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Recent years have seen an upsurge in interest in
Muskogean |ingui stics, and consi derabl e progress has been
made i n understanding the prehistory of these |anguages and
in reconstructing a vocabulary for proto-Mskogean.® This
paper will argue that this reconstructed vocabul ary provi des
us with informati on about the branching order of the
| anguages within the famly, tentative dates for |anguage
separation, and evidence about the environment of the Proto-
Muskogeans.

1. The classification of the | anguages

The Muskogean fam ly contains four groups of closely
rel ated | anguages. Those spoken in this century are

a.) Choctaw and Chi ckasaw

b.) Al abama and Koasati

c.) Hitchiti (now extinct) and M kasuk

d.) Creek and Seni nol e?

Classification above this |level is controversial.



1.1 Theories of classification

The nost generally known cl assification of the
Muskogean | anguages is due to Haas (1941), who argued that
the famly contains two | arge groups -- Western Miskogean
(consi sting of Choctaw and Chi ckasaw) and Eastern Miuskogean
(conposed of the other |anguages of the famly). She was
not explicit about the subgrouping of the Eastern Miskogean
| anguages, but her remarks are generally interpreted as

supporting the follow ng tree:

Choct aw
Vst ern |Chi ckasaw

Al abana
[Koasat |

Pr ot o- Muskogean H tchiti
M kasuk

East ern

(Ceorgi a)

Creek
[Sem nol e

Not e that one of the subgroups, Creek-Sem nole and
Hitchiti-M kasuki, has no generally accepted nane in the
literature. For ease of discussion, | suggest that we call
t hi s suggested subgroup Georgi a Muskogean, since all of the
| anguages in it were spoken in the nodern state of Georgia
(along with adj acent areas of Al abama and S. Carolina).

Munro (1987, 1993) discusses evidence for another



classification, which is essentially the mrror inmage of

Haas's classification. It is shown bel ow
Froto-muskooean
|
I 1
Sovuthem Muskoodean FHarthem Muskogean
]
[ |
Southwiestern Muskogean Hitchitimdikias Lk Creek Seminole
l
| 1
YWiiesterm hMuskodean Alabamatoasati
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Choctan Chickasaw Alabama K.oasati Al aches)

Figure 1 Munro’s proposed classification of the Muskogean languages

A disclaimer with respect to the |abels is perhaps
needed here. The terms Northern and Sout hern Muskogean are
from Swanton (1922), and are used because they have a prior
history in the literature. These geographical terns are
i nappropriate for sone of the |anguages involved (e.g.
Koasati, which was spoken to the north of the other
| anguages). They are nerely intended as conveni ent ways to
di scuss the groups. Note that nothing in this argunent
hi nges on the particul ar names assigned to the groups.?

The two classifications differ nost in their treatnent
of the "central groups', Al abana/Koasati and

Hitchiti/M kasuki, so argunents for one or the other of



these classifications hinge on finding ways in which these
groups resenble or fail to resenble the two nost peripheral
groups, Western Muskogean (Choctaw and Chi ckasaw) and

Cr eek/ Semi nol e.

A third suggestion for the classification of the famly
has been offered by Kinball (1989), who proposes that the
Al abama- Koasati and Hichiti-M kasuki groups form a subgroup
whi ch he calls Central Miskogean. Kinball suggests that
Pr ot o- Muskogean split into three branches: Wstern
Muskogean, Central Miskogean, and Eastern Miuskogean.”* | will
argue below that this hypothesis is | ess successful than

ei ther the Haas or Munro proposal.



Choct aw

Vst ern

Chi ckasaw

Al abama
[Koasat i

Pr ot o- Centr al

Muskogean Hitchiti
M kasuk

East ern Cr eek
[Sem nol e

Ni ckl as (this volune) argues that the theory underlying
such famly tree nodels (or stammbaune) has been shown to be
invalid, and thus argunent about which of the
classifications is correct is pointless.

However, it is a clear overstatenent to claimthat
famly tree nodels are discredited in historica
|l inguistics. A glance at any textbook of historical
| i ngui stics shows that such nodels are w dely accepted and
used in the discipline (Bynon 1977, Anttila 1989).

The true historical relationships between | anguages are
al ways conpl ex; our diagranms can only selectively nodel

certain aspects of this history. Famly tree nodels of the



sort shown above enphasi ze the relative chronol ogy of

change, and they are of course idealizations of |inguistic

hi story. Wen chronol ogy is not the paranmount consider-

ation, other nodels of change may be nore appropriate.
However, for the purposes of correlating linguistic and

archeol ogi cal prehistory, famly tree nodels (in association

wi th nmethods of estimating time depth) have clear

advant ages. They allow us to form hypot heses about the

dates of prehistoric |inguistic groups and to reconstruct

el enents of their culture and environnment in ways which can

be tested agai nst the archaeol ogi cal record.

1.2 Lexicostatistical data

Exam ning | exicostatistical data for the Miuskogean
| anguages provides us with informati on which is inportant
bot h for deciding between alternate nodels of Miskogean
prehistory and for correlating the results of historical

| i ngui stics with archaeol ogy.

1.2.1 The concept of |exicostatistics.

Lexi costatistics (or glottochronology) is a nethod for
estimating tinme depth in historical linguistics. It
originated with Swadesh (1951, 1952, 1954, 1955) and is

based on the anal ogy of carbon-14 dating. Swadesh



hypot hesi zed that there is a core vocabulary in | anguage
which is resistant to borrowing, and that this vocabulary is
retained at a constant rate, with about 14% 1 ost per 1000
years. For two | anguages known to be rel ated, the nunber of
shared itens is a function of the anmount of tinme since they
becane di stinct | anguages.

The nethod is inprecise and controversial (see criti-
cisns in Hynmes 1960, for exanple). However,
| exi costatistics is the only quantitative nethod for
estimating tinme depth in linguistics.®> Since correlations
bet ween reconstructed proto-|languages and ar cheol ogi cal
cultures require sone way of dating proto-I|anguages,
| exi costatistical estimates are a useful part of the
di scussi on.

Two conmmon critiques of |exicostatistical nethods seem
valid to this author. First, l|lexicostatistics should not be
used to establish | anguage famlies; it is instead a nethod
for estimating their time depths. Second, the itens
conpared in a |lexicostatistical count ought to be true
cognat es, not chance resenbl ances.

Nei ther of these criticisnms applies to the data in this
paper. The Muskogean | anguages are indisputably related to
each other, and the itens conpared are only true cognates,

established i ndependently through the conparative nethod.



1.2.2 Met hods for this paper

The appendix to this paper contains a |exicostatistical
list for five Miskogean | anguages: Choctaw, Chickasaw,
Al abama, M kasuki, and Creek.

Four words had to be omtted fromthe list: bark (of a

tree), feather, leaf, and nobon. 1In all the | anguages, bark
is 'tree’ + "skin', leaf is "tree' + "hair', and noon is
“sun' + "night'. In Choctaw and Al abama, feather is "bird

+ “hair'. Since inclusion of these itens would |ead to the
sanme | exical item being counted tw ce, they have been
excluded, and the total sanple is 96 words.

The Choctaw (Ct.) and Chickasaw (Cs.) data contain an
addi tional conplication. There are two words for hair in
t hese | anguages: Ct. péashi, Cs. pashi' refers to hair on the
head, while C. hishi, Cs. hishi' refers to body hair,
animal hair, and feathers. The second of the two words is
clearly cognate to the words in other Miuskogean | anguages,
but it is not clear that "body hair' is the primary sense of
“hair'.® Since deciding which Western Miskogean word to
list affects the cognhate count, | have counted the Wstern
Muskogean as half cognate to the words in the other

| anguages.

The M kasuki data contain only 95 words because of the



| ack of a M kasuki word for "nountain'. Jack Martin
(personal communication) tells ne that it is not clear that
there is a coomon M kasuki word for “nmountain'.’

In choosing the words for the list, | followed
Swadesh's dictum that the nost common conversationa
equi valent for the English word should be used. In severa
cases, this resulted in failure to Iist known cognhates. For
exanpl e, the usual Choctaw word for “nmountain' is habik,
which is not cognate with the other forns listed. There is
a Choctaw word bokko which neans "hill', and this is cognate
to the Al abama formli st ed.

In determ ning whether the listed forns are cognate,
deferred in all cases to Munro et al (1991). | do not

i nclude words in that work which are cited as possible

conparisons in the notes that foll ow the sets.

1.2.3 Di scussion of the results

Assunmi ng an 86% retention rate per thousand years
(Swadesh 1954) for itens on the 100 word list, the data
yield the followi ng dates of separation, rounded to the

near est decade:
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Language Pair Percentage of cog- Estimated separ ation date
nates

Choctaw - Chickasaw 85% (82/96) 540 BP (AD 1450) + 140
yrs.

Choctaw - Alabama 61% (58. 5/96) 1640 BP (AD 350) + 260
yrs.

Choctaw - M ikasuki 56% (53. 5/95) 1920 BP (AD 70) + 290 yrs.

Choctaw - Creek 41% (39. 5/96) 2950 BP (960 BC) + 380
yrs.

Chickasaw - Alabama 66% (63.5/96) 1380 BP (AD 610) + 230
yrs.

Chickasaw - Mikasuki 56% (53. 5/95) 1920 BP (AD 70) + 290 yrs.

Chickasaw - Creek 45% (43.5/96) 2650 BP (660 BC) + 350
yrs.

Alabama - M ikasuki 63% (60/ 95) 1530 BP (AD 460) + 250
yrs.

Alabama - Creek 51% (49/96) 2230 BP (240 BC) + 320
yrs.

Mikasuki - Creek 55% (52/ 95) 1980 BP (10 BC) + 290 yrs.

The range of error is conputed at the 7/10 confidence | evel

according to the procedures in Gudschi nsky (1956).

1.2.3.1 | mpl i cations for subgrouping

Whi ch of the three nodels of relationship do these

figures nost strongly support? W can decide by | ooking at
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how simlar the “central |anguages', Al abama and M kasuki ,
are to Creek and Western Muskogean. Munro's nodel predicts
t hat Al abama and M kasuki shoul d show the cl osest
relationship to Western Miuskogean, and further that Al abama
shoul d show the strongest simlarities to Choctaw and
Chi ckasaw, Kinball's nodel predicts that A abama and
M kasuki shoul d be equally close to Creek and Western
Muskogean; and Haas's nodel predicts that Al abama and
M kasuki shoul d be closest to Creek.

The figures above support the predictions of Munro's
nodel . The situation is clearest with respect to Al abang,
whi ch shares 61% cognates with Choctaw and 66% wi th
Chi ckasaw, but only 51% w th Creek. Nei t her the Haas nor
the Kinball nodel predict this degree of simlarity.

Figures for M kasuki are |less conclusive. M kasuk
shares 56% cognates with Western Miskogean, but 55% w th
Creek. These results are unproblematic for the Kinball
classification: his nodel predicts that the “central
| anguages' are equally distant from Western Miskogean and
Creek. The results are al so unproblematic for Minro's
nodel, since that classification clainms that the
rel ati onshi p between M kasuki and Western Muskogean is a
nore di stant one than that between Al abama and Western
Muskogean.

However, the failure of Mkasuki to show a particularly
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close relationship to Creek does pose a problem for Haas's
classification. Haas's nodel predicts that the cl osest
relationship in the famly ought to be that between M kasuk
and Creek, but the data do not bear that prediction out.

When the data for Al abama and M kasuki are consi dered,
the Munro nodel is the nost successful nodel overall in
predicting the degrees of simlarity between the Miskogean
| anguages. In the followi ng sections |I will discuss other
evi dence that al so supports Minro's hypot hesi s about

Muskogean | i ngui stic pre-history.

1.2.3.2 | mplications for dating
Accepting the nost distant dates for each stage of the

reconstructed proto-|anguage, we arrive at the follow ng

figures:
1.) Proto-Miskogean 2950 BP (960 BC) £ 380 yrs.
Pr ot o- Sout hern 1920 BP (AD 70) = 290 yrs.
Muskogean

Pr ot o- Sout hwestern 1640 BP (AD 350) = 260 yrs.
Muskogean
The dates above accord fairly well with the intuitive
degrees of similarity between the | anguages.?®
Al t hough Al abanma is sonmewhat nore simlar to Creek than
Choctaw is, it is clear fromthese data that Al abanma and

Choctaw are nost simlar to each other. | suggest that the
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simlarities between Al abama and Creek are due primarily to
culture contact between these two peoples. As nenbers of
the Creek Confederacy, the Al abana had intense contact with
Creek language and culture, and are |likely to have borrowed
words that increase the apparent simlarity between the
| anguages. °
1.2.3.3 Non-| exi cal evi dence

The di scussion so far has focussed on | exical evidence
for the relationships within the famly. There is fairly
extensi ve non-| exical support for both the Haas and Munro
classifications.

Haas's (1941) classification was supported by several
proposed sound changes, nost notably the devel opnent of
pr ot o- Muskogean *N and the sibilants.

However, as Munro (1987) notes, there are al so several
phonol ogi cal and nor phol ogi cal isogl osses that support the

Munro cl assification:

the four Sout hwestern | anguages share a nunber
of phonol ogi cal and nor phol ogical traits which al
appear to be innovations. These include a very
unusual assimlation rule affecting the /-1i/
auxiliary suffix (Munro 1985); the devel opnent of
an /-1-/ passive infix; the use of plural *ha in

first-person plural | affixes (Booker 1980: 30;
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...) and in the second-person plural Il affixes
(Munro [1993]); the spread of initial /a-/ through
the conplex Il paradigm (Munro [1993]) and
considerable simlarity in the system of aspectual

grade formation. ..

O her phonol ogi cal and nor phol ogi cal innovations that
support a subgroupi ng of Southern Miuskogean are the

devel opnent of Proto-Miskogean *k" (Haas 1947), and the
presence of subtractive norphol ogy (Broadwel|l 1987a, 1993).
Di scussion of this evidence would take us too far afield,
but I will note that while the phonol ogi cal, norphol ogical,
and | exical evidence are all supportive of Minro's
classification, the | exical evidence is perhaps the

strongest.

2. Reconstructi ng proto-Miskogean environnents

The | exicostatistical data provide estimtes of the
time depth for various stages of the historical devel opnent
of the Muskogean | anguages. It is now possible to ask what
vocabul ary is reconstructabl e at these dates, and what sort
of correlations there are between the |inguistic data and
t he archaeol ogi cal record.

Munro et al (1991) contains a particularly detailed set
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of terms for flora, fauna, and agriculture. Exam nation of
these itens allows one to draw several concl usions about
Muskogean envi ronnents and the ways in which they have

changed t hrough history.

2.1 Flora and fauna

The Prot o- Muskogean vocabul ary has 107 reconstructi bl e
terms for flora and fauna, which provide a rich view of
their environment.! The terns are given in (1) bel ow
The nanes used are keyed to the nanes of the sets in Minro
et al (1991), and additional information is provided in

parent heses after sone of the itens.

2. Reconst ruct abl e Pr ot o- Muskogean terns

appl e (probably crab-apple or persinmon), bat,
bee, beetle, bluejay, briar (blackberry), briar
(sm | ax/arrowoot), buckeye, buffalo, chestnut,
chi cken snake, chickenhawk, chigger, chinquapin,
chi pmunk, civet cat (?), clanf spoon, copperhead,
corn, cotton, crawfish, crane 1 (whooping crane),
crane 2 (heron?), cricket, daddy-long-Iegs, deer,
devil's shoestring, dove, duck 1 + 2, earthworm
falcon, flea, fly, frog 1, gizzard, gobble, goose,

grape, grasshopper 1, grasshopper 2 (katydid),



hackberry, haw, hickory, hoe/plow, honey | ocust,

hor net/wasp, horsefly, humm ngbird, insect/worm

| amb' s quarters, |eech, |ightning bug,

l'izard 1,

| ocust/cicada, |ouse, nmartin, ml kweed, nple,

noss, nmountain lion 2, nuddauber, mul berry,

nmuscadi ne, nushroom oak 1 (postoak),

oak 3

(white), onion, opossum hoot owl, horned ow,

screech oW, palnetto, perch, pigeon

(cattail/beargrass), pokeweed, potato,

pear, punpkin, quail, rabbit, redbud,

pl ant sp.

prickly

ri ngworm

skunk, slippery elm snake, spider, squirrel

stinging plant (poison ivy?), tadpole,

t hrush,

trout, turtle 1, turtle 2 (soft-shelled), walnut,

water lily, whippoorwill 1 + 2, wldcat,

woodpecker 1, redheaded woodpecker, worm1l + 2,

wen 1, yell owhamer

16

In all the sets just listed, there is evidence that allows

reconstruction of these itens at the earliest point in

Pr ot o- Muskogean | i ngui stic prehistory.

O particular interest to this discussion, however,

terms which are not evenly distributed across the entire

famly, but only in sonme subset of the | anguages.

Hi storical linguistics |abels granmatical,

phonol ogi cal ,

| exi cal features shared by sone subgroup of a famly as

are

or
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i sogl osses. In general, the nore isoglosses two | anguages

share, the nore closely related they should be. There are
81 terms which are reconstructable only at the | evel of sone
subgroup wi thin Muskogean. They thus constitute | exical

i sogl osses, and they are |isted bel ow

3. Sout hern Muskogean (19 itens)

axe, bullfrog (2), butterfly, buzzard, cardinal,
catfish 2, crow, cypress, fern, nosquito, nountain
i on/ pant her, oak 2 (bl ackjack), persinmmon,

raccoon, sassafras, snail, tobacco 1, turkey, wolf

4. Sout hwest ern Muskogean (35 itens)

acorn 2, alligator 1, ant, ash (tree), bear 1,
beech, bobcat, bottom | and, bunbl ebee, cached
food, catfish 1, cedar 1, cherry, corn silk,
dogwood, eagle 2, elder, flying squirrel, frog 2,
grass 1, huckleberry 1, lizard 2 (skink), lizard 3
(anmphi una), magnolia, neadow ark, m nobsa, nnt,
oak (overcup), robin, strawberry, sycanore, tick

1, toad, wi nnow, wen 2

5. Georgi a Muskogean (11 itens)

acorn 1, bear 2, bullfrog 1, button snake root,
cedar 2 (a possible I oan from Cherokee), eagle 1

eel, gourd 1, tea (probably ilex vomtoria),



Those terns that are reconstructed for

thistle, tobacco 2.

Eastern Muskogean (6 itens)

alligator 2, cottonwood, grass 2, nouse, pelican,

red bay tree

Central Miuskogean (2 itens)

crane, pygny rattl esnake

Creek/ Sem nol e and Al abana/ Koasati (8 ternmns)

adze, buttonbush, catfish 3, doodl ebug (pillbug),

gourd 1, kingfisher, passion flower, woodtick

No sets show an isogloss for Wstern Miuskogean pl us

Hitchiti/M kasuki, the only other |ogical conbination of

| anguages.

I mplications for classification

The genetic subgrouping inplied by the the Munro

and fauna. O the 81 isoglosses, those for Southern
Muskogean and Sout hwestern Muskogean support the Minro

classification, and constitute 66% (54/81) of the sanple.

18

classification is strongly supported by the terns for flora

East ern Muskogean or
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Ceor gi a Muskogean support the Haas classification, but
constitute only 21% (17/81) of the sanple. Even if one adds
the sets with Creek/ Sem nol e and Al abanma/ Koasati cognat es,
there are only 24 sets (30%.

Munro's classification is supported by nore than tw ce
as many isogl osses as Haas's classification is. The results
here correlate well with the results reached in the previous
section. There is thus very strong evidence for the
exi stence of a Sout hwestern Muskogean group.

Kinbal | 's Central Miskogean hypothesis fares far worse
than either the Haas or the Munro classification. Only two

itenms, constituting 2.4% of the data, support his position.

2.3 Directions of borrow ng

| sogl osses are valid data for subgrouping only when we
can be reasonably sure that the features which | anguages
share are not the result of borrow ng. Just as a
historically oriented study of the English | exicon would
attenpt to discern French |loan words, so too we nust try to
determ ne what portion of the isoglosses identified above
are invalid due to borrow ng.

| wll use two interrelated criteria for identifying
suspect ed borrow ngs:

a.) lack of a cognate in the nost closely rel ated

| anguage. For exanple, if a cognate set consists only



of a Chickasaw and an Al abama word, then it is nore
likely to be a borrowing than a set that contains
Chi ckasaw, Al abama, and Koasati cognates.

b.) identical or nearly identical words in the

| anguages. O course, this is a necessary but not a

sufficient criterion for identifying a |oan.

It is likely that the isogl osses nost affected by
borrowi ng are those for Sout hwest Miskogean and Georgia
Muskogean, since in both cases there was cl ose contact

bet ween the speakers of some of the | anguages within the

20

subgroup. The isoglosses for |arger groups such as Eastern

Muskogean and Sout hern Muskogean are less likely to be

contam nated by borrowi ng, since a lexical itemwhich is so

wi dely distributed through the famly is unlikely to be

bor r owed.

2.3.1 Borrow ng i n Sout hwest Miskogean

By the criteria just nmentioned, the follow ng nine

Sout hwest Muskogean i sogl osses seem suspi Ci ous:

9.) ALLIGATOR (1). Al. haconcoba; C
hachdchobah, Cs. hach®' choba
BEECH. Al . tomml aaha; Ct. hat 6bal aaha



CHERRY. Al. ittotalikco, itocalikco;, C

alikchi, Cs. itti' alikchi".
FROG (2). Al. cooto; Cs. ché'ti'.

21

itti

HUCKLEBERRY (1). Al . osakohci, sosakohci; Cs.

osakokchi ' .

MAGNOLI A. Al . kasaha, kasl haha-hatka "white

magnol i a' , kal hdaaha; C . kol haha.

M NT. Al. sonok kil hayli, sinoktilhayli,

snoktil hayli; C. shinoktilhiili, MXt.
anoktilhiili “medicinal plant used for
fever', Cs. sholop tilhi'li"', shoptilhi'li
“horsem nt'.

TICK (1). Al. satani; C, Cs shatanni

shi t anni

WNNOW Al. inmmaska; Ct. mashichih, Cs.

mashka.

Ct.

These sets are suspicious in that the A abama word

cl osely resenbl es the Western Miuskogean, but there is no

Koasati cognate. Additional problens in the etynol ogi es of

sone sets al so suggest borrow ng.*

As Munro et al. (1991) notes, ALLIGATOR appears to be

conposed of the words for “tail' (Al., Khaci; C. has bish

Cs. hasinbish) plus the word for "big (Al

K coba; Ct.

chito, Cs. ishto). However, this etynology is only
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avai l able for the Alabanma form neither "tail' nor "big" has
the right formin W Miskogean. This suggest that Western
Muskogean borrowed the word from Al abama.

CHERRY and HUCKLEBERRY (1) have etynologies in the
West ern Muskogean | anguages, but either no etynol ogy or an
i mpl ausi bl e one in Al abama. CHERRY is conposed of the words
for "tree' and "doctor' in the Wstern Miskogean | anguages,
but this etnology will not work for the Al abama forns. The

first form ittotalikco, appears to be "tree' plus ‘tie',

while the second has no etynology. It seens plausible that
t he Al abama words are borrowed from Western Miskogean, and
subj ected to folk etynol ogical restructuring.

Simlarly, HUCKLEBERRY (1) is analyzable as "hickory' +
“juice' in Chickasaw, but has no etynology in Al abana.

Excl udi ng these nine suspicious sets reduces the nunber

of isogl osses supportive of Munro's classification to 45.

2.3.2 Borrowi ng i n Georgi a Muskogean

When we exam ne the reconstructable terns for Georgia
Muskogean, there are al so several sets that | ook
suspiciously like borrowing. | think the follow ng seven

sets are possible borrow ngs:
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10.) BEAR Cr, S, OS nokosi; H, M nokos-i.

BULLFROG (1) Cr. apatana; H apatan-i.

BUTTON SNAKE ROOT. Cr, OS paassa; H, M pas-i.

CEDAR (2). Cr, S, OSs acina; H, M acin-i.

GOURD (1). Cr. ifipi; M. ifip-i.

THI STLE. Cr. akaaca, akaaco; H. akac-i.

TOBACCO (2). Cr. hici; H hic-i.

A set is suspicious if the Creek word is identical or nearly
identical to the Hitchiti or M kasuki word, and nore
suspicious if it is attested only in Hitchiti or M kasuki,
but not both.

Further information nmakes sone of the sets additionally
suspi cious. The ordinary word for tobacco in Hitchiti and
M kasuki is akcom . The only instance of the Hitchiti word
hici “tobacco' occurs in Swanton (1929) in a myth about the
origin of tobacco. The nyth is nearly identical to a Creek
myth, in which the word hici is conpared to the verb hicita
"to see'. Since the story does not nake sense unl ess the
Creek word is used, we should be suspicious that hici is a
true Hitchiti word.

CEDAR was identified by Haas (1941) as a | oan from
Cher okee, and therefore should al so be discounted.

It is also clear that several of the isogl osses for

CGeorgi a Muskogean involve itens inportant to Creek culture.
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"Bear', "eagle', and "eel' are the nanes of Creek cl ans
(Swant on 1946: 658), and cedar, button snake root, il ex
vomtoria (or "tea'), and tobacco all have ritual and
medi ci nal purposes. Hitchiti or M kasuki speakers woul d
have certainly been famliar with the Creek words for these
i tens.

Excl udi ng the seven suspicious sets nentioned above
reduces the nunber of isoglosses supportive of the Haas
classification to 17.

2.3.3 Revi sed figures for isoglosses

If we exclude the 16 suspicious sets identified for
Sout hwest Muskogean and CGeorgi a Muskogean, then we still
have 65 isogl osses. 69% (45/65) of the isogl osses support
the Munro nodel, 25% (18/65) support the Haas nodel, and 3%
(2/65) support the Kinball nodel.

2.4 Inplications for the environment of the Proto-

Muskogeans

The reconstructable terns for flora and fauna give us a
relatively rich view of the environnent of the Miuskogeans at
different points in history.

Since cultigens are the plants whose chronol ogies are
best understood, the appearance or |ack of appearance of

terms for particular cultigens gives us the opportunity to
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correlate the dates provided by the | exicostatistical

estimates w th archaeol ogi cal findings.

2.4.1 Pr ot o- Muskogean cul ti gens

Wil e we cannot conclude fromthe presence of a word
for a plant in the vocabulary of a proto-I|anguage that
speakers of that |anguage cultivated that plant, we can
reasonably concl ude that speakers of the |angauge were
famliar with the plant. Reconstructable for Proto-
Muskogean are |lanb's quarters (chenopodium, squash
(cucurbitacea) and corn (zea nays).

Lanb's quarters is reconstructable on the basis of the

foll ow ng set:

11.) LAMB'S QUARTERS. Cr. taahwa; Cs. taani’

In this case, we only have the word fromtwo | anguages,
but the correspondence is excellent. The linguistic results
are fully in accord with generally accepted archeol ogi cal
estimates for the domestication of chenopodi um (Mill er
1978).

Squash/ punmpkin is reconstructable on the basis of the

foll owi ng set: '
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12. PUWKIN C/S/OS casi; Hcosk-i; AK coksi; Ct/Cs

shokshi “waternelon', C. shokshobok "gourd'

Once again, the linguistic evidence is conpatible with
ar chaeol ogi cal evidence for relatively early cultivation of
squash in the Southeast (Muller 1978).

However, the date for corn correlates less well. The

coghate set in question is given bel ow

13.) CORN. CR, S, Cs aci; H M asp-i; A, Kcassi; ¢
tachi, Cs. tanchi'’

This is not a perfect set, by any neans, but it seens
likely that it is a valid one. | would tentatively
reconstruct *(t/c)aci.

The Creek/Semi nole and Hitchiti/M kasuki forms are the
nost easily conparable, since the H M forns appear to
i nclude a bound form of the noun api ~body, stalk, cob'

The occurrence of /as/ rather than /ac/ can then be
expl ained by a rule common to many Muskogean | anguages whi ch
turns / / to /s/ or /sh/ in syllable final position.

The Western Muskogean forms are also quite simlar, the
chief problembeing the initial /t/.

| aminclined to regard the Al abama/ Koasati word as

non-cognate with the rest. However, if we accept the



West ern Muskogean fornms as cognate with the Creek and
Hitchiti/Mkasuki forns, then clearly the set is
reconstructable at the | evel of Proto-Miskogean.

How can we reconcile the presence of a word for corn
with the generally accepted archaeol ogi cal position that
corn was not present in the southeast until considerably
| ater, ca. A D. 7007?

Ri | ey, Edgi ng, and Rossen (1990) survey the evidence
and find sonme evidence for positing corn as early as 200
B.C. At this early date, corn was not the staple crop it
| ater becane, but it mght well have been present and
famliar to the proto-Mskogeans. The |exicostatistical
data support a date for Proto-Miskogean of 900 BC = 380
years, so the linguistic evidence points to an earlier
presence of corn in the southeast than the archaeol ogi cal
evi dence does.

Two ot her reconstructable itens strengthen the

concl usion that the proto-Mskogeans knew corn. The first
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is the verb to SHELL CORN, and the second is a noun meaning

corn riddle (BASKET 3).
A common approach in dism ssing |inguistic evidence
t hat does not correlate with the archaeol ogical results is

to suggest that the reference of the words has changed

through tine (cf. Renfrew 1988). For exanple, the word for

corn mght have originally referred to sone other grain.
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When corn was introduced to the southeast the word for the
ol der grain m ght have been applied to the new coner.

However, it seens unlikely that speakers of all the
different | anguages in the fam|ly would have coincidentally
decided to call the new grain the sane thing. Once a
| anguage has split into two mutually unintelligable daughter
| anguages, the speakers do not consult with each other about
nam ng new phenonena.

The unli kel iness of this hypothesis increases when we
realise that we nust al so assune that the words for shucking
corn and corn riddle originally applied other actions and
obj ects, and that once again w dely separated peopl e have
coincidentally chosen the same words for actions and objects
associ ated with the new grain.

| therefore conclude that presence of a word for corn
i n Proto-Miskogean constitutes a genuine conflict between

the Iinguistic and archaeol ogi cal dat a.

2.4.2 Tobacco as a Proto-Sout hern Miuskogean cul tigen

Tobacco is reconstructable at the | evel of Southern

Muskogean, as shown in the follow ng set:

14.) TOBACCO (1). H, M akcomi; A, K hakcomma, K hakcomm ,
Ap hakcoma; C. hakchoma, Cs. chonak.
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The Creek word for "tobacco' is hici, a word which is
also found in Hitchiti. As argued in section 2.3.2, it
likely that the Hitchiti word hici is a borrowing from
Creek, and that akcom represents the native Htchiti word.

Fortunately, there is sone additional information on
the Creek word. Swanton (1929) recorded three nyths of the
origin of tobacco, and the first two of these give us a
native expl anation of the etynology of the Creek words. In
t hese two versions, a couple have had sexual intercourse at
a place where tobacco is later found to be growing. The
peopl e nust decide what to call the plant.

The first version states " "the first nane of the plant
was ~coeuns' (haisa). After they learned of it and came to
value it, they nade it a warrior (tasikaya) and gave it the
nane hitci ( finding') as a war nane."

In the second version, the peopl e discover the plant
and say W shall call it hitci, and when we snoke we shall
call it the sane as quum coi nus (haisa)."

Bot h versions of the story state that tobacco has two
nanes: haisa and hitci, and both nanes have etynol ogies.

Hai sa probably neans "penis'. It is translated by
“quum coi nus' and " coeuns', Latin euphem sns for " penis',
and the word Swanton cites, haisa, |ooks rather simlar to

t he nodern Creek word haswa "penis'. An etynol ogy that
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relates the word for tobacco to the word "penis' is also
supported by the plot of the story.

Hici is derived fromthe verb hic-ita to see', and in
one version this is described as a war nane for the plant.
Since war nanes typically described attributes of the naned
person, it may be that tobacco is called "seer' because it
causes visions. Alternately, the stories may nean that
tobacco is the "seen' thing.

Speck (1909) records a simlar Yuchi story of the
origin of tobacco, in which the plant grows from spermt hat
falls on the ground (cited by Lankford 1987).

The fol kloric connection between tobacco and sex found
in Creek and Yuchi surprisingly corresponds to forns found
i n the Sout hern Muskogean | anguages. Consider the follow ng
forms for "penis', and conpare themto the words for

“tobacco' above:

15.) PENIS. H akc-i; A, Kcici, ikci; C, Cs hakchin,
Cs. inkilish.*
The additional syllable /om that appears in words for
t obacco bears a sinmlarity to an auxiliary neaning "like' in
nost of the Miuskogean | anguages (Booker 1980). Thi s
suggests " penis-like' as an etynology for “tobacco'.
This rather surprising connection seens to be worth

pursuing. Are phallic representations of tobacco to be
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found in the southeastern archaeol ogical record or in the
fol klore of other regions of the Americas?

Since there is not a reconstructable word for 'tobacco
i n Proto-Miskogean, the famly was probably split into
nmut ual Iy unintelligeable Northern and Sout hern | anguages
when tobacco was introduced into the region.

Ri | ey, Edgi ng, and Rosen (1990) cite use of tobacco in
the eastern U.S. as early as A D. 100, and this correl ates
well with a date of about 1900 years for the split between
Nort hern and Sout hern Miuskogean.

Note that the termfor "tobacco' sheds |ight on the
difficulty we encountered with the word for “corn'. The
i nguistic evidence argues that the Miuskogeans have been
famliar with corn for a longer tinme than they have been
famliar with tobacco, since “corn'" is reconstructable at an
earlier |level.

The term for tobacco al so denonstrates that the problem
posed by the word for “corn' cannot be solved by sinply
recalibrating the time cal culations for various stages of
the proto-language. |If we argue that Proto-Mskogean is
significantly younger than the 960 BC (+ 380) estimate, then
we encounter the problem of explaining why "tobacco' is not

reconstructabl e.

2.4.3 Non-reconstructabl e cul ti gens
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In contrast to the other cultigens discussed, there is
no reconstructable word for "bean'. Consider the follow ng

words fromU rich (1986):

16.) BEAN. Cr. talaako; Al. castoki, K palana;, C
tobi (beans in general), bala (a particular

variety), Cs. bala'.

Qur inability to reconstruct a word for bean is
conpatible with the view that beans were introduced into the
sout heast about 1000 years ago (Muller 1978). Note that the
terns are different even in Al abama and Koasati, which are
cl osely connected | anguages. W m ght therefore viewthe
split between these two groups as predating the introduction
of beans, perhaps not long after the split of Southwestern

Muskogean into its two constituent groups, Western Miskogean



and Al abanma/ Koasat i .

2.4.4 Correlating linguistic and archaeol ogical tine

dept hs

The dates for various stages of the break-up of the
Muskogean famly can be correlated with the archaeol ogi ca

dates as foll ows:

Esti mat ed date Li ngui stic events Q her events
960 BC + 380 Pr ot o- Muskogean (early) corn,
chenopodi um
squash
AD 70 + 290 Nort hern and i ntroduction of
Sout hern separate t obacco
AD 350 = 260 Sout hwest ern and
Hitchiti/M kasuki
separat e
AD 7007 Al abama and
Koasati separate
AD 1000 I ntroduction of
beans
AD 1450 + 140 Choct aw and
Chi ckasaw separ at e

There are two crucial anchor points here. First,
Nort hern Muskogean and Sout hern Muskogean nust have becone
distinct prior to the introduction of tobacco, since they

have different reconstructable words for the plant.
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Second, since all of the | anguages except Choctaw and

Chi ckasaw have different words for beans, they were probably
al ready been separate and rmutually unintelligeable before

the introduction of beans about 1000 years ago.

3. Concl usi on

The work represented here is a prelimnary effort
towards applying the data fromongoing efforts in Miskogean
historical linguistics to problenms of history in the
Sout heast. | hope that the dial ogue now begi nni ng bet ween
I i ngui sts, archaeol ogi sts, ethnol ogists, and et hnohi storians

of the Southeast will continue to explore these connections.



Appendi x:

The 100 Word list?®®

(Itens identified as cognate are co-bol df aced or co-underli ned)

Engli sh
al
ashes
bel ly
bi g
bird
bite
bl ack
bl ood
bone
breast
burn
claw
cl oud
cold

come

Chi ckasaw
mdma

hott ok
ittakoba’
ishto
foshi'
Kisili

| osa

i ssish
foni'

ip shik

| owa

i yyakchosh
hoshont i
kapassa

m nt

Choct aw
mdma

hi t okchobi
i ffoka
chito
hoshi
kopool i

| osa

i ssish
foni

ip shik

| owah

i yyakchosh
hosh&t i
kapassa

mti

Al abama
oyha

hi sto

i kfi

coba

f oosi
kachal hl hi
| oca

I hakhani
cokf oni

pi si
libatli

i yyaksi
onool i ci
kasat ka

ila

M kasuki
maanos-

t ol hambi
| anpi

f oosi
kabal i kci
| ooci
pici kci
-fooni
owaaci
yill-
iiyakoosi
hosot i
kapaal

ont -
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Cr eek
omal ka
iisso
nal hki

I hakki i

f oswa
akkita

| asti
caati

i ffoni
hokpi
nokl hita
ilinkososwa
ahol oci i
kasappi

atita



Engli sh
di e

dog
drink
dry

ear
earth
eat

€egg

eye

fat (grease)
fire
fish
fly, to
f oot
full
give
good
green
hai r

hand

Chi ckasaw
il

ofi'

i shko
shila
haksi bi s

yakni

i mpa

akankoshi

i shkin

nani'
wakaa
iyyi'
kayya
i ma
chokma

okchamal i

pashi '/ hishi'

i | bak

Choct aw
il
of i
i shko
shila
haksobi sh
yakni

pa
akékoshi
ni shkin

bil a

nani

hi ka

iyyi

kayya

i ma
achokma
okchamaal i
péashi / hi shi
i bbak

Al abama
il
ifa

i sko
sol ot ka
hakco

i haani

i pa
akaakocoosi
ittilhi
ni t okci
ti kba

I hal ho
wakayka
iyyi
kayya

i nka
kano
okcakko
hi ssi

il bi

M kasuk
il-

iifi

i sk-
sokook-
hacoobi
yakni

i mp-
onaasi
iti

nii hi
it

I haal hi
yakaal -
iyi

| abakni
iik-
hiil hi
honot bi t al akci
t oki si

il bi
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Cr eek
ilita
ifa
iskita
kal hpi
hakco
iikana
hompi ta
cost aki
t ol hwa
ni haa

t oot ka
I hal ho
tamkita
ili
fackita

imta

=
=

| aani
i ssi

i nki



Engli sh
head

hear

heart

horn

I

ki |

knee

know

lie down, to
liver

I ong

| ouse

man

many

meat (flesh)
mount ain
mout h

name

neck

new

Chi ckasaw

i shkobo'
hangl o
chdkash

| api sh

ano'

abi
iyyinto'l hka

ithana

i ssap

hatt ak nakni'
| awa

ni pi'

onchaba

iti

hol hchi fo
nokhi st ap

himtta

Choct aw
noshkobo
hakl o
chdkash

| api sh

ano

abi

iyyi kal aaha
i khana

t al aaya

sal akha

fal aaya

i ssap
hat t ak nakni
| awa

ni pi

habi k

hohchi fo
i kkol a

hi nmona

Al abama
i sbhakko
haal o
conoska
| api hci
ana

i bi

ittdl hpa
sobayl i
bal aal
illopi
baski
icha
naani

| awa

ni po
bokkoscaaha

i cokhal bi

holcifa
nokbi

hahpa

M kasuk
yoosi
hakl -
conosbi
| ap-i

aani

t al aal
| opi
backi
hi cahci
nakni
aconki

akni

ici
hoci | ki
nokbi

hi maci
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Cr eek

i ka
pohita
fiiki

yapi

ani
iliicita
t ol hkowa
kilhlhita
wakki t a

| opi

capki

i cka
honanwa
sol ki i

api swa

ii kanhal wi
cokwa
hoci f ka
nokwa

mocasi



Engli sh
ni ght
nose
not

one

person (hu-

man)
rain
red
road (path)
r oot
round
say
sand
see
seed
Sit
skin
sl eep

smal |

Chi ckasaw
okl hili"

i bi chchal a'

ki'vo

chaffa

hatt ak

onmba
homma

hi na'
haksi sh
I hi bokt a

aachi

shi nok
p sa

ni hi
binni'li
hakshop
nosi

i skanno' si

Choct aw
ni nak

i bi shakni

kiiyo

achaffa

hatt ak

oba
homma

hi na
hakshi sh
kal aaha

aachi

shi nok
p sa

ni hi
biniil
hakshop
nosi

0Si

Al abama
tanka
i bi saani
manko
caf f aaka

aat i

oyba
homma
hi ni
assi kci
bonot ka
manka
sanco
hi cha
hi | hi kci
af f akci
noci

ci noof a

M kasuk
ni il haki
i bi
maat i

| haam n

yaati

okoob-
kitisci
hi ni
aski

pol ocki
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Cr eek
ni | hi
yopoo
monks
hamki n

isti

oskita
caati

ni ni

yal onka
pol ooki
maaki t a
okt aaha
hicita
ni | hka
leykita
hal hpi
nocita

cot ki



Engli sh
smoke
st and
st ar
stone
sun
SWim
tail

t hat
this

t hou
tongue
t oot h
tree

t wo
wal k
5warm (hot)
wat er
we

what

white

Chi ckasaw
shobohl

hi kki'ya
foshik
tali'
hashi

yopi

hasi mbi sh
yamma

yappa

ishno'

i sdl ash
noti'
itti

t okl o

Choct aw
shobohl

hi kiiya

fichik
tali

hashi

okshiniili

has bis
ma

pa

chi shno
ittol as
not i
itti

t okl o
nowa

| ashpa
oka

pi shno
nat ah

tohbi

Al abama
sobot |

| okéol i
hocii | hi
tali
hasi
oohapka
haci
akki

ya

i sna

i cool aksi
innati
itto

t 6kl o
civyahli
i kba

oki
posna
naasi

hat ka

M kasuk
ockoci

| okooka
owaaci Ki
tali
haasi
opahk-
haaci

ma

ya

ci hn-
cokol aasi
-nooti
ahi

t okl an

cayahl

Cr eek

i kkoci
hoyl hita
kocacanmpa
cato

hasi
omeyyita
haci

ma

ya

ciim

t ol aaswa
not i

ito
hokkool in
yakapita
hayyita
oywa
poom
naaki

hat ki
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Engli sh
who
wonman

yel | ow

Chi ckasaw

kat a

i hoo

| akna

Choct aw
kat ah

ohooyo

| akna

Al abama
naksi
tayyi

| aana

M kasuk
nool h-
t ayki

| akni

40

Creek
isteym
hoktii

| aani i




41

NOTES
1. | thank Emmanuel Drechsel, Penel ope Drooker, Heat her
Hardy, John Justeson, Geoff Kinball, Pat Kwachka, Jack
Martin, Panela Munro, Dale N cklas, Dean Snow, and the
audi ences at the Sout hern Ant hropol ogi cal Soci ety and
University at Al bany for their coments and suggestions on
this paper. Al mstakes are ny own.

The foll owi ng abbrevations are used: : Al = Al abama, Ap
= Apal achee, O = Creek, Cs = Chickasaw, C = Choctaw, H =
Htchiti, K= Koasati, Mt = M ssissippi Choctaw, M =
M kasuki, OS = Okl ahoma Seminole, S = Sem nole. The
foll ow ng orthographi c conventions are used in the citation
of data from Muskogean | anguages: nasalized vowel s are
indicated with a tilde; <ch> (in Western Miskogean) and <c>
(in other languages) represent [ ]; <Ilh> represents [ ] (a
voi celess lateral fricative); and <sh> (in Western
Muskogean) represents [S].

The financial support of the Departnents of
Ant hr opol ogy and Linguistics and Cognitive Science at the
University at Al bany, State University of New York is
grateful ly acknow edged.

2. In general this discussion omts the extinct Miskogean
| anguages Apal achee (Kinball 1987, 1988), Guale and Yamasee
(Broadwel | 1991), since the available data are fragnentary.

Haas (1949) argues that Apal achee is nost closely related to
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Al abama and Koasati. Broadwell (1991) suggests that Cuale

and Yamasee are nost closely related to Creek

3. Thus Kinball's (1989) objection to Minro's
classification on the grounds of the names assigned to the
branches i s m sgui ded.

4. Kinball is explicit about his hypothesis of a ternary
split in the text of his paper, but the acconpanying di agram
shows all three possible branchings for Central Mskogean
wi th question marks (i.e. as a separate branch, joined with
West ern Muskogean, and joined with Eastern Miuskogean).

5. As Di anond (1992) notes, critics of |exicostatistics
are often nevertheless willing to nake estimates of tine
dept h based on intuition.

6. In fact, there is sonme possibility that pashi/péashi
may al so be cognate with the other words for " hair'. The
etynol ogy of these forns is sonething of a nystery, but one
derivation mght be PM*ik"a "head" + *hisi “hair'. Wile
PM *k" general |y devel ops into Western Miuskogean /b/, there

are sone cases in Choctaw where initial /p/ and /b/

alternate, e.g. pichilli/bichilli “to ooze out',

bi shlichi/wishlichi "to mlIk' and pishi "to suck'

7. Presumably this is due to the environnment where
M kasuki is currently spoken.

8. Muskogean seens conparable in diversity with the
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Romance famly, which has a tine depth of about 2500 years.
This may suggest that the date for Proto-Miskogean is
somewhat nore recent than 960 BC figure given. A date of
ca. 600 BCis within the range of error of the
| exi costatistical calculations and consistent with the
conparison to Romance.
9. Ni ckl as (this volune) suggests that the fact that the
figures for an Al abama-Creek split and a Choctaw Creek split
differ fromeach other shows that |exicostatistical mnethods
are invalid. This is a mstaken interpretation of the data.

The figures in the table above attenpt to give us sone
guantitative nmeasure of the degree of simlarity between the
Muskogean | anguages. That simlarity is then used to
estimate the degree of separation between the | anguages.
However, sonme portion of that simlarity is due to a distant
common hi story, while another portion of the simlarity is
due to nore recent influence and borrowing. It is entirely
consistent with the results above to claimthat the Choctaw
and Al abama | anguages are equally distant from Creek, but
t hat Al abana shows a greater nodern simlarity due to nore
recent Creek influence. |In deciding which of the estimates
of the separation date is nore likely to be correct, we
shoul d thus prefer the nore distant figure suggested by the

Choct aw- Cr eek conpari son
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10. The list below includes all the terms for flora and
fauna listed in Munro et al. (1991), with the follow ng
exceptions: | did not include BIRD, BIRD SP., FISH SP, FISH
(because they are not specific enough to give us useful
i nformation) or obvious borrow ngs from European | anguages
(BACON, CAT, COFFEE, COW GOAT, OKRA, RICE, TOVATO WHEAT).

| reject the proposed cognate sets for BEAN, BEAVER
HUCKLEBERRY 2, PEANUT as i nprobabl e.

The cognate set for CHICKEN i s a special problem
There is a simlar word for "chicken' in many |anguages, but
it nmust have originally applied to sonme other sort of bird,
since the chicken is a European introduction.

Sonme sets contain |exical material duplicated in other
sets, and | have attenpted to include only one set in such
cases. | include OPOSSUM but not HOG since they are from
the same root. | exclude OAL 4, since it is the sanme root
as HOOT OAL. | do not include the conpounds ROADRUNNER
("fast bird' ) or WHALE ( "water blow ).

11. The follow ng discussion relies heavily on the
di scussion of the cognate sets in Munro et al (1991).
12. As Martin (1987:117) notes, the phonol ogy of the M.

nokosi “bear' is unusual for a M kasuki word, since we would

expect lengthening of the initial syllable in words of this

shape. This strengthens the case for treating this word as
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a | oan.

13. In many of the other |anguages, “~waternelon' appears to
be a conpound based on "punmpkin' + a root /tal (ak)/ which
may nmean " lie down'.

14. A, Kcici probably originates as a children's word for

penis. The origin of Cs. inkilish is obscure, and it is not
clear that it is cognate to the other itens.

15. Data for this appendi x were provided by Heat her Hardy
(Al abama), Jack Martin (Creek and M kasuki), and Panel a
Munro (Chi ckasaw). Choctaw data cones from Byi ngton (1915)
and Broadwel | (1987b).
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