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Abstract

This thesis consists of a phonological description of the Yamalero language, based on
primary data. Yamalero is a Guahiban language spoken by some 300 people in the
Colombian Eastern Plains. Some of these speakers are ethnic Yaruro, who had been
reported to speak Yaruro (Pumé), but this thesis shows that none of them is able to use this
language any more. Yamalero is a virtually undocumented language, since the only
materials available before the publication of this phonological description were a 31 terms
wordlist. This enabled the classification of Yamalero within the Cuiba-Sikuani language
continuum. This thesis shows some features of the Yamalero phonology that are closer to
Sikuani, such as the process of lenition of aspirated plosives, and others that are closer to
Cuiba, such as the presence of consonantic codas. When appropriate, it also shows its
resemblances to other genetically unrelated languages in the area, such as Saliba, Piapoco,
Achagua or Puinave This phonological description contributes to the study of Guahiban
languages, on which very little research has been published in the last 20 years, as well as

to the study of the languages between the Amazonia and the Andean foothills.

Keywords: Guahiban languages, Yamalero, phonology, language documentation,

Amazonian languages, Yaruro people, functional linguistics.
Resumen

Esta tesis consiste en una descripcién fonoldgica de la lengua yamalero, a partir de datos
primarios. El yamalero es una lengua de la familia guahibo hablada por unas 300 personas
en los Llanos Orientales de Colombia. Algunos de estos hablantes son de la etnia yaruro,
los cudles se creia que hablan yaruro (pumé), pero esta tesis muestra que ya no hay nadie
en esta comunidad que conozca este idioma. El yamalero es una lengua practicamente
indocumentada, pues los Unicos materiales disponibles antes de la publicacion de esta
descripcion fonoldgica eran una lista de palabras de 31 términos. En base a esto se clasifico
el yamalero dentro del continuo linglistico cuiba-sikuani. Esta tesis muestra que algunos
rasgos de la fonologia Yamalero son mas cercanos al Sikuani, como el proceso de lenicion
de las oclusivas aspiradas, mientras que otros son mas cercanos a la Cuiba, como la
existencia de consonantes en posicion de coda silabica. Cuando es adecuado, también se
muestran las similitudes del yamalero con lenguas de otras familias linguisticas de la zona,
como el saliba, el piapoco, el achagua o el puinave. Esta descripcion fonoldgica significa

una contribucion al estudio de las lenguas guahibo, sobre las cuales se han publicado muy



pocas investigaciones en los ultimos 20 afios, asi como al estudio de las lenguas que

quedan entre la Amazonia y los Andes.

Palabras clave: lenguas guahibo, yamalero, fonologia, documentacioén linglistica, lenguas

amazonicas, pueblo Yaruro, linguistica funcional.
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1. The Yaruro people

1.1 Location: the Cano Mochuelo reserve

The Yaruro (also called Pumé) count virtually 10.000 people (Instituto Nacional de
Estadistica 2015: 31) and live in the Apure Plains in Western Venezuela, close to the
Colombian border. They speak Yaruro, a language isolate that has been poorly described
(Mosonyi 1966; Obregon and Diaz 1989; Mosonyi, Mosonyi and Garcia 2000; Krisélogo
2002; Castillo, Diaz and Obregdén 2003; Guerreiro de Pirela 2016). Yaruro is losing language
domains towards Spanish, so it has been considered an endangered language by UNESCO
(Moseley 2010) and ELCat (Campbell et al. 2017).

Nevertheless, there is a small Yaruro community which does not live in Venezuela. They live
in the Colombian Eastern Plains in the Casanare state, close to the Venezuelan border as
well. This community does not speak Yaruro anymore, but Yamalero, and this language is
the one that is described in this thesis. More specifically, this Yaruro community is currently
settled in Unuma (also called el Calvario),! a small village in the multiethnic Cafio Mochuelo

reserve, located in the easternmost part of the Casanare state (see figure 1).

Figure 1. Map of the Cafio Mochuelo reserve within the Casanare state and

Colombia.?
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Source: Olivari & Buitrago (2012: 9)

' Coordinates for this village follow: latitude 5.971159, longitude: -69.955871.
2 This map has been reproduced thanks to its Attribution-NonCommercial-ShareAlike Creative
Commons license.



The Cafo Mochuelo reserve is one of the most ethnically diverse reserves in Colombia. It
hosts 10 different ethnolinguistic groups spread in 14 different villages. Most of these groups
are Guahibo-speaking groups (Yamalero, Yaruro, Sikuani, Wamone, Maiben, Amorua,
Tsiripu and Waipiri), but there is also a Saliba-speaking group and a Piapoco
(Arawak-speaking) group. The reserve area is divided among these 10 groups in the terms
that can be seen in figure 2. The three groups located in the northern part (above the Ariporo
river) belong to the municipality of Hato Corozal, while those located to the south of the
Ariporo river belong to the municipality of Paz de Ariporo, as is the case for Unuma, Yaruro’s
village. Unuma (in the map, el Calvario) is located to the south of the central blue area,

shared between the Yaruro and Yamalero groups.

Figure 2. Map of the ethnolinguistic groups in the Caino

Mochuelo reserve.?

Resguarde Cafio Mochuelo
Limites Territoriales Auto-Reconocidos

o

Ny

rw oo

Source: ENSANI (2014a: 37), with data from SIGOT-IGAC (2011)
and WFS Geoservices from IGAC

3| thank the Instituto Colombiano de Bienestar Familiar and the Universidad Externado de Colombia
for authorizing the reproduction of this map.



In fact, the map in figure 2 is a bit old (2014), since there are a couple of changes that it does
not reflect. The first deals with the Yaruro community, which now has part of the territory that
they used to share with the Yamalero exclusively for them. The second one deals with the
Piapoco community, which also used to share their territory with the Saliba community, but
they now have a territory of their own in las Mafanitas (Marco Julio Garcia, personal

communication).

1.2 Ethnolinguistic history of the Colombian Yaruro

The Colombian Yaruro are an ethnic group that descends from the mixture between
Venezuelan Yaruro and ethnic Yamalero. More concretely, from two Yaruro men that married
two Yamalero women and were integrated into their group, five generations ago. They learnt
the Yamalero language and this is also the language that they taught to their children, so
Yaruro was no longer spoken (Marco Julio Garcia, personal communication). In the 2000,
descendants from these two Yaruro families decided to split from the mixed Yamalero-Yaruro
group they were part of and established an ethnic Yaruro community, Unuma. These Yaruro
use the term “Yaruro” to refer to their own language, although they are aware that it is not
the same language that the Yaruro groups in Venezuela speak. However, they use this term
because it represents their identity. Although they know that the linguistic system that they
use is virtually the same as the one that the Yamalero people use, it would make no sense to

them to refer to their language as “Yamalero”.

There are no references in the scarce literature on the Yamalero people pointing at the
moment in which the Yaruro (two male cousins and the sister of one of them) joined the
Yamalero group (Romero 1993: 122-123; Sanchez 2007: 57-59; Usma et al. 2011: 208;
Naranjo et al. 2013; Zamudio et al. 2014a; Zamudio et al. 2014b). It is also unclear what
movements did this group do before arriving at the Cafo Mochuelo reserve in 1982.
However, after conducting interviews with community members and contrasting the
information | got with the relevant literature, | have tried to reconstruct what these
movements may have looked like. Therefore, the story that follows is probably unexact, but |
think that it may help to understand the recent past of the Colombian Yaruro and the
Yamalero people. These two groups had historically lived separately, then lived together for

some 50 years, and nowadays live separately again.

My hypothesis is that the Yamalero coincided with the three Yaruro at some point during the
1950s in the Upper Capanaparo river, on the Venezuelan side of the border. This is one of
the areas that the Yaruro people have historically populated (Castro 1993: 185-186;
Mosonyi, Mosonyi & Garcia 2000: 545), and they were attested there in 1934 (Petrullo
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1939). As for the Yamalero, they were traditionally a group of hunter-gatherers that occupied
large territories along the Meta river, from the Meta and Vichada states in Colombia to the
border city Puerto Carrefio and the northern Capanaparo area in Venezuela (Usma et al.
2011: 208; Zamudio et al. 2014a: 63); therefore, determining their location at a given

historical time is a bit more difficult .

However, there are a few signs that would locate the Yamalero around the Capanaparo river
in the fifties. The first is it has been reported that “from the 1948 war [the group] was divided
and some went to Arauca and others to Venezuela” (Zamudio et al. 2014b: 59).* The second
is that one of the two Yamalero women (Victoria Lara) that married a Yaruro man (José
Nieves), who is now very old but | had the opportunity to interview, declared that she got
married and had at least her first daughter while her group was based in the Capanaparo
area. The younger daughter of the other mixed marriage (Braulio Garcia and Maria Elena
Lara), who | could also interview, declared that she was very young when they left the
Capanaparo and that she barely remembers.® The third sign is that in 1962 the Yamalero are
reported to be in the Colombian side of the border again, in Puerto Carrefio, working in a
country estate called “Las Mananitas” (Sanchez 2007: 58; Zamudio et al. 2014b: 60).
Therefore, if these two groups were in contact for some time, it seems natural to assume

that this led to a few interethnic marriages.

Nevertheless, the situation might have been a bit more complex. In one of my interviews |
was told that these three Yaruro were survivors from a massacre that took place against
their group, probably perpetrated by creole ranchers (Marco Julio Garcia, personal
communication). Since this is a sensitive issue, | only discussed it with my main host after
some weeks in the field, and | did not feel that my relationship to other relevant community
members enabled this kind of conversation yet. This means that | could not contrast this
information in the field, but there are similar massacres documented around the same area
in the same time period, such as the 1967 Rubiera massacre (Gémez 1998: 351-352), so |
think that it is possible that the three Yaruro that joined the Yamalero group did so because

their group had been exterminated.

The resulting group, of which the Yaruro were an ethnic minority, probably left the
Capanaparo and occupied different areas before being employed by a rancher called “sefior

Medina” in las Mafanitas in 1962 (Hualdo Garcia personal communication; Sanchez 2007:

4 This passage is taken from a report dealing with the Yaruro people. However, considering where
other studies locate the Yaruro people at that time (Petrullo 1939, Mosonyi 1966), it is very likely that
the group that the report is talking about is the Yamalero.

5 It would be relatively easy to calculate the period that they spent in the Capanaparo using birth
dates, but unfortunately the age of community members born before they arrived at the Cafo
Mochuelo reserve (1982) is unknown.
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58; Zamudio et al. 2014b: 60). During the years that they spent there, some community
members also used to go fishing or hunting for a few days and this caused two tragic
incidents. One took place when some male community members went fishing to the
Casanare river. José Nieves, Victoria’s Yaruro husband, fell ill and although they returned to
las Mananitas, he died some days later. The second one took place when some men went
hunting and they coincided with another indigenous group, the Siripu. They were trying to
hunt the same capybara, which produced a violent conflict. Joaquin Lara, a Yamalero man
that married the Yaruro woman in the group (Rosita Garcia), was shot with an arrow and
also died. Shortly after that, his wife Rosita abandoned the group with her daughter and
moved to an urban setting (Puerto Carrefo). Therefore, in a few years, out of the three
Yaruros that had joined the Yamalero group, only one remained (Victoria Lara and Carina

Garcia, personal communication).

After spending some years in las Mananitas, the group left again to the savannah, moving
westwards along the Meta river to la Venturosa and then to the Samuco and Lipa rivers.
Some years later they went back to las Mananitas and they were employed by the same
rancher, Medina. Some families decided to leave to urban settings (Puerto Carrefio and
Puerto Ayacucho), and those who remained in 1982 they ended up in the Cafo Mochuelo
reserve (Hualdo Garcia, personal communication). The main reason to look for protection in
a reserve was that the violence against indigenous people had not ceased (Ortiz 2005;
Bjork-James 2015).

When they arrived at the reserve, the group consisted of some 40 people. They initially
settled in Santa Maria de Irimene, but they quickly founded the Quinto Patio settlement, still
in 1982. Due to internal conflicts, the ethnic Yaruro moved to Palo Grande in 1988, where
they stayed until 1999. Then they started a settlement of their own, first in a country state
whose property belonged to a creolle family and the year after, in the 2000, they established
in Unuma (Zamudio et al. 2014b: 60). Initially the group was only made up of 16 people, but
then other Yaruro who were still living with the Yamalero joined them. Their natality rate has
increased dramatically in the last few years, so they now count with 136 community
members (DANE 2018).

Thus, the current 136 Yaruro community members are part of two extended families: the
descendants of Braulio Garcia and Maria Elena Lara, on the one hand, and of José Nieves
and Victoria Lara, on the other hand. Braulio and José Nieves were Yaruro speakers who did
not transmit the language to their children; however, Braulio taught it to her wife and they
kept using this language until he died, in 1989. From then on, Maria Elena remained as the

only Yaruro speaker in the community, so she could not use this language with anybody. She
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died at an advanced age in 2021, and therefore the Yaruro language vanished in Colombia.
However, the sources that inform about the language of this community either keep linking it
to the Yaruro language in Venezuela (Ministerio de Cultura 2010: 4; Zamudio et al. 2014b:
59) or do not comment on its genetic affiliation, which implicitly also links it to Yaruro
(Naranjo et al. 2013: 134).

The Yamalero community had further internal conflicts and splitted again, so they are now
divided in two communities: Quinto Patio and Topochales. Altogether they count 142 people
(DANE 2018). It is unclear whether there are further ethnic Yamalero communities. In the
linguistics literature they have been located on the Venezuelan side of the border: in the
Capanaparo river (Ortiz & Queixalés 1981), in the Cinaruco and Juripe rivers (Kondo 1982:
45), and in the Cinaruco river (Queixalds 1993: 195). However, it is likely that these locations
do not correspond to the time of the publications, but some years before, when the Yamalero
were still moving around these territories. On the other hand, it has also been pointed out
that recently another group would have splitted from the main Yamalero group, which “left
the reserve towards a place called Santa Barbara in the Vichada state” (Zamudio et al.
2014b: 60). In fact, Santa Barbara is located at one of the reserve accesses, so considering
that the last Colombian national census (DANE 2018) only listed Yamalero people in the

Cano Mochuelo reserve, it is possible that for some reason they decided to return there.

1.3 Living conditions and current challenges

The Yaruro community has most of their basic needs covered, but they are still facing some
important challenges. The community has a well of potable water that they can use to drink,
cook and wash on a daily basis. They use the river water to wash themselves and to wash
their clothes. Their diet is still highly dependent on hunting and fishing, but now they
combine it with some crops (mainly yuca) and with basic products they buy in Cravo Norte
such as rice, pasta, legumes, oil, or coffee. This is the closest non-indigenous village and it
is located 3 hours away by motorbike. The community also has chickens that provide them
eggs and meat. However, fruits and vegetables are almost nonexistent in their diets, which
has led to some vitamin deficiencies. Every few days they light a fire to burn their waste.

They also need to go outside of the village to meet their physiological needs.

The economy of the Yaruro community is still in a precapitalist stage. Money is starting to be
used for commercial relations, but exchanging goods and favors is still a common practice.
Very few community members earn a salary (school teachers and workers from the

Colombian Family Welfare Institute), while others work as day laborers in settler’'s farms.
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Some also do small jobs for community members with higher incomes, but most of them are

not employed on a regular basis. Hunting and fishing is the main activity for them.

The main current challenges for the Yaruro people are the lack of territory and lack of health
care. After many years of land exploitation, natural resources in the reserve are becoming
scarce, so community members now need to go further and further to obtain a fair amount of
meat. Fish is more abundant during the dry season (December-March), but harder to obtain
in the rain season (April-November). During these months, 70% of the reserve territory is
flooded, which makes mobility very difficult. Communities have been struggling to expand

the limits of the reserve, but no success has been achieved yet.

Access to health care is also difficult for the Yaruro community. Once per month, a medical
squad visits them for 2 or 3 days to do routinary inspections, most of them to pregnant
women. If they find serious cases, patients are taken to Cravo Norte or to Yopal. However, in
most cases this turns into a problem, because when they recover they do not have the
money to get back to their communities. Moreover, they are usually taken to hospital
unaccompanied, a serious issue for elders who do not speak Spanish (who do not receive
translation service either). Besides this, there is a traditional doctor in the community, but this
practice has been interrupted for some periods and therefore his knowledge is not enough to

deal with all community’s health issues.
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2. The Yamalero language within the Guahiban

language family

2.1 The Guahiban language family

2.1.1 Family origins

The independence of the Guahiban language family was recognized as early as Gilij (1782:
205). More than one century later, Briton also kept them as a separate stock (Briton 1891:
270-271), followed by Chamberlain (1913: 240). Between these years, the first grammar on
a Guahiban language (Sikuani) was published; however, it did not discuss its genetic
affiliation (Fernandez & Bartolomé 1895). Guahiban languages are also treated as unrelated
to any other language family in the classifications published around the mid 20th Century
(Rivet 1948; Mason 1950: 257).

However, in the macrogroupings of American languages that took place during the second
half of the 20th Century, the Guahiban language family was often related to Arawakan
languages. In fact, the first source | could find pointing out this relationship goes back to the
early 20th Century, which groups Sikuani, Achagua (a surrounding Arawak language) and
Guamo (a presumably isolate, extinct language from the Venezuelan Plains) with the
Maipure language family (Fabo 1911: 106). This relationship was followed by Swadesh
(1958: 134) and Loukotka (1968: 148-149), who placed Guahiban languages within their
“Macroaruac” and “Arawak” clusters, respectively. Greenberg took a slightly different
approach and included them in his Equatorial stuck, one of his big three Amerindian stucks:
“Although Loukotka (1968) includes Guahibo in Arawakan proper, | consider it one of the
groups closest to Arawakan within Equatorial, but not Arawakan as such” (Greenberg 1987:
83-84).

Nevertheless, these classifications were made with very little data available. In the late
1960s, this started to change, since different scholars and SIL missionaries started to
produce descriptive works on Guahiban languages. In the late 70s scholars from the Centro
Colombiano de Estudios en Lenguas Aborigenes (CCELA) in the Universidad de los Andes
in Bogota joined descriptive efforts and since then most of the work has been done with
languages spoken in the Colombian part of the Guahiban domain. These authors also
analyzed Guahiban languages from a historical linguistics perspective and they all reached

the conclusion that the previously proposed relationship between Guahiban and Arawakan
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languages might be the result of language contact, but not of shared genetic history (Morey
1969: 16; Lobo-Guerrero 1979, cited in Queixalés 1993: 193; Kondo 1982; Queixalds 1993:
194).

Since then, most classifications have treated Guahiban languages as an independent
genetic unit, starting by Payne (1991), who argues that “the resemblances of [Guahiban]
languages to Arawakan languages are now commonly considered to be due to borrowing”
(Payne 1991: 363). Only Kaufman has systematically classified Guahiban languages within
Loukotka’s Macro-Arawakan stock (Kaufman 1990, 1994, 2007), in spite of the fact that he
was aware that this “hypothesis deserves to be tested or looked into”, since he had “so far
seen no evidence to convince me of the connection” (Kaufmann 1994: 57). For this reason,
and quoting this passage, Campbell decided to classify Guahiban languages as an
independent linguistic stock “since there is no real evidence that [Guahiban and Arawakan]
are related” (Campbell 1997: 178). This is also the status that is given to these languages in
recent reference works (Aikhenvald & Dixon 1999: 370; Adelaar & Muysken 2004: 162;
Campbell 2012: 90).

2.1.2 Family membership

A large number of language names have been proposed to be part of the Guahiban family.
However, many of these names often correspond to the same language, as it is common in
language families in the Americas and elsewhere (Campbell 2012: 60-62). For this reason,
only language names used by authors that have worked in the field since the 1960s (or by
authors that use these primary sources) will be considered here (see Kondo [1982: 52-55]
for a comprehensive list of names no longer used). This reduces the number of members of
the Guahiban language family to four or five: Sikuani,® Cuiba,” Hitn(i,® Guayabero and

(according to some authors) Playero.®

The discussion on the membership of the fifth language, Playero, is not on whether this
language should be a member of the Guahiban family, but on whether it should be counted
as an independent language or as a dialect of Sikuani. The arguments to consider Playero a
separate language are mostly given in Kondo (1982: 46), while those to consider it a dialect

of Sikuani are mostly given in Queixalés (1993: 196-197).

6 Also called Guahibo (exonym) and in some areas Hiwi (endonym meaning ‘people’).

" Also called Hiwi (endonym).

8 Also called Macaguan and Agualinda Guahibo (exonyms)

® Also called Pepojivi (endonym meaning ‘true people’ [de Kondo 1982: 46]) and Playero Guahibo
(exonym).
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Kondo claims that there are “lexical, grammatical and accentual’ differences between
Sikuani and Playero. These were observed during a visit that her husband Victor Kondo,
who is fluent in Wal Sikuani, and a native speaker of this language made to the Playero
group. They ensured that “they could understand isolated words and short sentences, but
not the meaning of long sentences nor normal conversations among Playero speakers”
(Kondo 1982: 46). She quotes an unpublished report that Victor Kondo (1973a) wrote after
that trip, which is likely to contain precious data, but unfortunately it is not publicly
accessible. The inclusion of Playero as a separated language within the Guahiban family
has been supported by Lobo-Guerrero (1979, cited in Queixalés 1993: 193), Huber & Reed
(1992), Crevels (2007: 160; 2012: 196, 221) and most language databases (Glottolog
[Hammarstrom et al. 2022], Ethnologue [Eberhard, Simons & Flemming 2022], ELCat
[Campbell et al. 2017] and WALS [Dryer & Haspelmath 2013]). Playero has also been given
an 1ISO 639-3 code: gob.

On the other hand, Queixalés claims that Playero is a linguistic variety “halfway between
Sikuani and Cuiba [...], although closer to Sikuani”, and therefore he “provisionally” included
it within the Sikuani language (Queixal6s 1993: 196). He reached these conclusions after the
examination of Playero’s materials from Ortiz (1977, cited in Queixalés 1993: 196) and
Criswell (personal communication, cited in Queixalés 1993: 196). Unfortunately, these
analyses have not been published. Despite having insistently looked for it, | have also been
unable to find any copy of Ortiz (1977) nor any library that includes this publication in its
catalog. The inclusion of Playero within Sikuani and therefore the limitation of the Guahiban
language family to four members has been followed by Adelaar & Muysken (2004: 162).
Campbell (2012: 90) also lists four members, but he follows Kaufman (2007: 65), so he
includes Sikuani, Cuiba, Guayabero and the today extinct and very poorly attested Churuya
language (Kondo 1982: 52). Finally, Aikhenvald & Dixon (1999: 369-377) do not explicitly

mention which languages are included in their typological overview of the Guahiban family.

A third option for the status of Playero had been proposed by Ortiz and Queixalds (1981)
early on. In their comparison of ornithological lexicon between Sikuani, Cuiba, Hitni and
Playero, they grouped the latter within Cuiba, “both for their language and mythology”.
However, since Queixalds (1993) is a more in-depth study on the subject, in which he groups
Playero within Sikuani, it is reasonable to assume that at least this author no longer supports

this idea.

Moreover, the very limited materials on Playero make it hard to further develop any of these
hypotheses. The two linguistic works that are likely to contain more data on the language are

not publicly available: a report by Kondo (1973a) and a collection of tales by Ortiz (1977).
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Only a few wordlists are publicly available. The most extensive one was collected by Kondo
(1973b), and includes 375 terms based on the Swadesh-Rohe wordlist. These materials
were later included in the lexical comparison between Colombian languages published by
Huber & Reed (1992). A few words and three sentences were also published in Kondo
(1982: 61-62, 65), in comparison to other Guahiban varieties. Besides Kondo (1973), there is
only one more primary source (Ortiz 1977). Part of these materials were later published in
the comparison of ornithological lexicon among some Guahiban varieties (Ortiz and

Queixalds 1981). The wordlist consists of 126 terms, of which 36 have data for Playero.

2.1.3 Internal classification

There are three modern subclassifications of the Guahiban family, which do not present
major differences among them (Lobo Guerrero 1979 [see figure 3], Kondo 1982 [see figure
4] and Queixalds 1993 [see figure 5]). The three of them coincide on pointing at Guayabero
as the most divergent language within the family. Their main differences deal with the status
of Playero (see 2.1.2 Family membership above) and with the dialects grouped within Cuiba

and Sikuani.

Lobo Guerrero (1979) and Kondo (1982) often coincide in the linguistic varieties that they
include within both Cuiba and Sikuani. Contrastively, Queixalés (1993) refers in broad terms
to the same linguistic varieties, but he proposes the idea that these varieties are actually part
of a linguistic continuum, the Cuiba-Sikuani continuum. Queixalds states that there is high
intelligibility between many dialects, but that “if we take into consideration the two ends of
the continuum, the idea of two different languages is justified” (Queixalés 1993: 210,

translation my own).

There is also a partial subclassification of the Guahiban family, involving Sikuani, Cuiba
Hintl and Playero (Ortiz & Queixaldés 1981). This classification was based on a comparison
of ornithological lexicon and its results don’t show big differences with respect to the
previous classifications. Hitnu turned out to be the most divergent language among the four,

followed by Sikuani, then Cuiba and finally Playero.

Both Kondo’s and Queixalds’ classifications have been followed by handbooks on South
American languages and language databases. Fabre (1998: 540) reproduces strictly
Queixalos’ proposal. Campbell (2012) seems to start by following Kondo in her grouping of
dialects within Cuiba and Sikuani (although with little differences), but then he also includes

Fabre’s layout of Queixalds’ classification. Finally, Glottolog’s (Hammarstrom et al. 2022)
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Figure 3. Lobo-Guerrero’s (1979) subclassification of the Guahiban language family."®

Guahiban
Guayabero Guahibo
Playero Hitnd Cuiba Sikuani

Wamone Capanaparo Maiben Siripu Chiricoa Amorua Waipiri

Figure 4. Kondo’s (1982) subclassification of the Guahiban language family.

Guahiban
_____._-___—___.-—-:-ﬁ—ggs_ \\_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_'_'_‘_‘—-—-—-_______
Guayabero Hitnd Playero Cuiba Sikuani

pmmm————s S UL

Wamone Waipiri Maiben Siripu Chiricoa Casibara Yamalero Capanaparo Vichaderno Amorua Tigrero

Figure 5. Queixalés’ (1993) subclassification of the Guahiban language family.

Guahiban

Guayabero

N e — e

Cuiloto Colorado Wamone Maiben Siripu Capanaparo Waipiri Yamalero Amorua Parawa Wail

% In this and the following two subclassifications, when language names have an unmistakable and more widespread name today, the latter has been used.
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dialectal varieties clearly follow Kondo’s proposal, but at language level it includes more

branches (see figure 6).
Figure 6. Glottolog’s subclassification of the Guahiban family.

Guahiban
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Guayabero Hitnd Cuiba-Sikuani
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Cuiba Sikuani-Playero

N

Sikuani Playero

2.1.4 Previous studies

The Guahiban language family is an understudied family. At family level, there have been
two attempts to make a Proto-Guahiban reconstruction (Christian & Matteson 1972; Keels
1986¢), but very little data was still available for any of the languages by then. There have
also been some classification efforts, already discussed above (Lobo-Guerrero 1979, Kondo
1982, Queixalés 1993). A family overview can also be added to them (Morey 1969). In
addition, Queixalds is currently preparing a chapter on Guahiban languages for the

handbook on Amazonian Languages (Epps & Michael in preparation).

At language level, Sikuani is the most well described language. There is a comprehensive
grammar by Queixalds, divided in a morphology and a syntax volume (1998, 2000b), in
addition to a bilingual dictionary (1989) and two phonological descriptions by the same
author (1980, 1985a). He also published a number of papers on specific issues of Sikuani’s
grammar (1981, 1983b, 1985b, 2012 and 2016). Riena Kondo also published a two-volume
pedagogical grammar (Kondo 1985a) and a bilingual dictionary together with Victor Kondo
(Kondo & Kondo 2014), in addition to a number of papers mainly related to suprasegmental
phonology (1976, 1980, 1985c and 2001). Moreover, there are also two short grammars
(Kondo 1975 and Krisdlogo 1983), the former written within a tagmemics framework, and
two other phonological descriptions (Mosonyi 1964 and Kondo & Kondo 1967). Finally, other
papers have been published in series on Colombian and Venezuelan indigenous languages
(Kondo 1977; Queixalés 1983a; Kondo 1984, 1985b; Ardila 2000; Queixalés 2000a;

Mosonyi, Guevara and Guevara 2000)

Regarding the Cuiba language, there is a pedagogical grammar (Kerr 1995) and a bilingual
dictionary (Kerr & Berg 2018), in addition to three grammar sketches (Berg & Kerr 1973;

Mosonyi 1975; Merchan 1989). Two language overviews were included in series on
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Colombian and Venezuelan languages (Merchan 2000; Machal 2000), and studies on
Cuiban phonology and discourse in early series on Colombian languages (Kerr and Berg
1973; Kerr and Berg 1976; Kerr 1977).

As for Guayabero, there is also a pedagogic grammar (Waller & Kondo 2012) and a recently
published bilingual dictionary (Kondo, Waller & Waller 2022). In addition, there are two
phonological descriptions (Waller & Waller 1976; Keels 1984) and a language overview
(Tobar 2000). There are also a few studies on specific parts of the grammar: on negation
(Waller 1974a), on clause types (Waller 1974b), on the noun phrase (Tobar 1989) and on
stress (Kondo 1996), in addition to dedicated studies by Keels (1986a, 1986b, 1986¢, 1986d,
1987).

Finally, HitnG is the least studied language. It only has three grammar sketches
(Lobo-Guerrero 1979; Lobo-Guerrero & Herrera 1984; Buenaventura 1993), and a language

overview (Lobo-Guerrero & Herrera 2000).

As it can be observed, systematic studies on Guahiban languages started in the decade of
the 60s. Until the 2000, grammatical and lexical studies were published in different quantities
and qualities for all languages, which led Sikuani to be the most well described and Hitnl the
least well described. In contrast, in the last 20 years the number of published studies has
significantly decreased, since only Guayabero has considerably improved its description

status.

2.1.5 Typological profile

The Guahiban language family shows agglutinative morphology with a preference for
suffixing and head-marking tendencies. Alignment is nominative-accusative and word order
follows head-final tendencies, such as SV and APV orders, use of postpositions and
head-final noun phrases. Words tend to be long, both because of polysynthetic morphology
and of frequent complex constituents. Word classes are divided into two main groups: heads
(nouns, verbs and postpositions) and non-heads (adjectives, adverbs, pronouns and
particles). Non-heads always need to attach to a head, forming complex constituents.
Nominal predicates do not require copula elements. Nominal incorporation is a recurrent

device.

Most languages have three series of stops: voiceless, voiced and aspirated. The aspirated
series has evolved to fricative segments in Guayabero. This is currently an ongoing change
in most Guahiban varieties (except for Maiben Cuiba). Most languages have two liquids, but

the flap is often also an allophone of the voiced alveolar plosive, which is leading to a
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reduction of /d/ (in HitnU this segment has already been lost). All languages have three high
vowels (in most cases the third one being an unrounded high back vowel), while Cuiba also

has an opposition between mid-open and mid-close vowels.

Nominal morphology is rich and counts with prefixes (possessives and demonstratives) and
suffixes (classifiers and gender, number and case markers). There are two possessive
paradigms, showing an alienability contrast. Classifiers are abundant (16 in Sikuani). There
are three genders (masculine, feminine and neutral) and four numbers (singular, dual, plural
and collective). Cases are only peripheral, but also numerous (8 in Sikuani). There are no

articles, either defined or undefined.

Verbal morphology is also rich, featuring on the one hand negation, directional,
valency-changing, number and object prefixes, and on the other mood, positional, tense, and
subject suffixes. Verbs are divided into proper verbs and defective verbs, which have
different subject suffixes and express the future periphrastically. Subject and object affixes
show a clusivity distinction. There is no distinction between past and present, so the only
tense distinction is future/non- future. Aspectuality and modality are expressed both through
auxiliaries and particles. The latter are also used to show four different evidentials: sensorial

inferential, auditive inferential, conjecture and hearsay (Queixalds in preparation).

Guahiban languages are typologically interesting in a number of ways." They have
positional suffixes expressing notions of ‘to do while sitting’, ‘to do while standing’, ‘to do
while lying’ and ‘to do while hanging’ that are rare cross-linguistically (Newmann 2002: 4).
Nominalization strategies (at least in Sikuani) are morphologically complex “particularly with
regard to the retrieval of participants” (Queixalés 2012: 155-156). The stress pattern of this
language family, which in Sikuani has been described as both iambic and trochaic (Kondo
2001), is also typologically rare (see 5.2 Stress for more details). From a diachronic point of
view, the study of Guahiban classifiers may be particularly interesting, since the fact that
cognacy is not predominant and that their nominal origin is still transparent suggest that they
have evolved fairly recently (Queixalds in preparation). Nominal tense and aspect is another
typologically interesting feature, which in Sikuani has been described in terms of aspect
rather than of tense (Queixalés 2016). Finally, nominal plurality, which can only be formed
after adding the singular suffix to the noun, is another unusual feature of Guahiban

languages (Queixalos 1983: 3).

" Some of these features have only been described in Sikuani, but due to the low description status
of the other languages in the family it is reasonable to assume that they are shared by most of its
members. Further research should make this explicit.
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2.1.6 Language contact

Guahiban languages have been influenced by North-West Arawakan languages, to the
extent that different authors have proposed a genetic link between these two language
families (see 2.1.1 Family origins for more details). Meléndez (2014) identified 213 words
and expressions that have been borrowed from Achagua and Piapoco by Sikuani,
presumably during both the precolonial and colonial period. Most lexical borrowings belong
to “the domains of technology and agriculture-based cosmovision”, showing a relationship
between two structurarly different societies: the Arawak people, who were sedentary
agriculturalists, and the Guahibo people, who were nomadic hunter-gatherers (Queixalods in
preparation). To a lower extent, these borrowings also included typically borrowed lexicon,
such as plants and animal names. Moreover, some pronominal forms are also shared

between Guahiban and Arawakan languages (Queixalds 1993: 194).

Besides contact with Arawakan languages, Jolkesky (2016) has also proposed contacts
between Guahibo and a number of language families based on shared lexicon: Chocoan,
Puinave, Bora-Muinane, Nadahup and Yanomami. He identified 28 shared lexical terms with
Chocoan languages; 16 with Puinave, 13 with Bora-Muinane, 8 with Nadahup languages
and 5 with Yanonami languages. These contacts would have taken place between 1.500 and
2.000 years ago in the “Caqueta-Negro regional intreaction sphere” (Jolkesky 2016: 594).
This author proposes the Upper Negro river as the urheimat of the Guahiban family, where
these contacts would have taken place before the migration of the proto-guahibo speakers to
the Orinoco river via the Casiquiare river, caused by the expansion of Carib and Arawakan

groups in their traditional territories.

2.2 The Yamalero language

2.2.1 Language name

There are different terms to name the Yamalero language (Glottocode: maya1284). The
most common are Yamalero, Yamarero, Mayarero, Mayaraxi and Mariposo. | will try to
explain how they might have evolved and therefore show that they all refer to the same
linguistic variety. Kondo (1982: 52) proposed that Mayaraxi comes from the person’s name
Mayara, to which the suffix -xi Mayara, a plural diminutive, would be added. Mayarero looks
very much like the Spanish equivalent for the term Mayaraxi, replacing the -xi suffix by the
Spanish -ero suffix (used, among other functions, to indicate someone’s job). Yamarero is
probably the result of a metathesis between the first two syllables of the term Mayarero.

Finally, Yamalero seems the result of a dissimilation process through which a rhotic element
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became lateral in the third syllable of Yamarero, although there are no laterals in Yamalero
(unlike in Spanish). Therefore, it is very likely that all these names are used to refer to the

same linguistic variety.

Among these slightly different names, | have chosen to use Yamalero in this thesis because
this is the name used by the language community itself. It is not the most common name in
the scarce literature on the language (probably mayaraxi is), but since nowadays the
community | worked with does not recognize this name and taking a community-based
approach rather than a researcher-based approach (Dryer 2019), | have decided for
Yamalero. There is another name, etymologically unrelated to the previous ones, which has
sometimes been used to refer to Yamalero: Mariposo. However, | have not considered using
it because it has pejorative connotations. This term (from Spanish mariposa ‘butterfly’) is
used by other ethnolinguistic groups to identify the Yamalero by the skin spots that some of

them have in their faces, hands or feet (Zamudio et al. 2014a: 60).

2.2.2 Mentions in the literature

Yamalero, or any of the terms discussed above, have only been mentioned recently in
Guahiban languages literature (and indeed Yamalero has not been included in section 2.1.2
Family membership above). There may be at least three reasons for that. The first one is
that the Yamalero language had never been studied before that. The second one is that it
had been studied, but using another language name. The third one is that it had been
studied at an earlier stage, namely when its speakers were part of a larger group. | will
hypothesize that the third option is the closest one to reality and that the language spoken by

the larger group the Yamalero were part of is Playero.

The first mention in the literature | could find on the Yamalero language is from Kerr & Berg
(1973: 90), who included the “Mayaraxi” within the Cuiban ethnolinguistic groups. Ortiz &
Queixalds (1981) report about the “Yamarero” variety and classify it as a Cuiban group as
well. Kondo (1982: 43-45) uses the term “Mayarero” and also includes them within the
Cuiban varieties. Moreover, she mentions that Wamone Cuiba (from Mochuelo) call them
“‘Mayaraxi”. After these initial links to Cuiba, in the 90s this changed dramatically and
Yamalero has been systematically related to Playero from then on. Ortiz (1988 personal
communication, cited in Queixalds 1993: 196) pointed out that those who the Wamone Cuiba
call “Mayaraxi” are indeed the Playero, while Queixalés (1993: 196-197) himself grouped
both Yamarero and Playero in the same linguistic variety. This is also what Fabre (1998:

540) suggested in his internal classification of the Guahiban family, in which Playero appears
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between parentheses as an equivalent term for Yamarero. Finally, Ardila (2000: 571) also

uses the terms Yamarero and Playero indistinctly.

As for linguistic data, there are even less materials available than those listed above for
Playero. Only two short wordlists have been published so far. The first one was part of the
ornithological lexicon comparison among some Guahiban varieties (Ortiz & Queixalés 1981)
and included 5 terms in Yamalero. The second one was published in a lexical comparison
between Cuiban and Sikuani varieties and contained 31 terms in Yamalero (Queixalos 1993:
212-213). When this thesis becomes publicly accessible, these materials will be significantly
expanded by a wordlist of 375 terms, the Swadesh-Rohe wordlist (see Appendix 3. Lexical
comparison between Guahiban languages). The terms in this wordlist had already been
collected by different authors and published by Hubber and Reed (1992). Now, data on
Yamalero has been added to it, which will enable new comparative work and the study of
recurrent sound changes between Yamalero and these languages (Playero, Sikuani, Cuiba,
Hitni and Guayabero). Although this is out of the scope of this study, a bird’s eye on these
wordlists seem to suggest that Playero is the closely related linguistic variety to Yamalero. If
this is confirmed, it would support the idea that both groups were part of a larger
ethnolinguistic group in the past, as it has been suggested by other signs (see 1.2

Ethnolinguistic history of the Colombian Yaruro).

2.2.3 Language vitality

The UNESCO language vitality rating system (UNESCO 2003) has been used to assess the
vitality of the Yamalero language. This system seems to me the most comprehensive system
to assess language vitality up to date. The nine criteria it includes enables the researcher to
look at the language from different angles, unlike some of the previous systems such as
GIDS (Fishman 1991), EGIDS (Lewis & Simons 2010) and, to a lesser extent, LEI (Campbell
et al. 2017).

1. Intergenerational language transmission: Stable yet threatened (5-)

Yamalero is the language that parents use when addressing their children. Only parents who
are originally from another community do not use Yamalero with their children; however, in
these cases kids are raised bilingual, because the other member of the couple will talk

Yamalero to them.

2. Absolute number of speakers: 250 - 300
There are no exact numbers for Yamalero speakers. However, the number of ethnic Yaruro

and Yamalero according to Colombia’s last census (DANE 2018) is 278 people (136 Yaruro
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and 142 Yamalero). Since the only people who do not speak Yamalero are those who
recently arrived to the community, and taking into consideration that the census data is 3

years old, the current number of Yamalero speakers must be between 250 and 300 people.

3. Proportion of speakers within the total population: Unsafe (4)

As it has just been stated, nearly all community members speak Yamalero. Exceptions
include people who recently joined the community, i.e., men or women from other indigenous
communities who just married to a community member, or descendants from former

community members who go back to the community, but do not speak Yamalero.

4. Shifts in domains of language use: Multilingual parity (4)

Yamalero is the language community members use to socialize among themselves.
However, Spanish is the preferred language for communications involving the whole
community, such as assemblies or public announcements, because not everybody can
understand Yamalero. In addition, Spanish can also be occasionally used in conversations

between Yamalero speakers.

5. Response to new domains and media: Minimal (1)

Spanish is the language used in new domains such as school and media. At school,
Yamalero is only taught two hours per week, while all other courses take place in Spanish.
Youtube videos watched by the few community members who have a smartphone are
played in Spanish. Series and news watched in the only house where there is a TV are

broadcasted in Spanish as well.

6. Materials for language education and literacy (3)
Yamalero’s alphabet is currently being developed, so a practical orthography is being taught
to children at school. The only written materials available are two small books used at

school: one teaching the orthography and the other one containing short texts.

7. Governmental and institutional language attitudes and policies, including official
status and use: Passive assimilation (3)

According to the Colombian Constitution (1991), native languages are official in their own
territories. In addition, the law 1381/2010 was approved to reinforce the use and
preservation of these languages. However, the language the administration currently uses to
address to Yamalero speakers is Spanish (i.e. official letters), so no practical development of

this officiality can be appreciated.

8. Community members’ attitudes toward their own language: Robust (4)
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Community members are proud of their own language and speak it with no sign of shame.
They consider that language is part of their identity. In addition, most of them share the

feeling that Yamalero should be studied so that it can be taught better at school.

9. Type and quality of documentation: Inadequate (1)

Currently, there are no public audio or video recordings of the Yamalero language and there
are also no published grammatical works. The only available materials consist of three short
wordlists (see 2.2 The Yamalero language for more details): one of 31 terms (Queixalés
1993), another one of 5 terms (Ortiz & Queixalés 1981) and a third one which | have not

been able to consult (Ortiz 1977). This phonological description aims to start filling this gap.

10. Summary & Discussion

Taking into consideration the previous criteria, | would label the Yamalero language as
“vulnerable” according to UNESCO ratings. The main reason not to consider it endangered
is that the level of intergenerational transmission is very high. However, | do not think it can
be considered “safe”, for two main reasons. The first one is that Spanish is starting to gain
presence in some language domains, such as public announcements. The second one is

that the community size is significantly small and therefore it is still at demographic risk.

| have been able to include information for the nine UNESCO criteria after one month of
participant observation in one of the three Yamalero-speaking communities and after
collecting published and orally reported information about the other two. The only criteria |
was a bit less confident with is the one dealing with language attitudes. | addressed it based
on the people | had most contact with and taking into consideration whether their attitudes
can be inferred to other community members. But certainly there is the risk that my
perception is biased and therefore the best way to go would be to do a language survey that
includes information about the languages that people in each household speak and their
attitudes towards them. This can only be achieved with long-term participant observation, a
research method that has proved to be the most effective for this kind of sociolinguistic

research (Rosés Labrada 2017:36-41). | hope to be able to do it in my future field trips.

Using rating systems to classify the degree of endangerment of a language has been a
recurrent topic of discussion. Authors who are against it usually claim that it is too simplistic
to use numbers for a situation as complex as language shift (Moore et al. 2010). Members of
the UNESCO Ad Hoc Expert Group on Endangered Languages (2003) were already aware
of this criticism and in fact they emphasized that “languages cannot be assessed simply by
adding the numbers; we therefore suggest such simple addition not be done” (italics in
original). | agree with them that language shift is a complex situation, very much linked to the

local context. Therefore, the current indexes are probably not good enough to objectivize
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many of the language shift processes, but | do not think they are bad enough to reject their
use. | think that they can provide relevant information, and that is why | have used the
UNESCO rating system here (Ginebra 2022).

2.2.4 Orthography

Two different proposals have been made to establish an orthography for the Yamalero
language. The first one was made by the Quinto Patio community in 1997, which by then
integrated both ethnic Yamalero and Yaruro. The second one was made by and for the
Unuma community in 2021, ethnically Yaruro, so it is not currently being used by the

Yamalero people.

There is only one difference in these two orthography proposals, which concerns the
representation of the [x] sound. In the first proposal, [x] was represented by a j grapheme
with diaeresis, that is, j. This decision was probably taken following the agreement by the
Colombian indigenous leaders to use this grapheme (Mosonyi, Mosonyi & Garcia 2000:
271). However, due to a number of impracticalities, the Yaruro community decided to switch j

to x. The two orthography proposals can be seen in table 1.

Table 1. Orthography proposals for Yamalero.

IPA symbol 1997 proposal 2021 proposal Example Gloss

a a a amo ‘grandparent’
b b b bo ‘house’

d d d dudubi ‘bag’

e e e ena ‘mother’

[ i [ ibo ‘stone’

h j j jotojoto ‘heron (sp.)’
k k k kokota fish (sp.)
m m m mini ‘river’
n/n n n nebi ‘ant’

o o] o] obo ‘mosquito (sp.)’
p p p pone ‘ray’

ph pj pj pjuda ‘parrot’
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] s S semeta ‘root’

t t t tjutjubi ‘chigger’
th tj tj tatamo fish (sp.)
s ts ts tsodopa ‘plate’

u u u unu ‘hill’

w u a atjubudui ‘heron (sp.)’
w w w wakadi ‘piranha’
X j X xonebi/jonebl ‘bird (sp.)’
j y y yodata ‘hat’

As it can be seen in table 1, both proposals are easy to learn by native speakers, since there
is virtually a one-to-one correspondence between phonemes and graphemes. Nevertheless,
Yamalero’s orthography should probably be best conceived as under development. One of
the main participants in the 2021 proposal, who is also one of the two school teachers in the
community, often shared with me some of his concerns about this last proposal. One of them
has to do with the possibility to include a grapheme for the palatal nasal segment, probably
the same that is used in Spanish: Ai. An argument in favor of this idea would be that [n] is a
sound that native speakers can clearly distinguish from [n]. An argument against it would be
that its appearance is very infrequent in the language and that there are other sounds that
native speakers perceive different from the way they are represented, such as [r] or [[].
Another issue that might change in future orthography proposals is the graphic
representation of stress. So far accent marks are not used in the written representation of
Yamalero, but there are words which are only distinguished by stress (see 5.2 Stress), so
using accent marks might help language learners to identify words. On the other hand, there
are other ways to distinguish these words, e.g. through context. Therefore, these are two still

open issues that might introduce new changes to Yamalero’s orthography.
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3. Methodology

3.1 Meta-documentation

3.1.1 Project background

This project has a well-defined starting point: an email by Jorge Emilio Rosés Labrada
(University of Alberta) in late August 2021. By then | was about to start my one-year MA
programme at Leiden University and | was trying to figure out which would be a good
language to work with for my MA thesis. My focus was on a typologically interesting,
underdescribed language in South America. One of the possibilities was Jodi (isolate,
Venezuela), so since Rosés Labrada had recently worked with this language (2019) and had
been doing fieldwork in nearby areas, | asked him about the convenience of trying to start a
language documentation project of the Jodi language. He advised me against it for a number
of reasons, but instead he suggested that | worked with the Pumé (Yaruro) language. More
specifically, he pointed out that although Pumé is usually listed as a Venezuelan language,
there is also a Pumé-speaking community in an indigenous reserve in neighboring

Colombia, which might be a good fieldwork site.

This is how | started considering the option to do fieldwork with the Pumé community in the
Cano Mochuelo reserve (Casanare, Colombia). | presented this idea to by then my only
thesis supervisor, Rik van Gijn, and his first response (“Pumé? | have never heard of it”)
while he looked it up on Glottolog confirmed to me that it was a good choice. He also
suggested that, since | was already thinking of working on the documentation and
description of Pumé for my potential PhD thesis, it might be a good idea to start working on
the description of its phonology. However, by that time Leiden University regulations to
prevent the spread of covid-19 did not allow student trips to countries labeled orange by the
Dutch Ministry of Foreign Affairs, as it was the case with Colombia (and most countries
outside the European Union). Thus, | focused on working on establishing contacts with the
Pumé community, while | hoped that the drop in covid-19 cases that was taking place in

Colombia after August 2021 changed the Dutch government's traveling policy to this country.

In order to reach the Yaruro community and ask them about the possibility of doing fieldwork
with them, | started by contacting two professors at the Universidad Nacional de Colombia

who also work on indigenous languages in Colombia: Maria Emilia Montes and Ana Maria
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Ospina.” They had no experience working in the area where the Yaruro community is
settled (the Colombian Eastern Plains in the Casanare department), but Montes did have a
student who had recently presented a course paper on Yaruro and who had some contacts
in the reserve, since he is originally from the neighboring Arauca department: José Valerio
Saenz. | got in touch with him and he provided me with all kinds of details about the Cafio
Mochuelo reserve and everyday life there. Although he had never visited the Yaruro
community, he had links with other communities and the information he gave me was
extremely useful in planning the logistic issues of my field trip. He also sent me Rocky’s
telephone number, a member of the Casanare’s Indigenous Regional Organization (ORIC),
the indigenous authority in the area. | told him about my plans to work with the Yaruro
language and the dates that would be feasible to me. They checked this with the Yaruro
community, got a positive response, and authorized my visit. They also informed me that the
community’s priority in working with a linguist would be the creation of a language dictionary.
Along this process, | also contacted other organizations that work on indigenous issues in
the area, but unfortunately | never succeeded in reaching them: the Colombian Indigenous
National Organization (ONIC), the Etnollano Foundation, the Colombian = Amazon

Indigenous Peoples National Organization (OPIAC), and the Gaia Amazon Foundation.

3.1.2 Field trip

In early November 2021, the Dutch government’s policy on traveling to Colombia changed.
Some areas became yellow, which meant that Leiden University allowed student trips to
these areas (see figure 7). My fieldwork location, the Cafio Mochuelo reserve, was at the
border between a yellow area and an orange area (compare figure 7 with figure 1).
Fortunately, the University allowed the trip, so | started to prepare everything | needed to

make it possible. | was planning to stay in the field from late January to early March 2022.

As for economic issues, | was awarded a grant of 1.200€ from the Leiden International
Students Fund (LISF) and another one of 1.000€ from the Sustainable Humanities Internship
Fund. This amount allowed me to cover all the costs that emerged from my field trip,
considering that | virtually did not need to spend money buying documentation equipment. A
documentation kit was generously provided by the Leiden University Phonetics Lab,
including a video camera, a microphone, a camera and a mic tripod, batteries, memory
cards, cables, etc. | only bought a portable solar panel to be able to charge my personal
laptop, which | used for text annotation and data organization, and my personal mobile

phone, which | used as an audio back-up during video recordings. Regarding health issues, |

2 These contacts were facilitated by Jorge Emilio Rosés Labrada, so | also thank him because of this.
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Figure 7. Dutch government’s travel advice for
Colombia on January 24th 2022.
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took the recommended vaccinations for the area | was traveling to (yellow fever and rabies),
| contracted health insurance and | created my first-aid kit, which included Malarone pills,

serum and iodine, but also vitamins and sun and mosquito protection (among others).

Once in Colombia, | landed in Bogota, where | had the opportunity to meet on-site both
Maria Emilia and José Valerio, as well as David Guerrero, another former student from Maria
Emilia who had worked with indigenous languages in Colombia and who is now a PhD
student. | received precious advice from all of them and a few days later | took a plane to
Yopal, the capital of the Casanare’s department. In Yopal | met Rocky and other ORIC
members, such as the anthropologist Fabio Eusse, who introduced me more in detail to the
indigenous lifestyle in the Cano Mochuelo reserve. They also put me in contact with the

reserve indigenous authorities, who issued an entrance permission for me. Finally, we
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bought together the few things | was missing to travel to the Yaruro community: a hammock

to sleep and (some more) gifts for the community.

The trip to Unuma, the current Yaruro’s village, lasted two days. The first day consisted of a
7 hours trip by car from Yopal to Cravo Norte, the closest non-indigenous village to the
reserve entrance. Rocky had to travel there for family reasons around the same dates, so |
took advantage of this and we traveled together. We spent the night in Cravo Norte and the
following day two members of the Yaruro community came to pick me up by motorbike. One
of them was Marco Julio Garcia, a young community leader. Since there is a 3 hours ride
from Unuma to Cravo Norte, we first spent some time getting to know each other in Cravo

Norte and in the afternoon we left for Unuma.

| finally arrived in Unuma on January 31st 2022 and stayed until March 3rd 2022, which
accounts for 31 days of fieldwork. | had a host family, Marco Julio’s, who lives with his wife
and his two children: a 9 years old girl and a 8 years old boy. | ate meals with them, to which
| contributed an important amount of groceries | had bought on my way to the community
following Rocky’s advice, and economically when they were over. Since their house is not
big, | did not sleep with them, but in a small one-room house next to theirs that was empty at
that moment. | also took advantage that in the community there is a communal room which
has a table and is usually only used for meetings to use it as working space, so | also spent

an important amount of time there.

3.1.3 Ethical issues

The same day | arrived in Unuma, community leaders called for a meeting in order to
introduce me to community members. In this meeting | explained that | like languages and
that | wanted to learn their language, because it is very different from all the languages |
knew at that moment. | also explained that | was part of an European university which had
given me the money to be there and study their language. In addition, | also told them that |
knew that they had been working on the creation of teaching materials in Yamalero and that |
was very interested in knowing more about it and to see which would be the better way to
work together. Félix, one of the two school teachers, told me what they had done so far and
highlighted that it is important to have linguists working with indigenous communities, as
some of their neighboring communities do. He also pointed out that by working together we
could achieve very interesting results, so he proposed to have a meeting soon to talk about
all this in more detail. | showed total agreement with these ideas and also said that what we
linguists usually do is work with as many different people as possible, so | welcomed anyone

who was interested or curious about his language to come to talk to me.
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A few days later, | had a meeting with community leaders and school teachers to discuss
how to work collaboratively. | told them that we linguists usually work with an unknown
language to us first, by video recording a native speaker and transcribing and translating
what he or she said, and second, by translating words and sentences from a common
language to the community’s language (see 3.2 Data collection for more details). By then |
had already started working with a language consultant, but since people did not seem to
have a specific interest in working with their language, | emphasized that this was important
and | asked them to think about people who would be interested in joining the project. We
also talked about outputs. | told them that since my university had given me some money to
be there, | was expected to produce a study on the sounds of Yamalero in exchange. But |
also emphasized that since they were sharing all this knowledge to me, | was also expecting
to give something to the community in exchange. They told me that their priority was to have
a bilingual dictionary, which | had already been told about. Since | was only going to be in
the community for a month, | clarified that it was necessarily going to be a short dictionary,
but this sounded reasonable to everybody. They also told me that they had recently printed
their teaching materials, so they could be in charge of the logistics part. | proposed to be in
charge of the economic part, since | had already reserved a small part of my budget for this
purpose. Finally, | asked them how they would feel if video recordings and language
materials were made public for academic purposes. They answered that they want their
language to be known to others, that this is a reason for joy. So since the meeting was
productive and successful, we started working on these terms and we agreed to meet again

in case other issues arose.

Although | had been told that people would not be uncomfortable being recorded and
appearing in an online repository in an academic setting, each time | worked with a new
language consultant, either video or audio recording him or her, | told them about that. | also
asked them that if they agreed, | would record them showing proof of that, since sometimes
researchers do not behave ethically and therefore it has become a common practice in
linguistics to have speakers informed consent. | collected oral informed consent because
some of my language consultants were illiterate and because it seemed to me a more

natural, appropriate way to do it.

Before | left the field, | tried to do another meeting with community leaders, but they had
been quite busy during the whole period | spent in their community, so | was not successful. |
did have the opportunity to talk separately to some of them and | told them that | was happy
about the time | had spent in the community, but also that the data | could collect was much
less than what | expected. They had already realized about that, and told me that they were

sorry because they had been very busy during the month | spent there. They also showed
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their satisfaction about the fact that we could start working together, and told me that they
were expecting me to be back. | replied that | would very much like to be back, but also that
this did not depend only on me, but on whether | got the university funds again. Therefore,
taking into consideration the low amount of collected data and the prospects for future
fieldtrips, we agreed that the best would be not to print a dictionary at that moment as we
had agreed, but to wait for a better dictionary, both in terms of quantity and quality. | also told
them that in the case that | could not be back, | would send them the money and the

materials to print what we had done so far.

3.2 Data collection

3.2.1 Wordlists elicitation

Data collection consisted of two main techniques: vocabulary elicitation and text collection.
Initially, the vocabulary list | used was based on Dyck & Dyck (2015), the only digital
vocabulary of the Pumé language. Since this is the language | was expecting the Yaruro
community to speak (see 1.2 Ethnolinguistic history of the Colombian Yaruro for more
details), | wanted to check dialectal differences that this community may have developed in
comparison to the Pumé spoken in Venezuela. Once | figured out that this was not the case,
| tried to collect some more data that could be used to compare Yamalero to the other
Guahiban languages. | found a lexical comparison based on the Swadesh-Rowe wordlist
(375 terms) which had been published for most Colombian languages (Huber & Reed 1992),
including the five Guahiban languages (Sikuani, Cuiba, Hitnli, Guayabero and Playero), so |
decided to use it for my vocabulary elicitation sessions. Naturally, many terms coincided with
Dyck & Dyck’s vocabulary, so | did not need to elicit them again. For the new ones, | had to
manually prepare the wordlists that were missing, given the obvious lack of printing facilities
in the field. All in all, | finally completed a Yamalero’s version of the Swadesh-Rowe wordlist,
which can be found in Appendix 3. Lexical comparison between Guahiban languages

together with the versions for the other Guahiban languages.

Best practice in vocabulary elicitation is to give to the language consultant a hard copy of the
wordlist that it is expected to be elicited, check for words that the consultant is unsure about
their meaning, and finally record each word with three repetitions. Since the consultants |
often worked with in elicitation were illiterate (see 3.2.3 Language consultants), | could not
do that. Instead, | would ask them for the translation of a Spanish word in Yamalero and if
they hesitated or did not come up with a response in average time, | would ask them

whether they know that word in Spanish and, if not, | would explain to them its meaning. This
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system is slower and probably more risky, since | found out that once | had gained some
confidence with my language consultants, they would more often ask for clarifications of the
words they were given.' For this reason, | double checked all terms in the Swadesh-Rowe
wordlist | am including in the appendix at least once, and in case that there was
disagreement between the first and the second speaker, | asked for the opinion of a third

language consultant.

3.2.2 Text collection and annotation

Text collection was the other method used for collecting language data. This is the more
widely used technique for morphosyntactic descriptions, but also for phonological ones.
However, the amount of text collection during this fieldwork was low. The main reason for
that has to do with the challenges that any language documentation project needs to face at
an initial stage, plus the shortcoming that represented spending some days trying to find out
what language did the Yaruro community actually speak. The first days of my fieldwork were
devoted to socializing with community members, explaining to them what | was doing in their
community, and how | was planning to do it. Then, when | started recording texts, | also had
to spend some time finding out who might be a good language consultant (actually | did not
stop doing this until the day | left). This was particularly challenging in the Yaruro community,
since it is a small community (some 135 people), where kids represent a huge majority and
women are not used to interacting with men. This left the collective of adult men as my main
choice, but this is also the social group that is employed more hours per day, so it often took
some time to make an appointment work. Actually, on my last day in the field | started
working with a young man that enjoyed translation tasks and who | hope to be able to keep

working with in the future.

The situation described above led to the collection of two texts only, video and audio
recorded, which add up to some 15 minutes. They are still not representative of the huge
variation that languages may show in terms of age, sex, genres or spontaneity, so this
should be considered a priority in further research on Yamlaero (Himmelmann 1998). The
two collected texts are of about 7 minutes each and feature the language of two adult men.
They are both staged communicative events, where participants had been proposed a topic
to talk about beforehand. Both texts feature historical narratives about the traditional
Yamalero practices and how they have changed up to the present time. Metadata was

collected for each session and each participant (also for those participating in elicitation

3 This might be related to the probably inconscient behavior of not showing “weakness” (in this case,
lack of proficiency in Spanish) to an outsider.
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sessions). Templates for both sessions metadata and participants metadata can be found in

Appendix 1 and Appendix 2.

Time-aligned transcriptions were created with the help of native speakers.using the ELAN
software (Max Planck Institute for Psycholinguistics 2022). Transcriptions were written
following the last proposal of Yamalero’s orthography. A dedicated tier was used to account
for allophonic variations and phonological processes that are out of the scope of a language
orthography. Time-aligned translations to Spanish were also created in ELAN for both texts.
Texts have not been morphosyntactically annotated yet, but detailed annotations were taken
by hand during the translation process. These fieldnotes should enable a first analysis using

dedicated software such as FLEx (Summer Institute for Linguistics 2022).

Data used for phonetic analysis is mostly taken from elicitation sessions, although when this
was not enough, text data has also been used. Recordings have been cleaned first using the
Audacity software (Audacity Team 2021) and then analyzed using Praat software (Boersma
& Weenink 2012)."

3.2.3 Language consultants

During elicitation and text annotation tasks | worked with different native speakers: Félix
Tudupial, José Luis Garcia, Hualdo Garcia, Graciela Tudupial and Marco Julio Garcia. All of
them are native speakers of Yamalero who are also proficient in Spanish. All of them are

also currently living in Unuma.

Félix Tudupial is a 37 years old male. He was born in Quinto Patio, when the Yaruro people
lived there with the Yamalero. His parents were both Yamalero speakers. He went to school
in San José, a Maiben Cuiba-speaking community, and in Getsemani, a Sikuani-speaking
community, where besides learning Spanish, he also acquired passive knowledge of these
two languages. He is married to a Yamalero-speaking woman and they live together in
Unuma, with their children and grandchildren. He is one of the two school teachers and he
enjoys thinking about his language. That is why | worked with him mostly in text
transcription, and also when | wanted to have detailed translations or discuss phonological

phenomena.

José Luis Garcia is the oldest speaker | worked with, probably in his fifties, although his
exact age (as everybody in the community aged above 40) is uncertain. He was born when
the mixed Yamalero-Yaruro group was still a nomadic group, somewhere near the Meta river

in the Vichada department. His parents were both Yamalero speakers, although his maternal

'] want to thank Alba Hermida for teaching me how to use Audacity and a few clues about Praat.
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grandfather was one of the two Yaruro elders who did speak this language. He did not
receive education, but he learnt Spanish through contact with creoles. He is married to a
Yamalero-speaking woman and after living in Topochales for some time, they moved to
Unuma a few years ago. He works as a day laborer for other members of the community or
the communities nearby, mainly on the weekends. That is why | had plenty of time to work
with him on weekdays. Since he is illiterate, we mostly worked on the elicitation of

vocabulary lists.

Hualdo Garcia is one of José Luis younger brothers. His exact birth place and age are also
uncertain, but he is probably somewhere in his forties. He also learnt Yamalero from his
parents and did not go to school either. Actually, he started working in a creole’s estate as
young as 12 years old, where he became fluent in Spanish. When he was 18 he married a
Sikuani woman from the Getsemani community, where they lived for some years. She does
not speak Sikuani because this language is being lost in this community, but Hualdo
acquired some passive knowledge from older speakers. Now he lives in Unuma and he also
works as a day laborer, mainly in tasks related to the field. We worked together on
vocabulary elicitation as well as on text transcription. Although he is also illiterate, he could
repeat slowly and clearly what others said in video recordings, so this was a very fruitful

partnership.

Graciela Tudupial is a 19 year old woman, one of Félix’s daughters. She was one of the first
kids born in Unuma. Her parents are both native Yamalero speakers, so she learnt this
language from them and Spanish at primary school. She also studied secondary school in
Morichito, within the Saliba community. Her husband is also a Yamalero native speaker. She
spends most of her time taking care of her two children and doing household tasks, but she
has recently also been elected as a captain of the community. That is why her free time is
more limited than the others’ consultants, but we could do some vocabulary elicitation
sessions together. In these sessions, | did not perceive significant changes in comparison to

men’s speech.

Finally, Marco Julio Garcia is the penultimate of the Garcia siblings. He is 26 years old and
unlike his brothers José Luis and Hualdo, he did attend primary school. In fact, he was the
first member of the Unuma community to attend secondary school as well, in Getsemani,
where he acquired passive knowledge of Sikuani. That is why he became the first Yaruro
teacher in the community’s primary school, a role that so far was reserved for teachers from
other communities. He is married to a Yamalero-speaking woman and after being a member

of the Junta de Cabildo, the reserve political body, he is now the secretary of the Yaruro
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community. That is why his time is also very limited, but besides doing some elicitation

together, he also told me a lot about the community’s practices and beliefs.
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4. Segmental phonology

4.1 Vowel segments

The Yamalero vowel inventory is made up of six contrastive segments. Vowels are
distinguished according to their height, frontness, and rounding. There are three high
vowels, one front /i/ and two back (one rounded /u/ and one unrounded /w/); two mid vowels,
one front /e/ and one back /o/; and one low vowel /a/. This latter vowel has not been
described in terms of fronting yet, because further research is needed to determine whether
it is a central vowel, as it would be typologically expected, or a back vowel, as phonetic

evidence seems to suggest (see figure 8 below).

Table 2. Yamalero’s vowel inventory.

Front Back

Unrounded | Rounded

High i w u
Mid e o]
Low a

This vowel inventory is a prototypical inventory for Guahiban languages. All languages show
three high vowels, although in some cases the third one is analyzed as an unrounded central
vowel and in others as an unrounded back vowel (see 4.1.1 The /w/ vowel for more details).
In addition, in some Cuiba varieties there is also a second series of mid vowels (Merchan
2000: 387; Machal 2000: 226), which might be an influence of Pumé (Mosonyi & Mosonyi &
Garcia 2000: 547).

Vowel length does not seem to be distinctive in Yamalero, as in most of Guahiban languages
(Queixalds [1985a: 104-105] for Sikuani, Kerr & Berg [1973: 95-97] for Cuiba, Lobo-Guerrero
& Herrera [1983: 20-22] for Hitni and Keels for [1984: 96-110] Guayabero). Although there
are length differences in the pronunciation of vowels (they usually range from 80 to 180
milliseconds), they are probably better explained as for their relationship to the stressed
syllable and their position within the word. No minimal pairs have been attested and no
differences in vowel length have ever been mentioned by any of my language consultants.
However, a duration contrast in the vowel system has been proposed for Sikuani by Kondo
(1985c: 61-66) and Mosonyi, Guevara & Guevara (2000: 276-277), although these authors
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acknowledge that native speakers of these varieties can’t systematically recognize

vowels.

Distinctive contrasts among phonetically similar vowels can be found in table 3.

Table 3. Yamalero’s contrastive vowels opposition.

long

Contrast Yamalero Gloss Yamalero Gloss

fil vs lel ['pi.dif ‘to grab’ ['pe.di/ ‘cassava bread’
lel vs lal I'ne.da/ ‘canoe’ I'na.da/ ‘turtle’

/al vs [o/ ['o.ba/ ‘to whistle’ ['0.bo/ ‘mosquito (sp.)’
/ol vs Iu/ I'bo/ ‘house’ I'bu/ ‘hammock’

lul vs /w/ ['u.nu/ ‘hill I'bw.nw/ ‘agouti’

lel vs lo/ I'ne/ ‘tree’ I'no/ ‘pepper’

lol vs Iw/ I'ne.bo/ ‘rod’ I'ne.bw/ ‘ant’

The space distribution in six vowel qualities can be confirmed using acoustic vowel-plotting

evidence. This was achieved using data from six words where each of these vowels is found

in the same context (word initial position followed by an alveolar nasal):'® ine ‘phosphorus’,

ena ‘mum’, amo ‘grandpa’, ono ‘parrot’, unu ‘hill’ and nbia ‘howl’. Using Praat (Boersma &

Weenink 2012) | measured the values for the first and second formants, and then using R (R

Core Team 2021) | plotted these values into figure 7.

Figure 7. Scattered vowel plot for a young male Yamalero speaker.
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'® This is not the ideal, most neutral context, but once | realized, collecting new data was not possible
any more. Therefore, it is expected that further research confirms or modifies these results.
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4.1.1 The /w/ vowel

It is cross-linguistically more common to find /i/ in a paradigm with three high vowels than /w/
(Moran & McCloy 2019). Moreover, the presence of the /i/ vowel in the Greater Amazonian
area is one of its main features (Dixon & Aikhenvald 1999: 8; Aikhenvald 2012: 109-112;
Michael et al. 2015). However, this segment is virtually nonexistent in the languages of the
Colombian and Venezuelan Plains. Excluding Guahiban languages, which will be discussed
below, it is only found in Piaroa (Mosonyi 2000: 657), but it is absent in Saliba, Pumé,
Puinave, Tunebo or the Arawakan languages Achagua, Piapoco and Kurripako, a language
family in which this segment is fairly widespread (Estrada 2000: 682; Mosonyi, Mosonyi &
Garcia 2000: 547; Giron Higuita 2008: 22; Headland & Headland 1976: 20; Meléndez 1998:
23; Reinoso 2002: 51; Granadillo 2006: 74). In contrast, /w/ is found in Pumé and Puinave,
and it is allophonic in Piaroa. In Yamalero, the presence of /w/ instead of /i/ is supported by
three different arguments: phonetic evidence, native speaker’s perception and analyses from

other Guahiban languages.'®

First, acoustic evidence is shown in figure 1 above. The third high vowel is clearly located
closer to /u/ than half way between /u/ and /i/. Second, when native speakers need to explain
how to articulate this vowel to a non-native speaker, they make use of /u/: “it is as you were

pronouncing an /u/, but smiling”.

Third, although there is variation regarding how the third high vowel is analyzed in Guahiban
varieties, /w/ is the most commonly found option. It is described as a “high back vowel” in
Parawa Sikuani (Queixalés 1985a: 84-85), Venezuelan Sikuani (Mosonyi, Guevara &
Guevara 2000: 273), Wamone Cuiba (Kerr 1995: 14), Wal Sikuani (Kondo 1985a: 8; Kondo
& Kondo 2014: 17) and in Hitn (Lobo-Guerrero & Herrera 2000: 613). It is only described as
a “high central vowel” in Wal Sikuani by Ardila (2000: 572), Capanaparo Cuiba (Machal
2000: 229), and Guayabero (Tobar 2000: 600), this latter language after it had been
previously analyzed with phonemic /w/ (Tobar 1989, cited in Queixalds in preparation).
Interestingly, in Maiben Cuiba, Merchan (2000: 587) proposes the existence of two different
allophones in complementary distribution: [w] between labial and velar phonemes and [i] in

all other contexts.

1 Velupillai (2012: 77) also points out that /w/ is the typologically more common unrounded back
vowel.
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4.1.2 Nasality

Some vowels are pronounced with some degree of nasal airflow. However, nasal vowels are
much less frequent than their oral counterparts. They are usually found in two different
contexts: following or preceding a nasal consonant (1) and following a pharyngeal consonant

2).
(1)

(@) /nwhw/ ['niu.hai] ‘monkey’

(b) /xambja/ ['xadm.bja] ‘to bark’

(a) /haka/ ['ha.ka] fish (sp.)’
(b) /oota/ [?6.'0.ta] ‘butterfly (sp.)’

This is not surprising, and has actually received some attention in phonetic literature. On the
one hand, nasal consonants may influence adjacent vowels by spreading the trait [+nasal]
(Ladefoged & Maddieson 1996: 298-300). On the other hand, glottal fricatives and stops
may also produce nasalization of the following vowel, i.e, rhinoglottophilia (Matisoff 1975;
Sprigg 1987). Therefore, and in the absence of (near-)minimal pairs, nasality doesn’t seem

to be a contrastive feature to distinguish vowel segments.

The phonetic nature of nasal vowels in Yamalero is in line with the analysis of nasalization
provided by previous descriptions on Guahiban languages. Only Kondo & Kondo (1967:
93-95) and Mosonyi, Guevara & Guevara (2000: 270) analyze nasal vowels as phonemic for
Sikuani. In other descriptions nasal vowels are listed as marginal and phonetic clues to

understand their nasal realizations are given (Queixalés 1985a: 28-30, 71-72).

4.1.3 Height assimilation

In fast speech, the low vowel /a/ becomes /e/ when following or preceding /i/ or /j/ (3). On the
other hand, it becomes /o/ when following or preceding /u/ or /w/ (4). This assimilation can

also be found across syllable boundaries.

(3)
(a) /dajnata/ ['dej.na.ta] fly’
(b) /petsobjan/  /pe.’tso.bjen] ‘lion’
(a) /kawkude/ [kow.'ku.re]  ‘pour!
(b) /kuana/ [ku.'0.na] ‘to hit’
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These examples show a process of height assimilation, through which a low vowel becomes
a mid vowel in the context of a high vowel or a glide. It is unclear whether this assimilation
process also works when the second element of the vowel sequence is /w/. If /a/ turned into
[0], it would be a phonological argument to show the backness of the /w/ segment, while if it
did not, it would be an argument to show its centrality. However, the examination of these
vowel sequences has not led to conclusive evidence so far, so further research is needed to

clarify this issue.

4.2 Consonant segments

The consonant inventory of Yamalero has 16 segments, as shown in table 4. There are three
series of stops. Voiceless stops have bilabial, alveolar and velar articulations, while voiced
stops and aspirated voiceless stops have only bilabial and alveolar articulations. Therefore,
there is a three-way contrast in bilabial and alveolar plosives, but only a one-way contrast in
velar plosives (see 4 and 4.2.2 Voiced stops). There is one (alveolar) affricate and three
fricatives, with alveolar, velar and glottal articulations. As for nasals, there are three
phonemic nasal segments, although the palatal nasal has a marginal status (see 4.2.5
Nasals). There are two semi-vowel approximants, one labiovelar and one palatal. Finally,
there are no phonemic liquids, although /d/ has a flap allophone between vowels (see 4.2.2

Voiced stops).

Table 4. Yamalero’s consonant inventory.

Bilabial Alveolar Palatal Velar Glottal
Voiceless stops p t k
Voiced stops b d
Aspirated stops ph th
Affricates ts
Fricatives s X h
Nasals m n n
Approximants w j

This consonant inventory is very similar to the inventories presented by other Guahiban
languages. The only differences with Sikuani are that this language also has a phonemic
rhotic and a lateral, while it lacks a phonemic palatal nasal (Queixalés 1985a: 23-26). In

comparison to Cuiba, the only difference is that this language has /kh/ instead of /x/, plus that
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/ff/ is also analyzed as phonemic (Merchan 2000: 586). Hitnl looks a bit less alike, since it
shows both the differences presented for Sikuani and for Cuiba (except for the phonemic /Tf/)
and it also lacks /d/ (Lobo-Guerrero & Herrera 2000: 613). Guayabero is the language which
presents more changes, since it has lost the full series of aspirated stops, has added a
voiceless bilabial fricative instead, has two liquids but no palatal nasal as in Sikuani and

Hitnd, and a palatal affricate instead of an alveolar affricate (Tobar 2000: 601).

The series of aspirated stops, therefore, is probably inherited from Proto-Guahiban.
However, it is also found in other languages in the Colombian and Venezuelan Plains: in the
language isolate Pumé (Mosonyi, Mosonyi & Garcia 2000: 548-556), in the closely related
Piaroa and Mako (Krute 1988: 37-61; Rosés-Labrada 2015: 161-205), and in Kurripako,
which is among the innovative North Arawakan languages that has developed them
(Granadillo 2006: 73-76 Aikhenvald 1999: 76-77). As for the gap in the velar articulation, in
addition to Sikuani and the Capanaparo variety of Cuiba (Machal 2000: 227), it is also found

in Mako, where the aspirated velar has evolved to /h/ (Rosés Labrada 2015: 175).

The second velar gap, now within the series of voiced stops, is not only common within
Guahiban languages, but also in most of the languages in the area, which, except for the
language isolate Puinave, all have a voicing opposition in stops. The voiced velar plosive is
absent in Piaroa and Mako, in the three Arawakan languages Kurripako, Piapoco and
Achagua (Granadillo 2006: 73-76; Reinoso 2002: 39-65; Meléndez 1998: 19-28), and it is an
allophone of /k/ in the Chibchan language Tunebo, which also lacks /d/ (Headland &
Headland 1976). In fact, /g/ is only phonemic in Pumé and in Saliba (Mosonyi, Mosonyi &
Garcia 2000: 548-556; Estrada Ramirez 2000: 682-686).

The status of the palatal nasal is less homogenous. In addition to Cuiba, it is analyzed as a
phoneme in Pumé, and Saliba, while in Piaroa and Kurripako it is analyzed as a phoneme by
some authors (Krute 1988: 41; Mosonyi 2000a: 641-645), but as an allophone by others
(Mosonyi 2000b: 657-659; Granadillo’s 2006: 73-76). In other languages in the area (Mako,
Puinave, Achagua and Piapoco), it is analyzed as an allophone of /n/, while no mention of a

palatal nasal (either phonetic or phonemic) is made for Tunebo.

The lack of phonemic liquids is typologically rare, but it might respond to an areal feature.
The common pattern among Amazonian languages is to have one phonemic liquid with one
allophonic liquid (typically a flap and a lateral), in this is also the case for the neighboring
Piaroa and Mako (Pumé also has a phonemic flap but no allophonic lateral). Saliba and
Piapoco have two phonemic liquids (as also does Sikuani), but they show allophony in
certain contexts. In contrast, Yamalero and Cuiba, together with Puinave, have no phonemic

liquids. They have a flap which is an allophone of /d/ in intervocalic and word-internal coda
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positions (or an allophone of /t/ in the case of Puinave). A similar distribution is found in

Tunebo, where [d] is analyzed as an allophone of /r/ word-initially and after nasal stops.

The lack of liquids and the presence of an intervocalic flap as an allophone of a phonemic
alveolar plosive are two features that spread further to the south. In the Vaupés, the same
distribution has been described for the closely related languages Yuhup and Hup (Ospina
2002: 76-82; Epps 2008: 46). The flap is also an allophone of /d/ in Kakua, although this
language presents a phonemic /I/ (Bolafios 2016: 30). Most (Eastern and Western)
Tukanoan languages also show this allophony, although except for Tucano and a few others,
they have also developed a phonemic flap (Chacén 2014: 280; Ramirez 1997: 31). This is
also the case of Tariana, which has been widely influenced by Tucano due to intensive

long-term language contact (Aikhenvald 2003: 26).

Outside the Vaupés, close to the Peruvian border, an allophonic flap for a voiced alveolar
stop has also been reconstructed for proto-Witoto, although nowadays both Ocaina and
Witoto languages have developed a phonemic flap. In the Peruvian Amazon, Aguaruna is a
Chicham (also known as Jivaroan) language that has a very marginal flap phoneme, no
lateral phoneme either, but an flap that is an intervocalic allophone of /t/ (Overall 2007: 22,
38-40). Finally, in South-Western Colombia, close to Western Tukanoan languages, there is
a Barbacoan language, Awa-Cuaquier, which also has a flap as an allophone of /d/, although

it does have a phonemic lateral (Curnow 1997: 24-25).
Contrastive pairs among Yamalero’s phonetically similar consonants can be found in table 5.

Table 5. Yamalero’s contrastive consonants opposition.

Contrast Yamalero Gloss Yamalero Gloss

p/ph ['phu.da/ ‘parrot’ ['pu.ka/ ‘lake’

p/b ['u.pa/ ‘shoot with arrow’ | /'u.ba/ ‘to plant’

ph/b ['o.pho/ ‘termite’ /'o.bo/ ‘mosquito (sp.)
b/w l'o.ba/ ‘whistle’ ['o.wa/ ‘older sister’
b/m /ta.'ba.da/ ‘rug, carpet’ /ta.'ma.da/ ‘village’

t/th I'me.tha/ ‘maybe’ /'me.ta/ ‘Meta (river)
t/d /to.'do.ta/ ‘to push’ /do.'bo.ta/ ‘to pull’

th/d /thu.'thu.bi/ ‘chigger’ /du.'du.bi/ ‘bag’

tits /tu.'hu.ba/ ‘to smell’ /tsu.'tsu.ba/ ‘to suck’
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thits ['i.tha/ ‘in the ground’ I tsal if

ts/s ['tse.ma/ ‘cigar’ ['se.bal/ ‘to cook’
d/n /'do.no/ ‘dew’ /'no.no/ janitor fish’
t/n I'ko.te/ ‘bag (sp.) I'ko.ne/ ‘bun (sp.)
t/p /pe.'ta.bw/ ‘egg’ /pe.'pa.bw/ ‘wine’

d/b ['du.de/ ‘to hang up’ ['bu.ba/ ‘to knit’
n/m l'e.na/ ‘mother’ ['e.ma/ ‘rain’

n/j ['sa.nal ‘only’ /a.'jail ‘dangerous’
n/n ['sa.pal/ ‘only’ ['e.nal ‘mother’
k/x I'ku.a/ ‘sprout’ I'xu.a/ ‘this’

x/h I'xwe.ta/ ‘to twist’ I'hwe.ta/ ‘to wash’
k/h ['a.kwe/ ‘grandmother’ ['a.hwe/ ‘smooth’
kit I'e.kal ‘to sit’ 'e.ta/ ‘to lend’

4.2.1 Aspirated plosives

Yamalero shows a typologically uncommon pattern of aspirated stops, since it has /pt/ and

/th/ while missing /k"/. When there is a gap in the series of aspirated stops, it is usually /th/

the missing element (Velupillai 2012: 70-71; Moran & McCloy 2019). However, | will basically

use three arguments to show why | think that Yamalero is missing /k"/."” The first one is that

(near) minimal pairs have been found for /ph/ ~ /p/ (5)5) and for /th/ ~ /t/ (6), but not for /k"/ ~

IK/.

()

(a) /phuda/['phu.ra]
(b) /puka/ ['pu.ka]

(a) /metha/['me.tha]
(b) /meta/ ['me.ta]

‘parrot’

‘lake’

‘maybe’

‘Meta (rivery

7 Mako (Saliban) also has a velar gap in its series of aspirated stops. In this case, /kh/ has evolved to
/h/ (Rosés-Labrada 2015: 175).
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The second argument is that native speakers do not perceive a difference between [k"] and
[k]. That's why pj and {j, representing [ph] and [th], have been included in the orthography the

community recently developed, unlike kj (Comunidiad Unuma 2021).

The third argument is that Guahiban languages are undergoing a phonological change that
is turning aspirated plosives into fricatives.'® The velar segment seems to be the segment
that is ahead in this change. In Sikuani, this is a completed process (Queixalés 1985a: 26).
In Wamone Cuiba, [kh] is analyzed as an allophone of /x/ word-initially (Kerr 1995: 19; Berg
& Kerr 2018: 11). In Maibén Cuiba and in HitnQ, [kh] is found in free variation with /x/
(Merchan 2000: 586; Lobo-Guerrero & Herrera 1983: 4, 2000: 613, respectively). In
Yamalero, this seems to be a completed process too, since when /kh/ is found in a Cuiba

Maibén word, /x/ is found in its Yamalero counterpart (see table 2)."

Table 6. Cognates with velar fricatives or velar aspirated plosives in Yamalero and its

closely related Waii Sikuani, Wamone Cuiba and Maiben Cuiba varieties.

Yamalero Wal Sikuani® | Wamone Cuiba?' | Maiben Cuiba®* | Gloss
xan xani xani khan I

axa a:xa axa khaxa dad
petaxu petaxu petaxu petakhu food
daxita daxita daxita dakhita all
xane xane xane khane to eat
imoxdja imoxo:-jo: imoxaojo imokhgjo near
pexuta pexu:to pexuto pékhu seed

However, in Yamalero the voiceless velar /k/ is slightly aspirated, which can be confused
with [kh] in an acoustic analysis. Figure 8 shows a spectrogram of the word ikatsa ‘again’,
with plain /k/. It can be observed that, between the plosive release and the beginning of the
following vowel, there is a positive voice onset time (VOT), characteristic of aspirated stops.
The VOT phase is around 30 ms long, but this does not necessarily imply the presence of an
aspirated velar stop. Actually, Cho & Ladefoged (1999: 223-224) showed that unaspirated

'® The only language that seems to behave differently in this respect is Guayabero, which has three
aspirated allophones in complementary distribution with the series of voiceless plosives (Tobar 2000:
600).

® This is similar to the lenition process that takes place in Liverpool English, through which voiceless
plosives are realized as fricatives (or affricates) in different contexts (Honeybone 2001: 237-242).

2 Data from Huber and Reed (1992), using primary data from Victor and Riena Kondo.

21 Data from Huber and Reed (1992), using primary data from Isabel Kerr and Marie Berg.

22 Data from Merchan (2000: 595-597).
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voiceless plosives also have slightly positive VOT, which is longer in the case of velar stops
(usually between 20 and 35 ms). Therefore, the aspiration shown in figure 8 should not be
seen as a trace of old phonological aspirated stops, but as a property of Yamalero’s

voiceless velar stops.
Figure 8. Spectrogram of the word ikatsa ‘again’.

17.204167 0.184280 117388447

0271163 0.184280 0.492931

In fact, Yamalero seems to have gone one step beyond in this lenition process, since the
plain voiceless plosive can also be realized as a velar fricative. This variation can take place

between vowels, at syllable or word boundaries, in both stressed and unstressed syllables.

(7)
(a) /pekoféa/ [pe.'xoféa] ‘light’
(b) /hujattkabobode/ [hu.ja.xa.bo.'bo.re]  ‘now lead!

However, this variation is not found in all cases, since some words seem to only allow the

plosive segment.
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(8)
(a) /wakepeta/  ['wa.ke.pe.ta] ‘mosquito (sp.)

(b) /xajkal/ ['xej.ka] ‘tasty’

As stated above, the lenition process affecting Guahiban languages does not concern velar
segments only. A similar process is currently ongoing for labial segments in most of these
languages. Different Sikuani varieties (Queixalés 1985a: 26; Ardila 2000: 571; Mosonyi,
Guevara & Guevara 2000: 272; Kondo & Kondo 2014: 18), Maiben and Capanaparo Cuiba
(Merchan 2000: 586; Machal 2000: 228), and Hitni (Lobo-Guerrero & Herrera 1983: 4,
2000: 613) show free variation between [ph] and [¢], while [p"] is analyzed as an allophone of
/fl in word initial position in Wamone Cuiba. However, this process does not seem to have
started in Yamalero, since no traces of [¢] or [f] are found. More specifically, if we compare
Sikuani and Cuiba words with /¢/ to its Yamalero counterpart, we always find an aspirated

plosive.

Table 7. Cognates with labial aspirated plosives or labial fricatives in Yamamlero,

Sikuani and Cuiba

Yamalero Wa Sikuani®® Wamone Cuiba % Gloss
ophébw odaebi odaebi paca
pekophe pekoérogeto pekuarade wing
pematabkophophobw | pekodpogpowi pekodohi lungs
ophota odo-to 6photo ant (sp.)
itaphaphana itapa:ka hiopéka thin
wajpho waja¢o wekhua savannah

Evidence for the lenition of the alveolar aspirated stop is found only in Wal Sikuani (Ardila
2000: 572). In Parawa Sikuani this process is found in an “incipient stage” (Queixalés 1985a:
26), while it doesn’'t appear in other Sikuani varieties nor other languages within the

Guahiban family, including Yamalero.?®

2 Data from Huber and Reed (1992), using primary data from Victor and Riena Kondo.

24 Data from Huber and Reed (1992), using primary data from Isabel Kerr and Marie Berg.

% Nevertheless, it would not be surprising that a lenition process involving the aspirated alveolar stop
takes place in the future, since plosive segments tend to behave as a phonological class.
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4.2.2 Voiced stops

As in aspirated stops, Yamalero has bilabial and alveolar articulations for voiced stops, but it
lacks their velar counterpart. However, a velar gap in a series of voiced stops is typologically
more common cross-linguistically (Maddieson 1984: 35-36; Moran & McCloy 2019; Nikolaev
2022: 169-170), in South America (Michael et al. 2015) and, as detailed above in 4.2
Consonant segments, in the Colombian and Venezuelan Plains and within the Guahiban

language family (Queixalés 1993: 198-200).

Segments /b/ and /d/ have been reported to be preglotalized in most Guahiban varieties:
Parawa Sikuani (Queixalos 1985a: 82-83), Orocué Sikuani (Kondo & Kondo 1967: 97-98),
Walil Sikuani (Ardila 2000: 571), Maiben Cuiba (Merchan 2000: 586) and Hitnli (only /b/,
since /d/ is not attested [Lobo-Guerrero & Herrera 2000: 613]). In Guayabero, the most
divergent language within the Guahiban family, it seems that preglottalization is being lost,
since it is only found in /b/, and only in stressed syllables (Tobar 2000: 601). This might be
an areal feature, since allophonic variation between plain voiced stops and preglottalized
voiced stops is also found in Arawakan (Achagua [Meléndez 1998: 26-27], Piapoco [Reinoso
2002: 42-43]) and Saliban languages (Piaroa [Mosonyi 2000: 657], Mako [Rosés Labrada
2015: 174]). Moreover, in Mako there is a phonemic distinction between plain voiced stops

and their preglottalized counterparts (Rosés Labrada 2015: 178-194).%°

Nevertheless, Yamalero seems to have lost both preglottalized realizations of /b/ and /d/,
since no traces of preglottalization are found either through hearing or in spectrograms.
Figure 9 shows a spectrogram of bitsabi ‘arrow’, a word with a word initial /b/ segment and
an intervocalic /b/ segment. Signs of preglottalization would include some shadow before the

plosive release (MatouSek et al. 2012), but such shadow is not found in either case.

% |n this language, in addition to voiced stops, a preglottalization opposition is also phonemic in the
case of the palatal affricate and the labiovelar approximant. It is allophonic in nasal stops.
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Figure 9. Spectrogram of the word bitsabi ‘arrow’.
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An initial /d/ has similar acoustic characteristics, as is shown in figure 10, a spectrogram of
the word duna ‘to rain’. Again, no sign of preglottalization can be found before the /d/

explosion bar.
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Figure 10. Spectrogram of the word duna ‘to rain’.
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Thus, in this respect Yamalero seems to resemble more to its neighboring languages Pumé,
Puinave, Saliba, Kurripako and Tunebo, which show no traces of preglottalization either,
than to other members of the Guahiban family (Mosonyi & Mosonyi & Garcia 2000: 548-556;
Girén Higuita 2008: 19-145; Estrada 2000: 682-686; Granadillo 2006: 73-76; Headland &
Headland 1976). However, preglottalization of voiced plosives is not only a feature of
Guahiban languages. Allophonic preglottalization is also found in other languages in the
area, such as Piaroa, Achagua and Piapoco, while in Mako it has phonemic status (Krute
1988: 37-61; Meléndez 1998: 19-28; Reinoso 2002: 39- 65; Rosés-Labrada 2015: 161-205).

The voiced alveolar stop /d/ has two main allophones, which are in complementary
distribution. Word-initially and after a nasal stop, it is realized as [d] (9), while between
vowels and in word-internal coda position it is realized as a flap [r], although some variation

is found in the latter position (10).%”

%" Flapping of intervocalic /d/ is a process also found in the Algherese dialect of Catalan (Pais 1970).
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(a) /dohi/ ['do.hi] ‘hard’
(b) /kwindja/ ['kwin.dja] ‘boy’
(10)
(a) Jtsodobo/ [tf§o.'ro.bo] ‘mud’
(b) /badhjeta/ [bar.'hje.ta]  ‘sharp’
[bad.'hje.ta]

This distribution is very common among Guahiban languages and it is also found in a
number of languages in North-Western South America (see 4.2 Consonant segments). In
Maiben Cuiba and Capanaparo Cuiba, /d/ also has a [d] allophone word-initially and after
nasal segment, and a flap allophone [r] between vowels and in coda position word-medially
(Merchan 2000: 586; Machal 2000: 229). A similar distribution can also be found in Wamone
Cuiba (Kerr 1995: 19; Berg & Kerr 2018: 11), Parawa Sikuani (Queixaldés 1985a: 24-25,
120-121), and Wau Sikuani (Ardila 2000: 573). Hitni might be the most innovative language
in this respect, since it lacks a /d/ phoneme, but has a trill or a flap depending on the context
(Lobo-Guerrero & Herrera 1983: 4, 2000: 613).

Moreover, in these contexts it is also possible to find a retroflex allophone. It is still unclear
what its distribution is, since it has been attested both in word initial position and between
vowels. It is also unclear whether it is a retroflex voiced stop or a retroflex flap. No similar
segments have been attested in Guahiban languages, since the only retroflex segment
reported is a retroflex lateral (in Wai Sikuani [Kondo & Kondo 1967: 92], Parawa Sikuani
[Queixaldés in preparation] and Hitnl [Lobo-Guerrero & Herrera 2000: 613]). In contrast,
some languages in the area do have either an allophonic retroflex flap (Puinave, Piapoco) or
an allophonic voiced retroflex stop (Tunebo). Therefore, more research, specifically

palatographical evidence, is needed to shed some light on this issue.

As for the voiced bilabial stop, it shows variation in intervocalic position. It is usually realized
as [b], but in some cases [B] can also appear. Figure 11 shows a spectrogram for the word
pebokota ‘claw’, which has an intervocalic [b] in the onset of the second syllable. An
explosion bar featuring a plosive sound can be observed before the beginning of the next

vowel.
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Figure 11. Spectrogram of the word pebokota ‘claw’.
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On the other hand, figure 12 shows an spectrogram for the word kekabe ‘five’, with an
intervocalic /b/ in the onset of the last syllable. In this case, no explosion bar before the
vowel is found, and there is a continuation in the vowels’ first and second formant, typical of

approximant sounds (Katz & Fricke 2017: 10).
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Figure 12. Spectrogram of the word kekabe ‘five’.
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The lenition of voiced plosives in intervocalic position is a phonological reduction not
commonly found in Guahiban languages; in fact, its absence is explicitly pointed out in
Wamone Cuiba’s (Kerr 1995: 17-18; Berg & Kerr 2018: 10-11) and in Wal Sikuani’s analysis
(Kondo 1985a: 9; Kondo & Kondo 2014: 18). Only Guayabero shows an intervocalic [B],
where it seems to be in complementary distribution with [b] (Tobar 2000: 601). This language
is also the only Guahiban language with virtually no preglottalized voiced stop allophones,
which seems to indicate that both in Yamalero and Guayabero the articulation of voiced
plosives is somehow weaker. Although lenition of voiced plosives is not common in
Guahiban languages, it is found in the neighboring Saliba language (Ramirez Estrada 2000:
684), in Pumé, but so far only for the velar plosive (Mosonyi & Zamponi forthcoming), and in

Spanish (Romero 1995), which might be influencing some of these languages.

In addition, in fast speech intervocalic /b/ can undergo one more change and be reduced to
[w] (11). There are few examples of this reduction in the current data, so it is not possible to

determine yet whether there are more elements conditioning this lenition.

(11)  /kadidiba/ [ka.ri.'riwa]  ‘rub’
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Finally, /b/ can become voiceless if it is followed by a voiceless segment. In this context, it is
realized by its allophone [p]. Moreover, if the following segment is a plosive or an affricate
segment, it is also unreleased. These two phenomena can only take place when /b/ is found

in coda position (a).

(12)
(a) /homobta/ [ho.'mop.ta] ‘spider’
(b) /petabbaka/ [pe.taB.ba.'ka] ‘root’

4.2.3 Voiceless stops

A series of three voiceless stops is found in Yamalero: /p/, /t/ and /k/. These elements are
common in all Guahiban varieties. The velar segment seems to have two different
allophones, depending on the following vowel. Its articulation seems to move backwards
when it is followed by /a/ and /o/ (13), and to move forward when it is followed by any other
vowel (14). However, there is some variation in the first case, so this is an issue that needs

further research, especially palatographical evidence.

(13) /nekona/ [ne.ko.na] ‘leaf’
['ne.ko.na]
(14) /ake/ [a.'ke] ‘cold’

This distribution is similar to what is found in other Guahiban languages. In Sikuani, /k/ is
palatalized before the /i/ and /e/ vowels (Queixalés 1985a: 43-44). In Maiben Cuiba, [k] and
[q] are described as allophones of /k/ in free variation (Merchan 2000: 586). In Capanaparo

Cuiba, the /k/ segment is also described as ‘postvelar’ (Machal 2000: 227).

4 .2.4 Affricates and fricatives

Yamalero shows one alveolar affricate segment fts/ and three fricative segments: /s/, /x/ and
/h/. The alveolar sibilant fricative is palatalized before /i/ but not before /e/ (15), while the

alveolar affricate is palatalized before both /i/ and /e/ (16).

(15)
(a) /pemasipa/ [pe.ma.fi.')pa] ‘head’
(b) /seba/ ['se.ba] ‘to cook’
(16)
(@) /?sipeba/ [ﬁ’l.'pe.ba] ‘to say’
(b) ftsewal ['tTe.wa] ‘dry’
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This palatalization process is commonly found among Guahiban languages. The alveolar
affricate is also palatalized before /i/ in Parawa Sikuani (Queixalés 1985a: 43) and in Hitnl
(Lobo-Guerrero & Herrera 2000: 613), and in contact with /i/f and /e/ in Wal Sikuani (Ardila
2000: 571). In Capanaparo Cuiba, the palatal affricate is commonly found before /i/, but it is
also possible that it occurs in a different context, so it has been analyzed as a phoneme
(Machal 2000: 230). This segment has also been considered phonemic in Maiben Cuiba
(Merchan 2000: 586) and in Guayabero (Tobar 2000: 601).

The alveolar fricative, on the other hand, is less commonly palatalized than its affricate
counterpart. No traces of palatalization are found in Sikuani (Queixalés 1985a: 43; Ardila
2000: 571) and Hitnl (Lobo-Guerrero & Herrera 2000: 614). In Guayabero, /s/ is palatalized
following front vowels (Tobar 2000: 601), and in Wamone Cuiba after /i/ and /b/ (Kerr & Berg
1973: 93). The palatal fricative is only considered to be phonemic in Capanaparo Cuiba
(Machal 2000: 230).

4.2.5 Nasals

Yamalero has three phonemic nasals: bilabial /m/, alveolar /n/ and palatal /n/. The latter is
much less common than the other two, but a satisfactory distribution for its restricted
distribution has not yet been found. If we look at other Guahiban varieties, two main patterns

are found: languages where [n] is allophonic and languages where /n/ is phonemic.

In Sikuani (Queixalés 1985a: 75), Hitni (Buenaventura 1993: 35-36) and Guayabero (Tobar
2000: 600) [n] is an allophone of /n/ in slightly different contexts (all of them involving the
presence of the /i/ vowel). On the other hand, in Cuiba it is analyzed as a phoneme. In
Maiben Cuiba it has a limited distribution, since it can not appear word-initially (Merchan
1989: 15, cited in Queixalds in preparation); however, in Wamone and Capanaparo Cuiba
there is no restriction as for its position within the word, so /n/ is found word-initially as well
(Berg & Kerr 2018: 11; Machal 2000: 228).

Therefore, the distribution in Yamalero seems to resemble that of Cuiba more than to the
other Guahiban languages. Nevertheless, these two languages also seem to favor certain
contexts for the palatal nasal to appear. In Yamalero, in the only three attested cases, /n/ is
always followed by /a/ (17), while in the different Cuiba varieties it is mostly followed by /o/
(18) (Berg & Kerr 2018: 11, translation my own).

(17)
(a) /kaxwona/ [ka.'xwo.na] ‘to teach’

(b) /sana/ ['sana] ‘only’
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(c) /pemanahawa/
(18)

[pe.'ma.na.ha.wa] ‘white thing’

(a) jopa teaifio ‘I don’t know/l can’t see’
(b) Aojéi ‘to be shining white’
(c) painawa ‘your stuff’

The very low frequency that the palatal nasal has in my data and the appearance restrictions

that it has in other Guahiban languages suggest that this segment may have been the result

of a recent phonological process, consisting of palatalization of /n/ before /i/ and subsequent

/il deletion in certain contexts. This would typically produce a lengthening of the resulting

palatal nasal, which does not seem to be the case in my examples. Comparing figure 13, the

spectrogram of a word containing a palatal nasal, and figure 14, the spectrogram of a word

containing an alveolar nasal, both nasals have similar duration (around 100 milliseconds).

Therefore, further research is needed in this direction, which should first aim at finding more

words in Yamalero that contain a palatal nasal.

Figure 13. Spectrogram of the word kaxuona ‘to teach’.
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Figure 14. Spectrogram of the word dainata ‘fly’.
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Finally, the alveolar nasal has a velar allophone, which occurs before the velar nasal.
(19) /wnkatha/ ['wn.ka.tha] ‘after’

This allophone is also found in most Guahiban languages, such as Maiben Cuiba (Merchan
2000: 586), Hitni (Buenaventura 1993: 35) and Guayabero (Tobar 2000: 600).

4.2.6 Approximants

Yamalero has two approximants, /w/ and /j/, which can be classified as semi-vowels. They
have been analyzed as phonemic when they are the only segment in onset position and also
when they are found between a consonant and a vowel. If in this context they were
allophones of their corresponding high vowel, realizations like the first ones in (20) and (21),

where /u/ does not become a glide, would not be attested (Levi 2011: 351-352).

(20)
(a) /huota/ ['hu.o.ta] ‘cane’

(b) /tahwopa/ [ta.'hwo.pa]  ‘to kick’

60



(21)
(a) /xuatabu/ [xu.'a.ta.bu] ‘arrow’
(b) /baxwa/ ['ba.xwa] ‘this, that’

The semivowel /w/ has a consonantal approximant allophone [B] (see Martinez-Celdran
2004 for a discussion on this terms), which is found in free variation with /w/ between two /i/

vowels.

(22)  /hiwi/ ['hi.wi] ‘people’
[hi.Bi]

This allophonic variation is common among Guahiban varieties. In fact, in most cases the []
allophone has a wider distribution. In Hitni and Wau Sikuani it is only found before /i/ and
before front vowels respectively (Lobo-Guerrero & Herrera 2000: 613; Ardila 2000: 572). But
in Parawa Sikuani and in Maibén Cuiba both allophones are found in free variation in
virtually all contexts (Queixalés 1985a: 72; Merchan 2000: 586). Finally, in Orocué Sikuani
[w] is analyzed as an allophone of /v/ (Kondo & Kondo 1967: 91).

The semivowel /j/ also has a fricative allophone [j] occurring sometimes word-initially,
although the [j] pronunciation is significantly more common. This is found both in stressed

and also unstressed syllables.

(23)
(@) fjamuwxw/ [dJa.mw.xw] ‘lightning’
[ja.mw.xw]
(b) /jawati/ [Ja.'wa.ti] ‘poison’
[ja.'wa.ti]

This shows some optional strengthening effects in initial position, where approximants can
be realized with a more consonantal articulation. This allophonic variation is also found in
Capanaparo Cuiba and in Maibén Cuiba, although in the latter variety [j] can surprisingly
only be found in intervocalic position (Machal 2000: 229; Merchan 2000: 586). In Orocué
Sikuani, [j] is reported to fluctuate with [dj] (Kondo & Kondo 1967: 92). No variation is

reported in other Sikuani varieties.

4.3 Borrowing

Yamalero has borrowed a number of loanwords from Spanish, which in some cases include
segments that are absent in Yamalero’'s segments inventory. My data includes four such

segments: /f/, Ir/, /Il and /g/. Some of them have been adapted to Yamalero’s native
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phonology while others have been borrowed. Adapted segments seem to be connected to
old loanwords, but this might not be the only reason to find them. As for borrowed segments,
none of them seems to have been nativized, since they do not occur in native Yamalero

words.

The voiceless labiodental fricative /f/ is a segment that may have entered the language in
two different time periods. In a first stage, when bilingualism with Spanish was probably not
widespread among Yamalero speakers, it was adapted to /p/, the closest segment within
Yamalero’s consonant inventory (24). In a second, more recent stage, the labiodental

fricative was borrowed with no phonological adaptation (25).%

(24) /pumaba/ [pu.'ma.ba] ‘to smoke’ (Llanero Spanish /fumaba/)
(25) /kafe/ [ka.'fe] ‘coffee’ (LIanero Spanish /kafe/)

The trill /r/ has also been adapted to Yamalero’s phonology, since it is pronounced as a flap
(a). However, it is unclear whether this is due to the presence of old borrowings or due to the
phonological characteristics of Yamalero. The flap segment is in complementary distribution
with the voiced alveolar plosive segment, occurring in typical lenition contexts (see 4.2.2
Voiced stops for more details), which seems to indicate that this language dislikes
articulatory strong elements in these contexts. Since trills are segments that need important
articulatory efforts to be produced, it is possible that this is the reason why they are

produced as flaps.

(26)
(a) /ado/ [a.'ro] ‘rice’ (Llanero Spanish /aro/)
(b) /lintedna/ [lin.'ter.na] ‘flashlight’

On the other hand, the alveolar lateral /I/ and the voiced velar stop /g/ have been borrowed
from Spanish in loanwords such as those in (27). Their distribution is still limited to

loanwords and no spread to native Yamalero words has been detected.

(27)
(a) /selula/ [se.lu.'la] ‘cell phone’ (Llanero Spanish /selula/)

(b) /gasolina/ [ga.so.'li.na] ‘petrol’ (Llanero Spanish /gasolina/)

% Actually, /f/ is the most commonly borrowed segment worldwide (Grossman et al. 2020: 5319),
which is probably related to the fact that it is a segment that emerged late in the evolution of human
speech (Blasi et al. 2019)
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4 4 Insertion and deletion

4.4 1 Insertion

There are two insertion processes which have been clearly identified: initial glottal insertion
and velar insertion after the /aw/ sequence. Glottal insertion is found optionally preceding a

vowel in word initial position.
(28) /oota/ [76.'0.ta] ‘insect (sp.)’

Initial glottal insertion has been described in most Sikuani varieties, which also allow word
medial insertion when the flanking vowels belong to different syllables (Kondo & Kondo
1967: 97-98; Queixaldés 1985a: 45; Mosonyi, Guevara & Guevara 2000: 273). No insertion

cases have been reported in Cuiba or other varieties within the Guahiban language family.
Velar insertion is found following the /aw/ sequence in syllables with no coda, also optionally.

(29)
(a) /pemawta/ [pe.'mawk.ta] ‘rope’

(b) /nawtapuna/ ['nawk.ta.pu.naj ‘to stand up’

Synchronically, this is probably best analyzed as an insertion. However, diachronically, this
might be the result of an uncompleted sound change. If we look at the cognates of these
words in Sikuani and Cuiba, in both cases a velar segment is found. However, this is not
systematic, since other words with velar insertion in Yamalero do not have a velar segment

in their corresponding Sikuani and Cuiba words.

Table 8. Sikuani and Cuiba cognates for words with velar insertion in Yamalero.

Yamalero Wai Sikuani® Wamone Cuiba® Gloss
[pe'mawk.ta] pemaka; pemaito bumaka; pemito rope
['nawk.ta.pu.na] nu:ka unkua to stand up
[pe.thawk.ta] petépa: petépa leg
[fi.fi.'bawk.ta] sisibarito sisibaito hummingbird
[dawk.thwi] daithi dithi sweet potato
['newk.thw] newiti newithi tiger

2 Data from Huber and Reed (1992), using primary data from Victor and Riena Kondo.
%0 Data from Huber and Reed (1992), using primary data from Isabel Kerr and Marie Berg.
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[a.'sawik] asai asi alive

It is also possible that /k/ is part of the underlying representation of the word. This is what
data from Sikuani might suggest. In this language, two forms are given for ‘rope’: the first is
the underived generic form of the noun (pemaka), while the second is the singular form of
the noun, in which the the suffix -fo has been added (pemaito). This process might also
imply the deletion of /k/, that in Yamalero would not be completely deleted. Whatever the
case may be, this is an issue that needs further analysis, either from a diachronic

perspective or from a morphological perspective.

4 4.2 Deletion

Deletion takes place in syllables whose onset is /h/ and whose vowel is identical to the vowel
in the preceding syllable. This process is typical of fast speech. Deletion may affect the

vowel only, or the whole syllable.

(30)
(a) /nehewa/ ['ne.hwal] ‘stick’

(b) /nehetadkua/ [ne.'tar.kwa] ‘to walk’

This deletion process may affect stressed syllables as well. In this case, stress moves to the

previous syllable.

(31)
(a) /pe.kai.bo.'ho.ta/ [pe.kai.'bo.ta] ‘mouth’

(b) /bo.'ho.na.wi/ ['bo.na.wi] ‘otter’

Very similar deletion processes can be found both in Sikuani and Cuiba (Queixaloés 1985a:
72; Mosonyi 1975: 12).

4.5 Sound symbolism

Sound symbolism is a very general term which has been used to describe a variety of
phenomena. In Yamalero, two different kinds of sound symbolism have been identified:
corporal sound symbolism and imitative sound symbolism (Hinton, Nichols & Ohala 1994:
2-4). Corporal sound symbolism “expresses the internal state of the speaker, emotional or

physical". Some examples are given in (32).

(32)

(a) jtsutsuba/ [tféu.'tféu.ba] ‘to suck’
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(b) /awawnhi/ [aw.'gaw.hi] ‘to cry’
(c) tawtawna/ [tawk.'taw.na] ‘to swell’

(d) /xenexenehi/ [xe.né.xe.'né.hi] ‘to breathe’

On the other hand, imitative sound symbolism (also called onomatopoeic words in traditional
literature) represents environmental sounds. In Yamalero, it is common to find bird’s names
(33) and to a lesser extent other animal names (34) whose phonological form represents the

animal sound.

(33)
(a) /kekede/ [ke.ke.re] ‘buzzard’
(b) /hoko/ ['h6.ko] ‘heron’ (sp.)
(c) /maha/ ['ma.ha] ‘macaw’
(34)
(a) /misi/ ['mi.fi] ‘cat’
(b) /idi/ ['i.ri] ‘mouse’

Both in corporal sound symbolism cases and in imitative sound symbolism cases, Yamalero
follows the most common strategies to create sound symbolic forms: reduplication and
unusual suprasegmentals, e.g. nasalization (Hinton, Nichols & Ohala 1994: 9). Syllable
reduplication is found among corporal sound symbolism (32), while vowel reduplication is
found among imitative sound symbolism (see (33) and (34)). Moreover, nasalization (see

4.1.2 Nasality for a more detailed account) is mostly found within bird names (33).
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5. Suprasegmental phonology

5.1 Syllable structure

Syllable structure is usually CV in most Yamalero words. However, codas are also attested
with some restrictions, while complex onsets whose second element is a glide are also

allowed. A list with all attested syllable types follows, with relevant examples.

(35)
(a) Vv fi.'so/ ‘firewood’
(b) CV ['pa.bi/ ‘cultivated area’
() VC  /wn.ka/ ‘full
(d) CVC ['xan/ T
(e) CCV  /ko.'pje.tha/ ‘before’
(f) CCVC /'kwin.xwa.ja/ ‘small’

Details as for which position(s) segments can and can not fill are given in table 9 (the sign #
is used to mark word boundary, while $ is used to mark syllable boundary). Any consonant
can occupy the onset position in a syllable, except for /n/ when this syllable is in word initial
position. In addition, /w/ and /j/ can occupy the second position in an onset, forming a
complex onset. On the other hand, the coda position is much more restricted, since it can
only be filled by nasal segments (/m/ and /n/) and voiced plosives (/b/ and /d/). In this case,
no complex codas seem to be allowed, since no glides followed by any of the four
aforementioned segments have been attested. Voiced plosives are not attested word-finally,

so only /m/ and /n/ can be found in this position.

Table 9. Distribution of Yamalero’s consonants according to their position within the

syllable and the word.
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It is typologically uncommon to find more restrictions in word final position than in syllable
final position. In fact, it is likely that this is an innovation in Yamalero, after an earlier stage in
which no codas were allowed at all. Both word medial and word final codas seem to have
emerged as a result of /w/ deletion. It is still unclear what the exact context for deletion was,
but syllables with /b, d, m, n/ onsets and a /w/ nucleus seem very favored. This is what is
suggested by data from Sikuani, which might represent Yamalero’s earlier stage. A lexical
comparison between these two linguistic varieties shows that in the context where Yamalero
has a coda element, Sikuani shows /i/ (later analyzed as /w/ by the same authors [Kondo &
Kondo 2014: 17]).

Table 10. Words with codas or /i/ in Yamalero, Sikuani and Cuiba.

Yamalero Wau Sikuani®’ Wamone Cuiba® Gloss
pe'runja peruhuni: pérun old man
pe'ebta pee:barito peébato tongue
pepe'dabta peperabito peparito skin
ho'mobta hémobito hamouto spider
'xan xani xan I
ba'hapan poni: bapdn he
pe'wn pewini péwin name
pematakapanpa'nen | penamatakaitérobini | pentakaponaein leader

This analysis is in line with the restrictions on syllables in these languages that have been
observed in the literature. Parawa Sikuani does not show phonemic codas. This position can
only be filled phonetically after conditioned vowel deletion in certain contexts (Queixalds in
preparation). Wal Sikuani codas are also only found (very infrequently) after optional
deletion of some segments, which might be “the beginning of an evolution process in the
language syllable structure” (Ardila 2000: 573). On the other hand, Cuiba allows nasals in
codas in word final position and other segments in word medial position (Merchan 2000:
587, Machal 2000: 232-33). Hitni and Guayabero show more options for filling consonantal
coda positions (Lobo-Guerrero & Herrera 2000: 615; Tobar 2000: 602). Therefore, Cuiba and
Yamalero might be at a similar evolutionary stage in shifting towards more coda-filling

options, while Sikuani only seems to have started this process. The trigger for this change

3 Data from Huber and Reed (1992), using primary data from Victor and Riena Kondo.
32 Data from Huber and Reed (1992), using primary data from Isabel Kerr and Marie Berg.
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might be the influence of neighboring Arawakan languages such as Achagua and Piapoco,
which show a similar process but with /i/ instead of /w/. In Tania Granadillo’s words: “Is
common in many Arawak languages, [that coda position] is restricted to only nasals and [it]

is generally the result of vowel elision, most commonly /i/* (Granadillo 2006: 75).

Finally, syllables can combine in different quantities to form words. The shorter word can be
made up of one syllable only, but it is difficult to establish the maximum number of syllables
that can make up a morphologically simple word, since an important amount of knowledge
on Yamalero’s morphology is needed. However, underived words with at least five syllables

seem to be present in my data.

5.2 Stress

Stress has been a topic of discussion within Guahiban linguistics, and it has been
considered “one of the most intricate fields in Sikuani’s phonology” (Queixalés 1985a: 96).
Except for Mosonyi’'s analysis of Sikuani, who speaks about a language without stress
(Mosonyi 1964 cited in Kondo 1985c: 59), stress has traditionally been defined as phonemic
and mostly marked by high pitch in all Guahiban languages: Sikuani (Kondo & Kondo 1967:
95; Queixalés 1985a: 30, 104), Cuiba (Kerr & Berg 1973: 97), Hitni (Lobo-Guerrero &
Herrera 1983: 23) and Guayabero (Keels 1984: 127; Tobar 2000: 602). However, in Sikuani
its phonemic status has been later questioned (Kondo 1985c; Mosonyi, Guevara & Guevara
2000: 273-282). These authors argue that minimal pairs given for contrastive stress in
previous works are indeed minimal pairs showing an opposition between short and long
vowels (they treat length as phonemic in Sikuani’'s vowel system). Moreover, Kondo (2001:
138) also reanalyzes the way stress is marked in Sikuani syllables, moving from high pitch to

“loudness”.

Here, a preliminary analysis of Yamalero’s stress will be presented, which still leaves some
questions unanswered and therefore requires further research. The following minimal pairs

seem to suggest that there is a phonemic distinction in Yamalero’s stress.

(36)
(a) /pepal [pe.'pa] 'half’
(b) /pepal ['pe.pal 'pure’
(37)
(a) /kexewa/ [ke.xe.wa] 'one’
(b) /kexewa/ [ke.xe.'wa] 'nearby’
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(38)
(a) /bahada/ [ba.'ha.ra] 'yes (confirmation)’
(b) /bahada/ ['ba.ha.ra] 'no (denial)’

Native speakers' perception is that these pairs differ in stress only; for this reason, they
suggested to me that it would be useful to introduce an accent sign into Yamalero’s

orthography in order to distinguish them.

Stress is mostly found in penultimate syllables, although it can also be found in the
antepenultimate and in the last syllable of a word (as in some of the examples above). This
is also the case in other Guahiban languages: Sikuani (Queixalés 1985a: 96-108; Kondo
1985c: 66-74; Mosonyi, Guevara & Guevara 2000: 273-282), Cuiba (Kerr & Berg 1973: 97,
Merchan 2000: 587), Hitnu (Lobo-Guerrero & Herrera 2000: 617) and Guayabero (Keels
1984: 125; Tobar 2000: 602). However, only in Sikuani attempts have been made to
establish rules for stress assignment (Queixaléos 1985a: 96-108; Kondo 1985c: 66-74;
Mosonyi, Guevara & Guevara 2000: 273-282). These three works coincide in the importance
of syllable weight above syllable position in the word. Thus, if the antepenultimate syllable of
a word is heavy, it will also be stressed. If none of them is heavy, the penultimate will be
stressed. This should probably be taken as tendencies, rather than rules, since all authors

acknowledge the existence of exceptions.

While it seems that these tendencies can also be observed in Yamalero, it is very difficult to
achieve conclusive results without a consistent knowledge of Yamalero’s morphology. A
trisyllabic word with stress in the antepenultimate syllable might look like a word not following
the general tendency to stress the penultimate syllable, but it is likely that it really does it,
since the last syllable might be a classifier or another suffix that is added to the root (39). On
the other hand, words with stress in the last syllable is possible that they actually also follow
the preference for stressing the penultimate syllable, since they might be monosyllabic
words with a prefix (40) or words where a suffix has taken the primary stress from the root
(41).

(39)
(a) /jamxwita/ [jam.xw.ta] ‘gun’
(b) /hudpabo/ [hur.pa.bo]  ‘fish hook’
(40)
(a) /pehal [pe.'h3] ‘blood’
(b) /pewi/ [pe.'wi] ‘meat’

(41)
(a) /pupuda/ [pu.pu.'ra] ‘soup’
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(b) /petabtapa/  [pe.tap.ta.'pa] ‘pants’

The data suggest that suffixes may affect the location of stress in words. In Sikuani,
unstressed suffixes provoke a stress shift within the root, while stressed suffixes take the
primary stress from the root (Kondo 1985c: 70-74). In Yamalero this also seems to be the
case, although the preliminary analysis of Yamalero’'s morphology makes this venture
particularly challenging. However, in (42) an example is given for the sake of illustration. In
(a) the underived disyllabic noun is stressed in the penultimate syllable. In (b) the unstressed
singular suffix is added and stress is moved towards the last syllable of the root. Finally, in

(c) a stressed suffix is added, which does not affect the location of the primary stress

(42)
(a) /ibo/ ['i.bo] ‘stone (generic)’
(b) /ibota/ [i.'bo.ta] ‘stone (singular)’
(c) /ibomihita/ [i.bo.mi.'hi.ta] ‘pebbles’

The fact that suffixing is likely to change stress and that Guahiban languages are
polysynthetic languages makes it a daunting task trying to establish what type of metrical
foot Yamalero follows. In the paper where Kondo analyzed this issue for Sikuani, she
concluded that this language shows both trochaic and iambic patterns: trochaic by default
and iambic as lexically marked (Kondo 2001: 164). This is typologically rare, since WALS
only lists 4 languages within a sample of 323 that show a dual pattern (both trochaic and
iambic), none of them in South America (Goedemans & van der Hulst 2013). Thus, an

analysis of Yamalero metrical feet is promising but probably premature at this stage.

It is also still unclear what the most prominent phonetic correlate of stress is. High pitch and
vowel length seem to be the two best indicators, the latter most commonly found among
words which do not follow the general tendency to stress the penultimate syllable. Figure 15
shows an example of the most common stress pattern: a word with stress in the penultimate
syllable marked by high pitch. The stressed vowel’s pitch, marked by the blue line, is clearly

higher (173 Hz) than the unstressed vowel’s pitch (around 100 Hz).

70



Figure 15. Spectrogram of the word daditjii ‘sweet potato’.
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On the other hand, words with stress in the penultimate or in the last syllable usually mark

stress by lengthening the stressed vowel. They can also show higher pitch, especially in the

case of last syllable stressed words. Figure 16 shows a spectrogram for the word nekona

‘leaf’, which is stressed in the penultimate syllable. The vowel in this syllable lasts 220

milliseconds, almost twice the length that vowels in the unstressed syllables have (around

120 ms). In this case, pitch in the three syllables is virtually the same (around 165 Hz), so

something else is needed to distinguish stress.
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Figure 16. Spectrogram of the word nekona ‘leaf’.
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Figure 17 also shows a word where vowel length is significantly longer in the stressed
syllable (260 ms) than in the unstressed syllable (180 ms). In this case, the stressed syllable

is the last one, so its pitch is also higher (180 Hz) than the unstressed syllable’s pitch (130

Hz).
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Figure 17. Spectrogram of the word peha ‘blood’.
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Finally, there are some cases, not very common, in which neither high pitch nor vowel length

are useful to distinguish which the stressed syllable is. In these cases, the stressed syllable

is pronounced with higher intensity. Figure 18 shows a spectrogram for the word niihi

‘monkey’, which is stressed in the penultimate syllable. This syllable has slightly lower pitch
(210 Hz) than the last syllable’s pitch (220 Hz) and its vowel is also slightly shorter (120 vs

160 ms). Contrastingly, looking at the yellow line, it is possible to see that the stressed

syllable’s intensity is significantly higher (80 dB) than the unstressed syllable’s intensity (70

dB).
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Figure 18. Spectrogram of the word niihii ‘monkey’.
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As it can be seen from the previous spectrograms, syllable duration may be affected by
stress, but it mostly lengthens the vowel, rather than the whole syllable. Since this
lengthening only affects a small set of words (those which do not have stress in the
penultimate syllable), and when it occurs it does not significantly change the structure of the
word, Yamalero is probably best described as a syllable-timed language. Moreover, it does
not show typical features from stress-timed languages, such as vowel reduction in
unstressed syllables. This analysis has also been proposed in similar terms for Sikuani
(Kondo 1985c: 67).

74



6. Summary and conclusions

This thesis has provided an account of the situation of the Yamalero language within the
Guahiban language family and has described the most prominent elements of its
phonological system. In the first place, it has been shown that the Yaruro people from the
Cano Mochuelo (Colombia) no longer speak their traditional language (Pumé), but a
Guahiban language (Yamalero), which so far had not been highlighted in the literature
(Ministerio de Cultura 2010: 4; Zamudio et al. 2014b: 59). This language still presents high
rates of intergenerational transmission, but it is starting to be replaced by Spanish in some
language domains, so after one month of participant observation in the Yaruro community, |
have labeled it as “vulnerable” according to the UNESCO criteria for the assessment of

endangered languages (2003).

The position of the Yamalero language within the Guahiban language family is unclear.
Some authors have suggested that it is the same language as Playero and that both belong
to the Cuiba-Sikuani dialect continuum (Queixaldés 1993: 196-197; Fabre 1998: 540; Ardila
2000: 571). | have shown that indeed the Playero and the Yamalero might have been part of
the same ethnolinguistic group until the late 1940s, when the former moved to the
neighboring areas of Venezuela (Zamudio et al. 2014b: 59). Shortly after, this group probably
integrated the two Yaruro members who are the direct ancestors of the current Colombian

Yaruro, a community that has recently splitted from the main Yamalero group.

On the other hand, Playero (and therefore, Yamalero) has also been proposed to be an
independent language within the Guahiban language family (Kondo 1982: 46;
Lobo-Guerrero 1979, cited in Queixalds 1993: 193; Huber & Reed 1992). This thesis has not
analyzed this issue in depth, but it provides a comparative lexical wordlist (see Appendix 3)
with data from Yamalero, Playero and other Guahiban languages that shows that Playero is
indeed the closest linguistic variety to Yamalero, and that this language has a similar degree
of similarity to both Sikuani and Cuiba. However, more research is needed in this direction,

specially pointing out recurrent sound changes between these languages.

As for the phonological description, a system of six vowels, with an unrounded high back
vowel has been proposed. Amazonian languages typically show a high central vowel as the
sixth element of the system (Dixon & Aikhenvald 1999: 8). However, it has been shown that
the presence of /w/ instead of /i/f might be an areal feature of the Colombian and Venezuelan
Plains. In any case, further research should show evidence that /w/ and /u/ behave as a
phonological class. Similar evidence is also needed for a more detailed description of the

low vowel, which may also be described as a central or as a back vowel. Finally, vowel
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length and nasality have not been considered to be phonemic, the latter being phonetically

conditioned.

As for the consonant system, it has been shown that Yamalero has a series of aspirated
stops that is being replaced by fricative segments, as in most languages within the Guahiban
family. Yamalero is one of the most conservative varieties in this respect, because although it
has lost its aspirated velar segment, it does not have a fricative allophone for the aspirated
bilabial segment, as most Guahiban languages do (Sikuani, Cuiba, Hitnu). However, it does
show a fricative allophone for the plain voiceless velar, an alternation that is not found in its

closely related languages.

Yamalero is also different to the three Guahiban languages mentioned above as for its
voiced plosives, which do not seem to have preglottalized allophones. In fact, glottalization is
only found optionally in words whose first segment is a vowel, while it is a more widespread
phenomena in other languages, such as Sikuani, where it can also appear between two
vowels word-medially (Queixalos 1985a: 45). In this respect, Yamalero resembles more to
Guayabero, whose preglottalized voiced stops can only be found in certain environments.
This language, together with Yamalero, are the only Guahiban languages that show a
pattern of lenition in their voiced bilabial plosives (Tobar 2000: 601). Nevertheless, they are
not closely related languages, so it is possible that this change is driven by another language
that is influencing both of them, like Spanish, which shows a regular pattern of lenition of

voiced plosives (Romero 1995).

Yamalero has been analyzed as a language lacking phonemic liquids, with an allophonic flap
in complementary distribution with /d/ surfacing in intervocalic and coda positions. This is a
common distribution in north-west Amazonia, which is also found in some Tukanoan and
Nadahup languages (Aikhenvald & Dixon 1999: 371), and with little differences in Puinave
(Girdn Higuita 2008: 56-57) and Tunebo (Headland & Headland 1976), among others. In this
respect, Yamalero is closer to Cuiba than to Sikuani, since this latter language has a
phonemic lateral and its rhotic element, although very occasionally, can also be found in
word initial position (Queixalos 1985a: 24-25, 120-121).

The resemblances between Yamalero and Cuiba can also be observed in the status of the
palatal nasal and in the syllable structure of both languages. Unlike in Sikuani, where the
palatal nasal is an allophone of /n/ in the context of /i/, in Yamalero and Cuiba this segment
can also be found in other contexts, although it has a marginal status in both cases. Syllable
structure is also very similar in these two languages, since they allow very few segments in
coda position. In some cases this has been the result of vowel deletion, a process that is

also found in Arawakan languages in the area (Granadillo 2006: 75). Sikuani is likely to
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follow this evolution as well, because it already shows optional vowel deletion in certain
cases (Queixalos 1985a: 73; Ardila 2000: 573).

Regarding stress, it has been analyzed as phonemic, as in most descriptions of Guahiban
languages. The rules of stress assignment have not been defined yet, since a strong
knowledge of Yamalero’s morphology is needed to determine how affixation affects stress.
However, it is most often found in the penultimate syllable, although stress in the last and in
the antepenultimate syllables is also possible. It is also unclear how stress is expressed.
High pitch and vowel length seem to be the best two indicators, but intensity might also play

a role, especially in words whose stressed syllable is not the penultimate one.

There are also a number of issues on which no satisfactory description has been reached
and therefore require further research. As for vocalic processes, vowel fusion and change is
a phenomenon described for both Guahiban languages (Queixalés 1985a: 64-66;
Lobo-Guerrero & Herrera 2000: 616) and Arawakan languages (Granadillo 2006: 75), but
data on these processes was too little to make any generalization. Vowel harmony has also
been described for Sikuani (Queixalés 1985a: 60-61), but it has not been treated in this
description because it would imply a knowledge of Yamalero morphology that | do not have
at the moment of writing this thesis. Finally, a more detailed account of nasality will probably

be given with further research involving nasal airflow measurement (Chi et al. 2012).

As for consonant segments, the use of palatography will probably help in determining more
precisely the places of articulation of /k/ according to the following vowel (Anderson 2008).
This technique should also shed some light on the issue of whether the retroflex allophone |
have been speculating about is a retroflex plosive or a retroflex flap. A better understanding
of the morphology of Yamalero should also provide a better explanation for what for now has
been analyzed as a velar insertion. Finally, further research on the palatal nasal and on the

phonological processes that may have triggered its emergence is also very much desired.

All in all, this phonological description has been one of the few descriptive works on
Guahiban languages in the last 20 years and the first descriptive work on Yamalero. Its main
phonological traits have been described, compared with those of other Guahiban languages
and other languages in the Colombian and Venezuelan Plains. Unanswered issues should
be addressed again in the future, together with a morphosyntactic description of the

language that | hope to accomplish in the following years.
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Appendix 1. Template for session metadata

ID Title

Speaker

Subject Ig

Working Ig

Place

Country

Date

Data category

Discourse type

Media type

Duration

Social context

Planning type

Transcriber

Translator

Data inputter

Access type
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Appendix 2. Template for participant metadata

Name

Sex

Age

Languages

Father lang

Mother lang

Partner lang

Place of birth

Lived in
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Occupation
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Appendix 3. Lexical comparison between Guahiban languages

Gloss Yamalero Playero® Sikuani** Cuiba® Hitn{i*® Guayabero® [Comments
tongue pe.'eb.ta Pe-é-bor-to pe.e:-bari-to Pe-éba-to P-ébrat peh kat[-ié?-t
mouth  |pe.kai.bo.'ho.ta Pékiwé?0-to Pe-kuai-bo Pe-koibé-to Pe-kiboat peh katfa

lip peu.'pied.ta Pi-1pi-jor-to Pi-upi-jéro-to Pe-opira Pi-6pipa peh ?iapbi-t
tooth pe.'wa.na.ta Pe-wan-to Pe-wono-to Pe-wano Wa-wan peh bia?-t
nose pe.po.mo.'ho.ta Pe-pumu Pe-pumu: Pe-poxoén-to Pe-pum peh ¢umu

eye pei.ta.'xu.ta P-ita-xu-to P-i:ta-xu:-to Pe-ita-maikéi-to  [P-itput peh ?ipu-t

ear pe.mu.'xied.ta Pe-muxu-joré-to  |Pe-mulxu-joroto  [Pe-muxu-joré-to  |Pe-mkérat peh netfo?-t
head pe.ma.si.'pa Pe-mata-fipa Pe-mata-boko-to |Pe-nta-sipa Pe-matbok peh mat-né-t
forehead |pe.i.ta.pa.bo.'ko.ta |P-ita-¢é-bokéd-to [P-i:ta-pa:thai-to  [Pé-itapa Pi-puméiﬁpa peh mak

hair pe.ma.tu.tu.'na Pe-mata-na-to Pe-mata-na: Pe-nta-na Pe-mat-nat peh mat-la
chin pe.bw.xw.'sad.ta Pe-buxu-soli-to Pe-bixi-sali-to Pe-bixitéi-to pe.bikarat peh kat[-biax-t

33 Data from Huber and Reed (1992), using primary data from Victor Kondo.
% Data from Huber and Reed (1992), using primary data from Victor and Riena Kondo.

% Data from Huber and Reed (1992), using primary data from Edgar and Clementina Buenaventura.

E

% Data from Huber and Reed (1992), using primary data from Isabel Kerr and Marie Berg.
(
(

37 Data from Huber and Reed (1992), using primary data from Jack Keels and Victor and Riena Kondo.
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beard pe.bw.xw.'na Pe-buxu-pi-na-to |Pe-bixi-pi-na: Pe-opi-na Pe-bik-nat peh biax-la
neck pe.wi.'si.ta Pe-wi-fi.to Pe-wi:-si-to Pe-usi-to; Pe-wu-tfit peh katfa-riama
pe-wisi-to

chest pe.ma.tab.'kid.ta Pe-mata-takiri Pe-mi:-pa: Pe-ntakari pi-aputfipar peh matie¢-t
woman's pe.mi.i.'pu.ta Pe-mi-to Pe-mi:-to Pe-mi-to Pe-mit peh mi-t

breast
abdomen |pe.ko.'tso.do Pe-kotsoro Pe-koto-to Pe-kotéri Pe-kuéter peh wéh-t
back pe.'hu.ma Pe-htima Pi-hima Pé-ima hept]i peh matwiah-t
shoulder |pe.i.ta.'ka.da Pe-kooi; pe-kogi  |Pe-kodia Pe-utukura Pe-butar peh taka
arm pe.mu.xu.'si.pa Pe-maxi Pe-maxi Pe-maxi pe-mutfi-pap peh miax
UPF:; pe.;nu.xu.SLpa. wit Pe-maxi-tai-to Pe-maxi-thai-to  |Pe-maxi-thai-to peh miax
elbow pe.mu.xu.'sad.ta Pe-maxi-soli-to Pe;maXHta-xu:-t Pe-maxi-soi-to Pe-mu'tﬁtébra peh miax-taéna
hand pe.'ka.be Pe-kébe Pe-kébe Pé-kobe; pe-kobe [Pe-kd peh ke?é
finger pe.ka.be.'si.bo Pe-kobe-[i-bo Pe-kobe-si:-to Pe-kobesi-to Pe-ko-fipar peh kotija
fingernail |pe.ko.pi.'bo.ko Pe-képi-boko-to  |Pe-kopi:-boko-to |Pe-koiboko-to Pe-kuibat peh Ki-bok-t
leg pe.'thaw.ta Pe-tai-to; pe-tépa |Pe-topa: Pe-topa Pe-bémiti peh tit
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peh

thigh pe.tab.pa.na.'wi.ta |Pe-tabu-kiara pe-topa-thai-to Pe-thi-to P-utni bentawiah-t
knee pe.ma.ta.'pad.xi Pe-mata-parihé-to |Pe-mata-baka Pe-nta-boko-to Pe-matiakuérat |peh brix-t
shin pe.si.ma.'pa Pe-si-maka-to Pe-si:-huma-pa: |Pe-taxu-jaweré-to Pe-tfipa peh C
Podnaeja-tit
foot pe.'ta.xu Pe-taxu Pe-taxu Pe-taxu Pe-tkut peh titiak
toe pe.ta.xu.'si.bo Pe-taxu-bo-fi-bo  |Pe-taxu-si:-to Pe-taxu-si-to Pe-ku-tfipar peh tiak-tija
skin pe.'ju.du;' Pe-pérab-to Pe-perabi-to Pe-pari-to Pe-péri peh bi?-t Respectively:.
pe.pe.'dab.ta human; animal
bone pe.'pi.hi.bo Pe-pihi-bo Pe-si:-to piwa Pe-t[it peh tit
blood pe.'ha.na; pe.'ha Pe-hana Pe-hana; pi-hana [Pe-hana hana peh hal Ref\ﬁ?r?et]ir\:;egr:limal
heart pe.ma.tab.'tw.ta Pe-matabi-ti-to Pe-nthi-to Pi-atbitat peh matpia-t
lungs pe'gab"tuf‘b'ko'pm"p Pe-kod6¢o-bi Pe-kododo-wi  |Pe-kodohi Pe-kopi peh xataedal
penis pe.bo.'wa.ta Pe-bowa-to Pe-bowa:-to Pe-bowa:-to Pe-boat peh bo
vulva pe.tu.'xu.ta Pe-tuxuto Pe-tu:xuto Pe-tuxu-to Pe-tu peh sil
man 'pe.bwn Pébi-ni pé:bi Pébi-n pébi poi
male 'pe.bwn Pébi-ni pé:bi; hiwi-to-ni  |Pébi-n; peb-to pébit ?aton
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woman's

breast pe.ti.di.'wa Petiri-wa Petiri-wa: petsiriwa; jabi-jo [warapéni puwis
people 'hi.wi Hiwi-moné hiwi hiwi Pé-kui hiw
husband |pia.ha.se.'we.di Pia-séwari P-amona; pla —  PEDIMI b b arkui pamal

piha-pé:bi pi-séuri
wife pia.'ha.wa dia-séwari Piha-wa: Pio-wa; pi-séuri Pe-baku'l; : Pih-ow
pe-barkui

father 'a.xa axa; axa a:xa:; a.pa: axa atéi; ait; ati Pax
mother |'e.na éna é:na: éna enana ?en
baby, \ , . . L .

infant pe.ne.'kue.ta Pe-nipue-to Pe-nakue-to Pexui-jo jawir; jawirbat[ [naxiwal

g Respectively:
pe.a.ti.'din; . . . . . , . .
old man , . Peruhu-ni Perdhu-ni: pérun; amo perti Pati?-in formal; informal
pe.'dun.ja .
and for animals
water me.'da mini mé:ra: méra men min
. . - méne; , . . -
river mi.ni mini X méne pemnat nawél; min lah-t
pépa-mene

island pe.tu.'ne.ta Pe-tuné-to Pe-tu:nde-to Pe-tunae-to Tanae-t
lake 'pu.ka puka puka pukua pematpep puka
swamp |'pa.na.bo Ira-honé ¢ora-bo phéto asbop sasa?k
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méne

spring _ of - - - nawowota-ruku |- minakdla
water
a
méne

waterfall |ka.'si.ba - Mene-hiréwa natsibota-ruku |tfor (SP) minatféla

a
rapids 'thad.tha.da - ho:ka: méne daunwei hokuat
flame, fire |i.'so.ko.tsa [-s6-to [-s6-to; nawa I-[6to; ishoto nawa|penarrdtabia hit, law
ash pu.'ma.na ipumana i:pumana ipuna ismar weru?sa
characoal |pei.'te.de Itaré-to irré:-to Pe-itaré-to itrét; pitrét Leh-t
smoke pe.‘tsw.xw H-tsixi t-tsixi murei; ifo tsixi bunanbe ?itmum
firewood [i.'so [-s6-to i:-s0: I-so (isho) isot ?
skin pei.ta.'po.hu.bo lta-box6-bo lta-boxo pe-ita-bdko(-to)  [matetfi; mato tfi |Tat-baxd
rain 'e.ma ema éma éma em Piam
wind ha.'wi.bo Howi-bo howi:-bo hoibo huip héewa; wik
sun 'hu.a.me.ta ékotia; huame-to |Huame-to; i:kotia | Xomé-to kéti jondhe HUIpTr:in matkoi

' . . R . Huim-t  maddi

moon hu.a.me.ta Huame-to Huame-to Homo-kéit[a-to homét pih-in
star pi.'ta.hi.ta Ipitahi-to Tulupu-to; iwinai |Opitéi-to harwat Pit-taeh-t
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day ma.ta.'ka.bi metakabi matakabi matakabi matkai matkoi
Respectively:
night pa.'pe; me.'da.wi meréwi merawi médawi; médiwi |merio madoi usual term; old
term
thunder | hu.du.hu.'du.hi Huru-huru-hai ja:maxi jamixi (busi) kiikirre; juwao  [?iam nahuaw
lightning |'tan.hwn; ja.mw.xw |jamaxi ja:maxi jamixi nininpeha ﬁamx
rainbow |ja.wa.di.'wa.di Honiwa-bo Arawali-bo koinwawa alawal ?Parwaera
earth, soil ['i.da; 'a.tsa ira; atfa-to ira; atsa ira as sat: as
stone i.'bo.ta Ibo-to Ibo-to Ibo-to ibot Pia-t
sand te.'ta.ha.wa Teheté-wa Tahéta-atsa Taeto-wa tétap Taeh-t
house 'bo B&-maxi bo: b6; bdmixi mamki ba
roof 'bo.hu.ma Bo-baxu bo bo pe-jénapa Pe-jakatarabia |Ba-bit
door pe.u.'pa; bou.'pa Pe-bubara Bau-pa: Pe-béupa wipa Ba-bq):ii;ké?
Seas:(t’ool pe.e.'ke.ha.wa Pe-eké-wa ta:pi; nde-epa-to |Pe-ekae-wa halne Tia-ék-ax
mat ta.'ba.da Pe-kue-wa; wénto [tdlima wéin hobit tfiabi?
hammock |'bu bu bu: bu bujo bu
bed 'ka.ma kama kanibirat
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cooking

Pe-namtsa-sétfi-w

'wa.xi waxi; kanali-to waxi; koro-to pelér Marma-t
pot a
cultivated
clearin |'pa.bi pabi pa:bi pabi pabi lul
g
village ta.'ma.da Bo-maxi nawita  |tdbmara tédmara simamki tiahni
path, trail |'nam.ta anéta pe-poné-wa [Namu-to namto, naunto namut Niam-t
Other types:
pe.ja.du.bi.ha.
fish net pe.ja.keu.ba.ha.bi.n atarraja (SP) Takana-to Pe-jamonaewa Takianwa-t wa;. .
a.wa pe.ja.xun.ke.'m
aw.ta;
ja.'dub.san
. 'xud.pa.bo; . i . i ansuél; asuél|.,
fish hook oe ja.kau ke.'bu Pe-toxéroroké-bo |KulUpa-bo Kurupo-bo (SP) Pésa
axe si.'pa.di siparari sipa:li sipari; sipari tfipal tfipaer; tlapaer
knife 'ku.si kusi (SP) Kusit-pa: (SP) |kusi (SP) kotfipa (SP) siera
canoe 'he.da héra hé:ra héra kana (Carib) kanaw
paddle te.na.'pa Téna-pa té:na-pa: katéna témpa kanaed
club wa.'ka.pa wakapa i--wa:-to; wakapa |lwa-to wakap Pi-wa-t; wakpa-t
spear 'kued.da.bu Kuérere-bo Kuérere-bo kuérabo; dehdna |lats (SP) badin
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bow bi.'tsa.bi bitsabi bitsabi bitféibi pitsane dadoi-t
arrow xu.'a.ta.bu Wuata-bo Xuata-bo kuijéne; pépa-bo |orék buja (SP puja)
blowgun |- - si:ripi:bo Sirupubé-to tfirpu dumai-t
tapir me.tsa.ha métsaha mé:tsaha métsa métsa mésa
jaguar 'new.thw newiti; niguiti newithi neithi newit; newito nud
puma pe.'tso.bian ledn (SP) enianali neithi pe-tsébia-n |lion (SP) tfiar
armadillo |tu.'hu.bu tuhubu tuhubi tubu bonén tuha
dog a.'wi.di awiri awiri audi; auri awil wir
deer a.'we.bi owebi oweé:bi oweibi oweibi Pawoi
. s L Hawatsi-to; , .
bat ha.wa.'tsid.ta hawatfir-to Hawasiri-to , hawat Hiawa-t
hautsi-to

otter bo.'ho.na.wi bohénawi bohénawi bonéwi béni bohléw; tfarma?
cebus

monke [pa.'pa.bw papabu papabi papobi itini doda

y
howler

monke ['nw.hw nihi; nihi nihi nihi Parow-at

y
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black

monke - kuwé:ri; kuwairi |- - tfoka
y
capybara |ho.mo.'ko.bi homékobi homokobi homokabi homkoi Homoe-t;
humbde-t
Other types:
R no.'naw (from
anteater [tso.'naw netsonti; tsoni Tso-ni: tsén sonu Me/&sglehen, the forest),
'to.phe  (from
the savanna).
spotted . - . . , .
o.'phe.bw o¢ébi odaebi odaebi opép adia
cavy
cayman |ma.xw.'ne.he maxinehe maxinehe maxine makné; maknéh
iguana ma.'ti.wi matiwi matiwi matsiwi mati matiw
tortoise  [ha.'ja.ka hajaka hajaka; i:kuli hajaka hajak hatfk
Other types:
river turtle |'ha.da hara ha:ra hara; tsapéindu  |[har ha? ?.tsa.lpa.pll .
turtle', ki.'da.ju
'galapaga’
collared
peccar ['tsa.tso.do tlamdari tsamuli tsamuri tsamul tfama
y
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white-lipp

© me.'na.ni; 'hab.'tsa ha:bi:tsa habtsa atfip Pati-t
peccar
y
agouti  [tsa.'mu.di tfamuri tsamuli tsamuri tsamul tfama
rat 'jo.di.wa olito warabéni i:ri hiri; jori olit
cat 'mi.si misimisi mi:tsi misimisi mitfik mitfik
mouse i.di Orito-jo i:ri; oli-to panito ir Tadi-t
tail pe.bo.'so.ta Pe-bosé-to Pe-bosé:-to Pe-bosé6-to Pe-psot peh to?ti-t
shake 'ho.mo homo hémo hémo hom hom
anaconda . . Respectively:
ho.mo.'wa.bi; - -y -~ . . .
, water , homowabi homowa:bi homowabi homoéj homboi aquatic,
ka.sa.'du.du .
boa terrestrial
rattie ja.tsi.ta ja-tfi-to ja:si:-to jasito jatfit casadora negra
snake [2-'" J ja:si: J J g
coral . . . . . _ . ,
wa.da.wa.'ho.mo jamaxi homé akawai tikrit Bia?asriama
shake
toad 'bu.su busu Busu-to basu bus bus
bird bo.da.'tsi.ta boro-tfi-to Bara-tsui-to Pe-ja-pupunae-in [u?dto Mia-n
humming | . ., - P PR T Sisi?w-it;
bird si.si.'baw.ta [i-fi-bari-to Si-si-bari-to; si:pi [Sisibai-to tfitfibir sasw-it
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macaw |'ma.ha maha ma:ha maha maha maha
toucan tu.kue.'kue; ti.'o.do [sioen tikuéku; tikuékue |tukuékue tukueko; tiaj tfahia
parrot 'phu.da xura xu:ra; 6no 6na 6n xu?; ?0l
parakeet [tse.de.ta teré-to Tsére-to tsére kikir Sé-7?; liklik
buzzard |ke.ke.de;'wa.ju.di |kékere; kekeré ké:kere; wa:juli  |kékere; wajuri kékar tida Sligsr;t(le);iesdifferent
curassow ['hi.ti itibiri ithibiri; kawipi ithibiri pabo (SP) Kuis-ti?ba; kuis
owl ta.ma.da.'ku.'ku.ta; Tumurukuku-to hororé:-to sukuém; parato [horto tfaho?0-wat Slightly. different
ho.do.'do.to species
guan wa.tsa.'da.ka pavo (SP) marai; kujuwi kujawi malir maraew; kétfo
hen wa.ka.'da wakara wakara: wakara takra kawaema
fish 'bo.pi bopi ddhuai duwéi; baxu bépi baxi
piranha |'wa.ka.di Waékar-to Kowaéra-bo kéwarabo kuwar le?
bee ba.'na.ta Bana-mi-to Bana-mani-to Ban-to-man-to toniat Hia-t; ban-t
fly 'dai.na.ta Daina-to Daina-to Déina-to rin daetfn-it
flea 'ta.dw; 'tad.ta - Manepa-to petari manik Tadi¢-t
louse 'ta.dw; 'tad.ta Tari-to Tari-to tari taarat Tia?-an
mosquito |'we.sa Weése-to Wée§o-to; Wwaeso; oroso wésap waes
waese-to
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termite  |o.'pho.ta Od6-to Odo-to; etc. Opho-to opat 2060-t
ant 'neb.ta Nebi-to; jarihi-to  |Amai-to; pibi-to  |piwi; nebi; jaiwato |ihnit pade-t
spider ho.'mop.ta Homodb-to Homo-bi-to Hamou-to habut ?amia
, AMUB-to: —
JUGGET in .o b nigua (SP) mua-to; thuthabi; araka-to |niwat (SP) tfoPhoen-t
flea tsuhui-to
bush, . . . . .
. u.nu unu unu unu un ul
jungle
open
grassl |'wai.pho wajadd wajado wékhua ponap jo
and
hill 'dai.ma.xw ira jaika Ibo-tsu:-to Pe-tsu-to tserit miax
tree 'ne né; né-hewa -nae; nade-jhawa [nae; naewa neha nae; ne
leaf pe.'’ko.na Pe-baxi-to Pe-baxu-to Noxu-to; pe-toaxu [népat Niadi-t
. Né-kuana: . . . Y
tree leaf ['ne.ko.na , Nae-baxu-to Noxu-to Nopat-ne Né-¢it
pe-kuana
flower pe.mo.'ton.ta Pe-matono-to Pe-maténo-to Pe-nton-to Pe-matan patal; ne-tal
-théi-to: P
fruit pe.'kuai Ne-kuibi Pe-kuai-to Pe-tré to’,. Pe-bi; pe-putan [Nae-baet|
pe-kuéi-to
, . Pe-nani-to; . . .. . i
sao pe.'na.ni i Pe-nani Pe-nain; nae nain Pa-nél; ne-nél
pe-nan-to
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Tatin-t;

root pe.tab.ba.'ka Pe-tabu-kobén-to |Pe-tabu-topa: Pe-tab-opi-na Pe-takomét ne-tatint
Other types:
seed pe.'xu.ta Pe-xu-to Pe-xu:-to Pe-xu-to puwenap -tit; hes-¢u-t pe.mad.'kai;
ba.wa.'si.ta
stick ne.'he.wa; 'nebo Né-hewa Nae-,hawa; Nae-to neha ne; nae Respectively:
nae-bo large, short
grass pa.na.'ha.wa Pona-wa po:na: Naepanae-wa ponap pola
©om  lheltsa hétsa hétsa hétsa hetsa hes
maize
manioc |'ba.wa Nebihi xaika ba:wa; newahi bawa; newi bauha; nehiha [baw; halwiah
mafnol Sf ma.tsu.ka Newixi-bena matsu:ka matsukua petmeta baenal
. . Respectively:
i~ Tabako-baxu-t
tobacco |[ta.'ba.ko; 'tse.ma a (ZPO) axu-io tsé:ma tséma koha X0 usual term; old
term
. . . Papdu-to; , papud;
cotton pe.'pu.ta Pe-puto-to Papai-nae . Mol-putat .
papunae papud-ne
gourd tso.do.'pa tord-bi Dére-bi: Dére-bi; tséropa  [rerbi Ha?-t
yam 'no No6-bi no:; no:-bi: no; no-bi noha na; na-t
swee daw.thw Daiti-bi nawita daithi dithi rita diad
potato
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achiote  |'ho.tsi hotfi-wa hotsi hotsi; kajari hotfiha Hoes-t
chili . . T , . .
no.'no.hi Pe-athithi-bi nonohi:-to nonei nohniha Nol-t
pepper
coca - - - - kékat (SP) -
hallucino e
enic ['xui.pa xuipa, Xuipa Xuipa tuipa tuip
g. ' tawanapiwa
vine
, s Balatuna-kuito . . :
plantain |ka.'tsa.wa.du (SP) bala:tuna (SP) [baratsuna (SP) |mantsana (SP) [paratna (SP)
Respectively:
) h .
chonta P e.bo.kol.bq.ta, Misi-boto Mifi-bo-to Kuér-bot Wibux-tot 'araco’;
palm ma.na.'kai.bo.ta . _
maporilla'.
cane 'hu.o.ta; di.wa.'waw |Musuli-bo-to mu:suli-boto Musoi-bo-to - Makleh-ad-t Respectlvgly: .
domestic; wild
salt sa.'da.be.na Salé-wa (SP) ja:ho sare (SP) joha dom
chicha ja.'da.ki kuti jalaki amenetsaxa mawan saxa
Respectively:
ke e Xe.Wa: determiner;
one ' 77| Ompa-wa kae-; kae-hawa |kae; kae-wa keni kae-; kae-jax pronoun;
umpan
human
pronoun.
two a.na.hua.'be.he Nahua-wa-behe |aniha- Ainja-wa-be penakuétfabe |Ko?lé-n-he
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pe.na.jo.'no.tsi.ha.w

three . penajanatfi-wa  |akuejabi akoibi hébehe Pamdpa-x-he
. Nahua-mataxijo- . . . . o2,
four a.'ja.ha.wa aelrJ]Z mataxijo-b penajanatsi Nakuéta-be anabe Nat[ala-x-he
five 'ke.ka.be Pihinia-wa Kae-kobe: Itsa-hokéha Kae-ke?é
ten a.na.ha.wa.ka.be.'b Die-behe (SP) Aniha-kobé:-beh i athé i
e.he e
. . , Kopia-ja; , " . , , .
] h _ |
first ko.'pie.tha Kopi-ta kopia-ta xua kopija namat kahnit matxoel pat-on
last ka.ta.ke.wa; Kata-ké-wa Koto-kae-wi xua tabi-dukua  |tap kahnit watfakal pat-on
ka.ta.'keu.ja
rattle tsi.‘tsi.ta 1i-tfi-to tsi:-tsi:-to Tsitsi-bi; tsitfibi  [tfitfit hawét]
shake
drum - pe-koto-kuantfi-wa |- - - -
cushma |pe.hu.ma.'na.wa - na:wa Doréu-to - Piaod
Pe-muxu-hiné-wa;
ear e.na.mu.xie.da.'pa pe-muxu-joro-t |penamuxuxatatsi [Pe-na-muxu-wara s Lit: thing to put on
ornam [P€ 2. Mu-X1e.ca. ) ) - net[6? hahde '
ent si.ha.wa o-ta; hawa wa-tsi-wa your ear
pe-rutfi-wa
mask pe.nai.ta.'ba.da.'ka.t i i i i i Lit: thing to put on

si.ha.wa

your face
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healer,

shama |xui.pa.'xen Pe-wéjefﬁ-ni Pe-horobi-ni: Xuipa-xae-in - Pinhé?-in
n
Pe-bari-pon-pana
chief pe.lma.ta.ka.pan.pa. e-nf; . Pe-’na-rpaFa-ka-lt Pe-nta-ka-ponae-i i Paklé-n
nen pe-jawara-xain orobi-ni n
ai-ni
[, me, my ['xan xani xani xan kan xan
you
singula |'’xam xami xami xam kam xam
r
he ba.'ha.pan Bahara-po-ni poni: Ba-pé-n punu Ha-pon; -pon
she ba.ha.pa.'wa Bahara-po-wa Po-wa: Po6-wa; ba-poé-wa |punu Ha-pow; -pow
it xua xua Ba-ra-xua; ba-xua |- Ha-pdx
\ . . . o Wa-xain-tji; - , Re§pectlyely:
we wa.'xan; pa.'xan Waxan-mone wa:xai-tsi Waxan kemikat -s; xatis inclusive;
exclusive
you plural |pa.'xam Pa-xami Pa-xami Pa-xam pain ? xamal
they ba.ha.pa.'mo.ne Bahara-po-moéne |Po-md:nae Ba-ra-po-moénae |[isni Ha-pi
my hand |ta.'ka.be tahakobé Ta-kobe: takobe Ta-ko tah ke?é
your (89| e a.be Nea-kobé Ne-kobe: netkobe; hinja| e ks neh ke?é
hand kdbe
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his hand |pie.'ka.be ¢ia-kobe Pe-kobe: Pé-kobe Pe-ko peh ke?é
wa.'ka.be; Wa-kobe; kemikat Respectively:
ourhands| ) Waha-kobé-ni waha-kébe: L , wah ke?é-tfan inclusive;
pa.ta.'ka.be pata-kdbe ta-kbé-han .
exclusive
your (pl.) . . L e e Pa-kam . T
pa.nie.'ka.be Pa-pia-kobé-ni Pa-ne-kobe: Painja kobe , néh ke?é-tfan
hands ne-ko-be
their . , L i . . _— i i LT
hands pie.'ka.be dia-kobé-ni Pe-kobe: Pé-kobe-in isni pe-ko-be péh ke?é-tfan
my bow |ta.ha.bi.'tsa.bi Taha-bitsabi Taha-bisabi Ta-nae Ta-pitsane tah ¢adoi-t
your bow |nie.ha.bi.tsa.bi xami nia-bitsabi  [Niha-bitfabi hinja nae Ne-pitsane neh ¢adoi-t
his bow  |pie.ha.bi.tsa.bi dia-bitsabi Piha-bitsabi pia nae pe-pitsane peh dadai-t
wa.ha.bi.tsa.bi;  |Wax-nai Kemikat Respectively.
our bow T A , = Waha-bitsabi Wa-nae; pata nae . wah ¢addi inclusive;
pa.ta.ha.bi.'tsa.bi| waha-bit[abi ta-pitsane .
exclusive
your .
(plur.) |pa.nie.ha.bitsa.bi |Pa-nia-bitabi Pa-niha-bitsabi  |hinja nae Pa-tahan neh dadoi
pitsane
bow
their bow [pie.ha.bi.'tsa.bi dia-bitfabi piha-bit[abi pia nae Pe-pitsane isni |peh ¢adoi
big Wa.q?.pe.ha.wa; Warabé-wa Ajai-hawa Pin-jo; pin-wa pekna Pinhix-ja For dlffergr.]t types
pi.'ni.ha.wa of qualification
small, " . . , . I
little kuin.xua.ja Pihita-wa-jo Tsikiri-jo Tsiki-jo; tsiwi-jo  [Chir-to-jo tfa?él-ax
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cold a.'ke Pé-aké-wa A-ké: A-ke Pi-akainehe bokoela
hot a.'to.hw A-tahu A-tahu A-tsa; a-tou atd Tiah-nik
good xa.'ne.pa.na wahiné xanepana winae; xane-pana (wine Pa-'tfém
bad a.'be.he A-béhe A-béhe A-be abé Pa-béh
pe.'ma na.ha.wa: Resp(.ectlvely: for
. . , . - . .. animals for
white ma.'nie.pa.na; Pe-mania-wa niopona Inja-pana Pe-pobiha Pa-pbe-jax i
e L clothes; for
pe.'nie.hi.ha.wa
food
black pe.tse.'bia.hawa |Pe-tsebia-wa Tsae-bia tsaebia tsebi Pa-pdoi
go! 'pa.na.de Pona-re; nawi-ré Pona-rgi Pon-de; nawia-re [nawiar ?ﬁhia-m-de
nawia-re
comel! 'bed.na.mw.de Pona-ri-m-na naxaentsia Déna-nde awéman xabiat
eat! 'xe.ma xami xé-ma Xae-ma Xae-ma kém Xae-m
drink! a.pe.'he.ma Apé-ma Apae-ma Apa-re apar Min-$é-m
sleep! ma.'hi.tad.kua.de Mihita-ruku-re Mahi-re Mait-éka-re mitrikar Maoih-de
f . Pe-mata-topiwarik |Pe-mata-tsére- . .
crown - o pe.ma.ta.to.'pi.ta e-mata-toptwarlk e rTna a-isere-p Pe-nta-tatu - matlua?
head a a:
front
Fee.th, pe.ma.ta.'pi.hi.ha.w Pe-wana-ipi-wa  |Pe-wono-kopia |Pe-wano-épi-n Pe-wan peh bia?
incisor a
s

112



Pe-e:-bari-to-kopi

peh

. Pe-6-bor-to-pi- Pe-Eba-to-4pi P . _
tongue tip |pe.'eb.ta.'u.pi e-é-bor-to-ipi-wa a e-éba-to-opi P-ébrat opit kal]-7ie-2iad
long hair |ma.ta.na.a.'pia Pe-mata-na a-pia [A-mata-na:-pia  |A-nta-na-pia Mat-na apia peh la kas-nik
the neck pe.wi.'si.ta; Respectively:
. pe.kai.ba.ma.'ta. |Pe-wi-tfi-to Pe-wi:-si:-to Pe-usi-to Pe-wu-tfit peh katfa-riama neck and
region
ka throat
Adam's e.kai.ba.ma.ta.ke.' Pe-kuai-bo-kara-t |Pe-kdibo-noroko-t peh
pe.fal.ba.ma.ta.ke. dia-kibotd-to Kiblo-kitohonani katfa-riamati

apple da.ta o] o] t

upper . . Pi-huma: . ,
pe.'hu.ma Pe-hum , Pé-ima - peh matwiah-t

back pe-huma
forearm |pe.ma.xu.'thawk.ta |Pe-maxi Pe-maxi-kopia Me-maxi-sipa - peh miax
wrist pe.ka.me.'ta.mw  |Pe-kobé-tami Pe;l;obe-Ja-were- Pé-kobe-jaxiri-to |Pe-ko-matker  |peh miax-wasi-t
lower leg |pe.'si.ta Pe-tfi-to Pe-si:-to Pe-si-to ta-tfipa peh 20¢naeja

Itsa-ni
body hair |pe.'na maxi-mina-na-t |Pe-na:-to Pé-na Pe-nat peh la
o}

stomach [pe.ko.tso.do Pe-kétsoro pekotsoéroto Pe-kotsoro Pe-kuéter peh weh-t
'”teS“St'”e pe.'w.nw Pe-ini P-i:ni P-ini Pe-kuiti peh ?il
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old

.ati.'din; R ively:
woma pe.ai dl?’. Peruhu-jo Peruhu-wa: Peru-wa-jo warapéni pertini | Pati-?ow espectlvgy
N pe.du.'a.ja formal; informal
clouds at pei.ta.'po.hu.bo Pahubo-wa bajal, i bo Tsakinaebd-wa  |mité Ditldhen
rest duka
storm S T Ita-riri-bo; N . - , o .
clouds pei.ta.'po.hu.bo Ita-pabi t[ébia pahu-bo itaboko tsaebia mité tsebi Pitldhen padoi
cultivated Hes-ldl
clearin |he.tsa.'pa.bi Hétsa-pabi Hetsa-baka:-bo |hétsa baka-bo pabi hetsa .
hes-baka
g
Ponati-io:
stream pe.na.'ha.ta Pe-naha-to Pe-naha-to e-nat J,O’ pemnat min lah-t
pe-nato
Ptaibo-war —
pebbles  |i.bo.mi.'hi.ta ta-bo-wa-jo | i Ibo-ti-xi fir-to-jo ibot  |2ia?-x
nawita
Pe-mata-rahihiké-
huge i o mihita wa warabe-wa; | i o Ibo-wa-n ibot pekna Jia?
rocks ware-ibéto
nawita
path, trail |'nam.ta namto namuto namto; naunto namut Niam-t
Bob-to
shelter 'bo pe-mihita-ruké- |bo:-biri-to Bou-to - Bia?a-t
wa
this 'xua.he Poho-wa ma:-xua-he; xua [Mé-he; xua-he héhe ?am-pox
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that 'ba.xua Bahara-poh6é-wa |Bahara-xua Ba-ra-xua; da-xua[héhe Ha-pox
who tsa.'pan dahatf-in hipatsa: ipatsa:  |hintam nei:)irjir;ekéni atfa-n
what tsa.'xua Daxatsa-wa dé:tsa: xtia E_t? Xug;  xud;| atfa-x
é-xua

not 'ba.ha.da bahara apo-; ha:me: bara, hume ahi; jahi do?do?
all da.'xi.ta umota daxita daxita anibe puexa
many a.ja.ha.wa nawita Ajai-hawa Ainja-wa; nawita [atbo maenk; piniet
long hair |pia.'pia.ha.wa tsokdnio apia A-pia A-pija; apia apia pakff()-wax
bark pe.bo.'ko.ta Pe-béko-to Pe-boko-to Pe-tse-bdko-to bokat Pa_nb:;g;k_t
flesh pe.'wi; pe.'wi.ta Pe-wi-to Pe-wi:-to Pe-wi-to Pe-wit Pa-wi-t
grease,

animal |pe.'na.si Baka-nasisi-to Pe-nasi:tsi-to Pe-nasi-wa penitsa pasi

fat
egg pe.'ta.bw Pe-tab-to Pe-tobi:-to Pe-téu-to Pe-bit peh tabi-t
horn pe.'pi.hi.bo Pe-mat?-té-to ? Pe-mata-é:-to Pe-nt-ét-o Mat-iét peh maté-t
feather pe.'ba.xu Pe-baxu-to Pe-kéro-de-to Pe-axu-to Pe-kortfita Pa-la-t
claw, nail |pe.ko.pi.'bo.ko Pe-kopi-boké-to  |Pe-kopia-boko-to |Pe-kotsi-to Pe-kuibat peh ki-bok-t
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belly pe.ko.'tso.do Pe-kétsoro Pe-kéto-to Pe-kotéri Pe-kuéter peh weéh-t
liver pe.'ha.pa.ta Pi-hapa-to Pi-hapa-to Pe-hapa-to Pi-apat Pa;}h:pp:t; peh
drink a.'pa.ne apane apa apa ap Pad
eat 'xa.ne xane xane xane ken xael
bite 'si.ni sini si:ne sine nikat likal
' ' . . . . . Respectively: 'to
see wn.'ko.tan; 'ta.ne tane tane tane; nekéta ten tén " .
see'; 'to look
. , . , , Hum-tén;
hear hu.me.'ta.ne Hume-tane Hume-tane Hume-tane nakuét .
naewét
know ja.pu.'ta.ne Japi-tane Japi:-tane Ja-pu-tane kopkuaj; matabiht
ja-pu-ta. P PE P képkuatf
sleep ma.'hi.'tad.kua Mihita-rukua mahita Mait-éca mitrik moiht
die 'tw.pa tipa ti:pa tipa tip tip
kill 'be.ho.ba Beja-xuina be:ja-xtaba bexuba upia pa
swim (no xue.jo.'ho.pa Na-ko-weta hua Xuéiba; xua Niat ? how
bathe)
fly na.pha.'ta.ba na¢ataba pu:na pupuna japunra Pa-pun
walk ne.he.tad-kua; Pe-taxu-te ékuana |Péna-pona péna Nir ? léha Respectively: to

'pa.na

walk'; 'to go'
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ba.ha.'wed.na;

Respectively: 'to

come! 00.t0.'ho.pa tahi we-pona-rina |[pata; pata-hd:pa [pata; wé-rena nit dalaen come:; 'to

arrive
Respectively: in

lie down |'du.ka; 'bo.ka bdébena; boka bd:bena; boka: [bobéna; boka bok 206el; Y0k the hammock;
on the ground

sitdown |'e.ka éka éka éka ék ?ék

stand 'nawk.ta.pu.na Ati-bijo Unka nu:ka unkua nuk nuk

give 'ka.ta kata rahuta déL::;]épa katas | it tfaxdut

say tsi.'pe.ba na-tfi-péba humaitsi humitfi; paeba tipép Hum-?aet[

burn 'to.hw.ta Sa-wa; tahuita sa:hawa; tahta [tauta; taxua titpa Wiatht forhow;

mountain |'u.nu - Ibo-tsu:-to demaxuwa tserit Yiabot

red pe.'tso.'bie.ha.wa |pe.tsobia-wa tsd:bia tsdbia tsobi Pa-soi-jax

green pe.daw.'ne.he.wa |raiina; perainé-wa [raina sihei Pe-jajuéne Pa-toi-jax

yellow pe.we.ja.'ne.he.wa |Pe-wath-obi-wa-ti |wajana daena tsitsika Pa-waerla-x

full 'wn.ka U-nuka wi:-ni:ka winka winuk wilik

new pe.'he.na.ha.wa Pehena-wa pe:hana- Pe-na-wa pehena Pa-hél-ax
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pe.to.jo.do.'do.ke.h

Pe-mata-rahihiké-

Pe-mata-tojororo

round owa wa Kde-hawa Dedé-reka katutuhe Hahéra-x
dry ‘tse.wa Pe-siané-wa tsé:wa tséwa pirre siow
name pe.'wn dia-wini Pe-wini Pé-win win peh wil
how 'tsa.xua dahatfiwa Pa-kuénia éta bitfi banekia ma-; maat/
when tsa.po.ko.'ne.he intfa honéta Pa-kuhinae E-ta poxonae ipokén Mas-wit
where tsa.'ha.ta intfla-héta doja Itsa-hota E-ta x6ta; e-xéta |ipohat Am-xot
here 'xoi.ta hota ma:-ho:ta-he xoéte; xota hot Am-xot
there 'ha.ta.tsa Héta-reka Bahara-ho:ta Xoti-je; xoti-ja horréhe Ha-xét-de
other i.'tsa.ha.wa lts&-ni itsa-hawa itfa-wa isa; is- itsa Asa-x
few 'kuin.xua.ja biaxaja Tsikiri-hawa-jo: TS“")";'_]J.OE;WI,_J.O tir-ha-jo kaeja-xat]
fog no.'ho.bo Noho-bo Noho-bo nébo nép ? nasixan
flower na.'wo.ta Nawdéta-ruka nawo:ta méne pitfipa - min ¢ol
sea 'mi.ni Wa(;é-mini-boxé-b Manua-mene piméne - -

wet a.tsa.'tsai.ka atfitfika SUlt(;,jér;Ei; A-t?sttsjizz;na atfik paetf-nik
wash 'kie.ta Ita-paraba kiata kieta; kiata tikap kiet
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worm to.'phi.na.ta Towina-bo-to Towina-bo Tdina-bo; 6ro topin téwin
wing pe.'’ko.phe Pe-kéro-¢é-to Pe-kéro-de-to pekuarade Pe-kortfit Pa-ba; peh ba?
fur pe.mie.na.'na taina hawa Pe-na: anako; pe-na Peri-nat atb6 bi? la da?-nik
navel pe.;a(.jr?w.ko.'tso.'ts Pe-kotséro-bumbo |Pe-kotsotso:li-to  |Pe-tompakué-to  |Pe-komir peh watae-t
saliva pe.'o.ni Pe-6ne P-i6ne; pe-ibne |Pe-6ne - peh ?almin ?
milk pe.'mi Pe-mi-pu Pe-mi:-bari-mene [Pe-mi-pi mit peh mit?u¢
R Respectively:
with -tha; -tha -ta -ta; ja:-hawa; bart |-tha; bari; jawa - -sapatf; bi- instrumental;
comitative
in -tha -ta -ta; tua-tuahi-ta |-tha -at; -t -tat; tutat
at -tha -ta -ta -tha hot -tat; xot
if i.tsa intfa itsa itfa béara wit
ice - - - A-ke pépa-to - -
snow - - - - - -
freeze - - - - - -
child 'xuin.ja Pihitan-jo Tsikiri-hiwi-jo: Pe-xuj-o sutio jimxi-t]
dark  |hita.'ki.di marabo: kiri-hai |27 kiréi manan Itkat-nik
a-ita-katu
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cut u.ku.'bie.xo.ba ukubabane ukuta; nikata thaba ukapet tasiapa
wide pe.de.'de.ka Waretu-tu Ajai-itabara A-pipija; peréka [Pekna-in Pinja-tu
narrow  [a.'mi.mi amimi Tsikiri-hawa-jo:  [Tsiwi-jo ija tfi-rin-hajo mamotf-ax
far 'ta.hw tahi ta:hi tahi tinakua ?atiah
near i.mo.'xo.ja Ké-hewa imoxo:-jo: imoxgjo kéwa mox
thick i.ta.jaw Ita-hi A-ita-jai Pin-wa; a-itiji iti Da?-nik
thin i.ta.'pha.pha.na Ita-padana Ita-pa:-ka hiopéka; natséna |totoba hiap
short dou.'dou.na marerékike Tojae-ka imoxoi-tféka totséko Miramata-x
Synonyms, but
heavy a.'pha.hi; a.'de.we |A-rég-we A-réwe A-réwe arré Dém-nik ?npohsathi 's ustzz
term.
dull a.'wa.na.bi A-wana-bi A-wono-bi A-wano-bi Bir-ahi boéel; bo?el
sharp  [xie.hi Hie-hai X"“t'shéa:;_hai xijoi; xufjoi Bir-Gbini pabia?
dirty a.'xui.da A-xuira A-xuira tsérei; axuira tfibi as da?-nik
rotten tsa.'ba.na tsabana tsabana tsabana tutséop xoep
smooth a.'hue Biné-hai; a-hue A-hué A-xue; damei huehuék hahoek
straight |pe.bo.'pie.ha.wa Pe-bopihi-wa réwia bopija bokike matnotf
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correct  |xa.'ne.pa.na - Xania-hai béta; xainjei wine diet[pa?
tsa.we.'na.di;

left ka.tsa.we.'na.ha. |tsawanawa Pe-tsawéno- Pe-tsokéna tsén Soena-lél

wa
right ma.ta.'pi.ha.wa Pe-kohowa-wa Pe-kuha- Pe-kdxa apiat Pokla-lél
old pe.'du.ha.wa Penakotin-i Perdhu-hawa Peru-wa perriha Pati-?in
rub ka.di.'di.ba Na-maxi-dirita liraba; ka-liraba |kaririba; ikika papat hoen; hoela
pull do.'bo.ta dobota robota; robobdka |Dobo-réna bropap dé?a

, . . , s tokétarap; ,
push to.'do.ta tortraha toréta; toré:ba totabija , tikla

tokétrap
throw  |xu.'o.dia Na-maxi-xua; | sna x(ba; bébai otak foda; pelt
xua-lia
hit ku.'a.na Néhewa-ta kuneta |bia; konita ba; matabdba unkuir ba
split ti.'ti.ka titika wokéta ukubdba - tiva
pierce ha.ta.'bo.xa.ta hatabakuta Ka-ixina hoérana; xixina isnupet xiala
M thuw.'Kua.ne- Respectively: with

dig R atfa ka-huka kua kua ukua kow an object; with

muw.thw.'kue.ta

your hands.

tie 'kw.ba kiba ki:ta; ki:ba kita; kiba kip ki
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Respectively:

sew ho.'do ka; horoka horoka horoka; xixika | Hork-i atow hard ~  things
ka.tse.'ne.ba (chairs);  soft
things (clothes)
) o . . . . , Respectively:
fall ho.pa; 'ho.pan.ka |lta-hdépa ho:pa; othdpa hoépa; éthopa bokuna hop objects; people
swell pu.'tu.na putina jahina; putuna putsuna; (putuna) |tsan pidal
think na.ma.ta.bw.'xai.na | Na-matabi-xaina Na:;umatabi-xal nantana xeina - nehtfahoel
sing na.'’xw.a.na Na-xiana Na-xiana naxina; nawéba |nahuép hahuw
, . . tuxane; tuxuba , .
smell tu.'xu.ba tuxuba; tuxéne o) tuxuba tuk xatuxa
vomit ja.'ka.ba nakaba ja:ka:ba nakaba nakap tfaka
suck tsu.'tsu.ba Tsu-tsuba Tsu-tsune tsutsuba Pe-hobimpia suw
blow u.'phu.ba udude uxune; uxuba (pl) Jophuba papapeha ¢t; il
fear hu.na.wa; hunawa; Ku-hanawa kunta: huniwa  |huna Peh-léw-la
ku.hua.na.wa ku-huanawa
tighten, - .
squee |ka.ta.'dwd.to.xo0.ba |$utsuka Ka-taririta juka Pe-jutpiha takzktl,) takika
ze P
hold de.'de.na deréna xaina béta; babata Pe-rrénhia mat:r;aer;:ta;
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berré; pentd

down i.'da.bed.ka Ira-bé-reka Bé-reka Bé-reka ) be?k
berré
up a.'thw.bia Ati-be-tsa Bé-tsia A-sija; atha-be-itfa | bet[i; betfihe bésese
ripe pe.tso.bie.'ja.wa Pihi-pe-kui-to tso:bia pipae; tsébia Pe-ja-tsobi-ha [soi
dust atsa.'be.na atsa tsiki-tsikin  [Atsa-beno e . MU buwimpeha Das-bél-in
atsa-béno
alive a.'saw A-si A-sai a-st A-tsi Titial
, , Pe-maka; Bu-maka; . .
rope pe.'maw.ta pe-mu-to . . tomit Mia-t
pe-mai-to pe-mi-to

. hdameto . " . oo

year wai o, wai wei Wi waet[
pihinia-wa
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