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Is Quechua II a pluricentric language family?

Abstract

This article explores the extent to which a multinational minoritised
family of indigenous languages such as Quechua II can be considered
pluricentric. A brief introduction to the complexity of the language
family is provided along with an overview of current legislation and
policies in the three Andean countries with the largest Quechua-
speaking populations. Despite the vitality of some of the language
varieties and the use of normalised and standardised forms by the
three nation-states, it is difficult to determine whether the
standardised varieties or the prestigious ones are the centres of
diffusion of the languages, especially in academic settings outside the
countries of origins, making it very difficult to determine the extent to
which the Quechua II family of languages is pluricentric.

1. Introduction

Pluricentric languages have been defined as languages that comprise two

or more “standard” varieties of the language (Ammon 1989) or, at least, two or

more centres of diffusion of a prestigious variety of what is conceptualised as

the same language (Muhr and Marley 2015).

In this article, I explore the extent to which this concept can be applied

to the complex reality of a large family of minoritised languages such as the

Quechua languages. Unlike socially and economically dominant languages,

minoritised indigenous languages spoken in different countries may indeed

have different centers of diffusion. However, given their status as non-

dominant languages in those countries and given the fact that they are in most

cases threatened by language shift and the loss of intergenerational

transmission, it seems appropriate to question the extent to which they can be

considered pluricentric.

To determine whether Quechua can be typified as a pluricentric

language, it is necessary first to present an overview of the complexity of the

Quechua family of languages and the sub-families or varieties of the language
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that have been posited since the past century. Parker (1963) and Torero (1964)

proposed the currently widely accepted classification of Quechua languages. In

this classification Quechua languages are subdivided into two main subfamilies:

Quechua I/A and Quechua II/B. All varieties of Quechua I/A are spoken within

the boundaries of Peru. A sub-group of varieties of Quechua II/B languages

corresponding to the Southern sub-family (QII B-C) (Cerrón Palomino 1988) are

spoken across different countries in South America including Argentina,

Bolivia, Ecuador, Colombia, and Peru (Cerrón Palomino 1988).1

This article focuses on Kichwa/Quechua varieties from the Quechua II B

sub-family spoken in Ecuador and the Quechua II C varieties spoken in Bolivia

and Peru,23 and the processes of standardisation of the local and regional

varieties within each country. Examining these processes is crucial to

understand the extent to which the Kichwa/Quechua continuum can be

considered a pluricentric family of languages.

Before presenting the current situation regarding standardisation, it is

necessary to provide a brief overview of expansion of the Quechua languages.

Historically, the Quechua I and II subfamilies experienced complex processes of

diffusion in pre-Inka times in coexistence and in competition with other

indigenous languages (Sillar 2012). Quechua II varieties had greater levels of

geographical expansion during the Inka period as well as in colonial times

(Durston 2014). In fact, the Cuzco Quechua variety (Quechua II) was considered

one of the main indigenous lingua franca or Lenguas Generales in pre-Hispanic

and colonial times (Mannheim 1991/2011).

In colonial times, some varieties were privileged as languages of

evangelisation (grammars, Dictionaries and Evangelising materials) during the

16th and 17th centuries. In the 17th century the colonial Bourbon reforms that

were a reaction to indigenous rebellions resulted in the prohibition of

indigenous cultural manifestations and a less tolerant attitude towards

indigenous languages (Mannheim 1991/2011).

The 19th century saw the new republics continue the path of general

expropriation of indigenous lands in different countries and continuous

marginalisation of indigenous peoples, their cultures, and their languages. The

1
Migration from Bolivia to Chile and Argentina has more recently resulted in communities of Quechua

speakers in those countries.
2

The name of the varieties spoken in Ecuador is Kichwa, while most varieties in Peru are referred to as

Quechua.
3

References to other varieties will be made, but as it will become apparent later in this article, these are the

varieties that have had more recent processes of expansion due to international migration.
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20th century saw a combination of accelerated language shift towards Spanish

(Escobar 2007) and, at the same time, some legislation in favour of indigenous

language rights.

As a result of the many layers of diffusion and contact with other

languages, different varieties of Kichwa/Quechua languages have received

different names. In Bolivia and Peru, most varieties are known as Quechua, but

some varieties, such as the Cuzco variety, are also known as Runasimi

(Cusihuamán 1976/2001). There are also spelling differences such that some

varieties like the ones spoken in the Amazonian region of Peru are spelled

Kichwa (Ministerio de Cultura, Peru 2021).

In Ecuador, most varieties are known as Quichua or Kichwa (Limerick

2018), and the term Runashimi is also used to refer to the language (Martínez

2019). These multiple names for the languages reflect the reality of the

complex linguistic continuum represented in the Quechua II sub-family.

To better understand the differences found across the three Andean

countries with the majority of speakers of Quechua, we need to take into

account the percentage of Quechua/Quichua speakers as part of the country’s

population. The following table from Andrade and Howard (2011) shows the

distribution.

Country Previous Census Recent Census

Total % Total %

Ecuador 499,292 4,10 591,448 4,08

Peru 3’360,331 13,03 3’799,780 13,06

Bolivia 1’542,143 20,81 1’656,978 17,15

Table 1: Population of Quechua/Quichua speakers in Bolivia, Ecuador and Peru
(based on Andrade and Howard 2021: 14)

As noted by Andrade and Howard (2021), while the percentages remain

apparently stable in Ecuador and Peru, the percentage of Quechua speakers in

Bolivia has diminished in the span between the two censuses. The low

percentages and the decrease in the percentage of speakers in Bolivia are

consistent with the fact that Quechua languages have been historically

minoritised in the different countries where they are spoken. This affects to

different degrees the levels of social vitality of the languages in the three,

making it very challenging to conceptualise them as viable candidates for a

pluricentric language group.
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Despite the historical marginalisation of the Quechua languages in the

three Andean countries, important changes regarding indigenous languages

revitalisation and access to intercultural bilingual education have taken place

in the legislations of Bolivia, Ecuador, and Peru. These changes have resulted in

the continuous growth and evolution of language policies that promote these

languages with different levels of success. As we will see in the next section,

some of these policies date back to the second half of the 20th century, but

they have become more prevalent in the early 21st century.

The organisation of this article is as follows. In section 2, I present

current language policies. In section 3, processes of standardisation and issues

related to the vitality of Quechua languages in three Andean countries (Bolivia,

Ecuador, and Peru) are discussed. In section 4, the expansion of Quechua

languages outside South America through immigration and in academic

settings is analysed. It also provides a discussion of how the prevalence of some

Quechua languages internally to the countries in which they are spoken, and

outside them through immigration and diffusion, can illustrate pluricentrism.

At the same time, the diffusion of these varieties comes at the cost of the

further marginalisation of other varieties within the continuum of Quechua

languages.

2. Current language policies, standardisation and vitality of Quechua
and Kichwa/Quichua in Bolivia, Ecuador, and Peru

In this section, I present some of the current legislation in Bolivia,

Ecuador, and Peru that have significantly changed the legal status of

indigenous languages in those countries. As noted by Haboud and Limerick

(2017), in the three countries legislation in the area of education has advanced

despite difficulties and challenges to the implementation of intercultural

bilingual education programs that contribute to language revitalisation.

To understand whether it is possible to think of the Quechua II B and C

languages as pluricentric in the sense of having two or more standardised

varieties, it is necessary to provide an overview of how legislation on education

in indigenous languages has contributed and could contribute to the

establishment of “standardised” varieties of the languages in each country.

2.1 Legislation and education in Quechua in Bolivia

Bolivia has a long history of Quechua normalisation. A normalised

alphabet was established in 1984 (Albó 1987). This alphabet has gradually
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become the norm in intercultural bilingual education programs. One of the

most important factors in Quechua normalisation in Bolivia has been the

implementation of intercultural bilingual education programs. The relevance

of the inclusion of Quechua in the educational system has been the driving

force in establishing language rights for Quechua-speaking as well as other

indigenous communities. In fact, an important moment in the process of

change in the legal and social status of indigenous languages in Bolivia can be

traced back to the 1994 Educational reform that resulted in the production of

numerous school texts and training for Quechua teachers (Luykx 2011).

Bolivia’s 2009 Constitution recognises 36 Indigenous languages, as well as

Spanish, as official languages (Art. 5, I). It institutionalises Plurilingual

Intercultural Intracultural Education (EIIP, formerly EIB) (Art. 30, II.12) that is

guided by the Suma Qamaña principle, which in Quechua means “to live

correctly and well” (Haboud and Limerick 2017).

The official status of Quechua in Bolivia is also recognised in the 2010

Education Act (Intercultural Education in a plurinational state) and in the 2012

Ley General de Derechos y Políticas Lingüísticas (Law 269) (Haboud and

Limerick 2017). Despite this official level of recognition, like in other countries

of the region where Quechua is spoken, language shift to Spanish is rapidly

extending in urban and even in rural environments.

While there is a normalised alphabet, Bolivia as a country has not

established a single unified standardised variety of the language, and dialectal

variation is widely acknowledged and recognised. The main Quechua varieties

in Bolivia are the northern La Paz variety, and the southern varieties of

Chuquisaca, Oruro and Potosí, the latter two in close contact with Aymara

(Plaza 2009).

One very salient characteristic of the Bolivian process of recognition of

indigenous languages has been its contribution to the promotion of

Intercultural Bilingual Education in Indigenous languages in the region. In fact,

Bolivia has been at the centre of many efforts to promote Indigenous languages

across the Central Andean countries and in Latin America.

The leading institution in the region that has contributed to the

education of intercultural bilingual educators and researchers is PROEIB Andes

(Programa de Educación Intercultural Bilingüe para los países Andinos).

PROEIB Andes has been part of the Faculty of Humanities at the Universidad

Nacional de San Simón in Cochabamba, Bolivia, since 1996. It was created in

collaboration with the ministries of Culture and several universities from
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Bolivia, Argentina, Colombia, Chile, Ecuador, and Peru. From 2000 to 2011,

PROEIB Andes was a member of the Intercultural Indigenous University

Project, as part of an agreement with the Development Fund for the Indigenous

Peoples of Latin America and the Caribbean (PROEIB ANDES 2021).

Among its graduates, PROEIB Andes’ MA program boasts an important

number of educators and researchers who occupy important positions in

government and NGO institutions in Bolivia, Ecuador, and Peru. Graduates

from this program have been crucial in promoting Intercultural Bilingual

Education in Indigenous languages and Spanish, and their involvement in

legislative and educational efforts has resulted in some positive changes, such

as the elaboration of educational materials and assessment measures in

Quechua in Peru and Bolivia. In that respect, PROEIB Andes has worked as a

focal point from which several generations of language planning agents, who

are respectful of local and macroregional varieties, have emerged.

2.2 Legislation and education in Quichua/Kichwa in Ecuador

In Ecuador, legislation also recognises Kichwa as an official language. As

noted by Haboud and Limerick (2017), Ecuador’s 2008 Constitution, in its article

2, recognises Spanish, Kichwa, and Shuar (an Amazonian indigenous language)

as official languages of intercultural relations.

While Kichwa is mentioned as a language, there are important

differences between Highland and Lowland (Amazonian) varieties of Kichwa

(Haboud 2010), and at least eight varieties have been identified: the Northern,

Central and Southern Andean varieties and the Northern and Southern Amazonian

varieties (Aschmann 2007).

As in the case of Bolivia, progress in language rights has taken place

mainly in education legislation. The Organic Law of Intercultural Education

from 2011, in its Chapter 4, establishes a national level of central

administration and three levels of intercultural bilingual education at the

regional, district, and circuit or community levels. The latter to be

implemented in relevant areas (Organic Law of Intercultural Education, Art. 26-

30). As noted by Haboud and Limerick (2017), this establishes a separation

between intercultural bilingual education and non-intercultural bilingual

education.

Within the intercultural bilingual education system, major efforts have

been made to implement the use of a standardised unified variety of

Ecuadorian Kichwa, mostly based on Highland varieties (King 2001). These
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efforts have encountered different levels of difficulties, ranging from

perceptions by members of Kichwa-speaking communities of a lack of cultural

appropriateness (Limerick 2020) to the view of standardisation as a threat to

indigenous identity by some Kichwa-speaking communities in the Amazonian

region of Ecuador (Grzech et al. 2019, Wroblewski 2020).

Even the use of standardised Kichwa greetings by state agents within the

intercultural educational system have generated some controversy, as these

efforts have been perceived as not culturally appropriate by parents, teachers,

and other members of indigenous communities (Limerick 2020). Thus, while

among the three countries Ecuador is the only one with a unified standardised

variety of Kichwa, its status as a well-accepted variety across the country has

not solidified.

2.3 Legislation and education in Quechua in Peru

Peru, like Bolivia, has a long history of officialisation of Quechua. In 1975,

a Law Decree establishing Quechua as an official language in the country was

approved. In 1979, the officialisation of Indigenous languages in the Political

Constitution took place. The Political Constitution stipulated that Quechua and

Aymara were official languages, in the forms and in the areas prescribed by the

law. The 1993 Constitution established the officialisation of indigenous

languages in areas where they predominate. Since 2011, according to the Law

of Languages (29735), native languages are official in the districts, provinces or

regions where they predominate, as recorded in the National Register of Native

Languages.

Article 10 of the Law of Languages of 2011 states that the fact that a

native language is official, in a district, province or region, means that the state

administration endorses it and progressively implements it in all its spheres of

public action, giving it the same legal value and the same prerogatives as

Spanish. The official documents issued by the state must be in both Spanish

and the official original language when it has rules of writing. It also states that

the documents in the official original language have the same legal value as the

Spanish one. This particular piece of legislation extends the use of indigenous

languages beyond the sphere of intercultural education and is a step towards

the actual implementation of a multilingual state.

Like Bolivia and unlike Ecuador, Peru does not have a single unified

standardised variety of Quechua, given that, of the three countries, it is the one

with more dialectal variation as it has Quechua I and Quechua II varieties. The
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Ministry of Culture’s Indigenous data base recognises six Quechua I zones and

three macro-variants spoken in Peru that correspond to the Quechua II sub-

family. Northern Quechua corresponds to Quechua IIA4, Amazonian Quechua

corresponds to Quechua IIB5, and Southern Quechua corresponds to Quechua

IIC6.

Educational materials have been created for Southern varieties and to

some extent for Northern and Amazonian varieties, as well as for Spanish and

other indigenous languages throughout the last decades of the 20th Century

and in the 21st Century (Ministerio de Educación 2018). It must be noted that

there is one highly prestigious variety that occupies a prominent place in Peru

due to its association with the historical Inka period, the Cusco-Collao variety.

We will see in more detail in section 3.6 some of the implications of this strong

association.

3. The construction of national/regional ‘standardised forms’ vs. the
preservation of local varieties

As a result of the new legislation and policies previously discussed,

“standardised” forms of local and regional Quechua languages in Bolivia and

Peru have become part of state mandated policies, for instance regarding the

creation of educational materials in different varieties of Quechua for which

some level of normalisation has taken place. These varieties are expected to be

used in intercultural bilingual education programs and to a lesser extent in

other state services for indigenous populations.

One could think of the normalisation efforts in Bolivia and Peru and the

existence of unified Kichwa in Ecuador as evidence in favour of adopting a

pluricentric perspective regarding the Quechua languages. While indeed there

is an emergence of different “standardised” varieties for educational and other

state purposes, as is the case in Peru, the extent to which they are adopted by

the indigenous populations seems to be a problematic issue for considering the

Quechua II B and C varieties spoken in the three countries as representative of

a case of pluricentric languages.

Furthermore, the pluricentric nature of a language or a family of

language is based on the social status of their speech communities. The fact

4
Northern corresponds in the Indigenous languages database to the Cañaris and Cajamarca varieties.

5
Amazonian Quechua in the database includes Pastaza, Napo, Putumayo, Tigre, Alto Napo, Chachapoyas,

and San Martin.
6

Southern Quechua in the database includes Chanka and Collao, also known as Cusco-Collao.
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that indigenous communities are socially marginalised limits the possibility of

a strong form of pluricentrism. However, it must be noted that despite

linguistic variation internal to each of the countries and differences in

legislation, there have been international efforts aimed at promoting Quechua.

In 2004, a General Treaty on Integration and Economic Cooperation and Social

for the Establishment of a Common Market between the Parties was adopted

between Bolivia and Peru. One of its goals was to promote education in rural

areas, technical and technological education, and bilingual intercultural

education.

3.1 Vitality

Another very important aspect of the discussion of the Quechua II sub-

family as a pluricentric one is the issue of language vitality. Despite the fact

that the Quechua family of languages is among the most widely spoken

indigenous languages of the Americas, not all the varieties have similar levels

of vitality.

While most Quechua I languages are endangered or severely endangered

or undergo major structural changes when spoken (see Sánchez 2003 for Junín

Quechua), the vitality of Quechua II varieties differs within national boundaries

(Ministerio de Educación de Perú 2018). For instance, in Peru and Bolivia, the

southern varieties such as Cusco-Collao Quechua are considered vital

(Eberhard et al. 2019), but even within that context, dialectal variation is great,

and some local varieties may be experiencing structural changes and language

shift towards Spanish (Kalt and Geary 2021).

In the same vein, some Ecuadorian Quichua varieties are considered vital

although language shift is rapidly occurring, despite the symbolic power of

these varieties (Haboud 2004). Furthermore, it is very difficult to determine the

extent to which the Quechua family of languages enjoys social vitality defined

as clear evidence of intergenerational transmission or as the lack of autonomy

of the speech communities themselves to determine the future of the language.

3.2 Authenticity, purism, and unification through standardisation

A discussion of pluricentricism regarding Kichwa/Quechua languages

cannot avoid issues such as authenticity, purism, and unification. As

bilingualism in Kichwa/ Quechua languages and Spanish becomes more

extended, the issue of who is an authentic speaker has become more prevalent.

For a great number of speakers, an authentic speaker of Kichwa/ Quechua is
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one who does not code-switch and generates new Quechua terms. There is a

strong association with members of rural communities who view themselves as

members of indigenous communities (Povilonis 2021), but there are also urban

guardians of language purity (Coronel-Molina 2008).

Authenticity and purism are also linked to the level of prestige that a

particular variety holds within a speech community and beyond. In Peru, Cusco

Quechua is perceived by many as the language of the glorious Inka past

narrative. The defenders of the special status of this variety have been at odds

for many years with the state’s efforts to adopt a unified alphabet for all

Quechua varieties in the country.

This opposition gave rise to the “vowel” debate in the Cusco region in

Peru (Hornberger and King 2001). The debate was based on the fact that the

standardised alphabet uses the three underlying vowels in all varieties /i/, /u/

and /a/. The existence of allophones in the Cusco-Collao and other Southern

varieties is not reflected in the alphabet to allow for intelligibility across

Quechua varieties. Thus, while Cusco-Quechua has the allophones /i/ > [e], [ɪ],

and /u/> [o], [ɔ] in the context of a uvular consonant /q/, other varieties, 

among them some Central varieties, lack them.

Standardisation and unification efforts across all Quechua languages

including a common writing system for QI and QII varieties led by linguists and

some indigenous educators have been met with strong resistance to the

orthographic use of three vowels to symbolise the underlying vowels shared by

all Quechua languages. Proponents and users of that system have been labelled

‘trivocalistas’ whereas proponents of the use of five vowels have been labelled

‘pentavocalistas’. Some members of the latter group view themselves as

guardians of language authenticity and of its status as a language with the

same number of vowels as Spanish (Coronel-Molina 2008).

To summarise the previous two sections, while in each of the three

countries most languages of the Quechua II subfamily are considered vital and

there are major efforts to normalise and standardise them, the process is an

on-going one that has been met with various levels of acceptance by the

different speech communities in each country. At the same time, in each

country some varieties have greater vitality and are perceived as being more

prestigious than others. In the case of Ecuador, unification based on Highland

varieties has led to efforts of reclamation among speakers of Amazonian

varieties and, in Peru, normalisation of the Quechua alphabet has led to
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controversy with speakers of a prestigious variety opposing it on identity and

ideological grounds.

Thus, while standardisation efforts have mixed results, the prestige of

some varieties over others within national boundaries is a factor to be

considered when assessing the Quechua II subfamily potential as a pluricentric

language in the future. In the next section, this issue will become apparent

when discussing the diffusion of Quechua II beyond South America.

4. The expansion of Quechua languages outside South America

Some of the Quechua varieties spoken in the three countries have

expanded outside the boundaries of their original countries of origin, partly

due to immigration to other South American countries, North America, and

Europe, and to a great extent due to academic interest in them. Academic

diffusion of Quechua II languages outside their original countries, especially in

North America and Europe, is characterised by the prevalence of the Highland

Ecuadorian varieties and the Southern Bolivian and Peruvian varieties. These

have become the prestigious varieties taught outside the countries of origin to

the exclusion of other varieties with lower numbers of speakers and certainly,

for obvious reasons, to the exclusion of endangered varieties such as the

Amazonian varieties from Ecuador and Peru.

Kichwa/Quechua academic programs have existed in the United States

since the 1960s. A pioneer program was conducted by Prof. Luis Morató, who

offered courses in Bolivian Quechua at Cornell University. Elementary Quechua

continues to be offered at Cornell since then and can be found at:

https://classes.cornell.edu/browse/roster/FA21/subject/QUECH.

Another long-standing Quechua program is the one at the University of

Illinois of Urbana-Champaign where Prof. Clodoaldo Soto Ruiz taught Ayacucho

Quechua, a Southern variety, for more than 25 years.

Currently, Prof. Carlos Molina offers beginner and intermediate Quechua

with a wider perspective in terms of dialectal variation although maintaining a

focus on Southern Quechua https://igi.illinois.edu/node/67.

Southern Quechua courses are also offered at Ohio State University

(Bolivian Quechua) by Prof. Elvia Andía-Grágeda

(https://sppo.osu.edu/people/andiagrageda.1), the University of Michigan

(Peruvian Cusco-Collao Quechua) by Prof. Adela Carlos Ríos

(https://ii.umich.edu/lacs/students/language-programs/quechua.html), and
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New York University (Peruvian Cusco-Collao Quechua) by Prof. Odi Gonzáles

(https://as.nyu.edu/clacs/quechua.html).

At Rowan University in New Jersey, Prof. Marilyn Manley directs the

Quechua Linguistics Project, also an expert in Cusco-Collao Quechua. The

project’s main goal is “To create Quechua language learning resources online

to be utilized by Rowan students and others interested in learning Quechua.”

(https://chss.rowan.edu/departments/sociology/maru/

quechualinguisticsproject.html)

The University of California Los Angeles offers Highland Ecuadorian

Kichwa (https://www.spanport.ucla.edu/undergraduate/languages-offered/

quechua-language-program/) and the University of Pennsylvania (https://

web.sas.upenn.edu/quechua/) and the University of Colorado at Boulder

(https://www.colorado.edu/lasc/quechua) offer Quechua I (Central Quechua)

courses.

Quechua teaching materials for US students are beginning to emerge too,

such as the Teaching Quechua in the US. Introducing Ayni, a Beginner-level

Southern Quechua Textbook project currently under development by DeLoge,

Manley, and Molina-Vital (2020). (https://www.youtube.com/-

watch?v=XuvZUlwcBis).

As part of a large reclamation effort of the language, Kichwa/Quechua

organisations, such as The Quechua Alliance https://thequechua.org

spearheaded by Prof. Americo Mendoza-Mori, formerly at University of

Pennsylvania and now at Harvard University, have started to engage with

migrant communities of Kichwa/Quechua speakers in an effort to reclaim and

revitalise the language beyond South America.

We can thus speak of diffusion of the Quechua varieties from their

original regions to other subcontinents. Furthermore, this diffusion is

characterised by a prevalence of some varieties such as Highland Ecuadorian

Quechua and Bolivian and Peruvian Southern varieties, and to a lesser extent

some Central varieties. Amazonian varieties, on the other hand, do not enjoy

vitality in their place of origin and are not part of this process of academic

diffusion.

To the extent that this pattern corresponds to that of pluricentric

languages one could argue that Quechua-II language family is indeed a

pluricentric family. However, as previously mentioned, this characterisation of

Quechua II is not a straightforward one as standardisation within each country,
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while under way, is still in process, and language shift to Spanish threatens the

vitality of these language varieties.

5. Summary

The Quechua family of languages spans across several countries. The

demography and vitality of the Quechua languages differ across and within

countries. Legislation and policies on indigenous languages vary across

countries and new “standardised” varieties of the languages are emerging in

each of the countries, especially in those with large numbers of speakers,

although sometimes to the detriment of local and regional varieties.

At the same time, the languages of the Quechua II family remain

minoritised within the states in which they are spoken as home languages,

with low levels of intergenerational transmission for some varieties, making it

very difficult for them to become established centres of diffusion. Through

academic interest and international migration, some of the most widely spoken

varieties (also perceived as more prestigious) have now first and second

language speakers in countries such as the United States where Quechua has

not been spoken as a home language. However, this academic interest may

have no impact on the social vitality of languages of the Quechua II family in

their speech communities.

This complex situation forces us to evaluate what the notion of

pluricentric languages means for a minoritised family of languages spoken

across different countries and in the northern hemisphere diaspora, and how

this notion can help or hinder revitalisation and reclamation efforts of the

indigenous populations in the countries where the languages are spoken.
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