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Lexical evidence for the Macro-Jé-Tupian hypothesis

The Macro-Jé and Tupian language families of Eastern South America have long been
thought to be distantly related, mainly based on morphological evidence. This article assem-
bles lexical evidence for the Macro-Jé-Tupian hypothesis. Reconstructed Proto-Macro-Jé and
Proto-Tupian forms are compared, with special attention to the distribution of the etyma in
each family, morphosyntactic behavior of the comparanda, and semantic and phonological
plausibility of the proposed etymologies. Although the total number of possible cognates is
very limited, the fact that they show recurrent sound correspondences renders the Macro-Jé-
Tupian hypothesis promising and worthy of further research.
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The goal of this contribution is to present lexical evidence for the hypothesis whereby the
Macro-Jé and Tupian languages are considered to be distantly related. Macro-Jé and Tupian
are two major language families of Eastern South America, whose geographic spread coin-
cides to a great extent. Both are present south of the Amazon River in what is now Brazil and
Eastern Bolivia. Northern Argentina, Paraguay, and (formerly) Uruguay are home to a few
peoples that speak Tupian languages of the Guaranian branch, though in the past two Macro-
Jé languages—Ingain and Kaingang—were spoken there, too. In addition, due to post-
Columbian migrations a few Tupian languages—Wajapi, Teko, Zo’e, and Nheengatu—, are
now spoken north of the Amazon River in French Guiana, Brazil, and Venezuela.

Sections 1 and 2 present the Macro-Jé and Tupian families, respectively, with an emphasis
on the state-of-the-art reconstructions of the respective protolanguages. Section 3 surveys the
extant scholarship on the Macro-Jé-Tupian hypothesis. The potential cognates are discussed in
section 4, and the respective sound correspondences are dealt with in section 5. Section 6 con-
cludes the paper. The provenance of linguistic data is indicated at the end of the paper, before
the list of abbreviations and the acknowledgments.

Throughout this article, I employ the Macro-Jé Alphabet (Nikulin 2020: 50-53) for recon-
structed forms of Proto-Macro-Jé and other Macro-Jé (proto)languages that lack an established
practical orthography. For Proto-Tupian and Proto-Cariban, the International Phonetic Alpha-
bet is used, except that */c/, *//, */¢/ are written as *r, *B, *e. Practical orthography is used for
contemporary or historically attested languages, when possible. In Munduruk, Yudja, and
Mondé forms, tone is indicated despite being unmarked in the respective practical orthogra-
phies (" for high tone, " for creaky voice; cf. Pinheiro et al. 2020); in Tupari, the stress position
is likewise indicated by means of an acute accent.

1. Macro-Jé

Approximately 35 languages are classified as Macro-J¢é, though only 12 of these (Karaja, Maxa-
kali, Laklano, Kaingang, Akwé-Xerente, Xavante, Panara, Pykobjé-Krikati, Canela—Kraho,
Apinajé, Mébéngokre, and Khisétjé) currently serve as the main means of communication in
the respective communities. Their classification is shown in Figure 1. Note that Southern Ka-
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maka is a cluster composed of three dialects or closely related languages (Menien, Kotoxo
Mongoy¢, and Kamaka proper); Core Maxakalian includes at least six varieties (Maxakali
Tikm@’tGn, Ritual Maxakali, Makoni, Pataxo, Pataxd-Hahahae, and Koropd); Southern Jé in-
cludes two languages, Kaingang (with its at least five dialects) and Laklano = Xokleng; Akuweé
includes four languages (Xavante, Akwé-Xerente, Xakriaba = Kréka, and Akrod); Northern Jé
includes ca. 7 languages (Kajkwakhrattxi, Khisétjé, Mébéngokre with its two extant dialects,
Apinajé, Parkatéjé, Pykobje-Krikati with its two dialects, and Canela-Kraho6 with its no less
than three dialects); Karaja has four dialects (Southern Iny, Northern Iny, Javaé, and Xambiod =
Ixybiowa); Chiquitano is composed of three dialects, or maybe three closely related languages
(Bésiro, Migueleno, and Eastern).
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Figure 1. Macro-Jé Stammbaum (adapted from Nikulin 2020: 178)!

The only extant study that deals with the reconstruction of Proto-Macro-Jé phonology,
lexicon, and morphology is Nikulin 2020. In that proposal, 11 consonants (*/p m w tnr ciijk n/)
and at least 16 vowels (ffaa o83y yoouteééii/)—and possibly even more, as indicated
by subscript digits —are reconstructed for Proto-Macro-Jé. The maximal syllable was */CrVC®/,
where /°/ stands for the so-called echo vowel2 Complex onsets were composed of a peripheral
(labial or velar) non-continuant and a rhotic: */pr mr kr pr/. Underlying nasal onsets surfaced
as postoralized preceding an oral nucleus: */m mr n i n pr/ were thus pronounced as
*Imb mbr nd ny ng ngc] before oral vowels. For example, PMJ */mi;n°/ ‘water’ was likely pro-
nounced as *['mbini]. In Nikulin’s (2020) PMJ reconstructions, these allophonic realizations are
represented by means of the combinations *mb, *mbr, *nd, *nj, *ng, *ygr, as in *mbi;n°. Likewise,

1 The classification presented here differs from Nikulin 2020 in that Chiquitano is considered here a branch of
Macro-Jé rather than an outgroup. This change is motivated by the absence of clear innovations that would define
non-Chiquitano Macro-Jé languages as a clade. The labels in gray italics refer to scantly attested languages.

2 A reviewer has inquired whether postnuclear consonants followed by an echo vowel are syllabified as codas
or onsets. The answer depends on the level of analysis. On the surface, the echo vowel is indeed realized as a regu-
lar segment, with the preceding consonant syllabified as its onset (at least in some daughter languages). However,
the underlying status of the echo vowels is less clear. It may be argued that their occurrence is best represented by
a timing-related feature, whereby the release of the nucleus gesture is delayed until the release of the coda gesture.
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underlying */j/ surfaced as *[n] preceding a nasal nucleus, as in the genitive adposition
PM]J */-jak/ *[-ntk]. This allophone is represented as *7i in Nikulin’s (2020) PM]J reconstruc-
tions, as in *-7iik.

Proto-Macro-Jé was a head-final language. An important fact about its morphosyntax is
that PM]J stems were subdivided into two classes, known as relational and absolute stems. Re-
lational stems required their internal argument to be expressed immediately to the left of the
stem, either as a noun phrase or as a person index of the so-called internal series (one of *a- 2,
*i- BNCRF, *ta- 3CRF). Note that the internal series lacked dedicated first-person indices, and
pronouns were employed instead for expressing first-person internal arguments. Conversely,
absolute stems lacked an internal argument and thus were not capable of taking person indi-
ces. Nouns, verbs, and adverbs/adpositions were lexically specified either as absolute or as re-
lational; relational stems are indicated by means of a hyphen before the stem.

Another important division, which cross-cuts all relational stems, is whether their initial
segment was the thematic consonant */j/ followed by a vowel (class II stems) or not (class I
stems). The thematic consonant */j/ in class II stems was deleted upon the accretion of a person
index; the person indices, in turn, had special allomorphs in class II stems: *@- 2, *c- 3NCRF,
*t- 3CRF). Class I stems started with consonants other than */j/. It is tempting to analyze class II
stems as underlyingly vowel-initial (cf. Rodrigues 2012), but Salanova (2011) shows that the the-
matic consonant */j/ is best understood as a part of the stem in at least some Macro-Jé languages.

Proto-Macro-Jé roots are commonly monosyllabic, though some disyllabic roots can be re-
constructed as well. A frequent evolution pathway, especially common in Jé and Chiquitano,
is the fossilization of prefixes or incorporated roots, whose semantics cannot be identified with
precision at all times, at the left margin of stems, especially verbal ones. These fossilized ele-
ments have been variously labeled as formatives (Oliveira 2005: 82) or transitivity prefixes
(Nikulin & Salanova 2019: 539-540) in Jé studies, and as classifiers in Chiquitano studies
(Ciucci 2020).

One outstanding aspect of Proto-Macro-Jé phonology is the frequent occurrence of stem-
final consonants, which may be followed or not by an echo vowel. These consonants were of-
ten lost in many contemporary languages. Nikulin & Silva (2020) establish that three branches
of Macro-Jé are useful for reconstructing PM] codas. Maxakali (alongside other Maxakalian
languages) is particularly conservative regarding the place of articulation of Proto-Macro-Jé
codas, but not their manner of articulation or the echo vowels; synchronically, the language
distinguishes between four codas, symbolized as /P T C K/, which are underspecified for fea-
tures other than place of articulation (Silva 2015, 2020). Krenak is conservative in that it pre-
serves stops as stops and nasals as nasals in the coda position, but erstwhile alveolar codas
merge with velar ones (*-t, *-n > -k, -77), and erstwhile palatal codas become alveolar (*-c, *-71 >
-t, -n); echo vowels are not preserved. Proto-Jé preserves most PM] codas intact, but many of
them are lost in individual Jé branches, sometimes leaving traces such as vowel lengthening?
or morphophonological alternations. For the development of codas in other branches of
Macro-Jé, see Nikulin (2020: 158sqq.). Taking PM] codas into account is crucial for any at-
tempts at exploring the external connections of Macro-Jé, especially given the fact that most

3 This is a novel finding, not described in Nikulin & Silva (2020) or Nikulin (2020). More specifically, the na-
sal codas *-n and *-7i followed by echo vowels are deleted in the Goyaz branch with compensatory lengthening, as
in PCerr *pryn ‘road’, *-mbyn ‘tail’, *-mbén ‘liquid’, *-jarén ‘root’, *-ngdn ‘louse’, *maii ‘greater ema’, *-jwaii ‘tooth’,
*-kwaii ‘hole’, *-ygoni ‘wet’, *-ygréii ‘embers’ > Proto-Goyaz *pry:, *-mby: ‘penis’ (cf. *-jamby: ‘tail’), *-mbe:, *-jaré.,
*-ngo:, *-ma:, *-jwa:, *-kwa:, *-ygo:, *-ngro:. Note that in the Macro-Jé Alphabet echo vowels are unmarked in PCerr
reconstructions (by contrast, their absence is marked by means of an apostrophe). The vowel length is most consis-

tently reflected in Pykobjé-Krikati as documented by Pries (2008).
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Proto-Macro-Jé roots are monosyllabic. Evidently matches involving *C(r)VC structures are
more reliable for demonstrating common origin of languages than those involving *C(r)V
structures.

As shown in Figure 1 above, the Macro-Jé family is currently thought to include four first-
level branches. The Eastern branch includes Jé, Maxakalian, Krenak, and possibly the poorly
known Jaiké and Kamaka languages. These languages, except for a few Jé languages, are spo-
ken east of the Araguaia River. The Western branch includes several languages spoken west of
the Araguaia River: Rikbaktsa, Ofayé, and the Jabutian languages Djeoromitxi and Arikapu.
Karaja, spoken along the Araguaia River, and Chiquitano, spoken mostly in the Chiquitano
Dry Forest region in Bolivia and adjacent areas of Brazil, do not appear to form a clade with
any other Macro-Jé group. Therefore, I consider that a given form can be reconstructed for
Proto-Macro-Jé if its reflexes are present in at least two major subdivisions of Macro-Jé (East-
ern, Western, Karaja, or Chiquitano).

2. Proto-Tupian

The Tupian language family includes approximately 70 languages, of which ca. 45 serve as
primary means of communication in the respective communities. The subgrouping of Tupian

is shown in Figure 2.
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Figure 2. Tupian Stammbaum (based on Nikulin & Carvalho 2022: 20-21)*

4 Nikulin and Carvalho’s (2022) proposal differs from a more conservative proposal by Galucio et al. (2015) in
that it posits a clade consisting of Tuparian and Arikém (based on three shared innovations involving Proto-
Tupian *# and *3), dubbed “Tuparikém”, and reinstates the so-called Eastern clade, originally proposed by Rodri-
gues (2005).
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For a significant period of time, the only attempt at a phonological and lexical reconstruc-
tion of Proto-Tupian had remained that of Aryon Dall’lgna Rodrigues, with an early version
thereof found already in Hanke et al. 1958. Its elements are presented in a significant number
of publications by Rodrigues and his students, with Rodrigues 2005, 2007 and Corréa-da-Silva
2010 being the most complete sources. Rodrigues’ proposal has been criticized for failing to
follow the principles of bottom-up reconstruction; for his overreliance on data of one single
branch, Tupi-Guaranian, and especially the Old Tupi language; for misrepresentation of pho-
nological facts of specific languages; and for positing typologically implausible developments
(Meira & Drude 2015: 290-291; Singerman 2018: 390-392; Nikulin & Carvalho 2019: 276-278,
2022, among others). Moreover, recent years have seen considerable progress in phonological
and lexical reconstruction of the protolanguages of individual Tupian branches, such as Proto-
Tupi-Guaranian (Carvalho 2022, 2023, forthc.; Carvalho & Birchall 2022); Proto-Mawé-
Guaranian (Meira & Drude 2015), Proto-Mundurukuan (Picango 2019), Proto-Juruna (Fargetti
& Rodrigues 2008, 2021; Carvalho 2019), Proto-Tuparian (Galucio & Nogueira 2012; Nogueira
et al. 2019; Nikulin & Andrade 2020), Proto-Tuparikém (Nikulin forthc.). Taking into account
recent progress in comparative studies of Tupian, Nikulin and Carvalho (2022) proposed an
updated reconstruction of the sound system of Proto-Tupian, with an emphasis on the vowel
system, though the reconstruction of Proto-Tupian consonants was also updated with respect
to Rodrigues’ (2007) proposal.

The inventory of Proto-Tupian onsets posited by Nikulin and Carvalho (2022) includes
*pmPBwtndrtcjkkkn?/ Of these, the consonant */t/ is rare but well-supported, while
the reconstruction of */3/ and */0/ is more dubious. The phonological and phonetic properties
of */k K k/ are a matter of speculation. PT */k/ yields velar reflexes in all branches; */K)/ yields
velar reflexes in all branches except Tuparian and Kepkiriwat, which reflects it as */2/ or zero;
*/k/ yields velar reflexes in Tuparian and Kepkiriwat, but */2/ or zero in other branches. Since
it is unclear whether */k// was actually articulated as a palatalized velar stop, I will henceforth
employ the ad hoc character */k/ for the character in question; I also replace */k/ with the ad hoc
character */k/ so as to avoid unwanted associations with ejective or uvular stops. Similarly to
Proto-Macro-Jé, the underlying nasals */m n n/ were articulated as postoralized *[mb nd pg]
before oral vowels; for example, */mac/ ‘snake’ was likely articulated as *[mbac’]. This is rep-
resented in Nikulin & Carvalho’s (2022) Proto-Tupian reconstructions (as in *mbacC), following
Moore and Galucio’s (1994: 124) representation conventions for Tuparian. No complex onsets
can be reconstructed for Proto-Tupian.

The inventory of Proto-Tupian codas includes only four possibilities: */P T C K/. The use of
small caps signals that these codas were underspecified for features other than place of articu-
lation, just like in Maxakali (Silva 2015, 2020). This is still the case in many daughter lan-
guages, such as Gaviao (Moore 1984: 230), Proto-Tuparian (Moore & Galucio 1994: 123), Saku-
rabiat (Galucio 1994: 998-992), Purubora (Galucio 2005: 170-171), Aweti (Drude 2009), Tupari
(Singerman 2016), and many other languages for which such an analysis has never been pro-
posed but is certainly possible. Major deviations from this pattern are found in Juruna, where
erstwhile codas are now syllabified as onsets of the following syllables, and in Karo and Mun-
durukuan, where codas now contrast for nasality. In both Karo and Mundurukuan, codas are
usually oral after oral vowels, and nasal after nasal vowels. However, nasal codas also occur
after oral vowels, mostly at morpheme boundaries (as is the case with two homonymous suf-
fixes in Mundurukt, -m ‘instrumental’ and -m ‘imperfective’; Picango 2005: 158-163), as a re-
sult of morphophonological processes (such as /-t-t/ — /-n/ in Karo; Gabas Jr 1999: 58-59), or
due to late vowel denasalization, as in Proto-Tupian *-ji:k > Proto-Mundurukuan *-diy ‘smoke’
(Picango 2019: 139). Karo is unique among Tupian languages in allowing oral codas after nasal
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vowels, as in -jakop ‘warm’ or -pit ‘beautiful’ (Gabas Jr 1999: 49), a fact unaccounted for by Ni-
kulin and Carvalho (2022).

Seven vowel qualities are reconstructed for Proto-Tupian: */a & i e i o w/. Each of them
had a nasal counterpart. This proposal differs from the traditional reconstruction in Rodrigues
2005, which posited only six vowel qualities (*/a i e i o u/), in having */a/ instead of his */o/
(and sometimes */e/), */i wi/ instead of his */i/, and */o/ instead of his */u/. There is evidence
that vowel length may have been contrastive; it is best preserved in the Tuparikém branch and
possibly in Sateré-Mawé and Mondé.

Mundurukuan, Juruna, Mond¢, and Karo languages are tonal, and there is evidence that
pitch accent may be contrastive in Makurap; in addition, lexically specified stress has been de-
scribed for Tupari and Akuntsu (see Nikulin & Andrade 2020: 286). This suggests that Proto-
Tupian may have also been a tonal language, but no attempts have been made at reconstruct-
ing its prosody.

A typical Proto-Tupian morpheme had one or two syllables, and morpheme-internal co-
das appear to have been rare (though existent, as in *jacCjo ‘armadillo’). Just like in Proto-
Macro-Jé, stems were subdivided into relational and absolute, with relational stems obligato-
rily taking a complement immediately to its left (signaled by means of a hyphen before the
stem), and absolute stems disallowing them?. The class of relational stems was further subdi-
vided into two classes. Class I stems started with consonants, took the allomorph *i- of the
third-person index, and did not require any thematic element when their internal argument
was expressed by means of a noun phrase. Class II stems, conversely, took the allomorph *c- of
the third-person index, and occurred with the thematic consonant *j- when their internal ar-
gument was expressed by means of a noun phrase (or a person index other than the third-
person one). The original configuration is most faithfully preserved in Makurap, Munduru-
kuan, and Sateré-Mawé.

Although the differences between Rodrigues’ (2005, 2007) and Nikulin and Carvalho’s (2022)
proposals are significant, the consequences of preferring one proposal over the other are
minimal for the purposes of establishing long-range connections with other families. This is so
because most differences are related to the manner of articulation of the consonants and to
specific vowel features, but the reconstructed forms are still quite similar across proposals, as
shown in Table 1.

‘to grind’ = ‘larva’ ‘arrow’ ‘leaf ‘to seize’ ‘door’ ‘armadillo’
Rodrigues *cek® *ek“ip *ep® *picik *ek“en *tajtu
Nikulin & Carvalho *-taK *akwip [ *-jokup | *aP [ *-jaP *-pitik | *ok-€T / *-jak-éT *iaCjo

Table 1. Rodrigues’ (2005, 2007) and Nikulin & Carvalho’s (2022) Proto-Tupian reconstructions

As shown in Figure 2 above, the Tupian family is currently maintained to include no less
than five first-level branches. The Eastern branch includes the Juruna, Mundurukuan, and
Mawé-Guaranian groups (the latter is further subdivided into Sateré-Mawé and Aweti-
Guaranian, and Aweti-Guaranian is in turn subdivided into Aweti and Tupi-Guaranian). This
branch reaches its highest diversity between the lower Madeira and the lower Iriri Rivers. The
Tuparikém branch includes the Tuparian and Arikém groups, which includes seven lan-

5 There were also pairs of relational and absolute stems, which some authors have analyzed as constituting
an inflectional paradigm. Examples include *-pi ‘foot (rel.)’ / *mbi ‘foot’ (abs.), *-ja:pe ‘path (rel.)’ / *pe ‘path’ (abs.),
and *-jaK ‘house (rel.)’ / *oK ‘house’ (abs.). I prefer envisaging such pairs as derivational.
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guages spoken in what is now the Brazilian state of Rondonia. The Mondé branch includes a
handful of languages spoken in Rondonia and in adjacent areas of the Mato Grosso state. The
Rama-Puru branch includes two languages, Karo and Purubord, both spoken in Rondoénia.
The extinct Kepkiriwat language was also spoken in Rondonia. The languages of the latter
four branches are therefore spoken in the same area, which facilitates lexical diffusion. I con-
sider that a given form can be securely reconstructed for Proto-Tupian if its reflexes are pre-
sent in the Eastern branch and at least one of the Rondonian branches (Tuparikém, Mondé,
Rama-Puru, and Kepkiriwat). If the Eastern branch lacks a cognate, the requirement is that re-
flexes be present in at least three branches. Cognate sets whose distribution is restricted to two
Rondonian branches (say, Tuparikém and Mondé) are likely to involve horizontal transmis-
sion. For example, one could technically reconstruct PT *-aka:T or *-aka:T ‘to bite’ based on
Karitiana -okoot, Paiter -dkar, and Salamay -dka:l, but given the absence of cognates outside the
Tuparikém and Mondé branches, this verb is unlikely to have existed in Proto-Tupian.

3. Macro-Jé-Tupian hypothesis

Possible external relations of Macro-Jé and Tupian are still debated. Both families have figured
in a number of partially overlapping long-range proposals, and even the limits of the Macro-Jé
family are not universally agreed upon. Macro-Jé languages have been linked to, or claimed to
include as a constituent branch, language groups such as Bororoan, Yaathé, Karirian, Purian,
Guato, and Oti (Guérios 1939; Davis 1968; Greenberg 1987; Rodrigues 1993, 1999; Ribeiro 2002,
2011; Ribeiro & Voort 2010; Martins 2009, 2011; Nikulin & Carvalho 2018; Silva forthc.). Other
long-range proposals have connected Macro-Jé to language families such as Cariban (Rodri-
gues 2000, 2009; Meira et al. 2010: 512-515; Nikulin & Carvalho 2018); Chibchan (Pache 2023);
Mapudungun and Katukina-Harakmbut (Adelaar 2008: 11); Mataguayan and Guaicuruan
(Viegas Barros 2005; Nikulin & Carvalho 2018), Payagud and Guachi (Viegas Barros 2005),
Zamucoan (Nikulin & Carvalho 2018), and even the putative Nostratic macrofamily (Aikhen-
vald-Angenot & Angenot 1992). Tupian has been most notably compared with Cariban (Rod-
rigues 1985, 2000, 2009; Meira et al. 2010: 512-515; Nikulin & Carvalho 2018), but also Boro-
roan (Nikulin & Carvalho 2018), Yaathé (Silva forthc.), Karirian (Ribeiro 2002; Nikulin & Car-
valho 2018), Mataguayan, Guaicuruan, and Zamucoan (Nikulin & Carvalho 2018). In addition,
the aforementioned families were thought by Greenberg (1987) to be part of a much larger
Amerind macrofamily, with Macro-Jé classified as a member of the so-called Ge-Pano-Carib
branch, and Tupian as a member of the so-called Equatorial subgroup of the Andean—
Equatorial branch.

This study, however, focuses on one specific proposal, whereby Macro-Jé and Tupian are
considered to be related to each other (though possibly also to other language families). Al-
though some lexical lookalikes have been identified already by Davis (1968: 47), the most
widely known claim on the possible relation of these two families is found in Rodrigues (2000,
2009), who proposes that Macro-Jé, Tupian, and Cariban are all ultimately related (note that in
Rodrigues’ definition the Macro-Jé family encompasses language groups such as Bororoan,
Purian, Karirian, Yaathé, and Guatd, whose inclusion is not supported by Nikulin’s 2020
study). The proposal has had a moderately positive reception in the scholarly community
(cf. Meira et al. 2010: 512-515; Ribeiro 2002: 41-42, 2011: 107-109; Nikulin & Carvalho 2018)
and sometimes goes by the label “TuKaJé”.

The evidence that substantiates the TuKaJé hypothesis is largely morphological and mor-
phophonological in nature. Most notably, Macro-Jé, Tupian, and Cariban share a pattern
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whereby stems capable of taking an internal argument — directly possessable nouns, postpo-
sitions, and at least some classes of verbs in at least some constructions — are subdivided into
two large classes, commonly referred to as “class I” (which typically includes consonant-initial
stems) and “class II” (vowel-initial stems). Class I stems do not undergo any alternations in
their paradigm, and they combine with the allomorph *i- of the third-person index in Proto-
Macro-Jé, Proto-Tupian, and Proto-Cariban. By contrast, class II stems are preceded by the
element *j- when they take an internal argument expressed by a noun phrase in its canonical
position (i.e., immediately to the left from the head), again in Proto-Macro-J€, Proto-Tupian,
and Proto-Cariban. This element has been variously analyzed as a so-called “contiguity rela-
tional prefix” (in works by Rodrigues and his students), as a “thematic consonant” (Nikulin
2020), or as the initial segment of the stem (Salanova 2011; Meira & Drude 2013, 2015). When
the internal argument is expressed by a third-person index, the latter takes the allomorph *c-
in Proto-Macro-Jé and Proto-Tupian (*0- in Proto-Cariban), and the element *j- is not present.
With other person indices, *j- may be present or absent depending on the language family and
the person. This is illustrated below in example (1) (Proto-Macro-Jé and Proto-Tupian recon-
structions are mine; the Proto-Cariban paradigm is from Meira et al. 2010). Note the out-
standing similarities in the person indices themselves, which are particularly strong between
Tupian and Cariban.

(I)  Proto-Macro-Jé =~ Proto-Tupian Proto-Cariban

class I *NP ngyn® *NP ngup ‘NP’s louse’ *NP C...
*i-ngyn® *i-17guLP ‘her/his louse’ *i-C...
*(0-)ngyn® *0-nguiP ‘my louse’ *u-C...
*a-ngyn® *e-1quLP ‘your louse’ *a-C...
*ta-ngyn® *to-nguiP ‘her/his own louse’ *t-C...
*u-ngyn® — ‘our (INCL) lice’ *ki-C..

class I *NP j-un® *NP j-ac ‘NP’s tooth’ *NP j-V
*c-u® *c-ac ‘her/his tooth’ *0-V...
*(0-)j-uni® *0-j-4c ‘my tooth’ *u-j-v.
*0-un® *e-j-ac ‘your tooth’ *a-j-V...
*t-un® *to-j-ac ‘her/his own tooth’ *t-V...
*U-j-ufi® — ‘our (INCL) teeth’ *k-V...

Another morphological similarity, identified by Ribeiro (2002: 41-42), involves the mor-

phology employed for converting absolute (unpossessable) nouns to relational (possessable)
ones in a subset of Macro-Jé and Tupian languages. In a few languages belonging to the Cer-
rado branch of the Jé group — Xavante, Akwé-Xerente, and possibly Panara — this is attained
by means of a prefix or an adposition whose Proto-Cerrado form may be reconstructed as
*-fiim- (> Xavante -nhim-/-nhib-/-nhi-, Akwé-Xerente -nim, Panara -ji-), as shown in (2).

(2) a. Xavante < Akuweé < Cerrado < Jé < Macro-Jé (Estevam 2011: 163)
dzeru — wa-nhib-dzeru-wawe

money 15G-PSSD-money-AUG

‘money’  ‘our plentiful money’

b. Akweé-Xerente < Akuwé < Cerrado < Jé < Macro-Jé (Xerente 2019: 77)
tka — T-nim=  tka
land  1SG-PssD=land

land’ ‘my land’

10
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c. Panara < Cerrado < Jé < Macro-Jé (Dourado 2001: 72)¢
inkwa — kje-méra ji  kwa
house I-rL PSsD house

‘house’  ‘our house’

As for the Tupian family, a likely cognate prefix, dubbed ‘indirect possession mediator’ in
Rodrigues et al. 2006: 23, is found in three major branches: Tuparian (Makurap -xep- ‘alienable
possession marker’), Mundurukuan (Mundurukt -e-, bearing high tone after noun phrases
and low tone after person indices), and Mawé—Guaranian (Sateré-Mawé -e-, or -he- after some
person indices; Aweti te- / -e-; PTG te(p)- / -re(p)-). I follow Rodrigues et al. 2006: 23 in recon-
structing its Proto-Tupian form as *-ep-. Its final *P is preserved in Makurap as well as in the
TG relational stem for ‘container’ (3i). It is deleted before consonant-initial roots in TG, and be-
fore all roots in Mundurukt, Sateré-Mawé, and Aweti. The Makurap, Aweti, and Tupi-
Guaranian reflexes suggest the reconstruction *jep- instead of *ep-. One may surmise that re-
flexes of *j- in the latter set of languages were inserted due to the fact that vowel-initial pos-
sessable (relational) stems are otherwise uncommon in Tupian. Some examples follow in 3.

(3) Makurap < Tuparian < Tupian (Braga 2005: 42—43)
a. -pia-t  — o=xe-pia-t
-liver-PssD  1SG=ALZ-liver-PSSD
Tliver’ ‘my liver (an animal’s liver belonging to me)’
b. xau — 0-xep-xau-t
flour-pssD  1sG=ALZ-flour-PSSD
‘flour’ ‘my flour’
Mundurukt < Mundurukuan < Tupian (Picango 2005: 259)
c. kobé — aydcit é-kobé
canoe woman PSSD-canoe

‘canoe’ ‘woman’s canoe’

d. nobino —  wuy-e-nobdnod

rifle 14+2-PssD-rifle

‘rifle’ ‘our (INCL) rifle’
Sateré-Mawé < Mawé-Guaranian < Tupian (Ribeiro 2010: 67, 85, 90, 91)
e. kui’a — uru-e-kui’a

bowl 1+2-PssD-bowl

‘calabash bow!’ ‘our (INCL) calabash bow!l’

f. sokpe — u-he-sokpe
clothes 1-pssD-clothes
‘clothes’ ‘my clothes’

¢ Dourado (2001: 71-72) claims that -j is only found in elders’ speech, and that the more common genitive
postposition (or rather a genitive noun in her analysis) is -jo, with cognates all across Macro-Jé (Ribeiro 2002, 2009)
that reflect Proto-Macro-Jé *-iiik (Nikulin 2020: 404). However, the very existence of Panara -ji is doubtful: all in-
stances of this form in the cited word are accompanied with the noun transcribed as koa by Dourado (2001: 71-72,
77), whose form is attested as inkwa /npwa/ [in’kwa] in more recent works (Bardagil-Mas 2018: 51). It is thus possible
that the combination -j7 kwa in Dourado (2001) is simply a phonetic variant, or even a mistranscription, of -jo inkwa.
More recent sources on Panara do not report the existence of -ji either.
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Aweti < Aweti-Guaranian < Mawé-Guaranian < Tupian (Drude 2011: 178)
g. ky — Mopot e-ky
ax Mopot  PSsD-ax

>

‘ax ‘Mopot’s ax’

Old Tupi < TG < Aweti-Guaranian < Mawé-Guaranian < Tupian (Barbosa 1956:

110-111)
h. mbetar-a —  te-mbetar-a
tembeta-REF PSSD-tembeta-REF
‘tembetd’ ‘one’s tembetd’
i uru-0 — aba  rep-uru-0
container-REF person PSSD-container-REF
‘container’ ‘indigenous person’s container’

Despite the morphosyntactic, semantic, and phonological similarity between the afore-
mentioned morphemes, Ribeiro’s (2002: 41-42) hypothesis is rendered less plausible than it
could have been by the very limited distribution of *-7i7m- on the Macro-Jé side of the compari-
son: its reflexes are only found in the Cerrado branch of the Jé group (or, if the alleged Panara
reflex is shown to be a ghost morpheme—as suggested in footnote 6—, in its Akuwé sub-
branch), and an entirely different postposition *-iiik is reconstructed in the same meaning for
Proto-Macro-Jé.

Finally, Rodrigues (2000: 101), Ribeiro (2002: 42), and Rodrigues et al. (2006: 34-35) point
out the similarity between morphemes of similar shape in some Macro-Jé languages (Xavante
-nhimi-, Akweé-Xerente -nmi- < Proto-Akuwé *-iiimi-) and in some Tupian languages (PTG un-
possessable *mbi-, possessable *te-mbi- / *-re-mbi-, with cognates in Aweti, Sateré-Mawé, and
possibly other branches, such as Tuparian), whose function has been variously described as a
patient nominalizer or an antipassive nominalizer. In both language families, it attaches to
transitive verbs (more specifically, to their nonfinite forms in the case of the Macro-Jé lan-
guages), and takes a possessor encoding the notional agent of the verb. This is unusual, since
in both language families it is typically the absolutive participant — and not the ergative one —
that shares the coding strategy with possessors of nouns. Cf. the illustrations in (4):

(4) a. Xavante < Akuwé < Cerrado < Jé < Macro-Jé (Estevam 2011: 330)
romhu-ri — wa-nhimi-romhu-ri
work-NF 1PL-NMLZ.ANTP-work-NF
‘work.NF  ‘our work’
b. Sateré-Mawé < Mawé-Guaranian < Tupian (Ribeiro 2010: 67, 71)
-koi — mi-koi
planty NMLZp-planty
‘toplant’  ‘plant (noun)’

c. Apyawa < TG < Aweti-Guaranian < Mawé-Guaranian < Tupian (Almeida et al.

1983: 35)

-’0 — xe-re-mi-"0-0)

eat 15G-PSSD-NMLZp-eat-REF
‘to eat’ ‘my food’

Once again, the Macro-Jé-Tupian comparison is undermined by the distribution of the al-
leged cognates on the Macro-Jé side, with reflexes being restricted to the Akuwé subbranch of
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the Cerrado branch of the Jé group. Prefixes with similar properties in other Macro-Jé lan-
guages, such as the Proto-Chiquitano inverse voice marker *-ij-, bear no formal similarity to
Proto-Akuwe *-7iimi- or to the Tupian forms.”

Regarding the lexical evidence, as mentioned above, Davis (1968: 47) identified ten simi-
larities between his own Proto-Jé reconstructed forms and Proto-Tupian reconstructions ex-
tracted from Hanke et al. 1958 as well as forms representing Guajajara, a Tupi—Guaranian lan-
guage of the Tupian family. Five of his cognate pairs — ‘liver’, ‘husband’, ‘foot’, ‘to eat’, ‘hand’ /
‘arm’ — are accepted as valid in this study, and are discussed in 4.1. The remaining five com-
parisons are rejected because of a mismatch in stem-final consonants, not always recon-
structed by Davis (1968) for Proto-Jé but identified in later comparative work (‘water’, ‘louse’,
‘head’, ‘path’, ‘one’). This is summarized in Table 2. The updated reconstructions are from Ni-
kulin 2020 for the Macro-Jé languages, whereas for the Tupian languages they are based on
Nikulin & Carvalho 2022. Guajajara forms have been checked against Harrison & Harrison’s
(2013) dictionary.

Rodrigues & Cabral (2010) make another attempt at identifying lookalikes involving
Macro-Jé and Tupian languages. These authors take it for granted that languages such as
Bororoan, Karirian, Purian, Yaathé, and Guaté are part of the Macro-Jé family (cf. Rodrigues
1999), a position not confirmed by more recent studies; as a consequence, multiple proposed
cognate sets do not include data of languages classified as Macro-Jé beyond reasonable
doubt. A serious shortcoming of Rodrigues & Cabral’s (2010) study is that they consider data
of contemporary Macro-Jé languages rather than reconstructed forms. Once the phonological
history of individual languages is taken into account, some problems in Rodrigues &
Cabral’s (2010) proposal become apparent. A case in point is their comparison of several Ka-
ingang forms containing f /¢/ with Old Tupi forms containing *p. Kaingang -fa ‘leg’, -for
‘full’, -for ‘thrown away’, -fo ‘pus’ (whence -fé-m ‘to suppurate’), -fyr ‘extremity’, -fir ‘skin,
bark’, -fi ‘to give, to lay’ are thus compared to Old Tupi -py ‘foot’, -por- ‘full’, -por- ‘to jump’,
-peu ‘pus’, -apyr- ‘tip’, -pir- ‘skin’, t-epy ‘payment, price’. However, as observed by Ribeiro
(2004a: 94, fn. 3), Kaingang f /¢/ is known to go back to a coronal consonant, reconstructed in
Nikulin 2020 as PSJ *0 < PJ *c < PM]J *c, which entails that the Kaingang-Tupian lookalikes
are fortuitous.

The absence of a phonological reconstruction of Proto-Macro-Jé has for long remained a
major obstacle in further entertaining the Macro-Jé-Tupian hypothesis. This gap has now
been filled (Nikulin 2020), as discussed in section 1. Furthermore, Nikulin and Carvalho
(2022) proposed a revision of the reconstruction of Proto-Tupian, as stated in section 2. We
are therefore now in position to compare reconstructed Proto-Macro-Jé and Proto-Tupian
forms.

7 The Proto-Chiquitano inverse voice marker *-ij- almost certainly goes back to a patient nominalizer, since
the Chiquitano verbs in the inverse voice encode their notional patient by means of suffixal person indices, remi-
niscent of those used for nominal predication (and not found elsewhere in the verbal paradigm), whereas their no-
tional agent is encoded by means of prefixes of the absolutive/genitive series. That way, I surmise that the Chiqui-
tano inverse construction (as in *a-ij-arapd-ta 2SG-INV-pour-F.3SGp ‘you pour it’) originated as a nominal predication
(‘it is your poured thing’). This is formally and functionally similar to the evolution of patient nominalizations in
the Tuparian languages, which currently employ erstwhile patient nominalizations in the object focus construction
(Galucio & Nogueira 2018). I do not discard the possibility that Proto-Chiquitano *-ij- is cognate with the Tuparian
(erstwhile) patient nominalizers: Wayoro, Akuntsu, Sakurabiat -i-, Tupari -y(’)-, Makurap -yi- (the correspon-
dences between these forms are not entirely regular, making it difficult to unambiguously reconstruct the Proto-
Tuparian form).
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Proto-Jé updated Proto-T.u[.nan updated form .
gloss . . or Guajajara . comparison status
(Davis 1968) reconstruction . . or reconstruction
(as in Davis 1968)
P " PJ *-mba < s PT *-pi?a,
liver ma PM] *-mibi PT *pia abs. *mbita accepted
PJ *-mbé,n’ < -
[ b) * * *_
husband mzen PM] *-mibi,n PT *men PT *-meT accepted
PCerr *1g0y’, PT *2u ‘water’; *-ngu rejected
‘water’ *1o PSJ *1g06j (irregular PT *igi ‘liquid’ (Tuparikém (coda mismatch +
correspondence) branch only) poor distribution)
] , . PJ *-ygén < -y . rejected
louse o PM] *-ngym°® PT gkio P gup (coda mismatch)
‘arm’ / I PJ *-pa ‘arm, o , PT *-pa,
‘hand’ pacarm’ | e < PMJ *-pa® PT *po ‘hand abs. *mba ‘hand’ accepted
PJ *-par < . . .
¢ > *. *. *_ *
foot par PMJ *-pir® PT *pi PT *-pi, abs. *mbi accepted
Guaj. -akag ‘head’ < rejected
O PJ *-krijj’ < . PTG *-2a-kik ‘head’ < | (coda mismatch +
3 > * * -
head ke, “kr PM] *-krijii® Guaj. karj PT *-2a ‘head’ + wrong morphological
PTG *-kiK ‘bone’ segmentation)
3 > * * * % . Guaj. u<
to eat ku, *kur | P] *-ku, < PM] *-ko, Guaj. -?u PTG *-2u < PT *-ko accepted
Guaj. pe / -rape < .
] , o PJ *pryn < . . % rejected
path pri PM] *pran® Guaj. pe PTG *P ¢ /* rape < (coda mismatch)
PT *pe [ *-ja:pe
one’ | *pici, picit | oot Pl Guaj. pitci m(izj‘z?];plitgz-p1§;1'~< rejected
pre,p PM] *-p(V)jet )-P *5 . té—c9p (multiple issues)

Table 2. Davis’ (1968) Jé-Tupian etymologies and their current status

4. Possible cognates

This section presents the lexical evidence for the Macro-Jé-Tupian hypothesis. Seeking to re-
duce the number of false positives, I adopt a stringent approach to cognate identification. In
order to qualify as a likely cognate set, the reconstructed Proto-Macro-Jé and Proto-Tupian
morphemes must show a full match between all consonants with respect to the place of articu-
lation (i.e., Proto-Macro-Jé labial consonants can only correspond to Proto-Tupian labial con-
sonants, and so on), whereas back vowels in one protolanguage are not allowed to correspond

8 Nikulin (2020: 369) reconstructs a palatal coda in this word (PM] *-paj ~ *-paj°), based on the Akuwé reflexes:
Xavante -pai-hi ‘arm’, -pa-nd [-pan:0] /-paj-do/ ‘arm’, Akwé-Xerente -pai-no ‘arm’. Note, however, that the palatal
coda does not show up in Akweé-Xerente -pa-krta // -pa-krda ‘arm’, nor is it visible in Xavante pa ‘creek’, -pa or wede-pa
‘branch, root’; Akwé-Xerente -pa or wdé-pa ‘root’. Therefore, the grounds for reconstructing a palatal coda in PM]
are rather weak.

° The reconstruction *petéC is shallower than Proto-Tupi—Guaranian: the reflexes of this form are only found
in a few Tupi—Guaranian languages, such as Tapiete pente, Mbya petei ~ tei, Ka’apor petei. This is likely a fossilized
derivative from the PTG root *pe (followed by *-(e)te ‘true’ and by a diminutive suffix). Most Tupi-Guaranian lan-
guages reflect different derivatives of *pe, such as *o-je-pe (with a 3 person active prefix *o- and the reflexive prefix
*-je-); see Schleicher 1998: 12-13.
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to front vowels in another protolanguage. Some slight deviations from this principle are duly
justified. At this stage, semantically shifted cognates are not considered. In what follows, I list
the Macro-Jé-Tupian lookalikes that satisfy the aforementioned criteria separated into four
groups: etyma that are clearly reconstructible both to Proto-Macro-Jé and Proto-Tupian (4.1),
etyma that are clearly reconstructible to Proto-Macro-Jé but have a deficient distribution in
Tupian (4.2), etyma that are clearly reconstructible to Proto-Tupian but have a deficient distri-
bution in Macro-Jé (4.3), and etyma that have a limited distribution both in Macro-Jé and Tu-
pian (4.4). 4.5 lists some lookalikes that are best interpreted as loans or accidental resem-
blances.

In what follows, rather than citing reflexes in all daughter languages to support the recon-
structed forms, I provide data from representative languages of each branch: typically Bésiro
for Chiquitano, Djeoromitxi for Jabutian, Maxakali for Maxakalian, Xavante for Akuwg,
Khisétjé for Goyaz, Kaingang for Southern Jé, Makurap or Wayor6 for Tuparian, Karitiana for
Arikém, Paiter for Mondé, Yudja for Juruna, Munduruku for Mundurukuan, Sateré-Mawé
and Apyawa for Mawé-Guaranian.

4.1. Good distribution in both families

3NCRF prefix: PM] *i- / *¢- : PT *i- / *c-

The Proto-Macro-Jé reconstructions are from Nikulin (2020: 393, 423), who claims that *i- was
used with class I stems, and *c- with class II stems. The reflex of *i- are found in all Macro-Jé
branches, including Chiquitano (Bésiro i-), Western (Rikbaktsa i-, Arikapu i-, possibly also
Ofayé 3-), Karaja (i-), and Eastern (Xavante i-, Maxakali 7i-). The reflexes of *c- are found in at
least one Western language (Ofayé h-), in Karaja (t-/tx-), and in several Eastern languages
(Khisétjé s-, Xavante ts-), but possibly also in Chiquitano (Bésiro (-). The original distribution
is still clearly preserved in Karaja and the Akuwé languages,'® possibly also in Ofayé and Chi-
quitano.

The Proto-Tupian prefixes *i- and *c- are likewise used with class I and class II stems, re-
spectively. The original distribution is most clearly seen in the Mundurukuan and Mawe-
Guaranian languages of the Eastern branch (Mundurukt i-/y- and t-, Sateré-Mawé i- and h-,
Apyawa i- and h-/0-) and in one Tuparikém language (Makurap 0-/y- and t-). In the Tuparikém
branch, the prefix *i- is mostly preserved in all languages, with special reflexes before vowel-
initial roots in Tuparian (Makurap and Wayor¢ y-, Tupari s-/y-, Akuntsu t-/51-, Sakurabiat s-);
in Makurap, it was irregularly lost before consonants, thus yielding forms such as 0-tur-et
‘her/his spade’ or 0-kar-et ‘her/his body’ (Braga 2005: 51) instead of the expected *i-tur-et, *i-kar-
et. However, in all Tuparikém languages except Makurap the prefix *i- was also extended to
erstwhile class II stems, replacing *c- altogether. It is possible that the prefixes *i- and *c- are
also reflected in the Mondé languages, but I am unaware of a coherent account of their evolu-
tion in that particular branch of Tupian.

The reflexes of this person index are opposed to those of PM] *ta-, PT *ta- in some Macro-
Jé branches (Karaja, Western) and in some Tupian languages (Tuparikém branch, Sateré-
Mawé) in that the indexed argument has a disjoint reference with some other participant
(typically the subject).

10 The Akuwé languages have innovated by extending the prefix 7- (originally used with class I stems) to
most class II stems, resulting in the allomorphs Xavante 7ts-, Akwé-Xerente 7s- (instead of ts-/s-). The conservative
allomorphs ts-/s- are found, for example, in the perlative postposition (Xavante -dz0, Akwé-Xerente -z¢; third-
person form ts-6/s-0).
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‘meat, flesh’: PM] *it / *-nit : PT *ér / *-jeT

The Proto-Macro-Jé reconstruction *-7iit is from Nikulin 2020: 407. The root is preserved in all first-
level branches of Macro-Jé, including Chiquitano (Bésiro n-{a}7ié-se), Western (Djeoromitxi -n7,
Rikbaktsa -ni), Karaja (de¢), and Eastern (Maxakali -yin, Khisétjé -nhi, Xavante -nhi, Kaingang -ni).
The reconstruction of the coda *-t is based on the evidence from the Trans-Sao Francisco lan-
guages, where Krenak -7iik preserves its manner of articulation (with the regular change from an
alveolar to a velar), and Maxakali -yin preserves its place of articulation. The correspondences
are regular. As for the absolute form *7, it is preserved only in the Maxakali compound in-mo-xa
‘the Inmdxa monster’, analyzed in Silva 2020: 184 as ‘the flesh going out’; it must be an archaism,
since *-7iit ‘meat’ has extra morphology — the ancient relationalizing prefix */-j-/ — compared to it.

The Proto-Tupian reconstruction is based on Proto-Tuparian *-1e727 (Nikulin & Andrade
2020: 296) and Proto-Mundurukuan *-én (Picango 2019: 137), with reflexes present in all lan-
guages of the respective branches (Wayoro -yéra, Munduruku -én, etc.); see Galucio et al. 2015:
253 for a selection. Proto-Tuparian shows a fossilized formative *-?a (originally a classifier for
spherical objects, but found in other Proto-Tuparian terms as well) and the relationalizing pre-
tix */-j-/, which surfaces as *-y1- before a nasal vowel. The correspondences are otherwise regular.

In Macro-Jé, the reflexes of *-7iit belong to class II in the languages of the Goyaz branch of
the Jé group, but to class I in the languages of the Akuwé branch of Jé (see Estevam 2011: 138
for Xavante) and in Karaja (see Ribeiro 2012a: 216 for an example). It must have originally be-
longed to the less productive class II. In Tupian, *-jéT must have originally belonged to class II,
as attested for Makurap by Braga (2005: 208; note that she uses the label “class I” for my class
II); other Tuparian languages have lost the distinction. Mundurukuan has apparently reana-
lyzed the erstwhile absolute stem *¢T ‘meat/flesh (unpossessed)’ as relational.

‘to stand’: PM]J *ja (nonfinite *-ja-m) : PT *-ja or *-2ap

The Proto-Macro-Jé reconstruction is from Nikulin 2020: 398. The etymon is preserved in the
Western (Ofayé -xe? ~ -he?, possibly Rikbaktsa -sa ‘to start walking /a developmental mile-
stone/’), Karaja (nonfinite -Ima), and Eastern (singular only: Maxakali -xip, irrealis xihip;
Khisétjé ta, nonfinite -tim; Xavante dza, nonfinite -dzam; Kaingang jé, nonfinite jég) branches.
The correspondences are regular. The original finite form was lost in Maxakali, whose irrealis
form has been remodeled after the realis form (-xip < *-ja-m; the expected irrealis form would
be *xihi < *ja), and in Karaja, which now shows a suppletive finite form -iji of unknown origin.

The Proto-Tupian reconstructions correspond to two distinct etyma, which could be com-
pared to PM]J finite and nonfinite forms, respectively.

Proto-Tupian *-ja is preserved in two Rondonian branches, Tuparikém (as an auxiliary
only: Karitiana ty-so ‘IMPF:standing’, Sakurabiat ta-t ‘PRG.PRS:standing’, ta-a ‘PRG.PST:standing’)
and Rama-Puru (Karo -ja ‘to stand’, with a possible cognate in Purubora; Galucio et al. 2015:
258). The correspondences are regular. Note that Proto-Tuparikém can be reconstructed as hav-
ing a series of no less than three auxiliares contrasting for position only, as shown in Table 3. These
correspond to lexical verbs for ‘to sit’ and ‘to stand’ in Rama-Puru or other Tupian languages;
the term for ‘to lie’ is noncognate in Rama-Puru (*-mbop > Karo -mbop, Purubora -bop-a), but clear
cognates are found elsewhere in Tupian, as in Old Tupi tub-/-rub- ‘to lie.NF’ (Barbosa 1956: 305).

Proto-Tupian *-2iP is preserved in at least one Tuparikém language (Akuntsu -iP) and in
most Mawé—Guaranian languages (Eastern branch), such as Sateré-Mawé -’am ‘to go up’, Old
Tupi -am ‘to stand’, Kamayura -’am ‘to stand’, among many other cognates. The verb for ‘to
stand up’ in Mawé-Guaranian languages is evidently derived from this root: Sateré-Mawé
-poi’am ‘to stand up’, Old Tupi -puam ‘to stand’, Kamayura -uhwam ‘to stand’, among others.
The correspondences are regular.
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Proto- . .. Proto-
o Sakurabiat Karitiana Karo
Tuparikém Rama-Puru
AUX PRG (PRS/ PST) IMPF lexical verb lexical verb

Gabas Jr 1989: 16, Galucio

Galucio 2001: 58 | Rocha 2022: 239 ot al. 2015: 257-258

lying *jop to(o)p-0 / to-a ty-syp (*-mbopr) (-mbop)
sitting *jé yé-t [ y-a ty-ja *-ja -yd
standing *ia ta-t / ta-a ty-so *-ja -ya

Table 3. Tuparikém auxiliaries and Rama-Puru lexical verbs

In Macro-J§, the finite stem is reconstructed as absolute (uninflectable), and its nonfinite
counterpart is a class Il relational stem. This is clearly seen in the Khisétjé reflex: the finite stem
ta is absolute, and the nonfinite stem -tim takes the full set of the person prefixes (1 i-tam, 2 a-
tam, 3 s-am), where -t- is a thematic consonant. In Tupian, the morphosyntactic behavior of *-ja
and *-24P cannot be reconstructed with certainty. The former is reflected as an auxiliary in the
Tuparikém languages, where it combines with other morphemes (such as -t ‘present’ and -a
‘past’ in Sakurabiat; ty- ‘imperfective’ in Karitiana), whereas the Karo and Purubora reflexes
are only marginally attested in the available data. The latter is mostly known from Mawé-
Guaranian languages, where the reflexes are active class I intransitive verbs. Therefore, there is
a class membership mismatch between the PM] class II stem *-ja-m and the PT class I stem *-24P.

‘name’: PM] *-jet : PT *-jeT

The Proto-Macro-Jé reconstruction is from Nikulin 2020: 405. The root is preserved in Karaja
(nii) and in many languages of the Eastern branch (Maxakali -xu-xet-’ax/-d-xet-’ax, Khisétjé
-nhinti, Xavante -nhitsi, Kaingang -jiji). In all these languages, the root is preceded by a prefix
whose PMJ shape is difficult to reconstruct: Karaja and the Cerrado languages point to
PM]J *-7ii-jet, the Southern Jé languages to *-ji-jet or maybe *-jy-jet, and Maxakali shows an al-
ternating pair of prefixes, whose choice depends on the syntactic context. The coda *-t is re-
constructed based on the correspondence between Maxakali /-t/ and Jé zero. The semantic
equivalents in Chiquitano (*-tsiri / *-iri), Ofayé (-xiré?), and Krenak (-unjak) show some super-
ticial resemblance to PM] *-jet, but are unlikely to be cognate due to lack of regular sound cor-
respondences.

Proto-Tupian *-jeT is preserved in most Tupian languages, including the Tuparikém (Ma-
kurap -xet, Karitiana -sat), Mondé (Paiter -Iéd), and Eastern (Sateré-Mawé -set, Apyawa ter-a /
-rer-a) branches; see Galucio et al. 2015: 261 for a selection of reflexes. The PT reconstruction is
based on the intermediate reconstructions, such as Proto-Mawé—Guaranian *-tet, or—in my
notation—*-ceT (Meira & Drude 2015: 294) and Proto-Tuparian *-jer (Nikulin & Andrade 2020:
295). The correspondences are regular, with the possible exception of probable exceptions in
the Juruna languages, such as Yudja -zi (the regular reflex of PT *-T is Yudja I /B/, not z).

In Tupian, the root is reconstructed as a class II relational stem. In Macro-J§, it is always
accompanied with derivational prefixes, and the inflectional properties of the bare root are
thus not recoverable.

‘father’: PM] *-jo,m : PT *-jop

The Proto-Macro-Jé reconstruction is from Nikulin 2020: 401. The root is preserved in most
branches, including Western (Djeoromitxi hoftxi} ‘father’, -ro ‘father; male’, Rikbaktsa -zo,
Ofayé -xow ~ -xow ~ -xew), Karaja (34 person t-by), and Eastern (Canela—Kraho -xiim ‘male’,
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3rd person h-iim ‘father’, Kaingang -jdg). The Correspondences are regular, except that the
Ofayé reflex shows irregular vowels in Eduardo Ribeiro’s (9) and Sarah G. Gudschinsky’s (e) at-
testations. In addition, no traces of the coda *-m are seen in the alleged cognates in the Northern Jé
languages of the Trans-Tocantins subgroup: Apinajé -xiir, Mébéngokre djiinii or djiin-wa ‘father
(voc.)’, Kajkwakhrattxi and Khisétjé turé ‘father (voc.)’, though the Mébéngokre term for male —
3d person @-iim-ti-re — does show the expected -m. In Karaja and in the Northern Jé languages
of the Timbira branch, only the third-person form (PM] *c-0,m) is used in the meaning ‘father’,
though the Timbira languages preserve the uninflected form *-jo,m in the meaning ‘male’.

Proto-Tupian *-jop ‘father’ is preserved in most Tupian languages, including Kepkiriwat
(<xud>), Tuparikém (Wayoro -ndop, Karitiana -syp ‘father of a woman’), Mondé (Paiter -lob),
and Eastern (Yudja -pd, Kuruaya -lop, Aweti tup/-up, Apyawa tow-a/-row-a). The reconstructed
form is based on the intermediate reconstructions, such as Proto-Mawé—Guaranian *—tfup, or —
in my notation — *-cuP (Meira & Drude 2015: 293) and Proto-Tuparian *-jor (Nikulin &
Andrade 2020: 295). The correspondences are regular; Alves (2004: 180) documents Tupari
-hop, with an unexpected long vowel (symbolized by means of a grave accent in the practical
orthography), but the expected form with a short vowel is attested in Singerman 2018: 50.
There is also a homonymous stem PT *-joP ‘fish roe, pus’, whose reflexes have at times been
claimed to belong to the same etymology as *-joP ‘father’ (cf. Meira & Drude 2015: 293); its re-
flexes are found in the Rama-Puru (Karo -xop ‘dirt’, Purubora -toP ‘fish roe’), Mondé (Paiter
-I6b ‘pus’), and Eastern (Sateré-Mawé -sup ‘sperm’, win sup ‘fly maggots’, Apyawa ipira-ow-a
‘fish roe’) branches.

In both language families, the root is reconstructed as a class II stem, with the following
provisos. In Macro-J§, it appears to have shifted to class I in Ofayé (3 person 3-xaw ~ 3-xow in-
stead of the expected *h-aw ~ *h-0w; Oliveira 2006: 97; Ribeiro n/d). In Tupi-Guaranian, *tupr/
*-ruP belongs to the so-called subclass IIb, which includes a handful of kinship terms; it differs
from other class II subtypes in having a third-person form identical to the absolute one (*tup
‘her/his father’). It thus contrasts with nouns such as *-rup ‘fish roe’, whose third-person form
is reconstructed in my proposal as *0-uP (> Apyawa h-ow-a).

‘pus’: PMJ *-jo,w? : PT *-joP ‘fish roe, pus’

The Proto-Macro-Jé reconstruction is from Nikulin 2020: 401. The root is preserved in the
Western (Djeoromitxi -ro ~ -rofo} ‘sap, pus, mucus’) and Eastern (Maxakali -xapa, Khisétjé -tu{ru/,
Xavante -dzub{rui} // -dzub{ru}, Kaingang {flo ‘pus’, {f}6-m ‘to suppurate’) branches. The corre-
spondences are mostly regular, except that the Akuwé reflexes show an unexpected palatal
coda in the utterance-medial allomorph *-jubruj. In addition, the PMJ coda *-w° is recon-
structed exclusively in order to account for the correspondence PJ *-P ~ Maxakali -pV. If the
Maxakali datum turns out to be noncognate, the PM] reconstruction can be updated to *-jo,p.
The Cerrado languages reflect a derived form, *-jup-r, which can be interpreted as an erstwhile
nonfinite form of the verb ‘to suppurate’. The Southern Jé languages reanalyzed the third-
person index *c- > *0- as a part of the stem (Ribeiro 2004a: 95).

Proto-Tupian *-joP ‘fish roe, pus’ is reflected in the Rama-Puru (Karo -xop ‘dirt’, Purubora
-top ‘fish roe’), Mondé (Paiter -I6b ‘pus’), and Eastern (Sateré-Mawé -sup ‘sperm’, win sup ‘fly
maggots’, Apyawa ipira-ow-a ‘tish roe’) branches. The correspondences are regular. At least in
Paiter, it contrasts with the nearly homonymous term for ‘father’ in having high tone (Bontkes
1978: 5), suggesting that the tonal contrast was also present in PT. In this study, I do not make
an attempt at reconstructing PT tone.

In both language families, the root is reconstructed as a class II stem, as evidenced by the
third-person forms such as Khisétjé s-u{ru} and Apyawa h-ow-a.
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‘tooth’: PM] *-juii®: PT *-jac

The Proto-Macro-Jé reconstruction is from Nikulin 2020: 403. The etymon is preserved in all
Macro-Jé branches, including Chiquitano (e.g. Bésiro -sé’0), Western (Djeoromitxi hii, Ofayé
-xe:?), Karaja (juu), and Eastern (Khisétjé -twa, Xavante -’wa, Kaingang -ja, Maxakali -xox). The
reflexes in all daughter languages are regular, except that Xavante -’wa and Akwé-Xerente
-kwa unexpectedly lack utterance-medial allomorphs with a palatal coda (Xavante *-’wai,
Akweé-Xerente *-kwai), or at least such allomorphs have not been attested in the literature. Pos-
sibly the utterance-final allomorph, which regularly loses the underlying palatal coda, has
been generalized in the history of the Akuwé languages (see Nikulin 2017: 155-158 on utter-
ance-medial and utterance-final allomorphs in Akuwé). The palatal nasal coda followed by an
echo vowel is reconstructed based on the reflexes in the Maxakalian languages (Maxakali -xox
and Pataxo-Hahahae «teb, «-tdy», 'thoi>, «txdi point to a palatal coda), as well as in Krenak
(-jun, with n clearly going back to PMJ *7i or *7i°), Pykobjé-Krikati (-xwaa, with the long vowel
suggesting an erstwhile *-n° or *-7i°), and Ofayé (-xe:?, with the plural and diminutive forms at-
tested in Oliveira 2006: 79 strongly suggesting the presence of an underlying nasal coda).

Proto-Tupian *-jicC is preserved in all branches of Tupian, including Kepkiriwat (<nhain,
«<-nhai->), Tuparikém (Makurap -ydy, Karitiana -joj), Rama-Puru (Karo -ydy), Mondé (Zoro6 -jégj),
and Eastern (Munduruku -nily, Apyawa tijj-a/-rijj-a); see Galucio et al. 2015: 254 for a selection
of reflexes. The correspondences are completely regular, except that those Mondé languages
that preserve this etymon — Arud, Gavido, and Zoré — unexpectedly show a long front vowel
/€:/ as the reflex of PT *a.

In both families the stem is reconstructed as relational, class II. This is clearly seen in the
third-person (singular) forms, with no thematic consonant: Bésiro 0-0’0-xi, Karaja tx-uu,
Khisétjé s-wa < PM] *c-uii® Makurap t-dy, Munduruku t-iiy, Apyawa h-yjj-a < PT *c-ac (Ribeiro
2012a: 119; Santos 1997: 39; Braga 2005: 50; Picango 2005: 262; Almeida et al. 1983: 26-27).

‘to ingest’ = ‘to eat/drink’: PM] *-ko, : PT *-ko

The Proto-Macro-Jé reconstruction is from Nikulin 2020: 410. Reflexes are found in most
Macro-Jé branches: Western (Djeoromitxi -ko ‘to eat’, Ofayé -ho ‘to eat something solid’), Karaja
(-ky ‘to eat grains’), and Eastern (Khisétjé -khu ‘to eat.rL’, Xavante -hu ‘to ingest.rL’, Kaingang
-ko ‘to eat, to use’). The correspondences are regular. Rikbaktsa -ku ‘to drink’ is viewed as a re-
flex of PMJ *-ko, in Nikulin 2020, but it could be alternatively considered cognate with Proto-
Goyaz *ij-ko (nonfinite *-ko-m) ‘to drink’ (> Khisétjé i-kho, -khom).

The Proto-Tupian reconstruction is mentioned in passim in Nikulin & Carvalho 2022: 16;
see Galucio et al. 2015: 256 for a selection of reflexes. The root is preserved in most branches of
Tupian, including Kepkiriwat (<-qu->), Tuparikém (Tupari -ko, Karitiana -’y), Rama-Puru (Karo
-’0, Purubora -?), and Eastern (Munduruku -’o, Apyawa -’0). The correspondences are regular.

In both language families, the root is a class I stem. In Old Tupi and possibly some other
TG languages, this verb is unusual in that it does not take the third-person accusative prefix io-
when finite (Barbosa 1956: 305). In the languages of the Cerrado branch of the Jé group, the verb
*-ku takes indices of the accusative series when finite (just like all monosyllabic canonical tran-
sitives), whereas its nonfinite form is *-ku-r’. Note that in almost all Tupian languages the re-
flexes cover the entire semantic domain of eating and drinking; in Macro-J¢, this is synchron-
ically the case in the Akuwé languages (compare Xavante -hu ‘to eat.PL’ and ¢-hu ‘to drink.pr’).

‘tree, tree-like object (leg, horn, bone)’: PM] *(-)ky;m°® : PT *(-)kup

The Proto-Macro-Jé reconstruction is from Nikulin 2020: 409. The root is preserved in all first-
level branches of Macro-Jé, including Chiquitano (Bésiro -{tipalki ‘horn’), Western (Djeoro-
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mitxi ku ‘tree’, {mejku ‘horn’, Ofayé hawy ‘tree’, -hauy ‘horn’), Karaja (female speech koo, male
speech 00 ‘wood, horn’), and Eastern (Maxakali -kup ‘stick, bone, leg’, -ptox-kup ‘horn’, Khisétjé
kho ‘club’, -kho ‘grove’, Xavante -0mo // -u ‘horn’, Kaingang ka ‘tree’, -{ni}ka ‘horn’). The recon-
struction of a labial nasal coda followed by an echo vowel is based on the evidence from the
Akuwé languages (Proto-Akuwé *-komo // *-ku ‘horn’) and corroborated by Maxakalian, which
preserves its place of articulation. The correspondences are regular.

The Proto-Tupian reconstruction is from Nikulin & Carvalho 2022: 31; see Galucio et al.
2015: 252 for a selection of reflexes. The root is preserved in all first-level branches of Tupian,
including Kepkiriwat (<quép>/«queb-> ‘tree, wood’, <-nécubd> ‘elbow’, «cli-imara> ‘leg garter’,
«Octipe> ‘stud’, <-mbatoquép» ‘index finger’, jadcupe> ‘maize cob’), Tuparikém (Makurap kup
‘tree’, -api-kup ‘horr’, Karitiana ’ep ‘tree’, -’ep ‘bone’), Rama-Puru (Karo ma-’ilp ‘tree’, Purubora
?iP ‘tree’), Mondé (Paiter ihb ‘tree’), and Eastern (Yudja epd ‘stick’, Munduruku ip ‘tree’, -’ip
‘tree/wood (classifier)’, Sateré-Mawé aria-’yp ‘tree’, -’yp ‘tree (of a concrete species), handle’,
Apyawa -’yw-a ‘leg, handle, tree (of a concrete species)’); see Galucio et al. 2015: 252 for a selec-
tion of reflexes. The correspondences are regular.

In both language families, the root occurs both as a class I relational stem and as an abso-
lute stem. It is thus reconstructed as relationally labile (i.e., the possessor is optional). Note the
closely matching semantics of the reflexes in Macro-Jé and Tupian: ‘tree’ is the most recurring
meaning, but ‘leg’, ‘horn’, and ‘bone’ are also attested across both families.

‘liver’: PM] *-mbad : PT *-pi(-) 2a | *mbi(-) 2a
The Proto-Macro-Jé reconstruction is from Nikulin 2020: 375. The root is preserved at least in
the Western (Djeoromitxi -bd, Rikbaktsa -py, Ofayé -¢a(h)), Karaja (maa), and Eastern (Khisétjé
-mba, Xavante -pa, Kaingang -tij-mé) branches. The correspondences are regular.

The Proto-Tupian reconstruction is from Nikulin & Carvalho 2022: 32, where the element
*-?a is given as a part of the root. It is semantically and morphologically plausible to analyze
*-?a as a formative for spherical objects. The root is preserved in most first-level branches, in-
cluding Kepkiriwat (<-pid>), Tuparikém (Makurap -pia), Rama-Puru (Karo -pia, Purubora -bia),
and Eastern (Yudja -bi’4, Munduruku -psa, Sateré-Mawé -py’a/my’a, Apyawa -py’a-0/my’a-0);
see Galucio et al. 2015: 256 for a selection of reflexes. The correspondences are regular.

In Macro-Jé, the reflexes of *-mbd belong to class I. In Tupian, *-pé?a is reconstructed as a
relational class I stem, and *mbi?a as an absolute one; this combination is also known as class
Ib in Tupi—Guaranian studies. The erstwhile absolute stem *mbi?a is preserved in the Mawé-
Guaranian languages but was apparently lost in all other branches.

‘smoke’: PM] *-iiijdk : PT *-ji.K
The Proto-Macro-Jé reconstruction is from Nikulin 2020: 400. The etymon is preserved in the
Parand and Akuwé branches of the Jé groups (Xavante -nhidzé, Akwé-Xerente -nize, Laklano
neéjo, Kaingang nija) as well as in Karaja he-da (from héé ‘firewood’). The reconstruction of a
stem-final velar stop is supported by the Kaingang derivative nijig ‘to produce smoke’. Karaja
heda (Palha 1942: 25; Ribeiro 2012a: 105) is not the main term for ‘smoke’ in the modern lan-
guage, where wadasi ‘smoke’ is found instead.

Proto-Tupian *-jiK is preserved in most Tupian languages, including Kepkiriwat (<ia-in),
Tuparikém (Wayor¢ -yiing, Karitiana -jing), Mondé (Paiter mokdy-iii§), and Eastern (Mundu-
ruku -dig, Sateré-Mawé y-hig, Aweti taza-ting, Kawaiwete tata-sing); see Galucio et al. 2015: 259
for a selection of reflexes. The reconstructed form is based on the intermediate reconstructions,

such as Proto-Mawé-Guaranian *-t/i, or—in my notation—*-¢ik (Meira & Drude 2015: 294),
Proto-Mundurukuan *-diyy (Picango 2019: 139), Proto-Tuparian *-ni:K (Nikulin & Andrade 2020:
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296), with the reconstruction of a long vowel based on evidence from Tuparian languages,
such as Wayor6 and Sakurabiat. The correspondences between these forms are mostly regular.
The denasalization of *7 in Mundurukuan could be regular, as the sequence **d7 was banned in
Proto-Mundurukuan (Picango 2005: 173). So could be the second stage of the purported devel-
opment *ji > *ci > *¢7 in Proto-Mawé-Guaranian.!" Somewhat problematic are the alleged re-
flexes in the Juruna languages (such as Yudja -xi’d < Proto-Juruna *-fi-27). Nikulin and Andrade
(2020: 296, fn. 30) discuss several difficulties with the reflexes in individual Tuparian lan-
guages. Finally, an irregular reflex of PTG *-K is seen at least in the Apyawa form tata-xin-a
/tata-tGiT-a/.

Both in Macro-Jé and Tupian, the stem is reconstructed as relational, class II. This is clearly
seen in the third-person forms, with no thematic consonant: Xavante {i}ts-idzé < PJ *c-7j3,X
(Lachnitt 1987: 79); Munduruka t-ig < PT *c-z:K (Picango 2005: 320).

This comparison deviates from my stringent criteria in that the PM] sequence *j3 is not
matched to any PT segment. However, the fact that the PT form is reconstructed with a long
vowel makes the comparison somewhat more plausible: it is easy to imagine a contraction of
an *7jV sequence into *1..

‘feces’: PM] *-iiVt®: PT *-jVT

The Proto-Macro-Jé reconstruction is from Nikulin 2020: 407. The etymon is preserved in Chi-
quitano (Bésiro -a’a) and in the Eastern branch (Maxakali -yon ‘feces, to defecate’, Khisétje
-nhin /| -nhini, Xavante -nhana). Note that in multiple Macro-Jé languages the reflexes of *-iV/t°
are polysemous and can refer not only to feces, but also to bowels (Mébéngokre, Parkatéjé,
Pykobjé-Krikati, Canela—Kraho, Xavante); in other languages, terms for ‘bowel’ or ‘small
bowel’ are derived from the respective root (Bésiro -an-terere, Mébéngokre -nhin kra, Parkatéje
-jin-kra, Pykobjé-Krikati -jehn cra, Canela-Kraho -jin kra, Akwé-Xerente -nnd hi-ré). The corre-
spondences involving the consonants are regular, except that the Xavante and Akweé-Xerente
reflexes unexpectedly lack utterance-medial allomorphs with a voiceless stop coda (Xavante
*-nhatd, Akwé-Xerente *-ntd), possibly due to analogy with the regular utterance-final allo-
morphs -nhana [-ndn3] / -nnd [-n°nd]. By contrast, the vowels across Macro-Jé show no regular
correspondence whatsoever. Maxakali 6 /Gi/ points to PM] *ii; Khisétjé i /i/ < Proto-Goyaz *7
suggests PMJ *7; Xavante a /3/ < Proto-Akuwé *3 can go back to PMJ *3 or *i. The Chiquitano
reflex shows a nasal vowel /a/ in the Migueleno and Eastern varieties; the Macro-Jé origins of
Proto-Chiquitano *4 have not been established yet, but it could technically be the regular reflex
of PM] *3 or *y.

The Proto-Tupian reconstruction is based on reflexes in the Tuparikém and Eastern
branches, including Wayord -yén (< Proto-Tuparian *-péT; Nikulin & Andrade 2020: 296),1
Karitiana jin (< Proto-Arikém *-yiT), Munduruku -niin (< Proto-Mundurukuan *-din; Picango
2019: 139), Xipaya -siina, Yudja und, and Sateré-Mawé -jun. Just like in Macro-Jé, many of its
reflexes either colexify ‘feces’ with ‘bowel’ (e.g. Wayoro -yén) or use derivatives of the root in
question in the meaning ‘bowel’ (Karitiana -jin-py, Munduruk -niin-pii < PT *jVT-pa). In addi-

1 PT *j normally yields Proto-Mawé-Guaranian *c (> Sateré-Mawé s, Aweti and PTG zero word-medially);
the reflex *¢ (> Sateré-Mawé h, Aweti t, PTG *t word-medially) is otherwise known to occur following an *i or a *C
by progressive palatalization. But the sequence *ci is not reconstructed for any Proto-Mawé-Guaranian morpheme
(at least in Meira & Drude 2015), and may have been subject to regressive palatalization in pre-Proto-Mawé-
Guaranian.

12 Tuparian has a similar root *-né:T (also *ki-pé:T) ‘ashes’, which, however, must be unrelated to *-néT ‘feces’
(pace Nikulin & Andrade 2020: 296), since its reflexes are documented with a long vowel in most daughter lan-
guages (Galucio et al. 2015: 259).

21



Andrey Nikulin

tion, PTG *tar/*-riiT ‘black’ (*-iT in compounds, as in *-pi0-iT ‘black skin’) regularly corre-
sponds to Sateré-Mawé -jun ‘feces’. It is reflected, for example, as Apyawa -ron, -pi-on; Siriono
-r6 ‘muddy’, -i-s0 ‘dark’, etc. Despite the semantic discrepancy, the evolution ‘feces’ > ‘dirty’ >
‘black’ seems feasible. The correspondences involving the consonants are regular. However,
the vowels correspond in a unique way in this cognate set: Juruna and Mawé-Guaranian point
to Proto-Tupian *-joT, Mundurukuan to *-jaT, Tuparian to *-jeT, and Arikém to *-jiT.

In both families the stem is reconstructed as relational, class II. This is clearly seen in the
third-person forms, with no thematic consonant: Khisétje s-in // s-ini, Xavante ts-dna <
PM] *c-VT; Mundurukd t-iin < PT *¢-VT (Nonato et al. 2012: 7; Lachnitt 1987: 74; Picango 2005:
151). The fact that the vowel correspondences are highly irregular both in Macro-Jé and Tu-
pian can be possibly accounted for by reconstructing a low-frequency nasal vowel for both
protolanguages. The colexification of the meanings ‘feces’ and ‘bowel’, found in both language
families, renders the cognation hypothesis particularly plausible.

‘earth’: PM] *ygyN°: PT *kwmc

The Proto-Macro-Jé reconstruction is from Nikulin 2020: 418. The etymon is preserved in the
Chiquitano (Bésiro ki-xi), Western (Ofayé hawé?) and Eastern branches (Kaingang ga). The
Ofayé reflex, not listed in Nikulin 2020, points to a nasal coda, as suggested by the plural
form ha:-fie and the allomorph hat-, found in compounds (Oliveira 2006: 79). PNJ *ngy’ ‘clay,
mud’ could be related, but the origin of the diphthong *y’ is unclear; the regular reflex of
PM]J *yN would be PN]J *3: or *4:. Karaja suu (underlying /0u/) does not appear to be cognate
with the aforementioned forms, since PM] *y is normally reflected as o0 /o/ in Karaj4; the re-
flex of PM] *1g in Karaja is presently unknown (but *gr is indeed regularly reflected as s /0/
in Karaja).

The Proto-Tupian reconstruction is from Nikulin & Carvalho 2022: 31. Its reflexes are
found in the Kepkiriwat (<cuita-a>, «<queitad>), Tuparikém (Makurap kux, Wayord kuy, Karitiana
ej), Rama-Puru (Purubora ?iC), and Eastern branches (Yudja etd ‘sand, beach’, Sateré-Mawé ’yi,
Apyawa yj-a).

In both Macro-Jé and Tupian, the reflexes of PMJ *1gyN° and PT *kuC are typically abso-
lute (unpossessable) nouns, though in some languages they are optionally possessed and be-
have as class I relational stems, as in Bésiro n-i-ki ma-monké-ka ‘Chiquitania’ (literally ‘the land
of the Monkodxi nation’).

‘arm’: PM] *-pa ‘arm, branch’ :
PT *-pa [ *mba ‘hand, vine-like’, *-pa-2a / *mba-2a ‘arm’

The Proto-Macro-Jé reconstruction adopted here differs slightly from the one in Nikulin 2020:
369, where it is reconstructed as *-paj ~ *-paj°. Reflexes are found in most branches, including
Chiquitano (Bésiro -pa ‘arm, wing’), Western (Djeoromitxi {ha}pa ‘arm’, ku-{ra}pa ‘branch’, Rik-
baktsa -pa- ‘arm (in compounds)’, -{tsi}pa ‘arm’, -sara-pa ‘branch’, Ofayé -¢e ‘arm, wing’), and
Eastern (Khisétjé -hwa ‘arm, branch’, Xavante -pai-hi ‘arm’, -pa-né [-pan:0] /-paj-dd/ ‘arm’, Ka-
ingang -pé ‘arm’, ka pé ‘branch’). The only reason for reconstructing a palatal coda are the re-
flexes in the Akuwé languages: Xavante -pai-hi ‘arm’, -pa-né [-pan:0] /-paj-do/ ‘arm’, Akweé-
Xerente -pai-no ‘arm’. However, no palatal coda is found in Xavante pa ‘creek’, -pa or wede-pa
‘branch, root’; Akwé-Xerente -pa-krta // -pa-krda ‘arm’, -pa or wdé-pa ‘root’. Therefore, the
grounds for reconstructing a palatal coda in PM] are rather weak. The meanings ‘arm’ and
‘branch’ were probably colexified in PMJ *-pa, as shown by evidence from Jabutian, Rikbaktsa,
and Jé. The meaning ‘wing’, seen in Chiquitano and Ofayé, is probably innovative, since a dis-
tinct root for ‘wing, armpit’ is otherwise reconstructed (PM] *-jar°; Nikulin 2020: 399).
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The Proto-Tupian reconstruction *-pa / *mba is from Nikulin & Carvalho 2022: 31. The cor-
respondences are regular. Reflexes are found in all branches of Tupian, including Kepkiriwat
(-mbo ‘CL:long’: cumbo> ‘my guts’, <uhembd> ‘my neck’, <boi uarumbéd> ‘anaconda’), Tuparikém
(Wayord mbo / -wo ‘hand’, Karitiana -py ‘hand’), Rama-Puru (Karo =pii’ ‘CL:cylindrical+small’,
Purubora -ba ‘CL:vine-like’), Mondé (Paiter -pd-be), and Eastern (Yudja -wd ‘hand’ < Proto-
Juruna *-bu-d, Mundurukt -pu ‘hand, finger; CL:vine-like’, Sateré-Mawé -po/mo ‘hand’, -po-"yp /
mo-"yp ‘arm’, Apyawa -pa-0 / ma-0 ‘hand’). The reflexes in languages such as Kepkiriwat, Karo,
Purubord, and Mundurukt clearly show that PT *-pa occurred not only as a body part term,
but also as a second element in compounds designating long, vine-like objects, such as vines
(PT *uitwi-pa), roots (PT *-ja-pa, Eastern branch only), and possibly threads, snakes, cords, fin-
gers, etc. The term for ‘arm’ is reconstructed as *-pa-?a / *mba-?a, whose second element appears
to be *-?a ‘head, CL:spherical’; it has known reflexes in Rama-Puru (Karo -pd-be ‘hand’, Purub-
ord -ba ‘arm’) and Eastern branches (Munduruka -pa ‘arm; CL:cylindrical+thick’ < Proto-
Mundurukuan *-pg; Picango 2019: 136). The reflexes in Mundurukuan clearly point to PT *V?a,
and the quality of the vowel that precedes the glottal stop is inferred based on the possible
morphological relation to *-pa/*mba. Unlike in Macro-Jé, Tupian shows a distinct root for
‘branch’, PT *-jand (Wayord kuw-angd ‘branch’, mbo-angd ‘wrist’; Karitiana -jongo ~ -jongo ‘arm,
branch’; Mundurukd -ddkii ~ -nikii ‘branch’; Apyawa -rakij-0 ‘branch’). There is also an alter-
nate candidate for the main term for ‘arm’, PT *-né, with reflexes in Kepkiriwat, Tuparian,
Arikém, Mondé, and Mundurukuan (compare also PT *-né-p# ‘armpit’).

In Macro-Jé, the reflexes of *-pa belong to class I. In Tupian, *-pa is reconstructed as a rela-
tional class I stem, and *mbas as an absolute one; this combination is also known as class Ib in
Tupi—Guaranian studies. In Kepkiriwat and Tuparian, the erstwhile absolute stem *mba > *mbo
‘hand (unpossessed)’ was apparently reanalyzed as relational, whereas Karo and possibly
some other languages have lost the allomorph *mba entirely.

‘foot’: PMJ *-par°©: PT *-pi [ *mbi
The Proto-Macro-Jé reconstruction is from Nikulin 2020: 370. Reflexes are found in the West-
ern (Rikbaktsa -pyry, Ofayé -¢ar) and Eastern (Maxakali -pata, Khisétjé -hwaj // -hwaji, Xavante
-para, Kaingang -pen) branches. The correspondences are regular.

The Proto-Tupian reconstruction is from Nikulin & Carvalho 2022: 32. The root is pre-
served in all first-level branches, including Kepkiriwat («<-mbi> ‘leg’, <-mbitecaia> ‘heel’), Tu-
parikém (Makurap -mi, Karitiana -pi), Rama-Puru (Karo -pi-be’, Purubora -fi-be), Mondé (Paiter
-pi-pe), and Eastern (Munduruku -i, Sateré-Mawé -py/my, Apyawa -py-0/my-0); see Galucio et
al. 2015: 255 for a selection of reflexes. The correspondences are regular.

In Macro-Jé, the reflexes of *-pdr° belong to class I. In Tupian, *-p# is reconstructed as a re-
lational class I stem, and *mbi as an absolute one; this combination is also known as class Ib in
Tupi—Guaranian studies. In Kepkiriwat and Tuparian, the erstwhile absolute stem *mbi > *mbi
‘foot (unpossessed)’ was apparently reanalyzed as relational, whereas Arikém, Mundurukuan,
and some other languages have lost the form *mbi entirely.

This comparison deviates from my stringent criteria in that a PMJ coda is not matched to
any PT segment. However, the correspondences are otherwise recurrent, and the semantic
match is perfect; the rhotic codas in PM] are in any case infrequent.

‘to burn, to set on fire’: PM] *(-)py:k°® ~ *(-)pyw° : PT *-puk

The Proto-Macro-Jé reconstruction is from Nikulin 2020: 371. The etymon is preserved in two
tirst-level branches of Macro-Jé, Western (Rikbaktsa -pok ‘to set on fire’) and Eastern (Maxakali
-puk ‘to burn (intr.)’, Canela—Kraho por, nonfinite -hpdoc ‘to burn (intr.)’). The correspondences
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are regular, including the sound change *-k > *-r in finite forms of intransitive verbs, typical of
the Cerrado languages (cf. Nikulin & Salanova 2019: 544). A difference in valency between the
Rikbaktsa verb and its Eastern Macro-Jé cognates is a problem for the comparison, though
hardly an insurmountable one. The uncertainty between the reconstruction of *-k° or *-y° is
due to the absence of a cognate in Krenak, the only Macro-Jé language that is known to pre-
serve the distinction (cf. Nikulin 2020: 159).

The Proto-Tupian reconstruction is from Nikulin & Carvalho 2022: 34. The etymon is pre-
served in three branches of Tupian: Tuparikém (Wayord -pugfa} ‘to cook’), Rama-Puru (Karo
-pik ‘to burn’), and Eastern (Mundurukt -pik ‘to burn’).

In all said languages, the verb is a relational class I stem, except for the finite form in the
Cerrado languages (finite intransitive verbs are absolute).

3CRF prefix: PM] *ta- : PT *ta-

The Proto-Macro-Jé reconstruction is from Nikulin 2020: 253-260, 383. The etymon is pre-
served in Karaja (fa- with class I stems, ¢- with class II stems) and in two languages of the
Western branch (Rikbaktsa ta-, Arikapu ta-). The correspondences are regular.

The Proto-Tupian reconstruction is from Nikulin & Carvalho 2022: 383. PT *ta- is pre-
served in the Tuparikém branch (Wayord te-, Karitiana ta-) and in at least one Eastern lan-
guage (Sateré-Mawé to-); a possible reflex with an unexpected vowel is also seen in the Rama-
Puru branch (Karo to-). The correspondences are otherwise regular. In addition, Mondé and
Aweti-Guaranian languages have 3CRF indices that point to PT *s- rather than *ta- (Aweti o-/w-,
Gaviao a-; Sabino 2016: 71-72, 146; Moore 1984: 30), a fact I am presently unable to account for.

In both language families, the morpheme in question is a third-person index which sig-
nals coreferentiality with another participant (typically the subject). In all languages where it
occurs, it can encode the possessor of a relational noun, but in some languages it can also en-
code the patient of a transitive verb or a complement of an adposition (as in Rikbaktsa), or else
the subject of a intransitive verb (as in Wayoro), or of a subclass of intransitive verbs (as in Ari-
kapt). In the latter use, the person index is taken to be coreferential with the noun phrase ex-
pressing the subject.

‘to give’: PM] *-iip : PT *-6P

The Proto-Macro-Jé reconstruction is from Nikulin 2020: 422. Reflexes are found in most
Macro-Jé branches: Western (Djeoromitxi -6), Karaja (-6), and Eastern (Khisétjé -ngo, Maxakali
-hom). The labial stop in the coda position is reconstructed based on evidence from Maxakali
(-hom /-hapr/), Krenak (-um), and the nonfinite form found in the Akuwé languages (Xavante
-nh-om-ri). The correspondences are mostly regular, including the consonantal epenthesis in
onsetless stressed syllables in Maxakalian and Jé; however, the origins of the voiceless nasal m
in Krenak are unclear.

The Proto-Tupian reconstruction is mentioned in passim in Nikulin & Carvalho 2022: 16;
see Galucio et al. 2015: 258 for a selection of reflexes. The root is preserved in the Tuparikém
(Tupari -om) and Eastern (Sateré-Mawé -um) branches. The Munduruku reflex -iim/-§-iim un-
expectedly shows an unrounded vowel /i/ (represented as i orthographically), but the
rounded reflex is found in the closely related Kuruaya (-m / -n-om; Galucio et al. 2015: 258).
The correspondences are otherwise regular.

In both language families, the root is vowel-initial, with no thematic consonant, and is
thus classifiable as class L. In the languages of the Cerrado branch of the Jé group, the verb *-go
takes indices of the accusative series when finite (just like all monosyllabic canonical transi-
tives), whereas its nonfinite form is a class II stem *-7i-0p-r’, with a thematic consonant and a
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suffix of nonfiniteness. Since the verb typically takes an inanimate theme, it frequently occurs
with a third-person index (PT *i-) in Tupian languages, which typically takes a consonantal al-
lomorph before a vowel-initial root.

‘to go up, to rise’: PMJ *-we(C) : PT *-we ()P

The Proto-Macro-Jé reconstruction is given as *-wi(C) in Nikulin 2020: 382, which is an unfor-
tunate typo (cf. Nikulin 2020: 148): PNJ *i can only go back to PM] *e. Reflexes are found in the
Western (Ofayé -wi, possibly Djeoromitxi {hu}wi) and Eastern (Khisétjé a-pi, nonfinite -td-pi-ri).
The correspondences are regular. The Northern Jé reflexes continue PNJ *a:-pi, nonfinite
*-jar-pi-r; the alternating prefixes *a:- (finite) and *ja:- (nonfinite), found in a number of intransi-
tive verbs, are of unclear origin, but they are clearly distinct from the antipassive prefixes *a-/
*ap- (finite) and *ja-/*ju- (nonfinite), which has a short vowel. The absence of clear cognates in
diagnostic languages, such as Maxakali, Krenak, Xavante, or Akwé-Xerente, makes it impossi-
ble to determine whether the Proto-Macro-Jé verb had a final consonant. If Maxakali -4-pep/-xu-
pep ‘to leave/arrive.SG’ is cognate, the PM] reconstruction can be amended to *-wep ~ *-wem?®,
but the semantic discrepancy renders the comparison uncertain.

The Proto-Tupian reconstruction is based on reflexes such as Wayord -ngwep (< Proto-
Tuparian *-wepP; Nikulin & Andrade 2020: 299), Karitiana -haap ‘to rise (of the sun)’ (< Proto-
Arikém *-hi:p), Paiter -web-d ‘to swell’, and Aweti -tep (attested in Reiter 2011: 205). The corre-
spondences are regular except for the mismatch between the short vowel in Tuparian and the
long vowel in Arikém.

The class membership of Proto-Macro-Jé *-we(C) is difficult to determine based on direct
evidence: the Ofayé reflex is only marginally attested, whereas in other languages only a pre-
tixed derivative was preserved. In Tupian, the verb is a class I stem.

4.2. Good distribution in Macro-Jé only

‘hole’: PM] *-kuii® : Proto-Mundurukuan *-kdj

The Proto-Macro-Jé reconstruction is from Nikulin 2020: 411. Reflexes of the bare root are
found in the Western (Djeoromitxi -kii) and Eastern (Maxakali -kox, Canela-Kraho kwa ‘well,
spring’) branches. In derivatives, such as the terms for ‘sky’ and ‘mouth’, it is preserved in
even more languages, as in Karaja (female speech biku, male speech biu ‘rain, sky’), Khisétjé
(-jajkhwa ‘mouth’), or Kaingang (janka ‘door’).

The Proto-Mundurukuan form, reflected in Munduruku as -kiiy /-k3j/ and in Kuruaya as
-kdj, is from Picango 2019: 136. It lacks known cognates in other Tupian languages. If it is
shown to be of Proto-Tupian original, its PT etymon must have been *-ka?ic, *-ka?ac, *_kaac,
*-ka?5C, *-na?dc, or *-na?ac. Two alternative candidates for the Proto-Tupian term for ‘hole’ are
*-kir?s and *-kaP, but both have their distribution limited to two Rondonian branches only.
The former has reflexes in Tuparikém (Tupari -apsi-kiim’e ‘inner ear’, -kiim’e ‘vagina’, Akuntst
-api-tep-kimd ‘inner ear’ with an irregular final vowel, Karitiana emd ~ emmd ‘pit’) and Mondé
(Paiter -fwa ‘hole, buttock’). The latter has reflexes in Tuparikém (Karitiana -’op ‘hole, channel’
and Kepkiriwat (<uapicap> /u-api-kapr/ ‘inner ear’)."?

In both Macro-Jé and Mundurukuan, the roots in question are relational class I stems.

13 Otherwise, each Tupian branch employs its own root(s) for the meaning ‘hole’: Makurap pun; Tupari
-du’am; Karitiana -’op; Karo -xdk ~ Purubord feK; Arud <hifiap»>; Proto-Juruna *-ku(-)d and *karapii; Sateré-Mawé -ka?a;
Proto-Aweti-Guaranian *-k“aT.
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It must be noted that PM]J *-kuii® shows similarity with yet another root, found in Mondé
only: Paiter -koy in goy-koy ‘pit’ (from gohy ‘earth’). This root cannot be cognate with Proto-
Mundurukuan *-kgj, and could in principle be equated, at least etymologically, with the direc-
tional suffix -koy ‘towards’.

‘ripe’: PM]J *-ndép® : Tupari -tep

The Proto-Macro-Jé reconstruction is from Nikulin 2020: 390. The etymon is best known
for its reflexes in the Eastern branch (Maxakali tep-ta ‘banana’, Khisétjé -ndep-txi ‘red’, Apinajé
-nep ‘ripe’, Canela-Kraho -ntep-ti ‘ripe, red’), but a likely reflex is also found in the Western
branch (Rikbaktsa -{ne/ne ‘ripe’).

Tupari -tep is documented, for example, in Alves 2004: 257, 258. No cognates in other Tu-
pian languages are known. It can technically go back to a variety of forms, such as PT *-tep,
*-tap, *-ndeP, *-ndaP, *-deP, or *-doP. In many other Tupian languages, the concept ‘ripe’ is ex-
pressed by a reflex of *-woP ‘red, ripe’ instead: compare Wayoro -ngop ‘red, ripe’ (Nogueira et al.
2021: 103), Akuntst -kop ‘red, ripe’ (Aragon 2014: 104, 131), Paiter -6b ‘red, ripe’ (Bontkes 1978:
14), Yudja -upa ‘ripe’ (Fargetti 2001: 281-283), Munduruk -op ‘ripe’ (Crofts 1985: 99), etc. It is
possible that *-woP was primarily used a color term, whereas the highly hypothetical form PT
*-tep, *-toP, *-ndeP, *-ndaP, *-deP, or *-0aP could have been a dedicated term for ‘ripe’, ousted in
most daughter languages by reflexes of *-woP.

Both in Jé and Tupari the stem in question is a relational class I stem. Maxakali tep-ta is an
absolute stem, and Rikbaktsa -{nejne is an intransitive verb (the language no longer has a
class I/ class II distinction).

‘to kill’: PM] *-w1 : Karo -~wi

The Proto-Macro-Jé reconstruction is from Nikulin 2020: 383. Reflexes are found in the West-
ern (Ofayé -wi ‘to shoot’), Karaja (-we- ‘to sting, to penetrate, to stab’), and Eastern (Ritual
Maxakali -mi-y, irrealis -m7 ‘to kill’, Maxakali -mi-y, irrealis -m7 ‘to make’, Khisétjé -pi, nonfinite
-pi-r1 ‘to kill.sG’, Xavante -wi, nonfinite -wi-r7 ‘to kill.sG’). The correspondences are regular. The
meaning ‘to kill’ is attested only in Ritual Maxakali and in most languages of the Cerrado
branch (singular only), whereas Ofay¢, Karaja, and spoken Maxakali all show deviant mean-
ings. Even the Cerrado languages Canela-Kraho and Pykobjé-Krikati do not use the reflexes
of PMJ *-wi as the basic verb for ‘to kill’; instead, they are used figuratively, e.g. as ‘to extin-
guish a fire’, ‘to kill by drowning (of water)’, ‘to suffocate’.

The Karo verb -w7 ‘to kill’ (Gabas Jr 1999: 48, 57) can technically go back to PT *-wi, *-wic,
*-wi, or *-wiC (note that PT *7 and *f merge in all Tupian languages except Juruna and Mawé-
Guaranian, whereas *C is deleted after a front high vowel in these languages; see the cognate
set for ‘heavy’ in 4.3). It is likely related to Purubora -wi ‘to kill’ (Galucio et al. 2015: 257), but
the absence of vowel nasality in the putative Purubord cognate is unaccounted for. Karitiana
-mi ‘to beat’ is technically comparable with Karo -w7 ‘to kill’, given that *m and *w merge as m
before nasal vowels in Arikém, but it could likewise be cognate with Proto-Tuparian *-mi
(> Tupari -m1 ‘to stab, to sting’, Sakurabiat and Akuntsta -mi ‘to kill’); in the latter case, the
Proto-Tuparikém form must be reconstructed as *-mi, thus showing no regular correspon-
dence with Karo -wi. Alternatively, one could reconstruct Proto-Tupian *-wi, *-wiC, *-wi, or
*-wiC based on reflexes in the Rama-Puru and Tuparikém branches and posit an irregular
sound change *w > *m in Proto-Tuparikém, Proto-Tuparian, or Proto-Core Tuparian. If such a
verb existed in Proto-Tupian, it was likely distinct from PT *-?aoka ~ *_Pa0ka ‘to kill, to beat’,
with reflexes in Kepkiriwat, Mondé, Mundurukuan, and Mawé—Guaranian, in that the latter
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prototypically referred to beating to death, whereas the former probably referred to killing by
stabbing or piercing (e.g. with an arrow), as suggested by the Tupari reflex.

In Macro-Jé€, the root is a class I stem. In the languages of the Cerrado branch of the Jé
group, its reflexes take indices of the accusative series when finite (just like all monosyllabic
canonical transitives), whereas its nonfinite form is PCerr *-wi-r’. Karo does not have a class
I/class II distinction.

4.3. Good distribution in Tupian only

‘bitter’: PT *-dap : PCerr *-ndap ‘sour, bitter’

The Proto-Tupian reconstruction is from Nikulin & Carvalho 2022: 27, with reflexes in the Tu-
parikém (Tupari -tép-’a ‘bitter’, -tép-’ut ‘sour’, Karitiana -taap) and Eastern (Munduruku -cuip,
Sateré-Mawé -nop, Aweti -lop, Apyawa -rap) branches, as well as possibly in Mondé (Paiter
-{pe}txdb). The correspondences involving the nucleus and the coda are regular. However, the
correspondence between Proto-Tuparian/Proto-Arikém *t and Sateré-Mawé n, Aweti [, PTG *r
is unprecedented: Proto-Tuparian/Proto-Arikém *t points to PT *t, Sateré-Mawé n suggests
PT *nd (allophone of */n/), whereas Aweti [ : PTG *r is not known to go back to any specific
PT consonant4. The Mundurukuan reflexes are uninformative, since *t and *nd are not other-
wise distinguished in Mundurukuan. I reconstruct *d for the correspondence in question and
assume that it was a low-frequency phoneme in Proto-Tupian, just like its apparent reflex /l/ in
Aweti. However, other solutions are also imaginable, such as the existence of a hypothetical
alternation between the allomorphs *-taP (relational) and *ndaP (absolute), with the subsequent
generalization of the former in Tuparikém and of the latter in Mawé-Guaranian.

The Proto-Cerrado reconstruction is from Nikulin 2020: 456. Reflexes include Akwé-Xerente
-twamj}t(a)pa/-{wamltap ‘bitter, sour’, Mébéngokre -nap ‘sour’, Pykobjé-Krikati -ntap ‘sour,
ripe’, and possibly Khisétjé -ndap // -ndawy ‘smooth’. The correspondences are regular. The
semantic reconstruction is not straightforward: there are other terms for ‘sour’ and ‘bitter’ in the
Goyaz languages, which are also quite old: Proto-Goyaz *-jwa ‘sour’ and *-j3 ‘bitter’ (< PJ *-jo¥
‘sour, salty’, *-ja,X ‘bitter’). If PCerr *-ndap is shown to be of Macro-Jé origin, its erstwhile form
should be reconstructed as PM] *-ndap® or *-nddp°'.

Both PT *-0aP and Proto-Cerrado *-ndap are reconstructed as relational class I stems.

‘to do, to say, to be like this’: PT *-ke : PS] *ké // *ke

The Tupian reconstruction is based on reflexes in the Tuparikém (Makurap -ke, Karitiana -’a),
Rama-Puru (Karo -’¢), and Eastern (Sateré-Mawé -’¢, Apyawa -’¢/-¢) branches. The correspon-
dences are regular, except that the Aweti—-Guaranian branch has innovated some irregular in-
flected forms: the third-person form is reconstructed as *e?i (rather than the expected **o-7¢),
whereas the second-person singular form is attested as e’i (rather than *e-’e) in Aweti and re-
constructed as *ere (rather than **ere-?e) in PTG. Although other forms are regular (PTG 1 *a-Ze,
142 *ja-2e, 143 *oro-?e, 2+3 *pe’j-¢), some daughter languages show extra irregularities, such as

14 ]t is conceivable that Aweti [ and PTG *r are the regular reflexes of PT *nd. Unfortunately, PT *ndo(:) ‘hill’
and *-ndok ‘to eat.INTR’ lack known reflexes in these languages, making it difficult to determine the evolution
pathways of PT *nd in the Aweti—-Guaranian branch.

15 Other Macro-Jé languages show noncognate forms for ‘sour’ and ‘bitter’: Krenak -ra ‘sour’, -fidngrok ‘bitter’;
Maxakali -xupydg ‘sour’, -xiiiy ‘pain, sour, bitter, spicy’; Karaja 3 tx-ubrére ‘sour’; Ofayé 3 h-afé ‘sour’, 3 3-xahta ‘bit-
ter’; Rikbaktsa -bui ‘sour’, -sikpia ~ -spia ‘bitter’; Proto-Jabutian *-jombi ‘pain; sour’, *-wawa ‘bile’ (whence Djeoro-
mitxi -wdwi-rii ‘bitter’) or Arikapt -oay ~ -way ‘bitter’; Proto-Chiquitano *dkor- ‘to be sour’, *picar- ‘to be bitter’.
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the nasalization *e > ¢ in the Apyawa forms d-’¢, xa-’¢, ara-’é or the analogical vowel raising in
Guarasugwe (éri, i-? instead of *ére, *é-?i), Kawaiwete (a-’i instead of *a-’e), or Kamayura (i-’i
instead of *e-’i).

On the Macro-Jé side of the comparison, one finds only PSJ *ké // *ke (the latter allomorph
appears utterance-finally due to a general process of vowel lowering), reflected, for example,
in Kaingang ke // ké ‘to do, to say’. This verb lacks known cognates elsewhere in Macro-Jé. It is
semantically close to its Tupian counterparts in that it is used both for actions and speech acts.
However, it cannot be a Tupian loan, since the only Tupian languages that have a velar relfex
of PT *k — Tuparian and Kepkiriwat — are spoken 1,500 km northwest from the Southern Jeé-
speaking zone. If it goes back to Proto-Macro-J¢, the protoform must have been *-ki(C).

‘white’: PT *-kiT : PCerr *-ka:
The Proto-Tupian reconstruction is based on reflexes in Rama-Puru (Karo -kiit), Mondé (Paiter
-kir), Eastern (Sateré-Mawé -kyt{’i}, -kyt{sig}), and apparently Tuparikém (Wayord -{yjir{a}
‘white’, though the main root for ‘white’ in Tuparikém is *-pa(:)K); see Galucio et al. 2015: 260
for more reflexes.

The Proto-Cerrado form for ‘white’ is reconstructed as *-ka by Nikulin (2020: 467), who
does not recognize the existence of contrastive vowel length in that protolanguage. However,
it is now clear that long vowels in Pykobjé-Krikati (and Canela-Krahd, whose long vowels are
however not so thoroughly documented) correspond to long vowels in Xavante, where they
are preserved utterance-medially only, as documented by McLeod & Mitchell (1977). There-
fore, long vowels must have existed in Proto-Cerrado. Xavante -’z /-?a:/ ‘white’ has an under-
lying long vowel, as seen in the example tsi’a hd pi’6 [si:?a: hd pi?d] /ci-?a: hd pi?0j/ ‘the chicken
(lit. white bird) is female’ (McLeod & Mitchell 1977: 107), and so does Pykobjé-Krikati -jacaa
/-jak"a:/ ‘white’. Other reflexes include Khisétjé -jakha, Mébéngokre -jaka, and Akweé-Xerente
-ka. The Northern Jé reflexes contain the element *-ja-, which could have historically been a
plural prefix. The updated Proto-Cerrado reconstruction is, therefore, *-ka:. No cognates else-
where in Macro-Jé are known, but no stronger candidates for the Proto-Macro-Jé root for
‘white’ are known either'e. If *-ka: is shown to be of Macro-Jé origin, its protoform can be re-
constructed as *-kaC° or as *-kidC°, with an unidentified coda.

In both language families, the term in question is a class I relational stem.

‘husband’: PT *-méT : PM] *-mbi,n (Eastern)

The Proto-Tupian reconstruction is from Nikulin & Carvalho 2022: 32. Reflexes are found in
the Tuparikém (Wayoro -men, Karitiana -man), Rama-Puru (Purubora -meT), Mondé (Gaviao
-met), and Eastern (Yudja -mend, Sateré-Mawé -men, Apyawa -men-a) branches. The correspon-
dences are regular.

The Proto-Macro-Jé reconstruction is from Nikulin 2020: 380. Reflexes are found in the
Eastern branch only and include Maxakali -pit ‘male’, Khisétjé -mdjén // -mdjéni ‘husband’,
Panara inpin-pji ‘husband’, and Kaingang -mén ‘husband’. The correspondences are regular.

In both language families, the noun in question is a class I relational noun.

‘L: PT *o- : PCerr *wa

In Proto-Tupian, *o- is reconstructed as an absolutive/genitive first-person prefix, from which the
pronoun *0T is derived, just like the pronoun *éT is derived from the second-person prefix *e-.

16 Each Macro-Jé branch employs its own root(s) for this meaning: Krenak -jirum; PS] *kupri; Proto-Karaja *-kird;
Ofayé -kdé? and -gate?; Rikbaktsa -baraza; Arikapa -miw ~ -mio; Djeoromitxi -kinorii; Proto-Chiquitano *purusufii.
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It has reflexes in almost all Tupian languages. Before consonant-initial stems, it is reflected as
Kepkiriwat «u-», Makurap o0-, Wayoro6 o-, Karitiana y-, Karo o-, Purubord o-, Paiter o-, Yudja u-,
Mundurukt o-, Sateré-Mawé ufi}-, Apyawa wfe}- ‘1CRF’, among many other reflexes. Before
vowel-initial stems, it shows asyllabic allomorphs in some languages, such as Wayoro6 m(b)-/0-
(before rounded vowels) or Yudja w-/0-. In Mawé-Guaranian, it is unexpectedly reflected as
*ucC- rather than *u-. The TG reflex is only used anaphorically, particularly when a first-person
possessor on a noun or a first-person argument of a gerund of an intransitive verb is coreferen-
tial with some other participant. As for noncoreferential uses, it has been ousted by the clitic
*ice= in the TG languages.

The Proto-Cerrado pronoun *wa ‘I’ is reflected as Xavante wa hd, Akweé-Xerente wa (ha),
Khisétjé pa (topical) / wa (nominative), Mébéngokre ba, Canela—Kraho pa (topical) / wa (nomi-
native), among other reflexes. It is erroneously reconstructed as *waj’ in Nikulin 2020: 451,
where the palatal coda is claimed to have been present in the reconstructed form based on the
Akweé-Xerente reflexes waimeé ‘with me’, waité ‘mine’, mistakenly segmented as wai-me, wai-té.
Instead, the correct segmentation must be wa=i-me, wa=i-t¢, where i- is a first-person prefix pre-
ceded by the cliticized pronoun wa. Compare also the second-person forms kaimeé ‘with you’
and kaité ‘yours’, analyzable as ka=ai-mé, ka=ai-té, where ka is a pronoun and ai- is a second-
person prefix. Some Northern Jé languages show distinct reflexes of *wa when stressed (topi-
cal) and unstressed (nominative); at least in Khisétjé this is the expected consequence of the
conditioned split that affected PNJ *b.

Proto-Cerrado *wa has no known cognates in other Macro-Jé languages. If it is shown to go
back to Macro-J§, its original form can be stipulated to have been *1(C). Nikulin (2020: 187-193)
reconstructs a case paradigm consisting of PM] *ifi (first-person internal case pronoun) and *a
(tirst-person agentive case pronoun), but does not discard the possibility that the pronominal
case paradigm included even more cases. It is possible that Proto-Cerrado *wa reflects a PM] first-
person pronoun inflected for some other case, whose original function is yet to be identified.

‘to wake up’: PT *-pak : Proto-Jabutian *-pa

Proto-Tupian *-paK is reconstructed based on its reflexes in the Tuparikém (Wayord -{efpak),
Rama-Puru (Karo -{pelpak), Mondé (Paiter -pdki-té ‘to wake smb. up’, -pdk{o} ‘to be awake’),
and Eastern (Yudja -pak-, Apyawa -pik) branches. The correspondences are regular. The ele-
ments e- in Tuparian and pe- in Karo are, at least etymologically, intransitivizing and imper-
sonal passive markers, respectively.

The Proto-Jabutian reconstruction is from Nikulin 2020: 542. The root is preserved both in
Arikapu and Djeoromitxi as -pa. It is hardly borrowed from the neighboring Tuparian lan-
guages, since all Tuparian languages show the element e- found in Wayord. If the Jabutian root
is shown to be of Macro-Jé origin, the protoform can be reconstructed as *-pa(C), *-pa(C), or pos-
sibly *-pij(C). No stronger candidates for the Proto-Macro-Jé root for ‘to wake up’ are known?.

Both in Tupian and Jabutian the verb is a relational class I stem.

‘heavy’: PT *-patic : Maxakali -ptux

The Proto-Tupian reconstruction is from Nikulin & Carvalho 2022: 34. Reflexes are found in
most Tupian languages, including Tuparikém (Makurap -poti, Karitiana -pyti), Rama-Puru

17 Each Macro-Jé branch employs its own root for this meaning: Krenak -mrat ~ -mrok (intr.), -mray (tr.);
Maxakali -koxa-k, irrealis -koxa (tr.); PJ] *-rit° ‘to wake up, to look’ (intr.), cf. also PNJ *-mbra: (nonfinite *-mbra:-r) ‘to
wake up’ (tr.); Proto-Karaja *-e01-04 (intr., with the reflexive prefix *e0i-); Ofayé -xéré-ge / -xéhoé ~ -xéhoj; Rikbaktsa
-popo (tr.); Proto-Chiquitano *syto-pyr- (intr., from *-syto ~ *-siito ‘eye’).
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(Karo -pi’ti), Mondé (Paiter pati-ga), and Eastern branches (Yudja -padit-, Sateré-Mawé -potyi,
Apyawa -pooj). The correspondences are mostly regular, except that Wayor6 -pooti ~ -poti
(Nogueira et al. 2021: 105) has an unexpected variant with a long vowel; Munduruku -poxi
(Picango 2005: 264) has an irregular rounded vowel (unlike in the closely related Kuruaya);
and Karo -pi’ti (Gabas Jr 1999: 15) has an unexpected vowel in the initial syllable followed by a
glottal stop. In addition, the vowel of the final syllable has been attested as ¢ in the Juruna
branch (Yudja -padét-, Xipaya -padet-; Fargetti & Rodrigues 2008: 562), but at least the Yudja
form is mistranscribed in that source. The actual Yudja form is -padit-, as attested elsewhere
(Lima 2014: 28) and confirmed by native speakers.

On the Macro-Jé side, one finds Maxakali -ptux /-ptic/ ‘heavy’ (Silva 2020: 96), with the al-
lomorph -putux ocurring after consonants. It lacks known cognates elsewhere in Macro-Jé,
though technically it can be quite old, given that no other Proto-Macro-Jé term for ‘heavy’ can
be reconstructed'®. The hypothetical PM] form could then start with *pr, *m(b)r, *pVt, *pVn(d),
*pVr, *mbVt, *mbVn(d), *mbVr, *wVt, *wVn(d), or *wVr; the nucleus could be either *3, *y, or *yj;
the coda could be any palatal coda, with or without an echo vowel. It is unlikely that the
Maxakali form was borrowed from Tupian. Although Maxakali has a handful of well-known
loanwords from a Tupian language, these come from Old Tupi, or from a closely related vari-
ety (Ribeiro 2012b: 91). However, Old Tupi, just like all TG languages, does not preserve
Proto-Tupian *t as a stop, and has the form -posyi /-pasic/ ‘heavy’ as the reflex of PT *-patiC.
Such a form would have been borrowed into Maxakali as *-poxux */-pucic/, or perhaps as
*-pxux */-pcic/ (assuming a diachronic loss of unstressed /u/, as in -pxet ‘one’ and -ptox ‘head’;
see Silva & Nikulin 2021: 36). From a phonological point of view, non-TG Tupian languages
would be more suitable candidates, but all of these languages are spoken thousands of kilome-
ters west of the current Maxakali area.

<

to go’, ‘to come’: PT *-téP ‘to exit’, *-ZatéP ‘to arrive’
: PMJ *té (nonfinite *-té-m or *-té-n) ‘to go, to come’ (Eastern)

The Proto-Tupian reconstruction *-tépP ‘to exit’ is based on reflexes in the Tuparikém (Karitiana
-tam ‘to fly’) and Eastern (Munduruku -cém, Sateré-Mawé -tem, Aweti -tem, Kawaiwete -em)
branches. The Proto-Tupian reconstruction *-2atéP ‘to arrive’ is based on reflexes in the Tu-
parikém (Karitiana -otam), Rama-Puru (Purubora -aném-d), and Eastern (Mundurukua -ajém,
Aweti -{to}tem, Apyawa -{w/aem) branches. The erstwhile presence of PT *? is recoverable based
on the creaky voice in Munduruku. All TG languages show a fossilized element *w-, which is
likely to have originated in an active third-person prefix. The correspondences are regular for
both verbs. The former appears to have split into two different verbs in the Guaranian branch
of TG: *-0épr (> Tapiete, Mbya -€) and *-céP (> Paraguayan Guarani -s¢, Mbya -x¢ ‘to leave defi-
nitely’), with Mbya showing reflexes of both with different meanings. This is likely a result of
horizontal transmission between (pre-Proto-)Guaranian varieties. PT *t is otherwise known to
have two reflexes in Proto-Guaranian in the default position, which I reconstruct as *6 and *c,
but the conditioning environments for this purported split have not been established so far.

18 Each Macro-Jé branch employs its own root for this meaning: Krenak mukran ~ mukran; Proto-Goyaz *-pyti;
Proto-Akuwé *-piré: // *-piré; PS] *kuOy; Proto-Karaja *-kutie; Ofayé -wenca ~ -enca; Rikbaktsa -tsakyrik; Proto-
Jabutian *-kémij ~ *-kumij; Proto-Chiquitano *-aimi/*-iiimi. Despite the superficial similarity between the Maxakali,
Proto-Goyaz, and Proto-Akuwé forms, as well as between the PS] and the Proto-Karaja one, none of them are con-
ceivably cognate with each other because of lack of regular correspondences involving vowels.

1 Some authors have proposed that the distinction between these two consonants is quite old, and project
it to the Proto-Tupi—Guaranian (Carvalho 2022) or even Proto-Tupian (Rodrigues 2007) stage. Others assume
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The Proto-Macro-Jé reconstruction is from Nikulin 2020: 387. Reflexes are found in the
Eastern branch only and include Maxakali -niin (irrealis nii) ‘to come’, Krenak -niy (imperative
ni), Khisétjé the (nonfinite -thém) ‘to go/come.SG’, Xavante -nem ‘to go/come.DU’ (nonfinite
only), and Kaingang t7 (nonfinite -ig) ‘to go/come.DU’. The correspondences are mostly regu-
lar, except that the nonfinite form in Jé points to PM] *-té-m, whereas the realis/indicative
forms found in the Trans-Sao Francisco languages Maxakali and Krenak point to PMJ *-té-n.
In the Jé languages, the verb in question is used as the generic movement verb (the concepts
‘to go’ and ‘to come’ are distinguished by means of centrifugal and centripetal particles), re-
stricted to singular subjects in the Goyaz and Southern branches and to dual subjects in the
Akuweé branch. For plural subjects, the verb *mii; ‘to go/come.PL’ is used. In the Trans-Sao
Francisco branch, the opposition between the cognates of *t¢ and *mii; is not that of number,
but rather of direction: PJ *t¢ ‘to go/come.SG’ corresponds to *né-n (irrealis *né) ‘to come’,
whereas *mii; ‘to go/come.PL’ corresponds to *mii-# (irrealis *mii) ‘to go’.

The Tupian verbs are class I verbs. In Macro-J§, the finite stem is reconstructed as absolute
(uninflectable), and its nonfinite counterpart is a class I relational stem. The proposed match is
between the nonfinite stem in Macro-Jé and the invariable stem in Tupian; note that Tupian
does not have a systematic finiteness distinction in verbal stems except for a handful of verbs
in TG, which are usually referred to as irregular verbs (cf. Barbosa 1956: 305-309).

‘to arrive’: PT *-wwc ‘to go out, to arrive’ : PCerr *wdc, nonfinite *-wdc

The Proto-Tupian reconstruction is based on reflexes in the Tuparikém (Karitiana -hej ‘to go
away, to abandon’), Rama-Puru (Karo -wily ‘to go out’, Purubora -wi ‘to go out’), and Eastern
(Yudja -wi ‘to arrive’) branches. The correspondence between the onset consonants and the
vowels is regular. The fact that Karitiana and Karo show a palatal coda, absent in Purubora
and the Juruna languages, remains unexplained. An identical correspondence is observed in
the Rama-Puru cognate set for ‘to wait’ (Karo -pily, Purubora -b#), suggesting that at least Pu-
rubora may have regularly lost the palatal coda after an <. The polysemy ‘to go out’ / ‘to arrive’
is common in the region, and is attested in languages such as Canela-Kraho6 (-cato) or
Maxakali (-xu-pep / -4-pep, singular only).

The Proto-Cerrado form is reconstructed as *wdj (finite), *-woc (nonfinite) in Nikulin 2020:
451 based on reflexes such as Khisétjé pdji (finite), -p6t (nonfinite) and Xavante wi (finite, singu-
lar only), -witsi (nonfinite, singular only). However, the reconstruction can be amended to *wdc
(finite), *-wdc (nonfinite). The Northern Jé languages show a regular lenition of the stem-final
stop in the finite form, yielding the reflex *b6j as opposed to the nonfinite form *-bdc (Nikulin
& Salanova 2019: 544). In the Akuwé languages, the finite form is reconstructed as *wi ‘to ar-
rive.SG’, but the loss of *-c is expected in the finite form, since finite forms only occur clause-
finally in Akuwé, and the utterance-final allophone of Proto-Akuweé */c/ is zero.?’ No cognates
in other Macro-Jé languages are known, but if *(-)wdc is shown to be of Macro-Jé origin, the re-
spective PM] protoform must have been *(-)wyc®.

The Tupian verbs are class I verbs. In Macro-Jé, the finite stem is reconstructed as absolute
(uninflectable), and its nonfinite counterpart is a class I relational stem.

that the distinction is a relatively recent innovation restricted to the Guaranian branch (cf. Schleicher 1998,
Meira & Drude 2015, Nikulin & Carvalho 2022). The existence of doublets such as *-0éP/*-céP ‘to leave’ suggests
that the distinction between *0 and *c cannot continue an ancient Proto-Tupi-Guaranian or Proto-Tupian oppo-
sition.

2 In the utterance-medial position, Proto-Akuwé */c/ surfaces as *cV, as in *-(")pécé ‘good’, *-puci ‘to leave.DU.NF’,
*-faci ‘to enter.DU.NF’. These stems surface as *-(")pé, *-pu, *-ja in the clause-final position.
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4.4. Limited distribution in both families

‘bat’: Proto-Goyaz *njép : PT *jumup (Kepkiriwat and Mondé)

Proto-Goyaz *njép ‘bat’ is reconstructed based on reflexes such as Khisétjé ntép-txi and Panara
{najnsépi (attested as <incép> in the early 20t century). The root lacks known cognates in other
Macro-Jé languages. Nikulin’s (2020: 463) comparison of Proto-Goyaz *njép ‘bat’ with Proto-
Akuweé *cibi // *ci:bi ‘tarantula’ must be rejected not only for semantic, but also phonological
reasons: the expected cognate of Proto-Goyaz *njép in Proto-Akuwé should have the form
**cipi /| **ci:bi (underlying **/cip/). Since there are no stronger candidates for the Proto-Macro-
Jé term for ‘bat’,?! it is possible that Proto-Goyaz *njép is a retention from the hypothetical
Proto-Macro-Jé form *njip°.

In Tupian, similar terms for ‘bat’ are found in at least two Rondonian branches, Kepkiri-
wat (jép>) and Mondé (Paiter lihb, Zord djip, among other reflexes; Proto-Mondé *nji:P). In Jodao
Barbosa de Faria’s notes, <e> or «¢> may stand for Kepkiriwat /i/, a sound transcribed by
Candido M. S. Rondon as «u> (compare Barbosa de Faria’s <queitad> and Rondon’s «cuita-a
‘earth’). Therefore, the Kepkiriwat term for ‘bat’ can be restituted as /jiP/ (/jeP/ is another pos-
sibility, but this does not correspond to Proto-Mondé *nji:P). A possible cognate in the Rama-
Puru branch is Purubora fip{¢} (Monserrat 2005: 16), though the morphological segmentation is
unclear. A much weaker candidate for the Proto-Tupian term for ‘bat’ is seen in the Tu-
parikém (Makurap waxariax, Wayord ngwaria, Tup wdri’a, Sakurabiat kwarisa, Karitiana asori,
Arikém /ojori/) branch and in Aweti (fati’a). However, the correspondences are entirely irregu-
lar: Core Tuparian languages point to PT *wari?a ~ *wari?a, Makurap to *wajari?ac ~ *wajaritac,
Karitiana to *wejari ~ *wejari, Arikém to *aiari ~ *aiari or the like, and Aweti to *wake?a. This
etymology plausibly involves extensive horizontal transmission rather than cognation.

It is unlikely that the similarity between Proto-Goyaz, Kepkiriwat, and Mondé forms is
due to contact. Note that the Goyaz languages are mostly spoken more than 1,000 km east
from the Kepkiriwat- and Mondé-speaking area. An exception is constituted by the west-
ernmost Goyaz languages, Kajkwakhrattxi (until the 20t century) and Khisétjé (until the
19t century), which used to be spoken in the Tapajoés River basin, some 300 km east from the
easternmost Mondé territory. However, Kajkwakhrattxi and Khisétjé are known to be new-
comers in that region; moreover, these languages characteristically reflect Proto-Goyaz *nj as
nt [°t/.

Both in Goyaz and Tupian, the term for ‘bat’ is an absolute stem.

‘to dig’: PM] *-kut (Eastern only) : Proto-Mundurukuan *-je-kot

The Proto-Macro-Jé reconstruction, taken from Nikulin 2020: 411, is based on reflexes re-
stricted to the Eastern branch, such as Maxakali -kot, Khisétje -khwd (nonfinite -khwain), Laklano
ka ‘to dig’. The correspondences are regular, except that in the Northern Jé languages the finite
form (PN] *-kwd) was analogically remodeled based on the regular nonfinite form *-kw3-7i; the
expected reflex of the finite form would have been **-kwa (the sound change *wa > *wd nor-
mally takes place only in closed syllables).

The Proto-Mundurukuan reconstruction, taken from Picanco (2019: 137), is based on
Munduruka -je-kot and Kuruaya -de-kot ‘to dig’. This verb includes a middle voice prefix,
Mundurukad je- / Kuruaya de- (Gomes 2007). The root lacks known cognates in other Tupian

21 Each Macro-Jé branch employs its own root for this meaning: Krenak kiirjat ~ hiitjat ~ fiarjat; Maxakali xdinim;
PS] *k(r)ynOej; Proto-Akuwé *arobo; Karaja tyrehe; Ofayé ¢oktae? ~ ¢ektaj? (underlying /Ppontan®/ or the like);
Rikbaktsa byrizuk; Arikapu arokii; Djeoromitxi beretxe; Proto-Chiquitano *SyBijucy- (~ *si- ~ *su-).
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languages, however, there are no stronger candidates for the Proto-Tupian verb for ‘to
dig’?. A semantically close verb *-kaC probably rather meant ‘to plant’, as evidenced by its re-
flexes in Mondé, Juruna (also ‘to bury’), or Sateré-Mawé (Nikulin & Carvalho 2022: 30); only
the Aweti-Guaranian languages show the meaning ‘to dig’, and even then usually in com-
pounds, such as Apyawa -’ywy-kaj (with a historically incorporated root ywy ‘earth’). There-
fore, it is quite possible that the Proto-Mundurukuan root *-kot is an archaism. The respective
Proto-Tupian form could have been *-ko(:)T, *-ko(:)T, or *-ngo(:)T. A possible semantically
shifted cognate, kohr{a} or kor-kor ‘to paddle’, is seen in Paiter. If the Proto-Tupian reconstruc-
tion is shown to be *-koT, Wayoré -pi-ot could be claimed to be a partial cognate (but see fn. 22).

‘to enter’: PJ *gé, (plural only) : PT *-ke ~ *-ke (Eastern)

The Proto-Jé reconstruction is from Nikulin 2020: 443. It is reflected as Khisétjé angré (nonfinite
-ngrét), Xavante ddza (nonfinite -dzatsi, dual only), Kaingang ge, among other reflexes. In fact,
the Cerrado languages show reflexes of three morphologically related verbs: *a:17gja (nonfinite
*-ngjac) ‘to enter.PL’, *-ygja (nonfinite *-ygjaii’) ‘to insert.PL’, and *-jangja (nonfinite *-jangjaii’) ‘to
wear.PL’. The correspondences are regular, except that the finite forms in Parkatéjé (akjéj) and
Canela-Kraho (acjéj) have been remodeled based on the nonfinite form; the expected finite
forms in these languages would be *akjé/*acjé or *akia/*aquij. Khisétjé ngr /ny/ [nga] is possibly
the regular reflex of PNJ */nj/, though no supporting examples are known. If PJ *ygé, is of
Macro-Jé origin, the respective protoform can be reconstructed as *11i,(C). No alternative can-
didate for ‘to enter.PL’ can be reconstructed. Its singular counterpart is reconstructed as Proto-
Macro-Jé *jp (Nikulin 2020: 400), based on reflexes in the Cerrado languages (*a;ja, nonfinite
*-jopr) and Ofayé -xoh. However, it is equally possible that the Ofayé verb is cognate with
Karaja -0 ‘to enter’, Djeoromitxi hu/-ru ‘to enter’, and possibly Arikapt -txuf{rii} ‘to enter’ (with
the unexplained element -rii). In this case, one should reconstruct PMJ *jy(C) ‘to enter.sG’. Rik-
baktsa -tsuk ‘to enter.sG’ shows no regular correspondence to the aforementioned forms, de-
spite being superficially similar.

In Tupian, the reflexes of *-ke ~ *-ke ‘to enter’ are only seen in the Eastern branch and in-
clude Munduruk -je-xé ‘to come home’ (with a middle voice prefix), Sateré-Mawé -(w)e-ke ‘to
enter’ (with a reflexive prefix), Apyawa -ke ‘to enter’, among other reflexes. In some TG lan-
guages, the verb shows a prefixal alternation between the finite and nonfinite stems. For ex-
ample, Old Tupi has the finite stem -ike, whereas in the nonfinite paradigm the class II stem
tetke (-retke, 3 s-eike) is found (Barbosa 1956: 307). Similar alternations affect several other *i-/*e-
initial verbs; I assume that the alternation in question originated as an absolute/relational al-
ternation, also found in pairs such as PT *ir7 ‘hammock (absolute)’ and *-j-ér7 ‘hammock (rela-
tional)’. If this turns out to be an archaism, one can reconstruct PT *-ike ~ *-ike (finite, absolute)
and *-j-eke ~ *—j—ek% (non-finite, relational) ‘to enter, to come home’, with the loss of the initial
vowel in languages such as Apyawa. This verb was in any case distinct from PT *-wuiP ‘to en-
ter’, with reflexes in the Tuparikém (Makurap -mum/-mu-a, Wayord -ngii-d, Karitiana -mem)
and Eastern (Mundurukt -6m ‘to enter’) branches?.

2 Each Tupian branch employs its own root for this meaning: Tupari -ay, Wayoré -pi-ot, Akuntsu -poro-ka,
Makurap -kix, Karitiana -yt, Sateré-Mawé -pan, Aweti -koy (from Proto-Tupian *-kaC ‘to plant’), PTG *-?ifi-koC (*ipi
‘earth’ is historically an incorporated object, and *-koC goes back to *-kaC ‘to plant’). The element -ot in Wayoré -pi-ot
could be cognate with Karitiana -yt, pointing to Proto-Tuparikém *-oT, but Nogueira (2019: 175) analyzes the Way-
ord verb as ‘to go inside’, where -ot stands for ‘to go’.

2 The Mundurukd reflex ¢ of PT *wul is not known to be regular, but a similar sound correspondence is seen
in Munduruku 6-’a (< PT *wi ‘ax’).
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In both language families, the finite verb appears to have been originally absolute (and
fossilized voice prefixes are seen in the Cerrado languages and in Tupian), and its nonfinite
counterpart is reconstructed as a relational stem (class I in J¢, class II in Tupian).

‘to pierce’: PCerr *-pdk (SG), *-japok (PL) : PTG *-puk

The Proto-Cerrado reconstruction is from Nikulin (2020: 446), who also considers the possibil-
ity that the singular stem had a distinct finite form *-por (preserved in Akuwé only), but note
that the alternation *-r (finite) / *-k (nonfinite) is otherwise normally found in intransitive verbs
only. Reflexes include Canela-Kraho -{jo}pdc ‘to gut’, -japdc ‘to pierce.PL’ and Xavante puru (fi-
nite), -pu’u // -pu (nonfinite) ‘to pierce.sG, to spill’, -dzapu’u // -dzapu ‘to pierce.PL’. No cognates
in other Macro-Jé languages are known, but no stronger candidates for the Proto-Macro-Jé
term for ‘to pierce’ are known either. If this root does go back to Proto-Macro-J§, its original
PM]J form can be reconstructed as *-pyk° ~ *(-)py 1 °.

On the Tupian side of the comparison, one finds Kawaiwete -fuk ‘to be pierced’, Apyawa
-pok ‘to bleed’, Old Tupi -puk ‘to have a hole, to break (intr.)’, pointing to PTG *-puk ‘to be
pierced’. If this root does go back to Proto-Tupian, its original PMJ form can be reconstructed
as *-po(:)K or *-mbo(:)K. Phonetically similar verbs in other Tupian languages, such as Sateré-
Mawé -puk ‘to swell’ or Makurap -pok ‘to beat, to kill’, are too semantically distant from the TG
verb, and are not considered to be cognate.

The Proto-Cerrado verb is reconstructed as transitive (class I), and the Proto-Tupian as in-
transitive (class I).

‘son’: Proto-Chiquitano *"-tsay
: Proto-Tuparian *-ja 7P or Proto-Mawé-Guaranian *-ca #T

On the Macro-Jé side, one finds Proto-Chiquitano *-tsay ‘son’, where *#s is a thematic consonant:
compare 1SG *i-tsay, 1+2 *ii-tsay, with the thematic consonant, and 25G *0-dy, 3sG *ay-sy without it.
Reflexes are seen in all Chiquitano varieties, such as Bésiro -sai. No cognates in other Macro-Jé
languages have been found, but it could in principle go back to PM] *-jay(C) or a similar protoform.

There are two similar