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INTRODUCTION

Throughout the twentieth century, controversy surrounded the origins of the
Vietnamese language. Currently, there are several primary schools of thought, in which
Vietnamese is considered to be an Austroasiatic, Tai-Kadai, or Austronesian language. In
another approach, Vietnamese is considered to be a 'mixed' language which either cannot
be shown to belong to any particular group or can be shown to have a less obvious
linguistic substratum. The dominant and most well supported hypothesis so far--based
on solid lexical and phonological evidence--has been that Vietnamese is a language of the
Mon-Khmer branch of Austroasiatic. However, even at the end of the twentieth century,
there are those who still consider Mon-Khmer to be a kind of superstratum and that
‘deeper exploration reveals a Tai or Austronesian base. | |

This paper explores these issues, summarizing available evidence for each
viewpoint, using primarily phonological and lexical evidence, though other factors
(typology and historical feasibility) are considered as well. The conclusion reached in
this paper is that, though some provocative evidence exists showing possible ancient
connections with Austronesian and Tai-Kadai, Vietnamese is nonetheless a Mon-Khmer
language, particularly in light of recently collected data from Minor Vietic languages as
well as other language contact issues. This paper first discusses the methods used to
determine genetic linguistic affiliation. Then, for each of the three main hypotheses
(that Vietnamese is Mon-Khmer, Tai-Kadai, or Austronesian), previous work is discussed,
stages of linguistic development are hypothesized, and a gene’reftl summary 1is given.

For this paper, wordlists by Diguet (1910) and Maspero (1912) for Vietnamese and
Tai-Kadai, Matsumoto (1928) for Vietnamese and Austronesian/Japanese, and Luce
(1965) and Huffman (1977) for Vietnamese and Mon-Khmer have served as the primary
sources of lexical material. The works of Nguyén T. G. (1978, 1984) on Vietnamese
lexical studies, Nguyén V. L. (1995) on Vietnamese and the Minor Vietic language Ruc,
and Nguyén T. C. (1995) on Vietnamese historical phonology were also influential. Data

from each source is reviewed, and the said criteria have been applied to restrict what
should or should not be used.
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METHODOLOGY FOR DETERMINING GENETIC LINGUISTIC
AFFILIATION

A widely held view in modern historical linguistics is that claiming certain
languages share common genetic linguistic origins requires * the identification of
systematic correspondences in the lexical, phonological, morphological, and syntactic
systems of those languages (as stated in Thomason and Kaufman 1988:8). In
Vietnamese, the most useful evidence is lexical and phonological, while morphological
and syntactic evidence is less useable. Vietnamese lacks agglutination and inflection,
using primarily lexical compounding and reduplication. Syntactic evidence is complicated
by the overall similarity of syntax in Southeast Asia. The basic sentence order 'subject-
verb-object’, topic-comment structure, and head-modifier word order is seen in a majority
of languages. Thus, the primary focus of this work (as has been the case with previous
works) is lexical and phonological, though a few assertions can still be made from
morphological and syntactic data. '

In the application of lexical and phonological data, two aspects have been
standard in historical linguistics: (1) the use of basic vocabulary and (2) the identification
of regular sound correspondences. Basic vocabulary is the most stable part of languages--
it is least likely to be lost and least likely to be borrowed--and thus is the primary viable
source of genetic linguistic research. Basic vocabulary must refer to semantically general
phenomena common to a group of languages in a selected geographic region. Having
identified possible cognates within this portion of the vocabulary, patterns of sound
correspondences must be found to validate these words as true cognates. The task is also
complicated by the fact that additional sound changes may have occurred over time,
causing the sound patterns to be less and less obvious. In such cases, additional evidence
is needed, such as different historical reconstructions of languages.

Another criterion is based on observations of the use of lexical data in searching
for Vietnamese origins. In various works, words are argued to be cognates with data
chosen inconsistently from varying sources or from varying historical stages of languages.
To provide convincing evidence of shared genetic linguistic origins, words must be
selected consistently from one language or one period of a language and not multiple
sources. Words taken randomly from differing layers or subgroups increases the
possibility of coincidental look-alikes. |

While the theorems of basic vocabulary and regular sound correspondences are
still the basis for any judgment of genetic linguistic relationships, in the specific case of
Vietnamese, other criteria are needed to further reduce possible uncertainties. In
particular, categorizing the type of vocabulary considered results in the inclusion or
exclusion of certain words classes. Consider the following criteria.

Criteria for inclusion or exclusion

1. Quantity (requirement)

2. Number of languages having shared cognates (requirement)
3. Multiple possibilities (exclusion)

4. Sound-meaning association (exclusion)

First of all, without a minimum requirement of a number of sound correspondences or a
number of words that actually support the claims for sound correspondences, any chance
similarities could be used. A sound correspondence is only valid if at least a few words



support it, and conversely, a word only supports claims of sound correspondences if at
least a few other words show the same pattern. Next, when dealing with a group of
related or potentially related languages, we should expect to find cognates not merely in
one language of a language family, but in several languages from a few subbranches. As
for exclusions, first, there are words that are associated with more than one language
family (cf. /ma/ or some such for 'mother’ and /ba/ or some such for 'father', or the words
for 'eye’ and 'this' which show similar phonological forms in many language families in
and around Southeast Asia). Second, words that are unmarked in terms of their sound-
meaning association (e.g., words indicating contact through hitting, such as 'tap’, 'slap,
'whap’, etc.). These criteria, though still subjective, should help to reduce ambiguity and
uncertainty.

In addition to general methodology, human migration and contact must also be
considered. If linguistic evidence points towards shared historical background between
groups, what kind of relationship does it suggest? How viable are hypotheses in the face
of available historical resources and social and geographic circumstances? Though
certainly speculative, the viability of each of the linguistic-genetic hypotheses in human
terms is given some consideration.

AUSTRONESIAN EVIDENCE

The primary works supporting the view that Vietnamese shares identifiable roots

with Austronesian are those of Matsumoto (1928), Nguyén B. L. (1971), and Nguyén N.
B. (1994). Matsumoto (Ibid.), suggest a relationship between Vietnamese and both

Japanese and Malayo-Polynesian, a view Nguyén N. B. supports. Matsumoto provided
over seventy possible cognates--consisting mainly of basic vocabulary (though closer
inspection shows that these are not always semantically basic)--to link Vietnamese and
Japanese, but only nine posited forms to support the Vietnamese-Austronesian link. The
most obvious problem confronting this list of words is the lack of phonological
correspondences. However, for these words to be useable, they must provide consistent
phonological correspondences--either language to language or stage to stage of languages-
-neither of which is the case.

Consider the data (Nguyén B. L. 1971:477) in Table 1. 'Chin’' is not a very basic
body part term, and other body parts are lacking. 'Friend' is a Sino-Vietnamese form (cf.
Mandarin bn 'companion). 'Honey' is seen in various languages of Asia and cannot be
used for supporting claims of shared historical origins or even direct contact. ‘Island’ is
most likely a Cham loan. 'Leaf is most likely Mon-Khmer, though the Cham form is
interesting. Excluding most of these examples makes 'tree’ and 'mountain’ seem like a
chance similarity. Notice the random selection from either Malay or Cham. There
~ should be consistent cognate evidence in both Malay and Chamic. If there is a
significant time depth, then the sound correspondences should not be so direct.

Table 1: Supposed Vietnamese-Japanese-Austronesian forms

Gloss Vietnamese Malayo-Polynesian Japanese Source
Chin cam dagu, anka', anko' ago, agi ?

friend bon, ban tman tomona-fu Chinese
honey mat kemet, kemut kimo SEA



1sland cu lao (Cham)kalau, kulau, pulau ikuri Cham

Leaf la (Cham)hala *pa > ha  Mon-Khmer
mountain non ~ minum, Bnum, Bnom mine ?
tree cay (Malay)kayu ko, ke ?

In another approach, Vietnamese could be considered linked to Austronesian in
view of the Austric hypothesis (Schmidt 1906), which links the Austroasiatic and
Austronesian language families. The best evidence linking Austronesian and
Austroasiatic is primarily morphological (Reid 1994), while lexical evidence is extremely
scarce (Diffloth 1994). Only indirectly does Vietnamese show any possible morphology,
as seen in the closely related Minor Vietic languages, which show remnants of the
causative /pa-/ prefix. The lexical evidence, too, is quite scarce, with the only the only
possibilities being 'dog’, 'eye’, 'fish', and a few others. Still, even in this view, the most
immediate relationship 1is still that Vietnamese is a Mon-Khmer language, not
Austronesian.

Considering the issue of geography, Vietnamese would indeed be in the right
position for Austronesian origins. The Northern Vietnamese coast would have been
accessible to the Austronesian travelers, who, in current theories (e.g., Blust 1996),
passed from southern China to Taiwan and then expanded southward. The problem then
is to account for the huge amount of basic Mon-Khmer vocabulary and the possible
development of a registral and tonal system,' even at early stages of contact with
Chinese.

TAI-KADAI EVIDENCE

Though most of the previously considered evidence linking Vietnamese to Tai-
Kadai has been primarily lexical, a more recent proposal using word families (Hong
1998) has provided some food for thought regarding the Vietnamese-Tai relationship.
Maspero (1912)° listed numerous potential cognates that Vietnamese shared with Tai-
Kadai or Mon-Khmer. Haudricourt (1954) readily noted that some of the supposed Tai-
Kadai forms are actually Chinese in origin. However, this does not account for the more
than 100 instances of Tai cognates Maspero posited to be in Vietnamese. In Maspero's
data, there are many instances of weak lexical or phonological evidence, cases of
onomatopoeia, or forms that are seen throughout languages in Southeast Asia. Of the Tai
languages Maspero used for comparison, some are within the sphere of Vietnamese
influence and may have borrowed from Vietnamese.

Consider Table 2, which contains words Maspero posited as Vietnamese-Tai
cognates. 'Chicken' in Tai languages is likely the Southern Chinese pronunciation of the
Chinese word. Moreover, the supposed phonological link in Vietnamese appears weak,
lacking the final off-glide. Supposed cognates for 'mouse’ and 'partridge’ occur in Tai
languages not close to Vietnamese territory, while those close to Vietnamese territory do
not have them, which ,makes them less likely Vietnamese-Tai candidates. Moreover,

' The likelihood that Vietic had phonologically significant phonation and possibly a precursor to a four-way registral/tonal
system is suggested by the data of Minor Vietic languages (see Nguyén V. L. 1988 for data on Ruc and Arem).

® A less commonly cited work is that of Diguet 1910, which included what he considered cognates between Vietnamese and a
few Tai languages.



‘partridge’ does not fall under the category of basic vocabulary (as does 'bird, a Mon-
Khmer cognate). Finally, 'cat’, in addition to being somewhat onomatopoetic, is seen in
Tai and Sinitic languages, as well as Vietnamese, and is more of a Pan-Southeast Asian
word than one belonging to any specific language group.

Table 2: Proposed Tai-Vietnamese cognates

Gloss Viet Exclusionary reason
chicken ga Chinese (Maspero 1912:22)
mouse chuot weak lexical evidence (Ibid. 28)
partridge da weak lexical evidence (Ibid. 34)
cat meo Southeast Asian (Ibid. 64)

Of the approximately 100 words used for evidence of a Tai-Vietnamese link by Maspero,
at least 75 can be excluded based on criteria discussed in section 2. About a dozen are
Chinese loans. Several are words that could be considered onomatopoeia, especially ones
related to hitting. Weak lexical evidence excludes about 30 words, weak phonological
evidence excludes another 15. Eight of the words are seen throughout languages of
Southeast Asia (such as ‘cat’, ‘ivory', and 'crossbow'). 25 words form the remainder.
These 25, however, are troublesome since not all are basic vocabulary and they do not
form any particular class of vocabulary. |

The phonological aspect is not unproblematic. Firstly, there are no significant
patterns of phonological correspondence. This could potentially be due to the time depth
involved, but then this also increases the likelihood of coincidental resemblances. Next,
the differences in the tone system arrangements and their historical developﬁlént are
significant. Whereas Tai languages are generally seen as having four syllable-initial
types that condition tones (Chamberlain 1971), Vietnamese has two (Haudricourt 1954).
Moreover, the Minor Vietic languages are primarily four-tone systems, something not
seen among Tai languages.

Some provocative evidence was recently presented in a paper Hoang T. C. (1998)
on the issue of word families, with a focus on Tai languages and Vietnamese. Her claim
is that Vietnamese has a Mon-Khmer substratum, but that it belongs instead to what she
called the Han-Tai family based on 'language structure', which is a result of extended
contact with Tai and Chinese. She showed several groups of words in Vietnamese
related both phonologically and semantically and then showed similar sets in Tai

languages (based on Nghiéu 1996 and Luo 1996). Some sets of words that H(‘Sng. posited
are not useable due to the constraints discussed in Section 2. There are forms that could
belong to language families other than Tai, such as Chinese or Mon-Khmer. There ard
onomatopoetic forms. ‘Some show weak phonological correspondences. However, there
are still some forms that cannot be excluded under these criteria. Hong's data is thought
provoking since such word families should be found in related languages separated by
significant time depth but within the same linguistic area. The issue becomes what the
word family cognates in Vietnamese are also seen as in Tai and Mon-Khmer.' Although
Hoang’s theory is tempting, her claim that Mon-Khmer is a substratum needs some

" Indeed, if one wishes to support the claim that Vietnamese is a Mon-Khmer language, similar evidence should be able to be
identified, a study this author has not yet seen or tried to undertake.
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additional lexical evidence to support language shift, evidence which is lacking, and solid
structural evidence, evidence which has many problems. A tone system, though a
significantly distinguishing phonological characteristic, is not enough to posit a linguistic
relationship. Word order, too, has its problems, again, since we are dealing with the
Southeast Asian linguistic area. There is also the matter of time depth and chronology.
The timing of tonogenesis in Vietnamese and the Tai languages is significantly different,
and many of the phonological changes in Vietnamese that make it typologically similar
to Sinitic probably mainly took place over the past several centuries with no records of
extensive Vietnamese-Tai bilingualism (at least for the Vietnamese). Overall, her
proposal is worthy of following, but her claims based on that partial and meager evidence
are certainly premature.

Based on the proximity of Vietnamese with Tai groups, the ancestors of the
Vietnamese have definitely been in contact with Tai peoples in the region of modern day

Southern China and Southeast Asia. Pham 1982 discusses what appears to be an
agricultural basis for showing a relationship between Vietnamese and Tai. Biogenetic
evidence also suggests possible close links between the Vietnamese and Tai groups;
however, other studies show links between Mon-Khmer and Tai-Kadai groups (Cavalli-
Sforza 1994:225, 234). Based on the kind of contact between many groups, it would be
hard to definitively sort out who provided what, when, where, and how. This means
that, based on current methods, the Vietnamese-Tai relationship can only be considered
a contact one at best, and likely a relatively recent one (roughly speaking, the past
several centuries), unless some solid evidence can be provided to prove otherwise.

MON-KHMER EVIDENCE

For the relationship between Vietnamese and Mon-Khmer, ample lexical and
phonological evidence exists. Some of the more comparative lexical studies include those
of Maspero (1912), Luce (1965), Headley and Thomas (1970), and Huffman (1977). From
these sources, we can find over 100 Mon-Khmer etyma in Vietnamese. There are
phonologically oriented works by Haudricourt (1954), Gage (1985), Diffloth (1989),

Nguyén T. C. (1995), and Alves (forthcoming). These works show the path of
phonological development Vietnamese has undergone over the past two millennia.

Lexical Evidence

The lexical evidence linking Vietnamese to Mon-Khmer is solid not only since it is
basic vocabulary, but also because it is much the same vocabulary that relates Mon-
Khmer languages to each other. That is, much of the Mon-Khmer vocabulary in
Vietnamese is part of proto-Mon-Khmer vocabulary. Huffman's 1977 wordlist showed
several dozen potential Vietnamese/Mon-Khmer cognates that have numerous sound
correspondences with more than a dozen other Mon-Khmer languages. What this
evidence shows is (1) core vocabulary, (2) sound correspondences, and (3) a spread of this
vocabulary in languages both within and between sub-branches of Mon-Khmer. That fact
makes this data consistent and thus methodologically meaningful.

The basic nature of the vocabulary is also notable. Instead of, say, 'chicken’ or
'peacock’ (as was suggested by Maspero (1912)) being Tai cognates, we find the

semantically least marked word chim 'bird'. We also find the truly basic animal terms
ché 'dog’, cd 'fish', and ran 'snake'. Rather than highly specific body parts, we find chin
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'leg/foot’, tay 'arm/hand’, tai 'ear’, and mui 'nose’. Though showing fewer examples, there

are basic MK verbs, such as n 'to sit’, mang 'to listen',! chét 'to die'.. Thomas (1976)
shows the numerals from one through ten as all belonging to Mon-Khmer or a sub-branch
thereof. Though the pronoun system in Vietnamese has largely been replaced by a

system of social terms of reference, the intimate/vulgar terms may 'you' and no 'he/she/it'
are Austroasiatic (Pinnow 1965). In addition to these, d6 '3s', the demonstratives 4y and
day 'that/there’, the Central Vietnamese interrogative mé 'what', and possibly the

interrogatives nao/bao/sao may also be MK in origin, though monosyllabification has
occurred. |

Phonological Evidence

The phonological correspondences of this basic vocabulary are plentiful. Gage
(1985) listed dozens of individual sound correspondences that can be grouped into several
broad categories. These correspondences not only provide evidence to link Vietnamese
and Mon-Khmer, they also provide a means of deconstructing Vietnamese to stages
several centuries ago and earlier. At least several words support each of these sound
correspondences, though there are still exceptions. Table 3 lists a few of the general
categories of sound correspondences, which also indicate the kinds of sound changes that
have occurred in Vietnamese. |

Minor Vietic data, such as Ruc (Nguyén V. L. 1995), provide evidence that
significantly changes previously supposed hypotheses about the stages and timing of
certain phonological developments in Vietnamese. Table 4 shows the hypothesized range

of syllable shapes and the maximum number of tones in the Vietnamese tone systems of
different historical periods.

Table 3: Vietnamese-Mon-Khmer sound correspondences

Vietnamese Mon-Khmer
retroflex (tr, s, r) cluster (khl)

voiced stop (b, d) voiceless stop (p, t)
sdc/ning final stop (p/t/c/k/?)
hoi/nga final fricative (h/s)

Table 4: Earlier stages of Vietnamese syllable types and tone systems

Century Syllable Shape Tone System

up to the 16" CVCVC, CCVC, CVC four to five tones
from the 16" to 19" CCVC, CVC five to six tones
the 20" CVC five to six tones

That Vietnamese had consonant clusters is non-controversial since some have had them
into this century as well as written records from the 17 century (as noted by Maspero

| 5 .
This 1s an older, less used form.
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1912). That Vietnamese had presyllables is seen indirectly from evidence of the Minor
Vietic languages (Alves 1997) and the Ming dynasty Vietnamese-Chinese glossary. The
smaller number of tones in previous centuries is suggested again by evidence from the
Minor Vietic languages, but also the wide distribution of five-tone systems in both

Vietnamese and varieties of Muong.

In showing these earlier stages of Vietnamese phonology, the apparent modern
similarity between Vietnamese and either Tai or Chinese is trivialized. The modern
stage is simply the recent endpoint of a long change in progress that was as much due to
internal typological reduction tendencies (if not more, see Alves forthcoming) as it was
the result of contact with Chinese.

Morphological Evidence

There are in this category two additional pieces of information that show Mon-
Khmer origins. First, Vietnamese has evidence not only of word-initial clusters, but also
some evidence of prefixes. Second, though the patterns of alternating reduplication

(Vietnamese tu ldy) are common both to Mon-Khmer and Tai-Kadai, the amount of
productivity is apparently much higher among Mon-Khmer languages. In addition, there
is the phenomenon of phonologically separable reduplicants, a characteristic seen in
Vietnamese and the Mon-Khmer language Pacoh (as discussed in Vu 1998).

Migration and Intergroup Contact

The above discussed evidence allows the hypothesis that a group of Mon-Khmer
peoples, proto-Vietic speakers, lived in the region of modern day northern or north
central Vietnam and settled in lowland regions. The unknown factor is what kind of
contact these ancestors of the Vietnamese had with other non-Mon-Khmer groups in that
period, though it can be said that the contact was not significant enough to leave a solid
imprint on the Vietnamese lexicon, as can be seen by the scant solid evidence for contact
with non-Chinese languages in the region. Contact with Chinese did take its toll,
especially over the past several centuries in which the daily Vietnamese lexicon has been
saturated with Sino-Vietnamese and did end up with phonological and morphological
systems that resemble modern day Chinese.'

CONCLUDING THOUGHTS

For the basic Mon-Khmer vocabulary seen in Vietnamese to be dismissed would
require the exclusion of basic comparative methodologies. Furthermore, in most cases,
the evidence linking Vietnamese origins with language groups other than Mon-Khmer is
not well supported in light of the criteria proposed in this paper. Indeed, it cannot be
proved that shift did NOT occur, but then that is always the case with ANY language.

Table S: Feasibility of Vietic origins

' Although, Alves (forthcoming) makes claims that (a) much of the modern-day linguistic structure of Vietnamese can be
attributed to natural linguistic processes rather than contact with Chinese, (b) Chinese played a relatively minor role in the
non-lexical aspects of Victnamese, and (¢) many of the changes that make Vietnamese resemble Chinese structurally were
only realized in the recent past few centuries.
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Mon-Khmer Tai-Kadai Austronesian

Lexical Solid interesting, but with speculative
problems

Phonological solid no clear patterns no clear
patterns

Typological morphological evidence affixes similar syllable shape, general SEA

and split eduplication) tone systems only
Historical Clear and logical direction of unclear and less nothing clear
- change accountable

Nguyén T. G. (1978:122-124), in a study of etyma in Vietnamese, cited Tran's
1977 lists of possible Tai-Viet cognates, of which there were only 31 (many of which
could be excluded), whereas there were 65 Mon-Khmer forms and nearly 300 for Mon-
Khmer languages spoken in the Central Highlands. It Vietnamese is a 'mixed’ language
(if such a term can be applied to any language), why then is the core vocabulary still
solidly Mon-Khmer? If credible explanations can be given to account for the current
phonological shape of Vietnamese, the need for a 'mixed language' hypothesis is
significantly reduced.

One aspect that must be considered in positing genetic linguistic origins is the
feasibility of those claims based on existing data. Existing evidence shows that
Vietnamese definitely had initial consonant clusters even just a few hundred years ago,
and several hundred years ago, Vietnamese probably had more clusters and possibly
presyllables. Data from Minor Vietic languages show the likelihood that Vietnamese
went through a four-tone stage in its tonal development. This accounts for perhaps the
past thousand years. Before that, say from one to two thousand years ago, Vietnamese
must have had its core Mon-Khmer vocabulary as during that time, historical records
suggest contact primarily with Chinese, Cham, and Tai peoples. Thus, we enter
prerecorded history and three possible genetic linguistic sources: Mon-Khmer, Tai-Kadai,
and Austronesian. For the latter two hypotheses to work, there would have to have been
a period in which the ancestors of modern Vietnamese speakers were in an extremely
socially subordinate position. Such terminology is potentially inflammatory, however,
that would indeed have to be the case.

It Vietnamese is Tai-Kadai or Austronesian, then perhaps a small group
underwent some kind of relexification. There are some historical gaps into which we
could fall, such as the question of the 100 Yue and whether or not Austroasiatic peoples
lived in modern day Southern China (Mei and Norman 1973), though neither would
clearly determine what the origin of the Vietnamese language is.

The Mon-Khmer hypothesis could be described as follows. A group of Mon-Khmer
speakers settled in the north central region of Vietnam. Mon-Khmer type register and/or
Austroasiatic phonation have had a chance to influence the sound system of Vietnamese.
Some 'Vietnamese' speakers in the region of the Red River Valley came into contact with
the Chinese. There was probably some contact between them and Tai peoples to the
northwest, but this contact would have been restricted by the mountain ranges. The
contact with the Chamic peoples, who arrived in Southern Vietnam after the Han
dynasty, and with whom the Vietnamese typically had an unfriendly political
relationship at best, would have been fairly minimal.
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CACH PANH DAU TRUNG TAM VA PHU NGU TRONG CAC NGON
NGU PON LAP: TRUGNG HOP CAP SO SANH
TRONG NHOM HAN NGU (SINITIC)
(TOM TAT) ,
Umberto Ansaldo va Stephen Matthews

Su phin biét vé mit loai hinh hoc giita cdch d4dnh ddu trung tdim va phu ngit (Nichols 1986)
thudng dugc st dung d€ ddnh ddu cdc mé6i quan hé ngit phdp vé mit hinh thdi hoc, ching han nhu
quan hé sd hitu cach trong vi du (1) va (2):

(1) sensei -no hon  (y€utd ddnh ddu phu : ti€ng Nhat)

teacher-POSS book
'the teacher's book'
(2) Istvdn kocsi -ja (y€u td ddnh diu chinh: ti€ng Hungari)
Steven car -3sgPoSS |
‘Steven's car'

Su phén biét nay can dugc tng dung mot cdch cé hé thdng d6i vdi cdc chi t6 ddnh ddu quan hé
ng phdp trén binh dién cd phédp trong cdc ngdn ngit don 1ap, von khéng c¢6 nhitng phu td hinh vi ngit
phdp. Vi muc dich nay, ching t6i tip trung vao viéc trinh bay céc cdu tric so sdnh hon/kém trong cic
ngdn ngit H4n/Sinitic. Trong cdc ngdn ngit nay, chi t& ddnh ddu quan hé so sdnh c6 thé xuit hién
trong cuong vi thanh t6 cia danh ngt chinh (vi du 3) hodc ctia vi ngit (vi du 4).

(3) [bi wo] lao (y€&u t§ ddnh d4du phu: ti€ng Quan thoai

compare I old Bic Kinh)

'older than me'

(4) [khah kua] I  (yé&u td ddnh diu chinh: ti€ng Minnan,

more tall  s/he ti€ng Fujian)
'taller than him'

Khdi niém “cudng vi thanh t6 - dudc hi€u nhu quan hé ké cin vé cd phdp giita chi t§ ddnh diu
véi tir trung tAm hodc tir 1Am phu ngif trong mot k&t cdu ngit phdp nhit dinh— 3 ddy dudc xem nhu mot
s mS rong ciia khdi niém hinh thdi hoc vé ‘chi td’. Trong cdc ngdn ngit don 14p, cuong vi thanh t8 c6
thé dudc x4c 1ap thong qua phép tric nghiém cuong vi thanh t6 nhu cdc phép tric nghiém ma ching
t6i trinh bay trong trudng hdp vé quan hé so sanh. Ching han, vi du (3) cho phép chen thém cdc phé
t vao nhu trong vi du (5), trong khi d6, vi du (4) cho phép lugc bé danh ngit chinh nhu trong vi du (6)

(5) [bi wo] [hai lao] (6) [khah kua]
compare me still  old more tall |
'‘even older than me' 'taller’

Trong bai vi€t nay, chiing t6i chitng minh ring c6 4 khd ning logic dugc miéu td theo quan niém loai
hinh hoc ctia Nichols — d6 1a: cdch dung chi t6 ddnh ddu tir trung tAm, ding chi t§ ddnh diu tr phu
thudc, diing chi t& ddnh ddu ca hai v€, diing chi t6 zero - dugc thé hién trong c4c bi€n thé cia ti€ng
Hédn, dd minh hoa tinh da dang v€ mit loai hinh hoc trong ngit phdp tiéng Sinitic. Him ¥ vé mit loai
hinh hoc ctia cdch ti€p cin nay, dic biét trong cdc ngdén ngit don 1ap nhu ti€ng Sinitic, cho thdy c6 thé
tao ra dugc nhitng md hinh ngit phdp vé céc chi t& ddnh ddu tif trung tAm va chi t8 ddnh ddu tif phu
- thudc. " |
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