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Lampungic Languages: Looking for New
Evidence of Language Shift in Lampung
and the Question of Its Reversal’

Katubi
Center for Social and Cultural Studies
Indonesian Institute of Sciences

The Lampungic languages are spoken mainly in Lampung Province and
parts of South Sumatra Province, Indonesia. Gunarwan (1994) reported
that Indonesian was encroaching upon the Lampungic languages in the home
domain. However, Gunarwan conducted his research in urban areas, whilst
most native speakers of Lampungic languages still live in outlying villages.
Thus, the purpose of this paper is to examine patterns of language use by native
speakers in areas where the population is predominantly Lampungic.

This study uses sociolinguistic survey techniques and interviews, and also
makes use of the concept of language choice, especially of domain. In addition,
I also discuss the recent selection of Lampung as a language for use in local
language education, and the impact this might have on reversing language shift.
In actuality, however, Lampung Province is a multi-ethnic society. As a result,
the other language groups in Lampung Province become INVISIBLE GROUPS,
or groups which are not politically acknowledged.

1. Introduction
1.1. Setting and background

Basically, Lampung is a geographical area and one of the provinces in Sumatra,
Indonesia. However, the term is now also used to refer to a certain language and ethnic
group. A question arises, however, as to who can be considered to speak a Lampungic
language and who are eligible to be called Lampungese people. Up to now, some people
say that the Lampungese are people who are the descendents of Lampungese in Lampung
and the Lampungic language is the language used and spoken by the residents who are
considered ‘the natives’ of Lampung Province.

In actuality, however, there is no similarity between language boundaries and the
administrative borders established by the government. For example, even though Komering
speakers live in South Sumatra Province, Walker (1975) classified Komering as a subdialect
of the Pesisir dialect of the Lampung language. Similarly, Mitani (1980) classifies Kayu
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Agung as a subdialect of the Abung Lampungic dialects, when in fact speakers of the Kayu
Agung ‘language’ at present also live in South Sumatra Province. These cases show that
there is no similarity between language boundaries and the administrative borders of
local government. The question is therefore: Should the speakers of the Kayu Agung and
Komering ‘languages’ be considered Lampungese?

It seems that the naming of ethnic group affinity according to language is not the
same as the result of classification of languages and dialects proposed by linguists. The
natives of Kayu Agung, Kayu Agung Asli, Komering, Daya, and Ranau classify themselves
in accordance with their own ‘language varieties’. Meanwhile, Lampungese living in
Lampung Province consider themselves to be Lampungese. They characterize themselves
as two groups, the Lampungese belonging to the Saibatin tradition and those who adhere
to the Pepadun tradition (Puspawidjaja 1982:8).

There are differences between the two groups. The Pepadunese allow for the
possibility for a member to upgrade his position to become the leader of the group, which
is locally called penyimbang. For example, from being the penyimbang of the group or the
village he can become the penyimbang of the clan through various tribal requirements.
They live in the eastern and central parts of Lampung Province. Meanwhile, Lampung
society which holds to the Saibatin traditions only allows someone to be elevated to the
position of penyimbang pekon and does not allow for someone to become penyimbang of
the clan because the penyimbang of the clan inherits his position through his lineage. They
live in the western and southern parts, especially on the coast and islands, so that they are
often called the Lampung Pesisir ‘Coastal Lampung’ community.

Lampung as a province comprises not just the native Lampung population. The
Lampung administration has illustrated the diversity of the Lampungese by creating a
symbol for Lampung Province. In this symbol is written Sang Bumi Rua Jurai, meaning
that Lampung society is composed of two origins, namely the native Lampung people
(the receiving community) and those from outside Lampung. The symbol of Lampung
Province also illustrates divergent traditions of the Lampung people, namely Lampungese
who follow the Pepadun tradition and those who adhere to the Saibatin tradition.

It is difficult to accurately estimate the total population of native Lampung people
because so far no census data has been released in Indonesia which classifies people
according to their ethnic identity. Because of this, there is no indication of the division
between the native population and newcomers. A publication by the Departemen
Pendidikan dan Kebudayaan (Department of Education and Culture) (1978:25) states that
according to the 1974 census, the population of Lampung Province was 3,141,939 people.
Of that number, the native Lampung people were estimated to total 500,000 people.
Based on that, the native Lampung population was estimated to comprise less than twenty
percent of the total population. However, Puspawidjaja (1982:8) states that according
to the 1980 census, the total population of Lampung Province was 4,624,238 people, of
which sixty-five percent were pendatang ‘outsiders’. Therefore, native Lampung people
were estimated to comprise thirty-five percent of the total population. That estimate
is supported by Levang and Prayoga (2003:31), who state that according to the 1980
census, Javanese, Sundanese, Madurese, and Balinese are mother tongues of seventy-eight
percent of villagers in Lampung Province. This means that three-quarters of the Lampung
population comes from Java, Madura and Bali, while the rest are native Lampungese.

Further, Levang and Prayoga (2003:32) state that in spite of the fact that the Lampungese
people are a minority in their own province, they play a pivotal role in administration. There
are many villages mostly inhabited by Javanese who choose the regent from among the
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native Lampung people with one goal: to settle land disputes. In fact, the Local Representative
Assembly at the provincial and district levels as well as local administrations and the courts
have been dominated by native Lampungese. In 1985, for instance, sixty-seven out of
seventy-six subdistricts in Lampung Province were headed by a native Lampung person, six
by persons from elsewhere in Sumatra, and only three by Javanese.

Is that matter related to language? It is. In the era of local autonomy after the New
Order government, the regions began searching for their identity. One of the easiest aspects
claimed in ethnic identity is language. Therefore, in order to maintain the Lampungic
language as the people’s local ethnic identity, the National Department of Education has
made local language materials with local content a part of the school curriculum which
must be taken by all the students, regardless of their ethnic origin.

1.2. The problem

As a result of such factors, there are some phenomena which collide and generate
problems. First, the ‘native’ Lampungese are not dominant numerically, because they
comprise only about twenty percent of the total population of Lampung Province. The
rest, about eighty percent in number, are transmigrants from Java, Sunda, Bali and
other ethnic groups. This means that the Lampungic languages in their linguistic context
encounter other language communities, such as Javanese, Sundanese and Balinese, which
are far more dominant numerically. In addition, Indonesian is the language of education.
Meanwhile, speakers of the Komering subdialect of Lampung living in South Sumatra
Province also encounter the use of Palembang Malay, besides Indonesian and other ethnic
languages. Consequently, the Lampungese people live in a multiethnic and multilingual
region. Such conditions result in language competition. An important question is: Are the
Lampungic languages undergoing shift, particularly in remote villages where residents are
predominantly native speakers of a Lampungic language?

Second, as an effort to maintain Lampungic languages, the Lampung administration
and the National Department of Education have made the Lampungic language part of
the local curriculum from elementary through senior high school in Lampung Province.
Another goal of this policy is to help define Lampung’s identity and ethnic symbol. As
local autonomy has taken root in the post-New Order era, the Lampungic language has
become a compulsory subject for all students. In actuality, however, upwards of eighty
percent of the population of Lampung Province come from Java, Sunda, Bali, and other
areas which have their own ethnic languages, and their children certainly have rights to
study their own languages. For that reason, is it true when people think that the Javanese
have ‘dominated’ Lampung, including in the matter of language? What about the rights
of majority children who are transmigrants and who are forced to learn other ethnic
languages, even though those languages are neither their first language nor their own
ethnic identity?

1.3. Previous research in Lampungic sociolinguistics
The Departemen Pendidikan dan Kebudayaan (1978:68) stated that Lampungic

languages were (in the 1978 context) only used in limited contexts, namely, in the home,
in villages inhabited by native Lampungese, and during traditional village consensus
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meetings. Most of the young Lampung men in large cities did not use their local language
any more and only used Indonesian.

Gunarwan (1994) states there are indications that on the whole the use of the
Lampung language is indeed on the decline. In terms of diglossia, the findings show that
leakage does exist in the domestic domain of Lampung language use, meaning that the
Lampung language is being encroached upon by Indonesian. The same thing is also shown
by Gunarwan (2001) who states that a number of Lampungic young men tend to use
Indonesian language at home instead of Lampungic. However, it is worth noting that the
research conducted by Gunarwan focused on the population in urban areas. In addition,
Gunarwan’s research was not conducted among speakers of the Komering subdialect
located in South Sumatra Province.

2. Research methodology

Our own field research was conducted based on the RAPID APPRAISAL RESEARCH
model. It is often called first-level survey. Its objective is to appraise at a glance the language
situation, ethnolinguistic groups, and degrees of multilingualism. ‘The key objective of this
(method) is to formulate hypotheses to be tested in a more in-depth survey or language
assessment’ (Wetherill 1997). This research used questionnaires as the instrument. Due
to this, the data compiled is survey data. However, the survey done did not use Fasold’s
theory completely. Fasold (1984:215) states that ‘the thing to look for is age-distribution
numbers. If older speakers report more use of one language and younger speakers more
use of another one, this can be an indication of shift.” Therefore, this research did not use
the total number of language choice distributions based on age. Moreover, it does not
have an implicational scale. It only emphasizes the analysis on language domains: home,
neighborhood, trading, education, traditional ceremonies and religion.

Based on the presumption that there is a widespread Lampungic language cluster,
the questionnaire was administered in twenty-seven villages considered to be native
Lampungese villages, some of which were located in remote areas. The twenty-seven
villages were Kayu Agung Asli, Paku, Pulau Gemantung, Adumanis, Perjaya, Damarpura,
Tihang, Gunung Terang, Pilla, Tapak Siring, Negeri Ratu, Buay Nyerupa, Kota Besi, Mesir
Udik, Banjar Ketapang, Negeri Kepayungan, Sukaraja, Sukanegeri Jaya, Kandang Besi,
Tengkujuh, Jabung, Nibung, Nyampir, Terbanggi Besar, Blambangan Pagar, and Ujung
Gunung. The first eight are administratively located in the districts of Ogan Komering Ilir
and Ogan Komering Ulu Selatan, South Sumatra Province.

3. Results of data analysis

The analysis of the data was conducted for each domain of use. The domains of use
data are explained below.

3.1. Language use in domestic domains
The language used in everyday life around the home is one hundred percent Lampungic.

In some families, however, findings indicate that they speak a mix of Indonesian and
Lampungic languages. The evidence is shown in the following table.
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Table 1. The use of language in the home domain

Total Lampung Indonesian LWC or Mix of Languages
Responses Arabic
54 54 - - 6: occasional
Indonesian
language

Table 1 shows that all the subjects use Lampungic in their family interactions, but
there are only six subjects who reported that they also occasionally speak Indonesian.

3.2. Language use in the neighborhood domain

This study was administered in some remote areas where the residents are
predominantly native Lampungese. It is, therefore, assumed that these native Lampungese
live side by side with other Lampungese, but there is some possibility that they live with

speakers of other languages such as Javanese, Sundanese and Balinese.

Table 2. The use of language in the neighborhood domain

Total Lampung Indonesian LWC or Mix of Languages
Responses Arabic
54 45 - - 9: including
Lampung,
Indonesian, and
others

The table shows that in the neighborhood domain, there are some subjects who
speak Indonesian and other languages whenever they interact with their neighbors. This
is understandable because not all groups of subjects live in isolation from other ethnic
groups. Some of them live with Javanese, Sundanese and so forth, inducing them to become
multilingual. They even use certain languages, for example Javanese, when they talk to
Javanese people. It means that they are able to speak the language of these settlers.

3.3. Language use in the trading domain
The term TRADING in this paper refers to trading on a small scale, such as in the

daily and weekly markets. Markets are the places where various ethnic groups gather to
transact business, and where they have interactions in various languages.
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Table 3. The use of language in the trading domain

Events Total Lampung Indonesian LWC or Mix of Languages
Responses Arabic

At the daily 21 5 3 1: Indonesian and | 12: including

markets Palembang Malay | Lampung,
Indonesian,
Palembang
Malay, and
others

At the weekly 47 18 8 2: Palembang 19: including

markets Malay Indonesian,
Palembang
Malay,
Lampung, and
others

The table indicates that there is some tendency of the native Lampungese to speak
a mixture of languages including Lampungic, Indonesian, Palembang Malay and others,
such as Javanese. This is understandable because markets are the places where a lot of
ethnic groups meet since not all villages have their own market.

3.4. Language use in the education domain

The use of language in education is divided in various categories: the use of language
in teaching the first grade of elementary school, the use of language in general, and the
use of language during recess. The results show that various languages are used, but with

Indonesian predominating.

Table 4. The use of language in the education domain

Events Total Lampung Indonesian LWC or Mix of Languages
Responses Arabic
Teaching first 19 - 12 - 7: Indonesian
grade and Lampung
Teaching at 46 1 38 1: Indonesian and | 6: Indonesian
school Palembang Malay | and Lampung
Children 50 28 4 2: Palembang 16: including
playing Malay Indonesian,
together at Palembang
recess Malay, and
Lampung

In this domain, not all teachers can use Lampungic because not all teachers are
Lampungese. Some of them are Javanese and their background influences the use of
language at school. Besides, the students who have just recently enrolled in the first grade
are not native Lampungese. As a result, teachers just use Indonesian immediately in the
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first grade even though government policy permits the local language to be used as the
language of instruction in transition classes.

Meanwhile, unofficial interactions outside class indicate an increase in the use of
a mixture of languages: Indonesian, Palembang Malay and Lampung. This is seen in the
evidence of code-switching uttered by students and their peers and this code-switching
depends on their peers’ ethnic group.

3.5. Language use in traditional ceremonies

The traditional ceremonies are connected with the cultural values of the society and
these are usually the ceremonies of the human life cycle such as birth, marriage and
death. In general, these traditional ceremonies are conducted in the local languages. The
data gathered from the native Lampungese, however, show a different phenomenon. They
use Indonesian and mix languages such as Palembang Malay, but the use of Lampung
predominates.

Table 5. Language use in the domain of traditional ceremonies

Total Responses| Lampung Indonesian LWC or Mix of Languages
Arabic

54 39 7 - 8: including
Indonesian,
Palembang
Malay, and
Lampung

Based on the table above, the use of those languages raise some questions. The
traditional ceremonies are rich in the local cultural values which are not found in the
other languages’ traditions, but the evidence shows the use of other languages, such as
Indonesian, Palembang Malay and Lampungic in the ceremonies. Further study is needed
regarding the change of cultural identities occurring in Lampungese society.

3.6. Language use in the religious domain

Religion determines the use of language as a means of communication. The Lampungese
who are majority Muslim tend to use Arabic and Indonesian when participating in religious
ceremonies. This is shown in Table 6.

The use of a mixture of languages is understandable since there is no translation of the
Al Qur’an in Lampungese but only in Indonesian and the source language used is Arabic. This
mixture of Arabic and Indonesian will perforce be used in various religious ceremonies.
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Table 6. Language use in the religious domain

Events Total Lampung Indonesian LWC or Mix of Languages
Responses Arabic

Prayer 51 9 5 23: Arabic 11: Indonesian,

(assumed 3: Indonesian and | Arabic, and

corporate) Arabic Lampung

Sermon 51 4 30 11: Indonesian 6: including

(at the and Arabic Indonesian,

mosque) Palembang Malay,
Lampung, and
Arabic

Religious 14 5 5 - 4: including

ceremonies Indonesian,
Lampung, Arabic,
and Javanese

4. Discussion

The previous analysis indicates that there are working divisions in the use of languages
in various domains. Native Lampungese use the Lampungic languages in the low domains
such as the home and traditional ceremonies. Meanwhile, they use Indonesian in high
domains. This distribution indicates a situation of diglossia.

In a situation of stable diglossia, the roles of every language are relatively constant,
but the analysis of language use of the native Lampungese indicates that the domestic
domains, which are the last place of endangered language preservation, has demonstrated
some use of the Indonesian language. In the neighborhood domain, the native Lampungese
use a mix of languages. This, however, cannot be considered to indicate a shift in the
use of the Lampungese languages because Lampungic still predominates in the domestic
areas. The condition can be regarded as diglossia leakage, which means that the domestic
domains that are supposed to be the base camp of the first language are repressed by the
use of another language, in this case Indonesian.

Based on the classification of the language functions by Edwards (1985:17), there are
communicative and symbolic functions, and at the level of symbolic functions, the native
Lampungese have started to mix languages. This is seen in traditional ceremonies. The use of
languages in the adaptable moments is the use of hidden instrumental functions (Edwards 1985:19)
which can group people ethnically. This can be seen as strong evidence for diglossia leakage.

This raises some issues of concern among the stakeholders, the Lampungese academics
and policy makers in the provincial administration. As stated above, the majority of
policy makers in Lampung administration are Lampungese people. With the support from
academics, the Lampung administration through the policy of the National Department of
Education has made the Lampungic languages part of the materials in the school curriculum.
This is official for all schools in Lampung from elementary through senior high school.

Indeed, such an effort cannot be regarded as a primordial move because this effort
is a kind of rights protection attached to ethnic identities. The policy, however, may
create problems later on. First, Lampungic languages are not the only languages used in
Lampung Province. The Komering subdialect speakers in South Sumatra Province are also
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speakers of Lampungic. However, they inhabit regions in different provinces. Can the
locally constructed curriculum be mandated for them? If yes, more problems arise because
of the dialect differences. Will the Lampungic speakers of the Komering subdialects be
forced to use and learn another dialect in order to get good scores in school?

Second, language is not meant for communication solely but has other functions
in symbolizing the collective and ethnolinguistic identity of the Lampungese people. By
imposing Lampungic language as the only local language used in schools, the implications
are that policy makers will imagine that Lampung residents are a homogeneous ethnic
community. The fact, however, is that Lampung is a multiethnic society. The use of
Lampungic languages as a symbol, therefore, represents the power of ethnicity, and this
is demonstrated in the curriculum. This makes the other ethnic groups INVISIBLE. This
policy can be considered a political identity.

If the policy is not revised, there will be some accusations towards some people and
departments in presenting something for the sake of cultural hegemony over other ethnicities.
One of the steps to be taken is to allow Lampungic to remain part of the local content in the
educational curriculum. However, it must not become a compulsory subject which must be
taken by students whose native language is not Lampungic. Meanwhile, students whose native
language is Lampungic are required to take the subject. It is more appropriate to implement
these ideas in the era of freedom and peaceful pluralism by casting away unfairness and
including the various languages in the identity of each group. It is better to implement it rather
than to destroy the languages and identities of non-native Lampungese children.

In addition, efforts to reverse any perceived early stages of Lampungic language
shift can also be conducted by using some of the positive attitudes of Lampungic native
speakers. Some of their dreams are to be able to read and write in Lampungic. One of the
ways of doing this may be through the presence of media, even though it will be practically
difficult to implement because its presence is not in a socio-cultural form but integrated
in a socio-economic system. The authority of the local government, however, can assist
the media in any language shift reversal project without censoring the news in the media.
If the media does exist and is widely accepted, Lampungic native speakers will be able
to read and write in their own language like Sundanese and Javanese communities, by
having a few monthly magazines in their local language.

5. Concluding remarks

This research is different from that conducted by Gunarwan (1994) because this
research was conducted in rural areas which are predominantly Lampungic, while
Gunarwan’s study was conducted in urban areas. However, the findings of this research
confirm the findings from Gunarwan’s study, which states that there is diglossia leakage
and a presumption of Lampungic language shift.

One of the efforts made by Lampung administrations through the National Department
of Education was to begin a project to reverse language shift by inserting Lampungic
language into the local curriculum. This effort might be regarded as cultural hegemony
by presupposing homogeneous Lampung residents, whereas the residents of Lampung
province are multiethnic, with eighty percent being settlers. An account, therefore, must
be taken of the language rights of non-native Lampungese children.

An effort, therefore, must be made to help prevent the shift of Lampungic languages.
One of the possible efforts is issuing a magazine in Lampungic whose target readers are
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Lampungic native speakers. In addition, the heads of the ethnic groups should be the pioneers
in using the Lampungic languages in every ceremony and the languages should be spoken
completely in family interactions. These efforts, however, will not work if Lampungic native
speakers do not have positive attitudes and high loyalty towards their own languages.
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Bitter or Sweet? The Vital Role of Sociolinguistic
Survey in Lampungic Dialectology

Charlie Hanawalt
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The speech varieties of the Lampungic cluster of southern Sumatra are listed
as nine separate languages in the 15th edition of the Ethnologue (Gordon 2005).
This paper seeks to clarify the number of languages and their grouping within
the cluster in light of research such as Walker (1975) and Mitani (1980). The
sociolinguistic survey methods used during recent research among the Lampungic
peoples are described, including a Rapid Appraisal Recorded Text Test (Stalder
1996, O’Leary 1994). The conclusions of this sociolinguistic analysis are then
compared with the results of other linguistic survey techniques used to study
the Lampungic cluster. The author examines the divergent conclusions that
can be drawn from one survey method over against another, attempting to
draw conclusions from the whole corpus of available information. Finally, the
implications of this sociolinguistic survey to mapping out the languages of these
descendants of Si Pahit Lidah ‘Bitter Tongue’ are presented.

1. Background

Previous research among the Lampungic speech varieties of southern Sumatra has
yielded a significant variety of conclusions regarding the number of languages and dialects
within the cluster and the relationship among those speech varieties. Most of this research,
however, has focused not on the Lampungic cluster as a whole, but on one or more speech
varieties within the cluster. Consequently, the research done in each area has used neither
the same methods of investigating language identity nor the same criteria for defining
languages, clusters or groups of dialects. Furthermore, works that have looked at the
whole Lampungic cluster or large parts of it have normally used an approach that measures
similarities and differences among speech varieties according to one set of criteria only,
such as lexicostatistics or clan histories.

Without a clear, overall understanding of the relationships between speech varieties,
governmental authorities and other institutions interested in local language development
and education will be unable to maximize the existing similarities to save time and
resources. Likewise, it will be nearly impossible to minimize difficulties in language
development resulting from differences between the various speech varieties within the
cluster if a comprehensive overview of the cluster’s internal similarities and differences is
not conducted beforehand.

Toward this end, a broad linguistic and sociolinguistic survey of the entire Lampungic
cluster was conducted between 2003 and 2005 by SIL International Indonesia Branch in
cooperation with the Center for the Study of Humanities and Cultures of the Indonesian
Institute of Sciences (PMB-LIPI). This research was designed to holistically answer questions
about language identity and dialect clustering, as well as to train members of SIL and LIPI



12 Charlie Hanawalt

in various language survey methods. These language surveys have employed a number of
language survey tools, as described below.

By looking at the relationships between speech varieties from a number of angles,
a more complete picture of the linguistic and sociolinguistic situation of the Lampungic
cluster has emerged. This paper supports the argument that studies leading toward
language identification will yield more complete results if a number of sociolinguistic
factors are combined with linguistic factors in comparing speech varieties.

Rapid Appraisal research constituted the overall framework of this survey. Rapid Appraisal
research is limited in scope and depth, mainly because it is limited in time. The goal is to gain
a broad and basic understanding of large areas in short amounts of time. This research is
foundational and is meant to be followed by more focused, in depth research and analysis.

This paper attempts to explain the Lampungic speech varieties in light of sociolinguistic
data gathered during the field investigation mentioned above. The current paper expands
upon sociolinguistic data and analysis presented in brief in Anderbeck, Hanawalt and Katubi
(2005), which gives a treatment of the cluster more in the light of historical comparative
and lexicostatistical analyses. A full treatment of the LIPI-SIL survey of the Lampungic
speech varieties will be available in Hanawalt, Tarp and Husain (forthcoming).

In this investigation, our definition for LANGUAGE is borrowed from the 15th edition
of the Ethnologue:

‘Not all scholars share the same set of criteria for what constitutes a
‘language’ and what features define a ‘dialect’. The Ethnologue applies the
following basic criteria:

«  Two related varieties are normally considered varieties of the same language
if speakers of each variety have inherent understanding of the other variety at
a functional level (that is, can understand based on knowledge of their own
variety without needing to learn the other variety).

«  Where spoken intelligibility between varieties is marginal, the existence of
a common literature or of a common ethnolinguistic identity with a central
variety that both understand can be a strong indicator that they should
nevertheless be considered varieties of the same language.

»  Where there is enough intelligibility between varieties to enable
communication, the existence of well-established distinct ethnolinguistic
identities can be a strong indicator that they should nevertheless be considered
to be different languages.” (Gordon 2005:8)

2. Previous Lampungic research

A work that has contributed to the higher classification of the Lampungic varieties is
Dyen (1965). On the basis of shared lexical items he classifies the Lampung group as a member
of the MALAYIC subfamily, which was in turn under the SUNDIC family. It was in his work
that the term Sundic was first used to describe the Malayic and Lampungic families.

Ross (1995) gives twenty-four groups for the Western Malayo-Polynesian languages.
Ross notes, ‘Group 18 contains only Lampung, of extreme south-east Sumatra. Although
it has been suggested in the past that it belongs to the Malayic group, current opinion
regards it as not yet classified (Blust, pers. comm., Nothofer 1985)’ (1995:78).
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Adelaar (2005), starting from Ross’s (1995) internal classification of the Western
Malayo-Polynesian region, makes several adjustments to it to come up with a configuration
of Western Malayo-Polynesian languages. He also places Lampung in its own branch,
parallel to Javanese and Malayo-Sumbawan among many others.

Anderbeck (this volume) delineates a list of phonological innovations that establishes
Lampungic as a distinct subgroup vis-a-vis other Western Malayo-Polynesian languages,
such as geographically contiguous Malay dialects. He demonstrates that Ranau and
Kayu Agung, both of whose status has been disputed in the past, should be considered
Lampungic.

Walker (1975) approaches the entire Lampungic cluster from a lexicostatistical
perspective. Figure 1 illustrates the internal classification of the Lampungic speech
varieties according to Walker’s lexicostatistical analysis.

Figure 1. Walker’s classification of Lampungic subgroups and dialects

Lampung
Pesisir Abung

Komering Krui Pubian Southern Abung Menggala
Wordlists: Wordlists: Wordlists: Wordlists: Wordlists: Wordlists:
Komering Krui Pubian Kalianda Jabung Menggala

Ranau Sungkai Way Lima Kota Bumi

Pilla Talang Padang

Banjar Agung Kota Agung

Buay Nyerupa

Mitani (1980) classifies the cluster’s internal relationships through some degree of historical
comparative investigation; he also sees two major groups, Nyo and Api, but he denotes
Komering as a language distinct from Lampung Api. He also notes the local accounts that
the Kayu Agung group migrated into the area more recently from eastern Lampung. Udin
et al. (1990:xiv) give a map of the dialects of the Lampungic group, after quoting the
general consensus that the Lampung language consists of two main dialects, Api (Pesisir)
and Nyo (Abung and Tulangbawang). Their map groups the Lampung subdialects in this
way, noting that the following subdialects share more similarities than differences:
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1) Kayu Agung and Komering Ilir

2) Komering Ulu and Ranau

3) Way Kanan (Jelma Daya)

4) Sungkai

5) Pesisir Krui and Belalau

6) Pesisir: Semangka, Pesisir Teluk, Meninting, and Melinting
7) Pubian

8) Abung

9) Tulangbawang

The classification of Komering as a separate language or as a dialect of a larger
Lampung language has been disputed by various sources. For example, Foley (1983) lists
Komering as a language distinct from Lampung, whereas Fernandes and Sudirman (2002)
take issue with this decision and claim that Komering should be listed as a dialect of equal
status to the other Lampungic speech varieties.

According to the 15th edition of the Ethnologue, the Lampungic cluster consists of
nine languages subdivided into two groups: Abung and Pesisir (Gordon 2005:435-7). The
Ethnologue listing attempts to synthesize the conclusions of several researchers including
Walker (1975) and Mitani (1980) to create the language inventory they have published.
Their reason for placing Ranau in the Abung group is unclear. Gordon (2005), however,
removes Ranau from the list of Malay dialects, as was the case in previous editions.
Gordon’s (2005) classification is shown in Table 1.

Table 1. Ethnologue 15th edition entries for the Lampungic cluster (Gordon 2005)

Grouping Variety Ethnologue Code
Komering KGE
Krui KRQ
Pesisir Lampung LJP
Pesisir, Southern PEC
Pubian PUN
Lampungic Sungkai SUU
Kayu Agung VKY
Abung Abung ABL
Ranau RAE

Works dealing with individual isolects include Walker’s (1976) description of the
Way Lima dialect of southern Lampung Province and Abdurrahman and Yallop (1979) on
Komering. Since 1985, almost twenty articles and monographs have been published on
what the authors call Lampung dialects in conjunction with the Indonesian government’s
Center for the Establishment and Development of Language (Pusat Pembinaan dan
Pengembangan Bahasa). Of these, Aliana et al. (1986) describe thirteen speech varieties
within Lampung Province. This work includes estimated population data and Swadesh
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100 word lists for all thirteen varieties. They perform a type of lexicostatistical analysis
on the data which reports the number of Swadesh 100 words in each speech variety
which hold basically the same form across most or all of the varieties. The percentage of
such items that have a similar or identical form across the different varieties is given for
each speech variety. Though they suggest possible subgroupings or lexical similarity based
upon this data, we see it as being more useful in pointing toward the most central variety
in Lampung Province. Their results demonstrated that Talang Padang had the highest
number of such similar words at 76 percent, while the variety they call Jabung had the
fewest such words at 41 percent, followed closely by the Nyo varieties (1986:65).

A sociolinguistic study on language shift in Lampung may be found in Gunarwan
(1994). Gunarwan concludes that language shift to Indonesian is taking place in some of
the domestic domains of life in Lampung communities.

Lampungic-Indonesian dictionaries include Noeh and Fadilah (1979), Hadikusuma
(1994) and Junaiyah (2001).

3. Research sites

Our research teams visited twenty-seven Lampungic sites in the provinces of South
Sumatra and Lampung. This included sites along the Komering River in South Sumatra
Province, in the Lake Ranau region around the border of South Sumatra and Lampung, and
throughout most of Lampung Province. The locations of these research sites are shown in
Table 2 and in the accompanying Map 1. The codes listed in the table and on the map are
used throughout this paper in referring to specific LIPI-SIL research sites. These codes are
designed to follow the name of the local speech variety, as opposed to the village name.

Table 2. LIPI-SIL Lampungic research sites and codes

. . Major dial —
Code Village Speech variety ajor dialect Subdistrict Regency
subgroup

KAGA Kayu Agung Asli | Kayu Agung Asli Kayu Agung Asli| Kota Kayu Agung | Ogan Komering
1lir

KAGP Paku Kayu Agung/Kayu Kayu Agung Kota Kayu Agung | Ogan Komering

Agung Pasar Iir

KMI Pulau Gemantung| Komering Ilir Komering Tanjung Lubuk Ogan Komering
Ilir

KMU1 | Adumanis Komering Ulu Komering Cempaka Ogan Komering
Ulu Timur

KMU2 Perjaya Komering Ulu Komering Martapura Ogan Komering
Ulu Timur

KMU3 Damarpura Komering Ulu Komering Simpang Ogan Komering
Ulu Selatan

DAY1 Tihang Daya Daya Lengkiti Ogan Komering
Ulu

DAY2 Gunung Terang Daya Daya Buay Sandang Aji | Ogan Komering
Ulu Selatan

RAN Pilla Ranau Ranau Banding Agung Ogan Komering
Ulu Selatan
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Code Village Speech variety Major dialect Subdistrict Regency
subgroup
SKU3 Tapak Siring Lampung Pesisir/ Api Sukau Lampung Barat
Sukau
SKU2 Negeri Ratu Lampung Pesisir/ Api Sukau Lampung Barat
Sukau
SKU1 Buay Nyerupa Lampung Pesisir/ Api Sukau Lampung Barat
Sukau
KRU Banjar Agung Lampung Pesisir/Krui| Api Pesisir Tengah Lampung Barat
BEL Kota Besi Lampung Peminggir/ | Api Batu Brak Lampung Barat
Belalau
WKN Mesir Udik Lampung Api/Way | Api Bahuga Way Kanan
Kanan
SKY Banjar Ketapang | Lampung Api/ Api Sungkai Selatan Lampung Utara
Sungkai
PUB Negeri Lampung Api/Pubian | Api Pubian Lampung Tengah
Kepayungan
TPD2 Sukaraja Lampung Pesisir/ Api Talang Padang Tanggamus
Talang Padang
TPD1 Sukanegeri Jaya | Lampung Pesisir/ Api Talang Padang Tanggamus
Talang Padang
KTAG Kandang Besi Lampung Pesisir/Kota| Api Kota Agung Tanggamus
Agung/Semangka
KAL Tengkujuh Lampung Pesisir/ Api Kalianda Lampung Selatan
Kalianda/Rajabasa
JBG Jabung Lampung Jabung Jabung Jabung Lampung Timur
MEL Nibung Lampung Nyo/ Nyo Gunung Pelindung | Lampung Timur
Melinting
SKD Nyampir Lampung Nyo/ Nyo Bumi Agung Lampung Timur
Abung/
Sukadana
ABG2 Terbanggi Besar | Lampung Nyo/Abung| Nyo Terbanggi Besar Lampung Tengah
ABG1 Blambangan Lampung Nyo/ Nyo Abung Selatan Lampung Utara
Pagar Abung/
Kotabumi (?)
MGL Ujung Gunung Lampung Menggala | Nyo Menggala Tulang Bawang
(Nyo)

Notes:

1. Under ‘Speech variety’, the most general but local name is used. A ¢/’ between two

entries denotes alternate names for the local speech variety.
2. ‘Major dialect subgroup’ is as reported locally.
3. In Indonesian, ‘subdistrict’ is Kecamatan.

4. In Indonesian, ‘regency’ is Kabupaten.
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Map 1. LIPI-SIL Lampungic research sites
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4. Sociolinguistic survey tools used

In order to more completely and accurately understand the complexities of inter-
dialectal relationships within the Lampungic cluster, we have employed a number of different
sociolinguistic and linguistic research tools within a Rapid Appraisal survey framework. The
aspects of these tools that relate to language identity and dialectology are discussed here; in
addition, these tools also seek to gain a basic grasp of language use in specific domains and
language attitudes. Katubi (this volume) investigates some of the aspects of language shift and
language vitality found through this research. A fuller explanation together with templates
for each tool listed here may be found in Hanawalt, Tarp and Husain (forthcoming).

As is demonstrated below, the use of multiple tools to gain an understanding of the
language and dialect distribution within an area is more desirable than simply relying on
the results of a single tool.

4.1. Sociolinguistic questionnaires
4.1.1. Procedure

Sociolinguistic questionnaires help answer questions regarding language use and
vitality, language shift, dialectology, and language attitudes.

Administering these questionnaires in a group format allows the researchers to gather
the opinions of several people at once, as well as gather the group consensus—which
is a good indicator of popular sentiments and attitudes. It also reduces the need for a
rigorous screening process of informants, as would be necessary for questionnaires given
to individuals. Some questionnaires, however, effectively represent the responses of one
individual who may have been the most vocal or most respected member of the group.
We asked that volunteers for this questionnaire be native to the village and speak the
vernacular as their first language.

We also used maps of the area as a reference during questionnaire sessions. The
groups pointed out where the same, similar or different language varieties are spoken on
the maps, or in response to place names mentioned by the researcher. Not all questions
were asked in all locations; some questions were added during later stages of the survey.

4.1.2. Presentation of results

4.1.2.1. Language choice

Table 3 through Table 5 display the results obtained for the question of what language
people from the site surveyed use when they meet a stranger who speaks the dialect in
question. See Table 2 for research site codes; other abbreviations introduced in these
tables include PL (Palembang Malay), BI (Indonesian, Bahasa Indonesia), BL (Lampung,
Bahasa Lampung, always refering to the dialect of that locale), Kom (Komering) and Meng
(Menggala). The terms ‘Pesisir Barat’, ‘Pesisir Tanggamus’ and ‘Pesisir Selatan’ in Table
4 are included to point out that each of these local speech varieties falls within what the
people of Lampung call the Pesisir area; the names given to the groupings used here are
offered for clarification and do not represent alternate speech variety names used locally.
A formula such as ‘2/2=BI 1/2=Kom/BL’ is to be read as both of the two groups of
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informants from this locale reported that they use Bahasa Indonesia, while one group out
of the two reported that they also use Komering/Lampung.

Table 3. Language choice in inter-ethnic or inter-

dialectal situations: South Sumatra Province

Sites Kayu . .
Kayu | Komering Komering Lampung
surveyed Agung - Daya Ranau . .
- Agung Iir Ulu Pesisir
l Asli
KAGA — — PM PM PM — BI
KAGP Kayu Agung | — PM PM or BI — — BI
1/2=PM
1/2=Bl or _ 1/2=BI or Kom _ 2/2=BI
KMI Kom/KAA | D1 1/2=PM | 15— PM/Kom ]132 2y; Bl or Kom/" | — 1/2=Kom/BL
. - 3/4= Kom/Daya 2/3 = BI
KMU — PM or BI | Komering | Komering 1/4=BI or PM — 1/3 = Kom
3/3=Daya/Kom| Daya/ | 3/3=BI
Daya BI Bl or PM | Daya/ Kom 1/3=or BI Ranau | 2/3=Daya/BL
1/3=Ranau;
RAN — — — Ranau/Kom 2/3=BI — Ranau
Notes:

1. ‘KMU’ combines research sites KMU1, KMU2 and KMU3 (see Table 2). Mitani mentions
a fourth sub-dialect, Komering Buay; however, our research did not confirm its
existence. The word buay is the local word for Indonesian marga ‘clan’.

2. ‘Daya’ combines research sites DAY1 and DAY2 (see Table 2).
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Table 5 unites the responses from several areas into single categories and reports the
broad patterns in responses found throughout the groups.

Table 5. Language choice in inter-ethnic or inter-dialectal situations: between provinces

Sites surveyed Ranau Komering/Daya Lampung Pesisir Lampung Nyo
! (Api)
Ranau Ranau 2/4=Ranau/Komering | BL 2/3= BL
2/4=BI 1/3=BI
Komering/ Daya/Ranau | 12/19=Kom or Daya |4/8=BI —
Daya 4/19=LWC and/or 3/8=BIl and/or
own language own language
3/19=LWC-Bl or BP |1/8=o0own
language
Lampung Pesisir| BI 3/4 = BI 14/20 12/17 situations = BI
(Api) 1/4 = BL situations = BL 5/17=BL
6/20=BI
Lampung Nyo | BI 3/6= BL 25/30 15/19 situations=BL
3/6 = BI situations = BI 4/19= BI
5/30=BL

4.1.2.2. Language similarity mapping

Boone and Stalder (2003) note that any two speakers of the same or related varieties
may delineate either a wide or narrow area where their speech variety is spoken, based
on their personal language and ethnic attitudes. Linguistic and social awareness also
vary between speakers, and influence their perspective on linguistic boundaries. Keeping
the above principle in mind, the emic mapping of dialects below cannot be considered
a quantitative description of where these varieties are spoken. Emic understanding of
dialectology in this area is probably also connected to clan distinctions. The following
maps describe the emic perspective of the respondents, in response to two questions:
‘Where is the language and dialect spoken exactly the same as yours?’ and ‘Where do the
people speak a dialect that is a little different from yours, but still easily understood?’

4.1.2.3. Ethnic identity

Understanding emic ethnic identification can give clues to dialect and language boundaries.
Respondents were asked the question: ‘Do you originate from the same ethnic group as group
___? or the variant, ‘Did your ancestors originate from the same ethnic group as group __?’

In general the Lampungic groups of South Sumatra identify ethnically with each other and
with the Pesisir people in Lampung Province. The scope of ethnic inclusion varied from the all-
inclusive KM, to those in KMU1, who only identified ethnically with other Komering.

The group interviewed in KMI showed the most perspicuous understanding of ethnic
relations, claiming relation to the Kayu Agung Asli, all Komering, Daya and Lampung
Pesisir. They did not include Kayu Agung in the list, which lines up with the theory that
the Kayu Agung people originally migrated from a Nyo area of Lampung, and are therefore
more distinct from the Api dialect chain to which Komering and Kayu Agung Asli link.
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Map 2. Areas where the speech variety is reported to be exactly the same
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Map 3. Areas where the speech variety is reported to be similar and understandable:
South Sumatra Province and overlapping Lampung Province varieties
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Map 4. Areas where the speech variety is reported to be similar and
understandable: Lampung Api and overlapping Nyo varieties
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Map 5. Areas where the speech variety is reported to be similar and
understandable: Lampung Nyo and overlapping Api varieties
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However, those interviewed in Kayu Agung Asli and Kayu Agung identified ethnically
with each other. This could be explained by their long history of interaction, and the fact
that they have been geographically cut off from other Lampungic groups by interposing
Malay groups. The Kayu Agung only identified ethnically with Kayu Agung Asli. Some
Kayu Agung Asli interviewed also identified ethnically with Komering.

Those in Ranau identified with Lampung Pesisir, but not with Abung or Menggala,
and not with any groups down the Komering River.

The Daya didn’t connect with anyone downriver from them, either; only with the
Ranau and Lampung Pesisir.

In Lampung Province, there is general ethnic solidarity across the two main dialect
and adat (‘tradition’) divisions. They all consider themselves Lampungese, and, therefore,
related; except that an apparent degree of exclusivity causes those in MEL and SKD to only
identify with Sukadana. JBG’s choice to identify with Way Kanan and Kota Bumi, but not
with Kalianda, could be explained in terms of shared adat with those more western groups
and JBG’s claim that they originally came from the Way Kanan area.

Those interviewed in PUB were strong to assert that the Komering people are
ethnically related to the Lampungese.

In this case, the most distinct lines are drawn around Kayu Agung. There are vague ties
between Kayu Agung Asli and Komering; but the Kayu Agung people do not connect with
anyone outside their subdistrict. One piece of information that we failed to ask concerned
any ethnic connection between the peoples along the Komering River and the Nyo groups
in Lampung. It should be noted that answers to a questionnaire like this vary sometimes
even within one group, depending upon the knowledge and opinions of those present.

4.1.3. Interpretation of results

Although responses to sociolinguistic questionnaires varied considerably from place
to place, some general responses can assist us in confirming the subgrouping of the
Lampungic cluster presented thus far. First, data relating to language choice in inter-
variety contact situations (cf. Table 3) point to the general existence of an internally
related chain in the western part of Lampung Province, extending down the Komering
River in South Sumatra Province. Likewise, evidence for a subgrouping of varieties in
eastern Lampung Province is also present.

Maps 2 through 5—based upon informants’ responses regarding which speech varieties
are similar and understandable to them—show us that the eastern Lampungic varieties do
not consider the South Sumatra Province varieties nor most of the western Lampung Province
varieties to be similar. The case is the same in the other direction, with the exception of two
groups of the western Lampungic chain that are located nearest the geographic center of
the chain, i.e., Sukau and Peminggir. Menggala also named two of the southern groups
in the western Lampungic area as having a similar dialect (but cf. §4.2.2 below). With a
couple exceptions, the notion of the two Kayu Agung groups perceiving themselves and
being perceived as distinct (except by Daya and one Komering group) is also supported by
the responses elicited for these questions (cf. Map 3). Finally, it is significant to note that the
groups in the center of the western Lampungic area—Sukau and Peminggir—named both
the Komering River varieties as well as the southern Lampung Province varieties as being
similar. The Komering River varieties and the southern Lampung Province sites, on the other
hand, did not consider each other’s speech to be all that similar.
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Ethnic identity responses were mixed from one place to another and even within one
village, but some general patterns can also be seen here. Informants in most of the Komering
varieties identified ethnically within their clans only, but a few included Kayu Agung Asli
(not Kayu Agung), Daya and Lampung Pesisir. This supports the existence of a chain of
speech varieties in the western Lampungic area, as mentioned above, together with the
exclusion of the eastern Lampungic varieties from that chain. Regarding Kayu Agung, those
in Kayu Agung Asli and Kayu Agung identified ethnically with each other, but only the Kayu
Agung Asli identified with the Komering. This still leaves us with a more loose relationship
between Kayu Agung and the rest of the western Lampungic chain. Some informants pointed
out that the Kayu Agung people are thought by many to have migrated some time ago from
somewhere in the Lampung Nyo area, which is also attested by Mitani (1980).

4.2. Rapid Appraisal Recorded Text Test

4.2.1. Procedure

The Recorded Text Test (RTT) is based on the assumption that a person’s ability to
retell a story heard in another speech variety corresponds to his or her ability to comprehend
that speech variety. The original methodology for the RTT is described in Casad (1974).
In practice, this tool can differentiate between very low levels of comprehension in the
second language (1.2) and moderate/high levels of comprehension. It cannot reliably
distinguish between and within moderate and high levels of comprehension of the second
language. O’Leary (1994) describes various aspects of the limitations of use of the RTT in
language research and language program planning.

For our Rapid Appraisal survey of the Lampungic cluster, the original RTT was modified
significantly (cf. Stalder 1996) in order to make the test more efficient for our purposes; we
were simply trying to gain a preliminary understanding of whether speakers of the main,
reported dialect groups could in fact comprehend the other main dialects or not. Thus, the
collection of texts was done on a less rigorous scale, and a group setting was used instead of
testing individuals. In brief, the Rapid Appraisal RTT (RA-RTT) requires a group of subjects
to listen to a recorded story in another speech variety and retell it segment by segment,
paraphrasing it in their mother tongue or into a language of wider communication (LWC).

Three stories were recorded. One story was told in the Menggala dialect (Nyo, or
eastern Lampungic). Two stories were told by speakers from Talang Padang (Api, or western
Lampungic in Lampung Province), though from slightly different sub-varieties. One of these
Api stories was in a high register, the other in mid to low register (everyday speech).

These stories were then tested in nine Api villages and in three Nyo villages, using
the results of previous research and personal interviews to determine which varieties were
of the Api group and which were of the Nyo group. Respondents heard the stories in the
vernacular and retold the stories in Indonesian. This method of RA-RTT test taking shows
the respondents’ general ability to understanding the text given.

4.2.2. Presentation of results
The RA-RTT is not designed to be a quantitative test. We have determined in many

instances that the variation seen in the results and the appearance of unpredictably high
scores in certain areas was most likely the result of two main factors. First, most of the
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informants for this test were men who were in positions of leadership, almost all of whom
had fairly frequent contact now or in the past with speakers of the speech variety in
question. The second major uncontrolled factor affecting these test results was the less-
than-desirable quality of the RTT from the Talang Padang (Api) area. Based upon many
informants’ comments, we believe that the poor quality of the recording (significant
background noise and fast speech) affected their comprehension of the text.

Table 6 presents a summary of the results of the RA-RTT in terms of a qualitative
evaluation of observed and reported comprehension of the texts. The symbol @ corresponds
to low comprehension of the recorded text. Areas with high comprehension of the
respective text are denoted with the symbol V. The symbol = shows the areas where the
comprehension was somewhere in between.

Table 6. Summary of RA-RTT results

RA-RTT version

Talang Padang (TPD1) Menggala (MGL)
Test site Researcher’s Informants’ self- Researcher’s Informants’ self-
observations evaluation observations evaluation
SKU1 Got the main Said they Got many main Claimed a wide range
(Sukau) points; missed understood all points of the story; of comprehension
many details of it missed some details | depending on person
~ = (%)
KRU Got some main Said they Missed a great deal of| Some said they
(Krui) points but missed | understood all the main points understood it all, some
others of it women said they didn’t
understand any of it
~ = (%) ()
BEL Got the main Said they under- | Got the main points of | Said they could
(Liwa) points but missed | stood all of it, but | the story; missed some| understand about 75
many details that there were important details percent of the story
some slang words
they didn’t know
WKN Got the main Said they under- | Got the main points | Said they understood
(Way points and all the | stood all of it and most details, but | the whole story but
Kanan) details several informants that it was significantly
had more difficulty | different speech; older
than others people wouldn’t be
able to understand very
much
v \ () (0]
SKY Got most of the Said they under- | Got the main points | Said they understood
(Sungkai) | main points; many| stood most of the | of the story and most | everything except one
people seemed story details word
confused with
certain sections
=~ = v v
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PUB Got the main Said they under- | Got the main points | Men said they under-
(Pubian) points but missed | stood it but that | of the story and most | stood all of it, but that
some details the recording was| details older women would
unclear only get half of it
KTAG Got most of the | Said they under- | Got most of the main | Said they understood
(Kota main points of the| stood all of it points; had trouble | about half of it
Agung) story with some details
TPD1 Home town test Got most of the main | Said that those who
(Talang points; missed a few | had never left the
Padang) important details village would only
understand a little bit
v \ () (0]
KAL Got all the main | Said they Understand most Said they understood
(Kalianda) | points but missed | understood most | elements of the story | the whole story
some details of the story (possibly tied to
acquired intelligibility)
JBG Got the main Said they under- | Understood every Said that the speech
(Jabung) points but missed | stood most of it | detail of the story is different from their
many details, but that there own, though they
after two or three | were many words understood all of it
hearings they didn’t know
(0] (0] v v
MEL Got the main Said they under- | Understood every Said they understood
(Melinting) | points only after | stood only a little,| detail of the story it all and that children
hearing it four or | only a few words would also understand
five times they recognized it
(0] (0] v v
SKD Got the main Said they under- | Understood every Said it was easy for
(Sukadana) | points but very stood only a little | detail of the story them to understand
few details
() (0] v N
ABG1 Got the main Said they under- | Understood every Said they understood
(Abung) points, but with | stood some scat- | detail of the story it all and that less-
difficulty tered words in traveled people would
the story get all of it
(0] (0] v v
MGL Got the main Said they under- | Home town test
(Menggala) | points, but very | stood about half
few details of it
(0] (0] v v

4.2.3. Interpretation of results

The results displayed in Table 6 demonstrate wide variation in the groups’ abilities
to comprehend the texts. Some general and useful statements can be made, however. The
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most striking piece of evidence for comprehension and lack of comprehension may be seen
in the results for the Nyo groups plus Jabung. They were able to understand the Menggala
(Nyo) text very well, but they all had great difficulty with the Api text. This points to a
high degree of uniformity in the level of comprehension of at least that one Api variety,
and it points to the fact that at least Menggala is understood well throughout the whole
Nyo area, plus Jabung.

The results in the Api areas were less homogenous. Comprehension of the Menggala
text was good in some areas, and poor in others, not corresponding in any apparent way
to geography. Information gathered in interviews, however, points to the likelihood that
this high comprehension results from acquired intelligibility, as the Menggala people are
well-known throughout the province and have established entire villages in other parts of
the Lampungic region.

Most notable of the comprehension abilities within the Api area is that the various
Api speakers overall did not perform as well at comprehending one of the Api speech
varieties as the Nyo people did at comprehending the Nyo variety Menggala.

In the Api case, this could be simply due to lack of close contact between many
of the ethnic groups and the fact that they are separated by significant geographical
distance. In the Nyo case, this could be due to much greater contact between the groups,
or at least between Menggala people and other groups. On the other hand, it could be
the result of the relatively higher number of shared linguistic and lexical features briefly
described below.

5. Linguistic survey tools used

Asmentioned above, not only sociolinguistic elements were taken into consideration
in this language survey. An historical comparative analysis and lexicostatistical
analysis were also done on word lists collected during the survey. These two aspects
of our analysis of the Lampungic cluster are only mentioned in broad outline below.
A complete treatment of the data leading to the conclusions presented here may be
found in Anderbeck, Hanawalt and Katubi (2005) and in Hanawalt, Tarp and Husain
(forthcoming). An initial reconstruction of Proto-Lampungic is postulated in Anderbeck
(this volume).

Although word lists were available for some sites from other researchers, the quality
of these word lists and purpose for their collection varied. Thus we found it necessary to
re-collect word lists in some locations in order to fill in missing data for our analysis.

5.1. Historical comparative phonological analysis

A historical comparative analysis allows for the grouping of speech varieties based on
shared phonological innovations; the mutual absence of a particular innovation, however,
does not constitute grounds for grouping two speech varieties together. We do not attempt
to construct a lower-order subgrouping of Lampungic varieties but rather demonstrate the
most likely similarities that emerge from our analysis. The findings in this section are an
outgrowth of comparative studies done by White (n.d.) and Anderbeck (this volume).!

1 Because of time constraints, an in depth comparison of morphology and syntax is typically not
included in a Rapid Appraisal survey.
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First, we posit a western Lampungic subgroup which exhibits the innovation of
ultimate * 9 > o—those groups along the Komering River in South Sumatra, the western
mountains and western coast of Lampung Province and the southern and western inland
sections of Lampung Province (including Jabung), possibly also including Menggala and
Sukadana from the Lampung Nyo area. Thus only the Abung and Melinting varieties are
excluded from this subgroup.

Fortunately, the uncertainty regarding whether Abung and Melinting fit into this first
subgroup can be sufficiently answered by looking at a combination of other innovations. A
second subgrouping of the four varieties in the Lampung Nyo area can be made based upon
several innovations. First, the case of nasal deletion in nasal consonant clusters at syllable
boundaries supports this subgroup, plus Jabung (though more evidence is needed in the
case of Melinting). Second, the nearly absolute deletion of Proto-Lampungic word-initial
*h is another phonological change that is found only in these four eastern Lampungic
varieties, plus Jabung again. A fourth phonological innovation that corresponds very
clearly to the four Nyo varieties plus Jabung is the change of word-final *a > o. Finally,
word final *o (from earlier *a) together with *i and *u were diphthongized. This change
to final diphthongs is not the case in Jabung, however.

Within this subgroup, the evidence in Menggala related to the innovation of slightly
higher realizations of the diphthongs discussed above helps us to possibly separate out
Menggala as a subgroup of its own.

The phonological changes presented above point to the existence of a subgroup
consisting of the four varieties of the Nyo group, together with Jabung.

The historical comparative evidence that penultimate * @ > o helps us group Kayu
Agung, Kayu Agung Asli and the Komering River varieties together.

A separate innovation which may allow Kayu Agung to effectively stand by itself
separate from all other varieties is the innovation in all varieties except Kayu Agung of
debuccalization. Subgroupings are not made based upon retentions (or the absence of an
innovation), but in this case the fact that Kayu Agung alone has retained final voiceless
consonants is nevertheless very interesting.

One further subgrouping can potentially be made, though the evidence for this is not
as strong. The western mountain and coastal varieties Krui, Ranau and Sukau all exhibit
the fortition of final *h and the less systematic deletion of initial *h. This is deemed not as
strong of a basis for labeling them as a separate subgroup, but it is at least a clue calling
for further investigation into that possibility.

5.2. Lexicostatistical analysis

Our lexicostatistical analysis allows us to make some statements about the synchronic
situation among the Lampungic dialects. First, we see that it is possible to state that
lexically, there are two general subgroups within the Lampungic cluster which internally
share higher degrees of lexical similarity between varieties. One of those is an eastern
subgroup. This corresponds to what is referred to locally as the Lampung Nyo speech
varieties—Menggala, Kotabumi, Sukadana and Melinting.

The second subgroup will be referred to as the western subgroup, although it stretches
from north to south in the shape of an arc, as described above. This includes all the other
varieties not included under the eastern subgroup—from Kalianda and Jabung in the south
to Kayu Agung and Kayu Agung Asli in the north.
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In general, we find a loose chain of dialects running from Kalianda in the south, through
central and western Lampung and down the Komering River. It is beyond the scope of
lexicostatistics, however, to make any lower-level dialect divisions within this chain.

One very interesting case, though, is that of Jabung, which does not display this same
high degree of lexical similarity with its immediate neighbors in the western subgroup.
Instead, it shares the highest degrees of similarity with speech varieties located much
further north in that subgroup—corresponding nicely with local reports that the Jabung
people had migrated from that interior western area some time ago.

Overall, our lexicostatistical analysis agrees with Walker (1975), except that it
appears his site ‘Jabung’ corresponds to our site ‘Nibung/MEL’ (Melinting dialect) a few
kilometers away from Jabung, whereas our ‘Jabung/JBG’ and ‘Jabung dialect’ correspond
to a significantly divergent group of three villages centered in the town Jabung.

6. Synthesis of results

Three sets of evidence suggest that the Nyo, or eastern Lampungic subgroup, is much
more homogenous than the remaining groups are with each other. First, the historical
comparative analysis yields a number of innovations that link the Nyo varieties together.
Next, the lexicostatistical analysis also links them more closely together lexically than
many areas are to each other in the remainder of the speech varieties. Finally, the Nyo RA-
RTT text comprehension for the Nyo speakers was much higher and more consistent than
the Api speakers’ comprehension of the Api text. This subgroup is further attested by the
language similarity maps presented above, where the majority of Nyo sites named other
Nyo sites as being very similar in speech, but excluded for the most part the remainder of
the speech varieties.

The Nyo varieties aside, the homogeneity and interrelatedness of the remainder of the
Lampungic varieties is much more at issue. Above we stated that it is far more desirable
to use a number of tools to determine the language and dialect situation in a given area,
as opposed to using one tool only. A number of examples from this western side of the
Lampungic cluster will suitably illustrate and support this claim.

While lexicostatistics may provide some idea that these western groups somehow
‘belong together’, nothing firm can be concluded from lexicostatistics about whether this
constitutes one language or not. (Again, in this paper the definition of language found in
Gordon 2005 is being used.)

Next, the historical comparative method permits us to nicely group together the Nyo
varieties along a number of shared innovations; however, this does not hold true at all
for the remaining varieties. We are left with only one solid subgrouping (Kayu Agung and
Kayu Agung Asli with the Komering River varieties) and a small number of other, more
tenuous possibilities.

If we were simply to stop there, using either one or both of the linguistic methods
of analysis, we would not only fall far short of answering all the points in our adopted
definition of what is a language but would also end up completely ignoring a wealth of
information provided by the native speakers’ own perception of their languages.

In turning to our interpretations of results for the non-Nyo varieties, we see some
conflicting conclusions. On the one hand, the non-Nyo speakers in Lampung Province see
themselves as all speaking something called Api, which they consider by and large to be
a single language (bahasa); and for the most part they claim that the local varieties are
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mutually intelligible. When faced with a real-life example of such a variety in the form of
a brief, recorded story, however, many of these same individuals who claimed to be able
to understand all the other Api varieties really could understand only a part or very little
of the example given.

Such a discrepancy points out two important issues related to language identification
and other aspects of sociolinguistic survey. First, how do we know that the respondent
has the same thing in mind when we ask him or her questions about a particular speech
variety? It is possible that he or she is thinking of something completely other than what
the researcher has in mind; or that the respondent has never had any real exposure to the
variety in question, but answers based on a desire to please the researcher or to avoid
losing face.

Second, we must be aware that answers given about how many distinct languages
there are in a cluster may be the product of generations of passive knowledge rather than
active experience. Such knowledge may not always reflect reality; the answer may be
found to be quite different if the person is asked about the same speech variety a week
after living in that other variety’s homeland for the first time.

For this reason a battery of tools or tests is needed, preferably including something
like the RA-RTT, which places a real example in front of the respondent, allowing him or
her to give a response that corresponds to his new, though somewhat artificial, firsthand
experience with the speech variety in question.

Unfortunately, the RA-RTT has not yet been employed for the South Sumatra Province
part of the survey. Thus, a significant piece of information about intelligibility between
the speech varieties there and elsewhere is still missing. Looking at the evidence in hand,
however, does help us come to a better understanding of these groups’ relationship to
the whole. Our historical comparative analysis leads us to group together all the varieties
labeled Komering, plus the two Kayu Agung varieties. Further, our language similarity
maps help us see that the groups at the ‘ends’ of these non-Nyo areas (the Komering River
groups and the southern Lampung Province groups) do not consider themselves to be all
that similar in language—though they are aware of some ethnic ties. By contrast, the non-
Nyo groups in the geographic center (such as Peminggir and Sukau) consider the groups
to both the north and south of them to be similar. Such evidence points to the existence
of a sort of dialect chain among the non-Nyo varieties. Based on the evidence presented
here, this chain seems to have two sections that overlap in the middle, namely a southern
section (southern, central and western Lampung Province) and a northern section (central
and western Lampung Province and the South Sumatra Province varieties).

Our ethnic identity questions together with interviews with native speakers must be
compared with the facts presented above. As far as language identity is concerned, both
the Daya and Kayu Agung groups assert a more separate ethnolinguistic identity which
must not be ignored.

7. Conclusions
7.1. Comparison with previous research

The general consensus of most researchers is that the entire Lampungic cluster can be
divided into two large subgroups—Lampung Api (Pesisir) and Lampung Nyo.



34 Charlie Hanawalt

The Lampung Api subgroup contains many speech varieties or more local clusters of
speech varieties, which for the purposes of this paper have been termed local speech varieties.
Most past research, including Walker (1975) and Mitani (1980), agree that the Komering
varieties are linguistically a part of the Lampung Api subgroup. A few other researchers, such
as Foley (1983), treat Komering as a separate language parallel to Lampung. Our research
confirms the existence of two or three main subgroups within the Lampungic cluster.

Within the Lampung Api subgroup, most researchers recognize bundles of speech
varieties of different sorts, usually referring to these regional clusters as ‘dialects’. The
most clearly distinct of these dialects seem to be Komering, Sungkai and Pubian. Other
groups seem to be less clear in terms of a locally accepted name and delineation of the
extent of their dialect, with most of these being centered around a particular town or
region (e.g., Krui and Kalianda). Other researchers obtained names related to clan (marga)
backgrounds (e.g., Bengkulah, Meninting).

Within the Lampung Nyo group, two groups noted as dialects are Abung and
Tulangbawang (Menggala). Our research also confirms the existence of two such dialect
groups, both in linguistic as well as in sociolinguistic terms.

Our findings differ considerably with those of Aliana et al. (1986) as to the areas
inhabited by some speech varieties. For instance, Aliana et al. (1986:48) claim that the
Jabung ‘subdialect’ is spoken in eleven subdistricts, while village leaders in Jabung claim
that their speech variety is only spoken in three villages. We postulate that this and similar
discrepancies may be due to a difference in how dialect names were elicited.

7.2. Language mapping?®

The evidence presented in this paper leads us to three main possibilities for presentation
of the Lampungic speech varieties, in light of the three criteria found in our definition of
language (cf. §1).

In the first option, the Lampungic cluster could be listed simply as one language—a
large, interconnected cluster of dialects with some clear subgroupings. This option would
be based primarily on the view that the Lampungic varieties are structured in two dialect
subgroups. Though low, there is some level of comprehension between the two clusters.
Additionally, there is a clear sense, especially among speakers in Lampung Province, that all
Lampungic speakers speak the same language, albeit with significant regional differences.
Calling this language ‘Lampung’ would lead to several problems, however. First, this would
immediately suggest to the hearer that this language is confined to Lampung Province,
which is clearly not the case. Second, we anticipate that there would be local resistance to
the use of the term ‘Lampung’ in areas outside Lampung Province to refer to local speech
varieties, such as in the Komering River valley. Nevertheless, there is some understanding
among Komering and Kayu Agung leaders that they are ethnically related to the Lampung
people of Lampung Province. As the Kayu Agung people are located along the Komering
River, we submit that it would be sufficient to list them as a dialect under a broader name
that encompasses Komering. In this option, we suggest the name LAMPUNG-KOMERING
to refer to the entire language cluster.

2 The language maps displayed in this paper make no claim as to real or imagined ethnic or
political boundaries. Maps in this paper were created using ArcGIS software, which was kindly
donated by Environmental Systems Research Institute (ESRI). Permission to reproduce these maps
in any print, electronic or other media must be obtained in writing from SIL International.
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The second option would be to list the cluster as two main languages—an eastern
Lampungic cluster (LAMPUNG NYO) and a western Lampungic chain (LAMPUNG API-
KOMERING), with each main speech variety listed as a dialect underneath one of these two
entries. In this terminology, CLUSTER refers to a group of dialects that share a very similar
degree of intelligibility and other similarities with each other; whereas a CHAIN is defined
as a group of dialects that are connected but in a more linear fashion—a given variety is
most closely related to its immediate neighbor, but less so to another variety further away.
This option would see the clear distinction and low intelligibility between the eastern
and western sections of the Lampungic cluster as significant enough to label them as two
separate languages (groups of dialects). In this scenario, Kayu Agung would be listed as
part of the Lampung Api-Komering language due to its ethnic affinity to the Kayu Agung
Asli, which is a variety very closely related to Komering. Jabung would also be grouped
with the Lampung Api-Komering group because of historical-comparative similarities and
ethnic affinity with the interior western Lampungic chain—places such as Sungkai and
Way Kanan. This option would not go so far, though, as taking into consideration many of
the inter-variety attitudes and other ethnic identity statements of the informants in some
of the groups, as called for in the Ethnologue’s third criterion for labeling a group of speech
varieties as a language.

Such attitude and affinity statements would be taken into account in a third option, where
the Lampungic cluster would be listed as three, four, or five languages. The eastern Lampungic
cluster would still be listed as the LAMPUNG NYO language, with its dialects of Abung,
Tulangbawang, Sukadana and Melinting. The western Lampungic chain could be broken down
into two or three languages—chains of dialects—beginning with the distinction above of one
large chain in Lampung Province, but including Ranau and probably Daya, which we could
call LAMPUNG API The Daya seem to relate more to the Lampung Pesisir groups south of
them than to the Komering right beside them—though they do appear to have intelligibility in
both. Thus Daya would probably be best grouped with the Lampung Api rather than as a part
of the Komering dialect chain. A separate dialect chain called KOMERING would comprise the
closely related speech varieties along the Komering River—all the Komering varieties, Kayu
Agung Asli and Kayu Agung. Kayu Agung Asli should be included in the Komering dialect
chain based upon historical-comparative and ethnic affinity ties to the Komering. However,
the Kayu Agung people are more difficult to place in the Komering chain on the grounds of a
lack of ethnic affinity. Ethnic affinity is a major criterion for grouping varieties together into
languages, thus it may be necessary to consider Kayu Agung a separate language possibly
originating in the eastern Lampungic cluster, with close ties now to Kayu Agung Asli due to
a long period of proximity. In that case, it may be best to keep it as one language but label
this chain ‘Komering-Kayu Agung’; alternately, we could separate them out as two languages:
‘Komering’ with a dialect Kayu Agung Asli, and ‘Kayu Agung’. In this approach Kayu Agung
Asli would specifically need to be mentioned in order to avoid confusion with what is meant
by the label ‘Kayu Agung’. The final speech variety that is difficult to place is Jabung. It seems
clear that Jabung is more comparable to the interior western Lampungic groups linguistically
(Way Kanan, Sungkai and Pubian); the sociolinguistic analysis regarding Jabung is divided,
however. The RA-RTT comprehension data and sociolinguistic questionnaires point to Jabung’s
much greater ability to understand Lampung Nyo speech. However, the interviews also reveal
that the Jabung people came from Way Kanan in interior western Lampung at some time in
the past. Long contact with their present Nyo neighbor has made them more accustomed to
Nyo speech than to the western Api speech. As far as classification as a separate language or
as a dialect of one of the other groups, it may be best to list Jabung within the Lampung Api
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cluster as a more distant variety which has incorporated many features found in the Lampung
Nyo cluster. However, on the basis of the Jabung informants’ statements that they speak
Lampung Jabung (as opposed to Nyo or Api), it could be argued that they are sufficiently
different linguistically from both groups to warrant listing them as a separate language on
language identity grounds. A display of this third option with three Lampungic languages
may be seen in Map 6. This constitutes our recommendations to the Ethnologue editors for
redrawing the map of the Lampungic cluster languages and adjacent languages. Language
boundaries shown below for other languages outside the Lampungic cluster are simply taken
from the existing Ethnologue mapping data. Discussion of the language boundaries for those
languages is beyond the scope of this paper.

This survey also included an investigation of the Haji/Aji people of South Sumatra
Province, listed in Gordon (2005:436) as a dialect of Malay. Anderbeck (2005) uses the
comparative method to determine the origin of lexical stock and phonological innovations
and retentions in Haji, concluding that Haji originated from a Malay parent language but has
since borrowed significantly from Lampungic. Anderbeck (2005) thus argues that Haji should
be listed as a separate language. The locations of the Haji language are shown in Map 6.

7.3. Call for further research

Further research into intelligibility is necessary within the western Lampungic chain.
The varieties within South Sumatra Province were not included in the RA-RTT testing,
thus no direct testing of their comprehension of each other or of varieties in Lampung
Province has yet been carried out. Also, there were some quality problems with the text
used in the RA-RTT recording, which may or may not have affected comprehension of the
RA-RTT text. It would be desirable to test intelligibility of other speech varieties within
the western Lampungic chain, as well. Within the eastern Lampungic cluster research
should be done to determine whether there is reciprocal intelligibility of the other speech
varieties, as only Menggala was used in the RA-RTT testing.

A better understanding of how the setting, question ordering and methodology of
administering sociolinguistic questionnaires affects responses would potentially allow us
and other researchers to enhance our ability to obtain good, emic responses from local
participants. Minimizing the effect of the instrument while at the same time obtaining
useful information must be pursued further.

Language mapping in Sumatra and elsewhere should be considered critically in terms
of how best to represent the language inventory. Finding a balance between a useful
way to display languages on a map and accurately representing current sociolinguistic
realities presents an ongoing challenge. Further study into the possibilities and benefits
of various ways of representing the linguistic and sociolinguistic diversity within Sumatra
is necessary. Of particular concern is how best to map areas of heavy transmigration and
areas where there is a significant mixing of ethnic groups in alternating villages.

As summarized in §2, some investigations into specific aspects of some of the
Lampungic varieties have been conducted. Further investigation should be undertaken
into aspects of the phonology, grammar, discourse, semantics, sociolinguistics and other
domains among the varieties of Lampungic spoken in the two provinces.
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Map 6. Proposed changes to Ethnologue map of the Lampungic cluster

Proposed changes to the Ethnologue map
of the Lampungic cluster

JAVANESE

37



38 Charlie Hanawalt

Abbreviations
BI Indonesian (Bahasa Indonesia) RA-RTT Rapid Appraisal Recorded Text
BL Lampung (Bahasa Lampung) Test
Kom Komering RTT Recorded Text Test
Meng Menggala PM Palembang Malay
LWC Language of Wider (For research site codes, see Table 2)
Communication
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Lampungic isolects such as Komering, Pubian and Lampung are spoken
by approximately one and a half million people in the western Indonesian
provinces of Lampung and South Sumatra. Differing subgrouping hypotheses
for Lampungic have been posited, whether with Malayic, or Malayo-Javanic,
or, most recently, as an isolate within Western Malayo-Polynesian (WMP).

Drawing on a recent dialect study as well as earlier sources, this study
is an initial attempt to provide parameters for understanding the place of
Lampungic within WMP. Specifically, it is a reconstruction of the phonology
and basic vocabulary of what is called Proto-Lampungic (PLP). A principled
distinction is made between pre- and post-PLP innovations. The result is a
bundle of features which together can be used to define a Lampungic subgroup
and to distinguish it from its neighbors. The most important of these diagnostic
features involve reflexes of PMP *R, *d and *.

Although Lampungic is one of the most phonologically conservative WMP
languages, its lexicon has absorbed myriad loanwords, particularly from
Indonesian and Sumatran Malay.

1. Introduction

Lampung is a set of related Austronesian language varieties spoken by approximately
one and a half million people on the southern part of the island of Sumatra. There are
many unanswered questions about the history of the Lampung people and their language:
How long has this group been where it is? Does their language contain any evidence of
past migrations, and if so, from where? What relationship does Lampung have with other
Austronesian languages including its neighbors?

This comparative study does not answer all the questions above, but is aimed at
providing initial parameters for understanding the history of the Lampung (LP) language
or languages. Namely it is a reconstruction of parts of the phonology and lexicon of Proto-
Lampungic (PLP), including how it developed from Proto-Malayo-Polynesian (PMP), and
how it changed into the various forms we find currently.

Many people have contributed in one way or another to the development of this paper. I wish
to thank the Indonesian Institute of Sciences for providing visas and permissions for this research,
SIL International for providing the funding, my SIL colleagues who collected much of the data used
herein, Chad White who wrote much of the first draft of this paper, and the Lampungic-speaking
people who were so generous with their time and help, even protecting us from being robbed of
our survey equipment! I would like to single out my friend Mas Ali from Menggala, Lampung, as
someone who went above and beyond to help us dig deeper into the secrets of his language.
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1.1. External classification

Dyen’s A Lexicostatistic Classification of the Austronesian Languages (1965) was one of
the first to tackle the classification of Lampungic (LP). Under his SUNDIC HESION he put
the Javo-Sumatra Hesion, Sasak, Balinese, the Malayic Hesion, and the Dayak Subfamily
among others. He originally grouped LP under the MALAYIC HESION along with Madurese,
Achehnese, Minangkabau, and Kerinci (1965:26). Since Dyen’s research the term MALAYIC
has been constricted to apply only to Malay dialects and their close kin like Iban (Adelaar
1992). Also, being that Dyen’s classifications were based on lexicostatistics and given the
large amount of Malay borrowings in LP, it has since become clear to scholars that LP is
not as closely related to Malayic as would be implied by lexicostatistics.

Malcolm Ross (1995:78) gives twenty-four groups for the Western-Malayo-Polynesian
(WMP) languages. He writes, ‘Group 18 contains only Lampung, of extreme south-east
Sumatra. Although it has been suggested in the past that it belongs to the Malayic group,
current opinion regards it as not yet classified (Blust, pers. comm., Nothofer 1988).’
Adelaar (2005a) brings forward Ross’s classification of LP without further comment.

The question therefore remains relatively unexplored whether LP can be subgrouped
with Malay or with any other language below the (Western) Malayo-Polynesian level.

I attempt to demonstrate in this paper that the defining characteristics of Lampungic are:

1) loss of PMP *h in all positions with some irregular retention word-initially;

2) PMP *q > PLP *h;

3) retention of PMP *w;

4) very limited medial nasal excrescence;

5) limited consonant cluster reduction;

6) merger of PMP *R and *r in word-initial position;

7) syncope of PMP *R in CaRaC environments;

8) non-initial PMP *(e)R > PLP *y;

9) conditioned merger of PMP *j and *d with PLP *r;

10) retention of PMP *z as PLP *j;

11) retention of the PMP four-vowel system, and of diphthongs *-ay, *-aw and *-uy;

12) shift in some instances of PMP *-ay and*-aw to i and u respectively (irregular
areal feature);

13) PMP *-iw > PLP *(y)u;

14) epenthetic semivowel w or y inserted between low-high vowel combinations;

15) Nothofer’s (1985:294) SYSTEM 3 PAN numeral system.

The question is also raised below whether any of Adelaar’s (2005a) twenty-two other
WMP subgroups shares enough of these features to make a convincing case for merger
with another subgroup or for positing a shared intermediate node under WMP.

1.2. History and ecology of Lampung language

Comparative linguistics, archaeology and other disciplines have given us an
understanding of the origins and general migration patterns of early Austronesian-
speakers and approximately when they began to move into the regions we now call island
Southeast Asia. It is thought that these speakers brought agricultural technology with
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them, which allowed them (or at least their languages) in many cases to overwhelm the
earlier inhabitants of the areas they entered. Bellwood (1999) believes that the lowland
areas of Sumatra were probably quite thinly populated due to their unsuitability for
foraging prior to the advent of agriculture, so it may not have been too difficult for groups
like Lampung-speakers to establish themselves in this new territory without enduring the
type of language interference we see in, say, eastern Indonesia.

However, history gives us a picture of substantial later contact between Lampung and
other language groups including Javanese (JAV), Sanskrit (SKT), and, of course, Malay
(MAL). In fact, for most of the past two millennia Lampung must have been under at least
some level of domination by either the Malay ‘port authorities’ to its north like Srivijaya, or
the agrarian Javanese kingdoms to its south and east. I argue in this paper that it is Malay
influence which is of the highest degree in Lampung vis-a-vis the other potential donor
languages. Sumatran Malay—-speaking groups border and partially surround Lampung.
Additionally, in modern times we have Indonesian, the national language. In his 1976
grammar of Way Lima, Lampung, Walker writes ‘The influence of the Indonesian/Malay
language on Lampung is pervasive. Contacts with Malay go back hundreds of years. In
the past decades the influence of the national language is even stronger, affecting the
phonology, the grammar, and the lexicon of Lampung.’ Sections 4 (PLP lexicon) and 5
(Changes from PMP to PLP) give substantial attention to the thorny issue of teasing out
Malay borrowings from what is truly Lampungic.

1.3. Internal classification

On the basis of compared sound systems, lexicon, sociolinguistic attitudes, and
reported and measured intelligibility, Hanawalt et al. (In progress) conclude that LP can
be divided into three major dialect clusters:

1) Lampung Api;
2) Komering;
3) Lampung Nyo.

LAMPUNG API and NYO are named after their respective words for ‘what’, while
KOMERING is the name of the river which forms the homeland of the northernmost
dialect cluster. Lampung Api (henceforth Api) is also often referred to as PESISIR, meaning
‘coastal’, while Nyo is often referred to as ABUNG, which is an important ethnonym within
the Nyo grouping. See Map 1 for a visual illustration of their locations.

There are not many strong linguistic differences between Api and Komering; their
relationship is more of a language chain than two completely separate clusters. The
starkest differences are between Nyo and the rest of LP. Dialect differences are discussed
in further detail in §3.4.

1.4. Previous research

Hanawalt et al. (In progress) lay out in detail the various linguistic and sociolinguistic
studies that have been done on Lampungic isolects, so that is not repeated here. I just
mention studies that have been of particular benefit to this historical-comparative look.
Pre-1950s research on Lampung was detailed in Voorhoeve’s (1955) Critical Survey of
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Map 1. Major dialect groupings within LP
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Studies on the Languages of Sumatra, beginning with van der Tuuk in the 1860s. Reportedly
there is a grammar of Komering and a few dictionary manuscripts, but I have not had
access to these works. From the same time period but more accessible are the so-called
Holle Lists (Stokhof 1987), a compilation of word lists gathered mostly around the turn
of the twentieth century. Among these lists are four Lampungic word lists, with a fifth
‘pretender’ identified as ‘Nasal’ discussed below.

More recently, there have been four dictionaries made available in some form, including
one Komering-to-Indonesian dictionary (Gaffar et al. n.d.) and two others focused on the
Nyo dialect group (Junaiyah 1985 and Hadikusuma 1994). Noeh and Fadilah (1979) is the
most comprehensive of the four and provides information on a few different Api groups as
well as Nyo. The other three are not very comprehensive; Hadikusuma helpfully includes
some information from fourteen dialect areas but is the thinnest of the bunch. I relied on two
phonological descriptions, one of a Lampung Api area called Way Lima (Walker 1976) and
the other of Komering (Abdurrahman and Yallop 1979). Arguably the most helpful resource
for this study was Walker’s (1975) A Lexical Study of Lampung Dialects, which included twelve
word lists and an initial discussion of internal dialect divisions based on lexicostatistics. As
part of a larger work on the people and agriculture of Sumatra, Yasuyuki Mitani (1980) wrote
on the language varieties of South Sumatra Province. In his paper he commented on Walker’s
classification of the Lampung dialects and offered a theory of the history of the Lampung
dialects. Unfortunately he did not publish most of the data upon which his conclusions were
based. Aliana et al. (1986) describe thirteen speech varieties within Lampung Province using
lexicostatistics to determine the most central variety. Also informative is Hadikusuma et al.’s
(1996) Adat Istiadat Daerah Lampung (Custom and Tradition in the Lampung Area) which
discusses some of the ethnic divisions and their backgrounds.

Most of the data used in this paper were gathered by SIL personnel from 2003 to
2005. Linguistic instruments included a 350-item word list, a sentence elicitation list,
and targeted phonological and historical-comparative elicitation. Section 2.1 gives greater
detail on the WHERE and WHY of data sources used in this paper.

1.5. Dialectology

Dialectology is concerned with defining dialect boundaries and developments within
the language family. Collins (1989:237) says it this way: ‘The task of the dialectologist is
to identify the splits which have yielded the contemporary network of dialects. In other
words, delineating the history of a language, its diffusion, and its diversification, is the
goal of dialectology.’

There are two basic models that have been followed to explain such splits: the tree
model and the wave model. The tree model assumes a sharp division has occurred by a
separation or migration of the language community. The wave model sees innovations like
pebbles dropping into a pond of water. The ripples that are created move ever outward
creating ‘a welter of isoglosses that crisscross one another’ within the area (Chambers and
Trudgill 1998:91). This is sometimes referred to as diffusion.

This comparative study is firmly set within a dialectological framework. In a
reconstruction of a language such as Lampung, where the entire language community
lives within a single (albeit large) geographical area, one can expect to see substantial
diffusion of linguistic innovations across dialect areas. The better the sampling, of both
innovative and relic dialect areas, the further back in history one is able to go with a
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reconstruction, and the greater one’s ability will be to accurately generalize to the whole
language group.

1.6. Comparative method

This study employs the historical-comparative method to discover innovations within
Lampung and retentions from PLP. In the comparative method we find regularly recurring
phoneme correspondences that occur across sets of cognate forms found in the speech
varieties being studied. These regular phoneme correspondence sets give an indication
of what the original sound in the proto-language was. Establishing a set of these sounds
we can begin to form the phonology and lexicon of the proto-language. Working from the
proto-language back to the present day forms of the language we can see where changes
have taken place (innovations) and where the segment has stayed the same (retentions). It
is those retentions and innovations that help us determine the language classification and
define dialect boundaries.

What I am seeking to define, through the use of the comparative method, is a significant
intermediate stage between Proto-Malayo-Polynesian and the present where Lampung had
differentiated itself from its (Western) Malayo-Polynesian kin but not yet undergone major
internal dialectal differentiation. I label this stage Proto-Lampungic. That there ever was a
stage where Lampung existed as an undifferentiated entity is a significant assumption, but
we can see below that it holds up rather well as a working hypothesis.

1.7. WordCorr

Mechanical processing of the approximately 6500 Lampungic lexemes gathered was
done with a computer program called WordCorr. It allows the user to keep track of the
huge amounts of data involved with historical comparative linguistics, gives a structure
for the data to be entered uniformly, and allows the user to manipulate and organize data
according to several different analytical viewpoints. Several different language projects
can be worked on at once within WordCorr as well and passed to other linguists for review
and comments. It is able to generate an exhaustive list of correspondence sets along with
any conditioning environments a linguist wishes to posit, along with reconstructions of all
the words used for comparison.! I used WordCorr to keep track of correspondence sets, to
help me find the regularly recurring changes from Proto-Lampungic to modern Lampungic
isolects, and to reconstruct PLP phonemes and word forms.

I shall now briefly detail the steps I went through in processing the data. After the
word lists had been gathered and keyboarded, they were placed together in an Excel
template, then processed with a program called PalmSurv Converter (http://sourceforge.
net/projects/psconverter) to get into a form which could be imported (data and metadata)
into WordCorr.

The next step was to decide which lists would be included in the analysis and in which
order. This is called a VIEW; decisions made related to this are discussed in §2.1. One of
the decisions which had to be made was the THRESHOLD percentage at which WordCorr
would include correspondence sets for analysis. For example, in a collection of ten lists, for
the gloss ‘lightning’ there may be three different cognate sets, one with five representatives
and the others with just a few. The default percentage in WordCorr is set at 50%, which

1 For a more complete description of WordCorr see http://wordcorr.sourceforge.net.
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basically means only one correspondence set per gloss will be selected for analysis. Given
the large number of word lists in this collection and a desire to be as thorough as possible, I
set the Threshold at 10%. At 10%, the threshold caught for analysis any word with at least
three reflexes. This seemed appropriate given that my goal was not simply to reconstruct a
proto-language but also catch and analyze reflexes of higher-order reconstructions, primarily
Proto-Malayo-Polynesian. This requires a larger filtered data set.

Once the cognates are set into groups, the next task was to ALIGN them so that, in
a word like rua ‘two’, the reflexes of *r lined up with each other, *u, *a, etc. Once the
segments are lined up, I assigned a protosegment to each correspondence set of each
cognate group, and an environment, like word-final, intervocalic, etc. Upon completing
that task for all 350 glosses, I was able to look at all the correspondence sets together and
REFINE my analysis, grouping or splitting environments or protosegments and noting
any irregularities. For example, when I observed that reflexes of *a in ultimate syllables
behaved a certain way sometimes but differently in others, I was able to look at all the
examples together and determine that a further conditioning environment needed to be
specified to explain the extant reflexes. (This particular example is discussed in §3.4.1.)

Finally, I was able to export my analyses, which appear, after a bit of massaging, in
the data sections of this paper.

2. Lampung today
2.1. Data sources

The primary data sources for this study, besides those mentioned in §1.4, are twenty-
three word lists, some of which are 350 items in length, others 200. See Table 1 for details,
including the order in which the data in later sections is presented, and the short names
by which the data points are referenced in the remainder of the paper. Map 2 shows much
of the same information in visual form.

One may notice that many of the SIL word list sites are also sites of lists from Walker
(1975) and wonder why we revisited those sites. This following in Walker’s footsteps, so
to speak, was deliberate, because Walker’s lists (excepting Way Lima) were not elicited by
him, a trained linguist, but were rather produced by native speakers from those areas but
living elsewhere, written in orthographic script. So one could say that the later SIL lists
from these areas are simply a refinement and check on the earlier work.? The exception
to this pattern is Way Lima, where Walker himself had done extensive fieldwork, and
we did not sample there. The SIL teams also sampled several areas from where Walker
had not published lists. I am confident that the lists used in this study provide a fairly
comprehensive geographical representation of the multiplicity of LP isolects.

One potential ‘data point’ needs to be mentioned here. One of the Holle lists (Stokhof
1987:143-157) is from the Nasal River in Bengkulu bordering the Krui area of Lampung.
While the language variety represented by this list, gathered in 1895, at first blush seems
to be Lampungic, I argue in §6.1 that it is most likely NOT, but does contain a very high
number of Lampung loanwords including some archaisms useful for this reconstruction.
As such, the NASAL list is occasionally used as a data source.

2 The SIL teams did other work in these areas including sociolinguistic questionnaires,
sociolinguistic observation, recorded text testing, etc. See Hanawalt (this volume) and Hanawalt
et al. (In progress) for further details.
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Table 1. Word list sites

Village Short name Dialect (Subdialect) Source Length
1 | Kayu Agung Asli KAAsli Komering (Kayu Agung Asli) | SIL 350
2 | Adumanis Kom-Adu Komering (Ulu) SIL 350
3 | Pulau Gemantung Komllir Komering (Ilir) SIL 350
4 | Perjaya Kom-Jaya Komering (Ulu) SIL 350
5 | Damarpura Kom-Dpur Komering (Ulu) SIL 350
6 | Tihang Daya Komering (Daya) SIL 350
7 | Pilla Ranau Api (Ranau) SIL 350
8 | Buay Nyerupa Sukau Api (Sukau) SIL 350
9 | Banjar Agung Krui Api (Krui) SIL 350
10 | Kota Besi Belalau Api (Belalau) SIL 350
11 | Mesir Udik WayKanan Api (Way Kanan) SIL 350
12 | Kandang Besi KotAgung Api (Kota Agung) SIL 200
13 | Sukanegeri Jaya TalaPada Api (Talang Padang) SIL 200
14 | Way Lima WayLima Api (Way Lima) Walker | 200
15 | Banjar Ketapang Sungkai Api (Sungkai) SIL 200
16 | Negeri Kepayungan Pubian Api (Pubian) SIL 200
17 | Tengkujuh Kalianda Api (Kalianda) SIL 200
18 | Nibung Melintin Nyo (Melinting) SIL 200
19 | Jabung Jabung Api (Jabung) SIL 200
20 | Paku KAPend Nyo (Kayu Agung Pendatang) | SIL 350
21 | Nyampir Sukadana Nyo (Abung/Sukadana) SIL 350
22 | Blambangan Pagar KotaBumi Nyo (Abung/Kotabumi) SIL 200
23 | Ujung Gunung Menggala Nyo (Menggala/Tulang SIL 350
Bawang)

2.2. Phonology

This section summarizes the phonology of the Lampungic speech varieties based upon
our research.® Some selected differences with and between the two phonologies published
by Walker (1976) and Abdurrahman and Yallop (1979) are also discussed briefly. It should
be noted that Walker’s phonology was based on data from Way Lima, a village from the
southern (Api) part of the region, while Abdurrahman’s is from a village in the Komering
area. The phonology presented here attempts to look at the whole cluster of Lampungic
speech varieties at once, thus variations between this presentation and what is actually
found at any given location will differ to a small degree.

3 This section is taken near-verbatim from Hanawalt et al. (In progress) which functions as a sort
of umbrella report for other subsidiary papers.
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Map 2. LP word list sites
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2.2.1. Consonants
Table 2 displays the consonant phoneme inventory of Lampung.

Table 2. Basic consonant phonemes of the Lampungic cluster

Labial Alveolar/Apical Palatal Velar Glottal
Stops /p/, /b/ /t/, /d/ /k/, /8/ /2
Fricatives /s/, (/z/)* /1/ /h/
Affricates /c/, /i/?
Nasals /m/ /n/ /m/ /n/
Liquids /1/
Semivowels /W/ /y/

Voiceless stops occur in word-initial, word-medial, and word-final position. Word-
final stops are generally unreleased. Voiced stops generally do not occur word-finally.

There seems to be only moderate evidence for a phonemic glottal stop.

/r/ has a range of phonetic realizations but is most often a velar or uvular fricative [x],
[yl, [x], [¥]. There is minor disagreement between the two earlier phonologies about /r/,
described as an apical trill by Abdurrahman and as a voiceless velar fricative by Walker.
Walker stated that this phoneme (written as /x/ in 1976 and as /r/ in his 1975 word
lists) occurs in all major environments and is sometimes voiced intervocalically. Walker
(1976:3) noted that [r] (apical trill) ‘occurs in unassimilated loanwords’ and alternates
with [x] in many cases.

The nasals occur in word-initial, word-medial and word-final positions, with the
exception of /n/, which does not occur word-finally.

/1/ occurs in word-initial, word-medial, and word-final position.

/w/ and /y/ occur word-initially and word-medially and, depending on one’s analysis,
word-finally as part of diphthongs discussed below. Both phonemes occur word-medially
in positions where they are not considered as transitions from [u] and [i] respectively.

2.2.1.1. Gemination

Gemination, particularly consonant gemination, is a prominent feature in Lampung.
It is not easy to generalize except to say that gemination happens most frequently in
Nyo, less so but still frequently in Api, and almost never (at least as we and others have
transcribed it) in Komering. Our informants often did not agree among themselves which
lexemes exhibit gemination but one can see that the phenomenon as we documented
it clusters around specific lexemes. Several cases each of gemination are recorded for
every consonant in medial only position (either between vowels or as part of a consonant
cluster) except /n/, /9/, /s/, /w/ and /y/. Gemination is most frequently associated with
one of two related environments: 1) penultimate schwa; and 2) reduction of voiceless
nasal-stop clusters to the stop component. In this case other vowels are in some isolects

4 /z/ only occurs in loanwords.
> In this paper, [c] and [j] are used to represent the IPA affricates [tf] and [d3] respectively.
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neutralized to schwa. Gemination therefore can be significant for reconstruction. See the
case of pak:ul ‘roof’ (§4.2.9).

2.2.1.2. Metathesis

Metathesis seems to have been a fairly common process in Lampungic. From the
correspondence sets can be counted at least twenty lexemes in which metathesis occurred
in one or more of the Lampungic isolects. It most frequently occurred with consonants,
e.g. *rihu? ‘cloud’ > hiru? and *golar ‘name’ > goral, but also with vowels, often with some
fairly complex transformations, e.g. *siwa ‘nine’ > suay and *lahia ‘ginger’ > liha. A few
instances of metathesis can be attributed to PLP; see §5.4.

2.2.2. Vowels

Table 3 displays the vowel and diphthong phonemes found in the Lampungic
speech varieties.

Table 3. Basic vowel and diphthong phonemes of the Lampungic cluster

Front Central Back rounded
unrounded unrounded
Close /i/ /u/
Mid (/e/) /3/ (/o/)
Open /a/
Diphthongs /ay/ /aw/ /uy/

Abdurrahman posits the phoneme /o/ for Komering. However, we submit that most
if not all occurrences of [o] in Komering can be more accurately analyzed as allophones of
/3/. See §3.4.1 for more information.

Walker posits the phoneme /e/ in addition to /i/ and /o/ for Way Lima. Our
preference, however, is to reanalyze most occurrences of [e] as allophones of /i/. Walker
apparently did not preserve the distinction between [3] and [e] in his word lists, as both
phones are written using e. In addition, the examples he gives in his phonology for /e/ are
likely all borrowed words.

Vowel sequences do occur, but a syllable break always occurs between them in our
data. Such sequences are distinguished from the diphthongs /aw/, /ay/, and /uy/.

A more comprehensive phonology of the cluster or of its individual speech varieties
is beyond the scope of this paper. However, the reader is referred to the above works or
others cited in Hanawalt et al. (In progress).

3. Proto-Lampungic phonology and subsequent sound changes

As previewed in 8§1.3 above, various factors point to recognizing three dialect
areas: Lampung Api, Komering and Lampung Nyo. Rather than a strict lower-order
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subgrouping of Lampungic varieties, I believe that the pattern of innovations seen in
Lampung is indicative of a DIALECT NETWORK evincing an uneven diffusion of features
across a contiguous geographical area. That having been said, there are significant sound
changes which support these groupings, such as the realization of *2 in ultimate and
penultimate environments, reflexes of vowels before medial NS clusters, reflexes of *h,
sporadic penultimate high vowel lowering, reduplication patterns, and the development of
diphthongs from final open vowels. Other sound changes either crosscut these groupings
or have a more limited distribution, such as debuccalization, vowel lowering in closed
final syllables, and reduction of medial consonant clusters. Other sporadic changes which
happen broadly throughout the LP area, such as gemination and metathesis, have already
been discussed above.

Understanding these changes is not only important for dialectology, but is also crucial
for discriminating between inherited vocabulary and loan words. Understanding changes
which have occurred in the daughter languages is also precursor to the presentation of PLP
reconstructions and reflexes in §4.

3.1. PLP word structure and phonotactic constraints

The most common PLP word form was a disyllabic CV.CVC form as in *bakas ‘man’.
CV.CV as in *batu ‘stone’ was common as was CVC.CVC, (*candun ‘machete’) with the
central cluster being a homorganic nasal and consonant at the syllable break. Other less
common reconstructed forms were:

V.CVC (*apin ‘wind’)

CVC.CV (*punti ‘banana’)

CV.VC (*bua? ‘hair’); high-high or high-low combinations only
V.CV (*asu ‘dog’)

CVC (*bah ‘below’)

CV (*di ‘in”); rare

There may have been other patterns, but they were much rarer than those above.
Onsets were typically maximized, although as shown above, V syllables did occur.
CC patterns did not occur word-initially or word-finally. When they occurred word-
medially, they were nearly universally a nasal followed by a homorganic obstruent
as in *punti above. The only evident exceptions to this pattern were for reduplicated
stems like *toktak ‘cut’ or originally polymorphemic words like *rap-laya ‘road’.
Monosyllabic forms also occurred as in the CV and CVC examples above, but they
were few in number. Three and more syllables did occasionally occur; see below for
additional discussion.

3.1.1. Disallowed vowel sequences
PLP disallowed low-high (e.g. *a +*u or *a + *i) medial vowel sequences. Instead,

an epenthetic semivowel homorganic to the ultimate vowel (*w or *y) was inserted and
the final vowel neutralized to *2. See Table 4.
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Table 4. Disallowed medial vowel sequences

gloss PMP medial form PLP

‘far’ *ma-zauq **jauh *jawah
‘other’ *lagin **lghin > **lain **layan
‘thirsty’ **haus *hawas
‘sea’ *lahud ‘towards the sea’ **laut "*lawat

3.1.2. Trisyllabic PLP lexemes

It is very difficult to obtain conclusive sets of trisyllabic etyma and thus a clear
picture of phonotactic constraints, if any, operating in the antepenultima. Lampung
is quite conservative, especially in terms of retaining consonants, yet there is a strong
pressure towards disyllabicity, so one will see phenomena like PLP *hataoluy ‘egg’ > tahluy
(including metathesis). It is rare to have more than two or three words in a cognate set
which retain a consistent vowel in antepenultimate position. The pressures of historic
processes in Lampung isolects therefore make it difficult to reconstruct antepenultimate
vowels for Proto-Lampungic. If there were sets of trisyllabic etyma, they were often
polymorphemic which can confuse existing phonotactics. Nevertheless, all four vowels
have been (sometimes tenuously) reconstructed in antepenultimate position.

3.2. PLP consonant phoneme summary

Proto-Lampung (PLP) had nineteen consonant phonemes with fairly even distribution.
The only difference in the inventory from Table 2 above is the lack of the loan phoneme
/z/. There were voiced and voiceless labial, apical, velar and glottal stops and a pair of
voiced and voiceless palatal affricates. The voiced stops and affricates did not occur word-
finally, glottal stops occurred only in morpheme-final position, and semivowels *w and *y
were restricted to medial and (in the case of *w) initial position.

There was a full set of nasals from labial to velar and three fricatives which were
alveolar, velar, and glottal. The velar fricative was voiced by default (see below under
*r for explanation) while the alveolar and glottal fricatives were voiceless. There was an
alveolar liquid and also two semivowels.

Compared to their manifold expressions in Sumatran Malay (cf. McDowell and
Anderbeck In progress), modern reflexes of phonemes like *s, *h and *r in Lampungic
are remarkably stable. The phoneme *s has rarely been elided or weakened to h. Even in
word-final position, the most dramatic thing that has happened to *r in most Lampungic
isolects is devoicing. Only in Menggala and KAPend do we see frequent elision of *r or
change to a vowel diphthong. See §3.4.3 and §3.4.4 for a discussion concerning *h, which
has undergone the most variation.

3.3. PLP vowel phoneme summary
PLP had four vowel phonemes and three diphthongs. The vowels had a balanced distribution

with one front vowel, two central vowels and one back vowel. All the vowels were unrounded
with the exception of the back vowel. Table 5 gives the vowel phonemes reconstructed for PLP.
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Table 5. Vowel phonemes of PLP

Front unrounded Central Back
unrounded rounded
Close *i *u
Mid *3
Open *a

[Diphthongs *aw, *ay, *uy]

PLP *a, *i and *u formed the nuclei of open and closed, penultimate and ultimate
syllables.

PLP *3 occurred in the same environments but excluding final open syllables. (See
84.2.2 for a possible modern-day exception.)

Last we have three diphthongs *aw, *ay and *uy that occurred only in word-final
position (or occasionally stem-finally but word-medially).

See above for a discussion on vowels in antepenultimate syllables.

In general one could say that ultimate closed vowels are more unstable in their
reflexes than in penultimate or word-final position. Perhaps the most common vowel
mutation is the lowering of ultimate high vowels in nasalized syllables which has occurred
sporadically in all isolects but most noticeably in Nyo (84.2.4). Another common mutation
is for the o reflex of ultimate *a to be raised to u.

3.4. Discussion of individual sound changes and dialect groupings
3.4.1. Realization of *3 in ultimate position

The form that ultimate *2 has taken in many of the LP speech varieties provides a
measure on which to make a large dialect grouping. This realization of *2 in the ultimate

syllable is demonstrated in Table 6.°

Table 6. Examples of ultimate *a > [o]

gloss PLP Melintin (Nyo) Krui (Api) KAAsli (Komering)
‘earth’ *tanah tanah tanoh tanoh

‘itch’ *gatal gatal gatol gatol

‘sit’ *hajan m-ajion m-ajony m-ojon

‘suck’ *hisap isap y-isop hiso?

Ultimate *2 > o consistently in the varieties shown in Map 3, forming a chain from
Kayu Agung in the north curving westward and ending at Kalianda in the south. This chain
includes the areas in Walker’s PESISIR group, plus the area Jabung.

6 For the purpose of clarity, some details of phonetic transcription have been omitted from the
data presented in these and following examples.
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Our data show that three Nyo varieties sampled exhibit a related shift only in specific
environments. In Menggala this change follows a clear pattern: *a2 when followed by oral
consonants is reflected as 2; before non-oral consonants (/h/ and /2/), *a appears as o.
Sukadana shows the same split as Menggala, but in non-oral environments the reflex is a
rather than Menggala’s 0. Kotabumi (in Walker’s list) consistently shows a split in environment
and reflexes identical to Sukadana. In Melintin there is no split; all *2 are reflected as 2. The
first two examples in Table 7 show the *3 reflex in environments before non-oral consonants;
the third and fourth examples are in an environment before oral consonants.

Table 7. Examples of split ultimate *2 realization in Nyo areas

gloss PLP Melintin Sukadana | Kota Bumi | Menggala
(Walker)

‘smoke’ *hasap asa? asa? asa? aso?

‘near’ *para? paxa? pasa? pasa? paso?

‘black’ *harang asan axsan asan axsan

‘sea’ **lawat lawat lawat lawat lawat

Interestingly, the Blambangan Pagar (SIL’s KotaBumi) word list taken in 2005, which is
approximately ten kilometers from the city of Kota Bumi (and was considered to be the center
of the same speech variety by the locals) shows an even more complex split. As with the four
isolects above, basically all of the Blambangan Pagar oral environments reflect [9]. But there is
an additional split WITHIN the non-oral environment conditioned by the penultimate vowel;
one could call it a dissimilation rule: if the penultimate vowel is a, the ultimate vowel will
be reflected as [a]. With other vowels in the penult (i, u or a), generally [a] will appear. In
phonological notation, the pattern in Kota Bumi is something like this:

[a]/_c[+0ral]#
[0]/VII(C)_Crois
[a] /V[+a] (C)_C[»oral]#

/3/

Vol

The examples in Table 8 demonstrate these various realizations.

Table 8. Examples of ultimate *2 in non-oral environments
in Blambangan Pagar (KotaBumi)

gloss PLP Melintin Sukadana Blambangan Pagar
(KotaBumi)

‘smoke’ *hasap asa? asa? asa?

‘earth’ *tanah tansh tanah tanah

‘husk of rice’ *huat — ua? ua?

‘cut/hack’ *palo? pala? — pala?

‘hungry’ *ma-batoh — batah batah
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3.4.2. Realization of penultimate *2

Many varieties also display a uniformly different realization of *2 as o in the
PENULTIMATE syllable, as demonstrated in Table 9.

Table 9. Examples of penultimate *a > [o]

gloss PLP Krui Kom-Adu KAPend KAAsli
‘sand’ *hanay hani honi honi honi
‘pestle’ *halu halu holu holu holu
‘worm’ *galon goloy golor® goloy goloy
‘six’ *anem anom nom onom onom
‘tongue’ *ama na nma ome ome

As shown in Map 3, this change basically occurs in the varieties along the Komering
River, from Adumanis downstream through both Kayu Agung Asli (‘Native Kayu Agung’)
and Kayu Agung Pendatang (‘Immigrant Kayu Agung’; Paku village). All remaining
varieties retain /a/.

Kom-Adu (Adumanis) and Komllir (Pulau Gemantung) show some transitional effects
between the dialects evincing o and those evincing 2 in penultimate position (see Table
6). While they reflect o in CVC syllables (e.g. holu ‘pestle’ < *halu), in VC syllables Kom-
Adu and occasionally Komllir reflect 2 (most frequently represented phonetically by @ plus
gemination of the following consonant, e.g. m:a ‘tongue’ < *ama). Thus KAAsli, KAPend
and, to some extent, Komllir are the clearest witnesses for word-initial *a.

The Krui isolect frequently raises penultimate *3 to i, e.g. tilu ‘three’ < *talu.

3.4.3. Deletion of initial *h

There are two main clusters, each consisting of a few speech varieties, which exhibit
loss of *h at the beginning of a word, as in Table 10.

Table 10. Word-initial *h deletion

gloss PLP Komllir Krui Menggala
‘head’ PMP *qulu > PLP *hulu hulu ulu ulew
‘smoke’ PMP *qasep > PLP *hasap haso? aso? aso?

One group exhibits loss of initial h in almost every instance. This first group includes the
Nyo group plus Jabung. The second group of speech varieties that elides *h does so only part
of the time but in the same words as other members of the group. This group could be labeled
the Krui subgroup of Api and is represented by the data points of Ranau, Sukau and Krui. As
Map 4 displays, the members of each of those groups share close geographic proximity one
with another. Sporadic loss of initial *h occurs in some other varieties as well.
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Map 3. Penultimate and ultimate *2
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Map 4. Initial *h loss and final *h fortition
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3.4.4. Fortition of final *h

*h also undergoes fortition (strengthening) word-finally, as in Table 11. Like the
second set of speech varieties noted above which lose initial *h some of the time, this
group which also strengthens final *h consists of Ranau, Sukau and Krui. Sporadic fortition
of final *h also occurs in other varieties.

Table 11. Word-final *h fortition

gloss PLP KAPend Sukau
‘hungry’ *ma-batah mbatoh matix
‘fat (n.)’ *tabah taboh tabox

3.4.5. LP reduplication patterns
Section 4.2.7 is a discussion of reduplicated stems which have been reconstructed for
PLP, and the forms of reduplication in CVC stems produced in different dialects. In this

section on LP dialects, the following summary table will suffice.

Table 12. CVC reduplication in LP dialect groups

Isolects CvC PLP example dialectal
reduplication expression
Komering + KAPend full *palpal ‘chew’ pal-pal
é%n;i(jilgﬂ’lali;(ﬁ)[\ §ung, Ccv *palpal ‘chew’ na-nal
Api (Krui cluster) Ca *palpal ‘chew’ na-nal
Nyo Cu *pagpan ‘branch’ pup:an

3.4.6. Reassignment of vowels preceding nasal-stop clusters

The vowel environment preceding medial nasal-stop (NS) clusters is rather like Jack
Sprat and his wife. Some areas allow no schwa, while others tend to reassign all other
vowels to **2 in the same position. All Api isolects fit into the former category, so *kamban
‘flower’ becomes kumban or kambay. This prohibition of schwa is absolute as far as shown
by the available data. In the former category, those reassigning other vowels to **3, most
prominent are the Nyo varieties of Menggala, KAPend, and Melintin, and also Jabung, the
Api isolect with many Nyo features. Hence, *induk ‘mother’ becomes KAPend on‘?, while
*tundun ‘back’ becomes tonun in Jabung and Melintin. This reassignment is not an absolute
rule but a strong tendency in Nyo, and rare elsewhere.

The combination of these two countervailing innovations makes reconstructing
vowels preceding medial NS clusters problematic. The Komering varieties are seen as the
most conservative in this environment and are used as primary evidence to support the
specific reconstructions treated in §4.
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3.4.7. Reflexes of final open vowels in Nyo and Kayu Agung

A few distinct but related processes occur with final open vowels in LP isolects. First,
LP final open *a mutates in two regions: in Kayu Agung *a > e, e.g. lage ‘fight’ < *laga,
and in Nyo *a > o, e.g. lago. Other isolects retain *a without change.

Second, in Nyo only, all final open vowels, including **o (< *a), undergo
diphthongization. Hence o > [53], or some similar diphthong, *i > [oy] and *u > [ew].
This is illustrated in the examples in Table 13.

Table 13. Development of final diphthongs

gloss PLP other isolects Sukadana Menggala
‘five’ *lima lima limas lemow
‘forget’ *lupa lupa lupas lopow
‘wood’ *kayu kayu kay’o kayew
‘head’ *hulu (hWulu ulo ulew
‘man’ **laki laki lakay lakay
‘ring’ *ali ali alay alay

These final diphthongs are found in Menggala, KotaBumi, Sukadana and Melintin.
Map 5 displays the distribution of these diphthongs, as well as the related realization of
word-final open *a.

Diphthongs in Menggala should probably all be considered non-phonemic, since they
disappear non-word-finally. See Table 14.

Table 14. Final diphthongs and bound morphemes in Menggala

PLP Menggala free form Menggala bound form
*mati ‘die’ matay mati-matay ‘?’

xburu ‘hunt’ burew buru-burew ‘quickly’
*mata ‘eye’ matow mato-matow ‘eyes’

It is not clear whether or not the same phonetic alternation occurs in KotaBumi,
Sukadana and Melintin, but it seems likely that it does.

3.4.8. Sporadic *r lenition/fortition in Nyo and KAPend

The speech variety KAPend (‘Immigrant Kayu Agung’) has a rather unique
status, reflecting two different dialectal sources. Oral history holds that the KAPend
group migrated from the Nyo area sometime in the distant past (Mitani 1980). When
one looks at their speech, the most obvious similarities are with its neighbor, Kayu
Agung Asli (‘Native’ Kayu Agung). These two varieties share the highly salient *-a >
e shift as well as many unique lexical items. However, Mitani documents a number
of unique lexical items shared by KAPend and the Nyo area, less expected given the
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Map 5. Final diphthongs and final *a
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geographical separation. In addition to the lexical evidence, I offer phonological
evidence linking KAPend with Nyo sites, particularly Menggala and Melintin. Table
15 gives some examples of an irregular sound change affecting some words: *-r
(following non-high-front vowels) > w. Other varieties consistently conserve r in
this and other environments.

Table 15. Irregular *r > w in KAPend, Nyo

gloss PLP KAPend Menggala Melintin
‘name’ *galar golow galew galaw
‘come’ *mogar mogo mogew magiog
fly (v.) *hambur habo hambor m-abo

The claims of a Nyo origin for KAPend can therefore be further substantiated.

The KAPend variety takes the change well beyond the environment discussed above,
however. First, the change *r > w also sporadically occurs in penultimate environments,
e.g. *sarop ‘needle’ > KAPend sowop, *turuy ‘sleep’ > KAPend tuwoy. Second, preceding *i
in both penultimate and ultimate syllables, *r > KAPend y, e.g. *kunir ‘yellow’ > kunoy,
*irunp ‘nose’ > iyun. This second change occurs in all available reflexes.

KAPend also occasionally elides initial *r in approximately 25% of available reflexes,
e.g. *ma-rayan ‘skinny > KAPend ayar.

Menggala, instead of weakening initial *r, consistently (75% of available reflexes)
strengthens it to g, e.g. gayay ‘skinny’, gabay ‘afraid’ < *ma-rabay. This also occurs with
loanwords.

TalaPada and KotaAgung occasionally devoice *r, particularly in medial position.
Other than the innovations discussed above, there are no other noteworthy innovations
with PLP *r.

3.4.9. Debuccalization

A phonological change happening on an irregular but very frequent basis in LP is
DEBUCCALIZATION—the process in which an oral consonant, in LP’s case a final voiceless
stop, becomes a glottal stop. Debuccalization frequently occurs in all varieties of Lampungic
EXCEPT KAPend. Table 16 illustrates this phenomenon. This change is attested in the
cases of *p > ? and *t > 2. It is also seen in the case of *k > ?, but the attestations are
less consistent.

Table 16. Examples of debuccalization

gloss PLP KAPend KAAsli KotaBumi
‘bitter’ *ma-pahit pahit pahi? pahi?
‘smoke’ *hasap hasop haso? asa?
‘needle’ *sarap sowop SoB0? S9KI?
‘husk of rice’ *huat huot huo? ua?
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Debuccalization also occasionally happens with loanwords, e.g. ura? ‘vein < MAL urat.

My practice with reconstructing etyma which seem to have undergone debuccalization
is, if there is at least one reflex which retains the final oral stop, it is reconstructed as such.
If no final oral stops occur in the correspondence set, a final glottal stop is reconstructed,
unless there is external evidence for an oral stop. In the case of available external
evidence, both the oral and glottal stop are placed in parentheses, e.g. *huri(p?) ‘live’ <
PMP *qudip.

3.4.10. High vowel lowering

*u is frequently lowered in ultimate closed position in KAAsli, e.g. suno? ‘boil’ <
PLP *sunut. (Also see 84.2.4 for a discussion of more widespread ultimate high vowel
lowering in nasalized environments.) Both high vowels *u and *i are frequently lowered
in penultimate and ultimate closed syllables in Menggala. The most consistent trigger is a
penultimate high vowel followed by a in the ultima, e.g. Menggala nogal ‘dibble stick’ <
PLP *tugal.

There is a subset of lexemes where penultimate high vowels are consistently retained
only in the Komering area; in other areas the high vowels are reinterpreted as **a. See
84.2.4 for further discussion.

3.4.11. Nasal consonant cluster reduction

Reflexes of nasal-stop consonant clusters are for the most part unremarkable (i.e.
the nasal followed by a homorganic stop, both of relatively equal prominence), but
there are two principled exceptions. First, if the cluster includes a VOICED stop, e.g.
*indu? ‘mother’, if one of the members is to be elided or weakened it will be the stop.
See Table 17.

Table 17. Examples of *NS > N with voiced stops

gloss PLP WayKanan Jabung Melintin KAPend
‘white’ *ma-handa? | handa? an‘a? n‘a? han‘a?
‘mother’ *indu? indu? nu? nu? ondo?
gloss PLP Komllir WayKanan KAAsli

‘to boil (water)’ | *runga? Bunga? Bunga? Bunaz?

Second, in all other cases of syncope (clusters with voiceless stops, voiced and
voiceless affricates, liquids), it is the nasal which is lost, often with neutralization of the
preceding vowel to schwa and/or a geminate stop. For example, *punti ‘banana’ in some
Nyo varieties is reflected as pat:i. Elision of the nasal in these environments is substantially
more common than the elision of voiced stops. This consistent pattern has led me to realize
that certain correspondence sets were unlikely. For example, I had earlier grouped timbu?
and cibuk ‘dipper’ but it seems prudent to separate them because the stop is voiced.

Both of these sets of changes (loss of voiced stops, loss of nasals) occur most frequently
in the Nyo cluster.
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3.4.12. LP sound changes in the context of southern Sumatra

It is important to ask the question, which of the changes discussed above have
corrolaries in neighboring (non-LP) speech varieties. While there is no shortage of
loanwords in LP isolects, particularly from MAL, sound changes with clear connection
to the outside are surprisingly few. Final *-a mutation, shown to be an areal feature by
Tadmor (2003), affects the two Kayu Agung isolects and Nyo. Interestingly, the Kayu
Agung isolects mutate *-a > e even though they share the city of Kayu Agung with the
Teloko Palembang dialect, in which *-a > o. The closest MAL isolect which shares the *-a
> e change is the Pegagan dialect of Musi thirty kilometers to the northwest (McDowell
and Anderbeck in process). The Nyo isolects change *-a > o0; as Menggala is an old port
city on the Tulangbawang River, perhaps it was influenced by the Malay of the dominant
port to its north, Palembang.

It seems the phonology of LP, particularly the Api varieties around the capital and the
port of Bandar Lampung, has been influenced by the SI split in high vowels (cf. Adelaar
1992:42ff), creating pairs of high and mid-high vowels in the front and back, i, e, u and o.

Nyo isolects show another possible areal feature, which is the loss of initial *h,
endemic in Sumatran Malay but relatively rare in LP isolects. However, this is a very
natural and unsurprising change.

The weakening of voiced stops in NS clusters is a possible areal phenomenon, although in
MAL this occurs in a geographically separate area from the Musi basin north through upstream
Jambi (Anderbeck 2003). Less likely as a shared change is the loss of nasals prior to voiceless
stops, which occurs in the MAL dialects Pekal and Rawas. However, a connection between the
innovation in LP and MAL seems unlikely since in MAL this change does not involve changes
to the vowel or gemination, both prominent aspects of the change in LP.

See §4.3.2 for a brief treatment of irregular r reflexes in the context of Sumatran MAL.

One innovation, not discussed above because of the lack of dialectal variation, is the
variable change of PMP diphthongs *-ay and *-aw to i and u respectively. Adelaar (2005b)
attributes this to an areal phenomenon affecting Western Indonesian languages such as
Malay, Javanese, and Sundanese, and his list can be expanded to include Lampung. See
§4.2.8 and §5.2.2 for further discussion.

In §5, various changes from PMP to PLP are discussed, including merger of PMP *j
and *d and later weakening to *r, PMP *R to ¢ and *y, etc. It is not out of point to note
here that many of these changes have correlates in other nearby languages, whether they
be MAL, JAV or SUN. This subject is taken up again in §6.2, 6.6, 6.7 and 7.2.

3.5. Evidence for individual consonant phonemes

The following two sections give evidence for individual consonant and vowel
phonemes. If the reconstruction of a phoneme is straightforward, a few examples are given
without further discussion. Comments on specific reconstructions are reserved for §4.

3.5.1. PLP *b > all isolects b

*buluny ‘leaf’ KAAsli Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur Daya Ranau Sukau Krui Belalau WayKanan
KotAgung TalaPada WayLima Sungkai Pubian Kalianda Melintin Jabung KAPend
KotaBumi bulup. Kom-Adu Komllir Sukadana buluy. Menggala bolun.
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*babuy ‘pig’ KAAsli Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur Daya Sukau Krui Belalau KAPend Menggala
babuy. Kom-Adu WayKanan Sukadana babuy.

3.5.2. PLP *p > dll isolects p
See the discussion on occasional final debuccalization in §3.4.9.

*padam ‘sleep’ Kom-Dpur Sukau Belalau KotAgung TalaPada WayLima Sungkai Pubian
padom. Melintin Sukadana KotaBumi Menggala pad:om. Ranau Krui Jabung padom.
Kom-Jaya padom. Daya padoum. Kalianda pad:om.

*lapah ‘to walk/go’ Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur Daya Krui Belalau
WayKanan KotAgung TalaPada WayLima Sungkai Pubian Kalianda Melintin
Jabung Sukadana KotaBumi Menggala lapah. Ranau Sukau lapax. KAPend mapah.
KAAsli malapah.

*hatap ‘roof’ KAAsli Kom-Adu Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur Daya Belalau WayKanan KotAgung
TalaPada Sungkai Pubian Kalianda hato?. Sukau Krui hat3?. KAPend hatop. Ranau
hstok. Jabung ato?.

3.5.3. PLP *d > all isolects d

*dada ‘chest’” Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur Daya Ranau Sukau Krui Belalau
WayKanan dada. KAAsli KAPend dade. Menggala dadow. Sukadana dad’.

*puda? ‘face’ KAAsli Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur Ranau Sukau Belalau
WayKanan Sukadana puda?. Krui buda?. Menggala poda?. Daya podaz?.

*gunday ‘tail’ Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur Daya Ranau Sukau Krui Belalau
WayKanan KotAgung TalaPada WayLima Pubian Kalianda Sukadana gunday. Sungkai
guindan. Jabung gunan. Menggala gondap.

3.5.4. PLP *t > all isolects t
See the discussion on occasional final debuccalization in §3.4.9.

*tikus ‘rat’ KAAsli Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur Daya Ranau Sukau Krui Belalau
WayKanan KotAgung TalaPada Sungkai Pubian Jabung KAPend KotaBumi Menggala
tikus. Sukadana tikus. Melintin ttkus.

*kutu ‘lice’ KAAsli Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur Daya Ranau Sukau Krui Belalau
WayKanan KotAgung TalaPada Sungkai Pubian Kalianda Jabung KAPend kutu.
Sukadana KotaBumi kut’o. Menggala kutew. Melintin kutu.

*punti ‘banana’ KAAsli Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur Daya Ranau Sukau Krui
WayKanan KAPend punti. Belalau puti. Sukadana putay. Menggala pot9y.

**lawat ‘sea’ Komllir Kom-Adu Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur Sukau Krui WayKanan KotAgung
TalaPada Pubian Kalianda lawo?. Melintin Sukadana KotaBumi Menggala lawat.
WayLima laok. Belalau lao?. KAPend lawot. KAAsli lawut’. Ranau Jabung lawa?.
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3.5.5. PLP *g > dll isolects g
Voiced stops are sporadically weakened or elided in nasal-stop clusters See §3.4.11.

*gundan ‘tail’. See *d above.

*pagas ‘stab’ Kom-Adu Komllir Daya Ranau Sukau Krui Belalau WayKanan KotAgung
TalaPada WayLima Sungkai Pubian Kalianda Jabung KAPend Sukadana KotaBumi
Menggala pagas.

*rugga? ‘boil water’ Komllir Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur Daya Belalau WayKanan rupga?. Krui
yonga?. Ranau Sukau yunga?. Kom-Adu gonga?. KAAsli giipa?.

3.5.6. PLP *k > all isolects k

*kudul ‘dull’ KAAsli Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur Daya Ranau Sukau Krui
Belalau WayKanan KotAgung TalaPada WayLima Pubian Jabung Menggala kudul.
Melintin KAPend Sukadana KotaBumi kudul. Sungkai Kalianda kudul.

*bakat ‘root’ Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur Daya Ranau Sukau Krui Belalau
WayKanan KotAgung TalaPada Sungkai Pubian Kalianda Jabung baka?. Melintin
Sukadana KotaBumi Menggala waka?. WayLima bakak. KAAsli "baka?. KAPend wakat.

*tugku ‘fire place’ KAAsli Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur Daya Ranau Krui Belalau
WayKanan tugku. Sukadana tuko. Menggala tok:ew.

Distinguishing between final *k and *? in Proto-Lampungic is not an easy task. The
difficulty lies in that *? basically only occurs word-finally,” but *k often is reflected as [?]
in word-final position. It is unclear in general whether *k is reflected as [?] because of
allophonic alternation, or phonemic reassignment, or because of debuccalization which
is common in final stops (§3.4.9). To confuse the issue further, some areas (e.g. Ranau)
exhibit STRENGTHENING of final glottals. For example, *sarop ‘needle’ is debuccalized in
most LP areas including Ranau, but the modern Ranau reflex is [sorok].® Strengthening
cannot be ruled out in many other cases of final [k]. Nevertheless, here are some strands
of evidence for distinguishing them:

1) atleast one minimal pair bala? ‘disaster’ and balak ‘big’ (although the former is
probably a MAL loan);

2) difference in *a behavior in Menggala (83.4.1);

3) sometimes [k] shows up in some varieties word-finally. For example, in two of
fourteen available areas, we see [gomuk] ‘fat’, while the remaining areas have
a final glottal stop.

My rule of thumb for reconstructing *k in final position was, if any area
(excepting the Way Lima list which does not distinguish between k and ?) had [Kk]
I would reconstruct k, and otherwise reconstruct ?. But it should be noted that,

7 *? also can occur morpheme-finally in the middle of words but modern-day reflexes are rare.
See §3.5.7.
8  Ranau also often strengthens *h to [x], e.g. [rax] ‘blood’ < PLP *arah.



An Initial Reconstruction of Proto-Lampungic 67

although my reconstructions differentiate between *p, *t, *k and *? in word-final
position, it is impossible in many cases to say with certainty which is the correct
reconstruction for PLP.

*balak ‘big’ KAAsli Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur Daya Ranau Krui Belalau
WayKanan KotAgung TalaPada WayLima Sungkai Pubian Kalianda Melintin Jabung
Sukadana KotaBumi Menggala balak. KAPend balok. Sukau bala?.

*biluk ‘to turn’ KAAsli Kom-Adu Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur Daya Ranau Sukau KotAgung Pubian
Jabung KAPend biluk. Krui Belalau Kalianda bilu?. Melintin biluk.

3.5.7. PLP *? > all isolects ?

See the discussions above regarding debuccalization and distinguishing between
glottal stop and other final stops.

*piZpi? ‘lip’ WayKanan KAPend pi?pi?. Sukadana pup:i’?. Menggala pop:r?. Melintin ‘mouth’
pap:i?. Kom-Jaya prepr?.

*pala? ‘to cut/hack’ Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur Daya Belalau KotAgung TalaPada Pubian Kalianda
palo?. Sukau Krui Jabung palb?. WayLima malok. KotaBumi pala?. Melintin palo?.

3.5.8. PLP *m > all isolects m
See the discussion above regarding consonant cluster reduction.

*mata ‘eye’ Kom-Adu KomlIlir Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur Daya Ranau Sukau Krui Belalau WayKanan
KotAgung TalaPada WayLima Sungkai Pubian Kalianda mata. KAAsli KAPend mate.
Jabung KotaBumi mat>. Menggala matow. Sukadana mat®s. Melintin mat®y.

*lima ‘five’ Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur Daya Ranau Sukau Krui Belalau
WayKanan WayLima lima. KAAsli KAPend lime. Menggala lemow. Sukadana lim®.

*timbu? ‘dipper’ KAAsli Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Dpur timbu?. Menggala tom’u?. Sukadana
trmbu??.

*tajam ‘sharp’ KAAsli Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur Daya Sukau Belalau KotAgung
TalaPada Sungkai Pubian Kalianda KAPend tajom. KotaBumi Menggala tajom. Melintin
Sukadana tajom. WayLima tajum. Krui tajam. Ranau WayKanan Jabung tajom.

3.5.9. PLP *n > dll isolects n
See the discussion above regarding consonant cluster reduction.
*ma-nipis ‘thin’ Kom-Adu Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur Ranau Sukau WayKanan Sungkai Pubian

Jabung nipis. KAAsli KAPend Belalau KotAgung TalaPada KotaBumi Menggala tipis
(backformation). Kalianda Melintin Sukadana ipis. Komllir Daya niprs. Krui manipis.
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*inum ‘drink’ KAAsli Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur Daya Belalau WayKanan
KotAgung TalaPada WayLima Sungkai Pubian Kalianda Jabung KAPend Sukadana
KotaBumi ginum.

*uncal ‘deer’ Kom-Jaya Ranau Sukau Krui WayKanan uncal. Belalau ucal. Sukadana uc:al.

*ipan ‘tooth’ KAAsli KomlIlir Kom-Adu Kom-Dpur Daya Sukau Belalau KotAgung TalaPada
WayLima Sungkai Pubian Kalianda ipon. Kom-Jaya Ranau Sukau Krui WayKanan
Jabung ipon.

3.5.10. PLP *n > dll isolects n

*nifni? ‘mosquito’ Melintin nini?. KAPend néZné?. Sukadana jijné?. KotaBumi jiipni?.
Menggala nione?.
*anak ‘T Kom-Adu Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur Sukau Belalau WayKanan KotAgung Sungkai

Pubian Kalianda Melintin Jabung Sukadana KotaBumi Menggala na?. KAAsli KomlIlir
KAPend ona?. TalaPada WayLima nak. Krui na?ku. Ranau naku. Daya jua?.

3.5.11. PLP *n > dll isolects n

*paluh ‘dry (object)’ Kom-Dpur Daya WayKanan Sungkai Pubian paluh. Kom-Adu poluh.
KAAsli poluh. Komllir poluh. Kom-Jaya noluh.

*bigi ‘night’ KAAsli Komllir Kom-Dpur Daya Ranau Sukau Belalau WayKanan Sungkai
Pubian dabini. Kom-Adu Kom-Jaya Sukau Krui WayKanan dibini. KotAgung TalaPada
Kalianda dabini. KAAsli KAPend debini. WayLima Jabung bini. Melintin bingy.
Sukadana dibinay. KotaBumi Menggala dobinay.

*rupga? ‘boil water’; *gundap ‘tail’. See *g above.

*batan ‘belly’ KAAsli KAPend boton. Kom-Jaya TalaPada WayLima Sungkai Pubian Kalianda
baton. Jabung bat:on.Melintin Sukadana WayKanan KotaBumi Menggala batar.

3.5.12. PLP *l > all isolects |

*ma-luni? ‘small’ Sukau Belalau WayKanan KotAgung TalaPada Sungkai Pubian Melintin
Jabung Sukadana KotaBumi Menggala luni?. WayLima lunik. Krui malune?.

*bulup ‘leaf” KAAsli Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur Daya Ranau Sukau Krui Belalau WayKanan
KotAgung TalaPada WayLima Sungkai Pubian Kalianda Melintin Jabung KAPend
KotaBumi buluny. Kom-Adu Komllir Sukadana buluy. Menggala bolur.

*kudul ‘dull’. See *k above.
3.5.13. PLP *c > all isolects c

*cakat ‘climb’ KAAsli Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur Daya Sukau Krui Belalau
WayKanan KotAgung TalaPada Sungkai Pubian Kalianda Melintin Jabung Sukadana
KotaBumi Menggala caka?. KAPend cakat. Ranau c3ke?.

*kaci ‘dog’ Kom-Dpur Daya Ranau Krui Belalau TalaPada WayLima Kalianda kaci. Sukau kac'i.
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*uncal ‘deer’. See *n above.
3.5.14. PLP * > all isolects j

"*jahat ‘bad’ KAAsli Komllir Kom-Adu Kom-Jaya Daya Ranau WayKanan KotAgung
TalaPada Pubian Kalianda KAPend Menggala jahat. Kom-Dpur jaha?. Jabung jah:at.
Sungkai johat.

*ma-hujaw ‘green’ Kom-Adu KomlIlir Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur Daya Belalau WayKanan KotAgung
TalaPada WayLima Sungkai Pubian hujaw. Ranau Sukau Kalianda Melintin Jabung
Sukadana KotaBumi ujaw. KAAsli KAPend hujow. Krui mahujaw. Menggala ojaw.

3.5.15. PLP *s > all isolects s

*sagu ‘sago’ KAAsli Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur Daya Ranau Sukau Krui Belalau
WayKanan KAPend sagu.

*basah ‘wet’” KAAsli Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur Daya Sukau Krui Belalau
KotAgung TalaPada WayLima Sungkai Pubian Kalianda KAPend Menggala basoh.
WayKanan Jabung basoh. Ranau basox. Sukadana basah. Melintin KotaBumi basah.

*tikus ‘rat’. See *t above.
3.5.16. PLP *r > all isolects r

See §3.4.8 regarding occasional lenition/fortition, particularly in KAPend and
Menggala.

*roni? ‘small” Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur Daya Sungkai gani?. Kom-Adu Komllir KAPend roni?.
Ranau yani. KAAsli gone?. Kalianda gan:i?.

*irup ‘nose’ Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Dpur Belalau WayKanan KotAgung TalaPada Sungkai
Pubian Kalianda Melintin Jabung Sukadana KotaBumi isup. Ranau Sukau Krui iyun.
Menggala esun. Daya higuy. WayLima irun. KAPend iyun. KAAsli igon. Kom-Jaya isur).

*hambur ‘fly (v.)’ Komllir Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur Daya Sungkai Kalianda hambor. WayKanan
hambog. Belalau KotAgung TalaPada Pubian hamboy. WayLima Sukadana hambor.
Ranau Krui Sukau kamboy. Melintin mab’o. KAPend mohabo. KAAsli mahambos.
Menggala tahmbor. Menggala tomambos.

3.5.17. PLP *h > Nyo and Jabung ¢ in initial position, other isolects and
positions h

See 83.4.3 and §3.4.4 for sporadic exceptions to *h > h (lenition and fortition). Also note
that word-initial *h tends to disappear in many isolects when a nasalizing prefix is attached.

*hulu ‘head’ KAAsli Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur Daya Belalau WayKanan
KotAgung TalaPada WayLima Sungkai Pubian KAPend hulu. Daya Ranau Sukau Krui
Kalianda Jabung ulu. Melintin Sukadana KotaBumi ul’o. Menggala ulew.
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*tahi ‘excrement’ Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur Daya Ranau Sukau Krui Belalau tahi. KAAsli Kom-
Adu Komllir KAPend tahi?. Sukadana Menggala tahoy. WayKanan tah:i.

*uyah ‘salt’ Kom-Jaya Belalau WayKanan KotAgung TalaPada WayLima Pubian Kalianda
Melintin Jabung Sukadana KotaBumi uyah. Menggala oyah. Sungkai uyah bukuh.

3.5.18. PLP *y > dall isolects y
*uyah ‘salt’. See *h above.
3.5.19. PLP *w > all isolects w

PLP *w is regularly reflected as w. However, in five correspondence sets PLP *w
is sometimes reflected instead as b: wakat/bakat ‘root’ (PMP *wakat), wayat/bayat ‘vine,
creeper’ (PMP *waRej), bawa?/baba? ‘skin’ (no known ancestral form), awan/aban ‘cloud’
(PMP *hawan; doublet also exists in MAL), lawah/labah ‘spider’ (PMP *lawagq). Table 18
lists these five correspondence sets of PLP *w; see Table 1 for the names of the data points
which correspond to the numbers in the first row. Even if we ignore the row for ‘spider’
due to the probable MAL loan labah in site 1, among the remaining four items there is no
discernable geographical pattern.

Table 18. w/b irregularity

1/2(3|4(5|6|7[8|9(10|11(12|13|14|15|16|17(18|19|20|21|22|23
‘root” |b|b b b b|b|b|b|Db|b blw|(b|w|w|w|w
‘vine’ b b b w
‘cloud’ |[w|w|b|b|b|wW b|b|lw|w|w]|b w|w
‘skin’ wiw|lwiwiwlwiwiwj w|w|w|w|w|w|w|b w b|b|b
‘spider’ | b |w|w|wlw|wiwiwlwlw|lw| w| wiw|wiwiwi w|lw|w|w|w|w

*walu ‘eight’ KAAsli Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur Daya Ranau Sukau Krui
Belalau WayKanan KAPend walu. Menggala walew. Sukadana wal’.

*kawil ‘fish line’ KAAsli Kom-Dpur Daya Ranau Sukau Belalau WayKanan KAPend Sukadana
Menggala kawil. Kom-Adu Komllir kawil. Sukau uya? kawil. Krui pawil.

3.6. Evidence for individual vowel phonemes

The structure of this section follows that of the individual consonant descriptions
(83.5). One example from each relevant environment is given.

3.6.1. PLP *i > Menggala e in closed syllables, all other isolects i

See §3.4.10. Additionally, there is a slight tendency in several varieties for ultimate
*i to be lowered prior to *r, *h and *? (post-velar obstruents). Examples: [besbeg] ‘lip’,
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[huge?] ‘live’, [uneh] ‘rainbow’. See also 83.4.7 regarding reflexes of *i in final open
syllables in Nyo.

*ipan ‘tooth’. See *n above.
*lima ‘five’. See *m above.
*ma-luni? ‘small’. See *I above.

*kaci ‘dog’. See *c above.
3.6.2. PLP *u > Menggala o in closed syllables, other isolects u

See §3.4.10 regarding vowel lowering in Menggala and elsewhere, as well as §2.2
regarding neutralization of vowels preceding gemination. See also §3.4.7 regarding
reflexes of *u in final open syllables in Nyo.

*uyah ‘salt’. See *h above.
*ma-hujaw ‘green’. See *j above.
*tugku ‘fire place’. See *k above.

*tundun ‘back’ Kom-Dpur Ranau WayKanan KotAgung TalaPada WayLima Pubian
KotaBumi tundun. Kom-Dpur Daya tundu’n. Melintin ton:un. Jabung tonu‘n.

3.6.3. PLP *2 > 3, 0, a depending on isolect and environment
See §3.4.1 and §3.4.6 regarding reflexes of *3 in LP.

*hanay ‘sand’ Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur Daya Ranau Sukau Krui WayLima Sungkai Kalianda
honi. Belalau WayKanan KotAgung TalaPada Pubian han:i. KAAsli Kom-Adu Komllir
KAPend honi.

*pala? ‘to cut/hack’. See *? above.
*batan ‘belly’. See *p above.

3.6.4. PLP *a > a except final open position in Kayu Agung and Nyo
See §3.4.7 regarding reflexes of final open *a in KAPend, KAAsli and Nyo.

*apuy ‘fire’ KAAsli Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur Daya Ranau Sukau Krui Belalau KotAgung
TalaPada WayLima Sungkai Pubian Kalianda KAPend Menggala apuy. Kom-Adu
Komllir WayKanan Melintin Jabung Sukadana KotaBumi apuy.

*galah ‘neck’ KAAsli Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur Daya Ranau Sukau Krui
Belalau WayKanan KotAgung TalaPada WayLima Sungkai Pubian Kalianda Melintin
Jabung KAPend Sukadana KotaBumi Menggala galah.

*laga ‘fight’ Kom-Adu Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur Sukau Belalau WayKanan laga. Daya laga.
KAAsli lage. Menggala lagow. Sukadana lag.
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3.6.5. PLP *uy > all isolects uy
*apuy ‘fire’. See *a above.
3.6.6. PLP *ay > dll isolects variably ay, i

Some lexemes reconstructed with *ay have become i, sometimes universally,
sometimes in some dialect areas but not in others; see §5.2.2.

*bulup cambay ‘betel leaf’. Komllir Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur Daya Ranau Krui Belalau
WayKanan buluny cambay. KAAsli Kom-Adu Sukau Krui Sukadana Menggala cambay.
Sukau bulun ni cambay. KAPend buluny camay.

*hanay ‘sand’. See *a above.
3.6.7. PLP *aw > all isolects variably aw, u

Some lexemes reconstructed with *aw have universally become u in modern LP
isolects; see §4.2.8.

*ma-hujaw ‘green’. See *j above.

*sapaw ‘hut in field’ KAAsli Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur Daya Ranau Sukau
KAPend sapu. Sukadana sap’o.

4. PLP lexicon

As much as possible I attempted to make this an internal reconstruction, relying
on evidence within Lampungic rather than higher-level reconstructions. However there
were times where the internal evidence was ambiguous and in those circumstances I
looked to higher-level reconstructions, or failing that, reflexes in other languages, to
serve as tie-breaker.

4.1. PLP lexical reconstructions

Presented immediately below is the list of PLP reconstructions produced from the
word lists. The order of the list follows the Basic Austronesian Word List (Blust 1981,
1999; see also Adelaar 1992), with additional items ordered alphabetically after that. Next
to the PLP reconstruction is a field for higher-level (or related) reconstructions, if they are
deemed to be cognate with the PLP form. (In cases where a connection to the higher-level
reconstruction is tenuous at best, the higher form is preceded by ‘cf.’.) By default these are
Proto-Malayo-Polynesian (PMP) reconstructions; if other, they are marked. Sources for the
higher-level reconstructions are as follows (forms in curly brackets are their representation
in the table below): Blust (1999) {B1}, Blust (Austronesian Comparative Dictionary, n.d.)
{B2}, Adelaar (1992) {Al1}, Adelaar (2005b) {A2}, Wolff (2003) {W}, Zorc (1971) {Z1},
and Zorc (1995) {Z2}.
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Following the number, gloss and protoforms, the right-most field is a listing of the
cognate group, in a format identical to that in §3.4. If daughter forms have a different
gloss than the default, the variant gloss is listed after the specific isolect label and before
the reflex, e.g. KAPend ‘puppy’ kuyu.

Note that reconstructions do not regularly include verbal or nominal affixes unless
they were invariably attached to the lexeme, in which case the affix is hyphenated. As has
been done for PMP, the adjectival prefix *ma- has been reconstructed in cases where there
is an extant witness (e.g. *ma-panas ‘hot’). A comparative study of the bewildering variety
of LP affixes has been left for another time, but see §4.2 for a few additional comments.

One will notice that often more than one reconstruction is given for a particular gloss.
As discussed in 81.7, every lexical set with at least three attestations was preliminarily
reconstructed. The benefit was that even rare sound correspondences were brought to light.
But with twenty-three word lists and substantial dialectal variation, it was often not an easy
task to determine which was the ‘bona fide’ LP reconstruction. A two-step process was used to
narrow the field. First, if a higher-level reconstruction with the same gloss was available, that
reconstruction was chosen over the others. Second, for competing reconstructions which were
unattested by higher-level reconstructions, preference was given to sets involving the greatest
geographical distribution, preferably spanning all three dialect clusters (Komering, Api and
Nyo). Reconstructions chosen through this process are considered the primary reconstruction
and marked in bold; non-primary reconstructions may still be valuable for comparison with
other languages and are accordingly not regularly deleted but instead shown in regular type.
Where two competing forms are reconstructed and both are considered equally valid etyma,
both are marked in bold. Exceptions to the patterns discussed here are noted below in §4.2.9.

Words that seem to be loans have been assigned to one of two categories: HIGH and
MODERATE likelihood of being borrowed. Those for which there is strong evidence of
borrowing (e.g. MAL kiri ‘left’) have been excluded from the reconstructions, while those
for which a non-LP origin is merely suspected are included in the list of reconstructions
but marked with ** (e.g. **dayun ‘canoe paddle’). Both categories of words, and the specific
reasoning for their suspected non-native status, are presented below in Table 23.

Reconstructions requiring further comment are marked with a superscript ‘c’ before
the asterisk (e.g. “*gabus ‘wipe’) and discussed in §4.2 below.

# gloss PLP PMP reflexes

1 ‘hand’ *punu cf. *pugu ‘bunch, KAAsli Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya WayKanan
cluster (of grain, Sungkai Pubian Jabung KAPend punu. Melintin
etc.)’ {B2} Sukadana KotaBumi puro. Menggala punew.

1 ‘hand’ “*culut Kom-Dpur Daya Ranau Sukau Krui Belalau

KotAgung TalaPada Kalianda culu?. WayLima
culuk. KAPend ‘hand (someone)’ culut

‘left’ (loan) (< MAL kiri)
‘right’ (loan) (< MAL kanan)
‘leg’ “*kukut Kom-Dpur Daya Ranau Sukau Krui Belalau

KotAgung TalaPada WayLima Kalianda
cukut. KAAsli Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya
WayKanan Sungkai Pubian Melintin Jabung
KAPend Menggala kukut.
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PLP PMP
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reflexes

10

10

11

‘walk/ go’

‘road/ path’

‘come

‘come

‘turn’

‘turn’

‘swim

‘swim

“dirty’

‘dirty’

‘dust’

’

’

’

’

*lapah *lampaq {B2}

“*rag-laya *zalan + *Raya
‘big” {B1}

*ratan *daten) ‘arrive’
{B1}

C:':paggr

*biluk *biluk {B1}

*simpan

“*laguy *laguy {B1}

““naguy *naguy {B1}

““ma- cf. *cemeD {B1}
kamah

“*ma-kama? cf. “cemeD {B1}

“*habuk (cf. *qabuk {Z2}
146. ‘ashes’)

Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur
Daya Krui Belalau WayKanan KotAgung
TalaPada WayLima Sungkai Pubian
Kalianda Melintin Jabung Sukadana
KotaBumi Menggala lapah. Ranau Sukau
lapax. KAPend mapah. KAAsli malapah.

Komllir Kom-Adu Kom-Dpur sapgaya. KAAsli
gapsaye. Kom-Jaya Daya Kom-Dpur poraya.
Sukau yolaya. Krui yaglaya. WayKanan
TalaPada Pubian raplaya. Sungkai raglaya.
KotAgung rapglaya. Jabung Sukadana
KotaBumi raplayo. Menggala gaglayow.
KAPend laplaye. WayLima rag. Ranau y3ny3n.
Melintin ganan.

KAAsli Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya
Kom-Dpur Daya Belalau WayKanan
KotAgung TalaPada Sungkai Pubian
Kalianda Jabung raton. Ranau Sukau Krui
yatoy. WayLima rator.

Sukadana KotaBumi magag. KAPend mogo.
Menggala mogew. Jabung moaga.

KAAsli Kom-Jaya Daya Ranau Sukau
KotAgung Melintin Jabung KAPend biluk.
Krui Belalau Kalianda bilu?. Kom-Adu Pubian
bubiluk. Kom-Dpur mbiluk’. Kom-Dpur
ambiluk’.

WayKanan KotaBumi piipay. Menggala nepar.
Komllir pimpan.

Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur Daya Sukau Belalau
KotAgung TalaPada WayLima Sungkai Pubian
Kalianda lanuy. Jabung blandy. Kom-Adu
Komllir bulanuy. Krui lapoy. WayKanan lanuy.
Ranau [3puy. KAAsli melagoy. KAAsli malanoy.

Melintin Sukadana KAPend KotaBumi napguy.
Menggala nanoy.

KAAsli Pubian Jabung KAPend Sukadana
KotaBumi Menggala kamah. WayKanan
kamoah.

Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur Daya Ranau Sukau
KotAgung TalaPada Sungkai Kalianda
Menggala kama?. Krui makamaz?.

KotAgung Kalianda gagbu?. Kom-Dpur halpu?.
Kom-Jaya halopu?. WayKanan hapok. Ranau
hsybu?. Sukau xaybu. Daya sahbu?. KotAgung
pasbuk. TalaPada gagabu?.
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# gloss PLP PMP reflexes

12 ‘skin’ *bawa? Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur Daya
Ranau Sukau Belalau WayKanan KotAgung
TalaPada WayLima ‘skin (of fruit)’ Sungkai
Pubian Jabung bawa?. Kalianda Melintin
KAPend Sukadana KotaBumi Menggala
baba?. Krui bawa.

12 ‘skin’ kulit *kulit {B1} KAAsli kulit”. KotaBumi kuli?. WayLima
pakulik.
13 ‘back’ “*tundun cf. Minangkabau Kom-Dpur Ranau WayKanan KotAgung
tundun ‘nape of  TalaPada WayLima Pubian KotaBumi tundun.
the neck’ Kom-Dpur Daya tundu’n. Melintin torzun.

Jabung tonu’n.

13 ‘back’ “*kuyun WayKanan Sungkai Sukadana tokuyun.
Kom-Adu Komllir kasuyun. Menggala kuyun.
KAAsli kaguyun. KAPend tagkuyur.

14 ‘belly’ *batan *beten {B2} TalaPada WayLima Sungkai Pubian Kalianda
(cf. “full batoy. Melintin Sukadana KotaBumi Menggala
stomach’) batay. KAAsli KAPend botor. Kom-Jaya boton.

Jabung bot:y. WayKanan bat:)r.
15 ‘bone’ *tuhalan *tugelan {B1} KAAsli Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya Kom-

Dpur Daya Ranau WayKanan Sungkai Pubian
KAPend tuhlan. KotAgung KotaBumi tul:an.
Sukau Krui talan. TalaPada talan. WayLima
tahlan. Belalau tahulan.

15 ‘bone’ *baluny JAV id. WayLima Kalianda Sukadana KotaBumi
Menggala balun. Jabung baluy. Melintin
baluy.

16 ‘guts’ “*tinahi *tinaqi {B1} Sukau Belalau KotAgung ‘belly’ tanai.

Komllir ‘belly’ tanihi. Kom-Adu ‘belly’ tanihi.
Melintin tonahdy. Menggala tondhdy. Jabung
tanahay. Krui ‘belly’ tonay. Sukadana tonah3y.
KotaBumi tonah:ay. Ranau ‘belly’ ton3y.

16 ‘guts’ *isaw *isaw {B2} Sukau Krui Belalau KotAgung TalaPada
WayLima Sungkai Pubian Kalianda isau.
Kom-Adu KomlIlir Kom-Dpur Daya WayKanan
Jabung isaw. Ranau is3w.

16 ‘guts’ *isi batan *isi? ‘flesh, KAAsli KAPend isi botor. Kom-Jaya isi botor).
contents’ {B2}
17 ‘liver’ “*hatay *qatay {B1} KAAsli Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya Kom-

Dpur Daya Ranau Sukau Krui Belalau
WayKanan KotAgung TalaPada WayLima
Sungkai Pubian Kalianda KAPend hati.
Melintin Menggala at9y. Sukadana KotaBumi
atay. Jabung ati.

18 ‘breast’ *susu *susu {B1} KAAsli KomlIlir KAPend KotaBumi susu.
Menggala susew. Sukadana sus’o.
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reflexes

18

19

19

20
21
22

23

24

25

26

‘breast’

‘shoulder’

‘shoulder’

‘know’
‘think’

‘afraid’

‘blood’

‘head’

‘neck’

‘hair’

“*amah

*pigpin

*layan

(loan)
(loan)

*ma-rabay

“*arah *daRaq {B1}

*hulu *qulu {B1}

*galah

“*bua(k?) *buhek {B1}

KotAgung TalaPada m:ah. Pubian Kalianda
mah. WayKanan mé?. Belalau mah. Jabung
méh. Melintin m:éh. Kom-Jaya mé?.

KAAsli Kom-Adu Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur
Daya WayKanan KAPend pingpin. WayKanan
Sungkai Pubian pimpinp. Sukadana
KotaBumi pup:m. Jabung Menggala pap:in.
Komllir prmpimsé.

Ranau Sukau Krui Belalau KotAgung
TalaPada Kalianda layap.

(< MAL tahu)
(< AR/MAL pikir)

KAAsli Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya Kom-
Dpur Daya WayKanan KotAgung TalaPada
Sungkai Pubian Kalianda Jabung Sukadana
KotaBumi gabay. Melintin Menggala gabay.
Sukau muyabay. Krui mayabay. Belalau
mogabai. WayLima rabai. KAPend abay.
Ranau y3b3y.

Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur Daya
Belalau WayKanan KotAgung TalaPada
Sungkai Pubian Kalianda Jabung Sukadana
KotaBumi gah. Krui WayLima rah. Sukau
Menggala yah. KAPend ogah. KAAsli orah.
Melintin asah. Ranau y3x.

KAAsli Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya Daya
Belalau WayKanan KotAgung TalaPada
WayLima Sungkai Pubian KAPend hulu.
Daya Ranau Sukau Krui Kalianda Jabung ulu.
Melintin Sukadana KotaBumi ul’o. Kom-Dpur
hulu. Menggala ulew.

KAAsli Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya Kom-
Dpur Daya Ranau Sukau Krui Belalau
WayKanan KotAgung TalaPada WayLima
Sungkai Pubian Kalianda Melintin Jabung
KAPend Sukadana KotaBumi Menggala
galah.

Sukau Belalau KotAgung TalaPada Sungkai
Pubian Jabung KAPend Menggala buo?.
Kom-Adu Komllir buo?. Kom-Dpur Krui
buwo?. KAAsli Daya buws?. WayLima buok.
Kom-Jaya bug?. Sukadana buwa?. Ranau
buws. Melintin bup?. KotaBumi bua?.
WayKanan buo?. Kalianda uwo?.
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gloss

PLP

PMP
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reflexes

27

28

29

29

29

30

30

31

31

32

33

‘nose’

‘breathe’

‘sniff/
smell’

‘sniff/
smell’

‘sniff/
smell’

‘mouth’

‘mouth’

‘tooth’

‘tooth’

‘tongue’

‘laugh’

ckx imy

*hanas

“*ara(k?)

“*ambaw

“*hunduny

*bangu?

C:‘:UaUa

“ipan

*kadis

*ama

“*aha

*ijun/*ujun {B1}

*hajek {B1}

*bahu ‘stench’
{B2}

cf. SUN bapus id.

*pana ‘agape’
{B2}

*ipen/*nipen {B1}

*hema {B1}

Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Dpur Belalau
WayKanan KotAgung TalaPada Sungkai
Pubian Kalianda Melintin Jabung Sukadana
KotaBumi igup. Ranau Sukau Krui iyun.
Menggala erun. Daya hisuy. WayLima irup.
KAPend iyun. KAAsli Kom-Jaya isur.

Krui KotAgung TalaPada mahanas. Kom-Dpur
Belalau Pubian mahapas. Ranau muhanss.
Sukau muxanas. Komllir mahonas. Kom-Jaya
monas. Kom-Adu mahonas. Daya mah3nas.
Sungkai mahinas. Kalianda mangas. WayLima
maharos.

Ranau ayo?.

TalaPada WayLima Kalianda Sukadana
npambaw. Sungkai nambau. KotaBumi
Menggala ambaw. Api (Udin et al. 1992)
‘odor’ ambaw. KAPend ombow. Sukau imbau.
Krui pimbau. Belalau KotAgung umbau.
Melintin yambao. Jabung am:aw.

Kom-Jaya WayKanan mundury. Kom-Dpur
Daya undufy. Kom-Dpur undup. TalaPada
punduny. Pubian gahundur.

Sukau Belalau KotAgung TalaPada Sungkai
Pubian Kalianda bagu?. Kom-Adu KomlIlir
bapu?. WayKanan Jabung band?. Krui banu.
WayLima baguk. Kom-Dpur bayii?. KAAsli
banpos?. Kom-Jaya bayu?. Ranau b3gu?. Daya
mbanu?.

KotaBumi Menggala gano. KAPend nane.
Sukadana gap®.

Kom-Adu Kom-Dpur Daya Sukau Belalau
KotAgung TalaPada WayLima Sungkai Pubian
Kalianda ipon. Kom-Jaya Ranau Sukau Krui
WayKanan Jabung ipon. KAAsli Komllir ipon.

Sukadana KotaBumi kadi’s. Melintin Menggala
kad:is. KAPend kodis.

Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur Daya
Belalau KotAgung Sungkai nza. Ranau Sukau
Krui WayKanan TalaPada Pubian ma. Kom-
Dpur Daya KotAgung WayLima Kalianda ama.
KAAsli KAPend ome. Jabung m3. Sukadana m33.

Kom-Adu Komllir maha. KAAsli KAPend
maheé. Menggala mohow. Jabung mah3.
Melintin m@h35. WayKanan mdh:a. Sukadana
mdh:do. KotaBumi mah:56. Kom-Jaya mohd.
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33

34

35

36

36

37

38

38

39

39

39

‘laugh’

cry’

)

‘vomit

‘spit’

‘spit’

eat

‘chew’

‘chew’
‘cook’
[1

cook’

‘cook’

“*lalan

*hiwan

*utah

c:':hl'tap

*iluy

*akan

kayil

“*palpal

*tasa(k?)

*asak

“unjay

*utaq {B1}

*iluR ‘saliva’ {B2}

*kaen {B1}

*paspas ‘crush
with the teeth’
{B2}

*tasak ‘ripe’ {Z1}

*esak ‘cooked,
ripe’ {B2}

Kom-Dpur Daya Ranau Sukau Krui Belalau
KotAgung TalaPada WayLima Sungkai Pubian
Kalianda lalap.

Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur Daya
Sukau Krui Belalau WayKanan KotAgung
TalaPada Sungkai Pubian Kalianda KAPend
miway. Melintin Jabung Sukadana KotaBumi
miwdy. Menggala mewar. KAAsli miwar.
Ranau miwsn. WayLima KAPend hiwap

KAAsli Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya Daya
Sukau Krui Belalau KotAgung TalaPada
Sungkai Pubian Kalianda KAPend mutah.
WayKanan Melintin KotaBumi miitah.
Menggala motah. Kom-Dpur muta. Sukadana
miitdh. Jabung miitah. WayLima utah.

WayKanan hitpp. Komllir haloto?. Kalianda
Jabung itop. Melintin itap. Kom-Adu
mahaloto?. Sungkai malatok. Kom-Jaya
Pubian moalato?. Sukadana utap. KAAsli
néhuto?. Kalianda pitop. Menggala KotaBumi
nutap. TalaPada pahalitop. KAPend nahutop.
WayLima nalatopi. Kom-Dpur nagato?. Daya
gahto?.

Pubian KAPend iluy. KotAgung lui. Ranau
Krui Belalau maluy. Sukau pelui.

Kom-Dpur Daya Sukau Krui Belalau
WayKanan KotAgung TalaPada Sungkai
Pubian Kalianda Melintin Jabung KotaBumi
moanan. KAAsli Kom-Adu monan. Kom-Jaya
Menggala monan. Komllir ménan. KAPend
monan. Sukadana mapdn. Ranau man3n.
Ranau Kalianda kani?.

Sukadana KotaBumi payal. Jabung kayol.
Melintin kanil. Pubian magayil. Sungkai nayil.
WayKanan paypl. Menggala nanel. Kom-Jaya
nanol.

KAAsli Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Dpur Daya
palpal. Sukau TalaPada papal. Krui pipal.
KotAgung panal. Ranau nap3sl.

KAAsli Komllir Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur Daya
WayKanan Sungkai Pubian Jabung KAPend
KotaBumi nasa?.

Kom-Adu KotAgung Kalianda KotaBumi
masa?. Krui Sukadana maja?. Sukau TalaPada
masak. WayLima ‘ripe’ ma-asak.

Belalau nun:jon. KotAgung nonjon. Ranau
Jwunjon.
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# gloss PLP PMP reflexes
39 ‘cook’ “*koku? Melintin Menggala naku?. Sukadana ‘cook
rice’ kaku?.
40 ‘drink’ “*inum *inum {B1} KAAsli Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya Kom-

Dpur Daya Belalau WayKanan KotAgung
TalaPada WayLima Sungkai Pubian Kalianda
Jabung KAPend KotaBumi ginum. Sukadana
ginum. Sukau Melintin ginom. Ranau Krui
pinom. Menggala ninom.

41 ‘bite’ *karah cf. *kaRat {B1} Kom-Dpur Daya KotaBumi kagoh. KotAgung
TalaPada Kalianda nagoh. Melintin garoh.
Belalau kasoh. Ranau kayoy. Jabung karoy.
Sukadana kagah. Kom-Adu nosoh. Kom-Jaya
nogoh. WayLima paroh. Krui gayoh. Sukau
12y0X.

42 ‘suck’ *hisap *qisep {B2} Melintin Sukadana KotaBumi Menggala isap.
Sukau Pubian Kalianda pisop. Kom-Jaya
Daya hiso?. KAAsli Kom-Dpur hiso?. Belalau
KotAgung nahisop. KAPend hisop. Kom-Adu
hisop. WayKanan hisp?. Ranau isop. Jabung
iso?. Komllir s02s2?. Sungkai nihiso?. Krui
pisop. TalaPada pahisok. WayLima rasop.

43 ‘ear’ “*cupin KAAsli Kom-Dpur Daya Ranau Sukau Krui
Belalau WayKanan KotAgung TalaPada
WayLima Sungkai Pubian Kalianda Melintin
Jabung KAPend cupin. Kom-Adu Komllir
Kom-Jaya cupm. Sukadana KotaBumi cupi‘y.
Menggala cupip.

44 ‘hear’ *dani(s) *deneR {B1} Sukau Krui dopi. KAAsli doni. Melintin
KotaBumi donoy. Sukadana dopay. KAPend
kadongyan. Pubian Sungkai nion. KAAsli noni.
Jabung narji. Kalianda padoni. Menggala
nodongy. Komllir pdonih. Kom-Adu andoni.
Kom-Dpur Daya Ranau Menggala topis. Kom-
Jaya Belalau WayKanan KotAgung napis.
WayLima noapisko. TalaPada nadanis.

45 ‘eye’ *mata *mata {B1} Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur
Daya Ranau Sukau Krui Belalau WayKanan
KotAgung TalaPada WayLima Sungkai Pubian
Kalianda mata. KAAsli KAPend mate. Jabung
KotaBumi mat>. Menggala matow. Melintin
Sukadana mat®.

46 ‘see’ *lia? Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Dpur Daya Krui
WayKanan lia?. KotAgung TalaPada Kalianda
palia?. Kom-Dpur Sukau Belalau galia?. Ranau
li3?. WayLima paliak. Kom-Jaya polia?.

46 ‘see’ *inu? Pubian KotaBumi ninu?. Jabung Sukadana
ninu?. KotAgung moano?. Sungkai pinu?.
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46

47

48

48

49

49

49
50

51

52

see

‘yawn’

‘sleep’

‘sleep’

‘lie down’

‘lie down’

‘lie down’

‘dream’

‘sit’

‘stand’

*anah

“*huap *ma-huab {B1}

‘turuy *tuduR {B1}

*padom PWMP *pezem

‘close the eyes’
{B2}

“*dulik

e gulik

*gincin

“*h(an)ipi  *h(-in-)ipi {B1}

“*hajany *kezen ‘stand’

{22}

c;’:tagi

Melintin KotaBumi panah. KAPend ona.
KAAsli ponah. Menggala non:ah.

Sungkai Pubian Melintin Jabung muap. Krui
WayKanan Kalianda mahuap. KAAsli KAPend
hua? huay. Komllir KotAgung mahuap.
Kom-Dpur huwapan. Kom-Jaya huaphuapan.
Belalau hawa. Sukau muxuap. Menggala
miidap. Kom-Adu mahowap. KotaBumi
mah:wap. TalaPada malaluap. Sukadana
moahawap. Daya wa?wapan. Ranau p3l3lusp’.

Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Dpur ‘lie down’
WayKanan KotAgung ‘lie down’ Sungkai
‘lie down’ Pubian Menggala tursuy. KAAsli
Kom-Jaya ‘lie down’ KotaBumi ‘lie down’
Sukadana tusuy. KAPend tuwoy. Jabung ‘lie
down’ tusuy tusuyan.

Kom-Dpur Sukau Belalau KotAgung TalaPada
WayLima Sungkai Pubian padom. Melintin
Sukadana KotaBumi Menggala pad:om. Ranau
Krui Jabung padom. Kom-Jaya podom. Daya
padoum. Kalianda pad:om.

Krui Kalianda dadulik. Daya dulesdules. Ranau
dulik’. TalaPada dadoler. Sukau daduli?. Daya
ndulik’.

KAAsli begulin. KAAsli bagulin. Melintin
nagalik. Komllir pgulik’. Kom-Adu angulik’.

WayKanan gincin. Pubian gmncin. Belalau icip.

Kom-Dpur Daya WayKanan Sungkai

Jabung nipi. Ranau Sukau Krui Belalau
hanipi. TalaPada buhanipi. KAAsli KAPend
pipi. Sukadana KotaBumi Menggala pipoy.
Kom-Adu burmipi. Komllir baripi. Kom-Jaya
Kom-Dpur bonipi. Kalianda hanipian. Melintin
pip:9y. KotAgung pahanipi. Pubian nahipi.

Kom-Dpur Sukau Belalau KotAgung TalaPada
WayLima Sungkai Pubian majon. Ranau Krui
Jabung majon. KAAsli KAPend mojon. Melintin
KotaBumi maj:an. Kom-Jaya bijon. Kom-Adu
mojon. Komllir mojoy. Menggala moj:on.
Sukadana mojan. Kalianda majion. WayKanan
moj:on. Daya majon.

WayKanan Sungkai Pubian tomagi. Melintin
KotaBumi tomagoy. Jabung magi. KAPend
temogi. Komllir togi. Menggala tomog9y.
Kalianda tagi. KAAsli tamogi. Sukadana

tomagay.
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#

gloss

PLP PMP

81

reflexes

52

52

53

54

54

54

55

56

57

57

57

58

58

‘stand’

‘stand’

‘person’

‘child’

‘spouse
(husband/
wife)’

‘husband’

‘husband’

‘wife’

‘wife’

*cakcak

“*minja?

*hulun *qulun ‘outsiders,

alien people’ {B2}

‘ma-
ruhanay

*ma-Ruqanay
{B1}

“*bakas

*bai *ba-bahi {B1}

*anak *anak {B1}

“*ka-hajany

" laki *laki ‘man’ {Z2}

cf. *ma-Ruqanay

man

“*moapi-an

(see
‘spouse’)

:‘:gam

Ranau Sukau Krui Belalau Pubian caco?. Kom-
Dpur Daya co?co?. KotAgung coc:ok. TalaPada
cac:o?. WayLima cakcok.

Kom-Adu Kom-Jaya Daya KAPend Sukadana
KotaBumi minja?.

Komering (Gaffar et al. n.d.) hulun. WayLima
holon. Kalianda (Walker), KotBumi, Menggala
ulun. Melintin ulon. (Other areas jolma <
SKT.)

KAPend ‘man’ saomohani, Daya ‘older brother’
mohani, Kom-Adu ‘boy’ WayLima ‘boy’
maranay.

KAAsli Komllir Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur Daya
Ranau Sukau Krui Belalau KotAgung
TalaPada WayLima Kalianda bakas. Kom-Adu
mhakas.

WayKanan Sungkai Pubian Jabung Menggala
gagah. Melintin Sukadana KotaBumi ragah.

Kom-Adu Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur Jabung bay.
Daya Pubian bai. Ranau Sukau Krui Belalau
WayLima babay. KAAsli Komllir obay.
WayKanan KotaBumi sabay. Sungkai Melintin
Sukadana Menggala sabay. Kalianda bub:ai.
KotAgung bab:ai. Daya baibai. TalaPada bab:ai.
KAPend sobay.

KAAsli Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Dpur Daya
Ranau Sukau Krui KotAgung Kalianda Jabung
sana?. WayLima Sungkai sanak. Kom-Jaya
Belalau WayKanan Pubian Jabung KAPend
Sukadana KotaBumi Menggala ana?. TalaPada
Melintin anak.

Daya ‘husband’ kahjon bakas, ‘wife’ kahjon
bai. Belalau ‘husband’ kahsjoy. Krui KotAgung
WayLima TalaPada kajoy. KotAgung
‘husband’ Jabung ‘husband’ kaj:on. WayKanan
kaj:on. Kom-Dpur ‘wife’ khajor.

KAAsli Kom-Adu KomlIlir KAPend laki.
Melintin lak9y. Menggala lak:9y.

WayKanan Pubian KotaBumi Menggala
moapian. Ranau mupiy3n. Sungkai mupian.
Sukadana magian.

Kom-Jaya Ranau Belalau ingoman. Sukau
ingom. KAAsli poman. Kom-Adu aggoman.
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gloss

PLP

PMP

Karl Anderbeck

reflexes

58

59

59
59

59
60

61

61

62

62

63

64

64

‘wife’

‘mother’

‘mother’

‘mother’

‘mother’
‘father’

‘house’

‘house’

‘roof’

‘roof’

‘name’

C:':maju

“*ama?

“*uma?

*indu?

*ina(-2)
c:':ubaP

“*lambah-an

“*banua

*hatap

“*papgkul

*galar

“umun

Pcawa

*ema-? ‘father’s
sister’ {B2}

*ina {B1}

*banua ‘inhabited
territory’ {Z2}

*qatep {B1}

cf. Proto-Batak
(Adelaar 1981)
*galar ‘title,
surname’

WayLima ‘bride’ Sungkai Jabung maju.
Sukadana KotaBumi maj’o.

Ranau Sukau Krui Belalau TalaPada
Sungkai ma?. KotAgung Sukadana KotaBumi
Menggala m:a?. WayLima mak.

Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya Daya uma?.

Kom-Jaya WayKanan indu?. Daya ndo?.
Jabung nu?. Kom-Dpur ndu?. Melintin "nu?.
KAPend ono?. KAAsli mdo?.

Sukau Kalianda ina?. Ranau KotAgung ina.

Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur Ranau Sukau Krui
Belalau ba?. Kom-Adu Komllir uba?. Daya
mha?. Pubian abah. Kalianda amaz?.

Sukau Krui Belalau KotAgung TalaPada
WayLima Kalianda lamban. Kom-Adu Komllir
lombahan. KAAsli Pubian mahan. Kom-Jaya
lombahan. Kom-Dpur lambahan. Ranau I3mbs3n.
Daya mbahan. Kom-Dpur "bahan.

KAPend benue. Menggala nuow. Sungkai
nuwa. Jabung niiwd. WayKanan niid. Melintin
Sukadana KotaBumi nii3o.

KAAsli Kom-Adu Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur
Daya Belalau WayKanan KotAgung
TalaPada Sungkai Pubian Kalianda hato?.
Sukau Krui hat3?. KAPend hatop. Ranau
hstok. Jabung ato?.

KotaBumi Menggala pak:ul. Melintin
Sukadana pak:ul. Komllir panaku.

Kom-Dpur Daya KotAgung TalaPada
Kalianda Jabung Sukadana golar. KAAsli
Kom-Adu Komllir golas. WayKanan Sungkai
Pubian gagal. Krui gilay. KAPend golow.
Menggala golew. Melintin golao. WayLima
golar. Ranau gal3y.

Kom-Jaya KAPend numun. Menggala nomor.
Kom-Adu nomorns. KAAsli nomon. Komllir
pumda.

Kom-Adu Kom-Dpur Daya Sukau Krui
Belalau WayKanan KotAgung TalaPada
Sungkai Pubian Kalianda cawa. Sukadana
KotaBumi cawo. Menggala cawow. Jabung
cawd. Melintin caw?’y. Ranau c3wsh.
WayLima nawa.
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gloss PLP

PMP

83

reflexes

65

66

66

67

68

69
69

70

71

71

72

‘rope’ *tali

‘tether’ *ika(t2)

‘tether’ *karut

sew *sarut

‘needle’ *sarap

‘hunt’ *halaw

‘hunt’ ““m-asu

‘shoot’ *timbak

‘stab’ *pagas

‘stab’ *tujah

‘hit (v.) *gada

*talih {B1}

*hiket {B1}

*Rakut {B2}

*sejep ‘penetrate’
{B2}

*halaw {B2}
cf. ‘dog’

*timbak {Z2}

KAAsli Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya Kom-
Dpur Daya Sukau Krui Belalau WayKanan
KotAgung TalaPada Sungkai Pubian Kalianda
Melintin Jabung KAPend tali. KotaBumi taloy.
Sukadana taloy. Menggala tal3y.

Sukau Belalau KotAgung TalaPada Sungkai
Pubian Kalianda giko?. Melintin Sukadana
ikp?. Krui Jabung iko?. Menggala dieko?.
KotaBumi pika?. WayLima nokok.

Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Dpur Daya WayKanan
karu?. KAAsli Kom-Jaya kago?. KAPend kasut.
Ranau k3yu?. Sungkai npasuk.

Kom-Dpur Daya WayKanan Sungkai Pubian
Kalianda Jabung naru?. Sukau Krui nayu?.
WayLima sarok. Ranau sayuk’. Belalau sagu?.
Sukadana nisi’?. KAPend nowut. Kom-Adu
Jnosu?. Komllir nésu?. KAAsli nosu?. Menggala
Jnoru?. Melintin nogu?. TalaPada payu?. Kom-
Jaya nisu?.

Kom-Dpur Daya Belalau Sungkai Pubian
Kalianda saxo0?. Kom-Adu Komllir soxo?.
WayKanan Jabung sago?. KotAgung TalaPada
sayo?. KAPend sowop. KAAsli soga?. Menggala
s9g9p. KotaBumi s9ra?. Sukau sayo?. Krui
sayu?. Ranau sayok’. Sukadana sora?. Melintin
sagap. Kom-Jaya siso?.

WayLima halaw. Menggala n-alaw.

Ranau Sukau Krui Belalau KotAgung
TalaPada Kalianda Jabung masu.

Krui Belalau WayKanan KotAgung TalaPada
Sungkai Kalianda Sukadana KotaBumi
nimbak. Kom-Adu Sukau Pubian nimba?.
Komllir Kom-Dpur nimbak’. Melintin Jabung
nanak. KAAsli nim:ak’. Menggala nom®a?.
Kom-Jaya nimbak. Kom-Dpur timbak’. Daya
timba?. KAPend tim°ak.

Sukau Krui KotAgung TalaPada WayLima
Sungkai Pubian Kalianda Sukadana KotaBumi
Menggala magas. Kom-Adu Komllir Daya
Ranau Belalau WayKanan Jabung KAPend
pagas.

KAAsli Kom-Adu Kom-Jaya KAPend tujah.
Kom-Dpur tuja.

Sungkai pugada. KotAgung npagada. Pubian
nagada. TalaPada nangada.
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gloss

PLP PMP

Karl Anderbeck

reflexes

72

72

72

72
72

73

74

74

75

76

77

‘hit (v.)’

‘hit (v.)’

‘hit (v.)

‘hit (v.)
‘hit (v.)’

‘steal’

kill’

‘kill’

‘dead’

‘live/ be
alive’

‘scratch’

c*tastas

ok g9buk
*pukul

*sabat

":tgggm

*malin PM *malip {A1}

*bunuh *bunuq {B1}

“*patay *p-atay {B2}

“*matay *m-atay {B1}

“huri(p?) *ma-qudip {B1}

*kuykuy *kuRkuR {Z1}

Belalau natos. KotaBumi nat:uh. Daya tostos.
Komllir tostos. Jabung tatos. Melintin totas.
KotaBumi totuh.

Jabung gabuk. Pubian pagibuh. Sukadana
nagabuk.

KAAsli Krui Belalau mukul. WayKanan
KAPend pukul.

Kom-Adu sobat’. Ranau WayLima sabat.

Kom-Adu Komllir togom. Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur
togom.

KAAsli Komllir Kom-Jaya Daya Ranau Krui
Belalau WayKanan Melintin Jabung KAPend
malin. Kom-Adu Sukau KotAgung TalaPada
Kalianda pamalin. Sukadana KotaBumi mali’n.
Kom-Dpur malin. Sungkai yumalip. Pubian
Menggala pamalin.

WayLima KotaBumi pabunuh. Belalau
mambunuh. TalaPada nambunuh.

Komllir Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur Daya patiko.
KotAgung Sungkai Pubian matiko. KAAsli
KAPend mati?i. WayKanan Jabung pati.
Menggala dipatoykon. Sukau kupatiko.
Sukadana matay. KAAsli pati?i. KotaBumi
patoy. Ranau pstikan. Kom-Adu pamatiko.
Kalianda pamation.

KAAsli Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya Kom-
Dpur Daya Ranau Sukau Krui Belalau
WayKanan KotAgung TalaPada Jabung
KAPend mati. Sungkai Pubian matiko.
Melintin KotaBumi mat9gy. WayLima mati.
Menggala matey. Sukadana matoy.

Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur Daya
KotAgung TalaPada Sungkai Pubian husi?.
Belalau Melintin Jabung Sukadana KotaBumi
ugi?. Sukau Menggala huyi?. WayLima hurik.
KAPend huwe?. Ranau huyi. Krui huye?.
KAAsli huge?. WayKanan hoge?. Kalianda
uge?. Sukau ‘grow’ huyi.

KAAsli Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya Kom-
Dpur Daya Sungkai KAPend kuykuy. Belalau
WayKanan KotAgung npuk:uy. Ranau Sukau
Krui Pubian TalaPada Kalianda Melintin
KotaBumi kokuy. Jabung Sukadana kak:uy.
WayLima nakoy.



An Initial Reconstruction of Proto-Lampungic

#

gloss
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85

reflexes

78

79

80

81

82

83

84

85

‘cut/ hack’

‘wood’

‘split’

‘sharp’

‘dull’

‘work’

‘plant’

‘choose’

*pala?

“kayu

*balah

*tajam

*kudul

*gaway

*tanam

*pilih

cf. PHN? pali?
‘cut, wound, scar’
{Z22}

*kahiw {B1}

*belaq {B1}

*ma-tagem {B1}

*ku(n)dul {B2}

*gaway {A2}

*tanem {B2}

*pilig {B1}

Belalau KotAgung TalaPada Pubian Kalianda
Jabung malo?. Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur Daya
Sukau Krui palo?. WayLima malok. KotaBumi
moala?. KotaBumi pola?. Melintin pala?.

KAAsli Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Dpur Daya
Ranau Krui Belalau WayKanan KotAgung
TalaPada Sungkai Pubian Kalianda Jabung
KAPend kayu. Melintin Sukadana KotaBumi
kay’o. Menggala kayew.

Kom-Dpur Daya Ranau Sukau WayKanan
Sukadana KotaBumi balah. KAAsli Kom-Adu
Komllir KAPend bolah. Belalau KotAgung
Kalianda pabalah. WayLima Pubian pabalah.
Melintin belah. Krui bilah. Kom-Jaya bslah.
Jabung b’lah. Menggala dibolah. Sungkai
nubalah. TalaPada pambalah.

KAAsli Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya Kom-
Dpur Daya Ranau Sukau Belalau WayKanan
KotAgung TalaPada Sungkai Pubian Kalianda
KAPend tajom. KotaBumi Menggala tajom.
Melintin Sukadana tajom. WayLima tajum.
Krui tajam. Jabung tajom.

KAAsli Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya Kom-
Dpur Daya Ranau Sukau Krui Belalau
WayKanan KotAgung TalaPada WayLima
Pubian Jabung Menggala kudul. Melintin
KAPend Sukadana KotaBumi kudul. Sungkai
Kalianda kudul.

Kom-Adu Komllir Ranau bugawi. Kom-Jaya
Daya bogawi. KAAsli Krui Sukau baguay.
Kom-Dpur WayKanan bagawi. KAAsli beguay.
KAPend begway. Belalau maguwai.

Kom-Adu Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur Belalau
KotAgung TalaPada Pubian Kalianda nanom.
Daya Sukau KAPend tanom. Sukadana
KotaBumi nanam. Komllir naném. KAAsli
naném. Sungkai nanum. Krui nanom.
Menggala nanom. WayKanan tanum. Jabung
tanom. Melintin tanam. Ranau t3nom.

KAAsli Kom-Adu Kom-Dpur Daya WayKanan
KotAgung TalaPada Sungkai Kalianda
Melintin Jabung KAPend KotaBumi Menggala
milih. Sukau Krui mileh. Belalau Pubian
moamilih. Sukadana milih. Komllir milth. Kom-
Jaya pilih. Ranau piloh.



86

gloss

PLP

PMP

Karl Anderbeck

reflexes

86

86

87

87

88

88

88

88

89

89

89

90

‘grow’

‘grow’

‘swell’

‘swell’

‘squeeze’

‘squeeze’
‘squeeze’

‘squeeze’

‘hold’

‘hold’

‘hold’

‘dig’

*tuah

" tumbuh

*bayah

*moagak

c;’:piah

paras
*para?

*kacil

*bakam

“*kacin

*pagan

“*kali

*tu(m)buq {B1}

*baReq {B1}

*peReq {B1}

cf. *peRes {B1}

cf. *peReq

cf. MAL kancin
‘button, fasten’

*pegen {Z2}

*kali {B1}

Daya Belalau KotAgung TalaPada Sungkai
Pubian Kalianda tuwoh. Kom-Jaya tuoh. Krui
tuwox. Kom-Dpur Ranau WayKanan Jabung
tuoh.

KAAsli Kom-Adu Komllir tumbuh. Sukadana
tumbu’h. Menggala tombuh.

Kom-Adu Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur WayKanan
KotAgung TalaPada Sungkai Pubian Kalianda
Menggala bayoh. KAAsli bayo. Sukadana
bayah. Jabung bayoh. KotaBumi bayah.
Belalau mubayoh.

Sukau Krui maga?. Daya Ranau magak’.
KAPend ‘die (coarse)’ muga?.

Kom-Adu Kom-Jaya KotAgung Sungkai
KAPend pioh. WayKanan mioh. KAAsli piyoh.
Jabung pidh.

Melintin moaras. Sukadana maras. Pubian
moagos. KotaBumi paros. Menggala pg:os.

Komllir poro?. Jabung pags?. Kom-Dpur
KOPKO?.

Sukau Krui Belalau KotAgung pacil. Daya
kocin. Ranau kacil. Kalianda macil. TalaPada
pacil.

KAAsli Komllir bokom. Kom-Dpur Daya
bokom. Melintin Sukadana bak:am. Sukau
Kalianda pabakom. KAPend bokom. Kom-
Jaya bokom. Krui bokom. TalaPada dibakom.
KotaBumi mok:am. Sungkai nubakom.
Menggala pobokom. Pubian gabakom. Kom-
Adu ambokom.

Kom-Adu KotaBumi katin. WayKanan nat:or.
KAPend kotor). Menggala (Fernandes and
Sudirman 2002) kac:ip.

KotAgung WayLima moagun. Jabung paguén.
KotaBumi pagup.

KAAsli Kom-Adu Kom-Dpur WayLima
Sungkai Pubian Kalianda pali. Komllir Daya
WayKanan Jabung kali. Sukau KotAgung
pagali. KotaBumi gal’y. Ranau keli. Melintin
paloy. Sukadana paloy. TalaPada nangali.
Menggala nogali, nogaloy.
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# gloss PLP PMP reflexes

91 ‘buy’ *bali *beli {B1} Ranau Belalau Melintin Jabung bali. Sukau
Krui Kalianda nabali. KAAsli KAPend boli.
Kom-Jaya boli. Menggala bsloy. KotaBumi
bal’y. Sukadana balay. Daya mbeli. KAAsli
moli. Komllir "boli. WayKanan mbali. Sungkai
nubali. TalaPada nambeli. Pubian nabali. Kom-
Adu amboli. Kom-Dpur ambali.

92 ‘open’ “buka? *buka? {B2} Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur Daya
WayKanan Melintin Sukadana KotaBumi
buka?. Sukau Krui Jabung buka. Belalau
KotAgung Kalianda pabuka?. KAAsli KAPend
buke. Ranau buk3?. Menggala dibuka?.
Sungkai pubuka. TalaPada pambuka. Pubian
nabuka?.

93 ‘pound’ *tutu *tutu {B1} KAAsli Kom-Adu Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur Ranau
Sukau Krui Belalau KAPend nutu. KomlIlir
Daya niitu. Menggala nutew. Sukadana niit°o.
WayKanan tutu.

94 ‘throw *sitay TalaPada Sungkai Pubian pitay. KotaBumi
away’ ‘throw’ sitay. Belalau pitay.
94 ‘throw *campak Kom-Dpur Daya campa?. Komllir copa?. Kom-
away’ Jaya capa?. KAPend nampak. KAPend nampa?.
KAAsli nampa?kon.
94 ‘throw “*nahayar WayLima nayarko. KotAgung nayay. Kalianda
away’ Jnahayas.
94 ‘throw *situh KotAgung KotaBumi nituh. WayKanan situh.
away’ Sukadana jiituh.
94 ‘throw *umban Menggala mba‘n. Daya umba‘in. Kom-Adu
away’ npumbanko. KAPend ‘carry away to discard’
umbal.
95 ‘fall’ *tia? Kom-Adu Kom-Jaya Daya Ranau Sukau

WayKanan Sungkai Pubian tia?. KomlIlir
titiya?. Kom-Dpur tiya?.
95 ‘fall’ *gugur cf. ML gugur id. WayLima gogor. TalaPada gogoy. Kalianda

gugor. Belalau gugoy. Menggala gugus.
KotAgung guguy. Jabung gugos.

95 ‘fall’ *tumbak Krui tumba. Belalau tumbak. KotAgung
tumba?.
96 ‘dog’ *asu *asu {B1} Kom-Adu KomlIlir Kom-Jaya WayKanan

Sungkai Pubian Jabung KAPend asu.
Menggala asew. Melintin as’o. KAAsli a:su.

96 ‘dog’ *kaci Kom-Dpur Daya Krui Belalau TalaPada
WayLima Kalianda kaci. Sukau kac"i. Ranau
keci.

96 ‘dog’ luyu? KotAgung Sukadana, KAPend ‘puppy’,

KotaBumi kuyu?.
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gloss
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Karl Anderbeck

reflexes

97

97

98

99

100

101

101

102

‘bird’

‘bird’

€gg

‘feather’

‘wing’

fly (v.)

‘fly (v.)

rat’

*manu?

*putit

“*hataluy

*bulu

*kapi

*hambur

%

tarban

*manuk {B1}

*qateluR {B1}

*bulu {B1}

Sungkai manu?manu?. Pubian mamanu?. Kom-
Adu Komllir Kom-Dpur Daya Ranau ‘chicken’
Sukau ‘chicken’ Krui ‘chicken’ WayKanan
‘chicken’ manu?. KAAsli Kom-Jaya ‘chicken’
Belalau ‘chicken’ KAPend ‘chicken’ Menggala
‘chicken’ mano?. Sukadana ‘chicken’ mand?.

WayKanan Melintin Jabung KotaBumi
Menggala puti?. KotAgung Kalianda putit.
Sukadana putr?.

Belalau WayKanan TalaPada WayLima
Pubian KAPend tahlui. Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur
tahluy. Sukadana KotaBumi taluy. Sukau
Krui tolui. Komllir hatoluy. Kom-Adu tohluy.
Daya tahloy. Sungkai taholui. Jabung taluy.
KotAgung talui. Menggala taluy. KAAsli
ta'luy. Ranau taluy. Melintin taluy. Kalianda
tolui.

KAAsli Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya Kom-
Dpur Daya Ranau Sukau Krui Belalau
KotAgung TalaPada WayLima Sungkai Pubian
Kalianda Jabung KAPend bulu. Melintin
Sukadana KotaBumi bul’o. Menggala bulew.
WayKanan bulu manu?.

Kom-Dpur Daya Ranau Sukau Krui Belalau
KotAgung TalaPada WayLima Sungkai Pubian
kapi. WayKanan Kalianda kap:i. Komllir kopi.
KAAsli kopay. Kom-Adu kopi. KAPend kopi.
Kom-Jaya kopi. Menggala kop:oy. Melintin
kap:9y. KotaBumi kap:°y. Jabung kgpi.
Sukadana kp:ay.

Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur Daya WayKanan
Sungkai Kalianda hambog. Belalau KotAgung
TalaPada hamboy. WayLima hambor. KomlIlir
hambur. Ranau Sukau Krui kamboy. KAAsli
mehambor. Melintin mab’o. KAPend moahabo.
KAAsli mohambor. Menggala tahmbok,
tomambog. Sukadana tahambor. Pubian
tohamboy.

KotaBumi terbay. Kom-Adu Komllir togbar.
Jabung taban.

KAAsli Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya Kom-
Dpur Daya Ranau Sukau Krui Belalau
WayKanan KotAgung TalaPada Sungkai
Pubian Jabung KAPend KotaBumi Menggala
tikus. Sukadana tikus. Melintin trkus.
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reflexes

103

104

104

104
105

105

106

107

108

109

109

‘meat’

‘fat (n.)’

‘fat (n.)’

‘fat (n.)’

‘tail’

‘tail’

‘snake’

‘worm’

‘lice’

‘mosquito’

‘mosquito’

*dagin

*tabah

*bani?

*gajih

*gundan

*buntut

*ulay

<*galan

*kutu

“pizni?

c*(‘h)agas

PHN *tabe? {Z2}

*hulaR {B1}

*galay ‘cut off;
ring (a tree)’ {B2}

*kutu {B1}

KAAsli Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur Daya Ranau
Sukau Krui Belalau WayKanan KotAgung
TalaPada WayLima Sungkai Pubian Kalianda
Melintin Jabung KAPend KotaBumi Menggala
dagin. Kom-Adu Komllir Sukadana dagm.

Belalau KotAgung TalaPada WayLima
Kalianda taboh. Kom-Jaya Sungkai
tabohtaboh. Daya bohtaboh. Krui Sukau tabox.
Menggala taboy. KotaBumi tabah. Melintin
tabah. Pubian tataboh.

Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Dpur WayKanan
WayLima ‘tasty’ KAPend ‘tasty’ Sukadana
bani?.

KAAsli Kom-Jaya Jabung gajih.

Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur
Daya Ranau Sukau Krui Belalau WayKanan
KotAgung TalaPada WayLima Pubian
Kalianda Sukadana gundarn. Sungkai gu‘ndan.
Jabung gun‘an. Menggala gondan.

KAAsli KAPend buntut. KotaBumi butut.
Melintin bat:ut.

KAAsli Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya Kom-
Dpur Daya Ranau Sukau Krui Belalau
WayKanan KotAgung TalaPada WayLima
Sungkai Pubian Kalianda Melintin Jabung
KAPend Sukadana KotaBumi ulay. Menggala
olay.

Kom-Dpur Daya Krui TalaPada WayLima
Sungkai Pubian galon. WayKanan KotAgung
Kalianda galon. KAAsli KomlIlir KAPend
goloy. Ranau Jabung galop. Kom-Adu golors.
Kom-Jaya golon. Sukadana golan. Melintin
Menggala golor.

KAAsli Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya Kom-
Dpur Daya Ranau Sukau Krui Belalau
WayKanan KotAgung TalaPada Sungkai
Pubian Kalianda Jabung KAPend kutu.
Sukadana KotaBumi kut’o. Menggala kutew.
Melintin kutu.

*fiikfiik ‘tiny biting Melintin nini?. KAPend nézneé?. Sukadana

insect’ {B2}

Jiiné?. KotaBumi jiifii?. Menggala none?.

Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Dpur Daya Ranau
Sukau Krui Belalau WayKanan KotAgung
TalaPada Sungkai Pubian Kalianda Jabung
agas. Kom-Jaya hagas. KAAsli a:gas.
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gloss

PLP

PMP

Karl Anderbeck

reflexes

110

110

111

111

112

112

113

114

115

116

‘spider’

‘spider’

‘fish’

‘fish’

‘rotten’

‘rotten’

‘branch’

‘leaf’

‘root’

‘flower’

*lawah

*sap

“*iwa(h)

“punu

*busuk

*buyu(k?)

“*pagpay

*buluny

*wakat

*buna

*lawaq {B1}

cf. *hiwaq ‘cut,
carve, slice (meat
or fish)’ {B2}

*ma-busuk {B1}

*ma-buRuk {B1}

*bulupy ‘medicinal
herbs’ {B2}

*wakat ‘mangrove
root’ {B2}

*buna {B1}

Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur

Daya Krui Belalau WayKanan KotAgung
Sungkai Pubian Kalianda Melintin KAPend
lawah. Jabung KotaBumi Menggala saplawah.
Sukau WayLima lalawah. Sukadana blawah.
KAAsli "bahlabah. Ranau n3l3wsh. TalaPada
saplalawah.

KotaBumi Menggala saglawah. Kalianda
sasay. TalaPada saglalawah.

Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur Ranau Sukau Krui
Belalau WayKanan KotAgung TalaPada
WayLima Sungkai Pubian Kalianda iwa.
KAAsli iwe. Jabung iwo. Kom-Adu Komllir
iwa?. Daya iwah.

Menggala punew. KAPend punu. Melintin
Sukadana KotaBumi punjo.

KAAsli Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya Kom-
Dpur Daya Belalau WayKanan KotAgung
Sungkai Pubian KAPend busu?. Ranau Sukau
Krui TalaPada WayLima Kalianda Jabung
busuk.

Melintin Sukadana KotaBumi Menggala
buyu?.

KAAsli Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya Kom-
Dpur Daya WayKanan KAPend panpan.
Komllir Sukau Krui WayKanan TalaPada
Sungkai pampar. Sukadana KotaBumi pup:ap.
KotAgung Kalianda pap:an. Menggala papar.
Melintin papan. Jabung p’p:an. Ranau psmps3p.

KAAsli Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur Daya Ranau
Sukau Krui Belalau WayKanan KotAgung
TalaPada WayLima Sungkai Pubian Kalianda
Melintin Jabung KAPend KotaBumi bulur.
Kom-Adu Komllir Sukadana buluy. Menggala
bolun.

Kom-Adu KomlIlir Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur

Daya Ranau Sukau Krui Belalau WayKanan
KotAgung TalaPada WayLima Sungkai Pubian
Kalianda Jabung baka?. Melintin Sukadana
KotaBumi Menggala waka?. KAAsli "baka?.
KAPend wakat.

Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur Daya
WayKanan Sungkai bupa. KAAsli KAPend
bupge. Jabung buné.
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reflexes

116

117

118

119

120

121

122

123

123

‘flower’

‘fruit/ betel

nut’

‘grass’

‘earth’

‘stone’

‘sand’

‘water’

‘flow’

‘flow’

e*kamban

*buah

*jukut

*tanah

*batu

“*hanay

*wai

<*hili

*hanut

*buaq {B1}

*gukut {B2}

*taneq {B1}

*batu {B1}

*qenay {B1}

*wahiR {B1}

*qiliR ‘flow
downstream’ {B2}

*qafiud {B2}

Krui Belalau KotAgung TalaPada WayLima
Pubian Kalianda kumbay. Sukadana KotaBumi
Menggala kambay. Ranau Sukau kambay.
Melintin kambar.

KAAsli Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya Kom-
Dpur Daya Sukau Krui Belalau WayKanan
KotAgung TalaPada WayLima Sungkai Pubian
Melintin Jabung KAPend Sukadana KotaBumi
Menggala buah. Kalianda uwah. Ranau uws,
bush. Sukau wah.

KAAsli Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya Kom-
Dpur Daya Ranau Sukau Krui Belalau
WayKanan KotAgung TalaPada Sungkai
Pubian Kalianda Jabung KotaBumi Menggala
juku?. Melintin juko?. WayLima jukuk.
KAPend jukut. Sukadana juku?.

KAAsli Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya Kom-
Dpur Daya Krui Belalau WayKanan KotAgung
TalaPada Pubian Kalianda KAPend Menggala
tanoh. Melintin KotaBumi tanah. Sukau

tano. Sungkai tanuh. Sukadana tanah. Ranau
Jabung tanoh.

KAAsli Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya Kom-
Dpur Daya Ranau Sukau Krui Belalau
WayKanan KotAgung TalaPada WayLima
Sungkai Pubian Kalianda Melintin Jabung
KAPend batu. Sukadana KotaBumi bat’o.
Menggala batew.

Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur Sukau Krui WayLima
Sungkai Kalianda hani. Daya Belalau
WayKanan KotAgung TalaPada Pubian honi.
KAAsli Kom-Adu Komllir honi. Ranau hni.
KAPend honi.

Kom-Jaya Ranau Sukau Krui Melintin Jabung
KAPend Sukadana KotaBumi Menggala

way. Belalau KotAgung TalaPada WayLima
Sungkai Pubian Kalianda wai. KAAsli Kom-
Adu Komllir Kom-Dpur Daya WayKanan uay.

Kom-Dpur Daya WayKanan TalaPada
WayLima Pubian mohili. KotAgung Kalianda
mahili. Ranau Sungkai tohili. Krui Belalau
pahili. Kom-Dpur hili. Melintin Sukadana
KotaBumi miloy. Menggala mohiloy. Jabung
nili. Jabung tili. Sukau pahili.

Kom-Jaya mohanii?. KAPend tahanét. KomlIlir
nahanu?.
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gloss
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Karl Anderbeck

reflexes

124

125

125

126

127

127

128

129

129

130

130

sea

‘salt’

‘salt’

‘lake’

‘forest’

‘forest’

‘moon’

‘moon’

‘star’

‘star’

*lawat

*sia

*uyah

“*danaw

c;’:alas

*pulan

*lapit

*bulan

“*kanawat
bintuhan

**bintany

*lahud ‘towards
the sea’ {B2}

*qasiRa {B1}

*danaw {B1}

*alas {B1}

*lapit {B1}

*bulan {B1}

PAN *bintugén
{W}

Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur Ranau
Sukau Krui WayKanan KotAgung TalaPada
Pubian Kalianda lawo?. Melintin Sukadana
KotaBumi Menggala lawsot. WayLima laok.
Belalau lao?. KAPend lawot. KAAsli lawut’.
Jabung law>?.

Kom-Adu Komllir Daya Krui sia. Kom-Dpur
Sukau siya. KAPend siye. Ranau s3. KAAsli s'ie.

Kom-Jaya Belalau WayKanan KotAgung
TalaPada WayLima Pubian Kalianda Melintin
Jabung Sukadana KotaBumi uyah. Menggala
oyah. Sungkai uyah bukuh.

KAAsli Komllir Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur Daya
Krui Belalau WayKanan TalaPada WayLima
Pubian Kalianda Melintin Jabung Sukadana
KotaBumi danaw. Kom-Adu danao. Ranau way
yanaw (also danaw).

Melintin Sukadana KotaBumi las. Kalianda
las.

KAAsli Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya Kom-
Dpur Ranau Sukau Krui Sungkai Pubian
KAPend pulan. Belalau WayKanan KotAgung
pulan. Daya polan. Menggala pol:an. Jabung
p’lan.

TalaPada Kalianda lapit. KAAsli Daya lanit.
KAPend lapi*t. Kom-Adu Kom-Dpur Belalau
WayKanan Sungkai Pubian Melintin Jabung
KotaBumi lagi?. Ranau Krui Sukau KotAgung
Komllir Kom-Jaya lagr?. Sukadana Menggala
lane?. WayLima lagik.

KAAsli Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya Kom-
Dpur Daya Ranau Sukau Krui Belalau
KotAgung TalaPada Kalianda Jabung
Menggala bulan.

Sungkai Pubian KotaBumi konawat.
WayKanan Melintin Sukadana kondwadt.

Pubian bintohan. KAPend bantuhan.

KAAsli Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya Kom-
Dpur Daya Ranau Sukau Krui Belalau
WayKanan TalaPada WayLima Sungkai
Melintin KAPend Menggala bintay. KotAgung
Sukadana KotaBumi bit:an. Jabung b’tar.
Kalianda lit:an.
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131

131

132

132

133

133
133

134

134

135

136

137

‘cloud’

‘cloud’

‘fog

)

‘fog

‘rain’

‘rain’

‘rain’

‘thunder’

‘thunder’

‘lightning’

‘wind’

‘blow’

*awan

“rihu?

*kabut

“*ambun

*hujan

*labuny
*toray

*gagor

*guntur

c*kilap

*agin

*sabu

*hawan {B2}

*kabut {B1}

*embun ‘cloud’
{z22}

*quzan {B1}

*gerger ‘shake,
shiver, tremble’
{B2}

*kilab ‘flash,
sparkle’ {B2}

*hapin {B1}

cf. *sebu ‘seethe,
sizzle, extinguish’
{B2}

Komllir Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur Belalau
WayKanan Sungkai Melintin KAPend aban.
KAAsli Kom-Adu Daya KotAgung TalaPada
WayLima Sukadana KotaBumi awan.

KotAgung ‘fog’ hihu?. Pubian ‘fog’ hiru?.
Sukau hiyu?. Krui rihu?. Ranau yihu?. Jabung
pay:u?. Kalianda gagiyu?. TalaPada ‘fog’ yiu?.

Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur Sukau Pubian Melintin
KAPend KotaBumi kabut. KAAsli Komllir
kabut’. Kom-Adu kabos.

Ranau WayKanan Sungkai imbun. Menggala
m:bun. Jabung "mu’n. KotaBumi ambun.

KAAsli Kom-Adu Komllir WayKanan Sungkai
Pubian KAPend hujan. Kalianda Melintin
Jabung Sukadana KotaBumi ujan. Menggala
ojan.

Belalau KotAgung TalaPada WayLima labup.

Ranau Sukau Krui tayay. Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur
Daya tosay.

Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur gogor. Daya Sungkai
gogor. Kom-Adu Komllir gogor. KotaBumi
‘shake, sway’ gogor.

Ranau Sukau Krui guntoy. Belalau KotAgung
gutuy. TalaPada gontoy. Pubian gunto.
Kalianda gutog. Jabung gatox. WayKanan
gUNLOE.

Kom-Dpur Daya Ranau Krui Sukau WayKanan
KotAgung TalaPada Sungkai Pubian Kalianda
Jabung kilap. KAAsli Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-
Jaya Sukadana KotaBumi kila?. Menggala
kela?. Melintin KAPend kilat.

Kom-Jaya Ranau Sukau Krui Belalau
KotAgung TalaPada WayLima Sungkai Pubian
Kalianda Melintin Jabung KAPend KotaBumi
anin. KAAsli Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Dpur
Daya WayKanan Sukadana apm. Menggala
ayen.

Kom-Dpur Daya Ranau Sukau WayKanan
sabu. Belalau TalaPada WayLima Sungkai
Kalianda piabu. KAAsli Kom-Adu niobu.
KotAgung Pubian nab:u. Komllir sobu. KAPend
sobu. Menggala sobew. Kom-Jaya sobuh.
Menggala sobzew. Melintin sab’0. Jabung sab:u.
Krui jubuh.
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reflexes

138

139

140

140

141

142

143

144

144

‘hot’

‘cold’

‘dry
(object)’

4dry
(object)’

wet’

‘heavy’

‘fire’

‘burn’

‘burn’

*ma-panas *ma-panas {B1}

“*ma-gisan

*paluh

2%

karin

*basah

*biat

* ap uy

“*suah

*pulpul

*keRin {Z2}

*ma-baseq {B1}

*ma-beReqat {B1}

*hapuy {B1}

*qasu ‘smoke’
{B1}

cf. *mpula ‘kindle,
light a fire’ {B2}

KAAsli Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya Kom-
Dpur Daya Ranau Sukau Belalau WayKanan
KotAgung TalaPada WayLima Sungkai Pubian
Kalianda Melintin Jabung KAPend Sukadana
KotaBumi Menggala panas. Krui mapanas.

KAAsli Kom-Adu Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur

Daya Belalau KotAgung TalaPada WayLima
Sungkai Pubian Kalianda KAPend pison.
Melintin KotaBumi Menggala pison. Sukau
mupini. Krui mapipi. Komllir pison. Jabung
pison. Ranau pipgi. WayKanan rgison. Sukadana
gison.

Kom-Dpur Daya WayKanan Sungkai Pubian
naluh. Kom-Adu noluh. KAAsli poluh. Komllir
noluh. Kom-Jaya poluh.

KotAgung TalaPada Kalianda Jabung kagir.
WayLima Melintin korin. KAPend kokin.
Menggala kogin. Sukadana karin. KotaBumi

kaym.

KAAsli Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya Kom-
Dpur Daya Sukau Krui Belalau KotAgung
TalaPada WayLima Sungkai Pubian Kalianda
KAPend Menggala basoh. Sukadana basah.
Jabung basoh. WayKanan basph. KotaBumi
bassh. Melintin basah. Ranau b3sox.

Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya Daya Ranau
Sukau Krui Belalau WayKanan KotAgung
TalaPada WayLima Sungkai Pubian Kalianda
Jabung Sukadana KotaBumi Menggala bia?.
KAAsli Kom-Dpur Melintin biya?. KAPend
biat.

KAAsli Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur Daya Ranau
Sukau Krui Belalau KotAgung TalaPada
WayLima Sungkai Pubian Kalianda KAPend
Menggala apuy. WayKanan Melintin Jabung
Kom-Adu Komllir Sukadana KotaBumi apuy.

Komllir Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur Daya Ranau
Sukau WayKanan KotAgung TalaPada
WayLima Melintin Jabung suah. Krui Belalau
Sungkai TalaPada Pubian Kalianda Menggala
Jwah. Kom-Dpur suwa?.

KAAsli mulpul. KomlIlir mulpul. Kom-Adu
mulpul. Menggala mop:ul. KAAsli pulpul.
KotaBumi pup:ul. Sukadana pup:ul. KAPend

pulpul. Menggala popup:ul.
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reflexes

145

146

146

147

147

148

149

150

151

’

‘smoke

‘ashes/
dust’

‘ashes/
dust’

‘black’

‘black’

‘white’

‘red’

‘yellow’

‘green’

*hasap *qasep {Z2}

*habu *qabu {B1}

*hambua

*halom *halem ‘night,
dark’ {Z2}

*hararn *qajen ‘charcoal’
{B2}

*ma-
handa?

*ma-suluh *suluq ‘torch’ {Z2}

“*ma-kunir *ma-kunij {B1}

“*ma-hujaw *hizaw ‘fighting
cock with greenish
feathers’ {B2}

KAAsli Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya Kom-
Dpur Daya Belalau KotAgung TalaPada
WayKanan Sungkai haso?. Sukau Krui Pubian
Kalianda Jabung Menggala aso?. Melintin
KotaBumi asa?. WayLima hasok. Ranau asok.
Sukadana asa?. KAPend hasop.

KAAsli Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya Pubian
KAPend habu. Melintin Jabung abu. Sukadana
KotaBumi ab’0. Menggala abew.

Kom-Dpur Ranau Sukau Krui Belalau
WayKanan KotAgung TalaPada WayLima
Sungkai hambua. Kom-Adu Komllir ‘dust’
hambua?. Kalianda habua. Daya mbua. Jabung
muo.

KAAsli Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya Kom-
Dpur Daya Belalau WayKanan KotAgung
Sungkai Pubian halom. Krui halom. Sukau
alom. Ranau Jabung alom. WayLima ‘dark’
kalom.

Melintin Sukadana KotaBumi Menggala arar.
TalaPada KAPend hagon. WayLima haror.
Kalianda aror.

KAAsli Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya Kom-
Dpur Daya Belalau WayKanan KotAgung
TalaPada Sungkai Pubian handa?. Sukau
Kalianda Sukadana KotaBumi Menggala
anda?. WayLima handak. KAPend han‘a?.
KAAsli han:a?. Krui mahanda?. Melintin na?.
Jabung ana?. Ranau 3nds.

KAAsli Sukau Belalau WayKanan KotAgung
TalaPada WayLima Sungkai Pubian Kalianda
Melintin Jabung Sukadana KotaBumi
Menggala suluh. Krui masuluh. Ranau suluy.
KAPend suluh.

KAAsli Kom-Dpur Daya kunes. Belalau kuney.
Kom-Adu ‘turmeric’ kunig. KAPend kunoy.
Ranau kuncey. Sukau kunjey. Kom-Adu kupjes.
Krui makunjey.

Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur Daya
Belalau WayKanan KotAgung TalaPada
WayLima Sungkai Pubian hujaw. Ranau
Sukau Kalianda Melintin Jabung Sukadana
KotaBumi ujaw. KAAsli KAPend hujow. Krui
mahujaw. Menggala ojaw.
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152

152

153

154

154

155

155

156

157

157
158

‘small’ *ma-luni?

‘small’ *roni? cf. *kedi {B1}

‘big’ *balak

‘short’ *buntak

‘short’ “*ma-rabah cf. *ma-babaq
{B1}

‘long’ “*tijan

‘long’ *kajun

‘thin’ “*ma-nipis *ma-nipis {B1}

‘thick’ “*ma-kadal cf. MAL kontal id.

‘thick’ *amal

‘narrow’ *ma-pali?

Sukau Belalau WayKanan KotAgung TalaPada
Sungkai Pubian Melintin Jabung Sukadana
KotaBumi Menggala luni?. WayLima lunik.
Krui malune?.

Kom-Dpur Daya Sungkai goni?. Kom-Adu
KAPend roni?. Ranau yani?. KAAsli gone?.
Komllir gonr?. Kom-Jaya gonr?. Kalianda
Borui?.

KAAsli Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya Kom-
Dpur Daya Ranau Krui Belalau WayKanan
KotAgung TalaPada WayLima Sungkai
Pubian Kalianda Melintin Jabung Sukadana
KotaBumi Menggala balak. KAPend balok.
Sukau bala?.

Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur
Daya Krui Belalau WayKanan Pubian bunta?.
Sungkai buntak. Ranau bunt3s?. KotAgung
buta?. Jabung bata?.

Melintin Sukadana KotaBumi ibah. TalaPada
Kalianda gab:ah. Menggala ebah. KAPend
mobah. WayLima rabah. KAAsli gobah.

Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur Daya WayKanan
Sungkai Pubian Jabung tijay. KotaBumi tij:ap.
KAAsli Kom-Adu Komllir KAPend toja.
Melintin Sukadana Menggala tajar.

Ranau Sukau Krui Belalau KotAgung
TalaPada WayLima kajuy. Kalianda gaj:un.
Daya goajun.

Kom-Adu Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur Ranau
Sukau WayKanan Sungkai Pubian Jabung
nipis. Belalau KotAgung TalaPada KotaBumi
Menggala tipis. Kalianda Melintin Sukadana
ipis. Komllir Daya nip1s. KAAsli KAPend tipis.
Krui manipis.

Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur Daya Ranau Sukau
Belalau WayKanan KotAgung TalaPada
WayLima Sungkai Pubian Kalianda Jabung
kadol. Krui makadsl. KAAsli Kom-Adu Komllir
kodol.

KAPend amol. Sukadana amol. Melintin am:al.

Daya Sukau Belalau WayKanan Sungkai
Pubian Kalianda pali?. Krui mapile?. Ranau
pali. WayLima palik. TalaPada pali?. KotAgung
paLr?.



An Initial Reconstruction of Proto-Lampungic

97

# gloss PLP PMP reflexes

158 ‘narrow’ *rupit cf. *kepit {B1} Kom-Dpur Kalianda Jabung Sukadana supi?.
Komllir Kom-Jaya supr?. Melintin kipu?.
KAPend supit.

158 ‘narrow’ e*s-am-ak *-sek ‘cram, Kom-Adu sosok’. Menggala som6?. KotaBumi

crowd’ {B2} sama?. KAPend ‘untidy’ somo?.

159 ‘wide’ *barat Belalau WayKanan TalaPada Sungkai
Pubian Kalianda Melintin Jabung Sukadana
KotaBumi baga?. KAAsli Kom-Adu Komllir
boga?. Kom-Jaya Menggala bora?. Sukau Krui
baya?. KAPend borat. WayLima barak. Ranau
bays?. KotAgung bay:a?.

160 ‘sick/ *ma-sakit  *ma-sakit {B1} KAAsli Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya Daya

painful’ WayKanan TalaPada Pubian Kalianda
Melintin Jabung Sukadana KotaBumi
Menggala saki?. Krui masaki?. KAPend sakit.
Ranau s3ki.
160 ‘sick/ “*arip KAAsli Daya Sungkai Kalianda Melintin
painful’ Jabung KotaBumi Menggala mazin. Kom-Adu
Komllir magm. Sukadana axip.

160 ‘sick/ *ma-ruyuh Ranau Sukau muyuyuh. KotAgung mayuyuh.

painful’ Belalau mohuyuh.

161 ‘shy/ *ma-liam  *Nayam ‘tame’ KAAsli Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya Kom-

ashamed’ {B2} Dpur Daya Ranau Belalau WayKanan
KotAgung TalaPada WayLima Sungkai Pubian
Kalianda liom. Sukau muliom. Krui maliom.

161 ‘shy/ *malu KAAsli Melintin Jabung KAPend malu.

ashamed’ Sukadana KotaBumi mal’o. Menggala malew.

162 ‘old *tuha *ma-tuqah {B1} Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya Ranau Sukau

(person)’ Krui Belalau KotAgung TalaPada WayLima
Sungkai Pubian Kalianda tuha. KAAsli
KAPend tuhe. Menggala tohow. Kom-Dpur
toha. Melintin Sukadana tuh’>. WayKanan
tuhza. KotaBumi tuh:ap. Daya taha. Jabung
tay3.

163 ‘new’ “*bahyu *bageRu {B1} Daya bahyu. Melintin (Walker) bayau.
Kotabumi (Junaiyah et al.) bay:au. Melintin
baru. Sukadana Kotabumi bar’o. Pubian baxu.
Menggala bagew.

163 ‘new’ “*ampay KAAsli Kom-Adu Komllir KAPend ompay.

Ranau Sukau Krui Belalau WayKanan
WayLima Sungkai Pubian ampay. KotAgung
Kalianda Jabung Sukadana KotaBumi ap:ay.
TalaPada amp:ay. Melintin ap:ay.
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164

164

164

165

166

166

167

168

169

170
170

‘good’

‘good’

good’

‘bad’

‘true/
correct’

‘true/
correct’

‘night’

’

‘day

‘year’

‘when’

‘when’

*halaw

*bati?

“wayway

**jahat

*banar

*tomoan

*bipi

*harani

*tahun

““idan
“*kuda

*zaqat {B1}

*ma-bener {B1}

*beRpyi {B1}

*daqani {Z2}

*taqun {B1}

*ijan {B1}
*kuja ‘how’ {B1}

Kom-Adu Komllir holaw. KAPend holow. Kom-
Jaya Kom-Dpur Daya Sukau Krui WayLima
Sungkai Pubian Kalianda halaw. KAAsli
WayKanan KotAgung halaw.

Belalau KotAgung TalaPada Pubian Jabung
bati?. Komllir boti?.

Melintin Sukadana KotaBumi Menggala
waway.

KAAsli Komllir Kom-Adu Kom-Jaya Daya
Ranau WayKanan KotAgung TalaPada Pubian
Kalianda KAPend Menggala jahat. Kom-Dpur
jaha?. Jabung jah:at. Sungkai jahat.

KAAsli Kom-Adu Komllir bonor. Kom-Jaya
Daya Sungkai Kalianda WayKanan Jabung
banog. Belalau KotAgung banoy. KAPend
bonor. WayLima banor. KotaBumi banar.
Ranau TalaPada banoy. Pubian bano?.

Melintin Sukadana KotaBumi toman.
Menggala tom:on. Sungkai tamon. Sukau
tomon.

KAAsli Kom-Dpur Ranau Sukau Belalau
WayKanan Sungkai Pubian dobipi. Kom-Jaya
Sukau Krui WayKanan dibini. KotAgung
TalaPada Kalianda dabini. KAAsli KAPend
debini. Kom-Adu WayLima bini. Jabung bini.
Melintin bip9y. Sukadana dibipay. KomlIlir
dibmi. Menggala dobin9y. KotaBumi dabinay.
Daya dibini.

Kom-Dpur Daya WayKanan KotAgung
TalaPada Sungkai Pubian Kalianda Jabung
gani. Sukau WayLima rani. Kom-Jaya hugani.
Kom-Adu Komllir hagani. Ranau Krui yani.
Belalau yani.

KAAsli Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya Kom-
Dpur Daya Ranau Sukau Krui Belalau
KotAgung TalaPada WayLima Pubian
Kalianda KAPend Menggala tahun. WayKanan
Sungkai Melintin Jabung Sukadana tah:un.
Kom-Jaya Daya taun. KotaBumi tah:un.

KAAsli Kom-Adu Kom-Dpur Daya idan.

Sungkai kumada. Kom-Jaya komoda.
WayKanan kom’da. KotaBumi akunkado.
TalaPada WayLima kasaka. Komllir kudasaka.
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171

171

172

173

174

175

175

175

176

‘hide’ “*jamut

‘hide’ “*saga?

‘climb’ *cakat

at’ *di

‘inside’ *di lam

‘above’ *di atas

‘above’ *di lambuny

‘above’ *di upga?

‘below’ *di bah

*sakat {B2}

*di {B1}

*i-dalem, lem {B1}

*i-tagas {B1}

*i-babaq {B1}

Kom-Adu Komllir bujamot’. Kom-Jaya
Menggala bajamo?. KAAsli bejamét’. Sungkai
bujamo?. WayKanan bajamé?. Pubian bajamu?.
Jabung jamd?. KotaBumi jomamé?. Sukadana
jomamd?. Melintin majam:o?.

Daya Ranau Sukau Belalau KotAgung
TalaPada WayLima Kalianda sago?. Kom-Dpur
masago?. Krui sigo?. WayKanan jiarol. KAPend
‘bribe’ sogo?.

KAAsli Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya Kom-
Dpur Daya Ranau Sukau Krui Belalau
WayKanan KotAgung TalaPada Sungkai
Pubian Kalianda Melintin Jabung Sukadana
KotaBumi Menggala caka?. KAPend cakat.

Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Dpur Daya Ranau
Sukau Krui Belalau WayKanan KotAgung
TalaPada WayLima Sungkai Pubian Kalianda
Melintin Jabung KAPend Sukadana KotaBumi
Menggala di. KAAsli de.

Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Dpur Daya Belalau
KotAgung Sungkai Pubian Kalianda Jabung
dilom. Melintin Sukadana KotaBumi Menggala
dilom. KAAsli de dilom. Kom-Dpur delom.
TalaPada dilom. Sukau dilom. KAPend dolom.
Kom-Jaya Ranau Krui WayKanan WayLima
dalom.

Ranau Krui TalaPada di atas. Sukau KotAgung
KAPend datas. Kalianda di atos. Melintin
diatas.

Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur Daya Pubian di lambun.
WayKanan Jabung dilambur. Sungkai
dolambun.

KAAsli de dupa?. Belalau Sukadana KotaBumi
di unga?. Menggala dipga?. Komllir dip:a?.
Kom-Adu dunga?.

Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Dpur Daya Belalau
Sungkai Pubian di bah. Krui KotAgung Jabung
dibah. Melintin KotaBumi dibahan. KAAsli

de dibah. KAPend debahan. TalaPada di bah.
Sukadana dibshan. Ranau dibsh. Kalianda
dib:ah. Kom-Jaya dobah. WayKanan dabah.
Sukau dibah.
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177

177
178

178

179

179

179

180

181

181

182

‘this’ *hiji~ji,

*hija~ji

‘this’
‘that (near)’

c;\'sa

“*hini~ni,
“*hina~na

*i-ni ‘this’, *i-na
‘that, there’ {B2}

‘that (far)’ “*hudi~di,

“*huda~ da

*-di {B2}

‘near’ *ma-ri2di?

‘near’ *para?

‘near’ *padak

‘far’ *jawah *ma-zauq {B1}

‘where’ di ipa

‘where’ e*di kuda *kuja ‘how’ {B1}

‘T “*naku *ni aku {B2}

Sungkai Pubian Kalianda hiji. KotAgung
TalaPada WayLima hinji. Ranau Krui Sukau
inji. Daya honji. Kom-Adu Komllir WayKanan
sija. KAAsli KAPend ije. Menggala ejow.
Belalau hij:o. Jabung KotaBumi ijo. Melintin
Sukadana ij*.

Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur WayKanan sa.

KAPend ini. Sukadana KotaBumi Menggala
in9y. Komllir Kom-Jaya sino. Kom-Adu
WayKanan sina. Belalau KotAgung hin:o.
Jabung ins. Melintin in®).

Kom-Dpur Daya TalaPada Sungkai Pubian
hudi. Sukau sadi. Ranau Krui Kalianda udi.
Komllir sudo. WayKanan suda. KAAsli udo.

WayKanan Sungkai Pubian ridi?. KotAgung
TalaPada Kalianda xad:ii?. Ranau Sukau
yadi?. Kom-Dpur Daya gi?di?. Krui mayade?.
WayLima radik. Komllir godi?. Jabung radi?.
Belalau rodi?.

KAAsli Menggala paro?. Sukadana para?.
Melintin KotaBumi pag9?.

KAPend podok. Kom-Adu podok’. Kom-Jaya
padok.

KAAsli Kom-Jaya Daya Krui Belalau
KotAgung TalaPada Sungkai Pubian Kalianda
KAPend Menggala jawoh. Kom-Adu Komllir
Kom-Dpur jawoh. Melintin Sukadana jawah.
WayLima jaoh. Sukau jawo. Jabung jawoh.
WayKanan jawph. KotaBumi jawah. Ranau
Jjawox.

Komllir Kom-Jaya Sukau Krui Belalau
WayKanan TalaPada WayLima Sungkai
Pubian Kalianda dipa. Kom-Dpur Daya
KotAgung di dipa. KAAsli de dipe. Kom-Adu di
pa. Jabung dips. Ranau di ipa.

KAPend dekude. Menggala di kadow.
KotaBumi dikado. Sukadana dikad’>. Melintin
diked’).

Kom-Adu Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur Sukau
Belalau WayKanan KotAgung Sungkai
Pubian Kalianda Melintin Jabung Sukadana
KotaBumi Menggala na?. KAAsli KomlIlir
KAPend ona?. TalaPada WayLima nak. Krui
na?ku. Ranau nsku. Daya jua?.
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183

183

184

185

185

185

186

187

188

188

‘you (sg.)’ “*ni-ku *ni ‘agent/
possessor marker’
*i-kahu ‘you (sg.)’

{B2}

c*s-kam *i-kamu ‘you (pl.)’

{B1}

‘you (sg.)’

‘(s)he’ *si-ia {Z2}

‘we (excl.)’ <* hikam *kami {B1}

‘we (incl.) <*kita *i-kita {B1}

‘we (incl.) “*ram

‘you (pl.)’  “*ku-ti upin *i-kahu {B1}

‘they’ “*ti-an

‘what’ *api *apa {B1}

‘what’ “*ana

KAAsli Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya Kom-
Dpur Daya Ranau Sukau Krui Belalau
WayKanan KotAgung TalaPada WayLima
Sungkai Pubian Kalianda Jabung KAPend
niku. Melintin Sukadana KotaBumi nik?o.
Menggala nikew.

WayKanan Sukadana KotaBumi puskam.
Jabung maskam. Melintin s’kzam. Menggala
skam.

Kom-Dpur Daya WayKanan KotAgung
TalaPada WayLima Sungkai Ranau Pubian
Kalianda ia. Melintin Sukadana KotaBumi i*).
KAAsli KAPend oye. Jabung io. Komllir oya.
Kom-Adu ya. Kom-Jaya yana. Menggala y:o.

Sukau ana.

KAAsli Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya Belalau
WayKanan KotAgung TalaPada WayLima
Kalianda KAPend sikam. Kom-Dpur Daya
Sungkai Pubian hikam. Kalianda Melintin
Jabung Sukadana KotaBumi ‘I’ ikam. Sukau
Krui sokam. Menggala ekam. KotaBumi
ikamjo. Ranau saksm. Menggala ‘T’ ekam.

Kom-Adu Komllir Belalau kita. KAAsli
KAPend kite.

Komllir Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur Daya Belalau
WayKanan Sukadana Menggala kam. Krui
nayam. Sukau yam.

Kom-Adu Kom-Dpur Daya WayKanan
WayLima Jabung kuti. Ranau Sukau Krui kati.
Sungkai Pubian kuti unin. KotAgung TalaPada
kut:i. Kom-Jaya kuti kunm. Komllir kutm:a.
Belalau kuti unin. Sukau kati sunini. Kalianda
kati sa?uniner. Krui katiunin.

KAAsli Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya Ranau
Sukau Krui Belalau WayKanan KotAgung
TalaPada WayLima Sungkai Pubian Kalianda
Melintin Jabung Sukadana KotaBumi
Menggala tian. KAPend honti. Kom-Dpur
tiyan. Daya tiandi.

KAAsli Kom-Adu Kom-Jaya Ranau Sukau
Krui Belalau WayKanan KotAgung TalaPada

WayLima Sungkai Pubian Kalianda Jabung
api. Komllir apiya. Melintin ap®).

KAPend oni. Menggala now. KotaBumi j1.
Sukadana jiow.
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189

190

191

192

192

193

193

193

194

195

196

‘who

‘other’

‘all’

‘and/ with’

‘and/ with’

‘if

qf’

qf

‘how’

not’

‘count’

si-apa

*sumang

*unin

“jama *ma {B1}

c;’:ri?

“*kantu *ka/nu {B1}

* ki

“*amun

c-.':ipa

*ma(k?) *bak {B2}

*hitun *qi(n)tuny {Z2}

Kom-Adu KomlIlir Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur

Daya Ranau Sukau Krui Belalau WayKanan
KotAgung TalaPada WayLima Sungkai Pubian
Kalianda sapa. KAAsli KAPend sape. KotaBumi
siaps. Menggala sapow. Jabung saps. Melintin
Sukadana ap®.

Komllir Kom-Jaya Daya KotAgung TalaPada
Sungkai Kalianda Melintin KotaBumi sumap.

Daya Krui KotAgung WayLima Sungkai
Pubian Kalianda Jabung unin. Ranau Belalau
sunin. Kom-Jaya kuyiin. Komllir kaupm. Kom-
Adu ka?unm. Sukau supmn. TalaPada sa?upnin:i.
KotaBumi unon. Sukadana unan. Kom-Dpur
unmi.

WayKanan WayLima Sungkai Kalianda jama.
Jabung Sukadana KotaBumi jamé. Menggala
jamow. Melintin jam33.

Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur
Belalau KotAgung WayLima ki?. Ranau Sukau
yi. Daya hi?. Krui ye?. TalaPada ga?.

Kom-Dpur TalaPada Pubian kantu. Sukau
Krui kintu. Belalau kitu. Menggala kitu. Ranau
katu.

KotAgung WayLima ki. Belalau ki?. Kalianda
aki.

Kom-Adu Kom-Jaya Daya amon. KAAsli
Pubian lamon. Melintin Menggala lamon.
Sungkai Sukadana KotaBumi lamun. Jabung
lamon. Komllir aman. WayKanan amon.

Pubian gagoh-pa. WayLima rapa. Kom-Adu
sanopa. Krui yapa-dis. Kalianda na-gap:a.
Sukau yapa-ni. Ranau yap3-ki. Sukadana p°o-
up’. KotAgung rap:a. Belalau rap:a-hana.
TalaPada gop:a. Daya ji?-ipa. Kom-Jaya ju?-
sipa. WayKanan ju?-gipa. Kom-Dpur "ju?-gipa.
KAAsli sanipe. Komllir sanipa.

KAAsli KAPend homa?. Kom-Adu Kom-Jaya
Kom-Dpur WayKanan Sungkai ma?wat.
Komllir ma?wat. Kom-Jaya Belalau KotAgung
Pubian Kalianda Jabung mawat. Daya at.
Ranau Sukau Krui mawe?. TalaPada muwat.
WayLima Sukadana KotaBumi ma?. Melintin
iwa?. Menggala ma?waz?.

Krui Kalianda KotaBumi pitun. Jabung
Menggala itur. Belalau hituy.
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196 ‘count’ *bilan *bilan {B2} Kom-Dpur Daya babilay. Kom-Adu TalaPada
pambilay. Kom-Dpur bilay. Komllir mbilay.

197 ‘one’ crasay *esa {B1} Kom-Adu Kom-Dpur Daya Sukau Krui
WayKanan Melintin Jabung Sukadana
KotaBumi Menggala say. Belalau KotAgung
TalaPada WayLima Sungkai Pubian Kalianda
sai. KAAsli Komllir KAPend osay. Ranau s3y.
Kom-Jaya say.

198 ‘two’ *rua *duha {B1} Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur
Daya Ranau Sukau Krui Belalau WayKanan
KotAgung TalaPada WayLima Sungkai
Pubian Kalianda gua. KAAsli KAPend suwe.
Melintin Sukadana w’o. Jabung KotaBumi wo.
Menggala wow.

199 ‘three’ *talu *telu {B1} Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur Daya Ranau Sukau
Belalau WayKanan WayLima Sungkai Pubian
Jabung talu. KotAgung TalaPada talu. Krui
tilu. KAAsli Kom-Adu Komllir tolu.

200 ‘four’ *apat *epat {B1} Sukau Belalau TalaPada Pubian Kalianda
Jabung Sukadana KotaBumi pa?. KAAsli
Komllir opa?. WayKanan Sungkai pat. Kom-
Adu Menggala p:a?. Krui Melintin apa?.
KAPend opat. WayLima pak. Ranau p3?. Kom-
Dpur gpa?. KotAgung ap:a?.

‘angry’ *marah Kom-Adu KAPend Menggala masah. KAAsli
Sukadana marah. WayKanan magah.

‘angry’ *butan Kom-Jaya Ranau Sukau Krui butor.

‘answer’ *timbal Daya Krui Belalau WayKanan Sukadana

timbal. Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur nimbal. Menggala
nombal. Komllir timbali. Ranau timb3l. KAPend
tmbali.

‘banana’ *punti *punti {Z2} KAAsli Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya Kom-
Dpur Daya Ranau Sukau Krui WayKanan
KAPend punti. Belalau puti. Sukadana putay.
Menggala pot:9y.

‘be, exist’”  *wat *wada {B2} Kom-Adu Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur Belalau
WayKanan KotAgung TalaPada WayLima
Sungkai Pubian Kalianda Jabung wat.
Komllir wat. Daya at. Ranau Sukau Krui we?.
Melintin Menggala wa?.

‘because’  “*ulih *uliq ‘return; KotAgung WayLima ulih. Kalianda ulihni.
restore; repeat’ TalaPada ulihapi. Kom-Adu lah. Ranau uleh.
{Z2} Sungkai KotaBumi ulah. Pubian ulah sina.
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‘betel leaf’

‘betel nut’

‘bitter’

‘blind’

‘blow gun’

‘blow gun’

‘boil water’

‘boil’

‘broom’

]

‘bury
‘call’

‘call’

‘canoe
paddle’

‘canoe
paddle’

*buluy
cambay

*(k)uray

*ma-pahit

*buta

*sapu(t?)

“tulup
C:‘fruyga?

*sunut

s

*sapu

(loan)
*dudu

“*huraw-
haruh

2% dayuU

*kayuh

(*zambay) ‘areca
palm” {Z1}

*paqit {Z2}

*buta {B2}

PHN *se(m)put
{Z2}

*sapu {Z2}

*dayun {Z2}

9

Probably not a valid reconstruction.

Komllir Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur Daya Krui
WayKanan bulung cambay. KAAsli Kom-
Adu Ranau Sukau Krui Belalau Sukadana
Menggala cambay. Sukau bulun ni cambay.
KAPend bulupy camay.

Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur Daya
WayKanan ugay. KAAsli kusay.

KAAsli Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Dpur Daya
Belalau Kalianda pahi?. Sukau mupahe?.
KotaBumi pahi?. Menggala pahe?. KAPend
pahit. Sukadana pahi°’?. Ranau Krui pahe?.
Kom-Jaya pahr?. WayKanan pah:i?.

Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur Daya
Krui Belalau WayKanan buta. KAAsli KAPend
bute. Menggala botow. Sukadana but®>. Ranau
Sukau muta.

Sukau Krui WayKanan Menggala sapu?. Ranau
sapuk’. Sukadana sapu°?.

KAAsli Komllir Kom-Jaya KAPend tulup.

Komllir Kom-Jaya WayKanan surga?.
Kom-Dpur Daya magunga?. Krui mayonga?.
Sukau mayunga?. Belalau masunga?. Ranau
moayung3s?. Kom-Adu gonga?. KAAsli siipa?.

Kom-Adu Kalianda basunu?. KAPend bapsulut.
KAAsli bapsuns?. Sukau musunu?. Menggala
mosond?. Kom-Jaya mosunu?. WayKanan
monsuno?. Belalau masunu?. Kom-Dpur
masunu?. Ranau masunu?. Sukadana pasunu?.
KotaBumi sunu?.

Komllir Kom-Dpur Sukau Belalau WayKanan
panapu. Kom-Adu Krui panapu. Menggala
ponapew. Kom-Jaya ponapu. Sukadana
ponap’o. Ranau ponspu. Daya napu.

(<AR kubur)

Komllir dudu. KAAsli nudu. Kom-Adu andudu.

Kom-Dpur Daya hasuh. Kom-Jaya hasoh. Kalianda
aruh. Ranau Sukau Krui uyau. WayKanan usaw.
KAAsli pesoharo. Belalau osau.

Sukau Krui Belalau dayun.

KAAsli Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya Kom-
Dpur pagayuh. KAPend bakayuh. Sukadana
kayoh. Daya kayuh. WayKanan punayoh.
WayKanan Menggala panayoh.
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‘canoe’ *bidu? KAAsli Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya Kom-
Dpur Daya WayKanan bidu?. KAPend bidow?.
‘canoe’ "parahu *paraqu ‘boat’ Krui prahu. Belalau parahu. Sukadana pagah’o.
{B2} Menggala pegahew.

‘carry’ *atat *hateD WayLima atot. Sukadana atat.
‘accompany; send’
{B2}

‘chest’ *dada *dahdah {Z2} Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur Daya
Ranau Sukau Krui Belalau WayKanan dada.
KAAsli KAPend dade. Menggala dadow.
Sukadana dad’.

‘chicken’  “*sisiw (see Proto-Philippines KAAsli Kom-Adu sisu. Kom-Dpur Daya sisuy.

also ‘bird’)  *siwsiw {Z1} Komllir sisu.

‘chin’ **dagu KAAsli Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya Kom-
Dpur Daya Ranau Sukau Krui Belalau
WayKanan KAPend dagu. Menggala dagew.
Sukadana dag’.

‘coconut *kalapa Sukau Krui kalapa. Menggala kolapow.

(ripe)’ Belalau kalapa. Sukadana kalap?.

‘coconut *niwi *niuR {Z2} Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya Daya niwi.

(ripe)’ KAAsli Kom-Dpur WayKanan KAPend jiiwi.

‘coconut *dugan KAAsli Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya Kom-

(unripe)’ Dpur Ranau Sukau Krui Belalau WayKanan
Sukadana dugan. Daya duga’n.

‘comb’ *gaygay Kom-Adu Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur pangaygay.

‘comb’ “*sual *suat {B2} KAAsli Sukau Krui suwal. Kom-Jaya Belalau
KAPend sual. Ranau suwsl. Komllir s'ual.

‘cooked “*amay *hemay {B2} Ranau Sukau Krui Belalau mi. Sukadana m3y.

rice’ Menggala m:9y. KAPend omi.

‘cough’ *hia? KAAsli Daya WayKanan hiyo?. Kom-Jaya
Kom-Dpur Hio?. WayKanan moéhio?. KomlIlir
mahio?. Belalau mohio?. Kom-Adu mohoyo?.
Sukadana mahaya?.

‘cough’ *hagal Ranau hagol. Sukau muygol. Krui mahagol.

‘crocodile’ *buha *buqgaya {Z2} Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya Ranau Sukau
Krui Belalau WayLima buha. KAAsli KAPend
buhe. Menggala bohow. Kom-Dpur Daya boha.
Sukadana buh33. WayKanan buh:a.

‘deaf’ *tilu *tilu ‘earwax’ {B2} Ranau Sukau Krui Belalau tilu. Menggala
tilew. Sukadana til’s.

‘deaf’ “*tula? *tuli ‘earwax’ {B2} Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur Daya tulo?. Kom-Adu
Komllir tulp?. WayKanan tolo?.

‘deer’ *bisa cf. *Rusa {Z2} Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Dpur Daya bisa.

KAAsli KAPend bise. Menggala doso.
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‘deer’ *uncal Kom-Jaya Ranau Sukau Krui WayKanan
uncal. Belalau ucal. Sukadana ucal.

‘defecate’  *isip KAAsli Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur Ranau Sukau
Krui Belalau KAPend Menggala misip. Kom-
Adu Komllir Daya mism. Sukadana misi’y.
WayKanan mism. KAPend misip.

‘descend’”  *ragah Sukau Krui yagah. Kom-Adu Komllir xogoh.
Ranau yagah. KAAsli gogo?. Kom-Dpur gagoh.
Belalau yagoh.

‘descend’”  "*turun KAPend Menggala tusun. Sukadana turun.

‘dibble *tugal *tugal {B2} Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya Daya Ranau

stick’ WayKanan KAPend tugal. KAAsli Kom-Dpur
Sukau Krui nugal. Menggala nogal.

‘difficult’”  “*susah *sugsaq {A1} KAAsli Krui KAPend susah. Menggala sosah.

‘difficult”  “*sukar Kom-Adu KAPend sukor. Menggala sukoy.

‘dipper’ “*timbu? KAAsli Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Dpur timbu?.
Menggala tombu?. Sukadana ambu??.

‘dry *karany (cf. PWMP *keRan Sukau Krui gayan. Kom-Jaya Daya Ranau

(clothes)’  140.‘dry’) {Z2} kagan. Kom-Dpur pagar.

‘dry *paway Kom-Adu Komllir Belalau maway. KAAsli

(clothes)’ WayKanan paway.

‘eggplant’  *tiup PHN? *terun {Z2} KAAsli Komllir Kom-Jaya Daya Ranau
Sukau Belalau WayKanan KAPend Sukadana
Menggala tiug. Kom-Dpur Krui tiyun. Kom-
Adu tiup.

‘eight’ *walu *walu {Z2} KAAsli Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya Kom-
Dpur Daya Ranau Sukau Krui Belalau
WayKanan KAPend walu. Menggala walew.
Sukadana wal’.

‘excrement’ *tahi *taqi {Z2} Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur Daya Ranau Sukau Krui
Belalau tahi. WayKanan tah:i. KAAsli Kom-Adu
Komllir KAPend tahi?. Sukadana Menggala
tahay.

‘face’ *puda? KAAsli Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya Kom-
Dpur Ranau Sukau Belalau WayKanan
Sukadana puda?. Krui buda?. Daya Menggala
poda?.

‘fast’ *gancang Kom-Adu Komllir Daya gancay. KAPend
gancarn.

‘fast’ *ma-galu? Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur Daya Ranau Sukau

Belalau WayKanan Menggala golu?. Sukadana
galwr?. Kalianda galu?. Krui magalu?.
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‘fat
(adjective)’

*ma-gamuk

‘fence’ *kandan

‘field rice’ “*paray *pajay {Z2}

‘field’ *huma *quma ‘work (in

fields)’ {B2}

‘field’
‘fight’

“*dara?

*laga

‘fight’ “*pisaw PHN *pisaw ‘knife’

{z2}

‘finger’ *jari *zari {Z2}

‘finger’ “*jariji

‘finger’ *ragarana

‘fire place’ *tupgku

‘fish line’ *kawil *kawil {Z2}

‘five’ *lima *lima {Z2}

‘floor’ **galadak

‘floor’ *lantay PHN? lan-tay {Z2}

Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur Daya Sukau Belalau
WayKanan Sukadana gomu?. Kom-Adu
Komllir gomu?. Ranau gemuk. KAAsli gomo?.
KAPend gomuk. Menggala gomé?. Krui
mogomu?.

KAAsli Kom-Dpur Daya KAPend kandar.
(Other isolects kuta < SKT.)

KAAsli Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya Kom-
Dpur Daya Belalau paxi. Sukau Krui payi.
KAPend payi. Menggala payoy. WayKanan
page. Sukadana paray. Ranau p3yi.

Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Dpur Daya Ranau
huma. KAAsli KAPend hume. Kom-Jaya
humah. WayKanan hun:d. Menggala omo.
Sukadana um?.

Krui daya. Sukau daya?. Belalau daxa?.

Kom-Adu Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur Sukau Belalau
WayKanan laga. Daya laga. KAAsli lage.
Menggala lagow. Sukadana lag®.

KAAsli Daya KAPend pisu.

Ranau Sukau Krui jayi. Kom-Adu Belalau jasi.
Menggala jagoy.

KAPend jerigi. Komllir jarigi. KAAsli jariji.
Kom-Dpur jasiji.

Kom-Jaya WayKanan rapasana. Daya narana.
Sukadana garar’s.

KAAsli Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya Kom-
Dpur Daya Ranau Krui Belalau WayKanan
tupku. Sukadana tuk?o. Menggala tok:ew.

KAAsli Kom-Dpur Daya Sukau Belalau
WayKanan KAPend Sukadana Menggala
kawil. Kom-Adu Komllir kawil. Ranau k3wil.
Sukau uya? kawil. Krui gawil.

Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur
Daya Ranau Sukau Krui Belalau WayKanan
WayLima lima. KAAsli KAPend lime.
Menggala lemow. Sukadana lim®s.

Kom-Adu galadgk’. Kom-Jaya goladakan.
KAPend Ranau goladak. Kom-Dpur galadakan.
KAAsli galadak’. Daya galada?.

Komllir Sukau Krui WayKanan lantay. Belalau
lat:ai. Menggala latay. Sukadana lotay.



108

gloss

PLP

PMP

Karl Anderbeck

reflexes

“fly (n.)’

‘forget’

‘fragrant’

‘friend’
‘friend’

‘frog’

“full
stomach’

‘full’
‘full’

‘full’

‘gall
bladder’

‘ginger’

‘ginger’

‘give’

‘give’

<*lalat

*“lupa

*ma-harum

*ari?
“*kanti(?)

*minca?

*batan) (cf.
‘belly”)

*latap

*panuh

*pakpak

“*hamparu

*lahia

*jahi?

c:':ajuk

*kani

*lalej {Z2}

*beten) ‘belly’ {B2}

PAN *penuq {Z2}

*pekpek ‘swarm,;

full, complete; fill’

{B2}
*qapeju {B2}

*lagia (Blust p.c.)

*e(n)zuk ‘proffer,
offer’ {B2}

Kom-Adu KomlIlir Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur
Daya lalar. Sukau Krui yayal. Belalau haxal.
KotaBumi lalot. Kalianda lalox. KAPend owal.
Ranau y3y3l. Sukadana sal. WayKanan ragal.

Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur
Daya Ranau Sukau Krui Belalau WayKanan
lupa. KAAsli KAPend lupe. Menggala lopow.
Sukadana lup®s.

Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur WayKanan morsum.
KAAsli Kom-Adu Komllir KAPend horum.
Belalau masum. Sukau mayom. Krui mayum.
Daya agom. Ranau yum. Daya som. Sukadana
Ka?um.

KAAsli ore?. Komllir ori?. Krui ye?. Belalau
Bi?.

Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur Daya Sukau kanti?.
Ranau KAPend kanti.

Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya Daya Ranau
Sukau Krui kaminca?. Sukadana baci’?.
Belalau kamica?. KAAsli Kom-Dpur kaminca?.
WayKanan minca?.

KAAsli Kom-Adu Komllir KAPend botor.
Ranau Sukau Krui mator. Menggala bot:or.
Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur bator. Daya bator.
WayKanan baton. Sukadana bat:an. Belalau
mbaton.

Ranau Sukau Krui Belalau Sukadana latap.

Kom-Adu Komllir KAPend ponuh. KAAsli
ponoh. Kom-Dpur panuh. Daya panith.

KAAsli popo?. KAPend popok. Menggala
p9pok. KotaBumi pap:ak. Komering (Gaffar et
al. n.d) ‘envelop, sink, bury’ pokpok.

Kom-Adu hamposu. Belalau hampagu.

Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur Daya
WayKanan lahya. Ranau lih3. KAPend lahie.
KAAsli lahiye. KAAsli lahye.

Krui jahe. Sukau jahe?. Sukadana jahi’?.
Belalau jahi?. Menggala jah:e?.

Daya Ranau ju?. KAAsli pinju?. Kom-Adu
ponju?. Kom-Jaya nguju?. Menggala noju?.
Sukau pajuk. Kom-Dpur najuk’. WayKanan
naju?. Sukadana noju?. Komllir mjii?.

Belalau nani. WayLima kani. KAPend koni.
Sukadana kanay. Krui k3ni.
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‘go home’ *mulan KAAsli Kom-Adu Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur Daya
Sukau Krui Belalau KAPend Sukadana mulap.
Menggala molay. Komllir mulans. Ranau
mulsy. WayKanan miilay.

‘hand span’ *rakan Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur Daya Belalau WayKanan
Menggala gakan. KAAsli Kom-Adu Komllir
pokay. Ranau Sukau Krui yakay. Sukadana
rokan.

‘hard *karas Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur Daya Sukadana

(object)’ Menggala karas. Kom-Adu Komllir koxas.

‘hard ““tias *teRas {Z2} Daya KAPend tias. KAAsli tiyas.

(object)’

‘hard “*ma-tiha  cf. *teRas Ranau Sukau Belalau tiha. Krui matiha.

(object)’ WayKanan tahya.

‘heart’ *jantuny KAAsli Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya Kom-
Dpur Daya Ranau Sukau Krui Belalau
WayKanan WayLima KAPend jantus.
Sukadana Menggala jatu.

‘how *pira *pija {B2} Kom-Adu Api (Hadikusuma) pira. KotaBumi

much/ piro. Menggala pero.

many’

‘hundred’  *ratus *Ratus {Z2} KAAsli Kom-Dpur Daya Belalau WayKanan
KAPend sagatus. Sukau Krui sayatus. Kom-
Adu Komllir sagatus. Ranau seratus. Sukadana
seratus. Menggala sogatus. Kom-Jaya sogatus.

‘hungry’ *ma-batah  cf. *bitil {Z2} KAAsli Kom-Adu Komllir KAPend botoh.
Ranau Sukau Krui matox. Kom-Jaya bstoy.
Menggala bot:ox. Kom-Dpur batoh. Daya batoh.
KotaBumi bat:ah. Sukadana bat:ah. WayKanan
bat:ph. Belalau mbatoh. Sukau mutox.

‘husk of *huat KAAsli Komllir Kom-Dpur Daya Sukau

rice’ Kalianda huwo?. Kom-Adu howo?. KAPend
huwot. Ranau huwok’. Kom-Jaya huo?.
WayKanan hup?. KotaBumi uwa?. Sukadana
ua?.

‘hut in *kubu Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur Belalau kubu. Menggala

field’ kubew. WayKanan kubil.

‘hut in c*sapaw PHF *sa-paw {Z2} KAAsli Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya Kom-

field’ Dpur Daya Ranau Sukau KAPend sapu.
Sukadana sap’o.

‘ironwood’ *uplin Kom-Adu Komllir KAPend uplm. Ranau Sukau

ulin. KAAsli Kom-Jaya oplen. Kom-Dpur oplm.
Daya uplen.
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‘tch’

‘knife’

‘ladder’

‘lie
(deceive)’

‘lie
(deceive)’

‘lime’

clip,

clipy

‘live/dwell’
‘loincloth’

‘lose’

‘machete’

‘many’

‘many’

¢ ]

mat

1

mat’

‘medicine’

*gatal

*ladin

< (h)ijan

*buhun

*budi

*hapuy

<*birbir

“pizpi?

cx (t) api—?
*cawat

*laban

*candun

*gatel {Z2}

*ladip ‘cleaver,
sword’ {B2}

*haRezan {B2}

PAN *qapuR {Z2}

*birbir ‘rim, edge,
border’ {B2}

cf. *birbir ‘rim,
edge, border’

KAAsli Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya Kom-
Dpur Daya Ranau Sukau Krui Belalau KAPend
gatol. Sukadana KotaBumi Menggala gatal.
WayKanan gatpl.

KAAsli Kom-Jaya Ranau Sukau Krui Belalau
WayKanan KAPend ladin. Komllir ladms.

KAAsli Komllir Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur Daya
Sukadana ijan. Sukau Krui Belalau jan.
Menggala ejan. WayKanan hijan. Kom-Adu
ijjan. Ranau j3n. KAPend ojan.

KAAsli Ranau Sukau Krui KAPend buhun.
Komllir WayKanan buhunan. Belalau bohor.
Sukadana buhun. Menggala buhury. Kom-Jaya
pombohorn.

Kom-Jaya Daya budian. Kom-Dpur budi?an.
Kom-Adu pubudi.

KAAsli Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya Daya
Ranau WayKanan KAPend hapuy. Daya
tampuy. Sukadana apuymaluy.

Kom-Dpur Daya begber. Kom-Adu Komllir
bibir. Sukau Krui babey. KAAsli berber.
Belalau bib:ig. Ranau babey. KAAsli brrbrr.

WayKanan KAPend pi?pi?. Sukadana pup:i’?.
Menggala pop:?. Melintin ‘mouth’ pap:i?.
Kom-Jaya p1?pr?.

KAAsli opi?. Menggala top:i?. Sukadana tpi’?.
KAPend opi?.

Kom-Jaya Sukau cawot. Krui cawot’. KAAsli
cawat’.

Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur Ranau Sukau Belalau
WayKanan lobon. Daya lebon. Krui libon.
KAAsli Kom-Adu Komllir lobon.

KAAsli Kom-Jaya Ranau Sukau Krui Belalau
KAPend candur.

“*ma-lamun cf. *amin ‘all’ {Z2} Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur

*nayah

*sulan

:':apay
*labas

*hapaR {B2}

Daya Ranau Belalau WayLima lamon. KAAsli
WayKanan lamun. Krui malaman.

Sukau Sukadana nayah. Menggala ndydh.

Komllir Kom-Jaya Krui WayKanan sulan.
Daya sula’n.

WayLima Sukadana Menggala apay.

Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur Daya labas. KAAsli Kom-
Adu Komllir lobas.



An Initial Reconstruction of Proto-Lampungic

111

# gloss PLP PMP reflexes

‘medicine’ *ubat *ubaj {A2} Belalau Sukadana Menggala obat. Ranau
Sukau Krui WayKanan ubat.

‘monkey’  *kara Kom-Adu Komllir koga. Kom-Dpur Daya
Ranau WayKanan kara. KAPend kowe. KAAsli
koge. Menggala koyow. Sukadana kag®).
Belalau kaya. Krui kya. Kom-Jaya kga.

‘morning’  **pagi *pagi ‘later, KAAsli Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya Kom-

‘mortar’ *lasuny

‘mountain’ **gunun

‘mud’ *cak
‘mud’ *ta(k?)
‘nine’ *siwa
‘not (n.)’ *layan
‘old “*ma-(r)uni
(object)’

‘old **saka
(object)’

‘pay’ *bayar
‘pestle’ “*halu
‘pig’ *babuy

tomorrow’ {B2}

PHF *lesun {Z2}

PHN *cak {Z2}
*pitak {72}

*siwa {Z2}

*laqin ‘other’ {Z2}

*bayad {Z2}

*qahelu, *hagelu
{B2}

*babuy {Z2}

Dpur Daya Ranau Sukau Krui Belalau
WayKanan KAPend pagi.

KAAsli Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur Daya Ranau
Sukau Belalau WayKanan Sukadana Menggala
losun. KAPend Kom-Adu Komllir losup. Krui
lesun.

KAAsli Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya Daya
Ranau Sukau Krui Belalau WayKanan
WayLima KAPend Sukadana gunurp. Menggala
gonor.

Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Dpur bicak’. KAAsli
KAPend bica?. WayKanan licak.

Sukau Belalau lita?. Ranau lits?. Sukadana
lata?. Krui lida?.

KAAsli Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya Daya
WayKanan suay. Sukau Krui Belalau siwa.
Menggala sewow. KAPend siwe. Sukadana
siw’o. Ranau siw3. Kom-Dpur suway.

KAAsli Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya
WayKanan layon. Sukadana layan.

KAAsli Komllir WayKanan KAPend muni.
Sukadana munay. Menggala mongy. Kom-Adu
Daya uni. Kom-Jaya suni.

Ranau Sukau Krui Belalau saka. Menggala
sakow. Sukadana sak?o.

Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur Daya Belalau WayKanan
bayar. KAPend bayow. Krui Sukadana bayar.
Menggala bobayar. Ranau b3y3y. Komllir
mPayar. KAAsli mayas. Sukau nabayay. Kom-
Adu ambayas.

Kom-Dpur Ranau Sukau Krui halu. KAAsli
KAPend holu. Komllir holu. Kom-Adu holu.
WayKanan holu. Daya halow. Belalau helu.
Kom-Jaya hilu. Sukadana 0. Menggala Lew.

KAAsli Kom-Adu Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur Daya
Ranau Sukau Krui Belalau WayKanan KAPend
Sukadana Menggala babuy.
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‘pillow’

‘pillow’

‘Play,

‘post’

‘post’
‘p0t7

cpot’

pot’

‘pull’

‘punch’

‘punch’

‘punch’

3

push’

‘raft’

‘rainbow’

*bantal

*lunan

*guraw

* ari

*tihang
*balanga

*kincip
*rayah

*tarik

*gucuh

% $9 ngU
*tumbuk

*jun

*rakit

*runih

PHN *bantal
‘bundle (of cloth)’
{Z22}

*qalun-an {72}

*ha-diRi {B2}

*tigan {Z2}
*balana {B2}

*daReq ‘soil; clay;
pot’ {B2}

KAAsli Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya Kom-
Dpur Daya Ranau Sukau Krui Belalau
WayKanan bantal.

KAPend Sukadana lunan. Menggala lonan.

Kom-Adu Komllir WayKanan bugusaw. Sukau
buguyau. Ranau buguysw. Belalau bugurau.
Kom-Jaya bogusaw. Sukadana bagurao. KAAsli
baguro. Daya bagusow. Kom-Dpur bagusaw.

KAAsli Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya Kom-
Dpur Daya axi. KAPend ayi. WayKanan axe.
Sukadana Menggala axay. Ranau ayi.

Sukau Krui Belalau tihapy.

Kom-Dpur Sukau balana. KAAsli belage.
WayKanan balanga. Komllir balapd. Sukadana
balanp®s.

Kom-Adu Komllir kmcm. Kom-Jaya goginsm).
KAPend kincin.

Menggala gayoh. Krui yayox. Ranau y3yok.
WayKanan gayoh.

KAAsli Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya Kom-
Dpur Daya Belalau Menggala tagi?. WayLima
narik. Ranau Sukau nayi?. Krui taye?.
WayKanan tage?. KAPend tasik. Sukadana
tasi’?.

Kom-Adu Kom-Dpur Daya WayKanan
Sukadana gucuh. Menggala gocoh. Kom-Jaya
gucuhan.

Ranau Sukau Belalau sagup. Krui KAPend
‘elbow someone’ sigur.

KAAsli numbu?. KAPend nabuk. Komllir
tumbu?.

Ranau Krui Belalau jujun. Kom-Adu Komllir
WayKanan jujuy. Daya hunju. Kom-Jaya
hupnju’n. KAPend junjun. Menggala jusun.
Kom-Dpur unjon. Kom-Dpur pupjun. Sukau
najujun.

*dakit, PHN *Rakit Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya WayKanan gaki?.

{z2}

Kalianda KAPend Kom-Dpur gakit. Menggala
gaki?. Krui rake?. KAAsli Sukadana rakit.
Ranau r3ki?. Sukau yaki?. KotaBumi raki?.

Komllir Kom-Dpur Daya WayKanan sunih.
Ranau Krui yunch. Kom-Adu bonih. Menggala
goneh. Sukau yuneh. Belalau suni. Daya suni?.
Sukadana sunth. Kom-Jaya gunih.
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PLP

PMP
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reflexes

‘rattan’

‘ring’

‘river’

run

‘sago’

‘sarong’

‘sarong’

‘sell’

‘seven’

‘sing’

‘six’

‘skinny’

‘skinny’

‘sore’

‘sour’

c:'.-huay

*ali

*sunay
*capkalan

*sagu

*bidan

“*hinjan

*jual

pitu

*patun

*anam

*rasah

*ma-rayan

*katan

*ma-isam

*quay {Z2}

*sunay {Z2}

*saguh {72}

*biday ‘unit of

measure for cloth’

{B2}

*gual {Z2}

*pitu {Z2}

cf. MAL pantun
‘quatrain’

*enem {Z2}

*ma-esem {Z2}

KAAsli Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur Daya Ranau
Sukau Krui KAPend huwi. Komllir Belalau
WayKanan hui. Kom-Adu howi. Menggala wey.
Sukadana way. WayLima ‘k.o. bamboo’ hawi.

KAAsli Kom-Adu Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur Daya
WayKanan KAPend ali. Belalau lali. Ranau
I3li. Krui aliali. Sukau alali. Sukadana alay.
Menggala al:9y.

KAAsli Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur KAPend supay.

WayKanan Sukadana cakalay. Ranau Sukau
cankalan. Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur cagkalay.

KAAsli Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya Kom-
Dpur Daya Ranau Sukau Krui Belalau
WayKanan KAPend sagu.

Kom-Dpur Daya biday. Kom-Adu Komllir
sabiday. Kom-Jaya WayKanan sabidar.

Krui Sukadana sinjay. Belalau hinjay. Sukau
injan. Ranau sinj3y. Menggala sinjar.

KAAsli Kom-Adu Kom-Jaya Daya Belalau
WayKanan KAPend Sukadana Menggala jual.
Sukau Krui gajual. Kom-Dpur njual. KomlIlir
Yjual. Kom-Dpur anjual.

KAAsli Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya Kom-
Dpur Ranau Sukau Krui Belalau WayKanan
KAPend pitu. Menggala pitew. Daya pitu.
Sukadana pit°o.

TalaPada Sungkai Pubian patun. KotaBumi
bapatun. Melintin patun.

Kom-Dpur Ranau Sukau Krui onom. Kom-
Adu Kom-Jaya Belalau n:om. KAAsli KAPend
Komllir onom. Daya WayKanan n:um.
Sukadana KotaBumi Menggala n:am.

KAAsli Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya Kom-
Dpur WayKanan gasah. Daya rasa.

Menggala gayan. Krui mayayarn. Ranau r3y3m.
KAPend ayay. Sukau yayan. Belalau xawar.
Sukadana rayar.

KAAsli Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya Kom-
Dpur Daya Ranau Sukau Krui Belalau
WayKanan KAPend Sukadana Menggala
katan.

KotaBumi asam. Menggala issm. KAPend
misom. Sukadana misam.
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PLP

PMP

Karl Anderbeck

reflexes

‘sour’

‘spear’

‘spear’

‘spoiled
(food)’

‘straight’

‘straight’
‘strong’

‘sugar cane’

‘swallow’

‘sweat’

‘sweet’

‘sweet’

‘taro’

‘ten’

*paras
%

lingis

*payan
) ayu

*lurus

*ma-ralis

**gagah

*tabu

*talan

*hitiy

*ma-amis

*ma-ator

*talas

*puluh

*pejes ‘spicy’ {Z2}

*li(y)gis ‘crush,
roll over’ {B2}

*baRiw {B2}

*lurus {Z2}

cf. *dalis ‘smooth,
slippery’ {B2}
cf. MAL id.

*tebuh (Blust p.c.)

*telen {B2}

*atin {Z2}

*emis {B2}

*tales {72}

PAN *puluq {B2}

Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur Daya Belalau paros.
Ranau Krui payss. KAAsli Kom-Adu Komllir
poros. Sukau WayKanan pokos.

KAAsli Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya Kom-
Dpur WayKanan liggrs. Daya Sukadana ‘spike
for digging up the soil’ lingis.

Ranau Sukau Krui Belalau KAPend Sukadana
Menggala payan.

Kom-Adu Ranau Menggala bayu.

Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur Daya WayKanan sulus.
KAAsli KAPend Menggala lusus. Kom-Adu
Komllir sulus.

Krui mayalis. WayLima ralis. Ranau Sukau
yalis. Belalau galis.

Komllir Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur Ranau Sukau
WayKanan Sukadana gagah. Kom-Adu gogah.

Kom-Dpur Ranau Sukau Krui Belalau
WayKanan tobu. KAAsli KAPend tobu. Daya
tebu. Komllir tobu. Kom-Adu tobu. Menggala
tobew. Kom-Jaya tobu. Sukadana tobo.

Sukau Belalau tolon. Menggala nolon. Ranau
nalon. Krui nelon. Kom-Adu tolon. Komllir
tolon. Kom-Jaya tolon. WayKanan talon.
Sukadana tolon.

KAAsli Kom-Jaya Daya Ranau Belalau
WayKanan KAPend hitin. Krui Menggala
itin. Kom-Adu hitipan. Komllir hitman. Sukau
hit"in. Kom-Dpur hitip. Sukadana itm.

Kom-Dpur Daya mis. WayKanan mi?mis.
KAAsli mames. Komllir mamis. Kom-Adu
mamis. KAPend momis. Kom-Jaya mumis.
Menggala mes.

Sukau Krui matoy. Belalau matoy. Sukadana
matox.

Kom-Dpur Daya Sukau Belalau KAPend talos.
KAAsli Kom-Adu Komllir talos. KotaBumi
talas. Kom-Jaya talas. WayKanan talps.
Menggala talos. Sukadana talos. Ranau t30os.

KAAsli Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya Kom-
Dpur Sukau Krui Belalau WayKanan KAPend
Sukadana Menggala puluh. Ranau pulu. Daya
puluh.
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gloss PLP PMP reflexes
‘termite’ “*anay- *anay {72}, KAAsli Kom-Adu Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur Ranau
anay anayanay. Daya nayanay. KAAsli KomlIlir
aneanay.
‘termite’ “*hani *qani ‘prefix for ~ Sukau Belalau hani. KAPend ani.
non-pest creepy-
crawlies’ {B2}

‘thigh’ *paha *paqa {B2} Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur Daya
Sukau Krui Belalau WayKanan paha. KAAsli
KAPend pahe. Menggala pohow. Sukadana
pah?s.

‘thirsty’ *hawas cf. PHF *quSaw  KAAsli Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya

{Z2} WayKanan KAPend hawos. Kom-Dpur hawus.
Sukadana KotaBumi Menggala awas.
‘thirsty’ “*mahu cf. PHF *quSaw  Daya Ranau Sukau Belalau WayLima mahii.
{Z2}

‘thorn’ *rui *duRi {B2} KAAsli Kom-Adu Kom-Dpur Daya WayKanan
KAPend suwi. Ranau Sukau Krui yuwi.
Komllir Kom-Jaya Belalau gui. Sukadana way.
Menggala Kow:oy.

‘thousand’ *ribu PHN *Ribu {Z2}  KAAsli Kom-Dpur Daya Belalau WayKanan
KAPend sagibu. Sukau Krui sayibu. Kom-

Adu Komllir sagibu. Ranau seribu. Menggala
sogibew. Kom-Jaya soribu. Sukadana sarib’o.

‘throat’ *lugkuny PWMP *karupkun Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur Ranau

{B2} Sukau Krui lupkuny. Daya lupkuty.

‘tomorrow’ “*jamah PHF *zemaq {Z2} Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur Daya jomoh. KotaBumi
jimmah. Krui jimoh. Belalau jim:oh. Sukadana
jim:ah. Kom-Adu jomoh pagi. Menggala jom:oh.
Sukau jomox. Ranau jemoh. WayKanan jrm:3h.
KAAsli mah pagi. Komllir mahpagi. KAPend
maus.

‘tree’ *batan *batay ‘trunk’ KAAsli Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya Kom-

{B2} Dpur Daya Krui Belalau WayKanan WayLima
batayp. Menggala batay kayew. Sukau batay
kayu. Sukadana batagkay’o. Ranau b3t3r.

‘tuber, yam’ *hubi *qubi {B2} Kom-Jaya Sukau Krui Belalau ubi. Kom-Adu
Komllir hubi. Daya ‘taro’ umbi.

‘turn/ *ligat *liget {B2} Kom-Adu Kom-Dpur ligo?. Daya WayKanan

revolve’ logo?. KAPend ‘wander back and forth’ ligot.

‘turn/ “*putar *puter {B1} Kom-Adu buputor. Sukadana butor. Kom-Jaya

revolve’ boputos. WayLima motorko. KAAsli mutar.
Krui mutay. Menggala mutog mutor. Belalau
putoh. Komllir putor. Sukau putar. KAPend
putas. Ranau putoy.

‘turtle’ *banin *banin {Z2} Daya Ranau Belalau WayKanan banir.
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gloss PLP

PMP

Karl Anderbeck

reflexes

‘turtle’ “*kuya

‘turtle’ *hantipa

‘uncooked *bias

rice’

‘urine’ “*iah

‘vein’ *uyat

‘vine,
creeper’

*wayat

‘wait’ *panah

%

‘wait’ “tungu

‘wall’ e*dingdin

‘wall’ *katkat

‘wall’ *saysay

‘wash’ *pahpah

‘weave’ *anam

‘widow’ *balu

‘widow’ *janda

PWMP *qantipa
{B2}

*beRas {B2}

PAN *iSeq {Z2}

*uRat {B2}

*waRej {B2}

*dindin {Z1}

*anam {Z2}

*balu {B2}

Kom-Adu KomlIlir Krui WayLima kuya. KAAsli
kuye.

Sukau hantipa. Daya tipa. Sukadana tip®.

KAAsli Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya Daya
Sukau Belalau WayKanan KAPend Sukadana
Menggala bias. Kom-Dpur Krui biyas. Ranau
biyss.

Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur Daya
Sukau Belalau WayKanan Menggala mi(y)oh.
KAAsli oyoh. KAPend moyoh. Ranau mio?.

Krui miyox. KotaBumi miyah. Sukadana miah.

Kom-Adu Sukau Krui Belalau Kalianda
Sukadana uya?. Menggala oyat. KotaBumi
uya?. KAPend uyat. Ranau uys?.

Kom-Adu bayot. Menggala wayat. Pubian
WayLima bayit.

Kom-Adu Komllir ponah. Kom-Dpur Krui
panah. Ranau paneh.

Kom-Jaya Belalau KAPend tunpgu. Sukau
WayKanan nungu. Menggala nongew.
Sukadana tupg’o.

KAAsli dindip.

Sukadana KotaBumi kokat. KAPend kotkot.
Menggala kotkot.

Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur Daya
saysay. Krui sisay. Belalau sasai. WayKanan
sa?say. Ranau Sukau sasay.

Belalau WayLima mapoh. Kom-Adu Kom-Jaya
KAPend mohpoh. Sukau mupox. KotaBumi
mup:oh. Sukadana miip:ah. WayKanan mo2poh.
Menggala mop:oh. Krui mapox. Ranau papoy.

Komllir Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur Sukau Krui
WayKanan Sukadana Menggala nanam. Daya
Ranau KAPend anam. Kom-Adu payam.
KAAsli paném. KAAsli ndndam. Belalau
anaman.

Kom-Jaya balu. KAAsli baybay balu. Menggala
bobay balew.

Komllir Krui Belalau WayKanan janda.
Kom-Jaya Kom-Dpur Daya ganda. Menggala
jandow. Sukadana jand’>. Ranau Sukau yanda.
Kom-Adu randa.
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# gloss PLP PMP reflexes

‘winnow’ *tapi *tahep-i {B2} KAAsli Kom-Adu Komllir Kom-Jaya Kom-
Dpur Ranau Sukau Krui Belalau KAPend napi.
Daya WayKanan tapi. Sukadana Menggala

napay.
‘wipe’ c*gabus WayKanan gabus. Sukadana gabus. Kom-Adu
hapus. Kom-Adu usap. Belalau ngabus.
‘yesterday’ °*bi-di-bi KAAsli bedibi. KAPend bedobi. Menggala

bogboy. Sukadana barub:ay.

‘yesterday’ °*lam-bi-ja Kom-Dpur Daya bijo. Kom-Dpur bijow.
Komllir lombija. Kom-Jaya mbija. WayKanan
mbija. Kom-Adu ambija.

‘yesterday’ “*nam-bi Ranau Sukau Krui nambi. Belalau nambi.
4.2. Discussion of reconstructions
4.2.1. A brief word on affixes

The observation above that LP isolects are quite stable in their reflexes does not apply
at morpheme boundaries—one sees much more instability as two morphemes are brought
into close contact. While this current study does not attempt to systematically deal with
the bewildering variety of LP affixes or patterns of reduplication, a few explanatory words
should help clear up some commonly-occurring cases.

For the most part, the PMP adjectival prefix *ma- has disappeared from LP isolects,
but the Krui area (Ranau, Sukau, Krui and Belalau, in particular the Krui word list) is quite
conservative in retaining it. I therefore reconstruct *ma- in cases where it is reflected in at
least one currently-occurring adjective, and do not reconstruct it where there are no data
to support it. In many lexemes the recognition of this morpheme explains the otherwise
odd pattern of initial consonant, e.g. KAPend mobah / KAAsli robah ‘short’.

There seem to be a number of infixes reflected in the LP data. These include the
well-known PMP infix *-um- (k-om-uda ‘when’, t-om-agi ‘stand’, s-am-ak ‘narrow’), but also
the evidently interchangeable -ar- and -al- (h-ar-abuk, h-al-apuk ‘dust’, k-ar-uyun ‘back’,
h-al-itap, h-ar-ato? ‘spit’, h-al-uap ‘yawn’) as well as -an- (h-an-ipi ‘dream’ and possibly -ah-
(n-ah-ayar ‘throw away’).

4.2.2. Pronouns, demonstratives and question words

Table 19 lists the reconstructed PLP pronouns, demonstratives and question words.
The complex issues related to determiners, pronouns and question words, their grammatical
applications and distinctions, and their historical derivation will not be satisfactorily
covered in this paper. For a more in-depth analysis of one isolect, see Walker (1976).

In Way Lima, Walker (1976) reports the person and relational marker si (< PMP
*si), as well as the neutral determiners sia ~ sa (probably < PMP *sa ‘nonfocus marker
of location’) and hina ~ na. The latter form is homophonous to the demonstrative
‘that (near)’.
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Table 19. PLP pronouns and demonstratives
Gloss PLP PMP
T *naku *ni aku
‘we (incl.) *ram, *kita *i-kita
‘we (excl.) *hikam *kami
‘you (sg.)’ *s-kam, *ni-ku *i-kahu, *i-kamu ‘you (pL.)’
‘you (pL.)’ *ku-ti upin
‘(s)he’ *ia *si-ia
‘they’ *ti-an
‘this’ *sa, *hija~*ja, *hiji~*ji

‘that (near)’

*hina~*na, *hini~*ni

il

*i-ni ‘this’, *i-na ‘that, there

‘that (far)’ *huda~*da, *hudi~*di *-di id.

‘what’ *api, *ana *apa

‘when’ *idan, *kuda *ijan, *kuja ‘how’
‘where’ *di ipa, *di kuda cf. *pai ‘where’
‘who’ **si-apa *sai + *apa ‘what’
‘how’ *ipa (plus other morphemes)

‘how much/many’

*pira

“pija

4.2.2.1. Pronouns

It seems that the PMP form *ni aku ‘I’ became monomorphemic in PLP *naku and
subsequently shortened to pak in many isolects. In many areas, the monosyllabic form
then received an epenthesized initial schwa > anak.

I originally reconstructed *aram ‘we (incl.)’ but changed to *ram based on the fact
that Komllir has oram ‘I’ but ram ‘we (incl.)’.

I interpret the second person singular form *s-kam and first person plural (excl.) form
*hikam as distinct, with the former probably derived from PMP *i-kamu ‘you (pl.)’ and
the latter from PMP *kami, perhaps involving metathesis of the final vowel (although that
would not explain where the PLP *h came from). Among all the pronouns, only these two
forms are able to be prefixed with what I assume is a reduced form s- of the person marker
si. In *s-kam, no reconstructed vowel separates the two morphemes, so modern-day isolects
use differing devices to avoid the phonotactically impossible consonant cluster, including
epenthesized schwa or another prefix such as Jabung’s ma-s-kam.

It would seem like the second person singular form *ni-ku is derived from PMP *ni ‘agent/
possessor marker’” + *i-kahu ‘you (sg.)’. With less than utter confidence I propose the following
sequence for the derivation of the latter morpheme *ku from PMP *i-kahu: *h was lost (§5.1.1)
leading to **kau, which was then reinterpreted as the monosyllabic **kaw. This form, as has
irregularly happened in some PMP *-aw reflexes (§4.2.8), was reduced to PLP *ku.

The pattern for single medial stops (i.e. not part of a consonant cluster) is to
frequently undergo gemination after schwa. One apparent exception is *ku-ti ‘you (pl.)’
where t is geminated in three isolects. There is a significant minority (six of nineteen) of
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kati witnesses. It is possible the reconstruction should be *kati or at least *k(au)ti, however
the presence of the probable morpheme *ku- would seem to overrule this. The morpheme
*ti seems to carry the meaning of plurality (i.e. ‘you plural’), as it is also present in ‘they’.
The formative *unin means ‘all’.

In *ti-an, the latter seems to be a nominalizing suffix, so if the former means something
like ‘plural’, together the meaning would be something like ‘the plurality’. In one isolect,
KAPend, the form is instead hon-ti, where the former morpheme must be a shortened form
of *hulun ‘person’, yielding the composite meaning ‘plurality of people’.

Interestingly, a few Malay dialects close to Krui, namely Kaur/Mulak and Serawai,
also Haji, share some of these innovative pronouns, primarily kuti ‘you (pl.)’ and tian ‘they’
(the former first reported in Adelaar 1992:125). In Serawai the former has also spread to
the second person singular form, as these pronouns are wont to do. This is one of the rare
cases where one sees LP forms spreading to MAL rather than the reverse.

Many isolects have innovated a VCV form **aya from the earlier *ia ‘(s)he’.

4.2.2.2. Demonstratives

In some isolects, any one of the demonstratives may be preceded by the determiner
*sa (one will notice that this form does double duty as the proximate demonstrative ‘this’).
In these cases, the initial *h disappears, as is also often the case prior to nasalizing prefixes.
One will also notice that a doublet has been reconstructed for all three demonstratives, all
reflecting a final *a/*i distinction, and that each demonstrative has a reduced form. The
selection mechanism for the demonstratives in any given isolect seems to be lexical rather
than phonological; e.g. Way Lima exhibits two i forms hinji ‘this’ and hudi ‘that (far)’ but
also an a form hina ‘that (near)’.

Another noteworthy fact with the demonstratives is that the *a forms sometimes exhibit
an irregular shift to o, which does not follow the general geographical pattern for final *a
demonstrated in §3.4.7. For example, KAAsli *-a > e, e.g. kite ‘we (incl.)’ < *kita, and in fact
one sees an expected ije ‘this’ (< *hija) but udo ‘that (far)’ where one would expect (h)ude.
In fact, given the near-universal shift of ultimate closed *a > o and the existence of the
KotAgung (Walker) form hij:a ‘this’, it would seem the most realistic interpretation would be
that the *a forms at an early point split into distinct **a and **a sets.

By way of summary for the demonstratives, I offer these speculations as to their
historical development:

1) There was evidently a systemic change in PMP demonstratives where an
innovative form *(h)ija ‘this’ pushed PMP *i-ni ‘this’ into the ‘that (near)’ slot,
creating the *ini-*ina doublet.

2) Based on the demonstratives as well as PLP *hikam ‘we (excl.)’ presumably
from PMP *kami, it would seem like at some point an *h- prefix of unknown
meaning was added.

3) By way of analogy with the doublet for the lexeme ‘that (near)’, doublets
were also innovated for ‘this’ and ‘that (far)’, *hiji and *huda respectively. The
former frequently epenthesized a homorganic nasal (hinji), perhaps to avoid a
disfavored iji sequence.

4) The *a forms split into distinct **a and **a sets, giving future LP isolects three
different demonstratives to choose from in each position.
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4.2.2.3. Question words

There is an interesting parallel between the demonstratives and the two reconstructions
for ‘what’. Both forms show the same *i/*a split evident in the demonstratives: api/apa (the
latter form in Melintin only) and ana/ani (the latter form in KAPend only). Because of the
strong preponderance of one set over the other, I have not reconstructed doublets, but PLP
*api is presumably derived from PMP *apa via the analogical process described above.

I have no idea of the derivation of PLP *ipa ‘which’ unless it is somehow related to
PMP *pai ‘where’. The semantic range of *ipa is similar to the versatile MAL word mana
‘which’, e.g. bila-mana ‘when’, bagai-mana ‘how’, di mana ‘where’, etc.

Perhaps all of the LP dialectal witnesses of ‘how’ are polymorphemic, which explains
some of the vowel mutations; however besides the core *ipa I have not been able to
conclusively identify the meaning or shape of the preceding segments. These segments,
perhaps [san] and/or [ju?] ‘give’? and some morpheme containing an r, probably
contribute to the meaning. Malay has a similar plethora of dialectal forms for ‘how’, also
nearly always polymorphemic with the constant being mana ‘which’.

The semantic distribution of PLP *kuda ‘which’ mirrors that of *ipa although less
information is available on its usage. It is used (in a minority of isolects) in ‘when’
constructions in Api, Nyo and Komering, but in ‘where’ constructions only in Nyo, and in
‘how’ constructions only in KAPend.

PLP **si-apa ‘who’ is marked as a likely borrowing because: 1) although the derivation
is evidently ‘person-marker’ + ‘what’, the word for ‘what’ in most LP isolects is something
other than apa; and 2) the distribution of siapa and sapa reflexes mirrors that of Sumatran
MAL.

4.2.3. Reconstruction of vowels preceding NS clusters

Following the discussion in §3.4.6, reconstructing vowels prior to medial NS clusters
is complicated by competing innovations in Api and Nyo. There are six lexemes which
require discussion.

*lombah-an ‘house’, *kambay ‘flower’, *ambun ‘fog, dew’ and *ampay ‘new’ are all
reconstructed with penultimate *a, although there is considerable variety in the vowel
correspondences. This variety can be attributed to Api’s prohibition on schwa prior to NS
clusters. Of these, *ambun ‘fog, dew’ does not contain any Komering reflexes; however
KotaBumi, also a fairly conservative isolect in this regard, reflexts ambun. Slightly more
problematic is *ampay ‘new’, reflected as such in Komering but as ap:ay in Jabung,
Sukadana and KotaBumi. On the basis of the slightly stronger Komering evidence as well
as Nasal’s external hampay witness, I reconstruct *a.

Most problematic are *kantu ‘if and *ambaw ‘sniff/smell’. The correspondence set
for the former could provide arguments for reconstructing kantu, kintu, kitu and/or ki.
For the present I reconstruct the pair *kantu and *ki, recognizing that the former may be
polymorphemic. For the latter, we see the whole gamut of vowels, ambaw (the majority
of forms), ambaw, imbaw and umbaw. The problem with *ambaw might be the same as
*kantu; it may be polymorphemic. If PMP *bahu ‘stench’ was made monosyllabic, all these
varieties would be searching for something which adds a penultimate syllable, with the
result that different isolects chose different initial vowels. If this interpretation is correct,
a more accurate reconstruction would be *VN-baw. Support for the semantic connection
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with PMP *bahu is the Api meaning ambaw ‘smell, odor’. Speculation aside, both ‘majority
rules’ and external evidence (JAV ambu id.) favors *ambaw.

4.2.4. Reassignment of ultimate high vowels in nasalized environments

As mentioned in §3.3, there is a general tendency in LP isolects for high vowels to be
lowered in nasalized environments, sometimes to the point where they are reanalyzed as schwa
in a subset of the correspondences. (Two examples of high vowel lowering without reanalysis are
the kun(j)er reflexes of *kunir ‘yellow’ and the jamut reflexes of *jamut ‘hide’.)

Reconstructions involving a subset of reanalyzed high vowels include the following:
*inum ‘drink’, *ma-lamun ‘many’, *amun ‘if’ and *kayil ‘chew’. The first is straightforward
as the reanalyzed reflexes fall only in the Krui subcluster and Menggala, and the
reconstruction is further supported by PMP *inum id. The latter three reconstructions
are more problematic, but the pattern of lowering (rather than raising) in nasalized
environments is clear. See §4.2.6 for further discussion on *ma-lamun and *amun.

In *kayil, the medial consonant is also questionable. I interpret the n reflexes (Kom-
Jaya, Melintin and Menggala) as having been triggered by a nasalizing prefix.

4.2.5. Problematic reconstructions involving penultimate schwa alternations

There are a number of problematic reconstructions which involve alternations
between schwa and high vowels in the penultimate syllable. A few can be treated as a set:
*ipa ‘how’ and *ku-ti ‘you (pl.)’ (both §4.2.2), also *tijap ‘long’, *(h)ijan ‘ladder’, *pulan
‘forest’, *uma? ‘mother’ and *uba? ‘father’. These reconstructions, which I interpret as
cases of vowel lowering, seem to be most conservatively and consistently (internally and
externally) reflected in the Komering isolects. Discussion follows.

*pulan ‘forest’ is fairly straightforward, with schwa reflexes only in Nyo. As the medial
[ shows some evidence of being geminated, vowel reduction in Nyo is not surprising.

*(h)ijan ‘ladder’ has both internal evidence for *i (consistent Komering witness) as
well as external evidence (< PMP *haRazan; cf. §5.1.6).

*tijan ‘long’ has more mixed evidence, as i is in the majority of reflexes but the
Komering witness only slightly favors *i over *a.

*uma? ‘mother’ and *uba? ‘father’ are more difficult yet. The distribution of uma?
versus ama? reflexes generally fits with the other examples above. The distribution of
uba? is limited to two Komering areas, while three other Komering isolects have ba?. I
reconstruct the singlet *uba? ‘father’. However for ‘mother’ I note that Blust (n.d.) gives
PMP *ema-q ‘mother’s sister’, so it seems competing LP forms should be preserved, *uma?
and *ama?. Sumatran MAL has the same scatter of forms as LP, including many examples
of ama? and aba? as well as a downstream Ogan data point close to Komllir which has both
uba? ‘father’ and uma? ‘mother’.

Following is a discussion of other schwa/high vowel alternations not fitting into the pattern
above: *jomah ‘tomorrow’, *ma-rabah ‘short’ *gabuk ‘hit (v.)’ and *moani-an ‘husband’.

*jamoah ‘tomorrow’ < PHF *zemagq. A reconstruction of *jimah is also possible; however,
besides majority rule and external evidence, the frequent gemination of *m in this lexeme
is additional evidence that the preceding (penultimate) vowel should be reconstructed
as *2 and not *i. I do not have a good explanation for the presence of s in KAPend’s final
segment here (maus). If its form is indeed cognate, which is questionable, it could either
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be an exceptional strengthening of final *h or (more likely) the remains of a separate
morpheme. There is also the question of the final vowel and the mismatch with PHF *a.
All isolects reflect *a with the exception of the identical forms of (contiguous) KAAsli and
Komllir mah pagi. Might this ‘rogue’ form turn out to be a holdover from PHF *a, while all
others have innovated to 2?

*ma-robah ‘short’. One could argue that this correspondence set points toward a
reconstruction of penultimate *i, but the presence of gemination in the medial consonant
as well as the likelihood that *r colored *a to produce i in the four affected Nyo varieties,
pushes me toward the current reconstruction.

*moani-an ‘husband’. Although two of the seven reflexes (Ranau and Sungkai) show
u in antepenultimate position, both of these areas frequently reflect u in verbal prefixes
(compare Sungkai yu-gada ‘hit (v.)’) therefore a reconstruction of *2 is most reasonable.
The morpheme break separating —an is based on analogy with LP forms for wife (e.g.
ingom-an, ka-bay-an) which clearly reflect the same suffix.

4.2.6. Identical forms

We see the same form *batar for both ‘stomach’ and ‘full’. My conclusion (shared by Walker
1976) is that this is one word (not homonym), with two semantically connected meanings.

The forms for ‘spouse’ and ‘sit’ are identical (*hojoy; likely geminated medial
consonant) with the exception of the *ka- prefix attached to the former. Is this a single
polysemous form? The latter (‘sit’) may be derived from PMP *gezen ‘bearing down,
pressing out, as in defecation or childbirth’ (Blust n.d.), however with semantic change
and irregular velarization of the final nasal. Spouse = ‘One who sits in the house’? = ‘One
who squats to give birth’? We also have what seems like a competing reconstruction from
Zorc (1995), *kezen ‘stand’ which matches better with the final nasal but worse with the
initial consonant. Another supporting witness is Nasal madup ‘sit’ which is clearly cognate
but not borrowed from LP, as it reflects PMP *z as d. (The Nasal word for ‘spouse’ is the
non-cognate sawo < PMP *qasawa.)

*paras ‘sour’ and **paras ‘squeeze’. I consider the second a loan (see §4.2.7 and §4.3),
but they do not seem to be used in the same geographical areas either.

*sapu ‘broom’ < PMP *sapu and sapu ‘hut in field’ < PHN *sa-paw should also be
considered modern-day homonyms, used in the same geographical areas, but with the caveats
that the former is always prefixed (i.e. pa-napu), and the latter is from PLP *sapaw.

The reconstructed forms *ri? ‘and/with’ and *ari? ‘friend’ are nearly identical, and
present-day reflexes are homophonous.

There are a number of minimal pairs in the reconstructions: *runga? ‘boil’ and *unga?
‘above’, *ama ‘tongue’ and *amah ‘breast’, *pagas ‘stab’ and *(h)agas ‘mosquito’, *punu
‘hand’ and *punu ‘fish’, *kawil ‘fish line’ and *kayil ‘chew’.

*wai ‘water’ and *wayway ‘good’ in stem form look homophonous but *wai as it is
reconstructed is disyllabic.

One may notice that the reconstructions for ‘many’ and ‘if’ are nearly identical: *ma-
lamun and *amun respectively. Interestingly, both correspondence sets (which have points of
intersection and differences with each other) have some ambiguity as to whether the penultimate
vowel should be *a or *u (see §4.2.4 above). It is likely that one of the two lexemes is a loan
or is diachronically polymorphemic; as five of twelve ‘if’ reflexes are without [, I interpret this
as a distinct and optional (while unknown) morpheme. Significantly, both words seem to have
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cognates in Malay. As with Lampung, a scatter of forms for ‘if’ is found in Malay, from SI and
Banjar Hulu lamun, Minangkabau namun, to forms like aman, amun, amu, ama, mone and men
scattered throughout Sumatra. Meanwhile, Bangka (Gadung) namun and the ba-lambun ‘many’
of multiple Jambi sites seem to be cognates of Lampung *ma-lamun id. *°

Table 20. PLP ‘many’ and ‘if’

expected ultimate ‘many’ qf

vowel if < *a
KAAsli o lamun lamon
KAPend o
Kom-Adu o lamon amon
Komllir o lamon aman
Kom-Jaya o lamon amon
Kom-Dpur o lamon
Daya o lamon amon
Ranau 0 lamun
Sukau o
Krui o mlaman
Belalau o lamon
WayKanan o lamun amun
KotAgung o
TalaPada o
WayLima o lamon
Sungkai o lamun
Pubian o lamon
Melintin E) lamon
Kalianda o
Jabung o lamon
Sukadana E) lamun
KotaBumi ) lamun
Menggala E) lamon

4.2.7. PLP reduplicated stems

One of the interesting (to me) aspects of PLP is the relatively high number of evidently
reduplicated stems. Some of them clearly hail back to PMP, while the origin of other
reduplicated stems is unknown. See Table 21 for a listing.

10 Sources: Wilkinson (1959), Smedal (1987), Adelaar (1992), Nothofer (1997), and personal field
notes.
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Table 21. PLP reduplicated stems

gloss PLP PMP

‘branch’ *panpan cf. PMP *pappa ‘fork of a branch’
‘breast’ *susu *susu

‘burn’ *pulpul cf. *mpula ‘kindle, light a fire’
‘chest’ *dada *dahdah

‘chew’ *palyal *pasyas ‘crush with the teeth’
‘comb’ *gaygay

‘finger’ *raparana

‘good’ wayway

‘hit (v.)’ *tastas

‘lip’ *birbir *birbir ‘rim, edge, border’
Aip’ *pi?pi?

‘mosquito’ *nigni? *fiikfiik ‘tiny biting insect’
‘mouth’ *panga *pana ‘agape’

‘near’ *ma-ri?di?

‘pound’ *tutu *tutu

‘scratch’ *kuykuy *kuRkuR

‘shoulder’ *pinpin

‘stand’ *cokcak

‘swell’ *soksak *.sek ‘cram, crowd’

‘termite’ *anayanay *anay

‘wall’ *dindin *dindin

‘wall’ *katkat

‘wall’ *saysay

‘wash’ *pahpah

There is a fair amount of internal consistency in how LP isolects reflect these reduplicated
stems. All LP areas fully reproduce CV stems, such as *tutu ‘pound’. The dialect differences arise
as one considers CVC stems. The Komering lists (KAAsli, Komllir, Kom-Adu, Kom-Jaya, Kom-
Dpur and Daya) plus KAPend exhibit full reduplication while WayKanan does the same but
less regularly; all the remaining isolects have one form or another of partial reduplication with
the final syllable being expressed completely. The Api varieties of Belalau, KotAgung, Sungkai
and Pubian generally repeat the initial CV sequence in the first syllable (e.g. na-pal ‘chew’,
while in the others, most consistently in the Krui cluster, the first syllable pattern is C+ schwa
(e.g. pa-pal) regardless of the original vowel. Nyo varieties most frequently have C+u in the
first syllable with gemination in the next consonant (e.g. pup:ay ‘branch’ < *panpan).
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Interestingly, C + diphthong sequences behave the same way as regular CVC syllables.
For example, in the ‘CV’ group (Belalau, etc.), *kuykuy ‘scratch’ and *saysay ‘wall’ are
reflected as ku-kuy and sa-say respectively.

In the case of *wayway ‘good’, all modern-day isolects reflect waway, but, as all
dialect witnesses are from Nyo areas, we do not have criterial evidence whether or not
the reconstruction is correct. *wayway is included in Table 21 based more on hunch than
anything else.

With *birbir ‘lip’, although PMP *bibiR ‘lip’ is reconstructed, there is also PMP *birbir
‘rim, edge, border’ and it seems LP ‘lip’ is cognate to the latter.!' LP reflexes without
medial r better fit the geographical distribution of partial reduplication than being likely
MAL loans.

Not only does this study help more clearly define patterns of reduplicated reflexes,
but also shows which words do not fit the pattern and therefore should be excluded from
the category. I offer three examples. First, although *gagor ‘thunder’ descends from PMP
*gerger ‘shake, shiver, tremble’, it is not included in Table 21. The form is well-represented
in Komering yet none of them reflects medial *r. Second, *lalay ‘laugh’ might seem to
be another candidate for reinterpretation as reduplicated, but the lalay witnesses in the
conservative Kom-Dpur and Daya make this possibility quite remote. Third, although Kom-
Adu sosok ‘narrow’ is clearly derived from PMP *-sek ‘cram, crowd’, a reduplicated reflex in
Kom-Adu would be xsoksok. Therefore, Kom-Adu sosok ‘narrow’ should be excluded from
the correspondence set (samok etc.) which yields PLP *s-am-ak ‘narrow’ (although cf. Kom-
Adu soksok ‘swell’). It is interesting that MAL seems to have the same split in related forms,
with sasak ‘narrow’ and samak ‘underbrush’ (note the meaning ‘untidy’ of KAPend somo?).

4.2.8. PLP *ay and *aw reconstructions

Following the discussion in §5.2.2, there is a subset of reconstructions in which a
final diphthong is reconstructed on external evidence alone. SeeTable 22.

Table 22. Aberrant PLP *ay, *aw reconstructions

gloss PMP PLP modern reflexes | Nasal (Benkulu)
‘die, dead’, ‘kill’ | *m-atay, *p-atay *matay, *patay | mati, pati matay

‘field rice’ *pajay *paray pari pahay

‘cooked rice’ *hemay *amay (a)mi may

‘sand’ *qenay *hanay honi honay

‘Tliver’ *qatay *hatay hati hatay

‘rattan’ *quay *huay hui huway

‘hut (in field)’ PHF *sa-paw *sapaw sapu -

‘fight’ PHN *pisaw ‘knife’ | *pisaw pisu -

1 Blust (1980:53) noted the distinction between PMP *bibiR ‘lip’ and PMP *birbir ‘rim, edge,
border’, but added that reflexes of the latter frequently contaminated reflexes of the former. It seems
this also was the case in PLP.
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Also included in Table 22 is a column for reflexes from the Nasal (Bengkulu Holle)
word list, introduced in §2.1. Whether these can be considered Lampungic archaisms is
questionable, but the forms (when available) are listed for reference.

4.2.9. Discussion of individual reconstructions

The following is a discussion of selected reconstructions which require additional
explanation, but which do not fit thematically into one of the previous explanatory
sections. Occasionally it will be helpful to show the complete correspondence set, so
that the problem in reconstruction will be clearer. When this is the case the following
format will be used: twenty-three numbered columns, representing each isolect as given
in Table 1, with the segment(s) in question directly below. For example, if the discussion
is about whether to reconstruct final *h for a given word, the correspondence set might
look something like this:

where sampling sites 1, 2, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 12, 13 and 15 from Table 1 reflect h, site 3
reflects 2, sites 14 and 16 reflect zero, and the rest of the sites (10, 11, 18-23) do not have
reflexes.

1. ‘hand’ and 4. ‘foot’. Ten Api/Komering sites (Kom-Dpur, Daya, Ranau, Sukau, Krui,
Belalau, KotAgung, TalaPada, WayLima and Kalianda) have an interesting pair of words
for ‘hand’ and ‘foot’: culu? (< PLP *culut) and cukut respectively. The pair of words chimed
at some point in the past, but that connection has since been lost through debuccalization
in all isolects except KAPend. Given that all other LP isolects (including KAPend) reflect
kukut ‘leg’ (and punu ‘hand’), I tentatively interpret cukut as a later innovation motivated
by chiming and thus reconstruct *kukut ‘leg’ and a pair of apparent synonyms for ‘hand’,
*culut and *punu.

6. ‘road/path’. I reconstruct PLP *rap-laya with metathesis of the *r and *I (as well as
nasal assimilation of PMP *n) occurring between PMP and PLP. ragraya, which occurs in
Komering, can be explained as assimilation of [ to initial . Here’s one possible ‘path’:

1) PMP *zalan ‘road’ + *Raya ‘big’;

2) **jalanraya ‘wide road’ (made monolexemic);

3) **lapraya (fourth syllable—anteantepenultimate—dropped, nasal assimilated
to following r);

4) PLP *rap-laya (metathesis of r and 0);

5) Komering ragraya (assimilation of [ to initial r);

6) KAPend laglaya (assimilation of initial r to D).

A challenge to this interpretation is the three areas which merely reflect ran(-an).

7. ‘come’ *pagor. Two comments: First, Jabung’s final schwa [mag:a] does not fit its
regular pattern; it is possible this lexeme is borrowed from its neighbor Melinting (although
Melinting’s primary word for ‘come’ is something else altogether). Second, the Menggala
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lexeme seems to have undergone this path *pagar > paga > paga > pagew. See §3.4.8 for
more discussion of an irregular sound change in *-r affecting Menggala and KAPend.

9. ‘swim’. The PLP reconstructions mirror the PMP doublet, *lapuy and *nanpuy.
The latter form in KAPend has taguy! as its imperative form, which I assume is a back-
formation, but other isolects have not been checked to confirm this.

10. ‘dirty’. Although one could attempt to justify reconstructing one form that unites
kamah and kama? ‘dirty’, the prudent course for the present would be to reconstruct a
doublet. First, outside of one area (WayKanan), it is very rare in Lampungic for *h > 2,
and basically unheard of to go the opposite direction. Second, Menggala evidently has
both forms in its inventory, making a doublet the logical choice for reconstruction.

11. ‘dust’ *habuk. As discussed above, it seems some reflexes in this correspondence
set contain the infix -ar-, while others contain the infix -al-. There is a correlation between
the infix and voicing; it seems the -al- infix has triggered devoicing of the following medial
consonant, e.g. *habuk > h-al-apuk.

12. ‘skin’ *bawa?. Although LP *kulit is ostensibly descended from an identical PMP
form, it was not chosen as the primary reconstruction because of the preponderance of
*bawa? reflexes and the distinct possibility that kulit is a MAL loan.

16. ‘guts’ *tinahi. Apart from external evidence (PMP *tinaqi), evidence for the initial
vowel comes from the metathesized Komllir and Kom-Adu forms tanihi. Other areas have
consistently reduced the antepenultimate vowel to schwa.

18. ‘breast’ *amah. The frequent gemination of *m in this lexeme is evidence that an
initial *a should be reconstructed, even though it is not reflected in any modern reflexes.
Additionally, it seems that nasalization of the ultimate vowel in some reflexes of this lexeme is
triggering vowel raising and possibly the strengthening of *h to a glottal stop in a few cases.

23. ‘blood’. PMP *daRah > PLP *arah. It seems the path was: 1) *daRaq > dah
(syncope of *R between a; see §5.1.6); 2) *dah > *rah (see 85.1.7); and 3) *rah > *arah
excrescence of initial schwa to restore this lexeme to two syllables. In many isolects schwa
is represented phonetically by gemination.

26. ‘hair’. *bua(k?) < PMP *buhek. I reconstruct final *(k?) even though the segment
descends from PMP *k, because of the lack of k reflexes and the pattern of schwa reflexes
in Nyo varieties (cf. §3.4.1).

27. ‘nose’. PMP ‘nose’ is reconstructed by Blust (1999:83) as *ijup/*ujuny, while
Adelaar (1992:108) cites PMP *gijuhuy. This ambiguity is seemingly reflected in what
should be reconstructed for PLP ‘nose’. Only one isolect in twenty-three (Daya) has initial
h. While Daya is quite conservative in retaining *h in this position (over 80%), so are its
neighbors including the most conservative, KAPend, with a 90% retention rate of PMP *q.
Given the overwhelming lack of h in LP reflexes, I interpret the Daya reflex as an imitation
of the initial segment in MAL hidup and reconstruct PLP *irup.

29. ‘sniff/smell’. There is some uncertainty about the *h in *(h)undun given the lack
of h in three generally conservative Komering isolects.

29. ‘sniff/smell’ *ara(k?). There is only one dialect witness, but this form, in contrast
with other LP forms, directly carries over from PMP.

30. ‘mouth’ *papa. Although the prima facie evidence would seem to favor a
reconstruction of *r in initial position, on the basis of congruity with PMP *napa ‘agape’ I
reconstruct *7. Additional evidence for this reconstruction comes from the reflexes of *moni-
an ‘husband’, where all seven reflexes have 1 except for Sukadana (#21) which reflects . It
is therefore a small step to say that Sukadana has also changed *7 to ¥ in this etymon as well.
The final confirmation is that there is already a PLP reconstruction *rapa(-raga) ‘finger’.
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33. ‘laugh’ *aha. KAPend ka-kahe ‘accidentally laugh’. I assume the second k is a
(possibly fossilized) prefix, otherwise we would have *paha, but whether there is an initial
h (haha) has not been adequately explored.

37. ‘eat’. *okan < PMP *kaen. The initial schwa may be a typical product of the need
to achieve a disyllabic state, or possibly an artifact (via metathesis) of the *e in the PMP
form. Regarding the medial consonant, cf. KAPend okan! ‘eat!’, ta-p-okan ‘accidentally eat’,
pa-monan ‘food’. Why the medial consonant nasalizes k to 7 is a bit of a mystery; although
irregular it is clearly triggered by the presence of the nasal prefix. One can also note
that a few Api areas have the presumably cognate form kani? ‘eat’ while also reflecting
the partially reduplicated ma-mapan-an ‘have a relaxed meal’. I do not have any further
explanation for the final syllable i? beyond the probability that it is related to phonotactic
concerns (disyllabicity).

39. ‘cook’. The plethora of reconstructed forms probably have some semantic
specializations, for example *kaku?, which likely means ‘cook (rice)’. Also note that
*nunjan is probably incorrect and should be sunjan or cunjan, but an unaffixed form has
not yet been elicited.

43. ‘ear’ *cupin. See SI cupip ‘lobe (of ear, nostril)’, many Sumatran MAL isolects ‘ear’.

44. ‘hear’ *dapi(s). The unusual but patterned excrescence of s after the final
vowel, patterned in that it closely correlated with the occurrence of a devoiced initial
stop t, is unusual in that there are no other examples in the data set of s excrescence.
Additionally, the opposite change, PLP *s > h, although common areally, basically
never happens in LP. The s could be the remains of another morpheme. I unite dapi
and tapis while noting that in the Menggala word list of Fernandes and Sudirman
(2002) the form tapis is recorded, while in the Walker (1975) and the 2005 SIL lists
danyi appears. So it seems that both of these forms exist side-by-side in Menggala as
a doublet.

47. ‘yawn’. huap etc. has an aberrant pattern of final debuccalization (almost none)
that makes one suspect borrowing, but the other segments have substantial variation, so I
conclude with hesitation that we are looking at a native form.

49. ‘lie down’. *dulik could also be *dulir or even *dulit but the evidence seems
stronger this way given the below correspondence set.

112|3|4|5|6|7(8|9]10(11|12|13|14|15|16(17(18|19|20|21|22]|23
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Additionally, *dulik and *gulik seem to be a doublet and ‘majority rules’ seems to favor *k
in both cases. See also Haji with its probable LP loan uli?-uli? id.

50. ‘dream’. Blust (n.d.) reconstructs PMP *hipi ‘dream’ and *h-in-ipi ‘a dream;
was dreamt by’. These two forms exist in PLP as a doublet, presented in the unified
reconstruction *h(an)ipi.

52. ‘stand’ *togi. Given the correspondence set, many forms seem to reflect an infix,
e.g. t-om-agi.

52. ‘stand’ *minja?. Imperative (unaffixed) form in KAPend is still minja?.
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54. ‘man’ *bakas. There is a possible genetic relationship with PMP *ba(n)kas ‘swift,
fast, strong, energetic’ (Blust n.d.), but the semantic connection is a stretch.

57. ‘husband’. See §4.3 for an explanation of why laki was not chosen as the primary
reconstruction.

58. ‘wife’ *maju. Given JAV madu ‘co-wife’ (Zoetmulder 1982) and that PMP *z >
JAV d and LP j, I am inclined to interpret this as a native word derived from an earlier
(pre-PLP) form *mazu (rather than interpreting this as a loan from SKT madhu ‘honey’).

61. ‘house’. Given what seems like a fossilized suffix, and a stem that seems suspiciously
similar to MAL lombah ‘low-lying land’ (< PMP *le(m)baq ‘valley’, which PLP would most
likely reflect as %lobah), this form would seem to be a loan. However without additional
evidence, particularly any MAL dialects with a similar formation, I reconstruct *lombah-an.
Given PLP’s prohibition of *a prior to a consonant cluster, even though the current-day
penultimate a/a reflexes are about the same in number, *a should be reconstructed in
penultimate position. I assume the —an ending is a nominalizing suffix, but do not know if
it is fossilized or what the individual meaning of lombah might be if not the above.

61. ‘house *bonua. See Duano (MAL), which has a reflex of the same word, also with
the meaning of ‘house’. All LP reflexes save one omit the antepenultimate syllable, which
I attribute to pressures for disyllabicity.

62. ‘roof’. Although the most reliable reflexes have something like pak:ul ‘roof’, I
reconstructed *papkul based on patterns of gemination and nasal-stop clusters. I later
discovered there is such a word as pagkul in Lampung as a place name.

64. ‘say’ “*cawa. Although I reconstructed this reflex, it looks suspiciously similar to
SKT vicara ‘consideration, discussion’.

69. ‘hunt’ *m-asu. A morpheme break was inserted on the assumption that this is a
verbal form of *asu ‘dog’.

72. ‘hit (v.)’ *tostes. Kota Bumi’s reflex totuh should probably be excluded from this
set as it would have had to undergo two changes in the final syllable: *a > u and *s > h.
The latter is particularly improbable in Lampung’s case.

72. ‘hit (v.)’ *gobuk. See Jakarta MAL, from Balinese gobok ‘striking a heavy blow with
a flat object’ (Wilkinson 1959). I assume but am not certain that Pubian gibuh belongs to
this correspondence set.

76. ‘live’. Although *huri(p?) ‘live’ is clearly descended from PMP *qudip I reconstruct
a glottal stop word-finally as there are no LP witnesses to final *p, not even old faithful
KAPend, which usually retains stops lost by other varieties.

88. ‘squeeze’. The items *pioh, **paras and **para? are very interesting. It seems like
*piah is a reflex of PMP *peReq while PLP **paras is a reflex of PMP *peRes. But there are
two puzzlers. The latter reflex is irregular in a few significant ways. Assuming the PMP
reconstructed form *peRes, we would expect PLP %pias. Second, in three of five cases, the
r is an apical flap, suggestive of borrowing. However, because the ultimate schwa seems
to rule out borrowing from Malay, I tentatively assign this as a JAV loan (the identical
shape, including apical flap, is found in JAV). The second, slightly more difficult, puzzler
is **para?. Because the sound change *s > ? is unknown in LP it would seem to have
undergone this change at a stage prior to PLP or to be a borrowing. My best guess is that
this also is a JAV loan parat id. which later underwent debuccalization.

89. ‘hold’. *pagan < PMP *pegen. Although the four current reflexes would all support
a reconstruction of xpagun, it seems most likely that the ultimate-syllable sound shift *a >
u occurred as phonemic reanalysis via the universal (outside Nyo) phonetic realization of
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ultimate *2 as [o0]. Hence this must be a post-PLP development and the PLP form should
be reconstructed as *pagon.

89. ‘hold’ *kacin. Two sites (in Komering, Nyo) reflect katin, Menggala reflects kac:in,
while two other sites (in Nyo and Api) reflect katay. On the basis of the seemingly-cognate
MAL kancip ‘button, fasten’ I reconstruct *kaciy with the assumption that in most LP
varieties the *c underwent irregular fortition to t. I do not have an explanation for the
irregular vowels if the katany forms are indeed cognate.

90. ‘dig’. Over half the reflexes reflect *kali, which continues PMP *kali. The subset of
gali reflexes can either be attributed to MAL, to a doublet, or to an irregular voicing of the
initial segment. For now I reconstruct *kali, noting that the same gali/kali issue was faced
in the reconstruction of PM (Adelaar 1992:62).

94. ‘throw away’ *nahayar. It is possible that the penultimate syllable na/na is a
verbal prefix, but it does not fit the regular pattern (ma- or na- would be more expected).
I also speculate above that there may be an infix, e.g. n-ah-ayar, although this would be
the lone example of such an infix.

98. ‘egg’. The reconstruction of ‘egg’ is a great example of the utility of dialectology
for internal reconstruction. If we had sampled twenty-two sites rather than twenty-three,
we might have missed the one piece of evidence (Komllir hatoluy) that the near-universal
metathesis of *hatoluy happened after Proto-Lampungic and not prior. Another lexical
example of dialectology’s utility is Ranau aro? ‘smell’ which seems to be the only extant
reflex in Lampungic for the PMP form *hajek.

107. ‘worm’. *galon < PMP id. ‘cut off; ring (a tree)’. The semantic connection seems
odd but is presumably via the ring shape; Blust (n.d.) considers MAL golapy ‘bracelet’ as a
descendant of this PMP form; cf. Sumatran MAL (to)golay ‘worm’.

109. ‘mosquito’. The evidence for reconstructing this word as *hagas versus *agas is
only in one witness, Perjaya (hagas also in the conservative Nasal isolect). agas of course
exists in Malay with the meaning of gnat, and at least one Malay isolect (Duano) uses
agas to mean ‘mosquito’ so a loan cannot be ruled out. In that sixteen mostly conservative
varieties argue against the inclusion of *h, I reconstruct *(h)agas.

111. “fish’ *iwa(h). Based on internal evidence alone, a reconstruction of *iwa would
seem likelier than *iwah, given that only Daya reflects the h, and isolects with final *a
mutation also display the same change in this etymon. However, it seems somewhat
plausible semantically that the LP forms derive from PMP *hiwaq ‘cut, carve, slice (meat
or fish)’ (i.e. > ‘fish that is prepared for eating by slicing open’); cf. JAV iwak ‘fish/meat
in general’. This would support final *h. It is possible the two, geographically contiguous,
witnesses for final glottal stop are actually loans from JAV.

113. ‘branch’. *pappan with assimilation of the medial nasal to the following stop in
some isolects.

123. ‘flow’. PLP *r is quite stable word-finally, hence PLP *hili is the correct
reconstruction. See §5.1.6 for a discussion of this change from PMP to PLP.

126. ‘lake’. I am compelled to reconstruct *danaw ‘lake’ in spite of the single conflicting
ranaw witness, which may actually be a toponym. See also §5.1.7.

127. “forest’ *alas. 1 based the reconstruction of the initial vowel on phonotactics
(favoring disyllabic over monosyllabic) and the geminated L. It also accords with the
external evidence (PMP *alas). The internal evidence, however, does not favor following
the initial PMP vowel, hence PLP *alas.

129. ‘moon’. If kanawat ‘moon’ is not a loan, it is probably polymorphemic.
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130. ‘star’ **bintuhan. I reconstruct **bintuhan ‘star’ although only two reflexes have been
found; all the other responses are suspect loans (see below). The nasal excrescence, however,
is still irregular unless one accepts the Wolff (2003) form *bintugen. Even then, bintuhan may
show evidence of a MAL origin given the a (rather than 3) in the final syllable and the fact that
bintuhan is a place name in a Malay-speaking area of South Sumatra province.

130. ‘star’ **bintar. Adelaar (2005b) derives MAL bintay from PMP *bitugen via an irregular
phonological development. This strongly suggests that the LP form is a loanword.

131. ‘cloud’ *rihu?. This could conceivably be reconstructed as *hiru?; either way,
metathesis has occurred in a subset of the reflexes. External witnesses would be needed to
settle the issue, but I have not yet found any.

134. ‘thunder’. *gagor < PMP gerger ‘shake, shiver, tremble’. As the KotaBumi meaning
‘shake, sway’ most closely resembles the PMP form, this should be considered the original
meaning, with ‘thunder’ being a later development. However, note that Haji, an archaic
MAL dialect bordering Daya, has gogar ‘thunder’. Although Haji has borrowed about a
third of its core vocabulary from LP (Anderbeck 2007), the final vowel shows that gagar is
clearly of MAL, not LP origin.

135. ‘lightning’. *kilap < PMP *kilab ‘flash, sparkle’. A number of areal languages
exhibit the semantic shift from the PMP meaning to ‘lightning’, including LP, JAV and
(some varieties of) Batak. It is unclear whether the two Nyo kilat reflexes should be
interpreted as from MAL or as inherited reflexes of PMP *kilat lightning.

139. ‘cold’ *ma-pisan. The Krui/Ranau/Sukau lists reflect the reduplicated stem pi-pi,
perhaps suggesting a morpheme break pi-san. However, these forms could also reflect
simple elision of the final syllable. In the absence of further information I reconstruct a
monomorphemic form.

140. ‘dry’. See 84.3 for an explanation of why karip was not chosen as the primary
reconstruction.

144. ‘burn’. *suah seems to be descended from a metathesized PMP *qasu.

149. ‘red’. *ma-suluh < PMP *suluq ‘torch’. The semantic connection between ‘torch’
and ‘red’ is of course fire, a connection strengthened by the meaning of suluh in the Nyo
areas of ‘firewood’.

150. ‘yellow’. I reconstruct *kunir as a reflex of PMP *kunij. The challenge is the
kunjer etc. reflexes. It turns out Kom-Adu has three related etyma: kuninp (loan) and kupjer
both mean yellow, but they also have kupir ‘turmeric’. Short of reconstructing a doublet
*kunir/*kunjir ‘yellow’, one needs to both explain the excrescence of an affricate clustering
with a medial nasal as well as the existence of both forms in the same variety. Presumably,
once a varying form existed in one area, it could have been borrowed in another, which
looks like what happened, but I do not have an explanation for the excrescent affricate.

151. ‘green’. *ma-hujaw < PMP *hizaw ‘fighting cock with greenish feathers on light
background’ (Blust n.d.). Given the distribution of *hizaw reflexes, Blust concludes the
semantic change to ‘green’ occurred in MAL and then was borrowed in large parts of
western Indonesia. Unless the loan was of extraordinary time depth, the LP evidence seems
NOT to support this conclusion, as the twenty-three isolects sampled without exception
reflect the irregular hujaw.

156. ‘thin’. *ma-nipis < PMP id. Some isolects exhibit tipis, which is either back-
formation from *nipis or MAL loan.

157. ‘thick’. PLP *ma-kadal is clearly cognate with MAL kontal id., but without
additional witnesses or reconstructed ancestral form it will be difficult to determine
whether voicing of the medial stop has occurred in LP or devoicing in MAL.
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160. ‘sick’ *arip. This should be *arip rather than *marip; I interpret the m in most
reflexes as a nasalizing prefix based on Sukadana arip. This word may be related to JAV,
SUN, Makasarese gorip id. but if so there are some irregular changes involved. Alternately,
this form could be related to PMP *daRip ‘groan, moan’, where the (dubious) path is >
*daRin > **dip > **rip > **arin > PLP *arin.

163. ‘new’. *bahyu < PMP *baqeRu. The baru reflexes are MAL loan; at least one Nyo
area has both baru and bay:au, and three of the five baru reflexes exhibit an apical trill/flap,
which is additional evidence of borrowing (84.3.2). It is difficult to know if the Nyo forms
bayau are the result of a-y metathesis (< **baayu), or some phonetic artifact from the
presence of an earlier medial h, or simply disambiguation (after losing h) from the otherwise
homophonous form bayu ‘spoiled’. Given the PLP innovation *y from PMP *eR sequences
(85.1.6), a reconstruction of *bahyu seems the most prudent course, although more dialectal
witnesses would certainly help.

165. ‘bad’. **jahat may be a loan, given that: 1) Malay shares this word; and 2) there
is no debuccalization of the final plosive, which is mildly out of character for native
words. If it turns out to be native, it would support a PMP reconstruction of *jahat (cf.
Blust 1999) and not *jahet (cf. Adelaar 1992).

171. ‘hide’ *jamut. This etymon is reconstructed *jamut ‘hide’ rather than %jamoat
primarily because of the witness of Melintin and Kotabumi which would reflect xjamat
if the ultimate vowel were schwa. The vowel lowering may be due to a highly nasalized
environment, reflected by many of the transcriptions.

1(2|3[4|5|6|7|8|9]|10(11|12|13|14|15|16|17(18|19|20|21 |22|23

0|lolo]|o 0 ow 0| 0 glo0| o

171. ‘hide’ *sago?. This final consonant could actually be *I or even *t. If the final
glottal stop truly is the result of debuccalization, even KAPend (#20) has lost the final
oral stop in this case.

192. ‘and/with’. *jama < PMP *ma. Given the PMP form, PLP *jama was probably
polymorphemic at some point. Two candidates for the derivation of the initial syllable
are *(hi)ja ‘this’ or *(an)ja? ‘from’. jama is also quite similar in its range of usage to
(colloquial) MAL sama; meaning variously ‘and’, ‘with’, ‘together’, even ‘friend’.

197. ‘one’ *asay. There is an unexplained change of the final vowel from PMP *esa. It
is possible the determiner *sa preserves an earlier form of the etymon; compare Nasal sai
sija ‘this’, sai sudi ‘that’.

‘because’ *ulih. If this form descends from PMP *uliq ‘return; restore; repeat’ it shares the
innovative meaning of ‘because’ with MAL and Balinese. Additionally, there was an irregular
change in some areas to ulah. Further muddying the waters, Udin et al. (1992) reports that the
Api variety(s) described therein have both ulah ‘because’ and oloh ‘return, repeat’.

‘call’ *huraw-haruh. There are no word-initial *h witnesses in the *huraw- correspondence
set, but I nevertheless reconstruct it on the basis of symmetry with the following morpheme
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*-haruh, in what seems to be a chiming word possibly related to MAL hura-hara ‘disturbance’.
Also, the initial *h may not appear in many isolects due to morphophonemics.

‘canoe paddle’. In spite of the cognate PMP form, dayun was not chosen as the primary
reconstruction for reasons discussed in §4.3.

‘chicken’ *sisiw. Given the pattern of reflexes, sisu in one area and sisuy in another, and
Proto-Philippines reconstruction *siwsiw (Wurm and Wilson 1975), I reconstruct *sisiw.
This is the only reconstruction with the diphthong *iw, which makes it a bit strange, but
it seems to best explain the available evidence.

1(2|3|4|5|6|7(8|9(|10(11(12(13|14|15|16|17(18|19|20 |21 |22 |23

ulufu uy | uy

‘comb’. There is an unexplained change in the final consonant PMP *suat > PLP *sual.

‘deaf’ *tilu, *tula?. Since Malay tuli ‘deaf’ is a semantic extension of PMP *tuli ‘earwax’,
and the same semantic development is found in PLP, this suggests borrowing. However,
there are three points of counterevidence: 1) LP carries over both PMP reflexes *tuli and
*tilu, whereas MAL does not seem to retain the latter; 2) if tulo? were a MAL loan we would
expect it to be xtuli; and 3) Itbayaten (Ivatan), a Northern Philippine language less likely
to be influenced by MAL, also reflects *tilu as ‘deafen’ (Blust n.d.).

‘difficult’. If susah ‘difficult’ is native and not a MAL loan it is a bit surprising it is not
xsuhsah < PMP *sugsaq.

‘difficult’. *sukar deserves a second look. So far I have not found any other language
besides Malay with a reflex. Could a MAL loanword have a native ultimate schwa reflex?
Is *sukar a real etymon?

‘dipper’. *timbuk ‘dipper’ could possibly be reconstructed as a doublet, with *cibuk as
the second form. See also §3.4.11.

‘field’ *dara?. If this is a native reflex, this could also potentially be reconstructed
with *-t, given PMP *daRat ‘littoral sea; surface of sea/land’ (although one would expect
PLP xdat). More LP isolects would need to be checked for reflexes.

‘fight’ *pisaw. From the reflexes one would expect a reconstruction of *pisu; however,
see §5.2.2.

‘finger’ *joriji. These are strange words and a strange correspondence set with three
jariji witnesses, one jarizi and one jarigi. However, see JAV driji id., also MAL kacapy jariji
‘the lablab’ (hyacinth bean with a fingerlike pod) and note that this correspondence set
seems to follow the regular correspondence JAV *d / LP *j < PMP *z.

‘fly (insect)’ *lalat. This is a difficult one. First, there seems to be metathesis in many
of the varieties, and then assimilation of the initial consonant to the medial r. I considered
a doublet *lalat/lalar because of the two differences—final consonant and final vowel—
but decided against it because of the witness of Kalianda lalor which seems to preserve the
final schwa. Here is one scenario:

1) PMP *lalej;

2) PMP *-j >PLP *d/-t, therefore *lalat;

3) early change in most isolects to lalar;

4) irregular merger (prompted by r?) in ultimate syllable of 2 to a, did not occur
in Kalianda;

5) metathesis and assimilation in some isolects to raral.
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‘gall bladder’. *hamparu < PMP *qapeju. Although we see an excrescent nasal prior to
the medial stop which is indicative of borrowing from MAL, there are three signs that this
is native. First, the LP forms retain initial *h, which is lost in most MAL dialects including
all Sumatran dialects except possibly Haji. Second, PMP *j > PLP *r. This is not the
strongest evidence as the change most likely was via **d. Third, LP reflexes clearly retain
the antepenultimate *a, which was neutralized to 2 in nearly all MAL dialects. I therefore
conclude this is a native form with irregular nasal excrescence.

‘give’. *ajuk < PMP *e(n)zuk. It seems fairly safe to say that the three anjuk reflexes (the
geographically contiguous KAAsli, Komllir, Kom-Adu) are loans from nearby Sumatran MAL.

‘hard’ *tias and *tiha. I had originally lumped instances of tias (< PMP *teRas ‘hard
core of trees’) and tiha together, but then separated them for two reasons: 1) loss of *s (in
any position) is unexpected; and 2) loss of medial *h in KAAsli and KAPend is similarly
unprecedented, as would be excrescence between vowels in the other varieties.

‘live/dwell’ *(t)api?. It seems likely that the initial t is a prefix.

‘old (object)’ *ma-(r)uni. There is only one r reflex; it is possible other reflexes
disappeared due to the presence of the adjectival prefix, but the presence of the bare form
uni in Kom-Adu and Daya would seem to negate this argument.

‘pestle’. Blust (n.d.) reconstructs a pair of PMP descendants of PAN *qaSelu, *qahelu
and *hagelu, the latter form having undergone ‘*S metathesis’. Given the LP correspondence
set, it would seem PLP *halu descends from the latter form.

‘sarong’. I reconstruct *h in *sa-hinjay ‘sarong’ on the basis of one witness in six
reflexes and the frequent loss of *h at morpheme boundaries, as well as morphological
symmetry with *sa-biday id.

‘spear’ *lingis < PMP *li(n)gis ‘crush, roll over’. This is an odd semantic connection, but
cf. MAL (on Java) lingis ‘spike or pointed crowbar for digging up the soil’ and JAV ligis ‘sharp-
bladed crowbar’. The distribution of these reflexes (mostly in or near Komering), the presence
of the prenasalized stop, as well as the consistent lowered final closed vowel make this a likely
MAL loan, with the counterevidence that lingis, while evidently existing in Sumatran MAL (cf.
Minangkabau lingih ‘crowbar’), differs slightly in its semantics from the LP form.

‘termite’ *anay and *hani. There are two evidently distinct correspondence sets, one
marked by reduplication, no initial h and -ay ending (e.g. anay-anay), and the other lacking
reduplication, retaining h and ending in —i (e.g. hani). It seems the former is derived from
PMP *anay and the latter (less certainly) from PMP *qani, a variant of *qali, a prefix ‘often
attached to the names of creepy-crawly creatures that are not normally considered pests
or parasites’ (Blust n.d.). Difficulties attributing LP hani to this PMP form are that: 1) hani
is a full word, not a prefix; and 2) termites are pests.

‘thirsty’ **hawas and *mahu. The former is marked as a possible loan because in
its earlier form, **haus, it is identical to MAL with no known protoform, unless it is
irregularly derived from PHF *quSaw (**huaw > **haw+s > haus). The latter *mahu
could conceivably be derived from (the first syllable of) PHF *quSaw plus the adjectival
prefix *ma- (cf. Tagalog ma-tthaw id.).

‘turn, revolve’ *putar. The three mutar reflexes, KAAsli, Sukau and Krui, are irregular
and most likely borrowed from Malay.

‘turtle’ *kuya. Given PMP *R to LP y (see below), and MAL kura id., an earlier form
of *kuRa is likely.

‘urine’ *ish. Two notes: First, due to some vagueness in the elicitation language, many
reflexes of ‘urine’ probably are for ‘urinate’. Although only one reflex does not begin with
m, it is considered a verbal prefix and not included in the reconstruction. Second, although
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Ranau and Krui strengthen final consonants in this lexeme and others (see §3.4.4), final
*h is reconstructed.

‘wall’. *dindin < PMP *dindin. Although there is only one dialectal witness (KAAsli), this
reconstruction is marked as primary because it, in contrast with the other two reconstructions,
descends from a reconstructed PMP form. As this form occurs in an area without reduction of
heterorganic consonant clusters, we can be confident that this form is not a MAL loan (dindin).

‘wipe’ *gabus. On the assumption that the single [hapus] reflex is a borrowing, I
reconstruct *gabus. Confer also MAL gabus ‘cork; whet one’s knife on a cork’.

‘yesterday’. The three sets of words for ‘yesterday’ are morphologically complex, with the
common element -bi- likely meaning ‘night/dark’ (cf. *bini ‘night’, dibi ‘afternoon, twilight”).

‘yesterday’. *bi-di-bi. Reflexes of the second morpheme di show reduction typical
when preceding another morpheme (cf. ‘inside’ with typical reflexes of [di lom], [do
lom]). This morpheme is either the locative preposition *di ‘in’ or the distal demonstrative
*hudi ‘that (far)’.

‘yesterday’ *lam-bi-ja. Evidence for initial [ is admittedly scanty and may be the
remains of a separate morpheme. For another word with variable initial [, see the
discussion of laman/amon in §4.2.6. I do not have any proposal for the meanings of the
lam/am/nam morphemes.

The final morpheme for this cognate set (clustered in the Komering area) is derived from
the demonstrative *hija ‘this’ (§4.2.2).

4.3. Loanwords

A glance at any publication on Lampung will reveal obvious MAL borrowings; the
problem is being able to identify the non-obvious ones. How are some borrowings less than
obvious? There are at least two reasons. One is that both Malay and Lampung are relatively
conservative languages; they share much in the area of grammar, phonology and lexicon as
inheritances from the (W)MP language family. The second reason is, quoting Walker (1976),
‘The recent layers of Indonesian influence, especially in the phonology and morphology,
are recognized by most native speakers as borrowings... However, older layers of influence
from Malay are not generally recognized. Most borrowed words are assimilated to Lampung
phonology, and are in use along with the Lampung equivalent.’

I am told that when banks teach their employees to identify counterfeit bills, they
do not show them counterfeit bills. Instead, the employees spend their time studying the
‘real McCoy’, getting very familiar with what a true bill looks like. Then when they see
an imitation it will be obvious. Accordingly, §5 of the paper is devoted to fleshing out the
distinguishing marks of historical Lampung as we currently understand it, comparing and
contrasting with Malay at several key points.
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4.3.1. Definite and probable loans

In this prior section on loanwords in the LP lexicon, I present two lists of words taken
from the word lists, the first consisting of those words which have a high likelihood of
being loans, and the second those words which probably are also loans but for which there
is less evidence. Most of the justification for my positions consists of cross-references to the
material presented in 85, where the distinctives of LP vis-a-vis other regional languages
are processed. Unless otherwise noted, it is assumed that Arabic, Indic, JAV and Dutch
loanwords have come into LP via MAL.

Table 23. Loanwords in LP

High likelihood

Item Source | Comments

abay ‘red’ JAV Probably via Sumatran MAL

badan ‘body’ AR

bapak ‘father’ MAL (Adelaar 1992:104)

barat ‘west’ MAL Semantic innovation in MAL

baru/barew ‘new’ MAL LP form *bahayu; see discussion above.

balas ‘-teen’ MAL PMP pattern was to form higher numerals with *sa + *puluq
+ cardinal number.

basi ‘knife/machete’ ? (Mahdi 1994)

buru ‘hunt’ MAL There are three signs that this is a loanword. First is the
frequent change PMP *R > PLP *y, so one would expect xbuyu|
or xbuyaw. Second, four of the 11 reflexes have [r] rather than
[¥] alveolar flap (see below). Third, the PMP meaning ‘drive
off, chase away’ has been replaced with ‘hunt’ as in MAL.

burun ‘bird’ MAL (Adelaar 2004)

durian ‘durian’ MAL Cf. PLP *rui ‘thorn’; native form would be xrui-an.

-gala ‘all’ SKT

gigit ‘bite’ MAL Irregular voicing and consonant cluster reduction from PMP
*kitkit follows MAL.

hari ‘day’, bataghari | MAL PMP *waRi, MAL h irregular while LP retains *w.

‘river’

jahal ‘bad’ AR Unlikely via MAL given the pattern of reflexes and the
infrequency of this form in Sumatran MAL.

jelma ‘person’ SKT Via Sumatran MAL

kanan ‘right’ MAL PMP *ka-wanan. MAL but not LP deletes PMP *w.

kapan ‘when’ JAV Probably via SM.

kapur ‘lime for betel’ | MAL Follows MAL irregular k < PMP *g, final *r. cf. PMP *qapuR
‘lime, calcium’

kerja ‘work’ SKT




An Initial Reconstruction of Proto-Lampungic

137

kiri ‘left’ MAL PMP *ka-wiri. MAL but not LP deletes PMP *w.
kuat ‘strong’ AR
kubur ‘bury’ AR
kunip ‘yellow’ Karo Adelaar (1992:142) considers a loan from Karo, prob in LP via
Batak MAL.
kuta ‘fence’ SKT 10 isolects; most likely < SKT ‘fort’.
lap ‘wipe’ Dutch
laut ‘sea’ MAL PLP **lawat; MAL laut. The reconstructed form **lawat may also
be a loan given that it follows the MAL semantic shift away
from PMP *lahud ‘toward the sea’.
lidah ‘tongue’ MAL MAL metathesis < PMP *dilagq.
mandi ‘bathe’ MAL MAL mandi showing merger of PMP *i and *uy in PMP *anduy;
see further §5.2.1.
napas ‘breathe’ AR
panday ‘know; tell’ Indic
pasir/pasi? ‘sand’ MAL Lexical replacement between PMP and PM (Adelaar 1992);
sound change *-r > ? common in MAL but unknown in LP.
pikir ‘think’ AR probably via MAL.
rikin ‘count’ Dutch Dutch reken.
sara ‘difficult’ JAV Irregular pattern of final vowel reflexes. As JAV has /sara/
[soro] id. this should be considered a direct JAV loan.
sium ‘sniff, smell’ SKT probably via Sumatran MAL.
tiga ‘three’ Indic
timur ‘east’ MAL Semantic innovation in MAL.
tipis ‘thin’ MAL Given that PMP and PM ‘thin’ are both reconstructed as
*nipis it seems likely that (at least) the six tipis witnesses are
borrowings from MAL (either Standard or Sumatran).
urat ‘vein’ MAL PMP *R > PLP *y; see cognate form *uyat id.
Moderate likelihood
Item Source Comments
bayar ‘pay’ MAL MAL id.; see below for discussion of [r].
bintuhan ‘star’ MAL Place name in Sumatran MAL-speaking area id.; see above.
bintay ‘star’ MAL MAL id.; irregular reflex of PMP *bitugen.
buka(?) ‘open’ MAL Sumatran MAL has the same scatter of buka vs. buka?
reflexes.
cawa ‘say’ SKT < SKT vicara?
dagin ‘meat’ MAL MAL id.; lexical replacement between PMP and PM
(the status of this word may depend on whether LP is
accepted as a member of Malayo-Sumbawan).
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dagu ‘chin’ MAL MAL id, possibly irregular change PMP *-aw > u.
dayun ‘canoe paddle’ MAL MAL id.; reflexes occur in a limited, contiguous
geographical area.
gagah ‘strong’ MAL MAL (including Sumatran) id.; LP reflexes are
concentrated in the Komering area.
goladak ‘floor’ MAL MAL id.; LP forms are unusually regular for a trisyllabic word.
gunup ‘mountain’ MAL Adelaar (1992) reconstructs bukit ‘mountain’ rather
than gunupg, but I have not yet seen an etymology for the
latter.
hawas ‘thirsty’ MAL See discussion above.
jahat ‘evil’ MAL MAL id.; see discussion above.
janda, randa ‘widow’ MAL LP has both randa and janda as does Sumatran MAL.
kanti(?) MAL Sumatran MAL id. including the scattered glottal stop
distribution.
karip ‘dry’ MAL MAL id.; one would expect xkip given PMP *keRip.
kuyu? ‘dog’ MAL MAL id., this form found only in 4 LP varieties.
lain, layan ‘other’ MAL PLP form is reconstructed as *layan derived from earlier
**lain; however lain is identical to MAL and exhibits
irregular loss of medial *h. Hence both LP lain and layan
reflexes are suspect.
laki ‘man; husband’ MAL Lexical replacement between PMP and PM (Adelaar
1992:203); geographical distribution of these reflexes are
in areas of typically high MAL borrowing.
lombahan ‘house’ MAL See discussion above.
lia? ‘see’ MAL If this form is etymologically related to MAL lihat it
exhibits, besides debuccalization, loss of medial h which
is common in Sumatran MAL but not in LP.
lingis ‘spear’ MAL MAL id.; see discussion above.
malu ‘shy, ashamed’ MAL Lexical replacement between PMP and PM (Adelaar
1992:203).
marah ‘angry’ MAL MAL id.; cf. also MAL amarah.
pagi ‘morning’ MAL Shares MAL semantic innovation ‘later, tomorrow’ >
‘morning’.
parahu ‘canoe’ MAL MAL id. Despite PMP *paraqu, half of the LP reflexes
reflect apical trill, and all reflexes show reduction of
initial vowel to schwa
paras, para? ‘squeeze’ JAV Likely directly < JAV paras and parat respectively. See
discussion above.
saka ‘old (object)’, 2nd | unknown Cf. MAL pusaka ‘heirloom’, Minangkabau saka ‘maternal
component in ‘when’ heritage’. Although pusaka is reputed to be derived from
SKT, it is not listed in de Casparis (1997).
siapa, sapa ‘who’ MAL Sumatran MAL id.; see discussion above.
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tarbay ‘fly’ MAL Lexical replacement between PMP and PM (Adelaar
1992:203).

tilu, tulo? ‘deaf’ MAL MAL tuli; see above.

tumbuh ‘grow’ MAL MAL id., PMP *tu(m)buq would likely yield PLP xtubuh.
The geographical pattern of reflexes is also indicative of
borrowing.

turun ‘descend’ MAL Minority form in LP (3 of 14), 1 of 3 has apical flap.

umuny ‘say’ MAL MAL id.

Although certain words are loans, they still exhibit interesting sound changes, making
them appear native. For example, panday ‘know’ experiences reduction of the consonant
cluster in a few places (WayLima, Sungkai paday) and penultimate vowel reduction in
another (Melintin panay). durian ‘durian’ undergoes metathesis in Menggala, becoming
godian. All the extant reflexes of MAL loan urat ‘vein’ are debuccalized as urxa?, as are
nearly all reflexes of MAL gigit.

4.3.2. LP words with alveolar r

There is a subset of *r with irregular reflexes, giving an alveolar flap/trill instead of
the expected (post)dorsal fricative. See Table 24.

Table 24. LP words with alveolar r

gloss putative reconstruction alveolar reflexes
‘day’ xhari 40of 6

‘river’ xbatanghari 20f 8

‘hunt’ xburaw (current buru) 4 0f 11

‘new’ xbaru 30of5

‘canoe’ **parahu 2 of 4

‘angry’ *marah 20f 6

‘pay’ **bayar 3of 14
‘squeeze’ **paras 30of5

‘husband’ **ragah 30of8

With reflexes like these one suspects they are loans, particularly from SI which features
an apical flap. The first three lexemes (‘day’, ‘river’, ‘hunt’) are certainly loans (discussed
above), and the next three (‘canoe’, ‘angry’, ‘pay’) could be interpreted either way. See
84.2.9 for a discussion of *paras as a possible JAV loan. The final form *ragah with the
meaning ‘man, husband’ seems to be unique to Lampung.'?

12 Wilkinson (1959) gives Perak Malay ragah ‘sturdy and strong; well-built (of men)’; there likely is a
genetic connection, but it is improbable that a loan from Perak, Malaysia would become a well-distributed
Lampung lexeme. See also Nasal ragah ‘male’. Possible derivation < SKT ragah ‘attachment’.
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As a point of reference, nearby southern Sumatran MAL isolects frequently display a
phonemic split in r reflexes, where most obviously native words exhibit a velar or uvular
fricative, but a subset of words, like the LP subset above, shows irregular flap/trill (McDowell
and Anderbeck In progress). In the case of southern Sumatran MAL, the two most frequent
causes for the irregular r are: 1) borrowing from SI or JAV; and 2) r in medial position
surrounded by like vowels, e.g. buru ‘hunt’. Certainly the former cause would be a factor in
irregular LP r reflexes; the latter phonological innovation does not seem to be a factor in LP
given the complete lack of irregular r in obviously native LP forms like *turuy ‘sleep’ and
*lurus ‘straight’. On the other hand, words like buru above may have been borrowed from
Sumatran MAL where this constraint is in force, rather than directly from SIL.

As mentioned above, most of the ‘highly likely’ loans in Table 23 above are
there because of one or more specific diagnostics which are only treated in 85 below.
Unfortunately, some of the diagnostics have exceptions, and I have not yet been able to
identify a convincing conditioning environment for some of them. One could blithely
assign all the exceptions to the borrowing category, but then we are confronted face first
with the problem that has been lurking in the background this whole time, the problem
of circularity. Item Y is a borrowing because it violates Rule 1. Rule 1 is proved because
we accept Item X as evidence but not Item Y. In this business we perhaps can never
completely get rid of the problem of circularity, but some arguments have the weight of
much external evidence, while others have uncomfortably little.

The next section will paint a clearer portrait of PLP’s status within Malayo-Polynesian
while acknowledging the ‘trouble spots’ and unresolved inconsistencies.

5. Changes from PMP to PLP
The defining characteristics of Lampungic are:

1) loss of PMP *h in all positions with some irregular retention word-initially;

2) PMP *q > PLP *h;

3) retention of PMP *w;

4) very limited medial nasal excrescence;

5) limited consonant cluster reduction;

6) merger of PMP *R and *r in word-initial position;

7) syncope of PMP *R in CaRaC environments;

8) non-initial PMP *(e)R > PLP *y;

9) conditioned merger of PMP *j and *d with PLP *r;

10) retention of PMP *z as PLP *j;

11) retention of the PMP four-vowel system, and of diphthongs *-ay, *-aw and *-uy;

12) shift in some instances of PMP *-ay and *-aw to i and u respectively (irregular
areal feature);

13) PMP *-iw > PLP *(y)u;

14) epenthetic semivowel w or y inserted between low-high vowel combinations;

15) Nothofer’s (1985:294) SYSTEM 3 PAN numeral system.

In this section I discuss the changes which have occurred from Proto-Malayo-
Polynesian to Proto-Lampungic. For a discussion of post-PLP changes the reader is referred
to §3.4 and following. Making a rough distinction like this, between pre- and post-PLP
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changes, is a step of faith. Even in cases where a firm relative chronology can be posited
for certain innovations, it takes historical documentation to prove when (and how) a new
feature was introduced into a language. What I display here is innovations which have
shown themselves to be universal in LP and thus (probably) present at the time Lampungic
had differentiated itself from other descendants of PMP.

5.1. Innovations and retentions in consonant phonemes

5.1.1. PMP *h

With some word-initial exceptions, PMP *h completely elided in PLP. Examples
of elision in word-initial position are PMP *hema ‘tongue’ > PLP ama, PMP *hemay >
PLP *amay, PMP *hapaR ‘mat’ > PLP *apay, PMP *hapin ‘wind’ > PLP *apin, and PMP
*hateD ‘accompany, send’ > PLP *atat ‘carry’. Word-medial examples are PMP *duha
‘two’ > PLP *rua, PMP *buhek ‘hair’ > PLP *bua(k?), PMP *tahep-i ‘winnow’ > PLP
*tapi, PMP *bahu ‘stench’ > PLP *ambaw ‘sniff, smell’. Word-final examples include
PMP *saguh ‘sago’> PLP *sagu, PMP *tebuh ‘sugar cane’ > PLP *tobu and PMP *talih
> PLP *tali ‘rope’.

Slightly under half of the examples of word-initial PMP *h also show retention
in PLP. Three of the six examples of retention are shared with MAL: PMP *ma-huab
‘yawn’ > PLP *huap (84.2.7 lemma 47), PLP *halaw ‘hunt’ < PMP id. and PLP
*ma-hujaw ‘green’ < PMP *hizaw. The other three examples are PLP *hipi ‘dream’
<PMP id., PLP *halom ‘black’ < PMP *halem ‘night, dark’ and PLP *(h)ijan ‘ladder
< PMP *haRezan.

5.1.2. PMP *q to PLP *h

PMP *q > PLP *h. This change occurs word-initially, word-medially, and word-
finally. Table 25 gives some examples.

Table 25. PMP *q > PLP *h

gloss PMP PLP
‘sand’ *qenay *hanay
‘head’ *qulu *hulu
‘ashes’ *qabu *habu
‘turtle’ *qantipa *hantipa
‘year’ *taqun *tahun
‘belly’ *tinaqi *tinahi
‘post’ *tigang *tihang
‘split’ *belaq *balah
‘vomit’ *utaq *utah
‘far’ *zauq *jawah
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There are no evident exceptions to this change, although see §5.1.5 for an example of
elision of PMP *q in a medial consonant cluster.
It would seem that PMP *h retentions have merged with these other instances of PLP *h.

5.1.3. PMP *w

For the most part PMP *w is retained in PLP as *w, but there is a distinct subset with
the irregular split or doublets involving w/b alternations; cf. §3.5.19.

Table 26. Reflexes of PMP *w

gloss PMP PLP or LP
‘eight’ *walu *walu

‘water’ *wahiR *wai

‘be, exist’ *wada *wat

‘nine’ *siwa *siwa

‘fish line’ *kawil *kawil

‘vine, creeper’ *waRej *wayat/bayat
‘root’ *wakat ‘mangrove root’ *wakat/ bakat
‘spider’ *lawaq *lawah/ labah
‘cloud’ *hawan *awan/ aban
‘skin’ *bawa?/ baba?

The only difference in the conditioning environment between the top and bottom examples
in Table 26 seems to be the presence or absence of a high vowel; if there is a high vowel
present in the lexeme, there is no split. But it is speculative to say that there is any
relationship between the two factors.

5.1.4. Nasal excrescence

There is only one example of nasal or liquid excrescence from PMP, making this
phenomenon markedly less frequent than in, say, Proto-Malayic. The only example evident
from the corpus is PLP *hamparu ‘gall bladder’ < PMP *qapeju (see §4.2.9 lemma ‘gall
bladder).

5.1.5. Medial consonant clusters

A few PLP medial consonant clusters display a reduction, from PMP, of the cluster to
the final segment. Here are some examples.
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Table 27. Nasal consonant cluster reduction

gloss PMP PLP

‘thunder’ *gerger ‘shake, shiver, tremble’ *gagar
‘difficult’ *sugsaq *susah
‘walk’ *lampaq *lapah

But there are also many more cases where no reduction from PMP occurs, e.g. PLP *timbak
‘shoot’, PLP *ambun ‘fog’, PLP *punti ‘banana’, as well as the many cases of reduplication
discussed in §4.2.7 like PLP *dindin ‘wall’ and PLP *kuykuy ‘scratch’ < PMP *kuRkuR. NS
cluster reduction, especially in Nyo, is discussed as a post-PLP phenomenon in §3.4.11.

5.1.6. PMP *R and *r

PMP had two similar phonemes, *R and *r. The former is understood to be a backed
voiced fricative, while the latter was perhaps an apical trill, and is less attested. In some
languages, notably Malay, these two phonemes are merged unconditionally. This is not
the case for LP. While the phonemes merged word-initially as PLP *r, reflexes of PMP *R
in other positions exhibit a few different shifts, primarily > PLP *y/*i.

The first change to discuss is PMP *CaRaC > CaC. In medial position straddling two
closed syllables with *a both preceding and following *R (e.g. *baRaq ‘lung’), PMP *R
completely elided. See Table 28. MAL examples are inserted to show contrast.

Table 28. PMP *CaRaC > PLP *CaC

PMP gloss PLP PM/MAL
*baRanih ‘brave’ bani (KotaBumi, Menggala) borani
*zaRami ‘rice straw, stubble’ jami (Menggala) Jjorami
*baRaq ‘lung’ bah

*daRaq ‘blood’ rah *darah

One possible counterexample that can be seen in Table 29 below is LP baya < PMP
*baRah. The evident explanation is that PMP *h elided prior to the above change, yielding
a CVCV (rather than CVCVC) structure.

Apart from the specific environment just discussed, the primary pattern for non-initial
PMP *R was to be palatalized in PLP to y or i depending on phonotactic conditions. These
phonotactic concerns were primarily about preserving disyllabicity and avoiding irregular
phoneme sequences. See Table 29 for examples of this change in word-medial position.
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Table 29. Word-medial PMP *R changes
PMP gloss PLP PM/MAL
*uRat ‘vein’ *uyat *urat
*buRuk ‘rotten’ *buyu(k?) *buruk
*duRi ‘thorn’ *rui *duri
‘turtle’ *kuya kura-kura
*qasiRa ‘salt’ *sia *sira
*baReq ‘swell’ *bayah
*daReq ‘soil; clay; pot’ *rayah ‘pot’
*haRozan | ‘ladder’ *(h)ijan
*baRiw ‘beginning to spoil’ *bayu
*waRej ‘vine, creeper’ *wayat
“waRi day, sun’ Sf‘:‘gg, :)clay after tomorrow’ (literally ‘one’ “hari
*kuRkuR ‘scratch’ *kuykuy kukur ‘grater’
*baRah ‘ember, glowing coal’ | baya (Komering), babaya (Menggala) bara

We can see that the change occurs on a regular basis. However, potential counterexamples
to the above pattern also exist.

Table 30. Potential counterexamples to PMP *R > PLP *y, *i or ¢

PMP gloss PLP PM/MAL

*buRaw ‘chase away’ xburu ‘hunt’ *buru ‘hunt’
*taRuq ‘put, put down’ taruh (Menggala) taruh

*paRa ‘storage shelf, attic’ para (Menggala) MAL para

*paRih ‘stingray’ punu pari (Menggala) pari

*qaRus ‘current, flow’ harus (Ranau, WayLima) arus

*kaRaw ‘scratch an itch’ s\gs;wr;kMe?nggala) ‘sweep out spider karaw ‘stirring up’

Four of the six examples of Table 30 could be easily explained as borrowing from
MAL. The fifth, however, retains *h where it is lost in MAL, and the sixth exhibits a
different semantic shift.

The PMP sequence *eR likewise underwent a word-medial change to *i possibly
involving an intervening step as *ay. See Table 31. PM is inserted to show the contrast.
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Table 31. Word-medial PMP *eR changes
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PMP Gloss PLP PM/MAL
*beRas ‘rice’ *bias *beras

*teRas ‘hard core of trees’ | *tias ‘hard’ toras

*beRpi ‘night’ *bini barany (Duano)
*beReqat ‘heavy’ *biat *berat

PHN *terung ‘eggplant’ tiun tarony

*bageRu ‘new’ *bahyu *baharu

*peReq ‘squeeze’ *pioh (see §4.2.9 lemma 88. ‘squeeze’) | *perah

PP ke | ey Ranau Suka Koy 4y’ oray dry

*beReqarn ‘molar tooth’ garahan ‘jawbone’ garaham ‘molar’

So we have pretty good evidence showing that PMP *eR changes to PLP *i, with a couple
possible exceptions. There are also other examples of word-medial changes to i where PMP
*e is not involved.

One thing I find confusing is that Sukau, for example, seems to have a doublet kian
‘dry’ and korap ‘dry (clothes)’, seemingly both derived from the same PWMP form *keRapy
but with different realizations of *R.

PMP *R > PLP *i word-finally. Examples are given in Table 32; possible
counterexamples in Table 33.

Table 32. Word-final PMP *R > PLP *i

PMP Gloss PLP distribution/comments PM/MAL
*qateluR | ‘egg’ *hataluy | universal, most often with metathesis tahaluy | *telur
*hulaR ‘snake’ *ulay *ulor
*hapaR | ‘mat’ *apay

*ikuR ‘tail’ *ikuy *ikur
*iluR ‘spit’ *iluy liur
*niuR ‘coconut’ *niwi common niur
1“)(‘1/1]111\;[1) (ﬂ)?/:\;lstream’ “hili hilir
*wahiR | ‘fresh water’ | *wai universal *air
*deneR ‘hear’ *dani(s) | sometimes with unexplained excrescent s or h | *danar
*tuduR | ‘sleep’ *turuy

ca [me oy |t s e AL bormoing v
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Table 33. Word-final PMP *R changes (counterexamples)

PMP gloss LP distribution/comments PM/MAL
reconstruction from Dempwolff]
*pasiR ‘sand’ pasi?, pasir (Zorc 1971). Discredited? MAL | *pasir
loan?
*dapuR | ‘hearth’ dapor (Menggala) MAL loan? *dapur
*sindiR | ‘mock’ sindir (Kom-‘Adu)' ?Hend MAL loan? sindir
(Menggala) ‘gossip
*sinaR rad.lan(,:e, ray sinar MAL loan? sinar
of light
. ‘tasteless, (Meng‘gala) tawar id.; first MAL loan? second
*tabaR . tabaw ‘water which has . . tawar
insipid . , | inherited cognate?
lost (poison, sweetness)

For the tabulation in Table 34 I counted the reflexes of PMP final *R for LP words
which I judged there to be a better than even chance of being cognate and inherited from
the PMP form. I cannot detect any particular pattern based on environment, but one notes
the y reflexes outnumber the r reflexes by about four to one or 80%.

Table 34. Tabulation of PMP *R reflexes

Medial *eR *uR *iR *aR Final *eR *yR *iR *aR
y 8 4 1 7 i 1 6 2 2
r 2 — — 3 r — — _ _

Subtotal: 20 y versus 5r

Subtotal: 11 y versus O r

Total: 31 y versus 5r

As mentioned above, PMP *R- seems to be retained as LP r- and hence merged with
PMP *r in this position. See Table 35.

Table 35. PMP initial *R reflexes

PMP Gloss PLP/LP PM/MAL

*Ratus ‘hundred’ *ratus *ratus

*Ribu ‘thousand’ *ribu *ribu

*Raya ‘big’ *-raya/laya ‘big (road)’ *raya

*Rakit ‘raft’ *rakit rakit

*Rakut ‘tether’ *karut (metathesis) ;a;;litc’l;av?elg)mh 'spin
*Rapaw ‘dry’ rapaw ‘thin (foliage)’ (Menggala) kamaraw
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One could wish for better evidence, particularly words whose shapes are distinguishable

from potential Malay loans, but such evidence is presently in short supply.
Table 36 is a list of words with PMP *r and their reflexes in Lampung.

Table 36. PMP *r words
PMP gloss PLP/LP
*birbir ‘rim, edge, border’ *birbir ‘lip’
*paraqu ‘boat’ **parahu ‘canoe’
*baruk ‘fungus on palm tree, tinder’ | bura? (Kom-Adu) ‘rotten (tree)’
*qiris ‘cut, slice’ hiris (Kom-Adu) id.
*burit ‘line, stripe’ buri? (Kom-Adu) ‘striped, colorful feathers’
PWMP *garu | ‘stir’ galu (Kom-Adu) ‘stir to make something smooth’
*bener ‘true, correct’ *banar
*puter ‘turn’ *putor
*gerger ‘shake, shiver, tremble’ *gagar
*tutur ‘say’ ba-tutur (Kom-Adu) ‘to call (someone) by a title’
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The evidence, while limited, supports the understanding that PMP *R and *r have different
reflexes and did not merge in LP except in word-initial position.

5.1.7. PMP *d

PMP *d and PMP *j evidently merged before the change *d > r. But in this section I
treat their changes separately, in order for the relationships between PMP and PLP to be
seen more clearly.

PMP *d shows signs of having changed to PLP *r word-initially, word-medially, and
word-finally. See Table 37.

Table 37. Change of PMP *d to PLP *r

gloss PMP PLP
‘thorn’ *duRi *rui
‘two’ *duha *rua
‘come’ *daten *raton
‘pot’ *daReq ‘soil; clay; pot’ *rayah
‘straight’ *dalis ‘smooth, slippery’ *ralis
‘lake’ *danaw *danaw
‘hear’ *deneR *deni
‘chest’ *dahdah *dada
‘dust’ *debu *debu
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‘day’ *daqani *harani (metathesis)

‘live’ *ma-qudip *huri?

‘sleep’ *tuduR *turuy

‘housepost’ *hadiRi *ari (final syllables merged as 1)
‘knife’ *ladin ‘cleaver, sword’ *ladin

‘sarong’ *biday ‘unit of measure for cloth’ *biday

‘dull’ *ku(n)dul *kudul

‘pay’ **bayad *bayar

‘flow’ *qafud *hanut

‘be, exist’ *wada *wat

A little more than half the word-initial and word-medial examples underwent the change
to r, and one of the three word-final examples did as well. The discussion of conditioning
enviroments is taken up again in the section below on PMP *j as the two are quite related
and tough to separate.

While the PMP *d > PLP *r examples above have unanimous representation among
Lampungic isolects, other examples show dialectal variability. For example, Kom-Adu
reflects PMP and PLP *kabut ‘fog’ as kabor, others kabut. There is also ranaw ‘lake’ in Ranau
while other isolects have danaw, *ma-ri?di? ‘near’ assuming from earlier (i.e. pre-PLP)
form di?di?, and *bi-di-bi ‘yesterday’ with reflexes like barbay in Sukadana and Menggala.

5.1.8. PMP %

PMP *j apparently mostly went to *r in PLP.!® Table 38 and Table 39 give some
PLP reflexes.

There is one lexical example of dialectal variation in this change as well: while
most isolects have something like lalar ‘fly (insect)’, KotaBumi has lalat (see §4.2.7
and §5.1.8).

Word-medially the witness is nearly unanimous (10 of 12) that PMP *j > PLP *r.
Word-finally we seem to have roughly a 50/50 split between r and t reflexes.

Now that we have separately seen reflexes of PMP *d and *j, let us consider the
chronology for these changes and the possible reasons for the variation we see in the
correspondence sets.

First, PMP *d and *j merged to *d. While previously *d had virtually no word-final
reflexes and *j no word-initial reflexes, now **d is represented word-initially, word-
medially and word-finally. Next, **d weakened to r (apical flap) in medial position first,
then in other positions later and/or more sporadically. This is consistent with the evidence
above, where medially the shift is most common. It is consistent with other Western
Austronesian languages which exhibit the most consistent weakening word-medially. It
is also consistent with the dialectal variation shown above, which allows for the **d > r
shift to continue to occur even after the breakup of PLP into various dialects. Third, the
remaining d reflexes are devoiced word-finally, presumably interrupting any additional
weakening to r in that position. Fourth, this apical flap [r] and PLP *r [¥] merge.

13 PMP ¥j did not occur word-initially (Blust 1990:234).
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Table 38. Medial PMP *j reflexes

gloss PMP PLP

‘nose’ *ijuny *irug

‘field rice’ *pajay *paray

‘spicy’ *pejes *paras ‘sour’

‘black’ *qajen ‘charcoal’ *haran

‘how much? how many’ | *pija *pira; *pira-pira ‘some’

‘when’ *ijan *idan (Komering only)

‘how’ *kuja *kuda ‘which’

‘gall bladder’ *qapeju *hamparu

‘smell’ *hajek ara? id. (One isolect only)

‘penetrate’ *sejep *sarap ‘needle’

‘ant’ *sejem sorom (Kom-Adu), sarom (WayLima) id.
yougersioing | “huay puar brother (Tiang), kavar ‘guest (o

Table 39. Final PMP *j reflexes

gloss PMP PLP

‘yellow’ *kunij *kunir

‘pour, sprinkle’ PWMP *bujbuj burbur (Kom-Adu)

‘maggot, caterpillar’ *qulej hulor (Kom-Adu)

‘navel’ *pusej *pusar

‘spread out’ *belaj molar (Kom-Adu)

‘fly’ *lalej *lalat (but most isolects lalar)
‘medicine’ *ubaj *ubat

‘wrap around repeatedly’ | *bejbej bobot (Kom-Adu)

‘vine, creeper’ *waRej (wb)ayat

The question can be asked if any other conditioning environments beside phonotactics
existed which would explain the variability of d and r reflexes. To date I have not been
able to formulate any hypotheses worth mentioning. Borrowing (e.g. from MAL) could be
postulated for some d examples, e.g. ladip ‘knife’, but not for others for which MAL either
lacks a reflex (e.g. PLP *kudul ‘dull’) or exhibits a different sound change (e.g. PLP *lalot
‘fly’ vs. MAL lalat).

5.1.9. PMP *z > PLP %

PMP *z was retained as PLP *j, with two PWMP exceptions below. See Table 40.
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Table 40. PLP reflexes of PMP *z

gloss PMP PLP
‘tomorrow’ PHF *zemaq *jomoh
‘green’ PWMI? *hizaw ‘ﬁg’hting cock with *ma-hujaw
greenish feathers
‘rain’ *quzan *hujan
‘ladder’ *haRazan *(h)ijan
‘sharp’ *tazem *tajom
‘give’ *e(n)zuk *ajuk
‘bad’ *zaqat **jahat
‘sew’ *zaqit *jahit (? weakly attested)
‘far’ *zauq *jawah
‘grass’ *gukut *jukut
‘rice stubble’ *zaRami jami (Menggala)
‘sit’ *kezen ‘stand’ (Zorc 1995) *hajan
‘sleep’ PWMP pezem ‘close the eyes’ :}I:Z(ia;résg;econdary meaning ‘close
‘don’t’ PWMP zapan ‘negative; don’t’ *dan

Why the last two forms deviate from the norm is unknown. The former (padom) exists in
Batak with the same meaning, but not the latter (dap ‘don’t’); the latter exists in Rejang but
not the former. Otherwise these forms do not seem to appear in other regional languages,
and while borrowing cannot be ruled out, I am not aware of a plausible mechanism for
borrowing these variant reflexes.

5.2. Innovations and retentions in vowel phonemes

5.2.1. PMP *uy

PMP *-uy is retained in PLP. It only occurs in word-final position and across all
varieties.

Table 41. Retention of PMP *-uy

gloss PMP PLP

‘fire’ *hapuy *apuy

‘swim’ *nanuy, laguy *naguy, *laguy
‘pig’ *babuy *babuy

Another PMP word with this pattern is ‘bathe’ *anduy. Reflexes of this etymon, however,
seem to have been lost in LP; most word list sites have borrowed MAL mandi.
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5.2.2. PMP *-ay and *-aw

There has been some controversy over exactly how many diphthongs there were
in PMP. A few western Indonesian languages seemed to retain a distinction lost in all
other AN languages, and because of this scholars like Dyen (1949) and Nothofer (1984)
reconstructed two pairs of diphthongs: *-ay/*-ey and *-aw/*-ew. Adelaar (1992:195)
reconstructed the following correspondences to PM:

PMP *ay > PM *ay PMP *aw > PM *aw
PMP *ey > PM *i PMP *ew > PM *u

However, Blust’s revised PMP inventory (Austronesian Comparative Dictionary, n.d.)
accepts only *ay and *aw from the list above, maintaining that the -ay/-i and -aw/-u
distinctions are a Malayic (or possibly as high as Malayo-Sumbawan) innovation, which
later spread to other neighboring languages. Adelaar (2005b:360) accepts Blust’s revision,
and demonstrates that the -ay/-ey split occurred in MAL, JAV, SUN, Madurese and Bali-
Sasak-Sumbawa but not in Chamic, while the -aw/-ew split only occurred in MAL and JAV.
Given that Adelaar (2005b) considers Chamic to be MAL’s closest relative, we can conclude
that the highest level at which this split should be reconstructed is Proto-Malayic.

LP, like other western Indonesian languages mentioned above, exhibits an
unconditioned split in the reflexes of these diphthongs. Given that LP is not a member of
the Malayic subgroup (86.4), I therefore interpret the LP split as attributable to contact, and
follow Blust’s lead in reconstructing PLP *-ay and *-aw even in cases where all daughter
isolects reflect i and u respectively.

One of the interesting aspects of this split is that there is only rough correspondence
between various languages in terms of which words follow which side of the split. Table 42
gives reflexes of *ay including those from MAL, JAV and SUN when available.

Table 42. LP *-ay reflexes

gloss PMP LP Other languages

‘liver’ *qatay all isolects hati MAL hati, JAV ati, SUN
hate

‘die, dead’ *m-atay all isolects mati MAL, JAV mati

‘field rice’ *pajay all isolects pari MAL padi, JAV pari, SUN
pare

‘narrow bridge’ | *taytay titi MAL titi(-an), JAV t-el-iti

‘rattan’ *quay all isolects hui MAL hui, Old JAV hwi

‘sand’ *qenay all isolects hani

‘cooked rice’ *hemay all isolects ami

‘hang, wear’ *sampay sapray (Menggala < earlier sampi) MAL sampay

‘work’ *gaway gawi (7 instances), guay (5 instances) | MAL gaway, JAV gawé

14 See Adelaar (2005b) for a more detailed discussion on the topic.
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. samohani (KAPend) ‘man’, mohani .

‘man’ ma- (Tihang) ‘older brother’, maranay PM *muhanay
Ruqanay (Kom-Adu, WayLima) ‘boy’ (Anderbeck 2007)

‘areca palm’ *zambay'® | all isolects cambay MAL jambi, JAV jambe

‘spy on’ PWMP intay (Menggala) MAL intay, Old JAV inte,
*hintay intay

‘termite’ *anay Komering isolects anay-anay MAL, SUN anay

‘dove’ *punay punay (Menggala) MAL punay

‘grass species’ *zelay jolay (Menggala) MAL jolay

. . T I balay (Api; Udin et al. 1992)

public building balay rice barn’ MAL balay

‘ferment’ *tapay tapay, tape? (both Nyo) MAL, SUN tapay, JAV

tapé

Table 42 offers a number of interesting things. Given the interpretation that the ay/i
split is essentially a MAL innovation, it is not surprising that the LP reflexes track closely
with MAL. However, we see two lexemes, honi ‘sand’ and ami ‘cooked rice’, which have
innovated to i in LP yet which do not seem to have MAL reflexes, as well as other LP
words which, in some dialects but not necessarily in all, have innovated to i in spite of
MAL reflexes which have retained ay. Examples in the latter category are sampi ‘hang,
wear’, mohani ‘man, boy’, gawi ‘work’ and possibly tape? ‘ferment’. Less surprisingly but
still noteworthy is that LP cambay ‘betel leaf’ does not track with MAL i.
Table 43 gives information similar to Table 42 for reflexes of PMP *-aw.

Table 43. PMP *-aw reflexes

gloss PMP LP Other languages

. s . . , all isolects buru (most

hunt buRaw ‘chase away likely MAL loan) MAL, JAV buru, SUN boro

‘field hut’ | PHF *sa-paw sapu (widespread) MAL sapaw

‘fight’ PHN *pisaw ‘knife’ pisu MAL pisaw ‘knife’

‘sell well’ | *lakaw ‘to go’ laku (Menggala), lakaw | MAL, -JAV, SUN laku (various
(KotaBumi) meanings)

‘lake’ *danaw all isolects danaw MAL danaw, Old JAV ranu, SUN

danu

) , *hizaw ‘fighting cock . . .. .y .

green with greenish feathers’ all isolects hujaw MAL hijaw, JAV ij6, SUN hejo

‘hunt’ *halaw halaw (Api and Nyo) MAL halaw

As with reflexes of *-ay, we see a split, and again not necessarily the same lexemes as
MAL have innovated, e.g. LP sapu ‘hut’ and pisu ‘fight’. We also see dialectal variation in

laku/lakaw ‘sell well’.

15 This may not be a valid reconstruction.
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Given the variance with the putative donor language(s) in specific PMP *ay and
*aw reflexes, this innovation was probably phonologically rather than lexically driven.
Overall, the internal LP evidence for *-ay and *-aw, especially the dialectal variation,
seems to best fit the contention that the splits should be viewed as a later innovation due
to areal processes. Therefore in the instances where LP forms are attributable to PMP *-ay
and *-aw I reconstruct the same for PLP, even in cases where the entire correspondence
set would otherwise lend itself to a reconstruction of *i or *u.

5.2.3. PMP *-iw

There are two known reflexes of PMP *-iw in the available LP corpus: kayu ‘wood’ < PMP
*kahiw and bayu ‘spoiled’ < PMP *baRiw ‘beginning to spoil’. Additionally, there is Proto-
Philippines (Wurm and Wilson 1975) *siwsiw ‘chicken’, reconstructed for PLP as *sisiw (see
84.2.9 lemma ‘chicken’). Although kayu is identical to MAL and therefore a possible loan, the
second two forms *bayu and *sisiw are definitely native. I tentatively conclude that PMP *iw >
PLP *(y)u, although it is possible this change was not completed at the time of PLP.

5.2.4. Low-high vowel sequences

As was mentioned in §3.1, PLP disallows low-high (e.g. *a + *u or *a + *i) medial
vowel sequences. Instead, an epenthetic semivowel homorganic to the ultimate vowel (w
or y) is inserted and the final vowel neutralized to *a, e.g. PLP *jawah < PMP *ma-zaugq.

5.3. Rule ordering

Here are some observations about the evident temporal ordering of innovations:

1) PMP *h elided before the unconditioned change PMP *q > PLP *h.

2) PMP *h must have elided before the PLP innovation of w excrescence between
low-high vowel combinations (e.g. PLP *lawat ‘sea’ < PMP *lahud via **laut).

3) The innovation PMP *CaRaC > PLP *CaC must have happened prior to the
palatalization of PMP *R in other non-initial positions, and after the loss of PMP *h.

4) PMP *j and *d most likely merged before the weakening of both (together) to
*r, given the basically identical pattern of weakening.

5) Given the principle of economy, the pre-PLP **d which resulted from the
merger of PMP *j and *d must have weakened to an alveolar flap rather than a
velar/uvular fricative. This would have, at least temporarily, created a phoneme
distinct from the velar/uvular PLP *r. We can call this *r’. At some point *r and
*r’ then merged, retaining the velar/uvular fricative phonetic characteristics.

5.4. Lexical phenomena
5.4.1. Metathesis of PMP forms

We see metathesis of PMP forms in: *daqgani ‘day’ > PLP *harani; *i-tahas ‘above’ > PLP
*atas; *qasu ‘burn’ > PLP *suah; *Rakut ‘tether > PLP *karut; ? *kedi ‘small’ > PLP *roni?.
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5.4.2. Numeral system

Nothofer (1985:294) elucidates various numbering systems that are found in Western
Indonesian languages. Lampung’s native numbering system is his SYSTEM 3, which
consists of reflexes of:

*esa ‘one’ *enem ‘six’
*duha ‘two’ *pitu ‘seven’
*telu ‘three’ *walu ‘eight’
*epat ‘four’ *siwa ‘nine’
*lima ‘five’ *puluq ‘ten’

This system is noteworthy in having retained all ten numerals from PMP.

6. PLP’s place in Malayo-Polynesian

This subject of how or with which other language clusters Lampung might be
subgrouped is worthy of a paper in its own right. The following sections briefly weigh the
evidence for grouping with a few candidates.

6.1. Relationship with Nasal

Nasal is a little-known speech variety in southern Bengkulu province. It is sandwiched
between the Krui dialect of LP and the Kaur and Semenda MAL dialects. It was evidently first
documented by way of a 1900-era word list published in the Holle series (Stokhof 1987). If one
is familiar with LP, on first blush the Nasal word list seems very similar, certainly more similar
to LP than to MAL. For example the Nasal isolect distinguishes PMP ultimate closed *a from
*3, and retains PMP *-uy, like LP and unlike MAL. It has loads of distinctive LP vocabulary, like
kaci ‘dog’, ralus ‘straight’, and suay ‘nine’ (the latter two sharing irregular metathesis with LP).
Many final stops are debuccalized, e.g. hurik ‘live’, ikoh ‘tether’, darak ‘land’.

However, there are also significant disjunctures between Nasal and general LP
patterns, including a very high number of MAL loans (10-20% of words) in Nasal, some
JAV loans not known elsewhere in LP, and a substantial subset (10%) of words of as-yet
unknown provenance. In terms of sound changes, PMP final *-ay reflexes are retained
where they are not for LP (Table 22), and there is an unusual scatter of PMP *j reflexes.
Most damning for a genetic connection with LP is Nasal’s reflexes of PMP *R. In non-initial
position, PMP *R > Nasal [, e.g. sila ‘salt’” < PMP *qasiRa, hapul ‘lime’ < PMP *qapuR,
etc. I can think of no way to unite Nasal’s and LP’s PMP *R reflexes, no matter how many
other lexical items and sound changes they share.

6.2. Relationship with Rejang

Perhaps not coincidentally, Rejang, also located in Bengkulu province, shares
the PMP *R > [ innovation with Nasal, as well as others (e.g. PMP *z > d). These
innovations would make a subgrouping relationship between Rejang and LP difficult if
not impossible to establish.!®
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6.3. Relationship with Batak

There are some oral origin stories in LP about the Lampung people originating from the
Bataks. There are many other contradictory stories as well, but it is certainly worth exploring
whether these two major language families on the island of Sumatra are related.

Adelaar (1981) gives some developments from PMP to Proto-Batak (PB). These include:

1) Merger of *i and *iw to PB *i. This is not shared by LP.

2) Merger of *R and *r to PB *r. This is not shared by LP.

3) Merger of *d and *Z to PB *d (but *z > j). I am not sure about this, given the
changing usages of *Z, *z and related symbols by Austronesianists. However all but
one of the PLP examples of PMP *Z (represented in this paper as *z following Blust
and Adelaar’s current usage) > *j (85.1.9). So this is probably not shared by LP.

4) Merger of *n, *fi and *N to PB *n. There is one example of PMP *N and one of
PAN *N in the PLP reconstructions: PMP *Nayam ‘shy’ and PAN *Nanuy which
split into PMP *laguy and *nanuy. PLP reflects the former as *(ma-)liam and
both of the latter members of the doublet. Regarding PMP *i, there are three
examples in the PLP reconstructions (*hanut ‘flow’, *niknik ‘mosquito’ and
*anam ‘weave’). It can be concluded that this merger is not shared by LP.

5) Loss of *h. This is shared by LP but also by most other languages in this area.

In terms of phonological innovations, there is clearly little resemblance between Proto-
Batak and Proto-Lampungic.

6.4. Relationship with Malayic

Adelaar (2005b) gives fourteen phonological developments from PAN and PMP for
defining the Malayic subgroup. In order to ascertain Lampung’s relation to Malay, each of
these fourteen developments is examined below in comparison to Lampung.

1) PMP *j > PM *d, *-t. See §5.1.8. In PLP, *j most likely merged with PMP *d
(identical with MAL) but which then sporadically > PLP *r.

2) PMP *z > PM *j. See §5.1.9. PLP shares this with MAL.

3) PMP *w > @. See §5.1.3. PLP does not share this development.

4) PMP *R (and *r) > *r. See §5.1.6. PLP does not share this merger but rather
maintains a distinction.

5) PMP *q > *h. See §5.1.1. PLP shares this with MAL.

6) PMP *h > ¢ (except between like vowels or if the following vowel is a schwa).
See §1.1.1. Given that PMP *h disappears when the following vowel is a schwa,
and is retained almost half the time word-initially, we should say that PLP does
not share this development.

7) PMP *-iw > *i. See §5.2.3. PLP does not share this development; rather
seemingly PMP *-iw > PLP *u.

8) PMP *-uy > *i. See §5.2.3. PLP did not undergo this innovation.

16 The classification of the Nasal isolect including its possible relationship with Rejang is a paper
begging to be written.
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Split of PMP *-ay to *-ay and *-i. See §5.2.2. One could say LP follows this but
not always in the same lexemes. In fact, not only does LP disagree with PM
about the reflexes of specific lexemes, but it disagrees LP-internally!

Split of PMP *-aw to *—aw and *-u. See §5.2.2. The evidence is weaker but
basically the same comment as (9) applies.

Reduction of consonant cluster to their last component. See §5.1.5. The same
pressures to reduce are present but much weaker in PLP.

Nasal became homorganic to following stop. See §5.1.5. This did not happen in
PLP, but has in many modern LP isolects.

De-voicing of final stops. LP does in fact devoice final stops, but this was a
fairly late change in the history of Lampung (see §5.3).

Homorganic nasal accretion between initial schwa and following stop. See
§5.1.4. This rarely if ever occurs in PLP.

Vowel metathesis of *qudip (lexical innovation). This did not happen in PLP.

From the above list it is clear that PLP does not share in enough of these characteristics to
have even a prayer to be considered Malayic.

6.5. Relationship with Malayo-Chamic-Bali-Sasak-Sumbawa

Adelaar (2005b) is a lengthy paper devoted to establishing a higher-level subgroup
for languages such as Malay, Acehnese, and Balinese. See Figure 1.

Madurese

Proto Malayo Sumbawan

Proto Malayic Chamic BSS

Proto BSS

Proto Sasak Sumbawa

Sundanese Sasak Sumbawa Balinese Chamic Malayic

Figure 1. Malayo-Sumbawan (Adelaar 2005b)
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Grouping the Malayic, Chamic and Bali-Sasak-Sumbawa (BSS) subgroups (but not here
Madurese or Sundanese), Adelaar (2005a:20) writes, ‘Although some of the phonological
developments are not forceful in themselves, or even unique to Balinese-Sasak-Sumbawa
and Malayic, their configuration is striking. It includes PMP *w- > @, PMP *q > *h; PMP *R,
*r > *r; PMP *z > *j; PMP *j, *d > *d. In contrast, Madurese, Sundanese and particularly
Javanese are phonologically more divergent from Malayic...” Simply put, it can be stated
that LP does not resemble what Adelaar describes for Malayo-Chamic-BSS.”

Although the contradictory nature of the evidence is quite confusing, the two publications
dealing with Malayo-Sumbawan (Adelaar 2005a and 2005b) are still very helpful in delineating
lines of evidence for classifying languages within Western Malayo-Polynesian. Would that all
WMP subgroups had such clear and honest statements about the features that unify them!

6.6. Relationship with Sundanese

In an earlier draft of this paper, I had posited a subgrouping relationship between
LP and Sundanese. Adelaar (2005b) documents a number of features shared by SUN and
Malayo-Chamic-Bali-Sasak-Sumbawan, such as PMP *z > j, PMP *h > ¢, PMP *q > h, and
the merger of PMP *j, *d > d. As LP shares in these innovations, I additionally highlighted
that both SUN and LP had palatalized PMP *R to y, shared in the innovation PMP *iw >
yu, and had frequently weakened PMP *j and *d to r.

However, further investigation has weakened rather than strengthened this hypothesis.
For example, a search for exclusively shared lexical items in the Swadesh 200 list has yielded
afew additional candidates but nothing terribly striking, and approximately the same number
was found between LP and JAV. More important are the phonological developments. While
it is true that both SUN and LP have in many cases palatalized PMP *R, the specific lexemes
and environments in which this has occurred varies substantially. Some examples:

1) In SUN, this palatalization sometimes occurs in initial position, e.g. imah ‘house’
< PMP *Rumagq, whereas word-initial palatalization never occurs in LP.

2) In PMP *uRu or *uRa sequences, the initial segments *uR > SUN i, e.g. biuk
‘rotten’ < PMP *buRuk, whereas LP buyu?.

3) In SUN, *R in the lexeme *hulaR ‘snake’ was only palatalized after the medial [
assimilated to it, producing SUN goray, while no such assimilation occurred in
LP (ulay).

4) Nothofer (1975) reconstructs Proto-Malayo-Javanic (PMJ) *R,, which
palatalized to y in SUN, and PMJ *R, which became SUN r. LP does not respect
this distinction; cf. PMJ *BaR oh ‘swell’ (SUN barih, not MAL loan), PLP *bayah,
PMJ *quR at ‘vein’, PLP *uyat.

5) Finally, the PLP innovation CaRaC > CaC, e.g. LP bah ‘lung’ < PMP *baRaq,
which must have preceded palatalization of PMP *R in other non-medial
positions, does not seem to have occurred in SUN, cf. SUN bayah id.

17 Ileave open the question of whether LP could subgroup with the higher-level Malayo-Sumbawan.
It seems likely given the similarities of the languages involved, but Adelaar (2005b) is quite short
on listing features that define Malayo-Sumbawan as a whole, thus I have little (if anything) to use as
test criteria for LP’s status within the subgroup.
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I therefore retract my previous assertion of a subgrouping relationship between LP and SUN. The
three (somewhat) shared innovations mentioned above seem more than coincidental, particularly
for two languages separated geographically only by a narrow strait, but for that reason perhaps
they could be attributed to areal influences rather than a shared immediate ancestor.

6.7. Relationship with Javanese

As with SUN, LP shares some fairly noteworthy innovations with JAV, including the
*CaRaC > CaC treated above, the frequent weakening of *d to r, and the unconditioned
splits of *-ay and *-aw diphthongs. However, a seemingly insuperable barrier to subgrouping
with JAV at any low level are the JAV innovations PMP *z > JAV d (as opposed to LP >
j) and JAV’s merger of PMP *R and *r.

At this point in our quest, Lampung is leaning against the wall at the proverbial high
school dance, thumbs in its pockets, pretending not to care it doesn’t have a date. Not yet
time to despair; there are still a few WMP language families in Kalimantan and elsewhere
which have yet to be asked for a dance.

7. Conclusions

7.1. Results
Here are some of the results from this study:

1) Exhaustive tracing of sound correspondences and a WordCorr database which
allows checking every angle of the analysis; §1.7. This database I am willing to
share upon request.

2) Reconstruction of the Proto-Lampungic phonological inventory; §3.

3) Reconstruction of basic vocabulary, and establishment and application of
criteria for identifying loanwords; §4.

4) A definition of Lampungic based on shared innovations using a bottom-up
reconstruction methodology, and the tracing of innovations from PMP to PLP
and from PLP to the present; §5.

5) Brief consideration of possible genetic relationships between LP and Batak,
Nasal, Rejang, Malayic, Malayo-Chamic-Bali-Sasak-Sumbawa and Sundanese; §6.

7.2. Linguistic diversity, speculations about time depth and homeland

HereIoffer justafew observations regarding linguistic diversity and settlement patterns
within LP and what this may mean for the time depth of PLP. Very impressionistically, it
seems to me that lexical diversity in LP is approximately equivalent to a similarly-sized
(in terms of population and geographical space) segment of southern Sumatran Malay,
but that the phonological diversity of LP is less than that same segment and may be more
approximate to peninsular Malay dialects (excluding the more aberrant northernmost
dialects like Ulu Terengganu). Although I am unqualified to comment on morphology
and syntax, it would seem that the level of morphological diversity (especially active
verbal morphology) in LP is higher than either of the two examples given above. What
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does all this mean for time depth? Not necessarily very much; several publications have
discussed the invalidity of a logarithmic relationship between linguistic diversity and time
of separation. But given that my comparisons hail from the same area and have had many
of the same pressures working upon them, perhaps attention to comparative levels of
diversity can be fruitful. My impression from the linguistic evidence is that LP is perhaps
a little older than Malay in Sumatra, but less ancient than, say, the Batak family.

Settlement patterns tell a similar story. At least one strand of Lampung oral history suggests
that the Lampung homeland was a place southeast of Lake Ranau called Sekala Berak (Mitani
1980). Within the area now known as Lampung province, there remain no traces of any early
linguistic competitors for space; in fact prior to the recent heavy in-migration of Javanese,
Balinese, etc. to Lampung, the area must have been quite sparsely populated. The same lack of
competitors is not true surrounding the Komering area in South Sumatra province, which seems
to suggest that Lampung-speaking peoples spread northward (downstream) on the Komering
River from the direction of Lake Ranau, and that at some point upstream of Palembang and
confluence with the Musi River their advance was halted. Interestingly, although the Ogan River
runs parallel to and at points is actually only a few kilometers from the Komering River, there
are basically no established Malay settlements on the Komering, and vice versa on the Ogan.
The key difference between the two rivers is that the headwaters of the Komering River lie in
Lake Ranau, while the Ogan’s lie elsewhere. Given the dominance of Malay speakers in all other
areas of South Sumatra province, the fact that Lampung speakers reached as far as they did
(Kayu Agung, twenty-five kilometers from the confluence of the Komering and Ogan Rivers, and
forty kilometers from the confluence of the Ogan and Musi in Palembang) seems to suggest that
Lampung speakers spread downstream before Malay speakers could spread upstream as they
evidently did in the Ogan, Lematang and Musi River basins. From this I would infer that Lampung
speakers were diffusing from their Lampung homeland south of Lake Ranau substantially before
Malay speakers began to populate (at least the eastern part of) South Sumatra.

Attempting to go further back in time, if LP is indeed an isolate and many of the
features we observe today are due to contact and/or areal features, an interesting pattern
can be observed. The generalization can be simply stated like this: MODERN INFLUENCES
FROM INDONESIAN, HISTORIC INFLUENCES FROM SUMATRAN MALAY, AND
PRIMEVAL INFLUENCES FROM JAVA. It is often possible to discern between Indonesian
loans and influences from Sumatran MAL, e.g. kapan ‘when’ from SI versus the Central
Malay instances of anjuk ‘give’ in the Komering area. In some cases the clearly Sumatran-
based innovations (seen most clearly in the loans jelma ‘person’, sium ‘sniff/smell’ and
abay ‘red’) seem quite old given their (near-)universal distribution in LP. But only in rare
cases has SI or Sumatran MAL influence gone beyond the lexicon and seemed to influence
the phonology of LP, such as in the case of final *a mutation in Kayu Agung and Nyo
discussed in §3.4.7. Arguably a much earlier layer of influence are those phonological
innovations which affect the entire PLP linguistic system, and it is at this layer that
we see the strongest similarities to Java-based languages like Javanese and Sundanese.
Examples of these changes are PMP *R > ¢ in CaRaC environments (§5.1.6; shared with
JAV), palatalization of PMP *R (85.1.6; shared with SUN), weakening of PMP *j and *d
to r (85.1.7 and §5.1.8; shared with both JAV and SUN), unconditioned split of PMP
diphthongs *-ay and *-aw (85.2.2; shared with JAV and MAL), and PMP *z > d in two
instances (85.1.9; shared with JAV). What could explain this apparent Javan influence
in the phonology without a correspondingly strong (visible) influence in the lexicon? It
would seem that fairly intimate contact may have occurred at a stage where none of the
languages involved had evolved many of their distinctive features we see today.
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7.3. Suggestions for further research

AN
AR
JAV
LP
MAL

PAN
PHF

PHN
PLP

1y

2)
3)

4)

5)

6)

7)

8)

9

The procedure discussed in §4.1 for choosing which of synonymous
reconstructions should be considered primary is less than infallible and would
be helped by further research, particularly into semantic differences between
apparent synonyms, loanwords and seeking higher-level protoforms.

Accent and word-stress have not been treated at all or factored into reconstructions.
LP syntax and morphology have not been touched in this paper, but certainly
need attention. There is a bewildering variety of affixes and affixation patterns,
as well as some interesting reduplication strategies.

In general, exhaustive reconstruction of PLP and subgrouping with other
languages is hindered by the lack of high-quality descriptive studies of LP
including dictionaries, grammars and phonologies.

Gemination is almost never transcribed for Komering. Is this because it

does not exist there or because the transcribers did not hear it? Also, should
gemination be reconstructed for any PLP forms, and what triggered it?

In general, many of the words reconstructed with final glottal stop may
actually have an oral stop as the correct reconstruction.

It is certain that not all loanwords have been identified in the reconstruction
process. While we may never be able to move beyond ‘likely’ for some
candidates for borrowing, identification of PAN/PMP/PWMP ancestors

for more of the PLP reconstructed forms will surely highlight additional
irregularities or confirm patterns which we only see hints of now.

The last word has not been said on the innovation(s) PMP *j and *d > *r
including whether they indeed merged first as **d, the irregularities in
correspondences, and whether these are pre- or post-PLP innovations.

As should be clear, attempts to subgroup LP with other WMP languages

are still in their infancy. These attempts should take into consideration
phonological, lexical and morphological evidence, and have a substantial
degree of tolerance for a mismatch in results from the various approaches.

Abbreviations

Language varieties most frequently referred to in this monograph. Primary sources
are listed; when other sources are used this is noted in the text.

Austronesian PM Proto-Malayic (Adelaar 1992)
Arabic (Jones 1978) PMP  Proto-Malayo-Polynesian (primarily
Javanese (Horne 1974) Blust 1999, n.d., and Zorc 1995)
Lampung(ic) language PWMP Proto-Western-Malayo-Polynesian
Malay (in general and including (Blust n.d.)

Sumatran Malay; various sources)  SI Standard Indonesian/Malay (Wilkin-
Proto-Austronesian (Blust n.d.) son 1959, Echols & Shadily 1989)
Proto-Hesperonesian-Formosan SKT Sanskrit (de Casparis 1997)

(Zorc 1995) SUN  Sundanese (Adelaar 2005b)

Proto-Hesperonesian (Zorc 1995) WMP Western Malayo-Polynesian
Proto-Lampungic
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Other abbreviations and symbols:

C consonant S consonant stop (i.e. plosive)

id. identical sg. singular

excl.  exclusive v. verb

incl.  inclusive \Y vowel

IPA International Phonetic Alphabet * reconstructed form

n. noun b tentative reconstruction/suspected

N nasal borrowing

n.d. no date/unpublished *x medial form

plL plural x rejected reconstruction
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