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“Porque una cosa quiere dezir


 la letra y otra la sentencia”


(Olmos 1547

1. Introduction
In 1547, the Franciscan friar Andrés de Olmos (ca. 1485-1568) wrote the second draft of his Arte de la lengua mexicana [grammar of the Mexican language].  We know that it was the second because in his “Prólogo al lector” [Prologue to the reader], Olmos comments that this is the second time he has tried to write a grammar of Nahuatl.  In his own words:

(complieste mandami[ent]o.  Desseando a gloria y onrra de n[uest]ro. s[eñ]or. i[esu] x[rist]o. ysalud delas a[n]i[m]as destos naturales yndios, abrir asus sieruos si quiera vna senda:  la qual otro, quando elfuere seruido dar le mas lumbre, haga camino. conoçiendo a la primera q[ue]hize faltar le mucho enel corte:  aunq[ue] casi tocasse lo prinçipal q[ue] sta secunda, ala q[ua]l despues de mucho lo en comendar a Dios // pareçio dar le la orden y traça q[ue]lleua, considerando y mirando sobre la mesma materia algo delo q[ue] otros h[e]r[ma]nos auian escrito por guardar la costumbre delos escritores, añadiendo, y quitando, segu[n] mejor pareçio con uenir, y dios fue seruido alumbrar( (ms. de Aubin, p. 3, ll. 9-20)

[I complied with this order, desiring, for the honor and glory of our lord Jesus Christ, and the well-being of the souls of these Indians, to open albeit a path for his servants, which another, when he should like to shed more light upon it, might make into a road, knowing the first version I wrote to be lacking many things in its design, although it did touch upon almost all the main points found in this second one, to which, after commending it very much to God, it seemed to give the correct order and form which it manifests, considering and looking at something of that which other brothers had written on the same subject in order to observe the custom of writers, adding and removing according to that which seemed to be convenient and as God saw fit to illuminate my way]


In this same quote, Olmos recognizes that he had consulted what other friars had written before him, an anonymous reference, but one which surely refers to previous work by his fellow Franciscans Francisco Jiménez, the first to write a Nahuatl grammar, and Alonso Rengel, whose grammar was used for many years to learn the language (Mendieta [1596]1945, vol. 4, pp. 73, 112).
 The result was a detailed grammar of the language of the Mexicans which, despite its early date, is perhaps, together with that of Carochi (1645), one of the two best grammars of the language produced until the latter part of the twentieth century.


Olmos’ grammar is divided into three parts.  The first part contains thirteen chapters on the pronoun and the substantive, the second, thirteen chapters on the verb, and the third, eight chapters on the other parts of speech, on orthography, and on some ways of speaking.  The eighth and last chapter of the third part is called “De las maneras de hablar que tenían los viejos en sus pláticas antiguas” [On the ways of speaking that the elders had in their conversations of old].  It contains a robust collection of short Nahuatl texts with between one and nineteen lines each; these were used to convey a wide variety of events, situations, atributes and entities.  Each of these texts expresses, in eloquent and evocative terms, a central concept conveyed with the sylistic resources common in Mesoamerican formal texts:  metaphor, syntactic and semantic parallelism, and the combination of the two in what are generally known as difrasismos.
 No translation of the metaphors is provided, but they are accompanied by a title in Spanish which introduces them and which summarizes in a synthetic way the central idea of each.  For example, metaphor number XI has the following title:  “Despertar a alguno con castigo, o corregirle” [To awaken someone with punishment, or to correct him].  The Nahuatl text of this metaphor is as follows, together with our English translation:



Metaphor XI



Despertar a alguno con castigo, o corregirle

Colotl, tzitzicaztli,

uitztli, omitl, cecec atl

nictequaqualtia.

Yequene tetl, quauitl,

mecapalli, tepoztli

nictemaca, nictetoctia.

In nictequaltia

inic tetech nicpachoa.

To awaken someone with punishment, or to correct him
It is scorpions, stinging nettles,

thorns, bones, cold water,

that I give people to feed upon.

Or (if they be slaves) it is rocks, sticks, tumplines, axes,

that I give to people, that I prop them up with.

When I give them to people to feed upon,

thereby do I bring such things close to them.

As can be seen, punishment and correction are likened to feeding someone painful, dangerous and unpleasant objects or, in the case of slaves, propping them up with the instruments of manual labor.



Olmos describes this collection of texts as metaphorical ways of speaking.  In his own words:

“Las siguientes maneras dedezir son Methaphoricas. porq[u]e vna | cosa quiere dezir la letra y otra la sentençia, aunq[u]e algunos vayan | ala letra glosados. yotros se pueden aplicar a otro sentido del | q[u]e van.” (f. 76v / p. 211)

[The following ways of speaking are metaphorical, because they mean one thing literally and another figuratively, although some might be glossed literally and others can be applied to another sense than that which is given.]

Judith Maxwell and Craig Hanson (1992) refer to these texts as Olmos’ metaphors, a use which has been criticized by Andrews (1998), who prefers to maintain the emphasis on maneras de hablar, ways of speaking.  However, the metaphoric nature of these texts was explicitly recognized by Olmos and is so overwhelmingly clear that we also refer to them as Olmos’ metaphors.  But they are metaphors of a high degree of complexity.  They are perhaps best thought of as brief declamations, usually several lines long, containing long strings of metaphors compiled into a single, coherent, overriding, metaphorical text which describes some situation, attribute or entity, as in the above example of metaphor XI, which speaks of punishment and correction.


After presenting the metaphors in the the eighth chapter, Olmos’ grammar closes with a text entitled “Plática que hace el padre al hijo avisándole, o amonestándole que sea bueno” [Talk which the father gives to the son advising him or warning him that he should be good].  This is an example of a Nahuatl speech genre known as huēhuètlàtōllí, words of the elders,
 which is typically characterized by the use of metaphoric language of the type illustrated in the preceeding collection of metaphors.


Our interest in Olmos’ metaphors stems from the publication of Maxwell and Hanson’s edition of about half the metaphors in 1992.  This edition has the virtue of translating the metaphors for the first time into another language and of drawing attention to their potential importance for the study of the language and culture of the ancient Mexicans.  Unfortunately, it suffers from so many defects that it earned the unbridled opprobium of the well-known classical Nahuatl specialist J. R. Andrews, who, in what must be one of the most scathingly negative reviews in the history of linguistics, calls it 

“a travesty of scholarship in American Indian linguistics and a caricature of Nahuatl studies ... The result is a book so bad that I believe it should be withdrawn from sale and all remaining copies destroyed.” (J. R. Andrews, 1998, pp. 292, 298)

Our own opinion agrees in all essentials with that of Andrews, though we would not have expressed it in such frank and brutal terms (cf. Smith Stark 1994).  We feel, therefore, that a new edition of the metaphors is fully justified.

2.  The six manuscript copies of Olmos’ grammar


As has already been said, one of the unfortunate limitations of the edition of Olmos’ metaphors which Maxwell and Hanson published in 1992 is that it was based solely on Tulane’s copy of the Arte, without taking into account the other five manuscript copies of the text which are known to exist, with important differences among them.
  Four of the manuscripts, those of Colbert (C) and of Aubin (A) in the National Library of France (BNF), that of Maisonneuve (M) in the Library of Congress (LC) in Washington, and that of Fischer (F) in the Latin American Library of Tulane University (TUL) in New Orleans, contain chapter eight of the third part of the grammar with the metaphors.  The other two manuscripts, those of Toledo (T) in the National Library of Spain (BNE) and of Ramírez (R) in the Bancroft Library (BL) of the University of California at Berkeley do not contain the metaphors due to the fact that they are incomplete copies; we know this since they do mention chapter eight in their indices at the beginning of the third part.


The six surviving manuscript copies of the Arte apparently represent three different drafts of the four known to have existed of the text (Smith Stark 2005).  No copy of the first draft, Ω, possibly produced between 1533 and 1539, is known to have survived.  T and C represent the second generation of the text, α, originally written in 1547.
  A is a third generation copy, the original of which, β, was produced by 1549; R seems to be a copy derived from A and made in 1563.  M and F represent a fourth draft of the grammar, γ, which can be dated sometime in or after 1549. M in particular seems to be from 1557 or after and is probably a copy sent to Spain with hopes of publication, a plan which did not materialize during the lifetime of the author.  In fact, a printed version of Olmos’ grammar did not appear until 1875, when the great French nahuatlato Rémi Siméon published his edition based on two of the manuscripts, C (second generation) and M (fourth generation). The following stemma presents the relationships among the six existing manuscript copies of Olmos’ grammar.
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As previously mentioned, there are important differences among the six manuscript copies of Olmos’ grammar, the most important of which, for our purposes, has to do with the contents of chapter eight.  In addition to the fact that the metaphors are simply missing in two of the manuscripts, T and R, the other four manuscripts differ as to the number of metaphors contained and as to the presence and nature of the accompanying huēhuètlàtōllí.  The Maisonneuve copy (M) is the most complete, with 102 metaphors. This copy of the grammar is also the only one that contains more than the single example of the huēhuètlàtōllí explicitly planned for the grammar. The Aubin copy (A) is a third generation manuscript which contains 101 metaphors, as well as a single example of a huēhuètlàtōllí.  The Colbert copy (C) only contains the first 60 of the metaphors, as well as the single illustrative huēhuètlàtōllí.  However, as Siméon notes in the introduction to his edition of the grammar ([1875]1972, p. 23), several pages were left blank after the metaphors indicating that the full set probably was intended to form part of the second draft as well. The Tulane copy (F) used by Maxwell and Hanson, a fourth generation copy like that of Maisonneuve, only contains the first 50 metaphors and, instead of the huēhuètlàtōllí, is the only copy of the grammar to contain a vocabulary attributed to Olmos.
 The Ramirez copy (R) and the Toledo copy (T) do not include the metaphors and T does not contain the huēhuètlàtōllí; however, since they mention these texts in the description of the contents of the third part of the grammar in both cases, this absence is due to the incomplete nature of the manuscripts.  While R does contain the huēhuètlàtōllí, it is an incomplete copy, with only 19 of the original 30 paragraphs, as well as the son’s response. We will perhaps never know if the original version of the grammar, of unknown date, also included the metaphors and the huēhuètlàtōllí since no copy is known to exist.


The existence of up to four different copies of the metaphors is an important point because it means that their adequate study requires a philological evaluation and comparative analysis of the sources.  As anyone who has worked with distinct manuscript copies of the same text will know, the existence of differences is inevitable.  This problem is accentuated by the fact that the four existent copies of the metaphors are found in three different drafts of the grammar, where each new draft also introduces intentional changes.  Consider, for example, metaphor XCVI.  In addition to the run-of-the mill differences in spelling, capitalization, spacing, punctuation, formating, abbreviations, etc., the version contained in the Aubin manuscript contains a text at the end, cucuc teu pouhqni mantoc, which is not in the Maisonneuve manuscript; and the Maisonneuve manuscript contains a word, chayauhtoc, which is not in the Aubin manuscript.
Metaphor XCVI:


Aubin manuscript:

tener alguno pobreza ohambre.

( xulutl mah pantoc. techa[n]. xiuh co uatl mamalhnaztlj

tepan qniça / tetech motlalja / tepa[n] mnchiua.  Auh tepa[n]mo

qnetza in mixpanitl / in tle mjyauatl.  itztic cecec qniztoc.

ic noyutl qniztoc.  cucuc teu pouhqni mantoc.
Maisonneuve manuscript:

( tener alguno pobreza / o hambre.

(
Xulutl mapantoc chayauhtoc techan xiuhcoatl ma=

malhuaztli tepanq[ui]ça tetech motlalia. tepan mochiua.

Auh tepan moquetça in mixpanitl in tlemiauatl

itçtic cecec q[ui]ztoc ic noyutl q[ui]ztoc

Such differences create problems for determining just exactly what the text of the metaphors should be and how they should be translated.  On the other hand, the comparison of the different variants of a metaphor can sometimes help to identify and correct errors or to choose readings which are more apt to correspond to the original intention of the author in the different stages of elaboration of the text.  A good example is provided by metaphor XI which we discussed above.  Below we transcribe the four surviving manuscript versions of this metaphor and we also include the printed version in Siméon’s edition of the text.

BN-C (to be added when we have a copy of this text)
BN-A (k. v. r / p. 153)
Despertar a algu[n]o con castigo, o corregirle.

¶ Culutl, tzitzicaztlj, uitztlj, omjtl, cececatl nic tequah=

qualhtia, ye qnene tetl qua uitl, mecapallj tepuztli nicte

maca, nictetoctia, y[n]njcteqnalhtia ynic tetech nicpachoua.

Tul-F (fol. 213v)
¶Despetar a alg[un]o. con castigo.

ocorre gir le.

¶Culutl. tzi tzi caztli. uitztli. omitl.

cecec atl. nic te q[ua] qual tia. yeq[ue]

ne tetl quauitl. para es clauo

meca palli. te puz tli nicte ma

cah. nic tetoctia.
  y[n]nic te qual

tiah./ ynic tetech nicpachoa. &.

LC-M (fol. 101r)
¶ Despertar a alguno co[n] castigo / ocorregirle.

(
Culutl. tçítçicaztli. vitçtli. omitl. cececatl. nictequa=

qualhtia. Yequene tetl quauitl. mecapalli. tepuztli. 
 p[ar]a esclauo.
nictemaca. nictetoctia y[n] nictequalhtia / ynic tetech.

nicpachoa. &.

RS (p. 213)
Despertar a alguno con castigo, o corregirle.

Culutl, tçitçicaztli, uitztli, omitl, cecec atl nictequaqualhtia;

yequene tetl, quauitl, mecapalli, tepuztli nictemaca, nictetoctia, in

nictequalhtia, inic tetech nicpachoa.

As can be seen in this example, the text of F includes the Spanish expression para esclauo ‘for a slave’, whereas in M, this same annotation appears in the right hand margin, as Siméon correctly notes in his edition.  These are the two fourth generation copies of the text.  This was apparently an innovation in γ, the archetype for M and F, since it is not found in the earlier drafts.  The Spanish expression, it seems, was added in order to clarify that two different cases of punishment or correction are being described, one for people in general, perhaps, and another for slaves in particular.  As can be seen in our translation above, we have taken advantage of this information in our interpretation of the text.  Examples such as this illustrate the importance of taking into account all the surviving texts of the metaphors, as well as the stemmatic relations among them, in order to arrive at the most accurate interpretation possible.
3.  Previous work



We know of three previous studies which have translated some of Olmos’ metaphors:  Maxwell & Hanson 1992, Siméon 1885, and Johansson 2004.

3.1.  Maxwell & Hanson


As was mentioned above, our interest in the Olmos metaphors was originally sparked by Maxwell & Hanson’s edition and translation of the metaphors which are found in the manuscript of Olmos’ grammar which is housed in the Latin American Library of Tulane University.  Unfortunately, the Fischer manuscript at Tulane only contains about half of the total corpus of metaphors found in the Library of Congress manuscript of the same work.  In addition, the transcription, philological evaluation, analysis and translation of the texts is so plagued by errors that the efforts of the authors to produce a useful translation is largely anulled.
  It would be pointless to present a detailed critique of their edition, but perhaps the following examples, where we compare aspects of their transcription, analysis and translation (M&H) with our own (A&SS), and which could be multiplied nearly at will, might suffice to illustrate its shortcomings.

3.1.1.  Errors in the transcription


As an example of the errors in transcription, consider the following text, which announces the content of the metaphors:

M&H

Delas maneras dehablas q^ tonia^los viejos ejo. Platicas an ti quas.

Of the manners of speaking that the old ones had. Examples of ancient discourses.

A&SS

Delas maneras dehablas quetenianlos viejos e<n>sus. Platicas an ti guas.

On the ways of speaking which the elders had in their conversations of old.

Here, M&H misread tenian as tonian, antiguas as antiquas, and misinterpret the abbreviation of en sus (in their( as an abbreviation of the word ejemplos (examples(. They also do not comment on the use of hablas (speeches( instead of the more plausible hablar (speaking( which the other three manuscripts with this text contain, and which should undoubtedly be reconstructed for the archetype.

3.1.2.  Analytical errors


There are also many problems with M&H’s analysis of the Nahuatl text.  For example, in the second paragraph of the second metaphor, they analyze the Nahuatl form tlaotlatoctia as tlaō-tla+tōc-ti-ā driedmaize-sow-vrs-tr (he sows dried maize( (p. 78) or (he sows( (p. 170). But there are serious problems with this analysis. The verb tōcá (sow( does not exist in a lexicalized form tlá+tōcá. There is a transitive verb tlátóctíá, but it means (to buttress up a young plant with a stake(, and would not take tláōllí (shelled dried corn kernels( as an incorporated object. And even if it did, the incorporated form would be tláōl, and not tláō. There is in fact a quite straight-forward analysis of this form. It contains the transitive verb tócá (follow(, with the incorporated object òtlá (road( (the incorporated form of òtlí), thus forming an intransitive expression òtlátócá ‘walk (that is, follow the road)’. The suffix ‑tíá creates a causative verb (to make walk(, which then takes the prefix tlá- for an unspecified inanimate object. The combination thus means something like ‘to make something walk or take the road, to set something on its way’.

3.1.3.  Translational errors


As illustrated by the preceding example, analytical errors almost inevitably produce errors in translation.  However, in other cases, there is simply confusion over the meanings of certain forms due to a careless handling of the data or to spurious interpretations.  For example, the term cuítlápíllí ‘tail’, which occurs in the third metaphor, is well known and documented. Molina ([1571]1977), for example, translates it as (cola o rabo de animal, o de ave( (tail, or cauda of an animal, or a bird). It seems to be composed of cuítlá- (backside( (and by extension, (excrement() plus píllí, perhaps (niño, noble( (child, noble), though it may also be related to the verbs pílóá (to hang( or pīlóá (to taper(. It is clearly part of a standard expression, cuítlápíllí àtlápállí (tail, wing(, which describes peasants as the tail and the wings of an eagle, in contrast to the nobility, which corresponds to the head.
 However, M&H reject this interpretation for confusing reasons. They translate the individual components as ‘noble excrement’ and ‘leaf’ (pp. 79-80, 139) and the combination as (he is the droppings, the leaves( (p. 171), a supposed metaphor for a peasant. One of their reasons seems to be that F has cuitlipilli instead of cuitlapilli, a clear scribal error which they seem to take as meaningful, but do not otherwise question (p. 139). In any case, their interpretation of cuitlipilli as (noble excrement( seems to us totally unjustified, to the point of being ludicrous. They then reject the standard metaphor claiming that F does not have the expected ahtlapilli, but rather ahtlapalli ‘leaf’. However, ahtlapilli does not seem to exist; the manuscript has atlapalli, a form which Molina translates as ‘ala de aue, o hoja de arbol, o de yerua’ (wing of a bird, or leaf of a tree, or of a plant). That is, ‘wing’ and ‘leaf’ are both possible meanings of the same word in Nahuatl. Thus, M&H have converted a well-known metaphor for peasants, ‘tail, wing’, into a novel and spurious metaphor, (droppings, leaves(. Even their comment about the motivation of the ‘tail, wing’ metaphor (p. 139) is misguided. They claim that it refers metonymically to an eagle and hence, noble warriors, a sense which is then modified by inversion to mean ‘peasants’. However, the figure is quite differently motivated. The wings and the tail of the eagle refer to their function, which allows the eagle to get where it is going (a reference to the instrumental function of the peasant), which is complemented by the function of the head and the eyes, which allow the eagle to decide where to go and to see how to get there (a reference to the guiding and decision making function of the nobility).

3.1.4.  An example of one of M&H’s translations


As a result of the problems which we have just adumbrated, the translations which M&H offer are unreliable.  Consider, for example, their version of metaphor XI presented earlier.  We repeat our translation here so that the two can be more easily compared.


Metaphor XI


our translation:

To awaken someone with punishment, or to correct him
It is scorpions, stinging nettles,

thorns, bones, cold water,

that I give people to feed upon.

Or (if they be slaves) it is rocks, sticks, tumplines, axes,

that I give to people, that I prop them up with.

When I give them to people to feed upon,

thereby do I bring such things close to them.


M&H’s translation (p. 173):
Punishment is:

a scorpion, a nettle, a thorn.

With a bone and cold water,

with stone and staff,

I cause someone to be good at last

with stone and staff.

The slave is a tumpline,

he acts as shoulders.

I give instructions to someone

I make him follow them

I cause him to be good

thus I publicly command him.

As even a cursory comparison of our translation with that of M&H clearly shows, there is very little in common, a fact which, we claim, reflects the severe shortcomings of their work.
  Notice that the parenthetical comment about the punishment of slaves which we pointed out earlier has mistakenly been incorporated into their translation of the metaphor, a good example of the methodological error of giving undue weight to only of the four available manuscripts with the metaphors.

3.2.  Rémi Siméon



The first translation of Olmos’ metaphors was apparently done by the French nahuatlato Rémi Siméon.  As far as we know, he never published his work but it is clear that he studied the text of the metaphors very carefully.
  His Nahuatl dictionary, published in 1885, includes much of the vocabulary found in the metaphors.  Consider, for example, the term uitoliuhqui, which appears in the third part of the second metaphor, entitled ‘padre, madre, señor, capitán, gobernador, que son o están como árbol de amparo’ (father, mother, lord, captain, governor, which are like a tree of shelter).  This word appears in Molina (1571) with the gloss ‘arco toral, o puente de calica[n]to’ (main arch, or solidly built bridge).  Siméon ([1885]1981), on the other hand, gives the following gloss:  ‘Arco, puente; en s[entido]. f[igurativo]. padre, madre, jefe, señor, protector (Olm[os].)’.
  That is, he identifies a figurative use of this word based on its occurrence in Olmos’ metaphor.  We frequently find that a word from the metaphors is found in Siméon’s dictionary along with an example of its use taken directly from the metaphor in which it occurs.  For example, the word teya which is found in metaphor LXIX (entitled “To detain someone with pretended words so that he might be arrested or something bad might befall him”) is found in Siméon with the following gloss:  ‘usado en comp.:  nic-tlanipachoa in noteya (Olm.), retener a alguien con palabras falsas’.  This appears to be the only known use of the word and Siméon’s gloss is clearly derived from the overall meaning expressed by metaphor LXIX, from which his example is taken.  In reality, this expression should be understood as part of a longer passage:


Nictlaniteca, nictlanipachoa



I extend it out flat below, I press it down below



in notequaya, noteya, 


the means by which I eat people, the means by which I drink people



in nozlac, in notenqualac,



my drool, my spittle

As can be seen from our analysis, we interpret the expression noteya as nó-tē-í-yá-ø, meaning literally ‘the means by which I drink people’; metaphorically, it seems to be part of the diphrastic expression notequaya noteya which refers to the means by which I deceive people or cause them ill, parallel to the following diphrastic expression, nozlac notenquala ‘my drool, my spittle’, which diphrastically refers to ‘my lies’.  As illustrated by these two example, Siméon mined the metaphors for vocabulary and used his interpretation of the texts to provide glosses, even when the meaning of a particular word might not have been clear to him.  As a consequence of this practice, most of the expressions used in the metaphors can be found in Siméon’s dictionary, but his definitions cannot be taken as independent evidence for their interpretation when Olmos is the only source cited.
3.3.  Patrick Johansson


Recently, Patrick Johansson (2004) published a book which contains sayings and refrains taken from Sahagún and Olmos.  It is a book for presenting ancient Nahuatl culture to a non-specialist audience, not an academic study of the texts.  As a result, it does not contain notes which justify the interpretation of the texts, which indicate difficulties, or which compare his translations with those of others.  In the case of Olmos, the texts which are presented are taken from the metaphors, but do not represent all the metaphors; furthermore, only isolated fragments
 of the metaphors are given. Consider, for example, Olmos’ second metaphor, one of the longest.  Our translation is as follows:


Father, mother, lord, captain, governor, who are like a tree which gives shelter.

He is a mother, a father,


a foundation, a canopy,


a silk-cotton tree, a cypress,


a shaded place, a protected place, a sheltered place,


that which stands with many branches, a tree which stands fully crowned.


He is one who has a skirt gathered up for carrying, he is one who has a packing frame.

He lays things out flat, he puts things in order.


He is a wise person (rev.), he is a prudent person (rev.).



He carries things in his hands, he carries things on his back, he carries things in his arms,


because indeed he has shoulders, he has a back.


Indeed he accompanies people, he sets them on their way.


He governs, he leads.


He is turquoise, a divine blue-green stone, he is a precious stone, a quetzal feather.


He is water and hill, he is straw mat and seat.


He is a light and mirror; he is pitch pine and torch.

He is a model, a yardstick; he is a sign, an arm length.


He is that which is arched, that which is spherical, that which has grown a stalk.


He is that which is very green, that which glitters.


He is that which is black, that which is red.


There they place him.


He becomes many branched, he becomes fully crowned,


in this way he rules.

From this metaphor, Johansson chose three fragments, each one presented on page 73 of his book. The first fragment comes from the second paragraph of the original.  It has a translation quite different from ours, which is “He is one who has a skirt gathered up for carrying, he is one who has a packing frame”.


Cuexane, mamalhuace


Dueño de flanco, dueño de bastones de fuego



[Owner of the flank, owner of the fire canes]

In this case, M&H’s translation is closer to ours:


M&H:
Carrying cloth, carrying frame

The other two fragments which Johansson includes from this metaphor are taken from the third paragraph.  They do not offer much difficulty for translation, although it is worth noting that the last example is given with only three terms rather than the four which we consider to form a unit and translate as “He is a model, a yardstick; he is a sign, an arm length”.


Tlahuilli, tézcatl, ócotl, tlepilli.


Luz, espejo, tea, antorcha



[light, mirror, brand, torch]


A&SS:  He is a light and mirror; he is pitch pine and torch.


Machíotl, octácatl, nezcáyotl


El ejemplo, la vara de medir, el modelo



[the example, the measuring stick, the model]

4.  Related collections of metaphors

In addition to the collection of metaphors which Olmos compiled, Sahagún (1547) and Molina (1571) have also left us an invaluable corpus of metaphors.  In both cases they include Spanish translations or interpretations which make them invaluable for the interpretation of Olmos’ metaphors.

4.1.  Sahagún

After Olmos, the most important collection of information about metaphors in Nahuatl is that which Sahagún (1547) included in book 6 of his Historia general de las cosas de Nueva Espaa, titled De la retórica y filosofía moral y teología de la gente mexicana, donde hay cosas muy curiosas tocantes a los primores de su lengua y cosas muy delicadas tocantes a las virtudes morales.  Chapter 43 of this book is described as follows:

 “Capitulo 43.  de algunas methaphoras delicadas con sus declarationes.”


[Chapter 43.  on some refined metaphors with their explanations]

The description of the content of this chapter which is given in Nahuatl is as follows, together with Dibble and Anderson’s translation.

Ic vmpoalli omei capitulo, vncan mjtoa:  cequj machiotlatolli, in jtoca methaphoras, in ohouj tlatolli:  ioan in imelaoaca, in jcaqujztica.

Forty-third Chapter.  Here are told some of the figures of speech called metaphors, which are subtle expressions; and their interpretations, their explanations.

As can be seen in this text, the metaphors are called machiotlatolli in Nahuatl.  Molina ([1571]1977) translates this term as ‘parabola o semejanza’ (parable or similarity).  It is composed of machiotl, translated by Molina as ‘señal, comparación, ejemplo o dechado’ (sign, comparison, example, model), and tlatolli, ‘palabra, platica, o habla’ (word, conversation, or speech).


Sahagún registers 90 metaphorical expressions.  His method of presentation is the inverse of that used by Olmos.  Each metaphor is relatively simple, often a two-word couplet, but is accompanied by an explanatory text.  Many are used in the metaphorical ways of speaking given by Olmos.  Consider, for example, Sahagún’s metaphor 14 (p. 243), in which is found a variant of the diphrastic expression colotl, tzitzicaztli ‘scorpion, stinging nettle’ used to refer to punishment in Olmos’ metaphor XI presented earlier.4
Coloiotoc, tzitzicazçotoc:  ilviloia in aqujn moteilviaia ixpan tlatoanj, anoço itlan nemj:  ilviloia.  Ximjmati:  ca tetlatzacujltianj, ioan tetlaocolianj.

Dize esta letra.  Esta lleno este lugar de alacranes y de hortigas o espinas o abrosos.  Por methaphora dize.  Andas em pleyto con el seor o delante del seor o juez mjra que andas en peligro porque andas entre alacranes y hortigas y abroios.


Strewn with scorpions, strewn with nettles.  This is said to him who accused one before, or who lived with, the ruler.  He was told:  “Take care, for the ruler is a castigator, as well as merciful.” (Anderson & Dibble, libro 6, p. 243)

As can be seen in this example, Sahagún’s metaphors are generally brief expressions in Nahuatl with accompanying, more elaborate explanations in Nahuatl and also in Spanish, whereas Olmos’ metaphors have a brief title in Spanish, which presents a synthesis of what the metaphorical text refers to, followed by a more elaborate text in Nahuatl, which is the metaphor proper.

4.2.  Molina 1571

Another important, though generally unrecognized source on Nahuatl metaphors is Molina’s dictionary, first published as a Spanish-Nahuatl dictionary in 1555 and later revised and published as a two way Spanish-Nahuatl, Nahuatl-Spanish dictionary in 1571.  This dictionary contains many entries which are explicitly identified as metaphorical.  For example, under Enfermedad in the Spanish-Nahuatl half of the 1571 edition, one finds “cocoliztli.  Et permetaphora[m]. temoxtli, eecatl. tetl. quauitl.”  Two diphrastic expressions are presented as metaphors for sickness:  temoxtli, eecatl, which literally we have translated as ‘gust, wind’,
 and tetl, quauitl, literally ‘stone, wood’.  Likewise, in the Nahuatl-Spanish half of the dictionary, one finds entries like “Tlilli tlapalli nictlalia.  dar buen exemplo. pre. tlilli tlapalli onictlali. Metapho.” which identifies the phrase tlilli tlapalli nictlalia, ‘I place the black, the red’, as a metaphoric expression meaning ‘to set a good example’.

[It might be worthwhile compiling a list of all such metaphors identified by Molina, either here or as a separate paper.]

5.  The relation between the metaphors and the huēhuètlàtōllí

We do not know when Olmos wrote the first draft of his grammar, but it seems possible that it could have been during the period from 1533 to 1539 when he was at the Franciscan convent of Santiago Tlatelolco.5  There he participated in the founding of the Imperial College of the Holy Cross of Tlatelolco and taught Latin.  During this same period, Sebastián Ramírez de Fuenleal, president of the Second Royal Audiencia of Mexico, and Martín de Valencia, custodian of the Franciscans in New Spain, charged Olmos with the following task:

“que sacase en un libro las antigüedades de estos naturales indios, en especial de México, y Tezcuco, y Tlaxcala, para que de ello hubiese alguna memoria, y lo malo y fuera de tino se pudiese mejor refutar, y si algo bueno se hallase, se pudiese notar, como se notan y tienen en memoria muchas cosas de otros gentiles.” (Mendieta [1596]1945, vol. 1, p. 81)

[that he set down in a book the ancient ways of these Indians, especially those of Mexico, and Tezcuco, and Tlaxcala, so that there might be some record of them, and so that that which is bad and off the mark might be refuted, and if something good should be found, it might be noted, as many things of other gentiles are noted and recorded]

Among the diverse materials which he gathered on Nahuatl culture --probably as a response to the preceding request and during the same period-- was a collection of huēhuètlàtōllí, words of the elders.  These are formal declamations in an elevated style and used in a wide range of communicative circumstances:  when speaking to the gods, when giving advice to one’s children, when a noble greeted a lord, when a woman visited another, when a ruler addressed his people, when counseling rulers about how they should govern or doctors about how they should treat their pacients, entreaties related to pregnancy, birth and the care of children, etc.


The beauty of the language of the huēhuètlàtōllí and the wisdom and lofty moral values they express were widely admired by the friars.  For example, the Dominican Bartolomé de las Casas voiced the following opinion about this type of discourse.
“es cierto [...] que cuasi universalmente todas las gentes destas Indias tienen natural elocuencia, y así les es fácil orar y representar sus bienes y sus males como si todas las reglas y colores de la Retórica hobiesen aprendido y embebido en sí toda su vida [...]  ¿quien podrá decir con verdad que alguno de los preceptos de la ley natural que se contienen en nuestro divino Decálogo, ni en los que conciernen a las virtudes de la prudencia y justicia y fortaleza y temperancia, que son las que llaman morales, y todo lo demás tocante a la modestia y honestidad, en especial, que son partes de la temperancia, en las dichas exhortaciones o avisos y consejos paternales falta?

Item, ¿qué mejores o qué más naturales amonestaciones y más necesarias para componer en virtuosas costumbres la vida humana pudo poner y declarar a los hombres Platón, ni Sócrates, ni Pitágoras, ni después dellos Aristóteles, que las que acostumbraban y tenían en frecuentísimo uso dar a sus hijos y unos a otros estos bárbaros?” (Las Casas 1967, vol. 2, pp. 447-448)

[it is true [...] that almost universally all the people of these Indies have a natural eloquence, and so it is easy for them to pray and relate their good and bad deeds as if they had learned and absorbed all the rules and colors of rhetoric during their whole lives [...] who might truly say that one of the precepts of the natural law contained in our divine Decalogue, nor in those that concern the virtues of prudence, justice and strength and temperance which are those that are called morals, and everything else dealing with modesty and honesty, in particular, which are parts of temperance, is lacking in said exhortations or warnings and paternal councils?

Item, what better and more natural or necessary admonitions might Plato, or Socrates, or Pythagoras or, after them, Aristotles, have imposed or declared in order to convert into virtuous customs human life, than those that these barbarians were accustomed and frequently used to give to their children and to one another?]


Eleven of these texts, all in Nahuatl, and six of which include accompanying responses, are preserved as part of the manuscript copy of Olmos’ grammar which is in the Library of Congress.7 There are also two other manuscripts which only include the first two speeches (Garibay [1953-1954]1992, pp. 53, 404-405).  What may be the complete, or nearly complete, collection was published, with some modification, in 1600 by Juan Bautista Viseo; this book contains all the speeches in the Library of Congress manuscript plus eleven more, one with an accompanying response.  Syntheses of several of these texts in Spanish, undoubtedly provided by Olmos himself, were also published by Las Casas, Zorita, and Torquemada.8  Juan Bautista (1600, ff. 77r-93r) reedited the Spanish versions of the four speeches that Las Casas had published, together with their respective responses.  In 1901, Peñafiel published a new edition of Viseo,
 very deficient in Garibay’s opinion (op. cit., p. 404), and recently, Silva Galeana (1988), with the participation of León-Portilla, published a facsimile of the original together with a transcription and translation of the entire collection into Spanish.


The first and most extensive of these speeches, both in the Library of Congress manuscript and in Juan Bautista’s book, is the “Plática que hace el padre al hijo avisándole, o amonestándole que sea bueno”, which is the one that also occurs at the end of Olmos’ grammar, immediately after the metaphors.  The index of the third part of the grammar gives a list of the contents of the eight chapters of that part and then adds:

¶ Y despues sepondra vnaplatica delas q[ue]solia hazer | antiguam[en]te vn padre a su hijo, en q[ue] se descubre mucho | dela propriedad delalengua.  y enesto se incluye y | con cluye la tercera parte (f. 59v)

[And afterwards will be placed a speech like those which a father in ancient times used to deliver to his son, in which much of the propriety of the language is uncovered and with this the third part is included and concluded]

From a modern perspective, the presence of this text in a grammar might seem strange to us.  However, it is a manifestation of the Alexandrine tradition of grammatical description which emphasized not only grammatical description per se, called methodics by Quintilian, but also the importance of usage, prescriptive norms and the models provided by good authors, what Quintilian called historics (Lucas 2003, p. 43; cf. Nebrija [1492]1984, p. 105).
  This conception of grammar and the cult of good authors declined during the Middle Ages but was revitalized by the Humanist grammarians of the Renaissance.  According to Padley (1976, p. 30),


“It was customary for an ars dictaminis or ars dictandi to be appended to grammatical works, and the whole grammatical output of the Italian Renaissance is colored by rhetorical preocupations and questions of usage. ... Perottus adds a treatise de modo epistolandi.” (Padley 1976, p. 30)9

In order to illustrate the good usage of the Indian languages, the friars would have liked to have been able to cite renowned authors, but they did not find texts of this type among the Americans.  In Olmos’ words:


“La Orthographia y la manera de escreuir y pronu[n]çiar suele setomar delas escrituras de los sabios y antiguos donde las ay, p[er]o enesta lengua q[ue] no tenian escriptura falta esta lumbre y ansi enella hemos de andar adeuinando” (Olmos 1547, f. 70v / pp. 196-197)

[The orthography and manner of writing and pronouncing are usually taken from the writings of the wise and the ancients where they exist, but in this language, which does not have writing, this guiding light is missing and so, we must proceed by guesswork in these matters.]

In order to remedy this absence, the Franciscan friar Bernardino de Sahagún attempted to construct a corpus of texts which could serve as the equivalent of the writings of classical European authors and with which he could compile a dictionary founded upon the best and most prestigious usage of the language, similar to that compiled by the renowned Italian lexicographer, Ambrosio Calepino, for Latin.  At the same time, such a corpus, which we now know as the Florentine codex, could serve as a basis for a grammatical description of the language.  As Sahagún himself explained:

(75)
“Calepino saco los vocablos, y las significationes dellos, y sus equjuocationes, y methaphoras, de la lection, de los poetas, y oradores, y de los otros authores, de la lengua latina:  autorisando todo lo que dize, con los dichos de los authores:  el qual fundamento, me a faltado a mj:  por no auer letras, nj escriptura entre esta gente:  y ansi me fue impossible hazer calepino.  Pero eche los fundame[n]tos, para qujen qujsiere, con facilidad le pueda hazer:  porque por mj industria, se an escripto doze libros:  de lenguaje propio y natural, desta lengua mexicana:  donde allende de ser muy gustosa, y prouechosa escriptura:  hallarse han tambien en ella, todas las maneras de hablar, y todos los vocablos, que esta lengua vsa:  tambien authorizados, y ciertos:  como lo que escriujo Vergilio, y Ciceron, y los demas authores, de la lengua latina.” (Sahagún [1569]1982, p. 50).

[Calepino took the words and their meanings and ambiguities and metaphors from the reading of poets and orators and other Latin authors, justifying everything that he said with that said by the authors, which basis has been lacking in my case, since there was no literature nor writing among these people.  And so it was impossible for me to make a Calepino.  But I laid the foundation so that anyone who likes might easily compile one, because, by my industry, 12 books have been written in the proper and natural Mexican language, wherein, in addition to being very enjoyable and informative writing, will be found also all the ways of speaking and all the words that the language uses, as well documented and true, as that which Virgil or Cicero wrote or the other authors of the Latin tongue.]


The inclusion of the huēhuètlàtōllí in Olmos’ grammar undoubtedly had a similar motivation, that of documenting good and proper usage in Nahuatl.  In addition, as Olmos himself notes at the beginning of chapter 8 of the third part of his grammar, the metaphors which he presents are “maneras de hablar que tenían los viejos en sus pláticas antiguas” (ways of speaking which the elders had in their conversations of old).  That is, Olmos recognizes a special relationship between the metaphors he presents and the huēhuètlàtōllí, a fact which explains why they occur together at the end of his grammar.  He includes the huēhuètlàtōllí not only to document good usage but also in order to illustrate how the metaphors are employed in actual discourse.


To illustrate this point, consider, the previously mentioned metaphor XI about punishment and correction.  In the speech at the end of the grammar (and also in Silva Galeana 1988, §§1-41, from where I cite the examples), one finds the following phrase (cf. §25 in Viseo 1600, §36 in Silva Galeana’s translation, and §27 in the form which appears at the end of the grammar), where a father explains to his son that he should not be surprised if things go poorly for him during his life in the event that he does not accept the punishments and corrections that he receives.  According to the text as it appears in Silva Galeana’s edition, things can go poorly because

auh ca nel ahmo motech oticpacho in colotl, in tzitzicaztli, otiquaqualtiloya

“no arrimaste junto a ti al alacrán, a la ortiga, cuando como comida te era dado” (Silva Galeana, p. 307),

 [you did not gather the scorpion, the nettle, to your side, when it was given to you like food]

That is to say, things might go poorly because a son does not accept the punishment he deserves.  As can be seen in this example, the reference to punishment includes a part of the text of metaphor XI, where punishment is also described in terms of scorpions and nettles which are given to someone to eat and which the person being punished should bring close to himself.


In Olmos’ colection of huēhuètlàtōllí, edited by Juan Bautista in 1600, we find another two instances of this same family of metaphors.  In paragraph 101 (Silva Galeana, 1998, pp. 384, 385) one finds the following passage:

Yhuan ca momac onoc in colotl, in tzitizcaztli, in cecec atl, in pitzahuac tlacotl, in tictequaqualtia, inic titlacazcaltia, titlacahuapahua.

Y en tus manos yace el alacrán, la ortiga, el agua fría; la vara delgada se la haces morder a la gente; así educas a los hombres, los instruyes.

[And in your hands lies the scorpion, the nettle, the cold water; you make people bite the thin rod; thus you educate men, you instruct them]

In this example there appears a third metaphor for punishment, in cecec atl ‘cold water’, which is also found in metaphor XI, and another which is not, in pitzahuac tlacotl ‘thin rod’. That is, the metaphors are manipulated creatively, not according to fixed forms which have been memorized.  The preceeding example also contains the image of giving the people being punished the punishments to eat:  tictequaqualtia ‘you give it to the people to eat’.


In §147 of Silva Galeana’s edition (pp. 436-437), a third example of the use of this metaphor for punishment is found.

inic oc motech quipachozque, motech caxitizque in colotl, in tzitzicaztli

porque aún junto a ti acercarán, a ti harán llegar el alacrán, la ortiga

[because even next to you they will move it close, next to you they will make it arrive, the scorpion, the stinging nettle]

In this case, the expression for moving something close to someone is expressed with a difrasismo, motech quipachozque, motech caxitizque, unlike the examples from metaphor XI and from the huēhuètlàtōllí in the grammar, where only the first member of this couplet is used.


In each one of these examples, bits and pieces of metaphor XI are used as metaphors for punishment, but the combinations vary, the grammatical structures change.  In this way, the speeches of the elders are sprinkled with fragments of many of the metaphors which Olmos presents.  For this reason we believe that the study of Olmos’ metaphors should take into account the language of the huēhuètlàtōllí.  


Another important collection of similar texts are those included in book 6 of Sahagún’s Florentine codex.  In addition to including a list of metaphors in chapter 43, this book also contains many prayers and speeches in the style of the huēhuètlàtōllí.  The importance of metaphors in these texts is explicitly acknowledged.  For example the very first text, a prayer to Tezcatlipoca asking for relief from a plague, includes these words in the introduction:  “cenca maviçauhquj in machiotlatolli |in metaphoras”, which Dibble and Anderson translate as “Highly admirable are the figures of speech, the metaphors” (p. 1).


A third collection of huēhuètlàtōllí like texts was transcribed and translated by Karttunen and Lockhart (1987) from a manuscript which they call the Bancroft dialogues.

6.  Náhuatl poetry and song


Cantares mexicanos:  do we need this section?

7.  Our translation

We trust that our own efforts to translate the metaphors compiled by Olmos will be closer to the mark than that of our predecesors, offering a more dependable exegesis. We have been particularly aided by Amith(s vast experience with the modern spoken Nahuatl of the central Balsas region of Guerrero and his work on the Nahuatl learning environment (www.ldc.upenn.edu/ nahuatl). We have also taken into account previous work on Nahuatl metaphors, in particular those found in Sahagún 1577, and on the huēhuètlàtōllí (Olmos 1547, Sahagún 1577, Juan Bautista 1600, Garibay 1943, Sullivan 1974, Karttunen & Lockhart 1987, Silva Galeana 1988).  In general, we have utilized standard reference works for Nahuatl grammar --Andrews (1975), Launey (19xx) and Carochi (1645)—and vocabulary –Molina (1571), Siméon ([1885]1981), Karttunen (19xx)--.  We have also profited from the Cen project coordinated by Marc Thouvenot and in particular the Wimmer dictionary contained therein.  These sources do not usually receive explicit mention, but are in the background of all that we do.


Discuss our approach to translation; a note on the identification of biological referents; formating into parallelistic lines; an elegant sounding translation.


In what follows, we offer our own transcriptions of the four surviving texts of each metaphor, first that of the second generation Colbert manuscript (BNF-C), then that of the third generation Aubin manuscript (BNF-A),
 and finally those of the fourth generation Tulane manuscript (TUL-F) and Library of Congress manuscript (LC-M). [We will add the C transcription once we obtain a copy.] We also reproduce the text as published by Rémi Siméon (RS). In each case we preserve as much detail of the original as possible:  orthography, spacing, division into lines etc.  Notes explain problems with the reading of the original texts.  These are presented in the section called Original orthography / Ortografía original.  Comment on peculiarities of each manuscript.

These are followed by a Reconstructed version / Versión reconstruida which attempts to reconstitute an idealized version of what Olmos might have originally produced.  However, the text is presented according to its internal syntactic and literary structure as we understand it.  Notes are provided to explain our choices when there are divergent versions of the metaphor.
  Describe orthography:  l/lh = /l/, u/uh = /w/, tç = /ts/, etc.


We then give a Standardized version / Versión normalizada of the metaphor which regularizes the Nahuatl, providing all information available on vowel length and glottal stops, using Carochi’s system of diacritics over a segmental representation based on Olmos to give what we think is an accurate phonological representation of the text.  We organize the text in a fashion parallel to that used for the Reconstructed version.  Describe the standardized orthography:  tç = /ts/, u = /w/, ç/z = /z/, o = /o/, etc.

 
Next we give our Grammatical analysis / Análisis gramatical, which is presented in six lines.  The first line should be the Reconstructed version / Versión reconstruida or the standardized version (we should decide which we are going to use systematically).  The second line gives a morphological division of the standardized version of the text which restores what we think is the actual phonological form of the constituent morphemes
.  The third and fourth lines give a morpheme by morpheme translation into Spanish and into English, respectively.  The fifth and sixth lines give free Spanish and English translations of the line, respectively.  In this section we attempt to refer to other uses and translations of the metaphors in Sahagún’s collection of metaphors, in Viseo’s huēhuètlàtōlli, in the Florentine codex, in Karttunen & Lockhart, and in the Cantares mexicanos.  When a vowel should be separated from a following glottal stop in the morphological analysis, we write V-h (¿or V-`?).  Use of ø.  How detailed an analysis?  We attempt to use abbreviations which can apply equally well in Spanish and in English, to facilitate the conversion from one language to the other.

A free running translation is then given of the whole metaphor, first into English (Free translation) and then into Spanish (Traducción libre).  To what extent (and how) should we indicate the metaphorical meanings as well as the literal meanings in our translations?


The metaphors are numbered with Roman numerals from I to CII according to the presentation in the original manuscripts.

8.  ¿Some sort of presentation of the metaphors contained in Olmos’s text?  Perhaps a list of couplets with commentary or an organization by concepts expressed:  rulership, punishment, etc.?
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� Unfortunately, neither of these grammars of Nahuatl survive.  Olmos’ is the earliest extant grammar of Nahuatl, or of any other American language for that matter.


�The term difrasismo, coined in Spanish by the great Nahuatl scholar Ángel María Garibay, could perhaps be translated as diphrastic expression in English.  It is a term used in studies of Nahuatl literature (and that of other Mesoamerican languages) to refer to a combination of two parallelistic terms to mean a third thing, such as (seat, mat( to refer to the governor, (water, burnt field( to refer to war, (water, mountain( to refer to a town, (skirt, blouse( to refer to a woman, etc.


�This and all other references to Olmos refer to the Aubin manuscript, unless otherwise indicated.


� García Quintana (1972, p. 138) opines that this term does not mean ‘pláticas de los ancianos’ (conversations of the elders), but rather ‘antigua palabra, antiguo discurso’ (ancient word, ancient discourse). However, Molina ([1571]1977, f. 157r) translates veuetlatolli as ‘historia antigua, o dichos de viejos’ (ancient history, or sayings of the elders).  Karttunen & Lockhart 1987, p. 8, note 11, also discuss the meaning of this term, which they are also inclined to translate as ‘old words’.


� See Sullivan and Acuña 1985, León-Portilla and Hernández de León-Portilla 1993, or Smith Stark 2004 for a description of the different manuscripts.


� It is important to keep in mind the distinction between the original of a document, or as in this case a new draft of a document, here represented by Greek letters, and copies which might then be made from that original.  In the case of the different drafts of Olmos’ grammar, none of the surviving copies appears to be an original since they all contain errors of the type one expects when manuscripts are copied by hand.


�Acuña (1985) has questioned the attribution of this vocabulary to Olmos, but both Smith Stark (2002) and Hernández (2004) consider, for complementary reasons, Olmos(s authorship to be likely.�ADVANCE \d12�


�There is an l scratched out between the t and the i.


�Cf. reviews by Smith Stark (1994), Restall (1995) and, especially, Andrews (1998). �ADVANCE \d12�


� See for example Sahagún ([1577]1969, p. 244). Molina [1571]1977 contains the entry Cuitlapilli atlapalli. gente menuda, vasallos, omaceuales. (lower class people, vassals, or commoners).


� The anonymous sermon translated by Smith Stark (1997) has a particularly clear explanation of this metaphor.


� Add a note on Launey’s review of Baudot, Díaz Cíntora and comments about the state of Nahuatl translation.


� Note to ourselves:  Try to find out where Siméon’s papers are and if there might be a manuscript translation of the metaphors among them.


� Here and elsewhere, unless we have reason to do otherwise, we cite from the fine Spanish translation of Siméon’s dictionary done by Josefina Oliva de Coll, rather than the French original.


� We count a total of 66 such fragments in Johansson’s book.


	4Sahagún no enumera sus metáforas.  Les hemos asignado un número secuencial para facilitar la referencia.


� Cf. our analysis of metaphor LXVII.


	5This possibility was first brought to our attention by Alonso Guerrero.


	7Curiosly Baudot ([1977]1995, p. 228) says that both Howard F. Cline in 1969 and he himself in 1972 had looked over the manuscript of Olmos’ Arte in the Library of Congress without finding the collection of huēhuètlàtōllí which is mentioned by Garibay (1954, vol. 1, p. 404).  However it does exist and is found on folios 111-144 at the end of the Arte.


	8In chapters 223 y 224, book 3, of the Apologética historia sumaria of Las Casas [ca. 1561]1967, pp. 437-448, there are four speeches and their corresponding responses:  an exhortation that a (noble) father made to his son, with the son’s response (cf. Silva Galeana 1988, §§1-41), a speech and exhortation which a lady addressed to the queen or supreme lady with the thanks of the queen for the fine exhortation (§§111-122), advice of a worker for his son with the thanks of the son to his father (§§77-89), and the exhortation of a mother to her daughter with the thanks of the daughter to her mother (¿§§42-56?).  Zorita, in the 2nd part of his Relación de la Nueva Espaa, 1565, ch. 4, ff. 183v-187v, and ch. 13, ff. 230v-238r [cf. Ahrndt’ edition, 2001, pp. 151-156 and 209-218, 228-230], and in his “Breve y sumaria relación”, pp. 80-84, 112-122, reproduces seven speeches and the corresponding responses to six of them:  what inferior lords and other important people said when they visited the supreme lords or went to console them for some misfortune which had befallen them and how the lords answered (cf. Silva Galeana 1988, §§95-110), the reasonings of the ladies who went to visit the supreme ladies with the response of the latter (§§111-122), advice that (noble) fathers gave their sons (§§1-41), the workers to their sons (§§77-89), the ladies to their daughters when they wed (not present?), and other women to their daughters (§§42-56?), each with their respective responses, and a speech that an important Indian of Tezcoco delivered to his natives about the arrival of Jesus Christ (§§123-134).  Torquemada, in ch. 36 of book 13 of his Monarquía indiana ([1615]1975-1983, vol. 4, pp. 265-270), includes two speeches:  the speech which a worker father gave to his married son (cf. Silva Galeana 1988, §§77-85) and the exhortation which a mother delivered to her daughter (§§42-56?).


� Note to ourselves:  We should review Peñafiel’s edition and see what he has to say about metaphors, if anything.


� [check the English form of these two terms from Quintilian]


	9N. B.:  According to Herrero Llorente 1995, ars dictaminis (art of dictation) and ars dictandi (art of dictating) are terms used in the Middle Ages for a new rhetorical art which appeared in the 11th century and which had as a goal the creation of models for drafting letters and other documents.


� Our transcription of the Aubin manuscript is based on the digitalized version which was prepared for publication by the Amoxcalli Project at CIESAS, under the direction of Dr. Luz María Mohar Betancourt.


� We have not yet attempted a critical edition of the metaphors, but that is something we might consider instead of the Reconstructed version / Versión reconstruida.


� For the morphophonological representation, we add the Carochi diacritics for vowel length and glottal stop over a standardized version of Olmos’ orthography: a macron over long vowels, a grave accent over vowels followed by glottal stop, a circumflex over vowels followed by a phrase final glottal stop, and an accute accent over short vowels not followed by a glottal stop. Vowels are left unmarked if we have no evidence as to what diacritic they should have.





