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I. INTRODUCTION

A. Review of the Literature

Within the past decade, certain types of ethnographic
and linguistic studies have come to occupy an important place
in the anthropological literature. These are the formal
semantic investigations of selected cultural domains, such
as kinship systems, color categories, property-space rela-
tionships, residence rules, ethnobotanical classifications
and others.l The aim of these studies in "semantic ethnogra-
phy" has been to produce more accurate, relevant and predic-
tive statements about cultural phenomena, by applying a rig-
orous methodology designed to systematically explore the
relationship between certain linguistic forms, namely lex-
emes,2 and their referents (Conklin 1955; 1962; Frake 1961;
1962; Goodenough 1957). The techniques of investigation,
derived principally from descriptive linguistics, are de-
signed to discover organizational principles for these
phenomena in ways analogous to the linguist's discovery of
phonological and grammatical rules. Semantic ethnographers,
like linguists, hope for a unique relevancy, free of a priori

biases.

lSee bibliographies in Sturtevant (1964), Hammel
(1965) and Colby (1966) for applications to studies of color
categories, kinship terminologies, residence rules, disease,
ethnobiology, psychology, etc.

ZA lexeme, as defined by Conklin (1962:121) is . . .

"a meaningful form whose signification cannot be inferred
from a knowledge of anything else in the language."
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Semantic ethnography has been hailed by some as a
giant step forward for descriptive anthropology. Sturtevant
(1964:101) , for example, states that "ethnoscience shows
promise as the New Ethnography required to advance the whole
of cultural anthropology . . . " as it " . . . raises the
standards of reliability, validity and exhaustiveness in
ethnography." Others are less optimistic, noting that the
results thus far are more programmatic than explicative.

Some question not only the techniques of investigation, but
also the validity of some of the basic assumptions of the
approach. urling (1964) for example, is concerned with
assumptions made about the relationship between linguistic
elements and cognitive processes. Harris (1968) feels that
the implied stress on informants' verbal statements will lead
to idealistic as opposed to realistic descriptions of cultur-
al phenomena. And Berreman (1966) fears that the lure of
this new "scientific" method may overshadow the contributions
still being made by more traditional approaches.

Despite these criticisms and others (see Kay, 1970),
people are continuing to work in the field of formal seman-
tics, to expand and refine its methods and to suggest new
applications. Some are concerned with additional linguistic
approaches to ethnography (Casagrande and Hale 1967; Per-
chonock and Werner 1969); others with linguistic approaches
to analysis (Buchler and Selby 1968; Friedrich 1970; Tyler
1969b). A few are beginning to look for universal semantic
patterns in these new data (Berlin 1972; Berlin and Kay 1969;

Berlin, Breedlove and Raven n.d.; Ullmann 1963). Linguists
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themselves show a renewed interest in developing a theory of
formal semantics and in strengthening its position in general
linguistic theory (Chafe 1970; Chomsky 1965; Katz and Fodor
1963; Lamb 1964b; 1966; Weinreich 1966). Semantics has again
become the focal point for those interested in language as
human behavior and in human behavior as catalogued by lan-
guage.

One of the new areas of research that has been sug-
gested for formal semantics is that of historical studies.
Tyler (1969a:18) sees an approach to the reconstruction of
meaning through the analysis of the organization of whole
semantic domains as of particular importance. He feels that
historical linguistics has made little progress in semantic
reconstruction because of its preoccupation with linguistic
forms and the idea that basic meaning is somehow represented
in the most frequently occurring glosses. He cites his own
work (Tyler 1965) and that of Voorhees (1959) as indicating
that the reconstruction of at least some domains--in this
case kinship systems--is possible without reference to con-
stituent morphemes or lexemes (see also Romney 1967). Tyler
(1969a:18-19) notes further that the "structure of the rules
which transform one genetically related system into another
constitutes a description of historical process." And, he
adds: "An interesting feature emerging from these studies is
that the semantic structure of such systems display [sic] a
remarkably conservative nature. The parameters of the system
are relatively impervious to change despite the fact that

individual lexemes denoting semantic categories frequently
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undergo rapid and dramatic change" (Tyler 1969a:19).

Tyler's suggestion that semantic systems may have a
perceptible time depth and may be amenable to historical
analysis is not entirely new. Indo-Europeanists in the last
century were concerned with developing "laws" for dealing
with semantic change through time (Ullmann 1963:172). These
and other comparativists have long noted the tendency for
certain sets of related lexical forms to be retained through
time while others undergo more rapid change and replacement.
Most of the early genetic classifications of languages were
based on the assumption that items from core or basic vocabu-
lary areas such as terms for parts of the body, kin relation-
ships, geographic features, etc., would be retained over long
periods of time (Fowler 1971; Haas 1969). This same assump-
tion was basic to the development of lexicostatistics and
glottochronology as quantitative approaches (Gudschinsky
1956; Swadesh 1951). More recently, Elmendorf (1958; 1962)
and Kroeber (1961) have attempted to analyze time depths for
related languages while taking into account differential
rates of retention for various semantic sets. Elmendori
1958; 1962) has suggested some specific historical reasons
for different replacement rates in the Yukian languages of
native California and in Salish dialects of the Northwest
Coast.

What is new about Tyler's thesis, however, is the
suggestion that the parameters, principles of organization
and the semantic components of these systems may also be

amenable to historical analysis, perhaps within the framework

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



of culture history or some broader evolutionary scheme. This
type of analysis, necessarily comparative, would go beyond
discussion of the retention of individual lexemes or lexeme
sets and attempt to discover historical roots for the seman-
tic principles that organize these systems. The growth and
development of the lexicon for a particular semantic domain
could then be viewed as part of the larger, sociocultural
system of a particular group or groups of peoples. Its pat-
terns of change could be discussed in terms of the specifics
of sociocultural change. This type of approach would allow
not only for substantive discoveries about individual systems
but also for findings about the nature of semantic systems
generally. Particularly, it would help to determine what
types of influences are initiating and/or sustaining forces
in semantic development. Methodologically, it would have to
combine ethnography, historical linguistics and whatever
other lines of inquiry were deemed relevant to investigating
the particular semantic systems involved.

It is this dynamic asvect of the study of semantic
systems that will occupy us here. Specifically, we will
attempt to describe the growth and development through time
of a particular set of semantic networks that presently
occurs among certain of tl:e Numic-speaking Indian groups in
western North America. The networks are those surrounding
native views of the nature and interrelationships of plants
and animals, particularly as these views are expressed in
Numic systems of biotaxonomic classification. Through an

examination of the ecological, cultural and linguistic
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features of these systems, we will attempt to show that they
have their origins in three sets of factors: 1) in observa-
tions of concrete similarities and differences among the
naturally occurring biotic forms in this region; 2) in cul-
tural interpretations of the significance of these observa-
tions, as expressed in attitudes toward exploitation, but
alsc as at least partially synthesized in mythology; and
3) in certain historical influences that have been operative
on these groups for the past 3,000 years. We will further
attempt to describe the development of these systems with
reference to a particular theory of Numic prehistory, that
of Sydney Lamb (1958a), who suggests that these groups are
relatively recent migrants into the Intermontane Great Basin,
entering the area within the last millennium from somewhere
to the south, possibly from near Death Valley, California.
The purposes of this thesis will be thus both sub-
stantive and theoretical. They will be substantive in that
we will be investigating the history of a particular set of
semantic systems in a particular set of languages and cul-
tures. They will be theoretical in that we will attempt to
demonstrate the effect of certain specific factors on the
growth and development of the Numic ethnobiological systems,
and perhaps on ethnobiological systems generally. These fac-
tors are environmental contingencies, particular cultural
patterns and certain historical circumstances. Numic ethno-
biological systems will be viewed as rooted in nature and
natural observations, but also as culturally and historically

conditioned. We hope that some of the points raised may con-
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tribute generally to our understanding of the interrelation-

ships of language, culture and culture history.

B. The Problem

The Great Basin region of western North America
offers some rather unique opportunities for testing various
hypotheses relative to the history and development of seman-
tic systems, particularly in ethnobiology. In this region,
prior to major disruption by Euro-American incursions in the
middle of the last century, lived numerous, relatively small
and culturally homogeneous, hunting and gathering groups.
They have been designated by a variety of names in the his-
torical and anthropological literature, including Northern
Paiute, Paviotso, Bannock, Shoshoni, Panamint, Chemehuevi,
Southern Paiute, Ute, and a host of others. Their name for
themselves derives from the term for "person," or "native
speaker," which is variously /némil/,3 /nimi/ or /niywiy,
depending on language and area (see Map 1).

In order to survive in the seemingly harsh environ-
ments of the semi-arid Great Basin, these people developed a
non-specific, or variety oriented, exploitative system, one

requiring detailed knowledge of the habits and habitats of

3Transcriptions of native terms in this thesis have
the following values: 1) terms given in brackets [], parti-
cularly the Northern Paiute, Southern Paiute and Shoshoni
field data, are transcribed broadly phonetically, with most
translations provided by informants; 2) terms given in
slashes / / are transcribed phonemically, following the is-
ages and solutions of the various authors cited; and 3) terms
underlined, or segmented by series of dashes are for the most
part from older and less reliable works. Their phonetic/
phonemic status is questionable.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



Study Areas: 1. Reno 4. Richfield
2. Pyramid Lake 5. Cedar City
3. Owyhee 6. Kaibab

7. Las Vegas

MAP 1: GREAT BASIN TRIBAL DISTRIBUTIONS
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the numerous biotic forms that are native to the region.
This pattern had many similar aspects and foci, so that with
a few exceptions, we may describe the area as generally homo-
geneous as to subsistence base. Variations that did occur
can be tied to peculiarities in local environmental condi-
tions and/or to historical circumstances that led to changes
in orientation. As the food quest was of primary concern,
environmental contingencies also conditioned many other fea-
tures of culture (Steward 1938).

With one notable exception, i.e. the Washo, Great
Basin groups spoke closely related languages, forming the
northernmost or Numic branch of the widespread Uto-Aztecan
stock. Linguists have suggested that the Numic branch con-
tains six languages, divided into three sub-branches of two
languages each. These are designated Western Numic, with
languages Mono and Northern Paiute; Central Numic, with
languages Panamint and Shoshoni; and Southern Numic, with
languages Kawaiisu and Ute (Miller 1966). Phonological,
grammatical and lexical differences among the sub-branches
and languages are slight, leading linguists to postulate
divergence from some parent source at less than 2,000 years
ago (Hale 1958-59; Lamb 1958a). Archaeological and linguis-
tic evidence suggests that between this time and ca. A. D.
1,000, speakers of Numic dialects began to expand into the
Intermontane Great Basin region. The point of origin for
Numic migrations has been variously placed as in the vicinity
of Death Valley, in southern California (Lamb 1958a); and

generally, Hopkins (1965), southeastern Utah-northern Arizona
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(Gunnerson 1962), and an unspecified locality in the north-
eastern Great Basin (Taylor 1961). The fate of the previous
occupants of the region and their relationship to the Numic
speakers, if any, has also been the subject of some specula-
tion (see Chapter II, C).

Given the degree of cultural and linguistic homo-
geneity that exists in the region, as well as specific pro-
posals accounting for its linguistic pre-history, we are
able to examine several hypotheses relative to factors
influencing the growth and development of Numic ethnobiologi-
cal systems.

1. By examining the structure of a single domain
(ethnobiology) in a number of closely related languages
(Numic) , we should be able to determine if these semantic
systems have any perceptible language specific, or perhaps
language branch specific, characteristics. Given the degree
of homogeneity among the various languages, we would expect
similarities in the structures of systems, as well as the
forms themselves.

2. By holding the influences of language relatively
constant, i.e. by working with systems in a single Numic
language, we should be able to investigate the effects of
such non~linguistic features as environmental differences
and variations in subsistence orientations on semantic growth
and development. If these features are important, we would
expect systems within a single language to exhibit variations

in line with these various contingencies.
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3. By examining all systems in a comparative lin-
guistic framework, we should be able to see the influences
of various historical factors, such as the proposed Numic
expansion into the Great Basin area, various associations
with neighboring groups, etc. We would also expect these
factors to influence systems along certain predictable lines,
given the present and proposed locations for Numic popula-
tions vis-a-vis surrounding groups at various points in time.

4. Lastly, and in part related to point 3 above,
given that the data being considered form ecological sets
and paradigms, we should be able to use them to better decide
the location of a homeland for Proto-Numic. We would expect
forms that can be reconstructed as Proto-Numic to give us
certain ecological clues to points of origin for this lin-
guistic branch and perhaps others closely related to it.

In order to test these various hypotheses, we con-
ducted field investigations and other comparative studies
with Numic-speaking groups in several Great Basin areas. To
consider the first question, we gathered taxonomies for
plants and animals in three Numic languages, each represent-
ing a different Numic sub-branch. These are: Northern
Paiute (Western Numic), as spoken at Reno and Pyramid Lake,
Nevada; Shoshoni (Central Numic), as spoken at Owyhee, Nevada;
and Ute (Southern Numic), as spoken at Las Vegas, Nevada,
Cedar City and Richfield, Utah, and Kaibab, Arizona. Find-
ings suggest that there are certain formal similarities be-
tween branches and among languages that may have originated

in some cognate semantic structures and principles in Proto-
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Numic.4 However, findings also show that language-specific
semantic features are difficult to demonstrate conclusively,
as they can be easily confused with similarities arising for
other reasons; i.e. because of cultural and ecological pres-
sures, and perhaps even because of general evolutionary
trends in the ethnobiological vocabulary building. The Numic
systems should next be compared to non-Uto-Aztecan systems
for groups in similar cultural and ecological settings to
establish these language-dependent factors.5

In order to examine the second postulate, i.e. the
importance of certain non-linguistic factors on taxonomic
growth, we investigated structures in the Ute language from
groups in several different environmental areas and of dif-
ferent subsistence orientations. These include the Cheme-
huevi and Las Vegas Southern Paiute groups in the "hot des~
erts" of southern Nevada, the Cedar City Southern Paiutes
in the "cold deserts" of the eastern Great Basin, and the
Kaibab Southern Paiutes in the higher elevations of the Colo-
rado Plateau. Indications are that ecology plays a very

important role in semantic development in ethnobiology, often

4We here interpret semantics as an integral part of
language, capable of being described in at least some aspects
by formal analysis (Katz and Fodor 1963; Chafe 1970; Chomsky
1965) .

5Bright and Bright (1965) attempted a study of this
type in certain northern California Indian languages, with
somewhat inconclusive results. They found some differences
among the Yurok (Algonkian), Karok (Hokan) and Hupa (Athabas-
can) biotaxonomies, but were uncertain as to the causal fac-
tors. They also noted more actual similarities in groupings
than differences.
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leading to the emergence of specific taxonomic groups, as
well as to varying definitions of cognate lexemes in differ-
ent areas. With reference to the influence of differences in
subsistence orientations, we also gathered taxonomies from
horticultural (Chemehuevi, Kaibab) and non-horticultural
(Cedar City) groups of Ute speakers. These factors are also
seen as causing some major realignments in the systems. We
thus conclude that Numic systems are highly adapted to local
environmental and cultural circumstances.

The remainder of our analysis is concerned with addi-
tional comparisons for the historical purposes outlined in
points 3 and 4. By comparing the Numic systems with certain
others in related languages, we attempt to describe semantic
growth as reflected in cognate forms in the lexicon. These
comparisons give us some keys to the historical influences
that have been operative on Numic speakers since before their
suggested expansion into the Great Basin region. Specific
lexical comparisons are made between the Northern Paiute, Ute
and Shoshoni data collected in the field and materials from
the literature on these languages and their sister languages,
Mono, Kawaiisu and Panamint. Broader comparisons are also
made with certain other northern Uto-Aztecan languages, in-
cluding Hopi, Tubatulabal, Luiseno, Cupeno, Cahuilla and
Serrano. All of these suggest that we can reconstruct cer-
tain semantic features of Proto-Numic ethnobiological sys-
tems, as well as a substantial portion of the lexicon. They
also help to further substantiate origins, bringing into

focus certain relationships between languages and branches
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that have historical implications. Relationships seem parti-
cularly close between the Southern Numic languages and Hopi
and the Southern Numic languages and Tubatulabal, suggesting
that these particular groups may have been in geographic
proximity for some time.

As a further consideration of Numic historical prob-
lems, we also examine the lexical data derived from these
various comparisons for additional clues to possible Proto-
Numic environmental features and homelands. Findings from
these comparisons seem to add additional strength to propos-
als for a homeland in southern California, perhaps somewhere
near the southern tip of the Sierra Nevada.

In the chapters to follow, we will examine more
thoroughly these various questions as well as the data.
Specifically, in Chapter II, we will outline in more detail
the pertinent features of the environmental, cultural and
linguistic situations in the Numic region, as well as review
specific theories of Numic origins. 1In Chapter III, we will
describe the biotaxonomic systems of the Northern Paiute,
Shoshoni and Southern Paiute groups tested, noting features
relative to the various hypotheses stated above. In Chapter
IV, we will review the comparative literature on biotaxono-
mies and principles of classification for these and the other
northern Uto-Aztecan groups of historical concern. In Chap-
ter V, we will attempt to reconstruct as much as possible of
the Proto-Numic biotaxonomic nomenclature, tracing the devel-
opment of certain categories with their lexemes to the pres-

ent. And, in Chapter VI, we will compare inter-branch cog-

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



15

nates for further indications of historical relationships and
for evidences of proto-environmental situations and loca-
tions. We will also summarize our findings with reference to
the utility of semantic studies emphasizing the structural
aspects of domains to historical questions and investiga-

tions.
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II. THE GREAT BASIN

A. The Environmental Setting

The Numic-speaking peoples, at the time of contact
and disruption in the early part of the last century, occu-
pied a region of some 400,000 sqg. mi. in the semi-arid inte-
rior of western North America. This vast region, much of
which can be classed as upland or desert steppe, extended
from the volcanic plains and plateaus of the Snake River
country on the north to the deeply dissected canyons of the
Colorado River on the south, and from the mountain chains of
the Rockies System on the east to the sharp uplift of the
Sierra Nevada on the west. Today, it covers most of the
states of Nevada and Utah, as well as portions of Oregon,
Idaho, Wyoming, Colorado, Arizona and California (see Map 2).

The western two-thirds of this region, or that for-
merly occupied by Northern Paiute and Shoshoni groups, falls
within the Basin and Range Physiographic Province (Fenneman
1931:326). It is characterized topographically by numerous
semi-arid and broad basins, separated by isolated and roughly
parallel mountain ranges. The ranges are the result of
faulting and folding in the parent strata, generally on a
north-south axis. They therefore trend in this direction.
The basins between the fault lines have been built up by
erosion from the ranges until many have nearly level floors
(Plate l:a, b). Many basins are long, paralleling the ranges

for 100 mi. or more (Fenneman 1931:333f).
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In the north, in the so-called Great Basin, the base
elevation for basins and ranges is relatively high, ca. 4,000
ft., and the area is characterized by internal drainage.

This drainage pattern has resulted in the formation of sev-
eral permanent and slightly to highly saline lakes, as well
as to numerous ephemeral playas or sinks on the basin floors.
Lakes such as Pyramid, Winnemucca, Walker, Honey, and Hum-
boldt and Carson sinks in the west, and the Great Salt Lake,
Sevier, Utah and Bear lakes in the east, created various
biotic communities. The streams that fed them were among
the few permanent water courses in the region (Map 2). Many
of the playas are filled with runoff water each spring, but
dry to hard, alkali pans by mid summer, when precipitation
decreases to 1 in. or less per month (Brown 1960). These
pans are a striking feature of the region and contribute to
the impression that much of the area is true desert (Plate
l:c, d).

In the south, base elevation decreases to 2,000 ft.
or less and playas are less common. In isolated cases, e.g.,
in Death Valley, base elevation dips to below sea level.
Also in the south, basins are larger and the intervening
mountain ranges less extensive. Some of the water courses
in the southern portion enter streams that flow to the sea,
while others, because of general features of aridity, evapo-
rate before reaching outlets (Fenneman 1931:326).

In the north, basins and the lower margins of the
ranges support various "cold desert" or semi-desert biotic

communities. North of 36°30' No. Lat., which traverses
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southern Nevada and southern Utah (see Map 2), the "shad-
scale-kangaroo rat-sagebrush biome" occupies much of the
region, including portions of the adjacent Colorado Plateau
Physiographic Province. Vegetation consists of several types
of low-growing shrubs, the most common being big sagebrush
(Artemesia tridentata)6 and shadscale (Atriplex conferti-

folia) (Shelford 1963:260). Cottonwoods (Populus Fremontii,

P. trichocarpa), tules (Scirpus acutus), cattails (Typha
latifolia), willows (Salix spp.) and associated species also
occur on valley floors along permanent and some intermittent
streams and around springs and seeps (Plate 2:a, b).

The slopes of the ranges in this northern area sup-
port sparse to dense coniferous growth, depending on condi-
tions. Common species at intermediate elevations include nut

pines (Pinus monophylla. in the west; P. edulis in the east)

and junipers (Juniperus osteosperma, J. scopulorum), with an

understory of sage and grasses (Oryzopsis hymenoides, Elymus

spp., Poa spp., Stipa spp.). Other conifer-dominated commun-
ities are found at higher elevations. Canyons, especially
those with permanent stream flow, support various berry-pro-

ducing species, including chokecherry (Prunus melanocarpa),

elderberry (Sambucus melanocarpa), and currants (Ribes spp.)

(Plate 2:c, d).

6Authorities for binomials of plants cited herein may
be found in Munz and Keck (1963) and Kearney and Peebles
(1960) . Those for mammals may be found in Hall and Kelson
(1959) and those for birds in Peterson (1961).
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Large and small mammals, birds and other forms are
found in most of these communities, from the valley floors to
the crests of the ranges. Population density for fauna is
somewhat low in comparison to some other areas of North Amer-
ica, although speciation is high (Hall 1946). Rodents, rab-
bits, hares and lizards are most abundant on valley floors,
while at higher elevations, larger forms are more common.

In the south, in extreme southern Nevada and portions
of Utah, southern California and Arizona, basins and ranges
support more heat- and draught-resistant species, typical of
"hot desert" areas (Shelford 1963:373). Cacti, yuccas and
related forms are more common, and creosote (Larrea divari-
cata), mesquite (Prosopis juliflora), boxthorns (Lycium spp.)
and other forms dominate (Plate 3:a, b). Clumps of cotton-
woods (Populus Fremontii) and desert willows (Chilopsis lin-
earis) occur adjacent to springs and seeps, and salt marshes
support a variety of other forms. Large mammals are rare
except at higher elevations. Many of the smaller mammals,
particularly rodents, are nocturnal (Shelford 1963:373f).

The eastern third of the Numic region, or that for-
merly occupied by Southern Paiute and Ute groups, is part of
the larger Colorado Plateau Physiographic Province (see Map
2). The province as a whole is characterized by nearly hori-
zontal sedimentary strata rising from a base elevation of
5,000 ft. Unlike the neighboring Basin and Range where
strata are folded, tilted beds here occur only in a few great
monoclines and at the borders of local uplifts. Also, unlike

the contiguous Basin region, the results of erosion here are
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steepness rather than leveling, brought about largely because
of the strength of the parent strata (Fenneman 1931:274).

Within this region are hundreds of step-walled can-
yons. These have been cut into the sedimentary strata large-
ly by stream action. The largest of the canyons is formed by
the Colorado River and its main tributary streams, the Green
and San Juan. From these, side canyons occur in every direc-
tion and range in depth from a few hundred feet to well over
1,000 ft. Many of these canyons are so steep that access to
water and stream-side flora and fauna is severely limited.

In the main stem of the Colorado itself, Cataract, Glen,
Marble and Grand canyons cut most deeply. The Grand Canyon
reaches a depth of 6,000 ft. from the surrounding plateaus
and a lateral extension at the top of more than 15 mi.
(Fenneman 1931:286).

In addition to canyon lands, many of which support
only sparse vegetation and limited animal life typical of
both "cold" and "hot" desert areas, this region is also char-
acterized by numerous and more luxuriant plateaus. Some of
these have been isolated by stream erosion, canyon formation
and minor faulting. Others rise steeply from the surrounding
level plain as a result of major faulting. In the central
portion of the area, in Utah and northern Arizona, faulting
in the sedimentary layers has been so marked that a series of
"high plateaus" has been produced, rising as much as 5,000
ft. from the floor of the surrounding country. Subsequent
faulting has cut these plateaus in several directions and

caused them to dip to the north so that their exposed escarp-
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ments form a series of giant stairs from the rim of the Colo-
rado River canyon toward the north. These "high plateaus"
are usually well-watered and support numerous biotic communi-
ties typical of woodland and brushland areas. Common domi=-
nants are, again, pinyon (Pinus edulis) and juniper (Juni-
perus osteosperma, J. scopulorum), as well as mountain mahog-
any (Cercocarpus spp.), manzanita (Ceanothus spp.) and oak
(Quercus gambelii). True coniferous zones with ponderosa
pine (Pinus ponderosa), aspen (Populus tremuloides) and other
species are also found throughout (Plate 4:a).

Plateaus not within the "high plateaus" system rise
table-like from the surrounding country and occur at all
altitudes from 5,000 ft. to well over 11,000 ft. (Fenneman
1931:299). These are generally less well-watered, except for
the highest, and have some areas of exposed rock and poor
soil development. Many areas in the canyonlands generally
are characterized by expanses of "slick rock," almost barren
of vegetation and animal life. Even within the canyonlands,
however, stream-side communities of cottonwoods, willows,
oaks and other forms are well developed. They shelter deer,
beaver, foxes and numerous smaller mammals (Plate 4:b, c).

Fringing Numic territory on all but its southern side
are major mountain chains, all of which were frequented by
Numic groups in the pre-contact period. These contribute to
the overall character of the region and particularly to its
aridity, as they prevent moisture-laden storms from reaching
much of the area. In the north and on the east, the Rocky

Mountain System forms one of the major physiographic features
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of all of North America. It consists of vast, closely-spaced
chains of mountain ranges, plateaus and parks that together
form a wide, high and continuous ridge from western Canada
southward across the states of Montana, Idaho, Wyoming, Colo-
rado and New Mexico. The mountainous barrier separates the
Great Plains on the east from the Colorado Plateau, Basin and
Range and other areas on the west. The mountains range in
elevation from 8,000 to 10,000 ft. in the north and south,
while attaining heights of 13,000 ft. and above in the cen-
tral area in Colorado (Fenneman 1931:93). Structurally the
ranges are great anticlines that have been heavily eroded by
glacial action. They are often steep and rugged, and contain
numerous areas of exposed rock. They support many different
biotic communities from base to crest. Common dominants at
higher elevations are Engelmann spruce (Picea engelmanni),

subalpine fir (Abies lasiocarpa), bristlecone pine (Pinus

aristata), limber pine (P. flexilis), lodgepole pine (P. con-
corta) with an understory of dwarf bilberry (Vaccinium cae-
spitosum), black currant (Ribes lacustre), soapberry (Shep-
herdia canadensis), willow (Salix nuttallii) and others
(Shelford 1963:164).

Within the central and southern sections, there are
also large parks, or open, nearly treeless depressions be-
tween the mountain chains. The largest of these are North,
Middle and South Parks in Colorado, once favorite summer
headquarters for various Ute groups. North Park covers
nearly 1,000 sq. mi. and has a base elevation of 8,000 ft.

(Fenneman 1931:126). The other large parks are similar in
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extent and elevation. In addition to these, there are numer-
ous smaller parks, scattered throughout the Rockiés, most of
which are relatively flat meadowlands, flanked by timbered
foothills and peaks. They are generally well watered by the
surrounding ranges and frequented by many types of game
animals.

The western border of Numic aboriginal territory is
formed by the great Sierra Nevada chain and extensions of the
Cascade Range. Together, these form a single mountainous
area that separates the Pacific valleys from the Great Basin.
This great chain is approximately 1,000 mi. long and averages
50 mi. to 60 mi. in width. The general crest height is vari-
able, with peaks in the southern Sierra rising to 12,000 and
14,000 ft. The elevation of the mountain chain from the
floor of the adjacent Basin and Range averages from 2,000 to
5,000 ft. in the north, especially in Oregon and northern
California, and from 5,000 to 10,000 ft. in the south, in
western Nevada and parts of southern California (Fenneman
1931:396) . The western slopes of the Sierra-Cascade support
luxuriant mixed coniferous and deciduous forests and a wide
variety of animal species. The eastern slopes tend to be
drier, as they are within the rain shadow of the mountains
(Brown 1960), and fewer life forms occur. Jeffrey pine
(Pinus jeffreyi), whitebark pine (Pinus albicaulis), and
aspen (Populus tremuloides) are common, with manzanita
(Arctostaphylos spp.), mountain mahogany (Cercocarpus lede-
folius), ceanothus (Ceanothus spp.) and other forms found in

association. Oaks (Quercus spp.), especially the larger
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varieties, are rare to absent on the eastern slopes. Those
that do occur are largely confined to the southern part of
the range.

As can be seen from the foregoing brief treatment,
the environmental situations against which the Numic peoples
adapted their technological and other skills were many, and
they varied across the region. Basins and adjacent ranges,
plains and plateaus, mountains and meadows all offered dif-
ferent and somewhat unique opportunities for resource exploi-
tation, often within a lateral extent of a few miles. Micro-
habitats, such as specific stream sides, marshes, canyons,
lakesides and others provided by the vertical relief were all
important, and contributed to diverse patterns. Overall sim-
ilarities in major biome formations, however, led to some
commonalities. Everywhere, variety was a key characteristic,
and an orientation to the varied conditions became one of the

hallmarks of Numic culture.

B. The Cultural Setting

Numic culture for the immediate pre-contact and post-
contact periods has been fairly well described by several
writers (d'Azevedo, et al. 1966; Harris 1940; Kelly 1932;
1964; Lowie 1909; 1924; Opler 1940; Steward 1933; 1938; 1955;
1970). All agree that the Numic speakers shared a general
cultural pattern based on hunting and gathering the diverse
natural food resources that occur in the region. The pattern
described is similar to that termed "Archaic" by archaeolo-

gists, and it is one that has been characteristic of western
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North America for the last 10,000 years (Jennings 1964).

Numic groups exploited the region for food with a
minimum of organization and a simple yet efficient technol-
ogy. Their basic exploitive unit was a relatively small,
quite mobile and almost universally bilateral kin group. It
was most frequently the same as the habitual residence unit,
which has been defined variously as a nuclear family (Steward
1938:239), a camp group (Harris 1940:46), or a kin clique
(Fowler 1966:62). The latter concept is perhaps the most
expressive of the overall situation.

The exact size, make-up and the degree of inner- and
intra-group cooperation of kin cliques varied from area to
area, from season to season and from task to task. No one
unit size or composition was really "typical" of the entire
Numic region except perhaps in an areal or seasonal sense.
Most groups underwent processes of almost continual fission
and fusion. True nuclear family units, consisting of father,
mother, children and perhaps a grandparent or two, foraged
separately during some seasons, but were joined by other fam-
ilies for communal hunts, occasional harvests with associated
festivities and winter camps. This pattern was particularly
common in the central Great Basin where Steward (1938; 1955)
has described the "socially fragmenting effect" of the envi-
ronment on certain Northern Paiute, Shoshoni and Southern
Paiute groups. Plant and animal resources here were particu-
larly varied and scattered so that small, mobile family clus-
ters were highly efficient as exploitative units. Further-

more, gathering seeds, roots, berries and other plants and
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hunting most of the small and large animals in the region did
not require cooperative efforts-~given Numic technology.

Only antelope, mountain sheep, rabbits, mudhens and occasion-~
ally deer were taken by communal efforts. Reasons for so
doing varied from animal to animal, but most depended on
observations of particular habits. Drives involving several
family units were conducted when and where the populations of
these species were sufficient.

In other areas of the region, and particularly where
local resources were relatively abundant, larger camp groups,
small villages, and, in more recent times, horse-using bands
were also found. In Owens Valley (California), Reese River
Valley (Nevada) and select other locations, larger groups
were able to sustain themselves for longer periods and devel-
Op semi-permanent villages. In Owens Valley, resources were
sufficient to allow families to supply their subsistence
needs within a radius of a few miles from a fixed village
site. This was brought about by the immediate proximity of
mountain ranges on both east and west (the White Mountains
and the Sierra Nevada, respectively), as well as conditions
in the lush valley itself. Numerous biotic communities with
exploitable resources occurred throughout the area. Villages
of 100 to 300 persons were located in Owens Valley on the
banks of permanent streams and near irrigated wild seed
patches (Steward 1930; 1933:247).

There were also semi-permanent villages in the Reese
River Valley in central Nevada, another well-watered area and

one with a "vertical" concentration of biotic communities.
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The Reese River Shoshoni groups also supplemented their food
supply by broadcast-sowing wild seeds, as did a few other
central Basin groups (Steward 1938:104; Downs 1966).

In the south, Southern Paiute camp groups of 3 to 10
families, either related or "friends," foraged separately or
together from fixed sites at springs and along water courses.
Kelly (1964) has noted the patrilocal tendency of some of
these groupings, particularly for the Kaibab Southern Paiute.
Among the Kaibab, a father and his sons and their families,
or siblings (usually brothers) and their families often
camped together. Some Southern Paiute and Chemehuevi groups,
especially those located at large springs or along the Colo-
rado River and its tributaries, tended small garde. plots of
Southwestern cultigens--a practice they may have learned from
the Hopi, Pais or other Yumans to the south or west (Kelly
1964). Tending fields did not necessarily restrict their
movements, however, as they frequently left their camps,
returning only periodically to check and water the crops
until harvest time.

In the north and east, in Northern Paiute, Shoshoni
and Ute territories, the spread of horses and horse culture
in the immediate pre-contact period made larger groupings
possible. As Steward (1938:48) has noted, the post-horse
"bands" that developed in these areas were not the result of
greater population density, but of increased mobility provid-
ed by the horse. Larger units were able to exploit more ter-
ritory for food resources on horseback, and thus remain to-

gether. Mobility was also an artifact of horse culture here
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as on the Plains (see Oliver 1962). 1In order to provide for-
age and water for their animals, Northern Paiute, Shoshoni,
Bannock and Ute bands were almost continually on the move
(Murphy and Murphy 1960). The predatory aspect of some of
the Northern Paiute mounted bands may have developed in the
post-contact period as yet a further adjustment in the sub-
sistence cycle. Natural resources were severely depleted in
many areas of western Nevada in the post 1850's (Steward and
Voegelin 1954).

Relative autonomy of localized groups in much of
Numic territory resulted from a combination of social and
environmental pressures as well as from the rather loose sys-
tem of political control (Steward 1938). Leadership in much
of the region was confined to persons of influence rather
than authority, and tended to operate only within the parti-
cular residence unit involved. Among most groups, local
headmen would give advice, occasionally direct daily subsist-
ence activities and, even less frequently, act as arbiters in
intra-familial disputes. They rarely imposed decisions on
the parties involved, however (Steward 1938).

From time to time, especially in the central Basin
area, other persons would be called upon to take charge of
communal subsistence efforts, such as rabbit or mudhen
drives, antelope hunts, etc. Such individuals were chosen
for a variety of reasons, including hunting and organizing
abilities, luck, power with the particular species involved,
or, as in the case of rabbit drives, because they owned large

rabbit nets. These were temporary leaders for "task groups"
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(Anastasio 1955) who, depending on conditions may or may not
be chosen in another year or for another event.

Somewhat more complex leadership patterns were found
among the mounted bands where persons exercised more author-
ity. Some Northern Paiute, Northern Shoshoni and most Ute
bands in the immediate pre-contact and post-contact periods
had leaders who, in turn, had spokesmen to convey their mes-
sages to the people. Alliances within the band even in these
cases remained somewhat fragile. Persons left the group when
the leader could no longer command respect or when personal
disagreements resulted (Murphy and Murphy 1960). Steward and
Voegelin (1954) maintain that leadership among most of these
mounted groups was a post-contact phenomenon, brought about
by white pressures for spokesmen.

In many areas of the region, and especially where
residence units were small, as in the central Great Basin,
networks of kin relationships were created as an artifact of
marriage patterns. Prohibitions for marriage were commonly
extended to all blood relatives (Steward 1938). This often
required people to look beyond the local group or area for
marriage partners, as suitable individuals were usually not
available in the small kin based residence groups. Communal
hunts, harvests and the associated festivities and other
occasions provided good opportunities to meet persons from
other areas. Kin networks functioned in times when local
resources failed to extend hunting and gathering privileges,
possibly as an aspect of patterns of intra- and inter-famil-

ial sharing. These networks often crossed dialect and even
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language boundaries (Miller 1970 ; Steward 1938; 1970).
Exceptions to the extension of marriage prohibitions
to cousins existed in several Great Basin areas. Cross-
cousin marriage was preferred among the Gosiute and some
other Shoshoni and Northern Paiute groups. It has been re-
ported by Steward (1938:140) as perhaps preferentially patri-
lateral among the Skull Valley Gosiute. Pseudo cross-cousin
marriage, or marriage with father's sister's or mother's
brother's stepchild, has also been reported as an alternative
arrangement, as has brother-sister to sister-brother exchange.
In some Northern Paiute and Shoshoni groups, pseudo cross-
cousin marriage was permitted while marriage between real
cross-cousins was prohibited. Pseudo cross-cousin marriage
also had a patri bias in some areas (Steward 1938:194, 245).
Post-marital residence and descent patterns for the
region have been the subjects of renewed interest in recent
years. According to Steward (1938; 1970), all Numic groups
were bilateral, but residence patterns varied. There was an
idea of initial matrilocality as a form of bride service
among many Western Shoshoni and some Northern Paiute groups
(see also Park 1937). This was probably the result of the
relative importance of women in subsistence pursuits. After
this period, but occasionally not until after the birth of
the first child, the couple was free to choose a residence
site, either a new one or one with either set of parents.
Individual preferences, personalities, resource availability,
and other factors influenced these decisions (Steward 1938:

243). Residence ties may also have changed several times
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throughout a person's lifetime. This factor also fostered
a variety of extra-group contacts.

Service (1962:94-9) and Owen (1965) oppose Steward's
views on residence and descent, claiming that the Numic
groups in the pre-contact period were probably patrilineal
and patrilocal. Service feels that the patterns obtained by
Steward represent the post-contact disintegration of patri-
lineal-patrilocal conditions. He cites various types of evi-
dence, including Steward's own data on cross-cousin marriage,
historical descriptions of territorially based "bands," etc.,
to support his position. He sees patrilineal-patrilocal band
organization as characteristic of hunting and gathering popu-
lations in relatively harsh environments in other areas of
the world, and thus postulates the early dominance of this
type of organization in evolutionary perspective. Owen's
(1965) position is derived in part from that of Service, but
he also stresses that such situations tend to produce cul-
turally and linguistically hybrid groups, a point even
Steward (1965) feels is worth pursuing, and one to which we
will return in the section on languages, below.

Fowler (1966:67f) has reviewed Service's position and
criticized it, particularly in terms of Service's use of the
historical literature. He concludes that Service's conten-
tions cannot be demonstrated, at least from the sources he
cites. Steward (1970) has also answered Service at some
length, restating his position on residence and descent among
the Numic peoples. He recognizes the complexities in the

region, but still feels that his data reflect the pre-contact
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situation and are in line with the environmental contingen-

cies of the region. The issue should probably not be further
debated here, except to note that, given all of the evidence,
Steward's position seems the most readily defensible. How-

ever, the important point is that the varied character of the
social situation, no matter what its ultimate basis, may have
had some important influences on the development and mainte-

nance of linguistic relationships in the region.

C. The Linguistic Setting

Lamb (1964a) has recently reviewed the history of the
development of a classification for the Uto-Aztecan languages,
including the Numic family. Lamb (1964a), Miller (1966) and
Goss (1968) have also evaluated the present status of that
classification, including speculation on its inner- and
intra-stock relationships. All three are in substantial
agreement that Uto-Aztecan has a number of distinct families
or branches. These are (after Lamb 1964:109-110): Numic,
Tubatulabalic, Luisenic [or Takic (Miller 1964)1, Hopic,
Pimic, Coric, Aztecic, Taracahitic [Miller (1966) lists Tara-
humaric and Cahitic separately], and Giaminic (listed as
separate only by Lamb) (see Map 3). Each is seen as an inde-
pendent unit, although possibilities of genetic connections
at a supra-branch level have not been ruled out [see Voege-
lin, Voegelin and Hale (1962) for proposals relative to
Sonoran, Shoshonean and Aztec supra-branches, and Miller

(1966) for evaluation].
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MAP 3: LINGUISTIC DISTRIBUTIONS: NUMIC,
. TUBATULABALIC, HOPIC, TAKIC, PIMIC
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The Numic branch or family is the northernmost Uto-
Aztecan grouping, and is confined to the Great Basin region
and its immediate vicinity. It has three main subdivisions,
each with two languages. The names for the subdivisions and
the languages have changed through time, beginning with the
early terminological proposal made by Kroeber (1907) and con-
tinuing to the current systems proposed by Lamb (1964a) and
Miller (1966). At present, Miller's terminology seems to be
gaining favor (see also Goss 1966; 1968) and it will be fol-
lowed here. Miller designates the subdivisions of Numic with

geographic reference as Western, Central, and Southern.

Western Numic contains two languages, Mono and North-
ern Paiute. Of the two, Northern Paiute covers the largest
geographical area. It was, and still is, spoken by people
from the Mono Lake basin in southern California through west-
ern Nevada and into eastern Oregon and western Idaho. The
people known historically as Bannock, now resident at Fort
Hall, Idaho, but who once ranged from eastern Oregon to west-
ern Wyoming (Stewart 1970), are Northern Paiute speakers.
Mono is confined to the area of Owens Valley, California, and
its immediate vicinity and to a small area on the western
slope of the adjacent Sierra Nevada (see Map 3). The Owens
Valley Paiute are Mono rather than Northern Paiute speakers.

Liljeblad (1966) sets up two primary dialects for the
Northern Paiute language: a northern dialect and a southern
dialect. He places the isogloss separating the two between
the Pyramid Lake and Walker River areas in Nevada (see Map

3). Speakers of the northern dialect are now found at Pyra-
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mid Lake, Summit Lake, Fort McDermitt and Miller Creek
(Owyhee) reserves in Nevada, at Fort Bidwell and Susanville,
in California, at Burns and Warm Springs, in Oregon, and at
Fort Hall, in Idaho (Bannock). Speakers of the southern dia-
lect are found at Walker River, Fallon and Coleville, in
Nevada, and as far south as Bridgeport and Lee Vining in
California, where they are in contact with Mono speakers.
Liljeblad distinguishes these two dialects on differences in
lexicon, some features of grammar and on the presence in the
southern dialect of an additional subset of consonant pho-
nemes. In addition to the fortis/lenis contrast in conso-
nants characteristic of all of Northern Paiute (and most of
the other Numic languages as well), the southern dialect has
both a voiced and voiceless subseries within the fortis stops
(Liljeblad 1966:22). In addition to these two primary dia-
lect areas within Northern Paiute, Liljeblad also recognizes
a number of sub-dialects localized in different geographic
areas.

Lamb (1958b) classifies the Mono or Monache language
into three "superdialects," comprised of seven dialects.
These are: A. The Northwestern Mono superdialect, including
the San Juaquin and Kings River dialects, each of which in
turn has two subdialects; B. The Northeastern superdialect,
with three dialects, two in the northern part of the area
drained by the Owens River and the other in the east in Deep
Springs and Fish Lake valleys; and C. The Southern superdia-
lect, with two dialects, one extending from Big Pine south-

ward to Owens Lake and the other centering in the Kaweah
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River drainage. Lamb (1958b:15) adds that "it is safe to say
that mutual intelligibility prevailed between any two points
in the area, although a good deal of difficulty in under-
standing could be encountered between speakers from widely
separated points."

The Southern Numic sub-branch also has two languages,
Kawaiisu and Ute. Kawaiisu, like Mono, was confined at the
time of contact to a relatively small geographic area, while
Ute spanned a very large one. Kawaiisu was, and still is,
spoken by peoples at the southern tip of the Sierra Nevada
and its immediate environs. Its characteristics are poorly
known at present (Klein 1959; n.d.; Zigmond n.d.). Ute ex-
tended from the deserts of southern California and Nevada
across much of southern Utah and Arizona north of the Grand
Canyon into western Colorado. It is still spoken by people
from various reservations and colonies throughout that area.
The Chemehuevi and various cultural subunits known as the
Southern Paiute are Ute speakers.

Goss (1966; 1968) has made some preliminary inquiries
into Ute dialectology. He sets up four dialect areas within
the Ute language (including the Ute and Southern Paiute cul-
tural divisions). These are: Northern Ute, Southern Ute,
Kaibab (Southern Paiute) and Chemehuevi. He provides the
following summary (Goss 1968:19):

Limited comparative work seems to indicate that

the Ute-Southern Paiute-Chemehuevi dialects are

all very closely knit. Kawaiisu to the west seems

to be markedly different, both phonologically and

grammatically, than even its closest Yutish neigh-

bor, Chemehuevi. The structural differences of
Kawaiisu seem to show structural affinities to
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Tubatulabal. Southern Ute, at the eastern extreme

of Yutish distribution shares features of phonol-

ogy with the neighboring Shoshonish Comanche.

Within the Ute-Southern Paiute-Chemehuevi contin-

uum the relationship may be very complex, rather

than uni-directional. Northern Ute and Kaibab

(Southern Paiute) may have been closer to one an-

other than Northern Ute and Southern Ute, sometime

in the past. The linguistic situation may be at

variance with the cultural situation.

Goss sets up the Kaibab and Chemehuevi dialects
within Southern Paiute admittedly on limited evidence. Sapir
(1940) worked only with Kaibab, and there is little available
on Chemehuevi (Hill 1969; Kroeber 1907) and even less on
other Southern Paiute groups. My limited inquiries in sev-
eral Southern Paiute areas tend to substantiate Goss's dif-
ferentiation of Chemehuevi and Kaibab. I would tentatively
include within Chemehuevi the Las Vegas Southern Paiute, but
leave the question of Moapa affiliations open for the present.
There are also some differences in phonology within cognate
terms between Kaibab and the Cedar City area, and others be-
tween Cedar City and the Richfield area. The people now
resident at Richfield, Utah, and formerly on the Koosheram
Reservation, have always been difficult to place culturally
(Kelly 1938; Euler 1966). The area is best described as a

mixed one, perhaps a buffer zone between Pavant and other

central Ute and Southern Paiute.7 Evidence now at hand may

7Abox:iginal differences between Ute and Southern
Paiute hinged largely on the former's use of horses and
adaptations to Plains culture, while the latter continued
more traditional hunting and gathering pursuits. Individ-
uals are uncertain about linguistic differences at this point
in time. People in Cedar City say that those at Richfield
and Koosheram are "more like Utes," but suggest that differ-
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warrant setting up a Cedar City dialect area, possibly a
second for the central Ute-Southern Paiute hinterland, and
perhaps others. Since several of the precontact "bands"
described by Kelly (1938) are now extinct, we will probably
never be sure of the early dialect patterns.

There is little published work on the Kawaiisu lan-
guage (Kroeber 1907; Klein 1959), so that dialect determina-
tions within this grouping are difficult to make. Zigmond
(1938:635), in a footnote to his brief description of
Kawaiisu territorial boundaries, indicates that there are
dialect variants for some of the terms he recorded, but does
not locate dialect groups within the area. KXlein (1959)
makes no mention of dialects. Both Klein's (n.d.) and Zig-
mond's (n.d.) linguistic field notes are as yet unpublished,
although Zigmond is in the process of preparing some of his
data for publication (Maurice L. Zigmond, personal communica-
tion, 1970).

Both the language and the dialect situation within
Central Numic has been open to question for some time, pri-
marily for lack of data. Lamb (1958a), admittedly on scant
evidence, proposed that there were two languages within this
unit, Panamint and Shoshoni, and that their geographic dis-
tribution paralleled that of Western and Southern Numic,
i.e. one language, Panamint, being confined to a small area

in southern California near Panamint and Death valleys, while

ences are slight. Intermarriage and attendance at common
dances, funerals, etc., is common.
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the other, Shoshoni, extended from just north of that area
through eastern Nevada, adjacent western Utah, into Idaho and
western Wyoming. Miller, Tanner and Foley (1971), on the
basis of a recent survey of Shoshoni dialects, tend to agree
with Lamb on the question of the independence of Panamint,
but they also note that the differences between the two lan-
guages are slight. They describe a dialect continuum with
few perceptible breaks from the Panamint country to western
Wyoming. The Comanche, who in historic times occupied an
area of the southern High Plains, are Shoshoni speakers who
moved from the northern Basin region sometime around 1700
A.D. (Casagrande 1954:142). They are the only Shoshoni group
evidencing a sharp dialect break. However, the difference
between Comanche and Wind River Shoshoni is no greater than
that between Wind River Shoshoni and some Shoshoni areas in
Nevada (Miller, Tanner and Foley 1971).

In 1958, applying Edward Sapir's (1916) classic Time
Perspective . . . model, Sydney Lamb (1958a) proposed that
the Numic speakers intruded into the Great Basin region in
relatively recent times. He placed the geographic center of
gravity for their dispersion as somewhere in the vicinity of
Death Valley, California. He cited the following to support
his contentions: 1) the distribution and geographic extent
of the languages, with Mono, Panamint and Kawaiisu all occu-
pying small areas in close proximity to each other, while
the other three, Northern Paiute, Shoshoni and Ute spread
over vast areas (see Map 3); 2) the little perceived dialect

diversity in Northern Paiute, Shoshoni and Ute as compared
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to their sister languages; 3) the close proximity to this
geographic center of Tubatulabal, the closest linguistic
relative of Numic [the Takic languages, also closely related,
are nearby as well (see Map 3)]; 4) lexicostatistic counts
that seem to show a divergence of Numic from Tubatulabalic

at about 3,000 years ago, and the break-up of Numic about one
millennium later; and 5) further counts that indicate the
internal divergence of the northernmost languages of the
three Numic sub-branches (Northern Paiute, Shoshoni and Ute)
from the others at about 1,000 years ago.

Lamb (1958a:99) describes the situation in terms of
the gradual divergence of dialects rather than any sharp
cleavages. He postulates that around 5,000 years ago, Proto-
Uto-Aztecan was beginning to separate into a number of dia-
lects, perhaps somewhere near the Arizona-Sonora border.
Those that moved north began to further diverge about 3,000
years ago. Among these were Numic and Tubatulabalic. He
feels that before the split of Tubatulabalic and Numic, Numic
may have already shown some internal dialect differences, so
that the area near Death Valley at about 3,000 years ago may
have had for a time a set of mutually influencing dialects.
By about 1 A.D., three Numic dialects or languages were dis-
tinct, but still occupying an area in close proximity. One
of these, Proto-Kawaiisu-Ute (Southern Numic), may have re-
mained under the influence of Tubatulabal for a slightly
longer period. Later, and for some unknown reason, the three
Numic groups began to spread northward, apparently independ-

ently, until they came to occupy their present positions.
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He dates this spread at about 1,000 years ago, but states
that linguistics apparently does not provide clues as to why
it occurred. He does suggest that perhaps the distribution
of bison, shown by Steward (1938:37) as extending into the
Great Basin, may have provided the impetus.

Lamb's interpretation has been supported by several
of his colleagues (Goss 1968; Hopkins 1965; Jacobsen 1966;
1968; Miller 1966). Taylor (1961) and Gunnerson (1962) , both
archaeologists, have argued against this view from perspec-
tives that attempt to account for Great Basin linguistic pre-
history to a greater time depth. Taylor (1961) wants to see
Uto-Aztecan and particularly Numic dispersions as coming from
the north rather than the south. He suggests that prior to
5,500 years ago, the Great Basin and much of the West and
Southwest, were occupied by Hokaltecan (Hokan-Coahuiltecan)
speakers. After this time, a period Taylor sees as roughly
paralleling the internal divergence of Hokaltecan, he further
suggests that the proposed Hokaltecan distribution was broken
by intrusions of Penutian and Uto-Aztecan speakers from the
north. He sees present Numic distributions as the result of
a later divergence within an enclave of Uto-Aztecan speakers
that remained in the northeast. Taylor (1961:78) adds:

I can see no more reasons to propose Death Valley

as the homeland for Numic divergence, on the sole

grounds of multiplicity of present-day languages,

than to identify, for example, the British Isles

as a homeland of the Celtic languages! We know

that Celtic-speaking peoples of the British Isles

represent a pile-up at the end of a long migra-
tion--why not California Numic?
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Had geographic distributions been the sole basis on
which Lamb (1958a) made his proposal, Taylor's observations
with reference to Numic might have had more validity. How-
ever, as Miller (1966) correctly notes, the dialect distribu-
tions for Numic argue against any theory of pile-up in the
south. Miller (1966:92-93) observes:

If the Numic moved down from the North they would

have had to be gathered in a wide arc from south-

ern Idaho to central Colorado. Then they would

have moved simultaneously in the direction of

Death Valley as though they were taking part in a

gigantic rabbit surround. As they funneled into

the southwest corner, it would have taken careful

planning for placing the dialects so as to avoid

a pile-up. It is unlikely that the Basin saw such

carefully planned migrations until the days of

Brigham Young.

Gunnerson (1962) also an archaeologist, attempts to
account for Great Basin linguistic prehistory by tying some
specific archaeological complexes to the various Numic sub-
branches. Specifically, he (1962:44) suggests that at about
550 B.C., Proto-Numic speakers arrived in the northern drain-
ages of the Colorado River, in what is now southwestern Utah,
northwestern Arizona and southeastern Nevada. There they
developed in situ the Virgin Branch of the Anasazi or Pueblo
tradition. At about A.D. 950, they began a general expansion
to the north and east, with Proto-Southern Numic developing
into the Fremont culture of northeastern Utah, Proto-Central
Numic developing into the Sevier culture and Proto-Western
Numic remaining in the Virgin Branch homeland. Gunnerson
(1962:44) suggests that post A.D. 1200, all groups gave up

horticulture because of environmental contingencies (draught)

and returned to hunting and gathering. They then continued
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to migrate and expand primarily to the north and west until
they reached their present locations.

Schroeder (1963), Euler (1964) and Fowler (1965) have
all answered Gunnerson, suggesting that his interpretations
are not in line with the archaeological evidence. Their
views tend also to support Lamb's hypothesis, and they cite
data from excavations as evidences of in-migrations into the
Anasazi region rather than cultural degeneration of indige-
nous practices. More recent archaeological work seems also
to be supportive, noting hiatus periods in the archaeological
record from A.D. 1200-1400 in such widely separated Great
Basin areas as in northwestern Nevada, in cave sites within
historic Northern Paiute territory (Donald Tuohy, personal
communication, 1971) and in southeastern Nevada, in rock-
shelter sites within historic Southern Paiute territory
(Fowler, Madsen and Hattori 1972). Artifacts above these
levels in both areas have been identified as Northern Paiute
and Southern Paiute, respectively.

Thus, the two leading alternative proposals to Lamb's
(1958a) southern California homelands thesis have been sub-
ject to considerable criticism. However, they remain as
possible, although unlikely, suggestions as to origin points
for Numic dispersals. However, before we can apply our com-
parative data to this and other questions of history, one
additional point with reference to the Numic linguistic
situation needs to be further emphasized. It involves the
possible influence of the Numic cultural situation on com-

municative interchange.
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As noted above, Lamb (1958a) bases some of his claims
to the relative recency of Numic dispersals on the little
observable dialect diversity in Northern Paiute, Shoshoni and
Ute today. Owen (1965) and Miller (1970) have both suggested
that this feature may have been influenced by the linguisti-
cally and socially hybrid character of Numic groups. Commun-
icative interchange. marriage and economic patterns may well
have led to some leveling of differences, at least in vocabu-
lary. Opportunities for lexical borrowing are everywhere
apparent. Miller (1970) also reminds us that the Numic situ-
ation may be an important example of Swadesh's (1959) "mesh
principle," characterized by many intergradations lexical,
phonological and grammatical features rather than by sharp
cleavages. Much of the data we will present in later chap-
ters support these conclusions.

However, before we can return to this discussion
which is also pertinent to the history of Numic biotaxonomic
systems, we must first examine the data on classifications in
some detail. 1In Chapter III, we present the Northern Paiute,
Shoshoni and Southern Paiute plant and animal taxonomies, and
test various of our hypotheses concerning semantic growth and

development in these areas.
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III. NORTHERN PAIUTE, SHOSHONI AND

SOUTHERN PAIUTE BIOTAXONOMIES

A. Introduction

The biotaxonomic classifications presented in this
chapter were elicited from speakers representing each of the
three sub-branches of Numic: Western, Central and Southern.
They have been drawn from one language within each of these
three, in such a way as to test the environmental, cultural
and historical postulates stated in Chapter I. 1In each
case, we attempted to work with speakers who had lived in
the particular areas of concern for long periods of time,
and who were, as near as can now be determined, descendants
of the original inhabitants. However, whether their mater-
ials represent pre-contact and immediate post-contact lin-
guistic and cultural conditions is difficult to determine
with certainty at this point in time.

Materials are from the following languages and
areas: 1) For Western Numic, data were elicited from speak-
ers of the "northern dialect" of Northern Paiute (Liljeblad
1966) , as spoken at Pyramid Lake and at Reno, in west-central
Nevada.8 Environmentally, this is a Great Basin "cold des-

ert" area, but one near the eastern slope of the Sierra

8The Reno area is on the border between Liljeblad's
(1966) "northern" and "southern" dialects, so that all forms
recorded cannot be strictly placed in one or the other.
Terms recorded with geminated voiced stops fit most closely
the patterns of the "southern" dialect.

46
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Nevada. A discussion of the Northern Paiute data, along with
some methodological comments, has already appeared (Fowler
and Leland 1967). 2) For Central Numic, data are from Sho-
shoni speakers at Owyhee, Nevada, a higher "cold desert"
region, and one further to the north than the Pyramid Lake
Northern Paiute area. 3) For Southern Numic, taxonomies are
from three different dialect areas within the Ute language,
all representing the Southern Paiute cultural division.

These are: a) from Southern Paiutes near Cedar City, Utah,
who live between the "cold deserts" of the eastern Great
Basin and the western high plateaus of Utah; b) from Kaibab
Southern Paiutes at Moccasin, Arizona, who formerly occupied
the high plateaus and canyon lands of northern Arizona and
who still frequent these areas on occasion; and c) from
Chemehuevi-Las Vegas Southern Paiutes at Las Vegas, Nevada,
who live in "hot desert" country and who once ranged through
parts of the southern Great Basin and along the margins of
the lower Colorado River. Ancestors of the latter two groups,
i.e., the Kaibab and the Chemehuevi and Las Vegas peoples,
were horticultural in the immediate pre-contact period (see
Chapter II). Cultural and environmental differences, as
possible influences on taxonomies, should be maximized within

this particular set (see Map 1 for above locations).

B. Methods
The Numic biotaxonomies were elicited according to
some of the suggestions made by ethnoscience methodologists

- as well as through other approaches. The technique of
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gathering "folk definitions" of important forms as described
by Casagrande and Hale (1967) was particularly useful, as was
eliciting longer native language and English texts. Some of
the techniques of formal "frame analysis," however, posed
certain problems. These may be related, in part, to some
specific language influences.

Formal "frame analysis," at least of the type de-
scribed by Conklin (1962), Frake (1962) and Metzger and
Williams (1966) is based on principles of class inclusion vs.
exclusion. As such, it is basically taxonomic; i.e., phenom-
ena can be described in terms of a classical taxonomic tree
diagram, in which forms (in this case, lexical items) at any
one level can be said to be mutually exclusive, or contras-
tive, while those at different levels can be said to include
each other in a hierarchy of relationships. Techniques for
arriving at taxonomic trees include questions of the type
"Is X a 'kind of' ¥?" and, if so, "What other 'kinds of' Y¥Y's
are there?" Each question constitutes a single "frame,"
while each response forms the basis for a new "frame."

In the Numic languages, the "kind of" relationship
basic to this technique is often difficult to express in a
simple sentence. In Northern Paiute, for example, the native
sentence most frequently offered as equivalent to English "is
X a kind of ¥Y" is "is X 'like' Y," /-wa®ni®yu/. This is not
always satisfactory for class inclusion interrogation, as
"like" can be ambiguous in Northern Paiute, as it is in
English. Things may be "like" each other for different rea-

sons; i.e. because of color, taste, smell, techniques of
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preparation, etc., and these may change from item to item and
informant to informant. Difficulties such as these can be
surmounted by circumlocation, but the overall efficiency of
the technique is often impaired. Formal frame analysis was
used in these investigations, but only as supplemental to the
other approaches (see Table 1 for a Northern Paiute example).

Native texts and "folk definitions" provided a much
wider range of information, including data on taxonomic rela-
tionships. Texts were recorded in the form of discussions
focused around specific plants and animals. Bilingual inter-
preters, instructed to ask questions of their choosing, led
native-language discussions. Taxonomic and other classifica-
tory information was later extracted from context and redis-
cussed.

Pressed and fresh plant specimens served as focal
points for discussions on plants. Large samples of fresh
specimens were collected in the field, primarily under the
direction of native informants and shown to others. When
this was not practical, a "traveling herbarium" of pressed
specimens from other areas was used. In most cases, infor-
mants were able to identify materials satisfactorily from
pressed specimens, not only by distinctive appearance, but by
smell.

The collections of plants from the various Lumic
areas should be fairly representative of the current native-
known resources. The numbers of identified specimens by
study area are as follows: for Northern Paiute, 216 species;

for shoshoni, 137 species; and for Southern Paiute (all

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



50

Table 1: Data Derived Through Formal Frame Analysis (Metzger
and Williams Technique). (One Northern Paiute Case
Represented.)

25

Q. (h{i tu>ihi kad{ipigubagweiti]

wWhat is everything on or above the earth?

a. [tidikdsan-a] Things we eat
Q.  [him-Adiwazu] What else?

a. [tidéhdaweisan-a] Things we hunt
Q. [him-&diwazu] What else?

A. [padﬁhatt’] Things under the water
Q. [him- ddiwazul What else?

A.  [yozfai] Things that fly
Q. [him-4diwazul what else?

A. {é?nosabal That's all

0. [hii tikdsan-a) What is eaten?
A.  lakf, tibd, kuhd, acd, kam-£,]. . . . . .

Sunflower, pine nut, blazing star, tansy mustard, rabbits, . . .

Q.  [h{i tihdaweisan-a) What is hunted?
A. [tih-{’»‘ya, ko’ipa, tin-3j Deer, mountain sheep, antelope
0. [hii yozfai) What flies?
A. [huzfba, pihf, pianosa, wohityal
Birds, duck, pelican, swan
Q. (hii paddhati] what is under the water
A. lagdi, kuydi] Trout, cui-ui
Q. [him-3 sunfmé kdi tikdsan.al What don't the Indians eat?

A, [togdg-wa, mugiizu, pamégo, sodda, piplzi, tib.Sca, kagwiduhuu

Rattlesnake, lizard, frog, spider, stink bug, lizard, mountain
lion
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areas) 367 species. The Shoshoni sample lacks several impor-
tant "spring" plants, as the study was made in late summer.
Tentative identifications of some of these have been made
from other sources (Hoebel 1934; Shimkin 1947; Steward 1938).
The correlation of Numic lexemes with common English
animal names, and in a few cases with genus-species designa-
tions, was accomplished largely by showing informants pic-
tures of these forms in books. In a few cases, actual field
identifications were made, but as no attempt was made to col-
lect and catalog animal specimens, all of these should be

regarded as tentative.

C. The Northern Paiute Classification

Northern Paiute informants questioned segregated the
natural phenomena of the world, glossed "from people (Indians)
on down, everything on or above the earth" [nimiwiimanagwan.a
tu’fhi kad{ipigub}gwaiti] into three major categories: (1)
things that are eaten (as food), (2) things that are used,
and (3) things that are not used. The corresponding Northern
Paiute terms are, in order, [nadiiadi], [nahéh.idi] and [kdi
nahdn.id#]. The taxonomies of each of these are given in
Figures 2-7. The overall scheme is presented in Figure 1.

" In addition to the usual vertical arrangement common
to taxonomies, the Northern Paiute data also seem to present
an arrangement from left to right (as indicated by arrow,
Figure 1). The category things that are eaten [nad;kadi]
is always discussed first by informants, even in highly

structured eliciting situations such as suggested by Metzger
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and Williams (1966) (see Table 1). The other two categories
are of less importance, with things that are used perhaps
operating more covertly than overtly (Fowler and Leland
1967).9 This tends to reinforce the view that categories
based on use are of primary importance. These intersect with
categories based on biomorphology, habitat, etc., as we pro-
ceed through the schemes.
1. Things That Are Eaten

The major category things that are eaten has two
primary subdivisions: things that grow in place [néadi],
literally "growers," and things that move [yic{badi], liter=-
ally "movers" (see Figure 2). These designations bear some
relationship to the English concepts "plant" and "animal,"
as defined in the most inclusive sense; i.e. a plant, to
quote Webster (1964:1110) is "any living thing that cannot
move voluntarily, has no sense organs, and makes its own food
by photosynthesis; vegetable organism" and an animal is "any
living organism typically capable of moving about, but not
making its own food by photosynthesis" (Webster 1964:58).

Informants recognize this mobile vs. immobile distinction, as

9Some informants he51tated in placing things that
move in the category [nahén.ids]. All agreed that pelts,
feathers, hooves, etc., are used, and that one could say in
Northern Paiute "the deer is used,“ but they did not offer
the categorization freely. This section of the taxonomy has
been marked with diagonal lines to indicate their hesitancy.
Since most of the forms indicated are also hunted as food,
the "used" materials may be little more than the natural by-
products of hunting activities. The term [nahdn.idi] also
translates as "things that are taken," perhaps further imply-
ing that forms "taken" are also "used."
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well as a difference in ingestion, although things that grow
in place are thought to "feed" themselves on water taken in
through their leaves and roots. The animate vs. inanimate
distinction, noted by Mathiot (1962) as implicit in Papago
(but see also Pilcher 1967), is not wholly appropriate here,
although informants hesitate to label things that grow in
place as "living."

Things that grow in place are or two major types:
those found in the water [pdawaiti] and those fownd in the
earth [tl’ipinati] (implying rooted in the earth). To desig-
nate "plants" specifically, as opposed to "animals," rocks,
etc., the terms [ti’ipinanaad:i] and [pa’awainaadi] can be used.

The plants that grow in the ground are grouped at
this level according to the part of the plant that is eaten:
seeds [”ap\{i], roots (tuber or expanded stem) [’?at{na],
berries [kam.a'di], greens [pu/inaadé:] and flesh [7atuk6].
Seeds [?apfi] has the largest number of indivual plant mem-
bers. The presence of a hard outer layer for all of its mem-
bers and similarities in methods of preparation seem to be
the unifying features of the class rather than size, general
appearance of the parent plant, or some other criterion. The
used portion of the plant is the focus of attention rather
than its overall physical or morphological characteristics.

Common seeds include: tansy mustardlo [aca’] , wolley mule's

loIn this chapter, in the interest of space and sim-
plicity, plants and animals will be identified by common name
only. Binomial identifications for some of these are pro-
vided in the cognate sets, Chapter V.
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ears [akéﬁ, blazing star [kuhd], seepweed [wdada], rice grass
[wsi], acorn [wiyé], pine nut [tib{], etc. (see Figure 2).

The category berries [kam.{di] also contains several
members, some with the common morpheme [-p/bui] “eye, seed"
used as a suffix. Included are [té’isabui] chokecherry,
[wiydpui]l buckberry, [cidbui] wild rose berry, [tidbui]
service berry and [acdbui] raspberry. In addition, there are
also [hub.é] elderberry and [hunébi] huckleberry, designates
that do not end in the morpheme. One of the members of the
grouping roots also contains [-p/buil: [hun.{pui] a biscuit
root, Lomatium sacrocarpum. Dependence on linguistic cri-
teria alone might lead one to group the root with the other
berries containing the common morpheme, thereby introducing
possible confusion. It is, however, interesting to note
possible linguistic criteria in grouping plants (see Frake
1962:179) .

The category greens includes several onion-like
plants whose tops were eaten, such as [iézi°], [s{;gi], [sflL
[padé&i], etc., and a leafy green [kam.i's.igf], Glyptopleura
marginata. The name for this plant has an obvious etymology,
the literal meaning being "rabbit's intestine," derived from
the convoluted appearance of the leaves. The botanical name
has a parallel reference: Greek glyptos, "carved," and
pleura, "side," referring again to the sculptured appearance
of the leaves (Munz and Keck 1963:1300).

The category flesh [?atukfl] includes two prominent
members: the parasitic Orobanche [tuhﬁ], whose fleshy stalk

14
was roasted and eaten, and mushrooms [nimi n.akd], literally
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"person's ear." There does not seem to be great elaboration
within the designate "mushrooms" in this particular area of
Northern Paiute territory. Lamb (1958b) reports several
named varieties of mushrooms for Mono, on the western slope
of the Sierra. Other Numic groups also recognize and name
more than one type of mushroom, as will be noted below.
Environmental features and cultural food preferences are
doubtless of importance here.

The water plants [pégwaitil in the eaten category are
not further subdivided, and include named varieties, such as
cattail [téibi], tule [séibi], and others.

The category things that grow in place contrasts with
things that move (see Figure 3). Things that move [yéc§hadi]
is divided into things that crawl [nuydadi] , things that have
claws [sidﬁka’ya], things that have hooves [tosé%iga’yu],

things that fly [yozéﬁi], and things under the water

[padﬁhati]. Means of locomotion and common morphology seem
to be the common elements subdividing this category, but this
is not entirely clear from a consideration of the designates.
The category things that fly [yoz;di] includes two
primary subdivisions: [hugfba] birds and [mu{bigwa°n3°yu]
or fly-like things. An alternative term for fly-like things
is [tit{gici’yu yczédi] "tiny fliers," indicating that size
is a criterion for division. The category birds includes,
for most informants, the English taxonomic designation
"birds" as well as bats, and has two subdivisions according
to flight pattern and habitat: [pa’ébwaiti], "high location

.
fliers," and [tiipinagwaiti], low or ground location fliers."

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



58

(g) ua3ez axy jeyy sbutyy :¢ axnfrg

TTR3UO3I00
(n nqe3)
1ox2TNbS
adoyajue punoih
[e-uz3) [ea33%)
:.mwuouu_ T99p boy punoab
:m:.u«“ . (X 3uz3) [E208:4 23]
TTenb urejunow uems N E) 31qqes yoe
[¥#.6eqr003]) [¥6¥33s] feA3yyom) [ek.pTys3ed) 3 -wey) t
T2111nbs
punoxb Jue
.m_wwuwmw usy pnu yonp asoou eTUIOITTED brq jo bba
. foyou eprny
Tosnu) [e&ees] [3y3d] {nonxed] (3m41) “n& eqed)
deays ECRC ST
-Tno patquous sbbo ueorrad utejunow 3bpeq uowzou
. (oyou)
[rnény) [n.ueepto] {e.souepd] (ed1Oy) [euny) [nX1u]
Inox3 i
3L0IYIIND 3Isnoot uayabes EEEET) ote3zjng sutdnoxod n16
[yebe] resx) [3z0y] {33 .beu] [nonx] (3p3m.bed) {eniepee]
[33ToMbRuzdTTs) [¥3Tombe ed]
mor ubTy
[nX Tu emSiqrnu] (eqyzny)}
jsbufua“ayrr-A13 spi1q
hwwun.uwum_ (3p3204] (n& ebs63s03] | [nk exnprs) [¥peninu)
i umu . s2A00y daey suET1o aney mexd
T, A13 3eys sbutyy eyl sburyy | 3eys sburyr | 3eys sburyy

(¥peeU)
poe ut moux:
[3pe.b3034] 2A0W 3Byl SButyl :_ﬂ mw__:_._.u
[3pexzPRU) uaieg axy jeyr sburyy

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



59

Birds that spend most of their time on the ground and fly for
only brief periods at low altitude are grouped in the ground
category. Those that spend more time in high flight, or off
the ground and in the trees are classed as high fliers. One
informant said that birds called low fliers "can't get up
more than 20 or 30 feet off the ground." High fliers include
ducks [pih{], swans [woh{tyal, geese [nagita], etc. The
edible ground birds include sage hen [hugiﬁ, mountain quail
[siki%i], mud hen [sééya], etc. Mathiot (1962:156) has noted
a similar high vs. low distinction for birds in Papago, and
the concept also operates for Southern Paiute. An alterna-
tive based on size is also noted below (see "Other Northern
Paiute Classifications").

The category fly-like things [mu{bigwa9ni°yu] includes
small flying creatures such as locusts [kéa]. In the major
division things that are not used, the category has other
subdivisions (see Figure 7).

The edible [paddhati] or things under the water in-
clude several types of native fish, such as cutthroat trout
[agéﬁ], Pyramid Lake's cui-ui [kuyGi], catfish [mus&ipag?i],
sucker [’é’wagu], etc. The boundaries of this category have
not been fully established as yet, in that I am not sure
whether such things as fresh water mussels, crayfish and
others would be included here. Except for crayfish, other
"water creatures" are relatively rare in this particular area
of Nevada. The names for two of the fish have obvious ety-
mologies: [musﬁibag.wi] (catfish) or "moustache fish" and

’
[tocibag.wi] "shiny or transparent fish." The latter term is
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applied to schools of minnows.
2. Things that Are Used

The category things that are used contrasts with that
of things that are eaten and things that are not used as
illustrated in Figures 4-5. The groupings are the same to
the level things in the ground/things in the water for plants,
and through comparable morphological sections of animals.
Plant categories will be stressed and [yic{é.adé] or things
that move merely outlined. The same procedure will be fol-
lowed for the category things that are not used, except where
contrasts are particularly meaningful for later discussions
of other Numic systems.

As compared with things that are eaten, the organiza-
tional principles for plants that are used are different be-

low the level of things in the ground and things in the

water, the segregates being based on a mixture of use,
appearance, growth associations and other criteria. The
divisions shown are illustrative, not exhaustive, and do not
form contrast sets in all details, e.g. see the subdivisions
under medicine.

Two divisions at this level are made according to
use. The first is medicine [natésua] and the second is gum
[sanéko°o]. The gums include several named types, the name
usually being followed by the term for the appropriate part
of the plant yielding the gum, such as [sawabono®o] "sage-
brush balls" (actually galls) and [sigébi pui] "cottonwood
(tree) seeds." Medicines are grouped according to how they

are prepared and administered to the patient, i.e. chewed
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[nigé;wadil, ligquified to make a poultice [nabédudi], sprin-
mouth [namﬁqudi], smoked [nahéhuidi], drunk [nah{bidi], etc.
Several alternative classifications were suggested for medi-
cines (Fowler and Leland 1967:401). This seems to be an area
where specialized knowledge influences constructs. Since
many medicinal plants can be used in various ways and for
various purposes, some are listed under more than one subdi-
vision. The plants do not form contrast sets; it is the uses
that contrast. More common medicinal plants include: big
sagebrush [sawﬁbi], Indian balsam [téoza’a], death camas
[paségobi], Hermidium sp. [hfiwobi], bitterbrush [hinébi],
juniper [wéapi], dock [tiékonogibi], etc.

The category forest [wogépi] is defined for the
growth association of a number of tall, woody-stemmed plants
or trees perceived to grow together in Sierran environments.
The forest designation does not include understory plants,
such as manzanita, found in the same environment. The mem-
bers include only the tall trees, such as fir tree [katfabil,
cedar tree [pawéapi], oak tree [wiygl, aspen tree [sdobil],
and [wogébi], here used at a different level of contrast to
refer to long-needled pine trees and specifically to jeffrey
pine. Pinyon [tibépi] and juniper [wdapi] are excluded from
the forest category because, informants say, they grow apart
from the other trees mentioned and are scattered on the hill-
sides--a valid habitat observation. They are also viewed as
closely related to each other because of this growth associa-

tion. Cottonwood trees [sinabi] and large willow trees
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[sagapi] also fall outside this grouping. The term for cot-
tonwood tree can include the willow tree at one level, and
can also be used in popular speech today for any deciduous
tree. Trager (1939) has also noted this feature in the
Southwest, where, as in the western Great Basin, the cotton-
wood is the most prominent native deciduous tree. We will
return to a discussion of this point when we consider the
processes of category development in the Numic biotaxonomic
systems (see Chapter V).

The category grass [wahébi] groups together a number
of plants on the basis of physical or morphological charac-
ter. The member species have slender parallel-sided leaves
and grow in clumps. Part of the Linnaean taxonomic family
Graminae is included here, in the things that are used cate-
gory, but in the things that are not used category, small
rushes (Juncaceae) and other slender-stemmed plants are also
included.

One other grouping of plants at this level is that
of [sé;bi] or willows. This classification has several named
types, not nearly as specific as the taxonomic species desig-
nations. Only certain willow species were valued for basket-
ry. The close connection of the term for willow with "bas-
ketry fiber" in other areas will be discussed later in Chap-
ter V.

In addition to the groupings of plants just reviewed,
there are several other plants that do not fall under any
subcategory designation (except for use contrast). These

named varieties include rose bush [cidbui] and chokecherry
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[té’isabui], used for baby basket frames and pipes, grease-
wood [tonébi] for the hard tips of foreshafted arrows, hemp
[wiha] for cordage and string, etc.

The used plants classed as things in the water
[pa’awaiti] are individually named varieties which are used in
many ways but form no apparent subgroupings. These include
algae [péﬁhi], equisetum [sd}’wipi], cattail [tgibi], tule
[séibé], cane [wokékibi], etc. They are used for mats for
houses, blankets for cradle baskets, arrow shafts, whistles,
etc.

The used things that move [yic{gadi] are classified
in the same way as things that are eaten; i.e., into things
that crawl, things that fly, things that have hooves, things
that have claws, and things ia the water. The clawed animals
have a further subdivision covering felines [tuhﬁ’u]. The
names applied to individual feline members are compounds of
this term plus a descriptive (see Figure 5). [tuh(?u] is
also the term for wildcat.

The things that fly in this category include only
high flying birds. The other subdivisions are not represent-
ed, according to data gathered thus far. Birds are used pri-
marily for feathers, talons, etc., and include eagle
[kwi°néga], owl [muhG’u], hawk [nak§7i}, woodpecker [a;éz
bana?a], etc. The used things in the water include minnows
[toc{bagwi], for fish bait, the cui-ui [kuyﬁi] (bladder used

for glue), etc.
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3. Things that Are Not Used

The last general division of the natural phenomena to
be summarized is the class of materials that are not used
[kdi nahdn.idi]. An alternative term for this grouping
according to some informants is [sig‘.vi/ ca?abi] or Just trash.
Others apply the just trash designation only to things that
row in place, excluding things that move. Plants in this
division are called [sig.wi/ na’adi] Just growth, comparable
to the English designation "just a weed." The land plants
are grouped into the following segregates: [sig‘."i’ toni'ga’>a]
just flowers, further subdivided according to color or some
other distinguishing characteristic such as smell. Examples
of the latter are: [igé”a sin.4] "coyote's urine" (prickly
poppy) and [pug.u/ sin.a’] "horse's urine" (cleome), for their
strong odor. A second grouping is [sig‘:’i’ waha’bi] Just grass,
and includes numerous named and unnamed grasses along with a
few that are named but useless, such as [tis.fbi] salt grass,
[po3i’dapi] clover (also applied to alfalfa and other intro-
duced clovers), and [mondpi] or fox tail. The term [sig.wi,
si:,ibi] covers undifferentiated willows. Other terrestrial
and water plants can be called by any of the designations,
Jjust trash [sig.wi’ ca"ébé] , Jjust growth [sig.w{ na’adé] , or
Jjust green growth [sig.wf pu’inaadi] . Thorny plants can also
be called [nima‘:’ cih{di] "people stickers."

The water plants within the division things that are
not used [kdi nahdhidi] include a few named varieties and
numerous other unnamed types that can be called [pa’awai

na’adi] or water growth (see Figure 6).
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The category things that move has some additional
subdivisions not recognized in the other main divisions (see
Figure 7). The crawlers [nuyd%di] are divided into [hu{da]
ants, with several types named for the color, size, etc. such
as mountain ant [kéibahu{da], black ant [tﬁ.hu{da], etc.;
lizards [tab.i;iba’a] which includes black lizard [tuékaki],
gray lizard [mugﬁzu], and small lizard [tibéca], etc. Snakes
are recognized as a subgrouping but without a consistent des-
ignating class label. Some informants applied the term for
rattlesnake [togég.wa] to the entire class, but others pre-
ferred to name each form separately. There does not seem to
be a major division of snakes based on poisonous Vvs. non-
poisonous as in Southern Paiute (see below). Spiders, ticks,
beetles and other small crawlers are grouped together as
[soéﬁa], although the term is generally translated by infor-

mants to the English equivalent "spider." There are other

crawlers that do not fall into any of these subdivisions,
such as grub [wo°ébi], louse [puzf’a], and tortoise [k57ya].

Fly-like things, a subdivision of things that fly,
has as one member the designation [mu{bi] flies, that in-
cludes named varieties, such as "big fly" [paba’yu mu{bi]
(bottle fly), deer fly, or "gray fly" [iﬁiﬁuibi], etc. Other
fly-like things are named without further subdivisions;
examples are mosquito [wipéha], yellow jacket [not.;], but-~
terfly [co’épi], and moth [sitéaju co’ébé] "ugly butterfly,"
etc.

The water creatures under things that are not used

[k4i nahdn.id#] include frogs [pamégo] and unnamed fishes
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[pakwii. Several frogs are named for color, as for example
"black frog" [tﬂupamogo], "gray frog" [i%i%amogo], as well as
for other characteristics. The etymology of some frog names
is not so easily analyzed (see Figure 7).
4. Other Northern Paiute Classifications

The schemes presented above provides a basic, yet
flexible framework within which Northern Paiute speakers can
classify the plants and animals of their environment. All
informants questioned would generally agree with this type of
treatment, although not all would necessarily present their
materials in just this way. Some would make additional asso-
ciational groupings, such as by segregating categories for
desert brush (labeled [sawdbi] for big sagebrush), thorny
desert brush (labeled [canébi] for desert peach) or rabbit

brush (labeled [sigdbi] for Chrysothanmus nauseosis) from

other materials (Fowler and Leland 1967). Figure 8 indicates
some of these alternatives. As will be noted in Chapter V,
the category rabbit brush is quite widespread, and may be of
some historical significance.

Alternatives in designation are also found for some
categories. Things we hunt [tihé%waisan.a] can be substi-
tuted for things with hooves. It can also imply a grouping
such as game animals (see Table 1). Legitimate alternatives
for the category birds are also provided by the form
[kaséba’yu] those with wings, and the dual division based on
size with labels [kwi°n£°a] large birds (from the term for
eagle) and [hugfba] small birds (of uncertain derivation; see

Chapter V). This latter division is also found in other
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Numic areas, labeled similarly, as will be noted below.

Yet other informants prefer a dual distinction in the
maximal groupings of the taxonomy, into things that are eaten
and things that are not eaten. This is opposed to the tri-
partite division outlined above, as containing these two
categories plus things that are used. We have noted in this
connection that things that are used may function only co-
vertly, in that most of the forms so discussed are the natu-
ral byproducts of food-getting activities (see above, and
note 9).

These various alternatives to the categories dis-
cussed give a degree of flexibility to the Nothern Paiute
system(s). This is further emphasized and facilitated by the
presence of several semantic principles for recognizing rela-
tionships (use, biomorphology, habitat, habits, etc.). Use
of one or more by some individuals may not preclude use of
others by other individuals. Yet, from informant to infor-
mant, there is substantial agreement (see also Chapter IV).
By far the most active and important area of recognition for
all Northern Paiute speakers, however, is the most specific;
i.e. the level that names individual plants and animals.
Individuals are more concerned with recognitions here than
with discussing higher level relationships. Intermediate
level categories are also more difficult to elicit, particu-
larly when using techniques of formal frame analysis. Lex-
emes marking many of these are also morphemically complex and
etymologically transparent, in contrast to the simple and

often root character of those at this level. This level
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corresponds roughly to the modern biologist's level of genus,
a point to which we will return after describing the other

Numic systems.

D. The Shoshoni Classification

Keeping in mind some of the features of the Northern
Paiute classification, we will now look at the Shoshoni
scheme, as elicited at Owyhee, Nevada. It is similar in
basic outline to the former, being based on a concept of use,
but with certain categories being defined on the basis of
morphology, etc. It is less "elaborate" in terms of mid-
range categories, although this may be an artifact of limited
field time devoted to Shoshoni as compared with both Northern
Paiute and Southern Paiute. The classification does illus-
trate certain features of category elaboration predictable
from the environmental position of the Owyhee Shoshoni, i.e.
in high, "cold desert" regions. The main features of the
scheme are presented in Figures 9-13.

Owyhee Shoshoni informants questioned about plant and
animal taxonomic relationships first segregated two basic
types of phenomena: things that are eaten [nédikadi] and
things that are not eaten [kii né&ikadi]. These parallel the
basic distinctions made by Northern Paiute informants. The
second major division of phenomena within each of these cate-
gories was then into groupings of plants [s{haka] or [t;ma
s¥angipi] and animals [nimididi]. The lexeme [sfhaka] appar-
ently derives from the verb stem /s#a-/ "to grow," specifi-

4
cally "of plants" (see Chapter V). The alternative [tima
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s{agqipi] is also related and is defined as "all plants to-
gether." The term for animals [nihidédi] is translated by
informants as "things that move about." According to Wick
Miller (personal communication 1971), it is also from a verb
stem /ni#mi-/, "to move about, wander." It can also be used
with reference to people, in the sense of "to make a living
in the aboriginal manner--by hunting and gathering” (see
Chapter IV for a Northern Paiute cognate). It is clearly not
a root term for animal.
1. Things that Are Eaten

The plants that are eaten are divided, as in Northern
Paiute into categories based on use (see Figure 10). These
include the following: seeds [péyhi], roots [ti&ina], ber-
ries [hﬁutikapi] ("stick-food?") and greens [pﬁhipi’i].
Seeds include a number of named varieties, with some that
have Northern Paiute cognates (see Figure 10). The important
seeds include: blazing star [kﬁha], ryegrass [sfihu], wheat
grass [pddisiip#], tansy mustard [péina] and a chenopod
[éaapi]. Within this category, seed-producing sunflowers
[ak#] are also of several named varieties: [&ki] mule's
ears, common sunflower [p;7aki], arrow-leafed balsam
[kiisi®aki] ("gray" or "ashen" sunflower), "big sunflower"

[p{i’aki] Helianthella uniflora and "white sunflower"

[t8saraki].

The category roots has more named members in this

Shoshoni classification than in any elicited thus far for
other Numic speakers. This reflects both the environmental

potential in these northern areas and Shoshoni utilization
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of this potential. The unnamed roots include: [hﬁn{ba] and
[héapi’i], both varieties of biscuitroots, sego lily [s{igo]
and camas [pééigo], bitterroot [kéna], wild carrot [yémba]
and unidentified [pf{iyamba] and wild potato [cégozina]l.

The category berries [hﬁutékapi] also is elaborated,
probably also due to the environmental potential of these
northern Basin zones. There are three named subdivisions of
berries, as well as several varieties named individually.

The sub-groupings are: currants [pégombi], including yellow
currant [6hap5gombi] » red currant [e’ggapBgombi] , black cur-
rant [tlf-pagombi], gooseberry [mﬁgumb?)gombi] and gooseberry
[wésingombi] (also bear's berries); chokecherries [té’nambi]
including common chokecherry [t&”nambil, "light or sun choke-
cherry" [ta/bidB"nambi] and "big seeded" chokecherry [;:Ehc—
dB'»‘nambi] ; and service berries [ti”’ampi] , including common
service berries [t:{”ampi] and coyote's service berries
[:{;api”idi’ampi] , a scrubby type not ordinarily eaten. In
addition to these sub-categories, elder berry [ti,iyambi"i] ,
buck berry [wi/?yémbi] and wild rose (hips) [c{’ambi] are also
included as berries.

The category greens [pflhipi’i] contains two subdivi-
sions: leaves [st(.gibil and grass [wi.bi] or [wé’abi]. The
category grass intersects with that of seeds. Leaves include:
wild lettuce [ni’mi ti’buhi], thistle [c{’na], chenopods [{”api]
and several onions (no class label) including Allium parvum
[ki,{)ga] , a small onion [dwamo”0], Alliym accuminatum [pamuhal,

and probably others.
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In addition to the categories defined for the part of
the plant taken, there is also a recognized category for
water plants [péakupanti], literally "in, under the water."
These include several named varieties such as mint [pa‘akwan-
na®al, or "water smell,"” tule [sdipi], cattail [td>ipi|, etc.
(see Figure 10). Several other eaten plants are named indi-
vidually, but not further sub-categorized. These include two
types of prickly pear cactus [cdnabi] and [méﬁa’a], the para-
sitic Orobanche [tdai], and several others.

Things that move about [nilmididi] in the edible cate-
gory are divided into the duality land vs. water, although
only the latter is formally marked. The sub-categories in
these divisions are based on mixed criteria of morphology,
motor habits and activities. These are: those we hunt
[té;igemiadi] or alternatively, [wésépi] "game animals;"
those with fur [péhiganti], birds [hﬁéu’u], things that crawl
[nﬁyuanti] and things in the water [péékupanté]. The cate-
gory those we hunt is comparable in membership to the North-
ern Paiute category things with hooves. It includes large
game animals such as antelope [wdnzi] (male) and [kwéhati]
(female) , deer [tééi’ya], buffalo [pfaguci], mountain sheep
[wésipi] and elk or "water deer" [péatigi’ya]. The term for
mountain sheep is derived from the verb /wasi-/, "to kill,
pl." as is the alternative designation for this category
[wasipi] "game animal." Elk, mountain sheep and moose
("black water deer") [téupaatigi’ya] were noted by informants

to be rare to absent in Owyhee country.
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Things with fur [pé%iganti] are grouped by informants
into four sub-categories, none of which has a consistent
class label. These are (see Figure 11): squirrels, inciud-
ing ground squirrels [c{ipiwcf&piéa] and [ki;pa], woodrat
[kd?aci], ground hog [yéha] and chipmunk [wo”i] , etc.; water
creatures with fur, defined for habitat and including otter
[pénzoku], muskrat [pénzina], beaver [h;ni] and racoon
[pz-/zggwida]; a sub-category for larger things with fur, in-
cluding badger [hﬁha], porcupine [y;hni] and for some, racoon
[péggwida]; and rabbits [kéhmé], including jack rabbit [kam-
m#], snowshoe rabbit [pf;gammi] (in winter called [tgsakammiL
and cottontail [t;7abu]. The feeling is that these various
groupings of animals represent particular associations of
forms, although none except rabbits is clearly marked as
such. Berlin, Breedlove and Raven (1968) have also noted
that unmarked categories are a feature of other folk systems.

Shoshoni speakers interviewed were of two opinions on
the category birds. Some preferred to leave the category un-
divided, labeling all birds regardless of size as [hﬁéu’u].
Others preferred a dual division, noting that [h&u~u] was
more properly for small birds and [kw{;a°a] was for large
birds. None of those interviewed suggested categories for
"high fliers" or "low fliers" as in Northern Paiute, although
in spontaneously listing the various birds, they often kept
within such sets. The only named sub-grouping for the birds
recognized by all speakers was that for ducks [pgihu~p§;ye].
Members of this category include ducks named for color, size,

call, etc. Those included in the edible category are mallard
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duck [péihu], "ground duck” [sé%opiihu], mud hen or coot
[séiya], etc. Other edible birds include sage hen [hﬁéa’a],
grouse [p{a hﬂéa’a], dove, [héwi°i], goose [n;ginda], pelican
[péggwi téia], literally "fish-eater," etc.

Things that crawl [néyuanti] within the eaten cate-
gory include several named varieties, but with only one major
subdivision: i.e., that for ants, from the term for red ant
[a’ni] . Other crawlers include locust [ki/a] , big cricket
[m{;o’o] and greasewood grub [wogabi].

Things in the water [péﬁkupanti] include fish [péggwi]
of several named varieties, including trout [péggwi], mountain
trout [to&abéggwi], salmon [ééai], whitefish [mésiwihu] and
suckers [mdgadidi]. Crayfish [éatogwopi] are separately cate-
gorized.

2. Things that Are Not Eaten

The Shoshoni category things that are not eaten [kj{i
nédikadé] is similarly divided into plants [si%aka] and ani-
mals or things that move about [ni&ididé]. Plant sub-cate-
gories are defined on the basis of general morphology, or for
use (see Figure 12). They include: things that are no good
[kf; nd;andi] or [kfhi né}ana], grass [sanipé], but also for
some [wéabi] or [w5°abi], trees (no cover term), willows
[séhibi], medicines [néfusu] and water plants [pﬁhipo’no’o].
In addition, some plant species are named individually.

Things that are no good tkini ndzandsekii nanzanal,
or weeds include flowers [t&ngiyangi], including some named
varieties, such as lupin [kw{dakwanna], literally "feces

’
smell” and paint brush [togo”ambisapi#], and several others
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designated generally by color. Other things that are no good
include named varieties of mullen (introduced) called "moun-
tain's penis" [téyabi tébi’a], dodder [dbasapiaBi] "barren
women plant" (some have heard of its contraceptive proper-
ties), ground cherry ItéLuakica’a] (from to "mash" or "pop"
also used for varieties of Astragalus, all of which pop when
broken) , common poverty weed [tﬁdumziipi], etc. Unnamed
varieties are merely referred to as [k{hi nizand#] or [kfi
nénzana] "no good."

Grasses [s6nipi] or [w5°abi] include salt grass
[tésiipi], rye grass [sohipi] and giant rye grass [pf%sonipiL
as well as other unnamed species called merely [sdnipi#] or
[waabi]l. Water plants [puhipo®no?o] include Equisitum called
either [sé’wi’wihi] or [pé%wo’einu] "water whistle" and algae
or pond scum [pé&’yogapi].

Trees (no cover term) include two pines, said to be
related to each other: [téba] single-needled pinyon and
[wégo’oBi]; junipers [wéapi], including Juniperus utahensis
[wiapi], cedar [kﬁéiwaapi], water juniper [paawaapil], and
Rocky Mountain juniper [sdnabi]; and several deciduous spe-
cies, called [séhobi] for cottonwood tree, and also thought
to be related: black cottonwood [séhobil, aspen [sinabi],
narrowleaf cottonwood [sdgapi], red birch [ébqakwizuni7i
and alder (?) [hﬁéwi}apﬁ]. Willows [s;hibi] are also grouped
together and further sub-divided for color, such as gray wil-
low [kdsisihibi], etc. Only certain willows were used in

basketry.
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The category medicine [nétusu] groups together sev-

eral named types with no further subdivisions. Some of these
are: greasewood [téno®opi], Rhumex [e’xbgapawia], Angelica (?)
[pa’so"ogoipi], bitterbrush [h-{na"abi], balsam [tdoza®a],
nettle [pdinkal, St. John's wart [dndadicikwana®a], etc.
Poison parsnip [hdate?e], used to commit suicide, is also
placed in this category, apparently for its important proper-
ties. Tobacco [pu/hibahMu] ~ [plhiba] and mansanita [ti;naiya‘.--
ha], the agent used to cut the strength of tobacco, are also
considered medicines, although they can be smoked for pleas-
ure. Other named varieties of medicines are listed in Figure
12,

The movers [n{mididi] that are not eaten include mem-
bers of the categories those with fur [p{hihganti] , things
that fly [yi’cinadé], things that crawl [mfyuanti] , birds
[hidu®u] and things in the water [pdakupanti]. Of those with

fur, wolf [i’za], coyote [ilfapi”i] and red fox [wéa”m‘.] are

said to be related, as are brown bear [p4dual and black bear
[wi’da"a]. The cats [tﬁku"u] , including bobcat [tﬁkupici] and
mountain lion [tdyatuku®u] are also related. Other animals
with fur are named individually, and the names usually stand
for whole genera of animals. Small mice are called [pa’mo-
he?ya], mink [tﬁupamponai] , weasel [pa’bici] and striped skunk
[péneci].

Things that fly include flying insects, such as com-
mon fly [a’nimui], bumblebee [h;bimoo] » yellow jacket [pe’ina],
mosquito [wo’po"o] and mosquito [w;”»:a’ada]. Birds [hl{gu”u]

’
include three groups of big birds [piahucu®u] and several
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small birds named individually. The groups of big birds are:
those related to eagles [kwfnava], including "big eagle"
[piégwina°a], osprey [pé%gwina’a] "water eagle" and buzzard
[w{kombici]; hawks (no cover term but often also described as
a sub-category of eagles), including chicken hawk [kfki’i],
dark hawk [témopi] and a third unidentified large hawk [pgn—
zai?yal; and owls [mﬁ’umbi], including barn owl [m&’umbi],
borrowing owl [kéhu’u] and great horned owl [sfﬁatukuwina].
For the other birds, only one other grouping is made, that of
black birds [tﬁhuéu’u], including raven [héi], crow [kwfgadaL
blackbird [pééanzuku], and redwinged blackbird, called "tule
blackbird" {sg.ibaganzuku]. Other birds named individually
include meadow lark [hito’o], robbin [sﬁikuju], blue jay
[kéiyaci], magpie [kwihabu], killdeer [t;gwi°i] and king-
fisher [pihwinzada] for a partial list. Bats [héinobici] are
also thought to be birds or related to birds by most infor-
mants.

Things that crawl [nﬁ&uanti] include lizards [pééo-
zi®?yal, spiders [wgnaso°aci], snakes that are poisonous, such
as rattlesnake [tégo’a] and non-poisonous, such as water
snake [péasunuwiyo], and insects (no cover term) named sepa-
rately, such as louse [pﬁzi’a] and grasshopper [étaggi’i].
Horned toad [méﬁaqgina’a] is considered a lizard.

The last category, things in the water [pgakupanil,
includes generic terms for frogs [wﬁga’ni’a], fish [péqkwi],

minnows [pdhiwo’o] and "crabs" [pféoda] (crayfish) .
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E. The Southern Paiute Classification

Keeping in mind some of the characteristics of the
Northern Paiute and Shoshoni classification schemes, we will
now look at the Southern Paiute systems. As noted above,
classifications were elicited in several areas within the
historically known range of the Southern Paiute, from persons
representing remnant groups of those once occupying these
areas. By so dcing, an attempt was made to maximize the
possible influences on the classifications of the diverse
environmental and cultural features of early Southern Paiute
territory. With language influences held relatively con-
stant, differences attributable to these other two features
might be more readily apparent. We will first examine one of
the classifications in some detail--that of the Cedar City
Southern Paiute. We will then compare it to others elicited
in other areas.
l. Cedar City Southern Paiute Classification

Starting with the initial frame [téwflpé madékinapi—

hant#], "what God put on this earth,"l1

or some near equiva-
lent, Southern Paiute informants from the Cedar City area
first segregated two basic classes of phenomena: what's
eaten [tikgpi] and what's not eaten [kada tikéaapi]. These
designations are semantic cognates of the Northern Paiute

and Shoshoni categories things that are eaten and things that

are not eaten (Northern Paiute [kdi nadfkadi] is an alterna-

11This sentence is undoubtedly post-Mormon in influ-
ence. "God" here is from [kinuni], FaFa, etc., an interest-
ing extension of meaning.
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tive; Shoshoni form [k{i nadikad+]). Additional terms re-
corded from Cedar City informants include [nihwi,tiképi]
"Indian's food" and [kéﬁ tidik;wapi] "don't eat it" as well
as other similar phrases. These further stress the impor-
tance of the overall concept of use for the Southern Paiute
in taxonomic ordering, as well as for Numic people generally.

The next major division of the natural phenomena made
within both the eaten and not eaten categories is based on a
generalized "plant" vs. "animal" distinction, as in Northern
Paiute. The Southern Paiute use a pair of terms to label
these categories that differ from the Northern Paiute con-
cepts and are apparently root expressions. These are
[ma’ébi] "plants" and [pa®4bi] "animals." Whereas in North-
ern Paiute the terms [nadi], literally "grower" and [yici-
nadi], literally "mover" can be applied to refer to desig-
nates outside the plant/animal sphere, Southern Paiute
[ma>&bi] and [pa’ébi] refer only to these domains. They do
not necessarily have the same meaning in all Southern Paiute
areas and to all speakers, but they are nonetheless clearly
connected to these domains alone.

The presence of these clearly marked concepts in
Southern Paiute seems to have certain effects on the classi-
fication schemes, especially on the intersection of the use
criterion with the biomorphological dimension plant/animal.
Whereas in Northern Paiute, use clearly takes precedence over
distinctions made on other grounds, in Southern Paiute, this
precedence is not always as primary. Use is certainly impor-

N tant to Southern Paiute speakers, and does serve as a maximal
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orientation for their schemes, but it can also be subordi-
nated in discussions to considerations of [ma’ibé] and
[pa’ébi] as biomorphological categories. Expressions such as
[mgisakwabi ma?;bi], "all the plants" and [tuwflpia pa’&ﬁi],
"all the animals of the earth" were recorded in texts from
the Cedar City area. J. P. Harrington (Hill 1969:23) also
recorded from a Chemehuevi speaker [tdvip®a maha] "all of
the plants" and [tav{baa pa'al "all the people and animals
that live on the earth." These domains thus seem to have

a separate reality apart from use that can be more easily
expressed in Southern Paiute than in Northern Paiute or in

Shoshoni.12

The alternatives of taxonomic ordering posed by
these conceptions can cause confusion in discussions, as will
be noted below.

Just as the terms "plant" and "animal" may operate at
different levels of specificity in English, so [ma>3bi] and
[pa’éﬁi] follow a similar pattern in Southern Paiute. This
adds to the complexities of defining the terms with preci-
sion. In the most inclusive sense, these two terms form a
contrast set, i.e. plants, as defined in English by infor-
mants, are "all green growth, including flowers and trees"
and animals are "all creatures except man and plants” (see

also Harrington's definition, quoted above). On the least

lzThere is, of course, rather extensive literature
debating the question of the importance of the presence of
terms to concept formation and cognition [see for example,
Lenneberg and Roberts (1956)]. My impressions here are
admittedly subjective, but there does seem to be a differ-
ence between Southern Paiute and Northern Paiute discus-
sions.
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inclusive level, [ma’ébi] may be used in compounds to desig-
nate specific plant species, such as [mu’{’ma°ébi] "milk weed
(plant)" (Asclepia spp.), and [pa”dbi] may stand for any un-
specified or unnamed crawling insect or "bug." Within these
broad definitions, there is also a tendency for informants
from different Southern Paiute areas, from different sub-
cultural backgrounds and, perhaps, with different personal
experiences to narrow the focus of meaning for the terms to
common usage. Thus [ma’éhi] and [pa’ébi] used in conversa-
tions outside formal discussions of taxonomies mean slightly
different things in various areas and to various speakers.
These differences are summarized in terms of the contrasts
the terms produce and their use as class labels in Figure 24.
The common dialect referents for the terms will be discussed
in a later section.

a. What's Eaten. Beginning at the most inclusive
level, the what's eaten classes of [ma’ébi] for the Cedar
City Southern Paiute are of two basic types: [ma”dbi], here
used at a different level of contrast for ground plants (also
called [tuw{ipt ma3bi] and [pda ma?ibi] water plants.
Figure 15 gives the classification of these two types.

Within the eaten ground plants, there are several
categories, based on the part of the plant utilized, as in
Northern Paiute. These are: seeds [pu’fbi] or things that
have §E§g§_[pu7{59anti], things that have berries [tapunikan-
t#], things that have leaves [nébké] or [nagkéganti], and
things with roots [tind] or [tina”akwi] and sticker plants

[manama®abi]. Three of these lexemes, i.e. seed, root and
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leaf are cognate with the Northern Paiute category lexemes,
while a fourth, berry, labels a cognate category but differs
morphemically: [tapﬁnikanti] vs. [kamdd:] (see also Shoshoni
[hﬁhtikapi]). Sticker plants [mangma°abi], which include
narrow-leaf yucca [ulisi], a small barrel cactus [nabéimpi] and
prickly pear [manibi] is not found as a category in Northern
Paiute, probably for environmental reasons. In Shoshoni it
is unlabeled. The Northern Paiute category flesh [”atuklf] is
not recognized in Southern Paiute, although one of its North-
ern Paiute members has a Southern Paiute cognate, i.e. North-

ern Paiute [tuh&] "Indian asparagus" or Orobanche californica

.
is Southern Paiute [nigwé tu’&], Orobanche fasciculata. This

plant, along with mushroom [itémpi] is merely named as a
variety of [ma”4bi] in Southern Paiute, and not further com-
bined. The Northern Paiute term for mushroom [nimi/n.akéj
"Indian's ear" is a descriptive name and non-cognate with
Southern Paiute [itéhpi].

The Southern Paiute category seeds [pu’{bi] includes
a number of named varieties, including pigweed [kumﬁti],
Amaranth [péasi], a thistle (Cirsium sp.) [kwig;mpi], tansy
mustard [aqé], acorns [t5°mompi], ground cherry [pabSnokwi],
Mentzelia [kﬁ’u], rice grass [wa7éib§] and others. Many of
these have Northern Paiute and Shoshoni cognates, as we shall
see in Chapter V. 1In addition to these individually named
varieties, two, including grass [wgabi] and sunflower [akéﬁpﬂ
can be further subdivided. Sunflowers [akéﬁpi] include:

7
[ak{ﬁpi] (Heleanthus annus), [kagimpi] (H. petiolaris), and

s
[ciéaganti] (Balsamorhiza saggitata) (see Figure 14). Grass
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[wa’abi] includes species of Poa, Stipa and Elymus and inter-
sects with the category seeds.

The category berries [tap@nikanti] has several named
varieties, including chokecherry [tonépi] , yellow currant
[pahdbimps] , blue elderberry [kund] or [kun@kWi], service
berry [tia’bi] or [tiwdbi], wild grape [iyébi], strawberry
[ici’] and [nagd tocfbi] (literally "mountain sheep's tes-
ticles"), wild rose hips [ci"a’mpibi] » etc. The fruit of
squawbush (m trilobata), called [i’*.{é’i] is also included,
while the stems from this plant, used in basketry are named
and categorized separately. One of the berries also has sub-
divisions: [u’u’pi] is used as a cover term for [sind u"tfpi]
"coyote's Lycium" (Lycium cooperi), [pa”u.pipi] "water
Lycium" or [agka/ ulpi] "red Lycium" (Sheperdia argenta) and
[u’Gpi] Lycium andersonii.

Leaves [nagka’] include the tender young portions of
plants gathered in the spring, as well as varieties of onions
(leaves also eaten). Members include: prince's plume (Stan-
leya pinnata) [t#°m{di], pigweed [k"ibdpi] and thistles
[cind] as well as the onions [x¥i¥dsi] (Allium parvum) ,
[ci,j.] and [mu’u’nci] (Allium spp.). Roots [ti#nd] include

bulbs of another onion [kigkébi] (A. accuminatum), and other

roots such as "Indian potato" [ya’mpa] (Carum gardinairi),

a second "Indian potato" [wih¥dna»a] (Orogenia linearifolia),

biscuit root [tu’)ﬁna] or [tu"’na] (Lomatium sp.), sego lily
bulbs [sigc’)"o] , etc. Again, many of the terms have Northern

Paiute and Shoshoni cognates (see Chapter V).
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In addition to these ground plants [ma’gbé] that are
eaten, there are also water plants [péé mé’ébi] in this cate-
gory. These are separated from the others because of habi-
tat, but not further subdivided according to the part used.
They include in the Cedar City area: cattail [to?dibi], tule
[sd&mpibi], and water cress [pamﬁmpi]. The uses of these for
subsistence are similar to those in other Numic areas, i.e.
the base of tule and cattail stalks are eaten, as are the
leaves of watercress. Cattail and tule seeds, however, are
not considered important foods in this area.

The edible animals [pa’ébi] for the Cedar City South-
ern Paiute include the following categories: those with
horns [>dapiganti], those with fur [piaganti], fish [pagii-
ci], lizards [sigé%iéu], and §i£§§.[wié{ci]. The taxonomy
for this category is presented in Figure 16. Additional ani-
mal categories are given in other sections. There is appar-
ently no intermediate level categorization of these into land
and water forms, paralleling the plant distinctions. The
categories are established on mixed bases of physical charac-
teristics, habitat, etc., as in Northern Paiute and Shoshoni.

The category those with horns [95apigant§] includes
the following, named individually: moose [pé&ukuci], elk
[pad#+i] (literally "water deer"), deer [ti¢f], antelope
[wanc{], a mythological spotted deer lpé&yukuci], and moun-

tain sheep [nag&]. Buffalo [tidg kuucd] or "wild cow"13 and

laThe term [kucu], formerly "bison" is now used for
the more familiar introduced cattle. The former meaning is
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peccary [t#dd pigféi] "wild pig" (English "pig"), are also
included by those who have had direct experience with these
animals.

This category is particularly interesting for three
reasons: first, it parallels closely the Northern Paiute

grouping of these animals as those with hooves [tosigi ?yul .

Both distinctions, i.e. hoofed and horned, fit the same list
of biological species, merely calling attention to different
shared characteristics. Secondly, several Cedar City inform-
ants recorded the animals with horns in the order noted
above, apparently referring to size. They claimed that these
animals are all "brothers," and that the kinship terms
younger brother [pingcicaicina] and older brother [nam{%uma]
can be used to refer to them. The point of reference for the
usage, or ego, is deer. Younger brothers are those smaller
than deer, older brothers those larger than deer. The use of
deer as a focal point may result from deer being the most
important single animal hunted by these people--in pre-con-
tact times as well as today. No other strongly kin-based
relationships were recorded in the taxonomies, although Goss
(1967) has reported some interesting data for Ute in kin-myth
based categories.

A third interesting dimension to this category is the
inclusion of a mythological member [paiyukuci], spotted deer.

Such inclusions occurred on more than one occasion, and for

thus expressed by the modifier [tida] "wild" to indicate the
"native" animal.
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other categories. The importance of mythology as a possible
semantic component will be noted again in Chapter V.

The category those with fur [pi@aganti] groups to-
gether a number of small animals, including rabbits [to’{;eo—
ci] of several named varieties, such as cottontail [tabﬁci],
jack rabbit or hare [kami’] or [kami’nci] and snowshoe rabbit
[tosa/ kamz’] , as well as other fur-bearing species. Of these,
three sub-groups are felt to be "related," but are not neces-
sarily separately labeled. These are: 1) squirrels, some-
times referred to collectively as [sikﬁ], including ground
squirrel [kiﬁpaci], gray squirrel [sik&ci], gopher [miyéﬁiciL
"red-tailed" squirrel [aqké k¥aasi] and prairie dog [é&yapi—
cil; 2) marmot [ya’éhpici], badger [unébici] and porcupine
[yi’{mpici]; and 3) muskrat [paqkéicaci] and beaver [péunci].
Again the existence of so-called "unmarked categories" is a
feature of many native taxonomies (Berlin, Breedlove and
Raven 1968).

The Southern Paiute category birds [wié{;i] has two
subdivisions based on flight habits, paralleling those in
Northern Paiute. These are high birds [pa’éwié{ci] and low
birds [topdnok¥a widici] (see Figure 16). As in Northern
Paiute, those birds that soar high in the sky or live high
in trees are placed in the high category, and those that fly
only short distances at low altitudes are placed in the low
category. The high birds that are eaten are: flammulated
owl [mu’ﬁhpuwici] and goose [cak8da]. The low-flying edible
birds are: sagehen [cié;’a}, pine hen [ka’éhpici], dove

[aiyébi], etc. Ducks [cigé] are also considered low fliers,
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and are of several named varieties, including mud hen [uwﬁbi-
ga], mallard [o’ociga] » etc. Mud hens are said to get so
heavy from feeding in the summer that they are no longer able
to fly. They were hunted during this season in drives using
nets, clubs, etc., as for rabbits.

Fish [pagégici] include only cutthroat trout or "red
trout" [agké pagi#ci] and mountain trout [pbg{ci] in the
eaten category. Others that are not eaten are listed in
Figure 18. Groups from other Southern Paiute areas, and
especially the Chemehuevi who were "fish (eating) people"
[pagi%igwivi] list additional eaten varieties. Leopard frog
[wahéta] was also eaten, but is not placed in a separate
category. Lizards [sigépiéu] used as food include only the
chuckawalla [ca®wdda] in this area.

b. What's Not Eaten. The category what's not eaten
[ké; tiké’api] has some of the same divisions as the eaten
category, but also others that differ. For the plants, the
ground and water categories remain, but the sub-categories
of these differ. For the animals most of the sub~-categories
of eaten varieties also have not eaten members. However,
several additional sub-categories are also recognized (see
Figure 17.

The bases for distinction of ground plants in the
not eaten category are mixed. Some are distinguished because
of morphological similarities, others for habitat, and yet
others for use. The following divisions are recognized:
trees [ma>&bs win{di], flowers [ma’é%igkapi], desert brush

[yda madbs], wild grass [tdd uk"iibt] and weeds [plipini]
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or [i%i ma’ébi], literally "bad plants." In addition, some
varieties also stand alone, without further categorization.

The category trees [ma>dbs winfdi] brings together
several large species of "standing plants" (from wini-/ "to
stand"). As will be noted later, in the discussion of the
regional variants in Southern Paiute taxonomies, the Cedar
City people hesitate to apply the term [ma’ébi] without a
qualifier to "large trees." When identifying trees in the
field, they frequently refer to them by location, or some
other description, without the accompanying [ma’d%i] designa-
tion, e.g. [paw{hami winfdi] "ones by the water standing” or
[pa”dnti winidi] "tall ones standing." As the designation
[ma’ébi winéﬁi] was recorded only in the context of taxonomic
discussions, it may be somewhat artificial. There apparently
is no clear-cut term for "tree" in any of the Numic languages,
as will be noted later (Chapter V).

Although there are no named sub-categories of trees
recognized by the Cedar City Southern Paiute, several sets of
species are felt to be closely related. These include the
pines-firs-junipers and some sets of deciduous trees. The
pines-firs-junipers in this area include limber pine [atébkwi—
sib%], douglas fir [ogémpil, ponderosa pine [yuw{mpi],
single-needled pinyon [tib&pi], double-needled pinyon [pé%di—
bapi], Utah juniper [wa?dpi] and one-seeded juniper [pégwa7a—
pi]. Of these, the two pinyons are said to be most closely
related with the pinyons and junipers at the next order of
closeness. The grouping of pinyons and junipers is again

based on growth association as in Northern Paiute. According
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to informants, these species are always seen together and
apart from other pines. Based on the criterion of use, man-
zanita [adédampibi] is also said to be "related" to junipers
as both are used in smoking.

A number of deciduous trees are also recognized as
related, but no class labels were provided to indicate this
status. These include two major groupings: 1) aspen [siébiL
narrow-leaf cottonwood [sagabi], broad-leaf cottonwood [séb—
bip#], silver maple (introduced) [kua sdabipi] literally
"dusty" or "ashen cottonwood," and birch [agkési’ibi] or "red
willow"; and 2) scrub oak [kwigbi] and maple [pakwfébi] or
"water oak." Several others stand alone, including mountain
mahogany [tunémpi], locust [piésicampibi], and an unidenti-
fied tree species [makaimpi].

The category flowers [ma7£sigkapi] includes some
named varieties, such as prickly poppy [kanikimpi], cleome
[sogwénabi] literally "under-arm smell" and lupine [pﬁ’uyaciL
as well as many others described for color or some other
peculiarity. Examples are ragweed [sagwéma’abi], called
"blue plant," scarlet gilia [agkéha’abi] "red plant," as well
as several other species of "yellow flowers" [owésiqkadi] and
"white flowers" [tohé’asigkadi]. Others are described by
habitat, as for example columbine, designated as [paw§hami
sigkad#] "by the water flower," by some informants, but as
"white flowers" by others. These names tend to be variable
from informant to informant.

The category desert brush [yﬁé ma’ébi] brings to-

gether several small desert shrubs, grouped for size and
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growth association. The term is from [yua-], "desert, plain”
and the form for plant. Members include individually named
types, such as Ephedra [tutﬁpi], greasewoods of two kinds
[tondbi] (Sarcobatus baileyiil] and [ku¥a tondbi] (8. vermi-
culatus), "horned toad bush" [makata ma’ébéci], sages of
several kinds, sub-grouped as [saqwébi], and including
[sagwébi] or big sagebrush, "red sage" [agképo sagwabil,
"roan sage" [kwiéépo sagwébil, white sage [pab{éibi] and a
second sub-grouping rabbit brushes [sikﬁmpi], including

Chrysotahmnus viscidiflorus [sikimp#], C. nauseosus [igf

sikﬁhpi], matchbrush [ontdsikumpi] (Gutierrezia sarothrae) ,

the Tetrademia spp. [yu’énémpil and [kdiba yu’éhimpi] and
[mon6mpi] (Solidago spp.). All of the latter are yellow-
flowered in the late summer and fall.

The terms grass [hukwiéibi] and "wild grass" [tida
°ukwi1b§] can be applied to numerous species of unused
grasses. These can be subdivided according to habitat, into
"mountain grasses® [kdiba 7ukwi;b§] and "valley or desert"
grasses [yu’ékwisibi]. [wéab;] [wa’ébé], most often ap-
plied to Elymus spp. is also a term for large grasses. [pég—
wa”ab#] or "water grass" can be applied to rushes and to
green lawns in cities.

The category weeds [pi;pini] or [ipi ma’ébi] "bad
plants" includes several species that are individually named,

such as fetid gourd (Cucurbita foetidissima) [’anskumpi],

russian thistle [ydnti], a sweet smelling mountain plant
4
[nasg°asi] and milkweed [mu?i ma’gbil. Mullen, an introduced

plant common to roadsides is called by various descriptive

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



104

names, including [pf&ma’abi] "big plant," [nagkébama’abi]
"ear plant" or [agkénaqkabi ma”dbi] "red-eared plant.”
Lichens are called either [timpi'ma7éb§] "rock plants" or
[timpf sanékobi] "rock gum." Several flowers are also
classed as weeds, so that these categories intersect.

In addition to these categories of ground plants that
are not eaten, Southern Paiute informants also recognize a
general class of medicine plants [mus&tukwima°abi], also on
the basis of use rather than morphology. Some of the members
here also fall within other categories defined on the basis
of morphology, so that except for their use as medicine, they
may be otherwise defined. Some names are descriptive, such
as, for example, mint [pakénanumpi] "water smelling," [ko!é
musutukwibi] "testes medicine" (Scarlet gilia) and mistletoe
[sagwihusutukwil "belly medicine." Others are apparently
root terms and have cognate forms in other Numic languages,
i.e. Ephedra [tutépi], bitterbrush [inépi], balsam root [téh-
cab#], jimson weed [momépi], etc. Tobacco [sagwééwo’api] is
also considered a medicine, although it may be smoked for
pleasure. No sub-categorization of medicinal plants other
than that apparent in the descriptive names was volunteered
by informants. Other medicinal plants are listed in Figure
17.

In addition to medicine plants, informants also
listed several other plants with uses, as, for example, in
basketry, but did not volunteer a cover term for these. Nor
did they combine these with medicines into a macro-category

of things that are used as did Northern Paiute informants.
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They preferred to list them separately, noting that they were
not eaten except for specific purposes and at specific times;
they might be referred to as weeds. They noted that medi-
cines could even be considered in some senses weeds (one lady
called them [musdtukwi "w{iz"] ("medicine 'weeds.'") Plants
used in basketry include squawbush [si’{bi], devil's horn
[thu si’ibimpi] , willows [kanibi], honeysuckle [tamp{sudupi] ’
and [kaibs si>fbi] (unidentified).

The not eaten water plants [pa’a ma”dbi] are listed
without further subdivisions by the Cedar City Southern
Paiute. They include cane [pééampi], "water willows" [pakd-
nab#], rushes [pa’éqwiibi] and algae [pasgwabi].

Animals [pa®£bi] in the not eaten category are sub-
divided into several classes, primarily on the basis of mor-
phology. Some of these are the same as those for eaten ani-
mals, and will be referred to only briefly. Others represent
additional classes not found in the eaten branch (see Figure
18).

The category things with horns is not represented
here, as all the horned animals in the Great Basin were
hunted as food. Animals with fur [pihéganti], also repre-
sented in the eaten category, have some additional subdivi-
sions here, not all of which are labeled. The categories
are: 1) cats [tukéci], including wild cat [tukdci], lynx
[mosbntukuci] and mountain lion [piéduku]; 1) dogs (no class
label) including native dog [sad53ici], coyote [yokébici]
(myth name, from /yoko- / "intercourse") or [sin;°abi] and

wolf [pid sind”abi] "big coyote." (The latter two are
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"brothers" as defined by informants and as related in myths.)
3) dog-like animals (no class label), including fox [onciaci],
kit fox [yama’saci] , weasel [pabi?:ici] , weasel [kagko’icici]
and ring-tail cat [og\fntabati]; 4) skunks [poni’], inéluding
striped skunk [kabﬁniaci] , "big skunk" [pab\fni] , and spotted
skunk (civit cat) [tuwgcini]; and 5) mice [pu’{ici] , includ-
ing chipmunk [tab4?acil, two-striped chipmunk [occ{picici] ’
fir chipmunk [ogo/ntaba’aci] , chipmunk [o"o’cici] , and rat
[kdacul . Bear [kwiyéganti] stands alone in the things with
fur category.

Birds [wiéi,ci] are divided into three sub-categories
here: High birds [pa®4wibicil, low or ground birds [topd-
nok"a widici] and "little birds" [wifici]. Within the high
birds certain big birds [pia’wi‘(’:i’ci] are set apart as related.
These are: 1) the eagles [kwana/nci] , including bald eagle
[paasi], whiteheaded eagle [pax’wa,] » golden eagle [pia/gwa—
nanci] and buzzard [wihkdmpici], their "brother"; 2) the
hawks, called [kwana'ncici] "little eagles," including sparrow
hawk [kidihankaci], redtailed hawk [agk4 kYananci], night
hawk [pa’anagwaici] "big mouth," a small hawk [piyﬁci] , bullet
hawk [kusibil; and 3) owls [mu’upici] , including borrowing owl
[mukﬁguci] , screech owl [wanégwici] and horned owl [mufxpici] .
Except for the class bluebirds [sagw.::wiéi’ci] , all other high
birds are merely named with no further subdivisions. Some
examples are magpie [kwa’iyaci] , crow [hata’pici] , etc. (see
Figure 18). Bluebirds [saqwa/wig{ci] include Arizona Jay
[togo], pine nut jay [aga’nci] , scrub jay [caliyakaci] , blue

crested jay [ogc{ncaiyacaci] and blue bird [ndncu®uci].
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Ground birds [topénokwa wiéfci] include only road-
runner [wiidi] and meadow lark [ico’oci] in the not eaten
category. Little EiEQEA[wiéiEi] are named for color, cry,
or morphological characteristics (see list, Figure 18).

The gualification in the high birds category for
size, i.e. [pig wigiéi] "big birds" reflects the reluctance
of Cedar City Southern Paiutes informants generally to apply
the term [wicici] freely to 21l birds. 1In its most common
denotation, the term is used for little birds, often unnamed,
but not necessarily so. [piéﬁié{bi], the qualified term,
may reflect an extension of the term [wiE&éi] to "all birds"
or things that fly and have feathers. The gloss "big-little
birds" is probably more representative of the parameters of
usage. An alternative term for the big birds is [kwangnci],
the term for "eagle" (see also Northern Paiute and Shoshoni).

Fish [paqé;ici] in the not eaten category include
only one specifically named variety, the catfish [mohcoci] .
Other fish, such as minnows, are designated by the class
label; or the class label plus a diminutive. Frogs [pakwi~-
nabi] and salamander [paséggiminci] (literally "water
lizards") are named separately as other water creatures.
Tadpoles are also recognized as frogs rather than as fish.

Additional sub-categories for animals in the not
eaten division include: reptiles [nanapabimp#], "bugs" or
insects [pa”abi] or [mandko niéﬁ "all named together" and
worms [pabé’abi]. Reptiles [nanébabimpi] "different ani-~
mals(?)" include snakes [togbab#] and lizards [sigébi%u].

The term for Great Basin rattlesnake [togdabi] can stand as
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a class label for all snakes. It also designates the sub-
class of poisonous snakes, including sidewinder [wisihici],
"big" or timber rattler [piddogoabi], Great Basin rattler
[togdabi] and centipede [timp{togoa], said to be rattle-
snake's "little brother." Other snakes are designated by the
term for "blow snake" [kogémpici] and include king snake
[sind], garter snake [iéiai], "blow snake" [kogémpici], water
snake [pasigol, etc.

The term lizards [sigibiéu] can be used as a class
label for all small lizards, both named and unnamed. It is
used most commonly to refer to various unnamed species, seen
in the desert and foothill areas of Southern Paiute terri-
tory. The named lizards also grouped under this designation
include whiptails [mugwiﬁ, collared lizard [nigwé madi;ampi]
"people chaser," desert spiny lizard [cagéﬁ, blue tailed
skink [nagé’pa’ébi] "dodging animal" and leopard lizard
[pompdﬁaci]. Horned toads [makétaci] are also recognized as
lizards.

The insects or "bugs" are divided into several sub-
categories, based on morpholngy. These include spiders
[hokwéhpi], ants {andbi], bees [wicébi], flies [m&hpicaci],
lice [po’ébi], locusts [kiﬁi] and butterflies [aas{boci].
All of the class labels are used freely for other unnamed
members of their classes. Spiders [hukwéhpi] recognized by
name are: tarantula [iké&oci], yellow tarantula [agkaika-
coci), scorpion [kwas{kwipampi] "hits with tail" and [andso-
wab#] (unidentified). All small spiders are called [hokwd-

caci], literally "spider" plus "diminutive." Ants [andbi]
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include red ants [tasi’abi] , big black ants [tdobil, and fly-
ing ants [wisihnacil. [andbil, as a specific designate, is
usually used for small black ants. Bees [wica’bi] include
bumble bee [si"i}nu”udi] , wasp [untdwicabi] , yellow jacket
[pau}wi::abi] and honey bees [wicdbi]. Flies [muﬁpicaci] in-
clude deer fly [kan{apici] , horse fly [kab{mupici] , blue
bottle fly [sagwa’mupici] » gnats [ani/bi] » Mosquito mu>danibi]
and [suku/pasi] (unidentified) flies. [mfupici] is the most
commonly used term for all flies. The category lice [po"ébi]
has but one other member in addition to itself: [siyfpo’abi]
a "white louse." Informants noted that "only the Navajos
have a white louse." Locusts [k{.bi] include the designate
locust [k{.bi] , a three-striped locust [togcfaki.bi] ("rattle-
snake locust" for its sound) and cricket [makicaci]. Grass-
hoppers [adefxykapici] and leafhopper ("green grasshoppers")
[saga’hadankapici] are said to be related to locusts. The
term for butterflies [aasfboci] stands for all butterflies
and moths. These can be further subdivided for color.
Dragonflies are "water butterflies," [pa”ésiboci] .

In addition to groupings of insects, several others
are named individually: Ikubi’caci] "stink bug," waterskater
[pasiaka], woodtick [mahtfbi] and "buffalo" bug [miso’oci] , a
small bug said once to have been a buffalo ("once was a buf-
falo, now it's a kind of a bug"), a mythological reference.

Worms [pabé’»‘abi] are also a separate focus with
several named varieties. They are said to be related to
snakes, as "little brothers." They include angle worms

[pab;”abi] , fir worm [yuwifl\pa."abi] (lives on [yuwfmpi]) ’
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pine worm [tohéba.’abi], "hair snake" [ibé.’abi] and earth
worm [timpi’nakwiéaci]. Caterpillars [wiéiéi] are defined
as grubs [wo’ébi], but also recognized as a stage in the
metamorphosis of butterflies.

2. Other Southern Paiute Classifications.

As noted above, biotaxonomies were elicited from
speakers resident in other environmental and cultural sub-
areas of Southern Paiute territory, to note the possible
influences of these parameters on the development of the sys-
tems. A partial system was also obtained from a Ute inform-
ant in central Utah as a further control of possible dialect
specific semantic differences. Taxonomies for all areas
bear overall resemblances, but differ in several details.
These details may be important to considerations of the
development of Numic biotaxonomic nomenclature (Chapter V),
and possibly to postulating certain universals in the devel-
opment of taxonomic systems generally. For this brief dis-
cussion, Chemehuevi and Kaibab data will be compared to the
Cedar City system just outlined. The major category rela-
tionships of the systems from these areas are summarized in
Figures 19-23.

As can be seen from the figures, the concept of use
remains important in all Southern Paiute areas. Lexemes

morphemically related to the what's eaten/what's not eaten

designations were elicited from both Kaibab and Chemehuevi
informants as well as from the central Utah speaker. All
informants further subdivided these categories into plants

vs. animals and labeled these units [ma”4bi] and [pa”abi] .
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The terms also have multiple meanings in taxonomic contexts
in all areas, illustrating features of inclusive and specific
usage similar to those for the Cedar City area. However,
there is a tendency for informants from different areas to
focus attention on only certain of these multiple meanings in
every-day speech. Thus, [ma”dbi] and [pa’ébi] in common
usage have come to denote slightly different groupings of
plants and animals in the various Southern Paiute areas.
Cultural and ecological factors may be operative in estab-
lishing these various regional meanings. They seem most
apparent with reference to the category plants [ma~dbi] .

a. Plants /ma”4bi/. Edward Sapir recorded the term
[ma”?ab#] in his Southern Paiute dictionary (Sapir 1931:562),
defining it as "plant, brush" but also including "flowers."
His examples of the use of the term by his Kaibab informant
provide illustrations of both inclusive and specific usages.
Examples are: [ma4 (.)-XanI] "brush house," [maé(.)—xaiﬂA]
"brush-mountain," [mad-tcix.a] "brush duck," [ma(.)é—c.i’ip.I]
"flower blossom" (female name), [maé(.)—c.iutcampiﬂi] "locust
tree" etc. However, Kaibab and Chemehuevi informants recent-
ly questioned about meanings for the term [ma”db#] in taxo-
nomic contexts, used it in the most inclusive sense to refer
only to "wild plants" or, as one informant defined it, to
"things that grow by themselves." To it they opposed [’iépi]
things you plant, or "your plantings" such as corn, beans,
squash, amaranth, etc. Informants from the Cedar City area
applied [ma’ébi] to both cultivated and "wild" plants, thus

giving it an inclusive meaning similar to the English usage.
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In formal discussions, some people from this area qualified
the term with designations such as /momini ma’éhi/ "Mormon
plants" or [madékaci ma’ébi] "White man's (American) plants"
for cultivated species, opposing these to [niqwi'ma’ébi]
"Indian's plants" or "native plants." But in no case did
they hesitate to apply /ma>dbi/ to both types of plants. It
is possible that the use of the term in this way by Cedar
City people may represent a recent extension of the original
meaning to supply a native equivalent for English "plant,"
including now-familiar garden plants. However, it is equally
possible that the differences reflect variations in cultural
practices involving plants. Both the Chemehuevi and Kaibab
Southern Paiute, who define [ma®4bi] specifically as "wild
plants," practiced limited garden horticulture in the pre-
contact period. The occurrence among these peoples of a
separate category for "cultivated plants" [’iépi] as opposed
to "wild plants" appears to be in keeping with these cultural
differences.

Additional area differences are also found with ref-
erence to the use of the term [ma”?abi] as a class designate
with a more specific meaning. In the Chemehuevi-Las Vegas
area, the term [mahébi] is applied to trees and large brush-
trees, such as broad-and narrow-leafed cottonwoods, willow,
mesquite, catclaw, mescrew and others, and is more frequently
used in this context than in any other. One Chemehuevi
informant stated that /mahébé/ in fact means specifically
"tree" although in taxonomic contexts she applied the term

more broadly (see Figure 19). For small herbaceous plants,
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the Chemehuevi use a separate term [tisiﬁ. In his unpub-
lished vocabulary of Chemehuevi, J. P. Harrington (Hill 1969)
also records several forms with the stem /mahé-/, including
[mahéva], glossed in Spanish as "monte" (forest?), [mah4]
"grass" and the compound [mahdgadeds] "forest." The etymol-
ogy of the latter term is undoubtedly /maha-/ plus /kati-ti/,
or literally "brush (perhaps in this case "tree") sitting."
Harrington also records /te@sew/ as "young and juicy plant
growth."

In the Cedar City area as already noted, [ma”abi]
does not commonly include "trees," except in the rarely used
and all inclusive taxonomic sense. For ponderosa pine, cot-
tonwoods and other "tall plants," these people prefer to use
descriptive terms in discussions, such as [pa’gnti win;di]
"high ones standing." 1In the field, when gathering specimens
and plant names, they often referred to trees by location of
habitat, such as [paaw;hamé wénidi] " (the one) by the water
standing." A Kaibab informant referred to "trees" as [ma”abi
winid+] , also a qualification of the term, and was hesitant
to accept [ma”4bi] not so qualified as including trees. The
cognate with Harrington's Chemehuevi term "trees sitting,"
was recorded as a Cedar City place name for a specific ridge
covered with scrub oak brush and not tall trees, i.e. [ma’é—
kadidi] is "brush sitting."

The specific focus of meaning for [ma’ébi] in the
Kaibab and Cedar City areas, as opposed to the Chemehuevi
area seems to be on the "plant, brush" or lower end of the

taxonomic continuum of usage, while the Chemehuevi usage is
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on the upper end, or "brush, tree." The Kaibab and Cedar
City groups apparently do not use the separate term for
herbaceous species [tisgl, as it was not recorded in this
study, nor does Sapir (1931) list it.

The difference in focus for the definitions between
these two regions may be more apparent than real; however,
it may also be the result of recognized environmental dif-
ferences between the areas. In the Chemehuevi-Las Vegas
environment, there are few trees that reach the heights of
ponderosa, aspen, etc., except perhaps for a few cottonwoods
growing near permanent water sources. Mesquite, mescrew,
catclaw and narrow- and broad-leafed cottonwoods are often
low-growing and produce few visible contrasts in the land-
scape. However, in the Cedar City and Kaibab areas, there
are several visibly tall "trees." These may serve as a
separate focus of attention for speakers from these areas, a
focus somewhat distinct from "herbs and brush." Since the
definitions for [ma”4bi] overlap semantically at the position
"brush," it seems valid to postulate that the original refer-
ent of the term may have been "brush" if not a specific type
of brush, and that both groups have extended the meaning to
fit their particular environmental circumstances.

In addition to these variations in usage for the
term [ma?4bi#] specifically, these other Southern Paiute sys-
tems also illustrate features of category elaboration within
this grouping. This phenomena is quite visibly tied to
environmental contingencies, and may illustrate how terms

expressing higher level relationships developed in these
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systems. With few "berries" present in the Chemehuevi area,
informants were uncertain as to where to place them and what
cover term to use, i.e. were they seeds [pu’faka], or were
they QEEEE_[konépi], like apples? No one supplied a lexeme
said to mean specifically "berry." However, Chemehuevi
informants stated that mushroom [hitédi] was a general term
for several named varieties, including "cottonwood mushroom"
[sagéhita], "willow mushroom" [kandhita], etc. The Cedar
City people use cognate [°itédi] for "any kind" of mushroom
(including toadstools, fungus, etc.), and do not label more
specific types. On the other hand, they use a distinct term
for berries and divide them into several named types. They
also recognize valid botanical distinctions in pinyons, juni-
pers, sages and several other plant groupings common to up-
land zones (see below).

Another instance of elaborated usage is seen with
reference to the treatment of "thorny" plants in these two
areas. The Chemehuevi recognize and label a botanically
valid class of "sticker" plants [manabz] (from [mana-],
"thorn") in their environment, including several named varie-
ties of cacti, as well as yuccas (see Figure 19). In the
Cedar City area, the class lexeme [manébi] is used as a
specific designate for small inedible prickly pear, seen
occasionally in the area (Opuntia sp.). They name only one
other cactus [nabubimp#] (Echinocerus sp.), also a small
barrel that is rare in occurrence. The basic Uto-Aztecan
cognate of this term *napu is used elsewhere for large edible

prickly pears. The Cedar City application of the term for
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Echinocerus sp. seems to further emphasize the insignificance
of cacti in this area (see Chapter V).

The Cedar City people sometimes group together the
two cacti and one yucca (found only in the very southern part
of their territory) together with rosebushes, tumbleweeds and
anything else with "stickers" as [manéﬁa’abi], a class with
little botanical validity. Although the terms from the two
areas are morphemically related (/mana-/ plus nom. suffix
/-bt/ and /mana-/ plus /ma®abi/ plant), the former seems to
evidence the greater development toward a stem or root lex—
eme.

One other Southern Paiute classification of plants
elicited during the course of this study is also worth noting
as it illustrates further system flexibility. This is a
scheme, based solely on a paradigm of habitat associations,
taken from one Kaibab informant. After making divisions for
eaten/not eaten, she proceeded to divide the edible "wild
plants," glossed "plants you eat from" [ma”abi pimdnti tikdpi]
into the following categories: rows on the ground [tiddbai
nana.d#], grows at the base of a hill [pinwi”abai nana.di],

. ; X X . Z
grows on the mountain side [kaiba péiyamalxu nana.d#], grows

on the mountain [ka&bama nané.di], grows by the creek [7095—
paa nané.di], grows by the water [pd&kiqwabai nanadi#] and
grows anywhere [pahébia nanéﬁdé]. Note here the use of the
term "grow" in this context as cognate to Northern Paiute
[naad#] "grower" or plant. None of the groupings made on the

basis of habitat had further subdivisions (see Figure 23).
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b. Animals [Qa’ébi - The term Southern Paiute use
most commonly for "animals" [pa’ébi] also has some differing
definitions in these various Southern Paiute dialect or sub-
dialect areas. However, there seems to be less reason for
postulating cultural or environmental causes for these dis-
crepancies. Nevertheless, they evidence some interesting
areal and personal differences in definitions.

Edward Sapir (1931:599) records the term [pa’ébi] in
his Kaibab dictionary, defining it as "any living thing but
man and plants." A Cedar City informant defined it as "any-
thing on the ground, including birds too." Some informants
feel, however, that [pa’ébi] contrasts with the classes birds
and fish rather than includes them. Others feel that the
specific focus of meaning for [pa’ébi] as "bugs" is a more
appropriate definition. The use of the term as a cover
designation by various informants is illustrated in Figure
24,

In the Chemehuevi area, [pa”abi] is commonly asso-
ciated with "ground animals" and as such forms a contrast set
with [wiéiﬁiu] "all things with wings" and [pagé’icu] "fish."
In this most inclusive sense, [pa’ébi] here includes several
subclasses: ame animals [pisdbivim], "bugs" or small crea-
tures [pa’évivim], snakes [kwiyééu], lizards [sigéﬁigu] and
frogs [wagétaci]. Although the term [pa®dbi] has this inclu-
sive meaning, it more often functions in relation to the
category "bugs" or small creatures as in the category label
[pa’évivimi] (plural). The term the Chemehuevi most commonly

s : . PR
use for other "animals" is the term for game animal [pisavi-
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vim]. It is defined as "eating animals" by informants. It
includes all the larger "game" species, such as deer, moun-
tain sheep, mountain goat, antelope, etc., as well as certain
other "game" such as rabbits, squirrels, muskrat, etc. Al-
though the association of [pisévivimi] is most commonly with
game species, and specifically with those that are eaten,
informants state that there is a certain sub-class of [pisa-
vivimi] that are not commonly eaten, because they are
"bloody." These animals include wolf, coyote, mountain lion,
bobcat, etc., all basically carnivores. Although they are in
a sense "game" animals, their food habits cause them to be
classed as "bloody," and thus inedible. All the other [pisa-
vivim] are basically herbivores.

In other Southern Paiute areas [pa®4bi] and [pisévi-
vim#] function in other ways. Sapir (1931:613) records
[pi.sia®A] only as "animal" in his Kaibab dictionary, al-
though the example he cites of its usage probably refers to
a "game" animal. (In a mythological tale, coyote kills an
unidentified [pi.sfaeA] and places it in a pine tree for safe
keeping.) Kaibab informants questioned as part of this study
admitted knowing the term, but preferred to use [pa°5bi] in
the general context "animal," reserving [pisdvivim] for a
more specific usage as "large game animal" (deer, antelope,
elk, etc.). They also stated that [pa’ébi] includes birds
and fish rather than contrasts with them. One informant
stated that people were basically [pa?ébi], and subclassified
those into Indians [nigw;], Mormons [moméni], white people

[madiéaci] (Americans), Japanese [capéhu], "Niggers" [tJ.ma—
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dﬁ&aci] ("black Americans"), etc. For several informants,
{pa’ébi] also had a specific meaning "bug" in addition to its
inclusive meaning as "animal."

There seems to be little order in these various dif-
ferences that can be referred to as specific cultural or
environmental contingencies, with the possible exception of
the Chemehuevi usage of the subclass for tabooed carnivores.
In the other cases, we seem to be dealing with dialectic and
perhaps idiolect variation, complicated by the several levels
of taxonomic meaning inherent to the term [pa’ébi]. There
are, however, also some cases of category elaboration within
this grouping, in keeping with the environmental position of
the territories of the various informants. These include:
subvarieties of rabbits, squirrels, chipmunks for Cedar City

people, and fish and turtles for Chemehuevi.

F. Summary and Discussion
The Northern Paiute, Shoshoni and Southern Paiute
biotaxonomies presented above have a number of features in
common. They also exhibit some differences. Similarities
between schemes seem to result from the application of a com-
mon set of semantic principles to the question of the rela-
tionships among biological phenomena. Included among these
are criteria of use, particularly use as food, recognition

of some similarities in sets of biomorphological or anatomi-

cal features, distinctions as to means of locomotion (par-
ticularly for animals), common habitat preferences, growth

associations or community relationships, and a number of
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minor criteria such as color, size, sex, texture, etc. These
principles reoccur in all schemes but may be applied at dif-
ferent levels of specificity within any one scheme. Differ-
ences between schemes seem to result from this differential
application of principles as well as from general environmen-
tal and cultural variations from Numic area to area.

The classifications have a character that is somewhat
unique. They are not strictly biotaxonomic--at least in the
Linnaean sense of hierarchies of mutually exclusive phyla,
classes, orders, etc. Rather, because they incorporate
various criteria at different levels of specificity, they
tend to be only loosely taxonomic, evidencing in some cases
interlocking sets of categories and recognitions. Some cate-
gories represent the actual intersection of the various
semantic principles or components (see Goodenough 1956),
others seem to mutually influence each other (see Bright and
Bright 1965) and yet others retain a hierarchical--and often
specifically Linnaean--orientation.

The most striking feature of the systems, aside from
these overall characteristics, is the importance of the cri-
terion of use in making distinctions. This feature acts in
many senses as a unifying theme for all schemes, overriding
recognitions based on biomorphology or other criteria.
Specifically, people are concerned with use as food as
opposed to other needs. The lexemes what is eaten and what
is not eaten were elicited from all informants with a high
degree of consistency. An idea of use beyond food, as for

medicine, manufacture, etc., is also present but less well
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developed. It may operate covertly, especially in making
distinctions among animal categories, inasmuch as goods are
usually manufactured from the natural by-products of the
hunt. The shape and meaning of the lexemes marking the used/
not used categories in Northern Paiute seem to imply this
type of distinction (Fowler and Leland 1967).

The categories plant and animal, although forming in
some senses conceptual units as biological phenomena, are
not consistently represented as such in the schemes. The
terms applied to these designates vary from group to group.
None are cognate, and none except perhaps the Southern Paiute
terms approaches an unanalyzable stem linguistically. The
Northern Paiute terms [nd%di], literally "grower," and
[yicégadi], literally "mover," can be applied to designates
other than plants and animals. The Shoshoni terms [sé;ka]
and [tiha si%ggipi], the former also related to the stem "to
grow--of plants" and [nimididi] "movers" express similar
distinctions. Only the Southern Paiute terms [ma’ébi] and
[pa®dbi] are non-complex lexemes. Nor is their etymology
immediately obvious. However, the variations in the usage
of these terms by informants seem to suggest that these con-
cepts do not as yet clearly mark categories applicable to
the taxonomic distinctions plant vs. animal.

In many senses, the principle of use is probably
best viewed as intersecting with the categories plant and
animal at various points in the schemes. This intersection
may take place somewhere below the level of conscious aware-

ness for informants; i.e. in Chomksyan (Chomsky 1965; Chafe
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1970) terms, somewhere in the "deep structure" of the seman-

tic system.l4

The "surface" representation of the categories
plant and animal as divided in the taxonomies may result from
this intersection. The compounding of criteria of use with
biomorphology may thus cause the categories to lose something
of their overall conceptual unity, especially when treated in
taxonomic terms. The use categories thus may not represent
strict divisions of phenomena, but rather indicate the impor-
tance and priority of this criterion in discussions. The
facility with which Southern Paiute speakers discuss "all
plants" and "all animals" together, and occasionally apart
from use, may result from the presence of more highly devel-~
oped lexemes marking these categories.

In addition to the intersection of the use c;tegories
with those for plants and animals, regardless of their parti-
cular designates, there seems to be a second intersection of
these two units with two major habitat categories, i.e. land
vs. water. In most schemes, land plants and land animals

are differentiated in some way from water plants and water

animals. The principles of classification of sub-units
within each of these categories may also vary, perhaps fur-
ther reinforcing these distinctions.

Within the category edible land plants, most inform-
ants offer but one type of sub-classification, and this is

based on the part of the plant used for food, e.g. whether

14This does not necessarily imply a psyrhological
view of deep structure. Chafe (1970) discusses deep struc-
ture and semantics from a more formal point of view.
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it is the seeds, roots, berries, leaves, greens, etc. Ined-
ible land plants are not divided in this way, but rather
defined on the basis of mixed use/morphology criteria into
weeds, flowers, grass, possibly trees, etc. Land animals
follow a less strict edible-inedible distinction in all
schemes, and exhibit similar subdivisions, including birds,
with separate sub-groupings for large vs. small or high vs.
low, or both; hoofed, horned or hunted game--a conceptual

unit with various labels; clawed or furred animals, with at

least cats, rabbits and mice recognized as subcategories;

lizards; snakes and insects. The latter three are grouped

together in Northern Paiute and Shoshoni as crawlers. The
insects may be subdivided into bugs, worms, flies, butter-
flies, etc., ail used as cover terms for a number of related
forms.

Plants and animals recognized as distinct for their
water habitats include a variety of individually named
designates in all schemes, but with few other sub-categories.
For plants, such terms as moss, algae, water-grasses (reeds),
etc., are found in all classifications, and are used to cover
many undifferentiated botanical forms. The water animals are
divided primarily into fish and frogs in all schemes, but
with individual schemes recognizing certain additional cate-
gories. All classifications also further reflect the impor-
tance of this particular habitat distinction in that they
contain many individual plant and animal names with the modi-
fier "water." Lexemes of the type "water X" also form a

B highly productive class in biotaxonomic nomenclature in all
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of Numic.

Environmental differences in aboriginal and current
habitats influence some incvermediate and specific categories.
Note, for example, the Chemehuevi designation of a scparate
category for thorny plants, in keeping with their environmen-
tal position in the "hot desert" regions. The Owyhee Sho-
shoni also recognize and label several sub-types of currants
as well as of other berries found in abundance in their local
habitat. Cedar City Southern Paiute recognize as distinct
two botanical species of pinyon or nut pines whose distribu-
tional range overlaps in their territory: [tibépi}, the
single-needled pinyon (Pinus monophylla) and [pédibapi], the
double-needled pinyon (P. edulis). Other examples can also
be cited (see various figures). Cultural practices and
preferences also influence categories, as seen in the North-
ern Paiute segregation of a category fleshy plants, Cheme-
huevi mushrooms and Chemehuevi and Kaibab Southern Paiute
cultivated plants. The Southern Paiute mythological refer-
ences indicate some influences from this realm as well.

Although all schemes are marked by various upper
level categories, many of which are shared in substantially
the same form across the region, it should be stressed that
the most important and active level of recognition for all
groups is still the most specific; i.e., the level that names
individual plants and animals. Informants in all areas are
far more concerned with discussing forms here than with pos-
iting higher level relationships. Middle range categories

are also the most difficult to elicit, even in highly struc-
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tured situations such as suggested by formal frame analysis
see above). This level corresponds roughly to the biolo-
gist's level of genus, and is one that has received consid-
erable attention in ethnobiology in recent years (Berlin
1971; Bulmer 1968; Bulmer and Tyler 1968; Conklin 1962;
Diamond 1966). We will return to a more complete discussion
of it in Chapter V.

The focus on individual or generic names in the Numic
biotaxonomies may have some environmental and behavioral cor-
relates in the Great Basin region. As we have suggested
elsewhere (Fowler and Leland 1967), there may be some connec-
tion between the development of upper level terminology and
the existence of environmental and cultural situations that
either stimulate or inhibit verbal organization of forms into
higher levels of abstraction. Certainly, in all areas of the
Great Basin, it is highly desirable to be able to recognize
by sight and to name a considerable number of individual
plant and animal forms. The varied ecological situation and
the adaptation of subsistence patterns to seasonality and
specific resources may have fostered a scheme that concen-
trates attention on a highly specific level rather than on
general terms. Certain other cultural features surrounding
the transmission of information on plants and animals may
also be an influence here (see Fowler and Leland 1967:399-

400) .
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IV. OTHER TAXONOMIC COMPARISONS

Having noted at least in a preliminary way some of
the possible influences of environmental and cultural fea-
tures on the development of the Numic biotaxonomic schemes,
we will now proceed to a consideration of the importance of
historical factors on their growth. Our best indications of
historical influences would seem to come from a more detailed
study of evidences for semantic and linguistic change, neces-
sarily as reflected in the forms that comprise the Numic bio-
taxonomic lexicon. Before we can begin the task of lexical
comparison and reconstruction, however, we need to consider
some additional data on both Numic and non-Numic Uto-Aztecan
systems. Additional Numic data are required to further vali-
date the individual schemes as presented, while certain non-
Numic Uto-Aztecan comparisons will give a necessary time
depth to our linguistic inquiries. As noted by many compara-
tivists (see for example, Swadesh 1959:11-12), questions
irvolving the history of specific linguistic forms must often
be answered by examining data outside the immediate area of
concern. This is particularly necessary in the Numic case,
in that considerable inter- and intra-dialect and language
exchange might be expected given the socio-cultural situation
in the Great Basin (Chapter II). The non-Numic data are
actually too scant for any full historical consideration, but
they do provide some interesting clues to relationships.

Comparative data on Numic biotaxonomies are of parti-

cular interest in that the schemes as presented display

134
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sufficient flexibility and overall variation to lead us to
question whether they constitute "systems" at all. In other
words, given the various options noted, and the stress by all
speakers on the most specific levels, we might legitimately
ask whether these schemes represent structured sets of seman-
tic relationships with validity for numbers of speakers, or
whether they are artificial constructs, perhaps resulting
from the types of eliciting procedures employed. Although we
probably cannot fully answer this question without many more
studies using different techniques, we can look At the prob-
lem more closely from the perspective of what other writers
have said about Numic taxonomies. These data are scattered
in a number of publications, including a few specific, but
non-taxonomic studies of ethnobiology (Chamberlin 1905; Hoff-
man 1885; Mahar 1953; Powell 1880; Train, Hendricks and
Archer 1941; Zigmond 1941; 1971), some general ethnographies
(Kelly 1932; 1964; Lowie 1924; Steward 1933; 1938; Stewart
1941), some linguistic studies (Hill 1969; Lamb 1958a; 1957;
Sapir 1931) and other sources (Hittman 1965; Hoebel 1934;
Perry 1964). The authors of most of these works comment on
the "generic" or in this case "generalized" status of certain
terms in ethnobiological nomenclature. Most of these remarks
support recognitions reported here, although a few take note

of additional relationships.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



136

A. Other Numic Classifications

1. Northern Paiute

Perhaps the most detailed treatment of Northern
Paiute "generic" terms for plants and animals is that given
by John Wesley Powell in his ethnographic field notes taken
nearly 100 years ago (Powell 1880). Powell was the founder
and for many years director of the Bureau of American Ethnol-
ogy. He was also an early Great Basin ethnographer, having
worked with Northern Paiute, Southern Paiute, Shoshoni and
Ute informants in various places and at various times from
1868 to 1880. He spoke one Numic language, that is Ute,
passably well, and he gathered extensive vocabularies in
several of the others (Fowler and Fowler 1971). The data
that follow are from his Northern Paiute field notes, dated
Pyramid Lake, western Nevada, 1880. They are cited in full
below as they are particularly pertinent to our discussion.
(Editorial comments are appended in brackets.)

Powell (1880:241f) states that in Northern Paiute:

All edible animals, birds, and fish, insects,

jumpers, etc., are called Ka-hu-a-wai-it. [From

verb /ho.wa”i/M/hoawai-/ "to hunt"; see Table 1

above for this term as an alternative lexeme in

Northern Paiute classification.]

All non-edible animals are called kai-na-wha-wait,

such as skunks (who are bad Doctors), gophers

(good doctors), lizards, frogs, horned toads,

snakes, worms, butterflies, flies, mosquitoes,

etc. [Again, from the verb "to hunt" plus /kai/,

negative.]

Nu-nim-nu-mit: Buffalo, antelope, deer, elk, sheep,

horse, cattle, goat. [Derivation unknown, but all

are hoofed animals as per category above; see Sho-
shonI [nEImididz movers."]
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Ho-pi-ma-po-yu: Tree climbers, wild cats, squirrels,
bears, grizzly, porcupines, etc. [From /hdupi/, now
"stick" and /piuya/ "to climb" and probably /ma-/

"with the hands," or literally "stick-with-the-hands-
climbers."]

Tu-hi-mit: Diggers in the earth as badgers, moles.

From /hiwi/ "to dig."]

Tu-wip-hi-mit: Rats, mice, ground squirrels, etc.
From /tuwipz/ "earth" plus /hiwi/ "to dig."]

Kwu-mit: Divers, beaver, muskrat, otter, mink.

From /kumi?i/ "to dive."]

Pa-gwi: Fish, trout, sucker, etc. [Powell adds
specific names of fish to this category. Term is as
fish recorded above.]

Tu-wi-pu po-zi: Ground lice. Insects that crawl,
ugs. Po-zi: louse. [Literally as he translates
it: /tuwip#/ "earth" plus /puzi?a/ "louse."]

Mo-ib: Butterflies, flies, mosquitoes, etc. [From
/moibi/ “"fly." See Northern Paiute category "fly-
like things," /mufbik%a®ni®yu/, above.]

Nu-yu-wad: Snakes and worms; crawlers. [See above
category /nuydadi/ "crawlers."]

Mu-ju: Jumpers, crickets, grasshoppers and other
insects. [Perhaps from /nizu/, cricket; see Sho-
shoni /mizo?o/, cricket.]

Ka-sa-gai-yu: Birds. [From [kasa] "feather, wing,"
plus /-k/ga/ "to have, there is" and /-?yu/ "subjec-
tive," or literally "those with feathers or wings"

or "those that have feathers or wings," see Shoshoni
/kasa-kant#/, above.]

Kwa-nid: Wading birds. [Derivation unknown.]

Kwit-na

Nu mu Kwit—na:} Eagles, buzzards, hawks, owls, etc.
TFrom term for "eagle" /kWi®na®a/, but also given as
a category marker for big birds in Shoshoni and
Southern Paiute (see above). Train, Hendricks and
Archer (1941) also record quie-nat-zee "little bird"
/-ci/, diminutive. Reference to /nim%/ "person"
probably indicates close association of these birds
with human beings. They are considered to be omen
bearers, etc.]
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Pu hu kwu-min: Diving and swimming birds; wild

geese, swan, ducks, brants. [Literally /p#hi/
"duck" plus /kumi?i/ "to dive."]

Pa-ko-rab: Meadow lark, jays, humming bird, wrens,
black birds. [Term now used only for black bird
/pakodobi/. May once have had a broader meaning.]
Hi-yo-ba:

Pa-ni-ri- o—bag Quail, pigeon, pine hens, etc.
From /?i.hobi/ "dove." Note that this category
groups together "low fliers."]

Hu-zi-a: ©Little singing birds. [From /huziba/
"bird" but generally associated with small birds.]
Ho-pi: All plants, trees, shrubs, weeds, grass.
Probably from /huupi/, "stick," but perhaps also
"woody plants" (Chapter V.]

Ho-pi kai-va: Trees, pine. [Literally "mountain
sticks.

wa-hab: Grass. [See /wahabi/ "grass" above.]

Tsa-ab to ni gan: Flowering plants. To-ni-gan:
Flower. [Literally /ca”abi/ "trash" plus /toni-

ga?a/ "flower." See cover designation for plants
not used above; /ca”’abi/ "trash."]
Powell's classification shows many specific terminological
correspondences with the Northern Paiute system presented in
Chapter III; in categories hunted/not hunted (cited as alter-

natives, above, and also implying edibility), crawlers, fish,

birds, ducks, trash, grass, flowers, etc. The scheme also

shows some category correlations, although the terms elicited

as labels differ; e.g. large hoofed animals, birds (those

with wings as opposed to things that fly), the large/small
distinction for birds, ducks, etc. Powell also lists some
additional categories not recorded in the present study; e.g.

wading birds, diggers, jumpers, etc. In another section of

his work, he also lists "bats" as birds. It is interesting

- to note that his scheme, gathered nearly 100 years ago, shows

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



139

correspondence in so many areas.

Other Northern Paiute ethnographers and linguists
have also noted a few taxonomic groupings they term "generic."
Perry (1964) states that the Fallon, Nevada, Northern Paiute
use the term [hu;fpi] for "any small bird" and the term
[paawaj'tjthuusi'pa] for "any water bird" (term is literally
"in-the-water-birds"). He also notes the use of [sigépi]
"cottonwood" for trees and [ndd puh{ka’yu] for grass or
greens (literally "growth that is green"). Hittman (1965)
notes that at Yerrington, Nevada, Northern Paiutes differen-
tiate by name several types of ducks [pih;], but that they do
not consider ducks to be birds. He also records the form
[wis{ge’yu] as a term for animals, "usually with edible meat"
(probably [was§§e°yu]; see Shoshoni) .

Hoffman (1885:7) offers some interesting comments on
Pah-Uta (Northern) conceptualizations of birds. He states
that there is a division of birds into large and small, but
that he did not find a contrast according to land vs. water.
He notes that little birds are called nu-tsi-pa' (probably
[huziba]), and that this category is expanded to include
grouse, wild turkey and other like forms (perhaps "low fli-
ers"?). He does not supply a term for the large birds. He
adds that division according to size holds for all birds
except the raptors (falcons, hawks, eagles, etc.). These,
he says, are kept distinct and are individually named. He
also notes that the terms for eagle, duck, blackbird and

dove are basically "generic."
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Mahar (1953) provides some material on plant cate-
gories for the Warm Springs, Oregon, Northern Paiute. He
states that although he found no evidence for a complete
native scheme of plant classification, he did note that there
were certain "generic" groupings of these materials, usually
based on appearance, habitat and use. Among these was a
category including several conifers (pines, firs, hemlocks)
and yew, all labeled [kataabi]. The term is applied more
specifically to Douglas fir. Other groupings noted were:
[sdubi]l, willows (salix spp.), but also applied to deciduous
trees or shrubs that grow near water; [sigﬁpi] or Itab{ sigd-
pil, including various plants from open, dry, desert areas,
such as species of buckwheat (Eriogonum spp.) and rabbitbrush
(Chrysothamnus spp.}, ana [wahébé], used for grasses of vari-
ous types (see all in Northern Paiute schemes, above). He
also records terms for various plant parts, such as "seed or
fruit pit" [aka; o2hd], "berry" [puwﬁ, sﬁé], "blossom" [toni-
zat], etc., and lists the term [wunddi] as an equivalent for
"tree" (see Southern Paiute, Chapter III, and Chapter V).

The only other taxonomic data are those recorded by
Lamb (1958a; 1957) for Mono, the other western Numic lan-
guage. Lamb (1957) states in his dictionary of Northfork
Mono that the terms for fish /pahkwi/, bird /ciihpa®/ and
snake /toqohqwa/ (more specifically "rattlesnake"), as well

as flower /hipika®/ and tree /winihpina/ are all generics.
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2. Southern Paiute

There are few additional sources of data for Southern
Paiute classifications. Sapir (1910; 1931) lists as "gener-
ic" the terms for "flower, brush" [maéLvi-maa(.) -gi], ani-
mal [pa'é -gI] and [pi.s.£a¢A], fish [pa(-);], bird [wit-
siq—ts.] [witis{'—¢I], poisonous vs. non-poisonous snake
[to8a-gI] [toX>-gI] (rattlesnake) and [atilmpits.] (bull
snake) , flower [ci'i-p.i-] etc. Harrington (Hill 1969) re-
cords as generic for Chemehuevi "all the plants of the earth"
[taviéa maha'], "all the people and animals that live on the
earth" [t®vip@a pa'a'], "game animal--deer, cow, sheep, moun-
tain sheep, etc." [pisé@a'avi] "small bird [wits{'itsi],
rattlesnake [kwijétsi], spider [hokéﬁo'wavi], worm [pa'éﬁi],
fish [pagsfsi] flower [sa'ipil~([s®'iwal, grass [mahd'], etc.
He also adds /t®s3va/, glossed "young and juicy plant growth"
(see Southern Paiute, Chapter III), [mim{jara] "any kind of
vine," [tovitsipis3®] "volunteer plant" (etymology, according
to Harrington, "to come out of the earth"), and bud [wivﬁn—
kara']l.

Data on Ute classifications are equally scant. Goss
(1961) records the term [u”e®yal, for Ingacio Ute, defining
it as "plant, stalk, trunk." It is probably derived from
/%?a-/ the verb "to plant." He also records [wicic] for
"bird." Chamberlin's (1909) Northern Ute informant equated

ma-av ma-ap with sagebrush (Artemesia tridentata). Collins

(1876:470) records mah-ab as "tree" in his "Ute" list. Har-
rington (1911:212) records the term for flower in Southern

Ute as [sawaéyty], and also lists terms for bird, butterfly,
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fish, etc.

Goss (1967) has also presented some interesting data
on Southern Ute animal-kinship-mythology paradigms. In going
through his vocabulary files, he noted that certain Ute ani-
mal names tended to fall together alphabetically with the
terms for various relatives. Upon further investigating the
situation ethnographically, he found additional name cor-~
respondences for several kin positions and was able to relate
these further to the kin based activities of the myth proto-
types of these particular animal forms. Although these coér-
respondences in Ute do not constitute a classification scheme
in the biotaxonomic sense, they nevertheless serve as one
means of noting animal relationships--in a kin-based mythol-
ogy. These correspondences are not as clear in Southern
Paiute (Fowler 1967). However, the discussion of kin rela-
tionships for animals and the inclusion of mythological ani-
mal figures in Southern Paiute taxonomies may derive in part
from this view (see Chapter III).

Zigmond's (1941; 1971) studies of the ethnobotany of
the Kawaiisu, speakers of the other Southern Numic language,
did not produce any biotaxonomic classification for plants,
although he did note some special features of plant nomencla-
ture (see especially Zigmond 1971). He also gives a defini-
tion for /mahdve/ as "weed-like wild plants usually regarded
as useless." Klein (n.d.), in unpublished linguistic notes

for Kawaiisu, defines /mihébi/ as "brush."
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3. Shoshoni

As with Northern Paiute and Southern Paiute, addi-
tional data on Shoshoni ethnobiology and classifications are
scant and scattered in several publications (Chamberlin 1905;
Conange 1951; Carlson and Jones 1939; Good 1964); Hoebel
1934; shimkin 1947; Steward 1938; Train, Hendricks and Archer
1941). Most of these sources give information on the use of
plants and animals, but little data on native views of their
relationships. Only Chamberlin (1905) offers any systematic
information on classification, and it is not complete. How-
ever, since several of his comments relate directly to the
categories described here, they are worth reviewing.

Chamberlin (1905:359) makes the following observa-
tions on the names for plants as used by the Gosiute Indians
of Utah:

The Gosiute plant names, like our own popular
ones with which they are properly to be compared,
are frequently generic rather than specific in
compass, or, naturally, they may apply to species
lying in technically different though usually
closely allied genera. . . . It often happens
that a single kind of plant is known under two or
more names to the Gosiute. In such cases one name
is commonly more general in scope and applicable
to various other related or supposedly related
forms, while the other may be strictly applicable
only to the particular form under consideration.
Then, again, the plant may be regarded from dif-
ferent points of view, classed on correspondingly
different bases, and so come to be designated
under several class or generic names indicating
these several relations. Thus, it may be regarded
as to its habitat, as to its structure or appear-
ance, as to its service to man or animal for food,
or as to its use for medicinal purposes, etc. It
may bear a different name indicative of each of
these relations in addition to that which may be
regarded as in a measure specific and restricted
to it alone. The restriction in a name depended
much on the importance or commonness of the plant,
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there being different names even for closely

related species in many cases--proportionately

much more numerous than is the rule among our

own people.

Chamberlin's observations tend to support ideas as to
the importance of such criteria as use, habitat and appear-
ance in making distinctions among botanical forms. He also
notes, however, that these dimensions, variously applied, may
result in multiple names for designates in Gosiute. He also
correctly identifies the generic quality of many plant names,
and points out further that Gosiute perceptions about indi-
vidual genera and species will not always be isomorphic with
those of English speakers. He sees frequency of occurrence
in the environment and economic importance to the people as
important factors leading to specificity in plant naming.

In addition to these comments on plant nomenclature,
Chamberlin also refers to some specific categories of plants
recognized by the Gosiute. He describes, for example, fea-
tures of a major category "medicine" na-tsu (see also Owyhee
Shoshoni, Chapter III), with sub-categories defined for the
types of diseases treated. Divisions, according to Chamber-
lin (1905:348), involve plants for wounds and cuts, i-a-na-
tsu; bruises and swellings, bai-gwi-na-tsu; burns, wai-a-na-
tsu; coughs and colds, o-ni-na-tsu; bowel troubles, koi-na-
tsu; "worms," wu-i-na-tsu; venereal diseases, tim-bai-na-
tsu; rheumatism, tso-ni-na-tsu; blood troubles, bui-na-tsu;
bladder and kidney troubles, si-na-tsu; etc. He also gives
several habitat groupings along with their category labels.

These include (Chamberlin 1905:358): "pa-bu-ip, applied to
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any plant floating upon water, or growing in water with
leaves above the surface . . . tim-bo-ip, applied to a shrub
growing on mountain or in a canon . . . pan-di-sip, applied
to a plant growing submerged in water."

Chamberlin also records a few other generalized plant
terms, but does not discuss their use in any detail. Among
these are three forms equated with plant: si-a-ka, pui-si-a-
ka and o-pi wu-pi. The first has closely allied forms in
"sprout, branch" recorded as si-u-gun, si-a-ka and in "bud"
given as i-gi-si-a-ka. It is also one of the forms recorded
for Owyhee Shoshoni (see Chapter III). Pui-si-a~-ka is given
as a "general name for green or growing plants." O-pi or
wu-pi is applied more specifically to "wood," although Cham-
berlin (1905:384) states that it is "commonly used as the
equivalent of tree or shrub, i.e., woody plant, or even of
plant in general at times" (see Powell's ho-pi, "plant" for
Northern Paiute, above). Additional generics include "flow-
er," recorded as hi-bin-gup and grass so-nip. Chamberlin
also refers to other clusterings of genera and species in
various other sections of his work.

Train, Hendricks and Archer (1941) include a few
terms referring to Shoshoni plant categories in their mono-
graph on the medicinal uses of plants by Indians in Nevada.
However, their transcription is of such poor quality that it
is difficult to discover etymologies or even reelicit the
material. (They record a number of terms for types of medi-
cines, most of which are the same as Chamberlin's list.)

They also include others with non-medicinal references, such
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as the following: "brush or shrub" see-bup-ee ([sibupil from

term for rabbitbrush Chrysothamnus nauseosus; see also North-

ern Paiute category); "flower" hu-bing-a [hihigg,a], "just
weeds" eshan-div-awip (possibly from [i¥appi>i], coyote, and
hence "false"); "ground plant" so-go-ron-zee-ah (from /sogo-/
ground plus ?); "dense or thick brush" tot-zip (?); "mountain
brush" toya-abba-hobe ([tgyabi 4 huupi], "mountain stick")
(see Chamberlin and Powell above), “"shrub or brush du-hu
(also perhaps [huupil); and "plant" wee-ub (?).

E. A. Hoebel also reports some data on plant and ani-
mal conceptions for the HekandIka, or Muddy Creek, Idaho,
Shoshoni. These are contained in some unpublished notes he
kindly loaned to the author (Hoebel 1934). Although Hoebel
did not attempt a taxonomic study of HekandIka "foods," he
notes that his informant for the food lists may have had some
type of categorization in mind at the time she gave the in-
formation. Her data were given in the units fish, seeds,

berries, roots, flesh and fowl. Also within the grouping

designated as flesh (meat), she may have been implying some
subcategories by her particular choice of ordering the foods.
She discussed the forms in the following sequence: buffalo,
deer, mountain sheep, antelope, ground hog, squirrel, a small
squirrel, a large squirrel from pine country, flying squirrel,
chattering squirrel, muskrat, beaver, otter, skunk, field
mice, rat, wolf, wild cat, dog, horse, rabbit, cottontail,
small grey rabbit, prairie dog and bear. Subcategories en-
compassing hoofed animals, squirrels and rabbits may be im-

plied as well as others. The set from muskrat through wolf
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was given with the qualification that they were rarely eaten
by her people. Wildcat, dog and horse were noted to be
edible, but either "too hard to get" (wildcat) or "too valu-
able" to eat (horse, dog), thus perhaps forming another cate-
gory. Hoebel (personal communication) states with reference
to this list: "She thought of beaver, a water animal and
this led to otter (not eaten) and then to the rest of this
group, i.e. skunk, field mice, rat, wolf, wildcat, horse,
dog. Ij --coyote--was not mentioned in the food list at all.
It is totally tabu."

Although none of the above treatments, except perhaps
Powell's Northern Paiute discussion, constitutes a complete
biotaxonomic system for comparison with the data as elicited
from Northern Paiute, Shoshoni and Southern Paiute informants,
most of the relationships expressed by other authors are in
line with these materials. Continued reference to the impor-
tance of use, habitat, appearance, and other criteria for
making distinctions seems to indicate that most investigators
have obtained similar materials in their studies. While
these data do not fully substantiate or validate the systems
of biotaxonomic classification as outlined here, they do lend
strength to the position that systems of this general type
are operative among these people. There is further indica~-
tion of terminological depth, as well as some change, as we
will attempt to better demenstrate in Chapter V. Before we
proceed to that discussion, however, let us first consider
what is known of the biotaxonomic systems of other non-Numic

northern Uto-Aztecan groups as a further check on the recon-
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structions to follow.

B. Hopi Classifications

Data on Hopi plant and animal taxonomic classifica-
tions and terminology are reported in several sources, in-
cluding most notably Voegelin and Voegelin (1957), Whiting
(1939), Watson (1943), Mearns (1896), Bradfield (1968),
Fisher (1896), Fewkes (1896) and Hough (1898; 1897). How-
ever, as with studies for other non-Numic Uto-Aztecan groups,
none presents a complete or integrated Hopi system, and none
approaches the problem of classification from the point of
view of folk taxonomy or ethnoscience. All sources contain
some definitions of "generics," and some notes on plant and
animal relationships, but the parameters of class inclusion
vs. exclusion for these are not always clear. Definitions
sometimes appear to contradict each other as well, although
as we have seen with the Numic groups, definitions for cate-
gory labels may be subject to some variation with individ-
uals, dialects, etc.

Despite the limitations of these works, especially
in the area of taxonomic relationships recognized by the
Hopi, all are valuable for comparative purposes. The find-
ings of all investigators as reported reflect something of
the environmental and cultural orientations of the sedentary,
agricultural Hopi. Many interesting questions are raised by
these materials, some of which can only be answered by more

thorough studies of Hopi biotaxonomic systems.
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Voegelin and Voegelin (1957), in their work Hopi

Domains: A Lexical Approach to the Problem of Selection,

present the fullest single account of Hopi plant and animal
terms and relationships. These they treat in two sets,
labeled "the domain of plants" (Voegelin and Voegelin 1957:
19-23) and "the domain of animals" (Voegelin and Voegelin
1957:16-19). Each "domain" contains a number of subsets of
semantically related forms with their definitions, presented
in dictionary form. The difficulty with this treatment,
however, is that the reader is not certain whether the "do-
mains" and subsets presented are native conceptual units, or
artifacts of the Voegelins' organizational approach. In some
cases, they add comments on native impressions (Voegelin and
Voegelin 1957:16~17), but in others, we are uncertain of the
Hopi view of these relationships. The eliciting procedure
followed was designed to explore related sets of forms begin-
ning.with responses derived from texts and other conversa-
tions. However, the Voegelins (1957:2) also speak of a cer-
tain arbitrariness in placement that attends this type of
eliciting. For purposes of our discussion, the Voegelins'
categories will be presented here as if they were native con-
cepts except where there is evidence to the contrary. This
treatment should properly be regarded as tentative, however.
Comments by Whiting (1939; personal communication 1969),
Watson (1943), Bradfield (1968), Mearns (1896) and others
will be added where they either help to clarify or where they

contradict the Voegelins' findings.
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1. Plants

Voegelin and Voegelin (1957:19-23) divide the "domain
of plants" into thirteen groupings, largely as follows:
1) plant parts; 2) cultivation of crops; 3) beans and squash;
4) trees and bushes; 5) grasses and grains; 6) shrubs and
other dense, low growing plants; 7) desert plants; 8) wild-
flowers; 9) tobacco; 10) corn plants; and 11) through 13),
various cooked plant foods, mainly of corn. For purposes of
this discussion, we will consider in detail only categories
4) through 8) and category 10). Figure 25 gives the approxi-
mate taxonomic relationships assumed by this treatment.

Voegelin and Voegelin (1957) record two forms as pos-
sible cover terms for the domain plants. These are: /?&:yi/,
glossed as "plant" and /natwani/, glossed as "plants." Nei-
ther term is treated taxonomically in their report, either
with regard to what it includes or excludes, or its position
vis-a-vis the other. The first term, /?i:yi/ is apparently
related to the stem "to plant" /?iy~/ [Proto-Uto-Aztecan
*is(ca) (VVH) or *7e, *?ei (UAC #323)],15 and seems to refer
to what we might define as "a single specimen of X plant."
It first appears in the Voegelins' sub-set "cultivation of
crops" where it is used in both free and compound forms.
Examples of the latter are: "chile plant" /?cili?iyi/,
"bean plant" /mori?iyi/, etc. It also appears in other sub-

sets, as for example on the stem for Indian paintbrush plant

15Henceforth, previous reconstructions by Voegelin,
Voegelin and Hale (1962) and by Miller (1967) will be cited
. as VVH#_ and UAC#__, respectively.
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/mansi?#yi/ (a wild flower) and "wheat, rice plant" /soho?#-
yi/ (grasses and grains). Whiting (1939) also lists it on
the stem for Russian thistle (introduced), /pahan?i.yi/,
literally "white man's plant." The status of /?i#:yi/ as a
term for this domain is possible, but not a certainty. Re-
gardless of its meaning at this level, it also appears to
form a contrast set at a lower level with the stem /coki
(vcocki)/, "erect plant - as bush or tree" (see below).

The derivation of the term /natwani/, defined by the
Voegelins (1957:20) as "plants" is not given, thus eliminat-
ing possible clues to its semantic components. Voegelin and
Voegelin (1957:20) present the term in their first sub-set
for the plants (plant parts), so that it appears by position-
ing to be a cover term for the entire domain. However, they
also record it elsewhere under cultivated crops as one of the
lexemes for "harvest." Thus, whether it refers to all plants,
or merely to those that produce some harvestable product, is
uncertain.

Watson (1943:50), in a short note on Hopi food cate-
gories, also records a term for "wild plants," nepni (neveni),
treating it as a special sub-category of o:nala, "special
foods" (see below). He does not elaborate on its definition,
however, so that we are again uncertain as to whether it re-
fers only to edible wild plants or to all wild forms. Whit-
ing (personal communication, 1969) also equates this term
with "spring greens," thus further confusing the issue, but
suggesting a connotation of edibility. Whether the Voege-

lins' /natwani/ and Watson's nepni (neveni) are cognates or

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



153

related forms should also be investigated.

In addition to these terms that may, or may not,
refer to plants in the most inclusive sense, both Voegelin
and Voegelin (1957) and Whiting (1939) record other terms
that seem to denote certain intermediate level relationships.
Whiting (1939:64), for example, gives the term [tu:saka] as
referring to "grasses and many other herbs." Voegelin and
Voegelin (1957:22) define their /t#:saqga/ as "wild grass,
alfalfa" and give /ti.sag-coki/ (~¥-g8l8) as "tuft of grass
(plural)" and /tisaqavasa/ as "alfalfa field." The related
form /ti:s:#/ is probably the cognate of Chemehuevi /tisi/,
"herbaceous plant" (see Chapter III), a definition in keeping
with Whiting's for the related form [tu:saga]. Other forms
referring specifically to grasses and grains will be dis-
cussed under that category, below.

a. Erect Plant /cbki (vcocki)/. One of the major
categories of forms treated by the Voegelins (1957:21) is
that of /éaki (vcocki)/, defined as "erect plant - as bush or
tree." This category as presented includes the names of
several large, woody-stemmed plants, such as ponderosa pine
/léqB/, cottonwood /séh%vi/, willow /qahé:vi/, etc. (see Fig.
25). The related form /himi-cki/ is said to refer to "any
kind, uncertain kind of tree." 1In addition, the Voegelins
report that the stem for juniper, /ho-/, plus the plural
marker /-q815/ also designates either "junipers (pl.), or
"woods, forest"--presumably those containing junipers. An
alternate term for this concept is /tépqdld/ (perhaps from

the term for pinyon, /tivap-/ ?). The stem for oak tree
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/hd%ya/, which alsc refers to "tall, standing plant," with
the same marker yields /hd%yaq615/ "grove of tall trees"
(possibly of deciduous varieties?).

/coki (m~cocki)/ also appears as a free stem or in
compounds. It apparently can be added to individual tree and
bush names to produce forms "X - tree/bush."” Examples are:
/kwfgvi-coki/ oak tree, /saldvi-coki/ fir, spruce tree,
/16qd-coki/ ponderosa pine tree, /tivip-coki/ pinyon tree,
/thﬁp-coki/ cottonwood tree, etc. Certain members of other
categories reported by the Voegelins also form compounds with
/coki (wcocki)/: i.e., /mohé—coki/ yucca plant, classified as
a desert plant and /pivd-coki/ tobacco plant, placed in a
separate sub-set labeled tobacco. The form /coki (~cocki)/
may thus function in some way as an implicit classifier, per-
haps separating a category such as "perennial erect or woody-
stemmed plants" from other forms. The stem /#:yi/ at this
level may mark a contrasting category. The list of compounds
that the Voegelins record with the stem /#:yi/ contains, for
the most part, the names of annuals and small perennials;
i.e., corn, beans, wheat, chile, rice, Indian paintbrush,
etc.) The visual criteria of "erectness" is apparently not
the only distinguishing feature for the use of /coki (~vcocki)/
vs. /%:yi/ in compounds, as tobacco plant, an erect annual,
is recorded as /piva-coki/, while sweet corn plant and fresh
corn plant, also erect annuals taller than tobacco, are re-
corded as /tawékci—’iyi/ and /samiLViyi/, respectively. The
use of the two stems, perhaps as implicit markers for some

type of plant categories, should be further investigated.
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From the data at hand, the categories they appear to mark are
trees/bushes/woody-stemmed perennials vs. cultivated annuals/
small perennials. These are similar to some Numic concep-
tions we will discuss in Chapter V, as well as to some Papago
distinctions noted by Mathiot (1962).

b. Grasses and Grains. Voegelin and Voegelin (1957:
22) also treat together several species of "grasses and grain
plants," although there is no class designate given for the
unit. The term /t;:saqa/, already noted, is included with
two meanings: "1l. wild grass; 2. alfalfa," and /tésaq—
coki/ (v-gbld) is given the definition "tuft of grass (plu-
ral)." Related /t{:si/ "weed" is also included here (see
above). Both terms are probably more inclusive than this
category grasses and grains.

Whiting (1939:64) also records the following "gener-

ics" for the grass family:

s3h3 grass, specifically Hilaria jamesii
pash3 grass growing near water (pah, water)

patusaka grass growing near water

tupels3he grass growing among rocks

mumur i any grass-like plant with round stems and

leaves growing near water [Juncus, Scirpus]

Whiting lists various species designated as [pash3],
"water grass," including Colorado blue stem (Agrophyron
smithii Rydb.), fringed brome (Bromus ciliatus L.) and mana
grass (Panicularia nervata (Willd.) Kuntze). He also lists
compounds with [s3h3], blue grama [harshu], "curly" for
curling of mature spike, and [s3h3vos] wheat (introduced),

literally "grass seed," so that the application of [s3h3] is

clearly "generic" in some sense. Voegelin and Voegelin
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(1957:22) 1list /sshﬁ/ as "l. planted grass; 2. alfalfa;
3. wheat, rice," all of which may be extensions of meaning
in more recent times. The stem may be related to various
other Uto-Aztecan forms as we shall see in Chapter V.

c. Shrubs and Other Dense, Low-Growing Plants. A

fourth major category given by Voegelin and Voegelin (1957:
22) includes "shrubs and other dense, low growing plants."
It is also unlabeled. It includes several types with seem-
ingly different morphological characteristics; i.e., cane
/pa:qavi/, Ephedra /’ésvi/, rabbit brush /sivé:pi/, tansy
mustard /95.sa/, wild currants /y6wi/, jimson weed /ciména/,
etc. (see Figure 25). Whether this represents a native
Hopi grouping, or some arbitrary unit is unknown, although
from the length of the descriptive phrase used as a category
label, one would suppose that the Voegelins are trying to
find criteria to bring together some native unit.

In connection with possible groupings of shrubs and
small bushes, there is one additional unit of particular
interest reported by both Whiting (1939:96) and Bradfield
1968:64-5). This is the group designated [ma:?3vi], which
includes three species of Gutierrezia or snakeweed, three
species of Chrysothamnus or rabbitbrush and Salidigo petra-
doria Blake, a low goldenrod. These are all low growing,
compact shrubs that produce yellow flowers, and are often
found in the same plant communities. The Hopi [ma:?3vi]

are sub-grouped as follows (Whiting 1939:96):
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/’//ﬂ“"/’“i
ma:?3vi tcatcakma:?3vi wuwukma : ?3vi
("small, fine") ("large, coarse")
Gutierrezia Gutierrezia sarothrae Chrysothamnus
Tucida Greene (Pursh.) Britt. Rusby greenei
G. Euthamiae Torr. & C. stenophyllus
Gray Salidigo
Chrysothamnus depressus petradoria

Nutt.

The unit is of particular interest for two reasons:
1) it includes more species than are commonly grouped under
a single plant name, and thus seems to have a more general-
ized meaning; and 2) it may be the cognate of Kawaiisu-Ute
/ma”abs/ "plant, bush" cited above (Chapter III). We will
return to a consideration of this relationship in Chapter V.

d. Desert Plants. The Voegelins' (1957:22) category
"desert plants" includes various yuccas, cacti and the agave.
It is a small grouping, unlabeled, and restricted in their
consideration to five designates: narrow-leafed yucca Mmd:
ho/, broad-leafed yucca /saméwa/, cholla cactus /’5150/,
prickly pear cactus /nf:vi/ and agave /k"a:ni/. Whiting
(1939:85) adds two additional cacti: hedgehog [hé:ko] and
another prickly pear [y3:ngul (see Figure 25).

e. Wildflowers. This category is also unlabeled,
although the Hopi stem for flower /sih#/ occurs as a member
of several species names (see Figure 25).

Voegelin and Voegelin (1957) devote the remaining
paragraphs of their treatment of plants to cultivated varie-
ties, /?#:yi/. Beans /mdri/, squash /pétga’iyi/, gourds

/monwi/ and other domesticants are discussed separately from
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corn /q€.?8/ and the corn complex. Both Whiting (1939) and
the Voegelins list numerous named varieties of beans and
especially corn recognized by Hopi agriculturalists. They
are classified by color, shape and hardness of kernel, and
even by point of origin (see Figure 25).

2. Animals.

In addition to the plant domain with its various
categories, Voegelin and Voegelin (1957:16-19) also treat
separately a "domain of animals." It contains seven divi-
sions, most of which are unmarked in the Voegelins' treatment.
These are: 1) terms for body parts of animals; 2) large mam-
mals; 3) small mammals; 4) birds; 5) snakes, frogs and liz-
ards; 6) insects and worms; and 7) domesticated animals.
Again, as with their plant categories, we are not always cer-
tain whether these are relationships perceived by the Hopi,
or the results of organizational and presentational proce-
dures. The taxonomic relationships implied, along with a
sample of the designates included, are given in Figure 26.
The Voegelins do not record a Hopi equivalent for the term
"animal," and thus the entire domain is apparently without a
cover term.

a. Large mammals. Voegelin and Voegelin (1957:16-
17) state that the mammals listed in the categories large and
small are also so classed by "some Hopi." Large mammals
include the artiodactyls, such as antelope /cg:viwi/, deer
/sow{’gwa/, mountain sheep /pégwi/, etc., as well as bear
/hg:nawi/, mountain lion /t8how/, wild cat /tokéci/ and wolf

. /kwéw/. The Voegelins do not indicate whether the Hopi sub-
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categorize the artiodactyls within large mammals, as do Numic
speakers. However, shared morphemes link moose, elk and buf-
falo (see Figure 26). Wildcat and mountain lion show similar
linkage.

b. Small Mammals. The small mammals include coyote
/’f:sawi/, foxes /tayo/, jackrabbit /565wi/, squirrels /1aqé¥
na/, rat /q;.la/, bat /séﬁya/, etc. Whiting (personal com-
muni&%tion, 1969) notes that his informants considered bats
to be birds, as do many Numic speakers. It is also interest-
ing to note here the separation of two morphologically simi-
lar animals, wolf and coyote, into the categories large vs.
small mammals (see above). They are considered "brothers”
both because of physical features and ascribed activities by
Numic groups (see Chapter III).

c. Birds. Voegelin and Voegelin also treat sepa-
rately a category birds, labeled /cf}o/. The term /cfro/
also means specifically snowbird. The Voegelins (1957:17)
treat all birds within this unit regardless of size. How-
ever. Whiting (personal communication, 1969) tends to equate
/cfro/ with "little bird," thus, perhaps paralleling the
Numic conception of "small bird" being used for "bird" in
general. The Voegelins list various birds, by common name
only, noting that ducks, both wild and domestic, form a
special sub-category, and that shared morphemes link two
eagles, two bluebirds and four hawks (see Figure 26).

Hopi ornithology is also discussed in an early but
quite thorough study by Edgar A. Mearns (1896). Mearns was

an army physician who apparently had intermittent contact
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with the Hopi over a period of years in the late 1800's. He
also claims to have gathered extensive zoological vocabulary
and identifications (Mearns 1896:392) of which his work on
birds formed only a small part. The remaining zoological
materials were apparently never published.

Mearns worked directly with informants, showing them
either live or mounted bird specimens and asking for identi-
fications. He states that while the "Mokis are not ornithol-
ogists, and cannot be expected +o name even all birds that
have fallen under their observation, much less such as have
never attracted their critical attention," they are none-the-
less well acquainted with birds, especially the raptorial
species (Mearns 1896:393, 395). He notes further that they
cannot be expected to "discriminate between closely related
species that resemble one another in color or form," yet his
listings show some species and variety distinctions. He also
adds that descriptive names are quite common, and that some
were generated by his informants for certain species on the
spot. His list includes nearly 250 identifications, listed
by scientific, common and "Moki" name. It should be referred
to by any serious student of bird nomenclature. We will give
here only a few of the sub-groupings indicated by the Hopi
terminology or by Mearns' comments.

Mearns (1896:395) records three generic terms for
bird, one for bird (inclusive) [qua-huh], one for big bird
[quahuh] and one for little bird [che'e]. The first two are
undoubtedly related to the stem for eagle /kwa—/. We have

already noted that a parallel usage is operative in Numic.
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Mearns' [che'e] may be the same as the Voegelins' /ciro/,
bird or little bird. If Mearns is correct, the Hopi use of
the term for big bird for bird (incl.) is not the same as the
common Numic practice of using the term for little bird in
this context. However, we did note some variation in this
practice, paralleling the Hopi situation.

Mearns (1896:396) also notes the wide extension of
the term for duck in common usage, and comments that it de-
notes any member of the family Anatidae (swans, geese and
ducks). He lists some 20 or more species included under the
term [pah-wow-wow.itc-ta] (the Voegelins record /pa:w{ia~pa:
vé&ik—t/), covering teals, mallards, gladwells, terns, pin-
tails, canvasbacks and others. Some of the names are com-
pounds with various descriptive elements. Mearns also notes

groupings for hawks, especially Falco spp., eagles and owls.

He adds that the California cuckoo is classed by the Hopi
with pigeons, that the term for kingfisher [che-humuah] is
also applied to several other "water birds," that 3 genera of
woodpeckers (actually woodpeckers, sapsuckers and flickers)
are classed together and that the terms for black birds,
Juncos, swallows, wrens, vireos, etc., are all "generic."
His remarks should be compared with those of other writers on
native view of birds in this region to see if the Hopi view
has any unique features.

d. Lizards, Frogs and Snakes. Voegelin and Voegelin
(1957:18) also group together snakes, frogs and lizards into
a single unlabeled class. They add that within this unit,

the term /lﬁléqagw/ can be used for "snake - any kind,
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generic." Specific snakes such as water snake /p5:1616—
qaqwi/, a "night snake" /tok.lBlEqanwi/ and bull snake /sikd-
lBquagw/ are compounds of this term plus descriptive desig-
nations. They also record /ci.’a/ as "rattlesnake, poisonous
snake" and /tiwdci®a/ as "non-poisonous"” snake, each suppos-
edly a cover term. Frog /pg.kwa/, lizard /k{.kici/ and fish
/pg.kiw/ have similar functions.

e. Insects and Worms. The category insects and
worms, also unlabeled, forms the next unit in the animal
domain. Within this unit, most forms given designate orders
of insects as do many of the Numic forms (Chapter III).

These include: large butterfly /h&:hokon-t/, small butterfly
/povélhoyo/, grasshopper /tg.tal—t/, cricket /yaqéncoro/, bee
/mého/, yellowjacket /hg.ya/, fly /tgtovi/, spider ("any kind
of black spider") /kékagw/, ant /?a:n/, corn worms /°§:hi/,
etc. Several of these categories have individually named
members as well (see Figure 26). More thorough investigation
would probably reveal others as well.

f. Domestic Animals. Lastly, Voegelin and Voegelin
(1957:19) present the class domestic animals, which is
labeled by the form for "pet, dog" /poko/ with the first per-
son possessive /i-/, to give /?i-voko/. The category in-
cludes horses, mules, sheep, goats, cats, eagles, fowl, etc.
Many of the names for domestic animals are Spanish loans (see
Figure 26).

3. Hopi Foods.
One additional note on Hopi classifications is of

value to Numic-Hopic comparisons. This is contained in a

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



165

brief article by Watson (1943), titled "How the Hopi Classify
Their Foods." Watson (1943:49) states that "the Hopi uni-
verse, from the point of view of food is divided into nuh:
siocka, "that which may be eaten," and ka-nuh:sioka, "that
which may not be eaten." This type of distinction parallels
semantically the Numic conception, with the theme of use per-
vading other concerns and intersecting with Hopi classifica-
tions into plant and animal, morphological categories.

Watson (1943) draws attention to this distinction to
illustrate a sub-category that is also of interest. This is
ﬁégala, an elusive concept, that seems to refer to those
edibles that are particularly "tasteful, scarce and to be
used sparingly." This concept is contrasted with the class
staple foods, which are for the Hopi almost entirely agricul-
tural crops. Bbgala are of four classes: meat, garden vege-
tables, seasonings (salt, sugar, chili, etc.) and wild plants
(nepni neveni). All of these foods are supplemental to the
Hopi diet of corn, beans, etc. We have already noted that
Whiting (personal communication 1969) translates nepni as
"spring greens." Bbgala seems to illustrate the subordinate
position of native food plants and game animals in Hopi con-
ceptions. However, the category, and its relationship to
other Hopi biotaxonomic units, should be more thoroughly
investigated.

The Hopi categories outlined illustrate several fea-
tures that are in keeping with the environmental position and
cultural orientation of these people. These include: desert

plants, desert shrubs, cultivated crops, elaborations for
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corn, beans, etc. More thorough taxonomic investigations
would probably yield others. Comparisons with Numic plant
categories indicate similar concepts in desert shrubs,

forest, flowers and grass as well as the categories weeds and

cultivated crops shared particularly with the Southern Paiute
(see Figure 19). Comparisons with animal categories indicate

common groupings for felines, large vs. small birds, snakes,

lizards, fish, frogs and various insect groupings. Cognate
lexemes mark several of these units as we shall see in Chap-
ter V. Maximal groupings eaten vs. not eaten may also show
parallels. Apart from the categories for birds, and perhaps
for foods (eaten vs. not eaten), the system as we have it
displays few unique features. We will further discuss most
of the remaining categories when we treat the problem of bio-

taxonomic universals below (see Chapter V).

C. Tubatulabal

Comparative data for the biotaxonomies of the Tubatu-
labal are available only in E. W. Voegelin's (1938) general
ethnography (see various sections on subsistence, ethnobotany
and medical practices), and in C. Voegelin's (1958) working
dictionary of Tubatulabal (data similar to the above, but in
revised orthography). E. W. Voegelin outlines the skeleton
of a plant taxonomy (see Figure 27), and adds some brief com-
ments on the use of its various categories.

The plant classification Voegelin (1938) presents is
oriented primarily toward food products, with the names for

edible parts taken serving as class designates. There are
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six of these categories, plus an additional grouping for
named and unnamed varieties of weeds /masil/ and another for
flowers /?i.bil/. The cafegories are as follows (see Figure
27): 1. large seeds, nuts /punzil/, includirg members such
as pinyon nuts /tibat/, buckeyes /pa.sa.”ul/, sunflower seeds
/ta.lata.ugib#.1l/, etc. This category also has a sub-class
acorns /wa®ant/, with the nuts of six species of oaks differ-
entiated (see Figure 27). The label for the sub-class acorns
is derived from the name for the maul oak /wa”anul/ (Quercus
chrysolepis) and its acorns /wa”anwit/. This form is common
to the foothill and mountain areas of Tubatulabal territory.
2. Seeds/berries /anht/. This category contains various
members, individually named, such as chia /pa.si.l/, Ment-
zelia sp. /ku.l/, gooseberries /wopnil/, elderberries /ku.hu-
px/, wild grapes /wo.lo.nt/, etc. 3. Roots /wi.sin/. This
grouping includes only tule /si”i.b#.1l/ and cattail roots
/to.ib%.1/, according to Voegelin's (1938) data. 4. Bulbs
/ko.mbin/. This category also has but two members, Mariposa
lily /hoxist/ and wild carrot /yambal/. 5. Stalks /u.?un/.
This grouping includes Spanish bayonet (a yucca) /kuyat/,
mescal /kukt/, wild rhubarb /aba.nal/, etc. 6. Leaves
/naghab#.1/. This is a category with numerous members, such
as red clover /panwal/, slat grass /tu.t/, ephedra /u”tu.dulj
etc. (see Figure 27). And lastly, 7. Pods, receptacles
/ca?a.bil/, containing the two members Joshua tree (pods)
/umu.btl/ and cactus receptacles /iya.l/.

The Tubatulabal category weeds /masil/, includes

various named varieties of plants with no known use, such as
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cholla /u.sil/, California poppy /yogobul/, lupines /simidin
taman/, literally "rattlesnake's teeth," etc., as well as
numerous unnamed varieties, including grasses. Of these,
some can be further described as flowers /?igil/ (from /?i%i-
bi?/ "to bloom"). Voegelin (1938) lists some 86 plants,
identified by genus and species, that were viewed by her
informants as weeds.

Apart from these categories, few other "generics" are
listed by either author. C. Voegelin (1958) records the
forms /?ugan/ "the patch (of plants)" and /ya.mu.gi.wal/
"myth class of animals" in his dictionary, but provides no
equivalents for the terms "plant" or "animal." E. W. Voege-
lin (1938) makes additional note that the form for cottonwood
tree /u.?ut/ can be used for "tree" (a Numic parallel). She
adds that the form for fish /kuyu-l/ is basically "generic."
It includes the following five forms: trout /ha”ayal/,
whitefish/bullheads /co.h/, suckers /nimal/, catfish /kana.-
ganan/ and minnows /ko?0si?/ (Voegelin 1938:13). The form
for ant /pa.nin-t/ also includes several named varieties.

And other forms, such as that for lizard /sikol/, large and
small frogs /wo.hna.l/ and /wa.ga.ist/ probably also desig-
nate multiple biological genera and species. Although E. W.
Voegelin (1938:12) lists several named varieties of snakes,
all of which are tabooed as food, she does not provide a
class equivalent. The only designation for birds is recorded
by C. Voegelin (1958) as /?uhula-t/, said to be the "male of

any bird" (see below, Luisefo /?ihen-ma-1/, bird).
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Of these various categories listed, several have
Numic parallels, including those for seeds, leaves, roots,
berries, flowers, weeds, fish, lizard, etc. The feature cot-
tonwood = tree is also noted. Although these data are incom-
plete, they will furnish some forms for comparisons in Chap-

ter V.

D. Luiseflo, Cupefio, Cahuilla and Serrano

Comparative data on biotaxonomies for the Luiseflo,
Cupefio, Cahuilla, Serrano and other small groups speaking
languages of the Takic branch of Uto-Aztecan are so meager
that we will treat them here as a unit, stressing linguistic
instead of cultural parallels. What data there are for these
groups are scattered in various ethnographic and linguistic
publications. BAmong these are two ethnobotanical reports;
the early classic monograph by David Prescott Barrows, The

Ethno-botany of the Coahuilla Indians of Southern California,

(Barrows 1900; 1967) and P. S. Sparkman's "Plants Used by the
Luisefios," appended to his Luiseffo ethnography (Sparkman
1908). Neither author presents a classification of plants
for his respective group, although each notes a few cases
where native terminology is either more or less inclusive
than that of modern taxonomic botany [see for example, Spark-
man's (1908:230) note that navut, prickly pear, is extended
to several species of Opuntia and Barrows' (1900:62) discus-
sion of the class oaks].

In addition to these two works, and perhaps of more

value for taxonomic terminology beyond a listing of individ-
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ually named forms, are several contributions to Takic lin-
guistics. These include Bright's (1968) Luisefio dictionary,
Kroeber and Grace's (1960) treatment of Sparkman's early
Luisefo grammar, J. Hill's Cupeﬁo grammar (1966), K. Hill's
Serrano grammar (1967) and Miller's (n.d.) unpublished Ser-
rano lexical file. The authors of each of these works
record and define certain terms as "generic," or as having
broader terminological implications. Those given by Bright
(1968) and Kroeber and Grace (1960) for Luiseflo are more
numerous and provide a partial skeleton of a classificatory
scheme. The terms are as follows: for plants, flower (from
/s9.?-/, to bloom), grass /sa:mut/ (but also hay, weeds),
edible greens /ne.qga-t/, tree/wood/stick /kula.wu-t/ and
seed/eye /pugla/: for animals, lizards /gasi.pwot/, snakes
/piqwa-la/, fishes /?ana.ma-t/ (Kroeber and Grace 1960) and
also /kuyu.-1/ (Bright 1968), birds /?ihen-ma-1/, ducks
/qa.tga-t/ and ants /?a.na-t/. Although we are uncertain of
the exact referents of these terms, each clearly represents
some extension of a class concept.

Neither Kroeber and Grace (1960) nor Bright (1968)
list equivalents for the terms "plant" and "animal," although
each notes certain other forms with broader implications.
There are, for example, two Luiseffo stems that refer to
plant-covered or forested areas: /yami.-ca/, "forest, thick
brush" (Bright 1968:53) and /to®wi-s/ "forest, uninhabited
area, where wild plants can be gathered" (Bright 1968:44).
The latter apparently comes from the stem /to?wi-/, "to

gather, as seeds; to harvest" (Bright 1968:44). A related
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form /to?wi-ya-m/ is said to designate "wild animals" (see
also /?as~la, "pet, domestic animals).

In addition, Bright (1968) also lists the following
verb stems used with plant and animal referents: /?a.mu-/
"to hunt small game," /caw?a-/ "to be unproductive, of
plants," /pu.na-/ "to grow, of plants," /paga-/ "to sprout
through the ground, of plants," /tu-/ "to bear fruit" and
/wola-/ "to grow, of plants or animals." Kroeber and Grace
(1960:7) also record /maxi/ to "gather greens," with related
form /maxié/ "greens for eating," (see Tubatulabal weeds
/magil/ for possible cognate). They also add two terms for
"boy" and "girl" insect, /hene-t-maxi%/ and /nawi-t-maxi;/ (a
case of polysemes?).

In Cupeﬁ&, there are apparent cognates for the fol-
lowing forms: flower /pasa@?3/, grass /semat/, wood (tree?)
/kalawat/, seed/eye /puc/ (also "fruit or fruiting bodies of
flower, seed"), woods, chaparral /t2?wi?d/, forest /yemi/,
fish /g@yu/ bird /hini/ ("young bird") and ant /?anst/. Hill
(1966) also records the verb stems /tu®-/ "to bear fruit" and
/tdw/ "to grow, of plants" (see /to?wi-/ above). In addition
she lists the term /yupi/ "brush."

For Cahuilla, the forms /se?il/ blossom, /samat/
grass [but also brush; possible Cupeﬁb cognate /sama/ brush
sp. (Hill 1966)1, /putcil/ seed, /gelawat/ wood/tree and
/kiyul/ fish are apparent cognates (Kroeber 1909). Kroeber
(1909:238) also records [xanamo-im] ducks, apparently cognate
with Mohave [hanemo], duck, and gives the form [wik'ikmal] as

bird, although his [hen-hin-ik], "to fly" is the apparent
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related form for Luisefio and Cupeﬁb bird.

The Serrano terms show some phonological16 and lexi-
cal divergence (Miller n.d.; Hill 1967), but are also simi-
lar. They are: flower /-si/, grass [haam®t], seed [?apuc]
("its seed"), wood [kotcat], fish [kihutu] and ant [?aniti].
There is a possible cognate in forest [awa.c], but a second
term for forest [ceita] appears to be unrelated. Also con-
tained in Miller's lexical file are forms for "bushy" [cana-
pik#] and duck [mahaga®a].

Several of the above taxonomic positions show defi-
nite relationships from language to language--either lexical-
ly or semantically. Especially strong are the categories
grass, flower, seed, wood/tree, fish, ant and perhaps forest.
Others, such as snake, lizard, bird, wild animal, etc., as
represented in Luiseno, may also have semantic or lexical
cognates in the other languages, but data are lacking to
allow this generalization. Figure 28 gives what we have of
a Luiseno taxonomy, with starred positions possibly indicat-
ing the remnants of a Takic ordering (see also, Chagter VI).

Further work is needed to validate most of these positions.

6 One correspondence seems to be between initial /h/
and medial /h%¥/ and Cupan /s/. Hill (1967) discusses the
sounds of Serrano, but does not provide an historical sketch
of phonology.
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V. HISTORICAL DEVELOPMENT OF

NUMIC BIOTAXONOMIES

The Numic biotaxonomies presented in Chapter III, and
in the notes in Chapter IV, have several features in common.
All schemes seem to derive from the differential application
of a set of semantic criteria, including use, features of
biomorphology, habitat, etc. These intersect at various
points in the schemes to form the categories described. Most
of these intersections are marked by one or more lexemes. A
few are not so marked, and can be considered as unlabeled and
perhaps covert (see Chapter III). In most cases, the lexemes
marking categories are both semantic and linguistic cognates.
In a few cases, however, they are non-cogrates, either ex-
pressing dissimilar semantic concepts, or perhaps similar
concepts by different lexemes.

In order to consider the possible origins of these
schemes, and their importance for studies of Numic prehis-
tory, we will now compare the systems for linguistic evi-
dences of relationship. Through these comparisons, we hope
to be able to separate those features of the systems that are
the result of common historical origins, from those that are
due to independent developments. To accomplish this end, we
will compare the Numic systems internally, or with each
other, as well as externally, or with the other northern Uto-
Aztecan schemes as outlined in the previous chapter (Chapter

).

175

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



176

The theoretical and methodological principles to be
used in the attempted reconstruction, and in considering
possible changes in the systems through time are based on the
observations and suggestions of several authors, including
Berlin (1969; 1972), Berlin, Breedlove and Raven 1966; 1968),
Bartlett (1940), Bulmer (1968), Bulmer and Tyler (1968),
Conklin (1962) and Friedrich (1970). Of particular interest
is Berlin's (1969; 1972) recent proposal relative to possible
universals in the development of biotaxonomic nomenclature.
Since aspects of his scheme are central to our discussion,
and since his paper is not generally available as yet,l7 we

will review his materials briefly before proceeding.

A. Universals in Biotaxonomic Nomenclature

In a recent paper titled "Speculations on the Growth
of Ethnobotanical Nomenclature," Brent Berlin (1969; 1972)
makes several suggestions relative to the development of
taxonomic systems. These stem from his own investigations
of the ethnobotany of the Tzeltal and Tzotzil, Mayan speaking
groups of southern Mexico (Berlin 1969; Berlin, Breedlove and
Raven 1966; 1968), as well as from a careful examination of
the general literature on folk botany, and, to a lesser ex~
tent, on folk zoology. Berlin argues, primarily on linguis~
tic and semantic grounds, that certain growth patterns are

perceptible in ethnobotanical nomenclature, and that these

17Berlin's paper is to be published in the journal
Language in Society. Permission to cite the prepublication
version was kindly extended by the author.
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may have some interesting historical implications. He notes
that systems do not appear to develop randomly, but that each
follows a definite, and often similar pattern. This pattern
can best be described as one of vertical and horizontal ex-
pansion, from terminology that is more specific to that which
is more generalized.

As a starting point for his discussions, Berlin
(1972:2) suggests that the botan.cal (and probably also zoo-
logical) lexicons of many, if not all languages, can be
described as referring to six major categories of "taxa."18
These he labels as follows: 1) generic; 2) specific; 3) ma-
jor life form; 4) varietal; 5) intermediate; and 6) unique
beginner. The approximate taxonomic relationships of Ber-
lin's classes, along with my illustrations from western Amer-
ican English folk biology,19 are given in Figure 29, page
178.

Berlin (1972:3) further suggests that there is a
general evolutionary sequence for the emergence of these
classes and their attendant nomenclature in folk systems.

He notes that:
« « in the life histories of individual languages,
the encoding of each of these nomenclatural cate-
gories occurs in a relatively fixed order. Generic

names are considered fundamental, and will appear
first. These will be followed by major life form

lBTaxa, following Berlin (1972) and Berlin, Breedlove
and Raven (n.d.) are the descrite labeled forms in a taxon-
omy.

19Reno Nevada. As these are "folk" categories, they

do not necessarlly correspond to the biosystematics of modern
biologists.
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Figure 29. Universal Categories in
Biotaxonomic Nomenclature

names and specific names. At yet a later period,
intermediate taxa and varietal taxa will be labeled.
Finally, the last category to be lexically desig-
nated in the development of an ethnobotanical lexi-

con will be the unique beginner.

Berlin (1972:3) diagrams the historical relationship
of these classes as follows:

generic-’%

life form}ﬁgintermediat
varietal

?_) unique beginner
specific

And he makes two additional observations regarding the
scheme: 1) that each category, with the exception of unique
beginner is theoretically an open class; i.e., new data can
be added at any time in its history; and 2) that no temporal

priority is claimed for the categories major life form over

specific or intermediate over varietal. He contends, how-

ever, that "a language must have encoded at least one major
life form name and one specific name before the appearance

of intermediate and varietal named taxa" (Berlin 1972:3).
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Berlin's contention that generic names have concep-
tual and temporal priority follows from his own investiga~-
tions as well as those of several other ethnographers (see
specially Bartlett 1940; Bulmer 1968; 1970; Bulmer and Tyler
1968; Conklin 1962; Diamond 1966; Fowler and Leland 1967;
Levi-Strauss 1966). Bartlett (1940), for example, concluded
after his own extensive examination of the literature on non-
western and pre-Linnaean folk systems, that a well defined
concept of genus was present in all groups investigated. He
defined it as " . . . the smallest group that most everyone
might be expected to have a name for in his vocabulary"
(Bartlett 1940:351). He further noted the tendency of
peoples to ". . . group similar species under generic names,
and to name the species by using some linguistic device not
unlike the binomial nomenclature of Linneaeus" (Bartlett
1940:353-4). He further suggested that there may be a psy-
chological basis for binomial nomenclature as a means of
manipulating what might become an otherwise overparticular-
ized or otherwise unwieldy terminology. He (1940:356) con-
cludes:

The important point is that it is quite as charac-

teristic of folk botany as of modern systematic

science to classify to the genus, which is more or
less consciously thought of as the smallest group-
ing requiring a distinctive name. Within the
genus, if the distinction of several kinds is
necessary, a qualifying designation is used and

the whole name becomes a binomial. If there is

but one sort within a genus, no qualifying word

is necessary, the cenexic name is sufficient.

The basic importance of a concept of genus is also

noted by Bulmer (1968; 1970; Bulmer and Tyler 1968) with
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reference to his ethnozoological studies among the Karam of
New Guinea. He generalizes his conclusions with the hypothe-
sis that " . . . in any total classification of plants and
animals there are important lower order categories which are
seen as 'objective' by the users of the classification and
which are the smallest logically natural units defined by
multiple criteria . . ." (Bulmer 1970, as quoted by Berlin
1972:4). He notes further that these groupings most probably
result from observations of " . . . objective regularities
and discontinuities in nature" (Bulmer 1970, as quoted by
Berlin 1972:5).

Using this recognition of the basic nature of generic
names as a starting point, Berlin (1972) goes on to describe
the development of nomenclature in several specific systems,
including primarily those of the Tzeltal. He notes that
several processes may be generally operative in their growth.

Analogy, or concrete transposition is seen as a primary means

for the horizontal expansion of systems at the generic level.
New genera recognized by the classifiers are "likened" to
those already known in some way. In Tzeltal, for example,
likeness or relationship at this level is often expressed by
adding an animal name to the generic form; e.g., /?isim/ corn
(Zea mays L.) and /?isim ”ahaw/ "snake's corn" (Anthurium
spp.), or /k'ewes/ custard apple (Annona cherimola Miller)
and /k'ewes mas/ "monkey's custard apple" (A. reticulata L.)
(Berlin 1972:9). Differentiation is seen as a primary proc-
ess by which specific names are formed from generics. This

is frequently accomplished by adding an attributive to the
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generic form to produce a binomial. Again, from Tzeltal,

/?ic/ chili pepper is generic, while /bac'il ?ic/ "genuine
chili pepper," /cacaw ?ic/ "round chili pepper," /ton ?ic/
"stone chili pepper," etc., are specific (Berlin 1972:16).

Combinations of differentiation and generalization are also

seen as responsible for the development of terminology on
most other levels.

Although Berlin (1972:20) notes that the processes by
which major life form names and intermediate names are gener-
ated are not well documented as yet, he feels that he can tie
some specific cases of their formation to generalization of
generics. He notes that the terms elevated may be those
labeling culturally significant genera. As we have noted
earlier in our discussions of Numic terms for "tree," ecolog-
ical prominence may also lead to the elevation of a generic
to the status of a major life form (see Chapter III). Other
examples are also cited by Berlin (1972:20-25).

Intermediate taxa, apparently the least significant
recognitions in most of the biotaxonomic systems Berlin re-
viewed, are also the most difficult to account for develop-~
mentally (Berlin 1971:30). Berlin notes that in the cases
he considered, only two situations seemed to account for the
presence of intermediate categories. These were: 1) the
introduction of new plant species into a region; and 2) fur-
ther recognition of distinctive traits among already estab-
lished specifics. Both situations might result in the eleva-
tion of generic labels to an intermediate position. 1In

Tzeltal, for example, the form /?isim/ "corn" seems to have
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taken an added meaning "grain" with the introduction of wheat
and sorgum to the region. Called respectively “"Castillian
corn" /kaslan ?isim/ and "Moor's corn" /moro ?isim/, these
plants then formed a gereric level contrast with "true corn"
/bac'il ?isim/ which already had several established species.
Recognition of deciduous vs. non-deciduous properties among
"oaks" /hehte®/ produced a similar contrast in Tzeltal be-
tween "true oaks" /(bac'il) hehte®/ (also with three species)
and "armadillo-eared oak" /cekinib (hehte?)/ or live oak.
Berlin (1972:31-6) cites some additional examples of the
development of intermediate taxa in other languages, all
similar to those noted.

True varietal taxa, or sub-specific recognitions, are
held by Berlin (1972:28) to occur only in languages spoken by
agricultural groups, and within these, only for cultigens.
Varietal taxa develop from further recognitions of distinc-
tive traits, and usually are marked by trinomial expressions,
with double attributives. Examples from Tzeltal are "red
ground beans" /cahal slumil cenek'/ and "black ground beans"
/?ihk'al slumil cenek'/ (Berlin 1972:30). Often these go
through a process of abbreviation (Conklin 1962) whereby the
generic designate is lost; i.e., /cahal slumil cenek'/ "red
ground beans" becomes merely /cahal slumil/ "red ground(s)."
A parallel English abbreviation in English is the expression
"baby lima(s)" for "baby lima beans" (Conklin 1962:122). We
will note some exceptions to Berlin's rule limiting varietals

to agriculturalists below.
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The appearance of a unique beginner for biotaxonomic
schemes is seen as a final stage in the development of nomen-
clature. According to Berlin (1972:38), very few of the sys-
tems he reviewed had terms labeling this distinction, al-
though many groups may covertly recognize such a category
(see our earlier discussion, Chapter III). Terms used as
unique beginners may derive from further generalization and
extension of meaning for major life form names. This is
apparently the case with the forms for plant in Latin and
French, where an inclusive meaning for the term is not noted
until the 13th and 16th centuries, respectively (Ullmann
1963:181). Unique beginners may also develop by a process of
compounding several life form names (Berlin 1972:39). 1In
Tzeltal, the compound /te®-”ak/, literally "tree-vine" is
occasionally used as an equivalent for "plant" in the inclu-
sive sense.

Berlin's proposal of regularities in the evolutionary
development of biotaxonomic nomenclature is of particular
interest given the Numic data. Within the Numic systems, the
importance of a concept of genus is also readily apparent
(see Chapter III). A range of specific categories is also
recognized in all schemes. A few intermediates are present,
and these can often be traced to the elevation of significant
generics. Major life forms, however, appear to be of a dif-
ferent character, usually calling attention to morphological
principles. Varietals appear to be rare to absent. Unique
beginners, except perhaps in Southern Paiute, are not well

developed. The importance of Numic orientations to use has
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also fostered some categories that do not fit strict taxo-
nomic concepts. There is also no historical evidence within
the Numic schemes to suggest the temporal priority of major
life forms over intermediates. However, noting both the
similarities and discrepancies, we will now attempt to ana-
lyze the historical development of the Numic biotaxonomic
schemes by using some of Berlin's principles. We will also
call upon some further observations by Conklin (1962), Romney

(1967) and others.

B. Numic Biotaxonomic Nomenclature

1. Generics

Lexemes labeling categories that are commonly de-
scribed by Numic speakers as the basic units in their bio-
taxonomic lexicon are of three general classes. The first
class, and by far the most common in all systems, is made up
of forms with a relatively simple structure, usually consist-
ing of a single morpheme with or without a classifying suf-
fix. Examples of those without classifiers are: [wdil
Indian rice grass, [akiﬁ sunflower, [t#n.3] antelope, [kamiﬁ
jackrabbit, etc., in Northern Paiute; [&ka] tansy mustard,
[tu>d] Orobanche spp., [sind] king snake, [tii] deer, etc.,
in Southern Paiute; and [kdna] bitterroot, [ci’na] thistle,
[yéha] ground hog, [dni] red ant, etc., in Shoshoni. Ex-
amples of forms with classifiers are: [cudi-pi] Ephedra,
[tdu-pi] mountain mahogany, [madd-bi] woodtick, etc., in
Northern Paiute; [pohdm-pi] currant, [tiwidm-pi] service

I
berry, [po?a-bi] louse, etc., in Southern Paiute; and [tgsii-
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p#] salt grass, [hiha—bi] bitterbrush, [m&Bum—bi] owl, etc.,
in Shoshoni. Classifiers, especially of the shape /-pi/
/-bi/ and /-pi/ /-bi/ are more common on plant names than on
those for animals. Although their use is not fully under-
stood as yet, their presence often denotes the concept "whole
plant" as opposed to "plant product," as described in Chapters
IITI and V.

Following Conklin's (1962:122) suggestion, lexemes of
this first class may be called "unitary lexemes" or expres-
sions " . . . no segment of which may designate categories
which are identical with or subordinate to, those designated
by the forms in question." Based on structural criteria,
those without classifiers can be called "unitary simple lex-
emes," or forms whose linguistic structure prohibits further
segmentation. Although those with classifiers technically
have a segmentable structure, their behavior in morphologi~-
cally complex constructions leads me to consider them also
as unitary simple lexemes.20

A second and also relatively common class of generics
in the Numic systems consists of lexemes that are either mor-
phemically complex or compound. Since forms of this second
class also meet the semantic criteria outlined for unitary
lexemes, they can also be considered as such. However, using
Conklin's (1962:122) terminology, they are "unitary complex

lexemes," or forms with a segmentable structure. Many of the

20In compounds, the suffixes -/pi/ -/bi/ and -/pi/
~/bt/ are usually dropped; i.e., in Northern Paiute, "willow"
is [stibi], but "willow cup" is [siizida], etc.
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compounds in this class have transparent etymologies. Ex-
amples are: [igé’a s.in.é] "coyote's urine" (prickly poppy) ,

[kams’ s.ig{} "rabbit's intestines" (Glyptopleura marginata),

[nim§'n.aké] "Indian's ear" (mushroom), [kwidégagai’i] "defe-
cates a lot" (magpié) for Northern Paiute; [nagd tocfbi]
"mountain sheep's testes" (strawberry), [sdagwananabil
"underarm smell” (cleome), [péégwananabi] "water smell"

(mint) , [o&éi kwasi] "chipmunk's tail" (yarrow), [négwéfmadéz
namp#] "people chaser" (collared lizard), etc., for Southern
Paiute; and [kwidskwanna] "feces smell" (lupine), [téyabi
tgbi°a] "mountain's penis" (mullein), [ﬁbazapiabi] "barren
mother" (dodder), etc., for Shoshoni. Most of these are
descriptive compounds, referring to some prominent morpho-
logical feature of the plant or animal, or to some character-
istic activity associated with the form.

Complex lexemes of various structural types also
occur as generic labels. Some of these may have a segment
with recognizable meaning, as for example, Northern Paiute
[pacﬁgu] beaver and [patékai’i] racoon, both containing what
is probably the prefixed form for "water" /pa-/. Others seem
to have lost at least their popular etymologies.

A third general type of generic lexemes can also be
recognized in the corpus. These are also compound and com-
plex forms, but ones whose semantic characteristics do not
allow them to be defined as "unitary" lexemes. These forms,
termed "composite lexemes" by Conklin (1962:122) have a seg-
mentable structure, one component of which under specific

conditions may designate a category either subordinate to or
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more inclusive than itself. Although complex lexemes may
also function as specifics (see below), thuse types forming
Numic generics shall be defined here as complex forms lack-
ing true attributives. Examples of these are less common in
all systems, but they nonetheless occur; i.e. from Southern
Paiute [timp{ ma®abi] "rock plant," labeling the generic
lichens, and [muf ma”dbi] "milk plant," labeling the generic
milk weed. Both of these forms contain the more generalized
segment [ma®abi] "plant." Other examples include the desig-
nates described as "water" forms; i.e., "water-juniper," or
"water-(rattle)snake," found in all taxonomies but with
varied referents. These forms label terminal taxa that are
considered by informants to be "like" the forms in question,
not subordinate to them. They are thus comparable in func-
tion to other generics.

If we compare the generic lexemes of these three
types from our Northern Paiute, Southern Paiute and Shoshoni
corpus (see Chapter III), as well as from various published
and unpublished sources (see Chapter II, Chapter IV), a sig-
nificant number of correspondences emerge. If we add to
these comparisons from the other Numic languages, e.g. from
Mono (Lamb 1957; 1958b; Steward 1933), Kawaiisu (Klein 1959;
n.d.; Zigmond 1941; 1971) and Panamint (Good 1964; Lamb n.d.),
yet others are added and/or broader distributions recognized.
Tables 2 and 3 summarize the data for 154 sets of generics
referring to plants and animals for which there are reported
correspondences in at least two of the three sub-branches of

Numic. A high percentage of these sets involve lexemes of
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the unitary simple type (135 sets, or 87%). Those of the
unitary complex and composite types account for only minor
percentages in the data (15 sets for 10% and 4 sets for 3%,
respectively). Romney (1967) following Sapir (1916) also
makes similar projections correlating the age of kinship
terms with their relative length and linguistic complexity.
Many of the sets presented in the tables evidence
sufficient correspondences to suggest their reconstruction as
Proto-Numic generics. However, since the data are incomplete
distributionally (see Tables), perhaps more as an artifact of
collecting procedures over the years than as reflecting
actual absences, and since the early history of Numic may
have been quite complex in terms of inter-dialect and inter-
language exchange (see Chapter II), it seems preferable to
consider these data in a wider distributional context. For
this purpose, we will compare them with forms from the other
non-Numic northern Uto-Aztecan languages treated in Chapter
IV; specifically with Tubatulabal, Hopi, and the various
Takic languages, including Luisefo, Cupeﬁo, Cahuilla and Ser-
rano. On the basis of these distributions, along with pre-
liminary considerations of proto-phonology and proto-morphol~

oqy,21 we are able to recognize sub-sets of forms of varying

2l‘rhere are no thorough studies of Proto-Numic pho-
nology or morphology as yet. Voegelin, Voegelin and Hale
(1962) consider data from Southern Paiute, Mono, Bannock and
Comanche in their reconstructions of Proto-Uto-Aztecan pho-
nology. Miller (1967) gives consonant and vowel correspond-
ences for Southern Paiute, Mono and Comanche in Uto-Aztecan
study. Nichols (1970) has suggested a phonological recon-
struction for Proto-Western Numic, and Liljeblad (1966) has
noted some inter-Numic correspondences with historical
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genetic validity and age. Before we proceed to these com-
parisons and reconstructions, however, some general points
with reference to the identification and equation of proto-
generic forms with modern botanical and zoological genera
need to be raised.

As has been noted previously (see Chapter III), the
Numic generic, and probably also the Proto-Numic generic as
well, need not ﬁe isomorphic with the generic of modern bio-
taxonomy. As can be seen by referring to Tables 2 and 3,
correlations of present-day Numic generics with modern taxo-
nomic genera and/or species, may be warranted in some cases
but not in others. Some Numic generics refer quite clearly
to modern genera. Examples include ephedra (Table 2, no. 18;

Ephedra spp.), greasewood (Table 2, no. 16; Sarcobatus spp.) .,

hare (Table 3, no. 8; Lepus spp.), cottontail rabbit (Table
3, no. 10; Sylvilagus spp.), etc. Other Numic generics refer
quite clearly to a single species within a genus, or at most
to a few species. Examples of this type of correlation in-
clude the forms for Indian balsam and bitterroot (Table 2,
nos. 15, 23), both ascribed to the botanical genus Lomatium;
pinyon and ponderosa pine (Table 2, nos. 11, 59), both EiEEE'
three and perhaps four generics for onions (Table 2, nos. 7,
25, 35, 51), all Allium; two and perhaps three ground squir-

—_—_—

implications. However, since phonological patterns have not
been satisfactorily established for all languages, work on
proto-phonology is a bit premature. Reconstructions provided
in this thesis do not fully account for these problems, and
thus represent only a convenient shorthand for discussion of
forms.
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rels (Table 3, nos. 27, 28, 30), all Spermophilus, etc. Yet
others, such as the modern referents for cliffrose and/or

bitterbrush (Table 2, no. 30; Cowania and/or Purshia), ant

(Table 3, no. 76; family Formicidae), grasshopper (Table 3,
no. 75; family Acrididae), etc., are more inclusive than
modern genera.

Referring again to the observations of Bartlett
(1940) , Berlin (1971), Bulmer (1968), and to our own findings
summarized separately (see Appendix A), the origin and devel-
opment of the native generic seems to be dependent on the
culturally channeled observation of actual continuities and
discontinuities in nature. As such, the correlation of the
native generic with a taxonomic genus may be dependent on
several factors, such as the relative homogeneity vs. hetero-
geneity of that genus, or the number and nature of its spe-
cies, its general distributional features, and perhaps above
all, the cultural importance of the forms in such areas as
subsistence, manufacture, medicine, religion, mythology, etc.
We can suggest (see Appendix A) that if a genus is naturally
homogeneous, ecologically prominent and culturally important,
we can expect a close correlation between it and the native
generic. If conditions other than these obtain, however, the
native generic may be either more or less inclusive than that
of the biotaxonomist.

There seems little reason to doubt that these factors
would not also have been operative in early periods of Numic
linguistic and cultural history. However, three additional

factors need to be considered when iderntifying referents for

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



202

forms in some proto-period. These are: 1) the possible in-
fluence on modern referents of environmental change (Fried-
rich 1970); 2) the possible influences of cultural and/or
territorial change (migration); and 3) the influence of
mutually exclusive species distributions. Our consideration
of 1) is somewhat hampered by the lack of specific paleo-eco-
logical data for much of the region. However, what studies
there are (Martin 1963; Martin and Mehringer 1965; Mehringer
1965) seem to indicate no significant vegetational change
within the last 3,000 years.22 With regard to points 2) and
3), which are in part interdependent, some difficulties do
arise; namely, when migrations are suspected or assumed,
possible changes in referents and peculiarities in geographic
distributions for various genera and species need further
consideration. Most of the botanical and zoological genera
associated with the Numic generics are quite widespread in
western and southwestern North America. The various species
of these genera, however, have more limited and often mutu-
ally exclusive distributions (Munz, Keck 1963 . In those
cases where we may be dealing with mutually exclusive spe-

cies, choosing a proto-referent can be biased by a priori

22These data are scant for the Great Basin region.
Martin (1963) summarizes for the Southwest, noting problems
with correlations of pollen diagrams with changes in climate.
Mehringer (1965) discusses data for southern Nevada, based on
studies at Tule Springs. Baumhoff and Heizer (1965) also
give a preliminary survey of the other Great Basin regions,
but from scant resources. Most of the debate centers around
the possibility of changes to conditions drier than at pres-
ent at about 5,000 B.C. (the Altithermal). If this dry
period occurred, most feel that its effects did not go be-
yond about 2,000 B.C.
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adherence to a specific hypothesis of origins; i.e. to favor
Lamb's (1958a) hypothesis of a proto-Numic homeland in or
near Death Valley, California, would be to choose arbitrarily
eastern and southern Californian species as the proto-refer-
ents. Although it would be useful to have valid species
identifications when these distinctions are implied by the
proto-generic, proposing them without due caution would fur-
ther bias considerations of the nature and possible location
of Proto-Numic environments.

With these various cautions in mind, we will now pro-
ceed to a consideration of the various Numic generic sets
given in Tables 2 and 3 with possible reference to their
reconstruction as the generic members of a Proto-Numic bio-
taxonomic system. On the basis of distributions in northern
Uto-Aztecan languages, as well as preliminary considerations
of proto-phonology and proto-morphology (especially as they
help to establish borrowings), we can recognize four sub-sets
of generics with varying historical validity in these data.
These are as follows (see Tables 2 and 3):

a. Set I. Set I comprises forms that are strongly
reflected in Numic, being found in at least one language of
each of the three sub-branches, and also in at least one
other northern Uto-Aztecan language. These forms also appear
to reflect regular and predictable sound correspondences--at
least in as much as these can be identified in the various
renderings. All of these forms are unitary simple lexemes,

and all save two have a structure characteristic of simple
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stems or roots.23 This set probably predates the internal
divergence of Numic, and possibly the divergence of the Numic
dialect from one or more other northern Uto-Aztecan dialects
or languages (see also Chapter VI). Set I, with suggested
Proto-Numic reconstructions, tentative referents and language
distributions is as follows (see Table 4 for language and
other abbreviations as well as a listing of the sources for
other suggested reconstructions):
Plants
*pakin—nf*akin-, a sunflower, probably Helianthus
annus (seeds). M, NP, S, (SP), U, Cu, Ca, L,
(P-C *pa”ay®, sunflower), Sn, H.
*pogo -, a currant, probably Ribes aureum (berries).
M, NP, S, (C), K, (SP), U, T (UAC #38, *poko,
berry).
*tiba, pine nut, probably Pinus monophylla. M, NP,
s, K, (spP), U, cU, CA, L (P-C *tevat, conifer
sp.), H, T. (UAC #319, *tepa, pine nut).

*tiwan-, service berry, Amelanchier utahensis and/or
A. pallida. NP, S, K, (SP), U, CU, H.

*tono-, greasewood, Sarcobatus vermiculatus var.
Baileyi. NP, S, (SP), U, H.

*tutu™-, Ephedra, Ephedra spp. NP, S, K, (SP), U,
T, Ca, H?

*tunna, a biscuitroot, Lomatium sp., (L. macrocarpum,
L. nevadense) perhaps several but not™all. NP,
5, T©, X, (SP), U, H.

*koo, a chenopod, probably Chenopodium Fremontii.
M, NP, S, K?, (sP), U, L, CA, H?

*ku?aa*kuma, blazing star, Mentzelia albicaulis.
NP, S, K, (SP), T. -

23See Nichols (1970) for suggested root morpheme
structure in Western Numic as (C)V(') (CV(')); Dayley (1970)
glves CV (V) (C) for Shoshoni, noting certain rules for deter-
mining the optional members.
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Table 4: Abbreviations and Sources

Mono, M

Northern Paiute, NP

Panamint, P
Shoshoni, S

Comanche, (C)
Kawaiisu, K
Southern Paiute (SP)

Ute, U

Hopi, H

Cupeno, Cu
Cahuilla, Ca
Luiseno, L

Serrano, Sr
T#batulabal, T

Proto-Cupan, P-C

Including Northfork (Lamb 1957;
1958b) and Owens Valley Paiute
(Steward 1933)

Including all groups, as per
field data in Chapter III; also
Liljeblad (1966); Maher (1953);
Kelly (1932); Train, Hendricks

and Archer (1941); Steward (1938
Good (1964); Lamb (n.d.)

Including all groups, as per
field data in Chapter III; also
Chamberlin (1905); Hoebel (1934)
Wick R. Miller, personal communi-
cation 1971; Shimkin (1947); Train
Hendricks and Archer (1941)
Carlson and Jones (1939); Conange
(1951; 1958)

Klein (n.d.; 1959); Zigmond (1971)
Including all groups, as per
field data in Chapter III; also
Kelly(1964); sapir (1910; 1931)
Including all areas, as per field
data in Chapter III (Richfield,
Utah); also Goss (1961; 1962);
Collins (1876); Chamberlin (1909);
Voegelin and Voegelin (1957);
Whiting (1939) and personal commun-
ication 1969; Mearns (1896)

Bright and Hill (1967); Hill (1966)
Barrows (1900); Bright (1967)
Kroeber and Grace (1960); Bright
1968) .

Hill (1967); Miller (n.d.)

E. Voegelin (1938); C. Voegelin
(1958)

Reconstructed by Bright and Hill
(1967)

Proto-Mono-Kawaiisu, P-M-K Reconstructed by Klein (1959)
Proto-Uto-Aztecan, P-U-A Reconstructed by Voegelin, Voege-
lin and Hale (1962)
Uto-Aztecan Cognate Sets, Cited by number, as in Miller
UAC # (1967)
Voegelin, Voegelin and Hale, Proto-Uto-Aztecan sets as recon-
VVH # structed by Voegelin, Voegelin
and Hale (1962), cited by number
Western Numic, WN
Central Numic, CN
Southern Numic, SN
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*kunukwi, elderberry, Sambucus melanocarpa. M, NP,
s, (sp), U, T, L.

*timaya-, tobacco mix, probably manzanita (Arcto-
staphylos spp.) (see below). NP, S, (CY, (SP),
u, T.

*to?i, cattail (Typha spp., but perhaps only T. lati-
folia. NP, S, P, K, (SP), U, L, T.

*hina-, bitterbrush and cliff rose, Purshia triden~

tata and Cowania mexicana var. stansburiana. NP,
s, X, (sP), U, H, L?, Ca?

*hugwi, wheat grass, Agrophyron spp., but perhaps not
all. M, P, S, K, 55?;, H, T. (UAC #203, *hukWi,
grass) .

*sain-, tule, Scirpus acutus. M, NP, S, (C), (SP),
U, T, L. (Nichols , suggests *saki, and
matches to UAC #328, *saki, popcorn).

*saga-, narrow-leafed cottonwood or tree willow,
Salix lasiandra. NP, S, (SP), U, T, L, Ca, Sr.

*sigo, sego or Calochortus Nuttalli. M, NP, S, (C),
(sp), U, T.

*sibun-, rabbitbrush, probably Chrysothamnus spp.,
but see also intermediate categories, below. M,
NP, S, K, (SpP), U, T, H.

*soho-, cottonwood, Populus Fremontii. M, NP, S, P,
(c), K, (sP), U, H. (UAC ¥#104, cottonwood tree).

*cinna, thistle, Cirsium spp., but perhaps not all.
NP, S, (C), (SP), U, H, T, L, Cu, Sr.

*si?4-, basketry fiber, probably squawbush, Rhus
trilobata. M, NP, P, S, (C), K, (SP), U, H, T,
Ca. (P-M-K, *si(h)ipi, willow, squawbush).

*nabu, prickly pear, QOpuntia sp. NP, S, K, (SP), H,
Ca, L, Cu. (P-C *nav t, prickly pear) (UAC #70,
*nap cactus (prickly pear)).

*wata, probably seepweed, Suaeda depressa. M, NP, S,

» H.

*wa®a, juniper, Juniperus spp. M, NP, S, (C), K,
(sp), U, L, T.

*wa?i, Indian rice grass, Oryzopsis hymenoides. M,
NP, S, K, (SP), U, H. P-C *wavic, foxtail?)
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*wiha, hemp, Apocynum spp. NP, S, (SP), U, T, L, Ca,
Cu, Pa.

*woko-, pine, probably Pinus ponderosa. M, NP, P,
s, (¢), X, (sP), T, H, L, Ca, Cu, Sr. (P-C
*wexet-, pine) (UAC #320a, *woko pine).

*yampa, Indian potato, Perdiderdidia spp. M, NP, S,
), x, (sp), U, T.

Animals

*tabu-, cottontail, Sylvilagus spp. M, NP, P, S,
(), X, (sp), U, Ca, L, H, T. (UAC #334a, *tapu,
rabbit, cottontail).

*tuku, bobcat, Lynx rufus, but also mountain lion as
a compounded form (various). M, NP, P, S, (C),
K, (sP), U, L, Ca, Cu, T, H. (P-C *tukut, wild-
cat) (UAC #460, *tuku, wildcat).

* : s i

poni, skunk, Mephitis mephitis. M, NP, P, S, K,
(sp), U, T, Sr. (P=M-K pPo... skunk) (UAC #382,
*poni, skunk).

*huna, badger, Taxidea taxus. M, NP, P, S, (C), K,

(sp), U, L, Ca, Cu, Sr, T, H. (UAC #18, *huna,
badger) (P-C *hunwsat, badger)

*kawa, woodrat, Neotoma lepida. M, NP, P, S, (C), K,

(sp), U, H, L, Cu, Ca. P-M-K *ka(wa) woodrat)
(P-C *gawala (?), rat) (UAC #340, *ka, *kawa,
rat).

*taba, chipmunk, Eutamias spp. NP, P, K, (SP), T.
(UAC #89, *tapa, chipmunk).

*wiko, buzzard, Cathartes aura. M, NP, P, S, K,
(sp), U, T, Ga, H. (UAC ¥67, *witu, buzzard).

*mu”u *muhu, owl, probably horned owl, Bobo virgini-
anus. M, NP, P, S, (C), (SP), U, H, T, L, Ca,
Cu. (P-M-K *muhu-, owl) (P-C, muhuta, owl)
(UAC #312, *muhu, owl).

*kodo-, crane (probably Grus canadensis). M, NP, S,
(sP), L, Cu (?). -

*kukwu-, burrowing owl, Speotyto cunicularia. NP, S,
(sp), L, Ca, Pa.

*ata, *kata-, crow, Corvus brachyryhynchos. M, NP,
s, (¢), X, (spP), U, T, H. (Possibly P-C *?alwVt,
crow) (UAC #111, *?at).

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



208
*cai-, blue bird, Sialia mexicana. M, P, S, (SP), L,
ca, Cu. (pP-C ¥ca?ic, blue bird sp.).
*waga-, frog, Rana spp. M, P, S, K, (spP), L, Ca, Cu,
T. (P-M-K *wa...(ka)..., frog) (P~C *waxa,
frog) (UAC #192, *waka, frog).

*maka-, horned toad, Phrynosoma spp. NP, S, (SP), U,

*ataka-, grasshopper, family Acrididae. NP, P, S,
(¢), K, (sp), U, H? -

*ani, ant, family Formicidae. NP, S, K, (SP), H, T,
L, Ca, Cu. (P=C, *7anvt, ant) (UAC #4, *?ane).

*poci, louse (Pediculus spp.) NP, P, S, K, (SP), U,
H? (UAC #I75, *tepu, *tepuc, "flea"?).

*mata-, tick (Dermacentor spp.) NP, S, K, (SP), U,
L, Ca, Cu. P-C, *mac-2, tick).

*piyag#, a grub worm M, S, K, (SP), H, T.

*wo?a-, a locust with larvae (M, NP, S, (C), K, (SP),
Sr. (Sr form is for "grasshopper").

b. Set II. Set II includes forms that are found in
languages of at least two of the Numic sub-branches, and also
in at least one other northern Uto-Aztecan language. Seman-
tically, they are all unitary simple lexemes, and structural-
ly, stems or roots. They also seem to reflect regular sound
correspondences, with the exceptions noted. In some cases,
data for these are missing in one of the Numic sub-branches;
thus, they may eventually qualify for Set I. In other cases,
however, there seems to have been a change in one of the
sub-branches, due either to extra-Numic borrowing or perhaps
to innovation. The forms of Set II probably also reflect the
Proto~Numic period, or some earlier time. Suggested Proto-
Numic reconstructions, tentative referents and distributions

for Set II are as follows:
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*aca, tansy mustard, Descuriana sophia. M, NP, K,
(sp), U, H, Ca.

*iciw*pici, a berry, either boxthorn, Lycium sp., or
perhaps squawbush, Rhus trilobata.” §, (C), K,
(sp), U, T, L.

*pasi, chia, Salvia columbariae. M, K, (SP), U, L,
Ca, Cu, T, (P-C ¥pagal, chia).

*tisi-, salt grass, Distichlis stricta Rydb. NP, S,

*si?i, an onion, Allium sp. NP, (SP), H, T, Pa.
(UAC #311, *siwi, onion).

*sana-, douglas fir? (Pseudotsuga menziesii). M, S,

*kana-, willow, Salix spp., but not including tree
forms. (see *sag -, above). SpP, U, T, H, Ca
(UAC #461, *ka, *kan, willow tree).

*kwia, oak, Quercus sp., probably Q. Kellogii. K,
(sp), U, L, Ca, Cu, Sr, H, T. (UAC #1, *kwi
*kwini, acorn) (P-C *kWinila, oak sp.).

*wiya, oak, Quercus sp. M, NP, P, K?, L, Ca, Cu,
(UAC #2, *wi, acorn) (P-C *wi?a, oak sp.).

*paka, cane, Phragmites communis. (SP), U, T, H, M,
(C), Sr. ~(UAC #334, ¥paka, reed).

*mica-, hedgehog (?) cactus (OEuntia erinacea). S,
(c), sp, L.

*yiwi-, spruce? (Picea engelmannii). M, K, (SP), L,
Ca, Cu. (P-C *yuyila, spruce).
Animals

*issa, coyote, Canis latrans. M, NP, S, P, T, H.
(P-C *?iswat, wolf, aug. of coyote). (UAC #109,
*?is, coyote).

*wocia, desert fox, Urocyon cinereoargenteus. M, NP,
K, (sp), L?, Cu?, Ca? (P-C *gawe...ic?, fox)
(P-M-K, *...wohcV..., fox).

*miha, porcupine (Erethizon dorsatum). M, NP, H,
(s, sp?). (UAC ¥329, *me, porcupine).

*miyt, gopher, Thamomys spp. M, K, (SP), H, L, Ca,
m

Cu. (P-C, ta, gopher). (P-M-K, *mij%,
gopher) (UAC #202, *meye, gopher).
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*pa~-takadi, racoon (Procyon lotor). M, NP, SP, T.
(see also Set III).

*kwinna, eagle, Aquila chrysaetos. M, NP, S (UAC
#146b, *kVWi, eagle,an%, etc.)

*kwanna, eagle, perhaps the same (see discussion, be-
low). K, (sP), U, H, Sr. (UAC 146a, *kV%a,
eagle, etc.)

*wasa, heron, blue? (Ardea herodias). M, NP, P, T,
L. (UAC #l46a, *kWa, eagle, revised.24

*kaka-, *takaka, quail (Lophortyx spp.) M, K, (sP),
u, L, Ca, Cu, sr. (P-C, *gaxal, quail) (UAC
#332, *kaka (?), *takaka, *kakata, perhaps imi-
tative.

*howi, dove, Zenadidura macroura. M, NP, P, S, K,
(Sp), T, H, (inter-Numic borrowing indicated)
(UAC #138, *howi, dove).

"*ax'}al:l scrub or pinyon jay (Aphelocoma spp.) NP, SP,

*passi, bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus). NP,
SP, L.

*kini, chicken hawk (Bruteo spp.) M, S, L, Sr, H.

*saiya,~*sakiya, mudhen or coot (Fulica americana)
M, NP, S, K (?), T, L.

*pu?ica (?), mouse, Peromyscus spp. M, NP, P, K,
(sp), U, T, H. Irregular. (P-M-K, *puCicca,
mouse) (UAC #292, irregular, mouse).

*koyo, tortoise and/or turtle, Gopherus agassizi.
NP, T, Sr, Pa (UAC #446, *ko, turtle).

*aya, tortoise and/or turtle. M, P, SP, U, Ca, L,
Cu. (P-C, *?ayily, turtle) (UAC #445, *°ay,
turtle).

2%Mi11er's (1967:31) UAC #146a is as follows: "eagle
*xWa, sp k¥ana-; Tb waa”a-1 'hawk'; waasa-l1 'grey crane'; Ls
k¥a-la 'blue heron'; Sr kWaa®-t 'condor'; Hp kWa:hi 'American
eagle'; kWa.yo 'small eagle'; Pg ba”ag; NT bagai; Tr waco
'heron'; Cr kua”#ira”abe (sg.), kWa?ira?abe-te (pl.); kWaasu
(sg.), kWaasuu (p.) 'heron'; Hch kWaazuu 'heron'. Relation-
ships are not clear, but we can suggest that Tb 'grey crane'
Tr 'heron' and Cr 'heron' and Hch 'heron' may be part of a
second set, related to Proto-Numic *wasa, heron.
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*wipo *mipo, mosquito (Culex spp.) NP, S, (C), H.

c. Set III. Set III consists of forms that are
strongly reflected in Numic only, being found in at least one
language of each of the three sub-branches. We do not, how-
ever, have evidence of their occurrence in any other northern
Uto-Aztecan language. For the most part, they display regu-
lar and predictable sound correspondences. Structurally,
some are complex as opposed to simple stems. The forms of
Set III may represent the Proto-Numic period, or perhaps an
early post divergence period prior to general Numic expan-
sion. They will be reconstructed tentatively as Proto-Numic,
although due to the closeness of the correspondences, such
reconstructions should not be significantly different for
the post divergence period. The forms are as follows (see
Tables 2 and 3 for distributions):

Plants

*tonca~-, Indian balsam, Lomatium dissectum var. mul-
tifidum.

*tu?u, broom rape, probably Orobanche fasciculatta
but perhaps generic.

*tunan—, mountain mahogany, Cercocarpus spp.

*kana, bitterroot, Lewisia redivivi.

*kanin—, hopsage, Grayia spinosa.

*kinka, a large onion, probably Allium acuminatum.

*hu?u, a boxthorn, probably Lycium andersonii.

*ci’an-, wild rose, Rosa spp.

*sagwa—, big sagebrush, Artemesia tridentata. (West-
ern and Southern Numic only; Central Numic dif-

fers).

*sina-, aspen, Populus tremuloides.
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*monon-, a grass, possibly dropseed, Sporobolus spp.
or foxtail (Hordeum jubatum ?2)

*wi’an-, buffalo berry, Shepherdia argenta.
*mu”a-, an onion, probably Allium pleianthum.
Animals

*t$?i, deer, Oceocoilus hemionus.

*kucu, bison, Bison bison (see discussion, below).

*kamm#, jackrabbit, Lepus californicus, also Lepus
Spp.

*wani-, red fox, Vulpes fulva.
*sadi-, dog, Canis sp.
*sissika, weasel, Mestela frenata.

*kimpa, ground squirrel, Spermophilus townsendii.

*wo?i, ground squirrel, Spermophilus lateralis.

*yipa, fox, Vulpes macrotis (irregular).
*cipi, a ground squirrel.

*nanka-, marsh hawk, Circus cyaneus.
*nag#-, goose, Branta canadensis.

*hito, meadow lark, Sturnella neglecta.
*suku, robbin, Turdus migratorius.
*cogo- ?, a blue jay (irregular).

*pantici, a water bird, probably ouzel (Cinclus mexi-
canus) .

*koko, bull snake (Pituophis spp.).

*ki?a, locust.

*pina, (?), yellowjacket (Vespa diabolica).

Also, as a special sub-set within Set III, five forms
found in all Numic sub-branches as compounds involving the

stem water *pa-, and some other analyzable stem, usually
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another proto-generic: elk as "water-deer," *pa-ti?i, water
snake as "water-rattlesnake," *pa—to-gok"a (see specifics,
below), various junipers and other evergreens as "water juni-
per," *pa-wa”a-, beaver, possibly as "water dog," *pacuku and
mint as "water smell," *pa—kwanna. Of these five, the last
two, beaver and mint, seem the most legitimate. The others
may be cases of convergences given the common semantic prin-
ciples. The status of these with reference to Proto-Numic
will be further discussed below.

d. Set IV. Set IV includes the remaining forms in
Tables 2 and 3, all weakly reflected. Some of these are
found in two or more adjacent Numic languages, and/or in a
single Numic language and an adjacent non-Numic northern Uto-
Aztecan language. As such, many of these may be intra-Numic
and extra-Numic borrowings. However, since some of the dis-
tributions recorded may reflect only weaknesses in the data,
some of these forms may also be Proto-Numic. For the pres-
ent, however, their status must remain uncertain. The forms
of Set IV, with referents and distributions, are discussed
separately in Appendix B.

e. Discussion. Although the status and identifica-
tion of each of these forms is probably worth examining in
some detail, we will here limit ourselves to a discussion of
only a few that either pose special problems, or illustrate
some of the difficulties inherent in proto-semantic research.
Of particular interest in Set I are the forms *si?i-, "bas~
ketry fiber," probably Rhus trilobata;*timaya, "tobacco mix,"

probably manzanita (Actostaphylos spp.); *wiha, "cordage
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fiber," probably Apocynum; and *wata, probably seepweed
(Suaeda depressa Wats.). Each of these illustrate the neces-
sity of considering various lines of evidence, and particu-
larly cultural data as to use, when reconstructing proto-
referents.

As will be noted by referring to the table of plant
correspondences (Table 2, no. 42), reflected forms of the
proto-generic *si#?i- are associated with two quite distinct
modern genera by present-day Numic speakers; i.e., with wil-

low (Salix spp.) in Mono, Northern Paiute, Panamint and Sho-

shoni (including Comanche) and with squawbush (Rhus trilo-
bata) in Kawaiisu and Ute. A third generic association is
possible if we consider J. P. Harrington's comments on the
Chemehuevi cognate. Harrington (Hill 1969:33) notes that
Chemehuevi [sehavp] refers to "what [they] weave baskets of;
resembles wild grape vine. This is the stuff, the material;
but the vine is [sohpvimpa]." This description seems to fit
neither Salix nor Rhus, and may refer to virgin's bower
(Clematis spp.) or some other "vine-like" form.

Although we might legitimately assign the referent
"willow" to Proto-Numic *si?i-, based on distributional evi-
dence (*si?i- is reflected as willow in four of the six Numic
languages), if we consider additional correspondences, this
equation seems less valid. Hopi, Tubatulabal and Cahuilla,
all Uto-Aztecan languages in close proximity to languages of
the Numic branch, also have apparent cognates for Proto-
Numic *s#?i-. The Hopi form /si#:vi/ refers to squawbush

(Rhus trilobata Nutt.) (Voegelin and Voegelin 1964; Whiting
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1939) as does Cahuilla /silit/ (Barrows 1900; Bright 1967).
The Tubatulabal form /s#-1/, however, is defined by Voegelin
(1958) only as "weft material."

Further conrfusion arises when we note that both wil-

low (Salix spp.) and squawbush (Rhus trilobata Nutt.) appear

to have other Numic and general Uto-Aztecan terminological
associations. In Southern Paiute, [i’féi] is used to desig-
nate squawbush berry, [sé’ihi] being reserved for the plant
and its stems. In Gosiute Shoshoni the apparent cognate
/ittss-ppah/ is also squawbush berry (W. R. Miller, personal
communication, 1971) while [séhibi] is willow. 1In Luiséﬁo,
/’i.éi—s/ is defined as "an evergreen shrub with edible ber-
ries" by Bright (1968:8), a description that fits squawbush,
but also some of its near relatives. In Tﬁbatulabal, an
apparent cognate /pi.?i¥-t/ is identified as Lycium sp. by
Voegelin (1958), also a plant with small edible berries.

The reconstruction of a Proto-Numic and perhaps Proto-fiorth-
ern) Uto-Aztecan form *pici-~*?ici- seems warranted (see
also Set II, above).

Forms for willow as Salix spp. are also found in
other Uto-Aztecan languages. Willow is [kan&b#] in Southern
Paiute, /qahd:vi/ in Hopi and /qdanki-s/ ("desert willow"
Chilopsis linearis Cav.) in Cahuilla. The Tubatulabal form
/haa-1/, willow, is also a cognate. Miller (1967:63) sug-
gests a proto-Uto-Aztecan (northern?) form *ka.*kan to cover
these correspondences (see Proto-Numic *kana-, "willow" in

Set II).
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The various plants reflected in Proto-Numic *si?&-
have one primary aspect in common; i.e., they comprise a
single unit as to use. All of these referents are connected
in some way to basketry manufacture. In Mono, Northern
Paiute, Panamint and Shoshoni, willow is the primary basketry
fiber [Coville (1892:358) also refers to the use of squawbush
as well as willow in Panamint, but provides no terminological
associations.] 1In Ute (northern), Southern Paiute, Kawaiisu,
Hopi and Cahuilla, squawbush is more important. The Cheme-
huevi and Tibatulabal definitions cited also refer to basket-
ry. In view of the evidence, we can safely assign at least
the meaning "basketry fiber" to Proto-Numic *si?i-. The
Proto-Numic form *picia*?ici, on the other hand, quite clear-
ly refers to a berry, either of squawbush or some related
form. Proto-Numic *kana- may be reserved for willow.

Can we say anything further as to a possible plant
referent for Proto-Numic *s#?#-? Given the evidence, prob-
ably only if we consider a specific culture historical
hypothesis. If Lamb's (1958b) suggestion of Proto-Numic
origins is correct, we may be able to infer from the evidence
just presented that the common basketry fiber of Proto-Numic
or early Numic times was probably squawbush and not willow.
This interpretation follows from the distribution of these
two plant forms and also from ethnographic analogy. Most of
the Indian groups in southern California (Uto-Aztecan and
others) favor this plant for basketry. The geographic dis-
tribution of squawbush is also concentrated in these southern

areas as well as in the eastern Great Basin, where it is also

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



217

the favored basketry fiber source. It is sparse to absent in
most of the areas where *si#?i- reflects willow. We can spec-
ulate from this evidence that in Proto-Numic or at least
early Numic times, *s#?i- as squawbush was primary, and that
with the geographic dispersion of Numic and the subsequent
movement of Western and Central Numic into areas lacking
squawbush, *s#?i- acquired the new association, "willow."

Two other forms in Set I are of interest in that they
provide yet additional examples of the importance of use as a
semantic principle in Numic and perhaps in Proto-Numic as
well. These forms are *timaya, tentatively reconstructed as
Proto-Numic for "tobacco mix," probably manzanita (Arcto-
staphylos sp.) and *wiha, "cordage fiber," probably hemp
(Apocynum spp.) .

Reflexes of *timaya are recorded variously in North-
ern Paiute, Shoshoni, Comanche, Southern Paiute and Ute (see
Table 2, no. 1), as well as in Tiubatulabal (Voegelin 1958).
They are primarily associated with manzanita (Arctostaphylos
spp.) (see identifications for NP, SP, U). There are, how-
ever, three other names associated with this genus in north-
ern Uto-Aztecan. One is found in Western Numic: Mono /?ah-
pohsowa/ and Northern Paiute /aposogwa/. A second occurs in
Central and Southern Numic: Shoshoni a-ra-dum-pib (Ceano-
thus sp., according to Chamberlin 1905), Kawaiisu [ha:dabi:-
PE} and Southern Paiute [adédampibé]. And the third term is
found in Tubabulabal as /ki.na=-l/, manzanita. It is appar-
ently the cognate of Proto-Cupan *k31V1l, manzanita (Bright

and Hill 1967).
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If we look at the use of manzanita in the various
historically known Numic groups, we find that it was most
frequently employed as a "mix" to cut the strength of native
smoking tobacco (Nicotiana attenuata Torr.). Comanche [ti-
mayha], identified as smooth sumac (Rhus glabra) (Carlson and
Jones 1939), Tibatulabal /tu.mayut/, identified as Fremontia
californica (Voegelin 1958) and Gosiute Shoshoni ti-mai-hya,

identified as bilberry (Vaccinium caespitosum Michx) by

Chamberlin (1905:384) also serve this same function. The
compound form [ko?a t¥’mananampi], recorded from some South-
ern Paiute informants for manzanita is more literally "what's
mixed with tobacco." The stem *timaya, probably from the
verb "to mix," thus seems to refer to this practice. Paral-
leling our discussion of a proto-referent for *si?i-, "bas-
ketry fiber" as specifically squawbush, we can say that on
the basis of the distributional evidence, *timaya as "tobacco
mix" probably referred to manzanita or some other manzanita-
like shrub (perhaps Fremontia), in Proto-Numic times. Vari-
ous species of manzanita occur widely in mountain environ-
ments from the Sierra to the Rockies chain. The genus is
rare, however, in the.central Great Basin. In these areas,
as for example in Gosiute Shoshoni territory, other like
plants serve the function of "tobacco mix," and have thus
come to be associated with the form *timaya.

Given the presence of a second stem for manzanita in
Tiibatulabal and Takic, we must either postulate two proto-
forms associated with the genus Arctostaphylos, suggest

Fremontia or some other like form as a proto-referent, or
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conclude that *timaya is not a true proto-generic. It is
difficult to decide between these alternatives at this point.
In that the etymology of the form is somewhat transparent, we
might suggest the third alternative. However, the genus
Arctostaphylos is very important in California, and the focus
of considerakble native activity especially in food gathering
(various species produce edible berries). This use was unim-
portant to historic Numic peoples, although we are uncertain
at this point as to the cause; i.e., disinterest, loss of the
idea or inedible species. Until further investigations are
made, the status of *timaya as a proto-generic should remain
in question.

Similar circumstances also seem to obtain for *wiha,
the Proto-Numic form for "string fiber," probably specifi-
cally hemp (Apocynum cannabinum). The reflexes of *wiha in
the various Numic languages describe either hemp or milkweed
(Asclepias speciosa) both of which produce fibers that can
be made into cordage. In Luisého, cognate /wi.gh/ is hemp,
while in Cahuilla /wicha/ is milkweed. Barrows (1900) also
records a form wish in Cahuilla, applied to native cane or
reed (Phragmites communis), also used for string and cordage.
Hill (1967) notes a Cupeflo form /wi/, also probably a cog-
nate, applied to a species of willow used to make bow
strings.

In several Numic areas, notably at Owyhee, also in
the Gosiute Shoshoni area, and in certain sections of North-
ern Paiute country, the form *wana is also associated with

hemp, milkweed and other fiber producing plants used in the
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manufacture of cordage, string, netting, etc. 1In some areas,
this form is defined as "net," while in others it has a
broader meaning "string." The application of this form as a
plant name also illustrates the merging of ideas surrounding
use with the specific plants involved. In cases where use is
so well correlated with plant generics, it is difficult to
tell with certainty whether the "original" meaning of the
form was generic or referred to the item manufactured.

An additional example illustrating the necessity of
considering various data from a broader context in proto-
semantic reconstruction is provided by the form *wata and its
interplay with *koo- (see Set I) and a weakly reflected form
variously recorded as [+api] or [lyup] (see Set IV). Forms
derived from *wata are identified as the seeds of either
seepweed (Suaeda depressa) or lamb's quarter (Chenopodium
album) by most Numic informants (see Table 2, no. 5). The
forms for *koo- usually refer to the seeds of goosefoot, also

a chenopod (Chenopodium Fremontii). [dap] (Steward 1938:23),

[Gyup] (Kelly 1932:98), [i-u-pi] (Chamberlin 1909:388) or
[tap:] (see Owyhee Shoshoni, Chapter III), recorded for vari-
ous Nevada, Idaho and California Shoshoni and Northern Paiute
groups, also refers to a chenopod, usually lamb's quarter (C.
album). All of these plants are similar in that they produce
an edible black seed. The parent plants do show morphologi-
cal differences, however.

From these various data, we might thus postulate
three Proto-Numic generics: *wata, as either seepweed or

lamb's quarter, or both; *koo- as goosefoot (also a chenopod,
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as is lamb's quarter), and perhaps *i#a- also a chenopod and
perhaps even lamb's quarter. We would thus have at least two
terms referring to chenopods, and possibly three.

If we examine the cultural data reported for the use
of lamb's quarter and for the chenopods generally, we find
that these plants were those most frequently sown broadcast
by the central Nevada Shoshoni (Steward 1938:23). Given this
indication, it seems probable that the form [#ap#] represents
a Shoshoni innovation related to this practice. The form it-
self probably derives from the Proto-Numic stem *#a-a*i?a,
not a plant generic but a proto-form of the verb "to plant"
[see also Proto-Uto-Aztecan *%e, or *?ei, "to plant" (Miller
1967:50)1.

With *#a- in all probability eliminated as a proto-
generic for lamb's quarter,25 we must thus further consider
its identification with the form *wata. Two alternative
explanations emerge from the data: 1) *wata was a proto-
generic for the botanical genus Suaeda or seepweed, and *koo-
referring to goosefoot only, or perhaps some of its closely
related forms.

Three lines of evidence favor the first solution;
i.e. *wata as only Suaeda. First, the presence of an appar-
ent Hopi cognate for seepweed /la:tci/ (Whiting 1939:74)
There may also be a Luiseho cognate in the form /wacxava-t/,

identified by Bright (1968:48) merely as "a type of plant."

251t seems unlikely that this particular form with
its transparent etymology and so many other applications is
a true proto-generic.
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Second, Munz and Keck (1963:372) indicate that lamb's quarter
is a naturalized species from Europe [see Hopi characteriza-
tion of this species as a "weed" (Whiting 1939)]. Third,
referents to *wata as seepweed are more common in modern
Numic than those to lamb's quarter. However, the possibility
of solution two (*wata as both Suaeda and lamb's quarter)
cannot be fully ruled out for two reasons: 1) the apparent
close identity between at least some members of the genera

Suaeda and Chenopodium, noted by Munz and Keck (1963:384) in

the original classification of at least one seepweed (S.
futicosa) as a chenopcd (C. futicosa) by none other than
Linnaeus; and 2) by indications that lamb's quarter, if
naturalized from Europe, either spread very rapidly through-
out the Great Basin, and/or has been present long enough to
have become associated with the reflected forms of *wata in
such widely separated areas as Owens Valley and Surprise
Valley, California and Kaibab, Arizona. Since the focus of
meaning for *wata is on seed, extensions seem logical. Al-
though we have here identified *wata as seepweed, the possi-
bility of its broader meaning should be kept in mind.

Three pairs of forms in Set II are also worth special
note as they seem to reflect the presence of either compet-
ing proto-forms or dual native generics within a single
modern genus. These are the forms *kVia and/or *wiya, both
oak(s) (Quercus spp.), *k"inna and/or *kwanna, both eagle (s)
(Aguilia spp.) and *ko and/or *ay, both turtle (or perhaps
better, tortoise). Miller (1967) also notes the presence of

all these forms in his compilation of cognate sets for Uto-
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Aztecan, although his reconstructions, based on evidences
from languages not considered here, differ slightly. If his
analysis based on wider distributional patterns is correct,
then each of these pairs is reflected in one or more Numic
sub-branches.

The various terms for oak in Numic are given in Table
2 (no. 57). Referring to these, we see that Mono, Northern
Paiute and Panamint reflect Proto-Numic *wiya, while Sho-
shoni, Southern Paiute and Ute reflect Proto-Numic *k¥ia.
From such evidence, we might be led to postulate one proto-
stem from which the two derived. However, if we consider
additional distributions, this seems less likely. Accoirding
to Zigmond (1971), Kawaiisu apparently has both stems (Table
2, no. 57). Bright and Hill (1967) also reconstruct two
stems for oaks in Proto-Cupan: *k%inila and *wi%a-. Hopi
reflects Miller's (1967) Uto-Aztecan stem *kwi~*kwini, with
the form /kwigvi/. Tubatulabal may do the same with /wini-
yaa-1/ "acorn, black oak."26 Overall phonological similari-
ties in the two stems may indicate that at some very early
period in Uto-Aztecan history there was a single stem. How=-
ever, by Proto-Numic times, there definitely seem to have
been two.

Parallel conditions seem to occur with the terms for

eagle, although the situation needs further clarification.

26According to Voegelin (1958), Tubatulabal does not
have initial /k¥/, but rather reflects /w/. The medial /n/
in this form makes it likely that it corresponds to Proto-
Numic *kWiya rather than *wiya, as the Proto-Cupan form for
. the former also contains a medial /n/; e.g., *kWinila.
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Mono, Northern Paiute and Shoshoni reflect Proto-Numic *kYin-
na, while Kawaiisu, (Southern Paiute) and Ute reflect Proto-
Numic *kVanna. Hopi also shows *kwa, with its form /kwa:hi/
"American eagle" (Voegelin and Voegelin 1957). However,
Tubatulabal and the various Takic languages evidence yet a
third stem reconstructed by Bright and Hill (1967) for Proto-
Cupan as *?aswat [Tubatulabal is /?aasawp-t/ according to
Voegelin (1958)]. Miller (1967:31) suggests that this latter
stem may be an augmentative of either "pet," or perhaps some
other bird name (see UAC #136, 147).

If Miller's (1967) view of the independence of his
stems *k"a amd *k"i is correct as he states it, then there
has been considerable change in referents for these forms in
the modern Uto-Aztecan languages. Each of his sets (UAC
#146a, 146b) groups together terms not only for eagles, but
also for hawks, herons, cranes, etc. Extensions to hawks may
be valid as we have noted earlier (Chapter III), in that
there is a tendency for most modern Numic groups to merge
these two classes, often characterizing hawks as "little
eagles." However, we have preferred to reconstruct a sepa-
rate proto-Numic stem for heron *wasa (Set II). This situa-
tion seems particularly complex, and deserves further atten-
tion. However, we can do little more than note the complexi-
ties until additional data are gathered in other languages.

Lastly for Set II, the presence of two Stems for
turtle (or perhaps better tortoise) also deserves further
comment. Miller (1967:61) lists *?ay, reflected in Southern

Paiute as [?aya-s], Cahuilla as [?ayil] and Huichol as
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[?aaye]l, and *ko, reflected in Tubatulabal as /kooyoo-t/,
Serrano as /qope-t/ and Papago as [komkcud]. Our Numic com-
parative data shows *ko only in Northern Paiute /ko®ya/, with
Mono, Panamint, Southern Paiute and Ute all reflecting *?ay.
Bright and Hill (1967) also reconstruct *ayily as Proto-Cupan
for turtle. The rather uneven or mixed distribution of these
two forms seems to indicate that both were present in the
area of Proto-Numic divergence, either as two stems for the
same biological form, or perhaps stems for two separate bio-
logical forms (tortoise and turtle?).

In Set III, special attention should be drawn to the
suggested reconstruction of a proto-Numic, or at least early
Numic generic for bison, *kucu. This form is reflected in
three Numic languages of separate branches, but all are
northern; i.e., Northern Paiute, Shoshoni (including (Co-
manche) and Ute (including Southern Paiute). It is not re-
corded as either present or absent for Mono, Panamint or
Kawaiisu.

Questions as to the aboriginal range of bison in
western North America have caused considerable debate over
the years. Some authors (Roe 1951; Haines 1940) decline to
extend the range of bison into the Great Basin area. Others
such as Allan (1877), Hornaday (1887), Garretson (1938) and
Seton (1928:646-7) bring together considerable evidence to
the contrary. Riddell (1952) and Downs (1963:125-6) have
proposed on the basis of archaeological and ethnohistoric
evidence, respectively, that bison were present as far west

as the Honey Lake area of northeastern California until
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about 1830. Jennings (1957) reports only scattered remains
in Danger and Juke Box caves in western Utah. Archaeological
evidence of the presence of bison in the upper levels of
Newark Cave, in White Pine County, east-central Nevada are
not conclusive. Fowler (1968) states that the few remains
recovered may represent modern cow (Bos sp.), although he
does not rule out their identification as bison (Bison
bison). Taylor (1954:60-61) also notes that bison remains
were found at the Garrison Site, near Baker, on the central
Nevada-Utah border, but does not further discuss their nature
or provenience. The Garrison Site is a pueblo of Fremont
affiliation, dating somewhere between 900-1200 A.D.

Our special interest in the question of the presence
of bison in some early Numic or Proto-Numic environment stems
in part from the correspondences noted, but also from the
suggestion by Lamb (1958a) that bison may have provided the
attraction for Numic dispersion near A.D. 1,000. If Seton
(1928) and others are correct, and bison were present at
least in small numbers as far south as central Nevada, Lamb
could also be correct, and likewise the suggested Proto-Numic
generic *kucu as bison. However, given the present distribu-
tional evidence for the form, it might also be an early
intra-Numic borrowing, perhaps having occurred either during
the period prior to the internal divergence of each of the
three Numic sub-branches [ca. 1,000-500 years ago, according
to Miller (1966) and Goss (1962)] or in even more recent
times. Several other forms in Set III, tentatively recon-

structed also as Proto-Numic or early Numic, may follow a
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similar pattern, as we have already suggested.

Also, a special sub-set of five forms within Set III
deserves further comment. These are compounds involving the
stem for water *pa- and some other analyzable stem, usually
another proto-generic. Included are elk as "water-deer,"
water snake as "water-(rattle)snake," various evergreens
identified as "water-junipers," perhaps beaver as "water-dog"
and mint as "water-smell." Each of these forms is found in
at least one language of each of the Numic sub-branches,
functioning taxonomically as generics (see Specifics, below).
In addition, the form "mustache fish" is also found in all as
the name for catfish.

The status of these forms as Proto-Numic generics is
difficult to postulate with certainty. But based on distri-
butional evidence, they should perhaps be so viewed. How-
ever, they may also result from the application of one of
our common set of semantic principles (habitat) at some later
period. Similar conditions are probably also responsible for
the convergence of names for catfish as "mustache fish." The
American English common name as "cat fish" seems to arise
from the observation of the same morphological trait; i.e.
its "whiskers." Observation of the same trait has also led
to a partial semantic convergence in the various Numic names
for the plant clecme. In Northern Paiute it is called /puku
s.ina/, "horse's urine," and in Shoshoni and Southern Paiute,
/an.akwannapi/ and /sookwannampi/, "armpit odor." The popu-

lar American name is "stinkweed."
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With the possible exception of the form for beaver,
*pa-cuku, which seems least likely to reflect convergence in
that the modern Numic forms for "dog" are probably not de-
rived from Proto-Uto-Aztecan *cu (UAC #137), the status of
these forms as Proto-Numic generics reﬁains in question.
Present-day Numic speakers in widely separated areas still
generate new plant names by using the modifier *pa-. How-
ever, since we cannot rule them out as legitimate proto-
generics either, we will leave them as given in Set III while
making note of the problem as stated.

Comments on the members of Set IV are given with the
cognate sets in Appendix B.

2. Specifics

Lexemes labeling specifics occur in all Numic schemes,
but with far less frequency than generics. Following Conklin
(1962) , Berlin (1971) and our own previous treatment (Chapter
III), we shall consider as modern specifics only those forms
that: 1) clearly function as taxonomic subordinates to
generics; and 2) contain a generic, plus an attributive or
modifier of the type that indicates this status. By defini-
tion, specifics are also "composite lexemes" (Conklin 1962:
122), functioning in this case as true binomials.

As we have noted previously (Chapter III), specifics
in present-day Numic languages are less stable than generics.
They comprise a productive and sometimes idiosyncratic class,
with forms often varying from informant to informant within
a single language, sub-cultural area or speech community. A

degree of instability also extends to the taxonomic position-
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ing of some specifics, with individuals being uncertain as to
whether to handle some forms as taxonomic subordinates to
generics, or as their taxonomic equivalents; i.e. as other
generics. In this latter case, informants feel that the
modifiers contained in some of these forms call attention to
plant and animal similarities rather than to sub-groupings.

Of the various composite lexemes that might be con-
sidered specifics according to semantic and taxonomic cri-
teria, those that pose the least difficulty in definition are
plant and animal names of the shape "generic plus color or
size attributive." Informants agree that these two charac-
teristics most frequently indicate a class inclusion rela-
tionship for the modified forms; i.e., [pfa’aki] "big sun-
flower" is a "kind of" [iki] sunflower to Shoshonis, not its
taxonomic equal, as is [tdu pam&go], "black frog" a "kind of"
[pamdgo] frog to Northern Paiutes. Examples of specifics
using color and size attributives are found in all taxono-
mies, primarily for plant and animal generics of some cultur-
al importance and/or ecological prominence (see various
figures and discussion, Chapter III). Specifics for Owyhee
Shoshoni sunflowers and currants (Figure 10) and Northern
Paiute frogs (Figure 7) illustrate the elaborated use of
these principles.

In addition to forms containing a generic plus a
color or size attributive, there are also several other com-
posite lexemes that informants occasionally consider as
specifics. Included are forms of the shape "generic plus a

modifier indicating habitat," such as "mountain," "desert,"
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"sunny (hillside)," and, less frequently, "water." Examples
include: [kd&iba sawdbi], "mountain sage," (dwarfed varieties
of big sagebrush, Artemesia tridentata) and [tabd sigﬁpi]

"sun rabbitbrush" (Chrysothamnus viscidiflorus) in Northern

Paiute; [t6ya sihibi] "mountain willow" (salix spp.) in Sho-
shoni; and [yu?d ciqé] "desert thistle" (Circium sp.) in
Southern Paiute. However, forms containing habitat modifiers
may also function as generics in taxonomic schemes, as in-
formants note that they can call attention to similarities
between forms rather than to subordinating principles. This
is particularly the case with those forms designated "water
(generic)" as noted previously (see Generics, above). The
use of "water" as a modifier is a very common device in all
Numic languages for forming new generics.

Those lexemes containing an animal modifier, such as
for example [sind upfpé] “coyote's lycium," in Southern
Paiute or [w£ﬁa°a pébombi] "bear's currant" in Shoshoni also
function in this way. Reference to coyote in plant names can
be equated with the common American English practice of des-
ignating a form as "false;" i.e., as in "false flax" (Camelia
spp.) vs. "flax" (Linum spp.), and others. Reference to bear
frequently implies that the form in question is very "strong,"
either in taste or some other property.27 Since the taxonom-

ic treatment of the "animal" forms is not always consistent,

27"Beaz's berry" is said to have been created by bear
with a strong and bitter taste so that "people would not eat
it and he would have it all to himself." "Bear's hemp" is so
designated because its fibers are larger and stronger.
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however, a combination of taxonomic and linguistic criteria
with comparisons must be used to define such forms as speci-
fics (see Berlin, Breedlove and Raven n.d., and Berlin 1972
for attempts to define them solely by semantic criteria).

If we compare specifics from the Numic taxonomies
elicited, as well as from published and unpublished sources
(see Generics, above), we find that very few forms are actu-
ally held in common in the various schemes in spite of the
presence of like semantic principles leading to their forma-
tion; i.e., the use of color, size, etc., attributives.

Those specifics that do occur as comparable forms in two or
more Numic sub-branches and/or in one or more Numic sub-
branch and one or more other northern Uto-Aztecan language,
are given in Table 5. Of these, only the forms for snowshoe
hare as "white (jack)rabbit," *tosa-kammi, rattlesnake per-
haps as "rock snake," *to-kogwa and gopher snake/water snake
as *pasi-ko (etymology of *pasi unknown) show sufficient
phonological similarities and distributional patterns to
suggest proto-Numic reconstruction. Specifics for two colors
of willows, two rabbitbrushes, one sunflower and perhaps wolf
and mountain lion (as augmentatives of coyote and wildcat)
evidence broader northern Uto-Aztecan distributions as seman-
tic cognates.

The form for rattlesnake, and, by extension the form
for gopher snake/water snake, is included here primarily be-
cause of an etymology suggested by Sapir (1913:397). In his
article comparing Southern Paiute and Nahuatl (and also other

Uto-Aztecan languages), Sapir suggests that Proto-Numic
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*to-kogwa may reflect Proto-Uto-Aztecan *to, "rock" [Proto-
Numic *t#-], plus Proto-Uto-Aztecan *ko, or *kowa, "snake,"
or "snake species," thus being literally "rock-snake."
Proto-Numic *pasi-ko, gopher snake/water snake may follow a
similar pattern, thus being derived from Proto-Uto-Aztecan or
Proto-Numic *pasi, of unknown etymology, and Proto-Uto-Az=-
tecan *kowm*kowa, "snake," or "snake sp." However, we should
also note in this case that both Proto-Numic *to—kogwa and
*pasi-ko may have achieved the status of generics prior to
the internal divergence of Numic, as *ko~*kowa seems to have
been well on the way to developing intermediate status at
this early period (see Intermediates, below).

The apparent lack of uniformity in specifics in the
various languages under consideration may be due to several
factors. Among them are: 1) the apparent cultural and bio-
physical dominance of generics, perhaps leading to a peculiar
historical stability of these forms; 2) the continued produc-
tiveness of this class based on a common set of semantic
principles for making such distinctions; 3) various environ-
mental factors affecting more limited distributions for
potential specific candidates, such as is seen in the mecdern
equivalents of biological species; and, perhaps even 4) the
absence of sufficiently detailed studies to provide proper
comparisons.

3. Intermediates

As noted in our discussion of Berlin's (1972) scheme

above, there is nothing in the Numic data to suggest the

temporal priority of "major life forms" over "intermediates."
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However, since many of the latter seem to originate in the
generalization of generics, as Berlin predicts, we will dis-
cuss them at this time.

Intermediates are marked in all Numic schemes with
varying frequency. They are often correlated with ecologi=-
cally sensitive categories, or ones in keeping with environ-
mental peculiarities in a given region (see, for example,
Chemehuevi "thorny plants," Southern Paiute "sunflowers,"
etc., Chapter III). Most of the lexemes labeling these dis-
tinctions have their origin in generic forms, as suggested
by Berlin (1971). However, the particular generic that so
serves may not be the same throughout the region (see
"frogs," "ducks," Figures 7, 13, 18), or even within a single
language area (compare Chemehuevi and Cedar City "ants,"
"flies," Figures 18, 20). Intermediates are thus particular-
ly reflective of cultural, ecological and linguistic inde-
pendencies.

What indications do we have for the development of
intermediates by Proto-Numic times? Of the various catego-
ries marked in the schemes discussed, only seven appear to
share cognate terminology (see Table 6). These include *si-
bu- "rabbitbrush/desert brush" for plants, *tuku- "wildcat/
felines," *muhu- "horned owl/owls," *kogwaqfto-kogwa, "snake/
rattlesnake," *so?a-, "spiders," *ani "ants," and *muhi
"flies." Several others are common to two of the three Numic
sub-branches (see Table 6). The number of forms common to
insect groupings may suggest an inherent tendency to general-

ize rather than particularize these units based on natural
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observations and their relative unimportance culturally. The
same may be said for the various categories labeled as
"weeds" in all schemes (see Figures 6, 12, 17, 21).

a. Plant Intermediates. Comparative data on plant
intermediates yields only one that is widely distributed in
Numic. This is a grouping of several small desert brush
types under the term for the generic rabbitbrush, *sibu-
(probably originally Chrysothamnus spp., but perhaps more
inclusive). 1In all Numic areas, this form is used in the
inclusive sense to bring together various short, frequently
yellow-flowering brush species, particularly those of the

genera Chrysothamnus, Tetrademia, Solidago, Gutierrezia and

Happlopapus. Occasionally, small sages are also included,
depending on area (see Chapter III). The use of *sibu- as an
intermediate has also been recognized by other investigators.
Train, Hendricks and Archer (1941) define the Shoshoni form
see-buup-ee as "brush or shrub," noting also its particular
application to yellow-flowering varieties. Chamberlin (1905
also notes its inclusive use for the Gosiute. The Hopi cog-
nate /siva:pi/ also appears as an intermediate, along with
/ma:?3vi/ for various desert brush species. However, the
interrelationship of these two forms is not entirely clear
(see Chapter IV for discussion). The Tubatulabal cognate
/si.ba.pu-1/ is identified only as "rabbitbrush" by Voegelin
(1958) .

The presence of *sibu- as an intermediate in Numic,
perhaps in Hopic, and its occurrence in Tubatulabalic, may

have some interesting historical implications. If we look at
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the present ecological distribution of the various genera
commonly included, we note that they are rather widespread in
western North America (Jaeger 1964; Kearney and Peebles 1960;
Munz and Keck 1963). They are typical of a variety of com-
munities in both "hot desert" and "cold desert" areas. In
the "cold desert," or north of 36°30' No. Lat., their signi-
ficance is surpassed by the various species of sage, of which
big sagebrush (Artemesia tridentata) is particularly common.
In "hot desert" areas, sages are much less significant, with
big sagebrush being absent in many localities (see Kearney
and Peebles 1960). It is interesting to note that although
four of the six areas where taxonomies were elicited from
Numic speakers lie in "cold desert" areas, very few inform-
ants offered the generic for big sagebrush as an intermediate
over *sibu- (see Chapter III). As will also be noted by
checking the Numic plant cognate sets in Appendix II, the
generic for big sagebrush is also weakly reflected, showing
one stem in Western and Southern Numic and a second in Cen-
tral Numic. Neither of these stems is found in other non-
Numic Uto-Aztecan languages according to our comparative
data. However, a third stem for this species is shared by
Hopi, Cahuilla and LuiseMo (see Table 16).

Given these findings, we would like to suggest that
the use of *sibu- as an intermediate may have some histori-
cal-ecological implications. First, *sibu- appears to have
temporal priority over the various stems for sagebrush (with
the possible exception of the Hopi-Cahuilla-Luiseﬁo stem

which apparently does not occur in Numic). Second, its
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development as an intermediate is also quite widespread, per-
haps a further indication of the ecological priority of rab-
bitbrushes over sages in Proto-Numic environments. And
third, given these two conditions, and the differential domi-
nance of rabbitbrushes over sages in "hot desert" regions as
opposed to "cold," we can suggest *sibu- lends further sub-
stantiation to southern origins for Numic speakers (see also,
Chapter IV).

b. Animal Intermediates. Of the several animal
intermediates that are recognized in all Numic schemes, only
those for felines, owls, snakes, spiders, flies and ants seem
to share cognate terminology (see Table 6). The categories
frogs, toads, lizards, insects/bugs, etc., are recognized in
all schemes, but terminological labels vary, each reflecting
what appear to be independent developments. Many of these
can also be related to generics as the various figures in
Chapter III indicate.

Of these various groupings, perhaps the one of most
interest is that for felines. As can be seen by referring
to Chapter III, all Numic groups label such a category, even
though it is not terminologically very rich. The form used
to designate the category is that for wild cat, *tuku-. The
names for other felines, including mountain lion and Canada
lynx (where present), are derived from this form. The same
situation is apparent in Tubatulabalic, in various Takic
languages and probably in Hopic, all of which share cognates

of Proto-Numic *tuku.
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The question that might be posed here is why the form
for wild cat as opposed to that for mountain lion for both
derivation and for the intermediate? If we look at the dis-
tributional evidence, we note that both wildcat and mountain
lion have approximately the same geographic ranges (Hall and
Kelson 1959). However, while wild cats are wide ranging in
terms of habitats, mountain lions (as the popular name im-
plies) keep to higher, more densely forested zones (Hall and
Kelson 1959; Hall 1946). We would suggest that the dominance
of the lexeme for wild cat is probably related to the ubi-
quitousness of these animals in Proto-Numic and probably also
Proto-northern-Uto-Aztecan environments.

The intermediate "snake" also deserves further com-
ment. Snake is marked in all Numic schemes, usually by the
form for rattlesnake, Proto-Numic *to—kogwa. However, as
noted above (see Specifics), this form may have the etymology
"rock snake" (Sapir 1916) and thus be subordinate to a form
*kogwa, "snake," ultimately related to Proto-~Uto-Aztecan *ko,
*kowa, "snake" (UAC #395). Evidence of the remnants of *ko,
*kowa (Proto-Numic *kogwa) seem to appear in the Proto-Numic
generic for bull snake *koko, as well as in the form for
water snake/garter snake *pasi-ko and several others (see
Table 3). We thus suggest an intermediate of the shape *ko,
*kogwa "snake" based on these forms. If this form once had
a generic referent, it is no longer obvious from the identi-
fications of the various forms.

With the exception of the intermediate "owls" from

Proto-Numic *muhu, horned owl, the remaining intermediates
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all refer to insect groupings. We would suggest that there
may be a tendency (perhaps even universal) to generalize
these groupings in the absence of cultural significance
attached to their differentiation. The native classifica-
tions involved are by no means as detailed as those of ety-
mologists.

4. Major Life Forms

Major life forms, at least of the type described by
Berlin (1971), are weakly developed in all Numic schemes.
Table 7 summarizes the data on lexemes marking these cate-
gories for both plants and animals. In roughly half of the
cases these can be traced to the generalization of generics.
In the other half, forms expressing morphological or use dis-
tinctions are preferred. Several of these latter forms are
derived from verbal stems of motion. As each of major life
forms seems to have had a somewhat separate developmental
history, we will discuss each separately.

a. Tree. Comparison of the various terms used for
the life form "tree" in the Numic languages yields some
marked differences, with no single term being common in all
three sub-branches. 1In Mono, some parts of Northern Paiute
territory, and also parts of Southern Paiute territory, a
form related to Proto-Numic *wini, "to stand" is used for
tree [see also UAC #41ll1, *we, *wene (*wele®?) "to stand,"”
sg.]. Lamb (1957) records it as /winihpina/ "tree" in Mono,
noting that he received it in the context of "picture texts,"
a device he used to elicit spontaneous linguistic data.

Mahar (1958) also notes the equivalence of his [wiiniidli] with
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"tree" in the Warm Springs, Oregon, area of Northern Paiute
territory. He does not comment further on its actual usage
as a cover term, however. In parts of Southern Paiute terri-
tory, /wini-/ is used in the phrase [ma”abi winidi] "brush/
plant standing" which can be used for "tree" (see discussion,
Chapter III).

Although it is interesting to note the association of
*wini- with "tree" in such widely separated areas as Cali-
fornia, Oregon and Utah-Arizona, it seems doubtful that such
usage results from the presence in Proto-Numic of *wini- as
a life form name. From these data, however, we can suggest
that the Proto-Numic verb *wini- "to stand, sg." may have
been used in this early period in descriptive phrases refer-
ring to tall, woody-stemmed plants. From this type of usage,
it may thus have developed the life form connotations it now
has.

A second type of usage that enjoys some currency in
all Numic sub-branches is that involving the elevation of a
generic, usually the local form for cottonwood (Populus
Fremontii S. Wats.) to the status of the life form "tree."
This type of usage is in keeping with Berlin's (1972) hypoth-
esis as to one means by which life form names develop (see
above) .

As we have noted earlier (Chapter III), the choice
in Numic of the form for cottonwood as "tree" probably de-
rives from the ecological prominence of these trees in the
Great Basin region. They are the primary deciduous form in

most areas, occurring near most semi-permanent and permanent
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water sources (springs, seeps, streams, etc). This distribu-
tion may also have made them important to aboriginal Numic
peoples as indicators of water. Trager (1939) has noted a
parallel usage for cottonwood as the life form "tree" in the
Pueblo Southwest (including Hopi), as has Basso for the West-
ern Apache (see Berlin 1972:23 for Basso's personal communi-
cation). In other regions, other generics of importance are
also used as "tree" (see also Berlin 1972:23 for a summary of
data).

Some confusion in the Numic data results from varia-
tions in the local name for cottonwood. As we have noted
previously, in some parts of Northern Paiute territory,
Proto-Numic *sina- the form for aspen, is used for cotton-
wood, while Proto-Numic *soho-, the form for cottonwood, is
used for aspen. Miller, Tanner and Foley (1971) report simi-
lar reversals in parts of present-day Shoshoni territory.

The Southern Paiute situation, at least from investigations
thus far, seems to lack this feature of local variation,
retaining Proto-Numic *sina- and *soho- in their original
meanings. However, only in one area investigated, i.e. in
Kaibab, did the form for cottonwood double as "tree." 1In all
other areas, the form for plant/brush [ma”abi] served in this
capacity, at least in some manner (see Table 7). Although
nothing precludes the possibility that cottonwood also
equaled tree or at least deciduous tree in Proto-Numic times
(see parallel Tubatulabal usage), there seems little reason
to propose that either *sina- or *soho- had lost their gener-

ic status by that time.
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Perhaps of more interest to our discussion of a pos-
sible Proto-Numic life form for tree is the use of the form
for "stick, wood," (Proto-Numic *huu-) in various contempo-
rary languages as a near equivalent (see Table 7). Such
usage occurs in Northern Paiute, Panamint, Shoshoni, Comanche
and, by some extension, in Southern Paiute as well. It is
also found as a primary semantic association in most other
non-Numic Uto-Aztecan languages.

As we have noted previously (Chapter IV), nearly 100
years ago J. W. Powell recorded the form ho-pi from Northern
Paiute informants as a cover term for plants, but also for
trees [see for example, his category of animals "tree climb-
ers," [ho-pi-ma-po-yu]. R. V. Chamberlin, gathering data on
Gosiute Shoshoni ethnobotany near the turn of the century,
also recorded the form [o-piWNwu-pi], defining it as "wood,
tree or shrub, woody plant, plant, stick, etc." (Chamberlin
1905:392, 404). Contemporary field work in Central Numic
reveals that /huu-ppi/ can be used for tree in Panamint
(Lamb n.d.), in scattered areas of western and northern Sho-
shoni territory (Miller, Tanner and Foley 1971) and in Co-
manche, where Conange (1958:135) records /huuhpi/huuh-/ as
"tree, stick, club, log, woods." The Southern Paiute cognate
[obip#]e® [ubip#], also means "stick, wood," but carries as
well a definite semantic association with the domain plants,
especially in the sense "dead trees, dead brush." Sapir
(1931:705) also records what may be a related form [—Gi—p.i—]

as "stalk."
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Added to these various Numic distributions are sever-
al others for non-Numic Uto-Aztecan languages. In Tubatula-
bal, the apparent cognate /?uu”u-t/ is cottonwood tree and
tree, but also "stick, pole" (Voegelin 1958; E. W. Voegelin
1938) . Hopi has non-cognate /coki (#cocki)/, "erect plant -
as bush or tree" (Voegelin and Voegelin 1957:21), but also
/ho-q818/, defined as "woods, forest." The latter, which may
be a cognate of Proto-Numic *huu—,28 is derived from the stem
/ho-/, "juniper" plus the plural marker /-q816/. Other cog-
nates are found in Papago, where /ha?icuws”u?us/, "trees and
bushes" is literally "stick things" (Mathiot 1962), in Yaqui
and Mayo where [huya] and [huyya] are "tree," in Tepehuan
where [usi] is tree and in Tepecano where [-u.c] is "stick,
tree" (Key 1954; see also Miller 1967:64).

The forms for the Takic and certain other Uto-Aztecan
languages, while apparent non-cognates with Proto-Numic *huu-,
also reflect a semantic merging of "tree" with "stick, wood."
These appear to be part of yet another association in Uto-
Aztecan, that of "tree, wood and stick" with "fire" (see
Miller's UAC #170a-g, for *ku, fire, *kuna, firewood, *kusi,
wood, *kuta, stick of wood, *kut, make fire, *kui, tree,
etc.). Within Takic, Bright (1968) records Luiseflo /kula.-
wu-t/, "tree, wood, stick," Hill (1966) notes Cupefio cognate

/kdlawgt/, "wood (tree?)," and Kroeber (1909) adds Cahuilla

28According to Voegelin, Voegelin and Hale (1962),
Proto~Uto-Aztecan *u is reflected as /o/ in Hopi; thus /ho-
golo / "juniper" could be a cognate of Proto-Numic and Proto-
Uto-Aztecan *huu or *hu, "stick, wood;" see also Appendix C.
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[gelawut], "wood, tree." These can be summarized as Proto-
Cupan *kslawat (Bright and Hill 1967). The Serrano form
[kotcat] is defined by Miller (n.d.) as "wood," with no men-
tion of "tree."

Outside of Takic, we find other forms from this asso-
ciation functioning as tree. In Tarahumara, [kusiwkusi-ki]
is "wood, stick, log, tree" (Thord-Gray 1955). In Huichol,
McIntosh and Grimes (1954:6) record [keye] as "tree, wood"
(see also Price 1967 for [ksye, "tree trunk"). Miller (1967:
34) also lists a Papago form [kui] as "tree." However,
Mathiot (1962) and Saxton and Saxton (1969) indicate that
[?u”us] serves in this capacity and that [ku”agi] is "wood,
firewood." Voegelin and Voegelin (1957:21) define Hopi /ko-
ho/ as "the wood of any tree, stick."

Thus, we seem to have in all of Uto-Aztecan, a close
semantic association between the life form "tree" and "stick,
wood, firewood," etc. This association has dual representa-
tion in the various languages in forms summarized as *hu
(UAC #474, *hu, wood; Proto-Numic *huu), "stick, wood, tree"
and *ku with its related forms *kuta (Proto-Cupan *kulawut,
Serrano [kotcot], *kui (Cora, Huichol), etc., "firewood,
stick, tree." From the evidence cited, we can suggest that a
concept of the unity of trees and other woody~stemmed forms
(see Bushes, below) with their products (wood, sticks, etc.)
and uses (firewood, etc.) is characteristic of Uto-Aztecan
and perhaps of some antiquity. However, since all of these
forms, including Proto-Numic *huu-, carry denotations other

than "trqe," they seem to reflect the life form concept only
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covertly. We can probably conclude that there was no Proto-
Numic life form meaning specifically and only “"tree," al-
though *huu- may have had this added meaning (see Appendix
c).

b. Bush. Again, with reference to Table 7, we note
that the concept "bush" as a life form is also weakly devel-
oped in all Numic schemes, with various and usually non-cog-
nate forms being represented in the modern languages. In
some of those areas where /huu-pi/ is used as an equivalent
for "tree," the form is also extended to "bush;" i.e. in the
Gosiute Shoshoni area, according to Chamberlin (1905) and in
western Nevada Northern Paiute according to Powell (Fowler
and Fowler 1971). 1In these areas, however, the concept
"trees and bushes" or perhaps "woody-stemmed plants" seems
to be implied rather than a polysemous distinction between
the life forms. Certain non-Numic Uto-Aztecan languages also
merge these categories into a single unit, although such
usage does not appear universally in the stock (see Trees,
above). In those Numic areas where the generic "cottonwood"
is used for tree, this type of extension also seems to be
absent.

In the Kawaiisu-Ute sub-branch of Numic, as we have
noted previously, the form /ma”dbi/, or its near equivalent
is sometimes recorded as "brush" [see for example, Klein
(n.d.), [mZhdbZ] "brush" in Kawaiisu; also Kaibab Southern
Paiute [ma.é-bi], "flower, brush" (Sapir 1931:562); and Chap-
ter III]. However, it also has various other meanings, in-

cluding "tree and bush" in Chemehuevi and "plant" and/or
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"wild plant” in various Southern Paiute areas. Thus, its
status as a life form is unclear. We will discuss it further
with reference to its most inclusive meaning "plant" under
"Unique Beginners," below.

Thus, none of the forms described seems to meet the
minimal requirements to warrant its further consideration as
a Proto-Numic life form for "bush."

c. Grass. A category frequently equated by inform-
ants with English "grass" is one of the most distinct and
widely distributed of the Numic life forms. Although its
taxonomic parameters are not always precisely defined (see
Chapters III, IV), it seems to include plants principally of
the botanical family Gramineae, but also some members of the
sedges (Cyperaceae) and rushes (Juncaceae) and occasionally
the onions (Amaryllidaceae). These forms are grouped to-
gether in all areas on the basis of shared features of stem
and leaf shape; i.e., all have slender, parallel-sided leaves
and/or long, narrow stems. Grasses can be further differen-
tiated by color and by habitat as are other Numic plant forms
(see Chapter III). Rushes may also be described as "water
grass” in all Numic languages, a designation that is more
indicative of their contrastive status than inclusion (see
above) .

Comparison of the various terms labeling the life
form "grass" in Numic (Table 7) indicates some similarities,
but also some differences. There is some tendency for each
language and area to have its own life form, but not neces-

sarily to the exclusion of others either as lesser forms or
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as generics. Mono, according to Lamb (1958b), has /pa-puhi/
"grass," probably from Proto-Numic *pa-, water, plus *puhi,
green/blue (?) (see also Comanche /puhi/, grass). Northern
Paiutes from the Mono Lake country north through Warm Springs,
Oregon (Steward 1933; 1938; Kelly 1932; Mahar 1956), use /wa-
hab#/, from the generic for giant wild rye (Elymus cinereus).
Shoshoni from many areas use cognate /wahabi/m~/waabi/ for the
seeds of wild rye, but refer to the plants by their term
[sénipi], "grass." Southern Paiutes use /wa?dbi/ for "tall"
grasses, including Elymus spp. and Agropyron spp., reserving
their [ugwfbé] or [hugwfbi] for "short" and "bunch" grasses.
Panamint /hugwippa/ is given by Lamb (n.d.) as "grass."

Of the various non-Numic Uto-Aztecan languages, only
Hopi and Tubatulabal seem to have cognates for *huk"i- in
/ho:ki/ Stipa spp. (Whiting 1939) and /?uugibi-1/, "rice
grass" (Voegelin 1938) or "bunch grass" (Voegelin 1958).
Other non-Numic Uto-Aztecan languages appear to reflect an
additional stem, tentatively reconstructed by Miller (1967)
as *(pa) sa, *(pa)ca, "grass." Bright and Hill (1967) give
the Proto-Cupan cognate of this form as *samVt, "grass."
Although Miller (1967) lists Hopi [s3h3] as part of this set,
it may also relate to another of which Shoshoni [sihu],
Agrostis spp. may be a part.

Of the various forms recorded, we can reconstruct

with some degree of certainty only two as Proto—Numic:29

291t is also possible that Shoshoni /sonipi/,
"grass," may have Proto-Numic or perhaps early Numic origins.
If the comparative data as to the distribution of this form
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*wa”a-, perhaps once Elymus spp., and *hugwi—, an undeter-
mined type of bunch grass, but probably a member of the grass
"tribe" Agostideae (thus far, all positively identified spe-
cies related to *hugwi- are of this "tribe"). Based on dis-
tributional evidence, we will also suggest that *hugwi— is
the older form, and that in all likelihood, it had achieved
at least partial status as a life form prior to Numic inter-
nal divergence. The ascendence of *wa”a- to a life form
position may have come at some early period in Numic history,
perhaps as related to the importance of rye grass as a food
source.30

d. Herb. From the evidence now at hand, only the
Chemehuevi (Ute) appear to have a distinct life form for
herbaceous or non-woody stemmed plants. This form, [tisﬂ,
is shared only by the Hopi, where cognate /ti:si/ is defined
by Voegelin and Voegelin (1957) as "weed." Whiting (1939:
64) gives what is probably a related form [tu:sakal as
"grasses and many other herbs." This distribution is too
restricted to postulate a Proto-Numic form, although we will

return to a discussion of [tis;] when we deal with possible

were more complete, we might find a relationship between it
and Miller's (1967:26) Uto-Aztecan set *sunu, "corn," either
as a cognate, or as an inter-stock borrowing. The intriguing
question would then be when the shift of meaning occurred.

30There is also a possibility that the use of *wa”a-
in the western Basin and *hukWi in the eastern and southern
Basin has an ecological basis. According to Pohl (1953)
concentrations of Elymus are more common in the west, while
Agrophyron is more typical of the east. The entire problem
merits further consideration.
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Southern Paiute-Hopi relationships (see Chapter VI).

e. Plant Part Names. The remaining forms that func-
tion in Numic as taxonomic equivalents of life forms are the
designations for various plant parts; i.e. seed, root, berry,
leaves or greens and flower (see Table 7). As with most of
the other life forms above, we can only suggest, based on
distributional and other lines of evidence, that some of them
so served in Proto-Numic times. Of the various forms, seed
and root are the most widely distributed, with cognates in
each Numic language. These can be reconstructed as Proto-
Numic *pusi, "seed," but also "eye" and *tidina, "root."
These in turn go back to Proto-Uto-Aztecan *pusia*puci (UAC
#160a), "eye," but also "seed," and perhaps *na, "root" (UAC
#356). The form for leaf is less widely distributed, re-
flecting one form related to Proto-Numic *nangka, "ear" in
Northern Paiute, Southern Paiute and some Shoshoni areas, a
second /sigibi/ in most of Shoshoni and a third, [puhipI],
related to "green" in Comanche (see also "greens" in Northern
Paiute, Shoshoni and Southern Paiute). Proto-Numic *nagka,
"ear" may have been extended to leaf on a parallel with
*pusi, "eye" to "seed." There also appear to be taxonomic
parallels for these two forms in Tubatulabal /punzil/ "large
seed," and /napkabil/"leaf." There seems to be no unity in
the various forms for "berry." However, given the Northern
Paiute and Southern Paiute usages (see Table 7), it is pos-
sible that it was merged with "seed."

The forms for "flower" (Table 7) seem to be more

regionally specific than culturally or linguistically
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defined. Mono, Kawaiisu and some central Shoshoni groups
reflect related forms /hipika'/, [hZbiyeri:d+/ and /hapin-
koppo/, respectively, while Northern Paiute and the northern
areas of Shoshoni territory (including Comanche) show [toni—
gPa] and [ténziyanga] or [totsf&aap!], respectively. South-
ern Paiute reflects [si’fﬁkapi]~[siqkapi] and Chemehuevi,
related [si’fbi]. These Ute forms are apparently related to
Proto-Cupan *sa&- and Serrano [s?9?-], "to bloom, flower"
(Bright and Hill 1967; Hill 1967) and probably ultimately to
Uto-Aztecan *se, "bloom, flower" (UAC #178a). The Hopi form
[sih#], "flower" is probably also a cognate, although Miller
(1967) derives it from a related stem *si (UAC #178b).

The Ute stems appear to be the oldest, probably
representing at least Proto-Numic *si?i-, "to bloom, flower."
The Mono, Kawaiisu and central Shoshoni forms show enough
correspondences (especially with Southern Paiute [si?ipkap#])
to suggest that they are either part of the same stem, per-
haps *si”inka- or *sibinka-, or are an early inter-dialect
borrowing. The Northern Paiute and northern Shoshoni forms
[tonfga’a], etc., are thus either extra-Numic borrowings or
innovations.

One might legitimately question whether these various
terms for plant products served similar taxonomic functions
in Proto-Numic times, for apart from the Tubatulabal taxonomy
presented in Chapter IV, we have little other direct evidence
of their use. However, some indirect evidence might also be
cited here, from notes on the function of certain classifiers

in Numic, perhaps relating more specifically to the denota-

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



254

tive meaning of certain proto-generic names.

As noted in Chapter III, and again in the section on
generic reconstructions, various of the unitary simple lex-
emes in the Numic taxonomies can occur with or without clas-
sifiers of the shape /-piw-bi/ and/or /-pis-bi/. Although
all of the functions of these forms are not known as yet (see
Sapir 1930; Liljeblad 1966), one of their correlations in-
volves a change in the focus of meaning of the form from a
specific plant product to the plant in general; i.e., [aki]
and [tiba] without classifiers refer to sunflower seed and
pinyon nut, respectively, while [akimp#] and [tibapi] refer
to sunflower plant and pinyon tree (Southern Paiute examples;
see Table 8 for others). Forms that show this feature are
found in all Numic languages with varying frequency. Curi-
ously, the number of stems involved increases in the south-
ernmost languages in geographic distribution; i.e. in Mono,
Kawaiisu and Southern Paiute (Ute). (The situation in Pana-
mint is unknown at present). It is also interesting to note
that those stems that display this feature are those we have
previously suggested are probably the oldest (compare Table
8 to Sets I, II, above).

Based on these findings, we would suggest that the
focus on plant part categories in Numic taxonomies may be
related to this feature. In other words, forms without clas-
sifiers refer to plant products and thus shculd be organized
into categories such as seeds, roots, leaves, etc., and ulti-
mately, also perhaps into the dichotomy eaten/not eaten.

Since this feature appears to be an old one in Numic, we will
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Table 8: Plant vs. Plant Part: Numic Classifier Suffixes

(Examples)

Mono: (Lamb 1957) tipa pinyon nut
tipa-pt pinyon tree
kunuki elderberry
kunuki-pi elderberry bush
sthé willow
sihi-p# willow tree
wiya black oak acorn
wiya-p# black oak tree
wohgo ponderosa nut
wohqo-p# ponderosa tree

etc.

Northern Paiute: (Reno) tiba pinyon nut
tiba-p+ pinyon tree

Kawaiisu: (Zigmund 1941) tiva pinyon nut
tiva-p# pinyon tree
ku’u Mentzelia seed
ku?u-vi Mentzelia plant
mahaku?u Mentzelia seed (2)
mahaku?u-

vi Mentzelia plant (2)
etc.

Ute: (Cedar City) tiba pinyon nut
tiba-p# pinyon tree
aki sunflower
ak#mpd sunflower plant
wa’i rice grass
wa”aib# rice grass plant
?i?isi squawbush berry
?iisi-b# squawbush
aka tansy mustard
akata-p# tansy mustard plant
saimpi cattail/tule

saimpi-bt cattails/tules
Panamint: (no examples)

Shoshoni: (Owyhee) sigo sego lily bulb
sigo-bi sego lily plant
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further suggest that a taxonomy based on edible products is
also of some antiquity, probably predating Numic divergences.
Plants defined in more recent times, as well as those of less
direct importance, are thus given taxonomic positions in
keeping with these same principles; i.e. according to use
and/or products produced.

f. Medicine. The various Numic forms labeling the
category medicine also appear to be cognates, although the
Kawaiisu-Ute forms are somewhat aberrant. Southern Paiute
[musutukwi] seems to be a metathesized form of Kawaiisu
[m:tasugwe], thus probably related to Proto-Numic *tusu- or
perhaps even *natusu-.

Lexemes marking the Numic major life form categories
for animals are also given in Table 7. As can be seen from
the forms presented, there is considerable variation across
the region, with few categories giving evidence of cognate
relationships. Several are nominalized verb stems as opposed
to elevated generics. As with the plant life forms, we will
discuss each in turn.

g. Game Animal. A category for large game animals
(all edible) is marked in all Numic schemes by a variety of
lexemes, none of which appear to be cognates. All of these
forms also have transparent etymologies. They express the
unity of these animals by calling attention to morphological
features, such as their hooves (Northern Paiute) or their
horns (Southern Paiute), or by describing them as the ones
killed {(Shoshoni), the ones hunted (Northern Paiute, Sho-

shoni) or merely as game animals (a separate lexeme in
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Southern Paiute, Chemehuevi). Since taxonomic data for this
grouping are so poor in the other non-Numic Uto-Aztecan lan-
guages (see Chapter IV), we cannot suggest that any of these
various stems has priority as a Proto-Numic life form. Some
are traceable to Proto-Numic in other capacities, however.31
Before continuing, we should note a curious semantic
parallel that occurs with reference to this category. 1In all
of the Great Basin, cognate forms for "mountain sheep" appear
to be lacking. Where reported, they vary from area to area.
The Northern Paiute form is [kdipi], the Shoshoni form is
either [wé%ipi] and/or [tﬁku], depending on area and the
Southern Paiute-Ute form is [nagé]. However, in spite of the
differences, two and perhaps three of these forms share a
common feature of derivation. Northern Paiute [kdipi] is
probably from /ko”i-wkoi-/, "to kill (pl)." Shoshoni [wisi-
pi] is from /wasi-/ "to kill (sg)." Shoshoni [thku] may re-
flect a related concept in that it is apparently from /tuk-
ku/, "meat, flesh" (see also UAC #279, *tuhku, meat, flesh).
An additional parallel may be provided in the Tiibatulabal
forms /paa”a-t/ "mountain sheep" and /pa®agin-/, "to hit,
beat" (see also Takic and Hopi cognates for "mountain sheep"

and UAC #244, *paka, paki, to kill, beat).

31The stem "to hunt" [tihoa] in NP has parallels in
the various Takic languages (see Chapter IV). Numic forms
for "hair, fur" *pihi- can be related to others in Uto-
Aztecan, summarized by Miller (1967) in his UAC #212a; simi-
larly "horn" (UAC #235) and "nail" (claw) (UAC #298a).
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Just what these parallels may represent, if anything,
is difficult to tell without further inquiry. However, a pos-
sible clue is provided by at least one Northern Paiute mytho-
logical tale relating the skills of mountain sheep as a hunt-
er (Fowler and Fowler 1971:223). We have already noted that
mythology functions in category building in varicus systems.

h. Crawlers. Taxonomies elicited from three of the
Numic groups tested show a category "crawlers" marked by cog-
nate lexemes from the Proto-Numic verb stem *nuyugWa- "to
crawl close to the ground." Although this form appears to be
strongly reflected, in the absence of comparative data from
other non-Numic groups, we can only suggest its former use.

i. Fliers or Birds. Only two of the Numic groups
from whom taxonomies were gathered marked a life form "fli-
ers," covering both "birds" and "flying insects." These are
Northern Paiute with [yoziﬁi], and Shoshoni with [yi%inadi].
These stems may derive from a single form, although this is
not completely clear.32 Southern Paiute may have a related
stem in [yaasa-], "to fly" (Sapir 1931). However, Southern
Paiute informants did not offer this form as a cover term
(see Chapter III). Rather, they preferred to use the form
for "bird/little bird" separately, treating flying insects as
part of the category "bugs" (see again, Chapter III). In the
absence of any other corroborative evidence for this category

in Numic or any other Uto-Aztecan group, we hesitate to give

325h0shoni [ytci-], according to Miller (personal
communication) is both "to get up" and "to fly! Northern
Paiute seems to have two stems, [yozi-], "to fly" and [yici-]
"to move." Southern Paiute has [yaasa-], "to fly."
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it Proto-Numic status.

Although the category bird is considered subordinate
to "fliers" in some Numic taxonomies, it has the status of a
full life form in others. It also appears to so function in
several other non-Numic Uto-Aztecan taxonomies. However, as
we noted in Chapters III and IV, there is some variation
across the region in the use of terms for "bird." The most
typical pattern in Numic is to give primary emphasis in usage
to a dual division of this category into "large bird" and
"small bird" rather than to a single life form. This dual
division is marked by separate lexemes in each case. In
those areas where there is a single life form name, it either
corresponds to the term for "small bird," or to an alterna-~
tive form "those with wings/feathers" (see Northern Paiute
and Shoshoni [kasaga®yu] and [kasaganti], Chapters III and
IV). The stem for "large bird," commonly derived from Proto-
Numic *kwinna, *kwanna, "eagle," is rarely used in this
capacity.

Comparison of the Numic forms for "small bird" and
by extension, "bird (incl.)," leaves us with some doubt as to
their ultimate relationship (see Table 7). The Mono form
/ciihpa/ and the Northern Paiute form /huziba/ appear close
enough to postulate a Proto-Western Numic form *cipa. These
may in turn be related to Kawaiisu [witsikize] and Southern
Paiute-Ute /wiéici/, although the correspondences are irregu-
lar. The Panamint and Shoshoni forms show the most devia-
tion, with forms from [?uttui] in Panamint (Good 1964) to

/huiccu/~/huccuu/a/huhtsuu/ in Shoshoni and Comanche being
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recorded in various areas. The initial syllables of these
forms parallel most closely Northern Paiute initial /hu-/ in
/huziba/. The Northern Paiute and Shoshoni forms also paral-
lel the respective names for sage hen: [huzzi] and [hucu?u].
Miller, Tanner and Foley (1971) suggest that onomatopoeia may
account for the discrepancies in the Panamint and Shoshoni
forms.

If we look at broader distributions, we note apparent
cognates for the Kawaiisu-Ute (and perhaps the other) forms
in Cahuilla [wik'ik-mal], "bird," Serrano [wici~-t], "bird,"
Luiseno /wi®kas-mal/, "bluejay," and Mayo, Yaqui and Huichol
[wiikit] [wiikit] and [wiikii], apparently also "bird" (Key
1954). Miller (1967:20) suggests the form *wicia*wiki to
cover these correspondences (UAC #40, bird). It is possible
that Hopi /ciro/ "bird" (Voegelin and Voegelin 1957) or
"little bird" (Whiting, personal communication 1969) is also
related. The Takic and Tubatulabalic forms appear to derive
from a different stem (Luiseno /?ihen-mul/, Cupeno /hinii/,
Cahuilla /hen-hen-ik/, Tubatulabalic /?uhula-t /), probably
related to a verb "to fly" (see UAC #183, *hini, to fly).

In the absence of any clear generic referents for
these forms, we can probably assume that by Proto~Numic times,
a form related to *wici *wiki was already in use as a life
form at least for "little birds." The use of a separate term
for "large birds," Proto-Numic *kwanna,*kwinna, "eagle" is
also suggested, although data for its wider distribution are
not as good. As far as we know, only the Hopi appear to use

a parallel concept, with "eagle" (Hopi /kwa:—h/) being used
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inclusively for "large birds" (see Chapter IV). In Takic,
the stem /kwa—/ is found in names for condor and hawks in
some languages, perhaps a further indication of the applica-
bility of this concept.

j. Fish. Terms for the life form "fish" in Numic
also pose certain problems. As we can see from Table 7, all
contain what appears to be the prefixed form for "water,"
Proto-Numic *pa-. Beyond this, however, there is some varia-
tion in the second syllable, with Western Numic reflecting
/-kwi/, Central /-qkwi/ and Southern /-kicim-ki?uci/. If we
consider additional data and distributions, we note that
several languages in Southern California share what may be a
related stem. Bright and Hill (1967) reconstruct the form
as *keyul for Proto-Cupan (Luiseno /kiyuul/, Cahuilla /kiyu-
1/, Cupeno /gayu/). Serrano has related /kihutu/, while
Tubatulabal reflects /kuyuu-l/. Hopi shares what may be a
cognate in /pa-kiwvpa-kiwv/.

In view of these correspondences, a second Northern
Paiute stem also becomes of interest. This is Northern Pai-

ute /kuyui/, the name for "black sucker" (Chasmistes cujus),

a fish of a very ancient type now found only in Pyramid Lake
in western Nevada, but which once enjoyed a wider distribu-
tion in the Lahontan System (LaRivers 1962). Based on the
presence of this form, we will tentatively suggest that a
Proto-Numic form *kiyu-~*kuyu may be the source of the North-
ern Paiute and Southern Paiute forms, and that this may be
ultimately related to the Takic and Tubatulabalic forms. It

is possible that the Western Numic and Central Numic forms
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may also be related, although we will have to have more data

on Proto-Numic to modern Numic phonological transitions be-

fore we can be certain. A suggested proto-form for these may

be found in *pa-kiyu, perhaps a second generic for another

fish.33

In the absence of any specific referents for these

various stems, with the exception of Northern Paiute /kuyui/,
we cannot positively identify the referent of Proto-Numic
*kiyumn*kuyu, or *pa-kiyu. Its status as a life form must
also be held in question, although given the Takic and Tuba-
tulabalic evidence, it may have achieved this position by
Proto-Numic times. We will return to a discussion of the

- possible historical significance of "fish" in Chapter VI.
5. Unique Beginners

Unique beginners, at least of the type described by

Berlin (1972), are weakly developed in all Numic schemes,
with the possible exception of Southern Paiute-Ute. Except
for these latter forms, none appear to have their origins in
further generalization of generics, intermediates or life
forms. In Northern Paiute, as we have noted previously
(Chapter III), the forms serving as unique beginners also
have other functions. The form for plant, [ndads] , literally
"grower," and for animal, [yiciaadi], literally "mover," may

be applied in contexts other than those involving plants and

33We have noted previously the tendency for all Numic
speakers to form new generics by making a habitat differen-
tiation, specifically with the form *paa-, "water" (see Set
III, and discussion of Specifics).
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animals. The verb /naa-/, "to grow" is also applied to
humans, for example.

In Shoshoni, there appears to be some differentiation
in unique beginners, which are also derived from verb stems.
The form for plant [siéka], comes from the stem /siﬁ-/, "to
grow" which, according to Wick Miller (personal communication
1971) is connected rather specifically with plants; i.e.,
/sta~-/, is "to grow, of plants." It may ultimately be re-
lated to the Proto-Uto-Aztecan stem *se,*si,*so, "to bloom,"
"flower" (UAC #178a, b, c) [see also forms for "leaf," etc.,
in Shoshoni (Chapter IV) and Chemehuevi [si?dp#], "weeds."].
The Shoshoni cognate of Northern Paiute /naa~/ is /nahana-/,
"to grow, of persons and animals" (Wick Miller, personal com-
munication 1971).

The form [niﬁididi], given by Owyhee Shoshoni as
"things that move around," (animals), also comes from a verb
stem /nimi-/, "to move around, wander, survive, make a living
in the aboriginal manner" (Miller, personal communication
1971). It was also recorded by Powell (1880) as a cover term
for game animals in Northern Paiute (see Chapter IV).

Conange (1951) also lists an additional form [yi&imuhkuna]
for Comanche, defined as "animal life." Its etymology is not
given.

Southern Paiute [ma°$bi] "plant/brush" and [pa’ébi]
"animal," appear to be unique developments within Numic bio-
taxonomic nomenclature. Although [ma’ébi] has some varying
definitions within the Ute dialects (see Chapter III), it is

quite clearly approaching the unique beginner status. Its
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ultimate origin does not appear to be any presently recog-
nized Kawaiisu-Ute generic. It seems likely, however, that
it is related to Hopi [ma:?3vi], an intermediate for various
types of desert brushes (see Chapter IV). Southern Paiute
and Hopi show a number of rather unique category correspon-
dences, as we will see in Chapter VI--enough to suggest a
good deal of interchange.

The origins of Southern Paiute [pa?dbi] "animal" are
more obscure. It appears to be the result of generic gener-
alization from [pa’ébi], "bugs," but this is far from clear.
The cultural significance of this generalization is unknown
at present.34

Beyond the various forms that serve as unique begin-
ners for the Numic schemes, there are two other dimensions
to be noted. These are the groupings land vs. water, as a
basic division within the unique beginners, and eaten vs. not
eaten as dimensions giving maximal orientation to the
schemes. The distinction between land and water forms ap-
pears to be a deeply rooted characteristic in all the data
on Numic biotaxonomic principles. Although most groups mark
only the latter distinction, both occur frequently in conver-
sations. Phrases such as [pdawainaadi] "in the water growth"
(NP) or [pdakupanti] "in or under the water" (S) are typical

of discussions. The exact phrasing may vary from area to

34Again, we might look to mythology to provide some
clues. However, a preliminary examination of recorded tales
(Fowler and Fowler 1971; Sapir 1930) gives little indication
of the importance of "bugs" in activities.
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area, but the distinction is always made. Designating new
generics by making the opposition "water __ " is also the most
active process in generic formation (see Generics, Specifics,
above). We thus suggest that the distinction is very basic,
and dates to Proto-Numic times.

We have noted repeatedly the importance of the eaten
vs. not eaten distinction in all schemes (see Chapter III).
It is marked by cognate morphemes in all systems. These de-
rive from the verb stem "to eat," and its negative, which can
be reconstructed as Proto-Numic *tika and *kai *tika. There
is little direct evidence for the use of this concept in
other non-Numic Uto-Aztecan schemes, with the possible excep-
tion of the Hopi classification (see Chapter IV). However,
indirectly, we might infer its use for both Numic and Tilbatu-
labal, based on the presence and importance of "food name"
and plant part terms as organizing principles (see Chapter
IV). We have already noted that many of the important plant
names in Numic designate food products rather than the entire
forms. The eaten vs. not eaten dimension may interact and
interpenetrate the dimension plant/animal in the semantic
deep structure (see Chapter III).

Given the various generic, specific, intermediate,
major life form and unique beginner similarities and differ-
ences discussed, we have constructed Figures 30 and 31 to
represent hypothetical Proto-Numic biotaxonomic classifica-
tion schemes for both plants and animals. We will discuss
the forms within the various categories in the chapter that

follows.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



266

UOTIBOTITSSRTD JULTd OTUMN-030IJ TeoTISY30odAH o€ aanbta
uxooe
eltMy
Kuebo uioor
~yew °ju ssexb Kxxaq Tulle
—BUNT 5 _ ouou, -3ongq eTYS
oonads u * ~uCe A Tsedy
—TMnky mmmmmom mmmum o801 Ksues
= Uy L3Tes
arty u - PeTOx eoRy
sn3oed (¢)-eues T TSIy u
eoFUL, '€ * umnimm sseb untoAT |ssexbeorx
xead A1yotad eurd — nqTSy T, N 3001 Meftx Teeny
nqeu -O3OMy u M -I233Tq . g
qeuy ssexb (&) euey (¢) snuyy paamdass
20913 Tadtunl ysniq poom even < . ToTdy e3eMy
: —ecemy - NATSx| ~@seaxb 188 |oyoueqozo TOTx
K13ayseq u o —ouo3 sTasTUR nen e ae3s
~Tc ISy uadse BTURMOD * Aummumu N3y Kzaoq Butzelq
HOTTTM -'uFsy| /erysang | expoydm U 3j0xaE0 -I9pTa ey,
sued m:mx poon —BUFY | -n3ngy uoTtuo edueky TATUR Bty
* .
esredy ~u03300 eapaydd | etuemod Benuiy obas Kaxaq podouays
2Tn3  [¢) e3jTuesuew -guosy -y "IN3xpeTUSINg uotuo 0bTSy | 20TATOS -003x
- IS - -
uT®Sx eARUFIL mwwwmw poom BUFUx Uy 3001 u®¥F3* | omorzuns
TTe3320 dwsy | -moxxeu -aseaab | westeq uotuo =3TNoSTq JuRIIND g FAex
TeO3x eYTMy -ebesy -0ouoj 'OUOR N TeTSx BUUNG 4 ~yObodx lcmxmmu
o
1 -nsngy eyueUy RUFPFIx [ (¢ TSNdy) TSndy
suTOTPaU saAeaT s3001 sataxaq spaas
eyliTqEs
— eyliTeFsy
(&)~ -eedy ~TeFSx (&) -nayy
sjuetd xa3el SI9MOT3J, paue3s-Apoom

BYFIx AXx
NAIVE ION

// _
&u:m.ﬁm/

sjuerd puet

Tz
NALYE

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



267

kucu bison (?)

*td2i- deer *tosa-kammi

*Kamms: ackrabbit showshoe
*kammi
jackrabbit

*tabu- cottontail

*kawa woodrat

*taba- chipmunk

*wo?i groundsquirrel

*cipi groundsquirrel

*kimpa groundsquirrel

*pu?ica mouse

*miyd gopher
o *poni skunk
8 *huna badger
o issa coyote
" *sadi dog
*wocia £ox
*wani fo
*yipa kit fox o
: . 1
*miha porcupine g
*pa-taka racoon 1 §
*wiko buzzard Fy
*kwinna eagle 00
*kwanna eagle aa
*passi eagle -
*kini hawk sa
*nanka?i .hawk La
" *mu?u owl 20
. :
2 _/.kukwu burrowing owl o]
2 ata crow .5
£ .~ *kata g‘"‘
*cai- bluebird 28
*kaka quail
*howi dove ~
*ana blue jay ™
*cogo (?) blue jay o
*hito meadow lark ]
*suku robbin &
*kodo crane L]
*wasa heron
*saiya mud hen
*nag:-(?) goose
g *pantici  ouzel
8
a *kuyu fish
- *pa-kuyu  fish
2 o *waga frogs .
2 3 *maka horned toad
o 2 *koyo i
3 g PO *aya tortoise/turtle
g8 ] *to-kogwa rattlesnake
o *pasi-ko  water snake/gopher snake
*atafka grasshopper
*kia locust
*wo?a larvae
*piyagi  grub
*mata tick
*poci lcuse
*ani ant
*so02a- spider
*muhi fly
*pina bee
oty
.;:gg" }  mosquito
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VI. FURTHER HISTORICAL CONSIDERATIONS

In Chapter V, we attempted to trace the history of
the development of the Numic biotaxonomic systems by means of
a series of reconstructions that considered broader linguis-
tic relationships. This was viewed as necessary for two
reasons: 1) because of the distinct possibility of exchange
of forms among speakers of the Numic sub-branches and lan-
guages, given aboriginal socio-economic patterns; and 2) be-
cause the Numic data are incomplete in themselves and do not
satisfactorily resolve questions of origins. Broader compar-
isons are required to identify both older (Proto-Numic) and
more recent (modern Numic) culture-historical links.

The procedure of reconstructing sets of lexemes re-
lated to the various taxonomic levels in the Numic systems is
a useful first step in tracing internal and external rela-
tionships. Reconstructions are relatively easy at the level
of proto-generics, where the data are more complete and prob-
ably even more stable (see Chapter V). Many generics have
wide distributions, so that a number of extra-Numic relation-
ships with possible historical implications can be noted. At
higher levels, inadequacies in the non-Numic Uto-Aztecan data
become increasingly more apparent, as do unique cultural and
environmental influences on the systems. Other problems,
such as establishing exact proto-referents also come into
play (see Chapter V). However, even at these levels, some

important clues to Numic culture history are provided.
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We will now attempt to look at these data on Numic-
Northern Uto-Aztecan biotaxonomic relationships from a second
perspective: that of considering more specifically the num-
ber and nature of the forms shared by the various branches
(Numic, Hopic, Tubatulabalic, Takic). These comparisons
should bring into sharper relief inter-branch and inter-lan-
guage relationships only alluded to in our previous analysis.
As the data under consideration refer to natural phenomena,
i.e. to plants and animals, further analysis of them should
also provide clues to early geographic patternings and to

possible proto-homelands.

A. Inter-Branch Comparisons
In order to make these comparisons, a number of

inter-branch cognate lists were drawn up. These are given in
Tables 11-17. In addition, cognate densities and percentages
were computed between the various branches (see Elmendorf
1958; Voegelin, Voegelin and Hale 1962). Figures for numbers
of comparisons possible between given branches (based on
identifications by modern genera and/or popular names), and
cognates shared are given separately for plants and animals
in Table 9a, b. Inter-branch cognate percentages based on
these figures are given in Table 102, b, c. These figures
can be considered as rough approximations of relationships
only. They do not imply time depths in themselves. It is
interesting to note, however, that they are in general agree-
ment with figures obtained by other methods (Swadesh 1954);

Voegelin, Voegelin and Hale 1962; Hale 1958; 1962). The
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Table 9: Northern Uto-Aztecan Inter-Branch Lexical Com-
parisons (Plants and Animals)

(First figure indicates cognates shared; the
second, comparisons possible)

a: Plants

Hopic Tlbatulabalic Takic
Numic 31/72 30/48 21/51
Hopic 17/30 15/46
Tlbatulabalic 15/36
b: Animals

Hopic TH#batulabalic Takic
Numic 31/71 32/74 35/85
Hopic 26/53 15/49
Tlbatulabalic 30/47
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Table 10: Northern Uto-Aztecan Inter-Branch Cognate Per-
centages (Plants and Animals and Combined)

a: Plants

Hopic Tlbatulabalic Takic
Numic 44% 60% 40%
Hopic 56% 33%
Tlbatulabalic 43%
b: Animals

Hopic T#batulabalic Takic
Numic 43% 41% 42%
Hopic 39% 31%
Tlbatulabalic 63%
c: Combined

Hopic Tibatulabalic Takic
Numic 43.5% 50.5% 41%
Hopic 47.5% 32%
Tlbatulabalic 53%
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discussions that follow relate to the specific inter-branch
connections as viewed from these data.
1. Numic-TUbatulabalic Relationships

Table 11 identifies the Numic-Tubatulabalic plant and
animal cognates. Those shared by Tubatulabalic and recon-
structed for Proto-Numic are listed first. These are fol-
lowed by those shared between Tiibatulabalic and various indi-
vidual Numic languages. In some cases, phonological similar-
ities between the languages has precluded positive identifi-
cation of borrowings. However, given what we know of their
proto-phonologies (Voegelin, Voegelin and Hale 1962; Miller
1967), we can be reasonably sure that most of the comparisons
listed are valid and reflect genetic connections. Those for
which there is some doubt are so indicated (see Table 11).

As can be seen from these comparisons, and from the
various figures and percentages given in Tables 9-10, Numic
and Tubatulabalic share a considerable number of forms. In
terms of total number, only the Numic-Hopic figures are com-
parable. In terms of cognate percentages, the Numic-T#batu-
labalic figures exceed all others, with the possible excep-
tion of those for Tilibatulabalic and Takic. Specifically, of
48 plant generics and 74 animal generics available for com-
parison, Numic and TUbatulabalic share 30 and 32 respective-
ly. In percentages, this is roughly 60% for plants and 41%
for animals, or a combined total of 50.5%. Major life forms
positions shared include forms for seed, leaf, grass, flower
and bird. Intermediates include fish, felines and owls and

possibly rabbitbrush (see Chapter V for discussion).
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Table 11: Numic - T#batulabalic Plant and Animal Cognates

Plants
thistle
elderberry
chia

willow (large)
rabbit brush
tule

onion sp.
pinenut
cattail

salt grass
Ephedra
juniper sp.
oak sp.

pine sp.
carrot

willow (small)
basketry fiber
tobacco mix
sego

currant sp.
" Lycium sp.
cane

a cactus

buckeye
medicine sp.
jimson
alder

seed sp. (?)

Numic
*cinna
*kunuk"i
*ku?a ~ *kuma
*pasi
*saga-
*sibu™-
*sail-
*si?iN*siwi
*tiba
*to?i-
*tisi-
*tutu™-
*ywa”a-
*kwiya
*woko-
*yampa
*kana (SN)
*g37 dm
*timaya
*sigo
*pogon—
*pici~m*?ici
*paka (SN)

uusi

(yucca) (SP)

pa”asi:b#
(Kawaiisu)
tudunziip# (S,
NP)

momop# (SN)

pawicu

soni~ (S)
(grass)

Tibatulabalic
citniya-1
ku,hupi-1
ku.l
pasi.s=1
sa.ha-t
si.ba.pul
si.?i.bi.l
si.wi-1
tiba-t
to?i-1
tu.-t
u'tu.dul
wa.dul
winiya.-1
wohombo.-1
yamba-1
ha.l

si=-1
tu.mayu.t
siko.nist

”opo.bo-1
(coffee berry)
pi.?is-t

paha.bi-1

u.si-1
(cholla)

pa.sa”u-1
tondonzi-1
mo.mo.h-t
pawicu.l R

so”ihih
(seed sp.)
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Table 11: (Cont.)

Animals

deer
coyote

woodrat
badger
cottontail
mountain lion
chipmunk
skunk

racoon (?)
crow

blue jay

owl

crane, gray
mudhen
meadowlark (?)
dove

buzzard

fish

turtle

frog

racer snake/water snake

ant
quail
dog/pet
trout (?)
lizard
bat

duck (?)
wolf
squirrel

2-striped squirrel

snake sp.

Numic

*ti24

*issa

*kawa

*huna

*tabu

*tuku

*taba

*poni
*pa-takadi
*ata~ *kata
*cai-

*mu’u ~ *muhu
*wasa

*saiya

*hito

*howi

*wiko

*kuyu, *pa-kuyu
*koyo

*waga
*pasi-ko
*ani

*kaka ~ *takaka
*pugu

agai (NP, S)
stgipicu (SP)
paca (SsP, P)
ciga (SP)
tibaci (SP)
stkuci (Sp)
ocopicici

stna (SP)
(king snake)

Tubatalabalic
tohi.-1

ist
ha.wa-1
2u.na-1
tahpun-t
tugu.kwi-t
tapaya-1
ponihw
kata.-1
?akapis-t
?azayibis~t
muhumbis-t
wa.sa-1
sa.ya-1
ci.do.bilah
Powi-t

wisokombis~t
(song of)
kuyu-1

ko.yo.-t
wa.ga.is-t
pisu-ga.-t
(racer snake)
pa.nin-t
taka.h
pukubis-t
hatayal

.siko.1l

paca.wal
kiwa.l
tibaic
?&si?ikga-1
picili.t
simin-t
(rattlesnake)
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Intermediates . .

rabbitbrush (?)
grass
seed
leaf
root

feline
owl

flower
Life forms

tree (?)

fish
bird

Numic
*sibu-
thuk¥i
*pu>i
*nanka

wicuna (SP)
(potato)

*tuku-
*muhu
*si>igka-w~
*sipka-

*huu-
(woody-stemmed
plant)

*kuyu, *pa-kuyu
*wici

275

Tlibatulabalic

si.ba-pul
*uugibi -1
punzil
nankabil
wi.%in

tugu-
muhumbis-t
?i.”ibil

2uuu-t
(cottonwood)
(tree)

kuyu-1
ciki-t
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Further examination of the Numic-TGbatulabalic cog-
nates indicates that several forms not found in Numic gener-
ally are shared by one or more Numic language and Tubatula-
bal. The highest number of shared forms is found between
Southern Numic and Tubatulabal. These include for plants,
generics for willow, jimson, cane, yucca/cholla, a root sp.
(used as a major life form in T), an unidentified medicine,
and possibly buckeye (with Kawaiisu only and perhaps a bor-
rowing); and for animals, wolf, two types of squirrels, bat,
and possibly bird, lizard, duck and a snake species (see
Table 11). Forms shared by Tubatulabal and Central Numic
include a medicinal plant, alder, bat (Panamint only) and
pessibly a grass species and trout. The forms for alder and
trout also appear in Northern Paiute (see Table 11).

Lamb (1958a) has also suggested some specific rela-
tionships between Southern Numic and Tlibatulabalic, noting
that Southern Numic shares "certain structural features with
Tubatulabal which are not found in Monachi-Paviotso [Western
Numic] nor in Panamint-Shoshoni [Central Numic]." Lamb also
cites the glottochronological figures of Swadesh (1954) as
further supporting this relationship. These are, respective-
ly: Monachi (Mono) and Ute, 19 centuries; Ute and Tlbatula-
bal, 29 centuries; Monachi and TWbatulabal, 35 centuries.
Lamb (1958a:99) feels that these similarities may be account-
ed for by suggesting that the dialect which was to become
Southern Numic remained under the influence of Tiibatulabal
for some time, while still retaining mutual intelligibility

with its sister dialects Western and Central Numic.
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Hale (1958), in a more detailed study of Uto-Aztecan
internal diversity, adds some new and generally lower lexico-
statistical counts. These also support the Numic-Tfbatula-
balic relationship, although they note a second internal
feature for Numic not cited by Lamb. Hale's data suggest
that perhaps Central Numic is closer to T@batulabalic than is
Southern Numic. His figures, stated in terms of minimum
dates of separation, are as follows: Northern Paiute and
Tibatulabal, 3039 years ago; Southern Paiute (Ute) and Tuba-
tulabalic, 2649 years ago; Shoshoni and Tibatulabalic, 2229
years ago and Comanche and Tibatulabalic, 2298 years ago.

Our data tend to confirm both Lamb's and Hale's find-
ings relative to Numic and Thbatulabalic, but do not support
Hale's Central Numic-TUbatulabalic relationship. In our
sample, more lexical items are shared by Southern Numic and
THbatulabalic than by Tiibatulabalic and any other Numic sub-
grouping. However, since our data on Panamint and southern
Shoshoni plant and animal names are so poor at present, the
question of this relationship should probably remain open.

It does seem quite clear, given all the data, that Western
Numic is the most divergent of the three sub-branches from
Thitabulabal. This seems somewhat surprising, given the
present geographic proximity of Western Numic-Tubatulabalic
speakers on the Sierran slope. The "hot deserts" of Southern
California and southern Nevada intervene between Tubatulabal
and at least the Shoshoni and Southern Paiute speakers of

Central and Southern Numic.
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Examination of the referents for the Numic-Tibatula-
balic plant and animal cognates gives some hints as to pos-
sible proto-environmental situations.35 Several of the
plants and animals in this set are quite wide-spread in the
west [see Hall and Kelson (1959) for distributions of coyote,
woodrat, badger, cottontail; Peterson (1961) for dove, crow,
crane, coot; and Munz and Keck (1963) and Kearney and Peebles
(1960) for rabbitbrush, thistle, willow, tule, cattail,
etc.]. However, others are more indicative of specific
regions and/or habitats. Chia, lycium and jimson are common
"hot desert" plants whose primary distributions do not extend
northward into the "cold deserts." Tule, cattail, cane, wil-
lows, as well as crane, mudhen and racoon indicate water or
marsh situations. Mountain lion, chipmunk, long-needled
pine, elderberry, carrot, juniper, pinyon and currant suggest
intermediate zone habitats or mountain environments. The
entire complex suggests "hot desert" zones in close proximity
to foothill and/or mountain environments, not unlike the
region in the southern Sierra Nevada occupied by Tibatulabal-
Kawaiisu speakers in historic times.

2. Numic-Hopic Relationships
Table 12 identifies the Numic-Hopic plant and animal

cognates. Again, as with Tubatulabal, the forms shared by

35‘1‘his and other discussions of possible homelands
for Proto-Numic are not based on as thorough an examination
of distributions for plants and animals as we would like.
Although the geographic range of many mammals is known (see
Hall and Kelson 1959), less is available for plants. Sie-
bert's (1967) study of Proto-Algonkian homelands by this
distributional method serves as a model.
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Table 12: Numic - Hopic Plant and Animal Cognates

Plants Numic Hopic

sunflower *ak# asgawu
tansy mustard *aka a:sa
thistle *cinna tcininga
Ephedra (2) *tutu’- 3svi
grass sp. *huk"i ho:ki
clifferose/bitterbrush *hina- hu:gvi
prickly pear *nabu na:vu
rabbitbrush *sibu- sivapi
cnion sp. *si?i ~ *siwi sizwi
cottonwood *soho- s8hévi
oak sp. *kwiya kwi:gqvi
basketry fiber *sEP&— sE:vi
pine nut ' *tiba tiva
biscuitroot *tuna tumna
‘ Solanum jamesii

service berry *tiwa tuwavi
ricegrass | *wa?i lezhu -
seepweed *wata la:ztci
pine sp. *woko- 1898
greasewwod (?) *tono- te:ve
douglas fir (?) sana- (S) salavi
reed *paka~ (SN) pa:zkavi
willow *kana (SN) gahavi
dropseed kwakwi(sp) kVak¥e
pumpkin pataqwawgpi (sp) ParapwaRa
grass sp. sthu (S) s3h3
rose (?) *cival- teskona
jimson (?) momop# (SN) cimona
cactus uusi (SN) ?8:s0

(yucca) (cholla)

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



Table 12: (Cont.)

Animals

mountain lion
wildcat

badger

coyote

fox (?)
porcupine
gopher

mouse

rat

cottontail
ground squirrel
pet (Domestic animal)

crow (?)
dove
hawk sp.
eagle
owl
buzzard

horned toad
fish

ant

mosquito
squirrel

bat (?)

blue bird
mudhead duck

blue bird (?)
hawk (?)
bird (?)
spider (?)
lizard (?)

*tuku+

*tuku

*huna

*issa

*wocia

*miha

*miy
*pulica
*kawa

*tabu
yinazibi (WN)
*puku

*ata ~ *kata
*howi

*kini
*kYanna (SN)
*muhu ~*mu”u
*wiko

*maca

*kuyu , *pa-kuyu
*ani

*Wipo ~*mipo
sitkuci (SN)
paca (SN)
ana (WN, SN)
ciga (SN)

*cai-

nanka?i (CN, WN)
*wici

hukYamp: (SN)
stgipicu (SP)
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tohow (~t)
tokoci
hdnani
?i:sawi
le:tayo
mi:qwawi
mizyi
po:sa
qga.la
ta:vo-t
yiqyaya
po.ko
2ap"isi
h8wi
ke:le
xYa:hi
moqwi
wisoko

maca.k%a .
{ires o5ty
a:ni

wipacovi
sakina

sawya

?a”a.t

cik+ mana
(mudhead duck)
co.ro

nati:yawk
ciro-t (little
bird)

ko:kagw
kiskici
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Hopi and Proto-Numic are listed first, with those common to
Hopi and one or more individual Numic languages following.
Positive identification of borrowings is also a problem here.
We have attempted to eliminate or otherwise identify those
that appear suspicious (see Voegelin, Voegelin and Hale 1962
for phonological data).

As can be seen from the comparisons, Hopic and Numic
also show a large number of correspondences. Of 72 plant and
71 animal names for which comparisons can be made, the cog-
nate densities are 31 and 31 respectively (see Table 9). 1In
terms of percentage figures, this is roughly 43% for plants
and 44% for animals (Table 10) or 43.5% in combination. Un-
like the Tubatulabalic-Numic figures where there is some dis-
crepancy between the relative cognate densities for plants as
opposed to animals (see above), the Hopi-Numic counts are
approximately the same.

Of the various other counts for Hopi cited in the
Tables, only those for Hopic-Tubatulabalic exceed the Hopic-
Numic figures (43.5% as opposed to 47.5%). Hale (1958; 1962)
also suggests a Hopic-Tlibatulabalic-Takic relationship based
on glottochronological data and other features of comparative
lexicon. He cites figures for Hopi-Cahuilla divergences as
2878 years ago and Hopi-Tibatulabal divergences also at 2878
years ago. He also claims that Hopic, Tlbatulabalic and

Takic share more of their lexicon with various Sonoran36

36Hale (1962) considers as Sonoran the following:
Cora, Huichol, Tarahumara, Yaqui, Mayo and the various Piman
languages.
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languages than with Numic (Hopic 15% more, Luiseflo-Cahuilla
15% more and Tiibatulabalic 6% more). Hale also cites figures
on Hopic-Numic relationships: Northern Paiute and Hopi, 2954
years ago; Shoshoni and Hopi, 2725 years ago; Comanche and
Hopi, 2504 years ago; Southern Paiute and Hopi, 2740 years
ago and Ute and Hopi, 2879 years ago. All of these figures
are so close that it seems doubtful that their minor discre-
pancies have much significance. We must await additional
evidence from proto-phonology and comparative grammar before
further assessing the situation.

The most striking feature of the Numic-Hopic rela-
tionship is the number of forms shared by Southern Numic, and
particularly by Southern Paiute-Ute and Hopic. These include
various generics, such as the forms for reed, willcw, oak,
dropseed, pumpkin, cholla/yucca, jimson, bean [an early Uto-
Aztecan borrowing, according to Miller (1966)]1, duck, frog,
eagle, and probably also fish, lizard, spider and jimson. Of
these, the forms for oak, frog and eagle are of particular
interest as the other two Numic sub~branches reflect a com-~
peting form: SN *kwiya as opposed to WN and CN *wiya, "oak,"
SN *pakwa as opposed to CN and WN *waga, "frog," and SN
*k¥anna as opposed to WN and CN *kwinna, "eagle." In addi-
tion, it has been suggested that Southern Numic [ma”dbi],
"plant" and [tésiﬁ, "herbaceous plant, weed," are related to
Hopi [maP3vi], an intermediate for desert brush, and [tf:si],
"weed, herbaceous plant." Other Numic-Hopic correspondences
include for Central Numic, possibly a grass species and

turtle (Panamint only), and for Western Numic, gopher.
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Given the relative geographic positions of at least
Southern Paiute-Ute and Hopi (see Map 3), it may not seem
particularly surprising that they should share a number of
forms. However, many of these correspondences extend beyond
the boundaries of the cultural groups into the remaining
Southern Numic areas (Chemehuevi, Kawaiisu). Most of these
forms are not found in the other two Numic sub-branches. In
addition, it has been noted that the shared forms are not
solely in the area of generics, where we might expect rela-
tively easy and effective interchange, but also in the area
of intermediates (frog, duck, rabbitbrush) and major life
forms (plant/brush, weed). Correlations of this type seem to
suggest a longer and more intensive period of contact. When
and where it first began is open to question.

Various ethnographic and historic accounts substan-
tiate Southern Paiute-Ute and Hopi contacts over the past two
centuries. The Spanish Padre Escalante recorded knowledge of
the "people of the blue cloth" (Hopi) among the Shivwits
Paiute in 1776 (Euler 1966:34). Southern Paiute also traded
with the Havasupai across the Grand Canyon of the Colorado
River to the South. The Havasupai were also in contact with
the Hopi and knew their characteristics (Spier 1928). One
Southern Paiute band was immediately adjacent to Hopi terri-
tory (Kelly 1964:167f; Euler 1966:106).

An intriguing set of Southern Paiute-Ute oral tradi-
tions also speak of contacts and associations between various
Southern Paiute and Ute groups and the prehistoric occupants

of pueblo ruins in their territories (Goss 1966; Kayser 1965;
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Pendergast and Meighan 1959). Southern Paiute-Ute groups
equate the Hopi with these Anasazi groups, designating both
as [mokwiﬁi]. Traditions further speak of the withdrawal of
the [mok"iti] to the south to occupy present locations on the
Hopi mesas. Archaeological studies in northern Arizona also
tend to support a southward mcvement toward Hopi country dur-
ing Pueblo IV times (1300-1600 A.D.) (see Eggan 1958; Ander-
son 1969).

Although the evidences from oral traditions and
archaeology cannot be taken as proof positive of linguistic
movements, or, for that matter, even of affiliations, in view
of the Southern Numic~Hopic correspondences, they perhaps
merit further attention. If we were to assume that at least
some of the Virgin-Kayenta peoples were Hopic speakers, and
that they did begin a series of contacts with Southern Numic
speakers approaching from the south and west, could we ac-
count for the correspondences? Not necessarily. As noted
above, most of these extend beyond the Southern Paiute-Ute
affiliations into Kawaiisu as well. Either the Ute-Hopi bor-
rowings dating to pueblo contacts were subsequently diffused
into Kawaiisu, or we must postulate some earlier historical
connections. We will tentatively suggest based on these dis-
tributions that Hopi and either the dialect or language
Southern Numic were in proximity at some time prior to the
internal divergence of Southern Numic. This is placed by
Goss (1965; 1966) at roughly 10 centuries ago. We will re-
turn to a consideration of where these contacts began in a

later section.
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3. Numic-Takic Relationships

Before we can consider Numic-Takic relationships, we
must first examine the internal features of the Takic group-
ing, for unlike both Tibatulabalic and Hopic, which consist
of single modern languages, Takic is a complex of several
languages evidencing varying degrees of relationship. The
primary members of Takic for which the data are sufficient
for comparisons are Luiseﬁo, Cupeﬂo, Cahuilla.and Serrano.
Vocabularies are too scant on the other small groupings to
provide more than ancillary corroboration (see Miller 1964).

In a paper on the linguistic history of Cupefio,
Bright and Hill (1967) consider its relationships with neigh-
boring Luiseno and Cahuilla. They reconstruct some 220 forms
for the parent language, labeled Proto-Cupan. All of these
forms illustrated show correspondences in each of the three
languages. Of these, 34 terms are plant names and plant re-
lated forms, and 36 are names for mammals, birds, fish, rep-
tiles and insects. The forms and their referents are as
follows:

Plants

*?amul, agave; *cay-, mistletoe; *hulagala (?),

buckwheat; *hunavat, Yucca mohavensis; *?iyala,

poison oak; *k®lawat, wood; *ka&lVl, mansanita;

*kWinila (?), oak sp.; *maxwal, palm; *mutal,

cholla cactus; *nakwat, sumac; *nav®t, prickly pear;

*nexic, gourd; *pala-, leaf; *panal, Yucca whipplei;

*pucila, eye/seed; *pasal, chia; *pa”ag- (?) sun-

flower; *pivat, tobacco; *gasil, sagebrush; *samVt,
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grass; *sanat, gum; *ss-, to bloom, flower; *sevela,
sycamore; *seyila, reed; *tevat, conifer sp.; *tu-,

to bear fruit; *wacic, Artemesia dracunculus; *wavic,

foxtail grass; *wiva-, oak sp.; *wexet-, w_; *yuyi-

la, spruce; *wiw-, acorn mush; and nettle (irregular).

Animals

*2aci(la), pet; *?awal, dog; *7ayamal, racoon;

*hunwat, bear (augmentative of badger) ; *?iswat,

wolf (apparently augmentative of coyote); *mehdta,

gopher; *paxwut (?), jackrabbit, young; *gawala (?),
rat; *qawe...ic (?), fox; *genic, squirrel; *suqat

(?), deer; *su”ic, jackrabbit; *sVkawet, chipmunk or

tree squirrel; *tukut, wildcat; *7?alwVt, crow;

*?aswat, eagle; *ca®ic, blue bird sp.; *la”ala?,

goose; *muhuta, owl; *mVxel, dove; *puwi- (?), road-

runner; *gaxal, quail; *tama-wat, mockingbird; ("big
mouth"); *yunavic, buzzard; *keyul, fish, *ayily,
turtle; *calaka, horned toad; *yu...l, lizard sp.;

*paxa?, racer snake; *sawat, rattlesnake; *waxa-,

frog; *7?anvt, ant; *mac- (?), tick; *mukVac (?),

flea; *sa®wV-, nit; and *suyila, scorpion (from
sting).

An additional check of the literature containing
plant and animal names for these three languages (Bright
1968; Hill 1966; Hill 1967; Kroeber 1909; Kroeber and Grace
1960) indicates that we can probably add to this list forms
for cottonwood tree, hemp, a chenopod, a type of water reed,

mountain sheep, skunk, hummingbird, two species of hawks and
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yellowjacket. The correspondences and suggested reconstruc-

tions are as follows:>’

Reconstruction Luiseno Cupeno Cahuilla

*?ava ... ?ava.xu-t *svax lavalvanat38
Cottonwood

*wica wi.%a wi wichal
Hemp hemp willow sp. milkweed

(for string)

*ge-t ge-t qi kit, ke-et
Chenopodium C. album (wild spinach) C. fremontii
fremontii (?)

*paxa (?) pacxaya-1 paxa pakhal
water reed bullrush arrowweed Phragmites

*pa?a- pa.?a-t paga baat
mountain sheep

*tuci- tus-ma-1 tuci dutcil
hummingbird

*xWao- kVa>-1a k¥ava’ma qanal

a hawk sp.

*kisi pa.kis-la kisi kisil
a hawk sp. chicken hawk

*sasan- sa.san-la soso”nimi sasan~-em
yellowjacket

*tokVi- tukmis-ma-1  t9k"® tekwil
skunk

Comparisons of the Proto-Cupan forms with my trans-
criptions of Miller's (n.d.) tape-recorded Serrano file, and
terms given by Hill (1967) in his Serrano grammar also indi-

cate correspondences in that language with the Proto-Cupan

37These reconstructions follow the suggested corre-
spondences of Bright and Hill (1967). All are tentative.

38'l'his form may be a borrowing, as Bright (1967)
indicates that initial /l1-/ is very rare in Cahuilla.
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terms. There are probable cognates for: oak sp., prickly
pear cactus, chia, seed, tobacco, grass, to bloom, acorn
mush, water reeds, sycamore and possibly yucca, as well as
bear/badger, gopher, rat, ground squirrel, deer, mountain
sheep, jackrabbit, wildcat, eagle, blue jay, owl, hawk, dove,
possibly owl, fish, rattlesnake, horned toad, lizard, frog,
ant and yellowjacket. The forms for these (various trans-
criptions) along with the reconstructed Proto-Cupan forms
(Bright and Hill 1967) for comparison, are given in Table 13.

The Serrano data from which these comparisons were
made are incomplete. Of the 78 Proto-Cupan plant and animal
terms listed, 40, or roughly half show equivalents in the
Serrano literature (Hill 1967; Kroeber 1909; Miller n.d.).
For the remainder, there are no terms recorded. Of the 40
Serrano forms available, 31 are apparent cognates with Cupan
forms, and 9, or roughly 23% evidence differences. If the
missing forms were available, we might then expect a fairly
high proportion of Cupan-Serrano cognates in plant and animal
terminology.

The 9 forms showing marked differences are as fol-
lows: wolf, with 3 forms listed (wanat, ko:cac, pa.wahi"i),39
ggg‘[kwici7i], skunk [ponyavat], mockingbird [si#ca.ta], hum-
mingbird [pitidi®i], buzzard [kwa:'c] (but also condor; see

Numic eagle), turtle [kopoti], flea [®atu®asta) and possibly

39The presence of three terms here may be a reflec-
tion of taboos on the name of "wolf" a very important charac-
ter in religion and mythology in much of Uto-Aztecan and in
western North America.
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Table 13: Serrano - Proto-Cupan Cognatee

oak sp.
prickly pear
chia

seed

tobacco

grass

to bloom
acorn mush
water reeds
sycamore
willow (large)
bear/badger
gopher

rat

ground squirrel
deer

mountain sheep
jackrabbit
wildcat

eagle

blue jay

owl

hawk

dove

fish
rattlesnake
horned toad
frog

ant
yellowjacket
yucca (?)
crow (?)

Serrano
k¥ixiti~k¥iih-t
na:but
pahinat
-puci
pi:vt
haam-t
ski
wiizc
paxkac
habo:c
hagata
hunat, hunawst
m#:naht
qa:c
ko:mp t
hukw't
paata
Vi ei
tukut
?ahinkit
ceicei?i
mu:pat
pakihac
magah"t
kihWuta
ho:nkat
cilYa:qwo'
(lizard)
wakatat
anttd

ha:nata
?uwamut A~ uumu~t
qatcauvut

Proto-Cupan
*kwinila
*navat
*pasal
*pucila
*pivat
*samVt
*g -
*wiw-
*paxa (?)
*sevela
*saXa-t
*hunwat
*mohata
*gawe...ic
*genic
*sugat
*pa?a-
*su?ic
*tukut
*?asw t
*ca?ic
*muhuta
*kisi
*mVxel
*keyul
*sowat
*calaka

*waxa-
*anvt

*sasan-
*hunuvat
*2alwVt
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goose [?acokita]. There is also an apparent shift in meaning
between forms for horned toad in Cupan and lizard sp. in Ser-
rano. Serrano [cilya:qwo'] lizard sp. (Hill 1967) is the
probable cognate of Proto-Cupan *calaka, horned toad. Ser-
rano horned toad is recorded by Hill (1967) as [tipa:'xwoi-
(?)ni'], probably a descriptive.

Other correspondences, attested by forms in some but
not all of the Proto-Cupan daughter languages as well as in
Serrano and other languages in Southern California can also
be noted. Some of these are listed in Appendix D with the
"strongest" sets starred. Again, as with the Cupan-Serrano
list, forms are more often lacking than divergent, so that
adequate statements concerning cognates and retention cannot
always be made. Although no attempt will be made here to
reconstruct possible Proto-Takic forms,40 visual inspection
of these data does seem to suggest that many can be postu-
lated for that period. Bright and Hill (1967) do not provide
any dates for time depths in Proto-Cupan, nor does Hale
(1958) compute any internal dates for the Takic grouping.

Table 14 gives the Numic-Takic correspondences (based
on Proto-Cupan, Serrano comparisons). Starred forms in the
Takic column represent Bright and Hill's (1967) Proto-Cupan
reconstructions. Those followed by an (S¢ in parentheses are
also found in Serrano. The starred forms in the Numic column

are our Proto-Numic reconstructions. Each of the recon-

4oThe Serrano data are too fragmentary and my trans-
criptions too uncertain. Data on the other Takic languages,
most of which are extinct (Kroeber 1907; 1909) are also too
fragmentary to be included.
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Table 14: Numic - Takic (Including Proto-Cupan) Cognates

Plants Numic Takic
tansy mustard *aca as-il (Cah)
Lycium (?) *picim ?ici ?%.ci-s (L)
service berry *tiwal tdwa (Cu)
Ephedra *tutu®- tutut (cah)
elderberry *kunukwi ku.-ta (L)
pinenut *tiba %*tevat
tule *sa”i *si?i (L)
oak sp. *k¥ia *kYinila (Sr)
prickly pear *nabu *navat (Sr)
chia *pasi *pasal (Sr)
sunflower *pakiﬂi’aki“_ *pa”ag-
pine *woko— *wexet
cane *paka- (SN) *paxa- (Sr)
hemp *wiha *wica
yucca/agave uusi (SN) u-a-sil
yucca agave stalk
screw bean k“ini- qwinyal (Cah)
grass sp. (?) *wa’a- wasxa-t (L)
spruce *ydwi- yuyila (L)
willow (large) *saga- saxat
juniper *wa?a~ wa.?a-t (L)
cattail *to?i- te.?is (L)
cocklebur/thistle *cinna cunala (L)
Animals
badger *huna *hunwot (Sr)
. bear/badger
wolf *issa *iswat
(coyote) coyote, wolf
gopher *miy & *madhsta (Sr)
rat *kawa *gawe...ic (?)
mountain lion/wildcat *tuku- *tukut (Sr)
cottontail *tabu tavut (Cah)

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



skunk
mouse (?)
crow
bluebird
owl
crane
mudhen]
hawk (?)
eagle

quail
buzzard

turtle

fish

frog

lizard

ant

tick

racer snake (?)
mouse

antelope
spider (?)

burrowing owl (?)

squirrel
blackbirds
bird

frog

lizard (?)
Intermediates
fish

bird

flower
grass(?)

*poni
*pu’ica
*’)ata_
*Ca'}i—
*muhu
*wasa
*saiya
*kini
*kYanna

*takaka *kaka
*wiko

*2aya
*kuyu *pa-kuyu
*waga
yinazibi— (NP)
*ani

*maca

*pasi-ko

tin.a (NP)
hokwampi (SN)
*kuk"u-
sikuci (SP)
pakoroba (NP)
*wici

pakwa (sp)

sikgipicu

*kuyu pa-kuyu

*wici

*si?inka
soni- (S)
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ponyavat (Sr)
pa”in~  (sr)
*2alwvt (Sr)
*ca”ic (Sr)
*muhuta (Sr)
we.sal (L)
say-la (L)
*kisi  (Sr)
*kWao

hawk
*gaxa

pawicokot (Ga)
condor

*ayily

*keyul (Sr)
*waxa (Sr)
*yu...l

*anVt (Sr)
*mac-

*paxa®

*pa”in- (S)
ton-la (L, Ca,
kuka (L, S
kuku.l (C, L)
*sVkawat
paxantc-im (ca)

wikikmal (Ca)
witcit (S

pak¥ari-t (L)
tadpole

sakaron (L)
tcaxul-am (Ca)

*keyul
wikikmal
witcit
sea?
*samVt
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structed sets is followed by the forms shared by individual
Numic and Takic languages. All are generics, with the pos-
sible exception of fish, spider and frog. The latter,
actually reflecting as tadpole in Luiseflo only is related to
Southern Numic and Hopic *pakwa.

As can be seen from Tables 9-10, Numic and Takic
share slightly fewer forms than do Numic and Tibatulabalic
and Numic and Hopic. The cognate densities for these sets
are stated in terms of Proto-Cupan as well as other Takic-
Numic correspondences. For plants, of 20 Proto-Cupan com-
parisons possible, 8 are found in Numic. Thirteen of 31
other forms also show similarities. For animals, of 40
Proto-Cupan comparisons possible, 20 are shared by Numic.
Fifteen of 45 others are also similar. Combined totals are
21 plant cognates of 51 comparisons and 35 animal cognates
of 85 comparisons, or, roughly, 40% and 42% respectively.

Glottochronological data are scant for Takic and
Numic. Lamb (1958a) cites Swadesh's (1954) Ute-Luiseflo
figure of 38 minimum centuries since divergence. Hale
(1958), again, has consistently lower dates. Based on vari-
ous computations involving Cahuilla, he gives the following:
Northern Paiute and Cahuilla, 3206 years ago; Southern Paiute
and Cahuilla, 2802 years ago; Ute and Cahuilla, 3389 years
ago; Shoshoni and Cahuilla, 3046 years ago and Comanche and
Cahuilla, 2641 years ago. There are some apparent discrep-
ancies in these figures; i.e., compare Shoshoni and Cahuilla
Vs. Comanche and Cahuilla. Hale's lower dates for Southern

Paiute and Cahuilla seems to be in line with our findings, in
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that Southern Numic, including Southern Paiute, and various
Takic languages share several more forms than do Numic and
Takic generally (see Table 14). Several of these may be bor-
rowings. Specifically, Southern Paiute and Cahuilla seem to
share the greatest number of forms.

In total, Hale's (1958) figures are in keeping with
our findings generally. He reports dates of greater time
depth for the Numic-Takic relationship than for either the
Numic-Tubatulabalic or the Numic-Hopic relationship. We may
be able to conclude from this that the plant and animal lexi-
con is about as sensitive to change as other areas of vocabu-
lary.

Examination of the plant and animal complex involved
in the Numic-Takic cognates again indicates a "hot desert"
environment, one adjacent to a foothill and/or mountain zone.
Chia, prickly pear and tortoise are "hot desert" indicators,
while oak, pinyon and long-needled pine and mountain lion
suggest intermediate to higher elevations. The water or
marsh related complex is not quite as strong here as in the
Numic-Tubatulabalic set. Several of these forms are shared
by only one Takic language and Numic. It is interesting to
note further, however, that Bright and Hill's (1967) Proto-
Cupan reconstructions give more emphasis to "hot deserts"
than do any of the Numic-northern Uto-Aztecan sets examined
thus far. They list agave, Yucca mohavensis, cholla, prickly
pear, and Yucca whipplei in their plant set, as well as road-

runner, mocking bird and scorpion.
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4. Hopic-Tibatulabalic Relationships

Table 15 gives the Hopic-Tubatulabalic correspond-
ences and Tables 9-10 summarize the cognate percentages. Of
30 comparisons for plants and 53 comparisons for animals pos-
sible between the two branches, Hopic and Tubatulabalic share
17 plant generics and 26 animal generics. In percentage
figures, that is roughly 56% for plants and 39% for animals,
or a combined total of 47.5%.

As noted above, the Hopic-Tubatulabalic figures
appear to be higher than those for Hopic-Numic. Fewer com-
parisons are possible between the two branches, which may be
an influencing factor. The plant cognate densities are also
slightly higher than those for animals (56% as opposed to
39%), perhaps indicating some differential replacement rates.
However, since Hale (1964) interprets his general lexical
comparisons as also tending in this direction, we may not be
able to dismiss the possibility of a close relationship with-
out further consideration. Hale (1958) cites 2878 years ago
for aminimum divergence of Hopic and Tubatulabalic. His
figure is slightly higher for Northern Paiute-Hopic (2954
years) and about the same for Ute-Hopic (2879 years). His
other Numic dates are slightly lower.

Most of the forms shared by Hopic and Tibatulabalic
are also found in Numic, with a few notable exceptions.

These include forms for: sego lily, jackrabbit, mountain
sheep, screech owl, rattlesnake, a second form for snake, and
possibly bumble bee. Of these, the forms for mountain sheep,

jackrabbit and rattlesnake are also found in Takic, including
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Table 15: Hopic - Tlibatulabalic Cognates

Plants

rabbitbrush
cottonwood (?)
onion

sumac/basketry
fiber

pinyon
cane

a grass
juniper (?)

cholla
pine
alder/birch
jimson
thistle
willow
sego lily
ephedra
flower
oak
Animals

bear

coyote

rat

jackrabbit
squirrel
mountain sheep
cottontail

Hopic
siva:pi
s8hévi
sizwi

sk:vi

tivap-
pa:kavi
ho:ki

le.posi
(berry)

?8.s0
18g8
palatsp3
cimona
tcininga
gahavi
he:si
*8svi
sih#

kwigvi

ho:naws
?i:sawd
ga.la
sowi
sakina
VA
pany &
ta.vo

Tlbatulabal e

si.bapul
u.ut
si.wi-1

si-1

tiba-t
paha.b#~1
2u.gibi, -1

wara-t
wa:dul

?u.si-1
wohombo.-1
pawicu.-1
mo.mo.h-t
ciniya-1
ha.-1
ho.zist
utu.dul
?i?ibi.l

winiya.-1

?u.nal
ist
ha.wa-1
su.?i-t
2isi?iga-1
pa’at
tahpun-t
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Table 15: (Cont).

mountain lion tohow-t tu.gu.kwi-t
dog po.ko pukubist
crow (?) 2anVis-t 2akapis-t
owl moqwi muhubis-t
buzzard wisoko wisokombis-t
song of
screech owl tokori tukluluh
rattlesnake cila simin-t
snake sp. (?) ta.ho tuha-t
whip snake water snake
ant a:ni pa.nin-t
dove - héwi ?owi.-t
bat sawya paca.wal
fish pa:zkiw kuyu-1
frog (?) pakwa waga.is-t
grub piak# pira.gin-t
bee (?) momo to.mo.gal
butterfly (?) ho.kona ciko.lolon-t
bluebird ?a”a.-t ”azayibis-t
hawk/eagle - kYa:hi wa.?a-1
eagle hawk
bird sp. (?) ciro ci.do.bilah
snowbird meadowlark
ciki.-t
bird
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Proto-Cupan (see Table 16). This may further suggest an
early and close association of Hopic with the various lan-
guages of southern California (Takic and Tubatulabalic). It
is interesting to note that jackrabbit, mountain sheep and
rattlesnake, all important forms in Numic culture, reflect
divergent forms from these stems cited. We will return to
this point when we consider possible homeland proposals
below.

5. Hopic-Takic Relationships

Table 16 lists the Hopic-Takic correspondences. Al-
though there are a number, in terms of percentage figures,
this is the weakest relationship noted thus far (see Table
9). Of 46 plant comparisons possible, only 15 are shared
between Hopic and one or more Takic language. Of 49 animal
correspondences, again only 15 are suggested as shared by the
two branches. In percentages (table 10), this is roughly 33%
for plants and 31% for animals, or a total of 32%.

Hale (1958) computes 2878 years ago as the minimum
date of divergence for Hopic and Cahuilla, the only Takic
language he treats. This is the same figure he gives for
Hopic-Tubatulabalic divergences. He (1964) again suggests on
the basis of additional lexical evidence, that the cluster
Hopic-Tubatulabalic-Takic may have some validity, as these
branches bear a slightly closer relationship to various
Sonoran languages than to Numic (see above). Our figures
tend not to support the Hopic-Takic relationship. However,
since we have not computed densities in the direction of

Sonoran, we can neither substantiate nor refute Hale's claims
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Table 16: Hopic - Takic Cognates (*Proto-Cupan)
Plants Hopic Takic
oak k¥i:ngvi *kYinila
prickly pear na:vu *navet
sunflower a:gawa *pa”aq
tobacco pi:va *pivat
Pinénut tivap- *tevat
pine 18qb *wexet
cane pakavi " *paka
bitterbrush huznvi hun-la (L)
sage, big - wi:kwapi wik¥at (ca)
goldenrod kaakwipnga kakVic (sr)
thistle tcininga canaka”a (Sr)
jimson (?) cimona mani?ic (Sr)
tansy mustard a:sa as-il (ca)
service berry tuwa towa
ephedra 3svi tutu (Ca)
grass sp. le:hu *wacic

rice grass foxtail
Animals
elk ca.yri 2u.cana-t (L)
bear . ho:nawi *hunw t
mountain sheep panwi *pa”a-
deer sowi?n"a *sugat
mountain lion tohow-t *tukVet
wild cat tokoci *tukut
badger honani *hunwat
coyote ?is:waw: ?i.?is-t *3isw t
gopher mi,yi *mohata
squirrel sakina *sVkawet
cottontail ta.vo tavut (Ca)
jackrabbit sowi *wu?ic
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Table 16: (Cont).

crow

owl

rat
rattlesnake

frog

snake sp.
lizard sp. (?)
ant

fox (?)
mouse

wolf
hummingbird
bluebird
hawk
eagle/hawk
fish

spider
louse

2an"isi
N
moy" &
qa.la
ck.”a
pa.kwa

ta.ho, tataho-t
kicizps
a:ng
le:tayo
pb:sa
k¥ew
to.?ca
?a”a
ki:sa
k"a:hi
pa:kiw
ko:kagw
att

300

*2alwvVt
*muhuta
*gawala
*sawst

pakwari~t (L)
tadpole

tataxul (Ca)
gasi-la (L)
*2anVt
*gawe...ic
wapaxval (L)
k"uci®i (Sr)
*tuci

*ca?ic

kisi (Cu, ca)
*kWan- (Ser)
*kayul, (Sr)
kukat (sr,L)

?acumpics
2atu”asta
flea
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with reference to these southern relationships.

Again, with reference to the specific forms in the
Hopic-Takic lists, some interesting features emerge. Here we
encounter for the first time a shared form for tobacco. This
is apparently an old Uto-Aztecan stem (Voegelin, Voegelin and
Hale #12, pispa ). Also, the forms for mountain sheep, rat-
tlesnake and deer appear to be of some antiquity. They are
divergent from present Numic stems for the same forms. We
also find two additional forms for types of desert brushes
not shared by Numic. These are stems for big sagebrush
Artemesia tridentata) and a second for a smaller goldenrod/
sage (see Table 16). The form for big sagebrush is found in
Luiseﬂb, Cahuilla and Hopi, while the form for goldenrod/
sage appears only in Serrano and Hopi.

6. Tibatulabalic-Takic Relationships

Lastly, Table 17 lists the shared forms between Tuba-
tulabalic and Takic. Of 36 plant comparisons possible, the
two branches share 16 or roughly 43%. Of 47 animal compari-
sons possible, they share 30, or roughly 63%. The combined
total in terms of percentage of shared forms is 53%. This
relationship is the highest recorded among the various sets
compared. Hale (1962) also computes a low figure for minimum
years of divergence for Tubatulabalic and Cahuilla: 2229
years ago.

Of the various forms shared, only manzanita and agave
appear to be widespread and unique to this set. Both are re-
constructed for Proto-Cupan (see above), and neither evi-

dences a Numic cognate. A few other forms are shared by

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



Table 17: THbatulabalic - Takic Cognates

Plants

mansanita
chia

pinyon

agave

oak sp.

pine sp.
wild rhubarb
thistle
elderberry
cane

willow (large)
tule

cattail
juniper
ephedra
Animals

coyote

bear

rat

jackrabbit
mountain sheep
mountain lion

squirrel (?)
cottontail
chipmunk/mouse

skunk

Tdbatulabal
ki.na-1
pa.si-1
tiba-t
2umu.bi-1
winiya-1
wohombo. -1
aba.nal
ciniya-1
ku.hup#-1
paha.bi-1
sa.hat
si?i.bi.l
to.ib#.1
wa.dul
u'tu.dul

ist
®u.na-1
ha.wa-1

,su.”i-t 1

pa.”a-t

W,
tu.gu.k -t
?#si?+ga-1
tahpun-t
tapa.ya-1

ponihw

Takic

*kolvl
*pasal
*tevat
*2amu-1 (S)
*kYinila
*wexet
aval-wu-t (L)
cuna.=la gg)
kuut (L)
pakhal (Ca
saxa-t

si?i

te.?i-s (L)
wa?a~t (L, Ca)
tutut (Ca

*iswat
*hunwat
*gawala
*su’ic
*pa’a-

*tukut
wild cat

tavut (Cah)

* tapas-ma-1 (L)

mouse
ponyavat (S¢)
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Table 17: (Cont.)

crow . 2akapis-t *alwvt

eagle a.sawi-t *2aswat

owl muhumbis-t *muhuta

blue jay Pazayibis-t *ca”ic
valley quail takah *qaxal

crane wa.sa-1 we.sa-1 (L)
buzzard yo”olap#.n *yunavic
meadowlark u.sa-1 ?isa.-1 (L)
woodpecker culus-t so.-la (L)
bird sp. tu.ga.yaya.-1 toxavi
screech owl tukluluh tukyapa-1
hawk sp. (?) B wa.?a-1 ma.xwa-la (L)
mudhen sa.ya-1 say-la (L)
rattlesnake simin-t *sawot

fish kuyu-1 *keyul
turtle ko.yo.~t kopot (Ser)
frog wa.ga.ist *waxa-~

ant ?a.nin *2anvt

fly sp. pico.gis-t picucut (Ser)
louse naha.-1 ?ale” (Cu,L)
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Tubatulabalic and a single Takic language, perhaps evidencing
borrowings. All others are either suggestive of Numic and/or

Hopic relationships as well.

B. Proto-Numic Homelands

The data presented in the preceding section on inter-
branch relationships have various implications for the cul-
ture history of the Proto-Numic speakers and for the other
northern Uto-Aztecans as well. As can be seen from our dis-
cussion of cognate percentages and glottochronological
counts, Numic, Hopic, Tibatulabalic and Takic are all rather
closely affiliated. Glottochronological counts place the
internal divergence of the grouping at somewhere in the
vicinity of 3,000 years ago. However, there are also some
interesting hints of slightly closer relationships between
some branches and sub-branches, notably between Numic, and
particularly Southern Numic, and Tibatulabkalic, Numic and
Southern Numic and Hopic, and Hopic and Tubatulabalic. We
will now attempt to systematize these_relationships by
examining more closely the plant and animal complexes shared
by all branches and suggesting a specific homeland proposal.

Table 18 summarizes the data on plant and animal cog-
nates shared by three or more of the four northern Uto-Az-
tecan language branches. Of these various forms 22 are found
in all branches. These are: thistle, prickly pear, cane,
pine, oak, ephedra, pinyon, badger, coyote, woodrat, wildcat,
squirrel, mouse, cottontail, crow (2), owl, eagle/hawk, buz-

zard, screech owl, an unidentified bird, and fish. Of these,
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10 evidence yet broader Uto-Aztecan distributions, according
to the data gathered by Miller (1967), supplemented by my
reevaluation of the published literature. These 10 are:
thistle, prickly pear, cane, pine, wildcat, mouse, buzzard,
screech owl, bird, and fish. Several forms listed in Table
18 are also found more widely, including tobacco, grass (b),
deer (b), crane, turtle (a), snake (a) and grasshopper/larvae.

Assuming that the above forms represent valid cognate
relationships, we can now examine them more closely as pos-
sible proto-environmental indicators. This examination lacks
desired exactness, in that biologists have not provided ade-
quate data to date on the geographic ranges of all pertinent
forms.4l Data are fairly accurate for ranges of trees and
certain shrubs and for mammals, but other forms are less well
known. However, utilizing what is available, we can make the
following generalizations: 1) based on the distributions of
pinyon, prickly pear and ephedra (see Map 4), that the home-
land area lies somewhere to the south of about 41° No. Lat.,
which marks the northern limits of these forms (Munz and Keck
1963; Shelford 1963; Steward 1938); 2) based on the distribu-
tion of turtle/tortoise from the maximal set, and chia,
lycium and cholla from the remaining forms in Table 18, that
the homeland was probably also south of about 36°30' No.

Lat., which marks the northern limits of the "hot deserts;"

41See Siebert's (1967) study of Proto-Algonkin home-
lands for an illustration of the techniques of proto-environ-
mental reconstruction involving distributional mapping.
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and 3) that environmentally, the homeland area must have been
diverse as to elevation, allowing for stands of pine, pinyon
and oak, as well as desert and lowland forms. Based on the
presence of proto-forms for cane, crane, heron and fish, it
must also have contained streams and/or marshes.

Given these various indications, we can now examine
some possible areas where these conditions are optimally re-
flected. The distribution of oaks becomes particularly per-
tinent to this discussion. At present, oaks are found in
concentration in proximity to deserts and mountains only in
two major western areas; e.g., in the Sierra Nevada and its
foothills in California, and in the White Mountains and areas
immediately to the south in southeastern Arizona and northern
Mexico (see Map 5). Smaller scrub oaks also occur in parts
of central Arizona and central Utah, but were rarely the
focus of any aboriginal economic attentions (Kelly 1964;
Whiting 1939). Palynological evidence for southeastern Ari-
zona (Martin 1963) indicates no significant changes in oak
distributions in that area in the more recént past, although
there may have been some shifts in boundaries as early as
9,000 years ago. Comparable evidence is lackiag for southern
California, although data for the adjacent Mohave Desert sug-
gest no major changes in the past 5,000 years. We can thus
assume, at least for the present, that the ranges for oaks as
stated should have been characteristic of the period roughly
3,000 years ago.

Amplifying the information provided by the distribu-

tions of oaks with data provided for pines and pinyons
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(Preston 1966; see also Maps 4, 5), we find the same two
areas indicated; e.g., the southern Sierra Nevada in Cali-
fornia and the mountainous and foothill zones of southeastern
Arizona and northern Mexico. Further consideration of the
other forms given in Table 1€ does not lead to any other
noticeable distinctions between them. As both areas are in
the immediate vicinity of desert zones (the Mohave in the
north and the Sonoran in the south), both contain forms such
as chia, lycium, seepweed, cholla and tortoise. General
descriptions of the physiography, vegetation and hydrology
for each area provided by compilations from Munz and Keck
(1963) and Jaeger (1960) for southern California and Kearney
and Peebles (1960) and Martin (1963) for southeastern Arizona
suggest additional points of similarity. We thus have two
possible homeland areas indicated by the lexical data, one in
the southern Sierra of California and the other in southeast-
ern Arizona and northern Mexico.

That both areas are suggestive of homeland locations
may not be particularly surprising, given previous attempts
at Uto-Aztecan linguistic paleontology. After a preliminary
examination of plant terminology, Romney (1957) also con-
cluded that the Arizona-Sonora border area might have been a
possible homeland for all of Uto-Aztecan. We could in fact
be dealing with two homeland regions, one in southeastern
Arizona-Sonora as an early homeland of Uto-Aztecan, and a
second area of secondary dispersion for certain of its
branches in southern California. The position of Hopi with

respect to these two areas should be of particular interest;
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e.g. did Hopi separate from the other Uto-Aztecan branches in
southeastern Arizona, or in southern California?

As has been the case with our previous considerations,
questions concerning specific problems of language and cul-
ture history must often be answered with data from outside
the area of immediate concern. 1In that the oaks seem to be
significant distributional indicators, we examined additional
published sources on the Sonoran languages of Uto-Aztecan
(Pima, Papago, Tarahumara, Cora, Huichol, Tepecano, Tepehuan)
for terms for these forms. None of the Sonoran languages
suggests a cognate for the forms for oak shared by Numic,
Tubatulabalic, Hopic and Takic (see Proto-Numic *kwia, *wiya
in Generics, Chapter V, and in Table 18). The most common
stem in the Sonoran languages appears to be related to Pima/
Papago [tua] (also in Cora, Huichol, Tepehuan, Tepecano).
This suggests a discontinuity in the terms for oaks that may
indicate that the northern languages form one cluster for
this feature and the southern languages another. The north-
ern branches also share the terms for pinyon (*tipa) not
found in the others. This may further indicate that Numic,
Tubatulabalic, Takic and Hopic dispersed at least at some
period in the past from a different area containing oaks than
did the Sonoran groups. We suggest that this is the case,
and that the area of dispersal for the northern groups was in
the vicinity of the southern Sierra Nevada, in the foothill
areas above the Mohave Desert (see Map 6).

This suggestion supports Lamb's (1958a) hypothesis of

southern California origins for Proto-Numic, with the follow-
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ing exceptions: 1) that we would place the area of disper-
sion to the west of Lamb's Death Valley locus, to take advan-
tage of the maximum distribution of the various oak species;
and 2) that we would go beyond Lamb's proposal and include
the Hopic speakers as also sharing this location in the past
--presumably around 3,000 years ago. Additional data that
tend to support this contention are the distributions of the
lexical forms for rattlesnake, mountain sheep and jackrabbit
(see Hopic-Takic Relationships, above) as well as fish (see
Chapter V) and the use of the intermediates rabbitbrush, herb
and perhaps also plant/brush by Hopic and Southern Numic
speakers.

Whenever proposals of this type are considered, the
question of borrowing must necessarily enter into the dis-
cussion. As noted by Swadesh (1959), and in Chapter II
above, the Uto-Aztecan languages may represent a classic case
of the mesh principle ir. maximal effect. Certainly with
reference to Numic, all of the socio-cultural factors facili-
tating exchange are built into their aboriginal situation.

We have also noted with reference to Hopic-Southern Numic
interrelationships, that there may have been some more speci-
fic periods when interchange was facilitated. In addition,
given the guality and quantity of the phonological data at
hand, we cannot reasonably rule out the possibility that the
terms for oak shared by Hopic and the other northern Uto-
Aztecan languages, and the terms for mountain sheep, snake,
jackrabbit and other forms shared by Hopic, Takic and Tubatu-

labalic are not the result of inter-language borrowings at
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some later period. However, given all of the evidence, we
still feel that it is probably significant that Hopi shares
these forms with the other northern Uto-Aztecan languages and
not with those to the south. We thus suggest that the Hopi
were also in the southern California homeland area at some
period prior tc major dispersals by the Numic, Tubatulabalic
and Takic speakers.

In order to further account for the lexical distribu-
tions and the various cognate percentage differences within
the languages of this northern grouping, we can expand on
Lamb's discussion of the probable linguistic conditions in
the homeland area (see Chapter II). Lamb (1958a) suggests
that about 3,000 years ago, the area near Death Valley (which
we now shift slightly to the w2st), may have been character-
ized by a set of mutually influencing dialects. Among these
were the newly emerging Numic dialects (presumably those that
would give rise to the branches Western, Central and Southern)
and Tubatulabalic. We would add here that in all likelihood,
Hopic and various Takic dialects were also present in the
region as well. All of these groups may have ultimately dis-
persed from a southeastern Arizona-northern Sonora homeland
at some time prior to this period, perhaps following natural
water courses such as the Salt and Gila rivers, the Colorado,
and even the partially dry Mohave. Upon reaching the Sierra
foothills, their distribution pattern may have been like that
given in Map 6, with Tubatulabalic and Takic to the west and
Numic and Hopic to the east. We would also place Southern

Numic in close proximity of both Hopic and Tibatulabalic.
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Soon after 3,000 years ago, the various dialects
began to develop more distinctive features. Hopic speakers
may even have begun to disperse either across the deserts of
southern California and the Colorado River and into the Ari-
zona plateau, or north and eastward skirting the right bank
of the Colorado. Upon arriving in Arizona, they also ulti-
mately adopted maize agriculture, probably from groups al-
ready in position. Miller (1966:100) also concludes, based
on the lack of cognate terms for corn in Hopi and the Sonoran
languages, that the Hopi were probably non-agricultural when
they arrived in northeastern Arizona. He notes that "it is
probably not coincidental that the Hopi and their Sonoran
cousins do not share the word for "corn," and that the earli-
est races of corn in the Anasazi and Sonoran areas are not
the same."

By 1 A.D., according to Lamb (1958a), Tiibatulabal and
Numic were distinct, and Numic speakers may have been begin-
ning to disperse northward. Southern Numic may have remained
in proximity to Tiibatulabal for some time longer, thereby
accounting for the higher number of cognate lexical items and
grammatical features shared by these two groupings. By about
one millenium later, all Numic branches were beginning to
show dialect divergences, into the units that would ultimate-
ly develop into the pairs of languages that each branch now
displays. Also at about this time, the northernmost Numic
dialects were beginning a fairly rapid northward expansion
into the Great Basin, probably also following the natural

geographic corridors provided by the region. The Western
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Numic speakers spread along the Sierran uplift into west-
central Nevada and beyond, the Central Numic speakers fol-
lowed the north-south trending Basin ranges into the central
area of Nevada, and the Southern Numic speakers followed the
Colorado river and its tributaries on the east. In particu-
lar, the historic distribution of the Southern Numic speakers
parallels rather closely the major right bank tributaries of
the Colorado River system, in both the Basin and Range and
the Colorado Plateau (see Map 6). The Southern Numic speak-
ers probably again contacted the Hopi, who by this time were
fully agricultural and living in the Virgin-Kayenta region.
The northern and eastward expansion of the Southern Numic
speakers may have in part accounted for the withdrawal of the
pueblo agriculturalists to the south and east.

Whether the proximity of bison in the Great Basin was
the impetus for Numic expansion as Lamb (1958a) suggests,
cannot be ruled out based on the evidence cited earlier (see

discussion, Generics, Chapter V).

C. Summary
In the foregoing chapters, we have attempted to

demonstrate the utility of historical investigations of en-
tire semantic domains to problems of culture history. We
have attempted to trace the growth and development of a par-
ticular semantic system--that of the biotaxonomies of plants
and animals--in a number of closely related languages forming
the Numic branch of Uto-Aztecan. We have suggested that

these schemes in Numic are based on recognitions of actual
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continuities and discontinuities in nature, and that they are
also environmentally, culturally and historically condi-
tioned. We have further suggested that studies of the growth
and development of systems in ethnobiology can give added
clues to the specifics of culture history for these various
groups, including some important language branch connections,
original homelands and processes of internal divergence.

From this study, we concluded that the Numic speakers, and
their immediate linguistic relatives, the Hopi, Tubatulabal,
Luiseno, Cahuilla, Cupeno and Serrano and others, once occu-
pied adjacent areas in the southern Sierra Nevada of Cali-
fornia. From this area, they gradually spread northward and
eastward, retaining certain semantic features of their ethno-
biological systems as well as a number of specific lexical
forms. They also maintained certain contacts with adjacent
branches and sub-branches that affected the subsequent devel-
opment of these patterns of biotaxonomic nomenclature. The
Numic systems as they occur today, are thus the result of an
interplay of all of these environmental, cultural and histor-
ical features.

In spite of certain limitations that may be inherent
to the methods of historical semantic studies of domains such
as ethnobiology, we thus conclude that studies that attempt
to account for the origins of the organizational principles
of such systems as well as for the lexical forms themselves,
can make contributions that go beyond other culture-histori-
cal and linguistic studies. Methods that combine the two

approaches within the framework of semantic domain research
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need many additional refinements and added substantiation,

but they should ultimately prove to be of considerable value.
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APPENDIX A

VISUAL CRITERIA AND THE

DEFINITION OF NUMIC GENERICS

During the course of these investigations, I was con-
tinually struck by the logic of native observations when deal-
ing with and naming native generics. This can be illustrated
by several examples of Numic and Proto-Numic vs. modern tax-—
onomic classification. Correlations betwsen the two systems
need not be, and often are not, isomorphic, yet the parallels
are striking and very interesting.

The Proto-Numic generics *tonca (Set III) and *tunna
(Set I) are examples of native generics that are more specif-
ic than a modern taxonomic genus. The reflected forms of both
are members of the same botanical genus Lomatium (L. dissectum
var. multifidum, and L. sp., either L. macrocarpum or L. ne-
vadense, or both). Popular names are "Indian balsam" and
biscuitroot, also a clue to their distinctiveness. Close ex-
amination of the forms in question yields many points of dif-
ference. Biscuitroots are low-growing, or prostrate forms
with puffs of closely spaced white to pinkish flowers. They
appear in early spring, and were an important focus for native
food gathering activities. By mid-summer, their foliage has
disappeared. Indian balsam, in contrast, is a tall herb (ca.
8-14 dm.), has widely-spaced flower clusters born on the ter-
minal ends of the umbel, and is observed for much of the sum-

mer season. Its root was gathered in the fall as an important
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medicine. It was considered a "cure-all" with many uses, and
is still found in many Indian households today.

Botanists appear to have had some difficulty in plac-
ing Indian Balsam taxonomically in the past. According to
Munz and Keck (1963:1026), it and several closely related
forms were formerly considered to constitute a separate genus,
Leptotaenia. The entire genus Leptotaenia has now been merged
with Lomatium, comprising three of its many western species.
The resulting genus Lomatium is thus quite heterogeneous vis-
ually. The Proto-Numic and Numic generics retain the earlier
classification.

The Proto-Numic generic *hi#na- (Set I), as opposed to
the generics *tonca and *tunna, seems to be an example of a
form that is more inclusive than a modern botanical genus.

Its present-day Numic referents reflect either the genus Pur-
shia, popularly bitterbrush, or Cowania, pobularly cliffrose,

or both (P. tridentata and C. mexicana var. stansburiana, re-

spectively). Close examination of the forms in question

yields many points of similarity. Both forms resemble each
other in general features of leaf shape, size and color (leaves
small, often trident, dark green above, light beneath). They
are also similar in general features such as branching and in
overall size (both vary from 1-3 m., according to Munz and
Keck 1962:780). Both occur in valley and mountain habitats,
although Cowania seems to be confined to higher elevations in
parts of the Great Basin region, where it also attains a great-

er height than Purshia. Both genera have overlapping geo-
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graphic distributions in much of the southern Basin. Both
Purshia and Cowania belong to the same botanical family (Ros-
aceae) . Neither genus is particularly diverse, at least in
western North America. Both genera were used for similar
medicinal purposes by Great Basin groups. The bark of Cowan-
ia, which is shreddy, was also used for clothing by the South-
ern Paiute.

Cowania and Purshia appear to contrast visually pri-
marily in the flowering season. The flowers of Cowania are
pale yellow, highly fragrant and multi-petaled, often resem-
bling single roses; hence the popular name "cliffrose." Those
of Purshia are smaller, more profuse and generally darker in
color. Thus, except for this feature, the genera reveal many
more similarities than differences. That they should be con-
sidered as members of a single Numic and Proto-Numic generic
is not surprising.

Numerous other examples can also be cited for both
plants and animals. In each case, visible morphology is given
a great deal of consideration by native taxonomists. However,
even though it is a primary base, use continues as the promi-
nent feature of all systems, giving orientation to the patterns

of nomenclature.
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APPENDIX B

PROTO-NUMIC COGNATE SETS IV:

WEAKLY REFLECTED FORMS

Following are the cognate sets that are the most
weakly reflected in Numic and the other Northern Uto-Aztecan
languages. They either lack sufficient distributional evi-
dence to allow their inclusion in Sets I, II and III (see
Chapter V), or they are suspected borrowings. Several are

found in pairs of adjacent languages only.

A. Plants

Manzanita adadampibt (S, K, SP, U). Adjacent
languages only.

Chenopodium sp. +ap+ (NP, S, P,). Probably from
verb "to plant." Adjacent languages
only.

Clover pozidap# (NP) and possibly pa:ziwatsu-
bb: (K). Southwestern Basin languages
only.

Tobacco puibahmu (NP, M, S, P). Adjacent
languages only. Also second stem

k"o?apt or sagwak oap# (SP, U) and

possibly a third so”od# (K). Yokuts

loan?

Chokecherry to’nambi (S, SP). Adjacent languages
only.

Fir (?) kataabi (NP, K). Adjacent southwest-
ern languages only.

Lupine k"idak%anna (NP, S). "Feces smell"
Adjacent languages only.

Moss payogap# (M, NP, S). Adjacent lan-
guages only.

Biscuitroot haapi?i (NP, S). Adjacent northern
languages.
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Mushroom hito?o (K, SP, P, S, M?). May be
found to be cognates on additional
distributional evidence.

Biscuitroot hunibui (NP, S). Northern languages
only.

Birch huuzab# (NP, S). Northern languages
only.

Grass sonipz (M, S). M form /sona/ "hay"

may be borrowing.

Atriplex ? sunu (NP, S). S form is for Atri-
plex confertifolia; NP form is for

* Agropyron spp.

Grass sihu (S). H form s3h3 may be related.

Cholla . uusi (SP). H. form 3s3 may be rela-
ted. SP form is for narrow-leafed
yucca.

For other weakly reflected plant forms see various
Tables, Chapter VI.

B. Animals
Mountain sheep various forms may reflect word taboos.
Antelope tin.a (NP) and also in various Takic

languages. wanci (S, SP) a second
form in adjacent languages.

Horse Various forms including extensions
of terms for "pet (NP, S), Spanish
loans.
Bear Various forms may reflect word taboos.
Wolf Various forms may reflect word taboos.
Ground hog yaha (S, SP). Adjacent languages
only. WN form differs.
Ground squirrel 2ehk"i (M) (K), 2ik"Vs (NP) ; aqwisic
(U); irregular and may be borrowing.
Field mouse pamoto?o (NP, S). Adjacent languages
only.
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Bat paacaci (SP, P) Adjacent languages
only.
Turkey See Table 2. S, C. SP and U forms

may be related. If so, this set could
be of considerable interest.

Red-tailed hawk naka?i (NP). See also SP form,
Table 3, and Set III.

Duck pth¢ (M, NP, P, S). SP, K, form
differs.

Junco (?) toh”?na (M), toogo (SP).

Mocking bird muci?uoina (M), musigaici (SP).

Lizard pogo- (M, P, S). Adjacent languages.

Salmon agai (M, NP, S). Adjacent languages.

For other weakly reflected animal forms, see various
tables, Chapter VI.
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APPENDIX C
A PROTO-UTO-AZTECAN GENERIC FOR "TREE2"

In his paper "Speculations on the Growth of Ethnobo-
tanical Nomenclature," Brent Berlin (1972) suggests that life
form names often originate in the elevation of culturally sig-
nificant generics. Although we have generally concluded in
this thesis that there probably was not a well developed life
form "tree" in Proto-Numic, certain other data in Uto-Aztecan
may suggest another interpretation in line with Berlin's
hypothesis.

In the course of general investigations into the life
form names for "tree," we examined the literature on much of
Uto-Aztecan for a possible generic precursor for Proto-Numic
*huu, "stick, plant, tree." This examination yielded a lim-
ited number of possible candidates for early Uto-Aztecan tree
generics, of which the most widely distributed are the dual
forms for pine, summarized by Miller (1967) as *woko (UAC
#320a) and *hoko (UAC #320b). At first examination, the two
forms appear to have mutually exclusive distributions in the
various languages, thus suggesting that they are variants of
the same stem. Their distributions are as follows: *woko,
in Numic (see Proto-Numic *woko, above), Tlbatulabalic (wohom-
boo-1, 'bull pine'), Hopic (18g8, ponderosa pine), Varahio
(wohko, pine), Mayo (wokko. pine) and Yaqui (woko, pine);
*hoko, in Northern Tepehuan (ukui), Southern Tepehuan (huk),

Tarahumara (?oko), Cora (huku), Huichol (huukuu) and Meji-
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cano or Aztec (okoo-t). However, the possibility that Hopi
may reflect both *woko (18g8) and *hoko (see ho-g818, 'juni-
per') forces closer examination of all forms.

According to the data presented by Voegelin, Voegelin
and Hale (1962), and summarized by Miller (1967), the Proto-
Uto-Aztecan vowels *u and *o have various representations in
the modern Uto-Aztecan languages. Proto-Uto-Aztecan *o is
reflected as /8/ in Hopi (note 18qd8, above), /u/ in Cora and
Huichol and /o/ in most of the other languages under immedi-
ate consideration. Proto-Uto-Aztecan *u is reflected as /o/
in Hopi, either /u/ or /o’ in Tarahumara and Varahio, /3/ in
Cora and Huichol and /i/ in Mejicano; otherwise, *u reflects
/u/. Examining again the various forms for pine as cited
above, Miller's equation of Cora and Huichol /huku/ and /huu-
kuu/ with *hoko appears to be correct; e.g., *o-»u. However,
there is no evidence for a *u-»/o/ shift in either Northern
or Southern Tepehuan, as would be expected if their forms
/ukui/ and /huk/ are cognates for *hoko (see also Bascom 1969)
for a consideration of Proto-Tepiman phonology). Tarahumara
/?ckc/ could go either way; e.g. P-U-A *o0-»/0/, hence *hoko,
but also P-U-A *u—»/u/, /o/, hence possibly also *huku. If
the association of the Hopi form for "juniper" /ho-q¥l18/ is
introduced here, it should also reflect *hu, not *hoko.

Based on this evidence, we tentative suggest that
there may have been two early Uto-Aztecan generics *woko and
*huku, both designating pines or other evergreens. We fur-

ther suggest that Miller's *hu, "wood" (UAC #474) and Proto-
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Numic *huu, "stick, wood" but also "tree" may ultimately de-
rive from *huku, pine or evergreen. The elevation of *huku

to the status of a life form “"tree" and the subsequent asso-
ciation of "tree" with "fire, firewood," etc. may derive from
its cultural importance and early use as fuel (see Chapter V
for discussion of *ku, "fire, firewood"). At some period in
Uto-Azstecan history, perhaps through a migration into areas
where *huku was unimportant or insignificant ecologically, it
may have lost its generic association. 1In these areas, how-

ever, its semantic identity with "tree, wood, stick," etc.,
was retained. Subsequently and particularly since the diver-
gence of Numic from Tilbatulabalic and other northern Uto-Az-
tecan languages, the life-form status of Proto-Numic *huu
seems to have decreased. This "devolution" may be correlated
with some major change in cultural orientation for the north-
ern Uto-Aztecans, such as the suggestion by various authors
that these groups may once have been horticultural (see Miller
1966 for evaluation). Berlin (1972) has suggested that "de-
volution" of this type, e.g. toward generality rather than
specificity, could take place under such circumstances.
Although a closer examination of the linguistic and
historical evidences for this proposal is now required, as
an hypothesis accounting for the semantic unity of "stick,
wood, fire, firewood, etc.," it has merit. Friedrich (1970)
has argued similarly for the development of Proto-Indo-Euro-

pean *dow, "oak," into "tree."
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APPENDIX D
SOME ADDITIONAL TAKIC CORRESPONDENCES

Following are some additional correspondences for the
Takic languages (Luisefo, Cahuilla, Cupeﬂo, Serrano, etc.),
as cited in Bright (1968), Bright and Hill (1967), Hill (1966),
Hill (1967), Kroeber (1909), Kroeber and Grace (1960) and
Miller (n.d.). For many, the data are insufficient tc deter-
mine whether the forms should be included in the reconstructed

sets as given in Chapter VI. Abbreviations are as given in

Table 4.
A. Plants
Prunus demissa (L) ra.tu-t; (Ca) atut
Chamise, greasewood (L) ?u”u.-t; (Ca) u”u.-t
Adenostoma fasciculatum
Wild rose (L) ~u$-la; (Ca) usal
Rosa californica
A seed plant (?) (L) pa.ki-1 (Lepidium nitidum);
(Ca) pag-ily (Baccharis glutin-
osa).
Ryegrass .
(Elymus condensatus (L) pa.xanki-§; (Ca) pa-han-kis
Blue oak (L) pa.wi-%; (Cu) pawi
Quercus dumosa
Mansanita (Ca) ta-tuka; Cu) tatx3d?i
Arctostaphylos sp.
Marsh plant (?) (L) te.?i-¥ (cattail rush);(Cu)

ti?i (marsh plant)

Alder (L) tukon-la, tuko.nu-t; (Cu)
tukond; (Sr) tikitd
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Soap plant

Chenopodium californicum

Elderberry
Sambucus sp.

Barrel cactus
Echinocactus sp.

Milkweed

Islay
Prunus ilicifolia

Yerba mansa

Burr (?)

Yucca sp. (?)

Willow
Salix sp.

A type of greens (?)
A grass
Thornbush

Acacia greggii
Mushroom

Arroweed
Pluchea sericea

A bush sp.

Fern

Cattail

Beavertail cactus
Opuntia basilaris
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(L) gaxa.wo-t; (Ca) ki?awet
(L) ku.-ta; (Cu) ku?ut; (Sr)
kuuhuts

(Ca) kupash; (Sr) kupata

(Ca) ke-at; (Sr) kavata

(L) &a.mi-¥; (Ca) chamish

(L) ¥evni-%§; (Ca) chivnish

(L) &una.-la (cockleburr); (Cu)
cuna (sand burr); (Sr) canaka’a
(thistle)

(L) ¥ikepi-1 (food prepared from
yucca stalks); (Cu) ssavay?e;
(Sr) cigkeat

(L) saxa-t; (Ca) sakhat; (Sr)
hagata

(L) si®ga-1 (Psoralea orbicular-
is);  (Cu) si?ga (clover)

(Ca) suul (Muhlenbergia rigens);
(Cu) suu (deergrass)

(Ca) sichingil; (Cu) s3cini
thornbush sp.

(L) sagapi-s; (Cu) segepi

(L) han-la; (Ca) hangal

(L) hun-la (a type of bush);

(Ca) henily (Haplopappus palmeri)
(L) mas-la; (Cu) masi

(L) me.-la (head of cattail);
(Cu) mi?i

(L) me.xa-1l; (Ca) manal; (Cu)
mana



Mesquite
Jimson weed
Datura meteloides

Yucca fruit

A sedge (?)

Juniper

Sage
Artemisia tridentata

Antelope

A mouse sp.
A mouse sp.

cottontail
A rabbit sp.
A bird sp.

Meadowlark
Blackbird

A bird sp.
Bluejay
Owl

Burrowing Owl
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(ca)
(L) re.-la;

menyikish;
(sr)

(Cu) menagi;
?o0.cu
mani; maniici

(Cu) (sr)

(L) ne.ni-1;
(sr)

(ca)
ninem, nenem

ninyily;

(L) ne.nixya-l (Carex schottii);

(Ca) ngai-al (Suaeda suffructes-
cens)

(L) wa.”a-t (Juniperus californ-
ica); (Ca) iswat (J. occidentalis)

(L) wi.ka=-t; (Ca) wikwat; (Sr)
qa.q%ac

Animals

(L) ton-la; (Ca) tenil; (Cu)
timingd

(L) pa”a-%; (Sr) pa’ibt

(L) tapa¥-ma-1; (Cu) t®opsni

(L) to.siga-t; to.gixi-t; (Cu)
tisixa; (Sr) teX"okat

(L) to.vi-t (bush rabbit);
tevit-em

(ca)

(L) &ixe.-ma-1 (kingbird); (Cu)
ciite-ma (bird sp.)
?isa

(L) »isa.-1l; (Cu)

(L) pa.xigi—g; (Ca) paxantc-im
(L) tuku.pa-wu-t (Oriole); (Cu)
tukupuwi (woodpecker)
(Cu

(L) wi”kasmal; wik'ikmal

(bird)
(L) ¥a-t (barn owl); (Sr) Eaat;
gaXat (screech owl)

(L) kuku.-1;

(Ca) ququl



A bird sp.

Chicken hawk

Crane (?)

A water bird sp.

Lizard sp.

Snake sp.

Snake sp.

Bumblebee

Bee sp.

Dragonfly

A fly sp.

A fly sp.
A fly sp.
Grasshopper

Butterfly

Head louse
Stinkbug

Worm sp.

Small ant sp.
Blackwidow spider
Spider sp.
Walking stick

Insect sp.
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(Ca) guakuc (hawk sp.); (Sr)
k¥a:'¢ (buzzard)

(L) pa.ki%-la; (Sr) pa:kihac

(L) garu.-t (sandhill crane);
(Cu) karsa (a goose?)

(L) we.sa-1l (white brant; (Cu)
wis® (mud hen)

(L) sakaro.n; (Ca) tcaxul-am

(Ca) palokol (milk snake); (Sr)
panoXWat (king snake)

(L) gigep-la (ring snake); (Cu)
gagini (king snake)

(L) ku.kunta-la; (Cu) kutanve

(L) kupsa¥-la (bumble bee); (Ca)
kumsexwet (yellowjacket)

(L) kamari.ude; (Sr) XWQi:ﬁiﬁi'

(L) kuyvaxi-$ (firefly); (Cu)
kuve (gnat)

(L) kwa?a.-1l; (Ca) a”awat
(L) kwa.-1; (Cu) ku’a
(L) wi?e-t; (Cu) wi?a

(L) ~awlaka; (Ca) malve; (Sr)
Xadavadavat; lalaba

(L) “2ula.-t; (Cu *ale?d

(L) sisgi-la; (Cu) sisgeyi

(Ca) sivuyal-em; (Cu) sivuye
(Ca) kuvucnily-am; (Cu) kuginva
(L) kuyxini-3; (Cu) kuka; (Sr)
kukal&

(ca) xwalxwal; (Cu) x"alx"a

(L) Y¥oka.yala¥; (Cu) gakexpa

(L) ke.ki-la; (Cu) kakivuy
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PLATE I: BASIN AND RANGE VIEWS

a: Upper Newark Valley, b: Ruby Valley, Nevada: pinyon
Nevada: broad valleys and juniper on hillsides,
typical of Basin and Range. sage in foreground.

c: Newark Dry Lake, Nevada d: Barren shores of Pyramid
(playa) . Lake, Nevada.
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PLATE II: VARiOUS BASIN ENVIRONMENTS

a: Cottonwoods near spring, b: Buckberry - willow associ-
southwestern Utah. ation, Dixie Creek, Nevada.

c: Cave Springs Canyon, d: Kolob Canyons, southwest-
northeastern Nevada. ern Utah.
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PLATE IIT: HOT DESERT VIEWS

a: Yucca - Joshua tree
association, Las
Vegas, Nevada

b: Mesquite - creosote associ- c: Narrow-leafed yucca in
ation, southwestern Utah. fruit, southwestern Utah.
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PLATE IV: COLORADO PLATEAU VIEWS

Lt

a: Rim of Utah's High
Plateaus: Cedar
Breaks, Utah.

b: Canyons and slickrock, c: Colorado Plateau deserts,
southwestern Utah. southeastern utal.
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