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Charles Wagley on changes in Tupí-Guaraní kinship classifications
Transformações nas classificações de parentesco Tupi-Guarani segundo Charles Wagley

illiam Balée
ulane niversit. e rleans, 

Abstract: Carles ale contriuted siniicantl to te etnorapic stud o culture and societ in Brazil. n addition to is ell-
non or on ot rural and uran Brazilian populations, ale as a pioneerin etnoraper o indienous societies 
in Brazil, especiall te apirapé and eneteara, associated it te upí-Guaraní lanuae amil. n comparin tese to 
societies speciicall, ale as most interested in teir insip sstems, especiall te tpes o insip or relationsip 
terminolo tat tese eiited. n ot cases, e ound tat at ad once een proal classiicator, iurcate-merin 
terminoloies seem to ave developed into more or less iurcate-collateral or udanese-lie terminoloies, peraps 
partl as a result o contact and depopulation. ecent researc on insip nomenclature and salience o relationsip terms 
amon te aapor people, also speaers o a upí-Guaraní lanuae, corroorates ales oriinal insits and indicates 
teir relevance to contemporar etnorap.

Keywords: elationsip terms. upí-Guaraní. mazonia. Etnorap.

Resumo: Carles ale contriuiu de maneira siniicativa para o estudo etnorico da cultura e sociedade no Brasil. lém de seu 
conecido traalo sore as populaes rurais e uranas rasileiras, ale oi um etnrao pioneiro das sociedades 
indíenas no Brasil, especialmente os apirapé e eneteara, associados  amília linuística upi-Guarani. o comparar 
especiicamente essas duas sociedades, ale estava interessado, soretudo, nos seus sistemas de parentesco, 
especialmente nos tipos de parentesco ou na terminoloia para relacionamentos ue elas apresentavam. Em amos os 
casos, ele descoriu ue, provavelmente, terminoloias classiicatrias com uso iurcada parecem ter se transormado, 
mais ou menos, em terminoloias iurcadas colaterais do tipo udans, talvez parcialmente como resultado do contato 
e despovoamento. Pesuisa recente sore a nomenclatura de parentesco e relevncia de termos para relacionamento 
entre os aapor, tamém alantes de uma línua upi-Guarani, corroora as relees oriinais de ale e evidencia a 
importncia delas para a etnoraia contempornea. 

Palavras-chave: ermos para relacionamento. upi-Guarani. maznia. Etnoraia.
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Carles ale 1913-1991 eueated us a lastin leac 
o Brazilianist, indienist, and atin mericanist researc 
and teacin. He as appreciated in is lietime it at 
least to Festschrifts Marolis and Carter, 199 Maee 
and ilson, 1990, and ere one appositel onors im 
aain in tis distinuised ournal, one undred ears ater 
ales irt, and a e ears more ater te launcin o 
te oriinal series o te Boletim do Museu Paraense de 
Historia atural e Etnorapia 194.  can tin o no 
etter venue or te present triute tan tis one.

ales pedao and mentorsip ere, o course, 
proound e alone supervised ort-si dissertations 
Harris, 1990, p. 3. s a nineteen-ear old underraduate 
onors tesis student in 194,  came under is advisement. 
 distinctl recall Proessor ales repl to m uestion 
concernin te purpose o an antropoloists proession 
riinall, it as to train more antropoloists. at 
concept o trainin dre directl upon is on researc, 
especiall is ieldor, te sine qua non o ranz Boas 
approac to cultural antropolo. ale seemed to e 
immune rom concerns over academic celerit e as 
an empiricist as as is teacer Boas. ale customaril 
told visitors to is oice at te niversit o lorida tat e 
as not non as a teorist. He as instead interested 
in noin and eplorin etnorapic realities ere e 
ad ever trodden eore. at o course e accomplised 
and not itout darin, aplom, and some naiveté mied 
it instinctive perspicacit. n rie, and par excellence, 
Carles ale as an etnorapic pioneer.

ETHNOGRAPHY AS THEORY AND METHOD
ome iron can e ound in ales ot-repeated caveat 
aout not ein non as a teorist. ieise, e could 
descrie euisitel te ailure o ruer plantations in 
mazonia, as due to a unal lit, ut eore e as 
inised it is instructive summar, e ould interect 
ou no, m not a otanist. s it most mazonianists, 
ale ad to ecome amiliar it nolede outside 
te en o classroom lectures and antropolo tets e 

also ad is ield trainin, and toeter it is readin 
and note-tain, e discovered novel eatures and 
arranements in societ and culture. n act, te iron in 
te disclaimer is tat ales etnorapic or actuall 
instantiates concepts and analsis prevalent in tentiet 
centur merican antropolo, especiall, i not onl, it 
reerence to te domain o insip.

insip is comin ac in merican antropolo a 
perusal o astracts rom te 2012 nnual Meetin o te 
merican ntropoloical ssociation in an rancisco 
readil sos tis. n 2013, Carles ales centennial, 
it can e urter illuminatin to discern te merican 
enaement it insip in te earl to mid-tentiet 
centur  ocusin on ales contriution to te 
stud o terminoloies, speciicall tose o upí-Guaraní 
peoples o Greater mazonia, ere e did ieldor. 
at contriution represents empiricist etnorap 
on te eve o orld ar , itsel a atersed event in 
merican antropolo, tans in part to te ervicemens 
eadustment ct o 1944, non as te G Bill. t inanced 
te trainin o a siniicant sement o te succeedin 
eneration o merican antropoloists in te 1950s and 
1960s Balée, 2009 Ean, 1963. ale, tou not 
too old or comat dut, and airl close in ae to tese 
veterans, taut and mentored man o tem at Columia 
niversit. He taut tem insip, amon oter tins 
in is repertoire o nolede acuired ot in te ield 
and in te classroom. He urter instructed tem on 
o to dianose insip terminoloies itin a neus o 
classiication scemes ten current. 

TUPINOLOGY IN THE BACKGROUND
ales or on upí-Guaraní insip as eminentl 
ell suited to te larer proect detectale in is lies 
oeuvre, itsel distinctive, it its on coerent sinature. 
 propos o placin tis or in perspective, te contet 
o antropoloical and socioloical erudition in Brazil 
durin te decade eore orld ar  iures siniicantl. 
at erudition as partl rooted in emracin a concept 
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o Brazils distinctiveness as a nation and culture, or 
rater at ale ould later call an antropoloical 
laorator ale, 191.

ales amiliarit it insip classiications in 
te ield as coeval it tat o is renc colleaue, 
Claude évi-trauss 190-2009. ales initial ield 
researc amon te apirapé consisted o more tan 
iteen monts rom 1939-1940 ale, 19, p. i évi-
trauss made several rie oras to diverse indienous 
Brazilian roups ater 1935, includin a visit to a small 
aav roup, speaers o a upí-Guaraní tonue, 
in te estern mazon, in 193 évi-trauss, 1992, p. 
33-346. n te antropoloical suect o insip, ot 
évi-trauss and ale ad a common mentor in oert 
oie 13-195, even i e did not teac tem directl 
or in an classes, ut rater trou correspondence 
and conversation. ale 19, p. 96 uses oies 
terminolo in reerence to te apirapé insip sstem 
and évi-trauss 1969, p. vi not onl taned oie 
or encouraement in te oriinal preace to e 
Elementar tructures o insip, e indicates e as 
indeed persuaded to pursue antropolo as a proession 
upon readin oies Primitive ociet. ales ield 
discoveries ere not isolated in an idiosncratic void, ut 
ere rater constitutive and illustrative o an underlin, 
rander proect o understandin o people name and 
classi people, especiall tose to om te elieve 
temselves most closel associated, eiter  action or 
sustance or ot.

ale carried out to maor etnorapic proects 
it upí-Guaraní speain roups, te apirapé o Central 
Brazil and te eneteara o te norteastern ede o 
te loer mazon in Marano. e apirapé researc 
as initiall carried out in 1939-1940 te eneteara 
or too place in collaoration it ales irst P 
student, Eduardo Galvo, in 1945-1946. e irst researc 
as not ull pulised as a stand-alone etnorap until 
19, almost ort ears ater te initial or ad een 
completed te second as pulised irst in Enlis in 

1949 ale and Galvo, 1949, ten translated, and 
completed it additions, in Portuuese in 1955 ale 
and Galvo, 1961. ales later etnorapic oras 
it non-indienous communities ould soon ecome 
ell-respected studies o mazonian peasants or caboclos 
and o race and class in orteastern Brazil tese proects 
trained a sustantial coort o inluential antropoloists 
rom Brazil and te nited tates .

n tese later etra-indienist contets, ale 
ound traces o native lanuae and culture, derived rom 
sared istor and contacts eteen upí-Guaraní speain 
peoples and te emerin, modern societ o Brazil. 
cnoledement o a upian past is an indispensale part 
o te eritae o te countr, datin rom colonial times and 
remains remaral alive in Brazilian Portuuese. ne inds 
upí etmoloies in toponms suc as Ipanema, or ad 
luc eac, terms or lora and auna suc as mandioca and 
maracajá, and man oter terms and concepts in Brazilian 
ro-ndienous reliion and ollore, suc as pajelança and 
capoeira. ale as te irst antropoloist o as ot an 
indienist and a Brazilianist Galvo as proal te second.

ale indienism as not divorced rom is 
Brazilianist leac  and e is a idel acnoleded 
ounder o Brazilianist studies in te  Cernela, 2002, 
p. 233. at is ecause upí, as lanuae, culture, and 
oect o stud, constitutes a sinle, continuin moti 
in Brazilianist researc, at least since Tupinologia and its 
ascination it Língua Geral in te nineteent centur 
e.g., ampaio, 19 1901. Antropofagia, Cannialism, 
as a nationalistic, modernist art and literature movement 
in earl tentiet centur Brazil tat orroed rom 
sald de ndrades poem,  Maniesto ntropao 
192, te amous rallin cr up or not up tat 
is te uestion ndrade, 192, p. 3. is upinoloical 
ascination in Brazil as parallels it nativist and nationalist 
tendencies elseere in atin merica, suc as te 
teacin o auatl in nineteent centur Meican scools, 
tou te upian leac o Brazil lacs te monumental 
arcitecture tat Meico aords to ztec arcaeoloical 
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remains e.., mit, 20121. ale 191, p. 250-253 
discussed te penomenon o ndianism, or upinolo, 
in n ntroduction to Brazil. ale s on or 
as pioneerin in rinin te most current researc 
metodoloies o social antropolo to ear on etant 
upian cultures and societies o te Brazilian interior.

ale as a complete indienist not onl did e 
carr out maor etnorapic or it more tan one 
roup, ut one o te to upian roups e studied  te 
apirapé  eiited distinctive inluences o G-speain 
peoples, suc as ceremonial moieties, a mens ouse, 
and a circular villae plan. ales researc in Brazil ad 
een encouraed  Columia proessor alp inton 
193-1953, ose interest as in acculturation enerall. 
t sould e pointed out tat ale 196, p. 1 ad 
also een inluenced  oert edield 19-195, te 
niversit o Cicao social antropoloist, especiall  
is concept o te communit edield, 1941. edield, 
alon it ale, as one o te irst true proessional 
ort merican social antropoloists to do researc in 
atin merica. edield, o as not a Columia student, 
is or tat reason someat o an eception amon  
antropoloists doin etnorap in atin merica at te 
time dams, 1999, p. 323. edield ored in epotzln, 
Meico, in te 1920s, and pulised a monorap on tis 
researc in 1930 ale ored in to communities in 
Guatemala in 193, and tat or ould e pulised as 
a Memoir o te merican ntropoloical ssociation 
ale, 1941. ales coort o researcers rom te  
orin it indienous roups included rvin Goldman 
Cueo and ules Henr ainan, ot o om ere 
also Columia students o ad trained under te eneral 
tutelae o Boas Cernela, 2002, p. 234. Bot edields 
and ale researc proects ere communit studies, 
it te communit, as Conrad renser 1910-199 
1961 ould put it succinctl and deinitivel or tat 

eneration o scolarsip, eld to e ot oect and 
sample. uc concerns did not materialize in ales 
indienous or in Brazil  tese ere people livin in 
villaes in te orests and savannas, not ton ol. et 
ale did ave metodoloical emendations to mae 
to te communit stud metod a e ears later en 
e eaded a team o researcers in Baia, eplicitl 
emploin terms o uantitative and ualitative researc 
in tat or ale and zevedo, 1951. n lit o tis 
or, it is diicult to not consider ale a teorist and 
metodoloist, despite is disclaimer.

ales or in Brazil came ater is Guatemala 
researc, partl under te administrative patronae o Heloisa 
lerto orres o te Museu acional, in io de aneiro, 
o as encourain ort merican antropoloists to 
undertae researc in Brazil. ndeed, te Museu acional 
as te irst site o tree and our-ield antropolo in 
Brazil, datin rom te time o Edar ouette-Pinto in te 
earl tentiet centur, eore te discipline ramented 
in Brazil as it also did in Europe Balée, 2009. e Museu 
acional and Columia niversit entertained an inormal 
areement, ased on ecanes eteen orres and Boas 
ale, 19, p. 6. ale 19, p. 22, it intons 
encouraement, as initiall interested in investiatin te 
acculturation o te apirapé, o in turn ad een irst 
recommended to im  upí-Guaraní specialist lred 
Métrau ale, 19, p. 4. intons concerns ere similar 
to edields, and indeed, te ad coautored, alon it 
Melville Hersovits, a amous memorandum on acculturation 
edield et al., 1936.

INDIGENOUS DEMOGRAPHIC POLITICS
e apirapé in 1939 ere acin one o te most siniicant 
callenes o a contact situation massive depopulation due to 
introduced disease, ic ad ravaed te population since 
teir earliest non contact in 1911. e acculturation stud 

1 ou tis lac o monumentalism ma e an artiact o ot ra materials and istorical perception i ale ad lived, e ould 
ave een ascinated  te eartor eolps o cre e.., caan, 2011, ic ean to come to lit onl recentl.
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as larel iven up in avor o empiricall careul and silled 
etnorap, to document at seemed to e a enuinel 
disappearin culture. ales contriution to researc on 
indienous mazonia, oever, as not all descriptive e 
as rom te start interested in comparison at te level 
o upí-Guaraní lanuae, culture, and societ. H. ussell 
Bernard 1994, p. 159 noted tat ale ecame one o 
our disciplines most accomplised etnorapers. Marvin 
Harris 1990, p. 2 aptl considered ale etnorap 
19 o te apirapé, elcome o ears, a masterpiece. 
nd ile acnoledin ales maor etnorapic 
contriution to mazonianist researc, te upí-Guaraní 
specialist, Eduardo iveiros de Castro 196, p. 91, also 
esteemed te comparative potential o te monorap on 
te apirapé in particular elcome o ears is peraps te 
est availale description o a upí-Guaraní societ, supplin 
sustantial material or comparative analsis at te iest 
level o astraction2. e or is not onl description  
teor concernin o people interrelate it and classi 
eac oter is emedded in te or, oever sutl.

n act, ale ad earl noted man patterns and 
institutions common to most upí-speain tries ale, 
1951, p. 96. ooin at patterns, as ell as institutions, 
renders it diicult to e ateoretical as an etnoraper. 
n ales comparative stud o cultural inluences 
on population size o te apirapé and eneteara, e 
discussed dierential ailit to reound rom devastatin 
population loss. ese indins ere pioneerin and 
inluential, or te preceded and supplied a asis or te 
teoretical discussion o te dissociative eects o contact 
on indienous mazonian roups ieiro, 1956 and 
inerences o ier mazonian populations in te past 
e.g., enevan, 1992, p. 5.

ne o ales most siniicant indins, ic 
as et to e proven ron, is tat individual societies 

ave population polices, at Marvin Harris 190, p. 
66 ten laeled modes o reproduction o te societal 
inrastructure. nd tou is or is inormed  tins 
eterior to culture  meanin a priori tat is or is 
teoretical on uestions o cause and eect  ale 1951, 
p. 100 as deinitel not an environmental determinist, 
unlie man mazonianist colleaues o is eneration e 
speciicall rote Population control amon te apirapé 
seems not to result rom a direct limitation imposed  
ood suppl ut rom culturall derived values . e 
apirapé controlled population rot  cominin 
inanticide it a rule on te numer o livin cildren a 
oman could ave, amon oter related rules. ese 
limits, oever, continued even en te ad ecome 
nonunctional, i.e., ater te apirapé ad suered rapid 
and drastic conseuences o ld orld diseases and 
depopulation in te irst decades o te tentiet centur3. 
e apirapé ent rom a population o around 1,000 in 
1900 to eer tan 100 persons in 194 ale, 1951, 
ten 55 in 195 and 9 in 1966 ale, 19, p. 45. 
ese population declines  it devastatin multiple 
losses o real, close relatives  could ave inluenced 
apirapé classiication o people, terminoloicall, as oects 
o relationsips ale, 19, p. 9. e apirapé ere 
aout 0 in 196 apiro, 196, p. 1. umers ean 
increasin in te 190s ale, 19, p. 45. s o 2010, 
te ere 655 oral, 2010. rom te population data, 
ale determined tat social roups, suc as mens ae 
rades, ceremonial moieties, and east roups, could not 
unction properl, due to population losses. e could not 
even maintain matrilocal etended amilies ale, 19, 
p. 9 apiro, 196, p. 15. e structural disoranization 
o te amil is related to ales second comparative 
stud o upí-Guaraní etnolo, insip terminolo and 
social structure.

2 elcome o ears é talvez a melor descrio disponível de uma sociedade upi-Guarani, oerecendo amplo material para anlises 
comparativas de maior nível de astrao.

3 B tat time te eneteara,  contrast, ad alread underone depopulation due to a loner and older period o contact ale and 
Harris, 195, p. 39.
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WAGLEY’S INSIGHTS AND KA’APOR 
KINSHIP DATA
Based on te researc o 1939-1940, ale and Galvo 
1946 potesized tat upí-Guaraní insip could e 
caracterized as iurcate enerational. at is ased on 
te idea tat te terms in te irst ascendin eneration o 
eos consanuines are divided iurcated  line ile 
simultaneousl used mered  se te term iurcate 
merin as ell as te ocus on te consanuineal terms 
in te irst ascendin eneration as an innovation initiall 
proposed  oert oie 192 Godelier et al., 199, 
p. 9 iure 1. e term in Portuuese incidentall is 
fusão bifurcada Eduardo iveiros de Castro, personal 
communication, 200. aters side as to terms or 
a male and emale moters side as to dierent terms 
or a male and emale. at means tat eos parents 
eneration looed lie te rouois sstem, at ale 
and Galvo called aota  a o te asion o te 
time iure 2, ereas eos eneration looed lie 
Haaiian iure 3. t te time, te compared te 
relationsip sstems, ased on ieldor data, o te 
Cau o soutern Brazil, te eneteara o Marano, 
and te apirapé o te rauaia Basin. e ound tat in 
all tree roups, te irst ascendin eneration separated 
lineal rom collateral lines, and euated same-se silins 
ic is iurcate merin.

et te implicit distinction eteen cross and parallel 
as not carried don into te zero, or eos, eneration 
iure 4  eneteara. ere, all cousins, reardless o 
enealoical crossness, ere classiied it roter and 
sister terms or terms euivalent to male o m eneration 
and emale o m eneration.

e contrastin patterns o te zero and irst ascendin 
eneration are laeled  te term iurcate enerational4. 
ter te initial or it te apirapé, ale recorded 
urter canes in te terminolo as in iure 5. He 
pointed out, most siniicantl, tat

ome canes ave occurred in  insip 
nomenclature since 1935. apiros data indicate 
a stron tendenc ic  elieve ean eore 
1939-40 or te insip terms on te eneration 
level o ones parents to sit rom a iurcate 
merin sstem to a iurcate collateral one 
ale, 19, p. 1005.

is desistance o te merin o terms or same 
se silins is peraps one step toard conceptual 
isolation o te nuclear amil, or an atomistic units o 
relatedness, at least terminoloicall. t is associated it 
te decline o te matrilocal etended amil, itsel a 

4 e upí-Guaraní lanuae amil as not as ell non ten as it is no it ould e divided up into eit suroups, and eneteara 
and apirapé ould e classiied into te same suroup suroup 4 odriues and Caral, 2002. t is possile, tereore, tat despite 
te eorapic distance eteen tem, ic as one o te controls to oviate Galtons prolem, incidentall, in te 1946 paper, tat te 
similarities eteen tem are not due to descent rom te common ancestral lanuae Proto-upí-Guaraní ut rom sared innovation. 
Cau or ai, oever, is in suroup 1, ence tat similarit ould not e due to sared innovation. n an event, it ould e non 
 later researc tat most upí-Guaraní terminoloies are ull iurcate merin in eos parents enerations e.., Maconald, 1965 in 
contrast, eos on eneration tends to e variale on o cousins are classiied iveiros de Castro, 199, p. 32.

5 Biurcate collateral is proal more commonl called udanese toda e.., apiro, 196, p. 21.

iure 1. Model o iurcate merin terminolo ater oie, 192.
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iure 3. Biurcate enerational terminolo o te apirapé, ca. 1939.

iure 2. Model o rouois or aota  ale and Galvo, 1946 terminolo.

result o depopulation and autoctonous demorapic 
politics tat ere no loner sensile ale, 19, p. 
100 also apiro, 196, p. 22.

n eamination o te insip terminolo o 
anoter upí-Guaraní roup, te aapor, te details 
o ic ere unnon to ale and Galvo in te 
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iure 4. Biurcate enerational terminolo o te eneteara, ca. 1945.

iure 5. Biurcate collateral terminolo o te apirapé, ca. 19.

1940s, tere is at least partial corrooration o ales 
vies on te relation eteen depopulation and 
terminoloical structure. ale ad in act seen some 

aapor people in te 1940s, en te visited an ndian 
aenc outpost tat administered to te eneteara 
e.g., Galvo, 1996, p. 39-40.
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iure 6. ravidian tpe o terminolo o te aapor, ca. 1950-190.

s to contemporar lanuae classiication, and teir 
distance rom te roups studied  ale, te aapor 
pertain to suroup  o te upí-Guaraní lanuae amil, 
and ence linuisticall te are distinct ot rom te 
apirapé and te eneteara, o are ot assined to 
suroup 4 odriues and Caral, 2002. e aapor 
also suered siniicant population loss in te tentiet 
centur, declinin rom aout 2000 or more in 192 to 
490 in 192 Balée, 194, p. 50-64 ieiro, 1956, p. 4-5. 
ie te apirapé, te ave since reounded to around 
1000 as o 2006, aapor population as reported  
te undao acional de ade  to e 991 
Balée, 2014 199. nitiall, aapor in classiication as 
essentiall ravidian, a conclusion to ic arc ieiro 
1996, p. 230 and  independentl arrived, e in 1950 and 
 tirt ears later Balée, 194, p. 24-26 see iure 6.

ome contemporar and past villaes so evidence 
o a readon o at once ad een not onl ravidian 
itsel an instance o iurcate merin, ut an increasin 

tendenc to udanese or iurcate collateral, especiall 
in te irst ascendin eneration also see apiro, 196, 
p. 14, o noted te same or apirapé, in ic tere is 
an increasin lineal empasis araia, 192, p. 42. B tat  
mean, te lineal relatives ecludin roter and sister are 
distinuised terminoloicall rom collaterals. is appears 
to e more recent tan iurcate merin iure 6.

 am not et certain, oever, tat tis cane 
applies to te cross cousins.  elieve cousins are still 
enerall distinuised  cross and parallel rules, ut 
 lac irm evidence on tis point.  otained a reelist 
o aapor in terms in 2009 rom 22 adult aapor 
male and emale respondents tere ere 102 terms 
enerated, o ic 4 ad a reuenc reater tan 
1 ppendi. ineal relatives desinated it sinle-
ord epressions seem to ave ier pscoloical 
salience tan collateral relatives ales 1 and 2, o 
neverteless uali as relatives and are indicated it 
valid descriptive terms Balée and olan, n.d..  

6  am not certain eter te crossparallel distinction as een aandoned entirel in eos zero eneration.
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tem erms reuenc Percent verae an mits 

1 hemái 1  3.24 0.620

2 hepái 15 6 3.133 0.59

3 heramui 1 2 6.222 0.514

4 heari 1  5.24 0.510

5 heanam 12 55 6.41 0.33

6 hekywyr 10 45 5.00 0.314

 hemu 9 41 5.444 0.301

 herenyr 9 41 .000 0.266

9 hera’yr  32 9.143 0.150

10 amuhepai 6 2 .500 0.13

˜

˜

˜ ˜

˜

˜

˜

˜

˜

˜

˜

ale 1. op ten insip terms  mits , aapor.

iure . Biurcate collateral tpe o terminolo o te aapor, ca. 2009.

escriptive terms or in listed in ree recall 
eercises  more tan one respondent are presented 
in te ppendi.  noted an empasis on te nuclear 
amil Balée, 194 earlier, and indeed tat as larel 
te suect o m analsis o social oranization, tou 
te amil structure ad not et ecome ull atomized. 
Etended amilies eisted, and te still do, tou a 
restud o amil oranization is needed to corroorate 

te terminoloical canes, and te conitive salience 
attriuted to tem. n oter ords, it is not clear eter 
amil structure is canin trouout te aapor aitat, 
in part ecause it population reoundin, and it 
oranizational canes in villae laouts and locations due 
to eternal treats to teir lands, people are nucleatin 
in larer villaes tan eore. ere does seem to e a 
correspondence, tou, eteen contact, depopulation, 
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erms Morpeme--morpeme loss Enlis loss or intpe reuenc

amu-he-pai oter-m-ater m aters roter 6

amu-he-mai oter-m-moter m moters sister 6

he-ramui-pai m-randaters-ater randaters ater 4

amu-he-anam oter-m-sister .s. m emale parallel cousin 4

he-ari-anam m-randmoters-sister randmoters sister 5

he-renyr-memyr m-sisters-cild m.s. sisters cild 4

he-mai-anam m-moters-sister moters sister 3

he-kywyr-rajyr m-roters-dauter .s. roters dauter 3

amu-he-mu oter-m-roter BM m.s. 4

he-kywyr-ra’yr m-roters-son .s. roters son 3

amu-he-ramui oter-m-randater randaters roter 5

he-memyr-rekohar m-cilds-spouse .s. dauter-in-lason-in-la 3

he-anam-memyr m-sisters-cild .s. sisters cild 2

amu-he-kywyr oter-m-roter BM .s. 4

amu-he-rajyr oter-m-dauter B m.s. 2

he-pai-mu m-aters-roter B 3

he-mu-ra’yr m-roters-son B m.s. 3

amu-he-renyr oter-m-sister BM 4

he-ramui-anam m-randater-relative randaters in 2

he-pai-mai m-aters-moter randmoter 3

he-kywyr-anam m-roters-sister .s. sister 3

amu-he-memyr oter-m-cild .s.  2

he-rajyr-memyr
m-dauters-cild

m.s.
randcild 2

he-memyr-sawa’e m-dauters-usand son-in-la 2

he-rajyr-kywyr
m-dauters-roter 

m.s.
son 2

he-ramui-renyr m-randaters-sister reat aunt 2

amu-he-mu-ra’yr
oter-m-roters-son 

m.s.
BM 2

he-ari-memyr m-randmoters-cild auntuncle 2

amu-he-renyr-memyr
oter-m-sisters-dauter 

m.s.
MB 2

he-ramui-mu m-randaters-roter reat uncle 2

he-ari-kywyr m-randmoters-roter reat uncle 3

ale 2. escriptive aapor in terms rom reelist it response reuence  1. eends m.s. siniies male speaer or male speain 
.s. siniies emale speaer or emale speain   ater M  moter B  roter   sister   son   dauter. ese letters 
in a seuence also indicate possession eore te last letter, in order to deine a insip alter. or eample, B  aters roters son, 
M  moters sisters dauters dauter, and so on.
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and cane in terminoloical structure rom iurcate 
merin to iurcate collateral, and in tis, te empirical 
and scientiic validit o Carles ales oriinal indins 
amon te apirapé and eneteara are pat-reain and 
ort o careul attention itin te amit o researc on 
mazonian societies.
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Appendix. reelist o aapor in terms it reuenc  1 n  22, raned  reuenc. rderin  reuenc 
means tere ill e statistical ties. ltou reuenc is a useul uide to cultural importance o terms, mits 
 in te last column sould e consulted as a uide to actual conitive salience, or its eited measure reas 
ties in reuencies. n suc manner, altou te term or randmoter and moter sare te same reuenc 
1, as in items 1 and 2, te term or moter is muc more important in lit o te  values.

tem aapor in terms reuenc  occurrences verae an mits 

1 Heari 1  5.24 0.510

2 Hemai 1  3.24 0.620

3 Heramui 1  6.353 0.44

4 Hepai 15 6 3.133 0.59

5 Heanam 12 55 6.41 0.33

6 Hekywyr 10 45 5.00 0.314

 Hemu 9 41 5.444 0.301

 Herenyr 9 41 .000 0.266

9 Hera’yr  32 9.143 0.150

10 Herajyr  32 11.000 0.114

11 Amuheari 6 2 11.33 0.04

12 Amuhepai 6 2 .500 0.13

13 Amuhemai 6 2 .33 0.130

14 Herainõ 6 2 12.66 0.05

15 Amuheramui 5 23 10.600 0.0

16 Hearianam 5 23 10.600 0.10

1 Hememyr 5 23 .400 0.10

1 Herakehar 5 23 12.400 0.01

19 Amuhekywyr 4 1 .50 0.03

20 Amuheanam 4 1 .50 0.116

21 Heramuipai 4 1 5.50 0.130

22 Amuherenyr 4 1 14.50 0.055

23 Amuhemu 4 1 10.50 0.091

24 Herenyrmemyr 4 1 9.500 0.104

25 Hemaianam 3 14 6.000 0.096

26 Hemura’yr 3 14 12.66 0.059

2 Hekywyrra’yr 3 14 5.333 0.09

2 Hearikywyr 3 14 1.66 0.021

29 Hekywyrrajyr 3 14 6.000 0.095

30 Hepaimai 3 14 9.66 0.046

Continue
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31 Hememyrrekohar 3 14 9.66 0.05

32 Hepaimu 3 14 9.333 0.06

33 Amuherainõ 3 14 13.66 0.029

34 Hekywyranam 3 14 14.000 0.045

35 Herajyrkywyr 2 9 16.000 0.030

36 Herajyrmemyr 2 9 10.000 0.036

3 Heramuianam 2 9 9.500 0.050

3 Heanammemyr 2 9 4.500 0.05

39 Heramuimu 2 9 1.500 0.021

40 Hearimemyr 2 9 11.000 0.02

41 Hesawa’e 2 9 1.500 0.022

42 Amuhemura’yr 2 9 14.000 0.02

43 Amuherajyr 2 9 5.000 0.00

44 Amuherenyrmemyr 2 9 15.000 0.022

45 Hememyrsawa’e 2 9 12.000 0.032

46 Heruwajar 2 9 .000 0.051

4 Amuhememyr 2 9 10.000 0.041

4 Heramuirenyr 2 9 16.000 0.02

Appendix. 
Conclusion
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