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Abstract

This study traces the geographical dlslnhuﬁﬂn of Sﬂmt‘- words in
the Pano-Takanan and Uru-Chipaya language families {Feru and Bo-
livia}. The mcthod applied has been fmll:fulpf (though not exclusively)
used in the fields of Uralic and Indo-Ewropean diachronic stdies, O
research has been influenced by the studies by Bereczld (1983), Hajch
{(1931), Hajdd & Domokos (1987), Hakkinen (1983) and Joki (1973).
This kind of studies are a prerequisite to any attempt to investigate into
the kind of problematic relationships involved between language groups,
showing either that (1) the languages in quastion, at least in the course
of the time section under study, were not in]direct contact (or had only
sporadic contacts) or that (2 the languages were indeed in contact. The
latter possibility offees us the opportunity to further examine whether we
are dealing with areal affinity or genetic relationship. When no contact
cap be shown, there can be no genetic connection for the period under
scrutiny. The next step, phonological and forphotogical comparison
gither proving or discarding genetic relationship, is not attiempted here.
We try 1o disclose layer after layer, as far back in the past as feaszabie,
the former distribution of the ancestors of these languages, thus recon-
structing some of the movements of these peoples andfor languages.

;
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Mainly by inspecting the geographical distribution of cognate words, we
have tried to disentangle different chronological stages of the languages,
inrelative time. A hypothesis of six chronological stages, each reflecting
a particular peographical configuraton of the ancestor languages, is
proposed.

Key words: Uru-Chipaya, Pano-Takanan, genetic vs arcal relationship.

Semejanzas léxicas entre lenguas
uru-chipaya y pano-tacana: ;jrelacion
genética o difusién de drea?

Resumen

Este estudio rastrea 1a distribucién geografica de alpunas palabras
de las familias lingiifsticas pano-takanan y uru-chipaya (Pend y Bolivia).
El método aplicado se ha usado froctifera, pero no exclusivamente, en
los campos de los estudios diacronicos urdlicos e indo-europeos. Nuesira
imvestigacion ha sido influida por f0s éstudios de Bereczki (1983}, Hajdd
(1981), Hajdd & Domokos (1987}, Hiakkinen (1983) y Joki (1973). Este
tipo de esmdios constituye un prerrequisito para cualguice intento da
investigar el tipo de relaciones problemdticas que se dan entre grupos de
[engmas, mostranda que: (1) las lenguas en couestién, al menos en el curso
de 1a gseccitn estudiada, no estaban en contacte directo (o tenfan sdlo
. contactos esporddicos) o que {2 las lenguas ciertaments estaban en
" contacto, Esta iltima posibilidad ofrece 1a oporiunidad de examinar
ulteriprmente si nos enfrentamos cop und afinidad de drez o con uny
relacion gendtica. Cuvando no se puede demostrar contacto, no pueds
haber conexidn genética para ¢l periodo examinadeo. El prdximo paso, fa
comparacidn fonoldgica y morfolégica que prucha o rechaza la relacion
genélica, no se intenla aqui. Intentamos revelar capa tras capa, tan
reinolarments en el pasado como sca posible, la anterior distzibucion de
los ancestros de estas lenpuas, reconstruvendo asi alpunos de los
movimientos de estos pucblos y/o lenguas. Principalments mediants 1a
inspeccion de la distribucion peoprifica do palabras cognadas, hemos
trataclo de desenmaranar diferentes cstadios cronolégicos de estas len-
Euas en tiempo relativo, Se proponc asi una hipdtesis de seis estadios
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cronolégicos, cada wnoreflejando una configuracion geografica particu-
lar de 12 lengua ancestro. '

Palabras claves: uru-chipaya, pano-tacana, relacion genética o de drea.

INTRODUCTION

The aim of this paper is to race the geographical distribution of
some words in two familics of languages, Pano-Takanan and Ure-Chi-
pa¥a, spoken in the border region between Peru and Bolivia. I will try
te disclose layer after 1ayer, as far back in the past as feasable, the former
distribution of the ancestors of the languages in question. Layer after
layer means that we can hope teconsiruct some of the movements of
these peoples and/or languages. I shall propose as a hypothesis six
chroaological stages, each reflecting a particular geographical configu-
ration of the ancestor Janguages. This h}pﬂﬂmsis will be found in the
conclusion of this paper. The methed applied is of course not new, and
has been fraitfully used, though by no means exclusively, 1n the ficlds
of Uralic and Indo-European diachronic studies. Some interesting dis-
cussions can be found for example in the studies by Bereczki (1983),
Hajdd (1981), Hajdd & Domokos (1987), Il'{iikkincn {1983) and Joki
{1973), which have in many ways influenced my work, This kind of
studies are, [ believe, a prerequisite to any attempt to investigate into the
kind of problematic relationships involved between language groups. 1t
can show either that (1) the languages in question, at least in the course
of the time section under study, were not in direct contact (or had DﬁI}r
sparadic, pethaps incepient contacts} or Lhﬁu (2) the languages were
indeed in contact. The lamer possibilily offers us the opportunity to
further examine whether we arc dealing with areal affinity or genetic
relationship, although it seems usually impossible to distinguish, after
much time has clapsed, between 2 “genuing” genctic relationship and the
daughter languages of a crecle. This is obviously because it can be said
that any crecle is a langnage in its own right, subject to the same splitting
into danghters as any language, When no cdntact can be shown, there
can be no genelic connection for the pedod un:dﬂ:r scrutiny, The next step,
phonological comparison aiming af finding reguolar sound corelations,
as well as morphalogical comparison, gither proving or discarding
genetic reladonship, will not be attempted here and will the subject of a



48 Alain Fapre
Opcicn, Ao 11, No. 18 (1993): 45-73

further paper which will require more substantial data, both [exical and
morpholegical, on Uru-Chipaya than [ have now at my disposal, and
would probe back in time, beyend hypothetical stage one.

1. URUAND CHIPAYA

Uru, whose modern descendents speak only Aymara, EXCEpL per-
haps at Iru-Iny, a location near Andrés de Machaca on the Southern tip
of Lake Titicaca, was once spoken in different places, mostly along the
Western shores of the same lake as well as in the zone that has been called
the "Aquatic Axis” of the Bolivian Altiplano, along the river Desagua-
dere south to Lake Poopo, Around Lake Poopo are stii! to be found their
descendents, called Murato, which have for & long time been native
speakers of Aymara. Chipaya is nowadays the only thriving variety of
this close-knil linguistic vnit, which has been knowa under the name
Uru-Chipaya. [t s spoken by an estimate of one thousand eight hundred
persons, mostly in the village of Santa Ana de Chipaya (1,200
inhabitants), on the northern shore of the Salar de Coipasa, some five
hours driving southwest of Onuro, in the Provincia de Atzhuallpa®, Most
Chipaya are trilingual, speaking as second languages both Aymara and
Spanish, except for some elderly people, who may speak no Spanish. In
the liter ature, there has been some confusion between an extinct language
called Pukina, also spoken in the Titicaca region, and Uru-Chipaya,
incidentally also called Pukina by some authors and apparently also by
the speakers themselves (Wachtel 19903, This confusion has been widely
spread by the stadies of Créqui-Montfort & Rivet (1921; 1925: 1926,
1927}, an issue that has recently been clarified by Torero (1987), who
has shown that Callawaya, still used as a secret language by herbalists
around Charazani, is 2 descendant of Pukina, although the native lan-

1 Afonher 500 Chipaya live in Ihe nieighbouring cantén de Ayparavi (Plaza

& Carvajal 1935), and a few have according to Montafio Aragdn {1992)

.established themselves inIsluga, immediately West of the Border between

Chile and Bolivia, among Aymara residents there. As a result of demo-

graphic growth and pressure on lands, the Chipaya have also send fourty

- colonizers in the lowland arca of Chapare, Northeast of thej city of
Cochabaiba (Zerda Gheati 1993).
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guage of Callawaya doctors and their families is nowadays (uechua
and/or Aymara, As Torero has shown, Callawaya and Pukina exhibit
aronnd 41% lexical cognates, the percentage of exclusive cognates
betwesn these two languages amounting 1o 23.19%, whereas exclusive
cognates between Pukina and Aymara amount to 3.04%, and between
Chipaya and Pukina to only ©.7% (Torerc 1987 363). To make things
worse, names of ethnical groups living in thet Altiplanc and around Laks
Titikaka, such as Aymiara, Quechua, Uru(ql}illa} and Pukina have been
shown by Bouysse Cassagne (1987) t0 be used often ambiguously in
colonial sources, independentely of the language they acualiy spoke.
Her table on page 127 is especially revealing! as an ethnic group, the Uru
used to speak acconding to the place they lived Urugquilla, Pukina,
Aymara or Quechua; the Aymara, s an ethnit group, used (o speak either
Aymara or Quechua or Pukina; Pukina was spoken by members of three
different ethnic groups: Una, Pukina and Afmara. We arc far even from
the neat division between Aymara and Quechua which prevails today,

So far, published and trustworthy materials on Uru-Chipaya are not
abundant. Phonology has been coversd by Olson (1967) and Porterie-
Gutiérrez (1990), and a basic vocabulary of 121 Chipaya and 87 Umu
items has been published by the first of these investigators (1964; 1965).
Some folkloric texts collectad by Pnrtcric-?uﬁén‘cz {1990% have bcen
edited posthutnously by Howard-Malverde. Morphology and syntax
have not been dealt with, except what can be exfracted from Vellard
(1949; 1951 and 1967} for Uru, and from Olson (1967) and Porterie-Gu-
tiérrez (1990} for Chipaya. Most material on Uru was collected during
the first half of this century by Vellard (1949: 1950; 1951: 1967) and
Lebmann (1928},  the latter only io m ‘uscripl form. These older
materials are of uneaven guality, and not always casy 1o interpred,
cspecially on many points of phonology and morphology. Idiolectal
variation sesmed pardcularly noticeabte in Ury, which is not surprising
in a language on the verge of extinction. For a good review of older
sources, see Créqui-Montfort & Rivet (1921; 1925; 1926; 1927), al-
though the aushors are constandy mixing Uri-Chipaya with Pukina, and
treat them as if they were one and the same lanpuage.

2. PANO-TAKANAN

1 assume the studics by Girard (1971) and Key (1963) are right in
congidering that Panoan and Takanan languages are related, forming the
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so-called Pano-Takanan genetic group. Older authors disapree, some
speaking of two unrelated groups or stocks, Panoan and Takanan, others
tending to think that the Takana group detached itself originally from
Arawakan, and as it came graduaily into contact with Panoan languages,
was "panoized” by the latter, This opinion appears for instance in Mason
(1950), Rivet & Loukotka {1952), and Loukotka (1968}, although the
latter prudently adds "Tacana: language with many relationships with
the Arawak and Pano languages”. Still other researchers maintain the
irdependence of both groups (Brinton 1891; McQuown 1955; Tovar &
Larmucea de Tovar 1984),

The Takanan family is spoken roughly within a triangle heginning
South Of Rurrenabaque, on the rio Beni, northwestern Bolivia, following
this river on its northern course to Riberalta and then bending South-West
along the rfo Madre de Dios, entering Peru and reaching almost unitil
Fuerto Maldonado. The Takanan family is composed of two branches,
A and B (A with three languages: Takana, Reyesano and Araona; B with
two languages: Cavinefio and Esc’cjja). Until the beginning of this
century, the southwest neighbours of the Takana belonged to the south-
westemn group of Panoan languages (along the rfos Marcapata, Tam-
bopata and their wributaries). This Panoan group having disappearedi.
the nearest neighbours in that direction are now Harakmbet (Wachi-
paire}, which make up an independent isolated language (Lyons 1975),

2 1 have some doubls about the existence of this so called southwestern
Panoan group {consisting of Aracaire and Atsabuaca plus its subgeoup
Yamiaca), Tt could as well be a purely geographical name for displaced
Central Ucayali (andfor) other Panoan groups. In this case, the modermn
presence of displaced Panoan groops (tike Shipibo-Coniba) in this zone
of the Madre de Dios would indicate that in fact, this spurioys South-
wesiern (probably Pancan refiegees from the Ucayali andfor Yurus-Purus
Basin} i in fact not extingt, hol now known under its “real” name. Be as
it may, this particular zotce is well kuown for its moltitinguizsm, As Lyoms
{1975} has shown, the name Arasacrif Araziire has been used for proups
speaking 4 Panoan Inguage, Takana or Hale (Harakmbet). In the same
way, whal different aulhors called Atsahuaca has been shown by Lyons to
be, according to Ui vocabulasies, ¢ither Panoan ot Takagan, 1 mvesligale
further this problem in an ynpublished paper (Fabre 1904),
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with which the Takanan have few or no contacts due to the distance
separating them. Towards the South, the Takanan adjoin the northern
Bolivian Qucchua dialects centered around Apolo. According e van
Wynen (19462), Takana groups were living n’ilu:h further South than now,
reaching Atén, Mapiri y Guanay. Quechua a3 the native language around
Apolo is alatecomer. It is obvious that befoie Ihen‘sqgraading of Jmectiua
there, Aymara, itself an imported language, used to be spoken in the
neighbourhood of Takanan languages, wma::h would explain the Aymara
loanwords in Takanan languages. Followmg Torero {1974; 1987), I will
assumme here that the ancestors of the Aymara began spreading into the
Bolivian Altiplano around the X[IIth century, whereas Quechua entered
the same region later, mostly between the XVth and XV1th centuries,
Many anthors have been prone 1o underling the influence of Quechua on
Takanan, but an analysis of the lganwords in guestion reveals a more
ancient Aymara influence (sec footnotes 5 and 12}, Towards the north-
east, their neighbours belong to the easterngroup of Panoan languages
{Chacobo y Pacahuara). Expanding Takana-speaking groups seem to
have driven Pangan populations toward i}m nottheast. Créqui- Montfoct
& Rivet (1913) menticned that the rmssmn of Santiago de Pacahuaras,
midway between Cavinas and 1xiamas, was founded for the needs of the
then local Pacatwara (Panoan) population, nnw in Takana territory.

The Panoan family consists of two gengrapmcdlly widely separated
main groups, Central Pancan and Scuth-Eastern Panoan, the two being
separated by a wedge of Takanan speakers. South-East Panoan consists
of at least three languages: {1} Chicobo, province of Vaca Diez, depar-
tamento del Beni, (2) Pacahvara, province of Federico Romén, extreme
northeast of the depariment of Pando, near the Brazilian border, and (3)
Karipaina of the state of Rongdnia, Brazil, spoken according to Rodrigues
{1986) along the rivers Jaru, Jamery, Urupd, Cabeceiras and Candeiras.
The small southwestern Panoan group mentioned above should be added
to the picture. There appears tobe little agm:mcntmm,erm ng the inlernal
grouping of Panoan languages. The best appm:umahnn can be found in
Shell (1975), but the material available by the time of her doctoral
dissertation (1965}, of which Shell {1975} is the Spanish translation,
allowed her to classify only seven languages out of some twenly belong-
ing to the family. Good surveys of Panoan languages can be found in
Shell (1975), Kensinger (1983), Ribeiro & Wise (1978), Rodrigues
(1986), Plaza & Carvajal {1983) anl Key & Key (1967).
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3. PROPOSED GENETIC LINKS

Distant relationships have been proposed both for Uiu-Chipaya and
Pano-Takanan by previous researchers, although to my knowledge no-
body has yet sugpested that these two groups of languages should be
more tightly related (0 each other inside the superordinate phylum
supposedly including them.

~ Swadesh (1959: 18) lists five subdivisions within his first order
group, called by him Quechuachdn: Quechua-Aymara, Ury, Pano-
Takanan, Mosetefio and Chon, A genetical bond between Pano-Takanan
and Mosetent has been later postulated by Sudrez (1949). In 1978, Key
published an important paper in which she proposed that Mapuche,
Qawasgar {Alakaluf), Moseten and the Chon languages of Fuego-Patago-
nia are genetically related to Pano-Takanan, Although many of fer
presented cognates may seem suspicious, at least some jfems do appear
quite convincing, although I do not assume the mere presence of cognates
in different languages need necessarily reflect genetical relationship.
Pano-Takana, Mosetene and Proto Chon-Alakaluf are presented as par-
aliel groups dominated by a further divergent node hetween Mapuche and
Yuracare, Uru-Chipaya is not considered a member of this phylurm,
neither are Quechua and/or Aymara, For Greenberg (1960), Ge-Pano-
Carib comprises six divisions (in addition to Macro-Panoan:; Macro-Ge,
Nambicuara, Huarpe, Macro-Carib and Taruma), Macro-Panoan is sob-
divided into eight subgroups: Takana-Pano, Moseten, Mataco, Lule,
Vilela, Mascoy, Charria and Guaycuru-Opaic, As for Uni-Chipaya, it is
classified under Andean-Equatorial (a division of the same level than
Ge-Pano-Carib), in the Arawak group of the Equatorial subgroup. Tn his
new book, Greenberg (1987) retains the same position for Pano-Takanan
within Ge-Pano-Carib. His former Andsan-Equatorial is divided in two
divisions of the same level, Andean and Equatorial-Tucanoan, Ura-Chi-
paya's position within Arawakan is retained, with one additional refine-
ment: Ure has been separated from Maipuran, Greenberg has been so
careless in the collection of his data, his knowledge about the languages
he intends to classify and his distegard for moden classifications, that jt
ts only unfortunate that he has found such a wide audience cotside the
circle of linguists specialized in Amerindian languages. His classification
of Andean languages appears as bad as thal of other groups (Fabre 199 1},
The older belief of a separate classification for Panoan on the one hand,
and Takanan on the other, has already heen mentionad: and I shall from
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now on assumie that Pano-Takanan is indeed a viable stock, Recently,
Wistrand-Robinson {1991) pointed tﬂward a generical connection be-
tween Uto-Aztecan and Panoarn, Amdmg to her glottochronolegical
counts, Uto-Aztecan and Panoan would have separated only about 1,650
years ago, which sounds hardly credible in view of what we know about
the cultural history and wanderings of these 'paopres

Although Urnu-Chipaya has often heen congidered an independent
stock, for instance hy Loukotka (1968) and Tova.'r & Larmicea de Tovar
(1984), efforts to link Uru-Chipaya to other South American lanpuage
families have been exceptionally numerous, If Créqui-Moentfort & Rivet
(1921; 1926, 1927) considared it related to, Arawakan, it was based on
the fact that the authors missed the difference between two languages,
Uru (with Chipaya) and Pukina, and treate:d them as if they were only
one, a fact which has begn recently proven wrnng by Torero {198 7). Both
Nable (1965} and Greenberg (1960} followed the same error as Créqui-
Montfort and Rivet. If Pukina, together with its descendant Callawaya,
can be linked with a certain degree of confidence 10 the Arawakan stock,
the same cannot he said of Ury-Chipaya proper. In two articles, Olson
{1964; 1965) pointed out the similarity betwean 121 Chipaya lexical
flems and their correspondents i Mayan; languages, and concluded
Unu-Chipaya and Mayan to be genetically telated. In a critical review of
Clson's papers, Campbel]l (1973) found at most fourteenitems that could
stand serious comparison. One year hc;t‘:m:; Stark (1972), taking up an
0ld idea of Ulle (1896), had proposed a new pairing between Maya
languages. Yunga of the northern Peruvian coast, and Chipaya. In her
paper, Stark presented twelve words she suspectzd to be common to the
three members of her new phylum, plus six lexical itemns shared by
Yunga and Uru, but not present in Mayan languages. From these twelve
forms, at least four look suspect to me. Stark claims that of her Yunga
total corpus, “a linde less than 15% appears to be cognate with Ch'ol"
(1972: 129). Ag Stark's paper probably presenis the best of her evidence,
and even this contains a high percentage of doubtful cognates, one is left
rather unconvinced by her argumenis, On thf: other hand, it might not be
unreasonable to compare Urs-Chipaya with Yunga. Stark’ s lexical com-
parison between Chipaya and Yunga fare ot the whole much better than
her Maya connection. In addition, I found some fourteen plausible
cognatcs between Chipaya and Yunga which are not included in her
paper (Fabre 1991b).
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4. LANGUAGE MOVEMENTS

A previous word of caution is in order here: as Renfrew {1987} has
shown, for languages to expand geographically, there need not be any
massive population movements, although these are of course known to
happen. This is why I prefer, as the subtitle for this section, the term
language movements to the more usual population movements. All
historical sources refers to Uru-Chipaya as the ofdest inhabitants of the
area where their cemnants arc still living. There are no hints of any
ancienl wanderings in their own traditions, and Wachiel (1990) tells us
that they can remember no mote than three or four penerations back in
time. Nor is archagology of great help in this matter. Although it s
possgible to follow some prehistoric population moverments in the Alt-
plano, these cannot be shown to be linked with the ‘ancestors of the
Uny-Chipaya. All we know is that by the time of Spanish invasion, at
least four languages were spoken around Lake Titicaca and the adjacent
Altiplano: Aymara, Quechua, Uru-Chipaya (o Uruguilla), and Pukina.
According to Torero (1974; 1983; 1987), the Aru (or Jagi} peoples,
ancestors of the modern Aymara as well as the Jagaru and Kawki of the
mountains of the department of Lima, Peru, originate from the Peruvian
region between Chincha and Nazca and the neighbouring sierra. Their
northern neighbours were the Proto-Quechua, whose arrival on the
present territory of Bolivia is generally agreed to have happened from
the XVth to the XVIth century, that is to say later than Aymara. Toward
the beginning of our era, the Proto-Aru peoples began their expansion to
the East and Southeast, reaching the Bolivian Altiplano mostly from the
XIIth century on, and slowly began supplanting Pukina and Uny-Chi-
paya. If Pukina, as the language of the builders of Tiwanaku culoure, is
indeed of Arawak extraction, it must also be a rather late comer to the
region, although of course older than Aymara, So are left with Proto-
Uru-Chipaya a5 the oldest known spoken languape on the Bolivian
Altipiano. '

Relying on archaeological evidence, Lathrap (1970) assumes that
the Panoan and Takanan speaking tribes have their origin South-East of
the Ucayali river, In the core area of present-day Takanan and Eastern-
Panocan speakers, in North-West Bolivia, say between the rio Beni to the
East, the Madre de Dios, Abung and tributaries to the North and North-
waest, and the Yungas of La Paz to the South, As we saw before, Takanan
tanpuages were spoken farther South than at present, so thal we can
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suppose that at some time in the pasi, the ancestors of the present
Uru-Chipaya and Takanan (or Pano—Taka.nan} were if not directly neigh-
bours, at least had contacts with each othm We should not disregard
gither the smaller ethnic groups of the Yungas, such as the Leco,
Moseten-Chimane and Yuracare, which jmay , also have been theo-
retically in contact with the ancestors of the Uru-Chipaya and Pano-
Takanan, even if the previous extension of those small groups has never
been known to cover very cxtensive regions. I shall take up the issue of
the relevance of these ethnical groups later,jin 5.1,

5. DATA-BASE FOR THIS STUDY

The limitations of my analysis are a clear refiect of the paucity of
published lexical information. Probably the best dictionary available to
me is for Cashinahua (Montag 1981), having an estimate of 4,000
Cashinghua-Spanish entrics. Pittman {1981} has some 2,500 Aracna
catrics, and van Wynen around 1,250 for Takana, These are exceptions,
however. Olson (1964, 1965) published a basic vocabulary of 121
Chipaya words, although he claims 10 have collected some 3,000 words.
For my basic counts, I have only been able to use a modified Swadesh
list of 109 glosses, allowing for some synﬁnyrns {distinguishcd by lower
case numbersy, To this, a further 26 glo-sses have been added, all
belonging to basic vocabulary. The resuits are now presented.

5.1, Languages with no relevance ag this point

[ have discarded the following languages; spoken in the same
general area, from further comparison: (1) Moseten-Chimane (Biboiott
1917}, which showed on the basis of the loager Hst of 135 glosses only
one possible exclusive cognate between Uru-C'mpaya and Moseten
£0.74% of total), with one further doubtful item” {from now on 1 shal
give the glosses in the footnotes, while the actual data are to be found in
the appendix. The number of all plausible cognates between the two
languapes (exclusively as well as not exc]uuve];f} amounts © eight
{5.93% of total} plus possibly pne unsure case} I have not here taken

3 5UN and possibly HEART, :
4 BONE, HEAD, MAN), RAIN, HEART, STONE, 5UN, and perhaps EaR.
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up the issue of a possible relationship between Fano-Takanan and
Moseten; (2) Leco: only 1wo words, plus ane further possible” had a
plausible cognate on the smaller Tist of 109 items (the total amount of
Leco glosses ] was able to use for this comparison was only twenty ning).
This itemi is shared by Urnu-Chipaya and Panoan. It must be said thar my
only source for Leco is both fragmentary and unreliable (Lafone
Quevedo 1905); (3} Callawaya, with only thres axcluslvely shared items
with Uru-Chipaya on the smaller list (2.75% of lma]) and otherwise
nine (maybe eteven)’ plausible cognates (8.26%), to which 2 further two
dubious could be added®. A more precise word count, performed by
Torero (1987) vielded only 0.7% cognates batween Chipaya and Pukina,
the presumed ancestor of Callawaya; (4} Arawakan (Maipuran) lan-
guages: on my shodder list, none of the glosses was shared exclusively
by Proto Maipuran as in Payne (1991) and Uru-Chipaya, although nine

3 (1) I Chipaya wer, Leco Ira; (2} THAT Chipaya nil, feminine naa, Leco
<jinoi="El, aquel’; (3) possibly also BIG,. Some so-called "Quechua loans"
{by Lafone Quevedo 1905: 49 and other writers) in Leco appear in fact to
be borrowings from Aymar: <vatles> "o know' < Aymara yati- {the
Aymara word may be borrowed itself from Cruechus, bar the latter has
yali-); the Leco word for BLOOD,<bile> 1o0ks Aymana to me (wila, with
the same mearing), although Leco <lanka> "mabajar’ may look more
Chiechioa Mank’a-Allamka} than the usual Aymara word (lura-, inciden-
wlly akin to Quechua rura-fruwa}, the root is well attested in Aymara

- of (Hamay-pache "harvest-time”; amayu- "to harvest roots”; ltamkha-
"kurgar, manosear, palpar’. But as Quechua expanded in the region were
Leco was spoken, it would be somewhat unexpected that this fact would
not be reflected in borrowings. Because of the later prestige enjoyed by

_ Quechua, it has often been thought that it had to be the source of borrow-
ings, even when it can be shown that Aymara was in fact the giving party.
This pmblem also faces whoever wants 1o investigale central Andean -
influence on Mapuche, like'in the word pataka ' 100°, which is often said
to be a bomowing from Quechua, Whatever the ulﬁmale origin of the word,
be it Quechua or Aymara, Quechua has pacaq where Aymara has pataga
with a dental plosive like in the Mapuche word instead of a palatal affricate.
BELLY.MAN; and ROFE.

BELLY, BONE, {2011, EYE, MAN7, MOUTH, ONE ROPE, and (Tu) TIE/KNOT.
BIGy and NIGHT.

= =R ]
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(8.26% of the 109 %]GSSES} had possible cognates with both Unu-Chipaya
and Pano-Takanan™, The Apolista language, known to be Arawakan, can
thus also be discarded; {5} Yuracare, for which only 42 glosses could be
comparcd. Of these, only one*? is exclusively shared with Uru-Chipaya,
of a total of cight (plus one unsure) plausible cngnatcs] .

5.2. Data analysis

"Southern” Takanan languages, i.e, those presumably influenced
by Aymara, display some obvious loanwords from this language, apart
from a still Later layer of Quechua toans, with which they have often been
confounded!?. I will not be concerned with these at present Having 3150
set aside the small languages which sgemn irrelevant for a global
comparison between Uru-Chipaya and Pano-Takanan, F shall proceed on
my analysis exclusively with Aymnara, Uru-Chipaya and Pano-Takanan
languages. Out of my shorter list of 109 Uru-Chipaya glosses, 40 items
are without possible cognates in Pano-Takanan (36.69%). Fifty one
plosses have a plausible cognate in Panoan, Takanan, or both (460.78%).
Out of his unpublished iist of 3000 Chipaya words, Clson (1964) says
that 19% are Aymara loans, 3% are Quechua loans, 3% can be ascribed
cither to Aymara or Quechua, and a further 6% are Spanish loanwords,

%  BIGz EYE.FOOT. GIVE, MAN{, MOON, RAIN, STONE and TOOTH.

10 sanD; .

11 CHILD, HAIR, MAN{, SAND, STONE, THAT, WET, FINGERNAIL, and possibly?
¥ou,

12 Anobvious Aymarg loanword would be forinstance Cavinefia and Takana
mara, Aracna mala (the word does not seem 1o exist in Ese’ejja), from
Aymara mara, id, More diffieult is to choose between Aymarg and
Quechua as the loan source for Cavinefia kirlka {or kdltka), Takana
kirika, and Arsona hilika ‘paper’ {Aymsra and Quechua have
qllga/gillqa); Takana chulu "gomo’ (Bolivian Quechoa has chialu and
Aymara the metathesized form lluch’ with the same meaning), Takana
ruku "barro’ can likewiss be compared either with Aymara Hutu 'fofo,
blando, csponjoso’, or wilh e metathesized Guechua form: tharu "barmy”
There seem to be many such words in the "southern” Takanan languages
{Takana, Reyesano, Cavinefia; [ use the word: "southem” in a purely
geographical sensc, probably refiecting an older stage), some of which
have even rcached Araona. Ese'ejja has apparently escaped this influgnce,
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I shali not be concerned by the latter. On my own word counts, I could
ascertain that out of my longer wordiist of 135 Chipaya glosses, sixtean
({11.85%} are cxclusively shared between Uru-Chipaya and Aymara”
out of 45 (33, 33%} when adding glosses with possible cognates in
Pano-Takanan!*, Obvicusly, the first group comprises Aymara
loanwords in Crupaya and 1 will not discuss it further. Exclumvely
shared items between Urnu-Chipaya and Fanoan are 19 (14. DT'E%} 3 out
of 63 {46.67%) shared also with Takanan andfor Aymara, Exclusively
sharzd 1tems between Uru-Chipaya and Takanan languages amount to
11 (8.15%)'%, out of 46 (34.07%) shared also with Panoan andfor
Aymara. Taking pairs of languages, I found the following distribution of
plausiblg cognates for Uru-Chipaya: Pano-Takanan plus Aymara: 17
items { 12 59%) ; Pano plus Takanan, but not Aymara: 15 items
{11. 11%) A}'mara rMus Panoan, but it Takanan: ‘?1lem$ (3. 19%}'
A}rmaraplusTakanan without Pancan: 2 ilems (1 43%] ® This is shown
on the following table:
Exclusively shared cognates berween Uru-Chipaya and

Panoan; 19 {14.07%)
. Aymara; 16 {11.85%)
Takanan: 11 (8.15%}

13 COLD, DIE, DIRTY, EAT, BIGHT, FISHz, MANY3, MANY 4, MOUKTAIN, NOT, OLD,
SNAKE, (Tid) TIE/KNOT, TONGUE, WIND, WOMAN;.

14 BIG), BiGy, BITE, BONE, CHILD, NALL, COI. i, COME, DIE, DIRTY, EAT. FIGHT,
FISH), FI5Hg, FOOT. HAIR, HIT, HOT, MANY(, MANY2, MANY . MOUNTAIN,
MOUTH, NEW, NOSE, NOT, OLD, RAIN, RIVER, SMALL. SNAKP, (TO) TIENOT,
TONGUE, TOOTH, WALK, WIND, WOMAN, ALSO, CHEW, DOOR. FATHER,
FOOT), 11, SPFEAK and WET.

13 BIG3, BIRD, EGG, MANYS, NECK, ONB, SAY, SEL, SKIN, THAT, TIIS,, THISs,
WOMAN |, BRIDGE, DANCE, FIREWOOD, IN-LOCATIVE, LIGHT/FIRE, NEAR.

16 HERE, PATH, THIS |, WE. WHEN, cmunmamc LEFT S1DE, NAVEL, POT, RIGHT
SIDE, SHOULDER,

17 BIG), Bis, BITE, BONE, NAIL, FISH{, EDGT, HOT, NEW, RALY, RIVER, SMALL,
TOOTH, CHEW, DOGR, SPEAK 5nd WET.

18 DAY, DOG, DRINK, EAR, HEAD, NIGHT, $TONE, TWO3, WITH, CLOTNES, CUT,
NAIL, FLUTE, HOTy, THIM.

19 COME. HIT, MANY ), MOUTH, ALSO, FATHER, TL.L.

20 12AIR and WALK.
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Panoan and Takanan: 15(11.11%)
Aymara and Pano-Takanan: 17 {(12.59%)
Avymara and Panoan: T (5.19%)
Avymara and Takanan: 2 (1.48%}

Although the figures computed are probably skewed by the scarcity
of the available lexical data for comparison, Two observalions can be
made: (1) there are more exclusively shared cognates between Uru-Chi-
paya and Panoan (19/14.07%) than between Uru-Chipaya and Takanan
{11/8.15%). This may seem strange on the grounds of what we know
about the southward extension of the Takanan languages during
historical times, (2) there are more exclusively shared cognates between
Uru-Chipaya, Aymara and Panoan (7/5.19%) than between Ury-Chi-
paya, Aympra and Takanan (Z/1.48%), a facl in line with the first
observation, but for the moment just as puzzling, -

Abstracting from the division between the Panoan and Takanan
families of languages, there can in theory be at least six different
explanations for the presence of Aymara cognates with both Uru-Chi-
paya and Pano-Takanan; (1) Aymara has been the lending language in
both directions; (2 the protospeakers of Uru-Chipaya and Pano-Takanan
shared some vocahulary that has been borrowed into Aymara. A careful
chéck of the lexicon of Jagaru and Kawki, sister languages of Aymara
spoken much farther North, in the Lima highlands, could help choose
between (1) and (2): if the items ¢an be traced to proto- Aru, then it should
be clear that Aymara was the source language. Conversely, if the item is
unlmown in JagarwKawki, the word could have criginated in Pano-
TFakanan and penetraled ini Aymarazli The distribution of the cognates

1
21 Some Aymara words have been bommowed separatzly into Ura-Chipaya
and Takanan. I will only cite two cases here: (13 five Uru peSka {Yellard
1967] versus Cavinefia, Reyesano and Takaoa pEika. This item counld as
well be a loan from Quechua (p"isqa} as this word is identical in Aymara,
However, it is better explained a5 an Aymara loanwotd for the following
rwo reasons: first, some Takana words for higher numbers are unambigu-
ously ioans from Aymara (Cavinefia, Takana and Reycsano podi *4
Aymara pus]; Quechua has tawa or in some Central Peruvian varieties the
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within the Pano-Takanan stock might shed further light. Unfortunately,
what has been published on Jagarw/Kawki lexicon is insufficient for
reconstructing proto-Ara {1 was unable to petl hold of Belleza's Jagaru

elymologically unrclated item dusku, Cavinefia pakaroke 7' Aymara
pi-gallqw; Quechua bas pusa] for this item; Cavinenig klmisakaroko
Aymara Klmsa-gallgu, althoogh the firsl part may be etymologically
Quechua; the latter has pusaj. The second reason is that we bave the
' testimony of comparative sound evolution, as with the Takana word for
"1¢°, tunka, and its comesponding Cavinefia tenka < Aymara tunka,
which may in turn be originally Quechua, which bas funka. An clder ¥¢
yields & in Sowthern Quechua and tin Aymara. It is difficult 1o believe that
-a language would have borrowed the higher aumerals before it hat loaned
{he lower ones (Cavinefia, Reyesano, Takana and Aracna kdmisa ™3%;
Cavinefia, Reyesano and Takana podl, pigika and $okota for 4, *5" and
'67). These words are admittedly rather late Ipans in Takanan (with
Aymara making an earléer appearence than Quechua), and are thus difficult
to differenciate, as they have changed very litle and are so alike. It should
be remarked Lhat, independenty, Shipibo-Conibo (as some other Central
Ucayali Panoan languages} bas horrowed some of the same words from
Central Peruvian Quechua (Shipibo-Conibo kimSa, pitlka, soketa and
tonkns for "3, "5", "6" and "10'). In fact, ceowral Ucayali Panoan brings vs,
with central Quechua, the same kind of evidencs that we used for Takanan
with Aymara {and southern Quechuz). It is more natral w cxplain the
presence of those same words in Tacanan and Panoan on the basis of
borrowing from different directions (and from different languages) than
on the grounds of Panc-Takanan retelition {or bomowing from the same
source). There are also good reasons 10 belicve that Panoan has inde-
pendently borrowed from central Peruvian Quechya. Apart from the
nomerpus and obvious loans, the Shipibo-Conibo words for *4" (Soska),
"1 {(kantlks), '8’ (posaka) and *9' (skon) are immediately recoghized as
{central Peruvian) Quechua borrowings, Tncidentally, Jaqaru has bor-
rowed from some varety of a ancestor of central Quechua the numbers 5
{pitka), 6 (subta), 7 {qandksi), § (pusaga}, 9 -{isquiia) and 10 (¢unka).
{2) TeN: Uz kila, kile (Vellard 1951}, Urz (Chimu} kb, {lancoaqui)
kalo (Lehmann 1929), represents the old Aymara qallqu, meaning how-
ever 'Y, and still present in compounds (pii-gallqu 7' [i.e. 2+5], kimsae
gallgu 8" [i.¢. 3+5]). [ conjecture it might have been borrowed as a rather
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yocabulary). For this reason, the burden of evidence, outside very basic
vipcahulary, has to come from Aymara, the only language of the famity
for which we have fairly extensive vocabularies from Berionio (1612}
1o De Lucca (1983), plus the inexhaustible native knowledge of almost
three millions of modern speakers. Hardman {1966; 1983) presents some
350 roots of Jagary, inctuding loans from Quechua and Spanish; the same
can be said abont many Pano-Takanan languages, s that any conclusion
based exclusively on the protolexicons of these language groups is hound
to be unreliable; (3) some words could have passed from Pano-Takanan
lanpuages to Uru-Chipaya (and vice versa) thwough Aymara. These
should of course have no correspondent in Jagaru or Kawki, and here
too, the relevance of the later two languages depends much on the
vocabularies available for them; (4) there is a genetic connection between
Uru-Chipaya, the Aru family and Pano-Takanan, Torero’s theoty of a
northwestemn origin for the Aru languages does not support it, nor does
Lathrap’s on the southern origin of the Pano-Takanan stock. If there ever
was a genetical connection, it must be of such antiquity that we cannot
retrieve i1 al this stage. For this reason, 1 believe it is wiser 1o explore
first other possibilities; () a genetical connection cxists between Uru-
Chipayz and Pano-Takanan, {6) the ancestors of the present Uni-Chipaya
and Pano-Takanan peoples were once neighbours (a possibility also
implied in {5)}, but the cognates are dug 1o arcal diffusion, The last two
possibilities are well worth exploring, Al this stage, I favour the areal
hypothesis. To raise the issue of genetical relationship between Unu-Chi-
paya and the Pano-Takanan stock, we would nced to have more materials
on the morphology of Um-Chipaya as well as on its lexicon. Even

enprecise quantity word, or else the ancient loan for FIVE was "promoted”
to the meaniog for TEN when the later FIVE entersd Uru either from
Quechua or from Aymaras (itis in any casce a borrowing from Quechua into
Aymara). The same kind of doublel may be perceived in the Chipaya
words for Two (plika, atso known in Uru) and puk, the former strangely
resembling the laler Quechua! Aymara word for five, maybe swengthened
also by the fact that Quechua has iskay/i8kay for Two, It may also be
reminded that, atthough GQuechoa has disappeared from this zone of the
Altiplano, we have numerous colonigl sources attesting that is was well
represented in former times.
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comparing the morphology of Takanan and Panoan still raises many
unanswered quesiions (Key 1968; Girard 1971). It is a possibility that
after all, Proto-Takanan and Prolo-Panoan werc once different languages
that through contact emerged first a5 a new creole language before
separating into a Prow-Takanan and a Prote-Panocan branch, If on the
other hand it could be shown that Unu-Chipayan and Pano-Takan were
genetically related, this would be on a much older historical horizon than
the hiypothetical stage one suggestcd above.

6. CONCLUSION

Mainly by inspecting the geographical distribution of cognate
words, T have tried to disentangle different chronological stages of the
languages, in relative time. This can be shown schematically in six
hypothctical stages: (1} Proto-Uru-Chipaya and Proto-Pano-Takanan
were in contact; the geographical distribution of cognates points to
tighter contacts with the ancestors of the Panoan than with the ancestors
of the Takanan, {2) Arawak groups began pushing South, either through
or skirting Proto-Pano-Takanan temitory and reaching eventually the
Titicaca region (Pukina), perhaps icaving behind the ancestors of the
Apolista. If this language could be shown to have more affinities to
Puking than to other Arawakan languages, this could give us a clue about
the originof Pukina (and presumably of (he founders of Tiwanaku
culture). Unfortunately, lexical data are meaper: a few words collected
by Erland Nordenskidld and published by Créqui-Montfort & Rivet
(1913}, the shudy by Torero (1987) on Pukina and Callawaya. For
modern Callawaya, we have Oblitas Poblete {1968}, but as it is used as
a secret language, its vocabulary is probably of very mixed origin; (3)
arrival of Aru-speaking groups, ancestors of the modern Ayinara, first
on the Altiplanc and then spreading down to the Yungas region of
Balivia. The geographical distribution of cognate words appears to show
that the Aru speakers had more contacts with the ancestors of the
Takanan than with the ancestors of the Panoan speaking groups. This
should be however tested by independant comparison between Aymara
and Pano-Takanan; (4} the ancestors of some Takanan Eroups began
pushing south, qusting some Panoan groups; (5) Appearance of Quechua
on the Alliplanc and in the zone of Apolo, supplanting Arawakan
Apalista, Leco (maybe also some other small languages}, some Takanan
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{maybe Panoan as well). As a presti gf: language, Quechua spread rapidly
in this zone as elsewhere in Bolivia®™; {6) the final stage is the modam
geographical configuration,

ABREVIATIONS:

Am{ahunaca); Ar{aona); Ay{mara); Call(awaya}; Cash{inawa}; Cashb =
Cashiho; Cav(ioefia}; Chac{obo); Chip{aya); Es(e ejja):  Jaglarul;
Mos{etén); PM = Proto- Maipuran {Arawak, Pa}rn: 1991); PP = Proto
Pancan (Shell 1975); PT = Proto-Tacanan (Girard 1971) Quiechnal
Rey{esano); SC = Shipibo-Conibo; Tac{anu); Yur{acare);

The onginal orthopraphy used by older authors has haen retained and is shown
within angled brackets,

1. Exclusive cognetes Urn-Chipaya/Moseten: 1 {0.74% of total):
suw Chip fthuiif; Mos <tzin; itzufiz;

2. Not exclusive copnates Uru-ChlpayaiMasetea: 8 {5.93% of totzl):

HEART and s (see under 1); TOOTH (see under 5);

BONE Chip fMins: Uru kbodi; Mos <cosex (<e> = kf); Jag fc’ake/;
Ay .I’é’akhaf Call fuku; Cash ffavf, Tac fe-caof;

Rak Chip & vii/; Mos <Zos>; PT * iZn-xa; Rey /e-3akwenal;

HEAD Chip faaf, Mos (h)ufi; Cav fe-Zvaf; Ar fe-boal; 7 PP * Bo&'kal‘.a;

"MaN; Hoiill; Mos <sebix, PP * oni; PM *ahEeni; Yur <sufies;

Ralv Chip bl Mos -::ojnu:- wat::a‘ BM % bni; PP *ini "waler':
PT * ena "water; river'; Ay /e Ik i/ pranize’; Quw fEihéi " granizo’;
Qu (Cuzeo) fomw/ *water {probably an Arawakan borrowmg in Cuzco
and Puno Quechua, as other varietics have .Ir]fﬂkl.'l.l'l},

STOME Chip /magf, Uru /matif, Mos <mij>; F'F‘ * mafai; FT * maxana;
PM * mahpi; Yur <asis;

22 Itis a well known fact that Quechua replaced Aymara in many places on
the Bolivign Altiplanc and valleys like Cochabamba. On the other hand,
i the northemn part of the Bolivian Altiplano, and around the southern
shorcs of Lake Titicaca east from the city of Puno, once strongholds of
Aymara chiefdoms, Queckua has naw completely disappearcd, and Ay-
mara is now pmiversaly spoken.
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3, Exclusive cagnates Urn-ChipayafCallawaya: 3 (2.75% of total):
BELLY Chip /firif; Call <pitikeri>,
MAN> Chip fluk-taga; luk.wawaf; Call <lajaz (<j= = /hf
ROPE Chip /fqohdf; Call <kotka>;

4. Not exclusive cognates Uru-Chipaya/Callawaya:

BELLY, MANs, ROPE {see under 3);, BONE {seg under 2),

COLD Chip /' unsf, Call <tutas>; Ay /&untal;

, EYE Chip !El’uhkﬂ', Call <chej{ni); chejex; PM * [fJukife; PT * -to-xa;
Cash vit!; Yunga hodikik);

MOLTH Chip fataf, Call <ata> "preguntar’; Ay {Chucuito and Sabaya)
fata-ma-{"dar noticia’; Cash /hantw/ "boca deforme’ (hana/ *tongue');
FP * aoe 'tongue’;

NIGHT Chip /weenf, T <wirani>; Call <thamin> "dark’; PP * yami;
* fa'kidi 'dark; black; night; Am fyamif, Chac /B kiZif "dark; night”;
PT * sewe "dark’; Tac {deme-deme; deme-naf;

ONEChip /c"ii/; Call <ujsilla {<j> = /bf); PP * Bistita; Cash /ltsa; SistiZail:
Am /[-stiif; Chac fwistitaf,

(TOMERNOT Chip /mag/, Call emoko>; Ay /magu/ "aknot’, imugu-fa
"to-tie’,

?ToDRINK Ump <likid>; Call <tajchi, chisi>; PT *ifl; Tac Adif;
Es {l§i-nahef; Am fxia-f,

Twao fwrther dubicus cases:

BIGy Chip fouk(ta)/; Call <k’atu> (metathesis?y; Cash /nativf;

wALK Chip fohaf, Call <khochaicachax;, PT * age-; Tac fase-f; Ar,
Cav fahef; T Ay Rlubu-/ “walk rapidly’;

5. Not excluslve copnates Uru-Chipaya/Pano-Takavan: 9 (8.26% of total):
EYE {se2 vndar 4); Max;, RAIN and STONE (see mder 2);
~ TooTH Chip ﬁf(nl}f PT * ¢-cc; PP = jita; Chac ffital 'diente, pico’;
PM * ahce, Ay {¢®ita/ sarta; varias cosas metidas en un hile',
FOOT Chip /qrobZa/, PP * kis3i "thigh', Aw, Chac /ki¥l/; Cash fhuta-iki
'sacudir los pies’; Mufapl "pie flaco o descarnado’; PT * e-wadi;
Es /e-heoxlf; Kunza k’uéic "pie'; Ay /ut®)a/ 'venir’; PM * kibti(ba)
‘pie’;
GIVE Chip /thaa/. PT * tis; Cav, Tac /tyal; ? PP * tana- "probar, cxaminar,
medir, catar”; Chac /tana-f probar, examina'; PM * da,
MGON Chip /Milkf; Chac fifeki/ "month’; Cash fofo/ ‘blanco, luna’;
fuit "moon, month'; PM * kalﬁthi Apolista césis; ? PT® paga-"whila';
Tac /pasa-ne/ white'; 7 Ay /p axsif'moon’:
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6. Exclusive cognate Urn-Chipaya.n’Yuracare:l 1: -
sadD Chip /philal; Yur <lubule, lopulas;

7. Not exclusive cognates Uru-Chipays/Yuracare: 3 {plus one vpsurc case):
SAND {se€ under 6);, MAN, , STONE (5ee under 2);
CHLD Uru <suwasi>; Yur <sebebotono> “joven; varfn'; PP * Baki;
Chac fBakif; PT = bakwa; Ar /bakwaf; 7 Ay /(ifiJasu/ niflo lactante’;
Halk Chip/éara, fara/; Yur eduli»; FT # -caio; Rey /e-caof; Cav fe-caral,
T Ay [Carwa, t'awra/ (With or wilhout metathesis) *wool”;

THAT Chip /naaf {feminine); Yur <naa> 'él, aquél FP * ua "¢l, ella, 50,
{ash /na, éénef; SC /ni-f “this",

wET Chip /*aran/ "mojar con orina’ ﬂcchapan]ba‘, ichapani> "urinate’;
PM * isa[pba] "wet’; Qu /'aran/ "wet’, fhisp’s/ 'urinate’; PT * ¢a
‘mojar; Tac feaiaf id.; PP * mi*fa "mojar’; Cash /Zabaf "wet'; Ay fF7a-
ran-ba/ "empapar la Nuvia, mojar’; Harakmbet (Wachipaice) fsaBig/
wiel’, There secm to be two different words involved in this item;

WAL Chip Aif(ai): Yur <dichichaz; Rey /-ti#l Arfme-tezlf (" hand + nail’);
SC fmin-cig! ("hand + nail'y;, Mos <pafi=

Tyou Chip famd; Yur <mee, atamaz;

8. Excluasive cagnntesza Urn-Chipoye/Aymara: 16 {11.85% of totalk

CoLD and (TOVTIEANOT (sce under 4);

DIE Chip ftikS; Ay /taqlst 'sulric mucha, estar atormentado’

DIETY UUng <kanu>, Ay /g’aiinf,

EAT Chip Aafh)lf; U <luli, lux> *food’; Jag fpalu.l’ Ay fpulu-Zaf 'comer
los invitados™;

HGHT Chip ﬂ:hat.lr, Ay fkato agarrar, asir'; .

FsH; Chip MKirimi, kerlf; Ay /qhisi! '(pez) boga’; fqivici! ' pez muy esca-
mMose con myucha csping’;

MaNY; Chip lsumaf; Ay fsumaf "excellent; pood; very',

MaNT4 Chip fwalba(ni)f; Ay fwalhad;

MOUNTAIN Chip fpata/, Ay {and (u) Ipatae’

NOT Chip fapnaf/; Ay fhanth;

oLD U <dade>; Ay fadedif 'old man’;

23 By exclysive cognalc I mean from now on exclusive cognate between X
and Y disregarding Mosetén, Leco, Callawaya, Maipuran-Arawak,
and Yuwracare. This was done somewbat arhitrarily becaose I feel that
there are so faw cognates bebwoen those languages and Uru-Chipaya, that
they may be disregarded at Uns point,
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sNaKE Chip Zqoral; Ay (Yungas}) fsaqapa, sagqapere/ "ratlesnake’;

TONGUE Chip /lasf; Ay faxra;

wIND Chip fthamif, ? Ay thays/  wind'; theme "andar ripidamente entre
muches sin objetivo fijo’ {may correlate with Qu /ftawiya/ “rain’y,

WOMAN; Chip furky/; Ay furku/ *saya o traje negre que usan las mujeres’;

9. Not exclusive cognates Urn-Chipaya/Aymara: 45 (33.33% of total):

BONE, RAIN (5¢¢ under 2); MOUTH, (TOITIRANGT (see under 4); SPEAK {see
MOUTH under 43, WALK, BOGT (s8¢ foof under 3); CHILD, NATL, HAIR, WET
{(sce under 73, DIE, DIRTY, EAT, FIGHT, FISH2, MANY2, MANY,, MOUNTAIN,
NOT, OLD, SNAKE, TONGUE, WIND, WOMAN (se2 onder 8);

B1G] Chip /éakwal; ftawk/ "ald man’; Ay fadadi(la)y id. ; Jaq falake/ id.;
PP * i3ca; Chac fifara-ma/ 'small, few' {"big" + negative morpheme);
SC fi¢a/ "'many"; Es /¢if 'old man’;

BIGy Chip Nabé(a)f (metathesized borrowing from Aymara?); Ay fhac’af;
Jaq fahe®af, 7 Cashb féafkif; ? PM * anta(thi); PT # afi{da); Tac /aida/;

BITE Chip fthnp/, Ay fadunta-, aiMa.f, PP * matifa; Chac fa-f; Tac
ftsai-f;

COME Chip thon!, Ay Mut"ya.f, PP * o-; {l'hac: Mo-fid.; Cash fhu-fid.,

FisH; Chip /2%isf; 7 Ay feud’lf '{pez) suche’; PP ¢ caca 'kind of fish'; Cav
ftibareS,

T Chip /éahk- to hit, to throw';, Ay /#*aku-/ "to punch’; PP * faka- 'io
hit"; Chac, 5C /faka~f id.;

HOT Chip fgutf "to heat’; Ura <k'ut, ghagi>: 7 Ay Monttsf “hot’;
* Cash fku-/ "1o be very bot'; ? Bz fkea-ki(yo) "hot';

MaNyY| Chip fan’af, Ay {and ) fandas; Cash /ifainf (Shell reconstrocted
PP as * *iZcal;

nNew Chip fewuf, 1 Ay fraqba/ 'diffecent, other, PP % e-yake; Tac
feidakwaf; Chac fe-yakwa! Ar Sakwal;

NOSE Chip foga/, Ay foasef; Chac fri-fakif (but Shell reconstructed PP * r¥
for ‘nose' )

RIVER Chip fwiwl!; Ay /hawira/, PP * wia "brook’; Cash fkwécinf;
SC Miad "brook’; Ar feowidd "water”, Tac fyali/,

sWarl Chip ffubt(ul, Ay /&itif; Qu Mhuduy! (metathesized form?);
Cash ffokomal;, Tac fwai-fidif,

ALSC Chip fsagasf{morfema verbal); Yag f-ska, «skha; Cash /fonskaf;

cHEW Chip fmuk/ "to chew [ making chicka'; Ay fmuk us id.;
Tac /foako-; SC /nakal; _

DOOR Chip /CabwkiEf, Ay fsuxu/ "hole, cavily'; ft’uqu/ "agujero, bache,
alacena hecha en La pared’; 47w "hueco, venlana, alacena en la pared”;
Qu uqw Tagujers’;, Kunza ftoqor/ 'hondo, quebrada’; PT * cekwe
"hucco, ventana'; Cav fe-cekwef, Es fe-sekwef; PP * fikwiid,; Cash fSuif
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10.

11.

"hueco, hoyo, venlana, puerta’ (probably a "wandering word”, cf, also
Prote Tupi-Guarani * kwar "agujerc’ as reconstructed by Lemie 1971},
FATIER Chip /ehpf; Ui fhepf; Ay (and {u) fipa' "aunt on father’s side”;
Cash fibpal* Eather; uncle on father's side’; Yungaof "father’; Harakrnbet
(Wachipaire) fapag/;
Bl Uru <bagl, asinix=; Ay Mso-si-f id! fuso-megay “ser enfermizo’;
Cash fisin~ *enfermar’; ? Goaran Mhastva/;

Exclusive cagnates Uru-Chipaya/Panaan: 1% (14.07% of total):

BIGs, ONE (3e¢ under 4); THAT {se¢ under 7),

BIED Chip fweflaf, PP * i*saka; Cash fisa/ id.; Chac Misakal id.;

EGG Chip f5igif; PP * Bagci; Chag, Cash /Badifid,;

MANYs Chip /yuskef; PP * *iica;

NBECK Chip fqafif; PF * ka™ "shoulder';

3aY Chip /khif, PP * kwina- "convocar, Ugmar, nombrar’, Chac fkina/ "10
call’; Cash Mki-, ka-f;

SEE Chip f&erf; ffekina ‘mirar; Cash /fikex-/ 'mirar de reojo’;

SEIN Chip Rqifif, PP * fakata- 5C fFakdf “skin, bark’; PP * foka- 3C
fioka) "pelar;

THIS; Chip /aiif; SC fai-f,

THiSs Uru <hat>; PP * aa; Chat /haal;

woMAN, Chip fSoaf; PP * fano; Cash ffaned "esposa, mujer’ (and probably
also fontakof "young lady’, :

BRIDGE Uni <kuas-pukhas (first part meaning "water'); Am /hin-ia
pakital (first part also meaning "water');

DANCE Chip featif, Cash /fidinf "bailar cierto bail¢ ceremonial en el que se
emplean {as plumas del gavildn'; '

EiREWOOD Chip fqaluf: Cash /kadw!; Am fkarof;

WAocAaTVE Chip f-kisf; Uro <-kis; Cash kil (bt also PM * -ki);

LIGHT/FIRE Chip /fikif "luz, brillo, alumbrar”; 5C /2ii/ "fire’, Chac /&t id.;
Cash /&% id.; /#i-keyaf "estar alto el 50l (with fkcyaf "alto el sol'};

NEAR Chip fkeinf; Cash kadfu/fid.,

Exclusive cognates Uru-Chipaya/Takanan: 11 (8.15% of total):

HERE Jru <kiwak>; Cav fre-wa/,

PATH Chip fuiksh, Urnu <lyikdiz; PT = odifi; Ax fdisif; Rey Jendzibil;
Cav fe-dihif; Bs fe-xioxif:

THIS, Chip fila/; Ar /dya;

WE Chip fuédumf, Tac feclal;

cl.ounmakk Chip fzicl; Ar fmézizi-badef (fmézizi/ 'to be dark” + /badef
‘estar colgado', <f. fbacps mozizl/ "cielo nublada);
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LEFT SIDE U «farc>; Tac /Md'anif id., Es fanif id., Ar fzdnia (hene)f "left
{side)’;

NaveL Chip ftebif, Cav fso*of; Tac feof id.;

POT Chip <tuh>; Ar f{holtowahs! id,;

RIGHT SIDE Uru <Zcu>; Ar /mé-wi doi (benehe) 'right (side};

SHOULDER Chip ftabf, Es /rha taxa/ "hack of body”,

Cogeates Uru-Chipaya/Aymara/Pano-Takanan: 17 {12.59 % of total):

BONE, RAIN (3c¢ under 2); SPEAK (see MOUTH under 4); FOOT, TOOTH (see
under 573;

WET (see under 6); MALL (see under 7); BIG), BIG,, CHEW, DOOR HOT, FISTH
RIVER, SMALL, NEW AND BITE (see under 9;

Exclusive cegnates Uru-Chipays/Panc-Takanan: 15 (11.11% of totalk

DRINK, NIGHT (se6 under 4); 5aIl {see under 73 HOT (ses under 99;

DaY Chip <tonhe=; Ar fisciief, Tac /tsinef;

oG Chip .u"pnt[uf Fey a’pakm’ Cash kapa'’ squu'rel' {metathesized form?);

EAR Chip /&™ugi/; PP * k" a’\- *to hear’; Cash /k™a-7 id.; Chac fka'l-/ 't
know™; PT * ifa-xa; Rey fe-Sakwenat;

TWOg Chipfpukf, ? PP * raiita; SC /rafif; PT * h:tn;Esfheknf; Tac foetal
(this item must probably be ruled out. Es /k/ < #/ is a regular change in
that language}:

WITH Uru <taniké=>, PT * nexe; Tac i-nehef; SC /nins;

CLOTHES Chip f&kitif; Ship /sawi-tif; Es fdakif { < * dati};

CUT Ury <skworp>; Cash fsiokl; Ar kwel Cav Mhikwif; Tac fsiki-f;

FLUTE Chip /ferif; SC friwif; Cash Adiwid; Hs /dewef:

THIN Chip fqoodif; SC fafif; Chac fofol; Tae fodorif:

Exclusive cognates Uru-Chipsya/Aymara/Panoan: 7 (5.19% of total):
MOUTH (see under 43, COME {see 9 and FOOT under 5); ALSO, FATHER, 0.1,
HIT, and MANY; (seec under ¥);

L5. Exclusive cognates Uru-Chilpays/Aymara/Takanan; 2 (1.48 % of total):

WALK (see under 43; HAIR {see under 7),
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