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Benedict’s view of early Burmese phonology was crucial for the vocalism
of his entire ST system and is still widely accepted among Tibeto-Burmanists
and Sino-Tibetanists. His oBrm! (Old Burmese) finals (-y — -j) are as
follows:2

-i -u -ip -up | -it -ut |-ac -uik -ok

-3 -a -aw -ap -at -ak

The efforts to reconstruct oBrm seen in Benedict/Matisoff 1972 make quite
limited use of the Atsi (Zaiwa) and Maru (Longwo, Langsu) material available
then, which is a pity since those are the languages mentioned in the Conspectus
which are most closely related to Burmese. Ideas for the reconstruction of
oBrm are also seen in Pulleyblank 1963 and Gong 1980, but these grand-scale
discussions of Sino-Tibetan follow the comparative method even less, making
use only of Chinese, Tibetan, and Burmese.

Evidence from a variety of sources, some not available when the STC was
written, indicates a vocalic system which is more naturally balanced and easier
to use as a comparative tool:

1 Abbreviations: Brm: Burmese, Bsh: Burmish, i: inscriptional, JP: Jingpo, o: old, m:

middle, n: new, s: spoken, Tib: Tibetan, w: written, YB: Yipo-Burmic, :: = “is (allegedly)
cognate to”

X- in the Zaiwa Group denotes tense vocalisation.

%, -h : tone marks

-q = final glottal stop.

# = any high central vowel ( as a phoneme )

‘C- = homorganic prenasalisation of the stop C.

i- =dz-, é- =di- .
2 From STC p. 59. Omitted is a set of nasals which closely follows the behavior of the
stops.
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1) Written Burmese (WBrm) & “ui”= *3.

Hla Pe 1961 is a good source for the phonology of Indic loan-words in
Burmese. This rime concerns mainly pages 90-92. Simple monosyllables with
% include {buil } ‘strength’ < Pali bala, {guin} ‘group’ < P. gana, {puid}
‘stanza’ < P. pada, {luip } ‘cave’ <P. lepa . In most of these cases we have a
short -a- in Pali which either already had the pronunciation [8] commonly found
in parts of India when borrowed into Mon or Burmese, or in the case of Mon
the sound [9] may have arisen from short -a- in the same way that it developed
from other short vowels in Mon (cf. Table 1, below). The correspondence is
Indic short a[3] :: wBrm -ui- .

2) wBrm -uik -uin, sBrm [aiq / aié] < *-ek/ *-en < *-ak /*-a1).

“Note especially the words ending in -uik, and -uiri . Such finals are rarer in
Old Burmese than in Modern. They do not fit into the old Burma Group pattern.
Not all the -uik and -uiri words in Burmese are Shan in origin, but most of them
are.” (Luce 1985:1.100). With Luce's authoritative assessment in mind, let us
consider some evidence pertaining to the earlier values of the rimes now heard
as -aiq and -gi in Rangoon Burmese:

a) Miller 1954 is a study of 64 Burmese words transcribed into Chinese
some time in the sixteenth century and probably based on older materials.
Unfortunately it contains no words in the {-uik/-ui } rimes, but we do
have an early Qing dynasty transcription of -uin in the word ta-luff
(> tlaiM) used by the Burmans to refer to the Mon people: 515 tek-len
(Pelliot  1904). The Chinese (Mandarin) pronunciation [t3-15p]
(Pulleyblank 1991) was similar to today's, so this either indicates that
the wBrm -uinprime was still being pronounced as [-an], or, if my
proposed change *-ak/ -an > *-ek/ -en (and then to modern -aig/-ai) had
already taken place, then Chinese [lan] could have been the closest
attempt to render Burmese lep [-en?-en?]. The Chinese could easily
have picked an -ur) rime character such as [% to render “Iuify”, but they
did not; we can assume that the rime to be represented was indeed closer
to [-an] .

b) Burmese dialect reflexes for {-uik/-uin} are mostly -aiq /-aiN, with
perhaps -aq /-aN in the far north, so front-vowel rimes such as *-ek/
-ep for several centuries ago are a good possibilities. The path of
changes which Benedict would require from *-u:k/-u:pto -aiq/-aiN
has never been explained by anyone that I know of.

c) A latter-day association of wBrm {-uip } with the pronunciation -ep is
further evident from the observation in Bernot 1957-1958:278 that the
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Chittagong (Marma) Burmese have a word Sep ‘long’ which is spelled
{hjani } in standard wBrm, but these Burmese-speakers have modified
the wBrm spelling to {sjuin} (Bernot: syuir). At the time they adopted
this modified spelling, they apparently took their model from a Burmese
dialect (Rangoon?) where -uif was pronounced as [en]. Rangoon
Burmese Se ‘long’ was likely also *Sen earlier, but was processed by
what was probably an earlier spelling standard, giving it the {hjani }
spelling. A similar example of such western dialect spelling is found in
Okell 1997 p. 5, where cuin is given as a 400-year-old Arakan spelling
for wBrm {can}. The latter can be reconstructed with an *-ep rime as in
‘long’ above. Again we can assume that for the Arakanese of that time,
the letters 6 were a way to spell -€n.

There seems to be a connection between wBrm { hlui } hlain) < *hle')
(< *hlon ?7) ‘wave’ and Jingpo k'aq-lefn) ‘wave’ (kaq = ‘water’).

Bradley 1985, quoting Loeffler 1960, refers to traces of ‘earlier
Arakanese pronunciations” preserved in Khumi, a Kuki-Chin language.
Arakanese, a far western dialect of Burmese, has -aiN as a reflex of both
wBrm {-aff } (in cases where the wBrm reflects a real nasal ending) and
wBrm {-ap} (normally written -ui, cf. above). In both cases the
Khumi borrowings show -en(“eng”). My explanation for this is that
wBrm {-afil } represented *-ep which then raised further to *-ipin
Central Burmese; some time later, by the time of the loans into Khumi,
original *-ap had fronted to -ep ( thus merging with orginal *ep in
Arakanese but not in Central Burmese), and this product of *-an > *ep
is preserved in Khumi, but then diphthongised to -ailN in both Central
Burmese and Arakanese.

Given these several connections of wBrm -uin with front vowels, it would

be prudent to reconsider Benedict’s evidence (STC #356-363) in support of his
claim that -uifcame from *-u:p(and -uik < *-u:k). Indeed he calls the “ui”
“simply a positional variant (allophone) of the phoneme u before -k, -pand -w”
although, as he explains, this does not apply to “short medial z”. I don’t find
all this very persuasive: the few wBrm words he cites mostly have some
problem, e.g.:

1) tuik-tuik : a rare word not even listed in large dictionaries;
2) muik : = ‘foolish, reckless’, not ‘dark’;

3) ‘cave, hole’ should be wBrm pok < *buk, not puik ;

4) cuik can be more closely compared with Mru cak ;
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5) tuinshould be more closely related to Leqi tan’ Jino t#(= high-
central vowel), and Bisu din(Bradley 1979:187-92 says that
Bisu -#nis the normal reflex of pYipoish *-in/-ep, not of *-un/
-on);

6) ‘dark’ should be wBrm hmorn, not hmuir) (‘lost in thought’);

7) ‘river’ should be wBrm k’jo (< *kruf, cf. cNusu ko), and not
related to kjuin’ ‘pothole’. According to Benedict's theories this
Burmese word for ‘river’ originally had a short -u-, but his
argument here requires a long -u-.

Due to these all these misinterpretations and outright mistakes, Benedict's
examples do not not fulfill the requirements of his arguments and thus are not at
all persuasive that wBrm “uin” originates from *-u:p .

Even if kjuin’ could be connected with Old Mon krup ‘river’, the next
section will show how such a -u- was already turning to -a-in Mon, so wBrm
-ui- would still be representing 8. This does seem the case in wBrm K'uin ‘firm,
durable’, connected to Mon k’an (earlier written k’on), Shan k’an and Thai k'en.
Benedict's theory was that *-wk/*-wn > / 6 were special pre-velar
allophones which should be understood as having a “probably mid-unrounded”
vocalism (STC p.60), i.e. [-ak}/[-an], but this is directly contradictory to the
more substantial evidence from Mon which suggests it was short -u-, not long
-u:-, which changed into -a- (Diffloth 1984:276). Of course the way that long
vs. short udeveloped in Mon also agrees with a similar process well-known in
the history of southern English (e.g. Ik > Iak ‘luck’ but Ik > Iiik ‘look’).

History of the -ui- graphic complex:

The graphic complexes 56 and %05 are not found in the Indic traditions
whence the Mons acquired their script. These innovations are rare in the oldest
stage (inscriptional) of Mon writing (cf. Shorto 1971: xii) but became
increasingly common in later centuries. Until recent decades, efforts to
reconstruct the phonological history of Mon were rather unsatisfactory (e.g.
Blagden 1910 [Journal Asiatique ], Shorto 1971) due to the chaotic spelling of
Old Mon and the lack of a broad base of modern dialectal variation. This was
greatly alleviated by the discovery of an isolated Mon dialect, Nyah Kur, still
spoken in N.E. Thailand. Using this evidence, as well as the testimony of
some Indic loan-words with relatively well established phonological histories, it
has become possible to trace the history of Mon with much more assurance.
Consult Table 1, based mainly on data from Ferlus 1983 and Diffloth 1984 .
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Comparison oMon mMon nMon gloss
pan {pan}’ *pon {pan} pon {pan} _|four
k-mat/hmat {pumat} *p-mot {pamat} | k-mot {kmat} |fire
satta {sat} *s5t {sat} sot {sat} creature
p'raat *brat{brat} | *brat {brat} -—-- banana
dhatu *dhat{dhat} |---- tat {dhat} element
kacet {kcit/kcut} | *K’jot {k’juit} | c’at {K’juit} |die
hetu {het} *hgt {het /huit} | hat {huit} cause
plat {plit} *plgt {pluit} plat {pluit} | extinguished
& {ut} *gt {uit} ot {uit} terminated
ksana e e c’an {kjuin} |moment
-vit {wit} — wat {wuit} |forget
fun {tin} *tgn {tuin} tan {tuin} rise
k'andun | {gnun} *gnin {gnin} _ |nin {gnin}  |skirt
Kamuun {kmun} -—-- men {kmin} |relative
punya {pun/pin} *pgn {puin} pan {puin} | merit
mahasamudda | {mahasamud}| *hmasamit hma-h-met  |ocean

{mhasamut}

‘paak {lumipek} *Ipaek {lapak} |paik {lpak} |slope
hmak {kmak} (*hmak) mek {kmak} |male
kidn {glun/glon} | *glpn {gluin} | klan {gluip} |many
Kamin {rmin/rmen} | *rmoain {rmin} |mon /moin |hear
siin/c*n {3un} *3an {Son} can {3uin} _|foot
dukkha {duk/dok} *dak {dok} tak {duik}  |poor
puk {puk/pok} |---- ak {puik} |pull(out)
dyuka {ajik} *ajok {ajuk} gjok {ajuk} |alive
kliic {clik} (*klaik) kloik{klik] |pig
lekha {lekh} *loik {lik} Ioik {lik} letter (char.)
rin *riil (>Lao) |---- roin {rin} spicy
k'lién/kalién) *glian (Lao) |{dlen} kléan {glen} |tripod

Table 1: Mon historical phonology: data

3

= plain type, Indic = italic type)

Note: {X} (all words in curly brackets) = attested spellings; Comparison: Nyah-kur
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Using this Mon data we can reach several conclusions:

a) The phoneme “-a-” (transcribed as ¢ by Shorto) had become common
in Mon by the Middle Mon period (= mMon - starting roughly 1210 with
inscriptional evidence, cf. Shorto 1971: x).

b) In some cases this -a- developed from earlier short vowels such as -u-
or -e-, but in other cases the source seems to have been something much like -a-
itself, despite the confused spellings found in oMon; i.e. despite there being no
special letter for this sound in the oMon script, comparative evidence (cf. the
first column) suggests that it may well have existed at that stage also.

¢) The graphic complex 3 as in 6, $c etc. (which Shorto, following
Blagden, transcribes as -uiw and -uik) is used to spell -3- in the vast majority of
words, especially by the time of the regularised spelling of modern literary Mon.
In modern spoken Mon (Moulmein dialect), there has been a new lowering
process for velar endings: -ak > -ak and -an > -ap, but the old spelling with 3 is
still used.

The rationale for using two different vowel signs in  was likely an attempt
to describe a sound perceived as in between -i- and -u-, in other words a central
vowel, possibly a high # but based on Mon dialect evidence and Indic loan-
words (about which more later), it was probably more of a mid central vowel,
ie. a

Not only did 3 also occur sporadically in the oMon period (Shorto 1971:
xii), it is also widely used in the earliest of Burmese inscriptions (from 1112
onward). Since % is consistently associated with -a- in the donor language
Mon, it is likely to have been put to a similar use in Burmese, especially since
so many words ending in 6 and $c5 in wBrm are clearly loan-words from
Mon. In other words, it appears quite misleading to transcribe 3 in the
traditional way as {-ui-} or the rarer {-iu-}, q.v. Pulleyblank 1963 (not to
mention Benedict's unfortunate identification of it as a short -u- phoneme). If
this sound was a monophthong, then, barring any pressing historical arguments,
it should be transcribed with a single vowel-sign. I suggest a(or perhaps £, or
even yor g). Such a suggestion is not really that revolutionary since Loffler
1960 already transcribed this graphic complex as “ o .

Although not noted in the above table, there are many examples found in
Diffloth 1984 of modern Mon dialects which show front-vowel reflexes such as
-e- -¢j- -aj- -gj- for his proto-Mon/Nyah-kur *-w- (equivalent to the *-s-
suggested here) , e.g. V130 *kut ‘bite-’ Cc-Ro kajt, Nd-Thai kejt; V35 dwk
‘(day) is finished’ Sc-Rao dajc; V134 twt ‘come out-> Kb-Ro, Ch-Thai,
Sho/Pk-Rao tet, Bk/Nd Thai tajt, Lt-Rao tejt. Although I am not prepared to
account for or analyse all such dialectal developments in modern Mon, we can at
least use such evidence to gain new insight into how Burmese words such as
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‘bite’ (probably a loan from Mon) developed from wBrm kok “kuik > to
modern sBrm kajq .

Finally, we should note that the wBrm reflexes relating to this rime are not
entirely consistent, and this must be due to the different paths through which a
word, particularly an Indic loan-word, might have entered into Burmese usage.
For example, the Pali word sammuti ‘name, designate’ as a verb is #amouq in
sBrm, reflecting a wBrm ending in {-ut}, but the corresponding noun-form is
famaiq, from wBrm {samak}. We can draw two useful conclusions from this
example:

a) In the noun, the original -u-underwent a change to a central vowel,
probably through the medium of the Mon language, before it entered
into Burmese.

b) Although the consonant following the stressed vowel was originally a
dental stop, it was reinterpreted as a velar stop in Burmese since that
was the only type of stop allowed in the Burmese spelling after this
vowel. When this happened is not clear. Such reinterpretations were not
at all consistently carried through, e.g. wBrm rakk’ss from Pali rakk’asa
‘ogre’ is pronounced jeg-k'aig in sBrm ( aig < eq < ag << as) but the
original Indic spelling has not been revised to reflect the Burmese
pronunciation. Mon independently developed the form I’kahin which
-ah more faithfully preserved the Indic -as (Shorto 1971:312).

3)wBrm -i<-¢ (and < €j?), wBrm €< ¢j <-9j <

STC’s oBrm vocalic system shown above is unnatural and unrealistic. I
propose, for a start, a basic five-vowel system of u-0-a-e-iand probably
also several diphthongs. Table 6 shows that many Yipo-Burmic (YB) and
Qiangic languages, which together I am calling “Eastern TB”, have a simple
-ias the reflex of Benedict's *-gy/-iy. A few languages have the reflex -aj, but
that is the result of a diphthongisation-process commonly seen throughout the
world. -3j as a reflex is very rare, and Benedict's -ij simply does not exist. If
*-gj were the proto-rime it would likely have often changed to -ojalso, but this
reflex is virtually non-existent in this set of words.

The same picture is seen on a wider scale among the various branches of TB
and even in Chinese. (Benedict (STC:61) indicates his Inscriptional Burmese
(iBrm) “-iy corresponding to -i in Tibetan, Kachin [= JP], Garo, Lushei and
most other TB languages...” (my emphasis) but he does not take the hint,
apparently being strongly attached to the literal iBrm spelling and its relevance
for all other TB languages, or to its implications for his theory of vowel-length
distinctions in TB.
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Examples of ST *-i words:

‘boat’: wBrm hlei < *hli ; JP L ; Meitei hi ; cKaren *k7i .

‘bow’: wBrm lef < *1Ii7; cKaren *kIi¥; Garo cri; Bogar i ; Idu -I, Miju
hli¥; Limbu lig ; Ao Ii-, Mikir Li, Meitei liru, Lakher Ii ; OC *li
(phonetic in 3 ji < *li, indicating a bilingual pronunciation for
=: *k()un and *1i).

‘day/sun’: wBrm ne’ < *ai; JP §ni Tamlu-Konyak iig-,
Khiamngan -iig Tangsa -n9jq;, Kaman pin; Idu -Ai Miju pit ;

Lus’ei mi, Zeme -naj., Angami nje, Cokri na-, Sangtam 7,
Kheia-ni, Yimchungra -Ai, Mikir a-rni ; Apatani -Ai, Gallong -fi ;
cKaren *ni(h); OC H *nit .

‘die’: wBrm se < *si; JP §i, Boro tgj, Garo si, Chang hgj, T.Konyak
yih;, LusSei ti, Meitei sii Tangkhul -ti, Zeme -caj, Angami sje,
Chokri sa, Mikir ti; Yimchungra $e, Kama'n s Apatani si,
Gallong hi, Tamang si Chepang si, wTib §i< *si; cKaren *si ;
OC 3t *sif --- Benedict 1992 (ST Conference paper) has 3t as
OC *sjar < ST *say .

‘flea’: wBrm -hlef < *hli"; JP 'kl Tangsa -Iaff Miji s-Ai LuSei -Li
Lakher -hlii Zeme h-laj, Angami-hlje, Chokri -ha, Kheia -hli
Mikir &-kli, Meitei ri ; wTib I3i- (< *dli- < *gli, cf. Kaike gali),
Monpa 1 ; Apatani xih ; Paku Karen -kif .

‘give’: wBrm pef< *bji¥; Mikir -pf, Meitei pf, Lakher pf, LuSei pef ;
Limbu piq ; Chepang bajq, wTib bji(n), Kaman pr, Miju pit,
Apatani bi, Bogar bi: ; Miji bi, Bugun p¥ ; Pa-O p%, OC 5 #pi’.

‘grandchild/nephew’: wBrm mref < *milf¥; Limbu papli; Sangtam -plih,
Yimchungra p’leh, Mikir pili ; JP ‘m-li Garo -ri, Chang lih,
T.Konyak lih ; cKaren *i ; OC 1% *blit.

‘heavy’: wBrm lef< *IiF; JP Li, Nokte a-lig, Tangsa Igjg, T.Konyak lig,
Boro lir ; Miji m-Aiq ; Kuki-Chin *rit, Lepcha lim;, Chepang lig,
Tamang k-, Monpa %, wTib Ki- (< *dli- < ?), Pattani hli .

‘seed’: JP -li, Nokte a-i, Tangsa a-laj, Kaman x-Ifj, Garo cagri ; Mikir
ci-lih ; Apatani a-li ; cKaren *-ki¥; Tsangla i .

‘shit’: wBrm k’jef< *kI¥, JP kJji, Tangsa x3jq, Nokte hig, Kamén t-k%j,
Boro kig, Garo kig ; Yimchungra kig, Sangtam & Mikir h#;
Tsangla ki, Chepang -klig; Tamang kIt wTib I¢i- (< *di- < *kli-);
Sunwar k¥i;, Limbu hif, Khaling k7i ; OC F§ *hli¥ < ST *k’i"
Benedict has OC *s-gyjar < ST *(s-)klay. The need for a voiced
stop in OC totally eludes me, as does the need for final *-r.
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‘wind’: wBrm lef<*Ii"; JP buW-lii Chang jajh, Lusei tli Asho ki
Angami -kije, Zeme -kaj ; Apatani a-:Ai ; cKaren *k-li/gli .

The reader should note that in the above lists the semi-colons separate the
members of different major branches of ST. 1 have tried to avoid the
unfortunately widespread habit of only citing evidence which backs up my
proposal; instead I have tried to make these lists representative if not exhaustive,
and the reader can easily see that, despite the presence of predictable changes in
a certain few languages (e.g. Angami, Tangsa, Zeme), the major rime in all
these forms is -, which, as a simple, basic vowel, constitutes one corner in the
vowel-array of most of these languages. This ST*-iis also often reflected in the
cognates listed in Table 7, notably excepting diphthongisation in some Burmish
languages and changes such as i>e(>a) in Pumi and i>ain some other
Qiangic languages.

Burmese itself exemplifies such Burmish diphthong-developments: YB
*_j> oBrm/iBrm *-gj> wBrm -€j (> -€). All three stage of this change are still
reflected in one of the N.Burmish languages, but with more complete
diphthongisation to -aj (Zaiwa) and then to -a (Langsu). Words such as
‘grandchild’ and ‘foot’ with *-ji have somewhat different reflexes in N.Burm.
(to be detailed in a later paper), and the difference is occasionally also seen in
spoken Rangoon (sBrm), e.g. wBrm kjefbut sBrm & ‘shit’, wBrm mref but
sBrm mjf ‘grandchild’ (cf. Yabu 1994).

I suspect that Benedict's advocacy of *-gj for ST, TB, YB, and oBrm
instead of the more obvious, simple *-i was due to a misunderstanding of the
nature of inscriptional Burmese, especially in its relationship to the donor
language Mon. The symbol € for e is indeed found in iBrm, but only in two
situations: 1) enclitics, particles, etc. 2) in closed syllables such as k'et, sec. If
there were in oBrm a large number of words with the *-e rime, this is not
reflected in any direct way in the script. Benedict took this to mean that they
simply did not exist in early Burmese. A point that he may have overlooked is
that at that time in the way the Mon script was being employed (for Mon), the
{ 6} symbol for e was rarely used in open syllables, probably because Mon
itself, at least in its written tradition, had so few words with open syllables
(Ferlus 1983:66). In the closed syllables where { 6} was often seen, the
pronunciation was probably already [s] in many words (cf. Table 1), and this
may have inspired some hesitancy in its use by the newly-literate Burmese.

An additional factor which likely inhibited the use of {6} in iBrm for words
such as ‘fire’ (wWBrm mif< oBrm *me’) or ‘near’ (wBrm nif< oBrm *ne) is that
several vowel-shifts were underway in Burmese at that time, and words with
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the same rime as the two just mentioned very likely had at least a high - if not
an even higher vowel as a drag-chain response to the -i > -3j ( > -€j) change.

In iBrm the graphic complex &, which I would transcribe as {ij }, was the
chief means of transcribing the rime which Benedict describes as -iy (i.e -ij),
which he then took to be one of the proofs for the existence of long vowels in
oBrm. He used an analogous argument for a long high back vowel in ‘nine’
and some other words. As an areal phenomenon in South-East Asia it is the
low vowel -a- which is most commonly associated with contrastive vowel-
length, and it is ironic that Benedict showed no evidence for such a contrast in
oBrm, while at the same time arguing for length distinctions in these other
vowels.

Another reason for Benedict’s use of -ijjcan be seen by looking at the OC
transcription for the above *-i cognates as found in Baxter 1992. Baxter also
transcribes this OC rime-set as -ij instead of simple -i. The reason for this goes
back to an observation several centuries old concerning words having this OC
rime: many have been found to share the same phonetic element that expresses
final -itin other words, for example Z ¢&j ‘arrive’ and #% dit ‘nephew’. Even
though the vast majority of such words are only found in the *-i rime’s % tone
category, Baxter, Li Fang-kuei and some other scholars have somehow deemed
it necessary to project this affinity with final -tonto the other two tonal
categories (- and ) as well, in Baxter’s case by adding on a -j, i.e. -ijjand in
Li’s case by adding on a -d, i.e. -id.4 As the reader can see from the above
cognate sets for ‘bow’, ‘die’, ‘give’, and ‘shit’ above, there is little if any TB
evidence to substantiate these extra endings in OC; other Sino-Tibetan
*-j cognates can be consulted with the same result. The question naturally arises,
for example in the case of Baxter 1992: if a supposedly phonemic system has -ij,
then it should also have the more unmarked -i, but we seen that this is not the
case. All final -iin Baxter 1992 have a -jadded onto them. Since there is no
contrast then between -i and -ij, why not follow normal procedure and choose
the simpler, eliminate the superfluous?

Although on superficial analysis it appears logical to transcribe 2 as {4 },
there are some indications in iBrm usage that for the literati of that time it may
have directly represented the *-3jdiphthong which I contend was its transitional
pronunciation:

1) There are places in the inscriptions where the rime 6 {-aw }
(Benedict's -uiw) was instead spelled 26 {-iw} .

4 This same fallacy led Li Fang-kuei (and thus Gong et al.) to insist on a final -g after vowe}s
such as -aand -uin not only Old Chinese but Sino-Tibetan itself, thus a final velar stop in
words such as ‘five’ or ‘nine’ where there is no comparative evidence to support it.
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2) Then there are also some cases where 3‘;’:03 {-ok} (Benedict's -uik)
was instead spelled 205 {-ik } (Ba Shin 1962:28, 38-9).

A simple explanation applicable to both of these cases is that since there was
a parallel diphthongisation going on at both the high front and high back corners
of the vowel-array, the first part of both 2 and 56 were both felt to represent a,
therefore the simpler digraph & {i}, being the a of gj, could also serve as the a
of aw or of ak . This seems to have been logical to only a minority of the
scribes, since in most cases the trigraph = is used for [a]. If, on the other hand,
3 were pure and simply the sign for i, there would be no logic at all in using it
to represent a high back vowel or diphthong (or 9) .

The change from -ito -gj underway at the time of the inscriptions must have
been largely effected already, but it is the nature of such changes that not all
speakers nor all words used by a single speaker will change at the same time.
Thus inscriptional records show some YB *-i words still being spelled as
simple & {-i }. This sort of variation is characteristic for transcriptions of a
language undergoing considerable sound-shifts, all the more when the language
has had no prior spelling tradition.

Benedict’s TB *-i:

Benedict reserves TB *-i for cognate sets where other TB languages
have -i corresponding to wBrm -i . This is quite a smaller set than his TB
-i:: iBrm -iy set, therefore his TB vowel array has it as the minor type “(-i)”.
The real reason this set shows fewer correspondences is that we are dealing
with TB *-e and *-¢j (and perhaps *-gj ?); in iBrm this has already been raised
to either a high -eor to -i, and in a number of other TB languages such rimes
have also been raised, but in many ST languages there was no such raising
(e.g.‘tail’: wTib me, Chiru -r-mefi, JP n-maf, Chinese E wee [wéi] < *maf”
but Lotha -hm#;, Gurung mi, wBrm -mr#), therefore the languages retaining -e(j)
etc. do not fit into Benedict’s correspondence set, which is thus a smaller set
than his more regular TB *-ay :: oBrm *-iy set.

STC#262-265 contain Benedict's evidence (in quotes) for TB *-i:

#262 ‘penis’:
a)“Kanauri kut-li :: wBrm If,” but -li must be from *le since the normal
Kanauri reflex of *-li is g (cf. pg < *pli ‘four’, k' < *ki ‘shit’, cf. STC
n. 126). also cf. wTib m3e < *mde < *mle .
b)“Bahing bli :: wBrm &,” but both are from *ble, cf. Limbu e and
Starostin 1994's Proto-Kiranti #I€ ‘copulate-’, also cf. Bahing mi <
*me(j) ‘fire’, mi¢i < *mek ‘eye’. Bahing may have undergone a high-
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front vowel-shift similar to Burmese: -i > -9j > € (e.g. k ‘four’, cf.
wBrm kf) vs. -e> 4 (e.g. ‘penis’).
¢) “Dimasa ki :: wBrm If,” but Ii < *le, cf. Dim. -ti < *se ‘know-’.

#263 ‘decay, ulcer’:5

Vayu ri ‘decay’ :: wBrm rih ‘be rotten(of cloth); gleet->”, but in both
languages the vowels were raised from *re, cf. Vayu Ii < *le ‘tongue’.
As for the Kachin cognates he proposes (rig = ‘a type of arthritis’, n-ji =
‘spittle from a corpse’), I was unable to confirm any of them in the large
Chinese-Jingpo or Jingpo-Chinese dictionaries. The Miri citation tari
‘wound’ may actually be cognate with N.Burmish *hn¥‘filth, dirt’,
which would correspond to a hypothetical wBrm **href.

#264 ‘existence’:
“wTib srit:pa ‘existence’ :: wBrm hrih ‘be-’”. Benedict says that the
Tibetan -t is a suffix, but there is no internal Tibetan evidence for that.
Also, I am leery of using such abstract words for comparative work.

#265 ‘tickle/armpit’:
This is the only persuasive-looking set, with an -i- match in Nung,
Lakher and wBrm, but the etymon is so widely spread over S.E. Asia in
other linguistic stocks (Tai/Austronesian) that, as STC n.199 suggests,
it may be a borrowing into TB languages, thus not suitable for
demonstrating Benedict's point here.

None of this set of four examples is at all persuasive toward establishing
Benedict's rarer TB *-i rime. Such a demonstration would be bound to fail
because we are dealing with a bogus set of correspondences: the TB rime here is
not a rare *-i beside the common *-gj but rather a fairly common TB *-e/ej

(raised to -I in wBrm and some other languages) beside an even more common
.
-1 .

4) wBrm -ac, -ail < *-ek/-et (and *-en), not < *-ik, -ip

The prevailing idea that *-ik and *-if) are the protoforms from which
developed wBrm {-ac} and {-afi} is difficult to reconcile with the evidence: for
example, STC#83 reconstructs TB ‘name’ as *r-min and offers by way of
evidence forms ending in -if) in four Himalayan languages (including wTib min)
along with forms from Garo, Jingpo, Lusei, Rangkhol, and Gyarung -rmi

5 This is a messy set.
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Conflicting evidence from many other languages was not mentioned, €.g.
Khiamngan Aan ; Kaman-man Shixing ma, Stau miion ; Amdo Tibetan fian; Sani
Yi m#£, Langsu (Maru) man; Apatani -mrjan’; Bai mja, as well as southern
Chinese dialects such as Shuangfeng, Meixian, Xiamen, Chaozhou, Fuzhou
mjar) (-af » -gin some of the Min dialects) and Nanchang and Jian’ou mjann
(ZE%); this is but a sampling of many ST languages with such a low-vowel
vocalism.

Similarly, although the protoforms given in STC #433 for ‘long’ in
various TB languages can be reduced to *srin, including Benedict’s derivation
of wBrm hrafi from an earlier *srip), this also does not account for a multitude of
other forms such as Cho Chin hloy, Mikir kran (‘height’), Lepcha kren/-hren,
Yimchungra -§an, Chungli Ao t’ar-ka, Yacham Ao lan-Ia (the root of both being
Ian, cf. Chungli Ao t-ca-ka ‘short’), Mru “klan’ ; Pumi hrdn, Lysu hrd Kamén
k'ran; Langsu and Bola xar; Dimasa glau; Amdo Tibetan rap, Tamang rep ;
Serdukpen a-ren. The Bai word for ‘tall’ is k2, and although probably derivable
from *kan (< *kran ?) it is not clear if the word is of Sinitic or TB origin.6

Another word with this problem, widespread in ST, is ‘full’, given as
TB *blin ~ *plin in STC#142. Benedict suggests an -in proto-rime, despite his
own evidence which includes wBrm prai/p’rail, Lepcha -bAan, Digaro blon and
Dimasa pulunp (Vt). To these could be added Kamah plan, Bola pjap and
Langsu pjan, Sani -di& (< bl-), Yani Hani bjan’ (bjan), Lahu pe (p€) < *pja [not
bir (bi), cf. Matisoff's dictionary], Paku Karen bre, Garo bap-, Ao-barn-, Mao
-pro, Pocuri pro, Kham bjalo, OC ~N& py-jifi < *p-len ‘filled’ (Ode 179).
There are quite a few additional cognates with both high and low front vowels.

Further we have:

‘pheasant’: wTib srek ~ W.Tib hrak-~ Lepcha -hgak- :: wBrm rac

<*rek, cf. Nusu krek; Bodo srig < *srek ; Mikir -rék, Liangmai
-rék, Lus’ei -hrit < *hrik < *hrek ; Bugun pirek.

6 Itis evident from this list of cognates that some or all protoforms for ST ‘long’ had not
*sr- but *kr- or *kl- for an initial-cluster. The other initials can be derived from the velar
cluster: kr-> xr- (~ hr- ) > §-. Chinese % danis also a likely cognate, with a proto-initial
similar to wTib rgjan < *grjan ‘far; extent’. The northern Chin and central Chin languages
Teddim Chin and LuSei have similar forms: T.Chin kap :: L. tap, both < *kran ‘to stretch’
and T.Chin xan :: L. t'an < *k’ran ‘to grow’. Chinese & tan ‘extend’ and 5% taan ‘grow’ are
likely derivations formed by s- prefixation and other morphological markers (*skran ? ).
Another word ## dan ‘extend’ ( so defined in the Fangyan ) may, because of velar contacts in
its phonophoric (e.g. B keii < krap ), be derived, through a different dialectal strain, from
*dlin < *glan < gran. Another likely cognate is 3 jann < (g9lanh ‘long’ (GSR 732k) . For
the *-r-, also cf. #f liann < k-ran’ ‘bow-case’.
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‘to screw’: Mru rek :: wBrm rac < *rek
‘to cleanse’: Mru cet :: wBrm sac < *cet

Without treating this matter exhaustively, I can offer a few more examples
that have the same sort of variation, usually to a lesser degree, that the above
examples show: ‘pus’, ‘neck’, ‘dirty’, ‘marrow’, ‘green/ living’, ‘ripe/cooked’,
‘year’, ‘new’ ( -l < ), ‘tree/wood’, ‘heart’, ‘joint’.

Shafer and Benedict have both explained the lower vocalisms found in this
set of words by arguing in effect, “We know it was *-ik, so in some (or many)
languages the vowel must have lowered,” which is of course merely begging
the question. I present more substantial evidence below for a different
interpretation.

Foreign transcriptions/loans:

a) Hla Pe 1961 shows many Sanskrit/Pali loan-words in Burmese where -4f
is rendered by wBrm -ac, and a few examples show Indic -et/-ek> wBrm -ac .
By contrast, Indic words with stressed -ik, although still spelled {-ik } in wBrm,
are found to merge phonetically with wBrm -it and end up accordingly as -eig in
sBrm.

Some of his examples:

Pali karavika » wBrm karawik [karoweiq]
Pali lekha - iBrm likh » wBrm lik [leiq]

Pali linga -» wBrm lip [lein)]

Pali paccanika -+ wBrm paccanik [pjiqsaneiq]

The last example additionally implies that a rime now pronounced [-iq] in
modern Burmese was not pronounced *-ikin oBrm as the received ST theory
maintains, but rather something much like [-ac], just as a straightforward
interpretation of the old script would dictate.

I suggest that the development of -ikin these and other Indic words also
occurred in any other oBrm *-ik syllables, i.e. in the native stock of TB *-ik
words.

Although, as mentioned above, Indic loans in -et/~ek may be found in
wBrm with the -ac ending, they also sometimes have maintained their original
spelling in Burmese, but the pronunciation nonetheless follows the -ac rime and
raises to -ig in sBrm, e.g. wBrm {khet} sBrm klg ‘extent, domain’
< Pali Ketta.

As for wBrm -ac, evidence would seem to indicate that it was used to
represent the convergence of both a rime with a low vowel, more fronted than
-ak, and also a rime with a mid vowel having either -t or -k as a final stop. I
theorise that in the dialect(s) underlying iBrm, original *-ek/-et, perhaps under
the influence of *-jat, underwent a breaking process to *jac resulting in a rime
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which was similar to, but not quite the same as *-jat, although in the case of
words such as wBrm jac ‘be drunk’ < *jat there sometimes occurred early
raising to merge with *jac. For further discussion of the breaking of mid-front
and mid-back vowels, see below.

In the context of this suggested breaking of both front and back mid-vowels,
some words from Nishi 1999:49 regarding orthographic variation in iBrm are
pertinent: “...most of these variations may be considered to have reflected over-
differentiation, or under-differentiation of phonemes.” Vacillation between -e-
and -ja-, for instance, may have reflected different dialects already present in
Burmese: it would not be surprising for such a large national group to already
have had dialectal variation even as it was migrating into the Indo-Chinese
peninsula.

b) The evidence from Miller 1954 (#9,18,32,47) is that in the sixteenth
century or perhaps somewhat earlier wBrm -ac was rendered in Chinese by
graphs pronounced -je(q). Bradley 1985:194 recognises this but then strangely
concludes that the Burmese sound reflected was “something like [1’]”, a
conclusion which seems to rest more on other, later evidence.

¢) On the same page, further down, Bradley refers to what are apparently
early loan-words from Burmese into some Chin languages, and concludes that
they reflect an early pronunciation of wBrm -ac as [e? ] ( = -eqg in this paper).

If one looks mainly at the reflexes in Jingpo (Kachin), Nung, Garo, Bodo,
Dimasa, LuSei, Kinauri and wTib, one can find a number of basic vocabulary
words with -ik/-iq corresponding to wBrm {-ac }, but this is only a small
sampling from hundreds of TB languages, and heavily weighted towards the
Baric group; unfortunately it was just this selection of languages which
constituted the main body of evidence in the STC, as can be readily seen by
looking at its cognate lists. Shafer drew on the same Berkeley data-base that
Benedict used, so it is not surprising that they both focused on *-ik as the
source for wBrm -ac, but if we consider a larger selection of ST cognates, and
pay special attention to Burmese's close relatives in N.Burmish (see Table 2),
and if we take into account the development of Indic words in Burmese, as well
as the 400+ year-old Chinese transcriptions, it then appears rather improbable
that {-ac} could have derived from a rime with such a high front vowel.

If we compare the reflexes of *-jat and *-jek/-jet in Burmese and
N.Burmish as well as the many ST cognates of wBrm -jac that have -jat, -ek
and -jak along side those with -ik, furthermore the Indic loans in -aj, -et, -ek
which end up in sBrm with the same -ig rime that comes from wBrm {-ac}
(whereas Indic -ik > [*-it > ] -eiq), as well as the Chinese transcription as -jeg,
this all points to oBrm *-ef and *-ek merging to *-eq and then to -iq in Rangoon
sBrm. The original mid-vowel is still preserved in the Tenasserim Mergui
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dialect's -€eq (Jones 1972) and also in some words in North Central dialects
such as Intha. Since Rangoon, i.e. South-Central Burmese, only became the
standard pronunciation after 1885 (cf. Lehman 1992:227), we can see spellings
such as -acas representing the North Central dialect area including Intha and
parts north. We can suppose that in these areas, and in Arakan as well, a
breaking process affected mid-vowel rimes (-et/-ek > -jac) and so we see the
{jac} spelling in the traditional script, whereas the South Central dialect area
underwent raising instead: -et/-ek>-ig. This breaking to -jaccan still be
heard in the Arakanese dialect: -jac > -jaiq (e.g. a-mraiq ‘root’).

Table 2 shows the pattern for words in the North Burmish language group
which are cognate with wBrm -jac words; some other rimes are included for
comparison. It can be seen that the N.Burmish values do not support deriving
wBrm -jac from *-ik .

wBrm | LC Ach| LX Ach.l| LHAch| XDAch ZW |LS |BL |LQ
{-ac} |-ac -ac -ic -ac/-ic | -ec/-jic| -ac | -ac | -ac
{-jat} | -rat/-et | -ot -et -et -jit -jic | -jot | -jit/-ac
{-jak } | -jok -jak -ja(k) | -jok -jok | -jok | -jak | -jok
{-ak} |-ok -ak -a(k) -2k -0k -ok | -ak | -ak

Table 2. Some rimes in Burmish languages

The Romance language-group has many words which show a similar
pattern of vowel-breaking:

@oss Vlg.Lat. | Spanish | French | Rhatian | Italian Dalmatizui Rumani
festival fésta fjesta fet’ feasta(w) | fésta fjasta o
iron | férro | jerro fer fjer(e) férro fjar fjer
herb |érba jerba erb’ jarva(w) | érba Jjarba Jarba
bed Iékto leco Iit lec(c) Iétto Ijat -
stone | petra pjedra__| pjer’ pjere (e) | pjetra | pitra pjatra
strong| forti fwerte | fort fwart (e) | forte fwart (fwarte)
fire foko fwego | fg”7 fug (e) fwoko | fuk fok
|door | porta pwerta | port’ pwarte(e) | porta pwarta | pwarta

Table 3. Some mid-vowel developments in Romance

7 fwain Franco-Provengal ( < A. Martinet).
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The most complete examples are ‘bed’ and ‘stone’ which show both
breaking (lowering) and raising of the original -e- .

I have included the last three examples to show that, in analogy to the
process seen in front vowels (breaking and spreading from a mid vowel), a
similar process occurred with back vowels. This is relevant to the early history
of Chinese and Burmese among other Janguages.

An example from the Germanic group is ‘I’, where NW. Germanic *ek (cf.
Latin ego) was raised to *ik in W. Germanic but retained the e-in N. Germanic,
which then underwent breaking in some languages: cf. modern Norse jag, from
ON ek/eg (also > Swedish jeg) .

The Slavic group also has many examples of these sound-changes:

‘faith’ ‘part’ ‘meat’ ‘summer’ row’

O.Church Slavic | v&ra déla meso | Iéto reds
Bulgarian vjara djal meso ljato red

CroatoSerbian v()éra | dijel méso | I(jéto réd
Slovenian véra del mes) Iéto réd

Czech vira dil maso Iéto rjad
Slovak viera diel maso | leto rad

Polish vjara djal mjeso | ljato rjod
Upper Lusatian vjera del mjeso | ljeto rjad
Ukrainian vira dil mjaso Iito rjad
Russian véra (del) mjaso Iéto _rjad

Table 4. Some mid-vowel developments in Slavic

I have taken the liberty to respell some of the more misleading native
spellings (e.g. Polish lato - ljato, wiara - vjara) for the sake of the reader who
only wishes to see the interrelationships; those who already know something of
these languages can easily recover the native spelling. In each of these cases,
the early Slavic vowel was some kind of -e-, either nasalised or lower ( [e] ?)
than the -e- in words such as seld ‘village’ or nébo ‘sky’, in which the -e-
remains fairly constant throughout the various languages. We can conclude
with confidence that Old Church Slavic -€- / —¢- (attested from early documents)
in some cases lowered and broke into -ja-, in some other cases was raised to -i-,
and in many cases it simply remained as -e-.
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5) wBrm -wat /-wak < *-ot/-ok, wBrm -ok < *uk

In the Lokat’eikpan inscriptions there are quite a few words spelled with the
{-o-} vowel and codas such as -n-t-j-m, whereas wBrm contains no such
spellings (cf. Ba Shin 1962: 27-28, 38-39). The only historical analyses of this
phenomenon I have seen are: 1) Jones 1976 p.50 “There are also many words
in which <o > appears to represent an alternate spelling of medial <-w- >...”
and 2) Maung Wun 1975 p.89 “.... that 0 in Old Burmese which has today
become -wa- ...” Wun's view is quite different from the concensus which
posits, for example, an original *wat in which the -a- later underwent
progressive rounding and raising due to the semivowel before it: -wat > -wot >
-wut > -ut, the last being the reflex in current standard sBrm. Jones, perhaps in
a paraphrase of Ba Shin, characterises the -0-in iBrm spelling as “an alternate
spelling of medial <-w->“, yet his logic escapes me: one of the most basic
principles of Burmese spelling, in accordance with its Indian origin, is the use
of the inherent vowel -a-: if no other vowel is written in between the initial
( + optional medial) and coda, then the syllable is read with the -a- vowel, e.g.
cucd “Ik” is interpreted as {lak}. In a word such as (o5 {lwat} ‘to be free’ the
-w-medial is written as a subscript which occupies the same position in a
syllable as does an -j- or -r-, they are all medial glides. Thus o5 “lwt” is
assumed to have the inherent -a- after the medial -w-. In the case of >0}
“elat” {lot}, the iBrm spelling of this word, there is already a vowel, actually a
digraph-vowel (“e” to the left and “a” to the right of the initial consonant),
occupying the vowel-slot of the word, therefore there is no room, or need, for
an inherent -a-, therefore the -0- cannot be acting as a medial before an -a- .

The word {lwat} is pronounced Juqin Rangoon sBrm, Iweq in the western
Arakan dialect, and login the southeastern Mergui dialect. The southeastern
Tavoy dialect has Juq according to Jones 1972, but earlier reports in Taylor
1922 and Ono 1971 both show -o0- for this rime, i.e. the same as Mergui further
south. One may assume that Tavoy, closer to the capital, has been quicker to
come under the influence of standard sBrm. For this rime, I posit Common
Burmish *-ot, in which case the southeastern dialect area preserves the original
sound, whereas the Arakan dialect reflex is closest (-wet < -wat) to the
somewhat later dialect development on which wBrm was based. The Rangoon,
now sBrm reflex shows a completely different process of simple raising: *-ot >
-ut. The wBrm form itself is a simple product of breaking (-0->-wa-), a
common type of sound-change the world over, cf. the Romance examples given
above. Please consult Figure 1 (end of paper) for a schematic design of how I
conceive the development of *-ot in various Burmese dialects.
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The languages of the North Burmish group have reflexes in either -utor -gq
for this rime. I have found no dialect or language with a -wot which would
show evidence of the alleged -wat > -wot > > -ut process.

There is also evidence from other Sino-Tibetan languages which supports
* ot instead of *-wat as the earlier stage of wBrm {wat}:

‘wet” wBrm cwat < *cot :: XD Ach. &q, LS é&ik, BL &6q, LQ &ig,
Paku Karen o, Pa-O cdu < cKaren *co”, Kadi sut?2 .

‘get free (from), escape’ wBrm Iwat < *lot :: Jingpo lot .

‘slave’ iBrm kjon (< *gron), wBrm kjwan, sBrm cy :: cKaren *yrof,
OC *grén’ B (> BJ xuin = yoann).

‘sink-" wBrm kjwam < *glom :: Drung a-glém, [ xian = yeaimin
< *glonr. The Chinese graph belongs to a series with MC
initials such as k- y-d- t-j z-, most simply explained as
originally velars + -r- ar -I- .

Another piece of evidence is the autonym of the Mon people which is mwan in
wBrm; the history of Mon sound-changes (cf. Diffloth 1984) would suggest
mm: (less likely: man) as the oMon form of the word, thus Burmese *mon >
mwan .

The rime spelled {-ok} in wBrm is pronounced -auq in Rangoon as well as
many other dialects of Burmese, but it retains the old -o0- vowel in some
northern and southern areas such as Phun, Intha, Danu and Tavoy (Jones,
Taylor ibid.). Ireconstruct its oBrm and Yipo-Burmic value as *-uk based on
the widely found -u- in Sino-Tibetan cognates (e.g. ‘six”) and more particularly
on the evidence of the North Burmish group of languages where there is a
general pattern of either retention of the -uk or of its diphthongisation into -auk
This is in contrast to wBrm {wak} which, in analogy to {wat, wap}, I derive
from *-ok: this rime is generally found as -ok in North Burmish. It has raised
to -uk precisely in those languages which have vacated the “-uk slot” following
its diphthongisation to -auk. Some data is listed in Table 5; for a full
discussion cf. Dempsey 2000 ms.

Note that many of these languages still reflect exactly what I propose as the
Common Burmish values for these two rimes.

oBrm | wBrm LH Ach. |XD Ach|ZW |LS |BL |1Q

*.uk | {-ok } |-ok/-uk | -uk -u (k) |-uk -uk | -auk | -auk|-uk

*.0k [{-wak} -ok -uak -0k /-uak| -ok -ok | -uk |-ok |-uk
Table 5. Reflexes of two Burmish rimes
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Sino-Tibetan comparative evidence for the change oBrm*-ok > wBrm
{wak} is also stronger than for the idea that *-wak was the original rime:

‘rat/mouse’ wBrm krwak < *k-rok :: Phun Burmese k™rigq/k-roq,
Achang dialects: kroq - kudq - kud(q) - krog, Langsu yuk-
< *rok, Bola yoq - <*rok, Leqi kjuq, Nusu dialects: ruag- - r3q
-ridg, Lahu fag., Jino xg-, S.Pumi ydq (<*Trok?), Chepang
rok-juq, Lotha ZF#r& (?)

‘come out” wBrm twak < *tok :: Achang dialects: t06q - tuaq - toq
-t0q, Zaiwa t6q, Langsu tik, Bola t6q, Leqi tig, Nusu
dialects: tuag- t'6 - t'ua, pYipo *tok (*tuk ?), Lisu ‘tog, Da-zhai
Hani ‘tug, Gé-lang-hé Hani ftog, Lahu tog, Jino td-, Gazhuo tog,
Mpi tog, Sangkong toq (all Yipoish languages with tog are from
*tok (= n-tok) .

ant’ wBrm (pah-)rwak <*-rok :: N.Burmish *rok, Lahu -'yoq, Yipo
*.roh, Nusu -rud - -nd --rudq, Jino -x0 ; Muya cud, Zhaba -9,
Stau sk’ro/sk’rau, QueYuz bi-§6-, Shixing c’4-rd, Drung -roq,
Longcang Tangsa k'okrok, Wak-ching Konyak te-wo < *-ro (cf.
te-wok < *rok six’), wTib grok-, N. Monpa xrok, Chaudangsi
nan-kro, Athpare Rai pon-gorok, Gallong ti-ruk; in fact, of the
six cognates to wBrm -rwak listed in STC #199, none supports
the vocalism of the reconstruction “TB *rwak™.

‘carry (on the head)’ wBrm rwak < *rok :: XD Achang roq

‘leaf” wBrm rwak < *rok :: LC Achang and XD Achang -xroq

Bradley 1979:198 comments on his pLoloish *-wak : “*wak seems to have
reflexes identical to those of *ok in most Loloish languages other than
Phunoi...” His system has Phunoi -o(t) < *-0k, -0a < *-wak . 1 would even
eliminate the Phunoi proviso from his statement, since there is no “oa” listed in
the Phunoi phonological inventory (ibid. p. 46) nor did I find it in the
comparative listings; the typical reflex seems to be -oq, e.g. hog- ‘rat, -hog ‘ant’,
toq ‘take out’, tog ‘come out’.

Finally, let us consider two typological arguments:

a) Why does wBrm give evidence of -waC rimes but no rimes in -weC,
-wiCor -woC ? This may indicate that -waC rimes were not part of an
established pattern but rather the product of a localised breaking.

b) If my proposed reconstruction is followed, the appearance of rising

diphthongs can be more simply described as occurring in all types of syllables
instead of only in open syllables.
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6) Breaking as part of a larger trend

We can see the vowel breaking type of sound change in early Burmese (both
-e- > -ja- and -0- > -wa-) as part of a general trend in the Burmese phonological
system during the last millennium: the plain mid-vowels e and o have been
eliminated from their systematic participation in syllabic patterns, and at the
same time syllable-final falling diphthongs such as *aj *uj *oj *aw have also
been eliminated in favor of monophthongs or rising diphthongs with a greatly
expanded use of the -w- onset-glide (alongside the rise of -j- in place of -r-/-I-).
For eand o, the main targets for elimination were the closed syllables (*-ep *-et
*¢k *-op *-ot *-ok and their nasal-ending analogues).

The breaking processes which were underway in the mid-to-low front and
back vowel areas at the time are reflected in the variable spellings found in iBrm.
Uncertainty is also found in transcriptions of other vowels. For example, in the
same Jataka story on a wall of the Lokat'eikpan we find in adjacent lines the
same word {si} in two places (Ba Shin 1962:26): the first simeans ‘to die’
whereas the second means ‘fruit’, and not only the many Tibeto-Burman
cognates but also modern sBrm evidence tells us that the pronunciation of these
two words must have been different (I would reconstruct as *si and *sej
respectively for Common Burmish), but the inscribers must have been uncertain
due to the changes underway ( i>3gjand e€j> i) ; both words also appear
elsewhere in the Lokat' eikpan as sij. Ba Shin's text contains many such
examples.

Some examples of final falling diphthongs having shifted to rising
diphthongs in Burmese, consider words such as:

‘snake’ wBrm mrwe ( > sBrm mwei) <*mmyj :: Zaiwa -mdfj, Langsu
-m0j, Bola -m@, Leqi -mji, Achang dialects: mnij - milj - hmi-
- mnij, wTib sbrul < *smrul< TB *(s)mrul:: & hui = xuee
( < *hmrut ?)

‘hang-’ wBrm twai" (> sBrm twel) < *xdoj’ :: Langsu tg-, Bola tijj-

‘easy’ wBrm Iwai (> sBrm Iwe) < *loj :: Zaiwa Illj, Langsu Ioj, Bola Iij,
Leqi B (< *lg < *15j < *loj)

‘buffalo’ wBrm kjwai¥ < *g’lof :: N.Burmish *no%loj" ; JP 'w-loj, Jili
naluj, Kaman tIidj, Khoibu ra-oj, Kapwi(Nruang-hmei) sa-loj,
Tang-khul Naga si-Juj, Koreng(Liangmai?) a-luj, Manipuri i-roj ;
cf. Paku Karen gh¥; Nyah Kur k7Taw < cMon *glaw.

7) Restrictions on breaking

wBrm has two other environments in which wa may occur: initially as
in wak ‘pig’ and finally as in swaf ‘tooth’. In neither case do I suggest the



226 Dempsey

development 0 > wa. Since in Burmese the histories of -a and -aCare quite
unalike, we cannot expect the histories of -wa and -waC to be alike either. In
the case of ‘pig’, it is clear from the cognates in other languages that the w- in
this word functions not as a medial or part of a diphthong but as an initial. The
word krwat ‘leech’ is a similar case: there is no long-standing etymon with a
k- initial reflected in other TB languages, and cognates showing the r of wBrm
krwathave the rin a preceding syllable (cf. STC#45); the etymonic syllable of
most cognates has simply p- or w- for an initial. Standard Burmese tends to
fuse the parts of a sesquisyllable together (e.g. kjaF ‘tiger’ < *klaf< k’laf, cf.
Phun kald), thus: krwat < *kr’wat < *k’r*wat, and not krwat < **krot .

In a word like swa' not only are we dealing with an open syllable, thus a
different environment than the above examples, but cognates such as S.Monpa
'wa, Jingpo wa, and Tangsa pa show that the s- has not always been an
inseparable part of the word; it would be reasonable to conceive of its Burmese
history as *s’wa’>swar. In that case the w was again essentially an initial
consonant, just like the w of wak ‘pig’, not necessarily even contradicting the
trend in Burmese diphthong development (falling - rising) suggested above.
Therefore neither of these cases qualifies as an exception to the process *-o0C>
-waC which I have proposed.

The oBrm - wTib cognate sets in section X of Luce 1985 contain many
suggested cognates-pairs with no corrobative evidence from other TB languages,
and in any case involve too many complexities to be discussed at this point.
The wider history of -0-and -u-in the various ST language groups appears

rather complex, but I hope the arguments presented here have clarified the
picture at least for early Burmese.

To sum up the major points of this paper:

1. The history of Mon/Nyahkur and Indic loans into Brm shows that the
graphic complexes written before the offglides in iBrm %6 -aw and 2
-gj were indeed pronounced as -3, but thesewere only transitional
diphthongs (cf. early mod.English), i.e. *-u > -aw > -ow and *-i > -3j
> -¢j, and not any evidence that the TB or ST values were ever anything
but simple *-u and *-i, confirmed by the -u and -i vowels found in most

such cognates in TB and Chinese, especially in the Burmish branch
itself.

2. The rare -uik and -uin finals are reflected as front vowels in Brm dialects
and Yipo-Burmese cognates, far afield from Benedict’s suggested *-u-.
Evidence indicates an evolution of *-ap > -en (> -aip) etc.
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3. Brmvocalismwas in an unstable period when the language first began to
be inscribed. A chain reaction involved *-e > *-iwith *-i > -gj (> -€j),
which was balanced by *-0> *-uwith *-u>-aw (>-ow). Even if *-e
and *-o still existed then (unraised), Mon writing did not provide a good
model for transcribing them. This *-e (Benedict’s *-i) matches -ionly
in those TB languages which shared a similar raising of *-eto *-i. Most
languages kept -¢, thus this correspondence set is smaller. The situation
with back vowels is analogous.

4. Deriving Brm -ac/-af from *-ik/-iry stems from Shafer’s limited TB
data-base with its heavy bias toward Baric languages and Tibetan.
Many TB groups and Chinese show eor (jareflexes, which together
with -iall derive from *-e-, a commonly-seen pattern, e.g. examples
from Slavic, Romance, Germanic. Early inscriptions also spell -ac
words with -etor -ek, and Indic loans also indicate a non-high vowel. -
jatis virtually absent from wBrm, having merged as *-jetwith *-jek,
both spelled as -ac. The ST/TB dental source for -ac was not *(Qit,
which merged with *(j)ik > -eiq. Indic loans to Brm support this claim.
Also, many Sanskrit/Pali loans in -g are rendered by wBrm -ac, and a
few examples show Indic -et/-ek > wBrm -ac . 500-year-old Chinese
texts transcribing Brm -acreflect (j)eg, not (j)ig. The same is true for
early loans from Brm into the Chin languages of Western Burma.

5. Evidence from early inscriptions and TB cognates, especially from those
languages closest to standard Brm, indicates wBrm -wat/ -wak <*-ot/
-ok but wBrm -ok < *uk .
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gloss ‘bug’ ‘horn’ ‘thorn’ ‘white’
N.Burmish | xp,s *kru *307 *Dro

LC Ach. bau® k’rau Jor pro

LX Ach. bau® kJjau qur pu

LH Ach. bau® -Fau 3ur -plu

XD Ach. bau’ -kK’rau 3u” pru
Zaiwa baur Kjui ki) pju
Maru biig Kjig 3aur pju

Bola bau™ Kju duf pju
Letsi bou® kjou Fu’ pju
wBrm por Kjo cur p'ru
sBrm pous &o su’ pju
Arakan dl paru
Phun di pii-tap XU? K-su pji’/pljo-
Nusu kri U’

Lisu bus . cur pu

Lahu pur < bus ko Cur pu/po
Hani be?-/buf-pir kg - pju-fv
Jino pii- < bu’ & éo -pro
Yipo3-7-8 | pur-por-bvi | -fu-&i-&i cucuzi | -Cu-pjo-tv
Gyarung . .ru -m30 (-pram)
Pumi *but *cu *3uf pri-pra-pry
QueYu pii- ci ci pto-

Table 6. Some word-sets in East Tibeto-Burman
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LC Ach. s1 hli na -
LXAch. |4 Ii ne mi
LH Ach. o i ie

XD Ach. s1 lai na hnif
Laiva si lai ne i
Maru siq la ne mi
Bola $1 li/ Iaj ne -mi’
Letsi Sej lej ne -’
wBrm se le ni -mr’
sBrm de le ni A
Arakan dl o il nen -min®
Phun di si kli k-né mi
Nusu s1 hi hiie hm#"
Lisu i hi .mo”
Lahu §1 <si x0 < xli ‘i xme’.
Hani Si-$1 -le /-hli ni-ne-ni-n¥ -mi¥/-me’
Jino s hij- ng mi
Yipo5-7-8 |5 gi<si hly-Si--- hni-fii-ne meé-m3-m>
Gyarung §i Kali e jmi
Pumi 51-53-53 15---- 'ne-'rie-'ng *ma' ?
QueYu -si hid hié-

Table 6 cont. Some word-sets in East Tibeto-Burman
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oBrm *k’lot (release, remove - cf. wTib hlot)

Southern kTut —% Tavoy klug

l

Intha k’'wuq k’juq

N\

Rangoon ¢uq

v

k'lwat
early wBrm (North-Central dialects)

l

later wBrm Kk)jwit Arakan ¢&'weq

Figure 1: the development of Burmese *-ot
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