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Abstract. The kinship terminological systems documented for modern Rala-
muli (Tarahumara), a Southern Uto-Aztecan language, exhibit considerable
dialectal and subdialectal diversity in both the terms they include and the
linguistic forms of these terms—a diversity best understood in relation to the
Proto-Tarahumaran kinship system. We reconstruct this antecedent system
and discuss the principal changes that occurred in it between the seventeenth
and late nineteenth centuries, when the Proto-Tarahumaran speech community
appears to have still been intact. Many of the lexical, phonological, morpholo-
gical, semantic, and structural differences that distinguish the modern systems
from one another, like the emergence of the modern Ralamuli dialects, can be
linked to the disruption of interaction patterns during the late nineteenth and
twentieth centuries that resulted in the breakup of the Proto-Tarahumaran
speech community.

1. Introduction. The purpose of this article is to present the results of a
historical linguistic analysis of the kinship terms that have been recorded in
different dialects of the modern Ralamuli language. Today, Ralamuli people use
the term “Ralamuli” (also spelled “Raramuri”) to designate themselves and
their language, but “Tarahumara” and variants of this word are the only names
recorded prior to the nineteenth century for both the language and its native
speakers (Merrill 2001:77-80)." In the linguistic literature, the language tends
to be called “Tarahumara” rather than “Ralamuli.”

The Ralamuli/Tarahumara language is a member of the southern branch of
the Uto-Aztecan language family, which is conservatively divided into seven
subfamilies as follows (} indicates languages that are no longer spoken): (1)
Tarawarihian (Tarahumara, Warihio), (2) Opatan (iTeguima, fEudeve), (3)
Cahitan (Mayo, tTehueco, Yaqui), (4) Tepiman (Upper Piman, Lower Piman,
Northern Tepehuan, Southern Tepehuan), (5) Tubaran (Tubar), (6) Coracholan
(Cora, Huichol), and (7) Aztecan (Pochutec, Nahuatl, Pipil) (Miller 1983:120—
22; Campbell 1997:133—-38; Caballero 2011a:485-88; Hill 2011:243-62;
Moctezuma Zamarron 2012:43—46; Merrill 2013). Kroeber (1934:10-15) noted
similarities among the Tarawarihian, Opatan, and Cahitan languages and
characterized them as a “group,” for which Whorf (1936:197) coined the name
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“Taracahitan.” However, as Hill (2011:247, 261-62, 269) points out, shared pho-
nological innovations that would establish these languages as a genetic unit
have yet to be identified, in contrast to the Tepiman, Coracholan, and Aztecan
subfamilies, the genetic unity of each of which is well-established. The rela-
tionship of the poorly documented Tubar language to the other Southern Uto-
Aztecan languages is unclear (Hill 2011:247-50; Stubbs 2000).
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Map 1. Tarahumara territory in the early seventeenth century.

At the time of initial European contact in the late sixteenth and early seven-
teenth centuries, Tarahumara speakers lived in small settlements dispersed
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across approximately 45,000 square kilometers in southwestern and central
Chihuahua (see map 1) (Pennington 1963:1-13; Hard et al. 2015:252-53,
257-58). Despite the extent and rugged terrain of this territory, Tarahumara-
speaking communities appear to have formed a social network through which
linguistic innovations diffused, constituting a nonlocalized speech community
that we identify as the Proto-Tarahumaran speech community. The fact that
modern Ralamuli dialects share lexical and phonological innovations that were
first documented in the nineteenth century suggests that the Proto-Tarahu-
maran speech community remained intact until that time (see sections 3.1,
3.2, and 4.3), but we do not assume the total absence of linguistic diversity
within it. Some regional linguistic variation in seventeenth- and eighteenth-
century Tarahumara was mentioned in passing by the Jesuit missionaries
Thomas de Guadalaxara, who arrived in the Tarahumara missions in 1675,
and Matthaus Steffel, who served in these missions between 1761 and 1767
(Gonzalez Rodriguez 1995:12; Merrill 2007:413-16) (see section 6). Nonetheless,
the paucity of data available on Tarahumara language and society prior to the
twentieth century precludes an evaluation of the nature, degree, and distri-
bution of this variation, as well as a detailed analysis of the patterns of social
and linguistic interaction across the Tarahumara region as a whole.

Ralamuli is spoken today by around 100,000 people, most of whom live
in the mountains and canyons of southwestern Chihuahua, Mexico (Embriz
Osorio and Zamora Alarcon 2012:24, 110) (see map 2). No systematic analysis
of Ralamuli dialectal diversity has been completed, and no consensus exists on
the number and precise distribution of the dialects.” Here we adopt the classi-
fication developed in the 1990s by a research team affilated with the Chihuahua
state government (Valinas Coalla 2001:115-18, 2002:259-61). Five dialect areas
are identified: North, South, Central, West, and “Cumbre,” which we rename
“Interior.”?

The first and to date only detailed analysis of Ralamuli kinship terminology
was undertaken in 1940 by Herbert Passin while a graduate student in anthro-
pology at the University of Chicago. Passin based his study, published in 1943,
on research conducted primarily in and around the mixed Ralamuli-Mestizo
town of Guachochi, located in the uplands of the Sierra Tarahumara of south-
western Chihuahua, Mexico (see map 2). He reported (1943:361) that the termi-
nological systems that he recorded evidenced no structural differences and only
slight regional variations in the stems of the terms themselves, but he clearly
was baffled by the diverse linguistic forms that he documented. To illustrate the
diversity, he noted the following array of terms associated with the parent’s
brother—sibling’s child relationship: kumucuri, kurt, kurici, kuriciwa, kuricuwa,
kurimari, rate, ratecuri, ratecuwa, ratemari, ratera, rict, ricuwi, and ricuwa. He
suggested that a systemic linguistic analyis of the terms “might help to clarify
matters somewhat,” but he acknowledged that his understanding of the Rala-
muli language was insufficient for the task (1943:373, 378).
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Map 2. The modern Ralamuli communities included in this study and the modern
Warihio territory.

Research on Ralamuli kinship terminology conducted in subsequent decades

reveals an even greater variety of linguistic forms than Passin encountered, as
well as considerable variation in the terms included in the kinship lexica of the
modern Ralamuli dialects and the referents associated with them. We have con-
cluded that the most effective way to account for this diversity is to examine the
modern kinship terminological systems against the backdrop of the antecedent

system out of which they emerged.
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We use as the point of departure of our analysis the kinship terminological
system that we have reconstructed for the ancestral language that gave rise to
modern Ralamuli. We designate this ancestral language as Proto-Tarahumara
instead of Proto-Ralamuli because “Ralamuli” or “Raramuri” is first document-
ed, as “raramari,” in the 1826 study of the language prepared by the Franciscan
missionary Miguel Tellechea (Merrill 2001:77).

In section 2, we present our reconstruction of the Proto-Tarahumaran kin-
ship terminological system. In section 3, we review the lexical and phonological
innovations that occurred in this system while the Proto-Tarahumaran speech
community was intact. In section 4, we provide an overview of our reconstruc-
tion of the late Proto-Tarahumaran system, proposing in section 4.3 that the
approach to creating possessive constructions, including those involving kinship
terms, that characterized early Proto-Tarahumara was modified before the
dialectal diversification got underway or had progressed very far. In sections 4.4
and 4.5, we review seven inflectional and derivational suffixes that can be recon-
structed for Proto-Tarahumara, which generated alternative forms of kinship
terms that have become lexicalized in the modern dialects.

In section 5, we turn our focus to the modern Ralamuli kinship terminol-
ogical systems, analyzing the principal areas of variation among the systems
documented for ten different communities. We consider phonological, morphol-
ogical, morphophonological, and semantic differences in the kinship terms them-
selves, and lexical and structural differences among the attested systems. We
conclude the essay by listing basic features of the Proto-Tarahumaran system
that are retained in the modern systems and the principal differences among
them, identifying some social and cultural factors that likely contributed to this
long-term stability and other factors that may have been responsible for the
diversification of the modern dialects and the kinship terminological systems
associated with them.

On a more technical note, the abbreviations for the different languages and
dialects considered in this study are listed in appendix 1, along with the sources
of data for each. In appendix 2, we comment on the sources of our corpus of
modern Ralamuli kinship terminologies, and in appendix 3, we present the
cognate sets upon which our reconstructions of Proto-Tarahumaran etyma are
based. Our linguistic and graphic conventions are explained at the beginning of
the notes section.

2. The Proto-Tarahumaran kinship terminological system. We base
our reconstruction of the Proto-Tarahumaran (PT) kinship lexicon on both un-
published and published sources. We rely primarily on unpublished data that we
collected during research in the Ralamuli communities of Rejogochi (Merrill,
1977-1984) and Tierra Blanca (Burgess, 1991-1998) and a 1995 compilation,
also unpublished, of the kinship terms attested in the five Ralamuli dialect
areas (Burgess 1995; see appendix 2). We also draw upon published accounts of
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the kinship terminologies documented in the Ralamuli communities of Aborea-
chi (Kennedy 1970b, 1978), Guachochi (Passin 1943), Norogachi (Martinez,
Martinez, and Naranjo 2012), and Samachique (Bennett and Zingg 1935; Hilton
1993), supplemented by data extracted from the Ralamuli grammars and dic-
tionaries of Gassé (1903), Ferrero (1920,1924), and Brambila (1953, 1976,
1983).4

Kinship-related data in pre-twentieth century studies of the Tarahumara
language, produced by the Jesuit missionaries Thomas de Guadalaxara (1683)
and Matthaus Steffel (1799, 1809) and the Franciscan missionary Miguel
Tellechea (1826), indicate that the Proto-Tarahumaran kinship terminological
system underwent some changes between the late seventeenth and early twen-
tieth centuries. To facilitate identifying and analyzing these changes, we have
reconstructed the terminological system for both early Proto-Tarahumara and
late Proto-Tarahumara, based on cognates attested in these three studies and in
modern Ralamuli and Warihio, the Uto-Aztecan language most closely related to
Ralamuli (Miller 1996:21; Hill 2011:251-59; cf. Lionnet 1977). Our principal
sources of data on the Warihio kinship lexicon are an unpublished study pre-
pared by Wick Miller in 1988 and his grammar and dictionary of the Sierra
dialect of the language published in 1996. These data are complemented by
information on Warihio kinship terminology presented by Kroeber (1934:20,
25), Johnson and Johnson (1947:30-31), Miller (1993:141-58), Medina Murillo
(2012), and Félix Armendariz (2005:424—88).

Warihio is spoken today in western Chihuahua and southeastern Sonora
by around two thousand people (Miller 1996:21; Embriz Osorio and Zamora
Alarcén 2012:22; cf. Barreras Aguilar 2001) (see map 2).? Because Ralamuli and
Warihio derive from the same ancestral language, which we call Proto-Tara-
warihio (PTW), the kinship lexicon reconstructed for early Proto-Tarahumara
corresponds to what would be reconstructed for late Proto-Tarawarihio. The
timing of breakup of the Proto-Tarawarihian speech community cannot be dated
precisely, but the split of Proto-Tarahumara and Proto-Warihio must have
occurred prior to the expansion of the Spanish colonial frontier into the region
in the late sixteenth and early seventeenth centuries. Chroniclers of the period
consistently identified Tarahumara and Warihio as different, albeit quite sim-
ilar, languages (Ortiz Zapata 1678:260v—62; Sauer 1934:32—36; Pennington
1963:8-9).

The kinship terminological system that we reconstruct for Proto-Tarahu-
mara is presented in two tables. The reconstructed terms, or etyma, for consan-
guineal relatives appear in table 1 (see section 2.1) and those for affines in table
3 (see section 2.2). Stress is shown only on the etyma for which inherent stess
can be reconstructed (see section 5.3). In both tables, we include the early and
late Proto-Tarahumara reconstructions. The modern Ralamuli and Warihio
cognates are compiled in appendix 3. Glosses that contain the symbols ¢ or o
indicate terms used exclusively for the relatives of, respectively, a female or
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male ego. For example, *mali ‘father (2)’ is the Proto-Tarahumaran etymon
reconstructed for the term for ‘father’ used by a female speaker for her own
father and also by third parties when referring to the father of a female.

2.1. Proto-Tarahumaran consanguineal etyma. We reconstruct thirty-
seven Proto-Tarahumaran etyma for consanguineal relatives; these are present-
ed in table 1. This count includes twelve etyma for siblings’ children and child-
ren’s children that are derived from the etyma denoting parents’ siblings and
parents’ parents by the addition of the suffix *-ma; see etyma 14—37 in the table.

Table 1. Proto-Tarahumaran Consanguineal Etyma

REFERENT EARLY PT LATE PT
1. ‘relative, companion’ *tehima *rehima
2. ‘elder sister’ *ko?¢t *ko?¢t
3. ‘younger sister’ *pint *bini
4. ‘elder brother’ *palci *ba?lci
5. ‘younger brother’ *poni *boni
6. ‘mother’ *yelye *elye
7. ‘child (8)’ *aki *ki
8. ‘father (2)’ *mali *mali
9. ‘daughter (&)’ *mala *mala
10. ‘father (o) *no?no *o02no
11. ‘son (&)’ *1no *no
12. ‘offspring’ *tana *rana
13. ‘children’ *kuci *kuci
14. ‘mother’s elder sister’ *nesa *nesa
15. ‘younger sister’s child (2)’ *nesa-ma *nesa-ma
16. ‘mother’s younger sister’ *ye?ci *e?¢l
17. ‘elder sister’s child (2)’ *ye?c¢i-ma *e?¢i-ma
18. ‘mother’s elder brother’ *kukuli *ukult
19. ‘younger sister’s child (o)’ *kukuli-ma *ukuli-ma
20. ‘mother’s younger brother’ *ta?tai *ralte
21. ‘elder sister’s child (&)’ *taltai-ma *raZte-ma
22. ‘father’s elder sister’ *solo *solo
23. ‘younger brother’s child ()’ *solo-ma *solo-ma
24. ‘father’s younger sister’ *papoi *bapoi
25. ‘elder brother’s child (2)’ *papo-ma *bapo-ma
26. ‘father’s elder brother’ *kumu *kumu
27. ‘younger brother’s child ()’ *kumu-ma *kumu-ma
28. ‘father’s younger brother’ *teci *rict
29. ‘elder brother’s child (&)’ *teci-ma *rici-ma
30. ‘mother’s mother’ *su?su *u?su
31. ‘daughter’s child (2)’ *suZsu-ma *u?su-ma
32. ‘mother’s father’ *papa *apa
33. ‘daughter’s child ()’ *papa-ma *apa-ma
34. ‘father’s mother’ *kalka *a’?ka
35. ‘son’s child (?)’ *kal?ka-ma *al?ka-ma
36. ‘father’s father’ *woct *oct

37. ‘son’s child (¢)’ *woci-ma *ocCi-ma




236 ANTHROPOLOGICAL LINGUISTICS 56 NOS. 3—4

Reconstructing these twelve derived etyma represents the only significant
difference between our model of the Proto-Tarahumaran consanguineal kinship
lexicon and the lexicon attested in modern Sierra Warihio. In modern Warihio,
the same terms that designate grandparents and parents’ siblings are used
for grandchildren and siblings’ children, and the suffix -ma is not attested on
any of them (Miller 1988). This suffix also is rare in modern Ralamuli terms for
siblings’ children and children’s children, attested only in the Central and Inte-
rior dialects. For the Central dialect, Passin documented three terms in which
the -ma suffix appears: pabamali, glossed as ‘grandchild’, and ratémali and
kulimali, which he noted “were used to designate various nepotic-avuncular
relations, without any apparent regularity” (1943:373, 376). For the Interior
dialect, the suffix is attested in Rejogochi Ralamuli in five of the six terms for
siblings’ children and in one of the four terms for grandchildren (see table 2).

We reconstruct these derived etyma for Proto-Tarahumara because the
modern Ralamuli kinship terms in which the -ma suffix appears have cog-
nates in other Uto-Aztecan languages, including Tohono O’odham, Névome, and
Northern Tepehuan—Southern Uto-Aztecan languages of the Tepiman sub-
family—and Luiseno and Cupeno—Northern Uto-Aztecan languages of the
Takic subfamily (Hill and Zepeda 1998:15; Pennington 1979:84, 109; Rinaldini
1994:45—46 [section 2]; Gifford 1922:59-61; Hill 2005:195).® What we regard
as the original system is best documented in late seventeenth-century Teguima
(Lombardo 2009:291-93), which, along with Eudeve, may be the Southern Uto-
Aztecan language most closely related to Ralamuli and Warihio.

Table 2. The Suffix -ma in Rejogochi Ralamuli and Teguima

REFERENT REJOGOCHI, 1984 TEGUIMA, 1702
‘elder brother’s child (2)’ bapo-ma-le vao-ma-ri
‘younger brother’s child (2)’ solo-ma-le soro-ma-ri
‘elder sister’s child (&)’ ratée-ma-le tai-ma-ri
‘younger sister’s child (¢)’ ukuli-ma-le kuci-ma-ri
‘elder brother’s child (&)’ rici-ma-le tewici-ma-ri
‘son’s child (&)’ oci-ma-le posi-ma-ri

In table 2, we present the terms in which the -ma suffix is attested in
Rejogochi Ralamuli and the Teguima cogates for these terms. The final -ri in the
Teguima terms is the nonpossessed noun suffix, which is dropped in possessive
constructions, for example, no vao-ma ‘my elder brother’s child (2)’. In the
Ralamuli terms, the final -le is the reflex of Proto-Tarahumara *-Ii, also the
nonpossessed noun suffix, but this suffix has become lexicalized in Rejogochi
Ralamuli and is used in possessive constructions formed with both genitive and
nominative case pronouns, for example, kéne bapo-ma-le (genitive) and nehé
bapo-ma-le (nominative) ‘my elder sibling’s child (2)’ (see sections 4.3 and 4.4).
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In Teguima, -ma is attested in all terms for grandchildren and siblings’
children.” Rejogochi Raldamuli has lost the reflexes of Proto-Tarahumaran
*ye?ci-ma ‘elder sister’s child’ and Proto-Tarahumaran *nesa-ma ‘younger
sister’s child (2)’. The referent of bapd-ma-le, originally ‘elder brother’s child
(%)’ only, has been broadened to ‘elder sibling’s child (?)’, paralleled by the
broadening of solo-ma-le from ‘younger brother’s child (2)’ to ‘younger sibling’s
child (?)’ (see section 5.1).

2.2. Proto-Tarahumaran affinal etyma. Our reconstructions of early and
late Proto-Tarahumaran affinal etyma are presented in table 3. The modern
Sierra Warihio cognates are identical to the early Proto-Tarahumaran etyma
except for a difference in stress placement in Warihio moZ?0li ‘son’s wife’ and
vowel harmonization in Warihio ce?¢ ‘elder sister’s husband’ and *cenéli
‘younger brother’s wife’, the reflexes of Proto-Tarawarihio *¢i?¢ and *cinel:.

Table 3. Proto-Tarahumaran Affinal Etyma

REFERENT EARLY PT LATE PT
‘husband’ *kuna *kuna
‘wife’ *upt *upt
‘spouse’s mother’ *wast *wast
‘spouse’s father’ *si?a *si?a
‘daughter’s husband’ *moZnée *mo?né
‘son’s wife’ *moZ2oli *moZ2olt
‘elder sister’s husband’ *ciZe *ci2e
‘elder brother’s wife’ *tepo *repo
‘younger sister’s husband’ *awaka *waka
‘younger brother’s wife’ *cineli *cineli

None of the etyma in table 3 is identified as the label for any category of
spouse’s siblings because modern Ralamuli dialects display considerable varia-
tion in the terms used for these categories of affines (see section 5.2). In fact,
only one word, mucimali, is attested in most Ralamuli dialects, as well as Wari-
hio, as the label for one or another category of spouse’s siblings (see appendix 3,
set 19). As we discuss in section 3.1, these attestations might support the recon-
struction of Proto-Tarawarihio *mucimali, but various considerations lead us to
interpret this word as a loan, likely of Teguima origin, that diffused widely after
the breakup of the Proto-Tarawarihio speech community.

3. Proto-Tarahumaran innovations. Several changes in the Proto-Tarahu-
mara kinship terminological system appear to have occurred between the mid-
seventeenth and late nineteenth centuries. As discussed in sections 3.1 and 3.2,
both lexical and phonological innovations can be identified. One phonological
innovation, the shift of initial *p- to *b-, took place before 1683, and a second,
the loss of initial vowels, appears to have been in progress by 1767. The timing of
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three other phonological innovations and seven lexical innovations can be tenta-
tively assigned to the 1768—-1900 period. None is documented in the studies of
the Tarahumara language produced by Matthéus Steffel, whose residence in the
Tarahumara missions ended in 1767, but all are attested in Gassé’s grammar of
Tarahumara published in 1903, with one exception. Gassé does not include a
term for ‘child’s spouse’s parent’, which we reconstruct as Proto-Tarahumaran
*nawila based on cognates in two modern Ralamuli dialects (see appendix 3, set
22).

3.1. Proto-Tarahumaran lexical innovations. The four etyma presented in
(1) can be reconstructed for Proto-Tarahumara but not for Proto-Tarawarihio
because reflexes of them are not attested in modern Warihio.

(1) *nawila ‘child’s spouse’s parent’
*sall ‘spouse’s grandparent, grandchild’s spouse’
*umuli ‘great-grandparent, great-grandchild’
*waye — *wai ‘younger sister (&)’

We have identified no cognates in other Uto-Aztecan languages for the reflexes
of *nawila ‘co-parent-in-law’ or *sali ‘spouse’s grandparent, grandchild’s
spouse’, leading us to conclude that they are Proto-Tarahumaran innovations.
However, reflexes of these etyma are attested in only a few modern Ralamuli
dialects, and some variation in their referents is documented (see appendix 3,
sets 22, 31).°

In (2), we present the cognates for the Ralamuli reflexes of *umuli ‘great-
grandparent, great-grandchild’, which come from two Cahitan languages,
seventeenth-century Tehueco and early twentieth-century Yaqui.

(2) PT *umuli ‘great-grandparent, great-grandchild’
TC n-amuli ‘great-great-grandparent’
YQ(K) hamulik ‘great-grandparent’

No term for ‘great-grandchild’ is reported in these Cahitan sources, and no
words similar to those seen in (2) are found in more recent sources on the
Cahitan languages.

We reconstruct *waye — *wari ‘younger sister ()’ because both forms appear
in the earliest attestation (Gasso 1903:18), as well as in modern Ralamuli dia-
lects (see appendix 3, set 44). We have no explanation for why these alternate
forms should exist, but *waye corresponds to the possessive form ‘have a young-
er sister’, created by replacing the final vowel in *wa(y)i with the suffix *-e (see
section 4.5).

Cognates of reflexes of this etymon, seen in (3), are attested in the three
documented Cahitan languages and two Central Numic languages, which indi-
cate that Proto—Uto-Aztecan **wai or **wa?i should be reconstructed.’
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(8) *waye — *wal ‘younger sister ()’
TC wai ‘younger sibling’
MY g¥aayi ‘younger sister’
YQ wai ‘younger sibling’
YQ-A wai ‘younger sibling (2)’
TSH wa?ippi ‘woman, female’
WSH-G wa?ippt ‘woman’

The existence of the cognates in (2) and (3) precludes identifying *umuli and
*waye — *wai as Proto-Tarahumaran innovations. Perhaps they formed part of
the Proto-Tarawarihian kinship lexicon and the Warihio reflexes were lost. For
‘younger sister’, the only attested Warihio term is pini, the reflex of Proto-
Tarawarihio *pini, which is used by both female and male speakers. For ‘great-
grandparent, great-grandchild’, it is unclear if a Warihio term exists. In his
vocabulary of Sierra Warihio, Miller (1996:371) identified pabaloci, the diminu-
tive of papa ‘mother’s father’, as the label for ‘great-grandfather’, but in the
grammatical section of his study, he glossed pabaloci as ‘mother’s father,
daughter’s child ()’ (1996:270). He also reported (1996:371) that papa ‘mother’s
father’ possibly is used in Sierra Warihio to denote ‘great-grandfather’ and
‘great-grandchild’.

An alternative explanation for the existence of modern Ralamuli reflexes of
*umuli and *waye — *wai is that they are loanwords from Cahitan. If so, they
must have entered the Ralamuli lexicon prior to the twentieth century because
both words are documented in 1903 (Gassé 1903:18-19). The loans perhaps
occurred during the colonial period, when numbers of Cahitan speakers migrat-
ed from Sinaloa and Sonora to work in Spanish mining and other economic
enterprises within or near the Tarahumara territory (Spicer 1962:305; Gonzalez
Rodriguez 1984:215; Deeds 1989:436; Martin 1996:2, 42; Hu-DeHart 2004:204 n.
4, 213, 217). Such a Cahitan source might account for the use of waye — war in
modern Ralamuli by male speakers and with respect to male egos because the
majority of the Cahitan migrants would presumably have been men.

Another etymon, *nahiréma ‘consanguineal relatives’, likely was created
while the late Proto-Tarahumara speech community was intact or soon after
dialectal diversification got underway. This term perhaps had an original sense
of ‘those who walk together’. The initial syllable *na- can be identified as the
reciprocal prefix. The stem probably is -hire-, which may be related to the verb
hire ‘to walk’ (Brambila 1976:219), and the -ma element may be the suffix
attested in Guadalaxara (1683:16v) as deriving collective nouns from terms for
specific categories of humans: mumu-ma ‘women and children’ (from mumugi
‘women’) and upi-ma ‘wife with all her family and belongings’ (from up?
‘wife’).'®

Reflexes of *nahiréma are attested in all modern Ralamuli dialects except
Southern Ralamuli, in which reflexes of *re?téma-, the plural form of *rehima
‘consanguineal relative’, is used instead. In most dialects, reflexes of *nahirema
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have become the plural suppletives of reflexes of *rehima ‘consanguineal rela-
tive’ and in some, reflexes of the reduplicated *re?tehima- have been assigned
new referents or have disappeared entirely (see appendix 3, set 39).

In Rejogochi, parent-child terminology can be used to designate parent’s
siblings and siblings’ children, parallel with the terms that specifically label
these relationships. The use of both sets of designations for these categories of
relatives also is documented for Aboreachi (Kennedy 1970b:178-80), Guachochi
(Passin 1943:378-79), and Norogachi (Martinez, Martinez, and Naranjo 2012:
51-52, 95-96) (see section 5.1). This practice, and the principle underlying it, are
captured by reflexes of the etymon *e?weéna-wa attested in some modern Rala-
muli dialects (see appendix 3, set 7). In Rejogochi Ralamuli, wé?nale, the reflex
of *e?wéna-wa, labels all lineal and consanguineal relatives and affines in the
parents’ generation; similar generic referents are found in other dialects.

The term *e?wéna-wa can be analyzed as combining the stem *wéna and
-wa, a suffix encountered in a number of kinship terms (see sections 4.5 and 5.4).
Reduplication of the initial syllable created the plural form, followed by the loss
of the initial consonant: *wena-wa > *we?wena-wa > *e?wena-wa. This word
may have formed part of the Proto-Tarahumaran kinship lexicon, but it could
have entered as a loan. Reflexes of the stem *wena- alone are not attested in any
modern Ralamuli dialects, but in neighboring Tubar the verb wena- has ‘to be
born’ as one of its referents, and in Tohono O’odham wiinag has the generic
referent ‘siblings and cousins’ (Lionnet 1978:68; Saxton, Saxton, and Enos 1983:
63).

The Tubar verb wena- reflects an antecedent *pina- while the Tohono
O’odham collective noun wiinag reflects *pinaw. If reflexes of Proto-Tarahu-
maran *wena-wa are cognate with these words, an initial p- would be expected,
so the initial *w- suggests a loan. There are, however, examples of Proto-Tara-
humaran initial *w- being the reflex of *p-, for example, late Proto-Tarahu-
maran *wipa ‘tobacco’, the reflex of Proto—Uto-Aztecan *pipa ‘tobacco’ (Merrill
2007:418-19, 428; Stubbs 2011:373, set 2348). In addition, *woct, the early
Proto-Tarahumaran etymon that we reconstruct for ‘father’s father’, perhaps
reflects an antecedent *poci, a reconstruction supported by the Tepiman, Tegu-
ima, and Eudeve cognates shown in (4)."!

(4) PTW *woci ‘father’s father’
TO wosk ~ woji
NV boska ~ bosidi ‘grandfather’
PYP voska
NT vosiika
NT(R) bosika
TE post
ED poc-

The sibling-in-law term mucimali is attested in all modern Ralamuli
dialects except the Southern dialect, the affinal terminology of which is poorly
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documented. The word appears in Sierra Warihio as mucimali ‘spouse’s younger
sibling” (Miller 1996:360) and in River Warihio as mucimaira, which Félix
Armendariz (2005:445) glosses with the generic ‘sister-in-law, brother-in-law’.

Based on these cognates, Proto-Tarawarihio *mucimali could be recon-
structed, but we have concluded that the word entered the Proto-Tarahumara
kinship lexicon as a loanword. It most likely is of Teguima origin because a
Teguima etymology exists for it. Lombardo (2009:293) documented the term as
muci-mari ‘wife’s siblings’, which is derived from its reciprocal muci ‘sister’s
husband’ by the use of the suffix combination -ma-ri (see section 2.1). There are
no Ralamuli cognates for Teguima muci ‘sister’s husband’, but Ralamuli muci
‘vagina’ is a phonological match. Unfortunately, no word for ‘vagina’ is attested
in Teguima or in Eudeve, the other Opatan language.'

We interpret late Proto-Tarahumaran *mucimali as a relatively recent
introduction based on three considerations. First, there are no phonological or
morphological variations in its attestions in modern Ralamuli, a level of corres-
pondence not found in any other polysyllabic kinship term and particularly
unusual for the Western dialect, which has lost most final suffixes in its kinship
terms (see appendix 3, set 19, and sections 5.4 and 5.6 ). Second, for most dia-
lects, it is the only word in which the suffix combination -ma-li is attested.
Third, data from the Mesa de Arturo subdialect of Western Ralamuli suggest
that Proto-Tarahumaran *ci?¢li had the self-reciprocal referent ‘elder sister’s
husband, wife’s younger sibling’. In other Ralamuli communities, mucimali has
replaced reflexes of *ci?¢li as the term for ‘wife’s younger sibling’, and*ci?¢€li is
the only sibling’s spouse term that is not used to label a category of spouse’s
sibling in these communities (see section 5.2).

We suspect that *mucimali was loaned from Teguima to Warihio speakers
and from them to Ralamuli speakers. It is, however, impossible to determine if
or when such a loan might have occurred. Except for reflexes of *kuna ‘husband’
and *upi ‘wife’ (Steffel 1809:313, 320, 350, 356, 368), no affinal terms are docu-
mented in the earlier sources. The modern reflex of *mucimali was first attested
in 1903 (Gass6 1903:19).

3.2. Proto-Tarahumaran phonological innovations. Proto-Tarahumaran
kinship terms underwent several phonological modifications during the period
when the Proto-Tarahumaran speech community was still intact. The cognates
of kinship terms attested in modern Ralamuli dialects document five shared
sound changes: the shift of initial *p- to *b-; the shift of initial *# to *r—; the loss
of initial consonants in terms with reduplicated initial syllables; the loss of
initial vowels in some words; and the loss of initial *w- and *y- in some words.
The eighteen Proto-Tarahumaran kinship etyma in which these changes
occurred are presented in table 4. The terms in the 1767 column are attested in
Steffel (1799, 1809), while those in the 1826 and 1903 columns are attested in
Tellechea (1826) and Gassé (1903). The etyma that we reconstruct for early
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Proto-Tarahumara appear in the second column. The etyma in the sixth column
are those that we reconstruct for late Proto-Tarahumara on the basis of the
modern Ralamuli cognates.

Steffel’s data indicate that, of the five phonological changes that occurred in
Proto-Tarahumara, only the shift of initial *p- to *b- had taken place before his
departure from the Tarahumara region in 1767. This sound change may have
occurred relatively soon after the split of Proto-Tarahumara and Proto-Warihio
because Guadalaxara (1683:27v) recorded bini- ‘younger sister’ in the seven-
teenth century. The loss of initial vowels in some kinship terms may also have
been underway in Steffel’s day. He documented the reflex of *aki ‘child (?)’ as
agi-la ‘daughter’, with the initial vowel, but the reflex of *ino ‘son (J)" as no-la,
without the initial *i- (Steffel 1809:341, 362).'

Table 4. Phonological Innovations in Proto-Tarahumaran Kinship
Terminology

REFERENT EARLY PT 1767 1826 1903 Late PT
Shift of *p-> *b-
‘elder brother’ *paléi bact — bact *balci
‘father’s younger sister’ *papoi — — — *bapoi
‘younger sister’ *pini bini — — *bini
‘younger brother’ *poni bont — bont *boni
Shift of *#- > *r-
‘mother’s younger brother’ *ta?tai tate — rate *ra’te
‘father’s younger brother’  *teci — — — *rici
‘relative’ *tehima tehima  rehima  — *rehima
‘elder brother’s wife’ *tepo — — repo *repo
Loss of initial consonants in reduplicated syllables
‘father’s mother’ *ka?ka kaco — akaculi  *a?ka
‘mother’s elder brother’ *kukuli — — — *ukull
‘father (&)’ *no?no nono nono ono *02no
‘mother’s father’ *papa — — apaloct  *apa
‘mother’s mother’ *su?su sui-la — usu *u?su
‘mother’ *ye?lye yeye yeye yeye — eye *elye
Loss of initial vowel
‘child (2)’ *aki agi-la ki- ki *ki
‘younger sister’s husband’ *awaka — — waga- *waka
Loss of initial *w- and *y
‘father’s father’ *woct — — octkari *oct
‘mother’s younger sister’ *ye?cl — — — *e?¢l

Dating the shift of initial *¢- to *r- to the period between 1767 and 1826 is
supported by the reflexes of *tehima recorded as tehima by Steffel (1809:309,
319, 348, 366) and rehima by Tellechea (1826:62, 147-48). Note that the vowel
sequence *-ai in early Proto-Tarahumaran *ta?tai ‘mother’s younger brother’
had already shifted to -e by Steffel’s day and thus the initial *#- shifted to *r-,
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resulting in *ra?te, rather than being lost as occurred in the other terms with
reduplicated initial syllables.

The loss of the initial consonants in words with reduplicated syllables ap-
pears to have occurred sometime between 1826 and 1903, although the alternate
forms yeyé ~ eye ‘mother’, attested by Gassé (1903:17), indicate that this change
was still underway in the early twentieth century.'* The loss of initial *w- and
*y— in reflexes of *woct ‘father’s father’ and *ye?¢i ‘mother’s younger sister’
presumably occurred during the same period.

4. The late Proto-Tarahumaran kinship terminological system. In this
section, we offer an overview of the kinship terminological system that we recon-
struct for late Proto-Tarahumara. Based on modern Ralamuli data, we are able
to reconstruct some features of this system that cannot be reconstructed for
early Proto-Tarahumara, in part because very little information exists regard-
ing how kinship terms are actually used by Warihio speakers, in part because
the Ralamuli and Warihio systems have diverged in some aspects. In sections
4.1 and 4.2, we review the consanguineal and affinal etyma, and in section 4.3,
we propose that a new approach to constructing possessives evolved during the
transition from Proto-Tarahumara to the modern dialects. In sections 4.4 and
4.5, we discuss seven suffixes that can be reconstructed for late Proto-Tara-
humara that were used to inflect kinship terms for different grammatical states
and to modify their meaning.

4.1. Late Proto-Tarahumaran consanguineal kinship terminology.
According to our reconstruction, the late Proto-Tarahumara kinship lexicon
comprised a total of fifty-one etyma, including the twelve etyma for grandchild-
ren and siblings’ children derived from terms for grandparents and parents’
siblings. The consanguineal terminological system, presented in figure 1, was
balanced bilaterally, with separate terms for the paternal and maternal lines in
the first and second ascendant and descendant generations (“G” in the first
column of the figure is the abbreviation for “generation”). A distinction between
lineal and collateral relatives existed only in the terminology for relatives in the
first ascendant and descendant generations.

Sex of the target relative and birth order are the primary features distin-
guishing among the five terms for siblings and the eight terms for parents’ sib-
lings. Different terms for female and male egos are reconstructed for ‘younger
sister’, ‘father’, ‘daughter’, and ‘son’. Terms for nieces, nephews, and grand-
children also are different for female and male egos because they are derived
from the sex-linked labels for parent’s siblings.

In all documented modern Ralamuli kinship systems, consanguineal kinship
terms are applied to a number of collateral kintypes. In ego’s generation, sibling
terms label all cousins, a shared basic principle that operates transgeneration-
ally. The children, grandchildren, and great-grandchildren of anyone designated
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as a sibling by ego’s parents, grandparents, and great-grandparents, respective-
ly, are designated as siblings by ego. The distinction between elder and younger
siblings duplicates that of the preceding generation; for example, the daughter
of a person labeled as ‘elder sister’ by either of ego’s parents is called ‘elder
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sister’ by ego.'?
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G PPP .
*umull
G FM FF MM MF
*alka *oct *u?su *apa
FeZ FeB MeZ MeB
*solo *kumu *nesa *ukuly
F M
G *mali (2) *e2yé
*02no ()
FyZ FyB MyZ MyB
*bapoi *rici *e?¢l *ralte
eB eZ
*ba?ci *ko2¢i
0 E
G /B GO o2
*boni *bini (2)
*waye ~ *war (J)
yBS, yBD D, S yZD, yZS
*solo-ma () *ki (2) *nesa-ma (2)
*kumu-ma () *rana *ukuli-ma ()
*Ruci
G—l
eBD, eBS D eZD, eZS
*bapo-ma (2) *mala () *e?¢i-ma (%)
*rici-ma (J) *ra?te-ma (&)
S
*ino ()
SD, SS DD, DS
G? *a?ka-ma (%) *u?si-ma (2)
*oci-ma () *apa-ma ()
3 *umuli
G CCC

Figure 1. Late Proto-Tarahumaran consanguineal kinship terminology.
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By the same logic, all collateral relatives for whom ego’s parents and grand-
parents use sibling terms are labeled by ego with the appropriate parent’s
sibling or grandparent terms. In a parallel system, parents’ siblings are also
labeled with parent terms, and they in turn use the terms for children for their
siblings’ children. However, they use the generic *kuci- ‘children’ more fre-
quently than the reflexes of *rana ‘child, children’, *aki ‘child (2)’, *mala
‘daughter (¢)’, and *ino ‘son (J)’, which tend to be used by parents only.

To indicate geneological distance, the chain of intervening relatives can be
specified. For example, it can be explained that a person whom I call nehé yela
‘my mother’ is ‘my mother’s mother’s elder brother’s daughter’ (“nehe yéla yela
bacila malala”) or ‘my maternal grandmother’s elder brother’s daughter’ (“nehe
su?ula bacila malala”). The kinship terms can also be modified by quantifiers
like pe ‘a little’, which in the kinship context conveys the sense of ‘less than full’,
as in pe yela ‘less than full mother’.

In modern Ralamuli, the spouses of people labeled as parents’ siblings are
themselves labeled with parents’ sibling terms. We suspect that the Proto-
Tarahumaran system followed this approach and also preserved the distinction
between maternal and paternal lines in the terms used for parents’ siblings’
spouses. Our reconstruction of the late Proto-Tarahumaran terms used for these
in-marrying affines is presented in table 5, but as we discuss in section 5.1,
significant deviations from this pattern are encountered in the modern Ralamuli
kinship systems.

Table 5. Late Proto-Tarahumaran Terms for Parents’ Siblings’ Spouses

ETYMON PARENT’S SIBLING IN-MARRYING AFFINE MARRIED TO ETYMON
*ukull MeB MeZH MeZ *nesa
*ralte MyB MyZH MyZ *e?¢i
*nesa MeZ MeBW MeB *ukul’
*e?¢t MyZ MyBW MyB *ra’te
*kumu FeB FeZH FeZ *solo
*rici FyB FyZH FyZ *bapoi
*solo FeZ FeBW FeB *kumu
*bapot FyZ FyBW FyB *rici

4.2. Late Proto-Tarahumaran affinal etyma. We reconstruct twelve etyma
with affinal referents for late Proto-Tarahumara. Eleven of these etyma are pre-
sented in figure 2. The twelfth is *nawila ‘child’s spouse’s parent’.

In keeping with the use in modern Ralamuli of parent-child terminology for
parents’ siblings and siblings’ children, in our model the spouses of one’s
siblings’ children are called ‘daughter’s husband’ and ‘son’s wife’, and one’s
spouse’s parents’ siblings (and their spouses) are called ‘spouse’s mother’ and
‘spouse’s father’. Similarly, all relatives labeled with grandparent terms by
one’s spouse are called ‘spouse’s grandparent’, and the spouses of all relatives
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labeled with grandchild terms are called ‘grandchild’s spouse’. A single, self-
reciprocal term, *sali, is used for both categories.®

No generic term for ‘in-law’ can be reconstructed, nor a label for spouses of
great-grandchildren, although the latter may have been included within the
category of *umuli. In his discussion of the semantic scope of the reflexes of
*umauli, Passin notes, “The term is very widely extended throughout the direct
and collateral lines, even pushing over into the affinals” (1943:380), but he
provides no details. In Rejogochi Ralamuli, umuli definitely labels the spouses
of great-grandchildren, but we lack information on whether the same usage
applies in any other modern Raramuli dialects.

G *salt
‘spouse’s grandparent’
*wast *si?a
Gt ‘spouse’s mother’ ‘spouse’s father’
‘spouse’s parents’ sister’ ‘spouse’s parents’ brother’
‘spouse’s parents’ brother’s wife’ ‘spouse’s parents’ sister’s husband’
*repo *éi2e
‘elder brother’s wife’ ‘elder sister’s husband’
*upt *kuna
G° . EGO
‘wife’ ‘husband’
*cineli *waka
‘younger brother’s wife’ ‘younger sister’s husband’
*moZ?oli *mo?né
G ‘son’s wife’ ‘daughter’s husband’
‘sibling’s son’s wife’ ‘sibling’s daughter’s husband’
‘spouse’s sibling’s son’s wife’ ‘spouse’s sibling’s daughter’s husband’
G2 *salt
‘grandchild’s spouse’

Figure 2. Late Proto-Tarahumaran affinal kinship terminology.

4.3. Possessive constructions in late Proto-Tarahumara. In modern
Ralamuli, possessive constructions involving kinship terms are formed by suffix-
ing the possessed marker -la to the stem of the kinship term, which is preceded
by a nominative case pronoun or noun that denotes the possessor, for example,
nehe ono-la ‘my father’ and Pedro ono-la ‘Pedro’s father’. Although quite limit-
ed, data encountered in the works of Guadalaxara (1683) and Steffel (1799,
1809) indicate that the use of nominative case pronouns in such constructions
was an innovation that emerged in Proto-Tarahumara sometime between 1683
and 1767.
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Guadalaxara (1683:4) reported that the possessed marker -la was used in
possessive constructions only with third person possessors, but this rule appar-
ently did not apply to possessive constructions involving kinship terms. The
single example in Guadalaxara’s grammar of such constructions with a third
person pronoun possessor is pu ino ‘his son’, in which the -la marker is not
attested (Guadalaxara 1683:29).'” This example suggests that kinship terms in
seventeenth-century Tarahumara belonged to the class of nouns that were
inalienably possessed, as they do today, and that they were not marked for pos-
session.

The syntax of possessive constructions in Tarahumara clearly underwent
some reworking between the second half of the seventeenth century and the
mid-eighteenth century, as revealed by a comparison of Guadalaxara’s data
with those contained in Steffel’s (1799) grammar of Tarahumara. Steffel’s work
is a reorganization and Latin translation of Guadalaxara’s grammar, the
contents of which Steffel changed in a number of places to reflect the knowledge
of the language that he had acquired between 1761 and 1767.

Steffel (1799:14) stated explicitly that possessive constructions involving
first, second, and third person singular possessors were created by suffixing -la
to the possessed noun. He modified Guadalaxara’s example of ‘his son’ accord-
ingly, from pu ino to pu no-la, and all of his other examples of kinship terms in
such constructions, presented in (5), are marked with -la (Steffel 1809: 333;
Steffel 1799:86).

(5) mu bini-la ‘thy sister’
mu baci-la ‘thy brother’
pu kukuciwa-la ‘her children’
pu kuna-la ‘her husband’
puhe agi-la ‘her daughter’
puhé upi-la ‘his wife’
Pedro nono-la ‘Pedro’s father’
Pedro yeye-la ‘Pedro’s mother’

The third person singular pronoun puhé in two examples in (5) is in the
nominative case, and mu and pu presumably are as well, but by the seventeenth
century, the nominative and genitive forms of singular pronouns were homo-
phonous (Guadalaxara 1683:3—4). Steffel’s works include only one example of a
possessive construction in which the possessor pronoun definitely is in the geni-
tive case: emu nond ‘your (pl.) father’ (Steffel 1799:94). The fact that the kinship
term is unmarked in this construction suggests that the possessed marker -la
was used only when the possessor was denoted by a noun or a nominative case
pronoun, the pattern encountered in modern Ralamuli.

The phonological convergence of the nominative and genitive cases may
have contributed to the expanded use of the possessed marker -la documented
by Steffel. This convergence may also have motivated a modification of the
genitive forms of the personal pronouns that involved prefixing a stressed ke- to
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the antecedent genitive forms. The genitive case forms reported by Guadalaxara
(1683:3—4) and the modern forms reported by Brambila (1976) are presented in
table 6.

Because nothing resembling the modern genitive forms of these pronouns
is attested in the works of Guadalaxara or Steffel, these forms presumably
emerged after 1767. The third person genitive form képu is first documented
in 1826, in the translations of doctrinal materials prepared by Miguel Tellechea,
a Franciscan missionary who served between 1814 and 1830 in the missions
of Cerocahui, Guazapares, and Chinipas, all in the Western dialect area.'®

Table 6. Genitive Case Pronouns in Seventeenth-Century Tarahumara and
Modern Ralamuli

1683 MODERN
first person, singular ne kene
second person, singular mu kemu
third person, singular pu kepu
first person, plural tamu kétamu
second person, plural emu ketumu
third person, plural pupu ~ pu képu

Tellechea (1826:149-55) included kipu as the third person singular and
plural possessor of four different kin terms, as seen in (6)."

(6) kipu reteima ‘his relatives’
kipu reteima ‘their relatives’®
kipu kuciwa ‘her children’
kipu uprt ‘his wife’
kipu kuna-la ‘her husband’

The possessed marker -la on kuna-la in the last attestation in (6) probably is a
mistake. As seen in (7), this marker does not appear in any of the other attes-
tations of kinship terms with genitive case pronoun possessors that Tellechea
recorded.

(7) ne rehima ‘my brothers’
néino ‘my son’
né mala ‘my daughter ()’
né upt ‘my wife’
mu yeye ‘thy mother’
mu nono ‘thy father (¢’
mu upt ‘thy wife’
mu kuna ‘thy husband’
tamu yeye ‘our mother’
tamu nono ‘our father’
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Like Steffel, Tellechea (1826:77, 143-51) consistently used the possessed
marker -la in constructions in which the possessors were denoted by nouns, as
shown in (8).

(8) Pabro mala-la ‘Pablo’s daughter’
Antonio no-la ‘Antonio’s son’
Riosi no-la ‘God’s son’
Candelaria ki-la ‘Candelaria’s son’
Maria Ignacia ki-la ‘Maria Ignacia’s daughter’
rehoye nono-la ‘(this) man’s father’
tewe yeye-la ‘(that) girl’s mother’

The examples in (9), attested in Tellechea (1826:147—48, 152), suggest that
more than one Ralamuli dialect is represented in his translations.

(9) ne no-la ‘my son’
mu kuna-la ‘thy husband’
mu mali-la ‘thy father (2)’

As seen in (7), Tellechea also included the constructions né ino ‘my son’ and mu
kuna ‘thy husband’ in his work. In modern Ralamuli, ino is the form for ‘son’
attested in the Western dialect while no- is used elsewhere (see appendix 3, set
8). Assuming that dialectal differences are reflected in these examples, then the
pronouns in (9) can be interpreted as being in the nominative rather than
genitive case.

The complete set of modified genitive pronouns emerged sometime between
1826 and 1903. It is first attested in the grammar of Tarahumara written by
Leonardo Gassoé (1903:46—49), a Jesuit missionary based at the time in Siso-
guichi, where the Northern dialect of modern Ralamuli is spoken. Gassd’s 1903
forms are presented in table 7, along with those attested by Ferrero (1924:72—
73) and Brambila (1976).%

Table 7. Genitive Case Pronouns in Modern Ralamuli, 1903-76

1903 1924 1976
first person, singular kéne kéne kene
second person, singular kemu kemu kemu
third person, singular kepu kepu kepu
first person, plural kerami kérami — ketami  kétamu
second person, plural keeme keeme kétumu
third person, plural keaboopo keaboopo kepu

The principal change that occurred over the seven decades represented in
table 7 is the replacement of the second and third person plural forms. Why képu
would have replaced keaboopo is puzzling because it resulted in the loss of the
singular and plural distinction for the third person. The alternate forms for the
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first person plural form presumably reflect dialectal variation, which today is
much more extensive, attested as ketamu ~ ketami ~ kerami — keta ~ keti.

The creation of these new genitive case pronoun forms appears to have
taken place after the patterns of interaction that characterized the Proto-Tara-
humara speech community had been disrupted. The ke- forms are attested in all
modern Ralamuli dialects except the Western dialect, which has lost the geni-
tive case entirely (Burgess 1984:100). In possessive constructions with pronoun
possessors, nominative case pronouns are used, with the possessed marker -la
suffixed to the kinship term (see section 5.3). If, as appears likely, Tellechea’s
knowledge of Tarahumara was acquired from speakers of this dialect, the loss of
the genitive in Western Ralamuli would have occurred after 1826.

4.4. Alternative states of late Proto-Tarahumara kinship etyma. In
sections 4.1 and 4.2, we presented the kinship etyma that we reconstruct for late
Proto-Tarahumara. Data from both modern and historical sources indicate that
these terms were inflected according to the contexts in which they were used. As
shown in table 8, seven grammatical contexts associated with four different
forms of each kinship term can be identified.

Table 8. Alternative Kinship Etyma Forms in Late Proto-Tarahumara

MARKER STATE EXAMPLE

*~0 vocative (address) *e?yé ‘mother’

*—@ possessed, genitive case possessor *keni e?ye ‘my mother’
(reference)

*~Ii nonpossessed, nonspecific *e?ye-li ‘a mother’

*-la nonpossessed, specific *e?ye-la ‘the mother’

*-la possessed, noun possessor (reference) *Maria e?ye-la ‘Maria’s mother’

*-la possessed, nominative case possessor *nehé e?ye-la ‘my mother’
(reference)

*-ruame stative *e?yeruame ‘(is) mother’

In our reconstruction of late Proto-Tarahumara, kinship terms are un-
marked when used as terms of address (vocative state) or in relational construc-
tions when the possessor is denoted by a pronoun in the genitive case. The non-
possessed, indefinite state is marked by the suffix *-li, while the nonpossessed,
definite state is marked by the suffix *~la. The same *-la suffix marks the kin-
ship terms as possessed when the possessor is denoted by a noun or nominative
case pronoun. The stative form is created by adding *-ruame to the stem.

This trisyllabic suffix combines *-ru- ‘be’ and the participial *-ame, which in
some modern dialects occurs as -game, a combination of the stative marker -ga-
and the participial —-ame (Burgess 1984:34—36). In modern Ralamuli, the stative
form often is used in combination with a copula (hu ~ u or kame are present
tense copulas), as seen in the following example from Brambila (1976:43): Teresa
ko ba?ciruame ranala kame ‘Teresa is [my] elder’s brother’s child’. However, it
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can be used in a wide variety of constructions, even as a more respectful term of
address, as attested in the following sentence from Tierra Blanca: Go?ya asa
mué-ri-go wai-ru-game (eat sit you-APPLICATIVE-IMPERATIVE younger.sister-be-
PARTICIPLE) or, in freer translation, ‘Have a seat and eat, younger sister’. In the
seventeenth century, Guadalaxara (1683:27v) reported the use of the stative
form in a possessive construction with a noun possessor: Pedro norugamek
‘Pedro’s son’.

The dual function of the -la suffix as a specifier and possessed marker
was noted by Guadalaxara (1683:23v) and is reported for modern Ralamuli and
Sierra Warihio (Brambila 1953:20-22; Burgess 1984:60-61, 91; Miller 1996:
250-59). The -li suffix also serves in both Ralamuli and Warihio as a nominal-
izer (deverbalizer) and is encountered as the final syllable of a wide variety of
nouns with no attested verb sources (Burgess 1984:48—49, 61; Miller 1996:
264—-66; Félix Armendariz 2007:26—27). This pattern suggests that Proto-Tara-
humara and Proto-Tarawarihio *-li was comparable to the “absolutive” non-
possessed noun marker attested in a number of other Uto-Aztecan languages
(Langacker 1977:77-80; Dakin 1995), and that it has become lexicalized in a
number of nouns.?® Such lexicalization of *-Ii likely occurred in the four Proto-
Tarahumaran etyma shown in (10) and would have predated the split of Proto-
Tarahumara and Proto-Warihio because all are reflexes of Proto-Tarawarihian
etyma (see tables 1 and 3).

(10) *mali ‘father (2)’
*ukuli ‘mother’s elder brother’
*mo?oli ‘son’s wife’
*cineli ‘younger brother’s wife’

4.5. Additional forms. Four additional suffixes can be reconstructed for late
Proto-Tarahumara that have contributed to a proliferation of different forms for
kinship terms in the modern dialects (see section 5.6).

The first suffix is the verbalizer *-e ‘have’, also attested in modern Sierra
Warihio. In Sierra Warihio, the suffix remains separate from the stem to which
it is attached, for example, ahki-e ‘to have a child’ (< ahki ‘child’) and paZwi-e ‘to
have water’ (< pa?wi ‘water’) (Miller 1996:92-93, 255). In Proto-Tarahumara
and in most modern Ralamuli dialects, the suffix replaces the final vowel of the
stem (Guadalaxara 1683:15—16; Steffel 1799:20-21; Brambila 1953:201-204;
Burgess 1984:27-28).% Ralamuli examples are presented in (11).

(11) mala ‘daughter ()’ > male ‘have a daughter ()’
eye ‘mother’ — eyé ‘have a mother’
koct ‘elder sister’ — koce ‘have an elder sister’
baci ‘elder brother’ — bace ‘have an elder brother’
solo ‘father’s elder sister’ — solée ‘have a father’s elder sister’
kumu ‘father’s elder brother’ — *kume ‘have a father’s elder brother’
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The second suffix considered here is *-wa, a reflex of the Proto—Uto-Aztecan
possessed noun marker **-wa (Langacker 1977:88-89; Dakin 1991; Alvarez
Gonzalez and Muchembled 2013:15—-21; cf. Shaul 1990:565—67 and Dedrick and
Casad 1999:166—67). In Warihio, the suffix is productive in the formation of
possessives, although the Sierra and River dialects differ in the details of its use
(Miller 1996:250-59; Félix Armendariz 2007:15-20). In Tarahumara, the suffix
had ceased to be productive by 1683, but it apparently was lexicalized in the pos-
sessed forms of some words. The possessive constructions of ‘maize’ presented in
(12) were recorded by Guadalaxara (1683:2, 4), who presented the nonpossessed
form for ‘maize’ as sunu-k.

(12) ne sunuwa ‘my maize’
Juan sunuwa-la ‘Juan’s maize’
pu sunuwa-la ‘his maize’
sunuwe-ke ‘to have maize’

The first three forms in (12) show the -wa suffix on the constructions with first
and third person possessors, but the possessed marker -la is used only with
third person possessors. The fourth form reveals that the -wa suffix had become
part of the stem: the suffix -e ‘have’ replaces the final vowel -a of -wa, not the
final -u of sunu. A lexicalized -wa suffix is attested in a number of the kinship
terms of modern Ralamuli, especially in the Interior dialect (see (18) and (19) in
section 5.4). It also has become a productive suffix again, used to derive new
Ralamuli kinship terms from Spanish kinship terms (see section 5.5).

The third suffix, *-ci, reflects Proto—Uto-Aztecan **-ci, identified as a dimin-
utive marker (Langacker 1977:58-59; Manaster Ramer 1992:254-56). In late
Proto-Tarahumara, *-¢i apparently was an affective suffix used primarily with
kinship terms. It is attested in at least one modern Ralamuli dialect in the
reflexes of *a?ka ‘father’s mother’, *ukuli ‘mother’s elder brother’, *raZte
‘mother’s younger brother’, *solo ‘father’s elder sister’, and *bapoi ‘father’s
younger sister’ or the reciprocals of these reflexes (for examples, see table 10 in
section 5.1 and tables 22 and 23 in section 5.6). It is not used with the reflexes of
etyma that have -ci as the final syllable of their stems (*oci ‘father’s father’,
*ye?ci ‘mother’s younger sister’, *teci ‘father’s younger brother’), but its absence
in reflexes of *u?su ‘mother’s mother’ and *nesa ‘mother’s elder sister’ is
unexplained.®

We assume that *-ci was a productive suffix in Proto-Tarawarihio, but one
aspect of its history is particularly puzzling. Neither Guadalaxara nor Steffel
reports its existence, although both document and discuss a number of other
suffixes. Perhaps -¢i became unproductive in early Proto-Tarahumara and then
was reintroduced as a productive suffix after 1767. If so, a possible source is
Nahuatl. In Classical Nahuatl, the suffix —cin and its allomorph -cintli denoted
veneration or endearment (Sullivan 1998:37—40). These emotions are associated
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in modern Ralamuli society especially with the relationships between grand-
parents and grandchildren and between parent’s siblings and siblings’ child-
ren.” In the terminological domain of kinship, the —¢i suffix is used exclusively
with terms that label these relationships.?

The borrowing of this suffix from Nahuatl is feasible because Nahuatl
speakers participated in the Spanish colonization of northern New Spain from
the earliest years of the colonial period (West 1949:49-52; Griffen 1969:134;
Cramaussel 1998:24), and Tarahumaras undoubtedly were familiar with the
language. Along with Tarahumara and Tepehuan, Nahuatl was reported in 1662
to be one of the languages spoken in all five of the Tarahumara missions that
existed at that time (Alegre 1959:358). In addition, many of the Jesuit mission-
aries, including Guadalaxara, were fluent in Nahuatl because of the Catholic
Church’s decision to use the language as a lingua franca in their conversion
efforts among Indigenous people (Schwaller 2012). In April of 1675, a few days
after arriving in the Tarahumara missions, Guadalaxara gave his first sermon
to Tarahumara converts in Nahuatl “because some of them understood it,” and
the following month he held a conversation in Nahuatl with a Tarahumara man
who lived in Sisoguichi, located at the time beyond the Spanish colonial frontier
(Tarda and Guadalaxara 1678:361, 382v).

The final suffix to be considered in this section is *-ru ‘deceased relative’.
Miller (1996:271) characterized -ru in Sierra Warihio as a nonproductive suffix
used only on kinship terms to refer to dead relatives, as seen in (13).

(13) kumu-ru ‘father’s deceased elder brother’
no?o0 mala-ru ‘my deceased daughter (&)’

This suffix is not attested in our primary Ralamuli data set, but it is documented
by Gasso (1903:20), who reported that it was attached to kinship terms to refer
to the cadavers of dead relatives. He provided the two examples in (14).

(14) kene mali-ru ‘my father’s cadaver (2)’
kéne ono-ru ‘my father’s cadaver (&)’

These attestations support the reconstruction of Proto-Tarawarihio *-ru, which
likely reflects Proto—Uto-Aztecan **-tu, as suggested by the parallel use of the
suffix -tu?a ~ -Pu?a documented for Cahuilla, a Northern Uto-Aztecan lan-
guage of the Takic subfamily (Seiler and Hioki 1979:102, 154, 172, 198, 233; cf.
Langacker 1977:60), as shown in (15).

(15) —qis-tu?a ‘deceased elder sister’
~waxal-tu?a ‘deceased younger sister’
-tas-tu?a ‘deceased maternal uncle’
-mati-Pu?a ‘deceased niece’
-pini-Pu?a ‘deceased younger sibling’
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5. Modern Ralamuli kinship terminological systems. The kinship termi-
nological systems of ten modern Ralamuli communities have been recorded in
sufficient detail to establish that no two systems are identical (see appendix 2
for information on these communities). Diversity among the systems is encoun-
tered for almost every feature, ranging from minor phonological variations to
significant structural differences. In this section, we illustrate the kinds of vari-
ations that are attested by focusing on the components of the systems where the
diversification has been the most extensive. Additional documentation of this
modern diversity is found in appendix 3.

5.1. Parents’ siblings, parents’ siblings’ spouses, and siblings’
children. Our reconstruction of late Proto-Tarahumaran terminology for par-
ents’ siblings is presented in table 9.

Table 9. Late Proto-Tarahumaran Terminology for Parents’ Siblings

MATERNAL PATERNAL

*nesa ‘mother’s elder sister’ *solo ‘father’s elder sister’
*e?¢i ‘mother’s younger sister’ *bapoi ‘father’s younger sister’
*ukuli ‘mother’s elder brother’ *kumu ‘father’s elder brother’
*ra?te ‘mother’s younger brother’ *rici ‘father’s younger brother’

Reflexes of all eight etyma are attested in only four communities, in three dialect
areas: Central (Guachochic), Interior (Samachique), and Western (Mesa de
Arturo, Tierra Blanca) (see appendix 3, sets 12, 13, 23, 28, 33, 37, 38, 46). In
other communities, from the Interior (Rejogochi), Northern, and Southern dia-
lect areas, reflexes of the etyma for mother’s sisters, *nesa ‘mother’s elder
sister’ and*e?¢i ‘mother’s younger sister’, have been lost. Their referents have
shifted to the reflexes of *solo ‘father’s elder sister’ and *bapoi ‘father’s younger
sister’, creating the more generic referents of ‘parent’s elder sister’ and ‘par-
ent’s younger sister’.

The most radical change in parents’ sibling terminology occurred in the
Aboreachi community (Central dialect), where reflexes of only two of the eight
etyma are attested, *ukuli ‘mother’s elder brother’ and *ra?te ‘mother’s young-
er brother’. Kennedy (1970b:178-80) reported that these terms were used inter-
changeably to label ‘parent’s brother’, losing both the maternal-paternal and
elder-younger distinctions of their original referents, and he further indicated
that the terms for ‘father’ and ‘mother’ were the primary terms of reference and
address used for all parents’s siblings, including ‘parent’s brother’. These
changes reduced the number of Aboreachi terms of reference for the first ascend-
ant generation from ten to four, transforming the highly descriptive Proto-Tara-
humaran terminology for this generation into a more classificatory system.

Table 10 presents the terms for four categories of parent’s sibling attested in
the nine communities for which our data are complete. All five modern dialect
areas are represented. These reflexes provide a good sample of the phonological
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and morphological differences that have emerged during the diversification of
late Proto-Tarahumara (Ramos Chaparro, et al. 1997:2—3; Valinas Coalla 2001:
122). The reflexes of *ukuli ‘mother’s elder brother’ document the loss of word-
initial vowels in the Central, Northern, and Southern dialects. The shift of
initial *%&- to g- that is typical of the Western dialect is attested in gumula, the
Western reflex of *kumu ‘father’s elder brother’.”” The rightward shift in stress
on nonidentical vowel sequences, also associated with the Western dialect, is
attested in its reflex of *bapoi ‘father’s younger sister’. This last set documents
the loss in the Central and Interior dialects of the final vowel in such sequences
and the widespread loss of certain antecedent word-initial consonants—in this
case, probably involving first the shift of initial *b- to w- and then the loss of w-
(see appendix 3, set 28).

Table 10. Some Modern Ralamuli Terms for Parents’ Siblings

COMMUNITY DIALECT *ukull *Rumu *bapol *rict
‘MeB’ ‘FeB’ ‘FyZ’ ‘FyB’
Aboreachi Central (C-A) kulici kumuct — —
Guachochi Central (C-P) kulici kumucali apo rict
Rejogochi Interior (I-R) ukulici kumucale bapo rict
Samachique Interior (I-SH) ukulici kumuct apo rict
Huichabéachi  Northern (N-H) kulici kumici apot ricut
Norogachi Northern (N-N) kulici kumici apo ri2ct
Balleza Southern (S-B) kulici kumuci apoi ricut
Mesa de Arturo Western (W-M) uku gumala aput ricila
Tierra Blanca  Western (W-T) uku gumala aputl ricila

In Balleza (Southern dialect) and Huichabdachi (Northern dialect) Rala-
muli, final vowel sequences are treated differently in their reflexes of *bapoi
‘father’s younger sister’ and *rici ‘father’s younger brother’: stress falls on the
penultimate vowel in apoi and on the final vowel in ricui. The -ul sequence ricut
suggests the former presence of a *-w-. The presence of a w- in an antecedent
form might also account for the shift of *-0- to -u- in the Western reflexes of
*bapoi.

The principal morphological difference among the terms in table 10 is the
presence of the suffix -¢i in all reflexes of the etyma for ‘mother’s elder brother’
and ‘father’s elder brother’ except those of the Western dialect (see sections 4.5
and 5.6). The Guachochi and Rejogochi reflexes of *kumu retain the non-
possessed marker -li (see section 4.4) and show modification of the unstressed
vowel(s) in the reflexes of *-c¢i-li. Harmonization of the second vowel has
occurred in the Northern and Western reflexes of this etymon.

As noted in section 2.1, the terms for siblings’ children in the Rejogochi
subdialect of Interior Ralamuli are constructed by suffixing the reflex of *-mali
to the terms for parents’ siblings (see table 2). In the other dialects, the parents’
siblings and siblings’ children terms are self-reciprocal with two exceptions,
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documented in 1995 (Burgess 1995:4, 10). The Northern dialect and the Sama-
chique subdialect of Interior Ralamuli attest solocuwa ‘husband’s younger
brother’s child’ as the reciprocal of solo ‘father’s elder brother’s wife’. The
Samachique subdialect also attests ratecuwa ‘elder sister’s child (J)’ as the
reciprocal of rate ‘mother’s younger brother’.

In section 4.1, we proposed that the late Proto-Tarahumaran terminology for
parents’ siblings’ spouses was the same as that for parents’ siblings, with the in-
marrying affines on the maternal and paternal sides labeled with the terms for
mother’s siblings and father’s siblings, respectively. That schema is not attested
in any modern Ralamuli dialect, but no shared alternative schema is attested
either.

The Northern and Southern (Balleza) dialects come closest to our recon-
struction. They vary from the predicted only because they have lost reflexes of
*nesa ‘mother’s elder sister’ and *e?¢i ‘mother’s younger sister’, which in our
model label ‘mother’s elder brother’s wife’ and ‘mother’s younger brother’s
wife’. They use instead reflexes of *solo and *bapoi, the semantic scope of which
was expanded to ‘parent’s elder brother’s wife’ and ‘parent’s younger brother’s
wife’.

The reflexes of *solo and *bapoi also replaced the reflexes of *nesa and*e?¢i
in the Rejogochi subdialect of Interior Ralamuli. In our model, the husband of
a woman labeled *solo ‘father’s elder sister’ is called *kumu ‘father’s elder
brother’ and the husband of a women labeled *bapoi ‘father’s younger sister’ is
called *rici ‘father’s younger brother’. In the Rejogochi subdialect, this paternal-
side terminology was extended to the maternal side so that the reflexes of
*kumu and *rici came to label ‘parent’s older sister’s husband’ and ‘parent’s
younger sister’s husband’, respectively. As seen in table 11, the opposite ap-
proach was taken in the Northern (Huichabéachi) and Southern (Balleza) dia-
lects. Despite replacing the original terms for mother’s sisters with those for
father’s sisters, in these dialects the spouses of mother’s sisters are labeled with
the terms for mother’s brothers, the reflexes of *ukuli and *ra?te.

Table 11. Alternative Approaches to Labeling Parents’ Sisters’ Husbands

PTETYMA  NORTHERN (N-H) AND SOUTHERN (S-B) REJOGOCHI

*kumu ‘FeB’ ‘father’s elder brother’ ‘father’s elder brother’
‘father’s elder sister’s husband’ ‘father’s elder sister’s husband’
‘mother’s elder sister’s husband’
*rici ‘FyB’  ‘father’s younger brother’ ‘father’s younger brother’
‘father’s younger sister’s husband’ ‘father’s younger sister’s
husband’
‘mother’s younger sister’s
husband’
*ukuli ‘MeB’ ‘mother’s elder brother’ ‘mother’s elder brother’
‘mother’s elder sister’s husband’
*ra?te ‘MyB’ ‘mother’s younger brother’ ‘mother’s younger brother’

‘mother’s younger sister’s husband’




2014 WILLIAM L. MERRILL AND DON BURGESS 257

The most radical semantic shifts in the terminology for parents’ siblings’
spouses occurred in Western Ralamuli. Even though this dialect is the only one
in our data set that maintains reflexes of all eight of the Proto-Tarahumaran
etyma for parents’ siblings, only four are used for parents’ siblings’ spouses and
the distinction between maternal and paternal lines is blurred. As the Proto-
Tarahumaran etyma and referents in table 12 indicate, speakers of the Western
dialect consolidated the terminology for parent’s sibling’s spouses by expanding
the semantic scope of three paternal side terms and one maternal side term.

Table 12. Western Ralamuli Terms for Parents’ Sibling’ Spouses

PROTO-TARAHUMARA WESTERN RALAMULI

*kumu ‘father’s elder sister’s husband’ gumala ‘parent’s elder sister’s husband’
*rict ‘father’s younger sister’s husband’  ricila ‘parent’s younger sister’s husband’
*solo ‘father’s elder brother’s wife’ solo ‘parent’s elder brother’s wife’

*e?¢i ‘mother’s younger brother’s wife’ i2¢ila ‘parent’s younger brother’s wife’

5.2. Siblings-in-law. The siblings-in-law component of the Ralamuli kinship
terminological system has undergone substantial revision during the diversi-
fication of the modern Ralamuli dialects. Although this component is not docu-
mented for most modern Ralamuli communities, the available evidence supports
the reconstruction for late Proto-Tarahumara of the four terms for siblings’
spouses seen in (16).

(16) *ci?e ‘elder sister’s husband’
*repo ‘elder brother’s wife’
*waka ‘younger sister’s husband’
*cineli ‘younger brother’s wife’

As we noted in section 2.2, the terms for spouse’s siblings that would have
served as the reciprocals for these etyma in Proto-Tarahumara cannot be recon-
structed with confidence because of the variation in the terminology for these
categories of affines. Our data, from only four communities representing three
dialect areas, are presented in tables 13 and 14. To facilitate comparison, in-
stead of the terms attested in each community for spouse’s siblings, we include
the Proto-Tarahumara etyma of which these terms are reflexes. The attested
terms are in appendix 3, sets 2, 4, 14, 19, 40, 42.

Table 13. Some Modern Ralamuli Terms for Wife’s Siblings

COMMUNITY DIALECT WeZ WeB WyZ WyB
Aboreachi Central (C-A) *upt *¢i2¢ and *upt *ci2¢ and
*mucimali *mucimali
Guachochi Central (C-P) *mucimali *mucéimali  *mucimali  *mucimali
Rejogochi Interior (I-R) *upt *waka *mucimali  *mucimali
and *uprt

Tierra Blanca Western (W-T) *mucéimali *mucimali  *muéimali  *mucimali
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Table 14. Some Modern Ralamuli Terms for Husband’s Siblings

COMMUNITY  DIALECT HeZ HeB HyZ HyB
Aboreachi Central (C-A) *repo *kuna *repo *kuna
Guachochi Central (C-P) *mucimali *mucimali  *mucimali  *mucimali
Rejogochi Interior (I-R) *kuna *kuna *kuna *kuna
Tierra Blanca Western (W-T) *mucimali *mucimali  *repo *repo

In our data set, only the Tierra Blanca subdialect of Western Ralamuli has
preserved reflexes of all four sibling’s spouses etyma, but only one of these, the
reflex of *repo ‘elder brother’s wife’, is used to label a category of spouse’s
siblings, in this case ‘husband’s younger sibling’. For all other categories of
spouse’s siblings, the term mucimali is used.

Reflexes of three of the four Proto-Tarahumara etyma for sibling’s spouses
are attested in the Rejogochi subdialect of Interior Ralamuli. The reflex of
*cineli ‘younger brother’s wife’ has been replaced by the reflex of *upt ‘wife’,
which is used by both female and male speakers to denote this category of affine.
The reflex of *upi also is used by male speakers for their wives’ sisters, while
the reflex of *kuna ‘husband’ is used by female speakers for their husbands’
brothers. The only sibling’s spouse term used in Rejogochi Ralamuli for a cate-
gory of spouse’s siblings is the reflex of *waka, which is a self-reciprocal used
exclusively by males for ‘younger sister’s husband’ and ‘wife’s elder brother’.
The reflex of *mucimali also is used only by males to label ‘wife’s younger sib-
lings’, the likely original referent of this etymon (see section 3.1).

The sibling-in-law terminology documented for the Central dialect commun-
ity of Aboreachi is quite distinct. Male speakers use the term for ‘wife’ for their
brothers’ wives and wives’ sisters, while female speakers use the term for ‘hus-
band’ for their sisters’ husbands and husbands’ brothers. The reflex of *repo
‘elder brother’s wife’, attested as the alternate forms ripoli and ripomala, is
used only by female speakers for their brothers’ wives, their husbands’ sisters,
and their husbands’ brothers’ wives. The reflex of *¢i?¢ ‘elder sister’s husband’,
is used only by males to designate their sisters’ husbands, their wives’ brothers,
and their wives’ sisters’ husbands. The reciprocal is mucrmali. Kennedy (1970b:
182) noted that cieli and mucimali sometimes were self-reciprocal, but more
commonly the older affine was designated by cieli and the younger by mucimali.

The Aboreachi kinship lexicon includes one affinal term, nikwikwa, that
appears to be an innovation. It is a self-reciprocal used by male speakers for
their wives’ brothers’ wives and by female speakers for their husbands’ sisters’
husbands, whom they also call ‘husband’ (Kennedy 1970b:182, 1978:161). This
relationship is not labeled elsewhere in modern Ralamuli kinship terminologies,
and cognates of nikwikwa are not attested in any other dialect. The term is
puzzling because it defies etymological analysis, and words with a medial -kw-
cluster or a medial labiovelar -k*- are rare in modern Ralamuli.
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Another apparent Aboreachi affinal innovation is salu, undoubtedly linked
to *sali ‘spouse’s grandparent and grandchild’s spouse’. Kennedy (1978:160-61)
indicated that both male and female speakers used both sali and salu for this
relationship but in different ways. Female speakers used sali for their hus-
bands’ grandparents and male speakers used salu for their wives’ grandparents.
With respect to their grandchildren’s spouses, female speakers used salu for
their granddaughters’ husbands and sali for their grandsons’ wives. For male
speakers, sali and salu were alternate forms for ‘grandchild’s spouse’.

Passin (1943) documented yet another variation on the Ralamuli sibling-
in-law terminology, based on his research in the Central dialect community of
Guachochi. He reported (1943:372, 382—-83) that only two terms were used for
siblings’ spouses, ce?¢ (the reflex of *¢i?¢ ‘elder sister’s husband’) for ‘elder
sibling’s spouse’ and wa (the reflex of *waka ‘younger sister’s husband’) for
‘younger sibling’s spouse’. The reciprocal for both was mucimali, which also
served as a generic label for all sibling’s spouses, spouse’s siblings, and spouse’s
siblings’ spouses.

5.3. Stress placement. Both modern Ralamuli and Warihio have moveable
stress, in which different morphological configurations can cause primary stress
to shift among stem syllables, from the stem to a suffix, or from one suffix to
another, within a fixed three-syllable (from the left) stress window. The place-
ment of stress on any particular word depends upon whether the stem or suf-
fixes are inherently stressed and, in the case of suffixes with inherent stress,
whether the stress is strong or weak (Caballero 2011b; Miller 1996:48-51, 59;
Félix Armendariz 2007:11-13).

Excluding the stress shift on word-final nonidentical vowel sequences men-
tioned in section 5.1, most modern Ralamuli dialects show identical patterns of
stress placement in their reflexes of Proto-Tarahumaran kinship etyma. The
only significant deviation from the shared pattern is found in the Western dia-
lect, attested in data from Tierra Blanca.

The majority of Tierra Blanca kinship terms show stress on the stem in the
possessed reference forms, which differ from the address forms only in that the
possessed marker -la is not used with the address forms. These address forms
usually correspond to the forms used in other dialects with genitive case pro-
noun possessors. In the case of the reflex of *o?no ‘father’, however, stress
placement in the Tierra Blanca term varies in the reference form between the
stem and the suffix. In addition, the possessed marker has become lexicalized as
part of the stem of ten terms, and the address and reference forms of these terms
differ according to two patterns.

The aberrant Tierra Blanca kinship terms are presented in tables 15 and 16.
The reference forms attested for these forms in Rejogochi and Brambila (1976)
are included for comparison. The reference forms of three of the terms in table
15 are attested only in the Tierra Blanca subdialect.
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In the first pattern, shown in table 15, stress falls on the frozen possessed
marker in both the address and reference forms, but a productive possessed
marker -la is added to the reference form. In the second pattern, shown in table
16 along with the reflexes of *ond, stress falls on the frozen suffix of the address
form and on the antecedent stem of the reference form.

The cognates for these terms from Rejogochi and Brambila’s dictionary all
show stress on the possessive marker -la, indicating that the stems of these
terms lack inherent stress. Given that stress falls on the stems of all Tierra
Blanca terms except the alternate form ono-la, the Western dialect appears to
be at the end of a general shift, in nouns at least, from the moveable stress pat-
tern reconstructible for Proto-Tarawarihio to one in which stress is fixed on the
stem.

Table 15. Tierra Blanca Aberrant Forms, First Pattern

REFERENT TIERRA BLANCA REJOGOCHI BRAMBILA
ADDRESS REFERENCE REFERENCE REFERENCE
‘father’s younger brother’ ricila ricila-la rici-la ri?c¢i-la
‘son ()’ inola inola-la no-la no-la
‘mother’s elder sister’ nesela nesela-la — —
‘mother’ younger sister’ i2c¢ila i12¢ila-la — —
‘father’s elder brother’ gumala gumala-la — —
NOTE: — =not attested.

Table 16. Tierra Blanca Aberrant Forms, Second Pattern

REFERENT TIERRA BLANCA REJOGOCHI BRAMBILA
ADDRESS REFERENCE REFERENCE REFERENCE
‘mother’s younger brother’ aZtala a’ltéla rati-la ralte-la
‘elder sister’ go?cila go?cila koci-la koZ2ci-la
‘younger sister’ binila binila bini-la bini-la
‘elder brother’ ba?cila ba?cila baci-la ba?ci-la
‘younger brother’ bonila bonila boni-la boni-la
‘father (&)’ o?no o?no-la ~ ono-la ono-la ono-la

5.4. Morphophonological diversification. The modern Ralamuli dialects
vary in the degree to which they have simplified their reflexes of late Proto-
Tarahumaran kinship terms. The reflexes of the plural form of the early Proto-
Tarahumaran etymon *tehima ‘consanguineal relative’ provide an excellent ex-
ample of this diversity. The plural, created through reduplication of the initial
syllable, can be reconstructed as early Proto-Tarahumaran *te?tehima, which
shifted to late Proto-Tarahumaran *re?tehima. An alternate form, probably pre-
dating Proto-Tarawarihio, had the suffix -wa attached to the stem (see section
4.5). The attested reflexes of *re?tehima(-wa) are shown in (17).
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(17) PT *re?téhima(-wa)
I-SH ritemawa-la
I-SB ritemo-la
N-N retema-la
W-T e?temo-la
C-Pitémo-la
C-G tema-la
N-H teama-la
S-B teama-la
S-T teema-la

The cognates in (17) indicate that a variety of phonological and morphol-
ogical changes have taken place for the most part independently in the different
dialects. The -wa suffix is attested only in the Samachique (I-SH) form, but the
stem-final -o in the Samachique (I-SB), Tierra Blanca (W-T), and Guachochi (C-
P) reflexes likely indicates its earlier presence. The glottal stop is preserved only
in the Tierra Blanca (W-T) cognate, which also retains the original *e of the first
syllable, but it and the Guachochi (C-P) cognate lost the initial *r-, and the
entire initial syllable was lost in the last four cognates. The two cognates from
Guachochi (C-P, C-G) document continued syllable reduction and vowel harmo-
nization between 1940 (C-P) and 1995 (C-G). The first syllable of C-P itemo-la
has been lost in C-G téma-la, and the final stem vowel has assimilated to the -a
of the suffix.

None of the cognates have a medial -h-. A shift in stress to the second syl-
lable may have occurred in some dialects as the result of the reduplication,
which would have left the syllable -hi- unstressed and subject to loss. However,
the Northern (N-H) and Southern (S-B, S-T) cognates show a different stressed
vowel in the same position as the original *-i-, presumably indicating that no
stress shift occurred in these dialects.

Such a degree of diversity is not found in the reflexes of all Proto-Tarahu-
maran kinship etyma. In fact, almost no variation occurs in the reflexes of the
singular *rehima ‘consanguineal relative’ (see appendix 3, set 39), and very
little variation is attested in most of the other, nonpolysyllabic kinship terms.

The Western and Southern dialects are the most inclined toward segment
and syllable reduction. In the case of the Western dialect, this tendency may
date back to the beginning of the diversification of late Proto-Tarahumara. The
Western dialect is spoken in the same area as Guazapares was in the seven-
teenth century. Guadalaxara (1683:x, xii), who identified Guazapares as a dia-
lect of Tarahumara, noted that it differed from Tarahumara primarily by the
failure of its speakers to “pronounce” certain final suffixes, raising the possibili-
ty that these suffixes had been dropped. A comparably ancient account of the
Southern dialect is not available, but some of its speakers regard the shorter
forms of their words as one of the main features distinguishing their dialect from
others (Valinas Coalla 2001:117).
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The Interior dialect appears to be the most conservative with regard to
preserving antecedent forms. Such preservation is especially evident in the
number of kinship terms in which the -wa suffix is attested, best documented for
the Samachique subdialect of Interior Ralamuli. A sample of the attestations in
Hilton’s (1993) vocabulary of Samachique Ralamuli is presented in (18).

(18) usu-wa-la ‘mother’s mother’
apaloca-wa-la ‘mother’s father’
octka-wa-la ‘father’s father’
wasamocawa-la ‘mother’s elder sister’
solo-ca-wa-la ‘father’s elder sister’
ritemawa-la ‘brothers’

?weénawa-la ‘parents’
mucima-wa-la ‘spouse’s younger siblings’

Additional forms are attested in the Rejogochi subdialect of Interior Ralamuli;
these are seen in (19).

(19) kumucuwa ‘father’s elder brother, younger brother’s child ()’
ukuricewa ‘mother’s elder brother, younger sister’s child (¢)’
kucuwa ‘child’

The term kucuwa is the reflex of late Proto-Tarahumaran *kuci-wa, which is the
only Proto-Tarahumaran etymon for which the -wa suffix can be reconstructed
that has reflexes in all modern dialects (see appendix 3, set 11). In the Tierra
Blanca subdialect of Western Ralamuli, however, the reflex is ?kuci-la, and no
Tierra Blanca cognates of the words in (18) and (19) show the -wa suffix. In fact,
some speakers of this subdialect consider the -wa suffix to be characteristic of
the kinship terms from the other dialects, which they do not use except some-
times in humor.

5.5. Lexical innovations. A comparison of modern Ralamuli kinship ter-
minological systems indicates a general trend toward lexical loss, but a few lexi-
cal innovations are attested in addition to those already mentioned in previous
sections.

Among the more intriguing of these is the development in the Western dia-
lect of a set of four terms for the opposite-sex siblings of grandparents, created
by modifying the grandmother terms with the adjective owila ‘male’ and the
grandfather terms with the adjective mukila ‘female’. Because the initial seg-
ment of owtla ‘male’ is a vowel, it tends to be lost and the remaining segments
joined to the grandmother terms to form the compounds u?suwila ‘mother’s
mother’s brother’ and a?kawila ‘father’s mother’s brother’. Prior to the creation
of these special terms, grandparents’ cross-sex siblings presumably were labeled
with terms for opposite-sex grandparent for the side, maternal or paternal, to
which they belonged, as shown in table 17.
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Table 17. Tierra Blanca Terminology for Grandparents’ Opposite-Sex Siblings

GRANDPARENT GRANDPARENT’S OPPOSITE-SEX SIBLING  EXPECTED PRIOR TERM
u?su u?su owtla ~ u?suwila apaloci

‘mother’s mother’ ‘mother’s mother’s brother’ ‘mother’s father’
apaloci apaloci mukila u?su

‘mother’s father’ ‘mother’s father’s sister’ ‘mother’s mother’
a?ka a?ka owila ~ aZkawrtla oct

‘father’s mother’ ‘father’s mother’s brother’ ‘father’s father’

ocr oct mukila a’?ka

‘father’s father’ ‘father’s father’s sister ‘father’s mother’

There is no apparent motivation for this innovation, which is not encoun-
tered in any other Ralamuli dialects. Because the new terms created a cross-
parallel distinction, a link to marriage prescriptions might be suspected, but
there is no evidence that such prescriptions ever existed, and none of the modi-
fied terms is used to label the grandparents’ siblings’ spouses. The spouses of
both opposite- and same-sex siblings of grandparents are labeled with the same
terms as grandparents, as seen in table 18.

Table 18. Tierra Blanca Terminology for Grandparents’ Siblings’s Spouses

MATERNAL PATERNAL
CROSS-SEX SAME-SEX CROSS-SEX SAME-SEX CROSS-SEX SAME-SEX CROSS-SEX SAME-SEX
MMBW MFBW  MFZH MMZH FMBW  FFBW FFZH FMZH
MM MM MF MF FM FM FF FF
u?su u?su apaloci  apaloci a’ka a’ka oct oct

Some innovations also occurred in all the dialects in their terminology for
relatives separated by four or more generations. As seen in table 19, terms for
these more distant relatives are attested in all dialects but the Southern.

Table 19. Modern Ralamuli Kinship Terms for More Distant Relationships

CODE +3 4 5 6
Guachochi C-G umuli binisuli — —
Samachique I-S umuli picile sagale sagale
Samachique 1I-SB umuli cokoboa ranigowa —
Rejogochi IR umuli picile iyocale — i?0cale  —
Huichabéachi N-H umuli asagoli apiculi —
Mesa de Arturo W-M umuli wegoli glyoci bi?2ce
Tierra Blanca W-T umuli egoli geyoci bi?ce
Balleza S-B umuli — — —
Turuachi S-T muli — — —

NOTE: — = not attested.
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In contrast to the consistency seen in the reflexes of *umuli ‘great-grand-
parent, great-grandchild’, there is no cross-dialect sharing of terms for the
generations beyond. There are, however, three sets of terms, shown in (20)—(22),
that probably derive from the same antecedent forms.

(20) asagoli ‘fourth ascendant and descendant generation relative’ = Northern (N-H)
egoli ‘fourth ascendant and descendant generation relative’ = Western (W-T)
sagale ‘fifth and sixth ascendant and descendant generations relative’ = Interior

I-S)

(21) apriculi ‘fifth ascendant and descendant generation relative’ = Northern (N-H)
picile ‘fourth ascendant and descendant generation relative’ = Interior (I-S, I-R)

(22) geyoci ‘fifth ascendant and descendant generation relative’ = Western (W-T)
giyoci ‘fifth ascendant and descendant generation relative’ = Western (W-M)
iyocale — i?o0cale ‘fifth ascendant and descendant generation relative’ = Interior

(I-R)

The element -goli — -gale in (20) possibly is cognate with Classical Nahuatl
-kool- ‘grandfather, ancestor’ (Karttunen 1992:40; cf. Gardner 1982:95-96). The
terms in (21) probably are related to a Tepiman word for great-grandparents,
attested in eighteenth-century Northern Tepehuan as (vippizare) and in modern
Tohono O’odham as wiisad (Rinaldini 1994:46; Hill and Zepeda 1998:15). With
regard to the words in (22), geyoci in Tierra Blanca Ralamuli is both a kinship
term and the word for ‘fox’, but homophones probably are involved. In Rejogochi
Ralamuli, kioci ‘fox’ contrasts with iyocale — i?ocale ‘fifth ascendant and de-
scendant generation relative’. Nonetheless, some sort of metaphorical thinking,
now forgotten by modern-day speakers, may have been involved in the selection
of the terms for distant relationships. In Rejogochi and Samachique, picile is
both a kinship term and the name for a kind of skunk. In Tierra Blanca, bi?¢e is
both a kinship term and the name for a kind of wasp, and egdli means ‘outer
bark of a tree’, as well as ‘fourth ascendant and descendant generation relative’.
In Huichabdachi, sagoli is the name of a plant while asagoli is ‘fourth ascendant
and descendant generation relative’.

The terms recorded in Samachique in the early 1930s for these categories of
distant relationships are interesting in this regard because they appear to indi-
cate that a body metaphor was used to select these terms. The body part terms
that may be related to the kinship terms are shown in (23) as they are attested
in Hilton’s dictionary (1993:26, 64, 81).

(23) umi ‘waist’
cokoba ‘knee’
ranicuri ‘heel’

The descent in the location of the body parts from waist to foot parallels the
descent (and ascent) in generations in the kinship terms: umuli ‘+3 generation
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relatives’, cokoboa ‘+4 generation relatives’, and ranigowa ‘+5 generation rela-
tives’. The last two terms are derived from the body part terms by the addition of
the -wa suffix discussed in section 4.5 and below. The term ranigowa apparently
ceased to be used in Samachique, and the referent of cokoboa appears to have
shifted to ‘stepchild’. Hilton (1993:26, 164) recorded cokobawa as the term in
Samachique for ‘stepchild’ and cokobala as the term for ‘stepmother’ (see appen-
dix 3, set 6).

Brambila (1976:375, 377) reports that née- — néere- conveys the meaning
‘to be related to, to be a relative of’. This verb is not attested in our primary
data set, and it may be an innovation restricted to the Northern dialect area.
Martinez, Martinez, and Naranjo (2012) documented a related form, néera, in the
community of Norogachi (N-N). They (2012:72) report that néra is inserted
between the possessor pronoun and a kinship term to indicate that someone is a
relative; for example, Antonio nehé nera (plus a kinship term) is one way of
saying ‘Antonio is my (whatever relationship the kin term designates)’. They
note that this construction is used when an indication of the closeness of the
relationship or an expression of affection is desired.

Additional lexical innovation that has occurred during the diversification of
the modern Ralamuli dialects has involved the appropriation of Spanish kinship
terms by attaching the -wa suffix to them. The earliest attested neologisms of
this type are kompari-wa, from Spanish compadre ‘co-godparent’, and nehe
tata-wa-la ‘my father’, documented in 1903 by Gass6 (1903:20, 48). The stem of
the latter is tata, a word of Nahuatl origin that may have entered Ralamuli via
Mexicanized Spanish (see appendix 3, set 36). Four decades later, Passin re-
ported that the Spanish words tio “‘uncle’ and sobrino ‘nephew’ were trans-
formed into tio-wa and sobrino-wa, commenting that such assimilation to Tara-
humara lexical forms “is definitely not the same thing as taking on the Spanish
structural system” (1943:377). He illustrated his point by noting that tio-wa was
used as a self-reciprocal and that sometimes when the term was used for
‘nephew’, the word tow? ‘boy’ was added to create tiowa tow? ‘my young uncle’.
For the Interior dialect, ti?-wa-la ‘parents’ siblings’ is attested in Rejogochi and
amigo-wa-la ‘friends’ in Samachique (Hilton 1993:3), indicating that -wa was
still a productive suffix in this dialect in the second half of the twentieth century.

5.6. The proliferation of linguistic forms of kinship terms. The linguistic
forms of the stems of kinship etyma reconstructed for Proto-Tarahumara have
remained for the most part unchanged in modern Ralamuli dialects. Above, in
sections 5.1 and 5.4, we discuss the changes that have occurred in five stems
labeling parents’ siblings and ‘relatives’. Similar changes are documented in the
reflexes of Proto-Tarahumara*ko?ci ‘elder sister’, *ino ‘son (), and *eZyé
‘mother’ presented in table 20.

Four changes are attested in the reflexes of *ko?ci ‘elder sister’: the loss of
initial *k- (C-G, N-H, S-B, S-T); the shift of initial *k- to g- (I-SB, W-M, W-T);
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the loss of the medial glottal stop (all communities except Norogachi and Tierra
Blanca); and the lexicalization of the possessed marker -la (W-M, W-T). The
lexicalization of the possessed marker also occurred in the Western reflexes of
*ino ‘son (")’. The initial *i- is preserved in the 1995 attestations from Gua-
chochi (C-G) and Huichabdachi, of the Central and Northern dialect areas, as
well as in the Western dialect communities, but it is lost in the reflexes of all
other communities. In Balleza, ono ‘father’ has become a self-reciprocal for ‘son
(&)’ while in Turuachi the term for ‘son (&)’ is yutoli, a word not attested in any
other dialect.

Table 20. Dialectal Variation in Some Kinship Stems

COMMUNITY DIALECT CODE *ko?2c¢i *ino *e?ye
‘elder sister’ ‘son (¢’ ‘mother’
Aboreachi Central C-A koct no Lye
Guachochi Central C-G oct no —
Guachochi Central C-P koct ino iye
Rejogochi Interior I-R koct no iye — ye?
Samachique Interior I-S koct no iye
Samachique Interior 1-SB goct no iye
Samachique Interior I-SH koct no iye
Huichabéachi  Northern N-H oct ino iye
Norogachi Northern  N-N ko?¢ct — —
Balleza Southern S-B ocr ono i2ye
Turuachi Southern S-T oct yutoli iye (2) — 2ye ()
Mesa de Arturo Western W-M gocila inola eye
Tierra Blanca  Western W-T go?cila inola eye

Most reflexes of *e?ye ‘mother’ show a shift of the initial unstressed *e-to i-.
The glottal stop is preserved in its original position only in the Southern re-
flexes. The Western dialect communities retain initial e- in their reflexes of this
etymon, but they have lost the glottal stop even though they normally retain this
segment. The Turuachi community may be unique in having alternate forms of
reflexes of *e?ye for female and male egos.

The proliferation in modern dialects of different linguistic forms for kinship
terms labeling the same categories of relatives is due in large part to differences
in the developments that have occurred with respect to the suffixes associated
with the terms for grandparents, grandchildren, parents’ siblings, and siblings’
children. In our reconstruction of the Proto-Tarahumara terminology for these
categories of relatives, we have proposed that the terms for descendant relations
in the categories were derived from those of the ascendant relations by the
addition of the suffix *-ma. We suspect that affective forms, created by the addi-
tion of the *-¢i suffix, existed for the ascendant relations terms, which may have
become self-reciprocal by also labeling the descendant relations, replacing the
forms with the *-ma suffix.
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These alternate forms would have coexisted with the different grammatical
forms discussed in section 4.4. In addition, modern data from Samachique and
Brambila (1976) provide evidence that, in possessive constructions with noun or
nominative case pronoun possessors, the *~wa suffix followed by the possessed
marker *-la appears on the terms for these categories of relatives. Thus, exclud-
ing the stative forms created with the *-ruame suffix, the postulated gramma-
tical forms would have been realized in four different morphophonological
shapes: *STEM-@, *STEM-/i, *STEM-la, and *STEM-wa-la. With the addition of the
descendant and affective forms created with the *-ma and *-¢i suffixes, twelve
different forms would have existed for each of the kinship terms in these

categories. The Proto-Tarahumara forms that we postulate for *a?ka ‘father’s
mother’ are presented in table 21.

Table 21. Postulated Alternative Forms of *a?ka ‘father’s mother’

*STEM-@ *STEM-1i *STEM-la *STEM-wa-la
*alka *alka-li *alka-la *alka-wa-la
*alka-ci *alka-ci-li *alka-ci-la *alka-ci-wa-la
*alka-ma *alka-ma-li *alka-ma-la *alka-ma-wa-la

In table 22, we present modern Ralamuli attestations of the four postulated
morphophonological shapes for a stem, a stem with the -¢i suffix and a stem
with the -ma suffix. Attestations are drawn from our corpus of terms for grand-
parents, grandchildren, parents’ siblings, and sibling’s children, plus one from
Brambila (1976:956), who did not indicate the provenance of the attestation.

Table 22. Modern Attestations of Postulated Alternative Forms

ATTESTATION DIALECT CODE
*STEM-@ alka Western W-M
*STEM-1i — — —
*STEM-la alka-la Western W-T
*STEM-wa-la usu-wa-la Interior I-SH
*STEM-Ci kumu-ci Southern S-B
*STEM-Ci-l1 kumu-ca-li Central C-P
*STEM-Ci-la opo-ca-la Interior I-SH
*STEM-Ci-wa-la ralté-ci-wa-la Brambila —
*STEM-ma — — —
*STEM-ma-li rate-ma-li Central C-P
*STEM-ma-la oc¢i-ma-la Interior I-R
*STEM-ma-wa-la — — —
NOTE: — =not attested.

We encountered attestations for nine of the twelve possible forms. No clear
attestation exists for STEM-/i, but because this form is associated with the in-
definite, nonpossessed state, it is improbable that it would have been the form
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used in the contexts within which most of our data were collected. Nonetheless,
a possible attestation is the Samachique Ralamuli term mucimali ‘sibling-
in-law’. Hilton (1993:46) documents mucimali as the nonpossessed form and
mucima-wa-la as the possessed form used with a noun or nominative case pro-
noun possessor, suggesting that the -Ii suffix was interpreted as a nonpossessed
state marker.

The absence of an attestation of the vocative form *STEM-ma is under-
standable given that the -ma suffix is attested almost exclusively in Rejogochi
Ralamuli, and vocative forms of kinship terms were not elicited in this com-
munity. The fact that *STEM-ma-wa-la is not attested reflects the fact that in
Rejogochi Ralamuli the -wa suffix is attested only in words with the form
*STEM-ci-wa (see (19) in section 5.4).

Table 23 presents the reflexes of two Proto-Tarahumaran etyma for grand-
parents and two Proto-Tarahumaran etyma for uncles. All attestations are the
STEM-@# form, used as the vocative and in possessive constructions with genitive
case pronoun possessors.

Table 23. Modern Cognates for Some Terms for Grandparents and Uncles

COMMUNITY DIALECT *a?ka *oct *ukuli *kRumu
‘FM’ ‘FF’ ‘MeB’ ‘FeB’
Aboreachi Central (C-A) — — kulici kumuci
Guachochi Central (C-G) akasi 0Cist kulici kumici
Guachochi Central (C-P) akasuli apa kulici kumucali
Rejogochi Interior (I-R) akacale — kal  ocikale ukulici kumucale
Samachique Interior (I-S) akaculi ocikile kulici kumuci
Samachique Interior (I-SB) kacoci ocr ukulici kumuct
Samachique Interior (I-SH) akaculi ocrkali ukulici kumuci
Huichabéachi  Northern N-H) akasuli ocipali kulici kumici
Norogachi Northern (N-N) akaculi ocipali kulici kumuci
Balleza Southern (S-B)  akasuli ocituli kulici kumuct
Turuachi Southern (S-T)  kasuli cuttuli — —
Mesa de Arturo Western (W-M) a?ka ocr uku gumala
Tierra Blanca  Western (W-T)  aZ?ka ocr uku gumala
NOTE: — =not attested.

These four cognate sets clearly document a break between the Western dia-
lect and all other dialects. The possessed marker -la, seen in table 23 in the
Western reflexes of *kumu ‘father’s elder brother’, is the only suffix to have
become lexicalized in the Western dialect. In contrast, cognates from the other
dialects show lexicalized -¢i, -li, or -¢i~li in most reflexes (the variation in the
vowels occurs because they are unstressed). We suspect that the absence of lexi-
calized suffixes in the Western dialect is the result of syllable reduction because
the -Ii suffix in *ukuli was lexicalized in Proto-Tarawarihio, as was the -Ii suffix
in *cineli, reflected in Western Ralamuli as cenée (see appendix 3, sets 5, 12).
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The reflexes from the Central, Northern, and Southern dialects document
the shift from *-¢- to -s- in some words but not others. The -suli suffix attested
in reflexes of *a?ka ‘father’s mother’ may actually reflect Tepehuan influence.
Rinaldini (1994:46) recorded kasuli as the eighteenth-century Northern Tepe-
huan term for ‘father’s mother’, suggesting an isogloss linking the Central and
Northern dialects to Northern Tepehuan through the Southern dialect.

Brambila (1976:395) identified ocipali as the term for ‘father’s father’ in
Norogachi and ocikali as the term in Nararachi, both located in the Northern
dialect area. In the data we collected, the cognates of ocikali are attested only in
the Interior dialect. This unusual distribution, also encountered in reflexes of
*aki ‘child (2)’, can, we think, be accounted for as the result of historical events
related to the differential impact of the Spanish influenza pandemic of 1918 on
the Ralamuli as a whole.

When the pandemic struck, Ralamuli communities located near roads and
major trails were severely affected, while the impact on communities with little
or no contact with outsiders appears to have been minimal. In 1918, Rejogochi
was only about two kilometers from the mule trail that linked the mining town
of Batopilas to the railhead in Creel, and a station to care for the muleteers and
their animals was located along the trail in the nearby village of Basihuare
(Merrill 1988:24—29). People in Rejogochi informed Merrill in the 1970s and
1980s that almost the entire population of Rejogochi died in the pandemic, with
the survivors inheriting all of their livestock and fields. People from other com-
munities who were not affected by the pandemic were invited to move to Rejo-
gochi to help with the herding and farming, and one and possibly more men from
the Nararachi area accepted the invitation, later marrying into the community.

Migrants from Nararachi or other communities to the east of Rejogochi per-
haps also introduced new words for ‘maternal grandmother; daughter’s daugh-
ter (2)’. Rejogochi Ralamuli includes three different words for these kinship
relationships—u?su, su?u, and su?i—plus suZsuwiri as an affectionate term for
‘daughter’s daughter (2)’. Brambila (1976:536, 542) reports that su?i is the
Norogachi term for ‘mother’s mother, daughter’s daughter (2)’, which is attest-
ed elsewhere as suwi, but he does not identify the Nararachi form, and neither
su?u nor suZsuwiri appear in his dictionary.

Hilton (1993:57, 62, 82) recorded for Samachique Ralamuli u?su, su?u, and
ocikali, as well as a reflex of *aki ‘child (2)’, but not su?7 or su?suwiri. That the
Rejogochi and Samachique kinship lexica should share most of these terms is
not surprising. In the early 1930s, Bennett and Zingg (1935: vii, ix) reported that
some Samachique people had homes in Umira, located only a few kilometers
from Rejogochi, and a number of residents of Rejogochi in the 1970s and 1980s
were originally from Samachique or descended from people who were. However,
there may have been some delay in the diffusion of the kinship terms, suggested
by Bennett and Zingg’s (1935:220—21) documentation of oci rather than ocikali
as the term for ‘father’s father; son’s son’.
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5.7. Plurals. Reduplication is one of the principal mechanisms used in many
Uto-Aztecan languages for creating plural forms of kinship terms and other
nouns (Hill and Hill 1997, 2000) and perhaps should be reconstructed for early
Proto-Tarahumara kinship terminology. Modern Sierra Warihio relies on redu-
plication to create plural forms of all kinship terms except those that are already
reduplicated, for which different singular and plural forms do not exist (Miller
1996:67—70). However, plurals are not attested for the vast majority of modern
Ralamuli kinship terms. In fact, all that are attested in Brambila’s dictionary
(1976) are presented in table 24, with their Sierra Warihio cognates (Miller
1996:67—70). The only plural forms that we collected are found in appendix 3,
sets 8, 15, 35, and 39.

Table 24. Plurals of Kinship Terms in Modern Raldamuli and Sierra Warihio

REFERENT RALAMULI SIERRA WARIHIO

‘elder sisters’ o?koci ko?koct

‘younger sisters’ 1?pini pihpint

‘elder brothers’ a?paci paZpact

‘younger brothers’ o?poni pohpont

‘daughters (&)’ amala ma?malala ~ mamalala
‘sons’ hinowa ~ hino no?nola ~ nonola
‘offspring’ ta?tana ~ ra?tana ~ ta?tana

altana ~ saltana

6. Conclusions. To a large degree, the Proto-Tarahumaran kinship termi-
nological system has remained stable during the diversification of the modern
Ralamuli dialects. The modern systems we have considered here share a basic
structure in which seven generations of consanguineal relatives and five genera-
tions of affines are recognized, lineal and consanguineal relations are distin-
guished along maternal and paternal lines in the two ascendant and descendant
generations, birth order is reflected in the terminology of siblings, parents’ sib-
lings, and siblings’ children, cousins are labeled with sibling terms, lineal and
collateral relationships merge beyond the first ascendant and descendant gener-
ations, and no cross-parallel distinctions are made.

The system documented for the Western dialect is the most distinctive, pri-
marily because of this dialect’s loss of genitive case pronouns and of all inflec-
tional and derivational suffixes used with kinship terms except the possessed
marker -la. However, it has retained reflexes of almost all of the kinship etyma
that can be recontructed for Proto-Tarahumara. Only reflexes of *mali ‘father
(®)’,*aki ‘child (?)’, and *sali ‘grandchild’s spouse, spouse’s grandparent’ are
not attested for this dialect. On the whole, lexical retention has been high in all
dialects, with lexical replacement most extensive in the terminology associated
with the Southern (Turuachi) dialect, due in part perhaps to influence from
Northern Tepehuan. The greatest lexical loss is seen in the system documented
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for the Central dialect community of Aboreachi, as the result of a reduction in
the number of terms for grandparent and grandchild and for parents’ siblings
and siblings’ children. Many of the intercommunity and interdialectal differ-
ences in the attested systems reflect modifications in the terminology for these
categories of relatives and for siblings-in-law.

According to our analysis of shared phonological innovations in modern
Ralamuli kinship terms (see section 3.2), the Proto-Tarahumara speech com-
munity was intact until sometime after 1826. Given the size of Tarahumara
territory at European contact, we assume that it was organized as a regional
network of settlements, with some linguistic variation but no sharp dialectal
breaks. In the seventeenth century, Guadalaxara (1683:xii) reported some pho-
nological, morphological, and lexical differences among the different Tarahu-
mara communities, at a time when the boundaries of the speech community
were being extended westward by Tarahumaras moving away from the Spanish
frontier (Pennington 1963:8-10). A century later, Steffel implied the existence of
a dialect chain with his comment, “The Tarahumara language is one but also
many, varying notably among the missions that are distant from one another”
(1799:4).

Various features of Tarahumara social organization, settlement patterns,
and subsistence strategies, documented with little change from the early colo-
nial period until today, would have contributed to maintaining the integrity of
the speech community across such an extended area. Tarahumara settlements,
characterized as ranchos, were dispersed across the landscape, with people liv-
ing adjacent to the fields that they cultivated. The size and configuration of
settlements varied according to the distribution of arable land (Pennington
1983; Merrill 1983). Many, if not most, Tarahumaras were mobile agricultural-
ists in the sense that households tended to cultivate fields in more than one
rancho and to move between or among the ranchos where their fields were
located (Hard and Merrill 1992). Because the location of the fields of different
households varied, the residents of different ranchos also varied, resulting in
households participating in multiple social groups over the course of a year. The
social networks that resulted were reinforced and extended through the coopera-
tion of the residents of neighboring ranchos in staging ritual events and complet-
ing agricultural tasks and other labor-intensive work, usually within the context
of maize-beer drinking parties. This approach to social and labor organization
produced what Kennedy described as an “overlapping, interwoven net of inter-
action systems” (1963:624—26).

In theory, this social network would have extended indefinitely and uniform-
ly across the region. However, because the Tarahumara homeland is rugged,
the population was not distributed evenly across it, resulting in variation in
the intensity of interaction in different parts of the network. In addition, over
the course of the Spanish colonial period, non-Indigenous settlers created gaps
in the network by displacing Tarahumara people from the lands in their terri-



272 ANTHROPOLOGICAL LINGUISTICS 56 NOS. 3—4

tory most suitable for farming and ranching. The influx of these settlers into
the Sierra Tarahumara increased dramatically during the second half of the
nineteenth century, driven to a large degree by mining and lumbering booms
that were facilitated by the construction of a railway line into the heart of the
Sierra Tarahumara, which arrived at Creel in 1907 (Almada 1955, 1968, 1971;
Wampler 1969; Burgess 2013).

We suspect that the social disruption caused by these developments contri-
buted to the formation of a series of smaller interaction spheres within the Tara-
humara speech community which, in turn, created the contexts within which
greater dialectal differences and diversity in kinship terminological systems
could have emerged. The fact that the breakup of the Proto-Tarahumara speech
community appears to have begun after 1826 lends support to this hypothesis.
The limited available evidence indicates that diversification was underway
before 1900. No innovations shared by all the dialects can be identified as dating
later than the early twentieth century, and in 1903 Gass6 (1903:18) documented
an innovation characteristic of the modern Northern dialect, the alternation of
initial k- and g- (Valinas Coalla 2002:264), attested, for example, in koc¢i ~ gocr,
the reflex of Proto-Tarahumaran *koZci ‘elder sister’.

At the same time, the development of the modern dialects may not have
advanced very far by this time. Gasso rejected the idea that dialects existed in
Ralamuli. He characterized the linguistic differences that he had noted in differ-
ent Ralamuli communities as “provincialisms,” commenting that the diversity
within Ralamuli was less than that between the versions of Castilian spoken in
Aragon and Albacete, “which are not dialects” (1903:2—3). The basic issue, of
course, is not how much variation is required to be labeled dialectal, but rather
what is nature of the linguistic variation that exists and how can it best be
accounted for.

Valinas Coalla (2001, 2002) has summarized the results of research that has
been conducted to date on Ralamuli dialectology. Along with a number of lexical
items, he identifies (2001:122) ten phonological or morphophonological features
that are not shared among all the dialects, but while each of the five dialects has
a unique complement of features, the isoglosses of most features crosscut at
least one dialect boundary. The Northern, Central, and Interior dialects are
more similar to one another than they are to either the Western or Southern
(Turuachi) dialects, which are quite distinct from one another.

The same pattern applies to the systems of kinship terminology associated
with these dialects, suggesting that the Proto-Tarahumara linguistic and social
network diversified in stages. The first stage would have involved a decline in
the level of interaction of the southernmost and westernmost communities with
the core communities, followed by a second stage in which the level of inter-
action among the core communities also declined, resulting in further diversi-
fication. In a third stage, subdialectal differences emerged, especially evident in
the terminological systems documented for the Central dialect communities of
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Aboreachi and Guachochi. Undoubtedly diversification will continue to occur,
unless the Indigenous terminological system is lost entirely.

Appendix 1: Dialect and Language Abbreviations and Sources

C-A = Ralamuli (Central dialect, Aboreachi) (Kennedy 1970b, 1978)

C-G = Ralamuli (Central dialect, Guachochi) (Burgess 1995)

C-P =Ralamuli (Central dialect, Guachochi) (Passin 1943)

ED = Eudeve (Pennington 1981)

Hp = Hopi (Hopi Dictionary Project 1998)

I-R = Ralamuli (Interior dialect, Rejogochi) (Merrill, unpublished fieldnotes)
I-S = Ralamuli (Interior dialect, Samachique) (Burgess 1995)

I-SB = Ralamuli (Interior dialect, Samachique) (Bennett and Zingg 1935:220-22)
I-SH = Ralamuli (Interior dialect, Samachique) (Hilton 1993)

MY = Mayo (Collard and Collard 1962)

N-H = Ralamuli (Northern dialect, Huichabdachi) (Burgess 1995)

N-N = Ralamuli (Northern dialect, Norogachi) (Martinez, Martinez, and Naranjo 2012)
NT = Northern Tepehuan (Bascom 1965)

NT(R) = Northern Tepehuan (Rinaldini 1994)

NV = Névome (Pennington 1979)

PT =Proto-Tarahumara

PTW = Proto-Tarawarihio

PYP = Lower Pima (Yepachi dialect) (Shaul 1994)

RL(B) = Ralamuli (Brambila 1976)

S-B = Ralamuli (Southern dialect, Balleza) (Burgess 1995)

S-T = Ralamuli (Southern dialect, Turuachi) (Burgess 1995)

Tc = Tehueco (Buelna 1989)

TE = Teguima (Lombardo 2009)

To =Tohono O’odham (Saxton, Saxton, and Enos 1983)

TSH = Timbisha Shoshone (Dayley 1989)

W-M = Ralamuli (Western dialect, Mesa de Arturo) (Burgess 1995)

W-T = Ralamuli (Western dialect, Tierra Blanca) (Burgess 1996; Burgess 1995)
WR-R = Warihio (River dialect) (Félix Armendariz 2005)

WR-S = Warihio (Sierra dialect) (Miller 1996)

WSH-G = Western Shoshone (Goshiute dialect) (Miller 1972)

YQ = Yaqui, Sonora (Estrada Fernandez, et al. 2004)

YQ(K) = Yaqui, Sonora (Kroeber 1934:23—26)

YQ-A =Yaqui, Arizona (Molina, Valenzuela, and Shaul 1999)

Appendix 2: Provenance of Modern Ralamuli Kinship Terminologies

The majority of our data on modern Ralamuli kinship terminology was compiled in 1995
as part of a bilingual (Ralamuli-Spanish) education program under the aegis of the
Coordinacion Estatal de la Tarahumara of the State of Chihuahua, Mexico (Burgess
1995; Ramos Chaparro, et al. 1997). Six native Ralamuli speakers representing the five
dialect areas provided kinship data from their home communities, which Burgess (1995)
organized into an unpublished report. These education specialists are listed here in
alphabetical order with their dialects, communities, and the abbreviations for the
dialects in parentheses: Maria Soledad Bustillos Pefia (Southern dialect, Balleza; S-B),
Miguel Carillo Frias (Western dialect, Mesa de Arturo; W-M), Ismael Castillo Aguirre
(Northern dialect, Huichabéachi; N-H), Ventura Orozco Castro (Interior dialect,
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Samachique; I-S), Cesareo Prieto Vega (Southern dialect, Turuachi; S-T), and Aureliano
Ramos Chaparro (Central dialect, Guachochi; C-G). Albino Mares Trias and Reynaldo
Carabeo (Western dialect, Tierra Blanca; W-T) also collaborated in the project, working
independently with Burgess. Additional data from the community of Rejogochi (Interior
dialect; I-R) was compiled by Merrill between 1977 and 1984. Lirio Martinez and Masiria
Rejogochi were his principal collaborators.

The kinship terminologies of two of these communities, Samachique and Guachochi,
were documented in earlier studies. The Samachique system was first studied in 1930—
31 by Wendell Bennett (Bennett and Zingg 1935:220-3; I-SB); Hsieh (1980) is a formal
analysis of Bennett’s data. Kenneth Simon Hilton, who served as a Protestant Bible
translator in this community from 1940 to 1976, initially published his vocabulary of
Samachique Ralamuli (I-SH) in 1959.

Guachochi (Central dialect) was the focus of research by Herbert Passin in 1940
(1943; C-P), but the degree to which his data represent this community exclusively is
unclear. In 1940, Guachochi served as the administrative center of the municipal district
of the same name, as well as the site of a school established in 1938 by the Mexican
Federal government to train teachers in Indigenous education (Plancarte 1954:9). As a
result, Passin (1943:361) had the opportunity to collect additional data from residents of
several other Ralamuli communities who went to Guachochi to deal with judicial matters
or to study. He named Sisoguichi, Pino Gordo, Ricorichi, and Guadalupe Coronado, none
of which are in the immediate vicinity of Guachochi, but in most cases, he did not identify
the community or communities with which specific kinship terms and usages were
associated. However, at least with regard to changes in the kinship terminology de-
signating parents’ brothers and siblings’ children, he commented, “it must be admitted
that the sampling outside of the community of Guachdchi is not adequate for a high
degree of reliability” (1943:377), suggesting that he relied primarily on his Guachochi
data in describing the terminological system.

On the basis of fieldwork in 1959 and 1960, John Kennedy (1970b, 1978) sum-
marized the terminology used by the residents of the settlements of Inapuchi and
Yehuachique, both affilated with the pueblo of Aboreachi of the Central dialect area (C-
A). The most recent study of Ralamuli kinship terminology is that of Martinez, Martinez,
and Naranjo (2012), which focuses on the community of Norogachi, located in the
northern dialect area (N-N). They derived their data from interviews conducted in 2008
and 2009 with the residents of the rancho of Santa Cruz located three kilometers east of
the village of Norogachi (Martinez, Martinez, and Naranjo 2012:31-2).

Additional data come from Leonardo Gassé (1903), a Jesuit missionary, who pro-
vided considerable detail on Ralamuli kinship terminology in his grammar of Ralamuli.
Although based at Sisoguichi at the time that he wrote his grammar, it is not certain that
his kinship data are from that community or that community alone. Although we do not
treat Gassé’s work as representing Sisoguichi Ralamuli (Northern dialect), it is in-
valuable to our study because it provides the earliest twentieth-century attestations of
much of the Ralamuli kinship lexicon. The work of another Jesuit missionary linguist,
David Brambila (1953, 1976, 1983), also has proven to be of great use in documenting the
varying pronunciations and usages associated with the modern Ralamuli kinship
lexicon, although he seldom associates his data with specific communities.

Appendix 3: Cognate Sets

The cognate sets are presented in alphabetical order according to the earliest recon-
structed form, either early Proto-Tarahumara or late Proto-Tarahumara. If the early and
late reconstructions are the same, only the single reconstruction is given. Both non-
possessed and possessed forms are given. The nonpossessed forms are stems and are
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shown with stress only if they have inherent stress. Sets are included for three words of
Nahuatl origin, ¢ici, nana, and tata (sets 3, 21, and 36), that probably entered the modern
Ralamuli kinship lexica via Mexicanized Spanish after dialectal diversification was
underway. These words are not marked with an asterisk because we doubt that they
formed part of the Proto-Tarahumaran kinship lexicon.

For those etyma whose reflexes have cognates in other Uto-Aztecan languages that
are documented in Stubbs (2011), the numbers of Stubbs’s cognate or resemblant sets
are prefixed by “S-” and included in parentheses after the etyma. Sierra Warihio
cognates, if attested, are presented immediately before the Ralamuli attestations, unless
they are discussed in the comments.

The attestations are organized into numbered groups, with the reflexes closest in
form to the reconstructed etyma listed first. The colon following the attested reflex is the
punctuation mark, not the symbol for vowel length. The dialects in which they are
attested are indicated by their abbreviations: C = Central; I = Interior; N = Northern; S =
Southern; and W = Western. The names of the associated communities and sources of the
data from them are given, along with the abbreviations, in appendices 1 and 2.

The reconstructed referents are complete except for those associated with the terms
for grandparents and parents’ siblings. The terms for grandchildren and siblings’ child-
ren apparently were derived from those for the ascendant generations, but the recon-
struction of the descendant terms is challenged by the dialectal diversity attested for
these components of the system (see sections 2.1 and 5.1).

The comments are intended to clarify our decisions regarding the reconstruction of
some etyma and to report dialectal variation and other details not mentioned in the main
text. Most features discussed in the main text are not commented on in this appendix.

1. *aki ‘child (2)’. *ki, *ki?la. (1) ki: I-R, I-S, I-SB, I-SH. COMMENTS: (a) Despite the
limited distribution of its reflexes, we reconstruct *ki for Proto-Tarahumara because it is
attested as female ego’s term for ‘child’ in Sierra Warihio (ahki) and Teguima (akr)
(Lombardo 2009:291). (b) Brambila (1976:249) reported its use only in the Nararachi
area (Northern dialect) and noted that a glottal stop surfaced in the possessed form,
which is attested in I-R ki?-la.

2. *awaka ‘younger sister’s husband’. *waka, *waka-la (S-2002). WR-S awaka. (1) waka:
I-SH. (2) waga: I-SB. (3) wakale: I-R. (4) wagila: W-T. (5) wa: C-P. COMMENTS: (a) The
shared loss of the antecedent unstessed initial syllable *a- accounts for the initial-
syllable stress attested in the modern Ralamuli reflexes. (b) For I-SH, -wa is attested on
the form used with the genitive case pronoun, the reverse of the usual pattern: keni
waka-wa. The form used with the nominative case pronoun is nihé waka-la. (¢c) The
reflex of *awaka has been lost in C-A and N-N. (d) No data: C-G, I-S, N-H, S-B, S-T, W-M.
3. ¢ici ‘mother’ (S-301: ‘breast’). (1) cici: C-A, I-R, I-S. COMMENTS: (a) In C-A and I-S, ¢ici
is used as a term of address by male speakers only. In I-R, it is used by both female and
male speakers. (b) The fact that Brambila (1976:113) recorded ¢ici ‘mama’ suggests that
the term is used in more Ralamuli communities than attested in our data set.

4. *ci?e, *ci2e-la ‘elder sister’s husband’. WR-S cée?e. (1) ci?¢li: I-R. (2) cieli: C-A. (3)
¢i?ela: N-H, N-N, S-T. (4) c¢i?e: 1-S, I-SH, C-G. (5) ¢e?e: W-M, W-T, C-P. (6) cie: I-SB.
COMMENTS: (a) In W-M, ce?¢ is self-reciprocal, labeling both ‘elder sister’s husband’ and
‘wife’s younger sibling’. (b) In S-B, notisi is attested as the self-reciprocal for ‘elder
sister’s husband, wife’s younger sibling’.

5. *¢ineli, *cine-la ‘younger brother’s wife’. WR-S ceneli. (1) cene: W-T. (2) ¢i?néala ~
c¢i?ne-la: N-N. COMMENTS: (a) PT *c¢inéli, with the -li suffix, is reconstructed based on the
Sierra Warihio reflex and RL(B) cinéli. (b) Martinez, Martinez, and Naranjo (2012:93-94)
report ¢i?neéala as the form used by and with respect to male egos and ¢i?ne-la as the
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form used by and with respect to female egos. (c) A reflex of *¢inéli has been lost in the
Central and Interior dialect communties. (d) No data: I-S, C-G, N-H, S-B, S-T, W-M.

6. *co?koba-, *co?koba-la. Unclear referent. (1) co?kobale: I-R. (2) cokoba: I-SH. (3)
cokobola: C-A. (4) sokobali: C-P. COMMENTS: (a) In the early 1930s, Bennett and Zingg
(19385:221) reported cokoboa-la as the Samachique Ralamuli label for ‘fourth ascendant
and descendant relative’. In the late 1950s, Hilton (1993:26, 164) recorded cokoba-la
‘stepmother’, with cokoba-wa ‘stepchild’ as its reciprocal for this subdialect of Interior
Ralamuli. The C-P and I-R cognates also are glossed as ‘stepchild’. (¢) Kennedy
(1970b:182) glossed the Aboreachi cognate cokobola as ‘adopted child’. (d) A term for
‘stepchild’ is not reported for other dialects.

7. *e?weéna-wa, *e?wéna-wa-la ‘parents, parents’ siblings, parents’ siblings’ spouses’.
(1) wénowa: 1-SB. (2) 2wéna-wa-la ~ ?wena-la: I-SH. (3) wé?nale: I-R. COMMENTS: (a)
The referent assigned to the PT etymon is from I-R. For the Samachique subdialect of
Interior Ralamuli, Bennett and Zingg (1935:221) provide the gloss ‘relations’, while
Hilton (1993:33) glosses ?wénawa as ‘to have parents’, nihé 2wénawala as ‘my parents’
and tamuhée ?wenala as ‘our parents’. (b) Brambila (1976:161) reported the alternate
forms ewenowa ~ ewénoa — wénowa, which he glossed as ‘parents, father and mother’
and ‘ancesters’. (c) The possibility that *e?wéna- entered Proto-Tarahumara as a loan-
word is considered in section 3.1.

8. *ino, *ino-la ‘son (&)’ (S-1426). WR-S nola ~ nolo. (1) ino: C-P, N-H. (2) inola: W-M, W-
T. (8) no: I-R, I-S, I-SB, I-SH, C-G. (4) no ~ nola: C-A. (5) nola: N-N. PLURALS: (1)
hinua-la: I-S. (2) hinowa-la: W-M. COMMENTS: (a) In the WR-S reflex, -la, identified by
Miller (1996:250-51) as the absolutive suffix, has been lexicalized and the final vowel in
the alternate form has been harmonized with the previous o. (b) The possessed marker
-la is lexicalized in the Western dialect form inola and in the alternate C-A form nola,
used as the term of reference (Kennedy 1970b:178, 1978:158-59). (c) The initial h- in the
modern plural forms reflect *hinowa and support the reconstruction of the initial *i in
the singular form. Guadalaxara (1683:3) noted that when plurals of words with initial
vowels were created through reduplication, an -h- was inserted between the vowels. In
this case, the sequence likely involved reduplication followed by loss of the initial vowel:
*ino ‘son (sg.)’ > *ithino ‘son (pl.)’ > hino ‘son (pl.)’. (d) Gassé (1903:18) implied slight
semantic differences among hino, no, and nola. He glossed the construction kene hino as
‘son, in general’, kéne no as ‘my son’, and nola as ‘someone’s son’. (e) For C-P, Passin
(1943:369) reported that the reflex of *ino was used by both female and male egos. (f) For
N-N, Martinez, Martinez, and Naranjo (2012:93) report ba?ciruame, the stative form of
ba?ci ‘elder brother’, as the principal term used for ‘son (")’ (see set 26).

9. *ka?ka ‘father’s mother’. *a?ka, *a?ka-la (S-1050). WR-S ka?ka. (1) a?ka: W-M, W-T.
(2) akacale ~ kai: I-R. (3) akaculi: 1-S, I-SH, N-N. (4) akasuli: C-P, N-H, S-B. (5) kasuli:
S-T. (6) akasi: C-G. (7) kacoci: I-SB. COMMENTS: (a) In I-R, akacale and kai- are alternate
forms, used with both genitive and nominative case pronoun possessors. The possessed
marker -la is not used with akacale. Stress shifts to the suffix in kai-la. (b) I-SB kacoci
‘father’s mother, son’s daughter’ is not attested in any other modern Ralamuli sources,
but it is attested in eighteenth-century Tarahumara as kaco (Steffel 1809:323, 356). (c)
The reflex of *a?ka has been lost in C-A. The term used in other dialects for ‘mother’s
mother’, usu ~ usu, is the only term for ‘grandmother’ attested in this community. (d) In
W-T, aZkacili ‘son’s child (2)’ is used as a term of endearment.

10. *ko?ci, *ko?ci-la ‘elder sister’ (S-2000). (1) ko?¢t: N-N. (2) koct: C-A, C-P, I-R, I-S, I-
SH. (3) goci: I-SB. (4) go?¢ila: W-T. (5) gocila: W-M. (6) oci: C-G, N-H, S-B, S-T.
COMMENTS: (a) The medial glottal stop is reconstructed based on N-N ko?¢i, W-T go?¢ila,
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RL(B) ko?¢t, and WR-S and WR-R ko?¢t. (b) The possessed marker -la is lexicalized in the
Western dialect.

11. *kuci- ‘child, children’. WR-S kucita. (1) kucuwala: N-H, S-T, W-M. (2) kucuwa: I-R,
C-P. (3) kuciwa: I-SB. (4) kucwala: C-A. (3) kuciwi: S-B. (6) kucala: I-SH. (7) 2kuci-la: W-
T. COMMENTS: (a) For I-SH, Hilton (1993:21) reports nihé kucuwala as the plural ‘my
children’. For the same subdialect of Interior Ralamuli, Bennett and Zingg (1935:221)
glossed kuciwa as ‘son (used referring to children of God)’. (b) In Rejogochi Ralamuli,
kuci- is both singular and plural, with kuci-wa used with a genitive case pronoun pos-
sessor and kuci-le used with a noun or nominative case pronoun possessor. (¢c) For N-N,
Martinez, Martinez, and Naranjo (2012:95) report (kinikochi) as a term for ‘daughter (o)’
and (kinikuchua) as a term for ‘younger brother’s son (¢")’. (d) No data: C-G, I-S.

12. *kukuli ‘mother’s elder brother’. *ukull, *ukuli-la. WR-S kukuli. (1) ukulici: I-R, I-
SB. (2) kulici: C-A, C-G, C-P, I-S, I-SH, N-H, N-N, S-B. (3) uku: W-M, W-T. COMMENT: (a)
In N-N, kulici is used only by and with respect to male egos (Martinez, Martinez, and
Naranjo 2012:93). (b) No data: S-T.

18. *kumu, *kumu-la, ‘father’s elder brother’ (S-2433). WR-S kumu. (1) kumucali: C-P, I-
SH. (2) kumucale: I-R. (3) kumuci: 1I-S, I-SB, N-N, S-B. (4) kumici: C-G, N-H. (5) gumala:
W-T, W-M. COMMENTS: (a) Burgess (1995) reports both gumala and kumuci as W-M
reflexes of *kumu. An initial g- is the expected Western Ralamuli reflex of the initial *%-,
leading us to conclude that kumuci was mistakenly recorded. (b) Martinez, Martinez, and
Naranjo (2012:94) report for N-N that kumuci is used by and with respect to female egos
for both ‘father’s elder brother’ and ‘mother’s elder brother’. (c) No data: S-T.

14. *kuna, *kuna-la ‘husband’ (5-1240). WR-S kuna. (1) kuna: I-R, I-SH, N-N. (2) guna: I-
SB, W-T. (38) una: C-P. (4) kunala — unala: C-A. COMMENT: No data: C-G, I-S, N-H, S-B,
S-T.

15. *mala, mala-la ‘daughter ()’ (S-140). WR-S malala. (1) mala: all dialects and
attestations except C-A and N-N. (2) malala: C-A, N-N. PLURALS: (1) a?mala-la: I-S, W-
M, W-T. (2) amala: C-G, N-H. (3) amala: S-B. (4) mala-la: S-T. COMMENTS: (a) Kennedy
(1970b:179, 1978:158-59) identified C-A malala, with the possessed marker -la lexi-
calized, as the term of reference used by both female and male egos. (b) For C-P, Passin
(1943:369) reported that the reflex of *mala was used by both female and male egos. (c)
In WR-S malala, the -la suffix is lexicalized (Miller 1996:355). (d) In S-T kéni malala, the
possessed marker -la appears to be lexicalized.

16. *mali, *mali-la ‘father (?)’. (5-852). WR-S ma?ma. (1) mali: I-R, I-SB, I-SH, C-A, N-
H. COMMENTS: (a) In the Western and Southern dialects and C-G and C-P, reflexes of
*0?no ‘father (o) are used by both female and male egos. (b) Miller (1996:251, 365)
reports WR-S mari-wa as the irregular possessed form of ma?ma and notes that many
Warihio speakers use no?no ‘father ()’ as the term for ‘father’ for both male and female
egos. (c) Passin (1943:369) characterized the reflex of *mali reported for Samachique by
Bennett and Zingg as a “regional variant.” (d) In N-N, the reflex of *mali has been
replaced by tata ‘father (2, &)’ (see set 36). (e) No data: I-S, W-M.

17. *mo?ne, *mo?ne-la ‘daughter’s husband’ (S-2085). WR-S mo?né. (1) mo?ne: W-T, I-R,
I-S, I-SH, C-G, C-P, N-H, N-N, S-B, S-T. (2) mone: I-SB. (3) mo?néla: C-A, W-M.
COMMENT: In N-N, both mo?né and the stative form mo?nérwame are reported for
‘daughter’s husband (2)’ (Martinez, Martinez, and Naranjo 2012:94, 96).

18. *mo?oli, *mo2oli~la ‘son’s wife’. WR-S mo?20oli. (1) moZoli: I-R, I-S, I-SH, C-G, C-P, N-
H, S-B, S-T. (2) mo2oli ~ moZolila: N-N. (3) mooli: I-SB. (4) mo?li: W-T. (5) moZ2lila: W-
M. (6) moZolila: C-A.
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19. *mucimali ‘wife’s younger sibling’. WR-S mucimali ‘spouse’s younger sibling’. (1)
muctmali: all dialects and attestations except I-SB, S-B, and S-T. (2) mucimuli ‘siblings-
in-law’: I-SB. COMMENTS: (a) We interpret this term as a loanword of Teguima origin,
with considerable interdialectal variation in its modern Ralamuli referents (see section
3.1). (b) S-B notisi is attested as the self-reciprocal for ‘elder sister’s husband, wife’s
younger sister’. The term for ‘wife’s younger brother’ was not recorded. (c) Gasso
(1903:19) glossed mucimali as “concunado,” which we interpret as a mistake for
“cunado,” ‘sibling-in-law’. (d) No data: S-B, S-T.

20. *nahiréma, *nahiréma-la ‘consanguineal relatives’. (1) nahiréma-la: C-G. (2)
naharéema-la: W-T. (3) nahiréema-ga: 1I-R, 1-SB. (4) nahirém-ami: 1-S, I-SH. (5)
naharén-ame: W-M. (6) nahiré-ama: C-P. (7) nahiré-ama-la: N-H. (8) nahibon-ami: 1-S.
COMMENTS: (a) The -ga suffix in the I-R and I-SB reflexes is an allomorph of *-wa, the
result of the fortition of *-w to *-g* attested in the data of Guadalaxara (1683) and Steffel
(1809) (Merrill 2007:416—34). (b) The suffix -amV is the adjectivalizer and nominalizer
reconstructible for PT as *-ame. (¢) Normally the possessed marker -la is not used with
the suffix -amV, but it appears in N-H nahire-ama-la. In this dialect, nahirée-ama-la is
used only for ‘brothers’ while *teama-la, the reflex of *re?tehima-la, is the generic for
‘relatives’. (d) In our source for I-S (Burgess 1995:25-26), naherémami is glossed as
‘distant relatives’ and nahibonami ‘relatives’. These glosses probably are switched, as
suggested by S-B nahibonami ‘distant relatives’. (e) Reflexes of *nahiréma are not
attested in our sources for C-A, S-B, and S-T, although S-B nahibonami ‘distant
relatives’ must be related.

21. nana ‘mother’ (S-1454). (1) nana: C-G, I-R, N-H, N-N, S-T, W-M, W-T. COMMENTS: (a)
This term is used only as a term of address except in N-N, where it is used as a term of
reference. (b) It is used by both female and male speakers in C-G, I-R, N-N, W-M, and W-
T, by female speakers only in N-H, and by male speakers only in S-T.

22. *nawila, *nawila-la ‘child’s spouse’s parent’. (1) nawilale ~ nawila-la ~ naula-la: I-
R. (2) naola: W-T. COMMENTS: (a) Although reflexes of *nawila- are attested in only two
communities, we reconstruct this etymon for Proto-Tarahumara because the dialects
represented are quite different, and their kinship lexica are our best documented. In
addition, Brambila (1976:370) recorded a cognate, nauya, which he tentatively glossed as
‘co-parent-in-law’, but he did not reveal the dialect or dialects in which it occurred. (b) I-
R naula, W-T naola, and RL(B) nauya have final-syllable stress and show the shift in the
second syllable from -wa- to a round vowel. The replacement of -I- by —-y- in Brambila’s
form is unexplained. (¢) Brambila (1976:363, 508) recorded sali and na?sali as definitely
designating ‘co-parent-in-law’. In our data, ‘spouse’s grandparent, grandchild’s spouse’
is the referent of reflexes of *sali (see set 31).

23. *nesa, *nesa-la ‘mother’s elder sister’ (S-87). WR-S nehsa. (1) nisa: C-P, I-SB. (2)
nesela: I-S, W-M, W-T. COMMENTS: (a) Reflexes of *nesa have been lost in C-A, C-G, I-R,
N-H, N-N, S-B (see section 5.1). (b) The possessed marker -la is lexicalized in the I-S, W-
M, and W-T reflexes. (¢c) In W-M, wa?lula nanala, literally, ‘big mama’, is also used to
refer to ‘mother’s elder sister’. (d) No data: I-SH, S-T.

24. *no?no ‘father (). *o?no, *o?no-la (S-851). (1) o?no: I-S, W-T. (2) ono: all other
dialects except C-A. (8) ono ~ onola: C-A. COMMENTS: (a) In S-B, S-T, and W-T, both male
and female speakers use reflexes of *o?no for ‘father’. Reflexes of *mali are documented
in other dialects as the terms used by female egos (see set 16). Hilton (1993:164) reports
for Samachique that female speakers use both mali- and ono-. (b) C-A ono and onola are
alternate forms of the term of reference.

25. *pabama- ‘grandchild’. (1) pabamoala: N-H. (2) pabamoli: C-A, S-T. (3) pabamali: C-
P. COMMENTS: (a) N-H pabamoala is glossed as ‘son’s child (2)’ and ‘daughter’s child (&)’
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while S-T pabamoli is glossed as ‘son’s son (2)’ and ‘son’s daughter (¢)’. Passin (1943:
373) reported it as the generic term for ‘grandchild’. (b) The -o- in three of the four
reflexes supports reconstructing *pabama-wa-la. (c) The word may be a loan from
Northern Tepehuan. Rinaldini (1994:45 [section 2]) recorded (bamara) for ‘daughter’s
child ().

26. *pa?¢i ‘elder brother’. PT *ba?ci, *ba?c¢i-la (S-305). (1) bact: all dialects except N-N
and Western. (2) ba?¢i: N-N. (3) baZcila: W-T. (4) bacila: W-M. COMMENTS: (a) The
medial glottal stop is reconstructed based on N-N ba?ci, W-T ba?¢ila, RL(B) ba?ci, and
WR-S and WR-R pa?ci. (b) The possessed marker -la is lexicalized in the Western dialect.
27. *papa ‘mother’s father’. *apa, *apa-la (S-1048). WR-S papa. (1) apa: N-H. (2) apaloci:
C-A, C-G, C-P, I-SH, N-N, W-M, W-T. (8) apuloci: I-SB. (4) paloci: 1-S, S-B. (5) apalocale:
I-R. COMMENTS: (a) All dialects except N-H have adopted the diminutive form reflecting
*apaloci for both ‘mother’s father’ and ‘daughter’s child (¢)’, which may be a loanword
from Warihio (Miller 1996:270, 371; cf. Medina Murillo 2012:132-33). In N-H, the
diminutive form is used only for ‘daughter’s child (¢)’. (b) In C-P, apa is used for ‘father’s
father, son’s child (')’ instead of a reflex of *ocr. (c) In S-T, ocitoli, presumably a reflex of
*oct, is the term for ‘mother’s father’, while cuituli labels ‘father’s father’.

28. *papoi ‘father’s younger sister’. *bapo, *bapo-la (S-88). WR-S papoi. (1) bapo: I-R. (2)
apo: C-P, I-SB, N-N. (3) apoi: C-G, N-H, S-B. (4) apui: W-M, W-T. (5) opoci: I-SH.
COMMENTS: (a) The reflex of *bapo has been lost in C-A (see section 5.1). (b) Brambila
(1976:26) gives the alternate forms bapot — wapoi ~ aport ‘father’s younger sister’, which
suggests that a shift of initial b- to w- may have preceded the loss of the initial consonant
seen in all dialects but I-R. (¢) No data: I-S, S-T.

29. *pini ‘younger sister (2)’. *bini, *bini-la (5-2001). WR-S pini ‘younger sister (2, o).
(1) bing: All dialects except Western. (2) binila: W-M, W-T. COMMENTS: (a) The possessed
marker -la is lexicalized in the Western reflexes. (b) Passin (1943:370) reported that bini
~ bini-la was used exclusively by male egos.

30. *poni ‘younger brother’. boni, boni-la (S-310). WR-S pondt. (1) boni: all dialects except
S-T and Western. (2) oni: S-T. (3) bonila: W-M, W-T. COMMENT: The possessed marker is
lexicalized in the Western dialect reflex.

31. *sali, *sali-la ‘grandchild’s spouse, spouse’s grandparent’. (1) sali: I-R, C-A, C-P.
COMMENTS: (a) Reflexes of *sali were not reported by any of the bilingual Ralamuli
education specialists, but they were not explicitly requested to provide a term or terms
for ‘grandchild’s spouse, spouse’s grandparent’ (Burgess 1995). (b) Kennedy (1978:160—
61) recorded two terms, sali and salu, for the ‘grandchild’s spouse, spouse’s grandparent’
relationship (see section 5.2). (¢) Brambila (1976:363, 508) reported ‘co-parent-in-law’,
not ‘grandchild’s spouse, spouse’s grandparent’, as the referent of sali, and he recorded
na?sali as a collective noun designating ‘co-parents-in-law (both)’ (“consuegros [los
dos]”). This second term, not attested in any other sources, is derived from sali by
prefixing na-, a reciprocal marker also seen in *nawila ‘co-parent-in-law’ (see set 22).
Brambila gave sali-la as the nominative possessed form for sali, but he did not provide
the comparable form for na?salr.

32. *si?a, *si?a-la ‘spouse’s father’. WR-S si?a. (1) si?a: W-M, I-R, I-S, I-SH, C-G, N-H, S-
B, S-T. (2) si?a ~ si?ya: W-T, I-SH. (3) sia: I-SB, C-A, C-P. COMMENTS: (a) The reflexes of
*si?a are the only modern Ralamuli affinal kinship terms that lack inherent stress. (b)
Martinez, Martinez, and Naranjo (2012:93-94) give (sia?ruame) as the N-N form for
‘spouse’s father’; si?aruame is expected.

33. *solo, *solo-la ‘father’s elder sister’. WR-S sold. (1) solo: all dialects and attestations.
COMMENTS: (a) Brambila (1976:534) reported a lengthened first-syllable vowel in this



280 ANTHROPOLOGICAL LINGUISTICS 56 NOS. 3—4

word: sooro and sooro-la. (b) For N-N, Martinez, Martinez, and Naranjo (2012:93-96)
recorded soolo ~ solo ~ so?lo as alternate forms. (c) No data: S-T.

34. *su?su ‘mother’s mother’. *u?su, *u?su-la (S-1051). WR-S su?su. (1) u?su: C-G, N-N,
W-M, W-T. (2) usu: C-P, I-S, N-H, S-B. (3) usu ~ usu: C-A. (4) u?su ~ su?u: I-R, I-SH. (3)
uusu: I-SB. (4) sukoli: S-T. COMMENT: The term su?7 ‘mother’s mother’ also is attested in
I-R, which has su?suwiri as a term of endearment for ‘daughter’s daughter (%)’ (see
section 5.6).

35. *tana ‘offspring’. *rana, rana-la (S-146). WR-S tana. (1) rana: C-A, C-P, I-R, I-SB, I-
SH, N-N, S-B, W-T. COMMENTS: (a) The reflexes of *rana are used in modern Ralamuli as
terms of reference. (b) In S-B, the construction kine rana ‘my child’ is used only by female
speakers. (c) In S-T, ranala and its plural tanala are used only in reference to the
offspring of animals. (d) In N-H, nihé ranala towi ‘my boy offspring’ and nihé ranala tewé
‘my girl offspring’ ( towi ‘boy’; tewé ‘girl’) are sometimes used, a practice also reported
for C-P (Passin 1943:369). (e) Attested plural forms are née aZtana-la (W-T) and nihée
atana-la (C-G).

36. tata ‘father (2)’ (S-850). tata: C-A, I-R, I-S, I-SH, N-H, N-N, W-M, W-T. COMMENT: (a)
In N-N, tata is the sole term used for ‘father (2, ¢)’. (b) Our data from other dialects
indicate that tata is used only as a term of address by female egos, but Hilton (1993:79)
did not mention this restricted usage for I-SH.

37. *ta?tai ‘mother’s younger brother’. *ra?te, *ra?te-la (S-2432). WR-S ta?tai ~— ta?tei.
(1) ra?te: N-N. (2) rate: C-G, C-P, I-R, I-S, I-SH, N-H, S-B, S-T. (3) rateci: C-A. (4) rate —
ata-la: 1-SB. (5) atela: W-M. (6) a?tala: W-T. COMMENTS: (a) In W-T, aZtela is the
reference form and a?tala is the vocative form. The phonological alternation of a?te- —
alta- parallels that attested in I-SB. (b) In I-SH, raté¢ is glossed as ‘mother’s younger
sibling’. (¢) Tepiman cognates indicate that the vowel sequence *-ai is the result of the
loss of *~I-: NT(R) tatali and TO tatal(i).

38. *teci ‘father’s younger brother’. *rici, *rici-la. WR-S teci. (1) rici: C-P, I-R, I-SB, I-SH.
(2) riZ2¢t: N-N. (3) ricut: C-G, N-H, S-B. (3) ricila: W-M, W-T. (4) riciile: I-S. COMMENTS:
(a) The -la suffix is lexicalized in the Western dialect reflexes. (b) The glottal stop is
attested only in N-N and RL(B) ri2¢i. (c) No data: S-T.

39. *tehima ‘relative, spouse, companion’. *rehima, *rehima-la (S-2585). WR-S tehima
‘spouse’, tetehima ‘consanguineal and affinal relatives’. (1) rehima: I-S. (2) rehima-la: W-
M, W-T. (8) rihima-la: C-A, C-P, I-R, I-SB, I-SH, N-H, N-N. COMMENTS: (a) In most dia-
lects, reflexes of *tehima are used only as terms of reference and thus are attested with
the possessed marker -la. (b) For I-S, the nominative possessed form was not provided.
(c) Reflexes of the singular *rehima are not attested in C-G and the Southern dialect, but
reflexes of the plural *re?tehima are. The attested plural forms are presented in section
5.4, set (17). (d) Reflexes of the plural *re?tehima are not attested in C-A, W-M, or the
Interior dialect. In the Interior dialect, reflexes of *nahirema ‘consanguineal relatives’
serve as the suppletive plurals for reflexes of the singular *rehima. (e) In modern Rala-
muli dialects, reflexes of *tehima are used by spouses only as a term of address, and
apparently only consanguineal kin are designated by the plural form. In WR-S, ‘spouse’
is the only referent given for the singular form, and the referent of the plural form
includes both consanguineal and affinal kin (Miller 1996:392, 394).

40. *tepo. *repo, *repo-la ‘elder brother’s wife’. WR-S tepo. (1) rehpo: W-T. (2) ripo: I-R, N-
N. (8) repola: C-G, N-H. (4) repoala: W-M. (5) ripoli ~ ripomala: C-A. (6) pocili: S-B.
COMMENTS: (a) Passin (1943:383) reported the use of repomari by one woman to label her
second husband’s sister. (b) A reflex of *repo is not attested for Samachique Ralamuli (I-
S, I-SB, I-SH). (c) No data: S-T.



2014 WILLIAM L. MERRILL AND DON BURGESS 281

41. *umuli, *umuli ‘great-grandparent, great-grandchild’. (1) umuli: All dialects and
attestations except C-P, I-R, N-N, and S-T. (2) u?muli: N-N. (8) umuli ~ omuli: I-R. (4)
muli: C-P, S-T. COMMENTS: (a) Gassé (1903:19) reported that omuli labeled ‘great-
grandparents’ and muli ‘great-grandchildren’. (b) Brambila (1976:571) recorded u?muli
~ yu?muli ‘great-grandfather’. The glottal stop, also seen in the N-N form, suggests an
antecedent *mu?mu-li, but an initial m- is not attested in any of our modern Ralamuli
sources.

42. *upt, upi-la ‘wife’ (S-2572). WR-S uprt. (1) upt: C-P, I-R, I-SB, I-SH, N-H, N-N, S-B, W-
M, W-T. (2) upt ~ upila: I-S. (3) upila: C-A, C-G. (4) puila: S-T. COMMENTS: (a) The
genitive case pronoun construction with the possessed marker -la is attested for I-S and
C-G as keni upila and for S-T as keni puila. The plural is hubi-la (Ramos Chaparro, et al.
1997:21). (b) The plural hubi- presumably is the result of reduplication and the
subsequent shared loss of the initial vowel: *uhubi- > hubi-.

43. *wast, *wasi-la ‘spouse’s mother’ (S-1789). WR-S wasr. (1) wasi: I-R, I-SB, I-SH, C-G,
C-P, N-H, S-B, S-T. (2) ast: I-S. (3) wasila: C-A, W-M, W-T. COMMENTS: (a) The possessed
marker -la is lexicalized in the Aboreachi and Western reflexes. (b) For N-N, Martinez,
Martinez, and Naranjo (2012:93-94) give the stative form (wasiruame) ‘spouse’s
mother’, with no stress indicated; wasiruame is expected.

44. *waye — *war, *waye-la ~ *wai-la, ‘younger sister (&)’ (S-2573). (1) waye: C-A, C-G,
C-P, I-S, I-SH, N-H, N-N, S-B, S-T. (2) waye — wazi: I-R. (3) wari: I-SB, W-T. (4) waila: W-
M. COMMENTS: (a) For the Interior dialect, the earliest form recorded at Samachique (I-
B) is war, but waye was reported later (I-S, I-SH). Rejogochi is the only Interior dialect
community where waye — war are attested as alternate forms. (b) Brambila (1976:578)
reported a medial glottal stop in wa?i but not the alternate form waye. A glottal stop is
not documented in any other attestations. (c) Lexicalization of the possessed marker -la
is attested only for the Mesa de Arturo subdialect of Western Ralamuli. (d) Passin
(1943:370) reported that waye was used by both female and male egos.

45. *woci ‘father’s father’. *oct, *oci~la (S-1049). WR-S woct. (1) oci: I-SB, W-M, W-T. (2)
ocikali: I-SH. (3) ocikile: 1-S. (4) ocikale: I-R. (5) ocipali: N-H, N-N. (6) ocituli: S-B. (7)
ocitoli ‘mother’s father’: S-T. (8) ocisi: C-G. COMMENTS: (a) In C-A, apaloci became the
sole term used for ‘grandfather, grandchild’, replacing the reflex of *oci. In C-P, apa
replaced the reflex of *oci, but apaloci was the term for ‘mother’s father’. (b) In N-H, the
alternate form for ‘father’s father’, curakali, is not attested elsewhere, while ocipali is
used as an endearment form in C-G, I-R, W-M, and W-T. (¢) In S-T, octtoli, the reflex of
*oci, labels ‘mother’s father’ while cuituli, not attested in other modern Ralamuli
dialects, labels ‘father’s father’. (d) The reconstruction of PT *ocika- is supported by the
Tepiman cognates presented in (4) (section 3.1). A medial -k- also is attested in the River
Warihio cognates, o?ociki ‘paternal grandfather’ and oZocikirira ‘son’s child (&)’ (Félix
Armendariz 2005:450).

46. *ye?¢i ‘mother’s younger sister’. *e?¢t, *e?¢i-la (S-90). WR-S ye?¢i. (1) ice: I-SB, C-P.
(2) i2¢cila: W-M, W-T. COMMENTS: (a) Reflexes of *e?¢i have been lost in C-A, I-R, N-H, N-
N, and S-B (see section 5.1). (b) No data: I-S, I-SH, S-T.

47. *ye?ye ‘mother’. *e?ye, *e?ye-la (S-1452). WR-S ye?ye. (1) i?ye: S-B, S-T. (2) eye: W-M,
W-T. (3) iye: C-P, I-S, I-SB, I-SH, N-H. (4) iye — ye?: I-R. (5) iyéla: C-A, N-H. COMMENTS:
(a) The medial glottal stop is preserved in the Southern dialect only. It has shifted to final
position in the Rejogochi (I-R) genitive possessed form ye?, but it is not attested in the
nominative possessed form ye-la. (b) For S-T, the alternate forms of the term of address
were recorded as iyéla ~— i2ye for female egos and as ?y¢la and nana for male egos. For
the Northern (N-H) dialect, the alternate forms iye — iyéla were recorded. C-A iyéla is
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the term of reference. (c) In N-N, the reflex of *ye?ye has been replaced by nana ‘mother
(2, 9)’ (see set 21). (d) No data: C-G.

48. *?yu-la ‘spouse’. (1) ?yu-la: I-S, W-M, W-T. (2) yu-la: I-R. COMMENT: In modern
Ralamuli, this word is used only as a term of reference. It derives from yua — yuga ~ uga
‘with’ and has the sense of ‘companion’ (Ramos Chaparro, et al. 1997:21).
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Abbreviations. Standard abbreviations are used for generations and for kin types: B
= brother; C = child; D = daughter; e = elder; F = father; G = generation (G° = same
generation as ego, G'' = first ascending generation, G = second descending generation,
etc.); H = husband; M = mother; P = parent; S = son; W = wife; y = younger; Z = sister. For
abbreviations for languages, dialects, and sources, see appendix 1.

Transcription and graphic conventions. Our orthography corresponds in most re-
gards to the Americanist phonetic notation; ¢ represents the voiceless alveolar affricate,
¢ the voiceless post-alveolar and alveopalatal affricates, and s the voiceless alveopalatal
fricative; VV (where V stands for any vowel) denotes both vowel length and identical
vowel sequences. We use i instead of i as the grapheme for the high central or back
unrounded vowel. Etyma are marked with ** for Proto—Uto-Aztecan and with * for Proto-
Tarahumara, Proto-Tarawarihio, and other intermediary protolanguages. When the
original orthography of a source is reproduced, the form is enclosed in angle brackets ().

We have standardized the spelling of all Indigenous words. The only significant
change to Ralamuli words is our use of [ to represent the phoneme /1/, which has lateral
and rhotic allophones (Burgess 1970:47—49, 1984:7-8; Lionnet 1972:12-13; Caballero
2008:26, 42—44; Villalpando Quinionez 2010:52-54). In many sources, {r) or {r ~ 1) is the
grapheme used for this phoneme. We use r to represent the word-initial rhotic, usually
realized as a trill, replacing the (r) used by Brambila (1953, 1976, 1983) and Martinez,
Martinez, and Naranjo (2012). Bennett and Zingg (1935), Passin (1943), and Kennedy
(1970b, 1978) appear not to have recognized the glottal stop in several kinship terms, but
because there is considerable dialectal variation in the retention of reflexes of Proto-
Tarahumaran *?, we have not modified the forms attested in their works beyond stand-
ardizing the orthographies.

1. The relationship between “Tarahumara” and “Ralamuli” remains to be clarified.
We suspect that “Tarahumara,” or more likely “Talaumali,” was the antecedent form,
which became standardized in writing as “Tarahumar(a)” according to Spanish ortho-
graphic conventions, with stress on the penultimate syllable in keeping with Spanish
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stress patterns. We also suspect that “Ralamuli” derived from “Talaumali” as the re-
sult of phonological and morphological changes that occurred in the spoken language
between the seventeenth and early nineteenth centuries.

2. Valinas Coalla (2001, 2002) and Villalpando Quifionez (2010:19-28) provide the
best overviews of the current status of Ralamuli dialectology. Additional perspectives are
offered by Brambila (1953:x, 1976:1), Lionnet (1982:61-62), and Burgess, Bascom, and
Nellis (1983).

3. Valinas Coalla (2001:117) proposes that a sixth dialect area, Eastern, should
be considered, with the Balleza subdialect classified with it rather than with subdia-
lects of Southern Ralamuli spoken south of the Sinforosa Canyon. Speakers of the
“Cumbre” dialect live above the Urique and Batopilas Canyons (Valinas Coalla 2002:
261). Caballero (2008:10) chooses “Highland” as the English translation of “Cumbre,”
but we prefer “Interior” because the communities associated with this dialect are located
in the heart of the area where Ralamuli is spoken and some are at lower elevations than
those of other dialect areas.

4. Ferrero (1920) is the source of the incomplete set of modern Ralamuli kin terms
included in the comparative studies of Radin (1931), Kroeber (1934:19-20, 25; citing both
Ferrero [1920] and Radin [1931]), and Anzaldo Figueroa (2007:55-56; citing Radin [1931]
only). Shimkin (1941), Romney (1967:211), and Hsieh (1980) draw upon the more de-
tailed information collected by Bennett (Bennett and Zingg 1935:220-23) in 1930-1931
in the Ralamuli community of Samachique.

5. We use “Warihio” to designate both the language and its speakers. The name is
usually spelled in modern Spanish as “Guarijio” and in Spanish colonial documents as
“Varohio” or variants of that spelling (Sauer 1934:32—36). Speakers of the River dialect
of the language are reported to call themselves “Warihio” and “Makurawe,” while
speakers of the Sierra dialect are reported to use “Wariho” as their self-designation
(Miller 1996:21; Vélez Storey and Harriss Clare 2004:5; Félix Armendariz 2007:1).
Whether additional dialects of the language should be recognized is the subject of debate
(Valinas Coalla 2002:256—58).

6. The suffix -ma clearly is related to words in these and other Uto-Aztecan
languages that are associated with giving birth. In fact, PT *mala ‘daughter (%)’ is the
reflex of Proto—Uto-Aztecan **maana ‘child’ (Stubbs 2011:72, set 140).

7. Although the documentation of the Eudeve kinship terminological system is in-
complete, the -ma suffix is attested in three terms: voc-ma-r- ‘son’s child (&), pa-ma-r-
‘daughter’s child (¢)’, and kuc-ma-r- ‘father’s younger brother’s child’ (Pennington
1981:174—75, 215, 246). The first two of these terms share the referents of their Teguima
cognates, posi-ma-ri and pao-ma-ri, while the third is cognate with Teguima kuci-ma-ri
‘younger sister’s child (¢)’ (Lombardo 2009:292). Anzaldo Figueroa (2007) does not
include Eudeve data or comment on the -ma suffix in her study of the kinship ter-
minological systems of Teguima and other Uto-Aztecan languages. This suffix is not
attested in the kin terms recorded for the Cahitan languages (Moctezuma Zamarron
2007:117-19, 123-25).

8. The initial syllable of *nawila ‘co-parent-in-law’ presumably is the reciprocal
prefix na-, but the stem -wila is not identified. It perhaps is related to the verb wi- ‘to
tie’, the use of which is restricted to humans and animals (Brambila 1983:63). A com-
parable use of the na- prefix is seen in the Tubatulabal term nawasu ‘co-parent-in-law’,
the stem of which is -wasu ‘spouse’s parent’ (Gifford 1917:223).

9. Stubbs (2011:327, set 2002) identifies Cora ne-Ziwaa-ra?a ‘my relative, younger
sister’ and Huichol 2iwa ‘cousin’ as cognate with the terms in (3).

10. The terms appear in the original as “mumumac, mujeres y ninos &c. o toda la
gente, plebe, y pueblo” and “upima, mujer con toda la familia y alajas, &c.” (Guadalaxara
1683:16v).
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11. Stubbs (2011:200, set 1049) discusses the difficulties of reconstructing the initial
consonant of this Proto—Southern Uto-Aztecan etymon, noting that both *poci and *k*oci
are possibilities.

12. Cognates of Ralamuli muci ‘vagina’ are attested in Warihio, two Tepiman lan-
guages, and Hopi: WR-S muhci, WR-R muucira; TO muus, PYP muusi ‘pubic hair’, and
HP mosra ‘clitoris’ (Miller 1996:360; Félix Armendariz 2005:445; Saxton, Saxton, and
Enos 1983:43; Shaul 1994:332; Hopi Dictionary Project 1998:252; cf. Stubbs 2011:383, set
2447). Eudeve cognates for the Teguima sibling-in-law terms are muci and mucimar,
both glossed in the original source as ‘sibling-in-law’ (“cunado”) (Pennington 1981:206).

13. The word for ‘daughter’ appears in Steffel’s dictionary as {aguila). In most cases,
Steffel used the grapheme (gu) to represent [g¥] before a vowel, but his orthography
lacked a grapheme for [g]. We interpret his representation of this word as agi~la rather
than ag“i-la because it reflected Proto-Tarawarihio *aki and the medial -k~ could have
been voiced intervocalically. In eighteenth-century Tarahumara, Proto-Tarahumaran
*-k- was reflected in most cases as -k-, while *g” tended to reflect antecedent *w (Merrill
2007:416-34).

14. The only form attested by Ferrero (1924:39) is eyé-la ‘mother’, and none of the
forms we recorded for modern Ralamuli dialects data show an initial y- (see appendix 3,
set 47). Brambila (1976:161), however, recorded yeye — eyé — e¢ as alternate modern
forms. The reduplication of initial syllables seen in the singular forms of some kinship
terms is encountered only rarely in other noun classes, for example, in the presumably
onomatopoetic cacamuli ‘a kind of rattlesnake’ (Brambila 1976:102). The use of initial-
syllable reduplication to create plural nouns is more common. One example is early
Proto-Tarahumara *mumugi ‘women’, derived from *muki ‘woman’ through redu-
plication of the initial syllable and the voicing of the medial *-k-. In the second decade of
the nineteenth century, Tellechea (1826:6) recorded mumugt, and in the early twentieth
century Gasso (1903:13) also documented the retention of the initial consonant in this
word (the stress placement in his form (mumuqui) [mumuki], as well as the voiceless
-k~-, are suspect). By the second half of the twentieth century, however, the initial con-
sonant was in the process of being lost. Brambila (1976:571) reported the alternate forms
mumugi ~ umugt, plus a third alternate, omugt, in which the unstressed u- had shifted
to o-. For a detailed discussion of reduplication in Uto-Aztecan languages, see Haugen
(2008b).

15. Kennedy (1970b:183) reported for the Aboreachi subdialect of Central Ralamuli
that relative age rather than birth order of the connecting relatives determined the use of
elder and younger sibling terms. Passin noted a similar use in the Guachochi area, but
only in cases “of extreme disparity in age between cousins” (1943:371).

16. In Aboreachi Ralamuli, sali and a second term, salu, were used to label these
relationships in a more complex system of reciprocals (see section 5.2).

17. The only extant copy of Guadalaxara’s grammar, housed at the British Library,
is incomplete. Missing are three vocabularies, including one devoted exclusively to kin-
ship terminology (Guadalaxara 1683: title page). This loss is particularly unfortunate for
the present study because Guadalaxara (1683:32) directed his readers to this vocabulary
instead of including the kinship terms in his grammatical overview. For a facsimile edi-
tion of Guadalaxara’s extant work, see Rodriguez Lépez (2010).

18. The biographical information on Tellechea is based on unpublished documents
in the Fondo Guadalupe Zacatecas, housed in the Archivo Histdrico de Zapopan, in
Zapopan, Jalisco, Mexico. These documents had not been classified when Merrill ex-
amined them in 1991. A document from 1830 housed in another repository reported that
Tellechea had served for sixteen years in the Tarahumara missions, thus dating his
arrival there to 1814 (Biblioteca Publica de Jalisco [Guadalajara], Manuscritos, vol. 58,
folios 4v—12v; copy at Manuscritos, vol. 95, folios 199r—205r).
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19. Both Guadalaxara (1683:4v, 6, 6v) and Steffel (1799:10, 28, 31, 32, 34; 1809:350,
360) reported that the third person pronoun pu was combined with the interrogative g¢
to form g“épu ‘who?’. Steffel (1809:350, 360) represented the word in his dictionary as
k"épu ~ képu and recorded k“épu-la, with the possessed marker -la, as the interrogative
‘of whom?’. The modern reflex is épu, also attested as yépu ~ épuka — épuka (Brambila
1976:155).

20. The construction kipu retetma ‘their relatives’ is attested as (quipu réteyma)
(Tellechea 1826:152). Tellechea was inconsistent in his placement of stress on kipu, but
the other three attestations of the word for ‘relatives’ in his work show its form as
({reteima).

21. Gasso presented the genitive pronouns without stress.

22. Félix Armendariz also noted that the final syllable -li attested in many River
Warihio nouns seemed to be “old absolutives already grammaticalized” (2007:26—27).

23. Burgess (1996:25—-26) documented a different pattern in the Western Ralamuli
community of Tierra Blanca. The -e suffix replaces the final vowel of the stem only if that
vowel is an -a or a stressed -7, and it usually appears with the suffix -game, for example,
ba?c-e-game ‘have an elder brother’ and mal-é-game ‘have a daughter (J)’. A possible
Yaqui cognate of Proto-Tarawarihio *-e is discussed by Haugen (2008a:459-61, 2008b:
154-57).

24. The suffix *-¢i also is unattested in reflexes of *apa ‘mother’s father’, which in
most dialects has been replaced by apaloci, the self-reciprocal for ‘mother’s father,
daughter’s child (¢’ (see appendix 3, set 27). An alternative approach to reciprocality in
grandparent-grandchild terms may have existed in Samachique around 1930. Bennett
and Zingg (1935:220) reported that, rather than being self-reciprocals, Samachique
terms for these relationships were sex-linked. The reflexes of Proto-Tarahumaran
*apa ‘mother’s father’, *u?su ‘mother’s mother’, *oc¢i ‘father’s father’, and *aZka
‘father’s mother’ were used by both male and female speakers also to label ‘daughter’s
son’, ‘daughter’s daughter’, ‘son’s son’, and ‘son’s daughter’, respectively. Martinez,
Martinez, and Naranjo (2012:44—47, 92-93) documented the same approach in the
Norogachi community (N-N), but it is not attested in any of the other modern Ralamuli
dialects.

25. Passin (1943:480-82) provides a good summary of these relationships. For an
overview of institutionalized joking relationships between grandparents and grand-
children and among siblings-in-law, see Kennedy (1966, 1970a, 1978:171-74).

26. Although this pattern in the use of -¢i suggests Nahuatl influence, we think that
the Nahuatl terms ¢i¢i ‘mother’, nana ‘mother’, and tata ‘father (2)’ likely entered the
lexica of some modern Ralamuli dialects via Mexicanized Spanish (see appendix 3, sets 3,
21, 36). All these words were integrated into the Spanish lexicon early in the colonial
period (Santamaria 1978:377, 753, 1014—15), and none is attested in Balleza Ralamuli
(S-B). Balleza is the only community in our sample where Nahuatl is reported to have
been spoken in the Spanish colonial period (Alegre 1959:358).

27. The shift of medial *-k- to -g- in Western Ralamuli is attested in the Tierra
Blanca term wagila ‘younger sister’s husband’, the reflex of Proto-Tarahumaran *waka.
The loss of initial *k- in the Northern and Southern dialects is seen in oci ‘elder sister’,
the reflex of *ko?2¢i.

28. The suffix -¢i is rare in Western Ralamuli. In the Tierra Blanca subdialect, it is
attested only in apaloci ‘mother’s father’, a?kacili ‘son’s child (2)’, which is used solely
as a term of endearment, and geydci, the self-reciprocal for relatives of the fifth ascend-
ant and descendant generations.
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