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Zapotecan languages
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Smith Stark (2007) proposed Southern Zapotec as a
genetic subgroup of Core Zapotec, with four internal
subgroups

zapoteco medular
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More recent work has questioned the
integrity of “Southern Zapotec”

* Operstein (2012) argues that Coatecan does not form part of Core
Zapotec since it doesn’t participate in the merger of *t! and *ts.

 Beam de Azcona (2018) reclassified Tlacolulita as part of the
Transyautepecan subgroup of Central Zapotec.

* Broadwell (2015) argued that Cisyautepecan could be Central Zapotec
due to its use of the ka- progressive marker (though this isogloss was
later found in Chatino and is therefore problematic).

* Beam de Azcona (2018) and Hernandez Luna (2019) question the
internal integrity of Smith Stark’s Miahuatecan subgroup, with San
Bartolo Yautepec perhaps belonging to Central Zapotec.

* So, even though these languages do share certain features (Beam de
Azcona 2014a), their genetic relationship may not be as close as
previously thought.
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Southern Zapotec as a diffusion zone rather
than a genetic grouping

* Does a linguistic area have to have multiple language families?

* “this appears not to be a strong requirement, since the Balkan Linguistic Area,
probably the best-known and most widely accepted of all linguistic areas,
involves only Indo-European languages” (Campbell 2017: 25)

 Later | found contact phenomena with Chatino, Chontal and Pochutec Nahua
anyway.

* What is a linguistic area?

* “Alinguistic area, to the extent that the concept may be of any value, is
merely the sum of borrowings among individual languages in contact
situations. If we abandon the search for an adequate geographically oriented
definition of the concept and for criteria for establishing linguistic areas, and
instead focus on understanding the borrowings, those contingent historical
facts and the difficulty of determining what qualifies as a legitimate linguistica
area cease to be problems.” (Campbell 2017: 23)



The Sierra Sur linguistic area (Ditseh is our case
study)
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Ditseh (Cisyautepecan) is a dialect continuum

* Documented varieties of Cisyautepecan:
e Quieri
* Quioquitani
e San Pedro Mixtepec
San Juan Mixtepec
Xanaguia
Xanica
Leapi
Lachivigoza
Quiegolani
Lapaguia



Smith Stark’s sole defining feature of Southern
/apotec was an initial nasal in animal words

Glosa Mitla!! Petapa | SBY!? CisY? | Ama. | Mia. Coa.
‘tortolita’ mes3 mbe/ mbeg
‘zorrillo” | ba?t mbe”ti met mbeH | mbif
‘tejon’ biz1?21d3 mzj?s m312dz mfi?is | mgidz
‘venado’ | bidzutn | mbisind | mdsin | mdzin | mizin | mdzin | mbzin
‘gallma’ | gid ngedi | ngéd ngid | ngid  ngid | ngid
‘ardilla’ | batsu”ts nd3ilz | ndziz ndzi’d | ndi’z




Nasal-initial animate nouns is a diffused feature. It has
a morphological explanation in the SS and probably
has diffused to some neighboring CZ languages

ZE) AZACAAR San Juan
\Z\empoaltépetl @ Cotzocén Tutla
Santa Maria
Tlahuitoltepec Boca del

San Juan Monte
: Mazatlan
San Miguel
Tlacolula de Quetzallt%pec San Juan
Matamaros Guichicovi

Santa Maria
Sayjitiago @n Viejo Chimalapa
Matatlan

Cerro
Atravesado

San Miguel
Chimalapa

Guevea de unas
Humboldt 3

etepec Niltepeen T
, [
Santa Maria Juchitan de Z

Sacamecate

Jalapa del Zaragoza

San José Marques .
Lachi ri Sankrancis
Mlahuatlan de achigui Ixhtatan
Porfirio Dlaz : Asuncion Reaaiepec '
Santa Maria Tlacolulita
BN Jerdnimo Cerro Quiegolani
C§ 113 | Nube. Flan San Mateo
eatan Santa Lucia allna Cruz del Mar
Mlahuatlan sanDuan

Ozolotéepec

San Agustin San Pedro Chipehua
Loxicha Huamelula
@ Tapanala

San Miguel
del Puerto

Santa Maria
P Hiimatilen la Cruz



Nasal TAM markers may be diffused from Chatino
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Another (Beam de Azcona 2014) is lack of number
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San Bartolo Yautepec (probable Central
/apotec on the periphery of SS area)

Marking on nouns Marking on pronouns
San Bartolo Yautepec (Rojas 2014) Singular Plural
(a) mberk (b) mberk=ik 3R “mt Sik=mie
_ 3AN =ma =ik=ma
petto perro=PL 3INAN — —ik=i

‘perro’ __‘perros’



San Bartolome Loxicha (Miahuatec, Southern
/apotec---if there is such a thing)

No PL marking on nouns
* mén=thooz
person=many
‘many people’
 reéh vyaa
all  tree
‘all the trees’

No PL distinctions in pronouns

* na=za mbii-th=z=d=ra’ xa’ reéh xa’

and=then compL-kill-=NEG=NEG=already 3H all 3H
‘So they didn’t manage to kill all of them’

e “iNguen!”, ndx-aab Xa'.

NEG COMPL-Say 3H

“iNo!”, said he.



Quiegolani (Cisyautepecan)

No PL marking on pronouns Only quantifiers indicate plurality
* R-ap n-oo ndal yaa ngyed no te bur.

1EX noo, _ i

oy 10 H-haveleEx lots very chicken and one

2 de burro

3GEN men

;g{Asc zaa ‘l have lots of chickens and one burro.
=mec

3AN maa

3INAN =W, =0

3 deidad/bebé =ne




Inclusory constructions worldwide (Lichtenberk
2000) include a superset term (usually a plural
oronoun) and a subset (an included NP)

San Lucas Quiavini (Munro 2000)

Ca-da'uw=énn gueht céhnn Gye'eihlly
PROG-eat=1p tortilla with Mike
1. ‘We're eating tortillas with Mike.’
2. 2.I'm eating tortillas with Mike.’



“Southern Zapotec” languages have inclusory
constructions with numerals or quantifiers as (part of)
the superset term, due to the lack of plural pronouns

e Quiegolani (Black 1994:342)
Tempran  r-a-xee noo y-rup [xnaa nooj,p pos
early H-go-rise  lexcl P-twomother lexcl
‘Early my mother and | would get up.’

* Coatec Zapotec (Beam de A. 2004)
Mb-i'd top [xin meé]\p.pos ti'N.
C-come P.two offspring 3hr job
He came with his son to work. (Lit. ‘The two his son came to work’)



In the Sierra Sur, ICs occur as type A in the East, type
B in the West, and both types occur in the center

* Type A: Pronoun Numeral Possessed.NP

* Type B: Numeral Possessed.NP

e San Agustin Mixtepec (Eastern Miahuatec)

Nhé yu’g [[yon [bél mé] o poslcilne nit-yét.

AUX cook COL-three sister 3HC | water-tortilla: food |

‘She and her two sisters are cooking the food.’

Ngwa [mé [ré [xmbal mé],p.poslclne NI
C-go 3hc¢ all POS-compadre 3hc party
‘S/he went with all his/her compadres to the party.’



Proto Zapotec had

* Two completive aspecto markers
e *kWe- > pe-, be-, bi-, b-, mbi-, mb-, b-
* *ko- > ko-, go-, gu-, w-, ngu-, ngo-, Ngw-
* Two phonologically different types of verb stems

* Vowel-initial stems
e Consonant-initial stems



In Quiegolani (Cisyautepecan) w- has spread
to all verbs

Glosa Protozapoteco Coatecas Altas Quiegolani
compl-hablar *ko-nni? ngw-ne w-ni?
compl-morirse */ko-atti/ *[Kkotti] ngu-t w-et
compl-cortarlo *kve-ok-tio?ko mi-t[o? w-tfug
compl-oirlo/saberlo | */k¥e-ona/ *[k¥ena] | mbi-n w-on




Extension of m(b)- to all consonant-stems in
Miahuatec

Glosa Protozapoteco Coateco Miahuateco
compl-morirse */ko-atti/ *[kotti] ngu-o ngu-o
compl-oirlo/saberlo | */kVe-ona/ *[k¥ena] | mbi-n mbi-n
compl-ensefiar */k¥e-o-lowe? mb-lu? mb-10?
compl-caminar *ko-sa NgW-7& m-da




Extension of m(b)- and w-
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Independent 3rd person pronouns

* In Central and Northern Zapotec languages the independent forms of
the third person pronouns are complex forms containing the
historical focus marker *13?3 as a base



sthmus Zapotec pronouns (Pickett, Black vy
Marcial 1998: 27-29)

Independiente Dependiente
1SG naa
25G lig
3HSG laa, laabe =be
3ANSG laa, laame =me
3INANSG laa, laani, n1 =n1
IEXCL laadu =du
1INCL laanu =nu
2PL laatu =tu
3HPL laaca’, laacabe =cabe
3ANPL laaca’, laacame =came
3INANPL laaca’, laacani, cani =cani




San Pedro Mixtepec (Cisyautepecan) lacks
independent pronouns with fossilized *[3?3

San Pedro Mixtepec (Antonio 2015) | San Bartolo Yautepec (Rojas

2014)

1SG na? na

I1INCL ne nu

IEXCL na b&

2SG/CONF" | lu? la

2PL ta g0

3LEJ/R me le?=me

3RPL -- le?=ik=me

3R/CONF 34 leP=z7i

3CONFPL | -- le?=ik=zi

3CONF je? -

3MEN win ~

3AN ma le?=ma

3ANPL —- le?=1k=ma

3INAN (=w/=4) le?=ja

3INANPL | -- le?=ik=i




Independent pronouns with and without *[373
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Summary of features that Cisyautepecan varieties
share with Miahuatec, Amatec (and Coatec)

* Nasal-initial animal words

* Lack of grammatical number marking

* Inclusory constructions with numerals

* Extension of a completive allomorph

* Independent pronouns without *1373

* NC- habitual and completive markers has diffused to Xanica only



Evidence of Cisyautepecan’s affiliation with
Central Zapotec

* Lexical isoglosses (8)
* Morphosyntactic isoglosses (2)
* Phonological isoglosses (2)



Non-participation in Sierra Sur
Innovations



?in ‘dough’ is probably a Southern innovation
that Cisyautepecan does not participate in

'masa/dough’
Lomgg?do




Although retention isn’t strong evidence of a Central
affiliation (vs. Northern or Western) on its own, we can

observe that Cisyautepecan does not partici

pate in the

merger of *[ and *[[ that is a shared innovation between

Amatec, Miahuatec and Coatec. History anc

geography

suggest a Northern or Western affiliation is unlikely

glosa PZ Mitla Cis. (Mix) | Amateco | Mia. (Bar) | Coateco

‘pifia’ *[itso? //dobziid3// | /31dz 1/ /Ji2z 1/ | /bfi?z/ /Bs1ez/

‘huila’ *kv-e[V. //bes// /mes/ //mbef// | /mbef/ /mbgés/

‘sels’ */k- //Jo?p// [Jop:® 1] //Jop// /Jodp I/ /so2p/
*[[Jorkkva

‘aguacate’ | *k-gffod | //gehf// /lmgadgjel// | //geh[// | /ge[/ /nig V/




Isoglosses that show an affinity
between Cisyautepecan and
Central Zapotec generally



‘vine’ may be a Northern-Central innovation
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‘vear’
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‘palm tree’
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‘leaf’

179

IZB Asur?cién

Nochixtlan
ico

= .
.
’ﬁgﬂﬂ;%o "'g¥23

o
antagruz
oxocotl

Maria

‘ oj a/leaf’
~Lombardo @

de %aso Jesus Carranza

PZ *llaka?

Miah
(] POI’fIrI

: Sanfa Catarina
0@ Juquila

tepec 0

Puerto

ndi .
Escood Q0 Huatulco

San Pedro La Crucecita
Pochutla



’epazote’ (CZ innovation diffused to Amatec?)
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Beam de A. (2018) argues that Smith Stark (2007)’s
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Shared innovations with
Transyautepecan



First person possession with d(V)-

\/ - Goizocsn |
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SantaMaria | San Juan
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[+labial] inanimate third person pronoun

LJ 7 Cotzgcen Tercera persona inanimada_
i 3 Sant aria San Juan
0 Tlahwi pec Mazatlan San Juan Ng. 7
anta§ rlacol . Guicrgicovi laam, —nl, =n, =an
onocotl =ja, =j, le?ja
TA Z .'2 =wa, =we, =W, =u, =0
|
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- Porfm 3 S
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E + *
‘l e
o * S:}a_'ntatlvllzgx
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The regular reflex of tonic *e before post-tonic *a is /ee/ in Coatec
and Miahuatec, /a/ in Transyautepecan and /e/ in Cisyautepecan
(SPM). A small set of words have unexpected reflexes in both
Petapa (Transyautepecan) and SPM (Cisyautepecan)

Glosa PZ Coateco  San Pedro | Petapa Tlacolulita
Mixtepec
‘hermana de | *'k“-ella Bae] / bel 1 'bal;a pal
mujer
‘milpa’ *'kela jeel giel | ‘Kiahala 1 | kial
‘hondura’ *'ke?la | jeel gie] | ‘kia:la -~
“tabaco’ *'ke?sa 4 jez \ giez | kaizad | Kias
‘pescado’ *kv-ellad | mbe|V | mel ‘mballad | mbal
“culebra’ *kv-ellla | mba?l | m-e?l | mbaral:a 1 | mba?l
‘lagarto’ *'k¥-ednak | -- m-¢:n /4 mbadna 4 | mbadn
‘noche’ *'g-e?la  ~ | tx?| gievel ‘dia?ala 1 | kia?l
k-¢?la
‘guacamaya’ | *'k"-ewa | -- mzyw | mbaewa | | -
‘zorra’ *kv-e?sa? | | mbxzd mezz) mbza:zx | | mbas
‘carne’ “'kveda? | Pe?] bae?l | ‘bable { | pal




Diffusion from Transyautepecan



Transyautepecan has a type o
Cisyautepecan or any other ty

f reduction not found in
ne of Zapotec

* Tlacolulita e 'Scorpion’ including ‘dog’
e kia"t klade'na?k * Santa Maria Petapa
. o ° h 1.
‘tortilla’ ‘yesterday’s tortilla’ mbaku mbagu nizu
dog scorpion
* Petapa

e gete goedae'rae?

‘tortilla’ ‘this tortilla’

e gehsu gaezu na'gahs-a
‘pot’ ‘black pot’

* mbahku mbagu na'gas:a
‘dog’”  ‘black dog’



‘Scorpion’ diffused from Transyautepecan,
Cisyautepecan /megu/ (cf. ‘dog’ /makw/)
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ant ruz INacpl Guichicovi
(o]
oxocotl g

| * 4 “ko-'ne?
O = ' .
< ¥;Santa Maria ¥ *“kve- fokvi(k)
Huatulco ' ' : Vo
°La Crucecita @ 'perro’ reducido d *nifo
(o)

. ' ' o : : .
San Pedro erro' no reducido @ *na-'tsek"i

Parhiitla ‘ p ’



Conclusion #1: Cisyautepecan is genetically
Central Zapotec

* Isoglosses documented up till now show more affinities between
Cisyautepecan and Central Zapotec than with other purported
“Southern Zapotec” languages

* Some features found in Cisyautepecan are Central (or Northern-
Central) innovations not found in any other Branch of Zapotec.



Conclusion #2: Cisyautepecan is most closely
related to Transyautepecan

* The new subgroup cannot be named “Yautepecan” because San
Bartolo Yautepec does not share the same isoglosses. Instead |
propose “Circumyautepecan” as the parent grouping.

e Circumyautepecan likely goes back to the 1370 military expansion
ordered by Cocijoeza |. The Zapotec expansion beyond the Valley of
Nejapa can be compared to the Westward expansion of the United
States. In the area between the Valley of Nejapa and the Isthmus of
Tehuantepec in the 14th century Zapotec was a colonial language
spoken by invaders from different parts of the Valley of Oaxaca.
There was likely dialect levelling as well as innovations.




Conclusion #3: San Bartolo Yautepec was in
the South earlier than Cisyautepecan

* While also sharing a number of Central Zapotec isoglosses, and
despite not being currently adjacent to Miahuatec or Amatec, San
Bartolo Yautepec agrees with “Southern Zapotec” in a number of
features not shared with Cisyautepecan. This may be because San
Bartolo Yautepec was an earlier Zapotec outpost and acquired
certain diffused traits from Miahuatec before the arrival of the
Cisyautepecans.



Conclusion #4: What we do and don’t know
about “Southern Zapotec”

e Coatec, Amatec and Miahuatec may comprise anywhere from 1-3 unique
subgroups of Zapotec.

e Coatec, Amatec and Miahuatec were likely in the Sierra Sur long before
Cisyautepecan

* Coatec, Amatec and Miahuatec are and have been in close contact and
though they may have inherited shared innovations, they have also
diffused some, leading to close resemblances between the three.

e Some traits have diffused into this region and others out from it.

* Cisyautepecan can be thought of as the closest language on the Southern
Zapotec periphery, or as the only confirmed Central resident in the heart
of the Sierra Sur linguistic area.




Conclusion #5

* Zapotec languages are both genetically related and also in contact.
Some traits are inherited and others are diffused.

* If, for example, Miahuatec is not a Central Zapotec language,
Cisyautepecan cannot be both Central Zapotec and closely related
to Miahuatec. Some shared isoglosses have to be diffused.



Final thought

In Mexico today, even among some linguists, a certain prestige is
assigned to Spanish, Mexico’s colonial language, and a stigma is
assigned to the indigenous languages that have been enveloped by the
Mexican republic. What many don’t stop to think about, is that
languages like Zapotec, Maya, Nahuatl and Mixe were once colonial
languages themselves. The same linguistic processes that have taken
place in American English and American Spanish once took place in
varieties of Zapotec when soldiers, colonists and immigrants imported
their own varieties, mixed them together and created new regional
identities. The shallow viewpoint of Mexico’s linguistic diversity is that
the Spaniards invaded and now the indigenous languages are
endangered. A deeper understanding of Mexico’s linguistic diversity
requires reflection on the fact that the exact languages that exist
today, with their similarities and divergences, exist because of
historical events in Mesoamerica.




