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preponderance of forms occurs outside of the Tai-Kadai family is itself an indication that 
the Tai forms are borrowed into Tai. 

2 The data 

I t  is important to note that no attempt has been made to be definitive. There is no doubt 
whatsoever that, for example, more Tibeto-Burman counterparts could be discovered with 
additional work. Similarly, it is likely that more Chinese counterparts could be discovered by 
searching with greater care. The paper would certainly have been improved in terms of 
clarity had the Karlgren forms been systematically replaced by the Baxter forms. 
Nonetheless, the evidence is overwhelming. 

The data for this paper come from a multitude of sources. For the Tai languages, the base 
comes from Gedney ( 1 989). Anyone who has read Gedney's work is familiar with the care 
and meticulousness that he assembles his data. That material is supplemented by other 
works by Gedney, specifically his dictionaries of Lungming ( 1 99 1 a), Yay ( 1 99 1 b), and Saek 
( 1 993). The reconstructions of PTai follow Strecker ( 1 983), who first suggested combining 
Li's ( 1 977) initials with Sarawit's ( 1 973) vowels and then critiqued both analyses. For the 
Tai-Kadai, the reconstructions of the various subgroups are examined: for Proto Be, the 
basic sources are Hansell ( 1 988) and my own notes; for Proto Kam-Sui (PKS), the basic 
source is Thurgood ( 1 988), a work that incorporates Li ( 1 965), supplemented by other forms 
that needed to be examined specifically for this paper; for the Proto Hlai, that is, the Li 
languages of Hainan, the basic source is Thurgood ( 1 99 1 ), a work that owes a great deal to 
Matisoff ( 1 98 8); for the Chinese component of Sino-Tibetan, the main source has been 
Karlgren ( 1 923, 1 957), but also examined were Baxter ( 1 992) and Li ( 1 976). And, for the 
Tibeto-Burman component of Sino-Tibetan, the major source was Benedict ( 1 972), with 
various other sources used for subgroups: for Proto Lolo-Burmese (PLB) Burling ( 1 967), 
Matisoff ( 1 972), Bradley ( 1 979), and Thurgood ( 1 977) were used, for so-called Northern 
Naga French ( 1 983)  was used. For Proto Austronesian, Blust's files and reconstructions 
were used, sometimes supplemented by personal communication. For the Malayic subgroup, 
Adelaar ( 1 992) was used and for Proto Chamic (PC), Thurgood ( 1 999) was used. For the 
Mon-Khmer (MK) branch of Austroasiatic several reconstructions of subgroups were used: 
Proto South-Bahnaric (PSB: Blood 1 967, 1 968 ,  1 974 [who reconstructs Proto Mnong, but 
uses a data base broad enough to make it equivalent to PSB most of the time] ; Efimov 
1 987), Wa (Diffloth 1 980), Proto North-Bahnaric (PNB: Smith 1 972), and Proto Katuic 
(Thomas 1 967;  Peiros 1 996). 

Each of the sets has been assigned a number with the numbers in the text corresponding to 
the numbers in the tables. 

3 The internal evidence 

The most obvious internal evidence that these forms are borrowings is the very 
alternations in tones and initials to identify this particular set of forms. Unless another series 
of obstruents can be reconstructed for PT, these forms are irregular in PT: these forms do 
not fit with any of the series reconstructed thus far. That is, if they are reconstructed with 
voiceless initials, they are irregular in NT; if they are reconstructed with voiced initials, they 
are irregular in ST. It was because of this problem, of course, that Gedney proposed 
reconstructing a new series of obstruents for these forms in the first place. 
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At this point, it is imperative to emphasise that just the fact these fifty-one forms 
manifest a certain regularity in their correspondence patterns does not ensure that they are 
native forms. It is common for borrowings to exhibit regular correspondence patterns within 
the recipient language. To cite an obvious example (and ignoring other evidence that the 
more Latinate forms are borrowed), within Germanic the initials of the English borrowed 
forms penta-, pater-, Pisces, and pecuniary correspond as nicely as do the inherited five, 
father, fish, and few, at least upon first inspection. Thus, the existence of regular 
correspondence patterns within a subset of the vocabulary is interesting but by itself tells 
little about the ultimate origins of the forms, aside from indicating that, if the forms are 
borrowed, most of them must have been borrowed before the breakup of ST and NT. 

Beyond the simple alternation in the tonal patterns that correlates with the split between 
ST and NT, there are numerous other pieces of evidence within Tai suggesting the forms are 
loans, some relatively weak, some much stronger. One weak indicator is the fact that the 
pattern involves only a small number of forms, some fifty-one or so. However, the small 
number by itself proves little. After ali, the so-called third tone reconstructed for Lolo­
Burmese is only manifested by some fifty or so forms and is an internal development within 
Tibeto-Burman. 

More telling are the indications of irregularities within the examples themselves. Given 
that many of the forms manifesting these patterns are also found outside Tai and, for that 
matter, outside of the Tai-Kadai family, irregularities in the forms within Tai are what one 
might associate with borrowing, particularly late borrowing. It is simply a basic part of 
methodology to assume that, if a form occurs in more than one language family and 
corresponds regularly within one family but irregularly within the other, it was borrowed into 
the family in which it behaves irregularly. While in many cases it remains to be proven that 
these forms behave regularly outside of Tai-Kadai, it is evident that a number of these forms 
behave irregularly within Tai-Kadai. 

Both Li and Gedney raised questions about the internal correspondences of a number of 
the forms. In Table 2, the forms within Tai itself show various irregularities, all of them 
serious enough to disqualify the form as an example of the pattern. (39) The form *Goin 
AlB -t, in addition to minor problems, has a basic tonal discrepancy; it is tone A in 
Southern Tai, but tone B in NT. (40) The form *Fia A, with the range of meanings 
including 'braid; harrow; part of loom' apparently has irregular initials, tones, and vowels in 
its various manifestations. The picture is complicated by both its unclear semantics and the 
fact that it is not widely attested. Gedney ( 1 989a:247) suggested this etymon may actually 
be two etyma which have fallen together in some dialects. (4 1 )  The form *Giaw B is too 
weakly attested to be considered a serious exemplar of the pattern. (42) On semantic 
grounds, the form *Zii A is a likely borrowing but it is so marginally attested that, in any 
case, it is a very weak exemplar of the pattern. (43)  The form *Za Y A - i t  shows 
irregularities in the vowel length of its Siamese form (signified by -1), and in its initials 
(signified by -i), in its tones (signified by -t). Further, as Li ( 1 977 : 1 5 1 )  noted, the 'NT forms 
seem to go back to PT *gw- and may not be directly related' .  (44) The form for 'line; row' 
has an irregular tone in Saek, as Gedney notes, but is otherwise okay. (45) The form *Zuam 
C is not even attested in NT. It is only included by Gedney because it appears to have had an 
originally voiced initial in Kam-Sui. (46) In a similar way, the form *Piaa B/C -t is tonally 
irregular, having tone B reflexes in ST but tone C reflexes in NT. (47) The form *GOO1J A is 
irregular in both its tones and its vowels. (48) Finally, the form *Zaaw C -i for 'pole' has an 
irregular initial; the ST forms reconstruct with a *z- ,  but the NT forms in part reflect PT *J-
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and in part *z-. (49) The form *Gwaa A -t has, as Li ( 1 977:238) noted, 'irregularity in the 
initial' ;  it also has, as indicated by my -t, irregularities in its tonal reflexes (The superscripted 
x indicates that, quite apart from this analysis, I had determined that the form was originally 
a loan into PT. (50) The form for 'ripe; cooked ' has irregularities in its initial 
correspondences. (5 1 )  Aside from the word being marginally attested, the final of the form 
for 'pole; staff' is irregular. 

Table 2:  Internal problems within Tai 

PTai Siamese Lungming Saek Yay 
(SWT) (CT) (NT) (NT) 

39.  *Goin AlB -t kh:xm5 kuan5 -t 'log' 

40. *pja A fia5 via I -t /4; 'to braid; loom, part of; 
phia2 -t; to harrow' 
phwa2 -t 

4 1 .  *Giaw B 'cross the arms' 

42. *Zii A sii5 si4 'fifth earthly branch' 

43 .  *Za Y A -it saay5 saay l -1 sn,4 saay6 -t 'late; in the morning' 
'time' 'afternoon' 

44. *Deew A th££w5 tweew4 th££w2 -t 'line; row' 

45.  *Zuam C suam3 suum 3 'room; compartment' 

46. *Piaa B/C -t phaa 3 phia5 pwa5 'cloth, clothing' 

47. *GOOI) A (khraal) I) reel) I -t kOI)4 _V 'to moan' 

48.  *Zaaw C - i  saw3 saaw3 yaaw6 -i 8aaw6 -i 'pole' 

49. x*Gwaa A -t khwaa 5 saa l khwaa 4 kwa4 'right [hand] '  

50. *Zuk D -i suk2 sok3 suk6 suk J 'ripe; cooked' 

5 1 .  xDiJ:J C -v 'pole; staff' 

These purely internal considerations eliminate roughly a quarter of the proposed sets from 
consideration. Remembering that there were only fifty-one or so manifestations of the 
pattern, this reduction in the number of attested sets is of concern. It is also instructive that 
most of these irregularities were noted by Li, by Gedney, or by both. 

4 The wider Tai-Kadai evidence 

An examination of counterparts in other subgroups of Tai-Kadai (Proto Be, Proto Kam­
Sui, and Proto Hlai) shows that many of the corresponding forms are, within one or more of 
these subgroups, demonstrably borrowed, as is evident either from tonal patterns, initial 
patterns, or both. 

The evaluation of wider Tai-Kadai evidence depends heavily on the reconstructions which 
have already been done of the various subgroups. Although much remains to be done before 
the reconstructions of any of these languages can be said to be fully understood, the basic 
relationships are now understood. For a large number of the Gedney forms, wider Tai-Kadai 
shows evidence that the forms are borrowings. (5) The form 'to rake' has a reconstruction in 
KS that makes it evident that it is a loan. ( 1 4) The form for 'cooked rice' has an irregular 
initial, final, and tone, making it a loan. ( 1 5) The form 'sharpen; to grind' has an irregular 
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tone and initial in PBe. ( 1 9) The form for 'sugar' is unreconstructable in PHlai, due to its 
irregularities. In Hlai, it has an irregular final and tone; in fact, the final is a final that is 
restricted to loans. (22) The form for 'ten' has an initial in PKS that is restricted to loans. 
(23)  The form for 'thick; dense' has an irregular final and is not reconstructable in KS. (26) 
The form for 'carry; hold' occurs in KS, but the irregular vowel correspondences suggest that 
it was borrowed into KS. (27) For 'arrive, reach', aside from the vowel of the PBe form, the 
forms in the individual languages look fine, but any cross-language examination will run into 
serious problems, that is, the initials vary across languages in a way that it is unlikely to be 
reconstructable at a higher level. (28) The form for 'bean' is a borrowing in KS. (29) The 
form for 'bowl; cup' has an irregular final in PBe. (30) The second form for 'bundle' has an 
initial in KS that appears to be restricted to borrowed words. (3 1 )  The form for 'chopsticks' 
within both PBe and PHlai has as of yet no obvious internal problems, but the problem will 
come in attempting to fit these forms into a reconstruction of Proto Tai-Kadai. (32) The 
form for 'eggplant' is a borrowing into KS and Hlai. (33) The KS reflexes of the form 
*DuGlJ B 'weigh' ,  xdGlJS, indicate a voiced onset while the tonal reflexes indicate a voiceless 
onset. Thus, the form was borrowed into KS. (34) The form for 'bank (paddy)' has variant 
tones in PBe, but otherwise has no problems. (35) For the form *Gut D -t 'dig, hollow out' ,  
the PKS form is a borrowing and the final of the PHlai suggests it  is a borrowing. Gedney 
speculated that this word would sometimes fall together with a distinct word meaning *khuut 
D 'scrape, grate' and that two words are involved. Gedney is clearly right, with both words 
showing up in PHlai and in Sino-Tibetan as distinct etymon. (36) The Kam-Sui (KS) 
reflexes of the form *xay C 'excrement ', xke4 -ti, indicate a voiced initial but the tonal 
reflexes indicate a voiced initial. (37) The KS reflexes of the form x*Giaay B, xki2/6 -tif, 
indicate a voiceless initial but the tonal reflexes indicate a voiced initial. Thus, the word is 
borrowed. The form 'ride on horseback' is irregular throughout Tai-Kadai. (38) The word 
for 'ear' is unique, both in PTai and elsewhere. Thus, it has no value in establishing these 
patterns. In fact, its only potential value is as an exemplar of an already established pattern. 
That is, if the analysis is established, the analysis might be used to explicate 'ear', but not the 
other way around. (47) The form for 'to moan ' is quite irregular in PHlai. (5 1 )  The form 
for 'pole' is very irregular in KS. (50) The form 'ripe; cooked, done' has a PKS initial that is 
only found with loanwords. 

PTai 

2. *Gum A 

3 .  *fiaaIJ B 
5 .  *Graay B 

8 .  x*Gun - t  
1 2 . *Dak D t? 

1 4. *xaw C  

1 5 . *Fan A 

1 9. *DiaIJ A 

20. *xam A -t 
2 l .  *Fon B 

Table 3 :  Tai-Kadai counterparts 

PBe 

*v:mi/3 -it 
xllhaIJ2 

*kam2 

*pfon4 f? 

PKS 

*hIJla:1J5 

x*khra:i5 

*dak8 

xfiau4 -fit 
*gwan2 

*da:IJ2 

*kam i 

PHlai 

*kho:n3 

*ka :n2 

xtha:IJ3 -tf 
*xuam i  

*pu:IJ3 

'pit; ditch' 

'young [chicken] ' 
'to rake' 
'to bundle' 
'male [animal] ' 

'cooked rice' 
'sharpen, to; grind' 
'sugar' 
'bitter' 
'dust; dusty' 
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22. *Zip D -i *tvpB v? x*zupB 'ten' 
23.  *Dii B xdai4 -f 'thick, dense' 
24. x*D()m A *h:Jm2 *thlam 1 *thuam3 'pond, pool; dam' 
2S. *X()P D *kapl 'bite; chew' 
26. *Dii A -i xday2 -v 'carry; hold' 

27. *D()I) A *cfcll) 1 *tal)l *cfa:n3 'arrive, reach' 
28.  x*Dia B *h:Ju4 xdau6 -f *hfi?au1  'bean' 

29. *Duay C *cf:Ju 1 -f *du:i4 'bowl, cup' 
30. *Zuk D -i x*dzu:kB 'to bundle' 
3 l .  *Dii A *su4 *thi:p7 'chopsticks' 
32. x*Gia A *ki04 Xgia -fit X*kUl- -it 'eggplant' 
33 .  *Dual) B *S()1)3 xdQlJ5 'weigh' 
34. *Fal) B *pwial)114 *pwal)5 'bank [paddy]' 
3S .  *Gut D -t *ku?B xkw()tl x*hn?ut7 ? 'dig, hollow out' 
36. *x()y C *kai4 xke4 -ti *xa .-i3 'excrement' 
37. x*Giaay B *xi4 -ft xki216 -tif 'ride on horseback' 

38 .  *Brwa A *sa 1 *khra 1 *ly?ail 'ear' 

4 l .  *Giaw B *khiew4 'cross the arms' 

44. *Deew A *J5?0."i2 'line, row' 
46. *Piaa B/C -t *pfa3 'cloth, clothing' 
47. *Gool) A *tsal)2 xkal)i -iv 'to moan' 

48. *Zaaw C -i *hrzu 1 'pole; pillar' 
49. X*Gwaa A -t *hwa 1 'right [hand]' 
SO. *Zuk D -i x*zukB 'ripe; done; cooked' 
S l .  xDil) C -v *h()1)3 xgjUl)4 -iv 'pole; staff' 

5 Counterparts in other language families 

Finally, when one looks beyond Tai-Kadai, an inordinate number of the fifty-one or so 
forms are found in Chinese (and, often, in Tibeto-Burman as well), in Austronesian, or in 
Mon-Khmer languages. In fact, around two-thirds of the suggested forms displaying the 
critical correspondence patterns in Tai have counterparts in such non-Tai-Kadai languages. 

The Old Chinese forms are of particular significance. The preponderance of forms from 
Chinese indicates that Chinese was a major donor to the Tai languages, a finding that is 
certainly not new. It is significant that, of the fifty-one forms being considered, thirty-four 
have Chinese counterparts. Notice that the direction of borrowing must overwhelmingly, 
although not necessarily exclusively, be from Chinese into Tai. The possibility, of course, 
exists that some forms were borrowed in the other direction, that is, from Tai into Chinese. 
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2 .  
8 .  
9 .  

1 0 . 

I I . 
1 2 . 

1 3 . 

1 4. 

1 7 . 

1 8 . 

1 9 . 
20. 

2 I .  
22.  
23 .  
24. 
25. 

28 .  
29. 
30. 
3 I .  
32.  
33 .  

Graham Thurgood 

Table 4:  Old Chinese (OC) forms 

PTai GSR 
(GWT) 

*Gum A AD 378 
x*Gun - t  23 1j 
*Zdk D 85 1 a; 

877q 
*Dwak D 

*Dn A -i 3 1 5a 
*Ddk D t? 96 1 h ' 

*Puu C l O l a; 
1 02a 

*xaw C  AD 60 1 

*Paa B 250 

*Duam B -1 6 1 4c ;  
643g 

*DIaIJ A AD 973 
*Xdm A -t 49u 

*Fon B 374a 
*Zip D -i 686a 
*Dii B 1 0831 
x*Ddm A AD 969 
*xdp D 660f 

x*DIa B 1 1 8ac 
*Duay C 1 1 6a 
*Zuk D -i AD 900 
*Dii A 45j 
x*GIa A AD 342 
*DuaIJ B; 894g 
x*IaIJ B 

Karlgren 
OC 

*k 'am 

*d '[wan 

*diek · � , 
*d'iek 

*tad 

*d 'dk 

*p[wo, 

*b '[wo 
'father' 
*xau '  
'a kind of 
rice' 
*p 'wa 
'break ' 
*g 'dm 
'submerge; 
flood' 
*d 'ang 

*k 'o 

*d'[en 

*d 'dP 
*d '[og 

*d'am 

*tSdP 'bite' 

*d'u 

*tu 

*i[wok 

*d'[o 

*g 'i9-

*t '[dng 

Baxter 
OC 

Li ( 1 976) 
*thjuk 

'to butt' 
*tats 

*dlk 

*phajs 

*kha7 
'bitter' 
*drjin 

*dos 

*t07 

Li ( 1 976) 
*thjdng; 

*thjdngh 

Mandarin 

kiin 

jizhong 

deli 

gongde; te 

gong[jz7 

m{ 

po 

zhangchao 

tang 

ku; suan 

chen 

sh{ 

ch6um{ 

tan 

yao; jiao; 
dfng 

dou 

dou 

kun 

zhu; kuiLid 
. ,  0 qleZl 

'pit; ditch' 
'to bundle' 
'enemy; war' 

'hit target; correct; 
cheap' 

'hold; carry' 
'male, young 
[animal] ' 
'person; male' 

'rice' 

'split, hew' 

'flood; submerge; 
soak' 

'sugar' 
'bitter' 

'dust; dusty' 
'ten' 
'thick, dense' 
'pond; pool ' 
'bite; chew' cf. 
'hold in ja ws' 
'bean' 
'bowl, cup' 
'to bundle' 
'chopsticks' 
'eggplant' 
'weight; weigh 
down' 
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34. *FalJ B 

3S .  *Gut D -t 
36 .  *X()y C 
37.  x*Giaay B 

38 .  *Hrwa A 
46. *Piaa B/C -t 
47. *GOOlJ A 
48.  *Zaaw C -i 
49. x*Gwaa A -t 
SO. *Zuk D -i 
S 1 .  xDif) C -v 

1 8 1k ;  
389j;  
390a 
496p 
S6 1d  
l u  

9 8 1 a  
1 02jl 
AD 69 
1 29h 
99Si 
1 026a 
722b 

*b 'wan; 
*pien; 
*b 'ien 

*k 'w()t 

*)(i()r 

*g 'ia; 
*g'ji� 
*ni()g 

*pwo 

*ng 

*d 'iu 

*giug 

*diok 

*d 'iang 

, bfn; 'bank of paddy; 
*pjin; pfn shore' 
*bjin 

*khut je; WQ 'dig, hollow out' 
*xJi [?J 'excrement' 

q£ 'ride on horseback ' 

*nj? er; erduo 'ear' 
j{n; bit 'cloth; clothing' 
sheny£n 'to moan' 
zhitd 'pole' 
you 'right [hand] ' 
shu 'ripe; cooked' 
dong 'pole, staff' 

Several of the forms in Table 4 merit further comment. ( 1 8) The form for 'flood; 
submerge; soak ' is apparently a member of a word family. In any case, it looks to be 
borrowed. (20) The form for 'bitter' is intriguing because of the final -m. As Table 4 and 
Table S (Tibeto-Burman counterparts) both show, the Sino-Tibetan form for 'bitter' ends in a 
vowel, not with a final -m . Precisely where the final came from is not clear. (2S) The forms 
for 'bite; chew' and various other related etyma are probably not, despite their presence in 
Chinese, Tibeto-Burman, and Tai, original to any of these groups, but rather, as Table 6 
(Mon-Khmer counterparts) shows, are probably ultimately Mon-Khmer borrowings. This 
should not be too surprising as Austroasiatic speakers (Mon-Khmer) inhabited much of 
mainland Southeast Asia before the arrival of the Sino-Tibetan or Tai speakers. Various 
other forms in the table might also be original ly Mon-Khmer, rather than Chinese, but in 
most cases it was probably from Chinese that the Tai speakers borrowed the forms. (24) The 
form for 'pool ; pond' has a Chinese counterpart, but it also seems to have a Malay 
counterpart in kolam, which apparently has a Tamil origin. 

Just from the forms in Table 4, it is evident that although some of the borrowing might 
have gone the other way, the bulk of the borrowings went from Chinese to Tai. The 
argument that a form went from Chinese to Tai is particularly strong when a form is also 
reconstructed for Tibeto-Burman subgroups. (2S) For the forms for 'bite; gnaw', it is 
possible that these are ultimately of MK origin. (3S) For the form for 'dig; hollow out' there 
is a good PTB cognate, and, as Gedney suspected, a separate form for 'scrape; grate' with 
the shape *khuut7• 

A caveat is in order: only a handful of the Tibeto-Burman forms were examined here. 
Thus, no particular significance should be attached to gaps in the Tibeto-Burman data. I f  the 
direction of potential borrowing were more of a question, more time and energy would have 
gone into identifying TB counterparts. 

The oldest layer of borrowings should be MK as Austroasiatic speakers are the oldest 
speakers found in the region (Table 6). (S) The form for 'to rake' ,  if it is related, has 
undergone some changes in Tai. ( 1 9) The form for 'sugar' is also found in Chinese. Thus, it 
is not clear what the donor language for the Tai form was. What is clear is that 'sugar' was 
borrowed into Tai-Kadai. (2S) MK is the apparent source for 'to bite' .  It reconstructs with 



1 78 Graham Thurgood 

basically the same form in four subgroups of MK. (28) The form for 'bean' ,  which also 
occurs in Chinese, appears to be ultimately of MK origin. (3 1 ) The form for 'chopsticks' 
appears in MK, although it is quite possible that this reflects an ultimately Chinese origin. 

Table 5 :  Tibeto-Burman counterparts 

PTai PNN WT PLB PTB OC 
(French) (PKB) (Karlgren) 

7. * Giay A *krwiy 'son-in-law' 
20. *xam A -t *C-kha kha *ka2 *ka *k'o 'bitter' 
2 l .  *Fon B panl  'dust, dusty' 

(Konyak) 
22. *Zip D -i *gip *d ':ap 'ten' 
23 .  *Dii B mthug *tu l *tow *d ':iog 'thick' 
24 . x*Dam A *tum2 *d ':am 'pond; pool' 
25. *xap D *gak -f *m-gwap; hap *tsap 'bite; gnaw' 

*C-kwap 

35 .  *Gut D -t *r-ko-t *k:wat 'dig, hollow out' 
36. *xay C *kyiy2 *kliy *xiar 'excrement' 
37 . x*Giaay B *dzi2 *g ':ia; 'ride [horse] ' 

*g ':ji� 
38 .  *firwa A *na rna *s-na2- *g-na *riiag 'ear' 

5 l .  xDilj C -v *thulj *d:iang 'post; house' 

Table 6: Mon-Khmer counterparts 

PTai PNB PSB Wa PKatuic PKatuic 
(Smith) (Efimov) (Diffloth) (Peiros) (Thomas) 

5 .  *Graay B *kuc 'to rake' 
1 9. *Di8IJ A *srada:1j 'sugar' 
25. *xap D *ki1p *kap *ki1p *ki1p *kap 'bite' 

'eat' 
28 . x*Dia B *toh *tu:h *tuh 'bean; pea ' 
3 l .  *Dii A *dualh 'chopsticks' 
34 . *Falj B *plak 'bank [river, 

paddy] ;  shore' 

Several of the forms in the Gedney list have apparent Austronesian counterparts (Table 
7). Bear in mind that Austronesian speakers were located south of the Yangtze roughly 
8 ,000 years ago and that a number of the loans that they left behind have already been 
identified (Thurgood 1 994). (6) The form for 'house; hut; tent' is reconstructed for PChamic 
(PC), but it is undoubtedly borrowed from the neighbouring MK languages. ( 1 8) The forms 
for 'soak' are found throughout Austronesian, but are, as mentioned already, part of a word 
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family, which I suspect to ultimately be MK in origin. (24) The form for 'pond; pool' is 
found in Malay, where it is a borrowing from Tamil. (25) The form for 'bite' ,  despite being 
found in PC, is ultimately a MK borrowing. (34) The form for 'bank; shore' is found in 
Austronesian as well as in MK. 

Table 7: Austronesian counterparts 

PTai PChamic Malay PMalayic PMP PAn 

4. *Dian B *huta:n hutan *hutan *qutan *quCaN 'forest; jungle' 

6. *DiafJ C -t x*sa:fJ 'house; hut; 

tent' 

1 8 . *Duam B - 1 X*tram rendam *edem; 'soak' 

'to flood' *Redem 

24. x*Dam A kolam 'pond, pool' 

25 .  *xap D Hkap 'bite' 

27. *DafJ A datang *datlj *datefJ 'come; arrive' 

34. *FafJ B tebing *te[mJbifJ 'bank; shore' 

45 .  *Zuam C *rumah rumah *rumah *Rumaq *Rumaq 'house' 

5 1 .  xDif} C -v tiafJ *tiafJ 'pole; post' 

5 Conclusions 

The obvious conclusion one reaches in evaluating the set of forms pulled together by 
Gedney is that, as a whole, the forms are overwhelmingly, if not exclusively, borrowed into 
Tai. An examination of Table 8 makes the case rather convincingly. It summarises the 
discussions of data in this paper, with the forms listed by the same numbers used earlier in 
this work. Each of the fifty-one forms is listed, along with two types of information: whether 
there is a problem with the reconstruction either within the Tai subgroup (Tai problem) 
or within Tai-Kadai (TK) and whether an apparent counterpart turns up outside of 
Tai-Kadai, that is, in Old Chinese (OC), in Tibeto-Burman (TB), in Mon-Khmer, or in Proto 
Austronesian (pAn). 

The significance of the irregularities of the reconstructions within Tai-Kadai is that such 
irregularities are a potential indication that the forms were borrowed. It is worth pointing out 
that the converse proves little, that is, the fact that a form behaves regularly does not make it 
a native form, although it may indicate that it was borrowed into the proto-language, as 
forms borrowed into a proto-language before it breaks up into dialects behave just as 
regularly as do the native forms. Note that 1 3  forms show significant irregularities in their 
Tai correspondences and 1 2  show irregularities in their wider Tai-Kadai correspondences. 
The fact that a large number of the Tai forms do not show up at all in wider Tai-Kadai also 
raises some questions. Of the 5 1  forms in Gedney's list, 2 5  or roughly half have 
reconstruction problems in either Tai or in Tai-Kadai. 

The second question summarised in the table is whether an apparent counterpart shows up 
outside of Tai-Kadai. Aside from Old Chinese, with a handful of exceptions, a form was 
only considered a counterpart if it is reconstructed in another family. Note that 34 forms 
occur in OC, with several more occurring in modern Mandarin, that is, roughly two-thirds of 
the forms show up in OC. It is unlikely that OC has borrowed two-thirds of the Tai 
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vocabulary. Another dozen show up in Tibeto-Burman, 6 more in Mon-Khmer, and 8 more 
in PAn, although 2 of the PChamic forms are obviously borrowed from MK. In  total, 
roughly 40 of the 5 1  forms show up in other language families. 

Table 8: An overall evaluation of Gedney's forms 

PTai Tai TK OC TB MK PAn 
problem 

I .  *Fay A 'boil; ulcer' 
2 .  *Gum A 'pit; ditch' 

3 .  *BaaIJ B 'young [chicken] , 

4. *Dian B x 'forest; wild' 
5 .  *Grai B x 'rake, to' 
6. *DiaIJ C -t x x MK 'hut, field' 
7 .  *Giay A x 'son-in-law' 
8 .  x*Gun -t x 'to bundle' 
9 .  *Zak D x 'enemy; war' 

1 0 . *Dwak D x 'hit target; correct' 
I I . *D# A -i x 'hold; carry' 
1 2 . *Dak D t? x 'male, young [animal]' 
1 3 . *Puu C x 'person; male' 
1 4 . *x,aw C x 'rice' 
1 5 . *Fan A x 'sharpen; grind' 
1 6 . *Faay B x 'side, part' 
1 7. *Paa B x 'split; hew' 
1 8 . *Duam B -1 x x 'flood, to' 
1 9 . *Di81J A x x 'sugar' 
20. *xam A -t x x 'bitter' 
2 I .  *Fon B x x 'dust; dusty' 
22. *Zip D -i x x 'ten' 
23 .  *Dii B x x 'thick, dense' 
24. x*Dam A x x x 'pond; pool' 
25 .  *xap D x x x x MK 'bite' 
26. *Dii A -i x 'carry; hold' 
27.  *DaIJ A x x 'arrive, reach' 
28 .  x*Dia B x x 'bean' 
29. *Duay C x x 'bowl, cup' 
30. *Zuk D -i x x 'to bundle' 
3 I .  *Dii A x x 'chopsticks' 
32. x*Gia A x x 'eggplant' 
33 .  *DuaIJ B x 'weight; weigh down' 
34. *FaIJ B x x x x 'bank (paddy); shore' 



35.  
36 .  
37 .  

38 .  
39 .  
40. 
4 l .  
42. 
43 .  
44. 
45. 
46. 
47. 
48. 
49. 
50. 
5 l .  
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*Gut D -t x x x 'dig, hollow out' 

*xlJy C x X x 'excrement' 
x*Giaay B x x x 'ride on horseback ' 

*firwa A unique x 'ear' 
*Goin AIB -t x 'log' 
*Fia A x 'braid; harrow; loom' 
*Giaw B x 'cross the arms' 
*Zii A x 'fifth earthly branch'  
*ZaY A -it x 'late; in the morning' 
*Deew A x 'line, row' 
*Zuam C x x 'room; compartment' 
*Piaa B/C -t x x 'cloth; clothing' 
*GOOlJ A x x 'to moan' 
*Zaaw C -i x x 'pole' 
X*Gwaa A -t x x 'right [hand] ' 
*Zuk D -i x x 'ripe; cooked' 
xDilJ C -v x x x x 'pole; post' 

Only 3 forms - the first three on the table - emerge untarnished. The remaining 48 
show either internal problems within Tai-Kadai or have a counterpart in another language 
family. Thus, while there may be room for argument about details of individual forms, the 
overall conclusion seems irrefutable: these forms were borrowed into Tai after the breakup 
of PT. It is important to note that this conclusion is not so much a refutation of Gedney's 
paper as an extension and clarification of it . It was Gedney who assembled the forms and it 
was Gedney who pointed out that they posed a problem for the reconstruction of PT. He then 
examined several potential internal solutions but he clearly found fault with each of them. 
The contribution of this paper is to account for the problem through an external solution -
borrowing. 

The conclusion opens up three obvious areas for future work. First, as Gedney noted in 
his paper ( 1 989a:254), Li ( 1 977 : 1 93)  observed that White Tai has kh- 'chiefly for words 
with tone alternations and x- for words with no tone alternations'. The forms with the tone 
alternations are borrowed, with the kh- reflex simply a further indication of this fact. The 
question is to what degree does the White Tai kh- versus x- distinction correlate with a 
borrowed versus native distinction? Second, to what degree will the recognition of these 
words as borrowings help simplify the reconstruction of PT, particularly the vowels. Third, 
and far more speculatively, will Gedney 's puzzle ( 1 989b [ 1 97 1 ]) ,  which lays out 
irregularities in the vowel correspondences of Tai also turn out to be the result of borrowing? 
If, as I suspect, the answer is yes, then it should be possible to reconstruct a much less 
esoteric vowel inventory for Tai, while at the same time clarifying not only that a large 
number of the forms that exist in both Chinese and Tai are borrowed, not inherited, but also 
documenting the directionality of the borrowing. 
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1 1  The rise and fall and rise and fall 

of Proto Malayo-Polynesian 

STANLEY STAROSTA 

1 Introduction 1 

The career of the Malayo-Polynesian (MP) language family has had its ups and downs. 
Originally proposed as a name for the great language family spread across much of the 
Pacific Ocean, parts of mainland Southeast Asia, and as far west as Madagascar, the term 
'Malayo-Polynesian' was later replaced by Wilhelm Schmidt's term 'Austronesian', and was 
then subsequently rehabilitated by Robert Blust ( 1 977 : 1 0) as a name for the Austronesian 
languages spoken outside Taiwan. The hypothesis that all Austronesian languages outside 
Taiwan belong to a single subgroup was first proposed by Otto Dahl ( 1 973)  (Ross 
1 99 5b: 1 02, fn.25) and is generally accepted by Austronesian scholars: 

The unity of the Malayo-Polynesian languages is probably not open to serious question, 
and Proto Malayo-Polynesian is readily reconstructible. (Ross 1 995b:69) 

. . .  2 .  there is unambiguous evidence for a subgroup, which includes all extra-Formosan 
languages ' . . .  (Blust 1 995a:5 86) 

Blust regarded these languages as a first-order subgroup of Proto Austronesian, and while he 
gave explicit evidence for his claim that these languages formed a subgroup, he simply 
assumed by default that they were a first-order subgroup of the proto-language. In this paper 
I will try to show that this assumption is almost certainly incorrect, and I follow up a few of 
the consequences of this conclusion. 

This paper germinated while I was spending five months at the Centre Nationale de la Recherches 

Scientifiques sur l 'Asie Orientale in Paris under a grant from the French Ministere de I 'Education 

Nationale de la Recherche et de la Technologie, and owes much to extended discussions I had there with 

Laurent Sagart and Lawrence Reid. I would like to thank the Ministry for its support, the CRLAO for its 

hospitality, and Laurie and Laurent for their time and ideas, as well as acknowledge with thanks theirs and 

Woody Mott's comments on an earlier draft of this paper. I hereby absolve them of all responsibility for 

what I have done with their suggestions in the final version. 

Robert S. Bauer, ed. Collected papers on southeast Asian and PaClfic languages, 185-203. 
Canberra: Pacific Linguistics, 2002. 
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2 Malayo-Polynesian as a f"lrst-order subgroup 

The assumption that Malayo-Polynesian is a first-order subgroup of Proto Austronesian is 
well established in the literature: 

I have argued for the following major divisions: 1 )  Austronesian splits into at least one 
Formosan subgroup and Malayo-Polynesian (MP = all extra-Formosan Austronesian 
languages.) (Blust 1 990:232) 

The Malayo-Polynesian (MP) hypothesis (that all extra-Formosan languages belong to a 
single first-order An subgroup, while the Formosan languages constitute one or more 
first-order subgroups) rests on the following phonological (and some non-phonological) 
innovations: . . .  (Ross 1 992:25) 

Many scholars consider that the Austronesian language family has four highest 
subgroups. Three of these subgroups comprise languages confined to Taiwan. The 
fourth subgroup - Malayo-Polynesian - includes all of the Austronesian languages 
spoken outside Taiwan. (Bellwood, Fox & Tryon 1 995 :5) 

Ross ( 1 992) has partly abandoned this reconstruction on the following grounds: 1 )  he 
regards the Formosan and Malayo-Polynesian (MP) languages as members of different 
highest-order Austronesian (An) subgroups. . .  (Blust 1 997:4) 

Comparative linguists are now in general agreement about the basic shape of the 
Austronesian family tree. Most today use the classification developed by linguist Robert 
Blust ( 1 977, 1 978,  1 982, 1 993,  1 995a). This classification . . .  divides the Austronesian 
family into at least two major groups, of which one, Malayo-Polynesian, includes all 
Austronesian languages not located in Taiwan (see Figure 4.3). (Bellwood 1 997: 1 04) 

Words and meanings can only be reconstructed for Proto-Austronesian if cognates are 
found in the languages of two or more of the primary subgroups (Formosan and 
Malayo-Polynesian) and if. . .  (Bellwood 1 997: 1 1  0) 

The following tree representations from the literature add a bit more detail to the first­
order subgroup picture. 

The following subgrouping of the AN language family will be assumed. 

AN 

� 
AT TS PW M-P 

� 
WM-P CM-PE M-P 

� 
SH-NNG OC 

AT: Atayalic (Formosa), TS:  Tsouic (Formosa), PW : Paiwanic (Formosa), 
M-P: Malayo-Polynesian (all AN languages outside Formosa) . . . . (Blust 1 977:2) 

A subgrouping theory that is now accepted by many Austronesian specialists is depicted 
in Figure 1 :  
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Figure 1 :  A higher order subgrouping of the Austronesian languages 
(after Dahl 1 976; Blust 1 974, 1 977a, 1 978a, 1 982b, 1 983/84a) 

AN 

� 
F MP 

� 
WMP CEMP 

� 
CMP EMP 

� 
SHWNG OC 

AN = Austronesian, F = Formosan: one or more primary subgroups in Taiwan, here 
treated for reasons of c�:mvenience as a genetic unit. . . .  (Blust 1 988 :  1 6- 1 7) 

Essentially the same diagram or its upper branches is repeated in later works by Blust and 
others, for example in Blust ( 1 980 :208 ;  1 988 : 1 6- 1 7 ; 1 995a:586); Lynch ( 1 993); Tryon 
( 1 995 :20); Li ( 1 997 : 1 57); and Ross ( 1 995b): 

Figure 2 shows the major subgroups which developed from one daughter-language of 
PAN, namely PMP. (Ross 1 995b:67) 

Figure 1 0: Schematic diagram of the diversification of Austronesian languages 

Proto Austronesian 

� 
Formosan languages Proto Malayo-Polynesian 

(Ross 1 995b:68 ;  first branching) 

Alternative hypotheses are sometimes given a passing mention and then subsequently 
ignored. For example: 

The major subgroups of Austronesian are therefore as follows: . . .  

1 .2 .  Malayo-Polynesian (all Extra-Formosan languages according to Blust, although 
Reid [ 1 982] excludes some Northern Philippine languages from Malayo-Polynesian and 
places them in a separate subgroup intermediate between 1 . 1  and 1 .2 ;  see also Starosta 
[ 1 995] for an even more complex tree at this level). (Bellwood 1 997: 1 05) 

Assuming the validity of the first-order subgroup hypothesis, anything found in any MP 
language and in one Formosan language can be reconstructed to PAN, and features found 
only in Formosan languages cannot. Until quite recently, this was the cornerstone of most 
work on PAN reconstruction: 

Blust ( 1 977) proposed an An family tree which recognized three primary branches in 
Taiwan (Atayalic, Tsouic, Paiwanic), and a single M alayo-Polynesian branch 
comprising all the other An languages. In later publications (as Blust 1 982; 1 983/84a), 
the Formosan languages are treated for purposes of lexical reconstruction as 
constituting a single primary branch. The difference . . .  reflected a view that no lexical 
reconstruction could be safely assigned to Proto-Austronesian (PAN) if its known 
distribution is confined to the Formosan languages, since the latter have been in close 
geographical proximity and hence in a potential borrowing relationship for perhaps six 
millenia [sic]. (Blust 1 995a:587-588) 
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More recently, the MP cornerstone has begun to show some cracks. For example, 
Formosan languages now have a limited licence to promote their own candidates for PAN 
reconstruction: 

Appendix 1 . . . . It differs from earlier reconstructions that I have made in allowing 
'Formosan-only' distributions to count as evidence for PAN on the following conditions: 
1 )  reflexes must appear in at least two primary subgroups in Taiwan, and show no 
phonological irregularities, 2) if reflexes appear in only two primary subgroups in 
Taiwan these subgroups (or the relevant constituent languages) in general must not be 
contiguous. Exceptions are made only where the phonological evolution of forms in the 
two witnesses is so different that a borrowing hypothesis is unlikely. ' (Blust 1 997:  1 9) 

3 MP and the reconstruction of Proto Austronesian 

Whether or not Proto Malayo-Polynesian (PMP) is a first-order subgroup of Proto 
Austronesian (PAN) is an important question. If the answer is positive, then facts about 
languages in the PMP family can be used directly in the reconstruction of PAN. That is, any 
property found in one MP language and one non-MP language can probably be reconstructed 
at the highest level. If the answer is negative, however, the reconstructed PAN language 
might look much less like PMP. Of course Blust cannot be faulted for failing to give evidence 
for the first-order subgroup status of PMP, because it is not possible even in principle to give 
such evidence. Instead, first-order subgroup status is arguably the default assumption until 
evidence is found for moving a node down the family tree: 

It follows that if no evidence of [exclusively shared innovations] is found for assigning 
a language or group to a subordinate node within a tree that language or group must be 
assigned directly to the highest node. Direct assignment to the highest node is, in effect, 
the default case, and can only be overridden by evidence that clearly favours assignment 
to a lower node (Figure 1 ): (Blust 1 997:2) 

Oddly, however, the requisite evidence for moving the PMP node farther down in the 
family tree has been available since the appearance of work by Mark Harvey ( 1 979, 1 982) 
and Lawrence Reid ( 1 982) on phonology and continuing with work by Stanley Starosta on 
verbal morphology ( 1 985 ,  1 994, 1 995 ,  1 996). The subgrouping trees ( 1 )  through (3) that 
follow below all reflect the conclusion that PMP is not a first-order subgroup: 

( 1 )  Austronesian higher-order subgroups (Harvey 1 979: 1 04, 1 982:93) :  

Proto Atayalic Proto Tsouic 

PAN 

The other Taiwanese 
languages (not a sub­
group) 

Proto Amis-PMP 

Amis PMP 
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(2) Austronesian higher-order subgroups (Reid 1 982:2 1 3): 

Atayalic Tsouic 

Proto Austronesian 

Other 
Formosan 

Bilic2 Amis-Ex tra -Formosan 

----------
Amis Extra-Formosan 

� 
Outer 

Philippines 
Malayo­

Polynesian 

(3) Grammatically based subgrouping of Formosan languages (adapted from Starosta 
1 995 :69 1 )3 

F9 

� 

F�n 

Rukai F 1  

� 
Tsou F2 

� 
Saaroa F3 

� 
Chamorro F4 

� 
F5 Kanakanavu 

F6 F7 

� � 
Bunun Atayalic Saisiyat 

� 
F l O  Seediq Atayal 

� 
Yami A Paiwan Amis 

2 

3 

Tagalog Ilokano 

Laurie Reid informs me (pers. comm.) that he no longer considers Bilic to be a first-order subgroup of 

PAN. 

Here F8 is comparable to Reid's Amis-Extra-Formosan (AEF), and F9 to Blust's Malayo-Polynesian. 
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In spite of the existence of this evidence, however, the PMP node has continued to dangle 
unconcernedly from the PAN node in the work of many linguists and prehistorians. Peter 
Bellwood should apparently also be included in the group who accept the lower-order 
subgroup status for PMP, although the quotes above indicate that earlier he had accepted the 
first-order subgroup position. Thus, his own recent subgrouping diagram (Bellwood 
1 997 : 1 03 ,  below) shows PMP as subgrouping with one of the Formosan subgroups rather 
than branching off directly from PAN, in contrast to the claims of Blust and the other first­
order subgroup proponents. In a recent email (Bellwood, pers. comm.) he states that he is in 
agreement with the lower-order position of PMP and attributes the apparent confusion to 
differences in the interpretation of the term 'first order' .  

4000BC 

3000BC 

Number of 
Formosan primary 

I 
Initial r (Taiwan) 

, 
PM '

PCEMP 
2000BC subgroups uncertain 

--- PEMP 

l OOOBC 

o 

AD I OOO 
Formosan WMP­
Oceanic 

Vietnam 
Sundaland 
Sulawesi 
Philippines 
Madagascar 

CMP- South Halmahera 

Moluccas West New Guinea 
Lesser Sundas 

Figure 4.3: A 'family tree' for the Austronesian languages, 
derived from the subgrouping of Robert Blust 

--- POC 

AN = Austronesian; MP = Malayo-Polynesian; WMP = Western Malayo-Polynesian; 
CEMP = Central-Eastern Malayo-Polynesian; OC = Oceanic. 

4 Extra-Formosan as a non-subgroup 

Malcolm Ross seems to have been the first person to introduce the concept of 'linkage' into 
Formosan linguistic studies (Ross 1 995b:45ff.). A 'linkage' is a group of languages that has 
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arisen as a result of dialect differentiation rather than abrupt separation (see Ross 1 995b:46), 
and he thinks that this is the model that best fits the Formosan situation: 

If we were to attempt to redraw Figure 1 less ambiguously using the conventions above, 
we might arrive at something like Figure 9 below. This says that Proto Malayo­
Polynesian (henceforth PMP) diverged from the Austronesian languages of Taiwan as 
the result of separation (when its speakers left Taiwan more than 4,500 years ago). This 
is a reasonable assumption. (Ross 1 99 5b:4 7; see also Tryon 1 995 :20) 

Proto Austronesian 

Formosan dialect linkage Proto Malayo-Polynesian 

-l-------------i-----------------1------

----------------------------

Atayalic 
dialect 
linkage 

I 
Atayal 
(and others) 

----------------------------

Rukai-Tsouic 
dialect 
linkage 

I 
Tsou 
Rukai 
(and others) 

============== 
Paiwanic 
dialect 
linkage 

I 
Paiwan 
(and others) 

Figure 9: A hypothetical (but not necessarily correct) representation of the 

earliest branchings of the Austronesian language family. (Ross 1 995b:48) 

Ross's statement and his diagram raise a paradox that has been lurking in the shadows 
since the first-order subgroup was first proposed. The diagram and the work of previous first­
order subgroup-oriented linguists up until this point assume that PMP broke off from the rest 
of the family by separation rather than by dialect differentiation. This assumption is crucial, 
since it is the only justification for regarding MP as a point of triangulation for PAN 
reconstruction. However, (i) if PAN broke up 5000 years ago (Bellwood, Fox & Tryon 
1 995 :5), (ii) if 'Proto-Austronesian diversified into a linkage of dialects and/or languages 
before the speakers of what later became Proto-Malayo-Polynesian (PMP) left Taiwan' 
(Tryon 1 995 :23), and (iii) if pre-PMP left Taiwan from the east coast some 1 000 years after 
the initial break-up (Li 1 997: 1 57- 1 58), then how could the break-off of PMP have possibly 
been by separation rather than by dialect differentiation? Where did the PMPs spend that 
millenium while they were waiting for the southbound boat to Botel Tobago and the Batanes 
I slands? Is it conceivable that, conscious of their linguistic destiny and the needs of later 
historical linguists, they held themselves in splendid isolation from linguistic intercourse with 
their relatives for that entire period?4 Another quote by Ross indicates that he in fact did not 
hold such a belief: 

4 'As the term implies, languages diverge by separation when two or more communities speaking the same 

language become sharply separated socially and/or geographically so that contact between them is more or 

less severed and as a result the two languages change in different ways and perhaps at different speeds. ' 

(Ross 1 995b:46). 
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Circumstantially, it is almost certain that PAN had diversified into a linkage of dialects 
and/or languages before speakers of what was to become PMP left Taiwan. It is 
therefore relevant to ask from which part of the linkage this pre-PMP broke off. (Ross 
1 995b:69) 

This latter position, though, is not reconcilable with the 'clean break '  scenario that Ross 
described at the beginning of his article: 

. . .  Proto Malayo-Polynesian (henceforth PMP) diverged from the A ustronesian 
languages of Taiwan as the result of separation . . .  (Ross 1 995b:47) 

and depicted in his Figure 9 above, nor with any of the reconstruction work based on the 
first-order subgroup hypothesis, all of which crucially assumed such an abrupt separation. 
That is, the second linkage scenario potentially invalidates any reconstruction based On one 
MP language and One or more Formosan languages. 

To add to the worries of PMP, evidence has been accumulating from work on Formosan 
languages that even the claims of subgroup status for the extra-Formosan languages are 
questionable. I n  each case, properties proposed as evidence for this hypothesis have proven to 
be either not characteristic of the whole extra-Formosan group or shared with some but not 
all of the Formosan languages. The impression is becoming stronger that the PMP speech 
community, if there was one, would have had to be part of a dialect chain spoken in eastern 
Taiwan. I will refer to this chain, blending terms used by Malcolm Ross (Ross 1 995b:48) and 
Robert Blust (Blust 1 997 : 1 2, 1 3), as the East Formosan Linkage (EFL). If this view is 
correct, then evidence from an appropriately demoted MP grouping of languages is nO more 
and no less privileged as a basis for PAN reconstruction than evidence from other members 
of this chain which are currently spoken in Taiwan. 

4.1 Subgrouping criteria 

Do the extra-Formosan languages form a subgroup, and if so, do they form a first-order 
subgroup? As Blust has stated ( 1 997 :2), a subgroup is a first-order subgroup if no evidence 
of exclusively shared innovations is found for assigning a language or group to a subordinate 
node within a tree; and, as Harvey ( 1 979, 1 982), Reid ( 1 982), and Starosta ( 1 985 ,  1 994, 
1 995,  1 996) have shown, there is evidence that the MP languages share exclusive 
innovations with languages of eastern Taiwan. Some of the best support for this claim has 
been provided recently by Blust himself (see §4.5  and §4.6 below), though he has not 
accepted the conclusion pointed to by his own evidence. 

So, the MP languages are not a first-order subgroup. But then, does it follow that they are 
a lower-order subgroup (LOS)? If we can find a set of innovations shared by all the MP 
languages and none of the Formosan languages, they are; otherwise, they are not. 

In his influential 1 997 article, Robert Blust proposed a set of shared innovations which he 
claimed justified treating the MP languages as a subgroup. I would like to go over the list in 
light of some of the things we have learned in the past twenty years and show why at least 4 
of the 5 criteria can nO longer be accepted. Darrell Tryon ( 1 995 :22-23) conveniently 
summarises the innovations proposed by Blust as a justification for the MP subgroup, and I 
have further abbreviated them here. For 4 of the 5, I will give reasons why each should be 
rejected. 
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4.2 #1: The 'Second Austronesian Politeness Shift' 

However, in all regions outside Formosa we find that the short form of the pronoun 
corresponding to *kamu '2nd p I '  is typically, although not exclusively used as a singular 
pronoun,5 explained as a "politeness shift" . . . . Blust concludes that the change *-mu '2nd 
pI' > - m u  '2nd sg' is therefore taken as evidence for a non-Formosan (Malayo­
Polynesian) subgroup of the Austronesian languages . . .  (Tryon, ed. 1 995 :22) 

The first problem with the adduction of this criterion is that if this shift is 'typical' but not 
'exclusive' in Tryon's words, then it is not an innovation shared exclusively by MP languages. 
Thus it cannot be used to justify this subgroup. The second problem is that *mu does in fact 
appear at least as a component of second person singular forms in Formosan languages, so 
this property is not coextensive with the MP language family. 

Examples: 

Rukai: 

musu 

-mo?o 

mu?u 

mosoa 

mosoan<J 

2s Nom free form, Maga dialect (Zeitoun 1 995 : 1 39) 

2s Nom bound form, Mantauran dialect (Zeitoun 1 995 : 1 40) 

2s Topic free form, Mantauran dialect (Li 1 996) 

2s ObI, Tona, Labuan, and Tanan dialects (Zeitoun 1 995 : 1 40) 

2s ObI, Budai dialect (Zeitoun 1 995 : 1 40) 

Kanakanabu (Tsuchida 1 976): 

musu 2s Gen clitic pronoun 

Saaroa (Tsuchida 1 976): 

fimukasu 2s Topic free form 

4.3 #2: -en focus pronouns 

Blust suggests that in languages outside Taiwan the *-en suffix [on pronouns] indicates 
goal focus, while on the Proto-Austronesian level the only meaning that can be securely 
attributed to *a(N)ken is that of absolute possession . . . . (Tryon 1 995 :22) 

This claim is rather difficult to interpret because 'focus' is a morphological property of 
verbs, not of pronouns. Stated in a more precise and theoretically-founded way, the intended 
meaning may be that a set of pronominal forms ending in a reflex of *-en occurs in 
Formosan and extra-Formosan languages to mark absolute possession, but that the same 
forms also occur in extra-Formosan (MP) languages marking the Agents of transitive ( 'goal 
focus') verbs. If that is the intention, the claim is not obviously true. First of all, the 
Formosan evidence seems rather thin. Of the ten Formosan languages I have personally 
worked on, only Saisiyat and Paiwan show probable reflexes of this form (Saisiyat yakin, 

5 Blust does not state clearly whether the PMP form is supposed to have been genitive singular or just 

singular: 

. . .  a reflex of *mu as a 2nd sg. genitive pronoun pronoun is unknown in any Formosan language. 

Since *mu is unambiguously reconstructible as a PAN plural pronoun (matching *kamu), its use 

as a singular pronoun must have been an innovation . . .  this innovation . . .  took place in . .  . 'Malayo­

Polynesian' . . .  (Blust 1 977 :9- 1 0).  
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Paiwan (ti-)aken), but the Saisiyat form is described as accusative (Huang et al. 1 996:3) and 
the Paiwan form as nominative ('Fokus' ;  Egli 1 990 : 1 54- 1 55). Neither is characterised as 
marking absolute possession. Secondly, even if Blust 's description of the properties of the 
*-en form does characterise some MP languages, it certainly does not characterise all of 
them. To cite two MP examples, Yami yaken is only nominative and not limited to co­
occurrence with transitive 'goal focus' verbs, while the Tagalog akin indicates absolute 
possession or the Locative case form, but not transitive agents. It would be interesting to find 
out just what Blust meant by this criterion, and which MP languages it is supposed to 
characterise.6 

4.4 #3: Loss of *S 

PAN preconsonantal and final *S disappears, the resultant final shewa [sic] merging 
with *a in all Malayo-Polynesian languages. (Tryon 1 995 :22) 

I have found no counterexamples to this criterion. 

4.5 #4: maIJ-

At the same time, another innovation which is reflected right across the Malayo­
Polynesian region is the use of the PMP verbal prefixes *PQ1J-, and *malJ- to form verbs 
where the agent is the subject from verbs where the patient is subject. . .  (Tryon 1 995 :22) 

However, as demonstrated long ago by Shigeru Tsuchida ( 1 976: 1 68 ,  1 7 1 , 257-258), this 
morphological property is also found in Formosan languages. The presence of reflexes of 
*maIJ- in Formosan languages has also recently been conceded and exemplified by Blust 
himself: 

(4) 

6 

Typologically most languages that have been called Western Malayo-Polynesian have a 
prefix reflecting *maN- which is used in the formation of active verbs, agentive/ 
instrumental nouns in *palJ- , and the phonological process of nasal substitution when 
these prefixes occur with stems that contain certain initial consonants [sic] . These 
features are not found as active parts of the grammar of any Formosan or CEMP 
language. However, traces of nasal substitution and of the prefixes *maN- and *paN­
do appear in some Formosan and OC languages, and thus suggest that their appearance 
as productive features in WMP languages is a retention from PAN. (Blust 1 997:3 1 )  

In Amis the pattern not only exists but is fairly productive: 

(WU 1 995 :98;  orthography regularised) 
miadop ci aki to fafoy 
hunt Aki pig 
'Aki is going to hunt a pig. ' 

For a detailed and theoretically informed reconstruction of these and related forms, see Reid ( 1 997:9- 1 0, 
1 5). 
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(5) (M20 1 0833057a;7 Chen 1 987 :83) 
sapiadop kina koang no iomaqako 
useJor.hunting this gun of myJamily 
'My family uses this gun for hunting. ' 

(6) (M20 1 0833058a; Chen 1 987 :83) 
mamiadop kina waco no iomaqako 
assign.to.hunt this dog of myJamily 
'My family uses this dog for hunting. ' ;  'This dog is used for hunting by my family. '  

(7) (M 1 0 1 0 1 7. 1 ; Starosta's field notes) 
miasik ko babahi i naciia i iomaq 
sweep woman at yesterday at house 
'The woman swept the floor yesterday in the house. '  

(8) (M20 1 0803055 ;  Chen 1 987 :80) 
mamiasik cira to adawang no cacodadan 
assigned.to.sweep that with front of school 
'He is assigned to sweep the front of the school. '  

Amis mi- verbs are grammatically intransitive, and mi- in  forms such as  (4) miadop and (7) 
miasik are morphophonemic ally m-pi- in structuralist IA (item-and-arrangement) terms. In  
all cases I am familiar with, the mi- corresponds to pi- when preceded by another prefix, as 
shown by (4) m-pi-adop versus (5) sa-pi-adop. The mami- forms are thus not analysable as 
ma-mi- , but must rather be maIJ- plus pi- , with nasal assimilation of -IJ- to the point of 
articulation of the following consonant, parallel to the nasal assimilation of m- to pi- in mi­
verbs.8 

4.6 #5: The merger of PAN *C and *t 

Other phonological innovations upon which the PMP subgroup is based. These include 
the merger of PAN *t and *ts as PMP *t. It should be noted, however, that of the 
languages of Taiwan both Amis and Bunun share this phonological merger. (Tryon 
1 995 :22-23) 

The invalidity of the *C/*t merger as a criterion for regarding MP as a subgroup has been 
known for many years. Thus Raleigh Ferrell ( 1 969 :64) used this merger to include Yarni, an 
MP language, in his 'Paiwanic I I '  Formosan subgroup: 

7 
8 

Numbers from Starosta's field notes data base. 

'I am not convinced yet about the evidence for malJ- in Formosan languages. If it is found, what is the 

form of the underlying nasal, engma or n (as in Chamorro)? 1 think this is relevant to the whole history of 

this affix ,  because 1 think that the nasal is a frozen ligature, and it shouldn't be engma if it is found in 

Formosa. The possibility that the assimilation and deletion processes were independently innovated there 

must also be considered. M uch more is still to be said on this topic . . .  ' (Laurie Reid, email , 9 October 

1 998) 
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Using a somewhat different approach, I have tentatively made a simple two-part 
division of Paiwanic according to whether the languages do or do not conserve the 
distinction between the proto-Austronesian phonemes *t and *C recently posited by 
Dyen ( 1 96 5b). In Paiwanic I (see above, p .25) this distinction is maintained; in 
Paiwanic I I ,  as apparently in all Austronesian languages outside Taiwan, this distinction 
disappears. 

Mark Harvey ( 1 979: 1 03) used it as a criterion for his 'P-Arnis-PMP' subgroup: 

However, [PMP] does share the merger of *t and *ts to t with Amis, Bunun, Siraya and 
Kuvalan. Of these languages, PMP appears to have the most similarities with Amis. 
Amis has the ka pronouns which the other three languages do not. 

Finally, based on Blust 1 997,  Laurent Sagart in an email (pers. comm. 1 998) notes that 
Kavalan, Basay and Trobiawan share this merger. 

It is not the case that those linguists most heavily committed to the existence of the MP 
subgroup have been completely oblivious to the phonological evidence against it .  For 
example, Ross, who crucially assumed the correctness of the MP hypothesis in his 
reconstruction of PAN verbal morphology (Ross 1 995a; see Starosta 1 994), was aware of 
the phonological counter-evidence to PMP. His reaction to it was to relegate it to a footnote 
and send it to committee: 

As noted, the Formosan languages Amis and Bunun also share in the merger of PAN *C 
and *t, and may therefore form a subgroup with PMP. This is a hypothesis which needs 
further research. (Ross 1 995b: 1 0 1 ,  footnote 1 1 ) 

Blust ( 1 997: 1 3) gives Ferrell 's 'Paiwanic I I '  even shorter shrift: 

The closest previous approximation to East Formosan is Ferrell's 'Paiwanic I I '  which 
inexplicably appealed to the less distinctive *tlC merger rather than the unique *jJn 
merger in defining the group. As a result, Kavalan, Amis and Siraya were thrown 
together with Bunun, and more egregiously, Yami, in a heterogeneous collection of 
languages which concealed the core of a legitimate and important phylogenetic unit. 

Four pages later, Blust ( 1 997:  1 7) recognises the problem with using the *t/*C merger to 
support the first-order subgroup hypothesis: 

First, as noted above, the merger of *C and *t is shared with East Formosan languages 
and with PMP. 

His reaction to this long-known evidence against this last criterion is to simply dismiss it 
as a 'convergent merger' or 'convergent evolution' ,  that is, as an accidental similarity: 

All languages which share the merger of PAN *j and *n also share the merger of PAN 
*t and *C. Although the latter change has also taken place in Bunun and in PMP it is 
otherwise unknown in Taiwan. The simplest hypothesis is therefore to posit three 
convergent mergers of PAN *t and *C: one in Proto-East Formosan, another in Bunun, 
and a third in PMP. (Blust 1 997: 1 3) 

Bunun shares certain phonemic mergers with several other languages. However, in 
every case these appear to be products of convergent evolution. First, as noted above, 
the merger of *C and *t is shared with East Formosan languages and with PMP. (Blust 
1 997: 1 7) 
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While the evidence for an East Formosan Linkage (EFL)9 is becoming more and more 
credible, I am unable to follow Blust 's reasoning for excluding PMP from membership in it. 
It is not clear to me how essentially the same set of phonologicaI lO and grammatical 
properties can bring Amis safely inside the fence but place PMP beyond the pale. 

5 MP languages as part of the EFL 

Over the years, circumstantial evidence has been accumulating in support of something 
like a Greater East Formosan Linkage, which incorporates at least some MP languages. I will 
present some supportive examples here. 

5.1 Linguistic support 

1 .  General 

I t  is claimed [by Wolff] that 'There is clearly much by way of phonological, 
morphological, syntactic, and lexical innovation that would support the proposition that 
the Austronesian languages of Taiwan are close to the Philippine languages, especially 
those of northern Luzon. (Blust 1 997 :29) 

It seems l ikely that Proto Malayo-Polynesian, the language ancestral to all extra­
Formosan languages, may subgroup with a small number of Formosan languages, 
probably in the south of Taiwan, and research is needed to identify innovations which 
may be shared by south Formosan languages and Proto Malayo-Polynesian. (Ross 
1 995a:77 1 )  

Interestingly, as noted in Starosta ( 1 996:9), this is the same Ross whose reconstruction of 
PAN verb morphology in the same paper is completely dependent on the first-order subgroup 
hypothesis he calls into question in this quotation. 

9 

1 0  

2. Lexicon 

Similarities in vocabulary are more obvious across Philippine languages and certain 
languages of southeast Taiwan than across the rest of Taiwan. Structural similarities, 
and in particular the elaborate system of verbal 'focus' (in which a wide range of 
semantic roles may occur as the topic or subject of a clause with each role marked by a 
distinctive affix on the verb), occur across a range of Philippine languages and some 
(but by no means all) Formosan and western Indo-Malaysian languages . . .  (pawley & 
Ross 1 993:9) 

It  is possible that the current appearance of intersecting circles of innovations could eventually be replaced 

by a classic Stamrnbaum once the innovations from PAN are re-reconstructed in accordance with the LOS 

hypothesis. 

The *CI*t merger is only one of the mergers that PMP shares with the EFL, but space limitations do not 

allow me to consider them all in detail in this paper. 
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5.2 Archaeological support 

1 .  Ferrell's 'Paiwanic II '  and the 'Littoral Culture' 

M uch of aboriginal Taiwan's coastal areas were occupied by a fairly uniform culture 
complex, which I shall call the Littoral Culture. This complex extended along the east 
coast, across the northern and southern extremities of the island and throughout the 
wide southwestern plain (see Figure 2, page 28).  The geographical distribution of this 
culture coincides approximately with that of the coastal Paiwanic I I  languages 
(Kuvalan/Ketagalan, Ami, Siraya). The Littoral Culture is noticeably more similar to 
cultures of the southwestern Pacific area than are the other Taiwan aboriginal cultures. 
(Ferrell 1 969:27) 

6 PAN that never was? 

One conceptual problem that pervades the discussion of phonological and morphological 
reconstruction in the upper branches of the Austronesian language family tree is the problem 
of circularity. As is well known, claims about reconstructed forms and innovations depend on 
assumptions about subgrouping, and vice versa. Thus statements such as 'Language A 
preserves the PAN distinction between *x and *y' cannot be accepted if the PAN 
reconstructions themselves are based on invalid subgroupings, and a statement that 
'morpheme *abc must be reconstructed for PAN' is invalid if the evidence for reconstructing 
*abc is confined to what turns out to be a lower-order subgroup or dialect linkage of PAN. 

This problem shows up in the case of Malayo-Polynesian, where reconstructed PAN forms 
are used to determine innovations and decide whether the MP languages are a first-order 
subgroup, even though these same forms had originally been reconstructed already assuming 
that it was a first-order subgroup. If PMP was not a first-order subgroup but rather a member 
of the EFL, then some forms previously reconstructed at the PAN level based only on MP 
and EFL evidence might actually go back only as far as Proto EFL. This then undermines 
claims about what was present in PAN, what was retained, and what was innovated. The 
following citations illustrate arguments which must be re-evaluated in this light. 

Many lexical items which are otherwise widely distributed in An are missing from 
particular languages. For example, the Atayalic languages show no trace of *maCa 
'eye' ,  *laNiC 'sky', *Sikan 'fish ' ,  *Caqi 'excrement', *ina 'mother ' ,  *ama 'father ' ,  
*enem 'six ' ,  *walu 'eight' or  hundreds of other words which belong to cognate sets that 
are represented both in Formosan and in extra-Formosan languages. Are we, therefore, 
to conclude that the Atayalic languages split off from all others before these lexical 
items were innovated? (Blust 1 997:27-28) 

To answer this rhetorical question, we need to go back and re-examine the basis for each 
of these reconstructions. If one or more of them is reconstructed on the basis of MP and EFL 
languages only, then it is indeed quite possible that 'the Atayalic languages split off from all 
others before these lexical items were innovated' in EFL. 

One other inference about East Formosan can be justified: members of this group have 
been in continuous contact with the sea since the break-up of PAN. That is, we can be 
certain that they never underwent a retreat into the mountainous interior followed by a 
return to the coast. This inference is supported by the appearance of terms for marine 
fauna and other terms related to the sea that have cognates over a wide geographical 
area outside Taiwan. but which are absent from other Formosan languages. These terms 
include Basay Inutsel 'squid, cuttlefish ' (PAN *(nN)usi), Kavalan Ibuburl 'jellyfish' 
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(PAN *bubuR), /penul 'sea turtle' (PAN *pefiu), lumalJl 'kind of hairy hermit crab' 
(Tsuchida 1 994) (PAN *quma1) , and Irayarl 'sail' (PAN *layaR), Amis I?isol 'whale' 
(pAN *qiSu 'shark'), and Siraya Ipagigl 'stingray' (pAN *paRiS). (Blust 1 997: 1 3- 1 4) 

If these items turn out to have been reconstructed to the PAN level on the basis of eastern 
Formosan and MP evidence, then they may not have existed at all in PAN, and thus tell us 
nothing about how the eastern languages got where they are now after the breakup of PAN. 

In the area of morphology, Blust states in the abstract for his 1 995 paper on the semantics 
of the *-an locative: 

The Proto-Austronesian (PAN) affixes *Si- , *-um-,  *-in, *-an and *-en played a central 
role in the construction of utterances. In the more common view, as exemplified by 
Wolff ( 1 973) all of these affixes except *-in- functioned as voice markers (VM) in the 
verb, while *-in- signaled tense or aspect, often in conjunction with a VM. Starosta, 
Pawley and Reid ( 1 982), on the other hand, have expressed the view that these affixes 
had exclusively nominalising functions in PAN, and developed verbal functions at a 
later period in the history of the An languages. This paper attempts to show that both 
verbal and nominalising functions must be attributed to the VMs at all stages in their 
reconstructible history. In particular it argues that the syntactic functions and lexical 
semantics of *-a n only partially overlapped in PAN and many of its descendants, 
making it difficult to characterize thjs VM semantically. More generally the problem of 
reconciling the syntactic functions and lexical semantics of PAN *-an raises questions 
about the discreteness of the inflectionaVderivational distinction in morphology. (Blust 
1 995b) 

'The more common view' referred to is of course the first-order subgroup view. If it is 
incorrect, then a number of these forms and their mUltiple functions probably did not exist at 
the PAN level. The necessity of reconstructing both verbal and nominal functions for these 
morphemes, the fuzzy lexical semantics that comes with them, and the possibly drastic 
consequences for morphological theory, are unavoidable only to the extent that the first-order 
subgroup hypothesis is valid, otherwise the problem may not exist. In my 1 995 version of the 
LOS hypothesis, these problems do not arise, since only two of the forms cited by Blust, 
*-um- and -in-, can be reconstructed at the PAN level at all, and their lexical properties are 
fairly straightforward. 

Analogous problems pervade Malcolm Ross's reconstruction of PAN verbal morphology 
(Ross 1 995a). I f  the first-order subgroup were correct, there would have been a lot of 
morphology that got lost on the way to some of the modern Formosan languages (see Ross 
1 992: 1 2), especially in Rukai: 

(ii) Le Rukai presente des caracteristiques syntaxiques que l 'on ne trouve nulle part 
ailleurs. Aucun de ces dia1ectes n'a preserve Ie systeme flexionnel qui caracterise aussi 
bien les langues aborigenes de Taiwan que celles des Philippines. (Zeitoun 1 995 : 1 0 1 )1 1  

but if not, most of the Philippine-type verb morphology in Formosan languages turns out to 
be the result of post-PAN innovations (Starosta 1 995). 

If the first-order subgroup is wrong, then it will also affect work on prehistory which has 
assumed its correctness. For example, 

1 1  'Rukai exhibits syntactic characteristic that one does not find anywhere else. None of these dialects 

preserved the inflectional system that characterises the aboriginal languages of Taiwan as well as those of 

the Philippines.' (Author'S translation). 
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To date there is  no trace of rice in the earliest (Ta-p'en-k 'eng) Neolithic culture 
identified in Taiwan around 6,000 B.P., although rice appears at around 4 ,500 B.P. 
Nonetheless, linguistic evidence is unambiguous in supporting the inference that PAN 
speakers had rice. Moreover, chronologically earlier cultures in southern China which 
are arguably the most likely antecedents of the Neolithic populations on Taiwan, also 
had rice. So, to date at least, the rice which PAN speakers must have cultivated during 
the initial settlement of Taiwan has, indeed, been lost from the archaeological record. 
(Blust 1 997:27) 

If  the unambiguous linguistic evidence referred to were based crucially on the assumption 
that MP is a first-order subgroup of PAN, then it would be only as valid as the increasingly 
dubious first-order subgroup hypothesis. In this particular case, fortunately, John Wolff 
( 1 994) has presented data that confirms the reconstruction of at least the word *pagey 'rice 
plant' at the PAN level on anybody's subgrouping, without the need to refer crucially to MP 
evidence. 

7 Conclusion 

So, what does the future hold for Proto Malayo-Polynesian, and for the analyses that are 
predicated on its existence and first-order status? I am afraid the prospects do not look very 
good for the first-order subgroup hypothesis at least. Robert Blust's 'Subgrouping, circularity 
and extinction: some issues in Austronesian comparative linguistics' (Blust 1 997) may be an 
indication of the shape of things to come. Although the topic of this paper is 'Austronesian 
comparative linguistics', and although its scope ranges temporally and geographically from 
supposed Austronesian speech communities on the China mainland to Austronesian 
migrations from Taiwan to the Philippines and out into eastern Indonesia, there is almost 
nothing substantive said about Malayo-Polynesian. We do not find the family tree diagram 
which is normally included in such papers and which would have immediately revealed the 
author's current position on the status of MP. The table of phonological changes covers only 
Formosan languages, though adding an MP column would have been easy enough, and would 
have made the table much more revealing. Table 3 ,  'A classification of the Formosan 
languages based on shared innovations in phonology' ,  would also have been much more 
useful if it had included an entry for MP. I found only one statement that I could interpret as 
a restatement of the author's old first-order subgroup position: 

CONCLUSION: At least nine primary subgroups of the AN language family appear to 
be represented among the extant and extinct languages of Taiwan. These groups are 
residual in the sense that they show no positive evidence of exclusively shared 
innovations by which they could be joined with other languages under a subordinate 
node within the AN family tree. In this respect they differ from all other AN languages, 
most of which exhibit innovations attributable to PMP. . . (Blust 1 997:  1 8 ;  italics mine) 

The 'all other An languages' presumably refers to the MP subgroup, but if so, it is difficult 
to interpret the quantifiers 'all' and 'most' .  If MP is a subgroup, there must be one or more 
shared innovations that define it ('all'). But if some of them do not exhibit the characteristic 
MP innovations ('most '), what is the basis for assigning these languages to the MP group in 
the first place? The overall effect one gets from the paper is that of a language family going 
out of favour at court. One is reminded of successive editions of Soviet history books in 
which discredited revolutionary comrades have mysteriously disappeared from the old 
photographs. 
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To end, let me remind the reader that I have considered two questions in this paper: ( 1 ) I s  
MP a subgroup? and (2) Is it a first-order subgroup? The answer to the second i s  almost 
surely negative, but in considering the first, I have addressed only the 5 points originally 
presented by Blust in support of an MP subgroup and rejected only 4 of the 5. It is quite 
possible that other shared innovations will be presented which reconfirm the existence of this 
subgroup. For example, Laurent Sagart (pers. comm.) notes the use of reflexes of *dilaq to 
mean 'lick' in Formosan languages but 'tongue' outside. It might be possible to combine this 
and other lexical evidence with Blust's original criterion #3 : Loss of *S, and perhaps to revise 
criterion # 1 : The 'Second Austronesian Politeness Shift' so that it referred unambiguously to 
monosyllabic genitive second person singular reflexes of *mu and dealt with the exceptions 
hinted at by Tryon. This might restore some credibility to the claim that the MP languages 
constitute a lower-order subgroup. So, MP could rise again someday, but it will almost 
certainly never again ride as high as it once did. 
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