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Reconstruction of Proto-Kampa Verbal Morphology

Aimee Lawrence
University of Texas at Austin

1. Introduction
1.1. Historical linguistics in the Amazon

Detangling the complicated relationships among languagése Amazon is com-
plex. Epps (2009) advocates a fine-grained approach tolissialg language rela-
tionships, pointing out that internal subgrouping and rstauction of families is
an important step toward understanding relationships gntemrguages. However,
the trend in the literature has been to suggest large-stadsifications. Further-
more, the lack of descriptive work on many languages createsbstacle to doing
much of the necessary historical work.

This is especially true of the Arawak language family. Lasgale classifi-
cations of Arawak languages have been suggested, but thesdten problem-
atic. Matteson (1979) presents a reconstruction of PraawAkan. However, this
work is not built up from reconstructions of smaller grougisalso includes lan-
guages that have never been proven to be (and are generidlyellenot to be)
related to the Arawak languages.

Payne (1991) presents an internal classification of Arawaguages, but in-
cludes only 24 languages in his sample and suggests suliggsugmn the basis of
shared retentions (rather than innovations). The papesribat the methodology is
less than ideal, saying “These reconstructions are to b&dered as preliminary...a

1 Many thanks to Pattie Epps, Lev Michael, Nora England, thenbers of the UT MAL and
LARGA research groups, and the BLS audience for their edtercomments on earlier drafts of
this paper. Thanks also to Lev Michael for access to the ddtaemaining errors are my own.
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more proper methodology would have been to reconstructsamyroup and build
successively backwards to the reconstruction of Protgsiftain [Proto-Arawak].
This task still remains to be done” (Payne 1991:356).

Aikhenvald (1999) directs the reader toward the major pots in Arawak
historical linguistics research, saying “Though thereravedoubts concerning the
genetic affilation of the Arawak languages...problems sxist concerning inter-
nal genetic relationships within the family and possibleaje relationships with
other groups” (Aikhenvald 1999:73). Da Silva Facundes R0tes the same is-
sues with previous work on Arawak but attempts a move towaetfjrained clas-
sifications by presenting a preliminary reconstructionha Piro-Apurina-liapari
branch.

One of the greatest stumbling blocks to earlier reconstncttempts was a
simple lack of data (Aikhenvald 1999). Since Payne (199 amount and quality
of available descriptive work on Arawak languages (and Kamlpnguages specif-
ically) has improved greatly. With respect to the Kamparglaages discussed in
this paper, scholars in the last ten years have produceceeeneke grammar of
Ashéninka Perené (Mihas 2010) and a detailed sketch ofi (Mithael 2008). Se-
rious documentation projects have begun on Nomatsigengtsi¢knka, and Kak-
inte.

In this paper, | adopt a fine-grained approach to reconstryaeconstructing a
number of verbal morphemes for the Kampan branch (a smaikhraf Arawak).
In this paper, | intend to identify easily-reconstructairlerphemes and suggest a
preliminary path of development for morphemes that are tiessparent. In the
remainder of §1, | introduce the Kampan branch’s internalgmgs and phonol-
ogy. In 82, | reconstruct the Kampan bound subject pronobm§83, | reconstruct
object markers, followed by number marking in 84, direcailsrin 85, reality status
markers in 86, and valence-changing morphology in 87. Binlatevisit the topic
of subgrouping within the Kampan branch in §8.

1.2. Kampan languages

Reconstructing the Kampan branch of Arawak is one step tbvemonstruction of
larger groups. The Kampan branch is comprised of six langgiabjanti, Matsi-
genka, Nomatsigenga, Kakinte, Ashéninka, and AshaniAkaf these languages
are spoken in the Andean foothills and Amazonian areas afe@eru, although
some speakers of Ashéninka spill over into Brazil.

While itis clear that these languages do make up a subgroi@efak (Michael
2011), the exact makeup of the branch is not completely.clepecifically, there
are two plausible groupings, as shown in (1) and (2).
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Reconstruction of Proto-Kampa Verbal Morphology

(1) Kampa
Northern Kampa Southern Kampa
Nomat@\ Kak@\
Nanti Matsigenka Ashéninka Ashaninka
(2) Kampa

Nomatsigenga

Nanti Matsigenka .
Kakinte

Ashéninka Ashaninka

In (1), Proto-Kampa (henceforth PK) is assumed to have falgtiato a North-
ern Kampa and Southern Kampa subgroup, after which the Blortkampa group
was differentiated into Nomatsigenga, Matsigenka, andiNdrle Southern Kampa
split into Kakinte, Ashéninka, and Ashaninka. On the otiend, the tree in (2) as-
sumes that Nomatsigenga split off from the rest of the grougp, fiollowed by a
branch that subsequently broke into Matsigenka and Nasitowed by Kakinte,
followed by a final split between Ashaninka and Ashéninkaucially, a choice
between these two analyses requires a common innovatioer eimong the lan-
guages in the ‘Northern Kampa’ branch—Nomatsigenga, Nanti Matsigenga (1),
or among all of the languages but Nomatsigenga (2).

1.3. Proto-Kampa phonology
Michael (2011) presents a PK phonological reconsructidri¢ivsupports the anal-
ysis shown in (2) by demonstrating a sound change of fis__ i in Matsigenka,
Nanti, Kakinte, Ashéninka and Ashaninka (all languaggdNobmatsigenga). How-
ever, a sound change of *gf is cross-linguistically quite common.

Michael (2011)’s phonological reconstruction demonssgahe regular sound
changes in (3-10).
(3) *s>[/_i(Nanti, Matsigenka, Kakinte, Ashaninka, Ashéninka)
(4) *ii >i(Kakinte, Ashaninka, Ashéninka)
(5) *s>[/_e (Kakinte, Ashaninka, Ashéninka)
(6) *g>0/V_V (Ashaninka, Ashéninka)
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Manner/Place Bilabial Dental Alveopalatal Velar Glottal Unspecified
Stop *p*b *t *k *g

Fricative *S *[ *h

Affricate *ts *t

Nasal *m *n *N

Liquid *r

Semivowel *

Table 0.1: Proto-Kampa Consonants

(7) *mp, *gk >m, j (Nomatsigenga)

(8) *a>o/_C[+labial] (Nomatsigenga)
(9) *t >ts/_i (Ashéninka)

(10) *ts>t"/_a, o (Ashéninka)

The consonant inventory of PK, as reconstructed by MichH2@l1), is shown
in Table 0.1, the vowels are shown in Table 0.2.

\Front Mid Back

High * * i
Mid *e *0
Low *a

Table 0.2: Proto-Kampa Vowels

In this paper, | suggest that there are two other common pseseoccurring
sporadically that are important for reconstruction. Thase/h/ deletion and the
reanalysis of a morpheme-initial /a/ as epenthetic.

There are several morphemes discussed below for whichhsgeet a segment
/h/ which is lost in the reflexes in the modern languages. &Hees not appear to
be a regular environment for these deletions, nor do themeges appear to be the
result of analogical change. However, Nomatsigenga, Namd Kakinte both have
synchronic processes of optional /h/ deletion (Michael@0@wrence 2011; Swift
1988), as can be seen in the Nanti example in (11). This sgna@hprocess may
have provided a motivation for dropping the /h/ in these foatiogethér.

(11) (Nanti) [paho}~ [pao] ‘gourd sp.” (Michael 2008:231)

| also suggest a widespread process of reanalysis of /a/pmphame-initial
position, as epenthetic or vice versa (an epenthetic /aaigzed as part of a mor-
pheme). Verbs in Kampan languages are polysynthetic, dfigisg often results
in illegal consonant or vowel clusters. lllegal clusterattfollow the verb root are

2 Some forms may also have been misanalyzed by researchers.
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resolved by epenthesis—epenthetic /a/ is used to break ngpoant clusters, as
shown in (12). | suggest that, as a result of this processesaifiixes with/a/ in
initial position have been reanalyzed as a sequence @pantheti¢a/ and a suffix,
or vice versa?*°

(12) ikamAke (Nomatsigenga)

i= kam-k -i
3ms=die -PERF-REAL.I

‘He died.’

1.4. Materials and Methodology

Data comes from grammatical sketches, reference grammadsmy own field
notes on Nomatsigenga. Data comes primarily from Shavé&@)l8nd Lawrence
(2011) for Nomatsigenga; Michael (2008) for Nanti; Sned98) for Matsigenka; Swift
(1988) for Kakinte; Kindberg (1975) for Ashaninka; and Ray1980) for Ashéninka.

2. Subject Pronouns

For verbs, | reconstruct five PK bound subject pronouns, waie shown in Table
0.3, along with reflexes in the modern languages. Pre-voealiants are shown in
parentheses.

| Language | 1 sg./plexcl. | 2 | 3non-masc] 3masc. | 1pl.incl. |
Nomat. na=/no= (n=)| pi= (p=) 0= (p=) i=(y=) a=/0=)
Matsi. no= (n=) pi=(p=) |o= i=(y=) a=
Nanti no= (n=) pi=(p=) |o= i=(y=) a=
Kakinte | no= (n=) pi=(p=) | o= i=(y=) |a=
Ashaninka| no= (n=) pi= (p=) | o= i=(y=) |a=
Asheéninka| no= (n=) pi= (p=) | o= i=(y=) |a=

| PK | *no=(*n=) | *pi= (*p=) | *o=(w=) | *i=(y=) | *a=

Table 0.3: Proto-Kampa A/Sa proclitics

3 Here and elsewhere, epenthetic segments are shown in timéirsf a gloss using an uppercase A
or T. Other characters are IPA equivalent, exeepthich represents/andN, representing a nasal
not specified for place of articulation.

4 glossing conventions are as follows: slfirst-person sing./pl. excl. subject; &nhird-person
masculine object; 3mthird-person masculine subject; 3srhird-person non-masculine subject;
IMP imperfective; RREAL irrealis; PERFperfective;pL plural; REAL.I realis, class ‘I’ verb

5 |t should also be noted that, in some cases, the source fnuat contain errors in morphological
segmentation. For all morphemes, | use the form listed inr¢tevant source for the language,
except where | have data for Nomatsigenga.
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2.1.  Alignmentin Proto-Kampa

Most Kampan languages are primarily nominative-accusdéimguages, although
some also show traces of other alignment patterns. Askéihias a split intransi-
tive pattern (Mihas 2010; Payne and Payne 2005). Nanti asdraces of fluid-S
alignment (Michael 2008). It is beyond the scope of this papeeconstruct PK’s
exact alignment system. However, as noted by Nichols (2@08gativity is a rela-
tively “recessive” feature. While it is not clear whethee tbame is true of split or
pragmatic systems such as have been described for Kampguelges, | assume
that Proto-Kampa was not a completely nominative-accousddinguage, but that
accusative patterns have arisen in some languages.

2.2.  First-person singular/plural exclusive subject

For the first-person singular/plural exclusive bound scttjearker, | reconstruct a
Proto-Kampa formfno=. Nanti, Matsigenka, Kakinte, Ashaninka, and Ashéninka
all have the basic formo=, while Nomatsigenga has the allomorphic distribution
shown in (13).

n= [/ __*

(13) (Nomatsigenga) na=— no= / {__*Co, *C[+labial] }

na= [/ elsewhere

| suggest that this distribution in Nomatsigenga was ccefatst from a levelling
of the subject and object markers (the first-person sinfpitaal exclusive marker
is -nain all the Kampan languages), so that Nomatsigenga then thgesubject
markerna=. Nomatsigenga also underwent a general sound change i Wit
became /o/ before labials (8), a process which created tbmaiphno= before
bilabials. However, the origins of the vowel-harmony rube this morpheme are
unclear. While this may suggest that the PK form shouldrse=, with a vowel
harmony rule to createno= (under this analysis the P#o= variant then spread
to be used with all verb roots in the other five languagesjetlseno other evidence
to suggest that the vowel-harmony variant existed in Pkaopa. Further, some
Arawak languages believed to be closely related to the Kartgreguages have the
first-person varianho=, as in the case of Piro (Matteson 1965).

On the other hand, there is an additional piece of evidencsuggesting that
thena= form is older than th@o= form in the Kampan languages. This evidence
comes from some archaic forms from Nanti. In the Kampan laggs, verbal
subject markers and possessive markers on nouns have leosartite basic form
and the same allomorphic rules. Since this is true of all taengan languages, |
suggest that PK must also have used the same markers fot gakpects and to
mark possession. Some Nanti noun stems require an irregaidorm to mark a
first-person singular possessor, as shown in (14). Suchsfoould be evidence to
suggest thaha- is an older form. However, this morpheme could be the reflex of
something that was archaic even in Proto-Kampa.

261



Reconstruction of Proto-Kampa Verbal Morphology

(14) (Nanti) naneni

na- neni
1ss- space

‘the space at my side’

2.3.  Third-person non-masculine

| suggest that the Proto-Kampa third-person non-mascigifie= with the allo-
morph*w=. Nanti, Matsigenka, Kakinte, Ashaninka, and Ashéninkaar~ for

third-person non-masculine subject and possessor. Witkelvimitial stems, vowel
hiatus is resolved by deleting tloe, as shown in (15), from Nanti.

(15) Aratehanake. (Nanti)

o= arateh-an -ak -i
3nms wade -ABL -PERF-REAL.I

‘She waded away.” (Michael 2008:269)

Nomatsigenga also has to indicate a third-person non-masculine subject, but it
uses the allomorpp= before vowel-intial stems, such as in example (16).

(16) pisamini (Nomatsigenga)

p= isam -i =ni
3nms= sleep-REAL.l =IMP.A

‘She is sleeping.’

| suggest that Proto-Kampa'’s third-person non-masculiagkar waso= with
*w= as a pre-vocalic allomorph, which was lost in all the langasalgut Nomat-
sigenga, wheréw= >p=. This is certainly a surprising sound change (which is
problematic for the analysis). However, this change dogs ttze phonetic advan-
tage of creating a larger sonority difference between tleeband nucleus of the
word-initial syllable and analogy with the second-persohject markepi= may
have also helped to drive the change.

Reconstructingw= as an allomorph ofo= also has the advantage of recon-
structing symmetry in the third-person pronouns, with viex8=, *o= ) used with
consonant-initial roots and glide$=, *w=, used with vowel-initial roots. No
phoneme /w/ is reconstructed for PK. However, Nomatsigewdéech also doesn’t
have a phoneme /w/, does have a process that changes someemerpnal [0]
to [w] before vowels, suggesting that there may be an ana®goocess in PK.
Further, a similar allomorphy pattern to the one reconstdibere for PK is found
in Apurind. Apurind, which is fairly closely related togiKampan branch, has the
third-person feminine subject marke+. Before vowel-initial formsp"- is some-
times used. Before stems beginning with 8Y/,is always used, as in (17).

262



Aimee Lawrence

(17) o“-erema
3nms-saliva
‘her saliva’ (Da Silva Facundes 2002:149)

2.4.  Second Person, third-person masculine, first-persoryral inclusive

The second-person and third-person masculine subjecenssskem to be unprob-
lematic, since all the languages use the same forms and i [m@-vocalic vari-
ants. Therefore, | reconstruct the basic fofjpi= and the pre-vocalic allomorph
*p= before vowels for the PK second-person subject marker. |&ilyi| recon-
struct*i= with a pre-vocalic allomorphj= for the PK third-person masculine sub-
ject marker. | reconstruct the first-person plural inclesivarker aga=, since this
morpheme isa= in all the Kampan languages, except Nomatsigenga, whese it i
o= before bilabial consonants. | suggest that the Nomatseyafigmorphy stems
from the regular sound change shown in (8).

3. Object Marking

| Language | 1 sg./pl. excl 2 | 3non-masc| 3 masc.| 1 pl. incl. |
Nomat. -na -mi -ro -ri ai
Matsi. -na -mpi | -ro -ri -ai/-ae
Nanti -na -mpi | -ro -ri -
Kakinte -na -mpi | -ro -ri -ahi
Ashaninka| -na -mpi | -ro -ri -na
Ashéninka| -na -mi -ro -ri -ai

| PK | *-na | *-mpi | *-ro | *-ri | *-ahi |

Table 0.4: Proto-Kampa object markers

3.1. Second-person object

| reconstruct-mpi, based on the form found in most of the languages. In Nomat-
sigenga, the form is reduced*ami, which is expected based on sound change (7)
(sequences of labial or velar nasals and stops are redu@bdmorganic nasal).
Ashéninka has also reduced the form tm¥ which is not expected based on sound
changes. However, there seems to be substantial contastdeNomatsigenga
and Ashéninka, suggesting that the Ashéninka morphenyebea borrowing.

3.2.  First-person singular/plural inclusive & third person

The form of the first-person singular/plural exclusivens in all extant Kampan
languages, leading me to reconstrtsaia for this morpheme. Similarly, the marker
for third-person non-masculine objectsiig in all Kampan languages. Therefore, |
reconstruct-ro for this morpheme. Similarly, | reconstructi as the third-person
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masculine object marker, since the reflexes have the sammfayacal form in all
the Kampan languages.

3.3.  First-person plural inclusive

| reconstruct*-ahi as a first-person plural inclusive marker. This morpheme has
been lost entirely in Nanti, where a free pronoun is used @& purpose. In
Ashaninka, this morpheme has also been lost, with the usigedirst-person sin-
gular bound pronoun extended for all first-person referembe reflex of this form
remains in Kakinte, Ashéninka, Nomatsigenga, and Matdige Kakinte retains
the form=ahi, while both Ashéninka and Nomatsigenga have lost the rhédia
(causing high tone in Nomatsigenga). The loss of /h/ is divelg common sound
change, meaning that these could be independent innosatidooth languages.
On the other hand, the Ashéninka form could be borrowed Xmmatsigenga, as
was also suggested with the second-person object marker.

The Matsigenka marker presents another challenge. S88BJlists the marker
as-ai in realis clauses andein irrealis clauses. In Matsigenka and other Kam-
pan languages;j is a realis suffix, ande is an irrealis suffix, suggesting that the
first-person plural marker and the reality status markeve leeen fused. These
reality status suffix precede object-markers in other Kampaguages, but given
that the use of the first-person plural object marker causesetlity status markers
to delete in some other Kampan languages (e.g. Nomatsijjeghgasequencai
could have been reanalyzed as a sequence of a person maikareality status
marker.

4. Number Marking

Proto-Kampa had plural, distributive, and partitive maskavhich are shown in
0.5.

| Number | Nomat.| Nanti | Matsi. | Kakinte | Asha. | Ashé. | PK |

Plural -hig -hig | -(a)ig | -hi(g) -hei -aij/-he | *-hig
Distributive | -ge -ge -ge - -je -je *-ge
Partitive -garant | - agarant| -garant | -aarant| - *-garant

Table 0.5: Number Marking

4.1. Plural

The plural is a verbal morpheme that can makberthe subject or object referent
plural. | reconstruct-hig for this morpheme, with the /h/ lost in Matsigenka. The
loss of the /g/ in Ashéninka and Ashaninka is predictaldenfthe regular loss of
/g/ intervocalically in those languages. It is unclear whratcess would lead to the
loss of the final /g/ of the Kakinte morpheme, but it seemsrdieat this /g/ could
not have been an innovation in the other languages.
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In Ashéninka, there is both a plural suffitxeand a discontinuous plural marker
made up of eitherheor -aij (‘aiy’) plus the suffix-ni. The-ni may be historically
related to a morphemai which is used synchronically in Ashéninka Perené and
Kakinte as an augmentative (Mihas 2010; Swift 1988) and asiaative extremal’
in Matsigenka (Michael p.c.). Thde portion of the morpheme seems to be the
reflex of Proto-Kampé-hig. Since Ashéninka underwent a process in which inter-
vocalic /g/ was lost (6), and this morpheme appears wordiatigdhe loss of the
/g/ is explicable, although the change in vowel quality isxpected.

4.2. Distributive

| reconstruct-ge as a distributive, which has the meaning that the actionriest
by the verb stem was carried out several times in differecdtions. This mor-
pheme was lost in Kakinte, although a non-cognate morphexsealsimilar pur-
pose. The Ashaninka and Ashéninka forms are bjh These two languages
deleted intervocalic /g/ (6). The /j/ in these forms (andhi@ Ashéninka pluraiaij)
may have developed in order to break up vowel sequencesougthan epenthetic
It/ is normally inserted when there are illegal clusters @ivgls in verbs in Kam-
pan languages, the forms would originally have had an iragbasonant, perhaps
blocking /t/-epenthesis.

4.3. Partitive

| suggest the reconstructed foragarant. In Ashaninka, the /g/ was lost intervocal-
ically, as expected from (6), and in both Matsigenka andafstka the preceding
epenthetic /a/ was reanalyzed as part of the morpheme. Timewas lost in Nanti
and Ashéninka.

5. Directionals

Proto-Kampa had allative and ablative verb markers, asagedl marker that had a
meaning that the action was “goal-oriented.” These marke¥shown in 0.6.

| Directional | Nomat.| Nanti | Matsi. | Kakinte | Asha.| Ashé.| PK |

Allative -an -an -an -an -an -an *-an
Ablative -apa -apah| -apa | -apoh | -apaa| -apag| *apah
Receptive | -ab -ab | -ab -ab -ab -ab *-ab

Table 0.6: Kampa Directionals

5.1. Ablative

| reconstruct-apah, suggesting that the /h/ was lost in Nomatsigenga, Matkegen
and Ashaninka, but maintained in Nanti. In Ashaninka,iiepheme has a long
vowel /aa/, which could be the result of losing the morphdma}/h/ and reinter-
preting a following epenthetic /a/ as part of the morpheme.
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However, Ashéninka has a /g/ morpheme-finally, which ifgmatic since it
requires that /*h/g/. -apagonly seems to be found in one variety of Ashéninka (Payne
1980), other varieties havap (Mihas 2010). The formapagmay have been cre-
ated on analogy with the causatihakagin this variety. Although this analysis may
be problematic, it seems similarly troublesome to sugdest the reconstructed
form should bef-apag. From what has been proven with respect to the internal
subgrouping of Kampa, this would have to have occurred iaddently at least
three times, in the Northern Kampa group (assuming such@pgerists), in Kak-
inte, and in Ashaninka. While this sound change isn’t wilikthe independent
innovation multiple times in this group does seem unlikely.

6. Reality Status

All six languages have realis and irrealis markers, whi@hfased with verb class
markers. Realis clauses use a suffix (differentiated fob wass), while irrealis
clauses use a prefix (the same for all verbs) and a suffix (diffeated for verb
class). The Nomatsigenga forms are shown in Table 0.7. Thkemsafor all the

languages are shown in Table 0.8.

Class || Class A
Realis || -i -a
Irrealis || N- -e N- -ima

Table 0.7: Nomatsigenga Reality Status Markers

Nomat.\ Nanti \ Matsi. \ Kakinte\ Asha. \ Ashé. \ PK \
Irreal. prefix| N-(r-) | N-(r-) [ N-(r-) | N-(r-) | N-(r-) [ N- (r-) | *N- (*r-)
Realis | -i -i -i - A | *_j

Realis A -a -a -a -a -a -a *-a
Irrealis | -e -e -e -e -e -i/-e *-e
Irrealis A -ima -empa| -empa| -empa | -empa| -ia/-ea| *empa

Table 0.8: Kampan reality status markers

6.1. Irrealis prefix

The irrealis prefix iaN- for all languages. This morpheme and the phoneme /N/
appear only syllable-finally before a stop consonant, asvshia example (18).
Before a vowel or a non-stop consonant, as in example (1®mtrpheme doesn’t
have an overt realization. All the languages have an allpimor for the irrealis
prefix, used with vowel-initial verb stems with a third-pansmasculine subject
marker. | reconstruct this process for PK as well.

(18) ompaittije (Nanti)
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o= N- patuh -0 -e
3nms= IRREAL- break.in.two-IMP -IRREAL.I

‘It will break in two.” (Michael 2008)
(19) ndiga (Nanti)

no= N- Jig -e
1sS= IRREAL- run-IRREAL.I

‘We will run.” (Michael 2008)

This process is the same in all languages, except NomatmagémNomatsigenga,
sequences of *Np [mp] or *Nkgk] were collapsed to [m] andy], respectively
(sound change 7). With Nomatsigenga verb stems that bed amd /k/, the irre-
alis prefix surfaces as a homorganic nasal replacing the asoghown in example
(20).

(20) noniini

no= N- p- e =ni
1s= IRREAL- eat-IRREAL.I =IMP.A

‘I will eat.’

6.2. Realis suffixes

In all the Kampan languages, there is a class | realis marlerd a class A realis
marker-a. | reconstruct these markers*as and*-a.

6.3. Class | irrealis suffix

| reconstruct:-e for the class | irrealis suffix, since all languages have tref-e
except in Ashéninka, it is sometimés The Ashéninka form may possibly be due
to collapse with the class | realis form and facilitated by thct that irrealis mood
is also marked with a prefix. There are some contexts, notftdy the perfective
suffix -ak in most of the Kampan languages where the class | red)iarfd irrealis
(-e) suffixes are neutralized.

6.4. Class A irrealis suffix

The form of the class A irrealis suffix ieNpa([-empd) in Nanti, Matsigenka,
Kakinte, and Ashaninka. The Nomatsigenga forima is partly predictable based
on the reduction of sequences of [mp] to [m] (7). | furthergest that the shift in
the initial vowel of the suffix was created by analogy with tihass | realis suffix.
For the Ashéninka form, | suggest that the neutralizatibi/aand /e/ in some
contexts for the class I irrealis suffix has led to some rgaigmbf the initial vowel
(similar to the suggestion for the Class I irrealis suffix).
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7. Valence-changing inflectional morphology
PK has a number of causative and applicative affixes, as shoWable (0.9).

| | Nomat. | Nanti | Matsi. | Kak. [ Asha. | Ashé.| PK |
Agent caus| ogi- 0gi- 0gi- - 0i- - *ogi
Non-agent | o[+voi]- | o[+voi]- | o[+voi]- | - - - *0-/ *0
Malefact. | omi- omiN- | om(in)- | - omiN- | - *omiN-
Influential | -kag -akag -(ak)ag | -akag | -akaa | -akag | *-akag
Instrument.| -ant -ant -ant -ant -ant - *-ant
Presential | -mo -imo -imo -imo | -imo | -imo | *-imo
Separative | -pi -apitsa | -apitsa | -apitfa | -apitsa| -pit'a | *-apitsa
Purposive | -si -afi -afi | -afi -afi *-asi

Table 0.9: Kampa valence-changing morphology

7.1. Agentive causative

| reconstruct a morphem®@gi-, which is the form in most of the languages with a
reflex of this morpheme. In Ashéninka, the fornmois. This is the expected form
considering the regular loss of intervocalic /g/ (6).

7.2.  Non-agentive causative

There are three languages with a reflex of this morpheme—k¢igeaga, Nanti,
and Matsigenka. This is possiblesubgroup of Kampa (see 1), Therefore, this
may an innovation in a subgroup or a feature that lost in thieiri€e-Ashaninka-
Ashéninka subgroup. | reconstruct a fotoj+voice], (adding a [+voice] feature
to the first segment of the stem), but whether this is a PK forra form recon-
structable only to a Proto-Nomatisgenga-Ashaninkaehsahka branch is unclear.

7.3. Malefactive causative

| reconstruct a Proto-Kampa forromiN-, which is retained in Nanti and Ashaninka,
and possibly in Matsigenka, which has the allomorphsn-/om; but the condi-
tioning environments are unclear. In Nomatsigenga, thé&s/been lost, possibly
causing high tone on the preceding 6ff). The morpheme was lost in Ashéninka
and Ashaninka.

7.4. Influential

| reconstruct the form-akag, suggesting that the first /a/ was reanalyzed as epenthetic
in Nomatsigenga. In Ashaninka, the /g/ was lost, predlet&iom the regular loss

of /g/ intervocalically (6) (this morpheme is word-medidlere is always a follow-

ing vowel). However, it is unclear why the cognate form in Asimka, which also
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underwent this sound change, did not lose the /g/. FinalptsMenka shortens the
form to-agin some contexts, although it's unclear which.

7.5. Presential

All the languages have a presential applicative, whichdmnstruct in PK ag-imo,
which is maintained in most of the languages, but Nomatggdmas a reduced
form, -mo.

7.6. Separative

There is a separative applicative form that reconstructsapitsa. Nanti, Matsi-
genka, and Ashéninka all havapitsaas the reflex of this form. Ashéninka has
-apit’a, which is expected based on sound change (10). Nomatsidpesga mor-
pheme that may be cognate, although, if so, it has underggniicant reduction
to -pi via the reanalysis of initial /a/ as epenthetic. The losseffinal syllable of
the morpheme, /tsa/, is more opaque.

7.7. Purposive

All six Kampan languages have a reflex of this form, which lorestruct ag-asi.
Nomatsigenga has reanalyzed the /a/, originally the figgnsait of the morpheme,
as an epenthetic segment. In the other five languages theheragphas become
-afi, as expected from sound change in (3).

8. Subgrouping

The morphological reconstruction provides slight evidefmr either of the sub-
groupings suggested in (2). Specifically, the innovationthef third-person non-
masculine subject marker, shown below in (21) makes a cag2)taHowever, this

reconstruction is far from unproblematic, suggesting thiet subgrouping has yet
to be conclusively proven. Further, as noted by Nichols 80pronouns are rela-
tively unstable and subject to change on the basis of layalid analogy—therefore,
perhaps not the best pieces of evidence to use to prove sybgg

*o=/*w= > o=/p= (Nomatsigenga)

(21) > 0= (Matsigenka, Nanti, Kakinte, Ashaninka, Ashéninka)
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