On a mode of borrowmg from Mlddle Chinese into Proto Tibetan
(A new 1ook at the problem of the relatlonshxp between Chinese and Tibetan)

FERLUS, Michel

Abbreviations:

MC  Middle Chinese (Karlgren Ancient Chinese): the stage of the Qie4 Yun?
reflected in the Yun4 Jing?.

OC  Old Chinese (Karlg gren Archaic chmese) the stage of the rhymes of the Shi!
Jingl.

WT  WnttenTibetan ;

PT  Proto Tibetan (The stage just before the Middle Chinese influence)

PST Proto Sino-Tibetan (in a restricted sense)

TB  Tibeto-Burman |

Introduction:

It is well known that Chinese and Tibetan are genetically related. But it has been
asserted by some scholars that an important part of the supposed common vocabulary
represents an ancient layer of borrowings from Middle Chinese into Ancient Tibetan.
Depending of the point of view, Chinese and Tibetan can be considered as more or less
genetically related. It is important to separate the loanwords from inherited vocabulary in
order to evaluate the closeness of the relationship. |

~ The study of loanwords depends on the relationship of the languages in contact.
When the languages are not genetically related, it is in general relatively simple to sort out
loanwords. In this process the borrowing concerns the whole of one word. But when
genetlcally related languages are in contact with a degree of intercomprehension and in a
hierarchical relationship of prestige, more complex types of influence-can occur. This kind
of process works only with one segment in a word, the borrowing affects one syllabe in a
dissyllabic word or one constituant (consonant, vowel or rhyme) in a syllabe. This
phenomenon has been observed, with more or less de gree of importance, by the author in
several cases of linguistic contacts in the Southeast Asian area.

This process will be illustrated here by borrowings, or partial borrowings, from
Middle.Chinese (MC) into Proto Tibetan (PT), a stage of the language that preserved a
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part of its vocabulary still relatively closed to Proto Sino-Tibetan (PST). Results of these
influences are reflected in Wntten Tibetan (WT).

Reminder of the theory of monosyllabization from OC to MC
Before any further developments it seems useful to remind our theory on the

phenomenon of monosyllabization that happened between OC and MC (Ferlus 1998).
Without the knowledge of it, the following explanations will not be clearly understand.

Old Chinese was a disyllabic language. It means that one part of the vocabulary was
constituted of monosyllabic words, while the other part was coastituted of disyllabic
words, more precisely of the sesquisyllabic type (according to J. Matisoff's definition).
This type is still widely represented in many austroasiatic languages of Southeast Asia
(Ferlus 1996). A sesquisyllable is a type of disyllable made of a main syllable preceded
by a presyllable. The main syllable is similar to a monosyllabic word while the presyllabe
is a reduced and unstressed syllable without phonemic vowel. The presyllable can be a
morphological prefix as well as a neuter element without any signification.

| monosyllable: CV(C)
- sesquisyllable: C-CV(C)

Sesquisyllables of OC developed a tenseness (T) while by contrast monosyllables
developed a laxness (L). Then, sesquisyllabic words shifted in monosyllabic by loosing
presyllables. Consequently, the former contrast of syllabic type C-CV(C) vs CV(C) was’
replaced by the new contrast tense vs lax (T/L). This phenomenon was associated to a
vowel splitting showing vowel lowermg in T syllables and vowel rising in L syllables.
Later, at a second step, after these changes, the softening of medial -r- came blurring the
situation. Itis the stage of MC characterized by the famous four divisions system: the T
syllables belong to division I/IV (no medial -r- in OC) or to division II (medial -r- in
OC), while the L syllables belong to division III (with or without medial -r- in OC)
characterized by the famous yod of Karlgren's reconstructions (1957).

Old Chinese (OC) ~ Middle Chinese (MC) divisions
C- CV(C) (tenseness) > CV(C)/T (vowel lowering) IMV(-r)orll (+ r)
CV(C) (laxness) > CV(C)/L (vowel rising) - HI(z r)

In my system the symbol [3], called here the proteus, is the mark of the division III. It
indicates a certain lowering and centralization of the vowel associated with (what I suspect
to be) a breathy voice. The symbol [¥], called here the spirans, is the mark of the division
[I. It results from the softening of OC medial -r- and seems to indicate a kind of
spirantized velar sound. The Division II is nothing more than a variety of division [ (and
IV). In L syllables the softening of OC medial -r- has been absorbed by the breathiness
of the vowel, it is the reason why it don't exist a variety of division III, as division II is for
division I. The division IV is in complementary distribution with the division I and seems

to be just a device to describe the smgle MC front dlphtong There is no mark to indicate
the divisions I/IV.
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Schema résumé:

no medial ~r- " medial -r-
: E (0C)  MC | (0C) MC
tense syllables ~ (-)  WIV/T | ()  W/Tr
laxsyllables () W/L | (--)  W/Lr

Some exampleé The presentation is taken from Baxter (1992), I only added my own
phonetic interpretation between square brackets. - ‘

T- 1= #  na? < nop [nap] < *nup [T(C-)nup] "send in" (695h)

L III A ru? <ayip [n31p] < *n-j-up [Lnup] "enter" (695a)

T IV 8% ming? <meng[micn] < *meng [T(C-)men] "inscription" (826d)
L Melv)y 4 ming? < mjieng [m3jen] < *m-j-eng [Lmen] "name" (826a)

T I B gud <kuX [ko?] < *ka2 [T(C-)ka?] "thigh" (51a)

Tr II R jza3 < kX [k¥@?] < *k-r-a2 [T(C-)kra?] "false, simulate" (33c)
Lr III B jud <kjoX [k3A?] < *k-rj-a2 [Lkra?] "round basket" (76})

Before this complete and structural phenomenon of monosyllabization that affected the
whole sesquisyllabic vocabulary, it could happen a kind of slow and aleatory
monosyllabization that affected the vocabulary word by word.

Brief présentation of the mode of borrowing from MC into Proto Tibetan

Proto Tibetan (PT) is defined as the stage of the Tibetan language just before the
MC influence. PT could be as well called pre Old Tibetan.
| One language A (here MC) is in a dominating position with a genetically related
| language B (here PT) . Language A is regarded as prestigious by speakers of B who, by a
kind of affectation, are led to imitate some characteristic sounds of A unknown in B. This
results in a phonetic compromise, a segment of an A word being borrowed and put in
place of the corresponding segment of the cognate B word. The characteristic sounds of
MC that don't exist in PT are the segments (rhymes or main syllables) involved by the
division III (presumed breathiness marked by the proteus [3]) and the division II
(spirantized velar sound marked by the spirans [3]). Speakers of PT tried, unconsciously
or not, to imitate these unfamiliar sounds of MC because their pronounciation by Chinese
speakers was felt as more prestigious. But, at the difference of the usual process of
borrowing that concerns the entire word, ancient speakers of PT borrowed only the
segment bearing the characteristic sound in a MC word.
This process will be first illustrated with the numbers "one" to "ten" and "hundred".

Comparision of Tibetan and Chinese numerals

The Chart 1 shows principal reconstructions and interpretations of the set of
numerals "one" to "ten" and "hundred”: OC > MC: Karigren (1957), Coblin (1586),
Baxter (1982), Ferlus (1998), Sagart (1999). PST: Coblin (1986). TB: Coblin (1986),
Benedict (1972). EMC: Pulleyblank (1991).

The C hart 2 is the reference chart for the following demonstrations.
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CHART 2

OC>MC

PT + MC *intermediate W'T
Jorm

1zl & Ltek > tg9ek k[tek] + tg3ek > *ktg3ek gcig
2 e* = Lnits>n3ij k[nits] + n3ij > *knSijh gnyis
3 sand = Tksum > [sam] ksum gsum
4 si4 T Lslits > s3ij p[sits] + s®ijh > *ps@®ijh bzhi
5 wuw R Tlna? > na? Ina Inga
6 It 7N Lruk > 13uwk truk drug
7 ql! T Ltshit > tsh3it - (bdun)
8 bal N Tpret > p¥st priet + p]¥st > *prist brgyad
9 3 Hh LikWu? > kauwé t[ku] + k3uw? > *tk3uw? dgu

or tku dgu
10 shi? —+ Lgip > dz9ip p(gip] + dz®ip *dzéi(p) bcu
100 bai’ H Tprak > p3=zk priak + p]¥=k > *pr3a(k) brgya

¢ "One ~ alone™":

PT "one" *ktek, WT gcig.

OC "alone" *tjek [Ltek] > MC tsyek [tg3ek] > zhil £ (1260c), not attested in
Baxter (1992). The actual word for "one" is yi/ — < MC %it [231t] < OC it [L2it].

PST *ktek. The presyllable k-, reconstructed on the basis of WT g-, was lost in
pre-0UC times by aleatory monosyllabization. The division III of MC led to reconstruct a
monosyllable in OC.

During the interferences of MC forms with PT forms, the main syllabe in PT

ktek was replaced by the unfamiliar pronounciation for Tibetan speakers of MC tg3ek.
The combination k[tek] + tg2ek rose to an hypothetic intermediate form *ktg3ek well
represented by WT gcig. |

e "Two": |
PT *knits, WT gnyis. |
OC *njits [Lnits] > MC nyijH [n.81j7] > er¥ = (564a), not attested in Baxter.
PST *knits. The presyllable k-, reconstructed on the basis of WT g-, was lost
in pre-OC times by aleatory monosyllabization, the division III of MC led to reconstruct a

37



monosyllable in OC. The final -ts changed into -js > -jh by final cluster simplification
(Baxter 1992: 568-9).

The main syllabe in PT knits was replaced by the unfamiliar pronounciation of
MC n,3ijt. The combination k[nits]+ n3ijt (with the possibility of a pre-MC form
n2is) rose to an hypothetic intermediate form *kn.3ijh well represented by WT gnyis.

* "Three":

PT *ksum, WT gsum.

OC *sum [Tksum] > MC sam [sam] (irregular rhyme) > san! = (648a). The
regular MC rhyme is [-Am | (Baxter -om).

PST *ksum. |

The pronounciations of MC sam as well as any other MC forms in -Am (see
below), all belonging to the divisions I or II, were not exotic for Tibetan speakers. So they
did not need to imitate it and the WT gsum derives directly from PT *ksum.

Discussion about "three": The problem nisen by the reconstruction of "three” and
its word family is a very complex one. It has been highly treated by Sagart (1999: 148-
152). To discuss the ideas of the author will lead us too far from the present subject. I will
just give here briefly my point of view.

L. Sagart proposed two forms for "three": OC *3s-hlim > MC sam > san! = for
 the simple graph and OC *3s-hlim> MC tshom > can! 2 for the complex graph or da?
xie3. First of all, I consider that the rhymes -um / -up must be reconstructed, the changes
-um > -im and -up > -ip occured after OC times. Aside the basic form OC Tksum > san!
= "three", the word family comprises the MC meaning of & (read can{), MC tshom
[tshAm] "three horses in a team", and the both MC meanings of 2 (read canl), MC
tshom [tsham] "three, a triad" and (read shen{) MC srim [$3im] "the triad star of Orion".
The character £ (read san{) is also used until to day as complex graph for "three". It
must be noticed that MC rhymes in tshom [tsham] (division I) and in srim [$®im]
(division III) are regular in respect to OC rhyme -um [-um]. For these two words I
propose the reconstructions OC *srum [Tksrum] > MC tshom [tshtam] and OC *srjum

[Lsrum] > MC sim [s®im] that I consider as secondary forms of OC Tksum. In résumé:

pre-OC ksum > OC Tksum > MC sam (irr.) > san{ = "three".

pre-OC krsum > (metathesis of -r-) OC Tksrum > MC tsham 2 "three, a
triad" > canl (reading by the way of the meaning "take part, visit"), also MC tsham E2
"three horses in a team".

pre-OC krsum > (loss of k- and metathesis of -rr-) OC Lsrum 2 "the triad star

of Orion" > MC §3im > shen! (reading by the way of the meaning "ginseng").

The change of pre-OC krsum into OC Tksrum or Lsrum by metathesis of -r- from
the presyllable to the main syllable is, of course, purely hypothetic. But this phenomenon
of metathesis could help us to understand the curious fugacity and the intrusive behaviour
of some OC medial -r- and the fact that items with or without this medial can occur in the
same phonetic serie. Nevertheless the idea of an ancient metathesis of -r'- is supported by
some lexical correspondences between WT and OC. Let us compare WT rdul "dust" with
chen2 B < MC drin [d3in] < OC *drjin [Ldrin] (< pre-OC dril) "id." (example seen in
Coblin 1986: 68).
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I propose that the archaic character for 2 had previously the meaning "three horses
_in a team" because this notion was more familiar to peoples than those of "triad of Orion".
The meaning of three horses is expressed by the upper part of the character that indicates
rather clearly the three horse's heads, contra some other scholars who prefer to see the
three stars in it (why the three stars would be tied on ?). The lower part of the character
has been sometime interpreted as the phonetic element, but neither the element zhend £
(OC rhyme -in) nor shan! Z (OC rhyme -am) fits phonetically with can! 2 (OC
rhyme -um). For myself, I prefer to see in the lower part of the archaic character for 2 the
image of reins hung with ornaments. i

The ancient pronouciation of 2 was used to derive numerous other characters that
belong to the phonophoric serie GSR 647.

* "Four": b
PT *psits, WT bzhi. |
OC *s(p)jij/ts [Lslits] > MC sijH [s31 4] > si4 T (518a).
PST *plsits ~ *pslits. The presyllable p- (may be a prefix ?) reconstructed
on the basis of WT b- was lost in pre-OC times. The medial -1- is justified by occurences
in some Tibeto-Burman languages.

The main syllable in PT psits was replaced by a corrupted form of the
unfamiliar pronounciation of MC s®ijt. The combination p[sits] + s3ij® rose to an
hypothetic intermediate form *ps3ijh rather well represented by WT bzhi.

e "Five": _
PT *1na, WT inga.
OC *nga?[TIna?] > MC nguX [na?] > wu F (58a).
PST *1nal.
As for "three", WT Inga derives directly from PT without interference with MC.
* "Six":
PT *truk, WT drug.
OC *C-gjuk [Lruk] > MC ljuwk [1uwk] > iiu? 75 (1032a)
PST *truk ~ t-ruk. The first element t- was lost during pre-OC times, it means
that tr- must have been a kind of disjoined cluster. In proto Thai proper "six" is

reconstructed as *rok, the voiceless being an irrefutable proof of an ancient presyllabxc
element.

As for "three" and "five", the WT form derives directly from PT.

=

e "Seven":
PT *pdun, WT bdun.
OC *thsjit [Ltshit] > MC tshit [tsh3it] > gil *E: (400a).
Pre-OC (for PST) *snit ~ shnit. One can remarks that the rhyme -it(s) exits
inknits "two", plsits ~ pslits "four (2+2)" and snit ~ shnit "seven (5+2)".
The Tibetan and Chinese forms are not genetically related. ‘

"Elght"
PT *pret, WT brgyad
OC *pret [Tpret] > MC pet [p¥st] > bal /1 (281a).

39



PST *pret.

The rhyme -et in PT pret was replaced by the unfamiliar pronounciation of the
segment -3¢t of MC p3st. The combination pr{et + p]¥ct rose to an hypothetic
intermediate form *pr3¢t rather well represented by WT brgyad. The segment -gyad is
the result of the interpretation of -¥¢t in the phonetic system of Tibetan. Some scholars
have interpreted <g= as an epenthetic element, but it must be remarked-that epenthetic

sound appears usually at the junction of two syllables and it was not the ground in the
Tibetan word for elght" |

e "Nine":

PT *tku, WT dgu.

OC *k%ju? [Lkwu? ~Lku?]> MC kjuwX [kBuw2] > jiud Fu (992a). The
reconstruction of a labiovelar before a hxght rounded vowel by Baxter is surprising in
spite of a firm demonstration, so I will propose an alternate form Mku?.

PST *tku? ~ *tku.

At first sight, WT dgu derives d1rectly from PT tku but the voiced velar -g- does
not fit perfectly with PST and could be a result of the laxness on MC form. If so, the

combination t{ku] + k3uw? rose to an hypothetic intermediate form *tk3uw? represented
by WT dgu .

e "Ten":
PT *pgip (2), WT bew.

OC *gjip [Lgip] > MC dzyip [dz%ip] > shzz 1 (686a).

PST *pgip. The presyllable p- (may be a prefix ?) is reconstructed on the basis
of WT b- assuming that these forms are related. I suppose that the combination
plgip] + d23ip rose to an hypothetic intermediate form *pdz3ip. Does the rhyme WT
-cu could represent MC dz3ip after the loss of final -p ? I must confess that I am not
absolutly sure of that.

 "Hundred":
PT *prak, WT brgya.
OC *prak [Tprak] > MC pek [p3=k] > baiS = (781a).
PST *prak. !
The demonstration about "hundred" is parallel to those of "eight". The
combination pr{ak + p]3@k rose to an hypothetic intermediate form *pr3zk > pria
rather well represented by WT brgya. The loss of final -k is unexplained but not isolated.

Conclusmns

Among the eleven correspondances between Tibetan and Chinese about numerals,
nine can be considered as good one. Out of that, occurences for "seven" are not cognates
and correspondance for "ten" is not absolutly sure.
| In correspondances about "three”, "five" and "six", the WT forms denve directly
from PT without MC interf erence. They must be considered as pure inherited
correspondances. - >

In correspondances about "one", "two" "four”, "nine" (presumably) and "ten" (if
related) the MC monosyllable replaced the main syllable in PT form, but as for "eight"
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and "hundred” the segment replaced was the rhyme. They are what can be called
corrupted (or modified) inherited correspondances in which the Tibetan word is the result
of a compromise between an inherited form and an acquaired segment while the Chinese
term remains unchanged. This kind of correspondances can be placed between pure
inherited correspondances and acquaired correspondances by borrowings.

This mode of borrowing working only with a segment of the word (main syllable or
rhyme) is the consequence of a particular situation. The two languages in contact are
genetically related with a certain degree of intercomprehension and in a hierarchical
relation of prestige. The Chinese language of MC times being in a dominating position
was regarded as prestigious by speakers of Tibetan who were led to imitate, by a kind of
affectation, some characteristic segments (sounds of division II and III) unknown in
Tibetan.

Considerations have been limited to numerals that behave in general as a whole set,
but the analysis could be enlarged with profits to other domains of Tibetan vocabulary.

I propose to call hypercorrection by affected imitation this special process of
borrowing. Such layers of borrowings have never been clearly identified in historical
comparative studies.
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