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Notes 

• Introduction 

l. For a discussion of the relationship between the historical Tapuya and 
the modern Ge, see Maybury-Lewis 1965. 

2. The most convenient place to look for a general statement of our ethno· 
graphic reinterpretations is in my account of the Symposium on Recent Re­
search in Central Brazil (Maybury-Lewis 1971). 

l. Cycles and Trends in Krikatí Naming Practices 

1. The end of the bathing sessions also marks the end of the prohibition 
on sexual relations for the child's parents. 

2. Although the analysis here is concerned with interpersonal relations, 
the association of names with marginal positions can be extended to the level 
of community-wide organizations. Names are used as recruiting devices for 
ceremonial organizations, kin relationships as recruiting devices in domestic 
life. In the sense that ceremonial occasions represent a break in the even flow 
of life, a crisis situation, a contact with natural or supernatural dangers, it is 
consistent that the ceremonial system is organized as a system of named posi­
tions, just like the other marginal classes described above. 

3. Of the enormous body of work Nimuendajú produced on the Ge, the 
Krikatí are discussed only in The Eastern Timbira (1946) . l\ilost of the field­
work on which his monograph is based was carried out among the Ramko­
kamekra and A panyekra, who live about fifty miles away from the Krikatí; 
all speak mutually intelligible languages. On linguistic grounds, Nimuendajú 
includes all three of these groups in a single subdivision, the southern group 
of the Eastern Timbira. But it is clear that in his judgment these groups share 
far more than close linguistic affinity. He describes the habitat and history of 
contact with Brazilians for the Timbira as a whole, emphasizing the simi­
larities across groups. He visited the Krikatí, and by inference from the title 
of his book, it may be concluded that he felt the general outlines of Ram­
kokamekra/ Apanyekra culture to be valid for all of the Eastern Timbira. 

4. Nimuendajú is ambiguous on the timing of the official establishment of 
a new age-set in the plaza. A new age-set probably assumed its meeting place 
in the plaza as it began ini tiation, not at the end of the cerernony. lt should 
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be noted that tfle groups he dcsignates by the term "age class" were in fact 
age-sets. 

5. Linguistic evidence confinns this. The terms are either borrowings from 
related tribes that still use them (ikarntele and ikachui are Apinayé terms), 
or compounds built from existing kin terms (inchigrunto, inchungrunto) , 
or words with other meanings used analogically in this context (comaiyront, 
sometimes with old suffixes (comaiyront-m.uhum, comaiyront-menche). 

6. He <loes repon terms for formal friends, hupin/ pemchui, and the term 
for another type of ceremonial friend, kwu'no. 

2. The Relationship System of the Krahó 

1. This research was carried out over a number of years with six periods of 
fieldwork. lt was originally undertaken as part of two overall research projects 
under the direction of Roberto Cardoso de Oliveira, namely, A Comparative 
Study of Indian Societies in Brazil and A Study of Areas of Interethnic Fric­
tion in Brazil. In its later stages, the research carne to be carried out also in 
collaboration with the Harvard Central Brazil Research Project, under the 
direction of David l\tlaybury-Lewis of Harvard University. The major sponsor 
for the work was the Sub-Reitoria de Ensino para Graduados e Pesquisa of 
the F~deral University of Rio de Janeiro. The Funda\áo de Amparo a 
Pesquisa of the state of Sao Paulo and the University of Brasília each financed 
one of my field trips. 

2. Here 1 am following David Maybury-Lewis's criteria for dual organiza­
tion (see Maybury-Lewis 1967: 298-300) . 

3. I would like to take this opportunity to point out that the distribution 
of these groups was incorrectly described in a previous work (Melatti 1967). 
Both in the text and in the table on page 66 there are unfortunate typo­
graphical errors which were not corrected in proof. The correct arrangement 
of these groups is as follows: in the Khoirumpeketxe moiety, on the eastern 
side of the central plaza of the village, from north to south-pá, autxet, txon, 
and kre; in the Hararumpeketxe moiety on the western side of the central 
plaza, also from north to south, txó, hek, khedré, and kupe. 

4. In a previous work (Melatti 1967: 69-69), I unfortunately subsumed 
the domestic group and the residential segment under the single denomina­
tion of extended family. 

5. The Gavióes Indians, a Timbira group in the state of Pará which I 
visited in 1961 as research assistant for Roberto da Matta, do not use the 
terms itamtxua and iwaw"i for the living, but use them only for the dead. 

6. For a discussion of the cognate terms kwl.l'nó and hQ:pin (feminine 
pinéwei), see Nimuendajú 1946:100 and 104. 

7. In a recent work (1978) Carneiro da Cunha takes up the analysis of 
the idea of the person among the Krahó and sheds new light on the relations 
between ikhi"ono and between hopin. 

3. The Apinayé Relationship System 

1. This article is based on fieldwork carried out for varying periods in the 
years 1962, 1966, 1966-67, 1970, and 1972. I would like to thank the follow-
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ing institutions for contributing to the support of my work: the Conselho de 
Pesquisas of the Federal University of Rio de Janeiro, the Brazilian Conselho 
Nacional de Pesquisas, the Ford Foundation, and the Department of Anthro­
pology of the National Museum in Rio de Janeiro. 1 also received funds from 
the Harvard Central Brazil Research Project. 

1 would like to thank Dr. Peter Riviere for his careful reading of an earlier 
draft of this paper and for his useful suggestions. Various graduate students 
in the Programa de Pos-Gradua\áo em Antropología Social at the National 
Museum in Rio de Janeiro discussed this paper during seminars, and I am 
grateful to them for suggestions and criticisms which have improved and clari­
fied parts of my arguments. However, 1 accept entire responsibility for any 
errors or misinterpretations which remain. 

2. As will be remembered, in this same article Nimuendajú and Lowie pre­
sented a classification of the Ge tribes and divided the Timbira into Western 
and Eastern groups, according to their position relative to the Tocantins 
River (see Nimuendajú and Lowie 1937:565) . Such a classification was later 
elaborated by Nimuendajú (1946:6). 

3. From July to October 1970, inspired by Rose (1960) 1 photographed all 
the inhabitants of -~n Apinayé village (Sao José, the most poptdous and im­
portant) . Later I showed these photographs to a selected sample of sixteen 
Apinayé individuals, noting the following data: how that individual called 
the photographed person (if terms or names were used) , why he called him 
thus, what such a person was to him. I managed to get sorne informants to 
arrange the photographs on a table, taking as a referenc~ point the in­
formant's own picture. It was curious, among other things, to notice that the 
Apinayé always placed the old people on the lower part of the "genealogical 
tree," since they are the "root" or "foot" of the village. My sample was made 
by considering the age of the informant, his position in the factional struc­
ture-of the village, whether he was an outsider, and his sex and status in the 
community. A conversation with Warren Shapiro in a plane after the meet­
ings of the American Anthropological Association in New Orleans in 19o9 
was very. useful for the development of this technique, since Dr. Shapiro had 
also used similar materials. 

4. The Apinayé do not consider a cut or a wound an illness, inasmuch as 
the person affected continues to execute his normal social activities. To be 
me-o, then, is to be in a marginal state in relation to society. 

5. Sorne authors translate mekaron as soul. I prefer "image" because this 
seems to me to be closer to Apinayé thought, since for them everything has a 
mekaron. It so happens, though, that the "image" of real and concrete things 
is weak. 

6. Lévi-Strauss and Mary Douglas develop similar points in connection with 
the same phenomenon (Lévi-Strauss 1962:258 and Dougla~ 1968) . See also 
Riviere 1974. 

7. When one observes that this is an inversion, since the Ipognotxoine ought 
to be related to the serious and regular things, like men, sun, and so on, the 
Apinayé say that this is correct, but that sun and moon, the two major cre­
ators of social rules, left things thus for men. It seems that the idea is that the 
"Ipog people" can afford to be nasty and irregular because they are superior 
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to the rules of 'Behavior that control the conduct of normal persons. The in­
version observed, therefore, has perhaps also an idea of transcendence, that 
is to say: I pog peo ple transcend normal and regular behavior. 

8. Maybury-Lewis presented this idea during the defense of Julio Cezar 
Melatti's thesis and in personal communications. 

9. It is curious that Fox seizes upon precisely this distinction to analyze 
the Cochiti social system (Fox 1967). 

4. Exit and Voice in Central Brazil 

1. An early version of this paper was presented in May 1975 at the Con­
ference on Anthropological Research in Amazonia, sponsored by the Anthro­
pology Department of Queens College, CUNY. I am grateful to Albert O. 
Hirschman and David Maybury-Lewis for their comments on earlier drafts. 

2. Such an incident almost occurred during my fieldwork at Gorotire in 
1963. Intervention by the Indian Protection Service saved the village from 
an all-out battle between the disputing factions. 

3. There is no female institution analogous to the men's house, although 
the uxorilocal household itself might be viewed as a female counterpart. 

4. Ceremonial sexual access to each other's spouses, although sanctioned by 
custom, is a frequent cause for intragroup distress. 

5. The Kayapó say that they marry only mebaitebm and never ombikwa, 
although it can be discovered that the rule is not always followed. 

6. Although Hirschman's examples come predominantly from Western 
society, he is cognizant of the applicability of his theory to so-called primitive 
societies ( 1978) . 

7. 1 do not wish to imply by these comments my endorsement of the pres­
ent government in Brazil or its lndian policy. My remark would be applica­
ble to any government whose action promotes a positive effect, whether in­
tended or not. 

5. The G~ and Bororo Societies as Dialectical Systems 

l. This is obviously a rule subject to the ceteris paribus qualification. It 
will, I suggest, tend to hold without qualification in systems in which kinship, 
in the sense of the relations of human production or socialization as the term 
is defined here, is the dominant form of production. In more economically 
developed systems, other things are no longer equal, the family and kinship 
system become subsumed into other, more complex relations of production 
and reproduction, and the rules of conservation as formulated here for the 
kinshi p system as a self-regulating and self-reproducing structure cease to 
apply. 

6. Kinship, Household, and Community Structure among the Kayapó 

l. I am very grateful to Professor Jean Lave for her close reading and in­
cisive criticism of a draft of this paper, and to Professor David M. Schneider 
for many helpful comments. 

2. There are a few additional relations included in the terminological 
categories o{ marginal relations owing to the Omaha cousin terminology and 
the subsumption of affines in the ascending generations into the categories of 
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their linking spouses, but these terminological additions do not affect the basic 
structure of marginal relations as discussed here. 

3. These rituals and myths cannot, however, be assumed to reftect tensions 
peculiar to single-moiety villages, since they presumably were performed and 
told in two-moiety villages. 

7. Cultural Categories of the Central G~ 

l. Nimuendajú called it patrilocal. The importance of distinguishing be­
tween patrilocal and virilocal is discussed below. 

2. To facilitate comparison with the Shavante terminology in Maybury­
Lewis 1967:216- 217, 1 shall give each Sherente term the same number as its 
corresponding Shavante term. Since there are fewer Sherente terms than 
Shavante terms, sorne numbers will be missing fro1n the list presented here. 

3. In a previous publication (Maybury-Lewis, 1965a:222) women of the 
opposite moiety in a generation older than ego's were inexplicably stated to 
be in the category í-tbe. 1 wish here to rectify that slip and to emphasize this 
contrast between í-tbe (own moiety) and awasní (opposite moiety) . 

4. See l\!Iaybury-Lewis, 1965b:chap. 6. 
5. The modern Shavante use this word to refer to the two meeting places at 

the fulcrum of the village and reserved for the councils of mature men and 
young (initiated) men, respectively. The Sherente use the word to designate 
a men's house which, according to informants, used to be constructed some­
where in the middle of the village (see Figure 1). Nimuendajú stated that the 
wará used to be a bachelors' hut ( 1942: 17) , but 1 am led to doubt this. The 
only eyewitness description of an olden-day Sherente village which 1 have 
been able to find does not resolve the question. It indicated instead that, even 
at the turn of the century, the semicircular village layout was obsolete. It 
does, however, mention that a Sherente village had a central house occupied 
by older people. It also had a bachelors' hut built at sorne distance from the 
village (Cook 1909: 143). This supports my belief that traditionally the 
Sherente, like the Shavante, had a central forum, or wará, for older people 
which was distinct from the bachelors' hut, located at a short distance from 
the village proper. 

6. 1 use quite arbitrarily for standardization and convenience the roots of 
the Timbira terms given in Nimuendajú 1946: 105. 

7. These terms correspond to ked, tui, and tamchwf in fig. 4. 
8. Corresponding to ked, che, and tamchw~ in fig. 4. 
9. These conclusions amply bear out Needham's contention that labels such 

as Crow and Omaha do not identify discriminable systems and should there­
fore be abandoned (1967: 15-17) . 

1 O. See, for example, Barnes 1962 and particularly Keesing 1970. 
l 1. See, for example, Radcliffe-Brown 1950; also in formulations derived 

from learning theory, as in Murdock 1949. 

8. Selves and Alters among the Eastern Bororo 

l. The research on which this paper reports was supported by N.I.M.H. 
Grant No. l\1H06185 and by a grant from the Duke University Committee 
for International Research. I am also grateful to the Duke University Re-
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search Council ft>r severa! Faculty Research Grants which have facilitated the 
analysis and preparation of this material for publication. My intellectual debts 
are to Claude Lévi-Strauss, Victor Turner, Thornas O . Beidelman, and, above 
all, David Maybury-Lewis. 1 also owe a great <leal to several of my students 
who, over the years, have criticized the various drafts of this paper with 
much vigor and subtle perception. 1 particularly wish to thank Messrs. 
Richard Huntington, Joseph \iYoodside, Peter Huber, Robin Carter, Fred 
Da1non, and l\iliss Patricia Be a ver. 

2. The major contributions to Bororo ethnography include Steinen 1940, 
Colbacchini and Albisetti 1942, Albisetti and Venturelli 1962, Ivfontenegro 
1958, Crocker 1967, and, of course, Lévi-Strauss 1936, 1955, 1958, and 1964. 

3. I do have the irnpression that, in cornparison with the Ge, relatively few 
Bororo have thus left their society, or rather their village. 

4. See, for example, Albisetti and Venturelli 1962:429-445; Lévi-Strauss 
1958:142- 144, 156-158; Lévi-Strauss 1955:229-231; Lévi-Strauss 1960:48-49; 
and Maybury-Lewis 1960:23-27. 

5. There is not the slightest indication of hellicosity between conternporary 
Bororo villages, and according to informants this has always been the case. 
There are no Feliable historical records on this topic, but Albisetti and Ven­
turelli (1962), and l\ilontenegro (l958:passirn) cite circumstantial evidence 
supporting this contention. 1 hope soon to publish an account of Bororo his­
tory which may darify sorne of the economic, political, and historical factors 
which heavily contributed to the tribal harmony. 

6. I have discussed the details of this model in Crocker 1967, I969a, 1971, 
1973, and 1977. In essence, the Bororo maintain that in the world of the dead 

' ' 
or the domain of the aroe, there are two villages of the dead sited far to the 
east and the west, respectively, of modern Bororo land. The rivers in this 
world ali run from east to west, and ali topographical spaces within it are 
populated according to the eightfold social division of the cosmos. 

7 · Here I ha ve in mind the village of Pobore, sited a few kil~meters out­
side the thriving boom town of Rondon<'>polis and scorned by other Bororo 
as the habitation of "thieves, alcoholics, and incestuous ones," who have 
completely lapsed from Bororo ways, and the Bororo settlements at San­
gradouro and Merure, the two Salesian mission stations. As a general rule, the 
closer the Brazilian population, the more depressed and nontraditional the 
Bororo village, owing to the influence of wage work and, consequently, 
alcohol. 

8. I wish to thank Professor Maybury-Lewis both for the sense of this in­
sight and the specific formulation of it. 

9. Bororo theory holds that every man who has intercourse with a woman 
during the period between the birth of one of her children and the next are 
genitors of the latter child. That is, they do not recognize any temporal Iimi­
tation on gestation. If the time between parturitions is lengthy, and a 
woman's life turbulent, as tends to be the case, her child might recognize as 
many as a dozen genitors. The ritual acknowledgement of paternity be­
comes, in these common instances, rather more than an acquiescence to tra­
ditional practices. 

10. The i-maruga ornaments the infant with duckdown and other items, 

1 

' 

1 

,. 
I 

No tes to Pages 265-277 • 331 

and holds it during the ceremony. The importance of this bond is attested 
in the usual mode of reference to one's clan aroe as both i-edaga aroe, and 
i-maruga aroe. The odd thing is that i-maruga is emphatically an agnatic­
affinal category, applied to the Fl\1, FMM, FZ, FZD, WM, WeZ, and so forth. 
However, the "naming i-maruga" is always that older woman who assisted the 
mother at childbirth, and who had the obligation to kill the infant if the 
ritual auspices at birth were bad. Normatively, the father's i-maruga (FFl\!I, 
FFZ, and so on) should undertake this role. But nearly all women prefer 
that their own mother assist them, so that the "naming i-maruga" is usually 
a true Ml\iI. Given either prescriptive bilateral or patrilateral cross-cousin 
marriage, the Ml\1 would be the FFZ. The point is that the "naming i-mar­
uga" is the only member of her moiety to whom ego applies this category in 
any strict and regular way. She _appears in man y myths and ritual statements 
as a highly ambiguous figure, always coresident with a masculine ego before 
his initiation. This obvious problern has confused many commentators on the 
Bororo scene. 

11. Sorne aspects of a dan's property are transferable. Men of the opposite 
moiety may receive clan property as compensation for ritual acts, but they 
only have rights of usufruct over a certain nurnber of ornaments, and these 
rights termínate on their death. 

12. I am aware that such translocations are a commori mode of lineage fis­
sion in both matrilineal and patrilineal societies, whatever the attendant 
motives or ideological interpretations (Worsley 1956) . However, the im­
mediacy and inconsequential character of Bororo practices would seem to 
distinguish them from such patterns. That is, theré are no historical conse­
quences of Bororo movements away from a "hiving" lineage: the new unit 
<loes not found a distinct group, and it may be reincorporated (and often is) 
into the "parental" unit at any time. 

13. "Adoption" is a frequent event within the clan, and occurs within the 
moiety from time to time. The most usual motives are either the obligatory 
assumption of parental responsibilities toward an orphan or a desire to re­
place a unit which has died out. In all cases a name is again bestowed, from 
the adoptor's name-set. Although consanguineal and clan relations nearly 
always employ the categor y, and adopt the behavior, that such adoption im­
plies, it rarely "takes" for any extended peFiod. As the Bororo say, "Everyone 
knows where the person was born, and the first name is the right name." 

14. I use "cultural" here to mean an abstraction of the symbolic modes 
utilized to express the nature of the relationship. I do not find any heuristic 
value whatsoever in a sharp distinction between culture and society. 

15. The unwary might leap to the conclusion, as I initially did, that thís 
f ormulation represents the presumption of sorne (hypothetical) genealogical 
re]ation among the founders of the clan's name-sets, such as the birth order 
among a set of uterine sons of someone's mother. Nothing could be further 
from the Bororo understanding of the situation. Their analogic model is 
drawn not from a historically projected understanding of descent, but from 
the contemporary dilemma of actual brothers, who view primacy of birth as 
conferring a very real advantage. 

16. Bororo politics are so complex, so bound up with domestic affairs and 
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ritual honors, thé!t only a very lengthy account can do justice to the subtlety 
of the system that regulates the individual's strivings for power. Further, as 
Maybury-Lewis pointed out to me sorne years ago, the Bororo find there is 
very little actual "power" for which to contend, thanks to the Brazilian 
usurpation of all real jural control. Nonetheless, such power as there is de­
rives from the various judgements of the opposite moiety. 

17. The men's house is open to certain women who enjoy the status of 
a:edu b.aito, or "men's house prostitutes," and to other women at certain spe­
c1fied ntual moments (Crocker 1969b). However, the admission of the first 
category w~s strictly regulated, and it is my impression that traditionally they 
were permitted access only at night, during those times when a ritual was not 
in progress. 

18. A father may thus substitute for his son until initiation. Af ter this rite, 
it is felt, the son must gain his own honors; that is, after initiation a man be­
comes ritually and jurally autonomous and responsible for his own actions. 

19. I have sorne reason to believe that Bororo women, appropriately 
enough, do perceive the relation between the moieties as precisely that of 
exchanging husbands, and, as noted earlier, the men of ten characterize the 
º.ther moiety as "o~r. fathers." A careful interpretation would ha ve to empha­
s~ze the do~e. assoc1au~n between fathers and the privilege of aroe representa­
uon, for th1s is the subject of Bororo ceremonial transcendental "life." 

20. It is of course axiomatic that women lack an i-orubadari, for they do 
not participate in initiation. In theory, a woman should be represented at 
death by one of her brother's i-orubadari, but in practice, her aroe maiwu is 
simply a member of her father's clan. 

21. There is a problem here which the Bororo explicitly recognize, that a 
man's father and mother are rarely alive at the time of his own death. How­
ever, children who have received a name are also given a representative in 
the event of d~ath. Their actual parents will then often carry over their roles 
into the ritual triad. In these cases, the representative simply is a member of 
the father's clan. I know of severa! cases in which one or the other parent 
made toys or prepared the dead child's favorite dishes for the aroe maiwu, 
who received these pre$tations with respectful and appropriate behavior. 

22. They are, however, reftected in the elaborate and flowery terms of 
Bororo formal speech. For example, in most public contexts adult men com­
monly address and refer to the senior women of the other moiety as pa-xe 
aroe, "our spirit mothers," or even as simply pa-xe. Such usages make the 
study of Bororo relationship terminology highly confusing to the novice. 

23: The importance of this service should not be minimized, since lugging 
a th1rty- or forty-pound <leer ten miles through jungle in the middle of a 
tropical <lay is not a pleasant task. The Bororo assumption here is that the 
carrier is always a member of the dead man's dan. 

24: .During major .ceremonies, when it is not uncommon for half a village 
to v1stt the sponsonng community, ceremonial hunts are held as often as 
possible for economic and ritual motives. I was also told that the dry season 
treks, which are no longer performed, were occasions upon which the triads 
could be reactivated as the trekkers visited one community after another. 

25. These include the right to make and wear any property belonging to 
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the deceased's name-set, but not the right to dispose of these to a third party 
except an uninitiated relative. Representatives are nearly always termed i-adu 
by most members of the deceased's dan, this category replacing all others 
except those of direct genealogical connection (for example, father, father's 
brother). 

Condusion 

l. See, for example, Nimuendajú 1946:1-2 and Maybury-Lewis 1965:343. 
2. The Shavante were quite explicit about this when .I was working with 

them in 1959. \i\Then asked why they <lid not cultivate bitter manioc, since 
they were so fond of farinha (manioc flour) , they replied that it required too 
n1uch attention and that it would prevent their going out on trek. 

3. Or rather the base villages. Most of the Central Brazilian peoples were 
transhumant, living much of the year on trek in relatively small bands and 
coming together for only part of the year in the base village. 

4. This information was taken from Nimuendajú's accounts of the Eastern 
Timbira (1946) and the Kayapó (Lowie 1943) for the Northern Ge, and of 
the Sherente (1942) for the Central Ge. The characterization of the Bororo 
comes from Colbacchini and Albisetti 1942. The anomalous descent system of 
the Apinayé is discussed below. 

5. See da Matta, this volume, and da Matta 1971 and 1976. 
6. For example, the Sharanahua (Siskind 1973), the Kashinawa (Ken­

singer forthcoming), the Mundurucú (Murphy 1960), and the Kagwahiv or 
Parintintin (Kracke 1976) . 

7. See Leach (196la: 11) for a similar argument concerning unilineal 
é:lescent. 

8. See, for example, Leach 196lb; Lewis 1965; Needhan1 1971; Barth 1973. 
9. Or men, among the matrilineal Bororo. 
10. See, for example, Needham 1973 and 1974: 107. 
11. Needham argued that the Sirionó were matrilineal. If they had an al­

liance system, then, husbands would be communicated in marriage. 
12. See Lévi-Strauss 1949 for an extended discussion of the implications 

of marriage with the mother's brother's daughter and Needham 1973 for a 
more recent and different view of the entailments of prescription. 

13. See Scheffler and Lounsbury 1971: 179 for a discussion of the "type" 
(their quotation marks) and 197l:ll0 for a description of the rule. 

14. See their rendering of the Sirionó kinship system (1971: 145). 
15. A similar approach was advocated by a number of contributors to 

Needham, ed., Rethinking kinship and marriage (1971). 
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