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1. ​Introduction

Several years ago I dined with the then soon-to-be-confirmed director of a governmental agency responsible for indigenous language education. I had secured Ford Foundation funding to create a series of anthologies (audio CDs and transcriptions) of Nahuatl oral traditions from communities across southern Guerrero and we were to discuss the relevance of my effort to government educational goals for this language. I envisioned that the distribution of audio and textual representations of traditional oral literature from evermore distant communities would facilitate the development of a reflective linguistic consciousness among speakers, particularly teachers and children. I suggested that revitalization efforts eschew purism and standardization beyond certain basic orthographic conventions—in essence abstaining from overt extra-community manipulation and imposition of linguistic form and content. The lexical, semantic, and morphosyntactic diversity of everyday speech (here distinguished from indigenous intellectual literary writing
) would not be lamented as a nearly insurmountable barrier to effective intervillage communication but rather embraced as a positive factor in revitalizing and enriching endangered languages within midsized regions of shared mutual intelligibility.

The director-to-be had a more geographically ambituous goal: to create a quasi-national linguistic community whereby, for example, Nahuatl speakers in Guerrero could communicate with their counterparts in Veracruz. Whereas I perceived this goal as at best a distant dream dependent on the development, implementation, and acceptance of an indigenous lingua franca shared by distinct communities, the director felt that the goal could be achieved by the “standardization” of a language, in this case Nahuatl, already shared among widely dispersed villages. The government position reflected what may be called a “culture of standardization,”
 here defined as a belief that a core set of shared language conventions (in the widest sense of the term [phonological, lexicosemantic and morphosyntactic]) can, and indeed should, be established and promoted so as to prevail over localized variants. This synecdochical language, whether it be newly engineered from several variants or one selected as a primus entre pares, might supersede local linguistic systems or it might exist alongside resistent patois in a diglossic situation. Even if the nonstandard variants continued to be spoken, however, the standard would clearly come to dominate the efforts of lexicographers and grammarians and set the requirements for written texts. Standardization, in essence, negatively affects the allocation of resources to nonstandard variants, a consequence that over time cannot but adversely affect the internal diversity of a language and the documentation of its variants.


The difference between the position that I was advocating and that which the director was defending (reflective of a viewpoint that has dominated politico-administrative interventions in indigenous language policy) can be illustrated by a biological metaphor. I was suggesting that the linguistic health of an endangered language community, like that of an ecosystem, would best be served by diversity, particularly in terms of lexicosemantic and morphosyntactic forms and structures.
 The government position—and one shared by many native language activists and intellectuals, as well as by national language policymakers—was that a strong, sturdy, and by definition artificial linguistic standard, like a species genetically engineered to propagate and ensure survival, was best suited to the linguistic goals and sociopolitical needs of minority language communities as well as the national state.

The contention that endangered language maintenance and revitalization is best served by efforts to document and disseminate diversity rather than create and impose a standard reflects a belief both in the positive impact of diversity as well as the negative impact of standardization (beyond a basic orthography, treated in the third section of this paper). It is within the lexicosemantic and morphosyntactic domains, however, that variation in spoken language over extended geographical space is most strongly manifested. By maintaining and indeed extending—though not imposing—variation in these domains through audio and print media, the potential repertoire of speakers will be enhanced and language health strengthened.

Standardization of indigenous, minority, and endangered languages—aspiring at best to a uniform orthography, a shared lexicon, and a codified grammar—also succumbs to an interesting paradox, particularly in regard to the second and third goals: to the degree that it is possible it is not necessary, and to the degree that it is necessary it is not possible. This paradox exists in several dimensions. In a practical dimension, standardization efforts have been almost entirely limited to orthography, which by definition is standardized and engineered, and have avoided lexicosemantic and morphosyntactic revisions that are difficult to design and probably impossible to implement. In a sociospatial dimension, for speakers of variants that are close and mutually intelligible, communication over diverse lexicosemantic and morphosyntactic variations is a quotidian practice, making standardization in these realms unnecessary. And for speakers of variants that are distant and not mutually intelligible (and may, indeed, best be considered separate languages), standardization requires a level of linguistic engineering, educational effort, and social compulsion that severely inhibits its chances of success. A standardized orthography, therefore, is somewhat incidental to cross-variant communication. While a phonemic script with a shallow orthography can certainly advance speakers’ ability to replicate variation in sound across divisions of dialect or language and a morphophonemic script with a deep orthography can facilitate recognition of morphemes across these same divisions, neither ensures cross-variant understanding of meaning. That is because reading has two components: “decoding spelling into sound and decoding spelling into meaning.”
 Ability to articulate an unfamiliar word from a different variant or to recognize a morpheme across the same divide in no way assures understanding, given the potential for wide divergence of meaning of identical morphemes of stems across a dialect continuum.

After a brief review of Nahuatl dialectology, I use the example of this language—in sections 3 through 5 on orthography, lexicosemantics, and morphosyntax—to explore the politics and practice of standardization for a speaker “community” that is linguistically, socially, politically, and administratively fragmented. I suggest that a prescriptive standard sought by educational institutions and state and indigenous policymakers has promoted political expediency over both pedagogical success and language survival by following a noncritical implementation of a “culture of standardization” that needs to be seriously questioned.

2. The Nahuatl “language”: a brief overview
Nahuatl is perhaps best considered a closely related set of languages, the variants of which constitute a dialect or language continuum that in Mexico stretches from the northern state of Durango (where it is known as “mexicanero”) to the southeastern portion of Veracruz (notably in Mecayapan and Pajapan).
 In this continuum—which is most closely woven in the central states of Guerrero, Mexico, Puebla, Hidalgo, San Luis Potosi, and Veracruz— speakers in adjacent villages are always able to understand each other, but communication is virtually impossible between individuals who live in areas far apart. However, while it would be difficult to deny, for example, that the mexicanero of Durango is a different language from the Nahuatl of southern Veracruz, determination of the precise number of Nahuatl languages would be a somewhat arbitrary decision, as would be establishing the boundaries that might separate one Nahuatl language (or dialect) from another.


The most comprehensive and sophisticated exploration of Nahuatl dialectology is by Canger (1980, 1988), who explores a combination of morphological and lexical isoglosses that represent historical groupings and patterns of diachronic change.
 She establishes an overriding division between central and peripheral dialects, a split that “is founded basically on one isogloss: the presence versus the absence of the stem-final vowel in the perfect of one class of verbs (see Canger 1980:chap. 2).
” More detailed dialect groupings are based on a variety of features, such as metathesis in the applicative (limited to an reduced region around Mexico City
) and the presence or absence of certain lexical items, such as āman vs. āxkān for ‘now’, a feature that groups central Guerrero with the Huasteca, separated by an area of central Mexico into which the Aztecs moved and established their policial and social base.
 In many respects Aztec, a particular variant of Nahuatl (and one that is not, in fact, closer to the proto-language than other variants), was a major innovating force in central Mexican Nahuatl dialectology. Clearly, its impact was inextricably linked to its hegemonic and prestiguous force. However, its “prototypicality” as the “Nahuatl language” is based on historical and social, not linguistic, factors

While Canger’s sophisticated analysis suggests that by linguistic criteria (phonological, lexicosemantic, and morphosyntactic) Nahuatl may be considered a single language with a shallow (about 1000 years) history of divergence into dialects, the factors by which a language is considered a separate entity are as much sociopolitical and functional as linguistic.
 Issues such as mutual intelligibility; the extent of communicative contact across dialect divisions; the geographic as well as “cognitive” length of the dialect continuum; patterns of indigenous self-identification; and the existence (or absence) of extensive, interregional politico-administrative institutions (e.g., indigenous academies and state initiatives) that could play a decisive role in developing and implementing language policy are all important in determining a classificatory scheme. In all of the preceding realms, Nahuatl criteria suggest a multilanguage classification. 

Through personal experience, I have found that mutual intelligibility across central Mexican variants can be quite restricted. For example, the differences between Balsas, Guerrero, and Sierra Norte de Puebla Nahuatl limit effective interregional communication at a normal speech rhythm and they seem at least as great as those between Spanish and Portuguese. Overall, throughout the continuum there is limited communication across a series of overlapping and loosely defined microregions
; the communication that does occur (e.g., in casual meetings at artisanry markets or event at activist events to consolidate a pan-Nahuatl identity) tends to use Spanish as a lingua franca. The extent to which speakers recognize distant variants as being of the same language has also varied over the past decades and self-identification is changing. In the 1980s, for example, I noted that speakers in the Balsas valley called their variant mejikānoh and both non-Nahuatl indigenous languages (such as Otomí and Mixtec) and extra-regional Nahuatl variants (such as those from the Tlapa area) “oksē mejikānoh” (‘a different type of Mejicano’). Increasingly over the last decade, however, pan-ethnic linguistic and cultural self-identification has grown along with increased indigenous political activism. Some groups have developed “language academies” modeled on a strategy for purism and standardization that dates at least back to the earliest such institution, the Accademia della Crusca (the Academy of the Chaff) founded in Florence in 1582 to keep impurities (hence, “chaff”) out of the Italian language. Other ethnic groups have combined linguistic and political activism by linking language revitalization, including standardization, with political struggle.


This very brief discussion of Nahuatl dialectology suggests an underlying tension between linguistic and sociopolitical criteria in determining that status of variants: dialects of a single language or separate languages with a shallow history of divergence. Whatever tendency one might favor, however, this debate is mostly about the status of an essentially superficial grouping imposed on a constant data set. That is, proponents of one or the other type of division are faced with similar linguistic patterns (e.g., in one variant the 1st-person singular and plural perfective of the verb kīsa, ‘to emerge’, is ōnikīs and ōtikīskeh and in another it is nikīsak and tikīskeh; or in one variant ‘I have eaten’ is expressed as yōnitlakwah and in another by nitlakwahtoka). The sparring perspectives simply group the linguistic data differently, depending on their own classificatory criteria. 

The following section will look at the continual yet to date unresolved efforts to establish a standard orthography in Nahuatl. I will continue, in sections 4 and 5, to explore problems of standardization, here in regard to variations across the language in lexicosemantics and morphosyntax. In all three realms, standardization is most accurately considered process within the realm of applied linguistics. As such, it should be implemented within a framework that defines the extent of the realms (orthographic, lexicosemantic, and morphosyntactic) in which it is to be attempted. Standardization should also establish fairly precise goals (“why standardize”) and be cognizant of the challenges to their realization. Seifart (2006:281ff) lists four such factors: (a) psycholinguistic and pedagogical issues; (b) existing orthographies; (c) dialect varieties; and (d) technical issues. To these may be added sociocultural and politico-administrative institutions that affect the development and implementation of language planning.

3. Documentation and revitalization of endangered languages: A standardized orthography
3.1 Introduction 
Documentation and revitalization share a common interest in developing orthographic conventions, as for each written language plays an important role. Yet while best practice for a documentation project is concerned with the longevity of the material, which requires clarity of conventions,
 open source format and Unicode encoding, and XML mark-up, the determination of a “best practice” orthography for indigenous political and revitalization movements is made extremely difficult by the complex of competing interests and goals often represented by multiple institutions (state and indigenous) that promote rival standards.
 

Orthography is, by definition, a standardized set of graphic symbols (graphemes) and rules for their phonetic realization and textual representation. The symbols point to a linguistic “entity,” usually either a morpheme (a sound or sequence of sounds that represent a minimal distinctive unit of meaning) or a phoneme (a sound that represents the minimal significant unit of a language, i.e., one that may serve to distinguish meaning).
 The rules consider significant questions such as word boundaries and the pronunciation of graphemes as well as more mundane matters such as punctuation characters and sequences.
 Issues such as the degree of linguistic variation that a single orthography aims to represent, the target audience of the writing system (e.g., learners, be they native or foreign, or fluent speakers), and the function or goals of the orthography (e.g., to facilitate reading or writing) all impact the relative desirability of one orthographic system or another. For example, a logographic system such as Chinese is advantageous in an isolating, morphologically simple language that is spoken over an area that manifests great variation. This is because the graphic representations of morphemes are invariable despite differences in their phonetic realizations from one dialect or language to another. A phonographic system that most closely approximates the spoken form (i.e., one with a shallow orthography) benefits learners by facilitating the pronunciation of unfamiliar variants. If a phonographic system underrepresents meaningful phonemic distinctions, however, learners are at a disadvantage: they do not possess the intrinsic linguistic knowledge of fluent speakers necessary to compensate for the absence of graphic clues to pronunciation.
 For these reason a learners orthography may differ from a standard. Relatively abstract alphabetic systems with a deep orthography (in which the graphemes signal underlying morphological forms) are relatively unproblematic to read for fluent speakers, who have either internalized the phonological rules that determine the surface realization of underlying forms or simply know, through native competence, the unpredictable alternations in phonemic realization. However, such systems are difficult for writers, even those with native speaker competence, as they must memorize underlying forms not represented by their speech and not predictable by rules.


This examination of Nahuatl orthography will be divided into three more subsections. The following will briefly look at Nahuatl orthography since colonial times. The next will explore the difficulties that modern Nahuatl poses to the development of a standard orthography. The conclusion, subsection 3.4, will discuss the possibility of a standardized inventory of graphemes capable of representing the totality of phonemes across Nahuatl variants as a reasonable goal that can be achieved without too much imposition on local variants and .
3.2 Overview of Nahuatl orthography
In colonial times, the Nahuatl alphabet was not fully standardized, though it “inherited” much of the standardization that has occurred in the Spanish language. The Franciscans Bernardino de Sahagún, Alfonso de Molina and Andrés de Olmos failed to represent both distinctive vowel length and the phonemic glottal stop, a type of “underrepresentation,” perhaps, but one that emerged from a lack of linguistic knowledge and not from a reflexive decision to not represent phonemic distinctions with a low functional load. The Jesuits Antonio del Rincón and Horacio Carochi were careful in representing both, and the latter was clear in their importance.
 Olmos was virtually alone in representing the phonologically conditioned devoicing of syllable-final /l/ by following it with an /h/ (e.g., oquichpipilhti ‘little man [disrespective]’
).

In 1975, the American Nahuatl scholar J. Richard Andrews introduced a hybrid variation on sixteenth-century orthography.
 He followed many of the colonial, Spanish-based principles (e.g, /c/ and /z/ for [s] [although he replaced colonial cedilla, /ç/, with /z/]; /c/ and /qu/ for [k], /x/ for the voiceless postalveolar fricative [ʃ] , and /tz/ for the voiceless alveolar affricate [͡ts]. Andrews adopted /hu/ for syllable initial voiced {w} (i.e., [ɦ]), and continued the colonial practice of writing /uh/ for its voiceless syllable-final counterpart. He employed /cu/ for the syllable-initial labialized voiceless velar stop [kw] (as in English quick) before all vowels, whereas colonial texts utilized /qu/ before /a/ and /cu/ elsewhere.
 The Jesuit system of marking length with a macron (e.g., /ā/ for a long /a/) was continued by Andrews, a significant break from the orthographies of others in the postcolonial period. Finally, another major change that Andrews introduced involved substituting an /h/ for the glotal stop that the Jesuits marked with an grave (word internally) or circumflex (word finally) diacritic.


For the last thirty years in Mexico, however, the tendency among both public educators affiliated with the Secretaría de Educación Pública and indigenous activists has been to use a more phonetic script with a one-to-one correspondence between sign and sound.
 Thus /k/ alone represents the voiceless velar stop [k]
, /s/ alone represents the voiceless alveolar fricative [s], and /j/ represents a postvocalic aspiration, which apparently varies across Nahuatl between the voiced and voiceless glottal fricatives [ɦ] and [h]. The voiced labio-velar approximant ([w]) is represented as /u/ though when voiceless in syllable-final position ([ʍ]) it is written /uj/. The labialized voiceless velar stop [kw] is represented as /ku/ syllable initially and /uk/ syllable finally. There has been an increasingly strong movement, particularly in Veracruz and influenced by natives and non-natives with linguistic training to utilize /h/ for the glottal fricatives and /w/ for the approximants. The use of /w/ is apparently being accepted in other central regions despite a continuing loyalty to /j/.
 The use of /w/ (instead of /u/ and /uj/, in syllable initial and syllable final position, respectively) leaves only /ku/ as a grapheme that changes according to position: /ku/ when syllable initial and /uk/ when syllable final. Many Nahuatl variants, nevertheless, delabialize this phoneme in syllable final position, thus circumventing the problem. Finally, vowel length is neither written in texts nor discussed in debates about orthography. It is written in texts produced by the state or an indigenous intelligentsia only occasionally, and then (with a double vowel) solely in a few instances of minimal pairs: e.g., kitooka ‘he plants it’ (compare to kitoka ‘he follows him’).


Nevertheless, Spanish influence on Nahuatl orthography remains strong, despite the recent introduction of /k/. For example, /j/ was initially selected to represent the postvocalic aspirated phoneme with the argument, still given, that /h/ is “silent” (muda), as indeed it is in Spanish. This suggests an “ontological status” ascribed to the grapheme /h/ that has continued to influence its lack of acceptance in Nahuatl orthography. The grapheme /w/ is still considered by some to be a “foreign symbol,” an objection that is voiced in meetings and private conversations.
 Finally, /kw/ or /kw/, for the labialized voiceless velar stop [kw] is deemed difficult to learn and, perhaps, doubly “foreign”. The only orthography to use this sequence is that of Hasler (1995) and Yopihua Palacios (2004) and only at a morpheme juncture, that is, a morpheme final /k/ followed by a morpheme initial /w/. 

The absence of vowel length markings also reflects the negative influence of Spanish phonology, the phonology of which does not require quantitative distinctions in vowel length. Furthermore, Nahuatl writing has become an iconic part of national discourse, and the orthography that has been used in this context has been that of the Franciscans, which did not represent vowel length distinctions. Finally, perhaps influenced by the belief that quantitative distinctions carry a low functional load in Nahuatl (i.e., that it seldoms serves as the principal phonemic cue to word meaning) there is a general feeling among policymakers (indigenous and non-indigenous) that there is no need to complicate orthography by representing such length distinctions. Reflective of the weight given to the functional argument is that policymakers and educators will admit the necessity of writing length (always through a double vowel) in the case of minimal pairs.


This overview has presented several basic orthographic systems for Nahuatl: the Franciscan and Jesuit systems; Andrews’s modified colonial orthography; modern orthographies favored by state institutions and indigenous activists; and a linguistic orthography that focuses on graphic representation of the full phonemic inventory. The following section looks further into linguistic, pedagogical, and issues in the development of a standard orthography.
3.3 Modern Nahuatl and a standardized orthography

In a short essay on language standardization in Guatemalan Maya, Nora England (1996:182) answers her own rhetorical question about “Who should choose?” with “Maya all agree that Maya should do the choosing.” The same consideration applies, mutatis mutandis, to the Nahuatl of Mexico. Yet, that being said, there is also a role for a cultural and linguistic analysis of the process of standardization, and not simply as an academic exercise but as a contribution to the debates that must eventually take place.


What most strikes one in a meeting of bilingual teachers and indigenous langauge activists is the faith in standardization and the commitment to purism. Workshops develop neologisms for non-indigenous objects and concepts while literary production, particularly that of the Secretaría de Educación Pública, often follows Spanish syntactical patterns. Yet the major discussions center on orthography and, within this debate, on graphemes. Inevitably the discussion fixes on two controversial debates, whether to use /u/ or /w/ for the labio-velar fricatives and whether to use /j/ or /h/  .
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� Such writing, in Nahuatl and other indigenous languages of Mexico often manifest a meticulous and reflexive language use that does not present many of the difficulties found in oral communication, The most consistent body of work with indigenous literary intelligentsia throughout Mexico is that of Carlos Montemayor; see, for example, the four-volume anthology edited by Montemayor and Frischmann, and published by the University of Texas Press, as well as other works by Montemayor cited in the bibliography. For an analysis of Mixe intelligentsia and literature production, see Faudree (2006), who notes that the literature production of such individuals have little impact and acceptance in indigenous households (p. 38).


� The term is used by Michael Silverstein (1998). Note Bird (2001:22, from ms version, check page in journal), who suggests that “For reasons of efficincy and impact, expatriate linguists regularly attach a higher value to standardization than is typical of the cultures in which they are immersed. While it has a useful function, ‘standardization should not be punitive’ (Bright, pers. comm. 1997).”


� Joseph (1987:5) notes that the phrase ‘standard language’, with ‘standard’ as an adjective, was first used in the Proposal for the Oxford Dictionary (1858): “‘As soon as a standard language has been formed the lexicographer is bound to deal with that alone.’” The assignment of resources to developing a standard is a hidden, yet real cost to the diversity of a linguistic community.


� In a similar vein, using the metaphor of “cross-fertilization” among language variants, Michael Silverstein (1998:289) suggests that “cultural flowering follows upon linguistic health.”


� In-Mao (1995:145)-}.


� Actually, Nahuatl languages extend south to El Salvador, where it is known as Pipil, and to Oaxaca, in a now extinct variant called Pochutec, which most researchers separate from the more northern Nahuatl languages, derived from a proto-language called General Aztec. For Pipil see, particularly, Campbell (1985), who cites several other works on this language in his bibliography. For Pochutec, there is little, but see Boas (1917) and Bartholomew (1980). For Pajapan, see García de León (1976, 1968, 1976) and Peralta Ramírez (n.d.); for Mecayapan, see Wolgemuth (2002, 1981, 1969) and Wolgemuth et al. (2000). For Durango, see Valiñas Coalla (1981). 


� Ethnologue, edited by Raymond Gordon, lists 27 modern Nahuatl languages, the recently published catalogue of the Instituto Nacional de Lenguas Indígenas lists 30. Both might overdifferentiate in terms of mutual intelligibility, but they reflect a growing trend to separate what was once considered a single indigenous language of Mexico. 


� Her 1988 paper, in particular, offers an excellent summary of the history of Nahuatl dialectology. Lastra de Suárez (1986) explores dialect divisions basically through lexical isoglosses.


� For example, in central dialects perfective of kīsa ‘to emerge’ is kīski o kīs, whereas in peripheral dialects, which retain the stem-final vowel, the cognate form is kīsak; Canger (1980:chap 2).


� Canger (1980:chap. 4). Metathesis in the applicative (historically *-lia) involved wl → lw, for example, *poliwa+lia → *poliwilia → *poliwlia → *polilwia →polwia.


� The form āman is found in the Huasteca and Central Guerrero, āxkān is found elsewhere; Canger (1988:58). This shared feature (as well as some others) between the Huasteca and Central Guerrero suggests an early period of contact that was broken up by the Aztec incursion in the the central Valley.


� See Kloss’s (1978) and Joseph’s (1980, 1987) use of the terms abstand (structural and linguistically distinct) and ausbau (developed institutionally as a distinct standard for political and functional reasons) languages.


� The geographical delimitation of these overlapping microregions involves the same question as that of delimiting dialects. In both cases overlap forecludes any precise boundaries.


� In Oaxaca there are academies for the Mixtec and for the Zapotec languages, the former created by educators and activists in the 1990s, the latter created by an official act of state on 20 November 1970. Academies for Yucatec Maya and Nahuatl are older, dating to the first half of the 20th century. Probably the most active grassroots organizations for indigenous linguistic and political activism are in Highland Guatemala; see, for example, Fischer, (1993), Fischer and Brown (1996), and Warren (1998). On language standardization in particular, see the articles by Brown (1996), England (1996) and Maxwell (1996), both in the Fischer and Brown collection.


� For example, the recommendation of Bird and Simons (2003:575): “Map the symbols used in transcription to phonological descriptors that are mapped to a common ontology of linguistic terms”.


� For a discussion of the differing lexicographic goals of academics and native leaders, see Hinton and Weigel (2002).


� To take an example from English in- is a morpheme (prefix) that is associated with the meaning ‘not’ as in inactive. A morpheme may have distinct realizations in different contexts, thus illogical, impossible, irregular. It can be said that in-, im-, il-, and ir- are four allomorphs of a single morpheme and the use of one or another is conditioned by the following sound (e.g., im- appears before following bilabials: impossible, imbalance). Phonemes are distinctive units of sound that may express semantically meaningful contrasts in a language. One test of whether or not a given sound is a phoneme is whether it serves to distinguish words in minimal pairs, pairs of words that differ in only one phoneme. Thus, bat, cat, hat, fat, that, all differ by one sound: [b], [k], [h], [f], [ð]. Note that the last phoneme, a voiced dental fricative, is represented by a digraph, /th/. At times there may be a phonetic difference between two sounds, such as an unaspirated [p] (as in spot) and aspirated [ph] (as in pencil) or the velar [k] (as in cold) and its fronted variant [k̟] (as in keen). These variants, conditioned by the phonological environment, are not semantically meaningful and are not written in a phonemic orthography (though they are represented in a phonetic representation). 


� See Seifart (2006) for general questions of orthographic systems for endangered languages. The literature on developing indigenous writing systems is vast; see, for example, Burnaby (1985), Grenoble and Whaley (2006: particularly chaps. 5, 6, and 7), Hinton and Hale (2001: particularly chap. 19 by Hinton), Ostler and Rudes (2000), Simons (1994), Tabouret-Keller et al. (1997).


� A well-known underrepresentative orthographic system is Latin, which failed to represent phonemic vowel length. 


� English represents such a (partially) morphographic system, which preserves “the visual image of morphemes, which would be blurred in a shallow orthography” (Seifart 2006:279). Thus electric, electricity, electrician all preserve the alphabetic sequence electric despite three different phonemic realization: [k], [s], and [ʃ]. 


� Thus he wrote: “And let no one think that it matters little whether one does or does not take care with these accents [note: glottal stops] and with the length of the syllables, becuase aside from the fact that a badly rpnounced language greatly offends hearers, in thsi one there will be mistakes at every step and one thing will be said for another, if there is neglect with the pronunciation. It is no less to take a saltillo from its proper place than a letter.” Carochi 2001:25). 


� See Olmos (2002:52). 


� J. Richards Andrews (1975). His alphabet has been followed by other major U.S. scholars such as Frances Karttunen and James Lockhart but has had little following in Mexican indigenous writing, which tends to follow the system of the Secretaría de Educación Pública.


� The sound [kw] does not occur before /o/. Colonial texts utilized /cu/ before /e/ and /i/.


� E.g., Jesuit tàtli became Andrews tahtli ‘father’ and Jesuit chōcâ became Andrews’s chōcah ‘they cry’.


� In Mexico, only the Summer Institute of Linguistics (see, e.g., their most recent dictionary, Brockway, Brockway, and Valdés [2000]) and a few United States researchers continue to use the Andrews script.


� The initiative to use /k/ apparently began in 1982, with a group of bilingual teachers affiliated with the Asociación de Profesores Indígenas Nahuas, A.C.; see Yopihua Palacios et al. (2004:23). It is now the accepted standard among indigenous and state educators as well as activists and most writers. 


� Yopihua Palacios et al. (2004) assert that using /u/ and /j/ is “not recommended” (p. 22) and continue, “Lamentablemente, en la década de 1940, un grupo de lingüistas decidió evitar el uso de w, h y k, debido a que estas letras fueron consideradas desventajosas para la castellanización de los nahuahablantes, mientras que, por el contrario, las letras u, j y c (además del dígrafo qu) fueron vistas como más apropriadas para tal propósito.” In other recent documents (Secretaría de Educación, Guerrero, 2004, and Centro de Integración Social para el Desarrollo de los Pueblos Indígenas, 2005) /w/ is also accepted though its use in examples presented in these documents is inconsistent and in the copy I have someone has noted in pencil next to /w/, “en proceso de discusión”. Note however, that the extensive series of free Nahuatl language primary school textbooks published for various regions by the Secretaría de Educación Pública and the Comisión Nacional de Libros de Textos Gratuitos in 2004 continue to use /u/, /uj/ and /j/. Note that Yopihua Palacios et al. (2004) follow an orthography proposed by Andrés Hasler (1995) and thank Hasler for his input.


� Campbell (1985) writes vowel length in his Pipil dictionary. There are few other attempts to write vowel length; they are inconsistent at best. 


� This information is from many conversations with bilingual teachers and native speakers in the Secretaría de Educación Pública responsible for orthographic decisions and development. These same conversations covered the objections to /w/ and /kw/ or /kw/.


� The most well known of these pairs is toka ‘to follow’ and tōka ‘to bury or plant’, an opposition that exists in most variants. Another is mets- and mēts-, the roots for 





