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1. ABSTRACT

The Burmese reflexive has three alternative forms. One, attested from the earliest inscriptions,
uses 68 /mi mi/ as the reflexive pronoun; for direct objects this is usually followed by the
noun (7305 /ko/ ‘body’, thus literally meaning ‘self’s body’. This reflexive has numerous
cognates in Loloish languages and is ultimately derived from the Tibeto-Burman etymon *mi
‘person’. Another has reanalysed the noun (7303 /ko/ ‘body’ as the reflexive pronoun, and
adds something else following it; for direct objects, the most frequent type, the form is /ké
ko ko/; this comprises two occurrences of ‘body’, the first in possessive form, and the object
marker which is also ultimately derived from ‘body’; as discussed below the order of these
constituents is a point of disagreement among Burmese grammarians. A third, derived by
reanalysis of the second, uses any pronoun twice, separated by the noun 0%05 /ko/ ‘body’
or less frequently another body-part noun.

In a reflexive context, the use of one of these reflexives is not obligatory; but if a reflexive
is not used then the sentence is ambiguous and would normally be interpreted as non-reflexive.
Burmese uses reflexives quite frequently with abstract verbs for mental attitudes and states,

and considerably less frequently with concrete action verbs.

In general where a cognate for the literary Burmese 88 /mi mi/ is absent elsewhere in
Burmese-Lolo, the reflexive is instead innovatively derived from etyma for ‘body’ (such as
Sino-Tibetan *gup, Burmese-Lolo *gop') or from Burmese-Lolo * daw’. In this it is unlike
the Burmese spoken form, which derives from another Sino-Tibetan ‘body’ etymon * s-ku,
Burmese-Lolo *s-ko'. In some languages both a cognate for /mimi/ and a ‘body’ form occur.
Grammaticalisation from words for ‘body’ is very widespread in languages of the area and

of course semantically quite reasonable for reflexives.
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2. INTRODUCTION

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 various South and Southeast Asian languages with diglossia, 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 1112 AD. One of the structural differences between the High and the Low
is in reflexivisation, for which there is one form in the High and two others in the Low, with
interesting structural differences.

The transliteration of Old Burmese and the transcription of Modern Burmese used here

have been outlined in the introduction to this volume.

The following abbreviations are used in this paper.

ACC accusative 0 object

CLF classifier PF final particle
DO direct object PL plural

EXC exclusive PRO pronoun
GEN genitive PUR purposive
INT intensifier REL relative

M male S subject
NEG negative SG singular

NP noun phrase

3. PRONOMINALISATION IN BURMESE

For full details of the pronoun system in Burmese and its development from Old Burmese
to Modern Burmese, see Bradley (1993). There have been very substantial changes including
the appeggioration or replacement of virtually every pronoun, in some cases more than once,
during the nine centuries of records of written Burmese. Unlike most other function words,
these pronouns do not differ between the modern literary High and the spoken Low.

The usual modern forms are cited in Table 1 below.
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TABLE 1: PRONOMINAL FORMS IN MODERN BURMESE

ol t; oS /cano/ I (male speaker)

o .§ e /comd/ I (female speaker)

cl /na/ I (speaking to intimate or inferior)

Oq_”(c) /cou’/ I (used in rural areas, mainly by male speakers)
e qp: /khamya/ you (male speaker)

ﬂé flin/ you (female speaker)

$ & /nin/ you (speaking to intimate or inferior)

& /min/ you (speaking to intimate or inferior)

N /6u/ he/she (usually human, always animate)

In Burmese, pronoun forms are fairly infrequent in running discourse; the unmarked
assumption is that a statement has a first person subject and that a question has a second

person subject, unless the context shows or implies otherwise.

Pronouns also have an attributive/possessive form which replaces a final heavy or level
tone with a creaky tone, e.g. ogﬁ eo*ygn /cand/ ‘my (male speaker)’; those which already end
in creaky tone, such as 08_|$e /comd/ ‘I/my (female speaker)’, have the same form. The
pronoun plural marker is Of?c%n tuiw. from the earliest inscriptions, regularly giving modern
o% pronounced /dé/. This was originally voiceless /t6/ and can be related to the fairly
widespread Loloish etymon *daw’ ‘body’; cognates are also used as a reflexive in some of
those languages. In Burmese, the plural marker may be productively added to any of the
above pronouns, but pronouns without the plural marker do also occur in plural contexts. All
these pronouns, with or without plural marker, may occur in the Pr6 (possessive form) +
/ko/ + Pro reflexive construction discussed below. The same marker with the formative
prefix /a/ as seen in the inscriptional form :39(73& atuiw. was most likely a first plural
exclusive; when the prefix was later lost, it retained medial voicing? and this is the source
of the modern first person plural (inclusive or exclusive) /dé/. There are various restrictions

on the plural marker in reflexives, as discussed below.

While the earliest Burmese inscription, the Rajakumar (dated 1112 AD), provides evidence
for juncture voicing in noun compounds such as eé@ mapgri ‘king’ + ‘big’ > ‘great king’
(lines 15-16), in almost all such cases later spellings show the unvoiced forms instead. Here,
the modern form is 65:@: now written /min ci/, showing the base form of the second
element but pronounced /min ji/, still with medial voicing. Other dialects of Burmese show

much less medial voicing: some do not voice medial aspirates, others do not voice medials at

2 For details and various parallel examples which have similarly reinforced the category of voiced stops in

modern Burmese, see Bradley (forthcoming).
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all, except where a Burmese doublet form has been borrowed. In standard Burmese this
juncture voicing is one of the main markers of unity between the noun or verb stem and
following associated components in a compound as well as following suffixes, modals and

other markers. Juncture voicing is regular for reduplicated verbs but not reduplicated nouns.?

Many of the modern Burmese pronoun forms, including the reflexes, are denominal. The
literary reflexive appears to be derived from a reduplication of Sino-Tibetan etymon *mi
‘person’, while the spoken reflexive is derived from the Sino-Tibetan etymon * s-ku ‘body’.
Parallels for this semantic development can be found in a number of languages of the region,

as well as elsewhere. The likely process of these developments is traced below.

It is often difficult to disentangle the literal ‘body’ and the extended object marker or
pronominal uses of /ko/ in early inscriptions. The reanalysis of 0%03 /ko/ as a reflexive
appears to have been fairly early; more recently, as in many other languages, this reflexive is
itself shifted to a non-reflexive pronominal use. Thus, in early modern Burmese, /ko/ alone
could also be used as a second person pronoun, to which the pronoun plural marker /t6/ >
/dé/ could also be added. Judson (1853:203) provides some examples of /ko/ used as a
second person pronoun by male or female intimates to women; Tun Nyein (1906), which is
often somewhat archaic for its period, includes /ko/ in the list of second person pronouns.
However, in current spoken Burmese, /ko/ alone is an informal first person pronoun mainly
but not only used by male speakers, not a second person pronoun; this further illustrates the
instability and openness of the pronoun system in Burmese. The form /ko do/ could formerly
be used as a second person pronoun to address superiors — monks and others; this is clearly
another extension of the ‘body’ meaning with the addition of the royal or respectful suffix
cons Itol. Its replacement by the current 329 & xR ep: /olinphayd/is another example of

the relatively rapid changes in the Burmese pronoun system.

Yet another independent development, discussed further below and in Bradley (1993), is
the modern spoken object/goal/allative noun marker O’c?) /ko/ from the same nominal source;

this has been differentiated from the nominal/reflexive spelling as noted below.

4. CASE MARKING IN BURMESE

Burmese is a typical SOV language; all marking of cases is done with suffixed cliticised
markers. These are phonologically joined to the preceding nominal by various juncture
phenomena which likewise link the verb and associated modals and other markers. Many of

these markers are historically derived from grammaticalised nominal, verbal or other forms.

3 For example /kaun/ ‘good’, reduplicated /kaungaun/ ‘well’, but 0 (T‘I)J /ako/ “older brother’, reduplicated
R0y [ko ko/.
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This case marking is in large part optional, and is used relatively sparingly in spoken
language. Probably due to the influence of Pali as the liturgical language of Buddhism,
written language marks a far greater proportion of cases on NPs, and makes some distinctions

absent from spoken style.

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; the most obvious example is the attributive/possessive
pronouns. This process is reflected from the earliest inscriptions to the present; for example
the “‘Myazedi’, lines 36 and 37, has ¢ pa + various kinship terms (e.g. line 36 has ¢ 200 pa
sa ‘my son’, instead of the usual subject pronoun form cl 1a). More relevantly, on the third
face of the Lemyethna Pagoda inscription dated 1232, lines 12, 19, 24 and 29 show cor?(g
pa kuiw ‘me’ (lit. ‘my body’), here ambiguous between Pro + the noun ‘body’ and Pro +
direct object marker — a perfect example of the right environment for a reanalysis! The origin
of the /ko/ object marker from a possessor noun + possessed ‘body’ noun phrase is further
indicated by the productive application of the noun tone creaking process before this noun
marker, probably of possessive origin as discussed in Bradley (1993, forthcoming).

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 indicated
in the earliest inscriptions.* Alternatively, Indic short vowels (creaky tone) as opposed to
long vowels (other non-stop final tones) may indicate the contrast for a, i and u;® but the
writing of this vowel-length distinction is also not very consistent in the twelfth and thirteenth
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 twelfth century, but it is quite likely. This sandhi process can
perhaps be derived from a fused form of the possessive marker, inscriptional and literary /i/,

modern spoken /yé/.

A similar alternation can be observed in possessive forms of pronouns in several other
Burmese-Lolo languages including other dialects of Burmese, other Burmish languages such

as Hpun, and Loloish languages in each subgroup of Loloish.

4 This is not too suprising 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 that the pitch differences.

5 Here, the short vowels and the syllables written with a subscript glottal stop are differently transliterated
following the usual practice outlined in the introduction to this volume; though both presumably
represented creaky tone.
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As noted above, other noun-marker forms 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 suffixes such as plural if any, and a quantifier expression consisting of one or more
sequences of number 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 be only briefly noted
here. In early inscriptions, objects (direct and indirect) could be followed by the marker 4(:),
while some direct objects, especially human ones, could be followed by kuiw (from ‘body’)
instead. This situation is preserved in the distribution of modern literary Burmese /3/ and
/ko/, but with wider distribution and greater frequency of /ko/ after direct objects. In modern
spoken Burmese /ko/ has completely replaced /&/ with indirect as well as direct objects; and

there is a strong constraint restricting the occurrence of /ko/ to one NP in a sentence.

The process and chronology of the replacement of 322: 2 by o%é kuiw in Burmese is a
fascinating topic but beyond the scope of this discussion; see Bradley (forthcoming). Other
changes in markers are mostly one-for-one replacement of existing markers in spoken Burmese,
with the Old Burmese forms 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 (1967) for details of this
so-called Nissaya Burmese.

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 and south-
eastern Tibeto-Burman in general. 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.

5. REFLEXIVES IN BURMESE

The modern reflexive forms are literary 88 /mi mi/ and spoken (7305 /ko/; more
specifically, the spoken direct object reflexive is /ké ko ko/ or Pr6, + (TO,Bog /ko/ (or other
body-part noun) + Pro..° The literary form occurs from the earliest inscriptions; the /ké ko
ko/ spoken form comes in gradually, and is derived from the noun ‘body’; the Pré /ko/ Pro
form results from reanalysis of the /k6 ko ko/ form. The spoken forms are unusual in that

their components do not undergo juncture voicing.”

¢  That is, any pronoun form in its possessive form with creaky tone on the final syllable plus /ko/ plus

the pronoun repeated in full. Other body-part nouns may also be used in place of /ko/; see sentence (6h)
below.

7 While reduplicated nominal forms such as kinship terms like /ko ko/ ‘older brother’ also do not voice,
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Burmese speakers disagree as to the ‘correct’ spelling of the /ké ko ko/ reflexive. Some
prefer (r?ui(r%(r%cﬁ , that is ‘body + object marker + body’; others prefer (r?u%ﬂ%u%(r% R
that is ‘body’s body + object marker’. Both spellings are given in Ba Han (1966:1605); it is
said that the government and the Burmese Department at Rangoon University prefer the
latter. Both are grammatically plausible reflexives; given the semantic change ‘body’ > ‘self’,
the former suggests ‘self + object marker + self’, two separate NPs; the latter implies ‘self’s
body + object marker’, a single NP. However, neither is parallel to the attributive/possessive
pronoun + body-part noun + pronoun reflexive construction, which here would instead
suggest (’)%QSG(Y]O?OS(Y%QS , that is ‘body’s body + body’, a two-NP construction. Perhaps
the various alternatives have all contributed to the modern /ké ko ko/ construction; but the
lack of juncture voicing suggests that neither the second nor the third /ko/ is the object
marker, as this would normally be voiced /go/ in either of the two environments suggested

by the alternative spellings.

This noun ‘body’, Old Burmese 0%5 kuiw, modemn 0%05 /ko/ and the reflexive derived
from it contain a false etymology in its modern spelling, adding a final orthographic y based
on the unrelated but look-alike Sanskrit/Pali form kaya. There are also longer, more formal
versions which start with /ko/ and continue with a Pali doublet, for example 093050’)’303
/ko ka yé/, 0%05 880 /ko khan da/; these forms may be further extended with a Burmese
nominal doublet, for example o%cﬁegomméa’aooé /ko khan da okaun othe/, all
meaning ‘body’. An earlier grammaticalised form from the noun was the noun object marker
ocr)f /ko/, but this is spelled without the spurious Pali-influenced final y. In this marker use, it
is absent from the earliest inscriptions starting in the year 1112, but starts to appear by 1147.
It was at first used only with animate patients, but by 1169 was occasionally being used with
inanimate (non-corporeal) noun 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), generalised further to goals in ditransitive or causative constructions as well,

and in current spoken Burmese covers all these functions.

1t is now stylistically unacceptable 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.

In Burmese it is only a noun phrase coreferential with the subject which can be reflexive.
This can be in the same clause, in an embedded clause within the same sentence, or in a

following conjoined clause or subsequent sentence in the same discourse context where the

the /k6 ko ko/ reflexive is not synchronically a reduplication, even though each of its three components
is ultimately derived from the noun ‘body’.
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antecedent is clear. As Burmese is a typical verb-final language, most embedded clauses
precede the subject; so the reflexive in an embedded clause often precedes its subject antecedent
if that antecedent is present. Furthermore, as Burmese is a language which does not require
overt subject pronouns, the antecedent may be completely unexpressed; in such a case the
reflexive is ambiguous or generic if the antecedent is not clear from the context. Like most
verb-final languages, Burmese is most frequently SOV but the exact order of noun phrases is
pragmatically determined. For the reflexive direct object the grammaticalised unitary
construction requires what is an O+S order, or for some speakers alternatively an O+S

preceded or followed by the non-reflexive form of the S.

Reflexives occur in various case roles; the main one is direct object, with more or less
fossilised possessive and embedded subject forms. Other case roles, such as indirect object
and so on, are filled by the possessive form of the reflexive pronoun 88 /mi mi/ or O%OS
/ké/ plus a noun form. The Burmese reflexive does not also have a reciprocal meaning; with
a plural antecedent the action is distributive, not reciprocal. Unlike the corresponding non-
reflexive pronouns, the /ko/ reflexive may not add the plural marker; but the literary /mi mi/
may do so, as shown in (24) below. On the other hand, the extended /ko/ non-reflexive
pronoun may have the plural marker; this pluralised usage was attested by the early nineteenth

century, as indicated by an example in Judson (1853: 203).

5.1 DiReCT OBIECT

As noted above, the exact structure of the spoken Burmese direct object reflexive /ké ko
ko/ is a matter of dispute. The ‘standard’ analysis suggests that it is a single NP comprising a
possessive reflexive pronoun /ké/, the noun /ko/ ‘body’ (which should be creaky before an
object marker) and then the object marker /ko/. The alternative spelling suggests that it is a
sequence of two NPs; the first consists of a reflexive pronoun /ko/ and the direct object
marker /ko/ which normally voices to /go/ and produces a creaky tone on the preceding
syllable in this environment; and then a second NP /ko/ ‘body’ or reflexive. Despite its lack
of the usual and expected juncture voicing, this operates as a unit for most speakers, who are
not able to pause as is normally possible between NPs in Burmese. As will be argued below,
it is likely that neither modern spelling reflects the original structure of the reflexive.

Since /ké ko ko/ alone is ambiguous as shown in sentence (1) and does not specify the
subject, a subject may also be present. On the other hand /ké ko ko/ (or literary /mf mi/) alone
is most frequently used for generic reflexives. If there is another pronoun, it normally
follows the reflexive, as in (2); but a noun may precede or follow, as in (3); some speakers
reject sentences like (3b) with the nominal subject following the /ké ko ko/. Literary equivalents
are similar but may also have 88(7305 /mi mi ko/ ‘self’s body’, 880’305:(7% /mi mi ké go/
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with the following object marker, or maximally (including the possessive marker /i/)
88en (73(5(73 /mi mi i ko go/; the latter two have the direct object marker voiced, creaking
the preceding syllable, unlike the spoken /ké ko ko/. There is also a non-ambiguous alternative
reflexive form with any other pronoun in the first and third slots, with the first in creaky-final
(attributive) form. This is an OS rather than the more unmarked SO order as in (4) and (5); it
will be argued below that the /ké ko ko/ form is parallel.

(D ko ko ko yai’ te
self DO self hit realis
Someone (unspecified but probably I unless context suggests otherwise) hits
himself.

2) k6 ko ko cono yai’ te
self DO self I(M) hit realis
I hit myself.

(3) a. khoslé k6 ko ko kai’ te
child self DO self bite realis
This child bites itself.

b. k6 ko ko khalé kai’ te

self DO self child bite realis
The child bites itself.

The meaning difference between (3a) and (3b) is one of focus. Of course, (2) and (3)
could also be expressed with the Pré + /ko/ or other body-part noun + Pro construction, as in
(4) and (5); (4a) is not ambiguous so the extra pronoun is not necessary, but some speakers
prefer to put one in as in (4b), always pausing after the reflexive, perhaps on the model of
sentences like (2). Other speakers reject sentences like (4b) as excessively redundant. Some
Rangoon speakers will accept sentences like (4c) with the extra subject pronoun first, if the
additional subject pronoun is to be there at all, but for most the preference is for OS as in
(4b) rather than SO as in (4c). There are also some speakers, especially from Mandalay, who
prefer sentences like (4¢) to those like (4b); for them the tendency to OS in reflexives must be
less strong. These pronominal reflexives do not occur in literary style. Sentences like (3)
with an overt 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 possibility as in (5b)
below, but this is not as unlikely as the corresponding sentence with pronouns only, as in
(4c); similarly, some speakers, especially those from Mandalay, may prefer (5b) to (5a)
because of their preference for SO, just as they prefer (3a) and (4¢).

(4) a. cend ko cano yai’ te
I DO 1 hit realis
I hit myself.
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b. ?cons ko cano cano yai’ te
1 DO 1 I hit realis
I hit myself.
c. ?cano cond ko cono yai'te
1 I DO I hit realis
I hit myself.

(5) a. 6 ko 6u khole kar’ te
he DO he child bite realis
The child bites itself.

b. ?khale 6i ko 6u kai’ te
child he DO he bite realis
The child bites itself.

This Pr6 + body-part noun + Pro form occurs with any of the core pronouns listed in the

previous section, with or without plural marker; the pronominal form in first and third slots

must be identical apart from the attributive creak on the final syllable of the first. Therefore

sentences like (6a), (6b) or (6¢)® are grammatical, while sentences like (6d) and (6e) are

ungrammatical. Those like (6f) and (6g) are not reflexive; the object marker does show

juncture voicing, and there can be

a pause before the second pronoun. Some speakers find

the reflexive forms with plural marker clumsy, because they can get rather long; hence

sentences like (6¢) below with the plurality marked in the verb but not the reflexive may be

preferred. The most frequent body-part noun, not suprisingly, is /ko/ ‘body” itself; but others

do occur, as in (6h), which is otherwise exactly parallel to (5a) and (5b).

i dé ko 6u do
he PL DOhe PL
They bite themselves.

0 dé ko 6u do
he PL DOhe PL
They bite themselves.

0i ko 6u kar’
he DO he bite
They bite themselves.

. *¥6ii dé6 ko O6u
he PL DO he
He bites them.

*60ii ko 6u
he DO he
He bites them.

(6) a.

do
PL

kai’ te
bite realis

kai’ c4 de
bite PL realis

cd de
PL realis

kai’ te
bite realis

kai’ te
bite realis

Sentences (6b) and (6¢) include the verb marker @ /ca/ which indicates multiplicity of the action and
therefore usually a plural subject; (6¢) shows that the plurality of the subject may be marked on the verb

without necessarily being marked on

the reflexive or the subject.
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f. 60 do go 6u kai’ te

he PL DO he bite realis

He bites them. (fronted, topical object)
g. 60 go 6Ou dé kai’ (cd) de

he DO he PL bite (PL) realis

They bite him. (fronted, topical object)

h. kholée 6 I’ Ou kai’ te
child his hand he bite realis
The child bites his own hand/bites himself on the hand.

These sentences are also perfectly natural with a subject noun, before or after the Pré +
noun + Pro combination. Some speakers also allow this construction with kinship terms
used in core or extended pronominal senses, as in (7).

@) ephe ko ophe  kai’ te

father DO father  bite realis
Father (or some older man) bites himself./Father, you bite yourself.

- As for the /ké ko ko/ construction, literate speakers disagree as to the spelling which
should be used for these spoken-style reflexives. It is usual to write the Pré + /ko/ + Pro
reflexive with the noun 0%05 ‘body’ rather than the object marker (Y% /ko/ in the middle,
but some people prefer the latter. The former implies an analysis possessive Pro + ‘body’ +
(subject/object) Pro, parallel to the (7305;7%&5(7% spelling of /k6 ko ko/; the latter suggests
object Pro in attributive form + object marker + subject Pro, parallel to the (Ycéogccrcé(r%ug
spelling of /ké ko ko/.

It is more likely that the /ké ko ko/ and Pré + body-part noun + Pro constructions are
parallel and both derived from a two-NP OS structure. In this the object comprises possessive
pronoun (reflexive or non-reflexive) + ‘body’ or other body-part NP; the following subject is
an identical non-possessive pronoun; as the two are linked there cannot be a pause between
them. This overcomes the problems of lack of voicing of the putative object marker and lack
of creak of the form preceding the putative object marker which make both of the spellings of
/k6 ko ko/ dubious. Effectively, it is here suggested that etymologically and syntactically /ké
ko ko/ ought to be spelled O%OSO‘%OS(T%OS .

A further possibility for the form with no reflexive pronouns eliminates the ambiguity by
having both present, as in (8) which is otherwise identical to (4a) above; in this case the
object marker voices as would normally be expected, and there is often a pause after the
object marker. In effect, this is another argument against the analysis of the medial /ko/ in

Pr6 + body-part noun + Pro as the object marker and thus for the analysis proposed here.
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8) cond ko go coeno yai’ te

my body DO I . hit realis
I hit my own body (i.e. myself).

The literary reflexive also supports this analysis, showing in its direct object form /mimi/
‘self(’s) + /ko/ ‘body’ plus optionally, as in (8), the voiced /go/ form of the object marker
/ko/. As it is unusual in diglossia for the syntactic structure as opposed to the forms employed
to differ too greatly, this parallelism is another argument for the analysis proposed here. On
the other hand, those literate speakers who write the middle /ko/ in both constructions with
the object marker (73 /ko/ may have restructured their two spoken reflexives to a new
analysis as direct object Pro + object marker + subject Pro; but they still do not have juncture
voicing for the middle /ko/, reflecting the original structure as retained by others.

The earliest example of a literary reflexive is in the first extant inscription, the ‘Myazedi’
from 1112 AD (part of lines 14-16).

® Thuiw Rajakumar maii  su pay maya sa
that Rajakumar named one who dear wife son

mimi kiew muy so mangri klafjo
self’s body raise onewho greatking thanks
okmi ra ka

below get PF

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 & Duroiselle 1919:25)

Note that the reflexive is the direct object in a relative clause, showing that reflexivisation
for direct objects did continue beyond the clause in which they are subject, even at that early
stage. Moreover, unlike modern Burmese, the reflexive in the relative clause is coreferential
with the subject of the main clause, which is not the head of the relative; see (21b) below for
the modern situation. The form of the Old Burmese reflexive is the same as the modern

literary form, as is usually the case when modern spoken and written forms differ.

The full modern literary direct object reflexive is /mi mi/ plus optionally the possessive
marker /i/ and then obligatorily the noun /ko/ ‘body’, optionally followed by the object
marker /go/ in its juncture-voiced form. Unlike the spoken /ké ko ko/ reflexive, /mi mi/ may
also be pluralised by the addition of /dé/; naturally this precedes the various markers to give a

maximal /mi mi dé i ko go/ ‘our/your/themselves’
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Unlike the reflexive, the direct object reciprocal is expressed with the reduplicated deverbal
adverb qjcg :q ¢ :/chin Jjin/; as in (10) below; usually but not obligatorily this also contains
the verb marker [0 /céd/ ‘plural/multiple action’ as a reciprocal must involve more than one
actor doing something. This plural marker may also occur in reflexives with plural subjects
as in (6b), (6¢) and (6g) above.

(10) Ou do chin jin yvai’ ¢4 de
he PL  each other hit PL realis
They hit each other.

As in many other similar cases, the distinction between literary and spoken reflexive
forms is gradually breaking down; this usually involves literary forms being brought into
occasional spoken use. Indeed, quite a few expressions with /mi mi/ are now heard in more
formal spoken Burmese. Conversely, spoken Burmese forms can also filter into informal
prose. The following example is the first sentence of a short story published in 1982 by Ma

Sanda.’

(11 U Maun Maun La’ 6i hman the dwin 6iikoBu a0eacha
U Maung Maung Lat Subject glass on inside himself -carefully

cf mi 0i
look at by accident-realis
U Maung Maung Lat happened to look at himself carefully in the glass.

In (11) /64 ko 6w/ is written ORQO’IO?OSOR, as it would be by most literate Burmans.
Despite the presence of a mainly spoken-form reflexive, all the noun and verb markers here

have their literary forms; see Bradley (1993) for further examples of these differences.

5.2 PoSSESSOR

One of the most frequent occurrences of the reflexive other than as a direct object is in
proverbs. These have the form (7305 /k6/ + noun + (TO.EOS /ko/ + verb; they can be
converted to literary or spoken style by the addition of the appropriate final verb markers.
The first /ké/ is a possessive, and the second is a subject pronominal reflexive form which is
no longer productive otherwise, but survives in this proverb construction which remains
mildly productive, as well as in some adverbials discussed below. Some examples follow.

(12) k6 a ko ko

self’s strength self depend on
Depend on one’s own strength.

(13) ko lan ko Ja
self’s road self look for
Find one’s own way.

®  This is cited in Allott (1990).
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(14) ko alou’ ko lou’
self’s work self work
Mind one’s own business.

There are some other proverbs without the possessive, such as the following which also
shows SVO order, but these are unusual and much less productive.
(15) ko thin godin fwe nan

self think bed palace
A bed is a golden palace if one thinks so (lit. think one’s bed is a palace).

Some other proverbs combine elements in different ways, as in (16) below, where the

second part of the sentence has a particle following the subject /ko/.

(16) ko6 win na ko da Of
self’s belly hurt self only know
Only oneself knows one’s own bellyache (problem).

Apart from these syntactically aberrant proverbial reflexives, it has been argued above that
the origin of the direct object reflexive, and its current structure in literary and (for most
speakers) spoken Burmese, is underlyingly from a possessive pronoun plus the noun orc?)of)
/ko/ ‘body’ and then an identical pronoun. It will be seen below that a similar structure can be
postulated for reflexives in the /ko/ + Noun construction. In both cases a reanalysis has
become possible as a result of the grammaticalisation of this noun to an object marker,
homophonous with ‘body’ but written differently as o% and behaving differently by voicing
in close juncture with the preceding nominal element which acquires an attributive creaky
tone on its final syllable if it is not already creaky.

The literary possessive reflexive is /mi mi/ or, with the literary possessive marker, /mi mi
i/; plural /mi mi dé/ or /mi mi d6 #/. As these already have creaky tone on their final syllables,
they can have possessive meaning with or without the marker, as seen in the direct object
forms which are optionally without the /i/. These are used much more productively with NPs
than /ké/, and may even be heard in spoken Burmese as possessive reflexives. The following
example is in a complement clause; the main clause lacks an overt subject but the context
suggests ‘we’.
(17) mimi tainpyi kdun aun c0za myi
self’s country good inorderthat try irrealis
(We) will try to make our own country better.
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5.3 SUBJECT INTENSIFIER AND OTHER ADVERBIALS

Apart from the archaic or proverbial usage of /ko/ alone as a subject pronoun as in (15)
above, the main reflexive-like form used adverbially after the subject is /ko dain/ as in (18)
below; this also may occur without a subject pronoun as in (19), in which case it is
ambiguous out of context. Some speakers reject sentences like (19) and (20) and require a

subject noun or pronoun to immediately precede /ko dain/.

(18) 6u ko dain lou’ te
he/she self-INT do realis
He/she does/did it him/herself.

(19) ko dain lou’ te
self-INT do realis
Someone (probably I unless context shows otherwise) does it himself.

This form cannot be pluralised by the addition of the pronoun plural marker /dé/; if
plurality is to be indicated at all, it must be elsewhere in the sentence, for example using the
verbal marker /c4/ as in (20) or plural marking on the subject nominal if that is present.

(20) ko dain lou’ cd de

self-INT do PL realis
Some people (probably we unless context shows otherwise) do it themselves.

While the object reflexive operates as a unit within which a pause is not usually possible,
a pause is normally required between the subject nominal and /ko dain/; furthermore, like the
other reflexives, the initial /k/ does not voice to /g/. Both of these phonological facts imply
that /ko dain/ is a separate, appositional constituent which immediately follows the subject; it

is unusual for the two to be separated by any other constituent.

Like /k6 ko ko/, the form /ko dain/ can occur in embedded clauses; for example in (21a);
but /ko dain/ must be coreferential with the underlying subject of the clause in which it
stands, not necessarily the subject of the main clause. Likewise, (21b) with /ké ko ko/ in a
relative clause is also not ambiguous; it must be coreferential with the subject of the embedded
clause, ‘person’, and not the subject of the main clause, ‘I’; this phenomenon may be related
to the fact that only a third person nominal can be the head of a relative clause, as noted
below; but see also (9) above, which indicates that this constraint was not operating in Old
Burmese. Sentence (21c) also shows that the constraint on multiple /ko/ object marker in one
sentence can extend beyond a single clause.

(21) a. ko dain yai’ té Iu go  c¢ano or de

self INT hit REL person O I (male) know realis
I know the person who himself hits (someone).

b. k6 ko ko yai’ t€ Iu go cono or de
self hit REL person O I(male) know realis
I know the person who hit himself.
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c. cond go yai' (€ lu cano or de
I(male) O hit REL person I(male) know realis
I know the person who hit me.

The literary equivalent of /ko dain/ is /mi mi ko dain/, which quite often occurs without
any pronominal form in the sentence. In effect the reflexive /mi mi/ is functioning as the head

pronoun here. Again, unlike the spoken reflexive form /ko/, a plural is possible for this

literary form: /mi mi dé6 ko dain/.

Burmese also uses a number of other adverbial reflexive forms; for example /ko zi/ ‘each
person acting separately’, /ko thu/ ‘by oneself’, /ko di/ ‘alone’, /ko bain/ ‘under one’s own
control, one’s own’. These all appear to contain a fossilised reflexive subject pronoun. Most
of these reflexive adverbials also have elaborate'® four-syllable alternatives. For /ko dain/ the
elaborate form is /ko dain ko ja’/ or /ko dain ko j&/; for /ko zi/ it is either simply reduplicated
/ko zi ko zi/ or /ko zi ko gd/ which has an additional meaning: ‘each person acting separately,
but with the same purpose in mind’. The elaborate for /ko thw/ is /ko thu ko th&/; for /ko di/ it
is /ko du ko char/. Interestingly, there is juncture voicing of most unaspirated and some
aspirated voiceless stops within these adverbials, unlike the direct object reflexives which do

not voice.

Instead of an adverbial reflexive, it is occasionally possible to use the direct object /ké ko
ko/ in subject position with the meaning ‘alone’, as in the following; of course there are other
ways to express this with an adverbial reflexive or a non-reflexive which are much more
frequent.

(22) k6 ko ko fwa de
self go realis
Someone (most likely I) goes alone, by him/herself.
Most speakers reject sentences like (22) when presented in isolation, but they do occur in

Burmese discourse.

5.4 POSSESSIVE REFLEXIVE PLUS OTHER NOMINALS

A variety of nouns occur in the construction cﬁoS /ké/ + Noun; the most frequent
examples are the pronominal /ha/ ‘thing’ and the nouns /pha &/ ‘behalf” and /’atwe’/ ‘sake’.
This, like the proverb and adverbial usages above, is effectively a reflexive, in this case
possessive and therefore with creaky tone. It is exactly paralleled by corresponding non-reflexive
forms with other pronouns in possessive form as in (23b) and (23d) below.

0 This term is due to Matisoff (1982); it refers to formal ABAC or ABCB reduplications corresponding to
the usual AB forms. Often the C form is etymologically interesting as it may preserve an otherwise lost
cognate.
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(23) a. cano k6  phada slou’ lou’ te
I (male) self’s behalf work do realis
I work for myself.

b. 6u cand phada slou’ lou’ te
he/she my behalf work do realis
He/she works for me.

c. cano k6  phada saou’ to ou’ we de
I (male) self’s sake book one CLF  buy realis
I buy myself a book.

d. Bu cond atwe’ saou’ to  ou’ we de
he/she my sake book one CLF  buy realis
He/she buys me a book.

An indirect object or other non-core case can only occur with a reflexive in a construction
like this. There is an elaborate four-syllable /pha 8ipha 6a/ form of /pha da/ which, unusually

for these elaborate expressions in Burmese, has the free form second rather than first.

The literary equivalent of these /ko/ + Noun constructions is /mi{ mi/ + Noun, for example
/mi mi atwe’/ as in the following example.'’
(24) Iu dé 8i mi mi déstwe’ acd il aun
person PL S self PL sake benefit have in order to
in order for people to have some benefit for themselves...

5.5 EMBEDDED, CONJOINED AND LINKED CLAUSES

Given the flexibility of order of NPs in a Burmese sentence, it is possible that embedded
clauses may be preceded by the subject of the main clause; indeed a sentence like (24) above
may be interpreted in this alternative way, taking /lu d6 81/ as subject of the top clause which
continues after the complement, rather than as subject of the complement itself. On the other
hand some types of embedded clauses, such as relative clauses, normally precede their
heads; so it is also possible for the antecedent of the reflexive in such an embedded clause to
follow its coreferential reflexive, as in the following examples showing the two alternative
spoken forms. As in most languages, relative clauses in Burmese occur mainly with third
person heads.

(25) a. ko koko yai’ t€ lu makaun b

self hit REL person NEG good NEG
The person who hits himself is not good.

This is cited in Allott (1990), from a Burmese primary school textbook. It is typical of countries with
diglossia that schools teach only the literary High; this of course makes the education system much more
difficult and less useful for nearly half of Burma’s population whose first language is another dialect or
language.
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b. 61 ko 6u yai’ t€ Iu makaun bl
self hit REL  person NEG good NEG
The person who hits himself is not good.

In general the tendency to zero anaphora in Burmese is very strong, especially within the
sentence; it is very bad style to repeat pronouns all through a long sentence or short discourse.
Therefore many sentences which might be candidates for reflexivisation in other languages
have little or no overt pronominalisation in Burmese. The reflexive is a highly topical and
marked construction, and where semantically motivated it may also occur within non-main
clauses embedded in a complex sentence, in conjoined clauses of a compound sentence, or
even in a later sentence in the same discourse. Sentence (9) above shows that this has been
the case since the earliest attested Burmese inscriptions; sentence (21b) above shows that the
reflexive can now refer only to the subject of the relative clause, but (9) shows that in Old

Burmese it could refer back to the subject of the main clause if this differs.

In Burmese, it is unusual to have more than one reflexive in a clause; thus combinations
like the following are considered to be very bad style (thongh some speakers accept combinations
like (26b) which involve two reflexives neither of which is /ké ko ko/).

(26) a. *ceno kodain k6koko  yai’ te
’ I (my)self self DO hit realis
I myself hit myself.
b. ??ceno kodain ko atwe’ sa ou’ we de
I (my)self for (my)self book buy realis

I myself buy myself a book.

c. *cono kd ko ko ko atwe’ yai’ te
I (my)self DO for (my)self  hit realis
I hit myself for my own sake.

There is a similar surface constraint on the spoken object marker /ko/, which normally
may occur on only one NP in a clause. However the relevant Pro or noun still may show the
creaked form as if it had the following /ko/, so this may be a surface deletion. Where two or
more such NPs are present, it is usually an animate NP which is marked, as in the following
sentences; see also (21c¢) above, which shows that the constraint may also extend over more
than one clause of a sentence. This phenomenon reflects the origin of /ko/ from ‘body’ and
the tendency for /ko/ to be used more frequently with animate objects in early inscriptions, as

discussed in Bradley (1993).

(27) a. cono saou’ toou’ o1 go pé de
I book one book he/she DO give realis
I gave him/her a book.
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b. khemya cand go saou’ toou’ Ou pé  ze de
you I O book one CLF him/her give cause realis
You make me give him/her a book.

c. khemya cond saou’ toow’ 0 go pé ze de
you me  book one CLF  he/she O give cause realis

You make me give him/her a book.

The literary /mi mi/ reflexive also occurs in non-main clauses in the same ways; for an

example see sentence (17) above.

5.6 CoNcCLUSION

In summary, the reflexive in Burmese has three forms: the earliest, still used in literary
style, is /mi mi/; as will be demonstrated below, this may have had a reflexive function in
Burmese-Lolo and ultimately derives from a Tibeto-Burman etymon meaning ‘person’. More
recently the noun /ko/ ‘body’ has grammaticalised and become a spoken-style reflexive, and
most recently this latter construction has been used analogically to produce a third reflexive
pattern using any pronoun in place of the /ko/ form and a variety of other body-part nouns as
alternatives to /ko/. The analogy is confused by the fact that the noun ‘body’ has also become
independently and somewhat more opaquely grammaticalised into the object marker /ko/ ~
/go/, and this has affected the spelling of the two spoken reflexives.

6. REFLEXIVES IN OTHER BURMISH LANGUAGES

The various dialects of Burmese such as western Arakanese and south-eastern Tavoyan
each with substantial numbers of speakers, as well as the smaller subgroups such as north-
western Yaw and north-eastern Danu, Taungyo and Intha, all share virtually the same original
pronoun system. This is doubtless due partly to shared inheritance and partly to continuing
influence from standard Burmese. Details are presented in Bradley (1993). Unfortunately
very little data on the reflexive in these dialects is available, but words for ‘body’ show
various connections. In dialects of Burmese such as Arakanese, Intha and Tavoyan (Okell
1995) the form for ‘body’ is identical, /ko/. In more distant dialects it differs slightly; for
example Taungyo has /ko/, prefixed /Toka/, or /takaldn/ with ‘one’ preceding and the classifier
for round things following (Yabu 1981:162). Yaw (Yabu 1980:169) has /?okogaur/ showing
a prefix, then reflexes of two Sino-Tibetan etyma; or like Taungyo /dogoléun/ with ‘one’
preceding and the round classifier following, or a Burmanised /khendago/ showing the Pali
loan khanda, also seen in Burmese but usually alone or in the other order, /ko khanda/. The
Hpun form /4t0/ ‘body’ (Luce 1985, Henderson 1986) links this language more closely with
the other Burmish and Loloish languages than with Burmese itself.



158 DAVID BRADLEY

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/Miihlhiusler forthcoming) 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 AD, they and the Burmans
would have been together in the hills to the north-east 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 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 (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. Atsi forms are from Xu and Xu (1984), while Ngochang are from Dai and Cui
(1985).

TABLE 2: BURMISH REFLEXIVES AND ‘BODY’

reflexive body
Atsi /yum™ sig®/ /kuy” tu?/
Ngochang
Longchuan - fa® w*/
Luxi - /kon® to?'/
Lianghe - fa*'t0®/

Most other available Burmish words for ‘body’ relate either to Sino-Tibetan * gup, Burmese-
Lolo *gog', or to Burmese-Lolo *daw’, or these two together in this order. For example,
Pola /kaug*to?"/ (Dai & Xu 1983) and Chinese Maru /kaug™taw’/ (Dai et al. 1985) fit with
Chinese Atsi and Luxi Ngochang. Northernmost Lashi provides a link to Nungish with its
one-syllable forms /kup®/ or /kug®/; compare Rawang and Eastern Dulong forms given

below.

7. REFLEXIVES IN LOLOISH LANGUAGES

Details will be given on reflexives in three well-described Loloish languages, from the
three main branches of Loloish as reconstructed in Bradley (1979). For Central Loloish this
is Lahu, with some further information on Lisu, Lipo and Jino. For Northern Loloish the
Shengza variety of Nosu in Sichuan is illustrated, with further examples from a variety of

more or less closely related languages in China’s Yi nationality. For Southern Loloish the
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main example is Akha, but some information on cognate forms in some related languages is
also cited. Unfortunately reflexives are not included in the data on Bailang, a Loloish language
of what is now western Yunnan transcribed into Chinese in the first century AD and thus the

earliest recorded Tibeto-Burman language.

7.1 CenTrAL LoLoISH

The best-described modern Burmese-Lolo language is Lahu, largely due to the work of
Matisoff in his grammar (1982), dictionary (1988) and many other publications on Black
Lahu. Also relevant is the much less extensive dictionary of Lewis (1986). Forms are cited

here in Matisoff’s transcription.

The reflexive in Lahu is formed by suffixing the noun /5-to/ ‘body’ to the pronoun, which
may be a stem form or one with suffixes; the following is an example.
(28)  pa-hi ve dto dia? i ve d-lo tha? g4 T ve yo
we (EXC) GEN body good PUR REL thing 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 source'? for the Lahu noun ‘body’, there
is growing evidence for a Burmese-Lolo form *daw® ‘body’ in a variety 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 (1993).

There is a separate intensifier for the subject: Pro +/ghe/ ‘like’ + Pro, as in:

(29) yo ghe yb te ve
he/she like he/she do PF declarative
He/she did/does it (by) himself.

This form is semantically but not of course syntactically analogous to Burmese 0’3050%5

/ko dain/; see the parallel example (18) above. Like Burmese /ké ko ko/ or Pré + /ko/ + Pro,
it is not possible to pause in the middle of Lahu Pro + /ghe/ + Pro.

Lisu is spoken by about 850,000 people, mainly in north-western and western Yunnan in
China, with large numbers in north-eastern Burma and some in northern Thailand and
north-eastern India. It has a variety of dialects; Bradley (1994) is a dictionary of the two
predominant ones, northern and central. Hope (forthcoming) describes southern Lisu, and
Metcalf (forthcoming) describes what is sometimes called eastern Lisu but is more usually
known as Lipo or Lolopo and is rather different from the first three; in China this is now

12 The corresponding Thai form is /tua/, which of course also figures in the Thai reflexive /tua’eey,
literally ‘one’s own body’.
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classified as Central Yi, with several hundred thousand speakers in northern central Yunnan.
Forms are given here from the northern dialect (data from Bradley 1994) and Lipo (data from
Metcalf forthcoming). The reflexive in Lisu is innovative /tgi”t¢he”/ from a noun ‘self’,
perhaps a Chinese borrowing. In Lipo and Lolopo reflexive pronouns are formed by Pro +
/me*/ + Pro, for example /ya”me®ya®/ ‘him/herself’, with the middle syllable a likely
cognate to the Burmese literary reflexive. Similarly in Lalu (‘Western Yi’) the reflexive is Pro
+ /me®/ or /me?/.

The Jino are China’s most recently recognised nationality; they now number about 18,000
and are concentrated in a small area of south-western Yunnan just west of the northern tip of
Laos. Despite this small number, there are fairly large internal dialect differences which the
standard description of Gai (1986) notes. The main dialect is spoken by about ninety per cent
of the Jino. Like Lahu, it has a likely cognate of *daw” in its reflexive /k"o*t0™/.

7.2 NorTHERN LoLoisH

In China the Yi nationality of some 6.6 million was established after 1950, from various
groups formerly called by the name Lolo. Chinese sources classify it into six separate
subgroups, each speaking distinct languages. Central Yi includes Lipo and Lolopo, is in fact
very closely related to Lisu, and is thus Central Loloish. Western Yi including Lalu and a
variety of 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 or Nesu, 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. Nosu pronominal forms are
cited from the Shengza dialect, centred on Xide in southern Sichuan, from Chen et al.
(1985:120).

As in some Central and Southern Loloish languages, there are separate possessive/attributive
forms for the singular pronouns: /ga*/ ‘my’, /ni*/ ‘your (singular)’, /tsPz"'/ ‘his/her’. One of
the reflexive forms is a reduplication of this attributive form, singular /ga*pa®/ ‘myself’,
/ni*ni*/ ‘yourself’, and with 21 > 44 sandhi /tshz”'tsPz*/ ‘him/herself’, while the plural is a
reduplicated form of the fused one syllable plural with a sandhi tone on the second syllable. 13

13 There are several sandhi processes by which 33 or 21 tones in Nosu change to the 44 tone; see Bradley
(1990) for more details, including the plural reflexive forms.
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Another more general reflexive is /tsz”’tge®/ or /tsz°tga®/, perhaps derived from Chinese
/ziji7. Further reflexives include Pro + /yi*'/, /yi'yi*/ or /yi*’dur’”/; and Pro + /vi*/ + Pro.
While none of these can be related to the Burmese reflexive, there is a form /mi’'yi*/
‘everyone’ which also shows the likely process of development from Tibeto-Burman ‘person’
to Burmese-Lolo ‘people, everyone’; further developments to ‘one’, ‘oneself” and a reflexive
form are quite widespread in Northern Loloish as seen in Table 3 below.

Nasu or Eastern Yi is extremely widespread and probably covers much of the traditional
territory of the Northern Loloish group. This includes north central and north-eastern Yunnan
and western Guizhou. Indeed the Samei variety of Eastern Yi under its former name Cuan
was probably the local language of the Kunming area, the capital of Yunnan, prior to the
influx of the Chinese more than a millenium ago, and some remnant communities remain.
The most divergent variety is spoken in south-western Guizhou around Panxian. Forms in
Yi Historical Documents Section (1984), the Dafang and Panxian reflexives cited in Table 3
below, look similar to the Nosu form that is borrowed from Chinese; but the Samei reflexive
and ‘everyone’ in Samei and some other Eastern Yi varieties shows the cognate form.

For Nisu or Southern Yi, the reflexives of some varieties show cognate forms, while all
have the cognate in the ‘everyone’ meaning, as shown in Table 3 below. All South-eastern
Yi varieties have the cognate both for the reflexive and for ‘everyone’; in addition, Sani (Jin
et al. 1984) has an alternative reflexive Pro + /tu®tu*/; this shows a cognate with the *daw’
reflexives in other Loloish languages. A source with more varieties but much less syntactic
information is Yunnan (1983) which cites forms from 28 varieties of ‘Yi’. Fifteen of the 24
varieties which are Northern Loloish have cognate forms as shown in Table 3; also included
are reflexives from Shuangbo, Dafang and Panxian cited from Yi Historical Documents
Section (1984).

TaBLE 3: NorTHERN LoLoisH REFLEXIVES'*

‘someone’ reflexive

Northern Nosu /mi’'yi*/ (various, see above)
Sondi M mi hszotee®/

Eastern (Xundian) /mp*mp?/ (= Pro)
(Luoping) fa¥*moar®/ Pro + /zu!/
(Weining) /me*' me*/ Pro + /z0”'dy*/
(Dafang) Ntsz>tgi?/
(Panxian) Ntsz%tsa®/
Samei for®mo®/ /o*ma"/

¥ Non-parenthesised names are autonyms; parenthesised names are names of the county where that variety

is spoken. Most of the latter call themselves Nasu, Nesu or Nisu so autonyms are not very useful in
distinguishing them.
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South-eastern Sani /A"me*/ /A¥'me*/
Azhe /APmaz"/ /APma*/
Axi /A®mAY/ /A®mA%/
Azha /A mur’/ /A mur®mur’/
' (Funing) /moxg*/ /moy™/
Southern (Xinping) /A®moar’/ Pro + /gurqur™/
(Shiping) /APme®/ Pro + /vi*vi®/
(Jiangcheng) /A®me™/ /A®me®/
(Eshan) /A®me?/ Pro + /k¥’ky*/
(Shuangbo) NMa*me*/

In summary, the Northern Loloish languages show a range of reflexives, including some
possibly borrowed from Chinese, some based on the Burmese-Lolo etymon for ‘body’
derived from *daw’, and many showing a possible cognate for the literary Burmese form. Of
the latter, seven have a reflexive meaning, and fifteen have the ‘everyone/people’ rnearﬁng.
The reflexive use is found in three of four branches, while the ‘everyone’ use is found in all

four branches.

7.3 SoutuerN LoLoIsH

Akha is spoken by a population approaching 600,000 in Burma, south-western 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) in China
and Laos, Piyo (Chinese Biyue) in China, or Mpi in Thailand. Akha forms are cited from
Lewis (1989)."°

The reflexive and the intensifier both use /ha/, the same marker as seen in the third
(absent) pronoun; in the reflexive this marker shows a tonal alternation. The intensifiers are
/pa ha/ ‘I myself’, /no ha/ ‘you yourself’ and /a ha/ ‘he/she him/herself’. After these forms
the dual marker /na/ or the plural marker /m# may be added. The reflexive is /yd hd yd ha/; if
it is not third person, the first or second person subject form pronoun may be prefixed to this
to disambiguate it. The corresponding form in northern Akha as spoken in parts of China is
/ya®/, and in closely-related Hani it is /ya®/, and in Haoni /y9/; other such northern examples
of /y/ are noted in Bradley (1979:40). In this case the Akha/Hani form reflects a *w initial.
The full reflexive /3v*'y2*/ in Haoni (Li & Wang 1986:147) also corresponds well to the
Akha/Hani form. Interestingly, there is a creaky tone in the Akha third person animate

5 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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pronoun /4 yd/ which is irregular and unexpected; but it is absent in the corresponding

reflexive form /yd/.

8. RECONSTRUCTION OF BURMESE-LOLO REFLEXIVE FORMS

There are various reflexive pronoun cognates of Burmese 33 /mi mi/ in a wide variety of
Northern and Central Loloish forms all reflecting a likely Burmese-Lolo etymon, Burmish
*mi’ms® reduplicated and Loloish * may’. The Burmese *Tone 3/Loloish *Tone 2 difference
is not unparalleled; see Bradley (1979:216) for other examples which include such excellent
cognates, also with Burmese high vowels, as * Cnur” “soft’, *s* ‘know’ and others; and the
rhyme difference is also not unusual, given the instability of front vowels in early Burmese.
This Burmese-Lolo reflexive appears to be related to the widespread Tibeto-Burman etymon

*mi ‘person’, not otherwise attested in Burmese-Lolo; the semantic shift is natural enough.

Starting from ‘person, people’, the first shift to ‘everyone’ is quite natural; this meaning is
still found in a variety of Northern Loloish languages, and is reflected in the generic ‘one,
oneself’ meaning of Burmese /mi mi/ (and its spoken equivalent /ké ko ko/) alone. The
further generalisation to a wider reflexive use is found in Burmese as well as a number of

Northern and Central Loloish languages.

Nouns for ‘body’ are also prominent as grammaticalised forms including denominal
pronouns. From the Sino-Tibetan cognate reconstructed as *s-ku, Burmese-Lolo *s-ko'
come the Burmese object marker and the Burmese reflexive /ko/, also more recently used as a
second or first person pronoun in Burmese. From another Sino-Tibetan etymon, *gup,
Burmese-Lolo * gop' 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, *daw’, come a variety of Loloish reflexive forms; this may be partially blended with
Dai forms from Dai * tua"; there are various sporadic extra-Burmese-Lolo reflexive cognates
in various branches of Tibeto-Burman as well. Though not attested in Burmese itself with the
meaning ‘body’, it appears to be the source of the Burmese pronoun pluraliser /t6/ and more
recently a first person plural (inclusive) form by reanalysis; this may also be connected with
some Burmish as well as Nungish pronoun plural suffixes, as described in Bradley (1993).
Many other Burmish languages reflect a two-syllable compound form from * gup' daw® or
* ?3daw’ for the noun ‘body’,1 % and other combinations of these etyma also occur.

16 For more details see Bradley (forthcoming).
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9. REFLEXIVES IN RELATED TIBETO-BURMAN LANGUAGES

According to the conventional classifications of Shafer (1966-73) and Benedict (1972),
Burmese-Lolo (Shafer's Burmish Section) includes Naxi (Nakhi, Moso) of north-western
Yunnan, the Xifan (Hsifan) languages of western Sichuan, and extinct Xixia (Hsi-hsia, also
known to Turkic groups as Tangut) formerly spoken further north still. Benedict (1972:8)
indicates that Nungish (Trung or 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” while 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 and Burmish or Burmese-Lolo 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 substantial shared innnovative
lexicon. Chinese linguists have arrived at a classification which includes Naxi and Bai (of
north-western Yunnan) and Tujia (of western Hunan and Hubei and eastern Sichuan and
Guizhou) with Loloish. Conversely, Sun (1983) demonstrated links within the Qiang group
in which he includes Qiang and the various Xifan languages (Pumi, Shixing, Namuyi,
Choyo, Ersu or Tosu, Muya, Guiching, Zaba, Ergong, Jiarong (rGyarung) and the very
diverse Qiang ‘dialects’) but not Burmese-Lolo; to this some other scholars have linked
Baima in northern Sichuan. 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. Thurgood (1984) suggests a Rung subgroup which is meant to include Nungish
among other languages, as noted below. Data from a variety of these languages where some
connection of genetic subgrouping within Tibeto-Burman or contact with Burmese-Lolo has
been claimed is presented below. Other Tibeto-Burman subgroups are not discussed; these
include Karen, Kuki-Chin, Baric, Kiranti and other Himalayish languages; for these such
data as is available does not suggest any close links with Burmese-Lolo in the area of

reflexives.

9.1 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 other things. 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).
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TABLE 4: NAXI REFLEXIVES AND ‘BODY’

reflexive ‘body’
W Naxi NPPu?/ /gv® mu®/
EXC Naxi fto”'ka®/ /gv* mi*/

The etymon for ‘body’ is from the Sino-Tibetan etymon *s-ku, and the reflexive may be
related to the Loloish reflexive from *daw® ‘body’.

9.2 NuncisH

The following data on Nungish includes Rawang of northern Burma from R. Morse
(n.d.) and from China, Dulong (two varieties, western and eastern) from Sun (1982) and
Nusu further south from Sun and Liu (1986). There are many more local varieties in Burma,
which S. Morse (1989) clusters into five subgroups; unfortunately he does not provide

sufficient data for use here.

TABLE 5: NUNGISH REFLEXIVES AND ‘BODY’

reflexive ‘body’
Rawang Pro + /géy/ /gbéy/
Dulong E fa*dur’/ or /ay'i?/ /gon®/
W fa®dur™/ fag® gur/
Nusu N ftsz” g™/ hshz? gur®/
C hghPteha®y fei” gurt/
S Ntsz'tgi™/ Aei®® gur®'/

The Nusu reflexive forms appear to be recent Chinese loans; but it is most tempting to
connect the Dulong forms with those derived from * daw’ in Loloish. The cognate portions of

forms for ‘body’ relate to one or other of the Sino-Tibetan etyma.

9.3 Bar anp Tuna

The classification of Bai has long been problematic. Bai or Minchia as the local language
around Dali in western Yunnan was probably the dominant language of the Nanchao kingdom,
and contact with Chinese has been so intensive and longstanding that Chinese loanwords
from a series of stages of Mandarin and other varieties 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 various attempts to discover the pattern of
correspondences have foundered on the problem of sorting out loanwords from various
stages of a related language. Similarly, the recently described Tujia language formerly spoken
in a large area of south-western Hubei, western Hunan, north-eastern Guizhou and south-eastern
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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
langnage but is geographically closest to Northern Loloish at its easternmost extreme in
north-western Guizhou and southern central Sichuan. Data on Bai is from Xu and Zhao
(1984); Tujia forms are from Tian et al. (1986).

TaBLE 6: Bal aND TUlIA REFLEXIVES AND ‘BODY’

reflexive ‘body’
Bai NE Jror®td i Y ftshg “kurt'/
SE Na*ni”'tsi/ Ntshi*kbou*’kur'/
w /tua™tua®/ ltehPgur®/
Tujia N ko™t0™/ fs0*thi?'/, /so®thiu?'/
S /tsho®bo®/ Nto*pho®/

It is tempting but inconclusive to connect the second syllable of the northern Tujia, the
first syllable of north-eastern Bai and the reduplicated western Bai reflexives to the Burmese-
Lolo *daw” reconstructed form for ‘body’; also the second syllable in northern Tujia and the
first in southern Tujia. The lack of identity in every case between the reflexives and the

corresponding nouns for ‘body’ suggests otherwise, however.

9.4 Xixia

Most scholars assume that Xixia or Tangut, the extinct language formerly spoken to the
north-east of Tibet in Gansu and Ningxia, was a Tibeto-Burman language; some have
claimed that it was Loloish, but this appears to be incorrect. The Xixia reflexive is unrelated;
the putative phonetic form cited with several sentence examples in Keping (1979:237-8) is

/m'/ for possessive, or (reduplicated) /in"In'/ for direct object form.

9.5 XIFAN

Like Xixia, this subgroup of languages was formerly linked with Burmese-Lolo, for
example by Shafer (1966-74). However Sun (1983) has shown that there is a close internal
link between these languages and Qiang; hence this subgroup of Tibeto-Burman is now
usually called Qiangic. Included are Pumi as described in Lu (1983), Qiang as described in
Sun (1981) and, according to some scholars (but not Sun), Baima of north central Sichuan
as described in Nishida and Sun (1990). However, the reflexives like many other aspects of
Baima imply a closer link with Tibetan and Bodic generally. Monpa forms are from Lu
(1986). Apart from the general Tibeto-Burman cognate forms for various ‘body’ etyma,
there is nothing here to link with reflexives in Burmese-Lolo, but there is a possible look-alike
second syllable in the northern Qiang word for ‘body’.
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TaBLE 7: XIFAN AND BODIC REFLEXIVES AND ‘BODY’

reflexive ‘body’

Pumi S /nia®/ /go"*hmu'/

N Ipa®yi/ Ny*pu®/ (cf. Tibetan)
Qiang S fu*sie®/ lee*pe®/

N /pupu/ /ku ti/
Baima Pro/” + ro"” nge®™/ ky"ly*/
Monpa/Dzalakha frAyY Mu*po®/
spoken Lhasa [frag¥/ /su?ku®/
written rap lus(-po), gzugs, sku

9.6 Rung

Thurgood (1984) has proposed a subgroup of Tibeto-Burman linking Xixia, various
Qiangic languages including rGyarung (Jiarong) and those cited above, Jinghpaw/Kachin,
the Nungish languages cited above, Luish or Sak, Miju/Kaman and Taraon Mishmi, Lepcha
and various languages of western Nepal including Magar, Chepang and Kham. This
subgrouping has not gained wide acceptance.

Jinghpaw data is from Liu (1984); Mishmi data is from Sun et al. (1980); Lepcha is from
Mainwaring (1898); Magar is from Shepherd and Shepherd (1972), Chepang from Caughley
(1972) and Kham from Watters and Watters (1973).

TABLE 8: RUNG REFLEXIVES AND ‘BODY’

reflexive ‘body’
Jinghpaw A" nag™/ /kbum®'/
Taraon Mishmi /nop*xan?®/ ftitug®/
Kaman Mishmi mo”ki™/ ‘ feai®/
Lepcha Pro + do zu, mazi, mii, miizi,

ku, 1u, ly1, lyu, pug, kop

Magar /laha/ fiyw/
Chepang Nay?/ May/, fkaa?/
Kham f'ol/ /kyan/

Concerning the Taraon Mishmi reflexive, compare /nop*/ ‘you’ and /xag®/ ‘I’. Similarly,
for Kaman Mishmi reflexive, compare /no™/ ‘you’ and /ki*/ ‘I’. These two forms appear to
be derived from a first plural inclusive conjoined form — a novel source; none of the other
reflexive forms here appear to derive from the noun for ‘body’ either. Note also the Jinghpaw
second syllable, which is identical to the second person pronoun /nag®/. None of these forms
suggests a relationship between the languages of different Tibeto-Burman subgroups which
Thurgood has placed in the Rung group, nor with anything specifically Burmese-Lolo.
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9.7 LuisH or SAK GrouP

Luish includes a number of small and mostly moribund languages of western Burma and
adjacent areas of India. In Manipur, these were Andro, Sengmai and Chairel; in Burma, Sak,
Ganan, Kadu and Taman. As noted above, Shafer groups these within his Burmic group,
along with Burmese-Lolo, Nungish and a variety of other subgroups including Kuki-
Chin-(Southern) Naga. Unfortunately almost no Luish data on the reflexive is available,
apart from one Sak form, /2 pa na/ ‘myself® (Thin [we Khain 1988:17); for ‘body’ Luce
(1985 v.2:58) cites Sak /ko*, Ganan /ko'/, Kadu /lag* and Taman /tw/. Of these, the last may
fit with Loloish *daw’ ‘body’, while the first two belong with the Sino-Tibetan etymon
*s-ku, and Kadu may be linked with Gong (Burmese-Lolo) /hog diiy/. In the absence of

complete data, the connection is unclear.

9.8 MisinGisH (MirisH, ABOR-MIRI-DAFLA)

Formerly known as Abor-Miri-Dafla from the previous and somewhat pejorative names
used by outsiders to refer to the Adi, Mising and Nishi groups of what was formerly the
North-East Frontier Agency or NEFA and is now Arunachal Pradesh, this subgroup of
Tibeto-Burman has not received a great deal of attention, mainly due to a lack of well-recorded
data. Each of these groups, especially the Adi, contains a large number of named subgroups;
for some details see Marrison (1989) and Bradley in Moseley (1994). What is most likely an
accidental look-alike reflexive form to the Loloish reflexive from * daw’ ‘body’ is found in
Apatani, a component of ‘Dafla’ or Nishi in western Arunachal Pradesh. This is /até/ as in
the following sentence, cited from Simon (1972:7) with tones and glosses added from
Abraham (1985, 1987).

30) po até uneé gl to

I self wound pull PAST
I burt myself (lit. pulled myself a wound).

Overall, the reflexives in Tibeto-Burman languages for which various scholars have
suggested a close relationship with Burmese-Lolo do not show close parallels in the pronominal
form which is used; but there are some look-alike forms in more distantly related Tibeto-Burman

languages such as Apatani and Lepcha.

10. CHINESE

The other subgroup of Sino-Tibetan, Sinitic or Chinese, has two longstanding reflexive
pronouns, which Karlgren (1957) reconstructs as 1237m *dz'i modern /zi/, and 953a
*kia g/kji:, modern /ji/, whose modern reflexes are compounded into the modern Mandarin

Chinese /zij¥ Harbsmeier (1981) convincingly demonstrates that the first was used in Classical
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Chinese as an object reflexive, subject intensifier or adverbial (1981:189-199); while the
second was a noun meaning ‘self’ extended into use as a contrastive reflexive pronoun and in
embedded sentences to refer back to the subject of the main clause (1981:177-188). Of
course this has no connection with the Burmese-Lolo forms, other than those in Northern
Loloish which may be borrowings from the modern Mandarin Chinese two-syllable compound.
Karlgren (1957:317) suggests that /zi/ “is said to be a drawing of a nose”; this reflexive may
thus be derived from an earlier word for ‘nose’. Karlgren also indicates that the character is
used as a radical in 521c ‘nose’ and 1088a ‘smell bad’ which are of course semantically
related to the nose but phonetically unrelated and non-reflexive. While /ji/ is written with the
same character as the sixth of the ten Heavenly Stems, it is difficult to discern a clear
semantic path from this to the development of a nominal ‘self’ meaning, so the character may
be a phonetic one. In any case neither of the reflexives of Classical Chinese is similar to the
various denominal Tibeto-Burman and Burmese-Lolo forms, and so there is no possibility of

reconstructing a Proto Sino-Tibetan reflexive.

11. CONCLUSION

In summary, there is one likely reconstructible Burmese-Lolo reflexive form, with cognates
in Burmese 88 /mi mi/ and widespread Loloish cognates in Northern and Central but not
Southern Loloish; these all reflect a likely Burmese-Lolo etymon, Burmese * mi’m#®, Loloish
*may’. This appears to be derived from the widespread Tibeto-Burman etymon * mj for
‘person’ which is virtually unattested in Burmese-Lolo in its nominal sense; so this
semantic/syntactic shift is a characteristic of Burmese-Lolo. The likely process of this shift is

discussed above.

Other reflexives are derived by parallel processes of denominal innovation from words for
‘body’, including the Burmese 0%05 /ko/ form from Sino-Tibetan *s-ku. Most others
derive from the Sino-Tibetan etymon *gup or the mainly South-eastern Tibeto-Burman

etymon *daw’.

Burmese reflexives of the form described here are mainly restricted to direct objects
coreferential to a subject within the same discourse; this need not be within the same clause
or sentence. Since zero anaphora for subjects is very frequent in connected discourse, the
subject may be absent; such sentences are ambiguous or generic. In addition, parallel
constructions using the same pronominal forms (literary 3% /mi mi/, spoken O%OS /kof) are
used with reflexive subject meaning in some adverbials; there is also a possessive form, used
to express indirect objects and other nominal reflexive arguments with a following noun
head, such as ¢20>> /pha 6/ ‘behalf’ or 390805 /otwe’/ ‘sake’ for indirect objects. The

possessive and subject form reflexives are also combined in frozen proverbial expressions.
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While no other subgroup of Tibeto-Burman or Sino-Tibetan shows absolutely convincing
evidence for the Burmese-Lolo *daw’ in the meaning ‘body’ (despite some look-alikes in
Tujia and northern Qiang), as a reflexive it does appear to extend beyond Loloish. Examples
include Naxi, Dulong, Bai, Tujia and Jinghpaw; all of these are relatively close to Burmese-Lolo
within Tibeto-Burman. There are also look-alike reflexives in Lepcha and Apatani. As the
form is represented in so many branches of Tibeto-Burman, perhaps it should be more
widely reconstructed as a reflexive even though the development from ‘body’ to reflexive is
so natural. It is best attested in Burmese-Lolo where it may have been reinforced from the
Dai form *tua*, and is a widespread Burmese-Lolo noun meaning ‘body’, a denominal
grammaticalised reflexive form in some Loloish languages, and a pronoun pluraliser in

Burmese.
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