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The modern colonial period in Indonesia (ca. 1815–1948) witnessed an outpouring of Dutch grammars of Malay to help prospective colonial officials, army officers and other kolonialen to acquire knowledge of Malay (sometimes in tandem with one or two other Indonesian languages). Since some of these grammars propagate some form of Bazaar Malay, while other grammars – in spite of their Standard Malay proclivities – sometimes make remarks about Bazaar Malay phenomena in the spoken language, I have started a survey of these grammars, the results of which may be of some interest for experts of Malay and/or Indonesian. Although my corpus is still very weak in so far as the 19th century is concerned the ‘preliminary’ results look promising.

Starting with a list of over 20 grammars (Pijnappel 1866 through van der Molen 1945) I could identify 8 grammars between 1888 (Catenius) and 1945 (van der Molen) that (claim they) describe Bazaar Malay and three grammars of Standard Malay that make interesting remarks about Bazaar Malay. To this new list of eleven grammars I added English-medium Hamilton (1944?), which discusses Bazaar Malay, while distinguishing between the varieties of Malaya and those of the Dutch East Indies.

I checked the grammars for a couple of properties, among which multi-purpose sama, pronominal expressions (especially plurals ending in orang) and possessive structures. It goes without saying that finding cases of sama, pronoun+orang or possessive punya or -nya as such is not particularly interesting. It’s the extras that count.

Thus, we may conclude on the basis of the evidence that Bazaar Malay speakers could make use of three possessive structures: N + DP, N-nya + DP and DP + punya + N, which were not functionally equivalent in that the DP in N + DP and in N-nya + DP was supposed to be + or – animate, while the DP in DP + punya + N was supposed to be + animate. [Whether the distinctions are that neat is open for debate.] However, only one grammar (Pieters 1911?) shows that there is a slight restriction on the DP in the N-nya + DP construction: any pronominal expression may be substituted for DP except for 1SG and 2SG. This seems to imply (a) that –nya must be coindexed with DP and (b) that plural pronominal expressions of the type pronoun + orang are in fact associative constructions. “X + orang” should then be read as ‘the group to which X belongs’ (and so indirectly as ‘X and one or more others’, not unlike AAVE John (and) them or Afrikaans u-hulle ‘you-them [= you all]’, where 3PL is supposed to be the head (cf. den Besten 1996). I have not found independent evidence for associative orang in Western Bazaar Malay yet, but in the Eastern Malay dialects there is limited evidence of the required type.

As for the famous (or notorious) multi-purpose preposition sama, it looks as if sama as a direct object marker (with animate objects) was on the retreat in the 20th century, while still being used as an indirect object and beneficiary marker. However, I am having the impression that sama could also serve as a substitute for the ‘direct object’ marker akan.

