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A SLETCH OF MAYAN LANGUAGES
David F. Oltrogge

Introduction.

Some historical and comparative notes.
Some phonological features.

Some syntactic features.

Some aspects of verb morphology.
Bibliography.

o FWMPOH

1. The purpose of this paper is to present some of the
principal features of Mayan languages. It will also touch on
genetic relationships among the major members of the Mayan
language family, as well as sketch some inferences regarding
past migrations and inter-group contacts.

A study of this nature is necessarily limited: only a
few aspects of the languages are handled, and then only in a
broad way. DNevertheless, a reading of this introductory work
should provide a beginning point for further study, especially
for the student who may be contemplating doing field work in
a Mayan language.

Further study would naturally require an examination of
the existing literature regarding the particular language or
lnaguages the student wishes to explore. For this purpose,
the reader is directed to the bibliographies in such volumes
as the Handbook of Middle American Indians, or Current Trends
in Linguistics, as well as to the indices of the many lin-
guistic Jjournals in circulation.

2. The Mayan language family is composed of around twenty-
five languages that are spoken by approximately three million
people in Guatemala and southern Mexico. The striking similar-
ities shared by these languages lead to the conclusion that
they are all decendants of a common ancestor. This language,
Proto-Mayan, was spoken around 4,600 years ago by a group of

people that lived somewhere in the highlands of what is now
western Guatemala. On the basis of such considerations as
degrees of linguistic divergence among, and geographic distri-
bution of, the modern languages, McQuown (1964:69-72) traces

a tentative history of the Mayan peoples as follows (my trans-
lation from Spanish):

No more than 46 centuries ago, that is, around the
year 2600 B.C. a small group of American Indians,

the Mayans, who spoke a highly uniform language, and
whose relatively close linguistic relatives (Totonacans
and Mixeans) were found in another part of Mesoamerica,
settled in the proximity of the high Cuchumatanes,

in the northwestern region of what we now call 'los
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Altos’ (the highlands) of Guatemala. 800 years
later, or approximately 1800 B.C., a small portion
of this original group, the Huastecs, separated

from among the Aguacatecs and the Uspantecs and
emigrated towards the north and west (perhaps return-
ing to the lower and warmer altitudes from whence

the entire group had migrated earlier?). This group,
nevertheless, did not go far, but settled in the
lowlands immediately to the north where, 200 years
later, another small portion of the original group,
the Yucatecs, who had separated themselves from
among the Uspantecs and the Pokomchis, joined them.
The Yucatecs, new neighbors of the Huastecs, in
around 1400 B.C. had already separated into two
groups: a principal group that afterwards moved
towards the north and later towards the east (even=-
tually to inhabit the Peten and the Yucatan penin-
sula), and a small group, the Lacandons, that went
to live in the Jjungle and broke contact with the
Huastecs some 200 years before the Yucatecs did. The
Huastecs, around 1200 B.C., broke contact with the
Yucatecs, while the latter continued to maintain
lines of communication with their brothers, the
Lacandons; all the while none of these groups lost
contact with the parent group in 'los Altos',

Some 300 years later, around 900 B.C., the Chon-
talans, leaving the vicinity of the Uspantecs,
united with the Yucatecs and the Lacandons and

lived in very close contact with them during a
millenium or more. The Yucatecan contact with

Chol was somewhat more intimate than with Chontal--
its northern neighbor--, or with the Chorti--its
southern neighbor. A little later, around 750 B.C.,
the Tzeltalans, separating from among the Jacaltecs
and the Ixils, followed the Chontalans, moved
towvards the north, and established a contach some-
what closer with the Chontalans than with the Lacan-
don-Yucatecos. Next, the Tojolabals, approxi-
mately 400 years before Christ, moved towards the
north, from a point midway between the Jacaltecs

and the lMotocintlecs, an established closer re-
lations with the Chontalans than with the Yucatecans,
although all continued living in quite close proximity
with each other in the lowlands along the northern
slopes of the Cuchumatanes. The Chuj separated next,
from between the Jacaltecs and the llotocintlecs on
one side, and from the Ixils and Aguacatecs on the
other, and from a very close ussociation with the

‘Pokomchis and Uspantecs, in approximately 200 B.C.

However, it did not break its contacts with its
neighbors entirely, particularly the Tojolabals,
from whom its divergence did not begin until some
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800 to 900 years later. The intimacy with its

other neighbors to the north broke in different
times from around 200 B.C. to 200 A.D. In the south,
Chuj maintained its close contacts with the Jacal-
tecs and JMotocintlecs until around 500 years after
Christ.

Around 200 B.C., the Quichean languages (ex-
cept Uspantec) also began to separate from among
the iguacatec and the Motocintlec., Mam and Chuj
are found about equidistant from uichean, having
begun their clear-cut divergence around 200 B.C.
Jacaltec and Motocintlec are found at less..a dis-
tance from wuichean, their divergencies having
besun around. 150 A,D, A little later than the
duichcan, the Kekchian languages began to move
out from among the Aguacatec and Ixil--about 100
B.C. Tokomchi, one of the three languages of this
sub-family, took longer in reaching its manifest
distance ('distancia manifiesta'). Mam is somewhat
closer to Chuj than to Kekchian, while at the same
time Chuj is closer to Jacaltec and Motocintlec.
Jithin .,uichean, Uspantec did not break clearly
from Mam until around 700 A,D., about a thousand
years after the date in which the entire group
began to diverge. Motocintlec is found closer to
Uspantec (with a separation of only 1,000 years)
than to any other language outside the .uichecan
group. .aguacatec and Ixil are found about equally
close to Uspantec. Pokomchi, a Kekchian language,
is as close to Uspantec, a yuichean language, as
it is to Pocomam, within its own group. It is
closer to Cakchiquel than to Kekchi, and equi-
distant from Rabinal and quiche. Although .uichean,
with respect to its internal relationships, is a
more compact group--in that it did not begin to
differentiate notably until around 1200 A.D,--,
and while the Kekchian differentiation began about
a millenium earlier, the two groups as wholes are
found closer to. each other than any two lMamean
groups (with the exception of a special relation
that Mamean has with Uspantec on the one hand and
Pokomchi on the other). It would appear that
Kekchian moved towards the east and north, gyuichean
towards the east and south, Pokomchi later split-
ting off from the former and Uspantec from the
latter. DMore remote, within each of the sub-families
that have more than two members, are found Kekchi,
Cakchicquel, Mam, Tzotzil and Chontal. Subsequent
migrations, for which certain evidence exists, were
the following: 1) that of the Motocintlec, around
1000 A.D., which moved from the foot of the
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Cuchumatanes, where it had been in close contact
with Pokomchi, Uspantec, Rabinal and Ixil (all these.
being closer to Yucatec than the other highland
Guatemalan Mayan' languages), to its finsal posi=-
fion established in the southeast of Chiapas on

the northern slopes of the Pacific rangesg

2) that of the Chicomuceltec around 1000 A.D., that
moved from close contact with Huastec--supposedly

on the Mexican gulf coast--to the south bank of

the Grijalva river in the southeast of Chiapas;

3) that of the Uspantec, around 900 A.D., that

moved towards the east from a poaition close to the
Aguacatec, to its present location; #4)that of Poko-
mchi, about 900 A-d-, that moved towards the east
from the vicinity of the Uspantec, to its present
locations 5) that of the Tzeltalan, still without
internal differentiation, around 400 A-D., that moved
from a situation of very close contact with the Chol
and Chorti, to the highlands of Chiapas where Tzotzil
separated at a relatively later date (perhaps not
until 1300 A-D.) and Tzeltal, in a more intimate re-
lationship with Tojolabal, reduced its distance from
the lattery 6) that of the Chorti, around 900 A.D.,
still in very close association with the Tzeltalan,
Yucatec. and Chuj (all three being found outside its
immediate family, viz+ Chontal and Chol), and still
bearing marks of a larger prozimity to Jacaltec,
Motocintlec, Ixil, Uspantec, Pokomchi, Rabinal and
Cakchiquel, that moved towards the east and south

to its present location on the Guatemala-Honduras.
border,

Groupings of the contemporary languages into sub-families
have been propounded by scholars for many years. The
oldest available to me for this study was that done by
5toll in 1884 that posited six such sub-groupings (see
Chart-1l). A more recent classification by Kaufman
(1964:85-6), done on the bases of more adequate data and
a more refined methodology, establishes eleven groups
(see Chart 2). It is interesting to note that in syite
of the eighty year advantage afforded Kaufman, the two
schemes are very much alike. The Huastec, Yucatec, Mamean,
and Guichean groupings are quite similar, though Kaufman
adds Chicomuceltec, Lacandon and Achi, and--strangely--
omits Uspantec. The major differences lie in the area of
the Cholan~Tzeltalan differentiation that Kaufman sets up,
as well as in his addition of Chu,, Kanjobalan and Moto-
cintlec=--all as principal groups. Outlines of this type
generally reflect something of a continuum of degree of
similarity amcrg languages, so that languages that appear
in sequence share a greatcr number of features than two
languages that are separated. Another, more precise way to
represent such siwilarities, is through a chart showing
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CHLRT 1

CLASSIFICLTION OF THi MAYAN LANGUAGES--STOLL, 1884*

A,

Huastec

1.
2'.
1.
2.
3.
4,
5.
1.
2

Yucatec

(Mopan)

Chontal

Tzeltal

Tzotzil

Toholabal

Chol

Kekchi

a.

b.

b.

Pokonchi
(1) Pokomam
(2) Chorti
Cakchiquel
Tzutuhil
Quiche

Uspantec

Ixil

a.

b.

Mam

Aguacatec

*From licguown, 1956, Variant spellings are preserved

from the source.

Parentheses are not explained.
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CHART 2

CLAGSIFIC..TION OF THE MAYAN LANGUAGLES--KAUFMAN, 1964

I. Huastecan
A, Huastec
(B). Chicomuceltec
IT. Yucatecan
A, TYucatec
B, DMopan
C. Lacandon
ITI, Cholan
A, Chontal
B. Chol
C. Chorti
IV, Tzeltalan
A, Tzeltal
B, Tzotzil
V. Tojolabal
VI. Chuj

VII. Kanjobalan

A. Kanjobal

B, Jacaltec
(VIII). Motocintlec
IX. DMamean

A, Ixil

B. Aguacatec

C. Mam
X. quichean

A, Quiche

B. Cakchiquel

C. Tzutujil

D. Achi (=Rabinal)
XI. Kekchian

A, Pokomam
B. Pokomchi
C

Kekchi
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percentages of common retentions and separation in time,
as done by Mayers (1966:385) fgr most of the Guatemalan
Mayan languages (see Chart 3).

In summary, the Mayan languages of today probably
trace to a common ancestor of something over four thousand
years ago. The similarities that exist in the modern
languages suggest a complex history of divelopment, and
provide criteria for the establishment of various sub-
groupings within the family.

3. As is to be expected, the Mayan languages demonstrate
a high degree of phonological similarity. These similari-
ties make it possible (through the application of the com-
parative method to cognate lexical sets across the lan-
guages) to reconstruct the phonemes of Proto-Mayan. These
phonemes, as reconstructed by McWuown (1964:57), appear

in Chart 4.

On the basis of the literature that was consulted, a
number of generalizations regarding the phonologies of
the modern Mayan languages may be drawn (see Chart 5):
1) By means of phoneme lists from five Mexican and
eleven Guatemalan Mayan languages, the following phon-
emes were found to occur in alls ' /p/, /t/, /X/, /2/,
/t°/, [/, /E/y 184y /2°/, /C?/y /€/, /udy. /Rly /Y/,
and /1/ of the consonants; and /a/, /e/, /i/, /o/, and
/u/ of the vowels. These may rightly be considered as
Mayan universals (though there could possibly be some
languages that weren't researched that lack one or more
of the foregoing).

It is also likely that a bilabial semivowel /w/ and a
velar fricative /x/ should be listed here as universals.
Possible skewing of the information caused by different
orthographic conventions and lack of phonetic data, how-
ever, make it difficult to determine if h and w in some
languages correspond with j (derived from Spanish) and v,
respectively, in others. Nevertheless, all the languages
have at least one phoneme of each basic type, and in Kekchi
/x/ and /h/ contrast.

2) The following phonemes occur in fourteen to fifteen
of the lanfusages examined, and may be considered near
universals: /b?/ 14, /s/ 15, and /r/ 15. The /b?/ is
unique in that in all but a few of the languages it
represents an implosive that is usually voiced--an
asymmetrical feature of an otherwise uniform system.

3) Phonemes that occur in from seven to ten languages
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CHART 3

HISTORICAL RELATIONS*

‘Time (approximate) in centuries.

-Cho

u Ac Ca Pi Pm Ke Ag Ix Ma Ja Ch Mo
Quiche ;‘—”3‘ 4 8 13ﬂ15 15 15 14 11 17 18 17
Achi i39~_m_ 5 9 11{16 14 14 13 12 13 19 18
Cakchiquel |87 86 11 1118 14 15 14 12 16 19 16
Pokomchi 76 74 69 6!13 15 15 16 14 16 20 21
Pocoman (67 70 69 83 |16 19 20 18 18 19 22 22
Kekchi 63 60 58 67 61 13 14 16 15 19 23 18
Aguacatec 62 €4 64 63 55 66 810/ 1215 19 21
Ixil 63 64 62 63 54 64i78 !11%11 14 19 22
Mam 64 61 64 61 58 61|72 71 11 {16 16 20
Jacaltec 69 68 68 65 57 62|68 69 69 11 17 17
Chu j 59 67 60 60 55 56|63 65 61 71 16 19
Mopan 57 56 56 54 51 49 55 56 60 59 61 7
Chorti 59 57 60 53 51 55 52 50 54 59 57 79

Percentage of common retentions

*From lMayers, 1966
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CHART 3a
Chorti TABLE OF RELATIVE DISTANCES*
¥ Pocomam
¢ Mopan
Cakchiquel
\
\ Achi
: Pokomchi
Quiche
Kekchi
Jacaltec
Ixil » —e Aguacatec
Chuj
LMam

*From Mayers, 1966. 1/4" = approximately 100 years.
Languazes less than 1200 years distant are connected.

SIL-UND Work Papers 1974



38.

P t
p° £°
s
m n
w
1
r

CHART 4

PHONELMES - OF PROTO-MAYA*

ts k k
ts? k? k?

S X
n
J
i e
e a
ii ee
ee aa

“(high tone)
kw, etc.

ky, etc.

*From Mc.uown, 1964
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CHART 5
TYPICAL MAYAN PHONEMES

t k k ?

-b") k" 1.[9

.4 &

£ e

S $ X e—or—>h

n

J

1

T
i u
e a o)
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are: /k/ 9, and /k?/ 7. The post-velar stops seem to
occur dnly in Guatemalan languages.

4) ©Phonemes that occur in fewer than seven languages
are not considered typical. They are: /a-/ 6, /i:/ 5,
/e/ 5, /u‘/“5’ /o~/ 4,W/P°/ 4, c/ 4, /5‘7/'4, /?’/ 4,
/a/ 3, /n/ 3, /o/ 3, /k"/ 2, /k*"/ 2, /v/ 2, /v/ 2,

and only one of /g/, /®/, /\/, /€/, /u/, and /i/.

The occurrence of the long vowels throughout the six-
teen languo es examined does not seem to present a
genetic or geographical distribution pattern. The
retroflexed alveo-palatals occur in four languages that
are both genetically and geographically proximate: Ixil,
Aguacatec, Mam and Jacaltec. The velar nasal occurs in
languages that are somewhat proximate gentetically,
though separate (largely) geographically: Chuj, Jacal-
tec and lMopan. /a/ seems to occur: in languages that
are rather distant (geographically and genetically):
Juiche, .iguacatec and Chontal.

5) Stress and syllable shapes are harder to typify for
lack of recdily available data. Stress seems generally
to occur on word final syllables, hence is non-contrast-
ive (with some exceptions). A typical syllable formula
would be (C)CV(C). There are, of course, co=-occurrence
restrictions on the CC clusters of syllable onsets.

CCC~ patterns also occur. There are no vowel clusters.

4, The discussion of syntactic features of Mayan languages
will follow the approach taken by Greenberg (1963: 73-
113) in which languages are typologically classified
according to the following to the followin criteria:

1) predominant order of subject (S), verb (V), and object
(0) in the clause; 2) employment of prepositional (Pr)

or postpositional (Po) elements for "...concepts expressed
by prepositions in English"; 3) expression of possession =
by the genitive preceding (GN) or following (NG) the nouns
and 4) attributive expressions with adjectives preceding
(AN) or following (NA) the noun they modify. In apply-
ing thése criteria to 'Maya', he proposes the following
scheme: II/Pr/NG/AN (where II = SVO. It should be noted
that Greenberg does not state what he means by the term
'Maya'. The word is often used as a label for Yucatec.
Whether he employs it this way, or whether he means the
entire family, is not clear.

searching through the materials that were available

n
to me% for confirmation of Greenberg's formula, the follow-
ing patterns seemed to emerge (see Chart 6):
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1) Predominant order of clause elements was VS0, with
five 6f the fourteen languages checked manifesting this
order: Achi (though a late personal communication from
John Brawand indicates SVO as being more usual--at least
in the Rabinal dialect area of Achi), Jacaltec, Aguaca-
tec, Ixil and Mam, the last three being both geographi-
cally and genetically proximate. Although Jacaltec
borders Mam goegraphically, it is genetically somewhat
distant. Achi is considerably removed, both geographi-
cally and genetically, from the others; though this par-
ticular incongruity is lost if Brawand's report reflects
a geruine dominant pattern. Three languages wcre SVO:
Cakchiquel, (uiche and Chorti. "While the first two are
both genetically and geographically close, the latter is
quite distant in both ways. Mopan and Tzotzil, geograph-
ically and genetically distant, were VOS. Information
on this feature was not readily available for the re-
maining four languages. It would appear, therefore,
especially in view of the above mentioned communication
from Brawand, that either V30 or SVO may be typically
Meyan. Further research would possibly show one or the
other as predominant; it might even reveal a statistical
ambivalence that would make a both-and statement pre-
ferable to an cither-or statement on this question.

2) A search through a number of texts with keyed literal
translaticns (Shaw, 1971), showed Greenberg to be cor-
rect in classifying Mayan languages as prepositional.

Of the fourteen languages surveyed in this section,

nine --Achi, 'Aguacatec, Cakchiquel, Chuj, Ixil, Jacal-
tec, Kekchi, Mopan, and wuiche--were included in the
above cited source, all of which clearly demonstrated
prepositional structure.

3) Greenberg states that the genitive follows the noun
(NG). This was somewhat difficult to confirm in that
most of the possessive forms described ir my sources
were in the form of bound pronominals. Since these were
all prefixes, the tendency would be to posit a GN uni-
versal for Mayan, rather than NG. However, of the three
free forms I found, Cakchiquel and uiche (both geograph-
ically and genetically very close) were NG, and Jacaltec
(considerably distant from the other two in both ways)
was GN, On discussing this feature with Brawand, he
reports that, in free forms, Achi is NG. Thus, it

might be preper to think in terms of an NG pattern as
being more predominant. More research on the free

forms would be necessary before a definitive statement
on this feature could be made.

4) Finally, Greenberg states that in Mayan languageés
adjectives typically precede the nouns they modify..
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Achi*
Aguacatec
Cakchiquel
Chorti
Chuj

Ixil
Jacaltec
Kekchi
Mam
Mopan
Pokomchi
Quiche
Yucatec

Tzotzil

VSO
£
SVO
SVO

*9 .

VSO
VSO

L3V

VSO
VOS

LIV

SVOo

)

VOS

CHART 6

SYNTACTIC FEATURES

Pre
Pre
Pre
?
Pre
Pre
Pre

Pre

L2V]

Pre

LEV)

Pre

[ 2V

*d

GN
GN
NG
GN
GN
GN
GN
GN
GN
?

GN
NG
GN
GN

*See text for alternate patterns
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(Prefix)

(Prefix)
(Prefix)

(Prefix)

(Prefix)
(Prefix)
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My research generally bore this out, in that ten
languages-~-Aguacatec, Cakchiquel, Chorti, Chuj, Ixil,
Kekchi, lMam, Pokomchi, uiche and Yucatec (representing
a wide geographic and genetic spread)--manifest this
pattern; whereas two, Achi and Jacaltec (geographically
and genetically distant from each other) are NA (though,
again, Brawand, in personal. communication, advises me
that Aichi is AN).

Greenberg (196%:110-3) has formulated forty-five
grammatical universals based on studies in some thirty
languages from all parts of the world. A more detailed
examination of the lMayan languages, for the purpose of
proving or disproving these universals within the Mayan
framework would be a profitable and interesting under-
taking. ©OSome of these universals include the following:
1) "ill languages with dominant VSO order have SVO as
an alternative or as the only alternative basic order."
2) "In languages with dominant order VSO, an inflected
auxiliary always precedes the main verb. In languages
with dominant order SOV, and inflected auxiliary always
follows the main verb." 3) "When the descriptive adjec-
tive precedes the noun, the demonstrative and the numeral,
with overwvhelmingly more than chance frequency, do like-
wise." :

Kaufman (1973:475-6) has suggested that a number of
other categories could also be researched with poten-
tial profit with respect to the Meso-American languages
(including lMayan). The categories he has suggested are:
Nominal categories:

Do nouns have cases? If so, are they prefixes or

suffixes?

Do nouns have sub-classes according to the way
they are possessed? If so, is the sub-
categorization semantically motivated or not?

ire nouns sub-divided by 'gender' agreement that
other word classes share with them?

Is there a definite article?

Is there an inclusive/exclusive contrast for 'we'?

Jhat is the contrast system for deictics/demonstra-
tives? two-way or three-way, or other?

How is the numeral system structured?

.re there numeral classifiers?

Are locative notions (parallel to English prepo-
sition) expressed by prefixes, suffixes,
prepositions or postpositions, or other
means? And if so, what? '

Verbal categories:
Is there incorporation of noun objects (and in-.
transitive subjects)? If so, preverbal or
post verbal?
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Is the subject of a transitive verb prefixed, suf-
fixed, or independent?

How is the object of a transitive verb marked?

How many morphologically marked verb classes are
there? '

Do verbs have instrumental prefixes?

How is tense/aspect marked?

How are direction and location of action (paral-
lel to English adverbs and verb prefixes)
indicated?

Other categories:

Are there honorific or special respect forms
that are morphologically marked?

Is reduplication found? If so, what function
does it £fill?

How is plurality marked on nouns? on pronouns?
on verbs? '

Is there consonontal or vocalic ablaut? If so,
what does i1t indicate?

Of the foregoing, Kaufman listed the following as being

definitely Mayan: 1) Vigesimal numbering system; 2) Nu-
meral classifiers; 3) Locative notions expressed by
relative nouns,” and 4) Aspect a primary category of
the verb; tense is secondary or entirely unmarked.

5. Mayan verb morphology is rather complicated, being
characterized by potentially long strings of prefixes
and suffixes carrying such markers as tense-aspect,
person, number, inclusive-exclusive, voice, mood,
instrument, benefactive, etc. A classic example comes
from Cakchiquel (Townsend, 1926):
Xquebencamisabextaj-ka-na-can, 'With an instrument I
will go to kill them rapidly--in reference to a down-
ward movement, and in reference to something expected
and finished by that act, I will leave.' Its analysis
is as follows: 1) Xqu- --future time; 2) -e- --third
person plural of substantive verb, indicating that the
object is plural and third person; 3) -be- —-the verb
'to go", indicating that the agent goes away in order

to act; 4) =~n~- --abbreviation of the pronominal-pos-
sessive prefix nu indicating that the agent is singu-
lar and in first person;  5) -cam- --verb root signifying
'to die'; 6) ~isa- --causative suffix; 7) -be- --instru-
mental suffix; 8) -xta- --rapidative suffix; 9) -j- --in-
dicator of active voice; 10) -ka- --auxiliary verb indi-
cating action in a downward direction; 11) -na- --auxi-
liary verb indicating necessary action; 12) -can --en-
clitic indication that the action is finished or left

or abandoned. Verbs of this length are very rare in
Cakchiquel speech and literature, naturally, but the
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potential and complexity are nevertheless well illus-
trated here. Complexities of the type Jjust examined
lead Jacobs and Longacre (1967:326) to make the follow-
ing statement: "...in many (if not all) Mayan languages,
it does not seem profitable to distinguish word from
phrase as grammatical levels., While there is a stem
(or derivative level) there is but one further gram-
matical level between stem and clause. This interme-
diate level, which we here term the phrase is charac-
terized by varying degrees of phonological cohesion
correlating roughly with the distance of elements from
the stem."

For a more detailed--though somewhat restricted--view
of some liayan verb morphclogy, Fox's material on -wuiche
(1966:87-124) provides a representative sample. Accord-
ing to Fox, there are four major verb classes in -uiche:
1) active, 2) passive, 3) middle and 4) intransitive. He
does not state how many sub-classes each of these have,
but he does list two for the active verb: 1) imperfect
and 2) perfect.

He reports three types of imperfect active verbs, but
describes only one, which may be formulated as follows
(using Fox's notation): +isp:asp +obj:pers2 +as:pers;
+Ben:ben +avn:vs,/vs +Ins:ins sRec:rec xIm:;im +Vo:
avol. The formuia (without making terminological dis-
tinction for slot and filler) would read: obligatory
aspect prefix, followed by obligatory object prefix,
followed by obligatory active subject, followed by
optional benefactive, followed by obligatory active
verb stem (class 1 or class 2), followed by optional
instrument suffix, followed by optional reciprocal
suffix, followed by optional immediative suffix, fol-
lowed by obligatory voice suffix.” Fox does not show
any co-occurrence restructions or obligations, nor
does he provide a carefully-labeled example.

The formula for the perfect active verb (Fox makes no
mention of any sub-types) is: +obj:pers, +ass;persj
+avn:;vs]/vso xIns:ins zRecsrec xIm:imom +Asp:pasp. The
terms for tﬁe foregoing parallel those -of the imperfect
active verb above; no explanation is given for the
different filler for the immediative suffix, however.

The filler for the aspect suffix is different in order
to indicate perfect aspect. Again, there are no limi-
tations, maximal constructions, or examples given.

The verbal affixes may be listed as follows (for the

above examples only; it may be assumed that the list
is not complete):
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Prefixes:
Aspect (for 'certain'--Fox does not specify which-
active, passive, middle and intransitive verbs):
k- Incompletive

v

s- Completive
¢~ Incohative
.m- Negative

x- Directional
Person:

Class 1. Manifests active subject tagmeme in
active verbs.

Occurs with Occurs with
consonant-initial vowel-initial
verb stems: verb stems:
1st Sg. in- w-
2nd sg. a- aw-
3rd sg. u- o
1st pl. ka- k-
2nd pl. i- iw-
3rd pl. ki- k-

Class 2. Manifests object tagmeme in active
verbs, and subject tagmeme in passive, middle
and transitive verbs.
in- 1st sg.
at- 2nd sg.
g- 3rd sg.
ux- lst pl.
is- 2nd pl.
e- 3rd pl. with consonant-initial verbd

stem.
eb”?’- 3rd pl. with vowel-initial verb stem

Benefactive. Manifests benefactive tagmeme in im-
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perfect active verbs:
IV V varies in accordance with vowel of verb
stem; it is not specified how.
Suffixes:
Instrumental. Manifests instrument tagmeme in
active, passive, and middle verbs:
-b”e 'by means of'

Reciprocal. Manifests instrument tagmeme in
active, passive and middle verbs:

-la” 'one to another', 'from one to the
other'

Monemtaneous. Manifests immediative tagmeme in
active, passive and middle verbs:

-3ta 'right now', 'soon'
Voice:

-x Hdctive voice 1. Occurs with imperfect.
active verbs of sub-class 1. '

-0 Active voice 2. Occurs with imperfect
active verbs of sub-class 2.

-8 Tassive voice 1. Occurs with imperfect
passive verbs of sub-class 1.

-tax Yassive voice 2. Occurs with perfect
passive verbs.

n- Middle voice. Occurs with middle wverbs.

-ik Indicative. -Occurs with passive,
middle, and intransitive verbs.

-V?m-ampe? Imperative 1. Occurs with type 2
of imperfect active verbs. =~V? is
informal, the V changing in accord-
ance with the stem vowel. -ampe?
is formal.

-ok Imperative 2. Occurs with passive,
* middle, and intransitive verbs.

Perfect aspect:
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~inak Occurs with passive, middle, and in-
transitive verbs.

-om Occurs with active verbs.
Motion:

-kat Circular motion
~-lob”  Front-to-back -or side-to-side motion.

Delgaty (1960) has described the verb strucgure of
Tzotzil, a liayan language spoken in Mexico. In brief,
he posits five verb ‘types: transitive, intransitive, po-
sitional, substantive, and descriptive; each with a num-
ber of sub-types (many of them parallel). A total of
four prefix and eight suffix positions are shown,

though naturally no one construction or type manifests
them cll. There are likewise a few co-occurrence obli-
gations and restrictions. A condensation of the five
verb types with affixes has been photocopied from the
article in question (see Chart 7).

A few observations in connection with this condensa-
tion are in order. 1) Preposed items of series 5000
through 9000 inclusive are, according to Delgaty, par-
ticles--not prefixes--and do not enter into the verb
word as such (cf. Jacobs and Longacre 1967, and above,
page 18, on the problem of ditinguishing verb from
verb phrase). 2) It is not entirely clear as to why
separate columns were established for the 3010-3%020
prefix series, or for the 110-120, 310-320-%30, and
810-820 suffix series, exce?tAnperhaps, to show co-

occurrence. restructions. 3) ; examination of_ the
meaning labels suggests a number of semantically

based co-occurrence restrictions; e.g., exclusive-
inclusive (610 series) occurs only with first person
(510--or 2010?--series) and plural (710 series); also
a number of affixes are limited to certain verb types
(which serves as an identifying-contrustive feature),
e.g., the hortatory-imperative suffixes (310 series)
occur only with the hortatory and imperative sub-types
of transitive, intransitive, positional. and sustantive
verb types. An interesting feature is the possible
occurrence of either subject or object affixes in two
positions (3010 and 510 series). This feature is not
explained in detail in the text. Yet a third position
for subject (2010 series) occurs as well.

In looking at the wuiche and Tzotzil data (and with a

quick glance at Cakchiquel), a number of tentative
generalizations may be attempted:
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51.

1) There are transitive-intransitive distinctions, with
a number of other parameters also being manifested,
whether as major type or as sub-type; e.g., passive,
imperative, perfect.

2) Verbs are highly inflected, with up to four possible
prefix positions and as many as eight suffix positions.

3) Pronominal prefixes have phonologically defined adlo-
morphs, based on the phonological shape of the verb
stem, and morphologically defined allomorphs based on
the class (transitive vs. -intransitive) of the verb
stem., ‘

4) Inclusive-exclusive distinctions exist (but may not
always be a part of the verb word).

5) Typical prefixes include aspect (though this is in
free form in Tzotzil), object, subject, beneficiary,
directional.

6) Typical suffixes include immediative, repetitive,
instrumental, voice, mood, number (singular-plural of
subject or object).

NOTES

1., BSimilar groupings have been done by Gatschet
(1895), Lroeber (1939), Halpern (1942), Mcguown (1956
and 1964), and others. See McQuown 1956 and Campbell
1973.

2. &quivalent information of half of Chart 3 (though in
different form) is shown in Chart 3%a which correlates
relative separation in time on a scale of 1/4" to ap-
proximately 100 years. Chart from Mayers, 1966:3%86.

3. The search for common syntactic features of liayan
languages was only partially successful because the
primary source of information, Lenguas de Guatemala,
includes grammatical sketches of eleven !Mayan langua-
ges (all of Guatemala) only. In spite of its short-
comin~s, however, it proved to be superior to the
sources of similar information on Mexican Mayan
languages. For these, there was no one volume (as
for Guatemala), and, the relevant material in the
bibliography in the Handbook of Middle American In-
dians, Vol. 5, seemed to be either 1) of a very re-
stricted nature, e.g., numeral classifiers, or 2)
largely inaccessible because of having been published
outside the U.S5., or not having been published at all.
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4, DMcQuown (1967:201-47) add nothing to this section,
in that syntax is not handled.

5. Kaufman (1973:477) defines relative nouns as nouns
that are ".,.morphologically always possessed--the pos—
sessing pronoun being what in English is the 'object',
and the relational nouns can be translated as 'surface'
(=on), ‘'interior' (=in),. 'exterior' (=out of), 'back'
(=behind), 'face' (=before), 'side' (=beside)."

6. Due to an oversight, Cowan, 1969 did not come to my
attention in time to incorporate elements therefrom into
this paper. It appears to treat Tzotzil grammar more
extensively than Delgaty, 1960. It also looks like
Delgaty's basic verb categories. aren't changed very
much. in this,
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The last volume came into my hands after work on this
paper had been completed. It'brings together all but omne
of the papers presented at a sympos1um on Mayan Zthno-
linguistics held in New Orleans in November of 1969.

None of these papers deals with the subject of a for-

mal methodology for the study of Mayan semantics. Iach

one, rather, focuses ' on a narrow domain within the language
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