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Core vocabularies of five major dialects of Rejang are derived from Proto—
Malayo-Polynesian etyma mediated by a reconstructed protolanguage, Proto-
Rejang, crucial evidence for which is provided by Rawas, a previously neglected
dialect. Every etymon turns out to be reconstructable on the basis of just two dia-
lects—either Rawas and Pesisir or (more often) Rawas and Kebanagung. One
clear conclusion is that the Rawas area represents the oldest Rejang settlement in
Sumatra. While a few minor claims made in previous work on Rejang historical
phonology are corrected or refuted by the Rawas evidence, the most important
findings are confirmed. Thus, (a) individual Rejang dialects have undergone
more changes (splits and mergers) of Proto—Malayo-Polynesian vowels than any
other known Austronesian group; (b) Proto-Rejang underwent two accent shifts,
first to a Malay-type pattern (a modified form of penultimate word-stress) and
then to the contemporary word-final stress pattern; and (c) complex conditions,
including vowel harmony conditions, are needed to preserve regularity in the
majority of sound changes affecting Rejang dialects.

“The dialect [that] is probably most important from a historical point of view
... 1s the Jang Abeus dialect, spoken in the upper reaches of the river Rawas.
... In 19471 it still had the final -/ in such words as biyol, Lebong biyoa
water.”—P. Voorhoeve, pers. comm. reported in Blust 1984:448, n.2.

1. INTRODUCTION.! Rejang historical phonology (RHP) began with a pioneering
article by Robert A. Blust (1984), in which contemporary Musi dialect data were
derived from PMP via a set of (mostly regular) sound changes. McGinn (1997) added
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Mariam, and Kartila S.E. (Muara Kulam, Rawas). I also wish to thank Dr. Zainubi Arbi of
Kepahiang and Pak Sabidin Ishak of Curup for invaluable assistance spanning thirty years. Like-
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resources. Finally, I wish to thank Dr. Robert A. Blust for reading an earlier draft of this article
and making many helpful suggestions. All errors of fact and interpretation remain mine alone.

2. Abbreviations and special symbols used in the paper are as follows: a colon (:) follows an accented
vowel on the word level, e.g., V: vs. V (unaccented); end-rhyme = -V# or -VC#; n.c. = noncognate;
n.d. = no data; PMP, Proto-Malayo-Polynesian. Dialects are shown as follows: P, Pesisir; L, Lebong;
M, Musi; K, Kebanagung; R, Rawas; PL, Pesisir and Lebong; PLM, Pesisir, Lebong, and Musi, etc.
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new dialect data from the Kebanagung, Pesisir, and Lebong dialects in the attempt to
explain some of the reported irregularities in the development of the vowels. McGinn
(1999, 2000) explored some possible external subgrouping relationships for Rejang.
Finally, although McGinn (2003) presented a reconstructed Proto-Rejang, owing to
space limitations, only Rawas evidence was included. This paper attempts to fill some
gaps in the record by displaying evidence from five major dialects against which the
reconstructions can be tested and earlier work on the language can be verified or revised.

Rejang should be of interest to linguists for at least three reasons. (i) The position
of Rejang as a linguistic isolate raises questions about the origin, migration route,
and closest linguistic affiliations of the group (McGinn 2003). (ii) Rejang exhibits
more changes in the vowels than any other known Austronesian language: 27 splits
of the original four PMP vowels are reflected in the Musi dialect, and 21 mergers
(Blust 1984; McGinn 1997). (iii) Some apparently irregular vocalic developments
affected pronouns and function words not only in Musi, but in all previously
reported dialects, presenting prima facie evidence for recognition of nonphonetic
conditions in the theory of sound change, contra the neogrammarian position.

McGinn (1997) attempted to explain the irregular Musi function words in terms of
the placement of the reconstructed pre-Rejang accent (i.e., word-level stress pattern),
which fell on the penultimate vowel in pre-Rejang (whereas in all contemporary dia-
lects the accent falls on the final syllabic vowel). The consequences of this analysis will
be explored in relation to the contribution of Rawas to the historical phonology of
Rejang, because in Rawas, pronouns and other function words underwent the same
regular changes as the content words.

More generally, it is fair to say that without Rawas, the dialects differ too little
among themselves to offer much in the way of time depth, precluding any ambitions
about reconstructing Proto-Rejang, not to mention establishing an external subgroup
smaller than Malayo-Polynesian. With the addition of Rawas dialect evidence, the
picture has changed dramatically. The time depth has increased; the relationships
among the dialects have begun to gain some clarity; the reconstruction of Proto-
Rejang has become feasible; and some of the evidence pertaining to possible sub-
grouping relationships with other Austronesian languages has become clarified.

1.1 LOCATION AND NUMBER OF REJANG SPEAKERS. When Rich-
ard Noss (1969) conducted a survey of language use in the late 1960s, there were
204,000 Rejang speakers living in Bengkulu and South Sumatra. Noss’s estimate is
consistent with Siddik (1980), but not Wurm and Hattori (1981), who give a much
higher figure (one million). The higher number can perhaps be reconciled with the
population of Bengkulu Province as a whole, including the city of Bengkulu with its
majority Malay population, as well as the Kerinci, Serawai, Minangkabau, and
transmigrated Javanese living in and around Rejang country.

1.2 DIALECT DIVERSITY. The pair-wise cognate percentages given in table 1
were derived from data obtained in the respective dialect areas from bilingual speak-
ers (Rejang and Indonesian) based on a standardized list of 200 Indonesian sen-
tences prepared by Amran Halim (n.d.) to elicit the Swadesh 200-word list.
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The degree of variation among the dialects reported in McGinn (1983, 1997)
was too slight to impede mutual understanding. By contrast, the Rawas dialect is
incomprehensible to other Rejangs. I have played a recorded Rawas text for Musi and
Lebong speakers, always with the same result: they did not understand it. Vocabulary
changes represent only part of the explanation, however. Many linguistic facts set
Rawas apart from the other Rejang dialects. For instance, only Rawas retains the
PMP diphthongs *iw and *uy as iw, uy; Rawas has a system of seven vowels (including

TABLE 1. PERCENTAGES OF SHARED HOMOSEMANTIC COGNATES

REJANG DIALECTS  Pesisir Lebong Musi Kebanagung Rawas

Pesisir e — 88% 87.5% 75.5% 70.0% *
Lebong _ _ 87.5% 78.0% 70.5%

Musi 82.0% 71.5%

Kebanagung 71.5%

Rawas

a  Cognate percentages reported in McGinn (1983) are 5 to 10 percent higher than those pre-
sented here. At that time I had access to dialect speakers living in the capital city, Curup. The
data in this paper were elicited from older speakers based on field work in each dialect area.

MAP OF REJANG COUNTRY

Bangka I.

Q

INDIAN OCEAN

Enggano I.

Rejang Dialects: West Java
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3 Musi
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5 Rawas
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low front ¢), whereas the other dialects have six; Rawas reflects PMP *-j as -¢ in contrast
to -g or -k in the other dialects; Rawas retains -/ (derived from PMP *-R and *-]) as sug-
gested by P. Voorhoeve in the quotation above; and (also as mentioned earlier) Rawas
pronouns and other function words underwent the expected regular changes affecting
word-final vowels, as with Rawas kow ‘I and kumaw ‘you (nonoriric)’ alongside uku,
kumu in the other dialects. The general impression is that Rawas is not only the most
divergent among the five dialects, but also (pronouns notwithstanding) the most conser-
vative. The remainder of this paper will substantiate this impression concerning the cen-
tral importance of Rawas in determining the linguistic history of the Rejang language.

1.3 SYNCHRONIC SKETCH OF THE FIVE DIALECTS

1.3.1 Contemporary consonant and vowel systems. The consonant systems are
given in table 2. Secondary phonemes and phoneme sequences mark loan words (usu-
ally from Malay). For example, sergap ‘attack’ displays an instance of r and a sequence
of two consonants within a morpheme; neither occurs in native Rejang words.

Most dialects have six vowels (a, e, i, 0, u, 9); Rawas has a seventh vowel ¢, which
regularly corresponds to e or ia or ea in the other dialects (see 2.4). Rawas d is a low
front vowel. The ¢—e contrast was very clear to this observer, whereas the contrast
between ¢ and a was difficult to hear; mostly & sounded like a; and either phoneme
could manifest as low central [e] in rapid speech. Several Malay-speaking onlookers in
Surulangun were as puzzled as I when Pak Daud insisted that peir ‘bitter’ and par “four’
differed significantly in pronunciation. However, a (never ¢) also varies freely with low
back [p] in certain phonetic environments. Phonologically, all doubts disappear: Rawas
pat from PMP *pagqit ‘bitter’” contrasts with par from PMP *epat ‘four’; and Rawas
bildik from PMP *balik ‘return home’ contrasts with balak ‘accident; occurrence’
(source unknown). Also important for what follows is the contrast between Rawas ¢
and ¢ although minimal pairs were not found: examples include Rawas kede? ‘bad per-
son’ vs. patdh ‘broken’; and kédmdy ‘1PL.EXCL’ vs. ete? ‘small’. A seven-vowel system
as witnessed in Rawas has been reconstructed for PR (see table 4 below).

1.3.2 Contemporary diphthongs and accentuation. Although it is not always
obvious, in all Rejang dialects the accent falls on the final syllabic vowel of the
word. The placement of the accent depends on syllable structure, and in particular on
the prior identification of syllabic and nonsyllabic vowels (see section 4).

TABLE 2. CONTEMPORARY CONSONANT SYSTEMS

PESISIR, LEBONG, MUSI KEBANAGUNG RAWAS
STOPS & pt c k ? pt c k pt c k ?
AFFRICATES b dj g b dj g b dj g
FRICATIVES S S h S h
PLAIN NASALS m n i m n i m n i
BARRED NASALS mn A mn A mna A
LIQUID 1 1 1
SEMIVOWELS w y w y w y
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Some consequences of syllabification and stress placement rules are as follows.
First, morphemes like daw ‘[dou] ‘many’ and oa? [?0a?] ‘far’ are monosyllabic and
hence in metrical terms bear no word-level accent: instead, the observed contrast is
between a vowel and a semivowel. Second, morphemes like umaa? [?uma:a?]
‘home’ and tidoa [tido:a] ‘sleep’ are disyllabic, with the accent falling on the second
(final) syllabic vowel, as expected. Finally, canonical CVCVC morphs receive the
accent on the final syllable as expected, as with Musi mono? [mono:?] ‘chicken’,
salon [salo:n] ‘claw’, tagen [taga:n] ‘hand’.

The complete set of Rejang diphthongs appears in table 5 (from PMP diphthongs)
and table 13 (from PMP vowels).

1.4 LEXICAL-PHONOLOGICAL CONDITIONS IN REJANG HISTORI-
CAL PHONOLOGY. As noted originally by Blust (1984), most vocalic changes
in Rejang must be defined in terms of what he called “PMP sequences”; these are
disyllabic (foot-length) and partially articulated speech segments such as *-aCi,
*-aCiC, *-uCeC, and so on. In this paper, these sequences are expanded in number
and in quality (to include also the reconstructed accent) and labeled “gestalt condi-
tions” (GCs). Two considerations make it necessary to find a replacement for Blust’s
term “PMP sequences.” (i) Whereas PMP sequences refer to sequences of (recon-
structed) PMP phonemes, GCs almost always refer to nondistinctive prosodic fea-
tures as well. (ii) Initially derived from PMP sequences, GCs may arise in any
historical stage of a language, for example, in early pre-Rejang, late pre-Rejang,
Proto-Rejang, or in one or all contemporary dialects (where they would be described
synchronically as Morpheme Structure Conditions). GCs refer to one or all of the
following: the last two syllables of the word; the accent; the pairing of the vowels
(*a-i, *u-a, etc.); the shape of the final syllable (open or closed); and the velarity (i.e.,
the binary feature [ + velar] ) associated with the word-final consonant (if present).

It is assumed that Rejang underwent two prosodic shifts at different times in its early
history (before Proto-Rejang), and that each of these shifts led to natural segmental
changes affecting vowels and consonants. In particular, stressed vowels became
strengthened, and unstressed vowels became weakened or lost (McGinn 1997). The
sheer number of vocalic shifts in Rejang raises questions about the external history of
the language (see 4.4 for discussion). Other questions unfortunately cannot be answered
here (but see 4.4.2). As noted by Paul Kiparsky, ““‘what remains puzzling on all accounts
is the persistence of (vocalic) shifts ... in certain languages ... and their total absence in
others, such as Japanese. It has been speculated ... that this persistence is ultimately
traceable to certain properties of the prosodic system” (Kiparsky 1988:383).

Early changes in the history of Rejang contributed to a high degree of lexical vowel
harmony in Proto-Rejang that is largely, but not entirely, reflected in the contemporary
dialects. In particular, the first nine changes listed in table 3 are shown together with a
tenth change that occurred after dialect split. All were governed by gestalt conditions.

Table 3 is discussed in sections 2.4.6.3 and 3.2.1. Table 3 schematizes the general
outlines of Rejang’s linguistic history presented in McGinn (1997, 1999, 2000),
extended now to accommodate the new evidence from Rawas. At first, the Rawas evi-
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dence shown in (10) appears to contradict our earlier analysis, because Rawas vowels
were not affected at all. Upon closer examination, however, it is clear that Rawas pro-
vides exactly the right kind of negative evidence needed to “prove the rule.” McGinn
(1997) claimed that the two vocalic changes illustrated in (10) were conditioned in part
by the feature [+velar] associated with word-final -C (including PMP *-R, *-j, *-k ). But
in Rawas, it is clear that consonantal change has intervened, namely, PMP and PR *-j
became -7 in Rawas, whereas PR *j > -g or -k in the other dialects. The explanation is
that Rawas failed to undergo the harmonization pattern (10) parallel to the other dialects
because PMP *#-j had changed to -¢ in Rawas, in effect “bleeding” the rule.
Theoretically, then, the Rejang evidence supports a theory of sound change that
includes a restricted class of phonologically (and typologically) definable conditions —
called here gestalt conditions (GCs)—operating over the domain of the word or word-
base, perhaps in different ways at different time periods in the history of a language.

2. PROTO-REJANG In his Vergleichende Lautlehre des Austronesischen Wortschatzes,
Otto Dempwolff presented the material as if (als ob) just three languages were necessary
and sufficient to reconstruct a valid protolanguage (vol. 1), and as if only eleven more lan-
guages were needed to confirm the reconstructions (vol. 2). A similar simplification (on a
much smaller scale to be sure) is implicit throughout this paper with respect to the recon-
struction of Proto-Rejang. In fact, every feature of Proto-Rejang can be justified based on
evidence from just two dialects—either Rawas and Pesisir, or Rawas and Kebanagung.
As it happens, these are the only dialects that share a boundary with a dialect of Malay.
By contrast, the remaining two (Musi and Lebong) may be viewed as “test dialects’ with
respect to our reconstructed Proto-Rejang. These two dialects occupy the political and
geographic heartland in Kabupaten Rejang-Lebong (see 4.4.3).

Of the three “criterion” dialects—Rawas, Pesisir, and Kebanagung—Rawas typi-
cally provides the best (and sometimes the only direct) witness for a given feature of
Proto-Rejang. In fact, the direct contributions of Pesisir and Kebanagung can be sum-
marized in just a few sentences. Pesisir bears witness to just three features of Proto-

TABLE 3. SCHEMATIC HISTORY OF PROTO-REJANG VOWELS

GESTALT CHANGES IN EARLY PRE-REJANG PMP PRE-REJANG
A 1 First Stress shift (to Malay-type pattern) *manuk *ma:nuk ‘chicken’
2 Syllable reductions *dagan *dan ‘branch’
3a *a Neutralization #*.V:CaCl[-velar] > *-V:CoC *tapan *ta:pon ‘hand’
3b *a Neutralization *-V:Ca#>-V:Co *mata *ma:ite ‘eye’
GESTALT CHANGES IN LATE PRE-REJANG PMP PROTO-REJANG
B 4 Second Stress Shift (to last syllabic V) *tapan *tago:n  ‘hand’
5 CVCV Harmony I *a-i: > i1 *talih ~ *tili: ‘rope’
6 CVCV Harmony II *a-u: > u-u: *sapu  *supu:  ‘broom’
7 CVCVC Harmony I *a-1: > *d-d: *lagit  *ldpd:t  ‘sky’
8 CVCVC Harmony II *a-u: > *0-o0: *manuk *mono:k ‘chicken’
9 CVCVC[-velar] Harmony III *i-g: > -d-d: *ipen  *dpd:n  ‘tooth’
C 10 CVCVCJ+velar] Harmony IV *u-a: > 0-0: = u-a: *pusej *pusa;j ‘navel’
pusat (Raw)
posog (KEB)

posok (PLM)
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Rejang that have been lost or obscured in Rawas. Pesisir retains: (a) -7 from PR *-? and
PMP *-q (Rawas -h); (b) i and u in the end-thymes -ia? and -ua? from PR *-i? and*-u?
reflecting PMP *-iq and *-uq respectively (R -, -oh); and (c) -i and -u from PR *-i
and *-u in the set of personal pronouns, for example, si ‘3SG’, uku ‘1SG” (R say, kaw).
Kebanagung, on the other hand, bears witness to four features of Proto-Rejang that
have been lost or altered in Rawas. Thus in Kebanagung (a) / regularly reflects PR *r
from PMP *, *R in all consonant positions (Rawas /, 2, or @ in corresponding posi-
tions); (b) -i regularly reflects PR *-i from PMP *-a when the penult was *u, as in dui
‘two’, tui ‘old’, buni ‘flower’ (R duay, tuay, bugay); (c) -k regularly reflects PR and PMP
*-k3 (R -?); and (d) -g regularly reflects PR and PMP *-j (R -£). All other features of PR
are reflected with varying degrees of transparency in contemporary Rawas.

2.1 RECONSTRUCTED PR SYSTEMS. Proto-Rejang had several typologically
important features: seven vowels (attested in Rawas); a high degree of vowel harmony in
the lexicon—even higher than attested in any contemporary dialect; word-level stress
(accent) on the final syllabic vowel (attested in all dialects); and just two diphthongs—far
fewer than attested in any contemporary dialect. See section 3 for discussion.

2.1.1 Phonemic inventory. The phonemes of Proto-Rejang are given in table 4.
PR *? was a glottal stop; PR *r was presumably a velar liquid (reflected as / or ?or @in
contemporary dialects); PR *4 was low, front, and unrounded (reflected as ¢ in
Rawas); and the series *m, *f, *fi, *1) represents the barred nasals (Coady and
McGinn 1983). They are regular reflexes of PMP consonant sequences *-mb-,
*-nd-, *-nz-, and *-ng-, respectively.

2.1.2 The seven vowels of Proto-Rejang. PR had an inventory of seven vowels
(witnessed in Rawas): *a, *e, *i, *0, *u, *9, *4. Given that PMP had four vowels (*1,
*Y, *a, *e [schwal), it is obvious that PR *o, *e, and *# are innovations. Two facts
are especially noteworthy about the innovating set. First, the relationship between
PR *d and *e is problematic; in particular, most instances of PR *i are inherited
from PMP, whereas PR *e is attested only in borrowed words from Malay or from
unknown sources, such as PR *kidek ‘evil; dirty’.

TABLE 4. PROTO-REJANG CONSONANTS, VOWELS, AND DIPHTHONGS

PROTO-REJANG CONSONANTS (23) PROTO-REJANG VOWELS (7)

STOPS & *p ¥t *c *k *? HIGH A *u
AFFRICATES b *d *z *g ¥ [g] MID *e *3 *0

FRICATIVES *s LOW *4 *a

PLAIN NASALS *m *n *i *p

BARRED NASALS *m A ¥

LIQUIDS *1 Fr PROTO-REJANG DIPHTHONGS (2)

SEMIVOWELS *w *y *iw *uy

a Blust (1991b:132) describes PMP *j as a voiced palatalized velar stop that occurred word-
finally and between vowels.

3. Kebanagung -k provided crucial evidence explaining an apparently irregular change affecting
kin terms (McGinn 1997:68).
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Second, the following pan-dialectal constraint applies when the relevant vowels
are available.

Given e or o or d as the penultimate vowel in a word, only like vowels are
permitted in ultimate position.

This constraint governs not only native words like monok ‘chicken’ and kiryit = leget “sky’
but also many borrowed words like topop ‘western-style hat’ (Malay fopi) and mugo
mugo (Malay moga-moga ‘hopefully’).4 Also included are PR words of unknown origin,
such as PR *kidek > PLM kide? = Kebanagung kidek = Rawas kede? ‘evil’.

2.1.3 Proto-Rejang diphthongs and accent. The accent (word-level stress) is
assigned to the final syllabic vowel of the word in Proto-Rejang, as in all contemporary
dialects (1.4.3). The accent almost certainly contributed to the spread of diphthongiza-
tion of final vowels after dialect split. See section 3.

2.2 PROTO-REJANG DIPHTHONGS. PR diphthongs either reflect PMP
diphthongs or are the result of vowel coalescence following loss of intervocalic *-g-
or *-h-. Like much else in the reconstruction of Proto-Rejang, the Rawas evidence
proves crucial, in part because it diverges sharply from the other dialects, and in part
because it is conservative. Rawas retains PMP and PR diphthongs *iw and *uy as iw
and uy, respectively. Thus, although Rawas reflects only two PMP diphthongs as
diphthongs (vs. three in each of the other dialects), it does so conservatively.
This section gives the diachronic rules that explain the following display:

PMP DIPHTHONGS: *iw, *uy, *aw, *ay

REGULAR REFLEXES IN PR:¥iw, *uy

REGULAR REFLEXES IN RAWAS: iw, uy

(1) PMP *aw and *iw merged as PR *iw (witnessed by Rawas iw).
(2a) PMP *ay and *uy merged as PR *uy (witnessed by Rawas uy).
(2b) PMP sequences *-aqi and *-ahi became *ay before merging with *uy
(witnessed by Rawas uy), as with PMP *taqi > PR *tuy (Rawas fuy); see
appendix 31, 222, 243.

After the dialects split, the following changes account for the attested outcomes
shown in table 5.

TABLE 5. REGULAR REFLEXES OF PMP DIPHTHONGS

PMP PR PES LEB MUSI KEB RAWAS

*danaw *daniw danaw danaw danuo danaa daniw ‘lake’
*kahiw *Kiilw kiaw kiaw kiuo kiaa kiiw ‘wood’
*qatay *atuy atay atay atie atae atuy ‘liver’
*hapuy *upuy opoy opoy opoy opoy upuy “fire’
AND AFTER LOSS OF PMP INTERVOCALIC *-Q-:

*tinaqi *tonuy tanay tonay tanie tonae tanuy ‘guts’

Appendix 1, 11, 45, 61, 99, 121, 134, 177, 200, 251

4. One exception is Rawas belo? ‘turn’ from Malay belok (expected **bele?). Note that the expected
form would not, in Rawas, be homophonous with inherited baléi? from PMP *balik ‘return’.
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PESISIR AND LEBONG MUSI
I. PR *iw > ow I. PR *uy > ie
2. PR *uy > ay 2. PR *iw >uo
3. PR gestalt *u-uy > -oCoy 3. PR gestalt *u-uy > 0-oy
KEBANAGUNG RAWAS (NO CHANGE)
1. PR *uy > oe 1. PMP/PR *iw and *uy > iw, uy,
2. PR *iw >0a respectively

3. PR gestalt *u-uy > 0-oy

2.3 CONSONANTAL CHANGE. The following consonantal changes can be
attributed to Proto-Rejang. Special reference will be made to the evidence from Rawas
and Kebanagung, because (with only one exception—see 2. below) the PR reflexes
can be derived on the basis of evidence from these two dialects alone.

2.3.1 Summary of consonantal changes in Proto-Rejang

I.

PMP *h disappeared unconditionally in PR: PMP *hasaq > R asaa? ‘sharp’;
PMP *talih > R tilay ‘rope’; PMP *buhek > R buk ‘head hair’.
Appendix: 14, 41, 45, 50, 97, 116, 118, 146, 167, 249, 200, 236

PMP *q became PR *? in word-final position and disappeared elsewhere. How-
ever, Rawas and Kebanagung display -/ instead of expected glottal stop. The
explanation may be attributed to the broad spectrum of contiguous languages
with borrowed / for expected ?under areal pressure from Malay (Blust 1992:37).
See 2.3.2.2 for discussion.

PMP PR PES LEB MUSI KEB RAWAS
*Rumaq *ruma?  umaa? umaa? umaa? umah umah ‘house’
*taneq *tana? tanaa? tanaa? tanaa? tanah tanah ‘earth’

Appendix: 7, 18, 29, 32, 34, 42, 43, 44, 57, 60, 69, 85, 91, 135, 136, 126, 150, 168, 172,
174, 187, 200, 211, 219, 243, 234, 244, 245, 246, 253, 248, 250, 255, 256

PMP *k > PR *k (all positions) is attested by Kebanagung. In the other dialects,
including Rawas, word-final PMP and PR *-k > -2, thus partially merging with

PMP *.q.
PMP PR PES LEB MUSI KEB RAWAS
*anak *anak ana? ano? ana? anak ana?  ‘child’
*balik *bilak bele? bele? bele? belek bild?  ‘return’
*puhuk  *buk bu? bu? bu? buk bu? ‘head hair’

Notice that in Lebong PMP/PR *a regularly became o before *-k but not *-q:
*anak > ano? beside *Rumaq > umaa? ‘house’ (**umc? is unattested). In the
phonological system of Kebanagung -k = [?]; thus buk [bu?], belek [bele?], anak
[ana?] as the result of an allophonic rule (McGinn 1997:68). Phonologically,
therefore, Kebanagung retains traces of earlier distinctions among PMP *-q,
*-k, and *-j, to which we next turn.

PMP *j became PR *g between vowels but was retained as PR *-j in word-final
position before splitting into Rawas -, Kebanagung -g [k] and PLM -k [k].

PMP PR PES LEB MUSI KEB RAWAS
A *qapeju *pagu pagaw  pagaw pagaw  n.c. pagow  ‘gall’
*pajan  *gidn  gen gen gen gen gdn ‘name’
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B *pusej *pussj posok  posok posok  posog  pusat  ‘navel’
*qulej  *ulej  olok olok olok olog ulat ‘caterpiller’
*lalej  *daloj dalok  dalak dalok  dalag  dalat  ‘housefly’

Appendix: 58, 79, 162, 170, 172, 181
5. PMP *p and *b remained unchanged in PR in all positions except under a
specific morphological condition, namely, word-initially in transitive verbs.
PMP *p-5 and *b-¢ were reanalyzed as prefixes (hence disappeared lexically).

PMP *puluq > PR *pulu? ‘ten’ R poloh ‘ten’
PMP *piliq > PR *ili? ‘choose’ R dldh ‘choose’
Appendix: 39, 85, 80, 86, 255
6. PMP *w > PR *b regularly in initial position. Intervocalic PMP *w regularly
disappeared in trisyllables (*ka-wanan > kanan ‘rightside’). In disyllables, PMP
intervocalic *w was regularly retained as PR *w but (irregularly) became -b- in
one known case (PR *fiabi ‘soul’).

PMP *wahiR > PR *biol ‘water’ R biol
PMP *hawak > PR *awak ‘body’ K awak
PMP *fiawa > PR *fiabi ‘soul’ R 7iabay

Appendix: 12, 20, 38, 98, 102, 123, 159, 215

7. PMP *fi was retained as PR *i word-initially but became *n between vowels.

PMP *flamuk > PR *fiomok ‘mosquito’ R ioma?
PMP *fiawa > PR *fiabi ‘soul’ R 7iabay
PMP *ma-aiud > PR *monot ‘float away’ K monot

Appendix: 149, 159, 160

8. PMP *1 was retained as PR *1 in all positions, as attested in Rawas. In all dia-
lects except Rawas word-final PMP and PR *1 disappeared.

PMP *gatel > PR *gatal ‘itch’ R gatal
Appendix: 19, 26, 27, 28, 35, 46, 47, 48, 59, 78, 102, 104, 128, 129, 131, 135, 136, 173,
240, 2457

9. PMP *r (presumably alveolar) is reflected as PR *r (presumed to be velar or possi-
bly uvular; hereafter [+velar] for concreteness) in all consonant positions; after dia-
lect split PR *r developed regularly in each dialect. In Kebanagung PR *r > A in all
three positions; in the other dialects PR *r > ?between vowels and @ elsewhere.

5. Morphological variants reflecting PMP *piliq and PR *ili? include Pesisir milia? (active) ~ nilia?
(passive) ~ kilia? (imperative) ~ pilia? (nominal).

6. It is noteworthy that all words beginning bam... or pam..., although historically probably
infixed with -am- ‘active’, have undergone reanalysis into two prefixes, e.g., Musi bamonoa?
‘die off” = {bs-} + {m(a)-} + {onoa?}.

7. Many Rawas words with final -/ derive from Malay or from unknown sources:

RAWAS PLMK MALAY
tigal (syn. diam) tija tinggal ‘wait, stay, live’

batal bata bantal ‘pillow’

moasol mosoa cari ‘look for; hunt’

tokol — palu ‘hammer’

nugal — tugal ‘to dibble; plant by dibbling’
macol buko buka ‘to open; take off (clothes)’

tukal — tukil ‘bamboo wine-making instrument’
kacil kacea kancil ‘mouse-deer’

cukal kikoa gali ‘dig’
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PMP *rimba > PR *rima Khimo  ‘jungle’
PMP *zari > PR *ziri K jihay ‘“finger’
PMP *tirus > PR *tirus K tihus  ‘tapering’®
PMP *bener > PR *boenar K banah  ‘true’

Appendix: 6,30,190,138,207, 231,258; cf. also 194, 230.

10. PMP *R was retained as PR *r in initial position. Intervocalically and word-
finally, PMP *R split into PR *r and *1 under complex conditions as discussed
in section 2.3.2.3.

11. PMP

PMP *Ratus > PR *rotos Khotos  ‘hundred’
PMP *bageRu > PR *balu K balow  ‘new’
PMP *libeR > PR *libar K libah  ‘wide’

Appendix: 20, 29, 32, 36, 40, 51, 67, 70, 71, 109, 130, 131, 134, 175, 188, 193, 200, 202,
221, 228, 234, 250

*z became PR *d word-initially in CV(C)VC canons; elsewhere PMP *z

was retained as PR *z except in the intervocalic cluster *-nz-, which became PR
*. Thus, PMP *z>d /#__ V(C)VC,? *z > z elsewhere.

PMP PR PES LEB MUSI KEB RAWAS
A *zalan  *dalen dalon dalon dalon dalon dalon  ‘road’

*zaRum *dolom dolom dolom dolom dolom dolom ‘needle’

*zaqit *mon-ddt mofiet mofiet mofiet mofet  mohdt ‘sew’

B *zari *ziri jitay jiray jitay jihay jivey ‘“finger’

C *quzan *uzen ujon ujon ujon ujon ujon ‘rain’
*tazem  *tazom tajom  tajom  tajom tajom tajom  ‘sharp’
*pinzem  *ifiam iflam ifilom iflom iflom iiem  ‘borrow’

Also appendix: 114, 244

12. Voiced stops devoiced in final position.

PMP *bukid > PR bukit ‘hill’, R bukit
PMP *tunked > PR *tokot ‘staff, cane’, R tokot

13. A number of processes resulted in original CVCCV(C) and CVCeCVC can-
ons reducing to a CVCVC or a CVCV template.

@

(b)

©

“Prenasalized voiceless obstruents reduced to the simple obstruent” (Blust
1984:428).

PMP kempu > PR *kapu ‘grandchild’, R kapaw

Appendix: 107,201,204

“Prenasalized voiced obstruents shifted to the corresponding barred nasal”
(Blust 1984:428).

PMP *embun > PR *smun ‘cloud’, R ariun

Appendix: 75, 76, 86, 166, 180, 190, 233, 235; see also 87.

“The first of successive consonants in a reduplicated monosyllable was
dropped” (Blust 1984:428).

PMP *tektek > PR *tatok ‘chop, hack’, R tara?
PMP *tuktuk > PR *tutuk ‘pound rice’, R turu?

8. A discrepancy is hereby noted between my data and Blust’s (1984:427) with respect to the
Musi words for ‘finger’ and ‘tapering’. My data shows Musi ji?ay and ti?us with the expected
regular development of -?- from PMP *-r-, whereas Blust recorded jiay and tius.

9. Given that PMP *Z and *z have collapsed into a single phoneme *z in recent literature (Blust
1999), the GC shown here is needed to preserve regularity for the Rejang outcomes.
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(d) CVCeCVC trisyllables regularly reduced to CVCCVC (schwa syncope'®)
followed by cluster reduction. (See also 2.4.1.)

PMP *tupelak > *tuplak > PR *tulak ‘push; reject’, Rawas tula?
PMP *timeRaq > *timRaq > PR *tima? ‘tin’, Rawas timah

14. The following irregular consonant changes have been noted in all dialects,
hence presumably occurred in PR.

PMP *k->PR *g:  PMP *kutu > PR *gutu (R gutow) ‘head louse’
PMP *d- > PR *t:  PMP *depeR > PR *tonoa (K fapoa) ‘hear’
PMP *-j- > PR zero: PMP *pajay > PR *pay (R pay) ‘rice plant’
PMP *]- > PR *d:  PMP *lalej > PR *dalsj (R dalat) ‘housefly’
PMP *#-1- > PR *n: PMP *qateluR > PR *tenol (R tanol) ‘egg’

PMP *-w >zero:  PMP *laRiw > PR *lili (R lilay ‘run’

PMP *n- > PR *I-:  PMP *nipis > PR *mo-lipis (R malipis) ‘thin’

PMP *b- > PR *-w-: PMP *bahi ‘female’ (R -wuy in salawuy ‘woman’)
PMP *-p- > PR -b-: PMP *ma-kapal > PR *kabol (R kabol) ‘thick’
PMP *#-nd- >-d-:  PMP *pandak > PR *padak (R pada?) ‘short’

In addition, the following irregular consonant changes were introduced after dialect
split in the named dialects.

PR *b->@ in PLM: PMP/PR *busuk > PLM usu? ‘rotten’
PR *r- > @ in Kebanagung: PR *ruma? > Kumah ‘house’

All other consonants remain unaltered in all dialects.

2.3.2 Residual problems with reference to consonantal changes in PR. This
section discusses problems arising from the proposed PR consonant system. The
solutions offered are tentative.

2.3.2.1 Split of PMP *R into PR *r and *1. All contemporary dialects contain
one liquid—Ilateral /—from two sources in PMP, namely, *1 and *R. Some of the
derivations are complex, and there are residues from the proposed analysis that are
duly noted. As noted in the previous section:

1. PMP *1 was retained as PR *] in all positions (attested by R /).
2. PMP *r was retained as PR *r in all positions (attested by K 7).

These retention facts, unproblematic in themselves, are crucial for the analysis of the
fate of PMP *R.

3. Word-initially PMP *R- was retained as PR *r- ([+velar]). PR *r- is reflected by
Kebanagung /- corresponding to @ in the other dialects. An unexplained loss of
PR *r- occurs in Kebanagung umah (expected **humah) from PMP *Rumah

‘h 9

ouse’.
PMP PR P&L MUSI KEB RAWAS
*Rakit *rakit eket eket heket dkét ‘raft’
*Ratus *rotos otos otos hotos otos ‘hundred’
*Rumaq *(r)uma? umaar umaar umah umah ‘house’

4. Between vowels PMP *-R- split between PR *-r- and *-I- conditioned by a
morph-shape (gestalt) condition. According to McGinn (1997:87), PMP inter-
vocalic *R became [ except in the following two environments:

10. Schwa Syncope remains an active (synchronic) rule applying across morpheme boundaries in
contemporary Rejang, as in Musi {-am-} ‘active’ + {togoa} ‘hear’ —> fampoa ‘to hear’.
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*-R- disappeared in trisyllables

*.R- > *-h- in the environment CV_VC when the initial consonant was a noncoronal
obstruent (*p-, *b-, ¥k-, [?]*g-)

In this paper we have substituted PR *-r- for the *-h- of the earlier analysis, but the
substance is unchanged. In table 6 the data in McGinn (1997:87, table 10) are
updated to include the Rawas data and new reconstructions with *r replacing *h).
The Rawas reflexes of PMP *-R- show a split identical to those of Pesisir, Lebong,
and Musi. Only Kebanagung is different, exactly as reported in McGinn (1997),
which gains support from the new evidence. Set C contains two unexplained residues
of the analysis (expected K **balar and **dalas). This pair of outcomes can probably
be explained as regularized early borrowings from Malay berat and deras.

In word-final position PMP *-R split between PR *-r and *-1. See table 7. In
McGinn (1997:86)—which lacked Rawas data—the question was: under what
conditions did PMP *-R become 4 in Kebanagung and @ in the other dialects?
Given our analysis so far, the right question seems to be: Under what conditions
did PMP *-R split into PR *-1 and *-r? Consider the complementation facts in
sets A and B. All the forms in set A display PR *-ol and all the forms in set B
show PR *-ir, *-ur, or *-ar. PMP *-R thus evidently changed to PR *-1 before
derived *o, but became PR *-r elsewhere. This analysis assumes that pre-
Rejang *-oR appeared before the consonantal split. Thus the split of PMP *R
into PR *r, *1, and zero was overwhelmingly regular.

TABLE 6. SPLIT OF PMP *-R-

PMP PR PES & LEB  MUSI KEB RAWAS
*keRin *Karin katip katip kahin ki?in ‘dry’
*peRes *poras n.c.t paras n.c. n.c. ‘squeeze’
*buRuk *buruk buu? buu? buhuk n.c. ‘decayed’
*waRej *balot balot balot balot n.c. ‘root, vine’
*waRi *bili bilay bilay bilay bilay ‘day’
*bageRu  *bslu belaw balow balow balow ‘new’
*daRaq *dalaq dalsa? dalsa? dalah dalah ‘blood’
*zaRum *dalum dolom dolom dolom dolom ‘needle’
*laRiw *1ili lilay liloy n.d. lilay ‘run’
*beRay *luy lay lie loe luy ‘give’
*ma-iRaq  *milaq miloea? miloa? n.c. n.c. ‘red’
*qasiRa *sili silay siloy siloy n.c. ‘salt’
*beReqat  *barat barot barot bahat n.c. ‘heavy’
— *banag banoke® n.c. n.c. banak ‘heavy’
*deRes *doras n.c. daas dohas daas ‘swift (current)’
No cognate.

PR *-t from PMP *-j is irregular (expected PR -j).
In Leb only.
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2.3.2.2 Malay influence in early pre-Rejang reflected in PR consonants

I.

a

Three PR kin terms show irregular final *-k instead of expected *-? from PMP
*-q. For example, Kebanagung bapak ‘father’, kakak ‘elder sibling’, mamak
‘mother’s brother’ occur instead of expected **bapads, **mamads, **kakaa?.
The explanation for the irregularity is early borrowing from Malay bapak,
mamak, kakak. See McGinn (1997) for discussion.

Rawas and Kebanagung show -/ regularly corresponding to -? from PMP *-q in
the other dialects. Whereas this derives in a straightforward way from PMP *g, it
is less clear how it relates to Proto-Rejang. There are three possible ways to
account for the correspondence set ?=?=?=h=h, none particularly satisfactory. The
set reflects either (i) PR *-h from *-q, (i) PR *-? from *-q, or (iii) a retention,
namely PR *-q from *-q. Probably (i) should be rejected on the grounds that *h >
? is not a common change (although it has occurred in Raratongan, and in
Chamic—see Thurgood 1999:89). And possibility (iii) offers no new insight and
therefore should be available only as a last resort. That leaves (ii), which like (i)
suffers the consequence of an unlikely regular change, namely *? > -h in two
Rejang dialects (Rawas and Kebanagung). However, there is another fact to be
considered based on a suggestion by Blust (1992:37). Blust has suggested that -/
has replaced the regular reflexes of PMP *-q in many languages over a broad and
not always contiguous area in Java, Sumatra, and Borneo. Because this pattern
represents a partial irregularity in language after language, it may be explained as
an areal feature spread by the prestige of Malay, whose early history included the
change *-q > h (see Adelaar 1992). Accepting this theory, and applying it to
Rejang, T assume that PMP *-q became *-? in Proto-Rejang, which then was
replaced by -4 in Kebanagung and Rawas via borrowing from Malay. (Note that
these two Rejang dialects just happen be the only ones in direct contact with
Malay.) One advantage of the borrowing theory is that it helps to account for the

TABLE 7. SPLIT OF PMP *-R

PMP PR PL MUSI KEB RAWAS

*wahiR *biol bioa bioa bioa biol ‘water’
*niuR *niol nioa nioa nioa niol ‘coconut’
*ikuR *ikol ikoa ikoa ikoa iko?? ‘tail’
*dapuR *dopol dopoa dopoa dopoa dopol ‘hearth’
*qateluR  *tonol tonoa tonoa tonoa tonol ‘egg’
*depeR *tanol tonoa tonoa tonoa n.c. ‘hear’
*huluR *ulur ulua oloa uluh ulua ‘lower’
*qapuR *upur upua opoa opoh upua ‘chalk’
*tiDuR *tidur tidua tidoa tiduh tidua ‘sleep’
*libeR *libar libea libea libsh liboa ‘wide’
*qiliR *ilir n.c. elea ilih n.c. ‘downstream’
*bibiR *bibir bibia bebea (gus) bibia ‘lips’

A borrowing.
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peculiar distribution of Rawas /4, which occurs only word-finally. This fact would
be surprising except for the assumption that Rawas -/ is a borrowed phoneme.

In contrast, Kebanagung shows / in all positions, reflecting partial merger of
PMP *R and *r as PR *r. Continuing with the consequences of the borrowing the-
ory, in Kebanagung (but not Rawas) our presumed borrowed -/ extended its dis-
tribution through replacement of PR *r by h in all positions. (In the other dialects,
PR *r became ? between vowels and zero elsewhere.) As a consequence of all
these developments, r does not occur in native words, but is a sure sign of borrow-
ing in Rejang, as in sargap ‘attack’ (all dialects) from Malay sergap.

3. Two outcomes showing PR intervocalic *-1- might be explained in terms of
early Malay influence.

MALAY PR RAWAS PMP
lari #ili lilay *laRiw ‘run’
kura-kura *kuli kulay — ‘turtle’

Early borrowing from Malay /ari as PR *lili is the probable source of Kebana-
gung and Rawas [lilay, which would account for the apparent loss of *-w (cf.
PMP *laRiw ‘run’). Furthermore, Rawas -I- corresponding to Malay -r- sug-
gests that the pre-Rejang form was *1aRi (with velar or uvular *R).

4. Rawas ariut (expected **monot) from Malay hanyut ‘drift away’ from PMP
*ma-qafiud.

5. PM batat ‘heavy’, K bahat ‘heavy’ (expected **balaf) from Malay berat ‘heavy’; cf.
PMP *beReqat. The origin of PR *banag (>R banak, L banak ‘heavy’) is unknown.

6. PMP *ajen > PR *aran (R ay) ‘charcoal’ (expected **agan) from Malay arang.
7. PMP *tawad > PR *tawar (K tawah) ‘haggle’ (expected **tawar) from Malay tawar.

2.4 CHANGES AFFECTING PMP VOWELS IN PROTO-REJANG.
The PMP inventory of four vowels (*i, *u, *a, *e [9]) evolved into a seven-vowel
system in PR by the addition of PR *o and *4 (low front unrounded) plus a new pho-
neme PR *e introduced by early borrowing (see section 5). It is interesting that no
new diphthongs developed between PMP and PR. Nineteen vocalic changes sepa-
rating PMP and Proto-Rejang (PR) are illustrated in this section (2.4) followed by
discussion (2.5). Rawas and Kebanagung dialect evidence is especially prominent in
this section for reasons given in section 2. (See section 3 for seventeen additional
vocalic changes separating PR from contemporary Rawas.)

2.4.1 PR reflexes of PMP *a (=7). PMP *-a is reflected as zero and six PR
vowels (all except *e), namely: *a, *4, *i, *o, *u, and *a. The changes were condi-
tioned by the accent in every case, but the accent pattern is presumed to have
changed from an earlier one of a Malay type to the contemporary pattern. '*

11. In early pre-Rejang, the accent fell on the final syllabic when the penult was schwa; otherwise
on the penult. See McGinn (1997, 2000).
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2.4.1.1 Vocalic changes reconstructed for early pre-Rejang and conditioned
by Malay-type accent

I.

2a.

2b.

2C.

*a >0 *qaCV:CV(C) (prepenultimate *V unstressed)
*ma-V:CV(C) (prepenultimate *V unstressed)

The prepenultimate sequence PMP *qa- disappeared regularly. Moreover, in
PMP affixes *mi-, *um- (for which see below), and *ma-, the vowel disap-
peared before a base-initial vowel.
PMP *qapeju > PR *pagu: > R pagaw
PMP *ma-iRaq > PR *mila? > P milaa? ‘red’
Appendix: 136, 146, 149, 150, 172, 200, 202, 221
*a>*g *CaCV:CV(O) (prepenultimate *V unstressed)
PMP *bageRu > PR *balu > R balow ‘new’
Appendix: 17, 28, 29, 40, 130, 136, 145, 149, 173, 200, 226
More generally, prepenultimate PMP *a, *i, and *u became PR *o except
where schwa syncope (2.3.1 [14]) applied first.

PMP *tugelaN > PR *tolan > R falan ‘bone’

PMP *tinaqi > PR *tenuy > R fonuy ‘intestines’
To anticipate somewhat, two other cases of schwa syncope bled prepenultimate
neutralization of PMP *i and *u.'?

PMP *tupelak > *tuplak > PR *tulak > R tula? ‘push

PMP *timeRaq > *timRaq > PR *tima? > R timah ‘tin’
*a> % *.V:CaCl-velar] (ultimate *a unstressed)

PMP *bulan > bu:lon > PR *bulo:n > R bulon ‘moon’

PMP *anak >*a:nak > PR *ana:k > R ana? ‘child’

PMP *takebas > *toba:s > PR *toba:s > R tabas ‘clear-cut’
PMP *daqan >*dan > PR *dan > R dan ‘branch’

Appendix: 3, 43, 46, 47, 57, 59, 60, 69, 81, 88,97, 98, 104, 110, 115, 123, 117, 136, 139,
145, 150, 164, 166, 167, 168, 180, 193, 204, 213, 215, 219, 225, 2206, 229, 234, 238, 239,
246, 253, 256; see section 2.4.6.1 for discussion

*a> %y *.VCa (all vowels unstressed in function words; see 3.3)

PMP *(k)ita > PR *ito > R ita ‘1PL.INCL’
PMP *ni-a > PR *no > R na ‘356 (AGT-POSS)’
PMP *duha > pre-Rejang *du:e

Appendix: 113, 156
See 3a. below for further changes affecting content words, and section 3.3 for
pronouns and other function words.

2.4.1.2 Vocalic changes reconstructed for late pre-Rejang and conditioned
by contemporary accent

3a.

*a> ¥ > Fgr > (last step applied to output of 2c)

I 2 3 4
*-V:Ca >*-ViCo >*-VCoa: >  *-VCi:
PMP *duha > *duia > *dus: > PR *dui: > K dui ‘two’
PMP *tuga >*te  >*we:  >PR *tui: > K i ‘old’
PMP *bupa > *buipe > *bupe: >PR *bupi: > K bupi ‘flower’

Appendix: 49, 72, 130, 140, 159, 238

12. Blust (1982) describes a similar process of syllable reduction in the history of Malay.
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Outcomes 2b, 2c, and 3a are obviously closely related. When described together,
they bring several issues into focus, including the following. (i) 1st Stress Shift to
Malay-type pattern; (i) 2nd Stress Shift to contemporary pattern; (iii) neutraliza-
tion of unstressed vowels; (iv) strengthening (eventual diphthongization) of
stressed vowels; and (v) nonparticipation of grammatical function words
(=clitics) in vocalic strengthening rules. Tables 8a and 8b display the skeletal his-
tory just described. Crucially for the theory developed here and in McGinn
(1997), word-level stress (accent) is assigned metrically within the disyllabic
base; thus monosyllables like ba were exempt (see 4.3). Stressed vowels are rep-
resented by a colon. The crucial step is underlined in table 8a. Under the influence
of the reconstructed Malay-type accent in early pre-Rejang, word-final vowels
were stressed when the penultimate vowel was *a (schwa); otherwise the penulti-
mate vowel was stressed. These assumptions underlie the following derivation of
the Rawas diphthong ay from PR *i and PMP *-a.

PMP PR Rawas
*-a > -3 > -a: > -i: > ay
| | | | |
(accent unstressed stressed stressed stressed
unknown)

First, unstressed *-a regularly became *a (schwa). Then, after the accent shifted
(in late pre-Rejang), stressed *-a: became *-i and later (after dialect split) became
ay in Rawas (3.2). The reason the pronoun ifa ~ 12 escaped diphthongization is that
all function words (including pronouns) behaved like unstressed or destressed
clitics in Proto-Rejang, hence systematically escaped the earliest vocalic changes
affecting stressed vowels. See McGinn (1997) and 2.4.6.1 below.

These same themes also come into play in the PR outcomes of 2b., as shown
in table 8b. Again the major issue concerns the conditions for neutralization of
unstressed reflexes of PMP final-syllable *a—in this case, when the final sylla-
ble was closed (final -C is nonvelar); it did not affect stressed vowels (*taba.s)
nor monosyllables, which bear no metrical stress at all. Again, the crucial step
is underlined in table 8b. The unity of the processes displayed in tables 8a and
8b was expressed as a single formula in McGinn (1997), and remains valid after
reviewing the Rawas data. See 2.4.6.1 and 4.2.2.

3b. *a>*i *-aCi: (*a unstressed)
PMP *talih > *ta:li > PR *tili: > R tilay ‘rope’
Appendix: 38, 40, 258

TABLE 8A. TWO STRESS SHIFTS IN RELATION TO THREE REGULAR PR
OUTCOMES FOR PMP *-a IN OPEN FINAL SYLLABLES

PMP (accent unknown) *teka *ba *(k)ita *duha
Early pre-Rej (Malay-type accent)  *taka: *ba *ito *duza
Late pre-Rej (contemporary accent) *toka: *ba *ito *dua:
Proto-Rejang *toka: *ba *ita *dui:
Contemporary Kebanagung toko ba ita dui
Contemporary Rawas tokaw ba ita duay

5

’come’ ‘EMPHATIC’  ’TPL.INCL’ two
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4. *a>*u *-aCu: (*a unstressed)

B

PMP *sapu > *sa:pu > PR *supu: > R supaw ‘broom
Appendix: 52, 119, 247

5. *a>%*o *-aCu:C (*a unstressed)
PMP *manuk > PR *mono:k > R mono? ‘chicken’
Appendix: 70, 71, 148, 149, 191, 205

6. *a>*j *-aCi:C (*a unstressed)
PMP *lapit > * la:pit > PR *ldna:t > R ldgdt ‘sky’
Appendix: 25, 26, 124, 144, 188

7. *a>*a Elsewhere, PMP *a was retained as PR *a.

Two noteworthy retentions of PMP *a concern (i) monosyllables such as PMP *ba,
and (ii) “oxytone” bases with open final syllables, such as PMP *toka. Such forms
regularly retained *-a in PR (table 8a above); after dialect split PR *-a was retained
in monosyllables (all dialects), but *-a became aw in Rawas disyllabic bases (corre-
sponding to -oin the other dialects—perhaps with *aw as intermediate step).

PMP #*teka > PR *toka: > Kebanagung #oko = R takaw ‘come’
PMP *ba > PR *ba > Kebanagung ba = R ba ‘emphatic particle’

Appendix: 106, 128, 190, 218, 224, 233; cf. 56
2.4.2 PR reflexes of PMP *e (schwa) (= 5). PMP *e [9] is reflected as zero and
four PR vowels, namely: *a, *o, *4, *3.'3 The changes occurred in late pre-Rejang and
were conditioned by the contemporary accent. In all contemporary Rejang dialects
(hence PR) the accent falls predictably on the final syllabic vowel of the word.

1. *e[q] >0 *3CV:C (schwa unstressed)

PMP *emis > *omi:s > PR *mis > Rawas mis ‘sweet’
PMP *mi-hepi > *mi-opi: > PR *mipi > Rawas mipay ‘dream’
Appendix: 146, 147, 167
2. *elo]>*a *VCa:C (schwa stressed)
PMP *taneq > PR *tana:? > R tanah ‘earth’
Appendix: 135, 211; cf. 78, 252
3. *e[a]>*o *-9Ca:Cl+velar] (schwa stressed)
PMP *tektek > PR *toto:k > Rawas fato? ‘chop, hack’
PMP *wahiR > *wayaR > *wayoR > PR biol > Rawas biol ‘water’
Appendix: 80, 223, 227; see 2.4.6.4 for discussion

TABLE 8B. TWO STRESS SHIFTS IN RELATION TO TWO REGULAR PR
OUTCOMES FOR PMP *-a IN CLOSED FINAL SYLLABLES

PMP (accent unknown) *hasap *anak *daqan *takebas
Early pre-Rej (Malay-type accent)  *a:sap *a:nak *dan *taba:s
Late pre-Rej (contemporary accent) *asa:p *ana:k *dan *toba:s
Proto-Rejang *asa:p *ana:k *dan *toba:s
Contemporary Kebanagung asa:p ana:k dan toba:s
Contemporary Rawas asa:p ana:? dan toba:s
‘smoke’ ‘child’ ‘branch’ ‘clear-cut’

13. PMP *-e (schwa) did not occur word-finally.
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4. *el[a]>*i *-1Ca:Cl-velar] (schwa stressed)
PMP *ipen > PR *dpé:n > R dpdn ‘tooth
Appendix: 14, 15, 16, 86, 131, 143; see 3.2.1 for discussion.
5. *e[a]>%*o (elsewhere)
PMP *bales > PR *bala:s > R balas ‘reply’
PMP *lesuny > PR *lasu:y > R lasun ‘mortar’
2.4.3 PR reflexes of PMP *i (= 4). PMP *iis reflected as zero and three PR vow-
els, namely: *4, *9, *i. The changes were conditioned by the accent in every instance.

2.4.3.1 Vocalic changes reconstructed for early pre-Rejang and conditioned
by Malay-type accent

Ia. *>%* *CiCV:CV(C) (prepenultimate *V unstressed)
PMP *tinaqi > *tonaqi > *tonai > PR *tonuy > R fanuy ‘intestines’
cf. PMP *timeRaq > *timRaq > PR *tima? > P timaa? ‘tin’
Appendix: 3; see 2.4.1 for discussion
2.4.3.2 Vocalic changes reconstructed for late Pre-Rejang and conditioned by
the contemporary accent

1b. *i>9 *CiCV:(C) (*1 unstressed)

PMP *lima > PR *lama: > R lomaw ‘five’
PMP *silun > PR *salo:n > K salon ‘claw’
PMP *gilap > PR galo:p > P galap ‘flash’
Appendix: 81, 128, 199; see Blust (1984:437) and below n. 18
2. Fi>*j *-aCi:C (*i stressed)
PMP *#lapit > PR *ldnd:t > R lapdt ‘sky’
Appendix: 25, 26, 124, 144, 188; see 2.4.6.3 for discussion
3. *i>0 niV (all vowels unstressed in function words)

PMP *ni-a > *na > PR *no > R na ‘35G (AGT-POSS)’
PMP *ni-hu > *niu > PR *nu > K nu ‘256 (AGT-POSS)’

See 3.3 for discussion.

2.4.4 PR reflexes of PMP *u (=4). PMP *u is reflected as zero and three PR vowels,
namely: *0, *a, *u. The changes were conditioned by the accent in every instance.

2.4.4.1 Vocalic changes reconstructed for early pre-Rejang and conditioned
by Malay-type accent

I. *u>@ *uCV:CV(C) (prepenultimate *V unstressed)

PMP *um-imem > PR *minom > K menem ‘drink’
Appendix: 143, 150; see 2.4.11

2. Ffu>* *CuCV:CV(O) (prepenultimate *V unstressed)
PMP *tugelaN > PR *tala:n > Rawas falan ‘bone’
Appendix: 219; see 2.4.1 for discussion

2.4.4.2 Vocalic changes reconstructed for late pre-Rejang and conditioned by

the contemporary accent

3a. *u>*o *.aCu:C (*u stressed)
PMP *manuk > PR *mono:k > R mono? ‘chicken’

Appendix: 70, 71, 148, 149, 191, 205
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3b. *u>*o #{(C)uClvelar]
PMP *ikuR > PR *iko:1 > K ikoa ‘tail’
PMP *niuR > *nio:R > PR *niol > R niol ‘coconut’
Appendix: (84), (157); cf. also (87)
4. *u>*u (elsewhere)

PMP *kamu > PR *kumu > R kumaw ‘2SG.HON’ (3.2.3)

PMP *sapu > PR *supu: > R supaw ‘broom’ (3.2.3)

PMP *lesuny > PR *lasu:y > R lasun ‘mortar’

PMP *buhek > PR *buk > R bu? ‘head hair’

PMP *quzan > PR *uzan > R yjan ‘rain’
2.4.5 Low-frequency vocalic changes and other residues. Although low-fre-
quency changes may be inappropriate to describe in terms of a “regularity hypothe-
sis,” they may be viewed as typologically characteristic of the language in question.
This section lists a number of analytic residues, including cases wherein early

changes triggered re-syllabification in Proto-Rejang.

1. The mid front vowel PR *e is not derivable from PMP. It is assumed to have
existed in PR as an early borrowing from unknown sources. More generally,
accounting historically for the contemporary contrast between e and ¢ in Rawas
is a major problem discussed in 5.0.

2. A number of cases of vowel coalescence followed the loss of PMP intervocalic
laryngeals.
2a. Intermediate *CaiC > PR *C&C or *CayaC

PMP *pagqit > *pait > PR *pit > R piit (=PLMK pet) ‘bitter’.
PMP *nahik > *naik > PR *nik > R ni? = PLM née? = K nek) ‘climb’

However, in at least one other example *CaiC > CayaC (Blust 1984:429).

PMP *wahiR > *waiR > *wayaR > *wayoR > PR *biol > R biol ‘water’
cf. PMP *lain > PR *lain > Pesisir lain ‘other’

Note that parallel changes did not affect *CauC.

PMP *taqun > PR *taun > PLMK taun ‘year’ (R ton)
PMP *lahud > PR *laut > R laut ‘sea’
PMP *daun > PR *daun > R daun

2b. Intermediate *Cau > PR *Co
PMP *kahu > *kau > PR *ko > PLMK ko ‘2sG’ pronoun
Later in Rawas, PR *ko underwent lexical replacement by kaban. (See 3.3.2.)

2c. Intermediate *Cai > PR *Cuy

PMP *bahi > *bai > PR *sala-wuy > R salawuy ‘woman’
PMP *tinaqi > *tinai > PR *tonuy ‘stomach’. See 2.1.3.
cf. PMP *ay regularly became *uy (2.2)

3. Two words ending with diphthongs underwent different vocalic changes than
words ending with simple consonants:

3a. PMP *kahiw > *kaiw > PR *kiiw > Rawas kiiw ‘wood’ (not **kdw) contrasts
with the regular outcome for intermediate CaiC.

3b. PMP *hapuy > *apuy > PR *upuy > Rawas upuy ‘fire’ (not PR **gpoy) contrasts
with the regular outcome for intermediate *CaCuC > CoCoC, as with *manuk >
PR *monok ‘chicken’. See discussion of vowel harmonization in 2.4.6.



32 OCEANIC LINGUISTICS, VOL. 44, NO. I

4. Another gestalt condition triggered *u-Lowering (McGinn (1997:82).

*u>0/iC__C [+velar]# where [+velar| = reflexes
of PMP velars and *R
[-stress]

This rule accounts for PR *o from PMP *u in the following outcomes.

PMP PRE-REJ] PR MUSI P&L KEB RAWAS

— *i:ndok  *ifnok ino? ino? inok ino? ‘mother’
*biluk *i:lok *ilok ilo? ilo? n.c. belo?'4 ‘turn, veer’
*niuR *ni:oR *niol nioa nioa nioa niol ‘coconut’

Elsewhere in the same environment PMP *u is reflected as PR *u, as with PMP
*buRuk > PLMK hui2u? ‘decayed’; PMP *lesun > PR *losun (R lasuy ‘mortar’.

The rule presumably occurred in early pre-Rejang, hence the GC included the
Malay-type accent. Thus, unstressed ultimate *u was lowered to o0 when preceded by
high front *1 and followed by a velar or *R and word boundary. The change involved a
degree of “action at a distance,” because *u was affected only when the (stressed) penult
was *1.'5 See McGinn (1997, table 7) for discussion.

5. The PMP end-thyme *-el became PR *-al in the only known example.

PMP PR PLM KEB RAWAS
*gatel *gatal gata gata gatal ‘itch’

6. The PMP end-thyme *-ej was retained as PR *-9j in the only known example. In
contrast, a parallel end-rhyme, namely PMP *-eq, regularly became PR *-a?.

PMP PR PLM KEB RAWAS
*lalej *dalqj dalok dalag dalat ‘housefly’
cf. *taneq *tana? tanaa? tanah tanah ‘earth’

7. PMP *-a is irregularly reflected as PR *-a (expected *-i) in one form: PMP
*dada > PR *dada ‘chest; breast’.

2.4.6 Discussion: Toward ‘‘perfect’” harmony in the Proto-Rejang lexicon.
All Rejang dialects exhibit a high degree of vowel harmony in the lexicon. Yet the
degree of vowel harmony may have been greater at an earlier stage between PMP
and PR, called pre-Rejang in McGinn (1999). In this paper, the middle ground is
occupied by Proto-Rejang, where two systems of vowel harmony split the lexicon:

System A System B
[non-*a] [based on *a]
*i *u
*e (*2) *0 (*2)
*a

Note that any change producing schwa within the disyllabic word-base automatically
harmonized it, because schwa was—and is—the neutral vowel (thus equally at home
in system A or system B); and also because all prepenultimate vowels (affixal vowels,
for example) were schwa in PR, as in contemporary dialects. Note, too, that whereas
harmonization of PMP *a-i and *a-u vowel pairs as PR *u-u or *0-0 and *3-d or *i-i,
respectively, affected previously unharmonic vowel pairs, other PMP vowel pairs were

14. Rawas belo? is borrowed from Malay belok ‘turn’.
15. Penult *i > e when adjacent to *(a)l is probably regular. Cf. *silun > salon ‘claw’; *gilap >
gilop > galap ‘flash’; *lima > lamo ‘five’.
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in effect “preharmonized” (e.g., PMP and PR *a-a, *u-i, *u-e, *i-9, *a-u, among oth-
ers); moreover, other PMP vowel pairs underwent vocalic shifting without thereby
failing to contribute to the emerging harmony of the lexicon, including two
vocalic dissimilation changes. Thus the outcomes of PMP *a-aC[+velar] > PR *2-0
(e.g., PMP *toktok > PR *tatok ‘chop, hack’) and PMP *i-uC[+velar] > *i-oC (e.g.,
PMP *niuR > PR *niol ‘coconut’) satisfied system A.

Readers can satisfy themselves with respect to the degree of vowel harmony of
the reconstructed PR lexicon by simply perusing the appendix, where it will be
noticed that a substantial set of unharmonic PR forms reflect PMP *-a as *-i (e.g.,
*mati from PMP *mata ‘eye’). But the members of this set derive from etyma that
were harmonized earlier, such as pre-Rejang *mato. We turn to this topic next.

2.4.6.1 From PMP to early pre-Rejang: Some early vocalic changes.
Probably the earliest set of changes leading to vowel harmony effectuated neutraliza-
tion of last-syllable PMP *a in open and closed syllables. In particular, after the shift to
the Malay-type stress pattern, last-syllable PMP *-a and *-aC became *-o and *oC,
respectively. Although the conditions are complex in both cases, they can be captured
by a single formula (McGinn 1997). First, consider each change individually.

(1) *V:CaCl-velar] > *-V:CoCl-velar]

PMP *quzan > pre-Rejang *u:zen ‘rain’  (table 8b above and table gb below)
(i) *-V:Ca>*-V:Co

PMP *mata > pre-Rejang *ma:to ‘eye’ (table 8a above and 2.4.1)

When the final syllable was closed, the change failed to occur under the following con-
ditions: when *a was stressed (as in intermediate pre-Rejang *taba:s ‘clear-cut’); when
*a stood alone in a monosyllable (where the concept of word-level stress differentia-
tion is theoretically vacuous, as in pre-Rejang *dan ‘branch’); and when the final con-
sonant was velar (pre-Rejang *a:nak) (see table gb). When the final syllable was open,
on the other hand, as in PMP *mata, the change failed to occur under the following
conditions: when *a was stressed (as in pre-Rejang *toka:); and when *a was preceded
by a consonant cluster (as in pre-Rejang *ti:mba) (see table ga). These effects can be
represented in the following formula (repeated from McGinn 1997:75).

*a >0 /-V(C)__ (C[-velar))# (Malay-type accent)
|
[-stress]

In table gb, sets B and C indicate that the change did not occur when the word-
final consonant reflected a PMP velar; recall that PMP *g was a voiceless back velar
stop (Blust 1991b); hence the forms in set C were excluded (after dialect split the
vowel diphthongized in PLM but not K&R [3.2.3.1]). Sets D and E indicate that
monosyllables and “oxytones” regularly escaped the change, for reasons of the
accent. Thus, given the Malay-type pattern at the time the change occurred, the
etyma in set E were accented on the ultimate vowel in pre-Rejang; therefore the
change did not apply. As for set D, the change did not affect monosyllables, which
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lack metrical (word-level) accent (4.2). Note that fabap falls in two sets: set B by vir-
tue of the final consonant and set E by virtue of the penult vowel.

2.4.6.2 Interlude: Rule order vs. rule complementation. McGinn (1997:71) argued
that syllable-reduction rules producing monosyllables (e.g., K dan from PMP *daqan)
and oxytones (e.g., K lan from *tugelaN) must be ordered before the merger of PMP
*-aC and *-eC as PR *-oC. The Rawas data support this analysis without exception.
Even more interestingly, the partial merger in question was complemented by other
changes discussed in 3.2.1 and 4.2.2. Notably, the vowel assimilation process that pro-
duced PMP *qutek > K orok ‘brain’ was restricted to etyma ending with reflexes of PMP
and PR velars *k and *#j in all dialects except Rawas, which underwent a different set of
changes. The Rawas evidence is conclusive that harmonization of PMP *qutek > M ofo?

TABLE 9A. PARTIAL MERGER OF PMP *a AND *e AS PR *3
WHEN THE FINAL SYLLABLE WAS OPEN

PMP PRE-RE] PR PES LEB MUSI KEB RAWAS

*duha *du:a *dui: duay duay duay dui duay ‘two’
*mata *maite  *mati: matay matay matay matay matay ‘eye’
*teka *toka: *toka: tako toko tako tako tokaw ‘come’
*timba  *ti:mba  *tima:  timo timo timo timo timaw ‘pail’

Appendix: 17, 28, 45, 49, 72, 106, 128, 130, 156, 159, 190, 197, 202, 216, 218, 224, 233, 238

TABLE 9B. PARTIAL MERGER OF PMP *a AND *e AS PR *3
WHEN THE FINAL SYLLABLE WAS CLOSED

PMP PR PES LEB MUSI KEB RAWAS

A *qasep *asop asap asap asap asop asap ‘smoke’
*panas *panas panas panas panas panas panas ‘hot’
*tanan *tanon tanen tanen tanen tanen tagen ‘hand’
*quzan *uzan ujon ujon ujon ujon ujon ‘rain’

B *anak *anak ana? ano? ana? anak anak ‘child’
*hawak  *awak awa? awo? awa? awak awak ‘body’
*panzar)  *pafiay  pafar pafian pafiar) paiar) paiiar) ‘long’
*hisan *isan isan isag isan isan isan ‘gills’
*taban *taban n.d. tobarn tobarn n.d. tabarn “fell (tree)’

C *daRaq  *dala? daloa? dalsa? daloa? dalah dalah ‘blood’
*dilaq *dila? dilea? dilea? dilea? dilah n.c. ‘tongue’
*ma-iRaq *mila? milea? miloa? milea? n.c. n.c. ‘red’
*Rumaq *(r)uma? umoa? umaa? umoa? umah umah ‘house’

D *hikan *kan kan kan kan kan kan “fish’
*daqgan *dan dan dan dan dan dan ‘branch’
*hepat *pat pat pat pat pat pat ‘four’
*qayam  *yam yam yam yam yam yam ‘toy’

E *tebap *toban n.d. toban toban n.d. toban “fell (tree)’
*takebas  *tabas tabas tobas tobas tobas tabas ‘clear-cut’
*tugelaN  *tolan tolan tolan tolan tolan tolan ‘bone’

Appendix: 3, 18, 22,27, 32,43, 46, 47, 57, 59, 60, 79, 88, 96, 104, 105, 117, 123, 139, 150, 151, 164,
166, 168, 180, 193, 195, 204, 207, 213, 215, 219, 225, 226, 229, 234, 235, 239, 246, 253, 2560
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occurred later than *-aC > *-aC, and therefore (as argued on independent grounds in ear-
lier work), rule ordering (‘bleeding order’) is not a possible explanation for the failure of
examples such as PMP *bulat > PR *bulat ‘round’ and PMP *quzan > PR *ujen ‘rain’ to
become harmonized as unattested **bolor and **gjon in Kebanagung, Musi, Lebong,
and Pesisir. This argument is developed fully in 4.2.2.

2.4.6.3 Second stress shift and vowel harmony. Some GCs contrast solely in
terms of whether the final syllable is open or closed. As recognized by Blust (1984),
PMP vowel pairs *a-i and *a-u evolved differently in CVCV and CVCVC canons.
See examples 5 and 6 of table 3 and, in 2.4.1, changes 3b. and 4. In CVCV morphs,
the PMP vowel pairs *a-u and *a-i became PR *u-u and *i-i prior to diphthongizing
the final vowels (see 3.2.4 below). Schematically:

2nd Stress Shift -V:-V->-V-V--

*a Harmonization a-u: >u-u: *sapu: > *supu: ‘broom’
a-i: >1i-i: *tali: > *tili: ‘rope’
Diphthongization (de-Harmonization) *supu: > supaw ‘broom’ (P&L)

*tili: > filay ‘rope’ (P&L)

*supu: > supaw (MKR)

*tili: > tiloay (MKR)
By contrast, in CVCVC morphs the same PMP vowel pairs became PR *0-0 and *d-
d, respectively, as shown in 7 and 8 of table 3 and, in 2.4.1, 5. and 6. Schematically:

2nd Stress Shift -V:-V->-V-V--

*a shift/backing *-aCu:C > *-0Cu:C *manu:k > *monu:k ‘chicken’

*a shift/fronting *-aCi:C > *-4:CiC *lani:t > *lani:t ‘sky’

Harmonization CoCu:C > CoCo:C *monu:k > mono:k ‘chicken’
CiaCiC > CaCiaC *|dpi:t > lani:t ‘sky’

2.4.6.4 Dissimilation without deharmonization. Two rather similar rules
called *u Lowering and *s Backing in McGinn (1997) introduced further instances
of PR mid back *o. Both involved dissimilation; however, unlike later instances of
dissimilation, the outcomes satisfied vowel harmony system A (see 2.4.6).

PMP  pre-Rej

*u Lowering: *4:CuC[+velar] > *-iCoC  *kuR  *i:koR ‘tail’
PMP PR

*3 Backing: *-9-9:C[+velar] > 2-0C *tektek *totock  ‘chop’

*u Lowering was conditioned by the Malay-type stress pattern (see 2.4.6). *a Backing
presumably applied later because it affected stressed schwa. Evidence for *s Backing
is shown in table 10.' Note how *3 Backing affected set A but not B in table 10.

16. Table 10 is adapted from McGinn (1997, table 14) with Rawas data added.
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Given the vowel-pair PMP *e-e (both schwa), *2 Backing changed (backed) the
stressed member when followed by a PMP velar ( PMP *R was presumably velar).
The velarity condition explains the failure of the change to affect the forms in set B.

3. FROM PROTO-REJANG TO CONTEMPORARY RAWAS Much of
Rawas’s linguistic history has already been accounted for in the previous sections;
this is inevitable given the methodological convenience of illustrating our recon-
structed PR using Rawas evidence wherever possible (section 2). Moreover, apart
from minor advancements noted in 4.1 below, the history of the other dialects is well
known from previous studies (Blust 1984; McGinn 1997; 4.2 below). What remains
to be accounted for are just the special features of Rawas, that is, the systematic
exceptions to patterns of continuity and change in the other dialects. The following
changes occurred in Rawas (and only Rawas) after dialect split.
» Diphthongization of final *i and *u in grammatical function words (3.3; 4.2).
* Change of PMP/PR *-j > ¢t bleeding *u-2 harmonization (3.2.1).
* Retention of PR *-1 “bleeding” diphthongization of the tautosyllabic vowel (3.2.3.1).
In addition, Rawas shares the following with Kebanagung.
* Borrowing (from Malay) of word-final -4 (replacing PR *-? from PMP *-q) accom-
panied by systematic failure of tautosyllabic vowels to diphthongize (3.2.3.1).
These four developments are described under two topics: harmonization of the
PMP/PR sequence *uCe in all dialects except Rawas, and diphthongization of
PMP/PR final vowels. These topics are definitive of the Rejang language typolog-
ically, and are the major sources of dialect diversity. In particular, as noted in 1.0,
Rawas’s conservatism plays a major role in the description. To properly interpret
some changes in the other dialects, it is always helpful—and sometimes neces-
sary—to know what happened in Rawas.

3.1 SUMMARY OF PROTO-REJANG OUTCOMES IN RAWAS. For Rawas
diphthongs from PR diphthongs, see 2.2; for Rawas consonants from PR consonants, see
2.3. The remainder of this section is devoted to the Rawas reflexes of PR vowels. The
seven vowels of PR are reflected as 17 regular outcomes in Rawas, resulting in seven
vowels and eight (new) diphthongs, summarized in table 11.

The following vocalic developments in Rawas are the unexplained residues of
the analysis presented in this paper.

TABLE 10. EVIDENCE FOR *3 BACKING

PMP PRE-REJ PR PLM KEB RAWAS

A *depeR dono:R tanoa tagoa n.c. ‘hear’
*pegen pago:y  gop 8oy 8oy ‘hold’
*tektek *totok tato:k tato? tatok tatok ‘chop, hack’
*wahiR  *wayaR > wayoR bio:l bioa bioa biol ‘water’

B *peRes para:s patas n.c. n.c. ‘squeeze’
*genep gona:p gonap gonap gonap ‘complete’
*gilap *galop gola:p galap galap n.c. ‘flash’
*bener *bana:r bana:a banaa banah banaa ‘true’
*tawed — Ftawar tawa:a tawaa tawah tawaa ‘haggle’

*libeR *liba:r liba:a libaa libah libaa ‘wide’
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1. Rawas pokot “fish trap’ (K pukar); expected **pukat from PR *pukat; see 3.2.2
for discussion. Other Rawas words showing vowel harmony unattested in the other
dialects (and without clear conditions) are PR *kidek > R kede? ‘evil’; PR *ka?in > R
ki?ip ‘dry’; PR *batu? > R bu?u? ‘ape’.

2. Rawas mouy ‘crocodile’ (K buaay); expected **buy from PR *buuy.

3. Malay influence may account for the following irregular vocalic outcomes in
Rawas: (a) R tands ‘sign’ (cf. PR/PMP *tanda ‘sign’); expected R **andaw (K
tando); see table 14; probable source: Besemah Malay; (b) R kait ‘fish hook’; also K
kait (cf. PMP *kawit, PR *kdwit ‘hook’); expected R **kawdt (P kewer); (c) all dia-
lects including Rawas fokot ‘staff, cane’ (cf. PMP *tunked ’staff, cane’); expected
**mykat (all dialects); see 3.2.2 for discussion.

3.2 PATTERNS OF VOCALIC CHANGE IN RAWAS. After dialect split,
gestalt conditions (GC—see 1.5) continued to play a role in vocalic change in
Rawas. In particular, all vocalic changes were conditioned by the contemporary
accent. It is important to bear in mind that the accent, being predictable on the final
syllable of the word, does not appear in the phonemic representations (see 1.3.3).
As mentioned in section 3, two classes of vocalic change having unique effects in
Rawas were (i) diphthongization of vowels (which affected each dialect in different
ways); and (i1) harmonization of the PMP/PR vowel-pair *u-s (which affected four
of five dialects—all except Rawas). Let us begin with the latter, which is particularly
striking for the way in which the Rawas evidence sheds light on the other dialects.

TABLE 11. REGULAR DEVELOPMENT OF VOWELS AND DIPHTHONGS

IN RAWAS
SEC. RAWAS DEVELOPMENT KEBANAGUNG COGNATE
PR *a (2) *-a>aw 3.2.3 PR *toka > rokaw ‘come’ (cf. K tako)
*a>a  2.4.1 PR *mati > matay ‘eye’ (cf. K matay)
PR *5 (3) *3>0a 3.2.3 PR *bonor > bonaa ‘true’ (cf. K banah)
*3>a  3.2.1 PR *utok > uta? ‘brain’ (cf. K otok)
*a>a  3.2.1 PR *pusgyj > pusat ‘navel’ (cf. K posog)
3.3.2 PR *ito > ita ‘1PLINCL’ (cf. K ita)
PR *i (5) *i>qy 3.2.3 PR *tili > tilay ‘rope’ (cf. K tilay)
*i>ia  3.2.3 PR *bibir > bibia ‘lip’ (cf. K bebea)
*1>d  3.2.3 PR *pili? > paldh ‘choose’ (cf. K peleah)
*1>dy 3.3.2 PR *kimi > kémdy ‘1PL.EXCL’ (cf. K keme)
*>1 — PR *isi > isay ‘contents’ (cf. K isay)
PR *u (4) *u>ow 3.2.3 PR *supu > supaw ‘broom’ (cf. K supaw)
*u>ua 3.2.3 PR *ulur > ulua ‘lower’ (cf. K oloa)
*u>o0  3.2.3 PR *pulu? > poloh ‘ten’ (cf. K poloah)
*u>u — PR *lasuy > lasuy ‘mortar’ (cf. K lasung)
PR *o, *e, *3 (3) *o>o0 PR *monok > mono? ‘chicken’ (cf. K monok)
(all retentions)  *e >e PR *kidek > kede? ‘rotten’ (cf. K kidek)
*q> 48 PR *ldnat > lapdt ‘sky’ (cf. K leget)

PR *dpidn > dpdn ‘tooth’ (cf. K epen)
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3.2.1 Harmonization of PMP vowel pairs *u-e and *i-e. We return next to
examples 9. and 10. of table 3. A complete display of the relevant data is provided in
table 12, especially sets A and D. As indicated in sets A and D, the two harmonization
processes operated in parallel in all dialects except Rawas, where *u-o failed to harmo-
nize.'” This fact has clear implications for relative ordering of the two processes.

Before dialect split. As shown in sets A-C in table 12, the vowels in PMP/PR
vowel-pair *i-o underwent mutual assimilation, becoming PR *d-d, reflected as
Rawas d-d and PLMK e-¢, when the specific GC was met. The following schema-
tizes the harmonization process.

PMP *-iCeCl-velar] > PR *-4Ci:Cl[-velar]
where [—velar] = reflexes of PMP consonants except velars

After dialect split. As shown in sets D-E of table 12, in all dialects except Rawas the
vowels in PMP/PR vowel-pair *u-2 underwent mutual assimilation, becoming PR *0-0,
when the specific GC was met. The following schematizes the harmonization process.

PR *uCa:Cl+velar] > -0C0:C[+velar]
where [+velar] = reflexes of PMP velars and *-R (or PR *-r)

Set B of table 12 illustrates the claim that the final [+velar] consonant PMP *-R
or PR *-r (both [+velar]) blocked harmonization of *i-a. Thus PMP/PR *1ibaR
did not undergo vowel harmonization because the etymon ended with *-R
([+velar]). Next, compare the outcomes for ‘drink’ in set A and ‘borrow’ in set

TABLE 12. HARMONIZATION OF PMP/PR *i-a AND *u-2

PMP PR PLM KEB RAWAS

A *ipen *4pdn epen epen dpdn ‘tooth’
*isep *3sdp esep esep asdp ‘suck’
*hiket *akat eket eket akdt ‘to tie’
*um-inem *minom menem menem n.c. ‘drink’

B *libeR *libar libaa libsh libaa ‘wide’
*pinzem *pifiom ifiom ifilom ifflom ‘borrow’
*lalej *dalqj dalak dalag dalat ‘housefly’
*gilap *gilop>*galop galop galop n.c. ‘flash’

C *kizep *Kijop so-kijop kandarijop kadip ‘blink’
*Kilat — galap smitoa kilat ‘lightning’
*tikam *tujaq tikom tujah tujah ‘to stab’

D *pusej *pusaj posok posog pusat ‘navel’
*qulej *ulgj olok olog ulat ‘maggot’
*qutek *utok oto? otok utak ‘brain’

E *puket *pukat pukat n.c. pokot ‘dragnet’
*bulat *bulet bulat bulot bulot ‘round’
*quzan *uzon ujon ujen ujon ‘rain’
*buhek *buk bu? buk bu? ‘head hair’

F *tupked *tokot tokot tokot tokot ‘staff, cane’

17. Rawas pokot and tokot are exceptions (table 12).
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B. Apparently, *i-o harmonization was blocked by intervening consonant clus-
ters (which eventually became postploded nasals (Coady and McGinn 1983,
Blust 1997). Thus ifiam (all dialects) from PMP *p-inzem resisted harmonization in
conformity with the rule (which allows for -C- but not -CC- between harmonizing
vowels). Next, PR *dalaj from PMP *lalej failed to harmonize because it had the
wrong penult vowel (*a rather than *u or *i).

Set D of table 12 illustrates the parallel effects with respect to *u-a harmonization in
the harmonizing dialects (see 3.2.2). Notice that Rawas offers indirect evidence in sup-
port of McGinn’s (1997) analysis of *u-o harmonization. In particular, Rawas’s non-
participation in *u-a > 0-o harmony is predicted, given the fact that word-final PMP/PR
*-j changed to Rawas -7. This change altered a crucial part of the gestalt; in particular, it
changed the final consonant from [+velar] to [—velar], in effect bleeding the rule. By
contrast, in the harmonizing dialects, the PMP/PR vowel-pair *u-o underwent
mutual assimilation as illustrated in sets D—F of table 12. Set D illustrates the
change; set E illustrates the blocking effect of final nonvelar -C.

Here, as elsewhere in Rejang historical phonology, systematic exceptions seem to
outnumber the forms undergoing a regular change. Thus the outcome for ‘head hair’
has a straightforward explanation, given that syllable reductions preceded all harmoni-
zation rules (McGinn 1997, 1999, 2000). Thus PMP *buhek was reduced to PR *buk
before the harmonization schema could apply (accordingly, **bok is unattested). See
3.5.1 for discussion of the role played by rule ordering in the analysis. Another interest-
ing case is PMP *gilap ‘flash’ > galap in most dialects. This form must have been
*gilop in pre-Rejang, and if so, it should have become unattested **gelep by *i-0 har-
monization. The fact that it did not is explained by an earlier rule changing penult *i >
2 (cf. 3.2.1), which bled harmonization by altering relevant segments, in effect altering
the gestalt. Therefore galap may be regular. Finally, I assume that the exceptional out-
comes in set C of table 12 were due to borrowing or analogy. In particular, the PLM
words for ‘stab’ and the Rawas word for ‘lightning’ appear to be partly regularized
borrowings from Malay tikam and kilat; and the various outcomes for ‘blink’ may
have been influenced by morphology (but if so the mechanism is unclear).

3.2.2 Rawas pokot and tokot. The analysis is not without its problems stem-
ming from the Rawas lexicon, however. Consider the Rawas outcomes fokot
‘staff, cane’ and pokor ‘fish trap’ (table 12 sets E and F). The anticipated out-
comes are unattested **fukat and **pukat, parallel to R bulot ‘round’ and wjon
‘rain’. Recall that the GC governing harmonization of the gestalt -uCa:C[+velar]
predicts (falsely) that PR *puka:t should not harmonize, a prediction that is upheld
by pukat in all dialects except Rawas.

McGinn (1997:85) accounted for PKM pukar as regular and for zokot as a borrow-
ing from Malay fongkat that was then regularized in conformity with contemporary
(synchronic) morpheme structure restrictions prohibiting (a) voiceless intervocalic
nasal clusters and (b) penultimate mid-vowels paired with any vowel except the self-
same ultimate vowels (cf. Malay fopi = Rejang topong ‘western style hat’) and many
other examples. See 2.1.2. Perhaps Rawas pokor as well can be discounted as a
Rawas borrowing from Malay pukat.'®
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3.2.3 Contemporary diphthongs from Proto-Rejang vowels. Table 13 shows
every known diphthong type derivable from a simple vowel in contemporary Rejang.
The diversity of the dialects is greatest in the manner in which diphthongs developed
from vowels. This claim is amply illustrated in table 13, and underlies two related claims
made in this paper, that (i) the majority of Rejang diphthongs developed after dialect split,
and (ii) the only diphthongs in PR were derived from PMP diphthongs (2.2).

As table 13 shows, Rawas again proves the exception to broad tendencies in the
postsplit vocalic development of the five dialects. Four observations are especially
noteworthy: (i) in all dialects except Rawas, PR *-a regularly became -o corresponding
to aw in Rawas (set A of table 13); (i) whereas PR *-i and *-u regularly diphthongized
in all dialects (set B), only in Rawas did the process become generalized to include pro-

TABLE 13. REJANG DIPHTHONGS REFLECTING PMP VOWELS

PMP PRE-R PR PES LEB MUSI KEB RAWAS
A 1. *teka *toka:  toko toko toko toko tokaw  ‘come’?
B 2. *isi *isi: isay isay isay isay isay ‘contents’®
3. *mata  >mato *mati: matay matay matd)y matd)y matdy ‘eye’*
4. *duha  >dus *dui: duay duay duay dui duay ‘two’d
5. *si-ia *si si si si si soy 38G/PL’
6. *kami *kimi  keme  keme  keme  keme  kidmidy ‘IPL.EXCL’
C 7.*qulu *ulu: ulaw ulaw ulow ulow ulow ‘head’®
8. *aku *uku uku uku uku uku ukow ‘1SG’
9. *kamu *kumu kumu  kumu kumu  kumu  kumew ‘2HON’
D 10. *bibiR *bibir  bibia bibia bebea  n.c. bibia ‘lips’
11. *hiliR *ilir n.c. n.c. elea ilih n.c. ‘upstream’
12. *huluR *ulur ulua ulua oloa uluh ulua ‘to lower’
13. *qapuR *upur  upua upua opoa k-opoh upua ‘chalk’
14. *niuR *niol nioa nioa nioa nioa niol ‘coconut’
15. *dapuR *dopol dopoa dopoa dopoa dopoa dopol  ‘hearth’
16. *kawil *kdwidl kewea kewea kewea kewea n.c. “fishhook’
17. — *kdkdl kekea  kekea  kekea  kekea  kikil ‘foot’
18. — *kabol keboa  keboa  keboa  ksboa  ksbol  ‘thick’f
19. *bener *bonor bonsa  bonsa  bonsa  bansh  bensa  ‘true’
20. *tawed *tawor tawea  tawea  tawea  tawoh  tawea  ‘haggle’
21. *libeR *libor  liboa libaa libsa libsh libea ‘wide’s
22. *hasaq *asa?  asoa?l asoa? asoa? asah asah ‘sharpen’®
23. *taneq *tana?  tanea?  tanoea?  tansa?  tanah  tanah ‘earth’
24. *putiq *puti?  putia?  putia?  putea? puteah putdh  white’!
25. *panuq *ponu? ponua? ponua? ponoa? ponoah penoh - ‘full’
a Appendix: 4, 56, 106, 128, 190, 217, 218, 233; cf. also 224
b Appendix: 38, 40, 89, 112, 132, 146, 159, 245, 258
c Appendix: 49, 72, 130, 238
d  Appendix: 49, 72, 238
e Appendix: 29, 40, 52, 65, 172, 203, 206, 220, 248
f Appendix: 35, 36, 71, 84, 101, 102, 104, 157, 221, 223, 228, 249, 250
g  Appendix: 30, 36, 131, 186, 215
h Appendix: 7, 18, 43, 57, 69, 123, 136, 150, 163, 173, 193, 234
i Appendix: 85, 168, 174, 187
j Appendix: 174, 178, 244, 255

18. Blust (1984:434) assumes that Musi pukat was borrowed from Malay pukat.
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nouns and other clitics (see 5—6 and 8—9 of table 13, and 3.3 below); (iii) in all dialects
except Rawas, word-final PR *-1 disappeared and PR tautosyllabic *o and *i diph-
thongized to oa and ea respectively, whereas in Rawas, PR word-final *1 was retained
and the vowels did not diphthongize (see 15—17 of table 13 and 3.2.3.1); and (iv) in all
dialects except Rawas and Kebanagung, PR *-? (from PMP *-q) was retained as -? and
tautosyllabic high vowels *u and *i diphthongized in diverse ways, whereas in Rawas
and Kebanagung, PR *-? was replaced by a borrowed phoneme -% (2.3.2.1) and the
adjacent high vowels did not diphthongize, at least not in Rawas (they diphthongized
anyway in Kebanagung). See 22—25 of table 13 and 3.2.3.1.

The issues that require further discussion are taken up in the next few subsec-
tions, namely: (i) the role of final consonants in diphthongization; (ii) secondary har-
monization; and (iii) diphthongization of final vowels in grammatical function
words (which is a problem not for Rawas but for the other dialects).

3.2.3.1 Diphthongization of *-VC where *-C = PR *-r ,*-1, *-2. Consider set
D of table 13. An important generalization is that loss of PR *-1 or *-r is associated
with diphthongization of the tautosyllabic vowel. This holds for all dialects, and sug-
gests that consonantal changes preceded diphthongization in each case. For example,
in Rawas, three instances of loss of PR *-r are associated with three diphthongs in set
D, namely, PR *-ar became aa; PR *-ir became ia; and PR *ur became ua. The same
principle accounts for Kebanagung’s two diphthongs in set D compared to three in
Musi and five in Pesisir and Lebong. The analysis depends heavily on our reconstruc-
tion of word-final PR *-r and *-1. Recall that PR *-r derives from two PMP sources: *-r
and*-R; likewise, PR *-1 derives from two PMP sources: *-R and *-1 (see 2.3.2.1).

3.2.3.2 Secondary harmonization. The Rawas outcomes for ‘white’ and
‘choose’ are especially interesting with respect to secondary harmonization of the penult
vowels. The simplest solution that is plausible phonetically is to assume that the end-
rhymes PR *-i? and *-u? developed differently in Rawas (whereas they developed in par-
allel in the other dialects). In particular, PR *pulu? ‘ten’ became Rawas poloh by the short-
est possible route via intermediate *puluh and *puloh. By contrast, PR *ili? ‘choose’
became diléih by first diphthongizing the end-rhyme, yielding *ilia? similar to PR *bibir >
Rawas bibia. After diphthongization, intermediate *ilia? underwent the remainder of its
derivation by the shortest route, namely via intermediate *iliah > iléh > ¢ildih. The advan-
tage of early diphthongization is that it motivates ¢ from PR *i in a dialect with an estab-
lished phoneme e (albeit from unknown sources). The alternative absolute shortest-route
derivation may be possible but seems less plausible phonetically. Another argument for
this solution is that a similar disjunction is observed in the case of *u-s harmonization and
*i-a harmonization (3.2.3.1). In all dialects except Rawas, these two vowel pairs harmo-
nized in parallel, becoming o-0 and e-¢, respectively; but in Rawas, *i-o0 harmonized (as d-
d) but *u-o did not harmonize at all. A third argument concerns the central step in the der-
ivation of PR *-i?, namely, coalescence of peak and coda of the derived diphthong *-iah
as *-h. A partial precedent for coalescence may be found in the fact that intervocalically
PR *-ai- regularly coalesced as 4 in Rawas, as in PMP *pagqit > PR *pait > Rawas pit.
This analysis entails the derivations given in table 14.
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It is hardly surprising to discover that another GC governed secondary harmonization
in Rawas, Kebanagung, and Musi. Thus the intermediate vowel pairs *i-ea (Musi *ilea?)
and *u-oa (Kebanagung *puloah) did not harmonize independently of surrounding con-
sonants; rather, secondary harmonization of the penult vowel was conditioned by the
end-rhyme, that is, not only the diphthong but the tautosyllabic consonant. Thus PR
*kidek ‘rotten’ showing final vowel-pair *i-e and word-final *-k did not trigger harmoni-
zation of Musi kide? and Kebanagung kidek (Musi **kede? and Kebanagung **kedek are
unattested). And even Rawas kede? from PR *kidek, which did undergo late harmoniza-
tion of the penult vowel (2.4.5), cannot be generalized together with diléih for obvious rea-
sons. Instead, to account for Rawas dléih from PR *ili? it is plain that the syllables
harmonized only when the gestalt included just the right end-rhyme.

3.3 PERSONAL PRONOUNS. The last correspondence sets to be considered
in this section concern the personal pronouns, including 5, 6, 8, and 9 of table 13,
where again the uniqueness of Rawas is on display. The pronouns present a problem
pointed out by Blust (1984:441)(cf. McGinn 1997:75f). For reasons discussed in
4.2.1, pronouns resisted diphthongization of PR *-i and *-u in all dialects except
Rawas. This issue clearly does not concern Rawas, at least not directly. Nonetheless,
the Rawas evidence is extremely important for the light it sheds on Proto-Rejang and
the histories of the other dialects.

As in many Western Austronesian languages, Rejang personal pronouns come in
a long form (roughly, subject) and a short-form (nonsubject).' Table 15 displays the
correspondences among pronouns in the five dialects. Table 16 gives the Rawas pro-
nouns in relation to the reconstructed protolanguages PMP and PR.

Problems of lexical replacement notwithstanding (3.3.2 below), it is clear that
Rawas pronouns underwent the regular diphthongization rules affecting PR *-i and
*-u. Equally important, as table 17 demonstrates, in Rawas other grammatical classes

TABLE 14. EFFECTS OF SECONDARY HARMONIZATION

WITHOUT SECONDARY HARMONIZATION

PMP  *putiq ‘white’ *ponuq ‘full’

PR *puti? *panu?

P&L  *puti? > putia? *panu? > panua?

Musi  *puti? > *pute? > putea? *panu? > *panua? > panoa?

Keban *puti? > *putih > *puteh > puteah *panu? > *panuh > *panuah > panoah

Rawas *puti? > *putia? > *putiah > putidh *panu? > *panuh > panoh
WITH SECONDARY HARMONIZATION

PMP  *piliq ‘choose’ *puluq ‘ten’

PR *ili? *pulu?

P&L  *ili? > ilia? *pulu? > pulua?

Musi  *ili? > *ilia? > *ilea? > elea? *pulu? > *pulo? > poloa?

Keban *ili? > *ilih > *iliah > *ileah > eleah  *pulu? > *puluh > *puluah > *puloah > poloah
Rawas *ili? > *ilia? *iliah > *ildh > dldh *pulu? > *puluh > *puloh > poloh

19. The alternation is by no means grammaticalized; each pronoun can fulfill either function as
governed by discourse rules.
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behaved similarly, again in contrast with the other dialects, where function words
(including pronouns) generally escaped diphthongization of *-i and *-u (see 4.2).
What is patently clear is that in Rawas, the function words developed diphthongs
by the same rules as other grammatical classes. More generally, because all diph-
thongization rules in all dialects developed after dialect split, it follows that the
explanation for the regular developments in Rawas may not apply in other dialects,
especially in those dialects where putative regularities have been observed.

3.3.1 Residual problems

1. The most pressing problem is to account for the failure of diphthongization in
pronouns and other function words in all dialects except Rawas. This problem
is addressed in 4.2.

TABLE 15. CONTEMPORARY PERSONAL PRONOUNS

PLMK Rawas

SUBJECT-OBJECT AGENT-POSSESSIVE ~ SUBJECT-OBJECT AGENT-POSSESSIVE
1SG uku ku ukow kow
25G ko nu kaban kaban
2SG.HON kumu kumu kumow kumow
35G si na say na
IPLINCL ito to ito to
IPL.EXCL keme keme kdmay kidmay
2PL udi udi galoygalay galoygaloy
2PL.HON kumukumu kumukumu galoygaloy kumew  galaygaloy kumow
3PL si na soy no

TABLE 16. RAWAS PERSONAL PRONOUNS AND THEIR ETYMA

PMP PR PRE-RAWAS RAWAS

*aku *uku ukow T

*kahu *ko kaban ‘you (sG)’

*ni-hu *nu kabon ‘you (sG)’
*(ka)mu *kumu (HON) kumow ‘you (SG.HON)’
*si-ia *si say ‘s/he; they’

*ita *ito ita ‘we (INCLUSIVE)’
*kami *Kkimi *Kimoy kamiy ‘we (EXCLUSIVE)’
*kamu *udi *kumukumu kumowkumaw ‘you (PL)’
*si-iDa *si; tobo 0 say; tobo o ‘they; that group’

TABLE 17. REJANG FUNCTION WORDS

PR PES LEB MUSI KEB RAWAS
*nak~tan di na? di na? di na? di nah di tay doy ‘(at) there’

*apa~api api api api api apaw ‘who’
*addy ade ade ade ade addy ‘there is/are’
*ba ba ba ba ba ba ‘emphasis particle’

*unu unu unu unu unu n.d. ‘hesitation particle’
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2. Rawas kdmdy from PR *kimi is unexpected, as is keme in the other dialects
(expected **kimay in Rawas and **kimi in PLMK). See 4.2.1 for discussion.
The existential verb Rawas adiy = PLMK ade likewise shows the expected reg-
ular correspondence dy = e, as with Rawas dpin = PLMK epen ‘tooth’. How-
ever, there are insufficient data to determine whether kéimdiy represents a regular
development based on pre-Rawas *kimay from PR *kimi.

3. Two lexical replacements affecting 2nd person pronouns remain mysterious:
PLMK udi; and Rawas kaban (expected **kaw). Possibly Rawas kabon is an
internal borrowing based on kabon ‘friend’ (cf. Ujan Mas Malay kaba, McGinn
1991:219).

4. Another replacement is variable. Rawas si = say ‘he/shefit; they’ can be used in the
singular or plural. When the context demands that the plurality be emphasized, the
phrase tobo 2 ‘that group’ is common in Rawas (=fobo o in the other dialects).

5. Finally PR *kabol (if from PMP *kapal) shows unexplained *b from *p and *o

from *a.
PMP PR PES LEB MUSI  KEB RAWAS
*ma-kapal *kabol kaboa  keboa keboa keboa  kabol ‘thick’

4. CONSEQUENCES OF THE ANALYSIS. It was mentioned in section 2 of
this paper that every feature of Proto-Rejang can be justified based on evidence from
Rawas and one other dialect—either Pesisir or (most often) Kebanagung. As it hap-
pens, these are the only dialects that share a boundary with a dialect of Malay. Some
consequences of this fact are discussed in 4.4.3 below. It was also mentioned that
without Rawas the remaining dialects differ too little among themselves to offer
much in the way of time depth. If those dialects were all linguists had to go on, it
might be concluded that the Rejangs were relatively recent arrivals in Sumatra. The
pioneering work of Blust (1984) on the Musi dialect, however, might suggest the
opposite, given the extremely high number of changes (over 100 according to
McGinn 1999) separating Rejang-Musi from Proto-Austronesian. With the discov-
ery of Rawas, the possibilities have narrowed and start to become reconciled with
the linguistic facts: the time depth is increased; the reconstruction of Proto-Rejang
becomes feasible; and certain practical questions can be raised, such as: How long
have the Rejangs been in Sumatra? Where did they come from? What language or
language group is their closest linguistic relative? These and other questions are
addressed below as we attempt to extract the most important consequences from the
historical phonology presented in this paper.

Four topics will occupy us in this concluding section. All are concerned with the
linguistic contributions of Rawas with respect to the goal of developing a valid and
useful historical phonology for the Rejang language of Sumatra. First, analytical
improvements are considered in relation to previous research (4.1). Second, empiri-
cal confirmations of earlier work are revisited in light of the new evidence from
Rawas (4.2). Third, potential contributions of Rejang to the theory of sound change
are considered (4.3). Fourth, the usefulness of our reconstructed PR is considered in
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relation to certain practical questions pertaining to the origin and likely closest lin-
guistic relatives of the Rejang (4.4).

4.1 ANALYTICAL ADVANCEMENTS IN RELATION TO PREVIOUS

WORK. Four claims made in earlier work by McGinn (1997, 1999, 2000) have been

abandoned or modified here. Two concern laryngeals and two concern diphthongs.>

1. The opening statement in McGinn (1997) that “every known Rejang dialect has a
single laryngeal, namely, / or ?7...” must be abandoned because Rawas has both
-h (in word-final position only) and ? (word-medially as well as word-finally).

2. Pre-Rejang *h has been abandoned and replaced by Proto-Rejang *r in light of
the limited distribution of Rawas /. This paper has reconstructed PR *r in all
positions reflecting PMP *r, *R, and *1; later, Rawas and Kebanagung bor-
rowed -h from Malay (cf. Blust 1992); and later still, Kebanagung substituted /
for PR *r in all positions. A crucial assumption is that PR *r was [+velar]; thus
PR *r plays the same role assigned to PMP/PR *R in McGinn (1997) with
respect to the conditioning of vocalic changes. See 2.3.2.2.

3. Two metatheses suggested by McGinn (2000: appendix 2) have been aban-
doned in light of the Rawas evidence. The problem was (and is) to account for
Kebanagung ponoy ‘dove’ from PMP *punay; and also for Kebanagung kiaa
‘wood’ from PMP *kahiw. The possibility of metathesis collapsed in light of
the fact that Rawas retains PMP diphthongs *uy and *iw unaltered. It is now
straightforward to derive Rawas punuy and kiiw from PR *punuy and PR *kiiw,
from which all other dialect outcomes follow as described in 2.1.3.

4. A final improvement derives straightforwardly from the fact that PMP *ey and
*ew have been removed from the inventory of PMP diphthongs (Blust, pers.
comm.); they have been collapsed with PMP *ay and *aw, respectively. This
move simplifies the derivation of Rejang diphthongs from PMP diphthongs.
(Rejang provided no evidence for PMP *ey and *ew.)

4.2 EMPIRICAL CONFIRMATIONS. We turn next to consider a number of
cases where the new dialect evidence from Rawas, although diverging from the other
dialects, does so in such a way as to strengthen specific claims made in earlier work on
the historical phonology of Rejang (that is, before any Rawas data were available).

4.2.1 Rawas pronouns and other function words. At first the Rawas func-
tion words appear to present counterexamples with respect to earlier analyses of
RHP, but on closer inspection the problem vanishes in light of the claim that Rawas
simply generalized regular diachronic rules by relaxing phonological conditions that
held in PR and that continue to hold in the other dialects.

As pointed out in 3.3, diphthongization of word-final PR *-i and *-u was not lim-
ited to content words in Rawas (as it was in the other dialects), but extended to all
morpheme classes equally. When properly understood as postsplit effects, the
Rawas facts are consistent with the analysis of the other dialects in earlier work. As

20. In analyzing Rejang diphthongs McGinn (1997) followed Blust (1984) and not McGinn (1983).
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pointed out in my earlier paper, “the analysis is consistent with the striking fact that
Rejang function words and content words differ in canonical shape. With few excep-
tions (notably o), content words almost always end with a diphthong if not a conso-
nant, whereas function words almost always end with vowels; and only function
words have been observed ending with schwa. Thus ... the synchronic generalization
is consistent with the claim of regularity. ... Although their histories diverged (=con-
tent words, function words), the divergence had a phonetic basis, and in particular,
all reflexes of PMP vowels in the pronouns were regular” (McGinn 1997:77)

What is unique about Rawas, then, is that the conditions changed (generalized).
Two closely related arguments support this claim. First, all diphthongization of PR
vowels occurred after dialect split. In all dialects except Rawas, those diphthongization
rules were conditioned by the accent, which falls on the last syllable of content words;
hence only stressed vowels diphthongized. Therefore, there is a ready explanation why
pronouns and other function words were exempted from diphthongization rules in
PLMK; as clitics, function words bear no inherent (word-level) stress pattern. They
may receive stress within the domain of the sentence (intonation) but not at the word
(lexical) level, which is presumably the proper domain for the study of sound change.
It follows that there are phonetic grounds for the claim that pronouns and other func-
tion words were systematically exempted from rules applying to stressed vowels in
Pesisir, Lebong, Musi, and Kebanagung. The second argument concerns an interesting
bit of new information that is highly welcome, namely, Rawas’s 1P.EXCL pronoun
kéiméiy from PR *kimi and PMP *kami. This outcome supports the reconstruction of
PR *kimi, thus completely regularizing the pronouns at the level of PR.

The conclusion I draw from these two arguments is that the Rawas facts are con-
sistent in every important detail with earlier claims about the pronouns of pre-Rejang
(now Proto-Rejang).

4.2.2 Rawas as best witness for Rejang historical phonology. Most of this
paper has focused on the uniqueness of Rawas in relation to the other dialects. In this
section, the focus shifts to the conformity of Rawas, especially those specific cases
where it is clear that Rawas directly confirms earlier work on the historical phonology
of Rejang. The following are the major aspects of Rejang historical phonology as pre-
sented by McGinn (1997, 1999, 2000). All are supported by the Rawas evidence.

1. Pre-Rejang underwent two accent shifts: (a) 1st stress shift to Malay-type pat-
tern, regularly followed by neutralization of unstressed PMP *a except before
velars, as with PMP *mata > pre-Rejang *ma:to ‘eye’; PMP *tanan > pre-
Rejang *ta:non ‘hand’. (b) 2nd stress shift to contemporary Rejang pattern, fol-
lowed by V-V harmonization of certain vowel pairs and then diphthongization
affecting certain word-final syllables, as with PMP *lanit > pre-Rejang *lagi:t >
PR *ldnit ‘sky’ and *isi > *isi: > Rawas isay ‘contents’.

2. As expected in accord with (1), unstressed vowels weakened (deleted, neutral-
ized, or harmonized), and stressed vowels became strengthened (diphthongized,
deneutralized).
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3. No fewer than ten vocalic shifts were conditioned by complex morph-shape
conditions labeled gestalt conditions (GCs) rather than merely locally by
strictly adjacent segments. See 4.3.2. A partial list of GCs is provided in table 3.

4. Two of the gestalt conditions can be generalized and captured in a single for-
mula. The essential features of this claim, which may have important conse-
quences for subgrouping, are partially repeated in table 18.2' The Rawas
outcomes are perfectly consistent with the earlier analysis presented in McGinn
(1997), before anything was known about this dialect.

5. Rule order vs. rule complementation (revisited).> As mentioned in 2.4.6.2, two
traditional tools of the Comparative Method are rule order and rule comple-
mentation. However, when two (or more) rules are in complementary distribu-
tion, all claims about (external) rule order become obviated. The following
illustrates the point with two conditioned changes presented in McGinn (1997).

(1) PMP *qutek > Musi oto? ‘brain’ only when *-C is [+velar]
PMP *libeR > Musi libaa ‘wide’

(2) PMP *bulan > Musi bulan ‘moon’ (not **bolon) only when *-C is [-velar]
PMP *anak > Musi ana? ‘child’

Blust (1984) recognized that rule (2) regularly failed to apply before a velar con-
sonant, but the fact that rule (1) applied only before velars was overlooked. The
Musi facts only become clear in light of dialect evidence from Kebanagung,
where PMP *-k is preserved as -k and *-j becomes -g (McGinn 1997:68). Further,
Blust assumed (a) that Musi pukat was an unexplained exception, and (b) that
change (1) must have preceded change (2) in the linear ordering (hence in relative
chronology) in order to explain why Musi *bulon ‘moon’ failed regularly to
become **bolon. McGinn (1997) proposed an alternative analysis, namely, that
the environments are in complementary distribution with respect to the binary
feature [ +velar ] associated with the word-ending consonants. If so, then two con-
sequences followed: (a) Musi pukat was regular because the etymon ended with a

TABLE 18. RAISING OF PMP *a

PMP PRE-PR PR RAWAS
*a > a/-V(C) __ (C[-velar)# *duha *du:o *dui: duay ‘two’
| *mata *ma:to *mati: matay ‘eye’
[-stress] *kita *ito *ito ito ‘IPL.INCL’

*ni-a *ni-o *na no ‘38G’
*tangan *taxpon  *tage:n  tagen ‘hand’
*anak *a:nak *anak anak ‘child’
*teka *toka: *toka: tokaw ‘come’
*timba  *ti:ha *tima: timaw ‘pail’
*dagan  *dan *dan dan ‘branch’

21. This topic is explored in McGinn (2003) in connection with the search for a subgrouping
hypothesis.

22. The form of the argument may be schematized as follows, where I, 2, and 3 are sound
changes. Situation A: 1.a>b/c__d;2.b>e/c__d; 3. adoes not become e/ c__d; therefore,
rule 2 preceded rule 1. Situation B: 1.a>b/c__d; 2. b>e/f__g; therefore, the ordering rela-
tion between rules 1 and 2 is indeterminate.
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nonvelar consonant; and (b) linear ordering—crucially—was unnecessary to
account for the failure of bulan, for example, to become **bolon in Musi.

The Rawas evidence mentioned in 3.2.1 is relevant for this argument. Rawas
underwent rule (2) but not rule (1). This fact permits an improvement of McGinn’s
analysis by actually giving away the correct ordering, namely: change (2) preceded
change (1). This is inescapable because (2) affected all dialects equally (hence may
be reconstructed for PR) whereas (1) occurred after dialect split everywhere except
in Rawas (where a different set of changes occurred). Also supported is the
claim that changes (1) and (2) were in complementary distribution in the
harmonizing dialects, exactly as proposed by McGinn (1997).

4.3 THEORETICAL CONTRIBUTIONS OF REJANG HISTORICAL
PHONOLOGY. The data in this paper may be of theoretical interest with respect to
the following three questions: (i) What is the proper domain for the assignment of word-
level stress rules in Rejang (and other languages)? (i) What is the proper relationship
between stress rules and syllabification rules in Rejang (and other languages)?*3 and (iii)
What is the status of gestalt conditions in the historical phonology of Rejang (and other
languages)?

4.3.1 Stress and syllabification. As mentioned in the introduction to this paper,
Rejang should be of interest to linguists if only because of its rich array of diphthongs,
especially the ones that arose by regular changes from PMP vowels (3.2.3). My
remarks here are limited to this set of innovating diphthongs. Three points bear repeat-
ing in this context: (a) because these diphthongs affected stressed vowels, they must
have arisen after the stress had shifted to the final syllable; (b) because the innovating
diphthongs differ from dialect to dialect, they must have arisen after dialect split (prob-
ably influenced by areal pressures [4.4.3]); and (c) because last-syllable stress is shared
by all dialects, the stress assignment rule must be older than the innovating diphthongs.

The theoretical point to be made here is that the stress assignment rule at what-
ever level one examines seems to depend crucially on prior recognition of the seg-
mental structure of words, and in particular, on the proper identification of syllabic
and nonsyllabic vowels.?+ Once this is accomplished, assigning stress to “the last
nonsyllabic vowel of the word” is straightforward: forms like tidoa are disyllabic
once nonsyllabic [a] is recognized as the coda of a breaking diphthong, and forms
like oa? are monosyllables.

The analysis not only simplifies the stress assignment rule for Rejang, it also sup-
ports the empirical claim of Bromberger and Halle (1989) concerning the derivational
relationship between syllabification rules and stress assignment rules in the theory of
(synchronic) phonology. We can add the point that ontogeny repeats phylogeny in the
Rejang case. In PR the stress assignment rule arose before the breaking diphthongs.

23. In focus here is not the deeper question of how to define a diphthong—that would take us too far
afield—but rather how a diphthong when defined as “a phoneme consisting of a syllabic vowel
and a nonsyllabic vowel” interacts with stress in the historical phonology of a language.

24. James W. Harris (1985:31) stated the following about Spanish: “Essentially, the paradox is
that the rules of stress and diphthongization must each refer to the output of the other.”
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4.3.2 Word-level stress is “metrical.” In the historical phonology of Rejang, the
phenomenon of multiple reflexes of PMP last-syllable *a have been explained in terms
of the word-level stress pattern operating at different times (2.4.6.1) This explanation
depends on the assumption that word-level stress (also called accent) is assigned metri-
cally within a disyllabic domain called a foot. Applied to disyllabic word bases, this
theory states that stress, whether predictable or contrastive, must be assigned to either
the penultimate vowel or the ultimate vowel. An important corollary is that monosylla-
bles cannot bear metrical word-stress, by definition, because stress differentiates
between the members of a pair of vowels within a specified domain.

This theory has an important consequence for Rejang historical phonology,
namely, it explains why monosyllables did not participate in the changes affecting
PMP last-syllable *a. The relevant outcomes include both original monosyllables
such as PMP *ba ‘interrogative particle’ > PR *ba (not **ba) ‘emphatic particle’,
and also derived monosyllables such as PMP *hekan > pre-Rejang *kan > PR *kan
‘fish’ (not **ken) beside PMP *tagan > PR *tanjon ‘hand’. See 2.4.6.1.

4.3.3 Gestalt Conditions and the Regularity Hypothesis. This section seeks
theoretical support for the use of GCs in the historical phonology of Rejang, and dis-
cusses their potential contribution to the theory of sound change. Two ideas from
Kiparsky (1988) guide the discussion.

(1) The Exceptionless Hypothesis (EH) must be distinguished from the Regularity
Hypothesis (RH) (Kiparsky 1988:390). The EH is wedded to phonetic mechanisms
that apply blindly and randomly (see 1.4). The RH is conceptually simpler, more open-
ended, and less theory-dependent than the EH. The RH says that sound changes tend
overwhelmingly to be regular—for whatever the reason—and that depending upon the
theory one adopts, further restrictions on the scope and limits of sound change can and
must be determined. For example, in Kiparsky’s theory, regular sound changes operate
over the domain of phonological structures in the lexicon.

(2) Sound change is structure-dependent (Kiparsky 1988:390). Furthermore,
structure arises from implicational universals and from individual grammars.

In this subsection we attempt to apply these theoretical points to justify the exist-
ence and use of GCs in RHP. Our major empirical claim is that GCs are structures
that refer to one or all of the following: the accent, the quality of the penult vowel,
and the nature of the word-final consonant (if present). Once recognized, they play a
major role because they induce regularity throughout in RHP (1.4 and table 3). Vir-
tually all vocalic changes in Rejang were conditioned by GCs operating on the level
of the disyllabic base (the prosodic foot), and resulted in a high degree of lexical
vowel harmony in pre-Rejang and Proto-Rejang, which is largely, but not entirely,
reflected in the contemporary dialects. The most dramatic demonstration of this
point is found in Rawas’s nonparticipation in *u-a > 0-o harmony (3.2.1). This fact
was explained in terms of another fact unique to Rawas, namely, the change of
word-final PMP/PR *-j > Rawas -t. This change altered the gestalt; in particular, the
final consonant changed from [+velar] to [-velar], in effect bleeding the harmoniza-
tion process exactly as predicted by the form of the rule as proposed in McGinn
(1997) to account for the harmonization facts in Musi, Pesisir, and Kebanagung.
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The conclusion I draw is as follows. To the extent that GCs contribute to the overall
regularity of RHP they are consistent with the demands of RH. However, to the extent
that they cannot be construed as purely phonetic conditions, their existence cannot be
justified in terms of EH. It follows that GCs lie outside the bounds of the neogrammarian
theory of sound change (EH). Expressed in more general terms, the right place to seek
the motivation for GCs might lie neither in universal phonetics nor in the set of contrasts
within a lexical-phonological system, but in what Roman Jakobson has called the “cul-
minative” role of phonetic features. The following quotation by one of Jakobson’s collab-
orators is probably relevant here. “In English, stress plays ... a culminative role in that it
signals both the unity of the word and the number of words or word-groups in any given
syntagm. In some languages, the device known as vowel harmony fills the similarly cul-
minative role of indicating the unity of the word”” (Waugh 1987:163).

4.4 Some practical considerations. The historical phonology presented in this paper
should be welcomed by researchers interested in pursuing further practical questions such
as: where did the Rejangs come from; how long have they been in Sumatra; which dialect
represents the local homeland in Sumatra; what is the contact situation in Sumatra?

Preliminary answers are presented below in the form of four specific hypotheses
guided by a general theory about a possible correlation between rate of linguistic
change and distance traveled by out-migrating groups, proposed independently by
Blust (1991a) and Ross (1991). The first concerns the problem of discovering an
external subgroup and associated geographical point of origin for Rejang (4.4.); the
second concerns the high number of innovations (over 100) separating PMP and any
single contemporary Rejang dialect (4.4.3); the third posits the most likely “local
homeland” within Rejang country (4.4.2.2); and the last deals with the contempo-
rary contact situation together with the question about which Austronesian group
was the first to arrive in southern Sumatra.

4.4.1 The search for an external subgroup smaller than PMP. The discov-
ery of an external subgrouping hypothesis for Rejang may depend on two features
that have been reconstructed for earlier stages of the language.

(a) In pre-Rejang, the accent fell regularly on the ultimate vowel when the penulti-
mate vowel was schwa, otherwise on the penultimate (the Malay-type stress pattern).

(b) In pre-Rejang, PMP last-syllable *a underwent neutralization in two environments
that can be generalized by a single formula (see 4.2.2, table 18). The two neutralizations
constitute the central problem of Rejang historical phonology as defined by
McGinn (1997): they applied very early in the historical phonology (before the
stress shifted to the contemporary pattern); and one of them—*-a(C) > *-o(C)
except before velars—is typologically rare. In McGinn (2000, 2003) it is sug-
gested that any language in the western Austronesian group that shared this pair
of rules was eo ipso a candidate for subgrouping with Rejang. Such a language
has indeed been reported in the literature by Christopher Court. Bukar-Sadong
Land Dayak, spoken in the area around Serian, 3rd District Sarawak, Malaysian
Borneo, betrays a similar (parallel or shared) history in two respects: PMP *-a
regularly became schwa (PMP *duha > duoh ‘two’); and PMP *-aC regularly
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became -a2C except before velars (Court 1967). McGinn (2003) attempted but
was ultimately forced to reject a direct subgrouping relationship between Bukar-
Sadong Land Dayak and Rejang. At one and the same time, however, it was pro-
posed that the early Rejangs probably migrated to Sumatra from someplace near
the Land Dayak region of Borneo around 1,200 years ago.

4.4.2 On explaining high rates of linguistic change. Blust (1991a) and Ross
(1991) suggest there is a significant correlation between rate of sound change in a
language and the geographical (migration) distance from the homeland. Let us call
this the Blust-Ross Hypothesis (BRH). For example, Madagascar, off the coast of
Africa, is inhabited by speakers of closely related dialects of a single language; Tai-
wan (a much smaller island off the coast of China) is inhabited by speakers of 22
highly diverse, distantly related languages. Archaeologists report that Madagascar
has been occupied by Austronesian speakers for about 1,000 years; for Taiwan the
figure is more like 6,000 years. Details aside, such facts are just what should be
anticipated given the BRH.

An important fact about Rejang is the relatively high number of phonological
changes: over 100 for any single dialect (Blust 1984; McGinn 1997, 2000, 2003).
Considering just the four PMP vowels, Rejang has undergone more vocalic splits
(277) than any other known Austronesian language. As mentioned earlier in this
paper, however, dialect diversity among Rejang dialects is relatively slight: only
Rawas shows divergence severe enough to impede mutual understanding:
roughly 70—72 percent of basic vocabulary is shared between Rawas and each of
the other four dialects. A high rate of change coupled with a low level of dialect
diversity leads to a prediction: the Rejangs must have traveled to southwest
Sumatra from a distant location relatively recently. However, as pointed out by
Robert Blust (pers. comm.), the prediction is not very compelling with respect to
geography, particularly in light of arguments by McGinn (2003) that the Rejangs
originated in Sarawak, Malaysian Borneo—a scant 600 miles away.

On the other hand, both Blust (1991a) and Ross (1991) have questioned
whether geography is the crucial variable here; and Ross has offered an alterna-
tive. It can be added that Kiparsky (1988:383) believes that high rates of phonolog-
ical change favor production, low rates favor perception. This bias is perhaps
explained by Ross’s alternative explanation—rejected by Blust—namely, that home-
land languages are conservative because they are dominated by older speakers who
tend to be intolerant of perceived mistakes in pronunciation and grammar. (In Kipar-
sky’s terms, adult language-perceivers [hearers] predominate in the homeland.) By
contrast, according to Ross, out-migrating language groups are dominated by
younger adults with children, the latter being the major source of innovations. (In
Kiparsky’s terms, younger language-producers [speakers] predominate in out-migrat-
ing groups.) Combining these ideas, the crucial variable is probably not absolute
geographical distance but psychological distance (isolation) from the homeland.

Returning to the Rejang case, a plausible scenario is that the group migrated en
masse without further contact, and without leaving behind sufficient population to
maintain their cultural and linguistic identity in the homeland. If so, then Rejang’s
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high number of innovations is consistent with its presumed geographical isolation
from the original homeland (wherever it was).

4.4.3 Rawas As Local Homeland. The next question to ask is: which Rejang
dialects are relatively more conservative, and which more innovative? Based on the
BRH, conservative dialect(s) should point toward the local homeland, whereas the
more innovative dialects should represent the communities that ventured out from
there. As emphasized throughout this paper, Rawas is the most divergent dialect in
phonology, grammar, and vocabulary—but is this caused by conservatism, innova-
tion, or contact with Malay? The evidence suggests that all three factors have played
arole, but that conservatism is the most prominent.

A telling argument for Rawas’s conservativism was mentioned in section 2: Every
PR etymon can be reconstructed on the basis of just two dialects—either Rawas and
Pesisir or (more often) Rawas and Kebanagung. The argument can be stated in another
way, as follows: It is impossible to derive the Rawas data from an alternative PR recon-
structed on the basis of any two, three, or four of the remaining dialects. To repeat just
one rather typical example: In all dialects except Rawas, word-final PR *-/ from PMP
*-] and *-R disappeared, and adjacent vowels PR *o and *3 diphthongized to oa and ea
respectively; but Rawas retained PR word-final *1 and the adjacent vowels did not
diphthongize (see 3.2.3). Readers can work out for themselves the impossibility of pre-
dicting Rawas biol ‘water’ given only PLMK bioa and PMP *wahiR.

If this argument is accepted together with the BRH, the conclusion is clear.
The upper reaches of the Rawas River (Bioa Abss) represents the first area settled
by the Rejangs in Sumatra.

4.4.4 Neighbors in Sumatra: Contact issues. If Rawas, Kebanagung, and
Pesisir represent the “outlier” dialect areas, the Lebong and Musi dialects occupy
the Rejang heartland. They are centrally located; they are highest in elevation at the
headwaters of the Ketaun and Musi rivers; and they occupy the political center
(called Kabupaten Rejang-Lebong). There is even a working gold mine there.
Importantly for purposes of this paper, the Lebong and Musi areas share no bound-
ary with Malay-speaking populations: every point of contact with the world beyond
Rejang-Lebong is either another Rejang dialect or uninhabited jungle (see figure 1).

In this section are listed some linguistic elements in Rejang that appear to be the result
of areal pressures. The first two played important roles in the development of Rawas.

(a) Borrowed -h obviated diphthongization of PR *-V? in Rawas and Kebana-
gung—the two dialects in closest contact with Malay.

(b) Borrowed PR *e (a mid front unrounded vowel) in the inventory of PR vow-
els contrasted with inherited PR *3 from PMP *i, *a, *3 via a number of regular
vocalic shifts. However, the source (donor) language remains to be discovered.

(c) Rejang’s diphthongs—particularly the large number derived from PMP vow-
els (see table 13)—might well receive an interpretation in terms of areal pressure. An
important claim that bears repeating is that these diphthongs arose after dialect split
in Rejang, hence represent late changes. It is highly likely that they developed in part
in response to the larger social milieu that included linguistic contact (intermarriage,
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etc.) with at least two neighboring languages likewise displaying large numbers of
diphthongs, namely, Kerinci (Prentice and Hakim 1978; Blust 1984:440) and
Minangkabau Malay.

(d) As pointed out in 3.3.2, three Rejang pronouns are unexplained: PLMK nu
(expected **mu); PLMK udi ‘2PL’; and Rawas kaban ‘25G’ (expected **kaw). Possi-
bly Rawas kaban is an internal borrowing based on kaban ‘friend’ (cf. Ujan Mas
Malay kaba (McGinn 1991:219); and PLMK nu 2sG” may be borrowed from Lam-
pung niku.

Blust (1992) has argued that Malayic speakers were relatively late arrivals in
Sumatra. If so, the Rejangs likely preceded them. This view is consistent both with
linguistic facts and with legends on both sides. Rejangs refer to themselves as fun
aslay ‘original people’, and the Besemah Malays appear to agree. According to Wil-
liam Collins (1998), some Besemah megaliths are called makam Rejang (‘Rejang
graves’), and Besemah legends explain how the Rejangs were displaced by Bese-
mah founder Atung Bungsu by means of a cleverly worded oath. Whatever the
causes, Rejang farmers came to occupy the highlands while Malay farmers took the
surrounding lowlands; and several other major language groups (the Komering, the
Kerinci, and the Lampungese) found their way into the country as well. Meanwhile,
the Malay-speaking Javano-Malay empire of Sriwijaya rose and fell in Palembang,
the unrivaled center of prestige in the region (Coedes 1992).

5. POSSIBLE ALTERNATIVES FOR PROTO-REJANG VOWELS AND
DIPHTHONGS This section presents some alternatives for deriving the Rawas
vowels and diphthongs from Proto-Rejang and ultimately PMP. The alternatives are
presented as less plausible than the analyses that appeared in the body of the paper.
The discussion will be guided by two principles that serve to impose limits on lin-
guistic reconstructions.

Realism: Protolanguages must conform to the expectations of attested languages.
This is a theoretical (a priori) condition marking as highly suspicious the reconstruc-
tion of phonemes or arrays of phonemes that are not to be found in attested lan-
guages anywhere on earth. Moreover, because grammars tend overwhelmingly to
display motivated structures, it follows that protolanguages should be the same. My
claims that the PR vowel inventory consisted of seven vowels in an ordered array,
and that the PR lexicon was governed by vowel harmony, represent two proposals
for a structured protolanguage named PR. A protolanguage failing to yield plausible
structures fails to be realistic.

Uniformitarianism: Protolanguages must be motivated by the evidence of the set
of languages and dialects presumably derived from them. In this respect, PR *i is a
plausible reconstruction because the Rawas dialect bears direct witness to it. By con-
trast, PR *-j from PMP *-j is not supported by -j in any of the dialects but rather by a
phonetically ambivalent formal correspondence, namely, PMP/PR *-j > k=g=t. In
fact, PMP *-j is puzzling phonetically and may always remain problematic (Blust
1991b:132).35 It has proved its usefulness in Rejang historical phonology (and
repeated for other Austronesian language groups) as a way of capturing the formal
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regularity of a phonetically disjunctive correspondence set. But it remains problem-
atic from the standpoint of the uniformitarian principle.

Four interesting cases arise in RHP showing how the two principles mentioned
above can come into conflict. The first two have to do with the seven-vowel system
reconstructed for PR; the remaining two have to do with diphthongs derived from
PMP vowels. (a) Why not replace PR *-i with *-a from PMP *-a (e.g., *mato from
PMP *mata ‘eye’) at the level of Proto-Rejang? (Recall that *-o represents an essen-
tial intermediate step in the derivation of Rawas ay from PMP *-a.) (b) Why not
reconstruct diphthongized end-rhymes PR -*ia? and *-ua? to underlie Pesisir and
Lebong -ia? and -ua? corresponding to Rawas -éh and -oh? (Recall that in the body
of the paper these diphthongs were derived from PR *-i? and *-u?, respectively.) (c)
Why not reconstruct PR *9 alongside * to yield an eight-vowel system for PR? (d)
Why not remove PR *4 and thereby posit a six-vowel inventory for Proto-Rejang?
These four alternatives are considered in turn below.

(a) PR *mati: ‘eye’. Why not reconstruct PR *mata: from PMP *mata ‘eye’ par-
allel to PR *ito from PMP *(k)ita ‘1PL.INCL’? As pointed out in 4.2.2, Rawas matay
‘eye’ represents the regular outcome based on a sequence of rules that includes
*mata: (with stress on the ultimate vowel) as intermediate form. But *mata: was pre-
Rejang; the proposed PR form was *mati:, which directly underlies Rawas matay.
The full derivation is: PMP *mata > ma:ta > *ma:te > *mate: > PR *mati: > Rawas
matay ‘eye’. It must be admitted that reconstructing *mata: instead of *mati: at the
level of PR would be highly attractive from the realist perspective, because *mata:
conforms to the vowel harmony structures posited for PR (unlike *mati:, which
breaks the mold). However, realism does not imply perfection; real languages are
often imperfect. After all, structures do undergo change; moreover, *mati: represents
the prelude to several diphthongization processes that “conspired” to (partially)
destroy vowel harmony.

The ultimate reason to prefer PR *mati: over *mata: is that the former involves
less abstraction. In every dialect PR stressed *-i: from PMP *-a developed exactly
the same as PR stressed *-i: from PMP *-i. Put in another way, *mati: represents the
“safer” alternative from the uniformitarian perspective.

(b) PR *pulu? ‘ten’ and PR *ili? ‘choose’. Why not reconstruct PR *pulua?
from PMP *puluq ‘ten’ and PR *ilid? from PMP *piliq ‘choose’? This may be a
question for phoneticians, for what is at stake is the derivation of Rawas dldh from
either PR *ili? or *ilia?. Given PR *ili? we have a longer derivation that includes
diphthongization: *ili? > *ilih > *ilidh > *ilah > dléh. Given PR *ilia?, the derivation
is one step shorter: *ilid? > *ilizh > *ildh > glih. Actually, there is little to choose
between these two alternatives considered by themselves. However, the parallel case
of PMP ‘ten’ is not quite so ambivalent. PR *pulu? yields the simpler derivation:
*pulu? > *puluh > *puloh > *poloh. By contrast, PR *pulua? would require not only
a longer derivation, but also a rather dubious reversal of simple vowel to diphthong

25. “(PMP) *j was a palatalized velar stop [g]; ... it had no voiceless counterpart; ...(it was) an
‘island’ within the phoneme inventory.”
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and back again to simple vowel: PMP *puluq > *pulua? > *puluah > *puloah >
poloh. A strict uniformitarian would perhaps argue that Rawas poloh shows no evi-
dence of diphthongization, so why impose it on the derivation? A structural advan-
tage is also gained by adopting this perspective here: it supports a potentially
significant generalization, namely, all contemporary diphthongs from PMP vowels
developed after dialect split.

Next, we consider the consequences of replacing PR’s seven-vowel inventory
(based on Rawas) with either an eight-vowel inventory (witnessed by none of the
dialects) or a six-vowel inventory (witnessed by four of five dialects). In either alter-
native, the historical status of Rawas di is the focus of attention.

(c) Why not reconstruct PR * parallel to *a? As readers can easily work out
for themselves, it is certainly plausible to propose a symmetrical eight-vowel system
for PR, and also a set of diachronic rules with greater parallelism than the analysis
presented in the body of the paper. For example, alongside regular changes like PMP
*lanit > PR *ldnit ‘sky’ there would be PMP *manuk > *monok ‘chicken’ and an
extra rule such that PR *5 > o was an unconditioned pan-dialectal rule paralleling the
(absolutely necessary) unconditioned rule PR *4 > e that affected all dialects except
Rawas. Notice that this alternative eight-vowel system is perfectly reasonable from
the realist point of view, and may even be correct. But if so, it must overcome the
uniformitarian objection that the proposed contrast between PR *5 and *o is not sup-
ported by any of the contemporary dialects. Strong arguments (not ventured here)
would be required to overturn the uniformitarian objection in this case.

(d) Why not eliminate PR *d and posit six-vowels for PR based on PLMK?
The answer offered here is somewhat tentative. A six-vowel system (¥i, *u, *a, *e, *o,
*a) is supported by contemporary PLMK. Given such a system for PR, Rawas d
would have developed after dialect split. One consequence is that the correspondence
set e-e = e-e = e-e = e-e = (i-d would have to reflect PR vowel-pair *e-e; moreover , a
number of changes would be needed to account for the Rawas ¢ in these examples and
several other types of cases. Such an analysis would work if every PR *e were deriv-
able from PMP, but that is apparently not true. Consider the fact that PR *kidek
became Rawas kedek and not **kdidcik or **kidcik. The assumption that *e and *¢ con-
trasted in PR (as in contemporary Rawas) explains why contemporary Rawas ¢ always
reflects vowels inherited from PMP, whereas Rawas e never does. The explanation is
straightforward on the assumption that Rawas is conservative, and continues to reflect
the PR distinction between inherited phonemes (*4-4) derived directly from PMP vow-
els, and borrowed phonemes e and e-¢ which did not exist in PMP and which, after
entering pre-Rejang, remained distinct in PR, as in Rawas, while in the other dialects
(inherited) *4 and (borrowed) *e merged as e. On these assumptions, it is reasonable to
claim that PMP *lapjit became PR *lanit ‘sky’ alongside borrowed PR *kidek, and
then, after dialect split, the following two changes occurred. (i) In PLMK PR *lanét
became lenet via unconditioned change *4 > e. (i) In Rawas *kidek > kede?. It just
seems harder (perhaps impossible) to justify reconstructing PMP *lagit to become PR
*lepet alongside PR *kidek, and then deriving the Rawas outcomes. How could puta-



56 OCEANIC LINGUISTICS, VOL. 44, NO. I

tive PR *lenet become linit via the change *e > ¢ while at the same time *kidek
became kedek and not **kdidcik or at least **kidcik?

A second objection to the six-vowel hypothesis concerns the phonetic motivation
for outcomes like Rawas dpdn (PLMK epen) from PMP *ipen [ipan]. In a PR six-
vowel system, PR *epen is perfectly harmonized, which leaves little room to moti-
vate the change *e > ¢ needed in Rawas to produce ¢pcin. The only possible motiva-
tion would be a theoretically highly dubious one, namely, a push-chain effect
whereby nonnative words like kedek ‘bad’ (source unknown), sen ‘money’ (Dutch),
and laher ‘born’ (Malay) had to be distinguished from native words like putative PR
*epen by changing them to dipéin. Since the days of Rask and Grimm, theories of lin-
guistic change have sought to explain sound shifts on phonetic or (more recently)
phonological grounds. Clearly such grounds are lacking in this account.

Therefore, if our analysis is accepted, PR had a seven-vowel system (including *).
It follows that after dialect split, all dialects except Rawas underwent unconditioned
change PR *4 > ¢, thereby broadening the distribution of PR *e. By contrast, in Rawas
there were four types of vocalic changes that broadened the distribution of d. First,
vowel coalescence produced Rawas ¢ from the PR sequence *-ai-, as with Rawas na?
from PR *naik (< PMP *nahik ‘climb’), and Rawas pyit from PR *pait (< PMP *paqit
‘bitter’). Second, the Rawas word-final thyme -éh as in putih ‘white’ and dglih
‘choose’ regularly reflects PR *-i? from PMP *-iq (PMP *putiq ‘white’ and PMP
*piliq ‘choose’). Third, the derivation of Rawas ¢ilih (= PLMK) from PR *ili? (< PMP
*piliq ‘choose’) shows an instance of the vowel-pair ¢-é developing after dialect split
in Rawas (whereas landt ‘sky’ developed before split). Finally, the pronoun kdmdiy
shows another instance. Presumably PR *kimi (from PMP *kami ‘1PL.EXCL’) by
diphthongization (> *kimay) followed by an unexplained harmonization change mod-
eled on an earlier perfectly regular change (PMP and PR *ipan > dpdin ‘tooth’).

So far, our survey of sources of Rawas ¢ and e has turned up e only from bor-
rowed sources, whereas ¢ occurs in both borrowed words and inherited words.2®
This general situation is best explained by three assumptions adopted throughout
this paper: (a) PR *i contrasted with PR *e; (b) the distribution of ¢ from PR *i
expanded in Rawas; and (c) the distribution of e from PR *e expanded in the other
dialects through an unconditioned change of PR *4 > e (see set A, table 12).

I should like to conclude this paper with a quotation from Nature writer Rebecca L.
Cann (2000): “Words do not fossilize. Yet they leave evidence of their evolution in the
populations that speak them, in much the same way that genes reveal the evolutionary
history of the populations that transmit them.” A standard assumption in historical
phonology, well supported by the evidence of this paper, is that dialect differences
develop from (mostly) regular changes that may affect each dialect slightly differently
(Blust 1991b, 1999). By following standard techniques of linguistic reconstruction,
aspects of the linguistic history of a set of dialects (such as the five Rejang dialects
under investigation here) can sometimes be reconstructed, and aspects of the past
thereby revealed. In addition, lexicostatistical and glottochronological techniques,

26. Rawas dt ‘dirty; worn out’ is from an unknown source (cf. Malay jahat), as are kdkdl ‘foot’
(cf. Malay kaki) and kacdl ‘mouse-deer* (cf. Malay kancil).
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although admittedly crude and inexact, may allow such results to be combined with
evidence from other fields (such as archaeology and genetics) to be mapped onto a
graph representing years of separation (Bellwood, Fox, and Tryon 1995). The evi-
dence thus extracted from various fields will someday provide the necessary facts and
arguments for understanding the external history of the Rejang: where they came from,
how long they have occupied the Barisan highlands of southwest Sumatra, and
whether they preceded or followed the other language groups presently occupying the
surrounding lowlands. Consideration of such questions has been touched upon in this
paper only in terms of possible consequences that may reasonably follow from the lin-
guistic evidence. But the answers provided here represent only the first, somewhat ten-
tative, proposals in relation to these broader issues. At one and the same time, an
important goal will have been met if the questions raised in this paper serve to encour-
age future research in linguistics, archaeology, anthropology, history, and education
relating to the Rejang people and their Sumatran neighbors.

APPENDIX: RECONSTRUCTIONS WITH REJANG WORDLISTS

Note: PMP vocabulary is taken from Blust (1982, 1984, 1999) and from the archived mate-
rial in Blust’s (n.d.) Austronesian Comparative Dictionary. This last is an invaluable on-line
resource requiring permission from the author, hereby gratefully acknowledged.

PMP PR PES LEB MUSI KEB RAWAS
1.*anay *anuy anay-anay mako? anie anose-anae anuy ‘termite’
2. *hagin *anin anin anin anin anin anin ‘wind’
3. *anak *anak ana? ano? ana? anak ana? ‘child’
4. *i-sai *api/sapa n.d. api api api sapaw ‘who?’
apay ‘who? HON’
5.*qajen *ararn atan atan atan aharn atan ‘charcoal’
6. *qarep *arop atop lo? atop ahap na? ‘hope’
7.*%hasaq  *asa? asoa? asoa? asoa? asah asah ‘sharpen’
8. *asep *asap asop asap asap asap asap ‘smoke’
9. *qatep *atop atop atop atop atop atop ‘roof”
10. *ati *ati ati ati ati ati slum ‘not yet’
11. *qatay *atuy atay atay atie atoe atuy ‘liver’
12. *hawak  *awak awa? awo? awa? awak badan ‘body’
13. *kua/ *away ipa/ n.d. away ipa away ips away ipo ci inan ‘how?’
*kuja *ci inan
14. *hiket *gkit eket eket eket eket dkat ‘to tie’
15. *ipen *dpdan epen epen epen epen dpdn ‘tooth’
16. *isep *4sdp esep esep esep esep asdp ‘suck’
17.*ba *ba ba ba ba ba ba ‘emphatic’
18.*babaq  *baba? baa? baa? baa? bah pi-bah ‘below’
19. *bales *balos balas balas balas monales  balas ‘reply’
20.*waRej  *balat balat balat balat balat bania ‘root’
21. — *balupg baluy baluy n.d. baluy n.d. ‘thigh’
22.*bapa-q *bapak  bapa? bapa? bapa? bapak bapa? ‘father’
23.*batar/  *batay/  pun pun batan pun batan ‘tree trunk’

*puqun  *pun
24. *bahu *bau baw baw baow bahaw baow ‘odor’
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PMP PR PES LEB MUSI KEB RAWAS
25. *banin *bdndy  benep benenyku’o benen benen labay/ku?aw ‘tortoise’
26. *balik *bilak bele? bele? bele? belek bald? ‘return’
27.*balanak *bolanak bolana?  bolana?  bolana?  belanak  belana?  ‘mullet’
28.*balana  *beslagi  n.d. n.d. balagay  n.d. balagay  ‘clay pot’
29.*bageRu  *balu balaw balaw balow balow balow ‘new’
30. *bener *banar bonoa benoa bonoa bensh bonoa ‘correct’
31.*benaqi  *bsnuy  banay banay banie banae banuy ‘sand’
32.*beReqat *banag/barat barat banak barat bahat banak ‘heavy’
33.*beduk  *bsruk  bstu? bstu? bstu? bstu? bu?u? ‘ape’
34.*bitigis  *batis batis batis batis batis kakal ‘calf (leg)’
35. *betul *botul bastoa bastoa bastoa bastoa bonoa ‘true’
36. *bibiR *bibir/nus bibia bibia bebea pus bibia/gus  ‘lips’
37.*binehiq  *bini?/bani? binia? binia? benea? beneah  bonih ‘seed’
38. *waRi *bili bilay bilay bilay bilay bilay ‘day’
39. *biluk *ilok ilo? ilo? ilo? sipan belo? ‘return’
40.*baRani  *bini binay binay binay binay binay ‘brave’
41.*wahiR  *biol bioa bioa bioa bioa biol ‘water’
42.*bitugen *bitay bitan bitan bitan bitan bitan ‘star’

43. *buaq *bua? bua? bua? boa? boah buah-buah ‘fruit’
44.*bugaya *buay buay buay buayo buaay mouy ‘crocodile’

45. *bahi *buy bay anor sela- bie kepik ana? sela- ‘female’
way wuy

46. *bulan *bulon bulon bulon bulon bulon bulon ‘moon’

47. *bulat *bulot bulat bulat bulat bulat bulat ‘round’

48. *bulu *bulu bulaw bulaw bulow bulow bulow ‘feather’

49. *buna *bupi bupay bunay bunay buni bunay ‘flower’

50.*buhek  *buk bu? bu? bu? buk bu? ‘head hair’

51.*buRuk  *buruk bu?u? bu?u? bu?u? buhuk it ‘bad; worn out’

52. *batu *butu butaw butaw butow butow butow ‘stone’

53. — *[ci/kalkuy cikuny cikupy n.d. kokun n.d. ‘throat’

54. — *cua/lag cua cua coa coa lag ‘not’

55. *esa~isa *da n.d. do do do daw ‘one’

56.*dada *dada dado dado dado dado dadaw ‘chest’
57.*(d)aRaq *dala? daloa? daloa? daloa? dalah dalah ‘blood’

58. *lalej *daloj dalok dalok dalok dalog[dalok] dalat ‘housefly’
59. *zalan *dalen dalan dalan dalan dalen dalen ‘road’
60.*dagan  *dan dan dan dan dan dan ‘branch’
61.*danaw  *daniw  danaw danaw danuo danosa daniw ‘lake’

62. — *das n.d. das das das das ‘(on) top’
63. *darat *darat n.d. n.d. daot dahot daot ‘inland’
64.*dahun  *daun dawan dawan dawan dawan daun ‘leaf’

65. *debu *dabu dabu abaw n3bu sahabuk  dabaw ‘dust’
66. *walu *dolapen dolapen  dolapan  dolapen  delapen  lapen ‘eight’

67.*deRes  *daras n.d. n.d. datas doahas datas ‘swift current’
68. — *di di di di di day ‘there’

69. *dilaq *dila? diloa? diloa? diloa? dilah lidah ‘tongue’
70.*zaRum  *dolom  dolom dolom dolom dolom dolom ‘needle’
71.*dapuR  *dopol  dopoa dopoa dopoa dopoa dopoa ‘hearth’
72.*duha *dui duay duay duay dui duay ‘two’

73. *dukut *dukut dukut dukut dukut dukut dukut ‘grass’
74.*qiliR *ilir lot mopilot  elea ilih/lot pi-lot ‘downstream’

75. — *orhom  n.d. n.d. omom ormom ormom ‘burn’
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76
77
78
79
80
81
82
83
84
85
86
87
88

89.*
90.

103
104

105.

106
107

108.

109
110

III.

112
113
114
115
116

117
118

119.
120.
121.
122.

123
124
125
126
127

PMP
. *embun
. *enem

. *gatel
*pajan

. *pegen
.*gilap

. *genep

. *qudip

. *ikuR
*piliq

. *p-inzem
. *hisap
isi

. *qitun

. *apa

. *kutkut
. *kutu

. *kabut

. *kaka-q
. *hikan

. *ka-wanan
. *kasaw
. *kawil

. *kawit

. *ma-kapal
. *kena

. *kempu
. *keRin

. *esak

. *kami

. *kita

. *Kizep

. *zaqat

. *kahiw
. *kilat

. *kahu
*kamu
*asu
*lanaw
*lahud

. *lawaq

. *lanit

. *lain

. *lebiq
Flem

PR
*amun
*num
*gatal
*gin
*gon
*galop
*gonap
*idup
*ikol
*ili?
*ifiom
*ifnok
*isarn
*isi
*iso/bukan
*ituy
*jano
*gaut
*gutu
*kabut
*kakak
*kan
*kanon
*kasiw
*kagan
*kiakal
*kawil
*kawait
*kabol
*koka?
*kana
*kapu
*Korato
*karin
*k-asak
*katot
*kimi
*Kito
*-Kizop
*kidek
*Kiiw
*Kilot
*ko
*kumu
*kuyuk
*laniw
*laut
*lawa?
it
*layan
*labi?
*(pi)lom

PES
amun
num
gata
gen
£07
galap
ganap
idup
ikoa
ilia?
ifiom
ifo?
isan
isay
iSO
itup
jano
gaut
gutaw
kabut
kaka?
kan
kanon
kasow
kagan
kekea
kewea
kewet
n.d.
koa?
kano
kapaw
kato
katin
k-asa?
katot
keme
ito
kijop
n.d.
kiow
gilop
ko
kumu
kuyu?
lanow
laut
lawoa?
lenet
layan
labia?
lom

LEB MUSI
amun amun
num num
gata gata
gen gen
g0y g0y
kelap-kalip galop
ganap ganap
idup idup
ikoa ikoa
ilia? elea?
ifiom iflom
ifo? ifo?
isan isan
isay isay
iSO iSO
itup itup
jano jano
gawat gaut
gutaw gutow
kabut kabut
kako? kaka?
kan kan
kanon kanon
kasow kasuo
kagan kagan
kekea kekea
kewea kewea
kewet kewet
kaboa kaboa
koa?/latoa? koa?
kano kono
kapaw kapaw
kuta kot
katin katip
k-aso? k-osa?
katot n.d.
keme keme
ito ito
sa-kijop  se-kijop
kide? kide?
kiow kiuo
kilat kilat
ko ko
kumu kumu
kuyu? kuyu?
lanow lanuo
laut laut
lawoa? lawoa?
lenet lenet
luyan layan
labia? labea?
lom lom

KEB RAWAS
awan omun
num num
gata gatal
gen gin
801 801
gomilop  kalap-kalip
ganap ganap
idup idup
ikoa iku?
eleah dlah
iflom ifiem
ifiok ifio?
isan isan
isay isay
is0 buken
itup rikin
jano igdn
gahut kaut
gutow gutow
kabut kabut
kakak kaka?
kan kan
kanan kanan
kasoa kasiw
kahagan  tuku?
kekea kakal
kewea pancin
kait kait
koboa kabol
kah latay
kano kanaw
kapaw kapaw
kahato galay
kahip ki?ip
k-asak k-osa?
katot n.d.
keme kiamay
ita kite
do-kijop  goa/kadip
kidok kede?/it
kioa kiiw
samitoa/kilot kilot
ko kaban
kumu kumow
kuyuk kuca?
lanoa laniw
laut laut
lawah lolabah
lenet lanat
do-batee  lain
lobeah lobdh
hoalom pilom/olom
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‘cloud’
‘six’

‘itch’
‘name’
‘hold’
‘flash’
‘complete’
‘alive’

‘tail’
‘choose’
‘borrow’
‘mother’
‘gills’
‘contents’
‘nota’
‘count’
‘what?’
‘scratch’
‘louse’

“fog’

‘eld. sib.
“fish’
‘rightside’
‘rafter’
‘neck’

‘leg; foot’
‘to fish’
“fish hook’
‘thick’
‘floor’
‘strike
‘grandchild’
‘all’
“dry
‘cook’
‘knee’
‘we EXCL

5

‘we INCL’
‘blink’
‘evil’
‘wood’
‘lightning’
‘you SG’
‘you SG.HON’
‘dog’
‘horsefly’
‘sea’
‘spider’
‘sky’
‘other’
‘more
‘inside’
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PMP
128. *lima
129. *lesuy
130. *ma-Raya
131. *libeR
132. *laRi(w)
133.*nipis
134. *beRay
135. *leceq
136. *qali-metaq
137. —

138. *lurus
139. *mama-q
140. *mata
141. *matay
142. —

143. *um-inem
144. *zaqit
145. *ma-iRaq
146. *mi-hepi
147.*emis
148. *manuk
149. *ma-afiud
150. *um-utaq
151. —

152. —

153. —

154. *nipay
155. *nahik
156. *ni-a
157.*niuR
158. *ni-hu
159. *fiawa
160. *fiamuk
161. —

162. *ulej
163. —

164. *panas
165. *panaw
166. *panzan
167. *hepat
168. *pataq
169. —

170. *pajay
171. *paqit
172.*qapeju
173. *palagepaq
174. *penuq
175. *peRes
176. —

177. *pisaw
178. *puluq
179. *punay

PR
*lama
*lasun
*1i
*libar
*lilay
*ma-lipis
*luy
*laca?
*lita?
*lua?
*lurus
*mamak
*mati
*matuy
*may
*mindm
*mon-dit
*mila?
*mipi
*mis
*monok
*monot
*muta?
*nak/tan/lo
*nam
*nam pat
*napuy
*nik
*no
*niol
*nu
*flabi
*flomok
*pike
*olok
*pada?
*panas
*paniw
*panar)
*pat
*pati?
*parak
*pay
*pét
*pagu
*palapa?
*penu?
*paras
*pio
*pisiw
*pulu?
*punuy

PES
lomo
lasun
lay
libaa
lilay
mipis
lay
n.d.
litoa?
n.d.
n.d.
tama
matay
matay
may
menem
moanet
milsa?
mipay
mis
mono?
monot
mutoa?
na?
nam
nam pat
n.d.
ne?

ne
nioa
nu
flabay
flomo?
palalos
olok
padea?
panas
panaw
pafian
pat
patia?
n.d.
pay
pet
pagaw
palopaa?
panua?
nomas
pio
pisew
pulua?
ponoy

LEB
lomo
lasun
lay
libaa
lilay
mipis
lay
n.d.
litoa?
n.d.
n.d.
mamo?
matay
matay
moy
menem
moanet
milsa?
mipay
mis
mono?
monot
mutoa?
na?
nam
nam pat
dup
na?

ne
nioa
nu
fabay
flomo?
nike
olok
padea?
panas
panaw
pafian
pat
patia?
n.d.
pay
pet
pagaw
palopaa?
panua?
niva
pio
pisew
pulua?
ponoy
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MUSI
lamo
lasuny
lay
libaa
lilay
mipis
lie
locoa?
litoa?
loa?
lu?us
mama?
matay
matie
may
menem
moanet
milsa?
mipay
mis
mono?
monot
mutoa?
na?
nam
nam pat
nopoy
ne?

ne
nioa
nu
fabay
flomo?
nike
olok
padea?
panas
panuo
pafian
pat
patea?
para?
pay
pet
pagew
palopaa?
panoa?
pares
pio
pisuo
poloa?
ponoy

KEB RAWAS

lamo lomaw “five’
lasupy lasupy ‘mortar’
lay loy ‘big’

libsh libaa ‘wide’
lilay lilay ‘run’
mipis mo-lipis  ‘thin’

loe luy ‘give’
lacah lacah ‘soaked’
litah litah ‘leech’
loah titah ‘command’
luhus lu?us ‘straight’
mamak  wa? ‘mo .bro.’
matay matoy ‘eye’
matoe matuy ‘die’

may may ‘to’
menem  omuk biol ‘drink’
monet monit ‘sew’

abar abap ‘red’
mipay mipay ‘dream’
mis mis ‘sweet’
monok  mono? ‘chicken’
monot afut ‘drift; wash away’
mutah mutah ‘vomit’
nak tan/la ‘at’

nam nam ‘able to’
nam pat nam pat ‘know (person)’
nopoy ular ‘snake’
nek na? ‘climb’

na na ‘38G’

nioa niol ‘coconut’
nu kaban 2 5G
flabay fabay ‘soul’
flomok  fiomo? ‘mosquito’
nike nece? ‘tell lie’
olog [olok] ulat ‘caterpillar’
padah padah ‘say’
panas panas ‘hot’
pansa paniw ‘walk’
pafian panan ‘long’

pat pat ‘four’
pateah patih ‘break’
pahak kadat ‘near’

pay pay ‘rice plant’
pet pit ‘bitter’
ahoy-ahay pagow ‘gall’
palepah  palopah  ‘palm frond’
penoah  panoh “full’
nahah nacit ‘squeeze’
pio *pia ‘here’
pisea pisiw ‘knife’
poloah  poloh ‘ten’
ponoy punuy ‘dove’
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180.
181.
182.
183.
184.
185.

186
187
188

189.

190
191

192.

193

194.
195.

196
197
198
199
200

201
202
203
204
205
206
207
208
209
210
211
212
213
214
215
216
217
218
219
220
221
222
223
224
225
226
227
228
229

230.

PMP

*pandak

*pusej

*puket

*pulut

*puqun

. ¥puter

¥putiq

. *Rakit

. *rimba

. *Ratus

. *Rumaq

. *siwa

¥si-ia

. *si-ida

¥silun

. *ma-Ru-
qanay

. *sempit

.*qasiRa

*silu

. *sintak

. *sabuy

. ¥sapu

. *surat

Fsusu

. *tazem

. *tales

. *taneq

. *tanem

. *tangan

. *taqun

. *tawad

¥tawa

. *bukid

. *teka

. *tugelaN

C¥telu

.*qateluR

. *tinaqi

.*depeR

. *tanda

. *teban

. *takebas

. *tektek

.¥tiduR

¥tikam

PR PES
*pana? pana?
*pusaj posok
*puket  jilay
*pulut pulut
*pun pun
*puruken puken
*putar putea
*puti? putia?
*rakat eket
*rezarn jan
*rima imo
*rotos otos
*ru? ua?
*ruma?  umoa?
*sarop sarop
*solak n.d.
*somilon somilon
*si si
*si/tobo o si/tobo o
*solon salon
*-manuy  S9-manay
*sopit sapit
*sili silay
*silu silaw
*sitak to-kafiot
*soboy  soboy
*supu supaw
*surat n.d.
*susu susaw
*tajom tajom
*talos talos
*tana? tanoa?
*tanom  tanom
*tanen tanen
*taun taun
*tawar tawoa
*tawi taway
*toba tobo
*toka toko
*tolan tolan
*talu tolaw
*tanol tonoa
*tonuy tonay
*topoa tenoa
*tafia tana
*taban n.d.
*tobas tobas
*tatok toto?
*tidur tidua
*tikom/tuza? tikom
*tiruk ti?u?

LEB
tomoa?
posok
jarin
pulut
pun kiow
pukan
putsa
putia?
eket

Jap

imo

otos

ua?
umoa?
sarop
salo?
samilon
si
si/tobo o
salon
somanay

sapit
silay
silaw
sito?
soboy
supaw
n.d.
susu puan
tajom
talos
tanoa?
tanom
tanen
taun
tawoa
taway
tabo
toko
tolan
tolaw
tonoa
tonay
tanoa
n.d.
toban
tabas
tato?
tidua
tikom
titu?

MUSI
pana?
posok
pukat
pulut
pun
pukan
putsa
putea?
eket
Jap

imo
otos
oa?
umsa?
sarop
n.d.
samilon
si
si/tobo o
salon
so-manie

sapit
siloy
silow
sita?
soboy
supaw
su?at
SUsow
tajom
talos
tanoa?
tanom
tanen
taun
tawoa
taway
bukit/tabo
toko
tolan
tolow
tonoa
tonie
tanoa
tano
toban
tabas
tato?
tidoa
tikom
titu?

KEB
padak
posog
jalay
pulut
pun
puhuken
n.d.
puteah
heket
hsjan
hirmo
hotos
hoah
umah
sahap
salak
samilan
si
si/tobo o
salon
saboy

sapit
silay
silow
sitak
soboy
supaw
suhat
Susow
tajom
talos
tanah
tanom
tanen
taun
tawoh
taway
tobo
timoa
tolan
tolow
tonoa
tonae
tanoa
tano
n.d.
tobas
tatok
tiduh
tujah
tihuk

RAWAS
pada?
pusat
pokot
pulut
batan
puken
putsa
putih
akit
Jap
imaw
otos
jaoh
umah
sarop
n.d.

samilon

say

61

‘short’
‘navel’
‘dragnet’
‘bird lime’
‘tree’
‘pouch of chicken’
‘turn’
‘white’
‘raft’
‘Rejang’
‘forest’
‘hundred’
“far’
‘house’
‘to litter’
‘gizzard’
‘nine’
3567

say/tobo 2 ‘3 PL’

kukow

‘claw; nail’

so-manuy ‘male’

sapit ‘narrow’
gatom ‘salt’

silow ‘theumatic pain’
sita? ‘to jerk’
soboy ‘cockfight’
supaw ‘broom’
su?at ‘write’

kajut puan ‘breast milk’
tajom ‘sharp’
koladoy  ‘taro’

tanah ‘earth’
tanam ‘to plant’
tanen ‘hand’

ton ‘year’

tawaa ‘haggle’
taway ‘laugh’
tobaw ‘hill”

tokaw ‘come’

tolan ‘bone’

talow ‘three’

tonol/tenoa ‘egg’

tonuy
tiu?
tano
toban
tobas
tato?
tidua
tujah
titu?

‘intestines’
‘hear’

‘sign’

‘fell (tree)’
‘clear-cut’
‘chop, hack’
‘sleep’

‘to stab’

¢ >

ear
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PMP PR PES LEB MUSI KEB RAWAS
231. *tirus *tirus ti?us ti?us ti?us tihus citung ‘tapering’
232. *talih *tili tilay tilay tiloy tiloy tiloy ‘rope’
233.*timba  *tima n.d. n.d. tima n.d. timaw ‘well pail’
234. *timeRaq *tima? timoa? timoa? timoa? timah timah ‘tin’
235. *timbak  *tirnak tirna? tirno? tirna? tirnak tirna? ‘shoot’
236. *hiup *t-iup tiup k-omus  tipu k-omus  tiup ‘blow’
237.*tupked  *tokot tokot tokot tokot tokot tokot ‘staff, cane’
238. *tuqah *tui tuay tuay tuay tui tuay ‘old’
239. *tupelak  *tulak tula? tulo? tula? tulak tula? ‘reject’
240. *tupul *tupul n.d. putaw topoa topoa topol ‘dull, blunt’
241. *tuktuk  *tutuk tutu? tutu? tutu? tutuk tutu? ‘pound rice’
242.*tutup/  Ftutup/  tutup tokap tutup tokap tutup ‘to close’
*tipkeb  *tokop
243. *taqi *tuy toy toy tie toe tuy ‘feces’
244. *tuzuq *tuzu? tujua? tujua? tojoa? tojoah tojoh ‘seven’
245.*qubi *ubi ubay ubay ubay ubay ubay ‘yam’
246.*quday  *udap udang udan udan udan udan ‘shrimp’
247. *aku *uku uku uku uku uku kow ‘1.8G°
248.*qulu *ulu ulaw ulaw ulow ulow ulow ‘head’
249.*huluR  *ulur ulua ulua oloa uluh ulua ‘to lower’
250.*qapuR  *upur upua opoa opoa opoh upua ‘chalk, lime’
251.*hapuy  *upuy opoy opoy opoy opoy upuy “fire’
252. *utek *utok oto? oto? oto? otok uta? ‘brain’
253.*quzan  *uzon ujan ujan ujan ujan ujan ‘rain’
254.*busuk  *(b)usuk usu? usu? usu? busuk busu? ‘rotten’
255.*bunuq  *unu? m-unua? m-unua? m-onoa? m-onoah m-onoh  ‘kill’
256.*qayam  *yam yam yam yam yam mainan  ‘toy’
257. — *ziba?/day jibea? jibaa? dag dag jibah/usah ‘Don’t!’
258. *zari *ziri jitay jiray jivey jihay jitey “finger’
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