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1. 0. The p u r p o s e of this paper is to evaluate methods e m p l o y e d in distant 
genet i c r e s e a r c h in l ingu i s t i c s , and to u s e those methods which p r o v e m o s t 
r e l i a b l e in evaluating the p r o p o s e d distant af f inity of Uru-Chipaya of Bol iv ia 
with the Mayan f a m i l y of languages .^ 

L ike all l inguist ic re lat ionships , distant ones too depend on s i m i l a r i t i e s 
in the languages . The p r o b l e m is in present ing a c a s e which strongly supports 
a genet i c explanation of the s i m i l a r i t i e s , at the same t ime negating the p o s -
s ib i l i t i e s of c h a n c e , d i f fus ion , o r an iversa l s as the explanation. U n s u c c e s s f u l 
p r o p o s a l s fa i l , not b e c a u s e they lack s i m i l a r i t i e s ( u s u a l l y ) , but b e c a u s e they 
fai l to d e m o n s t r a t e that the genet i c explanation is the only one p r o b a b l e . 

1. 1. One c o m m o n method has been to scan word l i s t s , equating i t e m s which 
have s i m i l a r sound and meaning , and c l a i m i n g genet ic a c counts f o r c a s e s with 
su f f i c i ent s i m i l a r i t i e s . Litt le e f for t is made to e l iminate c h a n c e , d i f fus ion , and 
u n i v e r s a l s as p o s s i b l e explanat ions , and t h e r e f o r e , re la t ionships b a s e d on this 
method are unconv inc ing . 

Many have hoped that quant i f i cat ion would r e d u c e the subject iv i ty in e x a m i -
ning l e x i c a l s i m i l a r i t i e s . F o r e x a m p l e , Bender (1969) p r o p o s e d a method 
d e s i g n e d to r e d u c e the chance fac tor s ta t i s t i ca l ly . He attempted to es tab l i sh e m -
p i r i c a l l y c o n f i d e n c e l e v e l s b a s e d on an invest igat ion of 21 n o n - r e l a t e d languages . 
His c o n c l u s i o n s w e r e : 

(1) That two o r m o r e C V C c o r r e s p o n d e n c e s in the 100 w o r d l i s t re fute the 
nil [ s i c ] hypothes i s at a 94% c o n f i d e n c e l eve l ( t h r e e or m o r e at a 99% c o n f i d e n c e 
l e v e l ) , if the C V C c o r r e s p o n d e n c e s a r e such that: ( a ) the v o w e l s a r e ident ical 
and one or both p a i r s of consonants a r e ident ica l while the other pair d i f f e r s 
by only one f e a t u r e ( o c c a s i o n a l l y t w o ) ; o r ( b ) the consonant p a i r s c o r r e s p o n d 
ident i ca l ly , r e g a r d l e s s of the intervening v o w e l . 

( 2 ) that three o r m o r e c o r r e s p o n d e n c e s re fute the nil hypothes is at a 
95% c o n f i d e n c e l e v e l ( f o u r o r m o r e at 99%) i f : ( a ) CV standing a lone 
c o r r e s p o n d s with an ident ical C V ( a l o n e o r in a l o n g e r i t e m ) ; o r ( b ) not only the 
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f i r s t , but any C V C ' s in l onger i t ems c o r r e s p o n d . 
( 3) that seven or m o r e c o r r e s p o n d e n c e s refute the nil hypothesis at a 

95% c o n f i d e n c e leve l in i t ems with plausible phonological c o r r e s p o n d e n c e s 
( p . 5 2 5 - 7 ) . 

Th e fo l lowing 'p laus ib le* CVC c o r r e s p o n d e n c e s between Finnish, 
Cakchique l ( a Mayan language ) , and Quechua, which I a s s u m e to be unrelated 
in any s igni f i cant way, ^ suggest that B e n d e r ' s c l a i m s a r e perhaps o v e r s t a t e d ; 

FLNNISH CAKCIIIQUEL QUECIIUA KNCiLlSII ( Bender 1 s 
cone lus ion) 

1 kala ka r cal^wa fish I and 3 
2 kylmS. ho r o m Xi r i 1 old 3 
3 kuole kan ( wafiu- ) d ie 3 
4 kaula qui kunka neck 3 
5 nena s inqa nose 3 
6 k ie l i ( a q ' ) y qal u tongue 3 
7 kuuma m e q ' en q ' ufli wa rm 3 
8 k i r m a kuma^ c incay snake 3 
9 kauka- ( nax) karu fat- 3 
10 l a K t e - e l / [ l oq ' J lYuqsi go 3 
11 t o n i - [ t e n - ] tanqa push 1 and 3 
12 v a i m o / n a i n e n nana warrhi woman 3 ( 1 ? ) 
13 k e l t a - q ' an q ' ilVu y e l low 3 
14 muna m o ? l ( runtu) ^gg 3 
15 t u l e - [ t a : l ] ( hamu- ) ' c o m e 1 and 3 
16 tuhka c a x ( u t p a ) : ash 3 
17 p u r e - p u r - ( k a n i - ) bite 1 
18 vatsa ( p a m ) wiksa bel ly 3 
19 i s t u - i ' u y - tiya - sit 3 
20 k a K t e - ka?i-> iskay two 1 
21 m i - ( m a ) i m a / m a - what 3 ( 2 ? ) 

It is c l e a r f r o m this l i s t that there a r e wel l o v e r seven p laus ib le C V C 
c o r r e s p o n d e n c e s between F innish and Cakchique l , and between Finnish and 
Quechua . This m e a n s that there a r e at l eas t two c a s e s not c o v e r e d within 
B e n d e r ' s 95% c o n f i d e n c e l eve l f o r his third c o n c l u s i o n . A l s o , there a r e m o r e 
than three c a s e s of C V C c o r r e s p o n d e n c e s between Cakchiquel and Finnish not 
c o v e r e d in B e n d e r ' s c o n f i d e n c e l eve l f o r his f i r s t c o n c l u s i o n . My c o n c l u s i o n 
is that e i ther these test c a s e s a r e m e r e l y e x c e p t i o n s to B e n d e r ' s c l a i m s , o r 
that they fal l within that s m a l l m a r g i n of p o s s i b l e c a s e s outs ide of his l e v e l s 
of c o n f i d e n c e ( i . e. not part of the 95% of c a s e s which c o n f o r m to his c l a i m s ) . 
In e i ther event , I r e m a i n skept i ca l . Had I put my trust in such quantifying 
te chn iques , I would need to b e l i e v e that F innish is genet i ca l ly re lated ( in s o m e 
mean ing fu l way) to two A m e r i c a n Indian languages (ac tua l ly f a m i l i e s of l an -
g u a g e s ) ; this to m e is u n r e a s o n a b l e . 

L e x i c o s t a t i s t i c s, as a f o r m a l i z a t i o n of l e x i c a l inspec t ion , has o f ten b e e n 
e m p l o y e d in at tempted l inguis t i c c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s . H o w e v e r , in f a c e of the many 
val id c r i t i c i s m s l e v e l e d aga inst it ( in its g u i s e as g l o t t o c h r o n o l o g y ) , it can 
hard ly be c o n s i d e r e d r e l i a b l e . It has been attacked f o r its i m p r a c t i c a l r e s u l t s 
( c f . T e e t e r 1963, C a m p b e l l 1971, e t c . ) , and al l of its b a s i c a s s u m p t i o n s have 
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been f o r c e f u l l y chal lenged ( c f . Ho i j e r 1956, Arndt 19^9, Bergs land and Vogt 
1962, Hymes I960, Chretien 1962, T e e t e r 1963, etc . ) . There is a m o r e p e r -
v a s i v e d i f f i cu l ty , h o w e v e r , when the method is used in distant genetic r e s e a r c h . 
A p a r t f r o m the many w e a k n e s s e s treated in the l i t erature , the method at best 
p r e s u p p o s e s genetic re lat ionship and t h e r e f o r e cannot find it o r prove it. ^ 

I c o n c l u d e , t h e r e f o r e , that no method of l ex i ca l scanning o r counting in 
and of i tsel f is valid f o r finding distant genetic re la t i onsh ips . 

1. 2. Sapir was fa ir ly s u c c e s s f u l in the distant re lat ionships he p r o p o s e d . 
Many w e r e strengthened in subsequent r e s e a r c h , while few w e r e abandoned 
( m a n y , of c o u r s e , r emain c o n t r o v e r s i a l ) . Examining his method may help 
to es tab l i sh re l i ab l e c r i t e r i a in distant genetic r e s e a r c h . 

Sapir never stated his method very expl i c i t ly ; probably the c l o s e s t he e v e r 
c a m e was in The Hokan aff inity of Subtiaba of Nicaragua (1925) , where he said : 

When one p a s s e s f r o m a language to another that is only remote ly re lated 
to it, say f r o m Ehglish to Ir ish o r f r o m Haida to Hupa o r f r o m Yana to 
Salinan, one is o v e r w h e l m e d at f i r s t by the great and obv ious d i f f e r e n c e s 
of g r a m m a t i c a l s t ruc ture . As one p r o b e s m o r e deep ly , however , r e s e m -
b lances a r e d i s c o v e r e d which weigh far m o r e in a genetic sense than the 
d i s c r e p a n c i e s that l ie on the s u r f a c e and that so o f ten p r o v e to be m e r e l y 
s e c o n d a r y d ia lec t i c d e v e l o p m e n t s which yie ld no very remote h i s t o r i c a l 
p e r s p e c t i v e . In the upshot it may appear , and f requent ly does appear , that 
the m o s t important g r a m m a t i c a l f ea tures of a g iven language and perhaps 
the bulk of what is convent ional ly ca l led its g r a m m a r a r e of little value f o r 
r e m o t e r c o m p a r i s o n , which may rest l a rge ly on s u b m e r g e d features that 
a r e of only m i n o r interest to d e s c r i p t i v e ana lys i s ( 4 9 1 - 2 ) . 
One s u s p e c t s that S a p i r ' s ' s u b m e r g e d f e a t u r e s ' a r e those which a r e so stri 

kingly a r b i t r a r y that they deny chance as an explanation, and which a r e so d e e p -
ly ' s u b m e r g e d ' in the g r a m m a r that they deny d i f fus ion as a p o s s i b l e exp lana-
tion. In so far as this method does deny chance and d i f fus i on , it is power fu l 
f o r establ ishing genet ic re la t i onsh ips . H o w e v e r , it is not f o o l p r o o f , for s o m e 
e x t r e m e l y a r b i t r a r y s i m i l a r i t i e s may still be due to c h a n c e , d i f fus ion , o r 
univer sa l s . 

An e x a m p l e of a s e e m i n g l y s u b m e r g e d f ea ture is found in Quechua and 
Mayan pronouns . Both have two sets of pronouns p e r f o r m i n g dist inct funct ions , 
which a r e i n c o r p o r a t e d into the v e r b . F o r f i r s t p e r s o n s ingular P r o t o - M a y a n 
had * i n / w - , while C u z c o Quechua has - n i / w a - , This s i m i l a r i t y would s e e m to 
be so a r b i t r a r y as to deny c h a n c e . M o r e invest igat ion , h o w e v e r , r e v e a l s that 
Quechua - n i is f r o m the empty m o r p h which is automat i ca l l y inserted between 
two m o r p h e m e s the juxtapos i t ion of which would o t h e r w i s e c r e a t e a consonant 
c l u s t e r in the Quechua A d i a l e c t s . Quechua A d ia l e c t s probab ly or ig inal ly had 
* - y as the 1st per sg m o r p h e m e . ( Cf . P a r k e r 1969: 150 f o r deta i l s . ) The - w a -
( of Quechua A d i a l e c t s ) is probab ly bes t r e c o n s t r u c t e d f o r P r o t o - Q u e c h u a as 
* - m a - on the bas i s of the Quechua B r e f l e x e s ( cf P a r k e r 1969:193) . Thus the 
neat and a r b i t r a r y c o r r e s p o n d e n c e between Mayan and Quechua (of the Quechua 
A d i a l e c t s ) is m e r e l y a c c identa l and not rea l ly genet i ca l l y shared o r s u b m e r g e d . 

Another s e e m i n g l y s u b m e r g e d , but c i r c u m s t a n t i a l s i m i l a r i t y , invo lves 
negat ion in Quechua and Mayan. Negation in C u z c o Quechua is mana. . . cu , 
a d i scont inuous c o n s t r u c t i o n . In Cakchique l (and s e v e r a l other c l o s e l y re lated 
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languages ) negation is man . . . ta, a l s o d iscont inuous . T h i s wo i ld suggest a 
c onnec t i on , but c l o s e r inspect ion r e v e a l s that Cakehiqisel has undergone 
s e c o n d a r y deve lopments which account f o r the s t range s imi lar i ty to Qucchua . 
P r o t o - M a y a n s e e m s to have had only * m a ; Cakchiquei d e v e l o p e d :he d i s c o n -
tinuous construct ion by ob l igator i ly assoc ia t ing o l d e r :tah (opt ional condit ional 
p a r t i c l e , would) with negative f o r m s . The seeming ly a r b i t r a r y s imi lar i ty 
is s tr ipped of much of its potency . 

Quechua a l s o p r o v i d e s an e x a m p l e which would . indeed defy thance , but 
which, though seemingly a r b i t r a r y , d o e s not deny uni\ e r s a l s as ± p o s s i b l e 
explanation. Quechua and Finnish c o r r e s p o n d in the fa l lowing : 

FINNISH QUECHUA 
- k o - £ u Q u e s t i o - m o r p h e m e 
- k o (with i m p e r a t i v e s ) - t u Negative- ri iorphenie 
- k ( a ) - £ u - ( 3 r d per sg ) Imperat ive m o r p h e m e 

Such a sound c o r r e s p o n d e n c e in g r a m m a t i c a l m o r p h e m e s ( which a r e not over ly 
c o m m o n in the w o r l d ' s languages ) would s e e m indeed s tr ik ing . 3ut , as it 
turns out, there is a un iversa l tendency f o r negation a id i n t e r r e l a t i o n to be 
c l o s e l y re lated p r o c e s s e s . Some have p r o p o s e d deep s t r u c t u r e s i m i l a r i t i e s 
and substantive un iversa l s to account f o r this. Even :n English r e s - n o quest ions 
s e e m re lated to negation as shown in the p a r a p h r a s e re lat ion of sentences like 
1 and 2: 

(1) Is John a c e l i b a t e ? 
( 2) Is John a ce l iba te , or i s n ' t he a c e l i b a t e ? 

Many other languages have negation and y e s - n o quest ions relate-- m o r p h o l o g i c a l ! 
( e . g . Somal i , Mandarin, and o t h e r s ) . Thus t h e r e is , in s o m e semant ic sense , 
an underlying a s s o c i a t i o n between negation and y e s - n o q u e s t i o n s . Iniperatr . e 
and i n t e r r o g a t i v e s t ruc tures w e r e equated in Katz anu P o s t a l ( i - o 4 ) who der ived 
English i m p e r a t i v e s , such as 1 shut the d o o r ' f r o m an u n d e r l y i - z ques t i on , 
' w i l l you shut the d o o r ? ' . Though the ana lys i s is not w ide ly h t . i today , it s e e m 
p e r f e c t l y p laus ib le that languages , such as Quechua ar.d F innish , c o u l d develop 
the a s s o c i a t i o n of i m p e r a t i v e s and ques t i ons independent ly . perhaps a s many 
Indo -European languages did f r o m optat ives and sub junc t ives . Thus, where on 
the s u r f a c e it would s e e m that F innish and Quechua share a c o r r e s p o n d e n c e in 
s e v e r a l g r a m m a t i c a l m o r p h e m e s , that s i m i l a r i t y is p robab ly th* resul t of 
un iversa l t endenc ies . 

F ina l ly , there a r e e x a m p l e s of a r b i t r a r y s i m i l a r i t i e s , which s e e m sub-
m e r g e d in the g r a m m a r , but which a r e due to d i f fus i on . A r e a l .n f luences are 
genera l l y we l l -known ( c f . Haas 1969) ; it is a l s o w e l l - k n o w n thai Sapir was 
genera l ly skept ica l about syntact ic b o r r o w i n g . N e v e r t h e l e s s , tf .ntactic b o r r o w -
ing does take p lace as part of the phenomena of a r e a l l i n g u i s t i c s . S o m e example 
in the M e s o a m e r i c a n l inguis t i c a r e a a r e the f o l l o w i n g . Y u c a t e c Mayan has 
b o r r o w e d a l imi ted kind of noun i n c o r p o r a t i o n f r o m A z t e c ( m o s t o ther Mayan 
languages lack noun i n c o r p o r a t i o n into the v e r b ) . Many M e s o a i r . e r i c a n language 
have d i rec t i ona l m o r p h e m e s in the v e r b ( e . g . Mayan languages . A z t e c , T a r a s -
can, s o m e Otomanguean, e t c . ) which a p p e a r s to be art a r e a l f e i r a r e . Many of 
the same languages show a r e l a t i o n s h i p between body p a r t s and pos i t i ona l m o r -
p h e m e s , e . g. : 
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C A K C H I Q U E L TARASCAN A Z T E C 
- p a n s t o m a c h , in - w a - s tomach , in - t lan tooth, p lace of 
- C i ? mouth, at - m u - mouth, at - ten lip, edge 
- i x back , behind -£u buttocks , tinderneath - i s eye, face , front 

- t s o n head -ha i r , top 
It would s e e m that s o m e of these s i m i l a r i t i e s a r e a r b i t r a r y enough to deny 

c h a n c e , but not to deny d i f fus ion . 
Thus , S a p i r ' s method ( o r what I s u p p o s e to have been his method) was to 

support p r o p o s e d re lat ionships with both r e g u l a r r e curr ing sound c o r r e s p o n d -
e n c e s and s u b m e r g e d f ea tures of the g r a m m a r . This is a valid method, 
although caut ion must be taken to insure against chance , d i f fus ion, and u n i v e r -
sal f a c t o r s entering into c o n s i d e r a t i o n . 

1. 3. Joseph G r e e n b e r g has been imaginat ive as a prac t i t i oner of distant 
a f f i n i t i e s . His methods (1966) a r e s i m p l e . The f i r s t is to c o n s i d e r relevant 
only r e s e m b l a n c e s involving both sound and meaning . R e s e m b l a n c e s involving 
sound a lone ( e. g. the p r e s e n c e of a tonal s y s t e m ) o r meaning a lone ( e . g. 
m o r p h e m e s of sex gender ) a r e i r r e l e v a n t . Such s i m i l a r i t i e s can be (and quite 
o f t en a r e ) independent of genet ic r e la t i ons . G r e e n b e r g ' s second method is that 
of m a s s c o m p a r i s o n , i. e. the s imul taneous c o m p a r i s o n of many languages , not 
just two o r three iso lated ones . G r e e n b e r g ' s third method is r e l iance on l in -
gu is t i c ev idence alone f o r c o n c l u s i o n s about c l a s s i f i c a t i o n . The f i r s t of G r e e n -
b e r g ' s m e t h o d s is not new, of c o u r s e . It is the c o m p a r a t i v e method of h i s t o r -
i c a l l i n g u i s t i c s . The second is not so m u c h a method as it is a heur i s t i c pr in -
c i p l e f o r p r a c t i c e . If one does not happen to have a m a s s of languages to test , 
he may still c o m p a r e the few he does w ish to test . The third method a l s o is 
m o r e an instruct ion in p r o c e d u r e than a real method . It m e r e l y says d o n ' t pay 
attention to non- l ingu is t i c things. Thus , G r e e n b e r g has interest ing and i n s t r u c -
t ive s t r a t e g i e s , but no fundamental ly d i f f e r e n t m e t h o d s . 

1. 4. G r e e n b e r g ' s method is the s o u n d - m e a n i n g i s o m o r p h i s m of the c o m p a r -
at ive method , which is a val id method . H o w e v e r , G r e e n b e r g has been c r i t i c i z e d 
f o r not requir ing s t r i c t e r regular i ty and f o r counting c o r r e s p o n d e n c e s in short 
( C V or V C ) sequences ( s e e b e l o w ) . One can near ly a lways find two l e x i c a l 
i t e m s which both have s o m e segment x in l anguage A and two s imi lar l e x i c a l 
i t e m s in language B̂  which have s o m e c o r r e s p o n d i n g segment ^ — i. e. a ' m a t c h -
ing ' . A match ing is a tentative sound c o r r e s p o n d e n c e which b e c o m e s a rea l 
c o r r e s p o n d e n c e only when one is ab le to r e c o n s t r u c t a valid proto f o r m . C o r -
r e s p o n d e n c e s are a s s u m e d to d e s c e n d f r o m a c o m m o n s o u r c e gene t i ca l l y , 
w h e r e a s match ings may in fact be due to a number of o ther things as we l l , 
b o r r o w i n g , o n o m a t o p o e i a , etc . not e x c l u d e d . 

It is important to suggest c r i t e r i a w h e r e b y one may be reasonab ly sure that 
his match ings a r e s igni f i cant g e n e t i c a l l y . One c r i t e r i o n involves b a s i c v o c a b -
u l a r y . One is susp i c i ous of p r o p o s e d r e l a t i o n s which lack a s igni f i cant amount 
of b a s i c v o c a b u l a r y support ing them. Though g l o t t o c h r o n o l o g y with its notion 
of a u n i v e r s a l or c u l t u r e - f r e e b a s i c v o c a b u l a r y is to be d i s counted , there is 
someth ing to the notion that c o m m o n v o c a b u l a r y tends to be p r e s e r v e d m o r e 
than other d o m a i n s . This is not the s a m e as the c l a i m that a cu l ture f r e e l ist 
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ex i s t s , o r that the b a s i c vocabu lary cannot suf fer s e v e r e changes ; it is only a 
statement of a genera l tendency. I would requ i re a s igni f icant number of 
match ings in b a s i c v o c a b u l a r y f o r any worthwhile p r o p o s a l of relat ionship. 

A s e c o n d c r i t e r i o n invo lves the length of i t ems matched . The r e c u r r e n c e 
of a matching in s e v e r a l CV f o r m s is not near ly so chance -de fy ing as a few 
good match ings in C V C o r l onger f o r m s in which al l the segments c o r r e s p o n d . 
This notion of length has been d i s c u s s e d both by Sw&desh (1954) and Bender 
(1969) . I would d i s c r e d i t matchings in l onger i t ems which matched, say, only 
the f i r s t consonant but no other s e g m e n t s . If all the consonants of a t r i sy l lab i c 
f o r m w e r e matched , it would be i m p r e s s i v e , but f o r only one to be matched 
would be susp i c i ous . It is p o s s i b l e to f ind many exact recurr ing matchings if 
one c o n s i d e r s only one matched segment f o r each p r o p o s e d cognate set tested, 
but such a chance o c c u r r e n c e is reduced when m o r e than one segment is 
matched f o r each tested set . 

Just as one can a lways f ind s o m e recurr ing matchings in short i tems, one 
can a lways m a t c h lots m o r e things f o r i t ems that do not mean the same thing. 
That i s , once one r e l a x e s constra ints on how s i m i l a r semant i ca l ly i tems must 
be to be c o n s i d e r e d , then automat ica l ly the number of matchings he finds 
i n c r e a s e s . Matchings a r e m o r e p e r s u a s i v e in semant i ca l ly equivalent f o r m s . 
I would suggest f o r a third c r i t e r i o n that semant i c equiva lence be maintained 
f o r p r o p o s e d cognate se ts . 

I should try to antic ipate ob j e c t i ons to the c r i t e r i a just suggested. It is 
true that requir ing C V C or longer f o r m s in which all the segments match is 
u n n e c e s s a r i l y strong in the long run. The detai ls of Indo -European and other 
w e l l - s t u d i e d f a m i l i e s abound in instances of short f o r m s which have been 
reduced f r o m l onger f o r m s by regular c h a n g e s . Even though this is true, I 
would maintain that only c l e a r match ings in C V C or l onger f o r m s should be 
admitted as d i r e c t ev idence f o r a p r o p o s a l of distant genet ic re lat ionship, 
b e c a u s e until the hypothes is i s demons t ra ted we may not know whether the 
s i m i l a r i t i e s in short f o r m s a r e due to chance o r to c o m m o n h i s t o ry . Even 
though we m a y not be able to say that short f o r m s a r e not true cognates , I 
would maintain that any re lat ionship worthy of invest igat ion will have enough 
c a s e s of match ings in CVC or l onger f o r m s to es tab l i sh the hypothes is as 
r e a s o n a b l e . Once es tab l i shed as r e a s o n a b l e , we can go on to seek the evas ive 
c a s e s of c o r r e s p o n d e n c e s in s h o r t e r f o r m s . Short f o r m s , h o w e v e r , do not 
help m u c h to o v e r c o m e the p o s s i b i l i t i e s of chance in the initial stages of a 
p r o p o s a l of distant re la t ionsh ip . ^ 

S imi la r ly , semant i c shi fts a r e a fac t of l inguist ic l i fe , and many b i z a r r e 
semant i c shi fts a r e on r e c o r d . N e v e r t h e l e s s , I maintain that enough c l e a r 
c a s e s wi l l r e m a i n in any true genet ic re lat ionship (wh i ch have not undergone 
shi f ts ) that it can be es tab l i shed by c o n s i d e r i n g only semant i c equ iva l ences . 
In p r i n c i p l e , we may never know whether semant i c n o n - e q u i v a l e n c e s which 
have s i m i l a r sound a r e ac c identa l or g e n e t i c a l l y t ransmit ted s i m i l a r i t i e s until 
we know the exact h i s t o r y . Once a p r o p o s a l has been shown to have m e r i t 
based on s e m a n t i c a l l y equivalent f o r m s , then we can go on to seek the b i z a r r e 
and l e s s c l e a r c a s e s . H o w e v e r , init ial ly such c a s e s o f f e r no real support to 
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p r o p o s a l s zt genetic af f inity . 
A final cons iderat ion invo lves onomatopoet i c f o r m s , which have too often 

b e e n i n d u c e d as ev idence in distant genet ic p r o p o s a l s . Such f o r m s ( w h e r e the 
sound is nci cotally independent of the meaning) do little to support genet i c 
re lat ionships , s ince the s imi lar i ty in sound may owe its o r i g in to attr ibutes of 
the re ferent rather than to a p r i o r c o m m o n h i s tory . 

In conclus ion, I suggest c o m m o n sense as a genera l methodo logy . C o m -
m o n sense advises that constra ints on the number of segments matched is 
needed if cn ince is to be negated. C o m m o n sense suggests semantic equiva-
l e n c e best ienies chance f a c t o r s ; c o m m o n sense advocates that regular i ty of 
r e c u r r e n t matchings in a s igni f i cant number of b a s i c v o c a b u l a r y i tems is 
m o s t l ikely to negate al ternate explanations f r o m chance , d i f fus ion , and 
u n i v e r s a l s . C o m m o n sense speaks f o r c o n s i d e r a t i o n of ' s u b m e r g e d f e a t u r e s ' 
and grammat i ca l c o n c e r n s outside the l e x i c o n . I wi l l t ry to employ these 
c o m m o n - s e n s e c r i t e r i a in evaluating the p r o p o s e d aff inity of Uru-Chipayan 
with Mayan be low. 

1. 5. In recent t imes o thers have p r o p o s e d methods which s tem f r o m 
newer l inguistic t h e o r i e s . T e e t e r (1964) p r o p o s e d a method involving his 
' depth hype the s is ' , o r ' c o n t e x t u a l i z a t i o n ' . 'Depth ' in T e e t e r ' s sense m e a n s 
re la t ive ear l iness in s o m e subset of rules of the g r a m m a r of a language. He 
sugges ts that much work in genet ic re lat ionship has been wasted on the m a n i p -
ulation of l ex i ca l i t e m s , which a r e inserted rather late in a g r a m m a r , and a r e 
not v e r y 1 c cntextual ized ' in t e r m s of pos i t ion in the g r a m m a r . He presented 
two examples relating ' d e e p ' r u l e s . The f i r s t is P r o t o - C e n t r a l - A l g o n k i a n ' s : 
P o s s e s s i v e + V P o s s e s s i v e + t_ + V, which is said to be rather ear ly in the 
m o r p h o p h o n e m i c component . This is c o m p a r e d to W i y o t ' s : P o s s e s s i v e + h 
+ V P o s s e s s i v e + t + V ( Wiyot has no vowe l - in i t i a l s t e m s ) . This c o r r e s -
pondence of a ' d e e p ' rule is said to prov ide qual i tat ively m u c h of the e v i d e n c e 
f o r the relat ionship between Algonkian and Wiyot . 

The second e x a m p l e is P r o t o - C e n t r a l A l g o n k i a n ' s rule of p ronomina l 
p r e f i x o rder ing . Stems to lerate only a s ingle p r e f i x . The second p e r s o n 
p r e f i x is employed if either of the p e r s o n s invo lved is a second p e r s o n ; if no 
s e c o n d person is invo lved and a f i r s t p e r s o n i s , then the f i r s t p e r s o n p r e f i x 
is c h o s e n ; o therwise a third p e r s o n p r e f i x is c h o s e n . This o rder ing is c o r -
re la ted with a s i m i l a r phenomena in Wiyot . Wiyot does not employ p r e f i x e s 
to e x p r e s s p e r s o n s with v e r b s . Negative p r e v e r b s , h o w e v e r , have three 
f o r m s f o r the three pronomina l p e r s o n s , and when m o r e than one p e r s o n is 
to be related to the v e r b , only one negat ive p r e v e r b is used and its c h o i c e is 
g o v e r n e d by a rule ident ical to the P r o t o - C e n t r a l Algonkian rule just m e n t i o n e d . 

T h e s e two deep rule c o r r e s p o n d e n c e s a r e ca l cu la ted to i l lustrate how 
pos i t i on early in s o m e c o m p o n e n t of a genera t i ve g r a m m a r can be u s e d to 
es tab l i sh genet ic re la t ionsh ip . T e e t e r ' s method is not new, h o w e v e r . It is 
r e a l l y Sap ir ' s ' s u b m e r g e d f e a t u r e s ' method . It i s dependent upon c o r r e s -
p o n d e n c e s at points in the g r a m m a r s which defy chance and d i f fus ion , but 
r e f e r e n c e to a f o r m a l g r a m m a r does not, I think, make the method any m o r e 
potent than S a p i r ' s o r ig ina l e m p l o y m e n t of it. 
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King (1969:152) has c la imed that t rans format ional syntax has 'potent ia l ly 
great use fu lness in establishing genet ic re lat ionships among l a n g u a g e s ' . He 
r e f e r s to H a r m s (1966) paper relating Yukaghir and Ural ic as a c a s e in point. 
S ince this i s an important c l a i m , it is appropr iate to examine br i e f l y H a r m s ' 
use of t rans format iona l syntax in dealing with the c o n t r o v e r s i a l U r a l o -
Yukaghir hypothes i s . 

H a r m s points out that a survey of l e x i c a l item's f r o m these languages is 
only suggest ive of a re lat ionship , but that no strong c a s e can be made f r o m the 
f o r m a l - s e m a n t i c s i m i l a r i t i e s . His argument , then, is that ' the f a r - r e a c h i n g 
f o r m a l - s e m a n t i c s i m i l a r i t i e s in the f o c u s s y s t e m ( o r " l o g i c a l s t r e s s " ) of 
Yukaghir and the intr icate subject and ob jec t c a s e determinat ions in Ba l t o -
Finnic as we l l as var i ous of the f o c u s phenomena in all Ura l i c languages ' is 
s t rong enough to rule out explanations based on chance , un iversa l s , or b o r -
rowing , and to establ ish the genet ic re lat ionship . In short , H a r m s ' method 
is to account f o r the Yukaghir f o c u s s y s t e m in a short t rans format iona l g r a m -
m a r , and then to r e c o n s t r u c t internal ly an e a r l i e r P r e - Y u k a g h i r stage. It is 
not c l e a r to m e why a t rans fo rmat i ona l account of Yukaghir must be written in 
o r d e r to a r r i v e at H a r m s ' c o n c l u s i o n s . It is p e r f e c t l y p lausible , beginning 
with s u r f a c e data, to r e c o n s t r u c t internally P r e - Y u k a g h i r without appeal to 
t r a n s f o r m a t i o n a l syntax. In the end H a r m s ' method is c l e a r : the Yukaghir 
and Ura l i c re lat ionship depends on sound c o r r e s p o n d e n c e s d i s c o v e r e d by 
H a r m s in the f o c u s - c a s e s y s t e m s . This is by no means a new method of 
es tabl i sh ing genet ic re lat ionship , but rather is the c o m p a r a t i v e method . 

Though there probab ly is something to the Y u k a g h i r - U r a l i c hypothes i s , it 
is important to point out as a caution to p rac t i t i oners of distant re lat ionships 
that Quechua shares a v e r y s i m i l a r s y s t e m with much the s a m e sound c o r r e s -
p o n d e n c e s , as shown in the fo l l owing ( the f i r s t two c o l u m n s a r e f r o m H a r m s , 
p. 15 ) : 
YUKAGHIR P R O T O - B A L T O - FINNIC QUECHUA 
m e - , - m , - m e - *-mM., * - m - m i , - m f o c u s / i n f . c o m p . , 

a c c . / c o m m e n t f o c u s 
- l e *-t& - t a f o c u s / p a r t i t i v e O b j / 

Obj f o c u s 
-1 * - t a - k - k t i - i n l / i n f / c o m p l e m e n t i z e r 
— pul, - p e * - t ( *p&ta) -kuna p i . / p i . / p i . 
-1 * - t a - t a ad j . f r o m a n t / a d j . 

f o r m . / d e r i v e s adv . 
f r o m adj . 

- k * - k a - q a pron . f o c u s / e m p h . 
c l i t i c / t o p i c f o c u s 

- k * - k o - c u in terrogat ive 
- k _ * - k ( & ) - 2 u - imp . / imp . / 3rd 

p e r s . imp . 
I do not b e l i e v e Quechua to be meaning fu l ly re lated to either Yukaghir o r 

U r a l i c , so that this c h a r t should point out the strong need f o r caution even if 
va l id m e t h o d s a r e u s e d . 
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2. Think of a l m o s t any A m e r i c a n Indian language fami ly ( o r Old Wor ld 
fami ly too , f o r that mat ter ) and probably someone has suggested that it is 
genet ica l ly related to the Mayan f a m i l y . More o r l e s s respec tab le l inguists 
have suggested Mayan af f in i t ies with such languages as M i x e - Z o q u e a n , 
Totonacan, Huave, X inca and L e n c a , Natchez and Muskogean, T a r a s c a n , Zuni , 
U t o - A z t e c a n , Ca l i f o rn ia Penutian, Arawakan, Araucanian, Yunga and 
Chipaya-Uru . Obvious ly an exhaustive evaluation of all these p r o p o s a l s is 
beyond the p r a c t i c a l l imitat ions of this paper . The Maya-Chipayan hypothes i s 
is m o r e o r l e s s wide ly a c c e p t e d , and of the above it i s the m o s t fully a r t i c u -
lated with the m o s t expl i c i t supporting data. Severa l of the other p r o p o s a l s 
( a l l the South A m e r i c a n connec t i ons ) w e r e stimulated by it. ^ B e c a u s e of its 
impact and testabi l i ty it is important to c o n s i d e r the ev idence f o r M a y a -
Chipayan in s o m e detai l . 

Ronald Olson (1964) presented the ev idence f o r the p r o p o s e d af f inity 
between Mayan and Uru-Chipayan . His hypothes is was based on 121 supposed 
cognate s e t s . I wi l l c o n s i d e r these sets f i r s t individually in s o m e detai l , 
evaluating the strength of each, and then c o l l e c t i v e l y , evaluating the o v e r a l l 
strength of the hypothes i s . O l s o n ' s o r ig ina l numbers will be used f o r easy 
r e f e r e n c e . The only change in O l s o n ' s data is to r epresent his k, a p o s t -
v e l a r or uvular stop. 

(1) Chipaya ( h e n c e f o r t h Cp) ahk- to take to p a s t u r e / P r o t o - M a y a n 
( h e n c e f o r t h P M ) * a h k ' , »ahk to shepherd , pasture . O l s o n ' s P M r e c o n s t r u c -
tion is b a s e d on s e v e r a l unre lated e tyma; T z e l t a l ak - and Maya ak - have 
nothing to do with Huastec ak1 ( a l l would have to be g lotta l ized o r plain, but 
not m i x e d ) . F u r t h e r m o r e , the c o r r e s p o n d e n c e of Tze l ta l k and Maya k 
r e f l e c t P M and O l s o n has no p r o p o s e d c o r r e s p o n d e n c e of Cp k / P M *q. 

( 2 ) Cp a x w / P M * c ' a x to wash . T h e r e is no C V C c o r r e s p o n d e n c e in this 
p r o p o s e d cognate set ; O lson o f f e r s no explanation f o r why P M c ' c o r r e s p o n d s 
to 0 in Cp in this one set . The s i m i l a r i t y m a y be pure ly c h a n c e . 

( 3) Cp a x - / P M *k ' ax to h a r v e s t . T h e r e is no CVC c o r r e s p o n d e n c e in 
this set either (with no explanation f o r why P M *k_J_has no c o r r e s p o n d i n g 
s e g m e n t in C p ) . 

( 5 ) Cp aS to be b a s h f u l / P M * k ' e S bash fu l . Again , there is no C V C 
c o r r e s p o n d e n c e . A l s o , the Mayan f o r m s s e e m to mean p r i m a r i l y s h a m e . 

( 6) Cp a t a / P M * t i ? mouth. T h e r e is no C V C c o r r e s p o n d e n c e , and 
though these cou ld c o n c e i v a b l y be r e a l c o g n a t e s , the f o r m s a r e too shor t to 
deny the poss ib i l i t y of chance accounting f o r their s i m i l a r i t y . 

( 7 ) Cp ay( in ) - to h u r t / P M * y a ? pain. Again , there is no CVC a g r e e -
m e n t to r e d u c e the chance s i m i l a r i t y . O l son suggested that both Cp and 
T z o t z i l ( a y - ) have undergone m e t a t h e s i s , but T z o t z i l a y - to be b o r n is a d i f -
f e r e n t e tymon f o r the other Mayan l a n g u a g e s ' y a ( h ) pain. This m a k e s Cp 
l o o k even l e s s l ike Mayan, s ince no Mayan f o r m s have a y . 

( 8 ) Cp £awk o ld , c a h w k i m p o r t a n t / P M *cawq . In real i ty there is no 
s u c h P M f o r m . O l s o n ' s r e c o n s t r u c t i o n is b a s e d on Cakchique l / a q o ld ( r e a l l y 
f a l l e n ) , M a m c a k b ig , l a r g e , and M a m c a w a k high. T h e s e Mayan f o r m s have 
nothing to do with each o t h e r , e i ther s e m a n t i c a l l y o r p h o n o l o g i c a l l y . The 
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M a m f o r m s r e f l e c t *tak and *tawak ( M a m S < P M *tj which c o r r e s p o n d s to 
Cakchiquel t_(not £ ) ) . M a m k c o r r e s p o n d s to Cakchiquel k; Cakchiquel ^ 
c o r r e s p o n d s to M a m <J. T h e r e a r e s imply two separate etyma involved , not 
r e f l e c t i n g anything l ike O l s o n ' s r e cons t ruc ted P M f o r m . 

( 9 ) Cp c e w ( s i n ) - to p rov ide s h a d e / P M * t e ? w c o l d , f r o z e n . T h e r e a r e 
two p r o b l e m s in these p r o p o s e d cognates^ Semantical ly , they a r e l e s s than 
l ike ly . Phono log i ca l l y P r o t o - M a y a - C h i p a y a n (hence f o r th P M C ) **t_( * * t e 7 w ) 7 

is supposed to have the regular Chipaya r e f l e x of ^ not the 2 which is g iven 
h e r e . That is to say, Cp c / P M *t_is not a regu lar , r e c u r r e n t c o r r e s p o n d e n c e , 
and hence there is no support f o r this example . 

(10) Cp E h e p / P M *o~§eb three . The - e b of O l s o n ' s P M f o r m is the plural 
m o r p h e m e which o c c u r s with numera l s in their e l i c i tat ion f o r m in many Mayan 
languages . The root is three , which has nothing to do with Cp t h e p s ince 
ch and IS a r e not suggested to c o r r e s p o n d . In this example , then, there is not 
one s ingle c o r r e s p o n d e n c e of C o r V (not to mention C V C ) . Of c o u r s e , the 
hypothes is can be supported only by regular sound c o r r e s p e n d e n c e s , not by the 
i r r e g u l a r i t y of this and the p r e c e d i n g example . 

(11) Cp c h i p - / P M ' ihb to fill_( PMC **£hihp) . T h e r e a r e a number of 
p r o b l e m s with this e x a m p l e . F i r s t , P M C **ch is supposed to have the regular 
Cp r e f l e x of c , so that there is no regular sound c o r r e s p o n d e n c e in this c a s e . 
A l s o , there is no such P M f o r m , s ince its r e c o n s t r u c t i o n i s based on non-
c o g n a t e s . Cakchiquel c 1 ihb( a) and Mam t u p cannot be equated. The C a k c h i -
quel f o r m is actual ly <5' ix to contain plus - b ' a ( ins t rumenta l causat ive of 
pos i t ional v e r b s ) . It cannot be re lated to M a m t u p s i n c e Cakchiquel £ c o r r e s -
ponds to M a m £ , Cakchiquel b_|_ to M a m M a m £ ' can c o r r e s p o n d only to 
Cakchiquel t_|_ ( f r o m P M *t ' ) ; f inal ly , Mam u and Cakchiquel i_do not r e g u l a r -
ly c o r r e s p o n d . 

(14) Cp Shohq- untie, l o o s e / P M *c ' o h q / ohk to pull out. T h e s e have 
only a vague semant i c connec t i on , and neither is part of the v e r y b a s i c 
v o c a b u l a r y . 

(15) C p t h u h t ( u ) s m a l l , u n d e r s i z e d / P M ' ut s m a l l , short , u n d e r s i z e d 
( P M C * * c h u t ) . The r e g u l a r sound c o r r e s p o n d e n c e s O l s o n pos i ted would 
demand Cp to have a r e t r o f l e x e d consonant in this c a s e ; t h e r e f o r e , this is 
b a s e d on an i r r e g u l a r c o r r e s p o n d e n c e . 

(16) Cp c h u l - / P M V ' u b to k i ss . T h e r e is no C V C c o r r e s p o n d e n c e in this 
c a s e ( l ^ i s not said to c o r r e s p o n d to b ) . F u r t h e r m o r e , k i s s i s o n o m a t o p o e t i c , 
having i r r e g u l a r c o r r e s p o n d e n c e s even within the Mayan f a m i l y . 

(17) Cp t i p to be h a p p y / P M *^eb to laugh. The P M f o r m should be 
* / e ? - ; the - b is a separate m o r p h e m e which o c c u r s with this f o r m only in a 
v e r y few of the languages . T h e r e is no CVC c o r r e s p o n d e n c e , and the 
semant i c c onnec t i on cou ld be c l o s e r . 

(18) Cp - c u k towards (with d i r e c t i o n s ) / P M * t i ( h ) t owards , in. T h e r e 
is no CVC c o r r e s p o n d e n c e in this e x a m p l e . A l s o , the P M f o r m rea l ly m e a n s 
at ( i . e . l o ca t i on with no s p e c i a l impl i ca t i on of m o t i o n ) . The P M f o r m is 
d e r i v e d f r o m mouth, just as m o s t other Mayan pos i t i ona l p a r t i c l e s a r e 
d e r i v e d f r o m body parts ( c f . the d i s c u s s i o n a b o v e ) . F o r that r eason , Cp in 
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no. 6 above and no. 18 h e r e cannot both be cognates to this single Mayan f o r m , 
s ince they have quite d i f f e rent f o r m s . 

( 2 0 ) Cp £ahk- to hit, t h r o w / P M *2ahq' to throw. In reality the P M 
f o r m should be *kaq ' ( O l s o n ' s r e c o n s t r u c t i o n is based on Western Mayan 
languages which have Eastern Mayan languages have k r e f l e x e s , which 
demands *k f o r P M ) . Th i s , of c o u r s e , is not one of O l s o n ' s p r o p o s e d c o r r e s -
p o n d e n c e s . The P o k o m c h i f o r m £ahq to push is*s imply a separate e tymon, 
not re lated to to throw. 

(21) Cp Sara r o c k / P M 1 en rock , c a v e . This is the only example 
p r e s e n t e d of this a f f r i c a t e c o r r e s p o n d e n c e , and is t h e r e f o r e not real ly a 
r e c u r r i n g , regular sound c o r r e s p o n d e n c e . The c o r r e s p o n d e n c e of r / n is not 
wel l supported e i ther . It hinges on getting an 1_ into the p i c ture through 
Yucatec Maya Sal ( tun) r o c k . But this is rea l ly a separate etymon ( P M *ton) 
r o c k ; Yucatec has X' e ' en we l l as cognate with O l s o n ' b i ' e n c a v e of the other 
Mayan languages . ( Even if one cou ld f ind a spurious l / n c o r r e s p o n d e n c e 
within the Mayan f a m i l y , Y u c a t e c ' s £ would have to be g lot ta l ized in o r d e r f o r 
it to part i c ipate in the regular c o r r e s p o n d e n c e set . 

( 2 2 ) Cp Ehaq to f in ish , c o m p l e t e / P M ' aq to c o m p l e t e . Olson says 
that " the reason f o r the r e t r o f l e x i o n in the Cp is o b s c u r e , " meaning that the 
c o r r e s p o n d e n c e is i r r e g u l a r . A l s o , the P M f o r m is again based on unre lated 
etyma ( e . g . Maya £uk pahal and Cakchiquel aq( a t ) , w h e r e is never a 
c o r r e s p o n d e n c e in Mayan, nor is u / a ) . 

( 2 3 ) Cp Shap- to p i e r c e , n a i l / P M ' ab. Olson 1 s P M f o r m is e r r o n e -
o u s l y r e c o n s t r u c t e d on the b a s i s of unre lated etyma. Huastec Xup( i£ ) to 
penetrate cannot be re lated to Cakchiquel E ' ab( iH) to be p i e r c e d ( - 1 6 is the 
p a s s i v e m o r p h e m e ) o r E ' a p ( u h ) to dr ive wedges in a l og , s ince the regu lar 
c o r r e s p o n d e n c e would r e q u i r e both to have g lo t ta l i zed o r both non -g l o t ta l i zed 
a f f r i c a t e s . Choi £ ' ub to penetrate , guncture has the wrong v o w e l to c o r r e s -
pond to e i ther Cakchiquel o r Huastec . 

( 2 4 ) Cp She» t - to s t re t ch o u t / P M ' aht bed . T h e s e a r e not s e m a n t i c -
a l ly equivalent , nor is there any a p r i o r i r e a s o n to b e l i e v e that t£ s t re tch out 
i6 re la ted to bed ( o r s l eep ing ) in any n o n - a r b i t r a r y way . 

( 2 6 ) Cp E h o h - / P M ' uh o r V ' u h to d r i p . Olson admits that the 
" r e t r o f l e x i o n in the Cp f o r m is . . . o b s c u r e " ( p . 31); i . e. , there is no 
r e g u l a r sound c o r r e s p o n d e n c e in this e x a m p l e . F u r t h e r m o r e , to dr ip is 
o n o m a t o p o e t i c in Mayan, as w i t n e s s e d by the i r r e g u l a r r e f l e x e s involving both 
£ ' and (and . 

( 2 7 ) ghulu w h a t / P M * £ V ? b V what, that which. T h e r e is no C V C c o r r e s -
pondence in this e x a m p l e , and there is no such P M f o r m . It is based on Choi 
Xubi that which and P o k o m c h i £ a h a ? wi l ik whatever , but these a r e in no way 
c o g n a t e s . ( T o be c ognates both would have to a g r e e in their consonant and 
v o w e l c o r r e s p o n d e n c e s , but these do not. ) 

( 2 8 ) Cp c h u S i / P M ^Ei 'S thorn. The s i m i l a r i t y in this p r o p o s e d e x a m p l e 
of c ognates i s s tr ik ing . H o w e v e r , it is not a c a s e of support f o r the hypothes i s 
b e c a u s e O l s o n ' s P M f o r m is e r r o n e o u s l y r e c o n s t r u c t e d . It should be P M 
* k ' i 7 s s ince the Eastern Mayan languages ( w h i c h Olson did not c o n s i d e r ) have 
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r e f l e x e s with k^ ( e. g. Quiche k ' i: 16, e t c . ) . T h e r e is, of c o u r t * , no c o r r e s -
pondence of Cp £ to P M » k ' in O l s o n ' s work , and t h e r e f o r e this example has 
no r e g u l a r r e c u r r i n g sound c o r r e s p o n d e n c e to support it. 

( 2 9 ) Cp e k - to l e a v e / P M *ik ' to l eave , pass by . This p r o p o s e d cognate 
has s e v e r a l p r o b l e m s . F i r s t , there is no CVC c o r r e s p o n d e n c e to reduce the 
poas ib i l i ty that it is m e r e l y a chance s imi lar i ty . Second, the P M r e c o n s t r u c -
tion has s e v e r a l p r o b l e m s . It is based upon P o k o m c h i ik ' to pass by and 
T z e l t a l ik( t a y ) , T z o t z i l ik ( ta ) to l eave , which are not c o g n a t e s . The T z e l t a l -
T z o t z i l to l e a v e is the l eave of abandon, l eave it ( d e j a r ) , not the l eave of a 
p e r s o n 1 s go ing . It cannot be cognate with P o k o m c h i ik ' b e c a u s e the regu lar 
c o r r e s p o n d e n c e s requ i re e i ther g lottal izat ion o r non-g lot ta l izat ion of k in both, 
and P o k o m c h i c o r r e s p o n d s to T z e l t a l - T z o t z i l not k ( T z e l t a l - T z o t z i l k 
c o r r e s p o n d s to P o k o m c h i 

( 3 0 ) Cp ewi last y e a r / P M * e w i ( r ) yes te rday . T h e r e is no C V C c o r r e s -
pondence in this example , and the semant i c a s s o c i a t i o n is a bit vague . ( T h e 
Mayan f o r m s a r e a l so b i m o r p h e m i c , e w - i r ) . 

(31) Cp h a k a / P M *ek»a l , - h e k ' a l t o m o r r o w . The P M f o r m is b a s e d on 
s e v e r a l d i f f e rent e tyma, and even O l s o n says , " S o m e of the deve l opments 
within the Mayan languages a r e o b s c u r e " ( p . 3 2 ) . 

( 3 2 ) Cp h a t - / P M *huS to sharpen . The Mayan f o r m s r e a l l y m e a n s whetstone , 
and Olson has no p r o p o s e d t / T c o r r e s p o n d e n c e . T h e r e f o r e , this example is 
both vague in its semant ic connec t i on , and has no regular sound c o r r e s p o n d -
ences ( except h / h ) to support it ( a / u and t / S do not c o r r e s p o n d ) . 

( 3 3 ) Cp h e h - to breathe , r e s t / P M * h e 7 e l to r e s t . The Cp f o r m is 
o n o m a t o p o e t i c , as the P M f o r m m a y b e . 

( 3 4 ) Cp ho- - / P M *ho£ to d rag . T h e s e f o r m s a r e too short , and there is 
no CVC c o r r e s p o n d e n c e ; nothing explains the a b s e n c e of a Cp r e f l e x c o r r e s -
ponding to P M *£. The s i m i l a r i t y m a y wel l be due to nothing m o r e than c h a n c e . 

( 3 5 ) Cp h w e r to u n t i e / P M * h w e l to undo, untie. The P M f o r m is based 
on separate etyma which a r e n o n - c o g n a t e . Cakchiquel w e r ( e r ) to undo cannot 
be cognate with Yucatec Maya h i l ( m o k ) to tie with a knot that i s eas i ly undone 
s ince there is neither a w / h nor a r / l _ c o r r e s p o n d e n c e set . Cakchiquel £ 
c o r r e s p o n d s to Maya £ ( n e v e r Maya 1_) and Cakchiquel w c o r r e s p o n d s to 
Maya w ( C a k c h i q u e l changed *h > w b e f o r e round v o w e l s , but that has no 
bear ing h e r e ) . 

( 3 7 ) Cp iks w o m b , i k - to be p r e g n a n t / P M *( C ) ik ' intest ine , pregnant . 
This example has s e v e r a l p r o b l e m s . A s it s tands, there is no C V C c o r r e s -
pondence to prevent c h a n c e . The f o r m s l i s ted in support of the P M r e c o n -
struct ion a r e not c o g n a t e s . P o k o m c h i e q ( s a ' ) intestine is not cognate with 
T z e l t a l y ik ' pregnant ( s ince these do not a g r e e in the g lotta l izat ion of k, and 
in the p r e s e n c e o r a b s e n c e of . Neither of these is c ognate with T z o t z i l 
bik( i l ) intest ine, w h e r e b m u s t c o r r e s p o n d to b ( not to Jif). A l s o , the Cp f o r m 
l ooks s u s p i c i o u s l y l ike Quechua wiksa b e l l y , w o m b , which may indicate a loan 
f r o m Q u e c h u m a r a n languages . 

( 3 8 ) Cp i s ( f l i ) f i n g e r n a i l , i S ( q e ) t o o t h / P M *iiS- f ingerna i l . Since t h e r e 
is no C V C c o r r e s p o n d e n c e , the s i m i l a r i t y c ou ld be due to c h a n c e . 



Distant C-enetic Relat ionship 125 

(40) Cp k a h l - / P M *kal to pull out. If the P M f o r m is rea l ( b a s e d on 
Huastec kal( Gal) and Maya kol pull ou t ) , thea it is e r r o n e o u s l y r e c o n s t r u c t e d . 
If thefe Mayan f o r m s a r e real cognates , then they r e f l e c t P M not *k. 
( P M *k b e c a m e £ in m o s t environments in Maya, and it b e c a m e £ in Huastec . ) 
The k of Huastec and m o s t of the k ' a in Yucatec Maya can c o m e f r o m only one 
s o u r c e , P M ( c f . O l s o n ' s p. 318). There is no p r o p o s e d c o r r e s p o n d e n c e of 
C P k to P M in O l s o n ' s work . 

(41) Cp kaw- to s q u a t / P M * k ' a w to l ie with fa ce up, to p r o s t r a t e o n e s e l f . 
The semantic connect ion is not equivalent. 

(42) Cp k e r - m a l e ( o f a n i m a l s ) / P M *kel, *qel m a l e of b i r d s , b o y . The 
P M f o r m is susp i c i ous . P o k o m c h i p e r ( e n ) male of b i rds has nothing to do 
with Tzel ta l k e l e - m a l e of b i rds ( ja/k is not a c o r r e s p o n d e n c e s e t ) , and 
T z e l t a l - T z o t z i l k e r e m boy is not obv ious ly related to either of these f o r m s . 
Boy is a susp i c i ous f o r m in that £ is ex tremely r a r e in T z o t z i l - T z e l t a l , and it 
i s not obvious what the semant ic connect ion between boy and m a l e s of an imals 
i s . F u r t h e r m o r e , the Cp f o r m ker l ooks susp ic ious ly l ike q ( h ) a r i m a l e of 
Quechua. 

(43 ) Cp khat- to f i g h t / P M * k ' a ^ . The P M f o r m is spur ious . Cakchiquel 
k ' a^ to d e p r e c a t e another , me lancho ly is not cognate with P o k o m c h i k' a angry , 
n o r wixh Maya k ' a t ( u m ) to fight ( j / 0 / 1 is not a c o r r e s p o n d e n c e s e t ) . 

(44 ) Cp k h e r - to b u r p / P M * k ' e b to burp . Burping in Mayan languages is 
o n o m a t o p o e t i c . F u r t h e r m o r e Cakchiquel k ' a b to gasp i s not cognate with 
Tze l ta l keb( ah) to burp ( i f it w e r e then Tze l ta l would have to have c o r r e s -
ponding to Cakchiquel kj_, o r Cakchiquel would have to have ^ c o r r e s p o n d i n g 
to Tze l ta l k ) . In any c a s e , Cp r_ and Mayan *b a r e not said to c o r r e s p o n d , so 
there .s no CVC c o r r e s p o n d e n c e in this c a s e . 

(45 ) Cp khew- to b e c o m e f a t / P M *kehb robust , stout. The P M f o r m is 
not well f ounded . Cakchiquel kub(alS) robust is not the s a m e etymon as that 
r e f l e c t e d by T z e l t a l - T z o t z i l h u ( h ) b to b e c o m e fat ( s ince there is no known 
k / h c o r r e s p o n d e n c e be tween these l a n g u a g e s ) . 

( 46) Cp khufl- to r e m e m b e r / P M *k( ' )an to know, r e m e m b e r , l e a r n . 
Aga in the P M f o r m is spur ious . Cakchiquel kan(ay ) to know and Quiche u l ( i k ) 
to r e m e m b e r have nothing to do with each other (both languages have both 
e t y m a ) . Cho i kin and Maya kan may be cognate with each o t h e r , but if they do 
d e s c e n d f r o m P M they must r e f l e c t P M *q ( c f . p. 318) , and Cp kh does not 
c o r r e s p o n d to P M in Olson 1 s s c h e m e . 

( 4 7 ) C p kiht to n a i l / P M * k ' i 3 thorn. This set has but a v e r y weak 
semant i c c o n n e c t i o n , and there is no C V C c o r r e s p o n d e n c e ( Cp t_ and P M 
a r e not sa id to c o r r e s p o n d ) . F u r t h e r m o r e , the P M f o r m is the s a m e as in 
28 above , but the s a m e P M f o r m cannot b e cognate to these two d is t inct Cp 
f o r m s . 

( 48 ) Cp kokhi s k u n k / P M * k u ( h ) k , * k u ( h ) k s q u i r r e l . Though these a r e 
not i m p l a u s i b l e , they a r e not s emant i c equiva lents . 

( 49 ) Cp k o l - to s t o o p / P M *k 'or ) to s toop . S ince l / a is not a r egu lar 
c o r r e s p o n d e n c e in O l s o n ' s work , there is no C V C a g r e e m e n t to deny c h a n c e 
s i m i l a r i t i e s in this c a s e . F u r t h e r m o r e O l s o n ' s P M f o r m is not we l l f ounded . 
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Jacal tec k ' or j (ba) to atoop c o m e s f r o m P M *k ' og to leave ( d e j a r ) , and 
Jacal tec £ d o e s not c o r r e s p o n d to Tze l ta l h ( koht ' ( a h ) ) , but rather only to 
Tze l ta l n. A l s o Jacaltec and Tze l ta l k do not c o r r e s p o n d ( e i ther k ' / c / 
o r ^ / k , n o t k ' / k ) . 

( 51) Cp kon( a) s i c k n e s s / P M *k ' or) to cough up phlegm, to c l e a r the 
throat . The semant i c connect ion is a bit vague, and the P M f o r m is not 
supported . It is b a s e d only on Maya k o l ( k a l ) to c l ear - the throat (ka l is throat) 
and Cakchique l k o n ( o n ) to cough up phlegm, which are not c o g n a t e s . T h e r e is 
n o _ l / n c o r r e s p o n d e n c e set between these two languages . ( T h e rea l cognate is 
Cakchiquel qui throat. ) 

( 5 2 ) Cp qah to ask f o r on c r e d i t / P M *qah to ask to b o r r o w , b e g . 
Although the semant i c connect ion is a l itt le vague in this exam ple , the P M 
f o r m is m u c h w o r s e . It is based on Cakchiquel qah to ask to b o r r o w ( w h i c h 
rea l ly m e a n s to l o w e r , sink, d e s c e n d ) and P o k o m c h i ( p a h ) q a x to ask, beg 
(which is rea l ly the P o k o m c h i v e r b pahq to ask plus - a x ( t r a n s i t i v e v e r b 
ending) ) . T h e s e a r e in no way cognates . 

( 5 3 ) Cp q a S i / P M *qaS, *qal neck . Actual ly the c o m m o n cognates in the 
Mayan languages r e f l e c t *qul. Olson 1 s *qa$ is based s o l e l y on Kekchi kuTS, 
but this f o r m r e f l e c t s P M *k_ (not + £ ) , and Cp g / P M *k is not one of O l s o n ' s 
c o r r e s p o n d e n c e s . 

( 55) Cp q h a r a / P M *q ' ab hand. Since r / b is not said to be a c o r r e s -
pondence , there is no CVC a g r e e m e n t and this could be a s imi lar i ty due to 
c h a n c e . 

( 56) Cp qhaw- to shout, txawun- to c a u s e to shout / P M *aw to shout. 
T h e s e a r e o n o m a t o p o e t i c f o r m s , and there is no CVC c o r r e s p o n d e n c e . The 
Cp f o r m m a y be a l oan f r o m Quechua q^away. 

( 5 7 ) Cp q h a y - b u y / P M * k ' a y to se l l . Although the c o r r e s p o n d e n c e of 
Cp gh to Mayan k_]_ is said to hold b e f o r e P M C this is the only example , 
and hence it is not a regu lar r e c u r r i n g sound c o r r e s p o n d e n c e . 

( 5 9 ) Cp quS heart , w i l l / P M *k'ufc hear t , wi l l , ches t . Though the s u p e r -
f i c i a l s i m i l a r i t y is i m p r e s s i v e , this example has d i f f i c u l t i e s . Cp ^ is said to 
c o r r e s p o n d to P M *k ' only when it is b e f o r e an in the s a m e f o r m , but this 
is the only example so that this a l s o is not a regu lar r e c u r r i n g sound c o r r e s -
pondence . 

( 6 0 ) Cp q u E / P M *qu£ to c a r r y . Cp f is said to c o r r e s p o n d to P M 
in f inal pos i t i on , but this is the only e x a m p l e of such so that this a l s o is not a 
r egu lar sound c o r r e s p o n d e n c e . 

(61) Cp gut - to h e a t / P M *k ' at to burn. T h e r e is no p r o p o s e d c o r r e s -
pondence of q / k ' in O l s o n ' s s c h e m e (an ' o b s c u r i t y ' which Olson a d m i t s ) . 

( 65) Cp l o p - to stain, d i r t y / P M * lob to stain. T h e r e is no such P M 
f o r m . O l s o n ' s P M r e c o n s t r u c t i o n i s b a s e d on Cakchique l (j^' i ) l o b to stain 
( r e a l l y / ' i l d irty plus - o b ' ( ins t rumenta l c a u s a t i v e ) ) and T z e l t a l b o l o b to 
stain ( b o l - plus - o b ) . T h e s e a r e in no way cognate , nor re la ted to anything 
l ike * l ob . 

( 6 6 ) Cp luko husband, luktaqa man, lukmahS b o y / P M *winaq man . 
O l son has no p r o p o s e d k / ^ c o r r e s p o n d e n c e ( ^ / n c o r r e s p o n d in only two 
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e x a m p l e s ) . F o r this set to be c o n s i d e r e d , one would have to d i sregard the 
init ial P M *wi . . . . 

( 6 8 ) Cp m a h k - to put i n s i d e / P M * m a ( h ) q ' to bury , c l o s e the top. The 
semant i c s a r e vague in this example , and Olson has con fused severa l etyma in 
setting up his P M f o r m . One is - m u q - to bury ; another is - m a q - to c l o s e . 
The c o r r e s p o n d e n c e of Cp k to P M is supposed to hold only after P M C 
* * a h - , but in this c a s e there is no real h. The h which o c c u r s in Olson 1 s 
Mayan examples is the h which is the infixed pass ive m o r p h e m e in Tze l ta l . 

( 7 2 ) Cp m u r ( m u r s i ) q u i c k s a n d - l i k e / P M *mul to sink. The semantic 
a s s o c i a t i o n is a bit vague, and Olson admits that this is a ' c o m p a r a t i v e l y weak 
s e t ' ( b a s e d on separate Mayan e t y m a ) . 

( 7 3 ) Cp nuk(ta) b i g / P M *niwak b ig . Actual ly the P M f o r m is *nim. 
The * - a k ( r e a l l y * - a q ) is the plural m o r p h e m e which o c c u r s with s o m e 
a d j e c t i v e s . ( T h e w of Tze l ta l is a d i s s imi la t i on of nasals in sequence and is 
only a s e c o n d a r y deve lopment in that language (n iwak f r o m * n i m - a q ) . ) A l s o , 
O l son con fused a separate etymon, *naqat near , which has nothing to do with 
b ig . 

( 7 4 ) Cp ohk- to g o , walk, qxoh£a f o o t / P M *oq f oo t , l eg . T h e r e is no 
C V C c o r r e s p o n d e n c e to r e d u c e the chance of acc identa l s imi lar i ty . 

( 7 5 ) Cp oka v i c u n a / P M *ok ' c o y o t e , f o x . T h e s e a r e too vaguely 
c o n n e c t e d semant i ca l l y , and have no CVC c o r r e s p o n d e n c e . 

( 7 6 ) Cp o q - to have c o m p a s s i o n o n / P M *oq ' to c r y . T h e s e a r e vaguely 
c o n n e c t e d semant i ca l l y , and there is no CVC c o r r e s p o n d e n c e . 

( 7 7 ) Cp paki r i b / P M *bak bone . T h e s e a r e not equivalent semant i ca l l y , 
and the P M f o r m should be *baq (Qu i che , M a m b ' a q ) and there is no 

k / a i n 

O l s o n ' s c o r r e s p o n d e n c e s . 
( 7 8 ) Cp paq g r o w , paqhi b i g / P M *paq ' , *baq ' g reat , big, fat . O lson 

again c on fused s e v e r a l Mayan f o r m s which a r e not c o g n a t e s . Cakchiquel baq 
( said to m e a n grea t ) actual ly means only bone , and by extension skinny. 
P o k o m c h i - a q (a su f f i x ) does not mean b ig , but rather is the plural m a r k e r on 
s o m e a d j e c t i v e s ( inc lud ing the ad je c t ive f o r b i g ) . Jaca l tec p a q ' ( i £ ) fat and 
Huastec p a k ( 6 a 7 ) b ig do not c o r r e s p o n d ( t h e r e is no c '̂ / h c o r r e s p o n d e n c e , 
but only a ' / k ' o r ^ / k ) , 

( 7 9 ) Cp p a q u / P M * p e q ' dog . The f o r m s pek ' in Maya and Mopan, and 
p i k ' ( o ? ) in Huastec a r e b o r r o w e d f r o m Z a p o t e c ( P r o t o - Z a p o t e c * p e 7 k k u ) . 
The native Mayan f o r m in al l the other languages is 

( 8 0 ) Cp par i s t r i n g / P M *bal to make r o p e , twist c o r d s , ro l l up, twist , 
e t c . I b e l i e v e the actual meaning of these Mayan f o r m s is c l o s e r to ro l l , ba l l , 
twist with no s p e c i a l r e f e r e n c e to the o b j e c t of twist ing, e t c . In any c a s e , the 
c o n n e c t i o n is vague s e m a n t i c a l l y , and the Mayan f o r m s a r e o n o m a t o p o e t i c ( i f 
they w e r e not, the e x a m p l e s c i ted would not have bal , but p ' a l by the regu lar 
rule which changes b to b e f o r e sonorants and f r i c a t i v e s in these l a n g u a g e s ) . 
The P M f o r m is * b ' o l , * b ' al round, ba l l . 

(81) Cp pat - to m a k e a b a s k e t / P M *pa^ ' g ranary , basket . Aga in the 
P M f o r m is unfounded. It i s b a s e d on Cakchique l p a ^ ' a n g r a n a r y of cor_n 
stalks and Huastec p e ^ ' ( e ^ ' ) basket , but these cannot be cognates b e c a u s e 
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Cakchiquel c o r r e s p o n d s to HuaBtec tj_ (Huastec c o r r e s p o n d s to C a k c h i -
quel k_|_). A l s o , the meaning between these proposed i tems is not very c l o s e . 

( 8 2 ) Cp phik- to f i l l up with f ood ( p e r s o n ) / P M *bihq ' to swal low. These 
a r e not semant i c equ iva lences , though not implaus ib le . 

( 8 3 ) Cp phit s t r a w / P M *hifc to make petates, to tie r e e d s . The semantic 
a s s o c i a t i o n between the two is a bit weak ( s i n c e petates a r e not n e c e s s a r i l y 
m a d e of s t r a w ) . 

( 8 4 ) Cp phoma wel l (wi th plenty of water ) / P M * h o m ho le . Actual ly 
there is no such P M f o r m , s ince Olson 1 s r e cons t ruc t i on is again based on 
s e v e r a l d i f f e rent etyma. Cakchiquel hob( e) to make a hole in the ground is 
not re lated to Tze l ta l h o m ho le ( t h e r e is no such b / m c o r r e s p o n d e n c e , rather 
only b / b and m / m (and r a r e l y p ' / b ) ) . Huastec m o m well has m ' s that do 
not c o r r e s p o n d with anything in the examples f r o m the other languages . 

( 8 5 ) Cp phur - to pin, to fasten with a p i n / P M *hul ho l e . The semantic 
a s s o c i a t i o n is too vague . (Al though Olson l i s ts other meanings f o r hul in 
Mayan languages , its only real meaning is ho le . His suggested pr i ck , sting 
is probab ly f r o m h u p ( e l ) , not hul. ) 

( 8 6 ) Cp phurna peak, r i d g e / P M *holna r idge , head. Actual ly the 
Mayan f o r m s r e f l e c t only * x o l ( o m ) head. The Tze l ta l f o r m holna, said to 
mean r idge , rea l ly means r idge of the house , and is b i m o r p h e m i c f r o m hoi 
head plus na house . Thus the semant i c a s s o c i a t i o n as wel l as the phonetic 
s imi lar i ty between the Cp and the P M f o r m s is l e s s sugges t i ve . 

( 8 7 ) C p p o k u l Y ( £ i ) b l i s t e r , p o k u ( t i ) b l a d d e r / P M *poq ' V (1) to b l i s t e r , 
s m a l l p o x . Olson con fused s e v e r a l unre lated Mayan f o r m s again in this c a s e . 
Cakchiquel p o q ' i ( s a h ) does not m e a n so much to b l i s t e r as stated, but rather 
to swel l ( which inc ludes b l i s t e r s ) . The Yucatec Maya p 1 o» lak to b l i s t e r is 
unrelated to this Cakchiquel f o r m . The Maya f o r m is f r o m * b ' o l round. A 
m o r e c o m m o n Yucatec f o r m f o r b l i s t e r is t ' a h a m , not a s s o c i a t e d with round. 

( 8 8 ) Cp sami l o u s e / P M * s a m i k ant. Actual ly the P M f o r m should be 
*sanik, as r e f l e c t e d in al l the Mayan languages . O l s o n ' s T z e l t a l f o r m i s i m 
w a r r i o r ant is not cognate , rather Tze l ta l "SaniS ant. Thus , no f o r m s show 
the m which Olson r e c o n s t r u c t s f o r this i tem. Thus there is no CVC, and the 
semant i c a s s o c i a t i o n is not one of equ iva lence . 

( 8 9 ) Cp s<p.ra c r o t c h / P M *Sak( an) f ork , to p rop with a f o r k e d st ick, to 
straddle the path. T h e r e is no regu lar sound c o r r e s p o n d e n c e involved in 
these e x a m p l e s , s ince Cp £ i s said to c o r r e s p o n d to P M 'S only b e f o r e nasa ls ; 
a lso the t^/k is not one of O l s o n ' s regu lar se ts . O lson says , " The fronting 
of the s_ and backing of the k o c c u r under o b s c u r e condi t ions in C h i p a y a " 
(p . 3 5 ) . 

( 90) Cp sqo* - white salty r e s i d u e on the g r o u n d / P M *saq white . The 
semant ic a s s o c i a t i o n is too distant; p r e s u m a b l y the Cp f o r m m eans something 
l ike alkal i , w h e r e white and salty a r e m e r e l y d e s c r i p t i v e t e r m s e m p l o y e d in 
the translat ion equivalent . 

( 91) Cp s m e w - / P M *!&ub t£ whis t l e . T h e s e a r e both o n o m a t o p o e t i c f o r m s . 
The c o r r e s p o n d e n c e s / ] [ i s said to o c c u r when a nasal f o l l o w s , but s ince this 
is the only example of it, it cannot be c o n s i d e r e d r e g u l a r . A l s o , O l s o n does 
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not explain why in this one instance - m e - / - u - c o r r e s p o n d . 
( 9 2 ) Cp s p a h t / P M *bac ' to spin thread. The c o r r e s p o n d e n c e t / £ ' is 

said to o c c u r in f inal pos i t ion , but this is its only example and hence it is not 
r e g u l a r . 

( 9 4 ) Cp S e h q - to c a l m ( r a i n ) / P M * l e h k ( a l ) to wet, ra inbow. The 
semant i c c onnec t i on is vague (wetting and ca lming need not be re lated , and 
ra inbows and ca lming may be re lated only b i b l i c a l l y ) . In any c a s e , Olson 
again c on fused s e v e r a l Mayan e tyma. Cakchiquel "Sek'aba to wet has nothing 
to do with P o k o m c h i riSkohl ( f r o m r - 3 rd p e r s sg -i"S - d iminutive -ko ( h) 1 to 
hang ( - h - is the inf ixed p a s s i v e m o r p h e m e ) ) . Neither has any connect ion with 
Tze l ta l sehkara ( Cakchiquel $ c o r r e s p o n d s to Tze l ta l not kj_ to £1 , not 
k, and b to b , not £ ( £ o c c u r s only in onomatopoet i c and r a r e f o r m s in Tze l ta l ) ) . 

( 95) Cp l i h l - to s c r a p e o f f , f lake o f f / P M *'§il to make p i e c e s , not c o m -
plete , make an opening . The s e m a n t i c s is vague, and the Mayan e x a m p l e s 
s e e m to c o n f u s e s e v e r a l non - cognate f o r m s . 

( 9 6 ) Cp S ik - to part , to p ick out with the f i n g e r n a i l s / P M * s i q ' to pick 
up, to get, to s e l e c t , s e a r c h f o r , to part . The semant ic a s s o c i a t i o n is vague, 
and s e e m s even vaguer when it is r ea l i z ed that Cakchiquel s ik ' ( a ) ( said to 
m e a n to pick up, to get ) r ea l ly means to lay ( o f c h i c k e n s ) , to c o l l e c t . The 
Jaca l tec e xample , s e q ' ( t o x ) to part , cannot be cognate with the Cakchique l 
f o r m b e c a u s e there is no k ' / i ' c o r r e s p o n d e n c e set ( only k ' / k ' o r 

( 97) Cp sika g r e e n and dry ( l e a f ) / P M • s i k ' , * s i k ' , t o b a c c o , l ea f . 
O lson con fused two Mayan e tyma, * s ik ' t o b a c c o , c i g a r e t t e ( P o k o m c h i , 
Cakchique l , and Jaca l tec s ik ' in O l s o n ' s e x a m p l e s ) , and *^aq leaf ( M a m 
Saq Huastec l e k ( l e k ) ) . The semant i c connec t i on is vague in either c a s e . 

( 98) Cp "Sip b e a r d / P M * s o b chin, to b r i s t l e . Though not imp laus ib l e , 
these a r e not semant i c equiva lents . 

( 9 9 ) Cp %qala f i e l d / P M * q ' a l , *k ' al f i e ld , p r o p e r t y . O l s o n ' s Mayan 
e x a m p l e s a r e f r o m two separate etyma, *kol mi lpa ( Maya kol f i e l d ) and 
* a k ' a l land ( T z e l t a l k ' a l f i e ld , P o k o m c h i a k ' a l land, Jaca l tec a k ' a l p l a i n ) . 
Huastec k ' a - l ( a - b ) p r o p e r t y has to be f r o m s o m e other s o u r c e , s ince it 
r e f l e c t s P M *q ' . 

(100) Cp sqoqa t a d p o l e / P M sukuk toad. Although there is a tendency f o r 
the s e v e r a l t e r m s f o r toads in Mayan languages to be o n o m a t o p o e t i c ( through 
c r o a k i n g ) , that is not the only p r o b l e m with this set. Cp ĉ  is said to c o r r e s -
pond to P M *k only when Is p r e c e d e s it in Cp; h o w e v e r , this is the only 
e x a m p l e of such a c o r r e s p o n d e n c e and hence it is not r e g u l a r . 

(103) Cp taqu w o r d , s p e e c h / P M *taq ' to a n s w e r . T h e s e a r e not 
semant i c e q u i v a l e n c e s , and the c o r r e s p o n d e n c e s are i r r e g u l a r , as Olson 
s a y s , " t h e a b s e n c e of the expec ted h r e f l e x in the Cp f o r m is o b s c u r e " ( p . 36). 

(104) Cp tan( qat) - to c a u s e to burn ( to c a u s e a s h e s ) / P M *ta?r) a s h e s . 
T h e s e a r e not semant i c equiva lents . A l s o , one might wonder whether the Cp 
f o r m cou ld not be ana lysed as t - causat ive plus an burn (wh i ch Olson says 
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o c c u r s only with the postposed causat ive e lement , qa t ) . This is suggested by 
O l s o n ' s Cp examples qhaw- t£ shout, txawun cause to shout; qa* - to c r y , 
txa* n c a u s e to c r y ; and qut to heat, txutun c a u s e to heat. Olson suggested that 
a causat ive m o r p h e m e tx - r e p l a c e s initial ĉ , but I would think rather that the 
m o r p h e m e was t - , which caused adjacent ^ to b e c o m e x. 

(105) Cp tha- - to g i v e / P M * / ' ah to g ive , to g ive a s lap. T h e s e have no 
CVC c o r r e s p o n d e n c e . 

(106) Cp thaxr( ki) - to c a u s e tc> s a l i v a t e / P M ""^uhb sal iva . T h e s e have no 
C V C c o r r e s p o n d e n c e ( x r i s not said to match h b ) . The Mayan f o r m s a r e 
onomatopoe t i c ( f r o m the sound of sp i t t ing) , as wi tnessed by their i r r e g u l a r 
c o r r e s p o n d e n c e s within the fami ly ( i . e . * t / *c_). F inal ly , the Cp f o r m 
looks l ike another t - causat ive (the root may be something like - h a x r - ) , 
making it much d i f f erent f r o m the Mayan f o r m . 

(107 ) Cp thak- to hit ( game when hunting) / P M *t1 ahq to throw, shoot . 
The P M f o r m is e r r o n e o u s ; O lson presented Cakchiquel £ ' aq( ih) to throw, 
but Cakchiquel has only - k ' a q ( i x ) ( o r - k ' y a q ( i x ) in s o m e d i a l e c t s ) . This 
f o r m , of c o u r s e , is not a s s o c i a t e d with O l s o n ' s c o r r e s p o n d e n c e set in which 
Cp th par t i c ipa tes . The Tze l ta l f o r m tuhk' ( a y ) to shoot (with a r i f l e ) has 
nothing to do with the Cakchiquel f o r m ( t_ and kj_ do not c o r r e s p o n d ) . It is 
perhaps to be der ived f r o m tuk' straight ( with - h - inf ixed as p a s s i v e and - a y 
as v e r b a l i z i n g s u f f i x ) . 

(108) Cp thap- to b u r n / P M * / ' a b to heat, light a f i r e . T h e s e are not 
semant i c equivalents (though not i m p l a u s i b l e ) . The P M f o r m is not wel l 
supported , h o w e v e r . It is based on P o k o m c h i j / ' a b ( s a n i k ) to heat, and Maya 
t' a b - to l ight ( a f i r e ) , but these a r e not c ognates , s ince there is no regular 
c o r r e s p o n d e n c e of / ' / t ' ( only Maya t' / P o k o m c h i t_' , o r / , o r _ t ' / £ ' 
( f r o m P M *t ' ) ) . 

(111) Cp txa» - to l a u g h / P M * / e ? n to laugh. T h e r e is n o C V C c o r r e s p o n d -
ence in these f o r m s . F u r t h e r m o r e , there is no rea l explanation f o r Cp x / P M 

It is said that Cp x c o r r e s p o n d s to P M 0 in p r e v o c a l i c pos i t i on , but this is 
the only e x a m p l e of such a c o r r e s p o n d e n c e , so it is not a r egu lar one. 

(112) Cp toh- to divide an i n h e r i t a n c e / P M *toh to pay. The P M *h is 
supposed to c o r r e s p o n d to Cp h only in w o r d - f i n a l pos i t i on , but this is the 
only e x a m p l e of such a c o r r e s p o n d e n c e and hence it is not r e g u l a r . ( A c t u a l l y 
the P M f o r m , even by O l s o n ' s c o r r e s p o n d e n c e s , should have been r e c o n -
structed as *tox, and h / x do not c o r r e s p o n d in O l s o n ' s w o r k . ) 

(114) Cp t o s ( k a r a ) a l i e , f a l s e h o o d / P M *tos to p r o n o u n c e o b s c u r e l y , to 
l i sp , to l i e . In rea l i ty both Cakch ique l tos to l i sp , p ronounce badly and Maya 
tus lie^ a r e loans f r o m A z t e c tos - v o i c e ( with its many d e r i v a t i v e meaning s) . 

(115) Cp tup ( i ) s t r o n g / P M V ' V p s t rong . This P M f o r m is not subs tan -
tiated. It i s based upon Cakchiquel / ' u p ( u p ) and Huastec / a p ( i k ) a lone , but 
these a r e not c o g n a t e s . Cakchique l c o r r e s p o n d s only to Huastec t ' ; 
Huastec <[_ only to Cakchiquel k; and the v o w e l s u / a do not c o r r e s p o n d . 

(116) Cp / h e l ( a ) r ip , t e a r / P M * / e l to r ip , t ear . The P M f o r m is b a s e d 
on s e v e r a l unre lated e tyma. Cakchique l / e r cannot be re la ted to C h o l a n -
Tzotz i lan / i l , s i l , b e c a u s e Cakchique l £ c o r r e s p o n d s only to y_ in those lan-
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guages ( the i r 1_ c o r r e s p o n d s only to Cakchiquel 1_) ; and the vowe l s do not 
c o r r e s p o n d (e i ther e / e o r i / i , but not e / i j . 

(117) Cp ulan to go o u t / P M *el to go out. T h e r e is no CVC c o r r e s p o n d -
enc e. 

(118) Cp u& g i r l / P M * i| f e m a l e , etc . T h e r e is no CVC f o r m c o r r e s -
pondence . 

(119) Cp w e l - to toast ( f l o u r ) / P M * w e ' l to eat, f o o d . The semantic 
a s s o c i a t i o n is not o v e r l y c l o s e in these f o r m s , but the P M f o r m is not wel l 
supported anyway. It should b e *wa 7 f ood ( a l s o eat) ; the - e l in .some of 
O l s o n ' s Mayan e x a m p l e s is the ad jec t iva l , p o s s e s s i v e m o r p h e m e , and is not 
r e c o n s t r u c t a b l e as part of the P M f o r m . Thus, there is no C V C a g r e e m e n t , 
e i ther . 

(120) Cp w i y ( a ) d r e a m / P M * w a r ( a n ) to s leep . T h e s e f o r m s contain the 
only example of Olson 1 s p r o p o s e d r_ c o r r e s p o n d e n c e , and hence it is not 
r e g u l a r . Since there is no CVC a g r e e m e n t in this c a s e , it could be s i m i l a r i t y 
due to c h a n c e . 

(121) Cp yap( an) - to wrap up, to cause to be wrapped u p / P M *yab to 
bend, c u r v e , have a c r a m p . The semantic connect ion is quite vague. 

3. It has been seen that O l s o n ' s p r o p o s e d cognate l ist of 121 i tems has 
s e v e r a l p r o b l e m s . C o n s i d e r e d c o l l e c t i v e l y , the l ist has m o r e than t h i r t y - f i v e 
c a s e s of i r r e g u l a r , n o n - r e c u r r i n g sound c o r r e s p o n d e n c e s , which great ly 
weakens the hypothes i s , s ince these w e r e c l a i m e d to be r egu lar . ( E x a m p l e s : 
9, 10, 11, 15, 20, 21, 22, 26, 28, 31, 37, 40, 44, 46, 49, 53, 55, 57, 59, 60, 
61, 66, 68, 77, 88, 89, 91, 92, 100, 103, 106, 107, 111, 112, 120. ) 

Mult ip le , n o n - r e l a t e d etyma w e r e given in support of about f o r t y e r r o n e -
ous P M r e c o n s t r u c t i o n s . ( E x a m p l e s : 1, 2, 11, 20, 21, 23, 27, 29, 35, 37, 
40, 42, 43, 44, 45, 51, 52, 53, 56, 65, 68, 69, 73, 78, 81, 84, 85, 87, 88, 
94, 95, 96, 97, 107, 108, 115, 116. ) Since the P M r e c o n s t r u c t i o n s in these 
c a s e s a r e not val id , they cannot be related to Cp, and this great ly weakens the 
h y p o t h e s i s . It might be c l a i m e d that in s o m e of these c a s e s the n o n - c o g n a t e 
f o r m s cou ld be e l iminated , sti l l salvaging s o m e v iable Mayan f o r m . Though 
this may be p o s s i b l e , I am quite cer ta in that the m a j o r i t y of these c a s e s wi l l 
support no P M r e c o n s t r u c t i o n . 

In six p r o p o r t e d cognate sets O lson re lated a s ingle P M etymon to two 
s e p a r a t e Cp f o r m s . Thus , at bes t , three of O l s o n ' s c a s e s must be e l iminated 
( perhaps all six ? ) ( E x a m p l e s : 6 and 18, 28 and 47, and 17 and 111) . 

At l eas t two other sets must be e l iminated b e c a u s e the f o r m s are not 
truly Mayan, but rather w e r e b o r r o w e d into Mayan languages f r o m Z a p o t e c 
( 7 9 ) and A z t e c (114). T h r e e other c a s e s might be suspec ted of involving 
Q u e c h u m a r a n loans in Cp ( 3 7 , 41, and 4 2 ) . 

M o r e than thirty of O l s o n ' s e x a m p l e s fa i l to have C V C c o r r e s p o n d e n c e s , 
which m e a n s that they cou ld be due to m e r e chance s i m i l a r i t y . A l s o , the 
c a s e s with i r r e g u l a r o r n o n - r e c u r r i n g c o r r e s p o n d e n c e s must automat i ca l l y be 
c o n s i d e r e d as n o n - C V C se ts . T o g e t h e r , these l eave a rather l a r g e p e r c e n t a g e 
of the 121 cognates sets which do not deny chance f a c t o r s . ( E x a m p l e s of non -
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CVC se t s ; 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, 7, 10, 16, 17, 18, 27, 29, 30, 32, 34, 37, 38, 44, 
47, 55, 73, 76, 88( 7 ) , 105, 106, 111, 117, 119, 120.) 

Nine of O l s o n ' s sets involve onomatopoet i c f o r m s which quite probably 
a r e s i m i l a r due to the nature of their r e f e rents rather than their h i s tory . 
This may be a subject ive mat ter , but n e v e r t h e l e s s is a valid c r i t i c i s m . 
( E x a m p l e s : 16, 26, 33, 44, 56, ( 8 0 ? ) , 91, 100, 106.) 

In a few c a s e s , Olson drew m o r p h e m e boundar ies in the wrong p l a c e s , 
c reat ing a f a l s e appearance of s i m i l a r i t y . ( E x a m p l e s : 17, 65, 73, 86, 104, 
78. ) 

F ina l ly , about f o r ty c a s e s involve a vague semantic connect ion . ( E x a m -
p l e s : ( 4 ) , 9, 14, 18, 24, 29, 30, 32, 41, 42, 47, 48, 51, 52, 57, 68, 72, 75, 
76, 77, 78, 80, 82, 83, 85, 86, 88, 90, 94, 95, 96, 98, 103, 104, 106, 112, 
119, 121. ) Some of these c a s e s a r e not as implaus ib le as o thers (and ' s e m a n -
tic vagueness' may be a matter of o p i n i o n ) . N e v e r t h e l e s s , if the hypothes is 
cannot f ind suf f i c ient support f r o m semant i ca l ly equivalent e x a m p l e s , then I 
b e l i e v e that these non-equivalent c a s e s will not help much . The high p e r c e n t -
age of the 121 p r o p o s e d cognates with vague semant ic connect ion great ly 
weakens the hypothes is . 

So f a r I have been negative. On the b a s i s of the negative in format ion d i s -
c u s s e d I would e l iminate m o s t of the c a s e s d i s c u s s e d f r o m cons idera t i on in a 
genet ic p r o p o s a l . They have other p o s s i b l e explanations f r o m chance , l oans , 
o n o m a t o p o e i a , etc . With these e l iminated , v e r y l itt le indeed remains upon 
which to support a c a s e f o r genet ic re lat ionship . 

Now I would l ike to c o n s i d e r the hypothes is as pos i t ive ly as I can, again 
d i s c u s s i n g O l s o n ' s e x a m p l e s . 

( 6 ) Cp a t a / P M *t i 9 mouth. This set does not m e e t the CVC r e q u i r e m e n t , 
but it does involve b a s i c v o c a b u l a r y ; it is sugges t ive , and if the matching of 
t / *t can be found to o c c u r in o ther c a s e s , this example may lend support ive 
e v i d e n c e . 

( 2 8 ) Cp £huSi / P M *k ' i9"§ ( O lson ' s P M ' i '7 ' ! ) thorn. Even though these 
do not a g r e e with O l s o n ' s suggested c o r r e s p o n d e n c e s , if o ther e x a m p l e s with 
the matching of 2 / * k ' ( o r can be found, then this e x a m p l e would support 
the hypothes i s . It is striking in its s i m i l a r i t y , and it is rather b a s i c s e m a n -
t i ca l l y . 

( 4 8 ) Cp kokhi s k u n k / P M *ku?k s q u i r r e l . T h e s e have striking p h o n o l o g -
i c a l s i m i l a r i t i e s , even though they a r e not semant i ca l ly equivalent . If the 
hypothes i s could be supported f r o m s t r o n g e r e x a m p l e s , then this e x a m p l e 
might lend s e c o n d a r y support . 

( 50) Cp kon to k i l l / P M * k a m to d ie . This is a p o s s i b l e cognate , s ince 
die and kill a re m o r p h o l o g i c a l l y re lated in Mayan, and it is easy to i m a g i n e 
a f inal m changing to ti in Cp. 

( 57) Cp qhay - to b u ^ / P M *k ' a y - t£ se l l . This is a sugges t ive e x a m p l e 
which would support the hypothes is if the r e c u r r i n g match ings cou ld be found 
in o ther f o r m s . 

( 59) Cp qu"§ heart , w i l l / P M *k ' u§ heart , ches t , wi l l . T h e s e a r e s u g -
g e s t i v e just as in the p r e v i o u s e x a m p l e , i l lustrat ing the s a m e k ' match ing , 
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with the wrinkle that Cp has gh in one but g in the other . If m o r e examples of 
e i ther can b e found in other f o r m s , then they will lend support to the p r o p o s a l . 

(61) Cp gut - to h e a t / P M * k ' a t to burn. Though not semantica l ly equ iva -
lent, these a r e not at a l l implaus ib le , and they involve the matching of no. 59, 
a / k \ 

(62 ) Cp l a h S ( a ) long , t a l l / P M *naxt f a r . Though not semant i ca l ly 
equivalent, these a r e p laus ib le , and could prov ide secondary support if the 
matchings a r e found to r e c u r . 

( 7 0 ) Cp m o q - to knot, t i e / P M * m o q ' f i s t , knot. This set is striking in 
its s i m i l a r i t i e s ; it would lend strong support if its matchings r e c u r . 

(71) Cp m u k - to c h e w / P M * m a k ' to eat soft f o o d s , to f e e d , nour ish . 
These are not unl ikely , though not semant i ca l ly equivalent; the strength 
depends on whether the match ings r e c u r . 

( S8) Cp s a m i l o u s e / P M *sanik ant. This is weakly suggest ive . The 
semant i cs a r e not equivalent, and the matchings ( e s p e c i a l l y m / n) s e e m not 
to r e c u r . 

( 99 ) Cp "Sqala f i e l d / P M *kol f i e ld , * k ' a l land ( O l s o n ' s * q ' a l , * k ' a l ) . 
This example s e e m s good . It i l lus trates the re curr ing matching of 3 / k ' , and 
semant i ca l ly it is at l east p o s s i b l e . 

(112) Cp toh- to divide an i n h e r i t a n c e / P M *tox to pay ( O l s o n ' s * t o h ) . 
This involves a striking phono log i ca l s imi lar i ty , and although the semant i c 
assoc ia t i on s e e m s a bit vague , it is not implaus ib le . Such a c a s e might lend 
s e c o n d a r y support if its match ings r e c u r . 

(120) Cp w i y ( a ) d r e a m / P M * w a r - to s l eep . T h e s e s e e m semant i ca l l y 
p lausib le , although the r c o r r e s p o n d e n c e does not r e c u r . 

In c o n c l u s i o n , I f ind v e r y f ew e x a m p l e s which suggest a p o s s i b l e r e l a t i o n -
ship between Uru-Chipayan and the Mayan f a m i l y . When O l s o n ' s ev idence is 
c o n s i d e r e d in l ight of val id c r i t e r i a f o r distant genet ic r e s e a r c h , it is found 
to have many s h o r t c o m i n g s . I do not deny that there may be a genet ic re lat ion 
ship between these two f a m i l i e s , but Olson has not shown that his s i m i l a r i t i e s 
a re indeed to be attributed to such a re lat ionship and not poss ib ly to c h a n c e o r 
o ther f a c t o r s . A l s o , it has not been shown that the l itt le bit of support ing 
ev idence that there may be ( e . g . a p o s s i b l e r e c u r r i n g matching of c \J k' , e t c . ) 
is to be attr ibuted to s o m e s p e c i a l re lat ionship between Mayan and U r u -
Chipayan, ra ther than to s o m e wider c l a s s i f i c a t i o n , such as M a c r o - M a c r o -
Penutian, o r M a c r o - A m e r i n d . That is , it is not c l e a r that a test of m o s t 
A m e r i c a n Indian languages would not turn up as much ev idence f o r re lat ion to 
one or the o t h e r of these two f a m i l i e s . T h e r e f o r e , my g e n e r a l c o n c l u s i o n is 
that the M a y a - C h i p a y a n hypothes i s m a y be worthy of m o r e invest igat ion , but 
that we cannot at p r e s e n t ful ly e m b r a c e it. 
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NOTES 

1. The h y p o t h e s i s was f i r s t p r e s e n t e d by Ronald O l s o n ( 1 9 6 4 ) . Er i c Hamp 
has fur ther e l a b o r a t e d it (1967, 1970) . I have benef i t ted f r o m c r i t i c i s m of 
e a r l i e r dra f t s of this paper by Er i c Hamp, T e r r e n c e Kaufman , L o u i s a Stark, 
M a r v i n B e n d e r , and o t h e r s . ! ione of these indiv iduals , h o w e v e r , n e c e s s a r i l y 
ho lds the v i e w s I have p r e s e n t e d . 

2. 1 a s s u m e that F innisn is not mean ing fu l l y re la ted to e i ther C a k c h i q u e l 
or Quechua , though the latter two m a y ul t imate ly p r o v e to b e r e l a t e d . Of 
c o u r s e , one can n e v e r in p r i n c i p l e p r o v e that any two languages a r e u n r e l a t e d ; 
n e v e r t h e l e s s , I b e l i e v e that any r e l a t i o n s h i p Finnish may have with Latin 
A m e r i c a n Indian languages has to be so r e m o t e as to put it beyond the p o w e r s 
of our l inguis t i c m e t h o d s to r e c o v e r . 

3. I thank E r i c Hamp f o r this o b s e r v a t i o n . 

4. One cou ld st i l l maintain that negat ion with * m a f o r P r o t o - M a y a n and 
mana f o r Quechua is s ign i f i cant , but such a s i m i l a r i t y s e e m s to l o s e its f o r c e 
when c o m p a r e d with S o m a l i which a l s o has ma f o r negat ion . A gene t i c r e l a -
t ionship involv ing these A m e r i c a n l a n g u a g e s should not need to a l s o i n v o l v e 
Cush i t i c . 

5. S o m e might o b j e c t that : o r S i n o - T i b e t a n and o ther such s t r u c t u r a l l y 
s i m p l e . a n g u a g e s which do not c h a r a c t e r i s t i c a l l y e m p l o y long f o r m s that my 
c r i t e r i o n is too s t r o n g . This may be t rue , but even in S i n o - T i b e t a n r e a s o n a b l e 
h y p o t h e s e s can init ia l ly seek f o r C V C m a t c h i n g s , with r e a s o n a b l e CV m a t c h -
ings f o r s e c o n d a r y suppor t . C b v i o u s l y , the c r i t e r i o n is d e s i g n e d to f a c i l i t a t e 
va l id c o m p a r i s o n s . If the s t ruc ture of the languages c o m p a r e d do not a l l o w 
C V C c o m p a r i s o n s , then one must be c a r e f u l to w o r k with what he has , r e q u i r -
ing s t r i c t e r m a t c h i n g s in CV . .vith t o n e s , e t c . 

6. O t h e r s who have p r o p o s e d a f f i n i t i e s of Mayan with South A m e r i c a n 
languages , and who have been s t imulated by O l s o n ' s w o r k , a r e : Stark (1970, 

19 "2 ) , Hamp (1967, 19" 1971), e t c . 

7. I w i l l use a s ing le a s t e r i s k to r e p r e s e n t P M f o r m s ; a double a s t e r i s k 
( * - ) wi l l s ignal O l s o n ' s P r o t c - Maya - Chipayan f o r m s . 


