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in the fall of 1998, at the invitation of Professor Hein Steinhauer. Then in the summer of
2004 I received a fellowship from the Academia Sinica, Linguistics Department, under the
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Amster. In fact, Sagart read almost the entire manuscript. I profited most prominently in my
thinking about the first chapter of this study from the spring 2008 seminar that Sagart offered
in Cornell University, the many hours of discussions that term, and the wealth of private
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data were sufficient to inform my understanding of any number of reconstructions and in
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