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The Terena (Arawakan) words for ‘wood’ and ‘tree’:
etymological proposals and their implications?

This paper discusses the etymological associations for the two terms for ‘tree’ found in
Terena, an Arawakan language of southwestern Brazil. After noting their apparently isolated
status as far as comparative equations are concerned, I propose that tikéti ‘tree, wood’ derives
from a deverbal nominalization of *ti-k(0)-0?i-, a monovalent predicate meaning ‘to bear
fruit’, used as an attributive modifier, or as a nominal head, and suffixed with the descriptive
suffix *-ti. The second term, fiiwe ‘tree’, is hypothesized to be a loan from Chiquitano. Never-
theless, a competing internal etymology is sketched, based on a possibly collateral etymol-
ogy for the Terena noun filpu ‘manioc’, whose origin is established here for the first time. Im-
plications of these proposals are discussed, in particular the hypothesis that Terena retains a
frozen reflex of the third-person marker *#i-, shared with Proto-Mojefio and Paunaka, and the
need to further investigate, in a rigorous manner, the nature, extent and context for the influx
of Chiquitano elements in the language.
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1. Introduction

Proto-Arawakan (PA),? as tentatively reconstructed by Payne (1991), has an etymon with the
form *anda[mi][na] for the meaning ‘tree’ (Payne 1991: 423).3 Although said etymon is sup-
ported by a cognate set with ample distribution in the family, the members of the Bolivia-
Parand subgroup — Terena, Mojefio, Paunaka and Baure — all lack witnesses in the relevant
etymology.* Terena is, however, even more deviant, as it parts company from this set of rather
close relatives in two aspects: First, it has two separate nominal stems which partially overlap
in their semantic ranges: tikéti ‘tree, wood’, and fiiwe ‘tree’. In contrast, all of its close relatives
seem to employ a single stem modified by contrasting classifiers for the purposes of further
semantic specification.> Second, the two stems found in Terena are apparently isolated, in the

1T am grateful to an anonymous reviewer for a number of comments, suggestions and observations on the
submitted version of this text. Needless to say, any remaining shortcomings are my own responsibility.

2 Grammatical glosses used in the paper include: 3P = third person; DES = descriptive; ATTR = attributive, and
NMLZR = nominalizer.

% Elements between square brackets in Payne's PA etyma, as well as in many of the cognates compared, are,
according to the author: “those that I assume to have morphemic status either synchronically, or at some previous
stage of the language, but for which the source does not give enough information to confirm its morphemic
status” (Payne 1991: 390).

+ This group of southern Arawakan languages is usually assumed to form a clade or subgroup called
‘Bolivia-Parana’. Within this Bolivia-Parana subgroup, Terena, Mojefio and Paunaka have been suggested to have
a rather closer relationship, with Baure possibly standing as a collateral branch of this less inclusive branch, which
has been tentatively labelled ‘Achane’. As discussed below in section 3, we believe that one of the etymologies dis-
cussed here offers further corroboration to this internal classification.

5 As seen below in Table 1, this property is shared with Baure, but the roots in both languages are unrelated.
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sense of lacking obvious etymological associations, even within the narrower confines of the
Bolivia-Parana subgroup. The present study advances tentative etymologies for these two
Terena terms, and addresses the implications of the proposed etymologies for broader issues
in the history of the language and its closest relatives.

Section 2 offers a basic outline of the form and meaning of Terena tikéti ‘tree, wood’ and
Jiiwe ‘tree’, stressing their opaque character with the use of comparative evidence. The descrip-
tive and synchronic commentary on the Terena forms is mainly based on the author’s own
tield data, complemented with observations and notes on the existing published sources on
the lexicon of the language. Section 2.1 advances an internal etymology for the noun tikdti
‘tree, wood’. Relying crucially on a “bridge form” attested in Old Mojeno, I propose that it de-
rives from an attributive expression *ti-ko-o-?i-ti meaning ‘bearing/having fruit’. Section 2.2
proposes an external etymology for fiiwe ‘tree’, one that traces it to the adoption of a loanword
from Chiquitano. An alternative etymology is also proposed, however, on even more tentative
grounds: fiiwe ‘tree’ could be related to filpu ‘manioc’, although only the first glimpses of a
word-family tied to a hypothetical base *#fu- ‘base; stem; trunk’ can be suggested at this point.
Section 3 lays out the conclusions of the paper and discusses some of the implications of the
present study, notably (a) the finding that Terena seemingly shares with Mojefio and Paunaka
a morphological shared innovation uniquely found in these languages, and (b) that the potential
influx of Chiquitano loans in Terena is a legitimate and interesting topic for further research.

2. Terena words for ‘tree’

Table 1 presents a comparison of the lexemes meaning ‘tree’ and ‘wood’ in Terena and some of
its closest relatives within the Arawakan language family (see section 1). I have also added the
PA form reconstructed by Payne (1991) for these two meanings (plausibly cognate forms ap-
pear in bold).¢

Wordform Meaning Source
Terena tikoti ‘tree, wood’ Author field data
Terena Jitwe ‘tree’ Author field data
Proto-Mojefio (PM) *juku-ki ‘tree’ Carvalho & Rose 2018: 42
Ignaciano jukuki ‘arbol, palo, lena’ [tree, wood, firewood] Ott & Ott 1983: 161
Trinitario jkugi ‘arbol, palo, madera’ [tree, stick, wood] Gill 1970: 5,11
Old Mojefio <yucuqui> ‘arbol’ [tree], ‘palo’ [wood] Marban 1702: 143, 298
Paunaka jikike ‘tree; wood; stick’ Terhart 2022: 132
Baure E;’Z’l“’f ‘ fir:rvig’o " Danielsen 2007: 97, 468
PA *anda[mi][na] ‘tree’ Payne 1991: 398, 423

Table 1. Terena, Bolivia-Parana and Proto-Arawakan for ‘tree’ and ‘wood’

The comparisons above match translational equivalents in Terena and some of its closest
relatives and show that these comparisons raise different problems for etymologization.

¢ All symbols employed here have their standard IPA values, unless they stand between angled brackets. The
diacritics in the Terena forms stand for different accentual phonemes of the language (see Carvalho 2021 for fur-
ther details on their synchrony and diachrony).
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Commenting first on PA, Payne (1991) does not reconstruct an etymon meaning ‘wood’. It is
plausible, however, that the polysemy (vagueness?) ‘tree; wood’ can in fact be reconstructed at
the PA level. Besides the forms in the table, which may co-lexify notions like ‘wood’, ‘tree’,
‘stick’ and even ‘firewood’, the attested reflexes of PA *anda[mi][na] elsewhere in the family in-
clude meanings as divergent as ‘forest, jungle’ and ‘high in vegetation’ (see Payne 1991: 423).
It is plausible that, as is the case to this day in the Bolivia-Parana languages other than Terena,
further semantic specification was achieved with the use of classifiers (Payne 1991: 382-385;
Dunn 2022).

The three Mojefio varieties allow for the trivial reconstruction for Proto-Mojefno (PM) of an
etymon *jukuki, having as one of its reflexes the 17th-century Old Mojeto attestation <yucuqui>
(Marban 1702: 143). Prosodically-conditioned vowel loss as well as the coronalization of *k to ¢
in Trinitario jkuci are treated in detail in Carvalho & Rose 2018. The PM form *jukuki is, in turn,
morphologically analyzable as *juku-ki, *-ki being a form-based classifier for nouns with cylin-
drical and rigid forms such as branches, arms and trees (see Olza Zubiri et al. 2002: 288-290;
Rose 2024: 47), and *juku, the root meaning ‘fire’ (Carvalho & Rose 2018: 38). This root has a
cognate in the Terena noun jiku ‘fire, firewood’ (also certainly in Paunaka jik#, and, arguably,
in Baure jaki). Other derivatives of PM *juku ‘fire’ are found, such as Ignaciano juku-pi ‘candle’,
with the classifier -pi for cylindrical or stem-like objects (Ott & Ott 1983: 460; Rose 2024: 56).”

A parallel pattern of roots modified by classifiers is found in Paunaka, where jikike means
‘tree; stick; wood’ (Terhart 2022: 132, fn. 24). Terhart notes that it is probably derived from jik#
‘fire’ modified by the classifier -ke for cylindrical referents, but adds that this relation is no
longer synchronically transparent to speakers (also Terhart 2022: 97, where this classifier is de-
scribed as “totally lexicalized”).® This is supported by the fact that further affixation of -ke to
jikike is needed to derive nouns such as jikike-ke ‘club’ (Terhart 2022: 132).° Baure has a poten-
tial cognate for the Mojefio and Paunaka formations, jakis ‘firewood’, derived by the suffixa-
tion of -so, a classifier for ‘stick-like’ referents, and the base jaki ‘fire’ (Danielsen 2007: 97). For
the meaning ‘tree’ Baure has the unrelated form e-wokoe?, where e- is an “unspecified possessor
prefix” (Danielsen 2007: 120-121). The root -wokoe?, in turn, seems to have a related, compound
form -wok, which appears in names for specific kinds of trees (e.g., era-wok ‘plantain tree’, rasa-
wok ‘orange tree’; Danielsen 2007: 137), and is incorporated into other verbal or “adjectival”
roots, as in #fo-wok-#a ‘big tree’ with the root #o- ‘big’ and the augmentative suffix -#a (Daniel-
sen 2007: 133). The Baure form is isolated as well, but its origin will not be addressed here.

As mentioned above, Terena does retain a root jitku ‘fire’, a clear cognate of PM *juku and
Paunaka jiki, both with the same meaning (Carvalho 2018b: 426), and plausibly too of Baure
jaki ‘fire’. In Terena, however, the use of nominal classifiers is unattested, and the same root,
juiku, also means ‘firewood’. Terena seems to have retained the use of classifiers only as ‘verbal
classifiers’ or as part of a system for argument-indexing in the verb complex (including among
these one-place predicates otherwise deemed ‘adjectives’; see Marcus 1994; Aikhenvald 2000:
207; Passer 2016). In any case, no reflex of a derivative formation having jiiku ‘fire’ modified by
classifiers (as seen in PM, Paunaka and Baure) has been found in Terena.

7 Note that the PM series *juku- : Terena juku : Paunaka jiki : Baure jaki is itself isolated within Arawakan. In-
terestingly, Kanichana, a poorly recorded isolate of the Bolivian lowlands, has <ni-¢uku> ‘feu’ [fire] (Créqui-
Montfort & Rivet 1913).

8 Terhart (2022: 96, fn. 23) notes that the classifier system in Paunaka is less productive than the one found in
related languages like Baure.

® However, Paunaka (differently from Mojefio) seems to have a separate root for ‘firewood’: -puka (Terhart
2022: 112).
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The two Terena terms in Table 1, fiwe and tikéti, show some overlap in their meanings:
both can be applied as a reference to a given tree, or even to trees in general. However, three
differences in their meanings and ranges of use are apparent. First, fiiwe is most frequently
used in compounds naming specific fruit-bearing trees, such as fiiwe kifu ‘cashew tree’ and
Jitwe nardnga ‘orange tree’. In fact, Terena speakers will often translate fiiwe into Brazilian Por-
tuguese with the noun pé ‘foot’, in its metaphorical use as the head in phrases denoting the
names of fruit-bearing trees (as in pé de laranja ‘orange tree’). Second, [iiwe is also used in the
sense of ‘stem’ and ‘tree trunk’, and is also metaphorically extended to mean the basal ances-
tor of a family, or hierarchically superior member of a polity (see Almeida 2013: 48-49; this
point will be relevant in section 2.2 below). In this same broad sense, the root can be used either
by itself, or in compounds, as in fuwé-fe?éfa ‘the oldest offspring’ (Ekdahl & Butler 1969; fe?éfa
‘child’). The third difference is that tikoti has a more general meaning of ‘wood’. It can denote a
stick, a walking staff, even wooden material in houses, and this is not possible with fiiwe.

It seems clear that there is no obvious way to connect Terena tikéti ‘tree, wood’ or fiiwe
‘tree’ either to the translational equivalents attested in its closest relatives, or to the PA etymon
proposed by Payne (1991). The remainder of the paper will argue that, while tikéti does have a
less obvious internal etymology, fiiwe has an external origin as a loanword. In the latter case,
however, a competing internal etymology is briefly discussed, as well as another suggestion for
a possible link relating Terena fiiwe ‘tree’ to a Baure morpheme, first suggested by Nikulin (2019).

2.1. tikéti ‘tree, wood’ — an opaque form with an internal etymology

The earliest attestation of this item is an Early Terena (‘Guand’) form <ticoti>, recorded by
Francis de Castelnau around the 1840s (see Martius 1867: 129). Karl von den Steinen docu-
mented the form <tegati> in 1848 and, decades later, Max Schmidt recorded <tikoti> (see
Schmidt 1903: 574 for both attestations).1?

As noted in section 1, the form lacks a semantically-matched internal etymology, being
unrelated to other Terena lexemes and having no clear cognates in other languages of the fam-
ily. I propose here that the form derives from an epithet, an attributive modifier, whose mean-
ing was ‘bearing/having fruit’. The attributive modifier in question was a derived adjective/
one-place predicate which, in the process of being reanalyzed as a noun meaning ‘tree’ had its
internal morphological structure lost, as tikdti is nowadays an unanalyzable root in Terena.
This proposal is explored in detail in the following paragraphs.

The crucial link in the etymologization of Terena tikéti is provided by the Old Mojeno
form <ticooiray> ‘arbol fructifero’ [fruit-bearing tree] (Marban 1702: 143). On the basis of our
knowledge of Modern Mojeno varieties, segmentation of this Old Mojefio form is straightfor-
ward. The two final syllables belong to the nominalizing suffix <-ray>, attested in Ignaciano as
-rafi, and which indicates an ‘habitual agent’ (Olza Zubiri et al. 2002: 674; Rose 2014: 85). The
glottal stop is usually not indicated or only sporadically so in the Old Mojefio documents,
a property they share with other colonial-era works on indigenous languages (see Rose 2015;
Carvalho & Rose 2018). Also easily identifiable is the third person prefix <ti-> (Rose 2015: 248—
249), often found in the ‘citation form’ of adjectives/stative verbs, and commonly used with
the nominalizer -ra?i (Olza Zubiri et al. 2002: 674; Rose 2014: 85). The remaining stem, <cooi>,

10 The vocalism in Taunay’s (1868: 132) <tagati> is hard to explain. It is perhaps the result of confusion with
the item étakati ‘bamboo’. The source of the apparent confusion — either Taunay himself or his informant(s) —
remains unknown. The Terena noun étakati is a loan from Northern Guaicuruan, as seen in Kadiwéu etacadi and
Mbayé <etagadi>, regular reflexes of Proto-Guaicuruan *fagat’e ‘bamboo’ (see Viegas Barros 2013: 233).
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includes the attributive prefix <co-> that derives intransitive predicates from nouns, often
meaning ‘having’ the noun (see e.g. Ignaciano -iwape ‘foot’, -kdiwape ‘having feet’, ti-kaiwape-i
‘he/she has a foot’; Olza Zubiri et al. 2002: 756; also Rose 2014: 84-85 for Trinitario). It is attached
to a root <-0-> “fruit’ which is in turn modified by the classifier <-i-> for ‘fruit-like’ objects (see
Rose 2024: 59-60). The construction means, literally, ‘that which habitually bears fruit’.!!

Setting aside for the moment the nominalizer -ra?i, the remaining construction, i.e. [ti-ko-
NOUN], followed by suffixes of different kinds, and having the overall meaning ‘(be) thing
characterized by NOUN’, is amply and productively attested in the two extant varieties of Mo-
jefio, Trinitario and Ignaciano. In said construction, the prefix ko- is the well-known Arawakan
*ka- attributive, paradigmatically opposed to the privative *ma- (see Payne 1991: 377). As to its
relation to the third person prefix ti-, Olza Zubiri et al. (2002: 874) note that ‘possessive verbs’
(their label to verbs derived with ka-, the Ignaciano reflex of Proto-Achane and Proto-Mojefio
*ko-) always take the prefix ti- in their third-person forms. From the Ignaciano noun ta?i ‘fruit’,
analyzable as ta-a-?i, one has the derived one-place predicate -ka?i, i.e. -ka-a-?i, whose meaning
is ‘to fructify’, and ti-ka-a-?i ‘it has fruits’ (Ott & Ott 1983: 98, 383). In Trinitario, for instance,
one finds the expression tkoj?e ‘owner, one who possesses’ (Rose 2014: 76), from ti-ko-je?e, -je?e
being a noun roughly translatable as ‘belongings’ (Olza Zubiri et al. 2002: 858). In more general
terms, Mojeno intransitive verbs, including those derived with the prefixation of ko-, are prefixed
with #i- to index a third-person argument (Olza Zubiri et al. 2002: 477; Rose 2015: 248-249).

As for Terena, a cognate of the attributive ko- is found as a fully productive morpheme,
while reflexes of the privative *ma- are retained now only as fossilized parts of roots or stems
(e.g., moferu ‘barren, sterile (of women and animals)’ < *mo-fe-ru; see Carvalho 2019a for de-
tails). There is, however, no synchronically transparent cognate of the prefix ti- noted above
for the Mojeno varieties. This prefix has a rather unclear history among the Bolivia-Parana
Arawakan languages. Although Danielsen (2011: 514) reconstructs a ‘non-specified third
person’ *ti- for her ‘proto-southern Arawakan’, this is based on evidence from Mojefio and
Paunaka alone. In fact, Rose (2015: 251) proposes that the prefix ti- for ‘unspecified third per-
son’ is an innovation of Mojefio among Southern Arawakan languages, probably shared with
Paunaka. She notes that its diachronic origin remains unclear,’> and that both Mojefio and
Paunaka ti- prefixes share a number of functional and distributional traits, including the pecu-
liarity of being used with verbs, never with nouns (Rose 2015: 252; also Olza Zubiri et al. 2002:
478).13 What we propose here is that, just like the privative *ma-, whose remnants can be found
phonologized as segment sequences in unanalyzable roots of modern Terena, so can the ‘non-
specified third person’ *ti- be etymologically recovered, in the present case, as the first syllable
of the noun tikéti ‘tree’. The etymology proposed is, then:

(1) Etymology proposed for Terena tikéti ‘tree, wood’
tikéti ‘wood’ < *ti-  ko- o7 -ti ‘having or bearing fruit’
3P-  ATTR- fruit -DES

11 Although -ra?i was described as deriving a noun denoting an ‘habitual agent’, it is not only semantic agents of
the base verb that can become referents of the derived noun. As shown by the copious examples in Olza Zubiri et al.
2002, non-agent arguments can be targeted as well, as in -huruka ‘to grow’, -huruka-ra?i ‘one that grows a lot, all the time’.

12 Rose (2015: 260) tentatively suggests Mataguayan and Zamucoan as possible external sources for the origin
of the ti- prefix that she considers an innovation in Mojefio and Paunaka.

13 This is a relevant distributional parallel because, generally speaking, person-indexing prefixes in Arawa-
kan languages occur both in nouns, indexing features of the ‘possessor’, or in verbs, indexing either the
higher/controlling argument of transitive verbs, or a more active/controlling argument in a sub-class of intransi-
tive verbs (see Payne 1991).
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The proposed identification of the first and second syllables with, respectively, the erst-
while third-person marker *ti-, and the attributive prefix *ko- are formally straightforward.
Moreover, it agrees with the distribution of ti- in Mojefio (and Paunaka, see Terhart 2022: 259-
261), which is the only mark for third person in one-place predicates, a category that includes,
as discussed above, verbs derived by the prefixation of the attributive suffix *ko-. Two issues
that must be tackled first concern the formal residue, that is, the base noun *-0?i ‘fruit’ (possi-
bly analyzable as *-0-7i, see below), and the ‘descriptive’ suffix *-ti. Semantic issues will be
briefly addressed in turn.

As noted in Carvalho (2017a: 52), Terena hd?i ‘fruit’ is of unclear origin. Though formally
similar to PM *-0-?i ‘fruit’, there is no explanation for the Terena glottal fricative h- (which cor-
responds to PM *h; see Carvalho 2018b), even though the mismatch in vowel quality could be
explained away as related to diffusional changes and dialect borrowing involving a and o,
common in both Mojefio and Terena (see Carvalho 2023). That is, the etymological proposal
sketched in (1) includes *-0?i as the expected Terena form for ‘fruit’, one that is, as indicated by
the asterisk, hence, unattested. The proposal of this form is rather conservative, as one could
entertain the possibility of a bi-morphemic structure, *-0-?i instead. In this, case, the two ele-
ments could have been retained in the form of two attested Terena classifiers: -?0 ‘animal/
person/body’ and another, -?i, for ‘non-specific form’ (see Ekdahl & Butler 1979: 168). What-
ever the origin of modern Terena hd?i ‘fruit’, once it replaced the stem *-0?i (or *-0-?i) ‘fruit’, the
relation between *ti-ko-07i-ti and the noun for ‘fruit’ became less transparent, perhaps prompt-
ing both the semantic shift ‘fruit-bearing tree’ > ‘tree’, and the loss of the syllable *-?i-, which is
apparently an isolated development.

The last formal residue concerns the suffix *-ti in the etymon in (1), which is still retained
in modern Terena tikéti ‘tree, wood’, as the final syllable of this synchronically unanalyzable
root. Labeled a ‘state’ suffix in Ekdahl & Grimes (1964) and a ‘descriptive’ in Ekdahl & Butler
(1979: 100), it is commonly found with stative one-place predicates, or ‘adjectival verbs’ as Ek-
dahl & Grimes (1964) put it, but it also occurs with active intransitive verbs deriving an argu-
ment nominalization (e.g., -jono ‘to go’, jond-ti ‘one who goes’). The proposed etymology, and
the comparisons with the Mojefo formations instantiating the [ti-ko-NOUN] construction, can
be strengthened by noting that Mojefio -ra?i and Terena -ti are found in parallel formations
that share some old root morphemes. Thus, Old Mojefo <ticosarai> ‘hazer frio’ [to be cold]
(Marban 1702: 449) matches Terena kdsati ‘to be cold’. Although reflexes of PM *-sa- (or, better
yet, *~(a)sa-, in view of the Terena parallel below) is not attested anywhere as an independent
root/stem meaning ‘cold’, its reconstruction is plausible, and there is even the possibility of
comparing the two formations on a morpheme-by-morpheme basis:

(2) Old Mojeno ti- ko-  sa -ragi
Terena a k- asa -t
3- ATTR- cold -NMLZR

The comparison above underscores not only the functional parallelism of Mojefio -ra?i and
-ti, but another important factor: the match between a @#-marked third person in Terena and ti-
in Old Mojefo. Terena has #marking for third person (see e.g., Ekdahl & Grimes 1964; Car-
valho 2017a; 2021), both in the indexing of verb arguments, and in the indexing of possessors
in nouns. In fact, this can be tied to a more general process of diachronic erosion of prefixal
elements in the history of the language, as noted above for privative *ma-, but which also ap-
plies to the person-indexing prefixes (see Carvalho 2017a, 2019a, 2021). It is, thus, unsurprising
that *#i- has ended up either entirely lost, as in (2), or fossilized into roots, as in tikdti ‘tree,
wood’ (1).
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Note, finally, that the semantic development proposed here in (1) can be summarized in
the chain: ‘fruit-bearing tree’ > ‘tree’ > ‘tree, wood’. The first transition is hypothetically facili-
tated by the loss of the inherited stem for ‘fruit’, as discussed above, while a comparison with
the closest relatives of Terena, in particular their use of nominal form-based classifiers, sug-
gests that the polysemy/vagueness of tikéti ‘tree, wood’ is likely a consequence of the loss of
the loss of these grammatical elements in Terena.

The most important implication of the etymology presented in this section is that, if cor-
rect, it shows that Terena once had a third-person marker *#i-, a cognate of formally identical
prefixes found in Mojefio and in Paunaka. Since the prefix in question has been argued to be a
shared innovation linking Mojefio and Paunaka, its past presence in Terena brings these three
languages even closer to one another, further reinforcing the view that these languages might
in fact constitute a monophyletic subgroup within the broader Bolivia-Parana branch of the
Arawakan family (see Carvalho forthc.).

2.2. [uwe ‘tree’ and the issue of loans from Chiquitano

Terena fiiwe ‘tree’ is less well-attested than its partial synonym tikéti. This is partially due to
simpler and more superficial sources on the language, like short vocabulary lists, where tikéti,
not fiiwe, usually appears as the translation for Sp. drbol or Pt. drvore. None of the 19th century
sources on the language mentioned in the preceding section record fiiwe, which is unsurprising
given the fact that bilingual Terena-Portuguese speakers, when asked the translation of Pt. drvore
in their language, will almost always answer with tikéti. Even more extensive dictionaries of
the language, such as Silva 2013, fail to record it. Be that as it may, the etymology advanced
here is the following: fiiwe is a loan from Chiquitano, the candidate source form being attested
as soés ‘arbol, madera’ [tree, wood] in the Ignaciano variety (Ciucci & Tomichda 2018: 9), ['soes]
in the Migueleno variety (Nikulin 2021). Aside from this hypothesis, a competing, internal
etymology will be advanced as well at the end of the present section.

The etymology proposed here is not among those advanced by Jolkesky (2016: 374) as
Arawakan-Chiquitano parallels, suggestive of some kind of historical relation involving
speakers of these languages. In Terena, the best candidate for a wordform of Chiquitano origin
is tamitku ‘dog’, already noted in Jolkesky (2016: 373-374). Other parallels noted by Jolkesky
(2016) are less trivial, such as Terena néwoe ‘cotton’, compared to Chiquitano nafos ‘cotton’,
and Terena apikana ‘liver’, supposedly comparable to Chiquitano pakaa ‘liver’.’* All of these
would require further argumentation to stand as convincing contact etymologies, but no de-
tailed discussion of these proposals is presented by the author.

Chiquitano (also known as ‘Bésiro’) was employed as a vehicular ‘common language’
(lengua general) for both religious and secular activities in the context of multi-ethnic settle-

14 The form for ‘cotton’ in Jolkesky (2016) seems to come from the Bésiro variety of Chiquitano (see e.g., Sans
2013: 20), since a different form, purubi-f, is attested in the Ignaciano variety (Ciucci & Tomichda 2018: 9). The form
he cites for ‘liver’, however, seems to be an error: the root for ‘liver’ is paka?d in both the Ignaciano and Miguelefio
varieties (Ciucci & Tomicha 2018: 14).

15 Terena néwoe ‘cotton’ has a weakly suppletive allomorph used in possessive constructions, -dnewa, and a
proper etymology of the term would demand an account of this allomorphy pattern. Terena apdkana ‘liver’, on the
other hand, while lacking a lexicostatistical cognate in Proto-Mojefio *-upono ‘liver’ (Carvalho & Rose 2018: 35),
could be compared to the series of Old Mojefio to-poko ‘leaf’ (Marban 1702: 574) and Ignaciano ta-paka-hi ‘leaf’ (Ott
& Ott 1983: 568). Note that ‘liver’ and ‘leaf’ are derivationally or etymologically related in many Arawakan lan-
guages (Payne 1991: 410). The correspondences between Terena a and Old Mojefio 0 add another layer of issues to
be tackled.
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ments established by Jesuit missionaries, starting in the second half of the 17th century, in the
region known as ‘Chiquitania’, close to Santa Cruz de la Sierra, today in the eastern lowlands
of Bolivia. Starting in the year 1691, a number of such ‘Missions’ were active in the region (see
e.g., Arnt 2005, 2007; Arruda 2011; Galeote Tormo 2014: 260).'¢ It is not surprising, then, that
loanwords with a Chiquitano origin are frequently attested in languages of the region, with
the impact on Paunaka, of the Bolivia-Paranad branch of Arawakan, being particularly strong
(see Terhart 2022: 15, 49, 57-59, 140-141).17 Even the other, northernmost members of this sub-
group, such as the Mojefio varieties, have traces of probable Chiquitano loans, as attested in
Ignaciano pakure, Trinitario pokre and Chiquitano pokure-, all meaning ‘canoe, boat’,'® or Mo-
jeno taku ‘mortar’, Chiquitano faku- ‘mortar’ (see, e.g., Jolkesky 2016: 373-374).1°

Two factors, one linguistic and the other geographic, suggest, however, that the transmis-
sion of fliwe ‘tree’ from its Chiquitano source form, if it did take place, was more indirect. As
anticipated above, the proposed candidate source form is the Chiquitano noun meaning ‘tree,
wood’, variously transcribed as soése (Sans 2013: 39), soés (Ciucci & Tomicha 2018: 9), soes#
['sges] (Nikulin 2021: 30). The form can be segmented into a base or root soé-, and a suffix,
sometimes glossed an ‘absolute’ (Adam & Henry 1880: 8; Galeote Tormo 2014: 300-31) or ‘gen-
eral case’ (Sans 2013: 20), which occurs in complementary distribution with plural (-ka) and
diminutive (-ma) suffixes, and which plays a role in the paradigmatic opposition between
third-person possessors and other possessors (including first-person and second-person indi-
ces and noun phrases; Sans 2013: 20-23).2° As the suffix in question is often reduced to a single
consonant due to vowel apocope (Sans 2013: 20; Nikulin 2021: 27-29), it is likely that the
source form was in fact close to soés. The formal disparity between the presumed source soés
and Terena fiiwe can be accounted for by noting that Terena allows for open syllables only,
thus leading to the deletion of final -s. Here, however, an interesting alternative is suggested
by the work of Nikulin (2019): in the extinct “Pinoco” variety of Chiquitano, which Nikulin
identifies as the main source for Chiquitano substrate words in eastern Bolivian Spanish, the
source form would have been *soe, since this variety lacked the suffix -s altogether. As to the
medial position, note that medial -w- could naturally arise as a transitional, labial gliding ele-
ment between o and the next, non-labial vowel.?! The most important issue here concerns the
adaptation of initial s- as /- in Terena.

16 Despite having a common language, the Missions of Chiquitos differed from similar endeavours in regions
in South America, such as the Guarani Missions in the province of Tapes (nowadays in Southern Brazil), in that it
included “neighbourhoods” for different ethnic groups, which offered a certain prospect for autonomy and the
maintenance of diversity among the ethnically and linguistically diverse groups (Arnt 2007: 188).

17 It is not the case, of course, that all of these loans originate in the ethnic contacts of the 17th and 18th centu-
ries. The Paunaka have been shifting to Chiquitano until recently (before shifting to Spanish; Terhart 2022: 12), and
there is a long tradition of the language being considered, on a regional level, superior to other indigenous lan-
guages (Terhart 2022: 37).

18 According to Andrey Nikulin (p.c.), this form for ‘canoe’, pokure, is attested only in the colonial Chiquitano
sources. Although this limited distribution could suggest the possibility of diffusion in the direction Arawakan —
Chiquitano, the item is also unanalyzable and etymologically isolated on the Arawakan side of the comparison.

19 Rose (2015: 258-259) suggests that the system of speaker-gender indexicality present in Mojefio third per-
son pronouns could have originated in contact with Chiquitano, which has a similar system.

2 The suffixes -ka and -ma of the Bésiro variety have cognates -kaa and -ma?a, respectively, in the Migulefio
variety of Chiquitano (see Nikulin 2019: 12).

21 The second development, in particular, has countless parallels in the historical phonology of Terena. One
case is that of the loss of *r, which, when lost between *e and a following non-front vowel, yields a transitional
glide, e.g., *-pero ‘domestic animal’ > -péjo (see Carvalho 2018b).
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As shown by Carvalho (2017a; 2017b), the fricative segments of modern Terena, such as J,
reflect a recent shift of original affricates, which implies that fiiwe must have come from *#fiwe.
The change in question took place approximately on the border of the 19th and 20th centuries, and
was preceded by a debuccalization change that yielded the diachronic developments *s, */> h
(see Carvalho 2017a for details). Early loans with a fricative like s appear in modern Terena
with h as the relevant reflex segment, as evidenced by a number of Portuguese and Spanish
loans (e.g., sapato ‘shoe’ > hapdtu; see Carvalho 2017a: 522). Thus, as far as the initial consonant
goes, rather than fiwe, an adaptation of Chiquitano would instead appear as *hiwe in the
modern language.

As far as we can tell based on historical attestation, there is no reason to suppose that the
initial segment in Chiquitano soé- ‘tree, wood’ has ever been anything other than a fricative
(see e.g., Adam & Henry 1880: 91, <Coe-z> ‘palo, arbol, abrigo’). If this is the case, the facts at
our disposal about the diachrony of affricates and fricatives in Terena would call for an inter-
mediate point in the chain from soé-s to fiiwe. One possibility is that Chiquitano s- shifted to an
affricate as part of the adaptation process in a third (and so far unindentified language),
adopted into Terena, and then changed to a fricative again.

I make the tentative proposal that Chiquitano loans would have entered Terena not via
the Jesuit settlements of the Chiquitania, but through the intermediation of Zamucoan-
speaking groups. Well to the south of the Chiquitania, already in the region known as the
northern Chaco (and much closer to the historical location of the Terena; Carvalho 2019b),
Jesuit missionaries founded the Mission of San Ignacio de Zamucos, which had an ephemereal
existence, lasting from 1723 to 1745 (see Arnt 2005, 2007 for a historical study). Although
Chiquitano was not the common or vehicular language in San Ignacio de Zamucos, the Jesuits
working in San Ignacio were regularly accompanied by ‘Chiquitos’ (that is, Chiquitano
speakers) in the quality of assistants and ranchers (Arnt 2007: 189).22 Indeed, the presence of
Chiquitano in this southern outpost is demonstrated by the fact that, in a report on the condi-
tions in the northern Chaco dated to 1733, the Terena appear identified as ‘Terenacas’
(Arnt 2005: 170), with the characteristic Chiquitano plural suffix -ka added to the ethnonym
terena.

San Ignacio de Zamucos was built with the intent to make transportation and communica-
tions easier between Asuncion (Paraguay) and Santa Cruz de la Sierra, in the Chiquitania
(Arnt 2005, 2007: 188). Since the routes through the Paraguay River were considered too dan-
gerous at the time, it was necessary to find an alternative route through the Pilcomayo River,
and, for achieving this goal, inclusion of the Terena under the purview of the Jesuits was nec-
essary. There is ample historical documentation showing that attempts were made in the mid-
18th century to ‘pacify’ the Terena, including the exchange of ‘diplomatic envoys’ between
them and San Ignacio de Zamucos (Arnt 2005: 177, 180-181; 2007: 179, 188). This sets a rea-
sonably plausible socio-historical setting for the transmission of loanwords.

The best candidate for the role of bridge between the Terena and the Jesuit Missions is
Ayoreo, or a variety thereof. Differently from Chamacoco (the other extant Zamucoan lan-
guage), Ayoreo speakers are known to have been affected by the Jesuit activities in San Ignacio
de Zamucos (see Ciucci 2016: 31). The hypothesis would then have an Ayoreo-like Zamucoan
lect acting as an intermediate in the transfer of Chiquitano sde-s to Terena, which could, in
principle, account for the otherwise surprising adaptation of a fricative as an affricate. Note
that Ayoreo, just like Terena, also features the noun tamoko for ‘dog’, which is usually assumed

2 The Zamuco were introduced to missionary activity, and the Jesuits in particular, by the ‘Chiquitos’, that is,
speakers of one or more varieties of Chiquitano (Arnt 2007: 187).
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to be a loan from Chiquitano.?® Two immediate obstacles for this hypothesis are: (a) the lack,
to the best of my knowledge, of attestation for Chiquitano sde-s ‘tree, wood’ being adopted by
some Zamucoan language, and (b) the fact that Ayoreo has the coronal fricative s among its
contrasting segments (Bertinetto 2014: 376). This second objection would imply that, in princi-
ple, there would be no reason for the fricative — affricate shift to occur. As it stands, then, the
hypothesis would require a variety of Ayoreo that is different from the attested ones, and the
matter clearly deserves further scrutiny. All in all, despite the difficulties, and even if the Za-
mucoan intermediation is ultimately rejected, in our view, the formal and semantic parallel be-
tween Chiquitano sde-s ‘tree, wood’ and Terena fiiwe ‘tree’ make the hypothesis of a historical
association worthy of consideration.

An interesting, and, possibly, competing etymology is advanced in Nikulin (2019). In what
is close to a reversal of the current proposal, Nikulin suggests that Proto-Chiquitano *soé-s¢
‘tree’ is an Arawakan loan, and cites Baure -Joe ‘tree trunk’ (also given as -fe; see Danielsen
2007: 446), Mojefio -hue-ku ‘woods’ and Terena -hdi ‘woods’ as a cognate series on the Arawa-
kan side (Nikulin 2019: 10). Although the Terena and Mojeno comparisons are clear cognates,
treatment of the Baure comparandum requires a better understanding of the correspondences
than is currently available. In the end, it is possible that both Nikulin’s and the present au-
thor’s contact etymologies are correct: it might be the case that Proto-Chiquitano *soé-si ‘tree’ is
a loan originating in some Arawakan source form that had a cognate in Terena hdi ‘woods’,
and that, later, Terena borrowed a reflex of *soé-si ‘tree’ as fiiwe ‘tree’.

Before closing the discussion of fiiwe ‘tree’, I would like to briefly comment on a compet-
ing, internal etymology that can be proposed for the term, one that depends on first establish-
ing another, possibly collateral etymology. Carvalho (2019b: 355-356) presents the view that
Terena fiipu ‘manioc’ lacks cognates in the remaining Arawakan languages and, most strik-
ingly, in its closest relatives, such as Mojefio and Paunaka (which is true as far as semantically-
matched or lexicostatistical cognates are concerned). Nonetheless, the form can in fact be re-
lated to Old Mojefio <taChupu> ‘el tronco que queda del arbol cortado’ [the trunk that remains
after a tree is cut] (Marban 1702: 457), where ta- is just a third-person non-human prefix (see
Rose 2015).2¢ With the Trinitario cognate ta-ffupu ‘tree trunk’, manko-fpu ‘mango tree trunk’
(Rose 2024: 37-38), an etymon *#upu ‘trunk, tree stump' can be trivially reconstructed for
Proto-Mojefio (no cognate has been found in the main lexical source on Ignaciano — Ott & Ott
1983). Now, since manioc is planted by inserting into the ground the stems or stalks cut off
from mature plants, a semantic shift from ‘trunk, tree stump’ (with the meaning retained in
PM *ffupu), to ‘manioc’ (the meaning of Terena filpu), is in no sense forced. If the meaning
‘trunk, tree stump’ is assumed as basic for *#fupu, a connection to fiiwe (recalling that Pre-
Terena would have an initial affricate: *#fuwe), which, as noted in section 2 also includes ‘base’
or ‘stem’ in its sense, becomes tempting. If further forms are brought into comparison, such as
Trinitario #umo ‘toco para asiento’ [wood stump for sitting] (Gill 1993: 10),% or Terena fii-na-
‘strong’, an association between *#u- and notions like ‘base, stem, foundation, trunk’ suggests
itself. Much more work will be needed, however, before the structure of this putative word-

2 Ciucci (2014: 32) deems tamoko in Ayoreo to be a “recent loanword” from Chiquitano. The ‘recent’ qualifier
seems to stem from the absence of this term from Chamacoco and, notably, from Old Zamuco, which is assumed
to be rather closely related to Ayoreo. My impression is that these are less than compelling reasons to believe that
the loan is chronologically recent.

% <Chupu> also means ‘thumb’ (Marban 1702: 457).

2 An anonymous reviewer notes the curious parallel with Chiquitano -timo ‘seat’, 1SG i-#imo (from the verb
‘to sit’), the latter form in particular comparable to Trinitario fumo ‘wood stump for sitting’ (see Nikulin 2019, 2021
on progressive palatalization in Chiquitano). This looks, prima facie at least, like a chance resemblance.
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family is ascertained, if at all, but these comparisons are advanced here as a possible path for
an internal etymology for Terena fiiwe ‘tree’.

3. Conclusions and implications

This paper has put forth etymologies for two terms meaning ‘tree’ (one of them also ‘wood’)
attested in Terena, a southwestern Arawakan language of Brazil. After describing the etymo-
logical problems they pose, three etymological proposals were discussed. For tikéti ‘tree,
wood’, an origin in the formation *ti-ko-0-?i-ti, roughly meaning ‘bearing/having fruit’, was
proposed. The formal aspects of the etymon and its diachronic development into tikéti, as well
as the semantic developments, were discussed in detail. For fiiwe ‘tree’, two etymologies were
proposed, with different degrees of elaboration. An external or contact etymology, invoking
Chiquitano sde-s ‘tree, wood’ as the ultimate source form, was presented. A specific set of for-
mal issues arising from the match sde-s : fiiwe suggested a more convoluted history, one involv-
ing not a direct loan but the intermediation of Ayoreo, or a close variety thereof, a Zamucoan
language. A plausible socio-historical background for the transmission was offered, but there
are still some issues that must be addressed before the hypothesis is made more compelling. In
fact, an alternative, internal etymology for fiiwe ‘tree’ was offered as well, one that depends on
the further elucidation of a putative word-family sharing a root *#u-, to which the rough
meaning ‘base, foundation, stem, trunk’ could be assigned.

Moreover, the etymology of tikoti ‘tree, wood’, in our view the best supported of those
presented here, carries an important implication for the historical linguistics of Terena and its
closest relatives. As it is currently agreed that the third-person marker ti- is a secondary devel-
opment in Mojefio and Paunaka, accepting its previous existence in Terena suggests that its
emergence might constitute a shared morphological innovation linking these three languages.
As to the proposed parallel between Chiquitano sde-s ‘tree, wood’ and Terena fiiwe ‘tree’, it of-
fers another contribution to a burgeoning series of studies focusing on a detailed investigation
of the history of contacts involving southern Arawakan languages and other regional lan-
guages of the Chiquitania and the Boreal Chaco. It is well-known that Terena (or, more gener-
ally, the language of the Guana-Chané; Carvalho 2016) has a set of loanwords resulting from
contact with Northern Guaicuruan languages (Carvalho 2018a), and with Guarani (Carvalho
2017c¢), and an encompassing and rigorous approach to language contact with Chiquitano va-
rieties has been presented in Nikulin (2019). These and other investigations are setting stan-
dards for a more rigorous investigation of contact etymologies, beyond the bird’s eye view or
scouting phase of overviews like Jolkesky (2016).
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Qeprardy de Kapsarvro. CiroBa ‘mepeso’, ‘Aposa’ B sI3bIKE TepeHa apaBaKCKON CeMBU: BTUMO-
JIOTMYECKITI aHaIN3 Y BO3MO>KHBIE UMILIMKAI[UN

B craTbe 00GCY>X/aIOTCA BO3MO>KHbBIE DTUMOJIOTMYECKIE CBS3M IBYX CJIOB CO 3HaYeHNEM ‘JIe-
peBo’, OOHapy>KMBaeMBbIX B TepeHa, OJHOM U3 SI3BIKOB apaBaKCKOI CEMbH, PaCIIONIOXEeHHOM
B IOT0-3alla/{HOI YacTy Bpaswinm. YauTsisas OTCYTCTBUE IJISI HUX OYEBUIHBIX IIapasiieseit
B PYTUX apaBaKCKUX s3bIKaX, JJIs1 CJIoBa tikdti ‘mepeBo, fpoBa’ IIpe/IaraeTcs aHaIN3 ero Kak
VIMEHHOTO IIPOM3BOJHOIO OT OJHOBAJIEHTHOIO IJIaroJja *ti-k(0)-o?i- co 3HaueHUeM ‘TLIIOJLOHO-
CUTH’, 0OPA30BAHHOIO C ITIOMOIIBIO JeCKPUIITUBHOTO cydduxca *-ti. OTHOCUTENBHO BTOPOTO
TepMIHa, filwe ‘TepeBo’, MOKHO IPeAIIOIO0XKUTh, YTO DTO 3aMMCTBOBAHIE M3 SI3bIKA UMKITa-
HO, XOTsI BO3MOKHA M aJbT€pPHATMBHAS DTUMOJIOIVS, CBA3BIBAIOINAS €I0 IIPOMCXOXKAEHIE
C TepeHa CyIIeCTBUTE/IBHBIM [iipy ‘MaHMOK’, IIPOUCXOKIEeHIe KOTOPOTO PacKphIBAeTCs B aH-
Hot pabote Briepsble. Takke 0OCY>K/IAIOTCsI HEKOTOPBIE CJIEJCTBISI IPEII0KEHHBIX DTIMO-
JIOTM3ALNIA, B YaCTHOCTM, BO3MOXKHOCTb TOTO, UTO B TepeHa COXPAHSETCs! 3acCTHIBLINIT ped-
JIEKC TI0Ka3aTesIsd 3-To JI. *ti- (00IIas M30r1I0CCca ¢ IIpa-MOXeHbO U IayHaka). /eaeTcs BEIBOJ,
O HEeOOXOJMMOCTM TINATEAbHBIX JAJbHENMINNX UCCAeOBaHUII OTHOCUTENBHO MacIiTaba,
HIPUPOIBI U COLMOJUHIBUCTUIECKIX XapaKTEPUCTUK DJIEMEHTOB, 3a/IMCTBOBAHHBIX B TepeHa
U3 YMKUTAHO.

Katrouesvie crosa: OTUMOJIOITL, SI3BIKOBBIE KOHTAKTDI; apaBaKCKNeE SI3BbIKY,; TepeHa S3bIK.



