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INDIRECT OBJECT ADVANCEMENT IN TZOTZIL REVISITED

Judith Aissen, in a very interesting paper (1978), proposes for Tzot-
zil a rule of Indirect 0bject1A5vancement (IOA), which converts initial 3's
to 2's in transitive clauses. ?” I would like in this paper to present an
alternative analysis, conceived along the lines of Comrie's proposals for
Huichol (Comrie (1979)). Under this analysis Tzotzil is considered to have
a @semantic pairing of notional 3's with an initial §yntactic category for
which we will use Comrie's term, "prime object" (PO). Notional 2's will

also be assigned the relation of PO if there is no notional 3 in the
clause,

I hope to show that the analysis with PO (henceforth the Prime-Object
Model (POM)) is superior to Aissen's model with IOA (the IOAM).

1. Basic facts about Tzotzil

Aissen presents the following facts about Tzotzil: It is a VOS
language, with nominals unmarked for case, and with pronominal nominals
frequently omitted. All verbs agree in person with their subject., All
transitive verbs agree with their object (final 2, under her analysis.) The
agreement system is morphologically ergative; one set of agreement affixes
marks both intransitive subjects and transitive objects, and a different
set marks transitive subjects. Verbs optionally agree in number with the
subject or object; if either is both animate and plural a plural marker may
be placed on the verb. One set of such prefixes corresponds to ergative
naminals, another to absolutives., There is a rule of Passive which con-
verts objects of transitive sentences to subjeﬁts. Passivized verbs are
marked with a passive suffix, either -e or -at.

1I would like to acknowledge my dependency on Aissen for virtually all I
know about Tzotzil. Although this paper inevitably sounds critical of her
work, it would certainly have never been written without her insightful
analysis to provide a starting point.

I will assume familiarity with the terminoclogy of Relational Grammar
(RG), both that used by Aissen and that used in such standard works as
Perlmutter and Postal (to appear). In these terms a '1' is a nominal that
bears the grammatical relation (GR) of Subject in its clause, a '2' has the
GR of Direct Object, and a '3' bears the GR of Indirect Object. 1's, 2's
and 3's are called "terms'. A nominal becomes a“hdmeur" when its GR is
assumed by another nominal (e.g. 2 becomes 2 when 3 becomes 2). Initial
structures and final structures correspond closely enough, for our pur-
poses, to the traditional deep and surface structures.

¥y "notional 3's" I mean the nominals that by virtue of their semantic
‘role would normally be assigned an initial GR of 3 under traditional RG.
Similarly for "notional 2", "notional 1." :

Although I will assume that this really is Passive, Aissen's argumenta-
tion to support this hypothesis is inadequate. It could be 1-Demotion. of
the three pieces of evidence that Aissen gives to show that the initial 2
is a final 1, the first two (person and number agreement) are properties
that 1's and 2's share. (Both the 2 and the 1 produced by passive are ab-
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In ditransitive sentences (those with both a notional 2 and a notional
3), where Aissen claims that IOA applies, the notional 3 exhibits the same
characteristics as the notional 2's of simple transitive sentences. The
verb agrees with it in person, and may agree with it in number, and it may
advance to subject by Passive. These verbs are marked with the suffix -be.

In causative clauses where Clause Union has occurred, the nominal that
was initially the subject of the downstairs clause exhibits the same
characteristics in the upstairs clause as notional 2's do in transitive
clauses or notional 3's in ditransitives., The downstairs object does not.

There is a derivational verbal suffix -van, which derives intransitive
stems from transitive ones. "Verbs suffixed with -van have a reading like
'to do x to y, or with respect to y', where y must be human, either a non-
specific human or a discourse referent” (Aissen p. 20). Verbs with -van
never have an overt object, nor do they allow the suffix -be. Also, verbs
from causative Clause Union cannot be suffixed with -van.

Certain verbs which are always intransitive never have the suffix -be
used with them, Passive verbs may have the suffix -be preceding the Pas-
sive marker, in which cases the notional 3 of a ditransitive sentence is
the subject, but they may not have -be following the Passive marker, nor
may they have the notional 2 of a ditransitive sentence as subject.

2. The two models contrasted

In this section I would like to contrast the ways Aissen's IOAM and a
POM would account for the above data. I will use the term numbers 1,2,3 in
statements attributed to the IOAM, and the term abbreviations 1,P0,SO (Sub-
ject, Prime Object, Secondary Object) for those attributed to the POM. In
contrasting statements I will capitalize those parts which seem to consti-
tute important differences between the two models.

A. Why notional 3's are final 2's
of ditransitive sentences
I0OAM: 3's advance to 2's by a SYNTACTIC RULE of IOA.
POM: Notional 3's are chosen in preference to 2's to bear the PO GR.
Notional 2's that do not bear the PO GR bear the SO GR. This is a
SEMANTICO-SYNTACTIC RULE.

B. Why notional 2's are not final direct objects
of ditransitives
I0OAM: Stratal uniqueness law (+ Chomeur law).
POM: Stratal uniqueness law (at initial stratum).

C. Person Agreement
IOAM: Verbs agree in person with final 1 and final 2.
POM: Verbs agree in person with final 1 and final FO.

D. Number Agreement
I0AM: Verbs may agree in number with either final 1 or final 2.

solutives.) The third fact follows naturally from 1-Demotion: if there
no subject in a VOS language, the O is in last position.

is
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POM: Verbs may agree in number with either final 1 or final FO.

E. Passive
IOAM: 2 advances to 1.

POM: PO advancez to 1.

F. Meaning of -be
IOAM: Marks IOA. 3 ansd
POM: Registers presence of a SO in the clause,.

G. Word Order
IOAM: V 221 (imposed at surface)
POM V SO PO 1 (imposed at surface)

H. Causative constructions with Clause Union
IOAM: Downstairs Erg (D-Erg) becomes upstairs 3 (U-3), D-Abs becomes U-2.
(THIS HAS BEEN CLAIMED AS A UNIVERSAL.)
POM: D-1 becames U-PO, D-PO becames U-SO. (THIS IS NOT NECESSARILY UNIVER-
SAL.)

1. Why -be is used on some causative sentences
I0AM: Because IOA has applled turnlng a derived 3 into a 2.
POM: Because there is a SO in the clause.

J. -van Formation
IOAM: A rule operating on initial structure eliminates certain human 2's,
leaving -van behind as a marker. AMONG THOSE 2'S ARE NOTIONAL 3'S.
POM: A rule operating on initial structure eliminates certain human FO's
leaving -van behind as a marker.

K. Why there are no verbs with both -be and -van
I0AM: IOA OCCURS ONLY IN TRANSITIVE CLAUSES.
POM: -van FORMATION DOES NOT OCCUR IN DITRANSITIVE CLAUSES.

L. Why there are no intransitive verbs with -be
IOAM: Because IOA occurs in transitive clauses only.
POM Because -be occurs only in ditransitive clauses; no intransitive verb
could be lexically inserted in such a clause.

M. Why there are no cases of IOA after Passive
IOAM: Because IOA only occurs in transitive clauses.
POM: Because there is no rule of IOA to apply.

N. Why there are no final 3's
IOAM: A SPECIAL CONSTRAINT IS REQUIRED. The No-3 Constraint, which is
either a derivational or a surface structure constraint, stars sen-
tences with final 3's in them.
ggﬂi There never were any 3's at all. There is nothing to explain.

0. Why notional 2's of ditransitives never suffer Passive
I0AM: If they do, they leave a 3 which cannot undergo 10A, since IOA only
occurs in transitive clauses. The No-3 Constraint stars such sen-
tences.
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POM: They are not PO's.

3. Discussion of differences in the two models

As far as I know, both models account for the data. Externally, the
IOAM can call for support fram proposed universals concerning the nature of
initial GR's in the languages of the world. Yet the POM can also point to
a number of languages where a system such as it has apparently will work
well; e.g. Huichol, Cora, and Aztec, And, internally, if it accounts for
the data better than the IOAM, or even as well, it would have the support
of Comrie, since it would "prevent the establishment of a grammatical rela-
tion in one language simply because some other language shows a difference
in grammatical relation in the relevant place." (I expect John of Ockham
would approve too.)

The IOAM can also appeal to proposed universals concerning the derived
GR's of naminals in Clause Union constructions. (This, of course, is obvi-
ously dependent on the proposed universals concerning initial GR's.) How-
ever, it would not at all be surprising to find that the patterns produced
under the POM are also universal for language systems which operate under
that system of GR's. Apparently such patterns hold for Aztec and Cora at
least.

In section J of part 2 it was noticed that under the IOAM the rule of
-van Formation apparently has to include notional 3's among the 2's to
which it applies. This observation was made on the strength of Aissen's
comment that some verbs with -van are paraphrased 'do x with respect to y'.
My understanding is that the semantic relationship expressed by 'with
respect to' would fall under the notional 3 category rather than under the
notional 2 category. Yet Aissen claims that nominals bearing that relation-
ship are 2's, and thus can undergo -van Formation. In other words, the
IOAM is also abandoning the direct pairing of notional 1,2, and 3 with syn-
tactic 1,2, and 3. This destroys any advantage it might have had over the
POM in terms of obeying universal semantico-syntactic linking conventions.
To use the same fact in a language internal argument, the IOAM has two
mechanisms for linking notional 3's with syntactic 2's. One is the syntac-
tic mechanism of IOA, and the other is the semantico-syntactic rule needed
to make nominals with the semantic relationship 'with respect to' into 2's.
(Let us call this rule 3-2 Linking.) The POM, on the other hand, needs only
one mechanism, the semantico-syntactic mechanism that 1links notional 2's
with PO's. I suspect that this phencmenon is more widespread than Aissen's
data indicate; I would be surprised not to find that there are many verbs
in Tzotzil that take a notional 1 and a motional 3 but no notional 2, but
which under Aissen's analysis would be simple transitive sentences, since
there is no -be to mark the application of IOA. These sentences would also
need the extra rule of 3-2 Linking.

Language internally, the following observations can be made about the
differences concerning the two models as campared in section 2. Each seems
to handle equally well the questions in sections A-I. The argument given
in the last paragraph holds with respect to the difference noted in section
J. Section K is interesting in that both analyses have some sort of
requirement that a rule apply differently according to the transitivity or
ditransitivity of a clause, But they differ as to which rule is con-
strained by that requirement. The IOAM puts the restriction on IOA, but
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the POM puts it on the rule of -van Formation. Sections L and M, though
handled quite differently, are handled by both models without further
machinery. However, in section N, the IOAM is forced to propose the ad hoc
No-3 Constraint to get rid of all sentences that have 3's that haven't been
gotten rid of by IOA and 3-2 Linking. For the POM, however, there is noth-
ing to explain; there never were any 3's. Section 0 follows under both
models without further complication.

*In sum, then, I claim that although the POM violates some proposed
universal constraints and does not take advantage of others, as the I0AM
does, it is clearly superior to the IOAM on language internal grounds, in
that it has only one mechanism making sure that all notional 3's are linked
with syntactic 2's (i.e. PO's), whereas the IOAM has 3: the rule of ICA,
the rule of 3-2 Linking, and the No-3 Constraint. 1In addition, by needing
3-2 Linking, the IOAM itself would appear to be violating proposed univer-
sal semantic-syntactic linkings. I thus conclude that the POM is to be
preferred over Aissen's IOAM.

Further Discussion

It is not the case that I have proven that the POM is the best model
to account for the facts of Tzotzil. Other models are possible. One such
possibility would be to, instead of proposing new GR's of PO and SO, define
them in terms of the GR's 2 and 3, much as the GR's Erg and Abs are defined
in terms of 1 and 2. This model could preserve the universal characteriza-
tion of initial GR's and could utilize the universal proposals concerning
Clause Union. But it would predict that Passivized ditransitive clauses
would be transitive, since, once the 3 (the PO) had been made into the sub-
ject by Passive, the 2 would remain and would be automatically converted
into the PO. This unpleasant result could be avoided if we were to claim
that Passive is really Subject Demotion of some sort. In most other
respects this model would parallel the POM.

Another possible model would be one like the IOAM, but which made IOA
obligatory and not restricted to transitive clauses. This would abolish
the need for 3-2 Linking and the No-3 Constraint. -be would be analyzed as
marker of the presence of a 2, and -van Formation would be constrained not
to apply in ditransitive clauses., Again, the universal characterization of
initial GR's would be saved, and the characterization of Clause Union GR's
would be usable. However, this model would predict that 2's in ditransi-
tive clauses could be converted into subjects by Passive before IO0A
applied, leaving us again with transitive Passivized sentences, this time
with the notional 2 as subject. In other words, this model would have
trouble accounting for the data considered in sections M and O. Again,
this problem could be avoided by proposing that Passive is really Subject
Demotion. Or it could be avoided by proposing some sort of constraint like
an ordering constraint, simply stating adhocly that Passive cannot apply to
structures that IOA can apply to. In many other respects this model would
par,allel the IOAM.

I consider either of these two models to be superior to the IOAM as
proposed by Aissen. The first one has going for it the fact that it does
not posit IOA, which here is a rule of absolute neutralization. However,
it must abandon the universal characterizations of Passive and transi-
tivity, since it claims Passive advances PO's instead of 2's to be
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subjects, and would define a transitive clause as one that has a 1 and a
PO. The POM would seem at first to suffer from the same defect, but it
negd not. I would, in fact, propose, as Comrie does for Huichol, that PO =
2.” The difference between the initial GR inventory of languages like Tzot-
zil and those that have 1,2, and 3 would be that the languages like Tzotzil
would have a SO but no 3. Thus all generalizations that have to do with
3's would not apply to them, but those that have to do with 2's would.

Both of these models (the one with defined PO and the one with obliga-
tory unrestricted IOA) involve positing a grammatical relation for Tzotzil,
namely 3, which is not really required by language internal considerations.
Also, unless the assumption is correct that Passive is really Subject Demo-
tion, both models need extra machinery that is not needed by the FOM.

I conclude that there are at least three models that are superior to
Aissen's IO0AM. There is same reason for preferring the POM among those
three. Further data should be sought in Tzotzil to make possible a clear
choice among them, and other languages with similar grammatical patterns
should be examined with these alternatives in minc. :
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SComrie's idea is apropos that: "the identification of grammatical rela-
tions across languages...would presumably be on the basis of shared proper-
ties of sets of noun phrases across languages." (p.16)

It seems to me likely that Tzotzil-like systems can arise historically
from 1,2,3 systems simply by a rule of 3-2 advancement becoming obligatory
and unrestricted (i.e. causing absolute neutralization.) I would claim that
at that point it ceases to be a syntactic rule, with a resultant change in
the underlying GR's. This makes different empirical predictions from the
model that keeps it as a syntactic rule: it would predict that there will
be no human language with an obligatory and unrestricted rule of IOA and a
syntactic rule of Passive which would permit the notional 2 of a ditransi-
‘tive clause to suffer Passive. I.e. IOA would always be "ordered” before

Passive.



