


























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































In Chetilla, where only the second stage was reached, ‘silence’ is
[EundYa). Quesada reports that the nearly-extinct dialect of Llaucén
has [1Y) as the reflex of *£ (1976a: 40). Since we do not know the local
form of items like *cunf£a ‘silence’, we cannot tell if this is a result of
Relateralization (perhaps under the influence of local Spanish) or if this

dialect remains unaffected by Delateralization.

In Lambayeque both [Z] and [J] are found, depending on the
community; but [Z] predominates. Though to date [dY] has not been
reported in this area, the evolution was in all likelihood the same as

that of Cajamarca; areas showing [Z] have [EunJa] for ‘silence’.

One thing that both areas have in common is that the change goes
against the trend of the local Spanish, where orthographic "lI" is
pronounced [1¥]. Nevertheless, in both areas the change appears to be
presently in progress rather than something dating back to a presumed
period of linguistic unity. So it would appear that here again we have

a case of parallel development.

In San Martin the reflex of *£ is uniformly {j].1¥ The same is
true in most areas of Amazonas, but the dialects of the Imaza
headwaters, Quinjalca, Granada, Olleros, and Goncha, which are the most
monolingual and isolated, are unaffected by Delateralization, having [1¥]
as the reflex of *£. The dialects that delateralize in San Martin and

Amazonas are going with rather than against the current of local

1In numerous interviews of people from Lamas I have never found the
[%] allophone reported in Escobar (1970) and Coombs et al. (1976: 35).
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Spanish, for in these two departments, as well as in most of the eastern

jungle area of Peru, orthographic "lI" is pronounced [J].

In summary, Depalatalization does not seem to be a good basis on
which to assign the E and W dialects to single genetic subfamily. The
changes appear to be independent and on-going in each area; and the W
dialects are changing despite the local Spanish norms, while the E

dialects appear to be conforming to them.

4,3.3.4. Pluralization.

The main feature which is undoubtedly an innovation and which
unites all four Northern Peruvian zones, as well as being unique to
them, is the system of verbal pluralization with -sapa or -£apa. This
fact is not mentioned by either Parker or Toreroc. However, even
though the resulting systems are very similar in all four, there is not
perfect agreement. Lambayeque-Cajamarca uses -£apa, while Amazonas-
San Martin uses -sapa; and these come from different proto-roots,
*£apa and *zapa, respectively. And there is a further difference. We
have already seen how -kuna is used to pluralize either the possessed
or the possessor in San Martin (p. 59). In the E dialects ~£apa is used
to pluralize the possessor, thus eliminating the San Martin~-type

ambiguity:

wasi =y ~kuna ‘my houses’ [Cajamarca]

house 1POS PL
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wasi -y ~£apa tour (excl.) house’

wasi =y -kuna -£apa ‘our (excl.) houses’

So once again we cannot be sure we are dealing with a single
shared innovation in all four areas. Therefore we are forced to leave
the hypothesis of a genetic North Peruvian subfamily as plausible but

unproven.

4.3.4. THE CENTRAL-SOUTHERN SPLIT

All observers have been impressed with the stark contrast
between the Southern dialects and those of the Central area even
though they are geographically contiguous. Huerta (1616) alludes to
this boundary, and Hengvart (1907) emphasizes it. This distinction was
one of the main points of Parker's initial article (1963). At first glance
it would seem simple to gather an impressive list of differences between
these two areas. The problem is that, as more dialect information has
become available, dialects having properties typical of both groups have
turned up, and the list of exclusively distinctive traits of the two
groups has dwindled away. Torero recognized already in 1968 that the
1st person markers, subject and possessive (1SU and 1POS), were his
only remaining criteria for separating the two groups. Taylor, as we
have seen, opts for considering the problem dialects "mixed," as far as
their classification is concerned. In the real world "mixing" can take
place, of course, but this type of reasoning quickly becomes circular if
it is invoked as an explanation when we have no independent evidence

of contact or population movements. Taking the 1lst person markers as
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the sole criterion for the separation of these two groups reduces the
"bundle" to a single isogloss, a move that is difficult to defend against

charges of arbitrariness.

The main geographic border separating the Central and Southern
dialects in the Continuous Zone is the political one between the
Departments of Junin and Huancavelica. Looking at simple isoglosses
for a moment, without regard to whether they are innovations or not, we
find a whole series of differentiators which separate the dialects
northwest and southeast of this line, namely those labeled QI and QII in

the following Differentiator Matrix,

QI Cacra Huangéascr Chocos Lincha Vifiac QII
1ps - - -t - ~y/-ni -y/-ni -y/-ni
10B -ma -ma -ma -ma -wa -wé -wa
LOC -aw -pi -pa -pa ~pi -pa ~pi
ABL -pita -paq -paq -pagq -paq -pag ~manta
DUR -y(k)a -ya -ya ~ya -ya ~-ya -Cka
Vpl -paku -paku -paku -paku -paku -paku -8ik/-ku
¥x - ¢ ¢ é 8 8 é ¢
V: + + + + + + -

However, as one moves to the border of Lima and Ica
Departments, one encounters other dialects, located in Southern Yauyos,
whose features do not coincide cleanly with either group. These are

also displayed on the chart.

Before taking up the question of whether the Central dialects can
be considered a genetic family, let us see first how they can be
characterized in Categorial terms. Since our goal for the moment is not
one of genetic classification, but rather to define the difference between

the Central and Southern dialects, we adopt the Isogloss Bundle method.
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Upon examining the above matrix it is clear that no other differentiator

supports or "forms a bundle with" the 1st person markers.

But if one leaves these aside, it ig possible to find agreement
among the following differentiators: (the form northwest of the line is

cited.).

1. Verbal pluralization by Modals such as -paku.
2. The Ablative is -paq. (related to -pita, etc.
3. The Durative is -ya (< -yka)

4, Contrastive vowel length.

5. Retention of the contrasts *c £ *x, ¥z £ *s, 15

Orie problem for such an analysis is the dialect of Laraos, which
has -manta for the Ablative, -¢ka for the Durative, and lacks long
vowels. Torero cites several other towns which would be problematic
for this division. He claims that Tantara (Castrovirreyna, Huancavelica
Dept.) has long vowels, and Moya and Vilcas (Huancaveiica) preserve ¥c
F *x and *z £ *s, though in other respects all three are like the
Southern dialect of Ayacucho. I will tentatively ignore these three,

since Torero cites no data for his claims.l6

15Tn reality the changes which merged these in the Southern dialects
took place at quited different times, so we would be justified in
splitting this differentiator into two separate ones.

18My own data from these towns are the fruit of a few short encounters
which did not yield consistent results. None of it tends to confirm
Torero’s claims. My experience is that men from these areas, due to
extensive traveling, tend to mix in, or speak entirely in Ayacucho
Quechua. The women, on the other hand, preserve the local dialect
much more consistently.
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The result is that, except for Laraos, it iz possible to come up
with a Categorial Classification in which the Central dialects are
separated from the Southern ones by at least five different isoglosses.
One should note, however, that the lst person markers are not among

these.

4.3.5. SIAMESE-TWIN DIALECTS

Another problem for classification based on the 1st person
markers is that in both Yauyos and Huaral Provinces of Lima Dept.
there are pairs of dialects that are separated by their system of 1st
person markers but otherwise are quite similar. In the Province of
Yauyos (Lima) we have, for example, Huangdscar as opposed to Madedn
and Vifiac located in the same canyon. The former has lst person
markers typical of the Central dialects, while the latter two have forms

like those found in the Southern area. See the following map.
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In the Province of Huaral (Lima) the town of Santa Cruz de
Andamarca has typical Southern lst person markers, while those of
Pacaraos, a community across the canyon of the Chancay River, has
forms which are unique (both 1SU and 1POS are =y), as we have
seen. Forms like those of Andamarca are reported by Taylor (1979b) for

Vichaycocha, a community within the district of Pacaraos. In inquiries I
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made in Ravira in 1988, I was unable to find anyone who remembered
someone ever having spoken Quechua in that community. The same was
true of Chauco in the District of Andamarca. As yet there has been no
opportunity to check the towns of Viscas, Bahos, and Pirca. These

communities are displayed on the following map.
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If the Southern and Central dialects are separated on the basis of
the 1st person markers, as virtually every one has suggested, the line
between the two will have to take some rather bizarre twists. As we
noted earlier, it might be feasible to join Madean, Vifac, Lincha, Tana
and Laraos with the Southern dialects in spite of their other features.
To do this with Andamarca and Vichaycocha, however, would not appear,
on the surface of it, to make sense geographically or linguistically, since

the rest of their features are typically Central.

4,3.6. THE CENTRAL GROUP

We arrived at a Categorial Classification which provides and
interesting characterization of the Central dialects in terms of a bundle
of five isoglosses, but which required dropping the 1lst person markers
as a criterion, Can the dialects so delimited be shown to constitute a
genetic subfamily? In other words, what shared innovations do they
exhibit? At least one is required. If we return to the bundle of five
isoglosses proposed as a definition of the Central dialects (p. 255), we
see that (5) is a retention in these dialects, and that in the case of (2)
the Ablative and (3) the Durative it is not clear which group (or
perhaps both) innovated. In only two cases can we be fairly certain

that the Central dialects are the innovators:

1. The existence of Long Vowels.

2. The use of Modals as Verbal Pluralizers.
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These both have the appearance of being rather old changes, so
they look like reasonably good support for the existence of a genetic
subgroup along the lines of that defined by the isogloss bundle. Of
course, accepting such a as a genetic subfamily would necessitate the
abandonment of the lst person markers as the earliest change which

split off the Central dialects.

4.3.7. THE SOUTHERN DIALECTS

Can the Southern dialects, as defined by the same five isoglosses
also be considered a genetic subfamily? The Southern dialects as we
have characterized them have so many features in common that the
answer would at first seem to be an obvious yes. Recall, however, that
we have argued that the Locative, the system of Verbal Plurals and
other typical Southern features are very likely retentions rather than
innovations. However, there are at least three innovations (and there
are probably others) that would argue for this group also being a

genetic unit, namely,
1. The merger of *x and *c.
2. The merger of *s and *z,
3. The reduction of the clitic pluralizer -kuna to -ku.

The first change is not exclusive to this group. The second is,
but took place only during the colonial period, as we have seen. It

would not, therefore, have been what caused the split. The third
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change had only taken place in the 1st person exclusive pronoun
nugayku and the corresponding possessive -yku in the dialect
described by Santo Tomds (1560a, b). With rare exceptions it has
currently affected all instances in the verbal paradigm in the extant
Southern dialects. . The evidence of a genetic Southern subgroup seems

to be there, if somewhat less solid.

4.3.8. THE CENTRAL VERSUS OTHER DIALECTS

To end this consideration of the classification of Quechua dialects,
let us take up the topic which underlies much of the discussion of
Quechua clessification since Parker (1963), namely whether there is any
basis for separating the dialects into two basic groups, as almost
everyone has done. First some simplifying assumptions will be made to

avoid undue complexity. We have seen that

1. It is not certain that the special relationship of the Northern
and Southern dialects is one of common origin, though this is a

distinct possibility.

2. It is not clear that the North Peruvian dialects can be united

into a single family.

3. It is not certain how the Central dialects should be gathered
into a single genetic group and which dialects should be excluded

from it, but one proposal seems promising.
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In spite of these uncertainties we will assume that each of these
three points has been satisfactorily resolved and that we can speak of a
North-South group, a North Peruvian group, and a Central group, each
of which is a genetic unity. Can any two of these three groups be
united so that they oppose the third, thereby giving rise to a binary

division at the top of the tree?

Let us examine the following Differentiator Matrix in which a

number of features of the four areas have been charted:

Some Major Dialect Differentiators:

N NP C S Innovator:
1. isSU ~-ni -ni -2 ~ni C
2. 1POS - -y -2 -y C
3. 10B -wa -wa -ma -wa C
4, DUR -ku -yvka -yka ~Cka N,?
5. ABL ~manta -manta -pik(ta) -manta ?
6. Loc -pi ~-pi -Caw -pi C
7. Vb PL (33) -kuna -sapa Modal ~-ku NP, C
8. SR= -spa -Spa -r -spa ?
g, SU /PST_ SU POS POS SU N, S
10. REFL -ri ~keal? -ku ~-ku N, NP
11, *x el é é el N, S
12, Vya Vya Vya a Vya C
13. Long V? - - + - C

We have already discussed all of these differentiators except for
three, namely 4, 8, and 9. In the case of the Durative (4), we have
already seen that the Northern form -ku is in all likelihood a reflex of
the Reflexive -ku of the Central and Southern dialects. Central dialects
of the Huanca area and Yauyos have both -yka (or derivatives like -ya

and -ya) and -¢ka. In such cases the former has the normal Durative

17San Martin has -naku. 1 have no data from Amazonas.
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meaning while the latter means ‘to do meanwhile,’ i.e., while some other
action is taking place. This is the meaning of -ski in Lambayeque as
well (but not of -skI in Ancash). In Ayacucho the form -¢ka has both

meanings.

The most plausible explanation for all these facts would be that
both forms existed in the proto-language as separate morphemes, and
that -¢ka was generalized in the Southern dialects while it was lost or
replaced by ~yka in the rest of the Central dialects and those of the
North Peruvian area. If this is correct, it would mean that several
different innovations are involved in different areas, such as, "-Cka

loss" or "~yka generalization."

What is displayed for Differentiator (8) is oversimplified, as we
have seen. In the North Peruvian group, Lambayeque has -r. In the
Central group -$pa is found along with -r in most of Ancash and
Huanuco Departments but differing as to their morphological properties
(see Weber 1989 for details). -3pa alone is found in Southern Yauyos.
As in the case of the Durative, this distribution points to the
possibility that both forms existed in the proto-language, and that one

or the other was eliminated in various dialects.

Differentiator (9) refers to the form of the person marker that
occurs after the Past Tense (PST) marker, *-rqa. The dialects marked
"POS" take possessive person markers rather than the normal verbal
subject markers (SU) in this environment. Once again what is indicated

in the chart is a simplification. In the North Peruvian group, San

263



Martin has SU. Both SU and POS are found in Cajamarca. In the
Central group the southern Huanca dialects and Southern Yauyos have

SU.

This person marking in the POS dialects is unusual, since it is
virtually the only case in which the POS person markers are used in
main verbs. Therefore by the lectio difficilior Principle and the
criterion of Naturalness, the SU dialects may be seen to innovative,
eliminating the anomaly. A change in the opposite direction would be

completely unmotivated.18

Turning our attention again to the Differentiator Matrix, it is
clear that the Central dialects definitely stand out in the number of
features (i.e., isoglosses) which separate them from the other groups.
Eight of them (1, 2, 3, 5, 6, 8, 12, and 13) distinguish the C‘entral group
from the others combined. Therefore in terms of Quantitative

Classification the Central dialects are certainly the most distinct group.

In order to consider the question from the point of view of
Genetic Classification, the final column was added to the Differentiator
Matrix, in which the group which innovates with regard to each
differentiator is indicated. In the case of the Ablative, the Durative,

and SR=, where the evolution probably involves various innovations, the

187 further difficulty for those who consider the changes affecting the
verbal 1lst person marker (1SU) to be the oldest in the evolution of
Quechua is the fact they are not mentioned the colonial sources which
list the peculiarities of "Chinchaysuyo." Figueredo (1700) cites the 1st
person in the past tense as being "rca" (-rga-:); but, as we have just
seen, this is an instance of the possessivé marker 1POS, not the verbal
marker 1SU.
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innovators are not specified. Examining this column we find that though
the Central dialects are highly innovative (1, 2, 3, 6, 7, 12, and 13), not
a single innovation is shared by them and any other group. Even more
interesting is the fact that not even one innovation is shared by the
Southern and North Peruvian groups. What this means is that there is

no basis for either of the following genetic classifications:

PQ PQ
C NP S C NP S

It is the Tree on the right which embodies the claims regarding
Parker’s "A" and "B" branches or Torero’s "QI" and "QII". Since no
shared innovation supports this tree, we are forced to conclude that
both Parker’s and Torero’s proposals fail as genetic classifications. One
might try to salvage them by searching for still other innovations, but
the Differentiator Matrix above contains the major ones that have been

proposed to date.

This serves to illustrate the vastly different results which may
result from the "Isogloss Bundle" method and strict application of the
Shared Innovation Principle. But it also is an example of an inherent
limitation imposed by the reliance on this principle, one which could be
called the "Conservative Non-Recoverability Limitation." We have already
noted that not all past events are recoverable as history. This is not
only due to the fact that certain changes can erase the evidence of

previous cnes. It is also due to theoretical limitations inherent in the

265



methodology. The one I wish to consider here is simply a logical

corollary of the Shared Innovation Principle itself.

We have seen how divergence results when an innovation affects
part of a uniform area, splitting it into two dialects, one innovative, the
other conservative. These two are essentially equal as to their
evolutionary possibilities; that is, the potential of each for further
innovation is the same. However, if each is fragmented by subsequent
change, thus becoming a subgroup, the recoverability of the two
subgroups is not equal, even theoretically. The members of the
innovative subgroup by definition share a change which allows them to
be later identified as a genetic subgroup, namely the original innovation.
The conservative subgroup shares no such innovation and therefore is

not so easily recoverable as a genetic unit.

For example, suppose that an innovation I1 splits an area into
dialects A and B, where A is the innovator (i.e., is [+I1]). If a second

innovation 12 further subdivides A into A1 and Az, then the evolution is

I

Iz A

N

A A2 B
which is recoverable since A1 and A2 share the innovation I1.

If, on the other hand, I2 were to affect B instead (B1 being the

innovator), the evolution would be,
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I
I2 B

N

A B1 B2

which is not recoverable, since B1 and B2 share no innovation. We
would only be able to tell that the above is the correct evolution if we
had independent evidence that I1 is chronologically prior to I2. In the

absence of such evidence the following two would be equally plausible:

I I2
I2 I

A Ba B2 B1 A B2

B would also become recoverable if another innovation affected it before

Iz divided it, but nothing guarantees that this would happen.

The Conservative Non-Recoverability Limitation, therefore simply
states that groups of dialects which are defined by their conservatism
with regard to a particular innovation may not be methodologically
recoverable as genetic subgroups, even though historically they may
have been such. This is really just what was stated earlier to the
effect that "shared retentions prove nothing about subgrouping,” and is
due to the secondary or indirect nature of the evidence provided by
the Shared Innovation Principle. The result of this Limitation is

indeterminacy in the reconstructed evolution.

It should be recalled that in general lack of evidence FOR a

particular hypothesis is not the same as evidence AGAINST it. We have
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Jjust seen the highly innovative nature of the Central dialects, and I
have argued earlier for the conservative nature of a number of features
of the other groups a5 a whole, such as, 1P0OS, 1SU, 10B, the Locative,
and the Ablative. This means that it is quite plausible that the Central
dialects were the first to break away from Proto-Quechua as the
classifications of Parker and Torero would generally indicate. The
reconstructions of both authors (but especially Parker) would portray
the Central dialects as somewhat more conservative than I have, and
would indicate that it was the non-Central dialects that innovated and
broke away. Nevertheless, the same major division of dialects would
result. If the Central dialects are seen as the principal innovators and
the others as conservative, the Limitation we have just examined would
account for the lack of empirical evidence in favor of the hypothesis

most wish to support.

This, however, does not argue in favor of the particular
hypothesis in question. The fact that no shared innovations were found
forces us to admit that the relations between the three groups is

indeterminate. All of the following are possible:

PQ PQ PQ
C S NP C NP S c NP S

The virtually universal inclination on the part of investigators
toward the right-most tree is undoubtedly based on criteria of

similarity, which, as we have seen, are not always reliable. We
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reluctantly conclude, therefore, that the question of the internal

relations between these three groups remains unresolved.

4.5, CONCLUSION

We have examined the overall picture of Quechua dialects, we have
reviewed the major issues in the theory of classification, and we have
examined the various classifications proposed to date and measured them
by the yardstick of accepted methodology. We have now examined some
of the major issues of Quechua classification in the light of the
methodology and the facts. Clear answers have not always resulted, but
we have tried to indicate the direction in which these would lie,
remembering that success is not guaranteed, and definitive answers may
never be reached. After all, after more than a hundred and fifty years
of intense research, no satisfying genetic classification of Indo~-European
languages has been forthcoming. The reason is clear. In spite of the
quantity and quality of reconstruction done to date and the elucidation
of the innovations involved, it has not been possible to reach solid
conclusions about the chronology of these innovations and the extent to

which they may be due to mutual influence.

It is not the case, however, that the point has been reached
where all of the interesting questions concerning Quechua will have to
be left open. More careful research, some of which is most urgent, due
to the fact that a number of the crucial dialects are on the verge of
extinction, along with conscientious application of the methodology

should yield a whole harvest of new insights.
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