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1. [Tibetic] KI&EEH

PEEME A T Tibetic ] —&d, (HAT4RARE, A H AR ST ARRE A R H9EE 5 8050 (lan
Matisoff 2003, Beckwith 2006, Lewis 2009, Blench 2011. De Haan 2011, DeLancey 2012+
Van Driem 2012, Noonan 2012 %) . #R#B(EZAE, [ Tibetic| AT LA 28 —fEAH & A
[Bodic (iZ#ah) | B [ ESHHERE ] Wm0 e, t0nl AR 248 — R R,
[Bodish (FFaR) |, B EARSUIHIRE, MHER DRI E ] .

[Bodic (yz3&&E) | , HW#ifE% [Tibeto-Himalayan] (Michailovsky 2011) , GHE#
ZHRENAMES (W Kirant) A5 EHHERE S (W0 Kannauri. Almora) , PAA TR
[ Tibetan dialects BT 5 ) J *ﬂ fBodlsh (3%55) | (40 Tamang. Gurung. Bumthang.
Tshangla %) , [Bodic (VZ3E&G —fE [SEAMER] K55S ##E (Van Driem 2011:
3D .

[Bodish (3%5E) | , ARBHIMEA [ Tibeto-Kannauri] , HESRFEE/D>, HMRH
e 28, e s 1) [ Tibetan dlalects(?}ﬁagﬁaﬂ Tamangic 751 Ah—L45E 5 40 Tshangla.
Bumthang. Kurtoep. Bake S5 7E—#d. &4 21k, J&E LT 208 1 A R 1L 5E W] g 7 e
[Bodish (F#3H) | HIFLFEIALH

A BEF & Matisoff (1989, 19900 #HAEHEH & al, 2K Van Driem HUTL, B [1H
T ARE AR G AR 5T 5 1 B 24 [ A At T 300 8 v JiB AT 5 )RS 8 2 R 2R A 6 1) Rl AR T 22 e ] &
(2011- 37) o M8 [Tibetic ] — & ACHUAE FE A B s K8 ) B i = LS AR U 1 v (R 5146
NG .

B [Tibetic] —FAMI&EEEL, FRAEA (R €28, I HAH -8, SRIETh
ZMH



2. [Tibetic] f1E

R %R K, [ Tibetan dialects CGikaf s 5) | BHEMERAGEN, [ Tibetic (LA
NRIRE A EGE) | —F AT A4y [ Tibetan dialects (EEE A S ) | IR E .

5%, [Tibetan dialects GElaE 77 5 ) J LS R F RGN E — M. BEE b, Fril i [ Tibetan
dialects GEFET 5 | GOF SMEARESNGES .. B 20 AR BE T, T2 2510
[ Tibetan dialects GERET 5 ) 1 A= K. K. %2, & (WR R R B 5
(75 ] ) BRI KB il D « R ER (R PUIl. BRI ALES (2£) . IEF
&, —EefEZ, U0 Sun (2003a. 2006+ 2007)  Suzuki (2009b. 2009¢c. 2009d. 2011a. 2011b).
Zeisler (2011, 2012) . Haller (2000, 2004, 2009) . Chirkova (2005. 2008b) %, #Zfit
TREHBIE FEE AT S R, MM B B RRIR O, S M G Eiﬁﬁ%ifﬁﬂt¥§j’%ﬁnun

H K, 1E% [Tibetan dialects GG A7) | MEZBABH R, BAHMARZE
oLe P % #E, 40 Ladakhi. Balti. Lahuli. Sherpa. Bhutanese. Sikkimese Lhopo 4%,
AR H RS S 4 [ Tibetan dialects GEEET ) 1 - fHIER, RMABRRALT IS,
MaRamAE 2 5h, WARAERE. BETE. BRARGE. INZREEETRE. BN JenisE &P T e
I &FETT 5

PEERIEHTF 28 (585 M (75 ] Bk ,ﬁﬁmm%%%%ﬁﬁmﬂmmm%A
ZEME. BB s A A BT, RIMAB/ARE R S Xk (JEC: language
ﬁ@h),$§L,ﬁ%ﬁﬁﬁﬁ%ﬁﬁiﬂﬁ%i%ﬁ&ﬁﬁi%ﬁ@

Kk, H T#GE] —&2RFRHE [0O1d Tibetan (HikaE. A OT) | JRA H 2 ) — I
JE RIREMRE S X e B TR, mEE A3 EEIRE (7-9 A EHMEES, 1iE
Hill 5%, fmiﬁ B W AT A 3 B 4 BB R I A ] (20100 111D . i
SRFRAF ) JA [R) 2008 — A, (HAR S 30 18 5E 5 A0 FH b I (PRSI E [3, tR7R i Jen i+ B IRE
VEEZ: 3 @E'Jﬁfp A FaE M2 Hill B [ Common Tibetan (BT BACGE S IAHL) | A1
wEaE BRI R TR GEE R & 5 A (A AL 2 1%, mEERI ekt ik, &
MARMET — iitKL_L_tK@k?ﬁﬁEﬁ%ﬁﬁEﬁEﬁi%EﬁﬁﬁEﬁJ (2010: 112) .

R B v ML SC (Classical Literary Language. f5 /% CLT) JE®AHMLL, B EHRE 7 IE
W ENPtE . FE L, A NRAGE S AMEA KHGBCC R R E, TMEtH —E&O
ni'%*ﬂ /215

JE AT X IR B At b — (R ) R Ik B 1, e A YA — e B oy 22 1 SR AR A [
DB LRGE S . WE A S5 AP0 T a8 FIhAHEE 2 A SR h AT EE  ERE 7
Fh BUREDEEGE Z JAPRFERERESSE, BARMARE S Al RO EE S 2 M ME FERR IR BR, R
d>§ﬁﬁ§¢bWJﬁz 18 BGE S KR AME S RE S A s, T H A SRR S TR RRER | F)VEAR
A EIEE R BEEEAER It R 2y — Ly ae B 0 S S AE OGS & R A S R .
IEQD?EEEIEﬁﬁfatHEﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ, [ R I 5 e 11 L5 i A 2 D6 2 2% SR, 0 o 3 1 38 i
BRI

l

3. BEEEEE

DRI, SBRAE 0| B RZ R A RE & . TR RB AV R S () — LAY, FRAMDIAE T in$es].
E’\Fﬁgﬁﬂ’] [Bodish (FaE) | LA VUL A & (1) 52 4h *ﬂ%%, WTﬁﬁﬁlaﬁE’J@—@ FH A T

« USRI R 2, 18 LA nn IR 52 T BB R VG2, BLEVHM . EIEEAN
Tﬂﬁ’]?’ﬁf’u%h?’ﬁ [Bodish (F&fE) | —#2, &M LLHER /éir}:'ﬁ’\ [ ARE | (SR
Tibetosphere) , BIJEEE & SR B E . £ [BOCE ] M — L HAhES
(411 Bake. Tshona Monpa. Kheng. Kurtdp 56) A KEjaE G ai FAA1E, —BIETTRER 4 A



—MEFERIIEN R, A E AT o

P BTG %BT%E%ETﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁi (BB 2 YR RO BiH PR 3 e (FE
M7 BT EIEI ), {2 [Bodic (32355 | 1 [Bodish (GEEE) | AN2ighk. EiEEH &
R e G RBANEAR R S, AT LEBGEE S, B 7B — IR, JaEE B A%
VIR TBodic (Z3%&E) | 1 [Bodish (&) | 2 MEEAL L.

JeRAE L RGBT ARKZE R, filhn, —sEEE BB S B (F R Haf OO
WPIRE A AR BT ) T 5 — e R B o B R B A R A AR [
%ﬁ,ﬁf&mm(% ) ] AR, B B Csta A S St BRI AR5
an | RRE SRR L, —REER 5 BRI KR RV 2 A5, 18 LRV AT &
mxm BB AR R A o R SRS BN B S S AR A, e AR A A
JRAE S, SRR W 1451 2R s T R

Oy $L5EE SC EEBF LT R BRSAEREE AR AN, He M s e A HaEn, i, &
MEE IR T € Ita. rta. htas ta. 1has, 40K @ ATR:

LTA [&] >

Ita (Ladakhi. Balti)
rta (HZ%%)

hta (BIHT%%)

ta (. HE)

1hd (Sherpa)

LTOGS [##] >
ltoks (Balti)
rtox (HZ%£)
htox (BIFT%%)
t6? (. HE)
1ho? (Sherpa)

AL, PRI SRR, B RE LT 0 S e B A R s & . 75 )
LT ¥R, FrE BUREGER VAR & t, BT Sherpa a5 —ff 4 N IIEX he %
T a7 Sherpa SRS, WHERRE&—FEEGE, IRMEBBAIEEE LT 1 B0
a1 {E Sherpa #SA B EN) the HEME WL, BEEFFH LT, Wita [F] . ltogs [#T ] (W
H R _EHE ) | ltasba [REEE] . ltas-mo [ | 45, #54 FEMINI S E 1h

@& S AT LUBIE A BE SR B EEARHE T s. stry . so

SROG [ZEiF] >
sox (%%)

sok (Ladakhi)
stroq (Balti)

s0? (k. Sherpa)



to? or so? (f#)
$0? (%)

SRUNG [t | B >
son (%)

suny (Ladakhi)

strun (Balti)

sin (jik. Sherpa)

tig C(F§1)

sig (F%)

b T AR A -, B e R (TR0 I A, G e AL SR BB
(I E G, Eetn sran-ma [ 5] | srang-lam [#7i& ] | srab [[HA2? | | srab-mo [#] | sreg
(8] %5 EMEFIERA — L EI 45, (RS AT REAR M RE 2 ok 1 LA EE & A ], B 2
ﬁﬁﬁi?/a Bltn, EEE srog [ZEAr] RIRERRAN sgi » 18 B T RIRE M9 &

FE—Lehe b, B RS 2 PT Ae B S A0 55 5 AH 22 E0E, (HE AT AR 2 AR, 491 40 B 5]

KLAD-PA [f§7 ] >
xlatpa (Balti)

lipa (1)

leta (Sherpa)

1ep (Dzongkha)

7E 15558 (Zhang Jichuan 1997. Chirkova 2008a) FliF % g 7 BEsE = (Suzuki 2009a),
RS AT i, EAESET LAG-PA [F] #K7 ia, LUG [3£] 88T y. 2
1M » @ib*‘% SEAABEN, EOBREY L TR EAN S, 5 S AR .
R A T U [Bodish (3%3%) | (1 Khengkha. Tamang 45) WA HIRE& R
il Wzn ml. pl. yriELEBHSELERGE 2 A RN, HEAEIEKEER [Bodish (GF5E) | ol
PAFRH

3.2. F%

A7 EF [9EE] 5 Nishi (1986: 849) | Beyer (1992: 7) . Michailovky #1 Mazaudon
(1994: 2) Tmﬁ?ﬁﬁﬁ [B) WRERE. fEmGEET, B (L) B s B
X bdun, TAEHARGE S HRIARZIEEE, BIEAE BLjetas 2 UIAH B 05 56 & rh g k. b
WRRNER— R AR, W UERYIPAEE . B8R T LMEH R, 7E Japhug (—FH 524
FE) b, FPEUR R REEE PSR AR B dwmpa [ -E] <bdun-pa (H, Jacques 2004b)

AR, BAAETAANE SRR, BB By e S0 B R e R, R 28 A R
AR o o, fE&FRmGEET, @haal [FH50] 20 E 5 FAE Rk

ce? (fif) <ZHED

the? (j&) <BRED

ta?. sa? () . tak (Hor) . eteax (%% ) <SKRAG

dzi? (T6) . ziwalang (Sherpa) . dziks (Ladakhi) . ziks (Balti) <JIGS
do: (Dzongkha) <sDROG



Tournadre (2005) Mt T HEEAMAFZE, (BRI )Y  (Bielmeier %5 1 7E 4w Hi))
A SR B A 5 A e 1) R A

3.3. 58

P I EE AR A — SO ARV A, Horp — S B DA B G 5 A IR K AR

[pronominalized 75 & | HIGH 2 &S AR nd FANEE R THINEE S, WIEEE. FEAkEE
1 [Bodic (72#5E) | (Kiranti. Kanauri. Dolakha Newar) , {HIIARGER A (1 5 Ba—
BR B A TRATAE o B AR T 2 i) vy 22 e REBG 35 58 1, A AE s v A — e B 42 e A I 2 ) 8l
THH I B RS T EAR . RES ek A g e B RS R I R AT AL R A, B AR AL I
TER AR B

T HUEEE A —E 10 {25 MEAE R R4 (2 B Tournadre 2010) , KEZIEGES
FESEABRERE FOREE 108 Bl RE AL AR T 2R 1) 42 5l A SR e, AR 0 2 BARAE R &R AH & 4k,
ATRE A R DU MEAS (FEAS . BRG . A AIEERS) o SCREGE PR A ARG, WHRA —H
WRGES BRE RS, MEDBOSEMA M08 R et LS sy UEE .

SRR TR AR, BGEE S PR AT EGIARE R, RE A DECE RINENAELE.

EE MGG S T, BAREREEZE .

(a) 737 A% ma-8 m(y)i-

(b) %1z K-pa

(¢) BhEhE yin. yod

(d) BIEFIER-giv -gis

4. RIS
HLEIE R 7 AT S (Pre-Tibetic) F1FE G EE (Proto-Tibetics f#§ PT) o FIEA
B AE S, B E AGE 5 HOAESE, IBLERE F I RER > B [Bodish GERE)
W A] BEE B2 5 v AU RO RARE R . 25, R AR SR AR R H AR PR AR AT R T X
LU P el SR Bl BOC P s A A ) . & 4R, BRI O B A — 2.
N Sprigg 4Rt : [ Shafer &, A CACKNE FRARHGE RATERL T ERAAEBOCHE ], H
A TR [ 124 MR A G Uit 56 2 T S tbofih 4 SR IR S8 IR RO R RE S | (19722 556) . A,
o Hill (2011) M AIARAR, T O A& R G EIRAWT I
JEU U s AR R R
R B JE A0 Al =8 8 T R RTAK
(R 3C: The preservation of the prefixes inherited from Proto-Tibeto-Burman )
@y HidE & MR 5L .
(J]R3C: The palatalization of dental and alveolar before y)
@m 1235 5 5545 7
(JR3C: The change from lateral to dental after m)
@B T A LR A5 .

(R 3C: The emergence of distinctive aspirated initial plosives)

4.1. AURRHIRE
FEFRRANEE 1, A7 F 2 T REATAR VD PR Tt 9%, 38 LU AT ARAR W] BEAE IR el H g A —



Bt (25 Matisoff. 2003: 97) .
JR GG AE o FLATAR G *s(0) *d(0)/*g(e)s *m(a)~ *b(a).

BAMAESC T  RE I GE:
*g(9)-teik [— |
*g(a)-nyis [ |
*g(a)-su- [ =]
*b(0)-zi M4 |
*1(s)-na [ F.]
*d(a)-ruk [ 75 ]
*b(a)-dun [t
*b(a)-rgyat [ /\]
*d(e)-gu /L]
*b(a)-teu [+

B AN By $EE A7 A F (R T A8 *s(0)
*3(0)-dik-pa [ 15T |

*s(0)-bal [ 71 |

*s(o)-tak [Z & ]

*s(a)-b-rul [ ]

*s(a)-pra [ ¥z ¥ |

*s(9)-kra [BHEZ ]

*s(0)-nyin [ 0]

*s(9)-na [ &

HAbRT BB AI*d(0)/*g(0)~ *m(o)/*r(o) L FH i Ty HEHE AL Al — LL B4 -
*d(o)-myik [ HEH |

*m(2)-go [ A |

*r(a)-na [ H-2¢]

BRI RERT AR *d(o) IR IR &, #E 2B Jacques (2008) 1 Hill (2011)

4.2. y HiHE 5 AR & KR

SAME SRR GE £ 2R e — . ERREGE T, Mty *sy. *ly AL, EfFE
SEAH A TR G T AR AEIER T — KSR, AR SRR IR R T R Ao R RS R A LA
FOIRREEE 25 Hill (2011) o By BUAGRGER AT 5 4l S5 2 E A 3L 1 g Leshith.

*ty > te

*g(9)-tyik [—] >PT: *g(o)- te(h)ik > OT: gcig/gchig

*tye [ K] >PT: *te(h)e>OT: che

*b(a)-tyu [+ ] >PT: *b(a)-teu>OT: bcu/bchu

*tyi [f1E ] >PT: *tg(h)i>OT: ci/chi

AR Z BUEGE % VIAHRA 1) [Bodic (32355) | 1 [Bodish GEF&E) | o, FMIRE
HE*ty FI5E4L . B1U0 Bake 5% (Basum lake) : ti [AFEE] . 62 [— ] , BB HE
1T Hi RS B B 1 D



*sy > 6

*sya [Al] >PT: *ca>CLT: sha

*syes [ H1i& | >PT: *ges > CLT: shes

*sying [ ASH] >PT: *gin> CLT: shing

8% [Bodish (3F&E) | 40 Tamang. Kurtdp W% A &8 JFEiE f 541K .

*tsy > te

*b(o)-tsyat [1V)]] (past stem)>PT: *b(o)-teat > CLT: bcad
*m(o)-tsyil-ma [MEVK ] >PT: *m(o)-te(h)il-ma > CLT: mchil-ma
*m(o)- tsin-pa [ T ] >PT: *m(o)-te(h)in-pa. CLT: mchin-pa

*ly>z

*b(o)-lyi [PU] >PT: *b(a)zi > CLT: bzhi

*lying [353h ] >PT: *zin> CLT zhing

*Idi [Bk% ] >PT: *ldzi>CLT: lji. -« ji

*s(a)-lak(s) [#8 | > *l-sak(s)> *I-tsyak(s)> PT: *Iteaks > CLT: lcags

TEIR Gk AN S, EEMAI 2 —2& | HAE y Bii stk (25 Jacques 2004a) , IE{H#
R HIll (2011: 445) FAy [AJEw R /] o 18 Mm% 42 3 IR U I A s
HAFAE, HAEALEN [Bodish (3F3E) | (45140 Kurtdp /Hla: /A1 Bumthap /lak/) 1 AIALE
7E (Michailovsky and Mazaudon1994) . *bli 7| F (i & IR EEEFF 2 HAth [Bodish (3%
A | EE 2 HRGE R IR S, L Kurtdp Tshona(mtsho-sna) Al 7 A8 5E (L Jacques 2004a) .

4.3. m BI&E i H

fE*ml B *md S AAE IR AREEE 78 P BRAGEGEE AR A I, b

*b/m-la [§i] >PT: *mda>CLT: mda*

— LB R VIAHRA 1) [ Bodish (355) | WAKFEEM &% (2 1 Michailovsky
Mazaudon 1994) , Hill ¥iSfE %584 [Bodman’” s & ] (2011 4E56 450 EHE 12)

4.4.b £ BE n ZHTHIFL

PE*bn F*mn {802 SR AR RS 1 — (8 4L

*bnans > PT: *mnans > OT: mnand [#ZHi]]

*bnyan > PT: *nyan >mnyand [ 3% ]

Chang (1971) ¥ TIi8 —iES M, Hill (2011: 445-446) KA [ Chang &5
HRUE .

4.5. BRRIEREHHIER

R GG TERE I T — (E AR B 2 28 3 IR T AR IIE s, BB m A (1933 45)
Al Jacques (2004b £E) 5], AR#E Shafer (1950-1951: 772-773) , JRUAHKE H AR S i
WGV A 5 ] Hill I8 5 & I nn B AR RBAE 2y [ Shafer #LHI ] (Hill, 2011: 441-442)
TR R, IR AR IR ZE 2k s, BER B TR, HEERATES—HRE. &
FL7E Shafer (1950-1951) B AV ER S T . I & I R SC 798 P IR E AR S Rl 5 2
fif] (17 Y B v AR 25 5 3 WO — B, il



gcig/gehig [— ]
phyin-chad/phyin-cad [ ¢ H17E B |
ci/chi [fE ]

cu/chu [/ ]

4.6. JRIGTEE B G BUBEE AR A R 2R

B — LT AR, BET I PE Ry B AR AN RE I AN AR T o 9, B4 mig CHRAG)D
22 E A —HE A Synjox B mnjox, —LERFHRGE S WEUREEE m ZHTA — flﬁ%
HHIEHER (Tournadre 1 Suzuki IEFERFFT) o DRk, FRAM MERZAS B R 4 AN 55 XA *d (o)
myiko. SEIEME, £l 2R PAAAE — (T 2 PFS dmyig. IIEFFZ S (To. Balti.
Ladakhi. Sherpa. Gyalsumdo. Lhoke %5) , FRIMIERZAE [16] H5#HE 4 PT *mentok, AL
LRI JE me-tog. FEIEME, R KISCEBOCH WM T men-tog IBMEE (2 HL Hill 2007
FEER 480 HUERE®) o

SR, AR 4B HE anBE LUE - 40, ¥4 B sbom-po CK (A1) ? | J513C: big (for rope)),
M PE—LE ToFI %2 (Ngaba) &5 5 HAFTE [rompo ] MIIENL, MEKR LA PT *s (o) brompos
PRI, AESCERGEE TR A B R AR ERAER LS, 140 Tournadre A1 Suzuki
fetth CIEAEWTFED |, JRAMTEESR A A TRt R dasmlas, H 55 B03T Al At SE ar s iR 18 X
Ko i, [khang-pal (J5¥) —RifE% % . Khopokhok. Minyag f. HIEHERE T H AR
IR 2B R (Zhang 1997) , PR AT HAEE S PT *nkhangpa. (HA2EIEFEE LT,
FEE BRI AR, B AT s DB (il [tshang ] 5T, [phreng )
BkF. [tshang-mal ) fEIELLT5 & iyl A 7@ fng 2‘5 %+J§7ﬁ&$§ BAEH] , EAMEEL
Tﬁuﬁﬂcﬁ%{ (Br% % Machubb) o B, 7EMEAT R AGTGEREGERy, AL ZHREE, IEH
ANfe HERR B = S S AT REE

Bielmeier &8 N R 353D $RH1 1B 74 3[R 4H S A P KDL ] e -

[TERFZ UL T, 585 W HLERE IR0 AN Re OB W 2BOCE HRE, BUE RSB m) 1L

FIHFEATHIE, A E maE R — DB , A [ ], ZEEERMw AR

ZHALEE T NI TR S BRI E. BRE G T, RO E TSR gyang (R, 7EFT
A R R R rh A LR iﬁﬁujﬁﬁlﬁ {HYE Balti 5& P ANE rgyang. fEEFEENT, AT
DU AEAE—fl]l Common Tibetan [PT] *rgyang, L E HRE gyang Ri28 2K 732 —»
i FAM AT DA% Balti &% Common Tibetan [PT] *gyang &838 r-Hi 4% 95 f& il %% rgyang, &
1R IRAM e B AR R I M T AR R SR .

5. R S L 3 M A AL

Jan T EAE S EBISAEH. hE. EEHE. ENEL JEIHm. AN BeAh, Al ve 8O
A — MRS Sangdam. PTG IIFE —S, {15 L5505 BAR NBURAY 2 600 & . 1H
BB R ME, AR AR SR DS,

PR S ekt e A P [ £ 975 B«

SHEE

U-Tsang (f§5%) . Khams (F) . Hor (ZE®) . Amdo (%%£) .
Kyirong. Zhongu. Khalong. gSerpa.

Khopokhok. Palkyi [Pashi]/Chos-rje. Sharkhok.

Thewo. Chone. Drugchu. Baima ([15%§)



EL R M
Balti

BV RS :

Purik. Ladakhi. Zangskari. Spiti.
Lahuli 2% Gharsha. Khunu. Jad 8 Dzad.
Drengjong [ 7 4% Lhoke]

JEHH -

Humla. Mugu. Dolpo. Lo-ke 8% Mustang-.

Nubri. Tsum. Langtang. Yolmo. Gyalsumdo.

Jirel. Sherp [18 % f% % Sharwi Tamnye].

Kagate [1# % f% %45 Shupa]. Lhomi. Walung. Tokpe Gola

AFt:

Dzongkha. Tsamang &Y Chocha-ngacha.

Lakha [ tH#% %% Tshangkha]. Dur Brokkat [7E Dzongkha & " tH#% % Bjokha]-
Mera Sakteng Brokpa-ke

TEMNEEALE 7 50 FGEE, EAMEAR B GRS, S ISR N AR e it
200 i, EFEAS NHECLES 2R, F 202 P BlaE % oA R R B S 8, M 2 Rk
— ELR AL

IEWATE R R, Horh—LeEE S AN, LRI B e M I SR AR S AR
%, RTERE S ERE. AVERIGH s S G T v B R ON ZE 5 . AR B3R, ERAIHIIRE S 2
G ANRE AR 2 B, JLrp—UERE 5 foff SR RS B (A L ERAA, 140 Yolmo F1 Kagate (JEiH
ML) B Balti 1 Purik (B E3SEEHBIE ) o

IR B — S BUR A E 2 AR S R, 2% #l. LA Ladakhi,
WIS 5 (25 Zeisler 2011 Tournadre 1 Konchok Jiatso 2001+ Tournadre 2005/2008
Tournadre I Jamborova 2009) . 5 —J71f, FIFRFIEBNN—Len BT AT &5 2k,
i1 Jirel 56 AN Sherpa o fEFEHT, K2 EUNr SHEEGTH BRSO FBA B, e MIEA
HOETR EBEINRES o /2 N8, FOBHE T — (R IR R EE A M 1 AN RS R 0,
& K B R R

bR T —LeB s, CEERRE R A AR AL, A B EERES A Bl RERE,

—EAEF RIEE SRS, WA —AS—HEES, B8 W Derge #al M2 ABEN L E .
//"%zumf%@%ﬂ“tx_ﬁﬂ@?—@% e any s, e RGeS () I—FEAERY, 8
W RE 4y Spyi-Skad, BEZ [HLFGE] o EfEAMEMESRMEH, W H WA [HEED
SAJEAG | (Tournadre A1 Dorje 1998, 2003) . igff [F:[EGE | HIAH IR (fE% 2 HEE
Rz b, FERZEEE RN LD , HRARBEEF ) 5 2 M0 D BEAS . T HEE
a2, FEEDRE. JEVHRI B AR 5 e & AR 1 v siRe I, e I AL R . — S )
SRR, WARFHEE. #9455k Ladakhi 5B CAC B B 1A B R BT IR MEAL, .

W SRR 2 AR A A B B REGA B, R T DURE i DA 32 B 1 SE RS TR
. %% (FHED ; Dzongkha (AFF) 5 Balti (EL3EHTIH) 5 Ladakhi. Sikkimese Lhoke (EfJ
J£) ; Sherp (JEJHE) -

A I T T ST o R OC, AR A (e L R — T RS ) T S
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IEH B A8 %% Chos-Skad (VEBCRBZ#E) o EEHFENTIH, mAZH A /E 15 tHhacdss A
Wi, o SUBCORMAS TR A, Bl as AR sk 1 S AR AT B . 7RIS CRLREPE R 5 VA
. Fi I HlAER , B TR MRS /B M R e a A &, [F
IRl A PE & 8 25 20 S Bl RETER . Bk, =MEZEOESRMGES GEE.
G5 B B AME A SCFEH o B B LA T2 S B LG, 7E A4, Dzongkhas
Balti. Ladakhi. Lhoke. Sherp CLAS 9% FE t BIETE 9% & S A LGB H 5 . 18 BB )
RIS, By BB (URAE M SR e 8 D DASC BN EE I DY L &% bt [ i A FH ) B8 5 S
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IEWETTH SRR, GBEE B HBRE 2 AM:, B — e E EafbUEidE L, &5, =
RO HERH R A i ReE , {3 FR 20 ARkt m] R 20 i R B ARSGRE = (G2 [Bodish GERED 1o

A FRARGE) AR S M. o, AnHOREE . DR, ER LA ChBD B
Ladakhi CEE) , Jon 1 ARWAERERDT 5 0 MM R SE5EAR . [REIRI ] AK 5 EH R
Jilan 241, Sun SEAE S FEUVEIEAT T IERERLRY:

[BAE, & NBIRFEETIRAAAE: B NGRS A AR, MR E R
AR (s, WS . AR oS sl i 35 = BRI 2 A i A O AUl G BT
Sy BRRELS) o IrEAFNEGE, AEREREBANERGEZ T, A0S R
B 7800 B R (ARl (R AT R S5 . | (Sun 2003a: 796-797)

BHREEEE R R, BoA 2 I 2 — & Nishi (1986) $&H1. f F o 2975 KAl :
Tl (BT U AUETAL L DA 2 A R AL RN L Z A . T ) R AN Bielmeier
CaE = bl gt ) CIEAERAE ) A Y 0 0 S A AR ALL . T 2 [ ) £ 7% R A 70 2y b
A 5 118 /N

TSGR A R EARIR AR %, Rl 25 8 1 3B L JE AL ANGE 5 F2 A 3K (Chirkova.,
LaPolla R 55320 o 25 5 B4 L AR 5 AT DL 5w B O 70 il 8 Ml 2 28 o (8 8 7 #0
R — BRI, S PEIRE (NWO L PEED (WD L R (C) L PERER
(SW) . M7 (S) « HE (SE) « #J7 (B) « Wik (NE) .

@OPEbIE . Ladakhi. Zanskari. Balti. Purki (2l Zeisler 2011 H'ff] Shamskat ! Kenhat
CHEC DI

@& : Spitiv Garzha. Khunu. Jad.

@14l : U, Tsang. Phenpo. Lhokha. Té. Kongpo.

@tirglE . B/ E RS LR e iS E r HhEE S, Wi: Humla, Mugu. Dolpo.
Lo-ke. Nubri. Tsum. Langtang. Kyirong. Yolmo. Gyalsumdo. Kagate. Lhomi. Walung.
Tokpe Gola.

®Wil&: Dzongkha. Drengjong. Tsamang. Dhromo Lakha. Dur Brokkat. Mera Sakteng
Brokpa-ke.

@® % F§l% : Hor Nagchu. Hor Bachen. Yushu. Pembar. [Northern route] . Rongdrak.
Minyak. [Southernroute | . Dzayul. Derong-Jol. Chaktreng. Muli-Dappa. Semkyi Nyida (%
TREFET, E2 W Suzuki 2009a).

@D*[% : Drugchu. Khépokhok Thewo. Chone. Baima. Sharkhok. Palkyi [Pashi]. Zhongu



(}4. Suzuki 2009a).
@#JblE: Amdo. gSerpa. Khalong (i Jackson 2006, 2007).

RS R, AHESRE S [ 0 EE MR, AELR PR (R iy M () E S 2 AR
MR, DA el 205, AN, A0 To. Kongpo AT [ i B LT (0 HaE Ik, H B
Kongpo F1 ToAR &, FLIE M AT RESZ 2 PR . 5 1 A I (1 FLIE Mg, N6 H 5 g b R RE
Z M HEBMEAEE AR . FBEAT LR, PHIL#S Ladakhi 55, Balti 55, Purki 5Bl Zanskari 5545
WA . FI, I8\ EEE 5 v DA A sk it () AR S .

2 AEH MM 3 4B 5 [brog-skad 4R RAES | A1 [rong-skad ERAES | (B,
Gesang Jumian[1964] 2002) , R[4t &r 55 5 B4 Bl BEAR VR % . A ROFIRE RS ] 1) 18 31 7
IR R ER A #EAHRE ), IR bl . FblE . B M. TAraR (&
ADTEVERRD FREEE G ] MUBIRAS T BEHE R, (HE R —EMEE. —BookE, MIREES R REE
ST ARSELS, (HE AN R U S RE A B AR . Hor FUBEAR R CREFIR) MyEHEREL T (b
) %% (D Mt RAS .
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TR, M2 BN RAGE. JEREE AR [Bodish (35:E) | 25AlEE (2 H Poa and LaPolla
2007 o oG AR A A B aE AT S S0 18 5 AR A, 72 DY 148 H A B BT IR
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SMEEME . Situ. Zbu. Tshobdun. Japhug. Lavrung. sTau. Geshitsa. sTodsde-
Nyagrong Minyag % .

JeaG % 3: Qiang. Prinmi. Queyu. Zhaba. Guigiong. Shixing. Namuyi. Ersu. Minyak .
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PG T — 1 PR HLIRE (55 5 30, B LYRE S T DU A E T X, 723 8 By b
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bff: &A%y RE
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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[1] Aix-Marseille University and CNRS(Lacito). I would like to warmly thank Nathan W. Hill.
Guillaume Jacques « Hiroyuki Suzuki. Randy LaPolla. Lauren Gawne and two anonymous
reviewers. who read an earlier version of this article for their relevant remarks and suggestions.

[2] The Sino-Tibetan macrofamily groups together the Tibeto-Burman and Sinitic languages. I
think it is more convenient and appropriate to call this macrofamily Sino-Tibeto-Burman(STB).
because it allows us to clearly include the Sinitic languages(whatever their status may be)when
discussing general issues about the inner and outer classification of the Tibeto-Burman subgroup.
However. in this paper. I will use the traditional taxon Tibeto-Burman (TB).

[3] Bake or brag-skad is a language spoken near the Basum lake(brag-gsum mtsho)in the
Kongpo area. less than 500 kms from Lhasa.

[4] 1 use here the orthograph Khams(which corresponds to the Wylie transliteration and not the
pronunciation)because the word Kham also refers to a Tibeto-Burman language spoken in Nepal
and not related to Tibetan.

[5] See Gesang Jumian [1964] 2002; Qu Aitang 1996. For a critical approach. see Sun 2003a or
Tournadre 2005.

[6]1 In many areas outside Tibet . such as the southern Himalayas . people speaking
Tibetan-related languages sometimes call themselves Bhutia (_% bhoTi)or Lamas (_sr bla-ma).

[7] Nor would we think of English as a dialect of German just because German and English
belong to the Germanic family. However the term dialect is sometimes used in a broader sense and
means related varieties : so . for example . one of the definitions of dialect given in the
Merriam-Webster Online Dictionary(http : //www.merriam-webster.com/)is one of two or more
cognate languages: French and Italian are Romance dialects .

[8] Although in some rare cases such as Baima or Khalong. a Qiangic substratum is a very



probable hypothesis.

[9] The ideas elaborated in this paragraph were suggested by Guillaume Jacques- whom I thank.

[10] Except maybe the Min dialects which bear more archaic features.

[11] A few languages have old literary relatives but these literary forms can not be considered
as(nearly)identical to the proto-languages: this is for example the case of the Runic inscriptions in
relation to Proto- Germanic. Avestan and Old Persian in relation to Proto-Iranian. or Old Church
Slavonic in relation to Proto- Slavic. In the case of Iranian or Slavonic languages. the Old Literary
languages are precious to reconstruct the Proto-languages but their reconstruction is achieved by
the comparative method.

[12] 1 coined this term by analogy with the terms Sinosphere and Indosphere « proposed by
Matisoff(1990). The people speaking rGyalrongic languages are all Ethnic Tibetans in that they
identify with Tibetan ethnicity. A majority of speakers of Qiangic languages are considered as
Tibetans and are officially recognized as such by the Chinese state. Other groups of Qiangic
speakers are classified by the Chinese government as members of the Qiang Nationality and the
Pumi Nationality.

[13] These examples provide the main reflexes for LT and SR in a sample of Tibetic languages.
However . the reflexes given for one language are not exhaustive. They also depend on the
dialectal variety. For example. the main reflex of SR in Amdo is /g/ but in Golok Amdo. the reflex
is /t/. The same is true for other dialect groups. particularly for Khams.

[14] See Nishi 1986. The distinction between Archaic and Innovative Amdo could also be
referred to as Pastoralists Amdo versus Cultivators Amdo.

[15] The latter example is the result of syllable merger.

[16] While the cardinal numeral seven has remained a rGyalrongic cognate.

[17] See also Etymological notes about widespread Tibetic roots in Tournadre and Suzuki(in
preparation).

[ 18] The question of the existence of agreement markers in Proto-Sino-Tibetan is a very
controversial issue. See e.g. LaPolla(1992. 1994)and Jacques who remarks: Some scholars such
as Bauman(1975) . van Driem(1993) . or DeLancey(2010)argue that such a system must be
reconstructed for Proto-Sino-Tibetan . while others such as LaPolla(2003)propose that the
agreement systems found in various Sino-Tibetan languages are independent innovations (2012:
83). There is a general consensus that agreement systems are absent in Literary Tibetan and in the
Tibetic languages. Jacques(2010)has mentioned what he believes is one single trace of agreement
in Literary Tibetan. but the arguments which are based on the slim evidence of a single verb form
zos eat(past) are not convincing. Even if it were a trace of verb agreement . it already was
reinterpreted in Old Tibetan as a tense phenomenon and did not function as a person agreement.

[19] For example. Bake(brag-gsum skad)has a negation in a- which is an evidence that it can
not be a Tibetic language. As we have seen above. the negation is always derived from ma- or
myi- in the Tibetic languages. There is much other phonological evidence such as the lack of
palatalization of the dental *ti or the fricative *si or lexical evidences such as the words for meat
and red which are not derived from the pandialectal roots respectively sha and dmar. Despite these
anomalies - Bake was however classified as a Tibetan dialect by some authors such as Qu
Aitang(1996).

[20] In some works. the term Proto-Tibetan is used. It corresponds to the term Proto-Tibetic

used in the present paper.



[21] Sagart and Jacques propose the reconstruction *s-m-rul for some ealier stage(p.c. also
compare Hill 2011: 448).

[22] See Jacques(2004a)and Gong(1977)for these reconstructions.

[23]1 Both ji-ba and lji-ba are found in Classical Literary Tibetan. The Tshig-mdzod chen-mo
[Great Tibetan dictionary] gives two slightly different meanings for ji-ba and lji-ba. but they have
certainly a common etymology. See also Beyer(1992: 78)and Zhang Jichuan(2009).

[24]1 According to Matisoff s reconstruction(2003:

[50] et passim).

[25] This spelling does not appear in Classical Tibetan texts.

[26]1 The phonological hypothesis was proposed by Suzuki(p.c.).

[27] Website of the Comparative Dictionary of Tibetan Dialects(CTDT). now accessible at:
http: //www.himalayanlanguages.org/cdtd

[28]1 Sun(2003b)uses Chos-rje but according to Suzuki(p.c.)dPal-skyid [Pashi] is better suited to
refer to a group of four dialects which include Chos-tje.

[29] Balti is traditionally written sbal-ti in Tibetan but Balti people write it and pronounce it
bal-ti.

[30] As mentioned earlier. a couple of languages in the list might originally have a distinct
substratum.

[31] This is partly due to the fact that many authors have continued to use the expression
Tibetan dialects instead of Tibetan languages (although Zeisler 2004 uses this term)or Tibetic
languages .

[32] The situation is again comparable to the Romance family. While some languages such as
Romanian . Spanish and French do not allow a basic conversation. Galician » Asturian and
Portuguese allow some mutual intelligibility. The same is true for Piedmontese . Ligurian and
Italian.

[33] Sherpa for example has only five closely related dialects: Solu. Khumbu. Pharak. Dram.
Sikkimese Sherpa. Jirel which is spoken by a small community of less than 5000 people in the
area of a single village(Jiri)probably has no significant dialectal diversity.

[34] The Common language or Standard Tibetan(spyi skad)should definitely not be called
Lhasa Tibetan when it applies to the diaspora. There are some minor lexical and grammatical
discrepancies between the diaspora common language and the Lhasa dialect.

[35] These eight languages account for the great majority of the speakers. The other Tibetic
languages have generally a small number of speakers(from a few hundred to a few thousand
thousand.)

[36] Of course the literary language has undergone some evolution but it has preserved a very
conservative orthography and grammar.

[37] For example on Wikipedia. Literary Tibetan has the ranking 135 among the 285 languages
in terms of the number of entries as of March 2012. See URL: http: //bo.wikipedia.org

[38] There are also political reasons not to call it Classical Tibetan.

[39]1 The use of written forms of Amdo~ Khams or U-Tsang instead of Classical Literary Tibetan
is not encouraged by many Tibetans as it would undermine their policital unity.

[40] Except in Baltistan(Pakistan)and in the Kargil area(India). mostly inhabited by Muslims.

[41] The phonological isoglosses are deeply intertwingled. They do not match with lexical or
morphological isoglosses. It is also impossible to find common innovations that would support a



cladistic approach. For example . there is no phonological innovation which is common to the
Khams-Hor group or to the Khams sub-group. The traditional Stammbaum is also inappropriate in
other languages of the Sino-Tibetan macrofamily(see LaPolla 2001).

[42] See also Denwood(1999).

[43] Kyirong is located in China but from both a geographic and a linguistic point of view .
Kyirong is related to the South-Western dialects spoken on the Nepalese side and influenced by
languages from Nepal(as shown by Huber 2005).

[44] The north route includes Chamdo(Chab-mdo). Derge(sde-dge)and Kandze(dkar-mdzes).

[45] The southern route includes Markham(smar-khams). Bathang(ba-thang). Lithang(li-thang)

[46] The literary spelling of Chaktreng is phyag-phreng.

[ 47 1 See for example the following entry on the Tibetan Wikipedia(http :
//bo.wikipedia.org/wiki/???): ??? Tibetan is spoken in Tibet. Generally . among the two varieties of
pastoralists and cultivators. the dialects of pastoralists spoken in upper. middle and lower Tibet are
indistinct. [+*]

[481 However. the speakers of these languages can often speak Amdo or Kham as a second
language.

[49] Often referred to as Pumi which is the Chinese name of this language.

[50] Concerning the influence of Tibetan on some of the neighbouring languages see Hill(2010:
112). About the influences of neighbouring languages on Tibetan see Laufer([1916] 1987)and
Denwood(1999).

[51] Le. the rGyalrongic languages as well as many Bodish and Qiangic languages. Some of the
Tibetic languages such as Khalong or Zhongu have also been influenced by the neighbouring
rGyalrongic or Qiangic languages. see Sun 2002. 2003a.

[52] The Chinese dialect used by Tibetans may be a southwestern form of Mandarin. rather than
Putonghua strictly speaking.
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