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A Cultural Contrast
By David Hicks

It

has been maintained by some south Americanists, prominent among
them Jules Henry (1964, p. xxi, et passim) and Alfred Metraux (1946,
p. 448, et passim) that Aweikoma society is merely a smaller unit within the
larger entity that is Kaingang society. The purpose of this essay is to demon¬
strate that this confoundation is erroneous and that, contrarily, the two
societies are more aptly conceived of as separate cultural conglomerations.
This I shall attempt to do by propounding certain differences which I believe
exist between Aweikoma society and Kaingang society. As far as I am aware,
none of these has until now been publically recognized.
1. My procedure is as follows. After several introductory remarks I
briefly consider some of the many names that have been applied, often indis¬
criminately, to both societies, and which have consequently made differentia¬
tion between them more difficult than it would otherwise have been. Previous
cultural differences suggested by various authorities on either society are then
critically summarized and, finally, I present the diacritical indices that I
believe to be diagnostically significant in a comparative study of Aweikoma
and Kaingang societies.

2. The Kaingang bibliography is extensive, containing well over two
hundred items, and because of the unavailability of certain works in the United
Kingdom I have, unfortunately, been unable to consult them all. There may
therefore be references, not mentioned in the present essay, which would prove
relevant in a comparative study of both societies but to which I have been
unable to refer.
Works that have been used in this essay include the following: Baldus

1937, 1952, 1955; Manizer 1930; Metraux 1946, 1947; Nimuendaju 1946,
1948; Salzano 1964; Egon Schaden 1959; Francisco Schaden 1948, 1958;
Serrano 1939; Teschauer 1927.
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There are only three major published sources of comparative data on the
Aweikoma: Henry 1941 (1964) 1 , Paula 1924, and Nimuendaju 1946. Henry
spent thirteen months in the held between 1932 and 1934 and learnt the native
language, but Paula probably spent less time among the Aweikoma and his
grasp of the language is accordingly weaker. His study was conducted sometime
before 1923. Nimuendaju’s few notes are taken from data set down in an
unpublished letter, dated November 17, 1933, written by Eduardo Hoerhan,
an administrator of the Aweikoma in the Duque de Caxias reservation. He had
been in close contact with Aweikoma society for over twenty years.

Kaingang, today numbering between three thousand and five
thousand, are a society of hunters, food collectors, and agriculturalists who live
in scattered reservations in the four southern states of Brazil: Sâo Paulo,
Paraná, Santa Catarina, and Rio Grande do Sul. At one time several Kaingang
subtribes inhabited the Misiones region in eastern Argentina. Linguistically,
the Kaingang belong to the southern branch of the Gê-speaking peoples, as do
the Aweikoma. The tribe is composed of numerous subtribes, some of which are
completely politically independant while others are under the suzerainty of a
militarily more powerful one. Each, however, is under the leadership of a chief.
The Aweikoma, today numbering about two hundred and reduced to only
one subtribe, that living at the Duque de Caxias reservation, are a society of
hunters, food collectors, and agriculturalists who, before their pacification by
the Brazilians in 1914, were forest nomads inhabiting the eastern part of
Santa Catarina. In that year a subtribe was settled into the Duque de Caxias
reservation, near Blumenau. In 1934 a second subtribe was reported to be
living to the south of the Posto da Uniâo which lies to the west of the Duque de
Caxias reservation but nothing substantial has ever been published on this
subtribe.
3. The

4. A preliminary, though important, note on nomenclature is relevant at
this stage, for undoubtedly one reason for the confusion between the Kaingang
and the Aweikoma lies in the prolificity of names that have been applied to

these two societies.
Those which have been applied to the Kaingang are legion and include
tribe),
the following: bugre (a pejorative employed to denote any wild Indian
“coroa” which means “crown”
coroado (a term derived from the Brazilian word
and which refers to the tonsure worn by several tribes) and coronado (the

Spanish version of “coroado”). These names are too wide in their applicability
to be considered suitable potential names for the Kaingang. The names kamé,
cayurukre, and votoro, are the respective designations of three social classes
in each Kaingang subtribe and not the names of particular subtribes themselves
though many older authorities mistakenly use these terms in the latter sense.
1

reissue.

In the present

essay all the page references to Jungle People concern the 1964
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The names dorin, nhakfateitetei, and taven, are the designations of three partic¬
ular subtribes which lived in Paraná and thus are inappropriate as alternatives
to “Kaingang”. The names tupi, chavante, ingain, caagua (an alternative form;
caaigua), and guayana (alternative forms: guaynd, goyand, goaianaz, gualacho,
gualachí, chiqui, cabelludo, tupy, way ana, way anna, wayannaz, chobaca), have been
used to denote the Kaingang tribe but each is, in fact, the name of another Indian
tribe and is quite wrongly applied to the Kaingang. The extinct Guayana tribe is
probably the ancestor of the contemporary Kaingang and Aweikoma societies.
The term “Kaingang” (or “Caingang”) is the name that has gained almost
universal acceptance among Americanists; it is unambiguous and is the name
the Kaingang call themselves, i.e. koingang “men”. It seems to have first been
used in anthropological literature in 1882, by Borba. AmbrosettTs name
kaingangue is a variation of it.
The various alternative names for the Aweikoma Indians are fewer but
have caused even more confusion. The term bugre, as we have already seen, is
too inclusive to be precisely applied to any one tribe. The name botocudo is
the designation of another society. “Botocudo of Santa Catarina” is a cumbrous
title. “Kaingang of Santa Catarina” is as clumsy and as ugly, and relates to a
society which, as I hope to show, is not Kaingang. The names socre, xocren,
shokleng, sokleng, xalan, xaque, and xokleng, are terms that have been applied
to both the Kaingang and the Aweikoma by various writers, and the latter name
has gained popularity as a rival term to that of “Aweikoma”. The term “Awei¬
koma”, however, has been adopted increasingly by anthropologists since
it was first employed in published form by Nimuendajij in 1908. It is not
the name the Aweikoma call themselves, but it is a perfectly satisfactory one
and is the term I employ in this essay.

5. Francisco Schaden (1958) suggests the following eight differences
between the two cultures:
a) The Kaingang tribe inhabits the campos whereas the Aweikoma are
chiefly forest-dwellers (p. 108).
b) The Kaingang were agriculturalists even before the coming of the
Brazilians, but it was only after Brazilian influence that the Aweikoma took
to agriculture (p. 112). Jules Henry (1964, p. 59) states that sometime in the
past the Aweikoma used to cultivate the soil, but at the time they were settled
into their reservation they were hunters and food collectors only.
Kaingang economy, but the Aweikoma,
c) Fishing plays its part in the
though living near streams containing fish, have never been fishers (p. 112).
d) The Kaingang displayed more cunning in meeting the advances of the
Brazilian invaders than did the Aweikoma (p. 105).
members of the Aweikoma tribe wear a labret
e) Unlike the Kaingang,

(p. 111).

The Kaingang cut a tonsure; the Aweikoma do not (p. 111).
g) There is no initiation ceremony for young persons among the Kaingang
as there is among the Aweikoma (p. 111).

/)

David Hicks

842

Anthropos 61. 1966

h) The Kaingang bury their dead; the Aweikoma cremated them (p. 112).
Schaden suggests that the difference in burial customs between the two
societies reflects two different conceptions of death and of life after death.
Lack of sufficient ethnographic data, however, prevented him from pursuing
this theory.
Differences b, c, e, /, and h, are fully substantiated by the published
ethnography, and from the account Schaden gives it seems that difference d is
also valid. Differences a andg are not, however, so apparent.
It is clear that the Aweikoma are woodlanders (vide Henry 1964, p. 3, et
passim) and that the Toldo das Lontras Kaingang, whose ethnography provides
the chief factual basis for Schaden’s contrast, inhabit the campos (Baldus
1937, p. 33), but it is rather presumptuous to conclude from the evidence of
only one subtribe among many that the Kaingang as a whole are typically
campos people. Manizer (1930, p. 762), for example, states that the Hector
Legrau Kaingang of western Sao Paulo lived in the woods. An exhaustive
survey of the literature concerning the physical environment of the Kaingang
would have to be undertaken before this problem could be satisfactorily

cleared up.

While it is true that there is no Kaingang ceremony that confers the
labret on a child, there is a baby-naming ceremony at which the child is
blackened with charcoal, as among the Aweikoma, and given names which
make it a member of one of the Kaingang social classes (Wiesemann 1960,
p. 180). This ceremony seems very similar both in intention and in parts of its
procedure with the Aweikoma waichedn ceremony (Henry 1964, pp. 195-7).
Another, and important, difference between Kaingang and Aweikoma
culture is language. Baldus (1937, p. 32) says that the Toldo das Lontras
Kaingang “understand nothing” of the Aweikoma language and that the
Kaingang consider the Aweikoma to be foreigners. Salzano (1964, p. 291),
writing of the Kaingang subtribe at the Xapeco reservation, says; “the Gaingang of Xapeco informed me that they have great difficulties in understanding
the Aweikoma dialect.” Nimuendaju writes (1948, p. 215):

“I

believe [Egon] Schaden was right when he separated the Kaingang from the
Botocudos [i. e. Aweikoma]. The language of the latter is without any doubt only a dialect
of Kaingang - however, this dialect is more different than any other and the culture of the
two tribes presents such obvious divergences that it would only cause confusion to call
both by the same name...”

There are certain cultural differences between Kaingang society and
Aweikoma society that have, apparently, escaped the published attention of
Americanists and some of them I shall discuss in the next section.

Four principal factors inhibit a thorough and rigorous comparative
analysis of the two cultures.
a) In certain cultural features there are important differences between
the various Kaingang subtribes themselves, so that Kaingang society cannot be
regarded as a homogeneous social entity and compared as such with Aweikoma
6.

society.
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b) Data from certain Kaingang subtribes are almost totally lacking and
no complete ethnographic record is available for even the most fully-docum¬
ented subtribe. It is accordingly impossible to be certain of the character and
degree of cultural variation from Kaingang subtribe to subtribe.
c) By the time the Aweikoma and most of the Kaingang subtribes had
been studied in the field by reliable fieldworkers, the subtribes had been
subjected to a greater or lesser degree of Brazilian influence so that one can
never be sure that a particular cultural trait, absent at the time of the ethnog¬
rapher’s fieldstudy, had not at one time existed in the society, but due to
adventitious circumstances had disappeared.
d) Finally, the vague and sometimes contradictory nature of much of
the ethnographic data on the Kaingang make almost any type of analysis of
this society necessarily tentative.
Whereas the various Aweikoma subtribes were restricted to a fairly
contiguous area, the more numerous Kaingang subtribes were spread over many
hundreds of square kilometres and their isolation from one another is one reason
why there were local cultural differences; whenever, therefore, the published
sources allow, I shall specify in the present essay to which subtribe or subtribes
I refer.
The bulk of the published information on Aweikoma culture comes from
one source only (Henry’s Jungle People), and consequently is considerably
more consistent than that on the Kaingang. The fairly uniform character of
the Aweikoma ethnographic data is also maintained by the fact that the three
authorities who have provided this body of information conducted their
respective field work studies among the same Aweikoma subtribe. Since this
subtribe is the only one for which substantial data are recorded and as there
seems no reason to suppose that the other (now extinct) subtribes differed
significantly from it, in this essay I assume that the Duque de Caxias culture is
typical of Aweikoma culture as a whole.
a) One radical criterion of contrast between Kaingang culture and
Aweikoma culture is the relationship terminology (Baldus 1952, pp. 76-8;
Henry 1964, pp. 177-9) and associated rules of marriage (Baldus 1952,
pp. 76-7; 1955, p. 376; Henry 1964, p. 19). I hope to publish a detailed compa¬
rative analysis of both sets of relationship terminology sometime in the future,
but even a cursory glimpse of the list of terms recorded in the works cited
above reveals univocal evidence of the possible existence of a system of symmet¬
ric alliance operating in Kaingang society while the relationship terminology
of the Aweikoma can easily be recognised as cognatic. The published ethnog¬
raphic evidence relating to the rules of marriage supports the intimations
contained in the respective terminologies.
In short, therefore, the Kaingang prescribe marriage with the bilateral
cross-cousin while the Aweikoma are non-prescriptive. Since relationship
terminologies and their associated rules of marriage are radical features of
simpler societies, in these cultural respects alone there is a fundamental differ¬
ence between those Kaingang subtribes possessing a prescriptive relationship
terminology and Aweikoma society. The terms given by Baldus (1952) refer
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to the Toldo das Lontras, the Posto do Ivai, the Nonoai, and the Guarita
subtribes, while" those collected by other fieldworkers from other subtribes are
neither as complete nor as useful for a structural analysis as the terms collected
by Baldus. Though lacking structural utility, however, they are congruent
with a scheme of symmetric prescriptive alliance.
b) The second radically significant cultural difference between the
Kaingang and the Aweikoma is that Kaingang social structure is essentially
dyadic, consisting of moieties that are divided into inferior structural units
(Baldus 1937, passim; Nimuendaju 1946, pp. 82-3) and that, contrarily,
the social structure of the Aweikoma is essentially triadic, consisting of three
social groups, each of which is also divided into inferior structural units
(Nimuendaju 1946, p. 83). The data on the social structure of either society are
unfortunately inconsistent in crucial particulars, but the above character¬
izations are firmly established. According to Baldus the system of moieties
seems to exist among all the Kaingang subtribes (Baldus 1955,
p. 376).
The other differences are not of such fundamental importance in a study
in contrast between the two cultures, but nevertheless are indicative of the
essential difference that exists between Kaingang society and Aweikoma society.
c) The Toldo das Lontras Kaingang, according to Baldus (1937, p. 46 s.),
and the Rio Grande do Sul Kaingang, according to Serrano (1939,
p. 29) and
Teschauer (1927, p. 47), possess a hereditary leadership. Henry (1964,
p. 49)
claims that Aweikoma society lacks chiefs but Paula (1924,
p. 125) says that
it does have a chief ( pahi ). Whether or not the Aweikoma do have a chief,
it appears likely that in this society chieftainship is a personal rather than an
institutional office, dependant upon the personality of a respected and accept¬
able claimant, and is possibly limited to certain specific and contingent events.
Whether hereditary or not, chieftainship is certainly institutionalized in Kain¬
gang society and exists independantly of occasional social needs.
d) The Aweikoma place especial importance on the mutual dependence of
“hunting
companions” (Henry 1964, p. 19). This institution plays an important
part in the integration of Aweikoma society, but has not been reported existing
among the Kaingang.
e) No legal sanctions appear to exist in Aweikoma society, but both
Francisco Schaden (1948, p. 279) and Serrano (1939, p. 28) provide data
which show that such sanctions exist among the Kaingang subtribes of Rio
Grande do Sul. There is also evidence which suggests that legal sanctions existed
among the Hector Legrau Kaingang (Manizer 1930, p.
776).
/) The Aweikoma believe in the existence of guardian spirits (Henry
1964, p. 74, et passim) but there is no indication in any of the published sources
that I have been able to consult which suggests that the Kaingang also believe
in such spirits.
g) Though shamans exist, or existed, in both societies, among the River
Ivahy Kaingang they belong to a special class, the pai, (Nimuendaju 1946,
p. 98; Metraux 1947, p. 149): among the Aweikoma, however, it appears that
almost any man or woman, regardless of social category, could become one
if he or she had experienced a particular type of vision.
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h) The Paraná Kaingang origin myth recorded by Borba (1905), bears
no significant resemblance to that of the Aweikoma recorded by Henry (1964,
pp. 148-52). This is so for all the available published myths of the two societies.
i) Though I believe that the evidence for the existence of polyandry
and group marriage among the Aweikoma is unconvincing,
Henry (1964,
p. 37) is correct in supposing that these institutions exist in Aweikoma society,
there is an obvious difference here between the two cultures, for the subtribes
upon which there is adequate data certainly do not have either of these insti¬

if

tutions.
h)
possess

Métraux

(1946, p. 468) shows quite decisively that the Kaingang
musical instruments, but no ethnographer records the existence of

musical instruments among the Aweikoma.

7. The

ethnographic evidence, consisting of nine confirmed items of

cultural contrast, and one possibility, demonstrates, I believe, that a fundamen¬
tal difference between Kaingang society and Aweikoma society exists. Two,
the relationship terminology (with the associated rules of marriage) and the
character of the social structure, are of radical importance. Together with
the differences suggested by Francisco Schaden, Baldus, and others, these
make it clear that Kaingang society and Aweikoma society are essentially
different and that attempts made to confound the two societies are completely
misguided and fallacious.
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