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0. Introduction

The tonal system, especially the complexity of tone sandhi rules, is one
of the most characteristic features of the Mixtec languages.! At first
glance, there seem to exist in each dialect arbitrary distinctions between
morpheme classes causing tone sandhi of following morphemes and
morpheme classes not causing tone sandhi. On the other hand, there is a
seeming lack of correspondence between the tonal systems (viz tonemic
couplets and tone sandhi rules) of the different dialects. Inner-dialectal
splits and dialectal divergence, both loose their arbitrariness in the light of
comparative and historical linguistics.

0.1 The Hypothesis

The Mixtec dialects of Ayutla and Santa Maria Zacatepec preserve a
morpheme-final glottal stop. Concerning this glottal stop, Pankratz and
Pike (1967: 287 - 288) assumed:

“In fact, the role of morpheme-final and word-final glottal stop in morphotone-
mics is so important that Ayutla Mixtec may be considered to preserve here an
archaic feature of considerable importance to the understanding of the develop-
ment of Mixtec morphotonemics in its manifold dialectal variations.”

Others — Daly (1973a: 103) for the dialect of Pefioles, Pike and Wistrand
(1974: 84) for the dialect of Xayacatlan, Bradley and Josserand (1982) in
their reconstruction of Proto-Mixtec — suggested this connection, too. But
up to now no comparative work was done to prove it.

It will be shown that this suggestion comes right to the point. There is a
high degree of correspondence between Ayutla forms having a final glottal
stop and cognate forms from other dialects causing tone sandhi on a
following morpheme. The morphotonemic realization of tone sandhi is
similar, too. Therefore it is plausible to connect the existence of morpho-
tonemically distinct word classes with the presence or absence of a final
glottal stop that has been reconstructed for Proto-Mixtec from non-tonal
evidence (Bradley and Josserand 1982).

From the historical point of view, Mixtec tone sandhi might be ex-
plained by “‘floating tone” as in a number of African languages (Schuh
1978: 253 - 254). Proto-Mixtec morpheme-final glottal stop became a
tone or tonal glide — such transformation of a final glottal stop into tone
is well attested for a large number of tone languages all around the world
(Hombert 1978: 92 - 93):
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“The effect of a glottal stop on the pitch of the preceding vowel is widely
attested. By the sixth century, glottal stops had disappeared in Vietnamese and
were replaced by rising tones (Haudricourt 1954, Matisoff 1973a). In the Lolo-
Burmese family, Burmese high tone corresponds to Jingpho glottal stop (Maran
1971), and Lahu high rising tone developed through glottal dissimilation
(Matisoft 1970). Mei (1970) had shown that Middle Chinese shang sheng (rising
tone) comes from a final glottal stop.”

The supernumerary character of such a third tone in the tonemic couplet
explains its instability. This instable supernumerary tone was phonetically
realized either as overlapping onto a following morpheme as “floating
tone” in non-prepause position or, in some dialects or dialectal forms,
pushing away the second tone of its own tonemic couplet.

0.2 Phonological Inventory of Proto-Mixtec

The canonical structure of Mixtec morphemes is in most cases bisyllab-
ic. The description given by Kenneth Pike (1947: 166 - 169) for the
dialect of San Miguel seems to be valid for all dialects (cf. Hunter and Pike
1969: 33, note) and bisyllabic forms have been reconstructed for all
Proto-Mixtec (independent) morphemes. As to tone, most descriptions of
tonal systems from modern dialects use Pike’s term ‘“‘tonemic couplet™
(Pike 1948: 79). Tonemic couplets will be reconstructed for Proto-Mixtec,
too.

Reconstructing the complete tonemic couplet of a morpheme and not
the tones syllable per syllable in isolation has first been used in the de-
scription of Proto-Mixtecan tones by Longacre (1957: 93 - 112).

The distinction between basic tonemic couplets, i. e. couplets without a
modified tone restricted to tone sandhi, and non-basic couplets with
modified tone is also taken over from Longacre (1957) — tonemic cou-
plets with a modified tone are unpredictable and can be explained as tone
sandhi variants of one of the basic tonemic couplets of Proto-Mixtec,
quite the same situation as in Proto-Mixtecan.

Proto-Mixtec has first been reconstructed by Mak and Longacre (1960).
Recently a new reconstruction based on a large amount of data collected
all over the Mixteca was done by Bradley and Josserand (1982) and
Josserand (1983):
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CHART 1: PROTO-MIXTEC PHONEMIC INVENTORY

(Josserand 1983: 238 - 276)

A. Phonological units
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1
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obligatory tone

B. Monomorphemic couplets#

(CHvy

(cyvev

¥ /VV/ is phonetically [ V+ _| but should be

treated as consisting of two mora,

The feature nasalization (Y. Y2 ) can only

occur in final syllables,

To facilitate comparison of the reconstructed forms given in part in
Josserand (1983) and in part done by myself, I will try to follow strictly
this system of reconstruction — of course I assume complete responsibility

for any deviations or incorrectly reconstructed forms.
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1. Reconstruction of Tone
1.1 Proto-Mixtec Basic Tonemic Couplets

Longacre (1957) reconstructed three basic tonemic couplets for an
older stage of Mixtec: *mid-mid, *mid-low and *low-mid. As to a possible
couplet *low-low Longacre (1957: 106) argued:

“Low-low does not occur in M-SM nor 44 in M-SE — therefore presumably PM
did not have a *low-low tone pattern.”

But Longacre took into account no more than two dialects (San Miguel el
Grande M-SM and San Esteban Atatlahuca M-SE) — therefore, by using a
greater number of dialects® a somewhat different and more symmetrical

system seems probable:

CHART 2: PROTO-MIXTEC BASIC TONEMIC COUPLETS

*HIGH-HIGH (?) #,OW-HIGH

#LOW-LOW(?) *{IGH - LOW

Note that *high corresponds to Longacre’s *mid and *modified (a tone
restricted to tone sandhi, see below) to Longacre’s *high. It seems to be
preferable to reconstruct only two phonemic tone registers plus a feature
tone modification following Daly’s (1973a, 1977) analysis of Pefioles
tonal system because of the non-high reflex of the modified tone in a
number of dialects (see below). Final glottal stop seems to be restricted to
tonemic couplets with identical tones. It is treated as part of the tonemic
couplet because it determines tone modification.

The following chart will give the reconstructed tonemic couplets and
their reflexes in modern dialects:
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PROTO-MIXTEC *HIGH-HIGH? *HIGH-HIGH *HIGH-LOW
m
Molinos mid-mid (M) J mid-mid mid-low
I
Ocotepec mid-mid : mid-mid mid-low
)
Jamiltepec mid-mid ' mid-mid mid-low
1
Atatlahuca mid-mid , mid-mid E mid-mid
=
San Miguel mid-mid (M) mid-mid mid-low
I
Cacaloztepec N: mid-low(M) mid-mid mid-low
Xayacatléan N: mid-low(M) mid-mid E nid-nid ==
Cahuatache E mid-mid mid-mid
E (mid-low)
Silacayoapan high-low mid-mid mid-mid (kin
(San Jerbnimo ship terms:
Progreso) low-low ?)
Mixtepec CVCV: fml-rlh mid-mid mid-low
CV?V: mid-high (fml-mid)
Alacatlazala mid-low mid-mid mid-low
(low-mid) (mid-mid)
Metlatonoc mid-low-mid mnid-mid mid-mid
mid-high (-low)
low-mid
Ayutla low-1low? low-low low-low
(low-high?)
Perioles low-low(M) low-low low-high
Diuxi * low-low (M) low-low low-"'low
Jicaltepec® low-1low low-low mid-mid
V: high-high
high-low
Coatzospan * low-low I low-low high-high !
)
)
J




PROTO-MIXTEC ¥LOW-HIGH *LOW-LOW"® *LOW-LOW
TV
Molinos low-mid low-1low (M) low-low
LU
Ocotepec low-mid low-low ' low-low
1
1
Jamiltepec low-mid low-1low ) low-low
)
Atatlahuca low-mid E mid-low mid-low
San Miguel low-mid mid-low (M) E nid-1ow
Cacaloztepec low-mid low-low (M) low-low
Xayacatlén low-mid low-low (M) low-low
Cahuatache low-mid low-low : low=-low
:
Sllacayoapan low-mid low-low ) low-low
(San Jerbnimo !
]
Progreso) s
Mixtepec low-mid CVCV: low-rlh low-low
(rlm-low) CVV: low-high
Alacatlazala low-mid low-low I low-low
1
!
Metlatonoc low-mid{(-low) N (CVCV): low-low-mid
(cvv) mid-low-mid
Ve mid-mid
Ayutla low-low mid-low? mid-low
Perioles high-low high-high(M) high-high
Diuxi low-"high high-'high(M) high-'high
Jicaltepec high-high high-high high-high
(high-mid)
Coatzospan N: !fhl-high high-high

V: high-low
A: high-high !
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CHART 3:

COUPLETS LEGEND

cation (M)

mﬂﬂﬂﬂ ¥final glottal stop =+ tone modifi-

*high-high? > mid-low
*high-1low > mid-mid
*low-1low > mid-low

Special reflexes with:

N nouns

Num numerals

v verbs

A adjectives
CVCcV

cvev } couplet forms
Ccvv

( ) rare reflex

Tonal glides:

h high tone

m mid tone

1 low tone

r rising

f falling

rlh glide rising from low to high
fml glide falling from mid to low
(M) tone modification
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* Im Diuxi, Jicaltepec and Coatzospan the distinction

between the reflexes of Proto-Mixtec tonemic couplets
with and without glottal stop 1is not sufficiently
founded on data.

Note that Diuxi tonemic couplets are given according
to the reanalysis of Daly (1978). The apostrophe
indicates nonpredictable word-final stress, which 1is
a feature of tone.

The exclamation mark in Coatzospan reflexes indicates
a process phoneme causing downstepping terrace tone.

DIALEGCTAL REFLEXES OF PROTO-MIXTEC BASIC TONEMIC



As for *low-high, there is a split into two distinct couplets in several
dialects. The non-regular reflexes seem to be arbitrary in each dialect and
with no clear correspondence in one of the other dialects.® 1 cannot
explain this split, although a number of these forms should be analysed as
compounds. The same may be true for some reflexes of *high-low, e. g.
Mixtepec fml-mid and Alacatlazala mid-mid.*

As for *high-high and *low-low, there is evidence for the influence of
final glottal stop on the development of tonemic couplets. Forms without
such glottal stop tend to have a modern reflex of the Proto-Mixtec tone-
mic couplet distinct from that of forms with Proto-Mixtec final glottal
stop. The dialects Mixtepec, Alacatlazala and Metlatonoc mostly show
reflexes of *high-high? and *low-low? having a final high tone or tone
rising to high. Ayutla has at least in part a reflex low-high? of *high-
high? and in other dialects final high tone occurs in rare and non-predicta-
ble cases.® Note that this split is clearly evident for *high-high? but only
in part for *low-low? .

The distinction of [+ modify] (perturbing power) vs. [— modify] in
Penoles and Diuxi seems to correspond to the presence or absence of
Proto-Mixtec final glottal stop.® The split of some couplets into distinct
perturbation classes in Jicaltepec seems to be related to this Proto-Mixtec
feature as well, although the partial merging of some Proto-Mixtec cou-
plets (basic and non-basic) in this dialect complicates the analysis. Jical-
tepec morpheme classes high-high (sandhi class I) and low-low (sandhi
class I) resulting from Proto-Mixtec *low-low? and *high-high? respec-
tively contrast with high-high (sandhi class III) and low-low (sandhi
class II) resulting from Proto-Mixtec *low-low and *high-high.”

Coatzospan seems to merge *high-high? and *high-high as low-low, and
*low-low? and *low-low as high-high (isolation variant high-rlh).8

A number of dialectal reflexes should be explained by older subphone-
mic variants of tonemic couplets. The reflexes San Miguel and Atatlahuca
mid-low and Metlatonoc mid-low(-mid) of *low-low show that this Proto-
Mixtec tonemic couplet had no plain but a falling contour. The same is
true as to the reflexes Xayacatldn and Cacaloztepec mid-low of *high-
high? and, in a number of dialects, mid-mid of *high-low, the contour in
both cases being [mid-mid-low].

In some dialects there is a tendency to ditferentiate the reflexes of
verbal and nominal forms and to reduce the number of distinctive tonemic
couplets of verbs. This could be the result of marking verbal aspect mainly
by tone in these dialects, but there are not enough data to give clear
evidence. The possible influence of morpheme-structure and segmental
phonemes on the tonemic couplet is another unsolved problem. Lexical
fields, too, may be of some importance, e. g. numerals al]l have a tonemic
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couplet *low-low (the number four *low-low? ), some animal names and
several kinship terms have either *high-low or *low-high.°

There is a high degree of correspondence between the reflexes in the
dialects San Miguel, Atatlahuca, Ocotepec, Molinos, Cacaloztepec, Xaya-
catlan, Chayuco, Silacayoapan, Mixtepec, Alacatlazala, Cahuatache and
Metlatonoc. These dialects form dialect area A.

The dialects Pefioles, Jicaltepec, Diuxi and Coatzospan show a clearly
distinct system. The reflex of *low-iow is at a higher level in the register
than that of *high-high. The couplets changed places. These dialects will
be called area B.

The dialect Ayutla has an intermediate position between area A and B.

This split into two distinct dialect areas with tone couplets reversed in
the register is a problem which will be discussed in 1.4.

1.2 Proto-Mixtec Non-basic Tonemic Couplets

Non-basic tonemic couplets are characterized by the presence of at least
one modified tone. Modified tone differs from the unmodified ones as
follows:

a) In a large number of dialects, modified tone is at a higher level than
every unmodified tone and there is a merger of modified low and modi-
fied high. This is the case in dialect area A and in Ayutla.

b) In the other dialects (i. e. area B) tone modification lowers high to
mid and mid to low tone. The derived couplets are characterized by at
least one lowered tone and their formation follows more complicated
rules. But this is a historical statement — judging from the published data
it seems to be difficult to distinguish basic tonemic couplets and non-basic
ones phonetically in these dialects.

There will be no reconstruction of Proto-Mixtec morphemes with a
non-basic tonemic couplet (this seems to be misleading in my opinion) but
only of forms having a sandhi variant of one of the basic tonemic cou-
plets. This 1 practice because 1 assume that most, if not all non-basic
tonemic couplets in modern dialects have been caused by regular tone
sandhi at an older stage of Mixtec. This older stage might have been in
some cases, but not necessarily, Proto-Mixtec and, rarely, even Proto-
Mixtecan. Being made up in most cases of compound words, they lost or
fused their first element (the one producing tone sandhi) and became, as
result, a seemingly non-composite word with canonical bisyllabic form.
The only distinction to non-composite morphemes is the preserved tone
sandhi caused by the lost or fused first element (Dirr 1984). I offer the
following arguments and facts in favor of this hypothesis:
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1) In most dialects of area A, non-basic tonemic couplets cannot be
perturbed by regular tone sandhi, or at least have restricted or special tone
sandhi. (They cannof be perturbed because they already are perturbed! )

2) The reflexes of the non-basic tonemic couplet of a given form are
not homogenous enough to be derived from one peculiar Proto-Mixtec
tonemic couplet reconstructed as non-basic. The postulation of shortened
compound forms could explain this inconsistency — the individual non-
basic couplet is the result of any older stage of dialectal tone sandhi. Such
a form, whether shortened or not, followed the changes of dialectal sandhi
rules for a long time, up to the moment it became frozen and obsolete.'°

3) A great number of non-basic tonemic couplets are to be found in
words which might be explained through evident compounds being not or
only partially reduced alternate forms in the same dialect or through
torms of other dialects (Diirr 1984).

4) At least Ayutla shows a special, optionally progressive or regressive
tone sandhi involving morphemes with non-basic tonemic couplets (Pank-
ratz and Pike 1967: 297):

“Tone sequences 31, 331, 313, and 321 which are Class B act morphotonemical-
ly as though preceded by a proclitic with tone but no segmental phonemes.”

This proclitic should be explained as the lost or fused first element of the
compound.

Non-basic tonemic couplets therefore are to be explained by tone
sandhi rules and will be discussed in the following paragraph.

[.3 Proto-Mixtec Tone Sandhi

Proto-Mixtec tone sandhi is based on the fact that in non-prepause
position morpheme-final glottal stop became a “floating” tone modifying
its environment. Proto-Mixtec had two different forms of tone sandhi:

1) Following a non-prepause morpheme ending with a glottal stop there
was a regular perturbation of basic tonemic couplets changing the couplet
to a derived one having at least one modified tone. In this position forms
without a final glottal stop had tone sandhi variants with their first tone
altered, the second unaltered, i. e. tone modification lapped over onto the
first syllable of the following morpheme and created a modified tone.'!
Forms with a final glottal stop might have had the same change, although
the more frequent sandhi variant had both basic tones changed to modi-
fied tones, i. e. the modifying power of the final glottal stop was realized
as modification of the second tone of its own tonemic couplet, and not as
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CHART 4: PROTO-MIXTEC TONE SANDHI

basic couplet sandhi variant basic couplet

/ |
{“high—high”---%--a *modified-nigh?

A

I¥high-high — + 5 *modified-high
]

L ]

[}

: *modified-low? ¢ ———--- : *low-low?

: | J
' 1

\“high—low-———q——A *modified-low ¢————— *low-low”
I !

modification of the first tone of the following morpheme. I cannot ex-
plain this ambivalence of *high-high? and *low-low? concerning their
sandhi variants — in some cases there is evidence even of two modified
tones in forms not having final glottal stop.

LEGEND (CHART 5)

H high tone
M mid tone
3 intermediate tone between
mid and low (Atatlahuca)
L low tone
> regular sandhi rule
—————— > special sandhi rule (e.g. optional or

restricted to special constructions)

* The analysis of Atatlahuca tone sandhi follows
Alexander (1980). Mak (1953) differs in some
respect.
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CHART 5: COMPARISON OF DIALECTAL TONE SANDHI TO HIGH (AREA 4)

non-perturbable basic tonemic sandhi basic tonemic
tonemic couplets || couplets variants couplets
t
San Miguel | HH  MH e HH MH,\ , LH
4’—’ ! )
HM MM == " > HM ¢ L LM
HL ML — HL :
|
Molinos HH M Ly HH S MH. T~ I
] \ 1
HM MM L HM ¢ | LM
' t
HL ML HL LL
]
!
Cacaloztepec| HH MH ~» HH ¢ + LH
1
1]
HM MM —> HM LM
HL ML — HL < : LL
: !
Yavacatlén HH MH 7’ HH MH ¢——— LH
1
HM MM / HM ¢————1— LN
' 1
HL ML 1 HL ¢———— L
s :
Ocotepec HH MH == = = = 4 HH  HLH 4--- 1K
Pl
HM MM =<2 ——-r> HM HLM €-—-— LM
1 ]
HL ML ===-mo— 4-» HL €=-=—-d4--- LL
|
! '
M !
Atatlahuca® | HH  (MH) s
HM  (MM)
T '
oo
H3 Hﬂ /// : Hﬂ _____ [} L
HL ML —L» HL !
i !
Metlatonoec HH MH  LH | :
1
HM MM —————> HM ! (M)LM
I
HL ML(M) ——— > HL(M) (4 LL(M)
] 1
T T
Ayutla HH  MH (LH) / HHL MH €¢-~--— LH
]
HL ML == - — —- -» HL ML &«—1— [[
1 1
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2) In special, close-knit modifying constructions (mainly noun + modi-
fying noun, adjective or verb), a special tone perturbation of the tonemic
couplet of the modifying morpheme to *modified-modified (rarely to
*modified-high or *modified-low) took place in contrast to regular tone
sandhi in the same way as described by Pike (1948: 82 - 87) for the
dialect San Miguel el Grande. This tone perturbation occured in these
special syntactic constructions whether the first morpheme ended with a
glottal stop or not. This second form of tone sandhi might be explained
by deletion of *xaa”? ‘‘relative marker” combined with retained tone
sandhi of the following modifier.

For practical purpose, I will discuss in the following summary of dialec-
tal sandhi systems areas A and B separately.

AREA A (inclusive Ayutla): Morphemes causing regular tone sandhi to
high in San Miguel, Molinos, Cacaloztepec, Xayacatlan, Metlatonoc and
Ayutla, or special tone sandhi to high in Atatlahuca and Ocotepec have
had final glottal stop in Proto-Mixtec. Dialects and dialectal forms not
having this perturbing power but being also a reflex of a Proto-Mixtec
morpheme with final glottal stop have in most cases final high tone or a
final tone rising to high. The effect of the supernumerary tone was real-
ized on the last syllable of its own tonemic couplet and therefore no
longer could shift onto the following morpheme.

As can be seen from chart S the sandhi rules being the result of Proto-
Mixtec final glottal stop vary only in detail — area A shows but minor
variants of the Proto-Mixtec tone sandhi system.

Most other sandhi rules may be explained through the tonemic couplets
of Proto-Mixtec or another older stage of Mixtec dialect evolution. Mak
(1953: 92) suggested that Atatlahuca morphemes having a lowering influ-
ence onto the tones of a following morpheme historically ended on low
tone, e. g. the subclass of Atatlahuca mid-mid with lowering influence
goes back to Proto-Mixtec *high-low. The tonemic couplet mid-mid{-low)
in Metlatonoc is the regular reflex of Proto-Mixtec *high-low and, alike,
causes tone sandhi to low.

Some of these sandhi rules (and reflexes of Proto-Mixtec) should be
considered as the result of older subphonemic variants. In Ocotepec (Mak
1958: 70) and in Xayacatlan (Pike and Wistrand 1974: 84) a low tone
following another low tone in a couplet has a lower allotone. To suggest
such falling of tone in couplet *low-low(? ) for an older stage might
explain the reflexes San Miguel and Atatlahuca mid-low, Metlatonoc
mid-low(-mid), Ayutla mid-low(? ) and tone sandhi rules changing the
reflex of *low-low to mid-low in Metlatonoc and Molinos. The reflexes
Xayacatldn and Cacaloztepec mid-low(modify) of *high-high? , the rule
changing Xayacatlan mid-low to high-mid and the regressive change of
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Cacaloztepec mid-low (with following perturbation to high) to mid-mid
show that *high-high? must have had a phonetic realization [mid-mid-
low] at Jeast in the ancestor dialect of Xayacatlan and Cacaloztepec. The
rule changing mid-low to mid-mid after preceding low tone in Cacaloz-
tepec and the reflex mid-mid of *high-low in other dialects show that
*high-low at least in some dialects had the same phonetic realization
[mid-mid-low].

Non-basic tonemic couplets high-mid and high-low being reflexes of
older sandhi variants ¥*modified-high and *modified-low are rare. Couplets
high-high, mid-high, low-high, and, in some dialects, mid-mid and low-mid,
too, are reflexes of *modified-modified. The lowering of a number of
dialecta] reflexes of *modified-modified to low-high and mid-high in some
environments, probably following low tone,'? seems to be an old mor-
photonemic rule, maybe even of Proto-Mixtec. Mid-mid and low-mid have
been lowered in a second step from mid-high and low-high in Molinos and
Xayacatlan.

Mainly a phenomena to be found in non-basic tonemic couplets, but
not restricted to them, is, that a morpheme may loose its perturbing
power if it has become perturbed itself.

AREA B: The suggestions concerning arca B are based on only a few
forms per dialect and therefore are somewhat speculative. Pefioles tone
modification at least seems to be a reflex of Proto-Mixtec final glottal
stop, as Daly (1973a: 104) already suggested. There are some forms as
hints that Diuxi and Jicaltepec tone sandhi with lowering influence may
also be a reflex of Proto-Mixtec final glottal stop and that the other sandhi
classes are to be explained as reflexes of the Proto-Mixtec basic tonemic
couplets seemingly merged. The merging of the reflexes of the Proto-
Mixtec basic tonemic couplets and the lack of a clear-cut division between
basic tonemic couplets and non-basic ones, in combination with insuffi-
cient data does not allow a correlation of sandhi classes with recon-
structed tonemic couplets. Finally, Coatzospan is the only dialect that
does not seem to fit in with these suggestions.

33



1.4 Problems Unsolved

My reconstruction of tone and the reconstruction of final glottal stop
done by Bradley and Josserand (1982) does not fit well in Longacre’s and
Rensch’s reconstructions of Proto-Mixtecan and Proto-Otomanguean. But
these reconstructions are not sufficiently founded with data on Mixtec,
and therefore there may be at least some truth in my suggestions. It would
be of great use to have a new look at Proto-Mixtecan and Proto-Otoman-
guean tones, laryngals and tone sandhi when better reconstructions of the
peculiar languages and language families become available.'3 The follow-
ing problems remain unsolved:

Problem I: There is no clear correspondence between Proto-Mixtec
final glottal stop and the laryngals reconstructed by Longacre (1957) for
Proto-Mixtecan and Rensch (1976) for Proto-Otomanguean.

The evolution of Proto-Otomanguean laryngals into modern Mixtec as
described by Rensch (1976: 45) does not fit into the reconstruction of
Proto-Mixtec final glottal stop. Rensch explained the morpheme-pattern
*CVV of Proto-Mixtec as being derived from Proto-Mixtecan *CVh and
Proto-Mixtec *CV? V from Proto-Mixtecan *CV? — therefore a Proto-
Mixtec *CVV? or *CV? V? would have had two Proto-Mixtecan final
laryngals — but see Rensch’s distinction between Proto-Otomanguean
*CVH and *HCV and his proposal of *HCVH (H means laryngal h or ?
here). A quite reasonable suggestion for further investigation is given by
Josserand (1983: 460):1'4

“Some pre-Proto-Mixtecan patterns are fairly clear, such as the development of
older CV morphemes to a couplet shape, either by lengthening the vowel to a
structural CVV canon, or by combining such CV forms with other morphemes,
to form CVCV canons. [t seems that many such old CV roots, either Proto-
Otomanguean or Proto-Mixtecan, developed into CVCV forms by Proto-Mixtec
times, and the old CV root is usually the ultimate syllable of the couplet.”

Problem 2: Although there is clear inner-Mixtec evidence for the dis-
tinction of Proto-Mixtec *high-low and *low-low, the embedding of these
two couplet forms into Proto-Mixtecan is not quite clear: Proto-Mixtecan
*33 becomes in most cases Proto-Mixtec *low-low, but Proto-Mixtec
*high-low may come from Proto-Mixtecan *mid-3, *mid-low or even
*331 S

Problem 3: The contrast between the two distinct dialect areas leads to
another problem of this study. Tones have been inverted in the tonal
register in the two areas:
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CHART 6: CORRESPONDENCES OF PROTO-MIXTEC TONEMIC COUPLETS
IN DIALECTS PENOLES AND MOLINOS

*high-high ¥high-low

#*low-high *low-low

*modify
Perioles (area B) Molinos (area A)
low-low low-high mid-mid mid-low
high-low high-high low-mid low-low
modify: lowering effect modify: high

This striking development leads to the problem how to explain such an
inversion of tone by historical tonology. The suggestion of a rule ““feature
reversal”’ would violate the principle of non-arbitrariness. But note that
Dwyer (1981) reports a similar diachronic development of tonal inversion
[a high] > [-a high] for Loma, a Southwestern -Mande language. Proto-
Bandi-Loma tones high, non-high and falling correspond to Loma tones
non-high, high and rising. A possible explanation Dwyer refers to would
be via the generalization of a rule characterizing a particular linguistic
style (e. g. courtship, ritual or play language). For the Mixtec case anoth-
er, more traditional explanation might be via allophonic glides of the
Proto-Mixtec tonemic couplets — but such a sophisticated analysis should
be based on more data, especially for area B.

Another problem is that in my reconstruction the innovation is attrib-
uted to the dialects of area B, i. e. to those dialects being peripheral and
lacking contact. Coatzospan, the northeastern outpost of Mixtec, lies
within Mazatec territory. Diuxi and Pefioles are located in the eastern
Alta, Jicaltepec in the western Costa. Therefore one would expect that
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these distant dialects preserve Proto-Mixtec conditions quite well. Al-
though I consider this as quite probable, I have not used it in the recon-
struction of Proto-Mixtec for the following reasons:

1) Any argument based on geographical distribution is highly specula-
tive for there are many more dialects to consider (mainly from the north-
eastern Alta and from the Costa) than those being the base of this study.
Tonal isoglosses should be compared with the isoglosses and the dialect
areas given in Josserand (1983).

2) From the descriptive point of view, too, dialect area B is not well
enough documented — four dialects vs. thirteen of area A. Moreover the
number of cognate forms is not sufficient to establish reliable correspond-
ence. They cannot give but a vague idea.

3) A reanalysis of Proto-Mixtec with inverted tones would have further
implications as to Proto-Mixtecan tones and even Proto-Otomanguean
tones. Such an enterprise would be far beyond the scope of this study,
although such work would be useful because Proto-Mixtecan tones are
based only on two Mixtec dialects (of area A) and one dialect each of
Cuicatec and Trique.

Because of these problems, I preferred to reconstruct Proto-Mixtec
depending heavily on Mixtec area A evidence although I am quite aware
that the reconstruction may not be one of Proto-Mixtec but of Proto-Area
A-Mixtec. Therefore this brief study can’t give but a glance on Proto-
Mixtec historical tonology. Its preliminary character should be overcome
by the integration of data from more dialects.

2. Cognate Sets

Data have been taken exclusively from published sources, transcriptions
have been standardized according to phonetic symbols used in Mesoameri-
can linguistics.’ ¢ In general, the transcription is phonemic as analysed in
the source, but in a few cases predictable phonetic details, e. g. nasaliza-
tion of vowels, have been indicated to facilitate comparison.

The arrangement of cognate forms is the same as in K. Josserand (1983)
and is given in the following list, which also includes the abbreviations
used in the cognate lists and the works consulted for each dialect:

NORTHEASTERN ALTA
1) Diuxi (Diu): Daly (1978), Pike and Oram (1976)

2) Penoles (Pe): Daly (1973, 1973a, 1977)
3) Coatzospan (Coa): Pike and Small (1974)
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CENTRAL ALTA

4) Molinos (Mol): Hunter and Pike (1969)

5) Ocotepec (Oco): Mak (1958)

6) Atatlahuca (Ata): Alexander (1980), Mak (1953)

7) San Miguel el Grande (SM): Dyk and Stoudt (1965), Pike (1947,
1948)

NORTHERN BAJA

8) Cacaloztepec (Cac): Pike and Cowan (1967)
9) Xayacatlin (Xay): Pike and Wistrand (1974)

SOUTHERN BAJA

10) Ayutia (Ay): Pankratz and Pike (1967)

11) Alacatlazala (Ala): Zylstra (1980)

12) Metlatonoc (Met): Overholt (1961)

13) Cahuatache (Cah): Schultze (1938)

14) Mixtepec (Mix): Pike and Ibach (1978)

15) Silacayoapan (pueblo San Jerénimo Progreso) (Sil): North and Shields
(1977)

COSTA

16) Jicaltepec (Jic): Bradley (1970)
17) Jamiltepec (pueblo Chayuco) (Jam): Pensinger (1974)

Additionally, for a number of dialects kinship terms have been taken
from Merrifield (1981), and, in a few sets, gaps have been filled with those
forms from Josserand (1983) marked for tone.

The following list contains 110 cognate sets.!7 Of these, 51 sets have
been reconstructed by myself according to the system used by Josserand
(1983), the other reconstructed forms are taken from Josserand (1983)
and only tone has been added.
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TONEMIC COUPLETS *HIGH-LOW (continued)
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TONEMIC COUPLETS *LOW-LOW? (continued)
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FORMS WITH MODIFIED TONE(S)
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FORMS WITH MODIFIED TONE(S) (continued)
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NOTES

1 What traditionally is called Mixtec are groups of mutual
unintelligible dialects probably better to be treated as
separate languages.,

2 Longacre’s two dialects San Miguel (M-SM) and Atatlahuca
(M-SE) tend to fuse Proto-Mixtec *low-low with *high-low,
therefore *low-low could not be reconstructed except for

supplementary data.

3 Note Metlatonoc t181, ku®ba, se®e and sanb; Jicaltepec
k43 and &4nl; Ayutla s6°5, s1°& and tYad; Cahuatache,
Silacayoapan and Metlatonoc kad, Metlatonoc kunu or

Silacayoapan taa.

4 Note Alacatlazala tayl, yabl vs. 0QQ, yisl and Ina: Mix-
tepec yabl, sa”bi or t-1na; Metlatonoc tYayl, 51td and
namd . For Diuxi and Coatzospan no clear correspondence
can be established.

5 Note Ayutla ndé”é”, sa”’ma?, itg”,yﬁ°ﬁ° and one reflex of
*low-low?: kimi®; other dialects, e.g. Ocotepec 'da’§,
70?8 and Cahuatache yiwi.

6 Cf. Penoles kumi(M) < ¥*kiwl?, dik{f(M) < ¥siki?, Z%iki(M)
< *ydk€2; bur: U4 < *hwil, i3 < *4{. But note Daly
(1973: 104): "there are no high tone nouns like 46, but
all are like ki&imI with a basic conditioner."

Diuxi [ +A ] as used in the revised analysis of Diuxi

tone (Daly 1978) can equally be called [+modify]: k&'é(M)

< #3067, kitd(M) < *kftd7; bue: U'0 < Fhwl, §i < 4.
7 Cf. Jicaltepec high-high (sandhi class I) kumi < *kiw%”,
§in{ < *sinl®, low-low (sandhi class I) yu°u < *yd?d?;

but: high-high (sandhi class ITI) dnd < *dnd, low-low
(sandhi class II) {} < *4{.

8 Cf. Coatzospan df”&% < *sit%”, kY{E < *kwiyé, 171
< #ydoyl, 970 < *yﬁ”ﬁ”. Note the appearance of a medial
glottal stop in the reflex of *sltl” and other forms.
Possibly final glottal stop became a medial glottal stop

in this dialect.

56



10

11

12

13

14
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’

Cf. animal names like *ina, %144, *14°wa, *{sd and ¥%is
kinship terms like *sd”y{, #kWi04, *xdnd and ¥sTtd, s
*yéni: numerals like *Uwl, *5°§, *i%.

There is still another complication. Dirr (1984) gives
evidence for compounds having identical semantics, an
identical modifier but showing alternation of the nucleus.
The couplets San Miguel high-low, Molinos high-mid and
high-low and Cacaloztepec high-mid never have perturbing
power - it seems that all these forms did not result
from Proto-Mixtec forms with a final glottal stop.

There are similar recent sandhi rules perturbing high-high
following low tone to low-high in San Miguel, Ocotepec,
Xayacatlén and Mixtepec.

Longacre had only at hand data from two closely related
dialects and Rensch leans heavily on Longacre as to
Proto-Mixtecan and as to his reconstruction of three
phonemic tones in Proto-Otomanguean. A critical attitude
towards these reconstructions seems to be characteristic
for anyone who works on Proto-Mixtec, cf. Josserand (1983:
101): "A new reconstruction of Proto-Mixtec was presented
by Bradley and Josserand (1978, 1982), which will have an
effect on the reconstruction of Proto-Mixtecan."

It may be worth while mentioning that a similar evolution
can be documented in Chinese. From the fourteenth century
on compounds of two morphemes with similar meaning began
to intrude into Chinese novels, the literary form next to
spoken language. As a result, present-day Chinese has many
bisyllabic words corresponding to Ancient Chinese mono-
syllabic ones, e.g. Ancient Chinese ydn "eye" became
Xéniing, éﬁ "ear"™ became &rduo, Bi "nose” became Qiii
(Kuan 1977: 6).

Longacre (1957) reconstructed four phonemic tone levels
for Proto-Mixtecan. Tone 3 is a level] tone between mid

and low.

57



16

17

18

19

20

21

22

58

Tone is indicated as follows: ° = high, T =mnid, °=1low,

“= fhl, ~ = fml, ¥ = rlh, ~ = rmh. Note that Diuxi

tonemic couplets are given according to the reanalysis of
Daly (1978). The apostrophe indicates nonpredictable word-
final stress, which is a feature of tone, In Coatzospan,

the exclamation mark indicates a process phoneme causing
downstepping terrace tone. As an exception, in Penoles
indicates modified low tone and * modified high tone.

The tone notation for Cahuatache used by Schultze (1938)

is not totally unequivocal.

The following list contains 110 cognate sets selected from

a larger list of 320 reconstructed forms. Of these, 255

sets can be found in my M.A. thesis (Diurr 1982), but there

I used a different system of reconstruction, for at that

time I had not at hand the reconstructions done by Bradley
and Josserand (1982) and Josserand (1983). As a result of

the reduction of presented data, several details may seem

not as evident as they are in consideration of all cognate
sets.

Josserand (1983: cognate set 22) did not reconstruct a

final glottal stop because of lack of data from Ayutla and
Zacatepec (both dialects show a non-cognate word).

This form is in the continuative aspect for which - in

area A - high tone is a characteristic feature.

The form Diuxi tU'td (Pike and Oram 1976: 322) corresponds
either to the tonemic couplet low-'high/ 'low-high or to
low-'"low / 'low-low of Daly's (1978) reanalysis of Diuxi tone.
Note, that I had not enough data at hand to standardize tone
according to Daly (1978). Therefore most Diuxi forms have
been cited as in the source and tone notation 15 inconsistent.
In Coatzospan a number of basic tonemic couplets cannot occur
in isolation., These couplets have special isolation variants:
low-high ! for basic couplets high-high ! (nouns) and !fhl-high,
high-rlh for basic couplets high-low (verbs), high-high ! (ad-
jectives) and high-high.

In Jicaltepec the continuative couplet form low-mid has as

incompletive basic form either a couplet high-high or low-low.
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