifii x-"ixikcen ]
IMPF A3 go-NML DET CL-woman
‘The woman goes.’

While in Mébengokre we find a nominative pattern in matribaudes and an ergative pattern in embedded
nominalizations, in Chol we find that verbs—whether theyraminalized higher up or not—always show an ergative
pattern. Chol nominals (that is, those that are not nonzedliverbs) do not take arguments, and we thus cannot evaluate
whether they also follow an ergative pattern. See Salan60& 2and works cited therein) for a proposal regarding the
appearance of ergativity in nominalizations, and Coon aaldrdva 2009 for a discussion relating the patterns in Chol
and Mé&bengokre.
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b. ag tep krén o a-kam
2ERG fisheatN INSTR 2-standsG.N
‘You are eating fish.’

Kisédjé
A similar state of affairs is found in the related languageségjé. Here too, we typically find

nominative patterning in verbal forms (29a) and ergativitepaing in nominalizations, like the one
in (29b).

(29) KISEDJE (JE)
a. Wa tep ku.
INowm fisheaty
‘| ate/eat fish.
b. Ire tep kuru ma.
1erGfish eatN future
‘T'll eat fish.

In the progressive in (30), however, the verbs are in theminal forms, yet we find a
nominativesubject. Again, the “progressive marker” is a positionatamg verb, which embeds
the nominal stem.

(30) PROGRESSIVES

a. Wa [tep kuru]ro nhy.
INoM fisheatN with sit.v
‘I'm eating fish (sitting).
b. Wa [tep kuru]ro ta.
INoM fisheatN with standv
‘I'm eating fish (standing). (Rafael Nonato, p.c.)

5.2.3 Indo-Aryan

The vast majority of Indo-Aryan languages show ergativeéesys with aspect-based splits. Here |
review some facts from three different languages.

Hindi

In her article on the Basque progressive split, Laka (20@8¢s1some of the similarities between
split ergativity in Hindi and split ergativity in Basque. &lbasic pattern is illustrated in (31). Both
languages are head-final, and both show ergative case markitnansitive subjects in the ergative-
patterning portions of the grammar. While Basque splitsvbeh progressive and non-progressive,
in Hindi (as in Chol) we find a split between the perfective exdp(ergative-patterning) and the
imperfective and progressive aspects (non-ergativerpattg). In the perfective in (31a) the subject
is marked with the ergativene while in the imperfective in (31b) both the subject and thgot
are unmarked (absolutive).
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(31) HINDI

a. PERFECTIVE
Raamne roTii; khaayhii thii;
RaameRG breadFEM eatPRFV.FEM WasSFEM
‘Raam had eaten bread.’

b. IMPERFECTIVE

Raam roTii khaataa thaa
RaammMmAsc breadeatiIMPF.MASC wasSMASC
‘Raam (habitually) ate bread.’ (Mahajan 1990, 72-73)

As in Basque, as well as in the Nakh-Daghestanian biabgelutonstruction discussed
above, we find differences in agreement between the Hinditigeg and nonergative-patterning
constructions. In the ergative construction (31a) the agnees with the absolutive object; in (31b)
agreement is with the subiject.

In principle, the facts here could also be accounted for utite analysis of Basque above.
Specifically, if the perfective in (31a) is monoclausal, lwtthe imperfective in (31b) is biclausal
(as represented in (32)), we derive the Case and agreenwsit fa the imperfective the subject
Raamwould be the subject of an intransitive matrix vethaa and we would thus explain the
absence of ergative marking. Furthermore, the change #eawnt could be characterized as the
result of the fact that the objeaqTii ‘bread’, is in an embedded clause.

(32) POSSIBLE IMPERFECTIVE ANALYSIS
Raam [ roTii khaataa ] thag
RaamMAsC breadeatiIMPF.MASC WaSMASC
‘Raam (habitually) ate bread.’

To my knowledge, however, no proposals have suggestedhbainperfective form involves
more structure than the perfective form; both perfective iamperfective involve an auxiliary verb
glossed ‘be’ thii andthaa) and a participle form of the lexical verlii{faayhiiandkhaatag. The
participles show the same agreement as the auxiliary, vBtiettt (2005, 769) proposes is the result
of a covaluationprocess in which T and the participle have their-features valued together.

Furthermore, agreement in Hindi is more complicated thanathove two forms suggest. As
described in Bhatt (2005, 759): “The main verb (in partigigiorm) and the auxiliary (if any)
in Hindi-Urdu agree with thestructurally most prominent argument of the verb that is cade-
marked overtly An argument is non-overtly case-marked if it is not markdthvan overt case
clitic” (emphasis added). As ergative case is marked wighdlitic -ne, the verb never agrees with
an ergative argument. Agreement with an imperfective abgpossible in sentences where the
subject receives dative (see (33b) below), so the differém@greement between (31a) and (31b)
could not be attributed simply to different structures, mghe biclausal analyses of Basque or
Nakh-Daghestanian above.

Anand and Nevins (2006) propose that ergative case in Hiidi,dative and instrumental
cases (also marked via clitics), is an inherent case, asigmthe transitive subject in situ. By
positing that inherently marked nominals in Hindi are ivis to verbal agreement (their “VIVA’
parameter), and that the verb agrees with the structuradlyelst available argument, they derive
the facts in (31) above and (33) below. In structures whesdrémsitive subject is not marked for
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ergative, like the imperfective in (31b) or the progresdwen in (33a), the verb agrees with the
subject. If the subject is marked as in the dative in (33bherdrgative in (31a), the verb agrees
with the object. Finally, if both subject and object are nemtkthe verb defaults to third person
singular masculine, as in (33c).

(33) a. auragt baccaabulaarahii hai;
womanchild call PROGSG.FEM bePRES3SG.FEM
‘The woman is calling the child.

b. auratko santarg pasanchai;
womanbAT orangedike  bePRES3PL.MASC
‘The woman likes oranges.’

c. caachiine laRkii-se pyaarkiyaa
aunteErRG child-INST love doPRFV.SG.MASC
‘The aunt loved the child.’ (Anand and Nevins 2006, 7)

This analysis does not appear toibeompatiblewith an analysis in which the nonperfective
clauses are biclausal, though further work is needed tardéte whether there is evidence in
favor of biclausality. A potential complication for a bicisal analysis of the imperfective is raised
by sentences involving quirky dative subjects (Pranav Angnc.). In both forms in (34) the
subjectaurat ‘woman’ receives quirky dative case, triggered by the veslsand'like’. This is
true regardless of whether it is in the perfective (ergapiserning) or imperfective (non-ergative
patterning) aspect.

(34) a. HERFECTIVE
auratko santarepasandhe
womanbAT orangedike  bePAST.3SG.FEM
‘The woman liked oranges. (Kush Varshney, p.c.)

b. IMPERFECTIVE
auratko [ santare pasand hai
womanbAT orangedike bePRES3SG.FEM
‘The woman likes oranges.’ (Anand and Nevins 2006, 7)

The fact that the imperfective subject in (34b) receiveskyuilative case suggests thai is
not responsible for assigning the subjéetole. To maintain that imperfective forms like (34b) are
biclausal, while perfectives like (34a) are monoclausa,would need to propose that the subject
originates as the subject of the embedded ywband where it is assigned it¢-role and quirky
dative case, and then raises to the matrix clause.

Similar facts with quirky subjects are found in other langes. In Icelandic, for example,
such facts were used to argue for the division between mogloal case and abstract Case (or
licensing, so such a proposal would not be without precedent (seenijland Zaenen 1990;
Sigudsson 1991; and Zaenen et al. 1985; discussed in Marantz.198bugh a raising analysis
would mean that Hindi imperfectives are different from Basimperfectives (which are proposed
to involve control), the crucial point—that the split is the result of diffetestructures—would be
maintained.

Finally, while the picture remains unclear for the impetifgaspect, in the progressive forms in
(35) a biclausal analysis appears more promising; Bha@{R68escribes the the Hindi progressive
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as being formed periphrastically. Note that even in the nutearly periphrastic progressive, a
subject can be marked with quirky dative case, as in (35lggesting that a raising analysis like
the one outlined above may be on the right track.

(35) PROGRESSIVE

a. Lataa-i [gaanaa gaa]rahi hE/thT
LattaFEM-HON SONGMASC Sing PROGFEM.PL be PRESFEM.PL/bePST.FEM.PL
‘Lataa-ji is/was singing (a song).’ (Bhatt 2007, 3)

b. aurat-ko [santarepasandaa rahe hai
womanbAT orangedike COmePROGhePRES3SG.FEM
‘The woman is liking oranges.’ (Kush Varshney, p.c.)

To summarize, though the Hindi facts are reminiscent of thegBe and Nakh-Daghestanian
facts described above, and the progressive has been dekaslperiphrastic, it is not at all clear at
this point whether a biclausal analysis of split ergativityhe Hindiimperfectivas well supported.
Both the imperfective and progressive show a “split” patteand ideally would receive similar
treatments. | leave this as a topic for future research.

Kashmiri

In Kashmiri we also find a difference in subject marking bagedspect. In (36a) the progressive
subject is marked nominative, while in the perfective inkBib shows ergative marking. Note that
while the progressive involves a verb glossed as ‘be’, thiéeptive does not. While more work is
needed to confirm whether Kashmiri generally conforms topédugern above, this pair suggests a
biclausal analysis may be possible.

(36) KASHMIRI

a. h chu-s tom-is kita:b diva:n.
I.NOM be-1sSG her/him-DAT book giving
‘l am giving her/him a book.’

b. me dits tom-is kita:b.
|.ERG gaveher/him-DAT book
‘I gave her a book. (Wali and Koul 1997, 252)

Kutchi Gujarati

Finally, | note that in Kutchi Gujarati, another Indo-Arydanguage, we find no difference in case
marking, but an agreement split similar to that noted fordHabove. Here in the imperfective we
find a final auxiliary;ti in (37b), not present in the perfective. This could lend supjo a biclausal
analysis of the agreement split, though again, further wiereeded.

(37) KuTCHI GUJARATI (INDO-ARYAN)
a. PERFECTIVE
Mary John-ne adyq.
Mary JohnAcCcC touchPRFV.MASC.SG
‘Mary touched John.'
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b. IMPERFECTIVE

Mary; [ John-ne adthi ] ti;.
Mary JohnAccC touchiMPF.FEM.SG PAST.FEM.SG
‘Mary (habitually) touched John.’ (Pritty Patel, p.c.)

5.3 INTRANSITIVE ASPECTUAL PREDICATES

In the sections above we examined unrelated languages ichvasipect-based “split ergativity”
could plausibly be attributed to a difference in syntactiacture, rather than to different rules in
how agreement or case is assigned. In all of these constnsciit was suggested that non-ergative-
patterning forms lacked ergative marking because the siNvges not dransitivesubject, but rather,
the subject of an intransitive aspectual verb. The basiempats schematized in (38) and (39) for
a head-final language in which verbal agreement (marked avilashed line) targets absolutive
arguments (i.e. like Basque or Nakh-Daghestanian).

(38) ERGATIVE-PATTERNING = monoclausal
[SUBJECTzrg] [OBJECT,gs] [Predicate = verb stenj
* *

(39) SOURCE OF APPARENT SPLIT biclausal
[SUBJECT,gs] [oblique verb stemt OBJECT,,] [Predicate = aspectud|
*

In the monoclausal ergative-patterning construction B) e matrix predicate is the verb stem
which carries the encyclopedic meaning. The object resealesolutive Case; the subject is
a transitive subject and receives ergative Case. This sisatioes not depend on the precise
mechanisms of Case assignment, i.e. inherent or structural

The “split” constructions, represented in (39), are thosehich we do not find morphological
ergative marking. Here there is a dissociation betweenixatedicate and the stem which carries
the encyclopedic verbal meaning. The syntactic matrixipegé is intransitive and takes the subject
as its single argument. Like other intransitive subjediseceives absolutive Case. The stem
carrying the encyclopedic verbal meaning and its objedh@ncase of embedded transitives) are in
an oblique form. Whether this PP is a complement (as propbgddika 2006 for Basque) or an
adjunct (as in Polinsky and Comrie’s (2002) analysis of Teeas | proposed for Chol in chapter 4
above) may be a point of cross-linguistic variation.

In Chol the construction in (39) was referred to as the “B-€&nrction”. Chol—along with
other Mayan languages with aspectual splits—has anoth@mgschematized in (40). Here the
predicate is still the aspect marker but the argument itstékeot the notional subject, but rather,
a nominalized clause in which the subject is expressed assepsor. This option is apparently
unavailable in the other languages described fere.

“A possible explanation for the availability of this secormdion in Chol—and in other Mayan languages with aspect-
based split ergativity described in chapter 2.3—relateébédact that Mayan languages are verb initial and lack an EPP
which targets DPs (Coon 2010b). One possibility is thus thatother languages examined here (which all happen to
be verb final) would not permit the type of construction in)(#@cause there is no matrix subject. Thanks to Norvin
Richards for pointing out this possibility.



164 MOTIVATING ASPECT-BASED SPLIT ERGATIVITY

(40) [POSSESSOR mominalized verb stem OBJECT)ss [Predicate = aspectudl
*

—_—_——_—ee e e e — a1

The splits we saw above followed the general pattern in (fEegated from (14) above). That
is, as noted in Dixon 1979, if a language makes a split aloadjiies of tense or aspect, the ergative
pattern will always be found on the left side of the scale enaice versa.

— simple clause Il complex clause —
(41) «+ ergative | non-ergative —
perfective > imperfective > progressive

The question of why splits pattern in the way illustrated4d)(is thus reduced to the question of
why progressive, and sometimes imperfective, constmsti@re more likely to involve complex
structures—or perhaps more appropriately, why the pévéeoever does. We turn to this question
now.

5.4 MOTIVATING ASPECT -BASED SPLIT ERGATIVITY

5.4.1 Progressive and locative expressions

Laka (2006) proposes that the Basque progressive sharsgnii@ax with locative constructions.
Above | argued the same for Chol, and noted that Salanovar{3fi0poses a similar analysis for
progressives in Mébengokre. Likewise, Polinsky and Cenf@2002) argue that the biabsolutive
in Tsez involves the lexical verb subordinated in a “loaatiype adjunct”. Indeed, though the
Chol morphemechdikol is generally used for progressive constructions, it is ibbsgo find
sentences like the one in (42a), in which the loca@estentialafi—also used in regular location
constructions like (42b), see chapter A.5.1—conveys arpasiyve reading.

(42) CHOL LOCATIVES
a. An-ofi [pptyi juch’ ixim].
Loc-B1  PREPgrindcorn
‘I'm grinding corn.’ (lit. ~ ‘I'm at corn-grinding.’)
b. AR-ofl [pptyi k-otyoty ].
Loc-B1  PREPA1-house
‘I'm in my house.’

The same holds true in western varieties of Basque. Whila lfakuses on thari progressive
used in the central and eastern varieties, she notes thate$tern-type progressive, exemplified
in (43a), “has not generated much discussion in the litezatperhaps because the main verbs
involved, ibili ‘to walk, to be about’ aneégon‘stative be’ are very patently unaccusative verbs that
select locative PPs” (Laka 2006, 181). Compare the egdnused in the locative construction in
(43b).

(43) BASQUE (WESTERN VARIETIES
a. emakume-d,,0gi-a ja-te-n ] da-go.
womanbET  breadbET eatNML-LOC is-stay
‘The woman is (stays) eating bread.
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b. emakume-gyp Bilbo-n ] da-go
womanbeT  BilbaoLocC is-stay
‘The woman is in Bilbao.’ (Laka 2006, 180, 182)

The structural similarities between progressive and heeatonstructions in the world’s
languages have not gone unnoticed. Laka (2006, 174) ndies this biclausal structure of the
progressive, for which there is ample evidence in [Basqisejjot a language-particular quirk
of Basque grammar, but rather, fits within a very widesprdaatacteristic of human language:
progressive is often realized in syntax in the form of a lvegpredication.” In their survey of tense
and aspect systems, Bybee et al. (1994, 129) write that “Tdjerity of progressive forms in our
database derive from expressions involving locative elgsie

This is not limited to the progressive, but extends to impetives more generally: “The most
widespread parallel is between progressive aspect aneégssipns referring to the place where
something is located, though in some languages, as notew,bitlis locative form of the verb
is also used witlhabitual meaning, i.e. is imperfective rather than justgrassivé (Comrie 1978,
98) (emphasis added). This is the case for Chol, where wedtatiVe-type constructions in both
the progressive and the imperfective (i.e. habjtgaheric) aspects, as shown in (44). There is no
corresponding construction in the perfective (see chapigr

(44) a. LocATIVE
Af-ofi tyi cholel.
Loc-B1 PREPfield
‘I'm in the field.’

b. PROGRESSIVE
Chorikol-ofityi  pak’ bu'ul.
PROGB1 PREPplantbean
‘I'm planting beans.’

c. IMPERFECTIVE
Muk’ -ofityi  pak’ bu’ul.
IMPF-B1 PREPplantbean
‘| plant beans.’

Cross-linguistically, the imperfective and progressiatgrn together in other respects. As noted
in chapter 2.2.4, languages frequently group these twoctspaegether in a single morphological
form. | assume, following the proposal in Ferreira 20054 th@th continuous (progressive) and
habitual readings (e.g. in (44c)) are both subtypes of a&tdngperfectivecategory, and that both
derive their meanings from a single imperfective head.urreto this issue below.

5.4.2 The grammar of spatiotemporal relations

One proposal for why progressive and locative construstgitould share similar structures is made
by Demirdache and Uribe-Etxebarria (2000), who suggedt Tease and Aspect heads denote
prepositionalmeanings which relate the temporal arguments of a clausthelntheory, modeled
on the proposal in Klein 1995, tense and aspect have a ungtuture in the world’s languages:
both are predicates that relate—or establish an orderitvgele@—two time-denoting phrases (see
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Reichenbach 1947). Tense relatesui@ERANCE TIME (UT-T) and theASSERTION TIME(AST-T)
(see also Zagona 1990 and Stowell 1993), while aspect sdfz@aSSERTION TIMEand theEVENT
TIME (EV-T). Tense and Aspect are proposed to have the universahsre in (457

(45) TEMPORAL RELATIONS

TP
uT-T T
/\
TO AspP
AST-T Asp
Asp’ VP
/\

EV-T VP

The UT-T is the time at which the sentence is uttered, and ¥& IS the time at which the
evenystate denoted by the verb phrase oc¢hiodds. Tense does not directly relate these two times,
but is mediated bwssertion timgsee e.g. Reichenbach 1947; Hornstein 1990; Giorgi anceBiian
1991, Klein 1995; Thompson 1996). Assertion time (Reiclaehfsreference timgis the “time for
which an assertion is made or to which the assertion is cahfifog which the speaker makes a
statement” (Klein 1995, 687). A speaker may choose to reptean entire event, or only part of an
event; the assertion time is the time for which an asserdanade. For example, in a progressive
sentence likeJohn was reading a boothe AST-T is containedvithin the EV-T. No assertion is
made about the endpoints of the event, which are outsideedfottus of the assertion time. It is
fine to continue:John was reading a book, but he never finishedEiten though the sentence is in
the past, no assertion is made about its beginning or endspdtor more on this and other issues
in the progressive aspect, see discussions in Dowty 1973021990, Landman 1992, Bonomi
1997 and Portner 1998, among others.

To further illustrate the role of aspect, which mediatesvieen the assertion time and the event
time, Demirdache and Uribe-Etxebarria quote Smith (199), Wwho writes:

Aspectual viewpoints function like the lens of a camera, imgobjects visible to the

receiver. Situations are the objects on which the viewpeimes are trained. And just
as the camera lens is necessary to make the object avatalzgicture, so viewpoints

are necessary to make visible the situation talked abouséntence.

What is visible by the camera lens, the analogy continuesyhat is available tosemantic
interpretation “Only what is visible is asserted” (Smith 1991, 99). Theethrbasic temporal
intervals are summarized in table 5.1.

Tense and aspect are heads that mediate between theseahiedirhes: UT-T, AST-T, and
EV-T. What do these heads denote? Drawing on the proposakla 84, Demirdache and

*Thanks to Sabine latridou for discussions clarifying thiesees. | do not offer a detailed account of tense or aspect
here, and ignore many long-standing problems in the yersgeect literature. Instead | simply provide a sketch of an
analysis for a difference between perfective and nonptvéeaspects, resulting in the unidirectionality of spiigativity.
| attempt to refer the reader to the relevant literature wlagpropriate.
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Table 5.1: TIME-DENOTING PHRASES

UT-T utterance time time at which the sentence is uttered
AST-T | assertion time time for which an assertion about the event is made
EV-T event time time of the event

Uribe-Etxebarria make use of the opposition betweemntralandnoncentral coincidenct define
the temporal relations. Hale proposes that both spatiatemgoral relations can be understood as
relations between #&igure (or entity) and aground (or place). Central coincidences a relation
in which the figurecoincides withthe ground, whilenoncentral coincidenceneans that the
entity begins or ends at the ground (but extends beyond e férmer is expressed by English
prepositions liken, at, on, over andthrough while the latter is expressed by English prepositions
like from, out of, up to, onto, intoDemirdache and Uribe-Etxebarria (2000) note that usiegeh
notions as the universal building blocks for expressingéeand aspect, “explains the pervasive
use, crosslinguistically, of prepositions as well as lveatmotion, directional, postural, and stance
verbs to express temporal and aspectual relations” (Dewtel and Uribe-Etxebarria 2000, 158).
The present tense is a temporal head with the meamimgin (the UT-T iswITHIN the AST-T),
while the progressive aspect is an aspectual head with ti@ateonwITHIN (the AST-T iSWITHIN
the EV-T). Similarly, under their proposal the past tense perfect aspects denote the relation (of
noncentral coincidence)rTER.® To illustrate, a representation of the present progressimeence
in (46a) is given in (46b).

(46) a. Mary is writing a book.

b. TP
UT-T T
WITHIN ASpP
AST-T Asp
/\
Asp? VP
WITHIN PN

EV-T VP

5.4.3 Evidence for a spatiotemporal connection

Demirdache and Uribe-Etxebarria (2000, 178) cite as ewgelen favor of their proposal the fact
that some of these spatiotemporal relations hawert manifestationsn a number of languages.
Bybee et al. (1994, 132), for example, note that in their darapthe world’s languages (a stratified
probability sample, with languages chosen from all ovenibed): “The majority of progressive

forms in our database derive from expressions involvingtive elements.”

SWhether the perfect is in fact an aspect is a matter of debage;for example, Alexiadou et al. 2003. | return to the
perfect below.
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Specifically, as we have seen in a variety of languages ah@rbs of stance, posturepr
location are frequently used in progressive aspect constructiomsoline cases this can be seen
to be true historically, but the form has since been granuakted. For instance the Spanish
verb estar used in progressive constructions is derived from the Lsiiame ‘to stand’. In other
cases, like Q’anjob’al in chapter 4.5 or Mébengokre abthve progressive form has not been fully
grammaticalized and appears not just in temporal butsgstiallocative constructions.

As Bybee et al. (1994) note, the progressive verb can alstesggocation with no specific
posture, as in ‘be at’ or ‘stay’. They cite the Basaqure constructions discussed above, as well as
French and Dutch examples in (47a—b). | add to these the VelaldiMiddle English constructions
cited in Laka 2006 and German. In these constructions, asdrpr at length for Chol above, “the
form of the main verb is usually nominal (cited as a verbalmoua gerund)” (Bybee et al. 1994,
130).

(47) a. FRENCH
Zazieestentrain dejouer.
Zazieis in alongof play
‘Zazie is playing.
b. DuTcH
Ik benhethuis aanhetbouwen.
| am thehouseat thebuild
‘I am building the house.’ (Demirdache and Uribe-Etxelz2000, 178)
c. WELSH
Mae Rhiannonyn cysgu.
is  Rhiannonin sleep
‘Rhiannon is sleeping.’
d. MIDDLE ENGLISH
He ison hunting. (Laka 2006, 188)
e. GERMAN (NONSTANDARD)’
Ich bin amBuchlesen.
I amon book reading
‘I'm reading the book.’ (Peter Graff, p.c.)

Citing Eloise Jelinek, Demirdache and Uribe-Etxebarridenthat prepositions denoting central
coincidence are even present in Modern English constnsstias in the examples in (48):

(48) a. |aminthe middle ofwashing the dishes.
b. She isatrest.

Bybee et al. (1994, 132) write that in their sample of the dierlanguages there are “no clear
cases of progressives formed with a copula without a loeaigment.” In addition to the languages
listed in (47), | include a portion of their table in 5.2

Furthermore, just as progressive constructions oftenlvaveerbs or prepositions afentral
coincidence so too the prospective and perfect often involve verbseottripetal motion(motion

"This construction is known as the “Rhinish progressivieh¢inische Verlaufsforrand is found in some regional
German dialects. It is increasingly being used by speakeamdard German in informal contexts. See for example
van Pottelberge 2004.
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Table 5.2: PROGRESSIVE AS LOCATIVE(BYBEE ET AL. 1994, 128)

LANGUAGE PROGRESSIVE VERB

Isl. Carib here

Cocama be located + complement of Place
Jivaro be, sit

Alyawarra sit, stay, be

Tahitian be here

O’odham sit, stay for a while
Baluchi loc + be

Ngambay be seated + verbal N
Shuswap be there, stay

Haka place, participle

Lahu be in place, live
Cantonese stay, reside

Dakota sit, stand

Tok Pisin stop, stay

Kui be, live, exist + pres part
Maidu be + patrticiple

Buriat be + gerund

of the figure toward the ground) and verbsaghtrifugal motion(motion of the figure from the
ground) respectively, or prepositionsmsncentral coincidenceDemirdache and Uribe-Etxebarria
(2000, 180) cite Bull (1960), who notes that in Gaelic a secedikeHe had already sungfanslates
literally to ‘he wasAFTER his singing’ Rabh € ndiaidh seinnin The same is true in Irish, as well
as in Hiberno English, as shown in the examples in (49).

(49) a. RIsH
Bhi séi ndiaidhan baile a fhagail.
washe after thehomeleaveNONFINITE

‘He had just left home.’ (Jim McCloskey, p.c.)
b. HIBERNO ENGLISH
I’'m after hearing the news. (Cottell 2003, 4)

Progressive and imperfective

The analysis presented by Demirdache and Uribe-Etxeb@0i@0)—and variants of it in a variety
of works cited above and in their work—draws a connectiomvbeh the spatial relations expressed
in a locative construction, and the temporal relations esged by the progressive. Both, in Hale’s
terminology, are relations of central coincidence. ThoDgmirdache and Uribe-Etxebarria (2000)
do not discuss thenperfectiveaspect, | assume that a similar analysis can be made. Rewall f
chapter 2 the classification of aspectual oppositions na@mimrie 1976, repeated in (50).
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(50) CLASSIFICATION OF ASPECTUAL OPPOSITIONSCOMRIE 1976, 25)

/\

Perfective Imperfective

/\

Habitual Continuous

/\

Nonprogressive  Progressive

Different languages group together different portiondefaspectual system. Chol, for instance,
makes a three-way distinction among perfectiy® (habitual and continuous-nonprogressina)(
and progressivechaikol). Nonetheless, many languages group the progressive gretfaative
together. Comrie (1976, 26) lists as examples French, Rus8ulgarian, Modern Greek, and
Georgian.

Bybee et al. (1994, 125) argue for a diachronic path in whighgrogressive construction is
often generalized to form the imperfective (they cite emitke for Turkic, Celtic, and Dravidian
languages). Though there are fewer cases of the impedeiciwlving a locative construction,
Bybee et al. (1994, 141) note that they do find cases of “ingpévfes with lexical sources similar
to those found for progressives.” For example, the Kui paterfective is formed “parallel to
the present progressive, with the vertan-which earlier meant ‘live, exist’.” They note that the
Tahitian imperfective is also built on a locative structure

Semantically, both continuous and noncontinuous impavies can be given a coherent
description of “expressing the idea that an event, statéabit is ongoing” (Ferreira 2005, 91).
Following Ferreira’s proposal, | assume that both progvesand imperfective (i.e. hon-continuous
imperfective) aspects are both represented as heads mghiodi spatiotemporal relatiomiTHIN.
The difference between them is that the former denotes dumsina relation between the assertion
time and asingular event, while the latter denotes and inclusion relation betwthe assertion time
and aplural event. This is illustrated in (51), from Ferreira (2005, .98)

(51) a. AROGRESSIVE
[+p Past hspp IMpf [vp-se SG[ve JOhN paint the house ]]]

b. HABITUAL
[+p Past hsep Impf [ve-pL PL [ve JOhN paint the house ]]]]

Ferreira (2005, 99) concludes that “as far as temporal skesas concerned, continuous or habitual
sentences are nearly synonymous, their logical formsrditieminimally, and only with respect to
the number specification of the VPs that combine \hritip.”

Finally, note that just as languages differ in how they divide aspectual distinctions in (51)
morphologically, so too we saw above that languages wittissgiffer in whether they split, for
example, the progressive versus imperfective and perée(ds in Basque), or group the progressive
and imperfective together in opposition to the perfectas ih Chol). If we adopt the proposals
above, we assume that while all languages have an impedexdpectual head denotimgTHIN,
not all languages choose to fill it with overt lexical materia
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Returning to splits

Finally, note that while this chapter has focussed on spiittepns in languages which are
generally otherwise morphologicalgrgative the typology of spatiotemporal relations proposed in
Demirdache and Uribe-Etxebarria 2000 is not limited to gwgdanguage, but rather, is proposed
to be a universal feature of human languages. Why, then, duoiveee similar splits in languages
which are nominative-accusative?

The answer is shown in the forms in (52) and (53). Imagine tnansitive constructions”, one a
simple transitive in the pagberfective as in the (a) forms, and the other a complex pssgre form,
in which the lexical verb is in a nominal form under a locat®f@ and the main verb is an intransitive
auxiliary, as in the (b) forms. By definition, in a nominatigecusative languagépth intransitive
and transitive subjects receive the same marKimmninative), and thus we do not see any evidence
of a split. In an ergative language, in contrast, illusulate(53), transitive and intransitive subjects
receive differential marking and the result is the appesrasf a case marking split. Nonetheless,
both types of language may (and often do, as shown above) alspht in terms of the structures
employed for each construction.

(52) ENGLISH (53) IMAGINARY “ERGATIVE ENGLISH”
a. Iyom read the book. a. lerc read the book.
b. Iyom @am [-p at book reading ]. b. lass @am [pp at book reading ].

Here we have examined an analysis for why imperfective (botitinuous and noncontinuous)
and locative constructions have similar structures, and,ttvhy the imperfective aspect is likely
to involve a complex construction involving a matrix verbitfwa “stance, posture, or location”
reading). Recall that we want to explain here not just whygtegressivgimperfective aspects
pattern as verbs in many languages, but why the perfectpectdoes not We turn to this question
in the next section.

5.5 PERFECTIVE AS DEFAULT ASPECT

Above we reviewed proposals that reduce tense and asped st of relations relating three times:
theUTTERANCE TIME (UT-T), theASSERTION TIME (AST-T), and theevENT TIME (EV-T). Tense
relates UT-T to AST-T, while aspect relates AST-T to EV-T.cAading to Demirdache and Uribe-
Etxebarria (2000), these relations are constrained by$tadgions ofcentral coincidencélocation
of figure coincides with the ground), andncentral coincidenc@ocation of the figure either begins
or ends at the ground). The heads Tense and Aspect denotsitieal-type meanings of central
and noncentral coincidence. The values of the tenses amttasgiscussed in Demirdache and
Uribe-Etxebarria 2000 are summarized in table 5.3 (foltmvhe discussion above, | include the
imperfective with the progressive, though Demirdache anddJEtxebarria 2000 focus only on the
progressive). To give a couple of examples, the present tess a denotation of “UT-T i&ITHIN
AST-T", while the past tense is “UT-T IBEFOREAST-T".

The imperfectivéprogressive, perfect, and prospective aspects are dtestin (54), where the
brackets are meant to indicate the AST-T (the time for whitlassertion is made), and the dashes
indicate the event.
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Table 5.3: TENSE AND ASPECT

WITHIN BEFORE AFTER
TENSE (UT-T, AST-T) | present past future
ASPECT (AST-T, EV-T) | imperfectivg perfect  prospective
progressive
(54) a. MPERFECTIVE/PROGRESSIVE
AST-T [ ]
EV-T AN
b. PERFECT
AST-T [ ]
EV-T ANV
C. PROSPECTIVE
AST-T | [ ]
EV-T A

As Demirdache and Uribe-Etxebarria (2000, 177) put it: ‘ftble of Aspect is to focus (locate)
an interval in the internal temporal constituency of thengVe The EV-T is defined as Hale’s
ground and the AST-T (the interval selected by aspect) asfidnere aspect locates the EV-T
relative to a figure, just as a locative structure locates ardigelative to a spatial ground. The
imperfective/ progressive in (54a) makes use of Haleéntral coincidenceelation (the AST-T is
containedwITHIN the EV-T), while the perfect and prospective emphmncentral coincidencehe
perfect in (54b) locates the interval, Haldigure, AFTER the endpoint of the event (the ground).
The prospective in (54c), in contrast, locates the AST-&rivdl BEFOREthe start of the event.

5.5.1 Representing the perfective

Notably absent from the discussion is the representatiomeoperfectiveaspect. Though often
confused, the perfect and the perfective are quite differ@md it is open for debate whether the
perfect should be considered an aspect at all. Comrie (BZj6for instance, writes:

Aspect, as we have been concerned with it hitherto, has reremed with different
ways of representing the internal temporal constitutiora aituation. The perfect is
rather different from these aspects, since it tells us ngtdirectly about the situation
in itself, but rather relates some state to a precedingt&itua. . More generally, the
perfect indicates the continuing present relevance of agtastion. This difference
between the perfect and the other aspects has led manystisgaidoubt whether the
perfect should be considered an aspect at all.

See also the discussion in Alexiadou et al. 2003. | set asideéerfect for now, assuming that
Demirdache and Uribe-Etxebarria’s proposal that it is $peatual head denotirgFTER is correct
(though this is not critical for the rest of the analy$is).

8According to their proposal, in a clause in which perfecthis bnly aspectual valugFTER denotes a relation
between the AST-T and the EV-T. In clauses with more than @pecual layer, such as the perfect of a progressive
(Mary has been reading the boplt would denote a relation between two assertion timesTU$ AST-T; > AST-T.
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I now turn to the perfective. In the perfective aspect, thenévs viewed in its entirety, as a
whole, without any internal structure. As with aspect moeeayally, this does not mean that no
internal structure is present (i.e. the event need not betpal), simply that none iasserted
Comrie (1976, 18) writes of the perfective that it “reducesitaation to a blob, rather than to a
point: a blob is a three-dimensional object, and can thezdfave internal complexity, although it
is nonetheless a single object with clearly circumscritimitd.” The perfective denotes a complete
event, including its beginning, middle, and end, thougte“ierfective puts no more emphasis,
necessarily, on the end of a situation than on any other panecsituation, rather all parts of the
situation are presented as a single whole.”

The perfective is analyzed as the opposite of the impevie¢lein 1995; Kratzer 1998). While
the imperfective denotes that the assertion time is comtlimithin the event time, the perfective
denotes that the event time is contained within the assetitite. This is illustrated in (55).

IMPERFECTIVE AST-T C EV-T

(55) PERFECTIVE EV-T C AST-T

Put another way, while the imperfective in (55a), repeate(bba), denotes an evewiewed
from within (using Smith’s metaphor, we can imagine the brackets hetieeasamera lense), with
no explicit reference to start or endpoint, the perfectigaates an evergntirely contained within
the viewpoint This is represented in (56b):

(56) a. MPERFECTIVE/PROGRESSIVE
AST-T [ ]
EVET | ANV

b. PERFECTIVE
AST-T | | ]

EV-T MMV

The question now—not addressed in Demirdache and Uribebatkia 2000—is: what
preposition or verb would convey the relation of AST-T to EMn the perfective in (56b)?
Demirdache and Uribe-Etxebarria argue for a constrainedrihof spatiotemporal relations:

Based on Hale (1984), we define spatiotemporal relationsrimg of a single basic
semantic opposition: that of central versus noncentrahcdénce. This proposal
constraints the number of logically possible temporaltiefes that we expect to find
in natural languages by restricting the topological relai that Tenses and Aspects
establish between their temporal arguments to three balsittans. (Demirdache and
Uribe-Etxebarria 2000, 157)

Though they do not discuss this, the relation of the AST-The EV-T in the perfective in (56b)
crucially cannot be expressed via a relation of central or noncentoadcidence That is, we cannot
say that the AST-T is contained within the EV-T (as in cent@hcidence), nor can we say that the
AST-T begins or ends at the EV-T (noncentral coincidence).

The perfective aspect constitutes a relation that canneixpeessed under the spatiotemporal
typology proposed by Demirdache and Uribe-Etxebarriaatn, feven if we loosen the requirement

> EV-T). See Demirdache and Uribe-Etxebarria 2000 for a disicun of this, and a proposal constraining which types
of aspectual recursion are possible.
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that these relations be expressed only by the relationsin€idence in Hale’s typology, it is not
clear that the situation improves. That is, it is not obvidliat there areany prepositions that
adequately convey the relation of AST-T to EV-T in the pelifexcin (56b).

In (55) the order of arguments is simply reversed. Comparetiglish locative constructions
in (57), where Hale’sigureis italicized and thgroundis underlined. As shown here, in a locative
construction we can easily achieve the reverse meaninghplsireversing the arguments, that is,
changing which argument is the figure and which is the ground.

(57) a. Thecircleis in the square
b. The squaras in the circle

The problem we run into with the perfective is that we canpwgerse the assertion time and the
event time in the same way we revetke circleandthe squaran (57); the structure in the tree in
(45) above, repeated in (58), is proposed to be universa. ARpect head combines first with the
VP, denoting EV-T, in the same way that a preposition unalgreombines first with a complement
denoting the ground (Svenonius 2087)ust as the AST-T is the specifier of the Aspect head, the
figure is the specifier of the preposition. Again, in a locatonstruction involving two DPs, we can
simply reverse which DP combines first (is the figure), andcWiziombines second (is the ground).
But in the construction of a sentence, aspect will always beged above the VP.

(58) AspP (59) PP
AST-T Asp figure P
Asp’ VP P’ ground
RN
EV-T VP

Thus while the imperfective (AST-T EV-T) can be logically represented as the opposite of
the perfective (EV-TC AST-T) by flipping the order of arguments with respect {¢';' the proposal
is that this flipping cannot actually happen in the syntax tdrajuage. What we need is for the
perfective do denote AST-D EV-T—the assertion time is supersebdf the event time. In order to
translate this into Demirdache and Uribe-Etxebarria’sesyps we need a preposition which conveys
the supersetelation (i.e. meaning something like “containing”), iretkame way that the English
prepositionin denotes the subset relation.

One possible candidate would betside but | contend that this is not really the opposite of
“in” /“inside” at all1° Imagine two Russian dolls (hollow dolls which can be stackesitle each
other), doll A and doll B, the first contained within the latt&he sentence in (60a) correctly and
unambiguously describes this situation. The sentenceGh)(Bowever, is ambiguous. It could
mean that doll A is inside of doll B, but it could also be feiatisly uttered in a context in which
doll A is next todoll B and neither contains the other; a similar problemearigithAROUND. The
perfective, | conclude, cannot be an Aspect head which dsatTSIDE or AROUND.

®Svenonius (2007, 63) writes that the “internal argument isfiiversally a ‘Ground, or location, while the external
argument is a ‘Figure’ or theme of location or motion, and thés pattern is as robust as the principle that Agents or
Causers are external arguments of V, while Themes or Pageeatinternal arguments.”

1%Thanks to Peter Svenonius, Jeremy Hartman, and Robert Hemdior helping clarify these issues.
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(60) a. Doll Aisinsidedoll B.
b. Doll B isoutsidedoll A.

Another possibility for a preposition denoting the superskation iswith in alternations in (61),
originally discussed in Fillmore 1968. In these constructions, the prepositiwith in (61b) seems
at first glance to denote the oppositerfn (61a).

(61) a. Bees are swarmirig the garden.
b. The garden is swarmingith bees.

However, Fillmore points out, the sentence in (61b) is naicéy the opposite of that in (61a):
while in (61a) the bees can be contained to a small portiomefgarden, the sentence in (61b)
claims that the garden is full of bees. Furthermore, it issioiply the prepositiorwith in (61b)
which conveys this meaning, but a special constructidre*garden is with bee$ferhaps related
is the frozen formMary is with child, meaning that Mary is pregnant (i.A. child isin Mary), but
this is neither productive, nor entirely locative (i.e. Manust be pregnant).

Svenonius (2007) also discusses alternations like tho@&d)nand concludes that (61b) is not a
counterexample to the universal that Ps always temkandsas complements. He notes théth in
these constructions is “either extremely polysemous aemly vague”. Compare the pair in (62)
with the additional uses afith in (63).

(62) We sprayed tomato juiom the dog.
We sprayed the dogith tomato juice.
(63) We sprayed the dagth a fire extinguisher.

We sprayed the dogith glee.
We sprayed the dogith an audience of boy scouts.
We sprayed the dogith raincoats to protect us from spatter. (Svenonius 2007)

0 0 T o9 T o

Svenonius concludes that the prepositigith does not introduce a Figure, but rather an adjunct
whose interpretation is derived from the entire verb phrade compares thith in the above
constructions to passing~phrases in which the thematic role of the complemertyafomes from
the verb, not from the preposition.

The absence of a preposition denoting a containment or seipelation may be connected to
1. the fact that in a prepositional relation, the Ground ivensally the complement, and 2. the
fact that a container is a more canonical instance of a Grthend a Figure. See, for instance, the
discussion of Figures and Grounds in Talmy 1978, 2000, ait&{enonius 2007:

The Figure is a moving or conceptually movable entity whoesth psite, or orientation
is conceived as a variable, the particular value of whichésrelevant issue.

The Ground is a reference entity, one that has a stationdtingeelative to the
reference frame, with respect to which the Figure’'s pathe, sbr orientation is
characterized. (Talmy 2000, 312)

UThanks to David Pesetsky for pointing these out.
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A preposition denoting the superset relation would takes#raantidrigure as a complement,
an impossibility according to Svenonius 2067.

5.5.2 Perfective as default aspect

The absence of a preposition (denoting cepitrahcentral coincidence or not) able to appropriately
convey the relation between AST-T and EV-T necessary fop#réective aspect is striking when
considered in the light of the typology of aspect-basedt sgljativity. Recall again Dixon’'s
generalization: if a language shows aspect-based spétieity, the ergative pattern will always
be in theperfectiveaspect; non-ergative patterns will be in the nonperfeasects (though again,
languages vary on where the split is made).

Above | proposed, extending the analysis made by Laka (2@0®asque, that this boils down
to a difference between those aspects which involve mouetstial complexity, and those which
involve simple clauses. Structural complexity in the leaqges discussed above accounts for the
absence of ergative patterning as follows: the aspectual igantransitive and takes the subject
as its single argument; the lexical verb (the stem carryirgencyclopedic verbal meaning), is
subordinated. The intransitive matrix verb is responsibleassigning &-role and Case to the
subject—in an ergative language, this will be absolutive.

— simple clause I complex clause —
(64) <« ergative I non-ergative —
perfective > imperfective > progressive

The appearance of complex clauses thus gives us the abdeeigative case marking on the
subject in what appears to be a transitive clause, but isdnlfaild on an intransitive locative
verb. As noted in Laka, we can connect this to the generaktandfor languages to use locative
expressions to convey imperfective and progressive asplcthis section, we examined a system
which proposes to reducall values of Tense and Aspect to the same set of values used#icio,
based on Hale’s typology of central versus noncentral adémce. As noted above, it is not just
ergative languages that use complex constructions in tperii@ctive aspects—this is proposed to
be a universal tendency. Nonetheless, in languages wledbeaically nominative-accusative we do
not seea split in case marking or agreement, since both transitiekiatransitive subjects receive
the same morphological marking.

Returning to the split in (64): what if there is no preposiai/locative structure to convey the
perfective (notably absent from the discussion in Demindaand Uribe-Etxebarria 2000)? If the
perfective is unable to be conveyed via a locative strucflike the Irish perfect or the Basque
progressive), we straightforwardly derive Dixon’s gettieedion. The logic goes as follows:

2While there is no lexical preposition denoting the supersiettion, there is a vertrontain Interestingly, at least in
English, while there is a preposition which denotes the sutgdation {n), it is not clear that a correspondingrbexists.
One possibility would bénhabit, though this carries additional overtones (i.e. a circlesdaot usuallynhabit a square).
| do not know whether this is true in other languages, and,ifwt significance it may have. Thanks to David Pesetsky
for pointing this out.
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(65) THE GRAMMATICAL BASIS OF ASPECTFBASED SPLIT ERGATIVITY

1. Inan otherwise ergative language, complex locativectira creates the appearance of
a nominative-accusative pattern (cf. (64));

2. Locative structure is universally used to convey temipamnd aspectual information in
the world’s languages. Specifically, the heads Tense anddsignote preposition-like
relations between UT-T and AST-T and between AST-T and EV-T;

3. Tense and Aspect heads denote preposition-like retabietween two arguments, the
meanings of which are constrained by Hale’s (1984) notiooesitral andnoncentral
coincidence;

4. There is no preposition that describes the relationship of ST-T to EV-T as
conveyed by the perfective

The perfective aspect does not involve complex locativectitre and maintains the
ergative pattern of the language.

While this analysis predicts the universal tendency foeasml splits to always split one way
and never the other, this analysis raises the question ofthewerfective aspeds conveyed. In a
number of languages, the perfective aspect is morpholihgicamarked. This is true in English,
Shona (Bantu, Toews 2009), some Mayan languages, such aaMbarsen and Norman 1979),
French, Ancient Greek, Bulgarian, and Georgian (Comrie8L9N¥onetheless, this is not universal;
in Slavic languages, for example, the perfective is oftemamoarked than the imperfective (Comrie
1978, 21).

Despite the fact that not all languages have morphologiaatimarked perfectives, Comrie
proposes that the perfective “represents the action pude simple, without any additional
overtones. In effect, this claims that perfectives are thmarked members of any aspectual
opposition based on perfectivity” (Comrie 1978, 21). Onggastion would thus be that the
perfective is simply what is denoted by thbsencef any information in the Aspect head. An event
is viewed as a whole, unless otherwise specified. Or, cantinihe analogy above, the camera lens
begins at a wide angle, shifting or focussing only if insteac

5.6 ARE THEY STILL VERBS ?

In the sections above | presented an analysis of why we newgrafinon-ergative pattern in the
perfective aspect, in languages which show aspect-badie@gativity. |1 should emphasize that
this proposal doesot predict which languages will show a split, nor does it predicere along the
continuum of thePERFECTIVE > IMPERFECTIVE >> PROGRESSIVEScale the split will occur.

Nonetheless, following much previous work, | propose that $tructure given for tense and
aspect in (45) above isniversaj all languages make use of Tense and Aspect heads whichedenot
relations between UT-T, AST-T, and EV-T. While some langasamake us of overt prepositions to
fill these heads, others do not. In some cases, the prepssitiay have becongrammaticalized
Nonetheless, in languages which show split ergativityptiogposal is that these are prepositions (or
verbs denoting spatial relations) in thgnchronic grammar of the language

In Chol we find two different types of nonperfective constimie, the A-Constructions and the
B-Constructions (see appendix B). The B-Constructionse-gkesent in closely related Tseltal—
show an overt preposition. The A-Constructions, in contréds not. Nonetheless, | argued above
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that in both the nonperfective aspect marker serves as tlwxmpeedicate. Under the analysis
presented here, the A-Construction has a null prepositanmoting the relationship of AST-T to
EV-T and thus might be analyzed as further along the patharhgraticalization

As noted in chapter 3 above, the proposal that aspect apliteiMayan family are connected
to verbal aspect markers is not new. Nonetheless, previgheis have proposed that this provides
only ahistorical explanation for the split (Larsen and Norman 1979; Bricke81l, Zavala 1997).
Above | argued for Chol that this analysis of the aspect nrarlas predicates is synchronically
real—otherwise the syntactic differences between pevieand nonperfective constructions do not
receive a clear explanation.

Similarly, Laka (2006) compares the eastern varieties abBa in which the progressive is still
marked with the progressiai, yet the subjectdo receive ergative marking, as shown in (66).

(66) EASTERN BASQUE PROGRESSIVE
ezpatak eta gose-ak gu xahu-tzen ari gaitu
sword€RG andhunger-theeERG USABS destroytMPF PROG 1PL.HAVE.3PL
‘The sword and the hunger are destroying us. (Michelen& 168ed in Laka 2006, 189)

Laka proposes that the difference between the eastern Basqgressive and the central and
western varieties discussed in section 5.1 above is thakieastern varieties the progressivaads
longer biclausal “The elementari has undergone a process of grammaticalization, that igsit h
become a member of a functional category.” It has become pecasl head; the lexical verb,
xahutzen now functions as the matrix verb. The equivalent of the tisegposposition {) in the
split-patterning varieties has simply become part of thedrfective morphology of the verb. Citing
Kurytowicz 1964, Laka notes that this pattern of change—fronthéio functional material—is a
common path.

In the words, the proposal is that in languages with asplgtbased split ergativity, the
synchronic grammainvolves a complex construction. This explains the diffeein case marking
without the need for special rules. As we see in Basque, dmeaspectual element becomes
grammaticalized and is no longer a verb, we expect to seegfa¢ivee morphology reemerge.

5.7 SUMMARY

In this chapter we examined a variety of unrelated languag#s aspect-based split ergativity.
While the details of each individual language varied comsitlly, a common pattern emerged in
which the aspects which are described as showing the “qgiisit is, lacking ergative marking),
were exactly those aspects for which more complex strudtasebeen proposed. Just as in the
Chol B-Constructions described above, repeated in (6%a)languages described here possess
constructions in which the “transitive subject” is in falsetsubject of an unaccusative matrix verb;
the lexical stem is in an oblique locative phrase (bracketsvbare my own):3

30ne could imagine a locative matrix verb which is not unaatius, buttransitive such a verb would mark the
subject ergative and take the embedded verb phrase aseitaahargument. Compare for instangehn lives in this
housewith Johninhabits this house | do not know whether languages employ any such verbs foptbgressive or
imperfective, though we predict that if they did we would see a split, as the subjects would be marked ergative just as
in a monoclausal transitive environment. Thanks to DaviseRky for raising this point.
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(67) a. GHoL
Chonkol-ofi[ tyi  juch’ ixim ].
PROGABS1 PREPgrindcorn
‘I'm grinding corn.’

b. BASQUE

emakume-a[ ogi-ak ja-te-n lari da

womanbET breadbET.PL eatNML-LOC PROG3ABS.iS

‘The woman is eating (the) bread.’ (Laka 2006, 173)
c. TSEz

uz [Corpa b-is-xosi ] @-ic-asi yot

boy() soup(il) lll-eat-PTCP I-stay-PRT bePRES

‘The boy is eating soup.’ (Maria Polinsky, p.c.)
d. MEBENGOKRE

ba [tep krén o= ] dza

INOoM fisheatN INSTR= standsc.v

‘I'm eating fish (standing). (Salanova 2007, 60)

e. KASHMIRI
bi chu-s tom-is [ kita:b diva:n].
|.NOM be-1sG her/him-DAT  book giving
‘I am giving her/him a book.’ (Wali and Koul 1997, 252)

For Basque in (67b), Laka (2006) argues explicitly for hisiality as the source of the
progressive-nonprogressive case split. A similar patteas found in the Nakh-Daghestanian
languages, discussed in Forker 2010; biclausal struchaes been proposed for the biabsolutive
construction in some of these languages, and Polinsky anti€{2002) argue that these structures,
like the Tsez one in (67c), involve a locative-type adjundh the Jé language Mébengokre,
Reis Silva (2006) and Salanova (2007) propose biclausattste for the progressive, as in (67d).
A similar pattern is found in Kisédjé, which also lendseif to a biclausal analysis (Rafael Nonato,
p.c.). Finally, we looked at Indo-Aryan languages. While tase and agreement pattern appears
to be compatible with the type of analysis proposed abouwghdu work is needed to determine
whether this is otherwise motivated in this family.

Recall that Chol has a second option, the focus of precediiagters, in which the nonperfective
auxiliary combines not with the subject, but with a full noralized clause. Though this form looks
different from the types of constructions in (67), it stitbrestitutes a construction in which the
aspectual marker functions as the matrix predicate, cgukmmdifference in morphological person
marking.

(68) Chorikol[pp k-juch’-e™ jifii ixim ].
PROG Al-grindDEP DET corn
‘I'm grinding the corn.

It is important to note that in all of the cases examined tlawsif is not that the split involves
an ergative pattern in the perfective and a cleamninative-accusativpattern in the nonperfective.
Descriptively it is accurate to call the complex clauses mative-accusative, if we simply mean
that both subjects receive the same marking. Both subjrotgever, receivabsolutive(note of
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course proposals in which the absolutive and the nominatigadentical, see for example Legate
2008), and there is no special object case (i.eacousativg Rather, the object is simply embedded
in the locative clause.

(69) a. TRANSITIVE
[SUBJECT,ss] [oblique transitive verb stem OBJECT, ] [Predicate = aspectudl
T L]

b. INTRANSITIVE

[SUBJECT,sg] [oblique intransitive verb stemy] [Predicate = aspectudl
?

We then turned in section 5.4 to the question of why it is akwing imperfective and progressive
aspects—never the perfective—in which we find this complieuse structure, and thus the
appearance of nonergative patterns. Adopting the anabfdemirdache and Uribe-Etxebarria
(2000), we can view Tense and Aspect heads within the classdenoting preposition-like
relationships between theTTERANCE TIME and the ASSERTION TIME (tense), and between
ASSERTION TIME and EVENT TIME (aspect). The possible values for tense and aspect in the
languages of the world, under Demirdache and Uribe-Etxetmranalysis, is constrained by
Hale’s (1984) notion otentral coincidencéthe figure coincides with the ground) andncentral
coincidence(the figure either begins or ends at the ground). Transgpthiase ideas to temporal
relations, we say that the AST-T (the figure) must either @dm with, or begiriend at the EV-T
(the ground).

We thus have the following typology of tense and aspect: ¢fetionwITHIN = present tense
and progressive aspe@fTER = past and perfecBEFORE= future and prospective. Absent from
their typology, however, is the perfective. In the perfeetaspect the AST-Tontainsthe event:
AST-T D EV-T.

None of the relations which fall into Hale’s classificatiaeguately describe this configuration.
Indeed, it is difficult to imagine a preposition which wouldver this notion. One possibility is
that perfective is simply a “default”; unless otherwise afped, an event will be viewed in its
entirely. Some typological work supports this idea (cf. thgcussion in Comrie 1976). If there
is no locative relation corresponding to the temporal mobdPERFECTIVE we have a solution to
why the perfective never shows a nonergative pattern irulages with aspect-based split ergativity.



CHAPTER 6

CONCLUSION

In this dissertation | argued that split ergativity—at kasa number of languages—does not mark a
departure from the language’s basic pattern of Case assigronagreement, but rather, a difference
in syntactic structure. Specifically, | showed that in a nembf languages, the nonperfective
aspects which show nonergative “split” patterns can alsshimevn to involve more structure than
the perfective (ergative-patterning forms). Followingkhg2006), | attributed this to the general
tendency for languages to use locative-type structurggrégressive or imperfective constructions.
Finally, | proposed that locative structures are absenhéngerfective aspect because there is no
spatial preposition which conveys the temporal relatiotwben the assertion time and the event
time denoted by the perfective. The perfective, in contragtresents a default aspect.

6.1 OVERVIEW OF MAJOR CLAIMS

We began with a detailed look at split person marking in thgdtdanguage Chol. Chol, we found,
(along with Basque, languages of the Nakh-Daghestaniailyfaamd perhaps some Indo-Aryan
languages) shows a basic pattern of ergative morphologydghiout the grammar. Splits are the
result of an intransitive matrix verb in an apparently travs clause. On the flip-side, we observed
that the split in the Jé languages Mébengokre and Késgaljld be attributed to the fact that adirbs
follow a nominative-accusative pattern, whileminalsshow an ergative pattern (see also Johns
1992; Alexiadou 2001 for ergativity in nominalization). i$lpaints a picture in which languages,
within the verbal domain, follow one pattern or another c¢stesitly throughout the grammar.

Recall from chapter 1 that Dixon cites the list in (1) as thestm@mmon factors triggering split
ergativity in the world’s languages:

(1) FACTORS CONDITIONING SPLIT ERGATIVITY (DIXON 1994, 70)

1. semantic nature of the core nominal arguments

2. tense or aspect or mood of the clause

3. semantic nature of the main verb (“Split-S”)

4. the grammatical status of the clause (main or subordinate

Chol, we found, shows the final three types of split. We begalodking at the Split-S system

in chapter 3, which | attributed to a requirement thah Chol—both transitive and intransitive—
obligatorily assigns absolutive Case to internal DP arqutme
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(2) CHOL LITTLE v GENERALIZATION

a. Allinternal arguments must be assigned (absolutiveg ®gisav head;
b. All v’'s must assign absolutive Case to an internal argument.

This gives the result that in Chol a stem which does not tal@ngtement may not inflect as a
verb. The Split-S system clearly involves a difference imnaure—complementless unergative and
antipassive forms require the use of a transitive light yexbulting in Split-S marking. All internal
arguments in the language receive absolutive Case froniransitive subjects and possessors
receive ergativégenitive Case in situ from predicate-external functionedds. This is captured
by the generalization in (3).

(3) CHOL PERSON MARKING GENERALIZATION

a. Set Amarks all external arguments (transitive subjects, unieaubjects, possessors)
b. Set Bmarks all internal arguments (intransitive subjects, tbgm

The division between complementing and complementlessdocaptured by the generalization
in (3), was shown to have consequences for the aspectutlaspivell. Specifically, given that
the nonperfective aspect markersheikol (progressive) andhi/muk’ (imperfective)—pattern as
verbs, we predict from (3) that the complements they taketmhesnominals. Complementing
forms take the form opossing type nominalizations (fulbPs which undergo nominalization
above the verbal layer), complementless stems are irstadtdirectly as nominals. Because the
complementless stems contain#® layer, the subject must be merged directly as the argunfent o
a higher light verb.

This division, | proposed, provides a further piece of emimiefor the hypothesis that transitive
subjects are merged externally to the projection contgitie lexical predicate, discussed further
in Coon and Preminger (in progress). The proposal presdreeslis that Chol's aspectual split
reduces to a split in subordination; the split in subordarain turn can be attributed to the fact that
nonfinite subordinate clauses in the language are nomire.fihal three splits listed by Dixon in
(2) above can thus all be attributed to differences in syiatatructure, rather than special rules of
Case assignment within a single language.

Finally, following the suggestion made by Laka (2006), | gweed that the directionality
of aspectual splits (ergative in the perfective, “split” tihe nonperfective) can be attributed
to the universal tendency for languages to emplogative constructions to convey the
progressivéimperfective aspect (see e.g. Bybee et al. 1994; DemirdaadeUribe-Etxebarria
2000). The perfective, | proposed, does not employ a logatinstruction (and thus does not
show the complex structure which causes a split) becauseitheo preposition which captures the
relation of ASSERTION TIMEto EVENT TIME denoted by the perfective aspect. Perfective instead
represents the default: an event is viewed in its entirelgssthe grammar specifies otherwise.

6.2 AVENUES FOR FUTURE RESEARCH

Though the picture appeared fairly consistent for the laggs examined in chapter 5, these
represent only a small subgroup of the languages of the wdrich have been described as having
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aspect-based split ergativity, and it remains to be seeth&hevidence of more complex structure
can be consistently found in the split portions of these Uaiggs.

In Chol, for instance, the complex structure of the nonmfe aspects is not immediately
apparent. Compare again the perfective transitive in (4#) tie imperfective transitive in (4b).
Though on the surface the structures look quite similagfaamvestigation revealed that the syntax
is actually quite different. The imperfective aspect markéis a verb, while the perfectivgi is not.
The stem in the perfective is a verb stem, while the stem imtiperfective is a nominalization. The
i- in the perfective marksrgative while in the imperfective it is thgenitive The parallel structure
of the clausal and nominal domain in Chol (a phenomenon nutdd to Chol, see for example
Szabolcsi 1983, 1994) accounts in part for the similar sertgppearance.

(4) a. Tyi i-chax-a ja  jifi x-Tixik.
PRFV A3-boil-Tv waterDET cL-woman
‘The woman boiled water.
b. Mi i-ch'ax ja~ jifii x-"ixik.
IMPF A3-boil waterDET CL-woman
‘The woman boils water.’

The Chol facts described in the chapters above, exemplifigidoforms in (4), make it clear that
detailed and comprehensive analyses of split-patterginguages—many of which to date remain
under-documented—are needed in order to determine whibheicture proposed for splits above
is truly universal.

In addition to further examination of languages waipectuakplits, note that this dissertation
has made no claims about the natur@efsonbased splits, the first type of split listed by Dixon in
(1) above. Recall that in the aspectual domain, if a langshgevs a split, it is thgerfectivethat
will always retain ergative marking. In languages with sheplits based on the semantic features
of the nominal arguments, it is always ttierd personarguments (or the lowest arguments along
Silverstein’s (1976) animacy hierarchy) that retain thgaéve pattern. Above | suggested that the
perfective (ergative-patterning) aspect should be vieasthe default aspect.

Just as the perfective can be viewed as the absence of adpspécification, some authors
have proposed that the third person is diesence of persofsee e.g. Kayne 2000). Indeed,
Wiltschko (2006) argues that the person split Halkomelelisisahould be attributed to a difference
in structure in which first and second person arguments ajeqted higher in the clause. Relating
person and aspect splits within this framework would be #er@sting avenue for future research.
Inturn, the fact that in a person-based split it is also thstlenarked member of the paradigm which
maintains the ergative pattern, may lend support to theyaisahbove.

Furthermore, | have couched the above discussion as a siisousf aspect-basedsplit
ergativity. Note, however, that Dixon’s original genezalion is stated as follows: “If a split is
conditioned bytenseor aspect, the ergative marking is always found either irptst tenser the
perfective aspect” (Dixon 1994, 99). If there are languaghkese splits involve only tense (which
can be shown to be operating independently from aspectheiuworks is needed to determine how
to best account for these.

Finally, the proposal in chapter 5 that aspectual splits @menected to the presence of
prepositional information in aspect heads (which in turnses complex constructions in these
aspects), makes certain predictions about the typologplit$ sve expect to find. Specifically, if the
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perfect is indeed the result of a preposition meamRgeER filling the Aspect head, we might expect
to find a language in which the perfect shows a nominativessative (periphrastic) construction,
while the other aspects are ergative-patterning; i.e. gatige version of Irish. If such a language
does not or could not exist, we need an account for why therifeqté/e aspects are more likely to
involve periphrastic structure than the perfect.

Though detailed investigation into many more languagesédad to determine whether the
proposal above can successfully account for splits morergéy, | argue that at least in Chol,
we find strong evidence that aspect-based split ergatigityot a deep fact about the Case or
agreement system of the language. Rather, it is an epipremmmof the fact that imperfective and
progressive constructions are periphrastic, involvinggmectual main verb, while the perfective is
monoclausal—a pattern found in unrelated languages atltbeeworld.



APPENDIX A

CHOL GRAMMAR

Some basics of Chol morphosyntax were presented in chapten\2. This appendix supplements
the above discussion with an extended sketch of furtheesssuChol phonology, morphology, and
clause structure. The descriptions presented here aretentied to be exhaustive, but are included
to give a general idea of some of the phenomena found in tlgaege not covered in the above
sections, to summarize parts of the existing literature, tarpoint to possible directions for future
work.

A.1 PREVIOUS WORK

Previous works on Chol grammar include articles on phonolog Warkentin and Brend (1974)
and Koob Schick (1979); grammatical descriptions by Scmm{d973) and Warkentin and Scott
(1980); a dissertation on morphology by Attinasi (1973hesis on nominals by Meneses Méndez
(1987); and three dictionaries: Torres Rosales 1974, Aatid Aulie 1978 and INEA 1992.
Montejo Lopez (1999) offers a grammatical sketch writtei€hol. This grammar was created for
bilingual education programs and offers Chol words for mgmaynmatical and linguistic terms. My
own work on Chol, beginning with a B.A. thesis (Coon 2004)) also be referenced throughout.

More recently, native speakers of Chol have conducted irthdsfudies of the language
in the masters program at CIESALdntro de Investigaciones y Estudios Superiores en
Antropolodga Socia) in Mexico. These include a detailed overview of Chol vertradrphology
in VazquezAlvarez 2002; a thesis on Chol verb classes by Gutiérrexisz (2004); a thesis on
Chol adjectives and property concepts by Martinez Cru@{20and a thesis on numeral classifiers
by Arcos Lopez (2009). These works will also be referen¢edughout. A doctoral dissertation
by VfazquezAIvarez is currently in progress, and will offer further anfation on Chol grammar
(VazquezAIvarez in progress).

Information on Chol culture and history can be found in a repy Josserand and Hopkins
2001, in the introductions of Attinasi 1973 and Vaquéé\zarez 2002, and to some extent in other
works cited above.
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A.2 PHONOLOGY

This section offers a brief overview of Chol phonology, imdihg a discussion of its phoneme
inventory and traditional orthography (8A.2.1), root agitfable structure and stress (8A.2.2), along
with basic phonological processes (8A.2.3).

A.2.1 Phoneme inventory and orthography

Chol has twenty consonants and six vowels, shown in tablésaAd A.2 below. The language
is written in a Spanish-based practical orthography, wisalsed throughout this work. Notably,
orthographig = IPA [h], y =[j], x=[[], and Chol’'s high mid unrounded vowel—IPA{is written
asa (some older works use the wedgg ¢r schwa §) for this vowel). | use thgravesymbol (°) to
represent the glottal stop, and reserve the apostrophgeftiive consonants, as in [K].

Consonants

Chol’s consonants are shown in table A.1. IPA is shown ondftgih instances where the traditional
orthography differs from IPA, this is given on the right siolethe column. Here | do not include
sounds found only in Spanish loanwords, such as [g] and [feviBus works (Schumann 1973;
Attinasi 1973; Koob Schick 1979) have included [r], notihat it is highly marginal in the system.

| follow VfazquezAIvarez 2002 in not listing it here, as it appears to be fourady in Spanish loans
or in onomatopoeic contexts. The non-palatal [t] is alsoetimes listed as a separate phoneme;
| discuss this below. As seen above, the vast majority ofsrgoCChol—and in the Mayan family
more generally—are of the form CVC.

Table A.1: CHOL CONSONANTS— IPA & PRACTICAL ORTHOGRAPHY

Labial | Alveolar | Post-alveolar, Palatal | Velar | Glottal
Implosive b (b
Plosive p t (ty) |k T (0
Ejective p’ ts' (ts) | (ch) t (ty) | K
Affricate ts (9 |4 (ch)
Fricative s I X h ()
Nasal m n o (f)
Approximant| w I i W

Chol’s five ejective consonants contrast with their noretje counterparts in all positions.
Compare for examplety’ai ‘word’ with tyan ‘lime (calcium oxide)’, andbuts’ ‘smoke’ with
buts ‘sprout’? As in many Mayan languages, the only voiced obstruent is Ib/.Chol, this
consonant is typically realized ag][or [p] word-finally and is pre-glottalized elsewhere (/Atisi
1973; Warkentin and Brend 197%)Authors describing other Mayan languages have labelled the
voiced bilabial as an implosive. In Mam, for example: “theloded bilabial /b/ is always voiced in
initial or medial position but is devoiced finally” (Englai®83, 26). Based on the special behavior

1See Gallagher 2010 for a detailed analysis of Chol ejectives
2\Words likekabal ‘many’ andxiba ‘demon’ are often found written dea bal andxi ba respectively.
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of this Chol consonant, | assume it is also implosive, thoaigletailed phonetic analysis remains to
be done.

While Chol has palatal consonants [fi], [ty], and [ty’], @cks the non-palatal counterpatts.
Non-palatal [t] is found only in a few forms and never cortisagith [ts]. For example, the perfective
marker is realized alternately & or tsa. Chol’s palatal consonants correspond to non-palatals
in cognate forms in other Mayan languages. For instancel @ty ‘chicken’, tyufi ‘stone’, and
ty’'ul ‘rabbit’ correspond to Tseltahut ton, andt'ul (Kirill Shklovsky, p.c.). Attinasi (1973, 28)
lists Chol and Awakatek as the only Mayan languages withtglat@nsonants; Awakatek also has a
palatal [K].

Vowels

Chol's vowels are listed in table A.2. While close relativeseltal and Tzotzil have only five
vowels—Ia], [€], [i], [o], and [u] (Kaufman 1971; Haviland®81)—Chol has a sixthi] (written as
a).

Table A.2: CHOL VOWELS — IPA & PRACTICAL ORTHOGRAPHY

Front | Center| Back
High | i i (& |u
Mid | e o]
Low a

This sixth vowel is contrastive, though it is more limitedt®distribution and may be connected to
a height contrast found in geographically close Yucateaaguages where [a] appears in transitive
stems and [a] is used to form corresponding intransitivesis(land Vapnarsky 2003, 18). In
these languages, Lois and Vapnarksy propose that “all isltdse a general template CVC that
is associated with a matrix in which both Cs are completetgmeined but V only partially so”. A
related phenomenon is found in Chol’s productive vowel terapntrast, described below.

The connection between low central [a] and high centifa{Henceforth [&]) is supported by
language internal evidence, also discussed in AttinasB193; see also Kaufman and Norman
1984. There are a number of minimal pairs, differing onlyhwigspect to the height of the vowel,
which are clearly semantically related. These includesplite pak’ ‘seed’ andpak’ ‘to plant’;
X-pay‘messenger’ angay ‘to call’; tyak'ifi ‘money’ andtyak’ ‘to add’. Note that the [a] members
are nouns while the [a] members are verbs. This does notappée a synchronically productive
alternation.

This pair of phonemes is also involved in two regular phogwal processes. Firsta/
becomes [a] in word initial (or unprefixed) position, as seealternations with the rodik’ ‘give’.
Compare:ak’-ef ‘give it!’ and tyi y-ak’-e-ydi ‘He gave it to me’. This explains the fact, noted by
Warkentin and Brend (1974, 92) that there are no [a]-ihibats. See also the discussion in chapter
2.2.5 above.

Second, transitive roots take a harmonic vowel suffix in tedfqetive aspect (discussed in
chapter 2.2.3 above). The vowel suffix is always identicaht root vowel, except in a handful

3Informal spectographic analysis of Chol speech shows treget consonants are realized with palatal offglides
(Gillian Gallagher, p.c.).
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of forms where the root vowel is [a], the suffix is realized as [Compare:tyaj-a find-sur
with jap-a ‘drink-suF and jats’-a ‘hit-SUF. See VazqueZlvarez in progress for a diachronic
explanation of these facts.

Laryngeal vowel features

The six plain vowels from table A.2 contrast with lengthenedpirated vowels, represented
orthographically a¥/j, as in the minimal paisak’ ‘stinging’ andsajk’ ‘grasshopper’. In addition
to static forms likesajk’, CVC—CV]C is a productive means of forming an unaccusative stem
from an otherwise transitive-forming roomek’ ‘hug’, mejk’ ‘be hugged’ (see section A.4). The
lengthened-aspirated vowels also cause root-final contoa devoice: tam] ‘long’ vs. [gahm]
‘mecapadl(a leather strap used for carrying).

Some authors claim that the Chol CV]|C roots involve jairifix” (Vazquez Alvarez 2002;
Gutiérrez Sanchez 2004). Following Attinasi 1973, | niaiim that the aspiration is a feature of
the vowel and suggest that it may be related to other valeslagéed vowel contrasts in Yucatecan
languages (cf. Lois and Vapnarsky 2003, 20b®nother possibility is that the aspiration in certain
Chol roots is connected (via metathesis) to passivizjnguffixes in languages like Tseltal and
Tojolabal (Roberto Zavala, p.c.). In either case, infixatenot found anywhere else in the language
(or in any other Mayan language, to my knowledge), and urtdelengthened-and-aspirated vowel
analysis these roots conform to the canonical CVC root tetapgiound throughout the Mayan
language family.

In a relatively small number of Chol roots we also find “brokear “interrupted
vowels"—vowels which are interrupted by glottal closuredsSilverman 1997). Examples include
ja‘as‘banana’,si'im‘mother’s brother’s wife’, angb ox‘achiote (type of tree). There is no general
requirement that vowels separated by a glottal stop asgenftompare the perfective morpheme
with a clitic attachedtsa’-ix or the compoundya’-ek’ ‘excrement-star (meteor)’). As above,
analyzing these roots as containing single interruptedel®allows us to maintain the general CVC
root pattern. See Silverman 1997 for arguments in favor isfahalysis for interrupted vowels in
the Mixtecan language Copala Trique.

A.2.2 Roots, syllables, and stress

As noted above, most lexical roots in Chol are of the form CMSLiggested above that this includes
roots in which the vowels have special laryngeal specifioati such as lengthening and aspiration
in roots like xujch’ ‘thief’, or glottal interruption as infa‘as ‘banana’. Apparent exceptions to
the CVC template do exist, though in many cases it seemy ltkak these words are historically
bimorphemic. For instance, the forms for ‘woman’ and ‘marik andwifik respectively, both
contain a finalk; this sequence is also found in the numeral classifier useddianting humans,
-tyikil. Another frequently heard exception is the word for ‘coriXim. Historically this can be
decomposed into a Proto-Mayan rdot and a nominalizet-im (Roberto Zavala p.c.).

“Though Attinasi transcribes these voweld/ashe notes that they involve final aspiration.
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Vowel-initial roots

The wordsixik andixim also warrant discussion as members of a class of so-caltegeinitial”
roots. These include roots lilkek’ ‘star’, ab ‘hammock’, anduj ‘moon’. When surfacing unaffixed
in word initial position, these are realized with an initgdbttal stop: pek’], [?ab], [?uh]. When
prefixed, the glottal stop does not surface. Compa&abh][‘hammock’; [k-ab] ‘my hammock’. This
is a common phenomenon in Mayan languages, discussed fandasfor Tzotzil (Haviland 1981)
and Mam (England 1983). One possibility is that these romauaderlyingly ?VC/ and that the
initial glottal stop is deleted in non-initial position. #®&rnately, the roots are underlyingly /VC/ and
a surface requirement adds the glottal stop to maintain ¥/@ témplate. | do not take a stand on
this here, though a couple of points are worth mentioning.

Possible evidence that the root is underlyingyC/ comes from reduplicated roots: when a
glottal/vowel-initial root is reduplicated, we find the glottal stopthe non-initial portion of the
reduplicant. In Chol for instance, color terms often inepartial (CV-CVC) or full (CVC-CVC)
reduplication of a root (discussed below). The form for *rédr example, ischachak; ‘black’ is
i'ik’ or [?i-7ik’]. The fact that we find the glottal stop in both the base @mel reduplicant may
suggest it is present underlyingly.

However, if the forms are underlyinglVC/, we are still left with a puzzle in how to account
for the insertion of glides in certain contexts. When thes#ts are preceded by a vocalic prefix, a
glide appears between the prefix and the root. The secondrpgesitive, for instance, is realized
asa- before consonants, arav- before vowels. We thus find paradigms likéab] ‘hammock’;
[k-ab] ‘my hammock’; [av-ab] ‘your hammock’. A form like *[a?ab] is impossible.

| leave it open to future work what bearing these facts maye v the underlying status of
the vowel-initial roots. | follow other Mayanists in not trscribing the initial glottal stop in initial
position, which is never contrastive. Whatever the analpgithe these roots, the fact that they
surface with the glottal stop in initial position shows thtzére is a strong preference for CVC roots
in the language.

Word and syllable structure

While lexical roots are typically CVC, we find many functiémaorphemes which are either V, C,
VC, CV, or CVC® There are no morpheme-internal consonant clusters in tiguéae, though
consonant clusters do appear across morpheme boundandiables with complex onsets are
possible when roots appear with the first person [k-] or thmifee [[-]: [ktfitf] ‘my sister’;
[fk’ a.lil] ‘girl’. Coda clusters are unattested; there are no -C sefiwhich appear word-finally.

The minimal word requirement in Chol is CVC. While there ardea free-standing CV
functional elements—namely, the aspect markergimperfective) andyi (perfectve), as well as
the prepositiontyi—these elements always cliticize to the element at thelt rifjhis was discussed
in the context of the aspect markers in chapter 4 above.

These facts were first noted by Judith Aissen (Kirill Shkigys.c.). Vowel hiatus in Chol is resolved either through
deletion or the epenthesis of a glide, discussed below,mgakunlikely that this is an epenthetic glottal stop.

®Many functional CVC morphemes appear to be further decoatipes See for instance Coon and Preminger 2009
for an analysis oftyal and-tyel, and Haviland (1981) and Shklovsky (2008) for a decompmsitif Tzotzil and Tseltal
-bel.

"Some works lists CVCC and CCVCC as possible syllable type®iikSchick 1979; INEA 1992). These analyses
consider the lengthened and aspirated vowel—represestaa arthographic ‘j’ in forms likéyajm—to be a consonant,
rather than a feature of the vowel as | analyze it here.
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Stress

Stress in Chol, and in Mayan languages ger)erally, is word ifindeclarative sentences. This is
shown in the following examples from Vazquakarez 2002.

(1) a. way-él

sleepNML
‘sleep’

b. Way-al-6f.
sleepsTAT-B1
‘I am sleeping.’

c. Way-al-of-la.
sleepsTAT-B1-PL
‘We are sleeping.’ (VfazquezAIvarez 2002, 26)

Ininterrogatives, the stress shifts to the initial syliglads shown by the contrast in (2). Stress and
intonation are often the only way in which ye® interrogatives are distinguished from declaratives
(see section A.7.2). Stress, prosody, and intonation irl Géserve more detailed investigation. |
leave this topic for future research.

(2) a. Maystraj-éty.
teachem?2
‘You are a teacher.
b. Maystraj-ety?
teachem?2
‘Are you a teacher?’

A.2.3 Phonological processes

In this section | briefly review a few of the phonological pesses found in Chol, including the
resolution of vowel hiatus, assimilation, co-occurrenestnictions, and reduplication.

Vowel hiatus

Because of Chol’'s agglutinating morphology, vowels ofteame together across morpheme
boundaries. Vowel hiatus is resolved in Chol by either dpesis or deletion. The glidg- (IPA [j])

is inserted in most cases, as in (3). | simply include epdictigdides with other morphemes, and
do not parse them out separately.

(3) a. Tyi i-mek-ey-ety.
PRFV A3-hugTV-EP-B2
‘She hugged you.
b. Tyi a-jats’-ay-of.
PRFV A2-hit-TV-EP-B1
‘You hit me.
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c. Tyi jul-i-y-ob.
PRFV arrive.hereTv -EP-PL
‘They arrived (here).’

Note that in (3a—b) we find adjacent vowels across the boyruktwveen the perfective marker
and the verb stem. In non-careful speech, these forms alieecastyi’ mek’eyetyand ta’
jats’aydi respectively. Similarly, the imperfective morphemme and the same following vowels
would concatenate fromi i- andmi a-to mi* andma’8 Below | will continue to parse out the
morphemes as above.

The second and third person forir@nda- are realized agy/- (or justy-) andaw-, used when
preceding vowel-initial roots. While the glidels used epenthetically elsewhere, the appearance of
a-w- with the second person is not phonologically predictaldeyws may think of this as simply
an allomorph. Compare for instance the different resatutibadjacenta-o/.°

(4) a. Mi aw-och-el.
IMPF A2-enterNmML
‘You enter.’
b. Tyi i-tyaj-a-y-ofi.
PRFV A3-find-Tv-EP-B1
‘He found me.’

Finally, we find-j- (IPA [h]) inserted between Spanish loans and a following eows in (5).
As suggested by Attinasi (1973), a possible explanatiothisris to propose that vowel-final words
are borrowed with a final [h] to help these words conform to maegal template in which lexical
items begin and end with consonants. This final [h] would beeeideleted or realized only weakly
when appearing word-finally. See also AnderBois 2007 fomalar phenomenon in Yucatec.

(5) a. Solterg-ofi-tyo.
single€P-B1-still
‘| was still single.’ (B.73)
b. Medikoj-ob.
doctorepP-PL
‘They are doctors.’

Assimilation and co-occurrence restrictions

The nasal consonants [m] and [fi] assimilate in place toatig stops. The numeraif ‘one’, for
instance, is realized asmwhen preceding a numeral classifier beginning with a bilafmasonant.
Comparejui-tyikil wifik ‘one man’ withjum-p’ej alaxax‘one orange’. A case of [m] assimilating
is seen in (6d) below; the root for ‘die’ tham

We also find regressive anteriority assimilation in stridefsee Gallagher and Coon 2009).
The feminine noun class marker (IPA [[]) is realized ass- before certain roots containing a

8The same process is found between the preposijiaand a following set A marker. See section A.7.6 below.

°Alternatively, one could propose that the underlying forhthe second person morpheme/mn/ and the glide is
deleted before consonants. However, there is little lagetiaternal motivation for such an analysis. The glide [svhot
deleted before consonants in compound forms, for example.
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[+anterior] strident. Compare for example the formsxik ‘woman’ andx-wuijty ‘shaman’ with
stsats‘sardine’ ands-ts'ijb ‘scribe’ (Aulie and Aulie 1978J° This is also seen in certain forms
involving the causative suffixi)sa, as in (6).

(6) a. Tyi ochi-yofi.

PRFVenteriTv-B1
‘| entered.

b. Tyi y-ots(9)-a-yoi.
PRFV A3-entercAUS-DTV-B1
‘He made me enter.

c. Tyi cham-ijiii wakax.
PRFV diedTV DET cow
‘The cow died.’

d. Tyi k-tsafnsa jifii - wakax.
PRFV A1l-die-CAUS-DTV DET COW
‘| killed the cow.’

Finally, Chol shows static co-occurrence restrictionsMeein consonants in roots, discussed
in detail in Gallagher and Coon 2009. The strongest reftnistare found within the classes of
ejectives and stridents. While we find a number of CVC rootdaiaing identical ejectives-eh’ich’
‘blood’, k'ok’ ‘healthy’, p'ip’ ‘wild'—there are no attested roots with non-identical ¢jees. That
is, forms like *ch’ip’, *p’ak’, and *y’ots’ are completely unattested.

Similarly, we find a number of roots with identical non-ejeetstridents:xex ‘shrimp’, tsats
‘difficult’, sus'scratch’. Roots with distinct non-ejective stridentsglsas *satsor *xochare highly
restricted. Finally, we find an interesting interactionvibmtn stridents and ejectives. Namely, two
non-identical stridents may co-occur within a root so losgla they agree in anteriority and 2.
one of the stridents is ejective. This gives us attested$dike ts'is ‘sew’ andxujch’ ‘thief’. This
interaction is analyzed in Gallagher and Coon 2009 and CodrGallagher 2009).

Reduplication

Chol exhibits some reduplication, seen for instance in theetierm color system in table A.3. Here,
the CV portion of the root is reduplicated in all cases exteptform for ‘yellow’, in which we find
full reduplication. (Recall that the term for ‘black’ inwgds an initial glottal stop.) The CVC roots
from which these terms are derived have related meaningsrddisak, for instance, can be used
as an adjective ‘clear’ or ‘clean’, whil€an means ‘ripe’.

Numerals may also be reduplicated, resulting in a disfkibutading, as in (7):

(7) a. Ju-jum-p'ej mi la-k-xip-tyep’-e’.
REDUP-ONneNC IMPF PL-Al-wrapped.in.something.thin-wraygepP
‘We wrap them up one by one. (TO5/L14)
b. Ju-jum-p’ej ju-juii-tyikil
REDUP-ONeNC REDUP-OneNC.people
‘One piece for each person’ (E.149)

OFor Vézquez&lavarez (p.c.) these noun class clitics do not undergarakdion. Further work is needed to determine
whether this is a point of dialectal variation.
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Table A.3: COLOR TERMS

sa-sak ‘white’
i- ik’ ‘black’
cha-chak ‘red’

ya-yax ‘green’

kan-k'an ‘yellow’

Most instances of reduplication are of these two types—eeitbtal reduplication ©/5Cs-
C1VCs, or partial reduplication ©/5-C1V2Cs. In some reduplicated forms, we find partial
reduplication in which the vowel of the reduplicated syléalhas undergone lengthening and
aspiration: CVj-CVC. Attinasi (1973, 111) lispojpd ‘roasting’, chijchil ‘leaves for the dead’;
Aulie and Aulie (1978) give ‘yellow’ ayajyax and we can also adakjpem’butterfly’. More work
is needed to determine whether the reduplicated form idqiedde from the root, or whether certain
codas are more likely to be copied than others. See Martnez (2007, 87) for a discussion of
various roots which appear reduplicated, often resultmgroperty-denoting stems.

A.3 EVENTIVE PREDICATES

This section begins our look into Chol morphosyntax. In ¢eep.2.3 | discussed the classification
of Chol roots and their eventive stem forming possibilitesmmarized in table A.4. | do not review
these forms here.

Table A.4: EVENTIVE STEM FORMS

perfective | nonperfective
root transitive A-root-V-B | A-root-(e)-B
non-root transitive] A-root-V-B | A-root-VAi-B
intransitive root-i-B A-root-el
positional root-li-B A-root-tyal

As noted above, all stems in the perfective aspect terminata&owel, proposed above to be an
instantiation of a verbal functional projection, Nonperfective stems lack these vowel suffixes; the
morphology they appear with was argued in the chapters aodvenominalmorphology. It is in
these nonperfective aspects that we find the apparent ntwehsecusative pattern (i.e. all subjects
are marked set A), the focus of the preceding chapters.

A.4 VALENCE CHANGING OPERATIONS

In this section we the examine valence changing operatiotiselse eventive constructions. These
include passives (8A.4.1), causatives (8A.4.2), apmieat(8A.4.3). Chol does not have a verbal
antipassive construction, though see the discussion ipteh& above on nominal forms related to
antipassive constructions in other Mayan languages.
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A.4.1 Passive
Root transitives

The majority of root transitives in Chol form passives bygdrening and aspirating the root vowel:
CVC—CV]C (see section A.2 above). The resulting form behavesphmogically the same as
underived unaccusatives. In (8a), for example, the tiaasibot kuchappears in a transitive stem
form: it takes the harmonic vowel suffbu and shows both set A (subject) and set B (object)
markers. In the passive form in (8b) the root vowel is lengdteand aspirated (represented as
orthographig), and the agent is left unexpressed. This root now appedngiva suffix-i, found on
underived perfective intransitives, such as the one in (9).

(8) a. FERFECTIVE PASSIVE
Tyi i-kuch-u-yof.
PRFV A3-carryTv-B1
‘He carried me.’
b. Tyi kujch4-yon.
PRFV carryPASV-ITV-B1
‘| was carried.’

(9) UNDERIVED PERFECTIVE UNACCUSATIVE
Tyi  way-i-yoi.
PRFV sleeptTv-B1
‘I slept.

Analogous facts are found in nonperfectives, as shown bgribgressives in (10). In the passive
in (10b) the agent is omitted and the CVjC root now appears thi¢ suffix-el, found on underived
nonperfective intransitives like the one in (14).

(10) NON-PERFECTIVE PASSIVE
a. Chonfkoli-kuch fefetjifi  x-"ixik.
PROG A3-carrybaby DET cL-woman
‘The woman is carrying a baby.’
b. Chofikoli-kujch-el fiefie".
PROG A3-carryPASV-NML baby
‘The baby is being carried.’

(11) UNDERIVED NONPERFECTIVE UNACCUSATIVE
Chofikoli-way-el fiefe’.
PROG A3-sleepNML baby
‘The baby is sleeping.’

While the majority of CVC roots form passives in this manrtee CVC—CV]|C process is
unavailable for transitive roots ending in a fricative comant: j, s, or X (recall that these represent

Mt is worth pointing out that many apparently underivedansitives are also of the form CVjC (see table 2.1 above).
The rootsmajl ‘go’ and tyijp’ ‘jump’ for instance appear in intransitive stems, but thare no transitive counterparts
*mal or *tyip’. There are no transitive roots of the form CVjC.
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IPA [h], [s], and []] respectively). This is likely a phonological fact banniadjacent fricatives.
While fricative-final transitive roots behave identicatty non-fricative-final roots in active stems
(i.e. they appear in forms like (8a) and (10a)), fricativeafitransitive roots must form passives with
the suffix-li (perfective) andtyal (nonperfective), shown in (12f. Coon and Preminger (2009)
argue that these suffixes are complex, and are composed céghkar intransitive stem-forming
suffixes-i and-el, combined with morpheme¥1 (discussed in section A.5) antyi (the passive for
derived transitives). The phonological reduction'@f-i to -li and-tyi-el to -tyal is not unexpected.

(12) FRICATIVE-FINAL PASSIVES
a. Tyi Kux-li-yof.
PRFV bite-PASV.ITV-B1
‘| was bitten.’
b. Mi i-mostyal fiefie".
IMPF A3-COVerPASV.NML baby
‘The baby is covered.’

Non-root transitives

While CVC root transitives passivize either by lengthenamgl aspiration of the root vowel, or
with the suffixesli /-tyal, derived or “non-root” transitive stems (see chapter 2ab@ve) passivize
with the suffix-tyi following the -V /-Vii suffixes® In the nonperfective aspects, we then find the
suffix -el, which also appears on underived intransitives in the ndegigve aspects (810); vowel
deletion gives ustyel. Examples are shown in (13)—(14). As noted above;theVfi stems with
and without overt derivational morphology behave alikehwéspect to passivization.

(13) MASSIVIZED CAUSATIVES
a. Tyi ya-s-aftyi-yon.
PRFVfall-cAUS-DTV-PASV-B1
‘I was made to fall’
b. Mi k-ya-s-afityel.
IMPF Al-fall-CAUS-DTV-PASV.NML
‘I am made to fall. (VazqueAlvarez 2002, 59)
(14) mnSSIVIZED NON ROOT TRANSITIVE
a. Tyi koty-antyi-yety.
PRFV helpDTV-PASV-B2
‘You were helped.
b. Mi a-koty-afityel.
IMPF A2-helpDTV-PASV.NML
‘You are helped. (VazquezAIvarez 2002, 75)

2These are the same suffixes found on positional roots to foemtiee stems; see Coon and Preminger 2009 for an
analysis which unifies the two constructions.

BNote that here we find thevf form in both nonperfectives and perfectives. Word-finalhyd defore the set B
morpheme we find simplyV in the perfective.
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With respect to person-marking, these stems follow thet splalyzed in the chapters above:
the single argument of the perfective is marked with set Bilavthe single argument of the
nonperfective is marked set A.

The appearance ofoy-phrases

The appearance of by-phrases with passives is restricteeldban person and animacy. The
restriction of voice constructions based on the relativienaoy of the verbal arguments in Mayan
languages was first noted in Aissen 1997, who connects tlese tbobviation Zavala (2007)
describes the situation for Chol. He notes for that in claus&h two grammatically encoded
arguments, the active form must be used if the agent is aeiarat the patient is inanimate. This is
shown by the ungrammaticality of the passive with by-phiagd5b). If the by-phrase is omitted,
(15b) is grammatical?

(15) AGENT > PATIENT = ACTIVE
a. Tyi i-mel-e waj k-fa’jel.
PRFV A3-preparerv tortilla Al-aunt
‘My aunt prepared the tortilla.’
b. *Tyi mejl-i waj tyi k-fa’jel.
PRFV preparerASV-ITV tortilla PREPAl-aunt
‘The tortilla was prepared by my aunt.’ (Zavala 2007, 297)

In contrast, the passive is the only option for a constractidgth two grammatically encoded
third person arguments in which the patient outranks thatageanimacy. The active in (16a) is
ungrammaticat?®

(16) PATIENT > AGENT = PASSIVE
a. *Tyi i-jats'-a aj-Pedro li chajk.
PRFV A3-hit-Tv DET-PedroDET lightning
‘The lightning hit Pedro.’

b. Tyi jajts'-i aj-Pedro tyi chajk.
PRFV hit.PASV-ITV DET-PedroPREPlightning
‘Pedro was hit by the lightning.’ (Zavala 2007, 297-298)

Zavala, following the discussion in Aissen 1997, connebesé facts to languages which
grammatically encode obviation, for instance Algonquiamguages: while Chol has no
morphological inverse, the passive is required in contekisre we find inverse in languages that do
show morphological inverse. In Chol, unlike Algonquianstbpecial construction is only required
in clauses with two third person arguments (see also theisksmn of the Tzotzil Agent Focus in
Aissen 1999). As illustrated in (17), both active and pas$irms are possible in constructions in
which at least one argument is not third person.

¥The sentence in (15b) can also be grammatical if it is ingut as ‘The tortilla was prepared at the place associated
with my aunt’, i.e., thayi-phrase can receive a location interpretation.

BAs Zavala notes, this sentenisggrammatical under a VSO interpretation: ‘Pedro hit thetligig’. Full DP objects
are generally ungrammatical in VOS object position, asudised in Coon 2010b. The facts in (16) still hold with a
determiner-less patient.
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(A7) a. Tyi i-jats’-a-yety chajk.
PRFV A3-hit-Tv-B2 lightning
‘The lightning hit you.
b. Tyi jajts-i-yety tyi  chajk.
PRFV hit.PASV-ITV-B2 PREPlightning
“You were hit by the lightning.’ (Zavala 2007, 298)

Finally, it is worth pointing out that unlike in English pass, there is no change in marking of
the theme between an active and passive construction (astedpunder th€hol person marking
generalization presented in chapter 2 above). In a perfective transitiee(1L8a), for example, the
second person object is marked with the sey&y, in the passive the same argument continues to
receive set B marking.

(18) a. Tyi k-jats’-ayety.
PRFV A1-hit-Tv-B2
‘I hit you.
b. Tyi jajts-i-yety.
PRFV hit.PASV-ITV-B2
“You were hit.

A.4.2 Causative
Morphological causative

Chol has one morphological causative, the suffiys, which is possible only on intransitive roots.

In the perfective the suffix is followed by the vow and in nonperfective aspects it is followed

by -afi (following the general pattern of derived transitives ie thnguage). The appearance of the
vowel -i does not seem to be phonologically predictable.

(19) PERFECTIVE CAUSATIVE
a. Tyi way-i fiefie".
PRFV sleeptTv baby
‘The baby slept.’
b. Tyi k-way-s-a fiefe’.
PRFV Al-sleepeAus-DTV baby
‘I made the baby sleep.’

(20) NON-PERFECTIVE CAUSATIVE
a. Mi i-way-el fiefie’.
IMPF A3-sleepNML baby
‘The baby sleeps.’
b. Mi k-way-s-af fiefie.
IMPF Al-sleepeAus-D.NML baby
‘I make the baby sleep.’
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The causative suffix often triggers an irregular or reducgohfof the root. These forms are not
phonologically predictable, and are unigue instancesefularity in a language which is otherwise
predictably agglutinating. For instangajl ‘fall’ ~ ya-s‘make fall’; lok’ ‘exit’ ~ lo’-s ‘make exit’;
The suffix-(i)s also triggers regressive anteriority harmony, ashiim‘die’ ~ tsafi-s‘kill and och
‘enter’ ~ ot(s)-s‘'make enter’.

Finally, the causative suffix is impossible with roots démgtdirected motionmajl ‘go’, tyal
‘come’, jul ‘arrive here’ and’oty ‘arrive there’. This same set of roots is also unable to appith
imperative morphology (8A.7.2). Both imperatives and edives involve a volitional actor, though
more work is needed to understand the connection to directen.

Periphrastic causatives

As noted above, the morphological causative is possiblg with certain intransitive roots. All
other causatives in the language are periphrastic. Examgll the verbsik’ ‘order’ andak’ ‘give’

are given in (21). These verbs take nonfinite complemenseuliscussed further in chapter 4.4
above.

(21) a. Tyi i-xik-i-yof tyi  juch’ waj.

PRFV A3-orderTv-B1 PREPQrind corn
‘She ordered me to grin corn.’

b. Tyi k-ak-a-yety tyi sonf.
PRFV Al-give-Tv-B2 PREPdance
‘I made you dance.

c. Mi ixik-ety a-wuts' pisil.
IMPF A3-orders2 A2-washclothes
‘She orders you to wash clothes.’

This type of construction is also found in the causativaratf certain intransitives as in (22),
though here we see theansitive (rather than ditransitive) stem form @k’ (recall that transitive
roots take no suffix in the imperfective; the ditransitiverstform ofak’ takes-efi in the imperfective
above). There also appears to be variation as to whetherpmgitien appears preceding the
intransitive form, as shown in the following forms from \dmezAIvarez 2002. More work is
needed to determine what governs this variation, as wellrether there are semantic differences
between intransitives causativized witk', and those causativized with the suff{¥sa.

(22) a. Mi k-ak-ety (tyi) way-el.
IMPF Al-give-B2 PREPSleepNML
‘I make you sleep.’ (Vazqueklvarez 2002, 65, 322)
b. Mi k-ak-ety lok'-el.
IMPF Al-give-B2 exit-NML
‘I make you leave.’ (Vazquealvarez 2002, 317)

A.4.3 Applicative

Transitive stems (derived or not) appear in double objenstractions with the applicative suffix,
-b, followed by -e in the perfective andef in the nonperfective. The forms in (23) show that a
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benefactive can be added to a transitive construction ablégque marked bycha'a ‘for’ (also a
relational noun, described in this context as a prepoship@utiérrez Sanchez 2004).

(23) a. Tyi k-ch'ax-a ja'.
PRFV A3-boil-Tv water
‘| boiled water.’
b. Tyi k-ch'ax-a ja° cha'aiaj-Maria.
PRFV Al-boil-Tv waterfor DET-Maria
‘| boiled water for Maria.’

Applicative constructions promote indirect objects, l&i®b in (23b), to primary argument
status (Dryer 1986). That is, in the applicative, the appéiEgument patterns the same as the object
of a mono-transitive construction. The theme is the “seaonabject”. If the applied primary
object is first or second person, it appears as set B markintpestem, as in (24a—b). When
the primary object is an overt third person nominal, the pidé/-DO-I0-S, as in (24c§® The
applicative suffix appears only on transitive stems, newantransitives. Vézqueé\lvarez (2002)
notes that the applied object may be benefactive, as in (33a-malefactive as in (23a), a recipient,
or a target.

(24) CHOL APPLICATIVES

a. Chorikoli-tsil-b-efi-of k-pisl-el jifii alob.
PROG A3-rip-APPL-D.NML-B1 Al-clothesNML DET boy
‘The boy is ripping my clothes.’

b. Tyi i-ch’ax-b-eyof ja  x-ixik.
PRFV A3-boil-APPL-DTV-B1 watercL-woman
‘The woman boiled me water.’

c. Tyi i-ch'ax-b-e ja alobjifi x-Tixik.
PRFV A3-boil-APPL-DTV waterboy DET CL-woman
‘The woman boiled the boy water.’

VélzquezAIvarez 2002 presents tests for objecthood of the appliggrianary object in Chol
applicative constructions, concluding that the appliefecs in applicative constructions share
characteristics with the single object in mono-transitbanstructions. First, both trigger set B
marking on the predicate. Second, the external argumentat®neflexives in both mono-transitive
objects (25a) and ditransitive applied objects (25b—@ é=etion A.7.7):

(25) a. Tyi k-jats’-a k-ba.
PRFV Al-hit-Tv Al-self

‘I hit myself.
b. Tyi k-su(b)-b-e k-ba loty.
PRFV Al-tell-aAPPL-DTV Al-selflie
‘| told myself lies. (Vézquez&lvarez 2002, 299)

15The vowel hiatus between the vowel--eand the set B marker may also be resolved via deletion ofghmther
than by glide epenthesis. The form in (24b), for example,ld/be ich’axbofi
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c. Ta~ kej k-ty'ox-b-e-lof k-ba.
PRFV PROSPA1-divideAPPL-DTV-PL.EXCL Al-self
‘We began to divide it among ourselves.’ (E.144)

Finally, both mono-transitive objects and ditransitiveplégrd objects behave similarly under
passivization, as shown by the pairs in (26) and (27). Foe efiscomparison, | use a derived
mono-transitive in (26), which shows the same passive nobogly as the applicative in (27).
In the perfective, both mono-transitive objects and aplpbbjects are marked with set B in the
corresponding passive constructions. Vézqélb'arez (2002, 302) notes that the secondary object
or theme still retains its argument status. It is not (anchoabe) introduced by a preposition, and
is able to control plural agreement on the predicate. Applies, like other derived transitives,
are passivized with the suffixyi, as shown in (26b). Here the agent is omitted. As in the
mono-transitive passives discussed above, the agent isedntiut the internal arguments (here
theme and recipient) are marked identically as in the na@sipized version.

(26) PASSIVIZED MONO-TRANSITIVE (27) PASSIVIZED APPLICATIVE
a. Tyi k-il-a-yety. a. Tyi k-ch'ax-b-eyety ja.
PRFV A3-seebpTV-B2 CL-woman PRFV A1-boil-APPL-DTV-B2 water
‘| saw you.’ ‘| boiled you water.’
b. Tyi il-afi-tyi-yety. b. Tyi ch'ax-b-efityi-yety ja.
PRFV SeebTV-PASV-B2 PRFV boil-APPL-DTV-PASV-B2 water
‘You were seen.’ ‘You were boiled water.’

External possession and coreference

The applicative suffix is also employed in external possessbnstructions, as shown in (28). Here
the possessor of the theme is marked via set B morphologyeostéim (null third person in (28b)).

(28) a. Tyi a-ts’ak-a-bef k-alob-il.
PRFV A2-curebTV-APPL-B1 Al-child-NML
“You cured my child. (Vézquez&lvarez 2002, 307)
b. Ta~ kaji j-kel-b-ef-lof iy-ok jini me’.
PRFV PROSPA1-seeAPPL-DTV-PL.EXCL A3-foot/leg DET deer
‘Weexc, began to see the deer’s footprints.’ (Coon 2004, 179, E.13)
c. Tax i-tsan-s-a-bety a-chityam.

PRFV.alreadyA 3-die-CAUS-DTV-APPL-B2 A2-pig
‘He already killed your pig.’

d. Chokochmi i-k'ux-b-ef iy-ak’ kixtyafo?
Why IMPF A3-eatAPPL-D.NML A3-tonguepeople
‘Why does he eat people’s tongues?’ (D.20)

Finally, it is worth noting that the applicative is requirédconstructions in which both the
transitive subject and the possessor of the direct objextttard person andhon-coreferential.
In regular non-applicative transitive constructions withthird person subject and third person
possessor on the direct object, a coreference readingigatinly, as in (29a). Aissen (1999) labels
these constructions “extended reflexives”; see also tloeistison in Coon and Henderson to appear.
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(29) a. EXTENDED REFLEXIVE
Tyi i;-bof-o ;. -otyotyjifii wifiik.
PRFV A3-paintTv A3-house DET man
‘The man painted his (own) house.’
b. APPLICATIVE
Tyi i;-bofibe Y«i/j-otyoty jifi - winik.
PRFV A3-paintAPPL A3-house DET man
‘The man painted his (someone else’s) house.’

Interestingly, in analogous disjoint reference constomst involving a non-third person
argument, speakers accept forms either with or without g@icative, as shown in (30). This
is also noted for Tzotzil (Aissen 1987, 141).

(30) a. Tyi i-bofi-b-e-yoi k-otyoty jifii wiflik.
PRFV A3-paintAPPL-DTV-B1 A1-houseDET man
‘The man painted my house.’
b. % Tyi i-bofi-o k-otyoty jifii wifiik.
PRFV A3-paintTv Al-houseDET man
‘The man painted my house.

The verb ak’

In the context of applicative stems, | also mention the rakt ‘give, put. As noted by
VazquezAlvarez (2002, 295), this is the only Chol root which appéarditransitive constructions
without the addition of the applicative suffik, as shown in (31):

(31) a. Tyi k-ak-eyety cha’-p’ej alaxax.
PRFV Al-giveDTV-B2 two-NC.roundorange
‘I gave you two oranges.’
b. Mi k-ak’-efi-ety cha'-p'ej alaxax.
IMPF Al-giveDTV-B2 two-NC.roundorange
‘| give you two oranges.’

This root, however, is not inherently ditransitive. Wheappears with the¥ suffix found on
regular perfective transitive roots, it takes only two angunts. The applied object, here the second
person set B, is impossible.

(32) a. Tyi k-ak-a-(*yety) cha'-p'ej alaxax.
PRFV Al-give-Tv-B2 two-NC.roundorange
‘I gave (*you) two oranges.’
b. Tyi k-ak-a pusk’al.
PRFV Al-give-TV heart
‘I made an effort.” (lit.: ‘I gave my heart.’) (B.48)

One possibility is that the forms in (31) historically did ntain the full applicative plus
the theme vowel-b-e and the initial consonant deleted over time. This could hsivated
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phonologically as a dispreference for two adjacent constsngpecified for glottal features (recall
thatb is implosive). The appearance of tkey-efi suffixes here, strings that typically appear after
the -b morpheme, lends support to this idea. Closely related didedts a cognate roat which
does appear witkb (Kirill Shklovsky, p.c.).

A.5 STATIVE PREDICATES

Stative predicates, also knownmen-verbal predicatewithin Mayan literature, behave differently
from the eventive predicates discussed above in imporgsgects. Some examples of stative
predicates are shown in (33).

(33) SIATIVE PREDICATES

a. Winik-ety.
man-B2
‘You are a man.’

b. Nox-ofi-ix.
old-s1-already
‘I'm old already.’

c. Buch-ul jifi x-Tixik.
seatedsTAT DET CL-woman
‘The woman is seated.

d. Mejk’-em-ofi.
hugpPAsSV-PERFB1
‘I am hugged.

The statives in (33) differ from the eventive predicatesuksed in the previous sections in that
they never appear with aspectual morphology. Temporalioaek may instead be expressed via
adverbs or recovered from context. With the exception ofrdatéid number of transitive statives,
like those shown in (34), stative predicates are genenaltamsitive (like those in (33)) and always
mark their single argument with a set B morpheme, confornintpe general ergative-absolutive
pattern of the language.

(34) STATIVE TRANSITIVES
a. K-om wa,j.
Al-wanttortilla
‘| want tortillas.’
b. Y-ujil-ix K'el juf.
A3-know.how-alreadyvatchpaper
‘He already knows how to read.’

"again, here we are distinguishing between eventive anivsistemsthe same root may appear in eventive or stative
contexts, as we will see below. The positional rbathseen in (33c), for instance, also appears in eventive paositi
constructions discussed in chapter 2.2.3 above.
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All nominal and adjectival forms can appear directly inis@tonstructions, shown for instance
in (33a—b) above with the nounifik ‘man’ and the adjectivéiox ‘old’. Chol does not have an
overt equative copula. In the remainder of this section tulis the stative existentiécative
morphemean (8A.5.1), and then discuss a few morphemes that form statiems from the
transitive, intransitive, and positional roots descriladbve (8A.5.2). Affectives are discussed in
section A.5.3.

A.5.1 The existentiaflocative af

Existential and locative constructions in Chol involve stetive predicatan. | gloss this morpheme

alternately toc’ or  EXT’ while recognizing that these two functions are intercared (see Freeze

1992). In locative constructions, like the ones in (35ath®) ,theme follows the PP when it is a third
person DP, and appears as set B marking on the predicate wigefirst or second person. In
existential constructions, like the one in (35c), the thesne bare nominal immediately following

the predicate. This basic pattern—a bare NP closer to thiigate than a full DP—is discussed in
Coon 2010b.

(35) a. LocATIVE
Af tyi otyotyjifii ts'i.
LOC PREPhouse DET dog
‘The dog is in the house.’
b. Kontentoafi-ofi tyi k-otyoty.
content LOC-B1 PREPA1-house

‘I'm content in my house.’ (B.138)
C. EXISTENTIAL

Wajali  afi-bi  jufi-tyikil x-fiek.

back.therexT-REP oneNC.peoplecL-fiek

‘Back then, they say there was@ek’ (D.1)

d. Af ts'i" tyi otyoty.
EXT dog PREPhouse
‘There’s a dog in the house.’

Chol does not have a lexical verb meaning ‘have’. Insteadgsssve constructions involve the
morphemeai appearing with a possessed nominal, as in the examples )n (8& other stative
predicates, the aspectual morphemes discussed abovepssibie inafi constructions. Instead,
temporal information is inferred from the context, as in éxample from a narrative in (36a), or
temporal adverbs may be used, as in (36c).

(36) a. Af-tyo k-mama, afi-tyo k-e'tyel.
ExT-still A1-motherexT-still A1-work
‘I still had my mother, | still had my work.’ (B.72)
b. AA i-chup jifli ts'i".
EXT A3-wormDET dog
‘The dog has worms.’
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c. Wajali afi kabalk-wakax.
back.therexT a.lot Al-cow
‘Back then | had a lot of cows.’

A.5.2 Derived statives

Attinasi (1973, 222) lists three types of participle, oraf{ste) adjectival forms, formed from
otherwise eventive-stem forming root§/l, -bil, and-em Each is discussed in turn below.

-Vl statives

Stative predicates can be formed from CVC transitive andtipoal roots with a suffix of the form
-Vl, where the vowel is harmonic with the root vowel. Examplestafives formed from transitive
roots are given in (37); examples with positional roots &@s in (37). | gloss this suffixsSTAT’
for ‘stative’ here, though see Coon and Preminger 2009 faretysis of this suffix.

(37) TRANSITIVE STATIVES

a. Moseol-ofi.
coversTAT-B1
‘I'm covered.

b. Juchul li ixim.
grind-STAT DET corn
‘The corn is ground.’

(38) POSITIONAL STATIVES
a. Ts'ejel-ety tyi ab.
lying.on.sidesTAT-B2 PREPhammock
‘You're lying (on your side) in the hammock.’
b. Koty-ol jifi wakax.
standing.on.4.legSTAT DET cow
‘The cow is standing.’

The perfect

The suffix -em is generally glossed as “perfect” and appears on intraesitbots or derived
intransitive stems and forms a stative predicate. Thisxsidfirealized asefi when following a
root which ends in a bilabial, as in (39b) (an instance ofididation). As with other intransitive
statives, set B markers co-index the subject.

(39) a. Julem-ety-ix.
arrive.herePERFB2-already
‘You arrived here already.’
b. Chamef jifii muty.
die-PERF DET chicken
‘The chicken has died.’
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This suffix can also appear on transitive roots which haveergahe the CVE:>CV|C vowel
lengthening and aspiration process, used to form passeessection 2.2.3 above), as well as on
positional roots with aAl suffix (likely connected to thd in the stative suffix discussed above, and
the perfective-formingli from chapter 2.2.3; see Coon and Preminger 2009).

(40) a. Mejkem-ofi.
hugPASV-PERFB1
‘'ve been hugged.’
b. Buch-lem-ety.
seatedPOSPERFB2
‘You've sat.’

Unlike the-VI and-bil forms discussed above, Martinez Cruz (2007, 84) notesstitae of
forms derived with theef suffix may function as adjectives, directly modifying a nq8A.6.4):

(41) a. k-pulem aj-kum
Al-burnPERFcCL-camote
‘my burnedcamoté
b. a-lujbef kawayu
A2-tire-PERFhorse
‘your tired horse’ (Martinez Cruz 2007, 84)

-bil

The suffix-bil appears on transitive roots resulting in stems meaning ‘@bbe X-ed’, or ‘X-able’.
Some examples are given in table

Table A.5: -BIL FORMS (ATTINASI 1973, 224)

Kux ‘eat’ K'ux-bil  ‘edible’

chonn ‘sell’ chof-bil  ‘able to be sold, for sale’

chax ‘boil' | ch’ax-bil ‘able to be boiled, requires boiling’
jap ‘drink’ | jap-bil ‘drinkable, a drink’

A.5.3 Affectives

Here | include a brief discussion affectivesor affect wordsin Chol. These forms may serve as
stative predicates, and also appear frequently as segopdadicates (8A.7.5). England (1983,
84) writes of Mam that affect words “describe an action, a emgnt, the moment of doing

something, or a sound or noise.” Chol affectives are forntednfroots, usually positional,

transitive, or onomatopoetic. They involve either totaluglication of the root followed by the

suffix -na—CVC-CVCha—or the CVC root plusVk followed by-fiac CVCVk-fia.

(42) a. Pots-potsfia i-lojk  xapom.
foaming-foamingAFFc A3-foamsoap
‘The soap is foaming.’ (Aulie and Aulie 1978, 95)
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b. Aj-ak-fa jifii wifik cha’ah K'ux i-jol.
complainAFFC-AFFC DET man becauséurt A3-head
‘The man is complaining because his head hurts.’ (Aulie antleAL978, 3)
c. Mak-ak-na pafimil tyi tyokal.
closeAFFc-AFFC world/sky PREPCloud
‘The clouds are closing in. (Aulie and Aulie 1978, 71)

These forms convey a wide range of meanings, and in many dasagnstrate the semantic
richness available for descriptions of shape and form, s¢em in the class of positionals. Indeed,
many affectives are formed from positional roots. A smallfexamples from the Aulie and Aulie
1978 dictionary are given along with their translationsahlé A.6.

Table A.6: CHOL AFFECT WORDS(AULIE AND AULIE 1978)

chak’'chak’fia | ‘dripping’

chalakia ‘related to the form in which liquid falls continuously’

jopjophia ‘related to the movement of worms or ants’

kech’elia ‘gnashing’

kelelha ‘in lines’

kilikha ‘related to the noise made by a dragging chain’

lemleniia ‘related to the way in which flames burn’

tyip'tyip’' fia ‘palpitating’

wotyokia ‘related to the way in which a branch of flowers moves in thedivin
woxokia ‘related to the movement of a spherical object’

Though to my knowledge such alternations have not beenqusli discussed, the same CVC
root may appear in bot€@VC-CVCha and CVC-Vk-fia forms, as shown by the pair in (43). In
general, it seems that the former conveys disorderly ordzgnkd movement or position, while the
latter conveys movement or a position that is more ordemyalong a trajectory. The following
examples illustraté®

(43) a. Wa'-wa'-fa jifii - wiflik.
on.2.legSREDUP-AFFC DET man
‘The man is walking all around (haphazardly, no destinatadhover the place).’
b. Wa’-ak-fia jini - wiflik.
on.2.legSAFFC-AFFC DET man
‘The man is walking (but in a specific place, or along a patla irajectory).’
(44) a. Mak-mak-ha pafamil.
COVErREDUPAFFC sky
‘It's partly cloud (clouds may be moving, sun coming out ahert disappearing).’
b. Mak-ak-fia panamil.
COVErAFFC-AFFC sky
‘It's cloudy (the sky is completely covered by clouds).’

18] am especially grateful to Matilde Vazquez Vazquez andigstman Gutiérrez Gutiérrez for their insights on this
topic.
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(45)

(46)

a. Buch-buch-ia jini baso.

seatedREDUP-AFFC DET cup
‘The cup is sitting haphazardly (the bottom is not flat, osihot on a flat surface).

. Buch-uk-iia jifi baso.

seatedaFFC-AFFC DET cup
‘The cup is sitting (in a fixed position).’

. Wil-wil-fia tyi  majl-i.

SPINREDUP-AFFC PRFV gO4TV
‘It went spinning around in circles, orbiting.’

. Wil-ik-fia tyi  majl-i.

SPIN-AFFC-AFFC PRFV gO-TV
‘It went spinning on its axis, but moving along a straightelin

A.6 NOMINALS

The above sections dealt with eventive and non-eventivdigates in Chol. In this section we
explore some basic properties of nominal phrases, befoningito clause structure in section
A.7. As noted above, Chol nominals are not marked for mouajiocal case. Nominal phrases
in Chol can consist of bare nouns, as in (47a), or larger peragich may include determiners and
demonstratives, adjectives, relative clauses, numeralsckassifiers, clitics, and plural marking,
shown in the examples in (47b—d) and discussed in this sectio

(47)

a. Y-om [jaas ].

A3-want banana
‘He wants a banana.’

. Baki af [iy-alob-il-ob aj-Maria ]?

whereLoc A3-child-NML-PL DET-Maria
‘Where are Maria’s children?’

. Tyi k-maf-a [ili cha'-p'ej kolemalaxax].

PRFVALl-buy-Tv DETtwo-NC.roundbig orange
‘I bought these two big oranges.’

. Chonkoli-way-el [jifi  x-"ixik ta-ba  jul-i abi 1.

PROG A3-sleepNML DET CL-wOmanPRFV-REL arrive.herev yesterday
‘The woman who arrived (here) yesterday is sleeping.

In his thesis on Chol adjectives and property concepts, iNeatCruz (2007, 21) gives the
break-down of Chol noun phrase components shown in tablewitii elements appearing to the
left of the noun at the top, and those to the right of the nousnahe bottom. | will use this as a
rough outline for discussing elements of the Chol noun htedow, but see also the discussion in
Martinez Cruz 2007. | will also cover elements which apmeathe noun head itself, which include
plural marking and noun class clitics.

Within each of the sections below | also discuss informatilated to the category at hand in
other parts of Chol grammar. For instance, | will discuss benmmarking on both the noun and
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Table A.7: CHOL NOUN PHRASE(MARTINEZ CRUZ 2007, 12)

determiners

demonstratives

numerals with classifiers or measygeantifier phrases
set A (possessor) agreement

adjectives and pre-nominal relative clauses 1 left of N
NOUN
possessor J right of N

post-nominal relative clauses
prosodic enclitic

predicate in the section on number, and | will include a dismn of alienable and inalienable
possession in the section on possession.

A.6.1 Determiners, demonstratives, and pronouns

As noted above, bare nominals in Chol may be interpreted fasitdeor indefinite. Nonetheless,
Chol does have determiners and demonstratives, the topghisofection. Thus, while a definite
reading is forced with certain Delements, definite interpretations can also come from ztonte
This can be seen in the sentences in (48) and (49), taken froarrative about hunters with a
dog hunting deer, transcribed in Coon 2004. The dog, whishalr@ady been introduced into the
narrative, begins to follow some deer tracks:

(48) Chetyi i-sak-lI-a majl-el ts'i"...
then PRFV A3-searchsTAT-DTV go-NML dog
‘Then the dog went to search for it...’ (E.20)

The hunters see a deer, but it runs away. The dog chasesraftedr but then loses its scent:

(49) Ma'aftyi i-fa’-tya baki tyi majl-i me...
NEG PRFVA3-knowDTV wherePRFV go4TV deer
‘It didn’t know where the deer went. ..’ (E.35)

Further evidence for the possibility of bare nouns beingrpreted as definite is found
throughout the scholarly work of native Chol speakers, whware nominals are often translated
into Spanish with definite articles, as in (50). Throughdnig tvork | will simply gloss sentences
using one possible interpretation, noting that others msy be available (this is also true for
number and gender distinctions, discussed below).

(50) a. Tyi i-fAup’-u otyoty alal.
PRFV A3-closeTv house child
‘The child closed up the house.’
(‘El nifio cerib la casa.) (Gutiérrez Sanchez 2004, 8)
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b. Tyi y-il-a wifiik x-"ixik .

PRFV A3-seebTV man CL-woman

‘The woman saw the man.’

(‘La mujer vio d hombre) (VazquezAIvarez 2002, 28)
c. Tyi tyali wifik .

PRFV COmMe+TV man

‘The man came.’

(“‘El hombre vinoj (Martinez Cruz 2007, 109)

Chol determiners and demonstratives are given in table All&f these occupy a prenominal
position, and | will gloss all of themBET based on similar restrictions on word order found with
these forms (dicussed in Coon 2010b), despite differentesg these forms discussed below.

Table A.8: DETERMINERS AND DEMONSTRATIVES

li,ili,iliyi definite, ‘this’
jin, jifi definite, ‘that’
ixa, ixayi definite, ‘that over there’

Variation exists in how the forms in table A.8 are glossed] anme of this is likely due
to dialectal differences. Martinez Cruz (2007) gives e¢hdeterminersli, jifi, andixa, with
corresponding deictic form#i ‘this’ (proximal), jifii ‘that’ (medial), andixa ‘that over there’
(distal). Aulie and Aulie (1978) and Warkentin and Scott§@plistjifii as a third person pronoun
and give the demonstrativésandiliyi ‘this’, jifii ‘that’, andixiyi ‘that over there’. Vazqueéxlvarez
(2002) and Gutiérrez Sanchez (2004) both kites the definite determiner, though Vazqéézarez
though Vazqueélvarez (p.c.) notes that there is more to be said about #talalition ofjifi versus
jifii and that further work is needed here

The formsli andjifii appear to be interchangeable for many speakers intervieiwedg this
study, though subtle differences may well exist. The spmakevork with from Campanario
typically translate sentences with definite NPs into Chahgififii; those from Tila proper seem
to more frequently usk (VézquezAIvarez and Gutiérrez Sanchez are also both from Tila@rop

While Martinez Cruz (2007) list, jifi andixa all as deictically neutral determiners, for my
consultantsixa always seems to have deictic (distal) import. Indeed, Mart'Cruz notes that
jifi and li may co-occur with deictic demonstratives as in (51a), ikatmay not (51b). This
complementarity would be expectedxfi is also a deictic demonstrative.

(51) a. I-papaj-ach jifi ili k-mamaj=i.
A3-fatherAFF DET DET Al-motherENCL
‘He is my mother’s father.’ (Martinez Cruz 2007, 24)
b. *l-papaj-achixa ili k-mamaj=i.
A3-dadAFF DET DET Al-mothereNcL
‘He is my mother’s father.’ (Martinez Cruz 2007, 23)

As noted in Martinez Cruz 2007, we find an enclitic—likely related to the final in the
forms in table A.8— appearing on the end of the noun phras¢éenQhe=i appears on both the
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determinefdemonstrative form as well as on the noun phrase, as in (32b—c

(52) a. Mi i-ch’am-ob majl-el jifi lembals.
IMPF A3-carryPL go-NML DET liquor-ENCL

‘They bring the liquor.’ (Martinez Cruz 2007, 22)
b. Baki mi y-ajii-el i-mafi-e”  lembalili  wiRik=i?

whereiMPF A3-be.atNML A3-buy-DEP liquor DET man€NCL

‘Where did he buy liquor, this man?’ (Martinez Cruz 2007) 26
c. Pergifi x-fek= maaili mi i-ba'fn-ah  pafamil.

but DET cL-fiek=ENCL NEG.EXT IMPF A3-feardTVv world

‘But that xiiekisn’t afraid of anything.’ (D.10)

Martinez Cruz (2007, 42) notes that this clitic is alway$iaqal, though its discourse function
has not been investigated. It is not frequently heard iritation contexts, but is often found in
narratives, as in (52c) and (53). It seems likely that it eeit® mark discourse prominence, though
more works is needed here. With respectit@ndijifi, see also the discussion on “phatic mantras”
in section A.7.4 below.

(53) Y-ikoty li ch'ok bu'ul= mi i-wifi  K'ux wajali.
A3-RN.with DET early/sweetbean£ENCL IMPF A3-a.loteat back.then
‘And back then he ate a lot of sweet beans.’ (Martinez Cri372@3)

The demonstratives may stand alone as noun phrases:

(54) a. K-om jifi.
Al-wantDET
‘I want that one.’
b. Pul-u ixal
burnimMP DET
‘Burn that one!’ (Martinez Cruz 2007, 25)

Finally, as noted above the forjifi, and sometimeghi, is glossed by some as a third person
pronoun. This would give us the pronominal forms in table. /A alternative possibility is thati
is simply a determiner, and that all pronouns are formed faasombination of the determiner plus
the corresponding set B morpheme. This similarity betwediBsnorphemes and overt pronouns
is found throughout the Mayan family, and a similar storytfa origin of the pronouns is proposed
in Craig 1977 for Jakaltek. Since third person set B is nuChwol, this would give u§ifi as both a
determiner and a possible pronominal form.

Table A.9: CHOL PRONOUNS

PRONOUN SETB (ABSOLUTIVE)
15T person | jofiof -of

2"P person| jatyety -ety

3RP person| jifi -0
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Martinez Cruz (2007) writes thajifi (which is labelled the third person pronoun by
VézquezAIvarez (2002) and others) is unable to precede possessathas and proper names.
This restriction does not appear to apply to the fgrim (though this is also listed by some as a
third person pronoun), which may precede not only possassihals and proper names, but also
the first and second person pronourdd is also labelled as a focus marker in Vézqu"é\zarez
2002, Gutiérrez Sanchez 2004, and Martinez Cruz 200F appears in many texts as a type of
discourse particle. Further work on these forms in Cholatese is needed to say more about their
distribution.

A.6.2 Numerals, numeral classifiers, and quantifiers

Numerals

Mayan languages have base 20 (“vigesimal”) numeral systémpresent-day Chol (as in many
of the Mayan languages), Spanish numerals are being incghasised by younger speakers for
numbers larger than four or five. Nonetheless, many speakdiresommand at least part of the
traditional number system. Numerals for 1-20 are givenhieta.10.

Table A.10: CHOL NUMERALS

1 jui- 11 juflujuir-

2 cha- |12 lajchaf-

3 ux- 13  uxlujuii-

4 chan- | 14 chaflujuii-
5 jo- 15 jo’lujuii-

6  wak- 16  waklujuii-

7  wuk- 17  wuklujui-

8 waxk-| 18 waxaklujui-
9 bolod- | 19 boloflujufi-
10 lujui- | 20 juikal

Note that the number 20 is the root for ‘1’ pldsal, behaves formally as a classifier used for
counting groups of 20. The roots involved in the base 20 systee given in table A.11. (The form
-mil, borrowed from Spanish, may also be used to counts units0601), For instancecha’-k’al
‘two groups of twenty’ is 40 andx-bajk’ ‘three groups of 400’ is 1,200.

Table A.11: 20 BASE

20 -k'al
400 | -bajk’
8000 | -pik

Other numerals are formed as follows: subtract the largestipte of 20 from the numeral.
Call the largest multiple of 28, and the remainder after subtractipnThe Chol form will translate
literally to: y of the multiple of twenty aftex. So for instance, with 36 the largest multiple of 20
is 20 and the remainder is 16. The next largest multiple ok24Dj or two twenties. This gives us
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the form in (55a), which we can think of roughly as ‘16 of thegp of two twenties’ (the set A

marker marks genitive, discussed below). Similarly, fortl#d largest multiple of 20 is 80 and the
remainder is 1. The next multiple of 20 after 80 is 100 (or fiverties), so we have the form in
(55b): ‘one of the group of five twenties’. A more completa iEnumerals is listed in the appendix
of Warkentin and Scott 1980.

(55) a. wak-lujui-p’ej-cha’-kal.
six-tenNC A3-two-twenty
36"
b. jum-peji-jo’-k'al.
oneNcC A3-five-twenty
‘g1’

Numeral classifiers

As the hyphens after the forms in table A.10 suggest, nurtiEnabting roots may not stand alone.
Instead, all numerals in Chol must appear with a classifieichvwaries depending on the nature of
what is being counted. In (55) | use the classifigej, used to count round things. It also serves
as a default classifier. Examples are given in (56). The head may begro-dropped in humeral
classifier constructions, as shown in (56b). The classifisrbligatory.

(56) a. Tyi j-Kux-u ux-ts'ijty ja‘as.
PRFV Al-eatTVv threeNc.long.and.skinnypanana
‘| ate three bananas.’
b. Af chakej tyi  mesa.
LoC two-Nc.round.and.flaPREPtable
‘There are two (round flat things) on the table.

As noted above, speakers are increasingly using numeratsimxd from Spanish for counting
above four or five. Spanish numerals do not appear with lessi®

(57) Tyi i-man-a syetetyumuty.
PRFV A3-buy-Tv sevenegg
‘She bought seven eggs.’

Lists of numeral classifiers may be found in Aulie and AulieZ8%nd in the appendix of
Warkentin and Scott 1980. The vast majority of classifierh@language are of the form -CVjC.
(Final | is often dropped, for instancg@’ejl—-p’ej and-k'ejl—-k’ej in (57b). This is connected
to the fact that lengthened and aspirated vowels, [Vj]g&igdevoicing in following consonants,
8A.2.2). Many or perhaps most of these classifiers are defireen corresponding CVC transitive
or positional roots, as shown by the examples in table A.1@¢amonly heard exception is the
classifier-tyikil, used to count people). This was also noted for Chontal bjeKEL955) and for

1%The fact that numeral classifiers are obligatory with Chaherals, but not with Spanish numerals, suggests that
classifiers are needed not due to some property or deficidrielia NPs (cf. Chierchia 1998), but due to some property
of the numerals, as argued for in Wilhelm 2008.
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Tseltal by Berlin (1968). As the glosses suggest, the thougted by the classifier corresponds to
the internab-role assigned by the transitive, or to the singflle assigned by the positiord.

Table A.12: NUMERAL CLASSIFIERS

classifier for counting... CVCroot gloss CATEGORY)

-Xujty’ pieces xuty’ ‘divide’ (TVv)

-kujch loads kuch ‘carry’ (TV)

-jojp handfuls (of dry granular things) jop ‘gather together (dry granular things)\)
-kojty animals, 4-legged things koty ‘standing on 4 legs'K09

-pajl clusters pal ‘clustered, bunched’R0O9

-xejty convex objects xety ‘in a convex form’ o9

Finally, it is not the case that a given noun always appeatis thie same classifier. Rather,
Chol classifiers do semantic work. In the examples in (58)infstance, we find different classifiers
used with the rooja’as ‘banana’, resulting in different interpretations—bandrees, individual
bananas, or bunches of bananas. As the form in (58c) iltestraumerals in Chol may be preceded
by determinersdemonstratives. See Arcos Lopez 2009 for further disonssf Chol numeral
classifiers

(58) a. Af ux-tyejk ja'as tyi ity'ejl k-otyoty.

EXT threenc.treebanansPREPA3-sideA1l-house
‘There are three banana trees at the side of my house.’

b. Tyi j-Kux-u cha-ts'ijty ja‘as.
PRFV Al-eatTVv two-NcC.long.skinnybanana
‘| ate two bananas.’

c. Jifi jum-pajl ja‘as af-ix i-k’an-el.
DET oneNc.clusterbananaxT-alreadyA 3-ripeNML
‘That one bunch of bananas already has ripe ones.’ (Aulietarie 1978)

Quantifiers and quantification

Martinez Cruz (2007, 31) lists two quantifietsakal ‘many, a lot’ andts’itya™ ‘few, a little’. He
also notes thgufi-Nc cha-NC ‘one-NC two-NC’ can be used to convey ‘some’, as in (59):

(59) Wajali am-bi jui-tyikil cha’-tyikil la-k-pial.
back.therexT-REP oneNcC.peopletwo-NC.peoplePL-A1-friend
‘It's said that back then we had some friends.’ (Martinem£2007, 31).

Chol does not have lexical items corresponding to Englisimgt quantifiers ‘every’ and ‘no’.
The form pejtyelelappears to be closest in meaning to ‘all’. The fact {hgtyelelcan appear in
the theme of an existential construction in (60a) suggésiisit is not a strong quantifier (compare

20Recall that CVG+CV;C is a productive means of forming unaccusative stems firansitive roots (§2.2.3). Coon
and Preminger (2009) discuss this process with respectsitigpmals. A few classifiers are also formed from intransiti
roots in their-el stem forms:-ochelto count entrances fromch ‘enter’; -fiumelto count passes or repetitions fréram
‘pass’. We might then say that all numeral classifiers ara,s$anse, formally intransitive.



214 NOMINALS

English ‘every’). This form sometimes appears precedirgribun it modifies, but can also appear
following the prepositiortyi (see also section A.7.6 on adverbial elements with and wittyd).
More work is needed to understand these constructions.

(60) a. Afn pejtyelel libru tyi  mesa.
ExT all book PrREPtable
‘All of the books are on the table.’
b. Mi i-majl-el-ob tyi pejtyelel.
PRFV A3-gONML-PL PREPall
‘They all go.

Constructions involving English translations ‘nothing"no one’, etc., are formed
periphrastically in Chol using the negative existentiad an indefinite pronoun:

(61) Ma'ai majch af tyi k-otyoty.
NEG.EXT SOMeone&®REPEXT Al-house
‘There’s nobody at my house.’

Finally, numerals may be reduplicated to give a distrittigading, as shown by the examples
in (62).

(62) a. Ux-ux-tyikil tyi  majl-i-yofi-la.
three-threenc.peoplePRFV go4TV-B1-PL
‘We,ncL Went three-by-three!’
b. Cha'-cha-p'emi la-k-tyep’-e".
two-two-NC  IMPF PL-Al-wrapDEP
‘We wrap them two by two.’

A.6.3 Possession

Possessed nominals in Chol show person and possibly nungbeenaent with the possessor,
marked on the possessum via a set A morpheme (see table &, algp used to mark transitive
subjects). The possessor (when overt) follows the possessem. Possessors may be stacked, as
shown by the example in (63e).

(63) a. Tax k-wuts’-u  k-pisl-el.

PRFV.alreadyA l-washTv Al-clothesnmL
‘| already washed my clothes.’

b. Baki af iy-otyoty jifi x-'ixik?
whereLOC A3-houseDET CL-woman
‘Where's the woman'’s house?’

c. Machy-ujil la-k-ty'af.
NEG A3-knowPL-Al-word/speech
‘She doesn’t know Chol (lit.: our wordspeech).’
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d. Chokochmi i-k'ux-b-efi iy-ak’ kixtyafio?

why IMPF A3-eatAPPL-D.NML A3-tonguepeople

‘Why does he eat people’s tongues?’ (D.20)
e. Chukii;-k'aba’ [ i;-chich aj-Morelia ; ]; ?

what A3-name A3-older.sistecL-Morelia

‘What's Morelia’s older sister's name?

As the following narrative examples illustrate, posse$$Bd may appear with determiners and
demonstratives. The noun phrase in (64c) shows a determimereral plus classifier, possession,
and an adjective. Here the possessive marking precedegjdiative and noun, discussed in section
A.6.4 below.

(64) a. Peranima’aii mi i-tyaj-b-efi jifi iy-ak’ kixtyaho. . .
but if NEG.EXT IMPF A3-find-APPL-D.NML DET A3-tonguepeople
‘But if he doesn't find anyone’s tongues. ..’ (D.24)
b. Mu-ix i-sujty-el li  k-mamaj.
IMPF-alreadyA 3-returnNML DET Al-mother
‘My mother is already going to return. (Martinez Cruz 20@3)
c. Tyi k-maf-a jifi juf-kojty j-kolemts'i’.
PRFV Al-buy-Tv DET oneNC.animalAl-big dog
‘I bought my big dog.’ (Martinez Cruz 2007, 36)

While many nouns in Chol are free to appear with or withoutspssors, some require a
possessor. These include body part and kinship termsflikénose’ and-ijts’ij fi ‘younger sibling’,
as well as relational nouns (discussed in section A.7.8M)el@hese inalienably possessed nouns
may, however, appear without possessors if they tak¥lasuffix (-al or -il), as discussed in
Warkentin and Scott (1980, 15). Examples are given in tabl8ANouns possessed by inanimate
possessors also require-¥d suffix, as shown by the forms in table A.14. See also the rtlate
discussion of alternations between alienable and indllenpossession interpretations in chapter
3.3 above.

Table A.13: INALIENABLY POSSESSED NOUNJWARKENTIN AND SCOTT 1980, 15)

i-chich ‘his older sister’| chich-al ‘older sister’
i-pixol  ‘his hat’ pixol-al  ‘hat’
i-fak’  ‘his stomach’ fiak’-al  stomach

Table A.14: IMPERSONAL POSSESSIONWARKENTIN AND SCOTT 1980, 17)

iy-ixim i-tyaty  ‘his father’s corn’ | iy-ixm-al cholel ‘the field’s corn’
i-tye’i-tyaty ‘his father’s wood’ | i-tye-el otyoty ‘the house’s wood’
iy-ats’ami-fla” ‘his mother’s salt’ | iy-ats’m-il tyumuty ‘the egg’s salt’

Finally, possession may also be expressed with the reldtimun-cha &, discussed in section
A.7.6. Some examples are given in (65).
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(65) a. K-cha'ain ili tsuts.
A1-rN.of/for DET blanket
‘This is my blanket.’
b. Maxkii-chaaf jini?
who A3-rN.Of/for DET
‘Whose is that?’

A.6.4 Adjectives

In his recent master’s thesis on adjectives and propemptiteg words in Chol, Martinez Cruz
(2007) argues that Chol, like other Mayan languagimspossess a distinct class of adjectives
(see also England 2004 on Mam). The number of adjectivaknsagiven as around 50 (Terrence
Kaufman p.c., cited in Martinez Cruz 2007, 66). Though meoigcepts which are expressed in
languages like English as adjectives are lexicalized aitiguals in Mayan languages (see section
12), Martinez Cruz 2007 argues that the class of adjectiaesbe distinguished by their ability
to directly modify a nominal head without the addition of slaé morphology, as shown by the
bold-faced adjectives in (66).

(66) a. Mi i-kej i-lets-el il tsiji° jabil.
IMPF A3-PROSPA3-ascencdNML DET hew year
‘It will go up in this new year.
b. Juf-kojty kolem sasik yewa,che™-bi.
oneNc.animalbig  white mare soREP
‘It's a big white mare, he said.’ (Martinez Cruz 2007, 70)

Other lexical items must appear as relative clauses withrdladive clause marketba when
modifying a noun, as shown by the stative positional forn6in)( Relative clauses are discussed in
section A.7.3 below.

(67) Ch’am-atyal-el wel-el-*(bd) tye’!
grabimpP comeNML flat-STAT-REL wood
‘Bring me a flat piece of wood. (Martinez Cruz 2007)

Bare adjectives like those in (66) and (68a) must precedédhd noun, while modifiers with
the relative marker may either precede or follow the head.

(68) a. Tyi i-tsaf-s-a jini chachak muty.
PRFV A3-die-CAUS-DTV DET red chicken
‘She killed the red chicken.’
b. *Tyi i-tsaih-s-a jini muty chachak-*(b&).

PRFV A3-die<CAUS-DTV DET chickenredREL
‘She killed the chicken that is red.

Bare adjectives differ frorba-marked relative clauses in other respects as well. Mezt@ruz
notes that while the set A possessive marker may be prefixadbtare adjective when marking
possession of a nominal phrase (69), it may not directlygateenodifiers marked bypa, as shown
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by the ungrammaticality of (70a). Here the possessive nubogly must appear directly on the
nominal head; the maodifier may either precede or follow thespesed nominal.

(69) AR i-sasak pech.
EXT A3-whiteduck
‘He has a white duck.’
(70) a. *Ch'am-a tyal-el k-wel-el-ba tye’!
bringimMP comeNML Al-flat-STAT-REL wood
‘Bring me my flat piece of wood!’

b. Ch'am-a tyal-el wel-el-ba k-tye'!
bringimMP comenNmMmL flat-STAT-REL A 1-wood
‘Bring me my flat piece of wood!’ (Martinez Cruz 2007, 79)

Other properties distinguish the class of adjectival rdimisn nominal and verbal roots. First,
while both nouns and adjectives form non-verbal predicé§#s5), adjectives (unlike nouns)
require-ba in order to serve as argumenits:

(71) a. Tyi k-man-a jini muty.
PRFV Al-buy-Tv DET chicken
‘I bought the chicken.’
b. Tyi k-mahn-a jini sasak-*(ba).
PRFV Al-buy-Tv DET white-REL
‘I bought the white one.’

Finally, adjectives may be distinguished from the classasbal roots in requiring inchoative
morphology to form eventive forms. To form inchoatives,eatiyval roots appear with the suffixes
-a/-af, this time forming eventive intransitive (inchoative)si® This appears to be a completely
regular process applying to CVC adjectives, and alwayshegothe vowelsi/a. Examples are
given in table A.15, and shown in the perfective and nongéxe aspects in (72).

Table A.15: INCHOATIVES

ach’-afi | ‘get wet’
al-afn ‘get heavy’
k'am-afi | ‘get sick’
flox-afl | ‘get old’
bib-af | ‘get dirty’
k'an-af | ‘get ripe’
k'ok’-afi | ‘get healthy’
yaj-af ‘get skinny’

Zlprevious works have listedba as a derivational morpheme which forms adjectives from sqélie and Aulie
1978).
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(72) a. Tyi fox-a-yoi-la.
PRFVOId-INCH-B1-PL
‘WencL gotold.

b. Choikolk-fiox-afi-la.

PROG A1-0ld4NCH.NML-PL

‘We, ¢ are getting old.

A.6.5 The head noun: noun class clitics, plural;VI and derived nouns
Noun class clitics

Many nominals in Chol—most often those referring to humamsmals, and plants—appear with
one of two noun class cliticsx- andaj-. Historically, these marked feminine and masculine noun
classes, respectively. In present-day Chol, howeverpi¢ars that there is a distinction not between
feminine nouns and masculine nouns, but rather betweersnehith may appear with the clitics,
and nouns that do not. That is, while many words typicallyespith one of the two noun class
markers, it appears that nouns that appear withay also appear withj- and vice versa, as shown
in table A.16. This does necessarily indicate a distinctioactual gender. A male shaman, for
instance, may be referred to as eitlewujty or aj-wuijty.? In contrast, other nouns never appear
with either clitic.

Table A.16: NOUN CLASS CLITICS

Plu

v'x-"ixik / v aj-Tixik ‘woman’

v X-wujty / v'aj-wujty ‘shaman’
v'X-mis/ v'aj-mis ‘cat’

v'x-chil / v“aj-chil ‘grasshopper’
*x-wifiik / *aj-wifiik ‘man’
*x-chityam/ *aj-chityam | ‘pig’
*x-bajlum/ *aj-bajlum | ‘jaguar’
*x-chay / *aj-chay fish’

Arcos Lopez (2010) provides an analysis of the pragmatitofa involved in the use of one
clitic over another in Chol; see also Tuz Noh 2010 for analsgfacts in Yucatec Maya. The use
of these clitics on proper names is discussed in Coon 2010kselclitics are also used to form
agentive nominals, noted in chapter 3 above.

ral

The morphemesa and lojoi, or its contracted formof, are used with local (first and second)
persons;la is used for first person plural inclusive and second persaraplwhile lojofi/lofi is

Zpttinasi (1973, 147) notes that some nouns may appear wifibranarker, and at least in the case of the nauijty,
the feminine noun class clitic can refer to a shaman of edgbader, while th@j-marked nouns is only for male shamans.
More work is needed to see if this holds more generally forftnens discussed in this section. For other nominals,
Attinasi writes that the markers are in complementary itlistion. This could be a point of dialectal variation, or @utd
be that the distinction has been neutralized over time.
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used for first person exclusive. These morphemes appeanaittty prefixed or suffixed. The
non-local (third person) plurabb is always suffixal. Plural marking is not necessary for aadlur
interpretation, and non-animate nominals are rarely ntaftenumber. This is discussed more in
section A.6. A few examples are given in (73).

(73) a. Porke jifi-ix jap-lembaleb o] p’'ump’um-ob-ix.

becaus®ET-CL drink-liquor-PL very poorPL-CL

‘Because the ones who drink are very poor.’ (B.125)
b. Entonsesta” k-sub-eyob pi‘al-ob, kof-la k-ajii-isafi  me".

and.so PRFVAl-sayTv-pPL friend-PL gO.EXH-PL Al-run-CAUS deer

‘And so | said to my friends, let’s go hunt deer.’ (E.7)
c. Ta® kaji i-k'el-b-eon iy-ok jini me’.

PRFV PROSPA3-SeeAPPL-DTV-PL.EXCL A3-foot/leg DET deer

‘Weexc, began to see the deer’s footprints.’ (E.13)
d. Eske mi i-jub-safi-ofila tyi  wokol.

it's.thatiIMPF A3-descendzAuS-B1-PL PREPpProblem

‘It makes ugyc, fall into problems.’ (B.58)

As noted above, bare nominals in Chol are unmarked with oédpenumber; they may be
interpreted as singular or plural, depending on context. rj¥ological plural marking is also
possible for some nouns. The suffiab (often written-o", see discussion on the behavior of [b]
in section A.2.1) marks plural for humans and some anif¥alBhis suffix may show up both on
the plural noun itself, and as agreement marking on the gaigglias shown in (74). Plural marking
may reference either ergative or absolutive argumentshasrs by the pair in (74), where the
plural marker-ob always reflects plural of the third person argument, regasdbf its grammatical
function.

(74) a. RURAL MARKING ON ABSOLUTIVE ARGUMENT
Tyi k-jats’-ayob jifii wifik-ob.
PRFV A1-hit-TV-PL DET manPL
‘I hit the men.
b. PLURAL MARKING ON ERGATIVE ARGUMENT
Tyi i-jats’-a-yoftob jifii wifik-ob.
PRFV A3-hit-Tv-B1-PL DET man-L
‘The men hit me.

Additional examples are given in (75). The form in (75b) skoplural agreement on the
predicate with gro-dropped argument. (75c¢) shows plural agreement on thestlbéam intransitive
(stative) predicate.

(75) a. Entonsem” k-sub-eyob k-pi*al-ob, kofi-la k-ajfi-isafi  me’!
and.so PRFVvAl-tell-aPpPL-PL Al-friendPL gO.EXH-PL A1l-run-CAUS deer
‘And so | said to my friends, let's go hunt deer!’ (E.7)

BMartinez Cruz (2007) writes thabb is impossible with all non-human referents, though Warikead Scott (1980)
give a few examples obb appearing on words denoting animals, which are also aatépteny consultants. This may
be a point of dialectal variation.
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b. Ta" i-tyujk-a-yob lets-el tyi  pafi-lum.
PRFV A3-dragbTVv-PL ascendNML PREPsurface-earth
‘They dragged him up to the ground.’ (E.125)

c. Jifi x-jap-lembaleb  fioj p’ump’ufi-ob-ix.
DET cL-drink-liquor-PL very poor+L-already
‘Those that drink liquor are already very poor.’ (B.125)

Again, plural interpretations may arise with no overt marplgical marking. However, the
predicate only shows plural marking if the nominal (whenprotdropped) is overtly marked. This
is true both forob marking with the ergative argument, as in (76), and with tieoéutive argument,
asin (77).

(76) a. Tyi i-jats’-a-yofi{ob) winik-ob.
PRFV A3-hit-Tv-B1-PL manPL
‘The men hit me.’
b. *Tyi i-jats’-a-yohob wifik.
PRFV A3-hit-Tv-B1-PL man
(77) a. Tax majl-i-(ob) wifiik-ob.
PRFV.alreadygo-TVv-PL manPL
‘The men left already.’
b. *Tax majl-i-yob wifiik.
PRFV.alreadygo-TV-PL man

There is another marker which has been glossed as thirdrpplsl: -tyak This suffix has
received different treatments in the literature (see disicun in Vazquezﬁlvarez 2002). Aulie
and Aulie (1978) and Warkentin and Scott (1980) list it asuagdlmarker for non-human entities.
VazquezAIvarez (2002) and Martinez Cruz (2007) call it a partitimarker, which can be used with
either human or non-human entities. Véquédmrez notes thatob and-tyak may cooccur, giving
the following example:

(78) Tyi y-il-a-yob-tyak i ts'i.
PRFV A3-seebTV-PL-PART DET dog
‘Some of them saw the dog.’ (Vazquéivarez 2002, 101)

First (inclusive) and second person plural is marked \ettwhile first person plural exclusive
is marked with-lojofi or the shortened versidai. Again, these markers co-index either ergative or
absolutive arguments, as shown in (79a—c), and may co-edgtiurob, as in (80) (other orders of
morphemes are not possible). In the example in (&@) marks plural of the set A argument, while
-la marks plural of the set B argument.

(79) a. Tyi k-laty-a-la ja.
PRFV Al-heaverv-PL water
‘We,\c. carried water.’
b. Tyi way-i-yety-la.
PRFV sleeptTv-B2-PL
‘Youp, slept.
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c. Tyi k-jap-aloii kajpej.
PRFV Al-drink-Tv-PL coffee
‘Weexc. drank coffee!
(80) Tyi y-il-a-yety-ob-la.
PRFV A3-seebTV-B2-PL-PL
‘They saw youy, .

While -obis only possible as a suffila and the concatenatéafi may appear optionally prefixed
when marking plural of the ergative (set A) argument, as shimy(81a); this is not possible when
they mark plural of absolutive (set B) arguments, as in (81b)

(81) a. Tyi {lof}-k-pak’-a{lofi} buul.
PRFVPL-Al-plantTv-PL bean
‘Weexc. planted beans.’

b. Tyi (*lof)-i-mek’-e-yofi-lofi.
PRFV PL-A3-hugTv-B1-PL
‘She hugged us,’

Finally, it is worth noting that in addition to the ability @ppear as either prefixes or suffixes,
the local person marketa andloi occupy different morphological positions from the plusab.
In (82) we observe that whilda follows the second position clitiéx (see section A.7.4 below) and
is separated from the set B markearb precedes the second position clitic.

(82) a. Nox-ofi-ixda.
old-B1l-alreadyrL
‘We yc. are already old.
b. Nox-ob-ix.
old-pL-already
‘They are already old.’

A.6.6 -VI suffixes and derived nouns
-VI suffixes

Suffixes of the formVI are found on nominals throughout Chol. This was importattiéargument
for the nominal nature of nonperfective stems in chapter@®@bAttinasi, for instance, writes:

The most frequent form of the nominalizing suffix can be galieed in the formula:
X3VI, where X} stands for any phonological sequence of from zero to thrgmests
(Attinasi 1973, 152). (He goes on to note that not all segnoemhbinations are
possible).

The table in A.17 gives examples of variod®/I suffixed nominals; some are nominals derived
from verbal or adjectival roots, while others change themrepof an already CVC nominal. Those
that appear with a possessor in the table are obligatordggssed. More can be found in Aulie and
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Aulie 1978 and Warkentin and Scott 1980. Recall also fronpt#reB above that many complements
of the light verb are roots which takXVI suffixes, like-bal, to form action nominalg?

Table A.17: -VL NOMINALS (AULIE AND AULIE 1978; WARKENTIN AND SCOTT 1980)

lum  ‘land’ i-lum-al ‘his country’

tyaj  ‘pine’ tyaj-ol ‘place where pines grow’
ja'as ‘banana’ ja‘as-il ‘banana tree’

jam  ‘grass’ jam-il ‘lawn’

bax  ‘active’ i-bax-lel  ‘his energy’

jab ‘year’ i-jab-ilel  ‘her birthday, age’

jun ‘paper, book’| i-jufi-ilel  ‘birth certificate, personal documents’
kifn  ‘sun, day’ Kif-ijel ‘party’

kam ‘sick’ k'am-ajel ‘sickness’

kuch ‘carry’ kuchdjel ‘load’

mel  ‘make’ mel-ojel  ‘judge’

ch’ak ‘to curse’ ch’ak-ojel ‘curse’

Martinez Cruz (2007, 83) describes the suffd as a suffix which forms abstract nominals
from adjectives. The resulting nominal appears to be otaigg possessed (also true for some of
the forms in the table above). Examples incluskk ‘white’, i-sak-lel ‘its whiteness’;kolem'big’,
i-kolem-lel‘its bigness’; andiox‘old’, i-fox-lel‘its oldness’.

Other deverbal nouns

The suffix-ib appears on intransitive stems to form nominals, most oftiéim awresulting meaning
of ‘place where one does X', or sometimes with the meaningnghused for doing X' (i.e.
an instrumental). Intransitive roots appear directly with Transitives appear either with the
antipassive morphemen, or the suffix-l. Positionals appear witH, discussed in Coon and
Preminger 2009 and analyzed there as a passive. Exampleti@ma in table A.18. Many of
these forms appear to be inalienably possessed.

Compounds

Roots which form transitive stems may be joined to nominaltsowith -0™ in order to form
compoundsjapo ja ‘cup’ (jap ‘drink’, ja’ ‘water’); lucho’ ja ‘ladle’ (luch‘take out’,ja’ ‘water’);
k'elo” k'ifi ‘clock’ (k’el ‘look, watch’, K'ifi ‘sun’) (Warkentin and Scott 1980, 22).

There are also many noun-noun compounds in the languag@stancetyaty-muty‘father-
chicken (=rooster)’'tya’-jol ‘excrement-head (=vulture)tyu(®)-muty‘rock-chicken (=egg)’chu’-
tyudi ‘nipple-rock (=stalagmite)’.

24VélzquezAIvarez (p.c.) notes that many of these forms also appedrauaird:ibaxel ijabil, ijufiil, melol chakol
He says they maintain the same meaning and distribution.
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Table A.18: THE SUFFIX-ib ON INTRANSITIVE STEMS (AULIE AND AULIE 1978; WARKENTIN
AND ScoTT 1980)

way ‘sleep’ way-ib ‘bed’

och ‘enter’ och-ib ‘entrance’

majl ‘go’ i-majl-ib K'ifi  ‘West' (lit.: ‘where the sun goes’)
pas ‘rise’ (the sun)| i-pas-ib K'ifi ~ ‘East’ (lit.: ‘where the sun rises’)
char  ‘sell chai-oh-ib ‘store’

chuk ‘grab’ chuk-di-ib ‘handle’

jam ‘open’ jam-ani-ib ‘opener’

jul ‘shoot’ jul-ofi-ib rifle’

ts'ab  ‘light, turn on’ | ts’ab-ai-ib ‘lighter’

kak ‘raise’ k'ak-l-ib ‘base’

jok’ ‘hang’ jok’-I-ib ‘hook, place for hanging’

ty'uch ‘perched atop’| ty’'uch-I-ib ‘perch’

A.7 CLAUSE STRUCTURE

In this section | review some basics of Chol clause structureis section will not exhaust the
constructions of Chol, and | will make an effort to refer tleader to additional literature where
possible. Above in chapter 2 | presented an overview of ldsitarative sentence formation in the
language, reviewed in section A.7.1 here. We turn in se@id@i2 to a discussion of non-declarative
sentences, including questions, imperatives, and exhvasa Relative clauses are examined in
section A.7.3. I turn in section A.7.4 to Chol’s second positlitics, which include modal markers,
evidentials, and aspect-related clitics. Secondary padidn, a topic which has received much
recent attention within Mayan literature, is dealt with gcson A.7.5. Obliques and adverbs are
presented in section A.7.6. We look at reflexives and recagisoin section A.7.7 and negation
is examined in section A.7.9. | discuss verbs of motion amdctibnal constructions in section
A.7.8. Finite embedded clauses and conditional constmstwill be discussed in section A.7.10.
Non-finite subordinate clauses are not presented heregbuhe discussion in chapter 4.4 above.

A.7.1 Basic declarative sentences

Relative positions of the main elements in a Chol declagatonstruction are given in (83). Each
position is discussed below.

(83) CHOL DECLARATIVE

topic — focus — negationdspect— predicate — object — subject]

As we have seen in the above sections, Chol is an agglutinktilmguage and a large amount
of information is carried on the predicate itself. Eventaing predicates like the one in (84)

appear obligatorily preceded by an aspect marker (82.2MHiJe statives like (84b) never appear
with aspect.
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(84) a. Tyi i-jap-a kajpejx-k'alal.
PRFV A3-drink-Tv coffeecL-girl
‘The girl drank coffee.’
b. Y-om ijuch’ waj x-K'alal.
A3-wantA3-grindcorncL-girl
‘The girl knows how to grind corn.

Also as we saw above, Chol is a head-markmmg-drop language: grammatical relations are
marked on the predicate via the set A and set B morphemessdisdun chapter 2 above, and full
nominal arguments may be dropped. Full first and second pgmramouns are typically used only
for emphasis, and generally precede the predicate in tapioonis position. Overt third person
nominals follow the basic order of VOS in transitives, VSnitransitives (Vazqueéklvarez 2002).
Though transitives with two overt third person post-verdnguments are rare in naturally occurring
discourse, examples are available. A transitive is givg@%@) and an intransitive in (85b).

(85) a. VOSTRANSITIVE

Tyi i-ha’-tya pafiamilkixtyafio.

PRFV A3-know-DTV world people

‘The people understood (lit.: knew the world).’ (D.175)
b. VSINTRANSITIVE

Ta-x lajm-i jifi x-fek.

PRFV-alreadydie-Tv DET CL-flek

‘The xfiekdied.’ (D.30)

In Coon 2010b | propose that predicate initial order in Clsahie result of fronting of the phrasal
predicate to a position above the subject. VSO order is assiple for transitives, argued to be the
result of remnant VP movement.

Though predicate initial order is basic in discourse néubatexts, both subjects and objects
can be fronted to pre-verbal topic and focus positions (desef 1992 for a discussion of topic and
focus in Tzotzil, and Coon 2010b for more examples from Chall)six possible orders of subject,
verb, and object are thus possible. Examples in (86) are fraturally occurring text. There is no
specific topic or focus morphology in Chol, as there is in sdfagyan language®

The enclitic=i discussed above frequently appears on fronted materaigthit is not obligatory, and is also possible
on post-verbal nominals.
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(86) a. TOPICALIZED STATIVE SUBJECT
Perokome jofofi alal-of-tyo...
but becausdPrRoONchild-B1-still

‘But because | was still a child....’ (B.25)
b. TOPICALIZED INTRANSITIVE SUBJECT

Jifii wakax t-ach kej-i tyi  p'ojl-el.

DET COW PRFV-AFF beginiTv PREPreproduceNmL

‘The cows did begin to reproduce.’ (C.11

C. TOPICALIZED TRANSITIVE SUBJECT

Entonsegiii me ta” y-il-a-yof-lojon.

and.so DET deerPRFV A3-seebTV-B1l-PL.EXCL

‘The deer saw Usc, .’ (D.27)
d. FOCUSSED OBJECT

Yambatyi i-tyaj-a  tsi.

other PRFVA3-find-Tv dog

‘It was another that the dog had found.’ (E.95)

Sentential negation appears after topicalized or focuseastituents and before aspect, and is
described in 8A.7.9 below.

A.7.2 Non-declarative sentences
Question formation

As noted in section A.2 above, yg® questions in Chol may be formed by shifting the stress from
the final (declarative) position, to a phrase-initial pasit as in (87). Yegno questions may also be
formed with the second position interrogative clitim (8A.7.4).

(87) a. Maystraj-éty.
teachem?2
‘You're a teacher.’
b. Maystraj-ety?
teachem?2
‘Are you a teacher?’

Whquestions in Chol—perhaps more appropriately caliequestions—are formed with the
guestion words in table A.19. The question ri@y- must be followed by a humeral classifier (see
8A.6.2 above);bakila ‘which’ appears to be composed béki ‘where’ plus the relative clause
marker-bg; literally ‘the one where’.

The morphemdi is present in the majority of these and when kinés subtracted we find the
roots used as indefinite pronouns. Examples are given in (88)

(88) a. Ya mi la-k-jap sa  ba'-an chutyja’.
thereIMPF PL-A1-drink pozolwheretoc small water
‘We're going to drinkpozolthere by the small creek.’ (Aulie and Aulie 1978)
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Table A.19: CHOL QUESTION WORDS

maxki(or majchk) | ‘who’
chuki ‘what’
baki ‘where’
jalajki ‘when’
jay- ‘how many’
bajche’ ‘how’
bakika ‘which’
b. ... miai-tyo majch mi i-kol-tyafi-of.
if EXT-still someonamPF A3-helpDTV-B1
‘.. .ifthere is still someone who will help me. (B.174)

In Chol wh-questions, the question word always appears in a clausa-iposition, a shown
by the examples in (89)Whwords left in situ are ungrammaticl. Unlike many other Mayan
languages (and many ergative-patterning languages marerally), no special antipassive or
agent focus construction is used in contexts in which theragat or ergative-marked argument
is extracted, as illustrated by the form in (89c).

(89) a. Chukityi i-maf-a a-chich?
what PRFV A3-buy-Tv A2-older.sister
‘What did your older sister buy?’

b. Jay-k'ej waj tyi a-kux-u?
how.manync.flat tortilla PRFV A2-eatTVv
‘How many tortillas did you eat?’

c. Maxki tyi y-il-a a-wakax?
who PRFVA3-seebTV A2-COW
‘Who saw your cow?”’

d. Maxki tyi aw-il-a?
who PRFVA2-seebTV
‘Who did you see?”’

While possessors typically appear after the possessumisassded in section A.6.3, &h-
possessor must precede the possessum. This is shown bynthest (90) (see also Aissen 1996
on Tzotzil).

(90) a. Tyi cham-i[i-wakaxaj-Pedro ].
PRFvdiedTV A3-cow DET-Pedro
‘Pedro’s cow died.’
b. [Maxki i-wakax]tyi cham-i?
who A3-cow PRFvdiedTVv
‘Whose cow died?’

Zgpeakers dislike multiplh-word constructions, like the English ‘Who bought what?’ viéwer, if forced to choose
between multiple frontedh-words and avh-word left in situ, speakers tend to prefer the former.
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The example in (90b) above shows the possessum “pied-pipkeiig with the possessor.
Possessors may also be extractad of their nominal phrases when these NPs are internal
arguments, as shown in (91a—b). Possessors within exemguahents or adjuncts may not extract,
as in (91c). These facts are discussed in greater detailén 2009.

(91) a. Maxki;tyi cham-i[i-wakaxt;]?

who PRFvdiedTV A3-cow
‘Whose cow died?’

b. Maxki; tyi  aw-il-a [i-mama t;]?
who PRFVA2-seebTV A3-mother
‘Whose mother did you see?’

c. *Maxki;tyi y-il-a-yety [i-mama t;]?
who PRFVA3-seebTV-B2 A3-mother
‘Whose mother saw you?’

Imperatives

As noted in VazquezAIvarez 2002, imperatives in Chol provide further eviderfoe the
classification of eventive stem-forming roots presentechiaipter 2.2.3 above. The suffixes found
on roots which form transitive, intransitive, positionahd-V /-Vi stems are shown in table A.20.
Examples of each are given in (92).

Table A.20: IMPERATIVE-FORMING SUFFIXES

transitive -V
intransitive -ef
positional -i7, -lefi
derived transitive, inchoative -V

In affirmative imperatives, as in (92), no person marker &pnt. In commands addressed to a
group, the second person plural may be added, as in (92b).

(92) IMPERATIVES

a. Kux-u!
eatimp
‘Eat itl’

b. Och-ef-la!
entertMpP-PL
‘Come in (you all)\’

c. Buch-i'!
seatedmp
‘Sit down!’

Z/Note that just as in the perfect we find intransitives appegwith -emand positionals appearing wittem, here we
find intransitives with-efiand positionals withlefi. See Coon and Preminger 2009 for a discussion of the roleef i
positionals.
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d. Cha’l-efi!
do-mp
‘Do itl’

Negative imperatives differ from the affirmatives. While thffirmatives in (92) are not marked
for person, the negative imperatives are marked with sepensbn morphology. Transitives take
the set A marker, while intransitives and positionals taeB Transitive and intransitive roots
appear with no suffix; positionals appear withafi, while -V/-Vi stems appear with theivih
suffix. The negative morphemmeachis discussed in section A.7.9.

(93) NEGATIVE IMPERATIVES

a. Macha-k'ux!

NEG AZ2-eat
‘Don't eat it!"

b. Machoch-ety-la!
NEG enterB2-PL
‘Don’t you all come in!’

c. Machbuch-waiiety!
NEG seatedMP-B2
‘Don’t sit down!

d. Macha-cha’l-efi!
NEG A2-dodiMP
‘Don’t do itV’

The verbs of directed motion#ajl ‘go’, tyal ‘come’, jul ‘arrive here’, andoty ‘arrive there’—
lack regular imperative forms. The imperative for ‘go’kisky while the imperative for ‘come’ is
la’.

Exhortatives

Exhortatives in Chol are formed with the imperatige‘come’ and a first person plural set A marker.
The root appears in its nonperfectieanbedded stem form (see chapter 2.2.3). Examples are taken
from VazquezAlvarez 2002, given in (94):

(94) a. La  la-k-mek'.

comePL.EXCL-A1-hug
‘Let’'s hug him.’

b. La la-k-way-el.
comepPL-Al-sleepNML
‘Let’s sleep.’

c. La la-k-wa’-tyal.
comePL-Al-standPOSNML
‘Let’s stand.’ (VazquezAIvarez 2002, 153)

There is an irregular form of the verb ‘go’ used in exhortatoonstructions. This is shown in
(95). The regular root imaijl.
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(95) Kof-la  k-ajfi-isafi  me’!
gO0.EXH-PL Al-run-CAUS deer
‘Let’s go hunt deer! (E.7)

A.7.3 Relative clauses

Chol relative clauses are marked with the morphetrie(a borrowing from the Mixe-Zoquean

language, Zoque (Martinez Cruz 2007)), which appears as@nd position clitic, attached to the
first element of the relative clause (see also section AlBove). As the forms in (96) illustrate,

both ergative (set A) and absolutive (set B) arguments maglbavized with no special antipassive
or agent focus marking on the predicate (compare discusgiofissen 1999; Stiebels 2006). This
contrasts with some of the other Mayan languages (e.g. Maka)ték, and Q’anjob’al), where a
special form is required to relativize the agent argument.

(96) a. Tyi cham-i abi jifi x-"ixik [ ta™-ba i-kan-tya-yof che’
PRFV diedTv yesterdayDET cL-woman PRFV-REL A3-care.forpTv-B1 when
x-k’alal-ofi-tyo .

cL-girl-B1-still
‘The woman who took care of me when | was a girl died yesterday.
b. Tyi cham-i abi jifi o x-"ixik [ ta™-ba j-kan-tya che’

PRFV diedTv yesterday DET cL-woman  PRFW-REL Al-care.forbTv when
x-k’alal-ofi-tyo .

cL-girl-B1-still

‘The woman who | took care of when | was a girl died yesterday.’

Because nominals are not marked with morphological caskthiml person set B agreement is
null, this results in potential ambiguity in relative clagswith two third person arguments:

(97) Tyi och-i tyi  y-otyoty aj-Maria jifii lukum [ta’-ba i-k'ux-u  ts'i" ].
PRFV entertTv PREPA3-housecL-MariaDET snake PRFV-REL A3-bite-Tv dog
‘The snake that bit a dog in the woods entered Maria’s house.’
‘The snake that a dog bit in the woods entered Maria’s house.’

While relative clauses most often follow the head noun, tinay also precede it, as shown by
the textual example from Martinez Cruz 2007. This is unlikest other Mayan languages, where
relative clauses obligatorily follow the head. Martinemu£2007 attributes this again to contact
with Zoque.

(98) ... chebajche’| chofikolba i-kol-el ] uj.
so how PROGREL A3-grow-NML moon
‘... like the waxing moon’ (T.17/L.51)

A.7.4 Second position clitics
The clitics

Chol has a number of second position clitics, shown in tabRl Asee also Vézquef?]varez 2002).
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Table A.21: SECOND POSITION CLITICS(VAZQUEZ ALVAREZ 2002)

-ix ‘already’

-ach, -ku| affirmative (\FF)

-tyo ‘still, yet’

-ba interrogative  (NT)

-bi reportative REP)
-ik irrealis (rRR)

-ka dubitative ouB)
-me “predictive”

Attinasi (1973, 192) groups the first threebs -ach, -ku—into a subset “without specific lexical
meaning [whose] members serve as position fillers in thegolwsf the language.” This may seem
strange for a clitic meaning ‘already’. Chek can be translated into English as ‘already’, but is
more like its Spanish counterpard, which Koike (1996, 267) describes as “a reflector of aspect
as well as a discourse marker that can serve to transmit aticgralointensity about designated
information and to create cohesion in the discourse.” Igylbalternately as ‘already’ or simply as
‘cL’. Textual examples of the cliticsx and-achare given in (99).

(99) a. Porke jifi-ix jap-lembal-ob fioj p’'umpufi-obix.

becauseET-CL drink-liquor-PL very poor+L-CL

‘Because those who drink liquor are very poor indeed.’ (B)12
b. Perosolo dyosy-uijil mi muk’-achk-cha™ tyajjifi k-wakax...

but onlygod A3-knowif IMP-AFF Al-againfind DET Al-cow

‘But only god knows if I'll again have cows. ..’ (C.63-64)
c. Af-ach-ix jufi-kojty wa'li.

EXT-AFF-alreadyoneNc.animalnow

‘Now there’s already one (animal).’ (C.65)

The clitics-achand-kuare both used in affirmations. Attinasi (1973, 194) notes-tsappears
in greeting forms and as a “phatic echo in concatenation Wthsg' Aspect markers”. Chol does
not have a single word that translates to ‘yes’. Insteadafipeopriate aspect marker combines with
-ku: tsa’-ky mu-ky chdikol-ku (PRF\-AFF, IMPF-AFF, andPROGAFF, respectively). For instance,
when asked if you finished washing the dishes, you could resisa’-ku If someone calls and
asks if you are in the middle of cooking, you could ansalearikol-ku

The clitic -tyo can be translated fairly straightforwardly to Englishlistr ‘yet’. The clitic
-ba may be used in interrogative constructions, though as nabexve the difference between
interrogative and declarative sentences is frequentlykegaonly by intonation. The evidential
-bi is found throughout narratives and indicates that the speddes not have direct evidence for
what is being discussed. The irrealis clitik, glossed ‘subjunctive’ in Vazquefklvarez 2002, will
be discussed in section A.7.10 below in the context of cotadtial conditionals. The ‘dubitative’
-ka is used “to express uncertainty” (Vazquélzvarez 2002, 157). Finally, VazquefXIvarez lists
the clitic -meas the ‘predictive’, which he writes gives information abbwarning, exclamation,
or surprise”.
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In a simple declarative sentence, the clitic will attachte aspect marker in the case of an
eventive predicate like (100a), and directly to the predida an aspect-less stative construction,
as in (100b). Recall that the perfective and imperfectiygeas markers—-mi andtyi—have larger
CVC allomorphs (see table 2.4 above), which must be used wiii@rs are hosted. In some cases
these aspect markers are contracted with -VC clitics, fangle: ta’-ach — tach ta'-ix — tax
muk’-ix — mux The example in (100a) also shows that the clitics do notlatta topicalized or
focussed NPs. The clitics also do not attach to fromtbevords.

(100) a. Jifiwifik mux i-majl-el  tyi cholel.
DET man IMPF.alreadyAa3-goNML PREPfield
‘He’s going to the field already.
b. Chafi-etyix.
tall-2-already
‘You're tall already.’

ba'ai

We find an interesting interaction between certain clitivd aegation. When the irrealis markét
attaches to a declarative eventive construction, as inajl®lattaches directly to the initial aspect
marker, as expected. In negated constructions, it attaohtee negative morphenmaach(101b).
Here, however, the locative pronolma plus the existentiahil appears, followed by the aspect
marker and predicate. Compare this with the clitic-freeated form in (101c). The presence of
ba'afi in these forms is not expected, and is glossed as ‘??’ in WzAjlvarez.

(101) a. Tsaik i-mek’-e-yety...

PRFV-IRR A3-hugTv-B2

‘If he had hugged you. ..’ (VazquefXIvarez 2002, 155)
b. Machik ba’af tyi  i-mek’-e-yety...

NEG-IRR WhereeEXT PRFV A3-hugTv-B2

‘If he hadn’t hugged you...’ (Vézqueétlvarez 2002, 180)
c. Ma'ain tyi i-mek’-e-yety.

NEG.EXT PRFV A3-hugTv-B2

‘He didn’t hug you.’

A similar pattern is found withka, and with the clitic-tyo, though this also triggers an irregular
form of the negative morpheme, giving msaxtyq as in (102). The negative form with no clitic is
shown in (102c).

(102) a. Ma'ix-bi mi ke k-majl-el.
NEG-CL-REP IMPF PROSPA2-JONML
‘He says he’s not going now.’
b. Maxtyo ba'an mi ke k-majl-el.
NEG-still whereEXT IMPF PROSPA1-gONML
‘He’s still not going.’
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c. Maai mi ke k-majl-el.
NEG.EXT IMPF PROSPA 1-gONML
‘I'm not going.

Interestingly, ba’al does not appear in equivalent stative constructions, awrshiy the
examples in (103).

(103) a. Widik-etyik.
man-B2-IRR
‘If you were aman...’ (Vélzqueé\lvarez 2002, 155)

b. Machik wiiik-ety.

NEG-IRR manB2

‘If you weren't a man. ..’ (Vazquedlvarez 2002, 177)
c. Machwifik-ety.

NEG mansB2

‘You're not a man.’

A comparison of the (c) forms in (101-103) may shed some hghthis puzzle. As discussed
in the section below on negation (8A.7.9), individual-lepeedicates like the one in (103) are
negated with the simple negative morphemach while stage-level predicates like the ones in
(101) and (102) are negated witha'a@+—a combination of the negative morpheme, and the
existentiallocative afi (8A.5.1). One possibility is that thafi in the ba’a is the sameaf that
would otherwise appear together with negation. The loegtronounba’ serves as some sort of
host. The question is then whethaéris more generally incompatible with clitics likéyo and-ik,
and what the function ddi is in these constructions. | leave the analysis of this fosma topic for
future work.

“Phatic mantras”

Finally, in the context of these clitics, | include a disdossof what Attinasi (1973, 204) calls
“phatic mantras”, (a term which he attributes to BronislawliMowski) and refers to speech which
serves a social, rather than a referential or communicgiiveose. He writes:

Chol speakers frequently make use of phatic speech to affopopitions, as hesitation
phenomena between subjects in a conversation, to keep tiversational contact
in lieu of eye contact, and as an integral part of elabora¢etgrg and leave-taking
formulas. (Attinasi 1973, 204)

These phatic mantras are composed of clitics, most efieh -ix, -ku, b4, me and-i. The
first element is frequenthche™ (which Attinasi calls a clitic but which may be related to the
complementizer (8A.7.10)), or the determiniér. He writes that “The permutational possibilities
of the affirmative mantra are practically limitless” (Attisi 1973, 206), and gives the examples in
table A.22.

In negative mantras, the clitics may combine with the nggatiorphemenach as inmach-ku
or mach-ix These strings are infrequently heard in elicited matebat are an important part of
any Chol dialogue. In (104) | give an example of part of a cosation between ‘S’ and ‘M’. Here |
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Table A.22: PHATIC MANTRAS (ATTINASI 1973, 207)

che’-ach-ba-yi
che’-ku-ch(e")-ach-i
che’-ix-ba-ku-yi
che’-me’-ku
jif-ix-me’-ku

do not give morpheme-by-morpheme glosses, but simply igigihthe clitics and “phatic” elements
described in this section. | include the original Spanisingtation in parentheses.

(104) RRT OF CHOL DIALOGUE (VTA.976-976)

s; jiii sij tyakK'ii yofix tyi kolelob alpefal whayi
‘Now you need a lot of money to raise children.’
(Ahora quiere puro dinero para que crezcan lofwg

m; che kuwali
‘It seems that'’s true.'Farece que $i
s; che’ixi
‘Indeed.” (Ad e9
m; che tsa’ chéi
‘Well, that’s how it is.” (AS es puep
s; jixkuyi, jaja
‘That's how it is, yes.’ Ad es, )
m; ch&achi
‘That's how itis.” (Ad e
s; che’i, mach ya'af amarba
‘Like that, your mother wasn't like that.’Ad, no estaba tu ma#)
m; cha’ach je’e machkulajal bajche™ wa 'wal
‘Indeed, it wasn't the same, as you say< es, no es igual como dices
s; machku lajal
‘I's not the same.’ No es igual
m; machix
‘No indeed.” (No pue}
s; machéachlajal
‘It's not the same.’ No es igua)

This dialogic repetition or “parallelism” is characteitstof Mayan speech, and has been
discussed in Norman 1980, Brody 1986, Hofling 1993, and Brb988, to name just a few.
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A.7.5 Secondary predication

Depictive secondary predicates in Chol appear immedidiefpre the main predicate and may
contribute meanings related to: physical state or conditiole, function, or stage of life; quantity;
and manner (Vazqueélvarez 2002, 229). Secondary predicates (italicized Dbj}) are always
optional, and give additional information about one of thguaents of the clause. This argument
is referred to as the “controller” of the secondary predicg@chultze-Berndt and Himmelmann
2004). The primary predicate appears in its regular infteétem. As shown in (105b), the
secondary predicate may optionally show set B morphologindexing the controlling argument
of the primary predicate.

(105) DePICTIVE SECONDARY PREDICATES
a. Buch-ul tyi i-juch’-u ixim.
seatedsTAT PRFV A3-grind-Tv corn

‘She ground corn seated.’

b. Tyij-ik-fa-(yof) tyi  majl-i-yofi.
happyAFFC-AFFC-B1 PRFV go-TV-B1
‘I went happily.’
c. Notyfiotyfia mi i-lets-el majl-el tyi tye'jifii x-ch’ejku.
stick-stickAFFC IMPF A3-ascendNML go-NML PREPtree DET CL-woodpecker
‘The woodpecker goes up the tree (sticking to it). (Aulieakulie 1978, 83)

Schultze-Berndt and Himmelmann 2004 note:

One of the essential characteristics of a secondary ptedgmstruction is the fact
that a single clause contains two predicative constityevitich do not form a complex
predicate in the way serial verbs or periphrastic predgcdt® (Schultze-Berndt and
Himmelmann 2004, 59)

Vé\zquezAIvarez (2002) demonstrates that secondary predicatehah, Gke those in (105),
indeed belong to the same clause as the primary predicatst, ffonted arguments must appear
before the secondary predicate. If they appear betweenrimany and secondary predicates, as
with the first person pronoun in (106a), a biclausal intagiren is forced,; Vazqueéxlvarez cites
prosodic evidence for this. Second, second position glitike the irrealis in (106b), attach to the
secondary predicate. Finally, negation appears beforsdbendary predicate, and can scope over
the entire clause, as in (1060).

(106) a. Buch-ul-ofi. Joiiof tyi  K'oty-i-yof.
seatedsTAT-B1 PRONL PRFV arrive.thererrv-B1

‘I'm seated. | arrived.’ (Viazqueélvarez 2002, 231)
b. Buch-ulik tyi  Koty-i aj-Pekro. ..

seatedsTAT-IRR PRFV arrive.thererTv DET-Pedro

‘If Pedro had arrived seated. ..’ (Vélzquék/arez 2002, 235)

2The negative morphenmaachis also possible in (106c). As discussed in section A.7 &vaghachtypically negates
aspectless stative predicates, winila afinegates clauses with aspect marking. Wimarthis used in place ofma afiin
(106c¢) the reading becomes ‘Pedro arrived not seated’'—ightiite negation scopes only over the secondary predicate.
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c. Ma’aii  buch-ul tyi  Koty-i aj-Pekro.
NEG.EXT seatedsTAT PRFV arrive.thererTv DET-Pedro
‘Pedro didn't arrive seated.’ (Vézquédvarez 2002, 236)

All core arguments—intransitive subjects and transitivbjacts and objects—may control the
secondary predicate. As shown by the forms in (107), wheretimary predicate has two potential
controllers, set B person marking on the secondary predidisambiguates. If there is no set B
person marking on the secondary predicate, there seemsaiptaterence for the internal (set B)
argument to be the controller, though more work is needee. her

(107) a. Buch-ukety tyi k-tyaj-ayety.
seatedsTAT-B2 PRFV Al-find-Tv-B2
‘| found you (while you were) seated.’
b. Chlijyem-ofityi k-tyaj-a-yety.
sadsl PRFV Al-find-Tv-B2
‘| found you (while | was) sad.’

Secondary predicates may consist of any stative predicEtey may include positionals in
their stative-VI forms (8A.5.2); nominal or adjectival predicates; affeeti (§A.5.3); and others
predicates discussed more in Vazqduzarez 2002 and in section A.5 above. The secondary
predicate never appears with aspect morphology or with thealic “theme vowel” suffixes
discussed in chapter 2.2.3—that is, it behaves as othérestaedicates. While Vazquefklvarez
discusses only depictive secondary predicates, reseltatlso appear in secondary predicate
constructions, as in (108). Further work is needed to deternwhat differences may exist
between depictive and resultative secondary predicatesSshultze-Berndt and Himmelmann 2004
for a cross-linguistic discussion, and Mateo-Toledo 20@Q0depictive and resultative secondary
predicates in Q’anjob’al).

(108) Chachakyi k-bof-o k-otyoty.
red PRFV Al-paintTv Al-house
‘| painted my house red.

A.7.6 Adverbs and obliques

This section examines the introduction of oblique argumemtChol via the prepositiotyi and
relational nouns, as well as a class of adverbial roots wéuigear adjacent to the verb stem. Other
adverbial information is expressed via the secondary patels discussed above. The position of
temporal adverbs is discussed to some degree in the corfitexird order in Coon 2010b.

Prepositions and relational nouns

Chol has one true prepositiortyi. This preposition introduces the oblique argument in passi
(seen in section 2.2.3 above), all locative relations QK@ZAIvarez 2002, 32), as well as some
adverbial elements. The preposition will also be discugseabre detail in the context of embedded
clauses in chapter 3. Examples are given in (109).
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(109) THE PREPOSITIONtyi

a. Mi a-mos-tyal tyi  tsuts.
PRFV A2-coverPASV.NML PREPblanket
‘You are covered by the blanket.

b. A waj tyi mesa.
EXT tortilla PREPtable
‘There are tortillas on the table.’

c. Ai chityamtyi otyoty.
EXT pig PREPhouse
‘There’s a pig in the house.’

d. Mi k-majl-el tyi chol-el.
IMPF Al-goNML PREPfield-NML
‘I'm going to the field.’

e. Tsajii-etytyi  Salto.
return82 PREPSalto
‘You returned from Salto.’

More specific spatial relations are encoded with possesseyl fart terms and other relational
nouns, as in the examples in (110). In non-careful spaghpaty is concatenated tiyi™ paty, etc.

(110) a. tyi i-paty otyoty
PREPA3-backhouse

‘behind the house’
b. tyi i-jol otyoty
PREPA3-headhouse
‘on top of the house’
c. tyi i-mal otyoty
PREPA3-insidehouse

‘inside the house’

d. tyi y-ebal mesa
PREPA3-undertable
‘under the table’

Relational nouns, described for languages throughout dagalfamily, are also used to express
notions of concomitance and possession, as showrikidtty andcha’&iin (111). Relational nouns
appear with possessive (set A) marking co-indexing theodhiced argument. These relational
nouns need not be introduced by the prepositygnand thus differ from other modifiers. The Chol
relational nounik’oty may show just set A agreement with the introduced argumemt @sl1c),
or may show set A and set B agreement, as in (111d-e). In tlee &tamples, the set B marking
must co-index the introduced argument (null in (111e)).

(111) a. Tyi majl-i y-ik'oty k-mama.
PRFV QO-ITV A3-RN.with A1l-mom
‘He went with my mom.’
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b. Maxkii-cha an il pisil?
who A3-rN.for/of DET clothes
‘Whose clothes are these?’
c. Mi ke k-majl-el k-ik’'oty-ety .
IMPF PROSPA1-gONML A1l-RN.with-B2
‘I'll go with you.’
d. Ya tao k-wii cha’l-e e'tyelk-ik'oty  jifii k-papa.
therePRFV Al-a.lotdoDTV work A1-RN.with DET Al-father
‘There | worked a lot with my father.’ (B.19)

While relational nouns likeik’oty and-ebalare obligatorily possessed, this is not the case with
cha'di, which often appears with no set A marker with readings like’, ‘because of’. This

suggests that the relational noun may be grammaticalizitgd second prepositiorCha’dl can
also introduce full embedded clauses, discussed in se&tibd0 below.

(112) a. Mi i-K'ufi-afi lum cha'ai ja'al.
IMPF A3-softiNCH landbecause&ain
‘The land is softening because of the rain.’ (Aulie and Aul#¥8)
b. Tyi i-mel-e waj chaa y-alobil.
PRFV A3-make7TV tortilla for A3-child
‘She made tortillas for her children.

Finally, the prepositiottyi is also used to introduce certain non-locativen-temporal adverbial
elements, often in a post-predicate position. Some exangpiegiven in (113).

(113) a. ... chaami k-cha” lok-el tyi libre.
SO IMPF Al-againexit-NML PREPfree
‘...s0 | come out free again. (B.158)
b. Poreso jifii x-fiek mi i-sub-efi-ob, cha'an lu™-iik' tyi pejtyelel.
that's.whyDET cL-fiekIMPF A3-saybTV-PL becausall-black PREPall
‘That’s why they call him thefiek because he’s all black.’ (D.49)

At least in some cases, this appear to be an alternative ettwndary predicate construction
discussed above. That is, the adverbial element can apitiear @dause-finally with the preposition
tyi, or as a secondary predicate. Compare for instance (1184)LanA).

(114) Libre mi k-cha™ lok'-el.
free IMPF Al-againexit-NML
‘I come out free again.’

CVC adverbs

A class of CVC roots may appear immediately preceding thé (after the set A marking, when
present). Attinasi (1973, 160) writes that aside from tHiesas “there is no special class of adverbs,
and no special marking for adverbial function” (though tiieconstructions in (113) may be an
exception). Some examples are given in table A.23; see atsmai 1973, 122.
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Table A.23: ADVERBIAL PARTICLES

lu” | ‘completely, all

cha’ | ‘again’

bele | ‘continuously, always’
wei | ‘well, thoroughly, many’
wa’ | ‘quickly’

(115) a. Tyi i-lu  Kux-ui-waj.
PRFV A3-all eatTv A3-tortilla
‘She ate all her tortillas.’

b. Mi i-bele chofiwaj.
IMPF A3-alwayssell tortilla
‘He always sells tortillas.’
c. Nuebamentehofikolk-cha™ tyechyambak-e tyel.
newly PROG Al-againbeginother Al-work
‘I'm beginning new work again.’ (C.37)

While Attinasi lists these as a special class of adverbs &lie them “derivational particles”),
many of them are found elsewhere in the grammar. For instahegis simply the numeral ‘two’
(though here it really means ‘again’ and not necessarilyc#&y; wefi is also an intensifier, meaning
‘very’ or ‘a lot’ (from Spanishbuenao'good’).

VazquezAlvarez (2002) also discusses the fact that many roots whjgear in secondary
predicate constructions (in their stative forms) can algpear in their bare root forms in this
immediately pre-root position. For instance, positiorabts may appear here (indeed, some of
the particles listed by Attinasi are simply positional 3

(116) a. MSITIONAL AS SECONDARY PREDICATE

Buch-ul mi k-way-el.
seatedsTAT IMPF Al-sleepNML
‘| sleep sitting up.’

b. POSITIONAL “INCORPORATED
Mi  k-buch way-el.
PRFV Al-seatedsleepNmL
‘| sleep sitting up.’

Though Vézque;AIvarez calls forms like (116b) instances of incorporafidtitinasi (1973,
120) discusses phonological evidence for a word boundavydes these morphemes and the verb
root. Recall from section A.2.1 above that the vovadk realized asa in word-initial position.
Compare, for example the alternation in the rakt‘give’ in (117).

2Though further work is needed here, the forms in which thétioosl is “incorporated” into the verb stem complex
sometimes have irregular meanings. Incorporabinghas in (116) can mean that the event happened accidentalilg, wh
incorporating the positionata” ‘standing on two legs’ can mean that the event happened Iguick
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(117) a. Tyi k-ak-e-yety alaxax.
PRFV Al-giveAPPL.DTV-B2 Orange
‘I gave you oranges.’
b. Ak’ -efi-ofi!
givedmpP-B1
‘Give it to mel’

Attinasi notes that when this root is preceded by one of thephrames in table A.23, the initial
vowel is realized as, suggesting that the adverb plus root do not form a singleglogical word
(indicated by the# in (118)). See also the discussion of vowel alternationshapter 2.2.5 above.
See Coon 2010b for an analysis of the structure of these forms

(118) Ma-a-cha#ak'.
IMPF-A2-agairtgive
‘You return in.’ (Attinasi 1973, 120)

A.7.7 Reflexives and reciprocals

Both reflexives and reciprocals in Chol involve the relagiiamoun-baj or -b&, which can be glosssed
as ‘self’. This form always appears with possessive (set Adking, which is co-referential with
the external argument of the reflexive construction. Nadg tie possesseda form is itself a third
person nominal (regardless of the set A possessive magka)so all of the forms in (119) show
null third person set B marking with the reflexive object.

(119) HOL REFLEXIVES
a. Tyi k-il-a k-ba.
PRFV Al-seetVv Al-RN.self
‘I saw myself.’
b. Tyi a-tsep-e a-ba
PRFV A2-cut-Tv A2-RN.self
‘You cut yourself.

c. Jifi xiba mi i-pafity-es-an i-ba tyi  ts'i.
DET demoniMPF A3-transformeAus-DTV A3-RN.self PREPdOQ
‘The demon transforms himself into a dog.’ (Aulie and Auli@/8)

Reciprocals are formed in much the same manner, as show igrth in (120).

(120) Tyi i-jats’-a-yob i-ba jifii - wiik-ob.
PRFV A3-hit-Tv-PL A3-RN.Self DET man+L
‘The men hit each other.

While transitive objects are generally free to undergo tiranfor topic of focus, this appears
to be impossible with the reflexive, suggesting a very tigidtion between the verb stem and the
reflexive stem.
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A.7.8 Verbs of motion and directional constructions

Within intransitive roots we find a subclass of roots which ba characterized agrbs of motion
listed in table A.24.

Table A.24: VERBS OF MOTION(VAZQUEZ ALVAREZ 2002)

majl  ‘go’

tyal  ‘come’

jul ‘arrive here’
k'oty ‘arrive there’
och ‘enter

lok’ ‘exit’

lets ‘ascend’
jub ‘descend’
sujty  ‘return’

The roots in table A.24 are distinguished from other intitares in their ability to appear as
“directionals” in serial verb constructions, as in the farim (121). In all of these constructions, we
find a fully conjugated stem (in italics) followed by a directal (in boldface). The directional is a
verb of motion in its non-finittnominal form (discussed in more detail in chapters 3 and &g T
directional form in these constructions may not appear p&ttson morphologs?

(121) a. ... baki tyi och-i majl-el jifi me’.
wherePRFV entertTv go-NML DET deer
‘...there where the deer went in. (E.70)
b. Mi k-chuk-ety majl-el.
IMPF Al-carryB2 go-NML
‘I'll carry you away.’
c. Tyi wejl-i-yon jub-el.
PRFVfly-ITv-B1 descenchmL
‘| flew down.’
d. Tyi i-chok-o och-el tyun jifli alob.
PRFV A3-throw-Tv enterNML StoneDET boy
‘The boy threw the rock in.

The directional specifies the motitmajectory of thanternalargument. In (121d), for instance,
we know the stone entered (for example, into the house), dtiliirrg is said about the movement
of the boy. Most of these can be translated with English dalakparticles like ‘in’, ‘away’, ‘out’,
‘up’, etc.

This construction is limited to verbs of motion. Compare édsample the sentence in (121c)
above with the one in (122a). In (121c) the conjugated venwag ‘fly’; it is followed by the
non-finite form of the directionajub ‘descend’. Contrast this with the ungrammatical form in

305ee Craig 1993, Haviland 1993, Zavala 1993, and Aissen 1868wng others, for discussions of directional
constructions in other Mayan languages.
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(122a). Here we find the same two verbs, but the order is regethe directional is conjugated,
and the non-directional intransitiveejl appears in its non-finite form after the verb stem.

(122) a. *Tyi jub-i-yon wejl-el.

PRFVdescendTVv-B1 fly-NML
‘| descended flying.'

b. Tyi  jub-i-yof.
PRFV descendTv-B1
‘I descended.’

C. Y-om wejl-el.
A3-wantfly-NmL
‘He wants to fly.’

Though we can assign a plausible meaning to the sentenc2da)lthe result is ungrammatical.
The grammatical form in (122b) is provided to illustratettti@e problem is not with conjugating a
directional; all directionals may also appear in reguldrainsitive constructions, but it is only the
directionals which may appear in the position occupiedudejiel in (122a). Finally, the form in
(122c) shows that the regular intransitiwejl can appear in a non-finite stem form.

In constructions like those in (121), there appears to beyatight bond between the directional
and the predicate stem. As discussed in Coon (2010b), a banaal object likexajulel ‘stone’
may not be separated from the stem by adverbsalilié/esterday’, but instead must appear adjacent
to verb stem, as shown by the contrast in (123).

(123) a. Tyi i-chok-o tyufi abi jifi alob.
PRFV A3-throw-Tv stoneyesterdaypET boy
‘The boy threw the stone yesterday.’
b. *Tyi i-chok-o abi tyuh jifii alob.
PRFV A3-throw-Tv yesterdaystonebET boy
‘The boy threw the stone yesterday.’

Directionals, however, must appear immediately adjacenthe verb stem. The bare
nominal xajulel follows the directional in (121c) above; in cannot intereeras shown by the
ungrammaticality of (124). This shows that directionale atructurally different from other
adverbials.

(124) *Tyi i-chok-o tyuil och-el  jifi alob.
PRFV A3-throw-Tv stoneenterNML DET boy
‘The boy threw the stone in.

Examples like the one in (125) illustrate that directionan be stacked (also noted in

VézquezAIvarez 2002, 46). There appear to be restrictions on theroofl the directionals, as
well as on which directionals may combine, though furtherknis needed in this area.

(125) Tyi wejl-i lok’-el maijl-el.
PRFV fly-ITv exit-NML go-NML
‘He flew out and away.’
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Finally, motion verbs in Chol may also appeaniotion-cum-purposeonstructions (cf. Zavala
1993, 40), as in (126a). Here the verb of motion inflects agyalae intransitive encoding the
motion of the subject; the embedded clause (in brackets)ifsggethe “target event” or purpose
of the motion. This construction is impossible with nonedtionals likewejl ‘fly’, as shown by
the example in (126b). This would instead involve a reguldrosdinate construction, discussed in
chapter 4.

(126) a. Jifii matyemutytyi  majl-i [i-mel i-mety ].
DET bird PRFVQo-TV A3-makeA3-nest
‘The bird went to make its nest.
b. *Jini matyemutytyi  wejl-i [i-mel i-mety ].
DET bird PRFVQo-TV A3-makeA3-nest

‘The bird flew to make its nest.’

A.7.9 Negation

Chol has two main negative formsiachandma’a. In the case of verbal predicates, the former is
typically used with stative clauses which do not take onéhefdaspect markers, while the latter is
used when aspect markers appear, as shown in (127).

(127) a. Machk-om sa'.
NEG Al-wantpozol
‘I don’t want pozol’
b. Ma’aii mi i-majl-el tyi klase.
NEG.EXT IMPF A3-gOo-NML PREPclass
‘She doesn’t go to class.’

As the gloss in (127b) suggests, the foma & is most likely bimorphemic—a contraction of
the negativeanachand the existentidlocative af (see section A.5.1) (see also Vazquidrzarez
2002). Evidence for this is found in the existential and tiggaexistential constructions in (128).

(128) a. Al k-wi'fal.
EXT Al-hunger
‘I'm hungry.
b. Ma'afi k-wi'fal.
NEG.EXT Al-hunger
‘I'm not hungry.’

Turning to nominal and adjectival predicates, we find vaatn which negative form is used,
as shown by the forms in (129) and (130). Based on data likeet@®on 2006 argues thatchis
used to negate individual-level predicates, whila & negates stage-level predicates.

(129) NEGATION WITH mach

a. Mach bi'tyik-ety.
NEG ugly-B2
‘You're not ugly.
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b. Mach p’ip’-ofi.
NEG intelligent81
‘I'm not intelligent.’

c. Mach muty jifi.
NEG chickenDET
‘That’s not a chicken.

(130) NEGATION WITH ma &

a. Ma’ain mich’-of.
NEG.EXT angrys1
‘I'm not angry.’

b. Ma’afi lujbefi-ofi.
NEG.EXT tired-B1
‘I'm not tired.’

c. Maai ach’jifii pisil.
NEG.EXT wet DET clothes
‘The clothes aren't wet.’

While the above forms are those most readily offered by ssakn some cases we find
minimal pairs with the same predicate, lending further suppo the individual/stage-level
hypothesis. For instancepachcan be used to negate the predicaiieh’ ‘angry’ in (130a), but
the reading is then one in which the speaker is assertingliggis, in general, not an angry person.
See Coon 2006 for more examples and further discussion atioegn Chol.

A.7.10 Embedded clauses

In this section | briefly cover embedded finite clauses. Emdbddnon-finite clauses were
discussed in chapter 4.4 above. Embedded declarativeeslansChol may be introduced with
the complementizeche’ ‘that’ as in (131). Basic order in the embedded clause i5\80IS/VS,
though as in main clauses, both subject and object can frititvthe embedded clause to topic or
focus positions, as in (131).

(131) a. Tyi j-kel-e [che'tyi i-chil-i ja‘as jifii x-k'alal ].

PRFVAl-watchTv that PRFV A3-fry-ITv bananaDET CL-girl
‘| saw that the girl fried bananas.’

b. Tyi j-kel-e [che’ja’as tyi i-chil-i jifli x-K'alal].
PRFV Al-watchTv that bananaRFv A3-fry-Tv DET CL-girl
‘| saw that it was bananas that the girl fried.

c. Tyi j-Kele [ che'jifi x-k'alal tyi i-ch'il-i  ja'as ].
PRFV Al-watchTv that DET cL-girl PRFV A3-fry-Tv banana
‘| saw that the girl fried bananas.’

Embedded clauses may also be introduced wlih &, ‘because’ or ‘in order to’”:
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(132) Chijyemjifii x-Ana [cha’afl x-Pedro tyi majl-i tyi Tila].
sad DET CL-Ana becausecL-PedroPRFV go-Tv PREPTIla
‘Ana is sad because Pedro went to Tila.’

Embedded questions are introduced with the conditionalkenami ‘if’, as shown by the
examples in (133}

(133) a. persolo dyosy-ujil [ mimu-tyo ke jkKel-e k-e'tyel ].
but onlygod A3-know if IMPF-still PROSPAl-seebEP Al-work

‘But only God knows if I'll still see my work.’ (B.177)
b. perosolo dyosy-uijil [ mi muk’-achk-cha™ tyajjifii k-wakax.]

but onlygod A3-know if IMPF-AFF Al-againfind DET Al-cow

‘But only God knows if I'll find my cows again.’ (C.63-64)

Conditionals are also introduced hyi, as shown by the examples in (134).

(134) a. Mityi Aum-i ja'al,ma’-ix mi  k-majl-el.

if PRFVpassHV rain NEG-alreadyiIMPF A1-gO-NML

‘If it rains | won't go.’ (Warkentin and Scott 1980, 102)
b. Mityi la-k-pas-b-e ts'i', mi ke i-tyaj.

if PRFVPL-A1l-showAPPL-DTV dog IMPF PROSPA3-find

‘If we show the dogs, they’ll find him.’ (E.77)
c. Mi aw-om a-wifik-ail, mi k-pay tyal-el.

if A2-wantA2-maniNCH IMPF Al-call comeNML

‘If you want to employ him, I'll bring him.’ (Aulie and Aulie 978)

Examples of counterfactual conditionals are give in (139)e irrealis clitic-ik appears in the
second position of the antecedent clause, while the corsgéghows no special marking. It seems
that the particlami ‘if’ may optionally precede the antecedent, though morekwsmneeded here.

(135) a. Anik k-tyak'in, mi  k-man j-karu.

EXT-IRR Al-money,IMPF Al-buyAal-car
‘If I had money, I'd buy a car.’

b. Ta'ik i-jap-a ts'ak, ta’-ach lajm-i.
PRFV-IRR A3-drink-Tv medicinePRFV-AFF improve4Tyv
‘If he had taken the medicine, he would have gotten better.’

c. Machik ba'an tyi  majl-i-yetytyi Kifejel, ma’ail tyi a-k'ux-u tamal.
NEG-IRR WhereEXT PRFV QO-TV-B2 PREPparty NEG.EXT PRFVA2-eatTv tamale
‘If you hadn’t gone to the party, you wouldn't have eaten tisa

311t is unknown whether this is connected to the homophonounperdective aspect morpheme.



Complementing

Complementless

APPENDIX B

SUMMARY OF BASIC CONSTRUCTIONS

Perfective

1)
a. Tyi k-mel-e waj.
PRFVAl-makeTV tortilla
‘I made tortillas.’
b. Tyi majl-i-yof.
PRFVQO-TV-B1
‘I went.

Nonperfective

(2) A-CONSTRUCTIONS
a. Chofikolpp k-mel  waj PRO].
PROG Al-maketortilla
‘I'm making tortillas.
b. Choiikol[pr k-majl-el PRO].
PROG Al-goNML
‘I'm going.’

* lit. ~‘My X is happening.

(3) LIGHT VERB

a. Tyi k-cha’le Kay.
PRFVA1-doDTV song
‘ sang.

b. Tyi k-cha’l-e wuts’-of-el
PRFVA1-do-DTV washAP-NML

‘| washed.’

e lit. ~‘1do X!
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(4) B-CONSTRUCTIONS
a. Chorkolei [pptyi  Kay ].
PROGB1 PREPsoONgQ
‘I'm singing.’
b. Chofkolef [pptyi  wuts’-of-el ].
PROGB1 PREPwWashAP-NML
‘I'm washing.’

* lit. ~‘I'm at /engaged in X!
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COM
COMP
DEM
DEP
DET
DIR
DTV
DUR
ENCL
EP
ERG
EXCL
EXH

APPENDIX C

ABBREVIATIONS AND SYMBOLS

ungrammatical construction
inter-speaker variation
morpheme boundary
clitic boundary
optional

BT, 2¥°, 3RP person
set A ERGATIVE, GENITIVE)
absolutive
accusative
affirmative

affective

antipassive
applicative

aspect

auxiliary

set B @BSOLUTIVE)
causative

clitic

completive aspect
complementizer
demonstrative
dependent
determiner
directional

derived transitive
durative

enclitic

epenthesis

ergative

exclusive

exhortative
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EXT
FOC
GEN
HON
IMP
IMPF
INCH
INC
INCL
INSTR
IRR
ITV
LOC
NC
NCL
NEG
NML
NOM
NONFUT
OBL
PART
PASV
PERF
POS
PL
PREP
PRFV
PROG
PRON
PROSP
PRES

existential
focus

genitive
honaorific
imperative
imperfective
inchoative
incompletive
inclusive
instrumental
irrealis
intransitive verb suffix
locative
numeral classifier
noun class marker
negative
nominal
nominative
nonfuture
oblique
partitive
passive

perfect
positional suffix
plural
preposition
perfective
progressive
pronoun
prospective
present
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PTCP  participle
Q interrogative marker
PST past
REDUP reduplication
REL relative clause suffix
REP reportative
RN relational noun
SG singular
STAT stative suffix
SUF Suffix
sV stative verb

TV

transitive verb suffix



APPENDIX D

NARRATIVE TEXT ABBREVIATIONS

Below, ‘XX’ stands in for cited text and line numbers.

B.XX
C.XX
D.XX
E.XX
TXX /LXX
VTA.XX

from the narrativdpapa Abram given in Appendix B of Coon 2004

from the narrativeye'tyel Abramgiven in Appendix C of Coon 2004

from the narrativexiiek given in Appendix D of Coon 2004

from the narrativéMe’, given in Appendix E of Coon 2004

abbreviations from Martinez Cruz recorded texts, dite Martinez Cruz 2007
from the dialogueViejita, recorded in Campanario and transcribed

by Matilde Vazquez Vazquez
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