-264-

Hyman, Larry M. 1972a. Nasals and nasalization in Kwa. Studies in
African Linguistics, 3. 167-205.

. 1972b. A phonological study of Fe? Fe”? -Bamileke. Supple-
ment 4 to Studies in African Linguistics.

-
- 1973. Notes on the history of Southwestern Mande. Studies
in African Linguistics, 4. 183-196.
. 1975. Phonology: theory and analysis. New York: Holt,
Rinehart and Winston.

Jakobson, Roman. 194l. Child language, aphasia, and phonological uni-
versals. Originally published in German, Uppsala: Sprikvete
skapliga Sallskapets i Uppsala Forhandligar. Trans. into English
by Allan R. Keiler (1968). The Hague: Mouton. (Also in Romarn
Jakobson, Selected writings I, 328-401. The Hague: Mouton.)

Leben, William R. 1973. The role of tone in segmental phonclogy. In
L. M. Hyman, ed. Consonant types and tone, 115-149. Los Angeles:
University of Southern California (Southern California Occasional
Papers in isti

Lunt, Horace G. 1973. Remarks on nasality: the case of Guaranf. In
S. R. Anderson and P. Kiparsky, eds. A Festschrift for Morris
jzalle, 131-139. New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston.

Scott, N. C. 1957. Notes on the pronunciation of Sea Dayak. Bulletin
of the School of Oriental and African Studies, 20. 509-512.

. 1964. Naszal consonants in Land Dayak (Bukar-Sadong).
In D. Abercrombie, ed. In honourof Daniel Jones, 432-436. Lon-
don: Longmans.

Shimizu, Kiyoshi. 1971. Comparative Jukunoid: an introductory sur-
vey. Doctoral dissertation, Department of Linguistics and Nigerian
Languages, University of Ibadan, Nigeria.

Vennemann, Theo. 1972. Sound change and markedness theory: on the
history of the German consonant system. In R. P. Stockwell and
R. K. S. Macaulay, eds. Linguistic change and generative theory,
230-274.

Welmers, William E. 1962. The phonoclogy of Kpelle. Journal of African
Languages, 1. 69-93.

. 1968. Jukun of Wukari and Jukun of Takum. Occasional
Publication 16 of the Institute of African Studies, University of Iba-
dan, Nigeria.

Williamson, Kay. 1973. More on nasals and nasalization in Kwa. Stu-
dies in African Linguistics, 4. 115-138.

RHINOGLOTTOPHILIA: THE MYSTERIOUS CONNEC TION
BETWEEN NASALITY AND GLOTTALITY

James A. Matisoff
University of California, Berkeley

1.0. Introduction

Rhinoglottophilia--an affinity between the feature of nasality and
the articulatory involvement of the glottis--is more prevalent than is
generally realized. Although it sounds like a disease, or even a per-
version, rhinoglottophilia is actuzally guite 2 benign and natural con-
dition. Itis of interest chiefly because it is not obvious why there
should be any such é.fiinity at all. At first glance there does not seem
to be any particular relationship between the lowering of the velum and
the articulation such laryngeal sounds as [h] or [?]. Yet we can
document this connection with evidence from a variety of genetically
unrelated languages, both synchronically and diachronically.

After rapidly surveying some synchronic data from TAI, TIBETO-
BURMAN, INDO-EUROPEAN, SEMITIC, and NIGER-CONGO [ section
2], we tzke a look at some articulatory explanations that have been
offered, botl pressionistically (Matisoff) and scientifically {Ohala)
[section 3]. We then go on to focus on the nasal/glottal interrelation-
ship as it has been manifested in the history of TIBETO-BURMAN,
especially with regard to the phonetic interpretation of the contro-
versial prefix "h-"" of Written TIBETAN [section 4]

arent paradox: if nasality and

In section 5, we consider an ap
glottality are so closely related syntagmatically (co-occurring on the
same or neighboring segments), how has it happened that the two
features have come to be opposed paradigmatically to each other at
various stages in the history of TIBETO-BURMAN?

2.0.Nasalization of vowels in the environment of '"laryngeals"

Nobody is surprised to find that 2 vowel has become nasalized be-
fore or after z nasal consonant [mV-, n¥-, nV-; -¥m, -Vn, -0l
This is 2 classically simple sort of intersegmental assimilation, where-
by the lowered velum perseverates ir the articulation of the following
vowel, or is lowered during the articulation of the vowel in anticipation
of the following consonant. A matter of the timing of the velar gesture.
No such explanation can account for vowel nasalization in the environ-
ment of [‘1] or [?], since no laryngeal segment has an "intrinsic" nasal

component to be "assimilated to'". Yet many languages display this phe-

nomenon.
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2.1. THAI and LAO. In standard Bangkok THAI, as described e.g.
in Noss 1964 (p. 15), all three low vowels are allophonically nasalized
after syllable-initial nasal consonants, but also after syllable-initial /h/
and [?]. The three low vowels of THAIl are usually transliterated as
/€ a >/, though the front one is not like the e in ENGLISH bed, but
like the a in ENGLISH hat: B a o —‘\.:-aly=ts differ as to the pho-

tial pre-vocalic glottal stop in THAI. Haas

nemic status of syllable-i
(1945, 1964) regards [? ] as phonemic in this position, partly because

this yields a simpler syllable-canon (since there are then no syllables
that begin with a2 vowel), and partly because she considers glottal stop

to be phonemic in syllable-final position as well (once z phoneme always
a phoneme).Z Noss (p- 9) denies phonemic status to [? ], whether initial
or final. Be that as it may, the phonetic facts are clear, and we encoun-
ter forms like the following:

/maa/ [m33] 'come’
/h e [ha2] 'parade’
/?33k/ or /3a3k/ [?55k] ‘leave, depart’

The nasalization is strongest if the vowel is /a/. As far as the Bang-
kok dialect goes, it is my impression that the nasalizing effect of /m- n-

/i ¥ £ 1
n -/ is more general than that of the laryngeals, such that any of the nine

vowels is nasalized to some degree after a syllable-initial nasal consonant,

while only the three low vowels (especially /a/) show any noticeable nasal-
ization after the laryngeals /h/ and [? }:

V = [+nas] (o]
[+nas]

\.'
{flow] =5 [+nas] h
[esp. + central] ol ——"
Thus, words like /haa/ 'five', /h3a/ 'visit', /?aw/ 'take' have extra-
strong nasalization, even more than words like /hte / 'parade’ or /hd2 /
'package’.

Professor Haas points

out that in Northeastern THAI the nasalizing
ffect of /h/ is_general for all

vowels.> Are we to imagine that the Nortl
east is reflecting the original STAMESE state of affairs, so that Bangkok
speakers innovated by '"stopping nasalizing™ non-low vowels--or are we

to suppose that rhinoglottophilia first gained a foothold with the low vowels,
and later generalized in certain dialects,

return to this question in Section 3.

to non-low vowels as well? We
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A similar nasalizing effect on vowels by syllable-initial laryngeals
has been noted for LAO, the national language of Laos, which is mutually
comprehensible with some dialects of Northern THAL

Not to be confused with the nasalizing effect of initial laryngeals on
the following vowel is the fact that some TAI dialects show an interchange
between nasal and laryngeal consonants in syllable-initial position. Thus,
in many Southern THAI dialects (Songkhla, Nakhon Si Thammarat, etc ).
Common TAI syllable-initial #n- has regularly developed into h-.

Thus, 'snake'is nuu in Bangkok, but huu in Southern Thai land. Altbcugh
it would be interesting to investigate whether the denasalization of the ini-
tial consonant in these dialects is being "'compensated for'' by the nasali-
zation of the following vowel [htu], perhaps we should lcok at this the other
way around: once the original nasal consonant had caused the following
vowel to nasalize, maybe the nasality of the consonantal segment came to
be felt as redundant, so that it could be dispensed with in favor of the
"minimal consonant' h-:

*guy » 0G0 > hil (perhaps > huu)

At any rate, it would surely be misguided to invoke "underlying" nasal
consonants as a general explanation for the nasalizing power of laryngeals
in the various TAI dialects.®

2.2. LAHU and LISU. In LAHU, an important language of the LOLO-
ISH branch of the LOLO-BURMESE subgroup of TIBETO-BURMAN, 7
nasal consonants do not have any noticeable nasalizing effect on the follow-
ing vowel. On the other hand, many speakers have strong nasalization
in syllables beginning with 2 vowel (i.e. zero consonantal onset) or with
h-. This effect is especially strong when the vowel is /3 / or {2}.8 Thus:

'four' /57 [31 ~ 181
'underpart’ /5-n3/ [5-h31] - [3;-"::]
'elephant’ /ha/ [hal - [h3]
'to bend' 13/ (31 = [é]
'water buffalo /3-q3/ [3-q3] - [3-q7]
‘iikeness, image,

spirit’ /3-ha/ [ - [3-hal
' 140 r - T -_=
grandchild a-hg‘:f/[< [ [5-h3-2

Unlike THAI, LAHU has no trace of a phonetic glottal stop in syllables
that do not otherwise begin with a consonant. This indicates that we should
group [h], [?], and [zero consonant] together into some natural class of
rhinophiliacs.

In LISU, a LOLOISH language closely related to LAHU, the relation-
ship between h-, vocalic onset, and nasalization was noted long ago by the
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mi.ssionary Fraser 1922 (pp. 3, 4). Of the nine simple vowels he distin-
guishes, seven are always nasalized if there is no syllable-initial con-
sonant: /i/, /u/ {front rounded), /u/, /i/ (superhigh central) 9 js/
("'as in get, but with the lips puckered"), VEY ("as in cat", i.é: [:: ]\

and /faw/ ("as in law", i.e. [3]or [D]). The other t:\;vowels, 731/’ and
"'rgh', may occur either nasalized or non-nasalized in sy] :

“rgl at lables with no
initial consonant. (Fraser describes "rgh' as "a plain guttural vowel
sound, difficult to describe--approximated in involuntary retching” (p. 3)
t is clear he means barred-i, / #/.) i 3i stinctio ek,
e e yd~ i, / +/..; This nasal/oral distinction between
/al and !, $#/ and /} [ is certainly a recent secondary development
in LISU, since zll etymological syllable-final nasals have long since dis-
appeared without leaving any segmental trace beyond an '"oral'' alteration
of the vowel quality (e.g. 'you' *na i Y I -

ity (e.g. 'you' *na g D LISU nu; ‘iron' *syam LISU
haw, etc.). - ) s

Fraser is worth quoting in extenso in connection with /h-/ and vowel
nasalization:

""The consonant hhas three values, plain, guttural and
represented by h, hh, and h' respectively. : Nasal word:a*:iatli'x'
b might equally well be represented by a plain h and a nasal
vowel; e.g. h'a 'soul’ could be equally well written ha'; h'i
'house' written hi', etc. In other words it makes no difference
whether the nasal inflection is referred to the consonant or to
the vowel..." (p. 4)

By "hh'" Fraser clearly means the velar spirant /x/. But there is
no doubt that Fraser is being insightful and correct when he points ou;
the nasal/oral contrast after initial h-.(This is the only initial consonant
éfter which the contrast exists.)] We may find minimal pairs like haw )
(Tone 5) 'to pour’ vs. h'aw (also Tone 5) *penis'. This éontrast seems
certainly to have arisen via the transfer of the feature of nasalization
from syllable-initial (more precisely prefixial) position onto the vowel.
Thus 'penis’ is reconstructible as *n?yi at the PROTO-LOLO-BURMESE
level (Burling 1967), and ultimately as PROTO-TIBETO-BURMAN *m-zi
~ *m-ley (Benedict 1972, setNo. 262). Glottalized semivowels, liquids
and nasals typically reduce to h in LOLOISH (Matisoff 1369b}--and h‘is
aA consonant which offers no resistance to the intersegmental transfer of
the feature of nasality.10 N

~ 2.3. SEMITIC. Hetzron 1969 reports that in EAST GURAGE, a
S:-_,M_ITI_C language of Ethiopia, vowel naszlization occurs in the environ-
ment of glottal and pharyngeal consonants. (See also Leslau 1972.)

Cl?ser EoAhome, there are several cases of secondary naszlization in
borrowings from HEBREW (SEMITIC) into YIDDISH (GERMANIC), in
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environments where the HEBREW original has a2 glottal stop from PRO-
TO-SEMITIC ayin (the voiced pharyngeal constrictive that survives as
ARABIC 'ain, [§]). The name 'Jacob', HEBREW ya? akov, gets pro-
nounced /[yankev/ in YIDDISH, more frequently encountered in its dimin-
utive form /yankl/ 'Jake, Jim, Jimmy'. Similarly, the HEBREW word
ma?ase 'deed, happening, story' has been borrowed into several YID-
DISH dialects as [maase] or [mayse]. (Note thatin these examples it is
again the low vowel /a/ which is involved.)

2.4. ENGLISH. As I observed in Matisoff 1970,11 there are certain
upper-class dialects of British ENGLISH where vowel nasalization is
rampant, especially in words with syllable-initial vowel or bh- and the

low central vowel [ a/:

‘half* [haaf]
‘hour! [dds]
'heart! [nadt]

'half an hour'’ [hGafondda]
fart! [&at]

It is intriguing to recall the fact that the phones [h]and [g]arein
complementary distributicen in ENGLISH, with [h] occurring only syllable-
initial and [ 0] occurring only syllable-final. If we wanted to be cute we
could analyze them as belonging to the same phoneme, writing 'hat' and
'sing' as /hat/ and /sih/--or perhaps as /ngat/ and /sing,’.l2 By the
time you finish reading this paper, that might even begin to seem reason-
able to you.l

3.0.Articulatory explanations

"Far from being mutually exclusive, the features of nasality and
glottality are interrelated in such a variety of ways thatitis imperative
to search for an explanation in terms of universal articulatory fact'" (Mati-
soff 1970: 42). Not being an instrumental phonetician, I could only come
up with imprecise and impressionistic articulatory "explanations' for
rhinoglottophilia, like my concept of velic lassitude (Matisoif 19692).
When you arrive home exhausted with two armfuls of groceries, and final -
1y sink into a chair, you might well utter the syllable h3353353] as you
sigh with relief. For such a syllable the vocal tract is in its most relaxed,
least constricted modality, with the glottis open for the h- and the velo-
pharyngeal port open for the nasalization, with the tongue in a neutral,
central position for the shwa. Raising the velum requires a certain
amount of muscular effort, and human beings are notorious for operating
according to the "principle of least effort'.

Further impressionistic evidence for the coexistence of laryngeals
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and nasalization in '"low-tension states' of the vocal apparatus is to be
found with other kinds of paralinguistfic grunts and noises--utterances
that are below the level of "articulate" speech. When we are thinking
something over, we often make a2 sound that is conventionally transcribed
"hmmmmm'' --here we are simply leaving our articulatory motor run-
ning, idling the engine until we really have something to say. When we do
not catch what somebody has just said, the most natural and informal
way to ask for a repetition is to utter the sound [hmm] or ['1%:"9_] (often
conventionally transcribed "huh? "), with a rising intonation and a laryn-
gealized onset preceding a syllabic nasal or nasalized low or low-central
vowel. When we are singing softly to ourselves without opening our lips
much, we are conscious of both 2 nasal and a glottal component to our
activity--which is why we call it HuMMing. When we clear our throats,
we make a noise conventionally transcribed "zhem'. When we are in-
articulately groping for words, we hem and haw...

This is all very well to point out--but it is still not much of an ex-
planation. Stimulated partly by rhinoglottophiliac conversations we have
had, my colleague John Ohala has gone on to devise ingenious experi-
ments that bear on the two principal questions at issue: (a) why does
vowel nasalization so frequently occur in the environment of glottzl con-
sonants? and (b) why is it mainly low vowels that are affected (see 2.1. -
2.4 above).

Ohala has reported on his findings and interpreted them on at least
five occasions (Ohala 1971, 1972, 1974a, b, c), and he is worth quoting
in detail.

3.1. Why [h]land [?]? To see if the soft palate behaved in some
special way during glottal consonants, Ohala used a new device called a
""nasograph', a flexible plastic tube containing a2 light and light sensor,
which he would stuff up the subject's nose and inte his pharynx, such that
the light was in the pharynx and the sensor in the nasal cavity.

""Greater or lesser velar elevation allows less or more light
to impinge on the light sensor and thus develop relatively a
greater or lesser voltage which can be recorded and related
to other speech events'. (Ohala 1972, p. 1167)

It was found that glottal consonants like [? | and [h] seem to require nei-
ther 2 raised nor a lowered velum, 'but instead allow the velar elevation
to be determined by neighboring consonants and vowels' (Ohala 1972, p.

1168). This is in sharp contrast both to obstruents(which require a totally
raised velum) and to nasal consonants (which forbid a totally raised velum).
Chala goes on to speculate,

""One may guess that the reason that glottal consonants have
no requirement for velar elevation is that it is possible to
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produce acoustically acceptable versions of these consonants
regardless of the state of the soft palate, as long as, perhaps,
there is some minimal opening between the pharyngeal and
oral cavities'. ({p. 1168; underlining mine)

So far this explanation is basically 2 negative one--since it does not rock
the perceptual boat of the hearer to lower the velum during glottal con-
sonants, and since other things being equal, human beings will prefer to
perform as few articulatory gestures as they can get away with, why not

keep the velum down when you can? In this sense, "the lack of a con-
Straint can be a cause’. 1%

In Ohala 1974b, a further argument is adduced, based on the work of
Schourup 1973--we might call this the "aerodynamic argument':

"Unlike the oral obstruents, glottal (and probably pharyngeal)
consonants do not require soft palate elevation since they in-
volve air pressure build-up further back in the vocal tract
than the point where the nasal and oral cavities join''. (p- 364)

However, Ohala feels this consideration is not as strong as the 'lack
of acoustical distortion" argument, since other sounds--notably high
vowels and the liquid 1--also have an 2ir-pressure build-up at the glot-
tis, yet with these sounds the velum must generally be raised in order
to avoid distorting their distinctive acoustic character (Ohala 1974b, p.
364).

In Ohala 1974c, the aerodynamic argument is repeated, though
phrased in a more cauticus, negative way:

""An open velopharyngeal port would not prevent the build-up
of air pressure behind the glottal or pharyngeal constriction
since it is in front of these constrictions.. . (p. 5)

Ohala then offers a more detailed explanation for the lack of acoustic/
perceptual effect that vowsl nasalization has on laryngeals:

"The noise produced by voiceless glottal and pharyngeal ob-
struents (i.e., h, ?, and H) is so diffuse and so low in in-
tensity with higher frequencies dominating in the spectrum
that any oral-nasal coupling would have little acoustic and
thus little perceptual effect on it"'. (p. 5)

Later in the same paper (p. 6), Ohala adds a third, "positive' line of
argument to the effect that [h], by virtue of the open position of the glot-
tis during its articulation, may actually produce acoustic effects on the
adjacent vowel that are similar to an open velopharyngeal port. These
include (a) a down-shifting of formants (especially 1-‘1):15 {b) increased
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So far, this evidence from the modern dialects leads us to suspect its homorganic nasal:
i
t strongly that a-chung represented something other than pure zero--but Written TIBETAN Lbaza
‘ what?

H . 'be satisfied (honorific)' t'ugs-hdod gan -ba >

: The picture is made more complicated when we consider h-in its

% pPreconsonantal position, before voiceless aspirated and voiced obstru-
ents. Here the reflexes of 2-chung in the various dialects seem to point

convincingly to some sort of nasal component in the proto-articulation

thung-do khang-wa
(Bell, p. 426)

When the first syllable of the compound ends in a vowel, the nasalization
seems more likely to be present:

| ¢ = s ' Lhasa
i of h-. In the Khams dialect of Eastern Tibet, orthographic prefixial l\(\fn:zn TIBELAR > khan-dén (Bell, p. 372)
g a-chung is regularly pronounced as z nasal hom nic to the followin ‘written prayer' AoNCO0 Kin - - 387
root-initial obbsuue.)-:: SORHIRIS o llowleg 'to shudc!;er' sku-hdar skyon-pa > -da.r bl s 3387))
’ "to query (hon.)' bkah-hdri gnan -ba > kan-dri nang-wa (p- 7
= Written TIBETAN K}-:ams 1o setfle a lawsuit out ( 43-’,)21
§ 'to agree' hé'am-pa n&'am-pa of court (hon.)" bkah-hdum bna n-ba> kan-dum nang-wa (p-
1 'to grind’ ht'ag-pa nt'ag-pa g o -ch
| ‘to Ey, hp'ur-ba mp’ur!-:wa Yet here too there are abundant counter-'examples,‘;heriaﬂ;;?z;gmelgf-
4 'to move, shake' hgul-ba ngul -wa (Taschke, p.xd in the second WT syllable simply drops in Lhasa with no
f i i fect on the preceding syllable:
s Again Jischke offers no real explanation, beyond ascribing what he re- % TIBETAN Lhasa
gards as a nasalistic innovation to human laziness: lvnht;:(exn > nye-khor (p. 382)
5 s ooy ne-hk'or sl
"It is not difficult to understand, how, if one is careless about BED 4 ¢'u-hk'yil > chhu-khyil (p- 382)

' '
; . puddle
closing the nasal passage, 2 nasal articulation of this prefix sgss ite 2 "rule" for the
can easily grow common'". (p. xv) ) Though it may turn out‘to be . d?fﬁC\iZ:: i:r;j:asa e for the
appearance of nasalization in this emnron_ :
I;zi:isely the conditions under which voicing occurs in the se?ond sﬁylla'!::e1
gf BURMESE compounds, there is still no denying that modern dialecta

evidence strongly suggests some kind of nasalistic interpretation of a2~

chung. 23

Furthermore, in most modern TIBETAN dialects (not just Khams)
2| there is a strong tendency to give a nasal articulation to orthographic
| prefixial h- where it occurs in the second syllable of dissyllabic com-
pounds. Thus the WT word dge-hdun 'priesthood, whole body of the cler-

i

gy’ is pronounced gen-dun in Ladakhi and Lahoul (West Tibet), ge-dun
or gen-dun in Spiti and Lhasa {Central Tibet), and y gen-dun in Khams
(East Tibet,\.zo As our syllabification shows, the nasal reflex of pre-

fixial a-chung now behaves phonetically like the final consonant of the
=== 2-chung ——=-consonant
previous syllable.

A search through Bell's dictionary of colloguial Lhasa TIBRETAN
(1920) confirms Jischke's implication that in Central TIBETAN dialects
the nasal reflex of prefixial a-chung in compounds is only sporadic.
When the first syllable in the compound ended with 2 consonant in WT,
the prefixial h- in the second syllable usually drops without trace:

Written TIBETAN Lhasa
'agony' t'ugs-hk'ral > thu-thre (Bell, p. 12)
'prostrate
oneself’ p'yag-hts'al-ba > chha-tshe-wa (Bell, p. 381)

But there are counter-examples where the a-chung of the second syllable

seems to have caused the final stop of the first syllable to assimilate to

Yet surely there is no question of a-chung's having been an o:dx::f‘y
nasal consonant. Written TIBETAN does in fact have a real ;asza;e -
sonantal prefix, m-, which interestingly _enougb has'exact;ly 4 e s
tribution as h-, o_ccurr'mg only before vox::eles's aspxrate‘ an b\)/ =
P ‘-;bs““ents (rn:" rt:g’ méf" er,nmatx;dl::d's::fd.i;naa;adigmaﬁc
is i t much evidence that the prefixes m- h- I
cl::sp:)sfiahf.:on to each other in TIBETAN (and other TIBETO-BURMAN lan-

guages') verb morphology (section 5.2. below). e
-chung tedly did have (or develop) 2 nasal coarticulation, bu

my :w:}:.jrk‘{::dz‘;:ﬂpar";tive 'I‘IBETO-BL’RMAN (es.pec.iall}r tl;e LOI;?I-V
BURMESE family) has convinced me that this nasaI}W is diac ro’inc as,
secondary, and that the real distinctive feature of the proto-prefix w
glottality (Matisoff 1970, 1972). .

The evidence for this is chiefly tonal. I ha':re shown in detail how a
particular tone of Lahu, the high-rising tone, / /, developed by a process
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S p-e_Lab}“ a Qe?s 1_1.—<e »r”}:a" (a1l final stops reduced to glottai

the'sypa,;le = {Ju)--t:us .double burden of glottality was too much for

he 1;; - : ?ar, and .there was a dissimilatory upheaval which led
ne birth of syllables like modern Lahu E_é_, under the high-ri e

tone. Now ther r =
Now there are many cases where /

Lahu morph 7
correspond s 2 phemes under /" /
i d Eo»“ T cognates with h-, both in pre-vocalic and pre-con
ntal pos 3 ’ - I - o
i 24[:: ition. It would take a lot of space to demonstrate this i
e » = but here are a few examples: vRSI

¢
(2) Pre-consonantal (prefixial) position
P 3 - 1 > <. —’
suckle, milk, breast' WT blibs 'suck', hjo-ba 'milk', Maru
b » D

»
T
suck', cu 'milk’.

sbag 'suf:.k', Atsi su? -c?up 'id.’, Lahu ch>?
(PTB *?jip & *°jup; Matisoff 1972, set 73)

'bug, insect! WT 'bug!’ hu pu ' pt

,.;;_,na o Ebu bug’, Lahu pu 'id.’', pu-g3? ‘ant' (WT
T:et; r : ant & »;c-rwak). The Lahu form for 'ant' arose by
metanalysis & *? bu- vak = - ;

- y Aom bu-krwak » #?buk-rwzak ) *?bu?33? >

Eu-ﬁfy? (Matisoff 1970, set 97)

(b) Pre-vocalic position.

below, underpart' WT ho Written RM > 0. Modern
> g, BU ESE 2ok (
£ %55 N
B,L RMESE >au?), Lahu h3 <2 (PTB <?ok; Matisoff 1972, set

'noi hi W i

né:s’e,rc.dtc‘ha: WT bur 'noise, din, babble, chitchat', Lzahu
-u te ve 'conver hat! TB * i s : é
5 erse, chat' (PTB %2 ur; Matisoff 1970, set 69)2°

. A further buttress for the glottalistic interpretation of

1 ' . z
c?_urse, the "guttural" reflexes of h- in prevocalic positi
TIBETAN dialects (Ladakhi, Lahoul ? -; Khams Y Pt

a-chung is,
on in Modern
. --see above).
1 th £ i3 <
R :.se facts an-diconsmerahf)ns can now be brought together under
gle r inoglottophiliac explanation, whereby we hug the pt i
ground so closely that our very noses are pressed intooit © phonene

There is in fact no contradicti
- ool in‘fact itradiction at 2ll between the 'masalistic”
wg-lrort‘talf's_t*xc“‘ Interpretations of the WT grapheme '"h-"'. w:i;:ﬁ: aid‘
VT “h-" is the regular reflex of PROTO-TB #? -. The TlBEIc»uEE Etu;az“\.\:

proto-phoneme *? - must hav g iti
s e had two positional variants or ""proto-allo-

R etar stopr)f]\'a\i;ain; thi; occ:{rred in pre-vocalic position was simple

L. ;cous",-c‘ : d, rough the operation of the articulatory, ae.ro-

n:mst ha;el s tic, an perceptf:al factors we have discussed (section 3)
ed fo the subphonemic nasalization of the following vowel ’

already in the proto-language. The other variant of proto-*? occurred
prefixially, in pre-consonantal position. Here, like the other (buccally)
obstruental prefixes (b- d- g-, etc.), it must have been pronounced
with a following atonic shwa vowel intervening 'epenthetically' before
the root-initial, [78- . 27 Once this atonic vowel had developed (and

it must in fact have been present from the beginning), it was highly vul-
nerable to nasalization in its post-glottal environment. Thus, although
there is no reason not to set up the proto-prefix phonemically simply

as */? -/, phonetically we may assume that an unstressed nasalized shwa
followed, thus *[? '::s_— IR These redundant phonetic features of the pro-
to-prefix still survive strongly in Khams TIBETAN, where the nasal-
jzation has been phonologized even in monosyllables; and in the other
TIBETAN dialects it is preserved in dissyllabic compounds, where itis
metanalyzed and reinterpreted as the final consonant of the first syllable
(above).

Striking confirmation of the phonetic plausibility of our rhinoglottal
reconstruction is provided by some modern LOLO-BURMESE languages.
In Lahu, the most common noun-prefix is atonic [ 3-], written conven-
tionally with the low-falling tone /A-/. The Lahu vowel /o / freguently
is the reflex of the proto-sequence ¥ap .29 sure enough, in the recently
discovered LOLOISH language, BISU, 30, the directly cognate prefix
occurs, pronounced /?an- /: 221 -hm3w 'lung’, etc. Andin PHUNOI,31
2 close relative of BISU, the prefix appears in 2 phonetically intermediate
form that looks very much ljke our PTB reconstruction: '_’_é-. Thus,
PHUNOI ?3-hl2 'tongue’, ?2-ga? 'branch’, 2%-shi 'grease, fat'.

The semantic contribution of the PTB prefix *? - to the words in
which it occurred is highly abstract, and has been discussed in Wolfenden
1929 (p. 177 ff.) and Benedict 1972 (pp. 121-3). Benedict sets the prefix up
with a full vowel, *a-, and without the initial glottal stop. I would
claim, however, that the very name of this sound in TIBETAN, '"a-chung"
or LITTLE a, implies that it was phonetically a shortor reduced "a",
that is, shwa.

Finally, I would like to draw 2 parallel with Indo-European here.
Indo -Europeanists set up two syllabic nasals, PIE *n- and *m-, which
have, wholly or partially, vocalic reflexes in the various daughter lan-
guages. In GREEK and SANSKRIT, the syllabic nasals develop into short
a, while in LATIN and GERMANIC the reflex is a short vowel plus nasal
consonant. Thus, the prefixial negative morpheme set up as PIE *n-
not' becomes the GREEK and SANSKRIT prefixes a-: PIE #p-gnGto 'ig-
norance' ("not + know') > GREEK agnotos (whence our word agnostic)
and SANSKRIT ajEEta-. Similarly, PIE *dekm ‘ten' > GREEK deka,
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SANSKRIT daSa. The Germanic reflex of the syllabic nasals is the se-
quence un. Thus our Germanic negative prefix is un-, and the GOTHIC
word for 'ten’ is taihun. In LATIN the negative prefix is in- ( < #n-)
and the word for 'ten' has the sequence -em (decem) ( { *-m).

Maybe for Indo-European as well, the highly abstract proto-syllabic
nasals had a concrete phonetic realization not too different from the
rhinoglottal entity we posit for TIBETO-BURMAN.

5.0.Paradigmatic nasal/glottal oppositions: philos/aphilos

So far we have been discussing cases of coexistence or co-occurrence
of nasal and glottal features on the same or neighboring segments. Yet
compatible as the two kinds of features seem to be, the accidents of lin-
guistic change can sometimes bring them into paradigmatic opposition to
each other. 32 In every such case known to me from TIBETO-BURMAN,
however, this opposition can be shown to be secondary, and I would like
to claim that a nasal/glottal opposition is inherently unstable and unlikely
to be preserved for too long--the features are '"'too close for comfort."

5.1. In syllable-final position. SINOC-TIBETAN syllables could have
three nasals and three stops in final position, viz. /-m -n -p; -p, -t,
-k/. In many modern ST languages these final consonants have suffered
“"decay’ or feature-loss, with all conceivable stages of the process being
represented in one or another languzge. 33 a relatively minor stage of
nasal decay is represented by modern MANDARIN, where the reflexes of
PROTO-CHINESE #-m and *-n have merged to -n, so that the language
now has only two syllable-final nasals, -n and -9. A very advanced
stage of decay is represented by LAHI, where the feature of nasality has
been totally lost in syllable which once had final naszal consonants, 3 o
that, e.g., PTB #¥-am >LAHU -0, PTB #-an >LAHUe, and PTB #-ap
>LAHU > . MODERN BURMESE is an intermediate case. Here the
final nasals have lost their point of buccal articulation, but survive as
nasalization on the vowel: PTB *-am > MODERN BURMESE -2, PTB
#.an ) MODERN BURMESE 3, PTB #-a1_> MODERN BURMESE -i.

Similarly with final stops. Hereboth LAHU and MODERN BURMESE
have lost the three-way contrast in point of articulation, and have merged
all original final stops to glottal stop, 35 which is now best analyzed as a
tonal feature belonging to the syllable as a whole:

PTB #-ap > Lahu o?, MODERN BURMESE -a°

PTB #*-at > Lahu e?, MODERN BURMESE -a2?

PTB #-ak > Lahu 22, MODERN BURMESE -e?.
We see then that a secondary contrast has now developed in BURMESE
between vowel nasalization and vowel glotfal-offset. This contrastis not

likely to endure indefinitely in the language, however. Mergez;s}have
already occurred (both *-am and *-an > MODERN BURMESE a; both
#-ap and *at > MODERN BURMESE 2”). All thatis saving the situation
from further decay is the fact that all BURMESE checked syllables are
pronounced with a distinctive high-tone, which can never occur on syl-
lables with open or nasalized vowels.

5.2. In syllable-initial position. There is ironclad evidence for an
alternation between a nasal prefix *m- and a sibilant prefix *s-in PTB
verb morphology, with the nasal prefix signifying an "inner-directedness"
that is partially captured by such labels as "'stative', "middle voice",
"durative', "intransitive", or “reﬂexive".38 The *s- prefix, on the
other hand, signalled an “outer-directed" action, and has functioned
variously as a directionalizer, transitivizer, or causativizer in the history
of TB. Thus many daughter languages have verb-pairs like WT mnam-pa
'to smell, stink (v.i.)'/snam-pa 'to smell something (v.t.)'.

I have demonstrated in detail 39 how the causative *s- prefix had
developed into a secondary glottal prefix by PRCTO-LOLO-BURMESE
times, so that the terms of the simplex/causative or transitive/intransi-
tive opposition was then ¥N- versus *?: the features of nasality and
glottality in paradigmatic opposition. Yet again, this proved to be an
unstable state of affairs, and both prefixes disappeared in most LOLOISH
languages, after leaving distinctive traces on the voicing and tones of the
syllables in which they had occurred. Thus in LAHU, the old nasal prefix
left its mark in the voiced series of obstruents /b d j g/, which derive
exclusively from proto-prenasalized syllables. The LAHU reflex of the
glottal causativizing prefix is a voiceless unaspirated initial accompariied
by a distinctive tone (either mid / /, very-low /- /, or high-rising /" /.
Thus we have LAH verb-pairs like the following:

d % 'come to rest (v.i.)'/ t£ 'set something down (v.t.)’

d 3 'drink’ (simplex transitive)/ to 'give to drink, cause to drink
ik {causative)'

da ‘'dig (generalized action)'/ £ 'bury, as a corpse' (directionalized
[ e action)

va” 'hide oneself ("middle”)'/ fo 'hide something (transitive)'.

6.0.Conclusion: the rhinoglottal guadrille

Nasalization and glottalization are constantly popping up "'spontaneous-
ly" in languages. They are perhaps the two best ways of making a vivid
perceptual change in a vowel's quality. Evena language like LAHU, which
has a strict canonic constraint barring syllable-final "full" consonants,
makes use of both 2 nasal and a glottal "prosody" in its paralinguistic
expressive system. Thus a syllable-final glottal stop can be added "in-
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tonationally" to a Lahu verb to make it brusquely imperative: gai-?
'Gol', ni-? ’look!'“"o Similarly, a vowel may be nas.a!ized i'x. certain
onomatopoetic ad'v"erbs to convey a vivid quality to the acrior;: na (V)
'b? wifie open', % an ka? (Adv) 'wide open'; the (V) 'be straight',
then ka” (Adv) 'straight as hell’. 4 _ -

) Yet as they say, easy come, easy go. Glottal and nasal coarticula-
tions are unstable and evanescent in language history, especially when

a language tries to exploit a2 paradigmatic opposition betw:een t_‘n-em. ; Per-
haps it is for that reason that the features join forces with each other so
oft.e.::. In rhinoglottal unity there is a strength and durability which
neither feature seems to possess zlone. o

FOOTNOTES

llr. keeping with standard usage, we use the term Tai to refer to
the whole language family to which Siamese, Lao, Shan, etc. belong,
and the form with the -h-, Thai, to refer to the principal language
spoken in Thailand (Siam). Thus, "Thai' and "Siamese'' are synonyms.
Thai/Siamese is a language belonging to the Tai family.

2'I'he best argument for the phonemic status of syllable-final -? in
Thai is that the tonal behavior of syllables with phonetic short vowel
plus glottal stop is jdentical to that of syllables with short vowels plus
final buccal stop, /-p -t -k/. However, final buccal stops may occur
after long or short vowels, while final -7 is present only if the vowel

is short.
3 -
Personal communication, 1974.
4
Personal communication, Professor Gordon Downer (now of the
University of Leeds), 1967.

5
M. R. Haas, personal communication, 1974.

®In at least one case, 2 Bangkok word with modern h- may be demon-
strated to derive from a prototype with 2 nasal component. The word for
tfive' /h3a/ is a very early loan from pre-Archaic Chinese *hq 2 (ultimate-
1y £ Proto-Sino-Tibetan #bna) (Benedict 1972, 162). Yet this ancient his-
tory is irrelevant to the synchronically observable rhinoglottophilia in the
modern Tai languages.

-

! See Matisoff 1973. Lahu is spcken in SE China, North Burma, North
Thailand, and Northwest Laos. Tibeto-Burman and Chinese are partofa
larger linguistic stock called Sino-Tibetan (ST). The Tai languages,
though coterritorial with Sino -Tibetan, and in intimate contact with ST
for millennia, have now been persuasively demonstrated to be genetically
related to Austronesian, and not to Sino-Tibetan (Benedict forthcoming).

BThere is even more of this allophonic nasalization in the dialect of
Lahu described by Telford 1938 (Kengfung region of Shan State, Burma)
than in the dialect studied by Matisoff in Northern Thailand (1965-present).
See Matisoff 1973a, 20-21.

9“The plain colourless vowel sound used when pronouncing the con-
sonants ch, ts, etc." Cf. the similar vowel of Mandarin occurring after
sibilants and affricates (Wade-Giles “g", TPA [1 ]). Matthew Chen 1973
reports nasalization in the environment of laryngeals in the Amoy dialect

of Chinese.
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1

‘OThis is similar to the "long stretches of perseveratory nasalization”
in such languages as Terefio (Arawakan) and Sundanese (Austronesian),
that can pass through glottal consonants. See Bendor-Samuel 1966 and
Robins 1957, cited in Chala 1974b, p. 362.

1
Pg. 42. Quoted in Chala 1972, p. 1167, and Ohala 1974, p. 362.

12
Or maybe with some compromise symbol, like "}] w. f ‘]atz’.
/Sih /.

13A rather interesting parallel situation is reported by Hyman (1972,
1975) and Williamson (1973). In certain dialects of Igbo {(Kwa), what was
historically a consonant followed by a homorganic nasal is realized as
aspiration if the prenasal consonant was a noncontinuant, but as nasaliza-
tion if the prenasal consonant was 2 continuant. A case can therefore
be made for recognizing phonemic /pNa/ and /fNa/, which are realized,
respectively, as [p"2] and [£2], since aspiration of noncontinuants is in
complementary distribution with nasalization of vowels. Thus, in Africa
also, there would appear to be a connection between nasality and glottality.
14Ohala, personally communicated epigram, 1975.
1:'See Chala 1974a.

16
Apparently something other than a passive pull of the tongue on the
soft palate is involved. See below.

T e,
These ugly terms have been coined on the analogy of ""tonogenesis"
(Matisoff 1973) and "tonoexodus™ (Lea 1973).
18
See Chen and Wang 1973.
1
9Suggested already in Lubker 1968.

20 - o
There is a typo in the WT column in Jaschke, p. xx, where the

form is erroneously given as 'y ge-hdun''--the voiced velar prefix never

occurs before a velar root-initial in WT. However, the modern Khams

reflex of WT prefixal i- is y- so the Khams form Y gen-dun is correct.
21

The final -k in the WT morpheme bkab 'word, speech (hon.)'is of

no etymological significance, butis merely an orthographic device to in-
dicate that the b- is prefixial, and not the root-initial. (Without the a-

chung the syllagle would be read "bak", with the "inherent vowel'" -a get-

ting inserted after the first consonant.)
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22See Cornyn and Roop 1968, Okell 1969. Roughly stated, a voice-
less obstruent in initial position in the second syllable of 2 Burmese
compound is voiced if the first syllable is under one of the three non-
checked tones. But for the rule to operate, the two syllables have to
be in ""close juncture''--and this is only definable grammatically (in fact
lexically), not phonologically.

23This is the view of Shafer 1938. See Benedict 1972, p. 120, note
330.
24The interested reader is referred to Matisoif 1970 and 1972.

szubphonemically nasalized [h3 ]. See above 2. 2.

ZéThere is evidence that 2 final liquid could constitute 2 "glottal in-
cident" as well as a final stop. Besides this set, see 'spittle' (no. 32)
and ‘hang up' (no. 18) in Matisoff 1970.

2

'7Thé most common noun-prefix in modern Burmese, 37, occurring
before hundreds of roots, is pronounced exactly this way, [3- ]. In fact,
all modern TB languages which preserve the old prefixes more-or-less
intact pronounce them with an atonic shwa (e.g. Jinghpaw[Hanson 1906,
revised by Maran 1975]); o with some other atonic vowel (e.g. Angami
Naga, where atonic shwa varies with an unstresssd vowel rather like

v

the [ € ] in English bed, e.g. 'dove' m3 khria ~ me khra { PTB #m-kruw.

2

8I first suggested this in Matisoff 1972, p. 16, note 28. The alter-

native rhinoglottal interpretation oifered there, a preglottalized syllabic
nasal *[?n-], now seems to me less likely. The modern Jinghpaw syl-
labic-nasal prefix has been shown to derive from the PTB prefix *r- (Bene-
dict 1972, p. 109).

ZgE.g. tyou', PTB #*nan > Lahu n3. See Matisoff 1969 for many
examples.

30N ishida 1966a,b; 1967. Also Matisoff 1970, set 71.

31"!‘he most reliable data we have on Phunoi is based on recent field
work by David Bradley in Laos. See Bradley 1973.

3ZPerhaps the Greeks had a word for this apparent paradox. Their
word philos-aphilos love-hate' expresses the truth that the two emotions
are organically intertwined. The opposite of '"love’ is not hate, but in-
difference.

33E'or 2 discussion of this "continuum of final consonant decay' in
TB see Matisoff 1973:80; for Chinese dialects see Chen 1973.
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