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Abstract

The present paper aims to show current Huastec (ze:n2¢k) linguistic variation
and its geographical distribution based on phonological, morphological, lex-
ical and syntactic features. First, it covers the framework known as linguistic
geography (geolinguistics) and describes the methodology employed in this
study, which is primarily descriptive. Secondly, it presents a discussion re-
garding previous Huastec dialectal groupings, and the need to go further into
the study of its variations. The third part shows several maps that display the
variations of the isoglosses, detailing the Western and Eastern dialects’ syn-
chronic variation, as well as the linguistic data that support them. In the last
section, the research focuses on the Central dialect (Tantoyuca), which has
evolved independently from the other dialects at the phonological level, but
which clearly shares morphological features with the Western dialect. These
features are highly relevant in the grammar of the language, and vital to trace
the recent history of the region.

Keywords: Huastec dialectology; Huastec historical linguistics; phonological
variation; lexical variation; morphological variation

Cémo citar: Meléndez Guadarrama, Lucero. 2018. Linguistic geography of Huastec (te:nek). Cuadernos
de Lingiiistica de El Colegio de México 5(2). pp. 120-158.



Meléndez Guadarrama. 2018. Linguistic geography of Huastec (te:nek) 121

1. INTRODUCTION

Huastec is a Mayan language spoken since pre-Hispanic times in the
Huasteca region, far away from the rest of its linguistic family located
in the “Mayan Region”.! The auto-denomination of Huastec language
is te:nek, but this term is not used for practical reasons since “Huastec”
is the name used in the academic field. It is spoken by an estimate of
167,000 people in the states of Veracruz and San Luis Potosi, Mexico,
and although the absolute number could suggest that it is not endan-
gered, most of the speakers in Veracruz are only adults and elderly peo-
ple. Huastec is one of the Mayan Languages that have not been properly
studied, and it also lacks pre-Hispanic written records. The oldest docu-
ments are three linguistic registers from Colonial times, which show the
clear dialectal differences that existed among them.

In the Catalogue of National Indigenous Languages2 (2008), pub-
lished by the National Institute of Indigenous Languages,3 it has been
settled that Huastec has three dialectal variants, namely: Western or
Potosino, Central (Tantoyuca region, Veracruz) and Eastern (Sierra de

Otontepec, Veracruz), geographically distributed as shown in Map 1.

! This region is located in the Peninsula of Yucatin, Tabasco and Chiapas, Mexico, and
extends to Guatemala, Belize and parts of El Salvador

2 Henceforth, CLIN, by its Spanish acronym.

3 Henceforth, INALI, by its Spanish acronym.
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Symbology
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Map 1. Geographical Distribution of the Three Huastec Dialects
According to cLiN (2008). Map by Perla Pisson Alcaraz (2016),
based on data from National Institute of Statistics and Geography
(henceforth, INeGI)

The idea to review the Huastec dialectal grouping presented by
Kaufman (1985) arose after studying the morphological data of the per-
son system that revealed an existing variation (Meléndez 2011, 2017).
The overlap and divergence of isoglosses needed to be explained in order
to describe the intra-dialectal variation attested in Eastern Huastec. The
research focuses on the fact that some morphological features regarding
the person system tend to overlap isoglosses in a regular way in the Cen-

tral and Potosino dialects (see Map 2). This is an interesting fact when
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contrasted with the phonological level, in which varieties are clearly dif-

ferentiated.

== == = absence / presence of copula
3~ person plural Independent Pronoun monomorphemic vs. bimorphemic
= 2 person plural absolutive bimorphemic vs. 2" person plural absolutive mono morphemic

Partial inversion vs. total inversion

™ ™ Thita?vs. ?fitam (human interrogative)

Map 2. Isoglosses of Person System (partially modified from
Meléndez 2011: 242)

Cuadernos de Lingiifstica de El Colegio de México 5(2), jul-dic 2018, pp. 120-158.
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Besides the historical relevance of explaining the morphological ten-
dency to group Central and Western dialects together, leading a specific
intra-dialectal study in the Eastern dialect becomes even more relevant
since it is a hugely endangered variety (Embriz and Zamora 2012: 36).
Also, the Eastern dialect has barely been described: only one of the com-
munities has been studied, but the rest are far from being documented
(see San Francisco Chontla Grammar, Kondic 2012).

In view of the factors listed above, the present research shows new com-
parative work in order to reveal the features that overlap and those that dif-
fer among dialects and the preliminary results are presented as maps. 4 The
intention of this research is not to propose a new dialectal grouping, but to
reveal the current diversification in the Huastec language. These findings
could be the basis for more academic research either in the field of dialectol-
ogy or in the linguistic documentation of the variants, especially those that

are seriously threatened and had not been yet described or documented. >

4 The data and results presented here belong to the project “Documentacién Lingiifstica
del Huasteco,” sponsored by INALI. This project pretends to contribute to a deeper unders-
tanding of Huastec variation. The research took three different fieldwork seasons and was later
transcribed by a team formed by: Perla Pisson Alcaraz, Marysa Georgina Neri Veldzquez, Nelly
Iveth del Angel Flores, Francisco Javier Ariano Cifuentes, Rodrigo Diaz Torres, Diego Men-
doza Herndndez and Carlos del Angel Mirtir.

> The sociolinguistic approach is one of the less-studied fields in most Mayan languages
and in Huastec as well. There are some recent works on Mayan dialectology that need to be
mentioned here since they were consulted and partially guided this research: on Yucatec, Pfei-
ler (1995; 1997; 1996) and Pfeiler & Hofling (2006); on K’iche’, Romero (2006); and on
Q’eqchi’, Caz (2007). However, the theoretical principles and the methodology followed in

those studies differ from mine; that is why they are not being compared here.
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2. FRAMEWORK AND METHODOLOGY

The framework of geolinguistics, or linguistic geography, is related to
dialectology but instead of studying the dialectal grouping of a language
using only phonology, it also deals with morphological and lexical varia-
tions in spoken languages. Geolinguistics also contemplates the factor
of geographical space as one of the most important aspects to determine
the linguistic variation within a specific language. Using this approach,
data are obtained by semi-structured interviews and the variation data
are organized into maps in order to create a linguistic atlas of a lan-
guage. According to Garcia Mouton (1996: 63), linguistic geography
is not a science by itself, but a useful tool to study variations within
spoken language. As Coseriu (1991: 102) states, linguistic geography is
“un método dialectolégico y comparativo [...] que presupone el regis-
tro en mapas especiales de un nimero relativamente elevado de formas
lingiiisticas (fonicas, léxicas o gramaticales) comprobadas mediante en-
cuesta directa y unitaria en una red de puntos de un territorio determi-
nado” [“A dialectological and comparative method [...] presupposing
the register, in special maps, of a relatively high number of linguistic
forms (phonic, lexical, or grammatical) tested throughout a network of
places in a determined territory through direct, unitary surveys”].

The survey net (“red de encuesta”) for this study was collected during
three different stages in nine Huastec communities, which cover almost
the entire region where Huastec is currently spoken (see Table 1 and Map

3 for geographical location).

Cuadernos de Lingiifstica de El Colegio de México 5(2), jul-dic 2018, pp. 120-158.
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Table 1. Communities Selected for this Study

NAME OF THE HUASTEC COMMUNITIES STATE
1. San Nicols, Tanlajds SLP
2. Mantetzulel, Aquismén SLP
3. Tamaletom, Tancanhuitz SLP
4. San Antonio Huitzquilico, Xilitla SLP
5.Francisco Villa, San Vicente Tancuayalab SLP
6. El Mamey, San Gabriel, Tantoyuca Veracruz
7. Tancoco, Tancoco Veracruz
8. San Francisco, Chontla Veracruz
9. Chinampa de Gorostiza Veracruz

oty
Veracruz de Ignacio de la Llave

L

Querétaro

Hidaigo

Map 3. Geographic Location of the Selected Communities. Map by Oscar Zamora.

The criteria to select these communities are: 1) that they have consis-

tently shown some degree of grammatical or lexical variation with respect
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to each other in previous studies or, 2) guided by perceptual dialectol-
ogy, that these are the areas with respect to which speakers declared to
notice some kind of variation. The sample included one man and one
woman from each of the nine communities, and although it was pre-
ferred that those speakers were between 35 and 50 years old, in some
cases the only speakers left on the community were over sixty years old
and the survey was applied to them. Regarding the questionnaires, two

different lists were adapted and used:

a) Terrence Kaufman’s list (ms.) for the phonological and lexical data, with
a total of 460 entries. This tool was formerly designed to describe the
dialectal variation of the Mayan languages in Guatemala in the early 70s.

b) Thomas Smith’s list (ms.) for morphological and simple clauses, with a

total of 435 entries.
3. Previous REsearRcH oN HuasTeEc DiALECcTOLOGY
Since Colonial times, friars noticed the Huastec dialectal variation and

added a few notes in their texts; (see de la Cruz 1571: £.5) “y ansi para

doctrina bre-ue no resta mas para que se ensefie con bendicion en toda

la guasteca, pues de todos los pueblos della se tomo lo mas polido y
conueniente de que vuestra sefioria Reuerendissima la admita en serui-
cio” [And so, for a brief doctrine, nothing else but your Highness™ ac-

ceptance is necessary to teach it, with blessings, throughout the whole

Cuadernos de Lingiifstica de El Colegio de México 5(2), jul-dic 2018, pp. 120-158.
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Huasteca region, because the most polished and convenient elements

[of this language] were taken from each town”]
Tapia Zenteno (1767: 2) also claimed that:

Tendr4 gran cuidado el principiante en no tropezar en el dialecto y pronun-
ciacién de los de Tamtoyoc, y la mayor parte de la jurisdiccién de Tampi-
co, excepto Panoco, que no la pronuncian como estd dicho, mayormente
los Serranos de Tamtima, sino que en lugar de la tz, usan en su lugar de ch
pronunciandola como nosotros en castellano, y afectando un remilgo...
[Beginners must be cautious not to stumble with the dialect and pronun-
ciation of the Tamtoyoc people and most of those who live in the Tampi-
co jurisdiction—with the exception of Panoco—who do not pronounce it
as said, particularly those who live in the Tamtina Sierra; instead of the ‘tz,

they pronounce the ‘ch’ as we do in Spanish...]

In her grammatical description of Xiloxdchil (Veracruz) Huastec,
Ochoa (1984) concludes that Huastec has two dialects: Potosino and
Veracruzano. Later, in 2007, Ochoa wrote some notes about Huastec
dialectology and she suggested a new subdivision of the Veracruzano dia-
lect into two “sub-dialects”, i.e. Lomerio, and Serrano u Otontepec. She
claimed that they were not different dialects; but, based on mutual intel-

ligibility, they could only be considered as “sub-dialects.”
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Map 4. Huastec Dialects Based on Ochoa (1984; 2007). Map by Oscar Zamora
based on Nec1 2010 and cLin 2008.

The first formal attempt to propose a dialectal study was Kaufman’s
brief article “Aspects of Huastec Dialectology and Historical Phonolo-
gy~ (1985). Based on the historical evolution of three phonemes summa-
rized in Figure 1, he proposed that Huastec has three dialectal variants:

Eastern, Central and Western®.

¢ The phonetic symbols used in this paper are from the American Phonetic Alphaber,
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pMaya *¢y *k > pHuas *c
> pot
> tant
> oto
> chic
pMaya *ty *t"> pHuas * 1t
> pot
> tant
> oto
> chic
pMaya *b > pHuas *b’
#V V|_V
C

> pot  [b] [B] , [b]
>tant  [b] [B] , [b]
>oto  [b] [B]
>chon [b’] [b’]

>chic [w]

[¢]
[€]
(€]
[€]

[€]
[¢]
[t] o [€]
[t]

V_#

[[BI.[b]

[p] (inédito)
[p]

[p]

Figure 1. Evolution of the three phonological traits considered by Kaufman

(1985:474—5)

Kaufman’s paper proposed that these three “non-uniform phonologi-

cal traits found in Huastec” reveal the internal relations among the Huas-

tecan languages. Kaufman concludes that Huastec dialects differentiated

very recently (around 400 years ago), since most of the loanwords from

Nahuatl and Spanish into Huastec show evidence of recent evolution in

the different dialects. One of Kaufman’s most important contribution

which has been commonly used to represent Mayan Languages. The equivalences in 1pa are:

<¢> = <5>; <& = <ff>; <b’> = <bB>; <t> = <t>; <& = <t$>; <> = <>

Cuadernos de Lingiiistica de El Colegio de México 5(2), jul-dic 2018, pp. 120-158.
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was the “official”’recognition of the Eastern Huastec as a well-differen-
tiated dialect, which until then had been seen as part of a bigger single

dialect called “Veracruzano”.

Golfo de México

ORI

San Luis Potosi
Querétaro .

A
7 o8
" bt s
2 4 . .
3 3 . o Y
A % -
Y s V 3 . h 1 h )
( . . 2
Hidalgo —
] .o % <
; ¢ i - ® * ]
3 U A ® 5 . 0 5 10 20 30 40
v L . | . A km.

Map 5. Distribution of Huastec Dialects Based on Kaufman (1985).
Map by Oscar Zamora based on INEGI 2010 and CLIN 2008.

In 2008, INALI published the Catdlogo de las Lenguas Indigenas
Nacionales [Catalogue of National Indigenous Languages], where it

was officially stated that Huastec features the three dialects proposed

Cuadernos de Lingiiistica de El Colegio de México 5(2), jul-dic 2018, pp. 120-158.
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by Kaufman (1985). The geographical distribution of these three dia-
lects is shown in Maps 4 and 5, with different color dots: purple for the
Western dialect, blue for Central dialect and red for the Eastern dialect.
Two years later, Meléndez (2011, 2017) noticed that the Eastern dia-
lect presented morphological variation that could lead to a new subdi-
vision: Tancoco speakers (#7) and San Francisco Chontla (#8) speakers
differentiated in various morphological features. On the other hand, she
observed that Central and Western dialects share recent innovations in
the morphological level and this issue needed to be explained since they
clearly differ in the phonological level.

Phonological features are the most common criteria to propose a dia-
lectal grouping, since phonology is highly regular. Nevertheless, new
attempts to include other grammatical levels have shown more varia-
tion than previously thought, leading to a finer view of a particular type
of language diversity. In Huastec, the best-known isoglosses relate with
the evolution of the proto-Huastec phoneme *c into the different cur-
rent variants. This diversification was noticed during the 18% centu-
ry by Tapia Zenteno (1767), and later described by Ochoa (2007) and
Kaufman (1985) in their work (see Map 6 for the reflections of this pho-

neme in the different Huastec dialects).

Cuadernos de Lingiiistica de El Colegio de México 5(2), jul-dic 2018, pp. 120-158.
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.
Veeracruz de Ignacio de la Llave

Hidalgo

Map 6. Reflections of Proto-Huastec */c/. Map by Oscar Zamora.

The second phonological isogloss is related to the evolution of the

affricate retroflex */t/, as shown in Map 7.

Map 7. Reflections of Proto-Huastec */t/. Map by Oscar Zamora.

Cuadernos de Lingiiistica de El Colegio de México 5(2), jul-dic 2018, pp. 120-158.
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And, finally, the isogloss that refers to the evolution of the proto pho-
neme */b’/, as exhibited in Map 8:

Y1 b~p

Verm e e i 6o bn Lirer

_'.'_"“'-;%
Paadll |
l i
3 A
\b'. B \ %, 5 Z
e b'~p 14 i‘; ™~
4 ¥, 4| 4 ‘(l ,f,~ ."ﬂ)
‘-“ h‘ \ ~’
P o \
/
ey v > e :\

Map 8. Reflections of Proto-Huastec */b’/. Map by Oscar Zamora.

As Kaufman (1985) realized, Chontla seems to be very peculiar in its
linguistic development compared with the rest of the dialects, includ-
ing other communities located in the Sierra de Otontepec region. After
an analysis of the particularities that Kaufman found in Chontla, and
the author’s phonological research, some variations were found between
Tancoco (#7), Chinampa de Gorostiza (#9) and Chontla (#8). In other
words, Eastern Huastec does not behave as a regular dialectal unit, and
this diversification needs to be explored in further studies.

Beyond phonology, and in the light of the variation attested in morpho-
logical, lexical and syntactical levels, it is necessary to perform an inten-

sive research to describe current Huastec variations. In order to clarify the
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scope of this variation, some research was done from 2014 to 2016 in the
project “Documentacién lingiiistica del Huasteco.” Some of its prelimi-
nary data are presented in this paper; nevertheless, results are not conclu-
sive. This information is shared in order to encourage more sociolinguistic

studies, so as to find a more accurate perspective on Huastec dialectology.
4. EasTERN HuasTEC NEW [SOGLOSSES

4.1 The phoneme /l/ corresponds to /In/ only in Tancoco, in some specific items
One of the differences observed exclusively in Tancoco (#7) refers to the
segment /1/, which in Tancoco is attested as /n/ in word-final contexts

in some specific lexical items, but not in the rest of the communities, as

distributed in Map 9.

Hidalgo £
o

Map 9. Distribution of /I/ and /n/ in word-final Contexts in Some Specific

Lexical Items

Cuadernos de Lingiifstica de El Colegio de México 5(2), jul-dic 2018, pp. 120-158.
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Table 2. Some examples that show the correspondence of /n/ in word-final

context in Tancoco whereas the others have /1/

ITEM TCO CHIP SFC

‘it’s on the edge’ kvabat tin wa:n krahat tu wal kYahat ti ba:? te:?
‘he eats’ hayun kapuw hayul

‘it’s in the middle’ k“ahat tam Cehen kva tam Cehel kvahat tam Eebel
‘rainbow’ pidan pical pical

‘sea’ puban pubal pulik 'ha?

The origin of this particular change is not clear to me since it only
affects the segment /l/ in word-final contexts in specific lexical items, but
it is not extended as a regular change in the whole system. Nevertheless,
it tends to occur in a regular way with both the persons consulted (male
and female) of Tancoco, which shows that this is not a phonetic alter-
nation. This is not an isolated feature that distinguishes Tancoco from

San Francisco, as it will be shown later.
4.2 Vocalic Alternation of /a/ - /o/

One phonological change found in San Francisco Chontla (#8) that
clearly contrasts with Chinampa de Gorostiza (#9) and Tancoco (#7) is
the vocalic alternation of the vowel /a/ in some lexical items, which has
changed to /o/ only in San Francisco but not in the other two (see Table

3 and Map 10).
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Golfo de México

Querétaro

Map 10. Vowel /a/ Is Performed as /o/ in Some Lexical Items Only in Chontla

Table 3. Phonological /a/ Is Performed as /o/ in SFC, Contrasting with curr and Tco

LEXICAL ITEM TCco (7) cHrpr (9) src (8)
‘walking stick’ krajap krajap kojop
‘he listened’ Pala? Pal’a? 20808
‘anyone’ Sawa: kil hawa?kié Sowa.kié

This feature belongs to the phonological sphere, since it is not restrict-
ed to a particular context and because it is regular, given that the alter-
nation is always between these two vowels. It is not an absolute rule
that every /a/ will become an /o/ in San Francisco and in that sense this

change is apparently linked to specific lexemes.
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4.3 Some other vocalic alternations in Tancoco, San Francisco Chontla and
Chinampa de Gorostiza

There is a group of lexical items that present diverse types of alternation
in the syllabic nucleus and, in some cases, the loss of a syllable. Clear-
ly, some of the vocalic alternations are phonetically motivated by being
adjacent to a palatal consonant—for example—but this is not as syste-
matic as it could be expected.

Even though there is not a rule that determines the occurrences of
these vowel alternations, they should be mentioned since they belong to
the diversification that is currently taking place in this group of commu-
nities that has traditionally been considered a single dialectal unit (see

Table 4 for examples of it).

Table 4. Vowel Alternations between Communities that Belong

to Eastern Huastec

LEXICAL ITEM TCO CHIP SEC
‘female turkey’ potoé putud kaba:w
‘like that Panéana:? Pance:? Pincana:?
‘my bone’ nu beklek nu beklek nu beklak
‘nine’ bele:ho bele:ho bele:hu
‘this one’ Pese:? Pase:? Pase:?
‘eight’ wasek wasik wasik
‘ten’ la:ho la:hu la:hu
‘warm’ mamomu.| mamumu.| mamus:
‘beautiful’ Palbe:l Palabe:] Palobe:]
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LEXICAL ITEM TCO CHIP SFC

‘today’ Sewe.? Sowe:? Suwe:?

‘T know him’ nan Pu 2eslo:? nana:? u Pesla:l nana:? u Pesla.l
‘boy’ Cakam Cakam Cikam k'ito:/
‘honey’ &G:mal ?i lapla &G:mal ?i Captom &i:mal ?i Saptam
‘rope’ la:00 la:0u la:0u

‘poor’ Cewenta:l Eonta:l Eonta:l

As can be seen in Tables 2, 3 and 4, the three communities studied
here show some degree of variation in the phonological level. As men-
tioned before, Kaufman (1985) had already noticed that Chontla seems
to have a different evolution compared to other Huastec communities.
Kaufman focuses specifically on the use of the phoneme /b’/ in Chont-
la, which is the only community that carries on the reflection of the pro-
to-Mayan */b/. The data presented here reinforce the idea that there is a
greater diversification at this grammatical level as it is clear that although

the variation seems negligible it cannot be ignored.
4.4 Lexical Variation in Eastern Huastec

At the lexical sphere, the data tend to support a greater diversification
of Eastern Huastec (see Tables 5, 6 and 7 below).
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Table 5. Distinct Lexical Items in the Eastern Huastec Communities Studied

ITEM TCO CHIP SFC
‘who’ histi hita? tama:?
‘what' histi - honto honto tone:y

‘which house’

histi Pin kima.?

hawa? in Fima:?

hu:n tana Pata:

‘another’ 25 naba:? Panu.? nuwa?
‘nothing’ ba:sata? ba?ta? - yaba hata ba ranto:
‘pinole’” pino:l mo200) 0.0 Kapne:l
‘maize tamale’ tu.0 Foye:? kvito.m mulué

‘bed’ waytala:b waytal Ceyil

‘rich man’ riko koPol Pan me:lu® me: luli
‘grandfather’ ma:m’ ya tata? pulik pa:
‘flat’ bilizy 20li0 - Polili:h b'a0i0i:]

7 Toasted maize powder mixed with sugar and cinnamon. The word pino:l is a loanword
from nahuatl pinolli which is attested only in Tancoco but not in the other two communi-
ties. In San Francisco, for instance, an expression that literally means ‘powder meal’ is used.

8 me:lu is the Huastec word for ‘money’ and it is a loanword from Spanish <dinero>,
‘money’. In chip ‘rich man’ is expressed as a sentence ko?0/ ?an melu, [he] has def money,
which literally means ‘he has money’ but that is used as the regular expression for translating
this meaning. In San Francisco Chontla, speakers use more naturally an adjective formed from
melu:-1-i0 @inero-?-der.adj which literally expresses ‘wealthy.” Both items are clearly related
but they partially express a different meaning.

9 Most of Huastec kinship terms have been replaced by Spanish loans but this here is not
the case since the three of them have Huastec roots to refer to ‘grandfather.” However, the three
communities compared show different expressions to verbalize the same meaning; tco preser-
ves the original reconstructed term for ‘grandfather,” attested as well in the Colonial Huastec
registers. In chip a nominal phrase is used to express, literally, ‘our father;” the consulted per-

sons in sfc used the nominal phrase that literally means ‘big father.
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The items in Table 5 show a tendency to isolate the three communi-
ties; nevertheless, the data in Table 6 and 7 exhibit a grouping where,
most of the times, San Francisco and Tancoco show clear differences,

whereas Chinampa de Gorostiza groups with any of them (see below):

Table 6. Lexical diversification that tends to group cair with Tco, and differen-

tiate them with respect to src

ITEM

TCO CHIP SFC
‘hat’ sombre:r sumbre:l- som'bre:l  ko?ala:p
‘how’ honto.n ti honto ni tone:j
‘why’ halisti: halesti ni 1.7
‘parrot’ lo:ro loro ki?a:m
‘water snail’ karakol ~ Pukul an ha:?  Pukul s0:¢
‘elbow’ totocel~ tutudil tutu. ¢~ ko:do tiyi:k"
‘arrow’ fle:éa fle:éa titokla:p
‘scissors’ tihe:ras tihera" kasustala:p
‘mattock’ Pasado:n Pasado:n &Simtala:p
‘basket’ toknal toknal takna:p
‘jicara (gourd bowl)”  krento: ~k*entu tu?~ kentu usnap tu’
‘skir¢ Pakistala:p- nawa Palkistal lakap”
‘mother’ na:na na:na miim ~ ma.
‘father’ papa: -tata tata pajlo:m - pat
‘to bite’ caus caus katus
‘to cut with an ax’ $ila:? Sila:? poko”
‘food’ tola:p tola:p kapne:l - te?ne:l
‘to swim’ kowal kowal la:tum
‘small’ Cekat ~ Cikat Cikat izl
‘ugly’ kak'ad kak'ad Parasi¢
‘to be seated’ busu:l busu:l kvabat
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ITEM TCO CHIP SEC

‘wet fal fa:& éabal)
‘thanks’ hikpat hikpat halbinéi:¢
‘to pursue’ Palinba:l Payna:l-?abinbal  pahna:l

Table 7. Lexical diversification that tends to group cHip with skc

and to differentiate them with respect to Tco

ITEM TCO CHIP SFC

‘sin’ Patastala:p walap walap
‘sandals’ warace pahap - waratfo pahap
‘zanate’ krerbo Eok’ Eok’
‘nigua’10 tikiliy Pocel &ak Pocel Cak
‘wooden spoon’ kularadete? kufara ~weweOtu? weweOtu?
‘water container’ CeSiketu ~ mul witi.m witi:m
‘kinsman’ Pebta:l ha?u:p ha?u:p
‘to know’ Pesla:l-wita? coRo:p cofo:p

‘to hate’ Cakun tilibna:l tilibna:l

After comparing the lexical data in Tables 5—7, San Francisco, clear-
ly, has more Huastec words whereas Tancoco and Chinampa exhibit
more Spanish loans. Although I have grouped Chinampa and Tancoco
in Table 6, and Chinampa and San Francisco Chontla in Table 7, I do
not want to imply that the loan matches are due to shared changes but
simply to point out the variation that currently exists between them and
the complexity of grouping in one or two dialects in light of the discrep-

ancies found.

19 This term refers to a kind of acarus that is very common in tropical areas.
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In this sense, the presence of Spanish loans in Tancoco and Chinampa
is not necessarily anchored to the same historical moment, since the words
for ‘wooden spoon’ or ‘sandals’ present synchronic alternation of the Huas-
tec word and the Spanish loan in Chinampa but not in Tancoco, where it
is only attested the Spanish loan. It means that loanword matches between
Tancoco and Chinampa could have pass to Huastec in different historical
moments and, consequently, are not shared changes. In terms of diachron-
ic variation, this fact suggests that Spanish-Huastec contact has been more
intense in Tancoco than in Chinampa, and less intense in San Francisco.

A possible explanation for the lexical matches shared by Chinampa
and San Francisco Chontla could rest on geography: cHip is located in
the middle of the state freeway connecting Chontla-Naranjos. This has
allowed the residents to keep commercial and cultural exchange,!! which
would explain the lexical borrowings between these two communities.

On the other hand, Tancoco is geographically isolated from the other
communities, which would explain the lack of similarities. The absence
of current interaction among the communities would explain that most
of the lexical matches between cHip and TCO may be traced to pre-His-
panic or Colonial times.

The idea of independent recent evolution of Tancoco apart from Chi-
nampa—and, seemingly, apart from Chontla, too—is supported by oth-
er grammatical traits beside the lexical data, which reveals Tancoco as the

most innovative of the eastern Huastec group. Also, it supports the idea

1 The person I consulted told me her family lives in a small community that can only be

accessed by a dirt road starting at Chinampa.
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that San Francisco Chontla is the most conservative Huastec-speaker com-

munity, not only regarding to phonology but also in the lexical sphere.
4.5 Distribution of the different negation words in Eastern Huastec

A last issue regarding lexical variation is related to the distinct negative
words registered: src, cHIP and Tco exhibit different negation morphe-

mes. See examples 1—3:

1. Pan  Cakam yaba? o=nelel!? ti docto:r

DET boy/little NEG ~ ABs3=become PReP  doctor

“The boy will not become a doctor’ (cHIP)

2. Pan  Clikam kVito:l bap e=nelet ti ?ila:lis
peT little  boy NEG ABS3=become PREP  doctor
“The boy will not become a doctor’ (skc)

3. Pan Clakam Piba:é  o=nelef ti docto:r

DET little/boy NEG ~ ABs3=become PrEP doctor

“The boy will not become a doctor’ (Tco)

12 The verb ne?e¢ is normally used with the sense of ‘to go’ when it appears as nucleus of
the verbal phrase. In many other contexts, it works as an auxiliary verb that codifies ‘future.’
In these examples, it is used as nucleus of the verbal phrase but with a meaning similar to ‘to
become.” Nevertheless, it is not frequent to find it with this last meaning in the other variants
of Huastec, which could be part of a regional specific meaning. In any case, here, it works as

an irregular verb and that is the reason it is not inflected by aspect markers.
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Golfo de México

Veracruz de Ignﬂcio de la Llave

San Luis Potosi
Querétaro

Hidalgo

Map 11. Distribution of the different negation morphemes

As shown in Map 11, each of the communities that belong to Sier-
ra de Otontepec have different negation markers. On the contrary, the
Central dialect (Tantoyuca, Veracruz) and those Huastec speaker com-
munities located at San Luis Potosi (i.e. Western dialect) share the same
negation mark, yab.

The negative lexemes attested in Huastec are very different to the
lexical form reconstructed by Kaufman and Justeson (2003: 1531) in
proto-Mayan *ma, and to the negative words attested in the rest of the
Mayan languages. Huastec preserved the vowel /a/ and, possibly, the bila-
bial feature of the proto-Mayan negation marker. Considering that the
prototypical Mayan root structure is CVC, proto-Huastec form could

had been *bp, and the other lexical forms are derived from this.
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4.6 Alternation of absolutive third person in Eastern Huastec

As a regular head-marking language, Huastec marks the different argu-
ments of the verb through person morphemes in the verb. In most of
the communities, the absolutive third person is expressed as a zero mor-

pheme, except in skC, where the consistent marking of 3™ person plural

absolutive marker is ¥&’, as exemplified in 4—6:

4. baba.? B=wa?l-i-n
3rL ABS3=to be born-INAC-MpAsS
“They were born’ (CHIP; Ver)

S. baba.? 2ub’=wa’i-i-n
3pL ABS3PL=to be born-iNnAc-mpass
“They were born’ (SFC; Ver)

6.  hahaik  @=wa’-Ci-n
3pL ABS3=to be born-INAC-MPASS
‘They were born’ (TCO; Ver)

The proto-form was reconstructed as *i6 by Meléndez (2011: 192),
nevertheless the form could have been *i’ considering the Kaufman and
Norman’s (1984: 91) reconstruction in proto-Mayan as **eb) and also
according to the phonological system presented by Norcliffe (2003) for
proto-Huastec. The alternation of the vowel from /u/ to /i/ in the speak-

er community of San Francisco Chontla is explained as a regular alterna-
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tion motivated by a process of vowel harmony that occurs with person

markers (see Meléndez 2011 for a deeper discussion on this issue).
4.7 Variation of Syntactic Features in Eastern Huastec

There are different morphological features associated to the person sys-
tem (see Meléndez 2011; Meléndez, 2017), as well as other relevant syn-

tactic features.

a) Itisa strict Huastec syntactic rule that the determiner position in a noun
phrase must be always overt; i.e. no bare nominals are allowed as noun
phrases. However, there is a weakening in the marking of the definite
determiner in Tco (example 7) with respect to src and cHip, whereas
the last two keep the syntactic marking of the determiner in every con-

text, as exemplified in 8:

7. Pan  piko? e=kahat Pan ti wilep o lata
DEF dog  ABs3=to be.cr DEF PREP door house

‘The dog was at the door of the house’  (Tco; Ver)

8. Pan  piko? e=kahay Pan t=in pikib  Pan ?ata:
DEF dog  ABs3=to be.lcP DEE PREP=POS3 front DEF house
‘The dog is at the door of the house’ (sec; Ver)

The weakening of the determiner occurs as well with the indefinite

determiner, as in example 11 (in contrast to 9 and 10):
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10.

11.
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o=Fko:?0l bun 2 laktem  ?an  ?u Fima.?
ABs3=to.have one  mNDEr chair DEF Posls home
‘He has a chair at my home’ (cHip; Ver)

e=walal bhun 2 laktem  ?Pan  ti Pata:?
ABs3=there.is one INDEF chair DEF PREP house

“There is a chair at the house’  (src; Ver)

warac bun o laktem ?an  ti lata.?
ABS3=there.is one chair DErF PREP house

“There is a chair at the house’  (Tco; Ver)

b) Another syntactic feature that shows a divergence from Chinam-

pa de Gorostiza compared to San Francisco and Tancoco is the syntac-

tic structure of human-interrogative sentences. These kinds of sentences

differ as follows: cHir has [INT+_tin + FN] whereas Tco and src have

[INT+ FN]; examples 12—14 illustrate this feature:

12.

13.

shitai  tin - tohlif?
who ? major

‘who is the major?’ (cHiIp)

stama  Pan  tohlie?
who DEF  major

‘who is the major?’ (SEC)
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14. histi Pan  ahente?
who  DEEF  major

‘who is the major?’ (Tco)

The meaning and syntactic function of the morpheme ## in sen-
tence 12 is not clear, since it is not attested in other Huastec variants,
but in Chinampa it tends to occur frequently in interrogative sentences.
However, it is interesting that this innovation occurred just in Chinam-
pa, where the language is barely spoken by only a few elderly Huastec
speakers.

Another innovation attested in Chinampa is the tendency to use com-
plex verbal forms (nominalizations) whereas Tco and src tend to use

simple verbal forms, see 15—17:

15.  baba:? Pesom  Pan titohnal
3pL PROGR DEF PREP work

“They are working (now)’ (cH1p; Ver)

16.  baba? Pesom  t=ub’ tobnal
3pL PROGR PREP=ABS3PL work

‘They are working (now)’ (sec; Ver)

17.  haba?tik PeSfom  ti e=t'ohnal
3pL PROGR PREP ABS3=work

“They are working (now)’ (Tco; Ver)
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5. CENTRAL AND WESTERN HUASTEC: OVERLAPPING AND DIVERGENT

ISOGLOSSES

The Central dialect is spoken in the communities located in the Tanto-
yuca municipality (Veracruz) and its surroundings, and it clearly exhi-
bits particular grammatical features that diverge from the other dialects.
As previous linguistic studies have pointed out, the major differences
between Western and Central pertain to the phonological sphere and are
related to the distribution of the phonemes /¢/ and /¢/ in lexical items
that clearly diverge from the other dialects (see Kaufman 1985; Ochoa
2007; Herrera Zendejas 2014).

The Western dialect is, geographically and numerically, the most
widespread variant. It extends from the Xilitla and Aquismén Sierras
(sLp) to the plains region adjacent to Veracruz. It is the only variant
that has gained new spaces of use!3 instead of losing them, a factor that
strengthens the vitality of the language.

The matches between both dialects belong mainly to the morpholog-
ical sphere. In the person system studied by Meléndez (2011, 2017) it is
shown that they share one of the most important innovations of Huastec:
they have reduced one structural position in the verbal phrase, marking
only one of the two participants of transitive sentences. In the person sys-
tem, they share as well the bi-morphemization of most of the morphemes

that belong to this sphere (personal pronouns are bi-morphemic; the

13 http://nenek.inali.gob.mx/ES/; https://es-la.facebook.com/NenekMexico/; http://www.
cdi.gob.mx/ecosgobmx/xeant.php. It is also noticeable that most of the linguistic descriptive

work has been done in Potosino Huastec by native speakers as well as by non-native speakers.
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second and third person of ergative and absolutive sets are systematically

bi-morphemic as well). The overlapping isoglosses are shown in Map 12.

Veracruz de lgn;elo

San Luk Porosi . ‘. w)

Hidalgo

Reduction of a structural position of person at the verbal phrase

Regular bimorphemization of the person marker paradigms

| Red o

Keeps two person markers positions at the verbal phrase
* Maintain reflexes of the protomorphemes person markers

e Loss of one person marker slot in the verbal phrase / conserve two person
marker slots in the verbal phrase

Bimorphemic person paradigms / monomorphemic person paradigms

Map 12. Overlapping morphological and syntactic isoglosses in Central

and Western Huastec dialects
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The data show that the Central and Western dialects are phonolog-
ically differentiated. However, there are similarities both in their verbal
structure and in morphological features related to person markers (the
red and purple isoglosses in the Map 12 represent morphological similar-
ities of this otherwise clearly different dialects). These similarities could
be explained by three different causes: a) as a product of recent common
evolution, b) by autonomous parallel evolution or ¢) by contact-induced
recent innovations. Common evolution is not the most viable explana-
tion, since the phonological divergences are the most ancient traits that
produced the split into the current variants and these are not shared in
both groups. Independent parallel evolution could be a possibility if
the typological tendencies were common in other languages, but they
are not. Contact-induced recent innovations could be the most optimal
explanation, since the communities probably have maintained regular
contact in the more recent history. This could explain the matches that
exist in the lexical sphere and the clear differences with respect to the
communities located in the Otontepec Region, in which Central Huas-
tec speakers have clearly maintained themselves isolated. This particu-
lar topic needs to be explored in a specific work but it goes beyond the

scope of the present study.

6. Discussion

Based on lexical and phonological data, Kaufman suggested that the

differentiation between the Huastec dialects occurred in recent times.
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This fact is relevant for this research since it is clear that Huastec dia-
lect diversification is not anchored to a remote past and that makes a
significative difference with respect to other Mesoamerican languages,
like the Otomanguean languages, for instance, where diversification is
so antique that they have evolved into different languages. Although it
is undeniable that the variants are well differentiated as discrete enti-
ties, they show a recent evolution that is still in progress, given that it is
possible to observe synchronic alternations in some morphemes, pho-
nemes and lexical items. In this sense, there are at least three dialectal
variants of Huastec, but the evolution attested within Eastern Huas-
tec deserves a deeper look into the evidence. Then, the question ari-
ses: how different two speaker communities need to be in order to be
considered different dialects, or even different languages? The answer
is not properly a linguistic task, but it can be useful to understand the
current variation and its applications for practical or political matters.
San Francisco, Chinampa and Tancoco have shown differences that
must not be ignored; if they cannot be considered different dialects,
the variation of the grammar levels between Tancoco and San Francis-
co Chontla should be enough to study them independently (at least
linguistically).

The communities located in Sierra de Otontepec have more reflec-
tions of proto-Huastec than those located in Tantoyuca, Veracruz, and in
the State of San Luis Potosi. The Sierra de Otontepec speakers, in towns
like San Francisco, seem conservative compared with speakers from Tan-
coco and Chinampa, who are innovative, even when Huasteco speakers

are in their sixties or older.
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Another question arises: why are these variants changing even when
the language is not being used? There is no obvious explanation for the
fact these changes are happening in less linguistically-vital communities
(Tancoco and Chinampa), as well as in communities where the language
is widely spoken (San Luis Potosi).

The intra-dialectal morpho-syntactic differences in the Otontepec or
Eastern Huastec are remarkable and they contribute to separate it into
three different groups, considering that their internal differences are sys-
tematic in other grammatical levels (cuip, Tco and Chontla). Finally,
the morphosyntactic differences in the Western or sLp dialect are sub-
tler than in the Eastern dialect: this is interesting since their geographi-
cal distribution is very extensive compared with the Otontepec dialects;
but, nevertheless, it seems to conserve many shared grammatical features
between all the speaker communities that belong to this dialectal group.

Some theories try to explain this complex sociolinguistic variation
based on the fact that Sierra de Otontepec remained isolated from the
rest of the Huastec-speaking communities. Also, San Francisco Chont-
la is separated, both geographically and socially, from Tancoco as there
is not a road or social system connecting their inhabitants.

It is not surprising that San Luis Potosi has so many dialectal innova-
tions, as it is the most widespread Huastec dialect, with a high linguistic
vitality. An important feature to underline is the recent morphological
innovations shared with the Central dialect, which is clearly differenti-
ated in phonological matters. These innovations must be recent, because
they are not attested in Tapias Zenteno’s registry from 1767, and they

some show synchronic alternation.
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