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Genetic affiliation

As pointed out in the introduction, one ol thc factors contributing to the myths
surrounding Japancse is the unccrtainty ol its genealogy. Indeed, Japanese is the
only major worrd language wbose genetic affiriation to other Ianguages or ranguage
lamilies has not becn conclusively proven. since the middre of the nineteenth century,
this challenging topic has been attacked by both foreign and Japanese schorars
alikc, and various hypotheses connecting Japanese to a large number oflanguages
and languagc families have continuously been proposed. since the initial hint lor
a possible genetic relationship comes rrom a ranguage's geographic affinity to other
languages, it might be instructive to become familiar at the outset with the distribu-
tion of the languages and language families surrounding Japanese (see Map 2).

Kamci (1961/1973 40r 2) convenientry categorizes the past attempts at pro-
viding Japanese with a genealogy in thc following manner:

l. Theories connecting Japanese with the tanguages ol North Asia.
a' Theorics placing Japancse with thc Artaic or Ural-Artaic languages.
b. Theorics connecting Japanese with Korean. The majority of scho-

lars upholding this thcory also rcgard Korcan as a branch of the
Altaic language family. They try at least to find relationships
between Korean and Japanese on thc onc hand. and bctween
Korean and the Altaic languages on the other.

c. Thcorics connecting Japanese with Ryukyuan. Scholars today are
agrccd that thc languagc ofthe Ryukyuan Islands is a dialect that
branched off from Japancsc.

2. Thcorics rclating Japancsc with the languages of South Asia.
a. The Malayo-Polyncsian or Austro_Asiatic thcory.
b. Thc Tibcro-Burmese (sic) Theory.

-1. Theorics connccting Japancsc with the Indo-European languages.
4. other theories. rn the past various unacceptable thcories have con-

nectcd Japancsc with persian. Greek, Basque, and Sumcrian, but these
theories have been quickly lorgottcn.
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included in the above summary by Kamei are two other hypothcscs con-

ihe origins of Japancsc that have attracted increasing attention In rcccnl

hamely the following:

5. A hypothesis that considers Japancsc to consist of an Austronesian

substratum and an Altaic superstratum.

6. A hypothesis that views Japancse as an Austronesian-Altaic hybrid

or mixcd language.

mo-ng thcsc hypotheses. 3 and 4 have been least successful, and wc will ignore

i.q this survey. (On the questions regarding the relationships bctween Japanese

inu and between Japanese and Ryukyuan, see Part I and Chapter 9, respec-

,) The most time-honored, widely debated, and perhaps persuasivc arc thosc

assign Japancsc to thc Altaic family and thosc that subgroup Japanese and

n togcther within this family. According to Poppe's loreword to Miller

), the first systematic attempt to investigate the relationship between Japanese

Ural-Altaic languagcs was made in 1857 by Anton Boller' who "advanccd

Ry kyuan

reasons lor genetic affinity and illustrated his observations with convincing
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examprcs" (Miiler lgTl :ix). Japanese schorars had not bcen as much interested 

'n
the question of genetic affiriation of their ranguage as European schorars, and i1was onry in rg0g that, in response to a number of previous suggestions largery rn64sby non-ringuists, rhe ringuist Fujioka Katsuji (rg72-r935) pointed out fourreencharacteristic ural-Artaic features. After demonstraring lhat Japanese rargeryshares these features, Fujioka concluded that ..Japanese 

must be Árst conncctedto the urar-Artaic famiry prior to an attempt at a theory rerating it to Indo-Germanic." Fujioka's (r90g) wet-kno*n fou.t".n features are rargery typorogicar,but since thcy are oftcn taken as a starting poínt in the discussion, or th. g.n.,i.relationship of Japanese, especíally among the Japanese scholars, we summarizethem bclow:
( l) Fujioka's rourteen characteristic features of urar-Artaic ranguages

a. No consonant sequences occur in word_initial position.b' There are no native words that have the sound r in word-initialposition.
c. There is vowel harmony.
d. There are no articles.
e. There is no grammatical gender distinction.
L Vcrbal inflections are expresscd by suí xing elements.g. Thcre are many kínds ofverbal endings.
h. pronominal declensions arc expressed by attaching particles.j. Postpositions, instead oíprepositions, are used.k' rn the expression ofpossession, the existcntiar ..be,, expression, insteadof the possessivc ..have,,, 

is used,
l. In thecomparative expression, the ablative ..from,,, 

instead of ,.than,,
ls usecÍ'

m. In the interrogative expression, a questíon particle is attached in
sentencc_fi nal position.

n. Conjunctions are not used widely.
o' Modifiers precedc the modified heads, and the object is praced beforethc verb.

At thc rime Fujioka detivered his recture, Japanese was nor thought to be a vowerharmony language, but subsequcnt research indicateo a possibirity that Japanesetoo had a featurc of vower harmony (scc chapter ), and the proponcnts of theJapancsc -Altaic conneclion generally takc it to be a piece of evidencc for theirhypothesis. (Subsequent researchcrs notice that Uraric ranguages do have a word-initial r.)
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it is true that Japanese largely shares Fujioka's features, two serious

are inherent in his methodology. One is that Fujioka's features are

typological, and the other is that many of them arc negative rather than

features. The weakness of typological comparison in establishing a genetic

p has been demonstrated by Bcnveniste (1952-311966), who showed

Penutian language Takelma shares all the six features that Trubetzkoy
as typological features that, as a whole, characterize Indo-European

iíiages. lndeed, the proponents of the Japanese_Dravidian(_Altaic) connection

futowl point out that Fujioka's features are targely shared by Dravidian
as well. The limitations of the typological approach to the question of

relationships are made even clearer by recent works in typological research
(l9 _1) and others, which show that typoIogical Íeatures may be

by languages that are both genetically and areally distincl
withstanding the weaknesses and timitations of the early attempts at estab-
the Japanese-(Ural-)Altaic relationships, their influence on subsequent

; particularly those efforts that try to relate Japanese to Altaic, cannot be
. In fact, typological features, however inadequate they may be, figure

inently in most subsequent discussions on the genetic affiliation of Japanese.
this very fact underscores the difficulty that researchers have encountered in

convincing sound correspondences (see below).
with thc progress in Altaic linguistics, largely thanks to the works of such
as G.J. Ramstedt, Nicholas Poppe, Karl Menges, and Johannes Benzing,

Čareful etymological investigations as well as attempts based on the Neo-
ian comparative method have been made with the aim of establishing the
Altaic connection. (Except lor a few sporadic attempts, the Uralic com-

iEnt has been excluded from consideration in this tradition, due largely to
'uncertainty of the uralic-Altaic unity.) The standard comparative material on
fapanese side is Old Japanese, as reflected in the writings of the late seventh

and the eighth century, such as the KoTilci (Records of Ancient Matters)
l\,the Nihon Shoki (Chronicles of Japan) (720), and especially the Man,yoshu
?tlection ot'a Myriad Leaves\ (ca. 759). The Old Japanesc materials have been
r'cÍe readily accessible by omodaka et al.'s (l9 7) dictionary of old Japanese

.phonetic details o[ Old Japanese, though not conclusive in some areas (see

), have been ascertained from both the modern pronunciation of the
nt forms and the Middle chinese pronunciation of the characters used in

nscription of the old Japancsc materials. on the Altaic side, thc descriptions
individual languages and the reconstructions madc by the aforementioncd Altaic

9"1

ialists arc the standard references
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té * *ii rí *i

? o,ci ? i i

aoui/ui/u
(pA = proto_Altaic, OJ : Old Japanese, J : Modern Japanese)

As for consonants, we might citc the foilowing correspondences of word-initial
consonants offered by Murayama (1973:205):

(3) pA *p 'r.t *k :rb rd
AJ *p *t *k *b *d

OJFtkwy
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Among Japanese schorars, the most ardent supportcr of the hypothcsis of aJapanese-Altaic affinity is Murayama shichiro, an Artaic specialist traincd rnBerlin, who' in a series of works beginning in the r950s, has conducted important
investigations into the estabrishment of a Japanese-Artaic connection. Among
Western scholars, the foremost promoter of the Altaic hypothesis (in the sensc oÍ.the hypothesis connecting Japanese and the Artaic famiry) is Roy Andrew Miiler,
whoseefforts, inspired by Murayama's works (see Miter r974), curminated in his
Japanese and the other Á!tait. Languages (l9'll)' which attempts to cstablish the
case for thc Altaic origin of Japanese. Murayama and Milrer, both trained as
comparativists, attach the greatest significance to the comparative data. Howevcr,
supporting evidencc for the sound correspondences arrived at ís not always pro-
vided in sufficient quantity and what is offered is often controversiar (see bcrow).

Miller (1971) offers wide-ranging sound correspondences of both vowers and
consonants among Artaic ranguages and Korean ranguages (proto-, Middre, an.
Modern Korean) as weil as old Japanese and Modern Japanese, attributing each
corrcspondence to the proto-Artaic phonemes reconstructed by poppe ( r g60). The
followíng are sample correspondences of selected vowels in first sy|lables. (See
Chapter for the representative Old Japanese syllables.)

(2) pA }a *o +u *e

OJ a o, ci ?lo, ?
Jaou/oa

(4) Old Japanese
yama < +daban

AItaíc languages
Mongol daba-,to cross a
mountain'
dabagan (colloquial dan,an), ridge,
Tungus dawakít,ridge,

so

*g

k

*č *Ť

*c *z

sy

*n*
*n in

nn

*s *y *m

*s *Y *m

sym
(pA: proto_Alraic, AJ : Archaic(proto-?)Japanese, OJ : Old
Japanese)

Murayama (1973:205) offers the roilowing cognates iilustrating the _y:d corre-
spondence in the table.

'mountain'

a closc affinity between Japanese and Korean. The following table lists a

5 Genetic afiliation

yasu-mi < rdasa'

'bY controlling'
yopa < * doppa < * dol2a'night'

yo <*d 'Íour'

yu < *d l'hot water'

yiis p- < *dasa-P'

'attire oneself'

Manchu dasa-'control'
M. Korean clasolri- 'control'

Tungus *dolba'night'

Mongol *dijrben

Tungus *diig n < *d -giln

Evenki dul-'(the sun) warms'

Lamut dul-'hot, warm (daY)'

Mongol dulagan 'warm'

Turkish yíltg'warm'

Manchu dasa-'PrePare'

M. Korean tasi < *das-i 'newlY'
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the grammatical elements, the discussion oí the old Japanese accusative

čle wo is most interesting in light of our own discussion of the development of
rjarticle within Japanese (Chapter I l). Murayama (1957) first compared this,

he believes to go back Io *wa, with thc Manchu accusative suffix - e and

'Tungus*.waf*wa.Miller(1971)etaboratesfurtheronthesecorrelations.He
out that both proto-Tungus +- c and old Japanese wo share the function

icating, in addition to objects, time and place, and that the Manchu accusative
_,_Ď" 

also marks a subordinate clause just as old Japanese po marks a

clause functioning as the object of a main clause' Murayama (1973)'

inting out further that the accusative suffix of Nanay (or Goldi) also has a

ion as an exclamatory particle, draws the conclusion that the modern Japanese

tive particte o and the topic particle wa, which are generally believed to have

from exctamatory, emphatic particle(s), are relatable to the proto-Manchu-

accusative particte rbal'ba, whose original function' Murayama believes,

io mark emphasis and exclamation Íather than a grammatical object'

fiS the above discussion on the Old Japanese particle wo indicates, a close affinity

J,apanese to Tungus has been hypothesized by both Murayama and Miller. Other

Éific languages of the Altaic family that are said to be closely related to Japanese

itUdC Mongol and Korean, if the latter were to be considered as an Altaic

1uage. Among the Japanese scholars, Ozawa Shigeo is perhaps the most ener-

promoter of a Japanese-Mongol connection, as represented by his effort

. .'whether one seeks the origins oÍJapanese toward the north or toward the south

below), everyone must acknowledge that the most systematic comparative

relating Japanese to a single other language is Martin (196 )' who, by

ing 320 sccming cognates and reconstructing their proto-forms, demon-
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sampling ol the sound correspondences and proto-Korean-Japanese rcconstruc_
tions offered by Martin:

(5) proto-k-J K J reconstructions Korean Japanese*p" p p>hw>h *pal(y)i 'bee' "per,MKperi *pati>hari
* . . b( . .) p b * syibxa .brushwood' 

ssph, MK sop siba
* . . mp( . .) p m * txumpye .claw' MK thop tume*v. . p # *vasyi .foot' 

pal < MK ,pal 
asi*ts c s *tsuldyi.line' cul sudi

* . .lĚ. . l k *swallye.liquor' sul' MK suul' sake*..s.. I s *masu.measure, mal <MK,mal masrl*i i i *jipye.house' cip yipé*yi ě i *cyic(yi).breasts' cěc tití*a a a *taxye.bamboo, 
ta < MK,tay take*wa u a *tsxwampu.cold, chuw/p samu_*u u u *pudye.brush, puscMK,put pude*c a <J u *pcnye.boat' pá < MK'pcy pťrne

(In the MK (Middre Korean) forms ' and '' indicate high and row rising
pitch accents, respectively, whereas in the Modern Korean forms, 

..marks

vower rength. In the Japanese forms, the stress mark indicates a high-pitched
syllable.)

Wbile Martin's work is a culmination of efforts that have a long history,
especially in Japan' reaching back to Aston (1879)' Óya (1889), o. lh. -o..thorough overall comparison of Kanazawa (19r0), criticisms and revisions have
been made by Miller (19 7b), Mathias (1g73),and Lee (1973), among others. The
major criticism of Martin's work centers on the use of primarily modern forms of
Japanese and Korcan rather than thc otdest forms for comparison. Attempts to
avoid such criticisms had been made prior to Martin's work by Murayama (r9 2)
and Lee ( 1963) in their comparison of ord Japanese and an order lorm of Korcan,
or at least a component assumed to contribute to the formation of Middre Korean
of the fifteenth century, the language of Kogury , spoken by northern Koreans
around the beginning of the christian era. Though we wirt not dweil on the question
of the Japanese-Korean connection here, since it is taken up in detair by Ho-Min
sohn's volume on Korean in this series, at the moment Korean is the singre mostlikely sister language candidate for Japanese. Thus, if the Korean-Altai"-"onn""-
tion is proved, the probability of the Artaic origin of Japanese wiil be considerabry
strengthened.

Taking all thesc considerations into account, Miiler (r97r:47) concrudes the

l0l
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chapter to his book by saying that: "the phonological and morpho-

in matters of precise detail that can now b establishcd

n ,upun"r" and Turkish' Mongol, and Tungus leave no reasonablc doubt

*ro.,eseisalatcr,changedlormoftheearlierlinguisticunitytowhich

E Mongot, and Tungus must also be referred; in other words' Japancse is

f on. or the Altaic languages." As to the original homeland of the Altaic

l[aa. Uitt., (1980:54) offers the Transcaspian steppe area' where a long series

[iíui'on' by the original Altaic speakers started that "would distribute the

liiiuoguug., across the Asian continent, from Turkey in the west to thc Pacific

i,i tt," .u.t. These migrations would cventually take them to the Japancsc

^r-- L:^.^i^^l --l^ri^-.kin nf lonqnnce
. . ." Miller (1971:tA) summarizes the historical relationship of Japancsc

Korean) to th Altaic languages in terms of Figure 5'l below'

iib Uitt..'. proposal is a reasonable one considering the past discussions by

and others regarding possiblc connections between Japancsc and Korean'

Japanese and Tungus, and between Japanese and Mongol' one would

unacceptable his regarding Middle Korean, Old Japanese' and Ryukyuan

on a par. As discussed in Chapter 9, the Japanese-Ry kyuan connection

transparent than that between Japanese and Korean, and Ry kyuan is

ionsidered to be a dialect (group) o[ Japanese by most Japanese scholars'

, in view ol the certainty of the relationships among the languages ol

lithio,qttui. groups oÍTurkic' Mongolian, and Tungusic' on the one hand' and

iélatlue remotcness of the relationships between Japanese and Korean and

nthesetothethreeAltaicgroups,onecannotsimplydismissStreet's
ibosal (19 2) - a suggestion also made by Poppe in his foreword to Millcr

t) - that proto-Korean-Japanese(-Ainu) is related to the Altaic lamily as a

iipr tanguage ol proto-Altaic, these togethcr forming proto'North-Asiatic'

most embarrassing probtem for anyone attempting to relate Japanese to thc

ie family or to Korean is the phonological discrepancy between the former and

.latter. Japanese, especiatly Old Japanese, basically has a CV syllable structure,

Altaic languages and Korean abound in closed syllables with a variety of

ble_final consonants. Also the vowel system oťJapanesc ofvarious historical

fages has been relatively simple in contrast to morc complex vowel systems lound

ti,.Áltui. or Korean. Though there is a hypothesis that old Japanese had cight

vels, most scholars believc that the stage of the eight-vowcl system was qurte

Šhort, arising from a four_ or fivc_vowel system of pre-Old Japanese and turning

the prescnt-day fivc-vowel system (scc chapter ). This kind of phonological

dlscrepancy and the difficulty of establishing convincing sound correspondences

significant quantity between Japanese and Altaic languages (and Korcan as

king researchers turn their attention to other languageswell) had the effcct o[ ma
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5 Gene tic affiliation

relativcly simpler phonological systems. From the geographic position of
ncse archipelago, whose southwestern tip extends toward Formosa, the

Austronesian habitat (see Map 2), Austronesian (or Malayo-

trfusian) languages were natural candidates lor comparison with Japanese.

l,titirc fumei's summary of the past research, quoted at the beginning of this

|flDter, points out theories that seek the origins of Japanese among Austronesian

and while there is the expression nanpoosetu'southern thcory' in the

, most serious works that attempt to compare Japanese and Austronesian

consider the Austronesian elcmcnts in Japanese to be primarily an

t03

lexical stock in the Japanese lexicon, maintaining in the main that

É.grammatical characteristics of Japanese are oí Altaic origin. That is, most

who speak o[ the southern origin of Japanese [all into the categories

who believe in either the southern substratum theory or the mixed-

age theory incorporating the southern substratum theory.

šhinmu'a (l908) is a precuÍsor ofthe present_day southern substratum theory

is non-technical general survey of the problem of the genealogy of Japanese,

ura concludes that it is indisputable that Japanese is related to Ural-Altiac,
ugh remotely, but suggests that the simple Japanese phonology is due to early

ling with the people of the South Pacific. On tbe other hand, Polivanov (1924)

izes the original formation of Japanese in terms of a hybrid of southern,

elements and western continental elements common to Korean and

Altaic languages. In other words, Japanese is said to be an amalgam of

following
and Altaic elements. In a footnote to his 1924 paper, Polivanov lists

"external similarities" that suggest the closeness of Japanese to

listronesian:

(6) a. typical bisyllabicity of the lexicat morpheme (kata, naka, etc.) and

monosyllabicity of the formal morpheme;

b. the presence (which differentiates Japanese from the fully suffixal

Altaic languages) of some prefixes in Japanese, this being an

Austronesian legacy since all the other, suffixal, morphology is

evidently of continental origin;

c. morphological ťunctions of (full and less than full) reduplication

in the most archaic layer of Japanese morphology;

d. simplicity of the vowel system and the absence of vowel harmony
(as we will see, "tone harmony" replaces it in Common Japanese);

e. musical Wortakzent:

f. the fact that open syllables are typical;
g. almost full identity of the very uncomplicated consonant system of

pre-Japanese and typical Polynesian (without paired voiced and in
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general without "paired" categories of phonemes); incidcntaily,
with three nasals m,n,and 7. And also some parallel developments:

h. the processof thelossof lipparticipationin *p: p>Í(rp)> h;cť.
Japanese pi > "fi > hi (gi) and polynesian ,apui > api > aJi > ahi.fire';

i. the secondary nature of the paired voiced semi-nasals (-á, nd, from
which Tokyo b, d came) which developed in Common Japanese
and, on the other hand, in Melanesian.

with rcgard to features (b) and (c), porivanov (r9rg) discusses rhe Japanesc
prefix ma-'very, reaily', which derives emphatic adjectives, e.g. ,brack, kuro:nta-
kkuro,'white' siro;ma-ssiro, 'inside' naka:ma-nnaka.dead cent r,. From the pair
of onomatopoeic adverbs such as pikka-ri and pika-pika.greaming,, porivanov
considers the long [geminateJ consonants involved inthe ma-prefixed aJjective forms(as well as in the -ri suffixed adverb forms) to be originally due to reduplication,
i'e' ma-kkuro < *ma-kukuro. This conjectured proto-ro rm fma + REDUpLrcArroN]
is identified with similar adjective formatíon patterns in Austronesian languagcs
such as the Tagarog adjective form, e.g. ma-butingburing.very good', tokano
ma- sak sak i t'sick', Melane sian nanuk unukl .soft,, manaenae.wilted,.

Both shinmura and porivanov find supporters in contcmporary Japan. In the
case ofthe southern substratum theory, Izui (r953) is perhaps the first systematic
formulation. Izui believes that there were various formative erements that contri_
butcd to the [ormation of Japanese. The Austronesian elements in Japanese shourd
be considered as old borrowings by Japanese that, among other language matcriars
from differcnt sources' contributed to the formation ofearry Japanese. The gcnear-
ogy of Japanesc must be sought in terms of the identification of one ranguage that,upon organizing the various contributing linguistic elements, had the eÍťect ofstamping its linguistic character on Japanese. ln rzui's thinking there is only oncgenealogical line, whereas there have been many sources of ranguage materiars thatcontributed to the formation of Japanese. Genearogicary,rzuiberieves, Japaneseis northern or continentat. (rzui invested considerabre effort in rerating Japaneseto the Uralic family.)

lzui's work has played a number of important roles in the subsequent work inthis area' Firstly, as pointed out above, it has given the so-cated Austronesianelements in Japancsc the status of a substratum of Japanese. secondry, rzui hasshown sound correspondcnccs between certain Japanese words and Austronesiancorrespondents, though he has becn firm that these sound correspondcnces shourdnot bc taken as an cxercise in estabrishing a genetic relationship; th"y are mcunt toshow the nature of regularity between the borrowed items and thei. ,ou... *.,r,..And finally, Izui's work has had thc cffect of turning rcsearchers, 
"r*",,." u.-

5 Genetic affiliation

y genealogical issue to the problems regarding the formation of Japanese'

, as discussed below, more and more researchers are interested in investi-

the nature oÍthe entire formation of Japanese, rather than simply attempting

Austronesian-Japanese correspondences include thc following (MP :
-Polynesian):

(7) MPrn-ln
*nam-nam'to taste': Batak n am'natn'to taste with thc lips, to lick',

Tagalog nam-nam'taste', Melanesian (Sa'a) na-na 'Ío eat' '
Japanese namu'to lick', na in sakana'fish'
*i-num'lo drink': Tagalog, Chamorro 'inum, Batak'inum, inum'

Malay mi-num, etc. - Japanese nomu 'to drink'

MP*1-Jn
*buga, barla 'flower': Batak, Malay buga'flowet,' Tagalog buga

'fruit', Chamorro baga 'flower', etc. - Japanese hana (<*pana)

'flowe r'

MP*p- J+p>(P,F),h
;put'ag''navel': Tagalog pusod, Batak pusok, lavanese pusar,

Malay pusat, etc. _ Japanese áoso'navel'

MP *r'- J s
*r'abah'watered rice paddy, swamp': Malay' Javanese sawah

'paddy', Batak saba 'paddy', ctc. - Japanese sawa'swamp'
*al'al 'shaltow': Javanese asal 'shallow', Cham asil 'small"

Melanesian (Sa'a) ma-ata'dry up and shrink" Samoan m-csa

'shallow', etc. - Japanese asa'shallowness'

MP *d- I t, d (?'l

*dakep 'to cuddte': Malay dakap 'cuddl(ing)', BaLak dahop

'cuddl (ing)', Tagalog dakip' to mai ntain', etc. - Japanes e daku' to

cuddle'?
,, ,

,l.,-..Th. g'."t popularizer o[the southcrn substratum theory is Óno (l957)' who

the lormation of Japanese as follows. During the Jomon period (8000'

BC-400 BC), a tanguage of southern origin with a phonological system likc

ian languages was spoken in Japan. As the Yayoi culturc was introduced

<iiJápan from the Asiatic continent (around 300 BC)' a language of southern Korea

With thc Altaic grammatical structure and vowel harmony began to spread cast-

lid from Ky sy along with the eastern spread of this culture, which introduced

Japan the cultivation of rice, iron and bronze implements, and other continental

I05

ácts. Since the migration from Korea was not large_scale, thc ncw languagc
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did not eradicate certain older lexical items, tbough it was able to change thegrammaticar structure of the existing language. Thus, geneticaily Japanese must besaid to be Altaic, though it contains Austronesian rexicar residues, which account
for the scarcity of thc Altaic cognates in the Japanesc lexicon.

Óno's view is more radical than lzui's in that he considers the southern elerngn15
in Japanese to be not merery due to borrowing. In his view an Austroncsian
language was once spoken in the Japanese archipelago. ono (lggoa) maintains hissouthern substratum thcory despite Miiler's (r974:4ilg)criticism that ..ail 

substra_
tum theories are essentially and fatally circular" - Miller, in this review, incorrectly
identífies ono's formutation as involving "an Altaic substratum now largely ob-scured by many subsequent accretions, particurarry by Marayo-porynesian ere-ments'' (p. a58). In fact, Óno is now one of the leading scholars advancing theJapancse-Dravidian (especiaily Tamil) connection. ono,s tatest view ( r 9g0a) sub-
scribes to the concept ofa murti-rayered formation of Japanese. According to ono,s
summations ( r gg0a 

: 93, r 0g- r 0), the earriest Japanese of the period around g000
BC had a simpre phonorogy with four vowets and vower-ending sytabres (?) - lhis
was perhaps an Austronesian (or papuan) ranguage. In the middre of the Jomonperiod (3500 BC)' proto-Tamir, accompanying theeastward migration of the Tamirpeople' was funnered into Japanese bringing with it many words rerating tofarming' e'g' J ine:T ner 'rice prant', ! wasa'.T paccai 'earry ripening (rice),, J
Fatake : T patukar'ptowed fierd'. And then around 300 BC (the beginning or thcYayoi period) a Kogury -type Altaic language arrived in Japan via Korea bringing
with it Altaic characteristics such as vowcr harmony, which rasted untir thc eighthcentury but was doomed to die out in the ninth century because proto-Tamil
speakers, to whom vowel harmony was foreign, were more numerous than the
newcomcrs.

Though lno's Austronesian-Dravidian-Artaic confluence may strike one as
being quite farfetched, Shiba (r9g0), another promoter of a Japanese-Dravidian
conncctíon, points out that Dravidian languages and Ural_Altaic languages share
a large number of similarities in thc first prace. Thus, most otthe features that have
been cnumcrated as those features shared by Japanese and ural-Artaic languages,such as Fujioka's listed in (r) earrier und oth".r, are arso rargely shared by
Dravidian languages, indicating not onry the possibirity of the Japanese-Dravidian
connection but also that of the Dravidian-(urar-)Artaic connection - the ratter,
according to shiba, being arso contempratcd by Dravidian and Artaic speciaristssuch as R. Caldwell, T. Burrow, M.B. Emeneau, K. Menges, and K. Bouda. Shibaalso points out that Dravidian languagcs show similarities to Austroasiatic andAustronesian ranguages in the fortowing respccts: (a) there u." ,r,.." lo.ori-"r,medial, distal) scries of demonstratives, (b) many body-part words ,ío* ,i.i_

5 Genetic affiliation

(c) phonologically Dravidian and Austroncsian languagcs share many

Óno's hypothesis emphasizes the layered nature oÍ thc formation of

eil,Murayumu (1973), inter alia, morc closcly subscribes to Polivanov's

oi mixed-language hypothcsis. As indicated by the discussion above,

iriu *u' one oí the foremost supporters ol the hypothesis connecting

to Altaic, especially Tungusic, languages. However, in the middle of

i discovered Polivanov and began to advance the latter's idea of Japanese

i,fnixed language ol Austronesian/Austroasiatic and Altaic strains. Poppe

to Miller (1971) also introduces Polivanov's hybrid language

isis, adding that "it is quite possible that Japanesc does havc a Malayo-

stratum. In thc cvcnt that scvcral strata can bc established in Japanese,

i.work would be affected insignificantly and would retain its validity with

to the Altaic stratum in Japanese" (p. xi). Whereas Miller in the text has

to say in response to this benign view, Ono's and Murayama's works can

as directly aiming at such a possibility by going beyond the AItaic

in search ol those other elements that may have contributed to the forma-

the oldest form of Japanese. While all these scholars agree on the presence

li{ltaic stratum in Japanese' both Óno and Murayama think that the study

;po-ssible Altaic stratum alonc, though by no means exhaustively explored,

ilot solve the questions regarding the origins of Japancsc, as evidenced by

l6,ma's coníession: "t myselÍ had been thinking that the problem of the

o[Japanese would be resolved by means olcomparative Altaic linguis-

but'I have reached the conclusion that it cannot be resolved unless thc prc-

iO[a thick Austronesian substratum is taken into consideration" (Murayama

Murayama keeps using the term Austroncsian substratum, his view of
language is more than having a large number of foreign words intcgrated

nother languaBe as a substratum or a loan-word component - a situation

common. What Murayama has in mind is a language whose mor'
involves elements deriving from two (or more) different languages - a kind

that Meillet (1925) declares not to havc been found.
ayama (1973) relers to the work of a Russian linguist who has reported a

r'of the typc of mixed language he has in mind. The casc in point is an

-Russian hybrid spoken on the island of Mcdnyy in the Bering Sea off the
ťÍtc,hatka Peninsula. Due to the influence of the Russian brought to the island
RuŠsian hunters. some of whom remained and married Aleut women, the Aleut

of thc island adopted the Russian system of verb inflection complctely

to7

Mednyy Aleut has a mixed verbal morphology of Aleut stems and Russian
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inflectional ndings, whereas pure Aleut has been maintained in the other
Komandorskiye island of Beringa, where no Russians settred. Murayama berievcs
that the Japanese inflectional paradigm exhibits some forms that are made up injust the way Mednyy Aleut has developed its verbal paradigm.

Murayama (r984) maintains that there is both Artaic and Austronesian stock
among the Japanese verb roots, whereas the inflectional cndings are of Artaic
origin. That Austronesian roots inffect in terms of the Artaic (Tungusic, Korean)
inflectional endings is taken as evidence showing that Japanese invorves an
Austronesian substratum and an AItaic superstratum rather than the other way
around. According to Murayama, the Austronesian verb stock includes: *,se 

<*asa-i 'to become shailow, to righten (as of a coror)' (proto-Austronesian *ar ar
'being shallow'\, atari < I(]-ri 'to hit' (the verbalized form of ata ,ťoe, 

revenge')
(proto-Austronesian *ha(n)dp,frontage'), ndbari < ndba_ri.hiding, < *Nitamba_
(proto-Austronesian *ra(n) bag,hiding,), rumi < tum_i < *d,ump_i,pluck, (proro-
Austronesian *d'amput 'prucking'), and watari < wata-ri.ford' (the verbarized
form of v)aÍa < twat'a'ocean') (Polynesian wasa < *wat'a ,ocean,). (For proto-
Austronesian forms, Murayama depends on o. Dempworff's reconstructions.)

on the other hand, the foilowing and others are said to berong to the Artaic ve rb
stock: rpi < ip-i 'to say' (Middle Korean lp .mouth'), nuki < nuk_i .to doff,
(Tungusic luk-, nuk-'to doff'), *tiki ,to get up' < * k _i < *iiga_ (Mongol tigecle'on top', Tungus ugi.top',iigili,on top', Middle Korean uh < *dg,top,),rurupi <*ulup-i'moisture, damp' (Evenki ulap_ ,to become wet,, Lamut u!ap_, ulup- ,to
become wet'. etc.), wari < wa'ri 'to break, to smash'(proto-Tungus *wa- .to kilr,
to destroy'). The Japanese (reconstructcd) verb forms shown here are in the
adverbial (nominarized) form with the inffectionar endings of -i or -ri. These
endings, Murayama claims, are Artaic in origin; -i corresponds to the nominariz-
ing suffix -i in A'taic ranguages, and -ri finds its Artaic anarog in the Mongor
suffix -rr, which forms nominars representing the rocation or resurt of an action.As for the írrealis forms (see Chapter l0 for the Japanese inflectional categorics),
Murayama posits -ra, whose origin is identified with the Tungusic -ra, which
attaches to the predicative aorist form. with regard to the concrusive form, Mura-yama believes it to originate from the combination of the adverbial (or nominar)form and *wu'to be'' This *wu is said to be rerated to the Ry kyu an *wum, whichis thc conclusive ending that attaches to the adverbiar form. Furthermore, *w''
goes back to the proto-fo rm *bii-m, The bii- is then identified with the Momgor bri_'to have', Tungus bi-si < *bii-si-.to have,, Middle Korean rsi_ < *wisi- < *bi.ri-.
The -m portion of *wum is identified with the AItaic nominalizing affix -n.

Now' while these inflectionar endings originating from the Rrtii. .ou.c. attuctto vcrb roots of both Altaic and Austronesian stocks, the combination of unAustronesian root and an Altaic suffix produces a kind or mo.pnotoj"Ji ,n,-,",
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,yu.uyuru believes characterizes the earliest lorm of Japanese as a mixed

uáge' tn Murayama's view then, forms such as watari (<wata-ri)'to ford-

nsnr-'. watara ( < wala'ra|to ford-tnnneLts', wataru (wata-ru < r wata-rjum <

i-wu-m < *wata-ri-bii-m) 'to ford-cot'lcl.usrvE are mixed morphology par
'iilionre. On the basis o[ his cxamination of what appear to be Austronesian

,hological traits, e.g. morphological derivation involving the prefix *maN-

iásoonding to proto_Austronesian tma-,in pre-old Japanese, Murayama be-

rei that the Austronesian contribution to the lormation of Japanese is not a

sase of lexical borrowing or of an inert substratum; rather, the Austrone'

,el.rn.ntr had a far more active participation in the formation of early Japa-

ln other words, Japanese is an Austronesian-Altaic mixed language by

ile both Óno and Murayama subscribe to the tÍaditional view that the

ian and the Altaic etements form a substratum and a superstratum,

ivelv. this view has not been universally accepted among those who subscribe

í-:ihe substratum or the mixed-language theory. Kawamoto (l980)' for example'

i believes that Japanese was an Austronesian-Altaic mixed language at the time

íasformed' but he thinks that it is the Altaic traits' e.g. SoV word order. that

a substratum. His reasoning is based on his observation that, while a strong

forming a superstratum tends to impose its vocabulary on a weaker,

ted language, in the case of Japanese there are not as many Altaic words

from a theory incorporating an Altaic superstratum.

Murayama is not the only convert from the straightforward Altaic hypothesis

the origins of Japanese. Among the most notable is G Minoru, who, líke

, is an accomplished Altaic specialist. With the background of his fifty

rrs oť Altaic studies, co ( l980) believes that the genealogy of Japanese remains

as it is, and that Japanese must be compared (simultaneously?) with

languages. He has performed one such comparison, examining the 200

s.rds of the Swadesh basic vocabulary across the six languages/language families

have been said to be related to Japanese, namely, Korean, Ainu, Altaic,

':Austronesian, Dravidian, and Papuan. The result was that both Dravidian and
.,P,..apuan language groups show a greater similarity to Japanese than that exhibited
b-stween Japanese and Austronesian or between Japanese and Altaic languages.

,éncouraged by this and by the shared typological features, G has been pursuing
a:possible Japanese-Papuan genetic relationship.

.",,,.Whereas the Altaic-Austronesian combination hypotheses are morc concerned
:Vith the total formation of Japanese than with the straightforward identification

i gf the genealogy of Japanese, there have atso be n attempts, like G 's, to establish

-lr'genetic rclationship between Japanese and specific language familics of South

t09

Asia. Among these latter attempts, the Tibeto-Burman family figures prominently.
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Parker (1939) is the most well-known and ambitious early attempt to comparc a
wide range of grammatical elements, including pronouns and ci.se particles as wcll
as more general typological features, of Japanese with ribeto-Burman languagcs.
Despite his confident assertion that great Tibeto-Burman and secondary Mon-
Khmer influences are seen in the Japanese Iexicon as well as in the syntax and that
the relationship between Tibeto-Burman and Japanese is similar to that between
Anglo-saxon and English, his crude methodotogy - a characterisric not uniquc ro
this work - has, like other works-, not succeeded in entirely convincing other
serious scholars. However, some thirty years later, Níshida Tatsuo, a Tibcto-
Burman specialist, began to seriously pursue the possibility o[a Japanesc-Tibero-
Burman conncction.

with full recognition of the possibility that Japanese reccived influences rtom a
numberoflanguagesbeforeitreachedtheordJapanesestage,Nishida(r97g, 

r9g0)
presents the bold hypothesis that Japanese is a member of the Tibeto-Burman
family, in which Japanese occupies the position of a crassicar ranguagc arong with
Tibetan. Nishida's strategy is (a) to establish, from the Tibeto-Burman perspectrvc,
the oldest Japanese forms or the morphophonemic (i.e. underrying) old Japanese
forms, which can bc systematicalry compared with the Tibeto-Burman protoforms,
and (2) to relate such forms to the attested ord Japanese forms. This is nor an
orthodox comparative method, which goes back "bottom up" from the avairabre
(and reconstructed intermediatc) forms, and which, by way of showing the prausi-
bility of the reconstruction, traces the historical dcvelopmcnt. Nishida, instcad,
first assumes the Tibeto-Burman origin of Japanese and tries to prove his assump-
tion by showing how ord Japanesc forms dcveroped from thc hypothesized originar
Japanese forms comparable to their Tibeto-Burman cognatcs. If the hypothesized
forms are plausible and their subsequcnt developments down to ord Japanese are
shown to be systematic and prausible (from the known facts of historicar change),
then Nishida thinks that his position is just as good as one arrived at by thc
comparative method. Níshida's position comes from his belief that the genealogy
of Japanese cannot bc established by the regurar comparativc method, which has
been highly successful in Indo-European and a number of other ranguage famiries
(see below for a related discussíon).

Anyone who knows anything about Tibeto-Burman or the rarger group of sino-
Tibetan is struck by the predominantly monosytabic character of the morphemes
among the languages of this group. on the other hand, Japanese, as pointcd out
by Polivanov (see above), favors the disyllabic morphemc shape. How does Nishida
reconcile this glaring discrcpancy? Nishida berieves that there were two major
processes that convertcd thc originaily monosyrtabic (pre-Japanese) morphemes
into disyllabic Japanesc forms. one is the expansion of a 

"on.onun, .,uJ,.r. o,
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scfting a vowel characteristically harmonic to the stem vowel in the middle of a

cluster, original monosyllabic morphemes were converted into disyllabic
e.g. Old Japanese Fana'nose'is related to Tibetan snc'nose'in this manner.

other process of deriving disyllabic words is the compounding of monosyllabic
The Japanese word musi'worm, bug' is analyzed as arising from mu

' and si 'worm' in view of the corresponding Tibetan hbu-srin 'worm', which

compound form oť hbu 'worm' and srin 'worm'. Among those words that were
by the first, predominant process, Nishida lists the following:

(8) Tibeto-Burman Archaic/Old Japanese
+gruldru

* dri
*gral

I sgro
4s-kum-

+s-tor-

+d-gar-

*s-kram-

Íuru kror-kra (Burmese)'crane

lil

tiri
kura

dr i- ma (T ibetan)'dust'
gral (T ibetan)'seat, rank'

Fukuro sgro (Tibetan)'bag'
sukum-Fu skum-pa(Tibetan)'shrink'
sulur-Fu stor-ba(Tibetan)'lose'
wakar-Fu dgar-ba(Tibetan)'separate'
Fukuram-Fu skrang-ba(Tibetan)'inflate'

l"ike Murayama and others, Nishida also considers correspondences in morpho-
structure very important, for wholesale borrowing of complex morphologi-

patterns is far less likely than that of separate words. Nishida thus shows the
ndences in inflected verbal forms as well as some derivative processes. For
the Old Japanese (underlying) conctusive ending ofthe verb is said to be

on the basis of correspondence with the Tibeto-Burman basic verbal ending

lt"po tOl *sak-Fu: Tibetan fuchang-pa 'to split (intr.)'), whereas the adverbial end-
.f(:re) corresponds to Tibetan -s(-le) (OJ sak-i-!e : Tibetan bshag-s-te <

iíbchag-s-te'to split (tr.)'). (The change of -s to _i is said to be seen elsewhere in
iifibetan: e.g. written Tibetan gos'clothes' > goi > g ij > khti (low tone).)

rr.fs an example o[ the correspondences in the morphology of verbat derivatives,
compares the following causative formation pattern between Old Japanese

Tibetan, where the suffixes *-bya'to do' (Tibetan) and -sl < +-Ísrr .to do' (oJ)
said to correspond.

(9) Non-causative: 'take shelter'
Tibetan +sdo-d-(-pa) > sdod-pa
OJ (ya)dor-Fu

Causative:'give shelter'

Tibetan *sdo-d-bya > sdod(-par)-byed-pa < *bya-ed-pa

OJ (ya)do'su < *do-r-tsu
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Non_causative: .to fall, to Íain'
Tibctan *prefbu-d(-pa) > !1bud-pa
OJ Fur-Fu
Causative; 'to drop, to make it rain'
Tibetan *prefbu-d-bya > hbud(par)byed-pa < *bya-ed_pa

OJ Fur-a-su < *Fur-Fa_tsu

correspondences of the above and other types that range over a wide area o[
morphology such as inflections and derivations have led Nishida to believe that
they constitute strong evidence that Japanese is a member of the Tibeto-Burman
family. Though Nishida's attempts have been criticized by Miller (r9g0: rgg), who
says: "hís work is distinguished by its extremely careless citation of Japanese formsand their mcanings, as welr as by its totar disregard of the historicar principre inlinguistics," such characteristics are by no means unique to Nishida,s work, as theyapply, especially the first point made by Miiler, to other works incruding Miiler,s
own attempts. rndeed, Miiler's criticism of Nishida's work iiluminates rhe root ofthe difficulty in arriving at a consensus regarding the origins of Japanese among
the scholars in the field.

Miller (1980) raments the rack of acceptance among his Japanese colreagues orwhat he considers to be the western consensus on the matter, namery that Japanese
is genetically rerated to the Altaic famiry. Miter identifies two caus s for this; (a)ignorance on the part of Japanese schorars of foreign achievements in this area,which are mostry pubrished in European languages, and (b) unfamiriarity on thepart of Japanese schorars with the method of comparative ringuistics. As for thefirst point, it is surprising that such criticism comcs from Miiler himserf, whosebooks (19 7, 197r, as wet as r9g0) have rong been transrated into Japanese andcirculated widery in Japan. In fact, Nishida tatruo performed the rore of editoriarsupervision over the transration of Miiler (lg7r); his recent arguments for theTibeto-Burman case, thus, reflect not his ignorance of western schorarship butthe failure of Miiler's work to convince him. As for Miiler,s second point regardingthe comparative method, it cannot apply to scholars like Murayama, who wastrained as a comparativist in Berrin, or to a schorar of Nishida,s cariber, whosehistorical work in the Tibeto-Burman area commands high respect among spcciar-ists in the ficld. We thus need to look elsewhere in identiťying causes for the lackof conscnsus or the major obstacrcs that have prevcnted a sorution from emergingthat is successful enough to convínce the specialists in the field as well as theJapanese public' who are keenry interested in the origins orthe Japanese ranguageand of thcmselves.
Thc problem is mainly me thodological. The comparative method, a most usefuland succcssful toor in historicar ringuistics, rcries on coBnate sets, and its usefurness
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as the difficulty of establishing cognate sets between the languages

increases. A major problem faced by scholars investigating the genetic

ip of Japanesc is rooted in the difficulty in establishing cognate scts. One's

I for a given cognate set is likely to be met with skepticism and counter-

ls. As pointcd out earlier, people have been most successful in establishing

sets between Japanese and Korean. Martin (196 ) offers some 320 sets of
cognates, but he is admirably and refreshingly candid about their plausi-

on both formal and semantic grounds. In the hundred-word Swadesh list, he

"twenty items that show the proper correspondences to be cognates and about

we have little doubt" (pp. l9 -7). ln the case of comparisons involving other

reliable cognate sets are cxtremely small in number. lndeed, when one

the works that compare Japanese with Altaic languages, one is struck

the scarcity ofevidence presented [or cognate sets and sound correspondences.

is only to be cxpected in view of the fact that even among the three Altaic
of Turkic, Mongolian, and (Manchu-)Tungusic, scarcity of reliable cognate

is a cause for the controversy over whether these three groups should be seen

forming a linguistic unity.
.. his review o[ Miller ( I97l ), Mathias (1912:285) remarks: "while the range of

correspondences is indicated ... very little detail or evidence is presented."

correspondences are presented, their validity can be easily questioned on
thg.;basis of phonetic and/or semantic ill-correspondence. Again, to quotc lrom

ias's review of Miller, "ten correspondences cited as evidence lor a certain
law, whose 'phonetic and semantic correspondences .. . leave virtually no

:'ťoilm for reasonable doubt'(pp. ll5-l9), only three or four struck this reader

,:tl athiasl as better than very unlikely" (pp. 286-7). Murayama (1972),apparently

"ť!!9ussing 
the same ten coÍrespondences that Mathias alludes to, evaluates Miller's

ta{empt thus: "Among these ten [sets of] examples very few are suitable for
i.,postulating the correspondences [of forms involving proto-Altaic */, and Old

panese s] .. ., and thereíore the author's attempt to compare Mo. [Mongolian]
7ď1:purple', Tkm. [Turkmen] yá.íil'green'on the one hand, and J. [Japanese] nasi
:[pear'] and J. nasubi 'eggplant' on the other, cannot be considered successful"
:(p.4 ).

,i ,.Similar situations are commonplace in various other attempts to relate Japanese
to other languages. Thus, Miller (1974), in turn, criticizes Murayama's (1973)

='.ě-tymological gymnastics in associating Japanese mimi'ear' to Austronesian words
,r.m-eaning'vulva' as "a little unlikely, to say the lcast" (p. 100).

,.,'. The difficulty in keeping semantic discrepancy to a controlled range in the search
',;fÓr cognates is a recurring problem in onc attempt aftcr another, and its extent can
:ttc illustrated by the controversy between Murayama and Óno over the |atter's

',.aitempt to relate the Japanese word fati' fatti (Fati, Faíti?)'rompish girl, beggar,

I l3
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menstruation' with Tamil /a/íi 'lawless, unbridled person, theft, prostitutg'.
Murayama (1981) thinks that ono fails to consider the history of Japanese fully,
and suggests that these should not be considered as cognates. ln the first place,
Murayama points out, the Japanese torms lati or fatti are not attested in old
Japaneše nor found in a standard dictionary of Modern Japanese. Murayarn6
thinks that Óno culled these forms from TojÓ's dialect dictionary, which lists áol1
'rompish girl' (Wakayam a,lsaka), hati, hatti'beggar'(Óita, Kagoshima), and hatr
'mcnstruation'(Nrgata, Nagano). Murayama believes that these are three s parate
words with etymologies ol their own. In his opinion, hati, hatti meaning .beggar,

comes from the Sanskrit paua(m) 'bowl, container'- used by Buddhist monks in
religious mendicancy. The word hati for 'rompish girl' is said to be related to
chinese *pat'eigbt'. As for hati'menstruation', Murayama suggests a connection
with ti 'blood'. Now, Óno (1982) replies by saying that comparisons of wide_
ranging meanings in both derivative and dialectal forms of rami I patti andJapancse
hati, hatti reveal a great deal of semantic overlaps that justify his considering them
to be cognates. Óno points out the following semantic parallels, where parenthetic
identifications illustrate localities where the Japanese forms in question are used
with the given meanings:

(10) Tamil patti
straying bull

Japanese hati, hatti
someone shunned (Shizuoka),
imperfect pair (Akita)

deceit, defrauder deceit, lie (Shizuoka)
harlot, prostitute tustful woman, prostitute

(Shimofusa, Ósaka' Edo)
unbridlcd person describes deprecatively a woman who does not

obey her parents
(Ósaka' Nara' Wakayama, okayama, Nigata,
Yamagata)

The question of whether one is persuaded by Óno's method of identifying
cognates aside, thc above controversy raises an imporrant, and in fact fundamcntar,
question regarding thc comparison of two ranguages in generar and the compara-
tive method in particular. That is, what is a varid basis for comparison? In the
above example, Óno compares contemporary diaIect forms of Japanese with a
Tamil word' but is such comparison permissibre? Also, even the varidity of the
entire languages bcing compared is qucstionable. For example' Óno (l957:l00'
1980a:71) noticcs that polynesian ranguages and ramil both have five vowels, a,
i, u, e, o, and says that this and other phonorogicar characteristics are extremery
similar to thc phonologicat characteristics olJapanese. But Óno knows bctter than
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that Old Japanese may have had eight vowels and pre-Old Japanese four

(see Chapter ). It is only the central dialects of Japanese after the tenth

ry that have consistently had five vowels. In fact, since Óno (l980a) believes,

basis of evidence from internal reconstruction, that the oldest Japanese

I system involves four vowels of a, i, u, o (see Chapter ), and since Dempwolff

rcconstructs four vowels of a, i, u,a, for proto-Austronesian, Ono's point

have been be(ter made when Japanese and Austronesian were compared at

stage.

lVs have atready noted that Martin's ( 1 96 ) comparison of Japanese and Korcan

l,been criticized because he used modern forms, as opposed to Old Japanese

Middle Korean materials. lndeed, the comparative method involves successive

ison ofolder forms ofpotential daughter (proto-)languages. Thus, given a

connecting Japanese to proto-Altaic, like that of Miller, which was

ically represented in Figure 5. I on page 102, one expects a comparative

ist proposing such a hypothesis to first reconstruct proto-Korean-Japanese

ihe basis of OId Japanese and Middle Korean materials, and then compare this

with proto-Tungusic so as to reconstruct proto-Tungusic-Korean-

and so on before ultimately reaching the reconstructed form of proto-

Of course, no one, including Miller, has been able to do such a work.

, one can expect of Miller, a true believer in the comparative method (see

), to be at least consistent with the comparative method by using proto-

n-Japanese, as, e.8., reconstructed by Martin (19 ), and to be consistent

regard to the Japanese materials he employs. Miller ostensibly uses Old
materials in his comparison, but many forms he cites are modern forms

i attested in Old Japanese, i.e. not listed in Omodaka et al.'s dictionary of Old
upon which Miller rclies heavily. For example, one of the high points in

(1971) is the establishment ol correspondences between the Old Turkish

root final / : s opposition (seen in tol-'be (become) íull' : ros- 'make full') and

Japanese root-final opposition in terms of r : s (as in lar-u 'suffice' : ,as-a 'make

ng) sufficient'), which reflects the transitivity distinction of certain verb

The forms ending in llr are intransitive (endoactive) and those ending in s/s
transitive (exoactive). Miller (1971: 135) proposes the following correspon-

on the basis of additional Japanese forms such as wor-u'be, exist' ; wos-u

over,command',kar-u'borrow':kas-u'lend',Fur-u'falldown': Fus-u'place,
(something) face down', as well as forms such as kiy-u 'disappear' ; kes-u

;lgxtinguish', moy-u'burn' i mos-u 'burn (something)'.

(l l) pA *talol- (endoactive) pA*tafolr- (exoactive)

I t5

OT tol-

OJ tar-

toš-

tas-
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As noted above, this is one of the high points in Millcr (1971), as it has arrracred
theattentionof several reviewers(Murayama 1972,Bynon 1973, Unger 1973), and
as it leads Miller to conclude that: "The correspondence in different items of detail
exhibited by these forms alone would probably be sufficient to demonstrate the
genetic relationship of Japanese to old rurkish, and by extension to the Altaic
languages in general ..." (p. 135). However, as also noticed by Murayama (1972),
the forms tas-u (the very form identified as oJ by Miller as in ( I I )), kes-u, and mo.s-u
are not attested in old Japancse. Murayama believes that thcy are later develop_
ments within Japanese in the manner of e.g. tas- < tar-a-s-n, and that thc -.r-

involved here, which changes an intransitive verb to a ransitive verb, should be
compared with the Japanese verb s-t .to do'.

These illustrations suffice to show the difficulty the researchers in the field face
in establishing cognates. The comparative method, of course, does not stop at the
stage of cognate identification; sound correspondences and sound laws must be
postulated so that protoforÍns can be reconstructed and related to their dcscendant
cognate lorms in a systematic manner. The reason that no one is convinced by
anyon else's theory on the genealogy ofJapanese lies precisely in the absence of
this ever more important step in historical linguistics. The past works at most
compare seeming cognates that show correspondences oí individual sounds rathcr
than those systematic correspondences that yield sound laws accounting for not
only the correspondences of initial or other individual sounds but also whole
syllables and ultimately entire morphemes. Recognizing this kind ollimitation even
in the works dealing with Japanese and Korean, Óe (l978)' a specialist in Altaic
and Korean linguistics, concludes his review of the literature thus: ..To summarize,
there are lorms that show resembrances, if examined separatery, but we are unabrc
to capture the similarities and differences between them systematically in terms of
laws o[sound correspondence; accordingly, there are still problems to be resorved
belore we can recognize them [the seeming cognatesJ as those corresponding to the
protoforms from which they arose. That is, we are still not in a position to be able
to explain the fundamentals o[ the linguistic structures of the two [Japanese and
Korean] in terms ol developments from a common protolanguage.,,

Óe's sober assessment of the state o[ the art concerns the Japanese_Korean
relationship, which is considered by many to be the most prausibre. one can thus
infer how primitive other attempts may be when viewed from the perspective of
the comparative mcthod. lt is because of the difficulty in assembling reliablc
cognate sets and in drawing sound raws of any varidity that Nishida (see above)
and others have turned away from the comparative method as a major toor in
search of the origins of Japanese. The limitations of the comparative method are
felt not only in relation to Japanese but also in other areas. For exampre, Forey

il 5 Genetic ffiliation

:209-300), in deating with Papuan languages that show extensive cross-

points out that: 
..As the comparative method, with its sorting of cognates

is deeply grounded in the family tree model, its application to

iiln lunguug.r is no mean problem, and suggests that some major rethinking

method itself may be needed for these languages." Another area is the Altaic

itself. whereas most scholars believe that the three Altaic subgroups of

Mongolian, and (Manchu-) Tungusic each form a unity of their own, some

that these three groups can be combined to form the Altaic unity representa-

iin t..rr of proto-Altaic. Miller ( 197 I : 9) thinks that: "To follow these critics

Itaic is to abandon the findings and techniques of the comparative

. lt is to hold that lndo-European too - as well as proto-Algonquian, and

the many other earlier linguistic unities that have been recovered through its

ions - is a false and misteading figment of the scholarly imagination."

; those who are questioning the applicability of the comparative method

not the usefulness of the method as a whole, but its usefulness in relation

language groups. The comparative method developed where it was

successfutly applicabte, i.e. in the Indo-European field, where sister Ianguages

a large number of cognates of high transparency. But where such cognates

fiard to identify, the usefulness of the comparative method diminishes. Thus,

(1986:229) concludes his discussion on the probtems of comparative linguis-

in Papuan tanguages by saying that: "The major point is that all traditional

of the comparative method can be applied to Papuan languages at a relativcly

level. but as the relations of a deeper level become the centre ol intercst,

icat comparison and reconstruction must assume a progressively greater

in establishing genetic relations."

Ťhe likelihood of an enormous time depth lying between the time of Old Japane se

the time when it was in close affinity with other languages is perhaps the major

áson why the comparative method has not been as effective as in other situations

languages of recent splits. Another íactor is that, due to several successive

,|6ídings ofdifferent cultural groups in the Japanese archipelago, Japanese in origin
r$ay very well have been a mixed language in the Polivanov-Murayama sense. The

giistence o[ mixed languages has been reported increasingly in recent years (e.g.

:: ley (1986) on Papuan languages, and Nishida (1978) on Tibeto-Burman lan-

I ,guages). whereas the concept of genetic relationship is compatible with the concept

Óf a mixed language (cf. earlier discussion on Izui's work), it is reasonablc to assumc

that finding the answer to the original formation of Japanese may require more

than thc comparative method. Especialty needcd is a better understanding of the

,,.t! ann.. in which different languages come into contact and form a new unified

ll7

.štructure' In this regard, much can be expccted from recent progress (c.g. Bickerton
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l98l) in the theory ofthe processes otpidginization and creolization. Inquiries into
the origins ofJapanese are at present characterized by a lack oímethodologica1
prínciples, but precisely because of this, they may lead to a breakthrough in the
methodology of historical ringuistics that aims at reaching far back in history .- the
time depth that renders the comparative method ineffective.

Ha((ori ( l 950 : l 9) concluded his assessment of rhe field by sayíng: ..So far as the
research resurts of various scholars go, it must be concruded that the genetic
relationship betwecn Japanese and other languages, except Ry kyuan, is not
proven." More than twenty years later, Murayama (1972:457) echoes Hattori in
the conclusion of his review of Miiler ( r 97 r ): 

..The solution to the difficurr probrem
concerning the affiliation of Japanese to other languages has not been entirely
achieved .. ." Thus, while most peopre feel that Japanese and Korean are related
and that these two languages are reratcd to the Artaic ranguages, no concrusive
evidence has been presented either for such connections or ror others. In thc fierd
where so littlc agreement is seen among the schorars invorved, few can disagrcc
with Murayama's (1973:224) suggestion that a possibre sorution to the question
of the genealogy of Japanese depends on detaitcd studies in the fierds of Altaic
linguistics, Austronesian ringuistics, and of ord Japanese of the Nara period. The
enormity of the task requires cooperation among the scholars concerned rather
than the bickering that characterizes many recent pubrications in this fierd.
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