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Abstract
Various interesting processes of grammaticalisation can be observed in the
pronominal systems of the Burmese-Lolo languages. There are many innovative
denominal or de-demonstrative pronoun stems. On the whole, third person pronouns
are the least stable; this is also true of Tibeto-Burman in general. Diachronically they
tend to be derived from demonstratives. Replacement first and second person pronouns
are mostly denominal; the first person pronouns tend to belittle the self, while the
replacement second person pronouns tend conversely to aggrandise or honour their
referent. Reflexive pronouns derive mainly from nouns meaning ‘body’, with or

without other associated pronouns.

A variety of denominal and deverbal suffixes for functions such as plural and case
marking have developed, followed by a number of suffix fusion processes leading to the
development of paradigmatic oppositions in these languages. Thus, though these

languages are usually described as isolating, many of them are becoming less so.

Data is presented on Burmese and its dialects from the earliest attested texts of A.D.
1112, from closely related Burmish languages, from several languages in the three main
subgroups of Loloish languages, and from other languages which scholars have claimed
to be more or less closely connected to this nucleus within Tibteo-Burman. A new
reconstruction of the Burmese-Lolo pronoun system is developed and this is used as a
criterion for subgrouping within Burmish, Loloish, Burmese-Lolo and Tibeto-Burman.
The resulting subgrouping supports the hypothesis presented in Bradley (1979b) based

mainly on lexical and phonological correspondences.

1 My thanks for comments on a preliminary version of this paper go to Maya Bradley and to
Barry Blake; | am also glad to acknowledge the assistance of speakers of a large number of
Tibeto-Burman languages who have provided me with data on their languages. Naturally I am
solely responsible for all remaining errors.
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L BURMESE PRONOUNS

Burmese is the national language of Burma with some 30 million first
language speakers, over ten million second language speakers, and a written
history of nearly 900 years. It is one of the many South and Southeast Asian
languages with diglossia, having a literary High (also used in some formal
spoken contexts) which is distinct from the spoken Low. In Burmese, the
differences are mainly in the forms of most noun and verb markers and
suffixes, as well as some frequent function words such as the
demonstratives; there are also other lexical differences. For details and
some examples, see Bradley (1977) and Allott (1985). The literary High is
in many cases more conservative, reflecting the earlier language, Old
Burmese, as preserved in inscriptions from A.D. 1112. However, apart from
the reflexive, these differences are not reflected in pronominal forms.

Old Burmese forms are cited here in a transliteration which probably
reflects their early pronunciation; modern Burmese is cited in the
transcription described in Bradley (1992). Table 1 shows the earliest and
most recent forms.

The current first person pronouns are derived from_ the word for
‘slave’ (Y}]§ /cun/ plus the royal or respectful suffix GO2D /t>/ for the
male speaker form, and the female suffix © /mé/ for female speakers. These
forms first appear in 12th century inscriptions in their literal meaning,
‘royal slave’, and through a gradual process of bleaching have reached their
current meanings. The current second person pronouns, the latest in a long
succession of replacements for the originals, are from religious titles: the
male form is probably a contracted version of CD@CCQCI’J: /6akhin
pheya/ ‘Bodhisattva’;2 and the female form from the homophonous word
/shin/ ‘master.” The forms of the disyllabic pronouns vary as shown in
Table 2.

2 The sporadic loss of the first syllable is paralleled elsewhere; see below. The contraction of
the final two syllables into one is more unusual; but compare the corresponding monosyllabic
form of this Buddhist loanword in Thai /phréa?/.
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Table 1: Pronominal Forms in Old and Modern Burmese

12th century

late 20th century

(o C
0Q)§600
C
0@
<
[cqp:
C
qc
R

+0}

9
3

Patdiw

su

/cend/
/cemd/
/khemya/
/shin/
/éu/

/dé/
(from OB t &)

/dé/

you

he/she/it
plural marker
we

person who (nominaliser)

1 (male speaker);

1 (female speaker)

you (male speaker);

you (female speaker)
he/she {animate referent)

plural marker
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Table 2: Modern Spoken Burmese Pronoun Forms

slow, literary normal rapid
Ist Msp. /cundd/ /candd/ /cend/
1st Fsp. /cunmd/ /coma/ /cema/
2nd Msp. /khinbya/ /khembya/ /khemya/

An earlier first person form also derived from the noun ’'slave’ plus a
different second syllable is now restricted to rural use and is regarded as
slightly impolite. This is O}||O /cou?/, contracted from 0§ § O
/cunnou?/ which is also occasionally heard. While the original forms C’]
/pa/ and §C /nin/ still do occur, they have become appeggiorated, and are
used only to very close intimates, to inferiors or as an insult.

The current third person form descends from the nominalising suffix
‘one who', also used as an indefinite third person (‘whoever’) derived from
the question word ‘who?’. It is still used in these senses in modern literary
Burmese. The form for 'who?’ in Old Burmese was 3933 ?osu, which
comprises the most widespread Tibeto-Burman noun-formative prefix and
the widespread agentive formative suffix *su. The beginning of the process
of development from ‘who(ever)' to third person pronoun can be seen from
the very first dated Ci‘nscription. the so-called ‘Myazedi'.3 The original third
person form 3900C: ?ayap of inscriptions from the twelfth to the

3 The ‘Myazedi' Inscription is so called because one version of it is next to the Myazedi
Temple in Pagan. It is in four languages: Burmese, Mon, Pali and Pyu (the language of an
earlier Tibeto-Burman kingdom in central Burma). It is also known as the Rajakumar
Inscription from the name of the donor who caused it to be written. He was one of the sons of
King Kyanzittha (1084-1112), but not the successor to the throne. This is the earliest dated
Burmese inscription. Up to the end of Kyanzittha's reign the court literary language used in all
inscriptions was Mon; but from 1112 to 1287 (when Pagan was sacked by the Mongols) there
were a very large number of stone and ink inscriptions in Old Burmese. Many of these have
survived; most relate to religious dedications and contain a great deal of information about life
and language in twelfth and thirteenth century Burma.
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fifteenth century is no longer used, though it is of course cognate with third
person forms in other Burmese-Lolo languages.

The interrogative form 3903 ?®esu is retained (with regular sound
changes) in Arakanese. However in standard modern Burmese and some
other dialects it is reprefixed with the new question prefix* 3200 /be/, in
this and some other interrogatives usually reduced to /ba&/, which is thereby
generalised to all question words; for example J200CGCODM /belau?/ or
/balau? ‘how much? from this prefix plus the verb GCOD() /lau?/
‘enough’, parallel to :Jooo:pl /bedu/ or /badu/ ‘who?. The question
words are a fascinating area of grammaticalisation in themselves. In moderg
spoken Burmese they include forms derived from this innovative O’DQ())
/be / prefix plus noun markers such as NOOAQY /belo/ ‘how? from C‘Q
/1o/ ‘manner’; 3000QD /behma/ ‘where?’ from Qo /hmca/ ‘at’; O00M
/bega/ ‘from \%here’7 from N /k&/ ‘source’; and iDOJ(T? /bego/ ‘to
where?’ from M /ko/ ‘goal of motion’. Others derive from other form
classes, e.g. from the number ‘two’ /hni?/ as in O’)COJ 4@ /behns/ ‘how
many/how much?’; or from verb markers (e.g. 300060DD, /bed b/ ‘when
[irrealis]?’ from GC?’J. /t 6/ ‘[not) yet). The modern 00D /ba/ ‘what?’ is a
contraction of 0000 /be/ plus the noun O2D /ha/ ‘thing’; the uncontracted
form 00020D /baha/ with the first syllable reduced was already “almost
obsolete in ordinary colloquial” by the mid-nineteenth century (Judson
1853:723).

The commonest use of 33 su in the earliest Burmese inscriptions is
as a verb or clause nominaliser meaning ‘the one who (performs the action)’,

4 Just a century or so ago this could still appear as NS /?abe/; cf. Judson (1853:79).
Thus the word that is now the most frequent form with a voiced bilabial initial in the Burmese
lexicon is a recent innovation. At a still earlier stage, it appears to derive from the nasal-
initial morpheme ©Q0 mafi ‘what?" preceded by the prefix 39 /?3/; mafi itself ultimately
comes from the verb 00 mafl (literary /mi/, spoken /m€e/) ‘to be named'. Interestingly, this
also provides evidence for the modern /€/ pronunciation of 95 (written “-af”) in spoken
Burmese several centuries ago. The development from nasal to stop is not regular here, nor is
the development from stop to nasal in the allegro form of the modern spoken ‘you' (male
speaker); but it is not unusual in high-frequency function words to encounter such irregular
sound changes, involving as they do a simplification of articulation (continuing the existing
nasalisation of the preceding syllable in ‘you’, or eliminating it in interrogatives where it is
only in one medial segment).
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a direct extension of its interrogative use. In the 39-line ‘Myazedi’
inscription there are fifteen such examples, five with the verb ©Q0 mah ‘to
be named' meaning ‘the one who is named’, eight others immediately
following another verb, and two which follow a postverbal marker. Two
others (lines 6 and 11) appear to be used as resumptive pronouns after long
and relatively complex NP's; so while the postverbal use predominates, it is
not the only one. Finally, the curse at the end of the inscriptionS contains
the most directly pronominal use, in the sense of ‘whoever’ or ‘someone
else’ as given below (part of lines 36-39). This can be compared to the
similar contrast in Lahu between specified third person and what Matisoff
(1973/1982:661) calls ‘remote third person: he: they; others’, with
regularly cognate forms y3 and Su .

(1) pd nop a pd sa lafigon. pad mliy
I after marker my son if my grandchild
lafigon. pd achuy lafigon. Su tac thu
if my relative if whoever one clf.
lafigog. Iy pdhra a pa hlu kha
if this Bodhisattva marker 1  dedicate marker
su kyon ahnip acak teh mu
one(s) who slave(s) oppression marker do
mud ka, .
do marker

After me, whosoever, whether he be my son, or grandson, or
relative, or any other person, if he oppresses the slaves I have
offered to this Bodhisattva, ...

(Taw Sein Ko and Duroiselle 1919:24)

5 Most Old Burmese inscriptions record the dedication of slaves, land and goods to a temple;
they start with a date, continue with some details of the donor and the occasion of the
donation, list (sometimes at great length!) everything given, and end with an exhortation to
one’s relatives to maintain the temple and a curse on everyone who fails to do so.
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In the third line above there is also an example of the use of this form
after a clause ending in a verb + marker (hlu khdé su). There are two
further examples of the immediately postverbal use of ‘one who' in (8)
below.

The modern spoken pronominal plural suffix, inscriptional OSCSO
tdiw (modern O), pronounced /d&/), was originally voiceless /t 6/ and
probably derived from the same source as the Loloish *daw3 ‘body’ used in
reflexives; see below. With the nominal formative prefix 39 ?e- the form
30070, Potuiv was used in inscriptions with the meaning ‘we’ (probably
exclusive).6 This plural suffix was also occasionally added to nouns in early
inscriptions, instead of the alternative inscriptional Q[0 mya, modern qJO:
/mya/ which is the main literary plural form for nouns,? alongside modern
spoken GO /twe/ ~ /te/. The / t &/ suffix can still be used after nouns to
give a collective plural meaning in modern literary style. All pronouns to
which this suffix could possibly have been added have a vowel or nasal final,
so as soon as juncture voicing became completely regular its only form after
pronouns would have become / déy/.

The spoken first plural pronoun provides a typical example of the
source of voiced initial obstruents in modern Burmese.8 It can often be
shown that they derive from the second syllable of an older two-syllable form
from which the first syllable has subsequently been lost. If the first syllable
ends in a vowel or nasal, the following initial is voiced (especially if it is an

6 The form C’]O%) 6 patuiv also occurs; in all Burmese-Lolo languages a compound
comprising the first person pronoun (< PBL *nal) plus the productive plural suffix serves as the
first exclusive plural, while another form (typically derived from *ni! in the Loloish
languages) is used for first inclusive plural.

7 This is derived from the homophonous verb meaning ‘many’.

8 The two most frequent morphemes with voiced obstruents are the question prefix :T)(.D
/be/ (or its reduced form /ba/ and contracted 00 /ba/), discussed above (see footnote 3) and
the spoken demonstrative S /d1i/ which replaces the literary gﬁ /1i/ which occurs (with
various spellings) from the earliest inscriptions. The intermediate form and probable source
of the modern demonstrative form is literary 2000 /01i/. ’I‘his may have developed via an
unattested prefixed form 3’3:1)@ /?€81/, irregularly giving 3’30‘)&2 /?¢di/ with /6/ > /8/ >
/d/. and finally back-formed but preserving junctural voicing to modern spoken /di/. For
other examples of /6/ > /8/ > /d/ in frequent function words, sge obsolete Q0C: /6in/ > spoken
3& /din/ ‘that one’ (Judson 1853:984) or current literary 000 /61/ and spoken OOQS /te/ ~
/d e/ ‘final realis marker'.
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unaspirated stop, affricate, or fricative, but also regularly for aspirated
obstruents in central Burmese?). For example, with loss of the first syllable
/u/ ‘head’:

C < N N N
(2) :GDC: > GIDC:  /Pukhaun/ > /gaun/ ‘head’

Do (Do

:S?J[ > S%l /?ucho/ > /jo/ ‘horn’

While the earliest Burmese inscription, the Rajakumar (dated lcl 12
AD) provides evidence for voicing in noun compounds such as ©C
mangri ‘king’' + ‘big’ > ‘great king' (lines 15-16), in almost all such cases
latgr spellings show the unvoiced forms instead. Here, the modern form is
O C:|0N:, written /minci/ showing the base form of the second element
but pronounced /minji/. In a few cases the modern forms have been
relexified and thus respelled with a voiced stop initial, otherwise quite rare
in Burmese. The modern spelling of the first person plural pronoun, which
has lost its first syllable, is 3, /d6/, which also differentiates it graphically
from the homophonous pronominal plural suffix.

A productive suffix which may be added to some non-gender specific
pronouns is © /m&/; cognates are also found throughout Tibeto-Burman in
the same function. In modern Burmese this suffix is optional but quite
infrequent for female referents in the modern third person form 3Q ©
/6uméa/ as well as with various current and obsolete second person
pronouns such as ©C:© /minmé/. In some forms such as the first person
oplelev]>lepsl /teby€édoma/ T (female speaking to a monk) and 0Q|§©
/cemd/ ‘T (female) it is virtually obligatory.

1) Reflexives in Burmese

Another interesting set of pronominal forms is the reflexives. For a
detailed discussion of reflexives in Burmese, see Bradley (1992a). The
modern forms are literary 88 /mimi/ and spoken (7%05 /kKo/; more

9 This junctural voicing also applies variably to voiceless nasals. The juncture voicing of
aspirated obstruents is absent in the Arakanese dialect to the west of central Burmese; all

juncture voicing is highly restricted in other peripheral dialects such as Tavoyan, Yaw, Intha,
Danu, and Taungyo.
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spemﬁcally the spoken direct object reflexive is O’?OJ(TE(TBOD /kékoko/
or Pro; + ('T?OO /ko/ (or other noun)+ Pro;!0. The literary form occurs from
the earliest inscriptions, and is of uncertain etymology: the /kékoko/
spoken form comes in gradually, and is derived from the noun ‘body’; the
Pr6 + noun + Pro form results from reanalysis of the /kdkoko/ form. The
spoken forms are unusual in that their components do not undergo junctural
voicing.1!

This noun ‘body’ (Old Burmese ('T%(S kuiw, modern ('T%OO /ko/ and
the reflexive derived from it) contains a learnéd false etymology in its
modern spelling, adding a final orthographic y based on the unrelated
Sanskrit/Pali form kaya. The earliest grammaticalised form from this noun
was the direct object noun-marker /ko/, spelled without the spurious final
y. In the modern use as a direct object marker, kui(w) is absent from the
earliest inscriptions but well-established by 1147. It occurred at first only
with animate patients, but by 1169 was occasionally being used with
inanimate (noncorporeal) direct objects, and by 1182 with complement
clauses and in an allative sense. It has subsequently, as in the undated but
early Lokahteikpan inscriptions (Ba Shin 1962), been generalised further to
goals in ditransitive or causative constructions as well, and in current
spoken Burmese covers all these functions. It is now stylistically undesirable
to have more than one /ko/ in a clause, and in normal running discourse
few of the direct or indirect objects have /ko/ suffixed to them. Like other
such suffixes, it normally voices when the immediately preceding syllable
does not end in a stop.

According to the current spelling, the full form /kékoko/ consists of
a reflexive possessive pronoun /k &/ followed by the noun /ko/ ‘body’ and
then the direct object marker /ko/ (which normally voices to /go/ and

10 That is, any pronoun form in its possessive form with creaky tone on the final syllable plus
/ko/ or other noun (especially body part nouns), plus the pronoun repeated in full. For
discussion of the spelling and analysis of /kokoko/, see Bradley (1992a).

11 while reduplicated nominal forms such as kinship terms like /koko/ ‘older brother also
do not voice, the /k 6koko/ reflexive is not synchronically a reduplication, even though each
of its three components is ultimately derived from the noun ‘body’.
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produces a creaky tone on the preceding syllable, neither of which happens
here). These phonological irregularities, and the reanalysed form with
another pronoun in the first and third slots, indicate that this construction
should rather be analyzed as possessive (and therefore creaky) reflexive
pronoun plus direct object plus a second reflexive pronoun; i.e., an OS
rather than the more unmarked SO order. Despite the absence of the usual
junctural voicing, this operates as a unit for most speakers, who are not able
to pause in the middle as is normally possible between NPs in Burmese.
Sinte JXOXOXO) zone 1s amoiguous {as Snown n BX. ¥) and does not
specify the subject, a subject may also be present. If this is another
pronoun, it normally follows the reflexive, as in (4); but if it is a noun it may
%rgce(oie cor follow, as in (5). Literary equivalgnots 0areC Sé')milar but have
00O /mimiko/ ‘self's body' or optionally @0MNOIY) /mimikégo/
with the direct object (DO) marker present and voiced, creaking the
preceding syllable.

(3) kdékoko yai®?te
self - DO - self  hit + realis
(Someone, unspecified but probably me unless context
suggests otherwise) hits himself.

(4) kdékoko cond yai®te
self - DO - self I (M) hit + realis
I hit myself.

(5) a) khelé kékoko kai?te
child self - DO - self  bite + realis

b) kdékoko kheleé kai?te
self - DO - self child bite + realis

The child bites itself.

Of course, (4) and (5) could also be expressed with the Pr6 + /ko/ +
Pro construction, as in (6) and (7); (6a) is not ambiguous, so the extra
pronoun is not necessary; but some speakers prefer to put one in, as in (6b),
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always pausing after the reflexive, perhaps on the model of sentences like
(4). Other speakers reject sentences like (6b) as excessively redundant.
Almost no speakers will accept sentences like (6c), with the extra subject
pronoun first; again, the preference is for OS rather than SO in reflexives.
These pronominal reflexives do not occur in literary style. Sentences like
(5) with an NP subject are in any case not ambiguous, so the Pré + /ko/ +
Pro construction is not necessary to disambiguate them. Many speakers
reject the SO alternative like (7b), but this is not as impossible as the
corresponding sentence with pronouns only, (6¢).

(6) a) cendkocen3d yai?te
I-DO -1 hit + realis

b) 7?cendkocen3d cen3d yai?te
[-DO -1 I hit + realis

c) *cen3d cendkocand> yai’te
I I1-DO -1 hit + realis
I hit myself.

(7) a) 6dkobu khelé kai®te
he - DO - he child bite + realis

b) 7khealé 6udkobu kai?te
child he - DO - he bite + realis
The child bites itself.

The earliest example of a reflexive, which is in the current literary
style, is in the Myazedi inscription (part of lines 14-16):

(8) Thuiw Rajakumar mah su pay
that Rajakumar named one who dear
maya sa mimi kiew muy so

wife son self's body raise one who
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mapgri klahjo okmi ra ka.
great king thanks below get (final marker)

The son of the beloved wife, who was called Rajakumar, called to
mind the favours of the king who had nurtured him.
(Taw Sein Ko and Duroiselle 1919:25)

Note that the reflexive is the direct object in an embedded clause, showing
that reflexives for direct object do continue beyond the clause in which they
are subject. This Old Burmese reflexive is more similar to the modern
literary form, as is usually the case when modern spoken and written forms
differ.

It is often difficult to disentangle the literal from the extended
pronominal uses of /ko/ in early inscriptions. However, by early modern
Burmese /ko/ alone could be used as a first or second person pronoun, to
which the plural suffix /t3/ > /d$/ could also be added. Judson (1853:203)
provides some examples of /ko/ used as a second person pronoun to
women; Tun Nyein (1906) includes /ko/ among his list of second person
pronouns. However, in current spoken Burmese /Ko / alone is only a first
person pronoun, not a second person pronoun; this further illustrates the
instability and openness of the Burmese pronominal system. With the royal
or respectful suffix 6O2D /to/, /kodd>/ can be used as a second person
pronoun to address superiors—monks and others; this is clearly an
extension of the ‘body’ meaning.

The meaning ‘self for spoken /ko/ and literary /mimi/ also occurs in
a varlety of other constructions; for example the subject intensifier
('QODO’? C /kodain/ which follows the SUbjCCt or the ('Q QO + Noun
constructlons for beneficiaries like ('TE OD 3’302(77 /ko Petwe?/ ‘for
oneself’, ('T?OOOO’DOJ’_) /kophada/ ‘for one's own sake,’ etc. See Bradley
(1992a) for further details.
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2) Other denominal pronouns in Burmese

Various other archaic or obsolete second person pronouns also have
nominal origins. Apart from those already mentioned which contain the
word ('72]§ /cun/ ‘slave’, the most obvious is the form ©C: /min/ which is
derived from the noun ‘king’. By the mid-nineteenth century, Judson
(1853:768) reported that it was already very much lowered in status, and
used only in spoken language between equals or to inferiors; it has now gone
out of use altogether. Similarly, the obsolete pronoun GOOC OC:
/maunmin/ or GEDCOC, /maunmin/, which was already ‘rather imperious
or disrespectful’ according to Judson (1853:768), is derived from the
kinship term /maun/ ‘younger brother (female speaker)’ plus the noun
‘king’; naturally it was used for male second person referents only. The first
person pronoun currently used when speaking to monks is 020020 ,602D
/tebyédo/, including the noun 00020, /tobyé/ ‘disciple’ plus the royal
or respect suffix; its female form (toby € domd) was cited above.

Another long-standing but now obsolete form of obscure origin was
Q0C sap /6in/, already used as a second person pronoun in early
inscriptions; it survived into the early twentieth century as a literary form,
found in Judson (1853:978) and in Tun Nyein (1906:990). Luce (1981:77)
suggests a Tibetan cognate, bzin-bzang ‘my dear sir' (lit. ‘face-good’) but
it is the wrong syllable, the verb rather than the noun, that fits
phonologically, so the match is 8uite doubtful. The tone is different but the
obsolete pronominal form JQJC: sap /8 in/ ‘that one’ may also belong
here,12 or perhaps it is a contraction of OC + 3900C: sah + Peyan /6in
+ ?ayin / ‘this’ + ‘he/she’.

Many titles and a variety of kinship terms, in core and extended
meanings, are also used in place of first, second or third person pronouns in
spoken Burmese. Furthermore, in running discourse pronouns are usually
absent since the context makes clear the roles of the participants in the
sentence. In the unmarked situation, a statement is understood to have a

12 | have claimed that this WB demonstrative form 3aq is cognate to the Lahu 3rd person
pronoun Y3 (<PLB *zan?2) [Matisoff 1988:1290], though WB ?ay8n could equally well be the
direct cognate of the Lahu form (< PLB *yan3). [Ed.]
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first person subject, and a question to have a second person subject, unless
otherwise specified; but context may of course indicate otherwise.

3) Noun markers and pronoun morphology

There is a productive tone sandhi process which links a possessor
noun to the following possessed noun, whereby the final syllable of the
pronoun or other noun (if not already creaky tone) changes to creaky tone.
This process is reflected from the earliest inscriptions to the present; for
example the ‘Myazedi’ lines 36 and 37 has C pé + various kinship terms,
e.g. line 36 COJD pd sa ‘my son’ as shown in (1) above. Also, on the third
face of the Lemyethna Pagoda inscription dated 1232, lines 12, 19, 24 and
29 show C('T%O pad kuiv ‘me’ (lit. ‘'my body), here ambiguous between
Pronoun + DO Marker and Pronoun + Noun—a perfect example of the right
environment for a reanalysis! The origin of the /ko/ object suffix from a
possessor + possessed Noun Phrase is further substantiated by the

productive application of this process before this noun marker.

The early orthographic indication of the creaky tone is a final glottal
stop; this and the heavy tone written (if at all at that period) with a final h
are only very sporadically marked in the earliest inscriptions.!3 For the
three vowels a, i and u, the Indic orthographic distinction of length is
redeployed, with short vowels indicating creaky tone, as opposed to long
vowels for other non-stopped final tones.!4 However, the writing of this
vowel length distinction is not very consistent in the 12th and 13th
centuries. Given also the provisional nature of the spelling in most of the
earliest Burmese inscriptions, it is difficult to be absolutely certain whether
the sandhi creaky tone was already regular and productive in the 12th
century, but it appears quite likely.

13 This is not too surprising given that the early writers of Burmese would have been Mon
speakers, whose language was then non-tonal. Bradley (1982) suggests that the Burmese tones
at that period may have included various phonation, duration and vowel quality
characteristics which also exist in modern Burmese though they are less prominent than the
pitch differences.

14 Here, the short vowels (with creaky tone in modern Burmese) and the syllables written with
a subscript glottal stop are both transliterated with an acute accent over the vowel, the
indication of creaky tone in the transcription for modern Burmese used here.
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As will be noted below, a similar alternation can be observed in
possessive forms of pronouns in several other Burmese-Lolo languages.

Other noun marker forms may also come at the end of the noun
phrase, which consists maximally of a relative clause or a demonstrative, the
head noun or compound noun with optional suffixes (such as plural), and a
quantifier expression consisting of one or more sequences of numeral plus
classifier. Various markers have continued in use from the earliest
inscriptions to the modern literary High, but most of these have been
replaced in the spoken Low. These markers are the topic of Bradley
(forthcoming) and will only be briefly noted here. They are summarised in
Table 3.

The process and chronology of the replacement of 390 a by ('T?O
Xuilv in Old Burmese is a fascinating topic but beyond the scope of this
discussion. Other changes involve mainly one-for-one replacement of
previously existing markers, with the Old Burmese form still retained in
literary Burmese. Some of the elaboration of markers, for example the
subject form in modern written Burmese, can perhaps be attributed to the
influence of word-by-word calquing of Pali texts; see Okell (1965) for details
of this so-called “Nissaya Burmese.” The inscriptional example (1) given
above contains two examples of the early use of the marker a, one for an
indirect object and one for a temporal, from an inscription of 1112 AD in
which the use of (Y)O kuiv as a noun marker is not yet established.

What can be noted is that Old Burmese, from its earliest inscriptions,
already shows the accusative marking on nouns which is characteristic of
Burmese-Lolo languages. There is no evidence of ergativity in Burmese from
the beginning of the twelfth century, which is rather inconvenient for those
who wish to postulate ergativity as a Tibeto-Burman characteristic.

II. PRONOUNS IN OTHER BURMISH LANGUAGES

The various dialects of Burmese such as Arakanese in the west,
Tavoyan in the southeast as well as the smaller subgroups such as Yaw in the
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west and Danu, Taungyo and Intha in the northeast all share virtually the
same pronoun system. This is doubtless due partly to shared inheritance
and partly to continuing influence from standard Burmese. In particular, the
dialects all show the innovative use of forms derived from OO su as the
normal third person pronoun. Examples are given in Table 4. Arakanese
forms are from Okell (1992a); Intha from Okell (1992b); Taungyo from Yabu
(1980) and Yaw from Yabu (1981); gaps indicate forms not present in the
available data, not necessarily the absence of a form.

Table 3: Noun Markers: Old Burmese, Written Burmese and
Spoken Burmese

inscriptions written High spoken Low
(Old Burmese) (in modern
pronunciation)
subject 2 /81i/ 2
topic ka /x&a/ /kda/
possessive é /i/ /YE/
or creaky tone

direct object a, kuiw /ko/, /a/ /ko/
indirect object a /a/ /ko/
allative a /638/ /ko/
locative hnuik (a), /hnai?/, /hma/

tvanp /twin/
source hma /hma/ /ka/
comitative hnan(?) /hnin/ /né/

Arakanese and Yaw provide evidence of an earlier Burmese first person
form from the prefix ?e plus the noun ‘slave’ kywan, modern /cun/.
Various doublet forms in Taungyo (underlined in Table 4) show the
continuing phonological input of Burmese; Taungyo and Yaw include a
number of pronominal forms with earlier or more recent Burmese
denominal sources. The lack of junctural voicing in the plural suffix can be
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seen in Intha and Taungyo, two northeastern varieties of Burmese. Taungyo
in fact has another sandhi development in the initial of the plural suffix,
replacing /t/ with /1/ asin /nalé/, /nanlé/ or /ninl&/ and /sulé/ or
/8uld/; while Arakanese shows its characteristic tendency to replace
medial /t/ with /r/, phonetically a flap [r]. Interestingly, Taungyo has an
alternative pronoun plural suffix / s/, not shown in Table 4 and found only
with the pronouns not influenced by Burmese phonology: /nasé/, /nansé/,
and /susé/. The forms in Table 4 are the free forms; as in standard
Burmese, the attibutive/genitive form has the creaky tone.

While only limited materials are available, it is interesting to note third
person forms from two languages of northern Burma collected by Luce and
cited in Luce (1985 v.2:57, 106) and Henderson (1986:124). These are
Northern Hpun (usually assigned to Burmish) /nd/ and Ganan (usually
assigned to Sak /Luish) /n6,1/. These two forms may provide a link with the
corresponding third person forms with initial palatal nasals instead of /y/ in
some varieties of Lashi and Ngochang, the northernmost Burmish languages,
as well as Nungish. The genitive form in Hpun has a glottal stop added to
the end of the corresponding pronoun form; see Henderson (1986:124).
This is phonetically analogous to its creaked form in Burmese dialects, but
does not correspond historically. Luce (1985 v.2:108) indicates that the
regular reflex of *Tone 3 in Hpun is high falling, the same as for *Tone 2.15

The remaining Burmish languages form a subgroup quite separate from
Burmese and its dialects. Socially they fall into the orbit of the Kachin
culture complex (see Bradley in Wurm/ Miihlhdusler 1993) but linguistically
their languages are much closer to Burmese than to anything else. Indeed,
prior to the descent of the proto-Burmans into the plains of Upper Burma
which Luce (1985) estimates at the ninth century A.D., they and the
Burmans would have been together in the hills to the northeast of these
plains, in what is now the Northern Shan State of Burma and the adjacent
areas of westernmost Yunnan in China. They fall into two groups: (southern)
Atsi, Maru and Pola; and (northern) Lashi and Ngochang (also known as
Achang in China). Within each group there are substantial dialect

15 see the conclusion for further discussion of the status of this attributive form.
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Table 4: Pronouns in Burmese Dialects

Burmese Arakanese Intha Taungyo Yaw
T na na na na na
cundd cwendd
?Pacwen Pacvwen
‘we’ padd pard patéd patd padd
cou?téd
‘you' nin nen nen nan/nin nan
(min) ?émin mén
khemya khemya
‘you (pl.)’ nindd nenrd nentd nanté/ nandé
nintd mandé
khemyadé
‘he/she’ 6u 8u shy su/8u 6u
‘they’ 6udd urd shutd sutd/ 6udd
gutsd
‘who?’ badu ?e6u proashu za lu® padu

This Taungyo form literally means ‘what person?’ and can be linked with Arakanese /za/
‘what?" which is also the prefix for all question words in Taungyo and for all except ‘who? in
Arakanese. However, Taungyo is spoken to the northeast of the main body of Burmese

speakers and Arakanese to the west, so the /za/ form may be residual rather than a shared
innovation.



175

differences; and as different groups live together in the same village and
intermarry, there is a lot of bilingualism between these languages and also
with Jinghpaw Kachin which is a fairly distantly related Tibeto-Burman
language; as well as with Burmese which is much closer. Most of the more
than 300,000 speakers of these languages are enumerated as members of
the Kachin group in official statistics; and indeed they use the Jinghpaw
Kachin language as their medium of literacy. The following table summarises
the pronoun forms. Atsi data is from Xu and Xu (1984) and my field notes;
Maru data is from Dai and Xu (1983); Pola data is from Dai, Fu and Liu
(1985); Lashi and Burma Ngochang forms are from my field notes, with
China Ngochang varieties from Dai and Cui (1985). S indicates singular, D
indicates dual and P indicates plural; I is inclusive and E is exclusive.

Forms from many other dialects could be cited, but Table 5 shows the
basic pattern. The variation often encountered within one of these
languages is exemplified by the two sets of Ngochang pronouns, which show
extensive phonological and lexical divergence. The duals are nearly all
derived from the form for ‘two’ in each language: Atsi /nik/, Maru /ndk/,
Pola /n_'é_/ ; the variety of Ngochang spoken in China has replaced the original
word for ‘two’ with /s8k/ but retains it in the dual pronoun suffix /hndk/;
while the innovative form for ‘two’ is used in duals in Lashi /?aik/ and
Ngochang from Burma /@k /.16 There are various plural suffixes including
the Atsi/Pola/Burma Ngochang forms /mé?/ /md?/ /mo?/, the Maru/Lashi
/naun/ /nun/, found also for first inclusive plural in Atsi, and the Chinese
Ngochang /tu?/ — the last perhaps to be related to the Burmese plural, the
Loloish word for ‘body’, and the reflexive derived from Burmese-Lolo *daw3
as discussed below. Lashi and Ngochang do not distinguish inclusive vs.
exclusive first person forms, nor does Jinghpaw. Atsi has an /?1i/ inclusive;
Maru conflates this plus the first person /n3/ into / gyzg_/ ; while Pola uses
the latter form for a first plural stem along with some unusual combinations
(including the first dual inclusive suffix /mAa?/, otherwise plural; and the
first plural exclusive /n ak /). In addition it has an alternative

16 Other varieties of Ngochang spoken in China have more similar forms for ‘two’: the Luxi
dialect has /?aK/ while the Lianghe dialect has /3Z/, the latter more similar to the ‘standard’
Ngochang of Longchuan in China.
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dual suffix for second and third person, / té/. which may be related to the
Chinese Ngochang /tU?/, though the nasalisation suggests otherwise.

The Lashi and Ngochang third person forms with a palatal or
palatalised nasal initial instead of /y/ are unexpected; but note the initial
/n/ in the Hpun and Ganan forms cited above.l7 The creaky phonation in the
Atsi third person form reflects the Burmese-Lolo *?& prefix, as does the
prefix in Old Burmese and in Loloish languages such as Akha.

IOI. PRONOUNS IN LOLOISH LANGUAGES

Details will be given of the pronoun systems of three well-described
Loloish languages, from the three main branches of Loloish as reconstructed
in Bradley (1979b). For Central Loloish the example language is Lahu, with
some additional information on Jino, Lisu, and ‘Central Yi' Lipo. For
Northern Loloish the Shengza variety of Nosu in Sichuan is discussed in
detail, with further examples from several more or less closely related
languages in China's Yi nationality. For Southern Loloish the main example
language is Akha, but some information on cognate forms in related
languages is also cited. Unfortunately the data on Bailang, a Loloish language
of what is now western Yunnan transcribed into Chinese in the first century
A.D. and thus the earliest recorded Tibeto-Burman language, does not
include any pronouns.

1) Central Loloish Pronouns
a) Lahu
The best-described modern Burmese-Lolo language is Lahu, largely
due to the work of Matisoff in his grammar (1973/1982), dictionary (1988),
and many other publications on Black Lahu. Also relevant are the less
extensive dictionary of Lewis (1986) and the study of dialects in Bradley
(1979a). Forms are cited here in Matisoff's transcription.

17 Note also the third person forms in other varieties of Ngochang in China: Luxi /3&n/,
Lianghe /8idn/. These forms and the number ‘two’ cited in footnote 13 above indicate a

tendency to change voiceless apical nasals into fricatives in some varieties of Ngochang and
Lashi.
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The basic pronoun stems are exactly cognate to the earliest Old
Burmese pronoun forms; they are first person /ga/, second person /nd/,
third person /y3/ and “indefinite, remote or contrastive 3rd person...
others; outsiders; ... somebody else” (Matisoff 1988:1189) /3u/. To the first
three but not to /5u/ the plural suffix /hi/ can be added. The stem forms
may occur alone, and do not show any tonal alternations, unlike the
pronouns in most other Burmese-Lolo languages.!8 The restriction against
adding a suffix to /Su/ reflects its separate status; in most other Loloish
languages this etymon serves as a nominalising suffix similar to its most
frequent use in Old Burmese as described above. Its shift into the pronoun
system in Lahu is less complete than in Burmese where it can take
pronominal suffixes and has now completely replaced the earlier third
person form still reflected in Lahu /y5/. The Lahu interrogative pronoun
a-35u ‘'who’ is a parallel formation to Old Burmese ?asu.

Matisoff indicates that there is no inclusive-exclusive first person dual
or plural contrast in the variety of Black Lahu which he describes, though
the forms which indicate this contrast in other dialects do occur. Lewis
(1986:252, 258) suggests that this distinction exists in some varieties of
Black Lahu but is not absolute. In other dialects such as Red Lahu, Lahu
Shehleh, and Yellow Lahu there is such a contrast. The Black Lahu forms
which correspond to the exclusive forms are, as usual in Loloish, the forms
derived from /pa/, while the inclusive has the stem /ni/ or variably /ni/
which may be followed by up to two suffixes. The inclusive form is /n/ in
Red Lahu and Lahu Shehleh, and /ni/ in several Yellow Lahu dialects, as
described in Bradley (1979a); it would be tempting to relate this form to the
number ‘2' /ni/, but the tone and rhyme do not correspond. An un-
ambiguous way of indicating inclusivity in any type of Lahu is to conjoin the
second and first person pronouns, giving /ndpnaht/ ‘we (inclusive plural)
(lit. ‘you-I-plural’).

18 There is one marginal exception to this tonal stability. When pa and nd are used
possessively, without the genitive particle ve, they are often pronounced with a glottal stop:
na-? e ‘my mother, nd-? pa ‘your father. This phenomenon, analogous to Burmese
“possessive creaky tone”, was not mentioned in Matisoff 1973, but see Matisoff 1988:425, 793.
[Ed.]
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There is a very wide range of dual forms which are summarised in
Table 6. Some of these involve contractions of three syllables into two; some
involve tone sandhi affecting the suffixes. In a few cases this sandhi differs
among Black Lahu dialects: e.g. the plural suffix /h%/ has a rising tone in
three-syllable duals in the variety described by Lewis but not in that
described by Matisoff.19 Forms are also cited in Yellow Lahu (Banlan) from
Bradley (1979a).

Table 6: Dual pronouns in Lahu

Black Lahu Yellow Lahu
1 Excl. pahine, pané ni hi ma
pahima, pahima, pama
nehd, ned
nema
1 Incl. nihima, nihima, nima 3 na
nihda
nihiné, niné
2 nd3hima, ndhima nd ma
ndhine, ndhine
3 y3hima, yShima i ma
y3hine, yShine

As can be seen, there are several ways of forming the Black Lahu duals.
One is by adding dual suffixes /n€/ or /ma/ to the plural form; speakers
suggest that the /ma/ form is more formal, while the /n¢/ form is more
colloquial. In the first person these three-syllable forms can be contracted
to two syllables by omitting the plural suffix and changing the dual suffix to

19 gee the entry hi ‘dualizer in Matisoff 1988:1105. [Ed.]
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high rising tone. Another variant uses an apparently bound first person
exclusive stem /né¢/ plus a suffix /hd/ or /méa/; this may be related to the
general dual suffix, which could perhaps be further connected with the
number ‘two’ /ni/, though the tone and rhyme do not correspond. On the
other hand, this bound stem is also found in a first person exclusive plural
form /néht/ so it is not exclusively dual in meaning as a first person form.
Yellow Lahu provides further evidence for the /ma/ dual; perhaps the second
syllable of /3 na/ ‘first dual inclusive’ contains a contraction of /ni/ ‘first
inclusive plural’ plus /ma/ ‘dual’.

Lahu has two reflexive constructions; one, parallel to that in Burmese
and several other languages, is Pronoun + /qh#&/ + Pronoun; the two
pronouns must be identical in Black Lahu; for details of this reflexive in
Yellow Lahu see Bradley (1992a). Another way of forming the reflexive in
Lahu is to suffix the noun />-to/ ‘body’ to the pronoun, which may have a
suffix, as in (9):

(9) pa-ht ve 3-to da? tu ve 3-1o
we (E) GEN  body good PURP REL thing
tha? Jda $1 ve yo
Acc must know Pf Pf

We must know what to do in order to make ourselves good.
(Matisoff 1988:167)

While Matisoff provides a convincing Shan/Dai source20 for the Lahu
noun ‘body’, there is growing evidence for a Burmese-Lolo form *daw?
‘body’ in a number of languages, many but not all in close contact with Dai
languages. If this is indeed a Burmese-Lolo etymon, it shows rhyme
irregularities in several languages and was at least influenced by the similar
Dai word. For further discussion see Bradley (1992a).

20 The corresponding Thai form is /tua/, which also figures in the Thai reflexive
/tua?een/. literally ‘one’s own body".
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b) Lisu and Lipo Pronouns

Lisu is spoken by about 850,000 people, mainly in northwestern and
western Yunnan in China, with large numbers in NE Burma and some in N
Thailand and NE India. It has several dialects; the two main ones, Northern
and Central, are described in Bradley (ed.) (1992b). Hope (1993) describes
Southern Lisu, and Metcalf (1993) describes what is sometimes called
Eastern Lisu. The latter is more usually known as Lipo or Lolopo and is
rather different from the other dialects; in China it is now classified as
Central Yi, with several hundred thousand speakers in N Central Yunnan.
Forms are given in Table 7 from the Northern dialect (data from Bradley
[ed.] 1992b) and Lipo (data from Metcalf 1993).

Table 7: Lisu and Lipo pronouns

Lisu
First Second Third
Singular gwa“ nu3? yiss
Plural
. . 21
inclusive yo
exclusive x\)waﬁ’"‘nu21 nu33ya?! yis“:‘wa21
Lipo
First Second Third
Singular no 33 ni?3 ya 21
Plural
inclusive ?a?1ni®®
exclusive 13333ve33 ni33ve3’ yo.nve33

Duals can be formed by adding Lisu or Lipo /ni21 yo33/ ‘two +
human classifier’ after the singular or plural form. The dialects show
different plural suffixes: northern Lipo has / bul33/ ., which forms noun plurals
as well, and eastern Lipo has /th> 33 /. The plural in Lisu has several forms:
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first exclusive /nu2l/ vs. second and third person /waZ21/; the first
inclusive may add the noun plural marker / pu33 / which does not occur with

other pronouns and indicates the denominal origin of this pronoun.

As in other Loloish languages cited below, Lisu has separate possessive
forms for the singular pronouns: /gpwa35/ ‘my’, /na35/ ‘your' and /yess/
‘his/her’, implying a fused high tone possessive marker /a55/ which lowers
and unrounds high vowels. There are alternative tonal forms for ‘my’
/r_’]wa33/ and ‘your’ /na21/ suggesting a lowering tone for this putative
marker.

Lipo /?0215621/ is used both for ‘who?’ and also as an indefinite
pronoun ‘whoever’; Lisu has innovative /?a21ma33/ for ‘who?’ but still uses
/su33/ as an indefinite pronoun. Lipo /5921/ and Lisu /su33/ are both
productively used as a verb nominaliser, ‘one who'. The reflexive in Lisu is
innovative /tg¢i Sstche 21/ from a noun ‘self’; in Lipo reflexive pronouns are
formed by Pronoun + /mess/ + Pronoun, for example /ya21m855ya21/
‘him/herself. In general, Lisu shows innovative forms but Lipo retains a
number of cognates, as for ‘first plural inclusive’ and ‘who?’; but both also
share a number of retained Loloish forms such as Lisu /w a21/ and Lipo
/V€33/ ‘pluralizer of pronouns’.

A very limited amount of Lalaw data is provided in Chen et al.
(1985:199, 274) which tentatively suggests that it too is Central Loloish, as
do other lexical considerations. The third person pronoun is /u33/, related
to the general Burmese-Lolo form and thus not to the innovative forms in
Northern Loloish (Nosu, Nasu, Nisu and Sani) as discussed below.

¢) Jino Pronouns

The Jino are China's most recently recognised nationality; they now
number about 18,000 and are concentrated in a small area of SW Yunnan just
west of the northern tip of Laos. Despite this small number, there are fairly
large internal dialect differences noted in the standard description of Gai
(1986). The main dialect, spoken by about 90% of the Jino, has the
pronoun forms shown in Table 8 (Gai 1986:46).
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The dual suffix is identical to the number /hnss/ ‘two’, while the first
and second plural suffix can be related to the Lahu, Lisu, Lipo and other
suffixes with this function. For this third person plural suffix, see also
Burmish (above) as well as Akha, Hani and possibly Mpi (below). The
nonsingular third person bound form /2042/ appears to be the cognate,
while the innovative / khe“/ may provide a link to similar forms in Nisu
(‘Southern Yi') and Sani (‘Southeastern Yi’).

Table 8: Jino pronouns

First Second Third
Singular 13:)42 ne *2 khot?
Dual a33hn®® ni®*hn®® 20%2hn%%/kne%2nn®®
Plural
inclusive 131155%133
exclusive gassvu33 ni®%yu33 z0*?nma®°/kho%2hma®

Jino has a range of fused pronoun forms. For object forms, the
singulars are /13335/ ‘me’, /naas/ ‘you (O) and /kh635/ ‘him/her’; the
duals add a suffix /na33/ (with the /n/ presumably coming from the
preceding syllable with its syllabic nasal); and the plurals add /033 /. The
possessive forms for the first person singular include /13335/, /r_]u133/,
/ nua35/ and the partly fused /gueas/ ‘my’, while the second and third are
the fused /ns35/ ‘your’ and partly fused /khe42€55/ ‘his/her’. The dual
possessives add a /ne>S/ suffix (again presumably the /n/ is inserted), while
the plural possessives fuse the suffixes /Vu33/ and /hmass/ with /655/ to
/Vess/ and /hmess/ respectively.

Jino may add these suffixes to the remote 3rd person pronoun /su42/,
e.g. the plural /su“hmass/ ‘those other people’ (Gai 1986:167), as in
Burmese but not elsewhere in Loloish (see above). The same morpheme also
occurs in the question word ‘who?’ /k h:>335u42/ with the generalised Jino
question prefix /kho 33/. /thH/ (or various fusions cognate with the Lahu
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interrogative /qha/).2! Like Lahu, Jino has a likely cognate of *daw3 in its
reflexive /kha‘“to”/.

In summary, the Central Loloish pronouns present a coherent system
with various parallels of grammaticalisation. Lahu does not show much
sandhi affecting the pronoun stems; other languages, as well as Lahu, do
have tone sandhi with certain suffixes; Lisu has some sandhi with the stems,
while Jino has a great deal, both in pronouns and in other forms.

2) Northern Loloish Pronouns

a) Nosu

In China the Yi nationality of some 6.6 million was established after
1950, from various groups formerly called by the pejorative name Lolo. It
comprises six separate subgroups, each speaking distinct languages. For
more details see Bradley (1986, 1987). Central Yi includes Lipo and Lolopo;
it is in fact very closely related to Lisu and is thus Central Loloish. Western
Yi, including Lalaw and several other subgroups, is also fairly close to Central
Loloish. The remaining four subgroups all had related but distinct
traditional writing systems; the Northern Yi (who call themselves Nosu) and
the Eastern Yi (most of whom call themselves Nasu) are quite closely related
but each has substantial internal diversity. More distant are the Southern Yi,
many of whom call themselves Nisu, and the Southeastern Yi which includes
Sani, Axi (Ahsi, Ahi) and some other groups. A few Southern Yi also live in
Vietnam.

The largest 'Yi' group is the Nosu of Sichuan and northern Yunnan,
with over two million speakers, a large number of whom are monolingual.
The Nosu pronominal forms in Table 9 are cited from the Shengza dialect,
centred on Xide in southern Sichuan, from Chen et al. (1985:120).

The dual suffix is clearly related to the numeral ‘two’ /p121/ but with
tone sandhi. The plural suffix [go“]. probably underlyingly /‘6'021/- usually

21 In Lahu this prefix only occurs with non-pronominal interrogatives, and not with the two
subject pronominals ‘who?" and ‘what?’, but in Jino it does. Other Loloish languages that show
*k [kh] are Mpi and closely related Piyo, as well as Haoni and sometimes (with dialect
variation) Akha (all Southern Loloish); also some Northern Loloish languages such as Nosu.
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fuses with the preceding pronominal stem (which has already shown vowel
harmony to the suffix; perhaps it is now doubly suffixed and has already
fused once) and this one syllable has the vowel /0/ and low tone. As in some

Table 9: Nosu pronouns

First Second Third
Singular ga33 nu33 t:shz33
Dual ga21p155 nm33p155 tshz? pl
Plural
inclusive nissr‘]o21
exclusive 130213'0“/13021 no xo“ nw?! t:sho”‘go"‘i/tsho21

Central and Southern Loloish languages, there are separate possessive/
attributive forms for the singular pronouns: /Uass/ ‘my’, /niss/ ‘your S,
/tsh 221/ ‘his/her’. The inclusive form is a transparent compound of ‘you’
in the attributive form plus ‘we’ in the fused plural form. The reflexive is a
reduplication of this attributive form, singular /p assgass/ ‘myself’,
/ni®°ni®%/ ‘yourself, and with 21 > 44 sandhi /tshz? 't shz*%/ ‘him/
herself, while the plural is a reduplicated form of the fused one-syllable
plural with a sandhi tone on the second syllable.22 Another more general
reflexive is /t szsstce 33/, relatable perhaps to Chinese /ziji/.

‘Who?' is /kha“d 133/. with the first syllable reflecting the *ka form
of the question word prefix as seen in some forms in Lahu and Jino (Central
Loloish) and Akha (Southern Loloish), etc. The second syllable is a total
innovation, as in several other Nosu question words. The nominalising suffix
is /su33/ as seen in the name for this group which literally means ‘those
who are black’,23 while the indefinite third person pronoun ‘whoever’ is
/susst shoaa/ which adds the noun ‘person’ and alters the tone of what is
normally a suffix, or just /su33/.

22 There are several sandhi processes by which mid or low tones in Nosu change to the 44 tone;
see Bradley (1990) for more details.
23 The ‘black bone’ Nosu are the aristocrats, of relatively pure Nosu descent.
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b) Other Northern Loloish pronoun systems

Pronouns in a variety of languages are cited from my field notes on
Northern Yinuo, Sondi and Adur, Eastern Samei, Southeastern Axi and Azhe,
and Southern Nisu; other forms are cited from the Yi Historical Documents
Section (1984) which includes five varieties of Eastern Yi (three from
Guizhou, one from northern Yunnan and one from Guangxi), one of Southern
Yi, as well as Sani and Nosu; from the Yunnan Nationalities Language
Commission (1983) which provides data on 28 varieties of Yi (7 Eastern, 5
Southern, 4 Southeastern, 3 Western, 2 Northern and one Central variety, as
well as six further dialects which do not fit well into this classification).
Another source is the work by the Guizhou Yi Studies Research Committee
(1991) which cites four varieties including Panxian.

The northernmost subvarieties of Northern Yi are Yinuo and Lindimu;
their pronominal systems are virtually the same as that of Shengza, apart
from some differences in tone sandhi. However the two southern varieties
of Northern Yi, Sondi and Adur, have a first plural inclusive form /aaaszss/
which has cognates in Central Loloish Lipo as well as Eastern and
Southeastern Yi.

Eastern Yi is extremely widespread and probably covers much of the
traditional territory of the Northern Loloish group. This includes north
central and northeastern Yunnan and western Guizhou. Indeed Eastern Yi
dialects were probably the local language of the Kunming area, the capital of
Yunnan, prior to the influx of the Chinese more than a millennium ago, and
some remnant communities survive. The most divergent variety is spoken
in southwestern Guizhou around Panxian. See Table 10.

The main innovation in this paradigm is the third person form, which
may be connected to Chinese /ta/, to a former demonstrative form, or both.
The plural markers are diverse. In most Guizhou varieties we find /X633/. a
cognate of the general Loloish pronoun pluralizer; but in Panxian there is
instead a form /bu21/ which can be linked with northern Lipo and the
Lisu/Lipo noun plural, with the Nisu pronoun plural, and possibly the Zaozou
first/third plural suffix. The typical Northern Loloish first inclusive form is
present. The ‘Hei Yi' plural forms are fusional; this is also true of the second
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plural in the variety spoken in Guangxi, which has an innovative first plural
exclusive and another form of the usual plural suffix on its third plural form.

Nasu has the nominalising suffix /su33/ or /su21/. for example in the
group’s own name. In the indefinite pronominal usage this has been
replaced in some Guizhou varieties: Dafang /pra 33clulss/, Panxian
/ppa33da?3/ but Weining and some others retain /su21/ in this use). The
question form ‘who?’ has a different rhyme, perhaps due to fusion in the
question word: Luquan /0.21se33/, Dafang /a21¢133/, Panxian /0.215933/
and Guangxi /kh633zu21/. the latter form containing the velar question
prefix also seen occasionally elsewhere and showing medial sandhi voicing.
Available reflexive forms, Dafang /tsz°%tgi?!/ and Panxian /tsz%%tsa 33/,
look similar to their Nosu (and Chinese) equivalents.

For Nisu or Southern Yi, I use my own field data24 on the variety
spoken at Xinping, and the Yi Historical Documents Section (1984) material
for the Shuangbo dialect. There is no first person inclusive/exclusive
distinction and no category of dual in Nisu. See Table 11.

The Nisu / be?ly plural suffix can be related to similar morphemes in
Panxian Nasu, dialects of Lipo, and Lisu. As in most Burmese-Lolo languages,
the pronoun plural stems are distinct from the singulars, and more
morphologised than the noun plurals (which are also much less frequent
than the corresponding pronoun plurals).

Like other Northern Loloish languages, Nisu has the nominaliser suffix,
Xinping / su33/ , Shuangbo / 5321/ , also used as an indefinite pronoun and in
the word for ‘who?’, Xinping /0215u33/ and Shuangbo /0.215333/. The
latter /5033/ shows the difference in tonal reflexes often seen in two-
syllable words in Northern Loloish, due to earlier tone sandhi processes; for
some discussion of this in Nosu see Bradley (1979b:214, 1990). The
Shuangbo reflexive /?a *Sme 33/ can be directly compared to literary
Burmese, Lipo and one of the Sani forms cited below (Table 12).

24 | would like to acknowledge the assistance of Li Yongxiang, the speaker from whom the
data was collected.
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Sani (‘Southeastern Yi') pronoun forms are cited from Jin, et
al. (1984). Bradley (1979b) suggested that Sani and other Southeastern Yi
languages are Central Loloish rather than Northern Loloish, but the pronoun
forms do not support this subgrouping.

Table 12: Sani pronouns

First Second Third
Singular  po33/z0%® n133/n1%® thu®5/kng33
Dual
inclusive A215155n121mg33
exclusive 13'021n121m233 nIl 33{1033/ kh1335121n121m233
no?ini2inp33
Plural
inclusive 42%1si%°
exclusive no2! no?l/po?lzi33 gn133gi2t

The /t huss/ third person form, though innovative as far as Loloish
goes, is archaic and literary in Sani; it can be linked with the Nasu (Eastern
Yi) forms. The modern third person form /lch_I_33 / also means ‘that’ and is
obviously recently derived from that demonstrative; this etymon is shared by
Sani and the Nisu (Southern Yi) forms. The dual forms mostly contain ‘two’
/ni 21/ plus the general classifier /mp_33/: the sole exception is the
anomalous /n13313033/ ‘you two’ which appears to contain the first person
pronoun as its second syllable. Possessives are formed by adding /3233/
which as in Lahu does not change the tone of the preceding pronoun.

The nominaliser for verbs and the third person remote or indefinite
pronoun ‘whoever’ in Sani is /s133/, while ‘who?' is /A215'033/; both may
be derived from the Burmese-Lolo form with these meanings, but the rhyme
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for ‘who?’ is irregular and may thus reflect the fusion of a suffix, thus
paralleling several other Sani question words by ending in /v /. The reflexive
pronoun is /821111855/. cognate with the literary Burmese form, or Pronoun
+ /tu33tu33/; the latter including the morpheme /tu33/ that is cognate
with reflexives in other Loloish languages (< PLB ‘body’ *daw3). Other
Southeastern Yi languages such as Axi, Azhe and Azha all have the same
distinction between first plural inclusive and exclusive, with the first person
pronoun plus plural suffix for exclusive, and a cognate to Sani /AZ1 si%% / for
the inclusive: Axi /43351°%/ and Azhe /4%1se55/.

In summary, the Northern Loloish languages have replaced the
Burmese-Lolo third person pronoun; but with three independent forms, all
possibly from demonstratives: Southern and Southeastern with a velar initial,
Northern with /t sh/ initial, and Eastern and earlier Southeastern with a
voiceless alveolar initial, usually aspirated and possibly influenced by Chinese
(Mand. /ta/). All four Northern Loloish subgroups share the retained
nominalising suffix derived from *sul. though several have changed it by
fusion in ‘who?’ and ‘whoever’; and most share an innovative two-syllable
first plural inclusive form like / a33 s 155 /.

3) Southern Loloish Pronouns

a) Akha

Akha is spoken by a population approaching 600,000 in Burma,
southwestern Yunnan in China, northern Laos and northern Thailand. In
China they form part of the composite Hani nationality, which has another
million people including some 700,000 who speak extremely similar Hani
dialects or other closely related varieties such as Haoni, and another
300,000 or so who speak other Southern Loloish languages such as Khatu
(Chinese Kaduo), Piyo (Chinese Biyue), or Mpi (in Thailand).

The pronoun forms in Akha are given in the following table; the main
source is Lewis (1989).25

25 The transcription is derived from that used in China, and indicates creaky syllables with
an underline, high tone with an acute, and low tone with a grave accent.
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Table 13: Akha pronouns

1st 2nd 3rd (present) 3rd (absent)

Singular pa n3 ayd a4 ha
Dual

inclusive a/a (du)pa

exclusive pa pa no pa alydpa a ha pa
Plural

inclusive 4/a du(ma)

exclusive na ma n> ma a y3 ma a ha ma

The above third person forms are used only for animates; there is also
an animate third person remote, /a ¢35/, which functions somewhat like
Lahu /3u/ or Burmese /6u/ in this sense; like them, it does not take dual or
plural suffixes. Inanimates are referred to by demonstrative-plus-classifier
or numeral-plus-classifier, not by pronouns.

Tonal alternations in the first and second person pronouns are partly
grammaticalised, with high tone (the regular cognate form) in subject
position, mid tone before the dual and plural suffixes, and low tone as object
or possessor with certain markers, e.g. /—5:/ ‘object’, /-9 / ‘possessor’ as in
/05-5’/ ‘me’, /n3-5/ ‘you (S object); /pa-3/ ‘my’. /n>->/ ‘your (S)".

The reflexive and the intensifier both use the same suffix as seen in
the third (absent) pronoun: /ha/; in the reflexive this shows a tonal
alternation. The intensifiers are /ga ha/ 'l myself, /nd ha/ ‘you yourself
and /a ha/ ‘he/she him/herself; note that the first and second person
pronoun stems are in their attributive/possessive forms. After these /-ha/
forms the dual suffix /na/ or the plural suffix /ma/ may be added. The
reflexive is invariant /yd hd y3 ha/; if it is not third person, the first or
second person subject pronoun may be prefixed to this to disambiguate it.
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The form which corresponds to /ha/ in northern Akha as spoken in parts of
China is /ya31/. and in closely-related Hani it is /y a33/: other such
northern examples of /y/ are noted in Bradley (1979b:40). In this case the
Akha/Hani form reflects a *v initial.

The creaky tone in the Akha third person animate pronoun is irregular
and unexpected; but it is absent in the corresponding reflexive form. Note
also the occasional use of the prefix /a/ as an apparent third person
pronoun stem, as in /a pa/ or /a ha/.

‘Who?' in Akha is the regular /a31 suss/, sometimes with the
addition of the classifier for humans, /y a31/; but unlike its Central and
Northern Loloish cognates, Akha /suss/ is not used as a nominalising suffix
on verbs in Akha or other Southern Loloish languages; though it is fossilised
as the second syllable of the Bisu form.

b) Other Southern Loloish pronouns

In many of the languages most closely related to Akha, the same kind
of tonal alternation in the pronoun forms extends also to vowel alternations.
The Hani, Haoni and Piyo data is from Li and Wang (1986:147); the Mpi is
from Duanghom (1976). In Haoni the first person alternates between four
forms, /13355/, /13333/, /r_]aaa/ and /gm35/. as does the second between
/nvss/, /nu33/, /no33/ and /nvas/. In each case it is the first form, which
occurs as subject, that shows the regular correspondence with other Loloish
languages; the others presumably result from tone sandhi and fusion with
following markers. Similarly, in Piyo one sees first person /{]ass/. /no 33,
and /13335/ and second person /nv55/. /n:>33/ and /n:>35/.

Unlike Akha and Hani, some other languages of this subgroup do not
distinguish first person inclusive and exclusive. The plural suffixes are also
somewhat different: Hani /ya/ for first and second person (but /ma/ like
Akha for third plural), Haoni /thiss/ and Piyo /V33/. Mpi has first and
second plural suffix /t Gu33/ but third person plural suffix /m655/; the
distinction (if not exactly the forms) suggests the Hani split plural suffix
pattern. Pronoun stems are levelled to /1)331/, /n331/ and /y:>31/ before
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the Piyo plural suffix; Mpi levels first and second person to /130.33/ and
33
/na~~/.

The Haoni third person singular shows the cognate form followed by a
suffix, /yisslo31/; Piyo shows it with a different suffix, /ye31 kh:)al/; and
Mpi has /p21tg621/ with the first syllable reflecting the nasal-prefixed
*(n)y a.l:]z version of the Burmese-Lolo pronoun. However, apart from Mpi
/putg'ézlm'éss/ ‘they’, these suffixes do not appear in the plural forms,
Haoni /y155 thiss/ ‘they’ and Piyo /y:>31v33/ ‘they’. The interrogative
pronoun ‘who?’ has the regularly expected form />31sv55/ in both
languages; and the reflexive /3v31x331/ in Haoni also corresponds well to
the Akha/Hani form. In Mpi the remote third person pronoun /5'655/ has

unexplained nasalisation, as indeed it has in nearby Bisu.

Bisoid languages are spoken in northeastern Laos (Phunoi),
northwestern Vietnam (C66ng), northernmost Thailand, the eastern Shan
State of Burma and the southern tip of Yunnan in China (Bisu) by about
30,000 people. The following Bisoid data, showing the regular shift of
*stop-prefixed nasal to voiced stop in the first person pronoun, is from
Bradley (1988) for Bisu in Thailand and Bradley (1979b) for Phunoi in Laos.
In other dialects of Bisu the nasals remain nasal, while in some, e.g. that
reported from China by Li (1991), they are prenasalised stops. This provides
evidence for reconstructing a stop prefix with the first but not the second
person pronoun in Southern Loloish, and thus presumably for Burmese-Lolo
itself.

The fused dual and plural forms, partly different in Phunoi and Bisu,
presumably reflect earlier suffixes: perhaps /i/ dual and /u/ plural.26
Regular correspondences would predict high tone for first and second
person and low tone for third person; but the tonal contrast has been
completely eliminated in Bisu and eliminated in plural forms in Phunoi. The
interrogative pronoun has an irregular rhyme correspondence in both

26 For some discussion of this palatal suffix -y in pronominal paradigms, see Matisoff 1993
(to appear).
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languages; the Bisu form may reflect paradigmatic influence from the rhyme
of the second and third person pronoun, /an/.

Table 14: Bisu and Phunoi pronouns

Bisu Phunoi
Singular Dual Plural Singular Plural
1st ga gay gu gandm gu
2nd nag nay non nd nd
3rd  yap ydy  yop ya yt
who? asapg si

In general the pronoun paradigms in the Southern Loloish languages
have arrived at relatively complex patterns through independent processes
of sandhi and fusion with suffixes. They are more advanced in this respect
than any of the Central or Northern Loloish languages, and much more so
than the Burmish languages.

IV. ZAOZOU PRONOUNS

Zaozou is a language spoken by approximately 2,500 members of the
Nu nationality in northwestern Yunnan. Other Nu speak Nungish languages
more closely related to Rawang and Nusu (described below under Nungish).
Very limited data on Zaozou is available from Sun (1985), including the
following data on pronouns (1985:71). On various phonological and lexical
grounds it appears to be a Northern Loloish language like Nosu and Nasu, but
the available data is not unequivocal.

The plural suffix is /pess/ for first and third person, but /teia/ for
second person. The dual is formed with the corresponding plural followed
by /ngsal ‘two' and then /ia 33 / (classifier for humans). Parallel to
Burmese, the first inclusive dual has the /?031/ prefix plus the plural suffix,
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not a cognate to the Central or Northern Loloish inclusives. First and
second person forms appear to be cognate as elsewhere in Tibeto-Burman,
but as in Northern Loloish the third person form appears to have been
replaced, in this case (as in eastern Nasu) with a form beginning in /t/.

Table 15: Zaozou pronouns

Singular Dual Dual
inclusive exclusive
1st IJO55 ?a31pe55n§_53ia33 0055p955n§53ia33
2nd x‘)aua1 nm55t613n§_531a33
3rd tud® tmsspe55n§531a33
Plural Plural
inclusive exclusive
1st ?al pe55 lgosspes5
2nd nu®teld
3rd tu®Spe5s

V. GONG PRONOUNS

The data in this section is based on my own fieldwork. Table 16
shows the pronoun forms in Gong, which is spoken by several hundred
people in west central Thailand. While it falls within the Burmese-Lolo
subgroup of Tibeto-Burman, it fits neither into Loloish nor into Burmish, but
forms a third subgroup of which it is the only member.

The forms which lack plurals are really demonstratives;27 some
speakers prefer not to use these with animate referents, while the true

27 The actual demonstratives, however, operate in a rather different system:
‘this’ /hén/ cf. ‘he/she (here) /hon/
‘that (near)’ /thé/ cf. ‘that one (further)’ /théy/
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third person pronoun forms /hén/ and /m>/ can only be used with animate
referents. Of these two pronouns, the former reflects the general Burmese-
Lolo form *?a(n)y agz, while the second is either de-demonstrative, or an
indication of another Sak/Luish link, this time to Sak /?ema/ ‘he’, cf. Luce
(1985 v.2:57), Htun Shwe Hkain (1988:17) and Bernot (1967:253); see also
the Bai form cited in Table 21 below.

Table 16: Gong pronouns

Singular Plural Plural
inclusive exclusive
1st na ?aph3 pd thé
2nd non nop pr3
3rd (here) héy hép ph3
(very near) n3?
(there/near) mo md> ph3

(there/further) thép
(there/far) pk3

‘who?’ ?> wé

The animate interrogative pronoun includes the fused question
marker /wé&/ which occurs on other question words; its stem can be
compared with the noun /?3/ ‘person’. The development from *s to Gong
/?/ is entirely regular, so both ‘'who?’ and (as an innovation) the noun

‘person’ derive from the Burmese-Lolo suffix *su? ‘one who'.

‘that (far, S or W)’ /tak/
‘that (far, N or Ey /m3k/ cf. ‘he/she (there/near)’ /md/
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VI. RECONSTRUCTION OF BURMESE-LOLO PRONOUNS

In Bradley (1979b:245) 1 posited the four-term pronoun system
reconstructed here. The data considered here suggests some minor
adjustments; the revised reconstructions are:

(10) "'g*l:]a.:l first person
*nag second person
*?s(n)yan? third person
*su third person remote/indefinite
*mi3/may? reflexive

Of these five forms, the first two are near-universal Sino-Tibetan
etyma. The third is a Burmese-Lolo etymon with a likely Nungish
connection; apart from modern Burmese and Northern Loloish, it is very
widespread and stable—which is most unusual for third person pronouns in
Tibeto-Burman (Bauman 1975 passim) and Sino-Tibetan (Benedict 1972:93).
The fourth, with a prefix *?o, is the regular Burmese-Lolo etymon for
‘who?’ as well; it appears to originate from a nominalising suffix ‘one who' as
demonstrated above. The fifth is found in Burmese and in Central and
Northern Loloish.

A variety of Tibeto-Burman evidence for the *g prefix in the first
person pronoun is presented in Bauman (1975:125ff); within Burmese-Lolo,
the Bisoid forms provide evidence for a consonantal prefix (*b, *d, *g, *r)
but do not indicate which.

Apart from the *su?l

suffix, which can be traced back to Proto-
Burmese-Lolo in these functions, there is also extensive evidence for the
Tibeto-Burman, Sino-Tibetan, and perhaps Sino-Caucasian or even Proto-
Human morpheme for ‘female’. The Burmese-Lolo reconstructed form is a
female or collective nominal suffix *ma3. Its extension to pronominal
paradigms is an innovation and is restricted to certain specific languages:

Burmese in the female sense, a few Burmish and (especially Southern)
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Loloish languages, in the plural or collective sense; but in Central Loloish
note the Jino third plural and the Lahu dual as well.28

Another widespread plural suffix in Loloish is reconstructed as
*?-way2/3 in Bradley (1979b:336). Matisoff (1985, 1991:392-3) suggests a
connection with the copula *ray/way and cites forms from languages in
other subgroups of Tibeto-Burman which also show a parallel semantic
development: existence > individuation > plurality. However the suffix with
the form showing *?-w initial is restricted to Loloish.29 In some languages
this plural suffix (variably as in Nosu or categorically as in Bisu, Phunoi and
some varieties of Nasu) fuses with the pronoun stem to produce
monosyllabic plural forms. Another plural suffix may link Burmish and
Nungish: note Maru, Lashi and Atsi /niy/ and the Dulong plural suffixes.

Other plural suffixes include some that are used more frequently with
nouns. These include the deverbal Central and Northern Loloish form from
the verb *mpup! ‘abundant' and the Burmese literary noun plural /mya/
from the verb *Cmyaz ‘many’. As noted above, the Sino-Tibetan collective
suffix in its Burmese-Lolo form *ma> also becomes a plural or occasionally
(as in Lahu) a dual pronoun suffix.

The usual dual forms are more or less transparently derived from a
suffixed form of the number ‘two’, but in some languages the form, such as
Lahu /ng&/ or (Chinese) Ngochang /hndk/, has been grammaticalised to a
greater or lesser degree and has thereby become less transparent. The least
grammaticalised duals also include a classifier after the numeral; it is normal
in all Burmese-Lolo languages for numerals to occur only with a following
classifier.30

Several nominal forms have been cited as the sources of first and
second person pronouns, especially in Burmese. For the third person,

28 Cf. the discussion of this etymon in “The mother of all morphemes” (Matisoff 1991b). [Ed.]
29 Note the possible Naxi and western Bai cognates below, however.

30 The sole exception is in counting; but in most Burmese-Lolo languages the classifier is
obligatory even then.
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demonstrative forms replace the putative Burmese-Lolo cognate, especially
in Northern Loloish.

Nouns for ‘body’ are particularly prominent as grammaticalised forms
including denominal pronouns. From the Sino-Tibetan cognate
reconstructed as *s-ko?l come the Burmese object suffix and the Burmese
reflexive /ko/, also independently and more recently used as a second or
first person pronoun in Burmese. From another Sino-Tibetan etymon,
"gugl, comes the modern Burmese classifier for animals as well as the
reflexive in some Burmish languages. From a third etymon for ‘body’
widespread in Burmish and Loloish, "‘dawa. come a variety of Loloish
reflexive forms; these may be partially blended with Dai forms from *Dai
*tuad. Though not attested in Burmese itself with the meaning ‘body’, it
appears to be the source of the Burmese pronoun pluraliser /t&/; this may
also be connected with central and northern Nusu plural forms. Many other
Burmish languages reflect a two-syllable form from *gugi daw? or
*?sdaw’ for the noun ‘body’.31

While a distinction between inclusive and exclusive first person forms
is not universal in Burmese-Lolo, it is fairly widespread and several
reconstructible pronominal etyma occur. One is the general Tibeto-Burman
form posited by Bauman (1975:131ff, 183), *1i; cognates for this are seen in
some Burmish languages such as Atsi and Maru, and possibly in the rhymes
of the two Loloish etyma *(?e)ni! and *?esil. Forms reflecting *(?o)ni?
are found in most Central Loloish languages, with a possible but irregular
cognate in Akha.32 Forms reflecting *?5si? are found in some Northern
Loloish languages. Some other languages which make the distinction simply
conjoin second and first person pronouns, with or without some degree of
fusion and tone sandhi. The usual exclusive form is the first person form
with the appropriate plural marker.

31 For more details see Bradley (1992a, forthcoming).

32 The Akha form /& dw/ shows an irregular development of *nasal to voiced stop; this is also
seen in some other cognates such as ‘bamboo shoot’ and may reflect contact with a Bisoid
language which changes some nasals to the corresponding voiced stop.
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The final and most subtle and complex area of grammaticalisation
within the pronoun systems of these languages involves tonal alternations
between the regular tonal reflexes found most typically in subject forms and
different tones found most often in possessive forms. As typical SOV
languages, all Burmese-Lolo languages have the possessor preceding the
possessed. This close juncture environment within the same NP is an ideal
environment for tone sandhi.

Bauman (1975:174ff) posits a Tibeto-Burman *ky(a) genitive suffix,
reduced in different ways in the various languages. One possible source of
the sandhi often found in Burmese-Lolo is a reduced form of this suffix, (k]
or more likely [?]. This is exactly what occurs in modern Burmese: in
possessive and other attributive environments words including pronouns
which end in a non-creaky tone acquire creaky tone (the reflex of Burmese-
Lolo *Tone 3), which could reflect an earlier final glottal stop. In some
other Burmish languages, such as Hpun, the glottal stop final is still present
in the possessive forms of pronouns. In Loloish, which has desegmentalised
the glottality in the reflexes of *Tone 3, the possessive forms of otherwise
unsuffixed singular pronouns often reflect *Tone 3, rather than the *Tone 1
or *Tone 2 reflexes seen in the subject forms. This is not universal; some
languages such as Lahu do not show tonal alternations in pronoun stems at
all.33

Of course there is also the Burmese-Lolo genitive marker
reconstructed in Bradley (1979b:376) as *way2’/3. This Matisoff (1985)
derives from the same original source as the Loloish plural suffix: the copula
*way/ray. This marker, usually reflecting *Tone 3 and reduced by regular
sound change in many languages to a single vowel, is an alternative source of
the tones and occasional vowel changes in the possessive pronouns via fusion
with the preceding pronoun. However, Lahu regularly develops this marker
(with various functions including genitive) into the phonologically rather
more substantial /ve/, which is less easy to fuse and eliminate, and Lahu is
one of the languages which do not have paradigmatic changes in pronoun

33 see note 18.
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tones; this could indicate that the process of tone grammaticalisation is a
separate innovation in each Burmese-Lolo language which shows it.

VII. PRONOUNS IN RELATED TIBETO-BURMAN LANGUAGES

According to the conventional classifications of Shafer (1966-74) and
Benedict (1972), Burmese-Lolo (Shafer's Burmish Section) includes Naxi
(Nakhi, Moso) of northwestern Yunnan, the Xifan (Hsifan) languages of
western Sichuan, and extinct Xixia (Hsi-hsia) formerly spoken further north
still. Benedict (1972:8) indicates that Nungish (Trung/Dulong, Nu, Rawang
of northernmost Burma and adjacent areas to the east in northernmost
Yunnan in China) “stands fairly close to the Burmese-Lolo nucleus, yet has
numerous points of contact with Kachin.” Shafer groups a variety of other
languages including Jinghpaw Kachin, the Luish or Sak group, Mru, Chairel,
Taman and Kuki-Chin-Southern Naga along with Nungish into his higher-
order Burmic Division. Shafer's classification has been superseded by the
grouping of the “Sal” languages proposed by Burling (1983) which instead
links Jinghpaw Kachin, Northern Naga and the Luish or Sak group on the
basis of shared innnovative lexicon. Chinese linguists have arrived at a
classification which includes Naxi, Bai and Tujia (of western Hunan and
Hubei and eastern Sichuan and Guizhou) with Loloish. Conversely, Sun
(1983) demonstrated links within the Qiangish group in which he includes
Qiang and about a dozen Xifan languages (Pumi, Shixing, Namuyi, Choyo,
Ersu or Tosu, Muya, Guigiong, Zhaba, Ergong, Jiarong (rGyarung) and the
very diverse Qiang ‘dialects’); to this other scholars have linked Baima in
northern Sichuan and some of the languages of northeastern India.
Adequate recent data on most of these Qiangic languages is lacking, but such
data as is available does not support Shafer's proposed link with Burmese-
Lolo.

1) Naxi

Concerning Naxi, Bradley (1975) shows that it does not share such
defining characteristics of core Burmese-Lolo as the development of *Tone
3 and regular correspondences for the *prenasalised voiced stops, among
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other things.34 However on lexical and other grounds it nevertheless fits
very closely with Burmese-Lolo. The following data on Naxi is drawn from
He and Jiang (1985).

Table 17: Naxi pronouns

Singular Plural

direct/attributive inclusive exclusive
1st pd /pd pd pgit e pgu
2nd ni /nd nu gygt/nd pgu/nd xeo
(polite) ?u ?u xeo /ud xeo
(polite) nv npv xe
3rd thu/thd thu ngu/thd pngu/thd xe
who? ?o neé

The eastern ‘dialect’ of Naxi is extremely different; its pronouns are
/pa/ ‘first person’, /né/ ‘second person’, /thv/ ‘third person’, with the
plural suffix /sa/ and the much more distinctive first plural inclusive form
/yo tsu k¥/.

It can be noted that Naxi has a similar third person form to the
innovative forms in some non-adjacent Northern Loloish languages such as
eastern Nasu; but both closely resemble Chinese as well.35 One of the plural
suffixes, /X®/, may be related to that often found in Loloish. Otherwise,
there are no specific grounds for linking pronoun developments in Naxi and

34 For a discussion of Naxi tonal behavior in stopped syllables, which also sets it apart from
“core BL,” see Matisoff 1991c. [Ed.]

35 The details and chronology of pronoun developments in Chinese are beyond the scope of
this paper; suffice it to say that the current Mandarin Chinese third person pronoun /ta/ is
derived from a similar source as the Burmese pronoun (Karlgren 1957 (4c’) ‘another’). . It has
been the usual spoken pronoun in all Mandarin subdialects since the Tang Dynasty (from the
7th century A.D.), and is not found except as a Mandarin loan in non-Mandarin dialects of
Chinese; see the discussion in Norman (1988:118-119).
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Burmese-Lolo; so this is another criterion for separating Naxi off from the
main Burmese-Lolo nucleus.

2) Nungish

The data on Nungish in Tables 18-20 includes Rawang from northern
Burma (R. Morse, n.d.) and from China, Dulong (two varieties, western and
eastern) from Sun (1982:246, 73), and Nusu (further south) from Sun and
Liu (1986:175-6, 46). There are many more local varieties in Burma, which
S. Morse (1989) clusters into five subgroups; data from my fieldnotes on
some of these is appended.

Apart from the near-universal Sino-Tibetan first and second person
forms, there is limited evidence of a Burmese-Lolo link, but other evidence
of independent innovations. The various forms for ‘who?' are unrelated.
Most plural suffixes are different apart from the Rawang /ma?/ also found in
some Burmish language (this is in any case a common Tibeto-Burman
collective suffix). Again, the dual suffixes do not support a link, apart from
some dual suffixes which are most likely independently derived from a
common Sino-Tibetan form for ‘two’. However, the parallels in the third
person form do lend support to a Burmese-Lolo link; note the identical
rhyme in Rawang and Dulong, and the preglottalised palatalised nasal initial
in Nusu as in adjacent northernmost Burmish, both supporting a similar
reconstruction to the Burmese-Lolo *?a(n)y arjz. Note also the similarity
between the plural suffixes of many of these languages and those of
Maru/Lashi/Atsi. Of course, Nungish languages and the northernmost
Burmish languages are geographically adjacent, so borrowing cannot be
entirely ruled out. There are also various Nungish innovations, such as the
use of a prefixed form of the etymon *mi ‘person’ for ‘who?’, rather than
the Burmese-Lolo grammaticalisation of this morpheme to a reflexive
function.

3) Bai and Tujia

The classification of Bai has long been problematic. Bai (formerly
called Minchia) as the local language around Dali in western Yunnan was
probably the dominant language of the Nanchao kingdom, and contact with



206

Chinese has been so intensive and longstanding that massive numbers of
Chinese loanwords from a series of stages of Mandarin and other dialects
have entered Bai and undergone subsequent phonological changes within
Bai. Some scholars have given up and classified modern Bai as a Sinitic
language because of this pervasive lexical influence. Chinese linguists prefer
to regard it as a Loloish language, but attempts to discover the pattern of
correspondences have foundered on the problem of sorting out loanwords
from different stages of a related language. Similarly, the recently described
Tujia language (formerly spoken in a large area of southwestern Hubei,
western Hunan, northeastern Guizhou and southeastern Sichuan, and still
spoken by nearly 200,000 people in the centre of this area) has been
classified by Chinese linguists as Loloish. It is far to the east of any modern
Tibeto-Burman language but is geographically closest to Northern Loloish at
its easternmost extreme in northwestern Guizhou and south central
Sichuan. Data on Bai is from Xu and Zhao (1984:175); Tujia forms are from
Tian et al. (1986:207). See Table 21.

Both Bai and Tujia lack the characteristic Burmese-Lolo third person
pronoun (though this is also absent from all varieties of Northern Loloish as
well). Bai has a plural suffix reminiscent of the Loloish one, and southern
Tujia contains a possible cognate for the first plural inclusive of Loloish (but
used in Tujia for a general first person plural, and possibly instead to be
related to the Sino-Tibetan second person form) as well as for the Burmese-
Lolo form for ‘who?’ (which is however fairly widespread with this use in
other branches of Tibeto-Burman as well). The northern Bai third person
form may be linked with the Gong and Sak forms. On the whole, evidence
from the pronouns for a Loloish or a Burmese-Lolo link with Bai or Tujia is
not convincing.

4) Xixia

The extinct Xixia (Hsi-Hsia, Tangut) language was spoken in what is
now Gansu and Ningxia, to the northeast of Tibetan and far to the north of
the Burmese-Lolo languages. Most scholars have followed the hypothesis
that it was a Tibeto-Burman language, including Nishida (1964-66), Sofronov
(1968), Kepping et al. (1969) and Kepping (1979); for a contrary view see
Kwanten (1983). Some, from Laufer (1916) onwards, have suggested that it
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was Loloish. Phonetic interpretation of the Xixia character-based
orthography, in use from 1036 to 1348, is extremely problematic; the
earliest use of this orthography thus slightly antedates the earliest surviving
Burmese written materials. The pronoun forms are given in Table 22,
following Kepping (1979:230-240).

The core first and second person forms are the usual Sino-Tibetan and
Tibeto-Burman cognates. The third person forms do not link with the
Burmese-Lolo form, and are clearly derived from the demonstrative /t hal/
‘this’. They also bear a suspicious similarity to the modern Chinese third
person pronoun.36 The third person remote form is probably derived from
the Tibeto-Burman word for ‘person’. One of the interrogatives may be
related to the Burmese-Lolo form, but not with the other meanings found
there. The reflexives are completely different; in fact the nonreduplicated
and reduplicated forms are written with different but homophonous
characters. Hence, there is absolutely no evidence for a Xixia-Burmese-Lolo
connection based on pronoun forms.

VIII. CONCLUSION

In summary, of the various further links proposed for Burmese-Lolo
within Tibeto-Burman, the link with Naxi is supported by very limited
evidence from pronoun forms, and a link with Nungish is also indicated.
However, support for close links with Bai, Tujia or Xixia is even more
limited, contrary to claims by some scholars that these are Loloish
languages.

It can thus be concluded that the shared Burmese-Lolo and Nungish
forms such as the third person pronoun *?a(n)y a.I‘]2 reflect the earliest
innovations. The Burmese-Lolo forms such as the nominaliser or

indefinite/interrogative and third person uses of forms derived from *sul

36 see footnote 35 above.
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and the reflexive *mia/mayz (the latter reconstructed in more detail in
Bradley 1992a), are somewhat less early; and the widespread Loloish forms
such as the plural suffix and the two distinct Northern and Central Loloish
first person inclusive forms represent more recent innovations.

Most of the first and second person pronoun stem innovations are
denominal; most of the third person pronoun innovations are de-
demonstrative. Innovative morphology is mainly suffixal, as would be
expected given the SOV syntax of Tibeto-Burman languages. These suffixes
are denominal or sometimes deverbal. The apparent chronology of these
developments provides further evidence in support of existing proposals for
genetic subgrouping within Burmese-Lolo and more or less closely related
Tibeto-Burman languages.
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