Where are Zapotec negative constructions situated from a typological perspective?
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Teotitlan del Valle Zapotec (TdVZ)

TdVZ is spoken in Teotitlan del Valle, a town located in the Valley of Oaxaca (Mexico), 18 miles from the city of Oaxaca. This language is part of the Otomanguean family, and within the Zapotec family it is

considered among the central group (Smith-Stark 2007).
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Background

Morphosyntactic words, clitics and affixes

Teotitlan del Valle and other Zapotec villages

Clausal negation in TdVZ

Dahl (1979), Payne (1985), and Dryer (2013) all present classifications of negative constructions focusing on the status of the negative markers according to the following three-way taxonomy: 1) affixal

negation; 2) negative particles; or 3) negative verb. The first type is categorized a morphological construction, while the last two a syntactic construction.
Another type of classification for clausal negation is proposed by Miestamo (2005), who distinguishes between symmetric and asymmetric negative constructions. That is, whether there are structural differences

(asymmetries) between the affirmative sentences and their negative counterpart.

In TdVZ, clausal negation occurs with the markers: kéd= and =di (1).
Both elements are obligatory in indicative monoclausal constructions
and in interrogative polar questions (2).

1) Kédbi' xhudi ‘nngy 5) Xixh  teked gwee(dy)u
- e - 1xh te=ked=gu-x(=di)=u
keéd=bi-xhu=di nnay AR B S N e
NEG=COM-tremble=di yesterday YVhy SUB,_NEG_COM'gO(_d;),_ZSG'IF
‘Tt didn’t tremble yesterday.” Why you didn’t go to school today*
6) Ble ked nyaw(di)ad

2) (L),dke'fz’ rowdi . 'baekwraé_ 'dz.it? Blé kéd=ni-aw(=di)=a

(Da=ked=r-aw=di baekw=re& dzt Hopefully NEG=CONTREF-cat(=di)=1SG

INTG=NEG=HAB-eat=di dog=DEM bone
‘Doesn’t that dog eat bone(s)?’

Also, =di becomes optional in (some) content questions (5), and in several -
subordinated constructions that denote irrealis modalities (6). In addition, -
there are subordinated clauses in which =di triggers ungrammaticality (7).

‘I wish I hadn’t eaten pork’

The negator is gad= instead of kéd=

The negated predicate/verb must be marked with
the potential prefix (8)—(9).

- It negate predicates that have not occurred but will

xkwily  ‘nna’ dxi? potentially do.
xkwily  nna’dxi - gad=, could be interpreted as ‘not yet'.
school  today _ _ _ _
This negative construction has an alternative form.

bl kit o) Gati gitx nygdin
bl kit gati g -utxnyg=dan

SR NEG POT-get.married=3PL.IF
meat-p1g

“They haven’t gotten married.’

Questions

However, only kéd= occurs in prohibitives (3), if =di appears the

7) 'Beell kédri kazan
B&ll keéd=ri-kaz=an

ga dxdagan,
ga’-dxag=an

* Is =di a negative morpheme in TdVZ or an

negative construction is interpreted as the negation of an

indicative statement (4). If  NEG=HAB-want=3SG.IF
sy@nén
F5d' v 1 si=an=en
3) keécéz}ovngu n}zlavecin POT.buy=3SG.IF=3SG.INAN

NEG=HAB-eat=2SG.IF that
‘Do not eat that!’

« Same structural and functional characteristics as (main)clausal negation.

4) ked rowdyu ‘nden
kéd=r-aw=di=u ndaen
NEG=HAB-eat=d1=2SG.IF that
“You do not eat that.’

8) Gddgutx nyddidan
gad=gu -utxnya=di=dan
NEG=POT-get.married=di=3PL.IF

‘If he doesn’t want to get tired, he better buy i1t (something to help).’

“They haven’t gotten married.’

POT-get.tired=3SG.IF

emphatic marker?
* Should subordinate clauses be considered in
the analysis for clausal negation?

In TdVZ, thus, we are dealing with a syntactic
negative construction because of the clitic status of
kéd= and =d.

Negation of potential mood clauses ( A subtype of Clausal negation)

| posit that (mono) clausal negation in TdVZ is of the
type Asymmetric / Emphatic since =di seems to be
(synchronically) an emphatic marker of negation that
has fossilized in  monoclausal constructions;
diachronically, | consider that =di derived from a
marker of indicative modality.

Existential negation in TdVZ

Background

Veselinova (2013) develops a cross-linguistic study on the strategies to
negate an existential predicate. The main findings of this author in relation
to negation of existential predicates and clausal negation are the following.

* Negation in existential predicates is different from clausal negation.

« Negation in existential predicates and clausal negation are formally
identical but morphologically different or used in different constructions.

« Clausal negation or a negative quantifier alternate for the negation of
existence.

* No special negator is used to negate existential predicates.

In TdVZ, this type of negation occurs with the negative marker kéty. The
most relevant feature of this negative construction is that the affirmative
counterpart has a verb that is deleted in the negative, as noticed in (10) vs
(11). Also, this negative marker is not a clitic but a phonological and
morphosyntactic element. In addition, kéty can be inflected (12). Thus, kéty
has a more verbal status.

TAKEAWAY POINTS

10) 'Kéty

NEG.EX water

nna’ dxi
today

nis

“There 1s no water (service) today.’

11) Yu’ nis  nna’ dxi
yu’ nis nna’dxi
EST.exist  water today

“There 1s water (service) today

12) Ketyan owa’
kéty=an gu-&=a
NEG.EX=3SG.IF  COM-go=1SG

‘He (was) not (somewhere) (when) I

went.’

In TdVZ there is syntactic and asymmetric clausal negation. The negator kéd= require the enclitic =di post-verbally in
monoclausal constructions.=di diachronically may have indicated or emphasized the indicative modality, but synchronically it

seems to give emphasis to negation.

The existential negator in TdVZ resembles the clausal negator but is not identical to it, not a common pattern in the typology
for these type of negation (Veselinova 2013). kéd= and kety are historically related. kéd= may be an evolved form of kety.
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In closer varieties, i.e., San Pablo Guila Zapotec (Lopez Cruz 1999) and San
Lucas Quiavini Zapotec (Lee 2006; Munro & Lopez 1999) kéty (or kity or ke’'ity
respectively) is the marker for clausal negation. Thus, the marker of clausal
negation and the marker for existential negation are historically connected, so
they probably have one single source.

Typologically, however, it is important to notice that the form of the existential
negator slightly differ from the typology proposed by Veselinova (2013) since
the existential negator resembles the clausal negator, but it is not formally
identical to it, and the ‘word’ status of each element differ as well as the
constructions in which they appear

Future Directions

Explore other negative constructions such as constituent negation (13)
and the negation of indefinites (14). In both of them =di is a recurrent

element.

13)ad dxapdirce gui Ziin
ad=dxap=di=r&  gu-zi=in
NEG=girl=di=DEM COM-buy=3SG.INAN
‘It wasn’t that girl who bought 1t (but someone else).’

14)Keéd tii 'beedti
ked=ti=b-xd=di
NEG=who=COM-come=d1
‘Nobody came.’
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