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In a recent paper (Zide and Zide 1972)l we at-
tempted to identify various possible Proto-Munda mor-
phemes with the names of specific food-plants, per-
haps domesticated, and we concluded on the basis of a
small number of persuasive identifications that the
Proto-Mundas were probably familiar with the cultiva-
tion of rice, a few millets and several legumes.
Since our corpus was limited for a number of reasons,
there is no reason to think that the plants identi-
fied represent more than a small sample of, probably,
the more important cultural items the Proto-Munda-
speaking people knew. One general conclusion which
emerged from our study is that the Proto-Mundas were
more agriculturally advanced than archeologists have

thought they were.

The 'typical' Munda culture, in the view of
ethnographers and archeologists, was the primitive
hunting and gathering culture of people like the
present-day Juang or Birhor; the more advanced cul-
tures {(e.g. the Sora, Mundari or Santali) were pre-
sumed to have gotten their technology from more ad-
vanced neighbors, e.g. the Indo-Aryans. If we judge
by the linguistic evidence, the reverse seems to have

been the case; the primitive Juang and Birhor are



obably atypical, being examples of reversion from a

re complex culture to a simpler one.

Our tentative linguistics-derived conclusions
e not inconsistent with the conclusions of various
cheological studies of the origins of certain food
ants, notably of rice in Southeast Asia. However,
do not claim that linguistics—~derived evidence of
is sort can in any way prove or disprove theories
out, e.g. the origin, domestication, or utilization

cultural products.

On the other hand, the reconstruction of plant
mes permits access to aspects of Proto-Munda pre-
story which have not been accessible so far to
cheologists, physical anthropologists, and what
storical ethnologists there have been. Such recon-
ructions have not been made because of the limited
ture of possible archeological remains, due, for
ample, to climatic conditions, and the comparative
ucity of archeological excavations in many of the
levant areas. Further, there is a sharp break in
ltural continuity between the prehistoric cultures
d present-day cultures that might be related to
.em,3 at least as regards nonperishable remains.
ide from an extremely limited number of agricul-
ral implements, the reconstruction of Proto-Munda
o0l names is less rewarding than that of food-plant
mes, since the Munda languages characteristically
rive such forms via instrument nominalizations
om verbs, and these verbs commonly originally re-
rred to making particular movements rather than to
'fecting particular results: for example, two verbs

4 and *er are reconstructi-

aning 'to winnow' *guXm
e, but they apparently originally meant 'to move

mething up and down' and 'to move something round



and round', respectively.5

We therefore limit ourselves, in this short
paper, to the reconstruction of certain food-plant
names, domesticable animals, and just those agricul-
tural or household implements which can be shown to

be used specifically for cultivation.

Those plant names which are reconstructible wit

some assurance for Proto-Munda are the following:

FRUITS: 'wild fig', *IVwa, probably Ficus
glomerata; "mango', *uXll, *uXla (Mangifera Indica)
and another word for 'mango', perhaps meaning 'green
or unripe mango', *kaj'-er, *kag'-er; 'Jamun or In-
dian blackberry', NM *koXda, SM *ko?—deX;6 'turmer-
ic', *R-san (sasan, sansan, slisia, in various lan-
guages) Curcuma longa; 'tamarind’', #*BR-t{Xn and, per-
haps, *(ro)joXxd'.

The wild date, or dates (Phoenix sylvestris,
and presumably Phoenix acaulig) are less neat: we
can reconstruct words for at least two varieties,
*Vn-defi and *raloXg', but it is not clear which word

refers to which variety in the proto-language.

We reconstruct several words for 'bamboo’, a
couple of which seem to mean specifically ‘'bamboo
shoots' (and which have cognates elsewhere in Austrc
asiatic). The three forms for 'bamboo shoot' are
*kv(-)led'/~led', *ta (in *ta-bon and *kaX!i~-ta), anc
*bon. The three words for 'bamboo' are *maXd',
*kaX!, and something like *kV(-)reXn or *kV(-)ruXn.
(see Tables 1, la, 1b)
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GRAINS: Most important, however, as evidence
agriculture are the grain names which can be re-
structed for Proto-Munda. For rice, Oryza sativa,

get several reconstructible forms. 'Uncooked,

ked rice' is presumably a bimorphemic form com-

ed of *run and *kug', which seems to be preva-

t in Souﬁh Munda; although apparently replaced in

th Munda, it has clear Austroasiatic cognates in
Con ruko, Lawa reko?, Rumai |a-kau, Khmu ranko?

SO on.

The Jeypore Tract in southern Orissa now is (and
sumably has been for some time past) inhabited by
arge number of different tribal groups, including
e of the South Munda groups to which *run(-)kub/g'
attributed. The tract is crucial to the under-
nding of the development of rice varieties in
ia, where a great number of wild and cultivated
ieties of rice are found. It falls within the
a starting in Orissa in India and extending into
ma and beyond, where it has been suggested rice

originally have been cultivated. It is also

th pointing out that in terms of the number and
ersity of rice pests and the time judged neces-

y by entomologists to account for the development
such a profusion of them, the Jeypore Tract would
lify as a possible area of origin of prolifera-

n, whereas Ahar or Lothal certainly would not.8

The North Munda form *baba 'paddy' (also Kharia
a, Juang bua) has reflexes in MK as well: Kas
ba 'rice in the husk'; Khasi k'ba Semang ba?, etc.
ddy'. It also seems not insignificant that al-
ugh we do not get a single reconstructible mor-
me for 'cooked rice', in most instances what we do

are derivatives of one sort or another from the
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verb 'to eat'--i.e. 'food'. (see Table 2)

The other grain craps for which we get sets of
cognate forms are the millets: for these we have nc
Austroasiatic material available for comparison, bu
would not be surprised if Austroasiatic cognates fo:
one or more of the Munda millet names existed. Al-
though we do not find any one proto-morpheme which v
can trace throughout the Munda languages, we do get
at least three lexically distinguished millets: Se-
taria italica, Panicum (miliare), and another, less
obviously identifiable, but with certain consistent

characteristics.

The first, *(h)oXy, clearly refers to Setaria
italica (Foxtail or Italian millet, Hindi ka3gni,
Oriya kagu), i.e. the reflexes of *(h)oXy in the mo-
dern languages are invariably identified with 'Se-
taria’ (cf. Sora bur-oy; Remo wi-dar; Gta? l-hwe an
Mundari oce). Early evidence for Setaria italica an
Panicum miliare in India is totally lacking in the
literature. 1Its history in Southeast Asia, and cog:
nate forms, especially from Austroasiatic, would be
illuminating. Solheim (1970) suggests there is no
evidence so far to refute Ho's (1969) contention
that the cultivation of Setaria and Panicum began i
North China, but there is little aside from this an
Chang's (1970) similar position in the way of evi-

dence, one way or the other.9

A second millet name seems, in the same way, t
refer to Panicum miliare (small millet, Hindi s3w3d,
Oriya sud). The Koraput Munda form, attested in
three of the five languages, reconstructs to
*9-rig'. The word appears to be cognate with Kher~
warian *iri, which according to Hoffmann (1930-38)
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designates a wild variety of Panicum (now reclassi-

fied as Echinochloa), Panicum crus-galli.

We also get forms which are presumably cognate
in Kherwarian, Kharia-Juang, and Koraput Munda for
(in different languages) sorghum (dndropogon sorghum
var. roxburghii, similar to Hindi juwar), bulrush
millet (bajra, i.e. Pennisetum typhoides), and else-
where maize or other large cereal grain-bearing
plants. These various meanings point to a core mean-
ing 'a tall plant with leaves characteristic of
maize, bajra, and sorghum, with millet or millet-like
grains.' The tentative PM reconstruction is
*gan(-)gay. A more specific reconstruction cannot be

made.

Eleusine coracana Hindi ragi) does not seem to
have one reconstructible form for the whole family,
but it is now used widely and has various names, not
identifiable as loans, in both NM and SM. 1In Kora-
put Munda one set of forms leads to the reconstruc-
tion of KM *deray which probably referred to the
staple grain (excluding rice?), its meaning perhaps
changing with shifts in the predominant grain in use.
There are no obvious cognates for #*deray outside
Koraput Munda, although conceivably Mundari dore,

dorom may be related.

In NM and Kharia ragi has forms like kode,
kode, kuda but the NM and SM forms cannot be related
Further, the SM form seems rather to be derived from
a term referring to something more general than
Eleusine. Meanings range from 'cooked rice, cooked
grain, gruel', to 'grain in general, hill millet'
\Eleusine indica, Eleusine coracana etc.) and

specifically ragl (Eleusine coracana). (See Table 3
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LEGUMES: Grams or pulses play a very important
part in the diet of the present-day Munda. Histori-
cally, we can reconstruct at least two yarieties of
gram for Proto-Munda: *kodaXj' 'horsegram', Dolichos
biflorus (Skt. kulattha, Or. koloth); and *rVm
'black gram', i.e. Phaseolus mungo (0r. biri) or
something like it.

Dolichos biflorus is the likeliest example of a
PM word which was borrowed into Sanskrit.10 (An-
other--messier-~case is that of 'tamarind', where the
Skt. tintidika may be borrowed from a PM *R-tiXn, or
*teXn. In some of the Munda languages the forms are
derived from the IA forms but in others this seems

not to be the case.)

*kodaXj' is widely attested in Munda with the
meaning 'horsegram' consistently found for its re~
flexes in the modern languages. In contrast, *rVm
has a variety of similar but not identical glosses
for its reflexes--sometimes designating Vigna, some-
times Phaseolus, but referring in all instances to a
small black, oval legume. More equivocally, since we
have no trustworthy botanical identifications for it
a third legume has been glossed everywhere as 'some
sort of small red gram'. One would tentatively re-

construct a morpheme *sVr/d- +u/aj' and/or +oXm. (T.4

GOURDS: A form for Cucurbita lagenaria, the
'bottle gourd' and alternatively a 'ladle or drinkin;
gourd made from lagenaria,' can be reconstructed for
Proto-Munda to something like *su(-)ku(g). In addi-
tion to this form for at least Koraput Munda there it
a set of forms reconstructing to *N-tun with the

meaning 'gourd'.

Aside from the food plants themselves additiona
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suggestive evidence for early agriculture among the
Munda-speaking peoples may be had from other kinds of
reconstructed items; for example, we can reconstruct
words for 'pestle' and 'mortar', the pestle being
used by the Mundas not for grinding but for husking
rice, and/or pounding larger millet grains, mango
pits and gram for gruel. The words for this pestle
or husking stick are obviously cognate in SG and
Kharia and appear to be cognate with forms elsewhere
in Austroasiatic. The form would tentatively recon-
struct to something like *Vnrij', VnreXj' in PSM, and
this seems to be cognate with a tentatively recon-
structed PMK *nray? (Shorto, personal communication).
The Proto-Munda form for the 'husking hole, or mor-
tar', usually a hole in the stone of the verandah of

a Munda housell reconstructs to *saX?l.

Similarly, a word for an alcoholic beverage *ali
can be reconstructed to Proto-Munda (as can *buX[l fto
get drunk', which has widespread Austroasiatic cog-
nates). It is not clear, however, whether *ali was
distilled from grain, as are the beverages now called

ali/ali/li etc., or merely fermented. (see Table 5)

ANIMALS: In this paper we extend the range of
comparative data to include domesticable animals.
Domestication usually means that the animal is cared
for in exchange for some sort of service or advan-
tage. In a paper on animal husbandry based on evi-
dence from ethnology Cranstone (1969) says that most
people who practice some form of agriculture keep
domestic animals which provide food, raw materials,
or power: i.e., they are not merely pets or aids in
hunting but are valued for their meat, milk, blood,

hides, wool, or services.

Among people who practice shifting cultivation,



d lack the plough, the number of animals kept and
eir economic importance tend to be relatively small,
r the level of agricultural technique is not suf-
ciently high to produce a surplus of food to sup-
rt them. Some animals forage for themselves--e.g.
e mithan of Assam or the Melanesian pig--but they
ually return at night, or at intervals, in order to
fed.

Among plough cultivators the situation is rather
fferent: the use of the plough implies the use of
aught animals; grain crops are usually the food
aple, which means that there is stubble or straw
r fodder for the cattle. Improved techniques may
ovide grain surplus to human requirements which can

en be used for the animals.

Clearly, we cannot know merely from linguistic

idence whether the animals we discuss (apart from
e dog, which has been found in association with al-
st all archaeological settlements) were in fact
tually bred, nurtured or otherwise associated with
settlements. Rather, on the basis of what we know
present-day Munda cultures, we have collected in-
rmation on those animals which seem likely to have
en more or less domesticated early--the dog, the
icken, the goat, the pig, the buffalo, the cat, and
ttle. Presumably the peacock was not domesticated,
though we include comparative data on it because of
s possible inclusion as a domesticated or otherwise
mbolically important animal. The ethnographic
urces on the Munda give no evidence of its domesti-

tion.

DOG: The morpheme for 'dog' is to be recon-
ructed for PM as something like #*soXd' (alternating

th *seXd'). There are problems of reconstruction,



but we think all the Munda forms go back to #*soXd',
*#seXd' plus various affixes. There are MK forms
which seem to be related e.g. Rian-Lan so?, possibly
PMK *co?.

CAT: One common motivation for domestication of
the cat is as a mouser, to keep down rats and other
rodent-damage in surplus stored grain. Conceivably
the PM's may have had and stored surplus grain, but
we have no direct evidence for or against storage, o:
for actual domestication of the cat. We get two
forms: *pusi, (alt. pusu) which seems to be frequent
universally for 'cat', presumably derived from the
"pss" sounds used to call or attract cats. The othe:
form reconstructs to *regm in GRG, and has presumably

related forms in SG.

GOAT: TFor SM one reconstructs *-med', and the
Kherwarian forms *merom, etc., are presumably (at
least the first morpheme of them) cognate. There
seems to be a PMK *bpe? which looks relatable as well.
The Dravidian forms which are somewhat similar13 do
not seem to provide a Dravidian source for the Munda
form. Amond the present-day Munda, goats are left t
forage for themselves, and consequently are not used
as milk animals (nor are cows or buffalo). In gen-
eral, one remarks that the Munda do not seem to be
milk-~drinking people after childhood, in spite of th
keeping of cattle and goats.

PIG: One cannot reconstruct PNM forms for 'pig
but the SM forms presumably go back to a PSM form
(GRG *buXd', SG *bun; cf. KJ forms: bunui/butae),
which is probably *buXd' fer the CF, whatever the FF
may have been,if there was one. We note the exis-
tence of the Proto~Indomesian babuil but doubt any

connection with the Kharia form bunul+ (Presumably



> could reconstruct a root *bui or something of the
-t with various affixes, although this seems unlike-

in view of the related Juang and other SM forms.)

However, the pig is interesting for other rea-
1s, especially from the point of view of its im-
rtance to certain SM groups, notably the Sora and
rum. Both groups have elaborate, built-in enclo-
res or 'pig-houses' with sliding doors beneath the
1er's own house. Both groups disclaim consumption
pork, but the short form in Sora, for example, is
ntical with the short form for 'meat' (jel, from
lu) and both groups contend they raise the pigs for
le to other groups as food. Pigs are not used for
rifices or pujas at home, as are cows, buffalo,

ickens, and, to a lesser degree, goats.

As regards the question of domestication of pigs
>ng the Munda, by Gorum standards of animal hus-
1dry, the pig is given a great deal of care as com-
red with the goat, or even cattle. For the Gorum,
> would definitely have to say the pig is domesti-
ted. Although it forages, rather than being fed,
is kept within the confines of the fenced-in vil-
e, and is not allowed to interbreed with wild or
ral pigs (unlike the situation among the Naga, for
ample, where interbreeding is encouraged). What
> situation may have been among the Proto-Mundas,

7ever, is not at all clear.

CHICKEN: One reconstructs PM *si(X)m, clearly
th the meaning 'chicken' (versus *-tid' or
(-)did"' meaning 'bird'). The specialization of
cabulary with reference to chickens presumably in-
cates long familiarity with them as domesticates.
have, however, no way of ascertaining relative or-

r of domestication of these various animals. Chick-



s

ens are commonly used among the present-day Munda
both in sacrifice and for consumption, but these
practices are of course not restricted to the Munda

groups. (see Table 6)

THE BOVINES: The words for 'buffalo', presum-
ably Bos Bubalus, again look as if they are cognate,
but there are a number of problems in reconstructing
a PM form or forms. Presumably, the NM forms are
metathesized and show vocalic assimilation. The buf-
falo is perhaps the most important animal among both
the North and South Munda today, for ritual and sac-
rificial purposes such as marriages, pujas, and fun-
erals.14 The considerable expense entailed in the
sacrifice of a buffalo reduces the frequency of sac-
rifices, and among the Gorum, for example, for minor
pujas or temporary, interim ones, chickens or even
a symbolic cucumber mixture (with a variety of terms
for the latter) are used as substitutes for the buf-
falo. (see Table 7)

CATTLE: The general word for 'cattle', which
seems to develop into specialized words meaning
specifically 'cow', is the CF -tan, which has a FF
tanlty in SG. This form is not found in North Munda,
nor is there a reconstructible form for 'bull'., For
the latter we find forms borrowed from the Indo-

Aryan languages.

The one form of interest which 1is reconstructi-
ble for Proto-Munda, *oreXj', seems to indicate a
draught animal, sometimes 'cow'. These seem to re-
late to forms in MK for 'cow', and possibly to NMK

*kraak 'buffalo' (Shorto, personal communication).

That the SM word *{j-tan 'cattle-dung', derived

from the PM word for 'faeces' *ij', is from the *tap
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rds and not from *oreXj' suggests a greater gener-
ity for the *tan morpheme in spite of its present
re limited distribution. There is a GRG form
V(-)laj' 'bullock, ox', which is perhaps related to
e Gorum goj' in degoj-kitun, but note also the
range combining form of Gta? hrwe?/-gwe? perhaps
ing back to *ngaij', and suggesting some sort of

terference. (see Table 8)

SUMMARY
The data presented in this paper provides good

idence that the Proto-Mundas, presumably at least‘
00 years B.P. (or earlier) at a conservative esti-
te, had a subsistence agriculture which produced

at least knew grain--in particular rice, two or
ree millets, and at least three legumes. Further,
e agricultural technology included implements

ich presuppose the knowledge and use of such grains
d legumes as food, since the specific and consis-
nt meanings for 'husking pestle' and 'mortar' go

ck, at least in one item, to Proto-Austroasiatic.

Because no solid evidence is obtainable from
nguistic information alone, we cannot claim that
ese food plants or animals were actually domestica-
d. However, we can reconstruct names of animals
ich are usually associated with some level of de-
lopment of settled agriculture, or at least with a
nting and gathering economy which did not exclude

me degree of concomitant sedentary life.

Domestication is a term which covers a great
riety of cultural patterns, and the full domesti-
tion of certain plants and animals must have taken
long time to accomplish. The strongest proof for a
rticular hearth of domestication is generally taken to

that provided by (botanical) cytogenetic evidence.
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However, incontrovertible conclusions coming out of
cytogenetic analyses presuppose these analyses to be
based on a sufficient exploration of the relevant
areas of the world for possibly ancestral plants and
adequate sampling and analyses of all these plants.
Such investigations--and such incontrovertible con-
clusions--are not available for Setaria, Paniceum, or
for the legumes discussed above. Even when a thor-
ough cytogenetic study is made, there is no guarantec
that its results, insofar as they bear on hearths of
domestication, will be clear-cut and unequivacal.

The archaeologist correlates his own findings with
those of the paleobotanists, and, where known and
available, with the findings of linguists and of his-
torians (e.g. those of Ping-ti Ho on early rice cul-
tivation in China). We must reiterate that as lin-
guists we do not claim that we can identify a food
plant as a domesticate, but we do claim that sets of
semantically related terms, and an elaborated nomen-
clature for a particular food plant and its products,
imply rather strongly that these food plants were
known and used by the people speaking this recon-
structed protolanguage. Further, the existence of
certain terms for agricultural operations (e.g. ‘win-
nowing', 'transplanting') strongly suggests that some
degree of domestication of these plants was likely,
and this in turn presupposes some degree of sedentar:
agriculture. Our conclusions are consistent with
those of Berlin (1972) on the development of plant

1
taxonomy nomenclature. 3

Rice, in particular, is strongly attested for
Austroasiatic (c. 6000-5500 B. P.), and the use of
rice by Austroasiatics, presumably somewhere in Sout!]

east Asia, fits in better with the recent discoverie



sites with plant remains made by Solheim, Gormrman

al. in Northern Thailand than do such claims as

se of Ho on behalf of China. This does not mean

t the early inhabitants of the northern Thailand

es were necessarily Austroasiatic speakers. How-
r, it is likely that some Austroasiatics knew rice

y early, and perhaps were responsible for its

nsmission to the west (i.e. to India). The evi-
ce from some early sites in eastern India exhibit-
rice (Chirand; see Vishnu-Mittre 1970b) would be

sistent with such a hypothesis.

Apart from rice, Setaria (italica) and Panicum
liare and/or miliaceum) must have been known to
Proto-Mundas by at least 3500 B.P. However, so
as we know, no cognates for the PM forms have
n found in MK as yet. This may well be because no
has ever elicited such material with any degree
completeness or accuracy, and not because such
nates do not exist. If Setaria italica was domes-
ated in China--a view which some scholars like Ho
'or16——one could expect lexical evidence from areas
ween a (non-South?) Chinese location and the loca-

n of the Proto-Mundas.

Two plant names that are almost universally at-
ted in the contemporary Munda groups, and that
arently have no cognates in the other Austro-
atic languages are the words for 'mango' and 'tur-
ic'. Both of these plants have varied and deep
tural involvements for the Munda groups. Perhaps
nd this does not contradict the botanical evidence,
what little there is of archaeological evidence--
:se plants were first extensively used by the
>to-Mundas, and were important in special ways to

2m. This specialization perhaps largely postdated



the separation of PM from the rest of Austroasiatic,

at least from Proto4Mon~Khmer.l7

Another plant that presents complex (and diffe:
ent) linguistic problems is the chili pepper (Capsi-
cum). There is botanical and archaeological evident
for a domestication in and dissemination from South-
east Asia. The word for 'pepper' in Sanskrit is ce:
tainly borrowed, as well as the older Dravidian
forms, according to Burrow, and a Southeast Asian
source in Austroasiatic (MK specifically) is possi-
ble. However, the Munda data provide no possible
etymologies, since all the known Munda words are
borrowings from Indo-Aryan. (This does not rule ou
the possibility of a PM word now lost without a tra
being itself a borrowing into 0ld Indo-Aryan, i.e.
Sanskrit. If such was the case, one would like som
explanation of why and how all the Munda languages
lost the reflexes of the PM word; however, similar

losses are attested elsewhere.ls)

The linguistic evidence on possibly domesticat
animals tells us very little. Apparently one large
bovine at least was known to the PM's, but not much

more can now be said about it.

In our earlier paper (Zide and Zide 1972), we
claimed that there were no old Munda words for
'metal' or for particular metals. However, we now
think that Sora-Gorum *|uan + Kharia luan 'iron' is
possibly old, i.e. not borrowed. Earlier, the appa
ent similarity of luan with Indo-Aryan words meanin
'iron' (Sanskrit loha, 'copper/iron', basically 're
[dish]', etc.) led us to believe (prematurely) that
*|luan, though admittedly problematic, must have bee

borrowed. 1In Mon-Khmer we have possible cognates i



Mon sluy 'copper' and Khmer |lUy 'money, small
1ge' (these from Shorto, personal communication),
Paul Benedict (personal communication) recon-

icts for his Austro-Tai *lu(y)an 'copper'.

The antiquity of rice for the Proto-Austroasia-
s, ca. 6000 B.P., and some millets and some le-
2s (so far) for the Proto-Mundas, ca. 3500 B.P.,
implications which should be correlated with and
ted by all the paleobotanical, archeological, and
torical findings there are, and by directed future
dy of these problems, so as to maximize what we
know about early agriculture and agricultural

gins in Southeast Asia and in neighboring regions.

1The bibliography of our earlier paper should be

sulted for fuller information on the sources of
e of the linguistic data in our charts. We are
y grateful to Harry Shorto for providing most of
Mon-Khmer forms quoted in this paper.

Much of the work on this paper has been sup-
ted by grants from the National Science Foundation
from the United States Educational Foundation in
ia.

2This sort of reversion is not uncommon in South-

t Asia and elsewhere. A recent example is the so-
led Stoneage Tasaday of Mindanao, who according to
popular press are relics of the Neolithic, where-

the linguistic and ethnographic evidence (F. Eg-

» personal communication) apparently suggests that

y split off from a neighboring group no more than
years ago and withdrew to comparatively inaccess-
e jungle and a simpler subsistence economy.

3One of the few attempts to get at possible cul-

al continuities is that of A. K. Ghosh (1969), who
mined present-day Ho megaliths in the light of
historic megalithic cultures that might be related.

4X is used here to indicate a vowel feature

ch must be reconstructed for Proto-Munda.

5The verb *siy which we reconstruct for PM,
ch has in the past been glossed as 'to plough',
bably need not be defined specifically as 'to



plough', or 'plough-cultivate' but could originally
have meant 'to use a pre-plough instxrument (*sniy)
for purposes of cultivation'. When the tool in use
was replaced by an improved cultivating tool, i.e.
the plough, the verb could have been extended to
mean 'to cultivate' rather than its original, pre-
sumably narrower, meaning. We have no evidence
linguistically to support either assumption.

The existence of doublets for North and Sout!
Munda for many forms suggests several interesting
theories, among them that PNM and PSM may not simpl;
go back to a single proto~language, PM. The fact
that many culturally important cognates, such as th
forms for 'rice', show connections between SM and
PMK, and are lacking or replaced in NM perhaps coul
be attributed to shift of ecological habitat for th
NM's, but could equally well be considered to refle
a partly independent history for North and South Mu
da.

7Cf. H.-J. Pinnow (1959). H. L. Shorto (per-

sonal communication) reconstructs something like
*rkew? for MK.

8The earliest archaeological evidence for ric
in India is at Lothal and Rangpur (ca. 2300 B.C.
according to S. S. Ghosh). There is also a date fr
Ahar in Rajasthan of ca. 1800 B.C. However, what
seem more appropriate in terms of areal considera-
tions are the dates from Navdatoli-Maheshwar, M. P.
from ca. 1600 B.C. (cf. also Vishnu-Mittre 1968,
1970a, and 1970b).

9However, although the earliest dates for
Setaria in China seem to occur at ca. 4000 B.C.,
Isaac (1970) claims there is no botanical evidence
regarding the hearth of domestication of Setaria an
its prominence in Asia.

10The earliest evidence so far for Dolichos bi

florus in India is found in Tekkalakota, dated 1650
B.C. or earlier.

llAnd, by extension, occasionally referring to

the kind of stone from which the mortar, verandah,
etc., is made.

lzThe horse presents an interesting problem,

since a word for 'horse' *kuXrta(g) can be recon-
structed for at least Koraput Munda and probably fo
South Munda, which is surprising in view of the pre
sumed absence of horses in the area at that time.
The chronological problems of whether the horse was
known in Eastern India (since presumably the SM peo



never got far into Central India) are not insolu-
but in what context the SM's knew and used the

se remains a mystery. The usual view is that the
se was brought in by the Indo-Aryans, but there

> seems to be some evidence of equine remains at
lur in Mysore, dated by C-14 to ca. 1600 B.C. (cf.
. R. Allchin 1969:319-320, and R. Thapar, 1969).
speculations of Przyluski (1929) about North

la sadam/sadom 'horse' as the source of various
skrit dynastic names seems dubious.

13Cf. Burrow and Emeneau (1961:DED 4174) for
-goat, and/or the onomatopoetic bleating of goats.

14Since the ethnography of the South Munda

ips has not been studied systematically--or, in

> cases, at all--such information as whether or
buffaloes are used as draught animals by various
la groups is at best available only in fragmen-

y and unreliable form.

15Berl:{.n (1972:72) states 'one should not expect
find varietal ethnobotanical nomenclature except
the languages of societies which practice rather
ined methods of cultivation; all the information
ilable to me at the moment shows that legitimate
ietal names occur almost exclusively in the
ssification of important cultivars.'

16Note that Isaac (1970) does not accept as
ticularly likely a Chinese hearth of domestica-
1 for the millets (including Setaria).

17Note, however, the widespread uses of tur-

ic elsewhere in Asia and Oceania discussed by
1er (1964) and Sterly (1967). The history and
2ad of such uses would repay close study.

18Perhaps the Proto-Munda word for 'twenty' was
t in much the same way. The PM's had a vigesimal
tem of counting, and must have had an old word (or
ds) for 'twenty'.
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