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1 Introduction

The Austronesian language family presently consists of over 1200 languages, which amounts to
nearly a fifth of the world's living languages, making it the most numerous language family in the
world (Lewis 2009). The area containing the primary concentration of Austronesian languages
stretches from Taiwan in the north, where the origin of Austronesian languages can be traced, to the
southern islands of Indonesia, the country with the highest number of Austronesian languages. At
its geographic extremes, languages of the Austronesian family are spoken in Madagascar, Hawaii,
and Easter Island. Given that in the Austronesian family there is a large number of languages with a
wide and unique geographic distribution, one would expect to find difficulties when attempting to
create internal classifications within the family. This difficulty may be softened when one is
attempting to discover the internal divisions of a small group rather than a large one, which will be
the focus of this paper.

The aim of this paper will be to improve our understanding of the historical relationships of a group
of Austronesian languages spoken in eastern Indonesia referred to in Ethnologue (Lewis 2009) as
the Flores-Lembata (FL) branch of the Timor group within Central Malayo-Polynesian (CMP),
which is part of the Malayo-Polynesian group (see Map 1 below for a view of the Malayo-
Polynesian language area). In Map 1 below, the section outlined in the lower-right, just West of
Papua, is the CMP-area. The languages of the Flores-Lembata group are spoken on a chain of
islands that stretches East to West from Flores Island to Alor Island (see Map 2), an area which falls
within the eastern Indonesian province of Nusa Tenggara Timor (NTT). For this paper, I will be
utilizing existing Swadesh-style lists that have been collected during previous research in the area.
With these word lists I have created a database that allows for comparison of shared vocabulary
between the languages. I used the basic vocabulary items as a base for an initial exploration into
the internal divisions of the Flores-Lembata (FL) group, and their shared history and proto-forms.
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Map 1. Malayo-Polynesian Languages (Wikipedia article)

There has been much debate over the internal divisions within the Austronesian language family
(see Blust 1993, 2008; Ross 1995; Adelaar 2005; Donohue and Grimes 2008; among others). I will
later briefly summarize previous research, but first [ will attempt to explain the steps down from the
Austronesian family as whole, to Flores-Lembata; essentially, a rundown of how we got from Proto-
Austronesian (PAN) to the individual languages of the FL group.



2 What is CMP, and where is Flores-Lembata?

2.1. From Malayo-Polynesian languages to Timor languages

The Austronesian language family, like most language families, consists of several important
branches, each of which contain many languages which can be further divided into groups based on
shared characteristics which indicate their shared histories and 'genetic' relations. When I refer to
the languages of the Austronesian family, I refer to all of the approximately 1200 Austronesian
languages, which have been grouped together based on their shared history and characteristics.
When I mention Flores-Lembata, I refer to a small branch all the way at the bottom of the
Austronesian family tree.

So how do we get from Austronesian to Flores-Lembata? I will explain using information from
Ethnologue (Lewis 2009), as well as articles by Tryon (1995) and Ross (1995), both of which are
found in the Comparative Austronesian Dictionary (1995). These conclusions are said at times by
Ross and Tryon to be questionable, however they appear to be the most accepted basic conclusions
about the internal divisions within Austronesian present in the literature today. First, Austronesian
can be split into four primary groups (see Figure 1 below), three of which, referred to collectively as
the Formosan languages, are situated in Taiwan. This is the primary reason for the widely held
belief that Taiwan is the site Austronesian homeland. The fourth group, Malayo-Polynesian,
contains the remaining (and in fact nearly all of the) Austronesian languages. The reconstruction of
Proto-Malayo-Polynesian (henceforth PMP) is generally accepted, but its purported internal
divisions remain very controversial.

Figure 1. Austronesian Genetic Tree (Bellwood et al 1995)

Austronesian
Ata Tso Pai PMP
WMP CEMP
CMP EMP
SHWNG Oc
Ala Atayalic CEMP Central-Eastern Malayo-Polynesian
Tso Tsouic CMP Central Malayo-Polynesian
Pai Paiwanic EMP Eastern Malayo-Polynesian
PMP Proto-Malayo-Polynesian SHWNG South Halmahera-West New Guinea
WMP Western Malayo-Polynesian Oc Oceanic

Within Malayo-Polynesian, the pattern of diversification may be seen above in Figure 1. Itis
believed that historically in Malayo-Polynesian language groups, migrations have taken place by
segments rather than wholes of populations (Ross 1995). To get to the Flores-Lembata group, one
must proceed down the tree from PMP to find the split between Western Malayo-Polynesian
(WMP) and Central/Eastern Malayo-Polynesian (CEMP).

Within CEMP, there are two main branches, Central Malayo-Polynesian (CMP), and Eastern
Malayo-Polynesian (EMP). EMP represents the segment of the CEMP population that separated
from the group, and CMP the portion that remained 'at home', that is EMP speakers migrated and
CMP speakers did not. In time, the original language spoken by the CMP population diverged into
many distinct languages, totaling over 100. One branch within CMP is the Timor branch, which is
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divided by Ethnologue (Lewis (2009) into three groups. These are the Ramelaic group, the Extra-
Ramelaic group, and the Flores-Lembata group. So, to sum it up. we have this journey down the
tree: Austronesian > PMP > CEMP > CMP > Timor > Flores-Lembata.

2.2. Introducing Flores-Lembata
The Flores-Lembata group is shown (Lewis 2009) to have 13 members, and its 13 members are not
yet split into any further subgroups. In fact, it is not yet all proven that all of its members are
single, distinct languages. Lamaholot, for instance, may actually be a cover term for many distinct
languages, three of which are featured individually in this paper. In this study I will, by using
material that is available (unfortunately, reliable material is not available for all or even most the
languages of the group), attempt to determine if there are any further clusters within the FL group,
and investigate the legitimacy of its current purported borders.

Below is a table with basic information for all the FL languages given in Ethnologue (Lewis 2009),
which at the present time must be taken as the basis for what Flores-Lembata is, and what
languages it contains. In the table, the letters next to some of the language names (the ones that are
in my database) represent my shorthand representation for them in this paper and in the database.
The letters do not refer specifically to any properties of the languages or language names
themselves, they are merely titles of convenience. As I mentioned previously (and as mentioned in
Ethnologue), Lamaholot is split into several lects, many most likely distinct enough to be classified
as different languages, though this has not yet to my knowledge been proven or widely accepted.
Lewolema (B, Pampus 1999), Lewoingu (C, Nishiyama & Kelen 2007), and Solor (D, Klamer
2002) are by many considered to be lects of Lamaholot, but have been included as separate
languages in the present study. At the very least this will help determine which of them are more

closely related.

Table 1. The Flores-Lembata Languages (Lewis 2009)

FL Languages Alternate Names Number of Speakers FL relational notes
Adonara Nusa Tadon; Sagu; 17.000
Vaiverang; Waiwerang
Alor (G) Alorese 25.000 Closely to: Lembata and
Adonara.
Ile Ape Nusa Tadon N/A
Kedang (F) Dang; Kdang; Kédang; 30.000
Kedangese
Lamaholot (B, C, D) Solor; Solorese 150.000 Perhaps actually several
B: Lewolema lect B: N/A distinct languages.
C: Lewoingu lect C: N/A

D: Solor lect

D: 12.000 (Klamer 2002)

Lamalera (E)

Kawela; Lebatukan;
Mulan

N/A

Lamatuka Lamatoka N/A Close to: Lewo Eleng.
Lembata, South N/A

Lembata, West Labalekan; Mingar N/A

Levuka Lembata; Lewokukun; N/A

Lewuka; Painara

Lewo Eleng None N/A Closely to: Lamatuka.
Lewotobi SW Lamaholot 289.000

Sika (A) Krowe; Maumere; Sara 175.000

Sikka; Sikka; Sikkanese




Below is Map 2, which gives a view of the immediate Flores-Lembata region. On the map there are
pictured six islands, which are numbered on the islands themselves and in the key in the top-right
portion of the map. The area in which each language is spoken is marked with a letter
corresponding to the letter used for that language's abbreviation throughout the paper. Alorese is
also spoken on the coast of the Bird's Head of Alor Island. The key to the languages and their
letters is found in the top-left portion of the map, on the top-right is the key to the island names.

Language Island

Sika A ~ Flores 1
Lewolema | B Solor 2
Lewoingu C Adonara 3
Solor D Lembata 1
Lamalera E Pantar 3
Kedang T Alor 6
Alorese . -

[1] 20 A0k
LANGUAGES AND ISLANDS OF THE FLORES-LEMBATA AREA S

Map 2. Languages and Islands of the Flores-Lembata Area

Now that hopefully the location of the Flores-Lembata branch, both genetically and geographically,
is clear, and its members have been introduced, I can proceed by attempting to summarize what has
been done previously within CMP, with the goal of giving the reader an idea of what has happened
in the research done in the greater region.

Later, I will be using data from the seven languages (often referred to by their corresponding letters
from the map) in the above table to identify the low order relationships within what is currently
classified as the Flores-Lembata subgroup. This will further the understanding of its internal
divisions, and give an indication to where its borders lie. I believe pursuing bottom-up
subgroupings using existing material that previously has not been used comparatively will bring
interesting results to a poorly understood and understudied, yet very interesting area.

3 Previous and ongoing research related to the present study

3.1. Research within Central Malayo-Polynesian

The historical relationships of the Austronesian languages spoken in central and eastern Indonesia
were first fully examined by Blust (1993). Blust claims that a group of over 100 languages spoken
in the previously mentioned encircled area of Map 1 above, should be, based on shared,
phonological, morphosyntactic, and semantic innovations, considered a subgroup of the
Austronesian language family he calls Central Malayo-Polynesian (CMP). This viewpoint has been
generally accepted in the literature, but in his paper, Blust admits that his proposed subgroup is
problematic because of the uneven and overlapping distribution of the phonological and semantic
features he proposes as shared innovations. The opinion (that it is problematic) is shared by Klamer
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and Ewing (In press), Ross (1995), and Adelaar (2005), among others. Donohue and Grimes (2008)
go further, claiming that the innovations presented by Blust do not constitute sufficient evidence for
a subgroup, as well as questioning Blust's placement of the boundary between CMP and Western
Malayo-Polynesian (WMP), the purported Austronesian subgroup adjacent to CMP to the West.
Presently, the validity of CMP and its boundaries are in question, and a comprehensive study of its
internal divisions has not been conducted.

The uneven and overlapping distribution of innovations in the CMP-area languages is the second of
two general types of distribution of innovations that have occurred in Austronesian languages, as
explained in Ross (1995). He outlines two ways in which Austronesian languages have diverged
from each other; the first he calls separation, and the second dialect differentiation. In separation,
two or more groups that share a language separate in a way that cuts off (at least almost) all contact
between them (such as a migration), meaning that linguistic changes that occur in the two groups
from that point on are independent of each other. In dialect differentiation, dialects of a single
language gradually diverge from each other until the point where they should be considered distinct
languages, which together form what Ross refers to as a linkage. These could also be called the
'stay-at-home' languages. The result of dialect differentiation (a linkage) is different from the result
of separation because while the dialects are in the process of diverging, they also remain in
sufficient contact with each other for an innovation from one dialect to spread to adjacent members
of the linkage. This diffusion gives the shared innovations an overlapping pattern, instead of
appearing in discrete groups, as in separation.

Returning to Blust (1993), he explains the inconsistent distribution of the CMP innovations
logically by saying the languages of the area have emerged from a linkage, and not from a uniform
proto-language. The extent to which this is true is under debate (see Donohue and Grimes 2008;
Blust 2009), however it does appear that the languages in the CMP-area do demonstrate at least
what could be called a 'linkage-style' relationship. In a linkage, (as with separation) all languages
and forms may be traced back and compared to a proto-language (the language which, in dialect
differentiation, initially split into the dialect chain), and this is in fact necessary because the
tenability of any subgroup relies on a reconstruction of its proto-language.

Further research that takes a top-down view of the historical relationships of the NTT-East Timor
languages, like the kind Blust (1993, 2009), Donohue and Grimes (2008), and others have put forth,
will continue to confirm confusion. Bottom-up subgroupings, which focus on the role of shared
innovations, and rule out innovations that resulted from diffusion, should be extensively
investigated. Only after comprehensive low-order groupings have been accepted, may we find
answers to where higher-order divisions have occurred.

3.1.1 Influence of typological data

The present manner of the distribution of CMP innovations, and the intensive contact and diffusion
that caused it, has blurred the distinction between what data should be used for positing typological,
genealogical, and geographical boundaries in the CMP-area. Himmelmann (2005) and Donohue
(2007) have studied geographical groupings of Austronesian languages based on typological
distinctions such as the order of genitives and nouns, and the order of numerals and nouns. The
boundary drawn by Donohue relevant to this proposal lies between two groups he calls "Western
Austronesian' and 'Eastern Indonesian'. The location of Donohue's boundary lies in the same spot
as the geographical boundary between the Austronesian branches of WMP and CMP (see Map 1).
The similarity of the location of the two boundaries is not coincidental, because typological features
and boundaries have silently influenced the positing of genetic groupings of the languages of
eastern Indonesia. This is problematic because typological characteristics are not proper tools with
which to formulate genetic relationships, and must be separated from genetic data when proposing
genetic subgroupings.



3.2.  Swadesh lists, 'basic vocabulary', and Glottochronology

The Swadesh list was made famous by the American linguist Morris Swadesh (Campbell 2004),
who was investigating trends in the retention or loss of common vocabulary items over the course
of time. The field of Glottochronology was invented by Swadesh with the aim of being able to
determine a date of the historical split of a given language into its daughter languages (e.g. from
Latin to Spanish, French, Italian, etc.). The name glottochronology is often used interchangeably
with Lexicostatistics, though, while similar, actually refers in a broader sense to the use of statistical
information from lexical material for historical studies of languages.

The problems with the assumption that there is a basic, cross-cultural vocabulary that is subject to a
rate of constant change across languages and language families are outlined convincingly with
examples by Campbell (2004). Perhaps the most important problem identified is borrowing of
words across languages. One may have the intuition that core vocabulary need not be borrowed
because each language should 'already’ have an accepted term for (almost) every word on the
Swadesh list. However, there is evidence of borrowing of even the apparently most basic words in
languages. For instance, in a number of Mayan languages, the native word for 'person', winag, was
replaced by kriftian 'person', a loan from Spanish, after the early Spanish arrivals contrasted
crisitanos 'Christians', i.e. the portion of the native population that had been Christianized, with the
pagans, or those yet to be converted. After enough Mayans had been converted to Christianity, the
term kriftian remained to express 'person', wheras winaq 'person' was dropped from use. In English,
the word '"person' is also a borrowed term, taken from French.

The other fundamental issue with the assumption of basic vocabulary is the assumption that all
languages maintain a lexical item that is a one-to-one match with each form on the Swadesh list.
Examples of a language having two forms for one Swadesh 'word' comes from Spanish, where there
are forms for informal/familiar 'you' 71, and formal/polite 'you' usted. This is quite commonly seen
in languages elsewhere in Europe and the rest of the world. Thus many languages have more than
one neutral equivalent for a word on the Swadesh list, but also many languages have no equivalent
for some Swadesh list items. For instance, many languages do not make a distinction between 'man'
and 'person’, and many others do not have a term for 'green’ or 'yellow' (Campbell 2004). In fact, I
think it would be extremely difficult answer the following question: 'Does any single semantic
concept have one and only one principle and neutral form across all languages?'. Answering this
question 200+ times is what it takes to believe without any doubt in the concept of a universal, basic
vocabulary such as the original Swadesh list.

However, in historical linguistics, a Swadesh list is the beginning point of a comparative study, and
with the above concerns in mind, I will be using a comparison of 'basic' vocabulary lists to
investigate the historical relationships and internal divisions within the Flores-Lembata group. In
order to investigate sound changes, I will identify which words are cognate across languages, and
then look for correspondences between sounds (in this case primarily consonants) that occur in
similar positions in those cognates. Swadesh began with a list of 500 words which were considered
to be culturally basic or universal, but later shortened the list to 200, and eventually 100 words
(highlighting the difficulties discussed above). For this paper, I use a list of 292 words as a base for
the comparison between the Flores-Lembata languages, and that number is essentially further
reduced when making comparisons because of the need to use words that are not only present in the
data of the languages used to form the database, but which are also cognates with other languages of
the study.



4 Explanation of sources used

4.1. Austronesian Basic Vocabulary Database - (Greenhill, S.J., Blust. R, & Gray, R.D.
2008)
The Austronesian Basic Vocabulary Database (ABVD) is an open, online database that has been
compiled by various researchers who have contributed data to the project (Greenhill, S.J., Blust. R,
& Gray, R.D. 2008). It is an extremely valuable tool that contains Swadesh vocabulary lists for
about half of the known Austronesian languages, including the established proto-languages. I made
use of the ABVD for the proto-languages that were relevant to the Flores-Lembata group, with hope
that they could help shed some light on the past history of the FL group and its proto forms.

4.1.1 PAN - (ABVD Online)
The data I used for Proto-Austronesian (PAN) was taken from the ABVD, in which its
source/author is listed as Blust (1999), and its data listed as entered by Greenhill.

4.1.2 PMP - (ABVD Online)
The items in the database for Proto-Malayo-Polynesian (PMP) were taken from the ABVD, which
lists the source author as Blust (1993), and its data listed as entered by Greenbhill.

4.1.3 PCMP - (ABVD Online)

The items that appear in the database for Proto-Central Malayo-Polynesian (PCMP) are taken from
the ABVD, and the PCMP author is listed as Blust (1993), and its data listed as entered by
Greenbhill.

4.2. Sika (Language A) - Lewis & Grimes (1995): in Tryon 1995 (Comparative
Austronesian Dictionary)

Sika, also known as Sikka, or Sara Sikka (Sara means 'way; language'). The double % is used by

many in the literature and represents both the official name of the administrative regency of Sikka

in the eastern part of Flores as well as the name of the language spoken by its residents. The double

k does not signify anything phonetically about the word. The result of this is that Sika and Sikka

are used interchangeably throughout the literature.

The number of Sika speakers totals 175,000, located within the Sikka regency. Sika is classified as
a member of the Flores-Lembata branch of Central Malayo-Polynesian by Wurm & Hattori (1983).
According to Lewis & Grimes (1995), the speech varieties, or sub-dialects, of Sika have not been
carefully studied, but nonetheless three main dialects can be recognized. They are called Sikka
Natar, Sara Krowe, and Ata Tana 'Ai or Sara Tana 'Ai.

Sikka Natar is found in the Sikka Natar village, which is located on the south coast of Flores island,
as well as its surrounding communities, from Lela in the west to Bola in the east, and inland north
to Nita. Within the Sikka region as a whole, the dialect of Sikka Natar appears to be the most
highly regarded, perhaps owing to the village's past, which included it being home to a local royal
dynasty.

In the central hills of the Sika linguistic area, the Sara Krowe dialect is spoken. Alternatively, the
people who speak the Sara Krowe dialect may be referred to as ata 7Zifap 'hill people'. Tana 'Ai is
the third region of the Sika area, and is the mountainous eastern part of the Sika linguistic area. The
people of the region, as well as those outside of it, use the names Ata Tana 'Ai and Sara Tana 'Ai to
refer to the residents and the language of the region. According to Lewis & Grimes (1995), the
people of the Tana 'Ai, who number approximately 9,800, are easily distinguishable from the people
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of the other Sika areas because of their ethnolinguistic identity. The word list used for the
comparative purposes of this paper was compiled by Lewis during work in Sikka Natar and Tana
'Ai area beginning in 1977, though specifically the Tana 'Ai dialect is represented in the word list.

As explained by Lewis & Grimes (1995), the people of Tana 'Ai use a ritual language to convey the
origins and histories of local clans, as well as during rituals and ceremonies. The ritual language of
Tana 'Ai is known to share features such as semantic parallelism and elided syntax with other ritual
languages in eastern Indonesia (see Fox 1988, Lewis 1982, 1988a, 1988b), and occasionally
pairings of words from semantic dyads of the ritual language include a Tana 'Ai word and a
Lamaholot word. Other notable resources on Sika are a sketch grammar written by Arndt (1931),
and a study by a native speaker of Sika (Soge 1979) on Sika language structures.

Two consonants that are part of the phonological inventory of Sika are unique within the Flores-
Lembata group. The /p/ is a 'lightly fricativised voiced bilabial fricative', and the laminal /j/ is a
voiced alveo-palatal affricate' (Lewis & Grimes 1995). The bilabial fricative occurs frequently
within the Sika Swadesh list and therefore also features frequently in the database of this study.

4.3. Lewolema (Language B) - K.H. Pampus 1999

The information in the present study for Lewolema is taken from a dictionary created by Pampus
(1999). The title of the dictionary makes mention of Lewolema as a dialect of Lamaholot, but for
the purposes of this study, it will be treated as a distinct language. The information for the
dictionary was recorded by Pampus during the years of 1994-1998. The village in which the
fieldwork was carried out is called Belogili-Balukhering, which lies on the eastern portion of Flores
island. A more precise location of Belogili-Balukhering is represented as letter 'B' on Map 2 above.

4.4. Lewoingu (Language C) - Nishiyama&Kelen 2008

Nishiyama & Kelen (2008) wrote a grammar of Lamaholot, more specifically the
Lewoingu/Lewolaga dialect. Kelen is a native speaker of this dialect, and comes from the village of
Leworook. Lamaholot is spoken by 150,000-200,000 people on the islands of Solor, Adonara,
Lembata, the eastern portion of Flores, and parts of Pantar and Alor. In the past, Lamaholot has
alternatively been known as Solor (or Solorese), including in a description of Lamaholot grammar
by Arndt (1937), which incorporates features from several Lamaholot varieties. According to Keraf
(1978), there are 33 dialects of Lamaholot, which Keraf groups into three branches, Western,
Central, and Eastern. Keraf separates the 33 varieties of Lamaholot into 15 languages, using 80%
cognacy as a baseline for classification as such. To the West of the Lamaholot linguistic area Sika
is spoken. To the East, the neighboring language is Kedang (Nishiyama & Kelen 2008).

The data from this source was collected in elicitation sessions between Nishiyama and Kelen.
Later, the information provided by Kelen was approved of or modified by other speakers from
Leworook of varying ages and levels of education, thus perhaps 'standardizing' in a sense the data
given by Kelen.

4.5. Solor (Language D) - Klamer 2002

This data was taken from field notes of Klamer (2002), which also contain detailed information
about the informant. Klamer refers to the language as the Solor dialect of Lamaholot, and says it is
spoken on the eastern part of Solor island. The informant estimates that approximately 12,000
speakers of the Solor dialect exist in this area. The recording sessions took place in Nieuwegein,
Netherlands in March of 2002. The informant for these recordings was a male, born in 1969, who
had lived in the Solor dialect speaking area for 15 years, until 1984. From 1984 onwards, the
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informant lived in various locations on Flores island, where he began school at a Catholic Seminary
in Larantuka, in which education was conducted in Bahasa Indonesia. Other places of residence of
the informant since then have included Maumere, Bajawa, Timor island (Nenuk and Atambua), and
in Nieuwegein in the Netherlands.

4.6. Lamalera (Language E) - Keraf 1978

The data included in Keraf (1978) is comprised of primarily a morphological analysis of Lamalera,
coupled with information regarding the historical relations of the Lamaholot languages/dialects. In
addition, Keraf (1978) includes appendices which contain Swadesh list comparisons for the 33
purported Lamaholot dialects/varieties.

4.7. Kedang (Language F) - Samely 1991

The information for this paper on Kedang is taken from Samely (1991), which includes a
description of Kedang grammar, a sample text, and a Kedang-English glossary which contains the
lexemes used for the database in the present study. Ethnologue (Lewis 2009) and Wurm (1983)
both list Kedang as a member of the Flores-Lembata branch of the Timor group. The data from
Samely (1991) is taken from field notes and audio recordings from the author's stay in the village of
Leéuwayang. The Kedang speakers present in the field notes and recordings include native Kedang
speakers of both sexes and various ages. In addition, one recording was made with a male
informant in a recording studio in Jakarta. Kedang is reported by Samely (1991), in a
lexicostatistical analysis, to have a shared cognacy rate with both Lamaholot and Alorese of 61%.
The same study showed Lamaholot and Alorese to have a cognacy rate of 70%.

4.8. Alorese (Language G) - Baranusa dialect - Klamer data

The data for Alor is taken from a sketch of the Alor grammar (Klamer 2009) which contains a word
list from the Baranusa dialect of Alor. The Alor language is spoken by about 25,000 people in the
Alor-Pantar region of Nusa-Tenggara, Indonesia, namely on the islands of Pantar, Alor, Ternate, and
Buaya. Klamer, in collecting Alorese data, worked with principally with three speakers, one of
which spoke the dialect of Baranusa (West Pantar), and the other two the dialect of Alorkecil (West
Alor). The speakers themselves, one man (Alorkecil dialect), and two women, all were 30-35 years
of age, and all made use of many Indonesian/Malay borrowings. Though the results given by
Klamer represent data from both dialects, the word list that was taken from the source for use in this
study is taken from the Baranusa dialect. Klamer was careful to keep the data from the two dialects
separate, as the two display notable lexical differences (Klamer 2009:12).

4.8.1 Alorese - Alorkecil dialect - personal notes

Data from the Alorkecil dialect was also considered in the present study. During my time in Alor, I
collected a word list from two informants in Alorkecil, and when compared to the data from Klamer
on the Baranusa dialect, no important variations that related to the present study were found.
Because the word list from Klamer is more complete in regards to the words in the database, I use
the Baranusa list for comparison purposes in this study. I mention my review of the Alorkecil
material so that the reader is aware that with regards to the Baranusa data presented in this study,
what are given as sound correspondences and sound changes should be considered to encompass
what is seen in the Alorkecil dialect as well, in spite of the various lexical differences that do exist
between the two dialects.
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5 Methodology

5.1. Introduction

The database for this paper was constructed using data that is already available, but had never been
coordinated into single source. Much of the material that made this study possible was data that has
been collected in recent years, highlighting the importance of fieldwork in the region, and the
relative shortage of existing analyzable data. In fact, reliable data is only available for roughly half
of the FL languages. Certainly, future study could greatly improve upon anyone's ability to produce
work about the Flores-Lembata region.

Another important resource I utilize, that isn't necessarily based in the FL region, is the
Austronesian Basic Vocabulary Database (ABVD), which I explained in a bit more detail in section
4.1. Thave taken the existing material, and the ABVD, and built upon methods applied by Blust
(2008), namely the use of of Swadesh word lists to identify cognates and examine sound
correspondences across languages. Blust examined the potential validity of the purported Bima-
Sumba subgroup, which is also branch within CMP. In this paper, I will be analyzing the regular
sound correspondences | find in the database, with hopes of establishing low-order relationships
between the Flores-Lembata languages.

The principal difference between my methodology, and that of previous studies, will be the scale of
the relationships I propose. As opposed to the broad brush strokes of previous CMP studies by
Blust, Donohue and Grimes, and others, my research focuses on detailed sound correspondences
found in limited numbers of languages, taking a bottom-up approach to identifying relationships
and shared history. I will make use of the comparative method to identify these sound
correspondences, and below I will summarize the process it outlines.

5.2. The Comparative Method

The comparative method is an indisputably important tool for historical linguistics. Its major
principles outline a method for languages to be compared in such a way that it is possible to identify
if they have a shared ancestor language (a proto-language), and if so, to recover data from it. The
knowledge obtained from the comparative method may be used to identify relations and compare
levels of shared history within a given group of languages. In this paper I will be applying the
comparative method to the Flores-Lembata language with the goal of obtaining knowledge about its
proto-language, Proto-Flores-Lembata (PFL), and identifying its internal divisions.

I will explain briefly now the basic principles under which I will be working in the present study, so
that the reader may understand my methods. [ am working with Swadesh-style vocabulary lists, the
benefits and difficulties of which were discussed in chapter 3, which I will use to identify cognates.
I will use the cognate sets I assemble to establish sound correspondences, which then may be used
to reconstruct proto-sounds, and understand what level of shared history each FL language has with
the other members of the group.

Identifying a set of cognates in the first step of the comparative method, but only true cognates may
be used for comparison. Care must be taken so that words that appear similar at first sight but
actually are not cognates are not selected as so. Two possibilities for similar looking words not
being true cognates are (1) coincidence, and (2) borrowing (Campbell 2004). In the case of
coincidence, it is expected that when comparing the vocabularies of various languages, that at some
point words will be found in different languages that have very similar phonetic structures. The
more space that is given semantically to forge a comparison in phonetically similar words, the more
potential false cognates will be identified.
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In the case of borrowing, it is expected that genetically related languages as well as genetically
unrelated languages borrow lexical items from each other, either directly or by way of another
language. Borrowing can be traced to linguistic contact of one form or another, and often results in
words that appear very much as cognates, though they are not in the proper sense, which dictates
that they must be inherited into languages from a shared ancestor. In fact, it is common for
borrowed words to be assimilated into the phonological confines of the receiving language, giving
them perhaps the appearance of containing relevant sound changes. However, this assimilation
must be identified if the set of words being compared as cognates is to contain solely true cognates
whose comparisons may shed light on shared histories of languages and the properties of their
shared ancestors or proto-language.

The second step of carrying out the comparative method is to take the set of cognates that have been
assembled, and to identify and establish a set of systematic sound correspondences. With these
correspondences, it is possible to, based on certain principles and knowledge of trends that occur
across languages, reconstruct proto-phonemes from the proto-language. 1 will shortly explain a few
these principles, but first I will introduce the concept of sound change.

5.3. Sound change

When discussing sound changes, it is important to make note of the fundamental types of sound
change that exist. The notion of regular sound change has been probably the single most important
distinction made in historical linguistics. The assumption that sound change is regular, meaning
that a change will recur consistently and uniformly throughout a language when the correct phonetic
conditions are present, has been the driving force behind historical linguistics since the latter part of
the 19th century, beginning with the 'Junggrammatiker' of Germany (Campbell 2004).

Within the context of regular sound change, an important distinction is made, that is, whether the
sound change is conditioned or unconditioned. When a sound change is seen across all phonetic
environments, i.e. word initially, word medially, intervocalically, etc, and is not influenced in any
manner by neighboring sounds, it can be called an unconditioned change. This basically means the
sound change is not conditioned or affected by other neighboring sounds. When a sound change is
affected by neighboring sounds, it is referred to as a conditioned change. In sum, unconditioned
changes occur in all contexts, and conditioned changes can be much more limited, only occurring in
conjunction within certain phonetic environments.

An example is useful to illustrate the concept of conditioned sound changes; the following is taken
from Campbell (2004). In Spanish, the original Latin p became b intervocalically (p > b/V_V), but
not in other positions, such as word initially. That is, in originally Latin words which began with p,
the initial consonant remained as p, and in words where p was found intervocalically in Latin, a b is
found in Spanish. To contrast this example with an example of an unconditioned change from
Spanish, I cite another example from Campbell (2004). In many dialects of Latin American
Spanish, the palatalized /li/ has changed to a /j/ (I > j) in all phonetic environments. An example of
a word containing this unconditioned change is the pronunciation of calle 'street' [/kalie/ > /kaje/].

5.4. Basic principles of reconstructing sounds

Other than the three principles that will be outlined below, it is important when reconstructing
proto-forms and proto-sound systems to (1) make sure a given postulated proto-sounds fits within
the overall pattern of the proto-sound system into which it is being constructed, and to (2) check
that the proto-sound system being reconstructed fits within broader typological expectations
(Campbell 2004).
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5.4.1 Directionality

Certain sound changes happen frequently in languages across the world in one direction, but rarely
in the opposite direction. For example, a change of s > / is common and can be expected to be
found in large sets of correspondences, but a change of 4 > s hardly ever has been shown to occur
(Campbell 2004). Knowledge of what sound changes frequently occur, and which rarely occur, can
help a researcher when they are faced with a correspondence that could be ambiguous, for instance
one in which data is only held for two languages.

5.4.2 Majority wins and economy

When reconstructing proto-forms for a group consisting of several languages, as I did for this study,
an important principle to remember is 'majority wins'. If there is a correspondence in which, say,
five languages share a ¢5, and one shows a j, then the majority sound may be picked as the proto-
sound. Of course, one should be cautious with this principle (think of directionality) because some
sound changes are common enough that in some correspondences, the languages which have
retained the proto-sound will find themselves in the minority. This principle is most useful when a
correspondence exists in which other factors have been canceled out, i.e. when all else is equal.

As common sense, and the principle of economy, would dictate, a reconstruction which involves
fewer and simpler changes should be investigated before postulating a complicated and drawn out
series of sound changes. The principle of economy is closely tied to the idea of majority wins, and
in some ways, the two principles represent the same idea.

6 The internal divisions of Flores-Lembata

6.1. Introduction

By examining the sound changes found in the database that present patterns where divisions within
FL can be seen, | have discovered patterns that demonstrate the nature of these internal divisions.
Now, I will explain the method I used to determine closeness between the FL languages. 1 first
compiled sound correspondences from the database and made groups of these correspondences. To
highlight an example of one of these correspondences (more explained in 6.2), all instances where
we see an intervocalic /r/ in languages ABCDEG, but an intervocalic /j/ in Kedang (language F),
have been grouped together as a single sound correspondences for the purposes of the exercise. |
made 8 such correspondences (which are referred to later on as C1, C2, C3, and so on), and within
them, compared each language to the rest, one correspondence at a time (see Appendix 1 for tables
containing these comparisons). Most correspondences (though unfortunately not all) have more
than one example item in which the sound correspondence can be seen. | understand it is ideal to
have as many examples as possible to demonstrate a sound change beyond doubt, but I am working
within the confines of the data available to me at the present time, and I feel that even with one
clear example, it becomes possible for a sound change to be identified.

I took these 8 groups and compared them to each other by making group 'family trees', as if each
sound change alone was determining the internal divisions within the group. I did this to help me
identify which languages share more correspondences with other languages, despite the fact that
many of the correspondences overlap. In Figure 2 below there is a picture of the C1 and C6
Correspondence trees; the purpose of Figure 2 is to highlight the different types of splits seen in
different correspondences. In the picture, the phoneme from the correspondence is listed below the
languages which have it. In the case of C1, only one language, Kedang, separates itself from the
group, but in the case of C6, we see four independent groups with different phonemes in the same
position in cognates. I would propose that wider trees, such as C6, suggest sound correspondences
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that are more recent than skinnier trees like C1. This is of course a general principle, but trees such
as C6 display correspondences which have allowed for more time to develop; my reason being so
because there are greater amounts of splits (that have already happened) to be seen amongst the
languages. If the languages of Flores-Lembata descended from a single shared ancestor, then it
stands to reason that they differentiated gradually over time, from then until now, when multiple
distinct FL languages exist. Therefore, when we see more complicated correspondences, we are
seeing correspondences that are a result of sound changes that took place in greater numbers of
languages, which must have occurred later rather than earlier, because later is when we see more
distinct FL languages, and earlier is when we see a single proto-language.

Figure 2. C1l and C6 Correspondence trees

Cl (ll-l
|

Sika Kedang Sika Lewolema Lewoingu Lamalera
Lewolema fil B! Kedang Solor Alorese
Lewoingu ' vy fw/ it/
Solor
Lamalera
Alorese

frf

When comparing the trees created by the groups, it is possible to identify which languages are most
closely related to each other, in spite of the pattern of overlapping innovations. For instance,
Languages C (Lewoingu) and D (Solor) went together in 7 of a possible 8 cases, including in C4,
where we see more divergence, meaning that within the database there is only one group of sound
changes (apart from vowels) which demonstrates clearly a divergence between them. This suggests
that C and D split more recently than Kedang (F) split from the group. Because there is only one
correspondence which displays a split between C and D, I hypothesize that they split away very
recently, and therefore the sound change that demonstrates their split was the most recent change
that can be found in the database. Because C and D are so closely related, they very likely represent
the lowest possible level relationship on the FL tree.

On the other end of the spectrum, there is Kedang, which is pictured in C1 apart from the group.
Kedang, when compared in this fashion to the other six languages, shows by far the fewest amount
of shared correspondences with other FL languages (refer to Appendix 1). This suggests that
Kedang split early from the group, and thus has had the most time in which to differentiate itself.

6.1.1 Introduction of tables that displays sound correspondences

I have included several tables in this paper which display the sound correspondences I have found
in the database. The tables all follow a basic outline, which I will describe. In these tables, there
are a total of 11 languages for which words are given. After English, the next three are Proto-
Austronesian, Proto-Malayo-Polynesian, and Proto-Central Malayo-Polynesian. The languages
being studied that make up part of the Flores-Lembata group are the following seven. These seven
languages are given the letters A through G (not seen in the tables, but found frequently elsewhere,
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including Map 2), and will be referred to in the proceeding explanations by either their name, or
when that becomes too cumbersome, by their corresponding letter. The rightmost column
represents the reconstructed Proto-Flores-Lembata sound I postulate from each sound
correspondence. The leftmost column contains the item number for each example. These numbers
correspond to the items in the database, so that they may be easily referenced for further
examination. Symbols are IPA format.

A note on the PAN, PMP, and PCMP forms: These forms are included for reference mostly. The
principle concern of this study is the internal relations within Flores-Lembata. I have tried to select
examples from the database which are interesting within FL and cognate with PAN/PMP/PCMP.
Their being cognates is important for ensuring that examples are Austronesian words, and not
borrowed words from neighboring Papuan languages. This gives me the best chance of
reconstructing the history of FL languages correctly. However, in cases where words
PAN/PMP/PCMP words do not appear to be cognate or where they contain or represent extra sound
changes that have occurred between PCMP and PFL, it must be noted that my primary interest is
the relationship between the correspondences in the FL languages. For instance, in C5 below I have
included an item (21) which shows a different sound change from PCMP to PFL. I understand that
it may be complicated to explain this change, and my including it may cause concern for those who
expect that my goal is to connect PFL to PCMP. My goal is to connect FL languages to each other,
from the bottom up. When that is accomplished, more research may of course be conducted with
the aim of connecting PFL to PCMP. For now, however, | will be investigating solely the internal
divisions within Flores-Lembata.

6.2. Sound correspondence 1 (C1)

Cl -- ABCDEG (P1) i/ -- F /j/

Proposed sound change -- PMP *j > ABCDEG (P1)r

Example demonstrating sound change -- PMP > P1 * pajan 'name' > naran (item 95).

Table 2. Examples for C1

# English PAN PMP PCMP Sika Lewolema Lewoingu Solor Lamalera Kedang Alorese Proto-sound

1

2 sun -r- -r- -r- -r- -r- - -r- j
6 day *qalejaw *qalejaw *qalejaw -I- -I- -r- -r- - -r- !
*mefak;
*himar;
66 fat  *Simar *mifiak *mifak o -r- -r- - !
95 name “*najan *najan *najan -r- -1- -r- -r- -r- 4 -r- !
*ma- ‘Ma-  *ma-
156 dry  gariw Ranaw Ranaw -r- -r- -r- -r- - -r- b
*ma- “Ma-
176 white  puNi putiq “*burak *-r- -r- -r- -r- -r- - -r- b
264 rain *quzaN *quzan *quzan -r- -r- -r- 4 b

Note for tables 2-14: when a space is blank, the corresponding word either did not exist in the
database, or was not cognate and left off the table on the basis of its irrelevancy to this exercise.

We know that Kedang was the first to split from the group, because it retains the /j/ found in the
PAN, PMP, and PCMP forms. It is unlikely, considering the PAN, PMP, and PCMP knowledge, that
six independent shifts of /j/ > /r/ happened. This example is a case of when not to assume proto-
forms based on the 'majority rules' principle, which if I had used it would have led me to postulate a
PFL /*r/. The knowledge of the PAN, PMP, and PCMP forms thus has aided my reconstruction in
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this case. To accommodate for the fact that six independent changes did not occur, I believe that
instead, Kedang split from languages ABCDEG, who later, prior to diverging themselves,
experienced a single sound change of j > r. This correspondence shows that languages ABCDEG
had yet to differentiate at the point in time when this sound change occurred, meaning also that
Kedang was the first to separate from the FL group. So in sum, we know that the shift from /*j/ >
/r/ happened early on, after Kedang had parted from the group (or vice versa), but before languages
ABCDEG had themselves diverged. I have named this set Correspondence 1 (C1) because I believe
it displays the first split within the Flores-Lembata group.

6.3. Sound correspondence 2 (C2)
C2 -- ABCDEG (P1) /t/ -- F /s/

Proposed sound change -- F *r>s

Example demonstrating sound change -- PFL>F -- *rua 'two' > sue (131).

Table 3. Examples for C2
# English PAN PMP PCMP Sika Lewolema Lewoingu Solor Lamalera Kedang Alorese Proto-sound

131  two *duSa *duha *dua r- I- r- r- r- s- r- *r

Another correspondence that shows Kedang had already separated from the other six is C2. In C2,
we see a sound change that occurred during the same period as C1. That is, it occurred after
Kedang had split off, but before ABCDEG diverged. I used the same line of logic I explained in my
discussion of C1 to conclude this.

I point out that this correspondence is unexpected, and in fact only one example showing it was
found in the database. It is not within the scope of the present paper to speculate on the shift from

PMP to Flores-Lembata *d > *r, my purpose is to identify the correspondences I have seen within
the FL group. It appears to me that item 131 is a possible indication of a shift from r > s that
occurred in Kedang after it had split from the other FL languages.

C1 and C2 are both examples of sound correspondences that happened after Kedang (F) had split
off from the other six, but when all other six languages were still together. C1 and C2 are distinct,
however, because the former is an example of a retention by Kedang, and the latter is an example of
a change by Kedang, and a retention by ABCDEG. I cannot think of a way, based on the evidence I
currently have, to say surely whether C1 came before C2, or whether it was the other way around.
The only thing I can say about both of them is that they occurred after Kedang had split from
ABCDEG, and that C1 occurred before any of the other six had diverged. We know that ABCDEG
had not yet diverged by the time of C1 because the six languages experienced the sound change as
one language. I suppose this because it is a much more likely scenario than would be the separation
of all six, followed by six independent but identical sound changes. The same cannot be said of C2
because it represents a shift by Kedang, not by ABCDEG. It is possible that the sound change that
gives us C2 happened down the line, after ABCDEG had diverged partially or completely. This is
why I have termed this example C2, and the other C1. The best I can say for C2 is that the shift
occurred after the separation of the modern-day Kedang speakers from the group that once spoke
Proto-Flores-Lembata.

Prior to the Kedang separation (and C1 and C2), the language being spoken by this group could be
referred to as Proto-Flores-Lembata (PFL), but by the time the sound changes that produced C1 and
C2 had happened, PFL had splintered into two language groups, one being Kedang, and the other
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we'll call P1 (referring to Proto-ABCDEFG, see table below for details), because it was the proto-
language that remained after the first split within Flores-Lembata .

Table 4. Outlining Flores-Lembata Splits

# | Splits from Group Remaining | Proto Shorthand for Remaining
0 none yet ABCDEFG PFL

1  Ffrom ABCDEFG ABCDEG P1 (or Proto-ABCDEG)

2 A from ABCDEG BCDEG P2

3 B from BCDEG CDEG P3 (or Proto-Lamaholot)

4 EG from CDEG CD and EG  PCD (or P4) and PEG (or P5)
5 E from G G

6 C from D D

With Kedang separated early on, as is further evidenced by its lesser ties in sound correspondences
with the other languages, we are down to six languages. I will attempt now to explain when and
how these six diverged.

As I will explain below, I believe that Sika (A) was the next language to split from ABCDEG (i.e.
the first to split from P1). It can be seen from the correspondences in the database that Sika has less
in common with BCDEG than they do with each other, but more in common with them than
Kedang. Sound correspondences C3-C4 can be shown to have occurred after Sika had split from
ABCDEG (P1), but before they had split from each other.

6.4. Sound correspondence 3 (C3)

C3 -- A /?/ -- BCDEG (P2) /k/

Proposed sound change -- A*k>7/ u,a,i

Example demonstrating sound change -- P1 > A -- *aku'lsg' > atu (108).

Table 5. Examples for C3

Proto-
# English PAN PMP PCMP Sika Lewolema Lewoingu Solor Lamalera Kedang Alorese sound

37 wing *paNid *kapak *kapak k- k- k- k- k- (D)a- k- *k

44 louse *kuCu *kutu *kutu - k- k- k- (D)u- k- *k
(9)-ai;

47 tree - k- k- k- k- or k- k- *k

112  1plexcl  *kami *kami  *k-ami - k- k- k- k- k- *k

In C3 we see that Sika has shifted away from the PFL /*k/, while languages BCDEG have
maintained the /*k. A shift from /k/ > /?/ is in fact quite common, and therefore I postulate it on the
basis of directionality. I say this because a shift of /k/ > /?/ is common across languages, but a shift
of /?/ > /k/ is very rare, and would not be expected. Therefore, the most likely scenario is a PFL *k
> 7 in Sika. This also means that the Sika shift occurred after it had split from languages BCDEG.

In addition, the principle of majority wins is another convincing factor in this case. It is far more
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likely, even without considering the principle of directionality, that a shift of Sika /*k/ > /?/ occurred

one time rather than the shift of /*?/ > /k/ occurring independently, in languages BCDEG. This
would mean five shifts took place, rather than one, and that they all happened to be identical; a
highly unlikely scenario, the kind one wishes to avoid in historical reconstructions.

Kedang in C2 is a separate case from either Sika or BCDEG, but based on the timing of the splits |
discovered in this study, that would be expected. My main concern with regards to C3, however, is
the correspondence Sika has to languages BCDEG, and therefore I do not include an analysis at the
present time of what has happened in Kedang with regards to C3 (most likely a conditioned shift of
*k> @).

Most important about C3 is that it took place after the separation of Sika (A) from ABCDEG, but
before BCDEG (P2) had diverged. The separation of Sika from P1 means it is more distinct from
the modern languages of B, C, D, E, and G than they are from each other, and also that it was the
second language to split from the Flores-Lembata group being analyzed in the present study.

6.4.1 More on the case of the P1 (and PFL) /*k/

You may have noticed that I reconstructed *aku 'lsg' for P1 (and PFL), while in fact none of the
languages A-G in the database have a /k/ in item 108. Item 108 leads me to postulate that the proto-
form is /*k/, even though it is not seen in any of the modern languages. Referring back to the
principle of directionality discussed above, it is not likely that we would have seen a change from
PFL /*g/ to Kedang and Sika /?/. A change of /*k/ > /?/ in Sika, and then later *£ > g in BCDEG is
much more likely. Confirming this, we see in PCMP that the sound was /*k/. In BCDEG we see
that the initial a- was dropped, and the now initial k- became voiced (after probably a vowel shift of
some sort), i.e. it became /g/. This is why when this /*k/ is word medial, it is still a /k/ in BCDEG.
This can be seen in item 226, which contains for BCDEG an initial g- and an intervocalic -k-, which
both have the same origin as PFL /*k/. In fact, Nishiyama & Kelen (2007) say that the /g/ and /k/
are variable between dialects of Lamaholot. I presume this variability means it is possible the
dialects are currently experiencing a shift. An example of this speaker variation can be seen in
Solor item 226, where the intervocalic stop may either be voiced or unvoiced.

Nishiyama & Kelen (2008:17) also claim that the first singular pronoun in Lamaholot (now /go/ in
Lewoingu) once contained [k], which they say is plausible because of the existence of the /*k/ in the

PMP 1sg, which became the glottal /?/ in the Sika 1sg.

Further evidence for the reconstruction of a PFL /*k/ is the fact that a /g/ in any position is seen
only rarely in Sika, and only once in the database as a cognate with other languages (item 235). In
addition to this, item 235 for Sika is a so-called 'reconstructed' form (there are in fact many of these
Sika reconstructed items in the Comparative Austronesian Dictionary (Lewis & Grimes 1995)).
They are the Sika items preceded by an "*' in the tables/database). Because of the nature of
reconstructed items, I approach them more cautiously, and therefore am hesitant to assume or fear
that this is a counterexample that jeopardizes my argument for the PFL /*k/.

As for Kedang, none of the primary words for items in the database contain a /g/. According to
Samely (1991), /g/ is in fact part of the consonant inventory of modern Kedang, but occurs with
extreme infrequency. Specifically, the frequency of occurrence of the consonant phoneme /g/ in
Kedang stands at 0.37%, and its appearances are limited to syllable initial position in polysyllabic
words.

Items in Sika which contain a /k/, and which are cognate to languages BCDEG, do however exist.
Items 37, 125, 143, 169, 228, are 247 are all cases in which the Sika word contains a /k/ in place of
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a /?/. Item 37 is included in Table 5 above, but the others are not because they display the same
pattern as 37. They may be found in the database for further reference. Something may be said
about all the /k/ items from Sika. When we see a word or syllable beginning with a /k/ in Sika, it is
always followed by a schwa /o/ (except, puzzlingly enough, the name Sika). This is why the sound
change from C3 is considered a conditioned change, meaning that the correct phonemic
environment must occur for it to take place. In this case, the /*k/ only shifted (in examples found in

the database) to a /?/ when followed by a /u/, /a/, or /i/, but not when followed by a schwa.

6.5. Sound correspondence 4 (C4)
C4 -- A /n/ -- BCDEG (P2) /y/

Proposed sound change -- PMP *5> Sikan /V_V
Example demonstrating sound change -- PMP > A -- *hanin 'wind' > anin (8).

Table 6. Examples for C4
# English PAN PMP PCMP Sika Lewolema Lewoingu Solor Lamalera Kedang Alorese Proto-sound
8  wind *pali  *hanin *hanin -n- -n- -n- -n- -n- -n- -n- n

*lanuy;
200 swim *Nanuy *nanuy *nanuy

* *

-n- - - -n-  -n- - -ng- n
C4 is another correspondence which signals the separation between Sika and languages BCDEG.
My reason for postulating a P2 /*p/ is the principle of majority wins. It is far more likely that a
change of * > n would have happened one time in Sika, rather than several times in the other
languages.

Another reason I postulate a /*1/ is because of the evidence in PAN, PMP, and PCMP in the
database. In item 8, the word-medial consonant is /*n/ in PMP and PCMP, and in item 200 the
word-medial consonant is /*1/ in PAN, PMP, and PCMP. The existence of the /*1/ in PAN, PMP,
and PCMP signals its link from those three proto-languages to PFL. The FL language where it does
not currently exist is Sika (A), which confirms that Sika was the language to undergo the change.

Whereas we can be sure that C3 took place in the not too recent past, owing to the later change from
*k > g we can see that occurred later on in BCDEG (presumably before those five diverged), we
cannot be sure of exactly when C4 took place. It is possible even that it was a very recent change.
This is because the change that brought about C4 was a change by Sika, not P2 (Proto-BCDEG). If
it had been the opposite, as in C3, then we would know that the change would have had to happen
after the split of A from BCDEG, but before the divergence of Proto-BCDEG (P2), because the
result would have The only thing I can say for sure was that it took place after the split of Sika
from languages BCDEG, which left us with P2.

As a side development unrelated to the present focus, I wish to note in item 200 a case of
strengthening in Alorese, for which I postulate the creation of a consonant cluster in Alorese as the
type of strengthening seen in this sound change. The other languages all have a single consonant in
this position, therefore the principle of majority wins also lead me to postulate this sound change.
Further investigation of this shift in Alorese has not been investigated because it is not presently
relevant, though it could be something useful for future study.
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6.6. Sound correspondence 5 (CS)
C5 -- B /t/ -- CDEG (P3) /l/

Proposed sound change -- B *1>r1 /#

Example demonstrating sound change -- P2 > B *lora 'day' > roro (6).
Table 7. Examples for C5

Proto-

# English PAN PMP PCMP Sika Lewolema Lewoingu Solor Lamalera Kedang Alorese sound
sun I- r- I- I- I- I- I- *|
6 day *qalejaw  *galejaw  *qalsjaw I- r- 1- I- I- 1- *|
21 road *zalan *zalan I- I- I- 1- I- *|

CS5 is good evidence of a split that occurred after B broke away from CDEG, though because B
experienced the sound change, I cannot be sure if it happened before or after the eventual split of
CDEG. In spite of this, I can see that B split by itself from CDEG before CDEG diverged to
become C, D, E, and G

I realize that items 2 and 6 are basically the same word, and both most likely descend from the same
Malay lexical item, but [ have included them separately here because they are in fact different
words in the modern languages. The point of this correspondence (C5) is to demonstrate the
divergence between Lewolema (B) and the rest of the group. This is also why item 21 is included.
If I were arguing the change of the PMP or PCMP sounds into the FL sounds, then item 21 would
represent a different sound change than items 2 and 6, are therefore not be appropriately placed in
table 7. However, in my opinion item 21 should be in table 7 because it is another example of the 1
> r correspondence in the modern languages. This change appears to be quite recent, and the time
gap between it and any shifts from PCMP into PFL is thus large enough to contain changes which

resulted in what appears to be a merger of the PCMP *1 and *r into a PFL *1. Because of the nature
of its distribution, we know this correspondence has occurred after a split of Lewolema from
languages CDEG.

For PFL, I postulate a /*I/ in this case because of the principle of majority wins, and because of its
appearance in PAN, PMP, and PCMP in item 6. In fact, in items 2 and 6, where C5 can be seen,
Kedang, which was the first to split from the group, and Sika (also in item 21), which was the
second language to do so, both have cognates that contain a word-initial /I/. Thus, I can be quite
confident based on the principle of majority wins alone that the PFL sound was /*1/, and that
Lewolema underwent a change of *1 >r /# after splitting from what remained of the group.

For the above stated reasons, I reconstruct a /*1/ for PFL, and state that C5 is evidence that

Lewolema separated from CDEG before it underwent the change from *1>r /# .

6.7.  Sound correspondence 6 (C6)
C6 - A/B/ -- B v/ -- CD /w/ -- EG /f/ -- F v/, @3, bl

Initial sound change -- PMP *w, *b > PFL *w
Proposed sound change -- A *w>B -- B *w>v -- EG *w>f
F *w>v/# V;*w>0 i >V
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Example demonstrating sound change --  *batu 'stone' > Batu (A); > vato (B); > wato (CD)
> fato (EG); > var (F) (15).

*bulan 'moon' >>ula (F) (3).

Table 8. PCMP *b examples for C6

Proto-
English PAN PMP PCMP Sika Lewolema Lewoingu Solor  Lamalera Kedang Alorese sound
*bulaN,
moon *giNas *bulan *bulan B- v- w- w- (9)>u- f- *w
stone *batu *batu *batu B- V- w- w- f- v- a f- *w
fruit *buaq *buaq *buaq B- v- w- (D)u- f- (D)>u- *w
mouth *nusu  *bagbaq  *babaq V- w- w- f- V- 0 f- *w
new *ma- *ma- *bagaru
(house) bageru bageru  *baqeru B- v- w- w- f- V- u f- *w
*bai,
woman *bahi *bahi *b-in-ay B- (-)v- -W- w- -f- -f- *w
Table 9. PCMP *w examples for C6
Proto-
English PAN PMP PCMP Sika Lewolema Lewoingu Solor Lamalera Kedang Alorese sound
*ka-
left WiRi *ka-wiri  *ka-wiRi B- v- W
right *ka- *ka- *ka-
(side) wanaN wanan wanan B- V- W- w- f- V- *w
water
(fresh)  *daNum  *wahir *waiR B- w- w- f- v- *w

The examples from Tables 8 and 9 demonstrate that in the cases of the PMP and PCMP *b and *w,
the consonant correspondences seen within the FL group are the same. This suggests that there was
a merger of PMP *b and *w in PFL, meaning the resulting correspondences all descend from the
same proto-form, the PFL *w. I believe the PMP *b and *w merged into a *w for two reasons.
First, it is more likely that we see a case of lenition, or weakening in the PMP *b, because if it were
the other way, we would have a scenario which involves strengthening followed by lenition (for

instance: PMP *w > PFL *b > Solor w), which in unlikely. Secondly, we see two of the languages,
Lewoingu and Solor, have a /w/ in the correspondence. It seems more likely that these are cases of

retention rather than a shift of PMP *w > PFL *b > CD w. It is much more reasonable to postulate

zero sound changes in place of two sound changes. For the above reasons I postulate a PFL *w for
Ce.

Flatter trees of correspondence are newer, because they show a sound correspondence that is the
result of a sound change that occurred after greater degrees of divergence within a group (see Figure
2). C6 is the best example in the database of this type of correspondence. We have already seen in
C1-CS5 examples of correspondences that occurred after Kedang (C1-C2), Sika (C3-C4), and
Lewolema (C5) had split away from the group of PFL speakers. In C1-C5, however, CDEG have
remained together throughout (CDEG could be part of what may be called Proto-Lamaholot). C6 is
the first correspondence in which we see a division within the final four languages that had
remained together to this point. The difference between C6 and C1-C5, however, is that in it we see
a group of four languages (CDEG) split into two groups, each containing what will become two
languages.

In C6, Sika is alone in its correspondence, but that is not a surprise because Sika had already split
from the group by the time the sound change(s) that resulted in C6 had taken place. I hypothesize
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that the sound change seen in Sika of *w > B1is a result of fricativization, based on the principle of
directionality. Fricativization is said by Campbell (2004) to be a relatively common sound change,

and it appears highly likely that a change from PFL to Sika of *w > Soccurred. The timing of this
specific change cannot be exactly estimated, however I can say that it occurred after Sika had
separated from BCDEG. I cannot be sure at what point in time after that event, though, because
theoretically it is possible that after splitting from the group, Sika maintained the PFL *w until only
very recently while languages such as EG began to move away from the PFL *w.

Lewolema and Kedang appear at first to group together in this sound correspondence, but the
patterns of sounds occurring in the items used in C6 are in fact slightly different, which suggest that
their individual changes happened independently. This would be expected, as Kedang was the first
language to split from the FL languages, meaning it did not share a period exclusivity with
Lewolema. The principle difference between Lewolema and Kedang in C6 is that the sound change
for Lewolema is unconditioned, and the Kedang sound change is conditioned, meaning that in
Kedang certain phonemic conditions produce different results in the correspondence. In Lewolema,
each instance of PFL /*w/ has changed into a /v/ (*w > v), whereas in Kedang this is true only when
the proceeding vowel is not a breathy vowel variant (represented by the symbol: >) (*w>v/ V;
and *w > @ /# >V).

The Kedang vowel inventory can be divided into two sets of six (Samely 1991). The six vowels
that each set contains correspond to each other, but one set could be described as a breathy variant
of the other. These Kedang breathy vowels do not occur word medially or finally, as do their non-
breathy counterparts, but only word-initially, as do their non-breathy counterparts as well. When
the first vowel of a word in the database that is part of C6 is a breathy variant, apparently its
restriction to word-initial position takes ultimate precedence and the consonant (in these cases PFL
*w) is deleted. This describes what has taken place in Kedang examples for C6 which contain
breathy vowels. Those examples in Kedang for C6 which do not contain breathy vowels appear
with a /v/ in word-initial position.

It is the conditioned nature of the Kedang sound change seen in C6 which leads me to maintain my
belief that the changes that occurred in C6 in Lewolema and Kedang are separate. Speaking of
them together but as separate changes, I postulate a change for both (keeping the fact of their
independent nature in mind) of *w > v on the principle of directionality.

In C6 we see a correspondence that appears to be the first that is a result of a change that occurred
after the split of languages CDEG. I believe that CDEG (P3) had split into two groups, CD and EG,
by the time this change had happened. After that shift had occurred is when P3 split into PCD and
PEG. After CD and EG split, a shift from *w > f'occurred in EG. This change is likely because of
the continuing process of lenition seen in C6. In this case the voiced consonant *w became
unvoiced, and became a /f/ in EG

The split of CD and EG, therefore, happened relatively late because of the other splits seen before it.
C6 is a good representation of the all the splits that had already occurred, and it is the earliest
correspondence in the database that represents a split between CD and EG. Because the earliest
correspondence showing EG and CD had split also contains correspondences demonstrating the
split of A, B, and F (but not vice versa), I can say that the split of EG from CD happened after A, B,
and F separated from the PFL group. Because in C6 E groups with G and C groups with D, I can
say that EG and CD represent the lowest level pairings within the Flores-Lembata subgroup.
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6.8. Sound correspondence 7 (C7)
C7 -- E /@] - G In/

Proposed sound change -- E *h>@
Example demonstrating sound change -- PEG > E -- *aho 'dog' > ao (32).
Table 10. Examples for C7

Proto-
# English Sika Lewolema Lewoingu Solor Lamalera Kedang Alorese sound

32 dog -h- -h- -h- -h-  a-@)-0 >a-(@)u -h- *h
53 flower -h- -h- -h- 'pu-(3) -h- *h
153 near -h- -h- -a(@)e -h- *h

In C7 the words for PAN, PMP, and PCMP are not included in Table 10 because they do not contain
sounds relevant to the correspondence. The point of C7 is to show the divergence of Lamalera from
Alorese. What happened before regarding sound shifts from PMP > PFL is beyond the present
focus of this exercise, and I do not make attempt to make any claims regarding it. The change seen
in C7 occurred relatively recently because it represents a later split within the FL group. The time
gap between the change seen in C7 and any changes between PMP and PFL is great enough so that
I will not be attempting a review of it in this paper. I am concerned here with the shift of PFL *h >
Lamalera @, and Table 10 is designed to display that.

In C7 we see that the PFL /*h/ was dropped in Lamalera (E), but retained in Alor (G), as it has been
in all the other languages. Languages E and G share all of the sound correspondences C1-C6, so
not only can we say the two languages very closely related to each other, their split occurred
relatively recently, compared to when the other languages of the database split. Because the
difference we see in C7 from E is not seen in other languages, we know that it happened after EG
had split away from CD, and in fact after E and G had split. This means the split we see in C7 is a
split taking us to the lowest level of the Flores-Lembata tree.

As for the change itself, it is quite straightforward to presume, based on the presence of the /h/ in
the cognates of the other languages of the database, and based on the principle of directionality, that
the shift seen in C7 is a change from *h > @, rather than the opposite. In fact it is much more
common across languages to see a shift of h >, while it is rare to see a shift of @ >h. For those
reasons I postulate a PFL (and PEG) *h.

I can say that the EG split came before the CD split (explained in C8) because in the database when
looking at C7, it can be seen that while EG have split, C and D are still sharing a sound in the
correspondence. In C8, C and D are shown to have already split, but so are E and G. This means at
the time of the EG split, C and D were still unified, but at the time of the CD split, E and G were
separated. Logic then dictates that the change that resulted in C7 happened before the change that
resulted in C8, meaning E and G split before C and D split.

To what degree I can give a timetable for any of the changes seen in the present study is difficult to

say, but it is worth noting that Klamer (2010) also claims that Alorese split off from Lamaholot
about 600-700 years ago and headed East, to where the speakers are found today.
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6.9. Sound correspondence 8 (C8)
C8 -- C /n/ -- D /@I

Proposed sound change -- PCD *Vn > D V (note: previous symbol represents ‘nasalised vowel’)

Example demonstrating sound change -- PCD > D ikan 'fish' > ika (35).

Table 11. Examples for C8 (for more see database)

# English PAN PMP PCMP Sika Lewolema Lewoingu Solor Lamalera Kedang Alorese Proto-sound

* bulaN,
3  moon *giNas *bulan *bulan -n -a(9) -n -a(@) -a(@) -n *n
-a(@)
21 road *zalan *zalan -n -4(Q) -n | -an -a(9) n
35 fish *Sikan *hikan *hikan -n -4(9) -n -a@) -a(9) -a(Q) -n *n
49 leaf  *biraq *dahun *daun -n -a(2) *n
95 name *npajan *najan *najan *-n -3(9) -n (%)) -n -a(@) -n n
right  *ka-  “ka-  *ka-
124 (side) wanaN wanan wanan -a@) -a(9) -n -a@ -a@) -a(@) n

Because Lewoingu (C) and Solor (D) appear to be the two languages of this study that are
mostclosely related to each other, most likely any items that display divergence between the two are
the product of relatively recent sound changes. There are various examples in the database which
show a divergence between Lewoingu and Solor in consonants of word initial and word medial
position, but they are all singular examples that do not correspond well with each other. Because
these divergences are not well-represented enough in the database for me to claim anything of
substance from them, I investigated the word-final correspondences from the database. C8 is a
word-final correspondence, but it demonstrates a clear difference between Lewoingu and Solor, and
it occurs with great frequency in the database.

The sound correspondence I refer to is, as is outlined above: Lewoingu -7; Solor -(J). Speaking to
the frequency of occurrence of C8, it should be noted that the close nature and recent divergence of
Lewoingu and Solor causes more cognates to appear in the database between them than an average
pairing of FL languages, which leads to more available examples for comparison. In spite of this, it
is still interesting to note that C8 is by far the most common consonant correspondence found in the
database. I understand there are limitations, especially in this part of the Austronesian world, with
regards to using word final correspondences, but in this case we see that over 10% percent of the
items in the database consistently display the correspondence seen in C8.

There are only two exceptions to the rule found in C8, in contrast to the over thirty items following
the pattern. These are items 162 and 259, which both have Lewoingu Solor cognates that both
contain a final -n, rather than a @ in Solor. It should also be noted that three other items have a
word in Solor (D) has a final -n. Unfortunately, for two of these, items 146 and 205, there are no
items present for comparison in Lewoingu, and in the third, item 233, the Lewoingu word in the
database is not cognate with the Solor word. These items therefore are not valid examples for the
present study. These five Solor words certainly are the exception to the rule, however, with more
than thirty other items providing direct correspondence of cognates with a final -» in Lewoingu, and
a final -@ in Solor. I believe that this correspondence is the best evidence present in the database,
and sufficient enough evidence, to make a case for the timing of the split between the Lewoingu and
Solor.
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The lack of a consistently occurring final -z in the other six languages caused me to at first think
that the sound change that occurred was an innovation into Lewoingu, which would have been the
addition of a final -n. However, the unlikelihood of this change in terms of the principle of
directionality, and the presence of this final -n in many cognates in PAN, PMP, and PCMP, makes
this possibility quite dubious. I say that because in my original scenario a change in Lewoingu of
*n > @ > n would have occurred (meaning all the other languages would have lost the final -» at
some point as well), a sequence that seems unlikely to say the least when compared to the
possibility that Lewoingu simply retained the final -n, while the other languages lost it.

A change of n > @ is in fact much more common and expected than a change of @ > n, which is one
reason to believe C8 demonstrates a Lewoingu retention. Another is that certain morphological
processes, specifically various strategies of suffixation (i.e. marking of the genitive) employed by
the FL languages, may have played an important role in the shifts away from final -n seen in the
other six languages. Of all the sound changes I have postulated in the present study, C8 is the most
difficult to reconstruct with confidence. However, the presence of the PAN, PMP, and PCMP final -
n in cognates, and the greater likelihood of a final -n retention rather than creation, makes me
believe that Lewoingu is simply the final FL language to retain the PFL *x in word-final position.
Solor is presumably the latest language to lose the PFL *n, which happened after a split between
Lewoingu and Solor. Because Lewoingu and Solor pair in C1-C7, I believe that they were the last
to two FL languages to split apart.

The Lewoingu Solor split is thus the final split to occur in Flores-Lembata languages, and is what
brought the FL branch to its current structure.

6.10. Other correspondences

6.10.1 PFL*s>z>r -- PFL*s>h

Table 12. PFL *s >*z>r - PFL *s>h

# English PAN PMP PCMP Sika Lewolema Lewoingu Solor Lamalera Kedang Alorese Proto-sound
246  rub -I- -s- -r- -r- - -h- *s

An /*s/ is reconstructed in in PFL for reasons of directionality. Different sound changes have
occurred in this example, because multiple resulting sounds are seen. In the Alorese case, the
principle of directionality is key, s > & is a common change, but the reverse is very rare. A change
directly from s > r is not likely, but because the /s/ is intervocalic it would be quite normal for the
PFL *s to have become a z at one point. A common change, which subsequently happened, is z > r.

Therefore, by way of z, we can see in languages BDEF, the change of PFL *s > *z > r.
6.10.2 PFL *j>d3

Table 13. PFL % > o
# English PAN PMP PCMP Sika Lewolema Lewoingu Solor Lamalera Kedang Alorese Proto-sound

47  tree -(9) -d3- -j- -j- -F- -(@) -d3- *
127 many -dz- -j- -j- -j- y
178 green *mataq *mataq *mataq -d3- -j- %

The items from Table 13 above demonstrate a case of strengthening in Lewolema and Alorese.
Strengthening refers to a change in which the resulting consonant is in one way or another
articulated in a 'stronger' manner. We have already seen in C1 the reconstruction of a PFL *j, and
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therefore, for reasons of majority wins and economy, I have postulated a PFL *j for these items.
Additionally, we can see in C4 another case of strengthening in Alorese.
6.11. Metathesis in Flores-Lembata

Table 14. Metathesis in Flores-Lembata
# English PAN PMP PCMP Sika Lewolema Lewoingu Solor Lamalera Kedang Alorese

5 night  *berni  *berni *banin reman 'rema ma'ren
33 rat *labaw  *labaw *labaw korome kerome ka'more
56 betel nut wa? "PTuwa "Pufa
68 bone  *CugelaN *tugelan *zURi  luri-n ri?uk ri'uk ri'tuk ‘riuk lurin ru'?in
241 to spit *luzaq *zulaq

In the database there are four examples of potential metathesis that have occurred within the Flores-
Lembata group. I included item 241 as well, in spite of the lack of cognacy it shares with FL
languages. [ will not attempt to analyze it, it is included only to highlight a potential display of
metathesis occurring farther back in Malayo-Polynesian languages.

(D) reman -- marer

The is a difference between the Lewoingu and Lamalera words and the Alorese word (reman >
maret)). There has been a transposition of the /re/ and /ma/. In this case the syllables metathesized
as whole parts, which is slightly different from the other examples below.

(2)  korome -- kamore

In the case of (2) the transposition only occurs in the consonants, rather than a transposition of the

entire syllable, as was seen above in (1). Additionally, the metathesis occurs word-internally, which
may have some influence to why the vowels did not transpose along with the consonants.

3) vua? -- fufa -- ?Puwa
In this example of metathesis (3), we see that the labiodental consonant has shifted from

intervocalic position to word-initial position. When in intervocalic position, the consonant appears
both in a voiced (Solor) and unvoiced (Alorese) variant.

(4)  rituk > rutip

This metathesis example (4) is unique from the other examples because it is an example where
metathesis of the vowels is seen, but where the consonants do not change positions.

The four cases of metathesis are the only three I identified in the database, and Alorese is the only
language to participate in all four examples. The four cases present a different types of metathesis,
which suggests that perhaps many more examples may be found in Flores-Lembata with further
investigation.
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7 Results and conclusions
7.1.  Proto-Flores-Lembata consonant inventory
Table 15 below displays the Proto-Flores-Lembata consonant inventory, as reconstructed based on

sound correspondences identified in the database.

Table 15. Proto-Flores-Lembata Consonant Inventory

PFL CONSONANTS Bilabial Alveolar Palatal Velar Glottal
Plosive b * *Kk g *

Nasal *m *n *n

Trill *r

Fricative *s *h
Approximate *w *j

Lateral Approximate *|

The consonant inventory appears to be uncontroversial, with no real unexpected consonants, or
places or manners of articulation. Because of this, I would not be surprised, if with further study,
one, or maybe two more consonants may appear in reconstructions. This study does not make an
investigation of Flores-Lembata vowels, so I cannot offer a guess as to what the PFL vowel
inventory may be. The vowel information exists in the database, and could be analyzed at a later
date.

It is natural that working with small word lists will produce only common and expected consonants
in reconstructions, because the chances are fewer to encounter rare phonemes in lexical items. For
instance, [ reconstruct a *g in PFL because of the likelihood of its existence, despite the fact that it
was not the reconstructed sound in any of correspondences from the database. I reconstruct *g
because it appears in the phonological systems of all seven modern languages, and also because not
having it would be a curious empty spot in the PFL system. This reasoning is upheld by principles
outlined by Campbell (2004), explained briefly in section 5.4.

For the unanimous consonant correspondences found in the database that complete the proto-sound
system, please refer to Appendix 3. The phoneme present in each unanimous sound correspondence
has been reconstructed as the PFL sound, and for that reason these correspondences are not
discussed further in this paper.

7.2.  Flores-Lembata internal divisions

Below stands Figure 3, which contains the Flores-Lembata tree. At the top is Proto-Flores-
Lembata, and below are its daughter languages, all seven that were analyzed as a part of this study.
I do not make any claims for the rest of the languages currently classified as FL. The lack of
materials available fore the other languages precluded their inclusion in the present study.
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Figure 3. Flores-Lembata Tree

Proto Ilores-Lembata

Lewoingu Solor Lamalera Alorese Lewolema Sika Kedang
(C) (D) (E) (G) (B) (A) ()

The splits I will summarize below are numbered above in the order I believe they occurred. Split 1,
for instance, was the separation of Kedang from the other six languages. Split 2 was the separation
of Sika from BCDEG, and so on. When a language separated the group, its split is represented by a
divergence from the main line proceeding from the top of the tree to its bottom-left, with the
exception of Split 5, which represents E splitting off from EG, which occurred after EG had split off
from CDEG.

As can be seen in FL tree, the languages are positioned to represent their earlier or later divergence
from the group and each other. To recap the splits that were outlined in Chapter 6, I will explain the
tree briefly from top to bottom. The earlier splits are represented higher up on the tree, meaning
Kedang was the first FL language to split from PFL. The reasons for this argument are outlined in
sections 6.2-6.3, which cover C1 and C2. Split 2 was explained with C3 and C4 (Sections 6.4-6.5),
where it can be seen that Sika was the next language to separate. Sika, and Kedang to an even
greater extent, are the two languages which have the least in common with the rest of the group.
They are the languages at the geographic 'borders' of the Flores-Lembata area, and, I would argue,
they stand at the genealogical borders as well.

Lewolema is much more closely related to the languages from the left side of the tree than Kedang
or Sika, but it still was the next to split off, after Sika. C5 shows an innovation from */ > r in
Lewolema, one which none of the remaining languages share, and which happened after Lewolema
separated.

After the separation of Lewolema, the four languages remaining at the left side of the tree most
likely were part of what may be called Proto-Lamaholot. They are the four most closely related
languages within FL (with respect to each other), based on the frequency of shared innovations
between them. The frequency of those shared innovations also suggests they diverged much later
than did the other three languages in the FL group. C6 demonstrates the first divide within the
Proto-Lamaholot group, with EG splitting from the CD, which left two languages, Proto-EG and
Proto-CD. The split of E and G is classified as Split 5 because in the correspondence that displays
it, C7, Lewoingu and Solor remain together. In C8, where Lewoingu and Solor are shown to have
split, Lamalera and Alorese had also split, suggesting that E and G split before C and D.
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7.3. Implications for future study and limitations of the present study

The present study focus principally on consonant correspondences seen in seven Flores-Lembata
languages, and used them to make conclusions about the shared innovations and history of the
group as a whole. Future study could of course make use of vowel correspondences to confirm or
deny findings from this study related to the structure and timeline of the internal divisions of Flores-
Lembata. Future study on this subject may also lead to profitable attempts at reconstruction of PFL
lexical items. With additional study and reconstruction of the vowel system of PFL, a short list of
PFL lexical items could also be created without too much trouble. Additionally, an attempt to
include morphological data could be added to give us a more complete view of what may have
happened in Flores-Lembata history.

The present study was limited by the lack of resources presently available for the FL group. 1
simply could not find or did not have access to information from many of the FL languages, which
severely limited the potential scope of my study. As time goes on, hopefully more fieldwork will be
carried out in the FL area, which should lead to more analyzable data, and thereby a more complete
analysis of the internal divisions of the Flores-Lembata group. I hope that this paper offers a sound
beginning to the exploration of the history of this interesting, complex, and poorly understood
region, and that its implications and results may offer clues and ideas to other researchers in related
areas as well.

Acknowledgements:

I would like to thank my supervisor, Dr. A.T.P.G. van Engelenhoven, and my second reader, Dr.
A.C. Schapper for their assistance and helpful criticisms during the writing of my thesis. I would
also like to thank all the others at Leiden University who helped me during my studies, including
instructor of many of my courses, Dr. M.A.F. Klamer, and my fellow student Francesca Romana
Moro. I can say with confidence that without them, the inspiration for this paper would never have
come.

31



References

Adelaar, Alexander. 2005. The Austronesian languages of Asia and Madagascar: A historical
perspective. In: Alexander Adelaar and Nikolaus P. Himmelmann, The Austronesian
languages of Asia and Madagascar. London/New York: Routledge.

Arndt, Paul. 1931. Grammatik der Sika-Sprache. Ende, Flores: Arnoldus.

Bellwood, Peter S., James J. Fox, and Darrell T. Tryon. 1995. The Austronesians: historical and
comparative perspectives. Canberra, Australia: ANU E Press.

Blust, Robert. 1993. Central and Central-Eastern Malayo-Polynesian. Oceanic Linguistics
32:241-93.

Blust, Robert. 2008. Is there a Bima-Sumba Subgroup? Oceanic Linguistics 40:45-113.

Blust, Robert. 2009. The position of the languages of eastern Indonesia: A reply to Donohue and
Grimes. Oceanic Linguistics 48:36-77.

Campbell, Lyle. 2004. Historical Linguistics: an introduction. Cambridge, Massachusetts: MIT
Press

Donohue, Mark. 2007. Word order in Austronesian from north to south and west to east.
Linguistic Typology. 11:349-391.

Donohue, Mark, and Charles E. Grimes. 2008. Yet more on the position of the languages of
eastern Indonesia and East Timor. Oceanic Linguistics 47:114-58.

Fox, James J., (ed.). 1988. To speak in pairs: essays on the ritual languages of Eastern Indonesia
(CUP).

Greenhill, S.J., Blust. R, & Gray, R.D. (2008). The Austronesian Basic Vocabulary Database: From
Bioinformatics to Lexinomics. Evolutionary Bioinformatics, 4:271-283. Online:
http://language.psy.auckland.ac.nz/austronesian/

Haspelmath, Martin , Matthew S. Dryer, David Gil, & Bernard Comrie (eds.) (2005). The World
Atlas of Language Structures. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Himmelmann, Nikolaus P. 2005. The Austronesian languages of Asia and Madagascar:
Typological characteristics. In: Alexander Adelaar and Nikolaus P. Himmelmann, The

Austronesian languages of Asia and Madagascar. London/New York: Routledge.

Keraf, Gregorius. 1978. Morfologi Dialek Lamalera. PhD dissertation, Universitas Indonesia. Ende,
Flores: Arnoldus.

Klamer & Ewing. n.d. The languages of East Nusantara: an introduction. In Typological and areal
analyses: Contributions from East Nusantara. Canberra: Pacific Linguistics (In press).

Klamer, Marian. 2009. Alorese: An Austronesian language with a Papuan substrate. Draft: Leiden.

Klamer, Marian. 2010. Lamaholot to Alorese: Simplification without Shift. Draft: Leiden.
32



Lewis, E. Douglas. 1982. "The metaphorical expression of gender and dual classification in Tana
Ai ritual language", Canberra Anthropology 5/1: 47-59.

Lewis, E. Douglas. 1988a. People of the source: the social and ceremonial order of Tana Wai
Brama on Flores (VKI 135) (Dordrecht: Foris).

Lewis, E. Douglas. 1988b. "A quest for the source: the ontogenesis of a creation myth of the Ata
Tana Ai", in: Fox (ed.), 246-281.

Lewis, E. Douglas and Charles E. Grimes 1995. Sika. In Comparative Austronesian dictionary, ed.
by Darrell Tryon, 601-609. Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter.

Lewis, M. Paul (ed.). 2009. Ethnologue:Languages of the World, Sixteenth edition. Dallas, Tex.:
SIL International. Online version: http://www.ethnologue.com/.

Nishiyama, Kunio and Herman Kelen. 2007. 4 grammar of Lamaholot, Eastern Indonesia. The
Morphology and Syntax of the Lewoingu Dialect. [Languages of the World/Materials 467].
Muenchen: Lincom Europa.

Pampus, Karl-Heinz. 1999. Koda Kiwa: Dreisprachiges Worterbuch des Lamaholot (Dialekt von
Lewolema). Abhandlungen fur die Kunde des Morgenlandes, no. 52.4. Stuttgart: Franz
Steiner Verlag.

Ross, Malcolm. 1995. Some current issues in Austronesian linguistics. In Comparative
Austronesian dictionary, ed. by Darrell Tryon, 45-120. Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter.

Samely, Ursula. 1991. Kedang (Eastern Indonesia), Some Aspects of its Grammar. Hamburg:
Helmut Buske Verlag.

Soge, Paulinus. 1979. The structure of Sikka (Thesis, Department of English Language and
Liturature, Sanata Dharma Teachers' Training Institute, Yogyakarta).

Stokhof, W.A.L. 1975. Preliminary notes on the Alor and Pantar languages (East Indonesia).
Canberra: Pacific Linguistics.

Tryon, Darrell T. (ed.). 1995. Comparative Austronesian Dictionary. Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter.
Wikipedia article: http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Austronesian_languages. Retrieved: 07 July 2010.
Wurm, S. A. and S. Hattori (eds). 1983. Language Atlas of the Pacific Area. Part 2. Japan Area,

Taiwan (Formosa), Philippines, Mainland and Insular South East Asia. Pacific Linguistics, Series
C, No. 67. Canberra: The Australian Academy of the Humanities.

33



Appendix 1. Comparison of shared correspondences

Alorese

G

Solor

D

Sika

G
G
G

A B CDE
A B CDE
B CDETFG

C1

G
G
G

A B CDE

A B CDE

C1

G
G

A B CDE

A B CDE

C1

C2

C2

C2

B C D E

C3

B CDE

Cc3

C3

C4

B CDETFG

C4

C4

C DETFG

A

C5

C DEFG

A

C5

C DEFG

A

C5

C6

cé6

C6

A B CD

Cc7

A B CD

c7

A B CD

Cc7

(02:3

c8

(02:3

33

5 8 6 6 6 2

6 2 6 31

7

6

1 5 20

3 4 4 3

Lamalera

E

Lewolema

B

G
G
G

G Ci1 A BCDE
A B CDE

G
G

A B CDE
A B CDE
B CDEFG

C1

Cc2

C2

B CDE

C3

B C D E

C3

B CDEFG

C4

C4

C DEFG

A

C5

C5

cé6

C6

c7

A B CD

Cc7

cs

Cc8

3 6 28

3 55 6

5 6 5 2 5 26

3

Kedang

F

Lewoingu

C

C1

G
G
G

A B CDE
A B CDE
B CDEFG

C1

C2

Cc2

Cc3

B CDE

C3

B CDEFG

C4

C4

C DEFG

A

C5

CDEFG

A

C5

cé

C6

c7

A B CD

Cc7

cs

c8

12

2

2 2 2 3

1

7 5 2 6 29

5



Appendix 2.

FLORES-
LEMBATA

- 3

© 00 N O

1"

Word lists from Flores-Lembata languages

orthography
notes

Source

notes

English
sky

sun

moon

star

night

day
year
wind

ice
snow

fog

IPA; *=
reconstructed
form; *[ ] =

ABVD online ABVD online ABVD online ungrammatical;

ABVD online

PANn
*laniC

* pulaN,
*qiNas

*pitugen

*berni

*galejaw
*kawaS
*pali

ABVD online ABVD online

PMP
*lanit

*bulan

*bitugen

*beRrni

*galejaw
*taqun
*hanin

*kabut

PCMP
*lanit

*bulan

*bitugan

*banin

*

galejaw
*taqun
*hanin

*kabut

Lewis & Grimes
1995 (in: Tryon
1995)

A

Sika
Bula Butu

lero

Bula-n

dala

*?Bau-n

laro-n
7lipa-n
ani-n

*kopa

IPA IPA
Nishiyama
Pampus and Kelen
(1999) (2008)
B (o

Lewolema Lewoingu

kol kalen
rora lora
vula wulan
paotala petala
nokd? (on
paper -
noko?) roman
ara,
(‘'siang’:)
roro
s, th leron
ani ani
bhs rit
bavo mild  tun/meto

IPA
Klamer
(2002)

D

Solor
'kala”

'9'ra

'wula

pa'tala

'hoko™

la'rn

ta:
ani

IPA

Keraf (1978)
E

Lamalera
'kela

[3'ra

'‘tona

'rema

‘lero
'tun
ani

IPA; >V =
breathy
alternate; ; IPA
Samely Klamer
(1991) (2003)
F G
Alorese
Kedang (Baranusa)
eeleen 'lani
lojo; Iojo
matan la'ra
>ula lojo 'fulan
malse manu?;
malae tala;
nawn ta'mala
uben ma'ren
>gfa; harav;
Iojo la'ra:
tun 'tu:n
>anin venin 'ani
'es
'saldzu
habo?



12
13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

river
lake *danaw *danaw
*tanaq;
earth *dareq *taneq
stone *batu *pbatu
mountain
*kaSiw-
forest kaSiw-an
fire *Sapuy *hapuy
*CebuN,  *qebel;
smoke *gebel *gasu
*qabuk;
dust *likeS *gapuk
road *zalan
house *RUMaq *RUMaq
rope *CaliS *talih
canoe

*nana ba; Bair

ba (river,
stream,
brook)
*danaw *rano
*tanaq tana
*batu Batu
*ili-n
(mountain,
*halas hill)
*hapuy api
*masu nuhi-n
*gabu rrepu
*zalan lala-n
*RUMaq
*tali;
*WaRraj *tali

sune
livo dzoné
tana tana
vato wato
ile ile
neva, rukar kajo
ape ape
(ape) nuhii nuhun
ape ulg,
koarawk kaawuk
rara laran
lano? (on
paper -
lana?)
tale?, kora
(on paper -
kora) tale
tena,
(sampan:)
sapa, nel1 tena

su'ne:

'tana

'wato

i'le:

bara'ga?

a'pe?

nuhti

la'ra /
la'ran

'lano

ta'le:

tena

'sune
'lifo

'tana

'fato

'ile

‘eka pa'nat

ape

sana'gur

'lara

'lano

'tale

>ube?; aeveen 'kali
'danau
au? 'tana
tavan; uar;
ulu?; var ai;
var era; var
luli; va? nima? 'fato
>ili 'foto
>gfa kain;
>utan; kain
laran u'tan
>api padu;
hima? a'pe:
dume?;
maliran; in
bako; rubu ,ape 'nahin
leebu? bon;
rubu a'fo:
'"t:r
""uma
vade? 'tale
'tena



25

26
27

28
29
30

31

32
33
34
35

36

37

38
39
40

41

42

machete

axe
spear

knife
comb
mat

clothing

dog
rat
tail
fish

bird

wing

claw
feather
horn

snake

€gg

*asu, *wasu
*labaw
*ikur
*Sikan

*qayam

*paNid

*Sular

*qiCelur

*asu
*labaw
*ikur
*hikan
*manuk;
*gayam
*kapak;
*panid

*bulu

*nipay;
*hular
*qatelur;
*gitelur

*asu
*labaw
*IkurR
*hikan
*manuk

*kapak;
*panij

*bulu

*ular

*gatalur

ahu

*ieur
ira-n

horo-n
kapik
Bulu-n
tara-n
*[ular]

*talo

konume?,
ar-
kais: peda
soru, vado,
tradi-
sional:
badod
gala
hepe?, utk
meng-
iris: more?
kiri?
keka, oha
ale

lold/pake,
lipa? labu

aho(?),
ritual asu

korome
iku?
ka

kolo
kopi?

tomu?i(t)
ravuk
tara

ula?

toluk

soru
gala
hepe
'agopa'kei
aho 'aho
kerome
ikun ik
ikan 'ika”
kolon
kopi ka'pi
ta'mu?i
rawun 'rawuk
ta'ra”
ula 'ula
telu ta'lon

hepe
hepe
ale'lolo
‘ao >au vavi
'iku ebo
‘ika >ira >¢lan
'kolo udan
ka'p1k api?
ra'fuk
‘ula >ular pupun
ta'lu manu? tolor

'peda

bali

du'ri
ki'ri
sa'fae

'kondzo

a'ho
ka'more
"ikuk
'ikan
'kolon
'kapik
'liman
ta'nungul

wu'luk
ru'ha:

tu'la

'taluk



43

44

45

46

47

48

49

50
51

52
53

54

55

worm *kulay
louse *kuCu
crocodile
grass *Cemel
tree *(kayu) Aone
bark (of tree)
leaf *biraq
*rRameC, *
root RamiS
fruit *buaq
seed
flower
uncooked
rice
cooked rice

*kalati;
*gali-wati

*kutu

*baliji

*dahun

*urat
*buaq

*buna

*kalati

*kutu

udu

*daun

*wakar
*buaq

*buna

doho

Tutu

*Bara-n

rai

rai ?uli-t

*?rou

Tramut
Bua-n
Bini
puhu-n

(ula?) vala?

‘cacing ka'bens;
tanah’ ma'neo talu hala mukel
kuto (on
paper - utu (head
kuts) kuto kuto talu louse)
kobu,
vadsa?
kah3,
kanumak,
kalikat,
koromat,
(‘alang2’:) >uru; ru?
lu?o karsmak kara'met vade?
ai va?; kain
kadzo(’)  kajo/pukan kajo 'kayo laran
kamak =
kadzo
kama? kajo kama 'kajo 'kama  ai ama?
ai Iolon; lepa?;
(kadz0) lold lapan la'pa” 'lolo Iolon
(r)amut
‘tungglll’ b
kalipa [dIm ramuk/ramu
tanah] kan 'amut ra'mut ramu’?
vua awuan  'ud / 'uwa” 'fua >uan
kuluk,
konulli? ara o'ra? 'upu tavan; ulu?
puhii puhun 'buna 'pu puhun
lamak, taha ba'ras
ba?it, lamak 'nuka:
(mo- wata
nihil) to'naha

,fula 'fale

ku't:s

'bapa

la'dun
'kadzu
'I51an

'kadzu
'kaman

'I2lon

'ramuk
'kulun

'kulun
'buna

apa

'fata



56
57
58

59

60
61
62
63

64

65

66

67
68

69
70
71

72

betel nut
betel vine
lime

chew betel

sweet potato

cassava
taro
sago
milk
salt *gasira
fat *Simar
flesh, meat  *Sesi, *isi
bone *CugelaN
blood *daraq
liver *gaCay
heart
guts *Cinagqi

*mamaq

*qasira;
*timus
*menfak;
*himar;
*mifak

*hesi; *isi

*tugelan

*daraq
*gatay

*tinaqi

(intestines) (intestines)

*mamagq

*qasira;
*tasik

*minak
*isi
*ZURIi
*daraq

*gatay

*taqi

*hini

*?lui-n (flesh)
luri-n
*mei

*?Bate
puhu-n Bua-n

tavi-n

wia? (malu?)
malu?
apu?
g4, war?
malu?

ue dzava
ue kadzo
A
A
tuho
wari (on
paper - tuhd
wari)

sita
vorar [pd
daging] (on
paper -
vorar)

thik
riruk
mei, 7it rafa
ate, kerek
vuak

tae kobote

"Puwa
ma'lu:
'Papu
"Puwa / "fua
ma'lu
"Tuwe
ke'ladi (Ind)
kata'buk
'susu (Ind)
sira 'sita 'sia
malu wo'ra” 'fora
dagi (B
manaken Kupang) 'hik /'ela
ricuk ri'fuk riuk
mei mei 'mei
aten a'te ‘ona
pu'hii ‘puo
tahi onan tai ka'boti

tee?u >apur

heekeer tedal;
opo? daekeer;
wjar >aval

>ihin
hara? lurin

veeir

>5ne?; muti?

"fufa
'malu
'Papu

Jkur:a:
'Putan
'kur:a

'susu

'sita

"?ihik
ru'vin
ra:
'hati

'tein 'ndn



73

74

75
76
77
78
79
80

81

82

83
84

85
86

87

88

stomach

head

hair
eye
ear
nose
mouth
lips

teeth

tongue

neck
arm

hand
fingernail

breast

navel

*quluh

*bukeS
*maCA
*Calina
*mujin
*nusu

*nipen

*Sema

*liger

*(ga)lima

*susu

*tian (belly)

*qulu

*buhek

*mata

*talina
*ijun; *ujun
*bagbaq

*ipen;
*nipen

*dilaq;
*hema

*liger

*[ga]lima

*susu

*tian
(belly);
*kampun
(belly)

*qulu
*buk; *quly;
*daun ni
qulu
*mata
*talina
*ijuny
*babaq

*ipan;
*nipan
*lema;
*lama;
*maya

*lima

*susu

tavi-n
(stomach)

ala-n

*ala
*mata
*tilu
iru-n
mamu

niu-n (tooth)

*ma

*Poru-n

lima-n
?unur

uhu-n

ale, luvo

kota, koto
(on paper -
kota, katd)

rata?
mata
tilu
ru
nuhu, Wva
nuhu eld

ipo
veve(r) (on
paper -
veve(T))

wli?

lima
[lima ana?

Yjari..’]
tomu?i(t)

tuho, rit
tuso (on
paper - tuhd)

kapuhu(r)

koten

rata(n)
mata
tilun
irun
wawa(n)

wewel

wuli(n)
lima(n)

lima(n)

tuho
(ka)puhurs,
puhuran

ale

'kotd

'ratd
'mata
'tild
"irhi
wa'wa
na'hii

'ipe”

wewel

'wuli

ke'palik

lima

'tuhi

ka'puhar

"lufu botin
'kota tubar
rata uha
'mata mato
'tilu til
(n)i'run nin
fo'fa nunu vovo
'nu
'ipa avar (tooth)
e'fel &bl
>uli; adun
boko; bonan
'fuli adun
lima lin
lin urun

'tein

'koton

'rata
'matan
"til:un
'ir:un
'fofan
'fifin

"Pulon

'fefel

'fulin

'liman

'liman
ka'lumak
ta'nungul

tu'ho:

ka'pu,hor



89

90

91

92
93

94
95

96

97

98

99
100

101

102

103

leg

foot

knee

back
skin

person
name

child

man

woman

husband
wife

mother

father

older sibling

*gaqay

*likud
*qaNiC

*Cau
*najan

*aNak

*ma-
RUganay

*bahi

*t-ina

*t-ama

*qaqgay
(leg/foot)

*qaqgay
(leg/foot)

*likud
*kulit

*tau
*najan

*anak

*laki; *ma- *laki, *ma- ata la?i (lavi

rUganay

*bahi
*bana;
*qasawa

*gasawa
*t-ina

*t-ama

*,

wai
(leg/foot) *Bari
*wai
(leg/foot) *Bari
*tur
*mudi *lerar
*kulit uli-t
*tau,
*taumataq
*najan *nara-n
*anak me

rRUQanay male)
*bai, *b-in- ata pai (Bai =
ay female)
*gqasawa ata lavi
*gasawa “ata dura Bai
*ina ina
*ama *ama

lei
[lei ana? ‘jari
2
loto(r) (on
paper -
bta(r))
kola?, uhuk

kamak

ata (dik3d7)
nara

anar
ama lake;
kolake

(yg sdh
kawin)

ina (ke)vae
ama lake;
kolake
(ata) (ko)vae
omar, rit
mna

ama, bapa?,
tata

kaka, tata

lein

lotor(an)

kola(?an)
kuli?

naran

anar

ianmalake
inawae

lake
kewae

inawae

ama

I&f: "lei 'lein
'lein
1&7: 'makat leei ka'lumak
[>'tor udul ,lein 'kudul
'kola >uhur; obi "?alen
'kama 'kama amar 'kaman
'"Pata ata'dika "Pata
'nara” na'ren naja 'naran
'Panan /
'fana ‘ana >anar bi're ka'ri:
>ana? >abg;
>ata difen;
>ate dirten;
ba'laki  kabae'lake >atan ka'lake
bare' kuar;
bar 'wai  keba'rafae ina?; ing; >ino ka'fae
'lake” ka'lake >ate rian ka'lake
ka'wai kao'fae vee? rian ka'fae
'ama; 'ina ama '?ina
'ama bapa ame; >amo 'Pama
?oa (female
sibling); n3
(male
sibling) ‘tata 'tatan



104

105
106

107

108

109

110
111
112
113

114
115

116

117
118
119

younger
sibling
granparent
grandchild
slave
1sg *i-aku
2sg
(informal) *i-kaSu
2sg (polite)
3sg *si-ia
1pl excl *kami
1pl incl *i-kita
2pl *i—kamu
3pl
this *i-ni
that
at *i, *di
here

*i-aku
*i-kamu;

*kamiu

*si-ia

*kami

*i-kita
*si-ida

i ni

*j-aku

*Imi, *miu

*s-ia
*k-ami
*k-ita

aru

rau

nimu
rami
tita

miu
rimu

ade?, rit
ari?

ba? / dadi
ana? susu
naba, ala
dzati
gors,
colloquial
go (on
paper -
go7¢) go
more, coll
mo (on
paper -
mo7e) mo
mo?e (on
paper -
mo?e)
nare na
kame kame

tite tite

mio (vaoke)  mio

rare (vaoka) ra
pi(a), pi? 1
(min) pi, pitin
pe, pe’€
(me) pe, peren
to(ka) pe

to pi, tori pi(a)

?>a (female
sibling); n3
(male
sibling)

'go’te

pi

pe

ria
pia, pi

a'ritk

goe

'moe /'
mio

nae
'kame
'tite

'lau, 'rae

'dipi

>¢?i (obj); >ei

(subj)

nuo; ni
te
€; ke

me
suo

no?

sobe

bae?; di no?

Par~i
"fufa
'bein / gina

go:

md:

'm>:
'na:
'kame

,Pi'te

,mi sa'kali
'fe: sa'kali

,ha'?~a

Jka'te
'Punun
'handza'fa



120

121

122
123
124
125

126

127

128
129

130
131
132

133
134
135
136
137

there
*i babaw, *i “i-tagqas; "i-
above tagas babaw *atas
below *ibabaq *babaq
left *Kka-WiRi *ka-wiri *ka-wiRi
right (side) *ka-wanaN *ka-wanan *ka-wanan
a few
all *amin *amin
many
some
to count *Sipur *ihap *iap
one *esa, *isa 'esa; *isa *esa, *isa
two *duSa *duha *dua
three *telu *telu *talu
*[e]pat,
four *sepat *epat  *pati, *pani
five *lima
six
seven

eight

pali, ta pe,
te

lold
lali [tempat/

daerah 1?]
Biri nek 1
Bana vana
*kasik ha ata borua
ata vokan
*haha ka&?
kadzak [<
gapa-n adzar]
tofu rua,
borua (on
paper -
*pira ko pira toru)
*[reken]  gasit, hivok
tofu (on
ha paper - to?u)
rua rua
tolu tolo
hutu pat
lima lema
nom(@Q)
pito
buto

pe

nekin

wanan

aja

bua
gasik

toru
rua
telo

pak
lema

naman

pito
buto

pa'rai, rai,
pe:

teti; teti ...
wutu

lali; lali ...
'leren

nei'ki
'wana
ba'rua

wakan kaen wako'kai

'‘aja”

ba'rua
ga'sik

t'7u

rua
ta'lo:

pa:
le'ma:
na'mi

'pitu / pito

'wutu:

'depe

'meki
'fana
'usi

fa'kahae

aja

bo'pira

'tou
rua
'telo

pa
‘lema
‘nemu
‘pito
‘buto

di mee; di
nobg; nobe

veri
vana
urarn

reei?

rai varan

vai
kare? kata?

>ude?
sue
teelu

>apa?
leme

‘alika'le:
'I2lon
'la:un

'mekin
di'ke~:

'Pata "?usu

'fata sa'kali

'fata la'bi:



138

139
140

141

142

143

144

145

146

147

148

149

150

nine

ten
twenty

one hundred

big

small

old (house)

new (house)

old (people)
young
(people)

hot

cold

good

*ma-raya  *ma-raya
*dikiq;
*kedi *kedi
*ma-
*ma-bageru bageru

*ma-tugaS *ma-tugah

*ma-panas *ma-panas

(warm)

*ma-dindin *ma-dindin

*ma-pia

*raya

*dikiq,
*kedi

*bagery;
*bogaRru

*tuga

(warm)

*ma-pia

gete

*kasik

*blupur

Beru

*gahu (warm)

*blata-n

?epa-n

hiva

pulo

pulu rua
ratu toru,
toratu (on
paper - ta7u)

belo?

kane/kani?/k
asi?
(lano?) nold
(on paper -
(lana?) nold)
(lano?) wirll
(on paper -
(lana?))

tua bebk,
tonué

nubii, bolia
plate

barini

diko?, mae,
sare/

hiwa hiwa
pulo?;
pulo pulok—
pulu rua pulu 'rua
ratu toru,
toratu te'ratu
bela /
bapan 'beld:
kene a'nd:
okin
wurun 'wii?dh
2'k1 /2'k1in
pa'late:
golete go'late
ma'lan;
kele'mur/se
are nare

'hifa 'hif:a
‘pulo 'karta
ka:'rua
'ratu
keden kena?;
ria bara?; tiri
'beld bore? bi:
kulen kai?;
mae?ae; utu
'keni kulen; utu olor ~ 'an:an
'nald, 'uma
tua 'nalb
'fund, 'uma
'fu verun taren 'funo
'gambe-'ga
mbe,
‘magu 'ina-'ina
be 'lamen,
'kafae
pa'late daja (warm) pa'latin
mi aelse?; semi
pana; a&mi
go'lata ruku ka'luan
sana'ren  difen herun 'dik:e



151

152

153
154

155

156

157

158

159

160
161

162

bad

full

near
far

wet

dry

long

short

thin

round
dark

dirty

*kuya

*ma-azaNih *ma-azani
*ma-dawiN *ma-zauq

*ma-qariw

*inaduq

*ma-NiSepiS *ma-nipis

*zaqat *zaqat *goris
banu

*hazani; *groro (near
*rani adv)
*zauq blapir
*ma-baseq *ma-basaq gema

ma-

*ma-ranaw Ranaw *durur
*Yanadug  *anaduq blon
*ma-babaq *babaq buluk
*ma-nipis *blelor
*guer
*cemed *ma-getom mirak

da(ta), ow
da
manu,
(‘sesak’)
hugi?

dahe?
doa

dome?

marar

baolaha

karu?,
kubar, boso
(on paper -
bas>)
karogo,
komo? (on
paper -
kargd,
kom>?)

mogo
baruhu
koto?,
mila,

(air;) pamu

(on paper -
kotr?)

mako

deman

mara

belola

kesu?

kerogon,
manipi

milan

'dat3:

ma'nu:

dahe”
dde

da'me

ma'ra

ba'laha

ka'ro

tipis (Ind)

ba'lopor
'mitd:

'mildn

buru? balan;
daten ohav;
inin boan; kehe
afada'ten >ale
>ihi; >ihi?;
bolor mapa?;
paenu maenu

'dae
'doe doa tewel
baha; doro?
vero?; rita?
sa'nabe doro?
majar’ mide;
'mard  pari?; turi rmka
lava dekar
(distance); lela
‘bla doa? (time)
ka'ru oha? lela
mipi te?ul; piki
ma'nipi rikan
opol kodo?;
belo'por opan sele
buhan reemu?;
miten kajo?;
'mila ula? kopin

'date

'pan:on

'dah:e
‘dsuan

ele

'mara

ba'lah:a

'mak:u

'kar:i

ga'lbks
'kuin

ka'lit:a



163

164
165

166

167
168

169

170

171

172

173

174
175
176
177

sharp

blunt (dull)
heawy

straight

wide
narrow

correct

ripe

rotten

flat, smooth

thick

other
black
white

red

*Cazem

*ma-lawas

*ma-buraq

*ma-
kaSepal

*duma
*CeneN
*ma-puNi
*ma-taNah

*ma-tazem;
*tazim

*pundul;
*dumpul

*ma-baseq *ma-basaq

*ma-laber  *laber

*kepit
*ma-bener
*ma-buruk; *buruk;
*ma-busuk  *busuk

*kapal,
*ma-kapal *telu
*duma;

*lagin *ligan
*ma-gitem *ma-qetom
*ma-putiq  *burak
*ma-irRaq *meraq

*ma-tazim

*dumpul

dira-n

*bou-n
*[barat]

dealor

*klopa-n
*ipot

*ako-t

*Bau-n
*?alus
rapar
*mita-n

*bura
*mera-n

dokot

g4 hala? ‘tdk
ma-kan’,
mananod
barat
mopar (on
paper -
mopar?)
nasar, vakor?
varik (on

paper -
vakd?)

(h)ipat
diko?,
murd?, vana

tahak

da(to)
oba?, nasar,
rana

bate?,
budzet

gehak, ikar
mit3
bura?

mera

bereka

bara

mopa?

mako

kaloho
basi?

ikeran
miten
bura

meran

do'kat

ba'da:t
ba'?a

mo'pa”

lebar (Ind)

ka'taka

'mura”
tana'hs

ka'lehok

tabal (Ind)

"ikar
mi'ta”
bu'rd
'mera”

bara'kast

'moso
'‘bata

pela'fet
hi'pet

'murd
'ta
'fau
'lere
pa'fare
'geak
mi'tan

'‘bura
mea

deejee?; eerut;

pahe?

>umal
bara? bete

olor aelor

keden kena?;
ria bara?

buru? balan;
inin boan

kapal vaho?;
batu? nukel

>ahin; palan;
vai; veren
miten kajo?
buja? tape

koron; putu?

'dak:e

'kumbu
ba:

'mallon

'bea
ki'p:e

'mallon
'tah:a
'date

'hama

'gapa

'hama la'he
'mit:en
'bur:a

mea



178
179

180
181

182

183

184

185

186

187
188

189

190

191

green
blue

yellow
blind

deaf

to see

to hear

to smell

to think
to know
to say

to speak

to lie down

to sleep

idz0, tand

batan

kuman

kisa, kobuld matan buta

(on paper -
*mataq *mataq *mataq dara-n id32)
anat
*ma-kunij *Kunij hero-t kuma
kobeke?,
kalotii?
lono(t),
todo?,
tonat, noi,,
(bal) (on
paper -
*kita *kita *kita *?ita 1H1a(t))
(tilu) bai,
donaor,
tumaNa  *dener *dener *rana vene
Bau-n (vb
*hajek *hajgk intr.); sino-ng
*Sajek  (snifflsmell) (sniff/smell) (vb trans.)  ponu, sié
*nemnem,
*~ajem  *demdem *huk red
*bajaq *taqu rarinta-n noi,,
*kari; *tutur  *tutur *Beta mari
koda, mani,
tutu(?)
gola (on
*genop; paper -
*ginep *ginap ture ola)
*tidug;
*tudur *tudur *tudur ture turu(?)

kabeke

tene

bain

sion
pikir
koiro, moiro

marin

koda, tutu

tobo

turu

"ijo

'kuma”

bai
'siy”

pikir (Ind)
'moiro
'mari

pa'tutuk;

pa'kodak

'turu

'turu

'keor
pe'len
'kima

to'gal

da'na

'‘petd
'toi
'mari

'turu

tane; tanen
dolor I>~:
ba'lapa
eor; uma kate?  'kumo~:
ka'muk:e

bora? hera?;
eben bora?; ui 'hik:i, 'seru

baneer; daener

beein 'dan:a
miren; naze?
powon 'sio~:
keelaen kau? 'pikir
lalan; ui
teelae ma'ri:
"tut:u
pade akal "tur:u
bute; taeteel
tebe? 'tur:u



hogo (on

paper -
192 to wake up hogo) 'baii
to wake
193 someone up iti, tob& 'gud 'baii
194 to bathe habo(?),, 'hebo 'hab:
to bathe a 'hab:>
195 child hobo ana? ‘anan
tobo (on
paper - 'tobo;
196 sit *tudan *todan tori tobd) tobo "toboh 'tobo tebe? 'tobo
“diri; mader hedan;
197 stand *diRi *tuqud *diRi gera de?i, sedot detin 'de'?i 'dei mader tebe? 'tid:€
*lakaw; *lakaw;
198 to walk *Nakaw *paNaw *panaw pano pana pana 'pana(h) 'pana pan ledo 'pana
199 run palare(?),,  pelae pa'lag
*lanuy;
200 swim *Nanuy *nanuy *nanuy *nani nane nane 'nane 'nane nani >ojan 'nange
*rebek; boka, ba?a baze?;
201 fly *layap *layap horo dadsuk kenapun ba'ka(h) ba'ka ubur 'bak:an
goka, hoat, huba? hoko;
. lofuk (on huba? koli?;
ka-nabug; paper - ko?al; lodun;
202 fall *nabug *ma-nabuq *Pela goka, hoat)  deka  dskak;lord  'goka moru? hoko 'goka
203 to drop lonat 'ni: 'goka
204 to drink *mimah *inum *inum ?-inu nenun, "tendi 'tenu ina
bu’a,
(dia makan:) ta'kan / a; hidu?;

205 to eat *kaen *kaen *kan *?0a ga, to'ka” 'ka, 'go keemaen



206

207

208
209
210

211
212

213

214

215

216

to cook

to wash

to sew
to live
to breathe

to work
to die

to give

wipe

to come

to laugh

*tanek

*taSiq

*qumah
*m-aCay

*tanek; *tanak;
*zakan *zakan
(both also (both also
to boil to boil
food) food)
*tahiq;

*zaqit *zaqit

*ma-qudip *ma-qudip *maqudip
*mafnawa *iawa
*quma

*m-atay *matay

*maRi *mai
*malip;

*tawa *tawa

*Cawa

*popo

ravit
mora-t
ain

mate

Bali

*bloso (rub or
wipe)

mai

*to

biho (behi),
pata
baha?, hue,
puru
havu, (dng
jarum:) dau
morit,,,,
hafi (nafi)
goria/karia,
(di
kebun:) ola
ma
mata

néi
gite,
(badan:)
hamu
baso, beto,
beto,
hawo, soga
(on paper -
bas>, haw)
geka (on

paper -
geka)

baha

agi?
ita
nahin

karian
mata

nein

toru

sega

geka

'biho
ba'hak

hau
'mori
'napas

'krida
'mata(h)

'sor”

'soro

be'go; se'ga

'geka

'ba / 'pu

'hau
'mori
a'rd 'nai

kari'a
'mata

'soro

ba'so

‘geka

'dakan
'hug, 'beme,
hidan 'lamin
'haur
bita; bita mate 'mori
>ipo; dujen 'tar:e 'nah:i:
ka'radzan
'mate
bo?; hota?;
lobo; ni; sera?
sarar; soron
naten 'nel
doru; poho? 'hapo
'beta, 'nou
tave heko 'geki



217

218

219

220
221
222

223

224

225

226

to cry

to dance

to sing

burn
dry in sun
to blow

search

to hit

shoot

bite

*Canis

*Siup

*palu

*panaq

*karat

*tanis *tanis
*tunu *tunu
*hiup *upi
*palu *palu
*panaq (an *panaq (an
arrow) arrow)
*karat *karat

*kantar]
*holo (vb
trans); olor
(vb intrans)

*tola

?ivi

tani
soka, seE,

(tarian

adat:)
hama (on

paper -
soka)

opak (belil),
kan-
tar bopana
hode?
anar, ifi gifi)
(on paper -
apak)
tuno? (on
paper -
tuna?)
pari
bu
bed, genak,
hul3d,
saer, soba?,
vae?
bahe?, bori,
guar,
gololak (on
paper -
gablak)

pasak (badi)

gaka?, gike

tanin

kanta

tuno, buko

bu

barin

gike

'tani

'soka; soka
'selen

kantar
(Port)

sa'rii

bu:

ba'ri
'le?3; 'pasak

gi'ge / gi'ke

‘tani

'soka

kantar

'papi

'die

‘teka

‘pasa

‘goki

hei?; pa? beo?

palu?; (others
see Samely
1991:214)

kivi ka; ki?
avar

'tani

'tam:d

'pantd,
'bote 'lian

'tun:d
'pag~:
'pui

'gena

'beh:e

'pasa

'gaki



227

228

229

230

231

232

233

to cut

to split

stab

to fight

scared

to throw

to hunt

*taraq,
*tektek

*ma-takut

*qaNup

*taraq;
*tektek

*belaq;
*silaq

*suksuk

*tudaq

*ganup

*taraq (cut
wood);
*totok; (cut
wood)

*belaq

*susuk

*tudaq

goto, patd,
porok (on
paper -
*poro pa7ak)
apik, gia?,
gika?,
hika?, loga?,
pakar,
kalak serek, tika?
robak,
roho?, tu-
bak, sogat
(on paper -
*rohuk rha?)
gori
vokik(a),
pavuno (on

paper -

*punu Bivi-n  pavum)

kotd bou,
takut,, (on
paper -
kota)
doka?,
geba?, hito,
tada?, valu?,
*roga vele?

hevak/seva
k (on
paper -
he vak/sevak
raka-n )

'belo

la'ka

'tuba

uno

ka'ruit

'bati

bel ba?; belun;
ohor; pate
>ihu; peeri? pi?  'pak:u

ba?; liko?
mapar 'bat:a
bako?; beelo?
ba?; baelo?
behar; baelo?
ohor; tuhu?
bako? 'sik:a

awe >unu;
baju? beke;
hala?; miter
rena; sara bel ka'lai ‘fak:7

'taku
be?; kakar;
wto?; tida?;
vida? dei:

derun deen "tut:e



234

235

236

237
238

239

240

241

242

243

to kill

to dig

to suck

to flow
to freeze

to hold

to tie

to spit
to vomit

to play

*p-aCay

*kalih

*sepsep

*qalur

*gemgem

*utaq

*bunug

*kali
sepsep
*galir;
*galur;
*salir

*gemgem

*hiket

*luzaq

*utaq

*bunuq

*kali; *keli

*susu

*salir

*hiket

*zulaq

*mutaq

belo, buno,
na’a
mata (on
*dola mate paper - belo) maan mata
oliv, gurtt,
robak/
robok (on
paper -
rabok/
*gori »bok) gali

*hiruk domu?, isok isok

ba ba ba
.
awt, huk,
napi,
toe pehé& pehen

gaha, gorg,
gudut,
pul, seget,
sodi,
VA, vido,
vihik (on
pate paper - gord)  puin
parino,
putd ilu?
*ilur rit pit bage
*muta lutuk, muta  muta

mura,
?lebe ganaku? genaku

'belo

glri

"isek

ba:?

'pehe”

wi'do:?

'pino
mu'ta

ma'nar

taba'jek

gui

'hona

ta'miro
‘'muta

ga'la

baelo? ba?;

baelo? behar;
baelo? ohor;
avan 'bun:>
kazel koro?;
kalin koro? 'gali
duhu; dume?;
dupen 'dum:>
kavan kon 'pana
'fats
penee; tobol pa'ha:
avir; honen;

leera; peetin p>2'hi:

>iju?; miju?;
pota? miju?  'buh:u 'ill:u
>okar; mute

>okar 'mut:a

huan eebeel ka'noku



244

245

246

247

248

249

250

251

252

253
254

to pull

to push

rub

scratch

float

swell

to turn

no/not

and

because
if

*karaw

*Ribawa,

*bareq

*Niku

*ini

*ka, *mah

*ka, *nu

bareta, deru,

ge-ha,
*gide gide?, tami
odo,
(t)odzon/to-
dzok (on
*rusik (push, paper - all
shove) 0=0>)
doru?, purit,
*bloso (rub or rosuk, te?u
wipe) palé
*karu
*karaw *karaw (scrape)  gatu, ragu?
bao (on
paper -
*bapak bad)
bopo
*bareq *baraq (swelling) bara
*pleur (turn
*bilin; around); Baler
*puter *putor (t. over) soleut, véu
*gaz; *diaq, *ta,
*diaq *ta-i ero-n eka, hala?
no?d (on
paper -
*ka; *ma *ma mole na7o)
hala?, vanfi,
turll
loni-n
*ka; *nu *ma ravik kalo, kalu

odo?

gehan

dosu?

ragu

bao

peko

take/hala?

dari/pakan
kalo

ge'hg;
ra'dok

bo'gy”

do'r?

'ragu

'bau

ba'?ah

'balik
'take; '‘amu
="no", hala

= negator

noa

Ia'ka
kalau

'‘odo /
'uruk

'doru

'rago

kaba'ras

pu'kadn
'kalu

be?; dera beke;
koli?

>zene?;
>oban; >uruv;
hota?; tee?ee

doru

karo

bao tata

bale kolo?;
batin; belo?
bale; boko io?;
eku?; kolo?
bale

oha?

ele
ere

'tar:e

'toban

d>'h:

gad

'nepi

'bad

'lakon

la'h:e

'karena,
se'bab

'kalau



255

256
257
258

259

260

261

262

263
264

265

266

267
268

269
270
271

with

what?
who?
where?

when?

iy

much/many
?

how?

way, path
rain

shoulder

chew

yawn
dream

thatch
needle
steal

*apa,
*n-anu  *apa;*-anu  “sapa
*si-ima *i-sai *sai, *sei
*i-nu *inu *be, *pae
*jja-n *p-ijan *p-ijan
*kuja,
*numa  *kuja; *kua
*zalan *zalan
*zalan  (road/path) (road/path)
*quzaN *quzan *quzan
*gabara  *qabara *qabaRra
*mamaq *mamaq
(also chew (also chew
betel) betel)
*ma-Suab, *mawap;
*ma-Suaw *ma-huab  *moap
*Sepi *hipi *nipi
*qatep *qatep
*Cawali  (thatch/roof) (thatch/roof)
*Zarum *ZarRum *zarRum
*Cakaw *takaw *takaw

hai

*nora pae

ganupae

lala-n
ura-n

no’d (on

paper -
no?0) nofon
a a, afa
hege hege
toga garte
aran pawia
(past), aren
pira, aran
ara/ord pira pia (future)
dari a,
pukd a puken a
pira pira
nanan
ganai, nan
gate
uran
hanan

ma”

he'gei

aran 'pira

nana'gare

na~

a'laka
'heku

'diga

ara'pira

ara'pira

lara

ura

u'fun
"Tuhir
‘taka

dape?; nore

>ape
sio
denita; dita

€re; veen pie

nara bone

>uja

nd>~:

pei
'haf:a
na'nga o

erpe‘hele
'peina:
pir:a

na'monang
a



272

273

274
275
276

277
278

279
280
281
282

283

284

285

286

living, alive
wood

to plant
choose

grow

squeeze
buy

to open
fowl

mosquito
spider

branch

sand

water (fresh)

sea/salt
water

*kaSiw

*mula
*piliq

*pereq

*baliw, *beli

*likeS
*kakaCu

*bunaj,
*qenay

* daNum

*tenem

*ma-qudip *maqudip
(to be (to be
alive) alive)
*kahiw  *kayu (stick/

(stick/'wood)  wood)

*mula *tanem
*piliq *piliq
*tumlbug  *tumbugq
*POR3S;
*Ramas
(asinjuice
*pereq;  from fruit,
“peres  for both) pera
*beli *bali

*buka *buka
(open/unco (open/unco
ver) ver)

*ARamuk *Aamuk
*lawaq *lawaq

*dagan;
*dagan *sanan

*genay *genay ne
*danum
(fresh); *WaiRr
*wahir (fresh
(fresh) water) Bair
*tasik;

*laud *tasik tahi

pefuk

kenamu

wara

wai

tani

pi'fuk

wai

‘puka
'mula tu
'bak

'pile

'piuk

'bota

'fai

'lefa

>ere?; dipe?;
kimu? kamu?

buta; >ene

veei ai
leva; tahi?
>anin



287

288
289

290
291

292

thunder

lightning
sick, painful

shy,
ashamed

hide

climb

*derun

*likaC

*ma-Siaq

*dakiS

*gurgur;
*kudug;
*derun
*Kilat;
*qusilaq
*ma-sakit

*ma-hiaq
*buni
*pa-nahik;
*dakih

*gugur palada
*Kilat kila
*sakit belara

*mayaq
*buni

*panaik;

*sakay

‘meang



Appendix 3.

FLORES-
LEMBATA

14
33
39
46
57
65
69
74
76
85
88
95
110
114
132
133
134
138

Unanimous word-initial consonant correspondences

orthography
notes

Source notes

English
year
earth

rat
feather

grass
betel vine

salt
blood
head
eye
hand
navel
name
2sg (polite)
2pl
three
four
five

nine

IPA; * =

reconstructe
dform; *[] =
ungrammatic

al
Lewis &
Grimes 1995
(in: Tryon
1995)
A
Sika
t-
*m_
*m_
|-
n_
m_
t-
hutu

IPA

Pampus
(2005)
B

Lewolema

IPA

Nishiyama
and Kelen
(2008)

(o3

Lewoingu

IPA

Klamer
(2002)

D

Solor

IPA

Keraf (1978)

E

Lamalera

IPA; >V
= breathy
alternate

Samely
(1991)
F

Kedang

IPA

Klamer (2003)

G
Alorese
(Baranusa)

Proto-sound
*t
*t
*k



dry
long
black

156
157
175
176
177

b-

m-

*b

b-

b-

b-

white

red

*b

b-

d-

b-;

to hear

184
185
188
191

S-

to smell

m-

to say
to sleep

t-

t-

t-

sit

196
209
212

to live

m-

to die

to vomit *m-

242
246

d-

rub

if

254



Appendix 4.  Unanimous word-medial consonant correspondences

Lewis &
Grimes 1995 Nishiyama
FLORES- (in: Tryon Pampus and Kelen Klamer Samely
LEMBATA  Source notes 1995) (2005) (2008) (2002) Keraf (1978) (1991) Klamer (2003)
A B Cc D E F G
Alorese

# English Sika Lewolema Lewoingu Solor Lamalera Kedang (Baranusa) Proto-sound
19 smoke -h- -h- -h- -h- -h- *h
83 neck -r- -l- -l- -1- -1- -d- -1- *|
87 breast -h- -h- -h- -h- -h- *h
88 navel -h- -h- -h- -h- *h
88 navel -p- -p- -p- -p- *p
93 skin -l- -m- - -m- -m- -m- -m-

102 father *-m- -m- -m- -m- -m- -m- *m
112 1pl excl -m- -m- -m- -m- -m- te -m- *m
123 left -r- -k- k- -k- -k- -r- -k- *r; *k
126 all -k- -k- k- -k- *k
134 five -m- -m- -m- -m- -m- -m- -m- m
135 Six -m- -m- -m- -m- -m- *m
157 long -l- -l- -1- -1- -1-

180 yellow -m- -m- -m- -m- -m- -m- *m
216 to laugh -k- -k- -k- -k- -k- -k- *K

225 shoot -s- -s- -s- -s- *s



