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1., Inmtroduction

There are two theories about the interrelationship of the
Nilotie languages. The first, or traditional, theory has held
that theres are two major subdivisions: Nilotie Proper (Dinka and
lluer plus the Lwo languages) and Nilo-Hamitic or Paranilotic (see
Tucker and Bryan 1966:443; see K8hler 1955 for a history of this
terminology). The second theory, that of Kdhler (1955), which was
taken up by Creenberg (1963), holds that there is a single unitary
Nilotie family consisting of three coordinate branches: Western
(the traditional Nilotic Proper); Eastern (Bari, Maasai, etec.);
and Southern (the Kalenjin languages plus Tatoga).

The fact that the Western and Southern sub-divisiona form
units within themselves can easily be arrived at by inspection.
The comparison of dictionary pages for any two languages within
either of these sub-groups will yield a very high percentage of
probable cognates between let us say Dinka and Luo or between Nandi
and Pdkot. Within Western snd Southern Nilotic the unity seems,
in each case, to be at least as tight as that within Romance.

In the case of Eastern Nilotic the unity is somewhat less
immediately transparent. There are, however, many convincing
correspondences which will yield themselves to a few minutes!
inspection. .

When it comes to Nilotie as a whole the unity is also clear
but the pieces seem to fit together much less well, On the one
hand there exist clear down-the-line coghate-sets like the word
for 'erocodile':!




(1) Shilluk nyan TB
Acholi nyan Cr
Lango aki-nyan W
Aur nyan R
Luo nysrn Staf
Dinksa, nyarn W
Nuer nyan Cr
Bari " ki-nyon TE
Maasai ol-ki-nyan TE
Lotuho ne=i-nyan TR
Teso a-ki-nyan-a TR
Nandi tI-nan-£:t TB

Proto-Nilotic *nyan
while on the other hand words such as 'bone!

(2) S8hil o o W
feh oo g-o 34
Lan co g-o Dr
Aluyr oo -0 R
Luo co g-0 Staf
Din ¥yu  o-m leb
e coax W
Bari kuy=-u Sp
Maa ol= o i- to TB
Lot a-¥0 = Lyo EBLAV
Teso a-ko j-o HL
Kar a=kai - € 3
Turk a-kol - 1 G
Nan ko w-o Ho
Pikot ko w=-o Be

Proto-Nilotic *k¥ogs

while they are alsc clearly cognate, require the postulation of
some rather complex sound changes and morphological reconstruction,
2o that Nilotic proto-forms canncot be reconstructed for them at a
glance,

The work we are reporting on here is a preliminary step in a
long-range project for the reconstruction of Proto-Nilotic by the
application of the traditicnal comparative-historical method.
Frevious work on Nilotie has largely been descriptive and typo-
logical (e.g. Tucker and Bryan 1966) rather than historical or
reconstructive. The major exception would seem to be Kdhler's
unpublished dissertation (1948), Die nilotischen Sprachen.
Darstellung ihres Lautsystams, nebet einer Einleitung bber die
Geschichte ihrer Erforschung, ihre Verbreitung wund Gliederung,
of which only the history of their study has been published (equals
KShler 1955). Appended to this latter work is a table (p. 85), Die
Gliederung der nilotischen Sprachen, which gives a tripartite
divizion into West Nilotic, Fast Nilotic, and South Hileotic,
However, no place within the work itself is= this division defended
by means of reconstructions and proposed shared innovations which
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would serve to support this proposal.

Greenberg in his The Languages of Africa (1963:128 fn. 1) adopted
KShler's subdivisions which he later (1971) reworked slightly.
Greenberg supports this subdivision with his standard technique of
mass comparison. In no way deoes he propose proto-forms, state the
nature of the innovations which have set the major groups and their
subgroups off from one another, or attempt to account for sound
changes systematically. It is just this which we hope to do.

4s a working hypothesis we thave accepted KShler's and Green-
berg's proposal that all of the Nilotie languages are related in
a simple fashion and that there are three coordinate branches,

2. Voealism: Major processes

We have entitled this study specifically "Toward a Reconstruction
of Proto-Nilotic Vocalism" because we believe that only through an
understanding of the vocalism can an understanding of the consonantism
and of word-structure as a whole be achieved.

In addition to the usual types of historical changes whereby
such things occur as o's and e's raising to become u's and i's, and
vice versa, there are, we believe, four major phonclogical processes
which must be taken into account in order to relate the vocalisms
of the daughter languages to one ancther via verisimilitudinous
proto-forms. These are:

{3) Major Wilotic Fhonological Processes

1. Vowel harmony of the cross-height type based on
tongue reoot position.

2. Breaking, in which vowels become diphthongized
under certain conditicns.

3. ‘Umlaut or the fromting of back vowels or diph-
thongs due to the influence of a front wvowel
in an adjacent syllable.

b, S8yncope and final vowel loss which results in
geeming consonantal interchange.,

3. Yowel harmony

3.1, Vowel harmony asg & synchronic process. Nilotic wvowel harmony
is based ultimately on tongue-root pozition. That is, there are
two series of vowels which may differ from each other in either
point or manner of articulation or both, Whatever the surface
réalization, the ultimate phonetic gesture which seems to underlie
the differentlation is & retraction or advancement of the tongue
root (and hence tongue body) rather than the more familiar gesture
of simply raising or lowering the tongue body at the point of
articulation. As the tongue root- is advanced or retracted there
result the characteristic changes in woice gquality whieh have been
designated by such terms as 'breathy', 'bright', or 'hollow' for
the advanced tongue root vowels and 'hard' or 'ereaky' for those
pronounced with retracted tongue root.? These vowel series, with
the symbols which we have chosen to represent them in their most
abstract form are:




(L) +ATR ~ATR

What 1s especially noteworthy about the vowel harmony systems
of the Nilotic languages is that the vowels of the [+ATR] series
are always dominant in that they cause [=ATR] vowels in the same
word to become [+ATRI. [+ATE] vowels never change into [-ATH] ones;
the [+ATR] vowel which causes the change may be contained in either
g root or an affix. A certain small number of morphemesz are not
only inherently [=ATRI but alszo are not affected by the presence of
a [+ATR] vowel; these morphemes may be termed opague to the vowel
harmony process. Not only do these opagque morphemes not change [ATR]
category themselves, they also block harmony from applylng across
them. We have discussed KalenJin and general Nilcotie veowel harmony
in some detail in Hall, et al. (197L4).

3.2, Vowel harmony as a diacrhonie process, Bince this type of
vowel harmony is found in each of the present day Nilotic languagess,
with no more than the expected variation as to how thoroughgoing
its realization is and no more than a slight amount of langusge-
particular variation in the surface phonetic manifestation of some
of these vowels, especially the [+low, +ATE] vowel, then it must
be assumed that this same vowel harmony system was present in the
proto-language.

In 811 of the daughter languages the general rule seems to be
that a shift of vowel harmony series is conditioned, as we have
said above, by a morpheme, whether a root-or an affix, which contains
a dominant , [+ATR1, wowel. There are, however, slmost as many
examples of apparently unconditioned L[ATRI category shift, where the
change of [ATR] series conveys grammstical information. In the
Western languages, which are freguently mono-syllabic, and which
have clearly suffered the loss of both prefixes and suffixes in
the course of their historical development, given the case of g
singular-plural palr such as Dinka?

(5) dak (sg.)  d&k® (pl.) ‘'pipe' T8 1966:413

it is easy to postulate that the plural had an additional vowel--
most probably a suffix--whiech caused the shift of harmeony series
and subseguently disappeared. However, what does cone do in the
case of forms from a southern language such as Wandi which not
only tends to be polysyllable but iz also replete with affixes?
For example, the word for 'bird' in Nandi is

(6) Primary sg. Secondary Sg. Primary pl. Secondary pl.
tErf:t tart:tyEt tarf:t tiritik
NCKE 137
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Does one say that there are two primery suffixes, a singular with
[-ATR] -I:t and a plural with [+ATR] -i:t%? While this solution
might be made to work here, what does one then do with the word
for 'forehead':

(T) Primary sg. Secondary sg. Primary pl. Secondary pl.
tigsc £ogE it togb:c togoicik
NCK 197

Obviously one cannot postulate that the second syllable of every
word has two allomorphs, one [+ATR], one [-ATRI]. Clearly, even in
Nandi whatever caused the CATR] zhift has disappeared in the course
of time and [ATR] category shift has become meorphologized to at
least some degree.

Lz a gynchronic solution, this is perfectly adequate; however
it dees not bring us much forward toward our goal of the recon-
struction of the proto-language: from the point of view of
historical explanation phonclogical changes which are morphologi-
eally conditlioned are never satisfactory. A feeling for pattern
regularity led Baussure to postulate laryngesls in Indo-European
in order to account for ablaut long before Hittite was discovered
and any phonetiec justification for them had been found. Within
Bemitic the historicel linguist is foreced to accept independent
guasi-morphemic status for the wvowel patterns but that is because
there exists so little variation in the patterns between the Semitic
languages that the linguist iz not able to recover the more regular
past which he knows underlies the uniquely idiosynecratic present.

L, ‘Syncope, umlaut, and consonant assimilation

Proto-Nilotic unity would seem to he, from the point of view
of historieal linguistics, reasonably recent--probably no more
than three or three and a half millenla age, and there is much
which can be recovered through the comparative method. GSpecifieally,
the consonantal variations which are found in the realization of
clearly cognate roots when one compares langusges acroas the entire
family provide uz with & clue as to the nature of the lost morphemes.

Before we look at any more individusl cognate sets,; let us
point out that we are not trying, as yet, to account for every
individual form in each language. We are, at this point of our
investigation of the grammar of Froto-Nilotic, trying to postulate
plausible proto-forms which will account for most of the reflexes
without trying to explain those places where a given sound does not
follow the pattern. BSpecifically, the proto-forms which we are
proposing here are first approximations. They are to be taken only
a5 our best guesses so far of the possible starting points of the
phonetic processes which must be postulated for there to he
historical egglanaticn.S

Let us lock at a case in point. Below are listed the forms
in Colummn A for 'ecow', and in Column B for "cows' or 'cattle!.
In the Nilotic lanpuages thése are felt to be the singular and
plural forms of the same noun,
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A B

(8) Singular — 'cow! Flursl - 'ecows, cattle!
Shil dhyan dhok TB
Jur dhien dhak Br
Ach d wyan dyan-i Br
Lan d yan d ok Dr
Alur dhyan dhck R
Luo dhIan dhok Staf
Din wer) yok leb
Nuer yan Yok TB/Ki
Bari ki-t &n kr-s Uk TB/EBRLAV
Maa enki-t En inki-s u TH
Lot ne=t En ne=s 1 TH
Teso aki-t En aki-t uk-i1 18
Nan t any tic TB
Elgeyo t any (Prim.) tu:g-a TBR/GCh

t €: ta (Sec.)

Pik t any t i:c TB/Be
Tatoga a8 d ’ TH

Let us look at 'cow'! first:

We would reconstruct the first consonant of the root as [dhl.
In general, the dental-non-dental distinetion has been lost in
Acholi ‘and Lango, and the same merger has cecurred in the East and
South and is voiceless since Fast and South have leost the voieing
distinction; always in the South and sporadically in the East.
Since the West has retained a voiced-voicelezss opposition and here
is wvoiced, the underlying form must have been voiced. Since in the
languages which have dental and non-dental d the use of either seems
to be unconditioned, then we most pestulate the [dh]l as underlying
in thig word. The final consonant is, by inspection, [0l with the
only variation occurring in the ZSouth. The vowel poses rather more
of a problem, but since East and South agree in general in having
[£] and there are numerous examples showing this sort of glide +
wvowel diphtheng in the West corresponding to szimple vowels in the
East and South, we are led to poestulate that the underlying vowel
was [£] and the Western languages all participated in a shared
innovation of what we have termed (section 2 shove) breaking. The
cbvious reconstruction thus would be **dhen.®

In the plural again, for mich the same reasons, the initial
consonant must have been [dhl--glthough the® [s] in Bari and Lotuho
and the [8] in Maasai do pose s problem. The final consonant must
have been [k1, The vowel is much more of a problem., Even after
we discard Acholl dyfinl as probably not the inherited plural form
but a new one formed from the singular dyan by the addition of a
[+ATR] [id, we are left with, on the one hand, the Western langusges
having o, both [+ATR] and [-ATHI], and on the other, the Eastern
languages having u, both [+ATRI and [-ATR], while the South has
not only I (that is, one can't really say about Pikot since Beech,
cur only source for the plural, did not record CATR] variations),
but also Cel for the expected Ckl. However, if one postulates a
unitary cause for both the front vowel and the ¢ for k, one comes
up with an older [-ATR1C1], ceusing both fronting of the vowel and
palatalization of the consonant, so the Proto-Southern-Niletie vowel
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would be [-ATRILuU], agreeing with Bari, and the consconant a Ck1,
Thus, one has both evidence for underlying (2] snd underlying
Cul, both [-ATR] since we do find a variation in CATR] value and
we can take it as established that under such conditions [-ATRI]
is underlying and [+ATR] conditioned. Considering the plural
alone, there is no basis for selecting between [ul and [2] as the
inherited vowel. However, since one would like to postulate that
the singular and plural are at least tangentially related and the
singular has a mid vowesl, we therefore would postulate a mid
vowel in the plural as well. Thus the plural would seem to
reconstruet to **dhok.

However, while these are the obvious reconstructions, they
are by means satisfying ones in that the singular and plural
resemble each other too much to be satisfactory candidates for a
case of suppletion, but not enough to be paradigmatically the
same Toot. OUne could, of course, simply invoke Margaret Bryan's
well-known hypothesis of an §/K substretum (Tucker and Bryan 1966:
23f), and shrug one's shoulders at the vowel difference. However,
an N/K substratum is intuitively disturbing. If two languages
share some feature, thils is the reault of either thelr common
origin or the outright borrowing of a morpheme from cne langusge
by snother. Mere Juxtaposition of two language groups does not
cause the cone to get s feature of the other. What is really
disturbing is that this N/K varistion is almost slways part of
the root, as Miss Bryan herself notes. It is most interesting to
note that the nassl oceurs in the singular and the non-nasal in
the plural. The borrowing of a condition on root formation would
be noteworthy indeed! This sort of variastion in & language family
which is notorious for the non-predictability of its plural
formation on the basis of the singular ledds one to wonder if the
line of attack by previcus linguists has not grabbed the problem
at the wrong end.

Let us see if a solutlon cannct be achieved which iz more in
line with what is known in general about the directions of
higtorical lingulstiec change, #As general tendencies in the world's
languages we know that beck vowels front much more often than front
vowels back, that [kl goegs to [el and not vice-versa and that
stops frequently become nasalized while the change of a nasal stop
to an oral one is extremely rare. With these general historieal
tendencies in mind let us examine the singular and plural which we
have reconstructed, *™dhen and **dhsk. These forms do permit a
rational analysis if we decide, on the bhaszsis of back vowel va.
front vowel and k vs. n that the plural we have reconstructed is
indeed the original root. Buch an analysis is not only phonolo-
giecally desirable but also semantically justifiable--the 'singular’
still retains in many of the languages the meaning 'one head of
cattle' as well as the meaning "cow'; that is, the singular was,
in origin, & singulative derived from a collective, What then
was the nature of the derivationsal morpheme involwved? Well, while
it has disappeared, its traces have mot. Tt must have contained
a front vowel, in order te account for the fronting of the root
vowel, and a nasal, which would account for the nasalization of
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the root-final consonant.’ This would suggest a suffixal morpheme
of the shape *-In (which is still present in Eastern Nilotie as an

affix——s prefix in Maasai, a suffix in Lotuho). The derivational
history we would see is:

(9) Base form *dhok
Singulative formaticn *3hok + In
Fronting ' *dhtk + In
Vowel syncope *dhek + 1
Consonant assimilation *dhen

This still leaves unaccounted for the varistion between [+ATR]
and [-ATR] u and o, and, indeed, the raising of 0 to u in the
Fastern and Southern languages. However, since the [ATR] variation,
at least, is sporadie, it is obviously something which happened in
individual languages at some time between Proto-Nilotic and today,
and we are by no means, at this early stage of our investigations,
prepared te even guess about the individual development of each of
the languages.

The word for 'eow/cattle' iz but one example of many where one
would wish to posit what surfaces as the plural in the modern
languages as the base form from which the singular iz derived. In
Hall, et al. (197h) we suggested that it was precisely such a process
of derivation of singulars from collectives which accounts for what
Tucker and Bryan (1966) have termed 'Reverse Category Shift', that
is, a seeming case of a [+ATR] wvowel becoming [=-ATR] under conditicns
ef inflectional derivation.

5. Breaking
To continue our discussion of wowel processes let us fturn to
breaking and to the word for 'dog':

(10) shil gusk TR
Jur guck Br
Ach gwik B
Lan gwok Dr
Alur gwok R
Luc guok TB
Din # B leb
Huer Jick TB
Bari lu=-j i -nte EBLAV
Lot xi-n ok Mur
Tasc eki-n ok TR
Kar e=f ok W
Han 8 eg8-2 Ho
Pik k u:k-fy TB

Proto-Nilogie *gok

Here we assume that the form in the protolanguage was a true singular
with a shape something like *gok. The initial consonant poses no
real problem, except that it leads one to postuldate a prefix in
Dinka, Nuer and Bari which caused the *g to palatalize to }, i.e.
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g prefix with a front vowel which also caused the root vowel to
front. It is equally obviocus that this was a Froto-Nilotic prefix
not to be equated with the 1luU- prefix in Bari (in faet, the apparent
prefix in Bari is probably cognate with Proto-Nilotic *1o 'wild
animal' and we have in Bari a nominal compound which is guite
literally 'wild dog' which is its gloss in Bari today). Again the
initial g in Lotuxc, Tesc and Karama]ong argues that the prefix
in these languages was not e- or eki- but *en- or *ekin-, that is,
some common Eastern Nilotic prefix was involved which resulted in
a Jjuxtaposition of -n + k- and assimilation to a nasal velar stop.
We have ineluded the Nandi word sese for the sake of completeness
but, while g to k to s is not outside the bounds of possible sound
change, the fact that the word in Pikot is ku:kiy leads us to doubt
seriously that the Nandi word is cognate.®

The vowel is the festure on which we are focusing our attention.
In the Western lasnguages we have a diphthong uo/wo? which has fronted
in Nuer and lost its first member in Dinka. 1In the Eastern and
Southern languages we have a monophthong o or u (the 1 in Barl being
the result of fronting by the same prefix which palatalized the
conscnant ). One can argue either that we are desling with an
original diphthong which has monophthongized in the East and South
or with an original meonophthong which has undergone breaking in the
Western languages. On the basis of words like 'bird!

(11) shil } wIiny-3 TB
Jur winy-o W
Anyuak WE =¥O W
Ach wIiny-o TE
Lan winy-o BC
Alur winy-o BC
Luo winy-o TB
Bari k=wen (pl.) 8p
Lot X= eny Mur
Teso ek-weny HL

Proto=Nilotic *weny

(where, except in Lotuho, an inherited glide plus wvowel is
retained in all languages) we believe we are here dealing with a
breaking. On the basis of what we now krow about Proto-Nilotie,
it seems to be the case that inherited e and inherited o, both plus
and minus CATR] broke in the Western dialects under conditions which
are still to be determined.

This becomes even more apparent when we compare the word for
dog with one of the "blood' words,
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(12) sni1l kwar-o "red! W
Ach kwar "red! Cr
Lan kwar "red! Dr
Alur ma-Kwar-1 G
Luo ma-kwar 'red! Staf
Huer kwar G
Bari k ar-i 'redness! G
Maa O=-3 BI'-gE ™
Lot a=-x o=to Mur
Teso ao=-K o =t HL
Nan k or-oti Ho
Pik Xi:g-en Be
Proto-Nilotie ‘“*kor
'erandfather!,
(13) shia kwar-o Koh
Ach kwar-o cr
Din ko-kwar W
Huer kwar-o "chief! W
Bari kuar-ityo Ygrandchild” =ye!
Mas ale-k u -yia T™
Lot B-X 0 -nyi EBLAV
Nan maca-k or Tgrandchild! Ho
Fik ku-k o 'grandparent- Be
grandechild
relationship’
Proto-Nilotie *kor
and Teye!
(1) shil wan Koh
Jur Yo Er
Ach War] cr
Lan War Dr
Alur WD BC
Lug War Starf
Bin ny- in Heh
Bari k- on-E EBLAV
Masz £nk- 2n-U TR
Lot ¥— ony-£k Mur
Teso ak- on-u HI
an k= 2:n TB
Pik k= 211 TB
Froto=-Nilotic *on

If one started with the diphthong as lnherited it would be difficult
to explain why both wa and wo would monophthongize to ¢; the breaking
assumption, on the other hand, poses a less difficult question.
Concerning the ultimate cause of breaking we sre, as yet,
completely unclear. Three possibilities suggest themselves: First,
that the specific type of bresking was conditioned by the quality
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of the wvowel in the following syllable. Perhaps a feollowing u
caused o to break to wo whersas a following a caused it to break
to wa. The second possibility is that the kind of breaking which
resulted was caused by a shift in stress and/or tone (ef. Spanish and
Italian) with, perhaps, the position of the affix playing some role,
that is, prefixes causing ons kind of breaking and suffixes ancther,
Our third tentative hypothesis is that the breaking to wa
occurred with inherently short vowels whereas the breaking taﬁﬁg
occurred with long vowels. This last, at least by itself, is
probably the least attractive proposal because at least some
breakings co-cccur with a change in the final root consonant,
which suggests that some additional morpheme was present which
caused the change.
Of course, it may be the caze that the true historical causes
for the different breskings were some combination of all three.

6. Coneclusion

In the etymologies which we have presented we have dealt only
with nominal stems. This was by design because the wverb in the
Western lariguages presents such complexity that to even outline
the scope of the problem would reguire much more space than is
available. BSuffice it to say that in Dinks, Nuer and Shilluk,
breaking seems to be a living morphologically-conditioned process
which exhibite grest complexity. While not a living process in
fcholi or Luc today, it certainly was once one. By means of breaking
and lengthening of the stem wvowel, and change of LATR] category, as
well as changes in the finsl consonant of the root there are produced
verb terises; the active vs, passive distinction; the difference of
applicative vs. qualitative function; as well as the derivative
verbal roots of the frequentative, intensive and directionsal.

(Tucker 1955 is the most detailed presentation of this.)

Although we have found considersble evidence for reconstructing
plus and minus [ATR] categories as & property of the proto-language,
we have found absolutely no evidence, other than perhaps the different
breaking phenomena, to suggest that there was distinctive vowel
length in Proto-Nilotic, despite the fact that vowel length plays
a major lexical and morphological role in many of the daughter
languages.

There is much that we have learned about Proto-Nilotic that
we have not had space enough to diseuss. There are also many
gquestions that remein, for example the origin of the s's which
peeur in Luo and in the Eastern and Southern languages; some would
seem to be derived from Prote-~Nilotiec k or g but the evidence is
far from clear.

Footnotes

#Ye would like to thank Mark Feinstein, Bernd Heine, Semuel
Levin, and Robert Vago for their comments on a previous version of
this paper. We are also grateful to Chet Creider for his many
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valuable comments and suggestions and most especislly for his
enthusiastic interest in our project. Coming as it does from
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these languages, his encouragement has meant a great deal to us.

This is primarily a work of library research and, as such, it
would not have been possible without the skill, patience and perse-
verance of the members of the Interlibrary Loan Department of the
Paul Klapper Library of Queens College., We would like to take this
opportunity to express our gratitude to the Director of the Inter-
library Loan Department, Mrs. Mimi B. Penchansky, and to her able
azsistants, Mrs. RButh Hollander and Mrs. Beatrice 5. Sheilken.

'In our citation of forms we have attempted to follow our
sources exactly; howewver, we have normalized the ocrthography of
consonants in our sources to the Rejaf Conference conventions (cf.
Tucker 1971:624f.) wherever it was possible to do so unambigucusly.
We therefore represent the interdental seriess of stopa sz [thl, [dhl,
Cnhl; we use [nyl for the palatal nagsl. In the case of vowels we
have not altered cur sources with the exceptions of Westermann (1912)
where we have substituted TPA symbols according to the values given
in his t=ble on p. 2ff., and alszo in the case of Tucker and Bryan
where we have substituted o for their @ to represent the [+low,
+ATR] wowel of Southern NWilotic, < The exact source of each form
which we cite is indicated by an asbbreviation following it; these
abbreviastions are given to the left of the biblicgraphieal citation
of esch work in the Reference section which follows.

21t is worth noting as &8 historical aside that priority for
the recognition of wvoiece quality as a phonologically significant
phonetic event would seem to helong to Fr. J. P. Crazzolara, F.
8.C.J. who first pointed this out in his Outlinees of a Nuer Grammar
{1933:2f.)., This phenomencn was first drawn to the attention of
linguists in general by A. N. Tucker in his report "The function of
voice quality in the Nilotie languages" at the IT International
Congress of Phonetie Sciences (1936).

‘Here we are following Tucker and Bryan (1966) exactly in their
phonetie representation: underlined vowels are [-ATRI1, non-underlined
are [+ATR]. In Dinka--as in Nuer and Shilluk--voice guality (the
direct concomittant of tongue rooct position) and tongue body place-
ment seem to vary absolutely independently of one another (ef. Tucker
and Bryan 1966:402f,--we have confirmed their comments there from
our own informant work on two dialects of Dinka). Thus in Dinka one
may find both "open" and "elosed" o as both plus and minut C[ATRI
(i.e. [331, Col, [2], [ol) and sc too with the other vowels, Neither
tongue root position/voice quality nor tongue body height and plaes-
ment seem to equate in any simple way in the Nilotic languages with
the categories "tense" and "lax" which have been used for describing
Western FEuropean languages (cf, Stewart 1971:198ff. for a similar
disclaimer for West African languages). It is also worthy of note
that vowel length is a third, completely independent variable.

Y“In Wandi-Kipsigis-Elgeyo (but not in Pikot) [-coronall
congonants voice autometically in intervoealie peosition. We are
following the convention established by Tucker and Bryan of indica-
ting this change in the orthography.
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S0ur ultimate goal in our historical study of the Nilotic
languages is, of course, thoroughgoing explanation, not pilecemeal
lists. That is, here in this paper we are presenting tentative
FProto-Nilotic roots the exact shapes of which we cannot as yet
defend. Our goal is to present unitary defensible roots for each
recoenstructable word. In order for a statement of linguistie change
in Nilotie to reach explanatory adequacy there are twu ma.jor
preliminary steps which must be completed:

i. The data base throughout the family must be really
sound. At present it dis only the data in the various works of
Tucker, Tucker and Bryan, and Crazzolara, and perhaps Spagnolo which
is eredible on simple terms of cbservational adeguacy. All of the
other suthors, without exception, tend to be ecasual sbout vowel
length and guality and cevalier sbout tonal distincticns (when not
utterly oblivious of their existence).

ii. There must be a study for each of the daughter
languages of both the morphophonclogy (ineluding, necessarily,
internal reconstruction) and the morphosemanties, using comparative
evidence to establish for each the morphological categories which
in it are more or less covert but which in other, closely related,
languages find overt expression.

BThis is a starred starred-form. That is to say, the star
nearest the form indicetes that it iz a reconstructed form, the star
preceding this that it iIs an inecorrect resonstruction,

"The Interchange between root final oral and root Tinal nassl
stops is an mctive morphological process in Dinke and Shilluk today.
As it is realized in these languages, the oral stops becomes homorganic
nazals when they are root final on nouns which are followed by
possessives, adjectives, or noun modifiers (see Tucker and Bryan
1966:40T). In Luo and Adhola an analogous and almost certainly
historically related process ccecurs whereby under similar syntactic
conditions final nasal stops become nasal plus homorganic voiced
oral stop clusters (see Tucker and Bryan 1966:407f.). In both of
these cases the triggering mechanism was quite clearly the relativizer
*na. The morpheme which we postulate below which caused the change
from *dhek to *dhen was certainly not the relativizer but we believe
it is reasonable to assume that the historical phonological process
was the same,

8%ece iz an example of the sort of maddening problems which
face the historical linguist. In the discussion following our
presentation of this paper, Chet Creider wolunteered the information
that Kipsigis (which is almost identical with Nandi) has the word
nok 'selfish person' which is probably cognate with the Proto-Nilotic
word for 'dog' and the semantic shift of which is certainly well
within the bounds of possibility. He said he had always assumed
that sese was borrowed from Gusii esése 'dog'. However, Derek Nurse,
who has done a great deal of work on Gusii, informed us that esse
does not fit the phonological pattern of Gusii and he had always
assumed it was & Nilotic loan in Gusii. While it is, of course,
possible to postulate the steps whereby P=N *Egg becams Proto-
Kalenjin *kuk (ef. the form in PZkot), and then sese in Nandi and
Kipaigis, there is no compelling evidence available to show that
in faect this did happen.
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90ur sources vary considerably on whether a given word has
uo or wo, ie or ye. From the descriptions of the various languages
it is not elear to us that there ig any case where there is a
contrast between u and w or 1 and y as the onglide of the diphthong.
We suspect that such differences may exist for some languages but
that, if they do, they are interrelsated with other facts of voice
quality and tongue height in the articulation of the feollowing
vowel. In this paper we are assuming that, whether uc and wo, ie
and ye represent orthographic variations of the same phonetie reality
or are phonologically significant, the historical process of which
they are the end product was the same and hence any distinction
between them can be ignored for our purposes.
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