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Sarawit (1973) and Li (1977) have each proposed a reconstruction of the

vowel system of Proto-Tai. Because Sarawit and Li worked independently of

one another, their reconstructions differ in many ways. This paper has two
purposes: (1) to show exactly which units in Li's reconstruction correspond
to which units in Sarawit's, and (2) to show which parts of Li's and Sara-

wit's reconstructions are phonologically plausible and well documented, and
which parts are either phonologically implausible or poorly documented and

therefore amenable to alternative solutions.

In the course of this paper I shall sametimes pointedly criticize parti-
cular reconstructions of both Sarawit and Li. Therefore I wish to stress at
the beginning that these criticisms apply only to the sort of mistakes in
matters of detail which creep into any very long study no matter how well or
carefully done. Both The Proto-Tai Vowel System and A Handbook of Conpara-
dve'l‘aiamwuxierfulbodcswhidxhave taught me much and which I strongly
Tecammend to anyone interested in Tai. In fact, it is precisely because
Sarawit and Li present so much information in such a clear and well organized
form that it is easy to spot the few mistakes they have made.

Many of the vowel ocorrespondences among the Tai dialects can be neatly
acoounted {or by positing the following rather simple vowel system for
Proto-Tai:

*f, *ii, *ja *w, *wa, *ma *u, *uu, *ua
*a, *ee *a, *aa *o, *oo

In many dialects, this system undergoes little change. In Siamese?,
for example, only two major changes have taken place: (1) in certain environ-
ments, thelalghighvowels *ii and *uu shorten to i and u, for example
Proto-Tai *2iimB 'full (after eating)™ » Siamese 2im%®, (2] the long non-high
vowels *ee and *oo becme open €€ and 33, for example Proto-Tai *
'‘narrow' > Siamese khug whereas the short non-high vowels *e and *o became
Close e and o, for exarple Proto-Tai "g) 'to hurt' Y Siamese c_ep_

(The additional vowels of Siamese, viz. long ee and oo, short € and 9,
and the mid unrounded back vowels o and us as in pon! 'silver’ and Juen? Tto
walk® occur in loarmords and in native words whi undergone irreqular
or specially conditioned phonological developments.)

The above system, except for the transcription, is that of Sarawit. Li

proposes a different system. He believes that Proto-Tai had no long vowels.
In place of the contrast between short and long high vowels (*i, *w, *u
versus *ii, ‘:‘_l *uu) he proposes a contrast between a series of monoph-
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*ee, *aa, *o0) he proposes a contrast between a series of close vowels,
*e, *3, "o, “and a series of open vowels, *€, *a, *3. Thus Li has a syst:em
without vowel length but with three degrees of vowel height and two series
of diphthongs (Li writes *ie, etc. in place of Sarawit's *ia, etc.):

*i, *id, *ie #({, ¥{3, *ie *u, *u’, *ue
*a *d *o
%€ *q *J

Unfortunately, many of the vowel correspondences among the Tai dialects
do not fit in to the simple system just outlined. In order to account for
these recalcitrant ocorrespondences, both Sarawit and Li set up a large num-
ber of additional Proto-Tai vowel nuclei, many of them diphthongs or triph-
thongs and many of them unlike anything found in modern Tai dialects. Same-
times Li's reconstruction is strikingly different in appearance fram Sara-
wit's; for example Li's *ui (= IPA [uu]) corresponds to Sarawit's a:

(= TPA [wja:)). In this paper, I argue that same of these problem corre-
spondences are probably examples of ablaut or apophony, a suggestion made by
Gedney (1972), and that Li and Sarawit are prabably wrong in setting up
special Proto-Tai nuclei to acoount for these alternations, which sometimes
have persisted into modern dialects, for example in the Lao pair 2aaj?
‘older brother', 2waj3 ‘'older sister'.

The Simple or Non-Problematical Vowel Correspondences

The mn-prda].ematical ocorrespondences, in three representative Tai dia-
lects, are summarized in the following tables. In accordance with Li's
practice I here use Siamese to represent the Soutlwestern Branch of the
Tai Family, Lungchow to represent the Central Branch, and Po-ai to represent
the Northern Branch. The developments in dialects other than these three
are described in Sarawit, and specific examples of each oorrespondence are
given in Sarawit and Li. The locations of the three dialects and of other
dialects mentioned later in this paper are shown in Figure 1.

Table A: Open syllables.

Vowel length is not contrastive in open syllables. In most modern dia-
lects, monophthongs in open syllables are long except when the syllable is
unstressed, in which case they shorten. For Proto-Tai Sarawit reconstructs
long monophthongs *i:, *i#:, etc. and Li reconstructs short monophthongs *i,
*{, etc. which he says lengthen in the modern dialects.

Same dialects, here examplified by Siamese, also have a set of diph-
thongs, ia, wa, and ua, which seem to go back to Proto-Tai. In other dia-
lects these dlphtlx)ngs becare monophthongs, as seen, for example, in Lung-
chow and Po-ai in the table below. Sarawit reconstructs these diphtongs
as *ia, *ita, and *ua (or, sametimes, *wia:) and Li reconstructs them as
*ie, *ie, and *ue. '
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[(Burma]

*x Extinct.

[Yunnan]

Figure 1: Dialects mentioned in
this paper.
CAPITALS: Seuthwestern Branch

WT = wHITE TAI
TD = TA:1 DAM (BrAck Tar)
Lewer Case: Northern Branch

Aumerals: Cantral Branch
@ Bac Giang

@ Nung

(3) Lungming, Leiping, Lungchow

[Kweichow ]

/ [Kwangsi ]
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Siamese Lungchow Po-ai Sarawit's Li's Section
(SW) ) (N) PT PT in Li
ia ii T *ia *je 15.2
wa " {-- *ia *e 15.3
ii (after palatals)
ua uu uu {‘ua *une 15.4
wia:
ii ii ii *j. *j 14.3.2
™ - ™ ol *7 14.4.2
un w u *u: *u 14.5.2
e€ ee ee *e: e 14.9
aa aa aa *a: *a 14.10
25 oo oo *o3 *J 14.11

Notice that for the correspondence ua-uu-uu, Sarawit sametimes recon-
structs *wza. instead of *ua. I believe that Sarawit is wrong -—— Proto-Tai
had only ua but the argument is too cawplex to present here. I hope to
discuss this matter in a later paper.

Table B: Vowel plus semivowel.

Li writes these nuclei as sequences of two (or three) vowels whereas
Sarawit and I write them as vowel (or diphthong) plus semivowel. This is a
mere notational difference.

Siamese Lungchow Po-ai Sarawit's Li's Section

(SW) (C) (N) PT PT in Li
iaw iiw iiw _— *ju 17.2
(oxr *ieu?)
iw iiw iiw *i:w *iu 16.16
sEwW eew eew *e:w *eu 16.15
aw aw aw *aw *3u 16.10
aaw aaw aaw *a:w *au 16.14
waj, %35 g *$ay *i  16.17
¥3¥j
uaj wrj uuj *uay *uai 17.3
29j 00oj 007 *o:y *i 16.6
aj aj aj *ay *2i 16.1
aaj aaj aaj *a:y *ai 16.5
aj ay ay *ay *dL  16.7

In the case of the triphthongs I agree with Sarawit's reconstructions

and disagree with Li's.

For the ocorrespondence iaw-iiw-iiw (which paral-

lels the correspondence ia-ii-ii) I think Li ought to have *ieu (parallel-

ling his *ie) not *idu.

“TIn fact Li himself suggests *ieu as an alternative
possibility. Sarawit missed this correspondence. She

have an *iaw,



83

The Sinitic (Chinese and Bai) cognates of these TB dental-initial forms
present numerous complexities of one kind or another, in part because the early
history of some modern forms remains obscure. The vocalism reflects PST
*-2 (> -o; pinyin-uo~-e) rather than *-a ( > -u; cf. STC: fn. 487), hence the
correspondence is to WT -o (£ *23) rather than -a; cf. AC/MC cf. 4h
d'a/d'8 'carry on back; (Couv.) beast of burden carrying a load; load of id.";

4 ‘z 4h t'a/t'8- 'lay burden on' (note the PST morphology); WT do-po "oad
for a beast of burden'; Jg. do 'bullock or pony-load' (prob. loan < Tib.);
PST *df (~*t8). The final -o forms of the modern language, however, have
been largely replaced in the 'colloquial’ by final -a forms, of uncertain
origin. MC fina) *-3i has yielded -a in the parallel (dentaf-initia{) (orms:

317a d'8d/d'di- big'and 4A  317-l, id. 'foot shackle’, both >

(pinyin) d3, contrasting with sx  317( d'8d/d'8i- 'wave' ) (pinyin) dai,
apparently as a reflex of original vocalic length: */d'8-i, and it seems likely
that the final -a forms noted above have a similar origin, especially since
secondary vowel length tends to be associated with suffixation: *-i in this
case (cf. the analysis of *da- -n, below, involving *-n). In the following table
the Bai as well as Chinese (incl. Amoy [Min]) cognates are presented:

Table Il
Bai
PST LEVEL AC/MC Mod. Chinese Amov Dali Jianchuan
(pinyin)
*t3A ie 4t vind w3 '-’:,3-
‘another
ok -i(?) " ta '3rd’ td 'how
s-td-nA G 150c tlnn!;'i%l'n . many’
*dlaB t6]. . a-t3 'who'
otk -17) @) e
*{dld-i t8- 'this’
e-q2B R ‘-':‘%.:.“c. y& ‘also’
*a-daB ’)P 330a Tda/ng: ne 'that’ -n3 'GM' -no 'GM’
'regarding’ 'loc.'
'how/what’ -
*a-da- -i(?) na 'interr.’ -na 'who' -na 'where
nd ‘that' ‘where’
s - -nB & /d'8n:
g el ,
*a—di - -nP na ‘interr.’

Notes to Table II:

*t8A: the.variant (pinyin) tud '3rd', which probably should be considered
thg "literary' form here, has the regular final -uo reflex; cf. } 'é cf. 4h
tud 'carry on back' (root cited above), from the same GSR-4 series.

*tan-nA: Tian/, also a final particle, is from *-t3nA (prefixed by stop or
*m-); AC regularly has -an < *_4n, contrasting with -8n< *-a+n (STC: fn. 488).
*[d)aB: the initial t- in both Amoy and Bai (DL and JC dial's) is ambiguous
here as a reflex of earlier *d- or *t- because of tonal (*B) merging of 'high' (yin)

and NTow! (vano) ceries (Amov forms pointed out in Yang 1982).
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*_daB: dia/ia, a final particle which flourished during the Classical period,
has presented a challenge in analysis to generations of sinologists. Dobson
(1959) describes it as a 'particle of accentuation' and in a long footnote (73)
cites Karlgren in confirmation of his view that it had a prosodic' function,
much as G. Kennedy (cit. ibid) once had called it 'the mark of emphatic pause'.
In orlgm it IS simply the palatalized close-juncture form of the above:

*-da > ’-dla (lacking in AC) > -dja, with an 'emphatic’ feature very much like
thatt seen in the TB cognates presented above: '...that (thing) it is!'. The
Cantonese representative, y& (wrltten ﬁ ), means simply 'thing', e.g.
following the interrogative mat:mat-y& 'what (thing)'. At the PST-level *d&
(~*da) is best set up as an emphatic with variable deixis, thus accounting for
the 'that’' ~ 'this’ seen in the above forms (Table 11) as well as in the TB
cognates, lncludlng the *-i derivative: PTB *day (see above).

‘ldlﬁ -iB: see above for initial; for the final cf. DL k'8 ‘open'; MC Pﬁ]
541a k' gl ts'd 'vegetables'; MC ¢ 942c ts' al—

*a-d8B: for the Classical lnnguageaglossed as aupres de, in regard to'
(Guoyu), with possible 'emphatlc' role as topic-marker, as well as 'how, what'
(Zuozhuan).  The pinyin né 'that' is a varlant paralleling tuo (above); note
also the sentence -final interrogative p(. cf. 563a ne (atonal).

*a- da' -i(?): the *B tone is reflected in the |nterrogative n¥ (written ofIp )
while na ‘that’ (written 'ﬂP ) is the sandhi tone (qushéng) derivative indicative
of re- suffixatlon.

*da- -nB: see above (under ‘-ta-n) for vocalism; glossed as 'particle’
but perhaps standing for '3rd pl.' (ils) in the Couv. cit. from Shi-jing; cf. C.
Monpa dan '3rd' (above).

*a-da- nB: The Amoy form is considered 'literary'; nasalization is a variable
feature in Amoy and is perhaps secondary here.

As can be seen from the above, the Sinitic cognates reflect basic (PST)
*taA ~ *(a-)daB types, with a mixture of deictic ('that' » '3rd') and interrogative
roles, along with some evidence in the latter form of 'emphatic’ and locative
parameters (for Bai locative -n3 'in [the field])' cf. Meitei -da ~ -ta 'at',
above). As compared with TB (above), the deixis is almost exclusively 'that’
rather than 'that/this', the extension is locative rather than (mainly)temporal
and, finally, there is rather less evidence for an '‘emphatic' feature (mainly in
dia/ia;, perhaps also in 7da/ng:). Thepxlctlc/lnterr ative mix. primarily
involvmg the *(a-)dfAB rather than *ta‘itype, is hardly in evidence for this
root in TB, apart from Chp. doh 'what', from *s-d8. The factors underlying
the apparent shift from deictic to interrogative remain to be determined;
note that a similar mix obtains in other TB/ST roots (Benedict, Forthcoming bis).

The roles of prefixed *a- and suffixed *-i, as provisionally reconstructed
atove, are as vague in Sinitic as in TB, with reconstructions at the PST level
particularly hard to come by. It would appear, however, that the *a- was
a nominalizer of sorts (cf. the PTB pronominal *a-'3rd') and the *-i a genitive
of sorts (cf. the TB analysis, above), with both (alone or together) tending
to transform a basic 'emphatic' PST *dé (~ *da) into a deitic, primarily 'that'.
In the pair of basic deictics in WT, for example, de 'that' shows the (original)
suffix ( £ *da-i; see above) while 'di 'this', with */di/ unable to accept the *-i
suffix (*di-i » *di), perforce exhibits the prefix ( { *a-di)! Chinese na 'that’,
provided our analysis is correct, is the product of prefixation (*a-d- » n-),
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Gedney (1972:56) suggests a different solution for the correspondence
in 'fire'. He suggests that there was same sort of ablaut alternation:
*ii ~*aj (in Gedney's transcription ii : ay). I believe that Gedney's ab-
laut hypothesis is the most platslble explanation not only for the prablem
correspondences he discusses in his article but for at least some of .the
other problem correspondences as well, although in other cases the special
diphthongs suggested by Sarawit and Li may be the correct solution. Same of
the evidence in favor of the ablaut hypothesis will be sketched briefly
below.

For many of the problem correspondences, the vowel in dialects of the
Southwestern Branch of the Tai Family agrees with the vowel in dialects of
the Central Branch and disagrees with the vowel in dialects of the Northern
Branch, for example 'to know': Southwestern and Central *ruuc versus
Northern *rodc. As Sarawit says, this supports the suggestion made by André
Haudricourt and seconded by William Gedney that the Central and Southwestern
Branches are more closely related to each other than either is to the Nor-
thern Branch. But there are also one or two cases of Northern and Central
versus Southwestern and of Northern and Southwestern versus Central. More-
over, there are also cases, ignored by Sarawit and Li, of disagreement among
different dialects of the same branch.

The problem correspondences can be divided into ten groups according to
the putative abluat processes involved: (1) Gedney's puzzle (Gedney 1972),
(2) breaking, (3) raising, (4) change in lip rounding, (5) breaking plus
change in lip rounding, (6) raising plus change in lip rounding, (7) front-
ing, (8) diphthongization of *oo, (9) monophthongization of *aa, (10) mo-
nophthongization of *wa plus change in lip rounding. For example, Gedney's
puzzle comprises cases where same dialects have *aj, *aw, or *aw and others
have the corresponding high monophthongs *ii, *aw, *uu, and breaking com-
‘prises cases where same dialects have *ia,—*'-a, or *ua and others have the
ocorresponding non-high monophthongs ‘ee “aa, or *oo_(ttus is reminiscent of
breaking in Gemmanic languages).

I have begun ocollecting evidence that at least same of these processes
are true examples of Proto-Tai ablaut. At present I have fairly good, though
by no means overwhelming, evidence that this was so for Gedney's puzzle and
breaking, relatively meager evidence that this was so for raising, change in
lip rounding, fronting, and monophthongization of *aa, and, as yet, no evi-
dence that this was so for breaking plus change in Iip rounding, raising plus
change in lip mmding diphthongization of *oo, or monophthongization of
*wa plus change in lip rounding. The evidence is mainly of two kinds:

(1) There are cases of disagreement among different dialects of the
same branch. This is not supposed to happen according to Sarawit and Li.
Take, for example, the pronoun 'I'., The Northern dialects have forms which
seem to reflect Proto-Tai *kuuA. The Central dialects and many Southwestern
dialects (viz. the western ones: Tai Long [Shan], Tai Nuea, Khamti, Ahcm,
etc.) have forms which seem to reflect Proto-Tai *kaw®. This correspondence
— Northern *uu versus Southwestern and Central *aw — is reconstructed by
Sarawit as *3:w and by Li as *jau. The problem is that the eastern South-
western dialects — Khuen, Lue, Kam Muang (Tai Yuan, Northern Thai), Siamese,
Lao, White Tai, Tai Dam (Black Tai), etc. — all have *kuu®, agreeing with the
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Northern Branch.3 (Same dialects of Lue have both *kuuA and *kaw”:
the latter might be a loan from Tai Nuea.) Sarawit and Li cannot
acoount for this; an ablaut model can. )

Another example, mentioned by Gedney (1972:56), is the verb 'to give'.

In many dialects in both the Soutlwestern and Northern Branches 'to give'
has a form suggesting Proto-Tai *haf, but in certain Southwestern dialects
it has instead a fomm suggesting Proto-Tai 'h-nc This is an even better
example than 'I', because the aberrant Northerm-like forms for 'I' in the
more easterly of the Southwestern dialects could, conceivably, be dialect
borrowings fram Northern (though this seems very unlikely considering how
widespread these thwestern *ki forms ara ). But no such explanation
will work for * , which is found only in a restricted geographic area

- thmnSout}mstem 1 Sarawit and Li cannot acoount for examples such as 'I'
and 'to give'; an ablaut model can. [IStatement modified; see footnote 1, page 74]

(2) There are cases of alternation within a single dialect. For
exanmple, Sarawit and Li each set up a special nucleus (Sarawit's *3:,
Li's *ia) to acount for Northern *aa versus Southwestern and Central

*ua, and a second special nucleus (Sarawit's *ia:, Li's *ja) to account
for the reverse: Northern *wa versus Souttweste.tn and Central *aa. But
*aa and *wa sametimes alte_mate within a single language, for exanple
Lao Paaj i3 Tolder brother', 2waj3 'older sister', Kam Muang (Northern Thai)
maal "to_came', meal 'to came back', or White Tai daat? 'hot’, dst2
T<*gmat?) 'to ‘boIl'. (The White Tai example was called to my attention
by William Gedney.) Sarawit and Li cannot acoount for such pairs; an
ablaut model can.

Fang Kuei Li has suggested to me that another source of evidence for
Tai ablaut might be the Tai Long (Shan) phonetic ocouplets described by
Cushing (1914, Introduction, pages 12-14 and Dictianary, passim):
"...syllables having no meaning in themselves, which are joined to a word
for the sake of the addltional sound that they produce. ... Thus the

kn the syllable kaa~, to be scarce, may be followed by the vowel ii,

(Cushing . 1914, Introduction, page 12, transcription normal-

med_T Ontheotherhand both Cushing (Introduction, page 14) and F.K.
Lehman (personal cammunication) think that the couplets are of recent
aorigin and irrelevant for the reconstruction of Proto-Tai.

The most important counterargument to the ablaut model is that no one
has yet gmpoe;ed any semantic change regularly associated with an ablaut
process.? Thus in Indo~European we find, for example, that certain ablaut
grades are regularly associated with certain verb tenses, but no one has yet
found anything of this sort in Tai. So before we can accept an ablaut
hypothesis for Tai we must either find examples of a semantic change
associated with ablaut, or, altermatively, find a believable explanation for
the absence of such a semantic change. One intriquing example that I have
noticed in the Southwestern dialects, but that may be pure ocoincidence, is
two pairs of words in which the form with a high onset of the vowel nucleus
refers to females and the form with a low onset of the vowel nucleus refers
to males. One pair is *2«ajC 'older sister', 'first born daughter’, etc./
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*2aajC 'older brother', 'first born son' etc. (in some languages it means
'father'). The other is '?iJ.B, a prefix used before names and kinship terms
referring to women (in same languages it is derogatory, in others not)/*2ajB,
a prefix used before names and kinship terms referring to men (in same
lanquages it is derogatory, in others not). Reflexes of these two pairs
show up in various Southwestern dialects.

However, an important argument supporting certain of Li's recon-
structions against both Sarawit's reconstructions and the ablaut hypothesis
caves from Proto-Tai loarwords fram Chinese. There are many words which
show regular sound correspondences in most or all Tai dialects and which
therefore can be reconstructed for Proto-Tai, but which are also close to
the corresponding Chinese forms and which seem to be words which Proto-Tai
borrowed from Chinese before Proto-Tai began to split into the modern
dialects. In certain cases the reconstructed Middle Chinese form agrees
rather nicely with Li's reconstruction of Proto-Tai and not at all with
Sarawit's reconstruction or the ablaut hypothesis.

I am thinking particularly of the word for 'nine'. It is often pointed
out that all of the Tai numerals from ‘three' through 'ten' seem to be
Proto-Tai loarsords fram Chinese. Now the word for 'nine' is one of the
words that has Southwestern and Central *aw versus Northern *uu. That is,
in all of the Southwestern and Central dialects the word for "nine' is kaw,
with the appropriate tone, except in a few dialects, 1ncludmg Siamese,”
where it has become kaaw through secondary lengthening. But in the Northern
dialects 'nine' is kuu or kow,or whatever,depending on the treatment of *uu
in the particular dialect. Inotherwords, in Southwestern and Central,
'nine' generally rhymes with 'to take' (2aw) but in Northern it rhymes with
'door’ (tuu, tow, etc.).

For 'nine’ Sarawif, reconstructs Proto-Tai "kz-wCZ and I would reconstruct
Proto-Tai *kawC~-*kuu“ but Li reconstructs Proto-Tai *kjau Cl (Sarawit, page
443; Li, sections 2.13.1; 10.1, #13; 16.13, #1). For Middle Chinese the
nater:lal available to me at the moment gives 'nine' as *kiau (Bernhard
Karlgren) or *kisu (Chou Fa-kao) with Rising Tane (which Teq reqularly corres-
ponds to Tai tone C) (Karlgren 1923, #399; Chou et al. 1973, #60).

For Middle Chinese of course we have contemporary phonological
descriptions in the Ch'ieh-yin and other sources. Now if, as I have been
led to believe, there 1s excellent evidence that the Middle Chinese word
for 'nine' had a palatal medial, then surely this is evidence that the Tai
borrowing of this word might also havwe had a palatal medial, and that there-
fore Li is right in positing such a medial as the explanation of the uuw/aw
alternation seen in this word, axﬂSarawitarﬂIaremxg. But if a
palatal medial accounts for the altermation in 'nine’, why should it not
acoount equally well for the identical vowel conespondenoes in other Tai
" words which are not of Chinese origin?

On the other hand, what about the word for 'I'? In all or most
Northern dialects, all or most Central dialects, and many Southwestern
dialects, 'I' is hamophonous with 'nine' except for the tone — SW/C
kaw, N kuu, kow, etc. — and should therefore presumably be reconstructed
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with the same triphthong. But how are we to explain the numerous South-
western dialects — Siamese, Lao, White Tai, etc. etc. — that have a
Northern-like form kuu (with the appropriate tone) for this word?

Benedict (1975, 1979) and Haudrioourt (1975), taking as their starting
point Benedict's exciting but unproven hypothesis of a genetic connection
between Tai and Austronesian, have suggested that same of the ablauts may
really be samething more akin to umlaut, that is, the alternmations are con-
ditioned by the presence or absence of an Austro-Thai syllable which has
been lost in Tai but is retained in Austronesian. For exanple, Tai *kuA~
*kaw® 'I' is said to be cognate with the Austronesian form represented by,
e.g., Malay aku 'I'. Benedict (1975:203, 206; 1979:233) derives both from
a Proto-Austro-Thai form which he writes *waku. In Proto-Tai this developed
into a stressed form *waku (or perhaps *aku) and an unstressed form *waku
(or perhaps *akul. In the unstressed fom the first syllahle simply
dropped off:

*sku > *ku
This gives us our *kuw® form.

The stressed form was subject to a process which Benedict calls vocalic
transfer (Benedict 1975:183-184 and see also 15; Benedict 1979), which, iF I
understard it correctly, is metathesis plus same added camplications which
do not concern us here. Thus in *aku the *a metathesized around the *k:

*aku > *kau

which gives us our *kaw?® form. On the other hand, Haudricourt (1975), if I
understand him correctly, posits not metathesis but umlaut. In this view we
would say that the vowel of the first syllable of *aku caused an assimila-

tive lowering of the onset of the vowel of the second syllable, and then the
first syllable disappeared:

*aku > *akau > *kau

Either view works for *kuu® ~ *kaw®, and umlaut seems like a more like-
ly sound change than metathesis, but Benedict presents same other exanples
which — if they are valid — seem to require metathesis. For exanple in
Benedict (1979:230) he says that in certain languages of the Formosan branch
of Austronesian there is a word for 'foot' which can be reconstructed as
Proto-Formosan *til-til. Benedict thinks this is cognate to the Tai form
represented by, for example, Siamese tiinl and Saek tiinl, which we can
reconstruct as Proto-Tai *tiin® (cf. LI, section 6.1, ¥25; 14.3.4, #2; the
Saek form is fram William Gedney's fieldnotes). Benedict derives both forms
fram Proto-Austro-Thai *til-til. In Tai, the *{ of the first syllsble metathesizes
into the second syllable and the rest of the first syllable is lost:

*il-til > *¢(i)1-t"il D> *tiil > *tiin
The two i's which are now together in the second syllable are pronounced as

long-i. Short-i would reflect a single i. If Proto-Tai *ti * foot'
really does go back to *til-til, I do' not see how it could be a case of
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unlaut — i.e. assimilation — because the vowel of the second syllable is
already identical to the vowel of the first. The lengthening of the vowel
would have to be a case of metathesis if it has anything to do with the
vowel of the other syllable at all.

Most Tai specialists accept neither Benedict's metathesis nor
Haudricourt's umlaut. But if either of these ideas were correct it would
offer a satisfying explanation for many facts about Proto-Tai and for this
reason both suggestions deserve further investigation.

The evidence for Proto-Tai ablaut is not yet compelling. For same
altermations, stx:h as_the *oco~*aw alternation seen for example_in Po-ai
(Northern Brgndm versus Siamese (Southwestern Branch) 'to blow'
or Po-ai hoo’ versus Siamese khaw2 'knee', I have found no evidence at all
that we are dealing with ablaut. At worst, the ablaut hypothesis merely
provides a convenient classification schema for the problem correspondences.

Most likely, the truth is same mixture of the various models: same
ablaut processes, same special vowels not preserved as such in the modern
dialects, and also many cases of analogical change or of borrowing from
other Tal dialects rather than reqular phonological correspondence.

The following tables set forth Sarawit and Li's problem correspondences
arranged by putative ablaut processes. As in the last section of this
paper I will follow Li's practice and use Siamese to represent the
Southwestern Branch of the Tai Family, Lungchow to represent the Central
Branch, and Po-ai to represent the Northern Branch. Specific examples of
these ocorrespondences can be found in Sarawit and Li.

Before presenting the tables, I would like to call attention to a
couple of characteristics of Sarawit's and Li's reconstructions that may
cause confusion if not attended to carefully:

(1) Sarawit posits length distinctions not only for monophthongs but
also for diphthongs. Thus in her reconstruction not only are *i and *i:,
*e and *e:, etc. different vowels, but also *#a and *#a: are different

diphthongs, *oi and *oi: are different diphthongs, and so forth.

(2) Li posits a distinction between syllabic vowels and non-syllabic
vowels, the latter marked with a subscript crescent. For example in his
reconstruction, *uwo, *ud , *lP, and *gs are four different diphthongs.
Section 1: Gedney's Puzzle: ii~aj, wum~ay, w-~aw

Table la: ii~aj

Siamese Lungchow Po-ai Sarawit's Li's Section
(SW) ) (N) PT PT in Li
ii ii aj *y *ei 16.2

aj aj ii *ia:y *ei 16.3
uaj < *waj wj < *uaj < *waj vii,ii < *wii *wia:y *uai 17.3.1

ii aj ii *iay "uncertain" 16.4
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The oorrespondence Siamese i?i' Po-ai ii (Table 6b) and the correspon-
dence Siamese ii, Lungchow ii, wii, Po-ai wmj, wj (Table 9) may belong here
too: see the discussion under Tables 6b and 9.

Sarawit's example of the third correspondence in Table la, Siamese uaj,
Lungchow wj, Po-ai vii, ii, is 'mountain stream': Siamese huaj3, Lungchcs
hwj3, vuuj®, Po-ai Vii3, Sarawit's Proto-Tai *xhrwia:y Cl1, LI's Proto-Tai
*xrugi Cl. Li gives two other examples of uﬁsm as well. The
hypothetical development of 'mountain stream' in temms of the ablaut hypo-~
thesis (which is proposed for 'mountain stream' by Gedney 1972) is more or
less as follows:

Proto-Tai *xxwajC ~ *xrwiiC 'mountain stream'

Siamese Lungchow (1) Lungchow (2) Po-ai

“awaiC  *xawaiC *xrwaiC *yarwi i€
*xruajC  *xxruajC *3uaiC *wiiC
*hruajC¢  *hruaj€ *hwuaiC *hiiC
huaj3 huuj3 vuujs viil

A problem related to Sarawit's reconstruction of 'mountain stream' as
*xhrwia:y Cl is presented by the word for 'chicken louse'. This word is, for
the most part, an example of the second correspondence in Table la, South-
western and Central *aj versus Northern *ii, which Sarawit reconstructs as
*ia:y and Li as *€i, as shown below:

Siamese Lungchow Po-ai
(SW) () (N)

chicken louse rajl 2aj2 1ii?

And, indeed, Li reconstructs 'chicken louse' as Proto-Tai *r€i A2. But in
same Northern dialects, this word has a medial w, for example Hsi-lin ®wii
(Li, page 142). In order to account far this w Sarawit reconstructs
'chicken louse' not as *ria:y A4 but rather as *rwia:y A4 (Sarawit, page
417) with a Proto-Tai medial *w which is retai in a few dialects such as
Hsi-lin and lost elsewhere. But if 'chicken louse' was *rwia:y A4, why did
it not develop in parallel fashion to *xhrwia:y Cl 'mountain stream' so as
to give Siamese *ruajl and Lungchow *&uuj2? '

Several other of Sarawit's reconstructions are like 'chicken louse':
she posits a Proto-Tai medial *w to account for a medial w occurring in a
few modern dialects but then this medial *w fails to have the effect on the
vowel that Sarawit says it should have. In such cases I think it would be
better to assume that the medial w does not go back to Proto-Tai but rather
arose independently as an irregular development in the dialects which have
it.
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Table 1b: wmwm ~ay

Siamese Lungchow Po-ai Sarawit's Li's Section
(SW) (C) (N) PT PT in Li
aj < *awW a wuw *ja:y *el/*e¢( 16.8

aj < *ay ww wue —_ —_ —

The correspondence Southwestern *ay versus Central and Northern *wwis
noted by Gedney (1972) but neither Li nor Sarawit provides a special recon-
struction for it. It occurs in 'correct': Siamese chaj3 < *chaw3, Lungchow
g;n_“, Po-ai Eﬁ Li simply includes this word under his Proto-Tai *ei/*ei,
marking the Lungchow form with a question mark because it has the wrong ~
vowel. But other Central dialects also have a vowel reflecting *mw rather
than *aw (see Gedney 1972). It is also significant that one Southwestern
dialect, Tai Long (Southern Shan), actually seems to preserve an ablaut
alternation in this word: Cushing (1914) gives the expression

2an2 tswmd 2am?  tsawd 'wrong, not right'
not oorrect not oorrect

Table lc: wu~ aw

Siamese Lungchow Po-ai Sarawit's Li's Section

(SW) (C) (N) PT PT in Li
uu um aw *ow *eu 16.11
aw aw u *y:w *}au 16.13

Section 2: Breaking: ee~ ia, aa~~wa, co~ua

Table 2a: ee~ia

Siamese Lungchow Po-ai Sarawit's Li's Section
(SW) ©) N) PT PT in Li
ee _— ii € *ia *ia: *je 14.9.2
iaw eew eew *jaw *jau 17.1
iaw iiw € *jaw eew _— -_— -_—

Sarawit's *ia: corresponds not only to Li's *ji€, as in the first corre-
spondence above, but also to Li's *ie (Table 3a) and *je (Table 3c): Sara-
wit has lumped together three correspondences which Li has separated.

The third correspondence in the above table, iaw-iiw-eew occurs in
Siamese kiaw3 'to wind around, twist', Lungchow kiiw® "to surround', Po-ai
kweew3 (note the excrescent medial w!) 'to twist™: see Li 10.1, #28; 11.1,
¥12; 17.1, #'s 5, 6; 17.2, #5 for these forms as well as other forms which
may be related to them.6
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Table 2b: aa ~wa

Siamese Lungchow Po-ai Sarawit's Li's Section
(SW) (C) (N) PT PT in Li
aa aa ws, ii < ma *za: *ia 14.10.1
aaj aaj wmj ¢ waj - *ia:y *tai 16.5.1
wa ww < *wa aa *a: *ia 15.3.1
waj — —_ *3:y —_ —_

For the first correspondence Po-ai has ii after palatals and m= else-
where.

Sarawit's *32:y, listed as the fourth correspondence in the table above,

is problematic, but probably belangs here. Sarawit gives only one example,
‘cockspur’: Siamese dwajl < Proto-Tai *2dra:y A3 (Sarawit, pages 413 and
443). The word is not recorded for Lungchow or Po-ai, but it is found in
other Central and Northern dialects and shows an 'E~*aa altemation. Li
(page 129) lists 'cockspur' as an example of his Proto-Tai initial cluster
*2d1-/*2dxr- but he makes no attempt to reconstruct a vowel for it. In note
12 on page 130 he says (I have converted his transcription to IPA): “For the
SW (Southwestern ) dialects, see [Guignard's] Lao dma, Ll dsy, White Tai dyy,
but Ahom doj, Shan loj. For the CT [Central Tai] dialects, see [Savina's]
Nung dws; far the NT (Northern Tai] dialects, see Saek praa; ..." This seems

tobeanexanpleofﬂxea)rrespa\dermremtnx:ted’ Sarawit and *ia
by Li, giving Northern *aa (Saek ) versus Southwestern and Central *ua
(Savina's Nung dwe, White Tai duss, dsz, Guignard's Lao dmwa; the

thongizations in Nung, White Tal, and Lue are regular). The only problem is
that the more westerly of the Southwestern dialects have tacked on a puzz].mg
final -j, as if from Proto-Tai *2dmmaj (Siamese dmaj, Tai Long (shan] loj,
Ahand_o%; the change fram *waj to o] 1s regular in Tai Long and, I suspect,
in Aham) .

Table 2c: oo~sua

Siamese Lungchow Po-ai Sarawit's Li's Section
(SW) () (N) PT PT in Li
29 oo w € *ua — *us 14.11.1
ua um < *ua 0o *ua *ua 15.4.1
uaj wj < *uaj o©ooj -_ *uai 17.3

Sarawit seems to have missed the first and third correspondence, and the
second correspondence receives inadequate treatment fram her. She fails to
distinguish it fram the sinmple or straightforward correspondence represented
by Siamese ua, Lungchow wu ( < *ua), Po-ai wu ( <*ua). She reconstructs
*ua for both. Li reconstructs *ua for the former versus *ue for the latter.

A disturbing thing about the third correspondence, which may require a
revision of my ablaut hypothesis, is that, acocording to Li, this supposedly
abberant or ablaut correspondence with Southwestern and Central *uaj corre-
sponding to Northern *ooj occurs in more lexical items than the supposedly
regular or straightforward correspondence with *uaj in all three branches
(Sarawit's *uay; see Table B in the last section of this paper) . LJ. l_i.sts
three exanmples (not mentioned by Sarawit) in which Siamese ua
to Po-ai o_ol and only one example (which is also Sarawit's only exanple of
*uay) in which Siamese uaj corresponds to Po-ai uwuj ( < *uaj). Indeed Li
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regards the latter correspondence as simply an irreqgular case of the former
and lists it under *uai.

One of Li's les of *uai is the word for 'to help’': Siamese
chuaj3, co0jd (sic, not *cwuj4), Po-ai so00j6é 'to repair', Li's
Proto-Tai *Juai B2. This word supports the ablaut hypothesis: we have just

seen that Lung in the Central Branch has not the expected form but rather
a form agreeing with Po-ai and, moreover, so do many Southwestern dialects.
Thus this word does not fit Li's model of a Proto-Tai *uai going to Proto-
Southwestern *uai, Proto-Central *uai, and Proto-Northern *coi, but suggests
rather an *uaj ~ *ooj alternation with the *uaj form surviving in same dia-
lects and the *ooj fomm surviving in others in a manner not neatly correla-
ted with the three branches of the Tai Family. On the other hand, it is con-
ceivable that same of the forms which do not fit into Li's model might be
cases of dialect borrowing. The question needs further investigation.

Section 3: Raising: ee~ii, co~uu; e~1i, a~w, o~u

Table 3a: ee~ii

Siamese Lungchow Po-ai Sarawit's Li's Section
(SW) ©) (N) PT PT in Li
111 ee i ¢ *i *ia: *jiE 14.9.1

Sarawit's *ja: corresponds not only to Li's *if, but also to Li's *i€
(Table 2a) and *Ié_(’l‘able 3c): Sarawit has lumped together three correspon-
dences which Li has separated. :

Table 3b: oo~ uu

Siamese Lungchow - Po-ai Sarawit's Li's Section
(SW) (C) (N) - PT PT in Li
29 oo u <*uu *oi: *uo 14.11.2
gy m<{*™u u, wu<*u oo *eu: *uo 14.5.4

Sarawit uses *oi: both for the ocorrespondence represented by Siamese
35, Lungchow oo, Po-al u, which Li reconstructs *ud (as shown in the table
above), and for the correspondence represented by Siamese 33, Lungchow oo
(sametimes y), Po-ai w, which Li reconstructs as *i5/*(> (see Table 6b), for

example:
Siamese Lungchow Po-ai Sarawit's Li's

(SW) ) (N) PT pPT
stamach thos toog® tup? *doi:p C4  *duag C2
soft 295N 200n3 2un®  *20i:n B3  *?udn Bl
to lie down n»nl noon2 mn?  *nyoi:n A4 *riion A2/*rion A2

(Sarawit, pages 422, 423, 430, 450; Li, section 6.3 (page 105), section 6.5
(page 111), section 13.1 (page 244), section 14.11.2 (page 278), section
14.11.3 (pages 278-279).) See also the discussion under Table 6b, and com-
pare Sarawit's similar dual use of *oi discussed under Tables 3e and 6c.
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Table 3c: e~i

Siamese Lungchow Po-ai Sarawit's Li's Section
(SW) (C) (N) PT PT in Li
e i i *ja: *ie 14.6.1

The Lungchow formm is equivocal here since Lungchow i reflects both
Proto-Tai *e, as in Lungchow cit3 'seven', Siamese cet?, “Po-ai get?, and
Proto-Tai *i, as in Lungchow d_1p_'3 ‘raw, unripe’, Siamese di Po-m nip3
But, as Sarawit points out, those Central dialects which tain the *e
distinction have *e, agreeing with Southwestern, for example Bac Giang
berger and B 1976):

Siamese Bac Giang Po-ai

(SwW) (C) (N)
tongue  lind 1in2 lind
duck pet2 petl pit2
seven  cet? cetl pet2

In Bac Giang, 'duck' rhymes with 'seven', agreeing with Siamese and disagree-
ing with Po-ai, where ‘'duck' has the same vowel as 'tangue’.

Sarawit's *ia: correspa)dsmtonlytoLi's *jie, as shown in the table
above, but also to Li's *je (Table 2a) and *u (Table 3a): Sarawit has

lurpedtogetherthzeecorresponderceswmdxmmseparated

Table 3d: a~w

Siamese Lungchow Po-ai Sarawit's Li's Sectiaon
(SW) ) (N) PT PT in Li
¥< Fw(?) ¥ L rw a *3 _ —

Po-ai a regularly corresponds to Siamese w, umichow ¥ befote velars, as
in Po-ai tan 'arrive', Sxamese th-g Lungchow thy Po-ai tak ' young
male animal', Siamese t:hnk Lungchow t:k ; and so forth (See Li, section
14.4.1.) In such cases Li reconstructs ¥ L (=IPA [m]), but Sarawit recon-
structs *3. In at least one word, however, Po-ai a corresponds to Siamese X,
Lungchow ¥ before a non-velar, suggesting an a/u alternation.

The word is 'silver': Siamese p¥nl, Lungchow gmz, Po-ai npan2. Li
(page 204) lists 'silver' among his exanples of Proto-Tai initial *p- but he
makes no attempt to reconstruct a vowel for it. Sarawit reconstructs

'silver' as Proto-Tai *pan A4. Normally her *3 before dentals becames
Sxemese e, Lungdm i, as m *pan A2 ~*ban A4 'to be, to became': Siamese

, Lungchow 1n < Ee_n Po-a1 E‘. (T classify this correspondence
urxhr front.mg ablaut- see Table 7b.) So with Sarawit's reconstruction we
would expect ‘silver’ to be Siamese *npenl, Lungchow *pin2. Perhaps, however,
the Siamese and Lungchow vowels are due to the influence of the velar nasal
initial: in other words the original Southwestern and Central form might have
been *per® which then became g¥n (with the appropriate tone) because of the
assimilation of the vowel to the velar quality of the initial This would
then contrast with the Northern form *par® (as seen, for examp e, in Po-ai
ganz) and 'silver' would be, just as Sarawit suggests, an example of the
e/a alternation before dentals (Table 7b) for which Sarawit reconstructs *3.
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The Siamese vowel supports Sarawit's analysis. Short ¥ is an extremely
rare vowel in Siamese. (Long ¥¥ is fairly common, but occurs, if I am not
mistaken, almost exclusively in loarwords fram Cambodian or fram English.)
Normally Proto-Tai *wbecames Siamese W, so that with my ablaut analysis we
would expect the Siamese word for ’'silver’ to be '?nl. So we must posit
either w lowering to ¥ after p (ablaut analysis) or e backing to w after g
(Sarawit's analysis). Both analyses, I think, fit the facts since neither
*p- nor *ne- occurs in Siamese except in onamatopoeics and the like (Patcha-
rin Peyasantiwong, personal cammmication; William Gedney, persanal cawmumica-
tion), but Sarawit's analysis makes more sense to me phonetically. Many
Southwestern and Central dialects do have pun (with the appropriate tone)
for 'silver' (William Gedney, personal cammmication) but this may be no
prablem for Sarawit's analysis since in most cases we can probably posit
*pen » *n¥n, and then the unusual vowel ¥ simply merging with the cammon
vowel w giving N,

But additional evidence for an a/w alternmation cames from within the
Southwestern Branch. For exanple for 'all', same Southwestern dialects have
forms suggesting Proto-Tai *dap® (or, in the case of Siamese, *danC) while
others have forms suggesting Proto-Tai *d-n??\, a fact noted by Sarawit (see
page 411) but not recognized by her as posing the praoblem for her model which
it does.

Table 3e: o ~u.
Siamese Lungchow Po-ai Sarawit's Li's Section

(SW) © (N) PT PT in Li
o u u *oi *w | 14.8.2
u u 2 *eu *io 14.5.7

The Lungchow form is equivocal here since Lungchow u reflects both
Proto-Tai *o, as in Lungchow nuk? 'bird', Siamese nok4, Po-ai 1sk3, and
Proto-Tai *u, as in Lungchow kut2 'to dig', Siamese khut2, Po-ai hut3.
Sarawit claims that those Central dialects which maintain the *u/*o distinc-
tion show a vowel agreeing with the Southwestern dialects, as is true, for
exanmple, with the word for 'wind' (noun) in Bac Giang (Freiberger and Be,
1976) exemplifying Sarawit's *oi, Li's *uwo.

Siamese Bac Giang Po-ai Sarawit's Li's
(SW) (©) (N) PT PT
wind  loml 1om3 lun?  *dloim A4  *dluom A2

But, contrary to Sarawit, this is not always the case, as for example, with
the Bac Giang word for ‘'to wake sameone up', an exanple of Sarawit's *eu,
Li's '}o, where the Bac Giang form agrees with the Northern farms:

Siamese Bac Giang Po-ai Sarawit's Li's

.(SW) (C) (N) PT PT
to wake pluk2 pakl pjok? *pleuk DS2 *pliok DIS
samneone
wp

Perhaps the Bac Giang form is a loarword fram a Northern dialect.
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Sarawit uses *oi both for the oorrespondence represented by Siamese o,
Lungchow u, Po-ai.u, , which Li reconstructs w, and for the cnn'espomienm
represented by Siamese o, Lungchow ¥, Po-ai w, which Li reconstructs *uc
(see Table 6c), for example:

Siamese Lungchow Po-ai Sarawit's Li's

(SW) ©) (NPT PT
'‘wind’ (noun)  loml lum? lur?  *dloim A4  *dlyom A2
‘to shrink' hot? — lut2  *oit DSl *hryot DI1S
'rain’ fon5 phynl hanl  *foin A1 #*fyin A1

(Sarawit, pages 54, 421, 422, 427, 430, 433, 450; Li, pages 78’125, 149, 272,
273; Sarawitl.smncertainaboutthelmtial amsonantof 'rain’.) also
the discussion under Table 6c, and compare Sarawit's similar dual use of
*0i: discussed under Tables 3b and 6b.

Section 4: Change in lip rounding: ua~wa, wu~Www, a~o0

Table 4a: ua~-wa

Siamese Lungchow Po-ai Sarawit's Li's Section

(SW) (C) (N) PT PT in Li

ua w < *ua < *wma  *wya: *ug 15.4.2

wa wa, ¥¥ w < *ua *wia *to 15.3.2
< *™ma

In the second correspondence, Lungchow has mw in open syllables and ¥¥
in closed syllables.

Table 4b: un ~ wut
Siamese Lungchow Po-ai Sarawit's Li's Section

(SW) (C) (N) PT PT in Li
m u - *wa *tu 14.5.5
s u u *5: *tu 14.4.4

The first co'respondence (Siamese w, Lungchow u, Po-ai w) seems to in-
volve not only a difference in rounding but also a difference in length —
Proto-Southwestern long *uu versus Proto-Northern short *w —— but there is
not space to present the evidence for this here. This correspondence occurs

g in closed syllables, for exanple Slanese luuk3, Lungchow luk2, Po-ai

'child’ (in the sense of 'offspring', 'son or daughter'), “Sarawit's
Pmto—Ta1 *lwak DS4/DL4 (page 435), Li's Proto-Tai *huk D2L (pages 134,
268). Li also reconstructs *{u in open syllables for the seemingly parallel
correspondence Siamese uu, Lungchow uu, Po-ai wa (in Tai languages vowels in
open syllables are nor_mally long, hence Lungchow wu rather than u, Po-ai ww
rather thanw). But if we consider the forms fram Northern dialects other
than Po-ai we find that there is a problem:

Siamese Lungchow Po-ai Yay Saek Li's

(SW) © (N) N N PT
child  luuk3 1uk?2 k3 mkl  1mk®  *1juk D2L
to hit thuk2  thuk3 twk3  tmkl  thwk®  *thiuk DIL/*diuk D2L
the mark, °

cheap
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(Table continued fraom previous page:)

Siamese Lungchow Po-ai Yay Saek Li's

(SW) - (C) (N) (N) (N) PT
snake 1 2 a2 4 gual  *pjun2
ear 2::5 Kl 1aw? 2:4 g'ua4 *)Dcr"izu Al/*xr'iu A2

(Li, pages 102, 134, 204, 233, 268; Yay and Saek frum William Gedney,
fieldnotes and personal commmication.)

The Yay and Saek forms show that the Northern vowel in 'snake' and 'ear'
was originally a diphthong *wa. This diphthong is requlalry preserved in Yay
and regularly goes to ua in Saek (except after labials where it goes to ia in
Saek). In Po-ai this diphthong regularly merges with the corresponding
monophthong ww, but the Yay and Saek forms show that in open syllables, Li's
*iu represents not uw~ w but rather wu~wa, which I treat in Table 10. Li
recognizes that the Northern development in open syllables is different from
that in closed syllables, nonetheless he reconstructs *;i‘u for both environ-
ments.

The second correspandence in Table 4b, Siamese ww, Lungchow and Po-ai
u, occurs in two words:

Siamese Lungchow Po-ai Sarawit's Li's

(sW) C) (N) PT PT
to forget  Dbmaml lum? lu?  *1i:m A4 *1{um A2
insipid, camt2 — put2  — *&iut DIL/D1S

tasteless
(Sarawit, page 440; Li, pages 134, 165, 265.)

For 'to forget' Sarawit (page 440) reconstructs Proto-Tai *i: which
nommally would give Siamese mm, Lungchow ¥, Po-ai ®. But since there are,
apparently, no examples of Lungchow ¥ or Po-ai wbefore labials, Sarawit
says that in Lungchow (and other Central dialects) and in Po-ai (and most but
rot all other Northern dialects) *i: becomes rounded before labials. This is
perfectly plausible, but what about 'insipid‘? Lungchow and Po-ai do have
3 or wbefore dentals, as in 'to go up', Siamese khmn3, Lungchow khyn5, Po-ai
han3 TLi, pages 209, 264), or 'other’, Siamese Zwmn?, Lungchow 2yn3 (Li,
pages 245, 265). Sarawit offers no explanation for 'insipid'. “Thus we may
list 'insipid' as an apparent example of Southwestern *sw versus Northern
*u, but in 'to forget' we do not know whether the wm-u correspondence is an
example of the same correspondence as in 'insipid' or whether it is due to
the effect of the following labial.

Sarawit (pages 330-333, 336-339) does cite four Northern dialects (Pu-i
dialect points number 13, 14, 27, and 28; Sarawit's source is Chinese Academy
of Sciences 1959) which maintain a distinction between the vowel in 'to for-
get', Sarawit's Proto-Northern *lim A4, and the vowel in ‘whiskers', Sara-
wit's Proto-Northern *mmm B4. In these four dialects ‘'forget' has w and
‘whiskers' has u. In most other Northern dialects, according to Sarawit,
'forget' and 'whiskers' rhyme: both have u, as in Po-ai, or both have w, or
both have ¥. The forms in Pu-i dialect points 13, 14, 27, and 28 suggest,
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however, that Sarawit is ri t in arquing that the merger of the vowels m
'forget' and 'whiskers' is 3:\2 to the effect of the final labial so'that l.l;l
Proto-Northern 'forget' had *wnot *u. Therefore, contrary to I.i'.. forget
may not be an example of Southwestern *mw versus Northern *u (Li's Proto-Tai
*{u). Nonetheless it will be advisable to investigate these four Pu-i dia-
lects thoroughly before reaching any firm conclusions on this. Two other
Pu-i dialects cited by Sarawit (points 36 and 37) also distinguish between
the vowels of 'forget' and 'whiskers', but in odd ways: 36 (the dialect of'
T'ien-pa, in the northwestern corner of the Pu-i area) has 1 2 'to forget
and mazu‘\6 ‘whiskers' (Chinese Academy of Sciences 1959:275, #0610; 208,
#0112; Sarawit, pages 334, 340; Sarawit incorrectly cites the word for 'for-
get' as lan = IPA l¥n; for 'whiskers' both Chinese Academy of Sciences and
Sarawit write mar), since the length of the vowel is predictable [ chinese
Academy of Sciences, page 7; Sarawit, pages 173-174]). Point 37, the dialect
of Weng-ang, in the southeastern corner of the Pu-i area, is still odder
because it seems to have a flip-flop: it has lum? 'to forget' and
'whiskers'. (Note by the way that in the first dialect, T'ien-pa, the
change from final m to finpal n is regular.)

If we plot the Pu-i forms for 'forget' and 'whiskers' on a map we see
a possible explanation for the apparent flip-flop in Weng-ang. Weng-ang lies
within an area in which both 'forget' and ‘whiskers' have w (lum, mmm)., Next
to this area is an area in which both 'forget' and 'whiskers' have u (lum,
mm). I suspect therefore that Weng-ang is basically a lwm/mum dialect,
and that the aberrant Weng-ang form lumé¢ for 'forget' is simply a loarmord
from one of the lun/mm dialects. Perhaps the town of Weng-ang was settled
by immigrants fram different localities. It might be possible to document
this from historical records. So Weng-ang may be no counterexample to
Sarawit's Proto-Northern *1lim A4 'forget'.

As for T'ien-pa lep2 'to forget' and maan® ‘whiskers', I do not know if
they are a counterexample to Sarawit or not. The development of the vowels
in T'ien;pa is complex and I have not yet made myself sufficiently familiar
with it.

Nonetheless, even if Sarawit's Proto-Northern *1im A4 'to forget' stands
so that 'to forget' is not an example of Southwestern *ww versus Northern
*u, we still have 'insipid, tasteless', Siamese cwwt2, Po-ai gut2, which
Sarawit does not acocount for.

Table 4c: a ~o
Siamese Lungchow Po-ai Sarawit's Li's Section

(SW) (&) (N) PT PT in Li
o u < *o a *3 *e 14.6
a a 3~a —- *us 14.7.1

These two correspondences occur only before labials. The following
table shows the various correspondences involving Siamese e, a, and o and
how Li and Sarawit handle them (amitting the raising correspondences dis-
cussed in seCtion 3): .
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Siamese Lungd)ow Po-ai Sarawit Li  Section in Li

Before labials e i €E (2) *e —— — (see footnote
a a a *a *3 14.7 8)
a a o~a — *u2 14.7.1
o u a *d *e 14.6
o u 35 *o *o 14.8
Before dentals e i € *e *e 14.6
e i a *3 *e 14.6
a a a *a *2  14.7
o | ] *o *ut i4.8.1 (see foot-
- note 9)
Before velars e i [ 4 *a *e 14.6
a a a *a *? 14.7
o u *o *o 14.8

I will say more about these correspondences under Table 7b.
Section 5: Breaking plus change in lip rounding: aa~ ua, co~wa

Table Sa: aa~ ua

Siamese Lungchow Po-ai Sarawit's Li's Section
(SW) (C) (N) PT PT in Li
aa aa m < *ua *ua:, *wia: *ua 14.10.2

This correspondence occurs only in closed syllables. Sarawit's distinc-
tion between *ua: and *wia: is based on a distinction made in certain dialects
of the Northern Branch though not in Po-ai. This distinction is oconditioned
and Sarawit is therefore urwarranted in setting up two separate vowels for
Proto-Tai, but I do not have space to describe the conditioning factors here.
Also, Sarawit uses *wia: for two distinct correspondences: (1) Siamese ua,
Lungchow w1, Po-ai uu, Li's Proto-Tai *ue (one of the simple or straight-
forward correspondences discussed in the first part of this paper), (2) Sia-
mese aa, Lungchow aa, Po-ai uu, Li's Proto-Tai ‘ua, as shown above. Neither
use of *wia: is warranted.

Table Sb: oo~wa

Siamese Lungchow Po-ai Sarawit's Li's Section
(SW) ©) (N) PT PT in Li
wa ww < *wa 00 *ua: *to (?) 15.3.2

: Sarawit and Li give goneexanpleoftmscanespondexwe, ‘meat’:
Siamese nwa4, Lungchow nwmb (¢ *nwab), Po-ai noof. Sarawit (pages 420,
426, 432, §49) reconstructs Proto-Tal *mlua: C4. (The ml-cluster is attested
in Saek.) Thus Sarawit is claiming that *ua: in closed syllables becaomes
Siamese and Lungchow aa, Po-ai uu (as we saw in Table 5a), whereas *ua: in
open syllables becames Siamese ua, Lungchow ww, Po-ai co. This seems im-
plausible to me.

Li includes 'meat' among his examples of Proto-Tai *io but he marks the
Po-ai form with a question mark since narmally his *io becomes Po-ai w
( < *ua) rather than co (see Table 4a). Note also that the word for "meat’
in Po-ai and other Northern dialects disagrees with the word in the Southwes-
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tern and Central dialects not only in vowel but also in tone: the Southwes-
tern and Central dialects have tones reflecting Proto-Tal tone C whereas the
Northern dialects have tanes reflecting Proto-Tai tone B. 1Is it possible
that the words are not really cognate?

Section 6: Raising plus change in lip rounding: aa ~uu, cO~ wwm, O~ w

Table 6a: aa~~ uu

Siamese Lungchow Po-ai Sarawit's Li's Section
(SW) (o)) (N) PT PT, in Li
uu u £ *uu aa *wa: —_— _—

Sarawit ( 435) gives one example, 'tall': Siamese suuS, Lungchow
iur)l, Po-ai %aan’, Sarawit's Proto-Tai *swa:f Al. In this example, Sarawit's
*wa: is in a closed syllable. Sarawit also reconstructs *wa: in open sylla-
bles (see Table 10) and in this case the development in the Northern dialects
is different:

Siamese Lungchow Po-ai Li's

(SW) © (N) PT
Sarawit's *wa: in closed syllables w u<*u aa -—
Sarawit's *wa: in open syllables w u < *uu ww < *wa *Zu

Li (page 154) lists 'tall' among his examples of Proto-Tai *s-, but he
makes no attempt to reconstruct a vowel for it.

Table 6b: 0O~ ww

Siamese Lungchow Po-ai Sarawit's Li's Section
(SW) ©) (N) PT PT in Li
29 oo w g rww *oi: *(3/*(o 14.11.3
257 (0oj) il¢ *wwmj *wi: *uai 16.6.1
ww ™ 0o *Wo: _— _—
ii < *wwj ii ¢ *wwj (o0j) *wi: _— _—

The first correspondence occurs only before dentals. Sarawit recon-
structs *oi: not anly for this correspondence but also for the raisng corre-
spondence represented by Siamese 35, Lungchow oo, versus Po-ai u (Table 3b),
for which Li reconstructs *u9d, for exarmple:

Siamese Lungchow Po-ai Sarawit's Li's

(SW) (C) (N) PT PT
to lie down nssnl  noon2 nun? *nyoi:n A4 *nisn A2/*nion A2
lungs paat2 pyt3 pwt2 *poi:t DL2 *pist DIL/*pi 3t DIL
(sic!)
soft 293 n2 200n3 2und *20i:n B3 *2uan Bl
spool laot?2  loot3 1ut? *loi:t DLl  *hlust DIL

(Sarawit, pages 422, 423, 427, 433, 430, 450; Li, pages 62, 111, 138, 244,
278, 279.) Campare Sarawit's similar dual use of *oi discussed under Tables
3e and 6c. Notice, by the way, that the vowel in the Lungchow fomm for
'lungs' agrees with Po-ai rather than with Siamese. This is a counterexample
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to Li and Sarawit which can be explained either by saying that the Lungchow
form was borrowed fram a Northern dialect or by the ablaut hypothesis.

The second correspondence in Table 6b is not attested for Lungchow, but
other Central dialects have forms which seem to reflect Proto-Tai *ocoj,
agreeing with the Southwestern dialects. Li, Sarawit, and Gedney (13%2) give
two examples of this correspondence (Gedney gives only the second exanple):

'pubic hair’ 'trace, wvestige, mark, track, footprint'
Siamese (SW) mas j3 rssj
White Tai (SW) — hoj
Lei Ping (C) — #0034
Lung Ming (C) -_ looj4
Yay (N) -_— rii
Po-ai (N) miil 1i2, 1wii?
Saek (N) — rii
Sarawit's PT *wi: Al *rwi: A4
Li's PT *frmusi Al *ryai A2

(Sarawit, page 436; Li, pages 75, 143, 288.)

If this correspondence is indeed an example of an oco/ww alternation,
then the Northern pronunciation ii would go back to an earlier *wwj by
assimilation of the vowel *mw to the final semivowel *-j:

Southwestern/Central Northern

*o0j *outm
*ooj *iij
*ooj *ii

This makes sense because Tai dialects generally do not have ww j or w j
(except as a reflex of *waj in those dialects in which *w a becames ww )
so that if there were any examples of *waj in Proto-Tai or pre-Proto-Tai
they must have changed to samething else, such as ii.

Gedney, however, suggests an altermative interpretation. He suggests
that the coj/ii alternation may, perhaps, be a special case of the aj/ii
altermation (Table la) in which same of the reflexes "have been distorted
by an original post-initial semivowel preceding the original diphthong ay”
(in Gedney's transcription ay = IPA [aj]).

Inotherbx , the to-Tai forms may have been samething along the
lines of *hmwii® ~ *hmwaj"® ‘pubic hair' and *rwiil ~ *rwvaj?A 'trace, etc.'.
The Northern dialects have the monophthongal famms *hmwii”* and *rwiid,
generally losing the medial w (*hmiiA, *riiA), although the w is optionally
preserved in Po-ai 1ii2~ lwii2 7 '.” The Southwestern and Central dia-
lects have the diphthongal forms *hmwaj? and *rwaj®. In this particular en-
viramment the sequence wa coalesces to a monophthong oo, giving *hmooiA
‘pubic hair' and *rooj® 'trace, etc.', which then give the modern dialect
fomms by regular change:

Southwestern/Central Northern
*hmvajA, *rwajb *hrwiid, *rwiid
*hmoojA, *roojd *hmiiA, *r(w)iiP
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A problem for Gedney's analysis is that, as Gedney himself points out,
we also have the correspondence Southwestern and Central *uaj versus Northern
*ii (see Table la). Campare ‘'trace, etc.' with 'mountain stream', 'with’,
and 'tax' (the first two words cited by Gedney, Sarawit, and Li, the lastmo

cited only by Li):

'trace' 'nmmtain stream' 'with' 'tax’
Siamese (SW) rsojl 3 duaj3d suaj2
vhite Tai (SW) hs j —_ -
< 'huajC
Lungchow (C) —_ huuj5 vuujd dujs e

*hua)C *wuaiC < *2duaiC
Lei Ping (C) 400j4 khooj3 _—
Lung Ming (C) looj4 1uj3 —_

Yay (N) rii vii3 _— —

Po-ai (N) 1ii2 vii3 nii3 &iis
wii2

Saek (N) rii4 rii3 —_ —_

Sarawit's PT *rwi: A4 *xhrwia:y Cl —_— _—

Li's PT *ruai A2 *xrusi Cl *2duai C1  *suai Bl

Gedney's PT *ryiiA~  #ayiiC~ — —
*Wayh *xayayC

(Sarawit, pages 417, 436; Li, pages 109, 143, 233, 288, 296; Li amits 'tax’,
which he says is prabably a Chinese loan, fram his chapters on consonants,
but on the basis of the Siamese and Po-ai fornms the initial is presumably to
be reconstructed as *s-.)

In the transcription which I have taken the liberty of labelling "Ged-
ney's Proto-Tai" — Gedney himself writes no Proto-Tai forms but he makes
suggestions as to what they might have been like — the symbol { denotes a
post-initial semivowel of unspecified character. The vowel in 'trace’
develops differently fram the vowel in the other three words and, therefore,
if we accept Gedney's reconstruction we seemingly must acocount for this dif-
ference either by supposing that the semivowel in 'trace' was different fram
the semivowel in the other words, or by supposing that the different initials
or the different tones of the various words samehow conditioned the vocalic
difference. If the semivowels were different what could they have been? Both
'trace' and the other three words show evidence of rounding. Shall we there-
fore posit *w (back rounded semivowel) versus "q (front rounded semivowel, as
in French hmt) for Proto-Tai? Or could the initial *r- of 'trace' have same-
how caused wa to beoame 0o in that word while it became ua elsewhere? Or is
the difference in vowel between 'trace’ and the other words not due to phone-
tic factors at all, but rather to analogy, or verbal taboo (certainly a
possibility in the case of 'pubic hair' which rhymes with 'trace' and which
is a taboo word in at least same Tai languages), or the need to disambiguate
hanophones, or samething of that sort?

The third correspondence in Table 6b, Siamese and Lungchow ww , Po-ai
00, occurs only in open syllables. Sarawit (page 436) gives two examples:
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Siamese Lungchow Po-ai Sarawit's

(SW) (C) (N) PT
straight sww3 Suan 4 4006 *zwo: B4
name chuw3d  — pumb  *Juo: B4

The Po-ai form for 'name’ agrees in vowel with the Siamese form, but other
Northern dialects have forms with vowels seeming to reflect Proto-Tai *co.

Li (section 9.5) cites, for example, Wuming ofgd ( < *J_o_o)and Hsi-1lin @oo.
This is an example of a vowel disagreement within a single branch, seemingly
ocontradicting Li and Sarawit: the explanation could be ablaut, but it is also
conceivable that the Po-ai form was borrowed from a non-Northern dialect and
is therefore not a true counterexample to Li and Sarawit.

Li has no special explanation for the ww /oo correspondence seen in
‘straight' and 'name'. He lists the word for 'straight' among his examples
of Proto-Tai initial *z- (section 9.2) but he makes no attempt to recon-
struct a vowel for it. As for 'name’, here he is misled by the Po-ai form
into including this word among his examples of Proto-Tai *{ (section 14.4.2,
i.e. the simple or straightforward correspondence giving Siamese mws , Lung-
chow ww , Po-ai ww ), ignoring the presence of wowels reflecting *oo in
other Northern dfalects, even though he himself cites several of those dia-
lects in section 9.5.

Finally, the fourth correspondence in Table 6b is not attested for
Po-ai, but acoording to Sarawit other Northern dialects have forms which
seem to reflect Proto-Tai *ooj. This correspondence is thus the same as
that in 'pubic hair' and 'trace, etc.' viz. *ii versus *ooj, except that
this time it is the Southwestern and Central dialects which have *ii and
the Northern dialects which have *ooj instead of the other way around.

Sarawit gives anly one example of this correspondence, the word 'camb’,
for which we have Siamese wii5, Lungchow viil, and certain Northern dialect
forms on the basis of which Sarawit (page 436) recons a Proto-Northern
*ro:y Al, for exanple Yay rojl, Pu-i dialect point #1°80jl (Sarawit does not

te the actual forms: the Yay is fram William Gedney's fieldnotes, the
Pu-i fram Chinese Academy of Sciences, page 237, #0328).

Sarawit reconstructs ‘camb' as Proto-Tai *rwi: Al, identical with her
reconstruction of 'trace, etc.' (*rwi: A4), exc‘ept that 'camb' has a voice-
less initial consonant and 'trace, etc.' has a voiced one. (The tone in
both cases is Proto-Tai tone A. Sarawit's use of the numerals 1 and 4 after
the A is merely a redundant restatement of the phonation type of the initial
consonant, which affects the development of the tone in the modern dialects.)
But in 'camb' we have Southwestern and Central *ii versus Northern *ooj,
whereas in 'trace, etc.' we have the reverse. Sarawit says, "This is
possibly due to the difference in voicing of the intial.", which seems
phonetically implausible to me. Perhaps this is another case in which the
ablaut hypothesis is more plausible than Sarawit's reconstruction.

Li also treats the word for 'camb' in his chapters on vowels (section
16.2) but the Po-ai cognate he adduces for Siamese wii5 and Lungchow viil
is not an exanple of Sarawit’'s Proto-Northern *go:y Al (which would became
Po-ai *loojl), but rather a different word, Po-ai pajé. For Li, therefore,
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Northern *aj correspondence listed in Table la and he accordingly recon-
structs the vowel as *ei (see Table la). And in section 4.10, Li suggests
that the Po-ai word for 'camb' may be a loarword fram Chinese and not cog-
nate with the Siamese and Lungchow forms at all (both the initial and the
tone of the Po-ai form disagree with Siamese and Lungchow). The ii/ooj
correspondence which Sarawit has found in 'camb' was simply missed by Li.

Table 6C: Q~ w

Siamese Lungchow Po-ai Sarawit's Li's Section
(SW) () (N) PT PT in Li
o  § w *oi *ui 14.8.1

This correspomence occurs only before dentals. The Lungchow form is
equivocal here since Lungchow ¥ reflects both Proto-Tai *o before dentals
as in Lungchow m¥ t2 ‘'ant', Siamese mot4, Po-ai m3t3 and Proto-Tai *w as
in Lungchow kh¥ n> 'toqot.p , Siamesekhmn , Pomai hun3 (Sarawit, pages
440, 444; Li, page pages 72,209, 264, 272.) “Central dialects such as Bac Giang
(Freiberger and Bé 1976) which preserve the distinction betwwen *o and *w
before dentals sametimes agree with Southwestern in showing *o for this
correspondence, e.g.:

Siamese Bac Giang Po-ai Sarawit's Li's

(SW) © (N) PT PT
'‘rain' fand phond hwnl *foin Al  *fyin Al
'heel' (Po-ai ‘rump') ~ son3 &5 #5n3 *soncCl *suin Cl

(Sarawit, page 54, 422, 444; Li, pages 78, 153, 272: Sarawit is uncertain
about the initial consonant in 'rain'. On Li's reconstruction of the vowel
in 'heel' see below.) Bac Giang 'rain' rhymes with ‘heel', agreeing with
Siamese. But sametimes Bac Giang and other Central dialects agree with
Northern, e.q.:

Siamese Bac Giang Po-al Sarawit's Li's

(SW) (C) (N) PT PT
‘person’ khonl kwn3 hwn? *goin a4/ *quin A2/
*yoin A4 *yuin A2
‘to go up' khwn3  khwnd hwn3 #*xhinCl  #xin Cl

(Sarawit, pages 422, 433, 440; Li, pages 209, 215, 264, 272.] Bac Giang
'person' rhymes with 'to go up', agreeing with Po-ai.

Sarawit reconstructs *oi not only for the correspondence in Table 6c,
but also for the raising correspondence represented by Siamese O versus
Po-ai u (Table 3e) for which Li reconstructs *wo, for example:

Siamese Lungchow Po-ai Sarawit's Li's

(sw ©) (N) PT PT
‘rain’ fon phy nl hwnl #*foin Al  *fyin Al
'to shrink® hot? -_— lut2  *roit DS1  *hruot DIS

(Sarawit, naos 54, 422, 427, 450; Li, pages 78, 149, 272, 273; Sarawit is
uncertaii: «sout the initial consonant of 'rain'.) Cawpare Sarawit's similar
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dual use of *oi: discussed under Tables 3b and 6b.

To add to the confusion, Li is as bad as Sarawit but in a different
direction. He reconstructs *ut not anly for the correspondence in Table 6c,
but also for the simple or straightforward correspondence represented by
Siamese o, Lungchow ¥, Po-ai 9 (where Lungchow has y rather than u because
of the influence of the following dentral), for which Sarawit reconstructs
*9, for example:

Siamese Lungchow Po-ai Sarawit's Li's

- (SwW) (o)} (N) PT PT
'rain’ fond phy nl hwnl *foin Al  *fyin Al
‘heel' (Po-ai 'rump') san3 +3n° ¥5n3  *son Cl *suin Cl

(Sarawit, pages 54, 422, 444; Li, pages 78, 153, 272; Sarawit is uncertain
about the initial consonant in ‘rain'.)

Thus before dentals we have:

Siamese Lungchow l;o—ai Sarawit Li

o ¥ *o i
o ¥ w *oi *yi
o _— u *oi *uo

(Before non-dentals there is no problem; before labials we simply have

Siamese Lungchow Po-ai Sarawit Li
o u ] *o *o
o u u *oi *wo

and before velars only

Siamese Lungchow Po-ai Sarawit Li
o u o] *o *o

aside fram certain irreqularities not accounted for by Li and Sarawit
which space does not permit me to discuss.)

Finally, an page 433 Sarawit also lists 'to lie down', Siamese nsanl,
Lungchow noon2, Po-ai nwn2, as an example of *oi, reconstructing Proto-Tai
"%ci_i_n?%{ Instead of, as we would expect fram the first correspondence in
Table 6b, Proto-Tai *nyoi:n A4. But this may be merely a typographic error,
for on page 423 she wﬁtes Proto-Tai *nyoi:n A4 as would expect.l0

Section 7: Fronting: w ~ i, a~ e

Table 7a: w ~ i

Siamese Lungchow Po-ai Sarawit's Li's Section
(SW) (C) (N) PT PT in Li

i i w *ya *ii 14.3.1

Sararwit (| 437) gives only ane exanple of this correspondence, ‘to
eat': Siamese kinl, Lungchow kinl, Po-ai kwnl, Sarawit's Proto-Tai *kyan A2.



Li (page 187) lists 'to eat' among his examples of Proto-Tai *k-, and in
section 14.3.1 (page 262) he says

The oorrespondences of SW and CT dialect wordkmAl 'to eat'
to NT dialect word k'é n (or k2 n) may be due to an original diph-
thong * “ , but the reconstruction is doubtful.

In a class lecture in his course in Camparative Tai at the 1977 Linquistic
Society of America Summer Institute, Professor Li said that this passage
contains a typographic error: *gt should read "il. .

Table 7b: a~e

Siamese Lungchow Po-ai Sarawit's Li's Section
(Sw) ©) (N) PT PT in Li
e ig*e a *2 *e 14.6

This oorrespondence occurs only before dentals (see the discussion
under Table 4c), but Li (page 98) also gives an example of an a/e alterna-
tion within Po-ai which occurs before a labial:

Siamese Lungchow Po-ai Sarawit's Li's
(SW) ) (N) PT PT
low, short tam2 tam3 tam>, tem  *tam B2 —_—

As you see, Sarawit simply treats this word as an example of Siamese a,
Lungchow a, Po-ai a, Proto-Tai *a, and does not attempt to account for the
alternate Po-ai pranunciation with € (which she may not have known about,
since Li's book had not yet been published when Sarawit was writing her dis-
sertation). Li lists this word as an example of Proto-Tai *t- but amits it
fram his chapters on vowels.

Two more possible examples of an a/e alternation before labials are
discussed at the very end of this section of the paper.

Concerning Northern *a versus Southwestern and Central *e before den-
tals, John Grima (personal cammmication) says that he has been told that
there is acoustic phonetic motivation for a changing to e before dentals (or,
rather, alveolars: following Li and Sarawit, I have been calling tand n
"dentals", but actually, as Grima pointed out to me, in Tai languages they
are dental syllable initially and alveolar syllable finally), and that he
has read of parallel developments in certain Tibeto-Burman languages. More-
over, Grima (1981) shows that Southern and Central Vietnamese —— and also
Thai (Siamese) child language — have related developments involving conso-
nant changes rather than vowel changes but which again exhibit some sort of
natural connectiaon between front vowels and alveolar final consonants.

Thus final labials and final "dentals" (sc. alveolars) are both phono-
logically natural conditioning enviranments which have affected the develop-
ment of mid vowels in Tai dialects: corresponding to Northern *a (please
look once more at the discussion under Table 4c) we sametimes have South-
western and Central *o before labials and *e before dentals. In these cases,
Sarawit reconstructs Proto-Tai *3 and Li reconstructs Proto-Tai *e. We also
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have cases where all three branches have *e, or all three branches have *a,
or all three branches have *o. In these cases Sarawit reconstructs *e, *a,
or *o as the case may be, and Li reconstructs *e, *a, *o0. (Recall that Li

posits that Tai short vowels were originally close vowels, which is why he

writes *3 rather than *a for the cases where all or almost all modern dia-

lects have short a.) LI's *e is therefore overburdened, for it corresponds
both to Sarawit's *® (for the e/a and o/a altermations) and to Sarawit's *e
(for *e in all three branches).

Sarawit's use of *3 to account for the e/a and o/a alternations is very
plausible phonetically.” My anly objection to it — and this abjection may
turn out to be answerable — is that it fails to acoount for the occasional
examples of these alternations within a single branch, for example 'to see',
for which same Southwestern dialects have han and others have hen (with, in
each case, the tone which developed fram Proto-Tai tone A on syllables be-
ginmning with woiceless aspirate consonants). There are even alternations
within a single language, for example the two forms for 'low, short' that Li
cites for Po-ai: tamS and temS.

Section 8: Diphthongization of co: oo~ aw, oo~ ay

Table 8a: o©co ~ aw

Siamese Lungchow Po-al Sarawit's Li's Section
(SW) (C) (N) PT PT in Li
aw aw oo *ja:w *ou 16.12

Table 8b: oo~ ay .

Siamese Lungchow Po-ai Sarawit's Li's Section
(SwW) (©) (N) PT PT.  inLi
aj < *ay ay oo *ua:y *ol 16.9
Section 9: Monophthongization of wa: wa ~ ww

Table 9: wa~ ww

Siamese Lungchow Po-ai Sarawit's Li's Section
(SW) ) (N) PT PT in Li
“w (ww ) ww < *wa *a:, _— -—
: *lwa:
ii [ii < *umj wwj < *waj) *wia:y *ui  14.3.2
< *uwmi  wii<€ *wwwj {uuj < *uaj -
< *ww aj

Sarawit gives only one example of the first correspondence:

Siamese Yay Po-ai Pa-chieh Sarawit's
(SW) (N) (N) (N) PT
navel sa2dwwl dwal nuwwb® 2dwsl *2blwa: A3, *Zbywa: A3

(Po~ai from Li, page 91; Yay fram William Gedney, fieldnotes; Pa-chieh fram
Chinese Academy of Sciences 1959, item number 0524, dialect point number 1.)
The Siamese form is probably a contraction of same such campound as

saajodwwl ‘cord of the navel' (saaj’ 'cord’), so it is only the second syl-
Table of the Siamese form that we are concermed with here. The Po-ai vowel



62

ocould reflect either Proto-Tai *ww, agreeing with Siamese, or Proto—Tai
*wa, but the other Northern dialects clearly show *wa. The word is not
recorded for Lungchou but aCd)rd.].ng to Sarawit, other Central dialects have
vowels reflecting *wwm , agreeing with Southwestern.

Sarawit says that her reconstruction of 'navel'’ is based in large part
on the fomms in lanquages of the Mak-Sui-Kam Family, a group of lanquages
spoken in south central China (mostly just to the east of the Pu-i dialects:
see figure 1) which are believed to be related to Tai although the sound
ocorrespondences between Mak-Sui-Kam and Tai have only bequn to be worked
out. Sarawit cites a Mak form for 'navel' which she writes 2dwa: (she amits
the tone) and a T'en form which she writes lya: ( = IPA (1ja:]; she amits
the tone).

Li lists 'navel' among his examples of the Proto-Tai cluster *2bl/*2br
(section 5.6) but he makes no attempt to reconstruct a vowel for it.

The second correspondence in Table 9, Siamese ii, Lungchow ii, wii,
Po-ai wwj, wj, is camplicated because there also seems to be an alternation
between presence and absence of medial w. Sarawit, Li, and Gedney (1972)
give two examples:

‘bear" 'to ride’
(noun)

Siamese (SW) miid khii2
White Tai (SW) miil khii2

Lei Ping (C) miil khwii?

Lung Ming (C) mejl khwej2

Lungchow (C) miil khwiil
Yay (N) mual'l kwajd

Po-ai (N) m.m; kw6

Saek (N)11 mii khoj

Sarawit's PT *nwia:y Al  *khwia:y Bl ~ *gia:y B4
Li's PT shmui Al *khui Bl ~ *gui B2

Far 'bear' I would reconstruct *hmws P ~ *hmwai® ~ *hmwwaijP. The
first form, *hmwwjA, is found in Sou tern and Central and in Saek:
*tmww jA goes to *mmiiP by assimilation of the vowel to the final semivowel,
a change we have already posited in Table 6b, g.v. The subsequent develop-
of *miiP is perfectly regular (*ii > ej is a reqular sound change in Lung
Ming) .

The second form, *hmwaj?, is found in Yay. Its development is regu-
lar.

The third form, *hmwmajf, is found in Po-ai. The w coalesces with the
w_ giving *hmiajA, which then becames Po-ai muujl (*ua >7uu is a regular
sound change 1in Po-ai).

For 'to ride' I would reconstruct *khuw jB ~ *khwwm iB ~ *gu aiB
*ﬂuajB. The first form, *khwm jB, is fo in the two Southwestern
dialects. It goes to *khiiB by assimilation of the vowel to the final
semivowel and then develops reqularly.
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The second form, *khwuww 'B, is found in the three Central dialects. It
goes to *khwiiB by assimilation of the vowel to the final semivowel and then
develops reqularly (*ii»ej is a regular sound change in Lung Ming).

The third form, *gwajB, is found in Yay and Po-ai. Its development is
regular (*ma > mw is a regular sound change in Po-ai). The tone of the
Yay and Po-al forms shows that the initial was voiced rather than woiceless
aspirated. Many Tai words have tones which suggest an original voiceless
stop or fricative in the Southwestern and Central dialects as opposed to an
original voiced stop or fricative in the Northern dialects. This is one of
the ways in which the Southwestern and Central Branches appear to be more
closely related to each other than either is to the Northern Branch. Gedney
(1979) has recently suggested that these cases of disagreement in voicing
might go back to a special series of Proto-Tai initial consonants, possibly
voiced aspirates, such as are well known today fram languages of India (they
occur in other languages as well) and which Bernhard Karlgren and others
have proposed for Middle Chinese. (Others, such as Fang Kuei Li, disagree
with Karlgren on this.)

The fourth form, *gww ajB, would seem to account for the Saek form:
first the w coalesces with w giving *guaj®, which then becames Saek
khoj3. But I need to do more research to whether *uaj > oj is a regu-

sound change in Saek. In Saek, as in Yay and Po-ai, the tone shows that
the initial consonant was ariginally woiced.

An alternative interpretation, suggested by Gedney (1972), is that
'bear' and 'to ride' represent a special case of the ii/aj alternation (see
Table la), involving same sort of medial semivowel (which Gedney makes no
attempt to specify phonetically) which becames w in same dialects, becomes
w_in others, and disappears in still others. If we imagine that this semi-
vowel was, say, 4y , we can posit the following developments:

*hmy iiA ~ *hmy aj® 'bear’
Soutlwestern, Central, and Saek: *hmey ii® > *hmii®
Yay: "‘l’lnqajA > *hmwai
Po-ai: "hmu‘ajA > *hmwai® > *hmajh

*khu‘iiaﬁ' *gqajB 'to rids' B
Southwestern: *khu;ii > *khii
Central: *khyiiB > *khwiiB
Po-ai, Yay: *gyajB > *quajB
Saek: *gwajB > *qwajB > *quajB

Section 10: Monophthongization of w a plus change in lip rounding: wa~ uu

Table 10: wma~ uu

Siamese Lungchow Po-ai Sarawit's Li's Section
(SW) ©) (N) PT PT in Li
uu u ww < *ya_ *wa: *}'u 14.5.5

The correspondence occurs only in open syllables (for the development
of Sarawit's *wa: in closed syllables see Table 6a). Po-ai has ww which
could come fram either *w a or *ww but other Northern dialects show that
the Proto-Northern form was in fact *wa as shown in the discussion under
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Table 4b. Notice that Sarawit uses *wa: for the above correspondence in
open syllables and for a different correspondnece (see Table 6a) in closed
syllables, and Li uses *ju for the above correspondence in open syllables
and for yet a third correspondence (see Table 4b) in closed syllables:

Siamese Lungchow Po-ai Sarawit's Li's Section

(SW) (C) (N) PT PT in Li
Closed syllables wu u w *wa *Bu  14.5.5
Open syllables uu m wut < *yua *wa: *tu  14.5.5
Closed syllabes uu u< *mu aa *wa: — —

N.B.: Sarawit's *wa (first row above) is short; her *wa: (second and third
rows) is long.

Sarawit's reconstruction of the correspondence in Table 10 is problema-
tic, for reasons which she herself points out an page 435. Consider the
words for 'snake' and 'yesterday’:

Siamese Lungchow Po-ai

(Sw) () (N) 2 2
snake guu1 guu2 ww < < *nuya
yesterday waanl vaa? Not found in the Northern dialects.)

(Ssrawvit, page 435; Li, pages 204, 239, 268.)

The earlier formm of the Siamese word for 'yesterday' was probably
*waal. The final -n, as Li (1956) suggests, is probably due to false divi-
sion in the expression

*mwal waal nii4 > mwal waan! nii? ‘'yesterday'

time yesterday this

The n of &4 has spread anto El giving waanl.

Thus 'snake' is an example of Sarawit's *wa:, giving Southwestern and
Central *uu versus Northern *w a, and 'yesterday' seems to show one of our
simple or straightforward vowel correspondences, aa in most dialects (al-

though we cannot be sure, since we lack the crucial Northern dialects), for
which Sarawit reconstructs *a:.

Now in same dialects, the word for 'yesterday' begins with gw. Li
(page 240) cites, for example, the form gwaa fram Guignard's so-called Lao
dictionary. The correspondence is fairly regular and both Sarawit and Li
recanstruct an initial *pw for 'yesterday'. But notice what this does to
Sarawit's reconstruction: she has Proto-Tai *pwa: for both 'snake' and 'yes-
terday’. In the case of 'snake' we have *j for the initial correspondence
plus *wa: for the vowel correspondence whereas in the case of 'yesterday'
we have, rather, *pw for the initial correspondence plus *a: for the vowel
correspondence. But the result in either case is the same: Proto-Tai
*gwa: (Sarawit accidentally amitted the tone; it should be A4 in her nota-
tion). So 'snake’ and 'yesterday' ought to be hamophonous in modern dia-
lects, but they are not. Sarawit calls attention to this as a problem for
her reconstruction.

The problem here is similar to the prablem with 'mountain stream' and
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'chicken louse' discussed under Table la, where you will recall that I sug-
dgested that Sarawit had created the problem by reoonstructing for Proto-Tai
medial w's which were better regarded as later developments in individual
dialects. But in 'yesterday', the w (which in same cases becames v by requ-
lar sound change) occurs 1nm)storall dialects that have the word and must
be reconstructed for Proto-Tai. It is, rather, Sarawit's reconstruction of
'snake' which is doubtful.

One solution which would save Sarawit's reconstruction of 'snake' is
to suppose that * ‘yesterday’ does not go back to Proto-Tai but came
into the Southwes and Central Branches (but not the Northern Branch)
through borrowing or through word-coinage at a time when the change Proto-
Tai'wa. to Southwestern and Central '\mhadal.readyqalethngh There-
fore Tyesterday' was too late to participate in this change and did not be-
came with 'snake'. This is plausible insofar as, acocording to
Li, * ‘yesterday’ is not found in the Northern Branch, which suggests
that it may be a Southwestern and Central innovation.

Another possibility is to assign 'yesterday' not to the straightforward
correspondence Siamese aa, Lungchow aa, Po-ai aa = Sarawit's Proto-Tai *a:, but
rather to the correspondence Siamese aa, Lungchow aa, Po-ai uu ( < *ua) =
Sarawit's Proto-Tai *ua: (Table 5a). Since 'yesterday' is attested only in
the Southwestern and Central dialects, either reconstruction will do equally
well: it is only in the Northern dialects that *a: and *ua: are dlfferenu—
ated (as *aa versus *ua). This would make 'yesterday' Proto-Tai *jwua: A4
in Sarawit™s reconstruction, which would account for the attested forms and
not conflict with 'snake', which could remain Proto-Tai *gwa: A4. (I did
say under Table 5a, to be sure, that all of Sarawit's and Li's examples of
the correspondence Siamese aa, Lungchow aa, Po-ai w are in ¢losed syllables,
but this might be purely fortuitous and T see no cbstacle to adding 'yester—
day' to the list.)

Finally, I will mention two curious exanples cited but not satisfactor-
ily explained by Sarawit and Li:

Siamese Lungchow Po-ai Sarawit's Li's Section
(SW (©) (N) PT PT in Li
hail hep hat3 lit?2  *thria:t DSl [*thrjet DIS, 14.6.1
*xrjet D1S,
*thrjep D1S,
4 2 . 3 *xr;ep D1s
to sew jep jap jip -_— 'mep D2S 14.6.1

On the basis of Sarawit's and Li's reconstructions we would expect the
Lungchow farms to have i rather than a (see Table 3c). There are many
possible non-phonetic explanations for the irreqular Lungchow forms, for
example dialect borrowing. These possibilities need to be investigated by
looking at other forms and other dialects.

If it turns out that no non-phonetic explanation works and that 'hail'’
and 'to sew' are exanples of ablaut, then did Proto-Tai have three ablaut
alternates in these words: *i ~ *e ~*a? Another possibility is as follows:
Proto-Tai had *i - *e (cf. Table 3c). Proto-Northern retained the *i-forms
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and Proto-Southwestern/Central (assuming Haudricourt's and Gedney's hypothe-
sis of a closer relationship between Southwestern and Central) retained the
*e-forms. Then an *e~ *a ablaut (cf. Table 7b) came to apply in Proto-
Southwestern/Central. This is all pure speculation of course but it can be
substantiated or disproved by locking at more data.

Whatever is going on, it seems very likely that it is samehow related
to the puzzling alternation between final -p and final -t in 'hail'. Normal-
ly either all three dialects have p or all have t. As William Gedney
recently pointed out to me, such sporadic altermations of final consonants
are not uncammon in Tai and are very likely samehow related to the problem
vowel correspondences.

This concludes my survey of the problem correspondences treated by
Sarawit and Li. No doubt a few lexical items show still other correspon-
dences but surely Sarawit and Li have captured all the cammon correspon-
dences as well as most of the rare omes.

The Prablem Correspandences and the Internal Classification of the Tai
Lanquage Family

I will now return to an issue which I broached at the beginning of the
last section of this paper: What do the problem correspondences tell us
about the relationship among the three branches of the Tai family?

In the last section we saw thirty-seven cases in which the Southwestern
and Central Branches appear to agree with each other and to disagree with
the Northern Branch: .

1. SW/C *ii vs N *aj Table la (Li 16.2: 3 examplesl?)

2. SW/C *aj vs N *ii Table la (Li 16.3: 4 exanples)

3. SW/C *uaj vs N *(w)ii Table la (Li 17.3.1: 3 examples)

4. SW/C *ay vs N *wa Table 1b (Li 16.8: 3 examples)

5. SW/C *mu vs N *aw Table lc (Li 16.11: 2 examples)

6. SW/C *aw vs N *uu Table lc (Li 16.13: 3 exanplis)

7. SW/C *iaw vs N *eew Table 2a (Li 17.1: 1 examplel3)

8. SW/C *aa vs N *wa Table 2b (Li 14.10.1: 12 exanples)

9. SW/C *aaj vs N *waj Table 2b (Li 16.5.1: 2 examples)

10. SW/C *wwa vs N *aa Table 2b (Li 15.3.1: 5 examples)

11, SW *waj, *wa, C *wa vs N *aa Table 2b (see 'ocockspur',
Siamese dwajl )

12. SW/C *oo vs N *ua Table 2c (Li 14.11.1: 2 examples)

13. SW/C *uva vs N *oo Table 2c (Li 15.4.1: 2 exanples)

14. SW/C *ee vs N *ii Table 3a (Li 14.9.1: 4 exanples)

15. SW/C *oo vs N *uu Table 3b (Li 14.11.2: 6 examples)

16. SW/C *uu vs N *oo Table 3b (Li 14.5.4: 7 examples)

17. SW/C *e vs N *i Table 3c (Li 14.6.1: 8 examples; Li's Lungchow

is equivocal here but see the Bac
Giang form cited under Table 3c.)
18. SW/C %,w vs N *a Table 3d (see 'silver', Siamese psnl)
19. SW/C *o vs N *u Table 3e (Li 14.8.2: S examples; Li's Lungchow
is equivocal here but see the Bac



20.
21.
22,
23.
24.
25.
26.

27.
28.
29.

3o0.

31.
32.
33.
M.
35.
36.
37.

1.
2.
3.

SW/C *ua
SW/C *wa
SW/C *u(u)
SW/C *o
SW/C *a
SW/C *aa
SW/C *wa

SW/C *uu

SW/C *ooj
SW/C *ww

SW/C *wii

SW/C *1i
SW/C *e
SW/C *aw
SW/C *ay
SW/C *uuus

SW/C *(w)ii vs N *maj,

SW/C *w

diddd § dgd daddsda
Zz2Z2Z2Z Z ZZZ ZZZZZZZ

vs

*wa .
*ua

M

*a

'O ~ ia
*ua

*oo

*aa
*(w)ii

*oo
*003

~ U
*a
*oo
*oco
*wa

N *wa

Table
Table
Table
Table
Table
Table
Table

Table
Table
Table

Table

Table
Table
Table
Table
Table
*uaj

Table
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Giang form cited under Table 3e.)
4a (Li 15.4.2: 2 exanples)
4a (Li 15.3.2: 4 exanples)

4b (Li 14.5.5: 2 examples)

4c (Li 14.6: 6 examples)

4c (Li 14.7.1: 1 example)

Sa (Li 14.10.2: S examples)

Sb (Li 12.3.2: only in ‘meat', Siamese
nw a?)

6a (see 'tall', Siamese swud)

6b (Li 16.6.1: 2 examples)

6b (see 'straight’, Siamese sww3; 'name’,
Siamese chwm)

6b (see 'camb', Siamese wLiS, Northern

*hrooijh)

(see "to eat’, Siamese kinl)

(Li 14.6: 5 exanples)

(Li 16.12: 2 exanples)

(Li 16.9: 2 examples)

9 (see 'nmavel', Siamese gzdunul)
Table 9 (Li 14.3.2: 2 exanmples)

10 (Li 14.5.5: 2 examples)

B

We also saw four cases in which the Central and Northern Branches appear
to agree with each other and to disagree with the Southwestern Branch:

C/N *wwm
C/N *eew
C/N *o

C/N *u

vs
vs
vs

SW *ay
SW *jaw
SW *u

SW *wu

Table
Table
Table

Table

1b (Li 16.8: 1 example)

2a (Li 17.1: 6 examplesl4)

3e (Li 14.5.7: 3 examples; Li's Lungchow
is equivocal here but see the Bac
Giang form cited under Table 3e.)

4b (Li 14.4.4: 2 examples, but one of
them — 'to forget', Siamese lww
— is doubtful, as explained under
Table 4b.)

We even saw ane case in which the Southwestern and Northern Branches

appear to agree with each other and to disagree with the Central Branch,
forming a discontinuous geographical pattern, since for the most part the
area in which Central dialects are spoken lies between the area in which
Southwestern dialects are spoken and the area in which Northern dialects are

1.

SW/N *ii

vs C *aj

Table la (Li 16.4: 2 examples)

Finally we saw three cases in which the Central dialects appear to be

transitional, having a Southwestern-like vowel in same words and a Northern-
like vowel in others:

1.
2.
3.

SW *uaj C *uaj, *ooj
SW *oo C *oo, *w
SW* C*, *m

N *ooj
N *w
N *w

Table 2c (Li 17.3: 4 exanples)
Table 6b (Li 14.11.3: 3 examples)
Table 6¢c (Li 14.8.1: 3 examples)
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(For the third case, Li's Lungchow is equivocal but see the Bac Giang fomms
cited under Table 6c.) I suspect that further research will show that some
of the cases listed under other categories above actually belong under this
Central-transitional category.

There is also one case which I have to leave out of my schema for the
time being because the Central reflex is, unless I am mistaken, not attested,
at least not in the material cited by Li and Sarawit. This is the correspon-
dence Southwestern *ee versus Northern *ia (TaYle 2a, Li 14.9.2) which occurs
in the word for 'cucumber', Siamese (SW) teen, Po-ai (N) tiinl, Saek (N)
prianl (Saek from William Gedney, fieldnotes) and also, according to Li, in a
word meaning ‘small knife used to cut glutinous rice' (Po-ai liip°) (*ia »

ii is a reqular sound change in Po-ai). (I need to recheck Sarawit and Li
and also check other sources to see whether either of these words occurs in
any Central dialect.)

There are also, as we have seen, alternations within a single branch or
even within a single dialect, facts which both Sarawit and Li ignore.- None-
theless we do not find a totally patclmork distribution of the alternants as
might occur if ablaut were the only factor in the history of these vowels;
rather we find extensive, even though not camplete, match-up of the distri-
bution of vowels with the divisions among the branches of the Tai Family, and
often, although not always, a match-up with the division Southwestern/Central
versus Northern. But the match-up is not ocomplete, contrary to what Sarawit's
and Li's models of stammbaum and regular sound change predict. It appears
that several different processes — ablaut, stammbaum-type splitting, areal
spreading, dialect borrowing, migration — were all going on at the same
time. Careful and extensive research will be necessary to sort everything
out.

Until we really understand what is going on, I wonder whether it would
not be safer to recomstruct, say, 'fire' as *viiA/*vajd, with an accompanying
note indicating the distribution of the alternants (in this case Northern
*viiA, Southwestern and Central *vaj®), rather than attempting a single
reconstruction such as Sarawit's *via:y A4 or Li's *ve£ i A2.

Keep in mind, moreover, that these correspondences are not all of equal
weight. Same occur in several words, others only in one or two. At this
point, therefore, the reader may wish to turn to the indicated sections in
Li and loock at the actual examples.

This campletes my camparison and critique of the work of Sarawit and Li.

I have had occasion to disagree with both of them in matters of detail but
overall I have found, as I expected, that both Li's Handbook and Sarawit's
Proto-Tai Vowels provide a camplete (or very nearly camplete), clearly or-
ganized, and accurate list of the vowel correpondences among the Tai lan-
guages. Both books are enjoyable t: use because so much work and thought has
gone into them. This praise will came as no surprise to anyone in the case of
Li's Handbook, which has became a standard reference work for scholars working
on, or making reference to, Tai. Sarawit's dissertation is, I think, not
quite as well known, but I find it to be camparable in scope and quality to
Li's Handbook and I hope that this paper will make more scholars aware of this
second major source-book for Tai linguistics. Li gives more examples of each
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correspondence than Sarawit does, but Sarawit gives the reflexes of each
correspondence in more dialects than Li does. Used together, Sarawit and Li
provide a detailed picture of Tai phonology.
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NOTES

*An earlier version of this paper was presented at the XIVth International
Conference on Sino-Tibetan Languages and Linquistics (Gainesville, Florida,
U.S.A., October 30 - November 1, 1981). I would like to express my heartfelt
gratitude to Paul K. Benedict, William J. Gedney, John Grima, André Haudri-
oourt, Brenda Johns, F.K. Lehman, Fang Kuei Li, and Patcharin Peyasantiwong
for their camments, help, and encouragement.

lThroughout this paper I will use the International Phonetic Alphabet (IPA)
for the transcription of modern dialects and for my own reconstructions of
Proto-Tai. In citing Sarawit's and Li's reconstructions of Proto-Tai I will
retain their original transcriptions. The chief differences between their
usage and IPA are as follows:

(1) Sarawit's %

Li's { = TPAw (high back unrounded vowel)
(2) Sarawit's y

Li's j = IPA j (palatal semivowel)

(]

To represent long vowels, Li and I double the vowel symbol (ii, ee, etc.)
and Sarawit uses a ocolon (1:, e:, etc.).

Note also that I use the recently introduced IPA symbol Y , which
represents the semivowel corresponding to wt . Sarawit, following William
Gedney, writes this semivowel as y .

In my transcription of modern dialects, superscript numerals denote
tones. (The phonetic values of these numerals are different for each dialect
and are given in the various sources cited.) The reconstructed tones of
Proto-Tai appear in my transcription as superscript letters A, B, C, and D
and in Sarawit's and Li's transcriptions as the letters A, B, C, and D fol-
lowed by numerals: Al, A2, etc. These numerals are a redundant indication
of the phonation type of the initial consonant, inserted because the phona-
tion type of the initial affects the development of the tone in modern dia-
lects and might (although this is not certain and there are, indeed, reasons
for suspecting otherwise) already have conditioned allotones in Proto-Tai.
Thus, for example, in Li's transcription Proto-Tai *xwtn A2 ‘smoke', A de-
mtesthetaxe,arﬂZrenindsusthattheintialcmsanntxwasvoioed.

2Normally I prefer to use the name Central Thai rather than Siamese, since
Central Thai (thajl klaapl) is the name which speakers of the language use
ves. However, since I will frequently refer to the Central Branch

of the Tai Family, and since Central Thai or Siamese does not belong to the
Central Branch but rather to the Southwestern Branch, I fear it would cause
disastrous confusion were I to use the name Central Thai for Siamese. There-
fore I will follow the practice of most writers on camparative Tai, including
both Sarawit and Li, and use the name Siamese.

3The Kam Muang form, and one altermate form in certain varieties of Lue, do

not have the etymoligically corresponding tone. This is a separate, though
very likely related, problem.

4when I presented this paper at the Sino-Tibetan Conference, William Gedney
said that for this reason he would now prefer to replace his term Ablaut by
sane more neutral temm.
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5In a few poorly known Northern dialects the word for 'nine' seems to be
samething like kjuu or khjuu (Li 1977:189, note 13; Ting 1929:62). The me-
dial -j- might go back to Li's Proto-Tai medial but I suspect rather that
these dialects have simply reborrowed the word fram modern Chinese dialects.

6Confer in particular Lungchow keewé 'to twist' with tone and vowel corre-
sponding regularly to Po—ai. kweew? ‘eddy’. 1If, as Li thinks, these words are
related to Lungchow kiiw® 'surround’ and Po-ai kweew3 'to twist', then the
Lungchow forms exemplify an *iaw ~ *eew alternation within Lungchow (reflec-
ted in modern Lungchow as iiw ~ eew) and we also have a tonal alternation in
both Lungchow and Po-ai (the tonal altemation would reflect a Proto-Tai al-
tema) tion not in tone but rather in voiced versus woiceless initial conso-
nant) .

All this may be summarized in the following table:

=xe

C—voioelress , C—voi?:ed
Si kiaw3 'twist'

*jaw | IC kKidw° 'surround'| Not attested.
PA —

Vowel

Si — Si —

*eew | IC — IC k twist'
PA kweew3 'twist' PA kv ‘eddy’

"The town of T'ien-pa is in Shui-ch'eng County in northwestern Kweichow
Province. Li (page 55) refers to this dialect as Shuich'eng. Moskalev
(1970) discusses the synchronic phonology of T'ien-pa.

8sarawit's example of Proto-Tai *e before a labial is *gem A4 ‘salty' (pages
430, 441). (Another example, *g DS2 ‘'hurt', page 442, 1is [ according to
Sarawit, and according to Li, page 165, note 7]not found in the Northermn

di and therefore may not go back to Proto-Tai.) In Po-ai, ‘salty’ is
cetm® (Li, section 10.3, #13[page 199]), which is puzzling because the Po-
al reflexes of *e and other short vowels are normally short. For more on the
reflexes of Proto-Tai *e ( » Sarawit's Proto-Northern-Tai *€ ) in Northern
dialects see Sarawit, pages 335-340, 402, 430.

95ee the second comment to Table C in the first part of this paper.

101 will also need to reread Sarawit more carefully to see if she explains
why she posits initial *ny-, rather than simply *n-, in this word.

1lfor ‘bear' Saek also has m wajl and m lIJ These forms are not given in
Gedney (1972) but they are reconhd in Gedney's fieldnotes. These forms sug-
gest that the treatment of the Saek word for 'bear' in Gedney (1972) ard in
this paper is oversimplified and that this topic deserves further research.

121 am indebted to André Haudricourt for the suggestion that I add the number
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of examples which Li lists for each corre i i

L1 . spondence. Li actually 1
t.?)(anp!.es of SW/C *ii vs N *aj, but his fourth example, 'camb’', )i,s pl:otls)agcl);r
invalid: see the discussion of the fourth correspondence in Table 6b

13¢ {

ampare 17.1, #6 (page 294) with 10.1, #28 ¢ es 187 and : i

kiaw3 ‘to wind around, twist', Lungchow kiiw5 e iawd) ° . e
_ ind U » Lung iiw? (€ *kiaw?) 'to surround’, vs

Po-ai kweew? 'to wind around, twist'. See footnote 6.

141; 1ists seven i around

. examples, but I am not counting his sixth, 'to wind
twist', because the Lungchow &nm,keaﬁ,lwm the ‘wrong tone. Thelunminw'
ocognate may.be,_rather, kiiwd> 'to surround' (Li, section 10.1, #28, pages 187
and 190) which is an example of SW/C *iaw vs N *eew. See footnotes 6 and 13.

Footnote 1:

This last sentence should read: some Central Tai dialects
also have *ggggc. for example
Bac Giang QgggS ‘permit’, 'give' (in compounds meaning
‘lend*, ‘entrust', ‘repay’'), rhyming with ggggz
‘to buy' and not with Qgg;l '‘leaf' (Freiberger and
B& 1976174, 233, 138).
Lungchow 25555 ‘to give', rhyming with ggggé ‘to buy' and
not with baw 1 *leaf' (LL 19771250, 289, 265).
Nonetheless, since the Southwestern dialects which have *Qgggc
are geographically separated from the Central Tai dialects
which have 'Qgggc. and since (as far as I know) there is no
particular reason to believe that there was ever any special
contact between these two groups of dialects, I think we can
still use ‘give’ as an example of vocalic variation within

a single branch.
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