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Inbwduclion

Ten grammars of indigenous Bolivian languages are presented in
the two volumes of Bolivian Indian Grammars. The data were gath-
ared and analyzed by members of the Bolivia Branch of the Summer
Institute of Linguistics, which has carried on linguistio investiga-
tions in this country asince 1955.

The corpus on which each grammar has been based was closed
far short of an exhaustive treatment. Nevertheless each analysis is
based on a minimum of 200 pages of text dictated spontaneously,

Gaps in the patterns have been filled in by elicited materials, but no
patterns have been esteblished on the basis of elicited materials a-
lone. Most of the linguists have not only gathered far more than the
minimum amount of texts, but have also become fluent in speaking the
languages, and intimately acquainted with the culture through years
of living in the tribal villages.

The grammars are presented in the tagmemic modell of Pike with
adaptation of the matrices? and syntax paredigms3 developed by him,
as well as the basic concepts which characterize the tagmemic model:
(1) the postulation of three hierarchies, the phonological, grammati-
cal, and lexical or semantic; (2) the segmentation of the construction
oceurring on a given level into a atring4 of tegmemes manifeated by
lower-level constructions or units; (3) the definition of the tagmeme
as & class-slot correlative with an obligatory versus optional (+or +}
characteristic; (4) the assumption that units and patterns exisf in a
language; (5) the stipulation that a well-defined unit be described in
terms of identificational-contrastive features, variants, and distri-
bution; and (6) the establishment of emic (versus etic) unite.

1 pike, Kenneth L. 1954, 1955, 1060. Language in relation to a unified
theory of the structure of human behaviour, Part I, II, IIN. Glendals, Summer
Institute of Linguistics.

Pike, Kenneth L. 1962. "Dimensions of Grammatical Constructions,”
Language, Vol. 38:3, part 1, July-Septemher.

3Pike, Kenneth L. 18963. "A Syntactic Paradigm,' Langusge, Vol. 38,
No. 2, April-Juns.

4 Longacre, Robert E. 1960, "'String Constituent Analysis," Language,
Vol, 36, No. 1, January-March,



8 BOLIVIAN INDIAN GRAMMARS: I

The grammars begin with a description of the highest level for
which a formal definition has been described, and proceed from level
to level, ending with roots and affixes. Each construction which’
manifests a tagmeme in the formulas is analysed on a lower level, or,
in case of recursive constructions, on the same or a higher level.
Rewrite operations5 for the generation of sentences from the formu-
lag are not explicit, but are implicit in the grammars. By substitu-
ting each formula or lexical unit for its symbol, from the highest
level to the root and affix, the grammar generates the grammatical
sequences of the language insofar as the grammar and lexicon are
correct and complete,

In these volumes of grammars which are uniform in underlying
theory and general form of presentation, a comparison of sets of
matrices might serve as a guide or outline for typological studies.
For example, a glance at the clause matrices of Chacobo and Quechua
immediately calls attention to major structural differences between
the two languages: the basic cleavage between transitive and intran-
sitive, and between complete and incomplete in the Chacobo, whereas
these categories are relatively unimportant in Quechua, which em-
phasizes an affirmative-negative set of contrasts. Both of these lan-
guages have very complex clause structures, but the complexity in
the Chacobo is in markedly different areas than that in the Quechua.
A comparison of the clause matrices of these two languages with that
of Movima again emphasizes the differences in the general structure
of the languages.

On the other hand a comparison of sets of matrices for the pur-
posge of establishing or corroborating a genetic relationship is some-
times or in some areas fruitful, sometimes not. It would be difficult
to argue a relationship hetwesn the Tupil-guaranian Sirionéd and
Guarani on the basis of Chart I of the Guaran{ grammar (Guaran{ 1.1)
and Chart I, which most nearly corresponds to it in the Siriond gram-
mar {Sirioné 2.3.1), although minor features of the grammars are
strikingly alike. The combination of function words on the clause
level (Siriond 2.3.3. and 4.12) and of particles in the verb phrase
{Siriond 3.1.2) which are peculiar to Siriond corresponds very close-
ly to the clutter of clitic particles of the verb phrase periphery which
is charaocteristic of Guaran{ (Guaranf 2.1.3), Likewise the series of
predicates P1, P2, P3, P4 ang the anteverb within one clause in
Guarani (1.1.2) are parallel to the series of dependent clauses filling

5 Longacre, Robert E. 1964, Grammar Discovery Procedures, a Field
Manual, The Hague, Mouton and Co.
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Sat slots in the content string (Siriond 2.3.1.2) and the preverh in the
verb phrase (Siriond 8.1.2) of Siriond.

The comparison of clause matrices in the Arawakan langusges is
more encouraging. Those of Baurae (Chart II, 2.1.1) and Jgnaciano
{Chart I, 2.1.1,1) show noteworthy similarities as well as differ-
ences. In the Tacanan family the matrices of the clause, verb phrase,
and verb of Tacana and Eseejja suggest similarity of structure, al-
though some major differences appear (Eseejja Chart I, 2,1.1,

Chart II, 3.1.1, and Chart ITT, 4.1.1; Tacana Chart I, 2,1, Chart II
3.2;1, and Chart IV, 4.1.1.1).

In noting both contrasts and similarities consideration must be
given to differences in presentation which reflect the linguist's pref-
erences rather than structural contrasts., An instance is the apparent
difference bhetween the Eseejja and Tacana verb charts, due to the
presence of the quotative verbs 40 and 50 in Esesa]ja and the auxiliary
verbs 50 In Tacana, This difference is easily determined to be pri-
marily one of preaentation by comparing the roots of the two sets of
verbs (Eseejia 4.1.6.1 and Taoana 4.1.4), and their ultimate distri-
bution in the quotative clauses (Eseejja 2.1.2 and 3.1.2.1; Tacana
2.2.2).

- The comparison of the independent, dependent, and included
clause matrices of Quechua (Chart I, 2,1.1 with those of Aymara
(unpublished grammar notes by Warkentin, Heaalip, McNeil of the
Summer Institute of Linguistics) shows a very striking similarity.

Below are listed a few of the features which for theoretical
reasons or as a demonstration of techniques characteristic of the
tagmemic model may be of special interest.

{1) In Baure the formation of verbs from nominal bases is of such
high frequency that it is economical to classify the noun roots to cor-
reapond with the verb roots (Baure 4.1.1.2.3.1 and 4.1.4.1),

{2) In Ignaciano the skewing of hierarchies is noteworthy (lgna-
ciano, end of 2). Also the Ignacigno grammar demonstrates devices
for separating distribution from composition classes, introducing the
former at the first level on which they are relevant, rather than
carrying them through various levels for which they have no signifi-
cance 28 has sometimes been done because of their correlation or
partial correlation to composition classes. (Ignacianc 4.2.2.1,
4,2.4.1, 4,2.6, 4,3,1,1,1, 4,3,1,2), Such devices are not limited
to use in the Ignaciano grammar.

(3) Complex and discontinuous verb phrases in Tacana receive
quite different treatment from that given very similar ones in Eseelja
(Tacana 3.1 and 3.2; Eseejja 3.1).
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(4} In Esee}ja postelitics previously considered to be affixes are
interpreted as separate words each capable of affixation, in order to
solve an otherwise baffling problem of affix order {(Eseejja 3.1.2.3.3).

{5) In Chacobo the extension of the transitive-intransitive cleav-
age extends from sentence level (Chacobo 2.1.2) to verb root
{6.1.1.5.1), even being marked in the clause margins (3.1.1 and 3.2)
and noun phrases (4.3).

Conventions of analysis and symbolism

In the following paragraphs verious conventions and symbols are
explained by means of notes and illustrations.

Generally in the tagmemic model units are considered to be in
emlc contrast on the basis of two structural differences®. These
may be two differences in composition {one of which may be recog-
nized by difference in transform potential) which necessitate the
writing of separate formulas, or, following Pike, they may be one
structural difference and one difference in distribution. For the
purposes of these volumes we have further defined the basis of emic
distinction as follows: A difference in distribution together with a
difference in clazs of slot fillers which is relevant on different levels
and/or is correlated with other emic distinetions (such as the differ-
ence in the lists of transitive and intransitive verhs in most languages)
establishes emic contrast; however, a difference in distribution plus
a difference in lists of slot fillers which are primarily semantically
determined does not establish emic contrast. For example, we may
describe one phrase, N 1, as manifesting both time and location tag-
memes, although the time slot is filled only by a list of those phrases
which include a word indicating time, while the location slot is filled
by a different list of those phrases which include a word indicating
place:

+oo ¥ N1 +L:N 1 ...

When only one difference between the formulas of two emic
classes is apparent, a difference in diatribution is to be agssumed.

In two of the grammars, the Chacobo and Baure, it was found
economical to describe the nuclei of the clauses separately from the
marging. The resultant distinction hetween clause and clause nucleus
is not considered to be a bona fide difference in level. The clausea
are therefore shown as emically different, although the formulas com-
bining nuclei and margins show that only the nuclel contrast.

We have not tested all combinations implied in the formulas. In
& language with a great many clause classes with numerous marginal

% pike, 1962 and Longacre, 1964.
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tagmemes each manifested by a variety of clasees of constructions,
the potential number of combinations is astronomical. In such cases
when no restriction is apparent we have assumed that all possible
combinations oceur.

Wherever it has been a mattor of cholce we have kept the higher
levels simple at the expense of complexity on the lower levels.

Pike's tachnique of multiplication? is frequently used; that is,
ezch unit of a matrix (or each formula of a paradigm) is modified in
the same way so that a corresponding matrix s established.

Co-ocourrent tagmemes are said to be in portmanteau relation-
ship when they are manifested simultaneously by the same construc-
tion.

When the formulas of a tagmemic paradigm are identical with the
formulas of the tagmatic paradigm except for the slot fillers, the
fillera are shown In the tagmemic paradigm, and the tagmatic para-
digm is omitted.

When there is variation of order of tagmemes the most frequent
order is shown in the formula, and the variations are described.

In tagmemic grammars e phrase ia generally desoribed as a con-
atruction involving an obligatory tagmeme and at least one other tag-
meme, obligatory or optional. For the grammars in these volumes
the phrase is better defined as a unit of the level between clause and
word, which characteristioally manifests a clause-level tagmeme.
For economy of description in some instances we have treated as a
phrase a single tagmeme manifested by one word, a unit which cannot
be expanded, when it shares the distribution of & clase of phrases,

In many of the grammars there are hesitation words which may
interrupt any construction on any level. We have described the oc-
currence of the hesitation only where it is frequent or characteristic,

In the matrices each vector is represented by a millesium, cen-
tury, decade or unit, In an arrangement such that the item in each
cell is deaignated by a combination of the numerical symbols of the
row and vector. For example in Chart I, Emic Clause Cleszes, of
Quechua (2.1), the Intr column is numbered 30, amd the Ig corr row
is numbered 02, The symbol C1 30 refers to any intraneitive clause;
that is, to any of the clauses 31a to 34b. The symbcl C1 02 refers to
any interrogative corroborative clause, that ia, to C1 12, 22, 32,
42, or 52. The symbol C1 32 refers to the intransitive interrogative
corroborative clause. Similarly a row symbol 103 may be combined

7 Pike, 1962.
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with decade aymbols of the columns to produce the symbols 113, 123,
ete.

In generzl the order of formulas in the paradigms follows column
by column the order of the ¢corresponding matrix.

In the sbbreviations lower case letters symbolize units which fill
slots on the morphological level, The symbols of all higher level
units and of all tagmemes begin with capitals. The sentence is labeled
Sent, and the clause, C1; a construction whose symbol beging with a
capital and which has no other indication of level, may be assumed to
be a phrase; {.e. N is to be read "noun phrase,' n is to be read
"moun.” The list of abbreviations gives only the forms with capitals,
except in those cases in which the form with capital is not employed.

In citations of the indigenous language, however, capital lettera
are morphophonemic symbols, which are explained in the morphopho-
nemic section of each grammar. Citations are written morphophonemi-
cally only where the morphophonemic form is particularly relevant.

In citations of the indigenous languages, the intonation contours
are approximately marked by punctuation. Beyond that the contours
are identified only to the extent that they are essential to the descrip-
tion of the grammar.

Class and numerical symbols are generally given together, ex-
cept that affixes are symbolized by the numerical symbol alone,
When, however, an affix numbered under a particular word class
occurs in the composition of a different word class, that affix is
shown with class symhol as well as numerical symbol:

vb stem 12 = .., +Caus; 3217, hut
n etem 4 =+, ., -Caus:vh affix 3217,

Distribution classes of roots and constructions as well as mor-
phophonemic classes are to be marked in the lexicon of a language.
Loans are generally treated as roots.

N not followed by a numerical symbol, symbolizes any noun
phrase.

A series designated by a hyphen refers to any one member of the
series unless otherwise specified. The symbol C1 11-34 refors to
any one clause numbered from 11 to 34, The symbol vb A-L refers
to any one verb with a letter symbol from A to L of the alphabet.

If the formula of C1 11-34 includes a corresponding series, for
example if it contains the tagmeme +P: Vb 11-34, it is {o be assumed
that in each clause of the series the numerical symbol within the for-
mula will be identical with the numerical symbol of the clause. This
means that in the example above the predicate of C1 23 will be mani-
feated by Vb 23.
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+(+A +B) indicates that the occurrence together of the tagmemes
A and B is optional but that neither cccurs without the other,

+(+A +B} indicates that the ccourrence of tagmeme A or of the
two tagmemes together is optional, but that tagmeme B does not ocour
without tagmeme A,

+{+A +B) indicates that the ocourrence of either one of the tag-
memes or of the two tagmemes together is obligatory.

+/+/ - indicates that the occurrence of a tagmeme is optional
under stated conditions, and obligatory under other conditions, and
that it does not occur under other stated conditions.

(... )" indicates that the parenthetical item is optionally re-
peated an indefinite number of times.

T3 indicates that the tagmeme T optionally cceurs up to three
times in a construction. In morphophonemic writing a superscript
merealy distinguishes aymhbols. )

T 1, T 2 symbolize two tagmemes which are formally contrastive
although they are similar in function,

The formula +Base: nr1/4 Res/8/vbr 10 +Cpd: nr 8 AS is to
be read as follows: the obligatory Base tagmeme manifested by a
noun root of class 1, by members of a restricted list of noun roots 4,
by a noun root of class 8, or by a verb root 10; plus the obligatory
tagmeme Compound manifested by members of noun root clase 3 which
arbitrarily select fillere of the Base slot with which te occur.

The symbol Res ie thus employed of an etic class which 1s rele-
vant at only one point in the grammar. The list ¢f n r 2 Res in one
formula is assumed to he a different list from that of n r 2 Res in
another formula in the same language.

In the tagmeme +Base: nr 2 (imo), the form cited in the paren-
thesls is the only n r 2 which manifests the Base.

When correaponding slot symhols are differentiated by number
in tagmemic formulas, the number may be omitted in the tagmatic
formula when the fillars clearly show the differentiation: P 22 and
P 23 in the tagmemic formulas may be written as P: Vb 22 and
P: Vb 23 respectively in the tagmatic formulas.

Esther Matteson
Technical Consultant
Lingulistic Department

Riberalta, Bolivia
December, 1965
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