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ABSTRACT

The perception that the numerous similarities in lexicon, phonology and
structure which unite the Quechuan and Aymaran language families in
the Middle Andes region are due to intensive language contact prior to
the stage of their proto-languages, rather than to a common genetic
source as was previously assumed, has made it possible to visualize
some of the originally inherited characteristics of each of the two lin-
guistic lineages. This new perspective opens up multiple fields of further
investigation, for instance, (a) determining the directionality of loan
words (mainly from Quechuan to Aymaran, and rarely the other way

around); (b) reconstructing the the structural profile of each of the two

a lineages prior to the beginning of their contact relation; and (c) creating
OPEN ACCESS the conditions for a separate external comparison of each lineage with
EDITED BY other language families and isolates in the wider surroundings. In more
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DATES societal context of the initial contact.
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tica comun como se habia pensado previamente, ha permitido entrever
algunas de las caracteristicas originariamente heredadas de los dos
linajes lingUisticos. Esta nueva visidon tiene por efecto de abrir varios
caminos adicionales de investigacion, por ejemplo, (a) determinar la
direccionalidad de los préstamos Iéxicos (principalmente del quechua al
aymara y raras veces en la direccion opuesta); (b) reconstruir el perfil
estructural de cada uno de los dos linajes anterior a su contacto inicial; y
(c) crear las condiciones para una comparacion externa y separada con
otras familias lingUisticas y lenguas aisladas en un drea mads amplia. En
términos mds generales, parece ahora posible acceder a fases del de-
sarrollo histérico del quechua y del aymara que antecedieron a la fase
de sus proto-lenguas, localizar el drea de origen de cada linaje con rela-
cién a una cronologia nuevamente establecida, y especular acerca del

contexto social del contacto inicial.

KEYWORDS

Andean Proto-Languages; Historical Language Contact;

Linguistic Reconstruction.

PALABRAS CLAVE
Proto-Lenguas Andinas; Contacto Histérico de Lenguas;

Reconstruccién Linguistica.

DOI10.25189/26756-4916.2020.V1.N1.ID274  ISSN: 2675-4916 V.|, N.1, 2020 2



CADERNOS A
dG_LlNGUlSTlCA cadernos.abralin.org

INTRODUCTION

The last few decades have witnessed substantial advances in our knowledge of the lesser
known languages of the world, including their structure and typological features, their vo-
cabulary and loan relations, as well the social and historical conditions which determine
their survival or imminent disappearance (Cf. REHG & CAMPBELL, 2018). Along with the in-
tensification of academic research, methods have been developed to delay or prevent ex-
tinction, even though such efforts may not always be successful in the long run. The state
of the world’s languages is now thoroughly inventoried and monitored, due to the support
of international organizations such as UNESCO and academic as well as private initia-
tives. Lexical and grammatical research of languages in danger of disappearing, as well
as the development of modern means of documentation geared at their preservation have
received considerable attention (GIPPERT, HHIMMELMANN & MOSEL, 2006).

Nevertheless, research and preservation efforts focusing on the world’s threatened
languages tend to address their present situation and their future in terms of documen-
tation, standardization efforts and perspectives of survival. The study of the history of
these languages and the developments that led to their genesis, their past existence,
their progressive endangerment and their recent or imminent extinction, often in the
midst of other languages in equally precarious conditions, has received far less atten-
tion. The study of the past of languages belongs to the terrain of historical linguistics,
which for some parts of the world can benefit from a wealth of written documentation
and historical records. However, in other areas, such as Latin America, the study of the
linguistic past is dramatically restricted by a scarcity and incompleteness of data and
information, the legacy of massive language shifts and extinctions which took place be-
fore the languages in question could be properly documented. In South and Middle
America, the disappearance of languages without proper documentation started before
the arrival of the European invaders and continued well into the 20t century.

Naturally, there is a limit to our capacity of tracing back the genesis and past devel-
opment of individual languages throughout time, but the limitations of our knowledge of
the linguistic past become even more notable and vexing when the shortage of infor-
mation concerns recent centuries or decades. Particularly problematic is the case of ex-
tinct languages whose former existence is known or suspected but for which there is no
significant documentation at all. Should we abandon such languages to oblivion, as if
they had never existed, and concentrate on documenting the surviving ones, or is it legit-
imate to continue and search for data, however minimal and fragmentary, which may
help to construct a profile, if not a proper description, of the languages in question? One
might consider that, even though languages became extinct, they may have played a

role in the formation of languages still spoken today, by transmitting elements in the ar-
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eas of phonology, morphosyntactic structure and lexicon, through processes of inher-
itance, borrowing and remodeling.

Detailed knowledge of past language situations can also be important for communi-
ties and individuals who seek to reconnect with their historical roots in search of a lost
identity. In Andean countries such as Peru and Ecuador, for instance, hundreds of family
names originating from poorly known and undocumented extinct languages continue to
be in use. In some areas, these names appear in clusters as a legacy of ancestral socio-
cultural entities which became invisible, sometimes even in the historical records. The
descendants of such entities may be at loss on how to interpret these names. The same
holds for place names which in some areas openly reflect the distribution and historical
layering of lost languages, while providing information about specific features of their
sound system and word-structure. Hybrid place names are proof that communities of
surviving languages and extinct languages once shared the same space and influenced

each other at a given point of time.

1. LINGUISTIC DIVERSITY IN THE MIDDLE ANDES REGION

The Middle Andes region, which roughly coincided with the cordilleran and coastal sec-
tions of the former Inca empire at its greatest extension (around 1532), constitutes a strik-
ing example of an area with a poorly and unevenly documented linguistic past. According
to 16t and 17th century sources, it was a region with a particularly great linguistic diversity
(cf. Mannheim 1991). However, most of the languages at issue have vanished. A majority of
the indigenous Andean languages spoken today belong to only two language families
which both have survived with substantial numbers of speakers: Quechuan (+7,000,000
speakers) and Aymaran (+ 2,600,000 speakers). These language families are relatively
well documented thanks to numerous linguistic studies, grammars, dictionaries, and text
collections, ranging from the 16t century to the present. However, their pre-contact histo-
ry can only be recovered by family-internal comparison, internal reconstruction, and the
study of past contact relations which by default can shed light on some of the past stages
of development of these language families. Such techniques have proven to be particular-
ly productive in the case of the Quechuan and Aymaran lineages, which share a long histo-
ry of sustained and repeated contact with a varying intensity and geographical scope (Cf.
CERRON-PALOMINO, 2000, 2008; EMLEN 2017).

Of the other indigenous languages attested in the Middle Andes, almost all of them ex-
tinct, only a handful are documented in any significant way. They include small language
families and individual language isolates, such as the Uru-Chipaya group on the Bolivian

and Peruvian Altiplano (extinct in the 20t century, except for Chipaya), Puquina in the
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same area (including the professional jargon of Callahuaya healers in Bolivia, which is
partly based on Puquina; Puquina itself became extinct in the early-19t century), Mochica
(language of the Peruvian north coast, extinct since the mid-20t century) , Hibito-Choldn
(Amazonian language group with historical extensions into the northern Peruvian Andes,
extinct in the late-20t century), Esmeraldefo (on the Ecuadorian north coast, extinct in the
late-19th century), Atacameno (in northern Chile, extinct around 1900), Lule (in northwestern
Argentina, extinct since the late-18th century), and the Huarpean languages Allentiac and
Millcayac (in the Cuyo region of Argentina, extinct since the 17t century). These partly doc-
umented languages provide a small but appreciable testimony of the impressive linguistic
diversity that existed in the Middle Andes only a few centuries ago. For none of these lan-
guages and small families external genealogical relations have been attested, except in a
tentative manner for Lule (with Vilela) and for Puquina (possibly with the Arawak lan-
guages). Connections with Quechuan and Aymaran are limited to borrowings.

Several other languages of the Middle Andes are known from historical records, but
remain virtually undocumented. Such languages were mainly found on the coast and in
the highlands of Ecuador (Caiar, Cara, Huancavilca, Malacato, Palta, Panzaleo, Puruhd, et
al) and of northern Peru (Chacha, Culli, Quingnam, Sechura, Talldn, et al.); some of them,
such as Culli, may have survived well into the 20t century. For a detailed overview of what
is known about the extinct languages of the northern Peruvian coast see a recent study by
Urban (2019); Jijon y Caamano (1940-1945) and Paz y Mino (1940-1942, 1961) remain the
main sources for the extinct languages of the Ecuadorian highland.

At the northern border of the Middle Andes region, several well-documented lan-
guages of the Barbacoan language family are spoken until today, three in the Pacific foot-
hills of Ecuador (Tsafiki, Cha’palaa, Awa Pit), and two more in Colombia (Guambiano and
Totord, in addition to Awa Pit). This family also had ramifications in the Ecuadorian and
Colombian highland (the extinct Cara and Pasto languages). At the southern borders of
the Middle Andes region, the Mapudungun language, now confined to areas of southern
Chile and Argentina, was once also used within the borders of the Inca empire. It still has a
substantial number of speakers, although it is also very much endangered (LONCON,
2017). Other once important languages of northern Chile and northern Argentina, such as
Diaguita (Cacdn) and Tonocoté (often mentioned in connection with Lule), were reportedly
documented in the 16t century, but the grammars in question are sadly lost.

Finally, a substantial number of languages with predominantly Amazonian roots have
been preserved on the eastern counterforts of the Andean cordillera. Some of them exhib-
it specifically Andean features or traces of sustained interaction with highland languages.
Doubtless, the most extreme example of such interaction is that of the Amuesha or Ya-
nesha’ language, a member of the Arawak family, which borrowed a large amount of vo-

cabulary from a Central Peruvian Quechuan language, including more than 60 basic ver-
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bal roots. This case of intensive language contact between an Andean and an originally
Amazonian language probably pre-dates the consolidation of Inca power in the region.
Meanwhile, Yanesha’ also shows traces of contact with Panoan languages and a pre-
Arawak substrate of unknown identity, which once must have been prevalent in the Ya-
nesha’ homeland, a witness of the layered complexity of past linguistic contact relations in
this pre-Andine region (WISE, 1976; ADELAAR, 2006).

2. LINGUISTIC RECONSTRUCTION IN THE MIDDLE
ANDES REGION

After the assessment of linguistic diversity in the Middle Andes region, we turn to the re-
construction of the past evolution of the two major Andean language groups, Aymaran
and Quechuan, and its relevance for our knowledge and understanding of the Andean
linguistic past. Although Aymara and Quechua were traditionally referred to as lan-
guages with an extensive internal diversification at the geographical micro-level, it has
been established since the mid-twentieth century (PARKER, 1963; TORERO, 1964) that
part of their internal differences had been systematically underestimated. In fact, they
should be treated as language families comprising several distinct languages, rather
than as languages subdivided into dialects. Nevertheless, the distinction between lan-
guage and dialect, particularly in the Quechuan family, remains largely fluid, the reason
why some authors prefer to use more neutral terms such as ‘varieties’ [our choice] or
‘lects’, instead of ‘languages’ or ‘dialects. Furthermore, part of the internal differentia-
tion of the Quechuan family pre-dates the arrival of the European invaders by centuries,
whereas another part is of colonial or relatively recent origin and linked to Inca expan-
sion, Spanish colonial penetration of new territories, and the subsequent campaigns of
evangelization. Spanish colonial administrators used specific varieties of Quechua as a
lengua general (‘general language’) and made efforts to artificially standardize it as a
unified language (Cf. DURSTON, 2007). It stands to reason that a proper understanding
of Andean colonial history is of major importance for the interpretation of the develop-
ment and diversification of the main Andean language groups, because the effects of
colonial interference have been considerable.

For a superficial observer it is not always easy to distinguish between ‘old’ and ‘re-
cent’ diversity, as all the present-day varieties can be viewed a-historically as languages
or dialects in their own right in accordance with the observer’s point of view, whereas
early colonial documentation of local Quechuan varieties is rather scarce. Essential for
the reconstruction of the oldest retrievable stages of the historical development of

Quechuan is the establishment of a solid and reliable chronology of the changes and re-
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placements that underlie linguistic differentiation within the Quechuan language family.
For that purpose it is necessary to study all the existing varieties in the perspective of
their complex interrelations throughout the past and also in their tiniest phonological,
morphological, and lexical detail.

As for the Aymaran language family today, it consists of no more than two (possi-
bly three) languages, but it almost certainly comprised additional undocumented vari-
eties which became extinct in the colonial and early independence periods, or even as
late as the 20t century. Some of this Aymaran presence and diversity can be wit-
nessed in 16t and 17t century sources (TORERO, 1970; CERRON-PALOMINO, 2000). At
the same time, some modern Quechuan varieties that are not presently in touch with
an Aymaran language feature traces of close contact with Aymaran speaking popula-
tions. An illustrative case is that of the moribund Pacaraos Quechua in the upper
Chancay valley, north of Lima. This variety harbors a substantial amount of Aymaran
lexicon that cannot easily be linked to any of the surviving Aymaran languages, nor
has the presence of any extinct group of Aymaran speakers been assessed in its im-
mediate neighborhood (Cf. ADELAAR, 1982).

The internal differentiation within both Quechuan and Aymaran not only facilitates re-
construction within the families themselves, but also provides crucial information on their
contact history in a convincing chronological context. Identification of the effects of histor-
ical contact in both language families makes it possible to sketch the original profiles of
their respective lineages with all their pertinent characteristics and restrictions. It also
helps to understand the nature and the different stages of evolution that affected each
language family. Eventually, the reconstruction of pre-contact stages of both Quechuan
and Aymaran through the isolation of elements that were clearly borrowed between the
two families can offer new benchmarks for comparison with other languages and lan-
guage groups in the Middle Andes region or elsewhere in the Americas, as well as new

perspectives on still earlier stages in the evolution of the Middle Andean languages.

3. HISTORICAL RELATIONS BETWEEN AYMARAN
AND QUECHUAN

Aymaran and Quechuan are not only the best documented indigenous language groups
of the Middle Andean region, they are also very similar in many respects. These similari-
ties were already noticed in the 17t century by Jesuit grammarians and chroniclers,
such as Cobo (1653), and have preoccupied philologists and historical linguists ever
since. The elements shared by both language groups include (1) an approximate 20% to

25% of nearly identical lexical roots which can be reconstructed to the proto-languages;
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(2) largely coinciding phoneme inventories, including such elements as a persistent
three-vowel system, otherwise seldom found in South America, /a/, /i [~e]/, /u[~0]/, a dis-
tinctive opposition between velar and post-velar stops /k/, /q/, and a distinctive opposi-
tion between palatal and retroflex affricates /¢/, /¢/; and (3) morphosyntactic structures
that are almost identical, not in form but in function and content, including the very spe-
cific semantics of a large number of verbal derivational categories. Other Andean lan-
guages generally do not share the systematic similarities that unite Aymaran and
Quechuan. These similarities form a clear indication of the likelihood that both language
groups existed in close contact with each other for at least part of their history. Never-
theless, the emphasis on similarities should not make us overlook the notable dissimilari-
ties that separate the two language groups, in particular, a radically different basic vo-
cabulary in the non-shared sector, crucial differences in the phonotactics of roots and
words, and a highly specialized morphophonemic behavior of affixes in affix sequences
which is exclusive for the Aymaran languages. Last but not least, the existence of glot-
talized and aspirated stops and affricates is held to be an original feature of the Ayma-
ran languages, although an external origin of this phenomenon through contact with
other neighboring languages might be considered (EMLEN, 2017).

The question of the nature of the Quechuan-Aymaran relationship, also known as the
Quechumaran hypothesis, has occupied historical linguists and other observers for a long
time in a controversy that often boiled down to the question: “Are Quechuan and Aymaran
genetically related or not?” (Cf. CERRON-PALOMINO, 2000). Implicit to this debate was
the assumption of an exclusive genealogical relationship which excluded all other lan-
guages. It may be prudent to assume that a majority of the obvious similarities between
the two families are due to borrowing and contact. Such a conclusion does not preclude
the possibility of an eventual common source for the two language families, but it would
have to be found at a much deeper historical level than the one defined by the (nearly)
identical elements on which the Quechumaran hypothesis was traditionally based (e.g., in
ORR & LONGACRE, 1968). The implied historical depth would inevitably involve compari-
sons with other New World languages and language families, depriving the Quechuan-
Aymaran hypothesis of its self-sufficient exclusive character. As is often the case in such
situations, there is a notable imbalance between borrowed vocabulary items, which are
nearly identical in both languages, especially at the level of the proto-languages, and non-
borrowed items, which normally show no similarity at all. It is, therefore, not possible to de-
tect any gradual historical divergence as is characteristically found between languages
with uncontroversial genealogical affinities.

The historical intertwinement of the Quechuan and Aymaran languages has often
been referred to in the literature as a case of linguistic ‘convergence’, but this concept

also requires further refinement (ADELAAR, 2012). As a matter of fact, the effects of pro-
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found Quechuan-Aymaran contact can be reconstructed right back to the stage of the
Quechuan and Aymaran proto-languages. In other words, there is no modern variety of
Quechuan that does not bear the structural marks of intensive contact with Aymaran,
and the opposite probably holds true for Aymaran with respect to Quechuan lexical in-
fluence. Both the intensity and the systematic character of the contact situation suggest
that the ancestors of the two linguistic lineages shared the same geographical area dur-
ing the formation of the proto-languages, a deviation from earlier representations in
which Quechuan and Aymaran used to be located in separate, albeit marginally over-
lapping, areas (e.g., Torero [1970], who incidentally refers to Aymaran as Arv ‘language’).
The most likely candidate for such a shared area are probably the Andean highlands of
Central Peru. The evidence seems to point at a situation in which Aymaran and Quech-
van speakers shared communities and locations throughout a large area, a situation
which is still locally found in parts of the Bolivian and Southern Peruvian Andes (BAS-
TIEN, 1978; HOWARD, 1995). The simultaneous success of Aymaran and Quechuan ex-
pansion towards the southern boundaries of the Middle Andes region suggests a kind of
concerted action facilitated by kinship ties and possibly a division of labor and economic
activity based on ecological levels (Cf. EMLEN & ADELAAR, 2017).

4. DISENTANGLING THE QUECHUAN-AYMARAN KNOT

The determination of the directionality of lexical and structural borrowings between
Quechuan and Aymaran, which had remained stagnant for a long time, was made pos-
sible by the recognition of fundamental phonotactic differences between the two lin-
guistic lineages and the hypothesis that on this basis criteria could be developed in or-
der to establish this directionality (ADELAAR, 1986). This line of research has been elabo-
rated by Emlen (2017), who separated the lexicon shared by Quechuan and Aymaran
from non-shared lexicon exclusively found in either one of the two families. It appeared
that most of the ancient lexicon shared by the proto-languages underlying both lan-
guage groups formally resembled the non-shared Quechuan lexicon in that it frequently
contained consonant clusters or reflexes of consonant clusters that were absent from
the lexicon exclusive to Aymaran. Quechuan has a preference for disyllabic roots, many
of which contain complex word-internal consonant clusters with few combinatory re-
strictions. These clusters are also frequently found in the shared lexicon. By contrast,
roots that are specifically Aymaran do not normally contain consonant clusters consist-
ing of two stops or affricates in their canonical form (that is, without accompanying suf-
fixes affecting the shape of these roots by morphologically conditioned vowel suppres-

sion, a common phenomenon in the Aymaran languages). In roots which are exclusively
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Aymaran, the first consonant of an internal cluster has to be a resonant (/n/, /m/, /1/, /li/,
/r/) or a sibilant (s, $), open syllables are preferred, and tri-syllabic roots are relatively
frequent. Naturally, the cluster criterion is meaningless for shared lexicon that does not
contain any internal cluster, e.g. the shared verb root apa- ‘to carry’, but there is little
reason to assume that the directionality of the borrowing would have been different in
those cases. It speaks in favor of a massive lexical borrowing flow from pre-proto-
Quechuan to proto-Aymaran, rather than the other way around. An important byproduct
of Emlen’s work is the discovery of some unexpected phonological features of the Ayma-
ran fricatives and glides in terms of frequency and distinctive load, which invite further
comparative research.

The situation on the structural level appears to be the opposite of that on the lexical
level. Although Quechuan and Aymaran structure are very similar in terms of categories,
semantic distinctions and use of affixes, Aymaran clearly preserves a more archaic
state of affairs. For instance, in the domain of personal reference, it has maintained a
four-person system based on the inclusion resp. exclusion of the Speaker and the Ad-
dressee (Cf. HARDMAN et a/, 1988) with a straightforward match of form and meaning.
Such four-person systems can be reconstructed for several other Native American lan-
guage families, in which they are often embedded in more elaborate structural settings.
Quechuan features a similar four-person system, but it appears to be built on a basis of
affixes and fragments of affixes which originally may have had other functions, thus be-
traying the system’s relatively recent adaptation to the Aymaran model. Also in Ayma-
ran, combinations of two Speech Act Participants expressed in the same verb are codi-
fied by means of complex endings (nine in total including the four that express only one
Speech Act Participant). These complex endings appear to be indivisible and difficult to
analyze. They differ in form according to tense and mood. Quechuan has a similar sys-
tem, but its expression is based on a limited number of personal reference affixes, most
of which can appear in endings consisting in a combination of two separable markers. It
is suggestive of a process in which existing affixes became recycled in an economic
manner, building a set of combinations as required by the Aymaran model with the
smallest possible amount of material already available. Similar economic considerations
can be called to account for further changes and replacements affecting the verbal in-

flectional morphology of individual Quechuan varieties.

5. CONCLUSION

Without going into too much detail, we may conclude that the Aymaran linguistic lineage

provided a structural model for what was to become Quechuan as we know it, whereas
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the Quechuan lineage contributed a large part of its original lexicon to the shared vocabu-
lary of both families. As a result, no modern representative of either language group is free
of this type of heritage. A point that must be emphasized here is that the reconstructed in-
teraction must have preceded the entire history of each of the two language families as
they appear today, their proto-languages being a product of precisely that interaction.
Considering the time needed for the internal diversification of both families to develop in a
gradual way, it is defendable to assume that the moment of the initial convergence could
have occurred around the beginning of our era, and that it was possibly the result of an in-
vasion by the Quechuan lineage of what was originally Aymaran territory.

The removal of borrowed elements and structural principles that are alien to either
one of the two families leaves us with two retrospectively modified languages. Apparently,
the Quechuan lineage may originally have had a three-person system, and its inventory of
complex personal reference endings may have been limited to the combination of a 1st
person subject acting upon a 2 person object (compare the situation in modern Hungari-
an). Furthermore, the phonetically complex structure of Quechuan roots calls for further
investigation. Were the complex word-internal clusters always there, or are they the prod-
uct of some sort of derivation which remains to be identified? Several sets of semantically
related roots appear to share an initial element, as, for instance, wa- in verbs referring to
‘hanging or suspension in the air’, or ya- in verbs of going (e.g., in Southern Peruvian
Quechua warku- ‘to hang’ and Central Peruvian Quechua yarku- ‘to climb’, in which the el-
ement -rku- can be identified as a marker for ‘upward motion’). Such reconstructed roots
are generally monosyllabic, and often have a canonical CV shape, suggesting a rather
simple verbal root structure for the Quechuan lineage in early pre-convergence times
(EMLEN, 2017). This finding also calls for a further analysis of the derivational elements
with which these monosyllabic roots are combined. On the Aymaran side the high fre-
quency of initial /h/ and /s/ in contrast with their marginal occurrence and low distinctive-
ness in Quechuan also requires further scrutiny.

Nevertheless, the systematic separation of inherited Aymaran and inherited Quech-
uan elements does not yield two language families that are spectacularly different in
their main characteristics. The reconstructed sound systems of the two pre-contact lin-
eages still look very much the same. The reassignment of Proto-Aymaran to the same
region in Central Peru where Central Peruvian Quechuan varieties are spoken today
brings into doubt the inherited character of Aymaran glottalization and aspiration,
which may have been an areal feature of the languages of the Titicaca basin much fur-
ther south and could have entered Aymaran after its occupation of that region (for in-
stance, from local languages, such as Uru-Chipaya, Leco or Atacameno). It would elimi-
nate one of the most significant differences between the original sound inventories of

Quechuan and Aymaran (with the provision that the occurrence of glottalization and as-
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piration in Jagaru and Kawki, the Central Peruvian branch of Aymaran, would remain to
be explained; see EMLEN, 2017). Furthermore, there is no indication suggesting that the
two language groups would not have shared their suffix-based agglutinative character
and SOV structure before entering into contact. One of the main advantages of the sep-
aration of the inherited characteristics of the two families is that they can now freely be
compared to any other language or language family in the region or beyond without the
burden of inherited foreign elements.

From a social-historical point of view the cohabitation of the descendants of the Ay-
maran and Quechuan lineages in a situation of bilingualism during a formative period of
their existence many centuries ago may provide an explanation for much of their behavior
in later years. Linked by age-old family ties and loyalties, Quechuan and Aymaran speak-
ers may have chosen to operate jointly in their conquests and distribution of new territo-
ries. As far as the linguistic evidence goes, it would appear that the Incas used to spare
their Aymaran allies more than any other nation in the Middle Andes region, leaving their
language and customs largely intact. In that perspective, the retraction of the Aymaran
languages on behalf of Quechuan may have been a product of colonial language policy ra-

ther than the continuation of a pre-contact trend.
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