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1. Various meanings of “Tibetic”

The term “Tibetic” has been used in the recent pgssome authors in different
ways to refer to various intermediate levels ofsiication within Tibeto-Burman (e.qg.
Matisoff 2003, Beckwith 2006, Lewis 2009, Blenchl20de Haan 2011, DeLancey 2012,
van Driem 2012, Noonan 2012, Chirkova in pregger alia).2 Depending on the author,
“Tibetic” may be used to refer to a high level absgrouping more or less equivalent to
“Bodic” or “Himalayish” or to a lower level of sugrouping such as “Bodish” or an even
lower level as an alternative form for “Tibetandamages/dialects”.

“Bodic”, also referred to as “Tibeto-Himalayan” (bhiailovsky 2011), groups
together many Eastern Himalayan languages (sudheasiranti languages), Western
Himalayan languages (such as Kannauri, Almora),sthvealled “Tibetan dialects” and
“Bodish languages” (such as Tamang, Gurung, Bunghd@shangla etc.). “Bodic” is a
“heterogenous and impressionistic” group (van Drizgtl: 31).

“Bodish”, sometimes referred to as Tibeto-Kannaatthough less problematic is
also not well-defined. It groups together the “Taredialects”, Tamangic languages and
some other languages such as Tshangla, Bumthantpeigy Baké etc. The historical
comparative methodology has so far not provided mom innovations which would
delimit clearly the Bodish subgroup.

We can only agree with Matisoff's (1989, 1990) nate caution to megalo-
reconstructionists, or van Driem who states that #afer “to discover the structure of the
[Tibeto-Burman] family tree by working up from thi&rmer group of lower-level
subgroups to the higher levels of superordinateysups” (2011: 37). Thus the use of
“Tibetic” to replace already existing labels refeg to subgroups which are not well-
defined or to create new intermediate levels ofsifecation without clear scientific
criteria is not appropriate.

1 Aix-Marseille University and CNRS (Lacito). | wallike to warmly thank Nathan W. Hill, Guillaume
Jacques, Hiroyuki Suzuki, Randy LaPolla, Lauren @@&and two anonymous reviewers, who read an earlier
gersion of this article for their relevant remasdl suggestions.

The Sino-Tibetan macrofamily groups together flilaéto-Burman” and “Sinitic” languages. | thinkist
more convenient and appropriate to call this maarify Sino-Tibeto-BurmafSTB), because it allows us to
clearly include the Sinitic languages (whateveirtagtus may be) when discussing general issumst dhe
inner and outer classification of the Tibeto-Burnsabgroup. However, in this paper, | will use the
gaditional taxon ‘Tibeto-Burman’ (TB).

Bake orbrag-skadis a language spoken near the Basum lake (brag-g#sho) in the Kongpo area, less
than 500 kms from Lhasa.



Because of its various meanings, the term “Tibetmild become useless, unless it
receives a precise definition and is used in aistatd way.

2. Definition of “Tibetic”

The term “Tibetic” could, however, become a usefyllacement for the notion of
“Tibetan dialects”, which is not appropriate forizas reasons.

First, the notion of “Tibetan dialects” implies tlegistence of aingle “Tibetan
language”. However, the so-called “Tibetan diafeceser in fact to various languages
which do not allow mutual intelligibility. Until # last decades of the 20th century, many
scholars would still classify the “Tibetan dial€ciato three major groups: Kharhs
Amdo, U-Tsang (thus taking into account only thalekcts” found in China) or into five
major dialects: Central (U-Tsang), Southeastern a(i$), Western, Southern and
Northeastern (Amde) In recent years, some authors such as Sun (2Q08&, 2007),
Suzuki (2009b, 2009c, 2009d, 2011a, 2011b), Zei{@ei1, 2012), Haller (2000, 2004,
2009), and Chirkova (2005, 2008b), to name a feavehprovided new data on various
languages and dialects of the area. These veryfisagt contributions have resulted in
new developments in the understanding of the Tibktguistic area and its diversity.

Second, these “Tibetan dialects” are spoken nat lopITibetangper sebut also by
other ethnic groups such as Ladakhi, Balti, Lahshierpa, Bhutanese, Sikkimese Lhopo,
etc. who do not consider themselves to be Tibétahey do not call their language
“Tibetan”. In a similar way, we do not talk of LatLanguages but of Romance languages
and do not think of French, Portuguese, Italiartafaa or Romanian as variod&lectsof
Latin.’

With the recent descriptions of many new “dialeats”languages”, scholars of
Tibetan linguistics have come to realize the inteddiversity of this linguistic area. The
representation of a single language is no longaslgiand we have to speak of a language
family. In fact, the Tibetic linguistic family iscenparable in size and diversity to the
Romance or Germanic families.

4 use here the orthograpthams(which corresponds to the Wylie transliterationl @iot the pronunciation)
gecause the word Kham also refers to a Tibeto-Badaraguage spoken in Nepal and not related to aibet
See Gesang Jumian [1964] 2002; Qu Aitang 1996afenitical approach, see Sun 2003a or Tournadre

2005.

61n many areas outside Tibet, such as the southienalayas, people speaking Tibetan-related languiage
sometimes call themselves ‘Bhut@/’? bhoTi or ‘Lamas’(@* bla-ma),

7 Nor would we think of English as a dialect of Gammjust because German and English belong to the
Germanic family. However the term “dialect” is sdimees used in a broader sense and means related
varieties: so, for example, one of the definitiofisdialect” given in the Merriam-Webster Online
Dictionary (http://www.merriam-webster.com/) is ‘®nf two or more cognate languages : French and
Italian are Romancdialects.



The term “Tibetic” is thus very convenient to dema well-defined family of
languages derived from Old Tibefahe language called Old Tibetan was spoken at the
time of the Tibetan empire (7th--9th centuries).céwaing to Hill “Old Tibetan was
originally spoken in the Yarlung valley, the cradliethe Tibetan empire” (2010: 111).
While | tend to agree with this statement, it ischeo delimit the precise extension of the
area where this language was spoken as well theeled dialectal diversity at the time of
the Empire. Much more controversial is Hill's reiaabout the relationship between
“Common Tibetan”, the ancestor of all the modemglaages (see Section 4 below on
Proto-Tibetic) and Old Tibetan: “Because Tibetamglaages began to diverge from each
other some centuries after Old Tibetan was comdhitte writing, the written system
represents arétat de langue(Old Tibetan) older than that reconstructible \ree
comparative method (Common Tibetan)” (2010: 112).

Old Tibetan is very similar to the Classical Litgréanguage which has preserved
a very archaic orthography. And indeed, all the emodanguages not only have regular
reflexes of Classical Literary Tibetan (CLT), thalso share a core vocabulary and
grammar.

The Tibetic language family belongs to a very snaaitle of language families
throughout the world, derived from a common languadich is identical or closely
related to an old literary langudgdhis small group includes for example the Romance
languages with Latin, the Arabic languages (or l&tits”) with Classical Arabic, the
Sinitic languages with Middle Chine¥® the modern Indic languages with Vedic
Sanskritl etc. There are only a few other examples of tpiscic relation between a
proto-language and an old literary language. Thasguage groups or families have a
great significance not only for the theory of laage evolution but also for the typology of
sound changes, for morphology and syntax. It isqdarly true for Tibetan since some of
the attested sound changes have no equivalentriop&an languages. As Jacques (p.c.)
rightly points out, “a general model about the etioh of languages has to take into
consideration the specific features of the Tibddnguages. Their interest goes well
beyond the Sino-Tibetan macrofamily”.

8 Althﬁug_h in some rare cases such as Baima or Kigakp Qiangic substratum is a very probable
ypothesis.

8The ideas elaborated in this paragraph were stegby Guillaume Jacques, whom | thank.

1 Except maybe the Min dialects which bear more aircfeatures.

11 A few languages have old literary relatives betstnliterary forms can not be considered as (nearly

identical to the proto-languages: this is for exbntpe case of the Runic inscriptions in relatiofPtoto-

Germanic, Avestan and OId Persian in relation twdRtranian, or Old Church Slavonic in relationRmoto-

Slavic. In the case of Iranian or Slavonic langsagiee Old Literary languages are precious to retcoct

the Proto-languages but their reconstruction isexetd by the comparative method.



3. ldentification of Tibetic languages

The identification of a Tibetic language should ghoe based on a number of
phonological, morphosyntactic and lexical critengjich we will mention below. It is
important to use such criteria also for the soethfiBodish” languages, as well as the
rGyalrongic and Qiangic languages languages spakesastern Tibet (China). These
Tibeto-Burman subgroups have been heavily influérnmeClassical Literary Tibetan and
various spoken forms of Tibetan because of poljticaltural and liturgical factors, and
together with the southern Himalayan Bodish langsagf Nepal, India and Bhutan they
can be considered to belong to the “Tibetosphere®. the sphere of influence of the
Tibetan language, culture and religion. In the sask some languages spoken in the
Tibetosphere (such as Bake, Tshona Moénpa, Khengioguetc.), the existence of
numerous loanwords from Tibetan may at first giwe trong impression that they are
Tibetic languages.

While all modern Tibetic developments can be diyederived from Classical
Literary Tibetan (or forms very closely relateditpor indirectly derived from it (in the
case of local innovations), this is not the caseBfadic or even Bodish developments. The
examination of the phonological, lexical and morpymdactic criteria allows us to sort out
Tibetospheric languages from the actual Tibetiqgleayes. These criteria reveal that,
beyond the first impression, there is a real gawéen the Tibetic languages and other
closely related Bodish languages.

3.1. Phonology

Tibetic languages exhibit a great variation onghenological level. For example,
some languages have suprasegmental distinctivarésafpitch tone, phonation registers
such as creaky voice, breathy voice) while othaglmges, which have preserved some
consonant clusters (or traces of these clustess)ptihave such distinctions.

However, unlike Bodish languages, all the modeirelic languages have regular
reflexes of Classical Literary Tibetan. This phagptal criterion for the identification of
a “Tibetic language” specifies that it is not enleudgr a given language to have a great
number of cognates with Classical Literary Tibetdu@se cognates should match regular
phonological reflexes of the Literary forms. Thegukarity of sound changes is of course a

12 coined this term by analogy with the terms “Sipbere” and “Indosphere”, proposed by Matisoff
(1990). The people speaking rGyalrongic languagesih “Ethnic Tibetans” in that they identify with
Tibetan ethnicity. A majority of speakers of Qiantainguages are considered as “Tibetans” and are
officially recognized as such by the Chinese statber groups of Qiangic speakers are classifiethey
Chinese government as members of the Qiang Naitipaald the Pumi Nationality.



fundamental rule of classical historical and corapae linguistics and applies very well
to the Tibetic family. Let us exemplify the abovwatement with two examples.

The reflexes of the initial consonant clustdrfound in Classical Literary Tibetan
may be quite different in the various modern Tibé#inguages, but they are absolutely
regular. For example, we find the following reflexdta/, /rta/, /hta/, &/, /lha/ etc. as
shown belowzs:

LTA & ‘look at’ > /ita/ (Ladakhi, Balti), ta/ (“archaic Amdo”) or lita/ (“innovative
Amdo™4), ta/ (U, Tsang, Khams)|ta/ (Sherpa).

LTOGS v ‘be hungry’ > ltoks/ (Balti), ftox/ (archaic Amdo) orhtox/ (innovative
Amdo), t5?/ (U, Tsang, Khams)|l5?/ (Sherpa)

Thus in a given Tibetic language, any word deriyien a Classical Literary
Tibetan word that contains an initial clusteF, should have the same derivation. In the
above list ofLT reflexes, all the modern Tibetic forms contain/agkcept Sherpa which
has a surprising form /Ih/. In order to check thguistic affiliation of Sherpa and confirm
that it is a Tibetic language, we should find thihthe Sherpa words derived from Literary
forms that contain AT sequence should yield /Ih/ in this language. Ansl igactually the
case. The clusteérT in words such aka ‘look at’, ltogs ‘be hungry’ (see examples above)
or lte-ba‘navel’, ltas-mo‘show’ etc. all yield the expected reflex /Ih/.

The regularity of sound changes in Tibetic may adga¢ exemplified by the
reflexes of the initial consonant clus&R /s/, /str/, t/, Is/.

SROGg'life’ >/ sox/ (Amdo), gok/ (Ladakhi), stroqg/ (Balti), §6?/ (Tsang, Sherpa){d?/
or /s5?/ (U), /s5?/ (Khams)

SRUNGg= ‘guard’ (verb) >gon/ (Amdo), sun/ (Ladakhi), strun / (Balti), fsin / (Tsang,
Sherpa),tfin/ (U), /sin/ (Khams)

As shown in the two examples above, the retroftaxnd {/ is the normal reflex in
Central Tibetan (U) and will normally appear in amgrd that contains SRinitial cluster

13 These examples provide the main reflexed foandSRin a sample of Tibetic languages. However, the
reflexes given for one language are not exhausiiliey also depend on the dialectal variety. Fompta,
the main reflex oSRin Amdo is/s/ but in Golok Amdo, the reflex i§/. The same is true for other dialect
groups, particularly for Khams.

4 See Nishi 1986. The distinction between Archait Emovative Amdo could also be referred to as
Pastoralists’ Amdo versus Cultivators’ Amdo.



such asran-ma’‘pea’, srang-lam'street’, srab ‘horse bit’,srab-mo‘thin’, sreg‘burn’, etc.
There are some exceptions in the regularity but thay be explained as loanwords from
other dialects or as prestigious pronunciationguamnfced by the Classical Literary
language. For example, the wanabg ‘life’ may be pronounced asd®, which reflects the
reading pronunciation.

In some Tibetic languages, reflexes can be quiteote from the original but they
remain regular. For example, the wd€dAD-PA ‘brain’ becomes /xlatpa/ (Balti);aha/
(U); /leta/ (Sherpa) and eveéiap/ (Dzongkhals.

In Baima (Zhang Jichuan 1997; Chirkova 2008a) andnany Southern Khams
dialects (Suzuki 2009a), the phonetic evolutioeven more spectacular. For example, in
Baima LAG-PA ‘hand’ becomes d&/; LUG ‘sheep’ > /y/. However, these changes are
totally regular. The initiaL yields a glide in Baima and the second syllableediced in
many contexts (e.0MCHIL-MA > /dzuel / ‘spittle’).

Tibetic languages have also developed a numbehafqiactic restrictions which
are not present in neighbouring Bodish languagesh(as Khengkha, Tamang, etc.). This
is the case for example with the onsets /ml/,dptl 4r/, which are not allowed in Tibetic
languages, but are found in non-Tibetic Bodish leugs.

3.2. Lexicon

In order to define “Tibetic”, a simple test based the word for ‘seven’ was
proposed by Nishi (1986: 849), Beyer (1992: 7), @ydMichailovky and Mazaudon
(1994: 2). In the Tibetic languages, the word cspomding to ‘seven’ is regularly derived
from Classical Tibetabdunwhile it is not the case in other languages, eveanin the
case of Tibetospheric languages closely relateédedibetic languages. The above test is
generally valid and could be used as a first inthoa but numbers can always be

borrowed. Indeed in Japhug (a rGyalrongic languabe) ordinal numbéf has been
borrowed from Tibetarfdumnpa “seventh” <bdun-pa(see Jacques 2004b).

Sometimes the lexical items have distinct etymaumsthey are all cognates with
words attested in Classical Literary Tibetan, whosanings are equivalent or similar. For
example, the verb ‘fear’ in the various Tibetic daages is derived from at least 5
different etyma:

15 The latter example is the result of syllable merge _
While the cardinal numeral ‘seven’ has remaine@yalrongic cognate.



‘fear’ : ce? (U) <ZHED- 35 the? (Ts) <BREDzs;, (a?, 3? (Kh), tak (Ho), eteax (Am) <
SKRAG g; - dzi? (T0), ziwa lay (Sh)idziks (La) <'jigs, ziks (Ba) < 'JIGSazqw; do: (Dz)
<‘DROG q§q

Tournadre (2005) provides a list of one hundredtlhitems found across the
Tibetic languages. Th@omparative Dictionary of Tibetan DialedfBielmeier et al. in
preparation) contains hundreds of roots found acitoes various Tibetic languagés.

3.3. Morphosyntax

All the Tibetic languages share a number of fundaale morphosyntactic
characteristics, some of which sharply differ fraire neighbouring closely related
languages.

The “pronominalized languages” include many TibBtomman languages
belonging to various subgroups such as Qiangicaih@ggic and Bodic (Kiranti, Kanauri,
Dolakha Newar), but no modern Tibetic language pesserved a system of verb
agreemenit8 The ancient verb tense-aspect morphology inhefited Tibeto-Burman has
been replaced in the Tibetic languages by a sysbénauxiliary verbs used with
nominalized forms of the verb. Most (if not allletfMibetic languages have developed a
rich system of evidential and epistemic markersctvlappear as verb suffixes.

Classical Tibetan has a system of 10 nominal cases Tournadre 2010). Most of
the modern Tibetic languages have preserved to sextent a nominal case system
inherited from Old Tibetan, although most of thed®am case systems are quite reduced
and may use only four cases (ergative, absolugemritive and dative).

Classifiers are not found in Literary Tibetan arah@ of the modern languages
have developed a system of classifiers, althoudiewa rare classifiers do exist in a
marginal way.

17 See also “Etymological notes about widespread titibeoots” in Tournadre and Suzuki (in

eparation).
% The question of the existence of agreement markdPsoto-Sino-Tibetan is a very controversial &ssu
See e.g. LaPolla (1992, 1994) and Jacques whaksni&ome scholars such as Bauman (1975), van
Driem (1993), or DeLancey (2010) argue that susiistem must be reconstructed for Proto-Sino-Tibeta
while others such as LaPolla (2003) propose tratatreement systems found in various Sino-Tibetan
languages are independent innovations” (2012: @#jre is a general consensus that agreement syatems
absent in Literary Tibetan and in the Tibetic laages. Jacques (2010) has mentioned what he beiseves
onesingle traceof agreement in Literary Tibetan, but the argurseviiich are based on the slim evidence of
a single verb formzos'‘eat (past)’ are not convincing. Even if it wer&race of verb agreement, it already
was reinterpreted in Old Tibetan as a tense phenomand did not function as a person agreement.



The grammatical morphemes that are cognate indhieus Tibetic languages
include the following: a) the negatiwea-or m(y)i-19, b) the nominalizing suffixpa, c) the
auxiliary verbsyin andyod, and d) the genitive and ergative caggsand gis.

4. Proto-Tibetic

It is necessary to distinguish clearly between Hbetic and Proto-Tibet?€ (PT).
The former is the ancestor not only of Tibetic laages but also of languages belonging to
a higher grouping that may correspond partly to Boglish branch (but possibly also
higher groupings of Tibeto-Burman). The latter refe the direct ancestor of the Tibetic
languages. Many authors have used Proto-Tibetaaféo to forms that are indeed Pre-
Tibetic.

Proto-Tibetic reconstructed forms are often simdardentical to the orthography
of Classical Literary Tibetan. The reality is ofutse somewhat more complex. As Sprigg
points out “Shafer would have said that we alrelagiyw what Proto-Tibetan looks like: it
is embalmed in the orthographic forms of Writtebétan”, but he adds that “none of the
dictionaries gives a reliable picture of the phagidal structure of Written Tibetan during
a given Etat de langué (1972: 556). Furthermore, as Hill (2011) has reted, the
phonology of Old Tibetan is not well researched.

The main phonological features, which charactePimso-Tibetic are:

1. The preservation of the prefixes inherited fi@roto-Tibeto-Burman.
2. The palatalization of dental and alveolar before

3. The change from latertal dental aftem.

4. The emergence of distinctive aspirated initlabwes.

4.1. The preservation of prefixes

The numerous morphological prefixes of Tibeto-Bunmare still clearly pronounced,
most probably with an epenthetic vowel in Proto€lib, (see Matisoff , 2003: 97). The

main prefixes found in Proto-Tibetic are: 35¢d(2)/g(s),*m(a) and *bg). The numbers
gives a good illustration of this phenomendg(s)-t¢ik ‘one’, *g(a)-nyis ‘two’, *g(9)-

19 For example, Bakeébfag-gsum skadhas a negation ia- which is an evidence that it can not be a Tibetic
language. As we have seen above, the negatiowayslderived fronma- or myi- in the Tibetic languages.
There is much other phonological evidence suchesack of palatalization of the dentél or the fricative
*si or lexical evidences such as the words for ‘maad ‘red’ which are not derived from the panditdéc
roots respectivelghaanddmar. Despite these anomalies, Bake was however dedsi a “Tibetan
%alect” by some authors such as Qu Aitang (1996).

In some works, the term “Proto-Tibetan” is uséadrresponds to the term “Proto-Tibetic” usedha t
present paper.



sum ‘three’,*b(a)-zi ‘four’, *1(s)-pa ‘five’, * d(o)-ruk ‘six’, * b(s)-dun ‘seven’,*b(s)-

rgyat ‘eight’,* d(o)-gu ‘nine’, * b(a)-teu ‘ten’. The prefix ‘s’ used for animals and body
parts: %(a)-dik-pa ‘scorpion’,*s(o)-bal ‘frog’, *s(a)-tak ‘tiger’, * s(a)-b-rul ‘snake?i,
*s(9)-pra ‘monkey’, *s(o)-kra ‘hair’, *s(o)-nyin ‘heart’, s(s)-na ‘nose’. Other prefixes
such as *(b)-/*g(a)-, *m(a)-0*r(9)- are also used for body parts as well as someadsim
*d(s)-myik ‘eye’, *m(o)-go‘head’, *r(o)-na ‘ear’. For a discussion about the status of the

morphological prefix /d/, see Jacques (2008) ardd(ED11).

4.2.Palatalization of dentals and alveolars before y

Palatalization is one of the main features of Riidbetic. The combinationsty *ly,
*sy were not palatalized in Pre-Tibetidut all these combinations have undergone in

Proto-Tibetic a palatalization, which is recordedthe orthography of Literary Tibetan.
About the phonemic status of the palatals, see(BiL1). All the modern languages and
dialects have now developed reflexes of these gdadatl forms.

ty>te

*o(0)-tyik ‘one’ > PT : *o(0)- te(h)ik > OT :gcig/gchig 34T /54
*tye ‘big’ > PT : * t¢(h)e > OT: che &

*b(a)-tyu ‘ten” > PT :b(e)-teu > OT: bcu / bchuag/ =z

*tyi ‘what’” > PT : *t¢(h)i > OT: ci/chig /%

In a lot of Bodic and even Bodish languages closelgted to Tibetan, we do not find
palatalized forms of * t+y. See for example Bakagm lake) /ti/ “what”, i/ ‘one’
which reflects a stage closer to Pre-Tibetic.

*sy >
*sya ‘flesh’ > PT :¢a > CLT :shag

jsyes ‘know’ > PT :¢es > CLT : shesy
jsying ‘wood’ > PT :¢ig > CLT : shings=

A lot of Bodish languages such as Tamang, Kurte et undergone this change.

tsy>¢
*b(o)-tsyat 'to cut’ (past stem) >PT : *b(a)-teat > CLT : bcad RS

21 Sagart )and Jacques propose the reconstructionrtg-for some ealier stage (p.c. also compare Hill
11: 448).
58 See Jacques (2004a) and Gong (1977) for thesestegctions.



*m(o)-tsyil-ma ‘spittle’ > PT : *m(o)-te(h)il-ma > CLT : mchil-mas@arar
*m(9)- tsin-pa ‘liver’ > PT : *m(o)-tg(h)in-pa, CLT : mChin-pasl%ai'Rj

Among the important innovations of Proto-Tibeti¢the palatalization of the lateral /I/ in
front of y (see Jacques 2004a). This sound lawbbaa dubbed ‘Benedict’s law’ by Hill
(2011: 445).

For example:
*b(e)-lyi ‘four’ > PT : * b(a)zi > CLT : bzhi qa'

*lying ‘field’ > PT : *%in > CLT zhing a:'
*Idi “flea” > PT : *1dzi >CLT: lji @ jia&?3
*s(a)-lak(s) “iron” > *l-sak(s) > *|-tsyak(s) > PT :lt¢caks > CLT : Icagsgu]nr

This last mentioned is found in all the Tibeticdaages but not in the neighbouring
Bodish languages such as Kurt8fa#/ and Bumthaglak/ (Michailovsky and Mazaudon

1994). The lateral of the sequence *bli is alssereed in many other Bodish or even
Sino-Tibeto-Burman languages, such as Kurtdp, Taljorisho-sna), and Old Chinese
(see Jacques 2004a).

4.3.The change from lateralto dental after m

The change fromml to md occurred in proto-Tibetan and its reflex is foundall the
modern Tibetic languages. Thus PTB *b/m-la ‘arrdw> PT : mda > CLT mda’ss

Some Bodish languages closely related to Tibetet ribt undergo this mutation (see
Michailovsky and Mazaudon 1994). Hill calls thisusd change ‘Bodman’s law’ (2011:
450 note 12).

4.4.The assimilation ofb before nasaln

The change frombn to *mnis also a characteristic feature of proto-Tibetan.

*bnans> PT : mnans > OTmnandto suppress’
*bnyan> PT : nyan >mnyandto listen’

This sound law has been discovered by Chang (1&Yd Hill (2011: 445-446) has
proposed to call it Chang’s sound law.

23 Both ‘ji-ba andlji-ba are found in Classical Literary Tibetan. Thehig-mdzod chen-niGreat Tibetan
dictionary] gives two slightly different meanings fji-ba andlji-ba, but they have certainly a common
Sg/mology. See alsBeyer (1992: 78) and Zhang Jichuan 82009).

According to Matisoff's reconstruction (2003: S0passim).



4.5. Emergence of distinctive aspirated initial plsives.

Another characteristic of proto-Tibetan is the eyeece of distinctive aspirations for
plosives as was shown by Li Fang Kuei (1933) amdjJdes (2004b). According to Shafer
(1950-1951: 772-773) aspiration in Tibetan [Protbetic] was originally non-distinctive.
Hill calls the sub-phonemic status of aspiratiomdter’s rule” (2011: 441-442). In Old
Tibetan the emergence of aspirated sounds is edtesspecially for initial plosives, but it
is not yet organized as a system. This was alreatlged by Shafer (1950-1951). This can
easily be proven by the fluctuation found the ogiaphy of Old Tibetan between
aspirated and non aspirated consonants.

Ex. :gcigQchigaze faga ‘one’;

phyin-chad/ phyin-cags=s / 255 ‘from now on’
ci/ chig /% ‘what’,

cu/chug /& ‘water’, etc.

4.6. Cases of non-coincidence between Proto-Tibetind Classical Tibetan

For some words, the classical orthography doescaoespond to Proto-Tibetic.
For example for the worthig ‘eye’, many dialects of Amdo have a form suchyagalx/

or /mnjax/. Some southern Khams dialects also exhibit an arcreflex of a sound
preceding the labial /m/ (Tournadre and Suzukipri@paration) The Proto-Tibetic form
should thus be reconstruct&di(o)myik Fortunately, an archaic orthograptimnyig=gx is
attested in some old documeAt€On the basis of many dialects (T, Balti, Ladakhi,
Sherpa, Gyalsumdo, Lhoke, etc.), we should recocistor ‘flower’ PT *mentok,while
Classical Tibetan hase-tog.Fortunately, the fornrmen-togs%s is also attested in Old
Literary Tibetan (see Hill 2007: 480 note 8).

Reconstructable Proto-Tibetic forms are not alwaftested, however. For the
word sbom-pabig (for rope)’, the reconstruction based on satraects of T6 and Amdo
(Ngaba) which haveompo should be PT*s(o)orompa This form is not attested in
Literary Tibetan. In some cases, as shown by Taltenand Suzuki (in preparation), one
could be tempted to reconstruct the proto-Tibetarmf however a phonological
innovative rule may provide a better account f@ pihnenomenon. For example, the word
khang-pa‘house’ is sometimes prenasalised in some diale€t®&mdo, Khopokhok,
Minyag Khams and Baima (Zhang 1997) and thus wédclave proposed to reconstruct
PT *nkhangpa But in this case, the phonological environmentynpaovide a better
explanatior?é A few words with this type of prenasalisation (eghang‘nest’, phreng
‘beads’,tshang-ma‘all’) attested in these dialects originally haae aspirated obstruent

25 This spelling does not appear in Classical Tibé&tats.
The phonological hypothesis was proposed by Sugu&i).



initial with -ng final, which was omitted and caused a prenasaiisanstead (except
Amdo Machu, mGolog). Thus, we have to be carefuhwhe reconstruction of Proto-
Tibetic forms when they are based on a single regfdhe Tibetic area and never rule out
the possibility of local areal innovations.

Bielmeier et al. (in preparation) raises similauiss about the reconstruction of the
common ancestor:

In a number of cases the comparative evidenceeofliflects does not lead
back directly to the Written Tibetan etymologicajuevalent. Either the
evidence leads to a form previous to the Writtebefan etymological
equivalent, making the Written Tibetan equivaldnist not the “ancestor”
but simply an “older relative”, or else we have docept that certain
morphonological or grammatical changes took plagthinv individual
dialects. To give an example, we hayang‘wall’ in Written Tibetan with
regular etymological correspondences in all diaggoups of Tibetan, but
in Balti we findrgyang‘wall’. In such a case we have either to startrfra
Common Tibetan [PT{rgyang of which Written Tibetargyangis a later
offshoot, comparable to Purgyang or else we may assume that there was
an internal Balti development from Common TibetBT ] *gyangto Bali
rgyang by prefixingr-. We would then have to explain the reason for this
prefixing 27

5. The geographic distribution and status of Tibat languages

Tibetic languages are spoken above all in five toes1 China, Pakistan, India,
Nepal and Bhutan. Additionally, Sangdam, a Khanadegdi is spoken in the Kachin state
of Myanmar. For all the Tibetic languages takeretbgr, the total number of speakers is
roughly six million. However, this figure is appimate since there is no precise and
reliable census. Here is a list of the Tibetic laeqges and where they are spoken:

China: U-Tsang §@N‘qé:’5ﬁ') , Khams (mm'gﬁ'), Hor (5’?7?5')’ Amdo @'mﬁr\;'ﬁg'gmmwgﬁ),
Kyirong (s%=5=), Zhongu §sass), Khalong fa=5s), gSerpaf=«ass), Khopokhokss
s fss, Palkyl [Pashil{w3sss) / Chos-rje vaass)?8, Sharkhok 4=#as), Thewo g=a

27 \Website of the Comparative Dictionary of TibetaialBcts (CTDT), now accessible at:
Egp://www.himalayanlanguages.org/cdtd

Sun (2003b) useashos-rjebut according to Suzuki (p.adPal-skyid [Pashi] is better suited to refer to a
group of four dialects which includehos-rje



;ﬁ), Chone (%‘%a;ﬁ), Drugchu (@qa\@;ﬁﬁ), Baima 6555&}55)
Pakistan: Balti (s«8&x5)2° (northern Pakistan).

India: Purik gxa5s), Ladakhi ésaess), Zangskari 4zvsm=ss), Spiti @5ass), Lahuli or
Gharsha 4=e5s), Khunu gaass). Jad or Dzad &=5s), Drengjong dsvi=wss) often
locally called Lhoke%ss).

Nepal: Humla saass), Mugu Gsiss), Dolpo Exzass), Lo-ke or Mustanggss =53
==955), Nubri Ge2asg), TSUM &rss), Langtang ===, YOImo (@355 ), Gyalsumdo
(grogerax), Jirel 2es), Sherpa 4=<ass) also locally called Sharwi Tamnygxgagar
=), Kagate also called Shupayéass), Lhomi (g3ass ), Walung §ama=g§atsmmrarasss)
and Tokpe Gola ﬁ@ﬁﬁmﬁ;ﬁﬁ&ﬁqqa;ﬁ)

Bhutan: Dzongkha #=w), Tsamang £s==) or Chocha-ngachg{s==w), Lakha )
also called Tshangkha{=), Dur Brokkat {=3zvss) also called Bjokha in Dzongkha,
Mera Sakteng Brokpa-ke s~ 3=

This list contains nearly fifty Tibetic languaged, of which are derived from Old
Tibetar¥®. However the total number of dialects and vargetertainly comes up to more
than two hundred. This incredible diversity, whishlargely due to the extension of the
Tibetic linguistic area and to the geographic iBota of many localities, has been
underestimated until quite recently.

As mentioned earlier, some of these languagesaaa, twhile others are non-
tonal. Although they do share a common basic vdeap@and grammar, they may largely
differ in some aspects of phonology, morphologyntay and lexicon. In general, the
languages listed above do not allow mutual intidiigy. However some of them do allow
a certain degree of intelligibility for example Yiob and Kagate (in Nepal) or Balti and
Purik (on both sides of the India-Pakistan bordér).

Some taxons in the list correspond to large graafpguite diversified dialects.
This is the case for “Amdo”, “U-Tsang”, “Khams” @ven “Ladakhi”, which include
dozens of dialects (see e.g. Zeisler 2011; Toumadd Konchok Jiatso 2001; Tournadre
2005, 2008; Tournadre and Jamborova 2009). On ther dvand, a number of taxons
mentioned in the list above refer to languages \ititle or no dialectal diversity, e.g. Jirel

29 Balti is traditionall%/ writtersbal-ti in Tibetan but Balti people write it and pronouritceal-ti.

As mentioned earlier, a couple of languages idighenight originally have a distinct substratum.
31This is partly due to the fact that many auth@gehcontinued to use the expression “Tibeliafects
g?tead of “Tibetatanguage’s(although Zeisler 2004 uses this term) or “Tibddnguages

The situation is again comf)arable to the Romaagely. While some languages such as Romanian,
Spanish and French do not allow a basic conversaBalician, Asturian and Portuguese allow someualut
intelligibility. The same is true for Piedmontesegurian and Italian.



or Sherpa&3 Most of the taxons in the list are related to itradal geographic and cultural
names. They do not always refer to precise linguisbels. In the next section, | will
propose a classification of the Tibetic family, wiis based on the notion of geolinguistic
continua and avoids some of the problematic trawliti taxons.

With a few notable exceptions, spoken Tibetic lagps have not been
standardized and have not been subject to anyfisemi language planning. Thus, for
example, Khams “language”, which refers to a vargé group of dialects, does not have
a standardized form even if some dialects sucheagddéde-dgée are often considered as
prestigious. A few languages have undergone stdimddion to some degree. This is the
case of Lhasa Tibetan, a variety of Central Titudt (vhich is often referred to apyi-
skad (3ss) ‘the Common Language’. It functions as the regidmaheand is also called
“Standard (Spoken) Tibetan” (Tournadre and Dorje9892003). This “common
language” is used in Central Tibet (and to a lesg&nt in Amdo and Khams, mainly by
the educated elite) for spoken communication beatwspeakers of different Tibetic
languages or dialects. More importantly, it is ubgdlibetan emigrants in the diaspora in
India, Nepal or elsewhere in the wotfdSome other Tibetic languages such as Dzongkha,
Sikkimese Lhoke or Ladakhi have also achieved somagble degree of standardization.

If we take in account the number of speakers, [gesind political status, we can
identify the following “major” spoken languages: T$ang, Khams, Amdo (China);
Dzongkha (Bhutan); Balti (Pakistan); Ladakhi, Sikkise Lhoke (India); and Sherpa
(Nepal)3s

The main written language of the area is Clasdigatary Tibetan (CLT), which
has been used as the written language of the Tibeta for more than a thousand yéars.
Classical Literary Tibetan is the liturgical langeaof Bon and Vajraana Buddhism,
which partly explains why it has played a fundamkmble in the area. During the last
decade, Classical Literary Tibetan has adapteddontodern information technologies
(Unicode, the internet, mobile phones, email eamyl has gained a real visibility and
weight on the internét.

33 Sherpa for example has only five closely relatiatedts: Solu, Khumbu, Pharak, Dram, Sikkimese
Sherpa. Jirel which is spoken by a small commuuifitigss than 5000 people in the area of a sindliege
é]'ri) probably has no significant dialectal divigrs

The Common language or Standard Tibetgyi(skadl should definitely not be called Lhasa Tibetan
when it applies to the diaspora. There are somemhéxical and grammatical discrepancies between th
g?sgora common language and the Lhasa dialect.

These eight languages account for the great nhajafrthe speakers. The other Tibetic languagesg hav
ggnerally a small number of speakers (from a femdned to a few thousand thousand.)

Of course the literary language has undergone smol@ition but it has preserved a very conservative
gr}hography and grammar.

For example on Wikipedia, Literary Tibetan hasrdueking 135 among the 285 languages in termseof th
number of entries as of March 2012. See URL: hitp:wikipedia.org



Nowadays, in some areas, especially in the soutHemalayas, Classical Literary

Tibetan is essentially used in the monasteriesdigious purpose and is often called for
this reasorchos-skadzvss) ‘the language oflharmaor religion’38 In Baltistan, literary

Tibetan gradually fell into disuse following thems@rsion of its population to Shia Islam
during the 15th century, and was replaced by Permmal later Urdu. In the ethnic Tibet
(Tibetan Autonomous Region, Qinghai, Sichuan, Gan&unnan), Classical Literary
Tibetan in its modernized form is used by both laypnand monks for all written purposes,
along with Written Chinese whose influence has lgremving rapidly during the last two
decades. Thus, the three main spoken languagesityTAmdo and Khams, are normally
not used as written languag®slhis situation contrasts sharply with the Tibetieas
outside China, where Ladakhi, Balti, Lhoke, Dzorgldmd Sherpa have developed or are
developing a written form based on the spoken lagguThese newly written languages
coexist with Classical Literary Tibet&(which is still used in the Buddhist and Bdnpo
monasteries) and with the written national langsagech as Hindi, Urdu or Nepali,
depending on the area.

6. The inner classification of the Tibetic family

As mentioned earlier, the Tibetic area shows a rkafde dialectal diversity,
which can be partly explained by the mountainousaie and the difficulty of transport
across the Plateau and the Himalayas, but thigsitiyenay also be partly explained by
language contact with non-Tibetic languages (padity Bodish, Qiangic and
rGyalrongic languages). Some areas, such as saut@@nsu, northern Sichuan,
northwestern Yunnan (China) or Ladakh (India) ekhia very complex dialectal
cartography with complex nets of isoglosses.

The cladistic approach of “the family tree” can hetapplied easily to the Tibetic
languaged?! Sun rightly criticizes the traditional methodologged for the classification:

In the meantime, the lamentable tendency pergsigiggeonhole minor

Tibetan dialects into the ... major dialects on thaky basis of shared

38 There are also political reasons not to call &sSical Tibetan.
39 The use of written forms of Amdo, Khams or U-Tsamgjead of Classical Literary Tibetan is not
%couraged by many Tibetans as it would undernhiaei policital unity.

Except in Baltistan (Pakistan) and in the Kargdaa(India), mostly inhabited by Muslims.
41 The phonological isoglosses are deeply intertveidgllrhey do not match with lexical or morphological
isoglosses. It is also impossible to find commaroiations that would support a cladistic appro&a.
example, there is no phonological innovation whgzhommon to the Khams-Hor group or to the Khams
sub-group. The traditional Stammbaum is also inapate in other languages of the Sino-Tibetan
macrofamily (see LaPolla 2001).



archaisms (consonant clusters, voiced obstruetsls)inon diphtongs, etc.)
or global similarities owing to convergent develah(syllable cannon
reduction, vowel nasalization, tonogenesis, etc.All distinct ... forms of
Tibetan should priori be placed directly under Old Tibetan as its first
order offshoots, unless there are sound reasomsdking the flat family
tree hierarchical. (Sun 2003a: 796-797)

Among the most influential classificatidd®f the entire family, Nishi (1986) should be

mentioned. He distinguishes six major groups: Gerfor U-Tsang), Western Innovative,

Western Archaic, Southern, Khams and Amdo. Thissifiation is essentially similar to
the one used by Bielmeier in hiSomparative Dictionary of Tibetan Dialectgn
preparation) Themain difference is that the Khams group is divide@d Northern Khams
and southern Khams.

The classification proposed here is essentialledas a genetic approach, but it
also includes geographical parameters, migrati@hlanguage contact factors (Chirkova
in press; LaPolla in press). The languages liste8action 5 can be grouped together at a
higher level into 8 major sections. Each sectionstitutes ageolinguistic continuum
These are: North-Western section (NW); Western@e¢WV); Central section (C); South-
Western section (SW); Southern section (S); Souistdfn section (SE); Eastern section
(E); North-Eastern section (NE).

1) North-Western section
Ladakhi, Zanskari, Balti, Purki (see Zeisler's sudagps Shamskat and Kenhat in Zeisler
2011)

2) Western section
Spiti, Garzha, Khunu, Jad

3) Central section

U, Tsang, Phenpo, Lhokha, T4, Kongpo

42 see also Denwood (1999).



4) South-Western section

Sherpa and Jirel and other languages/dialects dhengino-Nepalese border such as
Humla, Mugu, Dolpo, Lo-ke, Nubri, Tsum, Langtangyit®ng*3, Yolmo, Gyalsumdo,
Kagate, Lhomi, Walung and Tokpe Gola.

5) Southern section

Dzongkha, Drengjong, Tsamang, Dhromo Lakha, DukBag Mera Sakteng Brokpa-ke

6) South-Eastern section

Hor Nagchu, Hor Bachen, Yushu, Pembar, ‘Northeroted4 , Rongdrak, Minyak,
‘Southern route®, Dzayul, Derong-Jol, Chaktretfg Muli-Dappa, Semkyi Nyida (for the
dialects of Khams, see Suzuki 2009a)

7) Eastern section
Drugchu, Khdpokhok, Thewo, Chone , Baima, Sharklirakyi [Pashi] and Zhongu (see
Suzuki 2009a)

8) North Eastern section
Amdo, gSerpa, Khalong (see Jackson, 2006, 2007)

For some of the above sections, mutual intelligypils good between adjacent
dialects, but it becomes problematic between dislkrated at the extreme ends of one
section. If we take the Central section, U and §safsang and T6, Kongpo and U
generally allow fairly good intelligibility but forKongpo and To¢ dialects, mutual
intelligibility is probably limited. Mutual inteltibility is lower in the South-Eastern and
Eastern sections, and is very limited between sseoughern and northern Khams dialects.
The same could be said of the North Western seatrbith includes Ladakhi, Balti, Purik
and Zanskari. The eight sections can thus be viesembmplex dialect (quasi-)continua.

43 Kyirong is located in China but from both a gequria and a linguistic point of view, Kyirong is atéd
to the South-Western dialects spoken on the Nepalde and influenced by languages from Nepal (as
2 own by Huber 2005).

The north route includes ‘Chamd@iab-md, Derge §de-dg¢ and Kandzedkar-mdzes
45 The southern route includes Markhasmér-khamy Bathang ‘pa’-thang), Lithang (i-thang)
46 The literary spelling of Chaktreng phyag-phreng.



A lot of authors traditionally make a distinction their classification between
‘brog-skad‘pastoralists’ dialects’ ancbng-skad'cultivators dialects’ (e.g. Gesang Jumian
[1964] 2002). This sociolinguistic criterion ovesta with a geographic criterion. The
distinction between pastoralists and cultivatorselevant in most of the eight sections,
particularly in the North, North-Eastern, CentratlaNorth-Western. The idea that all the
pastoralists (at least in Tibet) can understandh edbers is frequently heard but it is a
mythA7 It is generally true that the pastoralists’ ditdeare more conservative than the
cultivators’ ones, but they too belong to variowet®ons and do not allow mutual
intelligibility. Hor and Khams pastoralists (southd=astern section) can not communicate

easily with pastoralists from T (Central sectionAmdo (northern section).

7. Non-coincidence between ethnic groups and lingitic groups of the Tibetic area

As mentioned in section (2), the Tibetic languagesspoken not only by Tibetans
per sebut also by other ethnic groups in India, Nepad &hutan who do not consider
themselves as Tibetans. As in many other regionghef world, there is no strict
coincidence between the ethnic groups or natioeslénd the language they speak. The

great majority of ethnic Tibetans calléd-rigs s=2q~ in Tibetan andZangzujil/ in

Chinese speak various Tibetic languages (or sedadlTibetan dialects”). However a
minority of ethnic Tibetans do not speak a Tibdéisgguage as their mother tongue, but
one or another Tibeto-Burman language belongindpeorGyalrongic, Qiangic or Bodish
groupg® (see Poa and LaPolla 2007). The main non-Tibatiguages spoken as mother
tongues by ethnic Tibetans are found in the rGygjrarea in China: Situ, Zbu, Tshobdun,
Japhug, Lavrung, sTau, Geshitsa, sTodsde and Nyadviinyag. They are all spoken in
Sichuan, in Ngaba Prefecture and in a few coumti¢candze Prefecture (Tau, Rongdrak,
Dhrango and Nyagrong). Another series of languageg&en by Ethnic Tibetans in Ngaba
and Kandze Prefectures (Sichuan) include the fafigwQiangic languages: Qiang,

Prinmi*9, Queyu, Zhaba, Guigiong, Shixing, Namuyi, Ersuniik and Lizu. Finally, a

47 see for example the following entry on the Tibetdikipedia (http://bo.wikipedia.org/wiki 5=):

Aat AR AR RACAREE AR - A bl R VAN Gt ALRA P At AR N aal
“Tibetan is spoken in Tibet. Generally, among thie varieties of pastoralists and cultivators, theetts of
Qgstoralists spoken in upper, middle and lower fTéoe indistinct. [...]"
However, the speakers of these languages cansgtak Amdo or Kham as a second language.
9 Often referred to as Pumi which is the Chineseenafithis language.



Bodish language called Basum or Ba-ke is spokeifibgtans in the Kongpo area of the
Tibetan Autonymous Region. Most of these langudge® been heavily influenced by the
surrounding Tibetic languages and dialects, as ageby Literary Tibetan, which has long

been used as a written language.
8. Language contact

Tibetic languages are in contact with many othegleges, including members of
the following families: Tibeto-Burman (mainly Bodi®iangic, rGyalrongic, Sinitic),
Mongolic, Turkic, Indo-European (Indo-Aryan, Iranjaand BurushaskPAs a result of
these contacts, there have been various influemtdbe vocabulary, phonology, prosody
and morphosyntax of various Tibetic languages. @wely, Tibetic languages have also

influenced various neighbouring languages, paityithe Tibetospheric languagés.

Since the end of the 20th century the impact of national languages has been
growing in the region through the development of modern education and official media.
Within China, Putonghua (i.e. Mandarin Chinese) is now used as a second language by
an increasing number of Tibetans, especially in urban areas.>2 For this reason, Chinese is
exerting a growing influence on some Tibetic languages and dialects, especially in the
eastern regions. Even in Central Tibet, many people in their everyday speech mix
Chinese vocabulary with Tibetan vocabulary and grammar. This has given raise to the so-

called ramalugskad which translates as ‘half sheep-half goat language’.

Within the Tibetic areas in India and Pakistan, ddiand Urdu have also become
intrusive languages. They are dominant in the dchgsiem. Nepali has also gradually
become a dominant language not only in Nepal &d al the Indian State of Sikkim.
Since the end of the 20th century, another Indepean language, English, has become

widespread amongst the elite of the Tibetic-spealdommunities in India, Pakistan,

50 Concerning the influence of Tibetan on some ofrthighbouring languages see Hill (2010: 112). About

the influences of neighbouring languages on Tibs@aLaufer ([1916] 1987) and Denwood (1999).
l.e. the rGyalrongic languages as well as manyi®oand Qiangic languages. Some of the Tibetic
languages such as Khalong or Zhongu have alsoibfeanced by the neighbouring rGyalrongic or
jangic languages, see Sun 2002, 2003a.
The Chinese dialect used by Tibetans may be &western form of Mandarin, rather thRntonghua
strictly speaking.



Nepal and Bhutan. It is also used as the educatesium in many schools of the southern
Himalayas.

9. Conclusions

The Tibetic languages form a compact and well-@éefilenguage family. These
languages allow for the reconstruction of Protoetibforms which are often very similar
to Classical Literary Tibetan but not always ideati | have proposed an inner
classification of the family based on the concdemlinguistic continua and avoiding the
traditional cladistic approach of family trees, wahniis not appropriate to describe the
complexity and the diversity of this language familhe recognition of this family will
help typologists, comparativists, Sino-Tibetanigeneral linguists and anthropologists to
have a better representation of the relationshghden the various Tibetic languages, as

well as between them and other languages of tdittetosphere.

Abbreviations

Am Amdo

Ba Balti

CLT Classical Literary Tibetan
Dz Dzongkha

Ho Nagchu Hor

Kh Khams

La Ladakhi

Sh Sherpa

Ts Tsang
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