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Introduction

he 2004 publication of the facsimile edition of Fray Martin de Muraa’s

Historia del origen y genealogia real de los reyes ingas del Pird, dated 1590
on its frontispiece and referred o here as “Muria 1590,” is a revolutionary
event in Andean and Spanish colonial studies. It was known until 2004 only
through glimpses and brief reports (Jiménez de la Espada 1879, and later),
various partial editions (Gonzilez de la Rosa 1911, Urteaga 1922-25, Loaysa
1946) and a complete one (Bayle 1946). Yet the source of these scholarly efforts
was not “Murda 15907 but rather a copy of it, made in 1890, “Muria 15907 was,
furthermore, confused with another manuscript work (Muria 1613) by the
same author. As a result, “Muria 15907 has been the object of many speculative
and unsubstantiated theories that have obscured, rather than illuminated, the
character of the original. However, the Madrid facsimile, produced thanks to
the vision and guidance of Juan M. Ossio, makes available for the first ime
the evidence that allows us to address four areas needing evaluation: first, the
history of the “Murtia 15907 manuscript and its editions; second, the evidence
of its making, fragmentation, and reconstruction; third, its relationship o the
work (Muriia 1613) with which it is affiliated and to which, for hall a century,
since 1951, it has been compared; and fourth, the assessment of the views about
it that have come to be commonplaces in need of interrogation. With these
four objectives in mind, we turn to the martter that called attention to *Murtia
15907 in the first place, namely, its evidence of the intervention in its pages of
the Andean chronicler, Felipe Guaman Poma de Ayala,

In his Nueva cordnica y buen gobierno (Copenhagen, Royal Library, GKS 2232,
4to) Guaman Poma included a short chapter on “previous chronicles” of the
ancient history of Peru. He mentioned Fray Martin de Murta by name, among
others, and his lengthy comment on Murtia’s work exceeds even those that he
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devoted o José de Acosta and Domingo de Santo Tomas, whose Peruvianist
works Guaman Poma knew well.! His comment reveals his intimate knowledge
of the Mercedarian friar's work:

And another book was that of Fray Martin de Muria of the Order of Our Lady
ol Mercy ol the Redemption of Captives; he wrote about the history of the Incas.
He started to write and he did not finish, or, better said, he neither began nor
ended, because he doces not declare where the Inca came from nor how nor in
what manner nor from whence, nor did he declare if the Incas were legitimate
rulers and how their line came to an end. Nor did he write of the ancient kings
nor of the great lords or of other things, but rather everything [he wrote was]
about [the Incas’] menacing and aggression against the gentile Indians and
about how, frightened by them, the gentdile Indians became idolaters, just as
happened with the Spaniards of Spain, who were gentiles, and the Romans [who
conquered them] had idols to Jupiter and o the calf (Guaman Poma 1615,
1090; our ranslation).

Guaman Poma complained that Muriia had written nothing about the provenance
orlegitimacy of the Incas, nor anything about the ancient dynasties that preceded
them, and that Muria had devoted himself instead to telling a ale of the Incas’
menacing intimidation and conquest of other peoples, forcing them into idolaury,
just as the Romans had conquered and imposed their gods on the ancient
peoples of Spain. Guaman Poma would Later correct this fearsome view of the
Incas in his own work. Our interest here, however, is in the work that provoked
the Andean chronicler’s commentary, Muriia’s Historia general del Pird in the
version ("Muoria 15907) that he had the opportunity o illustrate with pinturas
(water-colored line drawings) in the late 1590s,

The 2004 facsimile publication of “Murtia 153907 invites its immediate examina-
tion. Now we see for the first time not the final manuscript version of Murtia’s
Inca history (title page date of 1613) but most spectacularly this earlier one,
more or less exactly as Guaman Poma would have known it

The close relationship of Guaman Poma to Murta’s works first became evident
with the 1946 publication of Constantino Bayle's edition of *Murtia 1590,” based

U Guamian Poma cited two of the Jesuit Acosta’s works, O nafura novi orbis (1581) and his mission-
ary treatise, D frocuranda indorum saliute (1588), a3 well as the doctrinal works published under
Acosta's supervision by the Third Provineial Counal (1583, 1534). He mentions Dominge de Santo
Tomis's Lexicon o vocabulavio de la fengrea geneved del Perdi (15600, remarking than Same Tonis had
mixed up the varous Andean languages with the Spanish (“libro de bocabulario de la lengua del
Cugco, Chinchaysuyo, Quichiva, todo rrebuclio con la lengua espanola”) (Guaman Poma 1615,
1910907
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on the 1890 copy. Bayle reproduced five drawings whose allinities with those of
Guaman Poma were self-evident.? In 1961 Emilio Mendizibal Losack took up their
study.’ Only one year later, Manuel Ballesteros Gaibrois™ 1962 publication of the
first volume of his edition of Murtia 1613 revealed the presence of three more
ol Guaman Poma’s drawings. These newly revealed illustrations :-mh:-u.-qlwnll}f
became the object of Ballesteros” as well as Mendizibal Losack’s comparativist
interests.*

The intellectual, artistic, and alfective relationships between Guaman Poma
and Muriia have been discussed and debated at length over the past decades.
From Mendizibal's early suggestion that Guaman Poma had been Murtia’s
illustrator the idea developed that Guaman Poma had been Murtia’s main
or only informant. Simultaneously the problem of priority arose: Was Murta
inspired by Guaman Poma’s Nueva corinica, or was the latter inspired by Muria’s
Historiea? This question was variously answered. For Ballesteros, Guaman Poma
had inspired Munria; for Ramiro Condarco Morales, it seemed more probable
that Guaman Poma got the idea of writing an illustrated chronicle from having
worked for Muria over a period of time. The evidence of the Muria/Guaman
Poma relationship, nevertheless, was sparse, since Bayle's edition seemed to reveal
avery unfinished text, with places designated for chapters that were named but
did not appear. In 1996, therefore, great expectations were aroused when the

# Bayle (in Murtia 1946a, 146, 162, 182, 424, 425) reproduced a total of five drawings, We specily
here their coment and location in the 1590 manuscript and its 2004 facsimile, The first is “el trisie

Amaru” being led in rope or chains by the Spanish captain, clad in

il, “Loyola,” that is, the Inca
prince Tupae Amaru being led into his captivity and execution by Martin Gareia de Loyola (I504).
The second is the roval liver of the Inea (154v). The third is a very poor rendition of Pachacuti Inea
holding a Hawte [headband] in hand, which is about 1o be placed on the head of an Inca captain:
“Pachacuti Ynca Yapanagui hace mercedes” (I59¢). The fourth is the sleeping princess, “el sueno de
T srusta”™ (FL45v), and the Tifth i thie graphic ol the "song of the drsta” (F1450s reco).

g Comparing the Bavle edition drawings with those of Guaman Poma, Mendizilal Losack (1961,
254 suggested that Guaman Poma probably made the drawings at Murda’s behest: la semcjanz es
tal que permitivia suponer que Muria copio el dibujo de Waman Puma o, o que seria mis posible,
que las Eiminas de Ta erdnica de Muria las realizd el propio Waman Puma por encargo del fraile
Muraa,”

i Afterinitiating in 1961 ithe Guanman Poma/Muria graphic comparison on the basis of Bavle's edition

of *Murda 1590,” Mendizibal {1963) goes on wo consider "Murda 1615, Ballesteros” considerations

concentrated on Muria [G13 o 1978, he postulated that only two of the Murda 1613 paintings were
draven by Guaman Poma: Huasear Inca ("Modo de caminar de los reyes Incas™) and Chuquillaniu
("Modo de caminar de las covas v reinas™) (fols, 67/84 and 71789, vespectively), and in 1981 he
argued that Guaman Poma's series of diawings of Incas and Covas in the N corduica y bicen gobierso

were the sources for Munia's paintings ol the same subjects.
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Peruvian anthropologist Juan M. Ossio succeeded in tracking down the original
“Muria 1590" manuscript in a private collection in Ireland.’

In December, 2004, eight years afier Ossio’s announcement of his discovery, a
lacsimile of the manuscript, the Cédice Muriia, appeared in Madrid, published by
Testimonio Compaiiia Editorial.® It includes ninety-one water-colored drawings
that with near certainty can be assigned 1o Guaman Poma, and to which can be
added the three such hand-colored drawings already known from the Muria
1613 manuscript. The remaining twenty-one drawings, mostly “portraits” of
Inca kings and their queens, probably were created by one or more artists other
than Guaman Poma, except for the coats of arms included in the portraits of
the Inca queens, which bear the compositional features and stylistic “hand”
typical of Guaman Poma’s heraldic l'(!I]I'{.‘E(.‘ll|.}l|.i0l'l.‘i.? See Appendix 1 for a
survey ol the distribution of the 150 drawings that are extant in the two Murta
manuscripts.

The publication in facsimile of the long-known “Murta 1590 manuscript in its
entirety is, simply put, a major event in Andean and Spanish American colonial
studies. The new facsimile is an important witness to the Muria/Guaman Poma
relationship, and itis imperative to achieve a thorough structural and historical
understanding of the remarkable document that it reproduces.®

As an antecedent to our analysis and interpretation of *Murda 1590,” we
examine the history of the Murda manuscripts and the interpretations of their
relationship that have developed over time. To date, this endeavour has not
been undertaken systematically, but itis a necessary preamble to understanding
the hypotheses that have been put forward regarding the relationship of the
Muria manuscripts. Following the codicological analysis of the earliest version of

* Pablo O Brien (1996) announced the fimd in the Lima press, with an article Featuring Juan Ossio’s
successiul search, Ossio’s (1998, 19949, 2000, 2000-2) announcements soon followed; his admirable
persistence in his pursuic s attested by his 1982 anticle. Ossio’s achievement fullilled the quest of
his predecessor and compatriot, Manuel Gongilez de I Rosa, who nearly a century earlier had
attempied o recover the Murda manuseript found by Marcos Jimdéner de la Espadaat Poyanne.
Gongilez de la Rosa encountered only a late copy, and a bad one, part of which he published in
1911 {see below, section 1.7).

% The wovolume set consists of the Facsimile (Murda 2004, vol. 1), numbered and certified by the
publisher, and an accompanying volume of Ossio’s study (Ossio 2004) andd transeription {(Muria
2004, vol. 2). The general assessment of the principles and quality of Ossio’s tanseription lies
beyond the scope of this investigation; a few comments will he made on it however, as pertinent to
our investigation, See below, notes 44, 83, 91, 157 wnd 142,

¥ Sece below, section 3.7.1, nowe 1449,

* We have underaken similar studies of the related manuseripts, Guaman Poma 1615 (Adorne 2002;
Boserup and Adorne 20053, 20083b, 2005¢) and Murw 1613 (Adlorno 2004; Boserop 2004a).
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Muraa’s Historia, we consider the similarities and difTerences between this work
and Guaman Poma’s Nueva corinica, and we take another look at the literary and
artistic relationships between the Mercedarian friar and his one-time Andean
collaborator. We close with new insights into Guaman Poma’s work’s dependence
on, and departure from, that of the Mercedarian friar about whom, as we have
already scen, his remarks were never generous,”

In his presentation of Murda 2004, Ossio suggests that the manuscript he
publishes consists of an aggregation of materials brought together from carlier
drafts of the Historia. Following Ballesteros and extending the Spanish historian’s
views, Ossio presents the newly found manuseript as an assemblage of pieces
of various distinct manuscript drafts whose value resides in the preservation of
their drawings and whose implications suggest the existence of many unfinished
drafis like itself.

Our study points in another direction. We show that when correctly interpreted
in its structure and development, “Murda 1590” reveals itself to be not a loose
assem blage ol disparate elements but rather an object once crafted, then
disaggregated, and finally reassembled. It is, in short, a single unitary entity.
We argue, furthermore, that “Murta 1590™ turns out to have been produced
in 1596 (or a little later) and that its first three parts are a fair copy of a lost
manuscript, the “real” Muriga 1590. To demonstrate these findings, we divide
our study as lollows:

[n Part One we wace the history of scholarship on Muria’s manuscripts from
the seventeenth century to the present day. We analyse the texts of these early
bibliographic citations and descriptions and show where they have been right,
and where they have gone wrong. In general, carly misinterpretations, once made,
were carried lorward, due primarily to the impossibility ol directly r..-x;lmining
the manuscripts in question. We undertake this part of our investigation in
great detail because it is erucial to understanding how canonized views ol the
Murtia textual tradition have emerged and therefore how they have affected
recent and current thinking about the character of, and relationship between,
Muria’s works.

In Parts Two and Three, we analyze the "Muria 1590" manuscript from
structural and historical viewpoints, respectively. Itis our contention that in spite
of the inevitable limitation of information offered by a facsimile, it is possible,
on its evidence alone, to make a nearly exhaustive codicological analysis of
the manuscript. We show that what first seems to be an extremely complicated
hybrid codex turns out to be the result of procedures undergone by one single
manuscript, ninety percent of which has been preserved more or less intact. We

S Guaman Poma (1615, G62-663) atributes w Muoria outrages of all sorts against the Indians of the
parishes he served,
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demonstrate, furthermore, that *Murda 15907 is an expanded copy, produced
starting in 1596 or later, of a version that was briefer, lacked illustrations, and had
been completed in and/or dated 1590, The structural and historical approaches,
we believe, are complementary, and together they corroborate the general model
of the early history of the manuscript that we propose.

In Part Four, we consider the relationship of Murta and Guaman Poma on
the basis of this new understanding of Muria’s carly, pre-"Muria 15907 version
of his Histeria. We challenge the view that Goaman Poma became Murda's
informant and artist while working on his own Nueva cordnica. Instead, we argue
that Guaman Poma’s work as Muria’s illustrator and his close acquaintance
with his work became an important step in his own, later decision to become
a “chronicler,” not like Murtia but, in juxtaposition il not opposition to him, a
“new” chronicler, telling his own wrath on the hasis of his knowledge of Andean
historical tradition and the indigenous experience of colonial oppression.

We now turn to the emergence of “Muria 1590 in Americana bibliography
and its editorial history in relation to that of Muriia 1613, To do so, we must
make reference to three manuscripts:

“Muriiee 15907

P{oyanne), the manuscript of which the newly published Codire Muriia is a
facsimile, studied for the first time in 1879 by Marcos Jiménez de la Espada in
the Spanish Jesuit house (Province of Castile) in Poyanne in southern France
and currently owned by Mr. Sean Galvin, ol County Meath, Ireland. It bears two
titles. One was copied from an earlier and briefer version of the same work,
Historie del origen, y genealogia Real de los Reyes ingas del Pivi. De sus hechos, costumbres,
trages, y manera de gouierno. The other was added later and anticipated the title of
Muria 1613: Ystoria general e fibro def ovigen v descendencia de los yneas seitores deste
[obscidental] Reyno obsciddental del Pirie donee se onen tas conquistas que hicieran de
diferentes provingias ¥ naciones y guervas ciuiles asta la entrada de los espaiofes, con su
moda de governar, condicion y trato, y la deserifion [sic] de las mas principales ciudeedes
y willas destes amplissimes fprowincias.

L{oyola), the manuscript which is a copy of P, made in 1890 at the Jesuit house
in Loyola, Guiptizcoa, Spain, where it is still housed.

Muria 1613:

S(alamanca), the manuscript now housed at The J. Paul Getty Museum in Los
Angeles, California, whose modern examination began in 1782 when Juan
Bautista Munoz came upon it in the Colegio Mayor de Cuenca in Salamanca,
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Spain, and described its contents. This one carries on its title page the title,
Historia general del Pirii. Ovigen y decendencin de los Yncas. Donde se trada, assi de las
guervas civiles suyas, como de le entrade de los esparioles, deseripeion de las citeelades y
lugares del, con otras cosas notalles,

Part One. Manuscripts and Editions of “Muria 15907 (P) and Muria 1613 (S)

1.1. tarliest Traces of S

Muria’s manuscript work made its way into the earliest bibliographic repertories
that included writings on the Americas. In 1672 the great Spanish bibliographer,
Nicolds Antonio (1617-1684), was the first to cite Muria’s work (S). It appeared
in Antonio’s twovolume Bibliotheca hispana, sive hispanorum ... notitie (Rome,
1672):

F. MARTINUS DE MURUA, Cantaber, patria ex Garnica oppido, ordinis 8. Maria
de Mercede redemptionis captivorum, scripsit — Historia general de los Ingas del
Pint, circa annum MDCXVIIIL cum iconibus vestium, armorum, ceterorumegue
indumentorum ¢jus gentis coloribus suis distinctis: quae ex Bibliotheca domus
Matritensis transiit in Bibliothecam D). Laurenti Ramirez de Prado regii Senatoris,
authoribus mihi Fratre Petro a Sancto Caecilio ejusdem ordinis in M.S. libello De
Familice suee Scriptoribus, & Mustriss. D. Andstite Hydruntino D. Gabriele Adarzo
Santanderio literis ad me datis (Antonio 1672, vol, 2, . 86) L

F. Martin de Muria. Cantabrian, native of the city of Guernica, of the Order of
Saint Mary of Mercy and Redemption of Captives, wrote Historia general de los
Incas del Pivi, around the year 1618 with images of the clothing, arms, and other
attire of that people in different colors: from the library of the house [of the
Order] in Madrid, it came into the library of the royal councilor, don Lorenzo
Ramirez de Prado, as is attested by my sources, fray Pedro de San Cecilio of the
same order in his manuscript booklet, *On authors of his family [order],” and
by the illustrious bishop of Otranto, don Gabriel Adarzo Santander in a letter
sent to me.'!

" The posthumous 1788 edition of Nicolds Antonio’s work, under the e Bifidiatheca hispeena reove
stue hispenorum sceiptorwn, gui al aane ME ad MDCLXXXIV flovaere, notitia, also includes this entry
(Antonio 1788, vol. 2, pp. 106-107).

" Our transkution, A recent Spanish translation misreads “vestiom™ as “bestiarom”™ and s mis-
translates the phrase “with images of clothing” as “with images of animals™ (las imigenes de los
animales) (Antomio 19949, 131).
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It is evident that Nicolis Antonio referenced the S manuscript here, hoth
because of the tide “Historia general” and the date “circa annum MDCXVIIL”
Both comments refer to the manuscript that had been approved for publication
in 1616.

Antonio’s remarks give us the wrack ol the earliest movement of Murtia’s S
manuscript in Spain. From the Mercedarian house it went 1o the library of don
Lorenzo Ramirez de Prado, according to fray Pedro de San Cecilio and fray
Gabriel Adarzo y Santander, the Mercedarians whom Antenio consulted. Both
were involved in literary and historiographic matters pertinent to Mercedarian
participation in the Spanish conquest of the Indies. Pedro de San Cecilio was the
author of Anales de los Descalzos de la Merced, published posthumously in Madrid
in 1669, in which he argued that a Mercedarian bad accompanied Columbus on
his first \'(_:}'ug{:,m Gabriel Adarzo y Santander (1599-1674) is the author of works
cited in Antonio’s 1672 Bibliotheca Nispeana sive hispanorum ... nofitia (Antonio
1672, vol. 1, pp. 384-385). Adarzo held the post of Provincial Secretary of the
Order of Mercy in Madrid, and, according 1o Carmelo Sienz de Santa Maria
(19582, vol. I, pp. xxivxxv), he was responsible for some sixty Mercedarian-theme
interpolations made into the manuscript copy of Bernal Diaz del Castillo’s Historia
verdadera de la conguista de la Nueva Expaiio, which, prior o its 1632 printing under
the supervision of the Mercedarian order’s appointed chronicler, Fray Alonso
Remon, had been housed in the library of Ramirez de Prado.

Don Lorenzo Ramirez de Prado (1583-1658) was a distinguished man of state
and letters. The king's chiel chronicler at the time, Gil Gonzilez Divila, praised
don Lorenzo as a “well known and great henefactor of the histories of Spain and
the New World, a true master (devourer) of humane and learned letters.” A

B Vizgues Niner 1965, 235; Penedo Rey 19735, xciv, olii, Referving to this Fr: Juan Infante, San Cecilio
(1669, vol. 2, p. 141, cited by Viiegues Nanez 1968, 20) declares: “Dévele el mundo aeste senalado

vardn gran parte del beneficio que wodo él recibio con el descubrimicnto de las Indias Oceidenuales,
por haber ayucado a Cliristdval Colon, fomentando sus intentos, apovando sus razones, y thindole so
mesa v celda en que vivir muchos meses en el Convento de Ta Merced de Coardoba,” Viteques Nides
(1968, 2890} describes San Cecilio as "uno de los hombres miis curiosos de sua sighe,”

B Ledn Pinelo (1958, 75) remarks that he had examined the original Bernal Dine manuscript in

Ramirez de Prado’s libeary and that Frav Alonso Remdn®s copy of it, at court at the time of Ledn's
writing, had been corrected and was ready to print. This suggests that the Mercedarian imterpolaions
already had been entered by 1629, which means that Remdn himsell, not Adarzo afier Reman’s
ceath as suggested by Sdene de Santa Maria, was the likely author of the interpolations.

" Gongiler Diivila (1959, vol. 1, p. 203) deseribed don Lorenzo thus: “paiblico v gran bienhechaor de

las historias de Espana, v de las del Nuevo Mundo, verdadero acaparador de Tas Letras humanas, y

Curioss.” .nl:l".lluh:a.rmguus {19430, 138) cited the original 1649 imprim. lrunﬁcrihing ";lul.]r.lr.ulm'"
{master, devourer), which we have retained here, rather than the modern edition’s “ampare”

{protector).
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member of the Order of Santiago, don Lorenzo was a long-time councilor in
the Real Consejo de Indias (1626-1654) as well as a member (from 1642) of the
Real Consejo de Castilla (Schifer 1935, vol. 1, p. 358). Hisvast library contained
dozens ol works on Americanist topics, including, most lamously, the manuscript
of Bernal Diaz’s Historia verdadera. Several men of letters, including Antonio de
Leon Pinelo, formally dedicated their own works to him." Ledn Pinelo (1958,
163-164) acknowledged Ramirez’s “universal learning” and also remarked on
Ramirez's library holdings as a significant bibliographic resource for his own
1629 work.'® A manuscript like Muria’s 1613 work was no doubt highly prized
by Ramirez de Prado, combining his Americanist interests in native cultures and
Spanish interventions in the Indies.

Ramirez de Prado’s relationship with the Mercedarians is easily documented
through his relationship with Fray Alonso Remdan, the chronicler ol the
Mercedarian Order who dedicated his 1632 edition of Bernal Diuz's Historia
verdadera to don Lorenzo. Remon remarked that he returned 1o don Lorenzo
in print the work that he had held in his library in manuscript, and he praised
don Lorenzo’s library collection as being so great in number and so excellent
in its selection that it would be difficult to add a book that he did not already
|}0&scss.” Constantino Bayle (1946, 35, note 12) suggested that the Mercedarians
could have given the Murta 1613 manuseript to Ramirez de Prado in exchange
for that of Bernal Diaz. Whether these were the circumstances or not, the Murtia
manuscript went from the Mercedarian convent to don Lorenzo’s library affer
Ledn Pinelo put the finishing touches on his Epifome in the late 1620s,

Although Ledn Pinelo did not have Ramirez de Prado’s Muria 1613 at his
disposal in order to include itin his 1629 publication, Andrés Gongdlez de Barcia
included Antonio’s 1672 or 1688 notice of it when he edited and expanded

Ledn Pinelo’s Epitome de la biblioteca oriental y occidental, nawlical y geogrifica in
1757-38:

¥ Ledn Pinelo dedicaved his Fratade de confirmaciones veales (Madrid, 1630) 10 don Lorenzo
{(Entambasaguas 1943a, 102),

" Ledn Pinelo (1958, 163-164) vemarked abow Ramirez de Prado: “Con i eradits obras ha
manifestado parte de sus universales estudios... De su librerfa, que es copiosissima, me vali parsa
esta obra, ko que por ella consta.”

' Reman (in Diaz del Castillo, 1632, fol. 7r) declares: “A su libreria de Voestra Seforia an grande
e nmero y an rara en eleccion apenas se puede afadir ibro que no tenga, v a la liberalidad de
s dueno nada se le puede dar que no haya dado, y asi vaelvo a Vouestra Seioria impreso, lo que nos

cornLmicad manuserito, en honra de los EJiild:.’l.\'U‘i oficios de mi sagrada religion, y noticias ciertas de

los notables hechos v de no pensados acaceimicntos que se vieron en las primeras conquisias de
Nueva Espana.” See Diaz del Castillo 1982, vol. 1, p. xxxii,
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MARTIN DE MURUA, fistoria General de los Incas, que escrivia cerca del Ano
1618 con los Retratos, Insignias, i Vestidos de estos Reies, M.S, segun don Nicolds
Antonio (Ledn Pinelo 1737-38, vol. 2, col. G44).

It is this mention in Barcia’s edition that has given rise to the erroneous notion
that Ledn Pinelo himself, in 1629, had listed Muria’s mmmscripl,m While Ledn
Pinelo did not mention Munia’s Inca history in his “Historias del Perid” section
{Title VIII of the “Biblioteca occidental™) or anywhere else in his 1629 work,
Barcia, a century later, was able to expand to a total ol one hundred and twenty
entries the original list of twenty-four titles of manuscript and printed works on
Peru that Ledn Pinelo had cited in 16249,

Nicolids Antonio’s description of Muria'’s work continued o be a primary
source of information into the early nineteenth century, notably in Antonio de
Alcedo vy Herrera's 1 807 Bibliothecrr Amevicane

Muriia, Martin de.—Nacié en Garnica del Senorio de Vizcaya, entrd religioso
del Orden de la Merced, y escribid segiin don Nicolids Antonio: Historia general
de los Quipos de los indios v otras antigiiedades del Peri, con muchos retratos
y dibujos de ellas, escrito ¢l ano de 1618.—Manuscrito. Estaba en la libreria
de don Lorenzo Ramirez de Prado, del Conscjo de Casiilla (Aleedo y Herrera
1964, vol. 2, p. 84).

As is evident, Alcedo, too, created his entry [rom Antonio’s description of
the Murda 1613 manuscript, save lor the unusual reference o the work as a
“history of the quipus.” Once again, the illustrations are the salient feature of
the bibliographic description.

1.2, fuan Bautista Munoz (1782) Discovers S But Does Not Cofiy It

The migration of Muraa 1613 [rom the personal library of Lorenzo Ramirez de
Prado 1o the Colegio Mayor de Cuenca in Salamanca oceurred a [ew years alter
the death of Ramirez de Prado in 1658, His widow, dona Lorenza de Girdenasy
Valda, whom Nicolis Antonio described as a *lectissima ac nobilissima fiemina,”
sold the library after a long delay, which was due to the Inquisition’s inspection
and inventorying of the library, removing prohibited books that Ramirez de Prado
had possessed with ecclesiastical permission, and expurgating many others."”
The bulk of the library’s holdings were purchased by the Colegio.

* Horacio H. Urtcaga (1922, p. ) alludes w Lean Pinelo’s presumed mention of Muorga, and Porras
Barrencehen (1946, p. x) ervoneously states: “Pinelo aliomd tambicn que ilustraban kv olwa retratos

de los Ineas y pinturas de insignias y vestidos,”
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The sale of Ramirez de Prado’s library to the Colegio Mayor de Cuenca is
confirmed by the investigations made at the Colegio Mayor in 1782 by the
great Spanish cosmographer, historian, and founder of the Archivo General de
Indias, Juan Bautista Munoz (1745-1799).%" Munoz identified the provenance of
the Colegio Mayor’s library holdings which he examined, and which included
the listing of the Muria 1613 manuscript, as coming from Ramirez de Prado’s
library: “Biblioteca del Colegio de Cuenca = Su fondo la de D. Lor® Ramirez
de Prado.™!

Munoz haed searched for Americanist materials in the libraries of Salamanca,
including the Colegio Mayor de Cuenca, Colegio de San Bartolomé, Colegio
Viejo, the municipal archive, and those of the university and the cathedral,
from July 29 to August 11, 1782.2 The Colegio Mayor de Cuenca was the site of
Munioz’s richest finds, including works of Hernando Coldn and the Quinguagenas
of Gonzalo Ferndnderz de Oviedo (Ballesteros Berewa 1954, xxiv). Thus the Munia
manuscript formed part of a larger Americanist collection in the Colegio Mayor
de Cuenca’s library, just as it had done in that of Ramirez de Prado. Additionally,

" Entrambasaguas 1943a, 88, 118120, One of dofia Lorenza’s petitions 1o the Holy Office during
this time included a domestic appeal: notonly had she lost many opportunities o sell the brary a
home and even abroad, but the floors of rooms where the books were kept were collapsing under
their weight “[M]ds de wres anos que ha que le padezeo sin ot cansa que este esamen parece que
es Ragon Librarme del aniendo yo progedido con la reealidad puntualicdad y lisura que se a visto, y
Lan i mi costa que no es facil de contar Los danos que se me an segido pues demidis de aver perdido
muchas ocassiones de VenderLa s denvro y fuera despana y estar a pique de Vidirse Las piceas
en que st por ser muy viejas v estarse viendo sin poderlas reparar asta que se desocupara L7 (cited
by Entrambasaguas 1943a, 2146),

' Tewas Marcos Jiménes cde Ta Espaca (1892, 456-157, note 1) who in 1892 fiest mentioned Muioe's
discovery and examination of Muria’s Historia geneval (identified, as noted, as 8) at the Colegio
Mavor de Cuenca in Salomanca,

* Real Academia de la Historia, Munoz Collection, v 93, £ 170, Enteambasaguas {1943, 121, nowe
2}, who cxamined the Munos Collection’s volume 93 in the carly 19405, tanseribes this note, In
his research in the Colegio Mayor de Coenca, Muioz may have heen guided to the Muria 1613
manuscript by consulting an inventory prepared by Andreés Navarro, a fellow of the Colegio, also
in 1782, now Madrid BN, MS 2052, According o Hobson (1976, 491, 495), who memions this
inventory, Murta 1613 is listed on s fol, 32,

# Ballesteros Berera 1954, xxiv. The vear was not 1785, as asserted by Espada and repeated by
Ballesteraos (1962, vol. 1, pp. xxvii, xxxi, xsxii) ane Ossio (20064, 12). By early 1784, Mufoz was alveady
in Andalusia, mostly in Seville, making preparations For the creation of the Archivo General de
Inelias; after his September, 17835, return o Madrid he remained there, continuing his investigations
and supervising the preparation of shipments of documents 1o he sent to Seville (sce Bas Martin
2000, FO-102).,
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Munoz located the papers of Pedro de 1a Gasea, president of the Real Audiencia
of Lima (1546-49), at Salamanca’s Colegio de San Bartolomé.

Munoz discovered, examined, and described S, but he did not make a copy of
it. This is an important fact which has escaped scholars for more than a century,
from Jiménez de la Espada through Ballesteros and Ossio. The misunderstanding
apparently began with Espada (1879, p. xxxviii), who turned Munoz’s discovery
and mention of the work into a full transcription of it ("copiada por D. Juan
Bautista Munoz para su coleccion™). Ballesteros (1962, vol.1, p. xxxi) repeated
the unverified assertion ("Scgunda copia.—Que bien pudiera ser la primera,
que ordend Munoz y que se halla catalogada en su Coleeciin”). Most recently,
Ossio (2004, 12) assumed and emphatically reaffirmed the existence of a “Copia
Mutioz” in a reference to versions of Muriaa’s works known up to the time of
Ballesteros: “Un original desaparecido en el Colegio Menor™ de Cuenca de
Salamanca que [ue visto y trascrito por el anio de 1785 por el americanista espanol
Juan Bautista Muiioz.”

The careful examination of the Real Academia de la Historia’s 1954-56 caalog
of the Munoz Collection reveals, however, that the pertinent Munoz volume
contained only limited reference to Muria’s work.” Although volume A-120-
cum-93-cum-75 disappeared from the Academy deecades ago, the contents of this
398-folio volume are meticulously described, entry by entry and folio by lolio,
in the Real Academia’s Muiioz Collection catalog (Real Academia de la Historia
1954-56, vol. 2, pp. 485-493).

Inn 2 briel, three-folio entry in his volume of nearly four hundred folios that
was described in 1799 as consisting of an “index of manuscripts on the Indies,”
Munoz made annotations pertaining to various books that he had examined in
the Colegio Mayor de Cuenca in Salamanca.”® We discover that instead of o copy
or even a substantive extract of the Muria 1613 manuscript, Muiioz prepared only

# Error for: Mavor,

“ Mooz had produced 95 lolio-size volumes on the subject of the Indies, and the tome which interests
us was numbered 92 through Espada’s day and bevond the carly E90s investigations, cited above,
af Entrambasaguas and, ciled below, of Pors Barrenechea, Yer only 76 of these Indies-oriented
volumes were among the 108 womes that in 1517 had been transferred from the King's library wo the
Real Academia de la Historia, Hence, when the Academy produced its 19534-56 catalog, it made the
decision W renumber consecutively the volumes in s possession, and it gave volune 93 the modern
number of 75 in order to ereate a consecutive enumeration of the volumes actually present i the
Academy at the time (Real Academia de la Historia 195456, vol, 1, pp. Hik, Volume 93-cum-75 had
an even carlier Roval Academy designation, as “A-1207 (Real Academia de ki Historia 195456, vol.
2, pp. iy 4806), and it has been cited as such by scholars, i c., Beaujouan (1962, 35),

“The volume s descrilyed as an “index of Ill'cllll:.'il'l"lpl.*" (“Incias, Indice de Mss™) and the enry in

question, s “annations about cerain books” (“Anotciones sabre algunos libros referentes a Indias
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a brief description of its contents and made a copy of the signature and rubric
of the king’s censor, Pedro de Valencia. The catalog describes these materials,
and their full extent is conflined 1o folio 217 of volume 93: “Se hace extraclo de
su contenide y se copia la lirma y ribrica de Pedro de Valencia, Censor de la
Historia Generad def Perit. .. de Fray Martin de Munia” (Real Academia de la Historia
1954-56, vol. 2, p. 491 [vol. 75, no. 1.72.‘1]).:“ Like Entrambasaguas, and, also
in the early 1940s, Rail Porras Barrenechea examined the Munoz Collection’s
volume 93 belore its disappearance from the Real Academia de la Historia.*” It
is thus to Porras Barrenechea (1962, 381; idem, 1986, pp. 430-431) that we owe
the transcription of the full contents of Munoz’s annotations, which had been
written in Munoz's own hand, according to the catalog (Real Academia de la
Historia 1954-56, vol. 2, p. 491). In the end, Munoz’s remarks about Muria’s S
manuscript are limited to a single folio of the three described as consisting of
“Anotaciones sobre algunos libros referentes a Indias de la Biblioteca del Colegio
mavor de Cuenca, de Salamanca. Fo[lio]s 214-217." Porras Barrenechea copies
from “p. 2177 of the Munoz volume the full entry, which must have appeared
under a transcription of the title page of §:

Un tomo en folio de 367 paginas, aunque hay algunas cortadas por los que
censuraron la obra, testados algunos trozos particularmente cuando se declara
contra ¢l vicio v crueldad de los espanoles: Dividese en tres libros: 17 Desde el
origen de los Incas hasta el establecimiento pacilico del dominio espanol; 2° Del
Gobierno que los Incas tuvieron y ritos que guardaron, 3° Descripeion General
del Perti y de sus ciudades y villas. Van groseramente pintados los Incas con sus
Covas y mujeres, su modo de caminar en andas, las armas antiguas del Per,

e L Biblioteea del Colegio mayor de Cuenca, de Salamanca. Follio]s 21-21707) (Real Academia
e Il Hlistorin 195456, vol. 1, pp. Li-ii, vol. 2, pp.ix, 491). This is neguive evidence regarding the
possibility of 3 Munoz copy of the Muria manuseript,

*The comems of the other 395 folios of vohone 93 (there was an ervor in the folios” numbering,
as the editor notes, jumping from “358"7 10 509" [Real Academia de Ta Fhstoria 195456, vol. 2,
p. 2] included other materials that Munoz had located at the Colegio Mayor de Cuenea: a
docoment bundle of maerials presented w the Consejo de Indias in 1602-1604 and a copy of the
alreidy-mentioned index of the manuseripts held an the Colegio Mayvor de Coencacat the time (Real
Academia de la Historia 1954-56, vol. 2, pp. 490-491 [vol. 75, nos. 1.720-1.722]; Entrambasaguas
T9dia, 121, note #).

# The 19605 publication dates of Porras Barrencchen’s work on Muriia are misleading: he carried
out this work in the F90s but it was not published uniil two decades ke, His Los crondstas del Perit
wort i mational price in 1945, but it did notappear in print until 162 (Porras Barrencchea 1962,
SZA, note 1), and his Fuentes bistivicas pervanas, published in 1963, reproduces the mimeographed
version of the work that he had prepared in 145 (Porras Barrenechea 1963, 8).
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Proceden [un informe] de don Quinones, Gobernador y Capitin General de
Tucumiin, aprobando la obra, fecha en Cordova del Tucumiin a 28 de Setiembre
de 1614 (original). Aprobaciones también originales del Comisario del Santo
Oficio Licenciado Franciscano de Trejo, fecha en Buenos Aires a 17 de Setiembre
de 1614 y de otro Comisario de Inquisicion en 25 de Agosto de 1611, y otras
arias fechas en 1611, 12, 13, 14 v 15. La censura de Pedro de Valencia, dado el
orden del Consejo en Madrid, a 28 de Avril de 1616 en que apruchan la obra
{ Coleccion Musioz, Tomo 93, pag. 217 v.).

The brevity of this report and the three-folio entry that includes it is confirmed
by Justo Pastor Fustér’s authoritative 1830 survey of Muioz’s work, which was
based on the inventory of Munoz's collection made immediately after his death
in 1799 (Pastor Fustér 1827-30, vol. 2, pp. 2{}2—238).3" Pastor Fustér describes the
folio 214-217 entry of the volume as "Nota de libros de la Biblioteca del Colegio
de Cuenca” (Pastor Fustér 1827-30, vol. 2, p. 227),

To have discovered that Munoz never made a copy of the Murtia 1613 manu-
script has major implications for past and current theories about the number
of extant or lost copies of his work and their relationship to the works at hand
(see below, section 1.14.1). Although Munoz did not make a copy of §, he was
the first witness ever to record the existence of elements of the P manuscript,
albeit unknowingly. His reference to images that depicted the Incas’ manner
of going about in procession ("su modo de caminar en andas™) describes two
of the drawings that had been removed from P and inserted into S (see below,
section 2.11.1, with Table 7).

1.3. Disappearance of S

The § manuscript fell out of sight with the suppression of Spain’s colegios mayores.
That is, in the 1770s Charles 111 had caused the six colegios mayores gradually to
become extinct by allowing vacancies to go unfilled, and Charles IV (r. 1788-1808)
issued a decree in September of 1798 to take over their properties (Beaujouan
1962, 42-43). Don Antonio Tavira y Almazin, the “bibliophile bishop™ of Salamanca
who, as a University of Salamanca professor had demonstrated his deep interest
in bibliographic and educational history, inventoried the libraries of the colegios
mayores between 1799 and 1802, All of Tavira’s work can be consulted at the
Biblioteca Nacional in Madrid (Beaujouan 1962, 43-45; Carabias Torres 1983,

 Pastor Fustér's detailed inventory of the manusceript books that Muno: bequeathed 1o the king is
credited with following quite closely ("probablemente trsunto literal™) the Trdice de fa Coleccion that
was compiled in 1799 by Real Academicians don Joaguin Traggia and don Manuel Abella with the

assistance of court officials {Real Academia de la Historia 195456, vol. 1, pp. xlix-1).
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145). Charles IV was an avid bibliophile, and from his ascent to the throne in
1788 until 1811, the palace library expanded to some 20,000 volumes. Around
1800 he “appears to have decided to assemble a central archive of documents
relating to Spanish history,” and in the next eight years he amassed a large
number of manuscripts, including those of Salamanca’s colegios mayores of San
Bartolomé and Cuenca (Hobson 1976, 487). Beaujouan (1962, 45) estimates
that the manuscripts were ransferred [rom Salamanca o the private library of
the king, the Biblioteca del Palacio, in the final months of 1802 or the beginning
of 1803, In one of the manuscript copies of the inventory of the Colegio Mayor
de Cuenca library is found the notation: “Esta libreria como la de todos los
colegios mavores se traxo a Madrid al real Palacio para la biblioteca particular
de 5. Majestad” (cited by Beaujouan 1962, 35, note 5).

These holdings were subsequently “requisitioned,” along with many other
Spanish weasures, by Joseph Bonaparte, who acted as king of Spain from 1808
o 1813. When the French were defeated in the bawde at Vitoria in 1813, with
Lord Wellington commanding the Anglo-Portuguese ane Sp;inish army, the war
booty, delivered to Wellington the following day, consisted of some two hundred
rolled-up paintings, state papers and private correspondence, drawings and prints,
and some thirty-two printand manuscript volumes, one of which was the Murtia §
manuscript (Hobson 1976, 485). Thus S became part of the library of Sir Arthur
Wellesley (1769-1852), the first Duke of Wellington (titled as the duke of Ciudad
Rodrigo in Spain), who in 1815 led the army tha defeated the French at the Baule
of Waterloo. Muria’s manuscript remained there, unknown wo the scholarly world,
for nearly a century and a half, until 1951 when Miguel Enguidanos Requena,
wm'king on behalf of Manuel Ballesteros Gaibrois, located itin the duke’s library
and Ballesteros published itin 1962-64 (sce below, section 1.10).

1.4. Marcos fiménez de la Espada (1879): Discovery of P

Nearly a century after Munoz examined 8 in Salamanca, Espada consulted, and
ook notes from, Munoz’s description ol 8. By way ol intraduction to his 1879
edition of Tres velaciones de antigiiedades peruanas, Espada wrote a letter/prologue
to the Count of Toreno that includes this description of Murda’s work:

la Historia geneval del Penii, ovigen y descendencia de los fncas, pueblos, ciudades, ete.,
ano de 1616, por el P.Fr. Martin de Murtia, arcediano, comendador y cura de
Huata, copiada por D. Juan Bawtista Murioz para su coleceion, y gue Pinelo cita con
fecha incierta y anadiendo que la ilustraban los retratos de los Incas, y pinturas
de insignias y vestidos de estos rc)f{:,‘;,:u

# Our emphasis, "Carta al Exemo. Se D, Francisco de Borja Queipo de Liano, Conde de Toreno™ in
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By Espada’s choice of terms to describe the manuseript and its author, it is evident
that he is reporting information about § and thatall the bibliographic data comes
from Munoz, not Pinelo. The source of the phrases, “Historia general del Per,
origen y descendencia de los Incas™ and “comendador y cura de Huata,” is the
title page ol S, no doubt as conveyed by Munioz, The date of 1616 appeared in
the Munoz entry itself, as we saw that entry quoted in [ull by Porras Barrenechea
(see above, section 1.2). However, Espada’s reference to Pinelo can only be 1o
Andrés Gonzilez de Barcia's eighteenth-century edition of the 1629 Epitome,
because Leon Pinelo himself apparently did not know of, because he did not
reference, Muria’s work. The source for the phrase, “los retratos de los Incas,
v pinturas de insignias y vestidos,” is unequvocally Barcia’s 1737-38 edition of
Pinclo’ Epitome (sce above, section 1.1).

In this light, the anomalous reference to Muria as “arcediano” is likely to be
Espada’s interpretation ol the title of “clector de capitulo general,” for so Muria
was identified, with respect to the provinces of Peru and sometimes Castile, in
the approbations that precede the 1613 text (Ballesteros1962, vol. 1, pp. 5-14).
Bayle pointed out that the title of *arcediano” could not have corresponded to
Murtia, and Ballesteros expressed the same misgiving. ™

Regarding Espada’s assertion that Munoz made a copy of Muria's work,
there is, as we have scen, absolutely no evidence for it. In any case, Espada’s
1879 description of § gave rise (o the erroncous notion that Munoz had made
a complete copy ol the Muwriaa 1613 manuscript, and as we shall sce, it is a
statement that Espada repeated in 1892, when he described P It is clear that
Espada’s information is hearsay and that he did not consult Munoz’s manuscript
volume closely. If he had done so, he would have seen that Munoz had not made
a copy of the work.

In the same year (1879) as he published the Ties welaciones, Jiménez de la
Espada came upon P (*Murda 15907) at the Jesuit College in Poyanne in southern
France.

Espada did not publish the results of his 1879 examination of the Poyanne
manuscript until 1892, There he quoted the full tide of P and explicitly pointed
out the divergence of the tiles ol the two manuscripts. However, he was still

Jiméner de Ta Espada, ed. (1879, xoonviii ). Espada brielly mentions Murtia's manuseriptas e informs
the count about a handfol of works o Spanish authorship, written about Peruvian antiquities in the

middle of the seventeenth century. Urteaga (1922, pov) Luer cites Fspada’s description (which is

ol 5) in his edition of L {copy of ).
# Payle (19446, 3) writes: "Lo de comendador v curaccorre sin dificultad; lo de arcediano, rapics en
que es dignidad catedralicia que no hubo en Huoaa, ni de suyo cabiaoen fraile.” Ballesteros (1962, vol.

2, p.oxxsy, note 32) added abou such an office: *Lo que ne parcee muy probable, siendo fraile.”
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under the misapprehension that Munoz had made a copy of the § manuscript,
and that § was hasically identical 1o I*:

Historia del ovigen y genealogia real de los veyes ingas del Pird. De sus hechos, costumbnes,
trejes y meanera de gobierno. Computesta por el padre fray Martin de Morda, de la Ovden de
Nra. Sra. de la Merced, de te vedempeion de Captivos, conventual del convento de la gran
ciwrled del Cuzeo, ceabeza del yeino y provincias del Pird, Acabise por el wes de meyo el
aitto de 1590—Un tomo folio de 147 [T, v tres sin foliar de ablas al fin.—QOriginal
inédito. Contiene datos muy poco conocidos y de gran interés. Lleva Liminas
de dibujo incorrecto e iluminadas con poco arwe; pero de ella pueden sacar
gran partido los arqueélogos americanistas.?! EI MS. existia el aio de 1739 en
el archivo del Colegio de la Compania de Jesis de Alcald de Henares. Yo le vi
y pasé con espacio en ¢l de Poyane [sie] el ano de 1879.—F] tomo 23 [.if'r]'1 :
de la coleccion de D, Juan Bautista Munoz contenia una copia de esta obra,
aunque con ¢l titulo variado y con el ano 1616, procedente del Colegio mayor
de Cuenca en Salamanca. El P Moria o Murtia era del mismo pueblo que San
Ignacio de Lovola; fue comendador de su Orden, cura de Huata y doctrinero
de Capachica.™

Espada here merges new information abowt P, that is, its title, its date, its length,
and a comment on its drawings, with earlier information about 8. He repeats the
dive of 1616, identifies Muria’s missionary posts, and adds Munoz’s note about
the location ol the work at the Colegio Mayor de Cuenca, all of which pertain
to 5. His erroncous statement that the Munoz Collection “contained a copy of
this work™ shows that he considered the manuscript that he examined (P) o

M Espada’s remark about the “poor qualin” of the drawings of I, nomithstding their usefulness
o archacologists, is repeated verbatim by Vargas Ugane (1952, 274) who also paspheased Bayle
(196, 36 when describing the 1890 Lovola manuseript (L), ealling it a "had copy. Tacking the
drawings (“dificre bastante de Ta que examing Jiménez de Lo Espada y os una mala copia, carece
de las Liminas, de dibujo incorrecto ¢ illuminados con poco arte, pero de ellas pueden sacar gran
particlo los arquedlogos”).,

# Misprint for 93, Volume 23 of the Mooz Collection in the Academin consists of 248 {olios and
gives accounts of various vovages of discovery: “Tomo 23, Volumen encoadernado en cartoné, de

248 Tolios, comeniendeo diversas relaciones de vigjes y descubrimientos,” Another volume numbered
23, as catalogued at the time of Munoz's death in 17, consisted of the first part of fray Pedeo de
ary (Real

Agvado’s Historia e Sarda Marvta v Nueve Reino de Granade and was passed o the king's libn
Academia de la Historia 195454, vol. 1, pp. Iviii, 23).

¥ Jiméner de la Espacda 1892, 456157, Vargas Uainte (1935, 354-335), Pease (1993, 246), LoperOcdn
and Pérce-Momes Salmeran (2000, 261, note 28), and Ossio (2004, 14) have also reproduced this
text.
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be the original version ("15907) of the work, and the manuseript consulted by
Munoz at Salamanca (8}, which carried the royal authorization to print, dated
1616, 1o be a later copy of it

One more statement made by Espada for which we have not found a source,
and which must be looked upon with suspicion, is his assertion that I* was
located in the Colegio Miximo de la Compania de Jests in Alcald de Flenares
in 1739, Since, as we will see below, the S manuscript was at the Colegio Mayor
de Cuenca throughout the cighteenth century, Espada’s statement, whether
accurale or not, can tml}' be meant o pertain to P Though undocumented, we
find it probable, on the basis of the clearer picture that we have today of P, that
P came to Spain in Muria’s lifetime, together with § (see below, section 3.19).
However, its whercabouts after Muria’s death, before P came to the Jesuit refuge
in Poyanne in 1869, nearly 250 years later; are as yet undocumented. Neither
“padre M. Arcos de la Santisima Trinidad” (which may be his personal name by
ordination or refer to a religious order of the same name, the Order of the Holy
Trinity}, nor “padre Colonia,” both of whom are cited as parties to the donation
of the manuscript, have been identified. The archival signatures, “Vs A.2.; Caj.
27, on the front of the binding are likewise unidentified to date.

We can, however, bring into focus I’s nincteenth-century enury into the Jesuit
College in southern France and its return o Spain as part of the tumulwous
political history of the late nineteenth century that affected the Jesuit order.
Jiménez de la Espada’s pursuit of Spanish manusceripts held in Jesuit repositories
abroad came as a result of the Revolution of 1868 and the dispersal of Spanish
Jesuit communities, primarily o France (Revuelta Gonzdlez 1998, 12). The
official decree of the suppression of the Society of Jesus on October 12, 1868,
promulgated by Antonio Romero Ortiz, Minister of Justice of the revolutionary
government, provoked the quick action of padre Felipe Gomez (1811-1870)
who, as Provincial of Castile, purchased a chateau in southern France as a place
of study, work, and refuge for the most necdy members of the order (Revuelta
Gonzilez 1984, vol. 1, pp. 101-102, 179, 267).

The Jesuits exiled from the Provinee of Castile quickly consolidated all the
phases of their training, from the novitiate through theological studies, in the
great house at Poyanne. For eleven years, [rom 1869 to 1880, it was the most
important house of study of the Castilian Province (Revuelta Gonzilez 1984, vol.
L, pp. 242, 527). Its library was progressively enriched with the collections that
had belonged to the Jesuit houses at Loyola and Ledn (Revaclia Gonzilez 1984,
vol. 1, p. 531), and the I manuscript was among its holdings; Espada examined
it at Poyanne in what would be that house of study’s penultimate year, 1879,

The track of the ' manuscript from Poyanne to Loyola is glimpsed in the
remarks of its first editor, Manuel Gonzilez de la Rosa (1911, p. v}, who noted
that the manuscript moved rom France to Guiptizcoa after the suppression of
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the Jesuit college at Poyanne, which occurred with the suppression of all Jesuit
colleges in France in 1880.* Repatriation to Spain [rom Poyanne had already
begun in 1878, with the reestablisment of the novitiate of the College at Loyola.
Thus when the decrees of expulsion from France were applied at mid-year in
1880, the very last inhabitants of the Jesuit house at Poyvanne left by order of the
French authorities on June 30 (Revuelta Gongzilez 1984, vol. 1, pp. 529, 1183).
The gradual abandonment of the center of study at Povanne evidently macle
possible the careful transfer of'its library holdings, which were once again installed
in Loyvola. Revuelia Gonziler (1998, 121), whose studies on the Jesuits we have
followed here, characterized the libraries ol the Jesuit colleges as containing
not only the materials necessary for the preparation of classes and collections
of religious and scholarly journals but also incunables and other ancient and
rave materials,

1.5. Loyola, 1890: P is Copied and Disappears

A copy of the P manuscript, which we identify as L, was made at Loyola in 1890,
We owe this information to the first direct deseription of L, which was made by
Rubén Vargas Ugarte at the “Archivo de la Santa Casa de Loyola (Guiptizcoa)”™
in his carly 19305 survey of the libraries of Europe, where he examined and
described some four hundred manuscripts related o the history of Peru, five of
them at the Loyola archive (Vargas Ugarte 1935, v-vii, 354-356). IHis description
includes the title of L, its length, and the date on which it was copied from the
original. (The date of the copy was probably inscribed in the copy itself):

MSS. Alrchivo] Lloyola] (12-1-4) Histovie del Ovigen y Genealogia Real de los Reves
Tneas del Perit, de sus hechos, costwmbres, trajes y manera de govierno. Compuesta por
el P Fr. Martin de Moria, natural de Guipizeoa, del Orden de Nra Sra. de la
Merced, de Redencion de Cautivos, conventual del Convento de la gran ciudad
del Cuzco, cabeza del Reyno y Provs. del Perd, acabado por el mes de Mayo del
a.de 1590, Fol. 172 pp (167 a 172 Indice). Copia del original, sacada en Loyola,
Marzo de 1890.%

M Gonmzilez de Ta Rosa (1911, pov) writes: [ L]a primera idea que hemos tenide de Mormia han sido
las citas de Jiméner de la Espada, que vid el manuserito en el colegio que waian los jesuitas en
Poyane [sic].” Despuds de la supresion de dicho colegio en Francia, pasd el manuscrito a la casa

central de i orden, en Loyola, de donde se sacd L copia que hoy se publica.”

“Vargas Ugarte 1935, 354-8355. Pease (1995, 254-55, 186, 61) vanscribes Vargas Ugarte's deseription
but misantributes it o Virgas Ugacte’s [1952] 1959 Marual de estudios pernanistas instead of his 1935

Meruseritas feruanos en las billioteeas del extranjero, 11,
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Immediately following this account of Pvia L, Vargas Ugarte (1935, 354-355) goes
on to transcribe Jiménez de la Espada’s 1892 description ol the supposed copy of
S in the Munoz Collection, and, following Espada, he assumes that Pand Swere
LW {‘(}pics of the same work: “El tom. 23 fsicf de 1la Col, de Munoz contenia una
copia de esta obra aungue con el titnlo variado y con el ano 1616.” Vargas Ugarte
mentions that Gonzilez de Ta Rosa had obiained a copy [of L], and that he had
published a portion of the work.™ In his own survey of the Real Academia de la
Historia’s holdings, Vargas Ugarte does not cite "volume 23" but by his comment
on volume 93 he indirectly confirms that it did not contain any copy of a Muria
manuscript: “El contenido de los demis volimenes de Ia Cloleccion] M[unoz]
no ofrecen especial interés para el Pert, pues o se reducen a Indices de Mss.
{tomos 92 v 93) o a obras va publicadas, como el libro Tercero de las Guerras
Civiles del Perti o Guerra de Quito, de Cieza”™ (Vargas Ugarte 1935, 313).

Vargas Ugarte’s is the first deseription of the L copy based on personal examina-
tion. Commenting on Murtia’s identification of his origin and missionary dutics
found in the prologue to part 4, he notes its location as f126v of the lost original
but as page 135 of the Loyola ('.up}'.'w He adds that he has not been able to see
the original which, without doubt, he says, had existed at the Loyola archive as
a donation by padre Marfa Arcos.™ The loss of P occurred between 1890 and
the carly 19205, We know that in 1925 its proud, private owner was Castor
Pereda Ruiz de la Pena, who emblazoned the last page of part 3 (1125v) of the
P manuscript with his name.™

Summing up, there had been one direct examination of § (Juan Bautista
Munoz in 1782), one direct examination of P (Jiméncz de la Espada in 1879},

#F1 D Gongilez de la Rosa obtove tambicn copia del ms. v se propuso publicarlo en Lima, por
entregas, pero solo consiguio daraluz las primeras” (Vargas Ugarte 1935, 355). Gonzdlez de la Rosa’s
edition published, however, ag least two-thirds of the L manuseripn (see below, section 1.7).

F The illegible lefthand marginal note on the Gesimile's e page is copied athe botom of te title
page of the 1890 L manuseript, and it refers 1o Guiptizeon and Tol, 126 (Ossio, 2004, 11 [fig. 1]).
* Alsomaking note of the missing chapters, and of the 5 copied drawings (see above, note 2), Vargas
Ugarte {1935, 355) writes: “No hemos logrado ver el origl, gue, sin duda, existia en ¢l Archive y le
fue uhstﬂlli;tdu, srgl_in se acvierie, por el P Marta Arcos de Ia Santisima Trinidad. En Ia ('(l])iu s
dice que los capitulos IV, Vy VI del Libro Primero, se hallan en bl[anca] en ¢l origl, Asimismo el
Cap. VI del Litwe Segundo, Al final de los Caps, XV v XV del Libro Segundo hay una imina y
otras dos, al fin de los Caps, Vy X1 del Libro Tercero, De este libro se hallan en bl[anco] los caps.
XX, KV y XXXV

* Bayle (1946, 36) suggests that its disappearance was a consequence of the political rmeil of tha
eraz Y lo peor de todo, el original, sin que nadice sepa como, falta del Archiva de Loyola: consecuencia
de los trasicgos a que obligaron los rojos v prerrojos.”

"= Prapiedad de Castor Pereda Ruiz de Ta Peia del Prado de Henar, Febrero 20 de 19257 (T125v).
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and one direct examination of L (Vargas Ugarte in the early 1930s). While in
1935 Vargas Ugarte provided the fullest independent description of PP on the
basis of his examination of L, the prevailing notion, first generated by Espada,
was that P was the original manuscript, that S (*1616") was its late copy, and that
Munoz had made a copy of § in the eighteenth century. No one has ever seen
this “Munoz copy” of § because it never existed.

1.6. After Espada: Confusion of § and P

As a result of their surfacing and disappearance, the confusion between the P
and S manuscripts accompanied the carly publication history of Muria’s work,
In the prologue to the first, partial edition of P in 1911, us editor, Manucl
Gonzdlez de la Rosa, following Espada (1879, 1892) and thus repeating his ervor,
stated that a more complete copy of the manuscript that he was publishing was
located in the Munoz Collection in the Real Academia. He prudently qualified
his remark, however, by noting that he had not had the opportunity to compare
them.?! He thus believed that there was one work existing in one original
manuscript at Loyola and that there existed a copy of i, ebtained or prepared
by Munoz, in Madrid. In other words, for him, our P and § were one and the
SAIMe manuscript,

In 1922 Horacio H. Urteaga made the same assumption, that is, that there was
one Murtia work existing in one original manuscript, that Espada had revealed
its existence, that Gonzilez de la Rosa had succeeded in obtaining a copy of
it and publishing part of it, and that a copy of it was preserved in the Munoz
Collection in the Real Academia de la Historia.

In 1935 Vargas Ugarte (355; idem, 1939, 229}, who examined L, also thought
that the manuscript entitled Historia del origen y genealogia weal (P), edited by
Gonzilez de la Rosa (actually, this was L, the copy of P), was the work that

1 Existe ot copla, de fecha posterion, que se conserva en la coleccian Munoz de la Academia de
L1 Historia, vols. 13 0 23 [sic], que puede ser mids completa, pero que no es original, Sienta no haber
tenido ocasion de compararlas, después de obtenida la copia [of L], en los dltimos meses de mi
residencia en Paris”™ (Gongilez de fa Rosa 18T, paov), Vargas Ugarte (1952, 274) repeas Espada's
erron as ansmitted by Gonedlez de la Rosa: *Gonzdlez de la Rosa dice en el Pralogo de so edicion
eque en la Academia de la Historia de Madrid y en la Coleceion Mudioz existia otra copia”

* Referring o the “original” Murta manuscript, Urteaga affirms (1922, pp. vvi): "Fue revelada s
existencia, por el infatigable americanista don Marcos Jiménez de la Espada... apuntala que el
afto de 1616 se eseribio o concluyd de escribir La historia general def Peed, Ovigen y diseerdencia de los

Incas, preblos, ctwdacdes, ete., por el P Fr Martin de Monia, arcediano, comendacdor v cura de Huoaia®.

De estos revisimos datos... De Manuel Gongdles de la Rosas .. supe., que ko obraoriginal e inédita

se guardaba en Ta biblioteca de los Jesuitas de ko Casa Mavor de la Compania en Lovola, existiendo
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Munoz had supposcdly copiced, 1o the effect that there was one work existing in
one {)1'igin:ﬁ manuscript (P/8), from which a copy was made in the cighteenth
century by Munoz. Similarly, in 1946, Porras Barrenechea (p. xvii), citing Vargas
Ugarte (1939, 229), who was lollowing Espada’s 1892 statement, asserted that
“the original manuscript of the Jesuits [PP] first belonged wo the Archive of the
College of the Company in Alcald de Henares, where Munoz copied it, and
later it was given by padre Arcos to the Jesuits of the College at Poyanne, where
Jiménez de la Espada saw i Once again, and in addition to new erroncous
assertions, such as Munoz copying S at Alcali, by inference from Espada, in 1739
(which was some years before Munos’s birth), there was one Murtia manuscript
(P/8), with a Muioz copy.

None of these c;u‘ly editors of P-through-L had seen either I' or §, so it is not
surprising that they relied on Espada’s authority and did not query whether the
variation in the titles reported for the work could representanything other than
a slightly different copy of the same work, but a copy nonetheless. The lack of
significance that these early editors awributed o the manuseript’s variant tides
is underscored by the way they entitled their own editions:

Gonzilez de la Rosa 1911: Ovigen e historia de los Incas, obva escrita en el Cuzeo
(1573-9() por Fray Martin de Moria.

Urteaga 1922-25: Historia de los Incas, Reyes del Perit por el R.P. 1. Martin de
Moriia,

Loaysa 19406: Los origenes de los Inkas, Crinica sobre ef Antiguo Perii eserita en el aiio
de 1590 por el Padre mevcedario Fray Martin de Mariia.

Bayle (in Muriia 1946a) was the first to carry forward the actual tile of the work
he was editing: Historia del ovigen y genvalogia veal de los veyes Ingas [ sic] del Perit, de
sus hechos, costwmbnes, trages y maneras de govierno. Yet in 1946 Bayle (35-36), oo,
assumed that B, the “original” of L, had been fully copied by Muinoz in Salamanca,
and that given the peripatetic life that documents sometimes have, it had ended
up in the archive of the Jesuit house at Loyola. Bayle was correct as to the name
of the city (Salamanca) where Munoz had encountered a Murtia manuseript

una copia en la famesa coleccion de Muiioz, perteneciente hoy a la Academia de Ta Historia de
Madrid” (Urteaga 1922, pp. vvi).

B Wargas Ugare] dice que el manuserito original de los jesuitis pertenceeio primero al Avchivo del
Colegio de Ta Compania de Aleali de Henares, donde lo copio Muioz y que luego fue obsequiado
por el Padre Maria Arcos de la Satisina Trinidad a los Jesuitas del Colegio de Poyanne, donde lovio
Jiméner de la Espada. Bl Padre Vargas dice Muriay no Moria™ (Porras Barrencchea 1946, xvii).
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{Porras, citing Alcalid de Henares, was not), but Bayle was still in the dark insolar
as he considered P and 5 to be one and the same manuscript. Once more, there
was one Murta manuscript, with a Munioz copy.

To date, there is no conclusive identification of the donation statement found
on the title page of the P manuscript: *It was given to the archive by padre M.
Arcos de la Santisima Trinidad at the request of padre Colonia.”™ The statement
about father Arcos on the title page of L, 1aken to be a copy of P/5, has been
interpreted in a variety of ways. In 1911 Gonzilez de la Rosa (p. x) cited the
donation statement and suggested that it might register the manuscript’s dona-
tion to the first conventual archive that received it, perhaps in Cuzco, perhaps
in Spain. In 1935, Vargas Ugarte (355), who saw the L manuscript personally at
Loyola, stated that the P manuscript had been donated by padre Arcos 1o the
Loyola archive. In 1946, Bayle (36, note 13) also cited the donation statement
on the title page of the P manuscript, as he knew it from the Loyola copy. Like
Vargas Ugarte, he interpreted the statement as the expression ol its conveyance
to the Jesuit house in Loyola, Guiptizcoa.

Additonally, Ratl Porras Barrenechea, whose second-hand information (from
Espada 1892) led him to assert that Munoz had copied the Muria manuscript and
that he had done so in Alcalid de Henares, identified this statement as pertaining
to the m;tnuscl‘ipl's donation 1o the Jesuit house in Poyanne, France. It could
also refer to the Jesuit College in Alcalid de Henares, if Espada was right abou P
being housed there in 1739, prior to the 1767 expulsion of the Jesuits from Spain
and its dominions. However, as we have seen, Espada’s 1892 report is faulty in
more than one respect, and his information about an Alcald provenance of I is
corroborated by no source that is independent of that same report. At the tme
of this writing, the earliest documented location of *Muraa 1590” is Povanne,
and the parties and time of occurrence referred o in the donation statement
have not yet been identified.

1.7. Gonzdlez de la Rosa (1911): editio princeps of P

As mentioned above, we owe the first, though incomplete, edition of Muraa’s P
manuscript to Manuel Gonzilez de la Rosa (1841-1911). This Peruvian bibliophile

DGl al Archivo el I ML Areos de T Sma. Trinidad a peticidn del B Colonia™ (P e page). Bavle
(146, 56, note 13) transcribed *Cotonia,” and Ballesteros {(Murmia 1962, vol. 1, P xxx) “Cotonia.”
Oxssio (2004, 12) cites Ballesteros” ranseription and, in his own right, transeribes i differently on

two occasions, omining both tmes any relerence o the person who requested the donation (neither

w “Cotonia™h: "Diole al Archive ¢ D M. Arcos de 1a Stna.
Tritvicladl, Litera L™ aned *iole al Archave o] P2 AL Arcos de 1a Suoa, Teinidad, Livera B (Ossio 2004,
23 wlem, in Muoria 2004, vol, 2, 733,

the correct Colonia, nor “Cotonia”
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and scholar spent several years in Europe, gathering manuseript sources on
ancient Peru, and his aim was to publish a series of unedited works on Inca history,
in a collection called *Historiacdores del Peri.” Apart from the Jesuit Bernahé
Cobo’s history of the foundation of Lima, Gonzilez de la Rosa succeeded only
in publishing a portion of P

Following up on Espada’s references to Muria’s work, and knowing that he
had examined the manuscript at the Jesuit house in Poyanne, Gonzilez de la
Rosa (1911, pp. x=xi) made an inquiry to “padre Uriarte, to whom I had written
without knowing him, at the suggestion ol a learned Spanish friend.” This was
the Jesuit historian and bibliographer, José¢ Eugenio de Uriarte (1842-1909),
who had been professor of patristics, Hebrew, and Holy Seriptures at the Jesuit
college at Poyanne from 1875 to 1879 {O'Neill and Dominguez 2001, vol. 4, p.
3861). Gonzilez de la Rosa further mentions that Uriarte was near death at the
time that he wrote to him, and so the ailing Jesuit forwarded his request to a
French colleague, the learned Ernest M. Riviere, S.J., in Toulouse.* Padre Riviére
requested a copy of the manuscript Irom the archivist at the Loyola house in
Guiptizcoa on Gonzilez de la Rosa’s behalfl It was copied and sent by post 1o
Paris, where Gongilez de la Rosa was residing at that time,

Gongzilez de la Rosa’s mention of Uriarte’s ill health helps us date the time of
his requestand its fulfillment. It is important becau se Bayle (1946, 36) thought

B Gongdles de la Rosas® projected collection wis to have included not only his 1882 edition of
Bernabé Cobo's 1639 Histaria de la fundaciin de Lima, but also editions of the works of Pedro de
Cicea de Ledn, Juan de Betanzos, Cristobal de Molina, Juan Polo de Ondegardo, Juan de Santacruz
Pachacuti, Titu Cusi Yupangui, Giovanni Ancllo Oliva, andd Fernando de Montesinos, as well as the
Huawrochid manuseripn, the ferecer de Yocay, and fray Vicente de Valverde’s "Relacion a Carlos V7
{Gaonzilez de b Rosa, ed. 1882, xxv). His plan o publish Cieza’s Segrnda fertein London was aborted
when he returned o Perw, and economic difliculties forced him o sell his important Columbus
manuscript collection wo the French collector and bibliophile, Henry Vignaud (1830-1922) (Poreas
Barrencchea 1963, 211).

Muria's name did not appear in Gongdlez de la Rosa’s 1882 announcement of his publication
plans because it would be another decade before Jiménes de la Espada announced in pring (in
1892) his 1879 examination of the Murda manuscript s Poyanne, See Riviale 19496 for a stndy of
Gonzilez de la Rosa’s career and works.
¥ Uriaree and Riviere were important Jesuin historians and bibliographers, Uriane had aspired 1o cover
all of Jesuit bibliography when the Bidiotfiégue de fa Compagnie de fises by De Backer and Sommervogel
appearcd (1890-1932), and he thus decided 1o limic his effons w the Jesuit writers of Spaing his
work received the highest praise rom Sommervogel himsell (O Neill and Dominguesz 2000, vol,
4, p. 3861} In his own right, Rivicre wrote aovolume of corrections io the Debacker-Sommervogel
Eibliothigue, entitled Correetions of additions @ la Bibliothéque de la Compagnie de_fisies, Supipléiment au
“Dheliacher-Semmervoget™ (Toulouse, 1911-18950),
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that Gonzilez de la Rosa obtained his copy “a mediados del siglo XIX,” which
is far from the fact; if it had been that early, it would have been a copy made
directly from Murda’s 1590 manuseript (). The date was instead 1909, for that
was the year of Uriarte’s death, Upon Gonzilez de la Rosa’s receipt of the copy
of the Loyola manuscript (this was L, but he thought it was P), and “even belore
reading it,” he had wwo further copies made and dispatched, respectively, 1o
Sir Clements Markham for use in his book on the Incas as well as to "another
friend in Lima” (Gonzilez de la Rosa 1911, pp. x=xi). In his The fncas of Pern,
Markham (1910, 10) confirms the date of receipt by stating that Gonzilez de la
Rosa obtained his copy from the Loyola archive in 19097

Gonzilez de la Rosa then prepared his edition. Announced as inaugurating
a series of works on Peru (*Materiales para la historia del Perd primitivo, que
comienza a publicar y anotar Manuel Gonzilez de Ia Rosa, miembro de niimero
del Instituo Historico del Pertd, de la Sociedad de Amerincanistas de Paris, hoy
su corresponsal, etc.”), the volume was described on its title page as being of a
very short press run (“muy corta tirada”), The rarity of the edition has yielded
various accounts of its length. Urteaga (1922 vol. 1, p. vi) gave the impression
that it was quite incomplete; he reported that the printers lost some two hundred
pages of the materials that Gonzilez de la Rosa had submitted to the press and
that after his death his heirs received from the publisher only the fragmented
manuscript copy, which later passed into Urteaga’s hands. Vargas Ugarte (1935,
355; idem, 1952, 274) later explicitly described the edition as reaching 1o book 3,
chapter 21, The copy that we have been able o examine covers two-thirds of the
work, running to book 3, chapter 43. Since, however, the copy is truncated in the
middle of the chapter, it is impossible to know the full extent of this mutilated
copy, which lacks the thirty final chapters of book 3, the prologue and sixteen
chapters of book 4, the Fiecidn, and the Tabla™

This very first, apparently incomplete edition makes note of three drawings:
the execution UfTupm: Amaru (P, [51r), the depiction of the Inca and his queen
with two young children (157v), and the scene of the Inca Pachacud distributing
honors (I59v), which Gonzilez de la Rosa describes, due 1o its poor description,

T Although Pease (1995, 245) suggests that the Markham copy was apparenly prepared simultaneously
with the one made for Gonziales de Ta Rosa, the Later states (and Urteaga [ 1922, povi] corroborates),
that he had one made for Markham, “when he was going to publish his final work on the Incas.”

* We examined the prinwd copy held in the Rare Books, Manuscripts, and Special Colleotions

Library of Duke University. We wish to express our gratitude 1o César Rodrigues, Curator ol the
Latin American Collection of Sterling Memorial Library anYale, Irene Munster, Latin American and
Iberian Bibliographer at Duke’s Perkins Library, and especially Elizabety Dunn, Research Services
Librarian in the Rare Books, Manuscripts, and Special Collections Library at Duke, for faciliating

our access to this rare edition.
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as a picture of the Inca as a child (*ligura infanul del Inca”™). We know that the
copy sent o him [rom LU}’()IH macle verbal reference 1o these drawings, because
he notes that, although present in the original, these depictions are missing in
the copy he received (Gonzilez de la Rosa in Muria 1911, 70, 90, 96). The copy
was prepared with some care because Gongilez de la Rosa was able (o transmit
some of the marginalia, consisting of a few notes found at the side and bottoms
ol various pages ({311, hlv, and H6vy, respectively).

Since Gongzilez de Ia Rosa requested and received his copy by mail and had not
seen the manuscript from which his copy was taken, he believed that in Loyola
he had located the original Muria manuscript (P): “This manuseript, which 1
believe to be original, is the same one that was in the Jesuits’ conventin Poyanne
and that later passed to the house at Loyola.™ In the 1920s the manuscript
from which Gonzilez de la Rosa's edition was made was still understood to be
the original. Urteaga (1922, pp. vvi) heralded Gonzilez de la Rosa’s discovery
as heing that of “the original and unpublished work that was preserved in the
library of the Jesuits of the Casa Mayor de la Compania in l,nyulzl."su Similarly,
in 1946, as mentioned above, Bayle (1946, 36) assumed that Gonziler de la Rosa
had his copy made in the middle of the nineteenth eentury, i.e. prior to the
making of its 1890 copy, and that it was thus a copy ol the “original.”

There had been one important (but unheeded) exception to this misunder-
standling: Vargas Ugarte (1935, 355), who had examined L in Loyola, understood
it to be a copy of the original made at Loyola in 1890: *No hemos logrado ver
el origl. que, sin duda, exisitdg en ¢l Archivo.”

Ironically, some of the fruits of Gonzalez de Ia Rosa’s unpublished labors were
made available in English even before the lirst (and only) installment of his own
Spanish edition was published. Clements Markham made much use of the copy
of the copy of the Loyola manuscript, sent to him by Gonziler de la Rosa, in his

U Este manuserito, que ereo original, os el mismo que estabia en el conveno de los jesuitas en Povane
[sic] v que pasd despuds a la casa de Lovola™ (Gongiles de la Rosa 1911, g )b, This means that he
undersiond Lo be P Another indication that Gongilez de la Rosa thought that the copy from which
he was working haud been made from the orviginal manuseripd is found in his edition’s annmotations,
About the poor copy of a drawing of an Inca (Tupae Amarn, although he identified e fgore as
Ti Atauchi because of the surronnding text), Gonziles de Ly Bosa (in Murda 1911, 103 bk 2, ch,
15]) remarked: *Estos versos yuesla leyenda aparecen al |Ji.l' cleun gnih:ulu Iiglu:mdn al fnnca cantiv,
v gue no reproducimos agqui por ser una mala copia de que se conservi en el manuserito original.”
{Urteaga and Romero [Muria 1922, vol. 1, po 103]) repeat this note in their own edition. )

 Urteaga (1922, vvi): “Tras no pocos esluerzos, supo éste [Gongilez de la Rosa] al fin, que la obra
original ¢ inddita se guardaba en L biblioieea de los Jesuitas de ko Casa Mayor de la Compania de

Jesas"”
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1910 The Incas of Peru”! In fact, Markham published as an appendix to that work
a loose English translation of the romantic tale (Feeeidn) about the shepherd
and the princess with which Muria ends the P n'|:um::q-::l'i[:ll.S3 Markham was a
prolific translator of Spanish chronicles, and it was his stated intention to do a
full translation of Muraa’s chronicle (Markham 1910, xi). This was a project that
he envisioned in his octogenarian years but did not ['.(:-1]1])1{.'1':.'.53

1.8, Urteaga (1922-25): In the Footsteps of Gonzalez de fa Rosa

Horacio . Urteaga published in two installments, in 1922 and 1925, a fuller
edition of the L manuscript in his series, "Coleccion de libros y documentos
referents a la historia del Peri,” which was the type of project earlier envisioned
but not realized by Gonzilez de la Rosa.™ Urteaga's edition was based partly
on the remains ol Gonzilez de la Rosa’s manuscript copy and his preliminary
editorial work based onit, provided to Urteaga by Julio Sanudo after Gonzilez de
la Rosa’s death. Importantly, Urteaga obtained a fresh copy of parts of L, which
was prepared for him through the offices of padre Ignacio del Olmo, Superior
of the Jesuit College in Lima (Urteaga 1922, pp. vivii). Urteaga (1922, p. vii)
writes that padre del Olmo interested his colleagues in Loyola in the project
so that they could complete for him, that is, for Urteaga, the fragmented book
that he had collected from Gonzilez de la Rosa’s heirs.™ Thanks to the dispatch
of these new copies of missing sections, which supplemented the fragmented

M Urteagga (1922, p.vi) mentions that Markham used Munia’s work o great adhvantage, "as is proven
Iy the references that he makes inchis book [ The frcas of Peru] 1o the Mercedarian chronicler” Means
(1928, 412) also reealls thar Muria's manuscript work was “lrequently used by him [ Markham ] while
writing The facas of Pern” and that afterward Markham sent his copy of the manuseript to Urieaga,
although the kwer does not mention icin s 1922-25 cdition.

* Markliun (1910, 408-414) wranslates the ale's title as “Fiction or sy of a famous .'ill{‘[lhl.‘l d
named Acoya-napa, and the beamiful and disereet prineess, Chogui-Liano, daugher of the sun”
He announces it as having been “told o Fray Martin de Mo, who was a Quichua scholar, in about
1585, by old Amautas well versed in Inca folklore.”

FMarkbam (1910, viadi) actributed the awakening of his passionate interest in the study of ancient
Peruvian civilization to the American historia of the Spanish conguest of Peru, William Hickling
Proscout, and for the pursuit of his own work he credited four Peruvian colleagues, including the
auther Ricardo Palma, as those with whom he had correspondence aned from whom he received
pertinent materials: "My most valued correspondents hive been don E, Larrabure v Unanue, don
Manuel Gongiler dela Rosa, don José Toribio Polo, and den Ricardo Palima.”

* Carlos A, Romero provided a brief biography of Murta in the 1922 volume.

H Urteaga (1922, viwvil) recounts the sequence of events that brought Murda to him: *Para colimo de
B

males, el desglosamicnto de un doble centenar de paginas, que habian sido entregadas ol imprenta,

se perdieron en los walleres tipogrificos, v la familia del seior Gongsdiles Ly Rosa [sic] solo recupera




134 Rolena Adorno and Tvan Boseru

Gonzilez de la Rosa copy, he was able to publish his own edition. (The identity
of the “friend in Lima” to whom Gonzilez de la Rosa in 1909 had dispatched
a copy of the manuscript is undetermined; it is evident that it was not Urteaga,
given the latter’s account of the materials he acquired.)

As noted above, Urteaga thought that Gonzilez de la Rosa had received a
copy of the original manuscript, and that he, wo, had received, thanks to padre
del Olmo, a copy made from the original. Lacking in the Urteaga edition are
the final twenty chapters, 54 through 73, of part 3, which are devoted to Inca
political, religious, and social organization, ritual customs, and calendrics.
Although Urteaga does not list those chapters in the table of contents (Murta
1922, 245-253), his (1922, p. vii) mention, in the prologue to his edition, of the
contents of these absent chapters suggests that he had had them, or perhaps
just a copy of the complete table of contents, available. His reference 1o “certain
dubious folkloric legends” suggests that he saw more than the title page and at
least the Tabla’s reference to the “Ficcidn y suceso,” which might have inspired
his comment about “leyendas folklGricas.™ If he had the actual chapters, he
was unable, for whatever reasons, to publish them, either in the 1922 volume,
covering parts 1-3, or in its 1925 sequel, which consisted of Murtia’s complete
part 4.

In 1946 Francisco de Loaysa published an edition based on Urteaga’s, cor-
recting many of its Quechua terms.’” Since he included chapter 54, the first of
the twenty chapters of part 3 missing in Urteaga’s edition, Loaysa must have
had access to the chapters possessed but not published by Urteaga some two
decades earlier.

el manuscrito fragmentado, Asi Hegd a mis manos, gracias o la amabilidad de uno de los deudos
del ilustre bibliafilo pervane, setor Julio Sanudo. .. Yo debo agui un tributo de agradecimiento
al Ry, Padre L del Olino, superior del Colegio de los Jesuitas de Lima, v muy distinguido amigo
mio, por ¢l empeiio que ha puesto en procurarme una nueva copia del manuscrito de Morda,
interesindose con sus hermanos de institue en Lovola, para que me completen el fragmentado
lilvo que recogiera de los parientes del S Gonziles de la Rosa. Gracias al envio de estas nuevas
capias, cs que he podido emprender Ta publicacidn, que hoy inicio, en este tomo IV de mi Colecciin
de frentes hisioricas frernenas”

“ Describing the contents of Murda’s work, Urteaga (1922, p.vii) noted that it contained the history
af the reign of each Inca king, along with their queens, as well as the accoums of the principal
deeds of the Incas” captains. He adds: *Comprende ademis un estudio sobre la organizacion sacial
y palitica del Pert incaico, descripeidn de fiestas, v relacian de los ritos y Gibulas de los indios; hasia
inserta levendas folkloricas, v termina con las noticias, acerca de la fundacion de s ciudades, en
los primeros anos del sigle XVIL”

5 Loaysa (19460, v) states: “1os [dos wimos cditados por Urteaga] ... nes han servido para el presente
libre, con ka diferencia de dar los dos womaos imegros en uno solo; y corrigiendo ademeis algunos

e los muchos vocablos kechieas.”




—
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1.9. Constantino Bayle (1946): Crucial but Ambiguous Insights

A major event in the study of Muria's work was the 1946 publication, by

“onstantino Bayle, S.J., of the whole of L, based on a fresh copy that he had
ordered to be made for his use.”® The importance of Bayle’s work consisted not
only of his preparation of a full and complete version of L, but also his speculative
assessment regarding the Muria textual tradition.

Bayle (1946, 36-37) understood that L was a copy, but he found it to be so
full of contraclictions, being both finished and unfinished, that he denied, in
an implicit pelemic against Gonzilez de la Rosa and other early editors, that L's
thendost model P could have been Muria's “original™ manuscript made ready
for printing in 1590.>" He could not imagine that Murtia would send to press
a bulky book so scandalously unfinished (“un mamotreto escandalosamente
descuidado™); the L copy showed that P had contained spaces which seemed
earmarked for chapters that apparently had never been written, B;lylc (1946, 40,
42} suggested two models, or visions, of the textual tradition that had resulted
in L. On onc hand, he hypothesized the existence of an earlier manuscript (we
call it X) as the source of P and that he dubbed “the true original” (*el auténtico
original”). He thus called the P manuscript *a copy, and a bad one™ *I do not
believe the manuscript lost from Loyola to have been the original, but rather a
copy, and a bad one” (*el manuscrito extraviado de Loyola no lo creo el original,
sino copia, y mala™).

On the other hand, and as an alternative to the first possibility, Bayle suggested
another model which implied that P had undergone change belore the L copy
was made, This was probably prompted by a particular observation he had made
concerning the text on f143r which he identified as being out of place, being in
rcalil; an appentlix to 051 As we shall see below, the 2004 facsimile contains

= Ossio (2004, 135, note 2) assumed that Bayle used the copy macde Tor Gongilez de l Rosa, As we
have seen, the fate of Gonsilez de la Rosa’s efforts would have made such a reuse by Bavle impossible.
In any case, Bayle (1944, 38) expressly states that e had a copy macde for his use: *Me procord copia
de la copia que queda en Lovola”

* Bavle (19446, 38) remarked on the manuscript’s shortcomings: it was clogged with obsiacles that
macle its reading a torment or a riddle, and it ra.'quin.-rl agreal deal of ateniion to _-mpplcuu-n: what
wus missing, o right is wrongs, and 1o put in their place the marks of punctuation, the guides o
sense: “Y lo que nos pone el oviginal o copia de Loyala es positivamente ruin: quiero deeir, cuajado
de ropezones, que convierten la lectura con frecuencia en wrmento o acertijo. Necesita buen
porgqué de aencion en suplic lo que fali, en enderezar lo merto, en evar a su sitio los puntos v
comkas, guias del sentido.”

“=[E]L apéndice sobre ks Virgenes escogidas que servian al sol y al wemplo (no s sino repeticion
ampliada del capitulo 43 del libro 1), evidentemente fuera de lugarn ano wmarko como entrada
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evidence, which had not been available in copies or editions of L, to the effect
that [95r contained a reference to the text now found on (143r.

This and probably other similar insights led Bayle to suggest, in a hypothetical
fashion, the following alternative model: Instead of ' being a “bad copy” of a
hypothetical carlier manuscript X, P had been constructed in such a way that
whole chapters could easily have dropped out of the codex: “The only explanation
that would redeem author and seribes,” he argued, “is to imagine that each
chapter filled a separate folio or double folio (*cuadernillo™) and that the wind,
or negligence, had carried away those chapters that are now nlissing.""'

We will see below that this is what happened, although due neither to editorial
carelessness nor the acts of God and nature. As we can now observe directly in
the P lacsimile, the inconsistencies denounced by Bayle in Muraa’s 1590 version
ol his Historia are due 1o three circumstances, which Bayle could intuit but not
prove: First, P was originally composed in such a way that the text of each of
its 132 chapters was contained on one single folio; second, at some stage in its
carly existence, P was fragmented, and while some folios were lost or displaced,
others remained at hand and were subsequently reinserted into the codex;
and third, L was a *fair copy” of P and did not reproduce the changes of hand,
layout, or physical structure of P, thus obscuring the evidence of P’s complicated
carly history.

1. 10, Ballesteros (1951-33): Discovery of § and Reliance on Bayle

The next event in Murtia studies was the rediscovery in 1951, by Manuel Ballesteros
Gaibrois, of the S manuscript, the Historia general del Piri. Origen y descendencia . ..
which, as mentioned above, had appeared in Nicolds Antonio’s hibliographic
repertory for the first time in 1672 and was cited in 1892 by Jiménez de la Espada
as having been examined (this was so) and copicd in [ull (this was not the case)
in the early 1780s by Juan Baudsta Munoz at Salamanca’s Colegio Mavor de
Cuenca. Twenty years later, S again fell out of sight. From 1802 or 1803, § was
removed with the rest of the library of the Colegio to the private library of the

al idilio enwre el pastor Acovirapa v la discreta Chuguillanto, remate de la olia” (Bavle 1946, 27),
Martth Pérssinen (1989, 49) has identified Murda’s source for this long addition as Jerdnimo Romdan v
Famora's 1575 Refriblicas del mundo, De le Repaildice de bas ndias Oectdentedes. (1875, vol. 1, pp. 115-118),
as noted by Ossio (2004, 246, note 236), Muoria gquotes bk, 1, che 8, from the second edition, 1595,
See below, section 3.5.3, for other Ronkin quotations in %

Y La explicacion tdnica razonable ¥ excusativa de amor v amanuenses padiera estar en que los
capitulos llenaran sendos cuadernillos, v que el viento, ol incuaria extrndaran los que se echan
menos” (Bayle 1946, 37).
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king in Madrid, and from 1813 it became part of the private collection of the
dukes of Wellington (see above, section 1.3).

The manuscript was still in the ducal collection when it was located in 1951
by Ballesteros™ assistant, Miguel Enguidanos Requena. Ballesteros Gaibrois
published S in 1962-64, and in 1979 the Salamanca/Wellington manuscript
was sold at Sotheby's to the antiquarian book dealer H. P. Kraus in New York.
Subsequently purchased from Kraus by Peter and Irene Ludwig of Aachen,
Germany, the S manuscript became part of their private manuscript collection.
[n 1983, when the Ludwig Collection was sold, § was among the illuminated or
illustrated manuscripts purchased by The J. Paul Getty Museum, Los Angeles.
Since that time the S manuscript has been accessible to scholars,®

Ballesteros announced his discovery of' 5 in 1951 ad the First International
Congress of Peruvianists, held in Lima in August of that }’{_"Ell'.ﬁ]' He was then
convinced that he had found Bayles “authentic original” (the hypothetical
manuscript we call X) (Ballesteros 1953, 255). Echoing Bayle once more, in 1952
at the Thirtieth International Congress of Americanists, Ballesteros again referred
1o S as el verdadero original” and “el original definitivo” (Ballesteros n.d. [1954],
2349, 240). As for the problems arising when one compared Pand 5 (supposedly
identical with X, P's original}), Ballesteros, in contrast to Bayle before him, was
confronted with the hard fact of the extant S manuscript. How could the orderly,
much longer and very dilferently organized §/X have become the disorderly P
(still known only through L)? Ballesteros postulated that heavy editing, not only
abbreviation, but also interpelation, had occurred from § to . Like Bavle (but
without mentioning him on this point), Ballesteros proposed that PP was a poor
(“torpe”) copy of S, that it was not really a copy as much as an abridgment, and
that it had been not the work of a copyist but rather of an "abreviador” who cut
out everyvthing that seemed 1o him superfluous, In Ballesteros’ view, P was, in
short, an abridgement that had suffered interpolations (“Lo conocido [P] es sin
duda un ‘abregé’ interpolado” [ol 5]) (Ballesteros 14953, 2549).

In short, Ballesteros did not grasp that Bayle had expressed himsell'in specu-
lations and hypotheses, and he ook Bayle’s “mala copia™ model literally, all too
willingly assigning to the manuscript he had discovered the most prestigious role
in the textual tradition. He also mainined this S = P relationship in subsequent
publications, latest in a paper written as part of his 1953-54 exchange with José

" Varions parts of this cighweenth- 1o twenticth-century history about § are found by Beanjouan
(1962), Ballesteros (1962, vol. 1, pp. xxiv-axvi), Hobson (1976), Von FEuw (1952, 509), Adorno
{2004, 38-39), and Ossio (2004, 10).

= Although in his later papers about Murda Ballesteros (1962, xvii; idem, 1981, 15 idem, 1987, 27)
stated that his 1451 presentation remained unpublished, it had appeared in pringin 1953, in Letrs,
the jourmal of the Universidad Nacional Mavor de San Marcos, Lima; see Ballesteros 1953,
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Imbelloni. This scholar found inadequate Ballesteros’s assertion that the hand
atwork in P (as known through L) was that of “an arranger, more than a copyist”
("mis que un copista, un ‘arreglador’™), who was knowledgeable about ancient
Andean civilization and made interpolations into the manuscript (Ballesteros
195354, 108, 114).

Ballesteros never considered seriously Bayle's alternative model of P, that is,
thatan intact P had undergone changes, “its folios carried away by the wind or by
negligence,” before L was produced. Imbelloni’s unsettling questions, however,
would eventually lead Ballesteros to reconsider his carly model and propose a
new one for the relationship between 5 and P

L. 11. José Imbelloni Challenges Ballesteros (1953-54)

In José Imbelloni’s (1946, 41-48) examination of accounts gathered in the early
colonial era regarding a central figure in the Inca historiographic tradition, the
ninth Inca, ]’;u.‘lmc.‘l|li‘1’|||1:|11qui, [Imbelloni had used the Urmagu edition of Muria
(based on L), and he pointed out the divergent il not contradictory meanings
that Murta had assigned to the epithet *pachacuti.” On one hand, Muraa had
assigned to “pachacuti” the meaning of “he who turns the world upside-down™
and, on the other, he had defined it as “he who is exiled and disinherited from
that which is his.”™ The appearance of the § manuscript in 1951 intensified
these divergences by adding others, for S and P presented dilferent versions of
the biography of Pachacuti Yupanqui, and auributed the same deeds, that is,
the conquest of the Cuzeo region, to Pachacuti Inca, as the son of Viracocha
Inca, on one hand, and, on the other, to the captain Pachaculi, son of Manco
Inca. Imbelloni invited Ballesteros to explain how the Pachacuti material in 5
and P would fit with his model of the transmission (inspired by Bayle), in which
»of P

At greater length, now, Ballesteros explained these conflictive versions as
the resull of an interpolator and of the divergence between the imperial and
provincial outlooks of the respective informants. In his reply to this explanation,
Imbelloni (1953-54, 118-122) granted that, because their disciplinary perspectives
were different, he and Ballesteros sought different things of Muria’s work:
As an historian, Ballesteros’ interest was documentary, seeking positive data
that historians could use in the critical reconstruction of classical Cuzco. As

5 was the sour

“Imbelloni (1946, 84) stared: “Moria, por fin, en timaia incertidumbre v variabilidad de explica-
cianes, se decide por consignar dos significados distinos del epivew Pachakuti, casi como si dijera:
a ti, lector, la tarea de elegir cual mas e gusta y conviene, Bl primero es ‘volver fe e, va conacido

PPOT NMOSOITOS S sus muchas variantes, v el segundo }er'fmfo y dheshevedadn de o sy, fque tiene, en

camhino, ¢l |}|'i\'ih'!_'|i.n de la ::t"l;_"'ll'l'.llid:lfl {Libro 11, cap. 1, |}."l§.{. G,
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an anthropologist, Imbelloni’s quest was to make sense of the evidence of the
knowledge of the learned men and priests of ancient Peru insofar as it could
provide insight into the psychic and spiritual life of Inca civilization. Imbelloni
furthermore allowed that the passages in question would have to have been
written by someone who knew well Peruvian history and culture, but he found
implausible the explanation of an "arreglador.” By what criteria and with what
goals, he asked, would such an anonymous, well-informed party introduce these
contradictory variants 262

Imbelloni proposed a simpler solution, one found in other cases such as
that of Fernando de Montesinos” works, which he cited. Imbelloni suggested
that the pertinent criterion was not likely to be a dilferent editorial hand but
rather sequential interpretations over time, that is, that the explanation of the
chronicle’s conflicting accounts lay not in the intervention of other parties but
in the passage of time that produced “successive influences and the progressive
development and fullness of information.” To Imbelloni, P and S were simply
o different editions, by the same author, ol his work, rellecting changes over
time in his ambitions, knowledge, and compositional skills.

1.12. Baliesteros (1962-87): In the Footsieps of Tmbetloni

Ballesteros considered seriously Imbelloni’s objections to his hypothesis ol an
§ = P relationship, and he later formulated his response in his 1962-64 edition
of §. By that time, Ballesteros had changed his view of § as being the source of
P. Although he did not mention Imbelloni, he was surely under the influence
of his 1953-54 exchange with him.%” Ballesteros now considered P and S to be

e pregunta ol profesor madrileno [Ballesteros] a4 qué fre v con qud esperanza introdujo ese
preg I q ¥y & q P 1 nt WO €3¢

informado andnimo tales v
{Imbelloni 1953, 120),
W Tmbellon (195

hubicron de la misma crénica dos textos sucesivos que revelan sucesivas influencias v progresiva

ariantes en el wexto, y en verdad eso queda para nosotros inexplicable”

3, 1200 71" ar mi cuenta picnso que Tamas sencilla explicacion seria imaginar que

plenitud de informacian, tal como sucede con otro famoso libroe de crénicas peruanas, el de Fernando
de Momesinos, cuyos dos manuscritos.... representan dos estados sucesivos de elaboracion.” In this
view, Imbelloni anticipated John Rowe's arguments about the relationship of 8 and P as owo relaed
bt distinet versions of Inca history (see below, section 1.13). The phenomenon of successive passes

over amanuscripl, revealing changing perspectives over ime, is evident in Guauman Pomads autograph
b i air|

manuscript. See, for example, Adorno 1980 idem, 2002,

7 On that earlier occasion Ballesteros (195354, 98, note 6) had acknowledged Inbelloni’s work as the
inspiring source for his interest in Americanist studies: “Mi iniciacion en la Americanistica nvo comao
mentor un libro, libro decisiva en mi formacidn v aficiones: La Esfinge Tndiana, de ). Imbelloni. Con

esta declaracion queda patente mi antigua devocion por v obray pensamiento de Imbelloni.”
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much less closely related than he had previously thought. He suggested that P
(known only through L) was nothing but “a transcript of drafts and notes,”
thus saving the status ol § as the *true” and “definitive” original. Likewise, in
1987 Ballesteros suggested that P might be a “copy of dralts” or “in its own right
an uncleancd-up version (*un sucio”) that preceded the {)I'igillill.ﬁq He briefly
elaborated his view that 5, the "original,” did not coincide with what was known
from the copy (L) of “the Loyola manuscript™ (P): instead of P’s four awkwardly
assembled parts or books, in which some chapters had been reworked and
others removed or reduced, § was conceived according 1o a logical and solicl
plan, comprised of three books and expanded from 132 o 163 (‘.Il;]ptcrﬁ‘m
Ballesteros thus explained the unfinished, chaotic character of PP and the “firm
and logical structure” of § no longer as a process of decay from S to I but rather
as an evolution from P to S.

Ballesteros was well served by heeding Imbelloni’s arguments and vigorously
separating I’ and 8, but he could not refrain [rom extolling his own discovery, the
S manuscript, at the expense of the untidy (*sucio™) and poorly done (*torpe™)
P manuscript. In this attempt to exclude P from the need for serious scholarly
attention, Ballesteros must have been unaware that nearly ten years carlier
John Howland Rowe (1918-2004) had discovered four folios of PP within §, and
argued that P had once been a complete and coherent edition of Muria’s Inca
chronicle.”

113, John Rowe (1979): Discovery of Folios Belonging to PP

While S was in the possession of L P Kraus in New York (see above, section
1.10), five of its folios were subjected o closer examination. These live lolios
contained full-page, water-colored drawings on one side, while the other side,

= No parcoe el mismoe caso el de T copiacde Lovola [P] v por eso he sugerido L posibilicad de que
fuera trasunto de borradores o memaoriales previos™ (Ballesteros TUG2, p xxxi).

o Mss, de Loyola, del Archivo de la Compadiia de Jesits en esta poblacion. Quizi sea copia de
borradores—pues no coinciden los libros v capitulos de ke obra—o en st mismo un secio anterior
al original” (Ballesteros 1987, 15),

R oviginal [S], aparte de 1o antenticidad deseada, no coincide con lo va conocido por la copia
[L] el Mss. Lovola [P], v en vez de cuatro libros, wrpemente adobados [en P, con refundicion de
capitulos v desglose de otros, tiene tres libros conforme a un esquema silido v ldgico, con un wtal
de 163 capitnlos”™ (Ballesteros 1987, 1814,

I is true, as staned by Ossio (2004, 207, that Rowe's oviginal report on the manuseript and on the
relation between P aned 8 has remained unpublished, but Anton von Euw had quoted itexiensively
in the catalogue of the Ludwig Collection (von Euw 1882}, Furthermore, but simultancously with
Ballesteros 1987, Rowe published a brief summany of the resulis of his 1979 investigaions {Rowe,
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which contained prose text, had been obscured by pasted-on blank folios (Boserup
20044, 83-84). The folios were carefully separated (deglued), and the contents
of the hidden pages were revealed. Kraus supplied Rowe with photographs ol
these and other sample pages ol 5 and commissioned him to make an assessment
of the scholarly value of' S, In his unpublished 1979 report, Rowe demonsuated
that one of the examined lolios came not from an external source but had in
[act been il‘emsposud from within 5 itsell, while the four others originated from
another manuscript of Murtia’s Historia. Rowe correctly surmised that this other
manuscript was B, the long-lost “original” of the Loyola manuscript copy (L)
published by Bayle.” On the basis of having seen for the first time elements
of I" itself, independently of the testimony of L, Rowe defined P as neither an
il‘nm‘pulalcd derivation of S nor a copy of early drafts of it, but rather an carly,
completed edition of the Histeria, from which pages had been cut out and
reused in S, Rowe's work revealed, in essence, that both Bavle and Imbelloni
had had very important insights: “the wind,” in Bayle’s metaphor, had carried
whole c]'u;lpl[.'l's away from P, and the relationship between P and 5, as grasped by
Imbelloni, was not one of copy-to-original or original-to-abridgement, butsimply
of two successive and independent versions or editions of a work produced by
one and the same author.

Unaware of Rowe's findings, Ballesteros could not know that the “untidy”
appearance of P as witnessed by L rellected the excision and loss of numerous
folios of P. But now that P itself is known and its facsimile published, we can
confirm definitively not only Rowe’s overall analysis and assessmentof P, but also
the tenet of Bayle's conjecture (1946, 37) that PP consisted of separate folios or
double lolios (“cuadernillos™), each one corresponding to a chapter. We know
today that they were single folios, and that the loss of any one of them meant the
disappearance of the prose text ol'a whole chapter together with the illustration
that served as frontispicce 1o the next one.

1987). For a detailed presentation of Rowe’s lindings, see Adorno 2004, Rowe had only access 1o
photographs of selecred folios of S For an amendment, based on antopsy, 1o Rowe's description of
the way olios were inserwed inte S, see Boserup 20048a, 83-84,

= En passant, Rowe (1979, 2) corvected Ballesteros” confusing use of the term “original” applicd 1o $:
“Ballesteros has been insisting sinee 1951 than Murda wrote asingle work, that [the S manuseript] is
the “original,” and than [P is an early copy of it or one based on Murda's preliminary notes.” Ossio
(2004, 17) suggesis that Ballesteros confused the notion of "original™ with that of “linal version.” More
probubly, Ballesteros used “orviginal” notin any chronological meaning, but rather in reference o
its relationship to its author, in the sense of “autograph,” including possible scribes working under
the author's supervision. In the time period (19505 1980s) during which Ballesteros worked with 8,
itwas the only mailable autograph manuseript of Mo,
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1.14. fuan Ossio (1996-2004): In the Footsteps of Ballesteros

1.14.1. Ossio againsi Rowe

Turning now to the latest analysis of P, Ossio agrees with Ballesteros, who (1962,
vol. 1, p. xxxi) had mentioned the possibility that P might have been a transcript
ol previous dralts or notes ("la posibilidad de que [uera un rasunto de borradores
o memoriales previos”), Ossio expands Ballesteros’ idea. While to Ballesteros
the disorder of I could be due to careless or haphazard copying ol previous
drafts and notes, Ossio (2004, 13) sees in P an aggregation or compilaton of
such drafts: "algunos borradores que pudicron haber sido plasmados en la
copia [read; el manoscrito] de Loyola [P]”). Thus he suggests that P consists
of elements of three separate “drafts”: one which we can call *I* itself,” tha is,
the basic manuscript and its main text; another draft (*otro borrador™) from
which proceeded the twenty-two pasted-on folios (and two of the folios added
to 5);7 a third draft which he identifies as being the source of the two other
folios added to 8.

Ossio ventures to suggest a palpable identity for one of the two “other drafts,”
aman nsr_‘rip[ that was presumed more than half'a century ago to be in liogoui_TS
Ballesteros identified this presumed copy with the missing (actually, as we have
shown, nonexistent) “copia Munoz.” Yet what was for Ballesteros a speculative and
inconsequential hypothesis, becomes, as appropriated into Ossio’s drafi-theory,
an historically impossible construction: If the "Bogotd manuscript” is identified
as the “copia Munoz” and as the source of elements of PP and /or 8, then lolios of
a late 18th century document become elements of 16th and early 17th century
manuseripts.”®

B Ossio (2004, 17; 200 identifies this “other [second] foerrador” as follows: “Uno de ellos debio
proporcionarle el material que fue adberido a0 22 de fas piginas del manuserito [PP] en que se basa
este Facsimile.” On pasted-on folios, see below, sections 2.7 and 2.8; on Plolios in 8, see below,
section 211,

M Ossio (2004, 17) idenmtilies this “other [thivd] dervador as Follows: *v otro, a por lo menos tres,
que se pegaron al que pertenecio al Dugque de Wellington [5].7 One of these “three,” however, has
always clearly belonged 1w S (see below, section 2.11).

= Bayle (1946, 36) presented the information that a Mereedarian historian in Quite wld him of
a copy in Bogoti about which Bayle subsequently had been unable o acquire confirmation: “Fl

historiador mercedario Fray Joel 1. Monroy escribe desde Quito que en Bogoti se conserva una
copia: Dios lo haga: he preguntado alli v no he recibido contestacion, acaso por les astormoes de
los correos.” Active in the 19205305, Monroy was a provineial of the Merveedarian order in Ecoador,
where he served as the provinces inspector general aud published works on the fivst centuy of the
Order’s history in Ecuador (Viequez Nanes 1968, 1049, 228-2249),
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Bayle's suggestion and Ballesteros” further speculations about earlier ma-
nuscripts or drafts within P have guided Ossio in building his theory about a
patchwork assemblage of extrinsic pieces brought ogether ("plasmados™) in
the P manuscript. His argument is based on his assertion that Rowe was wrong,
and that the four folios that migrated o 8 do not derive from P.”7 This denial of
Rowe's theory is closely related to Ossios’s conviction that the twenty-two folios
that are pasted into I also belong to a manuscript other than P, and these two
theories, one can say, stand or fall together.

1.14.2. Ossio against Ossio

In his Introduccién (2004, 21}, Ossio rejects the idea that any of the watercolored
drawings inserted into § might have migrated from P o S.

However, in the commentary to his transcription of the text, he lollows Rowe's
theory. In part 1, chapter 21 (£28r) Murta describes the coat of arms of the Inca
kings and refers the reader to a depiction of it among the front matter folios
of P: “Las armas ... incas ... las cuales estin pintadas al principio de este libro.”
Ossio remarks that such a drawing is not extant in P but rather in § (8, [13v),
and he suggests as a matter of fact that this folio in S has lnig:‘zilml from P, and,
furthermore, that this is also what happened in the case of other drawings added
to S. He writes: “Este dibujo no figura en este manuscrito [P] pero si en la Historia
General [5]. Como ocurre con otros dibujos debid haber sido removido de aqui
[P] para ilustrar lo que seria la versién final de la crénica de Muria [S]7 (Ossio
in Murtia 2004, vol. 2, p. 96, note 416).

“ Ballesteros (1962, vol. 1, p. xxxi) wrate: *3, SEGUNDA COPIA. =Que bien pudiera ser primera,
que ordend hacer Mufioz v que se halla caalogada on su Coleceiin, conservada en Ia Real Academia
de la Historia, de donde también fala. EL P, Bayle observa que el mereedario Fray Joel Lo Monroy
escribia desde Quite que en Bogotd habia una copia, gerd éstad” Ossio (2004, 17) suggests: “De
no ser un original este mannscrito [of “ugul;il [mtlri.-x, como lo sugi-.-r-.- Ballesteros (1962, val, 1, P
xxxi), sen al igual que ¢l de Lovola, una copia [the “copia Muiioe”] del que fue adguirido por cl
museo Getty [S]77 As we have seen (section 1.2), the “Mufoz copy™ never existed, so Ballesteros was
identifying a nonexistent entity with one whose existence is hearsay at best, Ossio (2004, 17), in his
tern, asserts that the Bogotd manuscript, “as Ballesteros suggests,” could be the presumed Mufioz
copy of the Gewy manuseript (5), “like that of Lovola.” Ossio here inadvertently takes Ballesteros
carly position that 5 came before P and thus he carries forward wwo of Ballesteros” errors (“Munos”
= "Bogoud™, 5 P). Henee, in his search for Mura’s “borradores,” Ossio Falls prev o historical
anachronism by making eighteenih-century phanioms (the “Muioe” and “Bogou” copics) ime
early versions (“borradores™) of ' and 5.

T Ossio cites Rowe 1987, hut not the 1982 von Euw catalog, which agrees with Rowe. Von Fuw 1982
is clted by Adorno (2004, 42, G0) and Boserup (2004, p. 78, note 3, pp. 79, 83, 89), whom Ossio

cites,
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Being analogous 1o Rowe’s model for the migration of folios [rom P 1o §,
Ossio’s explanation here would seem a quite plausible suggestion. However, in
the case of the Incas’ coat of arms it is actually impossible, because this S-folio
carries a watermark (Latin cross on shield above the initials “GM™), which is
“the” watermark of 8, but not attested in P. Bevond that, folio 13 in 8 appears to
be the other half of an intact double folio, which formally denies its potential
migration from P It is evident that nothing prevented Murta from having the
Inca kings’ coat of arms depicted twice: in P (lost), and in S (extant).

Two pages later, Ossio once again follows Rowe rather than his own draft-theory
(Muria 2004, vol. 2, 98, note 50}, Concerning the portrait of queen Raba Ocllo,
missing in P (its assigned location in P is given as [33r), he writes: *El dibujo de
esta coya fue trasladado a [S]” (Muria 2004, vol. 2, 98, note 50). In its context,
this statement can only be understood as “moved o S from here, that is from 2"
This, we can note, is perfectly true.

Below, we will show that there is no need to equivocate about these migrated
folios. The rejection of Rowe's understanding of P is ill-founded. The theory
of P as an aggregate of elements taken from a number of drafis Falls aparcif P
is closely analyzed. We devote the lollowing Parts Two and Three of our study
to this task.

Part Two. The Ldements and Structure of P

We now turn o the physical deseription and analysis of the P manuseript. Being
confronted with the Madrid 2004 facsimile places an overwhelming amount
of information before us, and making sense of it requires that we I)l'{)L'L‘L'(l, in
general, from its more accessible elements to its more complex dimensions. The
effect will be cumulative, with each new layer of information superimposed on
the previous one. Thus we attempt to build a piclure, slowly revealed, of the
“Muria 1590 manuscript. The challenge is manifold, because after we have all
the elements before us (Part Two), we then must account (in Part Three) Tor the
sequential developments of the manuscript’s initial construction, [ragmentation,
and subsequent reconstruction. Before doing so, we begin with a consideration
ol the opportunities and limits of facsimile cloning.

2.1. What is a “Clone™?
Being in the hands ol a private collector, P is not available for autoptic examina-

tion, and the following analysis is based on the 2004 lacsimile, the Codice Muriia.

™ We recorded the watermarks and quire strucuere of 8 in January 2002, when examining the

:mu]us.ﬂipl at the Gy Museum (see Ihm-rup andd Aclormo 2005, and I!-::svru]) Q). Associale
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It is presented as a “clone” of the original |n;nlus(:|"1pl,w and the photography
is of very high quality, but one very much misses a thorough description of the
original manuscript as an artifact (codex). In the section of the Introduccion
dedicated to "El codice”, Ossio (2004, 22-25, note 5) states that apart [rom
three brief encounters with the original, he has only had access to filmed,
photographic, and scanned reproductions of it. These are far from satisfactory
working conditions for the editor of a “clone.” Ossio further refers to future
physical and chemical investigations (of ink, paper, dyes, watermarks, etc.)
o be done with the support of the technicians of The |. Paul Getty Museum,
and he acknowledges the possibility that there may be certain omissions in his
description of the manuscript.™ Nowhere is it stated whether the technicians
ol Testimonio Compania Editorial in Madrid have had direct contact with the
original manuscript, or whether they had to consuruct the “clone” exclusively from
photographic reproductions. The latter arrangement is the more probable.
On a number of points, the rearrangements and various instances of physical
damage inflicted on the manuscript over time have been imitated. For example,
the uneven edges of every single folio have been individually trimmed, in imitation
of the original (or a photograph of the original), and worm holes are not just
dots or blots on the photographic reproductions; many of them, but far from
all {compare fols. 11 and 12), are rendered by “real” holes in the paper, and it
is a mauwer of trust whether one is convinced that all imitated edges and worm
holes correspond exactly o the original, and that no important part of any letter
in a partly cut off marginal note has been truncated more than in the original.
Likewise, the simulation of ancient paper is remarkable, but the watermarks are
photographic renderings, not real watermarks, and they are visible under strong
light from above, not by applying light from behind the folio; in the majority
ol cases, where there is prose text on one side and a drawing on the other, the
watermark cannot be discerned at all, in spite of the quality ol the photography.
When folios in the original are pasted on wp of one another, as happens in
twenly-two cases, the facsimile faithfully renders them by double-layered folios
= except for one remarkable error, fol. 136, which is single-layered in at least
some copies of the facsimile.® The pasted-on folios have not been detached

Paper Conservator Nancy Turner, The ] Paul Geuy Museumn, Los Angeles, has in June 2006 kindly
confirmed the appearance of the GM type watermark on 5, 13,
# Onssicr (2004, 9, 22): “coma un clon;” “reproduceion exacta.”

# Orssio (2004, 22, note 5} remarks: “Hago esta aclaracion pues mi contacto directo con el manuscrito

hasta ¢l momenio ha sido solo per breves momenmios en tres oportinidades. En consecuencia no
descarte que pueda cometer algunas omisiones,”
* The copy of the facsimile owned by the Roval Library, Copenhagen, numbered 53, thus has only

21 pasted-on folios, After having been made aware of the ervor, Testimonio Compaiia Editrial
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(deglued) prior to the “cloning,” and the pages in the facsimile that have been
pasted together will of course turn out to be blank, if they are separated from
one another. Similar, but not quite so obvious, is the fact that the quire structure,
and hence the sewing and binding, of the “clone” differ throughout from that
of the original, as we will see below.

Under such circumstances, the scholar must be on guard. How lar can one
rely on the facsimile itself to reveal, in spite ol all appearances, the failings of
the cloning? The error mentioned above, related 1o fol. 136, can be considered
1o be harmless, since the anomaly of fol. 136 is readily seen and verified, and
since Ossio’s Introduccidn in one place (Ossio 2004, p. 24, note 12) refers to this
folio as double-layered. Neither will one be led astray more than momentarily by
the list (ibid.) of the 22 double-layered folios, where the penultimate, fol. 143,
representing the morning oilette of an aefla [virgin of the sun], is referred o
as “uno que representa a Chuquillanto y Accoytapra.” (There are three such
full-page drawings that conclude the Fieeddn appended to the Historia proper,
f146r-f147v.) These are some of the minor challenges that face the reader. But
what to do with fol. 10? Here, something is obviously amiss.

Folio 10 is the only instance in the manuscript with frontispieces on facing
pages, thus interrupting the regular rhythm of alternating pages with textual and
pictorial content. Two sets of worm holes that go right through the parchment
front cover and fols. 1-17 bear witness to the fact that [ol. 10 has been reversed
(recto is verso and vice versa). The reader’s first reaction is that this error must
be imputable to the Testimonio technicians, not unlike that of the single-layered
fol. 136, since no explanation is given in the Introduccion or elsewhere, Our
investigation, however (see below, section 2.6.1), will demonstrate that fol. 10 asa
single, loose folio was inserted into the manuscriptafier it had been fragmented
and its quires had beein for the most part reconstructed. For some time, fol. 10
stayed correctly in place (cl. one bookworm’s activity), but it was later reversed
andl, still later, another worm perforated fol. 10 in its reversed position. Hencee, in this
case, the “clone” faithfully reproduces the manuscript as it appears today, including
an error committed under a “repair” of the codex.

The lack of precise codicological information offered in the Introduccion
contrasts, as we will see, with the editor’s willingness o theorize about the
history of the manuscript. Yet it is helpful that the editor and publisher have not
attempted to put fol. 10 back into its originally intended place without knowing
how and why the reversal had taken place and without mentioning that the

suggested that the Taulty copy be returned and exchanged for a copy where an extra layer had
Been added on [ol. 136Gy, The copies numbered 51 and 52 also have fol. 156 as a single-layered
folio. The copy purchased by the Sterling Memorial Library, Yale University, numbered G2, has a

double-liyvered fol. 136,
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erroncous repair had been undone in the facsimile. The fact that fol. 10 at some
point in time was loose is a clue to understanding the otherwise daunting quire
in which itis located. In the end, the manifest irregularity of fol. 10 is one of the
corner-stones of ouranalysis and model of the manuscript’s structure and history.
Although it would have been helpful to at least mention the irregularity of fol.
1} in the Introduceion, its current placement corroborates the notion that the
2004 facsimile of “Muria 1590” can be considered faithful to its original, and
that with caution it can be used, in the place of the original manuscript, for the
kind of investigation that we have undertaken here.

2.2. The Length, Contents, and Foligtions of P

The lacsimile consists of 147 folios. There is also a flap between fols. 145 and
145bis. The 147 folios are made up of eighteen quires of eight folios (or 4
double Tolios) each, and one quire of hall size, that is, two double folios with
one folio represented by only a flap: (18 x 8) + 4 -1 = 147. It is not stated in the
Introduccion whether a flap is also found in the original P manuscript in this
place. In our model of the original (see Appendix 2} there is no flap.

The two ultimate folios are entirely blank, except for the photographed wear
and tear, humidity stains, and watermarks. Thus, the [acsimile consists of 145
inseribed folios.® Nine of these, however, are maostly blank, being inscribed only
with running heads and chapter titles, and thus appearing as blank or “empty”
when compared to the remaining folios. This explains the late annotation found
on the third of the three unnumbered folios that initiate the manuscript, “tiene
ciento quarentay cinco fox. entre escritas y blancas.”™ The note helpfully proves
that no loss of folios has occurred since that annotation was made,

The facsimile shows that “Murtia 15907 is a work consisting of four parts: the
Historia proper, the Fiecidn, a Tabla (Table of Contents) which encompasses both
the Historia proper and the Ficeion, and, on the verso of the last inscribed folio
of the Tabla, a "Memoria” describing the weaving pattern for a chumbi, or girdle
of finely woven cloth, to be worn by the Inca queens during important feasis. In
its present state, only three folios (unnumbered) precede the first numbered
folio, which is designated as number 8 in the second foliation entered in the
manuscript. As will be argued later (see below, section 2.6.1), the front mauter (up

S Ossio 2004, 22 describes the quantity as “approximately 145 folios™ “El wtal de folios es alrededor
de 145 como seiala el mismo autor en Ta portada que inicia el primer libre.” The note, however,
is nodin the band of Muria. On p. 25, Ossio assesses the length of the manuseript as “144 or 145
Tolios.”

“Fox.” means “Fojas,” thatis, “hajas,” Ossio (2004, 75, note 1) transeribes this annotation as *Tiene

ciento y quarenta y cinco folios (:2) eseritos v blancos.”
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to fol. 8, thatis, up to the first [olio referenced in the Tabla) originally consisted
of one more folio than the 7 evidenced by the numbering of fol. 8.

The Historia proper is divided into 4 parts. It is apparent from the Tabla that
originally they were not designated as “books” (this identification was instituted
later), but rather were introduced by unnumbered headings:

Tabla de los capitulos que ay En este pressente libro, De la famosa ystoria y
Relacion, Del origen, principio v generalogia [ siéc] de los grandes Reyes v sefiores
que fucron deste Reyno del pirtd (chapters numbered 1-27) (£148r)

Tabla, de los susesos y grandes y famossos hechos de los Principes ymlantes y
capitanes Hijos de los Reyves yngas y seniores que fueron deste rreyno E prouincias
del pirt {chapters numbered 1-16) ([148v)

Tabla, del gouierno que los yngas y senores tubieron, antes que los Espanoles
les viniesen a Este rreyno del pird (chapters numbered 1-73) ([1491)

Tabla de la declaragion del nombre deste rreyno del pird, con la declaracion
de las ciudades (added: de spanoles) que ay En el {chapers numbered 1-16)

(F150r)

Three foliations are found. Basically, they do notconflict, and they are in harmony
with all the references found in the Tabla. What seems o be the earhest foliation
is written with a thin pen nib, often partially or completely cut away under later
binding. It can be seen, for example, on f133r. Because ol an internal reference
on fol. 95 recto 1o fol, “1557 (see above, section 1.9, and below, section 2.6.2),
this foliation may have continued bevond the currently ultimate inscribed folio
{in the latest foliation: “1507), but, il this was the case, that numeration was
subsequently cut away.

The second foliation is inscribed beneath the earlier foliaion, and a broader
pen nib has been used. Itappears immediately above the top line of the frame
that aderns nearly every page of the manuscript. It runs from 8 to 143 inclusive,
that is, from the hirst chapter (*capitulo prohemial”) of part 1, up through the
sixteenth and linal chapter of part 4. Because ol a double irregularity, which
consists of two folios heing paginated (one is identified as pages 42 and 43, the
other as pages 61 and 62), we can infer that this foliation is secondary, based on
the earliest foliation and on the Tabia.

Apparently, a third foliation runs from 144 to 150, carelessly omitting 145[bis].
The description given by Jiménez de la Espada in 1892 (see above, section 1.4),
“un tomo folio de 147 {1, y wres sin foliar de tablas al fin,” does not match the
current foliation perfectly, although the Tabla docs start on fol. 148. Usually, in
early modern Spanish manuscripts and imprints, the Tabla was not loliated, and
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this may explain Espada’s inexact report,

Aswill be shown later, the originally blank folios at the end of the manuseript
must have been six in number, rather than the two thatare extant, thus bringing
the total number of folios up 1o 158,

Table I: Summary of Foliations

Visilaler Foalin- | ! S wential
| tions (earlicst, Relerences Nonextnl L Number ] ) ”:lu; I_...” ,
secondary, and it the Treble Toliation of Tolios ] I'II_I- .“ ?ﬂmh
] L oof folios
Lanest) |
. 5 : fulio] |
Front matter | e . ! 7 | 1-7
s [1-6] 7 ; 7
Litle page of ' (7] | g
part 1 |
Pare 1 854 534 27 9-35
Tiile page of
© gt o %5 1 36
part 2
FPart 2 351 A6-51 16 3752
Title > of
i -:nga o 59 I 53
art 3
are 3 53125 53125 73 Ad-126
Title page of 196 I 197
part 4
i - - 5
tart <A | 127-142 127-142 16 125-1435
Title page of
o 143 | KD
Ficridn | | 144
Fieeion 144-147 144 [ 1450ns] ) 145149
Tabler + Mewaoria 148-150 3 150-152
Final folios [151-156] G 153-158
| Total 158
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2.3. Quires, Sewings, and Watermarks

The basic physical structure of a codex consists of the quires, each one sym-
metrically unfolding its folios from the central point, the sewing. The quires
may all vary in the number of double folios included, and single folios may have
been excised or inserted here and there (by pasting or sewing). However, unless
changes have been made in every single quire, any codex of substantial length
will display a symmetrical rhythm which, when found, is essential for a correet
understanding ol any deviation from that rhythm. In parchment manuscripts,
the dilference of texture of the fleshy and the hairy side of the folios is a primary
witness when searching for possible irregularities in the quire structure, just as
watermarks in paper manuscripts are of great help in ascertaining whether a
codex has been manipulated after its initial construction, that is, whether losses,
additions, transpositions, or substitutions of folios have occurred.

As mentioned, watermarks are occasionally visible on the photographic re-
pl‘uducliuns ol the 2004 facsimile, quite easily when the lolio is blank on both
sides, and with great difficulty, if at all, when there is writing and a drawing. Two
types of watermarks are found:* one depicts a Latin cross within a shield, with
the initials AM® (16 instances identilied, referenced below as “AM™), the other,
a gauntleted hand holding a flower, and the initials PD™ (5 instances identified,
referenced below as “PD7). This is evidence of two stages in the construction of
the manuscript, as will be demonstrated below.

[n wwo cases, the photographic reproductions of the facsimile reveal sewings
ol the original codex. One ol these sewings, between fols. 8 and Y, is immecdiately
visible, the other, between fols. 32 and 33, is hard o find unless one looks lor it
exactly there. In both places there is also a modern sewing in the “clone.” Because
of this co-occurrence ol modern and ancient sewings, one might suppose that
the modern structure corresponds throughout to the ancient one, but this is not
the case. For the greater portion of the manuscript, from fol. 24 through fol. 135,
it is possible o identify with certainty the original manuscript’s organization
into quires. As mentioned, it differs throughout from that of the facsimile,

S Ossio (2004, 22) deseribes the watermarks of the P manoseript but docs nov chart their distribu-
tiomn.

* See Brigquet 1D68, vol. 3, nos, 56775704 (anested Genova 1563}, [tcan be seen on fols, 55, 57, 60,
7174, 78, 79, 80, 89, 40, 91, 92, 108, 116, penultimate, and ultimate, The paper used by Guaman
Poma in his Nueva covdnica manuscript containg the same watermark-type (initialss AA, AL GM),
see Adorno and Boserup 2005¢, 133-140, with reproductions (We here signal an erratim: the first
paragraph on p. 135 should be delewed).

e See Briguet 1968, vol. 3, mos. TT2EE TT246, 11263, 11274 Ganested Madeid 1530-80) It can be
seen on Tols. 2,12, 30, 335, 87,
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Once the interior bulk of the manuscript has been analyzed and mapped into
its physical components, it also becomes possible to make plausible conjectures
about the original structure of the first and last quires (see below, section 2.6,
and Appendix 2).

2.4. Primary Folios and Replacement Folios

When the watermarks and a number of other characteristics mentioned above
are compiled into a single array the folios of P fall into three groups: primary
folios, wefplacement folios, and pasted-on folios.

Table 2: Primary Folios and Replacement Folios

T I | :
| |- . i Nunher
Watermarks | Folisgion Drawings | Lavers
| [ . extant
! Farly and
Primary folios | AM tvpe new; regular Yes, many One 112
| throughowt

Replacement

ey Only new; two None Single (13) or
Tolios

| PD type . s
| M irregularities | double (22

Pasteel-on

- vor dlata] Yes, many | Addeled Lwyer o249
folios . :

i | No clata]

Basic for the understanding of the structure and history of P is the distinction
between primary folios and replacement folios, and the fact that pasted-on [olios
invariably have been mounted on replacement folios. This coincidence of pasted-
on and replacement folios makes it possible to conjecture a causal relation, that
is, to infer that replacement folios were inserted into the yet unbound manuscript
because of the need o anchor and support the pasted-on folios. The implications
ol these hasic Facts is that pasted-on folios are nothing other than primary folios
of P that have been removed, that replacement folios are substitutes or dummies
for such removed primary lolios, and thatin 22 cases (out of 35) these dummies
support the reinstallation of 22 primary folios into I

Primary folios correspond, folio by [olio, to the references in the Tabla. At first
sight, this is also the case with the replacement folios (as one would expect), but
there are two exceptions: These exceptions are linked, and they are the result of
one single error, committed when the replacement folios were produced. The
Tabla refers chapters 7and 8 in part 2 to fols. 42 and 43, respectively, and chapters
9and 10 of part 3 1o fols. 61 and 62, respectively. However, the manuscript here
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consists not of twice two folios, as one would expect, but of twice one lolio. In
either case these folios have not been foliated, but paginated, so that the count
was maintained, and references in the Table were matched by corresponding folio
numbers. From this double error we can infer, first, that the secondary foliation
followed upon the insertion of replacement folios, repeating and bridging the
earlier, initial foliation of the primary folios; second, that while the entries and
folio references of the Tabla were produced on the basis of the chapter titles
on primary folios, the chapter titles that are found on replacement folios were
produced on the basis of the Tabla; and third, that in the original manuscript
one single quire encompassed the replacement double folio 42/43% and 61/62
and that there must have been a sewing, that is, that the center of the quire must
have been located, between fols. 52 and 53,

2.5. The Seven Original Quires of P

With the clues gleaned up to this point, it is possible o reconstruct the codex in
its original structure, which turns out to be quite different from the structure of
its “clone.” As shown in Appendix 2, the original 158 folios (or 79 double olios)
were arranged in 7 quires varying in size from 18 o 28 folios {or 9 10 14 double
folios). All these primary double folios carried the "AM”™ watermark. Later, 46
primary folios (or 23 double folios) were removed. There still remained, in place
and intact, 112 primary folios (or 56 primary double folios) in a codex-structure,
forming the bulk of the six last of the original 7 quires. Sill later, replacement
double folios were added to the mutilated manuscript, whereby the original
quires were more or less recreated. However, a few deviations occurred. The
missing replacement double lolio next to 42/43 + 61/62 have already been
mentioned, In addition, as explained in detail below (see below, section 2.6.1),
the first quire was reconstructed with only 8% double replacement folios instead
of 12, arranged not as one quire, as originally, but as two small quires of 4% and
5 double folios, respectively (see quires laand Ib in Appendix 2). While all the
other quires had to be reconstructed with the same structure that they had had
originally, the replacement of one large quire (quire 1) by two smaller ones
(la and 1b} was made possible, that is, it was an option, because there did not
remain intact any primary couble folio of the original quire 1.

The operation of adding replacement double folios to the remaining primary
double lolios would have been futile, unless material was at hand that could be
added to the replacement folios by writing, by pasting, or by some other means,
In 22 cases out of a total of 46, a previously detached single primary folio was
available and could be reinstalled on, thatis, pasted onto, a replacement folio.®
Only one side of these reinstalled primary folios would be visible when they were
pasted onto their respective replacement folios. Therefore, replacement folios
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that carry on one of their sides a pasied-on folio with a frontispicce illustration
characteristically carry on their other side a previously made copy of the text that
would become obscured and permanently lost from the moment it was pasted
face-down onto the replacement folio.

In a few cases, when both sides of a detached primary folio contained only
prose text, the side of the folio that contained the neatly calligraphed and
framed chapter title was chosen o be displayed. In all the remaining instances,
that is, when the pasted-on folio carried a drawing, it was the side of the folio
with the drawing that was chosen for display, while the other side (with prose
text omly) was copied before being pasted face-down onto the replacement folio
and obscured.

The structure of the five central quires (nos. 2-6; fols. 24-133), as evidenced
by double replacement sheets, is shown in Appendix 2. Quires laand b, which
consist exclusively ol replacement folios and pasted-on [olios, and quire 7, which
came Lo lose its four last folios, and which has been much restored, will require
further detailed consideration (see below, section 2.6).

Our suggested maodel can be verified by locating the sewings in the original
manuscript. They should appear between the eight pairs of folios numbered 8/9
(sewing photographically visible in the facsimile), 18/19, 32/33 (a sewing also
photographically visible), 52/53, 77/78, 102,/103, 124/125, and 145bis/ 146. [f the
sewings are not found in these locations, the explanation must be that P has been
reconstructed in modern times, with the whole manuseript being cut apartinto
single folios and subsequently reassembled into new pairs, sometimes conjoining
now-single primary folios to now=single replacement folios into synthetic or hybrid
double folios. Such a course of events is extremely improbable, and we do not
sugoest that it has taken place. However, if it did occur, our proposal retains its
validity as representing the state of the original codex before such comprehensive,
latter day dismantling and restructuring ook place.

Under normal circumstances, only one of the halves of a double folio in a
folio size codex carries a watermark.™ Hence, for example, if it is correct that
fols. 68 and 87 were created out of the same double folio (see Appendix 2, quire
4}, only one of them should carry that double folio’s single watermark. This
does turn out to be the case: the half of the double folio oceupied by fol. 68 has

*One more removed folio (Ffol. 42) must have been wailable, bat it was not reinstalled due o the
fact that a replacement double folio was missing in quire 3. (Fol. 42 will be discussed further in
sections 3,11 and 3.17).

"“N::rrlmlll}'slluu[(l notbe taken for granted, I the case of Guaman I'::m:!"s1||:||'|115('|'ip|, Copenhagen,
GRS 2232 dro, three small quires (nos. 21, 25 and 26) are made up of what Adorno (2002, 13) has
called “composite double sheets.” These are constructed out of two single quarto size [olios pasted
together at the guiter. See Boserup and Adorno 2003, 114, 130-152,
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no watermark, but its other half, fol. 87, carries the “PD” marking. Similarly, in
quire 2, lols. 30 and 33 have the “PD” watermark, but the corresponding halves
of the double folios they are part of, that is, fols. 32 and 35, do not,

The 112 primary folios that are still in place in P must contain 56 “AM” water-
marks. In the facsimile, where the watermarks are rendered photographically,
we have been able to locate sixteen, all of which comply with the quire-structure
we propose in Appendix 2. That is, there is no occurrence of twice watermark
or twice no-watermark on any of the hypothesized double folios on which the
facsimile has allowed us o identily watermarks. This constitutes so strong a
corroboration of the proposed model that we believe that localization of the
remaining 40 “AM” watermarks need not be given high prinr'lt}-'.w

2.6. The First and Last Quires

While the end point of quire 1 and the starting point of quire T are sufficiently
evidenced, the structure of quires 1 and 7 requires a few supplementary expla-
nations.

2.0.1. Quire 1

There were originally 23 numbered folios preceding the first folio of quire 2, as
cvidenced by the extant foliation that goes from “8” to “23.” When the codex was
produced, the sum of the [olios ol this quire must have been an even number
(because of being made up of double folios). I we suppose that there was a
folio (probably the very first) that remained unnumbered, the original number
of folios in the quire becomes 24 (12 double Tolios). Currently, instead of 24
lolios or 12 double folios, we are faced with 19 replacement folios (9% double
lolios) + 15 pasted-on folios. The visible sewing between fols. 8 and 9 pertains
o the reconstructed quire, and it appears after only 4 folios (3 unnumbered
folios and fol. 8). This suggests that two small quires of replacement folios were
substituted for the original large quire.

At first glanee, it seems improbable that the reconstruction of the very first
quire of I’ should be so anomalous, with two small quires rather than one single
large one, since all the following quires were reconstructed so as to correspond
as much as possible to their original state. However, primary double folios were

= Betrradiography woukd reveal the watermarks on single- as well as double-Tayered folios, The
radivactive source is said (Schoonover 1987) 1o have no effect on the paper. For beta-radiographices
of the watermarks in Copenhagen, GRS 2232 o (Guaman Poma), see the illusirions in Boserup
anel Adorno 2008¢,
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extant in all the following quires, and this determined the number of replacement
double folios that were needed, as well as the place they would occupy in the
reconstituted quire structure. There was no such guidance (and constraint) in the
case of the first quire. Available from quire 1 when P was reconstructed were 15
removed primary folios, 14 of which belonged originally to quire 1, and one, the
displaced primary fol. 143 (adoring aclie), belonging o quire 7. They were 1o be
arranged and pasted onto replacement lolios. The last 10 of these 15 detached
folios formed an uninterrupted sequence. Itis a fair guess that they were allotted
one small quire {quire 1b) of 5 double replacement folios (fols. 14-23).

There remained five detached lolios, three containing front mater, and wo
containing a prose chapter and a frontispicce. The first one consisted of the prose
text of chapter 1 (subsequently renumbered as chapter 2) and the frontispicce
of the following chapter. The second one consisted of the prose text of chapter
2 (subsequently renumbered as chapter 3) and the frontispiece of the following
chapter. Quire 1b started with chapter 6 (subsequently renumbered as 7). Henee,
a small quire (la) of 8 replacement lolios {4 double folios) was constructed,
which would host the required minimum: 3 front matter folios and 5 chapters
with frontispieces. Various scenarios can be imagined for the sequence of events,
Eventually, the chapter numbers were changed so as to comply with the Tabla,
and one of the {olios (currently fol. 8) was used to inseribe an inwroductory
chapter (“capitulo prohemial”) and a copy (under avariant title) of the original
chﬂpl(rr 1 (for details, see below, section 2.10). Thus the count fell one folio
short ol what was actually needed. As a result there was no replacement folio
left in the quire to support the detached primary folio containing chapter 2
{subsequently renumbered as 3) and the [rontspicee of chapter 4. However, this
logistical error was remedied by the addition of one single replacement folio,
which eventually became fol. 10, tucked in loosely between the yet unnumbered
replacement fols, 9 and 11, In order 10 reduce the risk of the additional single
folio later being misplaced, a catch-word (*Cap.” 4.°") was inscribed in the lower
righthand corner of the recto (currently f10v), referring to the frondspicce of
chapter 4 on the verso of this same folio.

Fol. 10, as mentioned earlier (section 2.1}, 15 reversed in the facsimile. However,
it was correctly in place when the quire was foliated. The foliation *10” is inscribed
in the upper right corner of the folio’s original recto (currently its verso) but,
being partly obscured by a later repair, it is barely perceptible in the facsimile. Fol.
10 was still correctly in place when running heads were inscribed. Thus, “Libro
primero de la historia”™ appears on versos, “general del Piru” on rectos, as was
the case with fol. 10 in its original orientation. It remained correctly inserted stll
later, when a first bookworm fed on the front cover parchment and on fols. 1-17
(a photographically reproduced worm-hole is also perceptible on [18r), as clearly
demonstrated by the facsimile. Later fol. 100 was reversed, so that the worm holes
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do not fit. This possibly occurred through misinterpretation of the catchword,
i its reference to chapter 4 was understood as targetting the chapter proper
(its titles and text) on 11y, rather than its frontispicce on [10v. Subsequently,
another bookworm led on, and lelt its traces in, the first ca. 15 folios.

Table 3: Summary of Quire la

_. o . Replacement Recto ol | . . _—
U double folios A-D | replacement folio | Versa nr“I)I:'f“m_lll_f_”_lli“_
st unnumb’d Al Title page of work Pasted-on: Andean lndscape
LTI . e [ vy g 9
2nd unnumb'd 111 Blank st e ('.u'" ofarms
of Mercedan
. S — 5 Fasted-on: Adoring aclla
3 1 ; - T o :
rel unnumby’d Cl Title prygge of part | (was fol. 143)
8 i8] ] Crefritute prediemmial Chaper |
SEWING
. Copy of chapter 2 Pasted-on: Frontispiece
9 n2 ; .
{was 1) ol chapier 3
7 S Copy al chapter Pasted-on: Frontispiece
10 [Single folio] {was 2) ol chapter 4
1 | 2 “Title of lost | Blank
12 B2 Title of lost chapier 5 | Blank
13 A2 Title of lost chaprer 6 | Blank

2.6.2. Quire 7

This quire also contains a number of anomalies compared 1o the regular central
quires of P. The clue 1o the reconstruction of this quire has already been men-
tioned (section 1.9): Bavle (1946, 27) pointed to a displaced textual element
in P that can be identified in the facsimile as being fol. *155”, referenced on
primary {951. There is no extant folio with such a high a number in P, but the
reference obviously targeted the primarly folio that is now the pasted-on folio
(eclle's morning wilette) on replacement fol. 143,

Bayle wrote that the “"Appendix” of part 3 (= fol. 143) was “nothing but an
expanded repetition of chapter 43 of part 3, evidently out of place, if one does
not take it as a preamble to the idyll between the shepherd Acoytrapa and the
discrete Chuquillantu, which serves to conclude the work.”™ The 2004 facsimile
confirms that the folio in question has been relocated from one site to another
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in the P manuscript. [tis now fol. 143, butitmust originally have been numbered
“155”, and the text written on it belonged to chapter 43 of book 3, as Bayle had
suggested on the basis of his copy of L. As can be scen on the facsimile’s {951,
there is a reference o fol. “155™ "en este Reyno Vuo [hubo] mayor ° 15571
We conjecture that this note was not carried forward to L because Bayle makes
no mention of it. The expression is completed in the “Appendix”™ text (F143r,
formerly fol. “1557), so that it reads “En este Re[y]no del Pirt abia mayor primor
en este negocio de Virgines que serufan a los templos.” (In this kingdom of
Peru there was the greatest excellence in this occupation of virgins who served
in the temples). This single example of the cutting and pasting, relocation,
and renumbering of a text within P shows that Bayle had detected that the P
manuscript, as it appeared when it was copied in 1890, had been subjected to
fundamental reworking at some point in its history.

Thus, the text and drawing appearing on the folio pasted onwo fol. 143
originally lilled primary fol. *155” and they constitute today the continuation of
the text found on B35, We can make several inferences from this finding. First,
the last quire (7) of the codex went on to fol. 156 and consisted of 22 folios,
like the two previous quires, Second, primary fol. 143 is either lost, oritis to be
identified with the folio pasted onto the already-mentioned third unnumbered
folio in quire la. The second alternative should, in our view, be preferred,
because the drawing features an aclfa, or duste, that is, a chosen virgin or a
princess {she is unidentified), adoring the sun, Primary fol. 143 was situated
between the end of the chronicle proper, and the shepherd-and-princess tale,
“Ficeton y suceso.” Occupying 143w, the drawing of the adoring aefle would then
have served as [rontspicce to the story, which begins on f144r. In its current
context, the adoring aclia serves as frontspiece to a chapter on the noble deeds
in Peru of the Mercedarian order. We must add that the adoring aclla on the
third unnumbered folio in quire la, along with replacement fol. 143 and its
pasted-on folio (aclla’s morning toilette), are the only elements in P that appear in
bewildering contexts.™ Third, while the facsimile, like the original I’ manuscript

' See note GO,

' Ossie’s tanscription (Muraa 2004, vol. 2, 177) is incorrect: “en este revno wne mayor™ [“in this
kingdom enegreater”™] ), it is incomplete, lacking 7 155"

“The text on the reverse of the adoring aclle deawing can partly be seen, and it appears 1o be the
same block-tvpe handwriting swvle used for other guotations from printed works (see helow, sections
29 [*PA7) and 3.5.3), 10 it was originally primary fol. 145, it would in the caliest phase have been
blank, separating the fistoria from the Fiocion (compare (126 between parts 3 and 4). Subscequently,
it could receive the additional prose wst referred w on PR (Ul demas esei To. 1493, pigina 27)
and, on the reverse, a drawing serving asa fromispicce w the Fleeidn, Whatever the case may be, this
pasted-on folio, wgether with the other twoe unnumberee front matter folios, constitute the only
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{one must believe), contains only 152 folios (unnumbered fols, 1517 and *152”
are blank), P had once contained four more primary folios ([153]-[156]),
which were parts of the double folios 1o which the extant fols. 136-139 belong.
Referring to Table 4, primary double [olios A, B, and H had been removed, and
three single primary folios were later reinstalled on replacement fols. Al, B,
H1, and H2. While primary lols. 151 and 152 are still in place (with watermarks
“AM™), the blank primary lols. 153 and 154, as well as the blank replacement
fols. “155" and “156", were removed. There are no wraces of them in the 2004
facsimile. The removal of Tols. 153156 weakened fols. 136-139 at the other end
of the quirt:."'}

Table 4: Summary of Quire 7

Lo Dokl Prinmny folio, Privmary Tolics, Rt'pl:u':'nwnl Rt']:l'.u'i'lm'nl
Feslitiom . ! d iy i
Folios echo VTS0 Folicy, recto Folicw, vaisa
Ruted-on folio:
. | . Prinenv (136
136 Al | Copy of cap. 10 I
| ! verso = frontisp.
aolcap. 11
Pasted-on C -
- L " opy of T157
157 151 folion Primary . P
(137 = cap. 11| Y00
_ ._ . ! . . Frontisp.
158 [ | | Cap. 12 - ;
i ol cap. 13
i FFrontsp,
139 DI | Cap.13 ontsy
| ol cap. 14
e e —— ticiisitssmssil
. - Frontisp.
140 1 Capn 14 of eap. 15 i

instances in the manuseript where separation of pasted-on folios from replacement folios would
likely reveal information of importance for undersanding the history of I

165" in the call-out an % has here been taken o be a correct reference although two picees
ol evidence suggest that the referenced page {currently 114350) had been directly adjacent to P50y,
First, the inscription “virgines escogidas que servian al sol y al tenplo™ on 150 is difficule w explain
if not referring o fol. “155,7 where it corresponds (o the text and (word for word) w0 the short
cxplanatory phrase inseribed on the drawing. Second, fol. 141, the corvesponding hall of the double
Folio that contains fol. 151 (see *F17 aud “F27 in Table 4), shows evidence (in the 2004 facsimile)
of having been refastened after having been loosened. We have discovered these contradictions in
quire 7 by examining the evidence available in the facsimile; inspection of the original manuscript

can perhaps resolve the issue.
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Cap. 15

Frontisp.

Al

2.7. The Insertion of Replacement Folios and Pasted-on Folios

141 Fl {+ “lo demis Sy .
esté fo, 1437 | ofcap- 16
. . . . o m:\.tltlili“ﬂ
142 Gl Cap. 16 to cap. 16
[ =Sl ) Pasted-on
unnmbered Il-lriiltf:lhvl'l'(l fohie: Primary |
143 HI1 recio, ohscu- - o “155" (aclle’s | Blank
red text (cont. '_'i';:',).’l v aclle) morning
of 141)] adoring acda toaletie)
Seare of Cont. of |
144 1t Ficcion Ficeion {
= Cont. of Cont. of
145 J Ficcidn Ficcidn
i . Cont. of | Cont.of
145bis Rl Ficcidr | Ficcin
SEWING
. o | Contof Cont. of
v o
146 K2 Fiecion Fiecion i
- Cont. of Cont. of
y 9
147 J2 Ficciin Fieeion . ]
148 12 Teua, p. 1 Tabla, . 2
Pasted-on folio: | Copy of 1149
149 H2 Primary 144 versa { fabla,
( Trbdler, . 3) [t
150 G2 Talda, p. 5 Meworia
FRNTRNE B ]
151 Fo Blank (“AMT -y ok
watermark)
152 E2 L Blank
watermark)
i 153 Do Lanst {Laost)
| 154 co Lost (Lost)
[ 143, .
| 155 132 acfla’s [a_"l ?5" Laost (Laost)
! tonletie ] blank]
Lost (Lost) Lost (Lost)

The purpose of replacement folios, simply put, was to support the re-installation
of extant primary folios exactly where they had been located before being
removed. The pasting of detached folios onto replacement folios normally
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followed a pattern whereby the side of the detached folio selected to be visible,
ifa recto, would be pasted onto the recto of a replacement folio and, if a verso,
would be installed on the verso of the replacement folio. This was done with
folios carrying prose text on both sides, such as, for example, fols. 137 and 149;
since both sides were easily copied prose texts, the default higher priority of
the recto was respected and made visible, while the verso was obscured (afier
having been copied).

Basically, this also happened in the case of detached primary fol. 53, but it
was pasted onto the verse of replacement fol. 52, and the now-lost verso text
ol primary fol. 53 was copied onto the recto of replacement fol. 53, spilling
over onto the verso of replacement fol. 53. It happened because primary fol.
52, which would contain on its recto the title page of part 3, and on its verso
the frontispiece of chapter 1 of part 3, was not at hand. (It had been inserted
into the § manuscript, sec below, section 2.11). Henee, there was much space
available for reinstallation of primary fol. 53.H Obviously, it was the recto of
primary folio 53 that was chosen for display becanse it contained the carefully
calligraphed chapter title.

Inall other cases, that is, when there was a drawing on the folio 1o be reinserted,
the drawing (on the verso) was chosen for display, since itwould be much more
difficult 1o reproduce the carefully water-colored drawing than to copy the
chapter’s title and prose text.

In a few cases (fols. 42 and 143), on which we have already commented, the
regular procedure described above has not been followed. First, primary fol. 42
must have been extant, because the text that was on its recto (part 2, chapter
7} has been copied onto “folio 42 recto,” which is, in fact, page 42, since there is
here only one replacement folio where two are needed, but the lolio iself with
its drawing could not be pasted onto the “verso™ because this “verso” was actually
page 43, which was reserved for the text of chapter 8. Second, replacement fol.
143, as already mentioned, was not used for the re-installation of what had been
primary 143, but rather for that of primary *155.7 As we argued above (section
2.6.1), primary 143 is the detached folio now pasted onto the thivd unnumbered
replacement folio of the manuscript, where its drawing of an “adoring aclla” serves
as the frondspiece of the “capitulo prohemial” on the Mercedarian order.

Several of the primary folios were no longer available when the reconstruction
of the P manuscript took place. Thus, the replacement folios were left blank or
“empty” on both sides, bearing only a running head and the numberand title of
the missing chapter, based on the information found in the Tabla. These blank
replacement folios are eleven in number: fols. 11, 12, 13, 30, 52, 33, 55, 61, 62,
68, 87. To these we can add one more: replacement fol. 52, which would have

" See section 2111 Tor further consideration of replacement fol, 52,




Guentan Pomea and the Manuseripts of Fray Martin de Muriia 161

been blank on its verso (the recto has a short version of the title of part 3), if it
had not been taken over by primary fol. 53, as detailed above.

Finally, another type of anomaly in connection with replacement lolios and their
pasted-on folios should be mentioned. The folios pasted onto the three unnumbered
folios at the beginning of the manuscript have textinscribed on their reverse but, in
contrast to the other pasted-on folios, these prose texts were apparently not copied
and saved before being obscured by pasting. (Fol. 143, the adla's morning toilette,
scems not to have any prose text inscribed on its reverse).

2.8. The Dreavings on the Pasted-on Folios

The 22 folios pasted into the P manuscript are all primary folios of P that have
been re-installed in it

Primary folios were removed so that their drawings could be used for some
other purpose. Thus, 19 of the 22 pasted-on folios in P, and all five pasted-on folios
in 8, contain drawings. Concerning the 3 pasted-on folios in I that do notinclude
drawings, it is apparent that they were detached only because they happened to
be the corresponding halves of double folios that did contain drawings:

Table 5: Folios Detached from P that do not Include Drawings

: Detached folio without drawing Onher hall of same double Tolio N \

i 55 (current 52 versa) Text only 32v (currently in the 5 manuseript). Full-page drawing
19 Text only " II"'\(ul||1_||l]\::p]r::\1l.t {Hlblullilli{ulimml{ ]
137 Text only “1557 (curremtly fol. 143). Text + drawing %
156 Blank (lost) 136w Text + diawing

The fact that fols. 136 and 155" were removed suggests that not only folios with
[ull-page drawings, but also some with smaller ones were being removed in
order o be recyeled. Primary *155,” which became folio 143, had a drawing au
the bottom of the page; when the folio was reinstalled, drawing and ext were
cut apart and the two parts pasted in inverse order, with the drawing at the top
of the page and the text beneath i

" The toprto-batom reversal may have been carvied out e Tollow the standard pattern of I in which
drawings (being Mrontispicces) introduce, rather than follow, the texts they accompany, The drawing
b [EEL i
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Quire 1, which is the only one in the codex to have been totally fragmented,
contained all the portraits of the twelve kings and two of the twelve portraits
of queens (eeyas) of the Inca dynasty. Out of a total of 46 primary folios that
were removed from P, 24, or more than fifty per cent, belonged o quire 1. The
portraits ol queens were hosted mainly in quire 2. Five folios with portraits of
queens were removed, due, in part, to the thorough fragmentation of quire 1
and, in part, to the specific need for two portraits of queens in the S manuscript
(see below, sections 2,11 and 3.18).

The folios to be pasted were rimmed on all Tour sides, as one would do with
images that are to be pasted into an album. With a few exceptions, the trimming
followed the outer border of the drawn frames that surrounded the drawings as
well as the chapter titles and chapter texts.” This trimming can have occurred
immediately before pasting onto the replacement folios. In contrast, the four
p[‘imﬁr}' folios of P that caune 1o be inserted into S (see below, section 2.11) were
not trimmed, being installed into that manuscript by another technique.”’

For unknown reasons, primary lol. 23, with a drawing representing queen
Chimpo Coya, has been very severely trimmed. One third of the primary folio
has been cut away, possibly in order to remove the coat of arms that oceupied
the upper left corner of the portrait. Afier reinstallation, part of the frame was
redrawn, so that the page would look as much as possible like the others in
the series. While the other pasted-on folios apparently were inserted before
the running heads were inscribed, the opposite is true in this case: the word
“Historia”™ in the running head is partly hidden by the pasted-on folio, We will
return o fol. 23 in section 2.10.

2.9, Hands and Styles of Handwriting

Having analyzed the elements that constitute P, we can now turn our attention
to an examination of the hands and the styles of handwriting. Leaving aside two
late notes on the front matter folios concerning Muria's origins and the length of
the manuscript, respectively, and an owner’s mark dated 1925 on £125v, the hands
and handwriting styles found in P correspond to the main structural divisions
of the manuscript that we have identified. Thus, the following examination

on 155" was the anly one in P thatviolated this order; by being positioned beneath its accompanying

text, it illustrated it By cuting apart drawing and prose text and reinstalling them with the drawing
on tap, the reinstaller reproduced s customary pactern of presentation.

* The transparency of the paper throughout the manuseript allowed the fames on cither side of
cach primary folio to be drawn so that they coincided.

" See Boserup 2004a, 83-84,
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corroborates the fundamental importance of distinguishing between the primary
folios and the replacement folios of P

The main hand, P1, is found on the rectos of primary lolios ol the Historia
(including F125v), and on both sides of the folios of the Fiecidn, Talia, and Memorie,
It has inscribed the calligraphed and regular main text of the P manuscript,
that is, the “fair copy” (“sacar en linpio™) mentioned in the prologue to part 4
(1126v). [tis responsible for more than seventy-five per cent of the manuscript’s
text, but its first appearance, due o circumstances analyzed above, 15 on fol. 24
(part 1, chapter 17), that is, at the beginning of the lirst of the extant quires that
have been inscribed on primary folios.

On the versos of primary folios, and occasionally in corrections or brief ad-
ditions on rectos, we find P2, Itis a cursive hand, making short or long additions
to the main text, often with litde or no regard o the previous neat layout and
execution of the basic [air copy. [t displays many variants, apparently depending
on a variety of lactors. Brief additions by P2 are also found, as mentioned, on
a few primary rectos, and on five of the replacement folios of quire 1 in part |
{the “capitulo prohemial” and chapters 2, 3, 7, and 16 [{Br, 9r, {10v (which was
originally £10v), 14r, and {23, respectively]). P2 has also made corrections in
the Tabla and redefined the divisions of the codex from unnumbered parts into
numbered “books”. Likewise, it has inscribed the main tide page and the title
pages of the three first parts/hooks (all on replacement folios, that is, the rectos
ol the first and third unnumbered folios as well as (35 and {52r), Furthermore,
P2 has inscribed the titles of some of the “empty” chapters as well as the running
heads throughout the whole manuscript.

On the drawings, whether by Guaman Poma or by the otherartist(s), P2, using
many handwriting styles, is responsible for all the short phrases identifying the
pictm‘ial suhjccls on drawings that have not been inscribed by Guaman Poma,
whom we identify below as P4.* Finally, P2 has inscribed the Latin epigram above
and below the coat of arms of the Mercedarians (front matter). We identify it
as P2’s calligraphic handwriting, used when not jouting down additions, but
rather inseribing portions of the main text. It should be mentioned that in
the § manuscript, this variant of the P2 hand (identified as 83 in Table 6) has
inscribed not only the last part of the main text of S and the whole Tabla of
3, but also the title page information of § (including a 4-line Latin epigram)

* The P2 hand, inits neater variants, shares a number of commaeon teadis with o document that was
iseribed and signed by Munia, as his hand can be seen ina document reproduced (but unidentified)
by Ossio (2004, 53). Ballesteros (1962, vol. 1, pp. xxxiv, note 24, and p. il), who reproduced the
signature from that document, identifies ivas a petition written on November 7, 1595, by Murda [rom
the Mercedarian convent in Cozeo when he was its frocurador (see Barriga 1942, vol, 3, pp- 352-353).

Murtia was seeking, on behall of the convent, the return of cortain usurped agricultural lands.
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as well as other elements of the front matter (copics of numerous letters of

recommendation},

In four instances, and embedded in textual additions inseribed by P2, we find
P3. The '3 hand inscribed extensive quotations from a printed work, Jerénimo
Romdn y Zamora’s Refuiblica de la Indias Oceidentales, bk, 1, 2nd edition, 1595 (sce
below, section 3.5.3). Itis a clear and regular block-type hand, imitating printed
text. Comparison of orthographic habits in these passages and a passage copied
from the same edition ol Rom:in y Zamora by P2 ([77v) seems to prove that P3
cannot be a non-cursive or calligraphic variant of P2, but rather represents a
scribe executing a onc-time assignment for P2, The four literally transcribed
quotations are all found in part 3, and they come from four consecutive chapters
(7-10) in the printed source.

On forty-three drawings (from [43v (ill the end), P4, afies Guaman Poma’s
particularly well known hand, has inscribed captions, that is, shorier or longer
phrases identifying the pictorial subjects; see Appendix 6.

The obscured texts of pasted-on folios that were not copied onto replacement
folios by P2 were copied by P5, a professional scribal hand apparently accustomed
to copy charters and other official documents (with flourishes in signatures,
ete.) rather than ]ill:r;u‘y warks. In part/hook 1, P5 is responsible for the text
of chapters 1, 8, and 9 through 15 (f8y, F15r, (161227, respectively), as well as
lor the chapter titles of “empty” chapters 4-6 ([T1=13r) in quires La and 1b. In
book 2, P5 has inscribed the text of chapters 7 (f42r) and 9 (f44r}, in book 3,
the second half of chapter T ({33 and 153v), and all of chapter 11 (163r), and
in book 4, chapter 10 (f136r) and the second half of chapter 11 (f137v). Finally,
P5 has copied a page of the Tabla obscured by pasting (£149v).

P1, P2 and P4 are found on the four lolios that have migrated from P 1o the
S manuscript. P2 is found throughout § {in a number of more or less neat and
more or less relaxed variants, called “S37 in Table 6), Neither of the two scribal
hands of S (51 and 52) are attested in P

Table 6: Summary of Hands in the P and 8 Manuscripts

I' manuscript P-lolios in 5
Main wext {Histarie Curacas” letter,
1’1 Seribe 14, Ficeian, Tabla, title page of part 3,
| Memoria) chapler wexis
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Front matter,

Revised title of

Fols. 2r-Tr,
fols. 366/ 382y

additions, . S
e . X work below curecas 1o end, additions,
P2 53 Muria COTTCCLions, . .
. lewer, captions on COITeCHons,
| caplions on . . . .
! L drawings intrucions, caplions
| driwings .
| & on drawings l
| Four quotations |
| Scribe embedded in P2 |
| 1

CGuanmun
Poma

Lext
Captions on
drawings

Captions on
drawings

Copies of obscured

through 366,/ 382r)

[ s Scribe i

| lexts i

. . T Main wext up to fol.

; 51 Scribe 171/191% .’
ols. 171/ 191v

‘ K2 Scribe LLSUEL L

2.10. The Chapter Numbering of Part I of P and the Identity of P2

The carly chapters of book 1 inseribed on replacement fols. 8, 9, 10, 14 and
15, include some anomalous phenomena. They are surveyed in more detail in
Appendix 3. The manuscript, as can be inferred [rom the Tabfa (I148r), originally
contained the following chapters:

Capiwlo 1. Del origen y principio de los Yngas (primary fol. 8)

Capitule 2. Del principio de los Yngas (primary [ol. 4)

Capitulo 3. Del gran Mango Capac ... (primary lol. 10)

The replacement fols. 8-10 contain:

Capitulo prohemial ... (f8r, inscribed by P'2)

Capitulo 1. Del nombre de los reves del Pirt ((8y, inscribed by P5)

Capitulo 1 (corrected to: 2). Del origen y principio de los Reyes yngas ... (19 by P2)

Capitulo 2 (corrected to: 3). Del gran Mango Capac ... ([10v[r], by P2)
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The numbers of the extant chapters 7 and 8 have been corrected from “6” and
“7", respectively, but the numbers of the empty chapters 4, 5, and 6, have not
been corrected, and they must have been inseribed after the numbering of extant
chapters had been revised and made to comply with the original numbering found
in the Tabla. There are no further deviations between the numbers identifying the
chapters throughout the manuscript and those assigned to them in the Tabla.

Several observations can be made. First, the “capitulo prohemial” (8r), which
originally had no correlate in the Tabla of P, and which is inscribed by P2,
prefigures the long inserted chapter on the Mercedarians in the S manuscript.
Second, the title of chapter 1 on f8v ("On the name of the Inca kings") does
not match its contents (the political origanization in the Andes before the rise
of the Incas), which, however, matches the original title of the chapter in the
Tabla wlerably well (*Del origén y principio de los yngas™). Meanwhile, in the S
manuscript, the nearly identical contents of chapter 1 have at last been subsumed
under a matching tide: (“De como antiguamente no ubo en este Reino Rey ni
senor unibersal hasta los yngas™). Third, P2 initially reduced the chapter numbers
by one when copying from the removed primary fols. 9, 10, 14, and 15 (only
the title on f15r). He subsequently abandoned the effort, assigned P5 to copy
the capitulo frimero, and reverted to a numbering of the chapters that matched
the Tabla references. Fourth, there may be a connection between the peculiar
status of fol. 10, loosely wucked inand later incorrectly fastened, ™ and P2's initial
bypassing of the original chapter 1 and renumbering of the first 8 chapters.
Various scenarios can be imagined, but the exact causal relationship is difficult
to ascertain, Fifth, the uncorrected numbering of chapters on fols. 11, 12, and
13, indicates that chapter titles were inscribed on “empty” replacement folios as
one of the last procedures of the work of reconstruction. They were copied [rom
the fubla by P2, This fits well with the [act that running heads were inscribed
later than the pasting ol rimmed primary folios onto replacement folios. There
is only one exception, folio 23, the severely mutilated drawing of queen Chimpo
Cova (sce above, section 2.8), which slightly overlaps the running head; it may
first have been left aside and only pasted on, after some hesitation due to it
mutilated state, as one of the very last acts in the complicated reconstruction of
P. Sixth, the Tabia reflects, through corrections inscribed by P2, the insertion of
the “capitulo prohemial”, and the renaming of chapter 1.

From the contributions made by P2, particularly the reconstructed quires
la and 1b, we can put together an emergent picture of P2%s authority. It seems
that P2 ook the responsibility for the difficult parts of quires la and 1b under
construction, letting PH copy its easier parts ([8r, [15-22r). Chapter 16 (£23r)

TRee above, section 26,1,
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is particularly revealing with respect 1o P2’s intellectual control of the project.
The pasted-on lolio, featuring the mutilated portrait of queen Chimpo, had on
its back the original text of chapter 16. The mutilation had climinated the end
of every text line, and it would have been a waste of time to let a scribe (P5)
conjecture about the missing parts; we can therefore suppose that P2 rewrote
his own old ext once more, casily lilling out the gaps.

2.11. Idements of Pin the § Manuscript

2.11.1. John Rowe’s Theory

In the S manuscript, five folios were double-layered.™ Blank folios had been
pasted onto the reverse of full-page illustrations, obscuring the inscribed texis.
After the layers had been separated, John Rowe analyzed the revealed texts and
identified one of them (8, fol. 19) as having been internally recycled within 8.'"!
Rowe identified three of the [our others as originating in P, the then-lost model
of L, because they exactly filled out textual lacunae in Bayle’s edition based
on L. The fourth one contained textual elements with no direct context in P
(L), but, by analogy, all four folios with pasted-on blank folios were assigned by
Rowe to L's model (P}, thus becoming the first known original drawings of the
I’ manuseript (though migrated to §). All four of Rowe’s identilications (Table
7, nos. 1-4) have been accepted by von Euw 1982, Adorno 2004, and Boserup
2004a. In addition to the fundamental observations made by Rowe, we can add,
as mentioned above (section 2.9}, that the hands P11, P2, and 4, are also found
on these four folios.

Table 7: The Four Primary P-Folios Extant in the S Manuscript
Nowe: §, fol. 149, is not included in this wable, Like the reeveled folios originating in P is texside was
covered by a pasted-on blank (olio, but, as pointed out by Rowe, itdid not originate from P. Before

being obscured by a pasted blank folio, the wxc ol S, (19, had been copicd onto S, {16

Status in 8

Original Content as Content as recto side |

Na. ,,!‘- * iy P-folio, srivary P-folio, e fore | Funetion in 5, verso
leeation 5 g . |
recto sicde VErSo degluing by |

H.I. Kraus)

™ Far full details, based on Rowe 1979 and 1987, see Adorno 2004,
" For details of the consectitive transpositions of folios within 8, sce Boserup 2004a.
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Further observations can be made about the migration of folios from P o S.
Just as no. 1 {coat of arms of Peru) served a dilferent purpose after migration
(P: frontispiece of the whole work = S: [rontispicce of book 3), nos. 3 and 4
underwent a radical reinterpretation on their way from P 1o their new context
in 8. In P, they illustrated, respectively, the Inca king in procession, and his wile,
the Inca queen, in procession, as frontispicces, respectively, of part 3's chapter 1
("De la manera que los Yngas eran y de sus costumbres [added by P2:] v con la
magestad que caminaban™) and part 3's chapter 10 (*De la magestad que trayan
las Coias™). Simply put, these two drawings represented a generic Inca King and
a generic Inca queen in procession. As such, they were correctly referenced in
S by inscriptions {again, by P2) on [acing blank folios where the P-folios were
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eventually inserted: “Modo de caminar de los reves incas™ (no. 3) and *Modo de
caminar de las reinas incas™ (no. 4)."* At some point before or after migration
to S they were redefined (once more, by P2) as ruler portraits (*guascar ynga”
and “chuquillantu, muger de guascar ynga”™). In §, they became frontispicces of
the chapters introducing the eleventh Inca king, Huascar Inca, and his queen,
Chuquillantu (8, book 1, chapters 41 and 43, respectively).

The four S-folios corroborate the model proposed above, or vece versa, since
the above analysis is nothing but the application of Rowe's findings to the
rediscovered and nearly complete P manuscript. Furthermore, when considered
in the immediate context of P, these S-lolios supply us with crucial information

for understanding the history ol Murta's Historiccum-Historta generad, as will
become evident below.

2.11.2. fuan Ossio K heory

Ossio challenges Rowe’s theory, suggesting that the 22 folios pasted into P
originate from a “parallel,” "analogous,” or “previous™ manuscript or draft
(“borrador™), o which he also assigns two of the 5-folios (noe. 2, “Raba Ocllo”
and no. 4, *Chuquillanta™). In Ossio’s view, Muria intended wo insert them in
P, but for some reason they were inserted into S.'9% As for the two other S-olios
identified by Rowe, Ossio assigns them to “another dralt” (*otro borrador™),
because he does not find space or conlirming textual references for them in P,
and he considers these criteria to be decisive determinants. Ossio has been led
to this theory by Ballesteros” speculations about drafis, which he has expanded
and developed. We review below Ossio’s assertions about the folios pasted into
5, in order to put forward our own assessment on the matter.

No. 1 (Coat ofarms of Peru}. According o Ossio, there is not allotted space
(a blank folio) in P for this S-folio.”™ He believes that it originates from “another

" Though bricl, Munoee's 1782 repont ol 5 had |:r.'|.iti keen (Ganed useful) anention o the LOpPIcs
rencered pictorially, making nowe not only of the ruler portraits and coats of arms, but also of the
roval processions ("su modo de caminar en andas”™). See his description above, in section 1.2,

D los otros cuatro estoy de acuerdo con Rowe que ¢l de Raba Ocllo y el de Chuquillanto [nos,

2 and 4] podrian ser Gliados con el manuserito del propictario irlandés [P Sin embargo cn este
viltima no hay evidencias de cortes en las pdginas, Por ¢l contrario lo que se aprecia os que en los
lugares donde iban air los dibujos Lis paginas estin en blanco — - - Por ejemplo en el caso de Raba
Ocllo [no. 2] esclaro . . que debia haber sido adberido en el lugar correspondiente en el manu serito
Galvin [I]. Por determinadas circunstancias Murda no hizo esta operacion™ (Ossio 2004, 21).

" n reference o the ilostration of the coat of arms of Perw, Ossio (2004, 21 remarks: "es el
tinico que no guarda mayor correspondencia ni con ¢l contenido del manuserite Galvin [IF] ni ¢l
Wellington [5].7
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draft,” different from the onc that, according to his theory, supplied the 22
pasted-on folios of P, and that it migrated directly to 8 from that *other” draft.
— There is no lack of space in P: a number of folios of quire 1 are lost, and this
folio fits perfectly into P as a detached primary lolio.

No. 2 (Raba Ocllo). Since there is in P a blank folio ready to host this folio,
Ossio concedes 1o Rowe that “it could be affiliated” (“podrian ser filiados™) with
P, but, contrary to Rowe, Ossio chooses to let it originate in another manuscript
or dralt. According o Ossio, it was Murda’s intention to insert it into P, but for
some reason it did not happe n (and instead it was eventually inserted into 8).
— Of all the extraneous S-folios, this is the one that most evidently originates
directly from P

No. 3 (“Huascar Inca”)."™ Because there does not seem to have been allotted
space (a blank folio) in P for this S-folio,™ Ossio assigns its origin Lo the same
“otro borrador”™ as no. 1, and he suggests that it migrated directly from that
draft to 8. However, he acknowledges that the text on the reverse of Huascar
has some likeness to the text on fol. 51v of P, which alludes 1o the execution of
Tupac Amare.”" = In fact, the two texts are not look-alikes, but supplement
one another pt:rf'cctly."m As explained above (section 2.7), replacement fol. 52v
was intended for the reinstallation of “Huascar Inca,” but because this folio had
migrated o S, the replacement folio was used instead as support [or pasted-on
fol. 55r.

No. 4 I:“(“ul(]lli]liilllll":l.HN This now-S-folio originally belonged in a location
in P where two primary lolios have been removed and only one replacement

M We use quotation marks to signal this Inca’s name as a secondary identification of a figure that
was in I'i

tialy assigned an identity as a generic higure of an Inca,

Aquel de Husisear Inca cargado en una litera es cierto que no encaja directamente con ninguno
de los eapitulos del manuserito que se reproduce en este Buesimile” (Ossio 2004, 21).

W Asimismo, el wexto que esti en el anverso es semejante al que alude a la gjecucion de Tapac
Amaru en el capitulo 16, libro 2 (Orssio 2004, 21).

" AL the botiom of B, 5lv, we read: “*No se vido januis este ciudad del Curco en sus gueras ni
trahijos | tan a pigue de perderse como este dia, pero guiso Dios que, sin escindallos ni guerras,
acabise este principe y mal lograde Amaro. En saliendo de su .. This exposition continues withou
e

interruption on 8, B7/84y {originally I 52v): ... Precion todoes los caciques, curacas v los demiis
yndios con algunas | de los nuestros acompanaron—llorando. En llegande | a la calle saltan a los
balcones vy ventanas mugeres v doncellas y yndios | v yndias llorando—" Reading smoothly from
the folio in PP 1o its original sequel in P, which has now migrated 1o 5, we have: “This city of Cuzco
never found isell in s wars and hardships so close to being lostas an this day. But God willed that,
without wars or scandals, this prince and ill-Faed Amaru should come o his end. In leaving his (P,
Slv) prison, all the lords, chiefs, and the rest ol the Tndians, along with some of our own people,
accompanicd—weeping, In ariving on the street, women and maidens and male and lemale Tndians
went Lo their windows, weeping =" (I52r).
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folio subsequently inserted to replace it. That is, there are extant only two pages
numbered 61 and 62, not folios, which would have vielded four pages. Since the
recto of the Sfolio (*Capitulo noveno™) is obviously the missing chapter 9 of
P’s part 3, the recto of the folio is to be identified with primary f61r. This is also
what Ossio entertains and accepts in the commentary to his transcription (Muria
2004, vol. 2, page 142, note 109). In his Introduccion, however, he takes the
opposite approach to this case. Finding no blank page in P lollowing “Capitulo
10, de la magestad que travan las Coias™ (replacement page 62) 1o which o assign
the drawing of “Chuquillantu™ on the verso of this S-folio (which had been the
frontispiece of P's chapter 10 in part 3, “De la magestad que trayan las Coias™),
Ossio (2004, p. 21) assigns this drawing to chapter 27 of part 1 (f33v) where
there is “space” for a ruler portrait of queen Chuquillantu. — Ossio presents this
interpretation of the “Chuquillantu” folio as quite analogous to the Raba Ocllo
folio. However, he is dealing with a single folio whose recto and verso cannot
be separated [or insertion into two locations widely apart in P (I33v in part 1;
“page” 61 in part 3, respectively), if this lolio had originally belonged 1o another,
but “parallel” or "analogous” manuscript.

It is not entirely clear how many drafts Ossio pUH[llléllL‘S, nor how he relates
them to one another. Sometimes he mentions three, sometimes two. Possibly,
he envisages that up to three drafts were aggregated into one single
parallelo o previo,” and that, in the end, all pasted folios in P and 5 belong
there. However, even when thus concretized and simplified, Ossio’s theory as
propounded in the Introduccion (2004, pp. 10, 17, 20-22) is at variance with
annotations he makes to his transcription. They follow Rowe’s [l]-‘.‘()l"\_'.lm

MEAnusCcrito

2.11.3 . Points of Method

Rowe’s primary concern was not the drawings but the texts. He had seen that
the recto texts of these folios exactly filled out lacunac in Bayle's edition of L,
and he assumed that in L's original, the then-ost P, there were 4 lacunae, each
one consisting of 1 folio, corresponding to the 4 folios found in 8. This, however,
as we can see from the facsimile, is not what one encounters in P In the places
where Rowe envisioned lacunae (missing folios), P contains folios, some of them
“empuy”, others not, and it could seem to today’s observer of the facsimile that

'™ See nowe 105, "Chuquillantu™ is a secondary idemtification for a generic roval female figure,

" Ossior (in Muria 2004, vol. 2, 96, note 46) writes: “Como ocurre con otres dibujos debid haber
siclo removide de agqui [P] parac ilusoar o gque seria laversion final de la cronica de Muora [S])7
Regarding the missing Raba Ocllo drawing/folio in ), he (idem, 98, note 50) states: “El dibujo de

esti cova e trasladado [from wherez?] a la Histeria General [5].°
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Rowe therelore was on the wrong track,™ However, the previous pages have
shown that where Rowe thought that P had lacunae, we lind instead replacement
folios. They replace missing lolios, thatis, ill out lacunae. Rowe could not know
that the lacunae had been prepared for the reinstallation of folios that earlier
had been detached.

Ossio’s theory ignores the difference between primary (olios and replacement
folios. The only issue that matters is whether the S-folios, considered as primary
P-folios, fitin among the remaining primary folios of P. Rowe argued long ago,
on the basis of an analysis of the textual evidence, that this was the case, and the
2004 facsimile of ' confirms that he was right

This confrontation ol Ossio and Rowe may secem inconsequential, but it is
important for two reasons.

First, we must ask whether the Sfolio with the curaeas’ letter (Table 7, no.
1) is an ordinary element of the P manuscript itsell’ or of some “other draft.”
= The ecwracas’ letter is a document of paramount importance for the theory
that Guaman Poma was Muria’s main indigenous informant and a close col-
laborator during the genesis of his Historie, 1t is considered to document their
close collaboration on the strength of the hypothesis that it is a “draft” penned
by Guaman Poma in imitation of the fictitious letwer of recommendation of his
father Guaman Mallque de Ayala, which is found in Guaman Poma's Nueva
coronica. Conclusive arguments have never been adduced for the priority of the

Guaman Mallque-text, nor indeed for Guaman Poma’s authorship of the exracas’

¥ . . . . . . o
letter."? Until the discovery ol P, the curacasletter was considered as a “draft,”

hypothesized as being jotted down in P by Guaman Poma. (His hand is on the
reverse, which features the extensively commented Guaman Poma-drawing of
the coat of arms of Peru.) Yet from the beginning it was patently clear that the
letter had been inscribed by the same hand as the ordinary chapters of P [part
L, ch. 25, and part 3, ch. 9], discovered by Rowe. After the discovery of P, and
insofar as its 22 inserted folios are interpreted as belonging to *other drafts,”
rather than to Pitself, the curacas” letter, instead of becoming more tighty linked
to P, can be dissociated totally [rom P, as if belonging to yetanother “draft”. - By
reverting to Rowe's theory, the curacas” letter becomes contextualized (in the
newly discovered P) more strongly than before, and, indeed, far from being a

1 Orgsio 2004, 21: “Sin embargo en este daltimo [P] no hay evidencias de cortes en las paginas.”

P That there is o texial relation bewween this wxeand the ficitioos lewer of recommendation of
Guaman Poma’s Gaher is ungquestionable, and well seen. But it does not follow that Guaman Foma
drafied the leter of the cwracas, More probable, on any count, is that Guaman Poma plagiavized
anul fictionalized the curacas” lener, which he knew from having illustrated the manuseript in which

it had been inscribed (see below, 4.5).
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frec-going “borrador de carta,” it turns into an integrated part of a “copia en
limpio™, that is, a printready manuscript.

Second, we must ask whether it is true that Ballesteros was on the right tack
in 1962 and in 1987 when he suggested, as a mere hypothesis, that P (which he
only knew through L, that is, Murda 1946a) consisted ol a plurality of drafts.
- It is this “historical lucidity” ("imaginando con gran lucidez histérica®) of
Ballesteros (Ossio 2004, 13), which has induced Ossio 10 suggest that there is
evidence in P and S for the existence of one, two, or even three “dralis,” and,
consequently, to introduce the notion that Guaman Poma was the head of an
artisanal production unit (taller artesanal) where members of his faumily were
employed as seribes and illustrators, There is no evidence for such an atelier,'?
neither in Guaman Poma's own book (except for his own claim about instructing
his legal-petition-writing “decipulos” [Guaman Poma 1615, 499]), nor in his
externally documented activities, nor in any other sources.'™ To date, the
only “evidence” has consisted of Ballesteros’, and particularly QOssio's, visions
of P as an aggregate of elements derived from earlier “drafis,” rather than a
tightly monitored manuscript evolving over time. In this context, one can hardly
overestimate the importance of achieving a solid scholarly consensus on the
question ol whether Rowe’s theory of I was right or wrong,

2.12. The Integrity and State of Preservaiion of P

Our investigation has shown that neither P nor § olfers evidence of material
being interpolated into them from other drafts. I was fragmented, and I was
reconstructed (with some, but not very extensive losses), and S was enriched
with some clements of P But there is no element in either P or 5 that comes
from any other source. In fact, we have accounted for every single element in
both manuscripts as originating in I’ or 8.

P was not only carefully wrought in its various stages, but it is also well preserved.
When we take into account that the twenty-two folios pasted into I are actually

' Orssio (2004) correctly qualifics his notion about an artisans” workshop as "hipotético™ on p. 52,
but elsewhere he presents icas an established et On po 48, for example, Ossio writes of Muriia
as being surrounded by “informantes, dibujantes v amanaenses,” which on p. 49 wirn out to be
“Guaman Poma y el personal de su aller avtesanal,” and on p. 54 a particular drawing is assigned
to “Guauman Poma o sus Timiliares.”

" Jos¢ Cairdenas Bunsen (1998, 2001) has challenged the prevailing opinion since Pictschimann 1908
concerning the manuscript of the Nueva condnicn v buer gobierno being autograph from beginning
o end. The adduced evidenee for dictation and a variety of seribes, as can be imagined in a taller,
docs not carry the point, On Guaman Pomaas author and as his own artist and scribe, see most
recently Adorno 2004,
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primary folios from the same manuscript that have been cut out [rom icand then
reinserted into it by pasting onto replacement sheets, and when we discover that
Rowe was correct when he argued that all four extraneous S-folios had migrated
there from P, we come 1o the conclusion that only 20 primary folios of P are
missing, Four of them were blank on both sides. Hence, out of the 152 inscribed
folios of I, only sixteen have been lost (the text on one of them, however, primary
fol. 42, is extant in copy). In other words, a full ninety per cent of P has been
preserved o this day. For the details of these counts, see Appendix 4.

The impression of disorder and incompleteness conveyed by the early editions
of P (made, of course, on the basis of L) was enhanced, first, by Bayle’s insistence
(“voy a declarar paladinamente™) that P had to be a "mala copia” of a lost
“authentic original,” and, second, by the elevation of this impression into a theory
of “uncleaned-up” drafts and notes (*un sucio”) by Ballesteros, The discovery
of I'in 1996 and the publication of its remarkable facsimile in 2004 could have
been the oceasion for a fundamental revision of unsubstantiated speculations, but
these have come to represent, regrettably, the culmination of nearly a century of
steadily accumulating misimpressions and misunderstandings about the nature
of the P manuscript.

Manuscripts often reveal much, directly or indirectly, about the model from
which they have been copied or about an earlier version of the same work on
which they are based. This is also the case with P The discovery that as much as
90% of P has been preserved intact, and thatitis a manuscript that was rationally,
not haphazardly, planned, constructed, and developed, provides a solid basis for
the systemalic investigation ol its internal history, and, beyond that, of possible
antecedent and subsequent versions of the same work. In this Part Two of our
stucy we have presented the elements that constitute the manuscript, moving
from the most basic levels of its construction to the more complex levels of 1s
receipt of its contents. We have sought to identify the constitutive elements of P
and the logic of their assembly, ragmentation, and near-complete reconstruction.
We went from gathering simple and indisputable codicological facts, such
as watermarks, to more complex notions, such as “replacement folios”. Our
discussion culminated in the disentanglement of scholarly polemics over the
complexities ol migrated, recycled, and reinterpreted pictorial texts, that is, the
water-colored drawings by Guaman Poma.

In the next part ol our study, we will order chronologically the information
that we have gathered and the analyses we have made. We do so in order to
construct a plausible expression of the sequence of events that constitute the
“early history” of the P manuseript from its earliest known antecedent version to
its conservation and survival as a mutilated bud still useful annex to the revised
and expanded 5 manuscript that finally mlp(rl'sc(l('(l iL.
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Part Thyee. The Early History of P

We now turn to a chronological consideration of the construction of P. The new
interpretative context that the facsimile publication of P has created allows us 1o
assess a critically important piece of the Muria puzele (the curacas’ letter ol 1596)
and to discover that there had been an earlier completed version of Muria's
work, which we will call C (= Cuzco). We will explore in detail the phases of the
fragmentation of P and the logic of its reconstruction. With regard to the last
phases of the evolution of Murida’s life-work, we venture to explain P's survival
in spite of its being rejected by Muria as a satisfactory version of his Historia
general del Perit.

3.1. Before P: The C Manuscript

P contains some information about the period of time over which it was produced.
Bayle (1946, 31-34) discovered long ago that the date of 1590, which appears
both on the title page and at the end of the Tabla, should not be taken at face
value. ' Bayle (1946, 32-34) had identified two passages that refer to events of a
decade later. First, on lol. 51y, Muria refers to Martin Garcia de Loyola as being
the current governor of Chile. Garcia de Loyola governed Chile from April 1592
until his violent death (at the hands of the Araucanians) on December 23, 1598,
Second, on fol. 137y, Muriia mentions the volcanic eruption near Arequipa of
F(.'l)l'u;lry 18, 1600. Augmenting Bayle's discoveries, Ossio (2004, 50, 191, nowe
175) has added a third and even later documented date Tor Murmia’s additions
to P: on fol. 106r, Muria relates that he punished three Indian “idolaters” in the
province of Avmaraces, when he was serving there as comendador and eura, Ossio
has determined that Muria had this charge between 1604 and 1606, All three
passages are additions by P2, and they clearly indicate that Muria continued
working on P after 1606,

There is a lourth post-1590 date o be considered, and it also appears in a
passage inscribed by P2, [tis found in the only prologue that is exwant in P, which
is the prologue o part 4 (126v}). This text was written during the reign of Philip

" The tide page (replacement folio, inscribed by P2) carrvies the notice, “acabise por el mes de
mavo del ano de 1390,7 aned the Tabla (1) is dated “ano de 15007

M Hemming 1970, 461, Garela de Lovela's wile was Dodfa Beatiz Clara Coya (158816007, the great-
granddaughier of Huayna Capac and the nicee of the last Inca prince, Tupac Amaru (c. 1554-1572),

who was executed by the viceroy Francisco de Toledo (Hemming 1970, 506:507). Commenting on the

SIN-VET g swernonship of Chile by Garelu de Loyolaand Doia Beatriz, Hernming (1970, 461 ) notes that afer
the governonr's assesination, “the Armucanians continued for many decades o use the skall of Governor
Garcia de Lovola [grand-nephew of St Ignatius of Lovola] as s ceremonial drinking vessel.”
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HI (1598-1621), as attested by the reference to the “cathélico Rey don Felipe,
segundo Marte y tercero deste nombre.” Murtia here reveals that P is a fair copy
of parts 1-3 ol his book, to which he adds a fourth part: with the opportunity to
make a clean copy of his book, he cannot but add o it an account of the riches
and bounty of the kingdom of Peru and the excellence of its Spanish cities."!”
Thus the earliest possible date of the main text of P, the fair copy inscribed by
Pl, is late 1598,

This prologue, which appears at the beginning of the work’s part 4, comes
in rather unexpectedly at this point because there is no other prologue in P
However, a cross-reference in part 3, chapter 25 (177v), "como queda dicho en el
[:ll‘ﬁlngu." confirms that there had been a prologue on one of the now-lost front
matter folios in P.""® This is what one would have expected, but not that it was a
prologue to parts 1-3 only, as revealed by the supplementary prologue to part 4.
It can be concluded, therefore, that before I' there existed a full fledged earlier
version of the Histeria, consisting ol a prologue and parts 1-3, and that P is a fair
copy ol it (“viendo la ocacidn ... para sacar en linpio el presente libro™).

Additionally, the lewer ol recommendation of the cwracas of Cuzco, dated May
15, 1596, which we can conjecture was inscribed by P1 on a front matter lolio of
P {currently located in §, see above, section 2.11), describes the work submitted
by Muriia (C) with precision and in some detail. " Thus, it is not fortuitous that

"7 Viendo la ocacidn en las manos, prudente v discreto lecto[r], para sacar en linpice [sid] ¢ presente
libro, no quixe perdonarami vabajo ni contentanme con sola kysoria y gouierno de los yngas, porser
muy falto sino hacerlo entero v cumplido, poniendo aqui ks grandesas y Riquess deste Revno del Pir
v las excelencias de ks ciudades y villas que en Clay de espanoles™ (P, F126v Mo 2004, vol. 2, 221),
" The cross-reference w the prologue is insered by P2 inco a long literal gquotation abou gquipus,
from the second edition (1595) of Jerdnimo Romdan vy Zamora, Refuiblicas del o, De o Refribilica
de fas Inelins Oceidentales [15%5], bR, 3, ch, 26 (1897, vol. 2, p. G8): “Tenian grandes montones destas
cuenias a maneri de registros, como los tenen los escribanos, vy alli tenian sus archivos [added in 1%
como queda dicho en el prologo] y de tal manera, que ol que queria algo, no tenia mis que hacer
e irse alos que tenian este oficio.” The origin of this passage was idemificd by Pirssinen (1984,
48) and acknowledged by Ossio {(Muria 2004, vol. 2, G0).

U The curecas” letter reads: “El qual [Martin de Moria] abeii cineo anos que a esoripto una ystoria
de nuestros antepassados, los rreyes yngas deste Reyno del pind y de su gouiermioe, con oas muchas
curiosidades por relacion que de elle como de losvicjos antiguos deste dicho Reino v de nosotros. Y que

el estilo es Ficil, eloquente, grave ysustancial, v L istoria [ sie] muy verdadera como combicne al subjelo

¢ personas de quien trta, Y que dennis del servicio de Vo ag, que resulard de vmprimirse L dicha
ystoria comencindose aselebrar e hacer inmorial la memoria ¢ nombre de los grandes senores como

los inerecieron sus hazafias, descando gue wodo csto se consiga” (5, [285v). Significamtly, “curiesidades”

picks up a formula of the unabridged tide of part 3, as evidenced by fol, 52 (in the manuscripe 5): “E1
gouicrmo que estos Reves v Grandes senores Yogas unieron antes que los espanoles vinicsen a este

Revno del pird, muy gustosso v con mucha curiosidacd. Es como se sigue”™ (S, [67v),
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. . .. R . . - )
the curacas do not mention Muria’s description of cities (including Cuzco'),

while his treatments of Inca history (parts 1 and 2) and of Inca civic and social
organization (part 3) are explicitly mentioned. The curacas [urther mention that
the recommended book had been completed by Muria five years earlier (“abra
cinco anos que [Muria] a escripto”). This fits well enough with the year, 1590,
found on the title page of P’ considered as a copy of the title page of C.

32 FhomCtloP

Cross-references within the text inscribed by P1reveal more about the genesis of
P. An important question is whether all four parts of the Historie were inscribed
by P1 at approximately the same time or possibly over an interval of many
years, If it could have stretched over many years, one could argue that only part
4 was inscribed after May 15, 1596, while the lost prologue and parts 1-3 were
inscribed long before that date and constitute the very manuscript submitted
by Muria to the curacas.' This possibility, however, can be ruled out because
there is a reference to part 4 in the running text of the PL fair copy of parts
1-3. Itis in part 2, chapter 13 (f48r), in which a long passage about the city of
Huamanga ends thus: “Es ciudad de buen temple v de mucho Regalo y de gente
muy yllustre y Iicida, como se dird lo demads en la ystoria de la dicha ciudad.”
This cross-reference targets chapter 4 in part 4, and it proves that part 4 was
completed or in the making when Pl inscribed the [air copy of parts 1-3. Since
the main bulk of P was inscribed (P1) in one process, even if over a period of
several weeks or months, and since part 4 had been copied by P1 not carlier
than 1598, it is legitimate to assume that all the P1 fair copies of briefer texts
can be dated to the same period. These briefer texts are the Fecign, the Tabla,
the Memoria, and the letwer of recommendation of the curacas of Cuzeo.

The curacas’ letter is dated May 15, 1596, and since it is known through the
P1 fair copy of it, the Pl fair copy itself, to which the Priloge of part 4 (inscribed
by P2) explicitly refers ("sacar en linpio el presente libro”), must have been
produced after May 15, 1596. Thus, it can be excluded that P (in any form)
was the very manuscript submitted to the euracas. Rather, we can suppose that
the enthusiastic declaration of the cuwraens, recommending to king Philip 11 the
publication of Muria's book, was an event that contributed to Muria's decision

" Cureco heads the 15 chapiers, followed by Lima, Huinueo, Quito, lea, Canele, Choclococha,
Husumanga, Camana, Arequipa, Arica, Chuquiago, Cochabamba, La Plaa, and Potosi.

= Ossio (2004, 40) states that I' was the manuscript submitted (orintended to be submitted, ifit was
only a “draft of a letter,” of, above, 211} 1o ithe carmcas, and recommended by them for publicaiion:
“aqquella carta de 1596 . donde un gropo de cameas cosqueios decide respaldar la pablicacion del
manuscrito de Galvin [that is, P."
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lo initiate the production of a new fair copy (P) of his book, that is, to take
decisive steps toward its eventual publication.

When Pl copied C, Murta did more than just add part 4. This is evidenced
by the cross-reference o the fuller reatment of Huamanga, mentioned above.
Judging from P2’s numerous later additions, it is probable that five years after
C was completed, Muria was prompted to add a number of supplements,
corrections, and other enhancements to C belore P1 started to make a fair copy
of it, whether in installments or as one single assignment. However, this point
should not be pressed. The textinscribed by PL is nota new edition of C, as S is

a new edition of P. [t is a fair copy, says Muria (I126v), and the probable date of

T &

completion of C, “por el mes de mayvo del ano de 15907 (P, title page) was not
changed in the Il copy made sometime alter May 15, 1596, Neitherin Cnorin P
was “1590" meant as an imprint date. [twas the date of completion of the Histeria
as an intellectual achievement materialized in a manuscript (C). The addition
af the 16 chapters of part 4 fulfilled a need in the work as conceptualized by
Munia, but it did not turn the fair copy into a new work. Furthermore, the date
given as the date of composition had to comply with the information given in
the curacas’letter, which was inscribed in proximity 1o the title page.

Apart from the addition of part 4, P came to differ from C in another very
important respect. The curacas land Muria’s style (“el estilo es ficil, eloquente,

grave y sustancial”), but they do not mention the most salient characteristic of

the manuscript of its later copy I': the water-colored drawings. It seems fair 1o
infer that C was not illustrated.'* The drawings are explicitly mentioned in P’s
prologue to part 4. Had they existed when C's prologue to parts 1-3 was written,
they would have been mentioned in that context, and there would have been
no need to repeat the information about the visual enticement ol the work in
the prologue to part 4 written in 1598 or later. We can conjecture that the idea
of Mustrating his book may have stimulated Murtia to have a new fair copy of C
produced, but it must remain a hypopthesis.

Much must remain in the dark concerning peculiarities of C. Among errors
that may have been conveyed from C to P, because they were only lately detected
and corrected in P, is the faulty numbering of chapters in 57-73 of part 3, initially
numbered 56-72 (fols. 109-125). The Tabizin P has the correct chapter numbers
all along, and if C had no Table, the error in C may have been detected when
IP’s Talia was o nupnst‘d.

" This question is further discussed below, seetion 3.5.2,
¥ Muria expresses the hope that his work will be welcomed by the reader: *con amoroso Cxpiritin

por las esmaltacas v barias ]\inlur;ln‘ v colores seri uien recibidao™ (0126v).,
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3.3 The P Manuseript: A Professionally Produced Fair Cofry

3.3. 1. Overview of the Conlents

P was laid out as 79 double folios, folded and arranged in 7 quires of 12, 9, 10,
14, and 3 times 11 double [olios, or 158 single folios {see Appendix 2); the paper
used was of "AM” type (see above, section 2.4).

The version of Muraa’s Historia that was inscribed in P consisted of front
matter and 132 chapters arranged in 4 unnumbered parts (see above, section
2.2). The front matter and first three parts were copied from a lost model, the
manuscript C, to which were added part 4, the Fieeidn, a Tabla referencing all
four parts plus the Fiecign, and a short Memoria.

The front matter, up to the title page of part 1, consisted of 7 folios (0 + 1-6).
The lollowing contents are evidenced or can be conjectured, with each item
occupying its own folio: the title page of the whole book, the curacas’ leter
(recto) and the coat of arms of Peru (verso; extant in S), the coat of arms of
the Inca kil‘tgs,|24 the Andean landscape (extant in P), the coat of arms of the
Mercedarians (extantin P), and a prologue 1o parts 1-3 (including an exposition
on quipusas historical sources).'” A blank folio may intentionally have preceded
the title page, as is the case in the later S manuscript.

Table 8: Hypothetical Reconstruction of Quire 1
Note: Lost folios are represented by italics, Inspection of the prose texts on the reverse of nos. 4 and

By as well as an investigation of the watermarks of nos. 2,4, and 5, in conjunciion with watermarks

- |

First |

h!:l} Recto Verso Last hall l Recte Verso

of quire ol quire | (chap.) | (frontispicce)

No.O | Blank Blank CFol.23 | 16 | Queen?

No. | r‘:_;:f;f‘"f-’” U Btank | Fol. 22 15 | Queen |

. Curacas’ Coat ol arms of Peru {(in 8 : - Principes
o . o , I

No. 2 leter [283) ol. 21 4 yigas
A wersion af the coat of arms

No. 3 Biank aof Inca kings, that is founed in | Fol, 20 13 Inca king 12
53

S, fol, 13; i PP (128r), such a drawing is referenced as heing “al principio de este libro,"
P, T tromo queda dicho en el prologo.”
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wr (Obscured | Andean Landscape (P 1st . ‘ o L
S st unnumbered folio) B = U
(Obscured Coat of arms of
No,h ) Mercedarians (1), 2nd Fol. 18 11 Inca king 1
Lext) gl
unnumbered folio)
No, G Pytifoge Bk Fol, 17 10 Inca king 9
No. 7 ;.:;:‘[’;'l:mgr of f“:‘?‘mﬁ.\fﬂ'ﬂv' ryl"‘fm” ' p'fm]f.ifrr i1 Fol 16 & Inca king 8
- Text of part | Frontispicee of part 1, = . ) o Livner T
Fol. 8 | 1 chapter 1 | chapter 2 Fol. 15 ) Inca king 7
Fol. 9 Text of part | Frontispicce of part 1, Fol. 14 - Inca king 6
o | Lchapter2 | chapier 3 (Inca king 1) - ! e kg b
o .( Text n_,l"fmr! f“l'rmff.'.ﬁ.l'ﬂ'r' uflr'lm'f 1, r'h-‘:]f.fﬁ'r +f " : . vy Limer B
Fol. 10 | 1, chapter3 | (Incafing 2) Fol. 13 [V Inca king 5
. | Tot of part Frantispricee of et 1, chapler 3 | . - .
B | o .Jr-.lr ! .”I f : 3 : o Ly
Fal 11 I\ I, chapter4 | (Incaking 3) Fol. 12 b Inca king 4

Three folios had on their rectos the title statements of the first three parts, Only
the third is exwant (I52r, currently §, (67r/84r):

Ll gouierno. Que Estos, | Reves. v grandes. senores, | yngas tuvieron. antes. que.
| los espanioles, viniesen, | a este Reyno. del pini | mui gustosso, y con | mucha
curiosidad | Es como. se sigue,

The entry in the Tablais abbreviated: *Tabla del gouierno que los yngas y senores
tubieron antes que los Espanoles viniesen a este rreyno del pira” ((149r).

A whole folio was also assigned for the title page of part 4 (fol. 126) but it
was left blank'*® because the title page information in the model from which
P1 copied part 4 was inscribed above the tide of the first chapter. Fol. 127 recto
therefore has two title boxes within the framing, the superior one containing the
title of part 4: *Declaracion del nombre deste rreino del pir con las ciudades
que ai en el.” It corresponds to the Tabla entry except for the addition of “de
espanoles”™; "Tabla de la declaracion del nombre deste rreyno del pir, con la
declaracién de las ciudades <de spaioles> que ay en el” (f150r).'%

B AL Luer stage, the Prifoge to part 4 was added on 7126 verso, facing chapier T ol part 4, and sill
later (probably), Guaman Poma, by mistake, created a drawing on £1206 recto, facing the st page
of part 3 (sce below, section 3.7.5).

" The kst two words, apparently inscribed by P, pick up the expression v las excelencias de las
ciudades v villas que en el ay de espanoles,” which is found in the Prifoge to part 4 (1126v).




Guamean Poma and the Manuseripts of Fray Meartin de Muriia 181

Awhole folio (f143) was also lefi blank between the end of the Historia proper
(f142v) and the beginning of the Fiecidn (144r)." The manuseript ended with
6 blank folios.

3.3.2. Single-Page Chapters

Each of the unnumbered parts of the Historia started with a *Capitulo primero.”
While the Ficcign extended over 6 folios (including the initial blank separation
folio) and had 4 pages set aside for illustrations, the chapters of the Historia
proper were composed according o one simple scheme. They never exceeded
a single page of text, and they included finely framed chapter titles ol varying
sizes, as determined by the length of the respective titles. Thus, every chapter
had its own, single lolio, invariably inseribed with the chapter’s tite and the
single-page chapter lext on ils recto.

There is only one exception to this pattern, and it is found in the very last
chapter (and page) of part 3, corresponding to the last page ol the Historiain the
C manuscript. The verso of 125 is inscribed by P1 in continuation ol the recto.
The tapered conical ending of P's part 3 probably reproduces the colophon
that decorated the last page of C. This oceurrence leads us to ask whether Cwas
designed to have blank versos or whether its chapters were copied in such a way
as to provide blank versos to accommodate further texiual additions, or perhaps
even illustrations/ frontispieces which in that case, however, were never prepared.
Thus, it is possible that C was designed o have [rontispicees, as P (and, much
later, 5). However, as argued above (section 3.2), Cwas probably not illustrated,
since neither the curaeas” letter nor, apparently, the lost prologue o parts 1-3
makes any mention of drawings,

Before any text was copied, each of the recto pages of PP was ruled with a thin
lead-point. The number of ruled lines per page varies according 1o the amount
of text to be inscribed. The maximum number ol lines is 36 (Fieeion, 1145). All
chapters of the Historia (and the first page ol the Fecidn) included a calligraphed
title embedded in the framing of the whole page, leaving space for 28-32 lines
of text. Thus, the amount of prose text per chapter varied substantially, but
harmony and uniformity of layout were achieved by adjusting the distance
between the ruled lines (i.c. the number of lines on the page), by conically

A Tater stage, Tolio 43 was inseribed with a continuation of the wexo on folio 141 on s recta
and the drawing of an adoring acffa was created on s verse, as frontispiece o the Freidn, Stll kuer,

under the reconstruction of P, itwas moved 1o the beginning of the manuscripe, Gacing folio 8 recto,

where it became the 3ed unnumbered folio with its recto text pasted onto a replacement folio and
its acloring arlla displayed as frontispicee w the “capitulo prohemial™,
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tapering the lines of script at the bottom of the page (the end of the chapter),
and by skillfully adapting the size and heaviness ol the letters to the amount of
text ol the current chapter (Compare [38r, which consists of thirty lines, a brief
title, and a relatively short text, with {39r, which has thirty-two lines, a lengthy
title, and a much longer text.)

3.3.3. The Framing of Recto Pages

With the exception of the [rent matter folios, as well as F126r (reserved as title
page for part 4 but left blank at this stage of the evolution of P), and (147r (one
of the three pages left blank at this stage between the end of the Fieeion and the
beginning of the Tabla), all rectos carried text that was carefully inscribed by P1
within the boundaries of a double-lined frame. These [ames, however, were not
all of the same type. 'l"lltr}' vary in the way the L:hnpltrl' title is separated from the
chapter text. The five variants, A-E in Table 9, do not occur haphazardly but in
a sequential series with an increasing degree of complexity. The framing system
evolves, step by step, and the framing of title and text becomes more and more

. . st
mn ngI’Ei[L‘(] Into one conmmon strucoar ‘.I

Table 9: Framing of Chapter Texts

Part,

chapiers R

| Type Folios (towl)

P 1127 (all of | ] line of separation between title aned texqg title in
A | 83020 ( |

part 1) trapezoidal box within commeon 2-line frame
21-16 (all of | 2 lines of separation between title and texa; title

1 3564 (35) part 23 aned and text in sepruate rectangular boxes within
31-17 common 1-line frame

C 70-109 (40) 31857 i .,!, ;::::.\I::il::pullum. !i-ﬂ,t:f-:.:l(l lext in separale
s ANCS; Perspective
3,58-70 {with |
virints on
4,64 and
2,65 and
the Fiecion

110-12% (with
variants 116 aned
117), 140 and
145his (15)

3 lines of separation; titde and text in separate but

D . ; ; .
conliguous cloulle-line Crumes: perspective

5 1 the S manuscript, all chapier tiles are calligraphed and all wext pages are framed, as in P bat
title and text are not separated by horfzontal lines,
1 The illusion of a madest visual perspective is achieved by deawing lines that miter the corners

of the unes.




Guaman Poma and the Manuscripts of Fray Martin de Muvrita 183

2 lines of separation; title and extin inegrated
adjacent double-line frames; perspective
(variations of this wpe due 1o long tides): fols,
124, 128,137, 139

37173 and
4,116 (all of

. 125125 ancd
I 197
= part 4)

7-142 {19)

The frames were drawn alter the body of the textwas inscribed (see [52v and the
rectos of fols, 58, 60, 66, 67, 93, 94, 112, 123, 125, where the frame is interrupted
by or circumvents protruding letters), but was part of the making ofa page. A thin,
pencil-drawn line may have guided the seribe on the yet unframed page. A thin
pen nib was used for inscribing the text ol ecach chapter, while a thicker one was
used for inscribing the chapter titles and for drawing the frames. Additionally, a
thin pen nib was used to ereate the intricate, twisted decorative lines of frames of
type A (fols. 8-34) and the claborate cross-hatching and filigree-like variants of type
D (see fols. 116 and 117). The ruling also guided the distance between the twin
lines of the horizontal sides of the frames and the letier size ol the calligraphic
inscription of chapter titles (cf. e.g. fol. 53). Thus, frames and all text on recto
pages are strictly monitored and modular throughout the manuscript.

3.3.4. The Foliation

As part of PI's fair copy, a small, discrete foliation was added on the top right
corner of the rectos. In many cases, this primary foliation was later partly or
entirely cut away, but a later foliation, subsequent to the addition of replacement
folios, was inscribed just above the frame; it coincided throughout with the
primary foliation."”*' In the facsimile, remains of the primary loliation can be
seen from folio 26 onward, and it is still intct on Fols, 59, 60, 86, 83, 89, 105, 115,
133, and 134. No primary foliation can be seen on the folios of the Fieeidn, The
primary foliation was not introcduced on one folio in the front mauer, possibly
the very first folio, and probably by design.

3.3.5. The Table of Contents

The Tabla, inscribed by P1 on three folios following a blank folio separating it
from the Ficcion, includes references that correspond chapter by L:h;lplm‘ to the
primary foliation.

The Tada's version of the titles of parts 3 and 4 can be compared with the title
pages inscribed by P1 on {52r (currently S, {67r/84r) and on F127x, respectively. In
the first case, only the superfluous rhetoric (which goes back to C) is bypassed in

M Exceptions occur where oo few replacement folios had been added, see below, section 3,11 (For
details, see above, section 2.7).
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the fabia, while in the latter case the Tabla copy is slightly expanded. In contrast,
the Tabla entries for the single chapters are very much abbreviated throughout.
Only twice (part 1, chapter 8, and part 3, chapter 69) are they allowed to occupy
more than one line.

The first reference in the Tabla is 1o fol. 8: chapter 1 of part 1. Thus, there
are no references to the front matter (e.g. the prologue to parts 1-3). The last
reference in the Tablais to the Ficcion (Tol. 144).

On the verso of the last folio of the Tabie P1 inscribed a *“Memoaoria”™ on the
weaving pattern of a chumbi (see above, section 2.2), It is not referenced in the
Tabla, and it may or may not go back 1o the 1590 Cversion of Muria’s book.

3.3.6. Conclusion

The fair copy produced by P1 was an exquisite and professional picce of eraf-
tmanship, quite unlike the character of a dralt (borrader) in which emphasis i
placed on composition rather than presentation. Great care was exercised in
the production of the *linished” fair copy. However, soon alter its completion in
1596 or later, P2 began to make a number of additions to the prose text without
apparent concern lor the esthetic value of P1's work. Soon, the copia en limfro
was transformed into a repository of textual and graphic materials which could
be used in a subsequent new version ol the Historie,

We can calculate the time period of this transformation by taking into account
the dates of contemporary events referred o in the manuscript (see above,
section 3.1). Within approximately two years or less, from after the preparation

of the curacas’ letter of 1596 and prior to, or more or less contemporaneously
with, the violent end of Garcia de Lovola’s governorship of Chile (December,
1598), P2 elaborated and augmented many expositions in the manuscript, and
P was thoroughly and systematically expanded and transformed.

3.4, Additions lo P: The Priovity of Texts or Drawings

3.4.1. Filling out Blank Pages

When one pages through the facsimile, it seems evident that P was originally
planned o include a complete set of frontispieces of its 132 chapters. However,
the drawings are not mentioned on any of P's original title pages, neither the
one copied from G (which is not surprising), nor the one that was later inscribed
as a P2 addition below the copy of the 15396 leuter of the curacas. With minor
variants, the new title drafted in or after 1596 anticipates the title of Muria’s
1613 version (8). Both (see their transeription in our Introduction, above) refer
to themselves as “general histories™ that present a sweeping panorama spanning
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the period from the origins of the Incas through the settlement of the Spanish
and the establishment of their eities."? Both versions include the part/book that
describes the cities, but neither of them makes any mention of the graphic side
of the work. Only in the prologue to part 4, which at a late moment, ca. 1600,
looks back upon the whole of P, does Muria refer to “las esmaltadas v barias
pinturas y colores.”

P was originally laid out and copied (P1) in such a way that every chapter
started on a recto and the chapter never exceeded this single page of text. This
simple scheme left a blank page between all chapters, which can be interpreted
equally well as a blank page at the end of every chapter {(available for later texiual
additions) or as a blank page facing every chapter (available for the addition of a
fromstispicce). In part 1, every blank page was filled out with a frontispiece drawing
{portraits of Inca kings and queens). In the remaining three parts, however, a
number of blank pages were filled to the brim with additions pertaining to the
chapter on the reverse, while others, starting at the top, were only |);u‘l|}f lilled
with text. Later on, it can be inferred, the remaining blank space in parts 2-4
were filled out with drawings (frontispieces) in sizes varving from a full page to
a hall page, or even much smaller.

3.4.2. Additions Made After the Inclusion of Drawings

The great majority of additional texts (P2) were introduced belore drawings were
int_‘m‘[mmlu(] in parts 2-4, and the textual additions inscribecd by P2 subsequent
to the inclusion of drawings are few and normally briefl, overwriting the bottom
of frames on pages with text or inseribed in blank areas within drawings. In
three instances Muria succeeded in adding longer texts in locations where (in
principle) a previously included drawing on the verso page prevented it. In these
cases, the addition refers to a location in the manuscript bevond the boundary
of the Historia proper:

1. At the bottom of (95r (a chapter on the virgins ol the sun}, a catch-word
and “fo. 1557 targets a [olio that later was pasted onto replacement fol. 143 (see
above, section 2.7). The reference was neither cancelled nor brought up 10
date, after it became obsolete through the migration of fol. “155” 10 the place
previously occupied by fol. 143,

2. At the bowom of MN26v (the prologue to part 4), a cancelled relerence

" The claprer on the cities can be seen as the logical conclusion o the story of Spanish conguest
and settlement insofar as one can imagine Muria presenting their establishment as the emblem and
achievement of Western civilization and their illustration as the satisfying counterpart to the folio |

verse diwing of the verdent and snow-peaked but untamed Andean landscape,
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targets “fo. 1537(?). The reference was later cancelled and is illegible in the
facsimile.'*?

3. At the bottom of folio 141 recto (description of the city of La Plata), a
reference reads: “lo demas esti fo. 1437, and on the next line: “pagina 2." If
“pagina 27 can mean “page 2 of the present chapter” rather than “the verso
of fol. 143, the target can be identified as the obscured reverse (recto) of the
primary folio that was reinstalled as a pasted-on folio on the third unnumbered
folio facing [8r and serving (with its displayed verso: adoring aclla) as frontispiece
o the chapter on the deeds of the Mercedarians. This relerence was cancelled,
possibly when primary fol. 143 was displaced because fol. 155" had occupied
the original position of fol, 143 in the reconstructed quire 7.

These cases have in common Muria’s solution to the need for more space: the
use of blank folios at the end of the manuscript. He apparently did so, however,
only on these three occasions.'™ From this we can infer that the drawings did
not prevent Murta from adding whatever supplements he wished until he
definitively gave up P and concentrated all further work on the version ol his
book which was eventually to become the 5 manuscript. In consequence, it can
also be inferred that the addition of drawings to parts 2-4 ook place quite late
during the process ol expansion and tansformation of P, that is, after P2 had
intreduced nearly all of the texwal additions included in P

3.4.3. Cross-Referencing Drawings

It is remarkable that the text of P, whether inscribed by Pl or subsequently
augmented by P2, contains very few references to the drawings, The P1 fair copy
contains more than twenty cross-references 1o the texts of other chapters, and
more than ten are found in the additions of P2, One of the latter is inserted
above the line in a P1 passage: “como queda ya dicho” (f54r, line 12). These
cross-references are the result of Murmia’s repeated passes over his own text,
and they reveal his endeavour to make his exposition more clear by tightening
its structure and rendering its inevitable repetitions less irritating. In contrast,
there are only two references to drawings embedded in the Pl fair copy, anl
one within the P2 additions:

15 Inspection of the original would probably make possible a positive identification of this crossrefer
ence. The legible words “de Vinestea] Mlagestad]™ and “deste Vvesira] Reyne™ make it probable
that the target of the reference was an elaborate saluttion formula.

1 Further texoual additions that have been cancelled or are unreadable for other reasons are founed

in the margins (top or side) of 128 T12% and F135r
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L. In chapter 21 of part 1 (I28r), at the end of the detailed description of the
iconographic elements in the coat of arms suspended above the entrance of the
Inca’s palace in Cuzco, the Pl fair copy continues: “las cuales estin pintadas al
principio de este libro.” The folio that contained this drawing is not extant.'?

2. In chapter 1 of part 2 (£36r), while recounting “fabulous” reports about
“captain” Pachacuti Inca, the running text of PL mentions the apparition of
a man clad in crimson and refers to “this drawing:” “una persona vestida de
colorado, como parece en esta pintura, con una trompeta en la una mano y
un bordén en la otra.” The drawing would have been on the verso of the tite
page of part 2. Unfortunately, it is one of the folios that was removed but not
later reinstalled. '

3: In chapter 16 of book 4 (on Potosi), the P2 addition (f142v) mentions, with
areference to “this drawing”, the silver with which the king of Spain sustains the
Christian world: “... con lo cual nuestro catélico Rey sustenta toda la cristiandad,
como se ve por esta pintura, pues dice el Inga, ‘Ego fulcio columas eius.”""7

These few references to the drawings over the course of the more than 100
extant chapters with lrontispieces reveal their limited integration into the textual
framework, and they stand as corroborative evidence of the lateness with which
the hand-colored drawings supplemented the quasi-finalized text

3.4.4. Working in Pavallel, Partly Coordinated

Although [ew in number, the crossrelerences 1o drawings oller evidence to
the effect that Muriia’s preparation of €, before its contents were copied by
P'1, ran parallel with the illustration project in a complex process that cannot

HE Ossio (in Murta 2004, vol, 2, 96, note 46) tikes for granted that 2 similar drawing among the
front matter folios of 5 has migrated fvom 1" 1o § and s the very illustration o which Murda refers
in P Inspection of the watermark found an 8, 13y disproves this hypothesis, see above, section
1142 el e T8,

M Ossio {Murda 2004, vol, 2, 103, note 51) asserts that the drawing docs not mateh, apparemly
thinking that By is the frontispicce of 36r, becanse it has a person clad in erimson, with the
inscription (by P2) “Pachacuni ynga,” The diawing on 354y Gills up the space that was lefi after the
names of 34 ethnic groups subdued by Inca captaing had been inseribed by P2, and the person
claed in crimson is probably a generic representation of an Inca captain, rather than the portrait
ol a historical one, As mentioned in section 21100, P2 has in more than one case made additional
interpreative inseriptions on drawings with generic content,

" Instead of transcribing the perfectly legible text of the P nanuseript, Ossio (Muria 2004, vol.,
2, 246) repeais and further comupts the inept rendering of Bavle's copy of L, Ossio thus reprints
Bayle's din Murtia 1946a, 417) “colugnas [sic].” while the manuseripe, 142y, has “columas.” In the
same sentence, however, he departs from Bayle (L) when it comes to Latin (the motto of Potosi
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be elucidated in detail. It is imaginable that C can have included “al principio”
a drawing of the coat of arms of the Inca kings without wriggering an explicit
mention in the letter of the curacas. Yet it is more probable that the reference
to the coat of arms of the Incas and to the drawing of the “man in crimson,”
l‘cspcclh'cl}', were added to the text of C shortly before P1 copied these chapters,
thus providing information that would be uselul to the prospective artist.

One more aspect of the drawings and their relation to the textin P indicates
that the artist and the author did not collaborate closely. Ossio (2004, 25, 49)
has observed that text and drawings often have a very tenuous relation to one
another. In the same vein, we have mentioned (section 2.11.1) that in some
cases, I'2 has reinterpreted or historicized drawings, such as “Guascar ynga”
and “Chuquillantu muger de Guascar ynga” We suggested that this is the case
with the P2 inscription “Pachacuti ynga” on the man clad in crimson of {34y,
which for the artist represented a generic Inca captain or king rather than one
particular, historical Inca ruler. Finally, some brief P2 additions to chapter titles
can be explained as being triggered by the desire 1o link the prose exposition
an the (ll'il\\’illg, as in the addition to the title of chapter 1 of part 3: "y con la
magestad que caminaban” (I52v). As often happens, author and artist were not
closely coordinated. Yet alter the inclusion of the illustrations, P2 did his best to
relate text and drawing, repairing discrepancies that would confuse the reader
and linking the visual to the verbal text wherever possible.

The idea of including illustrations in his work may have been a major incentive
for Muriia to make a fair copy in which there would be space enough for a
complete set of frontispieces. The illustration project was fulfilled in part 1,
where nearly all of the frontispieces are ruler portraits,'® In parts 24, another
artist came into the picture: Felipe Guaman Poma de Ayala.'? By that time, many
blank pages had been filled with additional textal material, but many others
were still blank. Guaman Poma apparently was given carte dlanche to fill out with
illustrations all remaining gaps. Within the Historia proper, the drawings are all
frontispieces, introducting the text that follows."" The artist must have been
instructed to create the alternating picture/prose pattern in this manner.

“Fgo fulcio columnas cius™) and prints “Juicio” instead of “fuleio,” which is found in PPand in Bayle
{andl surely in LY. The error is evidently imputable o the scanning of Bayle’s text (see Ossio 2004,
G2-63): the applicd program for awtomatic optical character recognition (OCR) was weak in Latin,
and guessed at Spanish “Jui-cio” instead of Latin “ful-cio.”

= The drawings on B2 1v and £22v are not ruler portraits inthe striet sense but have motils of rulers”
“everyday life,” that is, the king's council and the queen’s moming wilette, respectively.

0 The coats of arms found in the upper lefihand cormers of the portraits of Inca queens inopart 1
were drawn by Guaman Poma.

Y Comeerning the divvings on F1206r and T143r (primary “1557), see helow, section 3.7.5.
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3.3, Textual Additions that Antedate the Drawings

3.5.1. Additions on Rectos

Author and artist worked concurrently. Itis not possible to distinguish in all cases
between the textual additions inserted before, and those inwroduced after, the
drawings were prepared. Nevertheless, it is possible to make such assessments
in some instances. We begin by considering the great number of pre<drawing
adelitions.

P2 additions are in some cases so brief that they are contained on the recto
alone, normally below the P1 text, encroaching on the bottom ol the frame. Like
corrections and amendments in the text itself, these additions can equally well
have been introduced before or alter the creation of the drawings. For example,
on 31, the addition (in the margin is a late note-to-self of P2 (probably while
working on the Sversion) about information in the corrent chapter that should
be moved o the chapter on the city of Cuzco. On [36r the addition consists of
only two lines, and on f6r and f47r the additions are simple announcements
about the contents of the following chapter: “como se dird (como lo dird) en
el cap. siguiente.”

Folio 106 recto was mentioned above (section 3.1). Itcontains a 3-line addidon
by P2 below the chapter inscribed by P1. The addition fits into the space available,
with the third line overwriting the bottom part of the frame. This addition is
datable 1o after the year 1606, It is possible, as suggested above, that the addition
is on the recto because in 1606 (or later), the verso was already occupied by a
drawing, and that the addition, which is partly autobiographical, would have been
more detailed if there hoad sill been more room available on the verso,

3.5.2. Additions on Versos

In contrast to the previously mentioned additions, those on verso pages can in
general be considered as earlier than the addition of drawings. As mentioned,
the versos were probably left blank by 1 because they were reserved for use as
frontispicces. This program was carried out up to the end of part 1 (f33v), but
from [34v onward, prose texts were sometimes inscribed belore the artist was
allowed to do his work. As detailed in Appendix 5, there are 17 cases in which the
frontispieces are of much reduced size because the page was already occupied
by a prose exposition, and there are 15 cases in which there is no frontispicece
because P2 additions already filled the verso to the brim when Guaman Poma
was involved as artist. In most cases, the additional verso text is initiated on the
bottom of the preceding recto page.
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The addition on 137v describing the volcanic eruption near Arcquipa of
February 18, 1600, is interpreted below (section 3.6) as the earliest time limit
for the drawings of P (or in part 4 of P).

3.53.3. Embedded Quotations from Rowmen y Zamora

Martti Parssinen (1989, 48-49) has identified three extensive literal quotations
from Roman y Zamora's Repiiblicas del mundo (1575, 1595), nos. 1-3 in Tabel 10,
below.™! Piirssinen used Bavle’s edition (Muria 1946a), and in 1989 he could
not know that in two cases (nos. 2 and 3) they are inscribed by P3. Studying the
facsimile of P, we have discovered that P3 has inscribed two additional passages
{nos. 4 and 5}, which we have identified as also being literal quotations from
Romdin y Zamora’s Repiiblica de fas Indias Occidentales.

Table 10: Quotations in P from Jeronimo Romin y Zamora, Repiiblicas del wundo

Yo | Rt | S | e | Rominy o (7 120
1| 7 S P2 | 2161897, v. |, pp. 6768
2 fol. “155" = [143r 343 '3 L8 1807, v 1, pp. 115-118
5 T T T —
4| 1y 3,67 PR 1% 1897w, pp. 121122
| 5 | nowy 1 3w | e3 | L0187, 1, pp. 127-128

Quotation no. 1, inscribed by P2, includes a number of insertions by P2, and the
transcription is relatively free. The quotations inscribed by P3 are all embedded
in passages inscribed in P2 and render very faithfully the printed original’s
orthography, abbreviations, and punctuation. In a few cases, I'2 has subsequently
included small adjustments to the new context.'*

3.5.4. Other Characteristics of Verse Texts

The versos were not ruled, but the thin paper allowed the inscribed lines of text

on the rectos to serve as guidelines for the inscription of textual additions.
Full-page textual additions up to {73 were not framed. From {77v onward,

however, they are invariably framed, as are the drawings throughout the ma-

HE Phpssinen is cited by Ossio (Munia 2004, vol, 2, 160, note 131, 199200, note 189, 246247, note 236).
W These adjustments include the interpolaion of “comao csti dicho en ol prologe™ (ne, 1) and

the alteration of *lo dejo para el capitube siguienie” 1o “lo dejo para otro capitulo™ (no. 3. Taking
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nuscript. The heavy framing on the rectos guided the verso framing.

In a number of cases, the P2 additions result in corresponding additions o
the titles of the angmented chaplem.“s The simplest such additions occur in
part 1; they consist of an Arabic numeral referring to the sequential order of the
Inca queens, added to the titles of some of those chapters and corresponding
to the same numeral that appears on the respective portraits, The emendation
of the chapter title serves to link the frontispicce drawing to its accompanying
chapter (£25r, 126r, £27r, £28r, [20r), avoiding the reader’s potential confusion as o
whether the pertinent portrait appears before or after the prose exposition of the
chapter. The most notable instances of these late-added chapter title references
target the textual material that appears on the following (not the preceding)
verso. These emendations are found in chapter title additions that call attention
to the tapics of the lengthy additions that P2 made to the chapters of part 3, on
Inca civilization and society (chs. 2-8, 14, 15, 21, 44 [1541-160r, (661, [67r, {73r,
96, respectively]), and, in part 4, to those on the cities (chs. 2, 4, 8,9 [T128r,
f130r, f134r, [1351, respectively]). A different phenomenon is the addition of
what seems to have been a long subtite, perhaps amounting to a plot summary
or a moral commentary that was written, and has been subsequently cancelled,
within the tite frame of the Ficeion ({144r).

As mentioned in section 3.3.2, f125v is exceptional: in the C manuscript, chapter
73 of part 3 was the last chapter of the Historia proper, and itwas allowed to fill both
recto and verso, since no more frontispicces would be needed at this point.

3.6, Guaman Poma’s Involvement itn Pr Between 1596 and 1600

When did Guaman Poma illustrate parts 2 through 4 of P? As already established
{sections 3.5.1 and 3.5.2), itoccurred alter the overwhelming majority of textual
additions had been incorporated. Apart from short phrases identifying the

text o 1 as a smnple of the quality of Ossio’s tanseription ad annotation, we have found in the
transcription of 77 (quotation no. 1) six misreadings of the perfectly legible I manuscript: par
ot arte (Ossio’s anscription: pare), curioso (oscura), 2 manera de pater nostres (pater noster),
espanta {espantaba), cuentas (cuerdas), pestilencia (pestilencias), que los antiguos (poes los
antiguos). All six errors e repeated from Bavle (in Munia 1946a) and represent misreadings of
the copyist responsible for the Lo copy of 1890, As for the annotation, Ossio misinterprets Parssinen
(1989, 48) and limits the Romdn-quotation 1o 8 lines of text, Consultation of the source {Roman)
reveals that the literal quotation extends over more than 20 lines.

" Less Irequently, alate addition 1o the chapter's title simply refers 1o the initially redacted text

m order (o draw the reader’s attention 1o the material already there, as "y de cdmao en su ticmpo
conquistaron los cspanoles este reyno” supplements part 2, chapter 10% tide abow .-'\m]uuﬂpa anel

his grean deeds (F45r), See also [65r (part, 3, ch, 13), where a Tate addition to the chapter tide calls
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pictorial subjects on drawings, there are only a few textual additions that were
introcduced after the inclusion of Guaman Poma’s drawings (see below, section
3.8). Insofar as these prose additions contain datable elements, they can help us
locate, and limit, the timespan ol Guaman Poma’s involvement as artist. There
are three such pertinent additions:

1. On folio 51 verso, there is a P2 addition of 14 lines inscribed within the frame
of the drawing. This emendation, mentioned above, refers to Martin Gareia de
Loyola as the current governor of Chile, which was a mission he fulfilled from
April, 1592, until his death on December 23, 1598, Bayle had pointed out that
this evidenced the fact that Muria continued working on P beyond 1590, but we
can deduce even more information from the facsimile. The addition is inscribed
above the drawing of the execution of Tupac Amaru in such a way that the text
does not interfere with the top of the hat of one of the executioners. This gives
us a latest date for Guaman Poma’s participation: The drawing cannot be later
than December 1598 (or sometime in early or mid-1599, il we allow for some
time for information on events in Chile to reach Peru), but it need not in any
way have been the last drawing that Guaman Poma executed for Muria.

2. On folio 137 verso, a textual addition sets another lower limit for Guaman
Poma’s involvement as artist. Itis the account of the volcanic eruption at Arequipa
of February 18, 1600, also noted by Bayle as indicative of Murta’s continued work
on Pafter 1590. Bayle was unable to make inferences regarding the time period
of the illustration’s execution, since extremely few data on the graphic dimension
of P were available to him {only L was known at that time)."™ The evidence of
the facsimile allows us to infer that the P2 addition on primary (13%v (now P5
on a replacement folio) concerning the 1600 eruption made it impossible for
Guaman Poma to create a frontspiece for the chapter starting on the recto of
f138r, which describes the city of Arica." Had there been space left on {137,
Guaman Poma would no doubt have filled it with a (rontispiece."** So Guaman
Poma must have been at work illustrating P, at least in part 4, after February 18,

attention o the sacrifices and ceremonics to be made to honor the raecas and, more simply, inother
cases, o recommend the chapier to the reader’s attention: “técanse cosas buenas™ and “es capitulo
muy curioso” {part, 3, chapters 53, GO, 67 [F105e U112y (118e]).

" See our Introduction, note 2, for a summary of the deawings that Bavle's edition reproduced.
Y The original P2 addition about Arequipa, inscribed on primary (135, is obscured, but it was
previously copicd onte replacement fol. 1370 by PA. Had there been a drawing (featuring the city
of Arica) on primary FI3%y, it would have been made visible instead of prinary (1361 Additionally,
because of its 44 lines of condensed wext, there can be no doubt thar primary FE37v did not contain
a drawing.

Y Regarding Guaman Poma’s occasional need to work in verv eramped pictorial space, sce the very
small drawing of the city of Cochabamba (F158v).
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1600. This implies that the frontispiece of the chapter on Arequipa (1136v),
which depicts an ash-rain over the city, can refer specifically 1o the February 1600
eruption of the Huaynaputina volcano near Arequipa, or generically to this as
well as carlier eruptions mentioned on f137r/v.'"

3. On [106r there is an addition referring to Muriia’s already-completed
assignment as comendador ("commander,” law-enforcement officer) and cura
(priest) in the province of Aymaraes, which Ossio has discovered wok place in
1604-1606 (sce above, section 3.1), This dating is important for determining
Murida's latest acdditions to P, that is, sometime alter 1606, Furthermore, one can
argue that the P2 addition would have been inscribed on the verso instead of the
recto (and been more detailed), if space had been available on the verso, and
therelore that the verso was at that time already occupicd by a full-page drawing
by Guaman Poma, and that thus the addition was inscribed on whatever space was
left at the bottom of 106y, However, the year 1606 as the Luest pointin time lor
Guaman Poma's involvement in I is too late to be significant: his collaboration
with Murtia had probably ceased some years carlier.

The available evidence suggests that P was produced as a fair copy and then
transformed into a repository of supplementary textual and graphic materials
used over a long period of time, perhaps ten years, that is, from sometime after
May 15, 1596, through sometime alter 1606, As Tor Guaman Poma's involvement
in I’ the carliest and latest time limits are 1596 (sometime after May 15) and
1600 {(sometime after February 18), respectively.

3.7. The Inclusion of Drawings

3.7.1 General Remarks

Excepting the drawings on [ront matier folios and the four full-page illustrations
added to the text ol the Fiecidn, all extant drawings are frontispicees in the sense
that they do not refer to the current (preceding) chapter, but to the chapter
immediately following the drawing. Exceptions to this rule are fols. 126 recto

W Ossio's discussion of this issue scems confused (2004, 54-55), He thus belioves, in contrast o
what we have shown (above, section ), that drawings were included helore P2 additions on verso
pages, and he confuses the P2 addition on N30y (about the city of Camanid) with that about the city
of Averquipa, which is on 137 “Esto s sugerido por elanadido [1T37v] donde Muria deseribe esta
crupcion [of 1G] en el manuserite Galvin[P], que, como se pucde apreciar, ha sido superpuesto
al dibujo [which is on FEM]” We are in agreement with Ossio as to the date of the drawing of the
ash-rain over Arequipa (afier 18 February 1600), but while this dae complies with our theory of
the relationship between Pand Guaman Poma’s Neew cordnice (I NC) it represents, as conceded
by Crssior (2004, 347, an exception to his (NG 1), see below, section 4.5,
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and “155" (see below, section 3.7.3). 1f it is correct that the verso pages were
initially planned to carry such frontispieces, the original plan was carried out
through part 1. In part 2, we find a solitary full-page addition on f48v. Through
the 89 chapters of parts 3 and 4, numerous versos had been used for inscribing
more or less extensive textual additions, and the illustrator had to make do with
the space that was left. Extant in these two parts (in P and in §) are 52 partial or
full-page frontispieces; in 13 cases, the textual additions left no space atall, not
even for a mini-frontispiece; in 24 cases, no cvidence is available.'¥

The drawings fall into two groups: (a) those that were probably not made by
Guaman Poma (unnumbered fols. 1 and 2, and all of part 1), and (b) those that
apparently were, hcariugzis they do the constellation of his lamiliar iconographic
traits. These drawings include the coats of arms next to the portraits of Inca
queens in part 1, and all the drawings in parts 2 through 4 as well as those in
the Ficcign. Since there are no P2 additions on versos in part 1, the portraits of
Inca kings and queens may have been added here at any point in time. Il it is
correct, as suggested, that the coats ol arms next to the portraits of the Inca queens
were drawn by Guaman Poma, the portraits of the Inca queens themselves (fols.
24-33; B extancin P, | in 8) must predate his involvement in the comprehensive
illustration project.

The case for Guaman Poma’s role as illustrator is a strong one, and it dates
from the studies of Mendizabal Losack (1961, 1963), who worked with the few
illustrations from L (as copy of P) reproduced by Bayle, along with the 1936 Paris
facsimile edition of Guaman Poma's work, and (from 1962) Ballesteros’ edition
of the S version of Muria's Historia. These inquiries into the shared artistic style
of drawings in Murtia’s manuscripts and Guaman Poma’s are part of a fourfold
constellation ol positive evidence for their relationship. Fundamental is the
subject matter of the drawings, which runs in series: the Inca kings, their queens,
the officers of political and societal organization, and the cities of the kingdom.
Ossio (2004, 20-38) has most recently reviewed these points of common pursuit
with regard to the chapters’ contents and, therefore, by default, with the pictorial
texts in the works of both authors. Two particularly revealing elements are the
coats of arms created by Guaman Poma in both the P manuscript and the Nueva
eoronice manuscript, and the captions and annotations in his handwriting that

V¥ Frontispieces in parts % and 4 of P are found on the versos of fols. 6366, 69-72, 74-76, 78-86,
BE-111, 113, 114, 117, 117, 120, 121, anel 141, The count of three PAlromtispicees in 8 excludes the
folio with the couat of arms ol Peru, since it wis nota chapter frontispicee in P

T hese shields are Tound in P on the versos of Tols, 22,24, 9526, 27, 28, 29, and 31, and in 5 on
163775 (formerly P 2320 and 1283,/307r (formerly within the front mater of P, The compaositional
and interpretative identty is especially evident upon comparing P P26y, with the Nueva cordnica’s
title page, and §, F2E3/0307, and P, 31y, with the Nueva cordniea’s p. 83,
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are occasionally found on the drawings (sce Appendix 6). In short, with regard
to (1) representations of heraldry, (2) captions inscribed within the pictorial
field, (3) the subject matter of the paintings, and (4) their artistic style, Guaman
Poma’s creation of Muria’s drawings is beyond qur_'sliml.'m

As mentioned above (section 3.4.8), the text ol the Historie contains two
cross-references to drawings that appeared earlier in the text, in the [ront matter
and on the verso of the tite page o part 2, respectively (128, £36r). The former
is now in S and the latter has disappeared. There is a third such cross-reference,
appearing not in the P1 fair copy but in a P2 addition. It is the reference in the
written account of Potosi, “como se be por esta pintura” ([142v), which refers
back to that chapter’s frontispiece ([141v). Likewise, in one single instance
(f145r), the prose text of the Fiecidn refers ("la figura lo muestra”™) to a drawing
that follows it on the next page.

The drawings of P were framed; there is only one extant exception (f126r,
see below, section 3.7.3)."%' When a verso includes both a P2 textual addition
and a drawing, the frame integrates matter pertaining to one chapter with a
(rontispicce of the next. The frame was drawn by following the lines of the frame
on the recto, which was easily visible through the thin paper. While the recto
frames start by being concentric boxes, the verso frames from {23 onward have
“perspective:” oblique lines in the corners to create the illusion of mitering (see
above, note 130).

As Ossio has abserved, the drawings do not always correspond very well to the
chapter contents. It is indicative ol a rather loose connection between author
and artist. Furthermore, as mentioned above (section 2.11.1), Muraa (P2}
apparently redefined or historicized certain drawings (Pachacuti Inca, Huascar
Inca, Chuquillantu).

Atleast fourteen chapters ol P were without [rontispicces because of previous
textual additions that ook up the available :~:|:-;u:-'.:,152 and as many as thirteen
[rontispicces may be lost among the 20 removed and missing folios."* Within
the front matter, the loss of a drawing of the coat of arms of the Inca kings is
documented (see above, section 1.14.2). The small-size “[rontispieces” may seem

" We will not discuss these matters in detail, but they will be enterained briefly helow, in Part Four

1 Although the pasied-on primary 1557, currently occupying folio 143n, seems w be unfranmed,
some lines ol its original frame are sll visible.

" These fourteen chapters kacking frontispieces are as follows: Part 2, chaper 14 (F48v); Part 8,
chapter 4 {(135v1; 3,5 (I30v ); 3.7 (158v); 3.9 (160v); 3,016 (67v); 5,22 (17%0); 3,26 (177v); 3,71 (1122v);
Pare 4, chapter I (F126v); 4,2 ((127) 4.3 (F1280); 4.9 (M) 12 (T15T).

" These thineen frontispicees would be found as follows: Fare 1, chaper 1 (F7v); 1,2 (18v); 15
(ML) LG (FT2D: L7 (N 30): 124 (130v): 27 (183v): Part 2, chaprer 1 (P35v); 2.8 (M2v); 2,9 (M),
Part 3, chapter T (1G2v); 3,17 ([68v); 3,56 (I87v).
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meaningless compared to the full-page frontispieces, but Murda may have been
aware that the drawings would in any case be resized as woodeuts or engravings
when his book was printed. His goal may have been o collect as many “original®
molifs as possible in order 1o provide abundant material on which an artist in
Spain eventually could elaborate,

3.7.2. Versos Withoul Facing Chapters

Because each part of the book was initiated by a separate tide page, the end of cach
of the four parts was irregular insofar as there was no facing chapter. Remarkably,
this problem was “solved” differently in all four cases. We mentioned above (section
3.3.2) that in one exceptional case, that is, the last chapter of part 3 (1125v}), the Pl
fair copy continued onto and filled up the verso page. It was the ultimate page of
the Historia as copied from C, and no frontispicce would follow. Similarly, the verso
ol the last chapter of part 4 (f142v) was filled by a P2 addition.

The problem of finding an appropriate way ol ending the series of facing
frontispicce-plus-prose chapter was solved differently in the two remaining cases.
It was done in part 1 by referring forward 1o part 2, and in part 2 by referring
back to the last chapter of part 1, as follows:

The last page of part 1: On B34y, the last page of part 1, there was a textual
addition: a list of 34 ethnic groups conquered by the Incas. A drawing of an Inca,
clad in erimson, was added alongside the list. He is shown slaying a foe, while
above, coming down [rom the sky, a male figure clad in blue blows a rumpet. It
is a frontispiece to part 2: “De los principes y capitanes del gran reyno del Pira.”
On the crimson man, P2 has added the notation “Pachacuti ynga” in reference
to the ninth Inca, who greatly increased the territorial extent of the empir 154

The last page of part 2: On {51y, the last page of part 2, a drawing of the
execution of Tupac Amaru refers back to the final chapter (16) of that part: “Del
noble ymfante [sic] y capitin Amaro v de como los espanoles le degollaron™
Chapter 16 of part 2 thus stands out as the only chapter in P that has both a
frontispiece and a following illustration. The frontispiece (I50v) shows Tupac
Amaru being led forward with a golden rope or chain by his captor, Martin Garcia
de Loyola. In this way, the graphic rendering of the end of the Inca dynasty could
be stretched over two drawings depicting first the capture and then the execution
of Tupac Amaru, the last male offspring of the Inca dynasty. Apparently, this
in trn invited further texwal additions; one extending from {31r 1o (52r (the

= Ossio (i Murda 2004, vol. 2, po 105, now 31 interprets this drawing 1o be the frontispicee of

the first chay -ol part 2. This chapter, however, must have had its own frontispicee (now lost) on

primany fol. 35y,
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latter, now is $), and one contained on s i(51v. Both were inscribed after the
introduction of the drawings (see below, section 3.8).

3.7.3. Two Exceptional Cases

While all other pages with drawings are framed, [126r is not. According to the
book’s characteristic formatting ol its division into parts (later: books), there
should not have been a drawing on this page. Instead, it should have been
occupied by the title page of part 4. However, the title of part 4, *Declaracion del
nombre deste rreino del Piri con las ciudades que ai en el,” had been inscribed
in a rectangular frame poised above the frame featuring the title of chapter 1
("Capitulo primero del nombre deste rreyno, de el Pird y sus rriquezas”™), which
occupies that page (I127r). This layout probably refleets quite accurately the
layout of the small manuscript by Murtia that must have served as model for the
P1 fair copy of part 4 in addition 1o C (see Appendix 8). Exceptionally, therelore,
f126r was blank when P was handed over to the artist. The manuscript was not
sewn and bound, and the artist (Guaman Poma) probably took out every double
folio from the stack of quires when doing his art-work in the spaces left empty
at that time by P2,

Referring to Appendix 2, we know that F126r belonged 1o the second half of
the double folio 123 plus 126. Under normal circumstances, the facing pages
constituted by f123v plus 1260 would appear as blank and inscribed, respectively,
and the blank page would have 1o be made into a frontispiece for the chapter
on [124r (Part 3, chap. 72: *De los nombres de los otros seis meses v de las fiestas
que acostumbranan los yndios en tado el ano”). Here, however, Guaman Poma
was confronted with two facing blank pages. Apparently, he chose to make a
frontispiece for chapter 72 on both blank pages. The former now carries what
became the “real” frontispicce of chapter 72 in part 3, representing a public feast
hosted by the Inca (“fiesta del ynga™), with the Inca king and his queen, a female
musician and other women, probably acllas, in attendance (125v). The latter,
which was separated from “its” chapter when the double folio was reinserted into
the quire structure, features a male Inca court dancer and a female musician.
When Guaman Poma realized his error, F126r was abandoned; although hand
colored, 1t was left unframed.

The drawing of the morning toilette of an adfla (virgin of the sun) on the
often-mentioned fol, *155," later pasted onto replacement fol. 143, is also
irregular: it had never been, and is not now, a frontispiece. When it was still
primary fol. “155," it bore the wrinten text at the 1op of the folio and the drawing
at the bottom. The order was reversed when the two pieces, now cut apart,
were re-installed on replacement fol. 143, Originally, therefore, this drawing
referred backwards, illustrating the text above itsell, but as re-installed it refers,
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like the regular frontispieces, to the text that follows it. However, as part of folio
“155,” this drawing of an aclla, like the other three drawings in the Ficcion that
originally preceded it (f146v, F147r, f147v), was an illustration of current text on
the same page, not a [rontispiece. The artist, hence, had not realized that folio
“155" in reality was a continuation of folio 95 (part 3, chapter 43: "De las casas
que auia de }-'ndi;u; de recogimiento dedicadas al s0l”) in the Historia proper,
where he was supposed to make only frontispieces, not illustrations embedded
in the prose text.

3.8, Textual Additions Meade Afier the Introduction of Drawings

Just as the size of drawings had to be adapted to the space left by previously
inscribed textual additions, subsequent textual additions had to be adapted o
previously included drawings. A particularly complex instance, showing that
author and artist to some extent worked concurrently, is the just-mentioned
addition to [95r on fol. “155”. Because of the existence of a drawing on [95v,
the addition to the chapter on “yndias de recogimiento” (acllas) (I95r) was
referred to lol. 155”7 (F143r). There, in turn, it was adorned with an additional
drawing. The textual addition contains a long literal quotation (by P3) from
Romin vy Zamora (see above, section 3.5.3, with Table 10, no. 2). The complex
sequencing of the elements of chapter 43 of part 3 (twice alternating textual and
pictorial phases) thus reveals a glimpse of Murtia and Guaman Poma working
simultaneously on the enhancement of P

The vast majority of textual additions preceded the drawings, but the following
instances can be considered as certain or, in a few cases, probable post-drawing
additions. They either carefully avoid encroaching on any part of the drawing,
or do so minimally.

Table 11: Textual Additions Inscribed after the Inclusion of Drawings

No. Folio

This is the continwation of the list of conquered ethnic groups,
1 3w encraaching on the drawing the lists appear on both sides of "angel
with trumpet.”

@ v The text encireles the head and weapon of captain Inca Urcon,

These are wexts of arawd, or poctic traditions, regarding Tupac Amaru,
3 By Sayri Tupac, and Tit Awuchi. They include the vertical column as well
as the texts bencath the lefthand column and under the Inca’s feet,

The kst line of this wext surrounds the hat of one of the exceutioners ol
Tupac Amaru.
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This 1ext s spread over three pages, from the bottom of 51 recto, the

b Blrblvh? e - i
Ir51 " | bottom of 51 verse, to 52 recto {(now in 5).

The text appears within the frame of the drawing, but it was possibly
i Gy createed belore the drawing and has been incorporated into 1L, @S OCCUTS
on 152y and (153

7 Gy The st appears beneath the rame ol the drawving.

A Tull-page drawing occupied this verso, and the addition is signalled

a2 G5y being located on fol. *155™ (quotation from Ronzin y Zamora,
lier fol, *1557)

o 195 The earlier texiual addition and the drawing filled out the verso, so that
. hH . . v

the addition has come 1o occupy the vertical margins of the recto.

A full-page drawing eccupied the verso, and the addition is signalled

on Fl41r) as bheing located on “fo. 143 pagina 27 (This is probably the

10 FIT ) 5 pagina 27 ( I ;

reverse of the adaoring aefle, 3rd unnumered folio, facing the “capitulo
prohemial™)

Addition no. 4 was interpreted above (section 3.6) as setting a latest limit
{December 23, 1598, that is, beginning of 1599} for the inclusion of the drawing
of the 1572 execution of Tupac Amaru.

Apart from the P2 additions listed above, the hand P2 is also found in hundreds
ol captions added to drawings. They include longer texts on the drawings of Incas
in part 1, names and dynastic numbers ol kings and queens, and (on drawings by
Guaman Poma) supplements to the mostly very short captions (identifications
or explanations) inscribed previously by P4, that is, Guaman Poma himself. This
small corpus of antograph Guaman Poma texts of P (including the relevant
S-folios) has been assembled in Appendix 6. =

3.9 From Parts (C) to Books (5)

In the Tabla, P2 has modilied the main structure of the Historia from the original
fourfold divison into unnumbered parts to a division into books numbered 1
through 4. This division by books seems to have been partly implemented in
running heads before the fragmentation of P. There are no running heads on
the Pfolios that migrated to S, but this seems to be due to the fact that running
heads were at first only inscribed at the beginning of books. Significantly, on the
second folio of book 3 (replacement fol. 53r) P5 has reproduced from primary

U No other Guaman Poma autographs are known, apart from the 1190 pages of the Copenhagen
manuseript of the Nurve corduica y bren golierne, and his signature in AGL (Seville), Audiencia de
Lima 145.
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f53v (before the folio was cropped and pasted-on) what would eventually become
the standard running head of versos in book 3: “Libro tercero del gouierno.”
The first three running heads of book 2 and the first six of book 413 differ
from the running heads that follow and that seem 1o have been mechanically
inscribed, probably afier the reconstruction of P. We can conclude that the book
structure was implemented as part of a renewed editing ol P in connection with
the addition of supplementary textual and graphic material, but that it was not
carried out through the full body of the work (from [8r through [146r) until
after the phases of fragmentation and reconstruction were completed, or, rather,
that the books” running heads were only introduced systemaltically as part of the
latest phase of the reconstruction process.

3.10. The Partial Fragmentation of P

At some point in time, after P had thus been filled with prose text, textual
additions and water-colored drawings, Muria began to produce a new version
of his Historia, which eventually developed into the version known through the
manuscript 8. PP was immediately (or gradually) given low priority or simply
abandoned. However, the superseded P contained valuable elements that could
not be copied easily into the next, expanded manuscript. A number of folios
{double folios, as I was still unbound) were removed, in all likelihood because
of their frontispieces. Most of these double folios included full-page drawings,
but some of them contained smaller drawings, such as the depiction of the an
ash-rain over Arequipa, and of the aclle’s morning toilette (F136v, F143r). 1f
removed as double folios, these were subsequently cut into single folios which
could not simply be reinserted into a quire-structure. Eventually, four such single
folios were inserted into the manuscript 5, as detailed above {section 2.11.1).

3.11. Replacement Folios

Soon after this partial fragmentation, or alter some time, P was reconstructed.
A number of single folios (22) were at hand, but they could not just be inserted
or pasted into the manuscript from which they originated. Instead, new blank
double lolios (watermark “PI,” see above, section 2.4) were inserted within or
on the outside of the remaining blocks of intact primary double folios. The
replacement folios functioned as dummies of the previously removed primary

B here seems W be no running head on (128 because a previouws addition tikes upoall the space.
Hence, the running head on the facing verso (11270 apparently contains the wext of both halves
of the full running head: “libro quarto de Tas riguesas v excelencias desie reyno del Picd, de Tas

ciuckides,”
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double folios and as supports for the reinsertion of those twenty-two single folios
that were at hand. Twenwy-four folios were never reinserted (sce above, sections
2.4 through 2.6, summarized in Appendix 4): one was at hand but could not be
re-installed because “its” replacement folio was missing (primary fol. 42), four
had probably already been assigned to the S manuscript, and 19 apparently
never turned up.

Excellent guidance, consisting of the early foliation on primary [olios, and
the folio-by-lolio references of the Tabla, was available during this process of
replacing removed primary double [olios. In quire 2, two double folios were
missing, one of them its center (see Appendix 2); in quire 3, three double folios
were missing (two outer leaves of the quire, and one in its center); in quil‘f_‘ 4,
only one double [olio had to be replaced; quires 5 and 6 were intact; in quire 7,
three double folios had 1o he |'lr]}1;1t:[..":l.mr

In spite of the simplicity of the replacement procedure, an error secms o
have occured in quire 3: instead of the three double folios needed, only two were
added to the quire. This led to a double irregularity in the foliation. Fols, 42 and
43, and fols. 61 and 62, became pages 42 and 43, and 61 and 62, respectively, when
the whole manuscript, subsequent to the reconstruction, was foliated /paginated
once more (sce section 2.2). Because the following prge 43 was reserved lor fol,
43, this irregularity prevented the then-extant primary fol. 42 from being pasted
into P, with the drawing face-up, after the chapter on the recto had been copied
onto page 42, It is the only instance in which a folio (containing a drawing) that
wias extant at this stage has disappeared because it could not be hosted in the
reconstructed |‘|1&111u:5(.‘l‘ipl.

3.12. Copying and Pasting

The detached single primary folios of P that were available alier the ragmentation
process were to be pasted onto the newly installed blank replacement folios,
This technique had one obvious drawback: only one side of the pasied-on folio
would be displayed. Quite logically the side that would be the most difficult o
reproduce was the one chosen for display. These were the versos containing a
water-colored drawing or, il there was no drawing, the rectos with their fancy
framing of the chapter tides. The text on thatside of the detached folio which was
to be sacrificed when pasted onto the replacement folio was first copied onto that
side of the replacement folio that had been selected for this purpose (normally
the recto; [137v is the single t.-x('nptinn”“L The side to be sacrificed was covered

T For adetailed discussion ol quires T and 7, sce section 2.6,

= Alhough the prinaey folio is not exan, the wxoon By (1'5) appears w be copicd from a detached
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with paste and secured to the sill blank side of the replacement folio. At some
stage during this process, each folio was carefully trimmed along the exterior
borders of the frame of the drawing or of the chapter text, respectively."” In the
S manuscript, where another method for fastening loose folios was applied,'®
the folios removed from P were not subjected to such trimming.

This procedure of copying and pasting can be observed in a regular fashion
on the following eighteen of the total of twenty-two reinstalled folios:'*! 9, 10'%
14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 44, 53, 63, and 136,'% 137, and 149. Three
of them (53, 137 and 149) only carry text. The recto of fols. 53 and 137, with the
finely framed and inscribed chapter tites, were displayed as reinstalled, while
the text on the verso was copied onto the following page; both sides of folio
149 (part of the Tabla) contained plain text, so the verso was copied onto the
replacement verso and the recto was displayed on the replacement recto.

With four exceptions, all chapters copied from the sacrificed reverse of primary
folios pasted onto replacement folios were inscribed by P35, a hand found only on
replacement folios. The exceptions, all within the remains of quire 1 (laand 1b),
were inscribed by P2, either because Muraa in these cases was not satisfied with
the Cversion ol these chapters (part 1, chapters 2, 3, 7, and 16} or because the
reconstruction of quire 1 was significantly more complicated than the occasional
repairs needed in the following quires (see section 2.6.1).

3.13. Quire I (1a and 1b)

No intact primary double folio remained in quire 1. We have not been able to
determine with certainty the original sequence of available folios up 1o lol. 8
because the foliation and Tablereferences only startat fol. 8. Instead of one huge
quire of 12 double lolios, two small replacement quires (1a and 1b) were made,
consisting of 4 and 5 double folios, respectively. Quire 1b was easy enough to
prepare: chapters 7 through 16 were assigned 1o fols, 14 through 23, Chapters
7 and 16, which were to be copied on the outer double folio (f14r plus {23r)
of the replacement quire, were inscribed by P2, and the remaining 8 chapters
(8-15) were inscribed by P5,

primary folio. = Concerning the text on fuge 42, equally a P3 copy, but without a pasted-on primary
counterpart, see above, section 3.11)

P For the rimming of 23y, see above, section 2. 1L

" See Boserup 2004a, 83-84.

" The four sther pasted-on folios are the three unnumbered Tront mader Tolios, and fol, *1557
alics (ol, 143,

1O this folio, see above, section 2,1,

' I seme copics of the facsimile fol, 136 is by error one-layered, see above, note 81.
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Quire la, however, was miscalculated, and in the end there was no replacement
folio in this quaternion (4 double folios) for fol. 10. Its chapter text was copied
onto a single replacement folio, the drawing was trimmed, and the text side
pasted onto the replacement felio. This minimal, reconstructed clement then
was loosely tucked in between fols. 9 and 11, In this small quire of 8+1 folios, all
texts are inscribed by P2, except 8r (chapter 1), which is by P5 and therefore
probably copied from a primary folio that was extant but has not been preserved.
This chapter bears another name (“Del nombre de los Reyes del Piru”), but its
content corresponds to the title of chapter 1 in the Tabia: “Del origen y principio
de los yngas” (overwritten by: “De el nombre de los reves del Piru™), as well as
to the content of chapter 1 in the 8 version of the Hisioria, which at last came
to carry a name that fits: “De come antiguamente no ubo en este Reino Rey ni
senor unibersal hasta los yngas.”

Because the first two chapters in P (and in €, we must surmise) had nearly
identical titles, Muria seems to have planned to reduce the number of chapters,
assigning number 1 o the chapter that had been numbered 2 in C and in P,
belore fragmentation. This renumbering, done in connection with the copyving
of chaplers that were going to be obscured, was abandoned after chapter 7, that
is, s chapter 1 was copied (by P5), and the original numbering of chapters 1-7
was corrected into 2-8,

Muria Iurthermore composed or rewrote a “capitulo prohemial” on the
achievements of the Mercedarian order (f8r). No such chapter is referenced in
the Tabla, and it is improbable that C and/or P had such a chapter among the
front matter folios. However, P had a lull-page drawing of the coat of arms of
the Mercedarians, with a Latin epigram inscribed by P2.'" There is no similar
“capitulo prohemial” in S, but the Mercedarian coat of arms is included in its
grand title-page device, below the respective coats of arms of Castille and Ledn,
Peru, and the Inca kings. A chapter on the order’s history in Peru was later added
to book 3 in the S manuscript,

Among the primary [ront matter folios of P, two are extant in P (Andean
landscape and Mercedarian coat of arms), while a folio with the coat of arms
of Peru is lost (its later counterpart in § is extant) (see above, section 1.14.2).
A folio with a drawing ol an adoring aclla, including as-yet unidentified textual
additions on its pasted-down reverse, was recycled as the frontispiece to the new

D Hluen unea maris curretque per ethera Febus / Vivet mereedis candidus ordo mibi” (To me,
the white order of grace [the Mercedarians] will live as long as water flows in the sea and Phoebus
hurries across the sky). P2 made 2 number of mistakes while calligraphing these few words {cetera
for cthera, Fevas for Febus, Yibet for Viver), which were subsequently corrected in another ink,
Ossio (in Murda 2004, vol. 2, 75) has the following readings, which give no meaning: “percchera”
{for: per ethera) and “ordomsi™ (for: ordo mihi).
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chapter on the Mercedarians becaunse it had lost its original site after fol. 155
had taken its place as lol, 143,

3. 14. Running Heads and Foliation

The folios that migrated from I to 8 have no running heads. Aflter reconstruction,
runnings heads were supplemented throughout P where they were missing,
probably first only on the folios at the beginning of parts/books, then (as part of
the conversion of “parts™ to “books™) over all the subsequent folios of the respective
“books™ (see above, section 3.9). The introduction of this feature subsequent to
the insertion of the replacement folios and to the pasting onto them of detached
primary folios is especially evident, for example, on 15y, 16y, and 4y, where
“Libro primero” or “Libro segundo™ occurs partially or completely on the trimmed
primary folio pasted onto the replacement folio. This new series of running heads
also completed the process of renaming Murtia’s whole work as Historia ‘g_rmﬂwf,mﬁ

An extra foliation, running from 8 to 143 and lollowing the carly loliation,
was introduced after the reconstruction of P. The replacement folios needed
loliation because the pasted-on folios had been trimmed, and the early foliation
had disappeared. Hence all folios were foliated anew. The error that led to the
pagination of fols, 42/43 and 61 /62, whereby the numerical series was maintained
in spite ol a missing double folio, has been discussed above,

3.15. Title Pages

It so happened that the tite pages of the whole work and of parts/books 1-3 had
been removed, and that part/book 4 had no title page of its own. The primary
title page of P's part 3 is extant (£52r), but it had been moved to the S manuscript
[8, 1670 /184r], so this part also has atitle page inscribed on a replacement folio.
Apparently, the wording of the reconstructed title-page statement of book 3 was
not taken from the Tabla, but rather from the flirst complete and intact set of
pre-fragmentation running heads (primary [33v + primary [54r): “Libro 3" del
gouierno deste Reyno del Pira.”

Similarly, the reconstructed title page of book 2 (replacement fol. 35r) does
not reflect the Tabdlfe information, but rather, with a small addition, the running
head of the nearest primary [olios: *Libro segundo de los principes y capitanes
del [added: gran Reyno de el] Pira.”

U The running heads ean be summarized thus: (1) Libwo primere de L bistoria | general del Pir,™(2)
“Libro segundo de la historia | general del Pird,” (3) *Lilwo wereero del gouierne | del Pind™ (this
was the pre-fragmentation formula, repeated 40 tmes postreconstruction), or “Librotercero de la

historia | general del Pirg”™ (30 dmes), and (4) “Libro guare de L historia | general del Pirm,”
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Again, the reconstructed title page of book 1 (recto of third unnumbered
replacement folio) reflects notso much the Tablaas the tide (with an addition) of
the nearest chapter (replacement fol. 9r): “Libro primero del origen y principio
de los reves Yngas del [added: gran reyno del] Piru.”

As for Ps title of the whole work, itappears 1o be quite outdated when t.'mnp;u‘(rd
to the new running heads, not to mention the new title of P inscribed below the
curacas lewer ( Ystoria general e libro del ovigen y descendencia de tos yieas seiiores ... asta
ta entrade de los espatioles, con su modo de gouernay, condicion y fredo, y la deseripgion
[sic] de las mas principales ciudades y villas ..., see above, our Introduction). The
title on unnumbered replacement lol. by, Historia del ovigen, y genealogic Real de fos
Reves ingas det Piru. De sus hechos, costumbres, trages, y manera de gowderno, takes no
account of the added part 4 and fits better to the hypothesized C manuscript than
Lo P, which is already a Historia general, The outdated title is also picked up by the
Tabla, which combines into one syntagm the titles of the work and of part/hook
I: “Tabla de los capitulos que ay en este pressente libro de la famosa ystoria v
relacion del origen principio y genealogia de los grandes Reyes v senores que
fueron deste Reyno del Pirn.” It thus seems certain that the primary folio that
was the model for P's current title page was a copy of C's title page; the primary
[olio is not extant, unless it is 1o be found on the obscured reverse of the first
|)zl.-'>1(:{l-0n folio in P, which on its current verso contains a colorful depiction of a
forested Andean landscape with the cordillera in the background.

3.16. Sewing and Binding

AL some point in time after reconstruction, ' was sewn and bound. Fol. 10 had
been loosely tucked in between fols. 9 and 11. The running head and chapter
number gave unambiguous information on the folio’s intended placement.
Furthermore, a catch-word had been added on £10r (*Cap® 4™) referring o its
verso. However, this well-meant signal was misunderstood as referring to the
“em |)l:.'” Ch'dpl{‘l' page f1lr, not w the rontispiece of chapter 4 on the verso,
and fol. 10 was ultimately reversed and wrongly fastened to the adjacent folios so
that its verso came to face f9v and its recto, {11, This late and banal rebinding
crror is confusing insofar as it gives a false impression of disorderliness in a
manuscript thatwas constructed, developed, and reconstructed with the greatest
care and caonscquence.

3.17. Why was the P Manuscript Reconstructed?

Our contention is that P was reconstructed because Muriia realized that the
drawings would be more useful if they were kept intact within P than if they
were removed, cut apart, trimmed, and kept as a stack ol separate and suddenly
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decontextualized drawings. We do not see the reconstructed P as a manuseript
being completed in view of publication. P was [ragmented because the S version
had emerged, and the text of the P version could be discarded as outdated,
while the drawings still represented an important asset. Murtia started to recycle
drawings in S, but he soon must have realized that it was better 1o keep them
in their original context, as an album. As models for an engraver illustrating a
printed version of his book, there were definite advantages in having the more
than one hundred drawings secured in one single volume, together with the
explanations (chapters) pertaining to each of them.

The structure of P is very regular, and in one respect very peculiar. The text
on the recto of a folio never refers to the drawing on the reverse. If a folio is
:-;L‘])all'a[c-:l from the manuscript, both the removed drawing and a drawing left
behind in the manuseript will be deprived of the prose wexis that they were
supposed 1o illustrate, and that 1o some extent explain what they represent.
Removal of drawings from P thus entails a substantial loss of information. This
information can be dispensed with iFall the drawings are simultancously assigned
to new locations, but the P and S versions of the Historia are so dilferent in their
structuring of the material that this would be a highly complicated operation. We
have seen above (sections 2.11) that while the recycling in § of the frontispiece
representing queen Raba Ocllo went smoothly, that of the *Huascar Inca” and
*Chuquillantu” frontispieces were self-contradictory and resulted in unresolved
ambiguities within S,

Another case thatillustrates what we believe was Mura's dilemma, and which
made him suspend the operation of [ragmenting B, is constituted by P’s “folio”™
42 actually page 42. As we have seen, the primary folio must have been available,
since P5 has copied the chapter text on the replacement folio’s recto. The
drawing, however, could not be accommodated, because page 43 was reserved
for primary fol. 43 (which, however, is lost). Unless we choose to interpret this
anomaly as a singular error from Murta’s side (which is possible), it is remarkable
that if Muria had chosen to display the drawing of fol, 42, he would have had
two adjacent drawings without their respective chapter texts, while by choosing
to have the removed chapter text copied, he “saved” the context of the drawing
on f41v. One can only speculate about what Murtia then did with primary fol.
42: even il primary fol. 43 turned up (or actually was at hand), fols. 42 and 43
could not be hosted in a satisfactory way in P because of the missing double
replacement folio.'®®

' Only one of the 22 pasted-on Tolios has lost s prose contesty itis the chapterless frontispicee

the adoring aclla, oviginally primary f143n corrently facing (8r (the chapter on the Mercedarians)

and occupying the thivd unnumbered folio.
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Only in their original textual setting of P could the more than one hundred
drawings be of any use when, some day, the Historia general would be printed.
I' had to be reconstructed with texts, if the work invested in the drawings was
not to be lost. The [ragmentation operation was put to an end when this was
realized, In theory, if rectos and versos had been related to one another, that
is, il'in pairs they had pertained to the same topics, there would have been no
need to stop the extraction of drawings and no reason to reconstruct P2 But
since they did not, that is, since the versos and its rectos throughout the Historia
pertained to different chapters (and therefore to different topics), P had to be as
intact as possible if its drawings were to be reused in connection with a printed
publication of the Historia.

This also explains the fundamental paradox of P and the origin of Ballesteros’
and Ossio’s erroneous conceptions of P as a collection of pieces of various (undo-
cumented) drafis. The paradox is as follows: why was Murtia so keen to preserve
or copy some chapter texts, while sometimes leaving whole chapters blank? In
others words, why is P partly reconstructed, partly {hlmpt:[i? The answer we offer
is that the reconstructed P was never meant to be a book read consecutively. After
the S version emerged, the prose texts (chapters) of P served only as annexes (o
the drawings. That is, I was only to provide an album with drawings.

Yet at the same time, as we have analyzed them, many of the careful efforts at
reconstruction have no bearing on such a purpose as that hypothesized above:
Would it be necessary to reconceptualize the work as numbered “books” instead
ol unnumbered “parts”? Why bother to draw a frame for the mutilated drawing
of the queen Chimbo? Would running heads really be needed, if this were a
mere “album,” juxtaposing pictorial texts with prose expositions? Perhaps the
answer lies in the fact that the decision (or the transition 1o the decision) to move
away [rom P and create S was not so clear cut, or definitive, at the time when it
was taken. The difliculty of creating, and then choosing between, two options,
neither of which is altogether or at least immediately and obviously satisfactory, is
notonly Muria’s but any author’s dilemma. On the horns of i, Muria may have
chosen o keep both options open, that is, restoring P and forging ahead with
the already begun 8, for as long as he was able to do so. This model gives us no
definitive answer, but it does corroborate the vagaries ol an author’s experience:
weighing against one another many non-compatible factors and keeping them
afloat until even that strategy can no longer be sustained.

3.18. Afier P: The § Manuserifit

P’s 1598 (or later) prologue to part 4, and the completion date of “May 15907
inscribed (retained) on Ps title page, demonstrate that C and P were funda-
mentally the same work, in spite of the inclusion of the 16 chapters of part 4 as
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well as many other additions (including the prologue to part 4), and in spite of
the addition of more than one hundred drawings. By 1606 (or later), however,
Murta had gathered more textual material, and he was ready to take the next
step. P could not accommodate more information without a multiplication
of the number ol cross-relerences to additions at the end of the manuscript,
Furthermore, Muria was dissatisfied with the structure of P, in which the history
of Inca kings, queens, and captains ran in parallel instead of progressing in a
single, integrated chronological sequence. P had already for some time been
renamed Historia general (del Pind), as attested by the 2 addition of the new and
expanded title below the euracas” letter and by the lately added running heads
(see above, sections 3.14 and 3.15). The new title of the work (quoted above, in
our Introduction and in section 3.15) explicitly took account of part 4 on the
cities of Peru.

The new work, which would eventuoally become the S manuscript as we know
it, was very much expanded, and again it was designed as a work in three parts
(or rather "books,” as already introduced in I, at a late stage)}. Their content
was, in short: Book 1: Inca history; book 2: Inca government; book 3: cities of
local tradition as well as those established by the Spanish. § was dated 1613 on
its title page, and again the date was not changed, although further changes
and enhancements were carried out over the following years.'’ Like P, § had
heen laid out with blank pages separating all 163 chapters, and, as had been the
case with P, Muria succeeded in linding an artist for the earliest period of the
historical part of book 1: portraits ol Inca kings and queens.

However, the decoration program was discontinued before it was completec
There was no Guaman Poma available to carry on the project, but the finely
water-colored drawings could be moved from one manuscript to the other.
Three ruler portraits were missing in S in the twin sequence of 12 Inca kings and
queens: Raba Oclle (11th queen), Huascar Inca (12th Inea), and Chugquillantu
{12th queen). Three drawings were removed from Pand inserted into 5, so that
the ruler series would be complete. The drawing chosen for Raba Ocllo was

l 168

T S Boserop 2004, BA-87, 92294, on the reshullling of the initial :'h'.lp[-t'm ol 8.

U The § manuscript has a wotal of 38 drawings. From chapter 3 onward, S contained 20 *portrais™
of Inca kings and 10 of Inea queens, o which were added one king portrait and two queen portraits
from I The unequal number of kings and queens is due to the fact that some Inca kings are treated
in more than one chapter (in contrast 1o what is the case in P}, and becanse the illustation project
was discontinued afier chapter 32 and before reaching the end of the dynasty. Appendix 4 shows
how the 9 times added instruction, "No se a de pintan,” o simply "No™, plus the three P drawings

introduced imo 3, correspond 1o a reconcepiualization of the illustration program of 5: the 200489+ 1

king portraits become 12, just as did the 10+ 2 queen portraits, that is, the minimum required o
display the complewe Inca dynasty as canonized under vieeroy Toledo ca. 1570,
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appropriate enough, being a real ruler-type portrait, but for Huascar and his wife,
drawings that had been made for quite different purposes were reinterpreted as
ruler |}()r[r:1i|f..”’{"' One folio with a coat of arms was detached from among the
front mater folios ol P and inserted into 8. The coat of arms of Peru was inserted
as frontispiece to book 3 (cities). Eventually, these four extrancous folios were
[astened securely into S by pasting at the gutter, and blank folios were pasted
onto them, so that the text passages on the rectos disappeared completely from
sight and would not disturb the flow of chapters in 5.

3.19. The Hlustration Project of S

The reason adduced above for reconstructing P may help o understand why only
four lolios were transferred from P o 5. Although extremely damaging 1o P, the
four recyclings did not (with one exception) spoil other drawings insolar as no
important information pertaining to them was removed and sacrificed. Except
for the folio with the drawing of Raba Ocllo, none ol the migrated P-folios had
text on the reverse that belonged to (and therefore explained the meaning of)
another frontispiece: (1) the curacas’ letter on the reverse of the coat of arms of
Peru obviously had no frontispiece; (2) the reverse of "Huascar Inca”™ was a title
page without relation to the facing drawing of the execution of Tupac Amaru; (3)
the reverse of “Chuquillantu” contained one of the chapters (part 3, chapter 9;
fol. 60} that never had a frontispiece because the facing page had been filled with
textual additions to the previous chapter belore Guaman Poma began to illustrate
P; (4) only in the case of Raba Ocllo {11th queen) would the migration rom Pto
cntail a loss of information regarding the significance of another drawing: that of
Mama Ocllo (10th queen, 31v). However, one can object that the ruler portraits,
in contrast to the drawings illustrating Andean antiquities, are sellexplanatory
and that the loss of the accompanying texts would not reduce the uselulness of
these drawings as models for an illustrator of a printed version of Murta'’s Historta,

Although building on scant evidence, these remarks are pertinent. Alter
having implemented a minimal repair of the serices of ruler portraits in S, Murda
discontinued the fragmentation ol P. Instead of merging more P-drawings into

= Ome ean ask why the real ruler portraits in I of Huoascar Inca (20v; extantin ') and Chuquillantu
(3w lost) were not chosen instead, unless the reason is, precisely, that fol. 33 haed disappeared.
The choice seems o pertain we tat period when maintaining (or reconstructing) P intacer, and
pursuing at the same time the prospect of 8, were both citertained. Removing from P the “modo
de caminn™ processional paintings did not destriet one of Ps fundamental aspects: the series off
rulers, male and female, civil and miliary, ta represented the ovdering of Andean (and Inca)
society. Additonally, the reverses of “Huascar” and *Churguillantn™ had ne frontispicees, so no other

drawing was “destrocted”, o above, section 317, and below, seetion 3,149,
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S with the risk of creating havoc in both I and 5, Muriia changed his mind and
made P into an annex to S, an album of illustrations, which would eventually
provide models or be used as inspiration for an engraver when the work was
to be printed. According to this madel, P and S5 must be considered as having
arrived to Spain together.

During 1615-1616, Muria had acquired all the necessary recommendations
and permissions to print his work, and when the author could no longer pursue
his project because of incapacitation or death or other reasons, S was still in a
number of respects a work “in progress.” When Muria disappeared, so did the
key to understanding lully the relationship between S and P

We have now arrived at that point in the history of the manuscripts of Muraa
where we began our account of their “modern™ history in Part One of this study.
As mentioned there, 8 was included in the library of the main house of the
Mercedarian order in Madrid. What ]1;1|1-|J:*m.~<| Lo P before it was included in the
library of the exiled Spanish Jesuits in Povanne, France, is still unknown.

3. 200 Conclusion

Substantial information has been gained by allowing the [our P-folios of 5 to
contribute fully to the elucidation of the complicated internal history of P, and,
on this basis, the history of Muria’s grand historical, ethnographical, literary, and
artistic project has also come into focus. Some poinits are fairly clear, corroborated
in multiple ways. Other points are hypothetical, waiting for corroboration or
better explanations based on more decisive evidence, stronger arguments, or
technical investigations.

Bevond our tight focus on P and the evolution of Muria's Histeria, we believe
that the results achieved thus far have new and far-reaching implications for the
much-debated issue of the working reladonship between Murtia and Guaman
Poma: its chronology, the question of priority, and the assessment of the impact
on Guaman Poma of his collaboration with Murta (and vice versa). We will take
up these issues in Part Four of our study.

Part Four, Guamar Poma and Martin de Muria

In this concluding portion of our study, and based on the cumulative weight
of the evidence adduced and interpreted above, we seek to untangle the many
assertions that have become commonplaces regarding the Muriia,/Guaman Poma
relationship, to reassess the similarities and differences between their works, and
to show where Guaman Poma “parts company” with his one-time employer. We put
forward the reverse of the model offered by Juan Ossio, whereby Guaman Poma
began first but finished last, that is, that Muria followed Guaman Poma’s lead
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but then surpassed him. By coordinating the evidence of the dating of Muria’s
P manuscript with the documented activities of Guaman Poma’s biography, we
demonstrate that Guaman Poma underwent a significant artistic and literary
apprenticeship with Munia but that, breaking away from it in 1600, went on to
write his own magnum opus. As for Guaman Poma’s leadership of, or participation
in, an artisanal workshop, there is simply no evidence for it

4.1. The Theory of Murita’s Multiple Lost Drafts

In Part One of this study, after having disentangled a number of confused reports
about the two Murda manuscripts P and S, we have shown that the theory of
Murua’s multiple drafis was a hypothesis fostered in response to the confusing
evidence offered since 1909 by the Loyola copy (L) of the vanished manuscript
P, which was compounded by the rediscovery of 5 in the carly 1950s.

Within the framework of an investigation ol a textual tradition, undocumented
lost dralis should only be introduced as a last resort, when all other possibilities
have been examined and eliminated. Anything can be imagined to have happened
within the vague notion of a “draft,” and the introduction of hypothetical lost
drafis into a textual tradition usually does not solve problems but rather obscures
them. They often become a euphemistic way of treating the extant hard evidence
that does not behave according to the scholar’s initial expectations.

Applied to the transmission of Muria’s Historia general, the “idea” of explaining
contradictory manuscript evidence by referring to lost drafis was initiated four
decades ago by Ballesteros. Over the last two decades it has been vigorously
repeated and expanded by Ossio. The theory has not been eritically reassessed in
the light of the important new evidence that has surfaced since it was conceived:
Rowe’s discovery in 1979 of a number of original P-lolios within S, and Ossio’s
own discovery in 1996 of the manuseript I

In Part Two of this investigation, we conducted a codicological analysis ol P
on the basis of the remarkable facsimile published by Ossio and the available
reports about the P-folios contained in 8. This led to the conclusion that the
theory of Muria’s multiple drafts cannot be sustained. We have shown that P is
nota conglomerate of elements from earlier drafts, thatis, that it does not contain
any material wace of other *previous,” “parallel,” or “analogous™ manuscripts. On
the contrary, P is (and was) a unitary, coherent and sell-contained manuscript.
Superficially examined, it may look like an aggregate of elements from various
sources, but the history of its calamities is a different one.

At some point in time, P was fragmented (25% of it was, literally, cut 1o
picces), but soon afterward it was reconstructed [rom the quires and fragments
that were still at hand. However, some parts of P had already been recycled and
installed in the manuscript S, and others were apparently lost. Although the lost
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parts amounted only to 10 to 12% of the manuscript, the replacement lolios,

disorderly and unflinished manuscript, particularly because I since ca, 1900 was
known unl_\.' through a copy (L) that gave no clear clues as Lo how its model could
have deteriorated into the condition itwas in at that dime {(1890). In contrast o
the theory of multiple dralts, our theory of fragmentation and reconstruction
allows Tor all the elements of P o find their original placement in one single
and well-documented manuscript, the structure of which is corroborated by
compelling codicological evidence. This evidence is sulliciently manifest for us
to have been able to glean itin the published facsimile, without recourse to the
inaccessible original.

In our Part Three, taking now as a given the status of I as an unitary and
scli-contained entity, we outlined the sequential stages of its creation and
development, right [rom its immediate model (C), which was dated 1590 and
documented in 1596 by the recommendation letter of the curacas of Cuzco, and
by Murtia’s relerence toitin his prologue (to part 4) of 1598 or later: These stages
include the addition of substantial amounts ol prose exposition to the initial fair
copy of G that constituted the main bulk of P, and the inclusion of more than
one hundred illustrations, followed by an experiment which seems to have been
quickly abandoned: the recycling of P-drawings in 8, the successor manuscript
of P, which was in fact a new ediion of the Historia geneval. We suggested that P
was reconstructed because it was the only way to save the drawings in a way that
would allow them eventually to serve as models for illustrations of a published
version of Muria's ultimate version (S) of his life-swork.

4.2, The Theory of Guaman Poma’s taller artesanal

Closely connected o the theory of multiple lost drafis, and following it like a
shadow, is Ossio’s theory of multiple amanuenses and artists, linking to a theory
of an artisanal production unit, a fafler (atelier) where the drafis and fair copies
were made of both written texts and drawings. Beside the supposed evidence for
hypothesized dralis of P, which has tumed out to be nothing but folios cut out of|
and reinserted into, the P manuscriptitself, there exists no concrete evidence for
such a taller. Yet Ossio insists that Guaman Poma’s family and associates worked
in such an artisanal atelier, under Guaman Poma’s leadership.!”™ From Guaman

T Orssio (2004, 40) hyvpothesizes about the existence of such antisanal arrangements on the basis
of contemporary artisans’ workshops: “muchoes owros [dibujos] debieron proceder de su antaria
o de un taller, como sucede con los aresanos peruanos contemposineos, que pudo estar bajo su
licdlerargo,” He (Ossio 2004, 45, 49} also vefers o Muria’s relianee on “Guaman Poma y ¢l personal

de sualler artesanal,” consisting of “informantes, dibujantes y amanuoenses.”
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Poma as hypothetical head of a literary and artistic atelier there is only a short
step to the idea — soon presented as though it were an established historical fact
- that he became Murda’s main informant and close collaborator.!™ Tt followed,
in wrn, that much of Murta’s book imitated the model of Guaman Poma's own
chronicle while it was in the m;lking.]?:

As far as PP is concerned, the evidence for Ossio’s workshop theory rests on
the presupposition that the euwracas’ leter (inseribed on one of the front matter
P-folios currently contained in S), which Ossio since 1985 has called “a draft ofa
letter” ("un borrador de carta™), was penned by Guaman Poma (or by someone
very close to him). It was thus viewed as merely an adaptation to the context
ol Muria’s work of the fictitious letter of recommendation of Guaman Poma’s
father (dated 1587), which the son had invented and included in his Nueoa
eovonira.,' ™ However, we have shown in the structural and historical analysis of I
carricd out here that when all the elements of this manuscript are considered
[(lgclht‘:r, the evidence suppt:—]‘lﬁ the argument that the enracas’ letler s a copy
ol an original document, ol May 15, 1596, which was inscribed as an integral

7 Osio’s conclusions about the working relkuionship of Mura and Guauman Poma are seen in the
lollowing statements: “Lo mids probable os que este sacerdote contrnd los servicios del indigena,
cuyas habilidades en el manejo del castellana, de laesoritura y, posiblemente, del arte pictorice
no le pasaron desapercibielas. Este contacto inicial debid haber wnido lugar en o déeada de 1580
posiblemente en el Cuseo™ (Ossio 2004, 50); "Ahorasimplemente podemes conjetarar que, si laobra
esti fechada en 1590 y presenta tantos parecidos con la Nuewva cordarica, alguna relacion debicron de
wener, lo gque podia traducirse en una de colaboracion v aprendizaje™ (Ossio 2004, 609,

¥ i these references, Ossio moves between the models of the individual Guaman Poma as artist aned
chronicler and Guaman Poma working with associates: “Tan al unisono marchan [Guaman Poma
y Murtia] que por momentos parceiern que el mercedario cediese a L wentacion de OFEANLEAT $1
material en los esquemas cuaternarios del cronista indigena® (Ossio 33); "Una ver nxis los dibujos
que [Muriia] asocia con esta parte son casi exactos i bos de Guaman Poma™ (Ossio 36); " En realidadd,
Ja mavrreidn de Muria coincide con la que dan otros cronistas, PO PR mostrarse miis exhanstivo
v origi

al usa los nombres que da Guaman Pomay parte de su tedicion”™ (Ossio 400; “La tinica
explicacion que se me ocurre para esta siinacion es que el sacerdote copio dibujos, quisi por su
valor decorativo y estético, pero, al igual que las tradiciones orales que circulaban, sin entender su
signlicado. Lo dicho hasta ¢ momento sugiere que, asi como sagqued a otros cronistas de origen
curopeo, Muma no lvo ¢l nuis minimoe inconveniente de hacer lo mismo con Guaman Poma v
ol personal de s taller artesanal™ (Ossio 497 "Goaman Poma y sus posibles allegados ke habian
siclo ditiles como un primer paso. Ademds le proveian de materiales novedosos gque estaba seguro
permanccerian en el anonimato por ser de indigenas. Ellos le habian proporcionade L estruetur
v los dibujos que decoraban suobra™ {(Ossio 2004, GO-G1).

" About the authorship of the coreas” Teter in S Ossio (2004, 18) writes: “como he sostenido en
distintas ll|kll‘!llll'[dildi“$ [Crssir 1985, 2000, 2002 debio derivarse de b mano de Gosuman Poma o
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part of the front matter of P as conceived by Muria shortly afier that date. The
curacas’ letter is inscribed on the reverse of a folio that eventually came 10 be
adorned with a drawing of the coat of arms ol Peru, which was executed and
extensively commented upon by Guaman Poma himself. However, the curacas’
letter itsell’ is n#of inscribed by the hand of Guaman Poma. It is inscribed by P1,
the hand responsible for the main text of P Hence the euracas” letter offers no
evidence ol either a close collaboration between Muria and Guaman Poma
before 1596, or the existence ol any literary and artistic workshop under the
latter’s leadership.

4.3. The Theory of Literary Ivolution from “Indigenous” lo “Iiuropean”

According to Ossio’s often repeated model of the relationships among the three
extant “illustrated chronicles”, that is, Guaman Poma’s Nueva coranica (NC),
and the two versions of Murta’s Historia attested in P and §, respectively, each
one of them represents a separate stage in a mono-dimensional evolution [rom
the “indigenous” 1o the “European”™ NC (indigenous) 2 P (*in between™) =
5 (Elll'[]')l.‘ﬂll)‘l” As we understand Ossio, the relations here symbolized by a
simple arrow synthetize three criteria, a linguistic, an artistic, and what we could
call a mediatic criterion:

Table 12: Ossio’s Criteria of Evolution From “Indigenous™ to “European”

Linguistic ST | I e | Stage in
LB Artistic criterion | Mediatic eriterion | _'!" .
criterion | | evolution
Guaman Poemae | Quechua- ' P
. L \ . | publication no muostly
Nuever covanica imflected imdigenows sivle | I L T )
Castilian . L | envisaged ineligenous
L b 1] 1
[
Castilian with . = | . : “in
“in hetween | oagpremate of deafis -
Quicehun words e between
Murda: S5 . T . miadle ready o print mestly
- native Castilian European sivle * ady Lo | S
maAnusCripl g and publication European

de otra indigena que fue cercano al cronista indio.” Laer, Ossio (2004, 10) mentions only Guaman

Poma as the leters author: “aquella carta de 15396 . que suponemeos Tue redactada por el mismo
Guaman Poma” He defines the lewer as o draft: “En realidad se vsua de un borrador de carta
muoddelada de acuerdo a ot que aparece en la N cordiica como eserita por el padre del cronista
indio™ (Ossio 2004, 18-19).

T ALou Munia’ s P manuscript Ossio (2004, GO} writes: “No debia escapirsele que lo que eseribic
primero estaba muy contaminado de un tono indigena que serfa criticado.” In Ossio’s theory, this

concern led Muria o the conceptualization of 5.
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The linguistic criterion applied by Ossio consists of assessing Lthe pervasiveness
of Quechua words in Guaman Poma’s work and the influence of Quechua in
the structure of his written Spanish. These are actually two dilferent criteria,
lexical and grammatical/syntactie, and they are questionable when used as an
evolutionary framework for assessing a particular relative chronology of literary
works within a span of twenty to thirty years. The embedding of Quechua words
in I’ cannot be reduced to “laulty Castilian,” and so the pestulated dichotomy,
and ensuing “evolution,” become a question of the authors” mother tongues
and nothing more.

Likewise, Guaman Poma’s general dependence on European motifs and icono-
graphic style is a well-known fact, and the thematic repertory of the illustrations
in the three examined works varies greatly. In reality, a stylistic comparison can
be established only with regard to the ruler portraits, which, as motifs, relate to
their own, complex iconographic tradition, Itis far from obvious that the stylistic
differences displayed by the three series ol ruler portraits represent stages in a
common evolution, rather than individual reactions o common standards, such
as the famous paintings commissioned by the viceroy Francisco de Toledo,

Finally, Guaman Poma clearly expressed the hope to have his book publishec
Thus, in precise and recognizably conventional ways, he made it print-ready to
the best of his abilities.'™ Furthermore, we can now appreciate that P, correctly
interpreted, was not a collection of drafis but also a printready manuscript before

II'.'S

" Assuming the persona of his fther, and under his own name also, Guaman Poma (1615, 7, 11)
twice requests that the king publish his work and show Gvor o anthor: “Y que denyis del seraicio
de vuestra Magestad que reeaultard yoprimirse Ta dicha historia ..., suplico a vuestra Majestad sea
seruilo de Bvorecer y azer mereed al dicho mi hijo don Felipe de Avalc™ “Y L dicha mereed pide
v suplica para cienpre de la dicha vaprecion asu Magesad, del dicho libro compuesta por el dicho

auton, don Felipe Guaman Pomade Avala ... pues que lo merese de la dicha anilidad v tranajo.” He
also foresaw his book taking its place in Rome and in Spain: *Lo weadisi en ol archibo del mundao

como del ciclo, en el catretral de Roma para memoria v en la cavesa de nuestra eristianadad de

nuestra Espaa, adonde rrecide Sacra Catalica Real Majestad, que Dios le guarde en Espaa™ in his
“dinloguc” with Philip 1L he asks thae his book be placed in the avehive in the service of justice: “que
se ponga en el archibo para wer Ta justicia.” These references o the archives are not metaphorical,
but legal: Guaman Poma (1615, 751, 94941 ) foresaw his work as the hasis for a code of laws (see also
Acborno 2000, 849, Ossio’s assertion (2004, 61) that Guaman Poma had no Tarther aspirations for
his work than tha it reach the monarch’s haneds (*a mi parecer Guaman Poma solo se contentaba
con que sumanuscrito Hegase a manos del Rey™) requires him o ignore the explicit and repeated
declarations by Guaman Poma himsell, one of which Ossio (2004, 209, in fact, transcribes,

T Adorne T979-80; idem, 2002; Boserup 200+h,
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it was expanded and ultimately superseded by 8. Thus, the three examined works
are on a par insolar as awareness of European media is concerned.

Ossio’s model of a mono-dimensional organic evolution from “indigenous”
to “European,” as applied to the three “illustrated chronicles,” is inconsistent
and does not further the understanding of the specific characteristics of each
work. In the end, it boils down to a reiteration of two sets of facts, set up in a
simplii}'iug grid: first, that Guaman Poma was a native-born Andean, while Muria
was born, grew up, and was educated in Spain; second, that Guaman Poma
declared in 1615 to have worked on his book since ca. 1585, while P carries the
date of 1590, and § is dated 16135,

4.4. Muria’s P Manuscripi and Guaman Poma’s Nueva coronica:
Stmilarities and Contrasts

With regard to the content of the works, the series ol portraits of the ancient Inca
kings, their queens, and captains, the representations of the Incas’ reigns and
wars, as well as their political and social institutions, and the olfices, customs, and
practices of Inca society, are common to both the P manuscript and the Nueva
corinica of Guaman Poma. Ossio (2004, 29-50) examines these many coordinates,
and notes how the two authors “*march in unison” (p. 33) on many topics. The
study of the commonalities between Muria’s work (as known through Bayle's
and other editions of the L copy of P) and Guaman Poma’s Nueve cordnica began
as early as 1958, as pointed out by John Murra (1992, 63), when John Rowe
published his study of the similarities hbetween Muraa’s [P] and Guaman Poma’s
works with regard to the age-grades of Andean society, In 1967 Ramiro Condarco
Morales (1967, 302-305) also noted the siriking similarities and juxtaposed the
texts of Muria and Guaman Poma to demonstrate them, He (1967, 503), and
later Murra (1992, 64), were struck by their common, unusual treatment of the
actlas, “the women keptin Inca administrative centers who performed primarily
weaving duties for the state,” Although the names and duties assigned 1o them hy
Muria and Guaman Poma differ, as Murra (1992, 64) notes, he perceives the very
closc literary relationship between the two by observing that *Muria and Guaman
Poma are the only ones among the many sources for pre-Columbian Andean life
to refer to six kinds of acfla.” Ossio (2004, 32) examines these similarities in his
comprehensive review of the thematic convergences and dilferences between
the two authors, including the chapters on the colonial cities.

One of the most specific and revealing instances ol the similarity in content of
Muria's and Guaman Poma’s works is, on one hand, the letter of presentation
from the native lords of Cuzco, which is one of the P texis inserted into the S
manuscript, and, on the other, the letter of presentation from “don Martin
Guaman Mallque de Ayala”™ in Guaman Poma’s Nueva cordnica y buen gobierno. In
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1985, Ossio suggested that Guaman Poma was the author of both letters.!” We
will return o the consideration of the curacas” and Guaman Mallque's letters
below.

The discovery of P and its publication in facsimile allow us to add to the list of
the similiarities of content between P and the Nueva eovonica a number of formal
clements that both have in common.

The original compositional pattern and book layout of P displays remarkable
s Lo the Nueva cordnica. Muriia’s practice of placing a frontispiece before
nearly every chapter’s prose text is a principle that we see applied consistently
throughout Guaman Poma’s Nueva cordnica y buen gobierno. If it were an ideal
sought but not quite achieved in P, it was realized by Guaman Poma’s Nueva
corgnicd manuscripl.

With regard to the ordering of the segments of the work, the carly version of
P, divided into unnumbered groups of chapters rather than their later identifica-
tion as numbered *books,” is echoed in Guaman Poma’s organization of his
work into sequences of clements consisting of [rontispicce + text, introduced
by “capitulo primero”™ (but never followed up by a “capitulo segundo”, etc.).
Guaman Poma uses the “capitulo primero” designation for the announcement
of his expositions and as the principal means for dividing all the segments of
his work. While Muria’s P manuscript uses the “capitnlo primero” convention
for the first chapters ol its parts (I8, [T36r, {52y, [127r), Guaman Poma uses it o
organize his work at the level of the parts ("Primer cordnica,” “primer conquista,”
and “El primero buen gobicrno,” respectively (GP 1615, 1, 370, 438), as well
as its chapters, whether it be “primer comienzo™ (GP 1615, 15, 33), “primera
generacion” (GP 1615, pp. 13, 23, 85), “capitulo primero” or “primer capitulo”
{GP 1615, 49, 79, 145, 196, 237, 300, 303, 317, 330, 520, 575, 689, 752, 806, 854,
923, 1005, 1092, 1140), or “primera historia™ (GP 1615, 120, 491, 675, 717),
“primera reina” (175), “primer milagro,” or (93) *primer becita general™ (195).
The two "systems” are not identical, but while Guaman Poma’s can be undersiood
as a partial imitation of Muria’s system in the P manuseript, the latter cannot
be conceived as being an imitation of Guaman Poma’s.

This leads us o consider some points of contrast between P and the Nueva
Cordnica in their treatment of specific themes and particularly in the use of the
graphic medium.

similari

T Chssioe (200, 1920, 40, note 33) transeribes both texts, and he remarks thar the similarities he
has long ohserved (since 1985) have been more recently expanded by Tom Commins, referring o
rhetorical formulas in the prifogo to part 4ol the Flisterieand w Guaman Poma’s prefoge al fetoratthe
beginning of the Nuev corinica v buen gobierro, The deweetion of such similarities, however, has no
bearing on the question of pricvity, wd it docs not imply dependency exeept ina most extenuated
aned general manner.
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With regard to the illustrations, Guaman Poma expands the idea of a chapter’s
frontispiece to include, within his “capitulos primeros,” several subchapters, each
introduced by a pictorial text. He has expanded, in other words, the notion of an
introductory frontispiece and turned it into the principal and, in fact, primary
exposition of his prose text. As Adorno (1979, 29, 31) conlirmed on the basis of
her 1977 examination of the Nueva cordnica manuscript and her observations of
the variations in the tones ol its ink as one after another page was filled out, the
compositional priority of pictorial o prose wext in the preparation of Guaman
Poma’s manuscript, as well as the rhetorical effect of the drawings, constitute
“the f(:t‘cgr(nln(lu(l text of which the written one is a subsequent elaboration or
complement.” This contrasts with the clear evidence that we have seen in P of
Murtia’s illustrations having been added after the prose exts were set in place,
with the result that the drawings are not uniform but varied in size, and their
content is often independent of the text they accompany.

Ossio (2004, 25, 49) has noted this written/pictorial divergence with regard
to the reatment of the Inca Kings and queens in Murta’s P manuscript, and
he takes as examples the cases ol Inca Roca and Pachacuti Inca (P, 14y, [17v);
Guaman Poma's drawings of these figures (1615, 102, 108) are related to the
respective written texts which describe their stance, accouterments, and the
colors of the garments they wear. In Muria’s case, as Ossio sees i, that is, starting
from the picture, the written text does not allude in any minimal way to what
has been represented in the (lr;m"111i_,r:t;.'-"N The two cases he has adduced are
drawings on pasted-on folios, and Ossio would see this non-correspondence as
another indication of their emanating [rom outside the P manuscript. However,
we have seen that the distinction between primary folios and pasted-on folios is
irrclevant, since all pasted-on folios are also primary P-folios, so, on the contrary,
the examples adduced by Ossio corroborate our notion that text and illustrations
are loosely connected in P, as opposed 1o Guaman Poma’s Nueve corénica, where
they are intimately related. Ossio himself has observed that (also primary)
frontispicces exhibit varying degrees UI'ill(lup(.‘ll(lcnur from the prose texts they
are supposed to introduce.

The character of the drawings that can be clearly attributed to Guaman Poma
stands out from those which cannot be so readily identified as the work of his
pen (or brush). Adorno (1979, 29, 31) argued long ago that “Guaman Poma’s
graphic representations do not merely illuminate or illustrate the written text, in
the European manuscript tradition, nor are they as unimaginative and arbitrarily
pl'd(f(‘,'fl s ll]c C(]I]\’Cl]li(}nﬂl \\’(.‘l(l{l—(_‘ll( 0or ('ﬂpl)l'..‘l' [..'Ilgl"rl‘s'illg (1UC()IL'{ItiU"$ I}.?llllfl in

17 Ossio (2004, 49): “En cambio on el manuserito Galvin [P], que repite estas eseenis, no enciersa

en sutexto i la mas minima alusion a lo representado en los dibujos.”
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carly printed books. These [ull-page drawings visually narrate hundreds of events
in Guaman Poma’s chronicle.” Even longer ago, in 1953, Ballesteros appreciated
the narrative quality ol Guaman Poma'’s drawings in the comparative context off
Murta's work, Shortly after his discovery of the S manuscript, Ballesteros (19534,
242) ohserved that while the pictures in Murda’s work (he refers, of course,
exclusively to §) serve as illustrations, they serve in Guaman Poma as narration:
“En el indio, muy a tono con su cultura y con su mundo intelectual, lailustracion
es un complemento casi indispensable, con valor narrativo, al tiempo que para el
fraile es solamente un aditamiento, no consubstancial con la obra, v elaborado
posteriormente.” Although Ballesteros's explanation of Guaman Poma’s capacity
for visual narrative on the basis of his indigenous culture is dubious at best,'™
he capuures the outstanding aesthetic quality of dynamism in Guaman Poma’s
art in contrast to the dignified but decidedly stiff figures that decorate Muria’s
S manuscript.'™

With regard to content, Guaman Poma’s Nueva coronica and Murda’s I manu-
scripts differ in the amount of detailed information they offer in their treatment
of similar themes. Condarco Morales’s 1967 (302-305) textual comparisons
revealed that Guaman Poma often elaborates the content of the material that he
takes from Murtia so that, for example, he specifies the flora and fauna referred
to by Muria simply as “los frutos de la tierra,” or he gives Quechua terms lor
phenomena mentioned more generically by Muria, While Guaman Poma has
the same ethnographic and geographic repertory as the P manuscript, he greatly
expands Muria’s treatment of the already mentioned age-grades of Andean
society as well as his survey of Andean and coastal cities. With regard 1o the
age-grades, Guaman Poma's treatment is not only more extensive, it is, as John
Muwrra (1992, 63-64) observed, a more “linished,” that is, a corrected version:

In 1958 Rowe compared in detail both authors’ versions of the age grades; there
was no doubt then, noris there today, that both texts have asingle origin. While
Murta is not very interested in the welfare features, both men list the blind,
the crippled, and others not it for active service on row four; both have three
rows ol able-bodied and six rows for the young. Both feature men and women
in the same order. But who was first? The internal evidence points 1o Murta,
His Quechua texts are full of mistakes; Guaman Poma's have been corrected.
I have the impression that Murta compiled the list, while Guaman Poma saw,
revised, and added the wellare dimension.

'™ See Teresa Gisbert (19929 and Maarten van de Guehte (1992) for the evidence of Guaman Poma's
appropriation of European antistic styles and models,

"™ The one exception is a drawing that depicts the adoration of Manco Capac Inca (8, {7r).
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This concrete, specific instance of the discussion of the Andean age-grade
system suggests, as Murra read it that Muria’s P manuscript was created belore
Guaman Poma’s.

4.5. The Curacas’ Lelter and the Question of Priority

There is no evidence of contact between Muoria and Guaman Poma before 1596,
By that time, Muriia had completed C (around 1590), and after having received
the recommendation of the cuwrmeas of Cuzco, he further expanded and edited his
work (P) with the aim of publication in mind. He had P illustrated, and he was
still making additions 1o P as late as 1606, A third and final version of his work
(5), anticipated in ' by the new title for the work written beneath the ewracas
letter, was completed by 1613,

While the evidence of Murtia’s activities suggests that he enjoyed an unbroken
and successful ecclesiastical career, archival documents (Prado Tello and Prado
Prado eds. 1991), known since the 1950s and published in full in 1991, have
shown that Guaman Poma’s life fell into two distinet periods. The year 1600 was
the turning point. In 1599 he had been successful in his petitions to the Real
Audiencia in Lima in delense of his family’s and kinsmen’s rights to lands in
the valley of Chupas in the jurisdiction of Huamanga (Adorno 1993, 74). The
defeated plaintiffs in these land litigations, the Chachapoyas, subsequently made
successful accusations of imposture against him, and he was convicted on those
charges and exiled from Huamanga on December 18, 1600.'%!

Adorno (1993, 80-84) has suggested that this series of events led Guaman
Poma o take the steps to become awriter in his own right, when all avenues of
social participation were closed 1o him, Although elaborated a decade before
the publication of the facsimile of P, this theory is now supported by the evi-
dence olfered there and in 8. Tt allows for a model according to which Guaman
Poma collaborated with Muria up to the time of his conviction and exile from
Huamanga at the end of 1600, After that date, when the Spanish colonial justice
system on which he had relied betrayed him, Guaman Poma undertook his own,
independent literary project. Looking with new eyes upon the administration
of colonial society as a site of corruption and injustice, he found new aims and
a new focus (his “nueva coronica™) lor his intellectual and artistic talents,

In Ossio’s view, Guaman Poma’s life is “mysterious.”™ Although he (Ossio
2004, 600 mentions Guaman Poma’s legal wroubles (Ossio 2004, 60), he puts

1 For the documents of these decade-long proceedings, see Prado Tello and Prado Prado, cds.,
198 ; Tor the analysis and interpretation of these documents, in relation 1o other pertinent exts,
see Adorno 1993,

=2 Regarding whin he calls “kumisteriosa vida de Guauman Poma,” Ossio (2004, 27, note 15) makes
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them in the context of a work already begun, taking at his word Guaman Poma’s
assertion about the 1580s commencement of his project. As we have seen, Ossio
suggests that Guaman Poma’s manuscript preceded Murtia’s *1590.7™ According
to his model, the manuscripts were developed along a single track, going from a
more indigenous style and perspective 1o a more Enropean one, with Guaman
Poma’s manuscript as the point of departure (Nueva cordnica = P =25). Yet the
evidence adduced for this theory is neither strong nor specilic.

We propose a different model. We take P as the "origin™ (remembering
that it came from C) and suggest that [rom P both the Nweva covdnica and 8
emanated simultancously and independently (Nueva cordnica < I = 5). We
base our conclusion on the evidence provided, first, by the letter of the curacas
ol Cuzco (found in P) and that of “don Martin de Ayala™ (in the Nurva corénica)
and, second, by the related vel dilferent contents of the P and Nueva eorinica
manuscripts, especially in light of Guaman Poma’s views on Muria’s work, '

The analysis of P has shown that the curacas’” letter was originally inscribed
there, on one of the unnumbered front matter folios, where it could provide
the model for Guaman Poma’s own letter of presentation in the Nueva cordnica,
which he carefully devised according to Muria’s ordered formula of elements
and which he antedated o a vear that preceded Murtia’s presentation letter by

relerence o a certain “document” whose content he rejects {(that Blas Valera wrote the Nieva corinica)

but whose “authenticiny™ he nevertheless entertains, Although such recent “discoveries™ hinve not been

accepied by the international scholarly comumunity on the basis of the lack of positive, anthenticating
evidenee, the shadowy prospect that such materials provide of other actors and relationships in
Guaran Poma’s life Tits well with Ossio’s speculative theories. The unknown portions of Guaman
Poma’s biography would be hetter servee by pursuing further documentation about his relationship
with histovical igures whom he mentions, such as the church inspector Cristobal de Alhornoz, the
Franciscan brothers of the Oré family in Huamanga, and members of the Dominican order in the
same community and in Lima,

P aquel entonees [“lacdécada de los “80™] Mumia v debia wener una decision finme de eseribir
su obra mientras que en el caso de Guaman Poma se encontraria en un estado muy incipiente”
(s 2004, GOy,

P Ossie (2004, 35-50) has carefully Laid our the points of comparison axd contast of the 17 and
NCmanuscripis, With regard 1o the ditferences hetween Pand 5, Rowe (1979, 23 remarked on 8%
el

account ol events belore the Spanish invasion and a circumstantial account of Inca vesistanee 1o the

expanded treamment of Inca history which, in relation o P offers “a more coherent and deiai

Spanmish.” He added that the muaderial from PP on Incainstinntions was reorganized and condenseed
in 8. For example, Mo devoted some cighteen chapters in P (part 3, chapters 44-62) 1o ritual
Andean beliels and religious practices. He devoted fewer chaprers, about thivteen, w these subjects
in 5 (part 2, chapters 2457}, Departing from P Murtia further elaborated in § the deseription of

calonial Pero and added Late chapters on the activities of the Mereedaian order.
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almost a decade. Insofar as the ewrweas” lewer’s reference o the year 1596 can
be taken as an authentic dating, and given the evidence ol events narrated in
I’ that stretch into the year 1600 (the Arequipa carthquake), this presentation
letter ;ipll}' provided a model for Guaman Poma’own, later one. Furthermore,
Guaman Poma antedated his letter to 1587 in an effort 1o provide a plausible
leter of presentation from one of the only authorities the indio lading writer
could plausibly call upon, that is, one of his own forebears,

Pictschmann (1908; idem in Tello, 1939, 83) long ago pointed out the im-
pluusihi]il}-‘ of the letter of “don Martin Guaman Mallque de Ayala™ as being
ol such a personage’s authorship, and he ascribed the leuer 1o Guaman Poma
himself. Yet Guaman Mallque’s letter is stll o this day occasionally cited as
cvidence that Guaman Poma did spend thirty years, as he claims (1615, 916,
976, 9491), serving the King, that is, writing his chronicle.™ But the arithmetic
doesn’t work. These thirty years, dating backward from 1615, bring us to 1585,
Indeed, Guaman Poma backdates the letter of presentation that he atributes
to don Martin Guaman Mallque de Ayala almaost to that year, 1587, However, he
then forgetully has “don Martin Guaman Mallque” claim that his son had alveady
spent two decades writing his (now concluded) work: “el cual abrid como ueynte
anos poco a mds o menos que a escrito unas historias de nuestros antepasados
agiiclos” (Guaman Poma 1615, 6). This would place Guaman Poma’s conclusion
of his literary project in the 1580s and its impossible inauguration in the 1560s,
as Condarco Morales (1967, 291) pointed out,

Alternatively, as Pietschmann remarked (19349, 83), if counting from the 1613
date alfixed to the letier that follows Guaman Mallque’s and bears Guaman
Poma’s name, it would mean that Guaman Poma started writing his work at least
fortysix years earlier. It is clear, on balance, that il *Guaman Mallque™s letter
can be used as a prool of anything, it is of Guaman Poma having followed the
maodel of the euracas”letter in P in crafiing his own presentation letter in the
Nueva covinica y buen gobierno. Together with a number ol other aspects of P, the
curaeas” letler corresponds o the generic elements ol P that Guaman Poma had
made note of, or remembered, when planning and composing his own work.

5 On one occasion Guaman Poma states clewrly that be spent thiny vears writing his work: “Con tainto
trauajo de cin escrito cosa alguna ¢l tavajo a costado reynta aios, andando muy pobre desmudo”
{Guaman Poma 1615, 1091}, On another, he cliims to have spent I]1i|‘t:.', or p(}sa‘.i'l}l}' twenty, yers

writing: “Elsmuor don Felipe Guaman Poma de Avala, digo que el cristiano letor estari maraaillacdao

y espantado de leer esie libro y cordnica y capitulos v divin que quicn me la ensend, que como la
puede sauer tanto, Pues yo te digo que me a costado treynta anos de trauajo ci vo no me enganio,

poere a la buema rrazon beynte aios de travajo y pobresa” (Guaman Poma 1615, 715).
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4.6. The Originality of the Nueva cordnica

Finally, Guaman Poma’s more famous eriticisms of Muria’s chronicle also speak
to the corrective that he sought to achieve by his own work. As Guaman Poma
(1615, 1090) remarked, Munria “does not declare where the Inca came [rom nor
how nor in what manner nor from whence” or whether the Ineas were legitimate
rulers. Muria had expressly taken as his own the version of Andean history as
*researched” and elaborated by the viceroy Francisco de Toledo’s historians,
and thus he brielly states that there were only local lords in ancient times, who

managed “their miserable setlements and houses without order”™ ("tenian sus
pueblezuelos y casa sin orden™) (P, [8v [part 1, chapter 1 .0 In response and
smartly aking an anti-Toledo stance (lessons learned from Muria), Guaman
Poma elaborates the long tradition of pre-Incaic rulers and stages of Andean
civilization, thus postulating a non-idolatrous incipient Inca era that prevailed
and died out hefore the appearance of Manco Capac. It is implausible that
Guaman Poma’s chronicle antedated Muraa'’s on this ground, for if Murtia
had had Guaman Poma's work at his disposal, he likely would have taken from
Guaman Poma some of the substance (such as the four ages of pre-Incaic Andean
humanity) of his pre-Inca history, even if he wished to present it as primitive and
harbarous, withoul virtue.

When Guaman Poma (1615, 15) lamented that Muria did not declare,
regarding the Incas, “how their line came to an end,” he implied the absence
or inadequacy of accounts of the Spanish invasion and conquest on the heels of
the civil war between the princes Huascar Inca and Atahualpa Inca. Murda’s P
manuscript devotes only a half dozen chapters to these events (part 2, chapters
10-1G), and the figure of Francisco Pizarro himsell is mentioned only as the
superior ol Lorenzo de Aldana in the account of the latter’s founding of Quito
and of Pizarro’s being queried by the Inca eaptain Quisquis about Spanish
currency (P, (131, F133r [part 4, chapters b, 715 For his own part, Guaman
Poma highlights graphically and at great length the Spanish conquest of Peru,
devoting to those events a long transitional section, *Conquista,” between his “new
chronicle™ and his treatise "on good government.” He narrates at great length
the pretensions of the Pizarros and the Almagros, the murderous conflicts that

™ The 5 manuscript makes the same assertion, but augments itat greeater length by emphasiving as
liberating the "right rule”™ of the viceroy Toledo (Murda 1962-64, 1:20 [lib. 1, cap. 1),

" The § manuscript goes into much greater kength on these wpics, with some twelve chapters
devoted to the civil wars between Hluascar and Atahwalpa, ane some twenty-seven to the Spanish
conguest of Peru (Murtia T962G4, 1:131-171; 171-274 [lib. 1, caps. 45-57; lil. 1, caps. 5885]). Once
more we see the expansion, from the P o S manuoscript, on the wopic of Inca and Spanish colonial
|J-u]ilil';|.] !Ii.\ll'l-l'}'.
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arose between them, the rebellions of subsequent Spanish caudillos against the
Castilian king, and, finally, the viceroy Toledo’s culpability in the capture and
execution of the last Inca prince, Tupac Amaru,

All these events are portraved in great deail in drawings and prose texis in the
Nueva cordnica y buen gobierno. We take as an example Guaman Poma’s treatment
of the viceroy Toledo, which was surely motivated by Guaman Poma’s criticism
of the versions of Andean history-as-usurpation that the viceroy anthorized, as
well as Toledo’s historic role in bringing the Incas to their end. In Murga'’s P
manuscripl, the viceroy does not appear anywhere in the account of the capture
and execution of Tupac Amaru. Guaman Poma, in responsive contrast, narrates
this sequence of events at considerable length, creating more complex versions
of the drawings on the same topics that he had created in Murnia’s m11111.1:;(:11{:-1.'mc
Guaman Poma completes this “Buen gobierno” sequence by portraving the
viceroy Toledo, overcome by his own arrogance and the despair ol having been
refused an audience with king Philip, slumped dead in his chair: *Yacabd su uida
sentiéndose del dolor de no uer la cara de su rrey ysenor ... Y aci la soberbia le
mato a don Francisco de Toledo” (Guaman Poma 1615, 460, 4 [il).'“""

In brief, Muriia was an historian and ethnographer. Guaman Poma was an
artistand-illustrator-turned-author by virtue of what he had learned from Mura
about the genre and subgenres of historical writing in the book of Murtia to which
he had contributed. At the same time, the lessons Guaman Poma learned included
his own assessment ol the adequacy, and inadequacies, of the historiographic
treatment carried out by his one-time “mentor.”

Guaman Poma illustrated Murdaa’s P manuscript, but he was not involved
in its composition. As we pointed out, the identilication ol Guaman Poma as
Muraa's sole or main informant rests on the presupposition that textand image
are imimatelly connected in P, as they are in Guaman Poma’s Nueva cordnica. As
we have seen, this is a presupposition that does not stand up under scrutiny.

Nevertheless, by creating most of the paintings of I, Guaman Poma became
intimately acquainted with the kind of book that Muria had ereated and the
kind of *chronicle’ that he had composed. When Guaman Poma determined to
make his vocation that of reformer, satirist, and counsellor to the king of Spain,
he had Murda’s P manuscript in mind. He wrote and illustrated his own ‘new
chronicle’ in emulation of, and opposition to, P as a physical artifact, and to
Muriia, as its conceptualizing creator.

5 Compare B 50, 51y and Guaman Poma 1615, 451, 4535,
" Guaman Poma is inconsistent in citing the place of Toledo’s death: In his prose text, Guaman
Poma (1615, 461, 460) suggests that it occurved at Toledo’s home; the caption under the picture,

however, states “en Castilla, en la corte.”
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Transgressing the simple emulation of Muria, Guaman Poma’s origina-
lity as an author and as his own illustrator lies in his implementation, into
the Murtan scheme, of a ‘beginning’ (pre-Incas) and an ‘end’: the Spanish
conquest and the contemporary (corrupt) colonial society. In terms of literary
history, Guaman Poma is thus deeply indebted to Murta, but in terms of
literary and artistic achievement, his work vigorously sets up an alternaltive
to that propounded by Muria. In this respect, as a political thinker and aut-
hor, he is deeply original, and his work should be considered, in the best
sense of the term, an “ant-Murda,” making use of a diversity of genres and
techniques in order to further his own program ol political colonial reform.
Thus, Martin de Muria’s 1596 version of his Historia (1) is at the origin of two
different developments. On one hand, it is the basis for Murtia’s expanded and
recomposed 1613 version (S) of Inca history. On the other, for Guaman Poma,
itis notonly the text that served as his apprenticeship as illustrator, but also and
more importantly, it was the point of departure for Guaman Poma’s negation of
the adequacy of Muria’s description of Andean civilization and the postulation
("nueva corénica”) of his own alternative to the Spanish colonial chronicle
tradition. The felicitous publication of the Codice Muria has made it possible
for us o illuminate a few crucial years (1596-1600) along the path trodden by
Guaman Poma on his way to becoming “el autor Ayala.”
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Index of P-folios Reproduced on Plates VI

Front matter, unlocated fol. Fol. 51v - Fig. 19
(5, [283/307) — Figs. 25 & 26 Fol. 52 (8, 167/84) — Figs. 29 & 30
Front mater, verso of 3rd unnum- Fol. 54v - Fig. 15
bered fol. - Fig. 24 Fol. G1 (S, {71/89) — Figs. 31 & 32
Fol. 9v - Fig. 9 Fol. 66v - Fig. 20
Fol. 10v - Fig, 21 Fol. 70r —Fig. 3
Fol. 21r - Fig. 22 Fol. 85v - I'ig. 14
Fol. 24r - Fig. 1 Fol. 110r - Fig. 4
Fol. 25v—Tig. 10 Fol. [12v -Tig. 15
Fol. 32 (S, {653/79) - Figs. 27 & 28 Fol. 116r - Fig. 5
Fol. 34 v- Fig. 17 Fol. 123r - Fig. 6
Fol. 836r — Fig. 2 Fol. 125v - TFig. 7
Fol. 37v - Tig. 18 Fol. 127r - Fig. 8
Fol. 48v - Fig. 11 Fol. 136v - Fig. 16
Fol. 50v - Fig. 12 Fol. 143r *155" - Fig. 23
SUMMARY

Roresa Aporyo axn Ivan Bosewrvur: Gwearan Power aned the ;‘I-f.rum.\r';lf‘f;f.u rf‘l".f'}'r;_\' Mervtin de Muria.

The 2004 publication of the Facsimile edition of Fray Martin de Muria's fistoria del ovigen y gencalogio
fteal di los Reyes ingas def Pivd, dated 1590 on s frontispicee and referved w here as “Murda 1500,
15 an important event in Andean and Spanish colonial studies, This is so for two reasons., Firsy, the
facsimile’s publicanion makes possible the thorough study of the *Muoria 15907 manuseripn, which
has 1o date been known only indirecily through brief vepors and editions based ona copy of itmade

i D890 andd is :'urrv]]ll:.' inaccessible ina pri\"‘n(' collection, Second, the Gesimile makes possible the

ovaluation of the relationships of *Murda 1580 w0 the other known Muoria manuscript {The ] Paul
Getty Musenm, Ms, Ludwig XHT16), dated 1613, and 1o the Nueva corinica v fieen gobicrno (1615
Copenhagen, Royal Library, GRS 2232 o), whose authorartst, Felipe Guaman Poma de Ayala,
produced some ninety drawings for the vichly ilustrated *Momia 1590, Because the “clone™ facsimile
reproduces a significant number of the physical characteristics of *Murida 1590, it lends itself 1o 2

systematic codicological analysis and thus provides the opportunity o re-examine the commonplaces

about its relationship w the manuseripts with which it has long been associated.
Our aim in this fourpart stady is to discover the compositional process of “Murda 15907 and 1o assess
its relationship to *Munia 1613 and Guaman Pomacs 1615 chronicle, In Part One we ace the histary of

scholarshipy on Murda’s manuscripts from the seventeenth century to the present dav, We undertake this
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task in order o show how canonized views of the Mo wxwal tsadition hawe emerged and therelore
how they have allected recent and curvent thinking abowt the relationships between Murtia's works
{and with that of Guaman Poma). In Parts Two and Three, we apalvee the "Muria 15907 manuscript
from structural and hisworical viewpoin, respectively. We show that wha first seems o be an exiremely
complicated hybrid codex {Juan Gssio’s theory ol muliple drafis) wrns out o be the result ol procedures
undlergone by one single manuseript, ninety percent of which has heen preserved more or less intact. We

demaonstr

L urthermore, that “Murta 107 s an expanded copy, produced starting in 1596 ar Laer,
of a version that was briefer, lacked illustragians, and had een complewed incand for daed 1590

In Part Four, we consider the relationship of Murnia’s and Guaman Poma’s works on the basis
of this new understanding of the “Murida I3 manuscript, Thus, we challenge the model offered
the mode] for Murnia’s

by Juan Ossio, whereby Guaman Poma’s work in s incipient stages beca

wowks ina mone=dimensional evolution that proceeded Trom the “indigenous” (Guaman Poma’s

manuseript) to the “European™ (“Murda 1590, followed by "Muomia 161537 Based on owraccamulated

evidence, we show that the 1 and v s of Murtia’s works represented in the “Muo

en, thiat Guaman Poma then illusosaed the

1590" manuseript were the liest manuseripts wo be wri
15896 v

at his side, Meanwhile Guaman Poma, independently and a

rsion, and that subsequently Mumia went on o create “Muoria 16137 without Guaman Poma

er 1600, created his “new”™ chronicle, in

Juxtaposition and opposition w the one which he had illusoaced for Mo As for Goaman Poma's

involvement in “Muorcia 15907 we set the carliest and Litest time limits as 1596 (sometime a Lay

13) and 1600 {sometime alter February 183), respectively, and we lind no evidenee of an artisanal
workshop in which Guaman Poma served as participant or head,

REsSUMEN

Ropesa Avnorno axn Ivas Doseroes Guantan Pome v los wanuserites de Fray Martin de Muriio.

La publicacion hacia hnales del ano 2004 de L edician Bwesimilar de Lo Historia del ovigen y gencedlogia

amereedario Martin de M la

Heved el los Riyes imgras el P, del cron que Hevaen el |_r<!|1t'|:-i|)i

fechade 1590 v que estd veferidaagui como “Murda 1500," constituyve un acontecimicnto significativo

en los estudios coloniales hispano<udinos por dos rcones Tundamentales. Primero, Ta publicacion

del facsimile permite ¢l estudio detallado del manuserito *Murda 15907 que hasta la fechase conocia

solo indirccimente a traves de breves reportes v ediciones basadas en una copia de éste realivada

en 1890 v que actualmente se encuentra en una coleccion privada, Segundo, el facsimile hace

i de Tas relaciones de “Mumia 15907 con el otro nanuscrite conocide de Muarma
X 16), cuvo [olio pr

& Copenhague, Biblioteca Real, GRS 2252 41o), cuyo autor v

posible kaevalua

cra destacn el ano de 1613, v eon

(The J. Paul Gety Musewm, Ms, Ludwi

e Nuevar eondneicer v feen gobierio (16

artista, Felipe Guaman Ponacde Ayada, tvieraacsu cargo noventa de Tos dibiujos preparados para el

ricamente ilustrado “Murtia 153907 Dadeo que el fagsimile “clon™ reproduce un namero significativa

de Tas carncteristicas fisicas de "Murda 1300,” se presta para un ainilisis codicolagico sistenitico y nos




Guaman Poma and the Manuseripts of Fray Mariin de Muria 257

proporciona, por tante, la oportunidad de reexaminar los lngares comunes acerca de su relacion
con los manuscritos con los que ha sido asociado por mucho tempo,

Nuestro objetivo on este estuedio cuatripartite s deseubrir el proceso de composicion de "Muria
15407 y evaluar su relacion con “Muria 1613" y con la crdnica de Guaman Poma de 1615 En la
primera parte, trzumos la historia de los estudios dedicados a los manuscritos de Murmia desde ¢l

r.iH'[u NV hasia el presente. Astmimos esta e con Ia finalidad de mostrar cédmo .\'urgit'rnn las

opiniones consagradas sobe L tradicion exuual de Muriay, en consecuencia, como han alectado
lus coneepriones recientes v actiales sobre ks relaciones entre Las obras de Murda (v sunbién con

relacic

ala de Guaman Poma). En kaseganda v tercera partes, analizamos ¢l manuserito "Murta
15007 desde puntos de vista estructural e historico, respectivamente. Mostramos que loque a primera
vista parcee ser un codice hibrido de extrema complejidad (koworia de los madltiples borradores
de Juan Ossin), es, en realidad, el producto de procesos a los que se sometii un solo manuscrito
del cual se i conservado intacto un noventa por ciento. Demaostramos, amayor confirmacian, que

“Murtia 15907 ¢s una copia expandida, comenzada en 15836 o poco despuds, de una version mis

Iweve, carente de ilustraciones, que habria sido werminada y/o fechada en 15940,
En Ta parte final, evaluamos Ta relacion entre Tas obras de Muria v Guanan Poma sobre la base
de este nuevo examen del manuserite "Muorda 1590.% Asi, cuestionamos ¢l modelo propuesto por

Juan Ossier, segin el cual kaobra de Guaman Poma en s estado mis wemprano halwia fungi<do de

modelo para s obras de Murda en una evolucion mono-dimensional que procederia de lo indigena

—representado por ¢l manuserito de Guaman Pama= a lo curopeo —encarnado en el manuscrito

"Munia 15807 seguido por "Muria 1615.7 Basindonos en Ly evidencia acomulada, mosoames que

las versiones de Ta obea de Munia de 1590 v 1596 representadas por el manuserite "Muria 15907

Fueron los primeros manuscritos que se es

ribieron, que Guaman Poma entonces ilustrd k version

de 1596, v que posteriormente Muria emprendio la ereacidn del manuscrito "Muria 16137 sin la
calaboracion de Guaman Poma, Mientras tanto Guaman Poma, independientemente v despuds de
1600, cred su *nueva”™ cronica en yuxtaposicion y oposicion a aquella que habia ilustrado para Murda.
Para la intervencion de Guaman Pomacen “Muoreda 15907 establecemaos como limites temporales mis
temprana ¥ nuis tardio, respectiviimente, los anos de 1596 (en algin momentoe posierior al 15 de
maye) v 1600 {cdespuds del 18 de febrera), y no encontramos evidencia alguna de un taller artesanal

en ¢l cual Guvman Poma hava servido como aprendiz o maestro,

SAMMENFATNING

RoeNa AporNo o Ivan Boserur: Guarian Powe og Fray Muartin de Murite hidndshrifterne.

Der er to grunde Gl at udgivelsen @ 2004 alen Gaksimile af Fray Martio de Mucdas fhistorta del ovigen

¥ genealugia Real de tos Reves ingas def Pind, der pa telblades baerer destaller 1390, o som her omuales

som “Murtia 1590,7 er en bervdningstuld begivenhed for udforskningen af Andesomridets kulor

og historie i den spanske kolonitid, For det forste gor faksinnlen det muligt at studere i detaljer
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“Murtia 15807 himdskriliet, der aphevares wilgaengelign | privat eje, oz som hidiil kun har vieret
kendt gennem kentButede omtaler og wdgaver udarbejder pa grundlag af en afskrift udfiereigen
i 1890, For decandet gor faksimilen der mulig e bestemme forholder mellem “Muoria 15907 og
al” M

X116, dateret 1613), og mellem "Muriia 15907 og Nurva corduica ¥ fuen gobierno {Kabenhavn, Det

hamdskriftet tl den anden kendie versio 15 vierk (The [ Paul Geay Musceum, Ms. Ludwig

Rongelige Bibliowek, GKS 2232 4o, dateret 1615), Sidstnaevnte hiandskrifts forfatter og tegner,
Felipe G

“Muria 15807 handskrift. Da faksimilen gengiver etstortanial al det ariginale manuskripts materielle

nan Pomade Avala, skabne knap cthundrede kolorerede wgninger i det rign illusirerede

Karakieristika, gor den det muligtat gennemfsre en systematisk kodikologisk analvse al hindskrifien

oy at undersage kritisk en rickke hievdvandne oplanclser om "Muoria I og dews forhold il de

o maevine handskrifter, som det lenge har vieret sat i forbindelse med,

Vores formal med denne firedele undersogelse evat indkredse, hvordan "Murmia 15907 blev il, og
at bestenume dets forhold dl henholdsvis "Muraa 16137 og Guaman Pomas 1615 krenike. 1 iprste del
Tolger vi Munia-forskningen fradet 17 arhundrede il i dag. Viviser hvordan der er opstaet dogmer
om Muria's iekstoverlevering og hvordaon de helt op il nyeste tid har siyret forskernes forestillinger
om forheldet mellem Muras arbejde og Guaman Poma, Tanden og tredje del analyserer vi "Murnia

15807 fra henholdsvis et sorukirele og historisk synspunkt, Vi viser, i hvad der ved forste ajekast

tager sig ud som en eksaremt kompliceret og hybaid kodeks {Juan Ossios weori om mange kladder
forenet i "Murda 15907) i virkeligheden er resulunet af en rekke wendringer der har fundet swed i é
oy samme luindskrift, somalti alter bevaret for halvfems pracents vedkemmende. Vi viser endvidere,

ab "Murda 158907 er en udvidet renskeift, ivaerksat i 1596 eller senere, af en kortere version, der var

uden illustrationer og som blev alslutet og/eller dateret i 1590,
I jerde del betragter vi forhaldet mellem Muoraas og Guaman Pomas arbejder ud fracdenne nye

forstielse al "Muria 15390 handskrifien, Vi anfiegter den model, vorelter en tidlig version al Guaman

Pomas arbejede blev det forbillede, efter hvilket Muria ndarbejde sit vierk. Denne teori vgger pa
forestillingen om en éndimensional udvikling, der forleber fradet "indlpdie” (Guaman Pomas
hamdskrift) il det "ewropaeiske”™ (TMurta 13907 og, i naeste stadie, "Muornia 16137), Omvendt Torer
vare undersagelser frem tl, acde i "Muorda 15907 indeholdte 1590 og 139G-udgaver af Murias vierk
var de tidligste, i Guaman Pon illustrerede 15896-adgaven, og a0 Murta sidenhen skabie "Muria

1G13" uden a Guaman Poma havde nogen andel deric T mellemtiden forfanede Guaman Poma

B elier ar HHD o wden kontake med Muria sin egen “nye” kronike, som parallel og i opposition

il den, som han tidligere havde illustreren for Moumia, Hvad angir Goaman Pomas inddragelse i

wdarbejelelsen al” “Murida 1590, kan den tidligsie og seneste mulige dato bestemmes til henhaolesvis

1596 (efer den 150 maj) og 1600 (elier den IR, febroary, og vi har ikke fundet nogen beknelielse

pa teorien om at Goaman Poma var medlem eller leder af e kunstindustrielt vierksted.
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Appendix 2

Survey of the Structure of the PP Manuscript (Before and After Fragmentation
and Reconstruction). (Sce sections 2.2 through 2.6).

Note 1: The foliation, here extended so as 1o encompass also the blank folios at the end of the
manuseript, runs only 1o " 156% because one folio at the beginning of quire 1 was missed in the
count up to folio 8 (possibly the very fiest [olio, on purpose), and one was missed (by ermor) in
quire 7 {*115his™).

Note 2: The difference of 11 between the 46 detached primary folios and the 35 extant replacement
folios is accounted for by a “loss™ of 5 folios in quire 1, of 2 in quire 3, and of 4 inquire 7.

Note 3: Twe primary folios were displaced under the reconstruetion of Prprimary 1557 was pasted
onto replacement fol, 143, and primary Fol. TES was pasted onto the folio Gwing (8r

Note 4: The six ultimate primary folios, *151-156."7 were orviginally blank, except fol, #1555, which

carricd an addition 1o the wxo of fol, 95 recto,

Note & This Table includes the 5 single primary folios which are extant in the manuseript 5 and

which are disenssed i section 211,

] I
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Aloliox |5 { 1 | unnnmb'd: (1]
and one | ooy ! Hel | el Sl | (81012
{fol, 1y | s] 900 | wnmmb'd | 13
aclelesel ). i | (=10
1y
hire |
{I~'I': (1 HE:! 1m0 mn T (19-2:5)
Terliers). o
{ire I |
(18 240 it I | | |
Fealinus) |
a0 | I 1 1 I [N
31 | | |
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Ouire . I
Grzz | JMHI2 g, v i
fulins) e B
Ouire . e
7(22  |136,137 |2 2 2 2 2 (136,
falios) 37y
1368142 |5 |
|
| primary
I E AT
143 1 1 1 | [[Eeaeten
b R
Fumnunhel,
inauire
la)
144, 145,
145his | . .
146, 147, | " b
148
149 1 1 1 1 L)
]I'E’J]— 20153 |
o :L‘L,..' 5 ; - o blank;
[153], 154 ‘
[154] blamk) |
. S — 1 S i
“amse, |, ) ) 1155 ES
[ 156] = - - 143 Blank)
Sum 154 e A6 3 R4 4 ) [

Appendix 3

Changes within the
(See section 2.1(01)

Pabda, original stne

Tabda and the Replacement Folios of Quire 1 {la and 1h).

Replicenent folios:
befores wddition of new
clapter 1

|{1'|:th'|'1tll'll1 folios: alier
addeliion of new chapier 1

Feehler, corrent stile,
taking acconnt of finsl
state of replacement
filios

Hr G, prolemial

Hr Cap. prohensial

Cap. prohemial - fol. 8

Cape. 1z Del origen v
principio de Los yngas
- ful. 8

Tos Reves del Piva

Sy Cap. L Del nombe e

Cap. 1 Del pombre ene.

—lul, &

Capa. 2: Del principio de
lows yngas = fol. 4

e Ll 1 Dl ovigen y
principio de los Reyes
ingas el Pini

Or Cafe 20 Del origen eie,

|
| Mo clunge
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Cap. & Mango Capae
= fol, Ty

Ui, b Sinche Roca
—fol 11

10y [JJlfr. 2 Mango f::l] Wi

e Blank

10r Car,

Tled 2.|]:..
Rawea

32 Mango Capac

4z Tide: Sinche

No chamge

Cap. 5 Llowpue Yopangua
= fuol, 12

12r Blank

12r Cap.

Cap e Minvia Capac
al, |
Cap, 7: €
—fol. 14

S Yupanagiei

Cap. 8 Yoga Roca - ol
15

v Cafr,

13 Blank

Yupnwepui

Tor Cap 7: Yoz Roca

Aapac

1 L,

e
Yupranepui

1r Cap, 7

15r Cap 82 Ynga R

Oz Tade: Llogue

6 Tinles Mavea

No change

Mo change

Mo ehamge

Mo change

Caarpr. 8 Yagmar Gaseae
- fol, 16

Appendix 4

Tor Carp, 82 Yauwar Guacac

L LS AL H T AT ETHEN TS

No change

State of Preservation ol the P Manuscript. (See section 2.12)

] .. ]
|15 H i T . - - -~
| Actual I'IIII:ﬁII::':'Inf Primary folios | Primary folios | Total number | Total number |
I [olianion primary falios extant in P | extant ins extand Tewsi |
[0+ 4] + 3 2 Al
Ulp b =07 unnmmbered |9 (1 blank) I.'lmh[h‘.llﬂ" T .“: a4 G 1 Blank)
& ol 8 conat of srms of arms of Peru) |
B MMercedinians) .
: i ' I (32 Raba | A (11 12,15,
] 5 0.5 2 b | |
el : " 1) ! -
Iik. 2 HGa-al 17 14 i ] ! 14 [copy of 12r
— | exbat ], 440
Bk 3 591495 71 (1) i 71 3 (62, 68, 87}
Bk 126142 17 17 0 17 0
- W (el 143
| B FEs-145, ;
| J'-:rrm:r.l Tialelaa, 115his, 141 9 [=* S . 0 m 0
Menioria 150 | vl el
! ’ | folin])
- | ~
o o B155, 154,
Final folios (151-156) | 6 (5blanky |3 (151, 152, 0 4 156, all
LSS (= 1D
| blank)
i 158 NET ; - i)
| {6 Blank) {2 blank) & {4 blank)
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Appendix 5

Reduced or Missing Frontispiece Drawings due to Textual Additions (See section

3.5.9)

Folia nr Chiaper Verso: Nowes on content | Versor Funetiom of (I..illl'hﬂ\'[.'ll':l ml
T | onrecto Text of text adcdimon | Dawing | drawing v ICL o Bottom
o ol recio
Last aof 51
T Conuesis | Fromtispiece of
3 [ Pan . oo |
Foll : (eathver Bists sueleloeed i et | a2
| alter driwing )
A8 2,15 Full prage | N este teraero hijo
Larical texis | Frontsiece
Al 215 Pant (s smeleled | Reduecd :.II_"H P:":”f ) |
aller dwnmg) | Hpae A |
53 51 Full N
= A, ull praee [l : s CORS
(o 5 LU L | Do OIS CO%ES
- p | Fromtispeoe
G 5.2 fart | Redueed | ¥l lia | mamwera
i (roval liner)
55 3.5 Full prage | Nowe ¥ OO
o &4 Full pagae | None a los quales
. . | | Fromtispiece . |
a7 (] an | Redueed ' t.l\p."“'f alwia en ol ]
B i (Inca’s Ennily) |
HE 56 Full paige Nowe VS COEs i
S : bt !
- - Fromuispiece _ i
50 57 PPt Redueed | I_ ] CINCRLE TSm0 E
; (Fachacuti) o 1
6l ki Full prage N lunreadable] pues i
- . i _ My sosn i
. - . . . | |
07 EA B Full page: N LCTUTNE SUS Oratorios |
73 521 Full pagse Nowwe i que |
77 K95 Full provze Winwe .lu q“;ll.{:m LI
S D inbwencicn
o 344 Part Reduecd tordo esto Io bt |
12 340 Iart Redueed | Frontipiece no se a pojdido
o (condesiones)
1S RATE A List of provinces Raedueed I‘..m s
(uribuner) e
e 1 i '_ .
114 BT P Resdueed i Ll cn este Revoo del
......... fevops) | S
188 5,70 Full page Mo otras muchas lests
. B.75% (Ronk .
125 { Full prage — Ihtmian
enel)
126 4, Prologo | Full page None
127 L1 Full prage YT s s
128 b2 Full prage Nonwe
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Frontispicee

) i Pt Redveed | (1 ugnuco) !
Frontispicce
b B o} e i
(Rl 1.4 1t . If.‘..ll.l.if‘.{_i..'_{Q"."”] :
151 Lo AT l Eeduced :;‘__L:I“]:"—W Furneed sasi nmnessonmes -,
1254 4.5 Fuldl prages \ None
Fromtispiece |
an ¢ b T |
1345 LG 1% Reclueed (Camana) ) !
b Cpo o | Fromtispicee
134G 4.1 Reduced (Asvquigsa) §I
157 L Full page Nome ay en esta cludod |
Con e |
138 4,12 e Rexluced I‘I':!nu:;p.n-n' es estavilla
U I | (Chuquiape)
Frontispiees |
e ;] s wluice bl ..
| F ) L1 1 .||! i ; -Rl. t-llllt il {Coclabamba) v itk |
| 5 M 1 g |
14 L T | Reduced | Fromtispiec ;
i | {Chuaaguisaeay | |
| EN I = . Bew elesrmchs esta |
i {Book end) Full page | - fo, U3 peigina 2 |

Appendix 6

Explanatory Texts Inscribed by Guaman Poma on Drawines of the P Manuscript.
| ) ] & I

(See section 3.8)

T
1
InP In & Location Transcription
| Lo primera, las armas de chinchaysuyvo | la segunda, las
i . » | 1a tereera, las armas de collasuyo
| Around and ) g . ) i
e _ [ Ta cquarea, Tas armas de condesuyo | estas quatro -
[From gua ranm. | Delow the . ! .
o UHA 50T e s Tueron Las armas de los quatro Revs antigos de los
malier] coat of arms . Al
| of Peru quatro partes destos rreynos del pira | el primero gran |
senor sobre los tes fue apo guaman chaa yarobilea |
allanen guanocs del pueblo de guanaoco el bicjo |
3y On image las anclas del vinga
r= On lower - |
ATy 3 el vinga v L covar v das hijos |
frame : : S : |
. = Beside : -
[G1v] 71 /8%N covay R:'\Ivnil | corcoladilla
G anele suvo | colla suvo | Ta gran ciudad del = cueco |
; chinchaysuve | conde suyo
e Above . -
(5w edifice tlos easas de picdra parda de cameria del ynga
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Appendix 7

Drawings in the 8 Manuscript (See sections 3,18 and 3.19)

Drawing | .0 oy o | Ghapler h:.'h-'w" mauer Inscribed hmgw‘_ :
Fol. in 5 Fol.in P | 00 of drawing and/ | . . queens in
13, ins nscuon 3
I [ orchapter revised plan
I Book | SaiE
{ deviee
o o Front Coat '}.I arms ol
i Inea kings
. — Manco Capa
. 5 h 2 .
A (acloration of)
4 Ses 0/ 2lr 1 Cinchiroca
5 vt /2y 3 Manco Capac King ne. |
G Tr/ 25 4 Mama Huaeo Queen no, |
7 By /2y 5 | Cinchiroca King no, 2
8 Oy /2oy G Chympo Cova Queen no. 2
9 | 10v/ 26 7 | Yoga Lloque King no. 3
| Yupanqui
10 Ty /2%y # | Mara Cuyva Queen no 3
Maita Caprac [ ..
11 12v / 28y 9 [ ST ! King na. 4
| Inga ]
12 13y /20y 1y . Chimpo Urma i OQueen no. 4
e s e e s B
15 Ldv / Sy I | Capac Yupanqui | King ne. 5
14 v/ 3y 2 | Chimpo Ocllo : Queen no. &
15 Tiw / 32 15 Yiga Roca King no. 6
1G 17v / 3w i 14 ' Cusi Chimpo : Oueen no. 6
17 I8¢/ 3dv | 15 | Yabuar Huacae : King no. 7
15 [ S BN 16 ! Ypa Huaco | Queen no, 7
14 b T 17 i Viracocha Inga King no. 8
= N ; S S
200 | 2w/ 30 I8 i Mama Yinto Queen no, 8
o1 |y / 38v 19 [Yupanqui / King no. 9
| Pachacuti]
: . Nosea
99 | 9y /A0y @
= v / 40y e L e pintar 1
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Mosea

307r

fromt

Guaman Poma)

- B . i de pintar
) 2I - _-!h'. /by e i, No
%5 v /Ay L) }\":II::;::::“T!I"_I Queen ne. Y
My Shv /45w | ‘[ulllil:!:;:::nf]‘l King no. 10
*7 H\,fl e | 25 il __‘.\-I{_I- o
o | v /5l | o | I
-------- ‘_; ll AEv [/ Dy w7 [Mama Ocllo] - Cueen no. 1}
30 40 / B 5 [Huaina Capac] | mli.ing no 11
3l Alv /5w 2 il No
a2 A S Bl ) !ll - .id. Mo
a3 A6r / 62y * 3l i, (}l‘l-.[']:i‘;;ll;u'
3| 48/ 6 : 32 idl. ;';‘_’I:fl;]‘:m_
.! 3_1. e |
35
36
S | B —— — ] _;7__ -
35 =3e S T | B3N 38 Ocllo (by Queen no, 1
l I unknown artist)
M {Huaina Capac)
1 “Huascar Im.t" R
36 MHTr S Hdr I’ 5w 40 {by Guanen King no. 12
Pammian)
41 (i)
. 42 (id.)_m_- ”
o _ “Chugpuillani”
a7 File /80 | P Glv 43 {by Guanen Queen ne, 12
| Pomma
. F28%5r P front Book 3, f;;';::::ll ;E:.:;.“
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Appendix 8

R(.‘lnlit:—tlﬁhillﬁ among Manuscripts of Guaman Poma and Martin de Muraa (C,
B 5, L). (See sections 3.1, 3.2, 3,18, 3.19, and 4.5)

Guaman Poma Martin de Muraa
1590 Cluzco), parts -3

Part 4
Textual additions

v

Drrawings —_—

_. P(oyanne)

4 folios

1600 Nueva coronica
A Y

P-folios detached "

[ reconstructed S(alamanca)

1890 L{oyola) copy ol P
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Plate L. P's Calligraphed Text and Framing Systems (1).
Courtesy of M Scan Galvin, County Meath, Ireland, and Testimonio Compania Editorial, Madricl.

- it a0 i

capiftlef ¢ drcodditeim
’Ia.r“{&in_rﬁ;m ::r‘r@nﬂ $0

Fig 1. Type A frame, Hline separator,
P2 (1:107). Hand 1.

Fig 3. Type C e, d-lines separator,

e

© Vesauduies

L=

capthulo 1 8 oclou i
fﬂgioam ,csfun ¥
i

il
it Mg 08, P . g

Tm—'h.-\-b ‘q.nn@.-u..\...\z.

..L-’A'w-n’\-‘-' “!_'IL?.: 3
Ml'-wl-,-{ g
e
R e, T m»'
H ,d—uﬂnr.ﬁn‘w.ﬁ b
el S
e e

-ln-y\-«'h-rﬁmnlm

2‘ wm..u,.. i ridin

e o

e Frm Gvvn

H | ot ot
e v

a—-wv i-—' il

Ful

1

PAT0r (5:18). Hland 1.

v]‘ufo"&rmo-a:{gwtﬁu}ﬁ:
pmmr Ik ved i
2 SuFfamasos fie

i i . e oL ol "

L 3
wﬁ:‘.. J.--....r;j'n 5 2 1
-‘pﬁ-‘rbm ..73,... ,,gﬁ‘ 7 11
ey .

PEATE -

Irl

Fig 2. Type B lune, 2-lines separaton
P 6 (2:1). Fland P1.

R b, T

ca T A i3 selas supecchiiomeryt
Lj‘:.-uﬁm!mwr& I n::u.mhs
F{h-

Fig 4 Type I Frame. 3ines separator.
P 0 (3:58). Hand 11,
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Plate 1. P’s Calligraphed Text and Framing Systems (2).

Courtesy of My, Sean Galvin, County Meath, Ireland, and Testimonio Companiia Editorial, Madrid.

LTI P e

capitulodgaclas gees callesip
ada e vimes yelpren que
Fsenian ensineelosyeean

I bazones i

Fig & Variant of type D frame.
P IGr (3:64). Hand P1.

gy L) g

F-&-Mm..f lm-.,.:..;‘s..lndn. i
4 e e i L

.-f-. il . T

s i P o et

i e e e
it ey ",..._,,_‘.’.'f :Imf’ 2

Fig 7. End of part 3, verso inscribed by L
P 0125y (3:73). Recent owner’s mark.

- — o

capetulo ~iwaclasnombuespelos |||
umcsz'arfnn?wu facashi |

) waetan Hagee tngang vn mes——__|
E

PR
ot
el i bl -

o g ;..2,‘.)- ot doear |
Frn
g o

g g
—..._,-h,-.,';._,.u....:.t_,.v. -

ol

Fig 6. Type E rame. 2lines separatorn
I 2% (3:71), Haned P1.

¥

daadonaclnombicasieucio
erfpun_:;;_@: ﬂiwlm,m;(,&‘:
Lm}uﬁ:,q Vintczopelmar ]

woie
LI Qee ey sns e
- = £

?I-
Hﬁ' =

b i o e gt f iy
e, LTI S Ao Wi x
copagtars £

i
b e
o g 3

Fig 8. Vi
P, 11275 (1

it of pe E e,

ithe of part <4 and A1), Hand P1LL
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Plate IIL P's Verso Pages (1): Full-Page Frontispicces and Textual Additions.

Courtesy of M Scan Galvin, County Meath, Treland, and Testimonio Compania Editorial, Madrid.

Tor 2 --)M}-mﬁ.n‘}'ém-

iy 0
£ [
.
ks
gHT,
=
4
e T
Fig 9. King Manco Capac. Unknown artist, g 10, Queen Chimpu Urma, Unknown arist.
P, B (fromtispicee of 1:3), Hand "2, P25y (facing 119, Armas by Goaonan Poma,

oty s Ay
| e ot ety
e A‘.p-,g. ":-_6';:\.4.. 1_l;"f:-...m--.
o v alr wem 'E-JH"P o5 & i,. L'g"-qi

e - A t,,,,“hm.,,m....,.c...pth.
b e

o 5
iy s ".‘:"v. .,..d.."' o ? :.pi?*)?&«h.u- 1)

¥ f:l;,w,‘:..r
- - e e
; wr:? 2 *—‘ﬁf‘*

;4{1 Eitirs n.ﬁ,.r..-. ...m‘_}rmm:wn-p
s,ng n;-fr"-).h- ottt

—

' i

Fig T1. Full page textual addition. Fig 12, Full page wexwal additon (o 2:05).
Py Gaddition o 2:13), Haned P2, P, 5t Hand P2 (facing 2:06) by G, Poma,
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Plate IV, P's Verso Pages (2): Frontispicces by G. Poma in Remaining Blank Areas.

Courtesy of Mr. Sean Galvin, County Meath, Treland, and Testimonio Companiia Editorial, Madrid.

}":ig 13, |"|'{:11[i!t|]il'('{' (5:3) below textual addition.
P, Gy (acdel, ter 3220, Flandd P2,

Fig 15. Frontispiece (5:61) below wextual addition,
B2y Gaedel, o 3:600 . Flands P2 and 175,

w: [ 5l it

Fig 14 Full-page [rontispicce (3:34).
I, i85y, Capiions by G, Poma (hand ).

Fig 16, Frontispicee (4:11) below wextual adediton,
P50y (aelel, toc<4: 100, Haned P2,
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Plate V. P's Verso Pages (3): Texts Added alter the Drawings of Guaman Poma.
Courtesy of My, Sean Galvin, County Meath, Treland, and Testimonio Compania Editorial, Madvid.

Fig 17, List extended arowmd drawing.
P, 3y (Bacing title page of part 2. Hand P2,

Fig 149 Texts in blank spaces around drawing.
P51y (L of 2:16), Hand P2,

i L gtwmib i

Fig 18, Texwal addition around top of drawing.
P B3y (facing 2:3). Hand 12,

20 Texis in blank spaces around drawing.
I, [66w (Facing 3:15). Haned P2,
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Plate VI: Fragmentation and Reconstruction of 1.
Courtesy of Mr Sean Galvin, County Meath, Ireland, and Te

imonio Compania Editorial, Madric.

N e P 3
L )

Caviml g ér{gmef et Bapenitn Ao dei el
S T
ikt e T T P
‘?‘."f"'"‘_i-.:_-‘h:;r Hxﬁﬂ:::::p:':.

s g o s P, & .
e il et g e %
EL TR L

i, il B B e s e e g i

P e L B 2 o e B o i

ﬁmip-,whmm-ﬁ‘]p.in .d.,,;_,ﬂ;.,u forges
L ¥

-

L
r :
Fig 21. Copy of obscured text on replacement Fig 22, Copy ol obscared text on replacement
folio, P IOy (1:3). Hand 12, tolio. P, 221r (1:14). Hand P5.

Fig

23, Reinstalled textand il (aclla’s wilene).  Fig 24, Reinstalled frontisp. (adoring aclla).
P 145 (was "1557). Hand P32, 1L by G Poma. I verso of Srd fol. (was (1430). 1L by G, Poma.
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Plate VIIL. P-Folios Migrated 10 5 (1).

Courtesy of the The J. Paul Getty Muscum, Los Angeles,

P

B g

ta,
Sy
e,

Fig. 25, Curacas” letter and book title,
S, 2838300y [ f2r]. Hands P1and P2,

capihulias.deleloynaysotia £

Y ‘\mﬂnr;f_.f:qm&xﬁruuﬁ‘hh;; !
ik i

oA A i

Fig 27, Chapter crossed out and obscure.

5063/ Ty [ 152 (1:25) ], Hand 'L,

Fig. 26, Armas of Peru,
5, 1285,/30%r [P, v L and texis by G, Poma.

Fig 28, Queen Raba Ocllo. Unknown anist. S,
G370 [ 32y (Tawing 1:26) | Armas by G, Poma,
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Plate VIIL P-Folios Migrated to S (2).

Courtesy of The |. Paul Gety Museum, Los Angeles,

Sl gl g b L

¥ Hrcrmrmo
c=‘-v L
Wi

e Sshps.s

5 S el

L antesy?
{s (T Hm:.w:

_ r.wk Rm:gzxe;ewu

I: !l%?rur mmu

Fig 29, Title page erossed out and obscured,
SO0G7 /84 [P 52 (part 3) |, Hands P and P2,

~clfpirdenatito xinage vivshis F{q
Layan todusf rﬂl;‘li ‘JM"IH

hd

Sl PR

Fig 31. Chapter erossed out and obscured, Fig 32, Inca queen in procession "Chuguillinn.™ S,
S, 07180 [BG]r (3:9) ], Hand P1. 171/89 [P 161y (Facing. 3:103 ], 1L by G, Poma.
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Appendix 8

R(.‘lnlit:—tlﬁhillﬁ among Manuscripts of Guaman Poma and Martin de Muraa (C,
B 5, L). (See sections 3.1, 3.2, 3,18, 3.19, and 4.5)

Guaman Poma Martin de Muraa
1590 Cluzco), parts -3

Part 4
Textual additions

v

Drrawings —_—

_. P(oyanne)

4 folios

1600 Nueva coronica
A Y

P-folios detached "

[ reconstructed S(alamanca)

1890 L{oyola) copy ol P



