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1. Introduction

The Qiang language belongs to the Qiangic sub-branch of the Tibeto-Burman family, Sino-
Tibetan stock. It is spoken by about 80,000 Qiang and Zang (Tibetan) people, though a
recent census shows a population of 306,072 Qiang people in the Aba Tibetan and Qiang
Autonomous Prefecture of Sichuan, China (2000 census). The majority of Qiang speakers
live in Mao County, Wenchuan County, Li County, Heishui County, and Songpan County.
The Qiang speakers that live in Heishui County have been classified as a subgroup of the Zang
(Tibetan) nationality. The language is divided into two dialects, the Northern dialect and the
Southern dialect (Sun 1981: 177-178). The speakers of the Northern dialect live in Heishui
County and the Chibusu district of Mao County. The Southern dialect speakers live in Li
County, Wenchuan County, Mao County, and the Zhenjiangguan district of Songpan County.
The Southern dialect is more internally divergent than Northern Qiang.

Lexical and morphological sharing is a common phenomenon among Tibeto-Burman
languages. For example, the causative s- prefix in Ronghong Qiang, e.g. fcho ‘to eat/drink’ :
eteo ‘to feed’ (with assimilation of the prefix to the point of articulation of the initial), cor-
responds with the s- prefix, e.g., thi ‘to drink’ : sti ‘to feed’ in Mawo Qiang (Liu 1998: 169),
and tho ‘to drink’ : sto ‘to feed’ in Hexi Qiang. This phenomenon is also found in many
other Sino-Tibetan languages, e.g., Tibetan nub ‘sink, decay, decline’ : snub ‘destroy, cause
to perish’; ring ‘long’ : sring ‘stretch, extend’ (DeLancey 2003a: 263); and *#ju? (5:}) ‘broom’
. *stu? (Fi}) ‘to sweep’; *ljek (p)) ‘to exchange’ : *sljieks (P#) ‘to give’ in Old Chinese
(LaPolla 2003a: 22).
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Another feature in common is a voiced-voiceless (aspirated) contrast in simplex-caus-
ative pairs (LaPolla 2003a: 23), as shown in examples from Mawo Qiang (Liu 1998: 169) and
Ronghong Qiang (LaPolla with Huang 2003: 128) in Table 1. Both the s- causative prefix and
the voicing contrast in simplex-causative pairs can be dated back to Proto-Sino-Tibetan.

Table 1 Simplex-causative pairs in Qiang

Mawo Qiang Ronghong Qiang
Meaning
Simplex Causative Simplex Causative
slo xlo (da-)kli (Ra-)yli break (in two of tree limbs, etc.)
bi phi* (de-)pe (fe-)phe tear (of clothes)
Ke ghe* (da-)e (fa-)ghe break (of bowls, etc.)

Apart from a handful of shared morphology that is reconstructible to the proto-language,
the majority of the morphology in Sino-Tibetan cannot be reconstructed to the proto-language.
Some of the morphological sharing only occurs within a few languages or a few sub-branches,
and this could be evidence of language contact or parallel development, for example, parallel
development of verb morphology in Sidaba rGyalrong and Lavrung (Sun 2000).

2. Shared Morphology

In comparing Qiang nominal relational morphology and nominalization with those of Tibetan,
I found some morphology that is shared by Qiang and Tibetan. This phenomenon caught my
attention and curiosity. Is the phenomenon of shared morphology in Qiang and Tibetan due
to a genetic relationship? If not, how can we explain these morphological similarities?

In this paper I present and analyze morphological forms shared between Qiang and
Tibetan, and discuss four possible explanations: (1) borrowing of Qiang from Tibetan, (2)
common areal features found in both Qiang and Tibetan, (3) cognates inherited from the par-
ent language of both Qiang and Tibetan, and (4) substrate influence, that is, when speakers
of one language shift to another language, the habits from their original language are often
retained when they speak the new language (see LaPolla, this volume).

2.1 The Genitive Marker
Most varieties of Qiang have genitive marking, as shown in Table 2:

Table 2 The genitive marking in Qiang

Subdialects Varieties? GEN BEN DAT
JBRSE L3 (Mawo) HOKELERES (Mawo) -« ~¢i ~¢i
= ¢ 1 1% (Sanlong) FRE = TEMIKAT (Leyi) -k -qua -k
7 UK B #I 2 2 (Ciba) -k -§/-xu K/
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#3175 (Jiaochang) FAEE /N 2 BEZAT (Aixi) & “xuthe/-khusa | 5
435+t (Mianchi) T H 4 584% 3 € (Cutou) ki ki 20
HEHS 115 (Yadu) i ELAE#S % 24T 9% (Ronghong) -te -te/-xu -te/-ta
HMEHE LT (Yadu) FEE A 2T (Hexi) -te —yusa -t¢
=Je+if (Sanlong) HEE R £ KKK (Yujiagou) -te -t¢/-quEa -tg/-ta
& L E (Heihu) TEELHE 2 A (Erdui) -ts -ts -ts
MR+ (Heihu) TEE K S £ IR%E (Ka'er) -s/-tg -s/-yuE -tg/-j/-ta
AMeHL 115 (Yadu) P ELY4Eh 2 P (Zhongeun) -¢ -¢/-yua ¢
MR -1 (Yadu) PR 2 11 € (Ekou) - < 50
Bd 17 (Jiaochang) Ve ELANEY 4 47 %€ (Maishizhai) | -j -xuta Sjl-to
= Jb 17 (Sanlong) FEEEIR S WA ZE (Reela) 5 -j/-qua 5
Jei% L1 (Longxi) BONEJER % 3154 (Made) -ji3! -ji3! -ji3!
K1l 415 (Dagishan) BLELHE 2 RIEZE (Xiuxi) o' -70 20
K1l 1% (Dagishan) PELARF 2 /K59 (Shuitang) o' -70 20
K 1l 3% (Dagishan) FLEA+R Z I TFH (iuziying) o' 2? -z0/-ta
PP 135 (Taoping) HELBPEIT 2 (Taoping) 703 703 -zie®
475% 1% (Mianchi) BONEJETT 2 % %€ (Luobuzhai) - -ge -to

We can see in Table 2 that there are four types of genitive marking in Qiang:
-k ~ -ki found in Mawo, Ciba, Leyi and Aixi. These are the earliest forms of the genitive
marking, and they correspond with -kyi ~ -gyi ~ -gi in Written Tibetan (DeLancey 2003a:
258), and -ki ~ -ki? in Lhasa Tibetan (DeLancey 2003b: 275-276), -ki ~ -gi in Sherpa
(Kelly 2004: 228), and -ko in Maqu Tibetan (Zhou 2003: 210).
-te~-¢/-ts ~ -s in Ronghong, Hexi, Yujiagou, Erdui, Ka’er, Zhongcun and Erkou. These
seem to be the result of palatalization of -k.
-j ~ -ji in Maishizhai, Re’ela, Made. These correspond with -i in Written Tibetan, Balti,
Cogtse Gyarong (Nagano 2003: 488), Chantyal (Noonan 2003a: 319), Nar-phu (Noonan
2003b: 340), and -ji in Lavrung (Huang 2007: 94-96; Yin 2007: 205-206), Baima
(Chirkova 2005).
-o'and -z0% in Xiuxi, Shuitang, Jiuziying and Taoping. These do not have corresponding
forms in Tibetan, and are probably markings that developed independently (that is, they
are unique innovations).

It is interesting to note that no genitive marking is found in Luobuzhai.

2.2 The Agentive Marker
Agentive marking expresses the initiator or causer of an action, and all but one of the vari-
eties of Qiang discussed here have such an enclitic/postposition. The agentive marking in
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those varieties that have it is not obligatory and not systematic (cf. LaPolla 1994, 1995a-b,
2003a, 2004). The use of the agentive is determined by semantics, so we do not call it erga-
tive marking, but call it agentive marking (C. Huang 2004: 141-143, 2007 [2006]: 131-135).
However, there are some constraints on the use of the agentive marker. If the actor is an inani-
mate entity (e.g., a natural force), then the agentive marker is used, as in (1). When there is a
need to emphasize ‘who did it’ (focus), the agentive marker is also used, as in (2); or when the
agent appears in immediate pre-verbal position (non-topic position) functioning as a focus,

then the agentive marker occurs, as in (3), from Ronghong Qiang:

(1) [mosu-wu]a, [qale da-tua-zp.
wind-AGT Isg DIR-blow.down-CAUS
‘The wind blew me down.

(2) [tbe:-wu][A] [qa][p] ZQ-dZi.
3sg-AGT Isg DIR-beat
‘It is him who beat me.’

(3) [wuatsa-le:)p [qa-wu]a fa-ghe-w-a.
bowl-DEF:CL  1sg-AGT DIR-break-3sg:P-1sg:A
“The bowl was broken by me.’

In circumstances other than the above, the use of agentive marking is optional. The

agentive marker is shown in Table 3:

Table 3 The Agentive Marker

Huang Chenglong

1% (Subdialects) Varieties AGT
HMEHB L 15 (Yadu) JEE YN 2 F R (Zhongeun) ko
FE#B 175 (Yadu) JESLTEHS S 4 119 (Ekou) -ko
HE#B 17 (Yadu) JEEFEHS 2 9241 %€ (Ronghong) -wu
B 11 (Yadu) TR M4 2 YA (Hexi) -s
7 MK ELZEIN £ 2K (Ciba) -$
#3115 (Jiaochang) FAREEL /N & BBAT (Aixi) -§
3%+ (Jiaochang) JEEAATG % A2 F19% (Maishizhai) -6
=17 (Sanlong) PR £ AU TE (Reela) -¢i
=11 (Sanlong) TRE R 2 RF M (Yujiagou) -¢i
MR -1 (Heihu) TRELKFN 2 R IRE (Ka'er) -
47 (Mianchi) BONENET] 2 % %€ (Luobuzhai) -s0
BR 5 15 (Mawo) SKERRES £ (Mawo) i
43 5% +¥ (Mianchi) 458 5% 3k %€ (Cutou) i
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K i+ (Dagishan) LTI 2 IRIZZE (Xiuxi) -
BEPE+i¥ (Taoping) B ELBkEE 2 (Taoping) -
KB 123 (Dagishan) FILLA R £ 7K %€ (Shuitang) -i/-ti
K1l 3% (Dagishan) HELAFR Z L7 (Jiuziying) 7
AL (Heihu) JEHPRPE 2 B\ (Erdui) -sta
JEIZ L (Longxi) BN R & HAHA (Made) -le’!
=&+ (Sanlong) B =IO (Leyi) -xkon

Table 3 shows that all but one of the varieties of Qiang under discussion here have
an agentive marker, though they are not necessarily the same. Some varieties have similar
markers, e.g., -ko (Zhongcun, Ekou); -wu in Ronghong (the initial -k is lost in Ronghong);
-s (Hexi, Ciba, Aixi); -¢i ~ -¢ (Re’ela, Yujiagou, Maishizhai); -ji ~ -i (Mawo, Cutou, Xiuxi,
Taoping, Shuitang). However, there are three varieties that show a local innovation: -sta
(Erdui/Heihu), -/e’ (Made/Longxi), -ykor® (Leyi/Sanlong).

In comparison with Tibetan, three types of the agentive marker, -ko ~ -wu, -¢i ~ -¢, ji ~
-, in Qiang are similar to the ergative/instrumental marking -kyis ~ -gyis ~ -gis ~ i in Written
Tibetan (DeLancey 2003a: 258). Does this mean that the agentive marker in Qiang is cognate
with Tibetan? Or, are the agentive markers in Qiang borrowed from Tibetan?

Looking at the regular path of the development of postpositions in the Tibeto-Burman
family, LaPolla (1995b, 2003a, 2004) indicates that locational markers developed first, fol-
lowed by other types of semantic roles often by metaphorical extension including agent mark-
ing. The predictable path is: ablative > instrumental > agentive (see appendix: samples of
the Tibeto-Burman languages). In the case of Qiang, we find that the agentive markers of
most varieties are isomorphic with the ablative and instrumental markers. These are shown
in Table 4.

Table 4 Case markers in Qiang

4% (Subdialects) Varieties AGT INST ABL
AR L1 (Yadu) SRR % THAY (Zhongeun) ko ko ko
HMEHE LT (Yadu) TEEHERS 2 4% 1 %€ (Ekou) ko ko ko
MEHL L1 (Yadu) e BAEHS & 5541 7€ (Ronghong) -wu -wu -wu
FE#B1-3E (Yadu) JEE- MY Z W PEAY (Hexi) - xa -tei/~ta
7 FROKEL 2N 2 26U (Ciba) -$ -$ -
3% 138 (Jiaochang) FARE BANGEVE 2 YRR TE (Aixi) -5 -$ -$
439118 (Jiaochang) JRELRATIE % 3241 9€ (Maishizhai) - ¢ -
~J& 4% (Sanlong) JRBHIR & MAUHIE (Re’ela) -¢i ~¢i -¢i
=J%+i% (Sanlong) TRE R 2 R FIAH (Yujiagou) -¢i i -¢i
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MR A (Heihu) JEEIKFI S R IRE (Ka'er) -s - -s
47 f% 178 (Mianchi) WNEET 2% b %€ (Luobuzhai) ) ) )
JERES L1 (Mawo) KBRS 2 (Mawo) -ji -ji -ji
45 175 (Mianchi) BN 458 % 7% k9% (Cutou) -ji i -ji
K1l 4% (Dagishan) HENR 2 KR JE (Xiuxi) -i -i -t
K1 121 (Daqgishan) LR R %7K 3 %€ (Shuitang) -i/-ti -ti -ti
KL 1% (Dagishan) HEARFR Z I 7E (Jiuziying) 22 -ti -ti
BEE £ 3% (Taoping) PEBEE S (Taoping) - A% -ko®
HIR L (Heihu) PR R £ B\ (Erdui) -sta -sta -s0
JEi% 78 (Longxi) TOWERZ 2 AR (Made) -le?! 7 -le?!
—J&ti% (Sanlong) PEL =08 2 WIHRT (Leyi) -xkon 2? 22

As is shown in Table 4, the agentive markers of 13 Qiang varieties are isomorphic with
the instrumental and ablative markers, even though the forms for marking in the different lan-
guages are different. However, in three varieties, i.e., Xiuxi, Taoping and Erdui, the agentive
markers are isomorphic only with the instrumental. On the other hand, in Table 5, we can
see that although the ergative, instrumental, and ablative markers all contain -s, the ergative
and instrumental are built on the genitive, whereas the ablative is built on the locative, so the
ergative markers in Tibetan are only fully isomorphic with the instrumental.

Table 5 Case markers in Tibetan

Varieties ERG INST ABL
Written Tibetan -kyis/-gyis/-gis/-is -kyis/-gyis/-gis/-is -las
Lhasa Tibetan -ki -ki -nas
I #h T (Maqu) -ko -yo -nas
Balti -i/-si -i/-si/-na -na
Ladakhi -is -nas
Sherpa -ki/-gi/-re -la -ne/-me

Since the path of the development of the relevant postpositions in Qiang and Tibetan are
different, we would assume that the agentive markers in Qiang are not cognate with the erga-
tive markers in Tibetan. They both could be products of parallel drift (LaPolla 1994).

2.3 The Suffix -p
In the Chibusu area in Mao County, there is a suffix -p that occurs after a place name to denote
a person from a specific place, as in the following examples, from Ronghong Qiang:
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Jox-ta ‘Ronghong village’ Joxu-p
buya:-la ‘Muyu village’ buju-p
quas-la ‘Kuali village’ quazo-p
BoBO-la ‘Wowo village’ BOBO-p
gufi-ta ‘Ekou village’ gufi-po
gifi-ta ‘Xihu village’ gifi-po
Spaxs-ta ‘Chibusu Town’ Spaxso-p
sezguo-ta  ‘Se’ergu Township’ sezguo-p
puatei-la “Wadi Township’ Buatgi-p
speitei-la ‘Sanlong Township’ speitgi-p
squni-la ‘Fengyi Town’ squni-p
satsho-la ‘Xuecheng Town’ satsho-p
tsho-p
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‘a person of Ronghong’

‘a person of Muyu’
‘a person of Kuali’

‘a person of Wowo’
‘a person of Ekou’

‘a person of Xihu’

‘a person of Chibusu’
‘a person of Se’ergu’
‘a person of Wadi’

‘a person of Sanlong’
‘a person of Fengyi’

‘a person of Xuecheng’

‘a rGyalrong Tibetan’

In Tibetan, there is also a suffix -pa that occurs after the name of a place where a per-
son comes from, for example, bod-la ‘Tibet’ : bod-pa ‘a Tibetan’ (Classic Tibetan), ph67-ia
‘Tibet’ : ph6d-pa ‘a Tibetan’ (Lhasa Tibetan) (DeLancey 2003b: 285). Even though a form
*-pa goes back to Proto-Sino-Tibetan, since other varieties of Qiang have no remnant of the

suffix -pa, the above phenomenon might be a borrowed form from Tibetan.

In Ronghong Qiang, the suffix -p is opaque semantically, and so the native word mi
‘person’ can be added after the suffix -p in the following examples:

buju-p ~ buju-p mi
Spoxso-p ~ Spoyso-p mi
sezgua-p ~ sezgua-p mi
speitgi-p ~ speitei-p mi
squii-p ~ squii-p mi
satsho-p ~ satsho-p mi

2.4 Nominalizers

‘a person of Muyu’
‘a person of Chibusu’
‘a person of Se’ergu’
‘a person of Sanlong’
‘a person of Fengyi’

‘a person of Xuecheng’

There are two types of nominalizers among the Qiang varieties. One is seen on verbs or noun-
verb phrases to which the nominalizer -m is added to form agentive nouns. This is used to
refer to a person carrying out the activity represented by the verb. The other type consists of a
verb to which the nominalizer -sa ~ -sis added to form instrumental nouns and object nouns,
as shown in the Table 6:

Table 6 Nominalizers

1% Subdialects Varieties NOM (AGT) NOM (INST)
R 18 (Yadu) HEHRZR LT (Ronghong) -m -s
HEHE 11 (Yadu) A PG (Hexi) -m -s

KBl 1% (Dagishan)

ARA7K I (Shuitang)

-n9
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K1l 4 (Dagishan) TR (Xiuxi) -m -sa/-s
K55 1 (Mawo) BKS5 (Mawo) -n 27
MR L (Heihu) LR BN (Erdui) -m/-ka ka
4 5% 11 (Mianchi) 4% 1%k (Cutou) -mu ki
BB (Taoping) PELF (Taoping) -mo*? -tsy*?

As can be seen in Table 6, all varieties have agentive nominalizers, i.e., -m in Ronghong,
Hexi, Xiuxi, and Erdui; -mu in Cutou; -ma*? in Taoping; -nin Mawo and -no in Shuitang. (no
‘person’ in Mawo and Shuitang corresponds with mi ‘person’ in Ronghong, Hexi and Erdui;
me ‘person’ in Xiuxi; mu ‘person’ in Cutou and mo* ‘person’ in Taoping. It seems na derived
from mi,> and no/mi ‘person’ grammaticalized into the agentive nominalizer.) In view of
this, the agentive nominalizer is therefore reconstructable to Proto-Qiang. The instrumental
nominalizer seems not to go back to Proto-Qiang even though Ronghong, Hexi, Xiuxi and
Shuitang share the instrumental nominalizer -sa/-s (-sa > -s). Taoping Qiang has a unique
instrumental nominalizer -£57%3, whereas Cutou Qiang uses the genitive marker -k7 to encode
instrumental nominalization, and Erdui Qiang uses the general nominalizer -ka.

In Classic Tibetan and Lhasa Tibetan, the word sa ‘ground, earth’ may be used as a loca-
tive marker -sa (DeLancey 1986, 1999, 2003b: 276) though it cannot be used as an instrumen-
tal marker.® The instrumental marker -sa/-s in Qiang is unlikely a grammaticalization from
the voiced initial words zo ‘ground’ ~ zop ‘earth’ (Ronghong); zue ‘ground’ ~ zuepe ‘earth’
(Xiuxi); zuapa ‘earth’ (Shuitang), though -sa/-s in Qiang may also be used in nominalization/
relativization of a place, as in (4), and its Tibetan counterpart as in (5):

(4) a. the Zi-s-ta zop la-kua (Ronghong Qiang)
3sg exist-NOM-LOC place DEF-CL
b. thala zo-sa zuepe tha-thio (Xiuxi Qiang)
3sg exist-NOM place that-CL

‘the place that s/he is in’

(5) mo-s mog=mog bzo-sa (Lhasa Tibetan, DeLancey 2003b: 276)
she-ERG momos make-NOM
‘the place she makes momos’

The parallel examples in (4) and (5) both in Qiang and in Tibetan show that nominalizer
-sa/-s in Qiang might be related to Tibetan sa; it might be an old loanword from Tibetan.

3. Conclusion

In comparing Qiang nominal relational morphology and nominalization markers with those
of Tibetan, I have observed the morphology shared by Qiang and Tibetan. Some is recon-
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structable to the proto-language, some is most likely due to Qiang borrowing from Tibetan,
some is due to independent innovation, and some is due to parallel development. The shared
morphology is unlikely to be an areal feature, as the rGyalrong language, which is closer to
Tibetan than Qiang, does not manifest those forms shared between Qiang and Tibetan.

Substratum influences may play a major role in the lexical and morphological sharing
between languages. In the case of Qiang, this is quite unlikely as we do not have evidence of
Tibetan speakers shifting to speaking Qiang.
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Abbreviations

Isg first person singular DAT dative marker

3sg third person singular DIR directional prefix

A agent of prototypical ERG ergative marker
transitive clause GEN genitive marker

ABL ablative marker INST  instrumental

AGT agentive marker LOC locative marker

BEN benefactive marker NOM  nominalizer

CAUS  causative P patient of prototypical

CL classifier transitive clause

DEF definite marker

Appendix: GEN/AGT/INST/ABL in Tibeto-Burman

Languages GEN AGT/ERG INST ABL
Written Tibetan -kyi/-gyi/-gi/-i -kyis/-gyis/-gis/-i -kyis/-gyis/-gis/-i -las
Lhasa Tibetan -ki -ke/-ki -ke/-ki -ne
Pumi -ga*’ -gueie'? -gue*ie'? -ndu'?
Cangluo Menba ka'? ki'? ki'? kai'?
Tshangla -gi/-ki -gai/-kai
Caodeng -ko -ko -s
Maqu Tibetan -ko/-yi -ko -yo -nas
Burmese -ké/-yé -ka -né
Sherpa -ki/-gi/-re -ki/-gi/-re -la -ne/-me
Cogtse Gyarong -i -ki -s -s
Lavrung -ji’3 -yo*3 -yo»? -tehi®?
Niwan Daofu -ji -yu -gha -ne
Munya -ye -ji -ji -tso> ke
Balti -i/-e -i/-si -i-si/-na -na
Pangi Kinnauri -u -is/-s -is/-s -
Ladakhi -gi/-yi -is -ne
Kham -e/-ye -e/-ye -e/-ye -ni
Yelong Lavrung -ji>? -ji*? -ji*® -na*
Queyu -ji -ji'3ni>® -ni
Nusu -’ -i?! -i?! -do*1e?!
Zaiwa -e% -e?’! -e?’! -maj®!
Dulong -mi’*%/-i% -mi®**/-i*3 -pan*’
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Achang -a’! -a’! -a!
Akha ) -ne -ne -ne
Dolakha Newar -e -na/-n -na/-n -lan
Kathmandu Newar -ya -sd/-no -no -no
Hakha Lai -ni?/-?ii -?in/-?ii -?in/-?ii
Hani ¥ -ne* -ne*? -ne*?
Shixing -ji>® rg*? g’ g
Lisu -te? -ne*/-le® -ne*?

Namuzi -ni>*/-ji! -ni’ -la®! -ni’!
Meithei -no

Naxi -go*? -nw*? -nw*?
Bengni-Bogar -ka -nuiy -nuiy -ga
Sangkong -e3%/-i%° ha*?
Jingpho -a?!/-na* -e’! -the?!

Raji -ko -y€ -goi/-koi/-o0i -di
Thangmi -ko/-go -e/-ye -e/-ye -yin/-yinin
Byangsi -ge -se/-se -se/-se -ci
Darma -ko/-go -s0 -s0 -s0
Chaudangsi -ge/-ga -$9 -9 -so/-kharci
Chantyal -ye/-i -s9 -9 -gom-sa
Nar-phu -ye/-i -se -se -se
Tamang -la -se -se -se
Dhankute Tamang -la -se/-i/-gjam -se -gjam/-hense
Manange -la -tse -tse -tAr/-ro
Rouruo -ze>3 -¢i*? -¢i*? -¢i*?
Nuosu Yi -si?! -ta®
Chang -bu/-ebu/-webu -elye -ka
Kazhuo -pv23 ke -ke?? -ke??
Geman -pha®® ka*? ka* -lam®?
Darang Dengyu -a*'ba*’ -go’! -go’! -ma**/-nu’!
Dumi -po -?a -?a -loka
Daohua -di -ki -ki -de
Sulong -da®! -ta? -da® -da*
Baima -te3/-ti> -i% -re%/-no"? -io™
Rongpo -to -jo -jo -se
Cuona Menba -ko™! -te?! -te?! -ki®!
Geshizha Daofu -je -Wo -tee -tee/-nd
liisu -ji*3 -le>? -le> -le>?
Jinuo -£> -la*® -jo3
Yidu -tei>® -ni>® -tei®? -ne’!
Anong -ni**/-kha’? -mi* -mi* -ne*
Wambule -nan/-n -no/n
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Boro -ni -ZWI) -ni-phrai
Bai -no>? -no*?
Tujia -ne?! -le>
Langsu -no*! -jan*! -jan*! -me*®
Bola -na*' -jan?®! -jap?®! -mg>!
Garo -ni -a (NOM) -chi -chi
Hayu -mu -ha -ha -khen
Camling -mo -wa -wa
Belhare -pakak -na/-a -na/-a -huny
Jero -nan/-n -10
Zhaba -z9°! -ko¥to®! -ni’!
Tangut -jij" -gwu?
Lepcha -sd -nu/-nun
Bisu Xy -no’!
Lahu -ve

Notes

1) Iamindebted to Randy J. LaPolla, Dory Poa and Jonathan P. Evans, who have allowed me to use the

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

Qiang data that we have investigated together. Other data are Ekou ffk 1 (Huang 1991d); Hexi i1
74 (Huang & Zhou 2006); Puxi #ii% (Huang 2004, 2007 [2006]); Taoping #kF (Sun 1981); Mawo
JWRSS (Liu 1998); and Jiuzaiying JLT# (Wen Yu 1950).

This variety has not been mentioned in the literature, so we do not know which subdialect Ciba
Qiang belongs to.

We did not find an agentive marker in Wen (1950), therefore, it is unclear if there is an agentive
marker.

This dialect normally has final consonants, e.g., span ‘kidney’, ts"uen ‘step on’, minyua ‘evening’, and
itisn’t in contact with Tibetan, so it is unlikely this is a loan of the Tibetan agentive nominalizer.
The parallel correspondence of n-mis also found in Rawang and Dulong (a Tibeto-Burman language),
where nwit ‘mind’ in Rawang corresponds with mit ‘mind’ in Dulong (personal communication with
Prof. Randy J. LaPolla), and among many other Lolo-Burmese languages (personal communication
with Prof. James A. Matisoff).

Though -sa cannot be used as an instrumental nominalizer in Classic and Lhasa Tibetan, in Khams
(Puguoding variety in Danba County), however, -s"0* can be used as an instrumental nominalizer,
e.g., dow? ‘sit’ : dow?-s"0% ‘chair’; le?*ba’ ‘hand’ + htw’’ ‘wash’ : le??’ba” htur”-s'o?
‘soap’; tshaj”’ ‘vegetable’ + htco* ‘take’ : ts"aj” htco’-s"o?? ‘plate’; se? ‘meal’ + so’ ‘eat’ :

se?’so?2-sa*3‘chopsticks’, etc. (personal communication with Hiroyuki Suzuki).
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