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A Preliminary Catalog Of Focus Devices
In Mixtecan Languages!

Barbara E. Hollenbach

1. Introduction

The Mixtecan language family is one of eight families in the Otomanguean stock. This family
comprises three languages: Mixtec, Cuicatec, and Trique. Data for this paper were gathered by
examining published material on sixteen varieties of Mixtec, two of Trique, and one of Cuicatec.
These languages and the sources of data for each of them are listed in the summary of data given in the
appendix.

As is typical for Otomanguean languages, all nineteen of the languages included in this study
have VSO as their basic word order. In this paper I examine fronting to preverbal position, and the
various ways in which simple fronting has been embellished. One way of embellishing it is to heighten
the separation between the fronted element and the rest of the sentence, usually by adding pause or
certain conjunctions. A second way of embellishing preverbal position is to make the fronted element
more prominent by adding various words to it. These include two kinds of grammatical elements,
affirmative markers and topic markers, and also the conventionalized use of ordinary words in the
language. A third way of embellishing preverbal position is by the use of a cleft construction.

The paper closes with some questions about focus versus topic and about the historical
development of new focus devices. A number of questions are raised for further research.

2. Simple fronting to preverbal position

All of the languages in the corpus permit one constituent of the clause to precede the verb.
Because the first element of any list is perceptually salient, preverbal position tends to grant the item
filling it some degree of highlighting. This position is therefore often used for constituents that a
speaker wishes to focus in some way. The following sentences from Ayutla Mixtec show basic VSO
order and four different constituents in preverbal focus position.2

(1) xi’i’ ri’ tikui
drinks it(animal) water
‘It (the animal) is drinking water.’ (Hills 1990:12)

1An earlier version of this paper, entitled "Focus devices in Mixtecan languages," was presented at the
47th International Congress of Americanists, 7-11 July 1991, in New Orleans, Louisiana. I am grateful to Eloise
Jelinek and Elizabeth Willett for reading an earlier draft of this paper and making a number of helpful
suggestions, many of which have been incorporated into the present version. I am also grateful to Thomas Willett
for encouraging me to finish this revision.

2The examples in this paper are written using the Mixtec alphabet approved at the Tercer Encuentro de
Escritores Mixtecos, held in Huajuapan de Le6n in August 1994.
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(2) mburu =xi’i’ tikui
donkey drinks water
‘The donkey is drinking water.’ (Hills 1990:27)

(3) tikui xi’i’ mburu
water drinks donkey
‘The donkey is drinking water.’ (Hills 1990:28)

(4) nuu’ ra sata’ chi nunji’
face his will:buy she corn
‘She will buy corn from him.’ (Hills 1990:28)

(5) iku ni xaa pegru
yesterday arrived Peter
‘Peter arrived yesterday.’ (Hills 1990:30)

In some languages, for example, Coatzospan Mixtec (Small 1990:288), if the focussed element
is the subject, a coreferential clitic pronoun in normal subject order must occur. In others, for
example, Ayutla Mixtec (Hills 1990:27-28) and Copala Trique (Hollenbach 1992:206-207),
coreferential clitic pronouns do not occur. In still other languages, like Ocotepec Mixtec (Alexander
1988:172) and Jamiltepec Mixtec (Johnson 1988:31), they may occur. In Tezoatldn Mixtec, sentences
with and without the pronoun are considered to belong to distinct constructions (Williams 1993:85).

The correlation between preverbal position and semantic focus seen in sentences (2)-(5) is
obscured, however, by the fact that some clause constituents usually or always occur in preverbal
position, even if the speaker does not want to focus them. Elements that characteristically occur there
in many Mixtecan languages include: WH interrogative words and phrases, negative noun phrases,
nominal complements of equative clauses, the object complement of the verb ‘to do’ used in the
sense of ‘to cause’, certain temporal expressions, and heavy constituents. Certain fixed expressions,
such as narrative and dialogue openers and closers, also have one constituent in preverbal position.

Two kinds of elements that are not clause constituents also occur in sentence-initial position.
One is the manner constituent within the verb phrase, which can be expressed by open-class elements
and phrases and sometimes precedes the verb. The second is discourse connectives like ‘and then’
and ‘therefore’, which often precede a clause constituent in preverbal position.

3. Embellishing preverbal position

Because the natural preverbal slot for focus in VSO languages is sometimes occupied by
elements not in focus, there is a need for some other way of indicating that a word in preverbal
position is indeed being focussed. In the material I examined I found seven different kinds of devices
that embellish preverbal position in some way. Fourteen of the nineteen languages had from one to six
of these devices, and three more showed at least some frozen phrases indicating one device. Only one
language (Ayutla Mixtec) employed any other position in linear order, and that to a very limited degree
(Hills 1990:29-30).

I strongly suspect, however, that devices for embellishing preverbal position exist in the five
languages where I did not find any, and that further devices exist in most of the others. Any focus
device that is relatively infrequent can easily be overlooked in writing a grammatical sketch, and
probably did not occur in the sample of text I examined. Another reason for not including certain focus
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devices in a grammatical sketch is that they do not seem to belong in syntax proper, but rather in a
gray area between syntax and lexicon.

Many of these focus devices involve words that occur elsewhere in the language, but are
conventionalized or even entirely grammaticalized in their use as focus markers. Certain lexical items
from open classes seem to be especially apt candidates for being used in conventionalized ways, and
eventually becoming grammaticalized into function words or affixes. In the process they become
bleached of much of their lexical meaning, acquire new syntactic distributions, and often lose phrase
stress and suffer phonological reduction. A classic example of grammaticalization is the development
of the numeral one into the indefinite article a or an in English. In the focus devices which I describe
in the rest of this study, the processes of conventionalization and grammaticalization are illustrated in
various ways.

3.1. Heightening the separation of the preverbal constituent

Pause. One strategy for embellishing preverbal position is to separate it off from the rest of the
sentence in some way. The simplest way to do this is by pausing slightly between the preverbal
constituent and the verb constituent. This method is used in Yosondia, San Miguel el Grande, and
Diuxi-Tilantongo Mixtec, and also in Copala Trique. A solidus (/) marks pause.

(6) juda / ta’u da ntuku
John  splits he firewood
‘As for John, he is splitting firewood.’ (YosondGa; Farris 1992:28)

(7) ne? snos’o032 / na’vee3 kuxumanl ra4 zo’'3 ... ma’3
and man is:not:possible will:arrive inside he ... negative
‘As for the man, he can’t believe [it].’ (Copala; Hollenbach 1988:28)

Coordinate conjunctions. A stronger way to separate the focussed constituent from the rest of
the sentence is by placing the coordinate conjunction ‘and’ between the preverbal constituent and the
rest of the clause. Ten languages use this device: Ocotepec, Atatlahuca, Yosondida, San Miguel el
Grande, Coatzospan, Ayutla, and Jamiltepec Mixtec; Copala and Chicahuaxtla Trique; and Cuicatec.
Sometimes a pause occurs as well, usually before the conjunction, but in Coatzospan Mixtec it follows
the conjunction.

(8) steen de kaji de nduja
tomorrow and will:eat he hominy
‘He will eat hominy tomorrow.’ (Ocotepec; Alexander 1988:174)

(9) vina njaa / te ka’i yo
now precise and will:eat we
‘We’1ll eat [him] right now.’ (San Miguel el Grande; Pike 1944:117-18)

(10) sa’an mi né din tavi di kuidado di
man that and will:do very you care you
‘You must be very careful of the man.’ (Cuicatec; D. Bradley 1991:493)

(11) juadn ne / kadiko na tuun

John and sells he charcoal
‘As for John, he sells charcoal.’ (Coatzospan; Small 1990:291)

(c) 1995 Summer Institute of Linguistics. SIL-Mexico Workpapers, vol 11.



4 SIL-Mexico Workpapers 11

The use of ‘and’ is particularly common for focussed time elements, and in some languages it is used
only for time.

Jamiltepec Mixtec and Copala Trique also use ‘but’ following a focussed element.

(12) ta ra xGvid / soko suchan ra
and he John but lazy he
‘As for John, he is lazy.’ (Jamiltepec: Johnson 1988:34)

(13) nianjs / tsaj? ne2 do’! mant ze32 cha4 nianj5 nanj! a4
here . but and little exist thing eat here indeed persuasive
‘There’s hardly any food here.’ (Copala; Hollenbach 1988:71)

Even though conjunctions are already function words, there is a further degree of
grammaticalization found in these uses because no conjoining nor contrast is involved; the conjunction
serves only to mark a boundary. In many of these languages, conjunctions are also used to separate an
initial subordinate clause from the following main clause.

Subordinate conjunctions. Still another way to embellish a focussed preverbal constituent is
to use the subordinate conjunction ‘because’ following it, often with a preceding pause. The
languages that use this are Ocotepec, Atatlahuca, Yosondia, San Miguel el Grande, Diuxi-Tilantongo,
Pefioles, and Jamiltepec Mixtec.

(14) fani da / chi sdjnifiu da vijna
brother his because works he now
‘As for his brother, he is working now.’ (Yosondia; Farris 1992:27)

(15) méé da / chi ntva’a da
self my because become:good I

’

‘As for me, I am indeed fine again.’ (Diuxi-Tilantongo; Kuiper and Oram

1991:211)
(16) soko yu'u / tyi kach-i tuya’a i’ya
but I because will:eat-I chili:plant this

)

‘But as for me, I will eat these chili plants.
1988:144)

(Jamiltepec; Johnson

This use of ‘because’ is clearly grammaticalized because there is no causation involved. Farris says
for Yosondia that ‘because’ has the sense of ‘indeed’ when it is used as a focus device (1992:27);
and Alexander says for Ocotepec that the focus device uses chi ‘indeed’, a word distinct from
‘because’, but homophonous with it (1988:174-75, 271).

The conjunction ‘because’ may be used in Yosondiia for a pseudofronted topic, i.e., one that
has no role in the following clause.3

3The term pseudofronting is taken from Lowe's description of Nambiquara, a language of Brazil
(1986:131).
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(17) ko =xara yakédn / chi ka saka tu ra chaa Gn ntuchi sya’én
but it that because planted truly he man that bean thus
‘But as for that guy, those men planted peas this way.’ (Farris 1992:165)

In Jamiltepec Mixtec ‘and’, ‘but’, and ‘because’ are all used after a focussed preverbal
element, but Johnson states (1988:34) that a conjunction also precedes the preverbal element, as seen
in sentences (12) and (16). It seems likely, however, that the sentence-initial conjunction is not part of
the focus device, but is simply a regular discourse connective.

3.2. Making the preverbal constituent more prominent

I turn now to a different major strategy for embellishing a focussed element, namely, adding
some words to draw attention to it. This is different in principle from simply trying to separate the
focussed element from the rest of the sentence.

The affirmative marker. One way of drawing attention to a focussed element is to use an
affirmative construction, in which an affirmative marker precedes the fronted element. This device has
been found in Ocotepec, Diuxi-Tilantongo, and Alacatlatzala Mixtec, and in Copala Trique. In these
four languages, the construction is analyzed as an affirmative noun phrase, which is restricted to
sentence-initial position, rather than as a focus device. The affirmative construction frequently occurs
as a positive response to a yes/no question.

(18) suu to’o ntaatini
affirmative authority commanded

‘Yes, it was the authority who commanded [it].’ (Ocotepec; Alexander
1988:226)
(19) sivi ta chifio kisa kui’na ra fioo y6’o

affirmative he work does robbery he town this

‘That very town authority robbed this town.’ (Alacatlatzala; Zylstra
1991:78)

In Chicahuaxtla Trique there is a similar construction, which Longacre has analyzed as a
defective verb. This verb occurs only in construction with another verb and a shared noun phrase
between them (1966b:248).

(20) ved xu3 nkaj3 yun4¢ a3’'nko4 yujus
lo:there:is it 1lies again another place

b

‘And there it was lying in another place.
1966b:248)

(Chicahuaxtla; Longacre

In support of Longacre's analysis there is some evidence in the other four languages that the words
glossed ‘affirmative’ were originally verbs of existence.

The topic marker. Another way of drawing attention to a focussed element involves a special

topic marker that follows it, and which is itself followed by pause. This has been found in only two
languages, Ayutla Mixtec and Copala Trique. This device is especially common for subjects in Ayutla,
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and it takes a coreferential pronoun for subject or object. In Copala it is used for all elements of the
clause, and often does not take a coreferential pronoun or noun.

(21) mburu ntii / xi’i’ ri’ tikui
donkey topic drinks it water
‘As for the donkey, it is drinking water.’ (Ayutla; Hills 1990:30)

(22) tsaj? ne2 maan3! ro’3 / ka’anj32 maan3l a32
but and rain topic went rain declarative
‘But as for the rain, it went away.’ (Copala; Hollenbach 1988:10)

(23) xees zo’3 ro’3 / nauun3 koj32 xnee4 ... a32
. sister:in:law his topic became plant bean ... declarative
‘As for his sister-in-law, she turned into the bean plant.’ (Copala;

Hollenbach 1988:48)

Ayutla ntii is also used alone (without a focussed element) in initial position as a pause form, but I
am not aware of any etymology for it. Trique ro’3 also occurs following a fronted comparative
clause, and it may be related historically to a subordinate conjunction meaning ‘as’ in Chicahuaxtla
Trique.

Adding extra words. Still another way of drawing attention to a fronted constituent is to add
words to it that are found elsewhere in the language, but which have a somewhat conventionalized use
in fronted constituents.

Yosondiia Mixtec uses the complementizer (the word that functions like English that in I
know that he came) preceding the focussed element, with an optional pause following it.

(24) ja fuu yoé ti xfiuu / sd’a ybé yajni u’un o6ra
that town our and Chalcatongo do we near five hour

’

‘As for our town and Chalcatongo, we can go in about five hours.’ (Farris

1992:28)

Alacatlatzala Mixtec uses the preposition ‘until’, used in the sense of ‘even’, before the
focussed item and ‘ just’ following it.

(25) nta ntiva’yi va ni nteta
until coyote just completive leave
‘Just the coyote came out.’ (Zylstra 1991:27)

This construction is highly conventionalized, but no grammaticalization has taken place. These words
can occur in any noun phrase, but they are rare except in focussed phrases.

Tezoatldn Mixtec uses a variety of words to highlight a focussed constituent. They include

‘even’, ‘self’, and ‘only’ preceding the focussed element, and ‘assertion’, ‘intensifier’,
and ‘very’ following it (Williams 1993:90, 99, 110).
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(26) t4 t6’6n ntios ybé’o va dana’a ntu’u
and word God here assertion teach we
‘And we are only teaching this word of God.’ (Williams 1993:100)

(27) da ntaa iinka vi kuu / da ni sei-rian
then until other intensifier day then completive eat-he:them
‘It wasn’t until the next day that he ate them.’ (Williams 1993:110)

It is possible to use more than one of these words in the same focussed element.

(28) ntaa t6’6n séntico ni ni’i-nta
even only sindico completive find-we
‘We found only the ”sindico.”’ (Williams 1993:100)

(29) ntad mii va fiod
even self assertion she:that .
‘even she herself’ (Williams 1993:90)

Copala Trique uses the adverbial ‘truly’ preceding the focussed item, together with pause
and tsaj2 nez ‘but’ following it.

(30) xia’t tan’3 / tsaj2 ne2 kinavij3 tan’3 nanj! a4
truly corn but and finished corn indeed persuasive
‘As for the ears of corn, they are really all gone.’ (Hollenbach 1988:34)

This combination uses both the prominence and the separation strategies; ‘truly’ draws attention to
the focussed element, while the pause and ‘but’ separate it from the rest of the sentence. Some degree
of grammaticalization is involved in this use of ‘truly’ because it normally modifies verbs; it does
not otherwise occur in construction with a noun.

3.3. The cleft construction

The third major strategy that I describe for embellishing the preverbal constituent is
syntactically more complex. It employs a conventionalized equative structure with a relative clause in
its nominal complement, and it is very similar to the English cleft construction (It is John who
died). In this construction, the focussed element is followed by the equative verb ‘to be’ and a
word that serves as both complementizer (‘ that’) and relative-clause introducer (‘ the thing
that’). This word is basically a third-person inanimate pronoun,4 but it does not agree in gender with
the focussed element, indicating that the construction is grammaticalized. Note that the English cleft
construction also shows a lack of gender agreement; we do not say ‘*He is John that died
yesterday.’

Consider the following two Copala Trique sentences, which are focus constructions with the
complementizer. Sentence (32) has a coreferential pronoun, but (31) does not, which indicates that the
pronoun is optional.

4A detailed treatment of this pronoun and its extensions, including its use as a complementizer, is given in
Hollenbach (to appear).
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(31) ni3ka? so’3 me3 ze32 kunanj5 ... nanjl a4
spouse his 1s that ran ... indeed persuasive
‘It is his wife who ran away.’ (Hollenbach 1988:31)

(32) guaat me3 ze32 kavi’3 so’3 kii3 a3
John is that died he yesterday declarative
‘It is John who died yesterday.’ (Hollenbach, unpublished field notes)

Note the difference between sentence (33), which is a true equative construction, and (31) and (32).
Sentence (33) has a focussed subject and a relative clause in the nominal complement; the pronoun that
introduces the relative clause agrees in gender with the noun subject.

(33) tinuuS so’3 me3 zii5 kunuu3? niaans a3
brother his 1is he:who is:in Tlaxiaco declarative
‘The one in Tlaxiaco is his brother.’ (Hollenbach 1988:67)

In addition to signaling focus, the cleft construction seems to function as a filler when the speaker is
searching for what to say next.

Coatzospan Mixtec and Cuicatec also use a cleft construction as a focus device. Because the
copula in equative sentences is regularly zero in these languages, the complementizer simply follows
the preverbal constituent.

(34) juaan é kaka’an na
John that speaks he
‘It is John that is speaking.’ (Coatzospan; Small 1990:288)

(35) ankuta chi kadi nakentéa ti

never that will:be:able will:escape it
‘It will never be able to escape.’ (More literally: ‘It is never that it
will be able to escape.’) (Cuicatec; D. Bradley 1991:429)

Even though the Cuicatec word chi is very close in form to Mixtec ‘because’, it is probably
historically related to a third-person inanimate pronoun, like the complementizer in other Mixtecan
languages. Note also that the cleft construction with no expressed verb in (34) and (35) is quite
different in structure from sentence (24), in which the complementizer precedes the focussed element.

Tezoatldn Mixtec uses kian, a fused form of kG ‘be’ plus the complementizer fia, to focus
adverbs, especially ‘now’.

(36) viti kian ko’ o vaa
now is:that we:will:go assertion:we
‘Now let’s go.’ (Williams 1993:103)

All the forms using this cleft construction appear to be highly conventionalized. This construction is
apparently not used, however, to focus nouns.

The cleft construction is probably used in at least some of the other languages too. Several

languages use it in frozen interrogatives and/or discourse connectives. For example, Ocotepec,
Yosondda, and Jicaltepec Mixtec use ‘what is that’ in WH questions to mean ‘what?’, and
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Coatzospan and Diuxi-Tilantongo Mixtec use it to mean ‘why?’. Also, some languages (including
Diuxi-Tilantongo and San Rafael Mixtec and Copala Trique) have a conventionalized expression of the
form ‘that-thing is that’ to mean ‘after that’ or ‘and so it was that’.

4. Focus versus topic

When I began this study, I expected to find a clear distinction between a simple focus
construction and one or more sentence topic constructions for each language. A focussed element
would be considered part of its clause, while a topic would be loosely adjoined to it.

Aissen, writing from a formal perspective, found a clear distinction between focus and topic in
Jacaltec and Tzotzil: focussed elements are part of the same intonation phrase as the following
material, and are part of the sentence, while topics belong to separate intonation phrases and are
outside of the sentence proper (1992:47-53).

Aissen also gives a simple functional difference between focus and topic. Focus contrasts the
focussed element with other elements that might have occurred there but did not; she consistently
translates focus by a cleft construction in English (p. 50). Topic turns the attention of the listener to a
participant, i.e., it signals him to open a mental file on the participant (pp. 50, 77).

One hypothesis that fits the notion that focussed elements are part of their clause, while topics
are not, concerns the degree of embellishment. Simple fronting should indicate focus, and the
embellishments should signal topic. This is true to some extent. Simple fronting does seem to indicate
focus, and many of the embellishments seem to indicate topic. Nevertheless, the cleft construction
probably fits into focus, rather than topic (see Aissen, pp. 50-51). Clearly there is room for further
study in this area.

One construction that does not seem to belong to either focus or topic is the affirmation
marker. This construction occurs without resumptive pronouns, and it seems to have a third function,
that of answering a yes/no question in the affirmative.

A second hypothesis about subject and topic concerns the use of pronouns (especially for
subjects). If focussed elements are part of their clause, then resumptive pronouns should not occur with
them. But if topics are not part of the clause, then a resumptive pronoun or other subject ought to be
required, except in languages that have zero pronouns or that permit pronouns to be unexpressed.

This pronoun hypothesis seems to hold true for Tezoatldn Mixtec, in which subject fronting
without a resumptive pronoun indicates focus, and subject fronting with a resumptive pronoun (called
left detachment) indicates topic; see Williams 1993:85.

A survey of the examples cited in this paper shows that resumptive pronouns are more likely to
occur when a focussed subject is embellished in some way, especially if there is a pause following it.
In at least some languages, however, the situation does not appear to be quite as neat as it is in
Tezoatldn Mixtec. In Copala Trique, for example, the use of resumptive pronouns seems to be optional
with both the topic marker ro’3, which clearly marks topic, and with the cleft construction, which
seems to mark focus. Further research is needed to know the relation between resumptive pronouns
and the distinction between focus and topic in Mixtecan languages.
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5. A diachronic perspective

From a diachronic perspective, it may be useful to look at the devices catalogued in this paper
as devices that mark a cline of focus. Simple preverbal position is at one pole, and the different

embellishments fall at various distances from it, depending on how much attention they draw to the
fronted element.

This cline is, of course, something of an oversimplification, because it treats only one
parameter (the degree of prominence), and the different highlighting devices have different uses in
discourse, not merely a specific degree of prominence. Some hints of this have been given in the
description of various devices, but much more work is needed.

Such a diachronic cline is open ended and constantly shifting. Focus devices tend to lose some
of their semantic force over time, and then they are less useful to speakers. (In this respect focus
devices behave much like euphemisms and new intensifiers.) Focus devices are also subject to another
threat: they often lose their novelty and simply go out of style. To make up for this constant attrition,
new focus devices are constantly being invented. Our human penchant for drama and hyperbole
virtually insures the continuation of this process.

To illustrate the openendedness of focus constructions, consider the following devices that can
precede a fronted item in English: with regard to, regarding, as regards, as for,
concerning, with reference to, about, now about, and speaking of. The reader can
probably think of more quite readily. Speakers of English differ in the way they make use of these
devices; one person may use some with great frequency and never use others. And speakers would
differ about which of these devices, if any, have been sufficiently conventionalized to merit inclusion
in a reference grammar of English.

6. Questions for further research

The material presented in this study raises various questions that merit further research. One is
the relation between specific focus devices and the discourse conditions that lead a speaker to highlight
some element. As I worked on this paper, I noted a number of discourse functions of focussed
elements. In addition to setting up a participant as the topic of a new section of the discourse (classic
topic), and assenting to a proposal (discussed above as affirmation), I also noted: introducing a new
participant, introducing a new episode by a change in setting, contrasting an element of one sentence
with an element of another, and repetition with variation in form. There are surely others. Some focus
devices are clearly preferred for certain functions, as noted above, but it is unlikely that there is a one-
to-one correlation.

A second group of questions is about the relation between focus and the syntactic structure of
the sentence. Are some sentence types more likely to have a focussed constituent than others? As I
worked on this paper, I noted that sentences with position verbs like ‘be in’ or ‘be standing’
were more likely to have a focussed constituent (either subject or location) than sentences with active
verbs. Are some focus devices more likely to be used in certain sentence types? Are the more
elaborate focus devices especially frequent in sentences that already have other material in preverbal
position?

Another set of questions concerns the parameter of definiteness in noun phrases. Are indefinite

noun phrases less likely to be fronted than definite phrases, and are any of the embellishments
described limited to definite phrases? Still another set of questions that could be raised concerns the
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role of presupposition in various kinds of fronted elements.

Appendix
Summary of the data

Because Mixtec has more speakers and more internal variation than Cuicatec and Trique, 1
included sixteen varieties of Mixtec in the data base. This sample includes nine highland, five lowland,
and two coastal varieties of Mixtec; it includes representatives from seven of Josserand's twelve major
groupings (1983:470). The following summary lists all the languages included in the study, the focus
devices found in each, and the published sources from which the data were gathered.

MIXTEC -- Western Alta

Ocotepec (Alexander 1988, Avendaiio and Alexander 1970)
preverbal position alone
de ‘and’
chi ‘because (indeed)’
suu ‘affirmative marker’
frozen phrases showing cleft structure

Atatlahuca (Alexander 1980)
preverbal position alone
te ‘and’
chi ‘because’
frozen phrases showing cleft structure

Yosondda (Farris 1992)
preverbal position alone
pause
ti ‘and’
chi ‘because’
ja ‘complementizer’
frozen phrases showing cleft structure

San Miguel el Grande (Dyk 1959, Dyk and Stoudt 1973, Pike 1944)
preverbal position alone
pause
te ‘and’
chi ‘because’
frozen phrases showing cleft structure

Chalcatongo (Macaulay 1987a, 1987b)
preverbal position alone

Molinos (Merrifield and Stoudt 1967)
preverbal position alone
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MIXTEC -- Eastern Alta

Diuxi-Tilantongo (Kuiper and Oram 1991)
preverbal position alone
pause
chi ‘because’
na ‘affirmative marker’
frozen phrases showing cleft structure

Pefioles (Daly 1973, Daly and Holland de Daly 1977)
preverbal position alone
chii ‘because’

MIXTEC -- Northern Alta

Coatzospan (Small 1990)
preverbal position alone
ne ‘and’

é ‘it’ or ‘complementizer’ marking cleft construction and also
frozen phrases showing cleft structure
P g

MIXTEC -- Tezoatldn

Tezoatlan (Williams 1993)
preverbal position alone
ntaa ‘even’, mii ‘self’, t6’6n ‘only’ (preceding preverbal element);
va ‘assertion’, vi ‘intensifier’, ntaho, ntava’o ‘very’
(following preverbal element)
frozen phrases showing cleft structure

MIXTEC -- Southern Baja

Ayutla (Hills 1990)
preverbal position alone
te ‘and’
ntii / ‘topic marker [pause]’

Silacayoapan (North and Shields 1980, Shields 1988)
preverbal position alone
frozen phrases showing cleft structure

San Rafael (Hillman 1987)

preverbal position alone
frozen phrases showing cleft structure

(c) 1995 Summer Institute of Linguistics. SIL-Mexico Workpapers, vol 11.
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MIXTEC -- Guerrero

Alacatlatzala (Zylstra 1991)
preverbal position alone
sivi ‘affirmative marker’
nta ... va ‘until ... just’
frozen phrases showing cleft structure

MIXTEC -- Coast

Jamiltepec (Johnson 1988)
preverbal position alone
ta ‘and’, soko ‘but’
tyi ‘because’

Jicaltepec (C.H. Bradley 1970)
preverbal position alone
frozen phrases showing cleft structure

TRIQUE

Copala (Hollenbach 1988, 1992, Hollenbach and Hollenbach 1975)
preverbal position alone
pause
ne2? ‘and’, tsaj2 ne? ‘but’
veet ‘affirmative marker’
ro’3 / ‘topic marker [pause]’
xia’t ... / tsaj?2 ne? ‘truly ... [pause] but’
me3 ze32 ‘is that’ marking cleft construction and also
frozen phrases showing cleft structure

Chicahuaxtla (Longacre 1966a, 1966b)
preverbal position alone
ni2 ‘and’
ve4 ‘lo there is’ used like an affirmative marker
frozen phrases showing cleft structure

CUICATEC

Concepcion Pdpalo (Anderson and Concepcién Roque 1983, D.P. Bradley 1991)

preverbal position alone
né ‘and’
chi ‘complementizer’ marking cleft construction

(c) 1995 Summer Institute of Linguistics. SIL-Mexico Workpapers, vol 11.
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