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Descriptions of negated nominal constructions vary drastically across Mixtec lan-
guages, even between closely related varieties. This paper argues that the apparent inter-
varietal differences in the syntactic and morphological characteristics of negated nominals
arise because three distinct constructions, all of which are superficially similar, may coexist
within a single variety. A description of negation and the syntactic and morphological fea-
tures of the three types of negated nominals is given for San Martin Peras Mixtec. A review
of published data on eleven other Mixtec varieties shows that their negated nominals all
fit relatively neatly into one of the three categories seen in San Martin Peras Mixtec but
that many varieties only include description of one of the constructions. These findings
emphasize the need for more thorough descriptive and comparative work on negated nom-
inals in Mixtec, and they provide researchers with a set of syntactic features to consider in
investigations of other Mixtec languages.
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1. Introduction. The negation of declarative verbal main clauses,
known as standard negation (Miestamo 2005:42), is notoriously complex in
Mixtec languages, usually involving a combination of segmental and tonal
morphemes that may vary depending on the aspect of the verb (i.a. Macaulay
1990:219; Hollenbach 2015:9-10; Palancar et al. 2016:318-22; Mantenuto
2020:90-92). These intricacies have inspired a number of theoretical and de-
scriptive works that aim to understand the nature of negation across Mixtec
(i.a. Macaulay 1990; Hollenbach 2015). However, the complexities of negation
in Mixtec are not restricted to the verbal domain. The negation of non-verbal
predicates, which often involves non-standard negation cross-linguistically
(Eriksen 2011:275), displays a similarly rich degree of variation in Mixtec
(Macaulay 2005:121-25; Mantenuto 2020). This paper focuses on a subset
of non-standard negation strategies in Mixtec, namely nominal constructions
that contain some form of negation. These include negative indefinite pro-
nouns in the sense of Haspelmath (1997:199), such as negative indefinites
like English nobody, which do not co-occur with other markers of negation
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(cf. Penka 2011:1). They also include what I term NEG-words in the sense of
Laka (1990:107-27), such as Spanish nadie. These NEG-words do co-occur
with other markers of negation, and they participate in negative concord (cf.
Laka 1990; Zeijlstra 2004). Another negated nominal construction discussed
here involves the negation of nominal predicates, an environment in which
non-standard negation is often used (Miestamo 2005:42). Throughout this pa-
per, I refer to all these construction types jointly as “negated nominals.”

In describing negated nominals in Mixtec languages, researchers often give
drastically different accounts across varieties. To illustrate these differences,
consider the following items that have been labeled in the descriptive literature
as “negated noun phrases” in three different Mixtec languages, all of which be-
long to the Western Alta dialect group (Josserand 1983). First, as described by
Alexander (1980), negated nominals in Atatlahuca Mixtec (ISO: mis) are made
up of the usual marker of standard negation and a fronted nominal. In this va-
riety, standard negation is marked pre-verbally by the negative morpheme #,
which surfaces as 721 in (1) due to tone sandhi.?

2 Abbreviations in the glosses are as follows: 1, 2, 3 = first, second, third person; AFF =
affirmative; cCAUS = causative; COMPL = completive; CONT = continuative; COP = copula; DEM =
demonstrative; EMPH = emphasis; EXCL = exclusive; FAM = familiar; Foc = focus; GA = ga mor-
pheme; HUM = human; IND = independent pronoun; INT = interrogative; IRR = irrealis; LIM =
limiter; M = human male noun class; N = neutral noun class; NEG = negation; PL = plural; POT = po-
tential; PAST = past; PRES = present; REAL = realis; RESP = respect; SG = singular; UN = unspecified
third person; WS = woman speaking. Abbreviations in the text are as follows: H = high tone; IPA =
International Phonetic Alphabet; L =low tone; LH = low-to-high contour tone; NE = negative em-
phatic construction; NPI = negative polarity item; RNI = restricted negative indefinite; SMPM =
San Martin Peras Mixtec.

All SMPM examples include an initial, morphologically unsegmented line in a working
orthography, a second, morphologically segmented line in the IPA, a gloss, and translations in
English and Spanish. The following graphemes in the working orthography are listed with their
International Phonetic Alphabet (IPA) counterparts: ch = [t[],j =[h], A= [n], sh=[[],v=[Bl.y =
[j1, ’=[?]. A consonant followed by i and then another vowel is post-palatized (e.g., tsia = [tsja]).
A consonant preceded by » is pre-nasalized, and post-vocalic n signifies vowel nasalization. High
tone is marked with an acute (") accent, low tone with a grave accent (), low-to-high rising tone
with a hacek (), falling tone with a circumflex (*), and mid tone is not marked. All other writing
conventions closely mirror their IPA counterparts.

There are significant transcription discrepancies across the Mixtec varieties cited throughout
this paper, and most of the authors provide no IPA or APA transcriptions. To make their examples
more readable in the context of this manuscript, their tonal and segmental transcriptions have
been adapted into the working orthography given above. This is possible for tonal transcription
because all varieties surveyed in this paper have three tone levels, though it does gloss over some
inter-varietal segmental differences, such as the use of v for [v] or [b] in some Mixtec varieties.

The SMPM data for this project were gathered from 2017 to 2023 in Watsonville, CA, and
during the summer of 2019 in Ahuejutla, Oaxaca. Partial financial support came from the Jacobs
Research Funds. Unless otherwise marked, all data in this paper come from the author’s fieldwork
with SMPM-speaking language consultants.
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(1) Atatldhuca Mixtec

Ta ni kixi se’¢ de
NEG COMPL come son his
His son did not come.’ (Alexander 1980:29)

This same morpheme heads negated nominals in the language (2).

(2) Atatladhuca Mixtec

Ta se’¢ dé ni kixi.
NEG son his CcoMPL come
‘His son did not come.’ (Alexander 1980:29)

Second, Farris (1992) describes a different type of negated nominal in Yosondia
Mixtec (ISO: mpm), shown in (3).

(3) Yosondua Mixtec

nsud suchi vd’a (n-sa’a ya’a)
NEG child good (compL—do this)
‘(It was) not a good child (who did this).’ (Farris 1992:91)

Unlike in Atatlahuca Mixtec, the morpheme heading negated nominal construc-
tions in this variety is completely distinct from the usual marker of standard
negation, which is tu (4).

(4) Yosondua Mixtec
tu  ka sndi’i (da)
NEG PL CoNT:finish (he)

‘(They) are not finishing (it).’ (Farris 1992:56)

In both Atatldhuca and Yosondua Mixtec, the negated nominals described do
not co-occur with standard negation on the verb. However, a third type of ne-
gated nominal does occur with standard negation. This type of construction is
found in Magdalena Pefiasco Mixtec (ISO: xtm; Hollenbach 2013), as shown
in (5).

(5) Magdalena Pefiasco Mixtec

[ni a in fayii] fatuu ni xa’an
not ?? one person no COMPL  go
‘Not one person went.’ (Hollenbach 2013:121)

All three of these negated nominal constructions share some morphosyntac-
tic characteristics: the negated nominal occurs pre-verbally and contains some
sort of negation marker. However, they are also significantly different from
each other: those in Atatlahuca Mixtec appear to be headed by the usual marker
of standard negation, while those in Yosondtia Mixtec appear to be headed
by a distinct negative nominal marker. Finally, those in Magdalena Pefiasco
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Mixtec appear both to contain a negative nominal marker and to co-occur with
standard negation. This variation could, in principle, arise from two sources:
the first possibility is that each of these three Mixtec varieties makes use of
a unique negated nominal construction that is unattested in the other varie-
ties. In this view, the negated nominal shown in (2) for Atatldhuca Mixtec has
no parallel construction in Yosondua Mixtec, and the construction shown in
(3) for Yosondua Mixtec has no parallel in Atatldhuca Mixtec. The second pos-
sibility is that each Mixtec variety can make use of multiple negated nominal
constructions and that the differences between (2), (3), and (5) might reflect
the diversity of negated nominal constructions that may occur within a single
variety. Under this view, there might be a type of negated nominal in Yosondua
Mixtec that has the characteristics of the Atatldhuca Mixtec construction in (2),
and there might be a type of negated nominal in Atatldhuca Mixtec that has the
characteristics of the Yosondtia Mixtec construction in (3).

In this paper, I show that the three distinct types of negated nominals in
(2), (3), and (5) may coexist within a single Mixtec variety, supporting the
view that at least some of the differences between these constructions might
arise from the fact that distinct negated nominal constructions are available
within any given variety. The main source of empirical support for this hy-
pothesis comes from San Martin Peras Mixtec (Southern Baja; ISO: jmx). In
this variety, there are three separate negated nominal constructions, each with
their own defining characteristics. These three types are shown below, with the
negated nominal construction bolded. The first type, to which I give the term
Restricted Negative Indefinite (RNI), is shown in (6).

(6) San Martin Peras Mixtec
Restricted Negative Indefinite (RNI)
ko na nishini Pedro
ké=ni ni-fini pédro
NEG=3PL:N COMPL-see Pedro
‘No one saw Pedro.’
‘Nadie vi6 a Pedro.’

The negated nominal in (6) is sentence-initial and headed by the usual marker
of standard negation, as in Atatldhuca Mixtec (2). The second type, which I
label as a Negative Emphatic (NE) construction, is shown in (7).

(7) San Martin Peras Mixtec
Negative Emphatic (NE)
sivi ra jaan ra nishini
sipi ra=hada ra ni=fini
NEG:EMPH 3M=DEM 3M COMPL—see=1SG
‘He’s not the one that I saw.’
‘No es ¢l al que vi.’
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This negated nominal is sentence-initial and headed by a negative nominal
marker distinct from the usual marker of standard negation, as in Yosondua
Mixtec (3). An example of the third type of negative nominal-—a NEG-word—
is shown in (8).

(8) San Martin Peras Mixtec

NEG-word
ni iin na konishini Pedro
ni ii=na ko—ni—[ini péoro

not one=3PL:N NEG—NEG:COMPL-see Pedro

‘No one saw Pedro’
‘Nadie vio a Pedro.’

It is sentence-initial and headed by a distinct negative nominal marker but
also co-occurs with the standard negation marker, as in Magdalena Pefiasco
Mixtec (5).

If three distinct types of negated nominals may coexist within SMPM, and if
they bear similarities to the different constructions described across other vari-
eties, then it stands to reason that other varieties might also make use of a num-
ber of negated nominal constructions with similar properties. It follows that the
apparently large differences between the characteristics of negated nominals
across Mixtec varieties might not be indicative of inter-varietal differences
but might at least in part be a consequence of the relatively under-studied na-
ture of negated nominals in Mixtec languages (see, however, Macaulay [1996]
on Chalcatongo Mixtec and Mantenuto [2020] on San Sebastian del Monte
Mixtec for thorough descriptions of negation and negated nominals in these
varieties). In other words, it is possible that each variety can, in principle, make
use of a range of negated nominal constructions and that a lack of description
of these constructions in some varieties leads to larger apparent differences
between negated nominal constructions across varieties. I argue that this is
the case, showing that many of the negated nominal constructions described
across Mixtec varieties fall into one of the three classes shown in (6)—(8). In
order to do so, I provide a description of verbal aspect and standard negation in
SMPM (3), followed by a discussion of the characteristics of each type of ne-
gated nominal construction in the language (4). Then I provide a cross-varietal
comparison of negated nominals across Mixtec, using the characteristics of the
different constructions in SMPM to classify them (5). This comparison fills a
gap in the Mixtec literature on negated nominals, and it provides some mor-
phosyntactic tools that researchers can use to classify and describe the distinct
classes of negated nominals in any Mixtec language. Ultimately, this paper

3 Note that the examples in (6) and (8) are given the same translation. This is because both of
these Mixtec sentences are translated into Spanish as the same sentence.
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serves as a starting point in the cross-varietal analysis of negated nominals in
Mixtec languages, and more description, analysis, and analytical tools (e.g.,
semantic differences) are necessary to understand the full range of variation.

2. San Martin Peras Mixtec. SMPM is in the Mixtecan subgroup of
Otomanguean languages and is part of the Southern Baja group identified by
Josserand (1983). It is spoken by about 12,000 people in and around the mu-
nicipality of San Martin Peras in western Oaxaca, Mexico (Instituto Nacional
de Estadistica y Geografia 2010), as well as by diaspora communities in Mex-
ico and the US. In California speakers of the San Martin Peras variety of Mix-
tec are concentrated principally in the towns of Salinas, Oxnard, Santa Maria,
and Watsonville (Mendoza 2020:2).

SMPM has default VSO word order, though arguments regularly front to
a pre-verbal position through various processes related to information struc-
ture (Ostrove 2018:121; Mendoza 2020:23-24), as is the case in other Mixtec
languages (e.g., Leon Vazquez [2017:21] on Yucuquimi de Ocampo Mixtec;
Macaulay [1996:102] for Chalcatongo Mixtec). For example, if a constituent
bears information focus, as in (10), it obligatorily occurs pre-verbally. This
focus-fronting applies to arguments and adjuncts alike and is illustrated in
(10a) for the object of a transitive verb (Hedding 2019:32).

(9) Question
naan shishi tsina?
nai  firfi tsina?
what compL:eat dog
‘What did the dog eat?’
‘Qué comid el perro?’

(10) Answer
a. kofu shishi ri
kopii  [i"fi=ri
meat COMPL:eat=3ANML
‘It ate meat.’
‘Comid carne.’
b. *shishi ri kofiu
*[ibfi=ci kopii
COMPL:cat=3ANML meat
Intended: ‘It ate meat.’
Esperado: ‘Comi6 carne.’

SMPM has five phonemic tones: three level tones (v = High, v=Mid, v=Low)
and two contour tones (v = low-to-high rise, ¥ = fall). The tone-bearing unit is
the mora, and a single mora may host any of the five phonemic tones (Peters
2018:2). As noted in Peters (2018:44), there are relatively few tone sandhi
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processes in the language, and none are directly relevant to the constructions
analyzed in this paper. Additionally, vowel nasalization (vn) and laryngealiza-
tion (v”) are contrastive. As will be shown in 3, tone carries a large functional
load and is involved in expressing aspect and negation.

The fieldwork this paper is based on was conducted with a total of six
SMPM-speaking language consultants in Watsonville, California, and Ahue-
jutla, Mexico. Ahuejutla is a town of about 1,000—-1,500 people within the mu-
nicipality of San Martin Peras in Oaxaca. All the data come from one-on-one
or small-group elicitation sessions conducted primarily in Spanish, and most
data points come from work with two consultants in Watsonville. Methods
for data collection included translations of single words or full phrases from
Spanish to SMPM and from SMPM to Spanish, as well as eliciting contextu-
alized well-formedness judgments. These judgments depended on speakers’
intuitions of whether a particular SMPM utterance was possible in a supporting
context. Semantic felicity of an utterance was determined via speakers’ intui-
tions of the naturalness of an otherwise grammatical utterance in a particular
context. Scope relations were determined by eliciting the truth value of an
otherwise grammatical sentence in a context that required a particular scope
configuration. All examples throughout this paper that do not include a sup-
porting context were elicited either through direct translation from Spanish to
Mixtec or Mixtec to Spanish, or by asking whether the given Mixtec sentence
was acceptable given the corresponding Spanish translation, or by a combina-
tion of the two methods. Methods for determining the phonemic category of
tones in relevant words included eliciting target words in tone frame sentences
(Pike 1948:50-52), analyzing pitch tracks in Praat, and using tone sandhi pro-
cesses that are sensitive to specific tonal categories.

3. Negative morphology. Before diving into analysis of the distinct
classes of negated nominals in SMPM, it is first necessary to understand the
morphology of standard negation in the language. Devoting this space to
standard negation is important for the main topic of the article because the syn-
tax and morphology of negated nominals is intimately tied to the syntax and
morphology of standard negation, especially in the case of restricted negative
indefinites (RNIs) and negative empathics (NEs). So, properly understanding
the differences between negated nominal types hinges on knowledge of the
realization of standard negation in the language.

This section also has a secondary goal, which is to provide a description of
the negative morphology of SMPM and situate it within Macaulay’s (1990)
discussion of negation and mood in Chalcatongo Mixtec, as well as across
Mixtec in general. I will show that, when one considers negation hosted on a
class of pre-verbal adverbs in SMPM, it becomes clear that the SMPM nega-
tion pattern is incompatible with the analysis of Chalcatongo Mixtec negation
laid out in Macaulay (1990).
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To these two ends, this section first describes verbal aspect in SMPM, fol-
lowed by a discussion of verbal negation in the language, which is dependent on
aspect. Finally, a brief overview of adverbial negation, which serves the same
function as standard negation in the language, shows that the distinct instanti-
ations of negation in the language are conditioned not solely by verbal aspect
but also by the lexical category of their host, suggesting that they are essentially
allomorphs of the same morpheme instead of completely distinct lexical items.

3.1. Aspect. In SMPM, as in other Mixtec languages, verbs occur in one
of three different forms, commonly referred to as Continuative, Completive,
and Potential aspect, which roughly correspond to present, past, and future
tense, respectively (Bickford and Marlett 1988; Hollenbach 2015).* This tri-
partite distinction can be seen in the following examples. The verb in (11) is in
the Continuative aspect, and it has a default present tense reading.

(11) Continuative
ndachi saa
ntaht (i saa
conT:fly bird
‘The bird is flying.’
‘El pajaro esta volando.’

The verb in (12) is in the Completive aspect, and it has a default past reading.

(12) Completive
ndachi saa

ntabt[i saa
compL:fly bird
‘The bird flew.”

‘El pajaro volo.’

Finally, the verb in (13) is in the Potential aspect, and it has a default future
reading.

(13) Potential
ndachi saa
ntahtfi  saa
poT:fly bird
‘The bird will fly.’
‘El pajaro volara.’

As can be seen above and in the following table, tone is often the only marker
of verbal aspect in SMPM, though it is sometimes accompanied by segmental

# T am unsure whether these forms correspond to tense or aspect in SMPM, but I proceed with
the traditional aspectual labels of Continuative, Completive, and Potential.
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TABLE 1
ASPECT MORPHOLOGY IN SMPM

Verb CONT COMPL POT
‘to paint’ naka’yi naka’yi naka’yi
‘pintar’ néka’ji nika’ji naka’ji
‘to rot’ tsia’yi nitsia’yi tsia’yl
‘podrir’ tsla?ji ni—ts'a%i tslatji
‘to laugh’ shaku nishaku kuaku
‘refrse’ Jaku ni—fa"ku K™aPka

morphology as well. The specific verbs in table 1 are given because they (and
their negative counterparts in table 2) showcase the variety of methods of as-
pect and negation marking in SMPM and not because the verbs themselves
belong to particular lexical classes.

Continuative aspect is usually marked solely by a high tone on the first vowel
of the verbal stem, and Completive aspect is marked by a low tone on the first
vowel of the verbal stem. On some verbs, such as ‘to rot” and ‘to laugh’in table 1,
Completive aspect is also marked by a low-toned prefix ni-. This marking of the
Completive aspect with ni- is lexically specific, applying for some verbs but not
others. Finally, Potential aspect does not involve any kind of tonal marking but
instead retains the lexical tone of the first vowel of the verbal stem. This can be
seen in the variability between, for example, the initial mid tone on the Poten-
tial form of ‘to paint’ and the initial low tone on the Potential form of ‘to rot’ in
table 1. Additionally, some verbs have different stem allomorphs between the
Potential aspect, on the one hand, and Continuative and Completive aspects, on
the other hand. This is evident in that the stem of ‘to laugh’ has a different form
in the Potential aspect than it does in the Continuative and Completive aspects,
as is also the case for the stem of ‘to run’ in (33).

3.2. Standard negation. As in most Mixtec languages, as well as in many
non-Mixtec languages (Horn 1989:447-52), the morphology of standard nega-
tion in SMPM varies greatly depending on verbal aspect. This can be seen in the
following examples, which show the negated forms of the verbs in (11)—(13).

In the Continuative aspect, negation is exponed by a low-toned prefix ko- (14).

(14) Continuative
kondachi saa
ko—tahtfi saa
NEG—CONT:fly bird
‘The bird is not flying.’
‘El pajaro no esta volando.’

In the Completive aspect, negation is marked by the same prefix ko-, as well as
an obligatory, high-toned Completive prefix ni- (15).
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(15) Completive (with ko-)
konindéchi saa
Ko—ni—taht[i sad
NEG-COMPL—fly bird
‘The bird did not fly.”
‘El pajaro no volo.’

Importantly, negative Completive verbs can also appear without the prefix ko-,
but in these cases the Completive prefix bears a rising tone (16).

(16) Completive (without ko-)
nindéchi saa
ni—"tahtfi saa
NEG:COMPL—fly bird
‘The bird did not fly.’
‘El pajaro no volo.’

Finally, in the Potential aspect, negation is marked solely by a rising tone on
the first vowel of the verb stem (17).

(17) Potential
ndachi saa
ntaht /i saa
NEG:POT:fly bird
‘The bird will not fly.’
‘El pajaro no volara.’

This negation paradigm applies across all semantic classes of verbs (e.g., telic
and atelic verbs, verbs of different Aktionsart), with some lexically specific
irregularities. This pattern can be seen replicated in table 2, which shows the
negated forms of the verbs in table 1.

Of note is the fact that the prefix ni-/ni- is obligatorily present on all negated
Completive verbs, while its segmentally identical but tonally distinct counter-
part ni- only surfaces on a subset of non-negated Completive verbs, as seen
in table 1. Tanalyze these tonally distinct realizations of ni- as constituting the
same morpheme, with their tone being determined by aspect and negation: in affir-
mative Completive contexts, the low tone that marks Completive aspect over-
writes the lexical high tone of ni-. When preceded by ko- in negative Completive
contexts, the lexical high tone of ni- does not change. However, when not pre-
ceded by ko- in negative Completive contexts, the negative rising tone that is
seen on verbs in the Potential aspect overwrites the lexical high tone of ni-.

5 It is also possible that, when ko- is not present, its low tone remains and docks onto the left
edge of high-toned ni-, creating a rising contour. However, considering the negative adverbial
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TABLE 2
NEGATIVE MORPHOLOGY IN SMPM

Verb CONT COMPL POT
‘to paint’ konaka’yi koninaka’yi naka’yi
‘pintar’ ko-nika’ji ko-ni-naka’ji nakaji
ninaka’yi
ni-nikaji
‘to rot’ kotsia’yi konitsia’yi tsia’yi
‘podrir’ ko—tsia’ji ko-ni-tsla?ji tsid’ji
nitsia’yi
ni—tsia’ji
‘to laugh’ koshaku konishaku kuaku
‘reirse’ ko—falku ko-ni—faki kvark
nishaku
ni-fa"ku

As seen in table 2, then, negation in SMPM is expressed in one of two ways:
either with the prefix ko- (Continuative and Completive), or via a LH rising
tone (Completive and Potential).

The prefix ko- appears obligatorily on negative Continuative verbs and
optionally on negative Completive verbs. The grammatical LH rising tone
appears obligatorily on negative Potential verbs and when ko- is absent on
negative Completive verbs. The use of distinct negative morphemes depending
on verbal aspect is quite common across Mixtec languages. Specifically, nega-
tive morphology tends to come in the form of two morphemes, one that is used
on Potential verbs and one that is used on Continuative and Completive verbs
(Macaulay 1990; Hollenbach 2015). This common distinction has led to a pro-
posal that in at least some Mixtec languages, the two sets of morphemes—the
correlates of ko- and the LH rising tone in SMPM—are fundamentally dif-
ferent. Specifically, the proposal, motivated by the syntax and semantics of
negation in Chalcatongo Mixtec, is that the morpheme found on Continuative
and Completive verbs is a marker of standard negation, while the one found
on Potential verbs is the negative version of a deontic mood marker (Macaulay
1990).

While this proposal is well-motivated in Chalcatongo Mixtec and likely
holds in other Mixtec languages as well, it does not appear to hold in SMPM.
There are two principal reasons for this: first, a crucial part of Macaulay’s
(1990) analysis of the negative morpheme on Potential verbs as a negative

facts to be presented later in this section, I adopt the analysis in which a rising tone overwrites the
lexical high tone of ni-.
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deontic mood marker is that it only appears on Potential verbs. However, as
seen above, the LH rising tone that negates Potential verbs may also appear
on negative Completive verbs when the prefix ko- is absent. This fact compli-
cates an analysis of the negative LH rising tone as a distinct lexical item from
the prefix ko-. The second reason is that an LH rising tone is the exponent of
standard negation in a distinct configuration regardless of verbal aspect, which
is impossible under an analysis of it as a negative deontic mood marker. The
empirical evidence for this claim comes from negative adverbials, which are
the focus of the following section.

3.3. Negated adverbials. In this section, I show that there are construc-
tions in which standard negation always takes the form of a LH rising tone
regardless of verbal aspect, which suggests that which negative morpheme is
used is not determined solely by verbal aspect but also by the lexical item onto
which the negative morpheme attaches. I argue that these facts are not consis-
tent with an analysis of the LH rising tone as a negative deontic mood marker
in the sense of Macaulay (1990) but rather that ko- and the LH rising tone
are both morphological instantiations of standard negation. This argument has
two consequences: first, it is important for understanding the different negated
nominal constructions outlined in 4, specifically restricted negative indefinites
and negative emphatics, both of which include a LH rising tone. Second, it
follows up on Macaulay’s (1990:224-25) call for more in-depth investigations
of negative morphology across Mixtec languages and shows a novel pattern of
negative morphology in a Mixtec language.

The empirical facts in question here involve a class of pre-verbal adverbs.
In SMPM this class of adverbs includes manner adverbs, which express the
way in which an action was performed, such as nddku’ (‘strong’) in (18) and
ni’i (‘fast’) in (19).°

(18) ndaku shinu Pedro

ntahki  findl péoro
strong CcONT:run Pedro

‘Pedro runs quickly.’
‘Pedro corre rapido.’

(19) ni’i shinu Pedro
ni  [ind pédro
fast coNT:run Pedro

‘Pedro runs fast.’
‘Pedro corre recio.’

® These are two distinct adverbs in SMPM, but their meaning in these contexts is very similar.
In what follows, ndakii is translated as ‘quickly/rapido’, and ni i is translated as ‘fast/recio’.
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In the upcoming examples, both ndaku (‘strong’) and ni i (‘fast’) are included
and separated by a slash. This is meant to indicate that either adverb can occur
in the indicated position, not that they can co-occur.

As noted in research on other Mixtec languages, this class of adverbs may
intervene between the verb and standard negation (Hills 1990:71-72; Ma-
caulay 2005:16). This is also the case in SMPM, as there are two ways to
negate sentences containing these adverbs. In the first, negation appears on the
verb, and the usually pre-verbal adverb appears post-verbally (20).

(20) koshinu ndéku/ni’i Pedro
ko—[inil rtabki/nii  pédro
NEG—CONT:run strong/fast Pedro
‘Pedro does not run quickly/fast.’
‘Pedro no corre rapido/recio.’

In the second, negation appears on the adverb in the form of a LH rising tone,
and the adverb precedes the verb (21).

(21) nddkw/ni’i shinu Pedro
aeahki/ntd Jindl pédro
NEG:strong/NEG:fast CcONT:run Pedro

‘Pedro does not run quickly/fast.’
‘Pedro no corre rapido/recio.’

Under no circumstances may both the adverb and the verb be negated (22a—b).

(22) a. *ndaku/ni’i koshinu Pedro
*ntahki/mii ko—[inll pédro
NEG:strong/NEG:fast NEG—CONT:run Pedro
Intended: ‘Pedro doesn’t run quickly/fast.’
Esperado: ‘Pedro no corre rapido/recio.’

b. *koshinu ndaku/ni’i Pedro

*ko—[inll rtabki/nii péoro
NEG—CONT:run NEG:strong/NEG:fast Pedro

Intended: ‘Pedro runs quickly/fast.’
Esperado: ‘Pedro no corre rapido/recio.’

This process of negating a pre-verbal adverb is productive in SMPM, since
any pre-verbal manner adverb may host negation. Importantly, this class of
adverbs is syntactically close to the verb, suggesting that it is contained within
the vP (Eischens 2019). Aside from their ability to intervene between negation
and the verb, this can also be seen in that, when they occur post-verbally, they
host enclitics usually hosted on the verb. For example, (23) shows the adverbs
ndakii (‘strong’) and ni’i (‘fast’) occurring preverbally and the 1sG enclitic =i
cliticizing to the right edge of the verb.
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(23) ndakw/ni’ishini
ntahki/nii  [in=1
strong/fast CONT:run=1sG
‘I run quickly/fast.’

‘Corro rapido/recio.’

The example in (24) shows the adverb occurring post-verbally. In this case, the
1sG pronoun cliticizes to the right edge of the adverb.

(24) ktiu konu ndéaki/mi’i o
ktu konti MAPKk=1/n1"=1
NEG:be.able POT:run strong=1sG/fast=1sG
‘I can’t run quickly/fast.’
‘No puedo correr rapido/recio.’

Finally, the negated adverbial does indeed contribute sentential negation to
its clause, and it is not a case of constituent negation. In other words, the ex-
ponent of negation in the adverbial scopes over the matrix verb, not under it.
The evidence for this comes from polarity-sensitive responses, much like those
discussed for English in Klima (1964). In general, it is felicitous in Mixtec to
respond to a non-negative statement with the equivalent of the phrase ‘Me, too’
but not the equivalent of ‘Me, neither.’

(25) Statement
tasha’a Pedro
tafa’a pédrod
conT:dance Pedro

‘Pedro is dancing.’
‘Pedro esta bailando.’

(26) Response

a. Vsati’i
vVsa  tit=i
so  also=1sG
‘Me, too.’
‘Yo también.’

b. ??niyu’u
01 julu
not 1SG:IND
‘Me, neither.’
‘Yo tampoco.’

Sentences where negation scopes over the verb may be felicitously responded
to with ‘Me, neither’ but not ‘Me, too’.
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(27) Statement
kbnita§hé’é Pedro
ko—ni-tafa’a péoro
NEG—COMPL—dance Pedro
‘Pedro did not dance.’
‘Pedro no baild.’

(28) Response

a. ?7sati’i
7sa  ti*=1
SO also=1sG
Me, too.’
“Yo también.’

b. Vvniyu'u
vni jutu
not 1SG:IND
‘Me, neither.’
‘Yo tampoco.’

155

This test is sensitive to the polarity of the preceding sentence, not just whether
it contains a negative expression. When the preceding sentence has positive
polarity but contains a negative expression that does not scope over the matrix

verb, the ‘Me, too’ response is the only one that is felicitous:

(29) Statement
shini tat¢ ndaku
Jin=t tahté  ntatki
COMPL:see=1SG man NEG:strong
‘I saw the not-strong man.’
‘Vi al hombre que no es fuerte.’

(30) Response
a. Vsatii
Vsd  tit=1
so  also=1sG
‘Me, too.’
‘Yo también.’
b. ??niyu'u
01 julu
not 1SG:IND
‘Me, neither.’
‘Yo tampoco.’

It has been established, then, that the ‘Me, neither’ response is only acceptable
when negation scopes over the main verb. When an adverb preceding the main
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verb is negated, the ‘Me, neither’ response is the only one that is acceptable,
showing that negated adverbs contribute sentential negation.

(31) Statement
ndakl/ni’i nishinu Pedro
ntAvki/nii ni—fini pédro
NEG:strong/NEG:fast coMpL-run Pedro
‘Pedro did not run quickly/fast.’
‘Pedro no corrid rapido/recio.’

(32) Response

a. ?7sati’i
7sa  ti*=1
SO also=1sG
‘Me, too.’
“Yo también.’

b. Vvniyu'u
vni jutu
not ISG:IND
‘Me, neither.’
‘Yo tampoco.’

Considering that adverbial negation has sentential scope, that the adverb is
structurally close to the verb, and that adverbial and verbal negation are in
complementary distribution, I analyze adverbial negation as standard negation
in which the adverb intervenes between the negative morpheme and the verb.
This argument is important because, no matter what aspect the verb takes, ne-
gation on the adverb is always exponed as a rising tone.

(33) a. ndéki/ni’i shinu Pedro
rtahki/nti Jindi péoro
NEG:strong/NEG:fast CcONT:run Pedro
‘Pedro doesn’t run quickly/fast.’
‘Pedro no corre rapido/recio.’

b. ndékii/ni’i nishinu Pedro
at3hkia/ntd ni—finil péorod
NEG:strong/NEG:fast compPL-run Pedro
‘Pedro didn’t run quickly/fast.’
‘Pedro no corrid rapido/recio.’

c. nddku/ni’i konu Pedro
rtahki/mii konti pédro
NEG:strong/NEG:fast PoT:run Pedro

‘Pedro won’t run quickly/fast.’
‘Pedro no va a correr rapido/recio.’
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The fact that adverbial negation always takes the form of a LH rise regardless
of the aspect of the verb leads to the conclusion that, in SMPM, the negative
morpheme used in standard negation is determined both by verbal aspect and
by the lexical category of its host. If negation is hosted on the verb, then the
aspect of the verb determines which negative morpheme is used. However, if
negation is hosted on a pre-verbal manner adverb, it always appears as an LH
rise regardless of verbal aspect. This is important because it suggests that, for
SMPM, an analysis of the LH rise as being a negative deontic mood marker in
the sense of Macaulay (1990) is incorrect. Instead, it appears that both ko- and
the LH rise convey standard negation, and which of the two is used is deter-
mined by the lexical category of the negative morpheme’s host and, when it
attaches to a verb, the aspect of the verb in question.

Interestingly, though, the Completive allomorph in (33b) is still necessary
when the adverb hosts negation, as it is when the verb itself hosts negation
(table 2). Given that it bears a high tone in (33b), I analyze the underlying tone
of the Completive allomorph as high. This high tone can be overwritten by
Completive low tone (see, for example, the Completive forms of ‘to rot” and ‘to
laugh’ in table 1) and negative LH tone (16).

4. Negated nominals in SMPM. As discussed earlier, there are three dis-
tinct negated nominal constructions that coexist synchronically in SMPM, each
with their own defining characteristics. In this section, I outline these charac-
teristics in greater detail. For each construction, I describe its characteristics in
the following order: (1) the syntactic position(s) of the construction, (2) what
morpheme heads it, (3) whether the construction itself contributes sentential ne-
gation, (4) whether it co-occurs with another morpheme that contributes sentential
negation, and (5) whether it involves a mono-clausal or bi-clausal structure.
When all these criteria are considered, the three types of negated nominal con-
structions can be clearly understood to be distinct from each other.

4.1. NEG-words. The first class of negated nominals in SMPM is a type
of negative indefinite pronoun (Haspelmath 1997) that I term NEG-words in the
sense of Laka (1990). Because they may occur in a fronted position or in situ,
they are structurally ambiguous, as is also the case with restricted negative in-
definites. This means that a fronted NEG-word may be either the subject or the
object of the clause. Throughout the paper, I give only one of the two possible
readings for such sentences, but both are available. Examples of NEG-words in
a fronted position and in situ are given in (34a—b).

(34) a. niiin na koshini Pedro
ni ii=na ko—[ini péoro
not one=3PL:N NEG—CONT:see Pedro

‘Pedro doesn’t see anybody.’
‘Pedro no ve a nadie.’
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b. koshini Pedro ni iin na
ko—[in1 pédrdo ni  Ti=na
NEG—CONT:see Pedro not one=3PL:N

‘Pedro doesn’t see anybody.’
‘Pedro no ve a nadie.’

In either position, the NEG-words must obligatorily co-occur with standard ne-
gation: the examples in (35a—-b) are identical to those in (34a—b) except for the
exclusion of standard negation, and they are ungrammatical.
(35) a. *niiin na shini Pedro
*ni  1i=na Jini pédro
not one=3PL:N CONT:see Pedro
Intended: ‘Pedro doesn’t see anybody.’
Esperado: ‘Pedro no vi6 a nadie.’
b. *shini Pedro ni iin na
*[ini péoro ni  Ti=na
CcoNT:see Pedro not one=3PL:N

Intended: ‘Pedro doesn’t see anybody’
Esperado: ‘Pedro no ve a nadie.’

NEG-words are always headed by ni and usually headed by the larger string ni
iin. Of these two words, only the meaning of the second is certain: iin is the
numeral ‘one’ in SMPM. It is often used with indefinite nouns (36), though
indefinite nouns may also surface without it (37):

(36) shini iin saa
Jin=1 1 saad
coMmPL:see=1sG one bird
‘I saw a bird.’
‘Viun péjaro.’
(37) shini tsio’o koni
Jin=1 tsio’o  koni
COMPL:see=1SG root yesterday

‘I saw a root yesterday.’
‘Ayer vi una raiz.’

I only know of two constructions that are headed by i and do not include iin.
These are the construction meaning ‘nothing/anything’ in (38) and the con-
struction meaning ‘me, neither’ in (39).
(38) nifa’an kokisha Pedro

ni paa  ko—kitfa pédro

not thing NEG—CONT:do Pedro

‘Pedro isn’t doing anything.’

‘Pedro no esta haciendo nada.’
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(39) niyu’u
ni juu
not 1SG:IND
‘Me, neither.’
‘Yo, tampoco.’

The exact identity of the word ni (‘not’) is not entirely clear. However, Hol-
lenbach (2015:11) notes that many Mixtec varieties use a morpheme #i with a
mid or high tone as a counterfactual marker, raising the possibility that the ni
in NEG-words (and potentially the n/ in negative past tense verbs) is a counter-
factual marker.”

NEG-words do not contribute sentential negation of their own: only one sen-
tential negation arises when they co-occur with standard negation, which is the
hallmark of negative concord. In fact, more than one NEG-word can co-occur
in the same sentence and still yield just one instance of negation.

(40) nina’an kokisha ni iin na

ni pd’a  ko—kitfa ni fii=na

not thing NEG-CONT:do not one=3PL:N

‘Nobody is doing anything” (lit. ‘Nobody is doing nothing’).
‘Nadie esta haciendo nada.’

However, they do appear to contribute some negative force of their own, as
shown by the fact that they can be used as fragment answers (42). This makes
them unlikely to be negative polarity items (NPIs) like English anyone or
anything, since NPIs cannot be used as fragment answers (Klima 1964;
Laka 1990; Zanuttini 1991; Merchant 2005).8 For example, the English NPI
anything cannot be used to felicitously answer a question like ‘What have
you eaten?’, but (42) shows that SMPM NEG-words can be used in this
way.

(41) Question
y60 kani Pedro?

jo6  kani pédro
who cowmpL:hit Pedro
‘Who hit Pedro?’

‘Quién le pegd a Pedro?’

7 Another analysis proposed in Farris (1992:108) is that i is a borrowing from Spanish,
since ni in Spanish means ‘not even’. However, this analysis is not widespread in the Mixtecanist
literature.

8 The English free choice items anyone/anything can be used as fragment answers, but they
are not NPIs (see, for example, Menéndez-Benito 2005).
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(42) Answer
ni iin na
ni  Ti=ni
not one=3PL:N

‘No one.’
‘Nadie.’

Because they contribute some negative force of their own but do not introduce
sentential negation, these negative quantifiers fit squarely into Laka’s (1990)
characterization of NEG-words. They are items with a negative meaning of
their own, but they combine with other negative items to yield just one senten-
tial negation, a classic characteristic of negative concord. It is because of these
characteristics that I label these negated nominals as NEG-words.

Finally, when they appear pre-verbally, NEG-words are simply fronted ar-
guments, not predicates whose subject introduces a relative clause. This pos-
sibility is important to control for, since SMPM is verb-initial, and one might
question whether the head of a sentence-initial constructions is a predicate or
simply a nominal marker. Evidence for the claim that NEG-words are fronted
arguments and not predicative constructions comes from wh-extraction. It is
well-known that wh-words may be extracted from some syntactic configura-
tions and not from others (an example of so-called “island effects”; Ross 1967;
Richards 2014). In SMPM interrogative wh-words occur in left periphery and
leave a gap in situ, as seen in (9). Importantly, wh-words in SMPM cannot be
extracted from a relative clause. For example, consider the word shita “tortilla’
in (43), which occurs in object position inside a relative clause.

(43) shifitn iin ya yivi shishi shitd
Jin=u ol 1=ja jipi o fifi e ]
CONT:know=2sG _ [ one=3sG:N person CONT:eat tortilla ]

“You know someone who is eating tortillas.’
‘Conoces a alguien que esté comiendo tortillas.’

One might wish to form a wh-question in which the wh-word corresponds to
the object position occupied by shitd in (43). For example, one might hear the
sentence in (43) but not clearly hear what it was that was being eaten. In this
case, one might wish to ask what it was that the person whom you know was
eating. In this scenario, a sentence like the one in (44) should be appropriate.
However, in SMPM (as in English), this type of wh-question is ungrammati-
cal because the wh-word leaves a gap within a relative clause, resulting in an
wh-island violation.

(44) Context: I heard the sentence in (43), but I didn’t clearly hear what
it was that was being eaten. I want to know what it was that was
being eaten by the person that you know, so I ask the following:
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*naan shifitin iin ya yivi shishi?
foid x - . N

naa, fin=u ol T Jipi Jitfi 7
what  CONT:know=2sG [ o0ne=3sG:N person CONT:eat _, ]
*‘What do you know someone who is eating?’
*‘Qué conoces a alguien que estd comiendo?’

However, wh-words can be extracted out of clauses containing both fronted
(45a) and in situ (45b) NEG-words. Because wh-extraction out of a relative
clause is ungrammatical in SMPM, this suggests that the material following
NEG-words is not a relative clause:
(45) a. yod ni iin na kokani?
j66, ni  ii=na ko—kani
who not one=3PL:N NEG—CONT:hit
‘Who is hitting nobody?’
‘Quién le esta pegando a nadie?’

b. y066 kokani ni iin na?
j66,  ko-kani ni fi=na
who NEG-CONT:hit not one=3PL:N
“Who is hitting nobody?’
‘Quién le esta pegando a nadie?’

—1
—1

In summary, NEG-words are negated nominal constructions headed by the mor-
pheme 7i, the exact morpho-syntactic identity of which is not entirely certain,
though it may be related to a counterfactual marker (Hollenbach 2015). NEG-
words optionally move to a position between wh-words and negation, and they
must co-occur with a marker of sentential negation. There may be more than
one in a clause, they may be used as fragment answers, and they participate in
negative concord.

4.2. Restricted negative indefinites (RNIs). The second type of negated
nominal in SMPM, also a negative indefinite pronoun, is what I label as a
restricted negative indefinite (RNIs). Though I will walk briefly through the
relevant defining characteristics here, readers are referred to Eischens (2020)
for a more in-depth discussion of the characteristics of these constructions.
Unlike NEG-words, RNIs must occur pre-verbally (46), and they are ungram-
matical in situ (47).

(46) ko na koni .

ké=na kon=1
NEG=3PL:N like:cCONT=1sG

‘I like no one.’
‘No me gusta nadie.’
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(47) *koni ko na .
*kon=1 ko=na
conNT:like=1sG NEG=3PL:N
Intended: ‘I like no one.’
Esperado: ‘No me gusta nadie.’

RNIs contribute sentential negation, meaning that negation scopes over the main
clause predicate when they are present. This can be seen in polarity-sensitive
responses to the sentence in (48), which contains an RNI. The responses are
given in (49).

(48) Statement
ko na nishashi ntsikd
ké=na ni—fahfi nsihka
NEG=3PL:N COMPL—eat banana
‘Nobody ate a banana.’
‘Nadie comio6 platano.’

(49) Response

a. ?7sati’i
7sa  ti*=1
SO also=1sG
‘Me, too.’
“Yo también.’

b. Vvniyu'u
vni jutu
not 1SG:IND
‘Me, neither.’
‘Yo tampoco.’

Additional evidence that they contribute sentential negation comes from the
fact that they license NEG-words (50a—b), which were shown above to only be
allowed in the context of standard negation.

(50) a. kofia’a kisha ni iin na
ko—pa’a  kitfa ni 1i=na
NEG-thing CONT:do not one=3PL:N
‘Nobody is doing anything.’
‘Nadie esta haciendo nada.’

b. ni iin na kofid’a kisha

ni ii=na ko—pa*a  ki"fa
not one=3PL:N NEG-thing coNT:do
‘Nobody is doing anything.’
‘Nadie esta haciendo nada.’
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RNIs generally cannot co-occur with standard negation (51a-b), though in
some cases a highly marked double negation reading is available.

(51) a. *ko na kokani Pedro”
*k6=na ko—kani péoro
NEG—3PL:N NEG—CONT.hit Pedro
Intended: ‘Pedro isn’t hitting anybody.’
Esperado: ‘Pedro no le estd pegando a nadie.’

b. *kd na nddku shinu

*ko=na ntahki Jinll
NEG=3PL:N NEG:strong CONT:run
Intended: ‘Nobody runs quickly.’
Esperado: ‘Nadie corre rapido.’

Additionally, they may not co-occur with other RNIs (52), a pattern seen in
many other languages with similar negative indefinite pronouns (Haspelmath
1997:219).
(52) *ko na kond’a kisha
*ko=na ko—paa  ki"fa
NEG-3PL:N NEG—-thing coONT:do

Intended: ‘Nobody is doing anything.’
Esperado: ‘Nadie esta haciendo nada.’

Like NEG-words, RNIs do not introduce a relative clause, even though ko is
often used in SMPM as a negative locative verb (53) and a negative existential
verb (54) in SMPM.

(53) kora
ko=ra
NEG=3M
‘He is not here.’
‘El no esta.’

(54) ko chinu kasi
ko  tfind  kahs=i
NEG work PoOT:do=1sG
‘There is no work for me to do.’
‘No hay trabajo que pueda hacer.’

The use of a negative existential as a negative indefinite pronoun is reasonably
well-attested cross-linguistically, being attested in thirteen out of ninety-five
languages surveyed in Veselinova (2013:12).

The main evidence that RNIs are not headed by a negative existential verb
comes from wh-extraction. First, positive existentials introduce a relative
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clause. That is, the sentence in (55) is best translated as ‘There is someone who
hit Pedro.’

(55) iyo nakani Pedro
ijo el =nd kani pédrd ]
CONT:exist [ =3PL:N coMmPL:hit Pedro ]
‘Someone hit Pedro.” (lit. ‘There is someone who hit Pedro.”)
‘Alguien le pego6 a Pedro.’ (lit. ‘Hay alguien que le pegé a Pedro.”)

Because the material that comes after 7jo (‘there is’) is a relative clause, a wh-
word cannot correspond to a gap inside that relative clause; such a construction
is ungrammatical (56).
(56) *yo6 iyo na kani?
*joo, fjo ol =na kani ]

who  coNnTiexist [ =3sG:N comPL:hit _, ]

Intended: “Who did someone hit?’
Esperado: ‘A quién le peg6 alguien?’

However, wh-words can be extracted from the equivalent position in a clause
containing a RNI (57).

(57) a. ko nakani Pedro
ko=na kani péoro
NEG=3PL:N coONT:hit Pedro
‘Nobody is hitting Pedro.’
‘Nadie esta pegando a Pedro.’

b. V'y66 ko na kani?

vjoo, koé=na kani
who,  NEG=3PL:N CONT:hit _

“Who is no one hitting?’

‘A quién no esta pegando nadie?’

If RNIs were, in fact, negative existential verbs, then the same extraction re-
strictions that are placed on positive existentials should hold of them. In fact, if
there were any difference in extraction restrictions between positive and neg-
ative existentials, then one might expect extraction from negative existentials
to be even less likely than extraction from positive existentials. This is the
opposite of the actual pattern.

Instead of being headed by a negative existential verb, RNIs are headed by the
usual marker of standard negation, though its form is slightly distinct from verbal
cases. Section 3 showed that standard negation in SMPM is expressed via a com-
bination of ko and a LH contour tone, depending on the item that hosts negation.
RNIs are headed by 4o, which contains both of these exponents of standard nega-
tion. The difference is that in RNIs the LH contour tone is hosted on ko, while in
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verbal and adverbial negation it is not.” Additional evidence that RNIs are headed
by the usual marker of standard negation comes from several sources: syntactically,
RNIs may only surface in the linear position of standard negation—after wh-words
(57) and NEG-words (50) but before the verb—and they may not co-occur with
standard negation (51). Additionally, they contribute sentential negation (49) and
license polarity-sensitive material (50), as would be expected if they contain the
usual marker of standard negation. Because of these facts, I analyze RNIs as negated
nominal constructions that are headed by the in situ marker of standard negation.

4.3. Negative emphatics (NEs). The final class of negated nominals
also obligatorily occurs pre-verbally. Like RNIs and unlike NEG-words, these
constructions may not occur after a verb. Like a similar construction in San
Sebastian del Monte Mixtec (Mantenuto 2021; Mantenuto et al. 2021), they
involve a focus negator that is used in contrastive contexts and in contexts
where the negated constituent is in focus (58).

(58) Context: I see that Pedro is eating tortillas, but someone incorrectly
tells me that it’s Juan that is eating tortillas.

a. sivira kaa ra shishi shitd
sipi ra=kaa ca [i"fi Jita
NEG.EMPH 3M=DEM 3M CONT:eat tortilla
‘It’s not him that’s eating tortillas.’
‘No es él quien esta comiendo tortillas.’

b. *shishi sivi ra kaa (ra) shita
*fifi sipi ra=kaa (ra) [i"ta
CONT:eat NEG.EMPH 3M=DEM 3M tortilla
Intended: ‘It’s not sim that’s eating tortillas.’
Esperado: ‘No es ¢/ quien esta comiendo tortillas.’

The negator that heads NEs is a negated form of an affirmative marker used to
express emphasis when a constituent is in focus. Below in (59) and (60) is the
non-negated form of this marker, which heads a noun phrase that corresponds
to a gap after the verb.

(59) Context: I see that Pedro is eating tortillas, but someone incorrectly
tells me that it’s not tortillas that he’s eating.
sivi shita ya shishi ra
sifi  fita ja Jitfi ra
EMPH tortilla 3SG:N CONT:eat 3M
“Yes, it’s tortillas that he’s eating.’
“Si son fortillas lo que esta comiendo.’

° In the RNI meaning ‘nothing’, some speakers produce the rise on ko-, as is ko-7id ‘an, and
some speakers produce the rise on the word for ‘thing’, as in ko-7id’an.
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(60) Context: I see that Pedro is eating tortillas, but someone incorrectly
tells me that it’s not him that’s eating the tortillas.
sivi ra kaa ra shishi shita
sipi  ra=kaa ra [i"fi Jitta
EMPH 3M=DEM 3M CONT:eat tortilla
“Yes, it’s him that’s eating tortillas.’
“Si es é/ quien esta comiendo tortillas.’

The negative form of this emphatic marker is segmentally identical to the posi-
tive form, but it has a low-high melody instead of a mid-mid melody (61)—(62).

(61) Context: I see that Pedro is eating beans, but someone incorrectly
tells me that he’s eating tortillas.
sivi shita ya shishi ra
sipi Jirta  ja Jitfi ra
NEG.EMPH tortilla 3SG:N coONT:eat 3m
‘It’s not tortillas that he’s eating.’
‘No son fortillas lo que esta comiendo.’

(62) Context: I see that Pedro is eating tortillas, but someone incorrectly
tells me that it’s Juan that is eating tortillas.
sivi ra kda ra shishi shita
sipi ra=kaa ra [i"fi Jirta
NEG.EMPH 3M=DEM 3M CONT:eat tortilla
‘It’s not ~im that’s eating tortillas.’
‘No es ¢l que esta comiendo tortillas.’

The low-high melody on the emphatic marker is strikingly similar to the LH con-
tour tone of negation in SMPM but distinct in that it is spread over two syllables
instead of being restricted to one, as it usually is. Interestingly, the negated em-
phatic marker in (61) and (62) co-varies relatively freely with the form in (63).

(63) si shita ya shishi ra
s fita ja Jirfi ra
NEG.EMPH tortilla 3sG:N cONT:eat 3M
‘It’s not tortillas that he’s eating.’
‘No son fortillas lo que estd comiendo.’

In this case, described initially in Ostrove (2018), the LH contour of tonal
negation in SMPM is realized on a single vowel. The two forms are largely
interchangeable, though the form in (63) is noted by one consultant to convey
weaker emphasis than that in (61)—(62). They do appear to differ, however, in
that the form in (63) does not have a non-negative counterpart.

Unlike NEG-words but like RNIs, negative emphatic constructions (NEs)
contribute sentential negation, as evidenced by polarity-sensitive responses.



CLASSIFYING NEGATED NOMINALS ACROSS MIXTEC 167

(64) Statement

sivi ra kaa ra shishi shita

sipi ra=kaa ra [i"fi Jitta
NEG.EMPH 3M=DEM 3M CONT:eat tortilla
‘It’s not Aim that’s eating tortillas.’

‘No es ¢/ que esta comiendo tortillas.’

(65) Response

a. ??7sati’i
7784 tit=i
) also=1sG
‘Me, too.’
“Yo también.’
b. vniyu'u
vni  jutl
not 1SG:IND
‘Me, neither.’
“Yo tampoco.’

Also unlike NEG-words but like RNIs, NEs generally do not co-occur with a
separate instantiation of sentential negation. When they do, the only available
reading is one of double negation, which is often judged as highly marked

(66).

(66) Context: I see that Pedro is not eating his tortillas, but someone

incorrectly tells me that it’s Juan that is not eating his tortillas.
sivi Juan ra koshishi shitd, Pedro ra
sipi hvaa ra  ko—fitfi [ifta,  pédro ra
NEG.EMPH Juan 3M NEG-CONT:eat tortilla, Pedro 3m
‘It’s not Juan that’s not eating tortillas, it’s Pedro [that’s not eating
tortillas].’
‘No es Juan quien no esta comiendo tortillas, es Pedro [quien no
esta comiendo tortillas].’

Finally, despite appearing to be fronted negated nominals, these NEs actually
involve nominal predication. This can be seen by examining the use of the cop-
ula, as done in Macaulay (1996, 2003). As noted in Ostrove (2018), nominal
predicates in SMPM in the Continuative aspect use a null copula (67).

(67) dotor Pedro

dotdr  pédro
doctor Pedro

‘Pedro is a doctor.”
‘Pedro es doctor.’
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In the Completive and Potential aspects, the copula is overt (68)—(69).

(68) dotor shikuu Pedro
dotor  Jikau pédro
doctor compL:be Pedro
‘Pedro was a doctor.’
‘Pedro era doctor.’

(69) dotor kuu Pedro
dotér  kuu péoro
doctor pPoT:be Pedro
‘Pedro will be a doctor.”
‘Pedro sera doctor.’

Because the copula in Continuative contexts is null, it is initially difficult to tell
if (70) is a nominal predicate, with the second argument being a relative clause
headed by a pronoun, or if it is a clause with a fronted argument.

(70) si shita ya shishi ra
[si Jitd] - [ja o fitfi ra]
NEG.EMPH tortilla 3SG:N cONT:eat 3M
‘It’s not tortillas that he’s eating.’
‘No son fortillas lo que estd comiendo.’

However, when in Completive or Potential aspect, there are two ways to negate
a nominal predicate. In the first, the copula itself bears negative morphology,
and both arguments follow it (71).1°

(71) a. konishikuu Pedro dotor
ko—ni—fikuu pédro  dotdr
NEG—COMPL—COMPL:be Pedro doctor

‘Pedro was not a doctor.’
‘Pedro no era doctor.’

b. ktu Pedro dotdr
kiiu pédrd  dotor
NEG:POT:be Pedro doctor

‘Pedro will not be a doctor.”
‘Pedro no sera doctor.’

In the other negation strategy, the NE is followed by a non-negative, overt
copula (72).

10 Interestingly, in this case, the order of arguments is reversed.
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si dotor nishikuu Pedro

si dotor ni—fikuu pédrod
NEG.EMPH doctor coMPL—CcOMPL:be Pedro
‘Pedro was not a doctor.’

‘Pedro no era doctor.’

si dotor kuu Pedro
si dotér Kkuu PéDro
NEG.EMPH doctor PoT:be Pedro

‘Pedro will not be a doctor.’
‘Pedro no sera doctor.’

The fact that the pattern in (72) is available shows that NEs do, indeed, involve
nominal predication, with the copula being null in Continuative contexts.

Another

piece of evidence that NEs involve nominal predication comes

from wh-extraction. Like in English, wh-words in SMPM cannot be extracted
from a relative clause modifying an argument in a nominal predicate, as shown

in (73).

(73) Context: I hear the sentence in (73a) but don’t quite hear what in-

a.

strument it is that the man who is a doctor is playing. So, I ask the
question in (73b).

dotdr ra tsiaja sakd’an gitara

dotor [ ra tsidha sa-ka’a yitara |
doctor [ 3M man coNT:cAus-talk guitar ]
“The man who is playing the guitar is a doctor.’

‘El hombre que esta tocando la guitarra es doctor.’

*naan dotor ra tsiaja saké’an?

*naa, dotor [ ra tsaha sa-kad ]
what, doctor [ 3M man coNT:cAUs—talk _ ]
*“What is the man who is playing _a doctor?’
*‘Qué es el hombre que estd tocando _un doctor?’

In the same way, wh-words cannot be extracted around NEs (74), suggesting
that NEs also introduce a relative clause.

(74) Context: I hear the sentence in (74a) but don’t quite hear what it is

a.

that the man is not eating. So, I ask the question in (74b).
sivi ra kaa ra shishi shita
sipi ra=kdaa | [ a [i'fi Jita ]
NEG.EMPH 3M=DEM [ 3M coONT:eat tortilla ]
‘It’s not him that’s eating tortillas.’
‘No es él quien esta comiendo tortillas.’
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b. *naan sivi ra kaa ra shishi?
g A4 nr s_ys \ h
naa sipi ra=kda [ a [i'fi ]
what NEG.EMPH 3M=DEM [ 3M CONTweat _ ]
*“What is it not him that is eating ?’
*‘Qué no es €l quien esta comiendo ?’

In conclusion, NEs in SMPM are negated nominal predicates that are headed
by the negated form of an emphatic marker. They obligatorily occur pre-
verbally, and the overt verbs following them are in a relative clause modifying
the second noun. They contribute sentential negation, and when they co-occur
with another marker of sentential negation, they give rise to double negation
readings, though these are quite marked.

5. Negated nominals across Mixtec. As described in the previous section,
there are three distinct classes of negated nominals in SMPM: NEG-words, restricted
negative indefinites (RNIs), and negative emphatic constructions (NEs). The con-
structions can be differentiated from each other by the characteristics in table 3.

In this section, I outline descriptions of negated nominals in other Mixtec lan-
guages and classify them based on their characteristics. For some, only one such
construction is discussed, while for others, multiple distinct constructions are given.
I first describe instances of NEG-words, then RNIs, and then NEs. For each type of
negated nominal, I highlight the characteristics that it shares with the corresponding
construction in SMPM. In each section, the order of varieties is alphabetical, and all
varieties surveyed are enclosed in rectangles in Josserand’s (1983) dialect map in
figure 1 and cross-referenced in table 4. Several varieties share the same ISO code
but have significant linguistic differences, such as Chalcatongo and Ocotopec (ISO:
mie), as well as San Sebastian del Monte and Silacayoapan (ISO: mks).

5.5. NEG-words. The varieties of Mixtec that I argue to use NEG-words
are Ayutla (Southern Baja; ISO: miy), Magdalena Pefiasco (Western Alta; ISO:

TABLE 3
CHARACTERISTICS OF NEGATED NOMINALS IN SMPM

NEG-words RNIs NEs

Co-occurs w/ standard Yes Rarely Rarely

negation
Obligatorily pre-verbal No Yes Yes
Introduces a relative clause No No Yes
Contributes sentential No Yes Yes

negation
Only one per clause No Yes Yes
Headed by Nominal marker Standard negation Negated emphatic
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Fi6. 1—Mixtec dialect map adapted from Josserand (1983:470) and used with permission. Refer-
ence map created on scribblemaps.com.

xtm), San Martin Peras (Southern Baja; ISO: jmx), San Sebastian del Monte
(Central Baja; ISO: mks), and Yosondua (Western Alta; ISO: mpm). The facts
for San Martin Peras were described earlier, so the data in this section focus on
the other varieties.

Ayutla:
Hills (1990) describes a “complex preposition” headed by #ii that occurs only

in focus position and only in the presence of standard negation. Negation is
marked by a mid-low-mid tonal melody on the verb (75).
(75) Ayutla Mixtec
nii ndéé iin ndaa’ ya’a ni-sata’ ra
nor from/until one of.group:sG chile NEG:comPL-buy he
‘He didn’t buy even one chili.’ (Hills 1990:173)



172 INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF AMERICAN LINGUISTICS

TABLE 4
MIXTEC VARIETIES, SUBGROUPS, ABBREVIATIONS IN FIG. 1, AND REFERENCES

Variety Subgroup Abbreviation Reference
Alacatlatzala (ISO: mim) Guerrero Alac Zylstra (1991, 2012)
Atatlahuca (ISO: mis) Western Alta Atat Alexander (1980)
Ayutla (ISO: miy) Southern Baja Ayut Hills (1990)
Chalcatongo (ISO: mie) Western Alta Chal Macaulay (1996)
Diuxi Tilantongo (ISO: xtd) Eastern Alta Diux Kuiper and Oram (1991)
Jamiltepec (ISO: mxt) East Coast Jam Johnson (1988)
Magdalena Pefiasco Western Alta Pefia Hollenbach (2013)
(ISO: xtm)
Ocotepec (ISO: mie) Western Alta Oco Alexander (1988)
San Martin Peras (ISO: jmx) Southern Baja Pera This article
San Sebastian del Monte Central Baja Mont Mantenuto (2020)
(ISO: mks)
Silacayoapan (ISO: mks) Southern Baja SilP Shields (1988)
Yosonduia (ISO: mpm) Western Alta Yoso Farris (1992)

Magdalena Pefiasco:

Hollenbach (2013) writes that a way to say nobody in this variety is to put ni a
in, which is translated as ‘not even one’, in front of a noun. The example given
places the negated nominal pre-verbally and also contains standard negation,
which in this variety is marked by pre-verbal 7iatuu (76).

(76) Magdalena Pefnasco Mixtec

ni a in fayii fatuu ni xa’an
not ?? one person NEG  COMPL goO
‘Not one person went.’ (Hollenbach 2013:121)

San Sebastian del Monte:
In a discussion of nominal quantifiers, Mantenuto (2020) gives the following
example. The phrase is headed by ni and co-occurs with standard negation
(7).
(77) San Sebastian del Monte Mixtec
ni iin tikuali koo sixiki ve’e
NEG:PHRASAL one child NEG:REAL play:cONT house

sikuela
school

‘Not one child is playing in the school.’ (Mantenuto 2020:106)
Yosondua:

Farris (1992) discusses quantifier phrases headed by ni and a numeral or an-
other quantifier (78).
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(78) Yosondta Mixtec
a. tu ni ki’in fila ni iin ndika
NEG COMPL take she nor one banana

‘She didn’t buy even one banana’

b. ni ¥’k ni  nuni ni kéndo
nor little.bit LIM corn COMPL COMPL:stay
‘Not even a little bit of corn was left. (Farris 1992:108)

These constructions may occur fronted or in situ. When they occur post-
verbally, the verb must bear negation (78a), but when they occur pre-verbally,
the verb does not bear negation (78b)."!

In each of the varieties above, an analysis of the relevant constructions as
NEG-words follows from their co-occurrence with standard negation and the
yielding of just one sentential negation. Additionally, they are all headed by 7,
like in SMPM, and their syntactic position is variable: in Ayutla, Magdalena
Penasco, and San Sebastian del Monte Mixtec, the example shows the NEG-
word preceding negation (75)—(77), while in Yosondia Mixtec, the NEG-word
may occur either fronted or in situ (78).

5.2. Restricted negative indefinites. The varieties of Mixtec that are de-
scribed as making use of RNIs—negated nominals that are headed by and
restricted to the linear position of standard negation—are Atatldhuca (Western
Alta; ISO: mis), Chalcatongo (Western Alta; ISO: mie), Diuxi Tilantongo (East-
ern Alta; ISO: xtd), Magdalena Pefiasco (Western Alta; ISO: xtm), San Martin
Peras (Southern Baja; ISO: jmx), and San Sebastian del Monte (Central Baja; ISO:
mks). What follows is a summary of the relationship between standard negation
and RNIs in these varieties, excluding San Martin Peras Mixtec, which has already
been discussed. As with the other two constructions, classification of a negated
nominal as a RNI is determined based on the characteristics of RNIs in SMPM.

Atatladhuca:

Alexander (1980:29-31) notes that the negative marker fuu/fu is used with
Continuative and Completive verbs. When followed by a high tone, the high
tone of #u2 becomes mid (tu) (79).

(79) Atatlahuca Mixtec
a. tu ndaka
NEG CONT:search

‘[He] is not searching.’

! Note that the appearance or lack thereof of negation depending on the location of the ne-
gated nominal is consistent with an analysis of these phrases as NEG-words, since the appearance
of standard negation in non-strict negative concord languages depends on the structural position
of the NEG-word (Zeijlstra 2004).
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b. tu ni nduku
NEG COMPL search

‘[He] did not search.’ (Alexander 1980:28)

The regular NEG-verb-subject order in (80a) can turn into the NEG-subject-verb
order in (80b) in emphatic contexts.

(80) Atatlahuca Mixtec
a. tu ni kixi  se’¢ de
NEG COMPL come son his

‘His son did not come.’

b. ta se’¢ dé ni kixi
NEG son his COMPL come
‘His son did not come.’ (Alexander 1980:29)

Because the construction is pre-verbal, is headed by the usual exponent of
standard negation, and does not co-occur with another marker of sentential
negation, I classify this negated nominal as a RNI.

Chalcatongo:
Negation in Chalcatongo Mixtec is expressed on verbs and adverbs via the
clitic fu= (81), which is transcribed both as fu= and #i= (Macaulay 1996)."

(81) Chalcatongo Mixtec
a. tfaa ta=300 se?e
man NEG=exist child
‘That man has no children.’

b. tu=sai sd?a=  bixi
NEG=much make=3 cold
‘It’s less cold/it’s not so cold.’ (Macaulay 1996:120,122)

This same clitic is also used in the negation of fronted NPs (82).

(82) Chalcatongo Mixtec
a. ta=k"iti xisiki=(J
NEG=just(?) play=3
‘He doesn’t play (at) anything.’
b. ta=[U?0 naba?a=ri
NEG=money have=1

‘I didn’t have any money.’ (Macaulay 1996:124)

12 Examples from Chalcatongo Mixtec are given in the IPA because the author provides exam-
ples in the APA, which allows for easy IPA transcription.
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Because the construction is pre-verbal, is headed by the usual exponent of
standard negation, does not co-occur with another negation, and is distinct
from the NE described later for this variety, I classify it as a RNI.

Diuxi Tilantongo:
Kuiper and Oram (1991) write that the negative morpheme used with Contin-

uative and Completive verbs is riatu (83a) or 7ia (83b).
(83) Diuxi Tilantongo Mixtec

a. fiatu xandisha (da tn1’0-1)
NEG CONT:believe [.RESP word-your.RESP
‘() don’t believe (what you say).’

b. ia  xandisha (da tn’G-1)
NEG CONT:believe I[.RESP word-your.RESP
‘() don’t believe (what you say).” (Kuiper and Oram 1991:239)

The negator used with Potential aspect is ma (84).

(84) Diuxi Tilantongo Mixtec

ma kadaba’a (te ve’e  ’te)
NEG PoT:make (he:WS house his)
‘(He) won’t build (his house).’ (Kuiper and Oram 1991:239)

The marker 7iatu occurs with positionally restricted negated nominals with rea-
lis verbs (85a), and the marker mayo occurs with Potential aspect (85b).

(85) Diuxi Tilantongo Mixtec
a. fiatu livru té (né’¢ té¢/ vashi a?)
NEG book his (conT:hold he/ coONT:come INT)
‘(Did he) not (bring) his books(?)’

b. mayo teé (kashi)
NEG  he:ws (POT:eat)

‘None of them (will eat)’, or ‘No man who exists (will eat).’
(Kuiper and Oram 1996:284)

Both of these are said to derive form the negative markers 7ia and ma plus
forms of the verb ‘to exist’, tuu and io. However, given that standard negation
with realis verbs and the marker in (85a) are identical, I tentatively classify
these constructions as RNIs.

Magdalena Pefiasco:

Hollenbach (2013) writes that the negative marker used with Continuative and
Completive verbs is 7iatuu (86a), and the marker used with Potential verbs in
ma (86b).
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(86) Magdalena Pefnasco Mixtec
a. fatuu ndoéo de
NEG  CONT:stay he

‘He is not staying.’

b. ma ndoo de
NEG POT:stay he
‘He will not stay.’ (Hollenbach 2013:127)

This negative morpheme 7iatuu can combine pre-verbally with a pronoun (87a)
or noun (87b).

(87) Magdalena Pefiasco Mixtec
a. [hatuu de] ni kii
NEG 3M PAST come

‘He didn’t come.’

b. [fatuu na nayii] ka iyo
[NEG ~ what people] PRES:PL be
‘There isn’t anybody.’ (Hollenbach 2013:118)

Because the construction is pre-verbal, is headed by the usual exponent of
standard negation, does not co-occur with another instance of sentential ne-
gation, and is distinct from NEG-words in the language, I classify it as a RNIL.

San Sebastidn del Monte:

A construction akin to a NEG-word has already been described for San Se-
bastian del Monte Mixtec in the previous section, and a construction akin to
a NE will be described in the following section. However, one example of a
different negated nominal headed by the usual marker of standard negation is
noted in Mantenuto (2020). This construction is shown in (88).

(88) San Sebastian del Monte Mixtec

koo=ka=na ni-séen tikoo
NEG:REAL=GA=3HUM:PL:M COMPL-buy tamale
‘No other person bought the tamales.’ (Mantenuto 2020:113)

The negated nominal in (88) is headed by the same morpheme used to express
standard negation on realis verbs (89).

(89) San Sebastian del Monte Mixtec

koo ni—nakatia=i yuu=i
NEG:REAL NEG:PHRASAL-wash=1sG tooth=1sG
‘I didn’t brush my teeth.’ (Mantenuto 2020:91)

Given that NEG-words and NEs are separately attested in this variety, and that
the negated nominal in (88) is headed by the marker of standard negation, I
classify this construction as a RNI.
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In each of the varieties above, an analysis of the relevant constructions as
RNIs follows from their syntactic position, their being headed by standard ne-
gation, their lack of co-occurrence with another marker of sentential negation,
and, whenever possible, their distinctness from other types of negated nomi-
nals attested in a given variety.

5.3. Negative emphatics. Varieties of Mixtec that are described as mak-
ing use of NEs are Alacatlatzala (Guerrero; ISO: mim), Chalcatongo (Western
Alta; ISO: mie), Jamiltepec (Eastern Coastal; ISO: mxt), Ocotepec (Western
Alta; ISO: mie), San Martin Peras (Southern Baja; ISO: jmx), San Sebastian
del Monte (Central Baja; ISO: mks), Silacayoapan (Southern Baja; ISO: mks),
and Yosondta (Western Alta; ISO: mpm). Once again, the data from San
Martin Peras Mixtec is excluded because it has already been described. In each
case, the classification of the construction as a NE is based on similarity to the
characteristics of NEs in SMPM.

Alacatlatzala:
Zylstra (1991) writes of emphatic noun phrases headed by the affirmative
marker sivi (90).

(90) Alacatlatzala Mixtec

sivi yiva  un (kau ra)
AFF father your:sG (be:CONT he)
‘He really is your father.’ (Zylstra 1991:78)

Negative emphatic noun phrases are headed by a tonally modified version of
the affirmative marker (91).

(91) Alacatlatzala Mixtec

sivi nduchi toon (koéni i)
NEG bean  black (want:coNT I)
‘(It’s) not black beans (I want).’ (Zylstra 1991:78)

The negative marker in (91) is obviously distinct from the markers used in
sentential negation, vasa and on.

Chalcatongo:
There is a type of fronted, negative NP in Chalcatongo Mixtec that is negated

by niasii, shown in (92).
(92) Chalcatongo Mixtec
niasu tfut lii ki~ku tfi ka-ku koni lali
NEG:FOC chicken chick pL—cop but pL—cop turkeyhen small
‘They’re not chicken chicks, they’re turkey chicks.’
(Macaulay 1996:122)
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Macaulay (1996) tentatively argues that niasu can be decomposed into i (‘nor’,
possibly from Spanish) and asu (‘than’, complementizer). There is no discussion
of a positive form of this marker, but this construction occurs with the copula
and does not co-occur with standard negation. It is also distinct from RNIs in the
language, which were described in the previous section. Because of these charac-
teristics, I classify these constructions in Chalcatongo Mixtec as NEs.

Jamiltepec:
Johnson (1988) writes of negated noun phrases that occur only in focus posi-

tion and that are headed by the negative marker 7izma (93).

(93) Jamiltepec Mixtec

fiima ve’e ra shuvd (chd’an ndi)
NEG house he John (coMPL:g0 We:EXCL)
(It was) not John's house (we went to).’ (Johnson 1988:76)

The negative marker 7iima is distinct from the morphemes that express stan-
dard negation, which are ma and 7ia. However, no discussion of a positive em-
phatic marker is given, so the classification of Jamiltepec negated noun phrases
as negated emphatic nominal constructions is tentative.

Ocotepec:
Alexander (1988) writes of negated noun phrases that occur mainly in focus

position. These are headed by the negative nominal marker nsuu (94).

(94) Ocotepec Mixtec
nsuua suchi vd’a (n—sad’a ya’a)
NEG child good (compL—do this)
(It was) not a good child (who did this).’ (Alexander 1988:226)

The negative noun marker is transparently decomposable into the affirmative
marker suu (95a) and the usual marker of standard negation n-, which triggers
a low-to-high contour over two moras on the first syllable of the verb (95b).

(95) Ocotepec Mixtec
a. suu sating de
AFF PoT:work he:RESP

“Yes, he will work.’

b. n—kii’in shin
NEG—POT:20 he.FAM
‘He won’t go.’ (Alexander 1988:199-200)

San Sebastian del Monte:
Mantenuto (2020) writes that focused negated nominals are headed by oonxivi
(96):
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(96) San Sebastian del Monte Mixtec

0onxivi shita ~ séen Liya
NEG:NOMINAL tortilla buy:coNT Liya
‘It’s not tortillas that Liya buys.’ (Mantenuto 2020:177)

This negative marker contains oon, a marker of negation in irrealis verbs (97).

(97) San Sebastian del Monte Mixtec

oon kueen kua’a=i  kui’i
NEG:IRR buy:POT much=sG fruit
‘I will not buy a lot of fruit.’ (Mantenuto 2020:92)

It also contains xivi, which is not independently described or analyzed. How-
ever, the similarity of xivi to the sivi used in NEs in Alactlatzala Mixtec and
SMPM support the classification of nominals headed by oonxivi in this variety
as NEs.

Silacayoapan:
Shields (1988) describes a variety of negative quantifiers headed by a xuu that

occur mainly sentence-initially (98).

(98) Silacayoapan Mixtec

a xua xa’ma (kua a na sheen na)
NEG ?? cloth (coNT:be it:UN coMPL cOMPL:buy she)
‘(It’s) not clothing (she bought).’ (Shields 1988:369)

a xuu is distinct from the usual markers of standard negation, which are a and
ko, and it may be a combination of the negative marker a and the word xuun.
xuun is translated as a marker of agreement (Shields 1988:415), but the differ-
ence in nasality between the two constructions may point against this analysis.
However, because it does not co-occur with standard negation and is obviously
distinct from the usual marker of standard negation, I classify this construction
as a NE.

Yosondua:
Farris (1992) describes negated noun phrases that always occur in focus posi-
tion (99).

(99) Yosondua Mixtec

ansu sa’ma (ni ki’in na)
NEG cloth (compPL compL:take she)
‘([1t was]) not cloth (she bought).’ (Farris 1992:91)

The negative marker in (99) appears to be a modified version of the affirmative
marker, which can also only appear sentence-initially (100).
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(100) Yosondua Mixtec
suu sd’a da jnifiu
AFF POT:do he work

‘I am quite sure he will work.’ (Farris 1992:46)

However, the negative emphatic marker is not transparently decomposable into
the synchronic marker of standard negation and the affirmative morpheme,
since the usual marker of standard negation is # (101a-b).

(101) Yosondtia Mixtec
a. tu ka sndi’i (da)
NEG PL CONT:finish (he)
‘(They) are not finishing (it).’
b. tu Nd'nu da
NEG mature he

‘He is not grown.’ (Farris 1992:56, 65)

Once again, because it does not co-occur with standard negation and is distinct
from the usual marker of standard negation, I tentatively classify this construc-
tion in Yosondua Mixtec as a NE.

In each of the varieties above, an analysis of the relevant constructions as
NEs follows from their lack of co-occurrence with standard negation, their
distinctness from the usual marker of standard negation, their use in nominal
predicates, and, whenever possible, their co-variation with a non-negative em-
phatic nominal construction.

6. Conclusion. The syntax of Mixtec languages is highly understudied.
This paper highlights an area of syntactic description—the nature of negated
nominals—that merits further investigation and cross-varietal comparison
within Mixtec. I have shown that there are at least three distinct types of ne-
gated nominals that may co-occur in any one Mixtec variety, and that each of
them is superficially similar to the others: they may all appear pre-verbally,
and they all convey some sort of negative meaning. However, more in-depth
syntactic analysis of these constructions in SMPM has revealed that each type
of negated nominal has distinct properties. What is more, using these proper-
ties to preliminarily classify the constructions labeled as “negated nominals”
in other varieties suggests that many other varieties of Mixtec likewise make at
least a two- or three-way split in their negated nominal constructions. The dis-
tribution of these constructions across Mixtec varieties can be seen in table 5.

It is likely that table 5 vastly underreports the types of negated nominals
present across the different varieties. Because of this, more thorough inves-
tigations of negated nominals (and their positive counterparts) across Mixtec
varieties are merited, and further study of this topic may shed light on the
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TABLE 5
NEGATED NOMINALS DESCRIBED ACROSS MIXTEC VARIETIES

Variety NEG-word RNI NE
San Martin Peras Yes Yes Yes

San Sebastian del Monte Yes Yes Yes
Chalcatongo — Yes Yes
Yosondua Yes — Yes
Magdalena Pefiasco Yes Yes —
Atatlahuca — Yes —
Ayutla — Yes —

Diuxi Tilantongo — Yes —
Alacatlatzala — — Yes
Jamiltepec — — Tentative
Ocotepec — — Yes
Silacayoapan — — Tentative

historical relationships between Mixtec languages and serve as a useful source
of data on inter-varietal differences. My hope is that this paper, by outlining
the syntactic and morphological characteristics of negation, NEG-words, RNIs,
and NEs in SMPM, will assist researchers in investigating negated nominal
constructions in other varieties of Mixtec. Additionally, the semantics of these
constructions remains relatively unexplored, and future investigations in this
area are necessary to fully understand the differences between the classes of
negated nominals.
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