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So far, the available data on the Arikapu and Djeoromitxi languages of the Brazilian
Amazon, which together form the Jabuti language family, have been too sparse to enable
one to evaluate existing proposals for a genealogical classification. Recent descriptive
fieldwork, however, has yielded information that strongly corroborates an early hypothe-
sis of Nimuendajui (2000 [1935]) that the languages are related to those of the Jé family.
In this article, we compare the reconstructed ancestors of both families, Proto-Jabut{ (van
der Voort 2007) and Proto-Jé (Ribeiro [forthcoming]), ultimately demonstrating that
Nimuendaji was right. We also discuss some of the consequences of this discovery for
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current ideas about prehistoric population movements in lowland South America.
[KEYWORDS: Arikapu, Djeoromitxi, Jabuti family, Macro-J& stock, Amazonian
languages]

1. Introduction. Arikapt and Djeoromitxi are two Brazilian Amazonian
languages that together compose the Jabuti language family. Both languages
are traditionally spoken on the Rio Branco, a right tributary of the Guaporé
River that separates the northeastern Bolivian province of Beni from the
western Brazilian state of Rondonia. Although these languages used to be
native to traditional rainforest populations of considerable size until about a
century ago, the (estimated) number of Djeoromitxi speakers has now dwin-
dled to a mere 50, and Arikapi is on the verge of extinction with only one
elderly speaker. The total number of persons that identify ethnically with
Arikapu or Djeoromitx{ is somewhat bigger.

Until recently, the Jabuti languages were practically undocumented. Never-
theless, claims have been raised about their classification. On the basis of
100 words, Rivet (1953) classified one of the Jabuti languages as a Chibcha
language. Loukotka (1963; 1968) grouped the Jabuti languages together as
a small isolated family on the basis of short comparative word lists. Nim-
uendaji (2000 [1935]) and Greenberg (1987) classified the languages as
belonging to the Macro-Jé stock on the basis of even smaller word lists.”

In this article we provide sound evidence, on the basis of extensive and
reliable new data from all language components, for the classification of the
Jabuti languages as belonging to the Macro-J& language stock. To this end,
we first present the general characteristics of both families and their respec-
tive proto-languages (2 and 3). Then we show correspondences between
Proto-Jabuti and Proto-Jé (4). Finally, we discuss some possible conse-
quences of such a remote westerly location of a Macro-Jé family for current
ideas about the original dispersion center of the Macro-Jé-speaking tribes.
The Swadesh basic 100-word list for Arikapt and Djeoromitxi is provided
in Appendix A, together with reconstructed proto-forms.

2 As those who are familiar with South American linguistic historiography will know, Nim-
uendaji was careful not to make claims of linguistic connections (genetic or otherwise) without
enough evidence (as illustrated by his debate with Mansur Guérios, published as Nimuendaji and
Guérios 1948). The evidence he mentions, included in a personal letter (and not as a paper for
publication), is indeed very little, but it is likely that he had detected many more similarities. His
comparison includes items from the Kamaka and Kotoxé languages (both belonging to the
Kamaka family, which had traditionally been considered as closely related to Jé since von
Martius’s [1867] classification), in addition to languages now included in the Jé family. The fact
that Nimuendaju, in his latest classification (IBGE 1981 [1944]), excludes from J& all the tradi-
tional eastern Macro-Jé families (such as Kamaka) while maintaining the Jabuti languages is in
itself symptomatic of his degree of certainty that this family should be included.
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2. The Jabuti languages. In this section, we present a sketch of the so-
ciolinguistic (2.1) and historical (2.2) contexts of Arikapt and Djeoromitxi
and give a basic typological, phonological, and grammatical characterization
of the languages (2.3) and their ancestor Proto-Jabuti (2.4), as reconstructed
by van der Voort (2007).

2.1. Sociolinguistic setting. Traditionally, the Jabuti languages were
spoken in close proximity to one another, to the Tuparf languages (Tupi fam-
ily), and possibly also to Chapakura languages and isolated (or unclassified)
languages. The steep demographic decline after the onset of regular contact
with Western society has been characteristic of most native peoples in the
Guaporé region. Today, Rondonia represents one of the most deforested re-
gions of the Amazon and the decimated indigenous groups live scattered over
different indigenous reserves, agricultural boomtowns, and city slums. The
great majority of its 25 indigenous languages have fewer than 50 speakers.

Nowadays, the majority of the Djeoromitxi and one speaker of Arikapu
live in the Guaporé indigenous reserve. This reserve, formerly called Ri-
cardo Franco, was established in the 1930s to harbor the remnants of indig-
enous groups of southern Rondénia—individuals or groups that had escaped
from slavery on rubber plantations and other Western extractivist enterprises
or that had become dispossessed by invasions or by the effects of govern-
mental policies of land distribution. The reserve is located on the Guaporé
River itself and is only accessible by boat or by aircraft. Although the river
represents the border with Bolivia and the indigenous inhabitants could not
have been pushed off the map of Brazil any further, its remote location pro-
vides at least some chance for cultural survival. Presently, approximately
500 individuals from ten different ethnic backgrounds inhabit the reserve.
Portuguese is the main lingua franca. The minority languages Djeoromitxi
and Makurdp (Tupari branch of Tupi) are spoken by all generations. There
is also a family of Tupari (Tupari) speakers and there are several, mostly eld-
erly, speakers of Arud (Mondé branch of Tupi), Wayurd (Tuparfi), Kuyubi
and Wari’ (both Chapakura), and Aikana and Kanoé€ (both isolates) The eth-
nic Arikapu either have Djeoromitxi or Makurdp as a first language.

Another speaker of Arikapu passed away in 2009. He and the remaining
speakers of Djeoromitxi lived closer to their traditional lands in the Rio
Branco indigenous reserve, which was demarcated in the 1980s and covers
part of the traditional habitat of the Makurdp and Djeoromitxi. As a reserve,
this area is governmental property and by the Brazilian constitution only the
indigenous inhabitants enjoy usufructuary rights of the forest and the rivers
that run through it, of which the Rio Branco is the principal one. Unfortu-
nately, the headwaters of the Rio Branco, which form the traditional habitat
of the Djeoromitxi, Arikapu, and Tupari, were left outside of the demarcated
area. Every year more and more of the region is deforested and the rivers are
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blocked or diverted for hydroelectric plants. This damages the hydrological
and ichthyologic balance of the reserve and contributes to rising levels of
agro-toxins.? The integrity of the reserve is further threatened by invading
Western loggers, poachers, and illegal fishermen. At this moment, approxi-
mately 400 persons from six different ethnic backgrounds inhabit the reserve.
Tupari (Tupari) is the dominant language in most settlements, while Makurap
(Tuparfi) is spoken by a minority. Djeoromitxi and Arua (Mondé) are spoken
by several, mostly elderly, persons. There is a group that identifies itself as
Kampé but does not speak the traditional language (which seems to be a
Tupari language). The ethnic Arikapd who live in the Rio Branco reserve all
have Tuparf as a first language. Many inhabitants of the reserve also speak
Portuguese.

Even though the number of speakers of Djeoromitx{ is low, it is a living lan-
guage in several settlements within the Guaporé reserve. The Arikapud lan-
guage went out of use years ago and may show phenomena of obsolescence.

2.2. History of research. The first documentation ever of a Jabuti lan-
guage is the word list from 1914 by the English colonel Percy Harrison
Fawcett, who in the early twentieth century led several expeditions to survey
the Bolivian—Brazilian frontier. Fawcett recorded a list of about 100 words
on one of the eastern tributaries of the upper Rio Branco and refers to the
speakers of the language as Mashubi (1915; 1953; see also Rivet 1953).4
Fawcett estimated that the population numbered about 2,000 individuals,
divided over 24 villages. Since Fawcett, no one has ever again met a group
called Mashubi. Therefore, the Mashubi language is considered in most of
the literature (Loukotka 1963; 1968, Campbell 1997, and Dixon and Aikhen-
vald 1999) as an extinct language, related to Arikapt and Djeoromitxi. How-
ever, the Swiss ethnographer Franz Caspar, who lived with the Tupari for
many months in 1948 and 1954-55, and who also documented the languages
of their Arikapud and Djeoromitxi neighbors, claims that Mashubi is probably
a variety of Arikapu (Caspar 1955a; 1955b). This is confirmed by evidence
from the field (van der Voort 2005; forthcoming a). Hence, the Jabuti lan-
guages are considered in this article as forming a small family with only two

3 In addition, the construction of hydroelectric dams are a danger to archaeological remains
that represent evidence of traditional indigenous habitation. At the construction site of a nearby
new house in 2004, funerary urns were unearthed and destroyed. Among these urns were possibly
those in which our consultant, Nazaré Arikapd, had buried her mother and her first child.
Brazilian law considers indigenous funerary remains as evidence in matters of land rights. No
decisive action was taken by the authorities, however.

4 During this trip, Fawcett met the Swedish ethnographer Erland Nordenskiold, who was
heading for the Huari (Aikana) (Nordenskiold 1915). Somehow Nordenskiold obtained a copy
of Fawcett’s word list and eventually passed it on to the French linguist Paul Rivet, who pub-
lished it in 1953, trying to relate the language to Chibcha.
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members: Arikapi and Djeoromitxi; and the earliest documentation of
Arikapu is that by Fawcett (in Rivet 1953).

The next phase in documentation occurred when the German ethnogra-
pher Emil Heinrich Snethlage visited the Guaporé region in 1933-34 (Sneth-
lage 1937). Snethlage met many peoples of the Rio Branco, including the
Arikapu and Djeoromitxi (whom he also called Kipiu), and returned to
Berlin with a collection of objects, photographs, film, and music recordings
on wax rolls (Snethlage 1939). Unfortunately, his early death (see R. Sneth-
lage 2002) prevented him from publishing about his experiences and data to
a fuller extent. Snethlage had been in contact with the famous Curt Nim-
uendaju, who during his life visited over a 100 indigenous peoples and pub-
lished widely on their languages, cultures, and mythology during the first
half of the twentieth century. Snethlage provided him with short word lists
of Arikapd and Djeoromitxi. Nimuendaju noticed a striking resemblance to
words in Jé languages such as Xerénte, Kayap6, Kaingdng, and Timbira. He
hypothesized that both languages compose a branch of the Jé language fam-
ily, which he mentioned in 1935 in a letter to his colleague Carlos Estevao
de Oliveira (Nimuendaju 2000:219-22). Also, he represented them as such
on a manuscript map (Nimuendajd 2000:10, figure 7),% and on his classifi-
catory map, which was eventually published in 1981 (IBGE 1981). The very
fact that Greenberg (1987) adopted this classification may have been a rea-
son that it did not become broadly accepted among Americanists.

As mentioned above, Franz Caspar lived in the Rio Branco region be-
tween 1948 and 1955 and is known especially for his popular and scientific
accounts of traditional Tupari culture (1952; 1975). Caspar also collected
extensive word lists of all the languages he encountered, including Djeo-
romitx{ and Arikapi. He had access to Snethlage’s diaries and cited from
them in his doctoral dissertation (Caspar 1953). The Czech linguist Lou-
kotka had access to word lists by Snethlage and published a comparative
account of them, grouping Arikapu and Djeoromitxi together with Mashubi
as an isolated language family (Loukotka 1963). Fortunately, some of Sneth-
lage’s and most of Caspar’s unpublished material from the Guaporé region
is now becoming available online (Brijnen and Adelaar 2010).°

> According to the editor of this collection of letters, the manuscript map, which shows the geo-
graphic distribution of the J& languages including the small western island of “Arikapud & Jaboti,”
was included in a letter of 20 July 1934. It is likely, however, that it rather belonged to another letter,
such as the next one from 22 January 1935, in which the Jé hypothesis was first mentioned. Fur-
thermore, Snethlage did not leave the field before the end of November 1934 and probably showed
his linguistic material to Nimuendaju first around the end of December in Belém.

6 As the result of an important digitalization initiative (2010) by Willem Adelaar and Hélene
Brijnen of Leiden University, all of Caspar’s known unpublished linguistic data, as well as those
of the nineteenth-century explorer Johann Natterer, and some of Snethlage’s and Sekelj’s, are
being made available in the Digital Humanities section on the website of the Leiden University
Library.
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Traditionally, the indigenous peoples of the region must have had several
thousand members each. Because of the absence of resistance against the
infectious diseases of the Old World, more than half of the population of a
group may die upon first contact with Westerners, if no protective action is
taken. When Snethlage met the Arikapu, they were already a small group,
divided over two settlements. In 1948, just before Caspar arrived in the re-
gion for the first time, the Yugoslavian journalist Tibor Sekelj traveled up
the Rio Branco in order to visit the Tupari. In his popular account, he men-
tions the neighboring groups as well and refers to the Arikapu as “the world’s
smallest nation” (Sekelj 1950). In early 1954, the Indians of the Rio Branco
suffered another horrible measles epidemic. The Arikapu were apparently hit
very hard and when Caspar returned in 1954, they had dwindled to one small
group. In 1968, the linguists Willem Bontkes (1968) and Robert Campbell
surveyed the south of Ronddnia for the evangelical Summer Institute of Lin-
guistics. Bontkes recorded a short Arikapt word list at Rio Branco and men-
tioned the existence of 14 speakers. Campbell (1968) recorded a word list
of Djeoromitxi there, from which some items were published in Rodrigues
(1986).

In the 1980s, several anthropologists and linguists visited the region and
met speakers of Jabuti languages. In her article, the ethno-historian Denise
Maldi described southeastern Rondonia as a cultural area, called the Marico
cultural complex, that includes Tupi groups, groups speaking isolated lan-
guages, and the Arikapud and Djeoromitxi (Maldi 1991). Her survey includes
small word lists and traditional myths. Furthermore, the linguist Denny
Moore of the Museu Goeldi collected comparative word lists in the Guaporé
indigenous reserve, including Arikapt and Djeoromitxi (Moore 1988). Sub-
sequently, the linguistics student Nadia Pires did fieldwork among the Dje-
oromitxi on the Guaporé reserve for her master’s thesis, which resulted in
a concise description of Djeoromitxi (1992) and literacy material for the
native language (Pires, Jabuti, and Jabuti 1994; 1995). The section on Jabuti
in Dixon and Aikhenvald’s survey (1999:357-58) is based on the work by
Pires. Between 2001 and 2004, Hein van der Voort conducted fieldwork with
two known speakers of Arikapud and is preparing a description of the lan-
guage (van der Voort [forthcoming b]). Certain lexical similarities between
Jabuti languages and other languages of the region are mentioned in van der
Voort (2005). In 2008, the linguistics student Thiago Vital conducted field-
work in the Guaporé reserve and documented Djeoromitxi oral history and
traditions on a series of DVDs and CDs. In the same year, linguistics stu-
dents in Guajard-Mirim wrote dictionaries of Arikapi and Djeoromitxi,
based on interviews with visiting native speakers, for their master’s theses
(R. Ribeiro 2008 and M. Ribeiro 2008). In spite of these recent initiatives by
linguists, we must emphasize that the documentation and analysis of both
Arikapu and Djeoromitx{ are still in an initial stage.
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2.3. Characteristics of Jabuti languages. The Jabuti languages are
genetically unrelated to the other languages and language families of the
Guaporé region and present a number of unique features, both in their pho-
nology and grammar (for comparative work on these languages, see van
der Voort 2005; 2007). They are highly isolating languages, they have some
phonological traits that are unusual in the region, and their lexicon is mark-
edly different from that of the others. Nevertheless, they also share a number
of characteristics with other languages, probably as the result of diffusion,
especially with regard to the lexicon. Many loanwords are from Makurap,
which has functioned as a lingua franca for some time during the twentieth
century (Caspar 1975:223, Sekelj 1950:50, and Snethlage 1937:127f.).

When compared to each other, the Jabuti languages are highly similar.
Since Arikapu and Djeoromitxi used to be closely neighboring languages,
it is likely that they have diversified from a common ancestor in the same
region. It seems less likely that they diversified somewhere outside of the
region and at a certain moment immigrated together. This implies that the
time depth between Arikapd and Djeoromitxi indicates the minimal length
of time that the Jabuti languages exist in the Guaporé region. In the follow-
ing subsections, we describe the basic characteristics of the Jabuti languages.

2.3.1 Arikapi. One important difficulty for the study of Arikapu is that
the language has been out of use for a long time and the speakers who were
recorded did not produce narrative texts or fluent dialogues. In principle, one
cannot claim with absolute certainty that the syntactic patterns encountered
in the recordings are original rather than the result of influence by more cur-
rent languages, such as Djeoromitxi, Makurdp, Tupari, or Portuguese. Also,
certain morphological properties of the language may have become obsolete.
Although the fluency of the remaining speakers was difficult to assess, one
nevertheless gets the impression that the different speech samples they pro-
duced are consistent and highly similar in structure. In this respect, it is
important to remember that the two remaining speakers lived far apart and
did not maintain any contact with each other. Now, there is only one speaker
of Arikapt left.

2.3.1.1. Phonology. According to recent analyses (van der Voort [forth-
coming b]), the phonological system of Arikapu comprises eight oral vowels
and six nasal vowels. The consonant system includes ten phonemes (see
table 1).

Although Arikapi has a number of nasal vowels, which are confirmed by
minimal pairs such as nikra ‘hips’ vs. nikrd@ ‘wrist’, taka ‘it is hot’ vs. takd
‘it is finished’, rari ‘to clear the field’ vs. tar? ‘it is dry’, and ku ‘to eat’ vs.
kii ‘to leave’, there is also some variation between nasal and oral pronunci-
ation of vowels, and spread of nasality to neighboring (usually left) syl-
lables. Hence there is limited evidence for a nasal phoneme /0/, whereas
most occurrences of the nasal phoneme /&/ seem to be the result of nasal
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TABLE 1
ARIKAPU VOWEL PHONEMES
Oral Vowels Nasal Vowels
Front Central Back Front Central Back
Close i i u 7 i
Close-mid 1 2 F]
Open-mid 3 o [o] H 0[3]
Open a[a] a (4]
TABLE 2

ARIKAPU CONSONANT PHONEMES

Labial Alveolar Velar Glottal

Plosive P t k

Nasal m

Trill/tap r

Fricative h
Affricate tf

Approximant w J

spreading, except in two homophonous lexical roots, r& ‘egg’ and ‘dance’,
which contrast minimally with re ‘cord, grub’. (For a likely diachronic ex-
planation of this exception, see 4.1.1.)

The language also has diphthongs, some of which contrast with combina-
tions of multiple vowels that belong to different syllables, as in kaj ‘head’ vs.
ka.i ‘hair, fur, feathers’. Stress is placed on the ultimate syllable of the word.
The /j/ occurs also in onset position, in words like mujo ‘long club’, kuju
‘wing, feather’, rajo ‘uncle’. Furthermore, there are some cases of /j/-inser-
tion in stressed syllables in certain words, such as kam3 ‘hill’ vs. kam3jtfutfe
‘on top of the hill’, ki@ ‘grind’ vs. Thakiij ‘grind seeds’, and init3(j)no ‘I'm
sleeping’ (see table 2).

Arikapu has some very frequent consonant combinations, such as /pr, kr,
mr/, although their distribution is somewhat limited. Less common conso-
nant combinations are /pw, kw, mw, pj, nj, wr, rn/.

There are some frequently occurring consonant alternations in Arikapu.
The most common one concerns /m/, whose allophones [b] and [mb] occur
in free variation with each other, before oral vowels, as in /miku/ [biku] ~
[mbiku] ‘yard’; /mo/ [bu] ~ [mbu] ‘arrow’. Word-internally, the preceding
vowel is often nasalized, as in /kamu/ [ka'bu] ~ [kam'bu] ‘young one’; /kra-
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mro/ [krd'bra] ~ [kra'mbro] ‘beads’ (lit., ‘stone-little’) (['] indicates stress
placement).

A similar pattern concerns the /n/, which has the freely alternating allo-
phones [d] and [nd] before oral vowels and which, word-internally, causes
nasalization of the preceding vowel, e.g., /nuni/ [ndundi] ~ [dundi ~ [didi]
‘breast’.

Note that /m/ and /n/ also have nasal allophones, [m] and [n], respectively.
These allophones occur mostly preceding nasal vowels and are in com-
plementary distribution with [b/mb] and [d/nd]. Counterexamples to this
complementarity usually involve loanwords. There are a few rare counter-
examples in which [m] is attested preceding an oral vowel, but there always
seems to be free variation between that oral vowel and its nasal counterpart,
and no minimal pairs are attested.

The [d3] should probably not be considered as a separate phoneme, since
its distribution is limited to preceding an [i] and does not contrast with [d]
in that position. Although the [n] is also attested preceding an [i], that [i]
appears to be in free variation with nasalized [i] in the same position. There-
fore, all three should be regarded as allophones of /n/.

There is some phoneme fluctuation between /tf/ and /h/. These phonemes
occur in free variation only in certain lexemes: tfaroko ~ haroko ‘talk, say,
language’. This alternation probably represents a relic of a similar, still pro-
ductive alternation in Djeoromitxi between /r/ and /h/ (see 4.2.1 below).
There is variation between the presence and absence of /tJ/ in a number of
lexemes, such as i ~ #fi ‘bone’ and paa ~ patfa ‘to form, shape, knit’.”

The glottal stop is probably not a phoneme but an automatic phenomenon
that is motivated by a tendency to preserve the basic syllable structure CV.

Note that in the speech of one of our consultants, the /k/ is often aspirated
[kh] when it precedes back rounded and central vowels. This is probably due
to interference from Djeoromitxi.

2.3.1.2. Grammar. From the available data it appears that the Jabuti
languages are grammatically similar. They are relatively isolating languages.
The basic parts of speech are nouns, verbs, adverbs, and particles. Adjectives
are not distinguishable from uninflected intransitive verbs. Basic constituent
orders are noun-modifier and SOV or OVS, which are often given as inter-
changeable optional alternatives by the consultants. There are a number of
obligatory prefixes for person marking, the majority of which are distributed
according to an ergative pattern. There is no case marking of core arguments,
but there is a handful of postpositions that mark the semantic function of

71In the case of i ~ tfi ‘bone’, it is worth mentioning that the consonant-initial form occurs only
as the second element in compounds, or preceded by a prefix. It is likely that, in such cases, the
basic form is 7, and that [t[] developed originally as transition glide.
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TABLE 3
ARIKAPU PERSON MARKING

Declarative
Transitive Interrogative
Pronouns Possessive Intransitive Subject Object Subject
1sG ihe i- i- ihe i- =no
2 ahe a- a- ahe  a- =ne
3 — i-, ta-, tfi-, N i-, ta- N i-, tfi-, tfe-, N —
1pL tfihe tfi- tfi- — tfi- (=no)
Impersonal — i-, a-, tfi- i-, tfi- — i-, tfi-, tfe- —

oblique arguments. The Arikapu elements for person reference and their
attested use are listed in table 3.3

The person prefixes can in principle be attached to members of any lexical
category, be it a noun, verb, or adverb. When attached to nouns, they have
a possessive sense, as in example (1) below, and when attached to verbs,
they express a structural argument, as in (2).

(1) a-kanii
2-hat

‘your hat’

(2) ta-wérs
3-alone

‘He is by himself’.

When attached to intransitive verbs, the person prefixes indicate the subject.
When attached to transitive verbs, the person prefixes indicate the object, as
in (3) and (4). This suggests that Arikapd has an ergative person-marking
strategy.

8 The following abbreviations are used in this article: 1s = first-person subject; 1G = first-per-
son singular; 1pL = first-person plural; 2 = second person; 3 = third person; ADJ = adjectivizer;
AIK = Aikana (isolate); AKU = Akitsti (Tupari); API = Apinajé; ARI = Arikapu; ATR = advanced
tongue root; AVE = aversive; BOR = Boréro; COMIT = comitative; CTFG = centrifugal direction; DAT
= dative; DJE = Djeoromitx{; DO = direct object; FUT = future; INTENS = intensifier; KA1 = Kaingdng;
KAN = Kanoé (isolate); KRA = Krahd; KRy = Karajd; KNK = Krendk; KwWA = Kwaza (isolate); LOoC
= locative; LP = linking prefix; MAk = Makurép (Tupari); MEK = Mekens (Tupar{); Mxx = Max-
akali; N = noun; NOM = nominalizer; OFY = Ofayé; PAJé = Proto-Amazonian J€&; p.c. = personal
communication; PJab = Proto-Jabuti; PJ& = Proto-J€&; pL = plural; POR = Portuguese; POS = pos-
sessive; PRK = Parkatéjé; REL = relational (or linking) prefix; RIK = Rikbaktsd; sAL = Salamai
(Mondé); sG = singular; sp = species; SUY = Suyd; TRANS = transitive marker; Tup = Tupari (Tu-
pari); v = verb; XAv = Xavante; XER = Xerente; WAY = Wayurt (Tupari).
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(3) ahe=ne  i-ard-t3
you=2s  1sG/3-see-NEG

‘Don’t you even look at me!’

(4) tfi-koni-wiro
1pPL-shoot-FUT

‘(He) is going to shoot us’.

The Arikapu third-person intransitive argument prefix ta-, which does not
occur with transitive predicates, was also attested in possessive construc-
tions. Both in form and function it is conspicuously similar to the corefer-
ential/reflexive possessor (‘his own’) prefix in other Macro-J& languages
(Rodrigues 1986:55):

(5) ta-ni'r3-na ta-nii'ts
3-place-Loc  3-sleep

‘He’s sleeping in his own house’.

Arikapu is a “PRO-drop” language, and the use of pronouns and other in-
dependent argument nouns is optional. Nevertheless, pronouns occur fre-
quently in the data, usually in subject function. The following alternative
phrases show the optionality of pronouns:

(6) the=né  i-pi
I=1s 1sG/3-dead
‘I’'m drunk’.

(7) i-pi=néo
1sG/3-dead=1s
‘I’'m drunk’.

Apart from pronouns and prefixes, two enclitics are listed in table 3, =né and
=ne. These enclitics agree respectively with the first- and the second-person
subject of declarative, interrogative, and sometimes imperative sentences.
As appears from (7), they may be used simultaneously with person prefixes,
but they do not display ergative behavior and they seem to be optional. The
most important distributional characteristics of subject clitics are that they
tend to be attached to the first syntactic constituent of the sentence; they are
never attached to object constituents; and they can be attached to oblique
arguments. Note the alternative word orders in the following examples:

(8)ihe=no  tfi-rihe hé-wehe
I=1s 1pL-food  cOOK-INTENS

‘I'm making food’.
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(9) tfi-rihe h&-wehe(=no) ihe
1pl-food cook-intens=1s I

‘I’'m making food’.

The position of the subject clitic in (9) implies furthermore that the combi-
nation of object and predicate forms a syntactic constituent.

2.3.1.3. Nonspecific use of personal prefixes. The prefixes for first-
person singular and plural, i- and #/i-, are homophonous with the nonspecific
or impersonal prefixes. Because of its ambiguity and its not entirely resolved
status, i- is glossed as ‘1sG/3’. Because impersonal use of first-person plural
is not an uncommon phenomenon across languages, we will continue to
gloss tfi- as ‘1pPL’, assuming that it represents the same morpheme. The two
prefixes can occur as third-person prefixes that in possessive constructions
seem to function often as a dummy possessor and with transitive verbs or
semantically adjectival intransitive verbs as a dummy argument. There is a
distributional difference between them and the normal person prefixes,
which can occur in combination with an overt pronoun. When the possessor
or the third-person object is expressed by a full noun, the impersonal prefixes
are absent.” The following examples contrast possessive constructions:

(10) tfi-praj
1pL-foot
‘our foot’
(11) ndwa-praj ard=no (ihe)
tapir-foot  see=ls 1
‘I saw a tapir track’.
(12) i-tlawa
1sg/3-flower
‘(its) flower’, ‘my flower’
(13) kuka-tfawa
jambu-flower

‘jambu flower’
(12) shows that the absence of a (pro)noun may allow for grammatical am-
biguity, since, in principle, various interpretations are possible.

The impersonal prefix #/i- is often interpreted as a plural third person with
transitive verbs:

91t deserves mention here that there are no third-person pronouns in Arikapq.
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(14) ihe=no tfi-ara
I-1sG 1pPL-see

‘I saw them’.

On some occasions, there was apparently no pragmatic difference between
the prefixes i- and #/i-, whether in subject function or in object function:

(15) ahe=ne i-kuraj
you=2s  15G/3-throw

‘Did you already throw (it) away?’

(16) ahe=ne tfi-kuraj
you=2s  1pL-throw

‘Did you already throw (it) away?’

The prefix tfi- strongly resembles another prefix, #/e-. It does not occur on in-
transitive verbs, but it was attested in a possessive function once, and it func-
tions mostly as an unspecified direct object prefix for a transitive verb.

(17) ahe=ne  patfi ta=ne, a-naj tfe-iro
you=2s tobacco bring=2s 2-older.brother DO-want

‘Did you bring tobacco? Your older brother wants some’.

The prefix i- with an impersonal sense resembles the dummy element i-
or e- in a number of Guaporé languages of different affiliation (see van der
Voort 2005). However, it remains a question whether the impersonal pre-
fixes i- and tfi- really should be considered as different prefixes that happen
to be homophonous with the first-person singular and plural prefixes i- and
tfi-. It seems equally likely that they represent impersonal USE of the cate-
gory first person, similar to impersonal use of the second-person singular or
the first-person plural in many other languages.

2.3.1.4. Postpositions. Arikapu has a limited set of elements that indi-
cate the specific semantic function of the oblique arguments they follow.
These elements indicate roles such as aversive, dative, instrumental, loca-
tive, similative, comitative, and ablative.

(18) ihe=né i-kond 3waw  rij
I=1s 1sG/3-angry Jodo AVE
‘I am angry with Jodo’.

(19) tfuko i i-ri
rope give 1SG/3-DAT

‘Give me rope!’
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2.3.1.5. Other grammatical elements. Arikapd has grammatical ele-
ments which we have considered as derivational suffixes for the time being,
such as nominalizer/adjectivizer -hd, diminutive -mraj, augmentative -#/itfi
and -rukre, intensifier -wehe, negative imperative -pé, future -wiro, and
purposive -wa. Note the following example:

(20) tfitfi-ha kari-hd@  iro=no ihe
maize-kernel dry-NoM  want=1s 1

‘I want toasted maize’.

In addition, there are elements that resemble nominal classifiers, such as
-ha ‘seed, kernel’, -ka ‘round’, -ka ‘skin, shell’, -ko ‘hole’, -mré ‘porridge,
dregs’, -ni ‘flesh’, -n7 ‘thorn, leaf, cord’, -nit ‘porridge, paste’, re ‘wormlike’,
-r€ ‘egg’, and -mra ‘powder, flour’. These elements were rarely attested by
themselves and were usually preceded by nouns or person prefixes, as in:

21) mure-mré
manioc-porridge

‘manioc porridge’

(22) a-mré
2-porridge

‘your porridge’

For the expression of their semantic content only, the prefix i- is usually
applied, as in imré ‘porridge’, ihd ‘seed’, iko ‘hole’, etc. In these respects,
the classifier-like elements strongly resemble those attested elsewhere in
the Guaporé region and could be attributed to areal diffusion. Some of the
classifying forms even occur in almost identical form in unrelated lan-
guages, such as Kwaza (isolate) -mé ‘porridge’, -ni ‘thorn’, -nii ‘powder’
(van der Voort 2005:397).1° Since the majority of the classifier-like elements
of Arikapt are reconstructible in Proto-Jabuti and Proto-J€, as will be shown
in 2.4.3 and 4.1, their origin is most likely Macro-Jé.

2.3.2. Djeoromitxi. As mentioned in 2.2, Djeoromitx{ is a living lan-
guage that still is transferred to the younger generations. Its speakers are
very much in favor of keeping the language alive and actively support its
further development in terms of expanding its range of use beyond the tra-
ditional context. The literacy project set up by Nadia Pires has been quite
successful and Djeoromitxi is used sometimes as a vehicle for teaching in

10One of the classifiers that is highly productive in the isolated languages of the Corumbiara
and Pimenta Bueno region, Aikan3, Kanoé, and Kwaza, the classifier -mii ‘liquid’ is encountered
in several river names in use by the Arikapi and Djeoromitx{; that probably means that these
hydronyms were borrowed by the Jabuti languages from one (or several) of the other languages.
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TABLE 4
DieoroMITX{ VOWEL PHONEMES
Front Central Back Front Central Back
Close i # u 7
Close-mid 2
Open-mid H 0[] g o [3]
Open a [a] alal
TABLE 5
DieoROMITXT CONSONANTT PHONEMES
Labial Alveolar
— Voice + Voice - Voice + Voice Velar Glottal
Plosive 4 t k
Nasal m n
Trill/tap
Fricative h
Affricate ps bz tf dsz
Approximant w

primary schools on the reserve. Even modern-style, romantic, guitar-accom-
panied songs are created and performed in the language. As long as the
speakers are allowed to continue as a community, the language will probably
survive.

2.3.2.1. Phonology. According to the analyses by Pires (1992), the pho-
nological system of Djeoromitxi comprises seven oral vowels, four nasal
vowels, and 14 consonants. In this article, however, we do not consider all
of those units as phonemic, and count only 12 consonants'! (see table 4). The
close central rounded vowel /&/ is often pronounced as [@].

There are no diphthongs in Djeoromitxi and combinations of multiple
vowels always belong to different syllables. The glottal stop [?] is an optional
phonetic phenomenon at the encounter of two vowel phonemes. Stress is
placed on the ultimate syllable of the word (see table 5).

Although the available data on Djeoromitx{i are less decisive, we assume
that the language is essentially like Arikapi in that it does not have a set of

' Although Pires’s data and analyses are reliable and systematic, they are not complete, and
additional data obtained in the field have in certain cases presented us with a different perspec-
tive. That is not to say that we consider the analysis put forward here as definitive. Djeoromitx{
merits a much more wide-ranging and profound study than has been done so far, especially since
there is still a viable speakers’ community to make that possible.
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voiced plosive consonant phonemes that are distinct from nasal consonants.
The distribution of [b] and [d] versus [m] and [n] appears to be largely com-
plementary, [b] and [d] occurring basically only before oral vowels, and [m]
and [n] before either nasal or oral vowels.!2

The affricate /bz/ occurs only in one specific environment, before a close
front vowel /i/ (see n. 16 for a historical explanation). It nevertheless con-
trasts with /m/. The vowel that follows /bz/ is often not pronounced, as in
/bzire/ [bzire] ~ [bzre] ‘capuchin monkey’. Since no minimal pair was en-
countered, the phonemic status of /ps/ is less obvious, although it contrasts
with /p/ in the same environment.

The /dz/ is a phoneme that does not occur before /a/ and /o/. In the prac-
tical orthography created by the Djeoromitxi and Ndadia Pires, it is written as
a digraph <dj>, similar to the /tJ/, which is written as <tx> (Pires, Jabuti, and
Jabuti 1994; 1995).

Note that preceding the close rounded central vowel [#], the /k/ is pro-
nounced as [q]. Preceding the central vowel /o/ and the back vowel /u/, it is
often aspirated [kh]. Preceding back vowels and [#], the /p/ is usually pro-
nounced as a bilabial fricative [§], or as an affricate [pd].

There is a morphophonological alternation that is characteristic of Djeo-
romitxi. When /h/-initial words are preceded by a personal prefix, or when
they occur as the second element in a composition, the /h/ is replaced by /1/.
This is shown in the following examples:!?

(23) h#  h#mi
I be.ill

‘Tm ill’.

(24) h#  pa=rami
1 foot=be.ill

‘My foot hurts’.

(25) homeka=rumi
head=be.ill

‘I have a headache’.

12 Partially similar systems were attested in languages of the Tupari language family, like
Makurdp and Mekens (Moore and Galucio 1994), and in a number of Jé languages (Rodrigues
1999). The minimal pair registered in Pires (1992:37) for the opposition between [d] and [n] is
not convincing since it contains an unanalyzed phrase <noko> ‘to eat’ (/nd ku/, lit., ‘eat food”)
and a loanword from Makurdp: <doko> ‘electric eel’ (MAK [‘nduku], DIE miretfitfi). More re-
search is necessary, however.

13 Examples such as (24) and (25) are highly productive. Although the theoretical significance
of these constructions has not yet been fully explored, they constitute an interesting grammatical
parallel with Proto-J&, where similar noun—verb compounds can be reconstructed.
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TABLE 6
DJEOROMITXT PERSON MARKING

Possessive, Transitive
Pronouns  Preposition Intransitive Subject Object
1sG h#t — — ht —
2 adze a- a- adsze a-/ad3ze
3 na i-/N i-/na/N na/N i-/N
1pL hiry hi- hi- hiry hi-
Impersonal — hi- — — i~ &=

(26) hama
tired

‘He is tired’.

27) h#t  hamo
I tired

‘I’m tired’.

(28) adze a-ramoa
you  2-tired

‘You’re tired’.

Pires (1992:46) contains data that indicate that there is similar morphopho-
nological alternation between /h/ and /n/ with certain roots. These alterna-
tions remind one of the so-called relational prefixes described for some
Macro-Jé and Tupi languages (e.g., Rodrigues 1999 and Seki 2000), as dis-
cussed in 3.3 and 4.3. If, as the phonological correspondences seem to sug-
gest (see 4.3), such alternations in Djeoromitxi are indeed related to the ones
found in Jé and other Macro-Jé families (Karaja and Ofayé, for instance),
this would constitute an important piece of evidence for genetic relationship
(a “shared aberrancy”).

2.3.2.2. Grammar. The above examples suggest a high degree of simi-
larity between the grammatical structures of Djeoromitxi and Arikapd. As
mentioned in the previous section, the basic parts of speech of the Jabuti
languages are nouns, verbs, adverbs, and particles, while adjectives'* are
descriptive intransitive verbs. Basic constituent orders are noun-modifier
and SOV or OVS. Djeoromitxi also has obligatory prefixes for person mark-
ing, albeit that the forms involved differ from Arikapd. Compare table 3,
which shows Arikapui person reference, to table 6, which shows the Djeo-
romitxi forms and their attested use.

14 As identified by Pires (1992).
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In Djeoromitx{, first-person singular is unmarked, whereas the first-person
plural and the second-person have obligatory prefixes. The third-person is
marked by a prefix when an overt argument or possessor noun is absent. The
use of personal pronouns is in principle optional. The following examples
show possessive use of the person prefixes:

(29) niku
field

‘my planted field (with maize)’

(30) i-rawa
3-flower

‘(its) flower’

Djeoromitxi also has an alternative way to express possession, through the
possessive particle dzewetfa. This particle can receive person prefixes. With-
out any prefixes it means ‘mine’ or ‘my’:

(31) dzewetfa  tiru
POS husband

‘my husband’

(32) a-dzewetfa  kau
2-POS neck.hair

‘your hair in the back of the neck’

In constructions like these, as well as in other possessive constructions with
a possessor noun, the possessed head does not receive person prefixes.

Djeoromitxi has an ergative person-marking strategy. When attached to
intransitive verbs, person prefixes indicate the subject; when attached to
transitive verbs, person prefixes indicate the object. In the following ex-
amples, person marking, or its absence, indicates the subject of the intran-
sitive predicate:

(33) h#t  hakwme
I yawn
‘I’'m yawning’.
(34) hiret  hi-horahi
we 1pL-drunk
‘We’re all drunk’.
With transitive predicates, the object rather than the subject is indicated

by person prefixes, the distribution of person marking being ergative in
Djeoromitxi. The third person object is marked by the prefix i-.
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(35) h# a-twmi  adze
I 2-beat  you

‘I’'m going to beat you’.

(36) h# i-te a-ri i-i adse
I 3-bring 2-pDAT 3-give you

‘I brought it to give to you’.!

Note that Djeoromitxi is not considered as an ergative language in Pires
(1992). The behavior of the prefix i- is explained as a result of complex word
formation. A more recent version of this view is based on the analysis of
transitive objects as subjects in passive constructions (Pires 1998). Although
this nominative—accusative analysis of Djeoromitxi may also be plausible, it
merits further investigation and is not adhered to here.

2.3.2.3. Nonspecific use of person prefixes. Unlike the other person
prefixes, the i- prefix does not appear when the argument is represented by
an overt noun or pronoun. Like in Arikapu, this prefix often represents a
nonspecific or indefinite third-person argument. The difference with Arikapu
is that i- is never interpreted as a first person in Djeoromitxi. Note the
following examples:

(37) bziru  kuhi
water  spill

‘spill water’
(38) i-kuhi-to
3-spill-NEG
‘Don’t spill it!’
Like the Arikapu prefix #fi-, the Djeoromitxi prefix hi- can be interpreted
both as a first-person plural prefix and as an impersonal prefix. This is prob-

ably a cross-linguistically common strategy. Not surprisingly, it is often
encountered with human body-part nouns:

(39) hi-moahiri
1pL-lung
‘one’s lungs’
(40) hi-opadsi
1pL-adam’s.apple

‘one’s Adam’s apple’

15 Constituent order ari ifi ad3e h# ite was also attested.
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The metaphorical extension of the first-person plural to impersonal is clear-
est in examples that cannot be so easily interpreted literally, such as (40),
which was uttered by a female consultant.

2.3.2.4. Postpositions. Oblique arguments are marked for different roles,
such as locative, instrumental, comitative, by a closed set of postpositions:

(41) i-hi paka i-pu
3-hair comiT 3-eat

‘(He) eat(s) game with hair and everything’.

(42) niperu tfe  a-rund
bench rLoC 2-sit

‘You sit on the bench’.

Pires (1992) has furthermore documented postpositions such as dative ma,
agentive me, and beneficiary eni.

2.3.2.5. Other grammatical elements. Even though the Jabuti lan-
guages are relatively isolating, there is some morphology apart from
bound person marking. Djeoromitxi has derivational suffixes such as
nominalizer -#fi, diminutive -titi (Pires 1992), augmentative -t/itfi, and
intensifier -wehe.

Furthermore, there are grammatical elements of which it is hard to say
whether they are free particles or bound morphemes, such as negative 14,
interrogative hi, future ma (probably, the same as the dative postposition),
past tf¢, and nominalizers a, ha, and 2 in Pires (1992). (43) is an example
with the adjective nominalizer ha:

(43) tfitfi-ho kwri-ho i
maize-kernel dry-Aps  give

‘Give me toasted maize’.

Finally, there are nominal classifiers, such as -dsz¢ ‘egg’, -ho ‘seed, kernel’,
-ka ‘round’, -ka ‘skin, shell’, -k# ‘hole’, -ma ‘porridge’, -ni ‘flesh’, -n7 ‘thorn,
leaf, cord’, -t ‘small’, -re ‘wormlike’, and -tu ‘powder, flour’. Some of these
are analyzed by Pires (1992) as the second part of a nominal compound.
They were not attested as independent elements. They clearly have derived
from nouns, and some of them are still attested as nouns, most of which are
obligatorily possessed (with the exception of k2 ‘skin, shell’). If their se-
mantic content is to be expressed as an independent form at all, these ele-
ments minimally require the prefixation of i-, as in ihé ‘kernel’, ik# ‘hole’.
The classifier-like elements of Arikapt and Djeoromitxi constitute highly
similar sets of sometimes rather unproductive morphemes that belong to a
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TABLE 7
PROTO-JABUT] VOWEL PHONEMES
Oral Vowels Nasal Vowels
Front Central Back Front Central Back

Close i i u 7 i i
Close-mid 1

Mid 2 F)

Open-mid o g o
Open a a

small closed category with a quite limited distribution. To a certain extent
their behavior and form resemble those of a number of unrelated languages
of the region, which could be explained by areal diffusion. Most of them,
however, can be reconstructed for Proto-Jabuti (see 2.4.3) and have lexical
cognates in other Macro-Jé families (see 4.1), which suggests that, if areal
diffusion of classifiers took place, (Proto-)Jabuti may have been a major
source.

2.4. Proto-Jabuti. There is little doubt that Arikapd and Djeoromitxi{
are genealogically closely related. The similarities on the lexical, phonolog-
ical, and grammatical levels are very strong and a great number of words can
be reconstructed. In this section, we present evidence for the relationship by
reconstructing the phonological inventory and a number of lexical and gram-
matical forms of the proto-language.

2.4.1. The phonological system. The lexical database on which this
section is based contains approximately 1,410 unique Arikapd roots and
1,095 unique Djeoromitx{ roots. Among these, around 1,085 sets of entries
were comparable. After sets that showed no formal similarity whatsoever
were excluded, and after probable loans and onomatopoeic forms were sepa-
rated, roughly 500 sets of entries remained that are possibly cognate. On the
basis of the regular correspondences between the phonemes in similar posi-
tions in the forms, approximately 200 proto-forms were fully reconstructed,
as well as the shared ancestral phonological system. Table 7 shows the re-
constructed vowel phonemes of Proto-Jabuti.

In the following lists, regular correspondences between Arikapd and
Djeoromitxi phonemes are shown, with their reconstruction in Proto-Jabuti.
The numbers correspond to relevant items in the appended Swadesh basic
100-word list. Apart from those items, there are many other fully corre-
sponding cognate sets to support the postulated regular correspondences.
The complete list of cognate sets and full information on the conditioning
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environments of the reconstructed phonemes are given in van der Voort

(2007).

ProOTO-JABUTI

*a

*a
*a
*g
*i

) |
#

*3

*3
*3
*0
*u

*u
*u
*3
*3
*2
*3
*g
*g

1

i
*
*
*
*0
*0
*0
*0
*0
*
*

ARIKAPU

a

QU e iy =l O N M B AN MR = = o v w -t N W

L OO Ot w

[ -

DiIEOROMITXT

]

e & = o

=)

QU O Q1 QU Q1 QU F ™ =l = = =L QU MM A

Ar_
/_j#

Im, w_

Ik, m_

/j#

/k, n, tf_
/m_
/m,t_
/_j#
/_j#
/hr_
/m,r_
/mr_j#

/n_

/h_

/_j#

/m_

/tr_
/tr_
/tr_

/m, t, r_
# ok on r_
/k, n, t_

SWADESH LIST NUMBER

2, 16, 40, 42, 49, 52,
(73), 77, (79), 88, 92,
96, 96b, 98

57, (99)

93

44, 47

3,13, 164, 19, 31, 49, 75,
82, 83,92

85

51, 75a, 88, (96b)

27, 28, 45, 52, 53,

58, 59

44, (65), 66, 82, 83, 84,93

(see van der Voort 2007)

42, 43, 50, 76a, 87, 99

17a, 23, 48, 55, 55a, 56,

73, 89, 92, 96
51
89
8, (9)
67
(see van der Voort 2007)
24, 40, 57, 72
(33), 47, 80

(see van der Voort 2007)
25,29, 79

45, 48

(39), 100

(see van der Voort 2007)
(see van der Voort 2007)
(see van der Voort 2007)
76a

100

72

8a, 60

19, 60, 70, 87

32, 96b

Table 8 shows the reconstructed consonant phonemes of Proto-Jabuti, and
below that, lists of regular correspondences and references to items in Ap-

pendix A.
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PROTO-JABUTI CONSONANT PHONEMES

TABLE 8

Labial  Alveolar

Velar  Glottal

Plosive P t k
Nasal m n
Trill/tap r
Voiceless affricate tf
Voiced affricate ds
Approximant w j h
PROTO-JABUTI  ARIKAPU DIEOROMITXT SWADESH LIST NUMBER
*h h h 24, 40, 72
*h t,0 h VAN 3, 100
*k k k 16, 23, 27, 28, 40, 42, 45,
49, 52, 55a, 56, (65),
(73), 764, (79), 88, 96,
96b, 98, 99
*m m [b, m] m [b, m] 8, 19, 52, 53, 58, 59, 62a,
79, 80, 96
#*m!0 m [b] bz /i 75, 89
*n n [d, n] n 19, 25, 29, 39, 44, 45, 48,
51, 60, 87, 96b
#pl7 n [d, n] @, (w) /& o, i (51), 96b
*p P P 16, 19, (39), 46, 47, 49,
(50), 55, 66, 73, 82, 83,
88,92
*t t t 8a,(9),32,44,45, 60, 62a,
72, 100
*tf tf tf VAN 13,92

16 Under Pires’s (1992:20) analysis, /bz/ represents a rare phoneme in Djeoromitxi that oc-
curs only before /i/, where it contrasts with /m/: bzi(ru) ‘water’ vs. mi ‘genipap’. In Arikapu
cognates, this contrast does not exist, but there is a contrast between /i/ and /1/ in the same
position: mi ‘water’ vs. m/ ‘genipap’, respectively. Probably, in an earlier phase of Djeo-
romitxi, [bz] was an allophone of /m/ conditioned by a high “tense” vowel /i/, whereas the al-
lophone [m] occurred before the high “lax” vowel /i/. When the contrast between these
vowels was lost in Djeoromitxi, /bz/ must have acquired phonemic status. There are only a
few complete cognates involving /bz/, e.g., Proto-Jabuti *mihi, ARl mitfi, DIE bzihi pikors
‘monkey species’ and Proto-Jabuti *tfamuj, ARI tfamuj, DIE habzi ‘cotton’.

17In some cases, such as *né ‘to salt’, *n disappeared in Djeoromitxi, changing the word to
i, whereas it was preserved in Arikapu: ni.
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*t[18 tf,h h M a, u 42

*[19 tf, 0 r /V_a, u 42,43, 92

#tf k tf /2 82, 84, 93

*dz20 tf dz /i 16a

*d3 tf, 0 dz /i 31

*p r r,h (65), (67), 76a, 87, 99
#p2l r n /56,0, da 57

*p22 r 0 /C_a, i, 6,a 46,49, 62a, 77, 83

The following items suggest that Proto-Jabut{ also has glides. The *;j usu-
ally functions as a semivowel in falling diphthongs. Pires (1992:42—-44)
notes that there are no diphthongs on the phonological level in Djeo-
romitxi.>} Some examples indicate that the *j was preserved only in Arikap.
Other examples suggest optional /j/-insertion in Arikapi:**

PrOTO-JABUTI  ARIKAPU  DJEOROMITXI SWADESH LIST NUMBER
*j J 0 8, 45, 46, (65), 66, 67
*j j i fe_ (see van der Voort 2007)
*w w w 85
*yw2d w u, @ /a, 6_  (see van der Voort 2007)

18 As shown in 2.3.1.1, Arikapd has a number of lexemes in which /tf/ idiosyncratically
alternates with /h/ and with absence of /t[/. We showed in 2.3.2.1 how certain lexical roots in
Djeoromitxi are subject to morphophonological alternation between /r/ in onset position
word-internally and /h/ word-initially. These two alternating sets of consonants may be re-
lated historically but not synchronically. Be they verbs or nouns, many Djeoromitxi roots that
display this morphophonological alternation, such as -rua, hua ‘to sing’, are cognate with
roots in Arikapu that have /tJ/ in any corresponding position (i.e., both with or without a pre-
ceding prefix or noun), in this case #/ua, reconstructible for Proto-Jabuti as *#fua.

19 Many Arikapi roots with /tf/, some of which display alternation with [@], like paa, patfa
‘to form, put, weave’, are cognate with roots in Djeoromitxi that have nonalternating /r/
(word-internally) or /h/ (word-initially) in a corresponding position, in this case pera, recon-
structible in Proto-Jabuti as *patfa.

20 Before /i/, as in Proto-Jabut{ *pudzi ‘needle’, *d3 corresponds to /dz/ in Djeoromitxi, in
this case pudsi, Arikapu putfi.

21 Proto-Jabuti *r underwent a split in Djeoromitxi: before oral vowels it remained as /r/
and before nasal vowels it changed to /n/ and merged with Proto-Jabuti *n, as in *ri ‘braise,
grill’, DIE ni, ARI ri.

22 Arikapti has a number of consonant combinations with /r/ in second position in the on-
set, as in kumraj ‘peanut’, which are absent in Djeoromitxi, as in kumé ‘peanut’. Assuming
that these consonant combinations underwent simplification in Djeoromitxi, they can be re-
constructed for Proto-Jabuti, in this case *kumréj.

23 In a few cases, [j] was preserved both in Arikapt and in Djeoromitx{, although the cognates
correspond only partially or are from possible loanwords: *hdt.j, ARI hdtdj, DIE hotoi ‘slow’, and
*mejmia, ARl mejmia, DIE meibzia ‘tayra’.

24 See 2.3.1.1. In such cases, reconstructed *j is placed in between brackets.

25 Few examples exist of *w used as a semivowel, as in *kaw ‘hair in the back of the neck’.
In this case, Djeoromitxi was simplified or made use of an allophone of /u/, as in kau,
Arikapu kaw.



THE JABUTI LANGUAGE FAMILY 541

A considerable number of lexical and grammatical roots of the Jabuti
languages are cognate with roots of Jé languages. These are discussed in 4
below and are shown in Appendix A.

2.4.2. The lexicon. Some parts of the lexicon are more suitable than others
for the purpose of historical comparison. In the above sections, the highest
value is attached to items that represent the most basic concepts that can be
expected to be lexicalized in each language, such as body parts, close kinship
relations, and geographic phenomena, which can be found in Swadesh’s 100
basic word list. It is likely that such items are inherited from previous stages
of a language, since they do not tend to represent unknown concepts for
which new terms have to be introduced by borrowing or invention.

Although symbolic forms and borrowed forms may show similarities that
confirm the same historical correspondences as basic forms do, they are
also able to distort the picture and display similarities that are otherwise not
accounted for in the specific reconstruction at hand. In the case of the Jabut{
languages, there is no clear correspondence between Arikapu /tJ/ and Djeo-
romitx{ /t/, for example. The only evidence for this correspondence is a set
of items that may be sound-symbolic in origin: Arikapu kat/fi vs. Djeoromitxi
kati ‘itch’. In van der Voort (2005:384), a number of possible sound-sym-
bolic forms are listed that are similar to forms in neighboring languages,
such as Arikapu kutaj, kokora vs. Djeoromitxi kutfi, krukru ‘cicada’, which
is similar to Aikana and Kwaza (isolates) kuku, and Arikapd pupu vs. Dje-
oromitxi popo ‘owl’, which is similar to Aikand pupure ‘owl species’, Kwaza
(isolate) bububudi- ‘(owl is) calling’ and Mekens (Tupari) popoba ‘owl’.
Due to their possible onomatopoetic origin, these forms cannot function as
evidence for a genetic relationship.

An example that should not be used to confirm reconstruction of *w as a
possible semivowel is Arikapu tfaw vs. Djeoromitxi #/@w ‘stingray’. These
forms are conspicuously similar to Makurap tfaw, Mekens tfaraw, Kanoé
tsakawnii, and Kwaza tsakarii ‘stingray’. In fact, this item may be one of
a specific group of lexical items that are found throughout the region.
Those items were discussed in van der Voort (2005:385—88) as possible in-
dicators of a linguistic area. The following are also encountered in the
Jabuti languages:2°

ARI and DJE #fitfi ‘maize’: AKU atiti; KAN atiti; KWA atfitfi; MAK atiti; MEK
atsitsi; TUP atiti:; WAY atiti:

ARI pawrii and DJE mioro ‘woodpecker’: KWA mauru; WAY mdiro

ARI tfu and DJE nu ‘marico bag’: AIK dyi; KWA sui; MAK é&tfi

26 Most forms are from the fieldwork of van der Voort, except for the Mekens forms, which
are from Galucio (2001), and some Kanoé forms, which are from Bacelar (2004).
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ARI tfurim3 and DIE hemi ‘potato’:?” AIK tfidimu ‘pumpkin’, KWA surimji

‘potato’, and SAL 3erimii ‘pumpkin’

ARI warawara and DJE wirawira ‘star’: Aymara warawara (Willem Ade-
laar, personal communication); KAN wariwari; KWA waruwaru; MEK
waruwaru; TUP and MAK waruwaru

Obviously, none of these forms should be reconstructed to serve as evi-
dence for a genealogical relationship between Arikapi and Djeoromitxi.
Then again, even if certain items originate from borrowing or onomatopoeia,
they may have been borrowed or created in Proto-Jabuti, before the split
between the two Jabuti languages. The value of the reconstruction of such
items lies in their confirmation of already independently identified and at-
tested patterns of correspondence.

2.4.3. Grammar. Since it follows from 2.3.1 and 2.3.2 that the gram-
mars of the Jabuti languages are rather similar, it seems reasonable to as-
sume that their shared grammatical traits reflect aspects of the grammar of
Proto-Jabuti. In the first place, the person-marking systems are similar. Both
languages employ similar person prefixes to express subject or object, accord-
ing to an ergative alignment pattern. In Proto-Jabuti the forms of two mark-
ers may have merged, creating homophony between the first and third person.
This ambiguity was preserved in Arikapd, whereas in Djeoromitxi a zero-
form emerged representing the first person:

PERSON ProTO-JABUTI ARIKAPU DieoroMITXT
1 *j > i ~ 0
2 *aq > a ~ a
3 *] > i, 0 ~ i
1pL *hi > tfi ~ hi

Also, the nonspecific function of the first-person plural presented in sections
2.3.1.3 and 2.3.2.3 above is a shared trait, although there is also room for a
universalist explanation.

Another shared trait is the use of similar, reconstructible, postpositional
elements with similar semantic functions, as shown in 2.3.1.4 and 2.3.2.4.
Not all attested postpositions were attested in both languages, however, such
as Djeoromitx{ agentive me and dative ma, and Arikapu aversive rij and sim-
ilative r3:

27 The claim by van der Voort (2005:388) that the ARI and DIE forms would be cognate is not
substantiated by the comparative evidence put forward in this article.
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FuncTioN ProTO-JABUTI ARIKAPU DiIEOROMITXT
Ablative *kuni -kunt kuni
Beneficiary (¥en¥) -ng eni
Comitative *pakaj -pakaj paka
Dative *ri -ri ri
Instrumental *na -na 2

Locative *tfe -tfe tfe

Other grammatical elements were discussed in 2.3.1.5 and 2.3.2.5. Some
can be reconstructed for the proto-language:

Negative *to 7] t6
Intensifier *-wehe -wehe -wehe
Augmentative *-tfitfi -tfitfi -tfitfi

However, a large number of grammatical morphemes cannot be recon-
structed. This may involve morphemes that were attested in one of the lan-
guages only, such as the Arikapu negative imperative -p#, or the Djeoromitxi
interrogative hi and past t/¢. Furthermore, some morphemes are very differ-
ent from one language to the other, such as Arikapt future -wiro and Djeo-
romitx{ future ma (a likely result of the grammaticalization of the dative
postposition), Arikapd diminutive -mraj and Djeoromitxi diminutive -f2 or
titi, and Arikapu purposive -wa(j) and Djeoromitxi purposive d3ze. Finally,
the languages may have influenced one another or may have been influenced
by neighboring languages. A case in point is the perfective and adjective
nominalizer, Arikapt hd (pronounced as [h3] or [ha]) and the Djeoromitxi
adjective nominalizer ha, the reconstruction of which is impeded by the
absence of systematic vowel correspondence. In Arikapu, however, the mor-
pheme does not seem to be very productive, and its application in certain
cases resembles a calque on Djeoromitxi.?

Remember that the description of Djeoromitxi is far from complete
and that Arikapu is a moribund language. It may be that future research
in the field will produce more complete and reliable data, but it is also
possible that the languages have lost certain categories over time or due
to obsolescence.

As shown in 2.3.1.5 and 2.3.2.5, the Jabuti languages do seem to employ
a limited set of classifying elements. Some of them can be reconstructed:

28 Moreover, its form is conspicuously similar to the nominalizer -h5 of Kwaza (isolate),
which may or may not be a coincidence.
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MEANING PROTO-JABUTI ARIKAPU DiIEOROMITXI
seed, kernel *_hd -hd -ho
round *-ka -ka -ka
skin, bark *ka ko ko
shell *_kaka -kaka -kaka
hole *-ko -ko -kt
flesh *ni -ni -ni
thorn *ni -ni -ni
food, porridge *ni ni no
wormlike *-re -re -re
egg -r€ -d3ze

Some classifiers resist reconstruction, such as Arikapu -mrg, Djeoromitx{
-md ‘porridge, dregs’; Arikapu -mra, Djeoromitxi -fu ‘powder, flour’.

The classifiers also are found fossilized with nouns, as *-ko in *tfako
‘mouth’ and *-re in Arikapu nukutare and Djeoromitxi niite(re) ‘tongue’. The
element -kaka ‘shell of a nut, seed or animal’ itself seems to represent a com-
posite of two classifiers. It is possible that the classifiers originally repre-
sented compounded nouns, as analyzed by Pires (1992) for Djeoromitxi.
They may have been derived from full nouns and represent an intermediate
stage in a grammaticalization process. When looking at the other languages
of the region (see van der Voort 2005 and Crevels and van der Voort 2008),
several genealogically unrelated languages—such as Nambikwara languages,
Tacana languages, and the isolated languages of Ronddnia—display similar
systems. Some even have similar classifying forms, and it is conspicuous
that those forms resemble the Jabuti classifiers that resist reconstruction,
such as Kwaza (isolate) -mé ‘porridge’. Then again, the reconstructed Proto-
Jabuti forms *nit ‘food, porridge’ and *-n7 ‘thorn’ are also widely attested in
the region, respectively as -nii ‘(fine granular matter such as powder, hair,
porridge)’ in various unrelated languages and as -n7 ‘thorn, needle’ in Kwaza.
Especially with respect to Proto-Jabuti *-ni, likely cognates occur in several
Macro-Jé languages, such as Apinajé (Northern J&) ni, Rikbakts4 (i-)ni. This
suggests that if the Kwaza and Jabuti forms indeed have the same origin,
Jabuti was probably the source.

It is important to be aware of grammatical traits that are similar to those
in other languages of the region and that could represent areal features. Either
such traits may have been transferred to the Jabuti languages through diffu-
sion from other languages, or the similarity may have been an extra moti-
vation for original Proto-Jabut{ traits to be preserved in the Jabuti languages.
Alternatively, as will be seen in the following section, some of these gram-
matical elements are reconstructible for Proto-J&. Thus, the similarity between
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such elements in the Jabuti languages and unrelated local languages can also
point to (Proto-)Jabuti as a source of regional diffusion.?’

3. The Macro-Jé stock. This section briefly discusses the composition
of Macro-J&, providing a succinct evaluation of the evidence offered thus far
as support for the hypothesis of genetic relationship among the several mem-
bers of the stock (3.1) and a note on their geographic distribution and inter-
nal classification (3.2). In addition, we discuss the overall characteristics of
the languages included in the stock (3.3), thus setting a background against
which the comparison between the Jabuti family and well-established
Macro-Jé languages can take place (4). The discussion of the main charac-
teristics of Macro-Jé relies heavily on data from the Jé family, the principal
member of the stock, and, for obvious historical reasons, one whose inclu-
sion in it was never questioned. This decision—of comparing Jabuti mainly
with J&, instead of the whole stock—has a number of methodological ad-
vantages, the main one being that reconstructions of Proto-J&, the ancestor
of the Jé languages, are available (Davis 1966 and Ribeiro [forthcoming]),
providing us with a temporal depth® that is hardly available elsewhere in
Macro-Jé (the remaining members of the stock being mostly single-member
families; see table 9). Also, a preliminary comparison suggests that Jabut{ is
not particularly closer genetically to any other families included in the stock,
including those that are geographically nearer, such as Boréro, Rikbaktsa,
and Chiquitano. Therefore, there is no need for, and probably little gain from,
including these languages in the present comparison. In addition, the geo-
graphic location of the Jabutf and J€ families (see the map in figure 1) makes
it rather unlikely that any similarities detected are due to contact; in fact,
no clear cases of shared vocabulary in areas which are more amenable to
borrowing (material culture, fauna, flora) have so far been detected. How-
ever, data from families for which reliable documentation is available and
whose phonological correspondences with J€ are better established, namely,
Karaja (Davis 1968 and Ribeiro 2004a), Ofayé (Gudschinsky 1971 and
Ribeiro 2005), Maxakali (Davis 1968), and Krenak (Seki 2002), will be used
whenever suitable cognates are found.

29 According to the glottochronological method (as described in, e.g., Jeffers and Lehiste
1992), the time depth between Arikapt and Djeoromitxi could be estimated at about 18 centuries,
based on the percentage (58%) of reconstructed shared vocabulary from the Swadesh 100-word
list (see Appendix A). We have not adopted this estimate as a fact, however, because the glotto-
chronological method has been proven to be unreliable.

30 Greg Urban estimates the age of Proto-J& as “three thousand years or more,” suggesting that
“[T]he J€& languages are more diversified internally than the ones of the Romance family of Indo-
European” (Urban 1998:90 [our translation]).
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FiG. 1.—Distribution of the Macro-Jé language families.

3.1. The Macro-Jé stock as a genetic grouping: a brief appraisal.
The Macro-Jé stock comprises the Jé family and a number of possibly re-
lated language families, most of which are located in Brazil. The term
“Macro-J&” was introduced by Mason (1950), replacing earlier labels such
as “Tapuya” and “Tapuya-J&” (for a historical overview of the Macro-Jé
stock, see Rodrigues 2002). Although there is agreement on the inclusion of
most of the families (table 9), recent classifications (Rodrigues 1986, Green-
berg 1987, and Kaufman 1990) differ as to the precise scope of Macro-Jé.
Given the lack of comprehensive comparative studies, Macro-Jé remains
largely a “working hypothesis” (Rodrigues 1999), the present paper being a
good example of its tentative nature. Two other examples will suffice: Guat6
and Chiquitano. In the case of Guatd, whose inclusion is agreed upon by all
major classifications, the purported evidence is particularly scanty, and a
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TABLE 9
THE MACRO-JE HYPOTHESIS

1. Jé
Southern Jé
Kaingdng, Xokléng, tIngain
Amazonian Jé
Northern Jé: Panara, Suya (including Tapayina), Kayapd, Apinajé, Timbira
(Parkatéjé, Kraho, Pykobyé, etc.)
Central Jé: Xavante, Xerénte, 1 Akroa-Mirim, fXakriaba
REI
2. Kamaka
tKamaka, Mongoyd, TMenién, {Kotoxd, fMasakard
3. Maxakali
Maxakali, tPataxd, TKapoxd, Monoxd, fMakoni, fMalali
4. Krenak
Krenédk (Botocudo, Borim)
5. Puri (Coroado)
FCoroado, {Puri, 1Koropd
6. Ofayé
Ofayé
7. Rikbaktsa
Rikbaktsd (Canoeiro)
8. Bordéro
Boréro, fUmutina, TOtike
9. Karaja
Karaja (including four dialects, Southern Karaj, Northern Karaj4, Javaé, and Xambiod)
10. Kariri
TKiped, fDzubukua, fPedra Branca, fSabuya (included by Rodrigues, but not
Greenberg and Kaufman)
11. Jabuti
Djeoromitxi (Jabuti), Arikapu (included by Nimuendaji [2000] and Greenberg but not
Rodrigues and Kaufman)
12. Yaté
Yaté
13. Guaté
Guaté
14. Chiquitano
Chiquitano (Besiro) (included by Greenberg and Kaufman but not Rodrigues)
15. Oti
TOti (Eo-Xavante) (the inclusion of Oti, proposed only by Greenberg, is not
substantiated by the available data)

For more on the Macro-Jé Hypothesis, see Ribeiro (2006).
Extinct languages are indicated by .

thorough search for cognates in the main source on the language (Palacio
1984) reinforces our belief that this language should not be included in the
stock. On the other hand, although the inclusion of Chiquitano has been far
from a consensus, recent studies (Adelaar 2008 and Santana 2006) have un-
covered interesting grammatical, phonological, and lexical similarities, far
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more compelling than those proposed as evidence for the inclusion of Guaté
(Rodrigues 1986; 1999).

The only family-level reconstructions available are Davis (1966) and
Ribeiro (forthcoming), for Proto-Jé.3! So far, lexical comparative evidence
supporting the inclusion of individual families in the Macro-Jé stock has
been presented for Kamaka (Loukotka 1932), Maxakali (Loukotka 1931;
1939 and Davis 1968), Puri (Loukotka 1937), Boréro (Guérios 1939),
Krendk (Loukotka 1955 and Seki 2002), Karaja (Davis 1968), Ofayé (Gud-
schinsky 1971 and Ribeiro 2005), and Rikbaktsa (Boswood 1973). In addi-
tion, some studies have shown very suggestive cases of morphological
idiosyncrasies shared by J&, Boréro, Maxakali, Karir{, Karaja, and Ofayé
(Rodrigues 2001 and Ribeiro 2002a; 2004a; 2007). In sum, evidence for the
inclusion of different families in the Macro-J& stock is rather uneven, rang-
ing from the fairly proven (Maxakali, Krendk, and other, extinct Eastern
Macro-Jé languages, Ofayé, Karajd, etc.) to the virtually untested (Guatd
and, to a lesser degree, Yaté). Even in those cases for which inclusion in the
Macro-Jé stock is beyond question, much more comparative research is
needed so that additional cognates can be identified and more accurate cor-
respondences can be established.?> The map in figure 1 shows the distribu-
tion of all possible members of the Macro-Jé linguistic stock. The numbers
correspond to the language families listed in table 9.

3.2. Geographic distribution and internal classification. With the
exception of Chiquitano (which is spoken mostly in Bolivia, with a small
number of speakers in Mato Grosso, Brazil), all Macro-J& languages are spo-
ken in Brazilian territory, although in the past Otiike (Bordéro) and Ingain
(Southern J&), both now extinct, were spoken in Bolivia and Argentina,
respectively. Although Rikbaktsd and some Jé languages (Kayapd, Suya,
Panard) are spoken on the southern fringes of the Amazon, the overall dis-
tribution of Macro-Jé languages is typically non-Amazonian. Yaté, Krendk,
and Maxakali languages are spoken in eastern Brazil, the same having been
the case for Puri, Kamaka, and Karir{ (all now extinct). Since several pur-

31 For recent attempts at reconstructing Proto-Purf and Proto-Kamaka, see Silva Neto (2007)
and Martins (2007), respectively.

32 Thus, the ongoing study of Ofayé by one of the authors (Ribeiro) makes possible an as-
sessment of the previous work done by Gudschinsky (1971; 1974)—until recently, the main
source available on this severely endangered Macro-J& language. As it turns out, Gudschinsky’s
comparative work presents serious methodological problems, including arbitrary word segmen-
tations and the failure to recognize borrowings (Ribeiro 2005). Also, for Rikbaktsa, Boswood’s
estimate of 38% cognacy seems to be too optimistic, since many of her purported correspon-
dences are very poorly attested (Boswood 1973). If that is the situation for families for which
comparative studies were conducted, one can assume that the situation is far less satisfactory for
the remaining ones.
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ported Macro-Jé languages were spoken in eastern Brazil, a number of them
became extinct early on, under the impact of European colonization, Yaté
being the only surviving indigenous language in the Brazilian northeast (not
including Maranhao). Central and Northern J€ tribes (here included under a
single branch of the Jé family, Amazonian J&), as well as the Boréro and the
Ofayé, traditionally occupy the savanna areas of Central Brazil. The south-
ernmost Macro-J€ languages are those belonging to the southern branch of
the J& family, spreading from Sdo Paulo to Rio Grande do Sul. Karaj4 is
spoken along the Araguaia River, in Central Brazil. The traditional Guaté
territory is the Paraguay River, near the Bolivian border.

On geographic grounds, Rodrigues (1999) divides his Macro-Jé families
into three groups: Eastern (Puri, Krendk, Maxakali, Kamaka, Karir{, and
Yaté), Central (Karaja and J€), and Western (Boréro, Guatd, Ofayé, and Rik-
baktsd). However, he does not attempt to provide internal classifications on
genetic grounds. A first attempt at internal genetic classification was recently
made by Ribeiro (2007), who suggests that four out of Rodrigues’s six east-
ern families (Maxakali, Krendk, Kamaka, and Pur{) may form a subgroup in-
side the stock. If that claim is confirmed by further research, this will have
important implications for theories about the original homeland of Proto-
Macro-J&, and for claims such as the one made in this paper (see 5).

3.2.1. A note on Proto-Jé. The existence of J¢ as a language family has
been recognized since early classifications of Brazilian languages (von
Martius 1867), although the inclusion of Kaingdng (and closely related
Southern Jé languages) was traditionally controversial. For instance,
Loukotka (1932) initially included Kaingdng in the J& family but later on
changed his mind (Loukotka 1939). On the other hand, Nimuendaju, in his
late years, was convinced that Kaingdng was indeed part of the family
(Nimuendaju and Guérios 1948). This issue remained unsettled until Davis
demonstrated, on comparative grounds, that Kaingdng should be included in
the family, although admitting it to be “a rather divergent member of the
family” (Davis 1966:11). As the contentious history of the inclusion of
Kaingang suggests, both Northern and Central Jé languages are much closer
to each other than to Southern Jé languages, forming a particular branch
(here termed “Amazonian J&”) inside the family. This has obvious impli-
cations for Macro-Jé studies, since a form attested only for a branch of the
family may very well be an innovation. Davis did not take into account this
potential problem; about one-third of his reconstructions were attested only
for Amazonian Jé. Furthermore, Davis’s comparative work presents a num-
ber of additional problems, including false cognates, lack of morphological
information, and incorrect reconstructions.

A case in point is the absence, in Davis’s reconstruction, of word-initial
*w. Although Northern Jé languages are conservative in several aspects (for
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TABLE 10
RECONSTRUCTION OF PROTO-JE *w IN WORD-INITIAL POSITION

Davis APINAJE SUYA Kavapé XERENTE KAINGANG Ribeiro

‘wood, firewood’  *p7 pr h'r pr mmi pr *pT
Wi
‘to kill’ *pl pr pr bt wi (PAJ& only)

See Davis (1966) and Ribeiro (forthcoming).

instance, the preservation of essentially the entire vowel inventory of Proto-
J&), the fact that many of Davis’s Proto-Jé forms are identical with Apinajé
words may mean that Davis relied too much on data from this language (at
that time one of the best-described J& languages). This had a number of un-
desirable consequences for his reconstruction, since Apinajé presents signif-
icant innovations in the consonantal system. For instance, Davis reconstructs
the roots meaning ‘to kill’ and ‘wood’ as homophonous. However, as the
examples in table 10 show, they are only homophonous in Apinajé, since
Apinajé merged PJEé *w and *p.

Given these and other shortcomings of Davis’s reconstruction, the Proto-
Jé (and Proto-Amazonian J&) forms adopted in this paper are exclusively
those reconstructed by Ribeiro (forthcoming); additional comparative remarks
on Proto-J& and its relationship to other families are from the same source.

3.3. Main characteristics of Macro-Jé. Macro-J& languages are typo-
logically very similar, a fact which, in and of itself, cannot be taken as a sign
of genetic relationship. The majority of Macro-Jé languages are verb-final,
with postpositions instead of prepositions and possessor-possessed order in
genitive constructions—exceptions being Guaté (which, as suggested above,
should probably be excluded from the stock), Chiquitano, and Kariri. For the
latter two, however, internal evidence seems to point to an older SOV pat-
tern, revealed by the behavior of adpositions and compounds (Rodrigues
1999 and Ribeiro 2007, for Kariri; Adelaar 2008, for Chiquitano).

Most Macro-J€ languages have a relatively simple morphology. In most
languages, including those of the Kariri, Krendk, J&, Ofayé, and Maxakali
families, productive inflectional morphology is limited to person marking,
the same paradigms being generally shared by nouns, verbs, and adpositions
alike. Table 11 illustrates the series of singular personal prefixes in J& lan-
guages, all of which can be reconstructed for Proto-J€, many with likely cog-
nates in other Macro-Jé families, such as Maxakali and Karaja.

The personal prefix series includes a linking morpheme (traditionally called
“relational prefix” [Rodrigues 2001]), which occurs with most vowel-initial
stems whenever they are immediately preceded by an absolutive argument
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TABLE 11
PERSONAL PREFIXES IN J&
NORTHERN J£ CENTRAL J& SOUTHERN JE
PrROTO-JE  APINAJE  PARKATEIE XAVANTE  XERENTE KAINGANG

1 - in- i- i- i- in-

2 *a- a- a- a- a- a-

3 *7- i- 0- i- i-

3 *g- 0- h- - - *(-

REL *.j- j" lf’ﬂ j" tf' -, 1 Z-, n- *j-

(possessors, with nouns; objects, with transitive verbs and postpositions; and,
in some languages, subjects, with intransitive verbs). As the Suy4 (44) and
Karaj4 (45) examples below illustrate, most vowel-initial roots present at least
two stem-forms, one with the linking prefix (cognate with Proto-J€ *j-) and
the other with a third-person marker (cognate with Proto-J& *s-):

(44a) katireye y-aykwa
boy Lp-mouth
‘the boy’s mouth’
(44b) s-aykwa
3-mouth

‘his mouth’

(45a) dore d-e
parrot  LP-wing

‘the parrot’s wing’

(45D) d-e

3-wing

‘its wing’
Notice that two third-person markers are reconstructed for Proto-J&: *i-
occurs with consonant-initial stems, whereas *s- occurs with vowel-initial
stems (in complementary distribution with the linking prefix *j-). For the
sake of clarity, j- stems (that is, stems which present *s-/*j- alternating
forms) are given here preceded by the linking prefix. Considering that the

equivalents of *j- in other families (as well as in Kaingang, a Southern Jé
language) may be reanalized as a part of the stem,? it seems appropriate to

3 In a few cases, it is the third-person marker *s- which becomes fossilized as part of the root.
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use STEMS (linking prefix + root), rather than bare ROOTS, as the basis for the
comparison.

In addition to personal prefixes (including linking morphemes), Jé lan-
guages also present a number of semi-fossilized prefixed elements (which,
as the personal prefixes, occur with both noun and verb stems), whose se-
mantic and grammatical properties tend to be rather vague. As Oliveira
describes them, for Apinajé, such elements are “fossilized morphological
debris that simply subcategorize words into morphological or semantic
classes at the synchronic level” and “tend to be semantically empty or of elu-
sive meaning” (2005:82). Most of these morphemes (a sample of which
includes Apinajé ¢-u-, j-a-, ku-, and ka-) can be reconstructed for Proto-Jé.
The examples in (46), from Apinajé, illustrate the classificatory value of
some of these morphemes:

(46a) ku?6 ‘wash hard objects’
(46b) ka?6 ‘wash soft objects’

Although they tend to be relatively fossilized, they were probably still pro-
ductive in the proto-language, since cognate stems may take different prefixes
in different languages (or may not take any prefix at all). Compare the fol-
lowing examples from Apinajé (Northern J&) and Kaingang (Southern Jé):

(47a) PJé *mi ‘tail’ > Apinajé j-ami vs. Kaingdng mi
(47b) PJ& *pri ‘path’ > Apinajé pri vs. Kaingang japri
(48a) PJé *wé ‘to speak’ > Apinajé kapé, Kaingang wi
(48b) PJé *tém ‘to come’ > Apinajé tém, Kaingdng kdtin

Tense and aspect distinctions are generally conveyed by particles and
auxiliaries, rather than inflectionally. Noun incorporation is rare, having
been reported for Karaja and a few Northern Jé languages such as Panard and
Parkatéjé. There are, however, a few fossilized noun—verb compounds,
which may have resulted diachronically from noun incorporation (e.g.,
Apinajé j-arkje ‘to yawn’ < PJé *j-ar- ‘mouth’ + *kje ‘open’; Kaingang nipe
‘to wash hands < PJ€ *j-7- ‘hand’ + pe ‘to wash’; cf. Maxakali yim ‘hand’;
Ofayé j-7 ‘hand’; Karaja d-¢- ‘arm’).

A few languages present more complex morphologies, but in those cases
for which comparative evidence is available, morphological complexity can
be shown to be an innovation. Panard is a case in point, providing an inter-
esting example of “polysynthesis in the making” (when compared to closely
related Northern Jé languages), with productive noun incorporation, applica-
tives (originated from incorporated postpositions), and classifiers (Dourado
2001; 2002). Karaja also presents a fairly complex verb morphology, but,
once again, the “core” morphology, comprising derivational suffixes and
pronominal prefixes immediately attached to the stem, is what has clear cog-
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TABLE 12
PROTO-JE VOWEL INVENTORY

Oral Nasal
@ @

0

D~

X

nates in Macro-Jé (as would be expected; the closer to the stem, the more
likely it is for an affix to be older [see Givon 20007]).3*

While inflectional morphology is predominantly prefixing, derivational
morphology is generally suffixing. As with inflectional prefixes (table 11),
most derivational suffixes in Jé are retentions from Proto-Jé (or, at least,
from Proto-Amazonian J&). These include a causativizer (PJE *-n), diminu-
tive (PAJE *-re), augmentative (PAJEé *-fi), an agent-noun suffix (PAJé
*-jua), an instrument-noun suffix (PJE *-j3), and an abstract nominalizer
(PAJé *-r). The latter three have likely cognates in at least another Macro-
Jé language, Karaja (-du ‘subject-noun suffix’, -da ‘instrument-noun suffix’,
-r- ‘nominalizer’ [see Ribeiro 2008]).

When compared to languages of other lowland South American families
(such as Carib and Tupi), Jé languages typically present larger vowel inven-
tories. As table 12 illustrates, Proto-J€ had a system of ten oral vowels and
at least four nasal ones. Karajd has an even larger vowel inventory (with
twelve oral vowels and three nasal ones), but most Macro-J€ languages dis-
play smaller inventories; Maxakali, for instance, has only five oral vowels,
all with nasal equivalents (Popovich and Popovich 2005). As comparative

34 The examples below illustrate the categories for which the Karaj4 verb inflects: person, di-
rection, voice, and object (tense is expressed by a clitic). Notice that the prefix ¢~ ‘third person’
(i) is a cognate of Proto-Jé *s- and, as in J€, occurs with noun stems as well. The verb stem, /-
adr, is cognate with Proto-J& *j-i ‘to lay’ and presents in both families an alternation involving
the relational prefix: Karaja [-adr (ii) vs. d-ad1 (i); PJ& *j-i vs. *s-i. Example (iii) illustrates an-
other Karaja verb stem with a J& cognate (r7 ‘to leave behind’, PJ€ *re), taking the second-person
object prefix a- (again, a cognate with Proto-J& *a-).

(i) ka-r-1-d-adi=kre

1-CTRG-TRANS-3-lay=FUT

‘I will lay it down’.

(ii)  O-r-1-wa-l-adi=kre
1-CTRG-TRANS- 1-REL-lay=FUT

‘She will lay me down’.

(iii) ka-r-Q-a-ri=kre
1-CTFG-TRANS-2-leave=FUT

‘I will leave you’.
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TABLE 13
VOWEL RAISING IN CENTRAL JE: FRONT VOWELS

PrROTO-JE  NORTHERN JE  CENTRAL JE  SOUTHERN JE

‘to plant’ *kre KRA kre XER kre KAI kre
‘nest’ *j-ase API j-ae XER z-asi KAI jange
‘to lay’ #jei ~ §-1 API tf-i XER hi KAI §i
‘instrumental’ *-j3 API -1f3 XER -z¢ KAI -ja

evidence becomes available, it seems clear that Jé is indeed more conserva-
tive, whereas languages such as Maxakali underwent considerable merging,
leading to smaller vowel inventories.

Northern Jé languages inherited the Proto-J& vocalic system practically un-
changed (as illustrated by Suyd [Santos 1997]), whereas Central and Southern
Jé languages underwent pervasive processes of vowel shift—although the end
results, in terms of inventory, are vocalic systems which are only minor de-
viations from Proto-Jé (major phonological contrasts, such as the distinction
between open and close-mid vowels, having been preserved). Table 13
illustrates the process of vowel shift involving front vowels in Central Jé,
with systematic raising of *¢ to /e/ and of *e to /i/; the gap that would have
resulted from the raising of *¢ is filled by the fronting of *3.

Another common phenomenon in Jé languages (as well as in Ofayé) is the
insertion of “echo vowels” at the end of words ending in a consonant (most
commonly, approximants): OFY gar ‘foot’ [‘§Yara?], etc. Such extrapro-
sodic vowels are generally unstressed, but in (Proto-)Central Jé they seem to
have been reanalyzed as part of the stem. In Xerente, where there is a strong
tendency toward vowel deletion (both diachronically and synchronically),
the original vowel (probably, after losing stress) is deleted: *['para] ‘foot’ >
*[pa'ra] > [pra]. Comparatively, this process is important because it provides
an explanation for apparent (and illusory) cases of metathesis: PJé *par >
XER pra. The fact that such correspondences are found inside the Jé family
makes a comparison such as PJ€ *par :: PJab *praj more plausible. A similar
process was probably at play in Karaja, which would explain why a corre-
spondence involving a (C)CVC word in Proto-Jé has the vowel showing up
in a different syllable in Karaja:

(49a) PJE *j-am, KRJ l-aba ‘to stand’
(49b) PI€ *pram, KRI raba ‘hunger’
(49¢) API mepn, KRI badr ‘honey’
(49d) API mur, KRJ bru ‘to cry’

Syllabic patterns are rather simple, obstruent clusters being limited to
C,C,V (where C; is a plosive and C, is *r): PJ& *pri ‘path’, *kra ‘offspring’,
*pram ‘hunger’, etc. Proto-J€, as well as the present J& languages, allows
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TABLE 14
PROTO-JE CONSONANT INVENTORY
P t k @
m n
s
w r j

syllables to end in a consonant, including stops. In Kaingang, Proto-Jé final
stops underwent systematic lenition (PJé *pek ‘fart’ > KAI pej; PJE *tot
‘hard’ > KAI rar, etc.). Stress is generally predictable, falling on the last
syllable, with the apparent exception of Rikbaktsa (Silva 2005). Phonolog-
ically contrastive tone oppositions occur in Yaté and Guaté (Palacio 1984).
Processes such as nasal spreading and vowel harmony are generally absent.
An exception is Karaji, which presents [ATR] (“advanced tongue root™)
vowel harmony, a rare phenomenon among South American languages
(Ribeiro 2002b).

As table 14 shows, there was no contrast between voiced oral and nasal
plosives in Proto-Jé (a situation that is preserved in most Jé languages). This
also occurs in several other Macro-J& families, including Karaja, Maxakali,
Krendk, and Ofayé. When one considers the reflexes in all the branches of
the family (as well as correspondences with other families), it is likely that
the nasal consonants were pronounced as fully nasal around nasal vowels
and as semi-nasalized voiced stops elsewhere.?

Although a few aspects of the Proto-J& phonological inventory remain to
be worked out,?® phonological correspondences between the different mem-
bers of the family are mostly well established. That is obviously important
for comparative purposes, since it enables us to detect likely cognates even

35 The symbol *s in table 14 is used to represent a phoneme whose regular reflexes are /s/ in
Panard, /s/ in Suya, /h/ in Timbira, /s/ in Central J& (/h/, before PJ& *i; /z/ before PJ& *i), zero
(or a glottal stop) in Apinajé and Kayapd, /§/ in Kaingdng, and /d/ in Xokléng. Davis (1966)
reconstructs it as *z, but when one considers the reflexes listed above, *s seems to be a better
approximation to its likely pronunciation.

36 These are indicated by the parentheses in the inventory tables. Most Jé& languages present
glottal consonants (a stop, a fricative, or both), but comparative evidence for their reconstruction
is still inconclusive (except for Timbira /h/ and Apinajé /7/, which tend to be regular reflexes of
Proto-Jé *s, and instances of Central-J& /h/, which trace back to *k, before Proto-J& high vowels).
Possible cognates found so far are still questionable. For instance, the existence of Kaingdng ha
‘body’ and Central J& ha ‘body’ would in principle allow the reconstruction of a form with a glot-
tal fricative in Proto-J& (*ha ‘body’), but the vowel correspondence would be irregular (Kaingdng
/a/ corresponds regularly to Central J& /e/); in addition, the Central J& form could be related to
ha ‘skin’ (< PAJé *ki ‘skin’). Therefore, the similarity between Kaingdng and Central J€ in this
case could be accidental. The reconstruction of a glottal stop seems at first to be corroborated
by the existence of Kaingang pa?i ‘chief’ (Xokléng pa”i) and Apinajé pa?i ‘chief’ (cognates of
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in cases for which a word cannot (so far) be reconstructed for one (or both)
of the proto-languages (see 4.1).%

4. The evidence for the Jabuti—Macro-Jé hypothesis. As mentioned
in the introductory sections, the Jabuti languages used to be regarded by
some as being related to the J& languages. Nimuendaju includes them in the
J&é linguistic family on his ethno-historical map (IBGE 1981 [1944]) on the
basis of lexical data provided by Snethlage, and Greenberg (1987) classifies
them as belonging to the Macro-Jé stock. This classification is usually ac-
cepted by typological linguists, but not by the majority of Americanists. In
most other authoritative works on South American languages, such as Rod-
rigues (1986), Campbell (1997), Dixon and Aikhenvald (1999), Loukotka
(1968), and Kaufman (1990), the Jabuti languages are assumed to constitute
an isolated family. Now that abundant data of high quality have finally been
obtained, it is time to revise the classification of Jabuti languages and to
evaluate the possible consequences this may have for current ideas about the
prehistoric expanse of the speakers of Macro-Jé languages.*® In the follow-

which occur in other Northern J& languages as well), leading to the reconstruction of *pa?i for
Proto-Jé. There is a possibility, however, that this may be a loanword from Tupi-Guarani lan-
guages, possibly introduced independently in Southern Jé and Northern J& (cf. Guarani pa?i
‘priest; head of an extended family’, etc.). As for the vowels, the existence of the nasals *# and
*7, reconstructed by Davis (1966), is also questionable (perhaps even synchronically, in the
Northern Jé languages for which they are described as being phonemic). The only item that
Davis reconstructs as containing the vowel *7 is ‘to sit’, reconstructed by Davis as *nz. How-
ever, in both Central and Southern J&, the vowel in this stem is the same as obvious reflexes of
Proto-J& *a. Since in Northern Jé languages, [f] has an extremely limited distribution (occur-
ring generally around glides), it is likely that this pronunciation emerged as the result of height
assimilation. Whether this analysis is synchronically valid as well is a subject for further re-
search. Similar arguments can be used against the reconstruction of *i.

37 This is a methodological point that needs to be stressed, especially inside the field of Macro-
Jé comparative studies, where claims of genetic relationship are often based on superficial simi-
larities. A case in point is Rodrigues’s purported evidence for a genetic relationship between
(Macro-)J& and Tupi, a major part of which involves an apparent correspondence between Proto-
Tupi-Guarani *p and Kaingang /§/ (e.g., Proto-Tupi *pe” ‘to weave’, KAI gen ‘to spin’, etc. [Ro-
drigues 1985:395-96; 2000:102]). However, a comparative look at other (Macro-)Jé languages
shows that Kaingang /¢/ traces back to Proto-J& *s: PJé *se ‘thread’ > Panard se, Parkatéjé he,
Xokléng de, etc. Kaingdng gen is actually a derived form, including the noun root ge ‘thread’
and the causativizing suffix -n (< PJ& *-n; vowel lowering is regularly triggered by the suffixation
of -n). Cases such as these make one suspect that many of the purported Kaingang/Tupi cognates
proposed by Rodrigues are accidental, superficial similarities (for further details, see Ribeiro
[forthcoming]).

38 The reconstructed Proto-Jé& items in this article are from Ribeiro (forthcoming). Maxakal{
data are from Pereira (1992) and from Popovich and Popovich (2005). Additional sources are
Seki (2002), for Krendk; Tremaine (2007), for Rikbakts4; Oliveira (2005), for Apinajé; Ferreira
(2003), for Parkatéjé; Dourado (2001), for Panard; McLeod and Mitchell (1977), for Xavante;
Krieger and Krieger (1994), for Xerénte; Reis Silva (2001), for Kayapd; and Wiesemann (1978;
2002), for Xokléng and Kaingdng. Original transcriptions of the data are maintained.
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ing sections, we present lexical and grammatical evidence for the genetic
relationship between the Jé and Jabuti families (corroborated, whenever pos-
sible, by data from other Macro-Jé families).

4.1. Lexical evidence. In this section, we present lexical comparative
evidence for the genetic relationship between the Jabuti and Jé families,
based on recent reconstructions of both Proto-Jabuti, by van der Voort
(2007), and Proto-J&, by Ribeiro (forthcoming). Note that both reconstruc-
tions took place independently from one another: van der Voort recon-
structed Proto-Jabuti without any prior knowledge of (Macro-)J€ linguistics,
while Ribeiro had over the years produced comparative studies of Macro-Jé
languages without ever having looked at Jabuti. Only after the basic facts of
both proto-languages were established were the results compared.

The likely cognates are distributed into three different tables, according to
their degree of attestation. Table 15 includes only elements which can be
reconstructed for both proto-languages. Table 16 includes items that can be
reconstructed for only one of the proto-languages, as they are attested only
in individual languages in the other family. Finally, table 17 includes items
that were attested only in individual members of both families. As much as
possible, likely cognates which would require arbitrary “morphological”
segmentations were avoided.?® In all three tables, the first column includes
information on whether an item is part of Swadesh’s 100-word list; the num-
bers refer to the original numbers in Swadesh’s list (see Appendix A).

Most correspondences are rather straightforward. As the descriptive sum-
maries given above show, Jabuti and Jé (as Macro-J€ languages in general)
are isolating, presenting very little productive morphology. The comparative
study suggests that this is an inherited feature of these languages and not a
result of independent phonological or morphological erosion. Most recon-
structed stems, in both proto-languages, are monosyllabic or (though rarely)
disyllabic; the few exceptions are old compounds (e.g., PJ& *j-akua
‘mouth’,*® PJab *tfako) or possible loans.*!

39 The few exceptions—three, to be exact—are cognates 18, 35, and 46. For the possible
existence of a morphological entity *zfu- in Jabuti (cf. cognate 35), see DIJE rund vs. ARI né ‘to
sit’. Further research on the Jabuti languages may help corroborate this hypothesis.

40 For Proto-Jé, Ribeiro (forthcoming) reconstructs two items with the meaning ‘mouth’: *j-ar-,
an element that occurs in compounds (cf. PRK j-ar-ko ‘saliva’ < *j-ar + *po ‘water’), and a free-
standing word *j-arkua (probably an original compound including *j-ar- and a so far unidentified
morpheme). Two similar forms may also be reconstructed for Proto-Jabuti: a freestanding word,
*tfako (which probably includes the morpheme *ko ‘hole’) and a compound element *#fa (cf. ARI
tfati ‘labret; lit., mouth-ornament’ vs. tfapati ‘upper-arm bracelet; lit., arm-ornament’).

41 An example is the word for ‘anteater’, reconstructed for Proto-Jabuti as *patfuri, a form
that is strikingly similar to Karaja wariri ‘anteater’ (also a possible cognate is the Amazo-
nian Jé form, e.g., Apinajé par). Although the phonological correspondences seem to be regu-
lar, similar forms occur in Karib and Tupi languages as well. Therefore, even though this may
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TABLE 15
JE/JABUTI COGNATES I: IN BOTH PROTO-LANGUAGES
Other

(Swadesh)  ProTO-JE PrOTO-JABUTI Families

1(1) *j- ‘Ist person’ *]- MXK #k-, etc.

2(2) *q- ‘2nd person’ *q- MXK d-, OFY &-,
KRJ a-, etc.

3 *7- ‘3rd person’ *]- MXK #-, KRJ i-, etc.

4 *kra ‘offspring’ *kra(j) KRJ ra ‘nephew’

5 (46) *par ‘foot’ *pra(j) MXK pata, OFY
dar, KRJ wa

6(42) *j-arkua ‘mouth’ *tfako OFY [-¢r

*j-ar- *tfa-

7 (60) *j-ot ‘to sleep’ *niito MXK yon, OFY j-0r

8 (29) *j-T ‘meat, flesh’ *ni MXK yin, KNK pik,
KRJ de

9 (17a) *j-um ‘father’ *tfu OFY [ow, KRJ dobi

10 (43) *j-ua ‘tooth’ *tfo MXK X0X, KNK
3un, OFY f&, KRJ
d3-u

11 *j-u(r) ‘pus’ *tfu

12 (58, 59) *ma ‘to hear; know’ *ma MXK pak, OFY daj

13 (53) *ma ‘liver’ *ma OFY @a, KRJ ba

14 (23, 34) *ko ‘tree, wood; horn”  *ku MXK kip, KRJ ko

15 (27, 28) *ki ‘skin, bark’ *ka MXK xax, KNK kat

16 (55a, 56)  *ku ‘to eat, to bite’ *ku

17 (8a) *to ‘NGTVZR’ *to KNK niiy

18 *pa “arm’ *tfapa OFY ¢¢, RIK -pa

19 *s0 ‘to suck’ *u MXK KNK 39p, KRJ
do

20 (31) *si ‘bone’ *i KNK 3¢k, OFY hi,
KRJ dI

21 (68) *j-a ‘to sit’ (*na) MXK y#m, KRJ d3

22 (24) *si ‘seed’ *hd MXK xap, KNK
3am, OFY fa,
KRIJ df#, RIK zik
“pit’

23 *j-i ‘to lay, to put in *d3i ‘to keep, KRIJ [-adr ‘to lay’

lying position’ have, put,

place, hide’

Despite its cursory nature, the sample of likely cognates provided in tables
15-17 shows many regular correspondences:

PJé *p :: PJab *p (5, 18)
PJé *t :: PJab *t (7, 17)

eventually turn out to be a legitimate cognate, it cannot, at this stage of the research, be used
as a piece of evidence for genetic relationship.
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TABLE 16
JE/JABUTI COGNATES II: IN ACTUAL LANGUAGES AND PROTO-LANGUAGES

559

(Swadesh) J& JABUTI Other Families
24 (26) *j-are DIE rari ‘root’ MXK -xatit, KRI *[-ad3i
25 (8) API ma *maj ‘no’
XAV md
26 *ma DIE md ‘dative’ KRJ b3
27 (36) *j-ar DIJE rari ‘wing’ RIK sara
28 API mop *mu ‘yam’
29 API mep DIE me ‘honey’ KRJ badi
30 API j1-0 *ni ‘food’ KRJ do
31 KAI -pe *pi ‘wash, to’ MXK pix, RIK pik
32 (33) *pre ARI 1€ ‘egg’ KRJ 01
33 *pre ARI 7€ ‘to dance’  ‘to sing; to dance’ MXK kitex ‘to sing’,
KNK 7ri ‘to sing’,
OFY gri ‘to sing’,
KRJ 01 ‘to dance’
34 API tf-wa *tfo ‘to bathe’
35 SUY pi *tluwi ‘goup’
36 (44) *j-0to DIE niite ‘tongue’ OFY j-0ra, KRJ d-
ora(dd)
37 (16a)  PRK tfe *d3zi ‘mother’ RIK je
38 (83) *mro ARI mra ‘ashes, dust’ MXK putok ‘ashes’,
KNK prop ‘ashes’
39 Fwi DIJE wa ‘to catch’ MXK pa ‘to catch’, KRJ
wi ‘to carry’
40 API j1-0 *i ‘to give’ MXK hom, KNK im ~
?im, KRJ 0
41 APl mar ~ mur *mo ‘to cry’ KRJ bu ~ bru
42 API ton *tow ‘armadillo’
43 XAV j1-0rd *niro ‘cord, rope’
PJé *k :: PJab *k (4, 6, 14, 15, 16)
PJé *m :: PJab *m (12, 13)
PJé *j :: PJab *1f (before oral vowels: 6, 9, 10, 11)
PJé *j :: PJab *tf (before front high oral vowel: 23)
PJé *j :: PJab *n (before nasal vowels: 7, 8, 21)
PJé *r :: Plab *r (4, 5, 6)
PJé *s :: PJab *( (before PJab high vowels: 19, 20)
PJé *s :: PJab *h (elsewhere)

Having worked out the major correspondences between Proto-J&é and
Proto-Jabuti, we can now take into account the cognates in tables 16*2 and

42 The Karaja form in item 24 occurs in a likely compound, [-ad3ikura ‘cassava’ (cf. kura

‘white’)
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TABLE 17
JE/JABUTI COGNATES III: IN ACTUAL LANGUAGES ONLY
(Swadesh) JE JaBUTI Other Families
44 API men DIE me ‘honey’ KRJ badi
45 (77) *ken *kra ‘stone’ KNK krak
46 API krat ARI nikra ‘hips’
47 KAl jdra ARI tfarij ‘saliva’
API yars
48 (39) *nipi ‘ear’ MXK yipkox (cf. kox
‘whole’), RIK spi
49 *ko ‘hole’ MXK kox
50 ARI 1m0 ‘arrow’ MXK pox
51 XAV 50 ‘to wash’ DIJE hd ‘to wet”  ‘to bathe, to wash, KNK hiim ‘to bathe’
to wet’
52 PRK ta ARI ta- ‘3rd person’ BOR t#, RIK ta
53 ARI tfaro ‘leaf”’ RIK saro
54 DJE U ‘tail’ KRJ du ‘(a bird’s) tail’

17, those for which reconstruction was not possible for one or both proto-
languages.**

Besides corroborating and refining the correspondences detected in table
15, the additional data reveal new correspondences (for instance, PJ& *w ::
PJab *w). Tables 18 and 19 summarize such correspondences.

As described in the introductory sections, J& languages present conso-
nant-final syllables, whereas Jabuti languages do not (except for the glide
*7). As the comparative data above demonstrate, coda consonants seem to
have been lost in Jabuti, with very few exceptions (cognates 7 and 27). Some
correspondences are either poorly attested or remain unaccounted for. For
instance, examples showing the Proto-Jabuti equivalent of Proto-J& *n are
conspicuously absent in the compared corpora. Correspondences involving
Proto-Jé *s are also poorly attested; however, if it turns out that the word-
initial consonant alternations found in Djeoromitx{ are historically related to
similar processes in J&é and other families, then the initial consonant in the
morphologically free forms (DJE hapa ‘arm’, hak# ‘mouth’, etc.) would be an

43 The Djeoromitxi form in item 51 was documented by Pires (1992) and does not occur in
van der Voort’s database.

4 Northern J¢& languages are very closely related and lexically conservative. Therefore, all the
examples from Apinajé, Parkatéjé, and Suya provided here are common to the entire Northern
Jé branch. Apinajé generally represents well the languages of the branch, but not always. In the
case of cognate 35, for instance, Apinajé has a form identical to Suya: pi. However, when one
considers that Apinajé /p/ traces back to both PJE *p and *w, comparing PJab *tfuwi to the
Apinajé form would be less reliable. Suya /p/, however, clearly traces back to PJ& *w; thus, the
Suya form corroborates the identification of a correspondence between PJé *w and PJab *w.
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TABLE 18

PHONOLOGICAL CORRESPONDENCES BETWEEN JE AND JABUT{: CONSONANTS

JE JaBUTI Cognates
*p *p 5,18, 31
*t *t 7,17, 36,42, 52
*k *k 4,6, 14, 15, 16, 46
*m *m 12, 13, 25, 26, 28, 29, 38, 44
*n *n
*n *Q 32,22
*r *r 4,5, 6,24,27 32, 33, 36, 38, 46, 47
*s *@ (before PJab high vowels) 19, 20
#g *h (elsewhere) 22,51
*j *1f (before oral vowels) 6,9,10, 11, 24, 27, 47
#j *n (before nasal vowels) 7, 8,21, 30, 36, 43
Hy Fy 35,39
TABLE 19
PHONOLOGICAL CORRESPONDENCES BETWEEN JE AND JABUTI: VOWELS
JE JaBUT Cognates
*i *i 20, 23, 35
#i *a 22 (7), 39
*u *u 9,11, 16
*e *i 24,31, 37
*2
*0 *u 14, 19, 28
*g *g 32, 33,34
*3 ARI /i/ 47
*9 DIE /e/ 36
*a *q 2,4,5,6,18,24,27,47, 52
*e
*a *i 7, 30, 36, 40, 43, 51
*7 *T 8
*a *a 21, 25,28
*ua *0 6, 10, 34

obvious cognate of the Proto-J€ third-person prefix *s- (cf. Suy4 s-ajkwa ‘his
mouth’, s-wa ‘his tooth’, etc.).

Both Proto-Jé and Proto-Jabuti have remarkably similar consonantal in-
ventories. The lack of contrast between voiced stops and their nasal coun-
terparts (common in many—if not most—Macro-Jé languages, such as those
of the J&, Maxakali, and Karaja families) is also preserved in Jabuti. One of
the few differences is the absence, in Proto-Jabuti, of a nasal velar *p, a pho-
neme that tends to be fairly less stable cross-linguistically.
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Vowel correspondences are less obvious—but, nonetheless, mostly regu-
lar. If one assumes (as it seems) that J& is more conservative, a general pro-
cess of vowel raising, involving mid vowels as a natural class, seems to have
taken place in Pre-Proto-Jabuti, close-mid vowels in Proto-J& correspond-
ing systematically to high vowels in Jabuti (cf. 24, 31, 37, 14, 19, 28); the
data suggest that, as in Central-J€, close-mid vowels would have merged
with the original high vowels in Jabuti. The Proto-Jé sequence *ua is regu-
larly reflected in Proto-Jabuti as a single vowel, *o, possibly as the result
of monophthongization (cognates 6, 10, 34). Some gaps in the comparative
tables are probably a consequence of the rarity of certain phonemes; Proto-
Jé *5, for instance, is particularly rare in the comparative corpus. Additional
research will, we hope, help to fill such gaps.

4.1.1. Homophonous pairs. If, as the comparative method assumes,
sound changes tend to be regular, and two different words happen to sound
the same in a given proto-language, one expects that these words will still be
homophonous in the daughter languages, unless lexical replacement or some
irregular factor is at play. Consequently, corroborating the regularity of the
phonological correspondences postulated above is the fact that cases of homo-
phony in one language tend to correspond to homophonous pairs in the other.
Thus, the words for ‘to hear’ (50a) and ‘liver’ (50b) are homophonous in
both Proto-J& (*ma) and Proto-Jabuti (¥*ma); the words for ‘tooth’ (50¢) and
‘to bathe’ (50d), homophonous in Proto-Jabuti (*#/0), are also homophonous
in Northern Jé (e.g., Apinajé t/-wa ‘tooth’, t/~wa ‘bathe’; Northern Jé ¢/, in
such cases, traces back to Proto-Jé *j). The words for ‘egg’ (50e) and ‘dance’
(50f), homophonous in Proto-J& (*pre), are also homophonous in Arikapud
(7% ‘egg’, r€ ‘to dance’). Finally, both ‘meat, flesh’ and ‘thorn’ are homoph-
onous in Proto-Jabuti (*n7), Northern Jé (Apinajé ni), and Rikbakts4 (-ni).*>

JE FAMILY JaBUTi FAMILY = MEANING

(50a) *ma *ma ‘hear, know’
(50b) *ma *ma ‘liver’
(50c) API tf-wa *tfo ‘tooth’
(50d) API tf~wa *tfo ‘to bathe’
(50e) *pre ARI 7€ ‘egg’

(50f) *pre ARI 18 ‘to dance’
(50g) Ap1 pi *ni ‘flesh’
(50h) *j-1 *ni ‘thorn’

45 Another example is a “minimal pair” for the contrast between *f and * (in Proto-Jabut{ and,
maybe, Proto-J&). In both Proto-Jabuti and Xavante (Central J€), the words for ‘rope’ and ‘to
sleep’ are nearly homophonous, except for the consonant in the second syllable (cf. Xavante
n-0to ‘to sleep’, p-6ré ‘rope’; Proto-Jabuti *niité ‘to sleep’ [see Swadesh’s no. 60], *niiré [ARI
nird, DIE nond] ‘rope made of tucuma’).
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TABLE 20
PERSONAL PREFIXES IN JABUT{

PrROTO-JABUT]  ARIKAPU  DJEOROMITX{

1 *- i- 0-

2 *a- a- a-

3 *- i-, 0- i-
TABLE 21

PERSONAL PREFIXES IN J& AND MAXAKAL{

JE
NORTHERN J£ CENTRAL J&
APINAJE  PARKATEJE XAVANTE ~ XERENTE MAXAKALIQ
1 i i- P P k-
2 a- a- a- a- a-
3 i- 0- i- i- -

(50¢) and (50f) have additional explanatory value. As mentioned in the
Arikapu descriptive section above, the nasal vowel /g/ is very rare, and most
of its occurrences can be explained as a consequence of nasal spreading from
a following syllable, resulting in the nasalization of /e¢/. The only minimal
pair available involves the homophonous stems r& ‘egg’/’to dance’ and the
classifying stem re ‘worm’. But, thanks to comparative evidence, the (appar-
ently exceptional) nasality in this case can be explained as a leftover from
a formerly existing *7.

4.2. Grammatical evidence. The series of singular personal prefixes
that has been reconstructed for Proto-Jabuti (table 20) is strikingly similar to
the prefix series found in J& and other well-established Macro-Jé languages,
such as Maxakali (table 21). The comparative corpora include a few ex-
amples of inflected words presenting both prefix and root cognates between
both families (51); note that, in (51), the roots can be reconstructed for at
least one of the proto-languages:

PARKATEIE ARIKAPU  MEANING

(51a) intfum itfu ‘my father’
(51b) intfe itfi ‘my mother’
(51c¢) ikra ikraj ‘my child’

Notice that in Arikapt there is homophony between the first- and third-
person prefixes; not surprisingly, such a homophony leads to ambiguity



564 INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF AMERICAN LINGUISTICS

between a first-person and a third-person “generic” reading (e.g., i-tfawa
‘my flower’ ~ ‘(its) flower’; i-tfapa ‘my arm’ ~ ‘(its) branch’). Such ambi-
guity does not occur in Djeoromitxi, where a zero-form emerged represent-
ing the first person.

Remarkably, a similar state of affairs can also be found in Jé languages.
In Proto-Jé (as in Maxakali), the first- and third-person prefixes differ pho-
nologically only by the occurrence, with the former, of a final consonant (as
illustrated by languages such as Apinajé). In languages such as Xerente
(Central J&) and Parkatéjé (Northern J&), phonological processes leading to
homophony between the first- and third-person prefixes tend to cause ambi-
guity and, consequently, innovations in the prefix system. Thus, in Parkatéjé,
the first-person prefix is i-, which would be homophonous with the inherited
third-person marker (table 21); the adoption of a zero-prefix for the third per-
son prevents ambiguities. The fact that Arikapud is more conservative than
Djeoromitxi, preserving both prefixes despite their homophony, makes such
similarities between both families rather evident.

An additional example of likely grammatical affinity between both fami-
lies (the existence of “linking prefixes”) is discussed below (4.3).

4.3. Arikapi and Djeoromitxi in a comparative perspective: an
evaluation. Despite the fact that Jabuti is a very small family and that both
of its members are still rather similar, it is important to emphasize that
Djeoromitxi and Arikapu each contribute essential bits of information to
the reconstruction of Proto-Jabuti—and, consequently, to the detection of
evidence of wider genetic relationships. For instance, Arikapu is phonologi-
cally more conservative, preserving, among other things: (a) vowel distinc-
tions which were apparently lost in Djeoromitxi (*i vs. *1); (b) consonant
clusters (¥*mr, *pr, *kr), simplified in Djeoromitx{; and (c) an independent
reflex of Proto-Jabuti *#/ (which, in Djeoromitxi, merged with reflexes of
Proto-Jabuti *r).

The importance, for comparative studies, of such conservativeness of
Arikapu, a previously undescribed language with only two speakers, cannot
be stressed enough (see Moore [forthcoming]). Considering the isolating,
monosyllabic nature of Jabuti—and Macro-Jé—words, one can see that any
processes that lead to further loss of phonological material pose additional
challenges for the comparative linguist. The fact that Arikapu preserves
consonantal clusters allows the identification of correspondences which
would otherwise be harder to detect (note Arikapu kraj ‘offspring’ :: Proto-
Jé *kra, etc.).

In one aspect, Arikapu is also morphologically more conservative, pre-
serving the complete series of singular personal prefixes, i- ‘first person’,
a- ‘second person’, and i- ‘third person’, in spite of the ambiguity resulting
from the homophony between the first- and third-person markers. This makes



THE JABUTI LANGUAGE FAMILY 565

it more evident that the COMPLETE SERIES of singular personal prefixes in
Proto-Jabuti and Proto-Jé were cognates, which provides a stronger piece of
evidence than the existence of individual personal prefixes alone. The fact
that in both Arikapu and several Jé languages the first- and third-person pre-
fixes became homophonous only adds to the strength of the proof.

There is at least one aspect in which Djeoromitxi seems to be morpholog-
ically more conservative than Arikapd. As we have seen, a number of noun
and verb stems in Djeoromitxi present a word-initial morphophonemic al-
ternation between r- ~ n- when there is a morphologically contiguous deter-
miner, and A- elsewhere. This is a fully productive process in Djeoromitxi
but not in Arikapu. However, the existence of a few, apparently frozen, relic
alternations in Arikapu (e.g., haroko ~ tfaroko ‘to speak’) seems to suggest
that such a process can be reconstructed for Proto-Jabuti.

For those acquainted with (Macro-)J€ languages, the alternations found in
Djeoromitx{ are strikingly similar to the ones involving the so-called rela-
tional prefixes, a morphological peculiarity described for Jé and other
Macro-Jé families (Rodrigues 2001 and Ribeiro 2004a). As the phonological
correspondences show, the consonants involved in the alternations found in
Djeoromitxi, which trace back to Proto-Jabuti *n- and *#/- (53), correspond
regularly to Proto-J& *j (52), which happens to be the consonant of the
“relational prefix” in the languages of this family.*®

(52a) PJé *j-T ‘meat’ > Kaingang ni, Apinajé n-i, etc.

(52b) PJ€ *j-ua ‘tooth’ > Kaingang ja, Apinajé t/-wa, etc.

(52¢) PJ€ *j-um ‘father’ > Kaingéng joy, Parkatéjé tf-um, etc.

(52d) PJé *j-arkua ‘mouth’ > Kaingang jankd ‘door’, Apinajé j-akwa, etc.

(53a) PJab *ni ‘meat’ > Djeoromitxi ni, Arikapi ni

(53b) PJab *tfo ‘tooth’ > Djeoromitxi r# ~ h#, Arikapu tfukrihd
(53¢) PJab *tfu ‘father’ > Djeoromitxi ru ~ hu, Arikapu t/u

(53d) PJab *tfako ‘mouth’ > Djeoromitxi rak# ~ hakw, Arikapu tfako

It is likely that, in Proto-J&, *j already had two allophones, pronounced as
*[n] before nasal vowels and *[j] elsewhere. In Kaingdng, *[n] became /n/,
thus merging with reflexes of Proto-J€ *n, whereas *j remains as /j/. Similar
splits are found throughout the family, as well as in other languages of the

46 %] also corresponds regularly to the consonant of the relational prefix in Karaja (Ribeiro
2004a) and other families. Notice that, unlike its cognates in Northern J& languages (for instance,
Parkatéjé n-7 ‘meat’, h-7 ‘its meat’), the word for ‘meat’, ni, does not display consonant alter-
nation in Djeoromitxi, although such alternations are found with other stems in the same
phonological environment (cf. hihononoda ~ -nihénonoda ‘to work’, in Pires 1992:106;124).
However, the initial consonant is also invariable in Central J& (Xavante p7) and Karaja (de). It
is therefore possible that Northern Jé innovated, reanalyzing the initial consonant as a prefix.
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stock, such as Ofayé (cf. f~er ‘mouth’, j-6ra [nd'ra] ‘tongue’; cf. respectively
Proto-J& *j-ar- and *j-612).*7 As we have seen, Proto-Jabuti *n and *zf (in
those examples involving alternation) correspond regularly to Proto-J& *;j. It
is interesting to point out that Arikapt /t/ rarely occurs before nasal vowels.
This suggests that, at a certain stage of Pre-Proto-Jabuti, */'and *n were in
complementary distribution, a situation reminiscent of the scenario recon-
structed for Proto-J€ *j. Again, it is the interplay between data from Arikapud
and Djeoromitxi which contributes to provide a clearer picture of Proto-
Jabuti (and beyond) and of the correspondences between Jabuti and the other
Macro-Jé families.

4.4. Jabuti as Macro-Jé: an appraisal. As with any claim of remote re-
lationship, one has to be careful in order to avoid the possibility of chance
similarities being misinterpreted as proof of genetic connection. In Macro-
Jé, one of the most controversial language groupings in South America, this
possibility is particularly hard to avoid, on account of the isolating (and
mostly monosyllabic) nature of the morphemes (Rodrigues 1999; 2001,
Campbell 1988:600, and Meillet 1967:55). In addition, some of the gram-
matical morphemes generally pointed out as evidence of genetic relationship
in Macro-Jé are also found elsewhere (the so-called pan-americanisms
[Campbell and Kaufman 1983:366]). Taken as a whole, however, the evi-
dence presented here seems to strongly point to a genetic relationship. A
number of regular phonological correspondences were detected, in a part
of the lexicon that is generally considered as being diachronically stable
and less prone to borrowing (many of the compared forms are found in
Swadesh’s basic list). One major advantage in relation to other works pro-
posing the membership of individual families in the Macro-J€ stock (Davis
1968, Boswood 1973, and Gudschinsky 1971) is that, in the present case, two
proto-languages can be compared, thus reducing the possibility of including
in the comparison chance similarities and loans, besides increasing the tem-
poral depth by at least two millennia. In proposing the inclusion of Karaja
and Maxakali, Davis (1968) relies on the diagnostic value of the Swadesh
list: “Maxakalf and Karajd are included in the same stock with the Jé lan-
guages on the basis of the fact that regular sound correspondences are de-
tectable in a relatively small corpus of data and on the basis of lexical
similarity. Lexicostatistical comparisons based on the Swadesh 100-word
list show about 25% shared cognates between Maxakali or Karaja and indi-
vidual Jé languages.”

In the present case, even if we adopt a more conservative approach, com-
puting only the first two categories of cognates (those which can be re-

47 Notice that Ribeiro (forthcoming) reconstructs two forms with the meaning ‘mouth’: *j-ar-
and *j-arkua. Ofayé [-er is a cognate of the former.
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constructed for at least one of the proto-languages), we would have a rate
of approximately 25% cognation (23 out of 97, considering that pairs such
as ‘hear/know’, ‘skin/bark’, ‘wood/horn’, which have different entries in
Swadesh’s list, are one and the same word both in Jabut{ and J&).*® Therefore,
based on the same kind of similarities pointed out by Davis in advocating the
inclusion of Maxakali and Karaja in the Macro-J€ stock (improved, in our
case, by the careful reconstruction of the proto-languages and by the iden-
tification of grammatical similarities), it seems quite reasonable to propose
the inclusion of Jabuti in the stock as well.

5. Implications for prehistory. The thesis presented in this article, if
confirmed by further scrutiny, would have far-reaching consequences for
theories on the prehistoric dispersion of the Macro-Jé-speaking tribes. Cur-
rent scholarship on Macro-J€ rests on the assumption of a supposedly higher
diversity in eastern Brazil, where the majority of the members of the stock
would be located. As Urban (1998:91) points out, if families such as Kamaka,
Puri, Krendk, and Maxakali “are only remotely related, this would be an area
of great linguistic diversity . . . , and, thus, a possible place for the dispersion
that took place 5 or 6 thousand years ago.” If, however, the aforementioned
eastern families are closely related (as proposed by Ribeiro 2007) and addi-
tional members of the stock are proven to exist in the far west, current theo-
ries will have to be reconsidered. Central Brazil would then be a stronger
candidate as the original homeland of Macro-Jé.

6. Conclusion. Although the correspondences shown above may require
further refinement, they make a fairly strong case for considering the inclu-
sion of Jabuti in the Macro-J€ stock. As the discussion in 4 suggests, there
is a considerable degree of regular, recurrent correspondences, including a
number of grammatical elements and a possible case of shared aberrancy.
Additional research, including an investigation of the apparent cases of
shared idiosyncrasies in the personal pronominal prefix systems, may reveal
further regularities. Thus, the Jabuti/Macro-Jé hypothesis, first raised by
Curt Nimuendaju, is confirmed by our initial findings. Further investigation
of the Jabuti languages will no doubt come to enrich the field of Macro-Jé
studies in the future.

48 The fact that one and the same word combines the meanings ‘to hear’ and ‘to know’ may
be interesting in itself. Although the convergence between the two meanings can occur inde-
pendently in unrelated languages, we should note that the use of ‘hearing’ as a metaphorical locus
for ‘understanding, awareness, knowledge’ is a rather common characteristic in Macro-Jé. In
Karajd, for example, ‘to be stupid’ is ‘to not have ears’; ‘to hear’ (constructed with the noun stem
for ‘ear’) equals ‘to understand’; ‘to faint’ is ‘to have (one’s) ears clogged’.
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APPENDIX A
SWADESH BASIC VOCABULARY FOR THE JABUTI LANGUAGES
WITH PROTO-JABUTI AND PROTO-JE RECONSTRUCTIONS

Below is Swadesh’s basic list of 100 words, as represented in Bynon (1983:268).
It contains Arikapu and Djeoromitxi forms, as well as reconstructed Proto-Jabuti and
Proto-Jé forms wherever available.

ENGLISH ARIKAPU DieEOROMITXT ProTO-JABUT]  PROTO-JE
1. 1 ihe, i- hat, O -
2. you (SG/pPL) ahe, a- adse, a- *aq *a-
3. we tfihe, tfi- hirw, hi- *hi
4.  this ajha we
5.  that mweha, nihd mupe, me, nudzu
6. who
7.  what hewha hatfime
8. not mdj ma *mdj
8a. not, no 13 1o *t0 *10
9.  all (finished) hatd bzitda (*..1a)
10.  many hekumra hota
11.  one 13jwg uitfi *pit
12.  two heri dzemu
13.  big tfitfi, rukre tfitfi *tfitfi
14.  long rehatfi kuritfi
15.  small mraj 2
16.  woman pakue paku *paku
16a. female tfi dsi *dzi
17.  man ondhe tfu
17a. male tfu, tutfi -ru, hutfi *tfu, tfutfi *j-um
18.  person hikamu
19. fish minii miné *minii
20.  bird (amitfi) mitaitfu
21.  dog kura wa
22.  louse tao todse
23.  tree, wood ku ku *ku *ko
24,  seed ha ho *hd *s5i
25.  leaf -ni, tfaro ni *.ni
26.  root niri rari *j-are
27.  bark ko ka *ka *ki
28.  skin ko ka *ka *ki
29. flesh ni ni *ni *j-T
30.  blood tfo kai
31. bone tfi, i dszi *dzi (or *i) *f
32.  grease tuka 1o *tii(ka)
33.  egg -rg dze *()E *nre
34.  horn nipakojku imeku *ko
35, tail nitaj u
36. feather to rari *j-ar
37.  hair kai kudhi, hi

38.  head kaj kudka *krd



39.
40.
41.
42.
43.
44.
45.
46.
47.
48.
49.
50.

50a.

S1.
52.
53.
54.
55.

55a.

56.
57.
58.
59.
60.
61.
62.

62a.

63.
64.
65.
66.
67.
68.
69.
70.
71.
72.

ear
eye

nose
mouth
tooth
tongue
claw (i.e., nail)
foot

knee

hand

belly

neck
neck2
breasts
heart

liver

drink

eat

eat2

bite

see

hear

know
sleep

die

kill (shoot)
kill (club)
swim

fly

walk
come (arrive)
lie

sit

stand

give

say

sun
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nipwaro
hakare™®
ninika
tfako (nuku)
tfokriha
nukutore
nikataj
praj
mépe
nikaj, niku, niku
prika
poko, (kopo)>?
ruwaj
nuni
moka
ma

o

pu

ku

ku

ard

ma

ma

niitd

pi

kona
tomra
(i)pri
tfopo
koraj
praj
koraj
no

tfue

i
tlaroko
toha

nipi

hoka
nikute
-raku/haks
(-)re
niite(re)
nikate

pa, panika
pepe

nihu, nihu
pika

ktpt

reu

nowi
matutuka
ma

no

pu

ku

noto

hahi

hi, hirokw
tmi

iwa
irariku
dzekire

pe

ure

hund
tumi

0

piru, ruma
toho

Conipi)*
*hdka(re)
j-lja
*tfako *j-arkua
*tfo *j-ua
*j-6t0
*nikataj
*praj *par
*mepe>!
*ni.u? *n-ikra
*prika
*poko
*nuni
*ma(tutu)ka
*ma *ma
oy
*ku *ku
Fku *ku
*ard
*ma *ma
*ma *ma
*niito *j-0t
*t.mr.
(*karef)>*
*praj
(*.raj)
*j'd
*
*tohd

49 The Arikapi form is probably a formerly productive combination that included *nipi ‘ear’.

50 The element -r¢ is possibly a lexicalized suffix with classifying properties.

3! The words for ‘knee’ seem partially cognate. We may assume that original word-initial *m
merged with /p/ in Djeoromitxi under denasalization, whereas it was transferred as expected in
Arikapu.

52 Whereas in Djeoromitxi no distinction is made between ‘hand’ and ‘finger’, in Arikapd
there is one: niku ‘finger’, nikaj ‘hand’, nikajku ‘all fingers of the hand’. The item ‘finger’ can
be reconstructed in Proto-Jabuti as *niku.

33 This alternative pronunciation is probably due to influence from Djeoromitxi, where me-
tathesis of syllables must have occurred.

54 The resemblance to the Kwaza (isolate) verb kerai- ‘to go, leave, walk’ is striking and may
be a reason not to reconstruct this item.
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73. moon kupa kupa (*kupa)

74.  star wirawira bzirebzire

74a. big star warawara kurawatfi

75.  water, liquid mi bziru *mi(ru)

75a. water, liquid i i ()%

76.  rain ndj nipa

76a. rain (V) roko hoks *roko

77.  stone kra ta *kra *ken

78.  sand kikira nomars

79.  earth mi(ka) mi(ka) *mi(ka) *pika

80. cloud mé me(kut(kit)) *mé(ko)

81. smoke tfio pitfeno

82. fire pika pitfe *pitfa

83. ash pikamra pitfekamé *pitfa(mra) *mro

84.  burn kana tfetu *5(..)

85.  path wi wiks Fwi

86.  mountain kam3 #ri

87. red niirso nor *niir(3)o

88.  green kapi kapi *kapi

89. yellow numu bzinu *numuj>°

90.  white mao koniirs

91.  black kario miru

92.  night patfiu patfiru *patfitfu

93.  hot ko tfe *f

94.  cold (ka)tfitfi (dzidziry)

95. full maj dze(wi)

96. new kamu kamu *kamu

96a. new?2 nute (inan)

96b. young girl nunika noika *niinika

97.  good hawi medsu

98.  round ka ka *ka

99. dry karo kurs *karo
100. name tatfi toht *toht

35 Note that Tupf languages tend to have a similar form.

36 A very speculative explanation for the similarities is found in van der Voort (2007:159).
It involves omission of a final glide in both languages, as also observed in *tfamuj, ARI1 tfamuj,
DIE habzi ‘cotton’ (n. 16), combined with syllable metathesis in Djeoromitxi, as also hypothe-
sized in n. 53.



REFERENCES

ADAM, LUCIEN. 1893. Matériaux pour servir a 1’établissement d’une gram-
maire comparée des dialectes de la famille caribe. Bibliotheque Linguis-
tique Américaine, vol. 17. Paris: J. Maisonneuve.

ADELAAR, WILLEM F. H. 2008. Relacdes externas do Macro-Jé&: O caso do
Chiquitano. Topicalizando Macro-J&, ed. Stella Telles and Aldir Santos de
Paula, pp. 9-28. Recife: NECTAR.

ARAUJO, LEOPOLDINA M. S. DE. 1989. Aspectos da lingua Gavido-J&. Ph.D.
dissertation, Universidade Federal do Rio de Janeiro.

BACELAR, LAERCIO NORA. 2004. Gramadtica da lingua Kanoé. Ph.D. disser-
tation, Katholieke Universiteit Nijmegen.

BARrRrOs, ELISSANDRA. 2009. Estruturas fonéticas e fonoldgicas de consoantes
e vogais da lingua Kuruaya. M.A. thesis, Universidade Federal do Para.
BLEVINS, JULIETTE. 2004. Evolutionary Phonology: The Emergence of

Sound Patterns. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

BoONTKES, WILLEM. 1968. [Vocabulary of Arikapu]. Ms. (10 pages), Archive,
Summer Institute of Linguistics, Porto Velho.

BORGES, M. V. 2006. Aspectos fonoldgicos e morfossintiticos da lingua
Avé-Canoeiro (Tupi-Guarani). Ph.D. dissertation, Universidade Estadual
de Campinas.

Boswoob, JoaN. 1973. Evidéncias para a inclusdo do Aripaktsd no filo
Macro-J&. Série Lingiiistica, vol. 1, ed. L. I. Bridgeman, pp. 67-78.
Brasilia: Summer Institute of Linguistics.

BRUNEN, HELENE, AND WILLEM F. H. ADELAAR. 2010. Amazonian Lan-
guages. Leiden: Universiteitsbibliotheek. <https://digihum.leidenuniv.nl/
amazonianlanguages>.

ByNoN, THEODORA. 1983 [1977]. Historical Linguistics. Cambridge: Cam-
bridge University Press.

CABRAL, ANA S. A. C. 1995a. Notas sobre a fonologia segmental do Jo’é.
Revista Moara 4:23-46. Belém: Editora da Universidade Federal do Para.

.1995b. Algumas evidéncias de parentesco genético do Jo’é com as
linguas Tupi-Guarani. Revista Moara 4:47-76. Belém: Editora da Univer-
sidade Federal do Para.

CABRAL, ANA S. A. C., AND LucivaLDO S. DA CosTA. 2004. Xikrin e linguas
Tupi-Guarani: Marcas relacionais. Linguas Indigenas da América do Sul
(LIAMES) 4:7-19.

[IJAL, vol. 76, no. 4, October 2010, pp. 571-83]
© 2011 by The University of Chicago. All rights reserved.
0020-7071/2010/7604-0006$10.00

571



572 INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF AMERICAN LINGUISTICS

CaABRAL, ANA S. A. C.; ARYoN D. RODRIGUES; AND LucivALDO S. DA
CosTA. 2004. Notas sobre ergatividade em Xikrin. Linguas Indigenas da
América do Sul (LIAMES) 4:21-28.

CAMPBELL, LYLE. 1988. Review of Language in the Americas by Joseph H.
Greenberg. Language 64:591-615.

.1997. American Indian Languages: The Historical Linguistics of
Native America. New York and Oxford: Oxford University Press.

CAMPBELL, LYLE, AND TERRENCE KAUFMAN. 1983. Mesoamerican historical
linguistics and distant genetic relationship: Getting it straight. American
Anthropologist, n.s., 85:362-72.

CAMPBELL, ROBERT. 1968. [Vocabulary of Jabuti]. Ms. (10 pages), Archive,
Summer Institute of Linguistics, Porto Velho.

CARLIN, EITHNE B. 2004. A Grammar of Trio, a Cariban Language of Suri-
name. Duisburg Papers on Research in Language and Culture, vol. 55.
Frankfurt-am-Main: Peter Lang.

CASPAR, FrRANZ. 1952. Tupari: Unter Indios im Urwald Brasiliens. Braun-
schweig: Friedr. Vieweg & Sohn.

.1953. Ein Kulturareal im Hinterland der Fliisse Guaporé und
Machado (Westbrasilien), dargestellt nach unveréffentlichten und anderen
wenig bekannten Quellen, mit besonderer Beriicksichtigung der Nah-
rungs- und Genussmittel. Ph.D. dissertation, Universitat Hamburg.

. 1955a. A expedicdo de PH. Fawcett a tribo dos Maxubi em 1914. Anais
do XXXI Congresso Internacional de Americanistas, pp. 113-20. Sao Paulo.

.1955b. [Vocabulary of Arikapd]. Ms. (51 pages), Ziirich.

.1975. Die Tupari: Ein Indianerstamm in Westbrasilien. Monogra-
phien zur Volkerkunde herausgegeben vom Hamburgischen Museum fiir
Volkerkunde, vol. 7. Berlin and New York: Walter de Gruyter.

CASTRO ALVES, FLAvVIA DE. 2004. O Timbira falado pelos Canela Apaniekra:
Uma contribui¢@o aos estudos da morfossintaxe de uma lingua Jé. Ph.D.
dissertation, Universidade Estadual de Campinas.

.2007a. Propriedades formais dos sujeitos em Canela. Topicalizando
Macro-Jé, ed. Stella Telles and Aldir Santos de Paula. Recife: NECTAR.

.2007b. O papel das nominaliza¢des na evolu¢do do alinhamento er-
gativo nas linguas J&: Dimensdes funcionais e estruturais. Paper presented
at Conference on Structures of Amazonian Languages, Manaus.

CoHN, ABIGAIL. 1990. Phonetic and Phonological Rules of Nasalization.
UCLA Working Papers in Linguistics, no. 76. Los Angeles: Department
of Linguistics, University of California.

.1993. A survey of the phonology of the feature [+nasal]. Working
Papers of the Cornell Phonetics Laboratory 8:141-203.

COMRIE, BERNARD, AND SANDRA THOMPSON. 1985. Lexical nominalization.
Language Typology and Syntactic Description, vol. 3, ed. Timothy
Shopen, pp. 349-98. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.



REFERENCES 573

Costa, LucivaLpo S. 2003. Flexdo relacional, marcas pessoais e tipos de
predicados em Xikrin: contribuicdo para os estudos de ergatividade em
linguas J&. M. A. thesis, Universidade Federal do Para.

Costa, RAIMUNDO N. V. 1998. Fonologia da lingua Kuruaya. M.A. thesis,
Universidade Federal do Para.

CREVELS, MILY, AND HEIN VAN DER VOORT. 2008. The Guaporé-Mamoré
region as a linguistic area. From Linguistic Areas to Areal Linguistics,
ed. Pieter Muysken, pp. 151-79. Amsterdam and Philadelphia: John
Benjamins.

CROFTS, MARJORIE. 1985. Aspectos da Lingua Mundurukd. Brasilia: Sum-
mer Institute of Linguistics.

D’ANGELIS, WILMAR DA R.; CARLA M. CUNHA; AND ARYON D. RODRIGUES,
eds. 2002. Bibliografia das Linguas Macro-Jé. Campinas: Unicamp.

DA SILVA, RAYNICE G. P. 2005. Estudo fonolégico da lingua Sateré-Mawé.
M.A. thesis, Universidade Estadual de Campinas.

Davis, IRVINE. 1966. Comparative Jé phonology. Estudos Lingiiisticos:
Revista Brasileira de Lingiiistica Tedrica e Aplicada 1, no.2:10-24.

> .1968. Some Macro-Jé relationships. IJAL 34:42-47.
DERBYSHIRE, DESMOND C. 1985. Hixkaryana and Linguistic Typology. Dal-
las: Summer Institute of Linguistics and University of Texas at Arlington.
.1999. Carib. The Amazonian Languages, ed. R. M. W. Dixon and Al-
exandra Y. Aikhenvald, pp. 22—-64. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
»DixonN, ROBERT M. W. 1979. Ergativity. Language 55:59-138.
.1994. Ergativity. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

DixoN, ROBERT M. W., AND ALEXANDRA Y. AIKHENVALD, eds. 1999. The
Amazonian Languages. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

DourADO, LuciANA GONCALVES. 2001. Aspectos morfossintdticos da lingua
Panard (J&). Ph.D. dissertation, Universidade Estadual de Campinas.

.2002. Construgdes aplicativas em Panard. Documentagdo de Estudos
em Lingiifstica Teérica e Aplicada (DELTA) 18:203-31.

FABRE, ALAIN. 2005. Diccionario Etnolingiiistico y Guia Bibliografica de los
Pueblos Indigenas Sudamericanos. <http://butler.cc.tut.fi/~fabre/Book-
InternetVersio/Dic=J%ea.pdf>.

FARGETTI, CRISTINA M. 1992. Andlise fonoldgica da lingua Juruna. M.A.
thesis, Universidade Estadual de Campinas.

»FAwCETT, PERCY HARRISON. 1915. Bolivian exploration, 1913-1914. Geo-
graphical Journal 45:219-28.
.1953. Exploration Fawcett. Ed. Brian Fawcett. London: Hutchinson.

FERREIRA, MARTLIA DE N. DE OLIVEIRA. 2003. Estudo morfossintatico da
lingua Parkatéjé. Ph.D. dissertation, Universidade Estadual de Campinas.

FRANCHETTO, BRUNA. 2000. O conhecimento cientifico das linguas indigenas
da Amazonia no Brasil. As Linguas Amazonicas Hoje, ed. Francisco Quei-
xalds and Odile Renault-Lescure. Sao Paulo: Instituto Socioambiental.



574 INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF AMERICAN LINGUISTICS

GABAS, NILSON, JrR. 1998. Estudo fonoldgico da lingua Karo (arara de
Rondonia). Studies in Native American Linguistics, no. 31. Munich: Lin-
com Europa.

GAKRAN, NaMBLA. 2005. Aspectos morfossintiticos da lingua Lakland
(Xokleng) “J&.” M.A. thesis, Universidade Estadual de Campinas.

GALuUCIO, ANA VILACY. 1995. Fonologia segmental da lingua Mekens. Pro-
ceedings of the IX Encontro Nacional da Associacdo Nacional de Poés-
Graduacdo em Letras e Lingiifstica (ANPOLL) 2:988-97.

.2001. The morphosyntax of Mekens (Tupi). Ph.D. dissertation, Uni-
versity of Chicago.

.2002. O prefixo i- em Tupi: Morfema antipassivo vs. marcador pro-
nominal incorporado. Atas do Encontro Internacional de Pesquisadores de
Linguas Indigenas, pp. 274-87. Belém: Universidade Federal do Para.

GALuUCIO, ANA VILACY, AND PIETER MUYSKEN, eds. 2007. Lingiiistica
Histérica na América do Sul. Boletim do Museu Paraense Emilio Goeldi,
Ciéncias Humanas 2, no. 2. Belém.

GILDEA, SPIKE. 1989. Simple and relative clauses in Panare. M.A. thesis,
University of Oregon.

.1994. Semantic and pragmatic inverse: “Inverse alignment” and
“inverse voice” in Carib of Surinam. Voice and Inversion, ed. Talmy
Givon, pp. 187-230. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

> .1995. A comparative description of syllable reduction in the Cariban
language family. IJAL 61:62-102.

. 1998. On reconstructing grammar: Comparative Cariban morphosyn-
tax. Oxford Studies in Anthropological Linguistics, vol. 18. Oxford:
Oxford University Press.

.2000. On the genesis of the verb phrase in Cariban languages: Diver-
sity through reanalysis. Reconstructing Grammar: Comparative Linguis-
tics and Grammaticalization Theory, ed. Spike Gildea, Typological
Studies in Language, vol. 43, pp. 65-106. Amsterdam and Philadelphia:
John Benjamins.

.2002. Reconstructing Pre-Proto-Tupi-Guarani main clause grammar.
A tas do Encontro Internacional de Pesquisadores de Linguas Indigenas,
pp- 315-26. Belém: Universidade Federal do Para.

.2004. The Venezuelan branch of the Cariban language family.
Amérindia 28:7-32.

. Forthcoming. Linguistic studies in the Cariban family. Handbook of
South America, ed. Lyle Campbell and Verénica Grondona. Berlin: Mou-
ton de Gruyter.

GILDEA, SPIKE, AND FLAVIA DE CASTRO ALVES. 2007. On nominative-
absolutive as a alignment type. Ms., University of Oregon and Univer-
sidade de Brasilia.



REFERENCES 575

GILDEA, SPIKE, AND DORIS PAYNE. 2007. Is Greenberg’s Macro-Carib viable?
Lingiifstica Histérica na América do Sul, ed. A. Vilacy Galucio and Pieter
Muysken. Boletim do Museu Emilio Goeldi, Ciéncias Humanas 2, no. 2.
Belém.

GILDEA, SPIKE; BEREND HOFF; AND SERGIO MEIRA. 2010. The story of *6 in
the Cariban family. Fieldwork and Linguistic Analysis in Indigenous Lan-
guages of the Americas, ed. Andrea L. Berez, Daisy Rosenblum, and Jean
Mulder, Language Documentation Conservation Special Publication no. 2
(May 2010):91-123.

GIRARD, VICTOR. 1971. Proto-Carib phonology. Ph.D. dissertation, Univer-
sity of California, Berkeley.

G1vON, TaLmy. 2000. Internal reconstruction: As method, as theory. Recon-
structing Grammar: Comparative Linguistics and Grammaticalization
Theory, ed. Spike Gildea, pp. 107-59. Amsterdam and Philadelphia: John
Benjamins.

.2001. Syntax: An Introduction. Vols 1 and 2. Amsterdam: John
Benjamins.

GoEJE, CLAUDIUS H. DE. 1946. Etudes Linguistiques Caraibes. Verhande-
lingen van de Koninklijke Akademie van Wetenschappen, afdeeling let-
terkunde, no. 49, pt. 2. Amsterdam.

GoMES, DIoNEY M. 2000. Predicados verbais da lingua Mundurukd e mo-
delos lexicogréficos. M.A thesis, Universidade de Brasilia.

GONCALVES, SOLANGE A. 2007. Aspecto no Kaingang. M. A. thesis, Univer-
sidade Estadual de Campinas.

GoONZALEZ, HEBE A. 2005. A grammar of Tapiete (Tupi-Guarani). Ph.D. dis-
sertation, University of Pittsburg.

GREENBERG, JOSEPH H. 1959. Essays in Linguistics. Chicago: University of
Chicago Press.

.1987. Language in the Americas. Stanford, Calif.: Stanford Univer-
sity Press.

GUDSCHINSKY, SARAH. 1971. Ofaié-Xavante, a J& language. Estudos sdbre
Linguas e Culturas Indigenas, ed. Sarah Gudschinsky, pp. 1-16. Brasilia:
Summer Institute of Linguistics.

. 1974. Fragmentos de Ofaié: A descricao de uma lingua extinta. Série
Lingiiistica, vol. 3, pp. 177-249. Brasilia: Summer Institute of Linguistics.

GUERIOS, ROSARIO FARANI MANSUR. 1939. O nexo lingiiistico Bororo-
Merrime-Caiapé. Revista do Circulo de Estudos Bandeirantes 2:61-74.
<http://biblio.etnolinguistica.org/guerios-1939-nexo>.

HaLL, KATHERINE. 1988. The morphosyntax of discourse in De’kwana
Carib. Ph. D. dissertation, Washington University, St. Louis.

HARRIS, ALICE C., AND LYLE CAMPBELL. 1995. Historical Syntax in Cross-
Linguistic Perspective. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.



576 INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF AMERICAN LINGUISTICS

HawkINs, ROBERT. 1998. Waiwai. Handbook of Amazonian Languages,
ed. Desmond C. Derbyshire and Geoffrey K. Pullum, pp. 3-202. Berlin:
Mouton de Gruyter.

HEINE, BERND. 1993. Auxiliaries: Cognitive Forces and Grammaticalization.
New York: Oxford University Press.

HoEeNIGSWALD, Henry M. 1960. Language Change and Linguistic Recon-
struction. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

HoFF, BEREND. 1968. The Carib Language. The Hague: Martinus Nijhoff.

> .1995. Configurationality and non-configurationality in the Carib lan-
guage of Surinam. IJAL 61:347-77.

HymaN, LARRY M. 1977. Phonologization. Linguistic Studies Offered to
Joseph Greenberg, ed. A. Juilland, pp. 407-18. Saratoga, Calif.: Anma
Libri.

IBGE, FUNDAGAO INSTITUTO BRASILEIRO DE GEOGRAFIA E ESTATISTICA.
1981 [1944]. Mapa etno-histérico de Curt Nimuendaji. Rio de Janeiro:
IBGE.

JEFFERS, ROBERT J., AND ILSE LEHISTE. 1992 [1979]. Principles and Methods
for Historical Linguistics. Cambridge, Mass.: The M.L.T Press.

JENSEN, CHERYL J. S. 1984. O desenvolvimento histérico da lingua
Wayampi. M.A. thesis, Universidade Estadual de Campinas.

.1998. Comparative Tupi-Guarani morphosyntax. Handbook of Am-
azonian Languages, vol. 4, ed. Desmond C. Derbyshire and Geoffrey K.
Pullum, pp. 489—618. Berlin and New York: Mouton de Gruyter.

KAUFMAN, TERRENCE. 1990. Language history in South America: What we
know and how to know more. Amazonian Linguistics: Studies in Lowland
South American Languages, ed. Doris Payne, pp. 13-73. Austin: Univer-
sity of Texas Press.

KoOEHN, EDWARD, AND SALLY SHARP KOEHN. 1986. Apalai. Handbook of
Amazonian Languages, ed. Desmond C. Derbyshire and Geoffrey K. Pul-
lum, pp. 33-127. Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter.

KRIEGER, WANDA B., AND GUENTHER CARLOS KRIEGER. 1994. Dicionario
escolar Xerente—portugués, portugués—Xerente. Rio de Janeiro: Junta das
Missdes Nacionais da Convencdo Batista Brasileira.

LOUKOTKA, CesTMiR. 1931. La familia lingiifstica MaSakali. Revista del
Instituto de Etnologia de la Universidad Nacional de Tucuman 2:21-47.

.1932. La familia lingiiistica Kamakan del Brasil. Revista del Instituto
de Etnologia de la Universidad Nacional de Tucumén 2:493-524.

.1937. La familia lingiiistica Coroado. Journal de la Société des
Américanistes de Paris, n.s, 29:157-214.

.1939. A lingua dos Patachos. Revista do Arquivo Municipal de Sao
Paulo 55:5-15.

.1955. Les indiens Botocudo et leur langue. Lingua Posnaniensis
5:112-35.



REFERENCES 577

.1963. Documents et vocabulaires inédites de langues et de dialectes
sud-américains, Journal de la Société des Américanistes, n.s., 52:7—60.

.1968. Classification of South American Indian Languages. Ed.
Johannes Wilbert. Los Angeles: Latin American Center, University of
California.

MACDONELL, RONALD BEATON. 1994. La phonologie du Makuxi, langue
caribe: Une analyse fonctionnelle. M.A. thesis, Université Laval.

MaALDI, DENISE. 1991. O complexo cultural do Marico: Sociedades indigenas
dos Rios Branco, Colorado e Mequens, afluentes do médio Guaporé. Bo-
letim do Museu Paraense Emilio Goeldi, Antropologia 7, no. 2:209-69.

MARTINS, ANDERBIO MARCIO SILVA. 2007. Revisdo da familia lingiiistica
Kamaka proposta por Chestmir Loukotka. M. A. thesis, Universidade de
Brasilia.

MARTINS FILHO, SINVAL. 2007. Aspectos morfossintdticos da lingua Akwe-
Xerente (J€). Ph.D. dissertation, Universidade Federal de Goiania.

MaARTIUS, CARL FRIEDRICH PHILIPP VON. 1867. Beitrige zur Ethnographie
und Sprachenkunde Amerikas zumal Brasiliens. Vols. 1 and 2. Leipzig:
Friedrich Fleischer.

MASON, J. ALDEN. 1950. The languages of South American Indians. Hand-
book of South American Indians, vol. 6, Smithsonian Institution Bureau of
American Ethnology Bulletin no. 143, ed. Julian H. Steward, pp. 157-317.
Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office.

McLEOD, RUTH, AND VALERIE MITCHELL. 1977. Aspectos da Lingua
Xavante. Brasilia: Summer Institute of Linguistics.

MEILLET, ANTOINE. 1967. The Comparative Method in Historical Linguis-
tics. Trans. Gordon B. Ford, Jr. Paris: Champion.

MEIRA, SERGIO. 1999. A grammar of Tiriy6. Ph.D. dissertation, Rice Uni-
versity.

.2000a. A Reconstruction of Proto-Taranoan: Phonology and Mor-
phology. Munich: Lincom Europa.

.2000b. The accidental intransitive split in the Cariban family. Recon-
structing Grammar: Comparative Linguistics and Grammaticalization
Theory, ed. Spike Gildea, pp. 201-30. Amsterdam and Philadelphia: John
Benjamins.

.2002. A first comparison of pronominal and demonstrative systems in
the Cariban language family. Current Studies in South American lan-
guages, ed. Mily Crevels et al., Indigenous Languages of Latin America
(ILLA) Series, vol. 3, pp. 255-75. Leiden: Research School of Asian,
African, and Amerindian Studies (CNWS).

.2005. Cariban languages. Encyclopedia of Language and Linguistics,
2nd ed., ed. Keith Brown, vol. 1, pp. 199-204. Oxford: Elsevier.

MEIRA, SERGIO, AND SEBASTIAN DRUDE. 2005. A familia Mawet{ Guarani
no tronco Tupi. Paper presented at the Simpdsio Internacional de



578 INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF AMERICAN LINGUISTICS

Lingiifstica Histérica na América do Sul, Universidade Federal do Par4,
Belém, August 25, 2005.

»MEIRA, SERGIO, AND BRUNA FRANCHETTO. 2005. The southern Cariban
languages and the Cariban family. IJAL 71:127-92.

MELLO, AuGUSTO A. S. 2000. Estudo histdrico da familia linguistica Tupi-
Guarani. Ph.D. dissertation, Universidade Federal de Santa Catarina.

»>MITHUN, MARIANNE. 1991. Active/agentive case-marking and its motiva-
tions. Language 67:510-46.

MOORE, DENNY. 1984. Syntax of the language of the Gavido Indians of
Rondonia, Brazil. Ph.D. dissertation, City University of New York.

. 1988. Glossario Tupari-Jaboti-Arikapt. Ms., Archives of the Museu
Paraense Emilio Goeldi, Belém.

.2006. Brazil: Language situation. Encyclopedia of Language and
Linguistics, 2nd ed., ed. Keith Brown, vol. 2, pp.117-28. Oxford: Elsevier.

.2007. Endangered languages of lowland tropical South America.
Language Diversity Endangered, ed. Matthias Brenzinger, pp. 29-58.
Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter.

. Forthcoming. Contributions of highly endangered languages to
diachronic linguistics: Examples from Brazil. Proceedings of the Third
Oxford-Kobe Linguistics Seminar: The Linguistics of Endangered Lan-
guages, ed. Peter K. Austin. London: SOAS.

MOORE, DENNY, AND ANA VILACY GALUCIO. 1994. Reconstruction of Proto-
Tupari consonants and vowels. Survey of California and Other Indian
Languages, Report no. 8, ed. Margaret Langdon and Leanne Hinton, pp.
119-30. Columbus: Ohio State University.

MOORE, DENNY, AND HEIN VAN DER VOORT, eds. Forthcoming. Amazonian
Linguistic Stocks and Their Prehistory.

MOORE, DENNY; ANA VILACY GALUCIO; AND NILSON GABAS, JR. 2008. O
desafio de documentar e preservar as linguas amazdnicas. Scientific
American Brasil: Amazonia, 3:36—43.

MosoNyYl1, JOoRGE C. 1978. Diccionario basico del idioma Carifia. Thesis for
the title of Profesor Agregado, Universidad Central de Venezuela, Caracas.

NIMUENDATU, CURT. 2000 [1923-42]. Cartas do Sertdao de Curt Nimuendaji
para Carlos Estevao de Oliveira. Ed. Thekla Hartmann. Lisboa: Museu
Nacional de Etnologia and Assirio & Alvim.

NIMUENDAJU, CURT, AND ROSARIO FARANTI MANSUR GUERIOS. 1948. Cartas
etno-lingiiisticas. Revista do Museu Paulista, n.s., 2:207-41. <http://
biblio.etnolinguistica.org/nimuendaju_guerios_1948>.

NORDENSKIOLD, ERLAND. 1915. Forskningar och Aventyr i Sydamerika.
Stockholm: Albert Bonniers.

OHALA, JOHN J. 1981. The listener as a source of sound change. Papers from
the Parasession on Language and Behavior, ed. Robert A. Hendrick and
Mary Frances, pp. 178-203. Chicago: Chicago Linguistic Society.



REFERENCES 579

. 1983. The origin of sound patterns in vocal tract constraints. The Pro-
duction of Speech, ed. P. E MacNeilage, pp. 189-216. New York: Springer.
.1989. Sound change is drawn from a pool of synchronic variation.
Language Change: Contributions to the Study of Its Causes, ed. L. E.
Breivik and E. H. Jahr, Trends in Linguistics, Studies and Monographs,
no. 43, pp. 173-98. Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter.
»OLIVEIRA, CHRISTIANE CUNHA DE. 2003. Lexical categories and descriptives
in Apinajé. IJAL 69: 243-74.

.2005. The language of the Apinajé people of Central Brazil. Ph.D.
dissertation, University of Oregon.

OLIVEIRA, RosANA C. 2007. Morfologia e sintaxe da lingua Xavante. Ph.D.
dissertation, Universidade Federal do Rio de Janeiro.

PALAcIO, ADAIR PIMENTEL. 1984. Guaté: A lingua dos indios canoeiros do
Rio Paraguai. Ph.D. dissertation, Universidade Estadual de Campinas.
PAYNE, THOMAS, AND DORIS L. PAYNE. 1999. Panare: A Cariban language of

central Venezuela. Ms., La Trobe University.

PEREIRA, DEUSCREIDE. 1992. Alguns aspectos gramaticais da lingua Max-
acali. M. A. thesis, Universidade Federal de Minas Gerais.

PETERSON, TYLER, AND GESSIANE PICANCO. 2007. Dynamic correspondences:
An object-oriented approach to tracking sound reconstructions. Proceedings
of the Ninth Meeting of the ACL Special Interest Group in Computational
Morphology and Phonology, ed. J. Nerbonne, T. M. Ellison, and G. Kondrak,
pp- 126—33. Stroudsburg, Penn.: Association for Computational Linguistics.

Picango, GESSIANE. 2005. Mundurukd: Phonetics, phonology, synchrony,
diachrony. Ph.D. dissertation, University of British Columbia.

.2008. The development of creaky voice in Proto-Munduruku (Tupi).
Contemporary Phonology in Brazil, ed. L. Bisol and C. R. Brescancini,
pp- 288-314. Newcastle: Cambridge Scholars Publishing.

»PiGGOTT, GLYNN. 1992. Variability in feature dependency: The case of
nasality. Natural Language and Linguistic Theory 10:33-78.

PIRES, NADIA NASCIMENTO. 1992. Estudo da gramatica da lingua Jeoromitxi
(Jabuti): Aspectos sintdticos das clausulas matrizes. M.A. thesis, Univer-
sidade Estadual de Campinas.

.1998. Construgdes passivas, transitivas e intransitivas em Djeo-
romitxi. Cadernos de Estudos Lingiiisticos 34:147-55.

PIRES, NADIA NASCIMENTO; JOSE ROBERTO JABUTI; AND VANDETE JABUTI.
1994. Livro de Alfabetizacdo em Djeoromitxi (Jabuti). Belém: Museu
Paraense Emilio Goeldi.

.1995. Livro de Escrita em Djeoromitxi (Jabuti). Belém: Museu
Paraense Emilio Goeldi.

PorovicH, A. HAROLD, AND FRANCES B. PorpovicH. 2005. Dicionario Max-
akali—Portugués. Cuiaba: Sociedade Internacional de Lingiiistica. <http://
www.sil.org/americas/brasil/PUBLCNS/DICTGRAM/MXDicPT.pdf>.



580 INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF AMERICAN LINGUISTICS

PULLEYBLANK, DouGLAs. 1989. Patterns of feature cooccurrence: The case
of nasality. Arizona Phonology Conference 2, Coyote Papers 9:98—115.
REIs SiLva, MARIA AMELIA. 2001. Pronomes, ordem e ergatividade em

Mébengokré (Kayap6). M.A. thesis, Universidade Estadual de Campinas.

RIBEIRO, EDUARDO RIVAIL. 2002a. O marcador de posse aliendvel em Kariri:
Um morfema Macro-Jé revisitado. Linguas Indigenas da América do Sul
(LIAMES), 2:31-48.

.2002b. Directionality in vowel harmony: The case of Karaja. Pro-
ceedings of the Berkeley Linguistics Society 28:475-85.

.2004a. Prefixos relacionais em Jé e Karaja: Um estudo histdrico-
comparativo. Linguas Indigenas da América do Sul (LIAMES) 4:91-101.

.2004b. Uma hipétese sobre a origem do padrdo ergativo em algumas
linguas J€ setentrionais. Ms. (5 pages), University of Chicago.

.2005. Ofayé, lingua Macro-Jé: Evidéncias adicionais. Paper pre-
sented at the Coléquios Lingiifsticos do Museu Antropolégico (Goiania,
Goias, Brazil).

.2006. Macro-Jé. Encyclopedia of Language and Linguistics, 2nd ed.,
ed. Keith Brown, vol. 7, pp. 422-26. Oxford: Elsevier.

.2007. Eastern Macro-Jé: A hypothesis on the internal classification of
the Macro-J¢é stock. Ms.

.2008. Preserved in amber: On the origins of a non-concatenative mor-
phological pattern in Karaja. Paper presented at the annual meeting of the So-
ciety for the Study of the Indigenous Languages of the Americas, Chicago.

. Forthcoming. A reconstruction of Proto-Jé (and its consequences for
the Macro-J& hypothesis).

RIBEIRO, MICHELA ARAUJO. 2008. Diciondrio Djeoromitxi—Portugués: Re-
gistro da diversidade lingiiistica do povo Jabuti. M.A. thesis, Universidade
de Ronddnia. <http://etnolinguistica.wdfiles.com/local—files/tese:ribeiro-
2008a/ribeiro_2008a.pdf>.

RIBEIRO, Rosa MaRiA DE LiMA. 2008. Dicionario Arikapu/Portugués:
Registro de uma lingua indigena amazdnica. M.A. thesis, Universidade
de Ronddnia. <http://etnolinguistica.wdfiles.com/local—files/tese:ribeiro-
2008/ribeiro_2008.pdf>.

RIVET, PAUL. 1953. La langue MasSubi. Journal de la Société des Américan-
istes, n.s., 42:119-25.

RODRIGUES, ARYON DALL’IGNA. 1964. A classificagdo do tronco linguistico
Tupi. Revista de Antropologia 12:99-104.

. 1980. Tupi-Guarani e Munduruku: Evidéncias lexicais e fonolégicas
de parentesco genético. Estudos Linguisticos III, pp. 194-209. Sao Paulo:
Unicamp.

. 1985. Evidence for Tupi—Carib relationships. South American Indian
Languages: Retrospect and Prospect, ed. Harriet E. Manelis Klein and
Louisa R. Stark, pp. 371-404. Austin: University of Texas Press.



REFERENCES 581

. 1986. Linguas Brasileiras: Para o Conhecimento das Linguas Indige-
nas. Sdo Paulo: Edicdes Loyola.

.1990. A case of grammatical affinity among Tupi, Karib, and Macro-
Jé. M., Universidade de Brasilia.

.1992. Um marcador Macro-Jé de posse aliendvel. Anais da 44*
Reunido Anual da Sociedade Brasileira para o Progresso da Ciéncia, p.
386. Sao Paulo.

.1994. Grammatical affinity among Tupi, Karib, and Macro-Jé. Ms.,
Universidade de Brasilia.

. 1995. Glottalized stops in Proto-Tupi. Paper presented at the summer
meeting of the Society for the Study of the Indigenous Languages of the
Americas, University of New Mexico, Albuquerque.

.1999. Macro-Jé. The Amazonian Languages, ed. R. M. W. Dixon and
Alexandra Y. Aikhenvald, pp. 165-206. Cambridge: Cambridge Univer-
sity Press.

.2000. “Ge-Pano-Carib” x “Jé-Tupi-Karib”: Sobre relaciones lingiiisti-
cas en Sudamerica. Actas del I Congreso de Lenguas Indigenas de Sudamé-
rica, vol. 1, ed. Luis Miranda, pp. 95-104. Lima: Universidad Ricardo Palma.

.2001. Flexao relacional no tronco lingiiistico Macro-Jé. Boletim da
Associagdo Brasileira de Lingiiistica (ABRALIN) 25:219-31.

.2002. Para o estudo histérico-comparativo das linguas JE. Linguas
Jé: Estudos Vdrios, ed. Ludoviko dos Santos and Ismael Pontes, pp. 1-14.
Londrina: Universidade Estadual Londrina.

RODRIGUES, ARYON D.; ANA SUELLY C. CABRAL; AND LUuCIANA DOURADO.
2005. Reconstrugdo do sistema de alinhamento Proto-J€. Paper presented
at 4° Macro-Jé (Encontro de Pesquisadores de Linguas Jé e Macro-Jé).
Recife: Universidade Federal de Pernambuco.

SaLANOvA, ANDREs P. 2006. The sense of Mébengokré nominalizations.
Proceedings of the Eleventh Workshop on the Structure and Constituency
in the Languages of the Americas, ed. A. Fuji and M. A. Reis Silva, UBC
Working Papers in Linguistics. Vancouver: UBC Press.

.2007a. The building blocks of aspectual interpretation. Paper pre-
sented at SULA 4: The Semantics of Under-Represented Languages in the
Americas, University of Sdo Paulo.

.2007b. Nominalization and aspect. Ph.D. dissertation, Massachusetts
Institute of Technology.

SANTANA, AUREA CAVALCANTE. 2006. Comparacdes preliminares entre a
lingua Chiquitano (Brasil/Bolivia) e o Proto-JE&. Paper presented at the
Symposium “Advances in Native South American Historical Linguistics”
at the Fifty-second International Congress of Americanists, Seville.

SanTos, Luboviko C. 1997. Descrigdo de aspectos morfossintdticos da
lingua Suya (Kisédjé), familia JE. Ph.D. dissertation, Universidade Fed-
eral de Santa Catarina.



582 INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF AMERICAN LINGUISTICS

.1999. Verbos de forma larga y de forma corta em “Suyd.” Actas I
del VI Simpésio Internacional de Comunicacién Social. Santiago de Cuba:
Editorial Oriente.

.2000. Aspectos do sistema de marcagdo de caso da lingua Suya.
Actas I Congreso de lenguas indigenas de Sudamérica, vol. 1, ed. Luis
Miranda, pp. 341-49. Lima: Universidad Ricardo Palma.

SANTOS, LUDOVIKO DOS, AND ISMAEL PONTES, eds. 2002. Linguas Jé: Estu-
dos Virios. Londrina: Editora UEL.

ScHOURUP, LAWRENCE C. 1973. A cross-linguistic study of vowel nasaliza-
tion. Ohio State University Working Papers in Linguistics 15:190-221.
SEKELJ, TIBOR . 1950. Donde la civilizacion termina: Vida de las tribus del

Amazonas. Buenos Aires: Editorial Albatros.

SEk1, Lucy. 2000. Gramatica do Kamaiurd: Lingua Tupi-Guarani do Alto
Xingu. Campinas: Unicamp.

.2002. Krenak (Botocudo/Borum) e as linguas J&é. Linguas Jé: Estu-
dos Virios, ed. Ludoviko dos Santos and Ismael Pontes, pp. 15-40. Lon-
drina: Universidade Estadual Londrina.

SHAFER, ROBERT. 1963. Vergleichende Phonetik der karaibischen Sprachen.
Verhandelingen der Koninklijke Nederlandse Akademie van Wetenschap-
pen, Letterkunde, n.s., 69, no. 2. Amsterdam: N. V. Noord-Hollandsche
Uitgeversmaatschappij.

S1LvA, LEIA DE JEsus. 2005. Aspectos da fonologia e a morfologia da lingua
Rikbaktsa. M.A. thesis, Universidade de Brasilia.

SiLva JuLiAo, MARIA R. 2005. Aspects morphosyntaxiques de ’Anambe.
Ph.D. dissertation, L’ Universite de Toulouse-Le Mirail.

SiLva NETO, AMBROSIO PEREIRA DA. 2007. Revisdo da classificacdo da
familia lingiifstica Puri. M. A. thesis, Universidade de Brasilia.

SILVERSTEIN, MICHAEL. 1976. Hierarchy of features and ergativity. Gram-
matical Categories in Australian Languages, ed. R. M. W. Dixon, pp. 113—
71. Canberra: Australian Institute of Aboriginal Studies.

SNETHLAGE, EMIL HEINRICH. 1937. Atiko Y: Meine Erlebnisse bei den Indi-
anern des Guaporé. Berlin: Klinkhardt & Biermann Verlag.

. 1939. Musikinstrumente der Indianer des Guaporégebietes. Baessler-
Archiv, Beitrdge zur Volkerkunde, vol. 10. Berlin: Dietrich Reimer and
Andrews & Steiner.

.n.d. Vokabular von zwolf Sprachen aus dem Gebiete des Guaporé.
Ms., Aachen.

SNETHLAGE, ROTGER MICHAEL. 2002. Life, expeditions, collections and
unpublished field notes of Dr. Emil Heinrich Snethlage. Current Studies
on South American Languages: Indigenous Languages of Latin America
(ILLA), vol. 3, ed. Mily Crevels et al., pp. 89-102. Leiden: Research
School of Asian, African, and Amerindian Studies (CNWS).



REFERENCES 583

Souza, SUELI M. 1998. A sintaxe de uma lingua de verbo no final: Krahd.
Ph.D. dissertation, Universidade de Sao Paulo.

STORTO, LUCIANA. 1999. Aspects of a Karitiana grammar. Ph.D. dissertation,
Massachusetts Institute of Technology.

Stout, MICKEY AND RUTH THOMSON. 1974. Modalidade em Kayapd. Série
Lingiiistica, vol. 3, pp. 69-97. Brasilia: Summer Institute of Linguistics.

TAVARES, PETRONILA DA SILVA. 2005. A grammar of Wayana. Ph.D. disser-
tation, Rice University.

TREMAINE, SHEILA. 2007. Diciondrio Rikbaktsa—Portugués Portugués—
Rikbaktsa. Cuiaba: Sociedade Internacional de Lingiiistica. <http://www.
sil.org/americas/brasil/PUBLCNS/DICTGRAM/RKDic.pdf>.

»URBAN, GREG. 1985. Ergativity and accusativity in Shokleng (G&). IJAL
51:164-87.

.1998 [1992]. A histéria da cultura brasileira segundo as linguas
nativas. Histéria dos Indios no Brasil, 2nd ed., ed. Manuela Carneiro da
Cunha, pp. 87-102. Sao Paulo: Companhia das Letras.

»VoorT, HEIN VAN DER. 2005. Kwaza in a comparative perspective. IJAL
71:365-412.

.2007. Proto-Jabuti: Um primeiro passo na reconstru¢do da lingua
ancestral dos Arikapu e Djeoromitxi. Boletim do Museu Paraense Emilio
Goeldi, Ciéncias Humanas 2, no. 2:133-68. <http://www.museu-goeldi.
br/editora/bh/artigos/chv2n2_2007/Proto(voort).pdf> or <http://www.
scielo.br/bgoeldi>.

. Forthcoming a. Caspar was right: Mashubi is Arikapu.

.Forthcoming b. The Arikapd language: Grammatical sketch and
dictionary.

WALKER, RACHEL. 1998. Nasalization, neutral segments, and opacity effects.
Ph.D. dissertation, University of California, Santa Cruz.

WIESEMANN, URSULA. 1978. Os dialetos da lingua Kaingdng e o Xokléng.
Arquivos de Anatomia e Antropologia 3:199-217. Rio de Janeiro: Insti-
tuto de Antropologia Prof. Souza Marques.

.2002. Diciondrio bilingiie Kaingang—Portugués. Curitiba: Editora
Evangélica Esperanca. <http://www.sil.org/americas/brasil/PUB-
LCNS/DICTGRAM/KGDict.pdf>.

WiLLIAMS, JAMES. 1932. Grammar Notes and Vocabulary of the Language of
the Makuchi Indians of Guiana. St. Gabriel-Modling: Verlag der Interna-
tionalen Zeitschrift Anthropos.





